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Abstract

Azadkia and Chatterjee (Azadkia and Chatterjee, 2021) recently introduced a graph-based
correlation coefficient that has garnered significant attention. The method relies on a nearest
neighbor graph (NNG) constructed from the data. While appealing in many respects, NNGs
typically lack the desirable property of scale invariance; that is, changing the scales of certain
covariates can alter the structure of the graph. This paper addresses this limitation by employing
a rank-based NNG proposed by Rosenbaum (2005) and gives necessary theoretical guarantees
for the corresponding rank-based Azadkia-Chatterjee correlation coefficient.
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1 Introduction

Measuring the strength of dependence between two groups of random variables, along with the
associated challenges of estimation and inference, has been a central focus in statistics since its
inception. Given the long and rich history of this topic, it is remarkable that Sourav Chatterjee
(Chatterjee, 2021) recently made significant progress in this area. In the bivariate case, Chatterjee
introduced a novel, rank-based approach for estimating a dependence measure originally proposed
by Dette, Siburg, and Stoimenov (Dette et al., 2013). This measure satisfies Rényi’s criteria (Rényi,
1959), taking a value of 0 if and only if the two random variables are independent, and 1 if and
only if they are functionally dependent (Bickel, 2022). Notably, it can also be computed in nearly
linear time and has a simple normal limit that can be consistently estimated (Chatterjee, 2021;
Lin and Han, 2022; Dette and Kroll, 2024).

This breakthrough has inspired a wave of research aimed at understanding the stochastic behav-

iors of Chatterjee’s rank correlation as well as extending it to more complex scenarios (Azadkia and Chatterjee,

2021; Cao and Bickel, 2020; Shi et al., 2022; Gamboa et al., 2022; Deb et al., 2020; Huang et al.,
2022; Auddy et al., 2024; Lin and Han, 2023; Fuchs, 2024; Azadkia et al., 2021; Griessenberger et al.,
2022; Zhang, 2023b; Bickel, 2022; Lin and Han, 2022; Han and Huang, 2024; Ansari and Fuchs,
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2022; Zhang, 2023a; Shi et al., 2024; Strothmann et al., 2024; Dette and Kroll, 2024; Biicher and Dette,
2024; Lin and Han, 2025; Kroll, 2024). Among the most influential contributions is the work of
Mona Azadkia and Sourav Chatterjee (Azadkia and Chatterjee, 2021), which extends Chatterjee’s
original proposal to the multivariate case through the innovative use of a nearest neighbor graph
(NNG). The resulting correlation coefficient is therefore a graph-based statistic.

However, a notable limitation of NNGs is that they generally lack scale invariance; that is,
changes in the scale of some covariates can significantly alter the structure of the graph. As a
result, the Azadkia-Chatterjee graph-based correlation coefficient, unlike Chatterjee’s original rank-
based one (Chatterjee, 2021), is sensitive to scale transformations, making it challenging to interpret
in practice.

To address this issue, we propose a rank-based approach to constructing NNGs. Specifically,
instead of relying on Euclidean distances between the original data points, we measure proximity
based on the Euclidean distance between their coordinate-wise ranks. This idea, initially introduced
by Rosenbaum (2005), has been successfully applied in a parallel line of research in causal inference
(Rosenbaum, 2010; Cattaneo et al., 2025) and will naturally lead to a scale-invariant statistic.

Our theoretical analysis demonstrates that Azadkia-Chatterjee correlation coefficient constructed
based on rank-based NNGs, which we call the rank-based Azadkia-Chatterjee correlation coefficient,
provides a statistically consistent estimator of the same Dette-Siburg-Stoimenov dependence mea-
sure as the original approach (Azadkia and Chatterjee, 2021). Additionally, we derive the limiting
distribution of the proposed coefficient under independence. Interestingly, when both variables
are univariate, the asymptotic variance of our correlation coefficient differs from that obtained in
Shi et al. (2024, Theorem 3.1).

2 Set up and methods

Consider X € R% to be a d-dimensional random vector, Y € R to be a random variable, and assume
X and Y to be defined on the same probability space with cumulative distribution functions (CDFs)
F and F, respectively. This paper is interested in measuring the dependence strength between X
and Y. To this end, we focus on the following population quantity that was introduced by Dette,
Siburg, and Stoimenov (Dette et al., 2013):

E=E(X,Y):= J Ve (B(Y 2 0) | X]}aF()
o [vepy zyyare)

As shown in Dette et al. (2013, Proposition 1)—see, also, Chatterjee (2021, Theorem 1.1) and
Azadkia and Chatterjee (2021, Theorem 2.1)—this measure of dependence admits the appealing
properties of being 0 if and only if Y is independent of X, and being 1 if and only if Y is a
measurable function of X. It thus answers a long-standing call of Rényi (Rényi, 1959); see, also,
Schweizer and Wolff (1981) and more recent reviews of this history made by Peter Bickel (Bickel,
2022) and Sourav Chatterjee (Chatterjee, 2023).



Let [n] := {1,2,...,n} and {(X;,Yi)}icjn) be n independent copies of (X,Y) with X; =
(Xit,-.- ,X@d)T. For estimating & based only on the data points (X, Y;)’s, Azadkia and Chatterjee
(2021) proposed to leverage the NNG constructed by X;’s. More specifically, let N (i) index the

nearest neighbor (NN) of X; under the Euclidean norm || - ||, let
1 n
Fa(y) ==~ (Y <)
1=1

be the empirical survival function. They propose to estimate £ using

ao S {F00) A B (V) - Gu(¥)?}
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where “A” denotes the minimum of the two.

Unfortunately, the NNG, identified by {N();i € [n]}, is not scale-invariant unless d = 1. To
remedy this, we employ the following rank-based approach that was initiated in Rosenbaum (2005).

In detail, for arbitrary = (21,...,24) € R?, introduce

. 1
Fo(z) = (Fp1(x), ..., Fog(x)", with F, () == WXk < x5)
k=1

being the marginal empirical CDF of X1 ;,..., X, ;. Clearly, the equality F' = E[F,,] holds, with
F = (Fy,...,F;)". Now introduce N(i) as the index of the NN of F,(X;) among {F,(X;);j €
[n],j # i}, with ties broken uniformly according to independent draws U; ~ Uniform[0, 1]—the
uniform distribution over [0, 1]—that are also independent of the data. The proposed rank-based

Azadkia-Chatterjee correlation coefficient is then

S { B A Vi) — Gal(Y)? }
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(2.1)

Note that the only difference between &, and 51130 is the replacement of the N (7)’s in §,‘1\C by the
rank-based NNG N (7)’s; the latter is naturally immune to scale alternations.

3 Theoretical guarantees

To justify using the proposed rank-based Azadkia-Chatterjee correlation coefficient as a safe alter-
native to the original £2€, we first prove that &, is also a consistent estimator of £ under the same

condition as £AC,



Theorem 3.1. As long as Y is not a measurable function of X almost surely, we have

&, converges to & in probability.

Remark 3.1. (i) Similar to ¢2C, the proposed &, in (2.1) can also be computed in O(nlogn)

(i)

(iii)

time. This computational efficiency arises from the fact that ranking each coordinate of
{Xi;i € [n]} and {Y};i € [n]}, as well as constructing an NNG of {F,(X;);i € [n]}, can be
accomplished in O(nlogn) time.

Azadkia and Chatterjee (2021, Theorem 2.2) demonstrated that SSC converges to £ as long
as (Y, X) is nondegenerate—that is, Y is not a measurable function of X. Theorem 3.1
establishes that this also holds for &, under the same condition. However, we can only prove
convergence in probability, not almost sure convergence as shown in Azadkia and Chatterjee
(2021). This limitation arises due to the lack of technical tools for analyzing the tail behavior
of &,, which involves a more complex stochastic graph structure with dependent data points
and ties. However, we believe that this lack of strong consistency is a technical artifact rather
than an intrinsic limitation.

As with A€, the convergence of &, holds without requiring any additional assumptions beyond
nondegeneracy. Notably, both Y and X are allowed to be discrete and include ties.

Our next theorem concerns the limiting distribution of &,. For this, we follow the approach
devised in Shi et al. (2024) (see, also, Deb et al. (2020)) and focus on the limiting distribution of
&, under independence between Y and X, with additional continuity assumptions posed.

Theorem 3.2. Assume (X,Y) admits a Lebesque density fxy and F(X) admits a Lebesgue

(copula) density f. Assume both are continuous on their supports. Assume further that X is
independent of Y and d # 2. It then holds true that

where

Vné, converges in distribution to N'(0,03),

1, d=1
24+ 2g44 204, d>2

Here constants qq and oq are introduced in Shi et al. (2024, Theorem 3.1) as

with

d+1 1\\ "
Q4 = (2 — I3, <?7 5)) and og = /s exp{—Vy(z1,22)} d(z1, 22)
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Si={(@1,@2) € B* s max (||, |2sll) < 1 — @2},

and Va(@1,@2) = Aa{ By, ll2a) U B(s, 2] |-



Here B(x,r) stands for the closed ball of radius v and center x in (R, | - ||) and A\ represents the
Lebesque measure in R?.

Remark 3.2. Theorem 3.1 in Shi et al. (2024) shows that /néAC weakly converges to a normal
distribution for any fixed d > 1 under nearly the same conditions as Theorem 3.2 above. However,
Theorem 3.2 differs in two key aspects.

(i) First, the limiting variance of &, has an interestingly distinct value from that of ¢AC when
d = 1. This discrepancy arises because the convergence rates of F, to F' and Xy to X;

differ; only when d = 1 does the latter converge faster than the former.

(ii) Second, Theorem 3.2 does not cover the intriguing case of d = 2, where the convergence rates of
both F), to F' and Xy ;) to X; are root-n, creating a singularity that current techniques cannot
address. Presently, we do not have a solution for handling d = 2. However, simulation results
in Section 4, specifically Table 4 ahead, suggest that \/n&, also weakly converges to N(0,o3)
like /n€AC. This is further supported by theory from a related setting (Cattanco et al., 2025,
Theorem 1), where cases d = 1 and d > 1 are treated separately, with d = 2 showing no
fundamental difference from d > 3.

4 Simulation

This section presents concept-focused, small-scale simulation results that illustrate the advantages
of &, over €2C. To this end, we use a straightforward data generation process, starting with a

multivariate normal pair (Z,W) defined as

7 Ig1 041 plg
[W] ~Nlo0, |0}, 1 0
pliy, 0 1

Here, both Z and W are standard normal, with all but the last coordinate of Z correlated with W
at a level p that varies across simulations.

The observed data are independently generated from the pair (X,Y), where
X = (Zl,. . .,Zd_l,aZd) and Y =W.

In this setup, derived from the structure of (Z, W), only the last coordinate of X is independent
of Y. Increasing a amplifies the influence of X'’s last coordinate in constructing the NNG, while
leaving the structure of the rank-based NNG unchanged.

We vary the dimension d € {2,3,5}, correlation p € {0,0.5,0.9}, scaling factor a € {1, 10,500},
and sample size n € {30,50,100}. Tables 1-3 report the empirical means, root mean squared error
(RMSE), and rejection frequencies (RF) of &, and ¢2€ for testing the null hypothesis that X is
independent of Y, based on 1,000 iterations. Note that the exact value of £ is not available in closed
form when p # 0, so we estimate & using £€2C from an independent sample of size 50,000.



Table 1: Means, RMSE, and rejection proportions of &, (“RAC”) and ¢2€ (“AC”) under different

simulation settings and p = 0.

d n o Meangac Meanac RMSEgrac RMSEac RFESS RFALS, RFENMC  RFLY
2 30 1 -0.04 -0.038 0.188 0.200 0.029 0.035  0.067  0.069
10 -0.038 0.196 0.029 0.066

500 -0.041 0.192 0.025 0.065

50 1 -0.028 -0.021 0.145 0.146 0.030 0.036  0.065 0.074
10 -0.023 0.140 0.032 0.071

500 -0.022 0.145 0.031 0.065

100 1 -0.006 -0.012 0.098 0.110 0.050 0.035  0.092 0.084
10 -0.011 0.109 0.046 0.085

500 -0.008 0.108 0.034 0.083

3 30 1 -0.044 -0.043 0.201 0.203 0.028 0.030  0.062 0.068
10 -0.043 0.201 0.028 0.062

500 -0.039 0.189 0.016 0.059

50 1 -0.013 -0.031 0.146 0.162 0.031 0.043  0.075 0.075
10 -0.035 0.167 0.035 0.075

500 -0.027 0.149 0.030 0.066

100 1 -0.009 -0.009 0.104 0.111 0.034 0.045  0.080 0.077
10 -0.010 0.107 0.036 0.077

500 -0.010 0.107 0.042 0.078

5 30 1 -0.038 -0.031 0.211 0.213 0.030 0.034  0.072 0.075
10 -0.029 0.213 0.040 0.091

500 -0.039 0.196 0.031 0.061

50 1 -0.030 -0.022 0.165 0.167 0.029 0.034  0.077  0.079
10 -0.014 0.160 0.038 0.082

500 -0.020 0.145 0.025 0.060

100 1 -0.009 -0.016 0.112 0.114 0.037 0.037  0.079 0.083
10 -0.014 0.121 0.049 0.098

500 -0.010 0.103 0.028 0.059

Tables 1-3 confirm that, when « is large and p # 0, &, outperforms 5,/?0 in terms of both

lower RMSE and RF closer to the nominal level. This advantage becomes stronger as « increases.

Notably, even when a = 1, &, consistently achieves a smaller RMSE than ¢2€. This observation

aligns with the conventional wisdom (Hodges and Lehmann, 1956; Rosenbaum, 2010) that (i) rank-

based methods can be as efficient as their parametric counterparts, and (ii) nearest-neighbor-based

methods can become fragile in the far tails, which rank transformation helps alleviate.

Table 4 further compares the theoretical variances derived from Theorem 3.2 with empirical

variances obtained from 10,000 computed values of \/n&, for n = 100 and d ranging from 1 to 10.

The results are consistent with the theory and support our conjecture that the limiting variance of

Vné&, equals 03 when d = 2.



Table 2: Means, RMSE, and rejection proportions of &, (‘RAC”) and €2€ (“AC”) under different
simulation settings and p = 0.5.

d n «  Meangac Meanac RMSErac RMSEac RFESS RFSS, RFRMC  RFAY
2 30 1  0.104 0.090 0.189 0.196 0139 0107 0024  0.196
10 0.029 0.224 0.062 0.123

500 -0.042 0.269 0.021 0.065

50 1 0.117 0.111 0.140 0.155 0.214 0.181 0.337 0.298
10 0.069 0.169 0.094 0.198

500 -0.018 0.218 0.028 0.071

100 1 0.131 0.124 0.097 0.108 0.396  0.231 0544  0.366
10 0.098 0.12 0.231 0.366

500 -0.007 0.185 0.037 0.080

330 1 0233 0.218 0.197 0.215 0.289 0306 0471  0.459
10 0.105 0.291 0.123 0.232

500 -0.024 0.397 0.032 0.072

50 1 0.264 0.246 0.146 0.162 0.542 0.484 0.701 0.626
10 0.137 0.237 0.215 0.359

500 -0.021 0.375 0.033 0.061

100 1 0.286 0.270 0.100 0.114 0.871  0.823 0947  0.905
10 0.194 0.165 0.560 0.706

500 -0.002 0.342 0.047 0.083

5 30 1  0.503 0.489 0.454 0.470 0.906  0.269 0961  0.067
10 0.219 0.742 0.269 0.041

500 -0.025 0.983 0.028 0.067

50 1 0578 0.557 0.372 0.394 0.999 0999 1.000  1.000
10 0.306 0.647 0.630 0.771

500 -0.023 0.974 0.035 0.064

100 1 0.656 0.635 0.288 0.309 1.000  1.000  1.000  1.000
10 0.409 0.537 0.993 0.997

500 0.005 0.939 0.031 0.084




Table 3: Means, RMSE, and rejection proportions of &, (“RAC”) and ¢2¢ (“AC”) under different
simulation settings and p = 0.9.

d n a Meangac Meanac RMSEgrac RMSEac REFNYS RFAS, RFEMC RFLY

2 30 1 0.512 0.478 0.132 0.161 0.997 0.903  0.998 0.958
10 0.227 0.394 0.310 0.460

500 -0.037 0.647 0.030 0.055

o0 1 0.536 0.512 0.099 0.117 1.000 0.995  1.000 0.999
10 0.334 0.275 0.779 0.872

500 -0.013 0.612 0.031 0.071

100 1 0.563 0.546 0.064 0.076 1.000 1.000  1.000 1.000
10 0.425 0.175 1.000 1.000

500 0.007 0.584 0.049 0.101

3 30 1 0.317 0.299 0.182 0.197 0.503 0.449  0.680 0.611
10 0.151 0.314 0.166 0.275

500 -0.027 0.473 0.028 0.065

o0 1 0.347 0.332 0.136 0.144 0.766 0.746  0.887 0.859
10 0.210 0.239 0.388 0.538

500 -0.018 0.448 0.031 0.058

100 1 0.367 0.354 0.095 0.103 0.985 0.965  0.993 0.987
10 0.274 0.164 0.83 0.906

500 0.003 0.417 0.036 0.084

5 30 1 0.118 0.100 0.208 0.232 0.134 0.143  0.241 0.244
10 0.060 0.233 0.064 0.148

500 -0.032 0.284 0.027 0.065

50 1 0.130 0.131 0.156 0.163 0.196 0.206  0.316 0.322
10 0.089 0.179 0.135 0.241

500 -0.018 0.246 0.023 0.071

100 1 0.151 0.144 0.107 0.115 0.373 0.352  0.525 0.504
10 0.115 0.126 0.275 0.406

500 -0.008 0.213 0.025 0.050

Table 4: Theoretical and empirical variances of y/n&, for n = 100, averaged over 10,000 iterations.

d Theoretical Variance Empirical Variance

1 1.00 1.03
2 1.16 (conjectured) 1.18
3 117 1.22
4 1.26 1.26
5 1.28 1.27
6 1.29 1.31
7 136 1.34
g8 1.37 1.35
9 144 1.37
10 1.44 1.43




5 Proofs

For this section, we introduce additional notation. It is said that the index j is equal to N(z) by
i — j. Denote the infinity norm of a vector-valued function as || f|e := sup, ||f(x)||. Let M(7)
denote the second nearest neighbor of i, and let K, = || F,(X;) — Fo (X))l Let B(z,r) denote
the ball in R™ centered at @ € R™ with radius r. Also, let F,, = (X1, ..., X;,). We use X, ~ X to
denote weak convergence of X,, to X. Furthermore, if X,, %30, we say that X,, = o(1).

5.1 Proof of consistency

Assume that we are in the setting of Theorem 3.1. Define

n

Qu = - S (Ful¥) A Fa(Yi)) — GulVi and Pi= = 3" Gu(¥) (1~ Ga(¥2).
=1

i=1

Also, let
Q= / Var {E[1(Y > y)| X]|}dF(y) and P := / Var {1(Y > y) }dF(y)
First, we will demonstrate that E[Q,] — @ and Var (Q,) — 0.
Lemma 5.1. Asn — 00, Xy 2 X;.
Proof. Without loss of generality, set i = 1, and take any ¢ > 0. Then, by the triangle inequality,

P (X1 — Xyl > t) =P | [V {IFu(X1) = Fu(X;)]| > 1)}
j=2

<P (13125 | F(Xk) — F(Xg)[| > t/3>

+P | (WIF (X)) - F(X))| > 1/3)}

Jj=2

Using the Dvoretsky-Kiefer-Wolfowitz inequality (Dvoretzky et al., 1956), the first term tends to 0
by letting n tend to oo.
Since the data are independent and identically distributed,

P (IFX) - F(X))| > t/3)} X1 | =P (|F(X)) — F(Xo)|| > t/31X1)" >
j=2

— P (F(X,) ¢ B(F(X1),/3)|X1)">.

As X is contained in its support with probability one, P (F(X3) € B(F(X1),t/3)|X1) < 1 almost



surely. The dominated convergence theorem demonstrates

P | IFC) - FO) > 1/3)) | =B [P (F(X0) & BF(X0),1/3)X0)" 2] =0
=2

as n tends to co. We conclude || X1 — X || 2% 0 because | X — Xyl 5 0and X1 — Xl

is non-increasing in n. ]

Using the same proof of Lemma 11.8 in Azadkia and Chatterjee (2021), we establish the following
result; its proof is omitted due to the similarity to Azadkia and Chatterjee (2021).

Lemma 5.2. Asn — oo, E[Q,] — Q.

We establish the following lemmas to show that Var (Q,) — 0. We simply cite the first from
Azadkia and Chatterjee (2021), which uses Lusin’s Theorem to establish the convergence in prob-
ability of an arbitrary measurable function of X ).

Lemma 5.3. For any measurable f : R* — R, f(Xnay) — f(Xq) B 0asn goes to oo.
The next lemma shows that Yy ;) given X ;) behaves like an independent copy of Y given X.

Lemma 5.4. For distinct indices 1 < i,j,k < n, and x € (R%)3, (Y3, Y}, Yne)) conditional on
(Xi, Xj, Xn()) = z is identically distributed to (Y;,Y;,Yy) conditional on (X;, X;, Xi) = .

Proof. First, we demonstrate P (YN(Z-) <ylXi,...X,) =P (YN(Z-) < y\XN(Z-)) almost surely. Ob-
serve that

n
j=1

=Y P(Y; <ylX)) - 1(i = j)
=1

=> P (Ynu < vl Xn@) - 16— j)
j=1

=P (Yng <yl Xng) -

Next, we will show (X, Yn()) and (X1,Y7) are identically distributed. For any Borel subset
B C ]Rd—i-l7

P ((Xn@), Yne) € B) =Y P((X;,Y;) € Bli — j) P (i = j)
j=1

1
n—1

> P((X;,Y)) € Bli — j)
j#i

10



=P ((Xl,Yl) c B),

which follows by the identical distribution of (X1,Y?),..., (X, Yn).
Applying the independence of Yy ;) from (X;,Y;) conditional on X ;),

P (Y <ui,V; < w5 Y <y Xo X5 Xngy) =P (Yve) < vlXne) P (Y <,Y; <yl X5, X5)

almost surely. Then, using the fact that Y ;) given X ;) is identically distributed to Yy given Xy,
say, where k # i, j, we establish the claim. O

The next lemmas result in two asymptotic independence relationships that will greatly simplify
the variance calculations in Lemma 5.8 ahead.

Lemma 5.5. Asn — oo,

n—oo

P

and
. P
P (nlggo |1F — Flloo = O(XN(i>7XN(j)=Xi7XJ’> — 1

Proof. By Lemma 5.3,

P fim X = X,

n—oo

X; # X, X, X;) + op(1)
=1+ Op(l),

where the second equality comes from the fact that P (limn_>OO X N@G) = X,-|X Ty enns Xn) is equal to
the conditional probability P (limn_>C>O X NG) = XZ‘XZ), this is 1 by the proof of Lemma 5.1, and
then we apply the dominated convergence theorem.

In a similar manner, by Lemma 5.3,
P (Jim [P~ Flloo = 0| X Xy, Xio X5 ) =P ((Jim [1Fy = Flloc = 0| X, X;) + op(1)
=1+ op(1),
where the second equality comes from the Glivenko-Cantelli theorem, completing the proof. U

Lemma 5.6. Fori # j,
. . P
P (i = j| X n@), Xi, Xj) =0

and
P (i = N()| Xy Xngiys Xis X5) = 0.

Proof. Let us prove the first limit. Expanding the expression P (z — j!X N(i)s Xis X,-) as

P (i — j, X; = Xj| X gy Xo, X5) + P (i = 5, Xi # X5 X gy Xin Xj)

11



we seek to bound the two terms of the sum. If P(X; = X;) = 0, then there is nothing to be
shown for the first term, so suppose that P (X; = X;) > 0. Observe that the events, indexed
by k, {X, = X;} are mutually independent, conditional on X N(i)» Xi, and Xj. Defining A :=

{X,, = X for infinitely many n}, the second Borel-Cantelli lemma gives
P (A |XZ-,XN(Z-),XJ-,XZ- = Xj) =1.

Therefore,

1 a.s.

P(E= A X X X3 X = X) = s o =%y

0,

which demonstrates that the first term in the sum goes to 0.
Denote the events G := {lim,_, || Fy — Fl|lcc =0} and L := {limn_,OO XN = XZ} For the

second term,
P(i—j,X; # Xj‘XN(i),Xi,Xj) <P(i— j‘X,- # Xj,XN(,-),XZ-,Xj) .
By Lemma 5.5, the previous display is
P (i — j,G, L| X; # X;, Xn(), Xi, X;) + op(1),
which is bounded above by
P <Z = gy i |[F(Xi) — Fo(Xv) | = O‘Xi # X, XN(z'),Xi,Xj> + op(1).

Since X; # X, © /4 j for large enough n, the term above goes to 0 in probability. To handle the
second limit, we perform a similar decomposition to obtain

The first term is handled by observing X; = X; implies X ;) = Xn(;) = X; = X}, then proceeding
identically to the first limit.

Let M := {lim;, 00 X () = Xi, limy 00 X () = X} so that the desired conditional probabil-
ity P (Z — N(j)|X; # Xj7XN(i)7XN(j)7 XZ',X]') is

P (i = N(j)|G, M, X; # X, X @y, Xng)s X Xj) + op(1).
Proceeding analogously, an upper bound of the previous display is
P (i = NG, Tim [[Fa(X0) = Fu(Xvi)ll = 01X; # X5, Xvgy Xy, Xio X; ) + op(1).
By Lemma 5.5 and for an € > 0 small enough,

p
P (| Fo(Xs) — Fu(Xn))ll > €| Xi # X5, Xy, Xy, Xis Xj) = 1,

12



from which we conclude that the original term is op(1). O

Lemma 5.7. Ifi # j,
P (Y; <Yi AYno | X vy, Xi X) Lp (V; <Y AY]| X, X5)
Ifi#j#k#1,
P (Vi < Yi A Y Vi < Y5 A Y| Xy X Xin X5y X, Xp) 5 P (Vi < Vi A VY|XG, X5
P (S, AV, X).
where Y/ is independently sampled from Y| X = X.

Proof. By Lemma 5.4,
P (Y} < Y; /\YN(Z)‘XN(Z) = ZI),XZ' = :IZZ',XJ' = w]’) =P (Y} < Y; /\Y;/‘XZ, = w,XZ- = wi,Xj = w]’)

where (X, Y/) is an independent and identically distributed copy of the data. Then, the function

2R

[z xs, ) = P(Y; <Y ANY/|X] =2, X; = x;, X; = x;) is measurable by the existence of the
regular conditional probability. Applying Lemma 5.3 yields f(Xy;), Xi, Xj) LA (X, X4, X),
from which we conclude the first limit.

We proceed in an analogous way for the remaining limit. First, we define the functions

g: ($ mj,$i,$j,mk,$l) =

P (Yk <Y; /\YN(Z) Y, < Y /\YN(] ‘XN(Z = w XN(]) = w;,XZ- = wi,Xj = :Ej,Xk =xp, X = wl) .
Then, by Lemmas 5.4 and 5.6,

g(@}, &), @i, T, T, X)) =
P (Yk < YZ-/\YZ-’,Yl <Y; /\Yj"X{ = wg,X]' = a:;»,X,- =z, X =x;, X}, = x1, X) :wl) +op(1),

where (V/,Y])|(X], X7}) = @ has the same distribution as (Y (), Yn()(Xn@): Xn)) = . Ap-

plying Lemma 5.3,
9(XnGi)s Xy X X5, Xy X1) = 9(Xi, X5, Xi, X, X, X).
Using the independence of the data, the second limit is proven, concluding the proof. O
Lemma 5.8. Asn — oo, Var(Qy,) — 0.
Proof. First, we will show E [Var (Q,| X1, ..., X;,)] — 0. Expanding the variance of the sum,

7)

Var (Qn| X1, ..., Xp) = —Var <ZF ) A Fo(Yivg))

13



— Z Z Cov (Fu(Y) A Fu(Yai)s Fu(Y5) A Fa(Yiv ()| Fn)

=1 j=1

n4zzcov (zn oS YA Vi) S0 %5 ¥

21]1

7)

Z Cov (L(Yy < Y A YNy, LY < Y5 A Yn)) | Fn) -
7jk‘ll

Lemmas 5.4 and Lemma 5.7 yield the equality, for i # j # k # [,

P (Ve S Yi A Y, Vi Y A Y| Fn) 5 P (Ve < YiA Yiv | X, Xi) P (Vi < Y5 A Yivg) | X5, X)

Equivalently, Cov (A; k, Aj|F,) = op(1). As a consequence, there are only O(n?) indices for which
Cov (LY, < Yi AYNG)), L(Y: <Y A Yn()| Fa) = op(1).

Additionally, since this op(1) term is bounded,
= > Cov(1(Yi Y AYn), L(Yi <Y A Y| Fa) = 0p(1)

and is also bounded. Applying the dominated convergence theorem yields
E [Var (Qn| X1, ..., Xp)] — 0.
Next, we will demonstrate Var (E [Q,| X1, ..., X,,]) — 0. Using the first limit of Lemma 5.7,

E[Qn| X1, ..., X,] 2ZZE (Y; <Y A YNl X, e X
=1 j=1

QZZ (1Y < ¥i A V)1 X0 X5 + on()

i=1 j:j#i

by Lemma 5.7, where EN/M, v ffm denote independent copies of Y;. It suffices to show the variance

of the above display tends to 0. Letting Z; ; = E {]I(YJ <Y;A }ZJ\XZ-,X]},
1
Var (E [Qn|X177Xn]) = Z Cov (Zi,j7Zk,l)+OP(1)‘
64k li g k£l

Since Z; j and Zj; are independent if i # j # k # [, there are at most O(n?®) indices for which
Cov (Z; j, Zi,;) # 0, from which the conclusion follows. O

For completeness, we state a claim proven in Azadkia and Chatterjee (2021) which calculates
the limit of P,.

14



Lemma 5.9. Asn — oo, P, =3 P.
Combining all our previous results, we arrive at the proof of Theorem 3.1 below.
Proof of Theorem 3.1. Notice that &, = Q,,/P,. Consider the intermediate value

[ Var (LY > y)) dF(y)’

By the continuous mapping theorem, &, — gn 230, so it suffices to show gn LA ¢. By Lemma
5.2, E[¢,] — &, and by Lemma 5.8, Var (fn) — 0. We conclude by Chebyshev’s inequality that

0 €. O

5.2 Results on nearest-neighbor graphs with dependent nodes

In this section, we assume the conditions of Theorem 3.2. We consider the directed nearest neighbor
graph G, associated with the marginal rank vectors of the data, where i — j if N(i) = j, and ¢ <> j
if N(i) =j and N(j) =i. Let T; j := 1(i <> j) and C; j 1, := 1(i = k,j — k), where 1 <i,j,k < n.

This section will develop results necessary to calculate the limiting values of

S 1<
E E Z Ci,ij and E EZT"J

i k=1 ij=1
as n — oQ.

First, we may evaluate the limits when d = 1.

Lemma 5.10. Assume d=1. Asn — oo,

S 1 1< 1
i,5,k=1 i,5=1

Proof. Say n > 3. Since d = 1, we have C; j = 0 unless 1 <4, j,k < n are in consecutive order.

AssumingthatZ'<k7<jseethatP(i—>k:,j—>k‘):%ifi;élandj;énandP(i%k:,j%k‘):%

if either ¢ = 1 or j = n. Since we may interchange i and j,

1 < 2 n—4 1
E n Z Cijk :E<1+ 1 >—>§
ivjvk:]-

Furthermore, P (i < j) = % if either ¢ = 1 or 5 = n, and is % otherwise. A similar calculation

reveals that

concluding the proof. O
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For the remainder of this section, we assume that d > 2. For the following proofs, define the ball
B, := B(F(X1),n""/%), its slight enlargement BY := B(F(X;),n~"/¢ +§), and the corresponding
products W, := B, x (R¥\ B,,)" ! and W9 := B3 x (R*\ B )"~!. Analogously, define the re-centered
ball By, := B(Fn(X1),n~ ) and W, := B, x (R?\ B,)"1.

Lemma 5.11. Asn — oo,

P ((Fu(X1), s Fu( X)) € W |X1) 1
— 1.
p ((F(X1)7 7F(Xn)) € Wn‘Xl)
Proof. Set 6, = n~2 % where 0 < € < 3 — 2. Let F, () := (ﬁ Sopeo Lz > X’w')) Lci<d The
<<

triangle inequality and a union bound give
P (|F, — Flloo > 20, X1) <P (|Fn — F,, |loo > 60| X1) +P (| F; — Flloo > 0y) -

By definition, || Fy, — F,; ||cc = O(n™1), so the first term goes to 0 as n tends to oco.
By the Dvoretsky-Kiefer-Wolfowitz inequality, (Dvoretzky et al., 1956) and our choice of §,, the
second term tends to 0 as n approaches infinity.

Next, the triangle inequality gives

P ((Fu(X1), o Fa(X0)) € W, | By = Floc <6,

X1) <P ((F(X1), . F(X0)) € W, 2" X)
X1>n_1.

P (F(X,) ¢ B,*"|X1) N P (F(X,) € B, \ B, %" | X;)
P (F(Xs2) & Ba|X1) 1 - P(F(X2) € By|X1) ’

P (F(Xg) ¢ B2

Notice

and 1 — P (F(X3) € B,|X1) tends to 1 as n approaches co because B,, decreases to the set {X;}
as n — 00, and the probability F(X3) lies in this set is 0, by the continuity of F'(X). A further

calculation reveals that

p (F(Xg) € B(F(X,),n~ V) \ B %n

X1) =0 —(n V1 -25,)) =0 (n™h)
using the continuity of f. From this,

<P (F(X,) ¢ B;%”!Xﬂ)"_l

PF(Xy) 260%) |

so that .
) P ((Fn(Xl)7 7Fn(Xn)) € Wn X1> 1
) -1
P TP (F(X1), o F (X)) € WalX1) =

16



Analogously,

P(FOX) £ 8201%) " g
P (F(X3) ¢ Bn|X1))

so that

P ((Fn(Xl), o (X)) €W, Xl)
lim inf > 1.
e P ((F(X1),... F(Xn)) € WalX1)

Putting these two bounds together, we obtain

P ((Fn(Xl), (X)) €W, Xl)
P ((F(X1),....F(X,)) € Wy|X1)

21

as desired. O

Next, we define the nearest-neighbor distances

Dy = [Fa(X1) = FaXn)ll and Dy = [F(X1) — F(Xg,)l|

where N (1) is the index of the nearest neighbor according to the Euclidean metric, to F(X}),
among F(X5), ..., F(X,), with ties broken uniformly at random.

The main consequence of Lemma 5.11 is that the two distances possess the same limiting law
when scaled by /n.

Corollary 5.1. Conditional on X1, nﬁg and nDY have the same limiting exponential law.

Proof. First, fixing v > 0 and letting r,, := v/n,

P (nﬁg > v\X1> =P ( min |[Fo(X;) — Fy(X1)| > rn\X1> .

2<i<n
Applying Lemma 5.11, we calculate

P (mina<i<y, || F (X)) — Fo(X1)|| > 70| X1) as.
P (mina<i<y, | F(X;i) — F(X1)[| > rp| X1) ’

so it suffices to compute the limit of the denominator. Using the independence and identical distri-
bution of the F(Xj;),

P < min |[F(X;) — F(Xq)|| >

2<i<n

X1> = (1-P(|F(X2) = F(X1)]| < ral X1)" "
Since we have already assumed F' to admit a continuous density,

P([|F(X2) — F(X3)[| < ra|X1) Z/B(F(X) )f(Z)dZ

— / F(F(X1)) + o(1) d
B(F(X1),rn)

17



— F(F(X)) - M(B(F(X1), ) + /B TS

Using the continuity of f, along with the translation-invariance and scaling properties of Ay,

(124 (B (FOR.£POK) 1)) ota) ™ = (1 HEFD 0,1 o)

— exp (—vf(F(X1)) - Aa (B(0,1))).

Thus, conditional on X7, nﬁfl and nﬁfl both converge weakly to an exponential random variable
with parameter f(F(X1)) - A\a(B(0,1)). O

Corollary 5.1 states that the nearest neighbor to the first data point, among weakly dependent
data points, converges at a slower than root-n rate for dimension larger than 2. As a result, the next
two lemmas demonstrate that computing nearest neighbors based on empirical CDFs or population

CDFs are equivalent, in the limit.

Lemma 5.12. For any sequence 0y, satisfying || Fy, — F|loc = 0p(dy),
P(I?n <f)n+6n> — 0.
Proof. Expanding this probability, and noting that the F,,(X;) are identically distributed,

p (f{n < f)n+5n> :Zn:P (f{n < Dy + 8, M(1) :i)
=2

- f:P (Fn(XZ-) € B(F,(X1), Dy +6,), M(1) = z)
=2
—P (Fn(Xg) € B(F,(X1), Dy + 5n)> :
Next, by the DKW inequality (Dvoretzky et al., 1956) and the triangle inequality,
P (Fn(Xg) € B(F,(X,), Dy + 5n)) —p (Fn(Xz) € B(E,(X1), Dy +6,), | Fy — Fllo < 5n) +o(1)
< P (F(X2) € BF(X1), Dy + 33,), | Fy = Flloc <8, ) + (1),
By the continuity of F(X), we have

P (F(X2) € BF(X1), Dy +30,)

X1> 50,
Thus, the dominated convergence theorem tells us that P <I/€n < ﬁn + 5n) — 0 as well. O

Lemma 5.13. Asn — oo, P (N(z') - N(i)) 1.
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Proof. First, choose 0 < € < 3— 1 and let 6, := n~2 %, Using the fact that |Fpy = F|loo = O(n=1/?),
P(N(1)=F(1) =P (N1) = N[ Fu — Fllso < ,) +0(1).

Then, Lemma 5.12 says
P (Kn < Dy +56,) = 0.

Consequently,
P(N(1) =N@)) =P (N(1) = N, |Fy = Fllao < 60, Ky > Dy +58, ) + (1),

Without loss of generality, assume that indices 2 and 3 are the nearest and second-nearest neighbors,
respectively, to index 1. The conditions that ||F, — F| < ¢, and K, > D, + 55, imply, using
the triangle inequality, that |F(X;) — F(X3)|| > K, — 26, > D, + 30,. On the other hand,
|F(X1) — F(Xo)|| < Dy +25,. Thus, N(1) = N(1) = 2.

Put together, we find that P (N(l) = N(l)) — 1, concluding the proof. O

Using this result, we may obtain the rate of convergence of the ratio Bn /D,.

Dn

(b, .
n <D_n_1> >e,N(z)—N(z)>+o(1)

Y <HFn(X1) - Fn(XN(l))H B 1>
D,

Lemma 5.14. Letting v := % — é, n? <Z — 1) = Op(1).

Proof. Using Lemma 5.13,
Dy,
_p <

By the triangle inequality, and the fact that | F}, — F|s = Op(n~/2),

”Fn(Xl) - Fn(XN(l))”
n“/
D,

>e N(i) = N(i)) +o(1).

— 1) <opr=—_""=
>_ " D ’

n

which establishes the claim. O

We establish an analogous equivalence result to Lemma 5.11 for the nearest-neighbor directions

L F(X)) - Fu(X F(Xy) - F(Xg )
b, — (X1) = (Xvw) U — _ ray

Lemma 5.15. Asn — oo, |U, — U, 5o.

Proof. Pick any € > 0. Using Lemma 5.13,

P (Hﬁn U, > e) —p (”ﬁn —Up|| > e, N(1) = N(1)) +o(1).
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If N(1) = N(1), using the triangle inequality,

Fo (X)) — F(X)) + Ij(XN(l)) ~ F,(Xn) I+ HF(XI) —AF(XN(l)) —u.
D, Dn

~ 2|F, — F|lx D,
U, —U,| < HAi” + | <A— - 1> U.,|.
D D,

n

1T, ~ Ul = |

Recall that D, = Op(n~'/%) from Corollary 5.1, and || Fy, — F||s = Op(n~/2) by Dvoretzky et al.
(1956), so that the first term goes to 0 in probability. Finally, observing ||U,| = 1, and using
Lemma 5.14 to show |D,,/Dy, — 1 5 0 concludes the proof. O

In view of the previous lemmas, we deduce the following weak convergence result.

Lemma 5.16. As n tends to oo, (Xl,nﬁn,ﬁn) ~ (X1, Y ,%), where the conditional law of ¥
given X1 is that of an exponential random variable with parameter fx(F(X1)) - Aa(B(0,1)), and
the conditional law of % given ¥ and X1 is uniform on the sphere of volume ¥ centered at X1.

Proof. Lemma 2.1 of Henze (1987) says that (X1,nD,,U,) ~ (X1,%,% ). By Lemmas 5.14 and
5.15, the random vector (X7, nﬁn, ﬁn) must possess the same weak limit as that of (Xq,nD,,,U,).
|

Consequently, we obtain the main result of the section, by imitating the proof of Theorem 1.4
in Henze (1987).

Corollary 5.2. Ford > 2,

n n
1
— Z Ci,j7k‘ — 04 and E ; Z Ti,j — 44

i k=1 ij=1

as n — 00.

5.3 Proof of asymptotic normality

Define

ZF )AF(Yag) — n_lzz Y;)).

i=1 j:j#i
Lemma 5.17. Asn — 00, /1(Qn — Qy) 5o.
Proof. Writing \/nQ,, = \/n <Q511) + Qg))a for

n

QS)Z%Z(F () A B (V) ~ 7=y S S (B ABY)
i=1 i=1 j:j#i
——— 22 j))_(n+1é7(122n—|—1)7
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and applying Lemma D.1 of Deb et al. (2020) gives that \/ﬁ(QS) — @n) Bo
Next, to show \/HQS?) L 0, we calculate

n(n—1) Z Z Fal¥5)) = n(nl— 1) Z(Zn —2i) %’

i=1 jij#i

which implies the conclusion. O

The following result is a special case of Lemma 7.3 of Shi et al. (2024).

)~ var (@) o

After algebraic manipulation (Shi et al., 2024; Han and Huang, 2024, for instance), we may

Lemma 5.18. Asn — oo, n <Var (@n Fn

calculate the unconditional limiting variance in Lemma 5.19.

Lemma 5.19. Asn — oo, n'Var (@n> — afl, where afl = % + %qd + %od when d > 2, and afl =1
when d = 1.

Proof. By the calculations as in Han and Huang (2024), we find

R 2 —
nVar(fn):—+2 E ZTJ +—. E |- > Cijx| —E ;ZTM +o(1)

7-7 1 ZJ’k:l ZJ:l
2 2 -~
= g g Z T7] + - E E Z C@Lk + 0(1)
i,j=1 1,5,k=1

Applying Lemma 5.10 and Corollary 5.2 to the case of d = 1 and d > 2 separately, we obtain the
desired limits. O

From this, we derive a conditional central limit theorem.

Theorem 5.1. Conditional on Fp, \/nQ, ~ N0, 02) where 0% = 1 when d = 1, and 0% =
5 24 5qd+ 50d when d > 2.

Proof. Using a Hajek projection and the fact that Y; is independent of X,

n

mZZ(F(Yi)/\F ) th )+ op(1

i=1 jijzi

for h(Y;) := E[F(Y;) ANU|Y;] — E[F(Y1) A F(Y2)] and U ~ Uniform|0, 1] independently drawn. As

a result,

\/_Qn—\/_ZF ) AF(Yn Zh )+ op(1

so it suffices to show the right-hand side is asymptotically normal.
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To do so, we construct a dependency graph G, consisting of nodes {V; }1<i<, where V; = (F(Y;)A
F(Yn@y)) — 20(Y;), and an edge between V; and V; if and only if i = N(j) or j = N(i) or N(i) =

N ()
Since E[V;|F,] = 0, we apply a Berry-Esseen bound given in Chen and Shao (2004), for any
€ >0 to get

< 75C,5(1+e) E [Z?:1 H/i’2+6’fn]
- +q n (2+¢)/2°
Var (Ei:l VilFn)

sup
z

p

P( YV
VVar (S Vil

The numerator satisfies

t ]-'n) —®(z2)

nél2 ZE [\W!2+E!fn] — /2y, 1-¢/2 ZE {(F(Y,) A F(YN(Z'))) B 2h(Yi))2+E
i=1

i=1

7

<n 3B [(F) A F(Yag) - 20(1)
i=1

}"n] ,

so Y E[|V;/*7¢|F,] tends to 0. By the previous lemma, Var (n=! 31 | Vi|fn)(2+5)/2 converges

to the same limit as Var (Qn) O
Finally, we obtain Theorem 3.2 by combining our previous results.
. Var(@n‘]:n) .
Proof of Theorem 2. Applying Lemma 5.18, Nar(@n) — 1. Therefore, it suffices to show the
limiting distribution of % has a standard Gaussian limit.
Var(Qn
Fix any ¢t € R. Expanding, and applying Theorem 5.1 and the dominated convergence theorem
yields
im B P | % 4z | —a)| 0.
n—oo ~
Var (Qn)
Therefore,

\/ﬁén M N(O, 0-3)7

where 02 is given in Theorem 5.1, concluding the proof.
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