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Abstract

We present a new framework for statistical inference on Riemannian manifolds that achieves
high-order accuracy, addressing the challenges posed by non-Euclidean parameter spaces fre-
quently encountered in modern data science. Our approach leverages a novel and computation-
ally efficient procedure to reach higher-order asymptotic precision. In particular, we develop a
bootstrap algorithm on Riemannian manifolds that is both computationally efficient and accu-
rate for hypothesis testing and confidence region construction. Although locational hypothesis
testing can be reformulated as a standard Euclidean problem, constructing high-order accurate
confidence regions necessitates careful treatment of manifold geometry. To this end, we estab-
lish high-order asymptotics under a fixed normal chart centered at the true parameter, thereby
enabling precise expansions that incorporate curvature effects. We demonstrate the versatil-
ity of this framework across various manifold settings—including spheres, the Stiefel manifold,
fixed-rank matrices manifolds, and rank-one tensor manifolds—and, for Euclidean submanifolds,
introduce a class of projection-like coordinate charts with strong consistency properties. Finally,
numerical studies confirm the practical merits of the proposed procedure.

1 Introduction

This paper focuses on the statistical inference for parameters defined on a Riemannian manifold.
Let Xn = {X1, . . . , Xn} ⊂ Rm be observations independently sampled from a distribution Pθ0 ,
where θ0 resides on a p-dimensional Riemannian manifold M. Our aim is to make inference on θ
based on Xn. Given an objective function L(θ, x) : M× Rm → R and its sample average analog
Ln(θ,Xn) :=

∑
i∈[n] L(θ,Xi)/n, an M-estimator, an important instance of extremum estimator, can

be defined as
θ̃n := argmin

θ∈M
Ln(θ,Xn). (1)

For brevity, we often write Ln(θ,Xn) in place of Ln(θ).
A natural approach to assess the location of θ̃n is to exploit a suitable coordinate representation.

Under the assumption that the likelihood function is geodesically convex but possibly non-smooth,
Brunel (2023) explored the first-order asymptotics of θ̃n and proved that the coordinate of θ̃n under
the logarithmic mapping centered at θ0 and a basis {ei} of Tθ0M is asymptotically distributed as

√
n · π{ei} ◦ Logθ0(θ̃n) ⇒ N (0,Σ),
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where π{ei} denotes a canonical mapping from Tθ0M to Rp induced by {ei}, Logθ0 represents the
logarithmic mapping, and

Σ :=
((

E
[
∇2L(θ0, X1)[ei, ej ]

] )
i,j∈[p]

)−1(
E
[
eiL(θ0, X1)ejL(θ0, X1)

⊤])
i,j∈[p]

·
((

E
[
∇2L(θ0, X1)[ei, ej ]

] )
i,j∈[p]

)−1
.

(2)

The primary goal of this paper is to go beyond this asymptotic normality of the exact extremum
estimators and establish computationally feasible inference methods that achieve high-order accu-
racy in manifold settings. Specifically, we aim to design a hypothesis test that ensures a high-order
accurate control of type-I error. Additionally, for a confidence level 1− α, our goal is to construct
a confidence region I ⊆ M that satisfies∣∣PXn [θ0 ∈ I]− (1− α)

∣∣ = o(n−1/2).

To achieve this goal, we employ a resampling procedure for inference on θ, so as to mimic the
distribution of the targeted quantity as well as to construct the region I. Toward the theoretical
guarantees for the inference tasks, we focus on demonstrating the distributional closeness between
the approximate solution and the resampled approximate solution after appropriate studentifica-
tion, in line with the Edgeworth expansions of (approximate) M-estimators (Hall and Horowitz,
1996; Andrews, 2002).

Challenges in Manifold Settings. We describe a smooth manifold, without delving into con-
cepts of differential geometry, as a space that locally behaves like Euclidean space. A smooth
manifold endowed with a metric structure is a Riemannian manifold. The primary challenge in
dealing with such an abstract structure lies in the locality of the coordinates; specifically, we must
account for the different representations of a point under various charts. The core idea of this paper
is to consider exponential mapping, where the relationship between different charts is determined by
the Riemannian connection defined on the manifold. Leveraging results from differential geometry
(Gavrilov, 2007), we are able to upper bound the curvature’s effect on the coordinates and explicitly
interpret the distribution of the proposed estimator. Furthermore, exponential mappings are often
computationally infeasible in many applications, prompting us to explore alternative methods, such
as retraction mappings, to achieve second-order accuracy.

1.1 Extremum Estimators on Manifolds

An extremum estimator is obtained by optimizing an objective function that depends on observed
data (Newey and McFadden, 1994; Fisher, 1922; Wald, 1949). Maximum likelihood estimation
(MLE) is a prominent example and has been widely used for inference in parametric models. No-
tably, the framework of extremum estimators naturally lends itself to a manifold-based formulation
in several important statistical analysis scenarios.

Constrained Parameter Space. The asymptotic properties of statistical models with a fixed-
dimensional parameter in Euclidean space have been extensively studied (Van der Vaart, 2000).
However, there are many statistical problems that do not exhibit the desirable properties associated
with Euclidean spaces. For example, the behavior of the MLE and the associated information metric
in curved exponential families exhibit notable complexity (Efron, 1975, 1978). The nonlinearity
constraints in such problems offer intriguing interpretability while also posing challenges in terms

2



of coordinate representation, naturally falling into the differential geometric viewpoint. Given a
parametric space Θ ∈ Rp = {θ : fi(θ) = 0, i ∈ [r]} (r < p) where {fi}i∈[r] are smooth functions
whose derivatives are linearly independent, the constant-rank level set theorem (Lee, 2013) shows
Θ is an embedded submanifold with dimension (p−r). However, the approach to enable high-order
accurate inference in these settings remains blank.

Nonconvex Optimization. Nonconvex optimization problems often arise in modern machine
learning and signal processing, often accompanied by complex geometric structures that cannot be
fully captured using standard Euclidean tools. In particular, the matrix/tensor-valued parameter
estimation problems with low-rank constraints naturally lead to formulations on specialized man-
ifolds such as the fixed-rank matrices manifold, Stiefel manifold, and the Grassmannian manifold.
Recent developments have shown the significance of such manifold-based approaches, either theo-
retically or algorithmically (e.g., Boumal et al. (2019); Li et al. (2021); Chen et al. (2020); Huang
et al. (2016)).

Examples We present several key Riemannian manifolds below:

• The Stiefel manifold St(p, r) := {X ∈ Rp×r : X⊤X = Ir} consists of all p × k orthonormal
matrices. This manifold generalizes the spheres to higher dimensions and is pivotal in ap-
plications requiring orthonormal bases or dimensionality reduction, such as in factor analysis
(Plumbley, 2005).

• The fixed-rank matrices manifold, denoted as Rr,p1,p2 , represents the set of all p1×p2 matrices
with rank r and possesses a smooth manifold structure. This manifold is commonly explored
in the study of low-rank matrix completion and approximation problems (Vandereycken, 2013;
Mishra et al., 2014). For example, when the observed data consists of noisy measurements
of an underlying element in Rr,p1,p2 , a critical challenge lies in recovering the true underlying
parameter and performing uncertainty quantification.

In short, viewing estimation and inference problems through the lens of extremum estimators on
manifolds can reveal new insights, particularly in scenarios where traditional Euclidean frameworks
fall short.

1.2 Bootstrap and Studentization on Manifolds

As the sample size increases in a fixed model, it is widely recognized that the distribution of
the extremum estimator exhibits certain asymptotic properties. However, a significant challenge
lies in the lack of direct access to the actual asymptotic distribution. To address this, a notable
idea is to studentize the target statistic while resampling the data, namely, to divide the (resam-
pled) statistic by a sample-based estimate of its standard deviation (e.g., t-statistic) to achieve
a more accurate approximation of the statistic’s distribution. Over the past decades, computa-
tionally efficient bootstrap procedures have been explored extensively in works such as Davidson
and MacKinnon (1999); Andrews (2002). However, these multi-step estimators are not readily
applicable to manifold settings, where unique geometrical structures introduce additional complex-
ities. This limitation motivates our investigation into bootstrap procedures specifically tailored for
manifold-based problems.

In this paper, we propose a fine-grained inference procedure to address the locality challenges in
manifold settings, enabling the derivation of high-order accurate confidence regions through appro-
priate studentization techniques. To ensure high-order accuracy in the distributional approximation
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obtained via bootstrap, we carefully control each resampled term, incorporating the effects of the
Riemannian curvature of the underlying manifold.

1.3 Our Contributions

The contributions of this paper include the following three folds.
First, for a class of well-formalized M-estimators on Riemannian manifolds, we develop a boot-

strapping algorithm that stands out for its computational efficiency and high-order accuracy in
hypothesis testing and confidence region construction.

Secondly, we discover that, while performing a locational hypothesis testing on a Riemannian
manifold can be naturally transformed into a well-studied testing problem on a Euclidean space,
constructing a high-order accurate confidence region poses additional challenges due to a manifold’s
inherent geometrical structure. To ensure both the computational efficiency and the coverage accu-
racy of the proposed confidence interval construction methods, we establish high-order asymptotics
of the specific statistics in our algorithms. To address the ambiguity of the coordinate expression,
we adopt a fixed normal chart centered at the true parameter in our analysis. This approach allows
us to expand the functions of interest through a Euclidean lens while accounting for the impact of
manifold curvature when transitioning across different charts.

Finally, our methodology and theoretical results extend to a wide range of statistical settings.
We specifically study the inference on spheres, the Stiefel manifold, fixed-rank matrices mani-
folds, and rank-one tensors manifolds using our developed framework. Notably, for Euclidean
submanifolds, we introduce a class of projection-like coordinate charts equipped with the necessary
consistency properties, providing a robust foundation for further applications.

1.4 Related Literature

This work intersects with several key areas of research, including Riemannian optimization, high-
order asymptotics, and manifold inference.

Firstly, the extension of classic optimization methods (Smith, 1993, 2014; Huper and Trumpf,
2004; Helmke and Hüper, 2000; Dennis Jr and Schnabel, 1996) to Riemannian manifold settings
(Absil et al., 2009) has attracted increasing attention, driven by the emergence of large-scale matrix
data (Luo et al., 2024a; Luo and Trillos, 2022) and tensor data (Luo and Zhang, 2023).

Next, the study of high-order asymptotics dates back to the efforts in refining the central
limit theorem for fixed-dimensional cases. Foundational results such as Bhattacharya et al. (1978);
Babu and Singh (1984); Bhattacharya (1987); Hall and Horowitz (1996); Hall (2013) established the
Edgeworth expansion and its bootstrap adaptations for empirical averages and functions of weighted
sums. Additionally, Andrews (2002) introduced computationally efficient algorithms combined
with studentized statistics to achieve high-order asymptotics for M-estimation problems. These
developments serve as a foundation for extending such methods to manifold settings. There is
another series of research focusing on the Edgeworth expansion of U-statistics (Callaert et al.,
1980; Bickel et al., 1986; Lai and Wang, 1993), especially on network moment (Zhang and Xia,
2022; Shao et al., 2022).

Moreover, research in manifold inference covers diverse geometrical approaches, with a focus
on Barycenter problems (Bhattacharya and Patrangenaru, 2003, 2005; Eltzner and Huckemann,
2019). Recent advancements have addressed uncertainty quantification for low-rank models, offering
perspectives tailored to high-dimensional settings (Chen et al., 2019; Xia and Yuan, 2021; Xia et al.,
2022; Xie and Zhang, 2024).
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1.5 Preliminaries on Riemannian Manifolds

To ensure this paper is self-contained, we provide a concise introduction to Riemannian manifolds,
particularly in the context of numerical optimization (Absil et al., 2009).

Smooth Structure. A smooth manifoldM of dimension p is a connected paracompact Hausdorff
space for which every point has a neighborhood U that is homeomorphic to an open subset Ω of
Rp. Such a homeomorphism ϕ : U → Ω is called a (coordinate) chart. A tangent vector X to the
manifold M at x is a mapping from the set of real-valued functions defined on M (i.e., C∞(M)) to
R such that there exists a smooth curve γ(t) on M with γ(0) = x and X : f 7→ d

dtf ◦γ(t)
∣∣
t=0

=: Xf
for all f ∈ C∞(M). The tangent space TxM of a smooth manifold M is the linear space of all
tangent vectors at x. The disjoint union of TxM over x ∈ M is defined as the tangent bundle
TM := ∪x∈MTxM. A vector field on M is a smooth function that assigns a tangent vector
v ∈ TθM to each point θ ∈ M. Γ(M) denotes the collection of possible vector fields on M.
Naturally, given a vector field X ∈ Γ(M) and a smooth function f ∈ C∞(M) on M, Xf is
again a smooth function on M. For further use, we define the mapping XY : C∞(M) → R for
X,Y ∈ Γ(M) such that XY f 7→ X(Y f) for f ∈ C∞(M). Given two smooth manifolds M,N
and a smooth function f : N → M, we define a mapping called the differential of f at x ∈ N as
a linear mapping TxN → Tf(x)M such that df(X)g = X(g ◦ f) for every X ∈ TxN and every
g ∈ C∞(M).

Riemannian Manifold. Further, a Riemannian manifold M is a smooth manifold equipped
with a smooth positive-definite inner product ⟨·, ·⟩ on the tangent space TpM at each point p.
With an inner product at each point, the length of a piece-wise smooth curve γ(t), t ∈ [0, 1] from x

to x′ can be defined as L(γ) =
∫ 1
0 ⟨γ̇(t), γ̇(t)⟩

1
2 dt. We also denote the distance of two points x, x′

on manifold M by dist(x, x′), which is defined by the infimum of L(γ) over all possible piece-wise
smooth curves from x to x′. Further, given two vector fields on M, we note that ⟨X,Y ⟩ is a smooth
function on M by the smoothness of ⟨·, ·⟩.

Levi-Civita Connection. To enable the comparison of tangent vectors across disparate tan-
gent spaces, we introduce the notion of connection ∇ : Γ(M) × Γ(M) → Γ(M), as a gen-
eralization of the directional derivative on a vector field to Riemannian manifolds, satisfying
that (i) ∇f1X1+f2X2Y = f1∇X1Y + f2∇X2Y , (ii) ∇X(α1Y1 + α2Y2) = α1∇XY1 + α2∇XY2, (iii)
∇X(fY ) = (Xf)Y + f∇XY with X,Y,X1, X2, Y1, Y2 ∈ Γ(M), f1, f2, f ∈ C∞(M), and α1, α2 ∈ R.
Among all possible choices of affine connections, the Levi-Civita connection is the unique one
that preserves the metric and satisfies the torsion-free-ness; to be specific, an affine connection is
called the Levi-Civita connection if (i) X ⟨Y,Z⟩ = ⟨∇XY, Y ⟩+ ⟨Y,∇XZ⟩ holds for any vector fields
X,Y, Z;1 (ii) ∇XY −∇YX − (XY − Y X) = 0 holds for any vector fields X,Y, Z (see the details of
the Levi-Civita connection’s interpretation in Jost (2008) and Lee (2018)). We only consider the
Levi-Civita connections throughout this paper.

Parallel Transport. Parallel transport is a local realization of a connection that intrinsically
defines an isometry between tangent spaces. Letting µ ∈ Γ(M) be a vector field on M and γ(t) be
a smooth curve, µ(γ(t)) is called the parallel transport when ∇γ̇(t)(µ(γ(t)) = 0 holds for arbitrary
t. If the shortest curve connecting x with x′ is unique, we denote the tangent vector at x′ from the

1Since ⟨Y,Z⟩ is a smooth function on M, X ⟨Y,Z⟩ := X(⟨Y,Z⟩) is also a smooth function given an additional
tensor field X on M.
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parallel transport of v ∈ TxM in the tangent space of x along the shortest path (also a geodesic by
(Lee, 2018, Theorem 6.4)) by Tx→x′(v); in fact, Theorem 6.17 in Lee (2018) ensures the uniqueness
of the geodesic connecting two arbitrary points in a small neighborhood. Such a local viewpoint
will frequently be employed in the subsequent discussion.

Retraction. The notion of retraction mapping is a crucial tool in developing efficient and practical
optimization algorithms on manifolds. In much of the previous literature, a retraction mapping R
refers to a smooth mapping from TM to M. However, since in this paper, we are mainly interested
in quantities related to specific coordinate representations, we define a retraction R := {Rx}x∈M
to be a collection of retraction mappings such that each retraction mapping Rx centered at x is a
diffeomorphism from an open neighborhood U ⊂ Rp of 0 to M satisfying Rx(0) = x, {dRxδi} is an
orthogonal basis of TxM for each x ∈ M, and Rx ◦ dR−1

x (y) with respect to x and y is a smooth
mapping from an open neighborhood of the zero section of TM to M. The Euclidean realization of
a retraction presented here also leads to the subsequent discussion on the necessity of smoothness in
coordinate bases across different charts. To impose regularity conditions on retractions, we further
introduce the notion of a second-order retraction, defined as follows.

Definition 1. A retraction R is second-order if it holds for every x ∈ M and y in an open
neighborhood of Rp that ∥∥∥Logx(Rx(y))− π−1

{dRxei}(y)
∥∥∥ = O(∥y∥32).

Derivatives. Given a Riemannian manifold M equipped with the Levi-Civita connection ∇ and
a smooth function f on M, the k-th derivative ∇k ⊂ Γ(⊗k

i=1TM∗)2 of f (k ∈ N+) is defined
recursively as follows

∇f [X1] = ∇1f [X1] = X1f,

∇2f [X1, X2] = X1(∇1f [X2])−∇1f [∇X1X2],

∇kf [X1, . . . , Xk] = X1∇k−1f [X2, . . . , Xk]−∇k−1f [∇X1X2, . . . , Xk]

−∇k−1f [X2,∇X1X3, . . . , Xk]− · · · − ∇k−1f [X2, X3, . . . ,∇X1Xk].

Note that a retraction R = {Rx}x∈M is a second-order retraction if and only if ∇2Rx = 0 for every
x ∈ M.

Remark 1. In a way, a retraction typically suggests the topological correspondence between the
derivative of mapping and the tangent space of the manifold but does not involve any metric structure
defined on the manifold. However, a second-order retraction goes beyond the topological structure;
namely, it takes the metric structure of a manifold into account. As a consequence, different metric
structures on a manifold usually lead to different second-order retractions.

1.6 Notation

For any positive integer n, we denote [n] = {1, . . . , n}. We also denote the i-th canonical basis of
Rp by δi. Given a matrix A ∈ RN×N , we denote its Moore–Penrose inverse by A†. The ℓ2-norm
of a vector v is denoted by ∥v∥2, and the Frobenius norm of a matrix A ∈ Rn1×n2 is denoted by

2Γ(⊗k
i=1TM∗) denotes the collection of smooth functions that assign an element of TxM∗ ⊗ · · · ⊗ TxM∗︸ ︷︷ ︸

k times

to each

x in M where TxM∗ denotes the dual space of TxM.
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∥A∥F . Given a vector space T with norm ∥·∥, we denote a sphere {y ∈ T : ∥y − x∥ ≤ ρ} centered
at x ∈ T with radiu ρ by B(x, ρ).

Consider a Riemannian manifold M of dimension p. The norm of a tangent vector v ∈ TM
is written as ∥v∥ := ⟨v, v⟩

1
2 . We denote by Expx(·) and Logx(·) the exponential mapping and the

logarithmic mapping at x ∈ M. Given a basis {ei} of TM, we define the canonical mapping
π{ei} : TxM → Rp at x by π{ei}(y) = v with y =

∑p
i=1 viei and v = (v1, . . . , vp) ∈ Rp. For a

function f : M → R defined on M, we denote its composition with Rθ by fRetr(θ).
Throughout this paper, coordinate expressions and abstract tensor field expressions will be used

interchangeably. To avoid confusion, we will use the notation ∇kf for f : M → R to denote the
k-th derivative of f in the abstract tensor field expression, while we use ∇νf(x) := ∂ν1

∂x
ν1
1

· · · ∂νp

∂x
νp
p
f(x)

for f : Rp → R to denote the partial derivative of f related to ν ∈ Np in the coordinate expression.
Moreover, given a sufficiently smooth function f : Rp → R, we denote the gradient column vector by
∇f(x) = ( ∂

∂xj
f(x))j∈[p] and the Hessian matrix by ∇2f(x) = ( ∂2

∂xi∂xj
f(x))i,j∈[p] ∈ Rp×p. Further,

given a tangent basis {ei} of TθM at θ ∈ M and a multi-index ν ∈ Np, we denote

∇|ν|f(θ)[e1, . . . , e1︸ ︷︷ ︸
ν(1)

, e2, . . . , e2︸ ︷︷ ︸
ν(2)

, . . . , ep, . . . , ep︸ ︷︷ ︸
ν(p)

]

by ∇νf(θ), referred to as the ν-derivative of f under the basis {ei}; by the knowledge of differential

geometry, this is also equivalent to ∂v(1)

∂xv(1)
1

· · · ∂v(p)

∂xv(p)
p

f ◦ Exp ◦ π−1
{ei}.

For an objective function L(θ, x) : M×Rm → R or a composition L(Rθ(η), x) with a mapping
Rθ(η) from Rp to M, we slightly abuse the notation by performing all differentiation operations
with respect to the first argument, without explicitly indicating it.

2 High-order Accurate Inference Using Extremum Estimators

Inference with high-order accuracy typically utilizes the Edgeworth expansions for both the statis-
tics of interest and their resampled counterparts. We first define the resampled objective function
and the resampled M-estimator as

L∗
n(θ) :=

∑
i∈[n]

L(θ,X∗
i )/n, θ̃∗n = argmin

θ∈M
L∗
n(θ), (3)

where X ∗
n = {X∗

i }i∈[n] is the resampled collection with replacement from Xn.
Despite the validity of the high-order asymptotics related to the exact solution, the explicit

solution is often infeasible. To address this, we employ the Riemannian Newton method to proceed
with estimation and inference. Intuitively, given a reasonable initialization, Newton iterates usually
converge to the local stationary point of the objective function. We thereby turn to look at the
property of solutions to first-order conditions as a starting point. We consider relaxed solutions to
(1) and (3), satisfying the first-order conditions:

∇Ln(θ̃n) = 0, (4)

∇L∗
n(θ̃

∗
n) = 0. (5)

In cases where the solutions are not unique, they are defined as the ones closest to θ0 in their
respective cases.
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2.1 Riemannian Newton Iteration

The classic Newton’s method (Dennis Jr and Schnabel, 1996) is an iterative procedure that incor-
porates second-order information to seek a critical point of the cost function. It is well-established
that in deterministic settings, Newton’s method achieves a quadratic rate of convergence if an ini-
tial point is close enough to a minimizer with a nonsingular second derivative in Euclidean settings
(Dennis Jr and Schnabel, 1996) as well as in general Riemannian manifold settings (Absil et al.,
2009). In the former case, letting θk−1 be the iterative point at the (k − 1)st step and f be an
objective function, Newton’s update is written as

θk := θk−1 −
[
∇2f(θk−1)

]−1∇f(θk−1) ∈ Rp.

Given a Riemannian manifold M, Newton’s update3 takes form

θk := Rθk−1

(
−
[
∇2f ◦Rθk−1

(0)
]†∇f ◦Rθk−1

(0)
)
∈ M,

where R is a retraction defined in Definition 1 and f : M → R is an objective function.
In what follows, we consider an objective function L composed with a random data set Y and

introduce a Riemannian Newton iteration procedure as described in Algorithm 14, primarily for
constructing confidence regions in subsequent steps. A key difference between optimization on a
Riemannian manifold and in Euclidean space is that there is no fixed coordinate representation (or
coordinate chart) for this manifold. Instead, at each iteration of Algorithm 1, we operate on the
local chart R−1

θ̂s−1
(·), centered at the current estimate θ̂s−1.

Algorithm 1: Riemannian Newton Iteration on a Manifold

Input: Initial point θinitial and data collection Y, iteration times t
Output: θ̂t

1 Let θ(0) = θinitial for s = 1, . . . , t do
2 Update:

θ(s) = Rθ(s−1)

(
−
[
∇2

( ∑
X∈Y

L(Rθ(s−1)(·), X)
)∣∣

0
/|Y|

]†[∇( ∑
X∈Y

L(Rθ(s−1)(·), X)
)∣∣

0
/|Y|

])
.

3 end

Remark 2. As discussed in Adler et al. (2002); Absil et al. (2009), local quadratic convergence is
maintained even if Algorithm 1 employs only a first-order retraction. However, as we will demon-
strate in Section 2.3.2, a second-order retraction is essential to explicitly incorporate the high-order
asymptotics of the constructed statistics, thereby enabling high-order accurate inference.

Since the empirical solution to (4) is likely to stay close to the resampled solution to (5) with
high probability, it naturally serves as an ideal initialization. We therefore propose to integrate
the estimation with the resampling procedures, allowing the stochastic optimization process to
produce a sequence of replicates based on a similar underlying mechanism as the original estimate.
Our procedure generates the estimate θ̂n and the resampled estimates {θ∗n,i}i∈[b], as summarized in
Algorithm 2.

3The Moore–Penrose inverse is introduced to address the potential singularity issue of the Hessian matrix.
4One may notice that the domain of Rθ is an open neighborhood of 0, but not necessarily Rp. To ensure the

well-definiteness, we simply let Rθ(y) be θ for any y outside the domain of Rθ.
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Algorithm 2: Resampled Riemannian Newton Iteration on a Manifold

Input: Initial estimate θ̂
(0)
n , number of burnings burn, number of resamplings b

Output: Approximate extremum estimate θ̂n and the resampled approximate extremum

estimate series {θ̂∗[i]n }bi=1

1 Implement Algorithm 1 with initial point θinitial = θ̂
(0)
n , t = burn, and the dataset Xn to

obtain θ̂n.
2 for i = 1, . . . , b do

3 Resample the dataset Xn to obtain X [i]
n (i.e., draw n samples with replacement from Xn

to form X [i]
n ), and implement Algorithm 1 with the initial point θ̂n, t = 2, and the

dataset X [i]
n to obtain θ̂

∗[i]
n .

4 end

In the bootstrapping stage of Algorithm 2, we perform a two-step Riemannian Newton initialized

from the point estimate θ̂n, provided the resampled dataset X [i]
n . Heuristically speaking, both θ̂n

and θ̃n are likely to lie within a radius-O(n−
1
2 (log n)

1
2 ) spherical neighborhood around θ0 with high

probability, and θ̂n usually serves as a nice approximation of θ̃n. Provided the quadratic convergence
rate of Newton’s method, the two-step update is expected to provide a good approximation of the

solution to the first-order condition given the dataset X [i]
n , which is further confirmed by our high-

order asymptotic analysis in Section 3.

2.2 Hypothesis Testing on Manifold

We consider a hypothesis testing problem on a Riemannian manifold, specifically focusing on the
following locational testing problem:

H0 : θ0 = θ1 ∈ M versus H1 : θ0 ̸= θ1, with significance level α.

We focus on controlling the test rejection probability when the null hypothesis holds. To achieve
this, we note that by restricting attention to a neighborhood U ⊆ M of θ1, where (ϕ,U) is a smooth
chart with ϕ(θ1) = 0 ∈ Rp, the testing problem reduces to

H0 : ϕ(θ0) = 0 versus H1 : ϕ(θ0) ̸= 0, with significance level α.

In light of this, a natural approach is to employ an alternative loss function
∑

i∈[n] L(ϕ
−1(·), Xi)/n :

ϕ(U) → R. Moreover, we define the t-statistics Tϕ,j , j ∈ [p], the Wald statistic Wϕ, and their
bootstrap alternatives T ∗

ϕ,j , W
∗
ϕ as follows5:

Tϕ,j =
ϕ(θ̂n)j

(Σϕ)
1/2
j,j

, T ∗
ϕ,j =

ϕ(θ̂∗n)j − ϕ(θ̂n)j

(Σ∗
ϕ)

1/2
j,j

, for j ∈ [p],

Wϕ = ϕ(θ̂n)
⊤Σ−1

ϕ ϕ(θ̂n), W ∗
ϕ =

(
ϕ(θ̂∗n)− ϕ(θ̂n)

)⊤
Σ∗

ϕ
†(ϕ(θ̂∗n)− ϕ(θ̂n)

)
.

5If the denominator (Σ∗
ϕ)

1/2
j,j is equal to zero, we simply let T ∗

ϕ,j = 0.
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Here θ̂∗n denotes a generic θ̂∗n,1 in Algorithm 2 and X ∗ = {X∗
i }i∈[n] denotes a generic resampled

dataset X [1]
n . The matrices Σϕ and Σ∗

ϕ are defined as

Σϕ :=
(
∇2Ln(ϕ

−1(·))
∣∣
ϕ(θ̂n)

)−1

( 1

n

∑
i∈[n]

∇L(ϕ−1(·), Xi)
∣∣
ϕ(θ̂n)

∇L(ϕ−1(·), Xi)
∣∣⊤
ϕ(θ̂n)

)(
∇2Ln(ϕ

−1(·))
∣∣
ϕ(θ̂n)

)−1
,

Σ∗
ϕ :=

(
∇2L∗

n(ϕ
−1(·))

∣∣
ϕ(θ̂∗n)

)−1

( 1

n

∑
i∈[n]

∇L(ϕ−1(·), X∗
i )
∣∣
ϕ(θ̂∗n)

∇L(ϕ−1(·), X∗
i )
∣∣⊤
ϕ(θ̂∗n)

)(
∇2L∗

n(ϕ
−1(·))

∣∣
ϕ(θ̂∗n)

)−1
.

Note that the coordinate derivative operations, ∇ and ∇2, refer specifically to the first argument
of L, i.e., the coordinates under the retraction mapping ϕ−1.

Intuitively, ϕ(θ̂n) and ϕ(θ̂
∗
n) are close to the exact solutions ϕ(θ̃n) and ϕ(θ̃

∗
n), where θ̃n and θ̃∗n

are defined in (4) and (5). In view of the delta method (Lemma 4), it thus suffices to focus on the
high-order asymptotics of the latter ones. Moreover, a useful observation is that ϕ(θ̃n) and ϕ(θ̃∗n)
are also the solutions to

∇Ln(ϕ
−1(x)) = 0 and ∇L∗

n(ϕ
−1(x)) = 0,

respectively, where Ln(ϕ
−1(·)) could be viewed as an empirical loss function defined on a neighbor-

hood of Rp. Since well-established high-order asymptotic results exist for M-estimation (Hall and
Horowitz, 1996; Andrews, 2002), these can be applied in our context. We have the following formal
result.

Proposition 1. Suppose the following assumptions hold:

1. The zero vector is the unique solution in a sufficiently small spherical neighborhood
U of θ0 to E

[
∇L(ϕ−1(·), X1)

]
= 0. There exists a function Cg(x) such that∥∥∇L(ϕ−1(η1),x)−∇L(ϕ−1(η2),x)
∥∥
2
≤ Cg(x) ∥η1 − η2∥2 for all x in the support of X1

and all η1,η2 ∈ ϕ(U). E[Cq1
g (X1)] <∞ and E

∥∥∇L(ϕ−1(η), X1)
∥∥q1
2
<∞ for all 0 < q1 <∞.

2. The p-by-p Hessian matrix E[∇2L(ϕ−1(0), X1)] is of full rank p. ∇L(ϕ−1(η),x) is nine-times
differentiable with respect to η on ϕ(U) for all x in the support of X1. Let f(η,x) be a vector
containing ∇L(ϕ−1(η),x), ∇L(ϕ−1(η),x)∇L(ϕ−1(η),x)⊤, and their derivatives through or-
der 5. There is a function C∂f (x) such that

∥∥∇νf(0,x)−∇νf(η,x)
∥∥
2
≤ C∂f (x) ∥η∥2 for all

η ∈ ϕ(U), all ν ∈ Np with
∑

i∈[p] vi ≤ 4, and all x in the support of X1. E
[
C∂f (X1)

q2
]
< ∞

and E
[(
∇νf(0, X1)

)q2] <∞ for all q2 > 0 and all ν with
∑

i∈[p] νi ≤ 4. The function f(0,x)
is once differentiable with respect to x with uniformly continuous first derivative.

3. The random vector f(0, X1) satisfies Cramér’s condition, that is,

lim sup
∥t∥→∞

∣∣E[eit⊤f(0,X1)
]∣∣ < 1.

If θ0 = θ1, then it holds for every ξ ∈ (0, 12 ] that

PXn

[
Tϕ,j > z∗Tϕ,j ,2,α

]
= α+ o(n−1+ξ),

PXn

[
Tϕ,j < z∗Tϕ,j ,2,1−α

]
= α+ o(n−1+ξ),

PXn

[
Wϕ > z∗Wϕ,2,α

]
= α+ o(n−

3
2
+ξ),

10



where z∗Tϕ,j ,k,α
is defined as a value that minimizes

∣∣P[T ∗
ϕ,j ≤ z|Xn

]
− (1 − α)

∣∣ over z ∈ R and

z∗Wϕ,2,α
is defined analogously.

Proposition 1 indicates that by repeatedly resampling the data, we can obtain a consistent
estimate of z∗Tϕ,j ,2,α

or z∗Wϕ,2,α
to serve as a critical value. According to the Glivenko–Cantelli

theorem (Durrett, 2019, Theorem 2.4.9), this approach yields a more accurate approximation of
the distribution of Tϕ,j or Wϕ, ensuring that the actual rejection probability closely aligns with the
intended significance level α.

2.3 Confidence Region Constructions on Manifold

In this section, we delve into the construction of confidence regions on Riemannian manifolds. A
natural approach, drawing on classic ideas from statistics, would be to convert the hypothesis test
introduced in Section 2.2 into a confidence region. However, this approach may be computationally
infeasible since we no longer have access to the presumed location information of θ0, which previ-
ously allowed for a convenient reduction from the manifold setting to a Euclidean one. Additionally,
the choice of coordinate representations introduces further randomness, making the construction
of confidence regions notably distinct from that of hypothesis testing.

2.3.1 Algorithms for Confidence Region Constructions

Selecting appropriate coordinate representations is essential for performing inference on Riemannian
manifolds. For hypothesis testing, it is natural to adopt a fixed coordinate system at θ0. However,
this approach no longer applies to confidence interval construction, necessitating transitions between
different charts. These coordinate transformations are inherently nonlinear and influenced by the
curvature of the local region. Consequently, when resampling the data and constructing studentized

statistics, curvature effects may cause the distribution function of the studentized statistics for θ̂
∗[i]
n

to deviate from being second-order consistent with that related to θ̂n.

Algorithm for Wald-Type Statistic. The Wald-type statistic is often advantageous for con-
structing an elliptically shaped confidence region within a fixed chart or directly on the parameter
manifold M. By leveraging the information gathered during the resampling process, we can ap-
proximate the distribution of the following Wald-type statistic:

W := R−1

θ̂n
(θ0)

⊤Σ̂
†
R−1

θ̂n
(θ0), (6)

where

Σ̂ :=
(
∇2Ln(Rθ̂n

(·))
∣∣
0

)−1
( ∑

j∈[n]

∇L(R
θ̂n
(·), Xj)

∣∣
0
∇L(R

θ̂n
(·), Xj)

∣∣⊤
0
/n

)(
∇2Ln(Rθ̂n

(·))
∣∣
0

)−1
. (7)

Since −R−1
θ0

(θ̂n) is approximately equal to R−1

θ̂n
(θ0) up to a rotation as noted in (6), a natural

approximation of −R−1
θ0

(θ̂n) is R
−1
θ0

(θ̂n)−R−1
θ0

(θ̂
∗[i]
n ), which is closely related to R

θ̂
∗[i]
n

(θ̂n). Therefore,

when working with the i-th resampled dataset X [i]
n = {X [i]

j }j∈[n] in Algorithm 2, replacing R
θ̂n
(θ0)

and Σ̂ with R
θ̂
∗[i]
n

(θ̂n) and Σ̌
[i]
, respectively, yields the counterpart resampled statistic W ∗[i] to W

as follows:

W ∗[i] := R−1

θ̂
∗[i]
n

(
θ̂n
)⊤

Σ̌
[i]†
R−1

θ̂
∗[i]
n

(
θ̂n
)
,

11



where Σ̌
[i]

is defined as

Σ̌
[i]

:=
(
∇2L[i]

n (R
θ̂
∗[i]
n

(·))
∣∣
0

)−1( ∑
j∈[n]

∇L(R
θ̂
∗[i]
n

(·), X [i]
j )

∣∣
0
∇L(R

θ̂
∗[i]
n

(·), X [i]
j )

∣∣⊤
0
/n

)(
∇2L[i]

n (R
θ̂
∗[i]
n

(·))
∣∣
0

)−1

(8)

with the shorthand notation L
[i]
n for

∑
j∈[n] L(·, X

[i]
j )/n provided the i-th resampled dataset X [i]

n =

{X [i]
j }j∈[n].
The algorithm is summarized in Algorithm 36. Heuristically, since the statistic of interest W

and its bootstrapped counterpart are largely unaffected by the choice of chart, as discussed in
Section 2.3.2, the conditional distribution of W ∗[i] given Xn is expected to closely approximate the
distribution of W with high probability. This will be further justified in Section 3.

Algorithm 3: Approximate Resampled M-Estimates on a Manifold with Wald-based
Statistic

Input: Approximate extremum estimate θ̂n and the resampled approximated extremum

estimate series {θ̂∗[i]n }bi=1 derived from Algorithm 2
Output: confidence region for θ0 on the chart R

θ̂n

1 Compute the α-level quantile wα := argminx∈R
∣∣∑

i∈[b] 1{W ∗[i] ≤ x}/b− (1− α)
∣∣ with

W ∗[i] = R−1

θ̂
∗[i]
n

(
θ̂n
)⊤

Σ̌
[i]†
R−1

θ̂
∗[i]
n

(
θ̂n
)
;

2 Construct the (1− α)-level confidence region on the region of R
θ̂n
:

IWald
1−α = {x : ∥x∥2 ≤ ρ,x⊤Σ̂

†
x ≤ wα}

with Σ̂ defined in (7).

Algorithm for Intrinsic t-statistics. We now move on to investigate how to quantify the
uncertainty given a single coordinate of θ0 under the chart R

θ̂n
. Before presenting our algorithm

for constructing confidence intervals on a single coordinate, here we would like to discuss further
the insight into why inference on a single coordinate of the true parameter is an even more difficult
task beyond establishing certain asymptotics in Euclidean cases.

Intractability of Local Charts on Riemannian Geometry. A natural approach to infer-
ence is to establish specific asymptotics of the targeted quantities under a specific coordinate chart
R̃, namely, the limiting distribution of R̃(θ0) where R̃ represents a coordinate chart centered at
some location θ′ that could depend on the data. However, this local Euclidean viewpoint introduces
some extra intractability, as the basis {ẽi} induced by the chart R̃ we use is usually related to the
samples themselves, which cooperate some complicated dependency with the asymptotic normal-
ity of π{Tθ0→θ′ei} ◦ Logθ′(θ0), and consequently deter the expected limit distribution. Notably, the

cooperated dependency varies across different manifolds, making it challenging to derive a general
inference procedure for a single coordinate.

Consider, for instance, the fixed-rank matrices manifold and the SVD-based retraction in Ex-
ample 3, which is elaborated on later. Suppose that all the nonzero singular values of the ground

6Similar to the handling of the locality of Rθ in Algorithm 2, if θ̂
∗[i]
n is outside the domain of R−1

θ̂n
, we set the

corresponding quantity W ∗[i] to be zero. Similar rules apply to the quantity T ∗[i] in Algorithm 4.
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Figure 1: A Counterexample: Irregular Empirical Distribution Using an Irregular Chart. We
consider the fixed-rank matrices manifold with the sample size n = 1000 and the ground truth
parameter θ0 = diag(1, 1, 0, 0). The histogram represents the studentized version of

(
R−1

θ̂n
(θ0)

)
1

while the blue curve depicts the probability density function of the standard normal distribution.

truth θ0 are identical. In this scenario, the vector field induced by the first coordinate7 of the
charts is not even differentiable. This non-differentiability results in the limiting distribution of the
studentized version of

(
R−1

θ̂n
(θ0)

)
1
deviating significantly from the standard Gaussian distribution,

even with a large sample size, as shown in Figure 1.

A Differentiable Chart Helps. However, if specific smoothness conditions, for instance,
the additional assumption in Theorem 3.2, on charts locally around θ0 are imposed, we are able
to construct confidence intervals with respect to a linear combination of coordinates on the chart
centered at θ̂n. In particular, we aim to approximate the distribution of the studentized t-statistic

T =
a⊤R−1

θ̂n
(θ0)(

a⊤Σ̂a
) 1

2

.

Similar to the construction of the resampled Wald statistic, we consider the counterpart resampled
statistic T ∗[i]:

T ∗[i] =
a⊤R−1

θ̂
∗[i]
n

(θ̂n)(
a⊤Σ̌

[i]
a
) 1

2

.

The algorithm is outlined in Algorithm 4.

Algorithm for Statistics Related to Extrinsic Coordinates. For problems involving a sub-
manifold embedded in the Euclidean space, our framework can also accommodate a broad range

7The first coordinate refers to the top left entry of A for a tangent vector Z = U

[
A C
B 0

]
V ⊤.
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Algorithm 4: Approximate Resampled M-Estimates on a Riemannian Manifold with
Intrinsic t-statistic

Input: Direction a, the approximate extremum estimate θ̂n, and the resampled

approximate extremum estimate series {θ̂∗[i]n }bi=1 derived from Algorithm 2
Output: Confidence region for θ0 on the chart R

θ̂n
along the direction a

1 Compute the (1− α)-quantile w1−α := argminx∈R
∣∣∑

i∈[b] 1{T ∗[i] ≤ x}/b− α
∣∣ with

T ∗[i] =
a⊤R−1

θ̂
∗[i]
n

(θ̂n)(
a⊤Σ̌

[i]†
a
)1/2 ;

2 Construct the (1− α)-level confidence region for a⊤R−1

θ̂n
(θ0):

I Intr.t1−α =
(
−∞,−w1−α ·

(
a⊤Σ̂a

) 1
2

]
with Σ̂ defined in (7).

of extrinsic representations of the true parameter. Specifically, let M be a submanifold embedded
in Rd. Suppose that the true parameter is θ0 ∈ M ⊂ Rd and f : Rd → R is a smooth function
with ∇f ◦Rθ0 ̸= 0. Under these conditions, Algorithm 5 yields a second-order accurate confidence
interval for f(θ0).

Algorithm 5: Approximate Resampled M-Estimates on a Riemannian Manifold with
Extrinsic t-Statistic

Input: Smooth function f , the approximate extremum estimate θ̂n, and the resampled

approximate extremum estimate series {θ̂∗[i]n }bi=1 obtained from Algorithm 2
Output: Confidence interval for f(θ0)

1 Compute the (1− α)-quantile w1−α := argminx∈R
∣∣∑

i∈[b] 1{T ∗[i] ≤ x}/b− (1− α)
∣∣ with

T ∗[i] =
(
f(θ̂

∗[i]
n )− f(θ̂n)

)
/

√
∇f(θ̂∗[i]n )⊤Σ̌

[i]∇f(θ̂∗[i]n );

2 Construct the (1− α)-level confidence interval for f(θ0):

IExtr.t1−α =
(
−∞, f(θ̂n)− wα ·

(
∇f(θ̂n)⊤Σ̂∇f(θ̂n)

) 1
2

]
with Σ̂ defined in (7).

2.3.2 Confidence Regions Construction: An Insight into Coordinate Representations

To clarify the importance of employing a second-order retraction and selecting appropriate coordi-
nate representations across different charts in Algorithm 3 and Algorithm 4, we begin by examining
the geometry of a two-dimensional submanifold M embedded in R3. Recall that θ0 represents the
true parameter, θ̂n denotes the outputs of Algorithm 2, and θ̂∗n refers to a generic version of θ̂∗n,b.

One appealing but impractical choice to represent θ0, θ̂n, θ̂
∗
n is to utilize the chart centered at

θ0 so that the problem is reduced to the well-studied Euclidean M-estimation problem by con-
sidering the objective function L(Rθ0(·), ·) : Rp × Rm → R. Although in practice the mapping
Rθ0 is inaccessible without the knowledge of θ0, it enlightens us to bridge the actual coordinate
representations with the oracle coordinates under Rθ0 ; indeed, the roadmap starts with relating
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R−1

θ̂n
(θ0) and R

−1

θ̂∗n
(θ̂n) with R

−1
θ0

(θ̂n) and R
−1
θ0

(θ̂∗n)−R−1
θ0

(θ̂n), respectively. Consider the case where

θ̂n and θ̂∗n are contained in a sufficiently small neighborhood of θ0, which can be justified under
some regularity conditions as n goes to infinity.

θ̂n θ0

θ̂∗n

T
θ̂n
M

Tθ0M

M

dR
θ̂n

◦ R−1

θ̂n
(θ0)

dRθ0
◦ R−1

θ0
(θ̂n)

(a) Tangent Spaces Tθ0M and Tθ̂n
M

θ̂n θ0

θ̂∗n

T
θ̂∗n
M

Tθ0M

M

dRθ0
◦ R−1

θ0
(θ̂n)

dR
θ̂∗n

◦ R−1

θ̂∗n
(θ̂n)

dR
θ̂∗n

◦ R−1

θ̂∗n
(θ̂n)

(b) Tangent Spaces Tθ0M and Tθ̂∗n
M

Figure 2: Tangent spaces and coordinates of a dimension-2 submanifold M in R3

We note that the Edgeworth expansions of the studentized versions of R−1
θ0

(θ̂n) and R
−1
θ0

(θ̂∗n) are
readily accessible, owing to the previous results (e.g., Bhattacharya et al. (1978); Andrews (2002))
on Edgeworth expansions for (approximate) M-estimations. Consequently, it is natural to pursue
equating R−1

θ0
(θ̂n) with −R−1

θ̂n
(θ0) and also R−1

θ0
(θ̂∗n) − R−1

θ0
(θ̂n) with −R

θ̂∗n
(θ̂n), as illustrated in

Figure 2. This analysis is conducted in two distinct parts:

• Identify R−1

θ̂n
(θ0) with R−1

θ0
(θ̂n). We relate the coordinate of θ̂n under Rθ0 to the exponential

mapping by letting
R−1

θ0
(θ̂n) = π{dRθ0

δi} ◦ Logθ0(θ̂n) +△1.

Similarly, for R
θ̂n
(θ0) one has

R−1

θ̂n
(θ0) = π{dR

θ̂n
δi} ◦ Logθ̂n(θ0) +△′

1.

Moreover, the invariance property of parallel transport yields that

π{dRθ0
δi} ◦ Logθ0(θ̂n) = −π{T

θ0→θ̂n
dRθ0

δi} ◦ Logθ̂n(θ0).

Combining the above pieces together implies that∥∥∥R−1
θ0

(θ̂n) + π{T
θ0→θ̂n

dRθ0
δi} ◦ π

−1
{dR

θ̂n
δi} ◦R

−1

θ̂n
(θ0)

∥∥∥ ≤ ∥△1∥+
∥∥△′

1

∥∥ . (9)

• Identify R−1

θ̂∗n
(θ̂n) with R−1

θ0
(θ̂∗n)−R−1

θ0
(θ̂n). We denote that

R−1
θ0

(θ̂∗n) = π{dRθ0
δi} ◦ Logθ0(θ̂

∗
n) +△2,

R−1

θ̂∗n
(θ̂n) = π{dR

θ̂∗n
δi} ◦ Logθ̂∗n(θ̂n) +△3.
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Again, leveraging parallel transports, we derive that

π{dRθ0
δi} ◦ Logθ0(θ̂

∗
n) = −π{T

θ0→θ̂∗n
dRθ0

δi} ◦ Logθ̂∗n(θ0).

Then the difference between −π{T
θ0→θ̂∗n

dRθ0
δi} ◦ π

−1
{dRθ0

δi} ◦ R
−1

θ̂∗n
(θ̂n) and R−1

θ0
(θ̂∗n) − R−1

θ0
(θ̂n)

could be written as∥∥∥R−1
θ0

(θ̂∗n)−R−1
θ0

(θ̂n) + π{T
θ0→θ̂∗n

dRθ0
δi} ◦ π

−1
{dRθ0

δi} ◦R
−1

θ̂∗n
(θ̂n)

∥∥∥ ≤ △1 +△2 +△3 + △̃, (10)

where △̃ is defined as

△̃ :=
∥∥∥Logθ0(θ̂∗n)− Logθ0(θ̂n) + T

θ̂∗n→θ0
Log

θ̂∗n
(θ̂n)

∥∥∥ .
Informally speaking, since the magnitudes of dist(θ̂n, θ0) and dist(θ̂∗n, θ0) are both

O(n−
1
2 (log n)

1
2 ), to prove that the distributions of −π{T

θ0→θ̂n
dRθ0

ei} ◦ π−1
{dR

θ̂n
δi} ◦ R−1

θ̂n
(θ0) and

−π{T
θ0→θ̂∗n

dRθ0
δi} ◦ π

−1
{dRθ0

δi} ◦ R
−1

θ̂∗n
(θ̂n) align with those of Rθ0(θ̂n) and R−1

θ0
(θ̂∗n) − R−1

θ0
(θ̂n) in the

sense of high order, we need to show that the magnitudes of △1,△′
1,△2,△3, △̃ are small enough,

to be specific, of order O(n−1 log n).
By the definition of second-order retractions, one can show that △1,△′

1,△2, and △3 satisfy

the above requirement. What remains to be shown is the upper bound for △̃ which relies on the
so-called double exponential mapping (Brewin, 2009; Gavrilov, 2006, 2007).

Double Exponential Mapping. Given x ∈ M, the double exponential mapping is
defined as Logx

(
ExpExpx(v)(Tx→Expxv(w))

)
with v, w ∈ TxM. Intuitively, the difference

Logx
(
ExpExpx(v)(Tx→Expxv(w))

)
− v − w ∈ TxM represents a measure of how curvature affects

the triangle relation among v, w, and v + w. This difference captures the deviation from the ex-
pected vector space addition v + w when w is transported from x to Expx(v). Informally, it could
be shown that∥∥∥Logx(ExpExpx(v)(Tx→Expxv(w))

)
− v − w

∥∥∥ ≤ C1 ∥v∥ ∥w∥+ C2 ∥v∥ ∥w∥2 ,

where the constants C1 and C2 depend on the local curvature around x. A formal result is stated
in Lemma 1.

Back to the problem above, we let x be θ0, v be Logθ0(θ̂
∗
n) and w be T

θ̂∗n→θ0
Log

θ̂∗n
(θ̂n) so that

Logx
(
ExpExpx(v)(Tx→Expxv(w))

)
becomes Logθ0(θ̂n), as depicted in Figure 3. Then we arrive at

△̃ = O(n−3/2(log n)
3
2 ),

which satisfies the requirement.

Consistency after Studentization. Studentizing the differences is crucial for achieving high-
order consistency between the target distribution and its resampling counterpart. However, the
studentization term based on the chart π{ei} ◦ Logθ0(·) in our theoretical analysis does not directly
appear in the algorithmic implementation; in practice, we naturally use the studentization terms
centered at θ̂n or θ̂∗n. These terms, originating from different perspectives, can be reconciled via
Lemma 2, which establishes that the approximation error of a Hessian operator depends on both
the distance between the centers of the two charts and the magnitude of the gradient.
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θ̂∗n

θ0

θ̂n

Log
θ̂∗n
(θ̂n)

T
θ̂∗n→θ0

Log
θ̂∗n
(θ̂n)

Logθ0(θ̂
∗
n)

Logθ0(θ̂n)

e′1

e′2

e1

e2

Parallel Transport

Figure 3: Double exponential mapping

Rotation Issue. Finally, the approximations in (9) and (10) depend on certain orthogonal trans-
formations, specifically π{T

θ0→θ̂n
dRθ0

δi}◦π
−1
{dR

θ̂n
δi} and π{Tθ0→θ̂∗n

dRθ0
δi}◦π

−1
{dRθ0

δi}, which are typically

intractable. To address this issue, we adopted the following two approaches.

• Rotation-Insensitivity of Wald Statistics. When computing the Wald-type statistic re-

lated to R−1

θ̂n
(θ0)

⊤Σ̂
−1
R−1

θ̂n
(θ0) and R

−1

θ̂∗n
(θ̂n)

⊤Σ̂
∗†
R−1

θ̂∗n
(θ̂n), the orthogonal mappings are can-

celed out regardless of the choice of retraction. Consequently, these statistics are insensitive
to potential rotations.

• Imposing Differentiability on Retraction Family. For t-statistics, Figure 1 has informed
us that the non-differentiability of a chart may lead to irregularities. To mitigate this, we
impose certain differentiability conditions and focus on proving that the proposed bootstrap
procedure can effectively capture the deviation tendency of a chart.

In summary, the key distinction between Euclidean spaces and general Riemannian manifolds
lies in the locality of coordinate expressions, particularly when transiting across different charts. To
address this, we bridge gaps between idealized and realizable coordinate systems. The imposition
of differentiability conditions and the adoption of rotation-insensitive techniques further address
irregularities arising from rotation issues. These efforts culminate in a rigorous framework that
achieves high-order consistency between the target distribution and its resampling counterpart,
providing a foundation for high-order accurate inference on Riemannian manifolds.

3 Theoretical Distributional Guarantees

In this section, we show that the resampling procedures implemented by the aforementioned algo-
rithms yield high-order accurate approximations of the distributions for the constructed statistic.

3.1 Assumptions

Our approach requires the following regularity conditions to perform Taylor’s expansion of the
objective function and to ensure the validity of Edgeworth expansion, part of which is inherited
from Bhattacharya et al. (1978); Hall and Horowitz (1996) from the Euclidean viewpoint, while
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further modifications are introduced to adapt the method to manifold settings. We make the
following assumption:

Assumption 1. We let {ei} be an orthogonal basis of Tθ0M.

A There is an open subset U of Rm such that for each θ ∈ M one has Pθ[X1 ∈ U ] = 1 and
L(θ,x) is 4-times differentiable with respect to θ for (θ,x) ∈ U ×M.

B There exists a compact subset K of M such that θ0 is an interior point in K. For each ν with
1 ≤ |ν| ≤ 4, Eθ0

[
|∇νL(θ0, X1)|32

]
< +∞ holds. For every θ1 ∈ M, there exists a function

C(x) such that
∣∣∇νL(θ0,x)−∇νL ◦ Expθ0 ◦ π

−1
{ei}

(
π{ei} ◦ Log(θ1),x

)∣∣ ≤ C(x) · dist(θ0, θ1) for
x ∈ U , ν ∈ Np with 1 ≤ |ν| ≤ 4 and Eθ0

[
C(X1)

16
]
≤ ∞.

C Eθ0

[
∇eiL(θ0, X1)

]
= 0 holds for i ∈ [p], and

(
Eθ0

[
∇eiL(θ0, X1)∇ejL(θ0, X1)

] )
i,j∈[p] is non-

singular.

D We let Zi be a vector that collects ∇νL(θ0, Xi), ∇ν1L(θ0, Xi)∇ν2L(θ0, Xi) for 1 ≤ |ν| ≤
3,1 ≤ |ν1|+ |ν2| ≤ 2. The random vector Z1 satisfies the Crámer condition, that is,

lim sup
∥t∥2→∞

∣∣E[eit⊤Z1
]∣∣ < 1.

3.2 Point Estimation Convergence Guarantees

We first showcase our convergence guarantees for the output sequence of Algorithm 2 based on
Assumption 1.

Theorem 1 (Convergence guarantees: Algorithm 1 with full data). If Assumption 1 holds and
the initial estimate dist(θinitial, θ0) ≤ c0 for some sufficiently small c0, then with burn = c log log n,
where c is a constant determined by c0, the objective function L, and Y = Xn, the output of
Algorithm 1 satisfies

dist(θ̂n, θ̃n) = O(n−2)

with probability at least 1−O(n−1(log n)−2).

Remark 3. Given a deterministic objective function, the quadratic convergence of Newton’s algo-
rithms on Riemannian manifolds has been studied in a sequence of previous work (Smith, 1993,
2014; Absil et al., 2009). Theorem 1 extends the convergence guarantees to the stochastic setting
with some additional analysis of the fluctuation of derivatives.

Remark 4. As demonstrated in previous works (Absil et al., 2009), quadratic convergence does
not depend on the second-order property of the retraction being used. Nonetheless, the second-order
retraction is primarily for the sake of high-order asymptotics upon the coordinate calculation.

Theorem 2 (Convergence guarantees: Algorithm 1 with bootstrapped data). Suppose that As-
sumption 1 holds. Then given an initial estimate θinitial satisfying dist(θinitial, θ̃n) = O(n−2) and

i ∈ [b], the output of Algorithm 1 with t = 2 and Y = X [i]
n , θ̂

∗[i]
n , satisfies

dist
(
θ̂∗[i]n , θ̃[i]n

)
= O

(
n−2(log n)2

)
with probability 1−O(n−1(log n)−2) conditional on Xn, where θ̃

[i]
n represents a solution to (5) given

the resampled dataset X [i]
n .
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3.3 High-order Accurate Distributional Guarantees on Riemannian Manifolds

This subsection introduces our main theorem on the distributional guarantees for the approximate
M-estimators on Riemannian manifolds.

From the statement of Algorithm 2, it is clear that, conditioning on the original dataset Xn,

{θ̂∗[i]n }i∈[b] are identically distributed and conditionally independent of each other. Therefore, we

omit the superscript [i] to denote by θ̂∗n the generic resampled output. For the intrinsic t-statistic
and the intrinsic Wald-statistic, the main result is as follows.

Theorem 3. 8 Suppose Assumption 1 holds.

1. For every 0 < ξ < 1
2 , it holds that

nPXn

[
sup

−∞<x<∞

∣∣∣P [
R−1

θ̂∗n
(θ̂n)

⊤Σ̌
†
R−1

θ̂∗n
(θ̂n) ≤ x|Xn

]
− PXn

[
R−1

θ̂n
(θ0)

⊤Σ̂
†
R−1

θ̂n
(θ0) ≤ x

] ∣∣∣ > n−1+ξ
]
< +∞,

(11)

where Σ̂ and Σ̌ are defined in (7) and (8), respectively.

2. If the retraction mappings Rθ for θ’s in a neighborhood of θ0 satisfy that the function
dR−1

θ (Tθ0→θ(dRθ0(δi))) is twice differentiable with respect to θ for every i ∈ [p], then for
an arbitrary a ∈ Rp and every 0 < ξ < 1

2 it holds that

nPXn

[
sup

−∞<x<∞

∣∣∣P[a⊤R−1

θ̂∗n
(θ̂n)(

a⊤Σ̌a
) 1

2

≤ x|Xn

]
− PXn

[a⊤R−1

θ̂n
(θ0)(

a⊤Σ̂a
) 1

2

≤ x
]∣∣∣ > n−1+ξ

]
< +∞. (12)

Moreover, for the extrinsic t-statistic, we establish the following distributional guarantee, which
can be viewed as a byproduct of the Euclidean Edgeworth expansion theory:

Proposition 2. If M is a submanifold embedded in Rd′ and Assumption 1 holds, then for every
smooth and Lipschitz-continuous function f : Rd′ → R with ∇f ◦ Exp ̸= 0 it holds that

nPXn

[
sup

−∞<x<∞

∣∣∣∣P[ f(θ̂∗n)− f(θ̂n)(
∇f(θ̂∗n)⊤Σ̌∇f(θ̂∗n)

) 1
2

≤ x
∣∣Xn

]
−PXn

[ f(θ̂n)− f(θ0)(
∇f(θ̂n)⊤Σ̂∇f(θ̂n)

) 1
2

≤ x
]∣∣∣∣ > n−1+ξ

]
<∞.

Armed with the above distribution consistency results, we are able to control the coverage
probability for the confidence regions constructed in Algorithms 3, 4, 5 under b = ∞.

Corollary 1. Suppose Assumption 1 holds.

1. For every 0 < ξ < 1
2 , it holds for Algorithm 3 that

lim sup
b→∞

∣∣∣PXn

[
θ0 ∈ IWald

1−α

]
− (1− α)

∣∣∣ ≤ O(n−1+ξ).

8Consistent with the convention in Algorithm 3 and Algorithm 4, we let R−1
x (y) be 0 for any y outside the range

of R.
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2. If the retraction mappings Rθ for θ’s in a neighborhood of θ0 satisfy that the function
dR−1

θ (Tθ0→θ(dRθ0(δi))) is twice differentiable with respect to θ for every i ∈ [p], then for
the confidence region in Algorithm 4, an arbitrary a ∈ Rp, and every 0 < ξ < 1

2 , it holds that

lim sup
b→∞

∣∣∣PXn

[
θ0 ∈ I Intr.t1−α

]
− (1− α)

∣∣∣ ≤ O(n−1+ξ).

3. It holds for Algorithm 5 and every 0 < ξ < 1
2 that

lim sup
b→∞

∣∣∣PXn

[
θ0 ∈ IExtr.t1−α

]
− (1− α)

∣∣∣ ≤ O(n−1+ξ).

In practice, however, resampling the data infinitely many times is not feasible. Nevertheless,
by leveraging the Glivenko-Cantelli theorem, we can approximate the ideal case with arbitrary
precision by increasing resampling times.

4 Specific Applications

In this section, we showcase our methodology on several commonly encountered Riemannian mani-
folds that are crucial in various statistical applications. We will demonstrate the implementation of
the proposed algorithms across different Riemannian manifolds under a range of statistical scenar-
ios. Section 4.1 provides detailed expressions for Riemannian metrics, gradients, Hessian operators,
retractions, and inverse retractions. Section 4.2 specifies the loss functions used in the Gaussian
location estimation and Barycenter problems.

Before proceeding, we first introduce a simple method for constructing a smooth mapping
fortho,A0 over a neighborhood of a rank-p2 matrix A0 ∈ Rp1×p2 . This mapping maps a rank-p2
matrix A ∈ Rp1×p2 with p1 > p2 > 0 to an orthonormal matrix fortho,A0(A) ∈ St(p1, p1 − p2) such
that A⊤fortho,A0(A) = 0p2×(p1−p2). The procedure is outlined as follows:

1. Compute the top-p2 left singular vectors U0 = (uA0,1, · · · ,uA0,p2) of A0. Fix an orthonormal
matrix U0,⊥ ∈ Rp1×(p1−p2) such that A⊤

0 U0,⊥ = 0p2×(p1−p2).

2. For any A in a sufficiently small neighborhood of A0, compute the top-p2 left singular vectors
UA = (uA,1, · · · ,uA,p2) ∈ Rp1×p2 of A.

3. Define fortho,A0(A) as the top-(p2 − p1) left singular vectors of (Ip1 −
UAU⊤

A)(U0,U0,⊥)diag(p1, p1 − 1, · · · , 1).

This mapping will be used in the following examples to satisfy the differentiability requirements
necessary for constructing intrinsic t-statistics as discussed in Theorem 3.

Furthermore, as one may deduce from the proofs of the results in Section 3, the coordinate
calculation does not necessarily require the inverse of a mapping in the adopted retraction; in fact,
those results hold if we replace {R−1

x } with an atlas9 {ϕx} of M, such that for every x,∥∥ϕx(y)− π{dϕ−1δi} ◦ Logx(y)
∥∥
2
= O(dist(x, y)3) (13)

for every y in the domain of ϕx. In the subsequent discussion, the term ”inverse retraction” may
refer to either the inverse of a given retraction or a chart in an atlas.

9An atlas refers to a collection of charts which covers M.
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4.1 Riemannian Manifold Examples

We begin with a straightforward yet fundamental example.

Example 1 (Sphere Manifold). Consider the unit sphere Sp−1 endowed with the Euclidean metric
in Rp. This induced metric is identical to the quotient metric. For every x ∈ Sp−1, there exists a
canonical isometry between the tangent space TxSp−1 at x and the subspace {z ∈ Rp : z⊤x = 0}
of Rp, therefore we usually represent the tangent vectors in terms of coordinates in Rp with a bit
abuse of notations hereinafter. For an arbitrary smooth function f : Sp−1 → R, the gradient ∇f at
x ∈ Sp−1 is written as

∇f(x) =
(
Ip − xx⊤

)
∇f(x) ∈ {z ∈ Rp : z⊤x = 0} ∼= TxSp−1,

where f is a smooth function on a neighborhood U of x in Rp whose restriction on Sp−1 ∩U is f10.
The result in Absil et al. (2013) yields the Hessian operator as

∇2f(x)[ξ] =
(
Ip − xx⊤)∇2f(x)[ξ] ∈ {z ∈ Rp : z⊤x = 0} ∼= TxSp−1,

where we again employ the canonical identification between the tangent space and a subspace in Rp.
Finally, we employ the projection retraction Rx : Rp−1 → Sp−1, defined as

Rx(v) =
x+ fortho,θ̂n(x)v∥∥∥x+ fortho,θ̂n(x)v

∥∥∥
2

, (14)

which has been proved to be a second-order retraction in Gawlik and Leok (2018). The inverse of
Rx is given by

R−1
x (y) = fortho,θ̂n(x)⊤(

y

y⊤x
− x). (15)

The role of θ̂n here is to ensure the smoothness of the retraction in the neighborhood of the true pa-
rameter, leveraging the previously established convergence rate of θ̂n. By substituting this retraction
and its inverse into our framework, we derive the specific algorithms.

A generalization of a sphere manifold is the Stiefel manifold. We consider the canonical metric
induced by a quotient formulation (Tagare, 2011; Gawlik and Leok, 2018).

Example 2 (Stiefel Manifold). The Stiefel manifold is defined by St(p, r) = {U ∈ Rp×r : U⊤U =
Ir} with p ≥ r. For an arbitrary U ∈ St(p, r), we can fix a perpendicular matrix U⊥ ∈ Rp×(p−r)

such that (U ,U⊥)
⊤(U ,U⊥) = Ip and identify the tangent space at U to the subspace

TUSt(p, r) = {UA+U⊥B : A ∈ Rr×r,A+A⊤ = 0r×r,B ∈ R(p−r)×r)}.

We define a metric at U as ⟨ξ1, ξ2⟩ = 1
2tr(A

⊤
1 A2) + tr(B⊤

1 B2) with ξ1 = UA1 + U⊥B1, ξ2 =
UA2+U⊥B2 ∈ TUSt(p, r). Given a smooth function f : St(p, r) → R, the gradient at U is written
as

∇fU = ∇fU −U∇f⊤UU ,

where f is a smooth extension of f to a local neighborhood of U in Rp×r and ∇f is written in
a corresponding p-by-r matrix form. According to Edelman et al. (1998), the Hessian operator is
expressed as

∇2fU [ξ] = ∇2fU [ξ]+
1

2

(
Uξ⊤∇fU+∇fUξ⊤U)−1

2

(
Ip−UU⊤)ξ(∇f⊤UU+U⊤∇fU

)
∈ TUSt(p, r)

10The existence of such an extension is always guaranteed by Lemma 5.34 in Lee (2013), for example.
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for ξ ∈ TUSt(p, r).
To define retraction mappings, we introduce a second-order retraction on St(p, r) based on The-

orem 5 from Gawlik and Leok (2018). We first introduce a mapping skew(v) that maps a vector
v ∈ Rr(r−1)/2 to a skew-symmetric matrix with its upper-triangle part being v. Additionally, we
let matp1×p2(v) ∈ Rp1×p2 be the matricization of a vector v ∈ Rp1p2 Given U ∈ St(p, r), the
second-order retraction RU is expressed as:

RU (v) = P
(
U − 1

3
H⊤H − 1

2
U⊤HUH +H

(
I +

1

2
U⊤H

))
.

for v = (v⊤
1 ,v

⊤
2 )

⊤ ∈ Rr(r−1)/2+(p−r)r with v1 ∈ Rr(r−1)/2 and v2 ∈ R(p−r)r. Here, the matrix H is
defined as

H = Uskew(v1) + fortho,θ̂n(U)matr×(p−r)(v2) (16)

and the unifying operator P : Rp×r → St(p, r) is defined as P : X 7→ LR⊤ where the singular value
decomposition of X is X = LDR⊤. For the inverse retraction, we recommend using the logarithmic
mapping approximation proposed in Zimmermann (2017), in conjunction with the expression in
(16).

It is worth noting that, while computationally tractable retractions exist for the examples
discussed above, such explicit forms may not be always available for general Riemannian manifolds.
Nonetheless, in what follows we will focus on Euclidean submanifolds, as a convenient framework
that offers the (inverse) retraction mappings we require.

Euclidean Submanifold. A Euclidean submanifold refers to a submanifold of a Euclidean space,
whose importance could be revealed from the following two distinct perspectives:

• Level Sets of Constant Rank Function. Suppose that the parameter space M is de-
termined by M = {x ∈ Rd : gi(x) = 0, i = 1, . . . , d − p} with d > p. If the mappings gi
are smooth and g = (g1, . . . , gd−p) has a constant rank d − p, by the constant rank level set
theorem (Theorem 5.12 in Lee (2013)) we deduce that M is an embedded submanifold of Rd.

• Whitney’s Embedding Theorem. Even though we are working with a smooth manifold
with an abstract and complicated differential structure, the Whitney embedding theorem
shows that an arbitrary smooth manifold of dimension n always admits a proper embedding
into R2n+1. In view of uncertainty quantification concerning parameter location, it thus
suffices to establish inference procedures under an embedding mapping and its Euclidean
metric.

For ease of presentation, we use the canonical representation to identify a tangent vector in
the tangent space of a submanifold with a vector in Rd. This identification similarly extends to
normal vectors. We consider a Riemannian manifold of dimension p embedded in Rd. By Theorem
5.8 in Lee (2013), for every x ∈ M there exists a chart (U, ϕ) for Rd centered at x such that
ϕ(U ∩M) = {(x1, . . . , xp, 0, . . . , 0) ∈ U}. We denote by ϕ̃ the last d− p coordinates of ϕ and then
define the projection operator as

Px := Id −∇ϕ̃
(
∇ϕ̃⊤∇ϕ̃

)−1
∇ϕ̃⊤,

where ∇ϕ̃ := ( ∂
∂xi
ϕ̃j)ij ∈ Rd×(d−p) with a slight abuse of notation. Given a smooth function f on

Rd, we denote the function whose domain is constrained on M by f . The gradient of f over M is
given by ∇f = Px∇f where ∇f denotes the gradient of f over Rd. The Hessian operator is given
by ∇2f(x)[v] = Px(∇2f(x)[v]) + Px

(
(∇vPx)[∇f ]

)
.
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Second-Order inverse retraction of Euclidean Submanifold. Now we are in a position to
acquire a viable method to approximate the logarithmic mapping so as to obtain a coordinate
representation for Euclidean submanifolds. We refer to the inverse retractions in an atlas that
satisfy (13) as the second-order inverse retractions. Inspired by the projection-like retraction pro-
posed in Absil and Malick (2012), we introduce projection-like inverse retractions as a means of
approximating logarithmic mappings for general Euclidean submanifolds.

We first introduce the concept of inverse retractor. Recall that two subspaces of dimension p
and (d− p) in Rd are transverse if their direct sum is Rd.

Definition 2 (Inverse Retractor). Let M be a p-dimensional smooth submanifold of a d-
dimensional Euclidean space. An inverse retractor on M is a smooth mapping from a neighborhood
U×U ∈ M×M to the Grassmannian manifold Gr(d−p,Rd), which consist of all (d−p)-dimensional
linear subspaces of Rd, such that the subspace D(x, x) is transverse to TxM for all x ∈ U .

An inverse retraction Lx at x is called second-order if it satisfies any of the following equivalent
conditions:

• d2

dt2
Lx(Expx(tv)) = 0 for every v ∈ TxM;

• Logx(y) = Lx(y) +O(dist(x, y)3) as dist(x, y) → 0.

Given an inverse retractor D and x0 ∈ M with a neighborhood Ux0 , we define an inverse retraction
centered at x0 as follows:

Lx0 : Ux0 → Tx0M; Lx0(x) = v such that x0 + v − x ∈ D(x0, x).

Building on the work Absil and Malick (2012), which established the second-order consistency of a
retraction induced by a retractor (Absil and Malick, 2012, Definition 14), we justify the second-order
consistency of Lx0 induced by an easy-to-compute inverse retractor in the following proposition,
which can be viewed as an inverse counterpart to the projection-like retraction in Absil and Malick
(2012).

Proposition 3. Let Lx0 be a mapping defined above with an inverse retractor D satisfying that
D(x0, y) = Nx0M for all x, y ∈ U , where Nx0M denotes the normal space of M at x0. Then Lx0

is a second-order inverse retraction.

By combining the elements established above, we can proceed to calculate the necessary deriva-
tive and coordinate expressions across a broad spectrum of Euclidean submanifolds.

Example 3 (Example: Manifold of Fixed-Rank Matrices). The fixed-rank matrices manifold is a
well-studied matrix manifold (Mishra et al., 2012; Luo et al., 2024b), which could be viewed as a
submanifold of the Euclidean space. We consider the matrix manifold Rr,p1,p2 composed of all rank-
r matrices in Rp1×p2, whose dimension is

(
p1r + p2r − r2

)
. For a matrix X ∈ Rr,p1,p2 with the

singular value decomposition X = U

[
Σ 0
0 0

]
V ⊤, every element Z of TXRr,p1,p2 could be written

as

Z = U

[
A C
B 0

]
V ⊤, U = [U1,U2] , V = [V 1,V 2] ,

where U⊤U = Ip1 and V ⊤V = Ip2. Note that, if identical nonzero singular values exist in the
above decomposition, the choice of U1, V 1 becomes non-unique. Moreover, the decomposition of
the matrices in the neighborhood of such a matrix is not smooth, potentially leading to the irregular
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asymptotic distribution shown in Figure 1. Therefore, we assume the nonzero singular values of X
are distinct hereinafter.

Given a smooth function f ∈ Rr,p1,p2 with an extension f over Rp1×p2, the gradient of f at X
is given by

∇fX = ∇f(X)−U2U
⊤
2 ∇f(X)V 2V

⊤
2 .

By Section 4.5 in Absil et al. (2013), the Hessian operator of f at X is given by

∇2fX [ξ] = ∇2fX [ξ]−U2U2
⊤∇2fX [ξ]V 2V 2

⊤ +∇fXξ⊤(X†)⊤ + (X†)⊤ξ⊤∇f.

By Proposition 4.11 in Absil and Malick (2012), the mapping RX centerd at X given by

RX(v) = U

[
A C
B B(Σ+A)−1C

]
V ⊤

is a second-order retraction at X. Here, v = (v⊤
1 ,v

⊤
2 ,v

⊤
3 )

⊤ ∈ Rp1p2−(p1−r)(p2−r) is transformed
into A = matr×r(v1), B = mat(p1−r)×r(v2), and C = matr×(p2−r)(v3). And the matrices U2 and

V 2 in the definitions of U , V are specified to be U2 = fortho,U θ̂n (U1) and V 2 = fortho,V θ̂n (V 1),
where U

θ̂n
and V

θ̂n
refer to the left and right top-r singular vectors of θ̂n ∈ Rr,p1,p2, respectively.

On the other hand, for any Y ∈ Rr,p1,p2 close to X enough, the inverse of RX is

R−1
X (Y ) = (vec(A)⊤, vec(B)⊤, vec(C)⊤)⊤,

given Y = U

[
A C
B D

]
V ⊤, where vec denotes the vectorization operator. By Proposition 3, R−1

X is

a second-order inverse retraction.

Example 4 (Example: Manifold of Rank-one Tensors). The set M(1)
p1,p2,...,pk of Tucker tensors

Kasai and Mishra (2016) of fixed rank r = (1, . . . , 1) in Rp1×p2×···×pk also form a Riemannian

submanifold in the Euclidean space. The tangent space of M(1)
p1,p2,...,pk at X = x0 ×1 u1 ×2 u2 ×3

· · · ×k uk can be expressed as

TXM(1)
p1,p2,...,pk

=

v|v = a0 ×
i∈[k]

ui +
∑
i∈[k]

1 ×
j ̸=i

uj ×i u
′
i, with u′

i
⊤
ui = 0, a0 ∈ R

 .

Provided with a smooth function f and ξ ∈ TXM(1)
p1,...,pk , the gradient and the Hessian operator at

X can be expressed as follows (Heidel and Schulz, 2018)

∇fX =

k∑
i=1

∇fX ×
i∈[k]

uiu
⊤
i +

∑
i∈[k]

∇fX ×
j ̸=i

uju
⊤
j ×i U i,⊥U

⊤
i,⊥

∇2fX [ξ] =
k∑

i=1

∇2fX [ξ] ×
i∈[k]

uiu
⊤
i +

∑
i∈[k]

∇2fX [ξ] ×
j ̸=i

uju
⊤
j ×i U i,⊥U

⊤
i,⊥

+
∑
i∈[k]

a0 ×i

(
U i,⊥U

⊤
i,⊥

∑
k ̸=i

(
∇fX ×k u

′
k ×
k ̸=j ̸=i

uj

))
×
j ̸=i

uj ∈ TXM(1)
p1,...,pk

.

We then consider a projective-like retraction, inspired by the estimator proposed in Zhang (2019),
defined as follows:

RX(v) = (x0 + a0) ×
i∈[k]

(
ui +

x0
x0 + a0

u′
i

)
,
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where v = (a0,v
⊤
1 , · · · ,v⊤

k )
⊤, ui = U i,⊥vi, and U i,⊥, i ∈ [k] are specified as U i,⊥ = f

ortho,u
i,θ̂n (ui),

i ∈ [k], given θ̂n = a
0,θ̂n

×i∈[k] ui,θ̂n
. In view of Theorem 22 in Absil and Malick (2012), this

retraction is a second-order retraction. We then have the following second-order inverse retraction
by Proposition 3

R−1
X (Y ) = (a0,v

⊤
1 , · · · ,v⊤

k )
⊤,

where

a0 = Y ×
i∈[k]

u⊤
i , vi =

1

x0
U⊤

i,⊥Y ×
j ̸=i

u⊤
i .

4.2 Statistical Applications

We now turn to two classic statistical problems that naturally align with manifold formulations.
Note that all these manifolds can be written as submanifolds in Rd’s, with the d’s being self-evident
from the preceding discussion.

4.2.1 Maximum Likelihood Estimation under Gaussian Noise

In this section, we consider the problem of estimating the location parameter in additive noise
models, using the Riemannian manifold parameter spaces discussed earlier. We specifically consider
the observation Xi = θ0 + εi for unknown locational parameter θ0 ∈ M ⊆ Rd and noise εi ∼
N(0, Id). The resulting objective function, derived from the maximum likelihood estimation, is
given by

L(θ,X) :=
1

2
∥X − θ∥2F with θ ∈ M.

The sample average version Ln is written as

Ln(θ) =
1

2n

∑
i∈[n]

∥Xi − θ∥2F with θ ∈ M.

Extending Ln to the whole Euclidean coordinate space, for instance Rd, we naturally obtain that
Ln(θ) =

1
2n

∑
i∈[n] ∥Xi − θ∥2F with θ ∈ Rd.

With the formulations of gradients and Hessian operators in place of Section 4.1, we substitute
Ln into those expressions and collectively list the expressions in Table 1, where the notations follow
the conventions in Section 4.1.

Parameter Space Gradient ∇Ln(θ) Hessian ∇2Ln(θ)[ξ]

Sphere Manifold Sp−1 (Ip − xx⊤)
(
θ −Xn

)
(Ip − xx⊤)ξ

Stiefel Manifold St(p, r)
(
θ −Xn

)
−U

(
θ −Xn

)⊤
U

ξ + 1
2

(
Uξ⊤

(
θ −Xn

)
+
(
θ −Xn

)
ξ⊤U)

−1
2

(
Ip −UU⊤)ξ((θ −Xn

)⊤
U +U⊤(θ −Xn

))
fixed-rank matrices manifold

Rr,p1,p2

(
θ −Xn

)
−U2U

⊤
2

(
θ −Xn

)
V 2V

⊤
2

ξ −U2U2
⊤ξV 2V 2

⊤ +
(
θ −Xn

)
ξ⊤(X†)⊤

+(X†)⊤ξ⊤
(
θ −Xn

)
Rank-1 Tensors Manifold

M(1)
p1,p2,··· ,pk

∑k
i=1

(
θ −Xn

)
×

i∈[k]
uiu

⊤
i

+
∑

i∈[k]
(
θ −Xn

)
×
j ̸=i

uju
⊤
j ×i U i,⊥U

⊤
i,⊥

∑k
i=1 ξ ×

i∈[k]
uiu

⊤
i +

∑
i∈[k] ξ ×

j ̸=i
uju

⊤
j ×i U i,⊥U

⊤
i,⊥

+
∑

i∈[k] a0 ×i

(
U i,⊥U

⊤
i,⊥

∑
k ̸=i

((
θ −Xn

)
×k u

′
k ×
k ̸=j ̸=i

uj

))
×
j ̸=i

uj

Table 1: Gradient and Hessian Expressions for Different Manifolds
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4.2.2 Barycenter Problem

Barycenter problems, serving as a specific case of M-estimations on manifolds, attracted much
attention in the past decades (Fréchet, 1948; Karcher, 1977; Bhattacharya and Patrangenaru, 2003,
2005; Pennec, 2019). To be specific, given n manifold-valued samples {xi} independently drawn
from a distribution on a Riemannian manifold M, the barycenter is defined as the minimizer x ∈ M
of

Ln(x) =
1

2n

∑
i∈[n]

dist2(xi, x).

While previous studies have primarily examined the geometrical and statistical properties of the
barycenter, we revisit the barycenter problem from an optimization perspective. Algorithm 2
together with the algorithms in Section 2.3.1 yields a computationally feasible approach to construct
confidence regions for the Barycenter with high accuracy.

Next, we focus on the sphere case M = Sp−1. According to Pennec (2018), the expressions of
gradient and Hessian operator at x are given by

∇Ln(x) =
−
∑

i∈[n] Logxxi

n
= − 1

n

∑
i∈[n]

arccos(x⊤xi)√
1− (x⊤xi)2

(Ip − xx⊤)xi,

∇2Ln(x)[v] =
1

n

∑
i∈[n]

(Ip − xx⊤)xix
⊤
i (Ip − xx⊤)v

(1− (x⊤xi)2)

+
1

n

∑
i∈[n]

arccos(x⊤
i x)√

1− (x⊤xi)2
(x⊤

i x)
(
Ip − xx⊤ − (Ip − xx⊤)xix

⊤
i (Ip − xx⊤)

(1− (x⊤xi)2)

)
v

for v ∈ TxSp−1. As outlined in Example 1, we employ the second-order retraction (14) in the
optimization procedure and use its inverse (15) to calculate the coordinate statistics.

5 Simulation Studies

In this section, we validate our methods and theoretical results through a range of numerical
simulations.

Simulation Settings Overview We set out by providing an overview of all simulation settings.
The first four simulations proceeded in an additive Gaussian noise framework as discussed in Sec-
tion 4.2.1 and the last simulation investigates the application of our methods to the Barycenter
problem on a sphere manifold. The precise parameter setups are as follows:

• Setting 1: S2. We consider the sphere manifold S2 embedded in R3 and set the ground-truth
parameter as θ0 = (0, 1, 0)⊤.

• Setting 2: St(4, 2). We set the ground-truth parameter to be θ0 =


1/
√
2 1/

√
2

1/
√
2 −1/

√
2

0 0
0 0

 ∈

St(4, 2).

• Setting 3: R2,4,4. We consider the fixed-rank matrices manifold to be the collection of
4-by-4 matrices with rank 2 and let the ground truth Θ0 to be the matrix with all zero entries
except for the first two diagonal entries, which are set to 5 and 1, respectively.
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• Setting 4: M(1)
3,3,3. We consider the rank-one tensors manifold embedded in R3×3×3. The

ground truth parameter is set to be Θ = u1 ⊗ u1 ⊗ u1 with u1 = (1, 0, 0)⊤.

Using the gradient and Hessian formulas in Section 4.2, we implemented the estimating and
resampling procedures in Algorithm 2. We validated the distributional guarantees for these pro-
cedures as detailed in Section 2.2 and Algorithms 3, 4, 5. We repeated the bootstrapping for the
resampled estimators b times, where b is taken to be 1000 × n, with n being the corresponding
sample size. Increasing the number of bootstrap iterations with n helps reduce the noise in the
empirical cumulative distribution function (CDF), thereby better revealing differences from the
true limiting distribution. We conduct four simulations as follows:

1. Type-I Error of Tests. To evaluate the type-I error control as discussed in Section 2.2,
we conduct an illustrative simulation under Setting 1; the samples are independently drawn
from N (θ0, 2I3) and we let θ1 = θ0 = (0, 1, 0)⊤. The chart ϕ in Section 2.2 is defined
as R−1

θ1
(y) = U⊥y

(U⊥y)⊤θ1
− θ1, where U⊥ ∈ R3×2 is an orthonomal matrix whose columns

are perpendicular to θ1. For sample sizes n = {40, 80, 160}, we performed 30 repeated
experiments and summarize the observed Type-I error in Table 2 for the t-statistic based on
ϕ(θ)1 and the Wald statistic. The results in Table 2 demonstrate that our method provides
stable approximations of the targeted Type-I error as the sample size increases.

2. Convergence Rate of Intrinsic Statistics. This experiment is designed to validate our
theoretical findings on the statistics that are intrinsic to the corresponding Riemannian man-
ifolds, namely, the Wald statistic and the intrinsic t-statistic, by comparing them with bench-
mark statistics. To assess the approximation accuracy to the cumulant distribution function
of a targeted quantity T̂n denoted by F

T̂n
, we consider the following measure:

Error(F̂
T̂n
) = sup

x∈S

∣∣∣F̂T̂n
(x)− F

T̂n
(x)

∣∣∣ ,
where F̂

T̂n
is an approximation to the CDF F

T̂n
of T̂n. For the Wald statistic, we let

T̂n = R−1

θ̂n
(θ0)

⊤Σ̂
−1
R−1

θ̂n
(θ0) and S = [8], whereas for the intrinsic t statistic, we let

T̂n = R−1

θ̂n
(θ0)1/(Σ̂1,1)

1
2 and S = {0.2 · s : s ∈ {−10,−9, . . . , 9, 10}}. For the choice of

F̂
T̂n
, we propose using the Monte-Carlo approximation of the CDF of R−1

θ̂∗n
(θ̂n)

⊤Σ̌
−1
R−1

θ̂∗n
(θ̂n)

for the Wald statistic, and R−1

θ̂∗n
(θ̂n)1/(Σ̌1,1)

1
2 for the intrinsic t statistic. For comparison

purposes, we also consider alternative options for F̂
T̂n

including the empirical CDF of the

non-studentized version R−1

θ̂∗n
(θ̂n)

⊤Σ̂
−1
R−1

θ̂∗n
(θ̂n) and R−1

θ̂∗n
(θ̂n)1/(Σ̂1,1)

1
2 , as well as the CDFs

of the normal/chi-squared distributions. Then, the Error(F̂
T̂n
) is scaled by the logarithm

function and the square root of n, respectively. In this simulation, we are interested in the
distributional consistency of Wald statistics and the intrinsic t-statistics, in comparison with
the other benchmark methods. Figure 4 presents the average, maximum, and minimum scaled
approximation errors using different methods over 30 epochs. The first and third rows of Fig-
ure 4 indicate the (almost) linear relation between Log(Error) and the sample size, with our
proposed statistics often exhibiting the steepest slope. Meanwhile, the second and fourth rows
of Figure 4 corroborate our theoretical expectation from Theorem 3 that n

1
2 ·Error decreases

with increasing sample size, with our methods consistently outperforming or closely matching
the benchmarks.

27



Hypothesis H0 : θ1 = θ0 v.s. H1 : θ1 ̸= θ0

Statistic Test Based on T1 Test Based on W

1−Signif. Level 0.9 0.95 0.975 0.9 0.95 0.975

n = 40 0.9231075 0.9705825 0.9883875 0.9607000 0.9864775 0.9955950
n = 80 0.9075400 0.9581725 0.9818088 0.9404200 0.9781425 0.9923438
n = 160 0.9057363 0.9564100 0.9807069 0.9210481 0.9667800 0.9867062

Table 2: Table: 1 - (Type-I Error) of Hypothesis Testing on Sphere.

3. Convergence Rate of Extrinsic t Statistics. Moreover, we conducted further simulations
to examine the extrinsic t-statistic for the fixed-rank matrices manifold. The simulations
follow the same setup and measurement approach as described earlier for the fixed-rank
matrices manifold. Our focus is on a single coordinate of the fixed-rank matrix, specifically
on T̂n, which refers to the studentized version of

(
(θ0)1,1−(θ̂n)1,1

)
. The resulting errors using

Algorithm 5 are shown in Figure 5. From the log-scaled plot and the n
1
2 -scaled plot, it shows

that the distributional deviation Error(F̂ ) of the extrinsic t-statistic is of the order o(n−
1
2 )

employing Algorithm 5, thereby supporting our theoretical results.

4. Barycenter Problem. Lastly, we aim to demonstrate the performance of our methods
on Barycenter problems discussed in Section 4.2.2. We consider the sphere S2 restricted
to the northern hemisphere (x2 ≥ 0). We independently generate n samples {Xi}ni=1 =
{cos θi sinϕi, cosϕi, sin θi sinϕi}, where θi is independently drawn from Unif([0, 2π)) and ϕi
is drawn from the beta distribution Beta(2, 2). We then compute the barycenter using Al-
gorithm 2. Given that the population barycenter in this case is (0, 1, 0), we analyze the
distributional consistency of the corresponding statistics over 30 repetitions, with results
summarized in Figure 6. These results reveal that the Wald statistic, intrinsic t-statistic, and
extrinsic t-statistic all achieve a convergence rate of o(n−

1
2 ) in terms of the CDF, aligning

with our theoretical predictions.

In summary, the simulations validate the effectiveness and theoretical soundness of our proposed
methods across diverse statistical challenges, demonstrating superior performance and consistency
compared to benchmark approaches.

6 Conclusion and Discussions

In this study, we presented a novel framework for high-order accurate inference on Riemannian man-
ifolds, addressing the challenges faced in statistical inference when the parameter spaces are not
Euclidean. This framework encompasses the development of computationally friendly bootstrap-
ping algorithms, high-order asymptotics for specific statistics under curvature effect, and the explo-
ration of a comprehensive treatment across various modern statistical settings, including spheres,
the Stiefel manifold, Euclidean submanifolds, and specific applications like fixed-rank matrices and
rank-one tensors manifolds. Compared with existing works on high-order asymptotics of specific
statistics, this work elucidates some essential ingredients for treating nonconvex problems in the
scope of manifold language, especially shedding light on the coordinate transformation issue.

Looking ahead, multiple avenues for future research emerge. Firstly, regarding high-order
asymptotics, the symmetric case achieves higher accuracy than the asymmetric case. However,
this advantage diminishes in the manifold setting due to the triangle error introduced by the dou-
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Figure 4: Scaled Cumulative Distribution Function Difference. column 1: Stiefel Manifold; column
2: fixed-rank matrices manifold; column 3: Rank-One Tensor Manifold; row 1: log-scaled Wald
Statistic; row 2:

√
n-scaled Wald Statistic; row 3: log-scaled intrinsic t-Statistic; row 4:

√
n-scaled

intrinsic t-Statistic; Black: resampled statistic (our method); Red: non-studentized resampled
statistic; Blue: chi-square distribution / standard normal distribution.
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Figure 5: Scaled Cumulative Distribution Function Difference for Extrinsic t-statistic for fixed-rank
matrices manifold. Black: the empirical distribution of the resampled statistic; Red: the empirical
distribution of the non-studentized resampled statistic; Blue: the distribution of the standard
normal distribution.

Figure 6: Cumulative Distribution Function Values for Sphere Barycenter Problem. row 1: Log-
Scaled Error; row 2:

√
n-Scaled Error; Column 1: Intrinsic t; column 2: Extrinsic t; column 3:

Wald.
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ble exponential mapping. Therefore, a correction accounting for local curvature might be needed
to achieve the same accuracy as in Euclidean spaces.

Our current focus is on the fixed manifold case, where the sample size n tends to infinity but
dimension p remains fixed. When p increases along with n, the necessary conditions on p and
the loss function L become significantly more complex and stringent, and the bootstrap may fail
as indicated in El Karoui and Purdom (2018). Therefore, this study concentrates on the fixed-
dimensional case with n→ ∞. Given the recent advances in high-dimensional statistical theory, it
would be of broad interest to investigate the curvature effect when the dimensions of a sequence of
manifolds also grow with the sample size.

Moreover, our study highlights an additional application of the double exponential mapping,
previously employed to investigate curvature effects in the barycenter problem (Pennec, 2019).
Our technique may offer insights to various phenomena in Riemannian optimization with higher
precision.
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Appendices

A Proof of Main Result

A.1 Proof of Theorem 3

Instead of getting entangled in the complexities across various charts, our strategy throughout the
paper is to concentrate on a fixed normal coordinate chart centered at θ0 to simplify the discussions.
Our primary analytical tool is the Taylor expansion on the coordinate chart π{ei} ◦ Logθ0(·), where
{ei} is a normal basis of Tθ0M to be specified later, along with the Edgeworth expansion results
developed in the Euclidean case.

Firstly, to ensure that the geodesics and exponential mappings are well-defined, we restrict the
region to a geodesically complete subset of M. By Theorem 6.17 in Lee (2018), there exists a posi-
tive ρ such that for arbitrary θ ∈ Expθ0(B(0, ρ)), Logθ defined on Expθ0(B(0, ρ)) is a differmorphisim
onto its codomain in TθM. We denote this region by N in the following context.

In Algorithm 2, each resampling process, including Newton’s step on resampled datasets, is per-
formed independently. Consequently, we treat θ̂∗n as a random variable, and Algorithm 2 generates
b independent replications of θ̂∗n conditioned on the dataset Xn. We denote the generic resampled
dataset by X ∗

n := {X∗
i }i∈[n] and the corresponding objective function by L∗

n(·) :=
∑

i∈[n] L(·, X∗
i )/n.

To simplify notations, we define the orthonormal basis induced by Rθ0 at θ0 as {ei}i∈[p] ⊂ Tθ0M,

where ei = dRθ0δi. We use LRetr,θ(·, x) to denote the function L(Rθ(·), x). Further, given θ ∈ M
and a basis {ei} of TθM, we denote the function L(Expθ ◦ π−1

{ei}(·), x) by LExp,θ,{ei}(·, x) for every

θ ∈ M. Similarly, we denote by L
Exp,θ,{ei}
n (·), L∗

n
Exp,θ,{ei}(·), LRetr,θ

n (·), L∗
n
Retr,θ the composite

functions Ln(Expθ ◦ π−1
{ei}(·)), L

∗
n(Expθ ◦ π−1

{ei}(·)), Ln(Rθ(·)), L∗
n(Rθ(·)), respectively.

We use the following coordinated forms to represent the first-order condition’s solutions and
the approximate solutions returned by Algorithm 2:

η̃n is the solution to ∇LExp,θ0,{ei}
n (η) = 0,

η̃n is the solution to ∇L∗
n
Exp,θ0,{ei}(η) = 0,

η̂n = π{ei} ◦ Logθ0(θ̂n), η̂∗
n = π{ei} ◦ Logθ0(θ̂

∗
n),

where θ̂n is produced by Algorithm 2 and θ̂∗n is a generic version of θ̂
∗[i]
n based on the dataset X ∗

n .
Following the spirit of expressing quantities under a fixed coordinate system, we also define an

analog of Σ in (2) as follows:

Ω :=
(
E
[
∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}(0, X1)

])−1
E
[
∇LExp,θ0,{ei}(0, X1)∇LExp,θ0,{ei}(0, X1)

⊤]
·
(
E
[
∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}(0, X1)

])−1
.

One subtle yet crucial point is that the previously defined exact solutions θ̃n and θ̃∗n may not be
unique, and the approximations θ̂n and θ̂∗n may be associated with a singular covariance estimate.
On the computational side, we address potential singularity issues by employing the generalized
matrix inverse; on the theoretical side, we will demonstrate that the solutions are well-defined and
the covariance estimates are consistent with high probability, so that, in the exceptional event,
the approximate solutions can be assigned arbitrary values without affecting the overall conclusion
with the help of the delta method.
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A.1.1 Implicit Function of Approximate Solutions

We first follow the route of Bhattacharya et al. (1978) to show in the section that η̂n can be
approximated by a smooth function of the sample-averaged derivatives of L.

The first step is to prove the existence of a solution to (4). To begin with, we utilize the Taylor

expansion of L
Exp,θ0,{ei}
n to derive that for each i ∈ [p],

0 =
∂

∂xi
LExp,θ0,{ei}
n (η)

= eiLn(θ0) +
∑
j

∇δi+δjLExp,θ0,{ei}
n (0)ηj +

∑
ν,|ν|=2

∇ν+δiL
Exp,θ0,{ei}
n (0)ην

ν!
+ Resi(η),

(17)

where Resi(η) :=
∑

ν:|ν|=3
∇ν+δiL

Exp,θ0,{ei}
n (tη)ην

ν! with some t ∈ [0, 1] represents the residual term

and ν! denotes the factorial product
∏p

i=1 νi!.
Following the convention in the previous context, we denote that

Zn :=
∑
i∈[n]

Zi/n, (18)

where Zi is defined in Assumption 1.D.
We first set out to control the fluctuation of Zn. By the finite moment conditions (Assump-

tion 1.B) and the moderate deviation result (Lemma 8), we have

PXn

[∥∥n 1
2
(
Zn − µ

) ∥∥
2
≥ (2Λ log n)

1
2

]
≤ d1n

−1(log n)−2, (19)

where Λ is the largest eigenvalue of the covariance matrix of Z1 and d1 is some constant that
depends on Λ. Similarly, applying Lemma 8 to C(x) defined in Assumption 1.B yields that

PXn

[∑
i∈[n]C(Xi)

n
− E[C(X1)] ≥ d2n

− 1
2 (log n)

1
2

]
≤ d2n

−1(log n)−2 (20)

for some sufficiently large constant d2.
Looking into each entry of Zn separately, (19) implies that

PXn

[
|eiLn(θ0)| ≥ d3n

− 1
2 (log n)

1
2

]
≤ d3n

−1(log n)−2, 1 ≤ i ≤ p,

PXn

[∣∣∇ν+δiLExp,θ0,{ei}
n (0)− E[∇νLExp,θ0,{ei}(0, X1)]

∣∣ ≥ d3n
− 1

2 (log n)
1
2

]
≤ d3n

−1(log n)−2,

PXn

[∣∣ ∑
i∈[n]

∇ν1LExp,θ0,{ei}(η̃n, Xi)∇ν2LExp,θ0,{ei}(η̃n, Xi)/n

− E
[
∇ν1LExp,θ0,{ei}(η̃n, X1)∇ν2LExp,θ0,{ei}(η̃n, X1)

]∣∣ ≥ d3n
− 1

2 (log n)
1
2

]
≤ d3n

−1(log n)−2,

(21)

simultaneously hold for 1 ≤ |ν| ≤ 4, 1 ≤ |ν1|, |ν2| ≤ 3, and some sufficiently large constant d3.
Moreover, invoking the definition of C(x) in Assumption 1.B, it follows from (20) that

PXn

[
max

η:Expθ0◦π
−1
{ei}

(η)∈N

∣∣∣∣∣Resi(η)∣∣− (( ∑
ν:|ν|=3

∣∣EXn

[ 1
ν!

∇ν+δiLExp,θ0,{ei}
n (0)

]∣∣+ (22)

d4n
−1(log n)−2

)
ην + d5ρ

(
E[C(X1)] + d2n

− 1
2 (log n)

1
2
)
∥η∥32

)∣∣∣ ≥ 0
]
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≤PXn

[( ∑
ν:|ν|=3

1

ν!
∇ν+δiLExp,θ0,{ei}

n (0)−
∑

ν:|ν|=3

∣∣E[ 1
ν!

∇ν+δiLExp,θ0,{ei}
n (0)

]∣∣) ≥ d4n
−1(log n)−2

]
+PXn

[
max

η:Expθ0◦π
−1
{ei}

(η)∈N

( ∑
ν:|ν|=3

1

ν!
max
t∈[0,1]

∇ν+δiLExp,θ0,{ei}
n (tη)ην −

∑
ν:|ν|=3

1

ν!
∇ν+δiLExp,θ0,{ei}

n (0)ην

−d5ρ
(
E[C(X1)] + d2n

− 1
2 (log n)

1
2
)
∥η∥32

)
≥ 0

]
≤PXn

[( ∑
ν:|ν|=3

∇ν+δiL
Exp,θ0,{ei}
n (0)

ν!
− E

[ ∑
ν:|ν|=3

∇ν+δiL
Exp,θ0,{ei}
n (0)

ν!

])
≥ d4n

−1(log n)−2
]

+PXn

[
max

η:Expθ0◦π
−1
{ei}

(η)∈N

(
ρ

∑
ν:|ν|=3

ην

ν!

∑
i∈[n]C(Xi)

n
− d5ρ

(
E[C(X1)] + d2n

− 1
2 (log n)

1
2
)
∥η∥32

)
≥ 0

]

≤d6n−1(log n)−2,

holds for some constants d4, d5, d6. Therefore, we can find an event Fn to be

Fn :=
{∥∥Zn

∥∥
∞ < d7n

− 1
2 (log n)

1
2 ,

∣∣ max
η:Expθ0◦π

−1
{ei}

(η)∈N
Resi(η)

∣∣ < d7 ∥η∥32 , for i, j ∈ [p]
}

(23)

for some sufficiently large constant d7 satisfying

P(F∁
n) ≤ d7n

−1(log n)−2. (24)

Under the event Fn in (23), multiplying by
(
∇2L

Exp,θ0,{ei}
n (0)

)−1
both sides of (17) and rear-

ranging the terms yields that

η =
(
E
[
∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}

n (0)
]
+ ζn

)−1
[
δn +

∑
ν:|ν|=2

1

ν!
∇ν+1LExp,θ0,{ei}

n (0)ην + ∥η∥32 ϵn
]

(25)

where ζn is a random matrix and δn, ϵn are random vectors, each with a norm (∥·∥2 or ∥·∥F ) less
than d7pn

− 1
2 (log n)

1
2 .

Thus, by the Brouwer Fixed Point Theorem, at least one solution η̃n exists solving (25) (also
(17)) under the event Fn, within the ball Bn := B

(
0, d8n

−1(log n)−2
)
⊂ B(θ0,

ρ
2) ⊆ N with a

constant d8 for some sufficiently large n.
The next step is to leverage the implicit function theorem to obtain an approximation. We

consider the following equation

0 = zδi +
∑

ν:|ν|=1,2

1

ν!
z(δi+ν)uν =: P (u, z).

Obviously, the equation has a solution at u = 0, z = µ where µ = EZ1 by Assumption 1.C. By
the implicit function theorem and the smoothness of the function P (u, z) with respect to u and z,
we conclude that there uniquely exists an injective and infinitely differentiable function H defined
on a neighborhood of µ such that

u = H(z) = (H1(z), . . . ,Hp(z)) (26)
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with H(µ) = 0. We assume that N is contained in the image of H by shrinking N if necessary.
This in turn implies that the first-order solution θ̃n is unique on N with dist(θ̃n, θ0) = O(n−1 log n)
under the event Fn. Therefore it is straightforward by the existence of η̃n that

η̃n = H(Z ′
n) = H(Zn) +O(n−

3
2 (log n)

3
2 ) (27)

solves (17) and also implies that Exp ◦π−1
{ei}(η̃n) is a solution of (4), where Z ′

n is a modified version

of Zn, by replacing eiLn(θ0) with eiLn(θ0) + Resi(η̃n).
Recall that the actual output θ̂n of Algorithm 2 is an approximate solution to (4) according to

Theorem 1, and η̂n = π{ei} ◦Logθ0(θ̂n). Replacing η̃n with η̂n together with Theorem 1, (23) yields
that

π{T
θ0→θ̂n

(ei)} ◦ Logθ̂n(θ0) = −
(
H(Zn)

)
+ d9n

− 3
2 (log n)

3
2 (28)

under the event Fn for some constant d9.

A.1.2 Implicit Function of Approximate Resampled Solutions

We now move on to prove an empirical version of the implicit approximation. Given the extremum
estimator θ̂n based on the dataset Xn = {Xi}, we generate a resampled dataset X ∗

n = {X∗
i } by

drawing n samples with replacement from Xn, leading to the corresponding resampled extremum
estimator θ̂∗n in Algorithm 2.

Similar to (17), by performing a Taylor expansion of L∗
n
Exp,θ0,{ei} at η̃n, we are interested in the

solution to

0 =
∂

∂xi
L∗
n
Exp,θ0,{ei}(η)

=
∂

∂xi
L∗
n
Exp,θ0,{ei}(η̃n) +

∑
j

∇δi,δjL∗
n
Exp,θ0,{ei}(η̃n)(ηj − η̃n,j)

+
1

ν!

∑
ν,|ν|=2

∇ν+δiL∗
n
Exp,θ0,{ei}(η̃n)(η − η̃n)

ν +Res∗i (η − η̃n)

for 1 ≤ i ≤ p.
Given the samples Xn, we naturally define a resampled version Z∗

n of the derivative collection
Zn as in Assumption 1.D by replacing Xn with X ∗

n . Conditional on Xn, we shall control each entry
of Z∗

n by decomposing it into two parts:∣∣∣∇νL∗
n
Exp,θ0,{ei}(η̃n)−∇νLExp,θ0,{ei}

n (η̃n)
∣∣∣

≤
∣∣∇νL∗

n
Exp,θ0,{ei}(0)︸ ︷︷ ︸

an entry of Z∗
n

−∇νLExp,θ0,{ei}
n (0)︸ ︷︷ ︸

an entry of Zn

∣∣+ ∣∣∣∇νL∗
n
Exp,θ0,{ei}(η̃n)−∇νL∗

n
Exp,θ0,{ei}(0)

∣∣∣
+
∣∣∣∇νLExp,θ0,{ei}

n (η̃n)−∇νLExp,θ0,{ei}
n (0)

∣∣∣ , (29)

for 1 ≤ |ν| ≤ 4,
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∣∣∣ ∑
i∈[n]

∇ν1LExp,θ0,{ei}(η̃n, X
∗
i )∇ν2LExp,θ0,{ei}(η̃n, X

∗
i )/n

−
∑
i∈[n]

∇ν1LExp,θ0,{ei}(η̃n, Xi)∇ν2LExp,θ0,{ei}(η̃n, Xi)/n
∣∣∣

≤
∣∣∣ ∑
i∈[n]

∇ν1LExp,θ0,{ei}(0, X∗
i )∇ν2LExp,θ0,{ei}(0, X∗

i )/n

−
∑
i∈[n]

∇ν1LExp,θ0,{ei}(0, X∗
i )∇ν2LExp,θ0,{ei}(0, Xi)/n

∣∣∣
+
∣∣∣ ∑
i∈[n]

∇ν1LExp,θ0,{ei}(η̃n, X
∗
i )∇ν2LExp,θ0,{ei}(η̃n, X

∗
i )/n

−
∑
i∈[n]

∇ν1LExp,θ0,{ei}(0, X∗
i )∇ν2LExp,θ0,{ei}(0, X∗

i )/n
∣∣∣

+
∣∣∣ ∑
i∈[n]

∇ν1LExp,θ0,{ei}(η̃n, Xi)∇ν2LExp,θ0,{ei}(η̃n, Xi)/n

−
∑
i∈[n]

∇ν1LExp,θ0,{ei}(0, Xi)∇ν2LExp,θ0,{ei}(0, Xi)/n
∣∣∣, for 1 ≤ |ν1|, |ν2| ≤ 3. (30)

For an arbitrary entry (Z∗
1)k of Z∗

1, we notice that

E
[∣∣(Z∗

1)k − (Zn)k
∣∣4 |Xn

]
≤24 max

0≤r≤4
E
[
(Z∗

1)
r
k|Xn

]
(Zn)

4−r
k

by Jensen’s inequality
≤ 24 max

0≤r≤4
E
[
(Z∗

1)
4
k|Xn

] r
4 (Zn)

4−r
k

≤24E[(Z∗)4k] + 24|(Zn)k|4.
Hence, we have

PXn

[
E
[
|(Z∗

1)k − (Zn)k|4
∣∣Xn

]
≥ 24

(
E[|(Z1)k|4] + |E[(Z)k]|4

)
+ 25

]
≤PXn

[∣∣∣ n∑
i=1

(
|(Zi)k|4 − E|(Z1)k|4

) ∣∣∣+ n
∣∣|(Zn)k|4 − |E[(Zn)k]|4

∣∣ ≥ 2n
]

≤PXn

[∣∣∣ n∑
i=1

(
|(Zi)k|4 − E[|(Z1)k|4]

) ∣∣∣ ≥ n
]
+ PXn

[ ∣∣|(Zn)k|4 − |E[(Zn)k]|4
∣∣ ≥ 1

]
≤n−2EXn

[ n∑
i=1

(
|(Zi)k|4 − EXn [|(Zi)k|4]

)2]
+ EXn

[∣∣(Zn)k
∣∣4]

≤cνn−1EXn

[
|(Z1)k|8

]
+ ckn

−2EXn

[
|(Z1)k|4

]
=O(n−1)

(31)

for some constant ck, where the finite moment condition in Assumption 1.B comes into play.
Here the penultimate line follows from the observation that, by interpreting St :=

∑t
i=1(Zi)k for

t = 1, · · · , n as a martingale with its natural filtration, and applying Lemma 9 along with Jenson’s
inequality, we obtain:

EXn

[
|(Zn)k|4

]
= n−4EXn [S

4
n] ≤ ckn

−4EXn

[
|
∑
i∈[n]

(Zi)
2
k|2

]
≤ ckn

−2EXn

[
|(Z1)k|4

]
.
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Analysis of Eq. (29). For the term
∣∣∣∇νL∗

n
Exp,θ0,{ei}(η̃n)−∇νL∗

n
Exp,θ0,{ei}(0)

∣∣∣ with 1 ≤ |ν| ≤ 4,

Assumption 1.B implies that∣∣∇νLExp,θ0,{ei}(η̃n, x)−∇νLExp,θ0,{ei}(0, x)
∣∣ ≤ C(x)dist(θ̃n, θ0),

which leads to∣∣∇νLExp,θ0,{ei}
n (η̃n)−∇νLExp,θ0,{ei}

n (0)
∣∣ ≤ ∑

i∈[n]C(Xi)dist(θ̃
∗
n, θ0)

n
, 1 ≤ |ν| ≤ 4, (32)

∣∣∇νL∗
n
Exp,θ0,{ei}(η̃n)−∇νL∗

n
Exp,θ0,{ei}(0)

∣∣ ≤ ∑
i∈[n]C(X

∗
i )dist(θ̃n, θ0)

n
, 1 ≤ |ν| ≤ 4. (33)

Analogous to the bound in (31), we establish that

PXn

[
E
[
|C(X∗

1 )−
∑
i∈[n]

C(Xi)/n|4|Xn

]
≥ 23(E[|C(X)|4] + |E[C(X)]|4) + 25

]
= O(n−1).

This together with Lemma 8 leads to the fact that

PXn

[
P
[∑

i∈[n]C(X
∗
i )

n
≥ f1n

− 1
2 (log n)

1
2 + E[C(X)]|Xn

]
≥ f1n

−1(log n)−2

]
= O(n−1). (34)

for some sufficiently large constant f1.

By (29), we can bound the difference
∣∣∇νL∗

n
Exp,θ0,{ei}(η̃n)−∇νL

Exp,θ0,{ei}
n (η̃n)

∣∣ via∣∣∇νL∗
n
Exp,θ0,{ei}(η̃n)−∇νLExp,θ0,{ei}

n (η̃n)
∣∣

≤
∣∣∇νL∗

n
Exp,θ0,{ei}(0)−∇νLExp,θ0,{ei}

n (0)
∣∣+ C

∑
i∈[n]C(Xi) ∥η̃n∥2

n
+
C
∑

i∈[n]C(X
∗
i ) ∥η̃n∥2

n
.
(35)

The decomposition (35) together with (20), (21), (31), and (34) gives that

PXn

[
P
[
|∇νL∗

n
Exp,θ0,{ei}(η̃n)−∇νLExp,θ0,{ei}

n (η̃n)| ≥ f2n
− 1

2 (log n)
1
2 |Xn

]
≤ f2n

−1(log n)−2

]
≥1− f2n

−1

for some sufficiently large constant f2.

Analysis of Eq. (30). In terms of the counterparts to the quadratic terms in Zn as decomposed
in (30), we begin by bounding each term on the right-hand side of (30).

• Note that (31) has already implied the uniform boundedness of the fourth moment for every
entry of Z1, except on an event with probability O(n−1). Invoking Lemma 8 again, one has

PXn

[
P
[∣∣∣ ∑

i∈[n]

∇ν1LExp,θ0,{ei}(0, X∗
i )∇ν2LExp,θ0,{ei}(0, X∗

i )/n

−
∑
i∈[n]

∇ν1LExp,θ0,{ei}(0, X∗
i )∇ν2LExp,θ0,{ei}(0, Xi)/n

∣∣∣ ≥ f3n
− 1

2 (log n)
1
2

∣∣Xn

]
≤ f3n

−1(log n)−2

]

≥1− f3n
−1 (36)

for some constant f3.
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• Further, by Assumption 1.B, the triangle inequality, and the Cauchy inequality, the second
term in (30) can be bounded by∣∣∣ ∑

i∈[n]

∇ν1LExp,θ0,{ei}(η̃n, X
∗
i )∇ν2LExp,θ0,{ei}(η̃n, X

∗
i )/n

−
∑
i∈[n]

∇ν1LExp,θ0,{ei}(0, X∗
i )∇ν2LExp,θ0,{ei}(0, X∗

i )/n
∣∣∣

≤
∑
i∈[n]

C(X∗
i )dist(θ̃n, θ0)

(
|∇ν1LExp,θ0,{ei}(0, X∗

i )|+ |∇ν2LExp,θ0,{ei}(0, X∗
i )|

)
/n

+
∑
i∈[n]

C(X∗
i )

2dist(θ̃n, θ0)
2/n

≤dist(θ̃n, θ0)
( ∑
i∈[n]

C(X∗
i )

2/n
)

·
(
2
( ∑
i∈[n]

(
∇ν1LExp,θ0,{ei}(0, X∗

i )
)2
/n

) 1
2 + 2

( ∑
i∈[n]

(
∇ν2LExp,θ0,{ei}(0, X∗

i )
)2
/n

) 1
2 + 1

)
,

where we use dist(θ̃n, θ0)
2 ≤ dist(θ̃n, θ0) in a small enough N to obtain the last inequality.

Following the route toward proving (31) exploiting Lemma 8, we derive that
∑

i∈[n]C(X
∗
i )

2/n

is upper bounded by a constant with probability at least 1− fCn
−1 with some constant fC ,

where we make use of the finite 16-th moment condition on C(X1). This together with (36)
and the concentration on dist(θ̃n, θ0) under Fn yields that

PXn

[
P
[∣∣∣ ∑

i∈[n]

∇ν1LExp,θ0,{ei}(η̃n, X
∗
i )∇ν2LExp,θ0,{ei}(η̃n, X

∗
i )/n

−
∑
i∈[n]

∇ν1LExp,θ0,{ei}(0, X∗
i )∇ν2LExp,θ0,{ei}(0, X∗

i )/n
∣∣∣ ≥ f4n

− 1
2 (log n)

1
2

∣∣Xn

]
≤ f4n

−1(log n)−2

]
≥1− f4n

−1

(37)

for some constant f4.

• Similar to the proof of (37), for the third term in (30) we have∣∣∣ ∑
i∈[n]

∇ν1LExp,θ0,{ei}(η̃n, Xi)∇ν2LExp,θ0,{ei}(η̃n, Xi)/n

−
∑
i∈[n]

∇ν1LExp,θ0,{ei}(0, Xi)∇ν2LExp,θ0,{ei}(0, Xi)/n
∣∣∣

≤f5n−
1
2 (log n)

1
2 (38)

with probaiblity at least 1− f5n
−1(log n)−2.
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Combining (36), (37), and (38) together with (30) gives that

PXn

[
P
[∣∣∣ ∑

i∈[n]

∇ν1LExp,θ0,{ei}(η̃n, X
∗
i )∇ν2LExp,θ0,{ei}(η̃n, X

∗
i )/n

−
∑
i∈[n]

∇ν1LExp,θ0,{ei}(η̃n, Xi)∇ν2LExp,θ0,{ei}(η̃n, Xi)/n
∣∣∣ ≥ f6n

−1(log n)−2
∣∣Xn

]
≤ f6n

−1(log n)−2

]

≥1− f6n
−1

holds for some constant f6.

Bound for Residual Term. Finally, by a similar argument to (22), (34), and (35), we can also
prove that

PXn

[
P
[
max
η∈N

|Res∗i (η − η̃n)| − f7 ∥η − η̃n∥
s
2

(
1 + n−

1
2 (log n)

1
2

)
≥ 0|Xn

]
≤ f7n

−1(log n)−2

]
≥ 1− f7n

−1

with sufficiently large constant f7.

Putting Pieces Together. Bringing together the above concentration inequalities, we denote
by F∗

n the event

F∗
n :=

{
max

1≤|ν|≤4

{
|∇νL∗

n
Exp,θ0,{ei}(η)−∇νLExp,θ0,{ei}

n (η)|, 1 ≤ |ν| ≤ 4
}
< f8n

− 1
2 (log n)

1
2 ,

max
1≤|ν1|,|ν2|≤3

{∣∣∣ ∑
i∈[n]

∇ν1LExp,θ0,{ei}(η̃n, X
∗
i )∇ν2LExp,θ0,{ei}(η̃n, X

∗
i )/n

−
∑
i∈[n]

∇ν1LExp,θ0,{ei}(η̃n, Xi)∇ν2LExp,θ0,{ei}(η̃n, Xi)/n
∣∣∣} < f8n

− 1
2 (log n)

1
2 ,

∑
i∈[n]C(X

∗
i )

n
< f8n

−1(log n)−2 + E[C(X)],
∥∥Z∗

n −Zn

∥∥
∞ < f8n

− 1
2 (log n)

1
2 ,

|Res∗(η∗ − η̃n)| < f8 ∥η − η̃n∥
3
2

}
,

(39)

and by F ′
n the event

F ′
n :=

{
P
[
F∗
n|Xn

]
≤ f8n

−1(log n)−2
}⋂

Fn (40)

with a sufficiently large f8, where its complementary event is controlled by

PXn

[
F ′
n
∁
]
≤ f8n

−1 (41)

according to the above analysis.
Again, using a similar argument to the first part and the Brouwer fixed point theorem but under

the event F∗
n ∩ Fn, we can prove the existence of a solution solving

η − η̃n = (∇2L∗
n
Exp,θ0,{ei}(η̃n) + ζ∗n)

−1

·
[
δ∗n +

∑
|ν|=2

1

ν!
∇ν+1L∗

n
Exp,θ0,{ei}(η̃n)(η − η̃n)

ν + ∥η − η̃n∥
3
2 ϵ

∗
n

]
,

(42)
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where ϵ∗n is a random vector related to ∇νL∗
n
Exp,θ0,{ei}(t(η̃n) + (1 − t)η), |ν| = 3, t ∈ [0, 1]. We

denote the solution to (42) by η̃∗
n.

Recall the smooth function defined in (26). Applying the implicit function theorem yields that

η̃∗
n − η̃n = H(Y ′

n)

under the event F∗
n ∩ Fn for a sufficiently large n, where Y ′

n corresponds to Z ′
n in (27) with Xn

replaced by X ∗
n , while the derivatives are evaluated at η̃n instead of 0.

Since the implicit function H is deterministic and smooth, replacing Y ′
n with Y n implies that

η̃∗
n = H(Zn) +H(Y n) + f9n

− 3
2 (log n)

3
2 , (43)

with some constant f9, where we invoke (27) to represent η̃n, and Y n is the counterpart to Zn

with Xn replaced by X ∗
n with the derivatives are taken at η̃n instead of 0.

Invoking Theorem 2, (43) turns out to be

η̂∗
n = H(Zn) +H(Y n) +O(n−

3
2 (log n)

3
2 )

under F∗
n ∩ Fn.

Finally, we relate the coordinate difference between θ̂∗n and θ̂n under the chart π{ei} ◦ Logθ0(·)
to the coordinate of θ̂n under the chart π{T

θ0→θ̂∗n
(ei)} ◦ Logθ̂∗n(·). Specifically, by Lemma 1, it holds

π{T
θ0→θ̂∗n

(ei)} ◦ Logθ̂∗n(θ̂n) = −H(Y n) + f10n
− 3

2 (log n)
3
2 (44)

under the event F∗
n ∩ Fn, provided a sufficiently large constant f10.

A.1.3 High-Order Asymptotics of Approximate Solutions under Second-Order Re-
tractions

Now we are in a position to combine the above pieces together so as to establish the high-order
asymptotics of the iteration series generated by Algorithm 3 and Algorithm 4. We first introduce
two covariance matrices associated with the implicit functions in the previous steps:

Ω̂ :=
(
∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}

n (H(Zn))
)−1( ∑

i∈[n]

∇LExp,θ0,{ei}(H(Zn), Xi)∇LExp,θ0,{ei}(H(Zn), Xi)
⊤/n

)
·
(
∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}(H(Zn))

)−1
,

Ω̂
∗
:=

(
∇2L∗

n
Exp,θ0,{ei}(H(Zn) +H(Y n))

)−1

·
( ∑

i∈[n]

∇LExp,θ0,{ei}(H(Zn) +H(Y n), X
∗
i )∇LExp,θ0,{ei}(H(Zn) +H(Y n), X

∗
i )

⊤/n
)

·
(
∇2L∗

n
Exp,θ0,{ei}(H(Zn) +H(Y n))

)−1
.

In terms of the involved matrix inversion, we will shortly elaborate on the well-definedness of these
quantities under Fn or F∗

n.
The essential idea to demonstrate the high-order asymptotics is to exploit the delta method

(Lemma 4) to prove the equivalence between the approximate solutions and the implicit function
after coordinate transformations.
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Proof of (11) (Wald Statistic). For the quantity R−1

θ̂n
(θ0)

⊤Σ̂†R−1

θ̂n
(θ0)

⊤, we once again note that

the generalized-inverse is designed to prevent the algorithm from failure after hundred thousands
of resampling in practice; in the theoretical analysis, the generalized inverse can be replaced by the
matrix inverse under the event Fn defined in (23).

Next, we are going to express R−1

θ̂n
(θ0)

⊤Σ̂
−1
R−1

θ̂n
(θ0) and R

−1

θ̂∗n
(θ̂n)

⊤Σ̌
−1
R−1

θ̂∗n
(θ̂n) in the coordinate

system of π{ei} ◦ Logθ0(·).
The core of this analysis is that the difference across various charts can be eliminated in the

Wald-type statistic regardless of the bases across various charts. Formally, we let Q̂ denote the
orthonormal matrix whose i-th row corresponds to the coordinate of dR−1

θ̂n
[T

θ0→θ̂n
ei]. Similarly, let

Q̂
∗
denote an analogous orthogonal matrix, with the i-th row being dR−1

θ̂∗n
[T

θ0→θ̂∗n
ei]. Then, under

the event Fn and the event F∗
n∩Fn, respectively, applying the property of second-order retractions

gives that

Q̂R
θ̂n
(θ0) = π{T

θ0→θ̂n
ei} ◦ Logθ̂n(θ0) +O(n−

3
2 (log n)

3
2 ) = −π{ei} ◦ Logθ0(θ̂n) +O(n−

3
2 (log n)

3
2 ),

Q̂
∗
R

θ̂∗n
(θ0) = π{T

θ0→θ̂∗n
ei} ◦ Logθ̂∗n(θ0) +O(n−

3
2 (log n)

3
2 ) = −π{ei} ◦ Logθ0(θ̂

∗
n) +O(n−

3
2 (log n)

3
2 ).
(45)

Invoking the property of a second-order retraction, it holds for every x ∈ U that

∇LExp,θ̂n,{Tθ0→θ̂n
ei}(0,x) = Q̂∇LRetr,θ̂n(0,x),

∇2L
Exp,θ̂n,{Tθ0→θ̂n

ei}(0,x) = Q̂∇2LRetr,θ̂n(0,x)Q̂
⊤
.

Then we make the following claim to establish the consistency of studentized terms across
different charts whose proof is postponed to Section A.1.5.

Claim 1. Under the event Fn, it holds that∥∥∥∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}
n (H(Zn))− Q̂∇2LRetr,θ̂n

n Q̂
⊤∥∥∥

F
= O(n−1 log n), (46)∥∥∥ ∑

i∈[n]

∇LExp,θ0,{ei}(H(Zn), Xi)∇LExp,θ0,{ei}(H(Zn), Xi)
⊤/n

−Q̂
n∑

i=1

∇LRetr,θ̂n(0, Xi)∇LRetr,θ̂n(0, Xi)
⊤Q̂

⊤
/n

∥∥∥
F
= O(n−1 log n). (47)

Similarly, under the event F∗
n it has∥∥∥∇2L∗

n
Exp,θ0,{ei}(H(Zn) +H(Y n))− Q̂

∗
∇2L∗

n
Retr,θ̂∗nQ̂

∗⊤∥∥∥
F
= O(n−1 log n), (48)∥∥∥ ∑

i∈[n]

∇LExp,θ0,{ei}(H(Zn) +H(Y n), X
∗
i )∇LExp,θ0,{ei}(H(Zn) +H(Y n), X

∗
i )

⊤/n

−Q̂
∗

n∑
i=1

∇LRetr,θ̂∗n(0, X∗
i )∇LRetr,θ̂∗n(0, X∗

i )
⊤Q̂

∗⊤
/n

∥∥∥
F
= O(n−1 log n). (49)

As a consequence of the above claim, we have proved that, given a sufficiently large n, the
involved matrix inverse operations in the definitions of Σ̂ and Σ̌ are always feasible, under Fn and
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F∗
n ∩Fn, respectively, in light of (46) and (48). Moreover, by the definitions of Ω̂ and Σ̂n, Claim 1

immediately implies that ∥∥∥Q̂Σ̂Q̂
⊤
− Ω̂

∥∥∥ = O(n−1 log n),∥∥∥Q̂∗
Σ̌Q̂

∗⊤
− Ω̂

∗∥∥∥ = O(n−1 log n).
(50)

As a consequence of (45) and (50), we have∣∣∣R−1

θ̂n
(θ0)

⊤Σ̂
−1
R−1

θ̂n
(θ0)

⊤ − π{ei} ◦ Logθ0(θ̂n)
⊤
Ω̂

−1
π{ei} ◦ Logθ0(θ̂n)

∣∣∣ = O(n−2(log n)2),

under Fn,∣∣∣R−1

θ̂∗n
(θ̂n)

⊤Σ̌
−1
R−1

θ̂∗n
(θ̂n)

⊤ −
(
π{ei} ◦ Logθ0(θ̂

∗
n)− π{ei} ◦ Logθ0(θ̂n)

)⊤
Ω̂

∗−1(
π{ei} ◦ Logθ0(θ̂

∗
n)− π{ei} ◦ Logθ0(θ̂n)

)∣∣∣ = O(n−2(log n)2)

under F∗
n.

Here we are going to utilize the smooth implicit function approximation obtained in Sec-
tion A.1.1 and A.1.2. Substitution of H(Zn) and H(Z∗

n) into π{ei} ◦Logθ0(θ̂n) and π{ei} ◦Logθ0(θ̂
∗
n)

respectively together with (28) and (44) gives that∣∣R−1

θ̂n
(θ0)

⊤Σ̂
−1
R−1

θ̂n
(θ0)−H(Zn)

⊤Ω̂H(Zn)
∣∣ = O(n−2(log n)2)∣∣R−1

θ̂∗n
(θ̂n)

⊤Σ̌
−1
R−1

θ̂∗n
(θ̂n)−H(Y n)

⊤Ω̂
∗
H(Y n)

∣∣ = O(n−2(log n)2).
(51)

Now we are left with establishing the Edgeworth expansion of H(Zn)
⊤Ω̂

−1
H(Zn) as well as

H(Y n)
⊤Ω̂

∗−1
H(Y n). To see the distributional consistency of quadratic terms, we first establish

the consistency of the multivariate studentized terms, namely, Ω̂
− 1

2H(Zn) and Ω̂
∗− 1

2H(Y n). We
first note that under the event Fn with every sufficiently large n,

Ω̂
− 1

2 = Ω− 1
2
(
I + (Ω̂

1
2 −Ω

1
2 )Ω− 1

2
)−1

= Ω− 1
2

∞∑
k=0

(−1)k
(
(Ω̂

1
2 −Ω

1
2 )Ω− 1

2
)k

= Ω− 1
2 −Ω− 1

2 (Ω̂
1
2 −Ω

1
2 )Ω− 1

2 +O(n−1 log n), (52)

where the validity of the expansion is ensured by the conditions in Fn.
Invoking Proposition 4 first yields that

sup
B∈B

∣∣∣P[√n(Ω− 1
2 −Ω− 1

2 (Ω̂
1
2 −Ω

1
2 )Ω− 1

2
)
H(Zn) ∈ B

]
−
∫
B
ψ
(H)
4,n dx

∣∣∣ = o(n−1)

holds for a class B of Borel set satisfying, for some a > 0,

ΦΣ

(
(∂B)ϵ

)
= O(ϵa),

where ΦΣ represents the multivariate Gaussian measure with covariance Σ. Here ψ
(H)
4,n denotes the

formal Edgeworth expansion of
(
Ω− 1

2 −Ω− 1
2 (Ω̂

1
2 −Ω

1
2 )Ω− 1

2

)
H(Zn) as detailed in Section D.
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Then applying Lemma 4 yields that

sup
B∈B

∣∣∣P[√nΩ̂− 1
2H(Zn) ∈ B

]
−
∫
B
ψ
(H)
4,n dx

∣∣∣ = O(n−1+ξ)

holds for every 0 < ξ ≤ 1
2 , where we make use of (52) and (24).

On the other hand, for its resample counterpart H(Y n), a similar derivation to (52) gives that

Ω̂
∗− 1

2 = Ω̂
− 1

2 − Ω̂
− 1

2
(
Ω̂

∗− 1
2 − Ω̂

− 1
2
)
Ω̂

− 1
2 +O(n−1 log n) (53)

under the event F∗
n.

Applying Proposition 5, and Proposition 6 to
(
Ω̂

− 1
2 − Ω̂

− 1
2
(
Ω̂

∗− 1
2 − Ω̂

− 1
2
)
Ω̂

− 1
2
)
H(Y n), we

arrive at

nPXn

[
sup
B∈B

∣∣∣P[(Ω̂− 1
2 − Ω̂

− 1
2
(
Ω̂

∗− 1
2 − Ω̂

− 1
2
)
Ω̂

− 1
2
)
H(Y n) ∈ B|Xn

]
−
∫
B
ψ
∗(H)
4,n dx

∣∣∣ > n−1+ξ

]
<∞

(54)

for every 0 < ξ ≤ 1
2 , where we invoke Lemma 4 together with (41) and ψ

∗(H)
4,n denotes the empirical

Edgeworth expansion of the random vector
(
Ω̂

− 1
2 − Ω̂

− 1
2
(
Ω̂

∗− 1
2 − Ω̂

− 1
2
)
Ω̂

− 1
2
)
H(Y n) conditional

on Xn.
Combining (54) with (53), Lemma 4 yields that

nPXn

[
sup
B∈B

∣∣∣P[Ω̂∗− 1
2H(Y n) ∈ B|Xn

]
−
∫
B
ψ
∗(H)
4,n dx

∣∣∣ > n−1+ξ

]
<∞.

Then, as stated in Remark 2.2, Chandra and Ghosh (1979), given a random vector X ∈ Rd,
the validity of Edgeworth expansion for ∥X∥22 can be demonstrated by (Chandra and Ghosh, 1979,
Theorem 1) once we derive a valid Edgeworth expansion for the distribution of X. To be specific,
one has

sup
t∈R+

∣∣∣∣P[nH(Zn)
⊤Ω̂

−1
H(Zn) ≤ t

]
−
∫
x≤t

ψ
(H2)
4,n (x)dx

∣∣∣∣ ≤ O(n−1+ξ),

nPXn

[
sup
t∈R+

∣∣∣∣P [
nH(Y n)

⊤Ω̂
∗−1

H(Y n) ≤ t|Xn

]
−
∫
x≤t

ψ
∗(H2)
4,n (x)dx

∣∣∣∣ > n−1+ξ

]
<∞.

Here the function ψ
(H2)
4,n (x) is given by fχ2

p
(x) ·

(
1 + n−1π

(H2)
1 (x)

)
, where fχ2

p
denotes the density

function of a chi-squared distribution of freedom p and π
(H2)
1 (x) is a polynomial whose coefficients

are determined by those of ψ
(H)
4,n (x). Similarly, the function ψ

∗(H2)
4,n (x) obeys the same form, with

its coefficients determined by the ones of ψ
∗(H)
4,n (x).

Leveraging (51), we apply the delta method (Lemma 4) to the above approximations and derive
that

sup
t∈R+

∣∣∣∣P[R−1

θ̂n
(θ0)

⊤Σ̂
†
R−1

θ̂n
(θ0) ≤ t

]
−
∫
x≤t

ψ
(H2)
4,n (x)dx

∣∣∣∣ ≤ O(n−1+ξ), (55)

nPXn

[
sup
t∈R+

∣∣∣∣P [
nR−1

θ̂∗n
(θ̂n)

⊤Σ̌
†
R−1

θ̂∗n
(θ̂n) ≤ t|Xn

]
−
∫
x≤t

ψ
∗(H2)
4,n (x)dx

∣∣∣∣ > n−1+ξ

]
<∞. (56)
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Finally, the desired result follows by combining (56) with (55):

nPXn

[
sup
x∈R+

∣∣∣P [
R−1

θ̂∗n
(θ̂n)

⊤Σ̌
†
R−1

θ̂∗n
(θ̂n) ≤ x|Xn

]
− P

[
R−1

θ̂n
(θ0)

⊤Σ̂
†
R−1

θ̂n
(θ0) ≤ x

] ∣∣∣ > n−1+ξ
]
< +∞,(57)

where we make use of the fact that the coefficients of the n−1 term in the polynomial of ψ
∗(H2)
4,n (x)

converge to those of ψ
(H2)
4,n (x) at a rate of O(n−ξ) for every 0 < ξ < 1

2 , since:

1. The coefficients are determined by the first four moments of Z1, and their empirical

counterpart, respectively, as well as the derivatives of the functions
(
Ω− 1

2 − Ω− 1
2 (Ω̂

1
2 −

Ω
1
2 )Ω− 1

2

)
H(Zn) and

(
Ω̂

− 1
2 − Ω̂

− 1
2
(
Ω̂

∗− 1
2 − Ω̂

− 1
2
)
Ω̂

− 1
2
)
H(Y n), respectively.

2. By the finite moment condition Assumption 1.B, Lemma 8 yields that the empirical moments
converge to the population ones at a rate of O(n−ξ) with probability 1 − O(n−1), for every
0 < ξ < 1

2 .

3. By the convergence rate of Zn in (19) and Proposition 6, we can prove that the involved
derivatives also converge to their counterparts at a rate of O(n−ξ) with probability 1−O(n−1),
for every 0 < ξ < 1

2 .

4. The function fX 2
p
(x), when multiplied by any polynomial is always integrable.

Proof of (12) (t-Statistic). In contrast to the Wald-type statistic, where orthogonal matrices
corresponding to basis transformations are canceled out, analyzing the intrinsic t-type statistic is
more complicated because of the existence of basis transformation. Without loss of generality, we
let a be δi for an arbitrary i ∈ [p]. In what follows, we claim the existence of a precise enough
approximation, provided the differentiability of the retraction:

Claim 2. Under the event F∗
n, for each i ∈ [p], there exists a function H̃i such that∣∣∣H̃i(Zn,E[Z1])

(Σ)
1
2
i,i

−
R

θ̂n
(θ0)i

(Σ̂)
1
2
i,i

∣∣∣ = O(n−
3
2 (log n)

3
2 ), (58)

∣∣∣H̃i(Y n,Zn)

(Σ̂)
1
2
i,i

−
R

θ̂∗n
(θ̂n)i

(Σ̌)
1
2
i,i

∣∣∣ = O(n−
3
2 (log n)

3
2 ). (59)

Moreover, the function H̃i satisfies that

1. H̃i(·,x′) is three-times continuously differentiable on O for every x′ ∈ O where O is an open
neighborhood of E[Z1].

2. The first three-times derivatives of H̃i(x1,x2) with respect to the first variable x1 ∈ O are
continuously differntiable with respect to x2 ∈ O.

The lengthy proof of Claim 2 is postponed to Section A.1.6. For the function H̃i, it follows
from Proposition 4 that

sup
B∈B

∣∣∣∣P [
n

1
2 H̃i(Zn,E[Z1]) ∈ B

]
−
∫
B
Ψ

(H̃i)
4,n (v)dv

∣∣∣∣ = o(n−1), (60)
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holds for all class B ∈ Bp (the collection of Borel sets in Rp) such that, for some a > 0,

sup
B∈B

ΦΣ((∂B)ϵ) = O(ϵa), as ϵ ↓ 0.

Here the explicit form of Ψ
(H̃i)
4,n (x) is introduced in Remark 5.

Combining the fact that P(F∁
n) ≤ Cn−1(log n)−2, (58), and Lemma 4 with (60) yields that

sup
B∈B

∣∣∣∣PXn

[
n

1
2

R−1

θ̂n
(θ0)i

(Σ̂)
1
2
i,i

∈ B
]
−
∫
B
Ψ

(H̃i)
4,n (v)dv

∣∣∣∣ = O(n−1+ξ) (61)

for every 0 < ξ ≤ 1
2 .

Similarly, Proposition 5 and Proposition 6 implies that

nPXn

[
sup
B∈B

∣∣∣P[n 1
2 H̃i(Y n,Zn) ∈ B|X

]
−
∫
B
Ψ

∗(H̃i)
4,n (v)dv

∣∣ > n−1
]
<∞ (62)

for every class B of Borel set satisfying, for some a > 0,

ΦΣ

(
(∂B)ϵ

)
= O(ϵa),

where Ψ
∗(H̃i)
4,n is an empirical analog to Ψ

(H̃i)
4,n .

Again, invoking (58) and the delta method (Lemma 4), one has

nPXn

[
sup
B∈B′

∣∣∣∣P[n 1
2

R−1

θ̂∗n
(θ̂n)i

(Σ̌)
1
2
i,i

∈ B|Xn

]
−
∫
B
Ψ

∗(H̃i)
4,n (v)dv

∣∣∣∣ > n−1+ξ
]
<∞

for every 0 < ξ ≤ 1
2 . Here, the coefficients of n−

1
2 in Ψ

(H̃i)
4,n and Ψ

∗(H̃i)
4,n coincides and the coefficient

of n−1 in Ψ
∗(H̃i)
4,n converges to that in Ψ

(H̃i)
4,n at a rate of O(n−ξ) with probability 1 − O(n−1) for

0 < ξ < 1
2 , following similar arguments to those below (57).

Consequently, combining (61) with (62) gives that

nPXn

[
sup
x∈R

∣∣∣PXn

[
n

1
2

R−1

θ̂n
(θ0)i

(Σ̂)
1
2
i,i

≤ x
]
− P

[
n

1
2

R−1

θ̂∗n
(θ̂n)i

(Σ̌)
1
2
i,i

≤ x|Xn

]∣∣∣ > n−1+ξ
]
<∞

for every 0 < ξ ≤ 1
2 .

A.1.4 Proof of Corollary 1

The coverage probability is a consequence of the uniform controls in the proof of Theorem 3. For
clarity, we provide the proof for the Wald statistic for instance.

We define w∗
α as the exact solution t to

∫
x≤t ψ

∗(H2)
4,n (x)dx = α, whose existence is ensured by the

continuity of the function. We then recall the definition of the approximate quantile in Algorithm 3
with b = ∞, expressed as:

wα = argmin
t∈R+

∣∣P[W ∗ ≤ t
∣∣Xn

]
− (1− α)

∣∣.
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From this, we deduce the following:∣∣∣PXn

[
R−1

θ̂n
(θ0)

⊤Σ̂
†
R−1

θ̂n
(θ0) ≤ wα

]
− (1− α)

∣∣∣
≲
∣∣∣PXn

[
R−1

θ̂n
(θ0)

⊤Σ̂
†
R−1

θ̂n
(θ0) ≤ wα

]
− PXn

[
P
[
R−1

θ̂∗n
(θ̂n)

⊤Σ̌
†
R−1

θ̂∗n
(θ̂n) ≤ wα|Xn

]]∣∣∣
+
∣∣∣PXn

[
P
[
R−1

θ̂∗n
(θ̂n)

⊤Σ̌
†
R−1

θ̂∗n
(θ̂n) ≤ wα|Xn

]]
− (1− α)

∣∣∣
≤
∣∣∣PXn

[
R−1

θ̂n
(θ0)

⊤Σ̂
†
R−1

θ̂n
(θ0) ≤ wα

]
− PXn

[
P
[
R−1

θ̂∗n
(θ̂n)

⊤Σ̌
†
R−1

θ̂∗n
(θ̂n) ≤ wα|Xn

]]∣∣∣
+
∣∣∣PXn

[
P
[
R−1

θ̂∗n
(θ̂n)

⊤Σ̌
†
R−1

θ̂∗n
(θ̂n) ≤ w∗

α|Xn

]]
− (1− α)

∣∣∣
≤O(n−1+ξ),

for every 0 < ξ < 1
2 , where, in the penultimate line, we use (11) to upper bound the first term

and (56) to upper bound the second term. Finally, we leverage the Glivenko-Cantelli theorem to
conclude.

The coverage guarantees for the intrinsic t-statistic and the extrinsic t-statistic can be derived
using analogous arguments, which we omit for brevity.

A.1.5 Proof of Claim 1

The basic idea is to pull the gradient and the Hessian back to the coordinate chart induced by
π{ei}◦Logθ0 by controlling the accumulated error in parallel transports. With regard to the gradient

term ∇LExp,θ̂n,{Tθ0→θ̂n
ei}(Xi), it follows by Lemma 7 and the definition of F ′

n that∥∥∥ ∑
i∈[n]

∇LExp,θ̂n,{Tθ0→θ̂n
ei}(Xi)∇L

Exp,θ̂n,{Tθ0→θ̂n
ei}(Xi)

⊤/n

−
∑
i∈[n]

∇LExp,θ0,{ei}(π{ei} ◦ Logθ0(θ̂n), Xi)∇LExp,θ0,{ei}(π{ei} ◦ Logθ0(θ̂n), Xi)
⊤/n

∥∥∥
F

≤2
√
p ·max

j∈[p]

∥∥∥dExpθ0 ◦ π−1
{ei}[δ

′
j ]− T

θ0→θ̂n
ej

∥∥∥
·
∥∥∥ ∑
i∈[n]

∇LExp,θ0,{ei}(π{ei} ◦ Logθ0(θ̂n), Xi)∇LExp,θ0,{ei}(π{ei} ◦ Logθ0(θ̂n), Xi)
⊤/n

∥∥∥
F

+ pmax
j∈[p]

∥∥∥dExpθ0 ◦ π−1
{ei}[δ

′
j ]− T

θ0→θ̂n
ej

∥∥∥2
·
∥∥∥ ∑
i∈[n]

∇LExp,θ0,{ei}(π{ei} ◦ Logθ0(θ̂n), Xi)∇LExp,θ0,{ei}(π{ei} ◦ Logθ0(θ̂n), Xi)
⊤/n

∥∥∥
F

=O(n−1 log n), (63)

where δ′j denotes the j-th canonical tangent vector of Rp at π−1
{ei} ◦ Logθ0(θ̂n) with a slight abuse

of notation. Here the last line arises since the term∥∥∥ ∑
i∈[n]

∇LExp,θ0,{ei}(π{ei} ◦ Logθ0(θ̂n), Xi)∇LExp,θ0,{ei}(π{ei} ◦ Logθ0(θ̂n), Xi)
⊤/n

∥∥∥
F

is bounded by a constant as a consequence of (20) and maxj∈[p]

∥∥∥dExpθ0 ◦ π−1
{ei}δ

′
j − T

θ0→θ̂n
ej

∥∥∥ ≤

O(dist(θ0, θ̂n)
2) by Lemma 7 .
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Following similar arguments, we can also prove that the inequality (49) holds as a result of
Lemma 7 and (34) under the event F ′

n∥∥∥ ∑
i∈[n]

∇LExp,θ̂∗n,{Tθ0→θ̂∗n
}
(X∗

i )∇L
Exp,θ̂∗n,{Tθ0→θ̂∗n

}
(X∗

i )
⊤/n

−
∑
i∈[n]

∇LExp,θ0,{ei}(π{ei} ◦ Logθ0(θ̂
∗
n), X

∗
i )∇LExp,θ0,{ei}(π{ei} ◦ Logθ0(θ̂

∗
n), X

∗
i )

⊤/n
∥∥∥
F

≤2
√
p ·max

j∈[p]

∥∥∥dExpθ0 · π−1
{ei}δ

′′
j − T

θ0→θ̂∗n
ej

∥∥∥
·
∥∥∥ ∑
i∈[n]

∇LExp,θ0,{ei}(π{ei} ◦ Logθ0(θ̂
∗
n), X

∗
i )∇LExp,θ0,{ei}(π{ei} ◦ Logθ0(θ̂

∗
n), X

∗
i )

⊤/n
∥∥∥
F

+ pmax
j∈[p]

∥∥∥dExpθ0 · π−1
{ei}δ

′′
j − T

θ0→θ̂∗n
ej

∥∥∥2
·
∥∥∥ ∑
i∈[n]

∇LExp,θ0,{ei}(π{ei} ◦ Logθ0(θ̂
∗
n), X

∗
i )∇LExp,θ0,{ei}(π{ei} ◦ Logθ0(θ̂

∗
n), X

∗
i )

⊤/n
∥∥∥
F

=O(n−1 log n).

Finally, invoking the relations (28) and (43) as well as the uniform bound yields the desired
results (47) and (49).

Regarding the Hessian terms, Lemma 2 demonstrates that the difference is not only related to
the distances among θ0, θ̂n, and θ̂

∗
n but also to the magnitude of averaged gradients, that is,∥∥∥Q̂∇2LRetr,θ̂n

n (0)Q̂
⊤
−∇2L

Exp,θ̂n,{Tθ0→θ̂n
ei}

n (π{ei} ◦ Logθ0(θ̂n))
∥∥∥

≤O(n−1 log n) +O(n−
1
2 (log n)

1
2 )

∥∥∥∇Ln(θ̂n)
∥∥∥

=O(n−1 log n), (64)∥∥∥Q̂∗
∇2L∗

n
Retr,θ̂∗n(0)Q̂

∗⊤
−∇2L∗

n
Exp,θ̂n,{Tθ0→θ̂∗n

ei}(π{ei} ◦ Logθ0(θ̂
∗
n))

∥∥∥
≤O(n−1 log n) +O(n−

1
2 (log n)

1
2 )

∥∥∥∇L∗
n(θ̂

∗
n)
∥∥∥

=O(n−1 log n),

where
∥∥∥∇Ln(θ̂n)

∥∥∥ and
∥∥∥∇L∗

n(θ̂
∗
n)
∥∥∥ are of the order o(n−

1
2 (log n)

1
2 ) by Theorem 1, Theorem 2, (32),

and (33).
Analogously, replacing π{ei} ◦ Logθ0(θ̂n) and π{ei} ◦ Logθ0(θ̂

∗
n) with H(Zn) and H(Y n), respec-

tively, implies (46) and (48).

A.1.6 Proof of Claim 2

Step 1: Basis Transformation Analysis. The goal of this part is to establish explicit approx-
imations for the rotated coordinates as functions of Zn and Y n respectively. Before continuing, we
remind that in Section A.1.1 and Section A.1.2, we established that H(Zn), H(Y n) serve as nice
approximations to −π{T

θ0→θ̂n
ei} ◦Logθ̂n(θ0) and π{Tθ0→θ̂∗n

ei} ◦Logθ̂∗n(θ̂n), respectively. The remaining

task is to address how to reconcile the bases induced by parallel transports and those arising from
the adopted retraction {Rθ}.
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The subsequent analysis is a natural exploitation of the differentiability of dR−1
θ

(
Tθ0→θ(dRθ0δi)

)
.

For ease of notations, we denote the composite function dR−1

Expθ◦π
−1
{ei}

(x)
(Tθ0→Expθ◦π

−1
{ei}

(x)(ej)) by

tj(x) = (ti,k(x))k∈[p] for every j ∈ [p], which is twice-differentiable as assumed in the second part
of Theorem 3.

In the context of this section and the next section, we proceed with our analysis under the event
F∗
n ∩ Fn for every n, which heuristically means that, θ̂n, θ̂

∗
n, θ̃n, and θ̃

∗
n are always contained in a

sequence of shrinking regions as illustrated in Section A.1.1 and Section A.1.2, and the deviations
of derivatives are appropriately bounded.

We begin with the Taylor expansion of ti(x) = (ti,k(x))k∈[p] with respect to x. One has

ti,k(x) = ti,k(0) +
∑
j∈[p]

∂ti,k
∂xj

(0)xj +O(∥x∥22). (65)

Recall that the i-th canonical basis of Rp is denoted by δi for i ∈ [p]. For the quantity R−1

θ̂n
(θ)i

with θ ∈ M, it then holds that(
R−1

θ̂n
(θ)

)
i
= π{dR

θ̂n
δi} ◦ Logθ̂n(θ) +O(dist(θ, θ̂n)

3)

=
∑
j∈[p]

(tj(η̂n))i

(
π{T

θ0→Expθ◦π
−1
{ei}

(η̂n)
(ei)} ◦ Logθ̂n(θ)

)
j
+O(dist(θ, θ̂n)

3)

=
∑
j∈[p]

(tj(η̂n))i

(
π{T

θ0→Expθ◦π
−1
{ei}

(η̂n)
(ei)} ◦ Logθ̂n(θ)

)
j
+O(n−

3
2 (log n)

3
2 )

=
∑
j∈[p]

(
(tj(H(Zn)))i +O(n−1 log n)

)(
π{T

θ0→Expθ◦π
−1
{ei}

(η̂n)
(ei)} ◦ Logθ̂n(θ)

)
j
+O(n−

3
2 (log n)

3
2 ),

where the first equality holds by the property of second-order retractions, the second one follows
by the definition of ti(x), and the last equality arises by (28) and the fact that tj is continuously
differentiable.

Taking θ = θ0 and invoking the coordinate invariance under parallel transports give that

−
(
R−1

θ̂n
(θ0)

)
i
=

∑
j∈[p]

−(tj(H(Zn)))i(η̂n)j +O(n−
3
2 (log n)

3
2 )

=
∑
j∈[p]

tj,i(H(Zn))H(Zn)j +O(n−
3
2 (log n)

3
2 )

=H(Zn)i +
∑

j,k,l∈[p]

∂tj,i
∂xk

(0)H(Zn)kH(Zn)j +O(n−
3
2 (log n)

3
2 ),

(66)

where the last line holds by the fact that ti,j(0) = 1{i = j} and (65).

We now move on to the empirical counterpart R
θ̂n
(θ̂∗n). Again, by jointly applying the property

of second-order retractions, the property of the double exponential mapping (Lemma 1), and a
similar expansion of tj as above, we find:

−R−1

θ̂∗n
(θ̂n)i = π{dR

θ̂∗n
ei} ◦ Logθ̂∗n(θ̂n) +O(dist(θ̂n, θ̂

∗
n)

3)

=

(
π{dR

θ̂∗n
ei} ◦ Tθ0→θ̂∗n

(
Logθ0(θ̂n)− Logθ0(θ̂

∗
n)
))

i

+O(n−
3
2 (log n)

3
2 )

=
∑
j∈[p]

tj,i(H(Y n))H(Y n)j +
∑

j,k,l∈[p]

∂tj,i
∂xk

(H(Zn))H(Y n)kH(Y n)l +O(n−
3
2 (log n)

3
2 ).
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Step 2: Studentization Analysis. Now we are placed to prove Claim 2 associated with the
studentization quantities in Algorithm 4. We aim to show that the numerators and the denomi-
nators of the studentized statistics can be replaced by clearer forms related to Zn and Y n. For
clarity, we herein prove (59) for i = 1, as the other cases similarly follow in a similar manner.

We start with the analysis of the covariance terms. We collect the coordinate-transformation
functions in a matrix T (x) =

(
t1(x), . . . , tp(x)

)
∈ Rp×p. By the orthogonality assumption in the

definition of a retraction, it follows that T (x) is an orthogonal matrix for every x ∈ Rp. By
replacing T (π{ei} ◦ Logθ0(θ̂n)) with the rotation matrix T̂ := T

(
H(Zn)

)
at H(Zn) and invoking

(28), (Σ̂)1,1 can be approximated as follows:

(Σ̂)1,1 =

(
(∇2LRetr,θ̂n

n )−1
( ∑

i∈[n]

∇LRetr,θ̂n(Xi)∇LRetr,θ̂n(Xi)
⊤/n

)
(∇2LRetr,θ̂n

n )−1

)
1,1

=
((

T̂∇2L
Exp,θ̂n,{Tθ0→θ̂n

ei}
n T̂

⊤)−1

·
(
T̂
( ∑
i∈[n]

∇LExp,θ̂n,{Tθ0→θ̂n
ei}(Xi)∇L

Exp,θ̂n,{Tθ0→θ̂n
ei}(Xi)

⊤/n
)
T̂

⊤)
·
(
T̂∇2L

Exp,θ̂n,{Tθ0→θ̂n
ei}

n T̂
⊤)−1

)
1,1

+O(n−1 log n). (67)

In what follows, we shall switch back to the chart centered at θ0 using intermediate results
established in the proof of Claim 1. Invoking the error controls (63) and (64) on the sum of squared
gradient terms and on the sample Hessian matrix, (67) turns into the form that

(Σ̂)1,1 =
((

T̂∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}
n (H(Zn))T̂

⊤)−1

·
( ∑
i∈[n]

T̂∇LExp,θ0,{ei}(H(Zn), Xi)∇LExp,θ0,{ei}(H(Zn), Xi)
⊤T̂

⊤
/n

)
·
(
T̂∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}

n (H(Zn))T̂
⊤)−1

)
1,1

+O(n−1 log n)

=
(
T̂
(
∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}

n (H(Zn))
)−1

·
( ∑
i∈[n]

∇LExp,θ0,{ei}(H(Zn), Xi)∇LExp,θ0,{ei}(H(Zn), Xi)
⊤/n

)
·
(
∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}

n (H(Zn))
)−1

T̂
⊤)

1,1
+O(n−1 log n), (68)

where the last line holds since T̂ is always an orthogonal matrix.
We proceed to parse the difference (Σ)1,1− (Σ̂)1,1 by applying Taylor’s expansion to the second

term in (68). To facilitate this, we define a function ϕA(X,Z) : Rp×p × Rp×p → Rp×p as

ϕA(X,Z) := ZX−1AX−1Z⊤,

where A is a fixed p-by-p matrix.
We assume that the smallest singular value of X0, is bounded away from 0 and the largest

singular values of X,Z are bounded by a constant cσ. By the Taylor expansion, for every △1,△2 ∈
Rp×p with ∥△i∥F ≤ c△ ≤ cσ, i = 1, 2, we have

ϕA(X0 +△1,Z0 +△2)

=ϕA(X0,Z0)−Z0X
−1
0 △1X

−1
0 AX−1

0 Z⊤
0 −Z0X

−1
0 AX−1

0 △1X
−1
0 Z⊤

0

+△2X
−1
0 AX−1

0 Z⊤
0 +Z0X

−1
0 AX−1

0 △⊤
2 + cδ max{∥△1∥

2
F , ∥△2∥

2
F }, (69)
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where the constant cδ is determined by cσ, c△, and ∥A∥F .
Moreover, we introduce the following function:

G(η,Xn) :=
∑
i∈[n]

∇LExp,θ0,{ei}(η, Xi)∇LExp,θ0,{ei}(η, Xi)
⊤/n, (70)

and denote the matrix G(H(Zn),Xn) by Ĝn. Applying the above fact (69) to (68) yields that(
T̂
(
∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}

n (H(Zn))
)−1

Ĝn

(
∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}

n (H(Zn))
)−1

T̂
⊤
)

1,1

=

((
∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}

n (0)
)−1

Ĝn

(
∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}

n (0)
)−1

)
1,1

+

((
T̂ − I

)(
∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}

n (0)
)−1

Ĝn

(
∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}

n (0)
)−1

)
1,1

+

((
∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}

n (0)
)−1

Ĝn

(
∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}

n (0)
)−1(

T̂ − I
)⊤)

1,1

+

((
∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}

n (0)
)−1(

∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}
n (0)−∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}

n (H(Zn))
)

·
(
∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}

n (0)
)−1

Ĝn

(
∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}

n (0)
)−1

)
1,1

+

((
∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}

n (0)
)−1

Ĝn

(
∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}

n (0)
)−1

·
(
∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}

n (0)−∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}
n (H(Zn))

)(
∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}

n (0)
)−1

)
1,1

+c′max
{∥∥∥T̂ − I

∥∥∥2
F
,
∥∥∥∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}

n (0)−∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}
n (H(Zn))

∥∥∥2
F

}
(71)

holds for some constant c′ since
∥∥Ĝn

∥∥ is upper bounded by some constant under the event F ′
n.

Furthermore, applying a Taylor expansion again to T̂ − I and ∇2L
Exp,θ0,{ei}
n (0) −

∇2L
Exp,θ0,{ei}
n (H(Zn)) provides us with a linear approximation in terms of H(Zn) as follows

T̂ − I =
∑
j∈[p]

∂

∂xj
T (0)(H(Zn))j + cT

∥∥H(Zn)
∥∥2
2
, (72)

∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}
n (0)−∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}

n (H(Zn))

=−
∑
j∈[p]

(H(Zn))j
∂

∂xj
∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}

n + ch
∥∥H(Zn)

∥∥2
2

(73)

for some constants cT and ch since the fourth-time derivatives of L
Exp,θ0,{ei}
n is locally bounded by

a constant under the event F ′
n.

What remains to be justified is the quantity Ĝn. In view of Taylor’s expansion of Gn, Ĝn can
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be written as

Ĝn =
∑
i∈[n]

∇LExp,θ0,{ei}(0, Xi)∇LExp,θ0,{ei}(0, Xi)
⊤/n

+
∑
j∈[p]

( ∑
i∈[n]

∂

∂xj
∇LExp,θ0,{ei}(0, Xi)∇LExp,θ0,{ei}(0, Xi)

⊤/n
)
(H(Zn))j

+
∑
j∈[p]

( ∑
i∈[n]

∇LExp,θ0,{ei}(0, Xi)
∂

∂xj
∇LExp,θ0,{ei}(0, Xi)

⊤/n
)
(H(Zn))j

+
∑
j∈[p]

∑
k∈[p]

∫ 1

0
(1− t)

∂2

∂xi∂xj
Gn(tH(Zn))dt(H(Zn))i(H(Zn))j

=
∑
i∈[n]

∇LExp,θ0,{ei}(0, Xi)∇LExp,θ0,{ei}(0, Xi)
⊤/n

+
∑
j∈[p]

( ∑
i∈[n]

∂

∂xj
∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}(0, Xi)∇LExp,θ0,{ei}(0, Xi)

⊤/n
)
(H(Zn))j

+
∑
j∈[p]

( ∑
i∈[n]

∇LExp,θ0,{ei}(0, Xi)
∂

∂xj
∇LExp,θ0,{ei}(0, Xi)

⊤/n
)
(H(Zn))j

+cG
∥∥H(Zn)

∥∥2
2

(74)

for some constant cG where the last equality holds since ∂2

∂xi∂xj
Gn(tH(Zn)) for t ∈ [0, 1] is uniformly

upper bounded by some constant cG under the event Fn.
Armed with the above approximations, we substitute (71), (72), (73), and (74) into (68), and

derive that

(Σ̂)1,1

=

(
T̂
(
∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}

n (H(Zn))
)−1

Ĝn

(
∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}

n (H(Zn))
)−1

T̂
⊤
)

1,1

+O(n−1 log n)

=(Σ)1,1 + ξ̂R(Zn,µ) +O(n−1 log n), (75)

where ξ̂R(Zn,µ) is a quantity determined by Zn and can be expressed as

ξ̂R(Zn,µ) :=
(
T (H(µ))ξ̂(Zn)T (H(µ))⊤

)
1,1

+

(( ∑
j∈[p]

∂

∂xj
T (H(µ))(H(Zn))j

)(
∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}

n (0)
)−1

G(0,Xn)
(
∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}

n (0)
)−1

)
1,1

+

((
∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}

n (0)
)−1

G(0,Xn)
(
∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}

n (0)
)−1( ∑

j∈[p]

∂

∂xj
T (H(µ))(H(Zn))j

)⊤)
1,1

,
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with

ξ̂(Zn) :=
((

∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}
n (0)

)−1
G(0,Xn)

(
∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}

n (0)
)−1 −Σ

)
1,1

+

((
∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}

n (0)
)−1( ∑

j∈[p]

( ∑
i∈[n]

∂

∂xj
∇LExp,θ0,{ei}(0, Xi)∇LExp,θ0,{ei}(0, Xi)

⊤/n
)
H(Zn)j

)

·
(
∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}

n (0)
)−1

)
1,1

+

((
∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}

n (0)
)−1( ∑

j∈[p]

( ∑
i∈[n]

∇LExp,θ0,{ei}(0, Xi)
∂

∂xj
∇LExp,θ0,{ei}(0, Xi)

⊤/n
)
H(Zn)j

)

·
(
∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}

n (0)
)−1

)
1,1

−
((

∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}
n (0)

)−1( ∑
j∈[p]

H(Zn)j
∂

∂xj
∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}

n

)
·
(
∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}

n (0)
)−1

G(0,Xn)
(
∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}

n (0)
)−1

)
1,1

−
((

∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}
n (0)

)−1
G(0,Xn)

(
∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}

n (0)
)−1

·
( ∑

j∈[p]

H(Zn)j
∂

∂xj
∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}

n

)(
∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}

n (0)
)−1

)
1,1

.

Here we make use of the fact that
∥∥H(Zn)

∥∥
2
is of the order O(n−

1
2 (log n)

1
2 ) under the event

Fn. We hereby make note of the quantity ξ̂R(Zn,µ) that all involved derivatives of LExp,θ0,{ei} or

L
Exp,θ0,{ei}
n can be viewed as the components of Zn. Thus ξ̂R : Rdim(Zn) × Rdim(Zn) → Rp×p is a

function independently of LExp,θ0,{ei} or L
Exp,θ0,{ei}
n and will be utilized again in the analysis of the

resampled quantities.
An immediate consequence of (75) is that∣∣(Σ)1,1 − (Σ̂)1,1

∣∣ = O(n−
1
2 (log n)

1
2 )

under the event Fn.

Now we are ready to decompose the studentized statistic −
R−1

θ̂n
(θ0)i

(Σ̂)
1
2
1,1

. Combining (66) and the

fact that
∥∥H(Zn)

∥∥
2
is of the order O(n−

1
2 (log n)

1
2 ) under the event Fn gives that

−
R−1

θ̂n
(θ0)1

(Σ̂)
1
2
1,1

=
H(Zn)1 +

∑
j,k∈[p]

∂tj,1
∂xk

(0)H(Zn)kH(Zn)j

(Σ̂)
1
2
1,1

+O(n−
3
2 (log n)

3
2 )

=
H(Zn)1 +

∑
j,k∈[p]

∂tj,1
∂xk

(0)H(Zn)kH(Zn)j

(Σ)
1
2
1,1
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+
H(Zn)1 +

∑
j,k∈[p]

∂tj,1
∂xk

(0)H(Zn)kH(Zn)j

(Σ)1,1

(
(Σ)

1
2
1,1 − (Σ̂)

1
2
1,1

)
+
H(Zn)1 +

∑
j,k∈[p]

∂tj,1
∂xk

(0)H(Zn)kH(Zn)j

(Σ)1,1(Σ̂)
1
2
1,1

(
(Σ)

1
2
1,1 − (Σ̂)

1
2
1,1

)2

+O(n−
3
2 (log n)

3
2 )

=
H(Zn)1 +

∑
j,k∈[p]

∂tj,1
∂xk

(0)H(Zn)kH(Zn)j

(Σ)
1
2
1,1

+
H(Zn)1 +

∑
j,k∈[p]

∂tj,1
∂xk

(0)H(Zn)kH(Zn)j

(Σ)1,1

(
(Σ)

1
2
1,1 − (Σ̂)

1
2
1,1

)
+O(n−

3
2 (log n)

3
2 )

=
H(Zn)1 +

∑
j,k∈[p]

∂tj,1
∂xk

(0)H(Zn)kH(Zn)j

(Σ)
1
2
1,1

+
H(Zn)1 +

∑
j,k∈[p]

∂tj,1
∂xk

(0)H(Zn)kH(Zn)j

2(Σ)
3
2
1,1

(
(Σ)1,1 − (Σ̂)1,1

)
++O(n−

3
2 (log n)

3
2 ). (76)

Substituting (75) into (76) establishes the first part of the claim:

−
R

θ̂n
(θ0)1

(Σ̂)
1
2
1,1

=
H(Zn)1 +

∑
j,k∈[p]

∂tj,1
∂xk

(0)H(Zn)kH(Zn)j

(Σ)
1
2
1,1

−
H(Zn)1 +

∑
j,k∈[p]

∂tj,1
∂xk

(0)H(Zn)kH(Zn)j

2(Σ)
3
2
1,1

ξ̂R(Zn,µ) +O(n−
3
2 (log n)

3
2 )

=
1

(Σ)
1
2
1,1

(
H(Zn)1 +

∑
j,k∈[p]

∂tj,1
∂xk

(0)H(Zn)kH(Zn)j

−
H(Zn)1 +

∑
j,k∈[p]

∂tj,1
∂xk

(0)H(Zn)kH(Zn)j

2(Σ)1,1
ξ̂R(Zn,µ)

)
+O(n−

3
2 (log n)

3
2 )

=
H̃1(Zn,µ)

(Σ)
1
2
1,1

+O(n−
3
2 (log n)

3
2 ),

where we define the differentiable function H̃i(x,y) appearing in (58) as

H̃1(x,y) :=
∑
j∈[p]

tj,1(H(y))H(x)j +
∑

j,k∈[p]

∂tj,1
∂xk

(H(y))H(x)kH(x)j

−
∑

j∈[p] tj,1(H(y))H(x)j +
∑

j,k∈[p]
∂tj,1
∂xk

(H(y))H(x)kH(x)j

2(Σ)1,1
ξ̂R(x,y).

The proof of (59) closely follows the arguments presented earlier, but proceeds under the event
Fn ∩ F∗

n. Below, we provide a brief outline of the main steps.
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Recalling the function G defined in (70), we introduce the quantity:

G(η,X ∗
n) :=

∑
i∈[n]

∇LExp,θ0,{ei}(η, X∗
i )∇LExp,θ0,{ei}(η, X∗

i )
⊤/n.

We also denote that T̂
∗
:= T (H(Zn) +H(Y n)) and Ĝ

∗
n := G(H(Zn) +H(Y n),X ∗

n).
Notice that a similar fact to (72) and (73) holds under the event Fn ∩ F∗

n that

T̂
∗
− T̂ =

∑
j∈[p]

∂

∂xj
T (Zn)H(Y n)j + c′T

∥∥H(Y n)
∥∥2
2
,

∇2L∗
n
Exp,θ0,{ei}(H(Zn))−∇2L∗

n
Exp,θ0,{ei}(H(Zn) +H(Y n))

=−
∑
j∈[p]

H(Y n)j
∂

∂xj
∇2L∗

n
Exp,θ0,{ei}(H(Zn)) + c′h

∥∥H(Y n)
∥∥2
2
.

With the idea of Taylor’s expansion in mind together with Claim 1, we can deduce that under
the event Fn ∩ F∗

n

(Σ̌)1,1

=

(
T̂

∗(
∇2L∗

n
Exp,θ0,{ei}(H(Zn) +H(Y n))

)−1
Ĝ

∗
n

(
∇2L∗

n
Exp,θ0,{ei}(H(Zn) +H(Y n))

)−1
T̂

∗⊤
)

1,1

+O(n−1 log n)

=(Σ̂)1,1 +

(
T̂
(
∇2L∗

n
Exp,θ0,{ei}(H(Zn))

)−1
Ĝ

∗
n

(
∇2L∗

n
Exp,θ0,{ei}(H(Zn))

)−1
T̂

⊤
− (Σ̂)1,1

)
1,1

+

((
∇2L∗

n
Exp,θ0,{ei}(H(Zn))

)−1

·
( ∑

j∈[p]

( ∑
i∈[n]

∂

∂xj
∇LExp,θ0,{ei}(H(Zn), X

∗
i )∇LExp,θ0,{ei}(H(Zn), X

∗
i )

⊤/n
)
H(Y n)j

)
·
(
∇2L∗

n
Exp,θ0,{ei}(H(Zn))

)−1
)

1,1

+

((
∇2L∗

n
Exp,θ0,{ei}(H(Zn))

)−1

·
( ∑

j∈[p]

( ∑
i∈[n]

∇LExp,θ0,{ei}(H(Zn), X
∗
i )

∂

∂xj
∇LExp,θ0,{ei}(H(Zn), X

∗
i )

⊤/n
)
H(Y n)j

)
·
(
∇2L∗

n
Exp,θ0,{ei}(H(Zn))

)−1
)

1,1

+

((∑
i∈[p]

∂

∂xi
T (H(Zn))Hi(Y n)

)(
∇2L∗

n
Exp,θ0,{ei}(H(Zn))

)−1
G∗

n(H(Zn))
(
∇2L∗

n
Exp,θ0,{ei}(H(Zn))

)−1
)

1,1

+

((
∇2L∗

n
Exp,θ0,{ei}(H(Zn))

)−1
G∗

n(H(Zn))

·
(
∇2L∗

n
Exp,θ0,{ei}(H(Zn))

)−1(∑
i∈[p]

∂

∂xi
T (H(Zn))Hi(Y n)

)⊤)
1,1
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−
((

∇2L∗
n
Exp,θ0,{ei}(H(Zn))

)−1( ∑
j∈[p]

H(Y n)j
∂

∂xj
∇2L∗

n
Exp,θ0,{ei}(H(Zn))

)
·
(
∇2L∗

n
Exp,θ0,{ei}(H(Zn))

)−1
G∗

n(H(Zn))
(
∇2L∗

n
Exp,θ0,{ei}(H(Zn))

)−1
)

1,1

−
((

∇2L∗
n
Exp,θ0,{ei}(H(Zn))

)−1
G∗

n(H(Zn))
(
∇2L∗

n
Exp,θ0,{ei}(H(Zn))

)−1

·
( ∑

j∈[p]

H(Y n)j
∂

∂xj
∇2L∗

n
Exp,θ0,{ei}(H(Zn))

)(
∇2L∗

n
Exp,θ0,{ei}(H(Zn))

)−1
)

1,1

+O(n−1 log n)

=(Σ̂)1,1 + ξ̂R(Y n,Zn) +O(n−1 log n). (77)

Again, for the resampled studentized term −
R−1

θ̂∗n
(θ̂n)1

(Σ̌)
1
2
1,1

under the event Fn∩F∗
n, we can decompose

it as follows

−
R

θ̂∗n
(θ̂n)1

(Σ̌)
1
2
1,1

=

∑
j∈[p] tj,1(H(Zn))H(Y n)j +

∑
j,k∈[p]

∂tj,1
∂xk

(H(Zn))H(Y n)kH(Y n)j

(Σ̌)
1
2
1,1

+

∑
j∈[p] tj,1(H(Zn))H(Y n)j +

∑
j,k∈[p]

∂tj,1
∂xk

(H(Zn))H(Y n)kH(Y n)j

(Σ̂)1,1

(
(Σ̂)

1
2
1,1 − (Σ̌)

1
2
1,1

)

+

∑
j∈[p] tj,1(H(Zn))H(Y n)j +

∑
j,k∈[p]

∂tj,i
∂xk

(H(Zn))H(Y n)kH(Y n)j

(Σ̂)1,1(Σ̌)
1
2
1,1

(
(Σ̂)

1
2
1,1 − (Σ̌)

1
2
1,1

)2

+O(n−
3
2 (log n)

3
2 )

=

∑
j∈[p] tj,1(H(Zn))H(Y n)j +

∑
j,k∈[p]

∂tj,1
∂xk

(H(Zn))H(Y n)kH(Y n)j

(Σ̂)1,1

+

∑
j∈[p] tj,1(H(Zn))H(Y n)j +

∑
j,k∈[p]

∂tj,1
∂xk

(H(Zn))H(Y n)kH(Y n)j

2(Σ̂)
3
2
1,1

(
(Σ̂)1,1 − (Σ̌)1,1

)
+O(n−

3
2 (log n)

3
2 ),

(78)

where we leverage the concentration conditions under Fn ∩ F∗
n again.

Plugging (77) into (78) deduces that under the event Fn ∩ F∗
n

−
R−1

θ̂∗n
(θ̂n)1

(Σ̌)
1
2
1,1

=

∑
j∈[p] tj,1(H(Zn))H(Y n)j +

∑
j,k∈[p]

∂tj,1
∂xk

(H(Zn))H(Y n)kH(Y n)j

(Σ̂)
1
2
1,1

−
∑

j∈[p] tj,1(H(Y n))H(Y n)j +
∑

j,k∈[p]
∂tj,1
∂xk

(H(Zn))H(Y n)kH(Y n)l

2(Σ̂)
3
2
1,1

ξ̂R(Y n,Zn) +O(n−
3
2 (log n)

3
2 )
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=
1

(Σ̂)
1
2
1,1

( ∑
j∈[p]

tj,1(H(Zn))H(Y n)j +
∑

j,k∈[p]

∂tj,1
∂xk

(H(Zn))H(Y n)kH(Y n)j

−
∑

j∈[p] tj,1(H(Y n))H(Y n)j +
∑

j,k∈[p]
∂tj,1
∂xk

(H(Zn))H(Y n)kH(Y n)j

2Σj,j
ξ̂R(Y n,Zn)

)
+O(n−

3
2 (log n)

3
2 )

=:
H̃1(Y n,Zn)

(Σ̂)
1
2
1,1

+O(n−
3
2 (log n)

3
2 ),

which completes the proof.

A.2 Proof of Proposition 2

The proof of this part inherits the notations from the proof of Theorem 3. Compared with The-
orem 3, the extrinsic t-statistic returns to the concise representation under a fixed coordinate
system. The condition that f ◦ Exp ◦ π−1

{ei} is smooth in a neighborhood of 0, together with (27),

(28), Theorem 1, and Theorem 2, reveals that

f(θ̂∗n)− f(θ̂n) = f(Expθ0 ◦ π
−1
{ei}(H(Zn)))− f(Expθ0 ◦ π

−1
{ei}(H(Z∗

n))) +O(n−
3
2 (log n)

3
2 ). (79)

Note that f(Expθ0
◦ π−1

{ei}(H(x)) is a smooth function. Combining the Edgeworth expansions

with respect to f
(
Exp ◦ π−1

{ei}(H(Zn)
)
and f

(
Exp ◦ π−1

{ei}(H(Z∗
n)
)
with (79), it follows that

nPXn

[
sup

−∞<x<∞

∣∣∣P[ f(θ̂∗n)− f(θ̂n)(
∇f(θ̂∗n)⊤Σ̌i∇f(θ̂∗n)

) 1
2

≤ x|Xn

]
−PXn

[ f(θ̂n)− f(θ0)(
∇f(θ̂n)⊤Σ̂i∇f(θ̂n)

) 1
2

≤ x
]∣∣∣ ≥ n−1+ξ

]
≤ ∞,

again, by Proposition 4, Proposition 5, and Lemma 4.

A.3 Proof of Proposition 1

The assumptions we make in Proposition 1 is an i.i.d. version of the assumptions in (Andrews, 2002,
Theorme 2.(a) and Theorme 2.(b)). More precisely, in the context of the GMM estimator discussion
in Andrews (2002) we let the function g(Xi,η) be ∇L(ϕ−1(η), Xi) and Ω be an identity matrix. To
apply Theorem 2.(a) and Theorem 2.(b) in Andrews (2002) to the t-statistic and the Wald statistic,
respectively, we let d1 and d2 be 5 and 4, respectively. Then those results immediately imply that

P
[
Tϕ,j > z∗Tϕ,j ,2,α

]
= α+ o(n−1+ξ),

P
[
Tϕ,j < z∗Tϕ,j ,1−α

]
= α+ o(n−1+ξ),

P
[
Wϕ > z∗Wϕ,α

]
= α+ o(n−

3
2
+ξ),

where z∗Tϕ,j ,2,α
, z∗Tϕ,j ,1−α, and z∗Wϕ,α

corresponds to the quantile analogs of the “exact-version”

statistics by replacing θ̂n and θ̂∗n with θ̃n and θ̃∗n, respectively. It remains to prove the distributional
proximity between the “exact” versions and the “two-step-Newton” version, which was originally
provided by Theorem 1 in Andrews (2002) for the Euclidean Newton updates. Nonetheless, their
arguments solely rely on the convergence rate of the approximation instead of in which way it is
generated, which can also apply to θ̂n generated in Algorithm 2. This is because the assumptions we
make in Proposition 1 can imply the assumptions in Theorem 1 and Theorem 2, and the convergence
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rate provided in these theorems is sufficient for proving the distributional proximity. Consequently,
by Lemma 4, we conclude the claimed results by a similar argument to the one in Theorem 2 of
Andrews (2002).

B Normal Coordinate Transformation

B.1 Double Exponential Mapping

In this part, we are going to present one of the essential tools for coordinate analysis, which was first
studied in Riemannian geometry and general relativity theory and further developed in Gavrilov
(2006, 2007) in the sense of high-order expansion. Here we introduce the formula derived from the
result in Gavrilov (2007), which fulfills our third-order requirements.

Lemma 1. Let (M,∇) be a smooth manifold with a smooth, symmetric connection. Given x ∈ M,
we let U ⊆ M be a geodesically complete neighborhood of x. Then for v, w ∈ TxM with ∥v∥ , ∥w∥ ≤
ϵ, it has

Logx
(
ExpExpx(v)(Tx→Expxv(w))

)
=v + w +

1

6
R(w, v)v +

1

3
R(w, v)w +

1

12
∇vR(w, v)v +

1

24
∇wR(w, v)v

+
5

24
∇vR(w, v)w +

1

12
∇wR(w, v)w + Cϵ5

for a sufficiently small ϵ and a sufficiently large constant C.

Proof. By Equation (3) and the main theorem in Gavrilov (2007), it can be inferred that the
terms on the right hand are exactly the derivatives up to the fourth order. Noticing that v, w
are parameters in the system of the second-order ODE, the Picard-Lindeĺ’of theorem yields that
h(v, w) := ExpExpx(v)(Tx→Expxv(w)) is a smooth function with respect to v, w. By the integral form
of the remainder and the boundness of the fifth-order derivative of h(v, w) around x, the term
r(v, w) can be replaced by Cϵ5 with some constant C.

B.2 Consistency of Derivative Operators

This part is aimed at proving the desired consistency between ∇kf(θ̂n) and ∇kfExp,θ,{ei}
(
π{ei} ◦

Log(θ̂n)
)
with k = 2, 3. Invoking that ∇kf is a (0, 2) tensor, we consider their matrix/tensor forms.

Lemma 2. Let M be a dimension-p Riemannian manifold and {ei} is a basis of TxM. Given
θ ∈ M and a third-order differentiable function f : M → Rp, it holds in a neighborhood of θ that∥∥∥∇2fExp,θ

′,{Tθ→θ′ (ei)}(0)−∇2fExp,θ,{ei}
(
π{ei} ◦ Logθ(θ

′)
)∥∥∥

F

≤C
(∥∥∥∇2fExp,θ,{ei}

(
π{ei} ◦ Logθ(θ

′)
)∥∥∥

F
dist(θ, θ′)2 +

∥∥∇f(θ′)∥∥
2
dist(θ, θ′)

)
for some positive constants C.

Proof. Given {ei} ∈ TθM and θ′ in a sufficient small neighborhood of θ, we denote the vector
bundle induced by the function Exp ◦ π−1

{ei} at θ′ by {ei(θ′)}. To begin with, noting that the
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exponential mapping is a second-order retraction, Lemma 7 allows us to relate Tθ→θ′ej and ej(θ
′)

with a second-order error:∥∥ej(θ′)− Tθ→θ′ej
∥∥ =

∥∥∥∥ d

dxj
Expθ ◦ π−1

{ei}(θ
′)− Tθ→θ′ej

∥∥∥∥ ≤ C1dist(θ, θ
′)2 (80)

with some constant C1 for j = 1, . . . , p. Thus, for the Hessian matrices given two different bases,
the tensor property of the Hessian operator yields that∥∥∥∥∇2fExp,θ

′,{Tθ→θ′ (ei)}(0)−∇2f
Exp,θ′,{ d

dxj
Expx◦π

−1
{ei}

(θ′)}
(0)

∥∥∥∥
F

(81)

≤2
√
pC1dist(x, θ

′)2
∥∥∥∥∇2f

Exp,θ′,{ d
dxj

Expx◦π
−1
{ei}

(θ′)}
(0)

∥∥∥∥
F

+pC2
1dist(x, θ

′)4
∥∥∥∥∇2f

Exp,θ′,{ d
dxj

Expx◦π
−1
{ei}

(θ′)}
(0)

∥∥∥∥
F

≤C2dist(x, θ
′)2

∥∥∥∥∇2f
Exp,θ′,{ d

dxj
Expx◦π

−1
{ei}

(θ′)}
(0)

∥∥∥∥
F

for some constant C2.
On the other hand, the compatibility of a Riemannian connection yields that

d

dxj1

d

dxj2
f(Expx ◦ π−1

{ei}(y)) =
d

dxj1
⟨∇f, ej2(y)⟩

=⟨∇ej1 (y)
∇f, ej2(y)⟩+ ⟨∇f(Expx ◦ π−1

{ei}(y)),∇ej1 (y)
ej2(y)⟩

=∇2f(ej1(y), ej2(y)) + ⟨∇f(Expx ◦ π−1
{ei}(y)),∇ej1 (y)

ej2(y)⟩.

(82)

By the property of geodesics, we have ∇ei(θ)ej(θ) = 0 and thus
∥∥∇ei(θ′)ej(θ

′)
∥∥ = O(dist(θ, θ′)) by

the smoothness of the connection. Rearranging (82) gives∣∣∣ d

dxj1

d

dxj2
f(θ′)−∇2f(ei(π{ei} ◦ Logx(θ

′)), ej(π{ei} ◦ Logx(θ
′)))

∣∣∣ ≤ C3

∥∥∇f(θ′)∥∥
2
dist(θ, θ′).

for some constant C3. Therefore, controlling the entrywise difference of the Hessian matrices yields
a bound on the Frobenius norm of the difference:∥∥∥∥∇2fExp,x,{ei}

(
π{ei} ◦ Logx(θ

′)
)
−∇2f

Exp,θ′,{ d
dxj1

Expx◦π
−1
{ei}

(θ′)}
(0)

∥∥∥∥
F

≤ C4

∥∥∇f(θ′)∥∥
2
dist(θ, θ′)

(83)
holds for some constant C4.

Then combining (80) and (82) yields that∥∥∥∇2fExp,θ
′,{Tx→θ′ (ei)}(0)−∇2fExp,x,{ei}

(
π{ei} ◦ Logx(θ

′)
)∥∥∥

F

≤
∥∥∥∥∇2f

Exp,θ′,{ d
dxi

Expx◦π
−1
{ei}

(θ′)}
(0)−∇2fExp,x,{ei}

(
π{ei} ◦ Logx(θ

′)
)∥∥∥∥

F

+ C2dist(x, θ
′)2

∥∥∥∥∇2f
Exp,θ′,{ d

dxj
Expx◦π

−1
{ei}

(θ′)}
(0)

∥∥∥∥
F

≤C2dist(x, θ
′)2

∥∥∥∥∇2f
Exp,θ′,{ d

dxj
Expx◦π

−1
{ei}

(θ′)}
(0)

∥∥∥∥
F

+ C4

∥∥∇f(θ′)∥∥
2
dist(θ, θ′)

≤C
( ∥∥∥∇2fExp,x,{ei}

(
π{ei} ◦ Logx(θ

′)
)∥∥∥

F
dist(x, θ′)2 +

∥∥∇f(θ′)∥∥
2
dist(θ, θ′)

)
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holds for some constant C where we make use of (83) again.

Lemma 3. Let M be a Riemannian manifold. Given θ ∈ M, a basis {ei} of TθM, and a third-
order differentiable function f : M → Rp, it holds in a neighborhood of θ that∥∥∥∇3fExp,θ

′,{Tx→θ′ (ei)}(0)−∇3fExp,x,{ei}
(
π{ei} ◦ Logx(θ

′)
)∥∥∥

F

≤C
(∥∥∥∇3fExp,x,{ei}

(
π{ei} ◦ Logx(θ

′)
)∥∥∥

F
dist(x, θ′)2

+
∥∥∥∇2fExp,x,{ei}

(
π{ei} ◦ Logx(θ

′)
)∥∥∥

F
dist(x, θ′) +

∥∥∇f(θ′)∥∥)
for some constant C.

Proof. Similar to (80) and (81), we have∥∥∥∥∇3fExp,θ
′,{Tθ→θ′ (ei)}(0)−∇3f

Exp,θ′,{ d
dxi

Expθ◦π
−1
{ei}

(θ′)}
(0)

∥∥∥∥
F

≤C1

∥∥∥∥∇3f
Exp,θ′,{ d

dxi
Expθ◦π

−1
{ei}

(θ′)}
(0)

∥∥∥∥
F

dist(θ, θ′)2

for some constant C1 > 0.
Recall the definition of ek(θ

′) in the proof of Lemma 2. By the definition of ∇3f , we have

∇3f [ei(θ
′), ej(θ

′), ek(θ
′)]

=ei(θ
′)
〈
∇2f(ej(θ

′)), ek(θ
′)
〉
−
〈
∇2f(ej(θ

′)),∇ei(θ′)ek(θ
′)
〉
−
〈
∇2f(∇ei(θ′)ej(θ

′)), ek(θ
′)
〉

=ei(θ
′)
( d

dxj

d

dxk
f(Expθ ◦ π−1

{ei}(y))−
〈
∇f,∇ej(θ′)ek(θ

′)
〉)

−
〈
∇2f(ej(θ

′)),∇ei(θ′)ek(θ
′)
〉

−
〈
∇2f(ek(θ

′)),∇ei(θ′)ej(θ
′)
〉

=
d

dxi

d

dxj

d

dxk
f(Expθ ◦ π−1

{ei}(y))−
〈
∇f2(ei(θ′)),∇ej(θ′)ek(θ

′)
〉
−

〈
∇2f(ej(θ

′)),∇ei(θ′)ek(θ
′)
〉

−
〈
∇2f(ek(θ

′)),∇ei(θ′)ej(θ
′)
〉
−
〈
∇f,∇ei(θ′)∇ej(θ′)ek(θ

′)
〉
.

Again, for i, j ∈ [p], we have
∥∥∇ei(θ′)ej(θ

′)
∥∥ = O(dist(θ, θ′)) and

∥∥∥∇ei(θ′)∇ej(θ′)ek(θ
′)
∥∥∥ is bounded

away from ∞ by smoothness.
Therefore, invoking Lemma 2, we arrive at the conclusion that∥∥∥∇3fExp,θ

′,{Tθ→θ′ (ei)}(0)−∇3fExp,θ,{ei}
(
π{ei} ◦ Logθ(θ

′)
)∥∥∥

F

≤C1

∥∥∥∥∇3f
Exp,θ′,{ d

dxi
Expθ◦π

−1
{ei}

(θ′)}
(0)

∥∥∥∥
F

dist(θ, θ′)2

+ C2

∥∥∥∥∇2f
Exp,θ′,{ d

dxi
Expθ◦π

−1
{ei}

(θ′)}
(0)

∥∥∥∥
F

dist(θ, θ′) + C3

∥∥∇f(θ′)∥∥
≤C

(∥∥∥∇3fExp,θ,{ei}
(
π{ei} ◦ Logθ(θ

′)
)∥∥∥

F
dist(θ, θ′)2

+
∥∥∥∇2fExp,θ,{ei}

(
π{ei} ◦ Logθ(θ

′)
)∥∥∥

F
dist(θ, θ′) +

∥∥∇f(θ′)∥∥)
for some constants C2, C3, C > 0.
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C Convergence Rates of (Resampled) Newton Iterations

In this section, we will work on the convergence rates of Newton’s iteration (Algorithm 1) with the

original data Xn and the resampled data X [i]
n , i = 1, · · · , b, respectively. We also remind that the

desired quadratic convergence indeed doesn’t rely on the second-order property of retractions; this
condition is necessary only for constructing the confidence regions.

Proof of Theorem 1. We begin by focusing on a neighborhood N := Expθ0(B(0, ρ)), ensuring
that N is geodescially convex, i.e., for every p, q in N there is a unique minimizing geodesic from
p to q lying in N , by Theorem 6.17 in Lee (2018). We also assume that θinitial ∈ Expθ0(B(0, cρρ))
for some 0 < cρ < 1. We carry out the following analysis under the event Fn defined in (23) with

P[F∁
n] = O(n−1(log n)−2). Given the conditions under Fn and the relation (27), it follows that θ̃n

shrinks to θ0 and thus is contained in Expθ0(B(0, cρρ)) for sufficiently large n.

Recap that θ̂(0) represents the initial estimate θinitial and θ(k), k = 1, . . . , t be the updated point
after k steps of Newton’s update in Algorithm 1. We aim to demonstrate the targeted convergence
rate by inductively establishing that, for k = 0, · · · , b− 1,

dist(θ(k+1), θ̃n) ≤ cldist(θ
(k+1), θ̃n)

2.

holds, given θ(k+1) ∈ Expθ0(B(0, cρρ)).

Recall that θ̃n denotes the exact solution of ∇Ln(θ) = 0 which lies closest to θ0. Applying
Lemma 6 to ∇Ln at θ̃n gives that

0 = T
θ̃n→θ(k)

∇Ln(θ̃n) = ∇Ln(θ
(k)) +∇2Ln(θ

(k))[Logθ(k)(θ̃n)]

+

∫ 1

0
(1− t)T

Exp
θ(k)

(tLog
θ(k)

(θ̃n))→θ(k)

(
∇3Ln

(
Expθ(k)(tLogθ(k)(θ̃n))

)[
Logθ(k)(θ̃n), Logθ(k)(θ̃n)

])
dt.
(84)

Each term on the right-hand side of equation (84) requires a delicate analysis.
For the Hessian term, a basic fact is that

∇2Ln(θ
(k+1))[Tθ0→θei, Tθ0→θej ] =

(
∇2L

Exp,θ̂(k),{T
θ0→θ(k+1) (ei)}

n (0)
)
i,j
. (85)

Further, by Lemma 2, we replace the right hand side of (85) with the Hessian matrix of the function

L
Exp,θ0,{ei}
n at π{πi} ◦ Logθ0(θ

(k+1)) to obtain that

∥∥∥∇2L
Exp,θ̂(k),{T

θ0→θ(k+1) (ei)}
n (0)−∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}

n (π{πi} ◦ Logθ0(θ
(k+1)))

∥∥∥
F

≤Cρ2
∥∥∥∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}

n (π{πi} ◦ Logθ0(θ
(k+1)))

∥∥∥
F
+ Cρ

∥∥∥∇Ln(θ
(k+1))

∥∥∥ . (86)

for some constant C.
In order to control

∥∥∥∇2L
Exp,θ0,{ei}
n (π{πi} ◦ Logθ0(θ

(k+1)))
∥∥∥
F
, we combine (20) and (21) to obtain
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that ∥∥∥∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}
n (π{πi} ◦ Logθ0(θ

(k+1)))
∥∥∥
F

≤
(∥∥∥∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}

n (π{πi} ◦ Logθ0(θ
(k+1)))−∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}

n (0)
∥∥∥
F
+
∥∥∥∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}

n (0)
∥∥∥
F

)
≤Cpρ

(
E[C(X1)] +

∣∣ ∑
i∈[n]

C(Xi)/n− E[C(X1)]
∣∣)

+
(∥∥∥∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}

n (0)− E[∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}(0, X1)]
∥∥∥
F
+
∥∥∥E[∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}(0, X1)]

∥∥∥
F

)
≤C ′

(87)

for some constant Cp, C
′ under the event Fn.

Analogously, for the gradient term ∇Ln(θ
(k+1)) we have∥∥∥∇Ln(θ

(k+1))
∥∥∥

=
∥∥∥∇LExp,θ(k+1),{T

θ0→θ(k+1)ei}
n (0)

∥∥∥
2

≤2
∥∥∥∇LExp,θ0,{ei}

n (π{ei} ◦ Logθ0(θ
(k+1)))

∥∥∥
2

≤cpρ
(
E[C(X1)] +

∣∣ ∑
i∈[n]

C(Xi)/n− E[C(X1)]
∣∣)+ cn−

1
2 (log n)

1
2 ≤ c′,

(88)

for some constants c, c′, cp under the event Fn, where the first inequality follows by Lemma 7.
With an appropriate choice of ρ, this ensures that the minimum singular value of

∇2L
Exp,θ̂(k),{T

θ0→θ(k+1) (ei)}
n (0) exceeds half of the smallest eigenvalue of E[∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}(0, X1)]),

making it invertible with probability at least 1−O(n−1(log n)−2).
For the last term in (84), we decompose it using Lemma 3 as follows:

sup
t∈[0,1]

sup
u1,u2,u2∈TExp

θ(k)
(tLog

θ(k)
(θ̃n))

M

∣∣∇3Ln

(
Expθ(k)(tLogθ(k)(θ̃n))

)
[u1, u2, u3]

∣∣
≤ sup

t∈[0,1]

∥∥∥∇3L
Exp,Exp

θ(k)
(tLog

θ(k)
(θ̃n)),{Tθ0→Exp

θ(k)
(tLog

θ(k)
(θ̃n))

(ei)}
n (0)

−∇3fExp,θ0,{ei}
(
π{ei} ◦ Logθ0(Expθ(k)(tLogθ(k)(θ̃n)))

)∥∥∥
F

+ sup
t∈[0,1]

∥∥∥∇3fExp,θ0,{ei}
(
π{ei} ◦ Logθ0(Expθ(k)(tLogθ(k)(θ̃n)))

)∥∥∥
F

(i)

≤C1

(
sup
t∈[0,1]

∥∥∥∇3fExp,θ0,{ei}
(
π{ei} ◦ Logθ0(Expθ(k)(tLogθ(k)(θ̃n)))

)∥∥∥
F
+ 1

)
(ii)

≤C2

(89)

for some constants C1 and C2 under the event Fn, where (i) holds by Lemma 3, (87), and (88),
and (ii) holds by arguments similar to (87).

To the end, we are required to ensure the well-definedness of the geodesics between θ(k+1) and
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the other elements in N . Notice that under the event Fn,∥∥∥∇2Ln(θ
(k))−1∇Ln(θ

(k))
∥∥∥

by (84)

≤
∥∥∥Logθ(k+1)(θ̃n)

∥∥∥
+
∥∥∥Logθ(k+1)(θ̃n)

∥∥∥2 sup
t∈[0,1]

∥∥∥∇3L
Exp,Exp

θ(k)
(tLog

θ(k)
(θ̃n)),{Tθ0→Exp

θ(k)
(tLog

θ(k)
(θ̃n))

(ei)}
n (0)

∥∥∥
F

·
∥∥∥(∇2L

Exp,Exp
θ(k)

(tLog
θ(k)

(θ̃n)),{Tθ0→Exp
θ(k)

(tLog
θ(k)

(θ̃n))
(ei)}

n (0)
)−1

∥∥∥
≤C3

∥∥∥Logθ(k)(θ̃n)∥∥∥(1 + C3

∥∥∥Logθ(k)(θ̃n)∥∥∥) ≤ C4dist(θ
(k), θ̃n),

dist(θ̂(k), θ(k+1)) =
∥∥∥Logθ̂(k)(θ̂(k+1))

∥∥∥ by Definition 1
≤ c′R

∥∥∥∇2Ln(θ
(k))−1∇Ln(θ

(k))
∥∥∥

hold for some constants C3, C4, and c
′
R. Therefore, a proper choice of cρ and ρ ensures that the

distance dist(θ0, θ
(k+1)) ≤ dist(θ0, θ̃n) + dist(θ̃n, θ

(k+1)) + dist(θ(k+1), θ(k+1)) < ρ. By the definition
of a geodesically convex neighborhood, a geodesic that lies in N and connects θ(k+1) with a point
in N is always unique.

Now we are prepared to prove the quadratic convergence rate of Newton’s iteration. By Lemma 1
and the well-definedness of logarithmic mapping related to θ(k+1), there exist some constants ct, cR
such that∥∥∥Logθ̃n(θ(k+1))

∥∥∥ =
∥∥∥Logθ(k+1)(θ̃n)− Logθ(k+1)(θ(k+1))

∥∥∥
+ ct

( ∥∥∥Logθ(k+1)(θ̃n)
∥∥∥2 ∥∥∥Logθ(k+1)(θ(k+1))

∥∥∥+
∥∥∥Logθ(k+1)(θ̃n)

∥∥∥∥∥∥Logθ(k+1)(θ(k+1))
∥∥∥2 )

(i)

≤
∥∥∥Logθ(k+1)(θ̃n) +∇2Ln(θ

(k+1))−1∇Ln(θ
(k+1))

∥∥∥
+ ct

(∥∥∥Logθ(k+1)(θ̃n)
∥∥∥2 ∥∥∥Logθ(k+1)(θ(k+1))

∥∥∥+
∥∥∥Logθ(k+1)(θ̃n)

∥∥∥∥∥∥Logθ(k+1)(θ(k+1))
∥∥∥2 )

+ cR

∥∥∥∇2Ln(θ
(k+1))−1∇Ln(θ

(k+1))
∥∥∥3

where (i) holds by the property of a second-order retraction and (84).
Since the operator ∇2Ln(θ

(k)) is invertible with probability at least 1−O(n−1(log n)−2), rear-
ranging (84) and plugging the above inequalities gives the desired quadratic convergence rate:

dist(θ̃n, θ
(k+1)) =

∥∥∥Logθ̃n(θ(k+1))
∥∥∥

=

∥∥∥∥∫ 1

0
(1− t)T

Exp
θ(k)

(tLog
θ(k)

(θ̃n))→θ(k)

(
∇3Ln

(
Expθ(k)(tLogθ(k)(θ̃n))

)(
Logθ(k)(θ̃n), Logθ(k)(θ̃n)

))
dt

∥∥∥∥
+ ct

(∥∥∥Logθ(k)(θ̃n)∥∥∥2 ∥∥∥Logθ̂(k)(θ̂(k+1))
∥∥∥+

∥∥∥Logθ(k)(θ̃n)∥∥∥∥∥∥Logθ̂(k)(θ̂(k+1))
∥∥∥2 )

+ cR

∥∥∥∇2Ln(θ
(k))−1∇Ln(θ

(k))
∥∥∥3

≤cldist(θ̃n, θ(k))2 ≤ cρρ (90)

holds for some constant cl and sufficiently large n, where we make use of the fact that∥∥∥Logθ(k)(θ̃n)∥∥∥ = dist(θ(k), θ̃n).

Finally, the conclusion is a direct consequence of the quadratic convergence rate (90) that we
have proved.
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Proof of Theorem 2. Since this proof closely follows the structure of Theorem 1, we provide
only a sketch of the argument below. Let X ∗

n be a generic data collection obtained from resampling
Xn with replacement. Throughout the proof, we focus on the event Fn ∩ F∗

n defined in (23) and
(39). Our goal is to investigate the distance dist(θ(k+1), θ̃∗n), provided θ

(k) ∈ Expθ0(B(θ0, cρρ)) for
k = 0, 1 and the constants ρ and cρ in the proof of Theorem 1.

A similar application of Lemma 6 yields that

0 = T
θ̃∗n→θ(k)

∇Ln(θ̃
∗
n) = ∇Ln(θ

(k)) +∇2Ln(θ
(k))

(
Logθ(k)(θ̃

∗
n)
)

+

∫ 1

0
(1− t)T

Exp
θ(k)

(tLog
θ(k)

(θ̃∗n))→θ(k)

(
∇3Ln

(
Expθ(k)(tLogθ(k)(θ̃

∗
n))

)(
Logθ(k)(θ̃

∗
n), Logθ(k)(θ̃

∗
n)
))

dt.

In terms of the control of ∇2Ln(θ
(k)) and ∇3Ln(θ

(k)), similar treatments to (86), (87), (88),
(89) but replacing the concentrations based on (20) and (21) with applying (34) and the conditions
in (40) gives that

1. the minimum singular value of∇2L
Exp,θ̂(k),{T

θ0→θ(k+1) (ei)}
n (0) is greater than half of the smallest

singular value of E[∇2LExp,θ0,{ei}(0, X1)]),

2. supt∈[0,1] supu1,u2,u2∈TExp
θ(k)

(tLog
θ(k)

(θ̃∗n))
M

∣∣∇3Ln

(
Expθ(k)(tLogθ(k)(θ̃

∗
n))

)
[u1, u2, u3]

∣∣ is upper

bounded by some constant.

3. θ̂(k+1) ∈ Expθ0(B(0, cρρ)).

Thus
∥∥∥Logθ̃∗n(θ(k+1))

∥∥∥ is upper bounded by

dist(θ̃∗n, θ
(k+1)) =

∥∥∥Logθ̃∗n(θ(k+1))
∥∥∥

≤
∥∥∥Logθ(k+1)(θ̃∗n) +∇2Ln(θ

(k+1))−1∇Ln(θ
(k+1))

∥∥∥
+ ct

(∥∥∥Logθ(k+1)(θ̃∗n)
∥∥∥2 ∥∥∥Logθ̂(k)(θ̂(k+1))

∥∥∥+
∥∥∥Logθ(k+1)(θ̃∗n)

∥∥∥∥∥∥Logθ̂(k)(θ̂(k+1))
∥∥∥2 )

+ cR

∥∥∥∇2Ln(θ
(k+1))−1∇Ln(θ

(k+1))
∥∥∥3

≤c∗l dist(θ̃∗n, θ(k+1))2

for some constant c∗l , where we use the facts:∥∥∥∇2Ln(θ
(k+1))−1∇Ln(θ

(k+1))
∥∥∥ ≤

∥∥∥Logθ(k+1)(θ̃∗n)
∥∥∥ (1 + C2

∥∥∥Logθ(k+1)(θ̃∗n)
∥∥∥ ) ≤ C∗

4dist(θ
(k), θ̃∗n),∥∥∥Logθ̂(k)(θ̂(k+1))

∥∥∥ ≤ c∗R

∥∥∥∇2Ln(θ
(k+1))−1∇Ln(θ

(k+1))
∥∥∥

for some constants C∗
4 and c∗R.

Finally, the conclusion that dist(θ(2), θ̃∗n) = O(n−2(log n)2) follows from the quadratic conver-

gence under the event Fn ∩ Fn since dist(θ̃∗n, θ
initial) = O(n−

1
2 (log n)

1
2 ).

D Classic Edgeworth Expansion Results

In this section, we restate the settings considered in Bhattacharya et al. (1978); Bhattacharya
(1987); Denker and Bhattacharya (1990) and provide a version with some slight but necessary
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modifications. Consider p-dimentional i.i.d. observations Xj , j ∈ [n] with common distribution G.
Write

µ := EXj ,

V =
(
vrr′

)
r,r′∈[p] := Cov(X1).

Let H(x) =
(
H(1)(x), H(2)(x), . . . ,H(k)(x)

)
be a measurable function defined on Rk. We consider

the asymptotic distribution of H(X), where

Xn :=
(
X1 + · · ·+Xn

)
/n.

The assumptions are as follows:

(A1) E ∥X1∥s2 <∞ for an integer s ≥ 3.

(A2) Derivatives of H(i)(x), i ∈ [p] of order up to and including s− 1 exist and are continuous in
a neighborhood of µ.

(A3) ∇H(i)(µ) :=
(
∂/∂x(1)H(i)(x), ∂/∂x(2)H(i)(x), . . . , ∂/∂x(k)H(i)(x)

)∣∣
x=µ

, 1 ≤ i ≤ p, are lin-
early independent elements of Rp.

(A4) The distribution of X1 satisfies Cramèr’s condition, namely, lim sup
∥t∥2→∞

∣∣E[eit⊤X1
]∣∣ < 1.

In view of the population, the following result from Denker and Bhattacharya (1990) provides
us with the consistency guarantee of the population Edgeworth expansion.

Proposition 4 (Theorem 2.1 in Denker and Bhattacharya (1990)). Under the assumptions (A1) -
(A4), one has

sup
B∈B

∣∣∣P[√n(H(Xn)−H(µ)
)
∈ B]−

∫
B
ψs,n(x)dx

∣∣∣ = o(n−
(s−2)

2 ),

for all class B ∈ Bp (the collection of Borel sets in Rp) such that, for some a > 0,

sup
B∈B

ΦΣ((∂B)ϵ) = O(ϵa), as ϵ ↓ 0.

Remark 5. Note that ψs,n(x) takes the form of e−
x⊤Σ−1x

2 multiplied by a polynomial of x where
the coefficients in the polynomial are determined by the moments of X and the derivatives of H
as discussed in Bhattacharya et al. (1978). For the sake of completeness, we restate the details as
follows:

We first reduce the target function H to its (s − 1)-order Taylor expansion Hs−1 at µ by the

fact that
√
n
(
H(Xn)−Hs−1(Xn)

)
= oP(n

− s−2
2 ) and the delta method (Lemma 4). We denote the

ν-th cumulant of
√
n
(
Hs−1(Xn)−Hs−1(µ)

)
by κν,n

11, and denote the approximate ν-th cumulant
with respect to κν,n by

κ̃ν,n =

{
Σi,j +

∑s−2
l=1 aν,ln

− l
2 if ν = {i, j};∑s−2

l=1 aν,ln
− l

2 otherwise
,

11Since Hk is a polynomial function, it is straightforward to see that κν,n is of the form κν,n =
∑(s−2)|ν|

k=0 aν,kn
− k

2 .
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after removing the terms related to n−
k
2 for l ≥ s − 1 where the coefficients {aν,l} depend on the

cumulants of X1 and the coefficients of Hk; in fact, by James (1958) we have κ̃ν,n = O(n−
|ν|−2

2 )
for |ν| ≥ 3.

Expanding the charateristic function of
√
n
(
H(Xn)−H(µ)

)
gives that for each t one has

E
[
exp

(√
nit⊤

(
H(Xn)−H(µ)

))]
− exp

(
− t⊤Σt

2

)
exp

(
i
∑
i∈[k]

tiκ̃{i},n +
−1

2

∑
i,j∈[k]

(κ̃{i,j},n − Σi,j)titj +
∑
|ν|≤s

i|ν|

ν!
κ̃ν,nt

ν
)

=o(n−
s−2
2 ),

where Σ = (Σi,j)i,j∈[p]. Then expanding the exponential term exp
(
i
∑

i∈[k] tiκ̃{i},n +

−1
2

∑
i,j∈[k](κ̃{i,j},n−Σi,j)titj+

∑
|ν|≤s

1
ν! κ̃ν,nt

ν
)
implies the existence of polynomials {πi}s−2

i=1 whose

coefficients do no depend on n but depend on the coefficients {aν,l} in {κ̃ν,n} such that

E
[
exp

(√
nit⊤

(
H(Xn)−H(µ)

))]
= exp

(
− t⊤Σt

2

)(
1 +

s−2∑
i=1

n−
i
2πi(it)

)
+ o(n−

s−2
2 ).

In the end, we define the formal edgeworth expansion ψs,n as

ψs,n(x) =
(
1 +

s−2∑
i=1

n−
i
2πi(−

d

dx
)
)
exp

(
− x⊤Σ−1x

2

)
.

Regarding the bootstrap procedure, we shall provide a modified version of Theorem 5.3 in
Bhattacharya (1987) to accommodate the impact of coordinate chart adjustment. We first consider

a continuous function H̃ : Rk × Rk → Rp satisfying that

1. H̃(x,µ) = H(x), and H̃(·,x′) is (s − 1)-times continuously differentiable on O for every
x′ ∈ O where O is an open neighborhood of µ.

2. The first (s− 1)-times derivatives of H̃(x1,x2) with respect to the first variable x1 ∈ O are
continuous with respect to x2 ∈ O.

Proposition 5 (A Modified Version of Theorem 5.3 in Bhattacharya (1987)). If Assumption (A1)
is strengthened to E ∥X1∥2s2 < ∞ for some integer s ≥ 3, and the assumptions (A2) - (A4) are
satisfied, then one has

nPXn

[
sup
B∈B

∣∣∣P[√n(H̃(X∗
n,Xn)− H̃(Xn,Xn)

)
∈ B|Xn

]
−
∫
B
ψ̃s,n(x)dx

∣∣∣ ≥ cn−
(s−1)

2

]
<∞(91)

for every constant c > 0 as n→ ∞, for every class B of Borel sets satisfying, for some a > 0,

sup
B∈B

ΨΣ

(
(∂B)ϵ

)
= O(ϵa), as ϵ ↓ 0.

Here the coefficients of the polynomial in ψ̃s,n depends on the empirical moments of {Xi}i∈[n] as
well as the derivatives up to s−1 times of H̃(·,Xn) evaluated at Xn. Moreover, the coefficients of

ψ̃s,n converge to their population counterparts at a rate of O(n−
1
2 (log n)

1
2 ) with probability at least

1−O(n−
s−2
2 (log n)−

s
2 ).
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Proof. Following the proof of Theorem 5.2 in Bhattacharya (1987) together with moment control
similar to (31), we have

nPXn

[
sup
B∈B

∣∣∣P[√n(X∗
n −Xn) ∈ B|Xn

]
−
∫
B

[
1 +

s−2∑
r=1

n−
r
2 ψ̂r(x)

]
ϕV (x)dx

∣∣∣ ≥ cn−
s−1
2

]
<∞(92)

for every constant c > 0 as n→ ∞, for every class B satisfying, for some a > 0, supB∈B ΨV ((∂B)ϵ) =

O(ϵa), as ϵ ↓ 0, where {ϕ̂r} are polynomials that do not depend on n but depend on the moments
of X∗

1, and V denotes the sample covariance matrix of {Xi}ni=1. Then the reduction step from
(92) to (91) follows by the same arguments as the one in Bhattacharya et al. (1978), with an
observation from Remark 5 that the coefficients in the formal Edgeworth expansion only depends
on the moments of X∗

1 conditional on Xn and the derivatives up to s − 1 times of H̃(·,Xn)|Xn
.

The second part follows from the continuity of H̃ and the moderate deviation (Lemma 8).

Now we turn back to the preceding analysis in Section A.1.1 and Section A.1.2. One subtle
aspect of this analysis involves approximating η̃∗

n − η̃ by a smooth function of the derivatives of

L
∗Exp,θ0,{ei}
n evaluated at η̃n. To leverage the assumptions we made on the derivatives of L at θ0,

we shall utilize the next proposition to facilitate the replacement of derivatives.

Proposition 6. Instate the assumptions in Theorem 3 and consider Zn in (18), its resampled

counterpart Z∗
n, and Y n defined in (43). Given a function H̃ as introduced in Proposition 5, it

holds almost surely that

nPXn

[
P
[∥∥(H̃(Z∗

n,Zn)− H̃(Zn,Zn)
)
−
(
H̃(Y n,Zn)− H̃(E[Y n|Xn],Zn)

)∥∥
2
≤ cn−1 log n

∣∣Xn

]
≤ 1− cn−1(log n)−2

]
<∞

for some constant c.

Proof. We shall discuss a univariate H̃ since the proof for a multivariate H̃ simply follows a similar
argument. We denote the (random) function H(·,Zn) by g(·) herein. Expanding the function g at
Zn and at Y n respectively yields that(

g(Z∗
n)− g(Zn)

)
−
(
g(Y n)− g(E[Y n|Xn]

)
=(∇g(Zn))

⊤(Z∗
n −Zn

)
− (∇g(E[Y n|Xn]))

⊤(Y n − E[Y n|Xn]
)
+ Ξ1 − Ξ2

=(∇g(Zn))
⊤
((

Z∗
n −Zn

)
−

(
Y n − E[Y n|Xn]

))
+ Ξ1 − Ξ2

+
(
∇g(Zn)−∇g(E[Y n|Xn])

)(
Y n − E[Y n|Xn]

)
(93)

where Ξ1,Ξ2 are the residual terms of the Taylor expansions. By (41) and similar reasoning in its
proof, it holds that

nPXn

[
P
[ ∥∥Y n − E[Y n|Xn]

∥∥
2
≤ c1(log n)

1
2n−

1
2 ,

∥∥Z∗
n −Zn

∥∥
2
≤ c1(log n)

1
2n−

1
2 ,

|Ξ1| ≤ c1(log n)n
−1, |Ξ2| ≤ c1(log n)n

−1,(
∇g(Zn)−∇g(E[Y n|Xn])

)(
Y n − E[Y n|Xn]

)
≤ c1(log n)n

−1|Xn

]
≤ 1− c1n

−1(log n)−2
]
< +∞

for some constant c1.
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Then we look into the term
(
Z∗

n−Zn

)
−
(
Y n−E[Y n|Xn]

)
. By definition and Taylor’s expansion,

we have (
Z∗

n −Zn

)
−
(
Y n − E[Y n|Xn]

)
=
(
Z∗

n − Y n

)
−
(
Zn − E[Y n|Xn]

)
=−

(
Π1 −Π2

)⊤
η̃n +Ξ3 +Ξ4,

where Πi, i = 1, 2 are the vectors that collect the derivatives of L
Exp,θ0,{ei}
n and L∗

n
Exp,θ0,{ei} up

to the fifth time evalated at 0, respectively, and Ξ3 and Ξ4 are the residual terms. By a similar
moderate deviation argument invoking Lemma 8, we arrive at

nPXn

[
P
[
∥Π1 −Π2∥2 ≤ c2(log n)

1
2n−

1
2 ,

∥Ξ1∥2 ≤ c2(log n)
1
2n−

1
2 , ∥Ξ2∥2 ≤ c2(log n)

1
2n−

1
2 |Xn

]
≤ 1− c2n

−1(log n)−2
]
<∞

for some constant c2. Together with the fact that ∥η̃n∥2 = O(n−
1
2 (log n)

1
2 ) under Fn, we derive

that

nPXn

[
P
[ ∥∥(Z∗

n −Zn

)
−
(
Y n − E[Y n|Xn]

)∥∥
2
≤ c9(log n)n

−1|Xn

]
≤ 1− c3n

−1(log n)−2
]
<∞.

Plugging these bounds into (93) concludes that

nPXn

[
P
[∣∣(g(Zn

∗)− g(Zn)
)
−
(
g(Y n)− g(E[Y n|Xn]

)∣∣ ≤ c(log n)n−1|Xn

]
≤ 1− cn−1(log n)−2

]
<∞

holds for some constant c.

E Auxiliary Lemmas

An elementary tool in this paper is called the delta method in the distribution theory, which allows
us to neglect small terms in expansions. For the sake of completeness, we restate Lemma 5 in
Andrews (2002) in the following.

Lemma 4 (Lemma 5 in Andrews (2002)). 1. Let {An} ∈ RLA be a sequence of random vectors
with an Edgeworth expansion with coefficients of order O(1) satisfying that

lim
n→∞

na sup
x∈RLA

∣∣∣P[(An)i ≤ xi, i ∈ [LA]
]
−
∫
zi≤xi

[
1 +

2a∑
i=1

n−
i
2πi(∂/∂z)

]
ϕΣn(z)dz

∣∣∣ = 0

for some a with 2a being a positive integer, where ϕΣn denotes the density function of
N (0,Σn) and the eigenvalues of Σn’s are bounded away from 0 and ∞. Let {ξN} ∈ RLA

be a sequence of random vectors with P[∥ξn∥2 > ϱn] = o(n−b) for ϱn = o(n−b) and some
0 < b ≤ a. Then

lim
n→∞

sup
x∈R

nb |P[An + ξn ≤ z]− P[An ≤ z]| = 0.
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2. Let {A∗
n, n ≥ 1} ∈ RLA be a sequence of bootstrap random vectors that possesses

lim
n→

naPXn

[
na

∣∣P[A∗
n ≤ z|Xn]−

[
1 +

2a∑
i=1

n−
i
2π∗i (∂/∂z)

]
ΦΣ∗

n
(z)

∣∣] = 0

for some a with 2a being a positive integer, where the coefficients of polynomials π∗i (∂/∂z)
are of order O(1) and the smallest eigenvalue of Σ∗

n is bounded away from 0 and ∞, except
in a sequence of sets with probability o(N−a). Let {ξ∗n, n ≥ 1} ∈ RLa be a sequence of random
vectors with limn→ nbP

[
P∗[∥ξn∥2 > ϱn] > n−b

]
= 0 for some sequence ϱn = o(n−b) with b ≤ a.

Then
lim
n→∞

nbPXn

[
sup

z∈RLA

∣∣P[A∗
n + ξ∗n ≤ z|Xn]− P[A∗

n ≤ z|Xn]
∣∣ > n−b

]
= 0.

Lemma 5 (Taylor Expansion of a Real-valued Function). Let M be a dimension-p Riemannian
manifold and f : M → R is a k-times differentiable function on M. Then for θ ∈ M, there
exists a positive ρ such that for arbitrary θ ∈ Expθ(B(0, ρ)), Logθ defined on Expθ0

(B(0, ρ)) is a
differmorphisim onto its codomain in TθM. Moreover, given a fixed normal basis of TθM and
θ′ ∈ B(θ, ρ) it holds that

f(θ′)− f(θ) =

k−1∑
i=1

∑
ν:|ν|=i

1

ν!
∇νf |x=θ[h

ν ] +
1

k!

d

dt
f ◦ Exp(tLogθ(θ′))

∣∣
t=t0

∥∥Logθ(θ′)∥∥k ,
where t0 ∈ [0, ∥Logθ(θ′)∥].

Proof. The first part is a well-known conclusion in Riemannian geometry. And the Taylor expansion
is an immediate consequence of the Taylor expansion of f ◦ Exp ◦ π−1

{ei} on Rp.

Lemma 6 (Taylor Expansion of a (0, 1) Tensor). Let V be a 0−1 tensor on a Riemannian manifold
M and c : [a, b] → M be a geodesic curve connecting c(a) and c(b). Then it holds that

Tc(b)→c(a)V (c(b)) = V (c(a)) +∇V (c(a))(ċ(t)) +

∫ b

a
(1− t)Tc(b)→c(a)

(
∇2T (c(t))[ċ(t), ċ(t)]

)
dt.

Proof. The proof is a direct consequence of the Taylor expansion of V ◦ c at a and the property of
parallel transport.

Lemma 7. Let M be a Riemannian manifold of dimension p, R be a second-order retraction which
is defined on U ⊂ Rp centered at x, and x′ be a point satisfying x′ ∈ Rx(U) with dist(x, x′) = ϵ.
Then given the canonical basis {δi} of Rp, it holds that∥∥dRx(R

−1
x (x′))δi − Tx→x′(dRx(0)δi)

∥∥ ≤ O(ϵ2), ∀i ∈ [p].

Proof. Given a sufficiently small ϵ > 0, we ssume that γ(t), t ∈ [0, 1] is a unique shortest constant-
speed geodesic between x and x′ and {ẽi(t)} ⊂ Tγ(t)M is the basis derived from the parallel
transport of {dR(0)δi} along γ. We decompose dRa(γ(t))δi as dRx(γ(t))[δi] =

∑p
j=1 ai,j(t)ẽj .

Then we have

∥∥dRx(R
−1
x (x′))δi − Tx→x′(dRx(0)δi)

∥∥2 ≤ (
|ai,i(1)− 1|2 +

p∑
j ̸=i

|ai,j(1)|2
)
.
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On the other hand, for v := Logx(x
′) ∈ TxM, the property of second-order retractions yields

that

∇v(dRx[δi])(0) = 0 =

p∑
j=1

(vaj)ẽj(0)

which leads to the fact that vai = 0 for i = 1, . . . , p.
Therefore, it follows by the Taylor expansion and the smoothness of R that

|a1 − 1| ≤ cϵ2

2

|ai| ≤
cϵ2

2
, ∀i = 2, . . . , p

with a constant c in a local neighborhood of x which leads to the conclusion.

For completeness, we present the classical results on moderate deviation and moment control
in the following.

Lemma 8 (Theorem 1 in von Bahr (1967)). Suppose that we have n i.i.d. random vector {Xi}i∈[n]
of dimension k. If E

[
∥X1∥r2

]
holds for an integer r ≥ 3, and m is the largest singular value of the

covariance matrix of X1, then∣∣∣P[∥ ∑
i∈[n]

Xi/
√
n∥2 ≤ a

]
−
∫
∥x∥2≤a

dΦ(x)
∣∣∣ ≤ C · a−r · n−

r−2
2

holds for some constant C and every a ≥ (54m(r − 2) log n)
1
2 , where Φ denotes the standard k-

dimensional normal distribution.

Lemma 9 (Theorem 2.10 in Hall and Heyde (2014)). If {Si,Fi, 1 ≤ i ≤ n} is a martingale and
1 < p < ∞, X1 = S1, and Xi = Si − Si−1, 2 ≤ i ≤ n, then there exist constants C1 and C2

depending only on p such that

C1E
∣∣ ∑
i∈[n]

X2
i

∣∣ p2 ≤ E|Sn|p ≤ C2E
∣∣ ∑
i∈[n]

X2
i

∣∣ p2 .
Lastly, we provide a proof of Proposition 3.

Proof of Proposition 3 This proposition is a consequence of Lemma 20 and Theorem 22 in Absil
and Malick (2012). To be specific, we consider a function R : TM → M that maps (x0, u) ∈ TM
to x0 + u + v, where v is a vector in Nx0M of the shortest length ensuring x0 + u + v ∈ M.
By Lemma 20 in Absil and Malick (2012), the existence and uniqueness of v in a sufficiently
small neighborthood of (x0, 0x0) ∈ TM is guaranteed, and dR(x0, ·)|0x0 = id. By choosing a
sufficiently small neighborhood U ∈ Tx0M, R(x0, ·) is a differmorphisim from U to R(x0, U). By
the construction of Lx0 , it immediately follows that Lx0(·) = (R(x0, ·))−1 on R(x0, U). Notice that

R is proved to satisfy Px0
d2

dt2
R(x0, tv)

∣∣
t=0

= 0, or equivalently, d2

dt2
Logx0

(R(x0, tv))
∣∣
t=0

= 0, for
every v ∈ Tx0M, by Theorem 22 in Absil and Malick (2012). We thus conclude that Lx0 is a

second-order inverse retraction as it satisfies d2

dt2
Lx(Expx(tv)) = 0 for every v ∈ TxM.
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