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Abstract

Both locally stationary processes and irregular models have had a
long story of success in statistics and time series analysis. We combine
both concepts and consider a time-varying, first-order autoregressive
model with irregular innovations, where we assume that the coeffi-
cient function is Hélder continuous. To estimate this function, we
use a quasi-maximum likelihood based approach. A precise control of
this method demands a delicate analysis of extremes of certain weakly
dependent processes, our main result being a concentration inequal-
ity for such quantities. Based on our analysis, upper and matching
minimax lower bounds are derived, showing the optimality of our esti-
mators. Unlike the regular case, the information theoretic complexity
depends both on the smoothness and an additional shape parameter,
characterizing the irregularity of the underlying distribution. The re-
sults and ideas for the proofs are very different from classical and more
recent methods in connection with locally stationary processes.

Keywords: Extreme value theory, weak dependence, local stationarity,
irregular models, nonparametric autoregression.

1 Introduction
Consider a (first order) autoregressive process Xy, k € Z, formally given by
Xk Ian,1+€k, ke . (1)

A typical (theoretical) assumption in the literature is that the distribution
of e, is regular (e.g. Gaussian), that is, tools such as Cramér-Rao efficiency
and local asymptotic normality (LAN) are available to analyse estimators,
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see for instance [14] or [27] in this context. However, in many situations, data
display non regular features such as one sided support, and it is thus more
appropriate to model the driving stochastic component ¢, with an irregular
distribution function, for instance a Gamma distribution. Such statistical
models have found broad applications in dendroclimatology, hydrology, epi-
demiology, finance and quality control, see for instance [4], [13], [12], [16] and
[40]. Particularly for an autoregressive context, we refer to [5], [29], [20], [36],
[3] and the books [2], [38]. In a non-parametric regression context, irregular
models have also been more recently explored in [21],[24],[39] and [9]. Fi-
nally, let us mention that irregular models are also of significant importance
in the econometric literature, see [17], [1], [32] and [34], [35], [28] for some
more recent accounts.

Turning more to mathematical aspects of irregular autoregressive pro-
cesses, these have been studied, among others, in [43], [11], [10], [19], [18],
[33], [25], [23], [22]. However, all these references give rise to parametric
models and stationary processes, which is not always appropriate. Our aim
is thus to make the next step and move to non-parametric, locally station-
ary autoregressive processes in the irregular realm. To be more precise, we
replace a in (1) with a function f : [0,1] — [0, p] with p € (0, 1), leading to
the time-varying first-order autoregressive (tvAR(1)) process given by

Xk:f(%)Xk—l‘I“gk, k?zl,...,N, (2)
with innovations g > 0 (or ¢ < 0) and design points k/N € [0,1]. Our aim
here is to estimate f subject to certain smoothness constraints, based on the
observations Xy, ..., Xy. For convenience, we work with positive innovations
and equidistant design points, but the results could be extended to negative
innovations or inequidistant design points with analogous arguments. As it
turns out, solving this task is not easy, and requires new ideas for the fol-
lowing reasons: First, previous techniques developed in the references above
focus on weak convergence results, which is not sufficient for us, as we require
(optimal) concentration results. Secondly, it is not at all clear how to adapt
these methods to fit a non-parametric context, and we therefore develop our
own approach.

There is, by now, a huge body of literature on various aspects of (reg-
ular) locally stationary processes, see for instance [7] for an overview, and
[8],[37],[15],[26], [42], for some more recent contributions. However, to the
best of our knowledge, the past end present theory entirely focuses on reg-
ular models, and thus have an entirely different statistical complexity from
an information theoretic perspective. As in classical, parametric statistics,
irregular models are rather connected to order statistics and extreme value



theory than to sample means, as is the case for regular models. In the present
context, this leads to dealing with delicate problems involving extremes of
weakly dependent processes. Another interesting feature of our irregular,
time varying process (2) is that local, stationary approximations appear to
be a pitfall in general. In the regular case, local stationarity is usually ex-
ploited by locally approximating the process by a stationary proxy in order
to apply all the machinery available for stationary processes, see e.g. [7] for
details. We dispense with such an approximation to avoid the resulting ap-
proximation error. In fact, this appears to be even necessary to attain the
minimax rates in general, since otherwise the approximation error appears
to be too large.

This work is structured as follows. In Section 2, we present the basic
setting and our main results. An outline of the proofs is given in Section 3
(upper bounds) and Section 4 (lower bounds). Detailed proofs are given in
Section 5, where some technical results are deferred to Supplement 8.

2 Methodology and main results

We use the following notation. For sequences a,, b, € R we write a,, ~ b,
if a, < b, and a, 2 b,. Here, a, < b, means that there exist ¢ € (0, 00),
ng € IN, such that a, < c¢b, for all n > ng, and a,, = b, means that b, < a,.
For a set A, we denote with |A| its cardinality and .A° its complement. For
a random variable X and p > 1, we denote with || - ||, the L,-norm defined
by [|X[[p = E[X[P. We write £ for equality in distribution. Moreover, we
use a A b = min{a, b} and a V b = max{a, b}.

Our key condition regarding the function f is f € H(L, ), that is, we
assume f to be a member of the Holder class H(L, ) for L, > 0. This
means that for the (/5)-derivatives of f, we have

7O () — FN )| < Lly— 27 vy ze,1], (3)

where () := max{a € Ny : a < 8} is defined to be the largest integer less
than . Moreover, it will be convenient to extend the domain of f to the
whole real axis by setting

f(u) = f(0) forallu<0,and f(u)= f(1) forallu> 1. (4)

Regarding the irregularity of the model, we make the standard assumption
that the distribution function F. of the innovations decays with a certain
sharpness, indicated by the parameter a, at the endpoints of its domain. We
thus assume, as y | 0, that

F(y) = +g(y), |9)| < gy, (5)

3



for some arbitrarily § > 0 and constants a,c, ¢, € (0,00). Note that this
implies P(e > 0) = 1.
Throughout this note, we work subject to the following assumptions.

Assumption 1. There exist L, 5 > 0 and p < 1, such that f € H(L, ) and
0 < f < p. Moreover, X} follows the autoregressive model (2), where the
innovations ¢, are i.i.d. and satisfy:

(i) The local decay condition (5) and F. € H(Le, B:) for L., 5. > 0.
(ii) Ee} < oo for p = max{1,2a+ ¢}, where 6 > 0 can be arbitrarily small.

Remark 1. One may select the same value for ¢ in (5) and Assumption 1.
We do so in the sequel, and thus identify it as the same parameter.

Given a fixed estimation point z € [0, 1] and a bandwidth h > 0, consider
the local sample size

n:n(h,x)::Hk:%e[x—h,x+h]}‘. (6)

Thus, n is proportional to Nh, that is n ~ Nh. For the bandwidth / and fixed
x € [0, 1], our quasi-MLE f, is defined as follows. Writing the approximation
polynomials as

B+1

ply) =Y by —x)', yel0,1],

1=0

we have to find the (local) optimal coefficients b;. To this end, we maximize
the sum of p evaluated at the design points k/N within the band [x—h, z+h],

(Z;i)fo = argmax Z P <%) ,

(bi)f:()l |%f:r|§h

subject to the constraints p(k/N) < Y} for all k with |k/N —x| < h. Thus, we
obtain a linear program, whose derivation can be motivated from the MLE

if ey, 2 ¢ follows an exponential distribution. The estimator for f(x) is given
by the value at x of the approximating polynomial, hence

Fu(@) = by.

Our key result is the following concentration inequality for the estimator

A~

Jn-



Theorem 2.1. Fiz x € [0,1] and grant Assumption 1. Then there exist
finite, positive constants c1,cq,c3 and v > 0, such that for all 0 < v < n”
and h >0

sup Pf(\fh(x) — [(@)] = erl” +62n‘1/“v> <cge "
feH(B.L)

Here, n = n(h,z) is defined in (6).

The above theorem opens the door for a number of further interesting
results. Setting

h* =N and f = fi, (7)
we immediately obtain the following corollary.

Corollary 2.2. Fiz z € [0,1] and grant Assumption 1. Then

f(@) = J(@)] = O, (N5,

Recall v > 0 in Theorem 2.1 and let 7,, — oo such that 7,, = o(n”). We
then consider the truncated estimator

fo(@) = F1f] < ) + (1] > 7). (8)

Corollary 2.3. Fiz x € [0,1] and grant Assumption 1. Then, for any q > 1,
there exists C' > 0 such that

Es|f™ () — f(o)|" < ON"#.

Having successfully established upper bounds, our next task is to find
matching lower bounds. This is achieved by the following result.

Theorem 2.4. For a € (0,2), the minimax rate is N~ . That is, there
exists a distribution F. satisfying Assumption 1, such that for any x € [0, 1],
a lower bound on the pointwise error is given by

lim inf sup ]Pf<
N=voo | fen(s,L)

f@) = f(@)] > N >0,

where the infimum is taken over all f, measurable with respect to o( Xy, ..., Xy).



From the viewpoint of irregular models, the case a > 2 turns out to be
rather uninteresting, as it can be transferred to the regular setup. This is
a bit surprising on first sight, since this is different from the regression case
discussed for instance in [24], [21]. Indeed, for a > 2, the process can simply
be regularised by subtracting the mean, that is, by considering

Xk — XNh* ~ f (Xk,1 — Ekal) -+ Ek — Eéfk, (9)

leading to the regular minimax rate N~%/%t1  More precisely, the ap-
proximation error in (9) can be shown to be of magnitude ~ N—%/(28+1) 4
the most, and one may then appeal to the regular theory mentioned above.
Strictly speaking, one also has to adapt the proof for the lower bound in this
case, we omit the details. Observe that one can always use (9), but this leads
to a suboptimal estimate for a € (0,2), even if EX}, is known.

Having established an optimal concentration inequality as in Theorem 2.1
also opens the door for future research. For instance, one may think about
the adaptive case where S and a are both unknown as in the i.i.d. regres-
sion case discussed in [24]. Among other things, this requires estimation of
a based on the observations Xy, which is currently investigated.

Let us now turn to the problem of prediction. As is well-known, (locally)
autoregressive models are extremely useful for prediction of future values and
a substantial theory has evolved around this matter, see for instance [6] for
classical results. In our setup, prediction also requires a careful handling of
the bias, since, as briefly discussed above, the standard empirical mean esti-
mator X+ only achieves the rate (Nh*)~/2, which is not sufficient for our
cause. However, this problem can be circumvented by plugin-estimation. To
this end, let

&r=Xp— [™(k/N) X1, 2<k<N,
N

. . 1 )
Xy = Xnf™(1) + N1 ;&c-

~ Owur final result below establishes the desired optimality of our predictor
XN+1 .

Theorem 2.5. Grant Assumption 1. Then there exists a finite constant
C > 0, such that

‘Ef’XN—I—l - XN+1’2 —Varf (EN—H)‘ S C(Niﬁil V N_1>.
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This bound is minimazx optimal up to multiplicative constants.

The origin of the additional term N~! stems from the necessity to estimate
the unknown mean Egy,.

3 Outline for the upper bound

From now on, we assume the validity of Assumption 1 without
mentioning it any further.

Unfortunately, it seems to be impossible to apply the methods of [33], [25],
[11], [10] and [19] in our case, in particular, since we require concentration in-
equalities, and the latter all rely on weak convergence type arguments. Thus,
our goal is to use a positive-error version of the quasi-maximum likelihood
procedure developed in [24] for nonparametric regression models, see Section
3.1 for more details. To this end, we divide the defining equation (2) of the
process by Xj;_;. Thereby, we obtain

Y o= X)ikl —f (%) + Xi’“l = f <%) + &, (10)

the standard model of nonparametric regression with f as the regression
function and errors ;. Compared to [24], a huge difference constitutes the
fact that the sequence (€;) exhibits (weak) dependence, posing substantial
challenges both for the upper and lower bound in the present context.

First, we need to ensure that an analogue of the sharpness condition (5)
holds for the modified innovations & from (10). This may be surprising on
first sight, but the intuition here is that X > 0 with high probability due to
its autoregressive structure, hence, the distribution Fj, of € 'should’ behave
as Fr.

Proposition 3.1. The distribution functions F, of the modified innovations
£ satisfy

Fr(y) = ay® 4+ O (y”‘s/) asy 1 0
for some &' € (0,6], where ¢! < ¢ < ¢ for some ¢ € (0,00).

In the following, to simplify the notation, we drop the index f for all
probability measures Py and corresponding expectations IE;.



3.1 Error decomposition

To determine the upper bound, the error decomposition into a deterministic
and a stochastic part established in [24] is essential. It is given in Theorem
3.1 in [24] and states that for all f € H(L, §) - adapted to our situation - we
have

fola) = $(@)] < (B, DN + c(B) Rax (Z(h,2) s 0 4+ hT; € 0,1} (11)

for constants ¢(8, L), ¢(f) > 0 and J(B) € IN only depending on their re-
spective arguments. Here,

N . k
Zj(h,{L‘) = I]?:Hll {Ek : N € x+th},

where

Li=[-1+0G-1/JB),=1+3/J(P)].
Thus, each Z;(h, x) represents the minimum of the modified errors £ on the
respective bin « + hZ;. Up to a factor ¢(3), the stochastic part of the error
boundary consists of the maximum of these bin minima Z;(h, x). In view of
(11), we aim to show

P (gfllg?{th, ) x+hI; C[0,1]} > nl/av) < emetiee
]:

for some constant ¢(!) > 0. As J(B3) < oo, it suffices to show
P (Z;(h,x) > n V%) S e 5 =1,...,2J(8), (12)
due to the union bound. Let
nj = [{k: k/N € x+h;}| (13)

Then clearly n; ~ n, and, by the above, our goal is thus to establish

ny
i - —Mya
IP(mmsan 1/%) Se o
k=1

for n € IN large enough (we will also require a constraint on v € (0, 00), recall
Theorem 2.1). To ease the notation, for

u=u(n,v,a)=n"%, (14)

we shall mostly write u in what follows.
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In order to employ a blocking argument from Leadbetter [30],[31] (which
will be explained in detail in subsection 3.2), we write

n=2Mn" (15)
for some v € (0,1) and M € N, and also assume n” to be an integer for

simplicity.
We start by dividing Xy, k € {1,...,n}, into two parts,

Xi = Z (ﬁf <$)> Ek—i = Z fk,igkfi
i=0

i=0 \I=0
nYy

= Z fri€h—i + Z fri€k—i =: X;E” + X,ﬁz), (16)
i=0 i>nY

where we recall that the process is defined on Z. Due to the independence
of the innovations ¢, the X ,gl) are n”-dependent. For X 22)’ we have the
following trivial result we repeatedly make use of and therefore state for the

sake of reference.

Lemma 3.2. For X,g2) defined in (16), we have (uniformly in k)

< pt

X(Q)
%71,

for p <1 as in Assumption 1. Moreover, we have (uniformly in k) || X[, <
0.

3.2 Leadbetter’s blocking argument

As previously mentioned, in order to determine the rate of the stochastic part
of the error boundary in (11), we make use of a blocking argument introduced
by Leadbetter [30]. We cut the index set {1,...,n} into 2M blocks of equal
length n”. Since (11) only provides an upper bound, we are not interested in
the exact distribution of the right-hand side. So we simply drop every other
block, leading us to

K = {1,....n}u{2n”+1,....307}U---U
{@M —2)n" +1,...,(2M — 1)n"}
= KiU-- UKy (17)

as a new index set. Handling the minimum on K suffices since K is a subset of
{1,...,n} and thus the minimum on K cannot be smaller than the minimum
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on {1,...,n}. The individual blocks K, are separated from each other by n”

to exploit the n”-dependence of the X 1&17)1 This is in line by what Leadbetter
dubbed Condition D(u).

Lemma 3.3. (Condition D(u)) For the minimum of the innovations € on
the band [z — h,x + h] holds

M
oo . €k
P (E?Hfé‘k 2“) < e (5% X0, 2“) o

where, for n, € (0,00), we have the bound

(n7)

Ry S g™ 4 n(un,) ™.

Roughly speaking, Condition D(u) means that we can bound the distri-
bution of the minimum on the whole index set {1,...,n} by a product of the
minima on the blocks IC,,, m = 1,..., M, where for the block minima, the
X Igz) part has been cut from X}, to ensure n”-dependence between the blocks.
We still need to bound the minima on the blocks KC,,, m € {1,..., M}. For
this, we use the inclusion-exclusion principle, obtaining

. €k (1)
P (krglgln 0 > u) < 1- Z P <€k < UXk—l) +
k—1 k€K m

Yop (ek <uxW, g < qu(Pl) . (18)

kJIEKm:
k<l

confer the proof of Proposition 3.5. To be able to bound the last term in
(18), we need to verify Leadbetter’s second condition, Condition D’(u). For
our (nonstationary) situation, Condition D’(u) reads as follows.

Lemma 3.4. (Condition D’(u)) For allm € {1,..., M} holds

a\ 2
S P (s <uxa < uxl)) 5 (M) |

ke m:
k<l

The following result is a consequence of Lemma 3.4 and constitutes a
key step towards proving our concentration inequality, which will be done in
Subsection 3.3.
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Proposition 3.5. For allm € {1,..., M} holds

(3),,a
P(ming—k2u> < 1Y + Ry,

kelom XV M

where ¢ € (0,00) and forn, € (0,00)

Ry S 7

n = o0 4 n2(un,)™ + ntn2p?) v\ 2
+(57) -

3.3 Proof of Theorem 2.1 and Corollaries 2.2 and 2.3

From Lemma 3.3 and Proposition 3.5, we can now derive an upper bound
for the stochastic part in the error decomposition (11).

Theorem 3.6. Suppose that
v = o(nﬁ). (19)

Then the stochastic part of the error decomposition (11) satisfies
27 )
P <mg?{zj(h,x) cx+hZ; C 0,1} > n—l/av) < e,
J:

where ¢V € (0, 00).

Theorem 2.1 and Corollaries 2.2 and 2.3 are now simple consequences of
Theorem 3.6. For the sake of completeness, we explicitly state this below.

Proof of Theorem 2.1. Follows from Theorem 3.6 and the error decomposi-
tion (11). O

Proof of Corollary 2.2. Is an immediate consequence of Theorem 2.1. O

Proof of Corollary 2.5. Using the fact that for any X > 0, ¢ > 1, we have
EXY = q/ 7 'P(X > x)dz,
0

this follows from Theorem 2.1 and straightforward computations. O
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Proof of Theorem 2.5. We first establish the upper bound. By Cauchy-Schwarz
and Corollary 2.3, we have

B2| X (f7 (k/N) = f(k/N))[* < B X |'B| ™ (k/N) = f(k/N)|*
S N

which also implies

2 __4B
< N7 e,

EQ‘&“k — ék

Hence by the triangle inequality
N ) ,
El/Q‘ Z(Ek — ék)‘ S \/NNim.
k=1

Piecing everything together and exploiting the fact that ey is independent
of en,en_1,..., we obtain via the triangle inequality

N
8
< N2 Var <Zek> +N*a;+1
k=2
< N-wa v N

‘E‘XNJA — XN+1‘2 — Var (en+1)

which completes the proof for the upper bound. Let us now turn to the
lower bound. We assume first that 26 < a8 + 1. It is well known that the
optimal predictor is the conditional expectation ]E[X N1 ’X Ny XN—_1,.- } =
XNf(l) + Eey. Suppose now there exists )E'NH € o(Xn,Xn_1,...), such
that

25

‘E}XNH - XNH}Z — Var (5N+1) <an, any= O(N_W).

Then, for any ¢ > 0, we have ]P(}XNf(l) — )N(NH’ > cN_%) — 0as N
increases. Since limy_, ]P(|X N| > ) = 1, uniformly in N, this contradicts
Theorem 2.4, and thus establishes optimality if 20 < af + 1. It remains to
treat case 23 > af+1. To this end, we consider the special case where p = 0,
a > 0is known, and ¢y, follows a Gamma distribution I'(a, b), where the rate b
is unknown. Since in this case Eej, = a/b, minimax optimal prediction boils
down to minimax optimal estimation of b. However, standard arguments
show that the minimax rate here is N~%/2, which completes the proof. O
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4 QOutline for the lower bound

Due to the simultaneous irregularity and dependence of the underlying se-
quence, establishing the lower bound turned out to be surprisingly demand-
ing. We use the common Neyman-Pearson strategy, where it suffices to show
that for some constant ¢ > 0, we have

i dIPQ
P (— > ) > 20

Sl;p1+:p lalIF‘l_aj =¢ (20)
for appropriate hypothesis Hy, H; and corresponding probability measures
Py, Py, see Theorem 2.1 in Tsybakov [41] for details. Our hypothesis will be
constructed based on fy, f1 € H(B, L), satisfying

\fo — fi| 2 N~A/ED), (21)

We now prove that our rate N~%/(+1 in Corollary 2.2 (and hence also
Corollary 2.3) is minimax optimal for a € (0,2). By the above, we need to
construct Hy, Hy. For our first hypothesis, we assume fy > 0, while we take
f1 = 0 for the second. From now on, we thus write f := f; for simplicity and
insert 0 for f; where appropriate. This leads to the two models

Ho: X = f(k/N)Xp1+ec and  Hy: Xj = &5

The ¢4’s distribution can be chosen in a specific manner, since we aim at
bounding the minimax risk (or minimax error probability) from below. We
take e ~ I'(a, b) for some b € (0,00), and thus

b 1
fe(z) = —F(a)xa lg=be, (22)
Further, we write
n* = Nh* = NN/ (@6+1) — praf)/(af+1) (23)

for the local sample size corresponding to the bandwidth A* in (7). In the
following, P; = Py, j € {0, 1}, denotes the joint distribution of (X1,..., Xy)
under ;. To simplify the notation and calculations, we set f(z) = f1{z<n+/n}
for

f= (e >0, (24)
Clearly, f(z) is not even continuous, but this (and f € H(S, L)) can be
salvaged by a usual Kernel modification without effecting the rates. As
pointed out above, we therefore stick to the current construction.

We start our lower bound proof by computing the Radon-Nikodym deriva-
tive.
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Proposition 4.1. We have Py < Py. Moreover, the Radon-Nikodym deriva-
tive dPy/dPy is given by

— \r1,..., 2 = — \T1,...,Tp*
d]Pl 1 y LN d]Pl 1 )

* Ty n* n*

:e(a_l)ZZZIIOg(l_f ];kl]l{”k>ka—1}>+b L= S H ]l{l'k>f1'k71}
k=1

for x; € (0,00).

Next, we introduce a truncation, and obtain that for any 7 > 0, we have

dIP(] dIPO
Py (dTPl = x) = Py (dTPl (21, >x"*)]l{ma)<osk§n*—l wsr) 2 x) (25)
Setting
Xk-1
Uy = (Cl - 1) log{1—f X ]I{Xk>ka717Xk—1ST} + bekflﬂ{kalﬁTb
k

(26)

the (truncated) Radon-Nikodym derivative can be written as

P, .

dTPl (le S >X7L*) ﬂmaxogkgn*ﬂ Xp<r = GZkzl U H H{Xk>kaflek71§T}' (27)
k=1

The following result establishes the correct order of the first two moments
of Uy, which is one of the key results.

Proposition 4.2. Let 2fT < 1. Then for Uy as defined in (26), we have
uniformly for 1 < k <n*:

(i) |Ep, Ukl S /%
(i) EpU; < f*
Using the above proposition and some further estimates, we are now in

position to establish the lower bound, that is, Theorem 2.4.

5 Proofs of the main results

5.1 Proofs for the upper bounds

In the following, to simplify the notation, we drop index f for all probability
measures Py and corresponding expectations IE¢.
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Proof of Proposition 3.1. Fix an arbitrary k € {1,..., N}. We have to show
that for any sequence yy with yy | 0,

Fxyx) = e + O (457

holds. With ¢, being independent of Xj_1, the distribution function F;, of
€, can be written as

Fy (yn) = Plex < Xi1yn)
= / P(ey < zyn|Xj—1 = ) dFx,_,(2)
0

= / P(er < zyn) dFx, ().
0

For any given yy | 0 we can choose a sequence xy — oo such that zyyy | 0
as N — oco. More precisely, set zy = yi,_l for some x € (0,1). Employing
(5) then yields

/mefsks:cym dFy, \(z) = /Och<xyN>“+0<<xyN>“+5) dFy, ,(z)

+ [P o) dFy,
TN

= IN + IIN
With Assumption 1 and Lemma 3.2 guaranteeing (uniformly in k)

EXZJ—ri - EXlgiLi]l{Xk—1>$N} < EXIZH—L; < o0,

for ¢ € [0, 0] we obtain

In = oy (EX{_, —EX{_ Ix seny) +
@ (y?\;ré) (EXZJ—HE - EXlglLisll{Xk—1>xN})
=yl + 0 (y¥). (28)

Since for large enough z, (uniformly in k)
1 1
EXp 1 —EX 1 1ix, sany 2 §]EX13—1 > §EEIC;—17

and EX} | <1 by Lemma 3.2, we arrive at ¢! < ¢; < ¢ for ¢ € (0, 00).

We now proceed by showing [y = O(yf‘v+51). Since

o0

Iy = / P(ey < azyn) dFx,_ () < / dFx,_,(z) = P(Xp1 > zn),

TN TN
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we can apply Markov’s inequality, yielding
P(Xj-1 > on) < [ Xp-alpan’
Using Assumption 1 (ii) and selecting x > 0 sufficiently small, this implies
I Xl = Xl o' ™ S i

for some §; > 0, yielding Iy < yj'{,+51. As yy | 0 was arbitrary, setting

0" := min{J, d; } results in

Fr(y) =y + 0O (y“”'> as y | 0.

O
Proof of Lemma 3.3. Let
Cy, = {Iglzllllék > U} = n{Ek > uXp_1}
k=1
be the set whose probability we want to estimate, and
A, = {m%xX@’ < } (29)
e s AKX A1 < T

for some sequence (7,,) | 0. Further, denote with C,,, , = A4,,, N C,,
cW = ﬂ{sk > uX,gi)l}
k=1
and Cr(,i)n =cY NA,,. Using Markov’s inequality and Lemma 3.2, we obtain
c 2 - 2) - n
P(A7) < ;P (X,i,)1 > nn> <n,’ ; HX,ﬁ,lHl <ntnp™) . (30)

As both C),\ 4,, and cV \ A, are subsets of A5, we conclude from (30)
that
[P(Co) = P(Cyn)l = P(Cu\ Ay,) S 11y ™), (31)

as well as

n

P(CO) =P (CM)| = P(CO\A,,) < ny'tnp™. (32)
Nn s n n

Next, we consider |P(C,, ) — ]P(Céi)nﬂ and P (C,(ll)). We require the following
lemma, whose proof can be found in the Supplement.
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Lemma 5.1. We have
[P (Cpn) = P (CP,)] < ()™

We can now use the above results to complete the proof. Combining (31),
(32), and Lemma 5.1, we have

P(C.) < [P(C,) =P (Cpa)l+|P(Chpn)—P(CH )|+
P (CV,) =P (CV)|+ P (C)

< P(CV)+ Ry,

with R; as asserted. Using the blocking argument from (17) and the n’-

dependence of the X ,g )1 gives us

(C<1)<1P<ﬂ N {gk>ux,gll}> HIP(krgCn X0 _u),

m=1kek,,

and hence

M
P (minak > u) H (mm u) + R;.
k=1 ot kek X
O

Proof of Lemma 3.4. We use the following key Lemma, whose proof is given
in the Supplement.

Lemma 5.2. For all 7 > 1, we have
P (Ek S uXp_1, k45 < UXk-',-j—l) N uc.
Due to X,gl_)l < Xj_1 for all k£, we have
{Ek < uX,El_)l} C {ex <uXj_1},
and therefore also
{€k < UX;gl,)l,éz < UXI(PI} C{er <uXjq,6 <uXi4}
for all k, [ € {1,...,n}. By this and Lemma 5.2, we conclude

Z P <€k < uX,ﬁl_)l,ez < UXZ(P1> < Z P (e <uXp1,6 <uXjq)

klEKm: klEKm:
k<l k<l

17



< (kD) e KZ k< 1} u™ < (nuf)?

- (5)

where we also have used (14) and (15). O

=%

Proof of Proposition 3.5. From the inclusion-exclusion principle as described
n (18), using also Lemma 3.4, we get

P (krélllcn X(l) =z u)

<t- Y P(auxV)+ > P (s <uxe <uxl)

kem klem:
k<l
<1— ) Plep SuXpn)+ Y ]P(uX,g L <ee <uxY +ux? ) + Ry,
keKm kekm

where Ry < (v*/M)?. Now we again make use of the set A, from (29),
and use the estimate (30) and the arguments following (39) in the proof of
Lemma 5.1 once more. Thereby, and with the sharpness condition on &; from
Proposition 3.1, we establish that P(mingex,, ek/X,gi)l > u) can further be

bounded by
1= 3 (e +0 (7)) +
kEKm
> P ({ux < <uxi +ux bna, ) +
ke
Z P ({uX,gl_)l <egp < uX( ) +uX(2) } Afh) + Rs
ke
< 1—=du® Z +n0 (ua”l) + Ry,
kEKm

where ¢ > 0 and

R, S n”’n(un )P + n”’nn np™") + Ry

Be 2 5(n7) a2
~ M M

Recalling (14) and (15), we thus conclude

P | min SN u|l < 1-—cdu'Eein”+n"0 (ua+6) + Ry
Kekm X1

18



-5
dEelo® na poto
= 1-—"—+0 ( ) + Ry

2M M
3),,a
By
— - R
M + 2,
where ¢ = ¢[E[¢9]/2 and R, as asserted. O

Proof of Theorem 3.6. We can assume w.l.o.g. that v > 1. Combining
Lemma 3.3 and Proposition 3.5, using also (14), we obtain

n (3)y0 M
P (r]?:i{lék > u) < (1 VARl R2> + Ry, (33)
where
Ry Sy ™) 4 ()"
and

(n_gv‘s + n? (unn)ﬁg +n7in2p") 4 %) v°
Ry < — .

Ben™
Set 1, = pi+f and observe

max —— 7 Ny = .
v€(0,1) a l+a
Using (19), we thus obtain
R S exp(—cvf), (34)

¢ > 0. Next, again (19) and the above implies
a a
n—%sz 4 (1 4 ué) nﬁ«ru 4 ,Ufanganp(nW) + UM N O

as n — 00, hence Ry = o(vCl /N ) Piecing everything together yields

n 1 — By M . )
P (mlnék Z U) 5 (]_ — #) + e—c(l)v S e—c(l)v

for arbitrarily small ¢’ > 0. As we have argued in Subsection 3.1, the rate
of each bin minimum Z;(h,x) on the bin x + hZ; has to be the same as the

rate of the band minimum min,” | &. Therefore, for the maximum of the bin
minima equally holds

P (%hjgx?{Zj(h, x):x+hZ; C[0,1]} > u) < e (35)
]:
which completes the proof. O
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5.2 Proofs for the lower bound

Proof of Proposition 4.1. Consider the AR(1)-Process Yy, = aYy_1+¢g. Straight-
forward computations then reveal

dP al
d)\l (?/1, . 7?/N) = fvi(y1) llfe(?/z‘ - ayk—l)a

where A\ denotes the Lebesgue-measure. It is now easy to see that Py <« Py,
and, since Py and IP; only differ on the first n*-coordinates, it follows that

dTI)l(xl’...’xN)
n* T a—1
—1 T
:H <1 —f T ) et lﬂ{xk>f33k—l}
k
k=1
(e ) R o (1 )OSR fake IHH{ -
Tk Tp—175"

k=1

which completes the proof. The latter computation may also be used to
establish Py < IP;. O

Proof of Proposition 4.2. We need the following two lemmas whose proofs
are given in the Supplement.

Lemma 5.3. For a > 1, we have for any 7 > 0

X
’(a - 1)fEIP1[ )ngl]l{Xk>ka o lix, 1<T}] —bfEp, [Xk—l]l{Xk_lgr}H S

Lemma 5.4. Denoting by || - ||, the p-norm with respect to Py, for p > a, we
have for any T > 0

Xi—1

p fCl
Hf ]]‘{Xk>ka71}1{Xk71§T}

< + frrP=aV0 s F 5 0.
p P04

Expanding log(1 — ), we have

X
[Be Ukl < [1— a|z ~Ip, |:< - 1) H{Xk>ka—17Xk—1§T}:| +

p>2

X
}(a_ 1)fEIP1 |: )?kl]l{Xk>ka 1,Xk— 1<T}:| - beIPl [Xk—l]l{XkﬂST}} }
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An application of Lemma 5.3 (a > 1) or Lemma 5.4 (a < 1) hence yields

< 1 X1\’
S ZZ—)EPI ka Lix,> X1, Xp 1<}

p>2

|Ep, (U] + fo

Due to p > 2, we have p > a, and can thus employ Lemma 5.4, yielding

s < (Eate U)o
p>2 P

p>2 p>2
The last step is true since both series here converge (recall 2f7 < 1), and
hence (i) follows. For (ii), we can argue in a similar manner. Noting |[a—1| <
1 and f < f¥2) we again obtain from expanding log(1 — z) and the triangle
inequality

X1

Lix,>rxp 1, X0 1<}

p* —ap

X
16 < la = 11 o (1 75 ) Lo pcssen |+ 071X,
2
1/2
X 2
(Hf 1]]'{Xk>ka717Xk—1§T} ) + fa/Q'
2p

Due to 2p > a, we can apply Lemma 5.4, yielding

1/2 0o _
2p - fa/2 Z 1 N (f7.>p a\ 1/2 - fa/2
~ 2p% —ap®>  p? ~e

2p p=1

Xi— 1
f {Xk>ka717Xk71ST}

which completes the proof. O

Proof of Theorem 2.4. We require the following two additional results.
Lemma 5.5. We have

P
H Tix,>rx y 51 as cp — Q.
k=1

Lemma 5.6. Let 7 =log> N. Then

]Pl(orgr}gaévXk < 7') — 1.

Both Lemma 5.5 and Lemma 5.6 are proven in the Supplement. In the
sequel, it will also be convenient to use

Ve=Up—Ep, Uy, 1<k<n (36)
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Observe that by Proposition 4.2, we have
IVall, S £+ 0 S 2 (37)

Let 7 = log® N. Due to (25) and (27), it suffices to show

k=1
n*
.e Py
(11) : H]I{Xk>ka—17Xk—1§7'} — 1,
k=1

as ¢y — 0o. We first show (i). By Proposition 4.2 (i), we have

Z }]EIPIUk‘ Sn'ft< 0;1.

k=1

Next, let £ =2INN{1,2,...,n*} and O =2IN—1N{1,2,...,n*} denote the
even and odd subsets. Then by the triangle inequality, independence and

(37), we have

I3, <[ 3wl + 35

It remains to show (ii). This, however, is an immediate consequence of
Lemma 5.5 and Lemma 5.6. O

/ a/2 —1/2
25 TS e
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8 Supplement

8.1 Additional results for the upper bounds
Throughout this section, we set P = IPy.

Proof of Lemma 3.2. Since f((k—1)/n) < p results in f;; = H;;é f(EY <
p', we thus deduce

nY+1

(2) lep i P (n)
[%2], < X fslewadl £ 3 0 = < 0
>nY i>nY
and similarly || X, < 1. O

Proof of Lemma 5.1. Due to C,,, C (J,S}},

n

P () €l = P forz ]\ oz i, ).

k=1 k=1
Using

n n

N {5k > uX,El_)l} \({er = uxia} < {Ek > uX,El_)l} \{ex > uXj1},
k=1

k=1 k=1

we can conclude

[P () =P (Cop)| < DOP ({ae 2 uxD f\ {on 2 uXon} N 4,,).
k=1

(38)
For each summand holds
P ({&z > UXIS—)1} \{er > uXp 1} N A%)
= P({uxi <o <uxl +ux® }na,) (39)

< P (qugi)l <ep < qugi)l + unn) ,
which can be written as

/ P (ux <& <ux+ unn|X,g£)1 = x) dF o (z)
0 k—1

= / P (ur < e < ux +un,) dF o) (v)
0 k—1
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= / F. (ux + un,) — F. (ux) dFXlil)l(x),
0 Y

where we have used that X,gl_)l = Z;io fr—1, €x—1—; is independent of ¢y.
Using that F. € H(Le, f:) by Assumption 1 (i), this is further bounded by
Le(uny, ).

For each summand in (38), we thus have

P ({ék > uX,El_)l} \{er > uXip1}N Ann) < (uny)”.
This finally yields

P (C,,)—P (C’,(]i))} < n(uny,)’.

Proof of Lemma 5.2. We first note that for all j > 1,

P (e, < uXp 1, €45 < UXk+j—1)

J
= ]P<€k SuXp 1,6 S E Jrtj—1,i-1 Ektj—i F Ufprjo1j qu)
i=1

J
= ]P<€k < uXp_1,Ep45 < UZ fi €krji + Ufj+1Xk—1>>

i=1

where fz = fitj—1,—1 with f; defined as in (16). We can further write this
as

j—1
]P<€k <uXp_1,6545 < UZ fi €kvji Fufjer+ Ufj+1Xk—1>
=1

< ]P<€k < uXpo1,epy SuXpy o+ uzijkq + UJFjHqu), (40)

where X; ., is an independent copy of Xj; 1 in the sense that X;,; , <

Xgyjo1and Xj ;| is independent of {&;}i<x and {&;}i>r1;. Using that Xj_,
is independent of e, g1 and X}, , (40) can, analogously to the proof of
Proposition 3.1, be written as

/ ]P(z—:k < ux)]P(ekH < uX,;Jrj_1 + qujx + uf:j+1 :L‘) dFx, ,(x)

0

:/ P(gk < ua:)IP(&tkH < uX/{ij1 + u2fjx + ufjﬂ a:) dFx,  (z)+
0
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/ P(Ek < ux)]P(ekH < uX,;Jrj_1 + qujx + uf:j+1 ZL‘) dFx, ,(x)

=0, + 11, (41)

for , = u¢~1, £ € (0,1), with z,, — oo and uxz, — 0 as n — oco. First, we
deal with I,,. Since X} ; , is independent of &4, we obtain

]P(€k+j < uXjpjo + Ut fie ufi 90)
— / P (gkﬂ- <wuz+ u2fj:c + ufjﬂ x) dFXkﬂ.fl(z).
0

With 2, = u¢~1, ¢ € (0,1), such that z, — oo and uz, | 0 as n — oo, for
z € (0,x,), this is bounded by

a

/ c (uz+u2fj:c+ufj+1 :c) +
0
97 ~ a+é
@] ((uz +u fjz+ufin x) ) dFy, ., ,(2) +

/ IP <€k+j S uz + UijZL‘ + uf:j—l—l [L') dFXk+j—1(Z)

= I, +1I,, (42)

where we also used Assumption 1. For I,,, we have
~ ~ ~ a
I <cu®E [(Xl,c—i—j—l +ufjz+ fin 570) } +
§ ’ r r a-+o
O(ua-l- )]E |:<Xk+j—1+ufjx+fj+1 IL‘) :| .

Concerning I7 n; by Markov’s inequality and Assumption 1 (ii), there exists
Gg1—=¢)>a+d,p>q d >0, such that

[Nln < / dFXkﬂ'ﬂ(Z) = IP(XIithfl = Zn) < HXl/ﬁLjleZ:zr:q =0 (ua+5) ’
selecting ¢ > 0 sufficiently small. Hence, the sum in (42) is bounded by
I,+1I, < cuaE[<X,g+j,1+uﬂ-:c+fj+1 :c) } +

O (W) E [(X,fcﬂ-l +ufir + fim :c) a+6] +0 (ua+8> .
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For I,, from (41), we thus obtain by Cauchy-Schwarz
In ~ ~ a
I, < / ]P(sk < ux) (cu“IE [(X,;Jrj_1 +ufjr + fin x) ] +
0
5 ~ ~ a+4 5
O (u™) B |:<X//c+j—1 +ufir+ fin $> } +0 (Uu+ ) dFx,_, (x)
a s ’ g g 2a
< (B | (X wfiXa o+ fi Xe) |+
5 1 , ~ ~ 20426 5
@ (ua-l- ) E2 |:<Xk+j—1 -+ uijk,1 -+ fj+1 Xk—l) :| + O (ua-l- )

</Ofn P?(e), < u:p)dFXk_l(x)>%
< (u“ + O(ua+5)> (/Oxn P2 (Ek < ux)dFXk_l(:E)) %

Now, using Assumption 1, we have (with 6 > 0 sufficiently small such that
p > 2a+ 20)

/ P?(e), < uz)dFx, ,(z) Su™EX;", + U X 20420
0

and hence I, < u?. For II, in (41), selecting & > 0 sufficiently small,
Markov’s inequality yields

1, < / dFy, (1) =P (X1 > 2,) < [Xoa Lo Su®, (43)

using Assumption 1 (ii). This completes the proof. O

8.2 Additional results for the lower bounds

Proof of Lemma 5.3. As will be obvious from the proof, we may set 7 = oo,
hence 1yx, ,<;; = 1. Moreover, since the case a = 1 is trivial, we will
assume a > 1 below. Recall that X, X;_; are independent subject to IP;.
Set X = Xj;_;. Then

Xi1
EPlTkﬂ{prxkfl}

:EIP Xi /OO ta—Qe—bt dt| — EIP Xi /fX ta—Qe—bt dt (44)
"L T(a) Jo "L T(a) Jo .
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Since I'(a) = (a — 1)I'(a — 1) for a > 1, we obtain for the first summand

ba > 2 _—bt OO
(a—1)fEp, [Xm /0 1920 dt] —b/Ep, [X /O Frtato () dt]
:bf]Elpl [kal] ) (45>

where fp(a—1,5) denotes the density of a I'(a — 1, b)-distributed random vari-
able. For the second summand, we have

b* X a—2 _—bt X a—2
(a—1)fEp, {XW/O #0270 dt] <fEp, [X/O t dt]

Ep, X*
i <o 46
el < (46)
Combining (45) and (46) with (44) gives the result. O

Proof of Lemma 5.4. As in the proof of Lemma 5.3 we use an independent
copy X of Xj_ 4, yielding

p
fo)lz—;l]l{xk>ka—1}]l{xk—1§ﬂ » < Ep, (fX)" fle teimPe dt
+Ep, (fX)° [t Pe P dtl x<py. (47)

For the first integral in (47), we get
/1 ta—l—pe—bt dt < (fX>a_p — 1
X ~ p—a

Since Ep, X* < 0o, we thus obtain for the first expectation in (47)

1 X a-p 1 a
EIPI (fX)p/ taflfpefbt dt S EIPI (fX)p (f ) 5 f )
X p—a p—a

(48)
We now turn to the second expectation in (47). Since

/Oo 1Pt < T(a) /Oo f-(t)dt <T(a),

we obtain
EIPl (fX)p ]l{XgT}/ L P 5 pr(p_a)VOIEX“ 5 pr(p—a)vo' (49)
1

Combining (48) and (49) with (47), we obtain

Xi—1

p
f .
E]P1 (f X5 ) ]I{Xk>ka71}]l{Xk,1§q—} g - + fPT(p a)\/O.

a
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Proof of Lemma 5.5. If a sequence X, of random variables only takes values

in the set {0, 1}, it suffices to show that EX,, — 0 to establish X, 0. To
this end, we assume w.l.o.g. that n* is even, and consider Z, 7 C {1,...,n*}
such that

7=1{2610,...}, J=1{4,812,...}.

Then, by independence

Ep, H Lixpspxy = H Ep, Lix,>rx, 13-
kel kel

Next, again by independence, we have

FXk—1
P(a)EPIH{XkaXk—l} < EIP1/ 2" 5 fa-
0

Together with the above, this implies

n*/2 oot
EIPl H 1{ch>ka71} = (1 - O(fa)) / = 60( r) = L+ 0(1)’
keT
as ¢y — 00, and hence
Py
Hﬂ{Xk>ka—l} — L (5())

kel

We may argue analogously for J. Since clearly 1yx,~fx,} LER 1, the claim
follows. [

Proof of Lemma 5.6. Since by Markov’s inequality and ¢ > 0

2 —tr2 X
]P(og}c%vX’“ > 7y) < e N(N + 1Ee",

this follows from the fact that for ¢ < b, we have

Mx,(t) = Ee”™ = (1 —t/b) "
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