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THE WEAK-FEATURE-IMPACT EFFECT ON THE NPMLE IN MONOTONE
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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 x 7→ 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

1-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 n1/3-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 L1-limiting behaviour was considered. A rigorous proof of the L1-limit then appeared
in Groeneboom, Hooghiemstra and Lopuhaä (1999), proving that the expectation of the L1-
distance converges with rate n1/3 to zero and that the stabilized L1-distance itself fluctuates
with rate n1/6 around its expectation and is asymptotically normal. A generalization to the
Lp-distance was given in Kulikov and Lopuhaä (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 L1-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 β were considered
in Wright (1981), resulting in convergence rates nβ/(2β+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 Lopuhaä (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 Lopuhaä (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 7→ P(Y = 1|X = x) being constant, while a
very steep increase from 0 to 1 or even the jump function P(Y = 1|X) = 1{X ≥ c} for some
real number c is what one might consider as fully related. With this regard, a weak feature-
label relation translates colloquially into x 7→ P(Y = 1|X = x) 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 (Ω,A,P) denote
a probability space and consider the triangular array (X1, Y

n
1 ), . . . , (Xn, Y

n
n ) of respective

i.i.d. copies of a random vector (X,Y n) : Ω→R×{0,1}, related via

P
(

Y n = 1


X
)

=Φ0(δnX) =.. Φn(X)(1)
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for some isotonic function Φ0 and a sequence (δn)n∈N with δn ց 0. We call the sequence
(δn)n∈N the level of feature impact. Note that in case that Φ0 is continuously differentiable,
the derivative of (1) with respect to the feature variable satisfies

Φ′
n(x) = δnΦ

′
0(δnx)−→ 0 as n−→∞.

If Φ′
0 > 0, the level of feature impact characterizes the speed in which the derivative of the

regression function x 7→ P(Y n = 1|X = x) approaches zero. Note that our theory could be
developed likewise for a more general sequence of functions Φn with Φ′

n −→ 0 pointwise,
but characterization of the limiting behavior then results in bulky conditions on (Φn)n∈N.
Instead, we find the results in terms of (δn)n∈N much easier to grasp. Besides, it can be
viewed as generalization of logistic regression (where Φ0 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 Φ0 is continuously differen-
tiable with Φ′

0 > 0. Whereas the NPMLE is n1/3-consistent in the classical asymptotics, the
rate of consistency in the weak-feature-impact scenario is proved to increase to

√
n∧

( n

δn

)1/3

for pointwise and L1-distance. Note that (n/δn)1/3 ∼
√
n for δn ∼√

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 L1) at the critical level of feature
impact δn ∼ n−1/2. Likewise, the underlying mathematical theory splits into separate chains
of arguments, depending on whether δn ≪√

n, δn ∼√
n and δn ≫√

n. To state our results,
let (Z(s))s∈R be a standard two-sided Brownian motion on R, let (W (s))s∈[0,1] be a standard
Brownian motion on [0,1] and let

W ∗,ℓ(t) = sup
u<t

inf
v≥t

W (v)−W (u)

v− u
, t ∈ (0,1],

denote the left-derivative of its greatest convex minorant. With Φ̂n the NPMLE of Φn and PX

the marginal distribution of the features with continuous Lebesgue density pX on its support
[−T,T ] for some T > 0 and distribution function FX , we are now in the position to present
the two main Theorems of this article. Asymptotic results are understood as n−→∞.

THEOREM (Pointwise limiting distribution). Assume Φ0 to be continuously differen-

tiable with non-vanishing derivative in a neighbourhood of zero, let x0 be an interior point

of the support of PX and let pX be continuously differentiable in a neighbourhood of x0.

(i) If nδ2n −→∞, then

( n

δn

)1/3
(

Φ̂n(x0)−Φn(x0)
)

−→L
(4Φ0(0)(1−Φ0(0))Φ

′
0(0)

pX(x0)

)1/3
argmin

s∈R

{

Z(s) + s2
}

.

(ii) If nδ2n −→ 0, then

√
n
(

Φ̂n(x0)−Φn(x0)
)

−→L
√

Φ0(0)(1−Φ0(0))W
∗,ℓ(FX(x0)).

Note that, as long as nδ2n −→ ∞ (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 (nδ2n)

1/3. It
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is insightful to contrast it with the convergence rate (n/δn)
1/3 of the NPMLE, which mirrors

the relation between Φn and Φ−1
n = δ−1

n Φ−1
0 :

( n

δn

)1/3
=

1

δn

(

nδ2n
)1/3

.

As soon as nδ2n −→ 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 nδ2n −→ c > 0. In this
section, we also study the more general situation, where Φ0 is allowed to have vanishing
derivatives up to some order β. In that case, the rates of convergence are different and the
phase transition is correspondingly shifted to δn ∼ n−1/2β .

The situation becomes more subtle and considerably more involved for the L1-distance. In
the slow regime, we observe an effect of δn on both, the convergence rate of the L1-distance
and the fluctuation around its stabilized expectation

µn = E

[(

n

δn

)1/3 ∫ T

−T
|Φ̂n(t)−Φn(t)|dt

]

=O(1).

Surprisingly, however, the way in which δn distorts the original rate in n is different: The fluc-
tuation scales as (nδ2n)

1/6, whereas the expectedL1-distance scales as the pointwise distance
with (n/δn)

1/3.

THEOREM (Limit distribution of the L1-error). Assume that Φ0 is differentiable with

Hölder-continuous derivative in a neighbourhood of zero with Φ′
0(0) > 0. Furthermore, let

pX be continuously differentiable (one-sided at the boundary points) on [−T,T ] with pX > 0
on [−T,T ].

(i) If nδ2n −→∞, then

(nδ2n)
1/6

((

n

δn

)1/3 ∫ T

−T
|Φ̂n(t)−Φn(t)|dt− µn

)

−→L N ∼N (0, σ2),

where σ2 > 0 is specified in Section 5.

(ii) If nδ2n −→ 0, then

√
n

∫ T

−T
|Φ̂n(x)−Φn(x)|dPX (x)−→L max

s∈[−T,T ]
A(s).

Here, (A(s))s∈[−T,T ] is a continuous Gaussian process, satisfying A(−T ) = −A(T ),
E[A(s)] = 0 and

Cov(A(s),A(t)) = Φ0(0)(1−Φ0(0))(1− 2|FX(s)−FX(t)|) for s, t ∈ [−T,T ].

Note that the fluctuation of the stabilized L1-distance around its expectation µn in the
slow regime is getting slower, the faster δn goes to zero and collapses at the phase transition
δn ∼ n−1/2, where the limit distribution also changes. To the best of our knowledge, the limit
in (ii) 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-, L1-, and uniform convergence on
compact sets. These results do not require differentiability of Φ0 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 L1-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 Fn for the empirical
distribution function of X1, . . . ,Xn, where we also define

F−1
n : [0,1]→R, F−1

n (a) ..= inf{x ∈R | Fn(x)≥ a}.
Moreover, we write

F ..= {Φ: R→ [0,1] | Φ monotonically increasing}
for the set of monotonically increasing functions mapping R into the unit interval. Note that
both Φ0 and Φn are contained in F . Further, let

pΦ : R× {0,1}→ [0,1], pΦ(x, y) ..=Φ(x)y(1−Φ(x))1−y

denote the conditional density induced by our setting for arbitrary Φ ∈ F . The NPMLE for
Φn is then defined by

Φ̂n ∈ argmax
Φ∈F

n
∏

i=1

pΦ(Xi, Y
n
i ) = argmax

Φ∈F

1

n

n
∑

i=1

log pΦ(Xi, Y
n
i ).

The fact that Φ̂n 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 Φ̂n being right-continuous and piecewiese constant with jump points being a
subset of the sample points, i.e. for X(1), . . . ,X(n) denoting the order statistic of X1, . . . ,Xn,
we set

Φ̂n|(−∞,X(1))
..= 0, Φ̂n|[X(n),∞)

..= Φ̂n(X(n)), Φ̂n|[X(i),X(i+1))
..= Φ̂n(X(i))(2)

for i= 1, . . . , n−1. Although there is no closed-form expression for Φ̂n, it is 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 Φ̂n: Let Y n

(1), . . . , Y
n
(n) be the corresponding ordering of la-

bels according to X(1), . . . ,X(n), i.e. if X(i) =Xj for some j ∈ {1, . . . , n}, then Y n
(i) = Y n

j .
Further, let

Yn
..=

{(

i

n
,
1

n

∑

j≤i

Y n
(j)

)







i ∈ {0, . . . , n}
}

,(3)

where 1
n

∑

j≤0Y
n
(j)

..= 0 and let Gn : [0,1] → R denote the greatest convex minorant of Yn.
Then,

Φ̂n(X(i)) = sup
s< i

n

inf
t≥ i

n

Gn(t)−Gn(s)

t− s
,(4)

is given by the left-hand derivative ofGn in the point i/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

Un : [0,1]→R, Un(a) ..= argmin+

x∈X

{ 1

n

n
∑

i=1

Y n
i 1{Xi≤x} − aFn(x)

}

(5)
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behaves like a generalized inverse to Φ̂n, 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

Φ̂n(x)≥ a ⇐⇒ Un(a)≤ x 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 measuresQ1,Q2 on (Ω,A), let h(Q1,Q2) denote the Hellinger
distance of Q1 and Q2. Denoting the counting measure on N by ζ , we obtain for Φ,Ψ ∈F ,

h2(PΦ,PΨ) =
1

2

∫

R

∫

{0,1}

(
√

pΦ(x, y)−
√

pΨ(x, y)
)2
dζ(y)dP (x)

=
1

2

∫

R

(
√

1−Φ(x)−
√

1−Ψ(x)
)2

+
(
√

Φ(x)−
√

Ψ(x)
)2
dP (x)

=.. d2(Ψ,Φ),

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 Φ̂n is actually independent of the chosen
sequence (δn)n∈N and is thus independent of the level of feature impact.

THEOREM 3.1 (Hellinger consistency). We have

d(Φ̂n,Φn)−→P 0 for n−→∞.

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

sup
Φ∈F

PΦ(d(Φ̂n,Φ)> ε)−→ 0 for n−→∞,

where the notation PΦ indicates that PΦ(Y = 1|X) = Φ(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 L1(PX)-consistency of Φ̂n. Moreover, utilizing
that the stochastic process Φ̂n(x) = Φ̂n(ω,x) can not only be seen as a random variable on Ω
for fixed x ∈R, but also as a random variable on R for fixed ω ∈Ω, we deduce pointwise con-
vergence by a two-stage subsequence argument. Finally, by utilizing our specific definition of
Φn, a modification 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 Φn 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 Φ0 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−→∞,

(i)
∫

R
|Φ̂n(x)−Φn(x)|dPX (x)−→P 0,

(ii) |Φ̂n(x0)−Φn(x0)| −→P 0 for every x0 ∈R,

(iii) supx∈[−T,T ] |Φ̂n(x)−Φn(x)| −→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 (δn)n∈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 Φ̂n in detail, presenting convergence rates and limiting
distributions of Φ̂n in dependence of δn. 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 δn = n−1/2 if Φ′

0 does not vanish in a neighbourhood of zero and that the transition
point is shifted to δn = n−1/(2β) if the β’th derivative of Φ0 for some β ∈ 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 δn ց 0) leads to a faster rate of convergence.

Before we state the result, let us introduce the following notations. For any interval I ⊆R

and any continuous function g : I→R, let g∗ denote its greatest convex minorant and let g∗,ℓ

denote the left-hand derivative of g∗ on the interior of I , i.e.

g∗,ℓ(x) = sup
s<x

inf
t≥x

g(t)− g(s)

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 PX is supported on X = [−T,T ] for some T > 0 and has
a continuous and strictly positive Lebesgue density on [−T,T ].

THEOREM 4.1. Let β ∈N, x0 an interior point of X and assume Φ0 to be β-times con-

tinuously differentiable in a neighbourhood of 0 with the βth derivative being the first non-

vanishing derivative in 0.

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

fβ : R→R, fβ(s) ..=
√

Φ0(0)(1−Φ0(0))Z(s) +
Φ
(β)
0 (0)

pX(x0)β(β + 1)!
sβ+1

and assume pX to be β-times continuously differentiable on the interior of X .

If nδ2βn −→∞, then

( n

δn

)β/(2β+1)
(

Φ̂n(x0)−Φn(x0)
)

−→L f
∗,ℓ
β (0) as n−→∞.

(ii) Let (W (s))s∈[0,1] denote a standard Brownian motion on [0,1], assume FX to be in-

vertible and assume X to have bounded moments up to order β.

If nδ2βn −→ 0, then

√
n
(

Φ̂n(x0)−Φn(x0)
)

−→L
√

Φ0(0)(1−Φ0(0))W
∗,ℓ(FX(x0)) as n−→∞.
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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 nβ/(2β+1) to

( n

δn

)β/(2β+1)

according to the level of feature impact, and in consonance with Theorem 2.2 of Mallick, Sarkar and Kuchibhotla
(2023). As soon as nδ2βn −→ 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 δn
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 δn of the
rates of the investigated empirical processes, the “limit” function Φn and the arising function
classes, which are now n-dependent as well.

PROOF. First of all, for every v ∈R and any sequence (rn)n∈N of real numbers, we know
from the switch relation in Lemma 2.1 that

P
(

rn
(

Φ̂n(x0)−Φn(x0)
)

< v
)

= P
(

Φ̂n(x0)<Φn(x0) + r−1
n v
)

= P

(

argmin+

s∈[−T,T ]

{ 1

n

n
∑

i=1

Y n
i 1{Xi≤s} −

(

Φn(x0) + r−1
n v
) 1

n

n
∑

i=1

1{Xi≤s}
}

> x0

)

= P

(

argmin+

s∈[−T,T ]

{ 1

n

n
∑

i=1

(

Y n
i −Φn(x0)

)

1{Xi≤s} − r−1
n

v

n

n
∑

i=1

1{Xi≤s}
}

>x0

)

.

We start with the proof of (ii). For this, let rn =
√
n and define

hn : [−T,T ]× {0,1} × [−T,T ]→R, hn(x, y, t) ..= (y −Φn(x0))1{x≤t},

as well as Hn(t) ..= E[hn(X,Y
n, t)]. Note that multiplying a function by a constant does not

change the location of its minimum, so we have

P
(√
n
(

Φ̂n(x0)−Φn(x0)
)

< v
)

= P

(

argmin+

s∈[−T,T ]

{ 1

n

n
∑

i=1

(

Y n
i −Φn(x0)

)

1{Xi≤s} −E
[(

Y n −Φn(x0)
)

1{X≤s}
]

+E
[(

Y n −Φn(x0)
)

1{X≤s}
]

− n−1/2v
1

n

n
∑

i=1

1{Xi≤s}
}

> x0

)

= P

(

argmin+

s∈[−T,T ]

{ 1√
n

n
∑

i=1

(

hn(Xi, Y
n
i , s)−Hn(s)

)

+
√
nHn(s)−

v

n

n
∑

i=1

1{Xi≤s}
}

> x0

)

.

Replacing s with F−1
X (s) by a change of variable yields

P
(√
n
(

Φ̂n(x0)−Φn(x0)
)

< v
)

= P

(

argmin+

F−1
X (s)∈[−T,T ]

{ 1√
n

n
∑

i=1

(

hn(Xi, Y
n
i , F

−1
X (s))−Hn(F

−1
X (s))

)
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+
√
nHn(F

−1
X (s))− v

1

n

n
∑

i=1

1{Xi≤F−1
X (s)}

}

> x0

)

= P

(

argmin+

s∈[0,1]

{ 1√
n

n
∑

i=1

(

hn(Xi, Y
n
i , F

−1
X (s))−Hn(F

−1
X (s))

)

+
√
nHn(F

−1
X (s))− v

1

n

n
∑

i=1

1{Xi≤F−1
X (s)}

}

>FX(x0)
)

.

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

(
√

Φ0(0)(1−Φ0(0))W (s)− vs
)

s∈[0,1]

as long as nδ2βn −→ 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
(√
n
(

Φ̂n(x0)−Φn(x0)
)

< v
)

−→ P

(

argmin
s∈[0,1]

{
√

Φ0(0)(1−Φ0(0))W (s)− vs
}

>FX(x0)
)

= P

(

argmin
s∈[0,1]

√

Φ0(0)(1−Φ0(0))
{

W (s)− v
√

Φ0(0)(1−Φ0(0))
s
}

>FX(x0)
)

= P

(

argmin
s∈[0,1]

{

W (s)− v
√

Φ0(0)(1−Φ0(0))
s
}

>FX(x0)
)

= P
(
√

Φ0(0)(1−Φ0(0))W
∗,ℓ(FX(x0))< 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 : [−T,T ]× [−T,T ]→R, g(x, t) ..= 1{x≤t} − 1{x≤x0},

fn : [−T,T ]× {0,1} × [−T,T ]→R, fn(x, y, t) ..= (y −Φn(x0))g(x, t)

and let us set rn to be (n/δn)
β/(2β+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
x0 + s, we have

P
(

rn
(

Φ̂n(x0)−Φn(x0)
)

< v
)

= P

(

argmin+

s∈[−T,T ]

{ 1

n

n
∑

i=1

(

Y n
i −Φn(x0)

)(

1{Xi≤s} − 1{Xi≤x0}
)

− r−1
n

v

n

n
∑

i=1

(

1{Xi≤s} − 1{Xi≤x0}
)

}

> x0

)

= P

(

argmin+

s∈[−T,T ]

{ 1

n

n
∑

i=1

fn(Xi, Y
n
i , s)−

v

nrn

n
∑

i=1

g(Xi, s)
}

>x0

)
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= P

(

argmin+

x0+s∈[−T,T ]

{ 1

n

n
∑

i=1

fn(Xi, Y
n
i , x0 + s)− v

nrn

n
∑

i=1

g(Xi, x0 + s)
}

> x0

)

= P

(

argmin+

s∈[x0−T,x0+T ]

{ 1

n

n
∑

i=1

fn(Xi, Y
n
i , x0 + s)− v

nrn

n
∑

i=1

g(Xi, x0 + s)
}

> 0
)

.

Defining

En(t) ..= E [fn(Xi, Y
n
i , t)]

for t ∈ [−T,T ], we obtain from the previous calculations and by an addition of zero that

P
(

rn
(

Φ̂n(x0)−Φn(x0)
)

< v
)

= P

(

argmin+

s∈[x0−T,x0+T ]

{ 1

n

n
∑

i=1

(

fn(Xi, Y
n
i , x0 + s)−En(x0 + s)

)

+En(x0 + s)− v

nrn

n
∑

i=1

g(Xi, x0 + s)
}

> 0
)

.

For an ..= (nδ2βn )−1/(2β+1), by multiplication with bn ..= (nβ+1δβn)1/(2β+1) inside the argmin
and a replacement of s with ans by a change of variable,

argmin+

s∈[x0−T,x0+T ]

{ 1

n

n
∑

i=1

(

fn(Xi, Y
n
i , x0 + s)−En(x0 + s)

)

+En(x0 + s)− v

nrn

n
∑

i=1

g(Xi, x0 + s)
}

= an argmin+

s∈[a−1
n (x0−T ),a−1

n (x0+T )]

{bn
n

n
∑

i=1

(

fn(Xi, Y
n
i , x0 + ans)−En(x0 + ans)

)

+ bnEn(x0 + ans)− v
bn
nrn

n
∑

i=1

g(Xi, x0 + ans)
}

.

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

√

Φ0(0)(1−Φ0(0))pX (x0)Z(s) +
1

(β +1)!
Φ
(β)
0 (0)pX(x0)s

β+1 − vpX(x0)s
)

s∈R
,

as long as (nδ2βn )−→∞. 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
(

Φ̂n(x0)−Φn(x0)
)

< v
)

−→ P

(

argmin
s∈R

{

√

Φ0(0)(1−Φ0(0))pX (x0)Z(s)

+
Φ
(β)
0 (0)pX (x0)

(β +1)!
sβ+1 − vpX(x0)s

}

> 0
)

.

Note that by replacing s by s/pX(x0) in the argmin, we have

argmin
s∈R

{

√

Φ0(0)(1−Φ0(0))pX (x0)Z(s) +
1

(β + 1)!
Φ
(β)
0 (0)pX (x0)s

β+1 − vpX(x0)s
}
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=
1

pX(x0)
argmin

s∈R

{

√

Φ0(0)(1−Φ0(0))Z(s) +
Φ
(β)
0 (0)

pX(x0)β(β +1)!
sβ+1 − vs

}

.

So by a general switch relation as in (Lemma 3.2, Groeneboom and Jongbloed, 2014), we
have

P

(( n

δn

)1/3
(

Φ̂n(x0)−Φn(x0)
)

< v
)

−→ P
(

f∗,ℓβ (0)< v
)

for n−→∞ and statement (i) follows.

REMARK. For β = 1, i.e. Φ′
0(x) 6= 0 for all x in a neighbourhood of zero, the proof of

Theorem 4.1 reveals

P
(

rn
(

Φ̂n(x0)−Φn(x0)
)

< v
)

−→ P

(

argmin
s∈R

{

√

Φ0(0)(1−Φ0(0))pX (x0)Z(s)

+
1

2
Φ′
0(0)pX(x0)s

2 − vpX(x0)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

P

((4Φ0(0)(1−Φ0(0))

Φ′
0(0)

2pX(x0)

)1/3
argmin

s∈R

{

Z(s) + s2
}

+
v

Φ′
0(0)

> 0
)

= P

(

Φ′
0(0)

(4Φ0(0)(1−Φ0(0))

Φ′
0(0)

2pX(x0)

)1/3
argmin

s∈R

{

Z(s) + s2
}

<−v
)

= P

(

−
(4Φ0(0)(1−Φ0(0))Φ

′
0(0)

pX(x0)

)1/3
argmin

s∈R

{

Z(s) + s2
}

< v
)

= P

(

−
(4Φ0(0)(1−Φ0(0))Φ

′
0(0)

pX(x0)

)1/3
argmin
−s∈R

{

Z(−s) + (−s)2
}

< v
)

= P

((4Φ0(0)(1−Φ0(0))Φ
′
0(0)

pX(x0)

)1/3
argmin

s∈R

{

Z(s) + s2
}

< v
)

.

So for β = 1 we obtain convergence to the Chernoff distribution, as known from the classical
theory. The rate, however, is (n/δn)1/3 and thus faster than the classical n1/3 rate.

Until now, it remains unclear how the estimator behaves if δn = n−1/(2β). Looking into the
proof of Theorem 4.1 (i) shows us that the assumption nδ2βn −→∞ is used multiple times,
in particular during the proof of Lemma 6.1. In the proof of (ii), however, the assumption
nδ2βn −→ 0 is only used in Lemma 6.4 for the uniform convergence of W2

n to zero. Thus, the
proof of (ii) yields a good starting point for investigating the limiting behaviour of Φ̂n under
the assumption that δn = n−1/(2β). The following Proposition summarizes this observation.

PROPOSITION 4.2. Let β ∈ N, x0 an interior point of X and assume Φ0 to be β-times

continuously differentiable in a neighbourhood of 0 with the βth derivative being the first

non-vanishing derivative in 0. Assume further FX to be invertible with Hölder-continuous

inverse F−1
X to the exponent α > 1/2. Let (W (s))s∈[0,1] denote a standard Brownian motion

on [0,1], let c > 0 and let gβ,c : R→R be defined by

gβ,c(s) ..=
√

Φ0(0)(1−Φ0(0))W (s) +
√
cΦ

(β)
0 (0)E

[

(X − x0)
β
1{X≤F−1

X (s)}
]

.

If nδ2βn −→ c, we have
√
n
(

Φ̂n(x0)−Φn(x0)
)

−→L g
∗,ℓ
β,c(F (x0)) as n−→∞.
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PROOF. Using the notations introduced in the proof of (ii) of Theorem 4.1, we already
know

P
(√
n
(

Φ̂n(x0)−Φn(x0)
)

< v
)

= P

(

argmin+

s∈[0,1]

{ 1√
n

n
∑

i=1

(

hn(Xi, Y
n
i , F

−1
X (s))−Hn(F

−1
X (s))

)

+
√
nHn(F

−1
X (s))− v

1

n

n
∑

i=1

1{Xi≤F−1
X (s)}

}

>FX(x0)
)

.

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

(
√

Φ0(0)(1−Φ0(0))W (s) +
√
cΦ

(β)
0 (0)E

[

(X − x0)
β
1{X≤F−1

X (s)}
]

− vs
)

s∈[0,1]

as long as nδ2βn −→ 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 Hölder-continuity of F−1

X 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
(√
n
(

Φ̂n(x0)−Φn(x0)
)

< v
)

−→L P
(

argmin
s∈[0,1]

{gβ,c(s)− vs}>FX(x0)
)

= P
(

g∗,ℓβ,c(FX(x0))< v
)

and the assertion follows.

5. L
1-convergence rates and limiting distributions. In contrast to the local nature of

the pointwise distance, the L1-distance measures the difference between Φ̂n and Φn 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 L1-distance.
Before we state the results, let us start with a slightly different characterization of Φ̂n than the
one given in Section 2, leading to a different formulation of the switch relation which is better
suited for working with the L1-distance than the one given in Lemma 2.1. Following (Durot,
2008, Section 4.1) and using the notation from Section 2, let Λn : [0,1] → R denote the
piecewise linear and continuous function that satisfies (i/n,Λn(i/n)) ∈ Yn for i= 1, . . . , n,
where Yn is defined in (3), and let gn : [0,1] → R denote the left-hand derivative of Gn,
where Gn denotes the greatest convex minorat of Yn. Note that this implies

Φ̂n(X(i)) = gn(i/n) = gn ◦ Fn(X(i)), i= 1, . . . , n.

Defining Ũn(a) ..= argmin+t∈[0,1]{Λn(t)− at} for all a ∈ [0,1], note that Ũn(a) maps into
the set {i/n | i= 0, . . . , n} and we have

F−1
n ◦ Ũn(a) =Un(a),(6)

where Un denotes the generalized inverse to Φ̂n, defined in (5). Note that this allows to
interpret Ũn as the generalized inverse to gn. 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

Φ̂n(x)≥ a ⇐⇒ F−1
n ◦ Ũn(a)≤ x P− a.s.
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PROOF. For every x ∈ R, note that F−1
n ◦ Fn(x) is equal to the largest observation point

that is still smaller than x. Consequently, Φ̂n(x) = Φ̂n(F
−1
n ◦ Fn(x)) by definition of Φ̂n

outside of the observation points and so we have

Φ̂n(x)≥ a ⇐⇒ Φ̂n(F
−1
n ◦ Fn(x))≥ a.

From Lemma 2.1, we know that

Φ̂n(F
−1
n ◦ Fn(x))≥ a ⇐⇒ Un(a)≤ F−1

n ◦ Fn(x)

P-almost surely and because F−1
n ◦ Fn is increasing, we obtain

Un(a)≤ F−1
n ◦ Fn(x) ⇐⇒ F−1

n ◦ Fn ◦Un(a)≤ x.

The assertion then follows from (6).

For the remainder of this section, let T > 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 Ũn and is a key ingredient for the proofs of the results
stated in this section. Before we formulate the result, let us introduce λn(a) ..=Φn ◦ F−1

X (a)
for a ∈ [0,1] and note that λ−1

n (u) = FX ◦Φ−1
n (u) for u ∈ [0,1]. Here, we assume Φ−1

n to be
defined on the whole unit interval and set Φ−1

n (u) ..= T for u > Φn(T ) and Φ−1
n (u) ..= −T

for u < Φn(−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 |Φ̂n(t)−Φn(t)| in expectation for all t ∈ (−T,T ).

PROPOSITION 5.2. Assume Φ0 to be continuously differentiable in a neighbourhood of

zero and FX to be continuously differentiable on [−T,T ], let Φ′
0(0)> 0, let pX be bounded

away from zero on [−T,T ] and assume that nδ2n −→∞ for n −→∞. Then, there exists a

constant K > 0 depending only on Φ0, FX and the bounds on its derivatives, such that for

all t ∈ (−T,T ) and n large enough,

E
[

|Φ̂n(t)−Φn(t)|
]

≤Kmax
{

(n/δn)
−1/3, (n(T − t))−1/2, (n(T + t))−1/2

}

.

Note that although δn 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/δn)

−1/3 ≥ n−1/2 as long as we have nδ2n −→∞, 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 L1([−T,T ])-distance. While this result plays
an important role in the proof of the asymptotic behaviour of the L1([−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 L1([−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

E

[

∫ T

−T
|Φ̂n(t)−Φn(t)|dt

]

=O
(

(n/δn)
−1/3

)

.

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 Φn

and its vanishing derivative required us to do some adjustments. In particular, it turned out
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that nδ2n −→∞ for n−→∞ 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 x+ ..=max{x,0} denote the positive part of x for every x ∈ R,
let K > 0 denote a constant which may changes from line to line depending only on Φ′

0 in a
neighbourhood of zero and on pX and define

I1(t) ..= E
[

(Φ̂n(t)−Φn(t))+
]

and I2(t) ..= E
[

(Φn(t)− Φ̂n(t))+
]

for t ∈ [−T,T ], implying that

E
[

|Φ̂n(t)−Φn(t)|
]

= I1(t) + I2(t).

From |Φ̂n(t)−Φn(t)| ≤ 1, we obtain

I1(t) =

∫ 1

0
P
(

Φ̂n(t)−Φn(t)> x
)

dx

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

I1(t) =

∫ 1

0
P
(

Φ̂n(t)> x+Φn(t)
)

dx≤
∫ 1−Φn(t)

0
P
(

Φ̂n(t)≥ x+Φn(t)
)

dx.

By the switch relation in Lemma 5.1, this implies

I1(t) =

∫ 1−Φn(t)

0
P
(

F−1
n ◦ Ũn(Φn(t) + x)≤ t

)

dx.

Now note that for every x > 0 which satisfies Φn(t) + x < Φn(T ), a Taylor expansion with
Lagrange remainder of Φ−1

n around Φn(t) yields for some νn ∈ (Φn(t),Φn(t) + x) that

Φ−1
n (Φn(t) + x) = t+

1

Φ′
n(Φ

−1
n (νn))

x≥ t+Kδ−1
n x

for n large enough. By an addition of zero, by using that t− Φ−1
n (Φn(t) + x) < 0 and by

Lemma 6.6, we find

P
(

F−1
n ◦ Ũn(Φn(t) + x)< t

)

= P
(

F−1
n ◦ Ũn(Φn(t) + x)−Φ−1

n (Φn(t) + x)< t−Φ−1
n (Φn(t) + x)

)

≤ P
(

|F−1
n ◦ Ũn(Φn(t) + x)−Φ−1

n (Φn(t) + x)| ≥Φ−1
n (Φn(t) + x)− t

)

≤ P
(

|F−1
n ◦ Ũn(Φn(t) + x)−Φ−1

n (Φn(t) + x)| ≥Kδ−1
n x

)

= 1{x<K(δn/n)1/3} + 1{x≥K(δn/n)1/3}Kδnn
−1x−3.

Because we assumed x <Φn(T )−Φn(t), we now have

I1(t)≤K(δn/n)
1/3 +K(δn/n)

∫ Φn(T )−Φn(t)

K(δn/n)1/3
x−3dx

+

∫ 1−Φn(t)

Φn(T )−Φn(t)
P
(

F−1
n ◦ Ũn(Φn(t) + x)< t

)

dx.

Note that Φn(T )−Φn(t) = O(δn), but because nδ2n −→∞ for n−→∞, we can choose n
large enough such that K(δn/n)

1/3 <Φn(T )−Φn(t) and so we obtain

K(δn/n)

∫ Φn(T )−Φn(t)

K(δn/n)1/3
x−3dx=K(δn/n)

(

Φn(T )−Φn(t)
)−2 −K(δn/n)(δn/n)

−2/3

≤K(δn/n)
1/3
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and consequently,

I1(t)≤K(δn/n)
1/3 +

∫ 1−Φn(t)

Φn(T )−Φn(t)
P
(

F−1
n ◦ Ũn(Φn(t) + x)< t

)

dx.

To derive an upper bound for the remaining integral, note that for every x≥Φn(T )−Φn(t),
we have Φ−1

n (Φn(t) + x) = T . So again by Lemma 6.6, we have

P
(

F−1
n ◦ Ũn(Φn(t) + x)< t

)

= P
(

F−1
n ◦ Ũn(Φn(t) + x)− T < t− T

)

≤ P
(

|F−1
n ◦ Ũn(Φn(t) + x)− T | ≥ T − t

)

≤K(nδ2n)
−1(T − t)−3

for 1−Φn(t)> x≥Φn(T )−Φn(t) and n large enough.
To finish the proof, we will consider the cases T − t≥ (nδ2n)

−1/3 and T − t≤ (nδ2n)
−1/3

separately.
• Let us start by assuming T − t≥ (nδ2n)

−1/3. Then,
∫ 1−Φn(t)

Φn(T )−Φn(t)
P
(

F−1
n ◦ Ũn(Φn(t) + x)< t

)

dx

≤
∫ Φn(T )−Φn(t)+(δn/n)1/3

Φn(T )−Φn(t)
K(nδ2n)

−1(T − t)−3dx

+

∫ 1−Φn(t)

Φn(T )−Φn(t)+(δn/n)1/3
P
(

F−1
n ◦ Ũn(Φn(t) + x)< t

)

dx,

where
∫ Φn(T )−Φn(t)+(δn/n)1/3

Φn(T )−Φn(t)
K(nδ2n)

−1(T − t)−3dx=K(δn/n)
1/3(nδ2n)

−1(T − t)−3

≤K(δn/n)
1/3

and by Lemma 6.8, we have
∫ 1−Φn(t)

Φn(T )−Φn(t)+(δn/n)1/3
P
(

F−1
n ◦ Ũn(Φn(t) + x)< t

)

dx

≤
∫ 1−Φn(t)

Φn(T )−Φn(t)+(δn/n)1/3
P
(

|F−1
n ◦ Ũn(Φn(t) + x)− T | ≥ T − t

)

dx

≤K

∫ 1−Φn(t)

Φn(T )−Φn(t)+(δn/n)1/3
(n(T − t))−1(Φn(T )−Φn(t)− x)−2dx

=K(n(T − t))−1
[

(Φn(T )−Φn(t)− x)−1
]1−Φn(t)

x=Φn(T )−Φn(t)+(δn/n)1/3

=K(n(T − t))−1
(

(1−Φn(T ))
−1 + (n/δn)

1/3
)

≤K(δn/n)
2/3 +K(δn/n)

1/3

≤K(δn/n)
1/3.

So we have shown

I1(t)≤K(δn/n)
1/3
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for T − t≥ (nδ2n)
−1/3.

• Now assume T − t≤ (nδ2n)
−1/3. Then,

(n(T − t))−1/2 ≥ (δn/n)
1/3

and we have

I1(t)≤K (n(T − t))−1/2 +

∫ Φn(T )−Φn(t)+(n(T−t))−1/2

Φn(T )−Φn(t)
1dx

+

∫ 1−Φn(t)

Φn(T )−Φn(t)+(n(T−t))−1/2

P
(

F−1
n ◦ Ũn(Φn(t) + x)< t

)

dx.

As before, we know from Lemma 6.8 that
∫ 1−Φn(t)

Φn(T )−Φn(t)+(n(T−t))−1/2

P
(

F−1
n ◦ Ũn(Φn(t) + x)< t

)

dx

≤K(n(T − t))−1
[

(Φn(T )−Φn(t)− x)−1
]1−Φn(t)

x=Φn(T )−Φn(t)+(n(T−t))−1/2

=K(n(T − t))−1
(

(1−Φn(T ))
−1 + (n(T − t))1/2

)

≤K(n(T − t))−1 +K(n(T − t))−1/2

≤K(n(T − t))−1/2

and so we have shown

I1(t)≤K(n(T − t))−1/2

for T − t≤ (nδ2n)
−1/3.

Summarizing the results, we have

I1(t)≤K
(

(n/δn)
−1/3 + (n(T − t))−1/2

)

and by similar arguments, we obtain

I2(t)≤K
(

(n/δn)
−1/3 + (n(T + t))−1/2

)

.

Thus,

E
[

|Φ̂n(t)−Φn(t)|
]

≤Kmax
{

(n/δn)
−1/3, (n(T − t))−1/2, (n(T + t))−1/2

}

,

for n large enough proves the assertion.

We will now derive the limiting distribution of the L1-distance, following Durot (2008)
and Durot (2007). Their arguments needed careful modifications reflecting the n-dependence
and vanishing derivative of Φn in our setting. As before, it turned out that nδ2n −→ ∞ for
n −→ ∞ 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) ..= argmins∈R{Z(s) + (s − a)2} for
a ∈R and

C ..=

∫ ∞

0
Cov(|X(0)|, |X(a) − a|)da.

Further, let σ2n(t)
..= E[(Y n −Φn(X))2|X = t] for t ∈ [−T,T ] and define

µn ..= E[|X(0)|]
∫ T

−T
(4σ2n(t)Φ

′
0(δnt))

1/3pX(t)−1/3dt,
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as well as

σ2n
..= 8C

∫ T

−T

σ2n(t)

pX(t)
dt and σ2 ..= lim

n→∞
σ2n.(7)

As part of the proof, we also need

Λn(t) ..=

∫ t

0
λn(u)du and Ln(t) ..=

∫ t

0
σ2n ◦ F−1

X (u)du

defined for t ∈ [0,1].

THEOREM 5.4. Assume that Φ0 is differentiable with Hölder-continuous derivative in a

neighbourhood of zero with Φ′
0(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

nδ2n −→∞ for n−→∞. Then,

(nδ2n)
1/6
(

(n/δn)
1/3

∫ T

−T
|Φ̂n(t)−Φn(t)|dt− µn

)

−→L N (0, σ2)

for n−→∞.

PROOF. For ease of notation, let us set

Jn
..=

∫ T

−T
|Φ̂n(t)−Φn(t)|dt.

The first step of the proof is to show that Jn can be written as the L1 distance between Ũn

and λ−1
n up to some sequence converging stochastically to zero with a rate faster than n1/2.

For this, note that by Corollary 6.10, there exist Brownian bridges Bn on [0,1], s.t.

Jn =

∫ λn(1)

λn(0)

∣

∣Ũn(a)− λ−1
n (a)− Bn(λ

−1
n (a))

n1/2

∣

∣

1

pX(Φ−1
n (a))

da+ oP(n
−1/2).

For a ∈ [λn(0), λn(1)], let in(a) denote the integer part of (a− λn(0))(nδ
2
n)

1/3/ log(nδ2n),
define an ..= λn(0) + in(a)(nδ

2
n)

−1/3 log(nδ2n) and set

aBn
..= a− Bn(λ

−1
n (an))

n1/2(λ−1
n )′(an)

Then, Lemma 6.11 combined with the previous results yields

Jn =

∫ λn(1)

λn(0)

∣

∣Ũn(a
B
n )− λ−1

n (a)
∣

∣

1

pX(Φ−1
n (a))

da+ oP(n
−1/2),

which concludes the first step of the proof.
As the next step, we want to apply the function Ln to both Ũn and λ−1

n inside the integral.
For this, let

UL
n : [λn(0), λn(1)]→ [0,1], UL

n (a)
..= Ln(Ũn(a

B
n ))−Ln(λ

−1
n (a)),

define

J̃n
..=

∫ λn(1)

λn(0)

∣

∣

UL
n (a)

L′
n(λ

−1
n (a))

∣

∣

1

pX(Φ−1
n (a))

da

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

Jn = J̃n + oP(n
−1/2).



18

It remains to show that (nδ2n)
1/6((n/δn)

1/3J̃n − µn) is asymptotically normal. For this,
define

Ln(t) ..=

∫ t

0
σ2n ◦ F−1

n (u)du, ψn(t) ..=
L′′
n(t)

n1/2L′
n(t)

Bn(t), dn(t) ..= δ1/2n

|λ′n(t)|
2L′

n(t)
2

for t ∈ [0,1] and set

W n
t (u)

..=
(n/δn)

1/6

(1−ψn(t))1/2

(

Wn

(

Ln(t) + (n/δn)
−1/3u(1−ψn(t))

)

−Wn

(

Ln(t)
)

)

for t ∈ (0,1) and u ∈ R, where Wn is distributed as a standard two-sided Brownian motion
under P|X . Note that W n

t is therefore also distributed as a standard Brownian motion under
P
|X for every t ∈ (0,1). In addition, define

Ṽn(t) ..= argmin
|u|≤δ−1

n log(nδ2n)

{

W n
t (u) + dn(t)u

2
}

.

It then follows from Lemma 6.13, that

(nδ2n)
1/6
(

(n/δn)
1/3J̃n − µn

)

has the same asymptotic distribution as

(nδ2n)
1/6
(

∫ 1

0
|Ṽn(t)|

|Φ′
n ◦ F−1

X (u)|
(pX ◦ F−1

X (u))2|L′
n(u)|

du− µn

)

(8)

and we know from Lemma 6.14 that (8) converges under P|X to a normal distribution with
mean zero and variance σ2.

In summary, we have shown with respect to P
|X ,

(nδ2n)
1/6
(

(n/δn)
1/3J̃n − µn

)

−→L N (0, σ2)

for n−→∞. So by combining all the previous results,

(nδ2n)
1/6
(

(n/δn)
1/3J̃n − µn

)

= (nδ2n)
1/6
(

(n/δn)
1/3
(

J̃n + oP(n
−1/2)

)

− µn
)

= (nδ2n)
1/6
(

(n/δn)
1/3J̃n − µn

)

+ oP(1)

−→L N (0, σ2)

for n−→∞ unconditionally under P.

THEOREM 5.5. Assume Φ0 to be continuously differentiable in a neighbourhood of

zero and let (A(s))s∈[−T,T ] be a continuous Gaussian process, satisfying A(−T ) =−A(T ),
E[A(s)] = 0 and

Cov(A(s),A(t)) = Φ0(0)(1−Φ0(0))(1− 2|FX(s)− FX(t)|) for s, t ∈ [−T,T ].
If nδ2n −→ 0 for n−→∞, we have

√
n

∫ T

−T
|Φ̂n(x)−Φn(x)|dPX (x)−→L max

s∈[−T,T ]
A(s).

PROOF. For the empirical measure Pn with respect to X1, . . . ,Xn, we have
∫ T

−T
|Φ̂n(x)−Φn(x)|dPX (x)

=

∫ T

−T
|Φ̂n(x)−Φn(x)|d(PX − Pn)(x) +

∫ T

−T
|Φ̂n(x)−Φn(x)|dPn(x)
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and we also have by a standard bracketing argument for the function class Fn
..= {Φ−Ψ |

Φ,Ψ ∈F ,‖Φ−Ψ‖ ≤ δnK} that
∫ T

−T
|Φ̂n(x)−Φn(x)|d(PX − Pn)(x) = oP(n

−1/2).

A Taylor expansion of Φn around 0 further shows for some ξni between 0 and Xi that

∣

∣

∫ T

−T
|Φ̂n(x)−Φn(x)|dPn(x)−

∫ T

−T
|Φ̂n(x)−Φ0(0)|dPn(x)

∣

∣

≤
∫ T

−T
|Φn(x)−Φ0(0)|dPn(x) =

1

n

n
∑

i=1

|Φn(Xi)−Φ0(0)|= δn
1

n

n
∑

i=1

Φ′
0(δnξ

n
i )|Xi|.

Markov’s inequality combined with the assumption that nδ2n −→ 0 then yields
∫ T

−T
|Φ̂n(x)−Φn(x)|dPn(x) =

∫ T

−T
|Φ̂n(x)−Φ0(0)|dPn(x) + oP(n

−1/2)

and in summary, we have
∫ T

−T
|Φ̂n(x)−Φn(x)|dPX (x) =

∫ T

−T
|Φ̂n(x)−Φ0(0)|dPn(x) + oP(n

−1/2).

Let jn denote the number of all the jumping points of Φ̂n, let T n
1 , . . . , T

n
jn

denote the jumping

points of Φ̂n and set T n
0

..=X(1), as well as T n
jn+1

..=X(n) and T n
jn+2

..= T . Then, from our

characterization of Φ̂n between two jumping points (see Section 1), we know

Φ̂n|(−∞,Tn
0 ) = 0, Φ̂n|[Tn

jn+1,∞) = Φ̂n(X(n)), Φ̂n|[Tn
j ,Tn

j+1)
=

∑n
ℓ=1 Y

n
ℓ 1{Tn

j ≤Xℓ<Tn
j+1}

∑n
ℓ=11{Tn

j <Xℓ≤Tn
j+1}

for j = 0, . . . , jn and we also agree on Φ̂n(T
n
jn+2) = Φ̂n(X(n)) for notational convenience.

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

−T
|Φ̂n(x)−Φ0(0)|dPn(x)

= sup
s∈[−T,T ]

{

∫ T

s
(Φ̂n(x)−Φ0(0))dPn(x)−

∫ s

−T
(Φ̂n(x)−Φ0(0))dPn(x)

}

= sup
s∈[−T,T ]

{

∫ T

−T
(Φ̂n(x)−Φ0(0))1{x>s}dPn(x)−

∫ T

−T
(Φ̂n(x)−Φ0(0))1{x≤s}dPn(x)

}

= sup
s∈[−T,T ]

{

∫ T

−T
(Φ̂n(x)−Φ0(0))(1− 1{x≤s})dPn(x)

−
∫ T

−T
(Φ̂n(x)−Φ0(0))1{x≤s}dPn(x)

}

= sup
s∈[−T,T ]

{

∫ T

−T
(Φ̂n(x)−Φ0(0))(1− 21{x≤s})dPn(x)

}

= sup
s∈[−T,T ]

{

jn+1
∑

j=0

(Φ̂n(T
n
j+1)−Φ0(0))

(

Fn(T
n
j+1)− Fn(T

n
j )
)(

1− 21{Tn
j+1≤s}

)

}
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Now, by using the properties of Φ̂n, we obtain for every s ∈ [−T,T ]
jn+1
∑

j=0

Φ̂n(T
n
j+1)

(

Fn(T
n
j+1)−Fn(T

n
j )
)(

1− 21{Tn
j+1≤s}

)

=

jn+1
∑

j=0

1

n

n
∑

ℓ=1

Y n
ℓ 1{Tn

j ≤Xℓ<Tn
j+1}

Fn(T
n
j+1)− Fn(T

n
j )

1
n

∑n
ℓ=11{Tn

j <Xℓ≤Tn
j+1}

(

1− 21{Tn
j+1≤s}

)

=
1

n

n
∑

ℓ=1

Y n
ℓ

jn+1
∑

j=0

1{Tn
j ≤Xℓ<Tn

j+1}
(

1− 21{Tj+1≤s}
)

=
1

n

n
∑

ℓ=1

Y n
ℓ − 2

n

n
∑

ℓ=1

Y n
ℓ 1{Tn

0 ≤Xℓ<s}

=
1

n

n
∑

ℓ=1

Y n
ℓ − 2

n

n
∑

ℓ=1

Y n
ℓ 1{Xℓ≤s} +

2

n

n
∑

ℓ=1

Y n
ℓ 1{Xℓ=s}

=
1

n

n
∑

ℓ=1

Y n
ℓ

(

1− 21{Xℓ≤s}
)

+
2

n

n
∑

ℓ=1

Y n
ℓ 1{Xℓ=s}

and
jn+1
∑

j=0

Φ0(0)
(

Fn(T
n
j+1)−Fn(T

n
j )
) (

1− 21{Tn
j+1≤s}

)

=Φ0(0) (1− Fn(T
n
0 ))− 2Φ0(0) (Fn(s)− Fn(T

n
0 ))

= Φ0(0)− 2Φ0(0)Fn(s)−Φ0(0)Fn(X(1)) + 2Φ0(0)Fn(X(1))

= Φ0(0)
(

1− 2Fn(s)
)

+
Φ0(0)

n

as well as

∣

∣ sup
s∈[−T,T ]

{ 2

n

n
∑

ℓ=1

Y n
ℓ 1{Xℓ=s} −

Φ0(0)

n

}

∣

∣= oP(n
−1/2).

Letting An : [−T,T ]→R denote the piecewise linear process that satisfies

An(Xi) =
1√
n

n
∑

ℓ=1

(Y n
ℓ −Φ0(0))

(

1− 21{Xℓ≤Xi}
)

for i ∈ {1, . . . , n} and noting that An attains its maximum at the observation points, we have
by the previous results, that

√
n

∫

R

|Φ̂n(x)−Φn(x)|dPX (x)

has the same asymptotic distribution as

sup
s∈[−T,T ]

{ 1√
n

n
∑

ℓ=1

(Y n
ℓ −Φ0(0))

(

1− 21{Xℓ≤s}
)

}

= sup
s∈[−T,T ]

{An(s)}= max
s∈[−T,T ]

{An(s)},

where we used continuity of An 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 An −→L A in
ℓ∞([−T,T ]) for n−→∞.

To prove this, let us first introduce for arbitrary s ∈ [−T,T ] the random index i(s) ∈
{0, . . . , n} that satisfies Xi(s) ≤ s <Xi(s)+1. Then,

An(s) =
1√
n

n
∑

ℓ=1

(Y n
ℓ −Φ0(0))

(

1− 21{Xℓ≤Xi(s)}
)

+ (s−Xi(s))(An(Xi(s)+1)−An(Xi(s)))

=
1√
n

n
∑

ℓ=1

(Y n
ℓ −Φ0(0))

(

1− 21{Xℓ≤s}
)

+ 2
(s−Xi(s))√

n

n
∑

ℓ=1

(Y n
ℓ −Φ0(0))

(

1{Xℓ≤Xi(s)} − 1{Xℓ≤Xi(s)+1}
)

=
1√
n

n
∑

ℓ=1

(Y n
ℓ −Φ0(0))

(

1− 21{Xℓ≤s}
)

+2
(s−Xi(s))√

n

(

Y n
i(s)+1 −Φ0(0)

)

=
1√
n

n
∑

ℓ=1

(Y n
ℓ −Φ0(0))

(

1− 21{Xℓ≤s}
)

+ oP(1)

and so it suffices to show

An(s) ..=
1√
n

n
∑

ℓ=1

(Y n
ℓ −Φ0(0))

(

1− 21{Xℓ≤s}
)

−→L A(s)

in ℓ∞([−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 An(s) is asymptot-
ically tight in R for every s ∈ [−T,T ], that An as a stochastic process is asymptotically uni-
formly equicontinuous in probability and that for every finite subset {s1, . . . , sk} ⊂ [−T,T ],
the marginals (An(s1), . . . ,An(sk)) 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 k ∈N be arbitrary, let {s1, . . . , sk} ⊂ [−T,T ] denote
an arbitrary finite subset of [−T,T ], let

fn : [−T,T ]×{0,1} × [−T,T ]→R, fn(x, y, s) ..= (y −Φ0(0))(1− 21{x≤s})

and note that






An(s1)
...

An(sk)






=

n
∑

i=1

1√
n







fn(Xi, Y
n
i , s1)

...
fn(Xi, Y

n
i , sk)






,

as well as that E[fn(Xi, Y
n
i , s)] = o(n−1/2). As a shorthand notation, let us introduce

V n
i

..=
1√
n







fn(Xi, Y
n
i , s1)

...
fn(Xi, Y

n
i , sk)







for i= 1, . . . , n. Note that ‖V n
i ‖2 ≤ k/n by definition of fn and bn and so we have for every

ε > 0,
n
∑

i=1

E[‖V n
i ‖21{‖V n

i ‖>ε}]≤
k

n

n
∑

i=1

E[1{‖V n
i ‖2>ε2}]≤

k

n

n
∑

i=1

E[1{k>nε2}] = k1{k>nε2} −→ 0
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for n−→∞. For the sum of the covariance matrices of Vi, note that for j, ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , k}, we
have
(

n
∑

i=1

Cov(V n
i )
)

jℓ
= E

[

(Y n −Φ0(0))
2(1− 21{X≤sj}1{X≤sℓ}

]

+ o(1)

= Φ0(0)(1−Φ0(0))E[1− 21{X≤sj} − 21{X≤sℓ} +41{X≤min{sj ,sℓ}}] + o(1)

= Φ0(0)(1−Φ0(0))(1 + 4FX(min{sj , sℓ})− 2FX(sj)− 2FX(sℓ)) + o(1)

= Φ0(0)(1−Φ0(0))(1 + 2FX(min{sj , sℓ})− 2FX(max{sj, sℓ})) + o(1)

= Φ0(0)(1−Φ0(0))(1− 2|FX(sℓ)− FX(sj)|) + o(1)

= Cov(A(sj),A(sℓ)) + o(1).

So by the Lindeberg-Feller central limit theorem, we have

(An(s1), . . . ,An(sk))−→L (A(s1), . . . ,A(sk))

for n−→∞. Note that this also implies asymptotic tightness of An(s) for every s ∈ [−T,T ].
To show that An is asymptotically uniformly equicontinuous in probability, let ε > 0 and
η > 0 and define δ ..= ε2η2. Note that by Markov’s inequality,

P

(

sup
|s−t|<δ

|An(s)−An(t)|> ε
)

≤ 1

ε
E

[

sup
|s−t|<δ

|An(s)−An(t)|
]

.

Defining

hn,s,t : [−T,T ]×{0,1} →R, hn,s,t(x, y) ..= 2(y −Φn(x0))(1{x≤s} − 1{x≤t})

for s, t ∈ [−T,T ], setting Hn,δ
..= {hn,s,t | s, t ∈ [−T,T ], |s− t| < δ} and choosing εn > 0

and Mn > 0, s.t. E[h2] < ε2n and ‖h‖∞ ≤ Mn for every h ∈ Hn,δ, we have by (Theo-
rem 2.14.17’, van der Vaart and Wellner, 2023)

E

[

sup
|s−t|<δ

|An(s)−An(t)|
]

= E

[

sup
hn∈Hn,δ

∣

∣

∣

1√
n

n
∑

i=1

hn(Xi, Y
n
i )−E[hn(Xi, Y

n
i )]
∣

∣

∣

]

+ o(1)

≤ J[]
(

εn,Hn,δ,L
2(PX,Y n

)
)

(

1 +
J[]
(

εn,Hn,δ,L
2(PX,Y n

)
)

ε2nn
1/2

Mn

)

+ o(1).

For arbitrary h ∈Hn,δ, there exists s, t ∈ [−T,T ], satisfying |s− t|< δ, such that

E[h(X,Y n)2] = E[hn,s,t(X,Y
n)2]≤ E[(1{X≤s} − 1{X≤t})

2]

= E[1{min{s,t}<X≤max{s,t}}]

= FX(max{s, t})−FX(min{s, t})
≤ ‖pX‖∞(max{s, t} −min{s, t})
= ‖pX‖∞|s− t|< ‖pX‖∞δ

and

‖h‖∞ = ‖hn,s,t‖∞ ≤ 1.

Thus, by choosing εn =
√
δ and Mn = 1, we have

E

[

sup
|s−t|<δ

|An(s)−An(t)|
]

≤ J[]
(

δ1/2,Hn,δ,L
2(PX,Y n

)
)

(

1 +
J[]

(√
δ,Hn,δ,L

2(PX,Y n

)
)

δn1/2

)

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

N[](ν,Hn,δ,L
2(PX,Y n

))≤N[](ν
2,Hn,δ,L

1(PX,Y n

))≤ K

ν2
.

Thus,

J[]
(
√
δ,Hn,δ,L

2(PX,Y n

)
)

≤K

∫

√
δ

0
log(K/ν2)dν ≤K

√
δ

and we have

E

[

sup
|s−t|<δ

|An(s)−An(t)|
]

≤K
√
δ.

Finally, up to some constant,

P

(

sup
|s−t|<δ

|An(s)−An(t)|> ε
)

≤ 1

ε
E

[

sup
|s−t|<δ

|An(s)−An(t)|
]

≤ η

by definition of δ and the assertion follows.

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 L1(PX)-,
pointwise and uniform consistency of Φ̂n.

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 Dn
..= Φ̂n−Φn

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 (Dn), which we will denote by (Dn)
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 (nj)j∈N
s.t.

∫

R

|Φ̂nj
(x)−Φnj

(x)|dP (x)−→ 0 P-a.s. for j −→∞.

Define

SP
..=
{

ω ∈Ω |
∫

R

|Φ̂nj
(ω,x)−Φnj

(x)|dPX (x)−→ 0 for j −→∞
}

and consider for fixed ω ∈ SP an arbitrary subsequence of Dnj
(ω, ·), which we denote by

Dnj
(ω, ·) again. Then, by an application of Markov’s inequality w.r.t. PX on R, we obtain

for every ε > 0,

PX(|Dnj
(ω, ·)|> ε) = PX

(

|Φ̂nj
(ω, ·)−Φnj

(·)|> ε
)

≤ 1

ε
EPX

[

|Φ̂nj
(ω, ·)−Φnj

(·)|
]

=
1

ε

∫

R

|Φ̂nj
(ω,x)−Φnj

(x)|dPX (x)−→ 0 for j −→∞,
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by definition of SP. In different notation, this means

|Dnj
(ω, ·)|= |Φ̂nj

(ω, ·)−Φnj
(·)| −→PX

0 for j −→∞.

But then, again by a Borel-Cantelli argument, there exists another increasing sequence
(jωk )k∈N, depending on ω, satisfying jωk −→∞ for k −→∞, s.t.

|Dnjω
k
(ω, ·)|= |Φ̂njω

k
(ω, ·)−Φnjω

k
(·)| −→ 0 PX -a.s. for k −→∞.

Now, similar as before, we define

SPX
(ω) ..=

{

x ∈R | |Φ̂njω
k
(ω, ·)−Φnjω

k
(·)| −→ 0 for k −→∞

}

.

Then, for arbitrary but fixed x0 ∈ R \ SPX
(ω) and for all ε > 0, the fact that PX has a

Lebesgue density being positive on R implies the existence of x1, x2 ∈ SPX
(ω) with x1 <

x0 <x2. Moreover, from Lemma B.2, we know that there exists K ∈N, s.t.

|Φnjω
k
(x2)−Φnjω

k
(x1)|<

ε

5

for every k >K. By choosing K ∈N sufficiently large, we also have

|Φ̂njω
k
(ω,x1)−Φnjω

k
(x1)|<

ε

5
and |Φ̂njω

k
(ω,x2)−Φnjω

k
(x2)|<

ε

5

for all k >K, and obtain

|Dnjω
k
(ω,x0)|= |Φ̂njω

k
(ω,x0)−Φnjω

k
(x0)|

≤ |Φ̂njω
k
(ω,x0)− Φ̂njω

k
(ω,x1)|+ |Φ̂njω

k
(ω,x1)−Φnjω

k
(x1)|+ |Φnjω

k
(x1)−Φnjω

k
(x0)|

≤ |Φ̂njω
k
(ω,x2)− Φ̂njω

k
(ω,x1)|+ |Φ̂njω

k
(ω,x1)−Φnjω

k
(x1)|+ |Φnjω

k
(x1)−Φnjω

k
(x2)|

< |Φ̂njω
k
(ω,x2)−Φnjω

k
(x2)|+ |Φnjω

k
(x2)−Φnjω

k
(x1)|+ |Φnjω

k
(x1)− Φ̂njω

k
(ω,x1)|+

2ε

5

< ε,

where we used the fact that both Φ̂n and Φn are increasing in x. Thus, we have shown

|Dnjω
k
(ω,x)|= |Φ̂njω

k
(ω,x)−Φnjω

k
(x)| −→ 0 for k −→∞

not only for x ∈ SPX
(ω), 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
x∈[−T,T ]

|Φ̂njω
k
(ω,x)−Φnjω

k
(x)| −→ 0 for k −→∞.

But this means, that for any arbitrary subsequence of Dnj
(ω, ·), we found a subsubsequence

converging to zero uniformly on compact intervals, implying by the subsequence argument
that

sup
x∈[−T,T ]

|Φ̂nj
(ω,x)−Φnj

(x)| −→ 0 for j −→∞.

But because ω ∈ SP was arbitrary, we have actually shown by definition of SP, that

sup
x∈[−T,T ]

|Φ̂nj
(·, x)−Φnj

(x)| −→ 0 P-a.s. for j −→∞,
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implying

sup
x∈[−T,T ]

|Φ̂nj
(·, x)−Φnj

(x)| −→P 0 for j −→∞.

Applying the subsequence argument again, we conclude

sup
x∈[−T,T ]

|Φ̂n(·, x)−Φn(x)| −→P 0 for n−→∞

and assertion (ii) and (iii) follow.

6.2. Pointwise limiting behaviour. In this section, we give necessary results for the proof
of Theorem 4.1 (i) and (ii).

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

g : [−T,T ]× [−T,T ]→R, g(x, t) ..= 1{x≤t} − 1{x≤x0},

fn : [−T,T ]× {0,1} × [−T,T ]→R, fn(x, y, t) ..= (y −Φn(x0))g(x, t)

and define for every t ∈ [−T,T ],
En(t) ..= E [fn(Xi, Y

n
i , t)] .

Furthermore, let β ∈N≥1, let

rn ..=

(

n

δn

)β/(2β+1)

, an ..= (nδ2βn )−1/(2β+1), bn ..= (nβ+1δβn)
1/(2β+1)

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

Z1
n(s)

..=
bn
n

n
∑

i=1

(

fn(Xi, Y
n
i , x0 + ans)−En(x0 + ans)

)

,

Z2
n(s)

..= bnEn(x0 + ans),

Z3
n(s)

..= v
bn
nrn

n
∑

i=1

g(Xi, x0 + ans),

Z1(s) ..=
√

Φ0(0)(1−Φ0(0))pX (x0)Z(s),

Z2(s) ..=
1

(β +1)!
Φ
(β)
0 (0)pX(x0)s

β+1,

Z3(s) ..= vpX(x0)s

and set

Zn(s) ..= Z1
n(s) + Z2

n(s)− Z3
n(s), Z(s) ..= Z1(s) + Z2(s)− Z3(s)

for s ∈ [a−1
n (x0 − T ), a−1

n (x0 + T )]. Moreover, let

ŝn ..= argmin+

s∈[a−1
n (x0−T ),a−1

n (x0+T )]

Zn(s) and ŝ ..= argmin
s∈R

Z(s)

denote the minimizers of Zn(s) and Z(s) respectively.
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LEMMA 6.1. Let β ∈ N, x0 an interior point of X and assume Φ0 to be β-times con-

tinuously differentiable in a neighbourhood of 0 with the βth derivative being the first non-

vanishing derivative in 0. Assume further that pX is β-times continuously differentiable on

X . Then, for every S > 0, the sequence of processes Zn(s) converges weakly in ℓ∞([−S,S])
to the process Z(s) as long as nδ2βn −→∞.

PROOF. We will start with the convergence of Z2
n(s). For this, let S > 0, define

In(t) ..=

∫ t

−∞
(Φn(x)−Φn(x0))pX(x)dx−

∫ x0

−∞
(Φn(x)−Φn(x0))pX(x)dx

and note that we have En(x0 + ans) = In(x0 + ans). A Taylor expansion with Lagrange
remainder of In(t) around x0 then yields the existence of ξn(s) between x0 and x0 + ans,
s.t.

En(x0 + ans) = In(x0) + I ′n(x0) +
β
∑

k=2

1

k!
I(k)n (x0)(ans)

k

+
1

(β +1)!
I(β+1)
n (ξn(s))(ans)

β+1

=

β
∑

k=2

(ans)
k

k!

k−1
∑

i=0

(

k− 1

i

)

(Φn −Φn(x0))
(i)(x0)p

(k−1−i)
X (x0)

+
(ans)

β+1

(β +1)!

β
∑

i=0

(

β

i

)

(Φn −Φn(x0))
(i)(ξn(s))p

(β−i)
X (ξn(s))

=
(ans)

β+1

(β +1)!

(

Φ(β)
n (ξn(s))pX(ξn(s)) + (Φn(ξn(s))−Φn(x0))p

(β)
X (ξn(s))

)

,

Multiplication with bn and inserting the definition of both an and bn yields

bn
(β +1)!

Φ(β)
n (ξn(s))pX(ξn(s))(ans)

β+1 =
anbnδ

β
n

(β +1)!
Φ
(β)
0 (δnξn(s))pX(ξn(s))s

β+1

=
1

(β +1)!
Φ
(β)
0 (δnξn(s))pX(ξn(s))s

β+1,

where we used aβ+1
n bnδ

β
n = 1. For the second term, we obtain by a Taylor expansion of Φn

around x0 the existence of νn(s) between x0 and ξn(s), s.t.

bn
(β + 1)!

(Φn(ξn(s))−Φn(x0))p
(β)
X (ξn(s))(ans)

β+1

=
δ−β
n

(β +1)!
Φ(β)
n (νn(s))(ξn(s)− x0)p

(β)
X (ξn(s))s

β+1

=
1

(β +1)!
Φ
(β)
0 (δnνn(s))(ξn(s)− x0)p

(β)
X (ξn(s))s

β+1.

Combining the previous calculations, we have

sup
s∈[−S,S]

∣

∣

∣
Z2
n(s)−

1

(β + 1)!
Φ
(β)
0 (0)pX (x0)s

β+1
∣

∣

∣
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= sup
s∈[−S,S]

∣

∣

∣

1

(β +1)!
Φ
(β)
0 (δnξn(s))pX(ξn(s))s

β+1 − 1

(β +1)!
Φ
(β)
0 (0)pX(x0)s

β+1

+
1

(β + 1)!
Φ
(β)
0 (δnνn(s))(ξn(s)− x0)p

(β)
X (ξn(s))s

β+1
∣

∣

∣

≤ 1

(β +1)!
sup

s∈[−S,S]

∣

∣Φ
(β)
0 (δnξn(s))pX(ξn(s))−Φ

(β)
0 (0)pX(x0)

∣

∣|s|β+1

+
1

(β + 1)!
sup

s∈[−S,S]

∣

∣Φ
(β)
0 (δnνn(s))(ξn(s)− x0)p

(β)
X (ξn(s))

∣

∣|s|β+1.

For the first part, we have

sup
s∈[−S,S]

∣

∣Φ
(β)
0 (δnξn(s))pX(ξn(s))−Φ

(β)
0 (0)pX(x0)

∣

∣|s|β+1

≤ Sβ+1 sup
s∈[−S,S]

∣

∣Φ
(β)
0 (δnξn(s))pX(ξn(s))−Φ

(β)
0 (0)pX(x0)

∣

∣

≤ Sβ+1 sup
s∈[x0−anS,x0+anS]

∣

∣Φ
(β)
0 (δns)pX(s)−Φ

(β)
0 (0)pX(x0)

∣

∣

= Sβ+1
∣

∣Φ
(β)
0 (δns

∗
n)pX(s∗n)−Φ

(β)
0 (0)pX (x0)

∣

∣

where s∗n ∈ [x0−anS,x0+anS] denotes the maximizier of the function inside the sup. From

the fact that s∗n −→ x0 for n−→∞ and continuity of Φ(β)
0 and pX , we have

Sβ+1
∣

∣Φ
(β)
0 (δns

∗
n)pX(s∗n)−Φ

(β)
0 (0)pX(x0)

∣

∣−→ 0 for n−→∞.

For the second part, we have

sup
s∈[−S,S]

∣

∣Φ
(β)
0 (δnνn(s))(ξn(s)− x0)p

(β)
X (ξn(s))

∣

∣|s|β+1

≤ Sβ+1 sup
s∈[−S,S]

∣

∣Φ
(β)
0 (δnνn(s))(ξn(s)− x0)p

(β)
X (ξn(s))

∣

∣

≤ Sβ+1 sup
s∈[−S,S]

∣

∣ξn(s)− x0
∣

∣

∣

∣Φ
(β)
0 (δnνn(s))p

(β)
X (ξn(s))

∣

∣

≤ Sβ+2an sup
s∈[−S,S]

∣

∣Φ
(β)
0 (δnνn(s))p

(β)
X (ξn(s))

∣

∣

−→ 0 for n−→∞.

Thus, Z2
n(s)−→ 1

(β+1)!Φ
(β)
0 (0)pX (x0)s

β+1 in ℓ∞([−S,S]) for n−→∞.

To show convergence of Z3
n, let us define

gn,s : [−S,S]→R, gn,s(x) ..= va−1
n

(

1{x≤x0+ans} − 1{x≤x0}
)

for every s ∈ [−S,S], set Gn
..= {gn,s | s ∈ [−S,S]} for every n ∈N and note that

Z3
n(s) =

1

n

n
∑

i=1

gn,s(Xi).

A simple calculation now shows

E
[

Z3
n(s)

]

= va−1
n E[1{X≤x0+ans} − 1{X≤x0}] = va−1

n

(

FX(x0 + ans)− FX(x0)
)

−→ vpX(x0)s for n−→∞
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for every s ∈ [−S,S]. Actually, we even have

sup
s∈[−S,S]

∣

∣E
[

Z3
n(s)

]

− vpX(x0)s
∣

∣=
∣

∣

∣
va−1

n (FX(x0 + ans
∗
n)−FX(x0))− vpX(x0)s

∗
n

∣

∣

∣

= |vs∗n|
∣

∣

∣

a−1
n

s∗n
(FX(x0 + ans

∗
n)−FX(x0))− pX(x0)

∣

∣

∣

≤ |vT |
∣

∣

∣

a−1
n

s∗n
(FX(x0 + ans

∗
n)−FX(x0))− pX(x0)

∣

∣

∣

−→ 0 for n−→∞,

where s∗n ∈ [−S,S] denotes the maximizier of the function inside the sup. Note that we
need s∗n 6= 0 for the previous argument. However, the result remains true even if s∗n = 0,
because the function inside the sup vanishes in this case anyways. Now let us calculate the
δ-bracketing number N[](δ,Gn,L

1(PX )). For this, let δ > 0, set N(δ) ..= 2S
δ 2vpX(x0) and

define for i= 1, . . . , ⌊N(δ)⌋,

t0 ..=−S, si ..= si−1 +
δ

2vpX(x0)
, s⌊N(δ)⌋+1

..= S.

Note that −S = s0 < s1 < · · · < s⌊N(δ)⌋+1 = S and si − si−1 ≤ δ
2vpX(x0)

for 1 ≤ i ≤
⌊N(δ)⌋ + 1. Then, for every s ∈ [−S,S], there exists i ∈ {1, . . . , ⌊N(δ)⌋ + 1}, s.t. si−1 ≤
s≤ si and consequently, gn,si−1

(x)≤ gn,s(x)≤ gn,si(x) for every x ∈R. Further, we have
∫

Ω
|gn,si(x)− gn,si−1

(x)|dPX (x)

=

∫

Ω
gn,si(x)− vsipX(x0) + vsi−1pX(x0)− gn,si−1

(x)dPX (x) + v(si − si−1)pX(x0)

≤ 2 sup
s∈[−S,S]

∣

∣E
[

Z3
n(s)

]

− vpX(x0)s
∣

∣+
δ

2
.

For n large enough, we know from previous calculations that

sup
s∈[−S,S]

∣

∣E
[

Z3
n(s)

]

− vpX(x0)s
∣

∣<
δ

4

and thus, for n large enough, we have shown that [gn,si−1
, gn,si]i=1,...,⌊N(δ)⌋+1 define δ-

brackets for Gn with respect to L1(PX). Consequently,

N[](δ,Gn,L
1(PX))≤ ⌊N(δ)⌋+ 1≤ 1 +

2S

δ
2vpX(x0).

Moreover, we have for every s ∈ [−S,S],
Var(gn,s(X)) = v2a−2

n

(

E[(1{X≤x0+ans} − 1{X≤x0})
2]−E[1{X≤x0+ans} − 1{X≤x0}]

2
)

≤ v2a−2
n

(

E[(1{X≤x0+ans} − 1{X≤x0})
2]
)

≤ 2v2a−2
n .

By definition of Gn, we have

sup
s∈[−S,S]

∣

∣Z3
n(s)−E

[

Z3
n(s)

]∣

∣= sup
gn∈Gn

∣

∣

∣

1

n

n
∑

i=1

gn(Xi)− E [gn(X)]
∣

∣

∣
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and from the fact that the δ-bracketing number Nn(δ) of Gn is bounded by 1 + 2S
δ 2vpX(x0)

for n large enough, we obtain from a typical Glivenko-Cantelli argument (see e.g. the proof
of Lemma A.4) that for every ε > 0 and δ = ε/2, there exist functions g1n, . . . , g

Nn
n ∈ Gn, s.t.

P

(

sup
s∈[−S,S]

∣

∣Z3
n(s)− E

[

Z3
n(s)

]∣

∣≥ ε
)

≤
Nn
∑

j=1

P

(∣

∣

∣

1

n

n
∑

i=1

gjn(Xi)− E
[

gjn(X)
]

∣

∣

∣
≥ ε

2

)

≤
Nn
∑

j=1

4

ε2
Var(gjn(X))

n
≤Nn(ε/2)

4

ε2
1

n
sup

s∈[−T,T ]
Var(gn,s(X))≤Nn(ε/2)

8

ε2
v2
a−2
n

n

=Nn(ε/2)
8

ε2
v2

(

δ4βn
n2β−1

)1/(2β+1)

−→ 0 for n−→∞.

Thus,

sup
s∈[−S,S]

∣

∣Z3
n(s)− vpX(x0)s

∣

∣

≤ sup
s∈[−S,S]

∣

∣Z3
n(s)− E

[

Z3
n(s)

]∣

∣+ sup
s∈[−S,S]

∣

∣E
[

Z3
n(s)

]

− vpX(x0)s
∣

∣−→P 0

for n−→∞ and we have Z3
n(s)−→P vpX(x0)s in ℓ∞([−S,S]) for n−→∞.

To show weak convergence of Z1
n(s) to Z1(s) ..=

√

Φ0(0)(1−Φ0(0))pX(x0)Z(s) in
ℓ∞([−S,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 Z1

n(s) is asymptotically tight
in R for every s ∈ [−S,S], that Z1

n as a stochastic process is asymptotically uniformly
equicontinuous in probability and that for every finite subset {s1, . . . , sk} ⊂ [−S,S], the
marginals (Z1

n(s1), . . . ,Z
1
n(sk)) converge weakly to (Z1(s1), . . . ,Z

1(sk)).
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, . . . , sk} ⊂ [−S,S] denote
an arbitrary finite subset of [−S,S] and note that







Z1
n(s1)

...
Z1
n(sk)






=

n
∑

i=1

bn
n







fn(Xi, Y
n
i , x0 + ans1)− E[fn(Xi, Y

n
i , x0 + ans1)]

...
fn(Xi, Y

n
i , x0 + ansk)− E[fn(Xi, Y

n
i , x0 + ansk)]






.

As a shorthand notation, let us introduce

V n
i

..=
bn
n







fn(Xi, Y
n
i , s1)

...
fn(Xi, Y

n
i , sk)







for i= 1, . . . , n. Note that ‖V n
i ‖2 ≤ k b2n

n2 = k( δnn )2β/(2β+1) by definition of fn and bn and so
we have for every ε > 0,

n
∑

i=1

E
[

‖V n
i ‖21{‖V n

i ‖>ε}
]

≤ k

(

δn
n

)2β/(2β+1) n
∑

i=1

E
[

1{‖V n
i ‖2>ε2}

]

≤ k

(

δn
n

)2β/(2β+1) n
∑

i=1

E
[

1{k>(n/δn)
2β/(2β+1)ε2}

]

= ka−1
n 1{k>(n/δn)

2β/(2β+1)ε2} −→ 0
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for n−→∞, where we used that n/δn −→∞. For the sum of the covariance matrices of Vi,
note that for j, ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , k}, we have

(

n
∑

i=1

Cov(V n
i )
)

jℓ
=
b2n
n

(

E [fn(X,Y
n, x0 + ansj)fn(X,Y

n, x0 + ansℓ)]

−En(x0 + ansj)En(x0 + ansℓ)
)

.

Recall that for any s ∈ [−S,S], bnEn(x0 + ans) = Z2
n(s)−→ 1

(β+1)!Φ
(β)
0 (0)pX(x0)s

β+1 for
n−→∞, as shown previously. Thus,

b2n
n
En(x0 + ansj)En(x0 + ansℓ) =

1

n
Z2
n(sj)Z

2
n(sℓ)−→ 0

for n−→∞. Further, note that

fn(X,Y
n, x0 + ansj)fn(X,Y

n, x0 + ansℓ)

= (Y n −Φn(x0))
2
(

1{X≤x0+ansj} − 1{X≤x0}
)(

1{X≤x0+ansℓ} − 1{X≤x0}
)

= (Y n −Φn(x0))
2
(

1{x0<X≤x0+an min{sj ,sℓ}} + 1{x0+an max{sj ,sℓ}<X≤x0}
)

= (Y n −Φn(x0))
2
(

1{x0<X≤x0+an min{sj ,sℓ}} + 1{x0−an min{−sj ,−sℓ}<X≤x0}
)

and consequently,

E [fn(X,Y
n, x0 + ansj)fn(X,Y

n, x0 + ansℓ)]

= E
[

(Y n −Φn(x0))
2
(

1{x0<X≤x0+anmin{sj ,sℓ}} + 1{x0−an min{−sj ,−sℓ}<X≤x0}
)]

= 1{sj ,sℓ>0}E
[

(Y n −Φn(x0))
2
1{x0<X≤x0+an min{sj ,sℓ}}

]

+ 1{sj ,sℓ<0}E
[

(Y n −Φn(x0))
2
1{x0−an min{|sj|,|sℓ|}<X≤x0}

]

.

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

E
[

(Y n −Φn(x0))
2
1{x0<X≤x0+anmin{sj ,sℓ}}

]

= E
[(

(1−Φn(x0))
2Φn(X) + (Φn(x0))

2(1−Φn(X))
)

1{x0<X≤x0+an min{sj ,sℓ}}
]

= E
[(

Φn(X)− 2Φn(x0)Φn(X) +Φn(x0)
2
)

1{x0<X≤x0+an min{sj ,sℓ}}
]

= E
[(

Φn(X)(1− 2Φn(x0)) + Φn(x0)
2
)

1{x0<X≤x0+an min{sj ,sℓ}}
]

= E
[

Φn(X)(1− 2Φn(x0))1{x0<X≤x0+an min{sj,sℓ}}
]

+Φn(x0)
2(FX(x0 + anmin{sj , sℓ})−FX(x0))

Now because b2n
n = a−1

n , we obtain

b2n
n
Φn(x0)

2(FX (x0 + anmin{sj, sℓ})−FX(x0))

= Φn(x0)
2min{sj, sℓ}a−1

n min{sj, sℓ}−1(FX(x0 + anmin{sj, sℓ})− FX(x0))

−→Φ0(0)
2min{sj , sℓ}pX(x0)

for n−→∞. Defining

Jn(t) ..=

∫ t

x0

Φn(x)pX(x)dx,
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we further have

b2n
n
E
[

Φn(X)(1− 2Φn(x0))1{x0<X≤x0+an min{sj ,sℓ}}
]

= a−1
n (1− 2Φn(x0))Jn(x0 + anmin{sj, sℓ})

and by a Taylor expansion with Lagrange remainder of Jn(t) around x0, we obtain for ηn ∈
[x0, x0 + anmin{sj, sℓ}]

a−1
n (1− 2Φn(x0))Jn(x0 + anmin{sj , sℓ})

= a−1
n (1− 2Φn(x0))(Jn(x0) + J ′

n(ηn)anmin{sj , sℓ})
= (1− 2Φn(x0))J

′
n(ηn)min{sj , sℓ}

= (1− 2Φn(x0))Φn(ηn)pX(ηn)min{sj , sℓ}
−→ (1− 2Φ0(0))Φ0(0)pX(x0)min{sj, sℓ}

where we used that ηn −→ x0 for n−→∞. Consequently, by combining the previous calcu-
lations, we have shown that for n−→∞,

(

n
∑

i=1

Cov(V n
i )
)

jℓ

−→
(

(1− 2Φ0(0))Φ0(0)pX(x0)min{|sj |, |sℓ|}+Φ0(0)
2min{|sj|, |sℓ|}pX(x0)

)

1{sjsℓ>0}

=Φ0(0)(1− 2Φ0(0) + Φ0(0))pX (x0)min{|sj |, |sℓ|}1{sjsℓ>0}

=Φ0(0)(1−Φ0(0))pX (x0)min{|sj |, |sℓ|}1{sjsℓ>0}

=Cov(
√

Φ0(0)(1−Φ0(0))pX(x0)Z(sj),
√

Φ0(0)(1−Φ0(0))pX (x0)Z(sℓ))

= Cov(Z1(sj),Z
1(sℓ)).

So by the Lindeberg-Feller central limit theorem, we have

(Z1
n(s1), . . . ,Z

1
n(sk))−→L (Z1(s1), . . . ,Z

1(sk))

for n−→∞. Note that this also implies asymptotic tightness of Z1
n(s) for every s ∈ [−S,S].

To show that Z1
n is asymptotically uniformly equicontinuous in probability, let ε > 0 and

η > 0 and define δ ..= ε2η2. Note that by Markov’s inequality,

P

(

sup
|s−t|<δ

|Z1
n(s)− Z1

n(t)|> ε
)

≤ 1

ε
E

[

sup
|s−t|<δ

|Z1
n(s)− Z1

n(t)|
]

.

Defining

fn,s,t : [−S,S]× {0,1}→R, fn,s,t(x, y) ..= (y−Φn(x0))(1{x≤x0+ans} − 1{x≤x0+ant})

for s, t ∈ [−S,S], setting Fn,δ
..= {fn,s,t | s, t ∈ [−S,S], |s−t|< δ}, and choosing εn > 0 and

Mn > 0, s.t. E[f2]< ε2n and ‖f‖∞ ≤Mn for every f ∈ Fn,δ, we have by (Theorem 2.14.17’,
van der Vaart and Wellner, 2023)

E

[

sup
|s−t|<δ

|Z1
n(s)− Z1

n(t)|
]

= bnn
−1/2

E

[

sup
fn∈Fn,δ

∣

∣

∣

1

n

n
∑

i=1

fn(Xi, Y
n
i )−E[fn(Xi, Y

n
i )]
∣

∣

∣

]

≤ bnn
−1/2J[]

(

εn,Fn,δ,L
2(PX,Y n

)
)

(

1 +
J[]
(

εn,Fn,δ,L
2(PX,Y n

)
)

ε2nn
1/2

Mn

)

.



32

For arbitrary f ∈ Fn,δ, there exists s, t ∈ [−S,S], satisfying |s− t|< δ, such that

E[f(X,Y n)2] = E[fn,s,t(X,Y
n)2]≤ E[(1{X≤x0+ans} − 1{X≤x0+ant})

2]

= E[1{x0+an min{s,t}<X≤x0+an max{s,t}}]

= FX(x0 + anmax{s, t})− FX(x0 + anmin{s, t})
= |FX(x0 + ans)− FX(x0 + ant)|
≤ ‖pX‖∞an|s− t|< anδ‖pX‖∞

and

‖f‖∞ = ‖fn,s,t‖∞ ≤ 1.

Thus, by choosing εn =
√

anδ‖pX‖∞ and Mn = 1, we have

E

[

sup
|s−t|<δ

|Z1
n(s)− Z1

n(t)|
]

≤ bnn
−1/2J[]

(
√

anδ‖pX‖∞,Fn,δ,L
2(PX,Y n

)
)

·
(

1 +
J[]
(√

anδ‖pX‖∞,Fn,δ,L
2(PX,Y n

)
)

anδ‖pX‖∞
√
n

)

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

N[](ν,Fn,δ,L
2(PX,Y n

))≤N[](ν
2,Fn,δ,L

1(PX,Y n

))≤ K

ν2
.

Thus,

J[]
(
√

anδ‖pX‖∞,Fn,δ,L
2(PX,Y n

)
)

≤K

∫

√
anδ‖pX‖∞

0
log(K/ν2)dν ≤K

√

anδ

and we have

E

[

sup
|s−t|<δ

|Z1
n(s)− Z1

n(t)|
]

≤Kbnn
−1/2

√

anδ =K
√
δ.

Finally, up to some constant,

P

(

sup
|s−t|<δ

|Z1
n(s)− Z1

n(t)|> ε
)

≤ 1

ε
E

[

sup
|s−t|<δ

|Z1
n(s)− Z1

n(t)|
]

≤ η

by definition of δ.
Summarizing the results, we have shown Z1

n(s) −→L
√

Φ0(0)(1−Φ0(0))pX(x0)Z(s),

as well as Z2
n(s) −→ 1

(β+1)!Φ
(β)
0 (0)pX(x0)s

β+1 and Z3
n(s) −→P vpX(x0)s in ℓ∞([−S,S])

for n−→∞. The assertion now follows from the fact that Zn(s) = Z1
n(s) + Z2

n(s)− Z3
n(s)

as well as that Z2
n(s) and Z3

n(s) converge to nonrandom functions.

LEMMA 6.2. Under the same assumptions as in Lemma 6.1, the sequence of minimizers

ŝn of Zn(s) is uniformly tight.

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

Mn(s) ..=
1

n

n
∑

i=1

(fn(Xi, Y
n
i , x0 + ans)−En(x0 + ans))

+En(x0 + ans)− v
1

nrn

n
∑

i=1

g(Xi, x0 + ans)
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and the following sequence of deterministic functions

Mn(s) ..=En(x0 + ans).

Note that

ŝn = argmin+

s∈[an(x0−T ),an(x0+T )]
Mn(s)

and that sn ..= argmins∈RM(s) satisfies sn = 0, which follows from

En(x0 + ans) = E[(Y n −Φn(x0))(1{X≤x0+ans} − 1{X≤x0})]

= E[(Φn(X)−Φn(x0))(1{X≤x0+ans} − 1{X≤x0})]

= E[|Φn(X)−Φn(x0)||1{X≤x0+ans} − 1{X≤x0}|],
where we used monotonicity of Φn. To show uniform tightness of ŝn, 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 Mn(sn) −Mn(ŝn) ≥ 0 by the property of ŝn, as well as Mn(sn) = 0. Assume

s≥ 0 for the moment and note that, as long as n is large enough, Φ(β)
0 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 Φn around x0 reveals for some ξn betweenX and x0 and some constant
C > 0 which may changes from line to line, that

Mn(s) = E[(Φn(X)−Φn(x0))(1{X≤x0+ans} − 1{X≤x0})]

= E[Φ(β)
n (ξn)(X − x0)

β(1{X≤x0+ans} − 1{X≤x0})]

≥CδβnE[(X − x0)
β(1{X≤x0+ans} − 1{X≤x0})]

=Cδβn

∫ ans

0
xβpX(x0 + x)dx

≥Cδβna
β+1
n sβ+1

By similar arguments, the same result holds for s≤ 0. Now define slices

Sj,n ..= {s ∈R | 2j−1 < a1/2n |s|β+1 ≤ 2j}
and note that

P
(

|ŝn|> 2K
)

≤
∞
∑

j=K+1

P

(

sup
s∈Sj,n

(Mn(sn)−Mn(s))≥ 0
)

=

∞
∑

j=K+1

P

(

sup
s∈Sj,n

(Mn(s)−Mn(s)−Mn(s))≥ 0
)

≤
∞
∑

j=K+1

P

(

sup
s∈Sj,n

(Mn(s)−Mn(s))≥− sup
s∈Sj,n

(−Mn(s))
)

=

∞
∑

j=K+1

P

(

sup
s∈Sj,n

(Mn(s)−Mn(s))≥ inf
s∈Sj,n

Mn(s)
)

≤
∞
∑

j=K+1

P

(

‖Mn(s)−Mn(s)‖Sj,n
≥ inf

s∈Sj,n

Mn(s)
)
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≤
∞
∑

j=K+1

P

(

‖Mn(s)−Mn(s)‖Sj,n
≥Cδβna

β+1
n a−1

n 22(j−1)
)

≤ 4

Cδβna
β
n

∞
∑

j=K+1

1

22j
E
[

‖Mn(s)−Mn(s)‖Sj,n

]

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

M1
n,j

..=
∥

∥

∥

1

n

n
∑

i=1

fn(Xi, Y
n
i , x0 + ans)−E[fn(Xi, Y

n
i , x0 + ans)]

∥

∥

∥

Sj,n

M2
n,j

..=
∥

∥

∥

1

nrn

n
∑

i=1

g(Xi, x0 + ans)
∥

∥

∥

Sj,n

and note that

E
[

‖Mn(s)−M(s)‖Sj,n

]

≤ E[M1
n,j] +E[M2

n,j].

As an immediate consequence, we have

E[M2
n,j]≤ r−1

n .

And by applying a bracketing argument to E[M1
n,j ] similar as in Lemma 6.1, the assertion

follows.

PROPOSITION 6.3. Under the same assumptions as in Lemma 6.1, the sequence of min-

imizers ŝn of Zn(s) converges weakly to the minimizer ŝ of Z(s) for n−→∞.

PROOF. From Lemma 6.1, we have for every compact set K ⊂ R that Zn(s) converges
weakly to Z(s) in ℓ∞(K) for n−→∞. Moreover, we have that the sample paths s 7→ Z(s)
are continuous and that ŝ is unique and tight. From Lemma 6.2, we know that ŝn is uni-
formly tight and consequently, by (Theorem 3.2.2, van der Vaart and Wellner, 1996), we have
ŝn −→L ŝ for n−→∞.

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

hn : [−T,T ]×{0,1} × [−T,T ]→R, hn(x, y, t) ..= (y −Φn(x0))1{x≤t}
and define for every t ∈ [−T,T ],

Hn(t) ..= E[hn(X,Y
n, t)].

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

W1
n(s)

..=
1√
n

n
∑

i=1

(

hn(Xi, Y
n
i , F

−1
X (s))−Hn(F

−1
X (s))

)

W2
n(s)

..=
√
nHn(F

−1
X (s))

W3
n(s)

..= v
1

n

n
∑

i=1

1{Xi≤F−1
X (s)}

W1(s) ..=
√

Φ0(0)(1−Φ0(0))B(s)

W2(s) ..= 0

W3(s) ..= vs
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and set

Wn(s) ..=W1
n(s) +W2

n(s)−W3
n(s), Wn(s) ..=W1(s) +W2(s)−W3(s)

for s ∈ [0,1]. Moreover, let us redefine ŝn ..= argmin+s∈RWn(s) and ŝ ..= argmins∈RW(s)
from the previous proofs to now denote the minimizers of Wn(s) and W(s) respectively.

LEMMA 6.4. Let β ∈ N, x0 an interior point of X and assume Φ0 to be β-times con-

tinuously differentiable in a neighbourhood of 0 with the βth derivative being the first non-

vanishing derivative in 0. Assume further that X has bounded moments up to order β and

that FX is invertible. Then the sequence of processes Wn(s) converges weakly in ℓ∞([0,1])

to the process W(s), as long as nδ2βn −→ 0 for n−→∞.

PROOF. We will start with the convergence of W2
n(s). Note that by assumption on Φn, a

Taylor expansion with Lagrange remainder of Φn(x) around x0 of order β yields the exis-
tence of some ξn between x and x0, s.t.

n1/2(Φn(x)−Φn(x0)) = n1/2Φ(β)
n (ξn)(x− x0)

β = n1/2δβnΦ
(β)
0 (δnξn)(x− x0)

β .

From nδ2βn −→ 0, we obtain

sup
s∈[0,1]

∣

∣W2
n(s)

∣

∣= sup
s∈[0,1]

∣

∣

∣
E

[

n1/2
(

Φn(X)−Φn(x0)
)

1{X≤F−1
X (s)}

]∣

∣

∣

= sup
s∈[0,1]

∣

∣

∣
E

[

n1/2δβnΦ
(β)
0 (δnξn)(X − x0)

β
1{X≤F−1

X (s)}

]∣

∣

∣

≤ n1/2δβnE
[∣

∣Φ
(β)
0 (δnξn)(X − x0)

β
∣

∣

]

−→ 0 for n−→∞.

Thus, W2
n(s)−→ 0 in ℓ∞([0,1]) for n−→∞.

For convergence of W3
n(s), we know from the classical Glivenko-Cantelli result that

W3
n(s)−→P vFX(F−1

X (s)) = vs in ℓ∞([0,1]) for n−→∞.
Let us now show weak convergence of W1

n(s) to W1(s) ..=
√

Φ0(0)(1−Φ0(0))W (s)
in ℓ∞([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 W1

n(s) is asymp-
totically tight in R for every s ∈ [0,1], that W1

n as a stochastic process is asymptotically
uniformly equicontinuous in probability and that for every finite subset {s1, . . . , sk} ⊂ [0,1],
the marginals (W1

n(s1), . . . ,W
1
n(sk)) converge weakly to (W1(s1), . . . ,W

1(sk)).
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, . . . , sk} ⊂ [0,1] denote
an arbitrary finite subset of [0,1] and note that







W1
n(s1)
...

W1
n(sk)






=

n
∑

i=1

1√
n







hn(Xi, Y
n
i , F

−1
X (s1))−E[hn(Xi, Y

n
i , F

−1
X (s1))]

...
hn(Xi, Y

n
i , F

−1
X (sk))−E[hn(Xi, Y

n
i , F

−1
X (sk))]






.

As a shorthand notation, let us introduce

V n
i

..=
1√
n







hn(Xi, Y
n
i , F

−1
X (s1))

...
hn(Xi, Y

n
i , F

−1
X (sk))
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for i= 1, . . . , n. Note that ‖V n
i ‖2 ≤ k/n by definition of hn and so we have for every ε > 0,

n
∑

i=1

E[‖V n
i ‖21{‖V n

i ‖>ε}]≤
k

n

n
∑

i=1

E[1{‖V n
i ‖2>ε2}]≤

k

n

n
∑

i=1

E[1{k>nε2}] = k1{k>nε2} −→ 0

for n−→∞. For the sum of the covariance matrices of Vi, note that for j, ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , k}, we
have
(

n
∑

i=1

Cov(V n
i )
)

jℓ
= E

[

(Y n −Φn(x0))
2
1{X≤F−1

X (sj)}1{X≤F−1
X (sℓ)}

]

−E
[

(Y n −Φn(x0))1{X≤F−1
X (sj)}

]

E
[

(Y n −Φn(x0))1{X≤F−1
X (sℓ)}

]

= E
[

(Y n −Φn(x0))
2
1{X≤min{F−1

X (sj),F
−1
X (sℓ)}}

]

−E
[

(Y n −Φn(x0))1{X≤min{F−1
X (sj),F

−1
X (sℓ)}}

]2

= E
[

(Y n −Φn(x0))
2
1{X≤F−1

X (min{sj ,sℓ})}
]

−E
[

(Y n −Φn(x0))1{X≤F−1
X (min{sj ,sℓ})}

]2
.

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
[

(Y n −Φn(x0))
2
1{X≤F−1

X (min{sj ,sℓ})}
]

= E
[

((1−Φn(x0))
2Φn(X) + (Φn(x0))

2(1−Φn(X)))1{X≤F−1
X (min{sj ,sℓ})}

]

= E
[

(Φn(X)− 2Φn(x0)Φn(X) +Φn(x0)
2)1{X≤F−1

X (min{sj ,sℓ})}
]

−→ E
[

(Φ0(0)−Φ0(0)
2)1{X≤F−1

X (min{sj ,sℓ})}
]

for n−→∞. Thus,
(

n
∑

i=1

Cov(V n
i )
)

jℓ
−→ E

[

(Φ0(0)−Φ0(0)
2)1{X≤F−1

X (min{sj ,sℓ})}
]

=Φ0(0)(1−Φ0(0))FX (F−1
X (min{sj , sℓ}))

= Φ0(0)(1−Φ0(0))min{sj , sℓ}

=Cov
(
√

Φ0(0)(1−Φ0(0))B(sj),
√

Φ0(0)(1−Φ0(0))B(sℓ)
)

=Cov(W1(sj),W
1(sℓ)).

So by the Lindeberg-Feller central limit theorem, we have

(W1
n(s1), . . . ,W

1
n(sk))−→L (W1(s1), . . . ,W

1(sk))

for n−→∞. Note that this also implies asymptotic tightness of W1
n(s) for every s ∈ [0,1].

To show that W1
n is asymptotically uniformly equicontinuous in probability, let ε > 0 and

η > 0 and define δ ..= ε2η2. Note that by Markov’s inequality,

P

(

sup
|s−t|<δ

|W1
n(s)−W1

n(t)|> ε
)

≤ 1

ε
E

[

sup
|s−t|<δ

|W1
n(s)−W1

n(t)|
]

.

Defining

hn,s,t : [0,1]×{0,1} →R, hn,s,t(x, y) ..= (y −Φn(x0))(1{x≤F−1
X (s)} − 1{x≤F−1

X (t)})
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for s, t ∈ [0,1], setting Hn,δ
..= {hn,s,t | s, t ∈ [0,1], |s − t| < δ} and choosing εn > 0 and

Mn > 0, s.t. E[h2]< ε2n and ‖h‖∞ ≤Mn for every h ∈Hn,δ, we have by (Theorem 2.14.17’,
van der Vaart and Wellner, 2023)

E

[

sup
|s−t|<δ

|W1
n(s)−W1

n(t)|
]

= E

[

sup
hn∈Hn,δ

∣

∣

∣

1√
n

n
∑

i=1

hn(Xi, Y
n
i )−E[hn(Xi, Y

n
i )]
∣

∣

∣

]

≤ J[]
(

εn,Hn,δ,L
2(PX,Y n

)
)

(

1 +
J[]
(

εn,Hn,δ,L
2(PX,Y n

)
)

ε2nn
1/2

Mn

)

.

For arbitrary h ∈Hn,δ, there exists s, t ∈ [0,1], satisfying |s− t|< δ, such that

E[h(X,Y n)2] = E[hn,s,t(X,Y
n)2]≤ E[(1{X≤F−1

X (s)} − 1{X≤F−1
X (t)})

2]

= E[1{F−1
X (min{s,t})<X≤F−1

X (max{s,t})}]

= FX(F−1
X (max{s, t}))−FX(F−1

X (min{s, t}))
=max{s, t}−min{s, t}= |s− t|< δ

and

‖h‖∞ = ‖hn,s,t‖∞ ≤ 1.

Thus, by choosing εn =
√
δ and Mn = 1, we have

E

[

sup
|s−t|<δ

|W1
n(s)−W1

n(t)|
]

≤ J[]
(

δ1/2,Hn,δ,L
2(PX,Y n

)
)

(

1 +
J[]

(√
δ,Hn,δ,L

2(PX,Y n

)
)

δn1/2

)

.

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

N[](ν,Hn,δ,L
2(PX,Y n

))≤N[](ν
2,Hn,δ,L

1(PX,Y n

))≤ K

ν2
.

Thus,

J[]
(
√
δ,Hn,δ,L

2(PX,Y n

)
)

≤K

∫

√
δ

0
log(K/ν2)dν ≤K

√
δ

and we have

E

[

sup
|s−t|<δ

|W1
n(s)−W1

n(t)|
]

≤K
√
δ.

Finally, up to some constant,

P

(

sup
|s−t|<δ

|W1
n(s)−W1

n(t)|> ε
)

≤ 1

ε
E

[

sup
|s−t|<δ

|W1
n(s)−W1

n(t)|
]

≤ η

by definition of δ.
Summarizing the results, we have W1

n(s) −→L
√

Φ0(0)(1−Φ0(0))W (s), as well as
W2

n(s) −→ 0 and W3
n(s) −→P vs in ℓ∞([0,1]) for n −→ ∞. The assertion now follows

from the fact that Wn(s) = W1
n(s) +W2

n(s) −W3
n(s) as well as that W2

n(s) and W3
n(s)

converge to nonrandom functions.
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PROPOSITION 6.5. Under the same assumptions as in Lemma 6.4, the sequence of min-

imizers ŝn of Wn(s) converges weakly to the minimizer ŝ of W(s) for n−→∞.

PROOF. From Lemma 6.4, we have that Wn(s) converges weakly to W(s) in ℓ∞([0,1])
for n−→∞. Moreover, we have that the sample paths s 7→W(s) are continuous and that ŝ
is unique and tight. Further, ŝn ∈ [0,1] is uniformly tight by definition and consequently, by
(Theorem 3.2.2, van der Vaart and Wellner, 1996), we have ŝn −→L ŝ for n−→∞.

6.3. Proof of L1-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 Φn 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 Ũn

and F−1
n ◦ Ũn, 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 λn(a) ..= Φn ◦ F−1

X (a) for a ∈ [0,1], λ−1
n (u) =

FX ◦Φ−1
n (u) for u ∈ [0,1], where we assumed Φ−1

n to be defined on the whole unit interval
and set Φ−1

n (u) ..= T for u >Φn(T ) and Φ−1
n (u) ..=−T for u <Φn(−T ) respectively.

LEMMA 6.6. Assume Φ0 to be continuously differentiable in a neighbourhood of zero

and FX to be continuously differentiable on [−T,T ], let Φ′
0(0) and pX be bounded away from

zero and assume that nδ2n −→∞ for n−→∞. Then, for any q ≥ 2, there exists a constant

K > 0 depending only on the bounds on Φ′
0(0) and pX , such that for every a ∈ [0,1], x > 0

and n large enough,

(i) P

(

|Ũn(a)− λ−1
n (a)| ≥ x

)











≤ 1 x ∈ (0, (nδ2n)
−1/3),

≤K
(

nδ2nx
3
)−q/2

x ∈ [(nδ2n)
−1/3,1],

= 0 x > 1

(ii) P

(

|F−1
n (Ũn(a))−Φ−1

n (a)| ≥ x
)











≤ 1 x ∈ (0, (nδ2n)
−1/3),

≤K
(

nδ2nx
3
)−q/2

x ∈ [(nδ2n)
−1/3,2T ],

= 0 x > 2T

PROOF. The first and last inequalities in both cases are obviously true. So for the proof
of (i), let us consider x∈ [(nδ2n)

−1/3,1] and let K > 0 denote a constant which may changes
from line to line. DefineMn : [0,1]→R, Mn(t) ..=Λn(t)−Λn(t) and note that by definition
of Λn, we have

Λn(u) = Λn

(⌊nu⌋
n

)

+

(

u− ⌊nu⌋
n

)(

Λn

(⌊nu⌋+1

n

)

−Λn

(⌊nu⌋
n

))

,

where

Λn(i/n) =
1

n

i
∑

j=1

Y n
(j) =

1

n

i
∑

j=1

εn(j) +

∫ i/n

0
Φn(F

−1
n (u))du, i= 1, . . . , n.

Now fix a ∈R and note that by definition of Ũn,
{

|Ũn(a)− λ−1
n (a)| ≥ x

}

⊆
{

inf
|u−λ−1

n (a)|≥x
Λn(u)− au≤Λn(λ

−1
n (a))− aλ−1

n (a)
}

.
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Consequently,

P
(

|Ũn(a)− λ−1
n (a)|>x

)

≤ P

(

inf
|u−λ−1

n (a)|≥x
Λn(u)− au≤Λn(λ

−1
n (a))− aλ−1

n (a)
)

= P

(

inf
|u−λ−1

n (a)|≥x
Λn(u)−Λn(λ

−1
n (a)) + aλ−1

n (a)− au≤ 0
)

= P

(

sup
|u−λ−1

n (a)|≥x

Λn(λ
−1
n (a))−Λn(u) + au− aλ−1

n (a)≥ 0
)

= P

(

sup
|u−λ−1

n (a)|≥x

Mn(λ
−1
n (a))−Mn(u) + Λn(λ−1

n (a))−Λn(u) + au− aλ−1
n (a)≥ 0

)

.

From a Taylor expansion of Λn(u) around λ−1
n (a) with Lagrange remainder, we obtain

Λn(u) = Λn(λ−1
n (a)) + λn(λ

−1
n (a))(u− λ−1

n (a)) +
1

2
λ′n(ξn)(u− λ−1

n (a))2

for some ξn between u and λ−1
n (a) and by assumption, we know that at least for n large

enough,

λ′n(t) = δnΦ
′
0(δnF

−1
X (t))(F−1

X )′(t)> δnK.

Thus,

Λn(λ−1
n (a))−Λn(u) =−λn(λ−1

n (a))(u− λ−1
n (a))− 1

2
λ′n(ξn)(u− λ−1

n (a))2

≤−λn(λ−1
n (a))(u− λ−1

n (a))−Kδn(u− λ−1
n (a))2.

Now note that if λn(λ−1
n (a)) 6= a, then either

a < λn(λ
−1
n (a)) and λ−1

n (a) = FX(−T ) = 0,

or

a > λn(λ
−1
n (a)) and λ−1

n (a) = FX(T ) = 1.

Thus, (a− λn(λ
−1
n (a)))(u− λ−1

n (a))≤ 0 for every a and we obtain

Λn(λ−1
n (a))−Λn(u) + au− aλ−1

n (a)

≤−λn(λ−1
n (a))(u− λ−1

n (a))−Kδn(u− λ−1
n (a))2 + a(u− λ−1

n (a))

≤−Kδn(u− λ−1
n (a))2.

Consequently, by a slicing argument, the union bound and Markov’s inequality,

P
(

|Ũn(a)− λ−1
n (a)| ≥ x

)

≤ P

(

sup
|u−λ−1

n (a)|≥x

Mn(λ
−1
n (a))−Mn(u)−Kδn(u− λ−1

n (a))2 ≥ 0
)

≤
∑

k≥0

P

(

sup
|u−λ−1

n (a)|∈[x2k,x2k+1]

Mn(λ
−1
n (a))−Mn(u)≥Kδn(x2

k)2
)

≤K(δnx
2)−q

∑

k≥0

2−2kq
E

[

sup
|u−λ−1

n (a)|∈[x2k,x2k+1]

|Mn(λ
−1
n (a))−Mn(u)|q

]

.
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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 t ∈ [0,1], we have

Λn(t+ u)−Λn(u) = Λn

(⌊n(t+ u)⌋
n

)

−Λn

(⌊nu⌋
n

)

+
(

t+ u− ⌊n(t+ u)⌋
n

)(

Λn

(⌊n(t+ u)⌋+1

n

)

−Λn

(⌊n(t+ u)⌋
n

))

−
(

u− ⌊nu⌋
n

)(

Λn

(⌊nu⌋+1

n

)

−Λn

(⌊nu⌋
n

))

.

As an immediate consequence, we see
(

t+ u− ⌊n(t+ u)⌋
n

)

≤ 1

n
and

(

u− ⌊nu⌋
n

)

≤ 1

n
.

By definition of Λn, we find

Λn

(⌊n(t+ u)⌋
n

)

−Λn

(⌊nu⌋
n

)

=
1

n

⌊n(t+u)⌋
∑

j=⌊nu⌋+1

εn(j) +

∫ ⌊n(t+u)⌋/n

⌊nu⌋/n
Φn(F

−1
n (s))ds

and in particular,

Λn

(⌊n(t+ u)⌋+1

n

)

−Λn

(⌊n(t+ u)⌋
n

)

=
1

n
Y n
(⌊n(t+u)⌋+1)

and

Λn

(⌊nu⌋+1

n

)

−Λn

(⌊nu⌋
n

)

=
1

n
Y n
(⌊nu⌋+1).

Putting all of this together, we have by definition of Λn and the mean value theorem

|Mn(t+ u)−Mn(u)|
= |Λn(t+ u)−Λn(u)− (Λn(t+ u)−Λn(u))|

≤
∣

∣

1

n

⌊n(t+u)⌋
∑

j=⌊nu⌋+1

εn(j) +

∫ ⌊n(t+u)⌋/n

⌊nu⌋/n
Φn(F

−1
n (s))ds−

∫ t+u

u
λn(s)ds

∣

∣

+
1

n2
(Y n

(⌊n(t+u)⌋+1) + Y n
(⌊nu⌋+1))

≤ 1

n

∣

∣

⌊n(t+u)⌋
∑

j=⌊nu⌋+1

εn(j)
∣

∣+
∣

∣

∫ t+u

u
Φn(F

−1
n (s))−Φn(F

−1
X (s))ds

∣

∣+
2

n
+

2

n2

≤ 1

n

∣

∣

⌊n(t+u)⌋
∑

j=⌊nu⌋+1

εn(j)
∣

∣+ δnt sup
s∈[−T,T ]

|Φ′
0(δns)| sup

v∈[0,1]

∣

∣F−1
n (v)−F−1

X (v)
∣

∣+
4

n
.

For x≥ 1/n, we observe from the previous inequality that

sup
t∈[0,x]

|Mn(t+ u)−Mn(u)|

≤ 1

n
sup

t∈[0,x]

∣

∣

⌊n(t+u)⌋
∑

j=⌊nu⌋+1

εn(j)
∣

∣+Kδnx sup
v∈[0,1]

∣

∣F−1
n (v)−F−1

X (v)
∣

∣+
4

n
.
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From Dvoretzky, Kiefer and Wolfowitz (1956), we know

E

[

sup
v∈[0,1]

∣

∣F−1
n (v)− F−1

X (v)
∣

∣

q
]

≤Kn−q/2

and by using Doob’s inequality together with (Theorem 3, Rosenthal, 1973) and arguing
exactly as in (Durot, 2008, p. 333), we have

E

[

sup
t∈[0,x]

∣

∣

⌊n(t+u)⌋
∑

j=⌊nu⌋+1

εn(j)
∣

∣

q
]

≤K(nx)q/2.

Finally, this shows that

E

[

sup
t∈[0,x]

∣

∣Mn(t+ u)−Mn(u)
∣

∣

q
]1/q

≤K
x1/2√
n

+K
xδn√
n
+

4

n

and for n sufficiently large, we have 1/n≤ δn/
√
n≤ 1/

√
n and thus

E

[

sup
t∈[0,x]

∣

∣Mn(t+ u)−Mn(u)
∣

∣

q
]

≤K
(x

n

)q/2
.

By using the same arguments, this also holds for t ∈ [−1,0] and so we have

E

[

sup
|u−λ−1

n (a)|∈[x2k,x2k+1]

∣

∣Mn(λ
−1
n (a))−Mn(u)

∣

∣

q
]

≤ E

[

sup
|λ−1

n (a)−u|≤x2k+1

∣

∣Mn(λ
−1
n (a))− u+ u)−Mn(u)

∣

∣

q
]

≤K
(x2k+1

n

)q/2
.

Combining this with the previous results, we obtain

P
(

|Ũn(a)− λ−1
n (a)| ≥ x

)

≤K(δnx
2)−q

∑

k≥0

2−2kq
(x2k+1

n

)q/2

≤K(nδ2nx
3)−q/2

∑

k≥0

2−3kq/2

≤K(nδ2nx
3)−q/2

and statement (i) follows.
For the proof of statement (ii), let x ∈ [(nδ2n)

−1/3,2T ] 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−1

X around Ũn(a) yields

F−1
X (λ−1

n (a)) = F−1
X (Ũn(a)) + (F−1

X )′(ξn)(λ
−1
n (a)− Ũn(a))

for some ξn between λ−1
n (a) and Ũn(a). Consequently,

|F−1
n (Ũn(a))−F−1

X (λ−1
n (a))|

≤ |F−1
n (Ũn(a))−F−1

X (Ũn(a))|+ |(F−1
X )′(ξn)(λ

−1
n (a)− Ũn(a))|

≤ sup
u∈[0,1]

|F−1
n (u)−F−1

X (u)|+
∣

∣

1

pX(F−1
X (ξn))

(λ−1
n (a)− Ũn(a))

∣

∣

≤ sup
u∈[0,1]

|F−1
n (u)−F−1

X (u)|+
(

inf
t∈[−T,T ]

pX(t)
)−1

|λ−1
n (a)− Ũn(a)|
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and we obtain from statement (i), Markov’s inequality and Dvoretzky, Kiefer and Wolfowitz
(1956)

P
(

|F−1
n (Ũn(a))−Φ−1

n (a)| ≥ x
)

= P
(

|F−1
n (Ũn(a))−F−1

X (λ−1
n (a))| ≥ x

)

≤ P

(

sup
u∈[0,1]

∣

∣F−1
n (u)− F−1

X (u)
∣

∣≥ x/2
)

+ P
(∣

∣FX(Φ−1
n (a))− Ũn(a)

∣

∣≥Kx
)

≤Kx−3q/2
E

[

sup
u∈[0,1]

∣

∣F−1
n (u)−F−1

X (u)
∣

∣

3q/2
]

+K
(

nδ2nx
3
)−q/2

≤Kx−3q/2
(

n−3q/4 + (nδ2n)
−q/2

)

≤K
(

nδ2nx
3
)−q/2

,

which proves statement (ii).

COROLLARY 6.7. Assume Φ0 to be continuously differentiable in a neighbourhood of

zero and FX to be continuously differentiable on [−T,T ], let Φ′
0(0) and pX be bounded

away from zero and assume that nδ2n −→ ∞ for n −→ ∞. Then, for any q ≥ 2 and any

r ∈ [1,3q/2), there exists a constant K > 0 depending only on the bounds on Φ′
0(0) and pX ,

such that for every a ∈ [0,1], x > 0 and n large enough,

E

[

∣

∣Ũn(a)− λ−1
n (a)

∣

∣

r
]

≤K(nδ2n)
−r/3

PROOF. Let a ∈ [0,1] be arbitrary. Then, by Lemma 6.6

E

[

∣

∣Ũn(a)− λ−1
n (a)

∣

∣

r
]

=

∫ ∞

0
rxr−1

P
(∣

∣Ũn(a)− λ−1
n (a)

∣

∣≥ x
)

dx

≤
∫ K(nδ2n)

−1/3

0
rxr−1dx+

∫ 1

K(nδ2n)
−1/3

Krxr−1(nδ2nx
3)−q/2dx

and this is bounded by K(nδ2n)
−r/3 as long as r− 1− 3q/2≤−1. But r/3≤ q/2 holds by

assumption on r and so the assertion follows.

The following result is a variation of Lemma 6.6 for the case that a ∈ [0,1] \Φn([−T,T ]).
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 Φ0 and FX such that for every

a ∈ [0,1] \Φn([−T,T ]), x > 0 and n large enough,

(i) P
|X(∣
∣Ũn(a)− λ−1

n (a)
∣

∣≥ x
)

≤K(nx)−1(Φn ◦Φ−1
n (a)− a)−2,

(ii) P
(∣

∣F−1
n ◦ Ũn(a)−Φ−1

n (a)
∣

∣≥ x
)

≤K(nx)−1(Φn ◦Φ−1
n (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 Φ̂n and Φn by their inverse counterparts appeared first in
Groeneboom (1985), was made rigorous in (Corollary 2.1, Groeneboom, Hooghiemstra and Lopuhaä,
1999) and was later modified in (Step 1, Durot, 2007).
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LEMMA 6.9. Assume Φ0 to be continuously differentiable in a neighbourhood of zero

and FX to be continuously differentiable on [−T,T ], let Φ′
0(0)> 0, let pX be bounded away

from zero on [−T,T ] and assume that nδ2n −→∞ for n−→∞. Then,

∫ T

−T
|Φ̂n(t)−Φn(t)|dt=

∫ Φn(T )

Φn(−T )
|F−1

n ◦ Ũn(a)−Φ−1
n (a)|da+ oP(n

−1/2).

PROOF. Let

I1 ..=

∫ T

−T

(

Φ̂n(t)−Φn(t)
)

+
dt, I2 ..=

∫ T

−T

(

Φn(t)− Φ̂n(t)
)

+
dt

and define

J1 ..=

∫ T

−T

∫ Φn(T )−Φn(t)

0
1{Φ̂n(t)≥Φn(t)+u}dudt.

By Cavalieri’s principle applied to I1,

I1 − J1 =

∫ T

−T

∫ 1

0
1{Φ̂n(t)≥Φn(t)+u}dudt−

∫ T

−T

∫ Φn(T )−Φn(t)

0
1{Φ̂n(t)≥Φn(t)+u}dudt

=

∫ T

−T

∫ 1

Φn(T )−Φn(t)
1{Φ̂n(t)≥Φn(t)+u}dudt

=

∫ T

F−1
n ◦Ũn(Φn(T ))

∫ 1

Φn(T )−Φn(t)
1{Φ̂n(t)≥Φn(t)+u}dudt

where we used the switch relation Lemma 5.1 in the last equality to obtain that Φ̂n(t) ≤
Φn(T ) if and only if t≤ F−1

n ◦ Ũn(Φn(T )). So we have I1 − J1 ≥ 0. Again by Cavalieri’s
principle,

I1 − J1 ≤
∫ T

F−1
n ◦Ũn(Φn(T ))

∫ 1

0
1{Φ̂n(t)≥Φn(t)+u}dudt

=

∫ T

F−1
n ◦Ũn(Φn(T ))

(

Φ̂n(t)−Φn(t)
)

+
dt

≤
∫ T

T−(nδ2n)
−1/3 log(nδ2n)

|Φ̂n(t)−Φn(t)|dt

+ 2T1{F−1
n ◦Ũn(Φn(T ))≤T−(nδ2n)

−1/3 log(nδ2n)},

where we used without loss of generality that nδ2n ≥ 1 for n large enough. For ε > 0 we know
from Lemma 6.6, that again for n large enough

P
(√
n1{F−1

n ◦Ũn(Φn(T ))≤T−(nδ2n)
−1/3 log(nδ2n)} ≥ ε

)

≤ P

(

|F−1
n ◦ Ũn(Φn(T ))− T | ≥ (nδ2n)

−1/3 log(nδ2n)
)

≤K
(

nδ2n((nδ
2
n)

−1/3 log(nδ2n))
3
)−1

which is bounded by K log(nδ2n)
−3 and so we have

I1 − J1 ≤
∫ T

T−(nδ2n)
−1/3 log(nδ2n)

|Φ̂n(t)−Φn(t)|dt+ oP(n
−1/2).
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By Markov’s inequality, Fubini’s theorem and Corollary 5.3,

P

(√
n

∫ T

T−(nδ2n)
−1/3 log(nδ2n)

|Φ̂n(t)−Φn(t)|dt > ε
)

≤
√
n

ε

∫ T−(nδ2n)
−1/3

T−(nδ2n)
−1/3 log(nδ2n)

E

[

|Φ̂n(t)−Φn(t)|
]

dt

+

√
n

ε

∫ T

T−(nδ2n)
−1/3

E

[

|Φ̂n(t)−Φn(t)|
]

dt

≤K

√
n

ε
(n/δn)

−1/3(nδ2n)
−1/3(log(nδ2n)− 1) +K

√
n

ε

∫ T

T−(nδ2n)
−1/3

n−1/2(T − t)−1/2dt

=
K

ε

(

n−1/6δ−1/3
n (log(nδ2n)− 1) + 2(nδ2n)

−1/6
)

which is equal to K
ε (nδ

2
n)

−1/6(1 + log(nδ2n)) and so we have shown that

I1 = J1 + oP(n
−1/2).

Note further that by the change of variable a=Φn(t) + u, Fubini’s theorem and the switch
relation Lemma 5.1, we have

J1 =

∫ T

−T

∫ Φn(T )−Φn(t)

0
1{Φ̂n(t)≥Φn(t)+u}dudt

=

∫ T

−T

∫ Φn(T )

Φn(t)
1{Φ̂n(t)≥a}dadt

=

∫ Φn(T )

Φn(−T )

∫ T

−T
1{a≥Φn(t)}1{Φ̂n(t)≥a}dt da

=

∫ Φn(T )

Φn(−T )

∫ T

F−1
n ◦Ũn(a)

1{Φ−1
n (a)≥t}1{Φ̂n(t)≥a}dt da

=

∫ Φn(T )

Φn(−T )

∫ Φ−1
n (a)

F−1
n ◦Ũn(a)

1{Φ̂n(t)≥a}dt da

=

∫ Φn(T )

Φn(−T )

∫ Φ−1
n (a)

F−1
n ◦Ũn(a)

1{F−1
n ◦Ũn(a)≤t}dt da

=

∫ Φn(T )

Φn(−T )

(

Φ−1
n (a)− F−1

n ◦ Ũn(a)
)

1{F−1
n ◦Ũn(a)≤Φ−1

n (a)}da

and so we have

I1 =

∫ Φn(T )

Φn(−T )

(

Φ−1
n (a)−F−1

n ◦ Ũn(a)
)

1{F−1
n ◦Ũn(a)≤Φ−1

n (a)}da+ oP(n
−1/2).

By similar arguments, we obtain

I2 =

∫ Φn(T )

Φn(−T )

(

F−1
n ◦ Ũn(a)−Φ−1

n (a)
)

1{F−1
n ◦Ũn(a)≥Φ−1

n (a)}da+ oP(n
−1/2)

and the assertion follows.
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COROLLARY 6.10. Assume Φ0 to be continuously differentiable in a neighbourhood of

zero and FX to be twice continuously differentiable on [−T,T ], let Φ′
0(0) > 0, let pX be

bounded away from zero on [−T,T ] and assume that nδ2n −→∞ for n−→∞. Then, there

exist Brownian bridges Bn on [0,1], s.t.

∫ T

−T
|Φ̂n(t)−Φn(t)|dt

=

∫ λn(1)

λn(0)

∣

∣Ũn(a)− λ−1
n (a)− Bn(λ

−1
n (a))√
n

∣

∣

1

pX(Φ−1
n (a))

da+ oP(n
−1/2).

PROOF. Note first that Φn(T ) = Φn(F
−1
X (1)) = λn(1) and Φn(−T ) = Φn(F

−1
X (0)) =

λn(0) and that by the KMT embedding (Komlós, Major and Tusnády, 1975, Theorem 3),
there exist Brownian bridges Bn on [0,1] s.t.

E

[

sup
t∈[0,1]

∣

∣Fn ◦ F−1
X (t)− t− Bn(t)√

n

∣

∣

r
]1/r

=O

(

log(n)

n

)

(9)

for r≥ 1. By Lemma 6.9,
∫ T

−T
|Φ̂n(t)−Φn(t)|dt=

∫ λn(1)

λn(0)
|F−1

n ◦ Ũn(a)−Φ−1
n (a)|da

=

∫ λn(1)

λn(0)
|F−1

n ◦ Ũn(a)−F−1
X ◦ λ−1

n (a)|da

=

∫ λn(1)

λn(0)

∣

∣F−1
n ◦ Ũn(a)− F−1

X ◦ Ũn(a) +
Bn(λ

−1
n (a))√

npX(Φ−1
n (a))

+F−1
X ◦ Ũn(a)−F−1

X ◦ λ−1
n (a)− Bn(λ

−1
n (a))√

npX(Φ−1
n (a))

∣

∣da.

A Taylor expansion of F−1
X around λ−1

n (a) yields

F−1
X ◦ Ũn(a)−F−1

X ◦ λ−1
n (a) = (F−1

X )′(λ−1
n (a))

(

Ũn(a)− λ−1
n (a)

)

+
1

2
(F−1

X )′′(νn)
(

Ũn(a)− λ−1
n (a)

)2

=
1

pX(Φ−1
n (a))

(

Ũn(a)− λ−1
n (a)

)

+
1

2
(F−1

X )′′(νn)
(

Ũn(a)− λ−1
n (a)

)2

for some νn between λ−1
n (a) and Ũn(a). But (F−1

X )′′ is bounded by assumption and so we
have from Corollary 6.7 that

E

[

∣

∣F−1
X ◦ Ũn(a)− F−1

X ◦ λ−1
n (a)− 1

pX(Φ−1
n (a))

(

Ũn(a)− λ−1
n (a)

)

∣

∣

]

≤KE

[

∣

∣Ũn(a)− λ−1
n (a)

∣

∣

2
]

≤K(nδ2n)
−2/3.
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Combining this with the fact that |λn(1)− λn(0)| = O(δn), an application of Markov’s in-
equality and Fubini’s theorem imply
∫ T

−T
|Φ̂n(t)−Φn(t)|dt

=

∫ λn(1)

λn(0)

∣

∣F−1
n ◦ Ũn(a)− F−1

X ◦ Ũn(a) +
Bn(λ

−1
n (a))√

npX(Φ−1
n (a))

+
(

Ũn(a)− λ−1
n (a)− Bn(λ

−1
n (a))√
n

) 1

pX(Φ−1
n (a))

∣

∣da+ oP(n
−1/2).

It remains to show that
∫ λn(1)

λn(0)

∣

∣F−1
n ◦ Ũn(a)−F−1

X ◦ Ũn(a) +
Bn(λ

−1
n (a))√

npX(Φ−1
n (a))

∣

∣da= oP(n
−1/2).

To prove this, observe
∫ λn(1)

λn(0)

∣

∣F−1
n ◦ Ũn(a)−F−1

X ◦ Ũn(a) +
Bn(λ

−1
n (a))√

npX(Φ−1
n (a))

∣

∣da

=

∫ λn(1)

λn(0)

∣

∣F−1
n ◦ Ũn(a)−F−1

X ◦ Ũn(a) +
Bn(FX ◦ F−1

n (Ũn(a)))√
npX(F−1

n (Ũn(a)))

+
Bn(λ

−1
n (a))√

npX(Φ−1
n (a))

− Bn(FX ◦ F−1
n (Ũn(a)))√

npX(F−1
n (Ũn(a)))

∣

∣da

≤Kδn sup
u∈[0,1]

∣

∣F−1
n (u)−F−1

X (u) +
Bn(FX ◦ F−1

n (u))√
npX(F−1

n (u))

∣

∣

+
1√
n

∫ λn(1)

λn(0)

∣

∣

Bn(λ
−1
n (a))

pX(Φ−1
n (a))

− Bn(FX ◦ F−1
n (Ũn(a)))

pX(F−1
n (Ũn(a)))

∣

∣da

=Kδn sup
u∈[0,1]

∣

∣F−1
X (u)−F−1

n (u)− Bn(FX ◦ F−1
n (u))√

npX(F−1
n (u))

∣

∣+ oP(n
−1/2),

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−1

X
reveals that the maximum in the previous equation is attained in the image of Fn. Thus, we
can replace u with Fn ◦F−1

X (u) inside the sup and a Taylor expansion of F−1
X around u then

yields

sup
u∈[0,1]

∣

∣F−1
X (u)− F−1

n (u)− Bn(FX ◦ F−1
n (u))√

npX(F−1
n (u))

∣

∣

= sup
u∈[0,1]

∣

∣F−1
X (Fn ◦ F−1

X (u))−F−1
n (Fn ◦ F−1

X (u))− Bn(FX ◦ F−1
n (Fn ◦ F−1

X (u)))√
npX(F−1

n (Fn ◦ F−1
X (u)))

∣

∣

= sup
u∈[0,1]

∣

∣F−1
X (Fn ◦ F−1

X (u))−F−1
X (u)− Bn(u)√

npX(F−1
X (u))

∣

∣

≤ sup
u∈[0,1]

∣

∣(F−1
X )′(u)(Fn ◦ F−1

X (u)− u)− Bn(u)√
npX(F−1

X (u))

∣

∣
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+K sup
u∈[0,1]

∣

∣(Fn ◦ F−1
X (u)− u)2

∣

∣

≤ sup
u∈[0,1]

∣

∣Fn ◦ F−1
X (u)− u− Bn(u)√

n

∣

∣

1

pX(F−1
X (u))

+K sup
u∈[0,1]

∣

∣Fn ◦ F−1
X (u)− u

∣

∣

2

= oP(n
−1/2)

by the KMT construction in (9) and the fact that supu∈[0,1] |Fn ◦ F−1
X (u)− u|=OP(n

−1/2).

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 ∈ [λn(0), λn(1)], we
introduced in(a) to denote the integer part of (a − λn(0))(nδ

2
n)

1/3/ log(nδ2n), we defined
an ..= λn(0) + in(a)(nδ

2
n)

−1/3 log(nδ2n) and set

aBn
..= a− Bn(λ

−1
n (an))√

n(λ−1
n )′(an)

,

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

LEMMA 6.11. Assume Φ0 to be continuously differentiable in a neighbourhood of zero

and FX to be twice continuously differentiable on [−T,T ], let Φ′
0(0)> 0, let pX be bounded

away from zero on [−T,T ] and assume that nδ2n −→∞ for n−→∞. Then, for the Brownian

bridges Bn from Corollary 6.10, we have
∫ λn(1)

λn(0)

∣

∣Ũn(a)− λ−1
n (a)− Bn(λ

−1
n (a))√
n

∣

∣

1

pX(Φ−1
n (a))

da

=

∫ λn(0)

λn(0)

∣

∣Ũn(a
B
n )− λ−1

n (a)
∣

∣

1

pX(Φ−1
n (a))

da+ oP(n
−1/2).

PROOF. For i ∈N0, let kni
..= λn(0) + i(nδ2n)

−1/3 log(nδ2n) and

Ini
..=
[

kni ,min
{

kni+1, λn(1)
})

.

Note that in(a) = i for every a ∈ Ini and so in this case, we have

an = λn(0) + i(nδ2n)
−1/3 log(nδ2n) = kni

on Ini . Consequently, on Ini , aBn is just a translation of a by the constant

Bn
i

..=
Bn(λ

−1
n (kni ))√

n(λ−1
n )′(kni )

.

Let In,Bi
..= Ini + Bn

i
..= {x + Bn

i | x ∈ Ini }. Then, a change of variable inside the integral
where a is replaced by aBn on each interval Ini together with an addition of zero yields

∫ λn(1)

λn(0)

∣

∣Ũn(a)− λ−1
n (a)− Bn(λ

−1
n (a))√
n

∣

∣

1

pX(Φ−1
n (a))

da

=
∑

i≥0

∫

In
i

∣

∣Ũn(a)− λ−1
n (a)− Bn(λ

−1
n (a))√
n

∣

∣

1

pX(Φ−1
n (a))

da

=
∑

i≥0

∫

In,B
i

∣

∣Ũn(a
B
n )− λ−1

n (aBn )−
Bn(λ

−1
n (aBn ))√
n

∣

∣

1

pX(Φ−1
n (aBn ))

da
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=
∑

i≥0

∫

In
i

∣

∣Ũn(a
B
n )− λ−1

n (aBn )−
Bn(λ

−1
n (aBn ))√
n

∣

∣

1

pX(Φ−1
n (aBn ))

da+Rn,

where

|Rn| ≤
∑

i≥0

∫

In,B
i △In

i

∣

∣Ũn(a
B
n )− λ−1

n (aBn )−
Bn(λ

−1
n (aBn ))√
n

∣

∣

1

pX(Φ−1
n (aBn ))

da

and In,Bi △Ini denotes the symmetric difference of In,Bi and Ini . Note that by Corollary 6.7,
which remains true for a replaced by aBn ,

∑

i≥0

∫

In,B
i △In

i

E

[

∣

∣Ũn(a
B
n )− λ−1

n (aBn )−
Bn(λ

−1
n (aBn ))√
n

∣

∣

1

pX(Φ−1
n (aBn ))

]

da

=K
∑

i≥0

∫

In,B
i △In

i

E

[

∣

∣Ũn(a
B
n )− λ−1

n (aBn )
∣

∣

]

+ E

[

∣

∣

Bn(λ
−1
n (aBn ))√
n

∣

∣

]

da

≤K(λn(1)− λn(0))
(nδ2n)

1/3

log(nδ2n)

(

(nδ2n)
−1/3 + n−1/2

)

sup
u∈[0,1]

|Bn(u)|

≤Kδn
1

log(nδ2n)
n−1/2 sup

u∈[0,1]
|Bn(u)|

= oP(n
−1/2)

and so we have
∫ λn(1)

λn(0)

∣

∣Ũn(a)− λ−1
n (a)− Bn(λ

−1
n (a))√
n

∣

∣

1

pX(Φ−1
n (a))

da

=

∫ λn(1)

λn(0)

∣

∣Ũn(a
B
n )− λ−1

n (aBn )−
Bn(λ

−1
n (aBn ))√
n

∣

∣

1

pX(Φ−1
n (aBn ))

da+ oP(n
−1/2).

Subsequently, we show that we can get rid of aBn in the Brownian bridge and the density pX
in the previous expression. By a Taylor expansion of 1/pX(Φ−1

n (aBn )) around a, we find for
some νn between a and aBn , that

1

pX(Φ−1
n (aBn ))

=
1

pX(Φ−1
n (a))

+
p′X(Φ−1

n (νn))

(pX(Φ−1
n (νn))2Φ′

0(δnΦ
−1
n (νn))

1

δn
(aBn − a).

Thus, by similar arguments as before,

∣

∣

∫ λn(1)

λn(0)
E

[

∣

∣Ũn(a
B
n )− λ−1

n (aBn )−
Bn(λ

−1
n (aBn ))√
n

∣

∣

( 1

pX(Φ−1
n (aBn ))

− 1

pX(Φ−1
n (a))

)]

da
∣

∣

≤K(nδ2n)
−1/3λn(1)− λn(0)

δn
n−1/2

= o(n−1/2),

which shows that
∫ λn(1)

λn(0)

∣

∣Ũn(a)− λ−1
n (a)− Bn(λ

−1
n (a))√
n

∣

∣

1

pX(Φ−1
n (a))

da

=

∫ λn(1)

λn(0)

∣

∣Ũn(a
B
n )− λ−1

n (aBn )−
Bn(λ

−1
n (aBn ))√
n

∣

∣

1

pX(Φ−1
n (a))

da+ oP(n
−1/2).
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Now note that

∣

∣

∫ λn(1)

λn(0)
E

[(

∣

∣Ũn(a
B
n )− λ−1

n (aBn )−
Bn(λ

−1
n (aBn ))√
n

∣

∣

−
∣

∣Ũn(a
B
n )− λ−1

n (aBn )−
Bn(λ

−1
n (a))√
n

∣

∣

) 1

pX(Φ−1
n (a))

]

da
∣

∣

≤K

∫ λn(1)

λn(0)
E

[

∣

∣

Bn(λ
−1
n (a))√
n

− Bn(λ
−1
n (aBn ))√
n

∣

∣

]

da

=Kn−1/2

∫ λn(1)

λn(0)
E

[

∣

∣Bn(λ
−1
n (a))−Bn(λ

−1
n (aBn ))

∣

∣

]

da

≤Kn−1/2δnE
[

sup
u∈[0,1]

|Bn(t)|
]

= o(n−1/2)

and so we obtain
∫ λn(1)

λn(0)

∣

∣Ũn(a)− λ−1
n (a)− Bn(λ

−1
n (a))√
n

∣

∣

1

pX(Φ−1
n (a))

da

=

∫ λn(1)

λn(0)

∣

∣Ũn(a
B
n )− λ−1

n (aBn )−
Bn(λ

−1
n (a))√
n

∣

∣

1

pX(Φ−1
n (a))

da+ oP(n
−1/2)

Finally, we show that

√
n sup

a∈[λn(0),λn(1)]

∣

∣λ−1
n (aBn ) +

Bn(λ
−1
n (an))√
n

− λ−1
n (a)

∣

∣−→ 0

P-almost surely. From a Taylor expansion of λ−1
n around a ∈ Jn we know that there exists

νn = νn(a, a
B
n ) between aBn and a, s.t.

λ−1
n (aBn ) +

Bn(λ
−1
n (an))√
n

= λ−1
n (a) + (λ−1

n )′(νn)(a
B
n − a) +

Bn(λ
−1
n (an))√
n

= λ−1
n (a)− (λ−1

n )′(νn)
Bn(λ

−1
n (an))√

n(λ−1
n )′(an)

+
Bn(λ

−1
n (an))√
n

= λ−1
n (a) +

(

1− (λ−1
n )′(νn)

(λ−1
n )′(an)

)Bn(λ
−1
n (an))√
n

.

But

sup
a∈[λn(0),λn(1)]

|νn(a, aBn )− an| ≤ sup
a∈[λn(0),λn(1)]

|aBn − a| −→ 0

P-almost surely for n−→∞ and so we have by dominated convergence that
∫ λn(1)

λn(0)

∣

∣Ũn(a
B
n )− λ−1

n (aBn )−
Bn(λ

−1
n (a))√
n

∣

∣

1

pX(Φ−1
n (a))

da

=

∫ λn(1)

λn(0)

∣

∣Ũn(a
B
n )− λ−1

n (a)
∣

∣

1

pX(Φ−1
n (a))

da+ oP(n
−1/2)

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

UL
n : [λn(0), λn(1)]→ [0,1], UL

n (a)
..= Ln(Ũn(a

B
n ))−Ln(λ

−1
n (a)).

LEMMA 6.12. Assume Φ0 to be continuously differentiable in a neighbourhood of zero

and FX to be continuously differentiable on [−T,T ], let Φ′
0(0) and pX be bounded away

from zero and assume that nδ2n −→∞ for n−→∞. Then,

∫ λn(1)

λn(0)

∣

∣Ũn(a
B
n )− λ−1

n (a)
∣

∣

1

pX(Φ−1
n (a))

da

=

∫ λn(1)

λn(0)

∣

∣

UL
n (a)

L′
n(λ

−1
n (a))

∣

∣

1

pX(Φ−1
n (a))

da+ oP(n
−1/2).

PROOF. It suffices to show that
∫ λn(1)

λn(0)

(

∣

∣Ũn(a
B
n )− λ−1

n (a)
∣

∣−
∣

∣

UL
n (a)

L′
n(λ

−1
n (a))

∣

∣

) 1

pX(Φ−1
n (a))

da= oP(n
−1/2).

From a Taylor expansion of Ln around λ−1
n (a), we obtain the existence of νn between λ−1

n (a)
and Ũn(a

B
n ) such that

UL
n (a) = L′

n(λ
−1
n (a))

(

Ũn(a
B
n )− λ−1

n (a)
)

+
1

2
L′′
n(νn)

(

Ũn(a
B
n )− λ−1

n (a)
)2
.

By definition of σ2n(t), we have

σ2n(t) = E[(Y n −Φn(X))2|X = t] = Φn(t)(1−Φn(t))

and consequently,

L′
n(λ

−1
n (a)) = Φn(Φ

−1
n (a))(1−Φn(Φ

−1
n (a)))≥Kmin{Φn(−T ),1−Φn(T )} ≥K

for all a ∈ [λn(0), λn(1)]. Further,

L′′
n(νn) = (σ2n ◦ F−1

X )′(νn) = Φ′
n(F

−1
X (νn))

1− 2Φn(F
−1
X (νn))

pX(F−1
X (νn))

≤ δnK.

Thus, we obtain

∣

∣Ũn(a
B
n )− λ−1

n (a)
∣

∣−
∣

∣

UL
n (a)

L′
n(λ

−1
n (a))

∣

∣≤
∣

∣Ũn(a
B
n )− λ−1

n (a)− UL
n (a)

L′
n(λ

−1
n (a))

∣

∣

=
∣

∣Ũn(a
B
n )− λ−1

n (a)−
(

Ũn(a
B
n )− λ−1

n (a)
)

− 1

2

L′′
n(νn)

L′
n(λ

−1
n (a))

(

Ũn(a
B
n )− λ−1

n (a)
)2∣
∣

≤ δnK
(

Ũn(a
B
n )− λ−1

n (a)
)2

for all a ∈ [λn(0), λn(1)] and so we have

E

[

∣

∣Ũn(a
B
n )− λ−1

n (a)
∣

∣−
∣

∣

UL
n (a)

L′
n(λ

−1
n (a))

∣

∣

]

≤ δnKE

[

(

Ûn(a
B
n )− λ−1

n (a)
)2
]

,
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which is bounded byK(nδ2n)
−2/3δn by Corollary 6.7. Thus, by Markov’s inequality, Fubini’s

theorem and monotonicity, we have for any ε > 0,

P

(√
n

∫ λn(1)

λn(0)

(

∣

∣Ũn(a
B
n )− λ−1

n (a)
∣

∣−
∣

∣

UL
n (a)

L′
n(λ

−1
n (a))

∣

∣

) 1

pX(Φ−1
n (a))

da > ε
)

≤
√
n

ε

∫ λn(1)

λn(0)
E

[

∣

∣Ũn(a
B
n )− λ−1

n (a)
∣

∣−
∣

∣

UL
n (a)

L′
n(λ

−1
n (a))

∣

∣

] 1

pX(Φ−1
n (a))

da

≤ K

ε
n−1/6δ−1/3

n

∫ λn(1)

λn(0)

1

pX(Φ−1
n (a))

da

which is bounded by K
ε (nδ

2
n)

−1/6δn and so the assertion follows.

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

Ln(t) ..=

∫ t

0
σ2n ◦ F−1

n (u)du, ψn(t) ..=
L′′
n(t)√
nL′

n(t)
Bn(t), dn(t) ..= δ1/2n

|λ′n(t)|
2L′

n(t)
2

for t ∈ [0,1] and let us also define

Tn ..= δ−1
n (nδ2n)

(1/3(3q−5))(10)

for some q ≥ 12 and let Ωn ⊆Ω denote the set on which the following equalities hold almost
surely:

sup
u∈[0,1]

|Bn(u)| ≤ log(n),

sup
|u−v|≤Tn(n/δn)−1/3

√
log(n)

|Bn(u)−Bn(v)| ≤ T 1/2
n (n/δn)

−1/6 log(n),

sup
u∈[0,1]

∣

∣F−1
X (u)−F−1

n (u)− Bn(FX ◦ F−1
n (u))√

npX(F−1
n (u))

∣

∣≤ (log(n))2

n
,

where Bn denotes the Brownian bridges from Corollary 6.10.

LEMMA 6.13. Assume that Φ0 is differentiable with Hölder-continuous derivative in a

neighbourhood of zero with Φ′
0(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

nδ2n −→∞ for n−→∞. Then, there exists a P
|X -Brownian motion Wn, s.t.

(nδ2n)
1/6
(

(n/δn)
1/3

∫ λn(1)

λn(0)

∣

∣

UL
n (a)

L′
n(λ

−1
n (a))

∣

∣

1

pX(Φ−1
n (a))

da− µn

)

has the same asymptotic distribution with respect to P
|X , as

(nδ2n)
1/6
(

∫ 1

0
|Ṽn(t)|

|Φ′
n ◦ F−1

X (t)|
(pX ◦ F−1

X (t))2|L′
n(t)|

dt− µn

)

,

where

Ṽn(t) ..= argmin
|u|≤δ−1

n log(nδ2n)

{

W n
t (u) + dn(t)u

2
}

and

W n
t (u)

..=
(n/δn)

1/6

(1− ψn(t))1/2

(

Wn

(

Ln(t) + (n/δn)
−1/3u(1−ψn(t))

)

−Wn(L
n(t))

)

for t ∈ (0,1) and u ∈R.
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PROOF. Note first that P(Ωn)−→ 1 for n−→∞, so w.l.o.g. it suffices to prove the asser-
tion on Ωn. For every a ∈ [λn(0), λn(1)], let

In(a) ..= [(n/δn)
1/3(Ln(0)−Ln(λ

−1
n (a))), (n/δn)

1/3(Ln(1)−Ln(λ
−1
n (a)))].

By using elementary properties of the argmin, we then obtain

(n/δn)
1/3UL

n (a)

= (n/δn)
1/3
(

Ln

(

argmin
u∈[0,1]

{Λn(u)− aBn u}
)

−Ln(λ
−1
n (a))

)

= (n/δn)
1/3
(

Ln

(

argmin
L−1

n (v)∈[0,1]
{Λn(L

−1
n (v))− aBnL

−1
n (v)}

)

−Ln(λ
−1
n (a))

)

= (n/δn)
1/3
(

argmin
v∈[Ln(0),Ln(1)]

{

(Λn ◦L−1
n − aBnL

−1
n )(v)

}

−Ln(λ
−1
n (a))

)

= (n/δn)
1/3 argmin

v+Ln(λ
−1
n (a))∈[Ln(0),Ln(1)]

{

(Λn ◦L−1
n − aBnL

−1
n )(v +Ln(λ

−1
n (a)))

}

= argmin
v∈In(a)

{

(Λn ◦L−1
n − aBnL

−1
n )((n/δn)

−1/3v+Ln(λ
−1
n (a)))

}

= argmin
v∈In(a)

{n2/3

δ
1/6
n

(Λn ◦L−1
n − aBnL

−1
n )((n/δn)

−1/3v+Ln(λ
−1
n (a)))

− n2/3

δ
1/6
n

(Λn(λ−1
n (a))− aλ−1

n (a))− n2/3

δ
1/6
n

(a− aBn )λ
−1
n (a)

}

.

Defining further for a ∈ [λn(0), λn(1)] and u ∈ In(a),

Dn(a,u) ..=
n2/3

δ
1/6
n

(Λn ◦L−1
n − aL−1

n )
(

(n/δn)
−1/3u+Ln(λ

−1
n (a))

)

− n2/3

δ
1/6
n

(Λn(λ−1
n (a))− aλ−1

n (a)),

Rn(a,u) ..=
n2/3

δ
1/6
n

∫ L−1
n ((n/δn)−1/3u+Ln(λ−1

n (a)))

λ−1
n (a)

Φn ◦ F−1
n (x)−Φn ◦ F−1

X (x)dx

+
n2/3

δ
1/6
n

(a− aBn )
(

L−1
n ((n/δn)

−1/3u+Ln(λ
−1
n (a)))− λ−1

n (a)
)

,

R̃n(a,u) ..=
n2/3

δ
1/6
n

Λn ◦L−1
n

(

(n/δn)
−1/3u+Ln(λ

−1
n (a))

)

− n2/3

δ
1/6
n

∫ L−1
n ((n/δn)−1/3u+Ln(λ−1

n (a)))

0
Φn ◦ F−1

n (x)dx

−W n
λ−1
n (a)

(u)− n1/6

δ
1/6
n

Wn(Ln(λ
−1
n (a))),

we see for every a ∈ [λn(0), λn(1)]

(n/δn)
1/3UL

n (a) = argmin
u∈In(a)

{

Dn(a,u) +W n
λ−1
n (a)

(u) +Rn(a,u) + R̃n(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 u.
• Before we can show that both Rn and R̃n are negligible for the location of the argmin, we
need to localize first for technical reasons. So let

ÛL
n (a)

..= argmin
|u|≤Tn

{

Dn(a,u) +W n
λ−1
n (a)

(u) +Rn(a,u) + R̃n(a,u)
}

for a ∈ [λn(0), λn(1)] and note that [−Tn, Tn] ⊆ In(a) at least for n large enough with Tn
defined in (10). This follows from the fact that

Tn = n
1

3(3q−5) δ
− (9q−17)

(9q−15)

n = n
1

3(3q−5) δ
− 1

3(3q−5)

n δ
− (3q−6)

(3q−5)

n = (n/δn)
1

3(3q−5) δ
− (3q−6)

(3q−5)

n

and

(n/δn)
−1/3Tn = (n/δn)

− (3q−6)

3(3q−5) δ
− (3q−6)

(3q−5)

n = (nδ2n)
− (3q−6)

3(3q−5) .

Note further that (n/δn)1/3UL
n (a) can differ from ÛL

n (a) only if (n/δn)
1/3|UL

n (a)| > Tn.
But then, by a Taylor expansion of Ln around λ−1

n (a), monotonicity, Lemma 6.6 and by
definition of Tn,

P

(

(n/δn)
1/3UL

n (a) 6= ÛL
n (a)

)

≤ P

(

|Ln(Ũn(a
B
n ))−Ln(λ

−1
n (a))|>Tn(n/δn)

−1/3
)

≤K(δnTn)
−3q/2 =K(nδ2n)

− q

2(3q−5) .

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

P

(

(nδ2n)
1/6
∣

∣

∫ λn(1)

λn(0)

(

∣

∣

(n/δn)
1/3UL

n (a)

L′
n(λ

−1
n (a))

∣

∣−
∣

∣

ÛL
n (a)

L′
n(λ

−1
n (a))

∣

∣

) 1

pX(Φ−1
n (a))

da
∣

∣> ε
)

≤ (nδ2n)
1/6

ε
E

[

∫ λn(1)

λn(0)
1{(n/δn)1/3UL

n (a)6=ÛL
n (a)}

·
(

∣

∣

(n/δn)
1/3UL

n (a)

L′
n(λ

−1
n (a))

∣

∣+
∣

∣

ÛL
n (a)

L′
n(λ

−1
n (a))

∣

∣

) 1

pX(Φ−1
n (a))

da
]

≤ (nδ2n)
1/6

ε

∫ λn(1)

λn(0)
E
[

1{(n/δn)1/3UL
n (a)6=ÛL

n (a)}
](r−1)/r

·
(

E

[

∣

∣

(n/δn)
1/3UL

n (a)

L′
n(λ

−1
n (a))

∣

∣

r
]1/r

+ E

[

∣

∣

ÛL
n (a)

L′
n(λ

−1
n (a))

∣

∣

r
]1/r) 1

pX(Φ−1
n (a))

da

≤ K

ε
(nδ2n)

− q(r−1)

2(3q−5)r ,

where we have used Corollary 6.7 and λn(1)− λn(0) =O(δn) in the last inequality. Choos-

ing r sufficiently close to 3q/2, this is bounded by K
ε (nδ

2
n)

− q(3q−2)

4(3q−5) and so it follows that
∫ λn(1)

λn(0)

∣

∣

(n/δn)
1/3UL

n (a)

L′
n(λ

−1
n (a))

∣

∣

1

pX(Φ−1
n (a))

da

=

∫ λn(1)

λn(0)

∣

∣

ÛL
n (a)

L′
n(λ

−1
n (a))

∣

∣

1

pX(Φ−1
n (a))

da+ oP((nδ
2
n)

−1/6).
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• Next, we want to show that Rn and R̃n are actually negligible. In other words, we want
to show that ÛL

n can be replaced in the previous integral by the following process, where

Sn ..= δ
−1/3
n log(nδ2n),

V̂n : [λn(0), λn(1)]→R, V̂n(a) ..= argmin
|u|≤Sn

{

Dn(a,u) +W n
λ−1
n (a)

(u)
}

.

For ease of notation, let us also introduce

V̂ ∗
n : [λn(0), λn(1)]→R, V̂ ∗

n (a)
..= argmin

|u|≤Tn

{

Dn(a,u) +W n
λ−1
n (a)

(u)
}

.

Note that V̂ ∗
n (a) can differ from V̂n only if |V̂ ∗

n (a)|> Sn and it follows from (Proposition 1,
Durot, 2002) together with the comments just before this Proposition, that there existsK > 0,
s.t. for every (x,α), satisfying

α ∈
(

0, Sn
]

, x > 0, Kδ3nS
2
n ≤− 1

α log(2xα)
,

we have

P
|X(|ÛL

n (a)− V̂n(a)|> α
)

≤ P
|X(|ÛL

n (a)− V̂ ∗
n (a)|>

α

2

)

+ P
|X(|V̂n(a)− V̂ ∗

n (a)|>
α

2

)

≤ P
|X
(

2 sup
|u|≤Tn

|Rn(a,u) + R̃n(a,u)|> x(α/2)3/2
)

+KSnx+ P
|X(|V̂ ∗

n (a)|>Sn
)

+ P
|X(|V̂ ∗

n (a)|> Sn
)

≤K(xα3/2)−q
E
|X
[

sup
|u|≤Tn

|Rn(a,u) + R̃n(a,u)|q
]

+KSnx+2P|X(|V̂ ∗
n (a)|> Sn

)

,

where we also applied Markov’s inequality in the last step. Before we derive an upper bound
on the expectation involvingRn and R̃n, let us consider the probability involving V̂ ∗

n . Noting

that Dn(a,0) = 0 and that a Taylor expansion reveals |Dn(a,u)| ≥ δ
3/2
n κu2 for some κ > 0,

we know from (Theorem 4, Durot, 2002), that

P
|X(|V̂ ∗

n (a)|>Sn
)

≤K exp(−κ2δ3nS3
n/2)≤K exp(−κ2 log(nδ2n)3/2).

Note further that E[(Y n −Φn(X))q|X] is bounded and that Y n
i −Φn(Xi) are independent

under P|X for i = 1, . . . , n. Then, it follows from Sakhanenko (1985) that there exist P|X -
Brownian motions Wn and some constant A> 0, s.t.

E
|X
[

sup
t∈[0,1]

∣

∣Λn(t)−
∫ t

0
Φn ◦ F−1

n (u)du− Wn(L
n(t))√
n

∣

∣

q
]

≤An1−q.

Thus, by definition of R̃n, by definition of Ωn and by the modulus of continuity of the Brow-
nian motion (Theorem 1.12, Mörters and Peres, 2010),

E
|X
[

sup
|u|≤Tn

|R̃n(a,u)|q
]

≤ n2q/3

δ
q/6
n

E
|X
[

sup
t∈[0,1]

∣

∣Λn(t)−
∫ t

0
Φn ◦ F−1

n (x)dx− Wn(L
n(t))√
n

∣

∣

q
]

+E
|X
[

sup
|u|≤Tn

∣

∣

n1/6

δ
1/6
n

Wn

(

Ln(L−1
n ((n/δn)

−1/3u+Ln(λ
−1
n (a))))

)
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− n1/6

δ
1/6
n

Wn(Ln(λ
−1
n (a)))− (1−ψn(λ

−1
n (a)))1/2W n

λ−1
n (a)

(u)

−
(

1− (1−ψn(λ
−1
n (a)))1/2

)

W n
λ−1
n (a)

(u)
∣

∣

q
]

≤A
n2q/3

δ
q/6
n

n1−q +E
|X
[

sup
|u|≤Tn

∣

∣

n1/6

δ
1/6
n

Wn

(

Ln(L−1
n ((n/δn)

−1/3u+Ln(λ
−1
n (a))))

)

− n1/6

δ
1/6
n

Wn

(

Ln(λ−1
n (a)) + (n/δn)

−1/3u(1− ψn(λ
−1
n (a)))

)∣

∣

q
]

+E
|X
[

sup
|u|≤Tn

∣

∣ψn(λ
−1
n (a))W n

λ−1
n (a)

(u)
∣

∣

q
]

≤A
n1−q/3

δ
q/6
n

+
n1/6

δ
1/6
n

E
|X
[

sup
|u|≤Tn

∣

∣Wn

(

Ln(L−1
n ((n/δn)

−1/3u+Ln(λ
−1
n (a))))

)

−Wn

(

Ln(λ−1
n (a)) + (n/δn)

−1/3u(1−ψn(λ
−1
n (a)))

)∣

∣

q
]

+E
|X
[

sup
u∈[0,1]

∣

∣W n
λ−1
n (a)

(u)
∣

∣

q
]K log(n)q

nq/2
δqn

≤K
n1−q/3

δ
q/6
n

+
K log(n)q

nq/2
δqn +

n1/6

δ
1/6
n

E
|X
[

sup
|u−v|≤(n/δn)−1/3Tn(log(n)/n)δn

∣

∣Wn(v)−Wn(u)
∣

∣

q
]

≤K
n1−q/3

δ
q/6
n

+
K log(n)q

nq/2
δqn + T q/2

n

log(n)q/2

nq/2
δqn

≤Kn1−q/3δ−q/6
n +Kn−q/3δqn +Kn−q/3δq/2n

≤Kn1−q/3δ−q/6
n

and

E
|X
[

sup
|u|≤Tn

|Rn(a,u)|q
]

=
n2q/3

δ
q/6
n

E
|X
[

sup
|u|≤Tn

∣

∣

∫ L−1
n ((n/δn)−1/3u+Ln(λ−1

n (a)))

λ−1
n (a)

Φn ◦ F−1
X (x)−Φn ◦ F−1

n (x)

−Φ′
n(x)

Bn(FX ◦ F−1
n (x))√

npX ◦ F−1
n (x)

+Φ′
n(x)

Bn(FX ◦ F−1
n (x))√

npX ◦ F−1
n (x)

− Bn(λ
−1
n (an))√

n(λ−1
n )′(an)

dx
∣

∣

q
]

≤ n2q/3

δ
q/6
n

sup
|u|≤Tn

∣

∣L−1
n ((n/δn)

−1/3u+Ln(λ
−1
n (a)))− λ−1

n (a)
∣

∣

q

·E|X
[

Kδqn sup
t∈[0,1]

∣

∣F−1
X (t)− F−1

n (t)− Bn(FX ◦ F−1
n (t))√

npX ◦ F−1
n (t)

∣

∣

q

+Kδqnn
−q/2 sup

|v−w|≤(n/δn)−1/3Tn

∣

∣Bn(w)−Bn(v)
∣

∣

q
]
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≤Knq/3δq/6n δqnT
q
n

(

n−q log(n)2q + n−q/2(n/δn)
−q/6T q/2

n log(nδ2n)
q/2
)

≤Kn−q/3δqn +Kn−q/3δq/6n

≤Kn1−q/3δ−q/6
n .

Consequently,

E
|X
[

sup
|u|≤Tn

|Rn(a,u) + R̃n(a,u)|q
]

≤Kn1−q/3δ−q/6
n

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

P
|X(|ÛL

n (a)− V̂n(a)|> α
)

≤K(xα3/2)−q
E
|X
[

sup
|u|≤Tn

|Rn(a,u) + R̃n(a,u)|q
]

+KSnx+2P|X(|V̂ ∗
n (a)|> Sn

)

≤K(xα3/2)−qn1−q/3δ−q/6
n +KSnx

for every (x,α), satisfying

α ∈
(

0, Sn
]

, x > 0, Kδ3nS
2
n ≤− 1

α log(2xα)
.

Now for any ε > 0, every α ∈ ((nδ2n)
−1/6δ−1

n / log(nδ2n), (nδ
2
n)

−εδ−1
n ] and

xα,n ..= S−1/(q+1)
n α−3q/(2(q+1))n(3−q)/(3(q+1))δ−q/(6(q+1))

n

we have (xα,nα
3/2)−qn1−q/3δ

−q/6
n ≤ Snxα,n, αxα,n −→ 0 for n −→ ∞ and so (α,xα,n)

does in fact satisfy

− 1

α log(2xα,nα)
≥Kδ3nS

2
n.

Thus,

P
|X(|ÛL

n (a)− V̂n(a)|>α
)

≤KSnxα,n.

By definition, |ÛL
n (a)− V̂n(a)| is bounded by 2Tn and thus, using that q > 12,

∫ λn(1)

λn(0)
E
|X [|ÛL

n (a)− V̂n(a)|]da=
∫ λn(1)

λn(0)

∫ 2Tn

0
P
|X(|ÛL

n (a)− V̂n(a)|>α
)

dαda

≤Kδn
(

(nδ2n)
−1/6δ−1

n / log(nδ2n) +KTnSnx(nδ2n)−εδ−1
n

+K

∫ (nδ2n)
−εδ−1

n

(nδ2n)
−1/6δ−1

n / log(nδ2n)
Snxα,ndα

)

≤K(nδ2n)
−1/6/ log(nδ2n).

Consequently,
∫ λn(1)

λn(0)

∣

∣

ÛL
n (a)

L′
n(λ

−1
n (a))

∣

∣

1

pX(Φ−1
n (a))

da

=

∫ λn(1)

λn(0)

∣

∣

V̂n(a)

L′
n(λ

−1
n (a))

∣

∣

1

pX(Φ−1
n (a))

da+ oP|X ((nδ2n)
−1/6).



THE WEAK-FEATURE-IMPACT EFFECT 57

• As the last step, we want to approximate V̂n by Ṽn ◦ λ−1
n in the previous integral. By a

Taylor expansion, there exists K > 0, s.t. for all |u| ≤ Sn

|Dn(a,u)− dn(λ
−1
n (a))u2| ≤Kn−1/3δ−1/6

n δ2nS
3
n.

By similar arguments as before, we have by (Proposition 1, Durot, 2002) and (Theorem 4,
Durot, 2002), for every (x,α), satisfying

α ∈
(

0, Sn
]

, x > 0, Kδ3nS
2
n ≤− 1

α log(2xα)
,

that

P
|X(|V̂n(a)− Ṽn(λ

−1
n (a))|> α

)

≤ P
|X
(

2 sup
|u|≤Sn

|Dn(a,u)− dn(λ
−1
n (a))u2|> xα3/2

)

+KSnx+ P
|X(|V̂n(a)|>Sn

)

≤ 1{Kn−1/3δ−1/6
n δ2nS

3
n>xα3/2} +KSnx

+K exp(−κ2δ3nS3
n/2).

For any ε > 0, every α ∈ ((nδ2n)
−1/6δ−1

n / log(nδ2n), (nδ
2
n)

−εδ−1
n ] and

xα,n ..= 2Kα−3/2n−1/3δ−1/6
n δ2nS

3
n,

we have αxα,n −→ 0 for n−→∞ and so (α,xα,n) satisfies

− 1

α log(2xα,nα)
≥Kδ3nS

2
n

for n large enough. Thus, for n large enough, we have

P
|X(|V̂n(a)− Ṽn(λ

−1
n (a))|> α

)

≤KSnxα,n

for every α ∈ ((nδ2n)
−1/6δ−1

n / log(nδ2n), (nδ
2
n)

−εδ−1
n ]. By definition, |V̂n(a)− Ṽn(λ

−1
n (a))|

is bounded by 2Sn and so we obtain,

E
|X[|V̂n(a)− Ṽn(λ

−1
n (a))|

]

=

∫ 2Sn

0
P
|X(|V̂n(a)− Ṽn(λ

−1
n (a))|>α

)

dα

≤K(nδ2n)
−1/6δ−1

n / log(nδ2n) +KSnx(nδ2n)−εδ−1
n

+K

∫ (nδ2n)
−εδ−1

n

(nδ2n)
−1/6δ−1

n / log(nδ2n)
Snxα,ndα

≤K(nδ2n)
−1/6δ−1

n / log(nδ2n)

Thus,

(nδ2n)
1/6

∫ λn(1)

λn(0)
E
|X[|V̂n(a)− Ṽn(λ

−1
n (a))|

]

da≤K(nδ2n)
1/6δn(nδ

2
n)

−1/6δ−1
n / log(nδ2n)

≤K
1

log(nδ2n)

and it follows that
∫ λn(1)

λn(0)

∣

∣

V̂n(a)

L′
n(λ

−1
n (a))

∣

∣

1

pX(Φ−1
n (a))

da

=

∫ λn(1)

λn(0)

∣

∣

Ṽn(λ
−1
n (a))

L′
n(λ

−1
n (a))

∣

∣

1

pX(Φ−1
n (a))

da+ oP|X ((nδ2n)
−1/6).

A change of variable, where a is replaced by λn(a), proves the assertion.
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LEMMA 6.14. Assume that Φ0 is differentiable with Hölder-continuous derivative in a

neighbourhood of zero with Φ′
0(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

nδ2n −→∞ for n−→∞. Then, with the definitions as in Lemma 6.13,

(nδ2n)
1/6
(

∫ 1

0
|Ṽn(t)|

|Φ′
n ◦ F−1

X (t)|
(pX ◦ F−1

X (t))2|L′
n(t)|

dt− µn

)

converges to a normal distribution under P|X with mean zero and variance σ2 defined in (7).

PROOF. As in the proof of Lemma 6.13, we can show the assertion w.l.o.g. on Ωn, as
P(Ωn)−→ 1 for n−→∞, with Ωn defined just before Lemma 6.13. Let

Vn : [0,1]→R, Vn(t) ..= argmin
u∈R

{W n
t (u) + dn(t)u

2},

denote a variation of Ṽn where the argmin is now considered over the whole real line instead
of [−Sn, Sn], where Sn ..= δ−1

n log(nδ2n). Further, define

ηn : [0,1]→ [0,∞), ηn(t) ..=
|Φ′

n ◦ F−1
X (t)|

(pX ◦ F−1
X (t))2

and set

Yn(t) ..=
(

∣

∣

Ṽn(t)

L′
n(t)

∣

∣−E
|X
[

∣

∣

Ṽn(t)

L′
n(t)

∣

∣

])

ηn(t)

for t ∈ [0,1]. Note that Vn(t) can differ from Ṽn(t) only if Vn(t) > Sn and so we have by
(Theorem 4, Durot, 2002) that there exists κ > 0, s.t.

P
|X(Vn(t) 6= Ṽn(t))≤ P

|X(Vn(t)> Sn)≤ 2exp(−κ2δ3nS3
n/2) = 2exp(−κ2 log(nδ2n)3/2)

≤ (nδ2n)
−1/6/ log(nδ2n).

Note further that under P|X , both

Ṽn(t)

(L′
n(t))

4/3
and

Vn(t)

(L′
n(t))

4/3

have bounded moments of any order and that ηn(t) is bounded. So we have by Hölder’s
inequality,

E
|X
[

∫ 1

0

(

∣

∣

Ṽn(t)

L′
n(t)

∣

∣−
∣

∣

Vn(t)

L′
n(t)

∣

∣

)

ηn(t)dt
]

≤ P
|X(Vn(t) 6= Ṽn(t))≤ (nδ2n)

−1/6/ log(nδ2n).

Combining this with the fact that dn(t)2/3Vn(t) is distributed as X(0) for any t, we have
shown that

E
|X
[

∫ 1

0

∣

∣

Ṽn(t)

L′
n(t)

∣

∣ηn(t)dt
]

= E[|X(0)|]
∫ 1

0
δ−1/3
n (L′

n(t))
1/3
∣

∣

2

λ′n(t)

∣

∣

2/3
ηn(t)dt+ oP((nδ

2
n)

−1/6)

=

∫ 1

0
δ−1/3
n

(

4σ2n ◦ F−1
X (t)

)1/3
( pX ◦ F−1

X (t)

|Φ′
n ◦ F−1

X (t)|
)2/3 |Φ′

n ◦ F−1
X (t)|

(pX ◦ F−1
X (t))2

dt+ oP((nδ
2
n)

−1/6)

=

∫ T

−T
δ−1/3
n

(

4σ2n(t)Φ
′
n(t)

)1/3
pX(t)−1/3dt+ oP((nδ

2
n)

−1/6)

= µn + oP((nδ
2
n)

−1/6).
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It remains to prove that

(nδ2n)
1/6

∫ 1

0
Yn(t)dt−→L N (0, σ2)

with respect to P
|X for n−→∞. For this, let us introduce

vn ..=Var|X
(

(nδ2n)
1/6

∫ 1

0
Yn(t)dt

)

= (nδ2n)
1/3Var|X

(

(nδ2n)
1/6

∫ 1

0
Yn(t)dt

)

and note that from Fubini’s theorem and symmetry of the covariance matrix,

vn = 2(nδ2n)
1/3

∫ 1

0

∫ 1

s
|ηn(s)ηn(t)|Cov|X

(

∣

∣

Ṽn(t)

L′
n(t)

∣

∣,
∣

∣

Ṽn(s)

L′
n(s)

∣

∣

)

dtds.

Note furhter that Wn has independent increments, so for κn ..= (nδ2n)
−1/3 log(nδ2n)

2, we
know by definition of Ωn that Ṽn(t) and Ṽn(s) are independent for all |t− s| ≥ κn as long as
n is large enough Thus,

vn = 2(nδ2n)
1/3

∫ 1

0

∫ min{1,s+κn}

s
|ηn(s)|2Cov|X

(

∣

∣

Ṽn(t)

L′
n(t)

∣

∣,
∣

∣

Ṽn(s)

L′
n(s)

∣

∣

)

dtds+ oP(1).

Now let

V̂n(t) ..= argmin
u∈[−L′

n(t) log(n),L
′
n(t) log(n)]

{

Ŵ n
t (u) + dn(t)u

2
}

,

where

Ŵ n
t (u)

..= n1/6
(

Wn(Ln(t) + n−1/3u)−Wn(Ln(t))
)

and note that Ŵ n
t (u) is a P

|X-standard Brownian motion. Then,
∣

∣Cov|X(|Ṽn(t)|, |Ṽn(s)|)−Cov|X(|V̂n(t)|, |V̂n(s)|)
∣

∣≤K sup
t∈[0,1]

(

E
|X [|Ṽn(t)− V̂n(t)|r]

)1/r

for arbitrary r > 1 and every (s, t). By assumption and a similar argument as before, we can
replace Ṽn by V̂n and obtain

vn = 2(nδ2n)
1/3

∫ 1

0

∫ min{1,s+κn}

0
|ηn(s)|2Cov|X

(

∣

∣

V̂n(t)

L′
n(t)

∣

∣,
∣

∣

V̂n(s)

L′
n(s)

∣

∣

)

dtds+ oP(1).

Arguing as in (Step 5, Durot, 2007), we have

vn = σ2 + oP(1).

To prove asymptotic normality of (nδ2n)
1/6
∫ 1
0 Yn(t)dt, we use Bernstein’s method of big

blocks and small blocks, as in (Step 6, Durot, 2007). For this, let ηn ..= (nδ2n)
−1/3 log(nδ2n)

5,
η′n

..= (nδ2n)
−1/3 log(nδ2n)

2 and let Nn denote the integer part of (ηn + η′n)
−1. Further, for

every n ∈N, let an0
..= 0, an2Nn+1

..= 1 and for every j ∈ {0, . . . ,Nn−1}, let an2j+1
..= an2j+ηn

and an2j+2
..= an2j+1+η

′
n. Finally, let ξnj

..= (nδ2n)
1/6
∫ an

2j+1

an
2j

Yn(t)dt. Then, by definition of Yn,

we know that E|X [Yn(t)] = 0 and so we have

E
|X
[(

Nn−1
∑

j=0

∫ an
2j+2

an
2j+1

Yn(t)dt
)2]

=
∑

i,j

∫ an
2j+2

an
2j+1

∫ an
2i+2

an
2i+1

Cov|X(Yn(t), Yn(s))dtds.

From independence we know that the terms with i 6= j are equal to zero for large enough n, so
the above expectation is of order o((nδ2n)

−1/3). Consequently, (nδ2n)
1/6
∫ 1
0 Yn(t)dt converges
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to the same limit as
∑

j ξ
n
j and as seen before, Var|X(

∑

j ξ
n
j ) converges to σ2 for n−→∞.

Further, we have for any ε > 0 by both Hölder’s and Markov’s inequality, that

Nn
∑

j=0

E[(ξnj )
2
1{|ξnj >ε|}]≤

Nn
∑

j=0

E[|ξnj |3]ε−1 −→ 0

for n −→∞. By the Lindeberg-Feller CLT, this shows that
∑

j ξ
n
j converges to a centered

normal distribution with variance σ2 and the assertion follows.
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APPENDIX A: PROOF OF HELLINGER CONSISTENCY

In this section, we give the proof that Φ̂n is Hellinger consistent. Before we start with the
actual proof, let us introduce for every Ψ ∈ F and every n ∈N the functions

fΨ,Φ : R×{0,1} →R, fΨ,Φ(x, y) ..=
pΨ(x, y) + pΦ(x, y)

2pΦ(x, y)
,

mΨ,Φ : R×{0,1} →R, mΨ,Φ(x, y) ..= log(fΨ,Φ(x, y)),

as well as the random variables

Mn(Ψ,Φ) ..=
1

n

n
∑

i=1

mΨ,Φ(Xi, Y
n
i )

and their expectations

M(Ψ,Φ) ..= EΦ[mΨ,Φ(X,Y )].

Note that Φ is identifiable by definition and that Mn(Φ,Φ) =Mn(Φ,Φ) = 0 by definition
of mΨ,Φ. The following Lemma guarantees that Mn(Φ̂n,Φ) ≥Mn(Φ,Φ) for every n ∈ N,
which is a weaker statement than Φ̂n nearly maximizing Mn, but still suffices for the consis-
tency proof.

LEMMA A.1. For every n ∈N, we have Mn(Φ̂n,Φ)≥ 0.

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

Mn(Φ̂n,Φ) =
1

n

n
∑

i=1

log
(pΦ̂n

(Xi, Y
n
i ) + pΦ(Xi, Y

n
i )

2pΦ(Xi, Y n
i )

)

≥ 1

n

n
∑

i=1

1

2
log
(pΦ̂n

(Xi, Y
n
i )

pΦ(Xi, Y n
i )

)

=
1

2n

n
∑

i=1

log(pΦ̂n
(Xi, Y

n
i ))− log(pΦ(Xi, Y

n
i ))

≥ 1

2n

n
∑

i=1

log(pΦ(Xi, Y
n
i ))− log(pΦ(Xi, Y

n
i )) = 0.

The following Lemma guarantees that Φ is a well-separated point of maximum ofM(·,Φ)
for every n ∈N.

LEMMA A.2. For every Ψ,Φ ∈ F , we have M(Ψ,Φ)≤−d2(Ψ,Φ)/8. In particular, for

every ε > 0,

sup
Ψ:d(Ψ,Φ)≥ε

M(Ψ,Φ)≤−ε
2

8
.

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

M(Ψ,Φ) =

∫

R×{0,1}
mΨ,Φ(x, y)dP

(X,Y )
Φ (x, y) =

∫

R

∫

{0,1}
mΨ,Φ(x, y)pΦ(x, y)dζ(y)dP (x)

=

∫

R

∫

{0,1}
log
(pΨ(x, y) + pΦ(x, y)

2pΦ(x, y)

)

pΦ(x, y)dζ(y)dP (x)
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≤
∫

R

∫

{0,1}
2
(

√

pΨ(x, y) + pΦ(x, y)

2pΦ(x, y)
− 1
)

pΦ(x, y)dζ(y)dP (x)

=

∫

R

2

∫

{0,1}

√

pΨ(x, y) + pΦ(x, y)

2pΦ(x, y)
pΦ(x, y)dζ(y)dP (x)− 2

=−
∫

R

∫

{0,1}

(

√

pΨ(x, y) + pΦ(x, y)

2
−
√

pΦ(x, y)
)2
dζ(y)dP (x)

and by Lemma C.1, we have

(

√

pΨ(x, y) + pΦ(x, y)

2
−
√

pΦ(x, y)
)2

≥ 1

16

(
√

pΨ(x, y)−
√

pΦ(x, y)
)2
.

Consequently,

M(Ψ,Φ)≤− 1

16

∫

R

∫

{0,1}

(
√

pΨ(x, y)−
√

pΦ(x, y)
)2
dζ(y)dP (x) =−1

8
h2(pΨ, pΦ)

=−1

8
d2(Ψ,Φ).

Thus, for all ε > 0 and for every Ψ ∈ F satisfying d(Ψ,Φ)≥ ε, we have M(Ψ,Φ)≤−ε2/8
and the assertion follows.

Note that the previous result implies Φ ∈ argmaxΨ∈FM(Ψ,Φ). Moreover, we obtain that
M(Ψ,Φ) = 0 if and only if Ψ = Φ. Before we proceed with the proof that the difference
between Mn and M converges uniformly in probability over F , we need an upper bound on
the bracketing numbers of the set of functions mΨ,Φ, uniformly in Φ.

PROPOSITION A.3. Let GΦ
..= {mΨ,Φ | Ψ ∈ F}. Then there exists a constant C > 0,

s.t. for all δ > 0,

sup
Φ∈F

N[]

(

δ,GΦ,L
1
(

P
(X,Y )
Φ

))

≤N[](δ/2,F ,L1(P ))≤C1/δ.

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 F . For arbitrary Ψ ∈ F , let
[ΨL,Ψ

U ] denote a corresponding δ-bracket for Ψ, where ΨL,Ψ
U ∈ F . Now let

pL : R× {0,1}→R, pL(x, y) ..=ΨL(x)
y(1−ΨU (x))1−y ,

pU : R× {0,1}→R, pU (x, y) ..=ΨU (x)y(1−ΨL(x))
1−y

and define

fΦ,L : R×{0,1} →R, fΦ,L(x, y) ..=
pL(x, y) + pΦ(x, y)

2pΦ(x, y)
,

fUΦ : R×{0,1} →R, fUΦ (x, y) ..=
pU (x, y) + pΦ(x, y)

2pΦ(x, y)
.

Then, for every x ∈R,

fΦ,L(x,0) =
1

2
+

1−ΨU (x)

2(1−Φ(x))
≤ 1

2
+

1−Ψ(x)

2(1−Φ(x))
= fΨ,Φ(x,0),
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fΦ,L(x,1) =
1

2
+

ΨL(x)

2Φ(x)
≤ 1

2
+

Ψ(x)

2Φ(x)
= fΨ,Φ(x,1),

fUΦ (x,0) =
1

2
+

1−ΨL(x)

2(1−Φ(x))
≥ 1

2
+

1−Ψ(x)

2(1−Φ(x))
= fΨ,Φ(x,0),

fUn (x,1) =
1

2
+

ΦU (x)

2Φ(x)
≥ 1

2
+

Ψ(x)

2Φ(x)
= fΨ,Φ(x,1),

i.e. for every (x, y) ∈R× {0,1}, we have

fΦ,L(x, y)≤ fΦ,Ψ(x, y)≤ fUΦ (x, y).

Defining

mΦ,L : R× {0,1}→R, mΦ,L(x, y) ..= log(fΦ,L(x, y))

mU
Φ : R× {0,1}→R, mU

Φ(x, y)
..= log(fUΦ (x, y)),

we have

mΦ,L(x, y)≤mΨ,Φ(x, y)≤mU
Φ(x, y)

by definition of mΨ,Φ. Moreover, from Lemma C.2 (i), we obtain

‖mU
Φ −mΦ,L‖1,P(X,Y )

Φ
=
∥

∥

∥
log
(pU + pΦ

2pΦ

)

− log
(pL + pΦ

2pΦ

)∥

∥

∥

1,P(X,Y )
Φ

=
∥

∥

∥
log
(1

2
+

pU

2pΦ

)

− log
(1

2
+

pL
2pΦ

)∥

∥

∥

1,P
(X,Y )
Φ

≤ 2
∥

∥

∥

pU

2pΦ
− pL

2pΦ

∥

∥

∥

1,P(X,Y )
Φ

=

∫

R×{0,1}

∣

∣

∣

pU(x, y)− pL(x, y)

pΦ(x, y)

∣

∣

∣
dP

(X,Y )
Φ (x, y)

=

∫

R

∫

{0,1}

∣

∣

∣

pU (x, y)− pL(x, y)

pΦ(x, y)

∣

∣

∣
pΦ(x, y)dζ(y)dP (x)

=

∫

R

∫

{0,1}

∣

∣

∣
pU (x, y)− pL(x, y)

∣

∣

∣
1{pΦ(x,y)>0}dζ(y)dP (x)

≤
∫

R

|ΦU(x)−ΦL(x)|+ |1−ΦU(x)− (1−ΦL(x))|dP (x)

= 2

∫

R

|ΦU(x)−ΦL(x)|dP (x)

= 2‖ΦU −ΦL‖1,P
≤ 2δ.

Thus, [mΦ,L,m
U
Φ ] is a 2δ-bracket enclosing mΨ,Φ ∈ GΦ, where both, mΦ,L and mU

Φ , are
contained in GΦ by construction. Consequently,

N[]

(

δ,GΦ,L
1
(

P
(X,Y )
Φ

))

≤N[](δ/2,F ,L1(P )).
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Uniformly in Φ, the next Lemma states uniform convergence in probability of the differ-
ence Mn(·,Φ)−M(·,Φ) over F , which will later allow us to derive convergence of the ap-
proximate maximizers ofMn(·,Φ) andM(·,Φ). 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 Φ-dependent function
classes.

LEMMA A.4. For every ε > 0, we have

sup
Φ∈F

PΦ

(

sup
Ψ∈F

|Mn(Ψ,Φ)−M(Ψ,Φ)|> ε
)

−→ 0 for n−→∞.

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

sup
Ψ∈F

|Mn(Ψ,Φ)−M(Ψ,Φ)|= sup
Ψ∈F

∣

∣

∣

1

n

n
∑

i=1

mΨ,Φ(Xi, Yi)− EΦ[mΨ,Φ(X,Y
n)]
∣

∣

∣

= sup
g∈GΦ

∣

∣

∣

1

n

n
∑

i=1

g(Xi, Yi)− EΦ[g(X,Y )]
∣

∣

∣
.

From Lemma A.3, we know that there exists a positive constant C , independent of Φ, s.t.

N[]

(

δ,GΦ,L
1
(

P
(X,Y )
Φ

))

≤C2/δ

for all δ > 0 and all Φ ∈ F . In other words, for every δ > 0, there exists a δ-bracketing
set {[gL,Φj , gU,Φj ]}j=1,...,N(δ) for GΦ with respect to P

(X,Y )
Φ , satisfying N(δ) ≤ C2/δ and

gL,Φj , gU,Φj ∈ GΦ for j = 1, . . . ,N(δ), for every Φ ∈ F . More specifically, this means that

‖gU,Φj − gL,Φj ‖1,P(X,Y )
Φ

≤ δ

for j = 1, . . . ,N(δ) and that for every g ∈ GΦ, there exists j ∈ {1, . . . ,N(δ)}, such that

gL,Φj ≤ g ≤ gU,Φj .

Thus, for every g ∈ GΦ, we have

1

n

n
∑

i=1

g(Xi, Yi)− EΦ[g(X,Y )]≤ 1

n

n
∑

i=1

gU,Φj (Xi, Yi)−EΦ[g(X,Y )]

=
1

n

n
∑

i=1

gU,Φj (Xi, Yi)−EΦ[g
U,Φ
j (X,Y )] +EΦ[g

U,Φ
j (X,Y )]−EΦ[g(X,Y )]

≤ 1

n

n
∑

i=1

gU,Φj (Xi, Yi)−EΦ[g
U,Φ
j (X,Y )] +EΦ[|gU,Φj (X,Y )− g(X,Y )|]

=
1

n

n
∑

i=1

gU,Φj (Xi, Yi)−EΦ[gU,Φj (X,Y )] + ‖gU,Φj − g‖1,P(X,Y )
Φ

≤ 1

n

n
∑

i=1

gU,Φj (Xi, Yi)−EΦ[g
U,Φ
j (X,Y )] + δ.

Similarly, we obtain

1

n

n
∑

i=1

g(Xi, Yi)− EΦ[g(X,Y )]≥ 1

n

n
∑

i=1

gL,nj (Xi, Yi)−EΦ[g
L,n
j (X,Y )]− δ,
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leading to the following two inequalities,

1

n

n
∑

i=1

g(Xi, Yi)− EΦ[g(X,Y )]≤ 1

n

n
∑

i=1

gU,Φj (Xi, Yi)−EΦ[g
U,Φ
j (X,Y )] + δ,

−
( 1

n

n
∑

i=1

g(Xi, Yi)−EΦ[g(X,Y )]
)

≤−
( 1

n

n
∑

i=1

gL,Φj (Xi, Yi)− EΦ[g
L,Φ
j (X,Y )]

)

+ δ,

implying

∣

∣

∣

1

n

n
∑

i=1

g(Xi, Yi)−EΦ[g(X,Y )]
∣

∣

∣
≤max

{∣

∣

∣

1

n

n
∑

i=1

gU,Φj (Xi, Yi)− E[gU,Φj (X,Y )]
∣

∣

∣
,

∣

∣

∣

1

n

n
∑

i=1

gL,Φj (Xi, Yi)− EΦ[g
L,Φ
j (X,Y )]

∣

∣

∣

}

+ δ.

Defining G′
Φ,δ

..=
{

gL,Φj | j = 1, . . . ,N(δ)
}

∪
{

gU,Φj | j = 1, . . . ,N(δ)
}

, we know from Propo-
sition A.3, that G′

Φ,δ ⊆ GΦ and we have

sup
g∈GΦ

∣

∣

∣

1

n

n
∑

i=1

g(Xi, Yi)−EΦ[g(X,Y )]
∣

∣

∣

≤ max
j=1,...,N(δ)

max
{∣

∣

∣

1

n

n
∑

i=1

gU,Φj (Xi, Yi)−EΦ[g
U,Φ
j (X,Y )]

∣

∣

∣
,

∣

∣

∣

1

n

n
∑

i=1

gL,Φj (Xi, Yi)−EΦ[g
L,n
j (X,Y )]

∣

∣

∣

}

+ δ

= max
g∈G′

Φ,δ

∣

∣

∣

1

n

n
∑

i=1

g(Xi, Yi)−EΦ[g(X,Y )]
∣

∣

∣
+ δ.

Now for every ε > 0 and δ = ε
2 , we have Nn ≤C2/δ =C4/ε and we obtain from an applica-

tion of Chebyshev’s inequality that

P

(

sup
g∈GΦ,δ

∣

∣

∣

1

n

n
∑

i=1

g(Xi, Yi)− EΦ[g(X,Y )]
∣

∣

∣
≥ ε
)

≤ P

(

max
g∈G′

Φ,δ

∣

∣

∣

1

n

n
∑

i=1

g(Xi, Yi)−EΦ[g(X,Y )]
∣

∣

∣
+
ε

2
≥ ε
)

= P

(

max
g∈G′

Φ,δ

∣

∣

∣

1

n

n
∑

i=1

g(Xi, Yi)−EΦ[g(X,Y )]
∣

∣

∣
≥ ε

2

)

≤
∑

g∈G′
Φ,δ

P

(∣

∣

∣

1

n

n
∑

i=1

g(Xi, Yi)− EΦ[g(X,Y )]
∣

∣

∣
≥ ε

2

)

≤
∑

g∈G′
Φ,δ

4

ε2
VarΦ(g(X,Y ))

n

≤C4/ε 4

ε2
1

n
max
g∈G′

Φ,δ

VarΦ(g(X,Y ))
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≤C4/ε 4

ε2
1

n
sup

g∈GΦ,δ

VarΦ(g(X,Y )).

Assuming the variance is uniformly bounded in Φ, the assertion follows immediately. To this
aim, note first that for arbitrary Ψ ∈F ,

VarΦ(mΨ,Φ(X,Y ))≤ EΦ[mΨ,Φ(X,Y )2] =

∫

R

∫

{0,1}
log (fΨ,Φ(x, y))

2 pΦ(x, y)dζ(y)dP (x)

=

∫

R

∫

{0,1}
log (fΨ,Φ(x, y))

2 pΦ(x, y)1{fΨ,Φ(x,y)≥1}dζ(y)dP (x)

+

∫

R

∫

{0,1}
log (fΨ,Φ(x, y))

2 pΦ(x, y)1{fΨ,Φ(x,y)<1}dζ(y)dP (x).

By applying Lemma C.2 (ii), as well as using the fact that 0≤ pΨ ≤ 1 for every Ψ ∈ F , we
obtain

∫

R

∫

{0,1}
log (fΨ,Φ(x, y))

2 pΦ(x, y)1{fΨ,Φ(x,y)≥1}dζ(y)dP (x)

≤ 4

∫

R

∫

{0,1}

(

√

fΨ,Φ(x, y)− 1
)2
pΦ(x, y)1{fΨ,Φ(x,y)≥1}dζ(y)dP (x)

≤ 4

∫

R

∫

{0,1}

(

fΨ,Φ(x, y)− 2
√

fΨ,Φ(x, y) + 1
)

pΦ(x, y)dζ(y)dP (x)

≤ 4

∫

R

∫

{0,1}
(fΨ,Φ(x, y) + 1)pΦ(x, y)dζ(y)dP (x)

= 4

∫

R

∫

{0,1}

(pΨ(x, y) + pΦ(x, y)

2
+ pΦ(x, y)

)

dζ(y)dP (x)

≤ 4

∫

R

∫

{0,1}
2dζ(y)dP (x).

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

R

∫

{0,1}
log(fΨ,Φ(x, y))

2pΦ(x, y)1{fΨ,Φ(x,y)<1}dζ(y)dP (x)

≤
∫

R

∫

{0,1}

(

1− 1

fΨ,Φ(x, y)

)2
pΦ(x, y)1{fΨ,Φ(x,y)<1}dζ(y)dP (x)

≤
∫

R

∫

{0,1}

(

1− 2

fΨ,Φ(x, y)
+

1

fΨ,Φ(x, y)2

)

pΦ(x, y)dζ(y)dP (x)

≤
∫

R

∫

{0,1}

(

1 +
1

fΨ,Φ(x, y)2

)

pΦ(x, y)dζ(y)dP (x)

=

∫

R

∫

{0,1}

(

1 + 4
pΦ(x, y)

2

(pΨ(x, y) + pΦ(x, y))2

)

pΦ(x, y)dζ(y)dP (x)

≤
∫

R

∫

{0,1}

(

1 + 4
pΦ(x, y)

2

pΦ(x, y)2

)

pΦ(x, y)dζ(y)dP (x)

= 5

∫

R

∫

{0,1}
pΦ(x, y)dζ(y)dP (x),
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where we used pΨ(x, y)+pΦ(x, y)≥ pΦ(x, y). Combining these results, we have shown that
indeed VarΦ(mΨ,Φ(X,Y ))≤ 16 + 5 = 21.

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 PΦ indicate that PΦ(Y = 1|X) = Φ(X). Then, for every ε > 0,

sup
Φ∈F

PΦ(d(Φ̂n,Φ)> ε)−→ 0 for n−→∞.

PROOF. By Lemma A.2, we have for every ε > 0 that M(Ψ,Φ)≤− ε2

8 for all Ψ ∈F with
d(Ψ,Φ)≥ ε. Thus,

{

d(Φ̂n,Φ)≥ ε
}

⊆
{

M(Φ̂n,Φ)≤−ε
2

8

}

=
{

−M(Φ̂n,Φ)≥
ε2

8

}

.

From Lemma A.1, we obtain

−M(Φ̂n,Φ)≤Mn(Φ̂n,Φ)−M(Φ̂n,Φ)≤ sup
Ψ∈F

|M(Ψ,Φ)−Mn(Ψ,Φ)|.

Consequently,
{

−M(Φ̂n)≥
ε2

8

}

⊆
{

sup
Ψ∈F

|Mn(Ψ,Φ)−M(Ψ,Φ)| ≥ ε2

8

}

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

sup
Φ∈F

PΦ

(

d(Φ̂n,Φ)≥ ε
)

≤ sup
Φ∈F

PΦ

(

sup
Ψ∈F

|Mn(Ψ,Φ)−M(Ψ,Φ)| ≥ ε2

8

)

−→ 0,

for n−→∞.

APPENDIX B: PROOF OF L1(PX)- AND UNIFORM CONSISTENCY

In this section, we give the necessary technical results for proving L1(PX)- and uniform
convergence of the difference between the estimator Φ̂n and the true function Φn. We start
with the following result, relating the L1-distance to the Hellinger distance, which we for-
mulate here to fit in our setting.

LEMMA B.1. For every Φ,Ψ ∈ F , we have
∫

R

|Φ(x)−Ψ(x)|dPX (x)≤
√
2d(Φ,Ψ)

PROOF. For Φ,Ψ ∈ F , we have
∫

R

|Φ(x)−Ψ(x)|dPX (x) =
1

2

∫

R

|Φ(x)−Ψ(x)|+ |Φ(x)−Ψ(x)|dPX(x)

=
1

2

∫

R

|1−Φ(x)− (1−Ψ(x))|+ |Φ(x)−Ψ(x)|dPX (x)

=
1

2

∫

R

|pΦ(x,0)− pΨ(x,0)|+ |pΦ(x,1)− pΨ(x,1)|dPX (x)

=
1

2

∫

R

|pΦ(x, y)− pΨ(x, y)|dζ(y)dPX (x).
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By (Lemma 2.1, Tsybakov, 2009), we have

1

2

∫

R

|pΦ(x, y)− pΨ(x, y)|dζ(y)dPX (x) = sup
A∈A

∣

∣

∫

A
pΦ(x, y)− pΨ(x, y)dζ(y)dPX (x)

∣

∣

= V (pΦ, pΨ),

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

V (pΦ, pΨ)≤
√
2h(pΦ, pΨ) =

√
2d(Φ,Ψ)

and the assertion follows.

The following result is a consequence of continuity of Φ0 and implies pointwise conver-
gence of Φn to a constant.

LEMMA B.2. For every ε > 0 and for every x, y ∈R, there exists N ∈N, s.t.

|Φn(y)−Φn(x)|< ε

for all n>N .

PROOF. For every ε > 0, we know from continuity of Φ0 that there exists δ > 0, s.t.

|Φ0(z)−Φ0(0)|<
ε

2
for all |z|< δ.

Now for arbitrary x, y ∈ R, choose N ∈ N s.t. both, |δny|< δ and |δnx| < δ for all n > N .
Then,

|Φn(y)−Φn(x)|= |Φ0(δny)−Φ0(δnx)| ≤ |Φ0(δny)−Φ0(0)|+ |Φ0(0)−Φ0(δnx)|< ε

and the assertion follows.

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 Φn 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. LetGn : R→ [0,1] be a distribution function and assume for every x0 ∈R

that

|Gn(x0)−Φn(x0)| −→ 0 for n−→∞.

Then, for every T > 0,

sup
x∈[−T,T ]

|Gn(x)−Φn(x)| −→ 0 for n−→∞.

PROOF. Let T > 0 and consider the interval [−T,T ]. Then, for ε > 0, we know from
Lemma B.2 that there exists N ∈N, s.t.

|Φn(T )−Φn(−T )|<
ε

5
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for all n>N . By assumption, we can choose N ∈N big enough, s.t.

|Gn(−T )−Φn(−T )|<
ε

5
and |Gn(T )−Φn(T )|<

ε

5

also holds for all n >N . But this means

Φn(−T )−
ε

5
<Gn(−T )≤Gn(x)≤Gn(T )<Φn(T ) +

ε

5

for all n>N , where we used monotonicity of Gn. Note that this implies

|Gn(x)−Gn(−T )|<Φn(T ) +
ε

3
−
(

Φn(−T )− ε/5
)

=Φn(T )−Φn(−T ) +
2ε

5
<

3ε

5
.

Combining the previous results, we obtain

|Gn(x)−Φn(x)| ≤ |Gn(x)−Gn(−T )|+ |Gn(−T )−Φn(−T )|+ |Φn(−T )−Φn(x)|

< |Gn(x)−Gn(−T )|+
ε

5
+ |Φn(T )−Φn(−T )|

<
3ε

5
+

2ε

5
= ε.

Thus, for all n>N and for every x∈ [−T,T ],
|Gn(x)−Φn(x)|< ε,

or in other words,

sup
x∈[−T,T ]

|Gn(x)−Φn(x)| −→ 0 for n−→∞.

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. For a, b≥ 0, we have

√
a−

√
b

√

a+b
2 −

√
b
= 2

√

a+b
2 +

√
b

√
a+

√
b

and

√

a+b
2 +

√
b

√
a+

√
b

≤ 2.

Moreover, we have

∣

∣

√
a−

√
b
∣

∣

2 ≤ 16
∣

∣

∣

√

a+ b

2
−
√
b
∣

∣

∣

2
.

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

(
√
a−

√
b)(

√
a+

√
b) = a− b,

and

2
(

√

a+ b

2
+
√
b
)(

√

a+ b

2
−
√
b
)

= 2
(a+ b

2
− b
)

= a+ b− 2b= a− b.
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For the second statement, note that
√

a+ b

2
≤
√

a

2
+

√

b

2
≤√

a+
√
b.

Thus,
√

a+b
2 +

√
b

√
a+

√
b

≤
√
a+2

√
b√

a+
√
b
≤ 2

√
a+

√
b√

a+
√
b
= 2.

By a combination of the first two statements, we obtain

∣

∣

√
a−

√
b
∣

∣= 2
∣

∣

√

a+ b

2
−
√
b
∣

∣

(

√

a+b
2 +

√
b

√
a+

√
b

)

≤ 4
∣

∣

√

a+ b

2
−
√
b
∣

∣

and the third statement follows from taking the square on both sides.

LEMMA C.2. For a, b ∈ [0,∞), we have

(i) | log(1/2 + b)− log(1/2 + a)| ≤ 2|b− a|,
(ii) For a≥ 1, we have log(a)≤ 2(

√
a− 1) and log(a)2 ≤ 4(

√
a− 1)2,

(iii) For a≤ 1, we have log(a)2 ≤ (1− 1
a)

2.

PROOF. (i) Without loss of generality, we assume a≤ b. Then,

| log(1/2 + b)− log(1/2 + a)|= log
( 1/2 + b

1/2 + a

)

= log
(

1 +
( 1/2 + b

1/2 + a
− 1
))

≤ 1/2 + b

1/2 + a
− 1 =

1

1/2 + a
(1/2 + b− (1/2 + a)) =

1

1+ 2a
2(b− a)

≤ 2|b− a|,
where we used log(1 + x)≤ x for x ∈ [0,∞).

(ii) Let g : [1,∞)→R, g(a) ..= log(a)− 2(
√
a− 1). Then, g(1) = 0 and

g′(a) =
1

a
− 2

1

2
√
a
=

1−√
a

a
≤ 0.

Thus, g(a)≤ 0 for all a ∈ [1,∞), implying

log(a)≤ 2(
√
a− 1).

The second assertion follows from the fact that log(a)≥ 0 and 2(
√
a−1)≥ 0 for all a≥ 1.

(iii) Let g : (0,1]→R, g(a) ..= log(a)− 1 + 1
a . Then, g(1) = 0 and

g′(a) =
1

a
− 1

a2
=
a− 1

a2
≤ 0.

Thus, g(a)≥ 0 for all a ∈ (0,1], implying

log(a)≥ 1− 1

a
.

The assertion now follows from the fact that log(a)≤ 0 and 2(
√
a− 1)≤ 0 for all a≤ 1.
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LEMMA C.3. Let G : R → R and assume there exists T ∈ R, s.t. G|(−∞,T ) < 0 and

G|[T,∞) ≥ 0. Then, for every s ∈R,

∫ ∞

s
G(x)dx−

∫ s

−∞
G(x)dx≤

∫ ∞

T
G(x)dx−

∫ T

−∞
G(x)dx.

In particular,

max
s∈R

{

∫ ∞

s
G(x)dx−

∫ s

−∞
G(x)dx

}

=

∫ ∞

T
G(x)dx−

∫ T

−∞
G(x)dx.

PROOF. Consider s≥ T , then
∫ ∞

T
G(x)dx−

∫ ∞

s
G(x)dx+

∫ s

−∞
G(x)dx−

∫ T

−∞
G(x)dx=

∫ s

T
G(x)dx+

∫ s

T
G(x)dx

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 C.4. Let (Z(s))s∈R be a standard (two-sided) Brownian motion and let a, b ∈
(0,∞) and c ∈R. Then,

argmin
s∈R

{

aZ(s) + bs2 − cs
}

=L
(a

b

)2/3
argmin

s∈R

{

Z(s) + s2
}

+
c

2b

PROOF. By replacing s with h(s) ..= (a/b)2/3s+ c/2b, we obtain

argmin
s∈R

{

aZ(s) + bs2 − cs
}

= argmin
h(s)∈R

{

aZ(h(s)) + bh(s)2 − ch(s)
}

=
(a

b

)2/3
argmin

s∈R

{

aZ(h(s)) + bh(s)2 − ch(s)
}

+
c

2b

Using the properties of Brownian motion, we have

aZ(h(s)) =L a
(a

b

)1/3
Z(s) + aZ

( c

2b

)

=L
a4/3

b1/3
Z(s) + aZ

( c

2b

)

and simple calculations yield

bh(s)2 − ch(s) = b
((a

b

)4/3
s2 +

c

b

(a

b

)2/3
s+

c2

4b2

)

− c
(a

b

)2/3
s− c2

2b

=
a4/3

b1/3
s2 + c

(a

b

)2/3
s+

c2

4b
− c
(a

b

)2/3
s− c2

2b

=
a4/3

b1/3
s2 +

c2

4b
− c2

2b
.

Combining these results, we have

argmin
s∈R

{

aZ(h(s)) + bh(s)2 − ch(s)
}

=L argmin
s∈R

{a4/3

b1/3
Z(s) + aZ

( c

2b

)

+
a4/3

b1/3
s2 +

c2

4b
− c2

2b

}
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=L argmin
s∈R

{a4/3

b1/3
Z(s) +

a4/3

b1/3
s2
}

=L argmin
s∈R

{

Z(s) + s2
}

and the assertion follows.
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