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Abstract

We consider a regression model with errors that are a.s. negative. Thus the regression function is not the
expected value of the observations but the right endpoint of their support. We develop two goodness-of-fit tests
for the hypotheses that the regression function is an affine function, study the asymptotic distributions of the
test statistics in order to approximately fix the sizes of the tests, derive their finite-sample properties based on
simulations and apply them to life expectancy data.

1 Introduction
Over the last years there has been an increasing interest in boundary regression models, i.e. in models of the form
Y;:g(xi)‘f'ﬁ, i:]w"'ana

where Y; is the observed data, g : R — R is the (unknown) regression function, x; € [0,1] are the design points
and the errors ¢;, i = 1,...,n, are i.i.d. random variables with P(¢; < 0) = 1, but P(¢; < —§) < 1 for all 6 > 0.
The dependence of x; and €; on n is suppressed in the notation. Nonparametric estimators for the function g have
been proposed and investigated by [9], [7] and [4] and a goodness-of-fit test for the hypotheses that g equals a fixed
function go has been developed in [15].

Tests for the hypotheses that the true regression function belongs to a given set of functions are a classical topic
in nonparametric mean regression analysis, see e.g. [10] for an overview. Such tests have also been considered in
quantile regression, see e.g. [17], [3] or [12]. Except for the test from [I5] which works only if the null hypotheses is a
single function no such test has been proposed in boundary regression. See [6] for a survey of general goodness-of-fit
tests in regression analysis.

The aim of the present paper is to develop a test for

Hy : g is an affine function vs. Hj : g is not affine

in boundary regression.

This endeavor is essential motivated by an observation of Oeppen and Vaupel [I3] in the field of demography.
They considered the maximal life expectancy in each year, where the maximum is taken over all states in the world.
They observed an “extraordinarily linear” growth in time. Still the test we construct will be able to reject the null
hypotheses with highest significance.

As the test statistic we use the squared £2-distance between a non-parametric estimator § of g and the space
of affine functions, enriched with a bias reduction method and a split of the sample technique. It will be shown
to be asymptotically Gaussian with mean zero under the null hypotheses and the limiting variance can either be
bounded by elementary calculations or calculated exactly using a Poisson approximation. These two possibilities
yield two tests based on the same test statistic.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2] we define the tests precisely. The asymptotic distribution of the
test statistic will be calculated in Section [B] both under the null hypotheses and under the alternative hypotheses.
Simulation results together with the details on the application to the life expectancy data will be presented in
Section [l In Section bl we discuss our results and some further questions. The proofs are deferred to the appendix.
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2 Methodology

Here we construct our test statistic and propose the critical values for the two tests.

A first step in constructing the test statistic is estimating the regression function g. We use the non-parametric
estimator ¢ from [9]. This estimator works as follows. At first some bandwidth & > 0 is chosen. Then for each
x € [0,1] we define g(z) as the minimal py such there is p; with

Yo < po + pi(x2; — ) (1)

for all ¢ with |x — x9;| < h. We will not be concerned with boundary effects in this paper, but we will assume that
there are some observation points to the left and to the right of the interval [0, 1] so that this construction makes
sense for all z € [0,1]. Requiring () only for data points with even indices is a preparation for the split-of-the-
sample technique as will become clear later.

As preliminary test statistic consider the squared discrete £2-distance from § to the set of affine functions,

n/2
T = %R?Z (9(22i-1) — ma2i1 — 0)2, (2)
=1

where we assume n to be even.
At first we derive an explicit form of T7. We abbreviate
n/2 n/2
R := Zx%i_l and S := szi,l,
i=1 i=1
Proposition 1. Let f : R — R be any affine function.

(i) An explicit form of Ty is given by

n/2 n/2 9
T = Z (9(z2i-1) — f($2i—1))2 - % . (Z (9(z2i—1) — f((EQi_l)))
i=1 =1
(n/2)- (E?ﬁ (9(w2-1) = f(225-1)) - (w21 — n—%))2
- Rn/2 — 52 '
(i) For equidistant design points x; = %,i =1,...,n, we obtain
n/2 ) 9 n/2 9
T = Z (Q(ZC%—I) - f($2i—1)) - E(Z (g(.%'gi_l) — f(xgi_l)))
i=1 =1
n- (S22 (@lazns) - Fwa) - (w2~ 3))
B 2 1Ln2_211) (z2i-1 2)) )
24 6

In using T as the test statistic there is the following problem. Both of our tests will be based on the fact that

T — E[T]

— N(0,1), n— oo,
Var(T)

in distribution. Now E[T] and Var(T') depend on the unknown distribution of the errors ¢; and hence they can
neither be calculated nor simulated. So these numbers have to be bounded or approximated by other quantities E
and V which can be calculated or simulated. If we want to set T = T}, these quantities have to fulfill

E — E[T; 14
lim sup [E_E[n)) < 00 and liminf ——— >0 4)
n—00 Var(Tl) n—00 Var(Tl)

in order to ensure that (7} — E)/+/V is still bounded in probability. However, ETy; € O(n~'h~2), while Var T} €
O(n=2h™3), as we shall see in Proposition [[3 below and of course we will have to assume h — 0. Since we strongly



conjecture that these rates are optimal, the first condition in (@) is stronger than requiring that F and E[T}] are
asymptotically equivalent — there is no hope to achieve this.

We solve this problem by using a biases-corrected version of T following ideas of [15]. We assume that there is
a constant v > 0 with

. 1—=F(@)
Lim T (5)
t<0
where F' is the distribution function of the ¢;. We put
n/2 n/2 n/2 n/2 9
T= Zg(a:m-,l Zym 11y, >g(we)) — (Zg T2i-1) Zl{ym 129(z2i— 1)})

=1 = =
2
(n/2>(2"/2 (9(z2-1) + 21 aen ) - (@201 = 55))

Rn/2 — S?

for some v’ ~ y. We reduce the bias only sufficiently if 7' is close to . However, -y is unknown in many applications.
Hence we will plug in an estimator 4 fulfilling certain consistency assumptions for +'.

Any estimator 4 fulfilling the assumptions (GI)-(GH) in Section [B] below will be eligible. However, the only
estimator for which we checked these assumptions is

2k
yi= ", (6)
€5:3 ~5-ki3
where €.z,...,€z.n are the ascendingly sorted order statistics of the residuals

€9i := Ya; — §(w2;).

It will be necessary to apply the estimator g with a bandwidth hy, which is much larger than h, here. This estimator
is motivated by the negative Hill estimator from [5].

The reason for the application of the split-of-the-sample technique is that we are not able to treat the variance
of T without this assumption, because then Y; and §(z;) are no longer independent. Since we do not know what the
variance of T would be without the split-of-the-sample technique, we cannot tell whether this theoretical problem
would be the only problem or whether there is a practical problem hidden behind it.

Let z, denote the g-quantile of the N(0,1)-distribution. Fix a level A € (0,1). Now the two tests we are

considering are
1 T > 2y \/Ln—%—%—‘l
p1 = { (Cz)?

0 else,

where C,, is the constant defined in equation (@) below (in particular C,, = % if the observation points are equidis-
tant), and
{1 T > 21 5 - /n—2h—33—3A4,
P2 =
0 else,

where the constant A; is defined by the following construction. For v > 0 and two point measures ¢° on [0, 1] x
(—00,0] and ¢° on [—1,2] x (—o0,0] we define

o e 1 ! ~ 2 -
G(¢°,¢%,7) == 5/ g(x)* dz + S > Vil zaxnys
0 i=1
where ¢° = {(%;,9);) |i=1,...} and g is the estimator § at bandwidth h = 1 applied to the data set ¢¢. We let
@7 and ®f, I =1,...,5, be Poisson processes on [0, 1] x (—o0,0] and [—1,2] x (—o0, 0] respectively with intensity
v and put A, = 215:1 Cov(G(fbg, D5, v), G(D?, @f,w)). Since in Subsection Il we see that A; is approximately
13.7, we replace it by 13.7 in applications.

The motivation for the choices of the critical values comes from the asymptotic distribution of the test statistic
that will be established in the appendix. It will be shown to be asymptotically Gaussian with mean zero and a
variance that is asymptotically bounded by ﬁn”h*v_‘l and that asymptotically equals n=2h=3y~4A;.

The advantages of the two tests will be discussed in Section [Bl



3 Asymptotic behavior of the tests

In this section we analyse the asymptotic behavior of T'.

The bandwidth h has to be chosen depending on n in such a way that lim,,_, o, nh = oo, but lim, . h = 0.
Furthermore we have to assume lim,,_ o nh? = oo in order to ensure that the standard deviation of the test statistic
T asymptotically dominates its bias and that we hence do not run into the same problems we get when using T}
as test statistic.

In order to ensure an appropriate asymptotic behavior of T, we need an assumption on the distribution F' of
the errors ¢; which is slightly stronger than (B). We shall assume that

there is some constant Cp with |F(z) — (1 —7|z|)| < Cr|z|* for all z < 0. (7)
Furthermore, we assume that

there are I' > 0 and Cr > 0 such that F(t) < Cp - [t| ", (8)

We shall assume in the sequel that the data points x;, ¢ = 1,...,n, are scattered regularly enough such that

C. i limint inf {#{i € {1,...,n} | z; € [x,2 + h/2)} |z € (~h,1 + h/2)} o

n—00 nh

9)

and that
, ) sup{#{i e {1,...,n} | @i € [z,x+ h/2)} |z € (h,1+ h/2)}
C, = limsup < 00

n—00 nh

(10)
In order to ensure that ¢ has asymptotically the correct size, we will need a much stronger assumption, namely:

(A1) There is a bandwidth function H with lim,, % = 0 such that

fim sup{#{ie{1,...,n} |z € [z,2+ H)} |z € (~h/2,1+ h/2 — H|}
n—00 nH
o inf {#{ie{1,....n} |a; € [x,x+ H)} |z € (—h/2,1+ h/2 — H]}

n—00 nH

For the investigation of the behavior of the tests under the alternative, we need a weaker version of (@), namely

o DB (L. 0} (o c oot /DY o e (Ch TR/} (11)

n—00 h/

and the following assumption:

(A2) There is a measure p on [0, 1] such that 2 E?:/f Opy;_y — 1 weakly.
This assumption is implied by (Alll) and independent of (@) and (I0).

For the estimator 4 we have to impose the following assumptions:
G1) 4 is independent of Yo;_1,7 =1,...,n/2, under Hy
G2) E[(1/4 — 1/9)* € O((nh)~2) under Hy
P

G3) P(4 < t) < Ct?? for some constant C' independent of n under H,

(G1)
(G2)
(G3)
(G4) sup,, [(%)2} < 0o both under Hy and under H;

Some of our lemmata will hold under weaker versions of (G2]), namely one of the following:
(G5) E[(1/4 —1/7)%] < C/(nh) for some constant C

(G6) limy, o0 E[(1/9 — 1/7)1] =



If one uses specifically the estimator 4 from (@), then these assumptions are implied by the following ones, as
we shall see in Subsection [A.7l We assume that

. n2h?
hrrLILsng —h?k‘l < 00, (12)
. nh
limsupn®— = 0 for some a > 0, (13)
n—o00 k
k%h
lim — =0, (14)
n—oo 1
..n
nll)rrgo — =00, (15)
. no
nl;n;o = 0 for some 5 > 0, (16)
lim %wg(hl) — 0 for all g from the alternative (17)
n—oo
nhﬁngo khi = oo (18)
. nh
and lim — = oo for some v > 0. (19)
n—oo nY

Remark 2. 1f all functions g from the alternative are Holder continuous of order 2/3 + ¢ for some € € (0, 5% ), then
assumptions (I2)-(I9) together with lim, o, nh? = oo, which is assumed in most of our results, can be fulfilled by
choosing h = n=1/2%¢/5 py = n=3/8+¢/5> and k = n3/4=¢/5,

Remark 3. There is some redundancy in the assumptions (I2)-(I3)). For example, (I3) together with the assumption
lim,, o nh? = oo implies ([IG). We accept that in order to state each result only under the assumptions used in

its proof.
Remark 4. Observe that the two bandwidths h and h; have to be chosen differently. Indeed, (I2)) and (4] imply

Rt 2h? k%h
lim —+ = lim n_(_

2
n—00 h? n—00 h?k‘l n ) =0.

We are now in the position to state the main results of this paper.

Theorem 5. Assume that the design points fulfill @) and [@Q), that the error distribution fulfills () and @), that
lim,, 0o nh? = o0 and that the estimator 4 for «y fulfills (A1) and (A2). Then for any A € (0,1) the test

1 if T>z_»- 8 n—2hp—345—4
oo [P T T 2o
0 else

has asymptotically at most size A.

Theorem 6. Let the level A € (0,1). Assume that the design points fulfill (Adl), the errors satisfy (@) and @),
that lim,,_, o nh? = oo and that 4 is an estimator for v with (A1), (d3) and (A3). Then

1 T > s a/n 23 A
270 T < 21a/n2h35-14,

has asymptotically size \.

The advantage of ¢ is that it can cope with irregularly scattered data points. In order to apply this test, we
only have to assume (@) and (I0), whereas we need (Al in order to apply .

On the other hand several estimates in the construction of ¢, make it very conservative. In particular, the level
of 1 only bounds the limit of the size of 1, while the level of @, equals the limit of the size of 5. Therefore it is
not surprising that ¢; is much weaker in detecting alternatives than ¢ as demonstrated in the simulation study

(Section [)).

Theorem 7. Let g : R = R be a uniformly continuous function that is not affine on [0,1]. Assume that the errors
fulfill @) and (8), that the estimator 7 fulfills (q4]) and that the design points satisfy (1)) and (AZ). Then

lim P(p=1) =1,

n—r oo

where @ 1is either of the two tests p1 or @a.



Notice that while we only have to assume that g : R — R is uniformly continuous in order to ensure that
Theorem [7is mathematically correct, we do not know any estimator 4 fulfilling (Gl unless g is Holder continuous
of order % + € with known € > 0.

4 Simulations and real data application

4.1 Simulation of A,

In order to apply the test o it is important to know the value of the constant A, from page Bl at least in the

case v = 1. There is no hope for an analytic expression for A; and also evaluating it numerically seems to
be very difficult. But a simulation technique is obvious from its definition: Produce a large sample ®7,, ®7,,
l=1,...,5,i=1,...,nofiid. copies of 7, ®?,1 =1,...,5 and then approximate A; by the empirical covariance

of G(®5,;,®5,;,1),i=1,...,n and 215:1 G(@ii, 7, 1),i=1,...,n. We carried out this experiment with n = 10°
and got an empirical covariance of A; =~ 13.7.
In order to evaluate the accuracy of this estimation, we calculate its standard deviation. The variance of the

empirical covariance of two samples X;, ¢ =1,...,n,and Y;, i=1,...,n,is
Lo m—=2 509 Lo 2)
n(u4 n—l(n) +n—1UT ’

where jiq := E[(X7 — p)2(Y1 — v)?], p:= E[X1], v := E[Y1], 02 := Var(X;), 72 := Var(¥7) and 7% := Cov(X1,Y1).
We estimate this quantity by plugging in the mean values of the same sample that was used for the estimation of
A; itself for the expected values, and the empirical (co-)variances for the (co-)variances. We got a variance of the
empirical covariance of 0.06, i.e. a standard deviation of 0.25. So already the last digit we reported above is not
really reliable.

4.2 Simulation under the null hypotheses

In this subsection we determine the size of the tests ¢o for finite sample size based on simulations.

For bandwidths h = h; = 0.2 and n € {20,50, 100,200} we considered design points —h, —h + %, —h + %, e
As true regression function we considered g = 0 in this subsection and we used two different error distributions,
namely the uniform distribution on [—1, 0] and the negative of an exponentially distributed random variable with
rate 1. We applied the test @2, where we consider « either to be known or we estimate it using the estimator from
(@) with k € {20,50}. Notice that this does make sense only if k¥ < n/2. As levels we used A = 0.05 and A = 0.01.
For each setup we performed 1,000 independent simulation runs and estimated the size by the ratio of simulation
runs in which the hypotheses was rejected. Motivated by the results from Subsection .1l we approximated A; by
13.7. The results are reported in Tables [1l and

We see that the test @9 is very conservative. In order to see whether this improves with increasing sample size,
we performed simulations with n = 500 and n = 1,000. Due to the large computation times we performed this
additional simulations only in the case of uniform errors and only in the case that either + is known or k = 20.
Moreover, the results for n = 1,000, k£ = 20 are based on only 200 simulation runs. These results are reported in
Table [l too. Choosing k = 20 seems to be the magic trick which produces good results already at small sample
sizes.

We also did some experiments with the test ;. Not surprisingly, its size was always smaller than that of o
(with equality only if the estimated sizes of both tests were 0). This means that it does not exploit the level at the
price of having problems in detecting alternatives. In conclusion, the properties of ¢ are poorer than that of ¢s.
We also tried & € {5,10} in the estimation of . However, with this choice the size of @9 exceeded the level by far
which is caused by an overestimation of .

4.3 The behavior under the alternative

In this subsection we investigate the behavior of our tests under the alternative. We consider the true regression
functions

g1(x) = ¢ sin(amx)
92(x) = ¢+ (z — xo)"

g3(x) = —c- (x — x0)?.



20 50 100 200 500 1,000

~ known | 0 0 0.003 0.003 0.005 0.010
20 - 0.035 0.050 0.046 0.066 0.05
50 - - - 0.017

20 50 100 200 500 1,000

~ known | 0 0 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.002
20 - 0.011 0.022 0.020 0.032 0.02
50 - - - 0.003

Estimated sizes of the test oo for level 5% (top) and 1% (bottom) applied to data that is uniformly distributed on
[—1,0]. In the first row we present the result for known , while in the further rows we present results for estimated
values of v with different choices of k. In different columns we present results for different values of n.

Table 1: Size of the test py: Uniform errors

| 20 50 100 200 | 20 50 100 200

v known | 0.044 0.025 0.019 0.015 v known | 0.017 0.009 0.008 0.004

20 - 0 0.023 0.032 20 - 0 0.007 0.017
50 - - - 0.001 50 - - - 0

The same as Table [l except that the errors are now negative exponential.

Table 2: Size of the test pa: Negative exponential errors

We carried out experiments with ¢ € {0.1,0.2,0.5,1} and a € {1,2,4} for g; and with p € {2,6,7}, ¢ €
{0.1,0.2,0.5,1,2,5} and zp € {0,0.25,0.5} for go and g3. We chose the values of p this way since we wanted to
study the difference between small and large values of p as well as the difference between even and odd values. We
restrict ourselves to the case that n = 100, that & = 20 or v is known and that the errors are uniformly distributed.

The results for g; are shown in TablesBland [4 Of course, the power increases with increasing value of ¢. The
dependency on « varies. In many cases we have the highest power for « = 2. This is explained by the following fact:
The function sin(ma) can be well approximated by the identity and thus has a much smaller “distance” (measured
in what metric ever) to the space of affine functions than sin(27z). From sin(27z) to sin(4rz) we do not have a
decrease in the distance to the space of affine functions, but only an increase in the frequency, which makes the
detection more difficult.

In Tables [B] and [6] we reported the results for go with p = 2. We see that the powers are much smaller than
the powers for g; which is explained by the fact that for the same value of ¢ the distance of go to the space of
affine functions is much smaller than the distance of g;. Moreover, we see that the results for go with p = 2 hardly
depend on zp. This had to be expected — changing the value of x( just corresponds to adding an affine function
and the tests we proposed are invariant under addition of affine functions. So the differences for different values of
2o come only from the use of new random numbers. In Tables [ and [l we see that for p = 6 and p = 7 the choice
of zp matters: The closer zg is to the centre of the interval [0, 1], the smaller is the power of the test. This is not
surprising, since the distance between the regression function g and the space of affine function is small when xg is
close to the centre of the interval. For zg = 0 the power of the test increases with increasing p, while for ¢ = 0.25
and xg = 0.5 the power decreases with increasing p. The results for p = 6 and p = 7 are hardly different, so it does
not seem to be of importance whether p is even or odd.

Finally we present the results for g3 in Tables [0 — I4l The results for g3 are similar to those of g — in some
situations (in particular, for p = 2) they are better, in some other situations (in particular for larger p) they are
worse.

The behavior of the test po under the alternative at sample size n = 100 is of acceptable quality. It detects
alternatives far from the zero hypotheses with high probabilities but it has problems in detecting alternatives at
medium distance from the null hypotheses.

Finally we investigated how the power increases with increasing sample size n. We did this only at level 5%
with known + and the sin-function as regression function. The results are reported in Table We see an increase
of the power function with increasing n that is approximately as strong as we expected it.



|0(Hy) 01 02 05 1 | 0(Ho) 01 02 05 1

1 0.003 0.043 0.729 0.991 1 0.001 0.006 0.594 0.986
21 0.003 0.008 0.143 0.950 1.000 2| 0.001 0.002 0.038 0.913 1.000
4 0.021 0.262 0.952 1.000 4 0.003 0.099 0.874 0.999

Estimated power function for g(z) = ¢ - sin(amz) with n = 100 and known ~. The results for different values of ¢
are reported in different columns, while the results for different values of « are reported in different rows. The left
table is for level 5% and the right table is for level 1%.

Table 3: Power under the alternative: The sin-function with n = 100 and known -y

|0(Hp) 01 02 05 1 | 0(Hp) 01 02 05 1
1 0.087 0.265 0.893 0.998 1 0.046 0.151 0.854 0.996
2| 0.050 0.111 0.423 0.969 0.999 210022 0054 0264 0953 0.999
4 0.140 0.431 0.867 0.991 4 0.062 0.235 0.696 0.976

Estimated power function for g(z) = ¢ - sin(amx) with n = 100, ¥ = 20. The further details are the same as in
Table Bl

Table 4: Power under the alternative: The sin-function with n = 100, & = 20

0(Hy) 01 02 05 1 2 5
0 0.002 0.002 0.003 0.073 0.785 1.000
0.25 | 0.003 0.005 0.002 0.014 0.056 0.781 1.000
0.5 0.003 0.003 0.008 0.061 0.772 1.000
0(Hy) 01 02 05 1 2 5
0 0 0001 0 0019 0576 1.000
0.25 | 0.001 0.001 0 0004 0014 0578 1.000
0.5 0 0 0001 0014 0575 1.000

Estimated power function for g(x) = ¢ (r — x0)? with n = 100 and known . In different rows the results for
different values of xy are presented. The further details are the same as in Table Bl

Table 5: Power under the alternative: The x2-function with n = 100 and known

0(Hy) 01 02 05 1 2 5
0 0.044 0.047 0.071 0.271 0.868 1.000
0.25 | 0.050 0.046 0.055 0.089 0.252 0.866 1.000
0.5 0.039  0.036 0.079 0.259 0.857 1.000
0(Hy) 01 02 05 1 2 5
0 0.013 0.019 0.030 0.142 0.754 1.000
0.25 | 0.022 0.022 0.023 0.043 0.115 0.756 1.000
0.5 0.022 0.017 0.037 0.136 0.748 1.000

Estimated power function for g(z) = ¢ - (z — x)? with n = 100, k = 20. The further details are the same as in
Table

Table 6: Power under the alternative: The z2-function with n = 100, k = 20



0(Hy) 01 02 05 1 2 5
0 0.040 0.052 0.286 0.908 1.000 1.000
0.25 | 0.050 0.043 0.046 0.052 0.051 0.168 0.954
0.50 0.039 0.034 0.050 0.048 0.043 0.046
0(Hy) 01 02 05 1 2 5
0 0.018 0.022 0.140 0.837 0.998 1.000
0.25 | 0.022 0.022 0.018 0.031 0.022 0.065 0.922
0.50 0.021 0.017 0.018 0.019 0.021 0.017

Estimated power function for g(x) = ¢ (v — 20)® with

Table

Table 7: Power under the alternative: The z8-function with n = 100, k = 20

n = 100, £ = 20. The further details are the same as in

0(Hp) 0.1 0.2 0.5 1 2 5
0 0.047 0.053 0.361 0.940 1.000 1.000
0.25 | 0.050 0.043 0.046 0.050 0.045 0.102 0.910
0.5 0.039 0.036 0.048 0.051 0.049 0.048
0(Hp) 0.1 0.2 0.5 1 2 5
0 0.017 0.024 0.193 0.905 1.000 1.000
0.25 | 0.022 0.023 0.019 0.031 0.019 0.037 0.834
0.5 0.021 0.017 0.020 0.021 0.023 0.019
Estimated power function for g(x) = ¢ (x — z0)” with n = 100, k = 20. The further details are the same as in
Table
Table 8: Power under the alternative: The z”-function with n = 100, k = 20
0(Hp) 0.1 0.2 0.5 1 2 5
0 0.003 0.002 0.011 0.099 0.652 0.998
0.25 | 0.003 0.004 0.004 0.011 0.091 0.677 0.998
0.5 0.002 0.003 0.006 0.084 0.663 0.997
0(Hp) 0.1 0.2 0.5 1 2 5
0 0 0.001 0.002 0.020 0.525 0.998
0.25 | 0.001 0.001 0 0.002 0.024 0.545 0.998
0.5 0 0.001 0.001 0.020 0.532 0.995
Estimated power function for g(z) = —c- (r — x9)? with n = 100 and known . In different rows the results for

different values of =y are presented, while in different columns the results for different values of ¢ are presented.
The further details are the same as in Table [Bl

Table 9: Power under the alternative: The negative z?-function with n = 100 and known ~

0(Hp) 0.1 0.2 0.5 1 2 5
0 0.049 0.052 0.115 0.400 0.895 1.000
0.25 | 0.050 0.055 0.055 0.107 0.405 0.881 1.000
0.5 0.045 0.050 0.110 0.403 0.871 1.000
0(Hp) 0.1 0.2 0.5 1 2 5
0 0.018 0.027 0.055 0.252 0.842 0.999
0.25 | 0.022 0.026 0.023 0.050 0.225 0.831 0.999
0.5 0.023 0.023 0.045 0.239 0.823 1.000
Estimated power function for f(z) = —c- (x — x0)? with n = 100, k = 20. The further details are the same as in

Table

Table 10: Power under the alternative: The negative 22-function with n = 100, k = 20



0(Hp) 0.1 0.2 0.5 1 2 5
0 0.003 0.010 0.104 0.599 0.958 1.000
0.25 | 0.003 0.004 0.003 0.009 0.009 0.041 0.528
0.5 0.002 0.001 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.009
0(Hp) 0.1 0.2 0.5 1 2 5
0 0 0.003 0.025 0.463 0.949 1.000
0.25 | 0.001 0.001 0 0.002 0.002 0.006 0.369
0.5 0 0.001  0.001 0 0 0.001
Estimated power function for g(r) = —c- (¥ — 2¢)® with n = 100 and known ~. The further details are the same

as in Table

Table 11: Power under the alternative: The negative z%-function with n = 100 and known ~

0(Hp) 0.1 0.2 0.5 1 2 5
0 0.062 0.094 0.420 0.847 0.998 1.000
0.25 | 0.050 0.051 0.053 0.058 0.084 0.278 0.805
0.5 0.040 0.037 0.048 0.054 0.070 0.109
0(Hp) 0.1 0.2 0.5 1 2 5
0 0.020 0.038 0.274 0.796 0.996 1.000
0.25 | 0.022 0.026 0.022 0.029 0.051 0.154 0.735
0.5 0.021 0.017 0.021 0.026 0.030 0.052
Estimated power function for f(z) = —c- (x — x0)% with n = 100, k = 20. The further details are the same as in
Table
Table 12: Power under the alternative: The negative z5-function with n = 100, k = 20
0(Hp) 0.1 0.2 0.5 1 2 5
0 0.003 0.010 0.112 0.592 0.953 1.000
0.25 | 0.003 0.004 0.002 0.008 0.008 0.018 0.283
0.5 0.002 0.001 0.003 0.002 0.003 0.005
0(Hp) 0.1 0.2 0.5 1 2 5
0 0 0.002 0.028 0.473 0.943 1.000
0.25 | 0.001 0.001 0 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.117
0.5 0 0.001  0.001 0 0 0.001
Estimated power function for g(r) = —c- (x — 2¢)7 with n = 100 and known ~. The further details are the same

as in Table

Table 13: Power under the alternative: The negative z”-function with n = 100 and known ~

0(Hp) 0.1 0.2 0.5 1 2 5
0 0.063 0.100 0.449 0.853 0.997 1.000
0.25 | 0.050 0.050 0.051 0.057 0.076 0.184 0.633
0.5 0.040 0.035 0.049 0.049 0.055 0.054
0(Hp) 0.1 0.2 0.5 1 2 5
0 0.020 0.043 0.291 0.801 0.995 1.000
0.25 | 0.022 0.026 0.021 0.029 0.041 0.086 0.515
0.5 0.021 0.018 0.020 0.021 0.024 0.021
Estimated power function for f(z) = —c- (x — x0)” with n = 100, k = 20. The further details are the same as in

Table

Table 14: Power under the alternative: The negative z’-function with n = 100, k = 20
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| 0(Ho) 0.1 02 05 1 | 0(H) 01 02 05 1

1 0 0 0 0003 1 0  0.002 0.068 0.700

2 0 0 0 0 0118 2/ 0 0002 0 0352 0962

4 0 0 0001 0.122 4 0.003 0.007 0.395 0.938

|0(Hp) 01 02 05 1 | 0(Hp) 01 02 05 1
1 0.003  0.043 0.729 0.991 1 0.062 0504 0.986 1.000
2 | 0.003 0.008 0.143 0.950 1.000 21 0.003 0.163 0.838 1.000 1.000
4 0.021 0.262 0.952 1.000 4 0.262 0.849 1.000 1.000

Estimated power function for the test ¢ with level 5% applied to g(x) = ¢ - sin(arz) with known v and n = 20
(top left), n = 50 (top right), n = 100 (bottom left) and n = 200 (bottom right). The results for different values
of ¢ are reported in different columns, while the results for different values of « are reported in different rows.

Table 15: Power under the alternative: The dependency on n for the sin-function with known ~

4.4 Life expectancy data

Here we want to apply the tests 1 and @9 to life expectancy data.

We consider the following model for the life expectancy: We imagine that in each year x there is an unobserved
bound for the life expectancy of a country (far below the bound for the lifetimes of individuals), which is the
regression function g(x). Due to random effects the countries do not reach that bound. For each year the observation
is the maximal life expectancy observed in any country and the difference between the maximal possible life
expectancy and the maximal observed life expectancy is the error. We consider effects like climatic influences or
different degrees of health conciseness in different countries not as random effects, but as part of the distribution.
So we have only a very small dependency in the observed life expectancy in different years coming from the fact
that if in one year many people have died, then in the next year the observation population is smaller. We consider
this dependency to be neglectable. We test the null hypothesis that ¢ is an affine function against the alternative
that ¢ is not affine.

At first we apply the two tests we developed to the same data which were considered in [I3]. This data consists
of the maximal life expectancy in each year from 1840 till 2000, where until 1947 the maximal life expectancy is
missing in many years. For both tests we chose bandwidths A = h; = 0.2. Since we need some observations to the
left and to the right of the interval [0, 1] in order to apply our tests, we rescaled the time axis in such a way that
1840 became —0.2 and 2000 became 1.2. We obtained n = 46 data points in the interval [0, 1]. We estimated ~ by
the estimator from (@) with k£ = 10. Motivated by the results from Section 1]l we set A; = 13.7. We approximated
the constant C, that is needed for the test o by

inf{#{i e {1,....n} |z € [,z +h/2)} |z € (=h, 1+ h/2)} 1

Co = nh - 9.2

We obtained a value of the test statistic T of 4.8, a critical value of the test ¢; on level 5% of 71 and a critical
value of the test @2 of 3.3. The resulting p-values are 0.46 for the test ¢; and 0.0082 for the test 2. However, the
assumption (Al needed for the application of the test (s is not justified, since in many of the early decades 8 of
the 10 data points are missing, while in the last four decades there is no missing data point at all. So we are not
able to judge whether the hypotheses is true for this data set — the test ¢; does not reject the null hypotheses, but
it turned out to be to conservative in the simulation study, and the assumptions of the test o are not sufficiently
justified.

Next we only consider data from the post-war period (from 1948) so that we have absolutely regularly scattered
observation points. We added the life expectancy data for the years from 2001 till 2016 from the Human Mortality
Database [11]. Again, we rescaled the time axis in such a way that the first observation point (now 1948) became
—0.2 and the last observation point (now 2016) became 1.2. This time putting C, = 0.5 in the test p; seems to
be appropriate. Now we obtain a value of the test statistic T of 1.67, a critical value of 0.97 for the test 7 and
a critical value of 0.45 for the test 2. The resulting p-values are 0.0024 for the test p; and 5 - 10710 for the test
2. When changing the bandwidth of the test statistic to h = 0.1, the value of the test statistic changes to 2.3, the
critical value of the test 1 becomes 0.078 and the critical value of the test w2 becomes 0.036. The p-value drops
down below 1074 for both tests. So we are able to reject the null hypotheses with highest significance. Of course,
strictly speaking one has to adjust for multiple testing when applying four tests that test the same hypotheses, but
if two of the p-values are below 1074, this can be neglected.
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5 Discussion and outlook

We have proposed two tests for testing whether the regression function in a boundary regression model is an affine
function. Using these tests we have been able to show that the boundary of the life expectancy is not an affine
function.

It would be good to have a test uniting the benefits of both tests we proposed. A tempting idea is to use
inhomogeneous Poisson processes in order to get rid of the strong assumption (Alll). However, there is a problem.
Without this assumption the processes @9 and ®¢ will not converge to inhomogeneous Poisson processes, but to
homogeneous Poisson processes whose intensity is determined by the intensity of ®§ and ®¢ near 0.

Of course, it would be desirable to have a goodness-of-fit test for the hypotheses that the true regression function
lies in a more general given linear subspace. This is challenging, because then the distribution of the test statistic
T will depend on which of the regression functions of this subspace is the true one.

Moreover, an interesting project is to relax the assumption that lim; (1 — F(¢))/|t| exists to lim; (1 —
F(t))/|t|* existing for some o > 0. The difficulty is that for o # 1 we do not have a decomposition of the test
statistic T as S7 + 52+ S5 in which the dependence on g cancels. A way out in general might be to change the point
of view: We are testing a hypotheses about the location parameter of a Weibull distribution, when the observations
are not Weibull distributed but only lie in the domain of attraction of a Weibull distribution.

In the future one should check whether the proposed test is minimax optimal and, if it is not, propose a minimax
optimal test.

Allowing for correlated data would require the estimation of the correlation structure. A further interesting
project would be to consider spatial design points.

A  Proofs

In this appendix we give the proofs of the theoretical statements of this paper. In Subsection [A.I] we will prove
Proposition[dland we will derive an equivalent representation of T' that holds at any sample size. This decomposition
will be important in the examination of the behavior of the asymptotic behavior of T under the null hypotheses
that is carried out in Subsections [A2] [A.3] and [A4l In Subsection [A5] we give the proofs of Theorem [ and
Theorem [0l The behavior of 7" under the alternative will be examined in Subsection Finally, we establish the
properties of the estimator 4 from (@) in Subsection [A7]

A.1 Representations at finite sample size
We abbreviate

n/2 n/2

K := Z (9(z2i-1) — f(z2i-1)) and L:= Z (9(z2i-1) — fz2i-1)) - 291

i=1

Proof of Proposition[Ik (i) We have

n/2 9 n/2 9
T = Ellhlr}z (g($2i71) — MTi—1 — 5) = minz (g(fEQifl) — f(z2i—1) — magi—1 — C)
) e
n/2

— minz (f](xgi_l) — f(:vgi_l))2 + Rm? + %02 —2mL — 2¢cK + 2S5me.

i=1
The minimum is obtained for the solution of

2Rm — 2L +25¢=0
nc—2K +2Sm =0,

12



i.e. for ¢ =

Ty

(ii) Since

we get

1?55 fSLz and m = %. Hence we get
n/2
. 2 nL/2—SK\2 nsRK—SL\2 nL/2 — SK
i-1) — i S oo = L
;(Q(IQ 1)~ flw2i1)) +R( Rn/Q—SQ) 2(Rn/2—52) Rn/2 — 52
RK — SL nL/2—-SK\ s RK — SL
—2———K+2
Rnjz—s2 "t s( Rnj2 — 52 ) (Rn/2 —5)
n/2 R 2 R(n/2)?’L? — RSnKL+ RS?K? + R*nK?/2 — RSnK L + S*nL?/2
Z(Q(@Fl) - f(fl?2i71)) + )
i1 (Rn/2— 5?)
n —2R(n/2)?L? +nS?L? + SRnKL — 2S3K L
(Rn/2 — 5’2)2
—R’nK?+2RS?K? + RSnKL — 2S3KL
(Rn/2 - 52)2

RSnKL — S*>nL? —

2RS?K? +2S3KL

n/2

Z (9(22i-1) — f(UCzi—l))2 +

=1

R =

(Rn/2 - 52)2

n/2

EZC =—
21—1 TL

Hence the assertion follows.

RS? + R?n/2 — R’n + 2RS> — 2RS?

(Rn/2 — 5’2)
n —RSn — RSn + RSn —25% + RSn — 253 + RSn + 283 KL
(Rn/2 — 5’2)
R(n/2)* + S°n/2 — 2R(n/2)? + S*n — San2
(Rn/2 — 32)2
—R?n/2+ RS? —25% + RSn S%n/2 — R(n/2)?
(Rn/2—52)2 (Rn/2—5’2)2 (Rn/2—5’2)2

. W " L
Rn/2—S2 Rn/2—S2 Rn/2 5’2
( R+ n/2 2 - ( K)

Rn/2 — 52
n/2
D) A 2
o (Z (Q($2i71) - f(IQifl)))
i=1
2
(n/2)- (Z M2 (raie1) — fl@2im1)) + (w21 — ni/z))

a Rn/2 — 52 '
l 3 1 _ — ds & 2\ 1
gn—gn)— an —217211—__ )—Zn,

n/2 n/2 n

and = = .

Rn/2—-52 in2-4 —4n2 Ln2-3%
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In order to analyse the statistic T, we consider the alternative form

n/2 n/2
N 2
Ty = E (9(x2i-1) — f(.%'gi_l))z + ? E (Yai1 — f(x2i—1))1{Y2i712§(12i71)}
i=1 =1
n/2 n/2 n/2

2 . 1 2
- E(Zg(m—l) t Y v a0 — Y f(fvzi—l))
=1 =1 =1

2
(n/2) ( Zfﬁ (g($2i—1) + %1{3/21'7129(9021'71)} - f(x%—l)) (.%'21'_1 - niﬂ))

Rn/2 — S?
for any affine function f: R — R.

Lemma 8. If f : R — R is an affine function, then
T ="1Ty.

In particular, under Hy we can write T' = S1 + S3 + S3, where

n/2 n/2
N 2
Sp = Z(g(xgi_l) — g($2i_1))2 + ? Z (Y2i—1 - g($2i—1))1{Y2i—12§(902i71)}
i=1 =1
2 L2 1
. 2
Sy 1= E(Z (G(z2i-1) — g(w20-1) + ?1{3/21-712.«7(@-71)}))
i=1

n ~ 2
(n/2) - (S8 (3(@2i-1) — 9(@2i-1) + 21va 2 g00a0)y) (2201 — 22))

53 1= Rn/2 — S2

(20)

and where ¢ is the true function. Sometimes it will be convenient to split the first summand further as S; =

ST +2/4'SY, where

n/2

S = Z(Q(xziq) — g(22i-1))*
w2

Sy = Z (Yai1 — 9(22i-1)) Liva, 1 >g(aai-1)}-

i=1
Proof of Lemma [8t We abbreviate

n/2

1 R .
0; 1= ?1{1@2(}(11)}7 i = g(Iz) - f(.IZ), i=1,....,n, U= 27721'71.@21'71 and V = Z?]Qi,l.
=1 =1

Let m, ¢ € R be the numbers with f(z) = ma + ¢. Then

n/2 n/2

n

2
Zf(xgifl)(IQifl — %) = megi—l =+ CTo;—1 — %mx%,l — %C = m(R — i) + C(S — % . n
=1

i=1

14
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Thus

n/2 n/2 n/2
T—Tfr= Zf($2i—1)2 +2 Z f(x2i-1)m2i—1 +2 Z f(x2i-1)02i—1
i=1 i=1 i=1
n/2 n/2 n/2 n/2

- = Zﬁzz 1+ Zl{ym 1 >g(2i-1) Zf T2i-1)) — = Zf T2i-1)

_ 2”(21 /1 N2i— 1(:1721 1= _) + Z 1{Y21712.@(12171)} (IQZ 1= _)) (Z f(infl)(xm 1= %))
Rn — 252

n(E15 flaai) (w2 — 2))°
Rn — 252

n/2 n/2
= m2R+2meS + *n/2 4+ 2mU + 2¢V + 2m ngi,lézifl + 202 02i—1
i=1 i=1
n/2 9
2
V 02i—1) - (mS 2) — —(msS 2
+ZQ 1) - (mS+cn/2) n(m +cn/2)

n((U— QSV)-i-ZZ 2 Oai1waig — 22 3 ai 1) - (m(R—%))

-2 Rn — 252
n(m(R - 25))"
B Rn — 252
_25%)2
= (r= 35" = ) o (25 = 50/2) e (o2 2(0/20) -
nm(R - 25° 4 4Spm(R — 252
+ (2m_2(f232)) U+ (20——(m5+0n/2)+%) v
R 252 n/2
+(2m_2% szz 102i—1
4 ﬁnm(R 252) /2
+(2C—E(m8+cn/2) R— ng L
=0. O

A.2 Asymptotic behavior of the moments

In this section we are going to derive asymptotic bounds and orders for the moments of 7. In order to do this, we
first have to derive an asymptotic bound for the moments of §(x) — g(z).

Proposition 9. Assume that @), @) and &) hold. Then we have

lim sup v* (hn)*E[|§(z) — g(z)[*] < ,gl"(l + k).

n—oo

Assume that [I0), &) and @) hold. Then we have

lim inf 7" (hn) *E[|§ () — g(x)[*] > 5eT (1 + k)

n—r oo

Proof: Put Z; := max{ey; | xo; € [x — h,x)} and Z5 := max{ey; | v2; € [x,z + h)}. Then we have §(z) — g(z) >
min{Z;, Z5} and hence
Ellg(2) — g()"] < E[|Z1]*] + E[| Z2"].

From [16, Proposition 2.1] we get
Jim A F @z ) E[Z ) =T(1+k), j=12

which in view of (@) implies the first assertion.
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On the other hand we have §(x) — g(x) < max{Z;, Z2}. Again, we get from [16, Proposition 2.1] that
Jim o)l max{ 2, 223 ] = T(1+ ),
which in view of (I0) implies the second assertion. O

Lemma 10. Assume @), (@) and @). Let ¥ be an estimator for v fulfilling (A1) and (A3). Then

n/2 9 n/2 \/5
lim sup n3/2h5/2E[Z(§(w2i—1) - 9(9021'—1))2 + = Z (Yzz 1= g(w2i- 1))1{)’21 1>G(w2i— 1)}] < \/— :
Proof: We have
E[(§(z:) - +2(Yi = 9(20)) Livizg(e0)y]
2 4

E[(Q() ()) 2(Yi = 9(2)) Lvizgay] TE[(G = 2) (Vi = 9(@0) Liviz gy -

Using the fact that E[X1;x>q] = — f P(s < X < t)dt for any (—oo,0]-valued random variable X, we get

E|(g(zi) — g(2:))* +

0
[ 2 (E ) = — Pl — gle) + (3 — g() dy]
9(@i)—g(z:) 7

B[ [ O R —ge) +A6)  gle) - (= F) + ) o]

We have
R R 0 2 . ) 2CF . 5
] 2 (- P(a() ~g(w0)+1(a(wi) —g ) dy| < ~Crlg(a)—ga:) 2 dy = g~ g(ws))
i)~ q(m)V a(z)—a(z) g
0 0
2 2 20k
[ Ra-rwema]< [ ZonPay =2l - o
g(zi)—g(zi) ¥ d(z)—g(zs) v i
So 2 8C
~ ~ F |~
E[(§(z:) — g(x:))? + ;(Y; —9(2) L viz0e0y 1 9] < 3, 190 — g(ai)|*. (21)
Hence Proposition [ yields
n/2
. 213 ~ 2 2
lim sup n”h E[Z(g(xmfl) - g(IQifl)) + ;(Yzifl - g(x2i71))l{YQiflz.@(in—l)}}
_ 8Cr
< limsupn_'(nh Ellg(x2; To;
< limsup ( );37 [19(z2i-1) — g(@2i-1)]"]
18Cr 2
=3 343 ( )
2 3y Cly
OF 16
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Moreover, with a similar calculation as above, we get

|]E[(% - %)(Yi = 9(@)) L vizg]|
= BB - 2) (¥~ 9(e)) Loussen | 5:]]]
SE[%—gwg@mw—gum2+Alﬂﬂ%“a—F@m»—m )+ (@) — g(e) = (1= F(y) +79)) dy]|
<B[|2 - 2| [Z06) - a@)? + S5 lote) - 9(w) P

Hence Proposition [ yields

n/2
2 2
hmﬁsup n3/2h5/2E[(§ —) Z (Yzi—l - 9(1’21'71))1{Y2i,12§(121,1)}}
nmroee i=1
< o 8% 03 ([T o[ iCr )
< lim sup 2 — }j( (G2 2@ = 9@ + =) - g(@) ) ])
<BVIC )
:\/ﬁ;/cg O

Lemma 11. Assume that @), @Q), (@) and @) hold. Let k1 = k1(n) and ko = ka2(n) be sequences in {1,...,n/2}
with k1(n) < ka(n) for alln € N. Then

kQ !
. (nh)? ) 5\ 192C"
o 1V 20 ot P) < i
n/2
96C"
. 213 ~ 2 z
hrrLILSOIiPN h Vaf(;(g(iﬂzil) —g(z2i-1)) ) < JiCT
k2
. (nh)3 480", 4
hﬁ)solip mVar( ;(Ei—l - 9(5021'—1))1{Y2i712§(z2i71)}) < Ci? + C3y2
i=k1
n/2
24C" 2
li 2h3v( Yaio1 — g(a2i—1))1 z) 5+ =3
im sup n"h"Var ;( 2i-1 = 9(2i-1)) 1 {vai 1 >G(02i-1)) oy TG
k2
.. (nh)3 . 3
hnrglogf mE{Vaf( zk: (Yai1 — g(I2i*1>)1{Y2i—1Z.@(CEQ'L—l)} | 9)} > W
i=kq
n/2 3
Hfljogp”QhBE [Va"(;(yzi—l = 9(22i-1)) 1 vy 1 >g(wai 1)} | 9)} > B12(C1)P2
Proof: We have
k2
Var(Z(Q(Izi—l) 9(2i-1) ) Z > Cov((g(z2i-1) = 9(x2i-1))% (§(225-1) — g(w2j-1))?)
i=k1 i=ky JE{k1, s ko}:

legj_1—w2i—11<2h

< (kz — k1 + 1) max {#{’L | Toi—1 € (LL' —2h,z+ 2h) n [0, 1]} | xr € (0, 1)}E[(§(£L‘21_1) — g($2i—1))4]-
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Hence Proposition [ yields

k2
. (nh)3 . 5 , 20(5)  192C%
llv?l»Solip mVar( ;(g($2i_1) — g(z2-1)) ) <4cC;, - ey = e
i=k1
In order to show the third assertion, we use
k2
Var( Z (}/éi—l - g(x27:_1))1{Y2i—12!}(12i—1)})
i:kl
k2 k2
— Var(E{ > (Yairt = 9(w2i1)) (v, >g(an1)} | QD + E[Var( > (Yaicr = 9(w2i- 1)) (var 1 >5(war 1)} | Q)}-
’i:kl i:kl

Similarly to (2I) we get

R YA 4Cp .
‘E[(Y%—l — 9(2i-1))1{var 1 >(ani_1)} | 9] ’ < §|9($2i—1) — g(z2i1)]* + TF|Q($2i—1) — glz2i-1)[*.
Thus
(nh)? a
lim sup mVar(E[ Y (Yaimt = g(@2im1)Lvas 1 >g0em ) | 9])

i=k1

< Jim sup(nh)? max{#{i | ;-1 € (x — 2h,z +2h) N [0,1]} | = € (O, 1)}

n— oo nh

2
max {E[’E[(}/Qlfl - g(x2i*1))1{y2i—lZ.@(wﬂ—l)} | g} ‘ ] | i=1,...,7

< limsup 4C’,(nh)*(y/2)? max {E“g(l'gi_l) —g(za)|Y] |i=1,..., 2}

n—oo 2

N3
—

o 48 480,

5103 = yecr 22)

Moreover,

Var((Y%_l - g(x27:_1))1{Y2i712!}(m2i—1)} | g)
< E[(Yaic1 — 9(22i-1))*1vas 1 >g(w0i1)} | 4]

- / P((Yai 1 — 9002 1))%  Lgvar s ma(emry > ) dt
0

(9(z2i-1)—g(z2i-1))
— / P(—Vt > Yaio1 — g(a2i-1) > §(z2i-1) — g(x2i-1) | §) dt
0

(9(x2i-1)—g(w2i-1))*
F(—V1t) = F(§(w2i-1) — g(w2i—1)) dt

|
/(g(m2i1)g(z2i1))2
0

< V(@i 1) — glw2i1) + VE + Cr((§(x2i1) — gl@ai_1))> + VE ) dt
§7(|§‘($2i—1) g(w2i-1) —é( (z2i-1) $2i—1))2)3/2) 3CF( (T2i-1) — 9($2i—1))4
= 3 laeai-1) = glazi-)P + 3Cr (3rai-1) - glazi-))"
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So we get from Proposition

k2
(nh)? .
fim sup -~ 11E{Var(i;ﬁ(Yzi_1 = 9(@2i-1)) a1 2g(w2i-1)} | g)}
R ke
<li L i i—1)?
mnp 3 D Bllateay) ~atea]

= %(C§”y3r(4)>

4
Ciy?

Now ([22)) and (23) yield the third assertion.
On the other hand we have

Var((Yai—1 — 9(22i-1))1vas 1 >5(e0i_1)} | 9)

G(22i—1) — g(x2i-1))?
> (G(@2i-1) 169( 2i-1)) min {P(|Y2i—1 — g(z2i—1)| < $|9(z2i-1) — g(z2i-1)| | 9),

]P’(%@(Im—l) —g(@2i-1)| < |Yai1 — g(x2i-1)| < |g(22i-1) — 9(w25-1)] | g)}
(9(22i-1) — g(w2i-1))* (1

=

Y%

|§(z2i-1) — g(@2-1)| — 2Cp|§(22i-1) — g(22i-1)|?)

16 4
and hence
k2
- (nh)? .
el 1E{Var(§1(yml = 9@ 2o 1 9)
ka . 9
s ("h)3 (Q(Iﬂzi—l)—g(!Ezi—l)) YA
>1 f——7 L i) — i
= e ky —ky + 1 {z;; 16 g19@2i-1) = glwzi)|
=K1
" r4) 3
64 (2CLy)3  256(C1)342

So the fifth assertion follows. Putting k; = 1 and ke = n/2 we obtain the second, forth and sixth assertion. O

We get the following corollary of Lemma 1]

Corollary 12. Assume @), (I0), @) and @). Let 4 be an estimator for v that fulfills (A1) and (A6). Then we
have

8
- 273
thS;I)n h*Var(S1) < Cigt

Proof: For two random variables A and B and § > 0 we have
Var(A+B) = Var(A)+2Cov(A, B)+Var(B) < Var(A)+24/6Var(A)y/ :Var(B)+Var(B) < (1+0)Var(A)+(1+3)Var(B).
So let § > 0. We have

Var(S1) = Var(S] + 257 + (2 - 2)5Y)

< (14 0)-B[Var(S{ + 287 g)] + (14 0)- V(SIS + 257 | ) + (14 3) - E[Var(2 - 2)- 57 3.9)]
+(1+3) - Var(E[(2 - 2)- 57 4.4]).
Now 4
Var(S; + 257 | g) = ?Var(Sf | §)
and hence 4 5 8
. 1 3 A _
117131_>solipn (nh)’E[Var(S] + %Si/ 19)] < 2 C32 = O3t
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can be obtained as in the proof of Lemma [[1l From (ZI) we get
Var(E[S] + 257 | g]) € O(n*h(nh)~°).
Moreover, we get

limsuanhBE[Var((% — %) : Si’ Qa;}/)]

n—oo
n/2
< limsupn ™ (nh)*E[(2 = 22+ 3 Flg2i1) - g(w2i-1)[?]
<1 h)3L JE[(2 — 2)4 E[2Z |5 — g(xa; =1
< lim sup(nh)”3 (3 = 2)*] - max (5 19(z2i-1) = g(x2i-1)I°] | i =1,
=0
and
%ﬂ?ﬁﬁde@—%yﬂﬂgﬂ)
n/2
= limsupn~" (nh)Var((2 ~ 2) %;(g(x%l) ~ gle2i1))?)
< limsup (nh)®4 max {#{i € {1,...,n/2} | 22i-1 € (x — 2h,z +2h)} | z € [0,1]}
n—oo

max { Cov((2 = 2) - F(3w2i1) — glwai1))% (2 = 2) - 3(§(waj1) — glwzj-1))?) |

n
i, j L”w—}
i,j €{ 2}

< lim sup(nh)*2C, max {E[(% — 2)%. L (g(zaim1) — glz2imn))*] [i=1,..., g}

n—r oo v
< i n)420,/E[(2 — 2)4] - Bl (6(z0r 1) — Y n
< limsup(nh)*2C;/E[(2 — 2)4] - max (15 (G(22i-1) = g@2i-1))] [i=1,..., 5
n—r oo
=0.
Hence we get
8
hgfo%p n~t(nh)3Var(Sy) < (1 +9) - Cat
Since § > 0 was arbitrary, the assertion follows.
Proposition 13. Assume that @), Q), @) and @) hold. Then
(i) ETy € O(n~'h™2)
(ii) Var(Ty) € O(n=2h3).
Proof: (i) From Proposition[d we get
n/2
E[Y (9(z2i-1) — g(z2i-1))?] € O(n~'h™2).
i=1

Since 0 < T3 < Z?:/f(g(xgi_l) — g(wa2i—1))?, the first assertion follows.
(ii) We use that by Proposition [Tl we have

n/2 n/2

T = Zl (Q(mi—l) - 9(:1021‘—1))2 _ % . (Zl (g({ljgi_l) — g(x%_l)))z

(n/2) - (Z?:? (9(z2i-1) — g(@2i-1)) - (w2i-1 — %))2

Rn/2 — 52



Observe that

n/2 n/2n/2

Vaf(Z(Q(infl) g(x2,-1) ) Z Z Cov G(29i_1) — g(w25-1))?, (G(maj—1) — g(:z:Qj,l))Q).
) n/2 "
= Z#{j | |w2i1 — w9;1] < 2h} - max{E[(§(z2,1) — g(x2,1))*] |1 =1,..., %}

€ O(n?h(nh)™*) = O(n 2h™3).
In order to treat the second and third summand of 24)), we let w : [0,1] — [—1, 1] be a measurable function, e.g.
w=1or w(z) =1x—25/n. We have

n/2

Var(( Z(g(xm—,l) —g(x2-1)) - w($2i*1))2)
" n/2 nJ2 n/2 n/2

=3 ) DY Cov((§mai—1) — 920, 1)) - wlwai,—1) - (§(@20,-1) = g(@2i,1)) - w20, 1),
a=le=tn=te=t (§(w25,-1) — g5, 1)) - w(wos, 1) - (G(x255-1) — 9(2jy-1)) - W(T24y-1)).
Now
COV((fI(rfzil—l) - 9(5621'1—1)) 'w(!Ezil—l) : (Q(ivzig—l) - g(!Ezig—l)) 'w($2z‘2—1)7
(G225, 1) — g2, 1)) - w(wej, 1) - (9(2)-1) — g(@2551)) - (T4, 1)) =0
if |£L'2i1_1 —$2j1_1| > 2h, |$2i1—1 —$2j2_1| > 2h, |£L'2i2_1 —$2j1_1| > 2h and |$2i2—1 _x2j2—1| > 2h. Since, moreover
Cov((g(wai, 1) — 9(@2i,-1)) - w(w2i,~1) - (G(220,-1) — g(T20,-1)) - w(T25, 1),
(G(225,-1) = g(w2j,-1)) - w(waz 1) - (§(22,-1) — 9(w24,-1)) - (@25, 1))
< max {E[(§(z2i,~1) — 9(x2i,-1)) "] E[(§ (220, 1) — 9(2i,—1))*], B[(§(w25, 1) — g(w25,-1))*].,
E[(§(22j,—1) — 9(x25,-1))"]}

we get
n/2 9
Var((Z(g(xgi_l) - g(l‘gi_l)) 'w(l'gi_l)) ) € O(n4h(nh)74) = O(hig)
i=1
Moreover we have
n/2 n/2 n/2 n/2
= Zzwgifl — L2i—-1T25—-1 = Z Z chi,l + Zng,l — 2$2i—1$2j—1
i=1 j=1 i=1 j=i+1
n/2 n/2
= Z Z (T2i-1 — $2j—1)2
i=1 j=i+1
. . 1
> #{i|woic1 < 7} #{j [ w21 >3} 1
L,
- 64
So
9 n/2 9
V(—'( §(z2i-1) — g(z2i- )) O(n=2h~3
arl ; (9(z2i-1) — g(a2i-1)) €0(n )
and )
(n/2)- (En/ (9(z2i-1) — g(z2i-1)) - (w201 — n—%)) -
Var( ) € O(n~°h™7).
Rn/2 — S2
Putting the pieces together we obtain the second assertion. O
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A.3 Central limit theorem

Our aim in this subsection is to derive a central limit theorem for the test statistic 7. We will derive a central
limit theorem for S7, and show that the other two summands in (20) are asymptotically neglectable. Our method
is to employ [I4, Theorem 3], which is a Lindeberg-Feller type central limit theorem for mixing sequences.

Theorem 14. If the sample points fulfill @) and [IQ), the errors satisfy (@) and (&), and the sequences Var(S])n?h3,
Cov(S1, 57 )n?h? and Var(S))n?h3 converge, then

(Siv S{/) - E[(Siv Silﬂ
Vn=2p—3

in distribution for the matriz ¥ of the variance and covariance limits.

— N(0,%)

Proposition 15. If the sample points fulfill @), if the errors satisfy [@) and if ¥ is an estimator for v with (A1)
and (AB), then there is a sequence b, € O(n~'/2h=3/2) with

Sy — gn S 0p(ﬂ71h73/2) = OP(\/VarSl)
2

b
Ss— e op(n~'h™32) = op(y/VarS)).

Corollary 16. Assume that the sample points fulfill @) and [@Q), the errors satisfy @) and @), that 5 is an
estimator for v with (A1) and (G3) and that lim,,_,o, nh? = co. Then we have

— — N(0,1)
Var(Sl)

as n — 0o in distribution.

Proof: From Theorem [I[4] and Slutzky’s theorem we get that every subsequence contains a further subsequence

along which
S1 — E[S4]

Var(S’l)
Hence convergence holds in total. Together with Proposition [I5] this implies

— N(0,1).

T — E[S)]

— N(0,1).
Var(S’l)

By Lemma [I0 and Lemma [T1] the assertion follows. O

Proof of Proposition In order to show the first assertion abbreviate

n/2
N 1
Ry = g(w2i1) — glzai1) + 51{1/21-7129(%71)}
=1

so that Sz = 2R3 /n. Put a,, := \/Var(Rz) and b, := E[Rz]. Then we have

n/2 n/2

|bn| = ‘E{ZE[Q(M—Q — g(@2i-1) + %1{1@-712@(%71)} 1]+ D E[(G —2) Ly 2wy | ﬁ,g]”
i i=1
n/2 1 n/2
= ’E[Zg(xm,l) — g(w2i1) + ;(1 = F(geaim1) = gle2i-1)) + Y (3 = 1) - (1= F(glani) — 9(1721'71)))} ’
= i=1
n/2 Cp
< B[S @waim1) — gaia)) 4 13 = 31 (19ai) = gleaia)| + Or(@laain) = glwzin)))

€ O(n(nh) ™% + ny/(nh)~1y/(nh)=2) Co(h™!)
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due to the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and, moreover, a similar calculation yields

= Var(E[Rs | 4, §]) + E[Var(R2 | 4,9)]
n/2 n/2

< Val’(Zﬁ(lﬂzi—l) —g(z2i-1) + %(1 — F(g(z2i-1) — g(2i-1))) + Z — F(g(w2i-1) — g(ivzi—l))))
i=1
n/2
+ ZE[ c(N9(@2i-1) = g(@2i-1)| + Cr(g(22i-1) — 9(5621'—1))2)}
n/2
+ZE{ Var(l{g(OCm 1)>Y2i-1} |4 )}
€ O(nh(( 4 V/(nh)=2 - \/(nh)=4) + n(nh) "t + ny/(nh)=2 - /(nh)=2) = O(h™1).

We get

R -2 (Ra—ba)*  2(Rs— bu)by
P15 20) =PI =+ =1 29)

< P(‘%‘ > 5/2) +P(|%\ > 5/2)

Var(R2 by ) _|_Var(R2 by )

h 1/2 h 1/2
— ) &2
2n172 16(hby )2

— 0,

as n — oo. Hence (S92 — b2 /n)/(n"'h=3/2) — 0 in probability as n — occ.
The second assertion is obtained the same way as the first one. O

For the proof of Theorem [[4] we need a modified version of [7, Theorem 3.1].

Proposition 17. Let 0 < a < b < 1. Assume that g is affine. Then

9(2) — g(2)| < max{|Z;(h)| | j =0,....2[ %3] + 1}

for all x € (a,b], where
Z;(h) := max{ey; | z2; € (a+ (j —1)h/2,a+ jh/2]}.

The main difference to [7, Theorem 3.1] is that our bound is uniform in x. Besides, we only treat the special
case that the function ¢ is affine and that the parameter 5* of [7, Theorem 3.1] takes the value 1, thereby deriving
explicit constants with a much shorter proof.

Proof: Let © € (a,b]. There are j,j2 € {0,...,2[%2] + 1} with (a + (j1 — 1)h/2,a + jih/2] C (z — h, 2] and
(a+ (j2 —1)h/2,a+ j2h/2]) C (z,z + h]. Since

g(x) > J,'giz — X xr — 1'21'1

(9(z2i,) + €2i,) + (9(x2i5) + €2i,)

L2iy — L2y L2iy — L2y
for all 41,49 with xg;, € (x — h,z] and x9;, € (z,x + h], we get

$2i2 i €2; + ,T—l‘gil
i1

L2iy — L24; T2iy — L2iy

g(x) —g(x) > €2i, > min{eg;,, €2;,}

using the assumption that ¢ is affine. Hence

9(x) — g(x) = min{Z;, (h), Zj, (h)}
and, in particular, the assertion follows. O

Proof of Theorem [I4t As mentioned in the beginning of this section the strategy is to apply [14] Theorem 3].
To do this, we put S(A) := A5 + X257 for A = (A1, A2) with Ay € (0,00), A2 € (—00,0). We decompose the sum
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S(A) in a sequence of finitely many random variables. For every n € N we put

1
K(n) == (EL
ke = > M (9(2i-1) = g(22i-1))” + A2 (Yaict — 9(22i-1)) L {var 25(emi_n)}s k= 1,... K(n) = 1,
i:wa;—1€((k—1)h,kh]
N 2
X k(n) = Z M (G(z2i-1) — g(z2i-1)) " + A2 (Yaic1 — 9(®2i-1))L{vas 1 >g(wai_1)}
i:a;_1€((K(n)—1)-h,1]
X', —E[X/
KXo = "’“—["’“] k=1,...,K(n).
Var(S(V)
Now -
K(n
E[X,4] =0, k=1,...,K(n), IE[( 3 Xn,k)ﬂ .y
k=1

and the sequence X, 1, k = 1,..., K(n), is m-dependent with m = 2 and in particular ¢-mixing with ¢(n) = 0 for
n > 3. Assume that X is such that Var(S()\)) < n=2h=3. By Lemma 5 this is the case for all A\ € R? except for one
line. From Lemma [IT we further conclude maxy Var(&), ;) € O((hn)~?), which yields maxy Var(X, ) € O(h).
Most of the assumptions of [I4, Theorem 3] follow directly from these properties. For the remaining assumptions
we have to build blocks
Vi= X1+ A+ Xps G=1,..0,1,

where 0 = p; < pa < -+ < pi41 < K(n), and a (perhaps empty) remainder block
Vit1 =X prp+1+ -+ X k(n)-
These blocks have to meet the following assumptions:

(A1) There is a sequence V(n) with

: - V(n)
A Vi) =0l gary =
such that )
E?
rnax‘ D)J]—l‘—ﬂ), n — 00,
j=1,..,. 1 V(n)
and )
lim sup V] <1
n—00 n)

(A2) For every e >0

HILH;OZE[yfl{ije}} =0.
j=1

We choose V(n) := h?/3 and define inductively p; := 0,

p

piv=min{peNE[( Y 207>V}, =1,
k=p;+1

let I € N denote the largest index for which this definition makes sense (i.e. the minimum is taken over a non-empty
set). Now assumption (Al is easily seen to be fulfilled, since

Pi+1 pj+1—1 pi+1—1
EDI=E[( Y Xi)’| =E[( X %n)’| +2B] X Xk Xy, | +E[X2, ]
k=pj+1 k=pj+1 k=pj+1

<V +2/ V) E[az,, ]| +E[a2, ]
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and )
lim ]E[Xnvpj+1 ]

=0.
n— 00 V(n)
As a preparatory step for checking (AR]) we show

h2/3
L <
Pt = Pi = Tin{Var(Xpp) [k =1,..., K (n) — 1}

+1e 013 (25)

Indeed,
Cov( Xy i, X i) = E[Cov( X, X | §)] + Cov(E[X i | 9], E[X | §]) >0

since Cov(Xy i, Xnir | ) = 0 a.s. for k # k' and the random variables E[X,, | §] and E[X,, x/ | §] are component-

wise monotonically decreasing function of §(x2;,—1), ¢ = 1,...,n/2 and the latter are, in turn, component-wise
monotonically increasing functions of Ya;, i = 1,...,n/2. Hence
pi+1—1
V(n)>Var( > Xux) > (pjp1—1—p;)-min{Var(X,x) | k=1,...,K(n) — 1},
k=p;+1

Now Lemma [T yields (25]).
In order to check assumption (AR]) observe that

1 E : 2
1 Var(S(X)) (i:m2i1€[pjh,pj+lh) (9(z2i-1) — g(22i-1)) )

1
+ g Z (Y2i—l - 9(5521'—1))1{Y2i712§(902i71)})
Var(S(A)) i:o;_1€[pj-h,pjyr1-h)
1 R 2
_ 71@4{ Z M (g(x%,l) — g($2i71)) + A2(Yai1 — g(I2i71>)1{Y2171 Z.@(ﬂﬂzi—l)}}

Var(S()\)) i:@2i—1€[pj h.pj+1-h)
PV + 20 E -y,

Let € > 0. Then
E[)?1 < 9E M2, ey @2, (V211
[ J {D’j|>e}} - [max{ 1% y (N2 » V5 } {3max{|)\1y](1)\,\kgy§2)|,|y§3)|}>e}}
2 (1) 2 2 (2) 2 (3) 9
S OMEI; ) L0,y el T AT 13,y 5] + 905 Ly 50y

Put v~ (n) := inf{#{i € {1,...,n} | x; € [r,x+ h/2)} | x € [-h/2,1]} and v (n) ;== sup{#{i € {1,...,n} | z; €
[z,z+h/2)} |z € [-h/2,1]}. Since

]E{ > M (9(x2i-1) = gl22i-1)) " + Ao (Yaioy — 9(1’2%1))1{1@712.«3(12171)}}

i:@2i—1€[pj h.pj+1-h)

< (pj+1 — pj) - v (n) - max{E[A1 (§(22i-1) — 9(22i-1))" + Xo(Yoi—1 — 9(2i-1))L{vas 15400 1)}) |1 =1,...,n/2}
€ O(h™Y3hn(hn)~?)

=0 **n71)

by Proposition [0 and we assumed
Var(S(\)) < n 2h~3,

we have |y§3>| < €/3 provided that n is sufficiently large which will be assumed in the sequel.
By Proposition 7 we have

for all € [p;h, pj+1h], where

Zl(h,]) = max{egi | To; € (pj ~h+ (] - 1)h/2,pj : h+]h/2)}
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Put V := y/Var(S(\)). We have for any t > 0
POV > 1) < ]P( > (§(x2i-1) = g(x2i-1))* > tV)
i:x2i—1€[pj h,pjy1-h]
)2
<B((oy1 = py) v () - max |23, )| > V)

2(pj+1—p5)+1

tV
2 P@?“<‘¢wﬂ—mwwmﬂ

i=0

IN

IN

tvV v~ (n)/2]
(2pj+1_2pj+2)'F(_\/(Pj+1—/’j)'l/+(n)) '

Thus, with ¢ = ¢/(3\1),

tdt.

(1)\2 _ e 1) e . _ tvV v~ (n)/2]
B[O L 0] = [, PO >w%ﬁsL<mﬁrnm+mw%—¢@ﬂrwﬂwﬂm) 2

By (@) there is some s € (—o0,0) with
F(u) < exp{ - 3ul}, we (s,0).

Abbreviate W (n) := V/((pj+1 — p;)vT(n)). Then

/F(— Wn)) " ot ar

o0

s2 /W (n)ve _ _
g/ exp { — 3/tW (n)}" (")/2J2tdt+/ F(—owm)” " arar.

/ s2/W(n)

While the second summand may be infinite for small n, it is finite for large enough n, since we assume (§)). So
choose some ng for which this summand is finite. Then for all n with v~ (n) > v~ (ng) we have

/ F(—/wWm)" W atar
<2 /W (n)

< F(S)Lu’(n)/2J7Lv7(no)/2j / F( _ uW(no)) LVi(nO)/QJZ,UJ_ (W(n())

< )2 du.
2 /W (no) W(n)

So this summand converges to zero with exponential speed.
For the first summand we get

/S [rnve exp { — 3T} ™ 2 ag gt < /OO exp{ — 2l (n)/2] - (W (n) "2t dt

€

o 2u
- _ 2/ 2
/e/»W exp{ Tu }WQ du,
where we have put W := W (n) - [v~(n)/2]2.
We see )
(h’n) _ h71/6
Vn2h3 - h=1/3 . nh

For sufficiently large u we have exp{—v/2- u'/?}u < =L and thus

W =

° 1
exp — 2N\ ydu < ———.
/e/»W =3 J (¢ -W)5

So we have (up to an exponentially decaying term)

1
B[O ) € @i =25 +2) —— . L (26)
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We now turn to yJ@). We have
2
P(IV?] > t) = P( > Yai1 = g(22i-1)|1(var_ s >5(i1)} > tV)
i:x2;—1€[pj-h,pj41-h)

= P( > max Z; (b J)1{|¥ai 1 —g(anir) | <max, 2 (i)} > tV)

i:x2;—1€[pj-h,pj+1-h)

L1 tV
S“%mﬁzﬂh”>i¢w«mﬂ—w»uﬂm)

+2({ > max Z; (b J)1{|¥ai 1 —g(was-r) | <max, 2 (i)} > v}

i:22;—1€[pj-h,pj+1-h)

ﬂ{maxZ(h Jj) < ;\/ it —ﬂ;j)-u*‘(n) }),

where 7 is a constant such that 1 — F(¢) < #|¢| for all t <0. Put €’ := €/(3X2). Then

e 1 1%
[, B(mxz0)> 2¢a«mﬂ—pﬂwﬁmﬂ'%“

+/ P( > m?XZi(h,J’>1{|Y2H—g(w%l)\SmanZj<h,j>}>fV}

szw 1€[pj-h,pj+1-h)

1 tvV
N max Zj(h,j) < =4/ = -2t dt
{mex2(0) 2¢v«mﬂ—mwuﬂm})
=1 A; + Ajpy.

EI)) 1y ]

We get A; =< h5/6 with exactly the same arguments that were used to derive 4.
So let us turn to Ay;. Using Lemma [I8] 9 and 20 we can estimate

P({ Z mjaXZj(h’j)1{|Y2z’—1*9(121’—1)\Smaxi Zy(h.g)} = tV}

i:w2;—1€[p;-h.pj+1-h)
1 tvV
N< max Zj(h,j) < =4/ —
{ px 55k, 5) 2\/v~(pj+1—pj)~v+(n)}>

P( Z 1{\Y2i71*9(902i71)|§% L} - 2\/,_}/tV(pj+l B Pj) . V+(n))

i:woi_1€[pj-hopjs1-h) (pjt1—rj)vT(n)

IN

m\ m—k _ o(mp)" (mp)* 8 mpe 8 (e\k
< < < = —_— < L (£
_2<k)p (1 p) 2 k! <2 ﬂ_k(&)k 7TI€( k ) — wk(4)’
2 \e
where
1 VvV
= [24/3tV(pjs1 — p;) - vt (n)], m:=(pjs1 —p;)-vT(n) and p:== ,
[2/3V (i1 = p3) - v+ ()] (pi1 = ps) - v () 2¢@ﬂrm»wﬂm

v are independent with success probability

(pjt1—pj) v T (n)

1 MV 1 MV
1-#( wVwﬂ—m»wmQ§2¢wﬂ—mrwmy

since the indicators 1 {IY ( <
2i—1—9(T2i—-1

Hence

A]]<

AV Moy g — / 2 (Gt gy

A ¢;7——

2\/_2 du,

S

il et
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where we have put
Win] :== 4V (pjs1 — pj) - v (n) < Vn=2h=3h"1/3ph = h=5/6,

Hence we get
2 _5/6y—
]E[(y]( ))21{|y](2)|>6//}] = h’5/6 + (h’ 5/6) ? = h’5/6'
In conclusion,

l l
2 2 (1)\2 2 (2)\2 — 1—2/3 15/6 _ 11/6
S EV Ly, 0] <D INE[Y)) Ly ses@any) HIRE[D ) Lgym L] =P /3. p5/6 — p1/
j=1

j=1
which shows that assumption (AQ)) is fulfilled.
Thus we can apply [14] Theorem 3], which yields

K(n)

s -Efse) AW,
B vawrean o n, (0,1)
e

Var(S(\)

in distribution as n — oco. Hence

SO —E[SW)]

— N 0,02 ,
= (0,07)
since 02 = lim,, o Var(S(\))/n=2h~3 is assumed to exist. Now a sharp version of the Cramér-Wold theorem [2]
yields the assertion. O

Lemma 18. Let X ~ Bin(m,p) be a binomial distributed random variable with parameters m € N and p € (0,1)
and let k € {0,...,m}. If k > 4mp, then
P(X > k) <2P(X = k).

Proof: We have

Since for [ > k we have

we get

P(X >k)=> (7)191(1 —p)mt< > (%)l_k (Z)pk(l —p)" TP <2P(X =k). O

Lemma 19. Let X ~ Bin(m,p) be a binomial distributed random variable with parameters m € N and p € (0,1)
and let k € {0,...,m}. Then

P(X =k) = (’Dpk(l _ k< (WZ?)’“.

Proof: We have

(k)pk(l_p) k _ k|k+1 pk(l_p) kg( p) ' 0

Bz
Proof: The proof uses some ideas of the proof of Stirling’s formula k! ~ v27k(k/e)".
We have

Lemma 20. For k € N we have

k= /OO $k671 dr = /OO eklnxfx dr = /OO ekln(ky)fkykdy k. eklnk/oo ek(lnyfy) dy
0 0 0 0

— kRt /Oo ek(iny—y) dy.
0
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We are now going to find a lower bound for this integral using a Taylor expansion for

fly):==Iny—y.
We have 1 ) 5
f/(y):§_17 f”(y):?a fm(y>:Ea y>07
and hence
F@) =M+ My -1+ 5" Wy -1+ "Gy —-1)°>-1- 3@y —1)°

for all y € [1,00) with some § depending on y. Therefore

/°° k=) gy > /°° 13w gy ok /°° et L gk £y
0 1 0
So

k+1 _—k [x _ (k\F [rk
k'Zk e %—(E) -5 - O

A.4 An approximation of the variance involving Poisson processes

Here we find an asymptotically equivalent expression for the variance of the test statistic 7' that only depends on
~ and not on the entire distribution of the errors. We use the fact that only observations close to the border of the
support play a role in computing the test statistic 7" and these observations asymptotically form a Poisson process.

In order to make this asymptotic behavior precise, we use the vague topology on the set of point measures.
The set of all point measures on a closed set E C R? will be denoted by M,(E). It is equipped with the vague
topology. We say that a sequence (¢, )nen in M,(E) converges vaguely to ¢ € M,(E) if

Jim [ @) don@) = [ fa)dotw)
for all continuous functions f : E — [0, 00) with compact support. For further information on vague convergence,
see e.g. [I6, Section 3.4]. We will rescale the system of observation points such that it converges in the vague
topology on the set of point measures. At the same time the functional G, which is applied to the point measures
in order to obtain the test statistic, should be a fixed functional independent of the sample size. Since in the
computation of G it is crucial whether two points of the data set have a distance in z-direction of more or less
than h, we have to rescale in such a way that h becomes fixed — we will rescale by a factor 1/h so that h becomes
1. Thus the distance of two neighboring points in z-direction is 2(nh)~!. So we have to rescale by a factor nh
in y-direction in order to get a non-degenerate limit of the point processes. Hence we define point processes on

[0,1] x (—o00,0] by

o Toi—1 Toi—1 1
fa={(B = k= Dihn-einn) | 2 € (b= LA, k=15,
and point processes on [—1,2] x (—o0,0] by
. T2 T2; 1
i = { (= k= hnen) | e (h=2k+ 1]}, k=1, ]3]
— the “e” and “0” stand for “even” and “odd” (as already said, we will not be concerned with boundary effects
in this paper but we will assume that some additional observations are available). We let 7, k =1,..., L%J, be
Poisson processes on [0, 1] x (—o0, 0] of intensity 1/(2v) and we put
Z = {(xl - (k - 1)7@1) | (xlafyl) € (I)ev X; € (k - 25k+ 1]}7
where ¢ is a Poisson process of intensity 1/(2y) on R x (—00,0]. So the point processes ®¢, k = 1,...,|+], are

Poisson processes on [—1,2] x (—o0, 0] of intensity 1/(27v) with a certain dependency in between them.
Similar to [I6, Corollary 4.19(iii)] we get the following proposition.

Proposition 21. Let ) and (Ad) be fulfilled and let (kn)nen be a sequence with ky, € {1,...,[+]} for alln € N
and let k € N. Then we have

(0 k k=1, = (PRk=1,ics (Pf g, =1,k = (P )p=1,k, 10— 00

in distribution w.r.t. the vague topology on My([0,1] X (—00,0]) or M,([—1,2] x (—o0,0]) respectively.
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We are now going to find an asymptotically equivalent expression for the variance of S; based on the limiting
Poisson processes. For this we decompose

[1/h] 1
=N S k) + —
51 Z nhSl( ’ )+nhm’
k=1
where
N 2
Si(h, k) =nh > (G(z2i-1) — g(w2i-1))* + nh= > (Yai—1 = 9(22i-1)) 1 (v 1 >5(20i 1)}
i:wa—1€((k—1)h,kh] v i:wa;—1€((k—1)h,kh]
= Si(h, k) + ST (h, k)
and
. 2
R =nh > (9(x2i-1) — g(w2i-1))* + nhZ > (Yai—1 — 9(®2i-1))1{vas 12420 1)}
i:wo;—1€([1/h]h,1] v i:we;—1€([1/h]h,1]
with ) o
(nh) . (nh) R
Si(h,k) = — > (G(z2i-1) — g(w2i-1))* — oh (9(x) — g(x))* dz
iwi—1 €((k—1)h,kh] (k=1)h
and
nh)? [*h R 2
St(h,k) = % / (9(z) — g(x))* dx +nh= Z (Yaio1 — 9(22i-1)) 1 {vay 1 >g(20i_1)}-
(k=1)h T iz ((k=1)h,kh]

While S} (h, k) will be shown to converge to zero, S7(h, k) can be represented as a certain functional of the point
processes @7 , and @7 ; and thus converges to the functional applied to the limit processes ®} and ®7. We recall

2 I 2 —
G(¢°,¢°,7") = G1(¢°) + ?Gz(qﬁo, ¢°) = 5/ g(x)? dx + 5 Y Vilim.>gx)
0 i=1
where ¢° = {(X;,9);) | i =1,...} and g is the estimator § at bandwidth h = 1 applied to the data set ¢°. If ¢° is
of the form ®f , then we have g(z) = (§(h- (z +k—1)) —g(h- (z +k —1)) - nh, x € [0, 1], where the estimator §
is applied with bandwidth h to the observations (x2;, Y2;). Thus we have in particular

o e IS 1 o a( 2 2
G(® > Py ¥) = o / g2 - (k—-1)"de+ = > €2i-1 " " ey 1 hn>(9(2i1)—g(wai-1)-hn}
(k=1)h QTS

kh
. 2
= /( (9(x) — §(2))” do + gh” > (Yaim1 = 9(22-1)) Lpva 1240200 1))

i 221 e (k—1,K]

We would like to show the following proposition.

Proposition 22. Assume [B) and (Al), let 4 be a weakly consistent estimator for v and let (k,)nen be a sequence
with kn € {1,...,[+]} for all n € N. Then we have

(G kkns Ptk D) i = (GOOR,PRN)) oy e 1> 00,
for any K € N in distribution.

This proposition follows from Proposition 2I] and the following lemma by a sharp version of the continuous
mapping theorem (see e.g. [16 p. 152]).
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Lemma 23. Let
M= {(¢°,¢°) €M, ([0,1] x (—00,0]) x M, ([-1,2] X (—00,0]) | there is no (X,2)) € ¢° with §(X) =2
and there are no (X°,9°) € ¢° and (X°,9)°) € ¢° with |X° —X°| € Z
and for all k € {1,...,24} there is (X,9) € ¢¢ with X € (—1+ L, —1 4 &
and there is no x € (—1,2] with ¢°({z} x (—00,0]) > 1
and ¢°({—1} x (—00,0]) = 0 and ¢°({0} x (—o0,0]) = 0}.
Then we have
(i) (@7, 85) € M) = 1.
(i) The map Ga : M, ([0,1] x (—00,0]) x M ([—1,2] x (—00,0]) — R is continuous in all points of M.

(i1i) The map G, trz;m'ally extended to a map M,([0,1] x (—o0,0]) x Mp([—1,2] x (—o0,0]) = R, is continuous
in all points of M.

(iv) lim, o Si(h, k) = 0.

Proof: (i) Clearly, the third, forth and fifth property from the definition of M are fulfilled with probability 1.
Once these properties are fulfilled given ®§ there is a set A C (0, 1] x (—o0, 0] of Lebesgue measure zero such that

{(®7,®%) € M} = {there is no point (X,9) € ¢ with (X,9) € A}.

Since the event on the right-hand side has a.s. conditional probability 1, these events must also have unconditional
probability 1.

(i) Let (¢°,¢¢) € M and let (¢2)nen and (¢F )nen be sequences in M, ([0, 1] x (00, 0]) and M, ([—1,2] x (—oo, 0])
converging to ¢° and ¢° respectively.

Let goo denote the estimator g calculated based on the data set ¢® and let g, be the estimator g based on the
data set ¢¢. At first we show that there is a constant L independent of n such that

900 (#2) = Joo(@1)| < L+ Jxz — 21| and |gn(22) = gn(z1)] < L - [22 — 21, n €N, (27)
whenever
(A) thereisno (X,9) € ¢° or (X,9) € ¢ respectively such that X+1 € [z1 Axe, 1 Vas] or X—1 € [z1 Axa, 21 V).
By the definition of M we have
S:=min{max {Y | (X,9) €¢°, X e (-1+2L -1+ 5} |ke{l,...,24}} > —co.
Moreover put
A= min {|X - ¥'| | (X,2), (X,9)) € ¢, (X,9) £ (X, 2),9 > 25 - 1,9’ > 25— 1}.

We define
R, :=1inf{r > 0] ¢,(B) < ¢°(B"), ¢°(B) < ¢,,(B"), Be€B([~1,2] x (25 —-1,0])},

where B" = {v € [-1,2] x (25 —2,0] | ||b — v|]| < r for one b € B}. Then we have
R, — 0. (28)

While the proof of (28)) essentially relies on ideas of the proof of the fact that weak convergence of measures implies
convergence in the Prohorov metric (see e.g. [I, p. 72]), the new parts are so large that we decided to give the
complete proof here.

Let € € (0, 3). Let {A; |i=1,...,k} be a partition of [—1,2] x (25 — 1,0] in finitely many sets such that

diamA; ;= sup{||z — y|| | z,y € A;} <e.
Consider the system of open sets

G o= {(Ai, U---UA; )| {irr o im} € {1,... K},
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Similar to the portmentau theorem we have liminf, o ¢%(G) > ¢°(G) for all G € G; see e.g. [16, Proposition
3.12]. Hence there is ng € N with ¢&(G) > ¢°(G) for all n > ng and G € G. For B € B([-1,2] x (25 — 1,0]) we
put By := [J{Ax | Ax N B # 0}. Now we have

¢°(B) < ¢°(Bf) < ¢%(B§) < ¢5(B*)

for all n > nyg.
On the other hand, consider the system of compact sets

C:={cl((Ayy U---UA; )| {i1,.-vim} C{1,...,k}},

where clA denotes the closure of A. Using again [16, Proposition 3.12] we have limsup,,_, . ¢%(K) < ¢°(K) for all
K € C. Hence there is ny € N with ¢¢ (K) < ¢°(K) for all n > n; and K € C. So

. (B) < 61, (clBg) < ¢°(clBg) < ¢°(B™)

for all n > n;. So R,, < 3e. Hence (2]) is proven.

Let n be so large that R,, < min{A/3,1/8} and let z1, 25 € [0,1] with the property (A]). There are (X,9) € ¢¢,
and (X,9)’) € ¢¢ such that (z1,gn(z1)), (X,2) and (X',9)’) are on one line. From property (&) we get that
|X — z2] < 1 and |X — x2| < 1. Hence (22, gn(z2)) cannot be below that line and therefore we get

gn(z2) — gn(z1) > -9
|$2—£L‘1| o |%—%I|7

where we assumed w.l.o.g. that (z2 —x1)/(X —X’) > 0. Since the roles of 1 and x can be interchanged if we also
interchange the roles of (X,9)) and (X',9)’), we get the reverse inequality and hence equality holds.

Now for each k € {1,...,24} there is a point (X}, Qx) € ¢¢ with Xj, € (—14+ 4552, -1+ 5] and i, > 5—1/8.
There is ky with (—1+ 22 14 B C [z — 1,2y — 4] and ky with (=14 2222 1+ 2285 C [z) 4 1 2y +1].
Since neither (Xj,, 9k, ) nor (Xk,,Yk,) can lie above the line on which the four points mentioned above lie, we
conclude 9 > 25 — 1 and )’ > 25 — 1. Because moreover |X — X'| > A — 2R,, > A/3, we get

G (72) = Gu(w1)| _ 6/S|+3
|I2 —$1| - A

Clearly, this relation holds also for g, instead of g,. For small values of n we may have higher bounds, but since
we have a finite bound for each fixed n, we have a finite bound independent of n. So (27)) is proven.

Let n be large enough that R, < min{A/2,1}. Then for each point (X9,2)?) € ¢° with 29 > S — 1 there is a
uniquely determined point (X¢,,,957,,) € ¢}, with |[(X?,97)—(X7,,,27,)|| < R,. Clearly every point (X°,9°) € ¢,
with 9° > S is of this form. We have

Lo >5(x2,0F = {92500 (x9)} (29)

for all sufficiently large n. In order to show this, we treat the cases 9? > Goo(X?) and Y7 < oo (X7) jointly. In the
first case we have even 909 > joo(X9), since (¢°,¢°) € M. Put § := [§oo(X?) — D?|. Let n be large enough that
R, < min{$, ﬁ}, where L is the constant from [27). Then [9)¢ — 9¢,,| < 6/4 and |X7 — X7, | < 2. Recall
that there is no (X¢,9)°) € ¢¢ with X° —X? € {£1}. Hence X° — X?,, cannot convergence to £+1 - not even along a
subsequence. Thus for sufficiently large n Assumption (A is fulfilled with z; = X7, and zo = X7 and hence @1
holds. So [gn(X¢,,) — Gn(X?)| < /4. Moreover |goo(X9) — gn(X7)| < (14 L)R,, implies |§oo(X7) — gn(X?)| < 6/4
and hence 5 5 8

190(X7 ) = Goo (X7)] < 190 (X7 0) = G (X7 + 190 (X7) = Goo (XD < 7 + 7 =

42
Thus (29) holds true.
Now we get

> Valmgsaann = D Dialme,>aa,)

(X2,,.99,,)€69 (x¢,.99 €0
D9, =51

Y ¢+ R)liyrsg.xo

(x2,99)ed°
90>s

< D Dyyesgexny T R,
(X2,99)eq°

IN
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where v := ¢°([0,1] x (S — 1,0]), and

o — o -
) Vouls, 2an@e,n = D, Vialivg, >5.x0,0)
(X2,,07,0)€95, D07
@5,71257%
o
> > (V- Ra)liyrzsxo))
(x9,99)€0°
20>5-1

> Y Vlyesgexn) — Baov
(x0,.97) €0

Hence
Jim Ga(67. 1) = G267, 6°).
(iii) We have
(1+L)R, ifthereisno (X,9) e ¢ withXe€[z—R,— 1,2+ R, —1)U[z—R,+1, 24+ R, +1)

|Goo(2)—gn(2)| < and 9 > 25 — 1
|S|+ R,  anyway

and hence

] /1 Goo(2)? di — /1 Gn(2)? d;v’ <2(14+L)- Ry -(IS] + Ru) +26°([~1,2] x (26 — 1,0]) - Ry - (|S| + Ry)? — 0.
0 0

(iv) Observe

1 - (nh)2 . ) (nh)2 kh A ) B 1.9 n ~ 1~
Sl(hvk)_ nh m%le((zk1)h1kh](9($2i—1)—9($2i—1)) Y /(kl)h(g(rf)—g(ﬂﬁ)) dx_i(E - gn(:fi)_/o gn(fﬂ)dgﬁ),

where {Z3= — (k — 1) | x9;1 € [(k — 1)h,kh]} = {X; | i = 1,...,n}. Let v : N — (0,00) be a function with

lim,, o ¥(n) = 0 and

|<I>Zﬁn([:1c,:v + %) X (—oo,O])

nH
2

—1] <v(n) forallxe[O,l—%] andke{l,...,L%J}.

Then we have

n 1
%Zén(aa)?—/o Gn(@)? de| < (1 +v(n)(1+ )L L. (S| + R,)

+@5([~1,2] x (25 = 1,0]) - (5 +2R,) (L +v(n)) - (|S| + Rn)®
+ (142 w(n) - (IS] + Rp). (30)

Indeed, partition the interval [0,1] in |4 | intervals of the form [a,a + H/h) and one shorter interval. For each of
these intervals we have

9 } ) aJrH/h~ )
=Y a@r- [ sk

:Xi€la,a+H/h)

i ; a,a u,-l—H/h~
S D I R e Ly A N R

:Xi€la,a+H/h)

(IS] + Rn)?

==
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and

i . a,a u,-l—H/h~
2 Yy BB R B [ as

©:Xi€la,a+H/h)

-5 X (mer-gn

©:Xi€la,a+H/h)

a+H/h
gn(x)2 dw) ’

X Elaat HIRY P H (15| 4 R,) if there is no (X,9) € ¢¢ with
X€la—R,—lLa+R,+Z -1)Ula—R,+1,a+ R, + 2 +1)
anyway.

IN

i|XiEla,a h
(iR Claat HN) (G| 4 R, )2

Since this calculation also holds for the shorter interval, we arrive at ([B0). Clearly the right-hand side and thus
the left-hand side of ([B0]) converges to 0 as n — oo. O

We derive the following consequence of Proposition 22 and Lemma 23(iv).

Corollary 24. Assume that @) and (Adl) are fulfilled, let 4 be a weakly consistent estimator for v and let (kp)nen
be a sequence with ky, € {1,...,|+]} for alln € N. Then we have

(Sl(ha k+ kn))kzl,...,K - (G( Za 2’7))}’9:1,...71{’ n — oo,
for any K € N in distribution.

Proposition 25. Assume that @), @) and (Ad) are fulfilled. Let 4 be a weakly consistent estimator for v fulfilling
(A3), let (kn)nen be a sequence with ky, € {1,...,[+]} for alln € N and let k,1 € N. Then we have

Tim Cov(S1(h, b+ ki), S1 (L + k) = Cov(G(®F, @), G(®F, B, 7).

Proof: All we have to show is the uniform integrability

/ sup P(|S1 (h, k)| > s)s ds < oc. (31)
0 n
We have
P(|S1(h, k)| > 5) <P(|nh > (G(w2i1) = glw2i1))?| > 5) +P(5 < Z)
i:wo;_1€((k—1)h,kh]
—|—}P’(|nh Z (}/21'71 - g(xQ’ifl))I{YQi—lzfi(Izi—l)}| > \/TE)

i:we;—1E€((k—1)h,kh]
So let us treat these three summands one by one. We have

P(|nh > (Yaio1 = (@2 1)) vy 2geae 0t | > %)
i:wa;—1€((k—1)h,kh]

Vs 1 -
< P({hn N Z €2i—1 ey 1 >g(2ai1)—glaai1)} < _7} N {me < — 8_@})
i 2=l € (h—1,k]

1 /&
+]P)(me Z E %;)7

where
me := max {| max{ez; | 2 € ((j — 1)h/2,jh/2]}| | j =2k —2,...,2k+ 1}

and ¥ is a constant such that
1-F@)<7-l¢, t<O.
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Now Proposition [I7] yields

Vs NG
P({hn Z 621—*11{521'—1Z.@(J?Zi—l)_g(IQi—l)} < _7} N {mé < nh %})
2L e (k—1,K]

1 Vs
SP(}L’H Z ’th 8\/; {e2i-12>— nh\/i} 2 )

i: 21 e (k—1,k]

:P( Z 1{621'712*%\/8:@} g \/%)

-2l e (k—1,k]

The indicators 1 \/f} are independent with success probability

€2i-1>— 2 =
1 NEa
1-F(——/¥) < .
( nh 87)_ \/gnh

Hence Lemma [I8] M9 and 20 give

P( Z 1{€2i71>__\/7} \/2\/§W)§2<?)p*(1_p) <2( Ey!o)* <2 (mp)* . %(Z)E’

2o 7 Eye /mt
i 2221 ¢ (k—1,k] " ()5

= [\/ 2\/5'7-'7 b= \/%ffj’ m= V+(TL)7

provided that n is large enough that v (n) < nh and hence € > 4mp — recall v~ (n) := inf{#{i € {1,...,n} | z; €
[z,2 +h/2)} |z € [-h/2,1]} and v (n) :=sup{#{i € {1,...,n} | x; € [,z + h/2)} | x € [-h/2,1]}. Therefore

o s 1 /5
/0 Sl’;’pp({ Z €2;—1 hn1{62¢71Z,@(wmfﬂ—g(wzifl)} < _%} N {mé < % SL;})SCZS

i 221 € (k—1,k]
< /OO $(E)(\/2\/gnﬂsds < 0. (32)
—Jo m[v/2v57] ‘4

Turning to the other summand we have

where

1 b 1 1 /2]
P(me > —1/%) < j:%;_f"(max{em | @21 € (G = D/2,5h/2} < ——\[{F) S4F (= —1/ &)

Recall that by () there are I' > 0 and Cr > 1 with F(t) < C - [t|~F for all t € (—00, —1). We consider at first
~—1/T
the case that Cfm w/g/—,yg > 2. We get

1 v (n)/2]
(-— £yt

) v~ (n)/2]

IN

8'y|

\/’ /s DL~ (n)/2J/9> -9

(Cr
(
(=
(=

O S -9
< (|7 /L —1] Tl (n)/2) /9 + 1)
C‘ 3 -9
< (5= VEl v (n >/72)
9 9/F 5 \9
= (144 f) (OO (55
where C,, is a constant with C,nh < v~ (n) for all n € N and we assumed v~ (n) > 4. Now turn to the case
~—1/T
Cer— /¥ < 2. Thereis 7 > 0 with

F(t) <exp{3t}, te[-2C}",0).



Hence

F(_% Sé)tu*(n)mgexp{_% gtuf(n)/zj}gexp{_nl;l\/gzgf(n)/zx}gexp{—%ém oy

Altogether we get
00 1 /7 © o )9 Ve L
/0 sgpP(mezE g/—;)sdsg/o 4(m1n{(144 \/_) Q/F(F %) ,1}—|—exp{—§0m %})sds, (33)

where the supremum is taken over all n with v~ (n) > 4. Moreover,

/ supP(% < %)s ds < oo (34)
0 n
follows from (G3)).
Since )
(9() —g(@))" < (ma)?, = €0,1],
we get

P(nh > (@@a1) —g(@aim1)?] > 5) < B(nh- vt m)mo? > 7).

i:wa;—1€((k—1)h,kh]
Now one gets

[ swrnn Y (@) - gtemn) P> $sds < o0

i:we;—1E€((k—1)h,kh]

the same way as ([B3]). Together with (32)), (B3] and (B4]) this implies ([BI]) and hence the assertion of the proposition.
o

Remark 26. Probably, one can show

lim E[Si(h, k)] = E[G(®], F,7)],

n—oo

similar to Proposition 25l but we have not checked completely. Anyway, this relation is not too interesting, since
both sides of the equality are zero. Showing a non-degenerate limit relation involving the same terms is an open
problem that will require different methods.

Theorem 27. Assume that the errors satisfy () and @), that % is an estimator for v with (A1), (AQ) and (G3)
and that lim,, o, nh? = co and (Ad) hold. Then we have

5
TVn2h3 %N(O,chv(e@g,@g,y),c( o 7,7))), n — oo,
=1

in distribution.
Proof: From Corollary [I6 we have

T

— = N(0,1), n — oo,
Var(Sl)

in distribution. We can treat the variance of S; by Proposition [25] except for a remainder part R, where we recall

. 2
M= h”( > (9(z2i-1) = g(w2i-1))* + §(Y2i71 - 9(3521'71))1{Y217124@(w2171)})-
]

Observe that g(x2;—1) is positively correlated for different ¢, while the Y3;_1 are independent. Hence the summands
are positively correlated and so the variance of the sum increases with increasing number of summands. In particular
Var(R) < Var(S1(h, k)). Thus we get

L1/h] 1/h)
lim n?h®Var(Sy) = lim h Y >~ Cov(Si(h,k),S1(h,1)) Zcov (95, D5,7), G(®7, BF,7)). (35)

n— o0 n— o0
k=1 I=1
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Indeed, if k,, denotes for any n € N the number with
2 2

> Cov(Si(h,kn), Si(hykn +1)) =max { > Cov(Si(h, k), Si(h,k+1)) [ k€ {1,..., L%J}},
l=-2 I=—2
then
[1/h] [1/h] 2
lim h > > Cov(Su(h,k), Si(h,1)) < > Cov(Si(h, kn), Sy(h,kn +1)) Zcov (95, D5,7), G(®7, Bf,7)).

k=1 I=1 l=—2

On the other hand, if we let k, denote the number with

S Cov(S1(h, ), 1 (hy o + 1) = min{ 3 Cov(S1(h, k), Su(h,k +1) [ k€ {1,..., %J}},

l=-2 I=—2
then
[1/h] [1/h]

2
lim h >0 > Cov(Su(h, k), Si(h,1)) = > Cov(Si(h, kn), Si(h, kn +1)) ZCOV (95, 05, 7), G(®7, 8F,7)).
k=1 I[=1 1=—2

Since both sides of ([BH) are positive and finite — see e.g. Lemma [[1] - we get

5
Var(S1) ~n?h™ -y " Cov(G(D5, ®5,7), G(D7, B, 7)).
=1

Hence
T

V1203 1, Cov(GI(®5, B5,7), G(@, 9f.7))
which is equivalent to the assertion. o
Recall A, = 215:1 Cov(G(@g, 5, 7), G(P7, Pf, 7)), where the intensity of the Poisson processes is .
Lemma 28. We have A, = Ay /y*.
Proof: Let &7 and 7 be Poisson processes on [0, 1] x (—o0,0] or [—1,2] x (—o0, 0] respectively of intensity ~.
Define maps
L., :[0,1]x(—00,0] = [0,1]x(—00,0], (z,y) — (z,vy), Lfy i [—1,2]x(=00,0] = [—1,2]x(—00,0], (z,y) — (x,7Yy)

and denote the induced maps M, ([0,1] x (=00, 0]) = M,([0,1] x (—o0,0]) respectively M,([—1,2] x (—o0,0]) —
M,([-1,2] x (=00,0]) by the same symbols. Then

— N(0,1), n — oo,

(0%, 051, 1) £ G(L, 0%, L 857, 1) = 2 G(8°7, 857, ).
Hence A, =y~ %A;. O
Remark 29. From the proof of Lemma [I1] we see Var(S1) ~ E[Var(S7 | §)]. So one can also construct a test based

on the Poisson approximation of E[Var(S{ | §)] — however, this idea seems less natural and thus we did not carry
it out.

A.5 Proof of Theorem 5l and Theorem

In this subsection we prove Theorem Bl and Theorem
Proof of Theorem From Corollary 2] and Corollary I8 we get

) . 8 s
nh_}Ir;O Elp1] = nh_)rI;OP(T > 21 \/mn 2h=3% 4)

< nhﬁrr;o IP’(T >z - Var(Sl))

=\ O
Proof of Theorem By Slutzky’s theorem, Lemma 28 and Theorem 27] we have

lim E[ps] = hm ]P’(T > 2 M/n*2h*3fy*4A1) = lim ]P’(T > zl,M/n*Qh*?’Aw) =\ O
n—00 n—00

37



A.6 Consistency
In this section we will show that the tests @1 and @o are consistent. We start by showing the counterpart of
Proposition [0 under the alternative.

Lemma 30. Let g be uniformly continuous, let the errors satisfy [8) and let the sample points fulfill (II). Then
we have

lim sup {E[|g(x) — g(x)|¥] | = € [0.1]} = 0.

Proof: Put Zi(x) := max{es; | z2; € (x — h,x)} and Zz(x) := max{ey; | z2; € (z,x + h)} and let Z, be
the maximum of v~ (n) independent random variables with distribution function F', where v~ (n) := min{#{i €
{1,...,n} | z; € (z,z+h/2)} | v € (=h/2,1)}. Then Zi(z) < Z, as. and Zz(z) < Z, a.s. for appropriate
couplings. Moreover, Z,, — 0 in probability as n — oo, which implies E[|Z,|*] — 0 as n — oo, since

/ supP(|Z,| > t)th~1dt = / sup F(—t)" MWkt dt < / min{é}kﬂ)/rt_(kH), 11 dt < oo,
0 n 0 n 0

where the supremum is taken over all n such that v~ (n)I" > k + 1. Let
wg(0) := sup{lg(z1) — g(@2)| | [£1 — 22| < 6}
be the modulus of continuity of g. Then

19(z) = g(2)| < wy(h) + max{[Z1(2)], | Z2(z)[}

and hence
E[|g(x) — g(2)*] < 2°E[|Z1 (2)[*] + 2"E[| Z2(2)[*] + 25wy ()" — 0,
as n — oo uniformly in z. O
Put
1 2
a= min/ (g(x) —mx — c) dx
m,c Jo

so that a is the squared £2-distance between the restriction of g to [0, 1] and the set of restrictions of affine functions
to [0, 1].
Lemma 31. Let g be uniformly continuous, let the errors satisfy (@) and (&), let 4 be an estimator satisfying ()
and let the design points satisfy (1) and (A3). Then

2T

— >a

n
as n — oo n distribution.
Proof: One can show

2

o= [ ota wtan)~ ([ otwnian)” = ( [ sto)te— e’

where
1

Jo a2 pldz) — ([ @ p(dz))?’

1
on/ zu(dz) and C=
0

the same way as Proposition [Ilis shown. Hence

P12 —af>e
n

9 n/2 4 n/2 1 €
. 2 2
< PQE;Q@MQ + in ;}/Qifll{yzi—lzfi(w%fl)} _/0 9(x) u(dx)} ” §>
n/2 n/2 1
4 R 1 ’ >
+]p>< F(Zg(xzifl) +z Zl{yzi,lz.@mifl)}) - (/0 9(“’)“(‘“)) ‘ > 5)
i=1 =1

n/2 [ 1 S 2
o n( 2 (9@ai-1) + H s i2gen i) - (@201 = 255)) ! 2 e
HP(‘E Rn — 252 _C(/O g(x)(x_%)“(dx)) ‘>§>

= Ar+ A+ Aqrr.
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Let n be large enough that |2 S g(x0i1) fo p(dx)| < €/6. Then

n/2 n/2
2
Ar < P(‘ﬁ D (9(@2i1)? = glazi1)?) + 5 %)
i=1 i=1

n/2 ( n/2
E[\z 2 (9w2i1)? — gl2i-1)?) + Ly Yzifll{melz@(wzi,l)}u

(=21}

2 S E|9(@aim1) — glwainy)| - 2lg(wain)| + (@(r2i-1) — 9(r2i-1)"] + B[z S0 Yaima Ly >a0m-)]

€

6

<

—0

by Lemma B0l and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, since

E[|Y2im1* Ly s 55000} | 8] < max{lg(wai—1)[*, 19(z2i-1)1*} (F|g(z2i-1) — g(w2i-1)]),

where 7 is a constant with 1—F(t) < 7[t|, t < 0. Now let n be large enough that [2 """/ / g(x2i—1) fo | <
\/€/6. Then
n/2 n/2 n/2
Arr < P( (Zg T2i-1) Zl{yzl 1>g(w2im1)} Zg T2i-1 )
n/2 n/2 n/2 n/2 .
+ —‘ Zg T2i—1) ZI{Y% 1>G(x2i1)} — Zg Toi_1 ‘ . ‘Zg(:rgi,l)‘ > 6)
i=1

n/2 n/2 n/2
€ €
<P ( (E g(z2i-1) E Loy, >4 E 9(2i- 1)>min{\/—, m })
gt 12748/ | 55113 g(wain)|

Zn/Q [|g(x2i 1) + _l{Ym 1>2G(x2i-1)} _g(in*1)|]

min {/S3: 57 R ;

§ sup {E[|§(z) — +\/E \/E g(z) = g(@)|] [ = € [0,1]}
> mln{\/;, 48/”|En/2 }

i=1 g(z2i-1)|

— 0.

In order to treat Ary; assume that |2 27/1 (i 1) (251 — ni/Q) - fol g(x)(z — &) u(dx)| < € (Rn —25?%)/9 and

(c . %) : /01 () (z — Xo) p(dz) < g

Then
4 n/2 1 9
Arrr < P(p(; (9(z2i-1) + 51{1@,12_@(12%1)} —g(x2i-1)) - (w2i-1 — Xo))
n/2 1 n/2
€
‘Z (@2i-1) + 21 v a2g(ea0) ~ 9(@2i-1)) - (w21 = XO)‘ ' ‘Zg(m—l) (2o = XO)‘ ” 5)
i=1
= - Lsup {E[§(x) ]+ /Bl ER@) - 9@))] | @ € 0,1]}
< —0
mm{ VIS S S T gt 1>|}
can be shown the same way as the corresponding estimate for Ay;. O

Proof of Theorem [Tt The critical value cj ,, of either test fulfills ¢y , < (na)/4 with a probability tending to 1.
So
lim P(e=1) > lim P(£ > 4) =1. O

n—oo n—oo
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A.7 Properties of the scale parameter estimator

In this subsection we investigate the properties of the estimator 4 from (@).

Lemma 32. If (@), ®), @), @2), @3) and ) hold, then (AD) holds.

The proof of this lemma is based on several further lemmata.

Lemma 33. Let Uy.y,,...,Un., be the ascendingly sorted order statistics of n independent random variables that
are uniformly distributed on [0,1]. Then the density of Uy., is bounded by
20

e o { - (e + ) e - =1}

¥ le— 52 < (= {f3) min{ A=) 52y and
20 n (n—1?%  (n—1)?
e e { - (= + semn))

if |z — %| > ¢ for some ¢ < (1 — f/g)min{%, =i

Lemma 34. We have

k
K <10(=)"VE.
e
Proof: The same way as in the proof of Lemma 20| we get

k! = kR / ~ ehlloy—y) dy.
0

Now a Taylor series expansion of f(y) :=logy — y yields

f(y)Zf(l)-i-f’(l)-(y—1)+%f”(g).(y_1)2S_l_%(y;1)2

for all y € [0, 2] and some appropriate § between 1 and y. For y > 2 we have f(y) < —y/2. Hence

0o 2 00
/ ek(logy—y)dyg/ ek(—l—(y—1>2/8>dy+/ e—ku/2 gy

0 0 2
<ok / e R=/8 gy ¢ / /2 gy
—o0 2
2m - 8
—k 2 —k
=e A + 7€
8 2
< e h — + ek
ViV
10
Vk
Hence the assertion follows. O

Proof of Lemma B3t It is well-known that the density of Uy.,, is

n!

R A G

This can be bounded from above by
10(2)"y/n
w(k—1 —_1\ k-1 w(n—k) (n—k\n—k
VISR )T TR ()
_@ﬁ n ( n )n_l(i)kfl(l_x)nfk
mel\ (k—1)(n—Fk) ! bl n—k

“ T m(%)w1 exp {(k = 1) (log(x) — log (521)) + (n — k) - (log(1 — x) ~ log (2%)) }.

xkfl (1 _ x)nfk
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Using a Taylor expansion of log about % we get

r— k=1 r— k=1)? 9(g — k=1)3
logz = log (£=1) + k__’;—l e ( k:;—IQ) +1 ( i.;z—l)
n1 (5=1)

for some & between £=L and z. Using a Taylor expansion about 2=£ we get
n—1 n—1

l—x—"—flf ((l—x)—”—fk)2

_ n—k n— 1 n—1 1 n—1
log(l — x) = 10g (m) + ::—:]f -3 (Z_:Ilc)Q + 6 73
for some T between Z—:’f and 1 — z. For z with
k-1 k—1 n—k
il 0 i () &
we thus get
—k
(k—1) (log(x)—log(%))—l—(n—k)-(1og(1—:1:)—1og(z_1))
-t @) 20—
BRI = =T k)
l—z—2=h  ((1—g)—2=k)®  9(] — g — 2=k’
+(7’L—]€)( — n—1 1 n—1 +l _ n—1 )
_ k=t 1—p_ n=k r— k=1)? (g — k=1)21k=1
< (k_l) k—?il—i_(n_k) n—knl_'—(k_l)(_%( k_T;712) +% ( 1"];_1) 32’”’71)
n—1 n—1 (3=1) 3(51)
(1—w)—22k)" (1 —a) — 2=b)* Lok
+(n—k)~(—l n1) 1 n n )
=0k i (et
B s = M S (o=
- 182 ke \ 2
6 (=) 6 (2=h)

(=12 (n—1)2 k—1.2
__(a(k_1)+6(n_k))'(w_n_1) '

Hence for x satisfying (36]) the density of Ug., can be bounded from above by

ot oo { - (G + i) - D))

Furthermore, observing
d E—1 —k
E((k—l)-logx—i—(n—k)-log(l —z)) = — - ?—x

we see that (k —1)-logz + (n— k) -log(1 — x) is monotonically increasing on [0, £=1] and monotonically decreasing

nil
on [E=1 1]. Thus the density of Uy, is bounded from above by

n — 2 n — 2
?”v e (é(k: _11) + é(n _111))0}

for all z € [0,1] with [z — £=| > cif e < (1 - Q/g) min {ﬂ M} Hence the assertion follows. O

n—1’ n—1

Lemma 35. Assume that [B) holds, let (kn)nen be a sequence with lim, o k = 0o and lim, o k/n = 0 and let
(an)nen be a sequence fulfilling limy, o0 an/vVk = 0 and lim, o ank/n = 0. Then

n 1
Ay * (%E%—k:% + ;) — 0

in probability as n — oco.
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A central limit theorem for €n_j.z is given in [8, Theorem 2.2.1] under the additional assumption that the

distribution function F' is twice differentiable. Showing a central limit theorem for €z .z without differentiability
assumptions on F' would be an interesting project, but since this lemma is not a central result of this paper, we will
not do it here. While the proof of this lemma uses some ideas of the proof of [8, Theorem 2.2.1], it is essentially
new.
Proof: For a monotonically increasing function f denote by f<(y) := inf{s | f(s) > y} its right-continuous
inverse. Then €ey; = F* (1 — U;) in distribution for ¢ = 1,...,n/2, where the random variables U; are distributed
uniformly on [0, 1]. We assume that eo; and U; are defined on the same probability space and that ea; = F*< (1 —U;)
holds almost surely. Then we have €n _j.» = F(1- Uk+1;g)-

Now for each € > 0 there is § > 0 such that

-1 Cp+ -1 -1 C —1
L )y < roy) < = ()

v Y v v v Y

(37)

for all y € (1 —4,1).
Indeed, let € > 0. Choose 1 > 0 such that % > %(% +n)?. Further choose § > 0 such that
Cr
v
forally € (1—4,1) and let y € (1—4,1).
In order to prove the first inequality of [B1), let s < ”T_l — % (UT_I)2 Then, in particular, s < ”T_l - % (% +
n)%(y — 1)? and hence

((%Jrn)(y—l))2 <n-ly—-1]  and CF((%H?)(y—l))Q <ly—1]

y—1 Cr, 1 2/, 1\2
F(S)SF(T—T(;‘FW) (y—1)%)
<ty (- - 17) + e (U2 - L - 1)

1 -1 2
S1+y—1—CF(;+n)2(y—1)2+CF-(yT—n-Iy—ll)

=Y,
since  — (X — 2)? is monotonically increasing on (UT_I’ 00).
Therefore we get

’< inf{s | F(s) >y} =F"(y).

y—l_CF—i-e y—1
=

Y Y
In order to show the second inequality of (&), observe
y—1 Cp,y—1,2 y—1 Cp,y—1,2 y—1 Cpgp,y—1,2,2
F—+L(=)) 2149 (= + L ()Y - Cr- (T + L (T—
L Ty s (L Tl o Ty
-1 -1
>14y—1+Ce(E—=)"-cp- (L—)°
=Y,
since & — Cp - (% + x)? is monotonically decreasing (—oo, lv—1| ). Hence

y=1,Cr

— + L 2 il | F(9) > ) = P 0)

So ([B7) is proven.
Now let € > 0 and choose § > 0 such that ([37) holds. Then we have

Ukt1.2 Cp+e€ Ugtr:n
+13  Cp+ ( + Z)QSE%,;« <_

| Ukt1:2 N Q(Ukﬂzg 2
0 Y 0 0 Y Y

w3

provided that Uy 1.,/2 < ¢ and in particular with a probability tending to 1. Since

VE(3-Unrig — 1) =5 N(0,1)
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in distribution as n — oo as a consequence of Smirnov’s lemma (see e.g. [8, Lemma 2.2.3]), we get

(2/€Uk+1 n — 1) —) 0.

Since, moreover,

(QkUk+1")i>O
we get
n Uk+1:2 Cp €, Uptr:z 2 P
— (= — —1) —0
(gr(— ot - CrbeThty )
and

n Uk+1:z2 Cp Ugt1:z 2 P
_ 4+ = (—== —1) — 0.
(o~ D O Mirvaysy )

Hence the assertion follows.
Proof of Lemma We have

E[(3 ~4)'T =E[(3(e3:3 —3-k3) — %)4}

IN

oo

=

&=
—
—~ &
(V]
&[=
—~ w3

)
w3
w3

|

)
nf3

|

>
nf3
N~—
\_/
R
+

oo

—

=
—
—
&l=
—
M>
m\s
a—
w3

|
)
w3
I
m\s

w3))] +8IE[ (3 (e,
Now Proposition Il and Proposition yield

E[(3 (é5-rg — cg-r:3))]
< (&) 'E[sup {|3(z) — g(@)| | = € [0,1]}"]
< (%) "E[max { | max{esi | @2 € (G — 1) 5] [5=0,....[2] +1}"]
[ 141
< (%)4 Z E [ max{eg; | x2; € ((j — 1)%,1'%]}4}
7=0
€ O((2)" & (nh1) ™)
= O(k™*h7?)
- O(h 2n72)

So let us turn to .
Bl(Zess —eg-rg)~ 1)
Due to ([I3) and ([Id)) we can apply Lemma Bil with a,, = vnh. Hence
P
VAh(2es ez +1) 250
and together with

i n P
which follows from (I3) and the convergence of nex.» to the Weibull distribution, we get
n P
Vih(gi(egg —eg-kg) = 5) =0

So it suffices to show - )

/ supP(Vnh‘%(e% n—€n_pn)— —| > 5)S%dS < oo

0
We have
n n 2k S
P(Vrh|gp(egis—esrg) = = 2 8) = P(Ig (5 —eg-ng — nj)’ = \/T_h)
2k Sk 2k Sk n
<P Q_Q<——— ]P) n __ n>—— P—Qﬂ<
(62 k2 - n,y n nh)+ (6 k - n,y—"_n 'n,h,)—"_ (2k€2'2 -
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Consider at first the case

~vSk YT k—1 n/2—-k
2n\/%§(1 \/z)mm{n/2—1’n/2—1}'

From ([3) and (4] we get
L>1 C 8—k2<L and C g<7_2
vnh ’ F n2v2 ~ nvnh Fn/2—1 - 8
for all sufficiently large n, which will be assumed in the sequel. Let S > 4/v. Then
2k Sk 2k Sk
Plen _gn < —— — P(F(en _p.n) < F(—— —
(ka_ ny nnh) ((2k2) (nw nnh)
2k Sk 2k Sk
<P(F(ez_pn)<1—v-(—+ +C0p- (22 4+ 2
( (¢3-k) 7 (nW n\/nh) r (nW n\/nh))
k—1 vSk k Sk
<P(F(en_p.n)<1-— — + +
( (2 kz) n/2—=1 nvnh nvVnh 4n\/nh)
k—1 Sk
<P(F(€n_pg.n — _
( (62 k2) n/2—1 2n\/nh)
and, if
Sk 2k
nvnh — ny’
then
2k Sk 2k Sk
Plen _pon > —— < P(F(eén_p.n) > F(——
(eg-k3 2 ny m/%)_((?kz)_(m nnh)
2k Sk 2k Sk
<P(Fleén_3.n)>1—~ - (22 - 22 )V _(Op (22 - 22 )2
( (2 kz)_ 7 (”’Y n\/nh) F (n’Y n\/nh))
k—1 1 vSk k
<P(F(en_p.n)>1— — + _
(Fleg-ry) n/2—=1 n/2-1  nynh n\/nh)
k—1 Sk

“ w21 o)

Notice that

2k Sk k-1 ~Sk
Plen _pn > —— + ——) <P(F(en_p.n) >1— +
(2 kz ny n/nh) ( (2 kz) n/2_1 m /nh)
holds trivially if
Sk < 2k
nvnh — ny
Assume 2 < k < n/4 and (7222/;)12)2 > 3—‘51. Then Lemma [33] yields
2k Sk
P n_p.n — >
(‘62 k2+n,y|_n /nh)
20n /2 (n/2-12 (n/2-1)2,, vSk 2 vSk \t
<Znh ) mj2 - 1—
=7 2V EDmR eXp{ ( 6(i—1) 6(n/2—/€))(2m/nh) }( 2m/nh)

10 7 n? 4k 2\ 2nvVnh.s
< nfien{ g (o) N ()
640 4k

_ 7 -5
= W—Fﬁexp{%logn—k %logh— %logk— m}s .

Notice that by ([I3]) we have

4k
By = Slipexp{%lc’gn"f' 3logh — 5 loghk — 25nh} = o
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Now assume

~vSk s/ {k—l n/2—k}

>(1—4/5 .
2nvnh ( 3) min n/2—1"n/2-1

Put N := [5/T'] and X; := max{e;_1yny1,---,€n} for j =1,...,1 := |5%] and let G denote the distribution

function of the X;. Then, if [ > &,

P(en kn<_z_/i_niii) (Xl “—_i_]fy_nik_) (G(Xl kit) < G(—z—j—n%))

and
2k Sk Sk \s/r <5, (nVnhs
G(—-———) < F(—- —— <Cy - .
( ny n /_) — ( n /_) — YF ( Sk )

There is § > 0 such that F(t) <1+ 234t and exp{t} < 1+ 22t for t € (—6,0). Let n be large enough that

6(k—1) 23 k-1 (n/2-1)/N
T o 22 < e T 22
Snz—1y =% 0V ppo1 =% and -1 -2
Then
2k k k—1 1 k-1 N 23 kE—1\N 2 k—1 21k—1
R N Nl e
ny n (n/2—1)y 5(n/2—-1)y 20n/2—-1 20 n/2-1 200—1
Lemma [33] yields
2k Sk
Plen_ n+—
(6 ki nry n\/nh)

20k—1 - 0
< P(G(Xl—k;l) < min {1 — %ﬁjc;/r . (n\S{Z_f})

— 1) —1)° — = nvn
- ?Z%GXP{ - (él(k _1)1) + ((51(1 _111))(2%)2(%)2}02/% \S{k_h)5
oo { - St )y o gty

400" k
= 7rF exp{%logn—l—logl—l—%logh logk——}S‘

IN

Notice that ([I3]) in particular implies limsupn®/k = 0 and hence
15 5 k—1
By = supexp{7logn+10gl+§10gh logk——}

Moreover, the same way as in the first case we get

o% Sk k—1 Sk
Plen _p.n > — ——— ) < P(F€én_p.n)>1— —
(62 2 = n7+n\/nh)_ ( (62 k'z)_ n/2—1 2n\/nh)
and thus
2k Sk
Plen_p.n _ D —
(62 k'2+n"y_n\/nh)

20 n /2 (n/2-1)* (n/2-1) 51 —1 n/2—ky» Sk Nt
=72 me@{—( 6(k—1) +6(n/2—k))(1_ g) min /2—1 n/2—1} }(I_Qn\/nh)
10 7’ (n/2 _ 1) L — 2nvnh

10 k — 2nvn
s ?"\/%exp{_ 6 (%) }( ~Sk )
640 . 5 k- _
= —ﬂ"y exp{ logn + 5logh — logk 150 }S
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Now

B3 = supexp{%logn—l— %logh

Observe that (@) implies that there is some s < 0 with F'(¢t) < exp{~t/2} for all ¢ € [s,0].

enough that k > vnh we get

S Sk \n/2
P(|2en.n| > = F( -
(‘21@ 2°2 —2\/%) ( nm)
’}/Sk n/2
<expqy —
< exp { o f}
gexp{ 4\/_} +
< exp{—8/4} + CY/"(
Observe
nvnh
By = sup( B
Altogether, there is some ng such that
/ SupP(\/ ‘Qk 671.71 —671 kn ——‘>S)S3ds
0 n>no
4/~ 4 4 ~5/T
S/ 1-S3dS+/ (@BS 5 OCF ByS~ +
0 4/~ 777

k—1
logk——}<oo

For n that are large

( Sk
nvnh

)5/F . F(S)n/275/1"

05/1‘(71\/_) ( )n/275/F

ndn )5 . F(S)n/275/F . 575'

)5 CF(s)V275 < 0.

640

Lemma 36. Assume that [ ), (I8) and @) hold. Then (A3) holds as well.

Proof: Put N :=[%] and X := max{e;j_1)n41,-- -

]P)(’ﬂ/ < t) = P(%(gg;% — €%_k;%) >

independent random variables Uy, ...,

Now we will show

vejnyforj=1,...,

l:=|5x%]. We have

1) <Plegkg < %) < P(Xipr < ~2).

Let G denote the distribution function of the X; and let Uy, ...,
U, that are distributed uniformly on [0, 1]. Then

U;.; be the ascendingly sorted order statistics of

~2k)) <P(U_ps < G(—2%)).

n—=k 3/1
=0

k-1

n—1

(38)

for all t < 4 and all sufficiently large n. Here 4 is a number such that F(z) < 1+ Fz for all € (=§,0) for some

2k2

0 > 0. Assume < 76. In case £ < 0 we have

G(-2)

nt

<F(-2)

<1

In case Z£ > 6 we have

In both cases we obtain [B8]). So we get
Py <t) <P(U—ka < G(—22))

< 21 S o { - (S +
< By frew{ - g§—1>)< P (-
g—l\/>e p{

k— o/ 2k ~9/2
sl 150 } (m)

< 2ZF
- 2327

o=
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~ <1 2k
nt Yot n

=) (1~ {9 min
2k

nt

n—2k n-—-2k+1
n — n-—1
n—2k+1
n—1

v e 5)
)

k-1
exp{%logn—log(QN) —b5logk — m}tg/z'

pv ——B3S7° + exp{—~S/4} + C’;/FB4575) S%dS < oco.



Since

1

nlgngo%logn— 5logk — Tso =

in view of (), we get
k-1
By := supexp{l—zllogn—log@N) —5logk — 1—50} < 0.
Hence we have ~
P(4 < t) < ma &/(2”3 5—9/21,9/2

Y > max 23/27T 5,7

for all ¢ > 0 and all n large enough that k& < /2. O

Lemma 37. Let the function g : [0,1] — R be uniformly continuous, assume that the design points are equidistant,

i =1i/n,i=1,...,n, and assume ([10), (7)), 8) and [@9). Then (G4) holds.
Proof: We have

1 URCYR .
B[(3)°] = El(55) (g5 —3-13)7]
< 9E[(p)*(Eg:3 — e3:3)] +9E[(5p) (33 — eg-re3)’] + 9E[(5p) (eg kg — gk
< 18E[(57)sup {|9(2) — g(@)| | « € [0, 1}"] + 9E[(-)*(e5-1:5)’]

Put Z; == max{e; | z2; € ((j — 1), j24)} for j =0,..., [h%] + 1 and let
wg(0) := sup{lg(z1) — g(x2)| | a1 — z2| < 6}

be the modulus of continuity of g. Then

90) — 9(a)] < ) + max{|Z5] | 5= 0. [3-] + 1)

and hence
[ 1+1
E[sup{|g(x) — g(x)| | & € [0,1]}*] < D 2E[Z;*] + 2wy(h).
7=0
Now g > Z; — 0 in probability as n — oo by (I8)), since nhiZy converges to a Weibull distribution. This implies
E[(5)° > |Z;*] = 0 as n — oo, since

o n
/0 supP((fh%] + 2)%|ZO| > t)tdt < oo,

where the supremum is taken over all n such that [nhi/2|T > 3. Indeed, let s < 0 be a number with F(¢) <
exp{~t/2} for ¢t € [s,0]. Then

& n i 2]€h1
swmwa+w4m>mﬁg/swma<—
‘/O n hy 2k 0 n 3TL

> 2khi |
g/ sup F((— 1) """/ at
0 n

t)t dt

3n

e kh ~ 3
< / sup { exp{—lethhl/ZJ} + C;/F(ﬁ)gtng(s)L”hl/QJfg/F}t dt < oo
0 n n 1

in view of (I8) and (Id). Now () implies

E[(or)?sup {[a(x) — 9(a)| | 2 € 0,1]}°] = 0.

Now Lemma B8] applied with a,, = 1, yields

n




So it remains to prove

e n
/ supp(ﬁe%,k:% < —t)tdt < 0.
0

Recall that by (8) there are I' > 0 and Cr > 0 with F(t) < Cp - |t|™" for t < 0. Put N := [3/T] and
Xj = max{ejn_1)41,---,€n} for j = 1,...,1 := |5%] and let G denote the distribution function of the X;.
There is § > 0 such that F(t) <14 3t for all t € (—§,0). Assume that n is large enough that 8k/(nvy) < 4§, k <1

and k-1 6k—1
0 S U
exp{=27 7} <1-57

Then for all t > 4/v we have

]p>(%6%4C 2 < —t) < P(eszz < —%kt)
< P(G(El—k:l) < F(—%kt) )

_ 28k s/r%ts
1= 32, cr )

3/p(2/€t

SP(G(E[ k) < min { exp{— 2k—} -

)}

IN

IA

§3|01 >1|
e

@

e}

l (2172 (1) e k= 12y e 2k
l meXp{_(G(k—1)+6(l—k))(5) (1—1)} P

(l—l)2 N2 k=12 x3/T Kkt _3
X {_6(/6—1)(5) (l—l)}CF (;)
5 1 k=1 s bt
= ;l\/;exp{ -0 JOFT D)
5037 1

k
= 2UF logl + 31 ——1 k——}t‘3.
- exp{ ogl+ 3logn og 150

In view of (6] we get

7 k—1
Bg = sgpexp{logl + 3logn — 510gk — 1—50} < 00.
Hence
0o n 4/ ~3/T
/ supP(——€z _pig < —t)tdtg/ tdt+/ E_Bet3tdt < . O
0 n 2k 0 /Y i
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