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Abstract

In this paper we establish the Bahadur-Kiefer representation for
sample quantiles for a class of weakly dependent linear processes. The
rate of approximation is the same as for i.i.d. sequences and thus it is
optimal. Our results extend recent results by Wu, [24]. Also, we apply
the Bahadur-Kiefer type result to strong asymptotics for Vervaat error
processes.
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1 Introduction

Let {X;,i > 1} be a stationary sequence with a marginal distribution func-
tion F(z) = P(X; < x) and a density f = F’. Given the sample X7,..., X,
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let F(z) =157, l{x,<z} be its corresponding empirical distribution func-
tion. Let Xi., < --+ < X,,., be the order statistics. The empirical quantile
function Q,(y), y € (0,1) is defined as Qn(y) = Xy, if &2 < p < £
Further, let

B () :n1/2(Fn(x)_F($))v zeR,

Qn(y) = n1/2(Q(y) - Qn(y))7 Y€ (07 1) )

be the general empirical and the general quantile processes, respectively. IF
F is continuous, define U; = F(X;), i > 1. Let E,(z) = 237, Lv,<ay =

n

F,(Q(z)) and U,(y) be the corresponding uniform empirical distribution
and uniform empirical quantile functions. Let

an(z) =n'?(By(z) — ), z€(0,1),

un(y) =02y — Unly)), ye(0,1),

be the corresponding uniform empirical and uniform quantile processes.

Our main purpose of this paper is to obtain Bahadur-Kiefer type repre-
sentations for sample quantiles of weakly dependent random variables with
the optimal rate. Assume for a while that X;, i > 1 are i.i.d. Fix y € (0,1).
Let I, be a neighborhood of Q(y). Assuming that inf,c7, f(z) > 0 and
SUPger, | f'(x)] < oo Bahadur in [3] obtained the following Bahadur repre-
sentation

f(Q(y))Qn(y) - an(y) = Rn(y)’ (1)

where

R,(y) = Oa,s(n_l/‘l(log n)1/2(log log n)1/4). (2)

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

Ry (y) = Oq.s(n~*(loglog n)>/4), (3)

which is the optimal rate. Continuing his study, Kiefer obtained in [T9] the
uniform version of ([Il), referred later as the Bahadur-Kiefer representation:

sup [f(Q(W))an(y) — an(y)| =: Ry (4)
y€(0,1)
and
Ry, = Oq.s(n~Y*(log n)"/?(log logn)'/4). (5)

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



(K1) supye(o,1) ’FH(Q(?J))\ < o0,
(K2) infye(o,1) f(Q(y)) > 0.

We shall refer to (K1)-(K2) as to the Kiefer conditions. Additionally, he
assumed that a support of F' is finite.

Further, Csorgé and Révész [§] obtained Kiefer’s result (Hl) under the
following, weaker conditions, which shall be referred later as the Csorgd-
Révész conditions:

(CsR1) f" exists on (a,b), where a = sup{z : F(z) = 0}, b = inf{z : F(z),z =
1}, —0o<a<b< o,

(CSRQ) infme(a,b) f($) > 0,

f
Q(y

(CsR3) supye(o,1)y(1 — ) |7

‘<fyw1thsome’y>0

(CsR4) f is nondecreasing (nonincreasing) on the interval to the right of a (to
the left of b).

Precisely, they showed (among others) that under (CsR1), (CsR2), (CsR3)
and with 6, = n~'loglogn,

sup [ f(Q()an(y) — un(y)| = Oa.s(n~'/?loglogn). (6)
0n<y<1l—bn

Additionally, if (CsR4) holds, then

sup |f(Q()4n(y) — un(y)| = Ous(n™2e(n)), (7)

0<p<1

where £(n) is slowly varying at infinity. This, via

SUp |gn(y) — an(y)| = Oq.s(n™/*(logn)'/*(log log n)"/*)
y€(0,1)

yields the Bahadur-Kiefer representation () under less restrictive conditions
compared to Kiefer’s assumptions. In particular, Csérgé-Révész conditions
are fulfilled if F' is exponential or normal. We note that (CsR3) can be
replaced by the following two conditions:

(CsR3(1)) f(Qy)) ~y"Li(y™") asy L 0;
(CsR3(ii)) f(QA—y)) ~ (1 —y)2La((1 —y) ") asy T 1;



hold for some numbers 1,72 > 0 and some slowly varying functions L1, Ls.
Constants in (CsR3(i)), (CsR3(ii)) and (CsR3) are related as follows: v =
max{y1,v2}. We refer to [7], [§], [9] and [T0] for more discussion.

For weakly dependent random variables some results are available. For
mixing random variables the best possible (in terms of the rates for R;,)
results are included in [2]. In particular, for a class of ¢-mixing sequences,
under Kiefer conditions, they obtained () with the optimal rate (H). Those
results were improved in [I3] and [26] in terms of less restrictive mixing
rates and Csorgé-Révész-type conditions. However, the rate was R, =
O,.s((logn)™) with some A\ > 0. This rate is much worse compared to
the optimal one in (H), on the other hand, however, sufficient for weak con-
vergence purposes.

However, mixing is rather hard (if possible at all) to verify and requires
some additional regularity assumptions. In particular, for linear processes

Xi =) c€ik, (8)
k=0

in order to obtain strong mixing both regularity assumptions on a density
of €1 and some constrains on ¢;’s are required (cf. [23] or [I2]). If ¢; decay
exponentially fast, then we are able to establish the strong with geometric
rates. However, even in this case we do not attain the optimal rate in the
Bahadur-Kiefer representation, see [2].

Another way of looking at linear processes is to approximate the sequence
{X;,i > 1} by a sequence with finite memory and then use the classical
Bernstein blocking technique. This method avoids some assumptions on a
density of €1, but it leads to some constrains on ¢;’s and does not lead to
the optimal rates. To be more specific, Hesse [I5] obtained the Bahadur
representation () with rate R,,(y) = Oq.s(n~1/*t*) for some A > 0.

Generally speaking, the blocking technique or mixing require some strong
assumptions on the model (§), not only in the case of the Bahadur-Kiefer
representation. To overcome such problems, Ho, Hsing, Mielniczuk and
Wu (see [T6], [T7], [24], [25]) developed martingale based methods, which
lead to optimal or almost optimal results, especially in the context of weak
convergence. Based on these methods, Wu [24] obtained for a class of linear
processes the exact rate (@) in the Bahadur representation ([l). Also, he
studied the Bahadur-Kiefer representation. However, he was not able to
attain the optimal rate (H) due to a lack of an appropriate version of the
law of iterated logarithm for empirical processes.

Wu [24] studied also the Bahadur-Kiefer representation for a class of



weakly dependent sequences satisfying a geometric moment contraction as-
sumption. However, also in this case his rate is not optimal.

In this paper we shall combine the Bernstein’s blocking technique to-
gether with Wu’s method to obtain the optimal rate in the Bahadur-Kiefer
representation (Hl) under quite mild conditions on ¢’s, as less restrictive
as possible. Thus, in this case, both methods complement each other and
lead to optimal rates. An appropriate result is stated in Theorem 1] and
extends directly Kiefer’s result (). The methodology involves the recent
strong approximation result of Berkes and Horvath [4]. Since the part of
our computations follows exactly their proof, we include that part in the
Appendix. Further, we shall obtain the optimal rate under general condi-
tions on F', on the whole interval (0,1). A typical approach is to start with
the distance between uniform empirical and uniform quantile processes (as
Kiefer did) and then to obtain the distance between the normalized quan-
tile process f(Q(y))gn(y) and the uniform quantile process, as in Csorgd
and Révész [§]. However, we shall point out that there are some technical
problems when dealing with increments of the uniform empirical processes:
to exploit fully the linear structure of the model, we must deal with the
behavior of the quantile function Q(y) (see the proof of Lemma B6l). To
overcome such problem, we shall consider an appropriately weighted pro-
cess f(Q(Y))qn(y) — an(y) as in Theorem

Assuming much stronger conditions on ¢;’s and instead of approach of
Lemma B6] we may use an exponential inequality (see Lemma Bl to obtain
the optimal rates for the distance between uniform empirical and quantile
processes. Further, one could hope to obtain a Csaki-type law of the iterated
logarithm and proceed exactly as in the proof in [§]. However, as mentioned
before, our focus is on optimal rates together with optimal conditions on
coefficients. Thus, we shall not follow this path.

The result of Theorem EXTlwill be applied to establish strong asymptotics
of a Vervaat error processes. To be more specific, for t € (0,1), let V,,(y) =
2012 [¥(u,(t) — oy (t))dt. Iniid. case it is known that supye(0,1) [Valy) —
a?(y)| — 0 in probability. Thus, in the same way as studying wu, (y) — a,(y)
we may study the process {I,(y) = Vi(y) — a2(y)}, which is called the
Vervaat error process. We shall refer to [6] and references therein for more
details. In particular, in the i.i.d. case, one has

sup 1a(0)] = Ous(™/(l0g )" (10g og ) (9)
te(0,

and the above rate is optimal. We shall show that this result is still valid



for the model ().
Finally, in Section @ we shall compare our constrains on parameters of
the model with those required when one wants to use other methods.

Summarizing, in order to obtain optimal rates in the Bahadur-Kiefer
representation we combined the classical blocking method with the martin-
gale approximation. It seems that this kind of approach should be helpful
when one wants to prove almost sure results. As for weak convergence, the
martingale approximation works sufficiently well.

In what follows C' will denote a generic constant which may be different
at each appearance. Also, we write a,, ~ b, if lim,, o a5, /b, = 1. For any
stationary sequence {Z;,i > 1} of random variables, Z will be a random
variables with the same distribution as Z;.

Throughout the paper we shall use:
by, = n~%*(log n)'/?(log log n)"/*

and
An = n"2(2log logn)'/2.

For any function h(x) defined on R we write for x < y, h(z,y) := h(y)—h(z).

2 Results
Consider the class of linear processes
(o]
Xi =) c€ik
k=0

where {¢;,i € Z} is an i.i.d. sequence and Y 72 |cx| < co. Assume that for
some a > 2,

Ele]* < o0. (10)
Suppose that for some p € (0, 3),
S Jexl® = O(i~/P(log i)~ %). (11)
k=i

The first result deals with the Bahadur-Kiefer representation in terms of
the distance between the normalized sample quantile and uniform empirical
processes.



Theorem 2.1 Assume that {I) and ([ID) hold. Furthermore, assume that
for fe, a density of €, one has

ilelg(fe(w) + @) + £ (@)]) < oo (12)

Then, under Kiefer conditions,

sup 1F(QW))an(y) — an(y)| = Oq.s(n™/*(logn)'/*(loglog n)*/*).  (13)

Remark 2.2 Assume that ¢; ~ k77 (log k‘)_3/2,
> i _3a N
Z ‘Ck’a — Zk—a‘r(logk) Z O(i_a7+l(10gi)_37)_
k=i k=i

and () is fulfilled if 7 > %—F 1. Further, if ¢y = O(k™7), 7 > 2+ 1,
then we can find p € (0, 3) such that () holds. In particular, if X; has
all moments finite then 7 > 2 provides the optimal bound. In such the
case in [24], summability assumption > j—g|ck| < oo provides the bound
O(n=3/*(log n)%+77), n > 0. Generally speaking, our constrains ([II) are
more restrictive, but provide the better (optimal) rates compared to [24].

To obtain the bound without Kiefer conditions, note first that if F' is arbi-
trary such that (K1), (K2) hold on (a,b), then the result of Theorem Bl
remains valid if one replaces sup,¢(g,1) With supyec(, ). In general, we shall
consider a weighted distance between the uniform empirical and normalized
quantile processes.

Theorem 2.3 Assume (CsR1), (CsR2), (CsR3(i)) and (CsR(ii)) with min{~y, 2} >
1. As in Theorem 21, assume (I0), {I1) and ({I3). Let pu > 0 be arbitrary.
Then for arbitrary v > max{2y + p, 3y — 2},

S%pl)(y(l—y))” 1 F(Q)an(y) — an(y)] = Ou.s(n*(logn)/?(loglog n)'/*).
ye(0,
(14)

Remark 2.4 Let us discuss the meaning and conditions of Theorem
To obtain the result on the whole interval we need to put the weight function
h(y) = (y(1 — y))”. Note first that h(y) may be replaced with f2T#(Q(y)).
Thus, in particular, one would obtain for example

lim sup(log log n)_1/2f3+”(Q(y))Qn(y) =C

n—oo



instead of
lim sup(log log ’I’L)_l/2f(Q(y))Qn(y) =C.

n—oo

Moreover, if one wants to apply () to construct direct simultaneous confi-
dence intervals for the quantile function Q(y) like in [7], one needs to esti-
mate f3t#(Q(y)) instead of f(Q(y)). Thus, for most practical purposes the
additional weight function does not increase complexity of a (estimation)
problem, but makes proof work. IT should be pointed out that the addi-
tional weight s required to study the distance between the uniform quantile
and uniform empirical processes, not the distance between the normalized
quantile and uniform quantile processes.

The restriction min{vy;,7y2} > 1 is in fact relevant, since essentially the
only distributions with either v; < 1 or 79 < 1 are those with finite support
from the left or from the right, respectively, see [20]. Such cases are covered
by Theorem Tl

Further, it should be noted that (CsR4) is not needed. Therefore, we
may apply Theorem to densities like f(z) ~ 27 °L(z), b > 1, L slowly
varying. Theorem 3 in [8] cannot be applied for an arbitrary L.

From Theorem Il we may derive the bound on the Vervaat error process.

Corollary 2.5 Under conditions of Theorem [Z1l we have

sup In(y) = Oa,s(n_l/‘l(log n)1/2(log log n)3/4).
y€(0,1)

3 Proof of Theorem [Z.1]

Before giving the proof, we need some preliminary notations and results.
With p from (), define

iP—1
XZ' = Xz(p) = Z CL€i—k- (15)
k=0
Without loss of generality we may assume ‘Ehat co = 1. Let X;,-1 =

> heq ck€i—i and define its truncated version X;; 1 = Ez;_ll Cl€i—k-
By the Fatou’s lemma, for any o > 2,

o0
> creimk

k=ir

«

<(C lim E
m—00

«

<O |al.16)

k=P

m
> creimi

k=P

E|X; — X;|* < CE




This estimate is very well true for E|X; ;4 —Xi,i_l |* as well. Thus, replacing

i with 4% in (),

YoXi-> X SZ(Z\CHQ) Z “H(logi)*?) < o0
i=1 i=1 =1

o i=1 \ k=i
(17)

and the same estimate is valid for HZ:';l Xiic1— 2 Xi’i_lH .
o

Denote F; = o(€;, € ..,A). Note that F(z) = EF(z — X;;-1) =
EF.(z — X1 ) and Fy(z) := P(X; < ) = EF.(x — X;;_1), i > 1. Define

Z Fo(x — Xi,-1),

> F(x— Xii1),

its corresponding version based on the truncated random variables.

Since f. exists, then so f(z) = dF(x)/dx, fi(x) = dFy(x)/dx and con-
sequently, we may define f*(z) = dF*(z)/dz, f*(z) = dE*(z)/dz, fu(z) =
L0 dFy(x)/dz.

Denote also Y;(z) = F.(z—X; ;1) — F(x), Yi(z) = F.(x— X, ;1) — Fj(x).
Then we have

% Z(l{xigx} - F(x)) =

= = Z (1{){ <oy — BE(1gx,<a} [ Fi- 1)) %Z (E(l{XiS:L‘}LFZ_l) — F(aj))
i=1

= - Z (1{)( <2y — BE(l{x <oy [ Fie 1)) %ZYZ(@ =: My (x) + Ny ()
i=1

Now, the plan of the proof is following. First we shall obtain an uniform
law of the iterated logarithm (ULIL) for the differentiable part N,,, which



together with ULIL for the martingale part M, will imply ULIL for the
empirical process 3,. To achieve this, we will use a strong approximation
method from [, which is refinement of the method from [B]. Specifically,

we will show first R
[[nNp(z) — nNp(z)]|a < Co (18)

with a specific constant Cy. Then we will apply a blocking technique to
Nn, which together with ([I8) will provide a strong approximation of N,, by
an appropriate Gaussian process. ULIL for 3, as well as for the uniform
quantile process will easily follow. Then using [24, Lemma 13] we will be able
to control increments of the empirical processes 3, and «,,, which together
with ULIL will imply the result.

3.1 Approximation of the differentiable part by a Gaussian
process

To follow our plan, we show first that we are able to replace the original
sequence with its truncated version, i.e. we will establish ([I¥]). Then, we
will compute variances of N, (z,y) and N, (z,y). With help of this and the
method from [4] we will obtain the approximation result.

With the help of differentiability and the comment following ([IH]),
||[Fe(x — Xi-1) — Fe(x — Xi,i—l)”a <

. 1/a
< Sug‘fg(x)"Xi,i—l ~Xiialla=0 (Z \Ck!a!) . (19)
S

k=38
Further,
|F(2) = Fi(2)|* <E[F(z - Xii-1) = Fo(z — Xii)|*
Consequently,
Thus,

1Yi(2) = Yi(@)llo = O (Z|Ck| | ) (20)

[nNn(@) = nNa(@)lla < D [¥i(2) = Vi@)lla <O | 37 Z x| I)
i=1

=1

10



Therefore, like in (), the estimate ([§) is achieved with
Co = Zz (logi)~%/2. (22)

Next, we obtain a bound on the variance of nN,(z,y) and its truncated
version nN (z,y). We have for any —oo < z < y < 00,

2
[Ny (z, )13 = n°E

[ i = f)du
< ny—oPE swp [fiw) - f@P < Cnly-o  (29)

z<u<ly

by Lemma 9 in [24]. Next,

E sup [fr(w) = fu(w)? <E sup |fi(u) = fi(uw)]

z<u<y r<u<y
+E sup |f5(w) — f)* + sup |f(u) = fu(u)]®. (24)
r<u<y z<u<y

The second part is O(n™1) as in (). As for the first one we have
2

E sup |fr(u) = fr(u)]® = 1k sup |y (felu— Xii1) = felu — Xii1))

z<u<y N z<u<y |5
n ; 2 2
B s 5[ o) < s 7P (31X |
= — sup v)av| s —sup 1— 1
N w<u<y ;27 Ju—Xii ‘ N zcR o X

IN

1 i S
— sup | f(z)]?|] Z | Xii-1 — Xii-allla
n zeR

1 1
< ESUPL}C (ZHXzz 1_ 10— 1||a> <C_ (25)

3

in view of @ > 2 and the comment following ([[7]). Also,

sup [7(w) ~ fa(w)P < swp Blfi(u) ~ fP<CT(26)

w<u<y w<u<y

Putting together 24, 3), @0) we arrive at
[N (z,9)|[3 < n*(y —2)°E sup |f3(u) = fulw)]® < Don(y —2)*  (27)

z<u<y
with some Dy > 0.

Next, we derive an exponential inequality for n N, (z,y).

11



Lemma 3.1 Assume (1), 1) and (I3). Then for any z > 0

d

where Cy,Cy, Cs, Cy, C5 are positive constants.

n

> Yi(z,y)| >

1=1

z) < C127%4-Chexp(—C52% /(n(y—x)?))+Cy exp(—Csz/nP),

Proof. From ([[§) and Markov inequality one gets
P(|nNy(x,9)| > 2z) < Coz™% + P(|nNy(z,y)| > 2/2).
To obtain the bound for the second part, divide [1, n] into blocks I3, J, Ig, Jo, oo Iy, Jy

with the same length nf, p from (). Thus, M ~ n'=f. Let U, =

Sien, Vi@, y), Vi = Siey, Yilz,y) and nN{Y = L, Uy, 0N = S0, V.
Both (Ul,...,(j ) and (Vl,...,VM) are vectors of independent random
variables. Also, maxp—1,__ Up < [I] < Cnf. The equation 1) yields
|Uk|13 < Don?(y — z)%. Recall that p € (0, 3). Applying the result in [ZT] p.
293] to the centered sequence Ui, ..., Uy with M, =nP, B,, = Don(y — x)?
one obtains

P(InNV| > 2) < exp(—22/(4Don(y — )?)) + exp(—z/(4n”)).
The same applies to P(\nNy(LZ)] > z) and hence the result follows.

O]

Remark 3.2 Note that the proof of Lemma 2.8 in [4] has a gap. The result
from [21] is applied to a non-centered sequence.

To state an approximation result, note that Y(z) and Yj(z), i > 1 are
independent. Thus, we obtain

EYy(2)Yi(y)] < [EYo(2)Yi(y) — Yo(x)Yi(y)| + |[EYp(2)Yi(y)|
< |IYi(y) = Yi)ll2 + 0 = O(i—rlem=b/e),

Then, clearly,
T(z,y) = BYo(2)Yo(y) + Y (EYo(2)Yi(y) + EYo(y)Yi(z))  (28)
=1

is absolutely convergent for all z,y € R.
Having Lemma BTl (Z8)) and o > 2 we may proceed in the very same way
as in H] to obtain the following approximation result (see also Appendix).

12



Proposition 3.3 Assume ([I}), (I1) and [I3). Then there exists a centered
Gaussian process K(z,t) with EK (x,t)K (y,t') = t At'T(z,y) such that

sup sup |[nt]1/2N[m] (z) — K(z,[nt])| = o(n*?(ogn)™) almost surely
0<t<1zeR

with some A > 0.

Remark 3.4 It should be pointed out that the process K(z,t) in Propo-
sition approximates N,, not 5,. We use this as a technical tool to
achieve ULIL only. Using the blocking technique applied to 3, directly, we
may establish Proposition with Np, replaced with S, and a different
Gaussian process. However, it requires stronger than ([[Il) assumptions on
coefficients ¢g. This is clear. Without exploiting differentiability, we have to
compare indicators (non-smooth functions) applied to the original sequences
X; with the indicators applied to truncated sequence, see for example [4].

3.2 Laws of the iterated logarithm

The law of iterated logarithm follows from Proposition and the ULIL for
K. We have

nl/2

li111n_>solcl>p (2loglogn)1 2 _Oosilg&oo |N,(z)] = C almost surely.
This, together with ULIL for the martingale M,, (see e.g. [24, Lemma 7))
yields

nl/2

lirlgl_)solép (2loglogn)1/2 —o:ll:&oo |Bn(z)| = C almost surely. (29)

If 29) holds then taking U; = F(X;), i > 1, we obtain

. 1
hin 1 Sup 2loglogn)1/2 xztlol,)l) |an(x)] = C  almost surely.

Consequently,

! ! fun(y)| = 1 : an(@)] = C
imsup————— sup |u, =limsup ——~ sup |ay(z)| =C,
nose. 2loglogm) 172 ey nsse (21oglogm)1 (o)

(30)
almost surely. We may extend this result if Kiefer conditions are met.

13



Corollary 3.5 If (Z9) holds for B,(x) and Kiefer conditions are fulfilled,
then

. 1

llgl_}solcl)p 2loglog )12 ygtg)l) lgn(y)| = C' almost surely. (31)
Proof. Given Xy,..., X, define U; = F(X;),i=1,...,n. Let Uy, <--- <
Upn. With A,y = Qn(y) — Q(y), we have

i n1/2An y
msup sup ———=
n—00  yc(0,1) (log log n)1/2

QP (X)) — Q(E)) Q) — Q)|

< limsup su o + limsup su su
- n—>oop 1§kI§)n (log log n)1/2 n—)oop 1§k2n ye(g,ﬁ] (log log n)1/2

Now, if Kiefer conditions hold, then supy¢q 1) 1Q" (y)| < co. Using Taylor’s
expansion one obtains Q(%) =Q(y) + Q’(y)(% -p)+0O (%) and

Q%) = Q) = @ ()40 (£) (Vi = )0 (v - £)).
Thus, by B0),

1/2 A 2\ Uy — £
limsup sup ninﬁp < sup |Q'(y)|limsup sup ’#1/721’ =
n—oo ye(0,1) (loglogn) ye(0,1) n—oo 1<k<n (loglogn)

3.3 Controlling increments

Let I,(n) = (logn)"/9(loglogn)?7 and recall that > 72 |cx| < oco.
First, we generalize [24, Lemma 13] to the whole IR.

Lemma 3.6 Assume (1) and [I3). Let —oo < a < b < co. Then for any
positive bounded sequence dy, such that logn = o(ndy,) one has

—F(z)- ~ _ Vi logn | dyly(n)
e R @ (R ) o( o007 | do )
(32]

14



Proof. Define U; = F(X;). Clearly, in order to show (B2) it suffices to prove

Vdpylogn  dply(n)
sSup |En(’U) -V = (En(u) - U)| = Oa.s ( + .
lu—v|<dn,u,v€(0,1) Vn NG
(33)

Let y € (0,1). Decompose

n

1
~2 (A —v) =

i=1
1

= ;Z(l{wy}— (L Fimn)) +

i)+ Fa(e),

where

Zn: (B(v,<p 1 Fi1) =)

=1

BIF—‘

i=1 i=1
so that .
N () = Q) 3 (R@() ~ Xii1) — ) (34)
i=1
and
Vi) = Q")+ Y (FQW) — Xeicr) ) +@ W)+ 3 (£(Q) ~ Xeis) — ).
i=1 i=1

(35)
Define the projection operator Prpé = E({|F;) — E(§|Fr—1). Let gy(Fi) =
fe(Q(y) — Xii—1). As in the proof of Lemma 3 in [24], with o = g,

1Pogy(Fi)lla = O(leil)

uniformly in y € (0,1). The same holds for g,(F;) = f.(Q(y) — Xii—1). Fur-
ther, under Kiefer conditions, Supye(o,l)(|Ql(y)| + |Q"(y)|) < oo. Thus, ap-
n@Wlla) = O(n~1/2).

plying Proposition 1 in [24], maxye(o,l)(H]\Nf;(y)Ha +||N,
Consequently,

E[max INa(y)|*| <E [/01 INé(y)ldyr =0(n=").

y€(0,1)

15



Similarly, E {maxye(o,l) \]\Nf;(y)]a} = O(n=%/?). Thus, by the same argument
as in [24, Lemma 9] one has sup,¢ g 1 IN,, ()| = 0a.5(I4(n)/y/n). Further,

sup |Nn(v) = No(u)| < dp sup [N} (y)| = 04.5(lg(n)/v/n).
|u—v|<dp,u,ve(0,1) y€(0,1)

This, together, with appropriate estimates for the martingale part yields

B3).
©

3.4 Conclusion of the proof

We apply Lemma B with d,, = A\,,. Then the second part in ([B2) is negli-
gible. Thus, we have

sup  sup ‘Bn(x) - /Bn(y)‘ = Oa.s(bn)-

z€R |z—y|<Apn

On account of BIl) it yields

y:tlopl) ‘Bn(Qn(y)) - /Bn(Q(y))’ = Oa_g(bn). (36)
Equivalently,
wt s [Fu(@n(s) = F(@ulw) — (Fa(Qw) = FQU))| = Ouslbn)

Since |F,(Qn(y)) — F(Q(y))| < 1/n one obtains

n'? sup |F(Qn(y) — F(QW)) — (F(Q)) — Fu(QW)))| = Ou.s(bn).

y€(0,1)

Set Apy = Qn(y) — Q(y). Using the Taylor’s expansion F(Q,(y)) =
FQy)+ f(Q(y)Any + Oa.s(A%’y) we finish the proof of Theorem Z11
®

4 Proof of Theorem

Note that Q'(y) = f(Ql(y)) and Q" (y) = —J{é((%(é)))) Moreover,

(h(y)Na(¥)) = 1 (y)Na(y) + h(y) N}, (1)

16



Thus, in view of ([B4l), we need h/(y) and h(y)Q’(y) to be uniformly bounded,
which is achieved by v > 1 and v > v + u, respectively. Moreover,

(R(y)Na ()" =B (y)Nu(y) + 20/ )N} (y) + h(y)N,, (y).

Thus, in view of &), BH) we need h" (y), h'(y)Q'(y) and h(y)Q" (y) to be
uniformly bounded. The first claim is achieved by v > 2, the second by
v —1 > v+ u, respectively. As for the third one we have

v (@)l (1 —y)” !
i@ w1 = (g 00 ) ( 7@w) ) |
Since (CsR3) is fulfilled, the first part is O(1) uniformly in y € (0,1). The

second part is O(1) since v —1 > 2y — 1 > ~ (recall v > 1).
Let g(y) = h(y)Nn(y). Thus, proceeding exactly as in Lemma B8

we obtain B [max,cq. [¢'(4)*] = O(n=*/%). Thus, sup,eoq |9/ (v)| =

0a.s(lg(n)/+/n) and
sup lg(v) = g(u)| < dp sup |g'(Y)] = 0a.s(lg(n)/v/n).

lu—v|<dn,u,v€(0,1) y€(0,1)

Further, by differentiability of h,

sup |h(u) = h(0)[[Np(u)] < d sup [N (y)| = 0a.s(lg(n)/v/).
[u—v|<dp,u,ve(0,1) y€(0,1)
Consequently,

sup 7(0)| N3 (0) = No(u)| = 0a.5(lg(n)/v/n).

u—v|<dn,u,0€(0,1)

Therefore, taking into account the martingale part and d, = A,

m) (37)

sup h(v)\(Enw)—v)—<En<“>—“>’:O‘”( Vi

=], 11,0€(0,1)

Note that

un(y) = \/E(En(Un(y)) - Un(y)) - \/E(En(Un(y)) - y)
= Vn(Ey(Un(y)) — Un(y)) + Oa-S(n_l/Z)'

Consequently, by ([B1) and (B0)

sup h(y)|un(y)—an(y)| = sup h(y)|an(Un(y))—an(y)|—|—Oa.s(n_1/2) = Oq.5(bn).

ye(0,1) ye(0,1

17



Further, let 6, = 2C*n~Y2(loglogn)'/?, C* = C, C from @). As in [8],

with @ = 6,,(yy) such that |0 — y| < n " u,(y) = Ou.s(6n),
sup  h(y)|f(QY))an(y) — un(y)|

y€(6n71_5n)

= N u.

f2(Q0))

In view of 8, Lemma 1] one has

fQ0)) _ {yv@l—yAe}’Y

(Qy)) 0(1-10)

fQW) ~ lyrdl—yveo
Further on, if y > 24,
y y—>0 On,
=2 11 <— 11 <2
0 0 * _y—n—1/2un(y)+ -

Consequently, by (CsR3), (BY), ) one has
sup  h(y)|f(Q(¥)4n(y) — tn(y)] = Oas(n~"/*loglogn).

y€(5n71—5n)

Let (k—1)/n <y <k/n. If 1 > Uy, >y then as in [8, (3.14)]

sup h(y)|F(QW)anw)| = sup n'/2h(y) /U QW)

y€(0,6n) y€(0,6n) f(Q(u))
Uk:n M
< C sup n1/2h(y)/ ' <E> du

< C sup nl/z(Uk;n —yh(y)y™ " = Oa,s(n_l/2 loglogn)

y€(0,0n)

by @B0) as long as v > 1 + 1. Further, if Uy, <y then for v; > 1

sup h(W)|F(QW))an(y)| < Cnl/257 iy 1=
y€(0,6n)

and for v; =1,

sup  h(y)|f(QWY))an(y)] < Cn/25: ™ 1og(6,/Usin).
y€(0,6,)

Now,

n

) (290D 1)) L 00—

(39)

P(Ur < n~*(logm) %) < 3 P(U; < n~*(logn) /%) < n~" logm) %

18



Consequently, via the Borel-Cantelli lemma, Uy.,, = 04.5(n?(log n)3/ 2). There-
fore, the bound in H3J) is Oa.s(n_l/2 loglogn) and the bound in ([{@Z) is of
the same order provided v > 3v; —2. The upper tail is treated in the similar
way. Consequently, the result follows.

®

5 Proof of Corollary

The proof follows the similar lines as in [6]. Let A, (y) = 2n'/? fén(y) (atn (u)—
an(y))du. Then like in [6, Lemma 3.1]

sup [In(y) — An(y)| = Oa-S(n_l/z(IOg n)(log log n)1/2)
yE(O,l)

and it suffices to show that sup,¢ 1) An(y) = Oq.s(n~*(log n)'/?(log log n)>/).
Since

) = ~20(p) [ (o0 (04522 ) —an)) s (a9

and supye (1) lon (y)| = Oq.s((log log n)Y/2), it suffices to prove that the in-
tegral in @) is O,.s(n~/*(logn)'/?(loglogn)'/*). This can be justified in
the same way as in (B6l).

©

6 Remarks

Remark 6.1 As mentioned before, the strong mixing, even with geometric
rates, does not yield the optimal rates in the bahadur-Kiefer representation.
However, the part of this paper is devoted to the law of the iterated logarithm
for the empirical process. One may ask, whether imposing (1), one could
obtain an uniform law of the iterated logarithm for empirical processes via
strong mixing. From [Z3] one knows that if ¢, = O(k™"), 7 > 1+ 2 +
max{1,a"1}, then a(n) = O(n*), where A = (Ta—max{a, 1})/(1+a)—1 >
0 and «(n) is the strong mixing coefficients. In particular, if o > 2, then
his condition yields 7 > 2+ 1 and a(n) = O(n_mﬁ#). In view of [22] to
obtain LIL for partial sums of bounded strongly mixing random variables
one needs a(n) to be summable, which would require 7 > 3+ % Thus, first
we need stronger conditions than ([[Il), second, Rio’s result would provide
LIL for B,(x) at fized x.

19



Remark 6.2 Assuming o > 8 and 7 > 4 + é we may use the exponential
inequality (see Lemma B) instead of Lemma Bfl and its modification at the
beginning of Section Ml to obtain the optimal rates for the distance between
uniform empirical and quantile processes without additional weight function.
Then, coupling this with [26, Theorem 2.1] we may obtain under (CsR1),
(CsR2)

sup  |F(QW)an(y) — an(y)| = Ou.s(n™*(logn)"/?(loglog n)'/*),
yE((Snyl_én)
(45)

where 6, = n~*(logn)~'/2(loglog n)?*. Further, under somehow stronger
conditions than (CsR3), (CsR4) one may obtain in ([@3) a bound on the
whole interval, but with worse rates, see [26] for details.

Remark 6.3 As mentioned before, we obtain the strong approximation for
the differentiable part V,, only in order to have as less restrictive conditions
on ¢ as possible. Of course, one could think about blocking technique and
strong approximation applied to the original sequence.

Assume for simplicity ¢, = O(k™7) and Ele|*, o« > 0. Then, as in
[@8), E|X; — X;|* = O(~7@7=). Further, with X;(z) = 1{x,<,} — F(2),
X;(z) = Ligicny — F(x) and some u > 0,

P(X;(z) # Xi(w))
< P (Ilxzay — Lgieml > 01X = Ko <i7) + P(IX; = Xy > i)
< Plz—i "< Xy <az+i M)+ 0@ Pem iRy — OH) 4 O(iPlerDiney,

Next, for any £ > 0

K\ 1/k n n
(E ) —0 <Z L Zi—(p(m—l)—ua)/n) '
i=1 i=1

Then, x would replace « in the exponential inequality of Lemma Thus,
we would require k > 2. Consequently, to have both sums convergent we
would require g > k£ > 2 and 7 > = + é + %. The parameters p and &
can be chosen as close to 2 as we wish. Further, p must be chosen between
(0, %) Therefore, one would conclude v > 5 + %. This condition is much
worse than ours, however, there is no restriction a > 2. Thus, in this case
we may state the result of Proposition in terms of 3,. Additionally, we

do not require assumptions ([[0), (1) and (IZ).

n

> (Xi(w) — Xi(2))

i=1
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Appendix

Here, we re-prove strong approximation of Proposition B3l following the lines

of M.
We are keeping notation from Section Bl
For x = (x1,...,24) € R? define random vectors in IR%:

&= (Y;($1)’ s ’}/i(xd))v él = (?VZ($1)’ s ’Y/Z(xd))

Denote by I'g = I'q(x) = (I'(xs,2;),1 < 4,5 < d) the covariance matrix of

&. We shall use the following implication which is valid for any vectors &;,

n; in R%:

E||&—ni|| < A implies [Eexp(i < u,& >) — Eexp(i < u,n; >)| < |[u]d"/? .
(46)

Also, we will use the following bound: for x; € R?, i = 1,...,n, one has

1225 =l < 325y [l
Lemma 6.4 Under conditions of Proposition 33, for all u € R?

Eexp(i < u,n"1/2 Z& >) —Eexp(i < u,n~/? Zé, >)| < [Jul[dV?n 12

i=1 i=1

Proof. Let 8 = p(at —1)/7. From (lI) we have ||Y;(x) —Yi()|| <||Yi(x)—
Y;(2)|la < Ci~P. Thus

E||& — &l)* < Cdim? (47)
and (7)) implies )
E|lg — & < CdY?iP.

This implies P(||& — &]| > d'/?) < Ci~P which together with the Borel-
Cantelli lemma yields

n
SUPZ ||& — sz <d"?  almost surely .
n>li—y

Therefore,
n

S -&)

i=1
This, together with (6] implies the result.

E <d?.
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Proposition 6.5 Under conditions of Theorem 33, for all u € RY

Eexp(i < u,n~'/? ;& >) — exp(—% <u,['ju>)
< Cd||u||n=% + C||u|>(n~*(log n)¥? exp(Cd) + d¥/? exp(—Cn'/?))

with some 61 > 0.

Proof. Divide the interval [1,n] into consecutive long and short blocks
I, J1, Iz, Jo, ... with length card(I},) = [n*"], card(Jy) = [nf], 1 < k < M,
p<pt< % Then M = M,, ~ n'="" (the last block is possibly incomplete).

Define Uy = >~c1, &, Uy, = diel, &, Vi = died, ¢. By ET) we have

B|Ux — Ukl < D Ell& - &l < cd'? i P (48)

i€l 1€l

Note that ﬁk, k = 1,...,M are independent. Thus, we can construct
independent random vectors Uy, ...,Uy such that (ﬁk,Uk) 4 (Uk,Uk),
k=1,...,M.

By @) and (U, Uy) 4 (Ur, Ui) one obtains

M M M n
E(Y (O - )| < Y EIUTi|| < Cd? 3" N i P < cd?y i P < cd'/?.
k=1 k=1 k=1i€ly i=1
(49)
Further, R R
E[[Vill = Ell Y &l < dn?/?
i€y
which implies by independence
M2 M s )
B> Vi <Y B||| < camne = dprti=r (50)
k=1 k=1
We have
n Mo R M M
S>E=Y U =Uk)+ > U+ > Vi
i=1 k=1 k=1 k=1
Thus, by (E3), (&)
n M B
E(Y &= U < C@d/? +dnleti=en/2)
i=1 k=1

22



Consequently,

n M
HEexp(z’ <u,n 23 & >) —Eexp(i <un 2> U >)|| < Cd|[u|[n= " —0)/2

1=1 k=1

(51)
Also, by H Lemma 2.9] and the same argument as at the end of Lemma
2.10 in the latter paper one obtains

M

~ 1

‘Eexp(i <u,n" Y2 Z Uk >) — exp(—§ <u,'ju>)
k=1

< Clul)?(n= =72 (log n)¥? exp(Cd) 4 d¥? exp(—Cn' ")) . (52)

By ([BIl) and (B2) the result follows.
©

6.1 Approximation

Let ¢ € (0,1/4). Denote t; = exp(k'™°), px = [tz/2], di, = k'/? and z; =
(i —1)/dy, i € %, My = tpyq — tp — pi so that My ~ Ck~%exp(k'~¢) and
log M}, ~ Ck'~¢. Define random vectors in R%

Nk = (ﬂkh---ﬂlkdk) )

where
(7]
Mhi = R(@i ti1) — Rt +o) = . Yjl@).
J=tk+pr+1
. R
Also, n; = jk:+t;+pk+l V().

By Proposition

— 1
‘Eexp(z’ <u, M, 1/277k >) — exp(—i <u,l'gu >)‘

IA

Cllul? (k72K exp(~Cpik'—))
+C||u||2 (]{;6(1—;)*)/2 exp(—C(1 — p*)k1—5/2)k:(1_5)\/g/2 exp(\/E))
C exp(—Ck'™9)||ul|?.

IN

IN
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Let v pr be the Prokhorov-Levy distance. Choose T' := exp(k®); for suffi-
ciently large k, T > 103d). By [5, Lemma 2.2] we obtain

_ 16d
¢pL(Mk 1/2T]k, N(O, Pdk)) < Tk logT + P(N(O, Pdk) > T/2)

_ 1
+T% / Eexp(i < u, M, 1/277k >) —exp(—= <u,I'gu >)} du
[[ul|l<T 2
1
< 1o PIN(0,74,) > T/2) + CT% exp(—k'—*) [ IiulPa
T [Jufl<7
1
< %Jk log T + k2 exp(—cT?kY/2) + CTH%2% T2 exp(—ck' %)
1 1
< exf)gfa) k* + Cexp(C(kz%JrE — ko) + exp(§ log k — exp(kSk~1/2))

< Cexp(—Ck®)

since € < 1/4.

Since 7, k = 1,..., M are independent, we can define independent
random vectors (1, ...,y such that Mk_l/zCk ~ N(0,T'y,) and

P i = M 2G| > Cexp(—k9)) < Cexp(—kF) .
This yields
P i = M 2G| > Cexp(—k9)) < Cexp(— k)
and then by Borel-Cantelli lemma
Mk_l/2(17k — (k) < exp(—k°) almost surely. (53)
For k£ > 1, define random vectors Zj, and Y} in R% by
Zr, = (R(@i, tg41) — Rlxi, te), i =1, dy).

Since Zj, — 1 is the sum of pj random vectors in IR%* with coordinates
bounded by 1 and since M;, < t, dl,lf/zpl,lf/2 < ktz/z < exp(ck!'™®), e < 1/2
we have by (E3)
1Z — Cell < 112k — x| + e — Gl
< C(d pr + ;" exp(—k))
< C’(\/Etz/z + ifl,lf/2 exp(—k°)) < Ctiﬂ exp(—Ck®) . (54)
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Thus, the skeleton process { Zy, k > 1} can be approximated by the sequence
{Ck,k > 1}. The latter can be extended to a centered Gaussian process
{K(z,t),z € R,t > 0} with covariance ¢ A t'I'g, (s,2’) such that

Chi = K(xjk_H) — K(x,tk +pr), i=1,...,dx.
Define now
Yk = (K(azi,tkﬂ) — K(wi,tk),z’ = 1, e ,dk) .

Then
[1Ce — Yi|| < Ct,lﬁ/2 exp(—Ck?) almost surely (55)

by the last inequality on p. 807 in [4]. Thus, by (&)
1 Zk — Y| < Ctli/2 exp(—Ck®) almost surely. (56)

6.2 Oscillations

The next lemma will be used to control oscillations of R(z,y) as well as in
the proof of the Bahadur-Kiefer representation.

Lemma 6.6 Under conditions of Theorem[Z3, forn > 1, A > n3 and any
—00 < a < b < oo we have

k
C
P su Yi(z,2') > A | < Cexp (—CX2/(n(b—a)?)) + —,
(a<x<x'<£0<k<n; ( )2 ) o P ( /(n ) )) nn
where n > 0.
Proof. Define
n(j+1)2-v
Mo = 0<i<oh 0L j<2v | Z.z, Yi(bi27",b(i +1)27")].
n=nj2="
Then for any integer L > 1,
i 2n
=1 1<u,v<L
Choose
0<E<(Oé—2)/012 (57)
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for some constant Cps to be specified later. Since n'/2 < X\, u,v < L we
have by Lemma Bl

P(Mu,v > )\2—6(u+v))

<

IN

IN

IN

IA

20 { (A2 )7 exp (—CAZ2 D) (n270 (027))) +
exp (—C)\2_E(“+”) / (n2_”)p) }

20 (A2 exp (—ONP2E 90920 (np?)) +

exp (—0A2—E<u+v>2w /np)}

Qutv ey {n—%%?m +exp (—CA22“<2—2E>2”(1—2€> /(an)) +

exp (—Cn(E =g sli)) |

200 399200 4 exp (—CX22"2"/ (nb?) ) +

exp (—Cnlz=Pg=lut)) |

204vC {3092l exp (—CN2"2"/(nb?)) +

(n<%—p>2—s<u+v>)‘*}

for any r > 0. Choose 7 = «, then since a > 2 and u + v < 2L,
P(Muﬂ) > )\2—€(u+v))

<
<

For

one has

gutv {n—a/222aLa + exp (_C)\22u2v/(nb2)) + n—a/226(u+v)a}
Ut {n‘a/222€L°‘ + exp (—C)\22“2”/(nb2)>} .

A={M,, > A2~ ) for some 1< u,v < L}

PA) < ) 2“exp (—C’)\22“2”/(nb2)) 4+ 92L+29CLe  ~a/2

IN

IN

IN

1<u,v<L

Z exp(u + v) exp (—C’)\22“/(nb2)) exp (—C’)\22”/(nb2))
1<u,v<L
+22L+22CLen—a/2

2
( Z exp (u . )\22u/(nb2))) + 2L(2+Ca)+2n—o¢/2

1<u<L

C'exp (—C’)\z/(nb2)) + Cl2+Chze) p a2,
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Choose L so that n'/? < 2L2n1/2, then g—’L‘ < 2L < 2) and by (B7) the second
part in the latter expression is equal to n~" with some 1 > 0. Therefore,

k
P( sup \ZYZ(O,:U)\ 2)\>

0<e<b,0<k<n ;3

2n _
< PA)+P ( Z My + oL > A\ Ac) < Cexp (—C’)\2/(nb2)) +Cn™".
1<u,v<L
Thus, the result follows.
®©
Let 3
Ri,k = sup sup ’R(.’L’, y) - R(xla tk)‘

s€[zi,xiv1) 0StE[ty, 7tk?+1}

and ¢(k) = log k((txr1 — ti)/ + 6, 21d;Y) > max{t;/?, (tys1 — t)/2} for
sufficiently large k.

Lemma 6.7 Under conditions of Theorem [T,

P< max |R; | > qb(k‘)) < C’t,lf/z(log k)~ almost surely
1<i<dy =

for some " > 0.
Proof. Choose
r > 3/2. (58)
Then by Lemma
P (e [Ral > o(b))

1<i<dy,

< dpP ( sup sup  |R(z,y) — R(s,tx)| > <;5(/<:)/2> +

SE[{EZ',:Ei+1) OStE[tk,tk+1]

di P ( sup  |R(s,tr) — R(x;, tg)| > gb(k‘)/2>

SE[SCi,Z‘iJrl)

¢* (k) C
cd -C +dp——m—— +
kP ( (tkt1 — ti) (@ip1 — @)? g (th1 — te)"

R ()N ¢
Cdk exp ( Ctk(l'i.H — l'i)2 + dk tZ

IN
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2 k) - Ckl/2
- <(tk+1 — ) (Tip1 — x)? (tr1 —tr)"

2 -r 1/2
CLY/? <C%> +Ck )

th(Tit1 — x4) th

Using t41 — t ~ My ~ k= exp(k'=%) < exp(k'~%) = ¢}, one obtains

i E1/24r Ck1/2
. < L
P (1g1ii>§k |Ri k| > ¢(/f)) < C¢2T’(k)k7’ + (thyr — tr)"

Ck'\/2ty Ck!/?
(1—2r)/2 _l—e
< C G CAETAT < Ck + Cexp(—Ck 79)

and the bound is summable by (BE). The result follows by Borel-Cantelli
Lemma.

O]

6.3 Conclusion of the proof

For s € [z xit1), t € [tk, tgp41] write

Both the first and the second part are bounded almost surely by C’ti/ 2 (log k)~¢",
the first one by Lemma [67, the second one by (2.55) in [4]. The second part
is bounded in the same way as (2.56) in [].
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