arXiv:2504.09564v1 [math.ST] 13 Apr 2025
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The nonparametric maximum likelihood estimator (NPMLE) in mono-
tone binary regression models is studied when the impact of the features on
the labels is weak. Here, weakness is colloquially understood as “close to
flatness” of the feature-label relationship = — P(Y = 1|X = x). Statistical
literature provides the analysis of the NPMLE for the two extremal cases:
If there is a non-vanishing derivative of the regression function, then the
NPMLE possesses a nonparametric rate of convergence with Chernoff-type
limit distribution, and it converges at the parametric /n-rate if the underlying
function is (locally) flat. To investigate the transition of the NPMLE between
these two extremal cases, we introduce a novel mathematical scenario. New
pointwise and L' -rates of convergence and corresponding limit distributions
of the NPMLE are derived. They are shown to exhibit a sharp phase transition
solely characterized by the level of feature impact.

1. Introduction. The goal of this article is to investigate the statistical behavior of the
nonparametric maximum likelihood estimator (NPMLE) in the monotone binary regression
model when the explanatory power of the features regarding the labels is weak. The motiva-
tion for studying this problem is two-fold.

* On the one hand, a weak feature-label relationship is a situation which occurs frequently
in practical applications. Especially privacy preserving requirements may diminish the iso-
lated effect of an explanatory variable X on the response variable Y considerably.

* On the other hand, purely motivated from statistical theory, we believe that the properties
of the NPMLE in that regime are not fully understood. Actually, the literature provides the
analysis for the two extremal cases: If there is a non-vanishing derivative, then the NPMLE
possesses a nonparametric rate of convergence with Chernoff-type limit distribution (in the
terminology of Han and Kato (2022)), and it converges at the parametric /n-rate if the un-
derlying function is (locally) flat. The mathematical question raises how the transition from
one to the other extremal case, i.e. the passage from the nonparametric to the parametric
regime when the non-vanishing derivative is getting small in absolute value, actually looks
like.

1.1. State of the art. As the problem of estimating a monotone function arises natu-
rally in many real world tasks and also builds the foundation for multiple statistical mod-
els, it has been studied extensively over the last decades, with Grenander (1957) being
the first to consider the NPMLE for monotone densities, lending it the name Grenander
estimator. It was shown first in Prakasa Rao (1969) that this estimator is n'/3_consistent
with respect to the pointwise distance and asymptotically Chernoff-distributed if the den-
sity’s first derivative does not vanish. This was then proven again in Groeneboom (1985)
by a different technique utilizing inverse expressions based on the switch relation, which
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then became the most important tool for deriving limits in nonparametric maximum like-
lihood estimation under several shape constraints. In that article, it was also the first time
the L'-limiting behaviour was considered. A rigorous proof of the L!-limit then appeared
in Groeneboom, Hooghiemstra and Lopuhai (1999), proving that the expectation of the L!-
distance converges with rate n'/3 to zero and that the stabilized L*-distance itself fluctuates
with rate n'/¢ around its expectation and is asymptotically normal. A generalization to the
LP-distance was given in Kulikov and Lopuhai (2005). Meanwhile, similar results regard-
ing the pointwise distance appeared in the context of isotonic regression and least squares
estimation (LSE) in Brunk (1970) and for current status data in Groeneboom and Wellner
(1992), utilizing the similarities between the NPMLE and the LSE. A unified study of
various estimators, including the monotone NPMLE was introduced in Kim and Pollard
(1990). The L'-limit for isotonic regression with fixed design was derived in Durot (2002)
and was later generalized to the LP-distance in Durot (2007) and to the random design
setting in Durot (2008). Many more properties of the NPMLE under monotonicity con-
straints were derived during that time and beyond, for example the pointwise limiting
behaviour for functions with vanishing derivative up to some order 5 were considered
in Wright (1981), resulting in convergence rates n/(26+1) and for locally flat densities
in Carolan and Dykstra (1999), obtaining the parametric /n-consistency. Non-asymptotic
properties were investigated in Birgé (1989), minimax-optimality with adaptation to the un-
derlying function was derived in Cator (2011), the limiting behaviour w.r.t. the uniform dis-
tance in Durot, Kulikov and Lopuhai (2012), and the misspecified case in Patilea (2001) and
Jankowski (2014), to mention just a few. More information can be found in the overview
articles Groeneboom and Jongbloed (2018) and Durot and Lopuhad (2018), as well as in
the book Groeneboom and Jongbloed (2014). Recently, some new results were published,
where we want to point out Westling and Carone (2020) who introduced a unified approach
to study generalized Grenander estimators and obtained asymptotic results under weak as-
sumptions in dependence of the modulus of continuity of the function to estimate. Pointwise
estimation of n-dependent monotone functions with possibly changing shape were consid-
ered for the first time in the preprint Mallick, Sarkar and Kuchibhotla (2023), not reaching
the parametric regime, however. Using a new localization technique in isotonic regression
and an anti-concentration inequality for the supremum of a Brownian motion with a Lips-
chitz drift, Han and Kato (2022) derived Berry—Esseen bounds for Chernoff-type limit distri-
butions. Recently, Cattaneo, Jansson and Nagasawa (2024) proposed a bootstrap adapting to
the unknown order of the first non-zero derivative.

1.2. The weak-feature-impact scenario. In order to describe weakness of a feature-label
relation, we have to clarify how it suitably translates into mathematical modeling. For con-
ciseness of the repesentation, we restrict our attention to isotonic binary regression. Clearly,
the extremal case of no impact corresponds to x — P(Y = 1| X = z) being constant, while a
very steep increase from O to 1 or even the jump function P(Y = 1|X) = 1{X > ¢} for some
real number c is what one might consider as fully related. With this regard, a weak feature-
label relation translates colloquially into = — P(Y = 1|X = z) being “almost flat”. As the
distribution of the NPMLE is accessible essentially subject to asymptotics, weakness in the
sense of “almost flatness™ of a feature-label relationship has to be put into relation with the
sample size to make its presence visible. For the remainder of the article, let (2, .4, P) denote
a probability space and consider the triangular array (X1, Y("),...,(X,,Y,") of respective
i.i.d. copies of a random vector (X,Y"): Q@ — R x {0,1}, related via

(1) PY"=1|X)=(5,X) = 0,,(X)
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for some isotonic function ®y and a sequence (9, )nen With §,, N\, 0. We call the sequence
(0n)nen the level of feature impact. Note that in case that @ is continuously differentiable,
the derivative of (1) with respect to the feature variable satisfies

P! (x) = 0,P((6,2) — 0 asn — oo.

If ®( > 0, the level of feature impact characterizes the speed in which the derivative of the
regression function = — P(Y™ = 1|X = x) approaches zero. Note that our theory could be
developed likewise for a more general sequence of functions ®,, with ®/, — 0 pointwise,
but characterization of the limiting behavior then results in bulky conditions on (®,,),en.
Instead, we find the results in terms of (d,),eny much easier to grasp. Besides, it can be
viewed as generalization of logistic regression (where ® is the logistic function) with a one-
dimensional explanatory variable. Here, the influence of the latter on the response is likewise
disappearing if the corresponding parameter (regression coefficient) is tending to zero.

1.3. Overview of the results. Suppose for the moment that ®( is continuously differen-
tiable with ®(, > 0. Whereas the NPMLE is n'/3-consistent in the classical asymptotics, the
rate of consistency in the weak-feature-impact scenario is proved to increase to

\/ﬁ A (2) 1/3
On
for pointwise and L'-distance. Note that (n,/8,,)"/? ~ \/n for §,, ~ \/n. Our main finding is
that corresponding to the new elbow in the rate, the distribution of the NPMLE exhibits a
phase transition both locally (pointwise) and globally (in L) at the critical level of feature
impact 6, ~ n~ /2. Likewise, the underlying mathematical theory splits into separate chains
of arguments, depending on whether §,, < v/n, 9, ~ v/n and 6,, > \/n. To state our results,
let (Z(s))ser be a standard two-sided Brownian motion on R, let (W (s))¢[0,1) be a standard
Brownian motion on [0, 1] and let
W*E(t) = sup inf M, t € (0,1],
u<t vt v—1Uu

denote the left-derivative of its greatest convex minorant. With <i>n the NPMLE of ®,, and Py
the marginal distribution of the features with continuous Lebesgue density px on its support
[T, T for some T' > 0 and distribution function F'x, we are now in the position to present
the two main Theorems of this article. Asymptotic results are understood as n — co.

THEOREM (Pointwise limiting distribution). Assume Py to be continuously differen-
tiable with non-vanishing derivative in a neighbourhood of zero, let xq be an interior point
of the support of Px and let px be continuously differentiable in a neighbourhood of xy.

() Ifné% — oo, then

(%)Ug@n(ﬂ?o) — @y (20)) —2 (

(i) If nd% — 0, then

490 (0)(1 — ®o(0))Pg(0)
px (7o)

>1/3 argmin { Z(s) + 82}.
sER

V(@ (20) = Pn(20)) — 2 /@0(0)(1 = @o(0)) W™ (Fx (x0)).

Note that, as long as nd2 — co (slow regime), the limiting law is a scaled Chernoff
distribution as in the classical setting for a fixed function. The proof is based on the switch
relation and the inverse process, where the inverse process turns out to scale as (nd2)'/3. It
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is insightful to contrast it with the convergence rate (n,/8,)"/? of the NPMLE, which mirrors
the relation between ®,, and &, = 5,1 @,

(5_)1/3 _ %(mﬁ)l/?,‘

As soon as nd2 — 0 (fast regime), the level of feature impact does not affect the rate of
convergence any longer and the limiting distribution changes to the distribution of the suit-
ably scaled left-derivative of the greatest convex minorant of a Brownian motion, which
corresponds to the limit in estimation of locally flat functions. As we will see in Section 4,
however, a different limit actually occurs at the exact phase transition né2 — ¢ > 0. In this
section, we also study the more general situation, where ®( is allowed to have vanishing
derivatives up to some order 3. In that case, the rates of convergence are different and the
phase transition is correspondingly shifted to &, ~ n~1/25.

The situation becomes more subtle and considerably more involved for the L'-distance. In
the slow regime, we observe an effect of d,, on both, the convergence rate of the L*-distance
and the fluctuation around its stabilized expectation

i = E[ <%> " /_i B0 (£) — B (t)]dt| = O(1).

Surprisingly, however, the way in which ¢, distorts the original rate in n is different: The fluc-

tuation scales as (n2)"/%, whereas the expected L!-distance scales as the pointwise distance
with (n/d,)'/3.

THEOREM (Limit distribution of the L'-error). Assume that ® is differentiable with
Holder-continuous derivative in a neighbourhood of zero with ®,(0) > 0. Furthermore, let
px be continuously differentiable (one-sided at the boundary points) on [T, T| with px > 0

n [=T,T).

() Ifné% —s oo, then

(n53)1/6< <%> v /_z (B0 (t) — B (1)t — M) —r N~ N(0,02),

where o® > 0 is specified in Section 5.
(i) If nd2 — 0, then

T
v / (B (2) — Do (2)|dPx () —sz max A(s).

s€[=T,T]

Here, (A(S))se[—1,1) is a continuous Gaussian process, satisfying A(—=T) = —A(T),
E[A(s)] =0 and

Cov(A(s), A(t)) = Po(0)(1 — @0(0))(1 = 2[Fix (s) — Fx (t)]) fors,t € [=T,T].

Note that the fluctuation of the stabilized L'-distance around its expectation 1, in the
slow regime is getting slower, the faster ¢,, goes to zero and collapses at the phase transition
Oy ~ n~1/ 2. where the limit distribution also changes. To the best of our knowledge, the limit
in (i1) has not been discovered before.

1.4. Outline. The remaining parts of the article are organized as follows. In Section 3,
we prove Hellinger consistency and deduce pointwise-, L'-, and uniform convergence on
compact sets. These results do not require differentiability of &y and hold irrespective of the
level of feature impact. In Section 4 and Section 5, we derive convergence rate and limit-
ing distribution for the pointwise and the L!-distance, respectively. In Section 6, we collect
some of the proofs of the main results. Some auxiliary proofs and results are given in the
Appendices A, B and C.
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2. Notation and preliminaries on the NPMLE. For the remainder of the article, we
write Px for the distribution of X under P, denote the respective distribution function by
Fx, write px for the continuous Lebesgue density if it exists and write F;, for the empirical
distribution function of X1, ..., X,,, where we also define

FE71: 0,1 =R, F,'a)=inf{z €R|F,(z) >a}.
Moreover, we write
F:={®: R —[0,1] | ® monotonically increasing}

for the set of monotonically increasing functions mapping R into the unit interval. Note that
both &, and ®,, are contained in F. Further, let

po: Rx{0,1} =1[0,1],  pa(z,y)=0(x)Y(1 - &(x))Y

denote the conditional density induced by our setting for arbitrary & € F. The NPMLE for
®,, is then defined by

n n

1

®,, € argmax I | pao(X;,Y;") = argmax — g log pa (X;, Y.
PeF Per NI

The fact that &, actually exists and is a.s. unique at the sample points can be proven similar
as in (Part II Prop. 1.1 & Prop. 1.2, Groeneboom and Wellner, 1992), where existence and
uniqueness of the maximum likelihood estimator is shown for the interval censoring problem.
Note that it coincides here with the least-squares estimator (LSE). As usual in the literature,
we agree on o, being right-continuous and piecewiese constant with jump points being a
subset of the sample points, i.e. for X(y),..., X(,) denoting the order statistic of X1,..., Xy,
we set

A

@ Palcooxi) =0 Pl = EaXm),  Balix X)) = Ea(X)

fori=1,...,n—1. Although there is no closed-form expression for B, itis possible to char-
acterize the classical NPMLE under shape constraints by its inverse process via the switch
relation, originally introduced in Groeneboom (1983) for monotone densities. This provides
the following characterization of d,: Let Y{ll), cey Y(Z) be the corresponding ordering of la-
bels according to Xy, ..., X(y), i.e. if X(; = X for some j € {1,...,n}, then Y(Z‘) =Y
Further, let

i1 .
(3) Vn ={<;’;ZY@>

J<i

ie{o,...,n}},

where 1 5° j<oY(;y=0andlet Gy: [0,1] — R denote the greatest convex minorant of ).
Then,
z n 1) — n

s<itzy t—s ’

is given by the left-hand derivative of G,, in the point ¢ /n (see (Ch. 3.3, Groeneboom and Jongbloed,
2014)). Based on this, we now obtain the switch relation, which states that the following pro-

cess

1 n
. — int J = n _
5) Up: [0,1] = R, Up(a) = ar%:gn {n ;:1 Y " Ui x,<ay aFn(x)}
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behaves like a generalized inverse to &, with argmin™ denoting the sup of all points of
minimum and X denoting the (compact) support of Px. We formulate the result for the
weak-feature-impact scenario and refer to (Lemma 3.2, Groeneboom and Jongbloed, 2014)
for a proof.

LEMMA 2.1 (Switch relation). For every x € X and any a € [0, 1], we have

P, (x)>a = Upla) <z P — a.s.

3. Consistency. As usual in the analysis of NPMLEs, Hellinger consistency is studied
first due to its technical advantages compared to other distances with respect to the NPMLE
(see, for example, Van de Geer (1993) for Hellinger consistency of certain NPMLEs). To in-
troduce a distance function on F, let us first introduce some notation regarding the Hellinger
distance. For two probability measures 1, Q2 on (2, A), let h(Q1, Q=) denote the Hellinger
distance of 1 and 2. Denoting the counting measure on N by (, we obtain for ¢, U € F,

h?(Pg,Py) = / o (Ve (@.y) — Vpu(a,y)) d¢(y)dP(z)

- §/R(¢1 —0(z) — V/1-0(2))* + (V@) — VI(2)) dP(x)

= d* (U, ),

which defines a distance function d on F. Note that d itself is not the Hellinger distance but
it is induced by the Hellinger metric, for which reason we will still refer to consistency in
d as Hellinger consistency in the following. Apart from consistency itself, the key aspect of
the following result is that Hellinger consistency of o, is actually independent of the chosen
sequence (dy, )nen and is thus independent of the level of feature impact.

THEOREM 3.1 (Hellinger consistency). We have
d(@nﬂ)n) —p0 forn — oo.

As shown in Theorem A.5, Hellinger consistency of d,, ist not only independent of 4,
but even holds uniformly on F in general, i.e. we have for every € > 0,

sup Pg (d(®,,, D) > &) — 0 for n— oo,
deF

where the notation Pg indicates that Pg(Y = 1| X) = ®(X). Theorem 3.1 is an immediate
consequence of this result. The proof of Theorem A.5 given in Appendix A follows the idea
of classical consistency proofs for MLEs, i.e. it is shown that the conditions of an argmax
continuous mapping result are satisfied (see e.g. (Theorem 5.7, van der Vaart, 1998)). How-
ever, to obtain consistency uniformly over F, some additional work was necessary, which is
why we decided to give a complete proof in Appendix A.

As usual, Hellinger consistency implies L'(Px )-consistency of d,,. Moreover, utilizing
that the stochastic process ®,, () = ®,, (w, x) can not only be seen as a random variable on
for fixed € R, but also as a random variable on R for fixed w € €2, we deduce pointwise con-
vergence by a two-stage subsequence argument. Finally, by utilizing our specific definition of
®,,, amodification of the well-known fact that pointwise convergent sequences of distribution
functions with a continuous limit converge uniformly, we also derive convergence uniformly
on compacts in probability. Note that simply applying this result about distribution functions
is not possible, as the limit of ®,, is not a distribution function anymore. We summarize the
findings in the following Theorem and give a detailed proof in Section 6.



THE WEAK-FEATURE-IMPACT EFFECT 7

THEOREM 3.2. Assume that ® is continuous in a neighbourhood of zero and assume
that Px has a Lebesgue density with px (x) > 0 for every x € R. Then, for n — oo,

() [, |®n(x) — ®p(2)|dPx (x) —p 0,
(i1) ]fi)n(aco) — q)ngxo)\ —p 0 for every xp € R,

(iii) supgei—7/1) |[Pn(®) — Pn(z)| —p 0 for every T > 0.

As in Theorem 3.1, the consistency results in Theorem 3.2 do not depend on the choice of
the sequence (0, )N, implying, as before, that consistency of the estimator is independent of
the level of feature impact. This independence, however, changes when taking convergence
rates and limiting distributions into account, as shown detailed in the next two sections.

4. Pointwise convergence rates and limiting distributions. In this section, we study
the pointwise limiting behaviour of ®,, in detail, presenting convergence rates and limiting
distributions of ®,, in dependence of d,,. This will lead to an elbow in the convergence rate
and a phase transition in the limiting distribution. We will see that this transition takes place
exactly at 6, = n~1/2 if ®|, does not vanish in a neighbourhood of zero and that the transition
point is shifted to 8, = n~1/(28) if the 3’th derivative of ®( for some 3 € N={1,2,...} is
the first non-vanishing derivative in a neighbourhood of zero. We will also investigate the
limiting behaviour at the exact cut-off point. In particular, we observe that a lower feature
impact (i.e. a faster rate of 9,, \0) leads to a faster rate of convergence.

Before we state the result, let us introduce the following notations. For any interval I C R
and any continuous function g: I — R, let ¢* denote its greatest convex minorant and let ¢**
denote the left-hand derivative of g* on the interior of I, i.e.

g**(z) = sup inf M
s<pt>x t—s
For more details on this, see (Ch. 3.3, Groeneboom and Jongbloed, 2014). For the remainder
of this section, we will assume that Py is supported on X’ = [T, T'] for some 7" > 0 and has
a continuous and strictly positive Lebesgue density on [T, 7).

THEOREM 4.1. Let f € N, xg an interior point of X and assume ® to be 3-times con-
tinuously differentiable in a neighbourhood of O with the [Sth derivative being the first non-
vanishing derivative in 0.

() Let (Z(s))ser denote a standard two-sided Brownian motion on R, let

o0 s
px (20)7 (B +1)!
and assume px to be [-times continuously differentiable on the interior of X.
If néiﬁ — 00, then

fg: R—)R, fﬁ(s) = \/(I)()(O)(l —(I)()(O))Z(S)-i-

B/(26+1) . .
<5£> (q>“ o) — (I)n(xo)) —L fB’Z(O) as n —> o0o.

(ii) Let (W (s))se[o,1] denote a standard Brownian motion on [0, 1], assume Fx to be in-
vertible and assume X to have bounded moments up to order f3.
If n62’ — 0, then

V(@ (20) — @ (20)) —>2 v/ @o(0)(1 — @o(0))W*(Fx(20)) asn— oo.




The limit in (i) (slow regime) appeared first in Wright (1981) and is the well-known limit
of the NPMLE in binary regression under these general conditions on the derivative on the
function to estimate. We want to point out, however, that the rate of consistency is getting
faster here and changes from the classical rate n®/(2#+1) to

<£) B/(28+1)
On,

according to the level of feature impact, and in consonance with Theorem 2.2 of Mallick, Sarkar and Kuchibhotla
(2023). As soon as néﬁﬁ — 0 (fast regime), the limiting distribution switches to the one de-
rived in (Theorem 2.4 Jankowski, 2014). Note that this is quite insightful nonetheless, as
neither the exact point of the phase transition, nor the number of phases and the effects of 9,
on the limiting distribution was known before.
Conceptually, we follow (Example 3.2.15, van der Vaart and Wellner, 1996) to prove state-
ment (i) and the idea of (Theorem 2.4, Jankowski, 2014) for statement (ii). Some important
adjustments, however, were necessary during the proof regarding the dependence on 6,, of the
rates of the investigated empirical processes, the “limit” function ®,, and the arising function
classes, which are now n-dependent as well.

PROOF. First of all, for every v € R and any sequence (7, ),en of real numbers, we know
from the switch relation in Lemma 2.1 that

]P’(rn ((i)n(wo) - q)n(xo)) < 1)) = P(ti)n(xo) < P, (x0) + r;lfu)

:]P’(argmm { ZY ]l{X<S}—(<I>( 0)+ lv)%zn:]l{XiSs}}>xo>

se[-T,T) i1
1 — U —
= P(argmin+ {— Z (an — (I)n($0))]1{Xi§s} - Z]]‘{Xigs}} > 3:0).
sel-1,71 " [

We start with the proof of (ii). For this, let r,, = \/n and define
hn: [—T, T] X {0, 1} X [—T, T] — R, hn(l’,y,t) = (y — (I)n(l’o))]l{xgt},

as well as H,,(t) :=E[h,,(X,Y™,t)]. Note that multiplying a function by a constant does not
change the location of its minimum, so we have

P(v/n(®,(20) — ®n(w0)) <v)

1 n
:]P’(argmin+ {— Z (an — (I)n(wO))]l{Xigs} — E[(Y” — ‘I’n(wo))]l{xgs}]
se[—T,T] i—1

1 n
+ E[(Y” — (I)n(:EO))]l{XSS}] — n—1/2vﬁ Zﬂ{XiSS}} > 330)
i=1

:P(argmln {\/_Z (X5, Y, H,(s)) + v/nHy(s ——Z]I{X<s}}>:no)

(—T.,T] i=1
Replacing s with F)} (s) by a change of variable yields
P(v/n(®,(20) — ®p(x0)) <)

:]P’( argmln {\/_Z (X0, Y F N (s)) = Ho(Fx'(s)))

Fxl(s)e[-T,T]
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+\/_H( —U ZH{X<F (s }>IIJ‘0>

L1 N _
_ P(argmln+ {— (B (X3, Y7, Fig(5)) — Ho(Fi'(5)))
s€[0,1] [t

+VnHy(Fx (s)) —v— Z]I{X<F s)} }>FX(ac0)>.

From Lemma 6.4, we know that the sequence of processes inside the argmin™ converges
weakly in the space £°°([0, 1]) to the process

(v/@0(0)(1 — @o(0))W (s) — ”S)se[o,l]

as long as néZ” — 0 and from Proposition 6.5, we obtain convergence in distribution of the
respective argmin’s as a consequence. Note that the argmin of this process has a continuous
distribution function (see Stryhn (1996)) and so by summarizing the results, we have

P(\/ﬁ(qgn(‘fo) — (I)n(l’o)) < ’U)
— P(argmin{\/qDO(O)(l — ®o(0))W (s) —vs} > FX(x0)>

s€[0,1]
= P(asreg&i]n VBo(0)(1 = Bo(0)) { W (5) - VRO s} > Fx(xo) )
“Hlemn VO gy )

=P (/®o(0)(1 — o(0)) W™ (Fx(0)) <v),

where the last equality is a consequence of a general switch relation, formulated for
left-hand derivatives of greatest convex minorants of continuous functions (Lemma 3.2,
Groeneboom and Jongbloed, 2014). Statement (ii) now follows immediately.

Although the proof of (i) is conceptually similar to the proof of (ii), we need some ad-
ditional modifications of the process inside the argmin™. First of all, let us introduce the
following functions

g: [_T7 T] X [_T7 T] - R, g(l‘,t) = ]l{acgt} - ]l{gcgmo}a
fTL: [_Tv T] X {07 1} X [_T7 T] - R7 fn(xyyyt) = (y - ¢n($0))g($vt)

and let us set 7, to be (n/8,)?/(?5+1) Note that addition of constants does not change the
location of the minimum of a function, so by a change of variable where we replace s with
To + s, we have

P(ry (®n(20) — ®n(w0)) <)

1 n
_ it ) = n _
N P("’Lig[ir;?;] {n qu (7" = @n(20)) (Tix,<sy — Lixiao})

n

P > (Lixcs) = Lixicany) } ~ :CO)

n <
=1

:]P’(argmln { an X, Y s - Zg Xi,s) }>w0>
™i=1

€[-T7.1]
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1 — T
:IP< argmin™ {— fu( X3, Y 2o+ 8) — — g(X',:E0+S)}>l’0>
zo+s€[-T,T] * T ; e nrn ; '

1 o [—
:IP( argmin™ {— fu( X, Y 2o+ 8) — — g(X',:E0+S)}>0>.
s€[xo—T,xo+T] T Zz_; men Ny Zz:; '

Defining
for t € [T, T, we obtain from the previous calculations and by an addition of zero that

IP’(rn (tfn(azo) — (IJn(a:O)) < 1))

+ Ep(xo+5) — %Zg(X,-,xo—ks)} > 0).

For a,, := (n62" )~/ (26+1) by multiplication with by, := (n#+165)1/(25+1) inside the argmin
and a replacement of s with a, s by a change of variable,

n

1
argmin™ {—Z (fu(X3, Y 20+ s) — En(zo + 5))
s€lzo—T,xo+T] ~ T i—1

n

+ Balao +5) — = > g(Xi0+5)}

nr
=1

n

) b
=ay argmin™ {—" Z (fn(X3, Y o + ans) — En(zo + ans))
s€lan’ (wo=T)an" (wo+T)) = ™ 57

b n
bnEn ne) — — Xi7 n }
+ (xo + ans) vnrn;g( xo + ans)

By Lemma 6.1, we know that the process inside the argmin converges weakly for every
S > 0 in the space ¢>°([—S, S]) to the process

(VBTN = 8ol ) 2() + gy O (o)™ —vpx(aa)s)

as long as (néﬁﬁ ) — oo. From Proposition 6.3, we then obtain convergence in distribution
of the respective argmin’s and by (Lemma A.2, Cattaneo, Jansson and Nagasawa, 2024), we
know that the argmin of this process has a continuous distribution function. Thus,

P(rn((i)n(xo) — @, (zg)) <v) — ]P’(arsgelﬁin {\/CIDO(O)(l — 00 (0))px (x0)Z(s)

() .
+ 2o O)px(@o) (g)_)ff)g O)sﬁ+1 — va(xo)s} > 0).

Note that by replacing s by s/px (zo) in the argmin, we have

arsggéin{\/CIJO(O)(l — ®0(0))px (0)Z(s) + E _11_ 0 q;(()ﬁ)(o)px(xo)sﬁﬂ _ va(xo)s}
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_ ! argmin { V@0 (0)(1 — @(0))Z(s) + q)(()ﬁ)(())
px(20)  ser px(20)? (6 +1)!
So by a general switch relation as in (Lemma 3.2, Groeneboom and Jongbloed, 2014), we
have

sPTL vs}.

n\1/3 . ;
P((a) (Bu(w0) = @a(z0)) < v) — P(£5(0) <)
for n — oo and statement (i) follows. O

REMARK. For =1, i.e. ®f(x) # 0 for all = in a neighbourhood of zero, the proof of
Theorem 4.1 reveals

(1o (B (w0) — @a(20)) < v) — P (argmin { v/B(0)(T ~ Bo(0))px (20) Z(s)

+ %‘I)B(O)px(!EO)SQ - pr(ﬂfo)s} > 0)-

By an application of Lemma C.4 and a replacement of s by —s by a change of variable, this
is equal to

Pt ) 20+ o)
o0 (RO i (51017} < )
—p(- (4‘1’0 1‘(‘1’00()0)) ()>1/3ar§£in{Z(8)+82}<v>
—p(- (4‘1’0 (‘I;?)()O)) ()>1/3ar_gé]gllén{2(—s)+(—s)2}<v>
:P((@o@ﬂ; BN i 1)+ <),

So for 8 = 1 we obtain convergence to the Chernoff distribution, as known from the classical
theory. The rate, however, is (n,/8,,)/% and thus faster than the classical n'/? rate.

Until now, it remains unclear how the estimator behaves if 6, = n~/(2%) Looking into the
proof of Theorem 4.1 (i) shows us that the assumption néZ’ — oo is used multiple times,
in particular during the proof of Lemma 6.1. In the proof of (ii), however, the assumption
néZ — 0is only used in Lemma 6.4 for the uniform convergence of 22 to zero. Thus, the
proof of (ii) yields a good starting point for investigating the limiting behaviour of &,, under
the assumption that 6, = n~/(2%)_ The following Proposition summarizes this observation.

PROPOSITION 4.2. Let 5 € N, xg an interior point of X and assume g to be B-times
continuously differentiable in a neighbourhood of 0 with the [th derivative being the first
non-vanishing derivative in 0. Assume further Fx to be invertible with Holder-continuous
inverse F)El to the exponent o > 1/2. Let (W (s))scjo,1] denote a standard Brownian motion
on [0,1], let ¢ > 0 and let g3 .: R — R be defined by

95.0(8) = /B0 (0)(1 — Do (0)) W (s) + Ved (0)E[(X — 20) 1 x <o)y

If n&%ﬁ — ¢, we have

V(@ (z0) — Pp(z0)) —2 gE’ﬁ(F(mo)) asn — oo.
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PROOF. Using the notations introduced in the proof of (ii) of Theorem 4.1, we already
know

P(\/’E((i)n(l'o) — q)n(l’o)) < U)

= P(argmin+ {L Z (ho (X3, Y, F N (5)) — Ho(Fi'(s)))

5€[0,1] niz

_ 1 ¢
VI (F(3) — o zn{xiqxl(s)}} > Fx(:L'(])).

A modification of the proof of Lemma 6.4 shows that the process inside the argmin™ con-
verges weakly in the space °°(]0, 1]) to the process

(vV/®o(0)(T = @o(0))W (5) + Ve (E[(X — 20) 1 x<pr (3] = ¥5) oy

as long as n(ﬁﬁ — c. By an obvious adjustment of (Lemma A.2, Cattaneo, Jansson and Nagasawa,

2024), see also Cattaneo et al. (2025), to the process defined on a compact interval, we ob-

tain from Holder-continuity of F)zl and a Taylor expansion of the expectation in the previ-

ous expression, that the argmin of this process has a continuous distribution function. As in

Proposition 6.5, we obtain convergence in distribution of the respective argmin’s and so by

applying a general switch relation (Lemma 3.2, Groeneboom and Jongbloed, 2014),
P(v/n(®n(x0) — Bn(0)) <v) —¢ P(argmi}n{gﬁ,c(s) — s} > Fx(x))

s€l0,1

= ]P’(g;’f:(FX(wo)) <)

and the assertion follows. Ol

5. L'-convergence rates and limiting distributions. In contrast to the local nature of
the pointwise distance, the L'-distance measures the difference between ®,, and ®,, globally.
It is therefore not to be expected that the effects of the weak-feature-impact scenario on the
pointwise limiting behaviour simply translate to the limiting behaviour of the L!'-distance.
Before we state the results, let us start with a slightly different characterization of &,, than the
one given in Section 2, leading to a different formulation of the switch relation which is better
suited for working with the L'-distance than the one given in Lemma 2.1. Following (Durot,
2008, Section 4.1) and using the notation from Section 2, let A, : [0,1] — R denote the
piecewise linear and continuous function that satisfies (i/n, A, (i/n)) € Y, fori=1,... n,
where )/, is defined in (3), and let g, : [0,1] — R denote the left-hand derivative of G,
where ,, denotes the greatest convex minorat of )/,,. Note that this implies

O, (X)) = gn(i/n) = gn o Fu(Xp)), i=1,....n.
Defining U, (a) = argmin™ e (o 11{An(t) — at} for all a € [0,1], note that U, (a) maps into
the set {i/n|i=0,...,n} and we have
(©) Fy ' oUn(a) = Un(a),
where U, denotes the generalized inverse to (i)n, defined in (5). Note that this allows to

interpret U,, as the generalized inverse to g,. The following result now states the desired
variation of the switch relation from Lemma 2.1.

LEMMA 5.1 (Switch relation).  For every x € R and every a € [0, 1], we have

A

dy(x)>a <= FloUy(a)<z P —a.s.
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equal to the largest observation pomt

PROOF. For every = € R, note that F, * o F},(x) is
= &,(F! o F,(z)) by definition of &,

that is still smaller than x. Consequently, <I> n(x)
outside of the observation points and so we have

d,(x)>a <= O, (F'oF,(z))>a.
From Lemma 2.1, we know that
O, (F, ' oFy(z)>a <<= Uyla)<F,'oF,(x)
P-almost surely and because F; ! o F}, is increasing, we obtain
Un(a) SE Yo Fy(z) <= F,'oF,oUy(a)<z

The assertion then follows from (6). O

For the remainder of this section, let 7" > 0 be arbitrary but fixed, assume that Px has a
Lebesgue density px and that the support of it is given by X = [T, T'|. The following result
gives a tail bound on the inverse process U, andis a key ingredient for the proofs of the results
stated in this section. Before we formulate the result, let us introduce A, (a) = ®, o Fy!(a)
for a € [0, 1] and note that A, *(u) = Fiy o ®, ! (u) for u € [0, 1]. Here, we assume ®;, IXtO be
defined on the whole unit interval and set ®*(u) := T for u > ®,,(T) and ®,, ' (u ) =T
for u < ®,(—T) respectively. The proof follows (Theorem 1, Durot, 2007), but important
modifications regarding the convergence rate of the inverse process as a result of the weak-
feature-impact scenario were necessary. The following result yields an upper bound on the
convergence rate of the pointwise distance |®,,(t) — ®,,(¢)| in expectation for all t € (=T, T).

PROPOSITION 5.2. Assume P to be continuously differentiable in a neighbourhood of
zero and Fx to be continuously differentiable on [—T, T, let ®,(0) > 0, let px be bounded
away from zero on [—T,T| and assume that né,% — 00 for n — oco. Then, there exists a
constant K > 0 depending only on ®q, Fx and the bounds on its derivatives, such that for
allt € (=T,T) and n large enough,

E (160 (t) — ®a(t)]] < K max { (n/6,) 7, (n(T — 1)), (n(T + )72}

Note that although &,, appears in the first part of the maximum, it does not play a role
in the other two parts. In fact, comparing Proposition 5.2 to (Theorem 1, Durot, 2008)
shows that these two parts actually remain identical to the classical setting. However, because
(n/6,)~ "% >n=1/2 as long as we have né> — oo, an application of Fubini’s theorem to the
previous result immediately shows that only the first part in the maximum affects the upper
bound on the convergence rate of the expected L' ([T, T))-distance. While this result plays
an important role in the proof of the asymptotic behaviour of the L' ([T, T)-distance itself,
it is also interesting on its own, as it shows that in the weak-feature-impact scenario, there
is actually a faster convergence of the expected L'([—T,T])-distance than in the classical
setting. The following Corollary summarizes this result.

COROLLARY 5.3.  Under the same assumptions as in Proposition 5.2, we have
T
B[ [ 18,0 - @u(t)de] = O((n/5,))
-T

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 5.2. Conceptually, the proof follows the idea of the proof of
(Theorem 1, Durot, 2008). From a technical point of view, however, the n-dependence of ®,,
and its vanishing derivative required us to do some adjustments. In particular, it turned out
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that né2 — oo for n — oo is in fact a necessary assumption and we will see it being used
multiple times throughout the proof. It actually is the main reason for us to include the proof,
as it is not obvious a priori that this assumption is needed anyways.

For ease of notation, let z := max{z,0} denote the positive part of = for every z € R,
let K > 0 denote a constant which may changes from line to line depending only on ®{, in a
neighbourhood of zero and on px and define

L(t)=E[(®,(t) — ®,(t)4+] and L(t) =E[(®n(t) — ®n(t))+]
for t € [T, T], implying that
E[|®n(t) — (0[] = 11 (t) + (1),
From |®,,(t) — ®,(t)] < 1, we obtain

1 A
L(t) = /0 P((t) — (t) > 2)de

and from the fact that ®,, maps into [0, 1], we observe

I 1-®,() |
Il(t):/o P(@n(t)>x+c1>n(t))da;§/o P(®,(t) > 2+ Pp(t))dz.

By the switch relation in Lemma 5.1, this implies

—0,(t)
Li(t)= /01 ’ IP>(Fn_1 o Upn(®p(t) + ) < t)dx.

Now note that for every = > 0 which satisfies ®,,(t) + x < ®,(7"), a Taylor expansion with
Lagrange remainder of ® ! around ®,,(¢) yields for some v,, € (®,(t), ®,(t) + x) that

O (D, (t)+2)=t

n

1
+ x>t + K,
(@ () ’

for n large enough. By an addition of zero, by using that ¢t — & (®,,(t) + z) < 0 and by
Lemma 6.6, we find

P(E, o Un(Qp(t) +2) < 1)
=P(E, o Un(®n(t) + ) — 0,1 (D (t) +2) <t — 0,1 (B (t) + 7))
<P(|E; o Un(@n(t) +2) — 01 (@ (t) + 2)| > 051 (@ (8) + ) — t)

<P(|F; o Up(@n(t) + ) — 2,1 (P (8) + )| > K6, ')

= 1{:E<K(5n/n)1/3} + ]]-{mZK(5n/n)1/3}K6nn_lx_3.
Because we assumed z < ®,,(T") — ®,,(¢), we now have

D, (T)—D,(t)

Il(t)§K(5n/n)1/3—|—K(5n/n)/ 3 dx
K(6,/n)1/3

1=, (1) N
+/ P(E, ' o Uy (@ (t) +2) < t)dz.
(]

n(T)=Pn(t)

Note that ®,,(T") — ®,,(t) = O(d,), but because né2 — oo for n — oo, we can choose n
large enough such that K (d,,/n)'/? < ®,(T) — ®,,(t) and so we obtain

D, (T)—P, ()
K@u/m) [
K(6,/n)t/3

273dw = K (6,/n) (®n(T) = @0 (1)) > = K (6, /n)(6n/n) 2>

< K (6a/n)'?
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and consequently,

1—®,, (t)
L(t) < K8, /n)Y? + / P(E, ' o Up(@n(t) +2) < t)dz.
D, (T)—P, (t)

To derive an upper bound for the remaining integral, note that for every x > ®,,(T") — ®,,(¢),
we have ®,,1(®,,(t) + x) = T. So again by Lemma 6.6, we have

P(E, o Up(@n(t) +2) <t) =P(E, o Up(®n(t) +2) —T <t —T)
<P(|F, o Up(®n(t) +2) = T|>T —1t)
< K(nop) N(T—1)7°

for 1 — ®,(t) >z > ®,(T) — ®,(t) and n large enough.

To finish the proof, we will consider the cases 7' — t > (nd2)~"/% and T — t < (né2)~1/3
separately.
e Let us start by assuming 7' — ¢ > (nd2) /3. Then,

1—®,. (1)
/ P(E, ' o Up(®n(t) +2) < t)dw
P, (T)—P., ()
D, (T)—P,, () +(8, /n)1/3

< / K(no2)"Y(T — t)3da
D, (T)—D, (t)

1-3,,(t) 3
+/ P(E, ! o Uy (@ (t) +2) < t)du,
B, (T) =P, (£)+(6, /) /3
where

., (T)—@,, (t)+(6n /m)1/3
/ K(n5§)_1(T — t)_3d33 — K((;n/n)l/?)(né%)_l(T B t)_3

D, (T)—D,(t)
K(‘Sn/n)l/s
and by Lemma 6.8, we have
1@, (1) -
/ P(F " o Up(®n(t) + 2) < t)da
P (T) =P (8)+(6n /1)1 /3

1-@,,(t) -
</ P(|F, o Un(®p(t) +2) —T| > T — t)da
@, (1)+(8, /m)

1—®,,(t) . .
< K/ (n(T — 1)) Y (®p(T) — B, () — ) 2da
+(8, /n)1/3
= K(n(T - t>>—1 [(@n(T) = n(t) = )] 25" 00 o ty15, s
=K(n(T — 1)) (1 = @u(T) "' + (n/6,)/?)
< K(0,/n)*3 + K (6, /n)'/3
< K (8, /n)/?

So we have shown

L(t) < K(8,/n)/?



16

for T —t > (nd2)~1/3.
e Now assume 1" — t < (nd2)~1/. Then,

(T = )72 = (du/n)"/?

and we have
D, (T)=®,, (t)+(n(T—t)) /2

L(t) <K (n(T —t)"Y/? +/ lda

D, (T)—P,(t)

1-@n(t) -
+/ P(EF, o Up(@n(t) +2) <
B, (T)=®,,(t)+(n(T—t))~1/2
As before, we know from Lemma 6.8 that
1-@, (1) -
/ P(E, ' o Up(®n(t) +2) < t)dx
®,(T)—®,, (t)+(n(T—t))—1/2
_111=®,. (1)
K(n(T )™ [(2n(T) — P (t) — @) 1]x:cpn(T)—@n(t)+(n(T—t))—1/2
K(n(T =) ((1 = @,(T) ™" + (n(T = 1))'/?)
K(n(T —t)"" + K(n(T —t))"'/?
< K(n(T —t)~/?

and so we have shown
Li(t) < K(n(T —t))" 1/

for T —t < (nd2)~1/3.
Summarizing the results, we have

L(t) < K((n/62) 7% + (m(T = 1)) 7/?)
and by similar arguments, we obtain

L(t) < K ((n/8,) 73 + (n(T +1))~1/2).
Thus,

E (|60 (t) — @a(t)]] < K max { (n/6,) "%, (n(T — £))72, (n(T + £) 12},

for n large enough proves the assertion.

t) dx.

We will now derive the limiting distribution of the L'-distance, following Durot (2008)

and Durot (2007). Their arguments needed careful modifications reflecting the n-dependence

and vanishing derivative of ®,, in our setting. As before, it turned out that nd2 — oo for

n — oo is in fact a necessary assumption and we will see it being used multiple times

throughout the proof. For ease of notations, let X (a) := argmin,z{Z(s) + (s — a)?} for

a € Rand
= / Cov(|X(0),|X (a) — al)da
Further, let 02(t) = E[(Y" — ®,,(X))?| X =t] for t € [T, T) and define

T
BIXO)) [ (4020)8(0.) px(e) Pt
T
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as well as

T 2
t
(7 o2 = 8C / ) gt and o2 = lim o2,
_rpx(® S

As part of the proof, we also need

t t
A (t) = / Ap(u)du and Ly (t):= / oo Fy' (u)du
0 0
defined for ¢ € [0, 1].

THEOREM 5.4. Assume that ® is differentiable with Holder-continuous derivative in a
neighbourhood of zero with ®((0) > 0. Furthermore, let px be continuously differentiable
(one-sided at the boundary points) on [—T,T]| with px > 0 on [—T,T| and assume that
né% — 00 for n — oo. Then,

) ((no) [

[0 (t) = ©u(B)ldt — ) —+2 N(0,0%)
-T

Jor n — oo.

PROOF. For ease of notation, let us set
T ~
T = / (1) — Doy (1) .
-T

The first step of the proof is to show that .7,, can be written as the L' distance between Un
and A\ ! up to some sequence converging stochastically to zero with a rate faster than nt/2.
For this, note that by Corollary 6.10, there exist Brownian bridges B, on [0, 1], s.t.

An() _ B, /\;1 a
j”:/ |Un(a) = 27" () - : 1/2( ))‘ —1
A (0) n px(®n(a))
For a € [\, (0), A\, (1)], let i,,(a) denote the integer part of (a — A, (0))(nd2)"/3/log(nd?),
define a,, = \,,(0) + in(a)(n62) /3 log(nd?) and set

da + op(n™1?).

B =a— Bu(A\y ! (an))
! 120 (an)
Then, Lemma 6.11 combined with the previous results yields

An(l) 1
T = / T(a®) — X5 (0)] da + op(n~11?),
A

.(0) px (@5 (a)

which concludes the first step of the proof. B
As the next step, we want to apply the function L,, to both U,, and A, ! inside the integral.
For this, let

Uy: a0, A (D] = [0,1],  U(a) = Lo(Un(a))) — Lu(X, ' (a)),
define

N 0 '
In= /w) |Lél(Aal(a))|p*><(<1>;1(a))d

and note that by Lemma 6.12, combined with the previous results,

jn = jn + OP(n_l/z)-
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It remains to show that (nd2)"/%((n/6,)"/3 7, — un) is asymptotically normal. For this,
define

L'(t) = /0 020 Fy (uydu,  n(t) = %Bn@), (1) = 51/2 2'2;;2’?)2
for t € [0, 1] and set
" n 5n 1/6 . - .
Wy ) o= % (Wa (L7(0) + (/5070 (1 — (1)) — W (L"(1)))

for t € (0,1) and v € R, where W), is distributed as a standard two-sided Brownian motion
under PX. Note that W is therefore also distributed as a standard Brownian motion under
PX for every ¢ € (0,1). In addition, define

Vo(t):=  argmin {Wi(u) +d, (t)uz} .
|u|<6y " log(nd2)

It then follows from Lemma 6.13, that
(n6a) 0 ((n/80)"* T — pin)
has the same asymptotic distribution as
1 P’ F—l
®) (na2)/o( / 70— 225 (W]
0 (px o Fix ™ (u))?| Ly, (u)]

and we know from Lemma 6.14 that (8) converges under PIX to a normal distribution with

mean zero and variance o2.

In summary, we have shown with respect to PIX ,
(n2) % (/)3T — 1) —2 N(0,0?)
for n — co. So by combining all the previous results,
(o) 0 ((0/62) " T = 1) = (n62) /0 ((1/62) " (T + 00 (™ 1/2)) = 1)
= (n83)"/*((n/00)"2 T~ pin) + 02(1)
— e N(0,67)

for n — oo unconditionally under PP. O

du — un>

THEOREM 5.5. Assume ®g to be continuously differentiable in a neighbourhood of
zero and let (A(s))se[—1,1) be a continuous Gaussian process, satisfying A(—T) = —A(T),
E[A(s)] =0 and

Cov(A(s), A(t)) = Po(0)(1 = @0(0))(1 = 2[Fx(s) — Fx(t)[) fors,t € [=T,T].

If nd2 — 0 for n — oo, we have

T
v / 16, (2) — Do (2)|dPy (#) —sz max A(s).
y

se[=T,T|
PROOF. For the empirical measure P,, with respectto Xi,..., X, we have
T A~
[ 18u(@) - 2,@)ldPx(a)
-T
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and we also have by a standard bracketing argument for the function class F,, := {® — U |
O Ve F,|P— V| <5,K} that

T
/;T ’(i)n(x) - (I)n(x)‘d(PX — Pn)(x) = op(n_l/Q)'

A Taylor expansion of ®,, around 0 further shows for some ;' between 0 and X; that

T T
| / 180(0) = @, @)]dP(x) - / By () — Bo(0)|dPy ()|

=T

T 1 o /
g/ 1@, () — Bo(0)[dPy (= Z|<I> — @o(0)] = du— D PH(FnE Xl
-T 1=1

Markov’s inequality combined with the assumption that nd2 — 0 then yields
T T
| 180(@) - 0u@ldPate) = [ [80(2) ~ S0P (@) + or(u 1)
-T =T
and in summary, we have
T T
1) = u@ldPs () = [ fba(a) = 2o0)|dP (o) +ox( 1),
-T =T
Let j,, denote the number of all the jumping points of d,, let 17',..., T} denote the jumping
points of $,, and se:[ 15 = Xy, as well as T | | == X,y and T} |, := T'. Then, from our
characterization of ®,, between two jumping points (see Section 1), we know

A A A S Y Ly <ny)
Syl =0, Pl =0,( X)), Pulirr e y= =
nl(—00,1¢") @y, (75, +1,20) n\<2(n) [T T) = Zg 1]1{T"<Xe<T "o}
for j =0,...,j, and we also agree on & ( t o) = (f)n(X (n)) for notational convenience.

Combining all this with the fact that $,, is an increasing, right-continuous step function, as
well as Lemma C.3, we know

T A
/ () — Bo(0)|dP, (2)
-7

T T

= s { / (@0(z) = Bo(0) L g dPn(v) - / (@n(e) = B(0) Loy dPn(0)
T A

= o { [ )~ @00~ L) iP(e)

T ~
= [ (@nla) = B0 P}

=T

— sup { /T@n(x)—@ow))(l—2n{x<s}>dpn<:c>}

se[-T,1] ~J-T
dntl
= sup {37 (@u(T71) — 20(0)) (Fu(Tfr) = FulT) (1= 21y, <) |
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Now, by using the properties of d,,, we obtain for every s € [T, T]

Jn+1
Z‘D ) (Fn(T]) = Fu(T7)) (1 - 2047 <))

1 Fa(T}y1) = Fu(T3)

_ J
=> . ZYe Liry <x,<1y
J= —0 M=
n Jn+1

= Z}/Z Z ]l{Tn<X’f<Tn+1}(1 - 2]1{TJ+1<5})
Z 1 7=0

- %ZYZ‘ - %Z}Q"]l{crggx@q}
/=1 /=1
1 o n 2 o n 2\ n
= EZYZ - EZYZ Lix,<s) +gZY€ Tixe=s)

1 (1 =217y, <sy)
+ } 1 ZZ 1]1{T"<X5<T+1} { i+ <s}

:_ZYZ 1_2]1{X[<8} ZYZ H{Xe =s}

r=1
and
Jntl
Z ®0(0) (Fn( jn+1) - Fn(T]n)) (1 - 2]1{Tj"+1§5})
7=0
= 0o(0) (1 — Fp(T3)) — 200(0) (Fr(s) — Fu(T3))
= 0¢(0) — 2P0 (0)Fy(s) — o (0) F5, (X (1)) + 2P0 (0) Fn (X (1))
= (I)O(O)(l — 2Fn(s)) + (I)O?EO)
as well as

sup { ZYZ Lix,=sy — (I)(O)H op(n~'/?).

se[=T,T]

Letting A,,: [—T,T] — R denote the piecewise linear process that satisfies

An(X;) \FZ 0)) (1-21x,<x,})

fori € {1,...,n} and noting that A,, attains its maximum at the observation points, we have
by the previous results, that

Vit [ 1#(@) = @, @)laPx )
has the same asymptotic distribution as
sup 1—21gx,<s = sup {A,(s)} = max {A4,
s€[-T,T) {\/_Z ( tes })} se[—T,T}{ ()} s€[— TT]{ ()}

where we used continuity of A,, and the fact that the process inside the sup on the left side
changes its value only at the observation points. The assertion now follows from continuous
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mapping and (Addendum 1.5.8, van der Vaart and Wellner, 1996), as long as A, —, A in
0°([-T,T7]) for n — oc.

To prove this, let us first introduce for arbitrary s € [T, 7] the random index i(s) €
{0,...,n} that satisfies X;(s) < s < Xj(5)41. Then,

An(s) \/—Z (1—2]1{X5<X1<5)})

+ (S - Xz(s))(An(Xz(s)—l—l) - An(Xz(s)))

1
= n (Y/" — @0(0)) (1 - 2]1{X@<5})
/=1
(5 = Xi(s)) o= <
+ 2T Z (YZ - (I)O(O)) (]l{XZSX'L(s)} - ]l{XZSX'L(sH»l})
/=1

- S = Xz s
- jﬁZm" —80(0) (1 28px,) + 2 (0~ 00)
=1

\/—Z 0)) (1 —20yx,<5) +op(1)

and so it suffices to show

(s) = = D0 (47 = 80(0) (1= 21 x,) —2 AL
=1

in £>°([—T,T]). Note that for this it suffices by (Theorem 1.5.4, van der Vaart and Wellner,
1996) and (Theorem 1.5.7, van der Vaart and Wellner, 1996) to show that 21, (s) is asymptot-
ically tight in R for every s € [T, T1, that 2,, as a stochastic process is asymptotically uni-
formly equicontinuous in probability and that for every finite subset {s1,...,s;} C [-T,T],
the marginals (,,(s1),...,2,(sx)) converge weakly to (A(s1),..., A(sk)).

We start with the weak convergence of the marginals, where we want to apply the Lindeberg-
Feller central limit theorem. For this, let & € N be arbitrary, let {s1,...,s;} C [T, T] denote
an arbitrary finite subset of [T, T, let

fn: [_T7 T] X {07 1} X [_Ta T] _>R7 fn(wayas) = (y - (I)O(O))(l - 2]1{:(:§5})

and note that

Q[n(sl) n 1 fTL(XhYYinvsl)

: = Z 7n : ;

Q[n(Sk) =1 fn(X%YYin’Sk)
as well as that E[f,,(X;, Y}, s)] = o(n~'/?). As a shorthand notation, let us introduce
fn(Xi7}/;'n7sl)
fn(Xu }/7/ Y Sk)

fori=1,...,n. Note that | V;*||> < k/n by definition of f,, and b,, and so we have for every
>0,

ZE VI L gvnsey] < ZE Lo pesery] < ZE Liesnery] = kL pspezy — 0
i=1 i=1 =1
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for n — oo. For the sum of the covariance matrices of V;, note that for j,¢ € {1,...,k}, we
have
(Do Cov(v)  =E[0r" = 20(0))°(1 21 {x e x| +0()
i=1

= q>0(0)(1 - <I>0(0))E[1 - 2]1{X§sj} - 2]1{X§54} + 4]1{X§min{sj,s;g}}] + 0(1)
— B0(0)(1 — B (0))(1 + 4Fx (min{s;, s¢}) — 2Fx (s5) — 2Fx (s¢)) + (1)
=®(0)(1 — Po(0))(1 + 2Fx (min{s;, s¢}) — 2Fx (max{s;, s¢})) + o(1)
=®(0)(1 — Po(0))(1 —2|Fx(s¢) — Fx(sj)|) +o(1)

— Cov(A(s;), A(se)) + o(1).
So by the Lindeberg-Feller central limit theorem, we have
(A (51, -, A (58) —>2 (A1), .., A(sp))

for n — oo. Note that this also implies asymptotic tightness of 21, (s) for every s € [T, T.
To show that 2(,, is asymptotically uniformly equicontinuous in probability, let € > 0 and
n > 0 and define § := £2n?. Note that by Markov’s inequality,

1
IP( sup [ (s) — A (t)] > 5) < —E[ sup [ (s) — an(t)|].
ls—t]<é € Lls—t|<s
Defining
hnst: [T, 1] x{0,1} = R, hpsi(z,y) = 2(y — Pn(20))(Liz<s) — Liz<sy)
for s,t € [T, T1, setting ”Hm; ={hnst|s,te[-T,T],|s—t| <} and choosing &,, > 0

and M >0, s.t. E[h?] < &2 and ||h||oc < M, for every h € H,, 5, we have by (Theo-
rem 2.14.17°, van der Vaart and Wellner, 2023)

E[ sup |an(8)—91n(t)|} :E[ sup
|s—t|<6 ho€Ho s

JH (En, ’Hn,(;, L2 (]P’X’Yn ))
e2nl/2

—= 30 ha(X0 ) ~ Bl (X Y] o)
=1

< g (ens o, X)) (14 My ) +o(1).

For arbitrary h € H,, 5, there exists s,t € [T, T, satisfying |s — t| < ¢, such that
E[R(X,Y")*] = Elhnot (X, V")) < El(Lx <o) — Lix<n)’]
= E[1 {min{s,t}< X <max{s,t}}]
= Fx(max{s,t}) — Fx(min{s,t})
< ||px||oc (max{s,t} — min{s,t})
= llpxllools — £l <llpxllocd
and

Hh”OO = th,s,tHoo <1
Thus, by choosing &, = v/¢ and M,, = 1, we have

E[ sup ]EZln(S)—an(t)’}

[s—t|<d

Iy (V8,45 L2 @YY )
onlt/2 '

<Jj (51/2’7_[”76’1;2(1@)(,1/7@))(14_



THE WEAK-FEATURE-IMPACT EFFECT 23

By a standard bracketing argument, it follows that for some constant X > 0, which may
change from line to line,

Ny(v, Hos, L (PXY")) < Ny(v?, My 5, L (PEYT)) <

Sl

Thus,

Nz
Jy(V6, Hns, L2(PXY")) < K / log(K/v?)dv < KV
0

and we have

E{ sup |an(s)—91n(t)|} < KV3.

[s—t|<d

Finally, up to some constant,

P( sup 190(5) = 0] > =) < ZE[ sup 120(s) ~ 0] <0

™

by definition of § and the assertion follows. O

6. Proofs. In this section the essential proofs of the results contained in the article are
collected.

6.1. Consistency. We start with the proof of Theorem 3.2, which concerns L'(Px)-,
pointwise and uniform consistency of ®,,.

PROOF OF THEOREM 3.2. Statement (i) follows immediately from Theorem 3.1 and
Lemma B.1, while the proofs of statement (ii) and (iii) are connected in the sense that (ii)
can be obtained as an interim result of the proof of (iii). However, (ii) is also an immediate
consequence of (iii), which is why we only make a short remark at the stage of the proof
where (ii) could be obtained, but continue with the proof of (iii) instead.

The idea of the proof of statement (iii) is to show for every subsequence of D,, := $, -,
that there exists a subsubsequence converging uniformly to 0 in probability w.r.t. P. To make
this precise, we start with an arbitrary subsequence of (D),,), which we will denote by (D,,)
again for ease of notation. Then, by (i) and the characterization of convergence in probability
in terms of almost surely convergent subsequences, there exists a subsubsequence (1) jen
S.t.

/ D, (x) — @, (2)|dP(x) — 0 P-as. for j — oo.
R
Define
Sp = {w Q| / |<i>n] (w,x) — @y, ()|dPx (x) — 0 for j — oo}
R

and consider for fixed w € Sp an arbitrary subsequence of D, (w,-), which we denote by
Dy, (w, ) again. Then, by an application of Markov’s inequality w.r.t. Px on R, we obtain
for every € > 0,

Px(|Dn, (w,)| > €) = Px (|®n, (w,") = @5, (-)] > €) < %EPX (14, (w, ) = @, ()]

1 .
— E/ |Pp, (w,2) — Dy, (2)|dPx (x) — 0 for j — oo,
R
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by definition of Sp. In different notation, this means

But then, again by a Borel-Cantelli argument, there exists another increasing sequence
(3¢ )ken, depending on w, satisfying j;7 — oo for k — o0, s.t.

| Doy (@, ) = € (@,7) = Py ()] — 0 Py-as. fork — oo,
Now, similar as before, we define
Spy (@) = {2 €R ||, (w,) = P, ()] — O for k — oo}

Then, for arbitrary but fixed zp € R\ Sp, (w) and for all £ > 0, the fact that Px has a
Lebesgue density being positive on R implies the existence of x1,z2 € Sp, (w) with 1 <
To < x2. Moreover, from Lemma B.2, we know that there exists K € N, s.t.

&
[ (22) P (1) <

for every k > K. By choosing K € N sufficiently large, we also have
A € - €
|<I>nj? (w,x1) — Dy (x1)] < s and |<I>nj? (w,x9) — Dy (x2)] < R
for all k£ > K, and obtain
D (@,20) | = |, (@, 20) — By (0)]
< ’(i)nw (wwz'()) - (i)nj? (wrz'l)‘ + ’(i)nw (waxl) - q)njg (‘Tl)‘ + ‘(I)n]g (xl) - ®nj? (.Z'())’
d

Anjz (w7x1)‘ + ’(i)njz (waxl) - (I)njg (‘Tl)‘ + ‘(I)njg (‘Tl) - (I)njz (x2)’

. A 2e
< By (0,2) = P (22)| + [ @y (02) = Doy (21)| + [Py (1) = Do (w,20) [ + 5

where we used the fact that both (i)n and ®,, are increasing in . Thus, we have shown
\Dnj? (w,z)| = ]tfnw (w,x) — P ()] —0 for k — o0
not only for x € Sp, (w), but for all x € R. By applying the subsequence argument at this

point, statement (ii) could already be obtained. However, before we carry out the subsequence
argument in detail in the next step, note that by Lemma B.3, we have for every T' > 0,

sup |<i>njw (w,z) = @y (2)| — 0 for k — 0.
x€[-T,T) ¥ k

But this means, that for any arbitrary subsequence of D, (w, -), we found a subsubsequence
converging to zero uniformly on compact intervals, implying by the subsequence argument
that

sup \Ci)n] (w,z) = @y, ()| — 0 for j — oo.
ze|-T,T)

But because w € Sp was arbitrary, we have actually shown by definition of Sp, that

sup |<i>n](,3:) — &, (z)] — 0 P-as. for j — oo,
ze[-T,T)
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implying

sup \(i)nj(,x) — &, (x)] —p0 for j — oo.
z€|-T,T)

Applying the subsequence argument again, we conclude

sup  |®n(-, ) — Bp(x)| —p 0 for n — oo
ze[-T,T)

and assertion (ii) and (iii) follow. O
6.2. Pointwise limiting behaviour. In this section, we give necessary results for the proof

of Theorem 4.1 (i) and (i1).
For the results related to the proof of (i), let us recall the following definitions. Let

g: [_Ta T] X [_T7 T] — R, g(l’,t) = ]l{xgt} - ﬂ{xﬁ:m}a
fn: [_Ta T] X {07 1} X [_T7 T] — R7 fn(x7y7t) = (y - q)n(x()))g(xat)
and define for every ¢t € [T, T,
En(t) =K [fn(XH Yf? t)] :

Furthermore, let 3 € N>q, let
B/(2B+1)
me (1) e ), g

and let Z(s) denote a standard two-sided Brownian motion on R. We also define the stochas-
tic processes

n

300 = 257 (X0 Y7 20+ 0ns) — Bu(ro + ),
=1

3%(3) = bnEn(xO + CLnS),

3500 =0 3" (Xm0 + ),

" i=1
3'(s) = /@0 (0)(1 — ©o(0))px (x0) Z(s),
3(6) = g O (o)™

33(s) == vpx(x0)s
and set
3u(s) = 3,(5) + 3n(s) = 3n(s),  3(s)=23"(s) +3%(s) — 3°(s)
for s € [a,, Y (zo — T),a, * (zo + T)]. Moreover, let

Sp = argmin™ 3n(s) and §:=argmin 3(s)
s€[an " (xo—T),an " (xo+T)] sER

denote the minimizers of 3, (s) and 3(s) respectively.
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LEMMA 6.1. Let 5 €N, xg an interior point of X and assume P to be [3-times con-
tinuously differentiable in a neighbourhood of 0 with the Pth derivative being the first non-
vanishing derivative in 0. Assume further that px is B-times continuously differentiable on
X. Then, for every S > 0, the sequence of processes 3,,(s) converges weakly in {>([—S, S])
to the process 3(s) as long as néiﬁ — 0.

PROOF. We will start with the convergence of 3%(3). For this, let S > 0, define

Zo

¢
(0= [ (@ala) = @uan)px(elde— [ (@ala) - @ofao)px(a)da
— 50 —00

and note that we have FE,,(xg + ans) = I,(xg + aps). A Taylor expansion with Lagrange
remainder of [,,(t) around z( then yields the existence of &, (s) between xo and xg + a,s,
S.t.

B
1
En(z0 + ans) = Iy(zg) + I, (xq) + Z EI,(LI“) (20)(ans)"
k=2
1

G ) ans)

_l’_

B 0 s)k - | N
:Z( r];!) ; <k ' 1> (@5, — ®u(20)) D (20)p " (0)

7

N
—

)i+ p , .
& iy 6 CEXEVECIEE U CIE)

(ans)ﬁ"'l

= G (O Gl DPx () + (@n(6n(s) = Palz)pX (En(s)).

Multiplication with b,, and inserting the definition of both a,, and b,, yields

a B
(B ljr 1)! B (&n(5))px (En(s))(ans)?Ht = (glr(lsgl' (I)(()B)(5n§n(s))px(§n(s))sﬁ+l
— (Bi 1)! (I)(()B)(5n£n(8))pX(£n(S))sﬁ+l,

where we used a/) o, 8k = 1. For the second term, we obtain by a Taylor expansion of ®,,

around z the existence of v, (s) between g and &, (s), s.t.

5 () = Bl () (an5)
—B
= G () (65) — 200 (6 ()7
- <5+1 37207 Gt (3 (€n(s) = 20)p (€057

Combining the previous calculations, we have

1 ) B+1
sup 3% s) — D (0)px (x0)s
s€[-S,S] (®) (B+1)° (O)px (o)
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- L 50 1 s
" selos @ GaaloDpx @)™ = g5y 28" Opxc )™
+ ﬁ@éﬁ)(ényn(s))(fn(s) - ﬂfo)pg?) (fn(s))sﬁﬂ‘
1

SBIOLID, |05 (660 (5))px (€n(5)) — 5 (0)px (wo)| I[P+

+

T 1987 o) En(s) — 20l ento) s

For the first part, we have

sup  |@57 (8,80 (5))px (€n(s)) — 5 (0)px (wo)| |5+

s€[—5,95]
<87 sup [0 (6,60(5)px (€(5)) — @ (O)px (w0)|
s€[—5,95]
< g8+ sup 1287 (3,5)px (5) — DY (0)px (x0)|

s€[ro—anS,zo+a,S]

= 57| 2? GushIpx (s7) — B O)px (a0)|
where s} € [zg — a, S, xo+ a,,S] denotes the maximizier of the function inside the sup. From
the fact that s;, — o for n — oo and continuity of @éﬁ )

Clas |(I)(()B)(5n3;)pX(3;§) — (I)(()B)(O)px (x0)| —0 for n — oo.
For the second part, we have

sup | @) (Gn(5))(€n(s) — 20)P (60 ()] Is]P 1

and px, we have

se[—S,9]
<5 sup [ (uvn(5)(6n(5) — 0)p (6n(5))
s€[-S,9]
< ST sup [€u(s) — o] |27 Guva(s)pY (€n(s))]
s€[-S,9]

<52, sup | (6u1n ()P (Enls))]
s€[—5,95]

—0 for n — 0.

Thus, 32(s) — m@gﬁ)(O)px (z0)s%*1 in ([, S]) for n — oo.
3

To show convergence of 3;, let us define

In,s: [_Sv S] —R, 9n,s (33) = W;l (]l{:cho-l—ans} - ﬂ{xgxo})
for every s € [—S, 5], set G, :=={gn,s | s € [-5, S]} for every n € N and note that

1 n
3%(3) = n Zgn,S(Xi)-
=1

A simple calculation now shows
E [35(5)] = vay "Bl {x<ayta,s) — Lix<ao}] = vay " (Fx (20 + ans) — Fx (20))

— upx(z9)s forn — oo
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for every s € [—S, S]. Actually, we even have

g |E [35(s)] —vpx (20)s| = "UCLEI (Fx (z0 + ansy,) — Fx (20)) — vpx (20)s;,
ElS

" —— (Fx (w0 + ansy,) — Fx(xo))—px(wo)‘

1
< [T ‘ ZL* (Fx (w0 + ansy,) — Fx (z0)) — px(ﬂfo)‘

—0 for n — o0,

where s} € [—S, S| denotes the maximizier of the function inside the sup. Note that we
need s # 0 for the previous argument. However, the result remains true even if s;, = 0,
because the function inside the sup vanishes in this case anyways. Now let us calculate the
§-bracketing number Nj(6, Gy, L'(Px)). For this, let § > 0, set N(4) := 23 2upx (z0) and
define fori=1,...,|N(0)],

t() = —S, S; ' — Si—1 SLN(5)J+1 = S

+—,
2upx (xo)

Note that —S = sp < 51 < -+ < S|IN@©G)|+1 = S and s; — s;_1 < ﬁ(m) for 1 <1<
|N(0)] + 1. Then, for every s € [—S, 5], there exists i € {1,...,[N(5)| + 1}, s.t. s;-1 <
s < s; and consequently, g5, s, ,(2) < gn s(z) < gn s, (x) for every z € R. Further, we have

[ 180(8) = g (2)dPx )
= /an,si () —vsipx (x0) +vsi—1px (T0) — Gn,s; o (€)dPx () + v(s; — si—1)px (20)

0
<2 sup [|E([35(s)] —vpx(z0)s| + 5%
s€[—5,5]

For n large enough, we know from previous calculations that

)
sup ‘E [Bi(s)] - vpx(:no)s‘ < 1
s€[—5,5]

and thus, for n large enough, we have shown that [gy, s, ., 9n,s,Ji=1,.. |n(s5))+1 define 6-
brackets for G,, with respect to L'(Py ). Consequently,

Ny(8,Gu, L' (P)) < IN(8)] + 1< 1+ %zvp_x(wo).
Moreover, we have for every s € [—S, 5],
Var(gn,s(X)) = v2a; > (E[(L{x<zotanst — Lix<aot)] = Bl {x<zotanst — Lix<aol’)
<v?a, (E[(L{x<aotans) — Lix<ao))’])
< 2%a; 2

By definition of G,,, we have

Sup ‘33 [ ‘— sup _Zgn z - gn(X)]

s€[—5,5] 9n€Gy
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and from the fact that the J-bracketing number N, (6) of G,, is bounded by 1 + %%p x (z0)
for n large enough, we obtain from a typical Glivenko-Cantelli argument (see e.g. the proof
of Lemma A.4) that for every £ > 0 and § = £/2, there exist functions g}, ..., g € G,, s.t.

P(_sw_[5h)—E[30)] | 2<) < ZP((%igﬂXﬂ‘E[%“ﬂ123)

se[—S,9]

ar o I
<Z 1 Var(gn(X Varlgn(X))  , (5/2)5il sup  Var(gn,s(X)) < Ny (5/2)8 e

s€[=T,T) n

. 518 1/(26+1)
:Nn(e/2)€—2v2 <L> — 0 forn — oo.

n2B—1
Thus,
sup !33 —’upX(xo)s‘
s€[=5,9]
< sup [33(s)—E[33(s)]|+ sup [E[33(s)] —vpx(zo)s| —p0
se[—5,9] s€[—S,5]

for n — oo and we have 32 (s) —p vpx (z0)s in EOO([ S, S]) for n — oo.

To show weak convergence of 3} (s) to 3'(s) == 1/®o(0)(1 — ®¢(0))px (z0)Z(s) in
(>°([—5S, S]), note that it suffices by (Theorem 1 5 4 van der Vaart and Wellner, 1996) and
(Theorem 1.5.7, van der Vaart and Wellner, 1996) to show that 37 (s) is asymptotically tight
in R for every s € [-S, 9], that 31 as a stochastic process is asymptotically uniformly
equicontinuous in probability and that for every finite subset {s1,...,sx} C [-S, 5], the
marginals (31 (s1),...,3L(sx)) converge weakly to (3'(s1),...,3"(sk)).

We start with the weak convergence of the marginals, where we want to apply the Lindeberg-
Feller central limit theorem. For this, let & € N be arbitrary, let {s1, ..., sx} C [-S, 5] denote
an arbitrary finite subset of [—S, S| and note that

3717,(31) n b fn(Xi,}/in,fL'O—i‘anSl)—E[fn(Xi,}/in,wO‘i‘anSl)]

:Z_"

. ' n .
3}1(316) =1 fn(Xiyi/rin7$0+anSk) _E[fn(Xiay;‘na"EO“‘ansk)]

As a shorthand notation, let us introduce

fn(X’i7}/;'n7 Sl)
VTL — .

)

s[F

fn(Xu }/7;”7 Sk)

fori=1,...,n. Note that ||V;"||* < ka—Z = (%)3/(25+1) by definition of f, and b, and so
we have for every € > 0,

5 28/(2p+1) n
ZE IV P L v ey ] §k< ) > E [y jeses]

n -
=1 =1

5,0\ 26/(26+1) n
=k <;> ZE[1{k>(n/5n)25/(25+1)€2}]
i=1

= k:a;l]l{k>(n/5n)2ﬂ/<2ﬁ+1>a2} —0
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for n — oo, where we used that n/d,, — oc. For the sum of the covariance matrices of V;,
note that for j, ¢ € {1,...,k}, we have

n 2
(Y covvm) | l; (E [fu(X, Y™, 20 + ans;) fu(X, Y™ 20 + anse)

— Ep(x0 + ansj) En(x0 + anse)).

Recall that for any s € [—S, 5], b, Ep, (70 + a,s) = 32(s) — m@gﬁ)(O)px(m)sﬁ“ for
n —> 00, as shown previously. Thus,

bgLE (o + ans;)En(zo + ansy) = %32(3])32 (s¢g) —0
for n — oo. Further, note that
(X Y™ 20+ ans;) fn(X, Y™, 20 + anse)
= (V" = 0,(20))? (Lx<zotans;} — Lix<ao}) (LiX<ootrans) — L{x<ao})
= (V" = @,,(20))” (L {20 < X <wo-ra, mings, 501} + L{zotan max(s; s} <X <zo})
= (V" — ®n(20))* (Lo« X<ro+an mings; 501t T Lizo—an min{—s;,—se} <X <zo})
and consequently,
E[fo(X, Y™ 20+ ans;j) fu(X,Y", 20 + anse)]
=E[(Y" = ®n(20))* (1{zy< X <zo+a, mings;,se}} + L{zo—an min{—s;—si}<X<z0})]
=15, 6500 E [(Y" = @0(20))° D1y < X <zt min{s; 51} )

+ ]l{sj,5g<0}E [(Yn - q>n(x0))2]l{mo—an min{|sj\,\s;g|}<X§mg}] .

From now on, we will only consider the case s;, sy > 0, as the case s, sy < 0 follows analo-
gously. Note first that

E [(Yn - (I)n($0))2]1{xo<X§xo+an min{sj,se}}]

=E[((1 — ®n(20))*@n(X) + (Pn(20))*(1 = Pn(X))) L {zo< X <rotan mings; 501
=E[(n(X) — 205 (20) 0 (X) + Pr(20)?) L4y« X <20ta,, min{s; 501}
=E[(®n(X)(1 = 2@, (20)) + Pn(20)*) L {zy< X <zo-ra, min{s,.s50}}]
=E [0 (X)(1 — 2%, (20)) L {0 < X <ao-+a, min{s,,s:}}]
+ ®,,(20)*(Fx (20 + a, min{s;, s¢}) — Fx(20))
Now because % = a,, ', we obtain
b2

"<I> n(x )2(FX(ZE0—|—anmin{8j,Sg})—Fx($0))

= ®,,(x0)? min{s;, sg}a, min{s;, 5o}~ (Fx (20 + a, min{s;, s¢}) — Fx (x0))
— <I>0(0)2 min{s;, s¢}px (o)

for n — co. Defining

Tn(t) = / B, (2)px (2)dz,
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we further have

by
E [CI) (X)(l - 2(I)n(x0))1{mo<X§mg+an min{sj,s,g}}]

= a;l(l —2®,,(z0))Jn (20 + anmin{s;, s })

and by a Taylor expansion with Lagrange remainder of .J,,(¢) around x, we obtain for 7, €
[z0,z0 + a, min{s;, s¢}]

an (1 =29, (20)) Jn (20 + @y, min{s;, s,})
= a, " (1= 2@ (20)) (Jn(20) + J;, (110) ay min{s;, s})
= (1= 2®n(20))Jy, () min{s;, s}
= (1 =29, (20)) @n(1n)px (0) min{s;, s}
— (1 =29¢(0))P0(0)px (o) min{s;, s¢}

where we used that 7,, — x¢ for n — co. Consequently, by combining the previous calcu-
lations, we have shown that for n — oo,

(Zz:: COV(‘/in))jz

— ((1—290(0)) @0 (0)px (o) min{[s; |, |se|} + o (0)* min{|s;|, |se|}px (z0)) Lis,s,501
= ©o(0)(1 =200 (0) + Lo (0))px (wo) min{]s], [sel} s, 5,0}
= ®0(0)(1 — @o(0))px (wo) min{|s;], |se|} T ¢s,5,50
= Cov(v/@o(0)(1 — @0(0))px (20) Z(s5), v/ ®o(0)(1 — @o(0))px (w0) Z (5¢))
= Cov(3'(s5), 3" (s0)).
So by the Lindeberg-Feller central limit theorem, we have
(3n(51), -, 3n(sk)) —>£ (3 (1), 3" (s0))

for n — co. Note that this also implies asymptotic tightness of 31 (s) for every s € [ S, S].
To show that 3! is asymptotically uniformly equicontinuous in probability, let ¢ > 0 and
n > 0 and define § := £2n?. Note that by Markov’s inequality,

P( sup [34(s) - 340 > <) < 2E[ sup [3h(s) - 300

ls—t]<6 |s—t|<d

Defining

fn,s,t: [_57 S] X {07 1} —R, fms,t(xvy) = (y - (I)n(xo))(]l{xgxo-i-ans} - ]l{xgxo—i-ant})
fors,t € [-S, 5], setting Fy, 5 :={ frnst | 5,t €[5, 5], |s—t| <}, and choosing €, > 0 and

M, > 0,s.t. E[f?] <2 and || f||oc < M, forevery f € F,, 5, we have by (Theorem 2.14.17",

)

van der Vaart and Wellner, 2023)

an (X0, Y7~ Elfu(X0, V)

i:

B . Iy (ens F sy LA(PXYT)
< bnn 1/2‘][} (En7fn,57L2(]P>X’Y )) (1 + I ( 6%,”1/2 )Mn)

E| sup [34(s) = 34(0)|| =bun 7 E[ sup
[s—t|<d Fn€Fn.s
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For arbitrary f € F,, 5, there exists s,t € [—S5, S], satisfying |s — t| < 6, such that
E[f(X,Y")?] = E[fns:(X,Y™)?] < E[(L{x<zotans) — ]1{X§x0+ant})2]
= E[1 {240, min{s,t} <X <zo-+a, max(s,t}}]
= Fx(xo + a, max{s,t}) — Fx(xo + a, min{s,t})
= |Fx(xo+ ans) — Fx(xo + ant)|

<|pxllocanls —t] < and|lpx o
and

”f”OO = ”fn,s,t”oo <1
Thus, by choosing &,, = v/ a,d||px || and M,, = 1, we have
E| sup [31(5) = 3L0I] < bun ™2 (VandToxTlc, Fos, 12 (BXY))

|[s—t|<d
( Iy (V/andllpx oo, Fns, L2(PXY"))
and|px [loov/n

By a standard bracketing argument, it follows that for some constant K > 0, which may
change from line to line,

n " K
Ny (v, Fo g, LA(PH)) < Ny(v?, Fop, LHPHYT) <

Thus,

. Vandlpx e
J)(Vand|[px lloc, Fus, L2 (PXY™)) < K/ log(K/v*)dy < K+/and
0
and we have

E[ sup [3L(s) — 3,11(15)]} < Kbyn™Y2\/a,6 = K5

[s—t|<d
Finally, up to some constant,

P sup [34() 3500 > <) < <E[ sup [34(5)~ 33(0)]] <n

[s—t|<d [s—t|<o

™

by definition of J.
Summarizing the results we have shown 3 (s) —2 /®0(0)(1 — ®0(0))px (z0)Z(s)
]

as well as 32(s) — (B+1) B (0)px (w0)s7+! and 33 (s) —sp vpx (z0)s in £2(]-8, S

for n — oo. The assertion now follows from the fact that 3,,(s) = 31 (s) + 32(s) — (s
as well as that 32(s) and 33 (s) converge to nonrandom functions.

)
)

LEMMA 6.2. Under the same assumptions as in Lemma 6.1, the sequence of minimizers
S, of 3n(s) is uniformly tight.

PROOF. For ease of notation, we introduce for s € R the following sequence of stochastic
processes

n

Ma(s)i= 37 (X Y7 20 4 008) — a0 +005))
=1

1 n
+ Ep (20 + ans) — v Zg(Xi, To + ans)
" i=1
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and the following sequence of deterministic functions
M™(s) = Ep(xo+ aps).
Note that

argmin™ M (s)
s€[an(zo—T),an (xo+T)]

>
3
Il

and that s,, := argmin ., M(s) satisfies s, = 0, which follows from
En(zo + ans) =E[(Y" — @,(20))(L{x<zotans) — Lix<ao})]
=E[(®,(X) — (I’n($0))(]1{xgxo+ans} - ]l{XSwo})]
= E[|®n(X) = Pn(20)|[1{x <zo+ans) = Lix<ao}l];

where we used monotonicity of ®,,. To show uniform tightness of s,,, we use a slicing argu-
ment similar to the proof of (Theorem 3.2.5, van der Vaart and Wellner, 1996). For this, note
first that M,,(s,,) — M, (8,) > 0 by the property of §,, as well as M,,(s,,) = 0. Assume

s > 0 for the moment and note that, as long as n is large enough, (I)éﬁ ) is bounded away from
zero in a neighbourhood of zero and px is bounded away from zero on its support. Thus, a
Taylor expansion of ®,, around z( reveals for some &;,, between X and zy and some constant
C > 0 which may changes from line to line, that

M"(s) = E[(®n(X) = 0 (20)) (L x<ro+anst — Lix<ao})]
=E[@{)) (&) (X — 20)" (Lix<aytans) — Lix<zo))]
> COEE((X — 20)° (Lix<sorans) — Lix<ao})]
=06 /ans P px (v + x)dx
> 05£a§+186+1

By similar arguments, the same result holds for s < 0. Now define slices
Sjn={scR| 27! <al/?|s|?* < 27}

and note that

(|Sn|>2

— Mu(s) = = sup (~M"(s))

~~ ~ /‘\ ~ /‘\
w
=
’U

: SESJ n SGS]‘,n
P( sup ( —M,(s)) > inf M"(S))
:K SESJ n SeSj,n
n > n
< 30 (MO - Malollsn > Jgf Mo )
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7n —

< 3 P(IM™ () = Ma(s)ls,., = Coaltay 22070

j=K+1
4 =1 .
<=5 D E[IMa(s) = M (s)lls, ]
Clnan ;54

where we used Markov’s inequality in the last step.

J.n

1 n
M= [ = D7 FulXi, Y20 + ans) = ELfu(X6, V", 00 + ans)]
n 1=1

Jsm

1 n
> .
M2 = H o ;_1 9(Xix0 + ans) |

and note that
E [ Mn(s) = M(s)lls,..] < EMy, ;] +EM, ;).
As an immediate consequence, we have
[M2 ;1< ot
And by applying a bracketing argument to E[Ml ] similar as in Lemma 6.1, the assertion
follows. O

PROPOSITION 6.3.  Under the same assumptions as in Lemma 6.1, the sequence of min-
imizers S, of 3n(8) converges weakly to the minimizer s of 3(s) for n — .

PROOF. From Lemma 6.1, we have for every compact set K C R that 3, (s) converges
weakly to 3(s) in £°°(K) for n — co. Moreover, we have that the sample paths s — 3(s)
are continuous and that s is unique and tight. From Lemma 6.2, we know that 5,, is uni-
formly tight and consequently, by (Theorem 3.2.2, van der Vaart and Wellner, 1996), we have
Sp —> ¢ § for n — oo. O

The following results are necessary for the proof of part (ii) of Theorem 4.1. For this, we
introduce the following notations. Let

bt [T, T x {0,1} X [T, T] = R,  hp(z,y,t) = (y — Pn(z0)) L{z<s
and define for every ¢t € [T, 7],
Hn(t) = E[hn(Xv an t)]

Further, let (W (s))se[o,1] denote a standard Brownian motion on [0, 1], define the stochastic
processes

\FZ W(X0, Y7 (5)) = Ha(F5(9))
W2 (s) = /nH,(Fx'(s))
o (5) = U%Z“{Xﬁlﬁgl(s)}
i=1

W' (s) == /@o(0)(1 — 2o(0)) B(s)
W2 (s) =0
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and set
W, (s) = AW, (s) + WA(s) —Wi(s),  W(s) == W(s) + W (s) — W(s)

for s € [0,1]. Moreover, let us redefine §,, := argmin™ . 20,,(s) and § := argmin, . 20(s)
from the previous proofs to now denote the minimizers of 20,,(s) and 20(s) respectively.

LEMMA 6.4. Let 5 €N, xg an interior point of X and assume P to be [3-times con-
tinuously differentiable in a neighbourhood of 0 with the Pth derivative being the first non-
vanishing derivative in 0. Assume further that X has bounded moments up to order [3 and
that Fx is invertible. Then the sequence of processes 20,,(s) converges weakly in >°([0,1])

to the process 20(s), as long as néiﬁ — 0 for n — oc.

PROOF. We will start with the convergence of 22 (s). Note that by assumption on ®,,, a
Taylor expansion with Lagrange remainder of ®,,(z) around x of order (3 yields the exis-
tence of some &, between x and =z, s.t.

02 (@, (2) — Bn(20)) = /20 (€,) (x — 20)° =n'/26507 (6,60) (x — 20)”.
From néﬁﬁ — 0, we obtain

W2 (s)| = E|n!/?(®(X) — O (20)) Ly pr
sil[g,)l}‘ (s)] s?{ﬁl?u [n (2n(X) (20)) Lix<ry (S)}”

= sup E[nlmarﬁz@éﬁ)(énfn)(){_‘TO)B]I{X<F§1(8)}}‘
s€[0,1] N

<n'2E[|27 (5:60) (X —20)°|] — 0 forn — co.

Thus, 202 (s) — 0 in £>°([0, 1]) for n — co.

For convergence of 203 (s), we know from the classical Glivenko-Cantelli result that
W3 (s) —p vEx (Fy'(s)) = vs in £2°([0,1]) for n — oo.

Let us now show weak convergence of 20%(s) to 20! (s) := \/®o(0)(1 — ®o(0))W (s)
in £°°(]0,1]). For this, note that it suffices by (Theorem 1.5.4, van der Vaart and Wellner,
1996) and (Theorem 1.5.7, van der Vaart and Wellner, 1996) to show that 201 () is asymp-
totically tight in R for every s € [0, 1], that 20} as a stochastic process is asymptotically
uniformly equicontinuous in probability and that for every finite subset {s1,...,s;} C [0,1],
the marginals (20} (s1), . ..,20% (sk)) converge weakly to (20 (s1), ..., 20 (sz)).

We start with the weak convergence of the marginals, where we want to apply the Lindeberg-
Feller central limit theorem. For this, let k € N be arbitrary, let {s1,...,s;} C [0, 1] denote
an arbitrary finite subset of [0, 1] and note that

W}, (s1) n hn (X3, Y Fx N (51)) = Blhn (X3, Y, F ' (51))]

=
wisy) = V"

(X5, Y7, Fx (1)) = Ehn (X5, Y7, Fx ' (s1))]
As a shorthand notation, let us introduce
(Y EY ()

Vn = — .

7 \/7_1 . B
hn(Xlu }/7;”7 FXl(Sk))
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fori=1,...,n. Note that ||V;"||> < k/n by definition of h,, and so we have for every ¢ > 0,

ZE VP vy sey] < Zm{uvnubﬁ} ZEﬂ{kmz}] kL {sne2y — 0
=1

for n — oo. For the sum of the covariance matrices of V;, note that for j, £ € {1,...,k}, we
have

(ZCOV(%"))jZ:E[(Y"—(I’n( 0))? Lixerois, Lix<rs (s))

—E[(Y" = @n(20) L {x<pyt (s} ) ELY" = n(20) L x<ppt(s))]
=E[(Y" = ®0n(20))" L {x <min (F5" (s,).F5 (s0)})]

—E[(Y" = @0(20)) L x comin (£ (s,),F2 (500} }) ’
=E[(Y" = @,(20))* L {x < (min {s,.50)})

n 2
_E[(Y _q)n(xo))]l{XgFgl(min{sj,se})}] :

As seen before, the second part of the difference on the right side vanishes asymptotically.
For the first part, note that by dominated convergence,

E[(Yn - (I)n(‘ro))z]l{XgFgl(min{sj,se})}]
=E[((1 — ®n(20)) @0 (X) + (Pn(20))*(1 = Pn(X)) L {x< P (min {5,001} )
=E[(Dn(X) = 20,(20)Pn(X) + ®n(20)*) L x< et (min {s,.5))))
— E[((I)O(O) - ¢0(0)2)H{X§F§1(min {S]‘,SZ})}]

for n — oo. Thus,

(Z COV(Vz’"))jE — E[(®0(0) = 0(0)*) 1 x< ot (min {5,501} )

= 0(0)(1 — @o(0))Fx (Fx ' (min{s;, s}))
= ®((0)(1 — ®o(0)) min {s;, s}
= Cov (v/®o(0)(1 — @o(0)) B(s;), v/ Po(0)(1 — o (0)) B(s¢))
= Cov(20' (), 20" (s0))-
So by the Lindeberg-Feller central limit theorem, we have

(mk(sl), c. ,Qﬂi(sk)) —L (Qﬂl(sl), . ,Qﬁl(sk))

for n — oo. Note that this also implies asymptotic tightness of 23} (s) for every s € [0, 1].
To show that 2} is asymptotically uniformly equicontinuous in probability, let £ > 0 and
n > 0 and define § := £2n%. Note that by Markov’s inequality,

P sup [h(s) ~ ()| > <) < <E[ sup [ami(s) 2wy (o).

|s—t|<d € Lls—t|<s

Defining
hn,se: [0,1] x{0,1} = R, Pns,t(@,y) = (y — (I)n(xo))(]l{nggl(s)} - ]l{:chgl(t)})



THE WEAK-FEATURE-IMPACT EFFECT 37
for s,t € [0,1], setting H,, 5 := {hn st | s,t €[0,1],|s — t| < §} and choosing &,, > 0 and

M, >0, s.t. E[h?] < €2 and ||h||oc < M, for every h € H,, s, we have by (Theorem 2.14.17",
van der Vaart and Wellner, 2023)

M,).

E| sup [204(s) —Wh)|| =E| sup
[s—t|<d hn€Hn,s

T Rl ) — Bl (66 Y7
i=1

(Ena ,Hn,& L? (]P)X7Yn))
e2nll2

. J
< Jy (ens Ha s, L2(BXY™)) (1+ I

For arbitrary h € H,, 5, there exists s,¢ € [0, 1], satisfying |s — t| < 0, such that
E[A(X,Y"™)?] = Elhns (X, Y™ <E[(Lixcpor oy — Lixers o))
= B[ {p ot (minfs,1) < X <Py (max{s0)}]
— Py (Fy (max{s, t})) — Fx (Fg (min{s,t}))
=max{s,t} —min{s,t} =|s —t| <é
and
1elloo = ll7n,s,tlloo < 1.

Thus, by choosing &,, = v/ and M,, = 1, we have

B[ sup 120(5) - 20,0
Ji (\/5, ”Hn,a,LQ(PX’Y"))
dnl/2 )

By a standard bracketing argument, it follows that for some constant K > 0, which may
change from line to line,

< (82, Mo 5, L2BFY)) (14

Ny(v, Hs, L (PXY")) < Ny(v2, My 5, L (PEYT)) <

Sl

Thus,

Vo
Ty (V6, Hns, L2 (PXY")) < K / log(K/v*)dv < KV§
0

and we have

E{ Su|p5|QII}L(S) - Qﬂi(t)q < KV3.

Finally, up to some constant,

1
P( sup [90}(s) ~ W (1) > ) < ZE| sup [20}(s) — 204 (1) <
[s—t|<d [s—t|<d

™

by definition of J.

Summarizing the results, we have 20} (s) — 2 +/®0(0)(1 — ®o(0))W(s), as well as
202 (s) — 0 and 3 (s) —p vs in £2°(]0,1]) for n — oo. The assertion now follows
from the fact that 20,,(s) = 201 (s) + 202 (s) — W3 (s) as well as that 252 (s) and 203 (s)
converge to nonrandom functions. O
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PROPOSITION 6.5. Under the same assumptions as in Lemma 6.4, the sequence of min-
imizers §,, of W, (s) converges weakly to the minimizer § of 20(s) for n — oc.

PROOF. From Lemma 6.4, we have that 20,,(s) converges weakly to 20(s) in £°°([0,1])
for n — oo. Moreover, we have that the sample paths s — 20(s) are continuous and that §
is unique and tight. Further, §,, € [0, 1] is uniformly tight by definition and consequently, by
(Theorem 3.2.2, van der Vaart and Wellner, 1996), we have §,, —, § for n — oc. ]

6.3. Proof of L*-Convergence Rate and Limiting Distribution. In this section, we give
the necessary results for the proofs of Proposition 5.2 and Theorem 5.4, following mostly
the ideas of Durot (2008) and Durot (2007). Compared to the results in there, the fact that
the derivative of ®,, converges to zero and thus, is not bounded away from zero uniformly
in n required us to do some modifications. In particular, this means that we had to calculate
many expressions explicitly, as they depend on n in our setting. Throughout this section,
we will use the notations introduced in Section 5. We will start with some results about ﬁn
and F;!o U,,, concerning their tail behaviour and their expectation. These results are used
multiple times in the proofs of Proposition 5.2 and Theorem 5.4.

Note that in Section 5, we introduced A, (a) == ®,, o Fx'(a) for a € [0,1], A\;'(u) =
Fx o ®; 1 (u) for u € [0, 1], where we assumed @, to be defined on the whole unit interval
and set @, (u) =T for u> &, (T) and ®,, ! (u) = —T for u < ®,,(—T) respectively.

LEMMA 6.6. Assume ®g to be continuously differentiable in a neighbourhood of zero
and Fx to be continuously differentiable on [—T,T), let (,(0) and px be bounded away from
zero and assume that né> — oo for n — oo. Then, for any q > 2, there exists a constant
K > 0 depending only on the bounds on ®((0) and px, such that for every a € [0,1], = > 0
and n large enough,

<1 z € (0,(né2)"%),
() P (I0n(0) = XM @) 2 @) § < K (nd20%) ™7 2 e[(nd2)~3,1)
=0 r>1
<1 3:6(0,(715%)_1/3),
i) P (IF; (Unl@) = 071 (@) | 2 2) § < K (n2a®) ™ e [(nd2)"13,21)
=0 x> 2T

PROOF. The first and last inequalities in both cases are obviously true. So for the proof
of (i), let us consider € [(n62)~/3,1] and let K > 0 denote a constant which may changes
from line to line. Define M,, : [0, 1] — R, M,,(t) := A, (t) — A™(¢) and note that by definition
of A,,, we have

Ap(u) = A, <%> + <u— %) <A“ <%> A <%>> ’

where

Now fix a € R and note that by definition of U,

{|ﬁn(a)—A;1(a)|zx}g{ inf An(u)—augAn(Agl(a))—aAgl(a)}.

lu—An*(a)| >
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Consequently,
P(|Un(a) — A, (a)| > z)
< ]P’( inf  Ap(u) —au< A, (N, a) - a)\gl(a))

lu=Xs"(a)| >

_ p( inf An(w) — An(A7N@)) +ad(a) — au < o)

|lu—An"(a)|>z

:IP( sup  A,(A\ 1 (a)) — Ap(u) + au — aX; (a) 20)

lu—An*(a)| >

= ]P’( sup  Mp(\,H(a) — My (u) + A"\, (a)) — A™(u) + au — aX,  (a) > O).

A @z
From a Taylor expansion of A™(u) around A, !(a) with Lagrange remainder, we obtain
1
A" () = A" (@) + A (A (@) (1 = A7 (@) + S0 (&) (1 = Ay (@)
for some &, between u and A\, '(a) and by assumption, we know that at least for n large
enough,
N, (1) = 6,000, Fc (1) (Ft ' (1) > 8, K.
Thus,

n n

A" (@) = A (1) = =X (A7 (@) (u = A7 (a)) — %)‘/n(fn)(u = A (@)
< =AM (@) (u = A (@) = Kdon(u— A7 (a)?.
Now note that if \,,(\;;!(a)) # a, then either
a<M(\a)) and M l(a)=Fx(-T)=0,
a>M(M\ (@) and A Y(a)=Fx(T)=1.

Thus, (@ — A, (A, 1 (a)))(u — A, 1 (a)) <0 for every a and we obtain

A"\ (a) — A™(u) 4 au — aX, (a)
< =AM (@)) (u = A7 (@) = Kn(u— Ayt (a)? + a(u — A7 (a))
< —K6,(u— X 1(a))?.

~—

Consequently, by a slicing argument, the union bound and Markov’s inequality,
B(|T(a) — Ay (a)] > )

g[P( sup Mn(/\gl(a))—Mn(u)—KcSn(u—)\;l(a))220)

lu—An*(a)| >

< Z]P) sup Mn()\_l(a)) _ Mn(u) > K(;n(x2k)2)
k>0 lu=Aat(a)|€x2k a2k ]

< K(§,2%)70) 2—2@1@[ sup M (07 (a)) — Mn(u)|q] .
E>0 lu—An "t (a)|E[x2k 22k +1]
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Now we want to determine an upper bound for the expectation in the previous inequality. For
u € [0, 1] and without loss of generality for ¢ € [0, 1], we have

At +u) — Ay (u) = An(m“n;””) A LnuJ)
+<t+ n(t+u)] ) ( n(t+u)]| +1>—An<w))

n
L] [nu] + L]
(e )( () - A"(T))'
As an immediate consequence, we see
(Hu_w) <1 and (u_M> <1
n n n n
By definition of A,,, we find
[n(t+w)]
[n(t +u)] [nuly 1 " n(t+w)]/n _
A () - () - §+1s<j>+ /LmJ . @ (F,(s))ds
j=|nu

and in particular,

Aﬂ(Ln(t—Fu)J +1> _An<Ln(t+u)J> I

" " = (4w +1)

and
A () =2 () = g
Putting all of this together, we have by definition of A” and the mean value theorem
| M (t +u) — My (u)]
=|Ap(t+u) — Ap(u) — (A" (t +u) — A" (u))]
[n(t+u))

1 [n(t4+u)]/n ) tu
§‘_ Z E?j)-l-/ O, (F, (S))ds—/ )\n(S)dS‘
nj=LnuJ+1 [nul/n w
1 on .
+ s (Vg +1) + Y((nuj+1)
1 Ln(t4u)] u 1 1 .
<o X el [ e ) - e s + 2+ 5
j=Inul+1
1 [n(t+u)] 1 \
<— el |+ 6.t sup | @L(8,8)] sup |Ft(v) — Fxl(v)| + —.
"‘jzmzum Bl +out sup [96u)] sup |F0) = Pt )] + 2

For = > 1/n, we observe from the previous inequality that

sup |My(t +u) — My, (u)]
te[0,x]
1 Ln(t+u)] 4

< — sup + Ké,x sup |F,; —F )|+ =.
nte[o’m]|j=%+1 bl UG[OI}‘ x n
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From Dvoretzky, Kiefer and Wolfowitz (1956), we know
E[ sup ‘F Fgl(v)‘q] < Kn~9/?
vel0,1]

and by using Doob’s inequality together with (Theorem 3, Rosenthal, 1973) and arguing
exactly as in (Durot, 2008, p. 333), we have
[n(t+u))

B[ s | 30 <[] <y

j=|nul+1
Finally, this shows that
1/q z1/2 0y, 4
E[ sup | My (t+u) — M(u)q] <k¥_ 4 gI0n
te[0,x] ‘ ‘ \/7 \/_

and for n sufficiently large, we have 1/n < d,,/v/n < 1/4/n and thus
a/2
E| sup |My(t+u)— My(u)|"| <K
|:t€[0 IE] | | ] (’I’L)

By using the same arguments, this also holds for ¢ € [—1,0] and so we have

E[ sup ‘Mn()\;l(a)) - Mn(u)‘q}
|lu—Xn"(a)|€[x2k,x2k+1)

gE[ sup ‘Mn(/\;l(a))—u+u)—Mn(u)|q]

IAnt (@) —u|<z2k+1

z2k+l ) a/2
- .
Combining this with the previous results, we obtain

k+1 2
P(|U,(a) — Ay (a)] > 2) < K (8,2%) 7 22—2@(&)“
k>0 "
< K(néilﬁ)—qﬁ Z 2—3kq/2
k>0

< K (nd22%)7/?

4

and statement (i) follows.

For the proof of statement (ii), let z € [(nd2)~'/3,2T] and let again K > 0 denote a con-
stant that may changes from line to line. Note further that a Taylor expansion with Lagrange
remainder of F'y U around U, (a) yields

F'(0 1) = F (Un(a) + (F ) (60) (0, (@) — Un(a))
for some &, between ! (a) and U, (a). Consequently,
|FyH (Un(a) = Fx (A (a))]
< |Fy (Un(a)) = Fx'(Un(a))| + |[(F5 1) (60) (A7 (@) = Un(a))]

< F 1) = F3t ;
< sup 1B ) = P @+t

—1
< F ) — Fg! f t Ay (a) = Un
< sup () = Byl @+ (_int px(®) N @ - Dafa)
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and we obtain from statement (i), Markov’s inequality and Dvoretzky, Kiefer and Wolfowitz
(1956)

B(|F; (T(a) - ;" (a)| > 2)

n

< Kx—34/? (n—3q/4 + (m;%)—qﬂ)
<K (né,%gn?’)_q/2 ,

which proves statement (ii). O

COROLLARY 6.7. Assume ®g to be continuously differentiable in a neighbourhood of
zero and Fx to be continuously differentiable on [—T,T), let ®((0) and px be bounded
away from zero and assume that né,% — o0 for n — 0. Then, for any q > 2 and any
r € [1,3q/2), there exists a constant K > 0 depending only on the bounds on ®((0) and px,
such that for every a € [0,1], x > 0 and n large enough,

E|[Tn(a) = 37 @)|"] < K(na2) =72

n

PROOF. Leta € [0, 1] be arbitrary. Then, by Lemma 6.6

E“Un(a) - A;l(a)ﬂ = /000 ra:r_llP)(‘Un(a) — A Ha)] > z)da

K(né2)-1/3 1
§/ ra"ldx +/ Kra" Y (no2z®) "1 2dy
0 K(né2)-1/3
and this is bounded by K (n62)~"/3 as long as r — 1 — 3¢/2 < —1. But /3 < ¢/2 holds by
assumption on r and so the assertion follows. U

The following result is a variation of Lemma 6.6 for the case that a € [0, 1]\ ®,,([-71, 7).
The proof follows exactly the lines of (Lemma 2, Durot, 2008) and is therefore omitted.

LEMMA 6.8. There exists K > 0 depending only on ®y and Fx such that for every
a€0,1]\ ®,([-T,T]), z > 0 and n large enough,

(1) P'X(|Un(a)~— M(a)| > 2) < K(na) Y (®n 0@, (a) —a)~2,
(i) P(|F, ! o Unla) — @, (a)| > 2) < K(naz)~H (P 0, (a) —a) ™2

While the previous results are used multiple times throughout many of the proofs in Sec-
tion 5, the following results are the essential parts of the proof of Theorem 5.4. The idea
for the following result to replace d,, and ®,, by their inverse counterparts appeared first in
Groeneboom (1985), was made rigorous in (Corollary 2.1, Groeneboom, Hooghiemstra and Lopuha4,
1999) and was later modified in (Step 1, Durot, 2007).
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LEMMA 6.9. Assume ® to be continuously differentiable in a neighbourhood of zero
and Fx to be continuously differentiable on [T, T), let ((0) > 0, let px be bounded away
from zero on [—T,T) and assume that né> —s oo for n —s oo. Then,

P, (T)

T = ~
/ [P (t) = P (t)]dt = / |E o Uy (a) — @5, (a)|da + op(n™Y/2).
=T P, (~T)
PROOF. Let
T N T R
= [ - = [ (00 - ba0)

and define
T D, (T)—D, (t)
Jp = /_T/O ]l{én(t)szn(t)—i—u}dUdt’

By Cavalieri’s principle applied to I,

T 1 T ®,(T)—P.(t)
I—J:/ /]lA dudt—/ / 1, dudt
1 1 +Jo {@n ()2, (t)+u} +Jo {@n(t)>P, (t)+u}

T 1
- L du dt
/—T AH(T)—cbn(t) {@n(O)2Pn (t)+u}
T

1
= 1.4 du dt
/Fnloﬁn(@n(T)) /Pn(T)—@n(t) {@n (2@ (B0}

where we used the switch relation Lemma 5.1 in the last equality to obtain that (fn(t) <
®,(T) if and only if t < F,;* o U, (®,(T)). So we have I; — J; > 0. Again by Cavalieri’s

principle,

T 1
I —J g/ / 1. -
o @, () Jo 284}

FytolU,
T A
_ / ~ (Du(t) — Bu(t)) , dt
Fy toU, (®,(T))
T A~
</ (B (t) — D (8)]dt
T—(n32)-1/21og(n6?)

+ 2T]1{F;lofjn(@n(T))ST—(M%)*”‘% log(néz)}>

where we used without loss of generality that né2 > 1 for n large enough. For € > 0 we know
from Lemma 6.6, that again for n large enough

]P(\/ﬁ]l{FiloUn(én(T))ST—(mel)*l/E' log(né2)} = e)
<B(| 0 Uu(®,(1)) 7| > (n52)~/log(nd?) ) < K (nd3((n52) " log(ns?))) ™
which is bounded by K log(nd2)~3 and so we have

T
I —J < / B, (t) — By, (£)|dt + op(n~1/?).
T—(nd3)="/%log(né2)
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By Markov’s inequality, Fubini’s theorem and Corollary 5.3,

P(ﬁ D, (t) —@n(t)\dt>s>

T—(ndé2)~1/31log(nd2)
\/_ /T (nd?)

02)~1/3log(nd?)

—1/3

[[(fn(t) - (Pn(t)\] dt

N A
< K@(n/én)_1/3(n(5%)_1/3(10g(n5,%) -1)+ Kg /T n~VHT — )7V 2dt

- g (n°0,/2 (10g (n2) — 1) +2(n62) ~/°)

which is equal to £ (nd2)~1/%(1 + log(nd?2)) and so we have shown that
L=J1+ Op(n_l/2).

Note further that by the change of variable a = ®,,(¢) + u, Fubini’s theorem and the switch
relation Lemma 5.1, we have

@, (T)—
J1 —/ / &, (t)>®, (t)+u}dudt

B, (T)
:/ / Lt4, (1)>aydadt

[D / Loz, 01 Lis, (1)>qy dt da

P, T
/ i @ @20 b, @z da

foin e
&, (T ~1(q)
= dtda
/1) (-T) / Lol (@) {<I> (t)>a}
P, (T) P 1(a)
:[I) (=7) /F tol, (a ol (a)<t}dtda
P, (T) . _
= [I) o (CI)n (CL) —F, o Un(a))]l{F[lOUn(a)gcbgl(a)}da

and so we have
o) o o
11:/ (¢n (a)_Fn OUn(a))H{Fgloﬁn(a)gégl(a)}da+O[P(7’L )
P, (=T)
By similar arguments, we obtain
el B o
I= A (0 afa) = 03 @) o, s oo™ )

and the assertion follows. O
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COROLLARY 6.10. Assume ®q to be continuously differentiable in a neighbourhood of
zero and Fx to be twice continuously differentiable on [—T,T), let ®,(0) > 0, let px be
bounded away from zero on [T, T| and assume that nd2 — oo for n — oo. Then, there
exist Brownian bridges By, on [0, 1], s.t.

T
/!@ﬁ%ﬁamﬁ
-7

Y 1 - B (@)
_Aw)wu> A ) - 2

PROOF. Note first that ®,,(7) = ©,,(F' (1)) = A\, (1) and @,,(~T) = @, (Fy'(0)) =
An(0) and that by the KMT embedding (Komlds, Major and Tusnady, 1975, Theorem 3),
there exist Brownian bridges B,, on [0, 1] s.t.

da + op(n~1/?).

9) E[ sup |FnoF)}1(t)—t— -

te(0,1] \/ﬁ
for r > 1. By Lemma 6.9,

Bﬁ%TﬁZOC%W»

T An(1) -
/ @Aﬂ—@wwuz/ F o U(a) — ;) (a)|da
-T An (0)

B )\n(l) _10 ~ a) — _10 - a M
_/)\n(o) |Fn Un(a) Fy Un(a) + \/ﬁpx(q)ﬁl(a))
+ Fy'oUn(a) = Fx' oA, (a) - %‘da'

A Taylor expansion of F)zl around A !(a) yields

FyloUn(a) — Fxtod (a) = (Fx") (A1 (0)) (Unla) — A, (a))

1 ~ _
" px (@ (a)) (Un(a) = 2" (a))
- %(Fil)"(vn)(ﬁn(a) — (@)

for some v, between A, !(a) and U, (a). But (Fy')" is bounded by assumption and so we
have from Corollary 6.7 that

ot
px (@' (a))

< KE[\Un(a) - A‘l(a)|2]

E([Fx* o Un(a) — Fx' o A7 (a) - (On@) =2 @)

n

< K(né2)72/3,
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Combining this with the fact that |\, (1) — A\,,(0)| = O(d,,), an application of Markov’s in-
equality and Fubini’s theorem imply

T
[ 180 - @u0)a

-7
I L _ B (Aa'(a))
‘Amﬁ& Unle) = Ex o Unla)+ o @ (a)
' L BaO(@) )
—i—(Un(a) AN a) — N )px@ T |da + op(n1/2)

It remains to show that

An(1) “1oUpy(a)— FxloUyla m 0= on(n—1/2
AMW& B N T L

To prove this, observe

An(1) ~ ) .
/ [t o T(a) — Fit o O (a) + —22n @) g,
A

() Vipx (95 (a))
() - B, (FxoF; ( Un(a)))
= loUn a) — 1OU
/)m(O) & @~ Fx @+ Vipx (B (0, (a)))

Ba(A\'(a))  Ba(FxoF, ( n
Vipx (@' (@) Vipx (Fa (O (a)
By (Fx o Fn_l(u))

< K6, sup ‘F_l(u) — Fol(u) +

welo]' X Vipx (Fi ' () |
L Badal(@) - Bu(Fx o Byl (Ga(@) 4,
v ), bmvww px (i (U)W

B, (Fx okl
= K0,, sup ‘Fgl(u)—Fgl(u)— n(Fx o
u€lo,1] Vipx (Fn (
where we used Lemma 6.6 together with a bound on the modulus of continuity of the Brow-
nian bridge for the last equality. Subsequently, the crucial point is that monotonicity of F )21
reveals that the maximum in the previous equation is attained in the image of F},. Thus, we

can replace u with Fj, o F'y ! (u) inside the sup and a Taylor expansion of F' )21 around u then
yields

|+ (n='7%),

i BalFyo Fl(w)
S ) = B = = )|

B, (FXOF_ (F, oF_l( )))

= sup ‘F (Fy o0 Fe'(u)) — F Y (Fo Ft(u) —

|

ue[ou Vnpx (Fr (F oFy ( )
— su -1 o Fo () — Fol(u) — By, (u)
_UG[OI?H\FX (Foo F'(u) = Fx' (u) \/apX(F_;l(u))‘
B, (u)

—ly o F 1 u)—u)—
Susel[lol?l]‘(FX Y ()(Fn o i w) — ) \/EPX(F)EI(“))‘
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+ K sup |(F, o Fy'(u) —u)?|

u€(0,1]
< sup |FpoFy (u) —u— — + K sup |Fh,oFy (u)—u
uefo.1] o s Vi Tpx (Fxt () uelo) o F |
_ Op(n_1/2)
by the KMT construction in (9) and the fact that sup,,¢o 1] [F7 © Fil(u) —ul = Op(n=1/2).

0

Let us recall some of the definitions introduced during the proof of Theorem 5.4 which
we will use throughout the proofs of the subsequent results. For a € [\, (0), A\, (1)], we
introduced 4, (a) to denote the integer part of (a — A, (0))(nd2)/3/log(nd?), we defined
an = A (0) + ip(a)(nd2)~/3log(nd?) and set

B Bahi'(an))

a, ‘= a

" ViR (an)’

where B,, denotes the sequence of Brownian bridges introduced in Corollary 6.10.

LEMMA 6.11. Assume @ to be continuously differentiable in a neighbourhood of zero
and Fx to be twice continuously differentiable on [—T,T), let ®((0) > 0, let px be bounded
away from zero on [T, T| and assume that n52 — oo for n — co. Then, for the Brownian
bridges B,, from Corollary 6.10, we have

e D) i) BrAal(@) 1 "
/An(O) [Unla) =X (a) Vn ‘px(fbﬁl(a))d
= /MO) U, (a2) —/\_l(a)\;da—l—o (n=/?)
e U k@it @)

PROOF. For i€ Ny, let k7 = \,,(0) + i(nd2)~1/3log(nd?) and
I = [k, min {k}', |, A (1) }) -
Note that i,,(a) = i for every a € I]* and so in this case, we have
an = A (0) +1i(nd2) /3 log(nd2) = k'
on [*. Consequently, on I, aB is just a translation of a by the constant
o B0
Vi) (k)

Let I?’B = I"" + B := {x + B}* | x € I""}. Then, a change of variable inside the integral
where a is replaced by a” on each interval I ;¢ together with an addition of zero yields

MO BaOg @) ! a

/)m(()) [Fnla) =X (a) vn ‘px(q’ﬁl(a))d
_ T (a) — \"Ha) — Bn (A (a)) ! a
—; o 10n(@ = (@) = = Ty
Bu(Ay ' (ar)) !
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By Ba(A'(af)) 1 a
=3, 10nte) - ay - 2Rt
where
1y B @) 1 a
o |<§/"BAI" M) vn ‘px(q’ﬁl(af))d

and I" ’BAIZ-” denotes the symmetric difference of I;" B and I*. Note that by Corollary 6.7,
which remains true for a replaced by aZ,

By Ba(X,'(a7)) 1 ;
Z/A [00(2) =5 ) = =y |
) B Bu(X, ' (a)))
:KZ;/UYBMTLEUUAGE)—)\nl(af)”‘HE“ || da
B () o is i
< KO = MOy s ((10) ™ 4 07H%) sup B (w)
1 =12 < w
=Koty 2y )
—o[p(n_lm)
and so we have
SN - 1 (v () ! 0
/>\n(0) ‘Un(a) /\n ( ) \/ﬁ ‘px(q)gl(a))d
MO s sy BagN(e) 0+ on(n—1/2
_ /MO) O =X (ad) = =2t | da - op(n™ ).

Subsequently, we show that we can get rid of a in the Brownian bridge and the density px
in the previous expression. By a Taylor expansion of 1/px (®;,(a2)) around a, we find for
some v, between a and a2, that

1 _ 1 P (P, Y(vn)) I B
= — + Y — —(a,, —a).
px(®n'(aB))  px(®n'(a)  (px(®n' (1))@ (0, %0 (V) On
Thus, by similar arguments as before,

AR aB) 1B _Bn(Av_Ll(ag)) 1 _ 1 a
‘/Mm B[nta) = X ) = =22 (o ~ )

< K(n(si)—l/i’) )‘n(l) B )\n(O) Tl_l/2

n

—o(n?),
which shows that
/W On() Aty - Bldal@) 1
A (0) v px(®n ' (a))

By (ad))

n n

a da + o n1/2y.
0 Vi px@ni@y et
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Now note that

An(1) ~ ~1(yB
\A o E[(\Un(aB)—A—l(aB)_M|

n n n \/ﬁ
N ~ Ba(\, ' (a) 1
= [Unan) = A (ay)) = == DPX(‘I)EI(G))}CM
MO B0 (@) Ba(Ag'(aB))
SK/AH((» E[‘ Vvn vn uda

An(1)
— K12 —1(,)) — —1(,B a
K /w E[| B0 (@) ~ Ba(ry (@) ]

< Kn~Y25,E[ sup |B,(t)]]

u€(0,1]
:o(n_1/2)
and so we obtain
A _ B,(\;!(a 1
/ (@)~ A () - 2B @) 14
An(0) Voo px (95 (a))
A Bn(M\,'(a)) 1
= Un(aB) =21 (aB) - 21 da + op(n~1/?
o 100003010 = 2R o ont

Finally, we show that

- Bn()‘_l(an)) -1
Vi s i)+ 22 ) gy g
a€[A, (0),A.(1)] ‘ \/ﬁ ‘

P-almost surely. From a Taylor expansion of A ! around a € J,, we know that there exists
Vp = Un(a,a?) between a? and a, s.t.

oy BT @) i o B0 )
2 Ha) = (WY, Ba(A,'(an)) | Ba(Ny'(an))
@) 01 (o) SRl Inlo
-l _ G () y Be(Ag (an))
But
sup [Un(a,aB) —a,| < sup la? —a| —0
a€[An(0),An (1)] a€[An(0),An (1)]

P-almost surely for n — oo and so we have by dominated convergence that

A1) _1
/ (AT B e oY W G CO) N —
2. (0) Vo Tpx (@5 (a)
= n\dp n (@ — a + op(n
2 (0) px (@5 (a :

and the assertion follows. O
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Recalling the definitions from Theorem 5.4, we defined

Uy: [A(0), A (D] = [0,1],  UX(a) = Lo(Un(a))) = Lu(X, " (a)).

LEMMA 6.12. Assume @ to be continuously differentiable in a neighbourhood of zero
and Fx to be continuously differentiable on [T, T, let ®((0) and px be bounded away
from zero and assume that nd% —s oo for n — co. Then,

A B -1
A oy [Bnlad) = @)

/W Up(e) |
o LA (a)

(@) da + Op(n_l/Q).

PROOEF. It suffices to show that
A1), B Ul(a 1
[ (100 - ]~ )L
An (0) Ly, (A (a) '/ px (®n (a))

From a Taylor expansion of L,, around A, ! (a), we obtain the existence of v, between A, *(a)
and U, (a?) such that

da = op(n~1/?).

Uy (a) = L,(A7 (@) (Un(ay) = A7 (@) + 1L”(Vn)(Un(af) — A (@)”.

n 2 n n
By definition of o2 (t), we have
on(t) =E[(Y" — @,(X))*|X =1] = @y (t)(1 — @n(t))

and consequently,
L, (A1 (@) = @ (@1 (a)) (1 — (@7, (a))) 2 K min{®,(~T), 1~ &, (T)} > K

for all a € [\, (0), A, (1)]. Further,

1— 28, (Fx'(vn))

//U:O_zO _1/Vn:;L _1Vn - <, K.
Ln( n) (n FX)( ) q>(FX( )) px(FXI(Vn)) <5K
Thus, we obtain
Un(aB) =X (a)| - 7[]’%(&) Tn(aB) = X1 (a) — U (a)
= Un(aff) =271 (@) = (Talar)) = A7 (@)
1 Ly(vn) 7/ B -1 2
§m( n(ay, ) = Ay, (a)) |

< 0uK (Un(az)) = A (@)
for all a € [A,(0), A, (1)] and so we have

Uy (a)

T (aB) = 2 Ya)| = |—n
EUUn( )= A ()] ‘%(A#(a))

] < 8.KE[ () - 2.1 @)?].
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which is bounded by K (nd2)~2/36,, by Corollary 6.7. Thus, by Markov’s inequality, Fubini’s
theorem and monotonicity, we have for any € > 0,

Al o UL(a) 1
P(vn Un(aB) =X a)| - n ———da>¢
( An(0) <| | |L’n(Anl(a))Dpx(‘I)nl(a)) )
n M) ~ _ UL(a 1
gi/ E[|Un(a5)—An1(a)\—| , _(1) ﬂ ———da
e S Ly, (A (@) H px (P07 (a))
An(1
K (L,
€ x(0) Px(Pn(a))
which is bounded by % (n62)~1/65,, and so the assertion follows. O

Let us now recall the following definitions we made throughout the proof of Theorem 5.4

L"(t) = /0 02 o F=(u)du, Pn(t) = %Bn(t% dn(t) = 61/ ;22((?)|2

for ¢ € [0, 1] and let us also define
(10) T, =61 (n2)(1/3(a=5))

for some ¢ > 12 and let §2,, C ) denote the set on which the following equalities hold almost
surely:

sup |By(u)| <log(n),
u€e(0,1]

sup | Bu () — By(v)] < T3/%(n/6,) /% log(n),
lu—v|<Tn(n/d,) =1/ 34/log(n)
- _ By (Fx o E7 Y (u log(n))?
sup |FX1(U)—Fn1(U)— ( X n ( ))‘<( g( ))
uel0,1] Vnpx (Fn - (u)) n

where B,, denotes the Brownian bridges from Corollary 6.10.

I

LEMMA 6.13.  Assume that ®q is differentiable with Holder-continuous derivative in a
neighbourhood of zero with ®((0) > 0. Furthermore, let px be continuously differentiable
(one-sided at the boundary points) on [T, T J with px > 0 on [-T,T] and assume that
né% — 00 for n — 0. Then, there exists a P X _Brownian motion W, s.t.

)\n(l) UL(CL) 1
nd2V/6 (n/5.)1/3 n a = Hn
(0! ((n/00) /w B0 @) px (@) )

has the same asymptotic distribution with respect to PIX, as

1 / -1
ns2)1/6 > | @, 0 Fiy ' (1)] _
) o 0l S )
where
Vo(t):=argmin  {W/(u) + d,(t)u?}
|u|<8, " log(né2)
and
n n 5“ 1/6 n — n
Wi () = i (W (0 (/8,001 = ,(0) = Wl (0)

forte (0,1) and u € R.
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PROOEF. Note first that P(£2,,) — 1 for n — o0, so w.l.0.g. it suffices to prove the asser-
tion on 2,,. For every a € [A,(0), A\, (1)], let

In(a) = [(1/82)""*(Ln(0) = Ln(A; " (@))), (1/80)* (Ln(1) = La(A " (a))].

n
By using elementary properties of the argmin, we then obtain

(n/6,)' U (a)
— (n/8,)\/3 <Ln(argmin{An(u) —aBu}) - Ln(Agl(a)))

u€e(0,1]

= (n/60)"* (Ln( argmin {An(L5}(0)) = af L7} (0)}) = La(37 (@)
Ly (v)€[0,1]

:(n/én)1/3< argmin = { (Ao L' —aBL 1) (v)} — Ln( ()))
VE[Ln (0),Ln(1)]

= (n/6p)"/3 argmin
v+ L (An (@) €[Ln (0), Ly (1))

=argmin {(Ayo L ol L) (n/8n) ™0 + 0O @)}
vel

{(Ano L, —al L) (v + Ln(A, ()}

n2/3
= angmin {75 (Ao Lt = o/ L) (n/8,) ™0 + Lu( (@)
vel,(a)

n23 - n2/3 -
- SO @) — k@) ~ S la— )i o))
Defining further for a € [A,,(0), A,,(1)] and u € I,,(a),
n2/3
Dy (a,u) = W(A” o Lyt —aLyt)((n/6,) Pu+ Lu(X, (a)))
n2/3

i (A" (@) —axy* (),

n2/3 LN ((n/6n) 7 Put L (A (a)))
Ry (a,u) :ﬂ/ &, 0 F M (2) — @0 Fy' (2)de
5% i@
n?/? B 1 1/3 1 1
+ 0= ad) (L (0/00) Pt Ll @) = @),
5 2/3
R, (a,u) = n

61/6A o Ly ((n/6,) Y3u+ Ly(A, M (a)))

n2/3 /Lnl((n/csn)1/3u+Ln(An1(a)))
0

On

. /6 B
_W 1((1)( ) WWn(L”(/\n (a)))7

we see for every a € [A,(0), A, (1)]

(n/5n)1/3U,f( )—ai%rrél?{D a u)+W)\ ()( )—I—Rn(a,u)+}~2n(a,u)},
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where the expressions in the argmin on the right side deviate only by a term which does not
depend on . R
e Before we can show that both 1,, and R,, are negligible for the location of the argmin, we
need to localize first for technical reasons. So let

UL(a) = zﬁrﬁ;ngin {Dn(a,u) + W (a)( u) + Ry(a,u) + Ry(a,u)}

UlSdn

for a € [A\,(0), A\, (1)] and note that [—T,,,T},] C I,,(a) at least for n large enough with 7,
defined in (10). This follows from the fact that

_ (9g—-17) (3¢—6) _ (3¢-6)
Tn—n3<3q 5)5 (9¢—15) _ns(gq 5)(5 3(3q 5)5 (3¢—5) _(n/é )S(Sq 5)5 (3¢—5)

and

(8g=6) (3¢—6)

(’I’L/én)_l/ng = (’I’L/5 ) %6 (B3a=5) _ (né%)_S(Sqffi) .

Note further that (n/8,)"/3UL(a) can differ from Uk (a) only if (n/6,)"/3|UL(a)| > T,,.
But then, by a Taylor expansion of L,, around A !(a), monotonicity, Lemma 6.6 and by
definition of T},

P((n/02)'*UE(0) # U (@) < P(ILa(Tn(af) = (A7 (@) > To(n/0,) 7 1*)
< K(6,T,) %1% = K(né?) 2Ga .

Now by using this inequality, we have for any € > 0 and n large enough, by Markov’s in-
equality, Fubini’s theorem, Holder’s inequality and Minkowski’s inequality, that

n 211/6 n/5 1/3UL _ L(a) 1
(n6) ‘/A ) L, (A (a) ‘ ‘L’ Rt (a ))Dpx(@;l(a))
< (néi)”ﬁE{/A"(l)n

A

< »(0)

da| > 5)

{(n/8.)1/2UE (@)#UE (a)}
. <| (n/8,)' UL (a) | I | Ut (a) D 1
Ly, (A (a)) L,(A (@) Y px (@' (a)

_ (nop)'/° A”(”E[ﬂ ]I
=T o Mesoeui@en@)

n/8) UL (a) 1 1T
(EU( l/;i())\gl((i); ) }1/ L E

dal

UL(a) 1

1/r
Iz ) e

q(r—1)

< Byt
3

where we have used Corollary 6.7 and A, (1) — \,,(0) = O(é ) in the last inequality. Choos-
ing r sufficiently close to 3¢/2, this is bounded by - K(ne2)~ i and so it follows that

/W (/) PUS)) L,
v LaGat(@) px (@ (a))

_ Al U () 1 R
_/MO) |L;z(/\;1(a))|px(fl>ﬁl(a))d +op((nd;) 7).
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e Next, we want to show that R,, and R, are actually negligible. In other words, we want
to show that U can be replaced in the previous integral by the following process, where

Sy =6, /3 log(nd?2),

Vit [An(0),An(1)] = R, V()_alr%m{zy (a,u) + Wik (W) }.

For ease of notation, let us also introduce

Vi a0, A W] =R, Vii(a) = argmin { Dy (a,u) + Wity () }.

n n
[ul<T,

Note that V;*(a) can differ from V;, only if |V,*(a)| > S,, and it follows from (Proposition 1,
Durot, 2002) together with the comments just before this Proposition, that there exists £ > 0,
s.t. for every (z, «), satisfying

n K(53 2 < -
G(O,S ]7 $>O, nSn 1 (2 )7
we have

Y (0(a) = Val@) > @) <P (10 (0) = V(@) > 5) + B ([Va(a) - Vi (@)] > 5)

SIP’|X<2 sup |Rp(a,u) + Rn(a,u)| > w(a/2>3/2)
lu|<T»

+ KSpa + P (Vi (a)] > S,) + PR (|1 (a)] > Sy)

< K(2a®)BX] sup Ry (a,u) + Rola,u)|
lu|<T,

+ KSyx+ 2P X (|VF(a)| > S,),
where we also applied Markov’s inequality in the last step. Before we derive an upper bound
on the expectation involving I, and R,,, let us consider the probablhty 1nvolv1ng V* Noting
that D,,(a,0) = 0 and that a Taylor expansion reveals | D, (a,u)| > 53/ ku? for some K > 0,
we know from (Theorem 4, Durot, 2002), that
P'X(|V;(a)| >S,) < K exp(—r26353 /2) < K exp(—~r%log(nd?)3/2).

Note further that E[(Y"™ — ®,,(X))?]X] is bounded and that Y;” — ®,,(X;) are independent

under PIX for i = 1,...,n. Then, it follows from Sakhanenko (1985) that there exist P -

Brownian motions W,, and some constant A > 0, s.t.

Wi (L"(t))
N4D

Thus, by definition of R,,, by definition of €2,, and by the modulus of continuity of the Brow-
nian motion (Theorem 1.12, Morters and Peres, 2010),

E‘X[ sup |An(t) — /t ®,, 0 F, H(u)du —
0

‘q] < An'—4.
te(0,1]

E‘X[ sup ]ﬁn(a,u)lq]
|ul<T,,

_n 2q/3

5‘1/

t
S X sup |An(t)—/ B,y 0 B\ (z)dz —
t€[0,1] 0

1/6
FEX sup S W (L5 (0/62)Put L35 (@)

|u|<T, 51/6
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n1/6

- an([/n()‘;l(a))) -(1- ¢n()‘;l(a)))l/2w)?;1(a)(u)

(1 (O @) Wy ]

n2a/3 - X nl/6 . s B
< AT BN s S (L (/6 P a0 (@)
nl/6

- WWn(L”(Agl(a)) + (n/6,) " Bu(l = (A7 (a)))) \‘1]

+E‘X[ sup ‘T/Jn()\gl(a))w;\lgl(a)(uﬂq]

[u|<T,
nl—a/3 p1/6
< A"+ S s (W (117 (n/00) 7 P 10 @)

W (L0 @) + (0/5) (1 — (0 (@) |

Klog(n)?
+EX| sup W" —7z n
[uE[O 1]‘ )( )‘ ] ne/?
1-q/3 1/6
- n : Klog(z) 51 4 16IE|X[ sup |Wn('U)—Wn(U)‘q}
oy nd/ 0% Lumvl<(n/5,) 15T, tog(m) m)5.

n'=1/3  Klog(n)d 57 Tq/zlog( n)/2 59
54/6 na/2 nt na/2 "

< Kntm9/3579/6 1 Kn=9/360 4 Kn~9/359/
< Knl—q/355q/6

and
E'X{ sup ‘Rn(aau)’q]
|u|<T
n2a/3 IE‘X[ /Lnl((n/5n)1/3u+Ln()\n1(a)))q> F‘l( _ F‘l( )
sup n O )= Pnody (X
L ul<T, Jai () "
-1 -
_q>;(x)B"(FXOF’il(x)) + @, @) e By ()
Vnpx o Fi Y(x) Vnpx o Fy ' (x)
—1
Bl (0] g
Vi(An) (an)
n2q/3
< sup [Lp(n/6,) 7 Pu+ Lu(A; (a)) — A (a)|?
54/8 <,

.E\x[mg sup |F5L(t) — F(t) B, (Fx o (1)) K

t€[0,1] " Vnpx o Fy(t)
+ Koin~9? sup | B (w) — Bn(v) |q]

fv—w|<(n/8,) "1/,
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< Kn/368/%52T% (n"9og(n)? + n~1?(n/8,)~5T3/? log(ns2)?/?)
< Kn~9/350 + Kn~1/359/6
< Kn'~4/34-4/6,

Consequently,

E‘X[ sup |Ry(a,u) + Rn(a,u)|q] < Knl=1/35-a/6
|u|<T,

and we obtain again by (Theorem 4, Durot, 2002),

P (|0 () = Vala)] > @) < K (wa?)EX| sup |Ra(a,u) + Rala, u)|?]
[u|<T,

+ K Sy + 2PX (|V (a)] > S,)
< K(za®?)~n'=9/36-4/6 L KS, x
for every (x, ), satisfying

1
n K32 < —— .
ae(O,S ], x>0, oS < o Tog(20)

Now for any € > 0, every a € ((n62)~'/661 /log(nd?), (né2)~=6;, '] and
Lan = S/ =30/ (2a+1)) ,(3-0)/(Ba+1) 5—a/(6(a+1)

we have (aza,nas/z)_qnl_‘I/?’é;q/G < SpZTan, ATan — 0 for n — 0o and so (a, Tan)
does in fact satisfy

1 3 g2
> .
alog(2zq o) ~ K0y 5
Thus,
PX(|UE(a) — Va(a)| > a) < K Snzan.
By definition, |UX(a) — V,,(a)| is bounded by 27}, and thus, using that ¢ > 12,
An(1) . . An(1) - p2T, . .
[ R0k @) - Valida= [ [T R (0 @) - V] > @)dada
An(0) A (0) Jo
< Kb, ((néﬁ)_l/ﬁégl/ log(né2) + KTnSn® 2y <571
(né7)=°8,"
+ K Snxamda)
(nd2)=1/06," /log(né2)
< K(né;) % /log(ndy).

Consequently,

/A"(l)‘ Ur%(a) ‘ d
M Ly(Ant (@) px (@0 (a))

da + opix (nd2)~1/9).
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e As the last step, we want to approximate Vi by Vi, o A 1in the previous integral. By a
Taylor expansion, there exists K > 0, s.t. for all |u| < S,

|Da(a,) — dy (A, (@))u?] < K~ /36, 1/052 52,
By similar arguments as before, we have by (Proposition 1, Durot, 2002) and (Theorem 4,

Durot, 2002), for every (z, o), satisfying

0,5, 0, Ki*?S?<——
€(0.5.], >0, "= alog(2za)’

P ([V(a) = V(A7 (a)] > @) <PIX (2 sup |Dn(a,u) — do(A71(a))u?] > 3:043/2)
[u] <,

+ K Spz +PX(|V,(a)] > S,)

< H{Kn*1/36;1/66i5’2>xa3/2} + KSpx

+ K exp(—r26353/2).
For any ¢ > 0, every a € ((n62)~Y/%61 /log(nd2), (né2) =6, '] and
Tan = 2Ka_3/2n_1/35;1/65352,
we have oz, , — 0 for n — oo and so (a, z,,,) satisfies
. > K§S§?
alog(2zq,0) = "
for n large enough. Thus, for n large enough, we have
P (1V(a) — V(A ' (@) > @) < KSpan

for every a € ((nd2)~1/651 /log(nd?), (nd2) =<6, ']. By definition, |V, (a) — Vy(A\ ()]
is bounded by 2.5,, and so we obtain,

X7 e _ 25 X (17 -1
BR[|V (@) - Va(h ()] = /0 P ([Vi(a) — VoA (@))] > ) do

< K(ndp) 706, /108(n0}) + K Sp g2 <57

(nd7) "6,
+ K SnZanda
(nd2)=1/65, " /log(nd?)
< K(nd;) "%, /1og(ndy)
Thus,

An(1) ) )
(nd2)1/® /A o B DY)~ Va0 @)l < K ), 0805, o)

1
<K—F—
~ " log(nd?)

and it follows that

[ e
A L (Ant(a) ' p (@El(a))

(1) Y AL 1

:/ : V(A (a)) ‘ da + op\x((nég)_l/ﬁ).
n 0 L (@) px (@0 (a))

A change of variable, where «a is replaced by A\, (a), proves the assertion. O
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LEMMA 6.14. Assume that ®q is differentiable with Holder-continuous derivative in a
neighbourhood of zero with ®((0) > 0. Furthermore, let px be continuously differentiable
(one-sided at the boundary points) on [—T,T]| with px > 0 on [—T,T| and assume that
né2 — oo for n — 0o. Then, with the definitions as in Lemma 6.13,

1 / -1
( 57%)1 6(/0 [Va(t)] (px OF)Zl(t)i)z‘L;L(t)’dt :un)

converges to a normal distribution under P\ with mean zero and variance o defined in (7).

PROOF. As in the proof of Lemma 6.13, we can show the assertion w.l.o.g. on €2, as
P(€,,) — 1 for n — oo, with €, defined just before Lemma 6.13. Let

Vo: [0,1] - R, Vi (t) = argmin{ W} (u) + d, (t)u*},
u€R
denote a variation of V;, where the argmin is now considered over the whole real line instead
of [—Sy, Syn], where S,, := 5;1 10g(n5,%). Further, define
_ |20 FY'(t)]

Tin* [07 1] — [0700)7 77n(75) : (pX o F_l(t))2
X

and set

no= (g - = g g mo

for ¢ € [0,1]. Note that V,,(t) can differ from V},(t) only if V;,(t) > S,, and so we have by
(Theorem 4, Durot, 2002) that there exists x > 0, s.t.

PV, (8) # Vi () <PV, (8) > Sp) < 2exp(—k205 53 /2) = 2exp(—r2 log(nd?)?/2)
< (n62)7/%/log(nd2).
Note further that under IP"X, both

Viu(t) i Viu(t)
(L3, (t))4/3 (L3, ()43

have bounded moments of any order and that 7, (¢) is bounded. So we have by Holder’s
inequality,

o
B[ [ (1220 - |78 o)) < B (W0 £ T (0) < (02) 7 o).

Combining this with the fact that d,,(t)>/3V},(t) is distributed as X (0) for any ¢, we have
shown that

RIX [/01 ‘ZZE?) [ (2]

1
— E[|X(0)]] /0 0 (L ()7

oyl o () )

= [ oo pyt) (B ) 0 B O sty
o e O SETOl e ) '

- / Rk (402()L(1)) P px (8) /3 dt + 0((ns2)~V/0)
-T

= i + 0p((nd) ~1/0).
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It remains to prove that
(na,%)l/ﬁ/olyn(t)dt — 2 N(0,0%)
with respect to PIX for n —s co. For this, let us introduce
vy, == Varl¥ <(n53l)1/6 /01 Yn(t)dt> = (n62)'/3 varl¥ <(n5,2L)1/6 /01 Yn(t)dt>
and note that from Fubini’s theorem and symmetry of the covariance matrix,
Lot V(1) V(s
n =200 /0 / () (1) Cov'¥ (| LZ((t)) 7 E ;
Note furhter that W,, has independent increments, so for k, = (nd2)~"/?log(ndé?)?, we

know by definition of ,, that V,,(t) and V,,(s) are independent for all [t — 5| > &, as long as
n is large enough Thus,

) dtds.

1 pmin{l,s+kK,} (7 s
un=2(n53)1/3/0 / ()2 Cov (| 78 7 V/ig;‘)dtds—ko]p(l)

h
b(

Now let
V() == argmin {Wt"(u) + dn(t)u’},
u€[—L;,(t) log(n), L, (t) log(n)]

where
Wi (w) = S (Wi (L (t) +n~3u) — W (Ln (1))

and note that W (u) is a PIX -standard Brownian motion. Then,
~ ~ - - - - 1
| Covl* (Vo (6)1, Vi (9)]) = Cov' X (V1)1 V()] < K e EXVa (1) = Vat))) "
tefo,1
for arbitrary r > 1 and every (s,t). By assumption and a similar argument as before, we can
replace V,, by V,, and obtain

1 prmin{l,s+kK,} 9 9 s
:2(n53)1/3/0 /0 ()2 Cov'X (|in2 l‘;ﬂig;‘)dtds—koﬂl)

Arguing as in (Step 5, Durot, 2007), we have
Up = 0'2 + Op(l).

To prove asymptotic normality of (nd2)'/0 [ V,,(t)dt, we use Bernstein’s method of big
blocks and small blocks, as in (Step 6, Durot, 2007). For this, let ,, := (né,%)_l/ 3 log(ndﬁ)‘f’,
1, = (n62)~1/3log(né2)? and let N,, denote the integer part of (1, + 7,)~". Further, for
everyn € N, letag :=0, ayy ;= 1andforevery j € {0,..., N, — 1}, let ayjyq = ay;+0n
and ay; o = ay; ; +1,. Finally, let {7 == (nd2)1/6 f%”l Y., (t)dt. Then, by definition of Y},,

we know that EIX[Y}, ()] = 0 and so we have

E|X Z / 2J+2 Z/ 2J+2/ Bit2 CovlX Yo (t), Y, (s))dtds.

2541 2541 2i41

From independence we know that the terms with i # j are equal to zero for large enough n, so
the above expectation is of order o((n2)~1/3). Consequently, (n62)"/® fo t)dt converges
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to the same limit as ;&5 and as seen before, Varl¥ > j 5]”) converges to o2 for n — oc.
Further, we have for any € > 0 by both Holder’s and Markov’s inequality, that

N, N,
S TEEN yersepy) < Y E[IE7 et — 0
j=0 j=0

for n — oco. By the Lindeberg-Feller CLT, this shows that ; €}’ converges to a centered
normal distribution with variance o2 and the assertion follows. O
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APPENDIX A: PROOF OF HELLINGER CONSISTENCY
In this section, we give the proof that d,, is Hellinger consistent. Before we start with the

actual proof, let us introduce for every ¥ € F and every n € N the functions

pu(x,y) +po(x,y)
fq;<1> RX{O 1}—)R f\pcp(l' y) 2p¢(3:,y) s
myo: R x {07 1} — R7 m\I/,q)(:Evy) = log(f\I/,CP(:Evy))v

as well as the random variables

M, (U, ) = me (X3, Y
i=1
and their expectations

MV, ®):=Egp[my e (X,Y)].

Note that  is identifiable by definition and that M, (®,®) = M"™(®,P) = 0 by definition
of my ¢. The following Lemma guarantees that M, (®,,, ®) > M, (®, P) for every n € N,

which is a weaker statement than ®,, nearly maximizing M,,, but still suffices for the consis-
tency proof.

LEMMA A.1. Forevery n € N, we have M, (®,,,®) > 0.

PROOF. By concavity of the logarithm and the definition of ®,, as the maximizer of the
log-likelihood, we have

(X Y) +pe(X, Y\ 11, (pg (XY
n(®n, @) = Zl ( 2pa (X;, Y ) > 2 gl ( po(X:, Y7 )

i=1

1 . §
=% 3 log(og, (X V7)) — log(pa (X, ;')
i=1

1 ¢ . )
i=1
U

The following Lemma guarantees that ¢ is a well-separated point of maximum of M (-, ®)
for every n € N.

LEMMA A.2. Forevery ¥, ® € F, we have M (¥, ®) < —d?(¥, ®)/8. In particular, for
every e > 0,

2
sup M(\I',<I>)§—€—.
Wid(V,0)>e 8

PROOF. By some basic calculations and Lemma C.2 (ii), we obtain

MW, ®) = / oy @D ) = / / | T EpelE Y )IPLE)

qu z,y) + pa(z,y)
//o 1 20 (2,Y) )pq>(:v7y)d4(y)dP(:v)
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pw(x,y) + pa(z,y)
//0 1} \/ 2pa (2, 9) 1)p<1>($,y)dC(y)dP(:c)

pu(z,y) + pa(z,y)
/ /0 1}\/ 2pe (2, 7) po(z,y)d¢(y)dP(x) — 2

__/R/{O ) (\/p\p(x,y);pcb(az,y) B P<I>(9€,y))2d((y)dp(x)

and by Lemma C.1, we have

(\/m(%y) —;pq)(x’y) - pq>(x,y))2 = 1_16(\/11\11(9579) ~Vre(z.y)"

Consequently,

M0 < [ [ ()~ Vel ) P = —gh e pe)

1
= ——d*(U, D).
g (¥, @)

Thus, for all € > 0 and for every ¥ € F satisfying d(¥, ®) > ¢, we have M (¥, ®) < —¢2/8
and the assertion follows. O

Note that the previous result implies ® € argmaxgc 7 M (¥, $). Moreover, we obtain that
M(¥,®) =0 if and only if ¥ = &. Before we proceed with the proof that the difference
between M, and M converges uniformly in probability over F, we need an upper bound on
the bracketing numbers of the set of functions my ¢, uniformly in ®.

PROPOSITION A.3. Let Gy :={my e | ¥ € F}. Then there exists a constant C' > 0,
s.t. for all § > 0,

sup Ny (8, Go, L' (BS))) < Ny(6/2, F, L (P)) < C'/°.
deF

PROOF. The second inequality is an immediate consequence of (Theorem 2.7.5, van der Vaart and Wellner,
1996), where the constructed brackets in particular belong to . For arbitrary ¥ € F, let
[U,, ¥Y] denote a corresponding J-bracket for ¥, where Wy, WU € F. Now let

pr: Rx{0,1} —» R, pr(x,y) = V()Y (1 — WY (z)) 7Y
P Rx{0,1} =R,  pY(z,y)=V¥"(2)V(1 - Wp(x))""
and define
pr(x,y) +pa(x,y)
2pa (7, y)
PV (x,y) +pa(z,y)
2pa (7, y) '

for:Rx{0,1} =R,  for(z,y)=

f§:Rx{0,1} =R,  f(z,y):=

Then, for every x € R,

_yU(y —U(z
L= (@) L 1=W@) )

1 1
for(e,0)=5+ 21— ®(x) ~ 2 2(1—d(x))
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fCP,L(:Ev 1) = % + ;Ilé((i)) < % + 2\{{,)((3;)) = f\II,CP(:Ev 1)7
B 1-¥p(z) _ 1 1-V(x)
f3@0) =5+ 50 5@y 23 T 20 —s@) ~ v+ @0
U X X
fal(@.1)= % * g)cp((:g)) = % * 2\1;((:5)) = Jua(r.1)

i.e. for every (z,y) € R x {0,1}, we have
fo.(x,y) < fow(z,y) < £§ (z,y).
Defining
me,r: Rx {0,1} = R, mae,(x,y) =log(fe,r(x,y))
mg: Rx {0,1} =R, mg(z,y) =log(f§ (z,y)),

we have

ma,r(2,y) < mye(z,y) <mg(z,y)
by definition of my ¢. Moreover, from Lemma C.2 (i), we obtain

I = ma ol pixr = 1og (F22) 1og (22122)|
? b 2po 2pe  /llpg

1 pY 1
o ) v 22
H 8 3T 2pe) 8 2 T op ) s

J25s = 2w e

:/ ‘p @y) - p“”y‘duv(”( y)
Rx{0,1} pao(z,y) v

//01} ‘””py :C];L D o ) (1) 0P (x)

= / /O o) pU(ﬂC,y) _pL(x’y)‘]l{p¢(m,y)>0}dg(y)dp(x)

< [[18V(@) = @1(a)| + 1 = 8V (2) (1 = B (e)]aPLa)

- / 18U (2) — @1, (x)|dP(a)
R

=2|0Y — @/ 1.p

< 26.

Thus, [mgL,mg] is a 24-bracket enclosing my ¢ € Gp, where both, me 1, and mg, are
contained in Gg by construction. Consequently,

Ny (8,9, L (BSTY))) < Ny(8/2, F, L' (P)).
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Uniformly in ®, the next Lemma states uniform convergence in probability of the differ-
ence My, (-, ®) — M(-,®) over F, which will later allow us to derive convergence of the ap-
proximate maximizers of M, (-, ®) and M (-, ®). The proof makes use of Proposition A.3 and
is based on a classical Glivenko-Cantelli argument (compare with (Lemma 3.1, van de Geer,
2010)), which we had to modify for our setting to take into account the ®-dependent function
classes.

LEMMA A.4. Foreverye >0, we have

sup P@(Sup | M, (U, ®) — M (U, )| >€> —0  for n— 0.
deF veF

PROOF. First of all, note that for Gg defined as in Proposition A.3, we have

sup | M, (¥, ®) — M(¥,®)| = sup —me (i, Yi) = Eolmu.(X,Y")]|
veF Ve F

1
= sup |— Zg(XiaYi) - E<1>[g(X,Y)]‘.
g€Gy ' T i=1

From Lemma A.3, we know that there exists a positive constant C', independent of &, s.t.
Ny(8.Ga. L' (B)) < 020

for all § > 0 and all & € F. In other words, for every § > 0, there exists a d-bracketing

set {[g Lq),ngq)]}j:L_“,N((;) for G with respect to PEI)X’Y), satisfying N (0) < C?/% and

gjL ® ng<1> €Gg forj=1,...,N(9), for every & € F. More specifically, this means that

Ue  L®
”gj —Y; HLP;X’Y) <9
for j=1,...,N(0) and that for every g € G, there exists j € {1,...,N(J)}, such that

U,®
g <g<g] :
Thus, for every g € Gg, we have
1 n
~ > 9(X:,Yi) — Ea[g(X,Y) Zg”xz,m Eqg[g(X,Y)]

=1

:%Zg?q’(xi,n —Eolg”"(X,Y)] + Ea[g"* (X,Y)] ~ Eg[g(X,Y)]

< LS XY~ Balg (X.Y)] + Ealgf (X, Y) — g(X. V)
i=1

UCI> U,o U,o
= Zg (Xi,Y;) —E@[g; " (X, V)] + [lg;" = glly porm

Zg” (X;,Y;) — Eglg)"® (X, V)] +0.
Similarly, we obtam

3 g0 YE) — Balg(X, V)] 2 D gF " (X0, Y) — Ealg} (X, )] =5
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leading to the following two inequalities,

1 — 1 —
— D 9(X0,Y) ~ Ealg(X.Y)) < =D g (X0, Vi)~ Ealg] " (X.Y)] 49,
= i=1

(3 200~ Balox ) < (Z (X, Y) ~ Ealg/ *(X.Y)]) +5
i=1 im1

implying

E ngz,m Eolg <XY>]\<max{\—ZgU‘I’ (X:,Y) ~ Elg) " (X V)],

\%igf"l’(%m —Ecp[gf"l’(X,Y)](} +0.
i=1

Defining G}, 5 = {gjL’cb |j= 1,...,N(5)}U{g§]’¢ |j=1,...,N(0)}, weknow from Propo-
sition A.3, that G, sC G and we have

sup Zg X;,Y;) ~ Ealg(X, V)]
gEgb i=1
I~ va U®
< g e[Sl 00 - Bl 7))
Ln
(—Z (X:, Yi) — Balg) (X, )|} +
1 n
_ 1 X,,Y)) — Eglg(X,Y ‘ .
Jex n;g( ) — Ealg(X,Y)]| +
Now for every ¢ > 0 and § = £, we have N,, < C%/® = C'*/¢ and we obtain from an applica-

tion of Chebyshev’s 1nequa11ty that

(92356 ;g X, Yi) — [Q(X,Y)]( 26)
<P (grélgx Zg Xi,Yi) — [Q(va)]‘Jr%Ze)
(glg(iﬁ Zg (X3,Y;) — [g(XaY)]‘ > %)

5 (e 2 )
=1

9€0G% 5

T 4 Varg (9(X,Y))

2
g n
9€G% 5

<

41
< O == max Varg(g(X,Y))

€2 n geGy ,
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1
04/5—— sup Varg(g(X,Y)).
g2 N geGs s

Assuming the variance is uniformly bounded in @, the assertion follows immediately. To this
aim, note first that for arbitrary ¥ € F,

Varg (ma.o(X,Y)) < Eg[ma o (X, Y)? = / / 1, Joe a0 oo ) p)aP L)
- / / log (Fu.0 (2, 9))2 9 (2, 1)L o o (eapy>1y A (1) AP ()
R J{0,1}

+/R/{0,1} log(f‘l’@(w’y)Pp‘I’(x?y)]l{fw,q,(x7y)<1}dg(y)dP(x),

By applying Lemma C.2 (ii), as well as using the fact that 0 < pg <1 for every ¥ € F, we
obtain

// log (fu,0(z,9)) Po (2, Y) L1y o (2y)>13dC(y)dP(2)
R J{0,1}

< 4/]1{/{0’1} (\/m — 1)2pq>(x,y)]l{fqm(x7y)21}d§(y)dp(x)
< 4/]1%/{0’1} (fo.o(z,y) — 2\/m+ 1)pa(z, y)dC(y)dP(z)

<4 / /{ o) £ Do) E (AP

_ 4/}}@/{0 : (m(x’y) ;pq’(x’y) +pq>(:v7y))dé(y)dp(w)

< 4/]1{/{0’1} 2d¢(y)dP(x).

Similarly, we obtain from an application of Lemma C.2 (iii), that

/ / log(fu.a(.9) 2P0 (@)L 1, o o) <1y dC(1)dP(2)
R J{0,1}

2
Fa) PO K W)AP)

1
(
2 1
<//0 {0,1} b Jv,ao(x,y) + f\I,’cb(x’wg)ﬂb(%?J)dC(y)dP(w)
1

(
(
< / o (U Tl (o) 0)aP @)
(
(

pa(z,y)?
1+4(p 0) fpale ) )pq>(w,y)d4(y)dp(w)

//0 {0,1} 1+410<1> x,??j; )p<1>(x y)d¢(y)dP(x)

5 / /{ P 0)C )P (),
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where we used py (z,y) + pao(z,y) > pa(x,y). Combining these results, we have shown that
indeed Varg (my ¢(X,Y)) <16 +5 = 21. O

Based on Lemma A.1, A.2 and A.4, we can now prove the following Theorem, following
the idea of the proof of (Theorem 5.7, van der Vaart, 1998). Note that Theorem 3.1 immedi-
ately follows from this Theorem as well.

THEOREM A.5. Let Pg indicate that Pe(Y = 1|X) = ®(X). Then, for every € > 0,

sup Po(d(®,,,®) >¢) — 0 forn — oo.
deF

PROOF. By Lemma A.2, we have for every € > 0 that M (¥, ®) < —% for all ¥ € F with
d(¥,®) >e. Thus,

)

~ ~ g A g
> C < —— v =< — > — 5.
{d@n, @) >} < M@0 0) < -T} = { - M@0 0) > T}
From Lemma A.1, we obtain
—M (D, ®) < My(®,,, D) — M (D, ®) < sup [M (¥, ®) — M™(¥, ).
veF
Consequently,

2 2

{ ~ M(dy) > %} C {ilégwn(qf,@) ~ MW, ®)| > %}

and by Lemma A.4, we have for all € > 0,

sup Py (d(@n@) >e) < sup P@(Sup M, (0, ®) — M (¥, )| > 6—) —0,
PeF PeF VeF 8
for n — oo. O

APPENDIX B: PROOF OF L'(Px)- AND UNIFORM CONSISTENCY
In this section, we give the necessary technical results for proving L' (Py)- and uniform
convergence of the difference between the estimator ®,, and the true function ¢,,. We start
with the following result, relating the L'-distance to the Hellinger distance, which we for-
mulate here to fit in our setting.
LEMMA B.1. Forevery ®,V € F, we have

/ D) — ()| dPy () < V2d(®, T)

PROOF. For &, ¥ € F, we have

/’@ z)ldPx (@ /“I’ z)| +|®(z) — V(x)|dPx (z)
- §/R‘1“I’<x) — (1= 9(x))|+[®(x) — ¥(z)|dPx (z)
:%/|pc1>(3:,0)—pm($,0)|+|p¢(x,1)_pql($71)|dPX($)
R

— 3 [ Ipsle.9) =~ pula)ldc(n)aPx ).
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By (Lemma 2.1, Tsybakov, 2009), we have
1
5/ Ipe(z,y) — pu(,y)|d((y)dPx (x) = sup !/pcp(w,y) — pw(x,y)d¢(y)dPx ()|
R AeA JA

=V (pa,pw),

where V' denotes the total variation distance. From (Lemma 2.3, Tsybakov, 2009), we obtain
that

V(pe, pw) < V2h(ps,py) = V2d(®, V)
and the assertion follows. O
The following result is a consequence of continuity of ®, and implies pointwise conver-
gence of @, to a constant.
LEMMA B.2. Forevery e > 0 and for every x,y € R, there exists N € N, s.1.
‘(I)n(y) - (I)n(w)’ <e
foralln > N.

PROOF. For every € > 0, we know from continuity of ®( that there exists § > 0, s.t.
€
|Po(2) — Po(0)] < 3 for all |z| < 0.
Now for arbitrary =,y € R, choose NV € N s.t. both, |d,,y| < ¢ and |, x| < ¢ for all n > N.
Then,
@0 (y) = Pn ()] = [P0 (0ny) — Po(0n2)| < |P0(ny) — Po(0)] + [Po(0) — Po(dn2)| <e

and the assertion follows. O

The following result is inspired by the well-known fact that sequences of pointwise con-
vergent distribution functions with continuous limit converge uniformly as well. Exploiting
the properties of distribution functions, it is possible to get this uniform convergence on the
whole real line. However, because we compare two sequences of distribution functions with
each other, where the pointwise limit of ®,, is not a distribution function anymore, we can

only obtain uniform convergence on compact intervals. Moreover, we had to make some
necessary adjustments to the classical proof to work in our setting.

LEMMA B.3. Let Gy, : R — [0, 1] be a distribution function and assume for every xy € R
that
|Gn(z0) — Pp(z0)] — 0 forn — 0.
Then, for every T' > 0,

sup |Gp(z) — Pp(x)] — 0  forn — oo.
z€[-T,T]

PROOF. Let T' > 0 and consider the interval [—7,T]. Then, for ¢ > 0, we know from
Lemma B.2 that there exists NV € N, s.t.

(1) = @4 (~T)| < £
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for all n > N. By assumption, we can choose N € N big enough, s.t.
G (—T) — & (—T)| < % and  |Go(T) — @ (T)] < %
also holds for all n > N. But this means

O, (—T) — % < Gn(—T) < Gn(2) < Gu(T) < & (T) + %

for all n > N, where we used monotonicity of Gz,,. Note that this implies
2e  3e

G () — Go(~T)| < B, (T) + % — (@u(=T) —£/5) = B(T) = @u(~T) + = < T

Combining the previous results, we obtain
|G (7) = @ (2)| < [Gr(x) = Gn(=T)| +|Gn(=T) = @n(=T)| + [®n(=T) — Py (z)|
€
<|Gp(z) = Gp(=T)| + 5t |@,(T) — ®p(—T)|

5 5
Thus, for all n > N and for every x € [T, 77,
|Gn(z) = Pn(2)| <e,

€.

or in other words,

sup  |Gp(x) — ®p(x)| — 0 for n — oc.
ze[-T,T)

APPENDIX C: AUXILIARY RESULTS

In this section, we summarize some technical and auxiliary results which are needed in the
proofs of the other sections.

LEMMA C.1. Fora,b> 0, we have

Va-vh VAV Vb
= an S —— .
fatb _p Va+ Vb Va+vb ~

Moreover, we have
2
\\/7—\/5|2§16‘\/a_2‘_b—\/5‘ .

PROOF. We follow the idea of (Lemma 4.2, van de Geer, 2010). The first statement fol-
lows from

(Va—vb)(Va+Vb)=a—b,

and

2( “+b+x/5)( a;b—\/g):2(a—2|_b—b>:a+b—2b:a—b.
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For the second statement, note that

\/@+\/5<\/5+2\/5<2\/5+‘/5—2
Vat+vb T a+vh T Va+vh

By a combination of the first two statements, we obtain

Thus,

[l+b \/B
+0b 7 T a+b
— V| =2[4/2 SRV —— —Vb
V= Vi =2\ - VB () <aly 2 - vl
and the third statement follows from taking the square on both sides. O

LEMMA C.2. Fora,be [0,00), we have
(i) [log(1/2+0b) —log(1/2+a)| <2|b—al,
(ii) For a > 1, we have log(a) < 2(v/a — 1) and log(a)? < 4(\/a — 1)?,
(ili) For a <1, we have log(a)? < (1—1)2.

PROOF. (i) Without loss of generality, we assume a < b. Then,

|log(1/2 +b) —log(1/2 + a)| =log (5512) = log (1 + (igiz B 1))

1/2+b 1 1
S2|b_a|7

where we used log(1 + z) <z for z € [0, 00).
(i) Letg: [1,00) = R, g(a) :=1log(a) — 2(y/a — 1). Then, g(1) =0 and

, 1 1 1-a
J(@)=2 -2 —
a 2y/a a
Thus, g(a) <0 forall a € [1, 00), implying
log(a) <2(va—1).

The second assertion follows from the fact that log(a) > 0 and 2(y/a—1) > 0 forall a > 1.
(i) Letg: (0,1] = R, g(a) :=log(a) — 1+ 1. Then, g(1) =0 and
1 1 a-1

"(a)= = - & =—=<0.
g(a) a a? a2 —

<0.

Thus, g(a) > 0 for all a € (0, 1], implying
1
1 >1—-.
og(a) 21—~

The assertion now follows from the fact that log(a) <0 and 2(y/a — 1) <0 forall a < 1.
O
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LEMMA C.3. Let G: R — R and assume there exists T' € R, s.t. G|(_o 1) < 0 and
G|ir,00) = 0. Then, for every s € R,

[e's) s [e%S) T
/ G(:L')d:L’—/ G(:E)d:ng/ G(az)daz—/ G(x)dx.
S —00 T —00
In particular,

m&?{/m G(az)daz—/_; G(m)dm}:/Too G(az)daz—/_::o G(z)dz.

PrROOEF. Consider s > T, then

[t [" e+ [ e [ e [ e+ [ o
]

which is greater than or equal to zero. The case s < T' follows similarly.

The following result is stated as an exercise in (Problem 3.2.5, van der Vaart and Wellner,
1996). For completeness, we decided to give the proof as well.

LEMMA C4. Let (Z(s))ser be a standard (two-sided) Brownian motion and let a,b €
(0,00) and c € R. Then,

argmin {aZ(s) + bs* —cs} =, <2>2/3 argmin { Z(s) +s°} + =
seR b sER 2b

PROOF. By replacing s with h(s) = (a/b)?/3s + ¢/2b, we obtain

argmin {aZ(s) + bs® — cs} =argmin {aZ(h(s)) + bh(s)? — ch(s)}
seR h(s)eR

2/3
= (ﬂ) argmin {aZ (h(s)) + bh(s)* — ch(s)} + -
b seR 2b
Using the properties of Brownian motion, we have

aZ(h(s)) =ca (%)1/3 Z(s)+aZ (%) = Zf—ﬁz(s) +aZ (%)

and simple calculations yield
2

bh(s)? — ch(s) = b( (%)4/3 248 (g)z/ss_i_ c_) —c (9)2/33 _e

b\b 4b? b 2b

a*3 a\2/3 c? a\2/3 c?

=t te(3) srnc(3) o3
bl/3 40 2b°

Combining these results, we have
argmin {aZ(h(s)) + bh(s)? — ch(s)}
seR
a3 c a2 &2
= arguin { $52(5) + a2 () + 555"+ 5~ 35
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a3 gA/3 ,
=, ar;gerﬁm {MZ(S) + ms }

=, argmin { Z(s) + s%}
seR

and the assertion follows. O

Funding. This work has been supported by the Research Unit 5381, DFG-grant
RO3766/8-1.

REFERENCES

BIRGE, L. (1989). The Grenander estimator: A nonasymptotic approach. Ann. Stat. 17 1532-1549.
https://doi.org/10.1214/a0s/1176347380

BRUNK, H. D. (1970). Estimation of isotonic regression. In Nonparametric Techniques in Statistical Inference
(Proc. Sympos., Indiana Univ., Bloomington, Ind., 1969) 177-197. Cambridge Univ. Press.

CAROLAN, C. and DYKSTRA, R. (1999). Asymptotic behavior of the Grenander estimator at density flat regions.
Can. J. Stat. 27 557-566. https://doi.org/10.2307/3316111

CATOR, E. (2011). Adaptivity and optimality of the monotone least-squares estimator. Bernoulli 17 714-735.
https://doi.org/10.3150/10-BEJ289

CATTANEO, M. D., JANSSON, M. and NAGASAWA, K. (2024). Bootstrap-assisted inference for generalized
Grenander-type estimators. Ann. Stat. 52 1509-1533. https://doi.org/10.1214/24- AOS2402

CATTANEO, M. D., CoX, G. F., JANSSON, M. and NAGASAWA, K. (2025). Continuity of the Distribution
Function of the argmax of a Gaussian Process. arXiv: 2501.13265.

DuRroT, C. (2002). Sharp asymptotics for isotonic regression. Probab. Theory Relat. Fields 122 222-240.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s004400100171

Durot, C. (2007). On the Lp-error of monotonicity constrained estimators. Ann. Stat. 35 1080-1104.
https://doi.org/10.1214/009053606000001497

Duror, C. (2008). Monotone nonparametric regression with random design. Math. Methods Stat. 17 327-341.
https://doi.org/10.3103/S1066530708040042

DuRror, C., KULIKOV, V. N. and LOPUHAA, H. P. (2012). The limit distribution of the Loo-error of Grenander-
type estimators. Ann. Stat. 40 1578-1608. https://doi.org/10.1214/12-A0S1015

DUROT, C. and LOPUHAA, H. P. (2018). Limit theory in monotone function estimation. Stat. Sci. 33 547-567.
https://doi.org/10.1214/18-STS664

DVORETZKY, A., KIEFER, J. and WOLFOWITZ, J. (1956). Asymptotic minimax character of the sam-
ple distribution function and of the classical multinomial estimator. Ann. Math. Stat. 27 642-669.
https://doi.org/10.1214/a0ms/1177728174

GRENANDER, U. (1957). On the theory of mortality measurement. II. Skand. Aktuarietidskr. 1956 125-153.

GROENEBOOM, P. (1983). The concave majorant of Brownian motion. Ann. Probab. 11 1016-1027.
https://doi.org/10.1214/a0p/1176993450

GROENEBOOM, P. (1985). Estimating a monotone density. In Proceedings of the Berkeley conference in honor
of Jerzy Neyman and Jack Kiefer, held in Berkeley, California, June 20 — July 1, 1983. Volume II 539-555.
Belmont, Calif.: Wadsworth Advanced Books and Software; Hayward, Calif.: Institute of Mathematical Statis-
tics.

GROENEBOOM, P., HOOGHIEMSTRA, G. and LOPUHAA, H. P. (1999). Asymptotic normality of the L error of
the Grenander estimator. Ann. Stat. 27 1316-1347. https://doi.org/10.1214/a0s/1017938928

GROENEBOOM, P. and JONGBLOED, G. (2014). Nonparametric estimation under shape constraints. Estimators,
algorithms and asymptotics. Camb. Ser. Stat. Probab. Math. 38. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1017/CB0O9781139020893

GROENEBOOM, P. and JONGBLOED, G. (2018). Some developments in the theory of shape constrained inference.
Stat. Sci. 33 473-492. https://doi.org/10.1214/18-STS657

GROENEBOOM, P. and WELLNER, J. A. (1992). Information bounds and nonparametric maximum likelihood
estimation. DMV Semin. 19. Basel: Birkhéduser Verlag.

HAN, Q. and KATO, K. (2022). Berry-Esseen bounds for Chernoff-type nonstandard asymptotics in isotonic
regression. Ann. Appl. Probab. 32 1459-1498. https://doi.org/10.1214/21-AAP1716

JANKOWSKI, H. (2014). Convergence of linear functionals of the Grenander estimator under misspecification.
Ann. Stat. 42 625-653. https://doi.org/10.1214/13-A0S1196


https://doi.org/10.1214/aos/1176347380
https://doi.org/10.2307/3316111
https://doi.org/10.3150/10-BEJ289
https://doi.org/10.1214/24-AOS2402
https://doi.org/10.1007/s004400100171
https://doi.org/10.1214/009053606000001497
https://doi.org/10.3103/S1066530708040042
https://doi.org/10.1214/12-AOS1015
https://doi.org/10.1214/18-STS664
https://doi.org/10.1214/aoms/1177728174
https://doi.org/10.1214/aop/1176993450
https://doi.org/10.1214/aos/1017938928
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139020893
https://doi.org/10.1214/18-STS657
https://doi.org/10.1214/21-AAP1716
https://doi.org/10.1214/13-AOS1196

THE WEAK-FEATURE-IMPACT EFFECT 73

KiM, J. and POLLARD, D. (1990). Cube root asymptotics. Ann. Star. 18 191-219.
https://doi.org/10.1214/a0s/1176347498

KOMLOS, J., MAJOR, P. and TUSNADY, G. (1975). An approximation of partial sums of independent RV’s, and
the sample DF. 1. Z. Wahrscheinlichkeitstheor. Verw. Geb. 32 111-131. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00533093

KULIKOV, V. N. and LOPUHAA, H. P. (2005). Asymptotic normality of the L -error of the Grenander estimator.
Ann. Stat. 33 2228-2255. https://doi.org/10.1214/009053605000000462

MALLICK, S., SARKAR, S. and KUCHIBHOTLA, A. K. (2023). New Asymptotic Limit Theory and Inference for
Monotone Regression. arXiv: 2310.20058.

MORTERS, P. and PERES, Y. (2010). Brownian motion. With an appendix by Oded Schramm and
Wendelin Werner. Camb. Ser. Stat. Probab. Math. 30. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1017/CB0O9780511750489

PATILEA, V. (2001). Convex models, MLE and misspecification. Ann. Stat. 29 94-123.
https://doi.org/10.1214/a0s/996986503

PRAKASA RAO, B. L. S. (1969). Estimation of a unimodal density. Sankhya, Ser. A 31 23-36.

ROSENTHAL, H. P. (1973). On Subspaces of Lp. Annals of Mathematics 97 344-373.

SAKHANENKO, A. I. (1985). Estimates in the invariance principle.

STRYHN, H. (1996). The location of the maximum and asymmetric two-sided Brownian motion with triangular
drift. Stat. Probab. Lett. 29 279-284. https://doi.org/10.1016/0167-7152(95)00183-2

TSYBAKOV, A. B. (2009). Introduction to nonparametric estimation. Springer Ser. Stat. New York, NY: Springer.

VAN DE GEER, S. (1993). Hellinger-consistency of certain nonparametric maximum likelihood estimators. Ann.
Stat. 21 14-44. https://doi.org/10.1214/a0s/1176349013

VAN DE GEER, S. A. (2010). Empirical processes in M-estimation., reprint of the 2000 hardback ed. ed. Camb.
Ser. Stat. Probab. Math. 6. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

VAN DER VAART, A. W. (1998). Asymptotic statistics. Camb. Ser. Stat. Probab. Math. 3. Cambridge: Cambridge
Univ. Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/CB0O9780511802256

VAN DER VAART, A. and WELLNER, J. A. (1996). Weak convergence and empirical processes. With applications
to statistics. Springer Ser. Stat. New York, NY: Springer.

VAN DER VAART, A. W. and WELLNER, J. A. (2023). Weak convergence and empirical pro-
cesses. With applications to statistics, 2nd expanded edition ed. Springer Ser. Stat. Cham: Springer.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-29040-4

WESTLING, T. and CARONE, M. (2020). A unified study of nonparametric inference for monotone functions.
Ann. Stat. 48 1001-1024. https://doi.org/10.1214/19-A0S1835

WRIGHT, F. T. (1981). The Asymptotic Behavior of Monotone Regression Estimates. The Annals of Statistics 9
443-448.


https://doi.org/10.1214/aos/1176347498
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00533093
https://doi.org/10.1214/009053605000000462
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511750489
https://doi.org/10.1214/aos/996986503
https://doi.org/10.1016/0167-7152(95)00183-2
https://doi.org/10.1214/aos/1176349013
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511802256
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-29040-4
https://doi.org/10.1214/19-AOS1835

	Introduction
	State of the art
	The weak-feature-impact scenario
	Overview of the results
	Outline

	Notation and preliminaries on the NPMLE
	Consistency
	Pointwise convergence rates and limiting distributions
	L1-convergence rates and limiting distributions
	Proofs
	Consistency
	Pointwise limiting behaviour
	Proof of L1-Convergence Rate and Limiting Distribution

	Proof of Hellinger consistency
	Proof of L1(PX)- and uniform consistency
	Auxiliary results
	Funding
	References

