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Abstract

We study the high-dimensional uniformity testing problem, which involves testing whether
the underlying distribution is the uniform distribution, given n data points on the p-dimensional
unit hypersphere. While this problem has been extensively studied in scenarios with fixed p,
only three testing procedures are known in high-dimensional settings: the Rayleigh test [7],
the Bingham test [8], and the packing test [5]. Most existing research focuses on the former
two tests, and the consistency of the packing test remains open. We show that under certain
classes of alternatives involving projections of heavy-tailed distributions, the Rayleigh test
is asymptotically blind, and the Bingham test has asymptotic power equivalent to random
guessing. In contrast, we show theoretically that the packing test is powerful against such
alternatives, and empirically that its size suffers from severe distortion due to the slow con-
vergence nature of extreme-value statistics. By exploiting the asymptotic independence of
these three tests, we then propose a new test based on Fisher’s combination technique that
combines their strengths. The new test is shown to enjoy all the optimality properties of each
individual test, and unlike the packing test, it maintains excellent type-I error control. As a
consequence of the asymptotic independence, we derive the non-null limiting distribution of
the packing test without using the Chen-Stein method for Poisson approximation.
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1 Introduction

Uniformity testing stands as one of the most crucial problems in modern directional statistics.
Consider the hypersphere SP~! = {z € R : ||z||y = 1}, where ||.||2 is the Euclidean distance. The
observed data points are denoted by X, X, ..., X, with X; € SP"! for all i = 1,2,...,n. We
assume that X;’s are drawn independently from an unknown distribution p supported on the
hypersphere SP~!. The uniform distribution on the hypersphere SP~! is denoted by Unif(SP~1).
The uniformity testing problem can be formulated as

Hy . pp = Unif(SP™1)  against Hy : pu # Unif(SP1). (1)

In fixed dimensions, particularly when p = 2 and p = 3, uniformity testing holds significant
importance across various applications in fields such as geology, paleomagnetism, and cosmology.
For a detailed treatment of these topics and their applications, readers are encouraged to refer to
the monographs [13, 25, 26]. Recent tests that work for arbitrary but fixed dimensions include
[15, 12, 14] (see also the references therein). The readers are referred to the survey papers [30, 29]
for recent progress on this problem and for a list of recent testing procedures.

In the era of big data, there has been growing interest in studying high-dimensional directional
statistics. One common application of uniformity tests is in testing for spherical and elliptical
symmetry, a fundamental question in multivariate statistical modeling. A random vector X € RP
is spherically symmetric if and only if || X|| is independent of X /|| X ||, and X /|| X|| is uniformly
distributed on Uni (SP~1). Thus, spherical symmetry can be tested by combining independence
tests and uniformity tests. In practice, violations of spherical symmetry often result from a failure
to fulfill uniformity on the hypersphere for projected data (see [7] for details). Recent developments
in this area can be found in [1, 32], along with the references therein.

Sign-based procedures are also widely used in shape analysis and nonparametric statistics.
This approach projects observations onto hyperspheres and conducts statistical inference based
on the projected data. Its robustness in high dimensions is due to the concentration of measure
phenomenon, which suggests that the directions, rather than the magnitudes, of observations
carry the majority of information. Below, we provide a brief, non-exhaustive overview of the
high-dimensional directional statistics literature.

In [10], the author explores the asymptotic properties of high-dimensional spherical distribu-
tions and their applications in brain shape modeling. Clustering analysis on large-dimensional



hyperspheres has been studied in [4, 3]. The potential applications of high-dimensional uniformity
tests were demonstrated in [23], where the authors relate the problem of multivariate outlier detec-
tion to uniformity testing. Sign-based procedures in high dimensions have been investigated in [37]
in the context of sphericity testing with unspecified locations and in [33], where the authors pro-
pose a high-dimensional nonparametric mean test. Problems involving testing for concentration
parameters in high-dimensional settings have been examined in [28].

Despite the extensive literature on fixed-dimensional tests, the uniformity testing problem
in the high-dimensional context with diverging dimensions remains relatively unexplored. As the
dimension diverges to infinity, many existing procedures require significant adjustments to function
properly. Additionally, there is often no tractable limiting distribution under uniformity, and the
power of these tests tends to be low due to the curse of dimensionality. To the best of the authors’
knowledge, only three high-dimensional tests have been investigated in the literature. A brief
overview of these tests is provided below.

1. Rayleigh test in [7] and [27]. This test can be formulated in terms of a U-statistic of the
data points with the inner product kernel, i.e.

R, ::g > XX, (2)

1<i<j<n

2. Bingham test in [8, 37] and [27]. This test is also based on a U-statistic of the data points,
but with a quadratic inner product kernel, i.e.

-2y [XTX 1] (3)

1<7,<]<n p

3. Packing test in [5]. This test is based on the smallest angle, i.e.

P,:=p- max (X;Xj)2—410gn+loglogn. (4)

1<i<j<n

It is known that the Rayleigh test R,, and the Bingham test B, enjoy a doubly robust property:
under the null hypothesis and the single assumption min {n, p} — oo, both R, and B, converge
in distribution to the standard normal distribution. This feature is highly desirable since no
restriction on the dependence between p and n is imposed, and neither resampling procedures
nor tuning parameters are needed to get the critical values of such tests. Regarding the packing
test P, it is known that, under the null hypothesis and the mild assumption p > (logn)?, P,
converges in distribution to the Gumbel distribution with CDF exp (—(8%)*1/26*5”/2); see [5].

The power analysis of these three tests in high dimensions, however, remains extremely limited.
It has been shown in [7] that the Rayleigh test is asymptotically optimal against the class of Fisher-
von Mises-Langevin (FvML) distributions, and in [8] that the Bingham test is asymptotically
optimal against the class of Watson distributions. Existing results for both the Rayleigh and
Bingham tests primarily focus on local alternatives, with the main tool being Le Cam’s theory
and martingale central limit theorem.

Regarding the packing test, there has been no result concerning its consistency properties,
although simulation studies suggest that its power is low against the aforementioned classes of
alternatives. The analysis of the packing test is particularly challenging, as the martingale central



limit theorem does not apply to extreme-value statistics. Typically, the optimal tests derived
from LAN expansions are often U-statistics, whose asymptotic distribution is Gaussian under local
alternatives and can be analyzed via the martingale central limit theorem. However, extreme-value
statistics, such as the packing test, are highly nonlinear, and their asymptotic distributions are
unstable under small perturbations in the dependent structures. For example, the largest entries of
high-dimensional sample correlation matrices with an autoregressive correlation structure driven
by a vanishing sequence of parameters p,, might not asymptotically follow the Gumbel law, whereas
the Gumbel law can still hold in the case of sphericity (p, = 0) or when p is a large constant
(pn = c € (0,1)); see [22] for details.

Since it is well understood that the Rayleigh and Bingham tests possess strong optimal prop-
erties for testing against the class of FvML and Watson distributions, with explicit asymptotic
power within these classes (see [7, 8]), we shall not attempt to analyze their power under local
alternatives in this paper. However, a natural question that arises from previous analyses is: in
what scenarios does the packing test outperform the other two tests? Furthermore, how can we
combine their strengths to develop a new procedure that is more robust and powerful against a
boarder range of alternatives?

The key finding of this article is that the packing test performs exceptionally well against
heavy-tailed alternatives, whereas the other two tests do not. This demonstrates that there exist
alternatives that are "far apart” from the uniform distribution but, due to the curse of dimen-
sionality, their realizations spread out similarly to the uniform distribution and do not exhibit any
noticeable clusters. As Theorem 3 suggests, random points drawn from heavy-tailed alternatives
behave differently from their uniform counterparts: while most points remain far apart, a few
are either very close to one another or form nearly straight lines. Heuristically, the Rayleigh and
Bingham tests can only detect one or two large clusters in the data, which explains why they fail
to be consistent—since the majority of random points under ., do not form any clusters. Such
alternatives are difficult to detect using classical tests, which is why we propose combining the
strengths of multiple procedures to develop novel tests that are powerful against a broader range
of alternatives. Specifically, our contributions are:

(i) We analyze the asymptotic distribution of R, and B, under projections of heavy-tailed
distributions (see Definition 1 below) and show that R, is asymptotically blind to such alternatives,
while B,, has an asymptotic power of 0.5, which is equivalent to random guessing.

(ii) In contrast to the two tests R, and B,, we show that the packing test P, is consistent
under the same class of alternatives. In particular, we prove a law of large numbers for the largest
off-diagonal entries of sample correlation matrices with heavy-tailed entries. This result can be of
independent interest.

(iii) Although the test P, is powerful against heavy-tailed alternatives, simulation studies
suggest that its size is severely distorted. By showing that R,, B,, and P, are asymptotically
independent, we propose a new test based on Fisher’s combination technique that enjoys the best
of all worlds: it is powerful against all known alternatives while having its empirical size close to
the prescribed nominal level.

(iv) As a byproduct of the asymptotic independence result, we illustrate how to derive the
non-null asymptotic distribution of the packing test via Le Cam’s third lemma. This approach,
being of independent interest, is able to bypass the need for the Chen-Stein method for Poisson
approximation, which is known to be complicated when the dependence is complex. We believe
this technique is applicable to other extreme-value based test statistics and also in other settings.

The rest of the article is organized as follows. In Section 2, we introduce the class of heavy-
tailed alternatives considered in this paper and state our main results. We present the new Fisher’s
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combination test and discuss the consequence of the asymptotic independence in Section 3. We
perform simulation studies in Section 4. Some conclusions, remarks, and directions for future
research are discussed in Section 5. The proofs of the main results are presented in Section 6 and
some technical lemmas can be found in Section 8.

2 Models and main results

2.1 Heavy-tailed alternatives

In this section, we use the standard terminologies of heavy-tailed modelling, which can be found,
for example, in the recent monograph [24]. Let X, X5, -+, X, be ii.d. random variables with
regularly varying tail of index a € (0,2). The last condition means that

P(1X1| = x) ~ L(z)z™ (5)

as x — 00, for some function L(z) such that

.
oo L()

for all a € R. Such functions L are called “slowly varying function”. It is also well-known that the
distributions of the form (5) have infinite variance for all a € (0,2) and infinite first moment for
a € (0,1). Heavy-tailed alternatives are ubiquitous in high-dimensional datasets. For example, it
is believed that the underlying distributions of gene expression levels are heterogeneous, heavy-
tailed, and exhibit complex dependence structures (see [6]). In fact, heavy-tailed alternatives have
been considered in the context of sphericity testing, a problem closely related to (1) (see, for
example, [37] and the references therein).

The class of alternatives we will be dealing with is the projections of (X;, Xs,---,X,) onto
the hypersphere SP~!, which we shall refer to as a-spherical distributions. The precise definition
can be formulated as follows

Definition 1 (a-spherical distributions) We say that a distribution ., supported on SP~! is
an a-spherical distribution if it satisfies

o d ( X, X, X, )
a,p — ) y Yy T =5
D Xi Vi Xi V2 Xi

where X;’s are i.i.d. with common law p and p is reqularly varying with inder o € (0,2) in
the sense of (5). Additionally, if p is symmetric, we say that fi,, is a symmetric a-spherical
distribution.

Although the X;’s in Definition 1 above have infinite variance, the coordinates of j, are bounded
and possess finite moments of arbitrary order. If one makes the extra assumption that the corre-
sponding law 1 of X is symmetric, then all the coordinates of y, , are centered and have variance
1/p, which is the same as that of Unif (SP7!). It is therefore not surprising that, when p is large,
o p looks very similar to the uniform distribution and does not display any sort of axial or non-
axial patterns. This heuristic explains why both the Rayleigh test and the Bingham test fail to be



consistent against such alternatives since they can only detect either axial or non-axial patterns
in the data.

The key difference between p,, and the uniform distribution lies in their mixed moments of
orders higher than four, as reflected in the formula (39). Specifically, this implies that

constant(c)
B X2 e .. o] o Constant(a)
p
as p — oo, where (X1, Xs,...,X,) is drawn from p,,. In contrast, for the uniform distribution,
one has tont
2%k1 32k 2%y | 77005 (@p—1 constan
E [le 1Xiz BERE X’L'r Uni (Sp )] ~ p2:=1 ki

as p — oco. Thus, the mixed moments of f,, decay much more slowly than those of Uni (SP~1).
This observation has been used to derive the limiting empirical spectral distribution (ESD) of
sample correlation matrices with heavy-tailed distributions in [20], where the authors proved that
the limiting ESD converges to a new type of distribution that continuously extends the Marchenko-
Pastur law. This fact will also play an important role in the proofs of Theorems 1 and 2.

Additionally, we can prove that, with high probability, there exist two data points such that
the angle between them is either close to 0 or close to 7. This behavior is fundamentally different
from the uniform distribution, where in high dimensions, all pairs of points are almost always
orthogonal (see [5] for details). As a result, the

2.2 Asymptotic power of the Rayleigh and Bingham tests

Let us start with the result concerning the asymptotic distribution of the Rayleigh test under
Hap- Recall the definition of a-spherical distributions from Definition 1. In what follows, we
assume that the data X, Xs,---, X, are drawn independently from a symmetric a-spherical
distribution (i, , with a € (0,2). The symmetry assumption is imposed in Theorem 1 and 2 to get
exact expressions of the asymptotic distribution. In the absence of the symmetric assumption, it
is likely that the asymptotic distribution is still normal, but with different scaling. However, we
do not pursue this technical consideration here.

It is worth noting that our results in Theorem 1 and 2 below do not follow from the results
proven in [7] and [8] since the a-spherical alternatives we consider here do not belong to the classes
of axial or non-axial distributions considered in their papers. Let us start with the asymptotic
power of the Rayleigh test.

Theorem 1 Let p = p,, such that p — 0o and p/n* — 0. Recall R, from (2). Then, under i p,,
R,, converges in distribution to a standard normal distribution.

An immediate consequence of Theorem 1 is that the Rayleigh test is blind to the symmetric a-
spherical alternatives (i, p,, for any a € (0,2). This is because the asymptotic distribution of R, is
the same under both uniformity and i, ,,. Therefore, the Rayleigh test with size 3 also has power
asymptotically equal to 5. This agrees remarkably well with the simulation studies in Section 4.
Next, we consider the Bingham test.

Theorem 2 Suppose p/n — v € (0,00). Recall B, in (3). Then, under jiyp,, we have

?BH AN <0M) .
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From Theorem 2, one can compute the asymptotic power against i, p, as follows. Suppose the
Bingham test at nomimal level 3 rejects if B,, > ¢, where g3 is the (1— 3)-quantile of the standard
normal distribution. Then, the asymptotic power under fi, p, is

lim P, (B, >qs) = lim P, (\/—ﬁBn > g5 - \/—ﬁ)
»Pn »Pn p

n—oo n—oo p

=P (N (o, %) > o> =0.5.

Thus, under p,,, and the regime p/n — 7, B, has asymptotic power equivalent to random
guessing, regardless of the nominal size 5. The simulation studies in Section 4 also confirm our
theoretical findings.

2.3 Consistency of the packing test

In this subsection, we assume that the data X;, X5, ---, X, are drawn independently from a
a-spherical distribution p, , with o € (0, 2) (see Definition 1 above). We do not assume symmetry
in what follows. Our main result is

Theorem 3 Suppose p — oo such that p = o(n?). Recall P, from (4). Then, under p,,, we have

max (XlTX]) E) 1

1<i<j<n

as n — 0o. Here & indicates the convergence in probability.

Theorem 3 immediately yields the consistency of the packing test since under uniformity, we have

(see [5], Theorem 6)
41
max (XZ-TXj)2 =280 op(1).
p

1<i<j<n

o the best of our knowledge, this is the first result addressing the consistency of the packing test.
Simulation results also suggest that the packing test performs poorly against common alternatives,
such as the FvML distributions or the Watson distributions, though no rigorous proofs have been
provided so far. Our result in Section 3.2 also provides justification for why the packing test does
not have non-trivial power against FvML alternatives.

Interestingly, the largest inner product in Theorem 3 is the same as the largest off-diagonal
entries of the sample correlation matrices with regularly-varying distributions of index « € (0, 2).
Equivalently, Theorem 3 asserts that the largest off-diagonal entries of sample correlation matrices
converge to 1 in probability under heavy-tailed alternatives. This is also a new result, which differs
significantly from the light-tailed settings. It is worth noting that sample correlation matrices
under heavy-tailed distributions have remained unexplored in the literature until the recent line of
works [17, 18, 19, 20], in which the authors show that sample covariance and correlation matrices
behave much differently under heavy-tailed distributions than their light-tailed counterparts.

Theorem 3 also provides insights into the geometry of the set of random inner products
{XX;;1<i<j<p}. Itis straightforward to verify that E [ X, X;] = 0 and Var [ X' X] =
1/p for any i # j. Therefore, on average, most of the points are orthogonal to each other when
p is large. However, with high probability, there will always be two points that are either very
close to each other or form an almost straight line. This behavior is entirely different from that



of random points sampled under the uniform distribution, as studied in [5], where the points are
almost always pairwise orthogonal.

The proof of Theorem 3 does not follow from the typical self-normalized large deviation theory
commonly used in the light-tailed case. In fact, such a result is not available in the literature for
heavy-tailed distributions. The only relevant result in the heavy-tailed case that we are aware of
is [31], which provides large and moderate deviation approximations to the tail probability

P X
p (z_ . )
V 2k=1 Xk
as x — 00, where the X;’s are i.i.d. regularly varying random variables with index a € (0, 2).
However, this result cannot be adapted to our setting because the nature of the problem is funda-
mentally different: the fraction in the probability above has a sub-Gaussian limiting distribution

as p — oo, while the inner product under x, , behaves asymptotically like the ratio of two inde-
pendent a-stable distributions, which also exhibit heavy tails.

3 Power enhancement

3.1 Fisher’s combination technique

In the previous section, we have seen that the packing test outperforms the other two tests when
testing against heavy-tailed alternatives. Unfortunately, the packing test is not recommended in
practice due to its severe size distortion, which is a consequence of extreme-value statistic’s slow
convergence. We therefore propose a new test that inherits the strength of all three tests while
maintaining excellent empirical sizes. Our main result in this section is

Theorem 4 Let R, B,, and P, be defined in (2), (3) and (4), respectively. Then, under unifor-
mity, for any fized (z,y,2) € R, we have

P(R,<z,B,<y,P,<z)— d(x) Py G(2),

provided p/(logn)* — oo. Here ®(z) is the CDF of a standard normal distribution and G(z) =
exp (—(8%)*1/26*:’5/2) is the limiting distribution of P,.

Theorem 4 asserts that the three tests R, B, and P, are asymptotically independent. Based on
this, we can define a new [3-level test, called the Fisher’s combination test ¢ as

oy = 1{Cn31—(1—6)1/3} (6)

where

C, = min {1 — ®(R,),1 - ®(B,),1 - G(P,)}.

In other words, the test ¢Z" rejects if the smallest p-value of the three tests R,,, B, and P, is below a
certain threshold. The Fisher’s combination techniques in high-dimensional statistics were initially
introduced in a series of works by [34, 35, 36] for testing mean and covariance structures. It was
also employed in the context of testing for cross-sectional dependence in panel models by [11].
However, to the best of our knowledge, it has not been used in the context of directional data



before. The proof of Theorem 4 is based on a leave-one-out type argument combined with the
inclusion-exclusion principle.
Note that the test ¢f" asymptotically achieves the desired size 3 in the sense that

lim P (% = 1| Unif (5) ) = 5.
n— o0

Therefore, it is much less conservative than the popular Bonferroni procedure. It is also clear that
the proposed test ¢f is rate-optimal or consistent against any class of alternatives if at least one
of the three tests R,, B, or P, is. Based on the results proved in [7] and [8], we can deduce that
the test in (6) is minimax-optimal against the class of FvML distributions and the class of Watson
distributions. The optimality also holds for the semiparametric models considered in [7, 8] that
includes the FvML distributions and the Watson distributions as special cases. Moreover, thanks
to Theorem 3, it is robust to heavy-tailed alternatives, which is a type of alternatives that neither
the Rayleigh test nor the Bingham test performs well. We demonstrate the desirable empirical
performance of the test ¢f in the simulation studies conducted in Section 4 below.

3.2 Consequence of the asymptotic independence

In this section, we illustrate an interesting consequence of Theorem 4: via Le Cam’s third lemma,
we derive the asymptotic distribution of the packing test under the family of FvML distributions.
Unlike U-statistics-based tests, such as the Rayleigh and Bingham tests, the packing test is of the
extreme-value type and lacks martingale structures. This absence makes it significantly more chal-
lenging to analyze the non-null asymptotic distributions of the packing test. Existing approaches
often depend on the Chen-Stein method for Poisson approximation, but this technique becomes
difficult to apply when the dependence among the random variables contributing to the maximum
is complex.

The argument outlined below is based on the asymptotic independence result in Theorem
4 and does not rely on the Chen-Stein method. We believe it can be generalized in a more
systematic way, but additional machinery is needed to achieve such a framework. Nevertheless,
we demonstrate this with an example involving the FvML distributions. Recall that the class of
FvML distributions is given by

dFvML(k, )

m (z) ocexp (kp' @), (7)

where pio := Uni (SP71), k > 0 is the concentration parameter and g is the location parameter.
Consider the regime where &,, = 7,p**/\/n and 7,, — 7 > 0. It is known from [7] that the rate
p*/*/\/n is optimal for the problem (1) within the class of FvML distributions, and this rate is
achieved by the Rayleigh test R,,. Let 7, be the maximal invariant of the orthogonal group SO(p,,)
consisting of p, X p, orthogonal matrices. Theorem 4.2 from [7] then gives the LAN expansion

d]P’,(]—") 72 T4 /
P V2T )

where g, := FYML(k,, tt,), R, is the Rayleigh test as defined in (2) and R, = op(1). Thanks to

log



Theorem 4 and the assumption 7,, — 7, we get the joint limiting distribution
P ( 72 ) ,
Polog e | = (Po, TRy = ) 4 (0,R))
( &, V2
4la, N (-

(@

Here we use the fact that R/, = op(1) to deduce the last line with G being the Gumbel distribution
appears in the asymptotic distribution of P,. Note that G and the normal distribution in the
display above are independent due to Theorem 4. Apply the continuous mapping lemma with the
function (z,y) — (x,eY), we arrive at

dIP)(IY‘dVL) J 7_4 7_4
p, —Lt N|—— — .
(r ) 5 (o (v(-53)))

By using Le Cam’s third lemma, the convergence above implies that, under the sequence of
alternatives FvML(k,,, @,,), P, converges in distribution to the Gumbel law with CDF G. Here
the maximal invariant 7, does not affect the distribution since P, is rotationally invariant.

In other words, P, has the same asymptotic distribution under FvML(k,, ) as it does under
Hy. This also implies that the packing test is blind to such alternatives at the detectable threshold
p*/*/\/n. The heart of the argument above is the LAN expansion (8). Whenever such an expansion
exists, it is likely that we can apply a similar argument by establishing an appropriate result
concerning the asymptotic joint distribution of the packing test and the statistic that appears in
the LAN expansion, which is often a U-statistic with a tractable asymptotic distribution.

4 Simulation studies

We perform a Monte Carlo simulation study to verify the size and power of our proposed testing
procedure. Let us start with the size’s simulation. Recall the tests ¢f, R,, B, and P, defined
in (6), (2), (3) and (4), respectively. We will compare their sizes of the tests in three scenarios:
(n,p) = (80,100), (100,100) and (100, 120). The results are summarized in Table 1 below.

Table 1: Empirical size at a = 0.05

Test/Dimension | n=80, p=40 | n=100,p=100 | n=100,p=120
o 0.06 0.045 0.047
R, 0.075 0.0495 0.0515
P, 0.132 0.111 0.103
B, 0.0477 0.0485 0.045

Based on Table 1, it is evident that the proposed test ¢f, Rayleigh test R, and the Bingham
test B,, demonstrate effective control over the type I error rates, particularly for values of p equal
to or greater than 100. The Bingham test B,, exhibits robust performance even for small sample
sizes and dimensions. As expected, the packing test P, performs poorly under the selected sample
sizes and dimensions, attributed to the slow convergence rate inherent in extreme value statistics.

For the power simulation, we set p (see Definition 1) to have the following three types of
distributions: the chi-squared distribution with one degree of freedom (centered and normalized
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to have variance one), the Cauchy distribution and the t-distribution with 1.5 degree of freedom.
Note that in the first setting, the distribution of the coordinates is of exponential tail and is not
covered by our theories while the other two settings do. The results are presented in Table 2
below.

Table 2: Empirical power under heavy-tailed alternatives

Test/Dimension | Distribution of 1 | n=80, p=40 | n=100,p=100 | n=100,p=120
x2(1) 0.357 0.6125 0.6245
oF Cauchy 1 1 1
l1s 0.9995 1 1
(1) 0.134 0.0695 0.0755
R, Cauchy 0.056 0.0515 0.059
t15 0.063 0.0555 0.057
2(1) 0.104 0.073 0.0715
B, Cauchy 0.225 0.3105 0.339
t15 0.1745 0.242 0.27
x2(1) 0.9825 0.969 0.955
P, Cauchy 1 1 1
tis 1 1 1

From Table 2, it can be seen that the packing test and the test ¢f” work very well against the two
heavy-tailed alternatives. Interestingly, the packing test also works well in the chi-squared setting,
which is of exponential tail. The asymptotic performances of the Rayleigh test and Bingham test
also match with that of Theorem 1 and 2. Moreover, unlike the packing test, which exhibits poor
empirical type-I error, the proposed test ¢! provides excellent type-I error control while remaining
powerful against projected distributions with heavy-tailed marginals.

5 Discussion

In this paper, we have investigated the asymptotic power of three known tests for uniformity on
high-dimensional hyperspheres under heavy-tailed alternatives. In particular, we provide the first
result on the consistency of the packing test proposed by [5] against heavy-tailed alternatives. We
further show that the two popular tests, the Rayleigh test and the Bingham test, perform poorly
against the same class of alternatives. By demonstrating that these three tests are asymptotically
independent for large p and n, we propose a new test based on Fisher’s combination technique that
enjoys all the optimality properties of each individual test, and thus is robust against heavy-tailed
alternatives while not suffering from the size distortion issue of the packing test.

There are some open questions that could be interesting for future research. Firstly, it is
unclear what the asymptotic distribution is when the symmetry assumption in Theorems 1 and
2 is dropped. In particular, some conditional moment computations become complicated without
the symmetry assumption. Secondly, it would be of significant interest to investigate the exact
asymptotic distribution of the packing test under heavy-tailed alternatives, as it would allow for
asymptotic power calculation. This is equivalent to finding the limiting distribution of the largest
off-diagonal entries of the sample correlation matrices. Finally, it would be interesting to develop
new procedures that are model-free and of non-parametric nature in the high-dimensional settings.
We leave these questions for future research.
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6 Proofs of the main results

6.1 Proof of Theorem 1

Our proof is based on martingale central limit theorem (see Corollary 3.1 in [16]) and the moment
formula in Lemma 4. Define

i—1
Yn,i .= Z <@XZTX]> i

, n
J=1

Qn:= ZE ((Yn,i)2 ‘X1>X27 T 7X¢—1> .
i=2

Let us check that {Y},;;2 <14 < n} is a martingale difference sequence with respect to the filtration
o =F (X1, Xy, -+, X;), 2 <i<mn. This is because

2p
X Xao X ) = Y2 B (X)X,

n
1

—_

E (Yn

X;) =0

J

due to Lemma 5. To deduce the asymptotic normality, we need to check the Lindeberg-Feller
condition that

ZE[(Yn,i)Q : 1{\Yn,i\>s}} —0 (9)
i=2
for every fixed € > 0, and
Qn — 1. (10)

To show (9), it suffices to show that
> EY) —0.
=2

To bound the sum above, observe that

E[ (X[ X0)? - (X[ Xs) - (X[ X0)| = EE[(X] X0)? - (X[ Xa) - (X[ X.)| X

- E[E ((XIX2)2 Xl)

x)]

Xl) E (XIX3

.E(XIX4
=0,

due to Lemma 5. Similarly,
E[(X] Xa) - (X] X5)| = EE[(X] X2)" - (X[ X3) | X1 |
- E[E ((XITXQ)?"Xl) E <X1TX2‘X1> }

=0

12



again due to Lemma 5. Also,
E[(X[ X5) - (X[ X) - (X X4) - (X[ X5)| =0,

which can be seen by conditioning on X; and then use Lemma 5. Thus, we have the bound

o _i—1

BV < T [ YCEETX) 0 Y B[ (XX
=1 1<r#t<i—1
g%?-kr—wdmxjxg4+cf~EUijg?(Xixgﬂ]
:%}-ﬁ—1y%%§%%%%u+nu»+cw.%]

Here the first term in the last line follows from the first statement in Lemma 6 while the second
term follows from conditioning on X; and the second statement in Lemma 5. Summing over
2 <1< n, we get

}:E %15%{%%%10+dn)om%+@~3~om%

:0(§)+0( >eo

whenever p/n? — 0. Thus, (9) is proven.
Let us now prove (10). We will check that

EQ, =1+ o0(1)

and
Var (@Q,,) — 0.

The statement regarding the expectation of (), is clear since

2p T 2 _ 2 n(n—1)

1<z<]<n

Therefore, it remains to bound the variance of @),,. Write

Qn = % zn:E ((Yn,i)Q ‘X17X2, e ,Xi—1>
i (ZE (T x(x)+ Y BT X0 (X X0)| X ))
= 1<uzv<i—1

=2 =

2 —1 1

2y (Gl y xix)
=2 1<uv<i—1

13



where we use Lemma 5 to get the second term on the last line. Consequently, for some positive
integers a,;; with a;; < 2n, we have

Var@,, = %Var (Zn: Z XUTXU>

i=2 1<u#v<i

4

1<i<j<n
4 n(n—1) _
< - Iggxa?j g - Var (X' X)) =0(p™)
as n — 0o0. Thus (10) is proved and the proof is completed. O

6.2 Proof of Theorem 2

The proof is similar to that of Theorem 1. We again use martingale central limit theorem (see
Corollary 3.1 in [16]). Define

Vi = % Z [(X;Xjf _ 1}7

1<i<j<n p

Q, = anE ()| X0 X+ X))
=2

Lemma 5 implies that {)),,;2 <i <n} is a martingale difference sequence with respect to the
sequence of filtration o; = F (X1, Xo, -+, X;), 2 < i < n. Moreover, it holds that

p =2

where B,, is the Bingham test in (3). Thus, to deduce the central limit theorem, it suffices to
check the Lyapunov condition

> BV, —0. (11)
=2
and
P (2—a)
Q, — T (12)

where 7y is the limit of p/n.
Let us start with the Lyapunov condition (11). Put I,(z) = n~%/?(2®> — p~'). Note that by
Lemma 5, we have

E (ln(XlTXQ)‘X1> —n 2K (E ((XITXQ)Q‘Xl) - 5) —0.

14



Thus, we have

E[1(X] Xo)? - (X X5) - (X] X0)| = BE|1(X[ X0)? - 10(X[ X3) - (X[ X))

X
- E[E (ln(XlTXZ)Q‘X1> E (zn (X] X5) ‘X1>
B (1 (X X0) | X1) |
—0
Similarly,
E |1 (X X)" - (X[ Xs)| = BE[(X] X2)" - (X[ X3)| X1
— E[E (1(X] X2)"| X1 ) - E (1 (X[ X)
=0

x)]

and
B0 (X X5) - (X X) - 1n(X] Xa) - 1(X] X5)] = 0.

Therefore, for some universal constant C', we have the bound

IEIES M)

=2

ZE[ X/ x) vc- Y E[zn(XJX,.)Q-zn(XJXtV]]

j=1 1<r#t<i—1

<y (= 1) EL(X] X0)" + O B[ 1 (X] Xa)? - (X Xs)?] |

=2
<142+ +(m-1) El,(X] X)*
—_——
O(‘;z) use I (z)* < 16n72 (28 4+ p~*) and (40)

LC. (12 I, 1)2> .E[ln(XlTX2)2 : ln(XlTXg)ﬂ

s .

O(n—2p—2) by using (41)

1 Txy s ] o1
1 T 1 n
< 13 00") - [EXTX0) + 4| 40 (

() ()

which converges to 0 since p/n — v € (0,00). Here we used equations (40) and (41) from Lemma
6 to deduce the fourth inequality.
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It remains to check (12). Note that

B~ Y EE(X/X))

1<i<j<n
1 2 1
-1 Y [Eerx) - e eax) s o
n._— D p

1<i<j<n

1 nn—-1 1
:_.g.{E(XlTXQ)‘l__Q]

n 2 p

1 nn—1) [1 (2-a) 1
S 7 A B e S | 1) — —
Lo 2 20 o) -

2 _ 2
L2

where we use Lemma 6 in the fourth line. Thus, to finish the proof, we just need to check that
VarQ,, — 0. Note that we have the representation

n—1 1—1 n—1

.= YE [zi (X X;,) ‘Xk] +3 E [zn (X X,) -1, (X[ X,) | X, XU} .
i=2 k=1 =2 1<uv<i—1
For X,Y,Z iid. from p,,, let us define
hi(X) =E [((XTY)2 - p_1>2 )X} , (13)
Lx,Y)=E[(X"2)-p) ((v'2) -!) |x.Y]. (14)

One can then simplify Q,, as

Consequently, we have

n—1 i—1 n—1
1
Var ( hy (Xk)) + Var <— L(XU,XU))] — 0
n
=2 k=1 ' i—1

by using Lemma 7. The proof is completed. 0

VarQ,, <2

3|

6.3 Proof of Theorem 3

Let us first define the following e-good concept, which measures how the largest absolute coordinate
influences a vector’s length.

Definition 2 Given a vector X = (X1, Xo,---,X,), we say that X is e-good if

maXi<icp [ Xi|
Vo XP

16
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Intuitively, a vector is e-good if its largest coordinate contribute to at least (1 —¢)? of its squared
Euclidean norm. Equivalently, (15) says that | X "e;| is large for some vector e; in the canonical
basis of RP. We also define the mapping

i(X) = argmax | X;| (16)

1<<n
which is the index corresponding to the largest coordinate of X.
Observe that if X = (X, Xp,---,X,) and Y = (Y3,Ys,---,Y,,) are both e-good and i(X) =
i(Y) =m € [1,n], then

> et Xk Y
\/ZZ:1 Xl? ) \/ZZ:1 Yk2
B \/ZZ:1 Xl? ’ \/ZZ:1 Yk2 \/ZZ:1 XI? ’ \/ZZ:1 Yk:2

- > i1 Xt Dkt Vi
X2 Y2
>(1—e)? |4/l - =20 |1 — =2
>k X 2ot Vi

>(1—e)’—(1—(1—¢)%) =1—4e+2%

Based on the observation above, the proof essentially boils down to showing that with high prob-
ability, there exist two e-good vectors X; and X such that i(X;) = i(X).

Fix € > 0 sufficiently small. Recall the positive constant C, . from Lemma 3. Let A,, be the
event that there exist at least |nC,.]/4 e-good vectors among X, X, -+, X,,. Observe that

- nC e
An = {Z ]1{X,'is e-good} > L 4 : J } .

i=1
Since X;’s are i.i.d., the indicator functions in the display above are i.i.d. Bernoulli random
variables with parameter not smaller than C, /2 (by using Lemma 3), assuming n is large enough.
Thus, by Hoeffding’s inequality, we have P(4,) > 1 — e %"C4:. Here K is a universal constant.
Write

IP’( max | X, X;| > 1—46—}—262)

1<i<j<p

>P ( max |XZ-TXj| >1—4e+ 252,An)
1<i<<p

=P ( max | X, X;| > 1 —45—1—262)14”) - P(A,)
——

1<i<<p
>17€—KnC(21,E

Z]P’(Elu <wv:i(X,)=1(X,) and both X, X,, are 5—good‘An> . (1 — e_K"CiE) .

The last line in the display above follows from the fact that

{Fu <v:i(X,) =1i(X,) and both X,,, X, are e-good} C { max | X, X;|>1—4s+ 252} .

1<i<<p

17



Conditional on the event A, there exists at least K > |nC,.]|/4 vectors X, , -, X;, which
are all e-good and Lemma 2 asserts that {i(X;,),1 <j < K} are i.i.d. uniformly distributed

i
over {1,2,---,p}. Moreover, Lemma 1 yields that, with probability converging to 1, we can find
1 <u < v < psuch that i(X,) = i(X,) since p < n*CZ .. Consequently,

IP’(EIu <v:i(X,) = i(X,) and both X,, X, are 5—good‘An) =1

as n — oo where € > 0 is kept fixed. Thus,

lim P(max X, X;| > 1—45—{—252) = 1.

n—r00 1<i<<p

The proof is completed since € > 0 is arbitrarily small. O

7 Proof of Theorem 4

Recall P, from (4) and its corresponding asymptotic distribution G, which is of Gumbel-type. We
need to prove that

P(R,<z,B,<y,P,<z)— &) Py G(2), (17)

for fixed (z,y, z) € R3. To prove (17), it suffices to prove that

P(P,>2) —1—-G(z), (19)
and
PR, <z,B,<y,P,>2)—P(R,<2,B,<y)-P(P,>z) —0. (20)

Note that if (18), (19) and (20) have been granted, then

P(R,<z,B,<y,P,<z)—®(x) D(y) G(2)
—|P(R, <2,B, <y)—P(R, <z B, <y, P>z — ) y) G(z)‘
<[P (R < 2. Bu <)~ @) ®0)| + [P(Ro < 2. Bo <y, P> 2) — B(2) - 2(p) - (1 - G(2))
<|P(R. < By <y)— () <I>(y)]
P (R, <2,B, <y, P.>2) —P(R, <, B, <y) IP’(Pn>z)‘
[P (R <2, By < y) PPy 2 2) = @) - (y) - (1 - G(2))]

The first term and the last term in the expression above tend to 0 due to (18) and (19), respectively.
One can see that the middle term also converges to 0 by using (20). Note that under the assumption
p/(logn)? — oo, (19) follows directly from Theorem 6 in [5]. In what follows, we will verify (18)
and (20).

The proof of (18) is based on the martingale central limit theorem and is similar to that of
Theorems 1 and 2. The asymptotic independence between R,, and B,, is simply based on the fact
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that their kernels are uncorrelated and both of them are asymptotically normal. The proof of (20)

is similar to the a classical result in extreme-value theory which states that the partial sum and

maximum of a sequence of weakly dependent random variables are asymptotically independent.
Proof of (18). We will show the following joint limit

() ()6 1),

To show the convergence above, it suffices to show that for fixed (a,b) € R?, we have

> 00 (X X;) = N(0,a® + 1),

1<i<j<n

where

gn(m):a-gx—i—b-g(ﬁ—%)). (21)

We will proceed via a martingale central limit theorem (see Corollary 3.1 in [16]). Define

Zmi= Y g (X]X),
1<i<j<n

3311 : = Var(Z,1),

i—1
Yn*,z‘ - = Zgn(X;Xj),
j=1

Ot : = zn:ﬂz ((Yn*ﬂ.)2 ‘Xl,XQ, " ,Xi_1> .
=2
We need to check the Lindeberg-Feller condition that
SB[ (V)P 1 o] =0 (22)
i=2
for every fixed € > 0, and

5 20m — 1. (23)

We split the verifications of (22) and (23) into two steps below.
Step 1: Verification the Lindeberg condition (22). It suffices to check that

st Y E (V)" = 0. (24)
1=2

Let us show that (24) is equivalent to

E|g4(X[ X2)|

— 0. (25)
n- 2| g2(X] X))
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To see this, by using the pairwise independence property (see Lemma 8), we get s?, = n?(1 +
o(1)) - Eg? (X X5) and thus,

sh=n'(1+0(1) - (Bg2(X] X,))".

To bound the 4-th moment terms in (24), we first note that all the mixed moments with at least
one odd moment vanish. To see this, write

E|g2(X[ X2) - 9u(X] Xs) - 9u(X] X0)| = BE[g2(X[ X2) - 9u(X] Xs) - 90 (X[ X)

x)

x|
= E[E (g2(X] X2)|X1) - E (9.(X] X3)

E (9.(X] X)|X1) |
=0,

due to the fact that Eg, (X X,) = 0 and Lemma 8. Similarly,
E|g}(X] X2) - gn(X[ X5)| = EE[g3(X[ X2) - 9u (X[ X)| X
—E|E (g}(X] X2)| X)) - E (gu(X] X3)
=0

x)]

and
E[90(X[ Xa) - gu(X] Xs) - g( X[ X1) - g0( X[ X5)] =0,

which can be seen by conditioning on X; and use Lemma 8. Consequently, only the terms of the
form EX* and EX?Y? in the expansion of E (Y;i)4 are non-zero. Therfore, for some universal
constant C', we get

E(Y)' =E (mej X»)

i—1
<Y EGXX)+C Y E[RXX,) 2 (X] X))

j=1 1<r#t<i—1
= (i—1)-Egl(X] Xo) + O - E[g2(X[ X2) - 62(X] Xs)|
2
— (i~ 1) Egh(X] Xz) + €2 - (E[g2(X] X)) )
where the inequality on the second line follows from the fact that all the terms with odd moments

cancel out, and the last line follows from the second statement of Lemma 8. Sum up the above
display over all 2 <17 < n, we arrive at

SE () < 0 (1 BT X + 0 B2 [2XT X))
=2
< (Cr+1) -0’ Egy(X) Xa),
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for some universal constant C';. This in turn yields

E|g4(X] X2)|

E (Y <20 1 .
Z 1+1)- nE2|:gTQL(X1—|—X2>i|

Thus, we only need to prove (25). To prove (25), by the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality and a direct
computation, we have

4p? 4 114
E|ga(X[ X;)| <8 <a4- PE (X Xo) + 0t LR {(XIXQ)L;} )

n
4p? 3 Sp? g 1
<8|a* —- v/ |E(XX —
- (a n pp+2) n‘*{ (X, Xz) +p4D

IN

4p? 3 8p* I'(p/2 1
st 2. 3 S T2 1)

nt p(p+2) nt* |16I'(4 +p/2) p*
where I'(x) is the standard Gamma function. Here we use the fact that the inner product has
explicit moments as described in equations (9.6.2) and (9.6.3) from [26]. Note that the term

involving Gamma function is asymptotically of order p~* by using the formula I'(z + 1) = 2['(z)
for all z > 0. This in turn yields

B[oi(x X)) <

for some universal constant C > 0.
Similarly, we have

m 1 2 2 1\1°
EQ[gi(XlTXQ)}:[GQ iy +b2-p—-( ’ ——+—)]

n2 p n> \plp+2) p* p?
1 3
— [2 ey (—p —1)}
T n p+2
>2a +b2.

The two estimates above yield (25). Consequently, we get (22).
Step 2: Verification of (23). To show (23), we only need to show that

n* E (H’fl1 (X, Y)) —0 (26)

where

Ho (X,Y) =E|g0 (X' 2) -0, (Y 2) | X, Y]
for i.i.d. XY, Z with common distribution Unif (S?7!) and g, is defined as in (21).
To see why (26) implies (23), write

@mzi[zﬁ(gnfm )t Y E (XX (X X)

i=2 =1 1<r#t<i—1

_Zz—l ERXIX) Y YD E (9.(X X.) - gu(X] X))

1=2 1<r#t<i—1

x.x)

X, Xt> .
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Thus, we have

n

Qu=) (i-1) E@Q(X/X)+> Y  Hu(X, X))

1=2 =2 1<r#t<i—1

= sy (1+0(1)) + @y,

where

QZ = Hnl(Xr;Xt)-

i=2 1<r£t<i—1

Thus, proving (23) reduces to showing that Var (Q* /s2,) — 0. Let A= {(r,t) : 1 <r #t¢t <n—1}.
Note that for any two pair (r,t) € A and (1’,t') € A, we have

E |:Hn1 (Xr7 Xt) : Hnl (Xr’a Xt’)] = 07
unless {r,t} = {r’,#'}. This is due to the fact that Eg, (X X,) = 0. Consequently,

Var (QF) = Var< Z [n —max {r,t} — 1} - Hp (X, Xt))
(rt)eA
= Z [n — max {r,t} — 1}2 -EH (X, X4)
(rt)eA
< O(n') - EHy (X1, Xa),

where we use the fact that |A] < n? in the last bound. The last term in the display above is
exactly (26) and hence, we only need to prove (26).

To show (26), we expand the product inside the expectation to get Hy; (X,Y) = A; + Ay +
Az + Ay, where

2
Ay = 2“2p E (XTZ . YTZ}X,Y) ,
n
2abp?/? 1
Ay = f“_bf ‘B {XTZ. ((YTz)2 — —) ‘X,Y] ,
n p
2abp®/? 1
As = \f“_pr E {YTZ. <(XTz)2 _ —) ‘X,Y] :
n p
2,.2 1 1
Ay = b—}; E K(XTZ)Q . —> - <(YTz)2 . —> ‘X,Y] .
n p p
Easily, we have
20> ¢
Al - —2 . X Y,
n

and
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2 3/2
4, = Y2ab?
n

B \/§abp3/2
N n
B \/§abp3/2

n2

E|X"Z-(Y'2)’

)

E|X'Z (Y'2) Z2'Y|X,Y]
X"-E|z- Y - (22")|x,¥| ¥
—0,

where we use the fact that all odd mixed moments of the uniform distribution of hypersphere are
0 in the last equality. Simiarly, we have A3 = 0. For the term Ay, write

1= (e o ze (v 2 xov] B [ 2 x] 2 [ 2] <
i_lf. {E [(XTZ)z. (¥v7z)’|x, } - ]ﬂ .

Let X = (1,22, ,%p), Y = (y1,y2, -+ ,Yp) and Z = (21, 22, - - - , 2,). We integrate with respect
to Z and keep X, Y fixed. Note that only the even mixed moments of z;’s do not vanish. Write

b2p? [/ » 2 p S
Ay = 2 E, Z Tizi | - Z Yizi | — —
L =1 i=1 p
b2 p? (& 1
-2 E. Z iz} + Z Tj2jlr2k Z iz + Zl'szsiftzt 2|
L \i=1

J#k s#£t

Expand the product via the formula (9.6.2) in [26] and ignore odd mixed moment terms, we get

p2p? | 1 1
A= 22 L N~ oL
b2p? P XY): 1
=—- Z%y 3 +( ) e
n p+2 — 2) plp+2) p
. ,
= b2p2. i(mzf )+ (X'Y) —p!
n? p+2 — N\ p(p+2)
b2p i < 5 o 1) P
n(p +2) Zl S ( ) -

where the second equality follows from the fact that 1 = (27 + 234+ +22)(yi + 95 + - + 42)
and (XTY)2 = (T1y1 + ToYo + -+ + 1Y) % = > Tivir;y;. Therefore, we deduce that

nl ) 1 4 n2 n(p+2) pa i J1 pQ .
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By noting that A; and A4 are uncorrelated, we arrive at

EH2 (X,Y)=— -E(X'Y)' +—(1+0(1)) E

u 1 11°
202 )4 (XTY) - -
z;(xy p2) ( ) p]

It suffices to check that the last expectation term tends to 0. To see this, we compute

[ p

a[3: (st~ 1)+ vy 2]

i=1 p
E_i(“ 1>2+2]E i“ ! ((XTY)2 1> S :
= Ti¥i — 3 Ti¥Yy — — |- - -
= p? — p p plp+2) p?
I +p(p—1) 1+2 < 9 p—1 ) 1} 3 1
Pp+2)? plp+2? p? p*p+2)? plp+2?) pl pl+2) p?
_o@)
P’
This completes the proof of (23). Consequently, we get (18).
Proof of (20). Define
Api={(i,4) : 1 <i<j<n}, (27)
A, ={R,<z,B, <y}, (28)
and for I = (i,7) € A, put
C; = {p (X;Xj)2—4logn+loglogn22}. (29)

For I = (a,b) € A, and J = (¢,d) € A, we say that I > J if either a« > c or a = ¢ and b > d.
Thanks to the inclusion-exclusion principle, for every fixed k € N, we have the bounds

P ( U A”CI) > Z P(A,Cp) — Z P(A,CrCp)+ -

Ie/, LeN, 1 <o

- ) P(ACLCL--Ch,). (30)

11<I2<"'<I2k
and

P ( U AnC[> < Z P(A,.CL) — Z P(A,Cp,Cp) + -

IeX, e, I <o

+ > P(ACLCL - Ch,,) . (31)

I <la<--<Igpq1

We will show via (30) and (31) that

lim inf P ( U Anc*]) > lim inf [P(Rn <#,B,<y)-P(P,> z)] (32)

n—o0 n—00
IeAy,
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and

lim sup P ( U AnCI> < limsup [IP’ (R, <z,B,<y) -P(P, >2)|. (33)

Given (32) and (33), the proof is completed by using (18) and (19). We will only show (32) since
the proof of (33) is similar. Write

> P(ACH = Y PACKCL) +-— Y. P(ACLCh - Cly,)
LeN, I <lIz Li<Ip<<Iop

= > PAC) - ) PACLCL) +-+ Y. P(ACLCL--Chy, )
ILeA, I1 <1z I <la<--<Igp_1

- Z P (AnCII 012 e CI%)

L <Ip<--<Igg

=P (An) Z P (011) - Z P (011012) +-e- Z P (011012 e CIZk—l) (34)
LeA, 1<y Li<Ia<-<Igp_1
2k—1
+ Y D(n,j) + N(n, 2k) - P(A,),
j=1
where
D(n,j)= Y P(A.CCh--Cp) —P(A,)-P(CLCy---Cr), (35)
L<Iy<--<I;
N(nk)y:= Y  P(C,Ch---Cy). (36)
L<Ip<--<Ip

Apply the inclusion-exclusion inequality again in (34), we deduce that

Y P(ACH = ) P(ACKCL) + = Y. P(ACLCh - Cly,)
LeN, I <Iy L<Ip<--<Igp
2k—1
>P(A,)P ( U C,) + Y D(n,j) + N(n,2k) - P(A,).
Ieh, j=1

By sending n — oo, we deduce that for every fixed k, the right-hand side of (30) has infimum
limit greater than

2k—1
liminf |P(A,)P ( U c[> + ) lim inf D(n, j) +lim inf [N (n, 2k)P(A,)]
IeA, j=1
— lim inf []P (Ry < 2,By <y) -P(P, > z)} + liminf [N (n, 2k)P(A,)] .
n—oo n—oo

where we used Lemma 10 in the last line to get rid of the summand involving D(n, j). Conse-
quently, by first sending k& — oo, then using Lemma 9, we get (32). Similarly, we get (33) and
this concludes the proof.
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8 Technical results
Lemma 1 Let X, Xy, -+, X,, be independent random variables that are uniformly distributed
over the set {1,2,--- ,p}. Suppose p = p, such that p/n®> — 0. Then,
JLIIC}OIP’(EIi#j:Xi:Xj) =1.
Proof of Lemma 1. The statement is obvious if p < n due to the pigeonhole principle. When

p = n, the probability is exactly 1 —n!-n™", which converges to 1 as n — oo. To avoid triviality,
we assume p > n+ 1. Let A, := {3i # j: X; = X,}, we can write

P(4,)=1- > P(X) =iy, Xo =i, -+, Xp = in)

(41,82, ,in) distinct

1
=1—{{(i1,42, -+ ,i,) such that they are pairwise distinct} | x —
N Lo
(pf!n)!choices
1 !
1.
p* (p—n)

Put 7, = p/n. By using the Stirling approximation formula n! ~ v/27n (n/e)", we arrive at

P(z%)zl—%.\/%(}_?)p‘ . ( ) )p_n

e 2n(p—mn) \p—n

=1- p— -exp {—nlogp —n+plogp — (p—n)log(p —n)}

=174/5 - 1 exXp {—”<1ng +1—mlogp+ (1 — 1) (log(1 = 1/7) +logp) )}
Va

=1y g e it (= Dlog{ = 1/3))}

Consider the function f(z) =14 (z — 1)log(l — 1/z) on (1,00). It is easy to check that f'(z) =
log(1—1/z) 4+ 1/2 <0 for z € (1,00) so f is decreasing. Moreover, for large x, Taylor expansion
gives

fle)=1+(x—1)log(l —1/z) =1+ (= —1) <_?1 + O(x2)> ! (14 0(1)).

x
Therefore, for some universal constant C' > 1, f(z) > 1/2x whenever x > C. Additionally, we
also have
flz) = f(C)
for x € (1,C], due to the decreasing property. Note that f(C) > 1/(2C) > 0. Consequently, if
Y, > C', then

P(An) = 1= [ exp {=n L+ (3 = Dlog(1 = 1/7)}
Tn
=1- 1 ~exp{—nf(7.)}
>1- ~exp (—Cn/v,) .

- -1
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On the other hand, for v, € (1 +1/n,C), we have

P(An) = 1= [ exp {=n 1+ (3 = Dlog(1 = 1/7)}

=1- b -exp{—n
11— e {—nf ()

>1—exp(logn—n- f(C)).

Thus, we have

P(A,) > min{l Ve ~exp (—Cn/v,),1 —exp (logn—n-f(C’))} —1

as n — oo since p/n? — 0 and f(C) > 0. The proof is completed.

O
Lemma 2 Suppose X1, Xo, -+, X, are i.i.d. p-dimensional random vectors with entries drawn
independently from a common distribution . Five < 1—27Y2. Recall i(.) and the concept c-good

in (16) and (15), respectively. Then, conditional on the event that all X;’s are e-good, we have

i(X,) "= Unif({1,2,- - ,p}).

Proof of Lemma 2. We need to show that for all integers a; between 1 and p

P (i(Xl) — a1, i(X,) = an

VlSiSn:Xﬂsa—good):p*"

It suffices to show that the probability on the LHS above is independent of a;’s. Write

P (z’(Xl) =ay, (X)) =a,|V1 <i<n:X;ise-good >
HLIIP’(i(XZ-) =a;, X;is 8—good>
PVl <i<n:X;ise-good)

n |Xia,-‘

P P el > q
= (\/ TN 5)
P (V1 <i<n:X;ise-good)

P2l > —5)
(\/ e Xt
P(V1<i<n:X,isegood)

where we have use the distributional invariant of X;’s under permutations of coordinates in the
last line and the fact that

| i,ai| .
k=1 “"ik
for all ¢ < 1 — 2712 in the third line. Since the last probability is independent of a,’s, the proof
is completed.

U
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Lemma 3 Let X = (X1, Xy, -, X,). Recall the concept of e-good from (15). Suppose X;’s are
drawn independently from an a-spherical distribution p,, with o € (0,2). Then,

lim ]P’(X 18 5—good> =Che >0

p—o0

for all e € (0,1/2). Here C, . € (0,1) depends only on a and «.

Proof of Lemma 3. It is a known result (see [9], Theorem 5.1) that

P 2
i=1 Xz i g

2
maxlgigp X,L V

as p — oo. Note that this is true because X?’s are i.i.d. and regularly varying with index
a/2 € (0,1). Here the random variables U,V are non-negative, dependent and their ratio has a
characteristic function given by

U et
E exp (ztv) fl o (37)

ua/2+1

for t € R.

We split the proof into two steps below. In the first step, we derive an analytic continuation of
(37) to get the the moment generating function (mgf) of U/V and then estimate its tail probability
via this mgf.

Step 1: Analytic continuation. We claim that formula (37) above extends to the whole upper-
half plane C* = {z € C : Im(z) > 0}. This is done via a version of the maximum modulus principle
for the unbounded domain C*; see Theorem 15.1 in [2].

Define

Fi(z) = Eexp (zz%) ,

e’LZ

1 1_¢izu
f a/2+1 du

FQ(Z)

To deduce that Fi(z) = Fy(z) for all z € C* via the maximum modulus principle (Theorem 15.1
in [2]), we need to check that (i) both F; and F» are analytic in C* and (ii) |Fi(z) — Fy(2)| are
uniformly bounded in CT.

Let us start with (i). It is easy to see that F} is analytic since with z = a + bi, we have

)

. U U U
—Z~E<Vexp (mv—bv)).

The last term converges absolutely since b = Im(z) > 0.
To check that F5 is analytic, we only need to check that its denominator is analytic and is
non-zero over C*. Let us start with the former statement, pick a simple closed C! curve 7 ¢ C*

28



and write

1—e*
/T {1+§/0 o/ du} dz
Qa 1— eizu
:/7:1d2+§/7-|:/0 Wdu]dz
1 )
1 elZU
:0+/0 {/T YGRS, dz} du
:()’
where we used the fact that for every u € [0, 1], 2 + €"*“ is an analytic function on CT, in the last

line. Thus, by Morera’s theorem, the denominator of F; is an analytic function on C*.
To see why the denominator of F is nonzero, write

1 izu 1 izu 1 —bu
o' l—e a 1—e a 1 —e . cos(au)

ua/2+1 2 ue/2+1
where z = a + bi in the display above. Thus, both F; and Fy are well-defined, analytic function
on C*. Let us now check the boundedness assumption (ii). Write

RC) = Pl = Ee (i) ~ iz
~errd
B tnie)
T (14 g [ )
<1 _omCinG)

1 1—e—bu.cos(au
f = we/2+1 )du
<1+ exp(—Im( ) < 2.

Therefore, (ii) is proven. Hence, Fi(z) = Fy(z) for all z € C* and by restricting to the ray
{A\i : A > 0}, we obtain

U e
E exp <_/\V> fl ey (38)

a/2+1

for all A > 0.
Step 2: Tail bound. By definition, we can see that

p—o0

lim IP’(X is 5-good> =P (g > (1-— 8)2) .

It suffices to prove that the last probability is strictly positive. Assume the contrary, which means
V/U < (1 — ¢)? almost surely. Then, we have

#(0p) =0 ()
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for all A > 0. In the view of (38), this yields the bound
r (=)
— <exp| —
+9 [ e du (1-¢)

1 a [11—e P
= exp |:)\ <W—1):| Sl‘i‘?/() Wdu
_ 1 _—Ju
& exp [M] < e’\—l-)\/ e—du.

0

(1—¢)? ue/?
By letting A — oo, we get a contradiction since the LHS grows exponentially fast in A while the
RHS is of order O()\). The proof is completed. O

Lemma 4 ([20]) Let X = (X3, Xo,- -+, X,) with the symmetric a-spherical distribution fi,, for
some « € (0,2). Then, for all 1 <r < p, we have

a\r—1
(p)E (X2 X2 XY (5) II= T (k; —a/2)
r

r(F(l - a/2)> (k)

(39)

as p — oo.

Proof of Lemma 4. The result follows from equation (3.2) in [20] and the fact that the distri-
bution of X is invariant under permutation.

O

Lemma 5 Let X; = (X, X2+, Xyp), 1 < i < n be iid with a symmetric a-spherical
distribution law . ,. Here a € (0,2). Then, we have

1. E (XITXQ‘X1> = 0 almost surely.

2. E [(XIX2)2 ’Xl] = 1/p almost surely.

3. E [(XITXQ) (X X3) ’X27X3:| =p 1 X X3 almost surely.
Proof of Lemma 5. For the first claim, write

p
E (Xflexl) =3 X,E <X2k(X1)
k=1

p
=3 X;E (Xo) = 0.

k=1

The second equality in the expression below holds almost surely so the first statement follows. To
prove the second statement, write

B[ (X]X.)°|X,] = Z XEE (X3|X0) +2 Y XuXyE (XX

1<e<j<p

x)

—p ZX +2 Y XuXyE (X Xo)) =p !

1<i<j<p
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almost surely, where the last equality follows from the symmetry assumption, which gives EX; Xo; =
0 for all ¢ # j. For the third statement, write

E[(X]X:) (X[ Xs) | Xa, X = E

p p
<Z XlkX2k> . <Z XlkX3k> ‘Xz,Xs
k=1 k=1

p
== Z X2kX3k . EX%k + Z XgngjEXlinj
k=1 1<i#j<p

=p X, X3+0=p ' X, X3
almost surely. 0

Lemma 6 With the same notation as in Lemma 5, as p — oo, we have

E(X]X,)" = ]19 . (%)2 (14 0(1) = ]19 . (2 - ‘*)2 (1+0(1)) (40)
and
E [((XF )" ) - (] %) - p-l)z} = 0(p™). (41)

Proof of Lemma 6. Let us start with the second statement. Observe that
E[(X]X0)" (X] X,)’]

e [£[(x] X" [x)] B [(x] X" [x]]
>
Thus, we get

E -((erz)z —pl)Q : ((X1TX3)2 —PI)Q}

_E ((X;X2)4_@ s ]%)((X;ng_@ %)]
oF | (X7 X,)" (X7 X3)" + (X7 X,)" (X X5)"
(XTX0)" (X7 X0)" 4+ (X X0)" >}+O(p_2)

:(XIXQ)4 (XITX?))ﬂ . .

<E (X[ Xa)" (X[ Xa)°] + 007) = 067).

Now we prove the first statement. Expand the fourth moment and note that all the terms involving
odd orders cancel out due to symmetry, we arrive at

p 4
E(X]X,)' =E (Z XlkX2k>

k=1

p
=E (Z kaX§k> +2E ( > Xfixfjxgixgj)

k=1 1<i<j<p

—1
=D (]EXill)z +2- p(p2 ) (EX122X123)2'

31



Thanks to Lemma 4, we can simplify the expression above as

. 1 re2—a/2) \° ) 2 a (o/T2-a) \’
E (X X)" —P'];( T(1—a/2)T ()) +O(p)'(p(p_1)'5'2F(1—a/2)2r(4)>

(F=) +o ()
(1- a/2)
-5 (

2= . ) (1+o(1)).

_1
p

EIH

The proof is completed. ]

Lemma 7 Recall hy and L from (13) and (14), respectively. Let X;’s be the same as in Lemma
5. Then, we have

and

n—1
) 1
nlgg() Var <ﬁ Z L(X,, Xv)> = 0.

i=2 1<uzv<i—1

Proof of Lemma 7. Let us start with the first statement. Note that since hy(X;)’s are i.i.d., we
have

:ni -O(n*) - Var (hy(X1)) .

It suffices to show that n - Var (hy(X;)) — 0. Observe that

0< hy(X)) =E ((XJXQ)2 - 1)2 ‘Xll

p
_E '(XITX2)4‘X1] —2%
I 2 1 1 1

Thus,
n - Var (hy(X,)) < nER2 (X,) = O (ﬁ)

which converges to 0 since p/n — v > 0.
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It remains to show the second claim. To see this, note that we have the expansion Z;:Ql Zl§u¢v<i L (X, -
> <u<v<n Quv * L(X,,X,) for some positive integers a,, such that max,, a,, < 2n. Moreover,
L(X,, X,) and L(X, X;) are uncorrelated, unless {u,v} = {s,t}. Therefore, we have

ar (% i Z L(X,, XU))

i=2 1<uz#v<i—1

1
=— > a2, Var(L(X,, X,))

1<u<v<n

< (maxad, ) - MU v (206 X)),

n? uv 2
To finish the proof, it suffices to show that n? - Var (L(X, X3)) — 0. By definition, we have

L(X), X)) =E [((Xfxg)2 _p—1> . ((X;X3)2 —p_1> ‘Xl,Xz}

e[ () ) - L

p 2 p 2
1
(} ijX?,k> '(E jX%ng) X% -
k=1

k=1

p
1
= (EX51) - ) XiXap + (BX3X5) - Y XiX5 ——

k=1 1<i#5<p
1\ < 1
=0 <—> D XX+ 0 (—2)
p) = p

where we used Lemma 4 to deduce that EX2 X2, = O(p~2) and EX3, = O(p™!) in the last line.
Consequently,

[\

n? - Var (L(X,, X)) = n* - EL*( X1, X3)

n2 P 2 2 ? n2
< ] E ZXlkXQk +0 (E)

n? n?
== ZX4kX§k+2 > XPXTLX5XG +0(—4)
p 1<i<j<p p
2 2
n o n? plp—1) 2 212 n
=— .p-E(X} — L E[XEX O —
P (X1h) +p2 5 (X7 X5, + o

=0

n? n?
() o)
where we again use Lemma 4 to deduce that EX? X%, = O(p~?) and EX}, = O(p™?!) in the last
line. Since p and n are proportional, the last display tends to 0. The proof is completed. U

Lemma 8 Let X, Y and Z be i.i.d realizations of the uniform distribution on SP~1 and f : R — R
be a measurable function such that E|f(X Te;)| < co, where e; = (1,0,---,0). Then, we have
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o E (f(XTY)‘Y> =Ef(XTY) almost surely.

e X'Y and X" Z are independent.
Proof of Lemma 8. The first claim is a consequence of the rotational invariant property.
Conditioning on Y, there exists an orthogonal matrix O such that OTY = e; = (1,0,---,0).
Thus, with probability one, we have

E (f(XTY)‘Y>

(f(xToy)|y)

E
—E <f(XTel)
E

where we use the fact that X "e; is independent from Y in the last equality. The conditional
expectation is well-defined since Similarly, one can also show that Ef(X'Y) = E (f(X "ey)).
This concludes the proof of the first claim.

For the second claim, take any bounded measurable functions f and g, by conditioning on X,
we get

E(f(X"Y)y(X 2)) =E [E (f(XTY)‘X> E (g(XTZ)‘X) ]
=Ef(X'Y) Eg(X'Z),

where we use the conclusion of the first statement in the last equality. This concludes the proof.
O

Lemma 9 Recall A\, A,, C1, N(n, k) defined in (27), (28), (29), and (36) respectively. Then,
for every fized k € N, we have
lim limsup N(n, k) = 0.

k—=oo  poeco

Proof of Lemma 9. This is essentially the content of Lemma 35 in [11] with p =T and n = N.
Note that the proof in [11] also implies the bound (see equation S.82)

| Q

limsup N(n, k) <

n—oo

, (42)

&=

where C' is a constant free of n,p and k. O

Lemma 10 Recall A, An, Cr, D(n,j) defined in (27), (28), (29), and (35) respectively. Then,
for every fized k € N, we have
lim D(n,k) = 0.

n—oo

Proof of Lemma 10. Fix € > 0 and k € N. Define

Ay ={R,<z+¢e B, <y+e},
A ={R,>r—¢,B,>y—¢}.
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Recall N(n, k) as defined in (36). We have the bounds

D k)2 3 [P(ALCLCL ) = P(AL) P (CrCry

L<la< <y

— [P -P (A )] - Y P(CLChL---Cy)

h<Ip<--<I;

= ) [P (A,.CrCr, -+ Cr) =P (A5,) - P(Cr,Cp, - -

— [P(A) — P (A7)] - N(n, k),

n,e

and similarly,

Dn.k)< > P(AF.CLCL---Cy) =P (A]) -P(CLCy, -

L <lo<--<Ig

+ [P (AE,E) -P (An)] : N(n, ]{3)

Due to the estimate (42) below, and by letting ¢ — 0, it is sufficient to show that

limliminf S [P(4,.0,C - Cy) —P(A,.) -P(CrCly -+
e—0 n—oo < lym<l, L

and
lim lifllis;}p > (A CnCr--C) —P(Af) - P(CL,Ch, -+

11<12<--'<I;C

ka)

Clk)-

ka)

—0

— 0.

Since (43) and (44) are similar, we will only show (44). Fix a configuration I; < I, <

and let I[; = (a;,b;), l =1,2,--- k. Define

Apg={0,7) i +1<7<n, 1 <I<k}U{(i,5):1<i<j—1,1<1<k},

n

/ V2p T
R, =Y= Y XX,
n 1 J

I=(i,j)€Dn &
’ P 1
I=(i,j)€ln

(44)

- < I,

(45)

(46)

(47)

Recall R, and B, being the Rayleigh test and Bingham test defined in (2) and (3), respectively.
It is easy to see that R, — R, and B, — B, are independent from the events {C’Il}le. Write

R, <z+4+¢B,<y+¢CCL-- -ka)

+ P (max |Rn|,|B }>e)

- R < _

+P (max {|R,, 1B, |} > )

= <R ~R,<x+2,B,-B <y+2€> (CrCh -+ Ch)
207, k)
g2t
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where we used Lemma 11 in the last inequality, and C(7, k) is the constant in this lemma. More-
over, Lemma 11 again gives

P(Rn—R;gxme,Bn—B;gyme)

<P (Ry— R, <2+2,|R,| <2, B, — B, <y+2|B,| <2) + P (max {|R,|, 1B, } > ¢)

2C(T, k
<P (A;;?’E) -+ ﬁ

Consequently,
2C(1, k)

527'”7'

2C(1, k)

527'”7'

P(A;.CLCL---Cp) < {IP’ (Ars) + ] P (CLCh---Ch) +

Sum up over all configurations I; < Iy < --- < I in A\, we have

> [P (Ar.CrCr -+ Cr) =P (Af.) -P(Cp,Cp, -+ Cp)
L<Ip<--<I}

2C (1, k)

< {]P’ (Afs) —P(AF) + _} N(n, k) + ‘ A 2C(1, k)

527'”7'

g2yt
Take 7 = 2k + 1 and use the bounds (42) together with |A,| < n?*, gives

lim sup Z [IP’ (Af.CrCh,---Cp) —P(A)) -P(CLCL -+ Cy)

=00 L <lg<---<Ig
P(AF, ) —P (A"
glimsupc[ ( n,SeZ{;' ( nya)]’
n—o0 :

where C' is the constant in Lemma 9. Note that we have also used Lemma 9 to get the bound
of order 1/k! on N(n,k) in the above. By sending ¢ — 0, we get (44) since both P (A} ,.) and

n,3e

P (A}.) converge to ®(z)®(y). This concludes the proof. O

Lemma 11 Recall Ay, R, and B, defined in (45), (46) and (47). For any e > 0 and any integer
7 > 0, we have the concentration inequalities

where C(T,k) is a constant depending only on T and k.

Proof of Lemma 11. The two inequalities are simple applications of Markov inequality and a
moment bound. Let us provide the details below. It is easy to see that the size of the set A, is
at most

k
> n—ij+14n—j+1<2nk+2< 3nk.
=1
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We claim that

q 27
VP Y XX <C(rk)-nT (48)
I:(i,j)eﬁn’k i
q 27
1
p2T B Z (XiTXj)2 - < C<7-7 k) ’ nTv (49>
I=(i,j)Eln i p_

for some constant C(7, k) depending only on k and 7. We show them next.

To show (48) and (49), consider the following grouping rule, which partition A, ; into disjoint
union of 2k groups, say Gy, Ga, - - - , Gog. Starting with 41, put all the pairs {(i1,7) : I = (i1,7) € Dpi}
into G;. Next, consider A, \ G; and repeat the same procedure with index ip. Once we finish
with all indexs 41,79, - - - , 1, the k 4+ 1-th group will start with index j; and continue until the last
group, Gy, is formed. This create a partition of A, since all pairs (¢, j) belong to A, x either
has i = 4; for some 1 <[ < k or j = j; for some 1 <[ < k.

It may happen that a few of these groups are empty, but that does not affect the argument
below. The only two things we need are

2k
Nnp=|JG; and GinG; =0
=1

for all 7 # j. Thanks to the elementary inequality (3°7 , a;)” <n™ 1Y " |a;|”, we get

2T 2T

El|vp >, X'X;| <@ ) E( D XX,
I1=(i,§)ELp & =1 I=(i,j)€G,

2k

< <2k)2771 . Z |GZ|T -pT .E (X1TX2)27-

=1
2k T

2k)%" - (Z\Gzl) T E(X] X))
=1

where we used the moment inequality for sum of independent random variables (conditionally on
the common index in each group). Since |G| + |G| + - - - + |Gar| = |Ank| < 3nk, the last bound
simplies to

2T

Elvp Y X'X; §3T-(2/<;)2T.k7~n7-sup[pT.E(XIXQ)QT].

>1
1=(i,§) €D & b=

It suffices to check that the last supremum is finite and depends only on 7. To see this, by Lemma
2.4 in [21], we have

sup [pT -E (XlTXg)QT} = sup [pT & =C(1) < o0,

p=>1 p>1

(2r — 1) 2)}

17:1(]9 + 27 —
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which depends only on 7. This completes the proof of (48). The proof of (49) is the same with
the only difference being that we have to check the finiteness of

P’ E ((XlTX‘Z)Q - 1)7

sup
p>1

p

§227—1 - sup [pQT ‘E (XITX2)4T i 1]

p>1

2r — !l
=221 . gy . ( . + 1] )
pzll) {p H?; (p + 20 — 2)

which is indeed finite and depend only on 7. Note that use Lemma 2.4 in [21] to get the value
of the expectation in the above. Finally, by using the Markov inequality and the bound (48), we
obtain

, E R’ 27
P (‘Rn’ > 5) < M
8 T
2T - - 27
—W'pE< > X Xﬂ')
I:(ivj)eAn,k
27 _ C'(1,k)
S s Ol k) nT = —

The concentration inequality for B, can be proven similarly by using the Markov inequality and
the moment bound (49). The proof is completed. O
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