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340 M. Csorgd, R. Kulik

1 Introduction

Let {€;,i > 1} be a centered sequence of i.i.d. random variables. Consider the class
of stationary linear processes

o]
Xi=D ckeik izl M
k=0

We assume that the sequence ci, k > 0, is regularly varying with index —f, 8 €
(1/2,1) (written as ¢, € RV_g). This means that ¢, ~ k=PLok) as k — oo,
where L is slowly varying at infinity. We shall refer to all such models as long
range dependent (LRD) linear processes. In particular, if the variance exists, then
the covariances p; := EXoX; decay at the hyperbolic rate, p = L(k)k=?f~D =:
L(k)k—P, where limg_, oo L(k)/L(z)(k) = BQ2B — 1,1 — B) and B(:, -) is the beta-
function. Consequently, the covariances are not summable (cf. [13]).

Assume that X has a continuous distribution function F. For y € (0, 1) define
QO(y) = inf{x : F(x) > y} = inf{x : F(x) = y}, the corresponding (continuous)

quantile function. Given the ordered sample X, < --- < X,., of X1,..., X,,, let
F,(x) = n! zl'-‘zl l{x,<x) be the empirical distribution function and Q,(-) be the
corresponding left-continuous sample quantile function. Define U; = F(X;) and

E,(x) =n~' 3| 1{y,<x)» the associated uniform empirical distribution. Denote by
U, (-) the corresponding uniform sample quantile function.

Our purpose in this paper is to study the asymptotic behavior of sample quantiles for
long range dependent sequences. This will be done in the spirit of the Bahadur—Kiefer
approach (cf. [1,15,16]).

Assume that E 612 < 0o. Let r be an integer and define

n r
Yn,r = E E chsei—js’ nz 1’

i=1 1<jj<-<j, s=1
sothat Y, 0 =n,and ¥, 1 = X" X;. If p < (28 — 1)~!, then
CpQB—1) 2
oy , = Var(Yy p) ~n* PPV LI (). 2)

Define now the general empirical, the uniform empirical, the general quantile and the
uniform quantile processes respectively as follows:

Bu(x) = o, {n(Fy(x) — F(x)), x€R, 3)
() = 0, {n(E,(y) =), y € (0,1), “)
Gn(y) = 0, (n(Q(y) — Qu(¥). ¥y € (0, 1), ©)
un(y) = 0, {n(y = Un(y)). ¥y € (0, 1). 6)
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Quantiles and LRD 341

Assume for a while that X;,i > 1 are i.i.d. We shall refer to this as to the i.i.d. model.
Denote by a}lld, q,?d, uilld the uniform empirical, general quantile, uniform quantile
processes based on i.i.d. samples with the constants o, lln in (4), (5), (6) replaced

with /n. Fix y € (0, 1). Let I, be a neighborhood of Q(y) and assume that F is
twice differentiable with respect to Lebesgue measure with respective first and second
derivatives f and f’. Assuming that infyes, f(x) > 0 and sup,¢; |f/(x)| < 00,
Bahadur in [1] obtained the following Bahadur representation of quantiles

alid(y) - F(OMgidy) = Ry, @)
with
R4 (y) = 0, (174 (0gm) P (oglogm/*), - oo, ®)

The process {R,ilid(y), y € (0, 1)} is called the Bahadur—Kiefer process. Later, Kiefer
proved in [15] that (8) can be strengthened to

R (y) = 0, (n~"/*(loglogm)¥/*), )

which is the optimal rate. Continuing his study, in [16] Kiefer obtained the uniform
version of (7), referred to later on as the Bahadur—Kiefer representation:

sup |olid(y) — F(QGgd ()| =: rIId (10)
yel0,1]
where
R — 0, (™4 (ogn) P loglogm)'/¥), 1 — co. (11)

Once again, the above rate is optimal. Kiefer obtained his result assuming

(K1) f has finite support and sup, g |f/ (x)] < o0,
(K2) inf,cr f(x) > 0.

We shall refer to (K1), (K2) as to the Kiefer conditions.

Further on, Csorgd and Révész [7] obtained Kiefer’s result (10) under the following,
weaker conditions, which shall be referred to later on as the Csorgd—Révész conditions
(cf. also [2, Theorem 3.2.1]):

(CsR1) f exists on (a, b), where a = sup{x : F(x) =0}, b = inf{x : F(x) = 1},
—o0<a<b<oo,

(CsR2) infyeap) f(x) > 0,

(CsR3) sup,c(q.p) FOO)(1 - F(x))% = sup,c 0.1 Y(1 — )
some y > 0,

(CsR4) 1) 0 < A :=limy 0 f(Q(y)) < 00,0 < B :=limyy f(Q(y)) < 00, or
(i) if A = 0 (respectively B = 0) then f is nondecreasing (respectively

Lo
RZ))

< y with
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342 M. Csorgd, R. Kulik

nonincreasing) on an interval to the right of Q(0+) (respectively to the left
of Q(1-)).
In particular, they showed that, under (CsR1), (CsR2), (CsR3), as n — oo,

sup £ () —uld(y) =0, (n 2 loglogn). (12)

n~1loglogn<y<l—n=—!loglogn

Additionally, if (CsR4) holds, then, as n — oo,

swp £ (y) — ulld(y)| = 0, (™20 (n)). (13)
yelo,

Here, and in the sequel, £(n) is a slowly varying function at infinity, but can be
different at each place it appears (e.g. when Csorg6—Révész conditions hold, then
£(n) = loglogn). This, via the special case of (11)

sup |uld(y) — ol1d(y)| = 0,5. ("4 (logn)*(loglog n) /%),
yel0,1]

yields the Bahadur—Kiefer representation (11) under less restrictive conditions compa-
red to Kiefer’s assumptions. In particular, Csorg6—Révész conditions are fulfilled if F
is exponential or normal. Also, if (CsR4)(i) obtains, then £(n) in (13) is loglogn. We
refer to [2,8] and [9] for more discussion of these conditions. We note in passing that
taking sup over [1/(n+ 1), n/(n+ 1)] instead of the whole unit interval, the statement
(13) holds true assuming only the conditions (CsR1)-(CsR3) (cf. [3, Theorem 3.1],
or [5, Theorem 6.3.1]).

As to LRD linear processes with partial sums Y, , above, the first result on sample
quantiles can be found in Ho and Hsing [14], where it is shown under Kiefer-type
conditions that, as n — o0, one has for all 8 € (%, 1)

sup Q) — Qu(y) —n Y1l = 045 (0" oy, 1), (14)
ye(o,y1)

where 0 < yp < y; < larefixedand 0 < A < (B — %) A (1 — B). This means that
the sample quantiles Q,(y), ¥ € (yo, y1) can be approximated by the sample mean
n_lYnJ =n! >, X; independently of y. This quantile process approximation is
a consequence of their landmark result for empirical processes; see also [17,21,22]
for related studies. The best available result along these lines is due to Wu [24].
To state a particular version of his result, let F be the distribution function of the
centered i.i.d. sequence {€;,7 > 1}. Assume that for a given integer p, the derivatives
Fe(l), el Fe(p 3 of F, are bounded and integrable. Note that these properties are
inherited by the distribution F' as well (cf. [14] or [24]).

Theorem 1.1 Let p be a positive integer. Then, as n — 09,

n P 2
Esup [ (Ipx,<x) — FOO) + D (=) 'FO @)Y, | = O(E, +n(logn)?),

xeR = r=1
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Quantiles and LRD 343

where

_ [ oW, (p+DhH@2p—-1)>1
n = O(nZ—(P+1)(2ﬁ—1)LS(p+1)(n))’ (p + 1)(2ﬂ -D<l1 :

[1]

Using this result, under Kiefer conditions as n — oo, Wu [25] obtained

sup )|an(y> — FQONan(y) — o, 07 Y2 (Q())/2] = Ous (nb(n)). (15)
YeO0,)1

where j, = n_(%_g) if B > % and j, = n~ -V if g < 17—0. As argued in [25,
Sect. 7.1] this bound is sharp up to a multiplicative slowly varying function £(n).
From (15) and the central limit theorem for the partial sums > "_; X; we may also
deduce under Kiefer conditions and S € (%, %), that for the Bahadur—Kiefer process

Ry (y) = au(y) — f(Q)Ngn(y) (16)

we have weak convergence orzllan ()= (Q(y)Z?/2 in D([yo, y1]), Csorgé—
Révész conditions equipped with the sup-norm topology, where Z is a standard normal
random variable. In particular, if ¢;, i > 1 are i.i.d. standard normal random variables,
then, as n — o0,

oy inRy()=¢' (@' (1)Z22/2 in D([yo, y1)), a7

where ¢ and ® are the standard normal density and distribution functions, respectively.

This behavior is completely different compared to the i.i.d. case, for it is well
known that the Bahadur—Kiefer process cannot converge weakly in the space of cadlag
functions (cf., e.g., [10, Remark 2.1]).

However, this weak convergence phenomenon was first observed explicitly by
Csorgd, Szyszkowicz and Wang [10] for long range dependent Gaussian sequences.
For the sake of comparison with (17), assume that €;,i > 1 are standard normal
random variables and that Z,fil c,% = 1. Then the X; defined by (1) are standard
normal. Define Y, = G(X,), with some real-valued measurable function G. Let
Ji(y) =E [(I{F(G(X))Sy} — y) H; (X)], where H; is the /th Hermite polynomial. In
particular, taking G = F~!'® we have that ¥, have the marginal distribution F. The
Hermite rank is 1 and J;(y) = —¢(®~'(y)), and we may take ¥, = X,,. Note that
for the Hermite rank 1, via L(n) ~ B2 — 1,1 — ,B)L%(n), their scaling factor
d? = n>""P LT (n) (cf. (1.5) of [10]) agrees (up to a constant) with an%l of (2). Note
also that J; (y)J{(y) = ¢'(®~(v)). Thus, for the uniform Bahadur—Kiefer process

Ru(y) = an(y) — un(y) (18)

we may conclude from [10, Theorem 2.3] that (see also Remark 2.22 in the present
paper), as n — 00,

o, 1nRy(N=¢' (@' () Z* in  D([yo. y1. (19)
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344 M. Csorgd, R. Kulik

Comparing (17) with (19), we see that the weak limits in D[yy, y1] of the uniform and
the general Bahadur—Kiefer processes are different.

We note that Csorgé et al. [10] have also established the rate for the deviation
of R, (y) from R, (y) under the Csorg6—Révész conditions. This rate, in the case of
the Hermite rank 1, coincides with the scaling factor for the weak convergence of
the Bahadur—Kiefer processes in (17) and (19). Since the uniform and the general
Bahadur—Kiefer processes have different limits, the rate obtained for their nearness in
[10] cannot be improved.

In this paper we deal with several problems. First, unlike in [14] or [25], we consider
quantile and Bahadur—Kiefer processes on the whole interval (0, 1) under very gene-
ral conditions on the distribution function F. As it is well-known, quantile processes
can have very erratic behavior on the tails. Moreover, it should be pointed out that
in the LRD case, even when we deal with the associated uniform version of quantile
and Bahadur—Kiefer processes, we also have to deal with the general quantile func-
tion of X|. We solve this problem by considering these processes with appropriate
weight functions. With this help, we can conclude various strong approximations, as
well as some remarkable phenomena not shared with i.i.d. sequences, including weak
convergence of the Bahadur—Kiefer processes, or different pointwise behavior of the
general and uniform Bahadur—Kiefer processes. Further on, we deal with the gene-
ral quantile process g, (y). Via its weak convergence, we obtain confidence intervals
for the quantile function Q. Moreover, if one considers the subordinated Gaussian
sequence Y, = G(X,), then the behavior of the quantile process does not only
depend on the marginals of Y,’s and the dependence structure (i.e. the parameter
B), but also on a “hidden” LRD sequence {X;, i > 1}. This property cannot occur in
a weakly dependent case.

Although, especially by dealing with weight functions, the paper is fairly techni-
cal, however, the choice of “good” weight functions allow us to obtain reasonable
simultaneous confidence intervals for the quantile function (see Sect. 2.2).

Our results are presented in Sect. 2. That section is concluded with a number of
remarks (see Sect. 2.3), including a discussion of the recent paper [10]. The proofs
are given in Sect. 3

In what follows C will denote a generic constant which may be different at each of its
appearances. Also, for any sequences a,, and b,,, we write a, ~ b, iflim,_, o, /b, = 1.
Further, recall that £(n) is a slowly varying function, possibly different at each place
it appears. Moreover, f®) denotes the kth order derivative of f.

2 Statement of results and discussion

For discussing our results, we introduce some notation.
Let p be a positive integer and put

n 4
Sup@) = D (xeq) — F@) + 2 (=) FO )Y,

i=1 r=1
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= D (x= — F(0)) + Vap(x),
i=1

so that S, 1(x) = nF,(x) + f(x) 21, X;, and S, 0(x) = nF,(x). Setting U; =
F(X;) and x = Q(y) in the definition of S, ,(-), we arrive at its uniform version,

Sup() = Z(l{U<y} y)+Z< D FO(Q(5)) Yo
i=1

= > (Lwi=y) = ) = Vap (). (20)

i=1

Recall that

Ry(y) = an(y) — f(Q())gn(y), ¥y € (0, 1),

is the Bahadur—Kiefer process and

Ri(y) = an(y) —un(y), ye€(0,1),

is the uniform Bahadur—Kiefer process.
We shall consider the following assumptions on the distribution function F.

(A(p)) The functions ("D o Q)V(y),r =1,..., p, are uniformly bounded. The
integer p will be chosen appropriately in the sequel.
(B) The function (f o Q)@ (y) is uniformly bounded.
(C(p)) Forr=0,....p—1,

FrGm))

_ w2 = oa
o TRy Y4 ().

2.1 Strong approximations
Let

a, = an’ln_l loglogn = n_(ﬂ_%)Lo(n) loglogn,
b, = a,ilnflan(log log n)l/2 = n*(3ﬁ*%)L8(n)(log log n)3/2,
Ccp = Uerlbn (log n)l/2 = n_(zﬂ_l)L%(n)(log log n)3/2(log n)1/2,
—(1=p) 7 —1 5/2 3/4 _
.y = [n Ly (m)(logm)**(loglogm)**, (p+ 2B — 1) > 1

n=PB=D L () (log n)'/2(log log m)¥4, (p + (2B — 1) < 1
12

’

bu,p = o, ln dn p(loglogn)
8, = n~ VL2 () (loglogn).
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346 M. Csorgd, R. Kulik

2.1.1 Reduction principles for the uniform quantile process

First, we deal with reduction principles for quantiles. Ho and Hsing [14, p. 1003]
asked, whether there was an expansion for the quantile process which mirrors that in
their Theorem 2.1 for the empirical process. We have the following result.

Theorem 2.1 Assume (B), and either (A(1)) or (A(2)) according to § > 3/4 or
B < 3/4. Then, under the conditions of Theorem 1.1, as n — 00, we have,

— [ Oa.s.(dn,l)s if ,3 > 3/4» (21)

sup un(y)+0,:11f(Q()’))ZXi Ous.(ay), if B <3/4
i=1 o ' .

ye(0,1)

IfB < %, the bound is is optimal.

To remove assumptions (A) and (B) we shall consider a (possibly) weighted
approximation of the uniform quantiles. Define ¥1 (¥) in the following way. If 8 < %,
then ¥{ (y) = 1 if (C(2)) holds, and ¥r{(y) = (y(1 — y))}’_%*'“, u > 0 otherwise. If
B=3.910) =1 —y)rh

Theorem 2.2 Let p = 2. Then, under the conditions of Theorem 1.1, as n — oo, we
have,

sup 1Y) [un(y) + 0,1 F(QG) D X

[ Oa.s.(dn,l)9 if /3 > 3/47 (22)
y€(0,1)

Ogs.(ay), if B <3/4.

i=1

IfB < %, the bound is optimal.

From Theorems 2.1 or 2.2 and Lemma 3.6 below we have the following reduction
principle for quantiles, which mirrors that for the empirical process. In order to state
the result, redefine v to be 1 if, for a given p, (A(p)) holds, and be it as before
otherwise. The result is stated for 8 < %, only in order to avoid the additional term
coming from d, 1.

Corollary 2.3 8 < %. Let p > 1 be an arbitrary integer such that p < 28 — 1)~
Assume that either (A(p)) and (B), or (C(p)) hold. Under the conditions of Theorem 1.1,
asn — 09,

sup o, V1N — Un () + 107 Vo, (0)]
ye(0,1)

28—1 _
= 05 (n PP L3P (n) loglog n(log n)'/?).

2.1.2 Approximations of the uniform Bahadur—Kiefer process

Similarly to the uniform quantile process, in Theorem 2.4 we obtain strong approxima-

tion of the uniform Bahadur—Kiefer process on the whole interval (0, 1) on assuming
(A) and (B).
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Theorem 2.4 Assume (B), and either (A(2)) or (A(3)) according to B > 2/3 or
B < 2/3. Under the conditions of Theorem 1.1, as n — 00,

n 2
5 ooy o—1 _—1 (1) N | _ | Oasdn2), if B>2/3,
S |Ra() =l f (Q(y))(l;x,) ‘[om(c,,), it B2

(23)

To remove assumptions (A) and (B), we shall consider a weighted approximation of
the uniform quantile and Bahadur—Kiefer processes. Define for arbitrary p > 0,

A —y)!FH, if B <§ and (C(3));

(I =y, if B <3,y <3 andnot(C(3));
V= i -y i < andy =3

(YA —yprte, if =g,

Theorem 2.5 Under the conditions of Theorem 1.1, as n — oo,

n 2
D =1 _—1 £(1) . _ Oa.s.(dn,Z)s if B =2/3,
y:z{)l) Vo2 (¥) |Ru(y) —n" 0, 1 f (Q(y))(;Xl) = I Ous(cny. if B <2/3. "

From Theorem 2.4 or 2.5 and Lemma 3.6 below, we obtain the reduction principle
for the distance between the uniform empirical and the uniform quantile processes,
similar to that of Corollary 2.3. Further, an immediate corollary to Theorem 2.4, via
the LIL for partial sums Z?:l X; (see (32) below), is the following result.

Corollary 2.6 Under the conditions of Theorem 2.4, if B < %,

limsupo, jn(loglogn)™" sup [Ru(y)| = c(B, 1) sup [f QNI (24)
n—oo ye(0,1) ye(0,1)

where ¢*(B, p) = (f;°x P +x)Pdx) (1 - p~'3-28)""
Corollary 2.7 Under the conditions of Theorem 2.4, if B < %,
o, 1nRy ()= fV(Q(»)) 2%
The corresponding results can also be stated in the setting of Theorem 2.5.
2.1.3 Approximation of the general Bahadur—Kiefer process
As for the general Bahadur—Kiefer process, a typical approach in the i.i.d. case is to

approximate the normalized quantiles f(Q(y))gn(y) via the uniform quantiles and
then use this to generalize all results valid in the uniform case to the general one, as
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348 M. Csorgd, R. Kulik

described in the Introduction [cf. (12), (13)]. This approach was also followed in [10,
Sect. 4] as well. However, this cannot work in the LRD case, for then the uniform
and general Bahadur—Kiefer processes have different limits [cf. (17), (19)]. Moreover,
assumptions (A) and (B) do not help in this case.

With arbitrary o > 0, define

(1 —yntr, i
Y3(y) = 1 (1 — y)Pr - if
(y(1 — y))2F2r+eif

% and (C(3));
7. and not (C(3));
3
-

B <
B <
B =
We have the following result.

Theorem 2.8 Under the conditions of Theorem 1.1 we have with some Cy > 0, as
n — 0o,

(n
sip Y0 |Ru(y) — 1ot L EOD (Q(y))(ZX) (25)

y€(Cop,1-Cody)

_ | Oas(dnp), if B =2/3,
" | Ous.(cn), if B<2/3.°

If y = 1 then the above estimate is valid on (0, 1).

The (weighted) almost sure behav~i0r of R, () and (weighted) convergence can be
obtained in the same way as that of R,(-) in Corollaries 2.6 and 2.7.

2.2 Weak behavior of the general quantile process and its consequences

Ho and Hsing’s result (14) would suggest that it should be possible to approximate
gn(y) at least on the expanding intevals, (n~!, 1 —n~!). However, as we will explain
below, this is not the case.

Let Y4(y) = 1 or y(1 — y) according to 8 < % orf >3, respectively.

Proposition 2.9 Assume (CsR1)—(CsR4). Then

sup Y401 (@) = un ()] = Oy (an™'e)) . 26)

ve(0,1)
where Oy = Oy if y = 1, and O, = Op ify > 1.

Corollary 2.10 Assume (CsR1)-(CsR4). Then, under the conditions of either
Theorem 2.1 or 2.2, as n — 00,

n

q”(y) +a,1 11 ZXI

i=1

up xlfl(y)f(Q(y)) (n*ﬂ*%)an)) .

yE
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Corollary 2.11 Assume (CsR1) — (CsR4). Then, under the conditions of either
Theorem 2.1 or 2.2, as n — 00,

n

sup (1= )" |an(») + 0,1 D Xi| = o0p(1),
i=1

ye(mn1,1-n"1)

where

and either (A(2)) or (C(2));
and neither (A(2)) nor (C(2));

v>y—(/3—%), if B<
v>2y—8, if <
v>2y—(B—1), if B>

ENTISINIIININ

From this result one obtains the following simultaneous confidence bounds, which
cover all the data available for y € (n_l, 1-— n_l),

0u () —on1n eyza (Y1 = y) 7 < 0(¥) < Qu(y) +onan vz (y(1 — y) 7,

where z, is the (1 — «/2)-quantile of the standard normal law, and

cy = sup (y(I—y)"
ye(0,1)

Another consequence of Corollary 2.10 is that for some k, = k,(y, 8) — 0, as
n — oo,

n
sup |ga(¥) + o, D Xi
_)’G(kn,l—kn) i=1

=op(1),

and thus

4V yep 1)) =Z. 27

Optimally, one would hope to obtain weak convergence on (n~!, 1 — n~"), but
this is not a good way to treat quantiles in the LRD case at all. To see this, recall
the subordinated Gaussian model Y, = G(X,). Take G = F —1&. For the uniform
sample quantile process u, (y) associated with the sequence {Y,,n > 1} one obtains
in the spirit of [10, Proposition 2.2] (see [6] for a correct proof)

sup (1, (y) + 0, {$(@7'(3) D Xi| = Op (n*@‘*%)z(n)). (28)

ye©.1) i=1

Moreover, from [10, Proposition 4.2], if the distribution F of ¥ = G(X) fulfills
(CsR1) — (CsR3), then for some k], — 0,
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350 M. Csorgd, R. Kulik

sup | F(QONG () + 0, {p(@ () D X,

yeky, 1—ky) i=1

— Op (n—w—%)z(n)) . (29)

where ¢, (y) is the general quantile process associated with Y;,. Thus,

(@1 (y)

Z, 30
I0)) (30)

an (V) Liyew, 1k, =

-1 ) . . . . . . .
provided % is uniformly bounded. In particular, if f is exponential, then this

is not the case. Consequently, we may have two LRD models, both with the same
covariance structure, both with the same exponential marginals, say, so that in case of
(1) the general quantile process converges, while in the subordinated Gaussian case
it does not converge [cf. (27) and (30), respectively)]. On the other hand, in both
cases, the empirical processes have normal limits sclaed by a deterministc function. In
other words, subordination can completely change convergence properties of quantile
processes, even if the empirical processes behave in the same way in the subordinated
and non-subordinated cases. The weight function (y(1 — y))" solves this problem
somehow.

2.2.1 Trimmed means

In the model (1), assume that X; are symmetric. From (27) one easily obtains

[n(1—ky)] 1—kn

_ d
ol D Xi|= /qn(y)dy Sz
i=[nky] i

On the other hand, since EX; = 0, ‘fol qn(y)dy‘ = Ur:1l 1> X 4 |Z]. If k, <
I, — 0 then the result remains true by considering weak convergence in (27) on
(In, 1 — 1) and then arguing as in the case of k,,. Summarizing,

Corollary 2.12 Assume (CsR1)—(CsR4) and that X; are symmetric. Letk, <[, — 0.
Then, under the conditions of either Theorem 2.1 or 2.2,

(bl
ol . Xi>Z 31
i=[nly,]

The result (31) states essentially that, whatever trimming we consider, the deleted part
is negligible.

However, it should be mentioned that this approach to the trimmed sums is not the
optimal one. The problem is considered in more details in [18] and [19] via studying
integral functionals of the empirical process (see e.g. [4] for the description of the
method in the i.i.d case).
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2.3 Remarks

We start with pointing out some phenomena which are exclusive for LRD sequences.

Remark 2.13 As mentioned in the Introduction, it was observed explicitly in [10] and
can be concluded from [25] that the uniform Bahadur—Kiefer process (in case of [10])
and, under appropriate conditions, the general Bahadur—Kiefer process [25] converge
in D([yo, y1]) for a particualt choice of the parameter §. From our results we conclude
that both processes converge weakly in D([0, 1]) if 8 < %. This is striking difference
compared to the i.i.d. case, for in the latter case these processes cannot converge weakly
(cf. [15,16]). Considering pointwise convergence, in the i.i.d. case the uniform and
the general Bahadur—Kiefer processes converge to the same limit (cf. [9] for a review).
Here, the pointwise limits are different, on account of different weak limits.

Remark 2.14 Unlike in the i.i.d case, to study the distance between the uniform
empirical and the uniform quantile processes, we need to control the general quantile
process, which can be done via controlling the quantile and density quantile functions
associated with X;. The reason for this is that the uniform quantile process contains
information regarding the marginal behavior of random variables X;. This is visible
from Theorems 2.1 and 2.2, the uniform quantile process depends on the density-
quantile function f(Q(y)) associated with X . As can be seen in (28), this remains
true in the subordinated case ¥; = G (X;) as well, namely the uniform quantile process
contains information about the marginals of X;, not of ¥;. This has a impact on the
behavior of general quantiles, as described in Sect. 2.2.

We continue with some technical remarks concerning assumptions and results
above.

Remark 2.15 We comment on the different rates in our theorems, according to dif-
ferent choices of g.

If p =1thena, = o(dy,,1),if p =2 (sothat B < 3/4),thend, » = o(ay), and then
optimal rates are attained in Theorems 2.1 and 2.2. Taking higher order expansions
(p = 3) does not improve rates and requires additional restrictions on 8 and conditions
conditions on F, either (A(p)) or (C(p)).

Likewise,if p = 1, 2,thenc, = o(dy,p).lf p =3 (B < %),thend,,,g = o(cy). Then
we can identify (but not prove !!) optimal rates in Theorems 2.4, 2.5. We conjecture,
that the bound in Theorem 2.4 (at least for 8 < %) is valid without the (log n)'/? term
due to the following conjecture.

Conjecture I Forany p > 1,

limsup o, ! (loglog n)_p/zYn,p = c(B, p),

n,p
n— oo

where c(B, p) is as in Corollary 2.6.

Further, on comparing Theorem 2.8 with (15) we can see that the method in [25]
leads to better rates for S close to 1. We loose some rates for 8 close to 1, since then
the error in the reduction principle dominates. On the other hand, Wu’s method is
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unlikely to work when one wants to deal with approximations on the whole interval
(0, 1), which was our main goal. In fact, in view of a weighted law of the iterated
logarithm (see Lemma 3.10), it is not likely that in the case 8 > % the estimates on
(0, 1) can be obtained with optimal rates, unless the rate dy, , is improved.

Remark 2.16 Wu in his paper [24] has in fact some weaker conditions on F¢, than
those stated in Theorem 1.1. Also, here, we avoid the boundary case (p+1)(28—1) =1.
Furthermore, under stronger regularity conditions on the distribution of €, the
reduction principle (with worse rates) for the empirical process remains true pro-
vided E|e|2+‘S < 00, § > 0 (see [12]). Thus, some of the results here remain valid
under the Giraitis and Surgailis conditions in [12]. However, to prove Theorems 2.2
and 2.5 we require Lemma 3.9 below, where the rates in the reduction principle fo
Theorem 1.1 are crucial.

Remark 2.17 We comment on assumptions (A(p)), (B) and (C(p)) on the distribution
function F. Note that —(f o Q)P (y) = J(y) is the so-called score function (cf.
e.g. [2, p. 7]), thus (A(1)) requires uniform boundness of the latter. This is not valid
if one takes the standard normal distribution for example. The assumptions (A(p)),
p > 1 are fulfilled if one takes the exponential, logistic, or Pareto distribution f(x) =
eIt x > 1,0 > 0. Assumption (B) is fulfilled if one takes exponential,
logistic, or Pareto with « > 1. The latter constrain « > 1 is relevant, since in view of
Theorem 1.1 we work under the condition Ee* < oo and, consequently, EX 4 < o0,
Further, (C(p)), p > 1, s fulfilled in the Pareto case and for the standard normal case.
Thus, essentially, most of the “practical” parametric families fulfill either (A(p)) or
(Cp)).

Further, in the LRD case (1) it is very unlikely that f has bounded support (from
either side). Moreover, to use of Theorem 1.1, we need Ee = 0 and f. = Fé to be
smooth. Consequently, the same properties are transferred to X and its density f.
Therefore, to make use Theorem 1.1 and assumptions (A(p)) and (B) simultaneously,
we should consider the above comments for double exponential or symmetric Pareto,
appropriately smoothed around the origin. Nevertheless, the main issue of assumptions
(A(p)), (B) and (C(p)) is the tail behavior.

Remark 2.18 As for the general quantile and the general Bahadur—Kiefer processes,
in order to obtain their approximations on the whole interval, we assumed the monoto-
nicity property (CsR4). In principe, as in the i.i.d case, (cf. [3]), it should be possible to
obtain their approximations on the “practical” interval (n~!, 1—=n~1) without (CsR4).

Remark 2.19 We now discuss the weights which appear in our theorems. As mentioned
in Remark 2.14, the LRD sequences based uniform quantile process “feels” the general
quantile function. In the i.i.d. case one knows that for u > 0

limsup sup (y(1 — y)*|Q(y) — 01(y)| < o0

n—o00 ye(0,1)
almost surely if and only if ffooo |u|1/“dF(u) < oo (see [2, p. 98] for a tribute to

David Mason in this regard). Therefore, our weight functions (y(1 — y))*, with some
k > 0, appear to be natural to use.
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We also note that instead of the weight (y(1 — y))1+", k > 0, we may consider
¥ (Q(y)) as a weight function, where «” depends on both « and y.

Remark 2.20 InTheorem 2.8, incase y > 1, the approximation in probability remains
valid on (0, 1) (see also Proposition 2.9). We are not able to do this almost surely, since
we do not have a precise knowledge about the LRD behavior of order statistics (see
the proof of Proposition 2.9).

Remark 2.21 Thebound in Theorem 2.1 is determined by the behavior of the Bahadur—
Kiefer process R, (y) [compare Theorem 2.1 with (24)]. This is somehow similar to the
L.i.d. case. One knows that on an appropriate probability space, sup, () |oz}l1d(y) -
B, (y)| = Ogs. (n—1/2 logn), where B,,(-) are appropriate Brownian bridges. Further,
via (10) we can see that with the same Brownian bridges we have sup ¢, 1) |u,ilid y)—
B,(y)| = Oa,s,(n_l/“(log n)l/z(log log n)'/4). We may for example refer to [8] and
[9] for more details.

Remark 2.22 Recall, from Sect. 2.2, our lines the subordinated Gaussian case ¥ =
G(X). We have Ji(y) = —q)((b_l (y)), where ¢, @ are the standard normal density
and distribution function. Csorg6, Szyszkowicz and Wang in [10] proved their Propo-
sition 2.2 assuming (cf. also their Remark 2.1) their Assumption A. However, what
is really used in their proof is that J; has, in particular, uniformly bounded first order
derivative, which is not true, since J{ (y) = — ®~!(y). Consequently, their Proposition
2.2 and all its consequences in their Sects. 2.1 and 2.2 are valid only if one restricts
them to intervals [yo, y1], or assumes that ¥ = G (X) has finite support. This actually
is the reason that we considered assumptions (A(p)), (B) and/or weighted approxima-
tions. Clearly, the non-subordinated Gaussian case can be treated as in the setting of
Theorems 2.2, 2.5 and 2.8 with y = 1 (recall that (C(p)) holds in the Gaussian case).
For the general treatment we refer to [6].

Also, as noted already in our Sect. 2.1.3, results for the general Bahadur—Kiefer
process cannot be concluded from an approximation of the latter by the uniform one.
Hence, the proposed proofs for Theorems 4.1, 4.2 of [10] via the invariance principle
of Proposition 4.2 cannot work and, in view of [25], the claimed limiting processes
can at best be correct if multiplied by 1/2.

In Sect. 3 of [10] the authors consider V(1) = 20,:11n fé R, (y)dy and Q,(t) =
V(1) — a% (), the so-called uniform Vervaat and Vervaat Error processes. As a conse-
quence of our comments so far on paper [ 10], we note that the results in this section are
valid only if G(X) has finite support. An extension is possible if one has assumptions
like (A(p)) and (B). This, however, is out of the scope of this paper.

3 Proofs
3.1 Preliminary results

We recall the following law of the iterated logarithm for partial sums >_"_; X; (see,
e.g., [23]):

@ Springer



354 M. Csorgd, R. Kulik

1/2

= (B, 1), (32)

11m sup O, (log logn)™

where c(8, 1) is defined in Corollary 2.6.

Lemma 3.1 Let p > 1 be an arbitrary integer such that p < (28 — 1)™1. Then, as
n— oo,

Yu.p = Ous (04 p(logn)'/*loglogn). (33)

Proof Let B,f = anz,p logn(loglogn)?. By (2), [25, Lemma 4] and Karamata’s
Theorem we have

d : d ’
Yl | - 2
H ;5 < — Zz(d DMy | < — Zzl(l PCE=I2P(2))
2 2 2 j=0 j=0
d
~ 2 2d=dpCB-1 2P 9d) ~ g~ (log d) .
Bzd 0
Therefore, the result follows by the Borel-Cantelli lemma. o

As an easy consequence of (32) and (33) we obtain the next result.

Lemma 3.2 Let p > 1 be an arbitrary integer such that p < (2 — 1)~'. We have

llmsupanl(loglogn) 12 sup |V, (0] = ¢(B, ). (34)
—00 ve(0,1)

Using Theorem 1.1 and the same argument as in the proof of Lemma 3.1, we obtain

Su[]é [Sn, p(x)|
Xe
_ | 0uc G LI @y tog )2 loglog ). (p+ 12— 1) > 1
Ous ("B~ Lo(n)(log ) (log log n)3/4), (p+1DRB—1) < 1.
Since (see (2))
Onp n_(ﬂ_%)(p_l)Lg_l(n), (35)
On,1
we obtain

sup B (x) + 0, | Vi p ()]
xeR

= sup |o, an(l{x <x} = F@) + 0, ) Vi p(6)| = 0as.(dn, ).

Gﬂ I xeR
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Consequently, via {a, (y), y € (0, D} = {B.(Q(y)), y € (0, D},

sup o (¥) + 0, { Vi p ()] = Ous. (dn.p). (36)
ye(0,1)

Remark 3.3 For convenient reference, we collect here various relations between
constants Recall that d, » = o(a,) provided 8 < 4, and d, 3 = o(cn) provided

B < 5 Further, o, 1bn p = o(dy, p)- It is not necessarily true that o, 1 = o(dy,p), but

it is always true that o, 1 = o(ay).

3.2 Proof of Theorems 2.1 and 2.4

First, we bound the distance between the uniform empirical and uniform quantile
processes.

Lemma 3.4 Let p > 1 be an arbitrary integer such that p < 28 — 1)~!. Assume
(A(p)). Under the conditions of Theorem 1.1 we have, as n — 0o,

sup [ (y) — o ()| = Oas.(ay) + Oa.s.(dn,p)-
y€(0,1)

Proof Note that

un(y) = 0, 1n(Eq(Ua(y)) = Un(»)) — 0, {n(En(Un () — )
= 0, {N(Ey(Un()) = Un(")) + Oas.(0, 1) = an(Un(y) + O(0, ). (37)

Thus, by (36),

sup |up(y) — an(y)|

ye(0,1)
= sup o (Un(y) = a ()] + Oas.0, 1)
ye(0,1)
= Un_ll sup |‘7n,p(y) Vn p(Un(y))| + Oqss. (U ) + Oas. (dn p) (38)

y€(0.1)
Accordingly, in view of Assumptions (A(p)), (B), we have to control
n

>

i=1

Sup [F Q) = FQWUn(M))I (39)

ye(O,

=C SUP [y —Un)|
ve(O,

ZX

i=1
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and

p
sip D[ 1D = £V Yol

ye.) 5
P

<C sup |y — U | D Yurl|-
ye@.1) =

From (34) and (36) one obtains

lim sup(loglogn)'/? sup |a,(y)] = ¢(B, 1).

n—00 y€(0,1)

Consequently, as n — oo,

sup |y —Un(M| = sup opin Hua(0)| = sup op1n au(y)]
ye(0,1) y€(0,1) ye(0,1)

= Oas.(0n. 10~ (loglogn)'/?) = Oy (ay).

Therefore, on combining (32), (39), (41), as n — oo, one obtains

n
>

i=1

sup o, {1/ (Q(») — f(QU,(y))

ye(,1)

= Oas.(an).

Having (33), (40) and (42), as n — oo, we conclude

sup 0, 11V p () = Vi p (Un ()| = Ous.(@n).
ye(0,1)

Thus, by (38) and (43), as n — oo,

sup |un(y) — an(y)| = Oas.(an) + 0(0',:1) + Oa.s.(dn,p)a
ye@,1)

and hence the result follows.

(40)

(41)

(42)

(43)

O

If B > 3/4, take p = 1 and assume (A(1)). If 8 < 3/4, take p = 2 and assume
(A(2)). As a consequence of Lemma 3.4, (33), (36) and Remark 3.3 we obtain (21).

3.2.1 Proof of Theorem 2.4

In Lemma 3.4 we have a bound on the distance between the uniform empirical and
the uniform quantile processes, but it does not say anything about its optimality.
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To obtain this note, that for any 1 < p < (28 — 1)~! we have by (36) and as in (37)

sup |aa () = a0 + 0,7} (Vo p 0) = Vo p (Un )
ye(0,1)
< sup Jon() = an(Us () + 0,1 Fop ) = i p (U 0
ye(o,
+ sup |au(Un(y) —un(y)| = OaAS.(dn,p) + Oa.SA(Un_’ll)- (44)
ye(0,1)

Now, it is sufficient to deal with the process (\7,1, () — \7,1, p(Un(y))). We approximate
this process via several lemmas.

Lemma 3.5 Let p > 1 be an arbitrary integer such that p < (28 — 1)~\. Assume
(A(p)) and (B). Under the conditions of Theorem 1.1 we have as n — 00,

SPQO)) Va () Z \.

V, — V1 (Uy
1) AWUn(y) + 700 .

sup
y€(0,1)

= Oa.s.(bn) + Oa.s.(bn,p)-

Proof Applying second order Taylor expansion and recalling that (f o Q)(V(y) =

MOy .
%, one obtains

- f(l)(Q(Y)) ~
- Un Xi : Vi, E X;
y:gpl) (f(Q() — fFQW,(»))) E +n F00) »(3)
FACE)) 1 -
o on Xi(uy v,
" e | fQO)) On 17 Z (u O +o,; ,p(y))

+ sup [(fo Q)P Jup <y—U(y)>
ye(0,1)

Zx

i=1
= oa.s.(an,m*‘anan,l(1oglogn> ) + Ous.(0n. 10" ' dy poy 1 (loglogn)'/?)
+04s.(0; ;n 2 (loglogn)*’?) = Oys.(by) + Ous. (b, p).

1/2

The above bound follows from (32), (36), (41) and (21) Theorem 2.1. m]

Lemma 3.6 Let p > 1 be an arbitrary integer such that p < 28 — 1)~!. Assume
(A(p)) and (B). Under the conditions of Theorem 1.1 we have as n — 00,

[€)]
sup ' O 5y Tl

©.1) ) i| = Ous.(ba(logn)'/?).
ye(,
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Proof We have

n
sup n! Vn,p(y)—‘?n,l(y)‘ th
ye(0,1) i=1

n

>

i=1

n

>

i=1

14
D Yur

r=3

< sup LFP QoI Y0l
ye(0,

Xi| + Oas. (l’l_l )

Using (32), (33), we obtain the result. O

Similarly to Lemma 3.6, the next result holds true as well.

Lemma 3.7 Let p > 1 be an arbitrary integer such that p < 28 — 1)~!. Assume
(A(p)) and (B). Under the conditions of Theorem 1.1 we have as n — 00,

sup Va1 0) = Vi 1 (Un () = (Vi p () = Vi p (U (0] = Oqs. (by (logn)'/?).
ye(,

From Lemmas 3.5, 3.6, 3.7 we obtain

Corollary 3.8 Let p > 1 be an arbitrary integer such that p < (28 — 1)~\. Assume
(A(p)) and (B). Under the conditions of Theorem 1.1 we have as n — oo,

. -~ _ f“)(Q(y)) .
Vv, —V, (U, 1 V. E X;
y:z)r’)l) 2 pWUn(y) +n F00) 1(y)

= Oas.(by(logm)'/?) + Ous (b, ).
Recall that R, (y) = a,(y) — un(y). Then, by (44),

s};)pl)ﬁn(y)wnj]‘(%,p(y) Vap(Un (W] = Ous.(dn,p) + Ous.(0, ).
ye,

Consequently, via Corollary 3.8,

(1
R(y) —nlo QM) (Q(y))~ X
N e T Te) ()Z

= Ous.(dn.p) + Ous. (0, | bp(logn)'/?) + Ous. (0, 1 b p) + Oas.(0, 1)
—Oas(drzp)+0as(cn)+0as( 1)

If B > 2/3, then the bound is O, (dy2) on assuming (A(2)). If 8 < 2/3, taking
p = 3, via Remark 3.3, we obtain the statement (22) of Theorem 2.4.
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3.3 Proof of the optimality in Theorem 2.1

IfB < %, then the dominating term in Theorem 2.1 is Oy 5 (ay).
Fix y = yp. Via (36) and as in (24) we obtain

n(30) + 0, | £(30) D Xi

i=1

= lim sup (0,1 loglogn) ™' |un (y0) — an (y0) + (@n (30) + 0, | V. p (0))|

n—oo

=c(B, DIF QoI

lim sup a;lln(log log n)~!
n—o0

Therefore, via (21), for any yo € (0, 1),

) . n Vi p ()
c(B, DIf(Q(yo))| = limsup ————— sup |u,(y) + ———| = Oas.(1)
n—oo Op,1loglogn ye 1 n,1
which means that the bound is optimal. O

3.4 Proof of Theorems 2.2 and 2.5
3.4.1 Properties of the density-quantile function

Note that under an appropriate smoothness of f, (CsR3) is equivalent to

(CsR3(1)) f(Q() ~y""Li(y~",asy |0,
(CsR3(ii)) f(Q1—y) ~ (1 —y)2La((1—y) ", asy 11,

for some numbers yj, y» > 0 and some slowly varying functions L1, L. The para-
meter y in (CsR3) and yy, y» are related as y = y1 A y» (see [11]). Let yp = y1 V 2.
Under (CsR3(i)) and (CsR3(ii)) we have for any & > 0,

(y(L = y)r+#

ey FQO) M 45)

Further, note that if 0 < y; < 1 (0 < y» < 1) then F has bounded support from the
left (from the right) (see [20]). Thus, we assume without loss of generality that both
y1 and y» are not smaller than 1. In this case, for any ¢ > 0,

Q) =00u""%, y—o. (46)

Note also, that (CsR3(i)) and (CsR3(ii)) together with 9 > 1 imply that for any
uw >0,

AL

1= )* = 0(D). 47
oGy YUy =0l @)
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Further, by [20, p. 116],

(FPu)?

0 VP (v) ~
(fo Q)7 () ~« 700))

(48)

as y — 0. The parameter « is positive if y; > 1 or k = 0 if y; = 1. A similar
consideration applies to the upper tail.

3.4.2 Weighted law of the iterated logarithm
From (32), (36), (46) and 8, /*d, , = O(1)if p > 2 (i.e. B < 3) one obtains

Lemma 3.9 Ler 8 < % Under the conditions of Theorem 1.1, as n — 00,

len (V)1 12
o 1p_3 )—(y(l ST = O, ((loglogn)*/~).

Using now the same argument as in [7, Theorem 2], we obtain a corresponding result
for the linear LRD based uniform quantile process.

Lemma 3.10 Ler 8 < %. Under the conditions of Theorem 1.1, with some Cy > 0,
asn — 0o,

lun ()] 12
——— =0 log1 .
Ye(Codn,1—Cosyy V(1 — y)1/2 as.((loglogn) %)

From Lemma 3.10, by the same argument as in [7, Theorem 3], as n — oo,

sup  |up(¥)| = Oas.(an), 49)
v€(0,8,)

provided 8 < %. Further, via (32), (36) and (46), as n — oo, we obtain for arbitrary
Bed/2,Dandl <p<@B—1"",

sup [y ()] = Oas. (8¢ (loglogn) /%) 4+ Oy s.(dn.p) = Ous.(an) + Ous.(dn.p)-
v€(0,8,)

Recall (41). Let@ = 6, (y) be such that |0 — y| < oy, 1n~ Hu, ()| = O, (n~B=D
Lo(n)(loglog n)l/?2). Arguing as in [7, Theorem 3], uniformly for y € (Cod,, 1 —
Cob,), asn — o0,

y—y)
a0 Oas.(1). (50)
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3.4.3 Proof of Theorem 2.2

First, we need estimates which will replace a part of the proof of Lemma 3.4. All
random variables 6 below are as in (50).

Lemma 3.11 Let p > 1 be an arbitrary integer such that p < (28 —1)"" and assume
that (C(p)) is fulfilled. Under the conditions of Theorem 2.2, foranyr =0, ..., p—1,
asn — 0o,

sup YOI — FP QU ()

Y€(Cobn,1-Codn)

= Oas. (n(“)Lo(n)aoglogn)‘/z) :

Proof Let B < %. Take first ¥ (y) = (y(1 — y))y_%'“‘. Taking a first order Taylor
expansion and bearing in mind that £+ are uniformly bounded, we have

01— )7+
£(Q®)

y (y(l—y))”“ Y = Un ()]
0a-0)) A=y

VIO — FOQU)| =

Further, under the condition (C(p)),

LF7QO)) — FOQU I
(r+1) _ 1/2 _
_f (Q(Q))(Q(l_e))l/z(y(l y)) ly Un(y1>|2.
(b)) o1—-60)) A -yl

Thus, the result follows by Lemma 3.10, (45) and (50).
IfB > 3 assume (C(1)). We use the appropriate form of ¥, (45) and (50). O
From Lemma 3.11, and exactly as in the proof of Lemma 3.4, as n — oo,

sup 1 ()’)Wn()’) - Oln(y)| = Oas.(an) + Oa.s.(dn,p)~
v€(Codp,1-Cody)

Consequently, by (49) and the comment below it, as n — 0o, we have for § < % and
p<@Bp-17",

sup Y1) |un(y) — oy ()| = Oas.(an) + Oa.s.(dn,p)-
ye(0,1)

The same estimates are valid for § > %, since in this case ¥1(y) = O(y). Conse-
quently, (22) follows. O
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3.4.4 Proof of Theorem 2.5

First, we show that Lemma 3.5 remains valid when multiplying by v (y).
From (47), Theorem 2.2 and estimating as in Lemma 3.5, as n — 00, we conclude

Y0
1 — L=
b A=W T )

= Oas.(bp) + Oys5.(cy). (5D

n
O'n,ln_l in (Mn()’) + U,;: Vn,p(y))‘
i=1

In view of (48), for the term in Lemma 3.5 involving (f o Q)@ (y), we estimate

(FD ) "
~ - 7 Xi
£3(00)) ;

o 2 NS I 2|
:(f (Q(G))e(l—e)) f(Q®) (ya y)) (y = Un(y)) in

(1 —yn* (v — Un(»))?

£ ) O —6)—\6(1-6) -y |5
= Oas.(bn), (52)

uniformly for y € (Copd,, 1 — Cod,), on account of (CsR3), (46), (50), Lemma 3.10
and (32). A similar argument yields the same bound for the right tail.
Further, as n — oo,

sup  (y(1 — YNV 1 (0) = Vit (Un ()]

ye(0.Cob)
n
2%
i=1

= 0a.5.(bp). (53)

< Co8, ™ sup f(Q() = Ous. (81 0.1 (0glogn)'/2)
ye.1)

and by (47)

sup  (y(1 — y)'te
¥€(0.Cobn)

(1) n
DG ‘ ‘n‘an,pri
i=1

o))
0o, (S, 2/n
Qo) | " '

i=1

1 2
S sup (y(1 =y
y€(0,Coéy)

= Oas (5,1* 262 n~"oglog n) = Ous.(bn). (54)
The same argument applies to the interval (1 — Cod,, 1). Consequently, by (51),
(52), (53), (54) and comparing (y(1 — y))1+“ with (y(1 — y))*y1(y), the statement
of Lemma 3.5 remains true when multiplying by ¥ (y). The same holds true for
Lemmas 3.6, 3.7 and Corollary 3.8. Consequently, Theorem 2.5 is proven.
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The optimality of the bound in Theorem 2.2 follows from Theorem 2.5 in the same
way we proved optimality in Theorem 2.1. O

3.5 Proof of Theorem 2.8

Let 8 < %. Applying a third order Taylor expansion to f(Q(y))g,(y), one has

. f(”(Q(y))uz
2200k "

o —3.3 1y = UsP
STy

un(y) — fF(QONGn(y) + on1n »

o fON —y))?
—Un,ln 6

We have

200 3w’
Ao o)y

By the same argument as the one leading to (52), it suffices to control the second term.
We have

09 (y) =

DcoEN)>
(1 — y))l/zf(Q@))%(y(l — )2
_ Qo) (1V06n, 2(y(1—y>)2
O\ £2(00) o(1—-0))

Under (CsR3(1)), (CsR3(ii)), in view of [7, Lemma 1] one has

FO) _ [yV@ 1—(yA9)]V_

55
@) = |yro “T=(yve) (53)

From this (41), (50) and Lemma 3.10, as n — o0, one concludes

On,1

sup  (y(1—yn'/?
}’G(Coan, 1 *C08n>

SO YOG 4, | ) o 32
X ony a0 = Ou (02 17 2(0glogm*?) . (56)

un(y) — f(Q)gn(y) +

n

Next, taking Taylor expansion for (‘7,,,1 ) — \N/n,] (Un(y))), one obtains

0,1 Va1 () = Va1 (Un ()

1 fPem)

—o 1=y U, Xi+0 Lfo0)PO)y—-U,*D X,.
T M D Xi+ 0, {(fo QP Oy —Us(y)* D

i=1 i=1
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Like in (52), as n — o0,

n
>

i=1

sup (v = y)*o, [ (f o POy — Un(»)’
ye(COSns 1 7C08n)

— O, (an%ln—z(log log n)3/2) . (57)
Ifp > 3.(56) and (57) remain valid if one replaces the weight functions with
(1 =%
Thus,

(H
swp () | — FQONa) —atn1L (Q(”)(z;()

yE(C()(Sn s 1 _C()‘Sn)
< left hand side of (56)

+  sup YsOIRO) + 0, (Ve (3) = Va1 (Un ()]
Y€(Cody,1-Cobn)

+ sup V3 [0, | (V1 () = Vo1 (Ua (1))
YE(Cobu.1~Codn)

L QO o R () )(Q(y))
n 5 X;
o ) Y Z
= 0, (an,zn_z(log log n)3/2) + Ouas.(dy,p) + Oas. (a;llbn(log n)l/z)

un () + ot S0 X [
Rt

A6
2

+0u1n”! sup Y3(y)
v€(Codp, 1-Cody)

40y, (o,i 1 n_z(log log n)1/2)

by (56), (57) and (44) together with Lemmas 3.7, 3.8. Moreover, by (CsR3) and via
Theorem 2.2 the bound is of the order O, 5.(cy) + Oas.(dy,p), as n — oo.
Further, as n — oo,

n
sup ws(y)o,,,l‘n—l(z xi) = Oas.(8, 0, 1n" ! (loglogn)) = Oy (cn),

}'E(O,C()(S,l)

and SUPye(0,Co8,) V3(Wlan (0| = Oas.(cn).
Next, having tail monotonicity assumption (CsR4) we may proceed as in [7]. Let
(k—1)/n <y <k/n If Uy, >y, then

sup Y3 (QONGIS sup Y3 un (V)] = Oas (81 T) = Oas.(cn).
ve€(0,Codn) y€(0,Coép)
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Further, if Uy, <y, then

sup 3L Qg (W] < Coyfn sup  y(y(1— y)' ™ log(8u/ Upn)
ye(0,Coéy) ye(0,Coéy,)

for y1 = 1. Now,
n

P(Ury < n 2(logn)™?) <> PU; <n~*(logn)/?) < n~'(logn) . (58)
i=1

Consequently, via the Borel-Cantelli Lemma, as n — o0, U, , r} = oa_s_(nz(log n)3/ 2).
Therefore,

sup  Y3(MIF(Q(¥)gn ()| = Ous.(cn) (59)

y€(0,Cody)

follows for y; = 1. O

3.6 Proof of Proposition 2.9

We follow lines of the proof from [7, Theorem 3]. In view of Lemma 3.10 and the
Taylor expansion of f(Q(y))gn(y), the approximation is valid on (Coé,, 1 — Coé,),
provided 8 < %. For g > % it remains true by the choice of ¥4 (y).

Having tail monotonicity assumption (CsR4),let (k—1)/n <y < k/n.If Uy, >y,

then (cf. (3.13) in [7])

sup - YaWIF(QWgn(WI = sup  Yu(W)|un(Y)| = Ous.(an)

v€(0,Coén) v€(0,Codn)

from (49) if B < 3, and by the choice of Y4(y) if B > 3.
If Up.y < yand B € (3,1), thenfory = 1,as n — o0,

sup | F(QONGn(M)| = Ous.(0n 10 (1))
ye(ovc()an)

by (58). Moreover, as in (58), kanl = op(n(log n)3/2), as n — oo. Therefore, for
y > 1l,asn — oo,

sup | F(QONG)| = Op(on,1n " e(n)).
vy€(0,Coépn)

O
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