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UNIFORM CONFIDENCE BANDS FOR LOCAL POLYNOMIAL QUANTILE
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Abstract. This paper deals with uniform consistency and uniform confidence bands for the quantile
function and its derivatives. We describe a kernel local polynomial estimator of quantile function and
give uniform consistency. Furthermore, we derive its maximal deviation limit distribution using an
approximation in the spirit of Bickel and Rosenblatt [P.J. Bickel and M. Rosenblatt, Ann. Statist. 1
(1973) 1071-1095].
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1. INTRODUCTION

Consider a scalar dependent random variable ¥ and an explanatory random variable X. It can be easily
shown (Rosenblatt [21]) that if U is uniformly distributed over [0, 1] and independent of X, the dependence
between Y and X is expressed by the functional relation

Y =Q{U|X), (1.1)

which is based on the a—th conditional quantile function Q(«a|x) of Y given X = x. The representation (1.1)
can be viewed as an alternative to the regression model

Y = E[Y]X] +e (1.2)

However (1.1) is more general that (1.2) which is well defined only if ¥ has a mean. In (1.2), the conditional
mean summarizes the dependence between Y and X, which may be inappropriate in many practical situations.
In particular, e may still depend upon X through heteroscedasticity. In this case, the conditional mean fails to
fully describe the response of ¥ to X. This contrasts with (1.1) where the quantile function can be used for
such a purpose since U and X are independent. In addition, the representation (1.1) suggests to estimate the
derivatives of Q(«|z) with respect to x to obtain the response of Y to an infinitesimal variation of X.

Keywords and phrases. Uniform confidence bands, conditional quantile estimation.

* This paper was started when the author was at Laboratoire de Statistique Théorique et Appliquée, Université Pierre et Marie
Curie, support from which is gratefully acknowledged. The author thank the associate editor and two anonymous referees whose
careful reading, suggestions, and comments helped to improve the paper. We also would like to thank Professor Emmanuel
Guerre for helpful comments and discussions. All remaining errors are our responsibility.

I Laboratoire EQUIPPE, Université Lille Nord de France, Domaine Universitaire du Pont de Bois, BP 60149, 59653 Villeneuve-
d’Ascq Cedex, France. camille.sabbah@univ-1ille3.fr

Article published by EDP Sciences © EDP Sciences, SMAI 2014


http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/ps/2013035
http://www.esaim-ps.org
http://www.edpsciences.org

266 C. SABBAH

The study of conditional quantiles have many other advantages over classical regression. To cite a few,
conditional quantile estimators are robust to the presence of outliers, see the seminal paper Huber [11] and
Maronna, Martin and Yohai [19] for a general overview about robust statistics. The conditional quantile is
also invariant in monotonous transformations, a useful property in e.g. censored-data or logistic models, see
Huber [12] and Powell [20] among others.

The present work is therefore concerned with some properties of a local polynomial estimator of the condi-
tional quantile function. A first contribution is to establish the limit law of the maximal deviations for a local
polynomial estimator of the conditional quantile. A direct use of this limit law is to construct uniform confidence
bands for the conditional quantile function and for its derivatives. Uniform confidence bands allow to evaluate
the variability in the estimation and at the same time provide a prediction tool. Claeskens and Van Keilegom [3],
in the likelihood setup, pointed out that uniform confidence bands are useful to answer graphical queries about
the curve’s shape. For instance, it can be used in order to choose between a linear quantile regression approach
as first developed in [15] and a nonlinear or a nonparametric approach. Uniform confidence bands thus have
direct applications in the scope of model specification.

A second contribution of the paper deals with data—driven bandwidths. The coverage performance of the
uniform confidence bands of Theorem 2.3 depends upon the asymptotic properties of the estimators of the
conditional quantile and of the sparsity function. Indeed, it is known that the bandwidth parameter highly
influence the variability of these nonparametric estimators and therefore affects the covering properties of the
resulting uniform confidence bands. For instance, by adopting an under—smoothed estimation strategy, we
reduce the bias of both estimators and as a consequence, the resulting confidence bands will be more centered
around the true curve x — Q(«alx), but at the same time we increase the variability of both estimators that
can lead to a poor coverage performance. See among others Eubanck and Speckman [5] for a discussion about
bias correction in the construction of confidence bands. A natural approach to overcome this issue is to use
data—driven bandwidths. In Corollary 2.4 below, we state that any random bandwidth converging to 0 at an
appropriate rate can be used in the construction of uniform confidence bands. Moreover, when estimating both
the conditional quantile and the sparsity function using such plug—in data—driven bandwidths, Guerre and
Sabbah ([7], Prop. 2) showed that the resulting estimators achieve the global optimal rates of Stone [22]. While
the literature abounds with examples of data—driven bandwidths in the mean regression setup, there are less
references concerning such choices for the conditional quantile. Nevertheless, many usual technics as rule—of-
thumb, plug—in and cross—validation derived from the mean regression setup are available in the literature to
construct adaptive bandwidths for the conditional quantile estimator. See for more details Yu and Jones [26]
which proposes a rule—of-thumb for selecting bandwidths for a local linear estimator of the conditional quantile
and references therein. Li and Racine [18] proposed to use a data—driven bandwidth initially constructed for
the conditional cumulative distribution estimator and to plug it in the estimator of the conditional quantile.
Another approach is to consider a cross—validation method. While classical cross—validation technics builds on
the L? loss function which is very sensible to the presence of outliers in the data, recently Leung [17] proposed
to consider a general class of robust cross—validation procedures including e.g. the L' loss function and studied
its asymptotic properties.

Construction of uniform confidence bands have been studied in several contexts. Bickel and Rosenblatt [2]
first gave uniform confidence bands for the density of a random variable. In the classical regression setup, see
among others Knafl et al. [13], Hardle [8] for local constant M—estimation, Sun and Loader [23], Claeskens
and Van Keilegom [3] in the likelihood setup and more recently Wang and Yang [25] in the polynomial spline
regression estimation context and Hérdle and Song [10], among others. Among these references Hirdle and
Song [10] proposed a closely related to our results by constructing uniform confidence bands for the conditional
quantile functions using local constant estimation. We go one step further extending their result by providing
confidence bounds not only for the conditional quantile but also for its derivatives. It is known that when the
conditional quantile function have a high order of differentiability, its estimator achieves a better bias—variance
trade—off. Thus the uniform confidence band of Hardle and Song [10] are suboptimal and can be improved when
the conditional quantile function is more than twice differentiable as they assumed.



UNIFORM CONFIDENCE BANDS FOR LOCAL POLYNOMIAL QUANTILE ESTIMATORS 267

Now let us describe our setup. From now on we consider independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.)
variables (X;,Y;), i« = 1,...,n, having the same distribution than (X,Y) where X and Y are real random
variables. Define for o in (0,1) the conditional quantile function of YV given X = z, Q(alz) = F~!(alz),
where F'(-|z) (resp. f(:])) is the cumulative (resp. density) distribution function of YV given X = z. It is
well-known that one way of defining the conditional quantile is Q(«|z) = argmin, E [¢o(Y — ¢)|X = z] where
L(t) = |t] + (20 — 1)t. Following this definition, our local polynomial estimator B(a,x) of order p of Q(alx)
satisfies

n

P
. X,—=z
b - i b | Y=Y b(Xi —a) | K (&
(o, ) argbleranﬁrli:la i 2 i (Xi — ) ( A >,

where b = (bg,...,bp) ", h is a bandwidth parameter and K(-) a kernel function. In particular, the first coordi-
nate @(a\x) = go(a, x) of the vector g(a, x) is an estimator of Q(«|z). Similarly gj(oz, x), the jth coordinate of
the vector g(a, ) is an estimator of Q;(a|z) = QW) (a|r)/j! provided this quantity exists.

Our main result can be expressed as follows. For some deterministic diverging sequences {a,}, {b,}, and a
map (o, x) — 7;(a, z) defined below in Theorem 2.2 we have for all ¢ and when n diverges

P ( { sup (0 2) ™72 [By a0 2) — @ ala)| - bn} < t) — exp (—2exp(—1)), (1.3)

zEX)

for all 0 < j < |s] and where X} is an inner compact subset of the support of X.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 describes the main toolst for building uniform
confidence bands. Furthermore we state the main result and the consequent corollaries. Finally, proofs are
gathered in Section 3.

2. MAIN RESULTS

In a first step, we will present a Bahadur representation for the conditional quantile estimator and its
derivatives. In a few words, Bahadur [1] first developed a linear representation of the sample quantile with a
small remainder term. The so-called Bahadur representation is useful to study asymptotic properties of the
sample quantile for mostly two reasons. The first one is that it is quite easy to derive asymptotic properties of
the conditional quantile estimator since its study is reduced to that of a classical empirical process. The second
one is that the remainder term tends to 0 more quickly than the linear term so that this representation well
expresses the behavior of the sample quantile.

In order to build uniform confidence bands, we will furthermore use an uniform Bahadur representation. See
among others Kong et al. [16] which gives an uniform Bahadur representation with respect to the explanatory
variable and Guerre and Sabbah [7] which provides a Bahadur representation perhaps better adapted to our
context since it is uniform with respect to the level of the quantile, the explanatory variable and the bandwidth
parameter. First the uniformity in = allows the construct of uniform confidence bands. Secondly, uniformity in
the quantile level allows the construction of an estimator of the sparsity function derived from the conditional
quantile estimator. Finally, uniformity in the bandwidth parameter allows the use of data—driven bandwidths.

More specifically, we derive from Guerre and Sabbah ([7], Thm. 2) a new Bahadur representation. For all
Assumptions and discussion about, we refer to the Appendix. Let

b(alr) = (Q(alz), Q1 (alz),..., Qs (alx),0,. .. 0)" € RP™! and where |s] is as in Assumption A.4.

Define N, = ([ K (u)udu) 0<ii<p and J(a, ) = 2f(Q(a|z)|z) f ()N, where f(-) is the density of X. Further-
more define for any integer number p > | s the vectors in RP*, U(u) = (1,u,...,uP) " and Ky(u) = K (u)U(u).
Finally define the (p 4+ 1) x (p + 1) standardization diagonal matrix H = Diag (h%,v € N,;v < p). In the sequel
a will be any element of [a, @] C (0, 1).
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Lemma 2.1. Under Assumptions A.1-A.5

2 (a, )
(nhp)t/?

Y o~ 1% < QalX:)} Ku (X”h; 9”) T ra(,),

=1

(nhy,)"/?H (B(a,x) - b(alff)) _

with $up, v (0, 2)|| = Op ((nhn)/2h5, + by 1o 2(n) + (log(n))*/* / (nhy) /1)

An interesting feature of this result compared with the vast majority of existing results is that the order of
the local polynomial estimator may differ from the actual differentiability order |s| of Q(«|z).

With the Bahadur’s representation of Theorem 2.1, we are in position to state the limit law of the L°° norm
of the conditional quantile estimator. Indeed, as explained in the proof section, the study of the limit law of
the conditional quantile estimator is reduced to that of the linear term in the RHS in Theorem 2.1 since the
remainder term vanishes at an appropriate rate when n diverges.

Our limit distribution result depends upon

Q, = [/ K (u)2ui du — {ii—=1)+4( -1} /K(u)uiJerdu:l ’

2 0<i,5<p

(N;lQpN_l

T, = (/ K2<u>ui+a'du> LGy = 51)3'*“'“‘
0<i,j<p (NP T,Np )j+1,j+1

Theorem 2.2. Assume that Assumptions A.1-A.5 are verified. Then (1.3) holds for all j =0,...,|s] with

an = (=2log(ha)) "%, by = (—210g(ha)"? + (—210g(hy))~/* log(C;/ (27)),
a(l —a)
F2Q(a2)|x) f(z)

ri(a, ) = (N, 'T,N, )5

Note that r;(a,z) involves the sparsity function g(alz) = f(Q(a|z)|z)~! and f(z). Our feasible quantile
confidence bound relies on an estimator of g(«|z), g(a|z) which can be found in Guerre and Sabbah ([7],
Prop. 3). Let q(afz) = % i Qla+ hntlz)dK,(t), where K4(+) is a signed measure over R with compact support
K4 and satisfying

/qu(t) ~0, /tqu(t) _1, /|qu(t)\ < 0.

Observe that a Taylor development of Q(a + hyt|z) in h of order 1 yields that g(o|z) = limp, o % [ Qo+
hpt|z)dK,(t). This is the idea behind our sparsity function estimation. /
Now define f(z) =>1" | K((X; — z)/hy,)/(nhy) and

o a(1 - a)jlals)’

V(a,z) = _f(x) N;lTpN;I’

so that (\A/(a, x)) ~is an estimator of rj(«, x). The next Theorem deals with the construction of the uniform
3.3

confidence bands.

Theorem 2.3. Under Assumptions A.1-A.5, for any 0 < A < 1, a (1 — X\)100% confidence band for x

QU (alx), j =0,...,|s] is given by the collection of all functions belonging to the set of functions Q,

{os sup |[i5560.0) - @yt (Vi) "] < s},

rEXy 3,3
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where for all j =0,...,[s],
Ly = (1) (=210g(Ra)) (1+ (~210g(h)) ™" [ax +log (€}%/(2m)]) .

and ay = —log(—log(1 — \)/2).
The next Corollary is concerned with the use of random bandwidths.

Corollary 2.4. Consider a data—driven bandwidth /f;n satisfying

>

h_n =1+4+o0p(l) for some h, as in Assumption A.5,
when n diverges. Then under Assumptions A.1-A.5, Theorem 2.3 remains valid replacing hy, by En in the
estimation of both b(a, ) and V(«, x).

As a concluding remark, note that the convergence in law considered in the present paper is known to be slow
(at the rate O(log(n)~1)). In order to remedy this inconvenient, several theoretical attempts are available in the
literature. Among others Claeskens and Van Keilegom [3] and Hérdle et al. [9] propose a bootstrap approach
in order to ameliorate the rate of convergence of the limit law of their estimators. It is likely that a similar
bootstrap procedure can be extended to our setting and lead to a better rate of convergence.

The rest of the paper is devoted to Assumptions and Proofs.

APPENDIX A. ASSUMPTIONS AND PROOFS

Define the lowest integer part |s| of s as the unique integer number with |s] < s < [s| 4+ 1. For the rest
of the paper let [a, @] be a compact subset of (0,1). ||(x,y)|| stands for the Euclidean norm and I(-) for the
indicator function. Positive constants are denoted by the generic letter C' and may vary from line to line. Our
main Assumptions are as follows.

Assumption A.1. The distribution of X has a cumulative distribution function F'(-) continuously differentiable
over the compact support X of X and F'(-) = f(-) > C > 0.

Assumption A.2. The cumulative distribution function F(-|z) of Y given X = z is continuously differentiable
over R with derivative f(-|z) > C' > 0 for all z in X. The map (z,y) € X x R+ f(y|x) is Lipschitz continuous.

Assumption A.3. The nonnegative kernel function K (-) has a compact support K = [a, b] with [ K(z)dz = 1.
For some K > 0, K(-) > KI(]-] <1). The kernel K(-) is continuously differentiable over I, and K(a) =
K(b) = 0.

Assumption A.4. For some real number s > 1, z — Q(alx) is | s + 1|-times continuously differentiable. The
map = € X — Lt Q(alr)/dz5T1 is Holder continuous with exponent s — |s] for all 2 in X. The function
a € o, @] — Q(alz) is continuously differentiable for all « in [a, @].

Assumption A.5. The order p of the local polynomial estimator satisfies p > |s] for s as in Assumption A 4.
The bandwidth parameter h = h,, is such that h — 0, nh — oo, log®(n)/(nh) — 0, (nh)'/2h*log"*(n) — 0
when n diverges. Furthermore lim sup log(n)/(nh*t1)1/? < co when n diverges.

We now shortly discuss our Assumptions. Assumption A.2 implies in particular that the conditional quan-
tile Q(«|x) is uniquely defined for all o. Assumptions A.1 and A.3 are standard. For s = 2 Assumption A.5
is similar to Assumption A2 of Hérdle and Song [10] since it allows the bandwidth to belong to the inter-
val [C’ ((logQ(n)) /n)1/3 ,%n}, for any sequence h, = o(nlog(n))~'/5. Finally Assumption A.4 is common in

nonparametric statistics.
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A.1. Proof of Theorem 2.2

Define m(z) = a(1 — ) f(z), z in Xy and observe that there exists 0 < m < < oo such that

—
~—

m < inf m(z) < sup z)<m

(v, 2)€[a,@] x Xo (a,2)€la,a] X Xy

under Assumption A.1. Define for all 0 < j < p, K;(u) = K (u)u’ and

all = a T —-1/2 n _—
Vo) = LD 541w < Qo) - ey i (X2
i=1

In a first step we will write the process Y,, j(x) as a particular transformation of the uniform empirical process.
In a second step we will compare the process Y, ;(x) with the process

o i (5

where W(-) is a Wiener process defined on the support of X, and we prove that for all j = 0,...,p, Y, j(z)
has the same limit distribution than the one of Z;(z). This will end the proof arguing as in Claeskens and Van
Keilegom ([3], proof of Thm. 2.2).

Since K (-) is continuously differentiable and has compact support under Assumption A.3, and since
F(Q(o|X)|X) = a, we have

a(l—a)f(z)} 1?2 & z2—x
Vislo) = / {0~ HFIX) < ) IFO) < PR, (25

Rosenblatt [21] yields that (F(X;), F(Y;|X;)) is uniformly distributed over [0, 1]? so that there exists a sequence
of i.i.d. random vectors (U;, V;);>1 uniformly distributed on [0, 1]? such that

a(l —a)f(x 1z zZ—x
Yn,j($):{ d (n}z;ﬁ(m)} /{a—H Vi <)} (U; < F(2))dK; ( ; >

Now let U,(-,-) be the bivariate empirical process U, (u,v) = n~1/2 S AU € 2,V <o) —wv}, (u,0) in
[0,1]%. Then Y,, j(z) can be written w.r.t. Uy,(-,") as

« — Ol —1/2 zZ—XT
Y () = 20 hm /{aU 1) = U (F(2),0)} dK; (T) (A1)

from this last expression, we can combine the Tusnady [24] approximation Theorem with the methodology of
Bickel and Rosenblatt [2] to achieve the proof.

Y,.i(z) and Z;(x) have the same limit distribution.

First recall that the result of Tusnady ([24], Thm. 1) yields that there exists a sequence of Brownian bridges
(B (-, +))n>1 defined on [0, 1]% such that

sup  |Un(u,v) — Bp(u,v)] = Oz <M> .

(u0)€[0,1]2 n'/2
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Now take Y, j(x) as in (A.1) and observe that

h z2—x
EX 1/2/| )_Bn(F(z)al))_Un(F(Z),OZ)+Bn(F(Z),O[)|dKj( - )‘
h z—1
< sup 7/ 1+« sup Up(u,v) — By(u,v dK-<—>
reXo m(x)1/2 ( )(u v)€[0,1]2‘ () (- 0) 4K h
log* ()
B ;;1/50 1/2 /dK ( ) x Op ((nh)l/Z :

The change of variable z = x + hu in the integral above yields that

e [ 0] < (Je“f(om@)“)l [ 1 )] da.

Since K(-) is continuously differentiable over its compact support under Assumption A.3, and since

infyex, m(z) > C > 0, we have that
A (52 e

sup
reXy

sup
TEXp
It follows that
h—1/2 Z—x
Y, i(z) = W / {aB,(F(z),1) — B, (F(z),a)} dK; (T) +e1(a, ), (A.2)

with sup,¢x, |e1(a, z)| = op((— log(h))~'/2) under Assumption A.5.
Define now a sequence of bivariate Wiener processes (W, (-, ), > 1 on [0, 1]? such that B, (u,v) = W, (u,v)—
uvW, (1,1) for all (u,v) in [0,1]%. Equation (A.2) then yields that

—1/2 z—x
Vo) = s [ @ (F D) - WG ar; ()
h—1/2 z—x
a0t [@Fe) - aFe) K () +atea)
h—1/2 Z—x
= ORE / (aW,(F(2),1) — Wy (F(2),a)) dK; ( - ) +e1(a, x) (A.3)

since W, (1, 1) is almost surely finite. We now rewrite the integral in (A.3). For that observe that since W, (u,0) =
W, (0,t) = 0 for all (u,t) in [0,1]? we have

AW (F(2),1) — Wi (F(2), a) = / / o — (v < )] I(u < F(2))dWi (u, ).

Then (A.3) and Fubini’s Theorem yield that Y, ;(x) — e1(a, z) can be written as

7:(71)/1; / ( / / o — I(v < a)] I(u < F(z))d%(uw)) dK; (%)
_ 1/12/2/// a—I(v < o)) I(F~\(u) < 2)dK, (%) AW (u, )

_ 1/12/2//{Hv<a ) —al K, (w) AW, (u, v) (A4)



272 C. SABBAH

Observe that Y,, j(z) — e1(, z) is a centered Gaussian processes. Define 7(-,-) the covariance function of the
process Y, j(x) — e1(a, z). Then

i) = <m<x1>];:x2>>1/2 [ e s -, <W> = (W) dodu
" (@ ):1@))1/2 /a(l BRCARAE (z_—hm) 5 (z_h@) ¢
- ! 7 /m ( ””1) K, (z_h“) dz = r1(z1, 22),

where 71 (-, ) is the covariance function of the centered Gaussian process

TEX > h—l/Z/ (%)m K; (Z , x) AW (2),

and where W (-) is a Wiener process defined on X. It then follows from (A.4) that Y,, j(x) — €1(, x) have the

same distribution than 1o
~1/2 m(z) (272 4
reX—h /<—m(1‘) j o W(z).

To achieve the proof, it remains to show that

(] ) (5

The change of variable z = x + hu and integration by parts in (A.5) under Assumptions A.1 and A.3 yield that

/ () ) (557 aweo

e fat )N ﬂ? (o 4 by L EHIOE @
/W + hu) ([ ) } 1) K (u)du + /W + hu) )f(w+hu))/2d

Since f(-) is continuously differentiable, bounded away from 0 under Assumption X and sup,¢y, |W(u)| =

A = sup
rEX

= op((~log(h))'/?). (A.5)

Op(1), Assumption A.3 yields that the second integral in the inequality above is a Op(h'/?) uniformly in
in Xp. To control the first integral in the inequality above, observe continuous differentiability of f(-) under
Assumption A.1 and compactness of Xy yield that sup,cy, [[f(z + hu)/f(z)]'/? — 1] < Chlu|. Hence A <
|f CK (u) luldu| Op (h'/?), since sup, ¢, |[W(x)| = Op(1), which gives the result under Assumption A.3.

A.2. Proof of Theorem 2.3

The Theorem is proved if we show that

a(l — a)g(alr)?
f(z)

First observe that Einmahl and Mason ([4], Thm. 1) under Assumptions A.1, A.3 and A.5 yields that

1 — X, —x log!/?
@) - oK (25 )‘:OP<—(gh)1§2)+h>-

sup ||V (o, z) — N;lTpN;1 = op (log(n))_l/2 .

x€Xo

sup
zEX)
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Then since infyex, f(z) > C > 0 under Assumption A.1 and infzex, ¢(o|z) > C' > 0 under Assumption A.2

the Theorem is proved if we show that

sup [g(a|z) — gq(alz)| = op (log(n))
r€Xp

Guerre and Sabbah ([7], Lems. A.2, A.3 and Thms. 1 and 2) under Assumptions A.1, A.2, A.3, A4, and A.5

~ ool/2
Gale) — Qlalz)] = O (% hsﬂ>

—1/2

yields that

sup
(a,z) €la,a] X Xo

F L [ Q(a + ht|x)dK,(t). Then

Now recall that g(ajz) =

1
sup |q(alx) — —/Q o+ ht|x)d K, (t )‘ — sup (a\x Q(alz) /|dK
TE€Xp h (a,z)€[a,al x Xo

log'/?(n)
pr— —_— hs .
Op (h(nh)1/2 +
Now since
sup |Q(a + ht) — Q(a|z) — htg(alx)| = O(h),
tekq

(a,z)€la,al x Xy

under Assumptions A.4 and A.5, and since [dK,(t) =0 and [tdK,(t) = 1, we have

logl/2 N
( og '“(n) + A+ h) = op (log(n)) /2 , under Assumption A.5.

~ - 0
sup fi(alr) ~ g(ale)] = Oz ( 2o

A.2.1. Proof of Corollary 2.4
. 2), so it is omitted.

The proof is a direct consequence of Guerre and Sabbah ([7], Prop

A.3. Proof of Lemma 2.1

The vector b(a, z) is in a first step an estimator of

[za (Y —UX —2)Tb) K <X;x>} :

b*(a,z) = arg min E
beRP+

Under Assumptions A.1-A.5 and provided h is small enough we have by Guerre and Sabbah ([7], Thm. 1)

. H(b*(a,xh)s— b(alw))‘ <C (A.6)
rEXy

We now present the Bahadur representation given in Guerre and Sabbah [7]. Define Q*(X;; o, z) = U(X,; —

z)"b*(a, z) and

% Z{H(Yi < Q*(Xi;a,7)) —a} Ky (th— a:) ’

Z Q" (Xii v 2| Xy) Ku (X}L_””)U(X"h_x)T,

=1

E,(a,z) = (nh)'/?H (b(a,az) . b*(a,x)) n

Sn(a,z) =

Sy (a, x)
Jn(a, )
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Under Assumptions A.1-A.5, Guerre and Sabbah ([7], Thm. 2) yields that

1/4

3
sup [En(a,2)] = O (k’g <”)) ~ (A7)

zeXy nh

Lemma A.6. Under Assumptions A.1-A.3, A.5 and uniformly in x in Xy,

Sn(a,z) — W iH(Yi < Q(alX;)) Ky (Xh_ 5”) H =Op ((nh)l/%S) :

i=1
and sup,¢ , [|[J(o, ) — In(a, 7)|| = Op (h + (log(n))l/z/(nh)lm).
We now return to the Proof of Lemma 2.1. We consider the Bahadur representation in equation (A.7) so that

(nh)l/QH(B(a,x) — b(a, x)) can be written as

2J (o,

Wz{a—” < QUalx) Ko (F5

) T ra(a,),

with r,(a,z) = Z?Zl ry j(a,x), and where

W ; {I(Y; < Q(alX3)) — a} Ku (Xih

rna(o,x) = (nh)l/QH (b*(a,z) —b(alz)), rps(a,z) =

J(a, 2)rp 1 (o, ) = x) = Sn(a, z),
(a, ) — J(a, 2)

Jn
J(a, ) (a, @)

Sn(Oé, .’L’),

and ry4(a,z) = Ep(o, ). We now bound the r, (o, z) for j = 1,2,3,4, uniformly in z in Ap showing that
max <j<4 SUP,e x, ||Tnj (@ )| = op(log(n))~'/2. Lemma A.6 and the fact infycx, [|J(o, z)|| > C > 0 yield that
ry1(a,z) is a Op((nh)/2h®) uniformly in = in Ay. Equation (A.6) yields that r, 2(, z) is a O(h®) uniformly
in x in Xy. Now observe that Guerre and Sabbah ([7], Lem. A.3) together with the fact that Guerre and
Sabbah ([7], Lem. A.2) yields that infzeux, [|Jn(a,z)|| > C > 0 with a probability that can be arbitrarily
large yield that 1, 3(, 2) is a Op(log(n)/(nh)*/? + hlog'/?(n)) uniformly in z in X,. Finally (A.7) yields that

1/4
sup,e v, | En(a, 2)|| = O (log®(n)/(nh)) """, Then

J(o,z)

(nh)/2 H (B(a,x) — b(a\x)) =~

1/2 Z{H Y; < Q(a]Xy)) — a} + (o, 2),
with .

sup ea(a,2)] = O ((nh)l/zhs + % + hlog"/*(n) + 71‘25};)1(/2)> :
The result then follows since (log(n))/(nh)"/? = o ((1og3/4(n)) /(nh)1/4) under Assumption A.5.

A.4. Proof of Lemma A.6

For simplicity of notations, define Q*(u) = Q*(u; o, x) and Q(u) = Q(«|u). A Taylor expansion of Q(-) in a
neighborhood of x can be written as

Q(x + hz) = U(hz)b(w, z) + Rg(a, z, 2),
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where b(a, z) is as in Lemma 2.1. This gives that

swp 1@ (w+he) —QE+ha) = swp  [U(hs)b*(a,2) — U(hz)b(a,2) — Rg(ay )
(z,2)EXg XK (z,2)EXy XK
< sup [U(z)|| sup [[H (b (e, z) —b(e,z))| +  sup  [Ro(a,z,2)|
zeK r€X) (z,2)EXo XK
— o), (A.8)

by equation (A.6) and under Assumption A.4. Define

A o) = Y {100 < Q°06) ~ 1% < QUEN} &, (S5
i=1

XZ‘—.T
K
(5)
1 - s Xi—l‘
. ;H(IWA < Ch’) |K; (T)‘

= nh*t! f(z,0), (A.9)

Define W; =Y; — Q(a|X;) and observe that (A.8) yields that

|A, j(a,z)| < nh*t!

nherl .

S I(Yi - Q(X3)| < ChY)

=nh*t!

where f(z,0) is a kernel estimator of the density of the couple (X;, W;) at (z,0). Observe that

Fz,0)—E {f(x,o)] + sup ’IE []?(x,O)} \ (A.10)

zEX)

sup
zEX)

We now bound the two terms in the RHS of (A.10). Einmahl and Mason ([4], Thm. 1) yields that

J@,0) < sup
zEX)

sup
x€Xo

ry ry (0] 1/2 n
J(@,0) ~E[f(,0)]| = 0s (%) (A.11)

under Assumptions A.1, A.2 and A.3. The change of variables z = z + hu yields that E [f(m, 0)} can be written
as

/ / I(ly — Q(z + hu)| < Ch*) [ ()| f(ylx + hu) f(z + hu)dydu

It then follows from Assumptions A.1, A.2 and A.3 that sup,cy, |[E [f(x,O)” < C. This, Assumption A.5
and (A.11) yield that the RHS in (A.10) is a Op(1) which together with (A.9) proves the first part of the

Lemma.
We now prove the second part of the Lemma. For that first note that

sup [[Jn(o, ) = J(o, 2)|| < sup [|In(a,z) — E [Jn(a,2)][| + sup |E [Jn (e, z)] = I(a, 2)] .
rEX) rEX) e Xy

We control the first term in the RHS of the above equation. Observe that J,, (c, ) is the matrix with entries

n
2
Jvhw(()t,l‘) = E EKM-FW (
=1

where 0 < vy, v < p. Using Einmahl and Mason ([4], Thm. 1) yields that

?) FQY(X)|X;) = Z Jm,vz,z’(@yl'),
=1

log(n) \ '/?
SUD [ on g (0,) — E [Ty wa (e, 2)] || < C (—) ,
zEX) nh
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for all 0 < vy,v2 < p, under Assumptions A.1-A.3 and A.5. The Lemma is then proved if we show that
sup,ex, ||E [Jn(o, z)] — J(a,z)|] = O(h). (A.8) and the change of variables z = z 4 hu then yield that the
generic entries of ||J,,(a, ) — J(«, z)|| are less than

/ sup  |f(Q"(x + hu)lw + hu) (f(z + hu) — f())]

(z,u)EXo XK

+ osup  |f(2) (f (Q7(z + hu)l + hu) = F(Q(x)|2) f(2))] | Koy v, (u)] du

z,u)EXg XK

(z,u)EXo XK (z,u)EXo XK

(
<cf( s lferm-f@+ s (F@ G+ bule+ bu) - FQ))] | Koyt ()] du
= O(h),

under Assumptions A.1, A.2 and equation (A.6).
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