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Abstract

We develop a methodology for conducting inference on extreme quantiles of unobserved
individual heterogeneity (heterogeneous coefficients, heterogeneous treatment effects, etc.) in a
panel data or meta-analysis setting. Inference in such settings is challenging: only noisy estimates
of unobserved heterogeneity are available, and approximations based on the central limit theorem
work poorly for extreme quantiles. For this situation, under weak assumptions we derive an
extreme value theorem and intermediate order theorem for noisy estimates and appropriate
rate and moment conditions. Both theorems are then used to construct confidence intervals for
extremal quantiles. The intervals are simple to construct and require no optimization. Inference
based on the intermediate order theorem involves a novel self-normalized intermediate order
theorem. In simulations, our extremal confidence intervals have favorable coverage properties in
the tail. Our methodology is illustrated with an application to firm productivity in denser and
less dense areas.
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1 Introduction

Extreme quantiles of unobserved individual heterogeneity (UIH) are often of interest in analysis
of economic panel data and in meta-analysis; UIH includes heterogeneous coefficients, treatment
effects, etc. For example, in the setting of Combes, Duranton, Gobillon, Puga, and Roux (2012) we
might be interested in estimating the lowest level of firm-specific productivity that is compatible
with firm survival in a given area. This corresponds to finding the zeroth quantile of the distribution
of productivity of surviving firms.1

The key challenge to estimation and inference is that only noisy estimates of UIH are available,
and it is not a priori clear when such estimates yield useful information about the quantiles of interest.
These individual estimates are constructed from individual time series, studies, or cluster-level data,
and thus are subject to estimation noise. This estimation noise and the true UIH are often related
in a complex and unobservable manner due to the dependence between UIH and covariates used in
estimation (e.g. Heckman (2001); Browning and Carro (2007, 2010)). Importantly, estimation noise
does not “average out” when dealing with extreme quantiles, in contrast to estimation of means.

In this paper we develop a methodology for conducting inference on extreme quantiles of UIH
on the basis of noisy estimates, and we establish sharp conditions under which noisy estimates of
UIH are informative about the quantiles of interest. The noisy estimates can be used for estimation
and inference if the tails of their distribution converge to the tails of the distribution of interest
in a certain weak pointwise sense. We construct confidence intervals for extreme quantiles of UIH
using self-normalizing ratios of extreme or intermediate order statistics of the estimates. We also
provide hypothesis tests about the support of UIH. To obtain the relevant asymptotic distributions,
we prove appropriate extreme and intermediate value theorems (EVT and IVT) for noisy estimates.

The asymptotic distributions of the statistics we propose are based on extreme and intermediate
asymptotic approximations. Such approximations are suited to inference on extreme quantiles,
and complement the central approximations constructed by Jochmans and Weidner (2022) for
conducting inference on central quantiles of UIH. The three asymptotic approximations differ in
how the quantile of interest is modeled as a function of the cross-sectional size. Extreme order
approximations model the quantile of interest as drifting to 0 or 1 at a rate proportional to the
cross-sectional dimension. The resulting confidence intervals and tests for extreme quantiles of UIH
are based on a ratio of extreme order statistics of the estimated UIH. The distribution of such
ratios depends on the extreme value (EV) index of the distribution of latent true UIH, and thus is
non-pivotal. The corresponding critical values can be consistently estimated by subsampling. In
intermediate order approximations, the quantile of interest drifts to 0 or 1 at a rate slower than
the cross-sectional sample size. In this case we base confidence intervals on a ratio statistic of
intermediate order statistics. This ratio exploits a deterministic difference between two perfectly

1Here and in the empirical application, “productivity” is understood in the sense of firm-specific total factor
productivity in a Cobb-Douglas production function. This view follows the literature on production function estimation
(e.g. Ackerberg, Benkard, Berry, and Pakes (2007)), rather than the literature on estimation of production frontiers
(e.g. Kumbhakar, Parmeter, and Zelenyuk (2020a,b)). In particular, each firm may be viewed as always being on its
firm-specific production frontier, and interest centers on the heterogeneous parameters controlling the frontiers.
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dependent random variables in order to normalize the statistic. This result may also be of interest in
the noiseless case. In contrast, central order approximations are based on the central limit theorem
for quantiles; the quantile of interest is modeled as fixed.

We show that the noisy estimates of UIH can be used for estimation and valid inference on
the quantiles of interest under mild conditions. There are two key restrictions. First, we impose
weak assumptions on the marginal distributions of UIH and of the estimation noise. We do not
restrict the dependence structure between the true UIH and the estimation noise. This allows
estimation noise and the true UIH to be related in a complex manner, as they typically are outside
of experimental settings (Heckman, 2001; Browning and Carro, 2007, 2010). Second, the tail of the
noisy distribution of estimates has to converge to the tail of the latent distribution of interest in a
certain pointwise sense; a condition that we label pointwise asymptotic tail equivalence.

When tail equivalence holds, noisy estimates inherit extreme value properties of the UIH. This
allows us to establish an EVT and supporting distributional results for noisy estimates. These
results in turn serve as a foundation for inference.

For a broad class of distributions, we obtain sufficient conditions for the tail equivalence conditions
in terms of rate restrictions on the cross-sectional dimensional and individual sample sizes. The
sufficient conditions only require typical moment or normality assumptions on the estimation noise
and a lower bound for the extreme value index. The rate restrictions are mild if the distribution
has an infinite right endpoint. For example, in this case tail equivalence holds if 𝑁/𝑇 4 → 0 if
the estimation noise has more than 8 moments, where 𝑁 is the cross-section size and 𝑇 is the
size of unit-specific datasets. This restriction matches the condition for validity of inference on
central quantiles obtained by Jochmans and Weidner (2022). Moreover, if the estimation noise is
normal, 𝑁 may be almost exponentially large relative to 𝑇 . In contrast, for distributions with finite
endpoints the rate conditions may be more stringent. There are two main components which make
restrictions milder: how light the tails of the noise distribution are, and how heavy the tails of the
true distribution of the effects are. Intuitively, lighter-tailed noise and heavier-tailed UIH both
increase signal strength.

In simulations we find that if rate conditions hold, extreme-order approximations offer favorable
coverage properties in the tails, including when compared with other approximations. The rate
conditions are important, and their failure may lead to distorted inference.

Our methodology is illustrated with an application to firm productivity in denser and less
dense areas in the setting of Combes et al. (2012). We address two key aspects of their analysis.
First, we consider the issue of firm selection. Firm selection is conjectured to left-truncate the
productivity distribution by creating a minimal productivity threshold required for firm surival. We
find no evidence of truncation in the productivity distributions in both denser and less areas. This
strengthens the previous finding of Combes et al. (2012) that truncation must be the same in both
kinds of areas, though at an unknown level. Second, Combes et al. (2012) make the key assumption
that the productivity distributions in denser and less dense areas are the same up to mean, variance,
and truncation. We nonparametrically show that the tails of the productivity distribution in denser
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and less dense areas are similar up to mean and variance of the distribution, lending credence to
that assumption.

This paper is related to several strands of literature. First, several recent papers have proposed
methods for studying distributional properties of UIH (Evdokimov, 2010; Arellano and Bonhomme,
2012; Okui and Yanagi, 2019; Barras, Gagliardini, and Scaillet, 2021; Jochmans and Weidner, 2022;
Sasaki and Wang, 2022). There are two key contributions related to our paper. Jochmans and
Weidner (2022) study the issue of estimating the distribution function and central quantiles of UIH
from noisy estimates. They develop rate conditions and asymptotic normality results in a similar
setting to ours. However, their methodology is based on a central limit theorem for quantiles, which
is not well-suited for inference on extreme quantiles. Sasaki and Wang (2022) apply an extreme
order approximation they develop for noiseless data to extreme quantiles of coefficients in a linear
random coefficient model under a high level condition on the data. We focus on the general problem
of inference using noisy estimates that covers linear, nonlinear, and nonparametric estimators
and obtain sharp conditions under which these estimates are informative. Second, extreme order
approximations are related to the fixed-𝑘 tail inference methods of Müller and Wang (2017) and
Sasaki and Wang (2022), developed in a noiseless setting. In contrast to Müller and Wang (2017),
we propose optimization-free confidence intervals that require no bounds on the EV index. Third,
while our approach to inference using intermediate order approximation is novel, methods using
intermediate order statistics are standard in the EV literature, and we refer to ch. 4 of de Haan and
Ferreira (2006) for textbook treatment. Last, our setting and results should be contrasted with the
literature on estimating extreme conditional quantiles or treatment effects in cross-sectional settings
(Chernozhukov, 2005; Chernozhukov and Fernández-Val, 2011; Zhang, 2018). The focus of those
papers is on modeling extreme conditional quantiles of observable quantities, whereas our focus lies
squarely on unobserved quantities and the issue of estimation noise.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 formalizes our setup and assumptions.
In section 3 we lay down the probabilistic foundations of our inference theory by proving extreme
and intermediate extreme value theorems for noisy estimates. Building on these results, in section
4 we discuss three approaches to inferences: extreme, intermediate, and central order asymptotic
approximations. Using those approximations we construct confidence intervals and tests about the
support of the distribution of unobserved UIH. In section 5 we explore performance of those CIs in
a Monte Carlo setting. Section 6 contains the empirical application. All proofs are collected in the
appendix. We provide additional results in the online appendix, available from the author’s website.

2 Setting and Assumptions

2.1 Problem statement

Suppose that unobserved individual heterogeneity 𝜃𝑖 is sampled in an iid fashion from some
distribution 𝐹 . 𝜃𝑖 may be a treatment effect, effect size, a coordinate of a vector of individual-
specific coefficients, value of a function at a point, etc. 𝑖 indexes cross-sectional units or individual
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studies; in what follows we will refer to them as “units”.
Our goal is to estimate quantiles 𝐹 −1(𝑞) where 𝑞 is close to 0 or 1, and to conduct inference on

them. In particular, we are interested in constructing confidence intervals and hypothesis tests for
hypotheses like 𝐻0 : 𝜃𝑖 ≥ 0, which is equivalent to 𝐻0 : 𝐹 −1(0) ≥ 0. Without loss of generality we
focus on the right tail of 𝐹 .

2.2 Data generating process

We do not observe 𝜃𝑖 directly; instead we only see noisy observations 𝜗𝑖,𝑇 :

𝜗𝑖,𝑇 = 𝜃𝑖 + 1
𝑇 𝑝

𝑖

𝜀𝑖,𝑇𝑖 , 𝑖 = 1, . . . , 𝑁, (1)

where 𝑇𝑖 is the sample size available for unit 𝑖, 𝜀𝑖,𝑇𝑖 is the scaled estimation error, 𝜀𝑖,𝑇 = 𝑂𝑝(1) for
all 𝑇 , and 𝑝 > 0 is the rate of convergence of the estimator. For clarity of exposition, in what follows
we assume that for all units 𝑇𝑖 = 𝑇 for some common 𝑇 ; in the online appendix we show that our
results naturally extend to the case where sample sizes are unequal between units (or clusters). 𝑝

is determined by the estimation method used in a given case. For estimators convergent at the
parametric rate 𝑇 −1/2, 𝑝 is equal to 1/2, but we allow other rates. E[𝜀𝑖,𝑇 ] may be nonzero and need
not converge to 0 as 𝑇 → ∞; however, this bias may not diverge as 𝑇 → ∞.

Representation (1) is general. It is compatible with any estimation method for which a suitable
rate of convergence is known; 𝜀𝑖,𝑇 can always be defined via the identity 𝜀𝑖,𝑇 = 𝑇 𝑝(𝜗𝑖,𝑇 − 𝜃𝑖).
Intuitively, 𝜗𝑖,𝑇 are estimators of 𝜃𝑖 that have growing precision. 𝜗𝑖,𝑇 can potentially be biased.
Our setting nests the setup considered by Jochmans and Weidner (2022) and the typical setup of
meta-analysis (see e.g. Higgins, Thompson, and Spiegelhalter (2009)).

We provide several examples of how 𝜗𝑖,𝑇 may be constructed.

Example 1 (Unit-wise OLS and IV). Let 𝑦𝑖𝑡 = 𝜃𝑖𝑥𝑖𝑡 + 𝑢𝑖𝑡. First suppose that E[𝑢𝑖𝑡𝑥𝑖𝑡] = 0. We
estimate heterogeneous coefficients 𝜃𝑖 by unit-wise OLS: 𝜗𝑖,𝑇 = (𝑇 −1∑︀𝑇

𝑡=1 𝑥2
𝑖𝑡)−1𝑇 −1∑︀𝑇

𝑡=1 𝑥𝑖𝑡𝑦𝑖𝑡.
Define 𝜀𝑖,𝑇 = (𝑇 −1∑︀𝑇

𝑡=1 𝑥2
𝑖𝑡)−1𝑇 −1/2∑︀𝑇

𝑡=1 𝑥𝑖𝑡𝑢𝑖𝑡 to write 𝜗𝑖,𝑇 as in eq. (1) for 𝑝 = 1/2. Now let 𝑥𝑖𝑡 be
endogenous in the sense that E[𝑢𝑖𝑡𝑥𝑖𝑡] ̸= 0. Suppose a valid instrument 𝑧𝑖𝑡 is available: E[𝑧𝑖𝑡𝑢𝑖𝑡] = 0,
E[𝑧𝑖𝑡𝑥𝑖𝑡] ̸= 0. The unit-wise IV estimators are given by 𝜗𝑖,𝑇 = (𝑇 −1∑︀𝑇

𝑡=1 𝑧𝑖𝑡𝑥𝑖𝑡)−1𝑇 −1∑︀𝑇
𝑡=1 𝑧𝑖𝑡𝑦𝑖𝑡.

In this case 𝜀𝑖,𝑇 = (𝑇 −1∑︀𝑇
𝑡=1 𝑧𝑖𝑡𝑥𝑖𝑡)−1𝑇 −1/2∑︀𝑇

𝑡=1 𝑧𝑖𝑡𝑢𝑖𝑡. Note that the distribution of 𝜀𝑖,𝑇 may be
dissimilar to the normal distribution even for large 𝑇 if 𝑧𝑖𝑡 is not a strong instrument. Even if 𝑢𝑖𝑡

is normally distributed, the distribution of 𝜀𝑖,𝑇 can be skewed, bimodal, and possess an infinite
expected value (Nelson and Startz, 1990).

Example 2 (Nonparametric regression). Let 𝜃𝑖 := E[𝑦𝑖𝑡|𝑥𝑖𝑡 = 𝑥0] for some fixed value 𝑥0. Let
𝜗𝑖,𝑇 = (

∑︀𝑇
𝑡=1 𝐾 ((𝑥𝑖𝑡 − 𝑥0)/ℎ))−1∑︀𝑇

𝑡=1 𝑦𝑖𝑡𝐾((𝑥𝑖𝑡 − 𝑥0)/ℎ) by the Nadaraya-Watson estimator of
𝜃𝑖 where 𝐾 is a kernel function and ℎ is a bandwidth parameter. Let 𝑢𝑖𝑡 = 𝑦𝑖𝑡 − 𝜃𝑖, and set
𝜀𝑖,𝑇 = (

∑︀𝑇
𝑡=1 𝐾(𝑥𝑖𝑡 − 𝑥0/ℎ))−1√

𝑇ℎ
∑︀𝑇

𝑡=1 𝑢𝑖𝑡𝐾((𝑥𝑖𝑡 − 𝑥0)/ℎ). Let ℎ = 𝑇 −𝑠, 𝑠 ∈ (0, 1). It holds that
𝜀𝑖,𝑇 = 𝑂𝑝(1) and 𝜗𝑖,𝑇 = 𝜃𝑖 + 𝑇 −(1−𝑠)/2𝜀𝑖,𝑇 under suitable conditions on ℎ. If ℎ is picked to optimize
the convergence rate, 𝜀𝑖,𝑇 has a non-zero mean even in the limit.
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Notation Let 𝜗1,𝑁,𝑇 ≤ · · · ≤ 𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 be the order statistics of {𝜗1,𝑇 , . . . , 𝜗𝑁,𝑇 }, and similarly let
𝜃1,𝑁 ≤ · · · ≤ 𝜃𝑁,𝑁 be the order statistics of the latent noiseless {𝜃1, . . . , 𝜃𝑁 }. “Noiseless maximum”
always stands for 𝜃𝑁,𝑁 ; “noisy maximum” stands for 𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 ; same applies to all other order statistics.
⇒ denotes weak convergence, both of random variables and functions.

2.3 Assumptions

Assumption 1. For each 𝑇 , {(𝜃𝑖, 𝜀𝑖,𝑇 )}𝑖=1,...,𝑁 are independent and identically distributed random
vectors indexed by 𝑖.

Observations 𝜗𝑖,𝑇 are sampled in an iid fashion. Note that 𝜗𝑖,𝑇 can be conditionally heteroskedas-
tic: Var(𝜗𝑖,𝑇 |𝜃𝑖) = Var(𝜀𝑖,𝑇 |𝜃𝑖) can depend on 𝜃𝑖, provided this variance exists.

Assumption 2. The distribution 𝐹 of 𝜃 is in the weak domain of attraction of an extreme value
distribution with extreme value index 𝛾 ∈ R.

Under assumption 2, the classical extreme value theorem of Gnedenko (1943) applies to the latent
noiseless distribution 𝐹 . This will serve as the basis for extending this extreme value convergence
to the observed noisy data. Without assumption 2, we would not be able to conduct inference using
the asymptotic behavior of the sample maximum even if we had access to the true 𝜃𝑖. Assumption 2
is a mild assumption, satisfied by almost all textbook continuous distributions and many discrete
ones. Assumption 2 is equivalent to certain regular variation conditions on 𝐹 (see theorem 1.2.1 in
de Haan and Ferreira (2006) for precise conditions)

Two key features of our analysis are that we place no restrictions on the dependence structure
between 𝜃𝑖 and 𝜀𝑖,𝑇 and that we impose no distributional assumptions on 𝜀𝑖,𝑇 . This approach can
be motivated as follows. First, 𝜃𝑖 and 𝜀𝑖,𝑇 will typically be related in a complex and unobservable
manner outside of tightly controlled experimental settings. Such dependence may arise if the agent
chooses some covariates with knowledge of 𝜃𝑖, and these covariates are in turn used in estimation of
𝜃𝑖. Second, the distribution of 𝜀𝑖,𝑇 might not be well-approximated by a normal distribution, as in
the IV case of example 1 (however, we show how to exploit normality of 𝜀𝑖,𝑇 in establishing our rate
conditions). In light of the these challenges, we only impose a weak assumption on the marginal
distribution 𝐺𝑇 of 𝜀𝑖,𝑇 .

Assumption 3. {𝐺𝑇 } form a tight family of distributions indexed by 𝑇 .

Intuitively, assumption 3 requires that 𝜀𝑖,𝑇 be defined in such a way that, as 𝑇 → ∞, the
distributions 𝐺𝑇 of 𝜀𝑖,𝑇 do not escape to infinity. Assumption 3 holds automatically if 𝑇 𝑝(𝜗𝑖,𝑇 − 𝜃𝑖)
has a non-degenerate asymptotic distribution. Together with definition (1), assumption 3 implies
that each 𝜗𝑖,𝑇 is consistent for 𝜃𝑖, but we allow 𝜗𝑖,𝑇 to be biased in finite samples. In addition,
assumption 3 allows the mean of 𝜀𝑖,𝑇 to be nonzero in the limit, as may occur in nonparametric
regression with MSE-minimizing choice of bandwidth (example 2).
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3 Extreme Value Theory For Noisy Estimates

3.1 Extreme Value Theorem For Noisy Estimates

The key first step towards conducting inference on extreme quantiles is to establish distributional
results for the sample maximum 𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 . The following theorem provides conditions under which
𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 and the latent maximum 𝜃𝑁,𝑁 = max{𝜃1, . . . , 𝜃𝑁 } have the same asymptotic distribution. It
introduces the notion of tail equivalence and serves as a stepping stone towards our inference results.

Theorem 3.1. Let assumption 1 hold. Let constants 𝑎𝑁 , 𝑏𝑁 and a random variable 𝑋 be such that
(𝜃𝑁,𝑁 − 𝑏𝑁 )/𝑎𝑁 ⇒ 𝑋 as 𝑁 → ∞. Let 𝐹 be the cdf of 𝜃𝑖 and 𝐺𝑇 be the cdf of 𝜀𝑖,𝑇 .
(1) (Transferral of convergence) Let the following tail equivalence (TE) conditions hold: for each

𝜏 ∈ (0, ∞) as 𝑁, 𝑇 → ∞ there exists some 𝜖 ∈ (0, 1)

sup
𝑢∈[0,𝜖]

1
𝑎𝑁

(︂
𝐹 −1

(︂
1 − 1

𝑁𝜏
− 𝑢

)︂
− 𝐹 −1

(︂
1 − 1

𝑁𝜏

)︂
+ 1

𝑇 𝑝
𝐺−1

𝑇 (𝑢)
)︂

→ 0, (TE-Sup)

inf
𝑢∈[0, 1

𝑁𝜏 ]
1

𝑎𝑁

(︂
𝐹 −1

(︂
1 − 1

𝑁𝜏
+ 𝑢

)︂
− 𝐹 −1

(︂
1 − 1

𝑁𝜏

)︂
+ 1

𝑇 𝑝
𝐺−1

𝑇 (1 − 𝑢)
)︂

→ 0. (TE-Inf)

Then (𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝑏𝑁 )/𝑎𝑁 ⇒ 𝑋 as 𝑁, 𝑇 → ∞.
(2) (Sharpness) Consider the following TE condition: for each 𝜏 ∈ (0, ∞) as 𝑁, 𝑇 → ∞

sup
𝑢∈[0,1− 1

𝑁𝜏 ]

1
𝑎𝑁

(︂
𝐹 −1

(︂
1 − 1

𝑁𝜏
− 𝑢

)︂
− 𝐹 −1

(︂
1 − 1

𝑁𝜏

)︂
+ 1

𝑇 𝑝
𝐺−1

𝑇 (𝑢)
)︂

→ 0, (TE-Sup’)

Then (i) (TE-Sup) and (TE-Inf) together imply (TE-Sup’); (ii) (TE-Inf) and (TE-Sup’) are
sharp in the following sense: if at least one of the conditions fails, there exists a sequence of joint
distributions of (𝜃𝑖, 𝜀𝑖,𝑇 ) with given marginal distributions 𝐹, 𝐺𝑇 such that (𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝑏𝑁 )/𝑎𝑁

weakly converges to a limit different from 𝑋 or does not converge at all.

(TE-Sup) and (TE-Inf) are pointwise asymptotic tail equivalence conditions between the distri-
butions of 𝜗𝑖,𝑇 and 𝜃𝑖. The 𝐹 −1 + 𝑇 −𝑝𝐺−1 term approximately corresponds to the quantiles of the
noisy estimates, where the infimum and supremum adjust for the unknown joint distribution of 𝜃𝑖

and 𝜀𝑖,𝑇 . The (−𝐹 −1) term corresponds to the target noiseless quantiles. If (TE-Inf) and (TE-Sup)
hold, the distance between the tails of 𝐹 and the distribution of 𝜗𝑖,𝑇 is shrinking, pointwise in 𝜏 .
Observe that (TE-Sup) and (TE-Inf) are trivially satisfied in a noiseless setting (that is, if 𝐺−1

𝑇 = 0),
as both the supremum and the infimum are attained at 𝑢 = 0 and are equal to zero.

Theorem 3.1 may be interpreted as a necessary and sufficient condition for 𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 and 𝜃𝑁,𝑁 to
have the same asymptotic distribution regardless of the dependence structure between 𝜃𝑖 and 𝜀𝑖,𝑇 .
In particular, if conditions (TE-Sup’) and (TE-Inf) do not hold, it is generally uncertain to what
extent 𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 inherits the limit properties of 𝜃𝑁,𝑁 (however, see remark 2 below for a special case).
For some joint distributions of (𝜃𝑖, 𝜀𝑖,𝑇 ), 𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 might still have the same asymptotic distribution
as 𝜃𝑁,𝑁 . However, as the proof of theorem 3.1 shows, there exists at least one possible asymptotic
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distribution for 𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 that is different from the distribution of 𝜃𝑁,𝑁 . Moreover, 𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 may only
converge to it along a subsequence and not overall.

We stress three important but subtle features of conditions (TE-Sup) and (TE-Inf). First, the
value of the infimum of (TE-Inf) is greater or equal to the value of the supremum in (TE-Sup)
(and (TE-Sup’)), as the proof shows. Second, suppose that there is no estimation noise. Then the
expression under the supremum in (TE-Sup) is non-positive for all values of 𝑢 allowed and equal to
0 at 𝑢 = 0. Similarly, the expression under the infimum in (TE-Inf) is non-negative and also equal
to zero at 𝑢 = 0. Similar logic persists in the presence of estimation noise, though it affects the two
conditions somewhat asymmetrically. Suppose that 𝐺𝑇 (0) ∈ (0, 1). Then the expression under the
infimum is eventually always non-negative due to the shrinking choice set for 𝑢. (TE-Inf) requires
the minimal value of that non-negative function to converge to zero. Similarly, the expression under
the supremum in (TE-Sup) is negative for some interval of values of 𝑢, though it may change sign
for some larger values of 𝑢. Condition (TE-Sup) then requires than the supremum of this function
converges to 0, whether from above or below. We remark that this is not a requirement of uniform
convergence to 0 of the function under the supremum. Last, to obtain sharpness it is necessary to
consider (TE-Sup’), which is weaker than (TE-Sup) in the presence of (TE-Inf), as we show in the
proof. However, for practical purposes (TE-Sup) is sufficient and easier to interpret as controlling
the contribution of the left tail of 𝐺𝑇 .

Remark 1. It is natural to use the same normalization constants 𝑎𝑁 , 𝑏𝑁 for both 𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 and 𝜃𝑁,𝑁 .
The distribution of 𝜗𝑖,𝑇 is composed of two components: the 𝐺𝑇 component that decays as 𝑇 → ∞,
and the 𝐹 component. As the 𝐹 component does not decay, it is appropriate to use the same 𝑎𝑁 .
For inference, the centering constants 𝑏𝑁 will be quantiles of 𝐹 (see lemma 4.1 below). Since they
are the primary object of interest, it is natural to center at them.

Remark 2 (Knife-edge failure of (TE-Inf) and (TE-Sup)). A special knife-edge case arises if for
each 𝜏 ∈ (0, ∞) the expressions in (TE-Inf) and (TE-Sup) (or (TE-Sup’)) converge to the same 𝛿𝜏 .
In this case 𝑎−1

𝑁 (𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝑏𝑁 ) does converge. However, if 𝛿𝜏 is not a constant function of 𝜏 ∈ (0, ∞),
this limit distribution has a shape different from the limit of 𝑎−1

𝑁 (𝜃𝑁,𝑁 − 𝑏𝑁 ). Correspondingly, it
is not necessarily a generalized extreme value distribution. We conjecture that inference is still
possible in this case using a suitable modification of theorems 4.3-4.4 below.

When do conditions (TE-Inf) and (TE-Sup) hold? Sufficient conditions for (TE-Inf) and
(TE-Sup) take the form of restrictions on the magnitude of 𝑁 relative to 𝑇 , given assumptions on
the tails of 𝐺𝑇 . Such conditions depend on 𝛾, the extreme value index of 𝐹 , which is unknown.
However, a sufficient condition is possible if a lower bound 𝛾′ for 𝛾 is available. This is intuitive.
Distributions with larger values of 𝛾 have heavier and longer tails. This heavier tail of 𝐹 will be
more pronounced in the data relative to the contribution of the noise, and so a larger value of 𝑁

will be allowable. We state these conditions formally:

Proposition 3.2. Let assumptions 1 and 3 hold. Let one of the following conditions hold:
(1) Let sup𝑇 E|𝜀𝑖,𝑇 |𝛽 < ∞ for some 𝛽 > 0, and let 𝑁1/𝛽−𝛾′(log(𝑇 ))1/𝛽/𝑇 𝑝 → 0 for some 𝛾′.
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(2) For all 𝑇 , let 𝜀𝑖,𝑇 ∼ 𝑁(𝜇𝑇 , 𝜎2
𝑇 ), and let 𝑁−𝛾′√︀log(𝑁)/𝑇 𝑝 → 0 for some 𝛾′.

In addition, let 𝐹 satisfy assumption 2 with EV index 𝛾 > 𝛾′. Then (TE-Inf) and (TE-Sup) hold for
𝐹 and 𝐺𝑇 for any sequence {(𝑎𝑁 , 𝑏𝑁 )}∞

𝑁=1 such that (𝜃𝑁,𝑁 − 𝑏𝑁 )/𝑎𝑁 converges to a non-degenerate
random variable.

As proposition 3.2 shows, two key factors determine how stringent the rate restrictions are. First,
as noted above, a heavier right tail of 𝐹 (larger 𝛾′) allows a larger value of 𝑁 relative to 𝑇 . Second,
lighter tails of 𝐺𝑇 lead to milder restrictions on 𝑁 . The conditions on tail of 𝐺𝑇 are captured by (1)
and (2). Condition (1) only requires 𝐺𝑇 to have uniformly bounded 𝛽th moments; (2) is a stronger
assumption of exact normality, it may be seen as a limiting version of (1) as 𝛽 → ∞. In practice,
we expect 𝐺𝑇 to lie between the two extremes.

It is useful to compare the rate conditions of proposition 3.2 to the conditions obtained by
Jochmans and Weidner (2022) for inference on central quantiles. Jochmans and Weidner (2022)
show that 𝑁/𝑇 4 → 0 is sufficient for valid inference for a broad class of distributions 𝐹 if 𝑝 = 1/2
(see theorem 4.6 below). The same rate condition arises in our extreme setting if 𝐹 has an infinite
tail (𝛾 ≥ 0) and 𝐺𝑇 has more than 8 moments (see remark 3 below for importance of 𝛾 ≥ 0).2

Further, proposition 3.2 allows 𝑁 to be almost exponentially large compared to 𝑇 if 𝜀𝑖,𝑇 is normally
distributed. In such settings tail equivalence may hold even if the conditions for validity of inference
on central quantiles do not. If 𝛾 < 0, the opposite may happen, and the conditions of proposition
3.2 may be more restrictive. We further highlight that our tail equivalence conditions and the
conditions of Jochmans and Weidner (2022) reflect two fundamentally different aspects of the
estimation problem. The conditions of Jochmans and Weidner (2022) are driven by the order of the
bias incurred by estimation. In contrast, the tail equivalence conditions control the balance between
the right tail of the distribution of interest 𝐹 and (both) tails of the distribution 𝐺𝑇 of estimation
noise. Correspondingly, these conditions benefit if the tails of 𝐺𝑇 are lighter; in particular, the
conditions hold trivially in a noiseless setting, as we note after theorem 3.1.

Remark 3. An appropriate value of 𝛾′ might often be apparent in a given application. For example,
Gabaix (2009, 2016) documents that many economic relations follow a power law and outlines
some general theoretical mechanisms under which a power law arises. If such a mechanism is likely
to hold in a given situation, it is reasonable to assume that the distribution of the data is well
approximated by a power law. Since a power law distribution has to have 𝛾 > 0, it is sufficient
to check the hypothesis of proposition 3.2 with 𝛾′ = 0. Further, to allow the distribution of 𝜃 to
potentially have a light infinite tail, it is sufficient to check conditions for any 𝛾′ < 0, potentially
arbitrarily close to 0.

2It is fairly straightforward to impose conditions under which 𝐺𝑇 has a given number of moments for linear
estimators, such as those of examples 1 and 2. Further, Brownlees and Morozov (2022) provide some conditions on
existence of moments of estimation error for nonlinear estimators.
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3.2 Intermediate Order Statistics

To conduct inference on extreme quantiles, we also need to develop an asymptotic theory for
intermediate order statistics. Formally, 𝜃𝑁−𝑘(𝑁),𝑁 is called an intermediate order statistic if
𝑘(𝑁) → ∞ as 𝑁 → ∞ and 𝑘(𝑁) = 𝑜(𝑁). Intuitively, such statistics asymptotically stay in the tail,
but are not the top statistics. We generally suppress dependence of 𝑘 on 𝑁 .

To derive asymptotic properties of intermediate order statistics, we impose an additional
assumption on 𝐹 that refines assumption 2.

Assumption 4 (𝐹 satisfies a first order von Mises condition). 𝐹 is twice differentiable with density
𝑓 , 𝑓 positive in some left neighborhood of 𝐹 −1(1) (𝐹 −1(1) might be finite or infinite), and for some
𝛾 ∈ R it holds that lim𝑡↑𝐹 −1(1) ([1 − 𝐹 ]/𝑓)′ (𝑡) = 𝛾.

Assumption 4 is a slight strengthening of assumption 2. See Dekkers and de Haan (1989) and
de Haan and Ferreira (2006) for a discussion of the condition and its plausibility.

We now state a theorem describing the asymptotic behavior of intermediate order statistics:

Theorem 3.3 (Intermediate value theorem (IVT)). Let assumptions 1 and 4 hold and let 𝑘 =
𝑘(𝑁) → ∞, 𝑘 = 𝑜(𝑁) as 𝑁 → ∞. Define 𝑐𝑁 as the derivative of the inverse of 1/(1 − 𝐹 ) evaluated
at 𝑁/𝑘 and multiplied by 𝑁/𝑘, that is, 𝑐𝑁 = (𝑁/𝑘) ×

[︂(︁
(1/(1 − 𝐹 ))−1

)︁′
(𝑁/𝑘)

]︂
. Let 𝑈1, . . . , 𝑈𝑁 be

iid Uniform[0, 1] random variables.
(1) (Transferral of convergence) Let the following tail equivalence conditions hold as 𝑁, 𝑇 → ∞ for

some 𝜖 > 0:

sup
𝑢∈[0,𝜖]

√
𝑘

𝑐𝑁

(︂
𝐹 −1(1 − 𝑈𝑘,𝑁 − 𝑢) − 𝐹 −1 (1 − 𝑈𝑘,𝑁 ) + 1

𝑇 𝑝
𝐺−1

𝑇 (𝑢)
)︂

𝑝−→ 0, (2)

inf
𝑢∈[0,𝑈𝑘,𝑁 ]

√
𝑘

𝑐𝑁

(︂
𝐹 −1 (1 − 𝑈𝑘,𝑁 + 𝑢) − 𝐹 −1 (1 − 𝑈𝑘,𝑁 ) + 1

𝑇 𝑝
𝐺−1

𝑇 (1 − 𝑢)
)︂

𝑝−→ 0. (3)

Then as 𝑁, 𝑇 → ∞
√

𝑘
𝜗𝑁−𝑘,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝐹 −1 (1 − 𝑘/𝑁)

𝑐𝑁
⇒ 𝑁(0, 1). (4)

(2) (Sharpness) Consider the following condition:

sup
𝑢∈[0,1−𝑈𝑘,𝑁 ]

√
𝑘

𝑐𝑁

(︂
𝐹 −1(1 − 𝑈𝑘,𝑁 − 𝑢) − 𝐹 −1 (1 − 𝑈𝑘,𝑁 ) + 1

𝑇 𝑝
𝐺−1

𝑇 (𝑢)
)︂

𝑝−→ 0, (5)

Conditions (3) and (5) are sharp in the sense of theorem 3.1.

Theorem 3.3 is the intermediate order counterpart of theorem 3.1; conditions (2), (3), and
(5) are analogs of conditions (TE-Sup), (TE-Inf), and (TE-Sup’), respectively. The key difference
between the two sets of conditions is the region where tail equivalence is imposed. Theorem 3.1
concerns quantiles of the form 1 − 1/(𝑁𝜏), 𝜏 > 0 fixed, whereas theorem 3.3 looks at quantiles of
the order 1 − 𝑘/𝑁 (as we show in the proofs, 𝑈𝑘,𝑁 = 𝑂𝑝(𝑘/𝑁)). Since 𝑘 → ∞, the two regions are
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asymptotically distinct. A second (minor) point of difference between the two pairs of conditions is
that conditions of theorem 3.3 take a randomized form. As we show in proposition 3.4 below, this
randomness is easy to control, giving deterministic sufficient rate conditions.

As for (TE-Inf) and (TE-Sup), sufficient conditions for (2) and (3) take form of rate restrictions
on 𝑁 and 𝑇 that depend on the EV index 𝛾. A sufficient condition is possible if a lower bound for
𝛾 is available. The following proposition is an analog of proposition 3.2.

Proposition 3.4. Let assumptions 1 and 3 hold. Let 𝛿 ∈ (0, 1). Let one of the following conditions
hold
(1) sup𝑇 E|𝜀𝑖,𝑇 |𝛽 < ∞ and for some 𝜈 > 0, 𝛾′ it holds that 𝑁 𝛿/2(1+1/𝛽)+(1−𝛿)(−𝛾′+1/𝛽)+𝜈/𝛽/𝑇 𝑝 → 0
(2) For all 𝑇 let 𝜀𝑖,𝑇 ∼ 𝑁(𝜇𝑇 , 𝜎2

𝑇 ), and for some 𝛾′ it holds that 𝑁 𝛿/2+(1−𝛿)(−𝛾′)√︀log(𝑁)/𝑇 𝑝 → 0.
In addition, let 𝐹 satisfy assumption 4 with EV index 𝛾 > 𝛾′. Then conditions (2) and (3) hold for
𝐹 and 𝐺𝑇 for 𝑘 = 𝑁 𝛿.

Remark 4 (Comparison of sufficient conditions for the EVT and the IVT). Depending on 𝛾, the
rate conditions for the EVT may be more or less restrictive than the conditions for the IVT. For
example, suppose that 𝜀𝑖 𝑇 is normally distributed. In this case for the EVT to hold it is sufficient
that 𝑁−𝛾

√︀
log(𝑁)/𝑇 𝑝 → 0; for the IVT to hold it is sufficient that 𝑁 𝛿/2+(1−𝛿)(−𝛾)√︀log(𝑁)/𝑇 𝑝 → 0.

If 𝛾 ≤ −1/2, then the EVT condition implies the IVT condition; the opposite holds if 𝛾 > −1/2,
regardless of the value of 𝛿. In particular, if 𝛾 > 0, for the EVT there are no restrictions on relative
sizes of 𝑁 and 𝑇 , but there are restrictions for the IVT. 3

Remark 5 (Dependence on 𝛿). Conditions of proposition 3.4 depend on 𝛿, the parameter that
determines the magnitude of 𝑘 = 𝑁 𝛿. If 𝛿 is close to zero, conditions for the IVT are close to those
for the EVT. Intuitively, in this case conditions (2) and (3) require asymptotic tail equivalence
in approximately the same section of the tail as conditions (TE-Sup) and (TE-Inf), and so the
resulting sufficient conditions are similar. As 𝛿 grows, the region controlled by conditions (2) and
(3) becomes distinct from the right endpoint of the distribution (while still staying in the tails by
requirement that 𝑘 = 𝑜(𝑁)).

4 Inference Using Noisy Estimates

We now turn to inference. In this section, we introduce confidence intervals, estimators, and tests
based on extreme and intermediate order asymptotic approximations. We also briefly discuss the
central order approximations of Jochmans and Weidner (2022).

The extreme, intermediate, and central order approximations differ in their appropriate use case.
First, extreme and intermediate order approximations should be employed when there are relatively

3A somewhat related condition is obtained by Girard, Stupfler, and Usseglio-Carleve (2021) in the context of
estimating expectiles in a regression model with heavy-tailed noise in a cross-sectional setting. The key condition
of their paper is that the estimation noise is uniformly small (see their condition (2)). This condition is naturally
sufficient for theorem 3.3 (modulo the different normalizing factors involved). In contrast, the conditions of theorem
3.3 only target the differences between intermediate order statistics, and do not restrict the difference between central
or top order statistics.
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few data points to the right of the corresponding sample quantile. In this case the central limit
theorem for quantiles is unlikely to provide a good approximation, and central order approximations
should be not be used. Second, the choice between extreme and intermediate order approximations
is further determined by the magnitude of 𝑁 . Extreme order approximations are applicable even for
𝑁 fairly small, in addition to having certain desirable robustness properties, as shown by Müller and
Wang (2017). In contrast, intermediate order approximations require a fairly large value of 𝑁 . Such
approximations are controlled by the parameter 𝑘 which is required to satisfy two conditions: 𝑘

must be large, while 𝑘/𝑁 must be small. These conditions may be incompatible in smaller datasets.
In addition, the three approximations differ in how the quantile of interest is modeled. This choice

determines the resulting limit distributions, whose critical values are used to form the confidence
intervals of interest or to provide corrected estimators for quantiles.

4.1 Inference Using Extreme Order Approximations

Extreme order approximations use theorem 3.1 as the basis for inference. The quantile of interest is
modeled as drifting to 1 at a rate proportional to 𝑁−1. Formally, we select 𝑏𝑁 = 𝐹 −1(1 − 𝑙/𝑁) in
theorem 3.1 for some fixed 𝑙 > 0. Further, we make an explicit choice of scaling constants 𝑎𝑁 . Then
the following version of theorem 3.1 holds:

Lemma 4.1. Let assumptions of theorem 3.1 hold. Let 𝑙 > 0 be fixed. Let 𝐸*
1 be a standard

exponential random variable.
(1) If 𝐹 satisfies assumption 2 with EV index 𝛾 > 0, then

1
𝐹 −1

(︁
1 − 1

𝑁

)︁ [︂𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝐹 −1
(︂

1 − 𝑙

𝑁

)︂]︂
⇒ (𝐸*

1)−𝛾 − 𝑙−𝛾 as 𝑁, 𝑇 → ∞.

(2) If 𝐹 satisfies assumption 2 with EV index 𝛾 = 0, there for some positive function 𝑓

1
𝑓
(︁
𝐹 −1

(︁
1 − 1

𝑁

)︁)︁ (︂𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝐹 −1
(︂

1 − 𝑙

𝑁

)︂)︂
⇒ − log(𝐸*

1) − log(𝑙) as 𝑁, 𝑇 → ∞.

(3) If 𝐹 satisfies assumption 2 with EV index 𝛾 < 0, then 𝐹 −1(1) < ∞ and

1
𝐹 −1(1) − 𝐹 −1

(︁
1 − 1

𝑁

)︁ (︂𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝐹 −1
(︂

1 − 𝑙

𝑁

)︂)︂
⇒ −(𝐸*

1)−𝛾 + 𝑙−𝛾 as 𝑁, 𝑇 → ∞.

Lemma 4.1 cannot be used for inference directly, as the scaling constants involved are unknown.
These constants involve the (1−1/𝑁)th quantile of 𝐹 , and so are not covered by sample information.

To address this challenge, we first establish an intermediate result. The following lemma extends
theorem 3.1 to cover a vector of 𝑞 top order statistics for 𝑞 fixed.

Lemma 4.2 (Joint EVT). Let assumptions of theorem 3.1 hold. Let 𝑞 be a fixed natural number
and 𝐸*

1 , . . . , 𝐸*
𝑞+1 be iid standard exponential random variables.
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(1) If 𝐹 satisfies assumption 2 with 𝛾 > 0, then as 𝑁, 𝑇 → ∞

(︂
𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇

𝐹 −1(1 − 1/𝑁) ,
𝜗𝑁−1,𝑁,𝑇

𝐹 −1(1 − 1/𝑁) , . . . ,
𝜗𝑁−𝑞,𝑁,𝑇

𝐹 −1(1 − 1/𝑁)

)︂
⇒
(︁
(𝐸*

1)−𝛾 , (𝐸*
1 + 𝐸*

2)−𝛾 , . . . , (𝐸*
1 + 𝐸*

2 + · · · + 𝐸*
𝑞+1)−𝛾

)︁
.

(2) If 𝐹 satisfies assumption 2 with 𝛾 = 0, then as 𝑁, 𝑇 → ∞ for 𝑓 as in lemma 4.1.

⎛⎝𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝐹 −1
(︁
1 − 1

𝑁

)︁
𝑓
(︁
𝐹 −1

(︁
1 − 1

𝑁

)︁)︁ ,
𝜗𝑁−1,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝐹 −1

(︁
1 − 1

𝑁

)︁
𝑓
(︁
𝐹 −1

(︁
1 − 1

𝑁

)︁)︁ , . . . ,
𝜗𝑁−𝑞,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝐹 −1

(︁
1 − 1

𝑁

)︁
𝑓
(︁
𝐹 −1

(︁
1 − 1

𝑁

)︁)︁
⎞⎠

⇒
(︁
− log(𝐸*

1), − log(𝐸*
1 + 𝐸*

2), . . . , − log(𝐸*
1 + 𝐸*

2 + · · · + 𝐸*
𝑞+1)

)︁
.

(3) If 𝐹 satisfies assumption 2 with EV index 𝛾 < 0, then as 𝑁, 𝑇 → ∞(︃
𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝐹 −1(1)

𝐹 −1(1) − 𝐹 −1(1 − 1/𝑁) ,
𝜗𝑁−1,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝐹 −1(1)

𝐹 −1(1) − 𝐹 −1(1 − 1/𝑁) , . . . ,
𝜗𝑁−𝑞,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝐹 −1(1)

𝐹 −1(1) − 𝐹 −1(1 − 1/𝑁)

)︃
⇒
(︁
−(𝐸*

1)−𝛾 , −(𝐸*
1 + 𝐸*

2)−𝛾 , . . . , −(𝐸*
1 + 𝐸*

2 + · · · + 𝐸*
𝑞+1)−𝛾

)︁
.

Lemma 4.2 allows us to solve the issue of unknown scaling rates by using an observation due to
Chernozhukov and Fernández-Val (2011). By taking the ratio of two elements in the joint EVT 4.2,
we eliminate scaling factors completely, while the form of the limit is explicitly known up to the EV
index 𝛾.

Combining lemmas 4.1 and 4.2, we obtain the following version of the EVT that can be used to
conduct inference on extreme quantiles under tail equivalence conditions:

Theorem 4.3 (Feasible EVT). Let assumptions of theorem 3.1 hold, in particular, let 𝐹 have EV
index 𝛾 ∈ R. Let 𝑞 ≥ 1, 𝑟 ≥ 0 be fixed integers and 𝑙 > 0 be a fixed real number; let 𝐸*

1 , 𝐸*
2 , . . . be

iid standard exponential RVs. Then as 𝑁, 𝑇 → ∞

𝜗𝑁−𝑟,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝐹 −1
(︁
1 − 𝑙

𝑁

)︁
𝜗𝑁−𝑞,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇

⇒
(𝐸*

1 + · · · + 𝐸*
𝑟+1)−𝛾 − 𝑙−𝛾

(𝐸*
1 + · · · + 𝐸*

𝑞+1)−𝛾 − (𝐸*
1)−𝛾

, (6)

where for 𝛾 = 0 the right hand side means [log(𝐸*
1) − log(𝑙)]/[log(𝐸*

1 + · · · + 𝐸*
𝑞+1) − log(𝐸*

1)]. In
addition, if 𝐹 satisfies assumption 2 with 𝛾 < 0, then 𝐹 −1(1) < ∞ and we may set 𝑙 = 0 in eq. (6).

Theorem 4.3 allows us to conduct inference on extreme quantiles with no knowledge of the value
of 𝛾. The left hand side of eq. (6) does not depend on 𝛾; this statistic is the basis of our inference
procedures. While the right hand side limit distribution of eq. (6) is non-pivotal and does depend
on 𝛾, we show below how the critical values can be consistently estimated by subsampling without
estimating 𝛾 (while 𝛾 may be estimated consistently in our setting, we recommend against it unless
𝑁 is fairly large, see remark 9 below).

We show how to construct confidence intervals, estimators and hypothesis tests for extreme
quantiles based on theorem 4.3 with a series of examples.
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Example 3 (Location-scale equivariant confidence interval for 95th percentile). Let 𝑙 = 10 and
𝑁 = 200, in which case 𝐹 −1(1− 𝑙/𝑁) = 𝐹 −1(0.95). There are only 10 observations to the right of the
sample quantile, and it is appropriate to use extreme order approximation described by theorem 4.3.
Let 𝑞 ≥ 1, 𝑟 ≥ 0 be fixed integers, see remark 6 below on choice of 𝑟 and 𝑞. Let 𝑐𝛼 be a consistent
estimator of the 𝛼th quantile of

[︀
(𝐸*

1 + · · · + 𝐸*
𝑟+1)−𝛾 − 10−𝛾

]︀
/
[︁
(𝐸*

1 + · · · + 𝐸*
𝑞+1)−𝛾 − (𝐸*

1)−𝛾
]︁
.

Then let the confidence interval for 𝐹 −1(0.95) based on sample size 𝑁 = 200 be given by:

𝐶𝐼𝛼 =
[︁
𝜗𝑁−𝑟,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝑐𝛼/2 (𝜗𝑁−𝑞,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 ) , 𝜗𝑁−𝑟,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝑐1−𝛼/2 (𝜗𝑁−𝑞,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 )

]︁
.

𝐶𝐼𝛼 is location-scale equivariant, as the statistic of eq. (6) is location-scale invariant.
Care must be exercised in interpreting the asymptotic properties of 𝐶𝐼𝛼: it is a (1 − 𝛼) × 100%

asymptotic confidence intervals for 𝐹 −1 (1 − 𝑙/𝑁). The target quantity shifts with 𝑁 , and the value
of 𝑙 determines which quantile is targeted for a given sample size.

Example 4 (Median-unbiased estimator for 95th percentile). Let 𝑞, 𝑟, and 𝑐𝛼 be as in example (3).
By theorem 4.3 𝑃

(︁
(𝜗𝑁−𝑟,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝐹 −1(1 − 𝑙/𝑁))/(𝜗𝑁−𝑞,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 ) ≤ 𝑐1/2

)︁
→ 1/2. Rearranging,

we obtain that the estimator

ℳ𝑁,𝑇 = 𝜗𝑁−𝑟,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝑐1/2(𝜗𝑁−𝑞,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 ) (7)

is asymptotically median-unbiased for 𝐹 −1(1 − 𝑙/𝑁) (see Chernozhukov and Fernández-Val (2011)
for a similar construction in a quantile regression setting). Note that ℳ𝑁,𝑇 is always contained in
𝐶𝐼𝛼 (unlike 𝜗𝑁−𝑟,𝑁,𝑇 which lies in 𝐶𝐼𝛼 if 𝑐𝛼/2 and 𝑐1−𝛼/2 have different signs).

Example 5 (Hypothesis tests about support). We can also use theorem 4.3 to test hypotheses about
the support of 𝐹 . Let 𝛾 < 0 and suppose we wish to test 𝐻0 : 𝐹 −1(1) ≤ 𝐶 vs. 𝐻1 : 𝐹 −1(1) > 𝐶.
Define the test statistic 𝑊𝐶 = (𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝐶)/(𝜗𝑁−𝑞,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 ). The test rejects 𝐻0 if 𝑊𝐶 < 𝑐𝛼

where 𝑐𝛼 is a consistent estimator of the 𝛼th quantile of (𝐸*
1)−𝛾/[(𝐸*

1 + · · · + 𝐸*
𝑞+1)−𝛾 − (𝐸*

1)−𝛾 ].
The test is asymptotically size 𝛼 and consistent against point alternatives, since 𝑃 (𝑊𝐶 < 𝑐𝛼|𝐹 −1(1) =
𝐶) → 𝛼, and for any 𝛿 > 0, 𝑃 (𝑊𝐶 < 𝑐𝛼|𝐹 −1(1) = 𝐶 − 𝛿) → 0, 𝑃 (𝑊𝐶 < 𝑐𝛼|𝐹 −1(1) = 𝐶 + 𝛿) → 1.

Remark 6 (Choice of 𝑟 and 𝑞). Constructing CIs, median-unbiased estimators, and tests based on
eq. (6) requires choosing the tuning parameters 𝑟 and 𝑞. There are two leading choices for 𝑟: 𝑟 = ⌊𝑙⌋
and 𝑟 = 0, all other values are dominated by these two in simulations. Confidence intervals based
on 𝑟 = ⌊𝑙⌋ are centered at the sample (1 − 𝑙/𝑁)th quantile; those based on 𝑟 = 0 are centered at the
sample maximum. Similarly, the median-unbiased estimator ℳ𝑁,𝑇 of eq. (7) is based on adjusting
either the corresponding sample quantile or the sample maximum depending on whether 𝑟 = ⌊𝑙⌋
or 𝑟 = 0. In simulations of section 5 and the online appendix we show that both options perform
favorably when constructing CIs. The intervals with 𝑟 = ⌊𝑙⌋ display better length properties, while
the intervals with 𝑟 = 0 have slightly better coverage properties for less extreme quantiles. In
contrast, only ℳ𝑁,𝑇 with 𝑟 = ⌊𝑙⌋ offers an improvement over the raw sample quantile in terms of
mean absolute error. The parameter 𝑞 can be any positive integer. We recommend picking 𝑞 in the
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range 2-10 based on unreported simulation evidence. Picking 𝑞 in this range appears to not affect
performance of the CIs and the estimators.

We now describe a subsampling estimator for the limit distribution of theorem 4.3 (Politis and
Romano, 1994; Politis, Romano, and Wolf, 1999). Let 𝑞 > 1, 𝑟 ≥ 0, and 𝑙 ≥ 0. Define 𝐽(𝑥) to be
the limit distribution in eq. (6). Split the set of units {1, . . . , 𝑁} into all subsamples of size 𝑏 and
index the subsamples by 𝑠, 𝑠 = 1, . . . ,

(︀𝑁
𝑏

)︀
. Let 𝜗

(𝑠)
𝑏−𝑘,𝑏,𝑇 be the (𝑏 − 𝑘)th order statistic in subsample

𝑠. Define the subsampling estimator 𝐿𝑏,𝑁,𝑇 for 𝐽 as

𝐿𝑏,𝑁,𝑇 (𝑥) = 1(︀𝑁
𝑏

)︀ (𝑁
𝑏 )∑︁

𝑠=1
I{𝑊𝑠,𝑏,𝑁,𝑇 ≤ 𝑥}, 𝑊𝑠,𝑏,𝑁,𝑇 =

𝜗
(𝑠)
𝑏−𝑟,𝑏,𝑇 − 𝜗𝑁−𝑁𝑙/𝑏,𝑁,𝑇

𝜗
(𝑠)
𝑏−𝑞,𝑏,𝑇 − 𝜗

(𝑠)
𝑏,𝑏,𝑇

,
𝑁𝑙

𝑏
≤ 𝑁.

Observe that the subsample statistic 𝑊𝑠,𝑏,𝑁,𝑇 is centered at 𝜗𝑁−𝑁𝑙/𝑏,𝑁,𝑇 . Intuitively, this corresponds
to the (1 − 𝑙/𝑏)th quantile, giving the correct centering to the subsampled statistics. If we are
interested in 𝐹 −1(1), then 𝑙 = 0, and the statistic is centered at 𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 .

Define the estimated critical value 𝑐𝛼 as the 𝛼th quantile of 𝐿𝑏,𝑁,𝑇 . The following result shows
that 𝑐𝛼 is consistent for the true critical values of interest for all 𝛼 ∈ (0, 1).

Theorem 4.4. Let 𝑏 = 𝑁𝑚, 𝑚 ∈ (0, 1). If 𝑙 > 0, let conditions of propositions 3.2 and 3.4 hold with
𝛿 = 1 − 𝑚. If 𝛾 < 0 and 𝑙 = 0, then let conditions of proposition 3.2 hold. Then the subsampling
estimator 𝐿𝑏,𝑁,𝑇 (𝑥) 𝑝−→ 𝐽(𝑥) at all 𝑥 and 𝑐𝛼

𝑝−→ 𝑐𝛼 = 𝐽−1(𝛼) for all 𝛼 ∈ (0, 1).

Remark 7. The assumptions and the proof of theorem 4.4 crucially depend on whether we are
interested in 𝐹 −1(1) or in 𝐹 −1(𝑞) for 𝑞 < 1. If interest lies in 𝐹 −1(1), consistency of subsampling
only requires checking whether the extreme value theorem applies. If we are instead interested
in 𝐹 −1(𝑞) for 𝑞 < 1, the subsample statistics are centered at 𝜗𝑁−𝑁𝑙/𝑏,𝑁,𝑇 , an intermediate order
statistic, in which case both the EVT and the IVT must hold.

Remark 8. Chernozhukov and Fernández-Val (2011) originally proposed and showed validity of
using subsampling for inference in the context of extreme quantile regression. Theorem 4.4 shows
that a similar approach can be applied in the case of noisy observations. Further, it shows that
subsampling is also possible with 𝑙 = 0 in case of 𝛾 < 0. The key challenge in establishing the
validity of subsampling is to control the estimation noise in the subsamples and to leverage tail
equivalence in the full sample.

Remark 9 (Estimation of the EV index). Inference based on theorem 4.3 does not require an
estimate of 𝛾. However, 𝛾 may be consistently estimated. Let 𝑘 = 𝑘(𝑁) satisfy 𝑘 → ∞, 𝑘 = 𝑜(𝑁).
Let 𝐴𝑁,𝑇 = 𝑘−1∑︀𝑘−1

𝑖=0 𝜗𝑁−𝑖,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝜗𝑁−𝑘,𝑁,𝑇 and 𝐵𝑁,𝑇 = 𝑘−2∑︀𝑘−1
𝑖=0 𝑖 (𝜗𝑁−𝑖,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝜗𝑁−𝑘,𝑁,𝑇 ). The

Hill (1975) estimator 𝛾𝐻 and probability weighted moment (PWM) estimator 𝛾𝑃 𝑊 𝑀 of Hosking
and Wallis (1987) are defined as

𝛾𝐻 = 1
𝑘

𝑘−1∑︁
𝑖=0

log(𝜗𝑁−𝑖,𝑁,𝑇 ) − log(𝜗𝑁−𝑘,𝑁,𝑇 ), 𝛾𝑃 𝑊 𝑀 = 𝐴𝑁,𝑇 − 4𝐵𝑁,𝑇

𝐴𝑁,𝑇 − 2𝐵𝑁,𝑇
,
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If conditions of theorem 4.3 hold, then 𝛾𝐻
𝑝−→ 𝛾 if 𝛾 ≥ 0 and 𝛾𝐻

𝑝−→ 0 if 𝛾 < 0; 𝛾𝑃 𝑊 𝑀
𝑝−→ 𝛾 if 𝛾 < 1

(approximately if 𝐹 has a finite first moment). The proof of consistency is given in proof appendix.
𝛾𝐻 and 𝛾𝑃 𝑊 𝑀 are likely to be imprecise if 𝑁 is not large. For the estimators to be close to 𝛾,

two conditions must hold: 𝑘 must be sufficiently large and 𝑘/𝑁 must be small. If 𝑁 is not large,
these requirements may be incompatible, as noted by Müller and Wang (2017).4

Remark 10. An alternative approach for constructing CIs for extreme quantiles using an extreme
order approximation is proposed by Müller and Wang (2017). They use lemma 4.2 as the foundation
of inference by treating the vector of top 𝑞 order statistics as a single draw from the corresponding
limit distribution. Based on such a joint EVT, Müller and Wang (2017) propose two methods:
inverting the likelihood ratio and minimizing the average expected length where the average is taken
over a pre-specified range of values for 𝛾. Both methods lead to valid CIs for extreme quantiles in
our setting, as long as lemma 4.2 holds; though we recommend using CIs based on theorem 4.3 that
require no optimization and no bounds on the parameter 𝛾.

4.2 Inference Using Intermediate Order Approximations

The intermediate order approximation of theorem 3.3 provides an alternative approach to inference
that is based on convergence of intermediate order statistics (eq. (4)). In this case, the quantile of
interest is modeled as drifting to 1 at a rate 𝑘/𝑁 where 𝑘 → ∞, 𝑘 = 𝑜(𝑁) as 𝑁 → ∞; this rate is
slower than the rate 𝑁−1 of extreme order approximations. The resulting statistic is asymptotically
standard normal. Intermediate order approximations should not be applied to 𝐹 −1(𝜏) for 𝜏 very
close to 1 (see remark 11 below).

As the scaling rate 𝑐𝑁 of statistic (4) is unknown, we follow an approach similar to the feasible
EVT 4.3 and use a second intermediate order statistics to eliminate 𝑐𝑁 .5 Unlike the case of theorem
4.3, the statistics in the denominator of the self-normalized statistic are asymptotically perfectly
dependent and only differ by a non-zero deterministic factor. The following theorem first establishes
that such a technique works in the noiseless case, which may be of independent interest; the result
is then transferred to noisy observables.

Theorem 4.5. Let assumptions 1 and 4 hold. Let 𝑘 = 𝑜(𝑁), 𝑘 → ∞. Let 𝑓 = 𝐹 ′ be non-increasing
or non-decreasing in some left neighborhood of 𝐹 −1(1) (𝐹 −1(1) ≤ ∞).

(1) Then
𝜃𝑁−𝑘,𝑁 − 𝐹 −1

(︁
1 − 𝑘

𝑁

)︁
𝜃𝑁−𝑘,𝑁 − 𝜃𝑁−𝑘−⌊

√
𝑘⌋,𝑁

⇒ 𝑁(0, 1), 𝑁 → ∞.

4We also note that estimating 𝛾 provides an alternative way of estimating the critical values necessary for
application of theorem 4.3. Simulation-based critical values can be obtained by drawing samples from the right hand
side distribution of eq. (6) after plugging in 𝛾𝐻 or 𝛾𝑃 𝑊 𝑀 in place of 𝛾. However, subsampling-based critical values of
theorem 4.4 should be used unless 𝑁 is large.

5There are alternative approaches to inference using intermediate order statistics. For example, the subsampling
approach of Bertail, Politis, and Romano (1999); Bertail, Haefke, Politis, and White (2004) can be used to account
for unknown scaling rate 𝑐𝑁 . However, the presence of a slowly varying component in 𝑐𝑁 requires using multiple
subsampling sizes, which may be problematic if 𝑁 is not extremely large. Alternatively, for example, see ch. 4 of
de Haan and Ferreira (2006) for inference under a second-order condition in a setting without estimation noise.
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(2) In addition, let conditions of theorem 3.3 hold when evaluated at 𝑘 and 𝑘 +
√

𝑘. Then

𝜗𝑁−𝑘,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝐹 −1(1 − 𝑘/𝑁)
𝜗𝑁−𝑘,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝜗𝑁−𝑘−⌊

√
𝑘⌋,𝑁,𝑇

⇒ 𝑁(0, 1), 𝑁, 𝑇 → ∞. (8)

The choice of 𝑘 determines the centering quantile of interest. When 𝑘 is chosen, the denominator
is uniquely determined by 𝑘. This is in contrast to the free choice of the parameters 𝑟, 𝑞 in the
statistics of theorem 4.3.

Example 6. Let 𝑁 = 200 and suppose that 𝑘 = 𝑘(𝑁) is such that 𝑘(200) = 16 and 𝑘 → ∞, 𝑘 = 𝑜(𝑁)
as 𝑁 → ∞. Then by theorem 4.5 a confidence interval for 𝐹 −1(0.92) based on sample of size
𝑁 = 200[︁

𝜗𝑁−𝑘,𝑁 − 𝑧1−𝛼/2
(︁
𝜗𝑁−𝑘,𝑁 − 𝜗𝑁−𝑘−⌊

√
𝑘⌋,𝑁

)︁
, 𝜗𝑁−𝑘,𝑁 − 𝑧𝛼/2

(︁
𝜗𝑁−𝑘,𝑁 − 𝜗𝑁−𝑘−⌊

√
𝑘⌋,𝑁

)︁]︁
,

where 𝑧𝛼 the 𝛼th quantile of the standard normal distribution. As with extreme approximations
(example 3), the target quantity of the interval 𝐹 −1(1 − 𝑘/𝑁), though the quantile is drifting to 1
at a rate 𝑘/𝑁 , which is slower than 1/𝑁 .

Remark 11. The approximation of theorem 4.5 should not be used if 𝑘 is small. If ⌊
√

𝑘⌋ is small
but positive, 𝜗𝑁−𝑘,𝑁 and 𝜗𝑁−𝑘−⌊

√
𝑘⌋,𝑁 will be close, and the statistic will be unstable. If ⌊

√
𝑘⌋ = 0,

the statistic cannot be used at all.

4.3 Inference Using Central Order Approximations

The third method of inference is based on the central limit theorem for quantiles. The quantile of
interest 𝐹 −1(𝜏) is modeled as fixed and independent from sample size (𝑁, 𝑇 ), in contrast to the
extreme and intermediate approximations given above. Such “central” order approximations require
that a sufficient number of observations be available on both sides of the corresponding sample
order statistic 𝜗⌊𝑁𝜏⌋,𝑁,𝑇 .

Jochmans and Weidner (2022) derive such approximations in the context of our problem, and we
briefly state their results. They study a version of (1) given by 𝜗𝑖,𝑇 = 𝜃𝑖 + 𝑇 −1/2𝜀𝑖 (that is, 𝑝 = 1/2
and 𝐺𝑇 = 𝐺 for all 𝑇 ). We introduce some additional notation: let 𝐾 be a kernel function, ℎ a
bandwidth parameter, and define

𝑏𝐹 (𝑥) =
[︃
E
[︀
𝜎2

𝑖 |𝜃𝑖 = 𝑥
]︀
𝑓(𝑡)

2

]︃′

, 𝜎2
𝑖 = Var(𝜀𝑖|𝜃𝑖),

𝑏̂𝐹 = −(𝑛ℎ2)−1∑︀𝑛
𝑖=1 𝜎2

𝑖 𝐾 ′((𝜗𝑖,𝑇 − 𝜃)/ℎ)
2 , 𝜏* = 𝜏 +

𝑏̂𝐹 (𝜗⌊𝑁𝜏⌋,𝑁,𝑇 )
𝑇

.

𝜎2
𝑖 is assumed known and invariant over time.

Theorem 4.6 (Propositions 2 and 4 of Jochmans and Weidner (2022)). Let conditions of proposition
3 in Jochmans and Weidner (2022) hold, and in particular let for all 𝑇 𝜀𝑖,𝑇 = 𝜀𝑖, E[𝜀𝑖|𝜃𝑖] = 0, and
𝜀𝑖 be independent from 𝜃𝑖 given 𝜎2

𝑖 . Let 𝜏 ∈ (0, 1).
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(1) If 𝑁/𝑇 2 → 𝑐 < ∞, then as 𝑁, 𝑇 → ∞

√
𝑁

(︃
𝜗⌊𝑁𝜏⌋,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝐹 −1(𝜏) + 1

𝑇

𝑏𝐹 (𝐹 −1(𝜏))
𝑓(𝐹 −1(𝜏))

)︃
⇒ 𝑁

(︂
0,

𝜏(1 − 𝜏)
𝑓(𝐹 −1(𝜏))2

)︂
.

(2) If 𝑁/𝑇 4 → 0, then as 𝑁, 𝑇 → ∞

√
𝑁
(︁
𝜗⌊𝑁𝜏*⌋,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝐹 −1(𝜏)

)︁
⇒ 𝑁

(︂
0,

𝜏(1 − 𝜏)
𝑓(𝐹 −1(𝜏))2

)︂
.

Theorem 4.6 is a restatement of proposition 2 and 4 of Jochmans and Weidner (2022). It shows
that the sample 𝜏th quantile 𝜗⌊𝑁𝜏⌋,𝑁,𝑇 is a consistent and asymptotically normal estimator for
𝐹 −1(𝜏) with standard asymptotic variance. However, 𝜗⌊𝑁𝜏⌋,𝑁 is subject to bias of leading order
1/𝑇 . Jochmans and Weidner (2022) show that this bias can be reduced by instead considering the
sample 𝜏*th quantile: 𝜗⌊𝑁𝜏*⌋,𝑁,𝑇 is consistent and asymptotically normal with the same variance,
but the leading order of the bias is instead given by 1/𝑇 2. This bias is eliminated if

√
𝑁/𝑇 2 → 0.

Remark 12. For central order approximations, the order of the bias incurred by using 𝜗⌊𝑁𝜏⌋,𝑁,𝑇 in
place of 𝜃⌊𝑁𝜏⌋,𝑁 is the same for a broad class of distributions, and equal to 1/T. This invariance of
bias order enables construction of the debiased estimator 𝜗⌊𝑁𝜏*⌋,𝑁,𝑇 . The situation is more complex
for extreme and intermediate order approximations. The magnitude of the impact of estimation
noise is determined by the interaction of 𝑎𝑁 and 𝑇 in theorem 3.1; 𝑎𝑁 itself may behave like 𝑁𝛾 for
𝛾 ∈ R depending on 𝐹 , up to slowly varying components.

5 Simulation Study

We assess the performance of our confidence intervals with a simulation study. We consider a linear
regression model with unit-specific coefficients where the outcome 𝑦𝑖𝑡 is generated by covariates
(𝑥𝑖𝑡, 𝑧𝑖𝑡) as

𝑦𝑖𝑡 = 𝛼𝑖 + 𝜂𝑖𝑥𝑖𝑡 + 𝜃𝑖𝑧𝑖𝑡 +
√︃

Var(𝜃𝑖)
Var(𝑢𝑖𝑡)

× 𝑢𝑖𝑡.

The parameter of interest 𝜃𝑖 is the coefficient on 𝑧𝑖𝑡. We are interested in the coverage and length
properties of a nominal 95% confidence interval for 0.85-0.999th quantiles.

The data is generated as follows. Define 𝐹𝐹 𝑟,𝜅(𝜃) = 1 − (𝜃 + 1)−𝜅, 𝜅 > 0, 𝜃 ∈ [0, ∞). 𝐹𝐹 𝑟,𝜅 is
a canonical example of a one-sided power law distribution whose moments of order below 𝜅 are
finite. 𝐹𝐹 𝑟,𝜅 satisfies assumption 2; its EV index 𝛾 is 1/𝜅 > 0. Coefficients (𝛼𝑖, 𝜂𝑖, 𝜃𝑖) are drawn
from a trivariate Gaussian copula with correlation 0.3 and the same marginals 𝐹𝐹 𝑟,𝜅 for 𝜅 = 4.
This choice of 𝜅 matches the data of our empirical application. Covariates 𝑥𝑖𝑡 are generated as
0.3𝜂𝑖 + 𝜎𝑥 (1 + 0.3 ‖(𝛼𝑖, 𝜂𝑖, 𝜃𝑖)‖)1/2 (0.1 + 𝑈𝑖) where 𝑈𝑖 is a Uniform[0, 1]; 𝑧𝑖𝑡 are generated similarly
with 𝜃𝑖 in place of 𝜂𝑖. This is a stylized setup in which UIH and covariates are positively dependent.
𝑢𝑖𝑡 is sampled independently from the coefficients and the covariates from 𝐺𝛽 , where 𝐺𝛽 has density
𝑔𝛽 = 𝛽(1 + |𝑥|)−𝛽−1/2 for 𝑥 ∈ R and 𝛽 = 8. 𝐺𝛽 is a two-sided power law with finite moments
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of order < 𝛽. 𝑢𝑖𝑡 is rescaled so that its variance matches that of 𝜃𝑖. Coefficients are estimated
using OLS. As a result, the estimation noise 𝜀𝑖,𝑇 is not independent from 𝜃𝑖. We consider two
cross-sectional sizes: 𝑁 = 200 and 𝑁 = 1000. In both cases 𝑇 = 10, which matches the time
dimension of the dataset of our empirical application. All results are based on 10000 Monte Carlo
samples.

We construct the confidence intervals using the three approximations given in section 4.
(1) Extreme: intervals based on the the feasible EVT 4.3. Quantiles of the limit distribution are

estimated using subsampling as in theorem 4.4. We choose 𝑟 in line with remark 6. The “mixed”
CI is centered at the corresponding sample quantile for each quantile of interest, that is, 𝑟 = ⌊𝑙⌋
(line 1a on figs. 1 and 2). The “max only” CI has 𝑟 = 0 and is centered at the maximum for all
quantiles (line 1b). In both cases we pick 𝑞 = 2 (unreported simulation evidence shows that
performance of the intervals does not depend on choice of 𝑞 in the range 2-10). Additionally, for
𝑁 = 2000 we consider the “mixed” CI with critical values obtained by simulating from the limit
distribution after plugging in a consistent estimator of 𝛾 (line 1c). We use the PWM estimator
of remark 9. For 𝑁 = 200, 𝛾 is not estimated reliably, and we only report the results of this
method in the online appendix, along with the similar results of using the Hill estimator.

(2) Intermediate: we construct to CIs based on the statistic of theorem 4.5 that differ in how the
critical values are estimated: using the limiting standard normal distribution (line 2a) and by
subsampling (line 2b).
For comparison, we also include a textbook confidence interval based on the extrapolation
estimator of theorem 4.3.1 in de Haan and Ferreira (2006) (line 2c). In line with their simulation
evidence, we pick 𝑘 = ⌊

√
𝑁⌋ and use the PWM estimator of remark 9. This CI can only be

constructed for sufficiently high quantiles. The validity of the extrapolation interval hinges on a
second-order condition (de Haan and Resnick, 1996) which we do not examine in the current
paper.

(3) Central: we reports two CIs. The first interval is based on the raw data (line 3a). We construct
the CI using the raw 𝜗𝑖,𝑇 using a binomial CI. The same approach is implemented in the Stata
command centile. The second interval uses the analytical correction of Jochmans and Weidner
(2022) (line 3b), based on theorem 4.6. As advocated by Jochmans and Weidner (2022), we
report bootstrap confidence intervals with 1000 bootstrap samples.
We briefly discuss the validity of different approximations. The rate conditions of theorem 4.3

hold for both sample sizes by proposition 3.2 as the estimation noise has more moments than 𝜃𝑖. The
sufficient conditions for theorem 4.5 hold only for a range of higher quantiles due to the relationship
between 𝑘 and the quantile targeted in theorem 4.5, see remark 5. For central order approximations,
the rate conditions for validity of using raw data do not hold, especially in the second sample, see
theorem 4.6(1). The rate conditions for the analytical correction of Jochmans and Weidner (2022)
hold in both samples.

We present our results on figure 1. Fig. 1 depicts coverage rates and lengths for the above
confidence intervals for the two values of 𝑁 considered. In order to assess the impact of estimation
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Figure 1: Coverage and length for 95% nominal confidence interval. 𝐹 = 𝐹𝐹 𝑟,𝜅, 𝜅 = 4 (power law
tail). 𝑢𝑖𝑡 ∼ 𝐺𝛽, 𝛽 = 8. 𝑇 = 10. Top panel: 𝑁 = 200. Bottom panel: 𝑁 = 2000.
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noise, in fig. 2 we plot the same results in a noiseless setting, that is, with 𝑢𝑖𝑡 = 0.
For inference on extreme quantiles, we recommend using extreme approximations. For smaller

cross-section sample sizes, the quantiles of the limiting distribution should be estimated by sub-
sampling. For larger samples, both subsampling and simulating from the limit distributions are
viable options. Based on length properties, the mixed approach (1a and 1c) displays the best overall
performance, and we recommend using it.

The properties of extreme approximations worsen somewhat further away from the tail, when
there are many points available to the right of the corresponding sample quantile. The max-based
and the mixed CIs are affected differently. First, consider the mixed CI (1a and 1c). Its coverage
deteriorates somewhat for quantiles such that there are more than 100 observations to the right of
the corresponding sample quantile, that is, below the 0.95th quantile on the second panel of figs. 1
and 2. This effect is primarily driven by estimation noise. To see this, note that the behavior of
𝜗𝑁−𝑟,𝑁,𝑇 in the numerator of eq. (6) changes when 𝑟 is relatively large: 𝜗𝑁−𝑟,𝑁,𝑇 behaves more
similarly to an intermediate statistic. However, the rate conditions of the IVT do not hold in that
section of the tail, and estimation noise distorts inference (compare the second panels of figs. 1 and
2). The problem is alleviated by using simulated critical values (1c), effectively imposing the EV
limit distribution. Second, the max-based CI (1b) only uses the top statistics and its validity is not
affected. However, it has unfavorable length properties for quantiles that are sufficiently far from
the tail.

Central approximations suffer from the two problems highlighted in the introduction: effect of
estimation noise and failure of central approximations in the tail. The first issue is evident in the
fairly poor performance of CIs based on raw data for quantiles below 0.99, especially for 𝑁 = 2000
(3a). The analytical correction of Jochmans and Weidner (2022) uniformly improves coverage for all
such quantiles (3b). The second issue is common to both using raw data and using the correction;
coverage and length of confidence intervals based on central approximations collapse to 0 for high
quantiles, an effect most notable for 𝑁 = 200.

Confidence intervals based on the intermediate approximation of theorem 4.5 are a viable option
in the regions where theorem 4.5 holds and the statistic (8) is stable (2a and 2b). This corresponds
to 0.95-0.99th quantiles for 𝑁 = 200 and 0.95-0.997th quantiles for 𝑁 = 2000. We recommend
subsampling (2b) to estimate critical values, as the normal distribution does not provide a good
approximation for the values of 𝑁 considered. Theorem 4.5 should not be used if ⌊

√
𝑘⌋ is small, as

remark 11 notes. In this case the statistic (8) is unstable. This instability is correctly picked up
by the subsampling procedure, resulting in very wide confidence intervals. This affects quantiles
beyond the 0.99th for 𝑁 = 200 and the 0.997th for 𝑁 = 2000. Finally, the coverage properties of
extrapolation-based CI (2c) stem from its extreme length. Extrapolation-based CIs are longer that
all other approximations barring that of theorem 4.5 in the unstable region. This growth of interval
length is sufficient to offset the impact of estimation noise.

We note that in the online appendix we provide additional detailed simulations for distributions 𝐹

which satisfy assumption 2 with 𝛾 = 0 and 𝛾 < 0, along with results for 𝑢𝑖𝑡 ∼ 𝑁(0, 1). Furthermore,
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we also explore performance of the corrected estimators formed as in eq. (7).

6 Empirical Application

As an empirical illustration, we revisit the question of differences in the distribution of firm
productivity between denser and less dense areas in the setting of Combes et al. (2012) (CDGPR12).
As firm productivity has to be estimated from firm-level data, this provides a natural example of
the setting of this paper.
Background We first provide a brief summary of the relevant aspects of CDGPR12. It is
well-established that firms tend to be more productive in more densely populated areas (Melo,
Graham, and Noland, 2009). CDGPR12 seek to disentangle the two principal possible sources of
differences – agglomeration economies and firm selection. To do so, CDGPR12 propose a two-step
procedure. In the first step they estimate the unobserved firm-specific productivities. In the
second step they compare the distribution of productivities in areas with above-median employment
density (AAMED) with the distribution in areas with below-median employment density (ABMED)
using the first-step estimates. In the second stage CDGPR12 make the key assumption that the
distributions of true unobserved productivity in AAMED and ABMED are formed from the same
latent parent distribution and only differ in three parameters – mean, variance, and proportion of the
left tail truncated. This assumption generates a continuum of moment conditions which CDGPR12
then exploit to estimate the differences in each parameter between AAMED and ABMED. The
magnitudes of the differences in parameters reflect the impact of agglomeration economies and firm
selection in AAMED vis-à-vis ABMED. The mean and variance reflect the effects of agglomeration
economies, which make firms more productive on average; however, some firms are likely to benefit
more than others. The truncation parameter reflects the effects of firm selection. As Asplund and
Nocke (2006) argue, competition is tougher in larger markets (such as larger cities). In the setting of
CDGPR12, this translates into stronger truncation of the left tail of the latent parent distribution;
the minimal level of productivity required to survive in a larger market is higher than in a smaller
one (up to mean and variance).
Empirical questions In this application we consider two questions. First, the key question of
interest is whether the aforementioned three parameters are sufficient to capture the difference
between the tails of AAMED and the ABMED distributions. A finding that the tails are identical up
to these parameters would support the key assumption of the second estimation step of CDGPR12.
Second, we directly compare the left and the right tails of the AAMED and the ABMED distributions
with no adjustments. Comparing the right tails reveals the magnitude of the productivity advantage
enjoyed by the most productive firms of AAMED relative to the most productive firms of ABMED.
Analyzing the left tail allows us to examine the evidence for firm selection. The approach developed
by CDGPR12 is only capable of estimating the difference in the proportion of the left tail that is
truncated. It does not reveal whether truncation occurs at all, and at what level.
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Data We use the publicly available replication data provided by CDGPR12.6 The dataset includes
firm-level productivity estimates, labeled as belonging either to AAMED. From each original dataset
we randomly select 𝑁 = 2000 firms, in line with our simulation study (the full cross-section contains
58654 firms for AAMED and 78359 firms for ABMED). Estimates are constructed by CDGPR12
using data covering 1994-2002, and thus 𝑇 = 9. We give a brief description of the estimation
procedure for productivity, and refer to CDGPR12 for a detailed discussion of the data and the
estimation procedure employed. Firm 𝑖 in sector 𝑠 generates value added in period 𝑡 according to a
Cobb-Douglas function of the form

𝑉𝑖 𝑡 = exp(𝜃𝑖)𝐾
𝛽1,𝑠

𝑖 𝑡 𝐿
𝛽2,𝑠

𝑖 𝑡 exp(𝑢𝑖 𝑡 + 𝛽0,𝑡,𝑠) (9)

where 𝜃𝑖 is the time-invariant log total factor productivity (TFP) of firm 𝑖, 𝑉𝑖 𝑡 is value added, 𝐾𝑖 𝑡

is capital, 𝐿𝑖 𝑡 is a labor index, 𝑢𝑖 𝑡 is a mean-zero term that combines individual measurement
error and time-varying productivity shocks, 𝛽1,𝑠, 𝛽2,𝑠 are sector-specific factor shares, and 𝛽0,𝑡,𝑠 is a
sector- and time-specific intercept. 𝜃𝑖 is the key measure of productivity. Firms in AAMED draw
𝜃𝑖 from some latent distribution 𝐹𝐴𝑀 , firms in ABMED draw 𝜃𝑖 from 𝐹𝐵𝑀 .7 The noisy estimates
𝜗𝑖,𝑇 are constructed in two steps. First, sector-specific production functions are estimated. Second,
firm-specific log TFP is estimated as the average residual from the estimated production function,
that is, 𝜗𝑖,𝑇 = 𝑇 −1∑︀𝑇

𝑡=1[log 𝑉𝑖 𝑡 − 𝛽0,𝑠,𝑡 − 𝛽1,𝑠 log 𝐾𝑖 𝑡 − 𝛽2,𝑠 log 𝐿𝑖 𝑡]. Last, the data is normalized so
that average log TFP across ABMED is zero.
Connection to the literature on estimation of the production frontier We highlight that
our analysis (and that of CDGPR12) follows the literature on production function estimation; see
Ackerberg et al. (2007) for a review. This should be contrasted with the literature on production
frontier estimation (e.g. Kneip, Simar, and Van Keilegom (2015); Kumbhakar et al. (2020a,b)).
In our setting, each firm may be viewed as always being on its production frontier. Each frontier
is characterized by eq. (9), and interest centers on these firm-specific parameters, rather than an
economy- or sector-wide production frontier.
Assumptions and rate conditions We make two key assumptions in our analysis, one related
to the estimation error and the other to the underlying distributions 𝐹𝐴𝑀 and 𝐹𝐵𝑀 . First, we
assume that the estimation noise affecting 𝜗𝑖,𝑇 has at least 8 moments. The principal source of
error in 𝜗𝑖,𝑇 are the measurement errors in the value-added and year- and firm-specific productivity
shocks; the estimation noise in (𝛽0,𝑠,𝑡, 𝛽1,𝑠, 𝛽2,𝑠) is negligible due to the large size of the cross-section.
Correspondingly, this assumptions only concerns measurement error and deviations from average
productivity. Second, we assume that both the left and right tails of 𝐹𝐴𝑀 and 𝐹𝐵𝑀 are infinite.
This is well-established in the literature for the right tail of the productivity distribution (Melo
et al., 2009). For the left tail the assumption can be motivated as follows. The dataset covers
(approximately) all firms that exist in the estimation period with no restriction on firm age. We

6Available from D. Puga’s website at https://diegopuga.org/data/selectagg/
7In principle, the distributions may be sector-specific. However, the data of CDGPR12 does not include sectoral

labels, and we thus focus on the results across all sectors (compare the last line in table 1 of CDGPR12).
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therefore interpret 𝐹𝐴𝑀 and 𝐹𝐵𝑀 as stationary distributions that account for firm entry and exit,
in line with interpretation of Asplund and Nocke (2006). Correspondingly, 𝐹𝐴𝑀 and 𝐹𝐵𝑀 also
include unproductive firms that have not yet exited the market. We note that this assumption is
supported by the data, as we show below.

Under the above assumptions the rate conditions of theorem 4.3 hold in line with proposition
3.2 and our simulation evidence. A sufficient rate condition is 𝑁/𝑇 4 → 0, which we assume to be
broadly satisfied for the sample size at hand.8

EV index estimation and evaluation of rate conditions We begin by estimating the EV
indices 𝛾 for the left and the right tails of the AAMED and ABMED distributions. The estimates
of 𝛾 for 𝐹𝐵𝑀 are 0.36 for the left tail and 0.32 for the right tail. The estimates for 𝐹𝐴𝑀 are 0.35 for
the left tail and 0.30 for the right tail. These estimates of 𝛾 are computed as the average of the
two estimators of remark 9 for 𝑘 = ⌊𝑁3/5⌋; in the online appendix we show that our estimates are
robust to choice of estimator and choice of 𝑘. The estimates for 𝛾 are large and compatible with
fairly heavy-tailed distributions. The estimates for both tails of the 𝐹𝐵𝑀 and 𝐹𝐴𝑀 are compatible
with a distribution with three but not four finite moments.

There are two principal observations that we may make based on our estimates of 𝛾. First, the
heavy-tailed behavior serves as a confirmation of the assumption that 𝐹𝐴𝑀 and 𝐹𝐵𝑀 have infinite
tails. Recall that we assume that the measurement error and deviations from 𝜃𝑖 have at least eight
moments. Under this assumption, the EV index of the estimation noise distribution cannot exceed
0.125. Consequently, we would expect to see lower estimates of 𝛾 if the tail of the distribution of
estimation noise dominated the tails of 𝐹𝐴𝑀 and 𝐹𝐵𝑀 . Second, in line with our interpretation of
𝐹𝐴𝑀 and 𝐹𝐵𝑀 , the data does not support the existence of a sharp minimal threshold for productivity
required for survival, at least in the sense of a barrier to entry. A threshold for survival may exist
but only apply to a given firm in the long run.
Comparison of standardized tails We now examine whether the difference between the tails
of 𝐹𝐴𝑀 and 𝐹𝐵𝑀 can be captured by the three parameters of CDGPR12. In order to do so, we first
standardize both the AAMED and the ABMED datasets to have the same mean and variance. We
note that the positive estimates of the EV index for left tails of 𝐹𝐴𝑀 and 𝐹𝐵𝑀 are incompatible
with truncation. Correspondingly, we do not modify the tails of the data. Using adjusted data, we
compute 95% confidence intervals for the tail quantiles using theorem 4.3. We take 𝑟 = ⌊𝑙⌋ and
𝑞 = 10 and estimate critical values by subsampling. The quantiles considered are 0.001-0.1 for the
left tail and 0.9-0.999 for the right tail. We note that the results are robust to choice of method of
confidence interval. In the online appendix we report intervals based on all the methods considered
in our simulation study and find that the results are virtually identical regardless of the method
used.

Our key finding is that the tails of the AAMED and the ABMED distribution are similar up to
mean and variance of (𝐹𝐴𝑀 , 𝐹𝐵𝑀 ). Both tails are statistically identical, as fig. 3 shows. Overall,

8Additionally, under the same rate condition Jochmans and Weidner (2022) show in their simulation study that
noisy estimates are informative for panels of size 𝑁 = 200, 𝑇 = 5. We observe that 200/54 ≈ 2000/94.
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this finding supports the key assumption CDGPR12 make in their second estimation stage.
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Figure 3: 95% confidence intervals for extreme quantiles (between corresponding lines), AAMED
and ABMED data standardized to have the same mean and variance. CIs based on theorem 4.3
with critical values estimated by subsampling

Comparison of non-standardized tails We now turn to comparing the left and the right
tails of 𝐹𝐴𝑀 and 𝐹𝐵𝑀 with no standardization applied to the data. We construct 95% confidence
intervals for the 0.001-0.1st and 0.9-0.999th quantiles using theorem 4.3 as above, with the results
depicted on fig. 4. We first consider the left tails. As noted above, positive estimates of 𝛾 suggest
that 𝐹 −1

𝐴𝑀 (0) = 𝐹 −1
𝐵𝑀 (0) = −∞. Moreover, as the top panel of fig. 4 indicates, there is no difference

between the left tails of 𝐹𝐴𝑀 and 𝐹𝐵𝑀 . In contrast, the right tails of 𝐹𝐴𝑀 and 𝐹𝐵𝑀 are statistically
different up to the 0.995th quantile, showing an overall productivity advantage of AAMED relative
to ABMED. However, this result should be interpreted carefully in light of differences in sectoral
composition between AAMED and ABMED. Sectoral labeling would necessary to quantify the exact
magnitude of the productivity advantage. As the publicly available data from Combes et al. (2012)
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Figure 4: 95% confidence intervals for extreme quantiles of AAMED and ABMED distributions
(between corresponding lines). CIs based on theorem 4.3 with critical values estimated by subsampling

does not include this labeling, we leave a detailed investigation of the point to future research.
Additional results We remark that we provide additional robustness checks in the online appendix,
including detailed plots for all the methods used in this paper, further details on estimation of 𝛾,
and results obtained using the full dataset.
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Proofs of Results in the Main Text

A Distributional Results

A.1 Proof of Theorem 3.1

We turn to the proof of theorem 3.1. We begin by stating some auxiliary results. Let 𝐻𝑇 be the cdf
of 𝜗𝑖,𝑇 = 𝜃𝑖 + 𝑇 −𝑝𝜀𝑖,𝑇 . Observe that {𝜗𝑖,𝑇 } form a triangular array with rows indexed by 𝑇 , and
number of entries in each row given by 𝑁 . In each row, the entries are iid and distributed according
to the cdf 𝐻𝑇 . Define the auxiliary functions 𝑈𝑇 and 𝑈𝐹 as

𝑈𝑇 =
(︂ 1

1 − 𝐻𝑇

)︂−1
, 𝑈𝐹 =

(︂ 1
1 − 𝐹

)︂−1
. (A.1)

Using 𝑈𝑇 and 𝑈𝐹 greatly simplifies notation in subsequent proofs. Observe the following useful
connection between 𝑈𝑇 and 𝐻𝑇 . Let 𝜏 ∈ (0, ∞). Let 𝑁 be large enough so that 𝑁𝜏 > 1. Then

𝑈𝑇 (𝑁𝜏) = 𝐻−1
𝑇

(︂
1 − 1

𝑁𝜏

)︂
, 𝑈𝐹 (𝑁𝜏) = 𝐹 −1

(︂
1 − 1

𝑁𝜏

)︂
. (A.2)

We begin with a technical lemma that connects convergence of the normalized sample maximum
𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 = max{𝜗1,𝑇 , . . . , 𝜗𝑁,𝑇 } and convergence of the quantiles of 𝐻𝑇 .

Lemma A.1. Let assumption 1 hold. The following are equivalent:
(1) As 𝑁, 𝑇 → ∞, for some constants 𝑎𝑁 , 𝑏𝑁 the random variable (𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝑏𝑁 )/𝑎𝑁 converges

weakly to a random variable 𝑋 with non-degenerate cdf 𝑄(𝑥).
(2) As 𝑁, 𝑇 → ∞, for all 𝜏 ∈ (0, ∞) such that 𝜏 is a continuity of point 𝑄−1(exp(−1/𝜏)), it holds

that (𝑈𝑇 (𝑁𝜏) − 𝑏𝑁 )/𝑎𝑁 ⇒ 𝑄−1(exp(−1/𝜏)).
The same is also true for 𝜃𝑁,𝑁 with 𝑈𝐹 in place of 𝑈𝑇 .

The proof is completely analogous to the proof of theorem 1.1.2 in de Haan and Ferreira (2006),
which establishes a similar result for the iid case. We provide the full argument for completeness.

Proof. First consider the implication (1) ⇒ (2). Under assumption 1 the individual 𝜗𝑖,𝑇 are iid RVs
with cdf 𝐻𝑇 , hence 𝑃 ((𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝑏𝑁 )/𝑎𝑁 ≤ 𝑥) = 𝐻𝑁

𝑇 (𝑎𝑁 𝑥 + 𝑏𝑁 ). By assumption, 𝐻𝑁
𝑇 (𝑎𝑁 𝑥 + 𝑏𝑁 )

converges to some nondegenerate cdf 𝑄(𝑥) as 𝑁, 𝑇 → ∞ at all points of continuity of 𝑄(𝑥). Let 𝑥
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be a continuity point of 𝑄(𝑥) such that 𝑄(𝑥) ∈ (0, 1). Then at such an 𝑥 take logs

𝑁 log 𝐻𝑇 (𝑎𝑁 𝑥 + 𝑏𝑁 ) ⇒ log 𝑄(𝑥).

For any such 𝑥 it must be that 𝐻𝑇 (𝑎𝑁 𝑥 + 𝑏𝑁 ) → 1, otherwise the left hand side will diverge to −∞.
Since log(1 + 𝑥) ∼ 𝑥 for 𝑥 ∼ 0, this implies that

lim
𝑁,𝑇 →∞

− log 𝐻𝑇 (𝑎𝑁 𝑥 + 𝑏𝑁 )
1 − 𝐻𝑇 (𝑎𝑁 𝑥 + 𝑏𝑁 ) = 1.

Replacing the logarithm above, we obtain 𝑁 (1 − 𝐻𝑇 (𝑎𝑁 𝑥 + 𝑏𝑁 )) ⇒ − log 𝑄(𝑥). Taking reciprocals
of both sides yields

1
𝑁 (1 − 𝐻𝑇 (𝑎𝑁 𝑥 + 𝑏𝑁 )) ⇒ 1

− log 𝑄(𝑥) . (A.3)

Taking inverses in eq. (A.3) and using the definition (A.1) of 𝑈𝑇 , we obtain that weak convergence
of the sample maximum is equivalent to the following convergence of quantiles of 𝐻𝑇 :

𝑈𝑇 (𝑁𝑦) − 𝑏𝑁

𝑎𝑁
⇒ 𝑄−1(𝑒−1/𝑦) as 𝑁, 𝑇 → ∞ .

Following the above argument in the reverse direction establishes (2) ⇒ (1).

The following lemma provides a condition on 𝑈𝑇 under which 𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 and 𝜃𝑁,𝑁 have the same
limit properties.

Lemma A.2. If
(1) Assumption 1 holds
(2) 𝑎𝑁 , 𝑏𝑁 are such that as 𝑁 → ∞ the normalized noiseless maximum (𝜃𝑁,𝑁 − 𝑏𝑁 )/𝑎𝑁 converges

weakly to a non-degenerate random variable 𝑋.
(3) For each 𝜏 ∈ (0, ∞) it holds that (𝑈𝑇 (𝑁𝜏) − 𝑈𝐹 (𝑁𝜏))/𝑎𝑁 → 0 as 𝑁, 𝑇 → ∞
then as 𝑁, 𝑇 → ∞ (𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝑏𝑁 )/𝑎𝑁 ⇒ 𝑋.

Proof. Let 𝑄 be the cdf of 𝑋. Let 𝜏 ∈ (0, ∞) be a continuity point of 𝑄−1(exp(−1/𝜏)). Then by
lemma A.1 𝑎−1

𝑁 (𝑈𝐹 (𝑁𝜏) − 𝑏𝑁 ) converges to 𝑄−1(exp(−1/𝜏)). By assumption (3) of the lemma for
all 𝜏 ∈ (0, ∞) continuity points of 𝑄−1(exp(−1/𝜏)) it holds that

𝑈𝑇 (𝑁𝜏) − 𝑏𝑁

𝑎𝑁
− 𝑈𝐹 (𝑁𝜏) − 𝑏𝑁

𝑎𝑁
= 𝑈𝑇 (𝑁𝜏) − 𝑈𝐹 (𝑁𝜏)

𝑎𝑁
→ 0 as 𝑁, 𝑇 → ∞.

From this we conclude that 𝑎−1
𝑁 (𝑈𝑇 (𝑁𝜏) − 𝑏𝑁 ) → 𝑄−1(exp(−1/𝜏)) for all 𝜏 ∈ (0, ∞) continuity

points of 𝑄−1(exp(−1/𝜏)). The result follows from lemma A.1.

We will make use of the following quantile inequalities due to Makarov (1981).

Lemma A.3 (Makarov quantile inequalities; eqs. (1) and (2) in Makarov (1981)). Suppose that
𝑋 ∼ 𝐹𝑋 and 𝑌 ∼ 𝐹𝑌 are a pair of random variables whose joint distribution is not restricted, and
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consider their sum 𝑋 + 𝑌 ∼ 𝐹𝑋+𝑌 . The following inequalities hold: for all 𝑣 ∈ [0, 1]

𝐹 −1
𝑋+𝑌 (𝑣) ≤ inf

𝑤∈[𝑣,1]

(︁
𝐹 −1

𝑋 (𝑤) + 𝐹 −1
𝑌 (1 + 𝑣 − 𝑤)

)︁
,

𝐹 −1
𝑋+𝑌 (𝑣) ≥ sup

𝑤∈[0,𝑣]

(︁
𝐹 −1

𝑋 (𝑤) + 𝐹 −1
𝑌 (𝑣 − 𝑤)

)︁
.

The bounds are pointwise sharp in the following sense: for each 𝑣 there exists a joint distribution of
𝑋 and 𝑌 such that the 𝑣th quantile of 𝑋 + 𝑌 attains the lower/upper bound at 𝑣.

Proof of theorem 3.1. Let 𝐻𝑇 be the cdf of 𝜗𝑖,𝑇 . Fix 𝜏 ∈ (0, ∞). Let 𝑁 be large enough so that
𝑁𝜏 > 1. In the statement of Makarov’s inequalities (lemma A.3), take 𝑋 = 𝜃𝑖 and 𝑌 = 𝑇 −𝑝𝜀𝑖,𝑇 ,
and 𝑣 = 1 − 1/𝑁𝜏 and subtract 𝐹 −1(1 − 1/𝑁𝜏) on all sides to obtain

sup
𝑤∈[0,1− 1

𝑁𝜏 ]

(︂
𝐹 −1(𝑤) + 1

𝑇 𝑝
𝐺−1

𝑇

(︂
1 − 1

𝑁𝜏
− 𝑤

)︂
− 𝐹 −1

(︂
1 − 1

𝑁𝜏

)︂)︂

≤𝐻−1
𝑇

(︂
1 − 1

𝑁𝜏

)︂
− 𝐹 −1

(︂
1 − 1

𝑁𝜏

)︂
(A.4)

≤ inf
𝑤∈[1− 1

𝑁𝜏
,1]

(︂
𝐹 −1(𝑤) + 1

𝑇 𝑝
𝐺−1

𝑇

(︂
1 + 1 − 1

𝑁𝜏
− 𝑤

)︂
− 𝐹 −1

(︂
1 − 1

𝑁𝜏

)︂)︂
.

First, by definitions of 𝑈𝑇 and 𝑈𝐹 (eq. (A.1)) and eq. (A.2), the middle of eq (A.4) is equal to
𝑈𝑇 (𝑁𝜏) − 𝑈𝐹 (𝑁𝜏). Second, in the supremum condition define 𝑢 = 1 − 1/(𝑁𝜏) − 𝑤 to write the
condition as

sup
𝑢∈[0,1− 1

𝑁𝜏 ]

(︂
𝐹 −1

(︂
1 − 1

𝑁𝜏
− 𝑢

)︂
− 𝐹 −1

(︂
1 − 1

𝑁𝜏

)︂
+ 1

𝑇 𝑝
𝐺−1

𝑇 (𝑢)
)︂

Note that eventually [0, 𝜖] ⊂ [0, 1 − 1/(𝑁𝜏)], and so the expression in eq. (A.4) may further be
lower-bounded as sup𝑢∈[0,𝜖]{. . .} ≤ sup𝑢∈[0,1−1/(𝑁𝜏)]{. . .}. Third, define 𝑢 = −[1 − 1/(𝑁𝜏) − 𝑤] in
the infimum condition in eq. (A.4) to represent it as (TE-Inf). Suppose that 𝑎𝑁 > 0 (if not, simply
reverse all inequalities below). Combining the above arguments and multiply all sides by 𝑎−1

𝑁 , we
obtain

sup
𝑢∈[0,𝜖]

1
𝑎𝑁

(︂
𝐹 −1

(︂
1 − 1

𝑁𝜏
− 𝑢

)︂
− 𝐹 −1

(︂
1 − 1

𝑁𝜏

)︂
+ 1

𝑇 𝑝
𝐺−1

𝑇 (𝑢)
)︂

≤𝑈𝑇 (𝑁𝜏) − 𝑈𝐹 (𝑁𝜏)
𝑎𝑁

≤ inf
𝑢∈[0, 1

𝑁𝜏 ]
1

𝑎𝑁

(︂
𝐹 −1

(︂
1 − 1

𝑁𝜏
+ 𝑢

)︂
− 𝐹 −1

(︂
1 − 1

𝑁𝜏

)︂
+ 1

𝑇 𝑝
𝐺−1

𝑇 (1 − 𝑢)
)︂

.

Then conditions (TE-Inf) and (TE-Sup) imply that (𝑈𝑇 (𝑁𝜏) − 𝑈𝐹 (𝑁𝜏))/𝑎𝑁 → 0 for all 𝜏 ∈ (0, ∞).
By lemma A.2 it follows that (𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝑏𝑁 )/𝑎𝑁 ⇒ 𝑋.

Now we turn to the second assertion. First, the above shows that (TE-Sup) (TE-Inf) together
imply (TE-Sup’). Now suppose that at least one of (TE-Inf) and (TE-Sup’) fails. We show that
the limit properties of 𝑎−1

𝑁 (𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝑏𝑁 ) differ from the limit properties of 𝑎−1
𝑁 (𝜃𝑁,𝑁 − 𝑏𝑁 ) for some

sequence of joint distributions of (𝜃𝑖, 𝜀𝑖,𝑇 ). Suppose it is the infimum condition (TE-Inf) that fails
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to hold for some 𝜏 ; the argument for (TE-Sup’) is identical. Then along some subsequence of (𝑁, 𝑇 )
it holds that inf𝑢∈[1−1/𝑁𝜏,1] 𝑎−1

𝑁 (· · · ) = 𝛿𝑁,𝑇 such that 𝛿𝑁,𝑇 are bounded away from zero. Suppose
that it is possible to extract a further subsequence such that along it 𝛿𝑁,𝑇 converges to some 𝛿 ̸= 0.
Pass to that subsubsequence. Theorem 2 in Makarov (1981) establishes that for each (𝑁, 𝑇 ) there
exists a joint distribution of 𝜃𝑖 and 𝜀𝑖,𝑇 such that the resulting 𝐻𝑇 attains the upper bound in
inequality (A.4), and so

𝐻−1
𝑇

(︂
1 − 1

𝑁𝜏

)︂
= 𝑎𝑁 𝛿𝑁,𝑇 + 𝐹 −1

(︂
1 − 1

𝑁𝜏

)︂
.

If (𝑈𝐹 (𝑁𝜏) − 𝑏𝑁 )/𝑎𝑁 → 𝑄(exp(−1/𝜏)), then for such a sequence of 𝐻𝑇 it holds that (𝑈𝑇 (𝑁𝜏) −
𝑏𝑁 )/𝑎𝑁 → 𝑄−1(exp(−1/𝜏))+𝛿. Suppose that (𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 −𝑏𝑁 )/𝑎𝑁 converges to a random variable with
distribution 𝑄̃ along the same subsequence. The above discussion shows that 𝑄̃−1(exp(−1/𝜏)) =
𝑄−1(exp(−1/𝜏)) + 𝛿 ≠ 𝑄−1(exp(−1/𝜏)). Thus, either the limit distribution of 𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 is different
from that of 𝜃𝑁,𝑁 , or 𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 does not converge.

If we cannot extract a subsequence of 𝛿𝑁,𝑇 converging to some finite 𝛿, then 𝛿𝑁,𝑇 is unbounded. In
this case it is possible to extract a further monotonically increasing subsequence. Proceeding as above,
we obtain that along that subsequence it holds that (𝑈𝑇 (𝑁𝜏) − 𝑏𝑁 )/𝑎𝑁 → 𝑄−1(exp(−1/𝜏)) + ∞,
and so (𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝑏𝑁 ) /𝑎𝑁 does not converge.

A.2 Proof of Proposition 3.2

Before proving proposition 3.2, we state two useful results. First, let 𝑅𝑉𝛾 be the class of non-negative
functions of regular variation with parameter 𝛾, that is, those measurable 𝑓 : R+ → R+ that satisfy
lim𝑡→∞ 𝑓(𝑡𝑥)/𝑓(𝑡) = 𝑥𝛾 for any 𝑥 > 0. 𝑅𝑉0 is the class of slowly varying functions.

Lemma A.4 (Karamata Characterization Theorem; Theorem 1.4.1 in Bingham, Goldie, and Teugels
(1987)). Let 𝑓 ∈ 𝑅𝑉𝛾. Then there exists a slowly varying function 𝐿 (that is, 𝐿 ∈ 𝑅𝑉0) such that
for all 𝑥 it holds that 𝑓(𝑥) = 𝑥𝛾𝐿(𝑥).

Second, assumption 2 is equivalent to the following statement: for some sequences 𝛼𝑁 , 𝛽𝑁 and
all 𝑥 > 0

lim
𝑁→∞

𝑈𝐹 (𝑁𝑥) − 𝑈𝐹 (𝑁)
𝛼𝑁

= 𝑥𝛾 − 1
𝛾

(meaning log(𝑥) for 𝛾 = 0), (A.5)

Since the left hand side is monotonic in 𝑥 and the right hand side is continuous, convergence in
(A.5) is locally uniform in 𝑥 (that is, for any 0 < 𝑎, 𝑏 < ∞ convergence in (A.5) is uniform on [𝑎, 𝑏]).
See theorem 1.1.6 and corollary 1.2.4 in de Haan and Ferreira (2006). We call the constants the
𝛼𝑁 , 𝛽𝑁 canonical normalization constants.

Proof of proposition 3.2. Let (𝑎𝑁 , 𝑏𝑁 ) be such that (𝜃𝑁,𝑁 − 𝑏𝑁 )/𝑎𝑁 ⇒ 𝑋 for some non-degenerate
random variable 𝑋. Fix 𝜏 ∈ (0, ∞) and define 𝑠𝜏,𝑁,𝑇 and 𝑆𝜏,𝑁,𝑇 as

𝑆𝜏,𝑁,𝑇 (𝑢) = 1
𝑎𝑁

(︂
𝐹 −1

(︂
1 − 1

𝑁𝜏
+ 𝑢

)︂
− 𝐹 −1

(︂
1 − 1

𝑁𝜏

)︂
+ 1

𝑇 𝑝
𝐺−1

𝑇 (1 − 𝑢)
)︂

,
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𝑠𝜏,𝑁,𝑇 (𝑢) = 1
𝑎𝑁

(︂
𝐹 −1

(︂
1 − 1

𝑁𝜏
− 𝑢

)︂
− 𝐹 −1

(︂
1 − 1

𝑁𝜏

)︂
+ 1

𝑇 𝑝
𝐺−1

𝑇 (𝑢)
)︂

.

Condition (TE-Inf) for 𝐹 and 𝐺𝑇 can be written as inf𝑢∈[0,1/𝑁𝜏 ] 𝑆𝜏,𝑁,𝑇 (𝑢) → 0, while condition
(TE-Sup) can be written as sup𝑢∈[0,𝜖] 𝑠𝜏,𝑁,𝑇 (𝑢) → 0 for some 𝜖 ∈ (0, 1)

By lemma A.3 and the discussion after eq. (A.4)

sup
𝑢∈[0,1− 1

𝑁𝜏 ]

[︂
𝐹 −1

(︂
1 − 1

𝑁𝜏
− 𝑢

)︂
+ 1

𝑇 𝑝
𝐺−1

𝑇 (𝑢)
]︂

≤ inf
𝑢∈[0, 1

𝑁𝜏 ]

[︂
𝐹 −1

(︂
1 − 1

𝑁𝜏
+ 𝑢

)︂
+ 1

𝑇 𝑝
𝐺−1

𝑇 (1 − 𝑢)
]︂

.

Suppose that 𝑎𝑁 > 0 (if not, simply reverse all inequalities below). The above inequality implies
that sup𝑢∈[0,1−1/𝑁𝜏 ] 𝑠𝜏,𝑁,𝑇 (𝑢) ≤ inf𝑢∈[0,1/𝑁𝜏 ] 𝑆𝜏,𝑁,𝑇 (𝑢). Further, fix an arbitrary 𝜖 ∈ (0, 1). Then
eventually [0, 𝜖] ⊂ [0, 1 − 1/𝑁𝜏 ], and correspondingly sup𝑢∈[0,𝜖] 𝑠𝜏,𝑁,𝑇 (𝑢) ≤ sup𝑢∈[0,1−1/𝑁𝜏 ] 𝑠𝜏,𝑁,𝑇 (𝑢).
If 𝑢𝑠,𝜏,𝑁,𝑇 ∈ [0, 𝜖] and 𝑢𝑆,𝜏,𝑁,𝑇 ∈ [0, 1/𝑁𝜏 ], then the following chain of inequalities holds:

𝑠𝜏,𝑁,𝑇 (𝑢𝑠,𝜏,𝑁,𝑇 ) ≤ sup
𝑢∈[0,𝜖]

𝑠𝜏,𝑁,𝑇 (𝑢) ≤ inf
𝑢∈[0, 1

𝑁𝜏 ]
𝑆𝜏,𝑁,𝑇 (𝑢) ≤ 𝑆𝜏,𝑁,𝑇 (𝑢𝑆,𝜏,𝑁,𝑇 ) . (A.6)

Let 𝐹 satisfy assumption 2 with EV index 𝛾 > 𝛾′. Define

𝑢𝑆,𝜏,𝑁,𝑇 = 1
𝑁𝜏

1
log(𝑇 ) + 1 ∈

[︂
0,

1
𝑁𝜏

]︂
.

Suppose that under the conditions of the proposition it holds that

1
𝑎𝑁

(︂
𝐹 −1

(︂
1 − 1

𝑁𝜏
+ 𝑢𝑆,𝜏,𝑁,𝑇

)︂
− 𝐹 −1

(︂
1 − 1

𝑁𝜏

)︂)︂
→ 0, (A.7)

1
𝑎𝑁

1
𝑇 𝑝

𝐺−1
𝑇 (1 − 𝑢𝑆,𝜏,𝑁,𝑇 ) → 0. (A.8)

Under (A.7) and (A.8) it holds that 𝑆𝜏,𝑁,𝑇 (𝑢𝑆,𝜏,𝑁,𝑇 ) → 0 as 𝑁, 𝑇 → ∞. By inequality (A.6)
we conclude that lim sup𝑁,𝑇 →∞ inf𝑢∈[0,1/𝑁𝜏 ] 𝑆𝜏,𝑁,𝑇 (𝑢) ≤ 0. An identical argument shows that
𝑠𝜏,𝑁,𝑇 (𝑢𝑠,𝜏,𝑁,𝑇 ) → 0 where 𝑢𝑠,𝜏,𝑁,𝑇 = (1/𝑁𝜏)(1/log(𝑇 )) eventually lies in [0, 𝜖] for any 𝜖 ∈
(0, 1); hence lim inf𝑁,𝑇 →∞ sup𝑢∈[0,𝜖] 𝑠𝜏,𝑁,𝑇 (𝑢) ≥ 0. Further, lim sup𝑁,𝑇 →∞ sup𝑢∈[0,𝜖] 𝑠𝜏,𝑁,𝑇 (𝑢) ≤
lim inf𝑁,𝑇 →∞ inf𝑢∈[0,1/𝑁𝜏 ] 𝑆𝜏,𝑁,𝑇 (𝑢) by inequality (A.6). Combining the results, we obtain that both
inf𝑢∈[0,1/𝑁𝜏 ] 𝑆𝜏,𝑁,𝑇 (𝑢) and sup𝑢∈[0,𝜖] 𝑠𝜏,𝑁,𝑇 (𝑢) tend to 0, proving the result.

It remains to establish (A.7) and (A.8). We split the proof of (A.7) by sign of 𝛾.
Suppose 𝛾 > 0. We begin by making two observations. First, by the convergence to types

theorem (Resnick, 1987, proposition 0.2) 𝑎𝑁 ∼ 𝛼𝑁 for the canonical scaling 𝛼𝑁 of eq. (A.5). Further,
by lemma 1.2.9 of de Haan and Ferreira (2006) 𝛼𝑁 ∼ 𝑈𝐹 (𝑁). Second, by corollary 1.2.10 in de Haan
and Ferreira (2006) (𝑈𝐹 (𝑥))−1 ∈ 𝑅𝑉−𝛾 . Then by lemma A.4 we can write 1/𝑈𝐹 (𝑥) = 𝑥−𝛾𝐿(𝑥)
where 𝐿 is a slowly varying function (that depends on 𝐹 ). Combining the above observations,
definition of 𝑢𝑆,𝜏,𝑁,𝑇 and eq. (A.2), we see that

1
𝑎𝑁

(︂
𝐹 −1

(︂
1 − 1

𝑁𝜏

log(𝑇 )
log(𝑇 ) + 1

)︂
− 𝐹 −1

(︂
1 − 1

𝑁𝜏

)︂)︂
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∼ 1
𝑈𝐹 (𝑁)

(︂
𝑈𝐹

(︂
𝑁𝜏

log(𝑇 ) + 1
log(𝑇 )

)︂
− 𝑈𝐹 (𝑁𝜏)

)︂

= 𝑁−𝛾𝐿(𝑁)

⎛⎝(︂𝑁𝜏
log(𝑇 ) + 1

log(𝑇 )

)︂𝛾 1
𝐿
(︁
𝑁𝜏 log(𝑇 )+1

log(𝑇 )

)︁ − (𝑁𝜏)𝛾 1
𝐿(𝑁𝜏)

⎞⎠
∝
(︂ log(𝑇 ) + 1

log(𝑇 )

)︂𝛾 𝐿(𝑁)
𝐿
(︁
𝑁𝜏 log(𝑇 )+1

log(𝑇 )

)︁ − 𝐿(𝑁)
𝐿(𝑁𝜏) → 0.

Convergence follows since 𝐿 is slowly varying on infinity: 𝐿(𝑁)/𝐿(𝑁𝜏) → 1. By local uniform
convergence (proposition 0.5 in Resnick (1987)) 𝐿(𝑁)/𝐿 (𝑁𝜏(log(𝑇 ) + 1)/log(𝑇 )) → 1.

Suppose 𝛾 < 0. As above, 𝑎𝑁 ∼ 𝛼𝑁 . By lemma 1.2.9 in de Haan and Ferreira (2006) in turn
𝛼𝑁 ∼ (𝑈𝐹 (∞) − 𝑈𝐹 (𝑁)) (note that 𝑈𝐹 (∞) < 1 when 𝛾 < 0). By corollary 1.2.10 in de Haan and
Ferreira (2006), (𝑈𝐹 (∞) − 𝑈(𝑥))−1 ∈ 𝑅𝑉−𝛾 and we can write 1/(𝑈𝐹 (∞) − 𝑈(𝑥)) = 𝑥−𝛾𝐿(𝑥) for
some slowly varying function 𝐿 by lemma A.4. Hence proceeding as for 𝛾 > 0

1
𝑎𝑁

(︂
𝐹 −1

(︂
1 − 1

𝑁𝜏

log(𝑇 )
log(𝑇 ) + 1

)︂
− 𝐹 −1

(︂
1 − 1

𝑁𝜏

)︂)︂
∼ 1

𝑈𝐹 (∞) − 𝑈𝐹 (𝑁)

(︂(︂
𝑈𝐹

(︂
𝑁𝜏

log(𝑇 ) + 1
log(𝑇 )

)︂
− 𝑈𝐹 (∞)

)︂
− (𝑈𝐹 (𝑁𝜏) − 𝑈(∞))

)︂

= 𝑁−𝛾𝐿(𝑁)

⎛⎝(︂𝑁𝜏
log(𝑇 ) + 1

log(𝑇 )

)︂𝛾 1
𝐿
(︁
𝑁𝜏 log(𝑇 )+1

log(𝑇 )

)︁ − (𝑁𝜏)𝛾 1
𝐿(𝑁𝜏)

⎞⎠
∝
(︂ log(𝑇 ) + 1

log(𝑇 )

)︂𝛾 𝐿(𝑁)
𝐿
(︁
𝑁𝜏 log(𝑇 )+1

log(𝑇 )

)︁ − 𝐿(𝑁)
𝐿(𝑁𝜏) → 0.

Suppose 𝛾 = 0. As above, 𝑎𝑁 ∼ 𝛼𝑁 . By eq. (A.5) lim𝑁→∞ (𝑈𝐹 (𝑁𝑥) − 𝑈𝐹 (𝑁))/𝛼𝑁 = log(𝑥)
locally uniformly in 𝑥. Then

1
𝑎𝑁

(︂
𝐹 −1

(︂
1 − 1

𝑁𝜏

log(𝑇 )
log(𝑇 ) + 1

)︂
− 𝐹 −1

(︂
1 − 1

𝑁𝜏

)︂)︂
∼ 1

𝛼𝑁

(︂
𝑈𝐹

(︂
𝑁𝜏

log(𝑇 ) + 1
log(𝑇 )

)︂
− 𝑈𝐹 (𝑁𝜏)

)︂
→ log

(︂
lim

𝑇 →∞

log(𝑇 ) + 1
log(𝑇 )

)︂
= 0.

Now we focus on the 𝐺−1
𝑇 term in eq. (A.8). First suppose that sup𝑇 E|𝜀𝑖,𝑇 |𝛽 < ∞. Then by

Markov’s inequality we obtain for any 𝜏 ∈ (0, 1) that 𝐺−1
𝑇 (𝜏) ≤

(︁
sup𝑇 E|𝜀𝑖,𝑇 |𝛽/(1 − 𝜏)

)︁1/𝛽
. Hence

1
𝑇 𝑝

𝐺−1
𝑇

(︂
1 − 1

𝑁𝜏

1
log(𝑇 ) + 1

)︂
= 𝑂

(︃
𝑁1/𝛽(log(𝑇 ))1/𝛽

𝑇 𝑝

)︃
(A.9)

where the 𝑂 term is uniform in 𝑇 . First suppose that 𝛾 ̸= 0. As above, 𝑎−1
𝑁 ∼ 𝑥−𝛾𝐿(𝑥) where

𝐿 is a slowly varying function (that depends on 𝐹 ). For eq. (A.8) to hold it is sufficient that
𝑁1/𝛽−𝛾𝐿(𝑥)(log(𝑇 ))1/𝛽/𝑇 𝑝 → 0 (by eq. (A.9)). Write 𝛾 = 𝛾′ + 𝛿, 𝛿 > 0. Then

𝑁1/𝛽−𝛾𝐿(𝑥)(log(𝑇 ))1/𝛽

𝑇 𝑝
=
[︃

𝑁1/𝛽−𝛾′(log(𝑇 ))1/𝛽

𝑇 𝑝

]︃ [︂
𝐿(𝑥)
𝑁 𝛿

]︂
→ 0
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since the condition holds for 𝛾′ and 𝐿(𝑥)/𝑥𝛿 → 0 for any 𝛿 > 0 (𝐿 is slowly varying). Second, let
𝛾 = 0. Then (A.8) holds if 𝑁1/𝛽(log(𝑇 ))1/𝛽/(𝛼𝑁 𝑇 𝑝) → 0. Fix an arbitrary 𝑥 > 0 and write this as

𝑁1/𝛽(log 𝑇 )1/𝛽

𝛼𝑁 𝑇 𝑝
= 𝑁−1/𝛽−𝛾′(log(𝑇 ))1/𝛽

𝑇 𝑝

𝑈𝐹 (𝑁𝑥) − 𝑈𝐹 (𝑁)
𝛼𝑁

1
𝑁−𝛾′(𝑈𝐹 (𝑁𝑥) − 𝑈𝐹 (𝑁))

By assumption, the first fraction tends to zero. The second fraction tends to log(𝑥) by eq. (A.5).
Last, there are two possibilities for 𝑈𝐹 (𝑁𝑥) − 𝑈𝐹 (𝑁). The first one is that it is bounded away
from zero. The second one is that it converges to zero (possibly along a subsequence); in this case
convergence is slower than 𝑁−𝜅 for all 𝜅 > 0 by problem 1.1.1(b) in Resnick (1987) (recall that
𝑈𝐹 (𝑁) = 𝐹 −1(1 − 1/𝑁) by eq. (A.2)). In both cases the last fraction converges to zero, as 𝛾′ < 0.

The proof is identical if 𝐺𝑇 ∼ 𝑁(𝜇𝑇 , 𝜎2
𝑇 ). Assumption 3 implies that 𝜇𝑇 and 𝜎2

𝑇 are bounded.
In this case

1
𝑇 𝑝

𝐺−1
𝑇

(︂
1 − 1

𝑁𝜏

(︂
1 − log(𝑇 )

log(𝑇 ) + 1

)︂)︂
= 𝑂

(︃√︀
log(𝑁)
𝑇 𝑝

)︃
,

where the 𝑂 term is uniform in 𝑇 . The rest of the argument proceeds as above.

A.3 Proof of Theorem 3.3

Proof of theorem 3.3. By theorem 2.2.1 in de Haan and Ferreira (2006)

√
𝑘

𝜃𝑁−𝑘,𝑁 − 𝑈𝐹

(︁
𝑁
𝑘

)︁
𝑁
𝑘 𝑈 ′

𝐹

(︁
𝑁
𝑘

)︁ ⇒ 𝑁(0, 1). (A.10)

where (𝑁/𝑘)𝑈 ′
𝐹 (𝑁/𝑘) = (𝑁/𝑘) ×

(︁
(1/(1 − 𝐹 ))−1

)︁′
(𝑁/𝑘) ≡ 𝑐𝑁 (by eqs. (A.1) and (A.2)). We now

transfer this convergence property to 𝜗𝑁−𝑘,𝑁 .
It is convenient for the purposes of the proof to replace the uniform random variables 𝑈𝑖 with

1/𝑈𝑖. Let 𝑌1, . . . , 𝑌𝑁 be iid random variables with cdf 𝐹𝑌 (𝑦) = 1 − 1/𝑦, 𝑦 > 1, 𝐹𝑌 (𝑦) = 0 for 𝑦 ≤ 1.
Observe that 𝑌𝑖

𝑑= 1/𝑈𝑖 where 𝑈𝑖 is Uniform[0, 1]. Let 𝑌1,𝑁 ≤ · · · ≤ 𝑌𝑁,𝑁 be the order statistics,
then 𝑈𝑘,𝑁

𝑑= 1/𝑌𝑁−𝑘,𝑁 . As pointed out by de Haan and Ferreira (2006) (p. 50)

𝜃𝑁−𝑘,𝑁
𝑑= 𝑈𝐹 (𝑌𝑁−𝑘,𝑁 ), 𝜗𝑁−𝑘,𝑁,𝑇

𝑑= 𝑈𝑇 (𝑌𝑁−𝑘,𝑁 ). (A.11)

Let 𝑐𝑁 = (𝑁/𝑘)𝑈 ′
𝐹 (𝑁/𝑘), as in the statement of the theorem. Then

√
𝑘

𝜗𝑁−𝑘,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝑈𝐹

(︁
𝑁
𝑘

)︁
𝑐𝑁

𝑑=
√

𝑘
𝑈𝑇 (𝑌𝑁−𝑘,𝑁 ) − 𝑈𝐹

(︁
𝑁
𝑘

)︁
𝑐𝑁

(A.12)

=
√

𝑘
𝑈𝐹 (𝑌𝑁−𝑘,𝑁 ) − 𝑈𝐹

(︁
𝑁
𝑘

)︁
𝑐𝑁

+
√

𝑘

𝑐𝑁
(𝑈𝑇 (𝑌𝑁−𝑘,𝑁 ) − 𝑈𝐹 (𝑌𝑁−𝑘,𝑁 ))

By eqs. (A.10) and (A.11) it follows that as 𝑁 → ∞ the first term converges weakly to a 𝑁(0, 1)
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variable. The conclusion of the theorem follows if
√

𝑘

𝑐𝑁
(𝑈𝑇 (𝑌𝑁−𝑘,𝑁 ) − 𝑈𝐹 (𝑌𝑁−𝑘,𝑁 )) 𝑝−→ 0 . (A.13)

We establish eq. (A.13) by an argument similar to the one used in the proof of theorem 3.1. We use
lemma A.3 to bound 𝑈𝑇 (𝑌𝑁−𝑘,𝑁 ) = 𝐹 −1 (1 − 1/𝑌𝑁−𝑘,𝑁 ). In lemma A.3 take 𝑋 = 𝜃𝑖, 𝑌 = 𝑇 −𝑝𝜀𝑖,𝑇 ,
𝑣 = 1 − 1/𝑌𝑁−𝑘,𝑁 , subtract 𝑈𝐹 (𝑌𝑁−𝑘,𝑛) = 𝐹 −1 (1 − 1/𝑌𝑁−𝑘,𝑁 ) on all sides and multiply by

√
𝑘/𝑐𝑁

to obtain

sup
𝑤∈
[︁

0,1− 1
𝑌𝑁−𝑘,𝑁

]︁
√

𝑘

𝑐𝑁

(︃
𝐹 −1(𝑤) + 1

𝑇 𝑝
𝐺−1

𝑇

(︃
1 − 1

𝑌𝑁−𝑘,𝑁
− 𝑤

)︃
− 𝐹 −1

(︃
1 − 1

𝑌𝑁−𝑘,𝑁

)︃)︃

≤
√

𝑘

𝑐𝑁
(𝑈𝑇 (𝑌𝑁−𝑘,𝑁 ) − 𝑈𝐹 (𝑌𝑁−𝑘,𝑁 ))

≤ inf
𝑤∈
[︁

1− 1
𝑌𝑁−𝑘,𝑁

,1
]︁

√
𝑘

𝑐𝑁

(︃
𝐹 −1(𝑤) + 1

𝑇 𝑝
𝐺−1

𝑇

(︃
1 + 1 − 1

𝑌𝑁−𝑘,𝑁
− 𝑤

)︃
− 𝐹 −1

(︃
1 − 1

𝑌𝑁−𝑘,𝑁

)︃)︃
,

if 𝑐𝑁 is non-negative; the opposite inequalities hold if 𝑐𝑁 is negative. Since 1/𝑌𝑁−𝑘,𝑁
𝑑= 𝑈𝑘,𝑁 , we

obtain

inf
𝑤∈
[︁

1− 1
𝑌𝑁−𝑘,𝑁

,1
]︁

√
𝑘

𝑐𝑁

(︃
𝐹 −1(𝑤) + 1

𝑇 𝑝
𝐺−1

𝑇

(︃
1 + 1 − 1

𝑌𝑁−𝑘,𝑁
− 𝑤

)︃
− 𝐹 −1

(︃
1 − 1

𝑌𝑁−𝑘,𝑁

)︃)︃

𝑑= inf
𝑤∈[1−𝑈𝑘,𝑁 ,1]

√
𝑘

𝑐𝑁

(︂
𝐹 −1(𝑤) + 1

𝑇 𝑝
𝐺−1

𝑇 (1 + 1 − 𝑈𝑘,𝑁 − 𝑤) − 𝐹 −1 (1 − 𝑈𝑘,𝑁 )
)︂

𝑝−→ 0

Define 𝑢 = −[1 − 1/𝑌𝑁−𝑘,𝑁 − 𝑤] to write the above as condition (3). For the supremum, instead
define 𝑢 = 1 − 𝑈𝑘,𝑁 − 𝑢 and proceed as in the proof of theorem 3.1, noting that 𝑈𝑘,𝑁

𝑝−→ 0 and hence
with probability approaching 1 [0, 𝜖] ⊂ [0, 1 − 𝑈𝑘,𝑁 ]. Eq. (A.13) follows as in the proof of theorem
3.1.

Sharpness of conditions (2) and (3) is established as in the proof of theorem 3.1. Suppose
that condition (3) fails (the case for condition (2) is analogous). There is some subsequence
of (𝑁, 𝑇 ) and some 𝛿𝑁,𝑇 such that inf𝑢∈[1−𝑈𝑘,𝑁 ,1]

√
𝑘𝑐−1

𝑁 (·) = 𝛿𝑁,𝑇 and 𝛿𝑁,𝑇 is bounded away
from zero. Suppose that it is possible to extract a further subsequence such that 𝛿𝑁,𝑇 converges
to some 𝛿 ̸= 0. By theorem 2 in Makarov (1981), there exists a joint distribution of 𝜃𝑖 and
𝜀𝑖,𝑇 such that the infimum is attained. Then along this subsequence for this joint distribution√

𝑘𝑐−1
𝑁 (𝑈𝑇 (𝑌𝑁−𝑘,𝑁 ) − 𝑈𝐹 (𝑌𝑁−𝑘,𝑁 )) 𝑝−→ 𝛿. Then from equations (A.10), (A.11), and (A.12) it

follows that
√

𝑘𝑐−1
𝑁 [𝜗𝑁−𝑘,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝑈𝐹 (𝑁/𝑘)] ⇒ 𝑁(𝛿, 1). This convergence result may or may not hold

for the overall original sequence. If no convergent subsequence of 𝛿𝑁,𝑇 can be extracted, 𝛿𝑁,𝑇 is
unbounded. Extract a further monotonically increasing subsequence. There exists a sequence of
joint distributions of 𝜃𝑖 and 𝜀𝑖,𝑇 such that along that subsequence 𝜗𝑁−𝑘,𝑁,𝑇 diverges.
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A.4 Proof of Proposition 3.4

Proof of proposition 3.4. The proof proceeds similarly to that of proposition 3.2. As in the proof
of proposition 3.2, it is sufficient to prove that for some 𝑢̃𝑆,𝑁,𝑇 ∈ [0, 𝑈𝑘,𝑁 ] and 𝑢̃𝑠,𝑁,𝑇 that with
probability approaching 1 lies in [0, 𝜖] for some 𝜖 ∈ (0, 1).

√
𝑘

𝑐𝑁

(︂
𝐹 −1(1 − 𝑈𝑘,𝑁 + 𝑢̃𝑆,𝑁,𝑇 ) − 𝐹 −1 (1 − 𝑈𝑘,𝑁 ) + 1

𝑇 𝑝
𝐺−1

𝑇 (1 − 𝑢̃𝑆,𝑁,𝑇 )
)︂

𝑝−→ 0, (A.14)
√

𝑘

𝑐𝑁

(︂
𝐹 −1(1 − 𝑈𝑘,𝑁 − 𝑢̃𝑠,𝑁,𝑇 ) − 𝐹 −1 (1 − 𝑈𝑘,𝑁 ) + 1

𝑇 𝑝
𝐺−1

𝑇 (𝑢̃𝑠,𝑁,𝑇 )
)︂

𝑝−→ 0. (A.15)

We only show that eq. (A.14) holds, eq. (A.15) follows analogously.
Let 𝜌 = 𝛿/2 + 𝜈, and set

𝑢̃𝑆,𝑁,𝑇 = 𝑈𝑘,𝑁
1

𝑁𝜌 + 1 ∈ [0, 𝑈𝑘,𝑁 ].

As in the proof of proposition 3.2, we first show that the scaled 𝐹 −1 terms in eq. (A.14) decay, and
then that the scaled 𝐺−1

𝑇 term decays. First we establish that
√

𝑘

𝑐𝑁

(︂
𝐹 −1

(︂
1 − 𝑈𝑘,𝑁

𝑁𝜌

𝑁𝜌 + 1

)︂
− 𝐹 −1 (1 − 𝑈𝑘,𝑁 )

)︂
𝑝−→ 0. (A.16)

Let 𝑌1, . . . , 𝑌𝑁 be iid random variables with cdf 𝐹𝑌 (𝑦) = 1 − 1/𝑦, 𝑦 > 1, 𝐹𝑌 (𝑦) = 0 for 𝑦 ≤ 1. We
will use that 𝑌𝑖

𝑑= 1/𝑈𝑖, and correspondingly 𝑌𝑁−𝑘,𝑁
𝑑= 1/𝑈𝑘,𝑁 , as in the proof of theorem 3.3.

Observe that 𝑐𝑁 can be written as 𝑐𝑁 = (𝑁/𝑘)𝑈 ′
𝐹 (𝑁/𝑘). Then using eq. (A.2) we obtain that

√
𝑘

𝑐𝑁

(︂
𝐹 −1

(︂
1 − 𝑈𝑘,𝑁

𝑁𝜌

𝑁𝜌 + 1

)︂
− 𝐹 −1 (1 − 𝑈𝑘,𝑁 )

)︂
𝑑=

√
𝑘

𝑁
𝑘 𝑈 ′

𝐹

(︁
𝑁
𝑘

)︁ (︂𝑈𝐹

(︂
𝑌𝑁−𝑘,𝑁

𝑁𝜌 + 1
𝑁𝜌

)︂
− 𝑈𝐹 (𝑌𝑁−𝑘,𝑁 )

)︂

=
√

𝑘
𝑁
𝑘 𝑈 ′

𝐹

(︁
𝑁
𝑘

)︁ (︂𝑈𝐹

(︂
𝑁

𝑘

(︂
𝑘

𝑁
𝑌𝑁−𝑘,𝑁

)︂
𝑁𝜌 + 1

𝑁𝜌

)︂
− 𝑈𝐹

(︂
𝑁

𝑘

(︂
𝑘

𝑁
𝑌𝑁−𝑘,𝑁

)︂)︂)︂

=
√

𝑘

(︂
𝑁𝜌 + 1

𝑁𝜌
− 1

)︂(︂
𝑘

𝑁
𝑌𝑁−𝑘,𝑁

)︂ 𝑁
𝑘 𝑈 ′

𝐹

(︁
𝑁
𝑘 𝑥𝑁

)︁
𝑁
𝑘 𝑈 ′

𝐹

(︁
𝑁
𝑘

)︁ , 𝑥𝑁 ∈
[︂

𝑘

𝑁
𝑌𝑁−𝑘,𝑁 ,

(︂
𝑘

𝑁
𝑌𝑁−𝑘,𝑁

)︂
𝑁𝜌 + 1

𝑁𝜌

]︂

where the last line follows by the mean value theorem. We now deal with the last two terms
in the above expression. By corollary 2.2.2 in de Haan and Ferreira (2006), (𝑘/𝑁)𝑌𝑁−𝑘,𝑁

𝑝−→ 1.
By corollary 1.1.10 in de Haan and Ferreira (2006) under assumptions 1 and 4 it holds that
lim𝑡→∞ 𝑈 ′

𝐹 (𝑡𝑥)/𝑈 ′
𝐹 (𝑡) = 𝑥𝛾−1 locally uniformly in 𝑥. Since 𝑥𝑁 → 1 as 𝑁 → ∞ and 𝑘 → ∞, 𝑘 =

𝑜(𝑁), we conclude that 𝑈 ′
𝐹

(︁
𝑁
𝑘 𝑥𝑁

)︁
/𝑈 ′

𝐹

(︁
𝑁
𝑘

)︁
→ 1. Combining these observations, we obtain that

√
𝑘

𝑁
𝑘 𝑈 ′

𝐹

(︁
𝑁
𝑘

)︁ (︂𝑈𝐹

(︂
𝑁

𝑘

(︂
𝑘

𝑁
𝑌𝑁−𝑘,𝑁

)︂
𝑁𝜌 + 1

𝑁𝜌

)︂
− 𝑈𝐹

(︂
𝑁

𝑘

(︂
𝑘

𝑁
𝑌𝑁−𝑘,𝑁

)︂)︂)︂
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= 𝑂𝑝

(︂√
𝑘

[︂
𝑁𝜌 + 1

𝑁𝜌
− 1

]︂)︂
= 𝑂𝑝(𝑁 𝛿/2𝑁−(𝛿/2+𝜈)) = 𝑂𝑝(𝑁−𝜈) = 𝑜𝑝(1).

where we apply the assumption that 𝑘 = 𝑁 𝛿 in the third equality.
Now we show that √

𝑘

𝑐𝑁

1
𝑇 𝑝

𝐺−1
𝑇 (1 − 𝑢̃𝑆,𝑁,𝑇 ) 𝑝−→ 0. (A.17)

Suppose that sup𝑇 E|𝜀𝑖,𝑇 |𝛽 < ∞ (proof is analogous if 𝐺𝑇 ∼ 𝑁(𝜇𝑇 , 𝜎2
𝑇 )). As in eq. (A.9)

1
𝑇 𝑝

𝐺−1
𝑇

(︂
1 − 𝑈𝑘,𝑁

1
𝑁𝜌 + 1

)︂
∼ 𝑂

⎛⎝ 𝑁𝜌/𝛽

𝑈
1/𝛽
𝑘,𝑁 𝑇 𝑝

⎞⎠
By corollary 1.1.10 in de Haan and Ferreira (2006) 𝑈 ′

𝐹 ∈ 𝑅𝑉𝛾−1, hence for some slowly varying
function 𝐿 we can write 𝑈 ′

𝐹 (𝑥) = 𝑥𝛾−1𝐿(𝑥) (be lemma A.4). Then 𝑐𝑁 = (𝑁/𝑘)𝑈 ′
𝐹 (𝑁/𝑘) =

(𝑁/𝑘)𝛾 𝐿 (𝑁/𝑘). Hence
√

𝑘

𝑐𝑁

1
𝑇 𝑝

𝐺1
𝑇 (1 − 𝑢̃𝑆,𝑁,𝑇 ) = 𝑂

⎛⎝√
𝑘

1(︁
𝑁
𝑘

)︁𝛾
𝐿
(︁

𝑁
𝑘

)︁ 𝑁𝜌/𝛽

𝑈
1/𝛽
𝑘,𝑁 𝑇 𝑝

⎞⎠
= 𝑂𝑝

⎛⎝𝑘1/2+𝛾−1/𝛽𝑁−𝛾+𝜌/𝛽+1/𝛽 1
𝐿
(︁

𝑁
𝑘

)︁ 1
𝑇 𝑝

⎞⎠ = 𝑂𝑝

(︃
𝑁 𝛿/2(1+1/𝛽)+(1−𝛿)(−𝛾′+1/𝛽)+𝜈/𝛽

𝑇 𝑝

𝑁−κ(1−𝛿)

𝐿 (𝑁1−𝛿)

)︃

where in the second equality we again use corollary 2.2.2 in de Haan and Ferreira (2006) to conclude
that (𝑁/𝑘) × 1/𝑈𝑘,𝑁

𝑑= (𝑘/𝑁) 𝑌𝑁−𝑘,𝑁
𝑝−→ 1; in the third line we write 𝛾 = 𝛾′ + κ where κ > 0 by

assumption. The above expression is now 𝑜𝑝(1) by assumptions of the proposition and since 𝐿 is
slowly varying.

Combining together equations (A.16) and (A.17) shows that (A.14) holds. To prove that
(A.15) holds, proceed as above 𝑢̃𝑠,𝑁,𝑇 = 𝑈𝑘,𝑁 /𝑁𝜌; observe that 𝑢̃𝑠,𝑁,𝑇 lies in [0, 𝜖] with probability
approaching 1 for any 𝜖 ∈ (0, 1).

B Inference

B.1 Proof of Lemmas 4.1- 4.2, Theorems 4.3-4.4, Remark 9

Proof of lemma 4.1. We split the proof by sign of 𝛾. First, let 𝛾 > 0. Let 𝐹𝑟 be an RV with
𝑃 (𝐹𝑟 ≤ 𝑥) = exp(−𝑥−1/𝛾) for 𝑥 ≥ 0 and 0 for 𝑥 < 0; note that (𝐸*

1)−𝛾 𝑑= 𝐹𝑟. Then

1
𝐹 −1

(︁
1 − 1

𝑁

)︁ [︂𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝐹 −1
(︂

1 − 𝑙

𝑁

)︂]︂
= 1

𝑈𝐹 (𝑁)

[︂
𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝑈𝐹

(︂
𝑁

𝑙

)︂]︂

= 1
𝑈𝐹 (𝑁)𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝑈𝐹 (𝑁 × 𝑙−1)

𝑈𝐹 (𝑁) ⇒ 𝐹𝑟 − (𝑙−1)𝛾 = 𝐹𝑟 − 1
𝑙𝛾

,

since by corollary 1.2.10 in de Haan and Ferreira (2006) 𝑈𝐹 (𝑥) ∈ 𝑅𝑉𝛾 and 𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 /𝑈𝐹 (𝑁) ⇒ 𝐹𝑟 by
corollary 1.2.4 in de Haan and Ferreira (2006).
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For 𝛾 = 0 and let 𝐺𝑢 be an RV with 𝑃 (𝐺𝑢 ≤ 𝑥) = exp(−𝑒−𝑥) for 𝑥 ∈ R; note that − log(𝐸*
1) 𝑑=

𝐺𝑢. By corollary 1.2.4 in de Haan and Ferreira (2006) there exists a 𝑓(·) such that 𝛼𝑁 =
𝑓(𝐹 −1(1 − 1/𝑁)) for 𝛼𝑁 of eq. (A.5). For this 𝑓 we have

1
𝑓
(︁
𝐹 −1

(︁
1 − 1

𝑁

)︁)︁ (︂𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝐹 −1
(︂

1 − 𝑙

𝑁

)︂)︂

= 1
𝛼𝑁

(𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝑈𝐹 (𝑁)) + 1
𝛼𝑁

(︂
𝑈𝐹

(︂
𝑁

𝑙

)︂
− 𝑈𝐹 (𝑁)

)︂
⇒ 𝐺𝑢 − log(𝑙),

where the first term converges by corollary 1.2.4 in de Haan and Ferreira (2006) and the second
term by eq. (A.5).

For 𝛾 < 0 necessarily 𝐹 −1(1) = 𝑈𝐹 (∞) < ∞. Let 𝑊 be an RV with 𝑃 (𝑊 ≤ 𝑥) =
exp(−(−𝑥)−1/𝛾) for 𝑥 < 0 and 𝑃 (𝑊 ≤ 𝑥) = 1 for 𝑥 ≥ 0, note that −(𝐸*

1)−𝛾 𝑑= 𝑊 . Then

1
𝐹 −1(1) − 𝐹 −1

(︁
1 − 1

𝑁

)︁ (︂𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝐹 −1
(︂

1 − 𝑙

𝑁

)︂)︂

= 1
𝑈𝐹 (∞) − 𝑈𝐹 (𝑁) (𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝑈𝐹 (∞)) + 𝑈𝐹 (∞) − 𝑈𝐹 (𝑁/𝑙)

𝑈𝐹 (∞) − 𝑈𝐹 (𝑁) ⇒ 𝑊 + 1
𝑙𝛾

,

where the first term converges by corollary 1.2.4 in de Haan and Ferreira (2006) and 𝑈𝐹 (∞)−𝑈𝐹 (𝑥) ∈
𝑅𝑉𝛾 by corollary 1.2.10 in de Haan and Ferreira (2006).

Proof of lemma 4.2. Let 𝛼𝑁 be as in eq. (A.5) and let 𝛽𝑁 = 𝑈𝐹 (𝑁). First we show that for the
constants 𝛼𝑁 , 𝛽𝑁 it holds that(︂

𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝛽𝑁

𝛼𝑁
,
𝜗𝑁−1,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝛽𝑁

𝛼𝑁
, . . . ,

𝜗𝑁−𝑞,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝛽𝑁

𝛼𝑁

)︂
⇒ 𝛾−1

(︁
(𝐸*

1)−𝛾 − 1, (𝐸*
1 + 𝐸*

2)−𝛾 − 1, . . . , (𝐸*
1 + 𝐸*

2 + · · · + 𝐸*
𝑞+1)−𝛾 − 1

)︁
. (B.1)

Let 𝐸1, . . . , 𝐸𝑞+1 be iid standard exponential RVs, and 𝐸*
1 , . . . , 𝐸*

𝑞+1 another iid set of standard
exponential RVs. Observe that 𝑃 (𝑈𝑇 (1/(1 − exp(−𝐸𝑖))) ≤ 𝑥) = 𝐻𝑇 (𝑥). Then

(𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 , 𝜗𝑁−1,𝑁,𝑇 , . . . , 𝜗𝑁−𝑞,𝑁,𝑇 )

𝑑=
(︃

𝑈𝑇

(︃
1

1 − exp(−𝐸1,𝑛)

)︃
, 𝑈𝑇

(︃
1

1 − exp (−𝐸2,𝑛)

)︃
, . . . , 𝑈𝑇

(︃
1

1 − exp(−𝐸𝑞+1,𝑛)

)︃)︃

𝑑=

⎛⎝𝑈𝑇

⎛⎝ 1
1 − exp

(︁
−𝐸*

1
𝑁

)︁
⎞⎠ , 𝑈𝑇

⎛⎝ 1
1 − exp

(︁
−𝐸*

1
𝑁 − 𝐸*

2
𝑁−1

)︁
⎞⎠ , . . . ,

, . . . , 𝑈𝑇

⎛⎜⎜⎝ 1

1 − exp
(︂

−𝐸*
1

𝑁 − 𝐸*
2

𝑁−1 − · · · − 𝐸*
𝑞+1

𝑁−𝑞

)︂
⎞⎟⎟⎠
⎞⎟⎟⎠ ,

where the second equality follows by the Rényi (1953) representation of order statistics from an

40



exponential sample (see expression (1.9) in Rényi (1953)). We conclude that(︂
𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝛽𝑁

𝛼𝑁
, . . . ,

𝜗𝑁−𝑞,𝑁 − 𝛽𝑁

𝛼𝑁

)︂

𝑑=

⎛⎜⎜⎜⎜⎝𝑈𝑇

⎛⎝ 1
1−exp

(︁
−

𝐸*
1

𝑁

)︁⎞⎠− 𝛽𝑁

𝛼𝑁
, . . . ,

𝑈𝑇

⎛⎜⎜⎝ 1

1−exp
(︂

−
𝐸*

1
𝑁

−
𝐸*

2
𝑁−1 −···−

𝐸*
𝑞+1

𝑁−𝑞

)︂
⎞⎟⎟⎠− 𝛽𝑁

𝛼𝑁

⎞⎟⎟⎟⎟⎠ . (B.2)

Examine the first coordinate in the above vector:

𝑈𝑇

⎛⎝ 1
1−exp

(︁
−

𝐸*
1

𝑁

)︁⎞⎠− 𝛽𝑁

𝛼𝑁
=

𝑈𝑇

⎛⎝ 𝑁

𝑁

(︁
1−exp

(︁
−

𝐸*
1

𝑁

)︁)︁⎞⎠− 𝛽𝑁

𝛼𝑁

=

𝑈𝐹

⎛⎝ 𝑁

𝑁

(︁
1−exp

(︁
−

𝐸*
1

𝑁

)︁)︁⎞⎠− 𝛽𝑁

𝛼𝑁
+

𝑈𝑇

⎛⎝ 𝑁

𝑁

(︁
1−exp

(︁
−

𝐸*
1

𝑁

)︁)︁⎞⎠− 𝑈𝐹

⎛⎝ 𝑁

𝑁

(︁
1−exp

(︁
−

𝐸*
1

𝑁

)︁)︁⎞⎠
𝛼𝑁

.

We can rewrite each term in eq. (B.2) as above by decomposing it into a 𝑈𝐹 a component and a
difference term involving 𝑈𝑇 and 𝑈𝐹 .

We separately analyze the two terms. First, by theorem 2.1.1 in de Haan and Ferreira (2006)

⎛⎜⎜⎜⎜⎝𝑈𝐹

⎛⎝ 1
1−exp

(︁
−

𝐸*
1

𝑁

)︁⎞⎠− 𝛽𝑁

𝛼𝑁
, . . . ,

𝑈𝐹

⎛⎜⎜⎝ 1

1−exp
(︂

−
𝐸*

1
𝑁

−
𝐸*

2
𝑁−1 −···−

𝐸*
𝑞+1

𝑁−𝑞

)︂
⎞⎟⎟⎠− 𝛽𝑁

𝛼𝑁

⎞⎟⎟⎟⎟⎠
⇒ 𝛾−1

(︁
(𝐸*

1)−𝛾 − 1, (𝐸*
1 + 𝐸*

2)−𝛾 − 1, . . . , (𝐸*
1 + 𝐸*

2 + · · · + 𝐸*
𝑞+1)−𝛾 − 1

)︁
. (B.3)

Second, the difference terms converge to zero. We show this for the first term only, the result follows
analogously for the other terms. First, write the difference term as

𝑈𝑇

⎛⎝ 𝑁

𝑁

(︁
1−exp

(︁
−

𝐸*
1

𝑁

)︁)︁⎞⎠− 𝑈𝐹

⎛⎝ 𝑁

𝑁

(︁
1−exp

(︁
−

𝐸*
1

𝑁

)︁)︁⎞⎠
𝛼𝑁

(B.4)

=

𝑈𝑇

⎛⎝ 𝑁

𝑁

(︁
1−exp

(︁
−

𝐸*
1

𝑁

)︁)︁⎞⎠− 𝑈𝑇 (𝑁)

𝛼𝑁
−

𝑈𝐹

⎛⎝ 𝑁

𝑁

(︁
1−exp

(︁
−

𝐸*
1

𝑁

)︁)︁⎞⎠− 𝑈𝐹 (𝑁)

𝛼𝑁
+ 𝑈𝐹 (𝑁) − 𝑈𝑇 (𝑁)

𝛼𝑁
.

We show that above expression is 𝑜(1) in two steps. First, we show that the difference of the
first two terms in the above display tends to zero. Define ℎ̃𝑁,𝑇 (𝑥) = (𝑈𝑇 (𝑁𝑥) − 𝑈𝑇 (𝑁))/𝛼𝑁 . ℎ̃𝑁,𝑇

converges pointwise to ℎ̃(𝑥) = (𝑥𝛾 − 1)/𝛾 as 𝑁, 𝑇 → ∞ by theorem 3.1, lemma A.1, and eq. (A.5)
with 𝑈𝑇 in place of 𝑈𝐹 . Since the limit is continuous, and ℎ̃𝑁,𝑇 (𝑥) is monotonic in 𝑥, convergence
is locally uniform in 𝑦 (see section 0.1 in Resnick (1987)). Define 𝑥𝑁 = 𝑁(1 − exp(−𝐸*

1/𝑁)). Then
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𝑥𝑁 → 𝐸*
1 and 𝑥𝑁 is a bounded sequence. Then as 𝑁, 𝑇 → ∞ it holds that ℎ̃𝑁,𝑇 (𝑥−1

𝑁 ) → ℎ̃((𝐸*
1)−1)

(observe that 𝐸*
1 does not depend on 𝑁 or 𝑇 ). Similarly, define 𝑓𝑁 (𝑥) = (𝑈𝐹 (𝑁𝑥) − 𝑈𝐹 (𝑁))/𝛼𝑁 .

𝑓𝑁 (𝑥) converges to the same limit ℎ̃(𝑥) by eq. (A.5). As 𝑓𝑁 (𝑥) is monotonic, convergence is also
locally uniform in 𝑥, so analogously 𝑓𝑁 (𝑥−1

𝑁 ) → ℎ̃((𝐸*
1)−1). Thus the difference between the first

two terms in eq. (B.4) tends to zero. Second, (𝑈𝐹 (𝑁) − 𝑈𝑇 (𝑁))/𝛼𝑁 = 𝑜(1) as in the proof of
theorem 3.1 (take 𝜏 = 1 and recall that conditions of theorem 3.1 are assumed to hold).

Combining the above argument with eq. (B.3), we obtain eq. (B.1).
Last, we translate from the constants (𝛼𝑁 , 𝛽𝑁 ) to the constants of the statement of the lemma.

We only show this for the first coordinate in eq. (B.1), the argument for the other coordinates is
identical, and we split the proof by sign of 𝛾. For 𝛾 < 0

𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝑈𝐹 (∞)
𝑈𝐹 (∞) − 𝑈(𝑁) = 𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝛽𝑁

𝛼𝑁

𝛼𝑁

𝑈𝐹 (∞) − 𝑈(𝑁) − 1 ⇒ −(𝐸*
1)−𝛾 − 1

𝛾
× 𝛾 − 1.

where the result follows from lemma 1.2.9 in de Haan and Ferreira (2006) . For 𝛾 > 0

𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇

𝑈𝐹 (𝑁) = 𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝛽𝑁

𝛼𝑁

𝛼𝑁

𝑈𝐹 (𝑁) + 1 ⇒ (𝐸*
1)−𝛾 − 1

𝛾
× 𝛾 + 1 = (𝐸*

1)−𝛾 .

where the result follows from lemma 1.2.9 in de Haan and Ferreira (2006). For 𝛾 = 0 the constants
in the lemma statement are in fact 𝛼𝑁 , 𝛽𝑁 (corollary 1.2.4 in de Haan and Ferreira (2006)) We only
need to represent ((𝐸*

1)−𝛾 − 1))/𝛾 in the form given in the theorem statement. Observe that that
for 𝑥 > 0 (𝑥−𝛾 − 1)/𝛾 → − log(𝑥) as 𝛾 → 0 (note the minus). The conclusion follows.

Proof of theorem 4.3. Follows immediately from lemmas 4.1 and 4.2 and the continuous mapping
theorem.

We now turn towards the proof of theorem 4.4. We begin by computing the order of the difference
between the noisy and the noiseless maximum. Define 𝐸𝐴𝑁,𝑇 = max{𝑇 −𝑝|𝜀1,𝑇 |, . . . , 𝑇 −𝑝|𝜀𝑁,𝑇 |}.
Since 𝜗𝑖,𝑇 = 𝜃𝑖 + 𝑇 −𝑝𝜀𝑖,𝑇 , the following elementary inequality holds:

𝜃𝑁,𝑁 − 𝐸𝐴𝑁 ≤ 𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 ≤ 𝜃𝑁,𝑁 + 𝐸𝐴𝑁 or |𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝜃𝑁,𝑁 | ≤ 𝐸𝐴𝑁,𝑇 . (B.5)

Lemma B.1. (1) If sup𝑇 E|𝜀𝑖,𝑇 |𝛽 < ∞ for some 𝛽 > 0, then 𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝜃𝑁,𝑁 is 𝑂𝑝(𝑁1/𝛽/𝑇 𝑝).
(2) Let assumption 3 hold and 𝜀𝑖,𝑇 ∼ 𝑁(𝜇𝑇 , 𝜎2

𝑇 ) for all 𝑇 . Then 𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 −𝜃𝑁,𝑁 = 𝑂𝑝(
√︀

log(𝑁)/𝑇 𝑝).

Proof. Consider (1), Let 𝑡 > 0. We compare 𝐸𝐴𝑁,𝑇 to 𝑁 𝑠/𝑇 𝑝 for 𝑠 ≥ 0:

𝑃

(︂
𝐸𝐴𝑁,𝑇

𝑁 𝑠/𝑇 𝑝
≥ 𝑡

)︂
= 𝑃

(︃
𝑁⋃︁

𝑖=1

{︂ 1
𝑇 𝑝

|𝜀𝑖,𝑇 |
𝑁 𝑠/𝑇 𝑝

≥ 𝑡

}︂)︃
≤

𝑁∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑃

(︂ |𝜀𝑖,𝑇 |
𝑁 𝑠/𝑇 𝑝

≥ 𝑡𝑇 𝑝
)︂

≤ 𝑁𝑃 (|𝜀𝑖,𝑇 | ≥ 𝑡𝑁 𝑠)

≤ 𝑁
E|𝜀𝑖,𝑇 |𝛽

𝑡𝛽𝑁𝛽𝑠
≤ sup𝑇 E|𝜀𝑖,𝑇 |𝛽

𝑡𝛽
𝑁1−𝛽𝑠,

where we use Markov’s inequality in the penultimate step. Setting 𝑠 = 1/𝛽 shows that these
probabilities are bounded, uniformly in 𝑇 , hence 𝐸𝐴𝑁,𝑇 = 𝑂𝑝

(︁
𝑁1/𝛽/𝑇 𝑝

)︁
. The result follows by
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inequality (B.5).
Consider (2). By assumption 3, (𝜇𝑇 , 𝜎2

𝑇 ) is a bounded sequence. 𝐸𝐴𝑁,𝑇 is a maximum of
independent normal variables of bounded mean and variance. Then 𝐸𝐴𝑁,𝑇 = 𝑂𝑝

(︁√︀
log(𝑁)/𝑇 𝑝

)︁
.

The result then follows by inequality (B.5).

Proof of theorem 4.4. The proof changes depending on whether 𝑙 = 0 or 𝑙 > 0. We begin with 𝑙 = 0
and 𝛾 < 0. Label

𝐽(𝑥) = 𝑃

(︃
(𝐸*

1 + · · · + 𝐸*
𝑟+1)−𝛾

(𝐸*
1 + · · · + 𝐸*

𝑞+1)−𝛾 − (𝐸*
1)−𝛾

≤ 𝑥

)︃
, 𝐽𝑁,𝑇 (𝑥) = 𝑃

(︃
𝜗𝑁−𝑟,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝐹 −1(1)
𝜗𝑁−𝑞,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇

≤ 𝑥

)︃
,

using notation of theorem 4.3. Theorem 4.3 shows that 𝐽𝑁 ⇒ 𝐽 .
Add and subtract 𝐹 −1(1) in 𝐿𝑏,𝑁,𝑇 to obtain

𝐿𝑏,𝑁,𝑇 (𝑥) = 1(︀𝑁
𝑏

)︀ (𝑁
𝑏 )∑︁

𝑠=1
I

⎧⎨⎩𝜗
(𝑠)
𝑏−𝑟,𝑏,𝑇 − 𝐹 −1(1)

𝜗
(𝑠)
𝑏−𝑞,𝑏,𝑇 − 𝜗

(𝑠)
𝑏,𝑏,𝑇

+ 𝐹 −1(1) − 𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇

𝜗
(𝑠)
𝑏−𝑞,𝑏,𝑇 − 𝜗

(𝑠)
𝑏,𝑏,𝑇

≤ 𝑥

⎫⎬⎭.

Fix an arbitrary 𝜖 > 0 and define the event 𝐸𝑁,𝑇 =
{︁⃒⃒⃒

(𝐹 −1(1) − 𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 )/(𝜗(𝑠)
𝑏−𝑞,𝑏,𝑇 − 𝜗

(𝑠)
𝑏,𝑏,𝑇 )

⃒⃒⃒
≤ 𝜖

}︁
.

The goal is to show that 𝑃 (𝐸𝑁,𝑇 ) → 1 for any 𝜀 > 0 as 𝑁, 𝑇 → ∞. Write

𝐹 −1(1) − 𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇

𝜗
(𝑠)
𝑏−𝑘,𝑏,𝑇 − 𝜗

(𝑠)
𝑏,𝑏,𝑇

= 𝐹 −1(1) − 𝜃𝑁,𝑁

𝜗
(𝑠)
𝑏−𝑞,𝑏,𝑇 − 𝜗

(𝑠)
𝑏,𝑏,𝑇

+ 𝜃𝑁,𝑁 − 𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇

𝜗
(𝑠)
𝑏−𝑞,𝑏,𝑇 − 𝜗

(𝑠)
𝑏,𝑏,𝑇

. (B.6)

We show that both terms are 𝑜𝑝(1), which allows us to conclude that 𝑃 (𝐸𝑁,𝑇 ) → 1. Focus on the
first term in eq. (B.6). Recall that 𝐹 −1(1) = 𝑈𝐹 (∞) and write the term as

𝐹 −1(1) − 𝜃𝑁,𝑁

𝜗
(𝑠)
𝑏−𝑞,𝑏,𝑇 − 𝜗

(𝑠)
𝑏,𝑏,𝑇

= 𝑈𝐹 (∞) − 𝜃𝑁,𝑁

𝑈𝐹 (∞) − 𝑈𝐹 (𝑁)
𝑈𝐹 (∞) − 𝑈𝐹 (𝑏)
𝜗

(𝑠)
𝑏−𝑞,𝑏,𝑇 − 𝜗

(𝑠)
𝑏,𝑏,𝑇

𝑈𝐹 (∞) − 𝑈𝐹 (𝑁)
𝑈𝐹 (∞) − 𝑈𝐹 (𝑏) .

(1) The first term is 𝑂𝑝(1) under assumption 2 by corollary 1.2.4 in de Haan and Ferreira (2006).
This term does not depend on 𝑇 .

(2) Second term is 𝑂𝑝(1) by lemma 4.2. Lemma 4.2 applies to subsample 𝑠, since (𝑁, 𝑇 ) satisfy
conditions of proposition 3.2, and 𝑏 = 𝑜(𝑁).

(3) Last, (𝑈𝐹 (∞)−𝑈𝐹 (𝑡)) ∈ 𝑅𝑉𝛾 by corollary 1.2.10 in de Haan and Ferreira (2006). By proposition
0.5 in Resnick (1987) (𝑈𝐹 (∞) − 𝑈𝐹 (𝑥𝑡))/(𝑈𝐹 (∞) − 𝑈𝐹 (𝑡)) → 𝑥𝛾 uniformly on intervals of the
form (𝑏, ∞). Hence, using 𝑏 = 𝑁𝑚, 𝑚 < 1, 𝛾 < 0, we obtain

𝑈𝐹 (∞) − 𝑈𝐹 (𝑁)
𝑈𝐹 (∞) − 𝑈𝐹 (𝑁𝑚) = 𝑈𝐹 (∞) − 𝑈𝐹 ((𝑁1−𝑚𝑁𝑚))

𝑈𝐹 (∞) − 𝑈𝐹 (𝑁𝑚) ∼ (𝑁1−𝑚)𝛾 → 0.

The last term is 𝑜(1).
Overall the first term in eq. (B.6) is 𝑜𝑝(1)

Now focus on the second term in eq. (B.6). Let condition (1) of proposition 3.2 hold (the proof
is analogous if condition (2) holds instead). Since sup𝑇 E|𝜀𝑖,𝑇 |𝛽 < ∞, by lemma B.1 we conclude
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that 𝜃𝑁,𝑁 − 𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 = 𝑂𝑝(𝑁1/𝛽/𝑇 𝑝). By lemma 4.2, (𝜗(𝑠)
𝑏−𝑞,𝑏,𝑇 − 𝜗

(𝑠)
𝑏,𝑏,𝑇 )/(𝑈𝐹 (∞) − 𝑈𝐹 (𝑏)) is 𝑂𝑝(1).

In addition, by corollary 1.2.10 in de Haan and Ferreira (2006) 1/(𝑈𝐹 (∞) − 𝑈𝐹 (𝑡)) is 𝑅𝑉−𝛾 , so by
lemma A.4 we can write 1/(𝑈𝐹 (∞) − 𝑈𝐹 (𝑡)) = 𝑡−𝛾𝐿(𝑡) for some slowly varying 𝐿. Since 𝑏 = 𝑁𝑚,
we obtain

𝜃𝑁,𝑁 − 𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇

𝜗
(𝑠)
𝑏−𝑞,𝑏,𝑇 − 𝜗

(𝑠)
𝑏,𝑏,𝑇

= (𝜃𝑁,𝑁 − 𝜗𝑁,𝑁,𝑇 ) 𝑈𝐹 (∞) − 𝑈𝐹 (𝑏)
𝜗

(𝑠)
𝑏−𝑞,𝑏,𝑇 − 𝜗

(𝑠)
𝑏,𝑏,𝑇

1
𝑈𝐹 (∞) − 𝑈𝐹 (𝑏)

= 𝑂𝑝

(︃
𝑁1/𝛽

𝑇 𝑝

)︃
𝑂𝑝
(︀
𝑁−𝛾𝑚𝐿(𝑁𝑚)

)︀
. (B.7)

𝐿(𝑁𝑚) diverges at rate slower than any power of 𝑁𝑚. Then the expression in (B.7) is 𝑜𝑝(1) if for
some 𝜅 > 0 it holds that 𝑁1/𝛽−𝛾𝑚+𝜅𝑇 −𝑝 → 0. However, such a 𝜅 > 0 exists since assumptions of
proposition 3.2 hold and 𝛾 < 𝛾𝑚.

The remainder of the proof now proceeds as in Politis and Romano (1994). Define

𝐿̃𝑏,𝑁,𝑇 = 1(︀𝑁
𝑏

)︀ (𝑁
𝑏 )∑︁

𝑠=1
I

⎧⎨⎩ 𝜗
(𝑠)
𝑏,𝑏,𝑇 − 𝑈𝐹 (∞)

𝜗
(𝑠)
𝑏−𝑞,𝑏,𝑇 − 𝜗

(𝑠)
𝑏,𝑏,𝑇

≤ 𝑥

⎫⎬⎭.

On the event 𝐸𝑁,𝑇 it holds that 𝐿̃𝑏,𝑁,𝑇 (𝑥 − 𝜖) ≤ 𝐿𝑏,𝑁,𝑇 (𝑥) ≤ 𝐿̃𝑏,𝑁,𝑇 (𝑥 + 𝜖). Since 𝑃 (𝐸𝑁,𝑇 ) → 1,
the above also holds with probability approaching one. Observe that E(𝐿̃𝑛,𝑏(𝑥)) = 𝐽𝑏,𝑇 (𝑥) ⇒ 𝐽(𝑥).
𝐿̃𝑏,𝑁,𝑇 is a U-statistic of order 𝑏 with kernel bounded between 0 and 1. By theorem A on p. 201
in Serfling (1980) it holds that 𝐿̃𝑏,𝑁,𝑇 (𝑥) − 𝐽𝑏,𝑇 (𝑥) 𝑝−→ 0. Then, as in Politis and Romano (1994),
for any 𝜖 > 0 with probability approaching it holds that 𝐽(𝑥 − 𝜖) − 𝜖 ≤ 𝐿𝑏,𝑁,𝑇 ≤ 𝐽(𝑥 + 𝜖) + 𝜖.
Letting 𝜖 → 0 shows that 𝐿𝑏,𝑁,𝑇 (𝑥) → 𝐽(𝑥) at all continuity points 𝑥 of 𝐽(𝑥). This also shows that
𝑐𝛼 = 𝐿−1

𝑏,𝑁,𝑇 (𝛼) → 𝐽−1(𝛼) = 𝑐𝛼 since weak convergence of cdfs is equivalent to weak convergence of
quantiles.

Now consider the case of 𝑙 > 0. Add and subtract 𝑈𝐹 (𝑏/𝑙) in the subsampling estimator:

𝐿𝑏,𝑁,𝑇 (𝑥) = 1(︀𝑁
𝑏

)︀ (𝑁
𝑏 )∑︁

𝑠=1
I

⎧⎨⎩𝜗
(𝑠)
𝑏−𝑟,𝑏,𝑇 − 𝑈𝐹 (𝑏/𝑙)

𝜗
(𝑠)
𝑏−𝑞,𝑏,𝑇 − 𝜗

(𝑠)
𝑏,𝑏,𝑇

+
𝑈𝐹 (𝑏/𝑙) − 𝜗𝑁−𝑁𝑙/𝑏,𝑁,𝑇

𝜗
(𝑠)
𝑏−𝑞,𝑏,𝑇 − 𝜗

(𝑠)
𝑏,𝑏,𝑇

≤ 𝑥

⎫⎬⎭.

First, since 𝑏 satisfies the conditions of theorem 4.3

𝜗
(𝑠)
𝑏−𝑟,𝑏,𝑇 − 𝑈𝐹 (𝑏/𝑙)

𝜗
(𝑠)
𝑏−𝑞,𝑏,𝑇 − 𝜗

(𝑠)
𝑏,𝑏,𝑇

⇒
(𝐸*

1 + · · · + 𝐸*
𝑟+1)−𝛾 + 𝑙−𝛾

(𝐸*
1 + · · · + 𝐸*

𝑞+1)−𝛾 − (𝐸*
1)−𝛾

.

Similarly to the above, fix some 𝜖 > 0 and define the event

𝐸𝑁,𝑇 =

⎧⎨⎩
⃒⃒⃒⃒
⃒⃒𝑈𝐹 (𝑏/𝑙) − 𝜗𝑁−𝑁𝑙/𝑏,𝑁,𝑇

𝜗
(𝑠)
𝑏−𝑞,𝑏,𝑇 − 𝜗

(𝑠)
𝑏,𝑏,𝑇

⃒⃒⃒⃒
⃒⃒ ≤ 𝜖

⎫⎬⎭. (B.8)

The goal is is to show that 𝑃 (𝐸𝑁,𝑇 ) → 1 for any 𝜖 > 0 under the assumptions of the theorem, the
proof will then proceed as above. We show this separately for different signs of 𝛾. Let 𝛾 < 0 and
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write the expression under the absolute value as⎡⎣√︃𝑁𝑙

𝑏

𝑈𝐹 (𝑏/𝑙) − 𝜗𝑁−𝑁𝑙/𝑏,𝑁,𝑇

𝑏
𝑙 𝑈

′
𝐹 ( 𝑏

𝑙 )

⎤⎦⎡⎣𝑈𝐹 (∞) − 𝑈𝐹 (𝑏)
𝜗

(𝑠)
𝑏−𝑞,𝑏,𝑇 − 𝜗

(𝑠)
𝑏,𝑏,𝑇

⎤⎦⎡⎣ 𝑏
𝑙 𝑈

′
𝐹

(︁
𝑏
𝑙

)︁
√︁

𝑁𝑙
𝑏 (𝑈𝐹 (∞) − 𝑈𝐹 (𝑏))

⎤⎦ . (B.9)

The first term is 𝑂𝑝(1) by theorem 3.3 taken with 𝑘 = 𝑁𝑙/𝑏. Conditions of theorem 3.3 hold,
since 𝑘 = 𝑁𝑙/𝑏 ∼ 𝑁1−𝑚 and conditions of proposition 3.4 are assumed to hold for 𝛿 = 1 − 𝑚.
The second term is 𝑂𝑝(1) by lemma 4.2 as the conditions of proposition 3.2 hold for 𝑁 (and
hence for 𝑏). Finally, by corollary 1.1.14 in de Haan and Ferreira (2006) under assumption 4
(𝑏/𝑙)𝑈 ′

𝐹

(︁
𝑏
𝑙

)︁
/(𝑈𝐹 (∞) − 𝑈𝐹 (𝑏)) → −𝛾. Multiplying this by (𝑁𝑙/𝑏)−1/2 → 0 shows that overall the

last term is 𝑜(1). We conclude that overall the expression in eq. (B.9) is 𝑜𝑝(1).
For 𝛾 > 0 instead write the expression under the absolute value in eq. (B.8) as

𝑈𝐹 (𝑏/𝑙) − 𝜗𝑁− 𝑁𝑙
𝑏

,𝑁,𝑇

𝜗
(𝑠)
𝑏−𝑞,𝑏,𝑇 − 𝜗

(𝑠)
𝑏,𝑏,𝑇

=

⎡⎣√︃𝑁𝑙

𝑏

𝑈𝐹 (𝑏/𝑙) − 𝜗𝑁− 𝑁𝑙
𝑏

,𝑁,𝑇

𝑏
𝑙 𝑈

′
𝐹 ( 𝑏

𝑙 )

⎤⎦⎡⎣ 𝑈𝐹 (𝑏)
𝜗

(𝑠)
𝑏−𝑞,𝑏,𝑇 − 𝜗

(𝑠)
𝑏,𝑏,𝑇

⎤⎦⎡⎣ 𝑏
𝑙 𝑈

′
𝐹

(︁
𝑏
𝑙

)︁
√︁

𝑁𝑙
𝑏 𝑈𝐹 (𝑏)

⎤⎦ .

The last term is 𝑜(1) by corollary 1.1.12 in de Haan and Ferreira (2006), other terms are as above.
For 𝛾 = 0 write the term of interest as

𝑈𝐹 (𝑏/𝑙) − 𝜗𝑁− 𝑁𝑙
𝑏

,𝑁,𝑇

𝜗
(𝑠)
𝑏−𝑞,𝑏,𝑇 − 𝜗

(𝑠)
𝑏,𝑏,𝑇

=

⎡⎣√︃𝑁𝑙

𝑏

𝑈𝐹 (𝑏/𝑙) − 𝜗𝑁− 𝑁𝑙
𝑏

,𝑁,𝑇

𝑏
𝑙 𝑈

′
𝐹 ( 𝑏

𝑙 )

⎤⎦⎡⎣ 𝑏
𝑙 𝑈

′
𝐹

(︁
𝑏
𝑙

)︁
𝜗

(𝑠)
𝑏−𝑞,𝑏,𝑇 − 𝜗

(𝑠)
𝑏,𝑏,𝑇

⎤⎦⎡⎣ 1√︁
𝑁𝑙
𝑏

⎤⎦ .

The first term is 𝑂𝑝(1) as above. The second term is 𝑂𝑝(1) by lemma 4.2 as by corollaries 1.1.10
and 1.2.4 in de Haan and Ferreira (2006) under assumption 4 we may take 𝑓 (𝑈𝐹 (𝑁)) = 𝑁𝑈 ′

𝐹 (𝑁).
Finally, the last term is 𝑜(1).

Proof of remark 9. Let 𝛾 > 0 and consider 𝛾𝐻 . Under conditions of theorem 4.3 eq. (A.5) holds
with 𝑈𝑇 in place of 𝑈𝐹 . By lemma 1.2.10 in de Haan and Ferreira (2006), this convergence is
equivalent to 𝑈𝑇 (𝑡𝑥)/𝑈𝑇 (𝑥) → 𝑥𝛾 for all 𝑥 > 0. Now proof of theorem 3.2.2 in de Haan and Ferreira
(2006) applies with 𝑈𝑇 in place of 𝑈𝐹 (𝑈 in their notation).

Consistency of 𝛾𝑃 𝑊 𝑀 for 𝛾 < 1 holds by theorem 3.6.1 in de Haan and Ferreira (2006) as eq.
(A.5) holds with 𝑈𝑇 in place of 𝑈𝐹 under the conditions of theorem 4.3.

B.2 Proof of Theorem 4.5

We begin by establishing several supporting lemmas.

Lemma B.2. Let 𝑈1,𝑁 ≤ · · · ≤ 𝑈𝑁,𝑁 be the order statistics from an iid sample of size 𝑁 from a
Uniform[0, 1] distribution. If 𝑘 = 𝑜(𝑁), 𝑠 = ⌊

√
𝑘⌋, and 𝑘 → ∞, then⎛⎝ √

𝑘
(︁

𝑁
𝑘 𝑈𝑘+1,𝑁 − 1

)︁
√

𝑘
(︁

𝑁
𝑘+𝑠𝑈𝑘+𝑠+1,𝑁 − 1

)︁⎞⎠ ⇒ 𝑁

(︃
0,

(︃
1 1
1 1

)︃)︃
.
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Proof. By lemma 2.2.3 in de Haan and Ferreira (2006)
√

𝑘
(︁

𝑁
𝑘 𝑈𝑘+1,𝑁 − 1

)︁
⇒ 𝑁(0, 1) ≡ 𝑍. To show

the result, we only need to show that the suitable scaled difference between 𝑈𝑘+1,𝑁 and 𝑈𝑘+𝑠−1,𝑁

converges to zero in probability. Consider

√
𝑘

(︂
𝑁

𝑘 + 𝑠
𝑈𝑘+𝑠+1,𝑁 − 1

)︂
−

√
𝑘

(︂
𝑁

𝑘
𝑈𝑘+1,𝑁 − 1

)︂
=

√
𝑘𝑁

(︂
𝑘

𝑘

1
𝑘 + 𝑠

𝑈𝑘+𝑠+1,𝑁 − 1
𝑘

𝑈𝑘+1,𝑁

)︂
= 𝑁√

𝑘

(︂
𝑈𝑘+𝑠+1 − 𝑈𝑘+1 − 𝑠

𝑁 + 1 − 𝑠

𝑘 + 𝑠
𝑈𝑘+𝑠+1,𝑁 + 𝑠

𝑁 + 1

)︂
= 𝑁√

𝑘

(︂
𝑈𝑘+𝑠+1 − 𝑈𝑘+1 − 𝑠

𝑁 + 1

)︂
− 𝑁√

𝑘

(︂
𝑠

𝑘 + 𝑠
𝑈𝑘+𝑠+1,𝑁 − 𝑠

𝑘 + 𝑠

𝑘 + 𝑠 + 1
𝑁 + 1

)︂
+ 𝑁√

𝑘

(︂
𝑠

𝑁 + 1 − 𝑠

𝑘 + 𝑠

𝑘 + 𝑠 + 1
𝑁 + 1

)︂
. (B.10)

We show that each of the terms in the last equality in eq. (B.10) is 𝑜𝑝(1). The last term:

𝑁√
𝑘

𝑠

𝑁 + 1

(︂
1 − 𝑘 + 𝑠 + 1

𝑘 + 𝑠

)︂
∼ 𝑠√

𝑘

(︂
1 − 𝑘 + 𝑠 + 1

𝑘 + 𝑠

)︂
→ 0 as 𝑠 ∼

√
𝑘, 𝑘 → ∞.

Consider the first term. A difference of order statistics from the uniform distribution follows a beta
distribution: if 𝑝 > 𝑟, then 𝑈𝑝,𝑁 − 𝑈𝑟,𝑁 ∼ Beta(𝑝 − 𝑟, 𝑁 − 𝑝 + 𝑟 + 1). Let 𝛿 > 0, then

𝑃

(︂⃒⃒⃒⃒
𝑁√

𝑘

(︂
𝑈𝑘+𝑠+1,𝑁 − 𝑈𝑘+1,𝑁 − 𝑠

𝑁 + 1

)︂⃒⃒⃒⃒
≥ 𝛿

)︂
= 𝑃

(︃
|Beta(𝑠, 𝑁 − 𝑠 + 1) − E (Beta(𝑠, 𝑁 − 𝑠 + 1))| ≥

√
𝑘

𝑁
𝛿

)︃

≤ Var(Beta(𝑠, 𝑁 − 𝑠 + 1))
𝛿2𝑘/𝑁2 =

𝑠(𝑁−𝑠+1)
(𝑁+1)2(𝑁+2)

𝛿2 𝑘
𝑁2

∼
𝑠

𝑁2

𝛿2 𝑘
𝑁2

= 𝑠

𝛿2𝑘
→ 0.

Last, turn to the second term. Since 𝑈𝑘+𝑠+1,𝑁 ∼Beta(𝑘 + 𝑠 + 1, 𝑛 − 𝑘 − 𝑠), for 𝛿 > 0 we have

𝑃

(︂
𝑁√

𝑘

⃒⃒⃒⃒
𝑠

𝑘 + 𝑠
𝑈𝑘+𝑠+1,𝑁 − 𝑠

𝑘 + 𝑠

𝑘 + 𝑠 + 1
𝑁 + 1

⃒⃒⃒⃒
≥ 𝛿

)︂
= 𝑃

(︃
|Beta(𝑘 + 𝑠 + 1, 𝑁 − 𝑘 − 𝑠) − E (Beta(𝑘 + 𝑠 + 1, 𝑁 − 𝑘 − 𝑠))| ≥ 𝛿

√
𝑘(𝑘 + 𝑠)

𝑁𝑠

)︃

≤ Var(Beta(𝑘 + 𝑠 + 1, 𝑁 − 𝑘 − 𝑠)) 𝑁2𝑠2

𝛿2𝑘(𝑘 + 𝑠)2 = (𝑘 + 𝑠 + 1)(𝑁 − 𝑘 − 𝑠)
(𝑁 + 1)2(𝑁 + 2)

𝑁2𝑠2

𝛿2𝑘(𝑘 + 𝑠)2

∼ (𝑘 + 𝑠 + 1)𝑠2

𝑘(𝑘 + 𝑠)2 ∼ 1
𝑘 + 𝑠

→ 0.

The assertion of the lemma now follows.

Lemma B.3. Let 𝜃 be sampled iid from 𝐹 , let assumption 4 hold. Let 𝑘 = 𝑜(𝑁), 𝑘 → ∞, 𝑠 = ⌊
√

𝑘⌋.
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Let 𝜃𝑁−𝑘,𝑁 , 𝜃𝑁−𝑘−𝑠,𝑁 be the order statistics from 𝐹 . Then as 𝑁 → ∞

√
𝑘

⎛⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎜⎝

𝜃𝑁−𝑘,𝑁 − 𝑈𝐹

(︁
𝑁
𝑘

)︁
𝑁
𝑘 𝑈 ′

𝐹

(︁
𝑁
𝑘

)︁
𝜃𝑁−𝑘−𝑠,𝑁 − 𝑈𝐹

(︁
𝑁

𝑘+𝑠

)︁
𝑁

𝑘+𝑠𝑈 ′
𝐹

(︁
𝑁

𝑘+𝑠

)︁

⎞⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎟⎠
⇒ 𝑁

(︃
0,

(︃
1 1
1 1

)︃)︃
.

Proof. We use the Cramer-Wold device together with a technique used by de Haan and Ferreira
(2006) in proving an asymptotic normality result for a single statistic under a von Mises condition
(see proof of theorem 2.2.1 therein). Observe that (in notation of lemma B.2) (𝜃𝑁−𝑘,𝑁 , 𝜃𝑁−𝑘−𝑠,𝑁 ) 𝑑=
(𝑈𝐹 (1/𝑈𝑘+1,𝑁 ) , 𝑈𝐹 (1/𝑈𝑘+𝑠+1,𝑁 )) . Let (𝑐1, 𝑐2) ∈ R2 and examine

𝑐1
√

𝑘
𝜃𝑁−𝑘,𝑁 − 𝑈𝐹

(︁
𝑁
𝑘

)︁
𝑁
𝑘 𝑈 ′

𝐹

(︁
𝑁
𝑘

)︁ + 𝑐2
√

𝑘
𝜃𝑁−𝑘−𝑠,𝑁 − 𝑈𝐹

(︁
𝑁

𝑘+𝑠

)︁
𝑁

𝑘+𝑠𝑈 ′
𝐹

(︁
𝑁

𝑘+𝑠

)︁
𝑑=𝑐1

√
𝑘

𝑈𝐹

(︁
𝑁
𝑘

𝑘
𝑁𝑈𝑘+1,𝑁

)︁
− 𝑈𝐹

(︁
𝑁
𝑘

)︁
𝑁
𝑘 𝑈 ′

𝐹

(︁
𝑁
𝑘

)︁ + 𝑐2
√

𝑘
𝑈𝐹

(︁
𝑁

𝑘+𝑠
𝑘+𝑠

𝑁𝑈𝑘+𝑠+1,𝑁

)︁
− 𝑈𝐹

(︁
𝑁

𝑘+𝑠

)︁
𝑁

𝑘+𝑠𝑈 ′
𝐹

(︁
𝑁

𝑘+𝑠

)︁
=𝑐1

√
𝑘

∫︁ 𝑘/(𝑁𝑈𝑘+1𝑁 )

1

𝑈 ′
𝐹

(︁
𝑁
𝑘 𝑡
)︁

𝑈 ′
𝐹

(︁
𝑁
𝑘

)︁ 𝑑𝑡 + 𝑐2
√

𝑘

∫︁ (𝑘+𝑠)/(𝑁𝑈𝑘+𝑠+1,𝑁 )

1

𝑈 ′
𝐹

(︁
𝑁

𝑘+𝑠 𝑡
)︁

𝑈 ′
𝐹

(︁
𝑁

𝑘+𝑠

)︁ 𝑑𝑡. (B.11)

Under assumption 4 𝑈 ′
𝐹 ∈ 𝑅𝑉𝛾−1 by corollary 1.1.10 in de Haan and Ferreira (2006) (up to

sign). Then by Potter’s inequalities (proposition B.1.9 (5) in de Haan and Ferreira (2006)) for any
𝜀, 𝜀′ > 0 starting from some 𝑁0 for 𝑡 ≥ 1 it holds that

(1 − 𝜀)𝑡𝛾−1−𝜀′
<

𝑈 ′
𝐹

(︁
𝑁
𝑘 𝑡
)︁

𝑈 ′
𝐹

(︁
𝑁
𝑘

)︁ < (1 + 𝜀)𝑡𝛾−1+𝜀′
,

(1 − 𝜀)𝑡𝛾−1−𝜀′
<

𝑈 ′
𝐹

(︁
𝑁

𝑘+𝑠 𝑡
)︁

𝑈 ′
𝐹

(︁
𝑁

𝑘+𝑠

)︁ < (1 + 𝜀)𝑡𝛾−1+𝜀′
.

Multiplying by
√

𝑘 and taking integrals with limits of integration as in in eq. (B.11), we obtain for
𝑐1, 𝑐2 ≥ 0

𝑐1(1 − 𝜀)
√

𝑘

(︁
𝑘

𝑁𝑈𝑘+1,𝑁

)︁𝛾−𝜀′

− 1
𝛾 − 𝜀′ + 𝑐2(1 − 𝜀)

√
𝑘

(︁
𝑘+𝑠

𝑁𝑈𝑘+𝑠+1,𝑁

)︁𝛾−𝜀′

− 1
𝛾 − 𝜀′

≤ 𝑐1
√

𝑘
𝑈𝐹

(︁
1

𝑈𝑘+1,𝑁

)︁
− 𝑈𝐹

(︁
𝑁
𝑘

)︁
𝑁
𝑘 𝑈 ′

𝐹

(︁
𝑁
𝑘

)︁ + 𝑐2
√

𝑘
𝑈𝐹

(︁
1

𝑈𝑘+𝑠+1,𝑁

)︁
− 𝑈𝐹

(︁
𝑁

𝑘+𝑠

)︁
𝑁
𝑘 𝑈 ′

𝐹

(︁
𝑁

𝑘+𝑠

)︁

≤ 𝑐1(1 + 𝜀)
√

𝑘

(︁
𝑘

𝑁𝑈𝑘+1,𝑁

)︁𝛾+𝜀′

− 1
𝛾 + 𝜀′ + 𝑐2(1 + 𝜀)

√
𝑘

(︁
𝑘+𝑠

𝑁𝑈𝑘+𝑠+1,𝑁

)︁𝛾+𝜀′

− 1
𝛾 + 𝜀′ .
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Similar inequalities apply for different combinations of signs of 𝑐1, 𝑐2, though with (1 − 𝜀) replaced
by (1 + 𝜀) for the terms with 𝑐𝑖 < 0. By lemma B.2 and the delta method we get that for any 𝜀′ > 0
that satisfies 𝜀′ ̸= ±𝛾

√
𝑘

⎛⎜⎜⎜⎜⎝
(︁

𝑘
𝑁𝑈𝑘+1,𝑁

)︁𝛾+𝜀′

−1

𝛾+𝜀′(︁
𝑘

𝑁𝑈𝑘+𝑠+1,𝑁

)︁𝛾+𝜀′

−1

𝛾+𝜀′

⎞⎟⎟⎟⎟⎠ ⇒ 𝑁

(︃
0,

(︃
1 1
1 1

)︃)︃
,

√
𝑘

⎛⎜⎜⎜⎜⎝
(︁

𝑘
𝑁𝑈𝑘+1,𝑁

)︁𝛾−𝜀′

−1

𝛾−𝜀′(︁
𝑘

𝑁𝑈𝑘+𝑠+1,𝑁

)︁𝛾−𝜀′

−1

𝛾−𝜀′

⎞⎟⎟⎟⎟⎠ ⇒ 𝑁

(︃
0,

(︃
1 1
1 1

)︃)︃
.

with convergence being joint for the two vectors. Since 𝜀 > 0 is arbitrary, we obtain that

𝑐1
√

𝑘
𝜃𝑁−𝑘,𝑁 − 𝑈𝐹

(︁
𝑁
𝑘

)︁
𝑁
𝑘 𝑈 ′

𝐹

(︁
𝑁
𝑘

)︁ + 𝑐2
√

𝑘
𝜃𝑁−𝑘−𝑠,𝑁 − 𝑈𝐹

(︁
𝑁

𝑘+𝑠

)︁
𝑁
𝑘 𝑈 ′

𝐹

(︁
𝑁

𝑘+𝑠

)︁
has the same asymptotic distribution as

𝑐1
√

𝑘

(︁
𝑘

𝑁𝑈𝑘+1,𝑁

)︁𝛾±𝜀′

− 1
𝛾 ± 𝜀′ + 𝑐2

√
𝑘

(︁
𝑘+𝑠

𝑁𝑈𝑘+𝑠+1,𝑁

)︁𝛾±𝜀′

− 1
𝛾 ± 𝜀′ .

Finally, the conclusion of the lemma follows by the Cramer-Wold device,

Proof of theorem 4.5. First, we focus on part (1) and establish the result for 𝜃. Since 𝐹 is differ-
entiable, so is 𝑈𝐹 , and 𝑈 ′

𝐹 (𝑡) = [(1 − 𝐹 (𝑈𝐹 (𝑡)))2]/[𝑓(𝑈𝐹 (𝑡))]. Since 𝐹 (𝑈𝐹 (𝑡)) is monotonic, the
monotonicity assumption on 𝑓 implies that eventually also 𝑈 ′

𝐹 is non-increasing/non-decreasing.
Let 𝑠 = ⌊

√
𝑘⌋. Recall 𝐹 −1(1 − 𝑘/𝑁) = 𝑈𝐹 (𝑁/𝑘), then

𝜃𝑁−𝑘,𝑁 − 𝐹 −1
(︁
1 − 𝑘

𝑁

)︁
𝜃𝑁−𝑘,𝑁 − 𝜃𝑁−𝑘−𝑠,𝑁

=

√
𝑘

𝑁
𝑘

𝑈 ′
𝐹 (𝑁/𝑘) (𝜃𝑁−𝑘,𝑁 − 𝑈𝐹 (𝑁/𝑘))
√

𝑘
𝑁
𝑘

𝑈 ′
𝐹 (𝑁/𝑘) (𝜃𝑁−𝑘,𝑁 − 𝜃𝑁−𝑘−𝑠,𝑁 )

. (B.12)

By lemma B.3 the numerator weakly converges to 𝑍 ≡ 𝑁(0, 1)
We show that the denominator converges to 1 in probability. Rewrite the denominator as

√
𝑘

𝑁
𝑘 𝑈 ′

𝐹 (𝑁/𝑘)
(𝜃𝑁−𝑘,𝑁 − 𝜃𝑁−𝑘−𝑠,𝑁 ) (B.13)

=
√

𝑘
𝑁
𝑘 𝑈 ′

𝐹 (𝑁/𝑘)

(︂
𝜃𝑁−𝑘,𝑁 − 𝑈𝐹

(︂
𝑁

𝑘

)︂)︂
−

√
𝑘

𝑁
𝑘 𝑈 ′

𝐹 (𝑁/𝑘)

(︂
𝜃𝑁−𝑘−𝑠,𝑁 − 𝑈𝐹

(︂
𝑁

𝑘 + 𝑠

)︂)︂

+
√

𝑘
𝑁
𝑘 𝑈 ′

𝐹 (𝑁/𝑘)

(︂
𝑈𝐹

(︂
𝑁

𝑘

)︂
− 𝑈𝐹

(︂
𝑁

𝑘 + 𝑠

)︂)︂
.

The second term can be written as
√

𝑘
𝑁

𝑘+𝑠𝑈 ′
𝐹 (𝑁/(𝑘 + 𝑠))

(︂
𝜃𝑁−𝑘−𝑠,𝑁 − 𝑈𝐹

(︂
𝑁

𝑘 + 𝑠

)︂)︂ 𝑁
𝑘+𝑠𝑈 ′

𝐹 (𝑁/(𝑘 + 𝑠))
𝑁
𝑘 𝑈 ′

𝐹 (𝑁/𝑘)
.

By assumption 4 and corollary 1.1.10 in de Haan and Ferreira (2006) 𝑈 ′
𝐹 (𝑡𝑥)/𝑈 ′

𝐹 (𝑡) → 𝑥𝛾−1 as
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𝑡 → ∞ locally uniformly in (0, ∞). Hence

𝑁
𝑘+𝑠𝑈 ′

𝐹 (𝑁/(𝑘 + 𝑠))
𝑁
𝑘 𝑈 ′

𝐹 (𝑁/𝑘)
= 𝑘

𝑘 + 𝑠

𝑈 ′
𝐹

(︁
𝑁
𝑘

𝑘
𝑘+𝑠

)︁
𝑈 ′

𝐹

(︁
𝑁
𝑘

)︁ → 1.

since 𝑘/𝑘 + 𝑠 → 1. Thus, by lemma B.3
√

𝑘
𝑁
𝑘 𝑈 ′

𝐹 (𝑁/𝑘)

(︂
𝜃𝑁−𝑘,𝑁 − 𝑈𝐹

(︂
𝑁

𝑘

)︂)︂
−

√
𝑘

𝑁
𝑘 𝑈 ′

𝐹 (𝑁/𝑘)

(︂
𝜃𝑁−𝑘−𝑠,𝑁 − 𝑈𝐹

(︂
𝑁

𝑘 + 𝑠

)︂)︂
𝑝−→ 0.

Last, we examine the residual. Observe that 𝑈 ′
𝐹 ≥ 0. First suppose 𝑈 ′

𝐹 is eventually non-increasing,
in which case(︂

𝑈𝐹

(︂
𝑁

𝑘

)︂
− 𝑈𝐹

(︂
𝑁

𝑘 + 𝑠

)︂)︂
=
∫︁ 𝑁/𝑘

(𝑁/𝑘)×𝑘/(𝑘+𝑠)
𝑈 ′

𝐹 (𝑡) 𝑑𝑡 ≤ 𝑠

𝑘 + 𝑠

𝑁

𝑘
𝑈 ′

𝐹

(︂
𝑁

𝑘

𝑘

𝑘 + 𝑠

)︂
.

Using the above expression, we obtain an upper bound for the residual term
√

𝑘
𝑁
𝑘 𝑈 ′

𝐹

(︁
𝑁
𝑘

)︁ (︂𝑈𝐹

(︂
𝑁

𝑘

)︂
− 𝑈𝐹

(︂
𝑁

𝑘 + 𝑠

)︂)︂
≤

√
𝑘

𝑁
𝑘 𝑈 ′

𝐹

(︁
𝑁
𝑘

)︁ (︂ 𝑠

𝑘 + 𝑠

𝑁

𝑘
𝑈 ′

𝐹

(︂
𝑁

𝑘

𝑘

𝑘 + 𝑠

)︂)︂

=
√

𝑘𝑠

𝑘 + 𝑠

𝑈 ′
𝐹

(︁
𝑁
𝑘

𝑘
𝑘+𝑠

)︁
𝑈 ′

𝐹

(︁
𝑁
𝑘

)︁ → 1

since 𝑠 = ⌊
√

𝑘⌋ and by local uniform convergence of the ratio of 𝑈 ′
𝐹 . At the same time, since 𝑈 ′

𝐹 is
eventually non-increasing, we obtain a lower bound∫︁ 𝑁/𝑘

(𝑁/𝑘)×𝑘/(𝑘+𝑠)
𝑈 ′

𝐹 (𝑡) 𝑑𝑡 ≥ 𝑠

𝑘 + 𝑠

𝑁

𝑘
𝑈 ′

𝐹

(︂
𝑁

𝑘

)︂
which shows that √

𝑘
𝑁
𝑘 𝑈 ′

𝐹

(︁
𝑁
𝑘

)︁ (︂𝑈𝐹

(︂
𝑁

𝑘

)︂
− 𝑈𝐹

(︂
𝑁

𝑘 + 𝑠

)︂)︂
≥

√
𝑘𝑠

𝑘 + 𝑠
→ 1.

Hence, the residual term converges to 1. If instead 𝑈 ′
𝐹 is eventually non-decreasing, swap the

𝑁/(𝑘 + 𝑠) and 𝑁/𝑘 terms.
By combining the above arguments and eq. (B.13), we conclude that the denominator of eq.

(B.12) converges to 1 i.p. We conclude that

𝜃𝑁−𝑘,𝑁 − 𝑈𝐹 (𝑁/𝑘)
𝜃𝑁−𝑘,𝑁 − 𝜃𝑁−𝑘−𝑠,𝑁

⇒ 𝑍

1 = 𝑍 ∼ 𝑁(0, 1)

Now turn to part (2) and consider the noisy estimates 𝜗𝑖. If the conclusion of lemma B.3 holds
with 𝜗 in place of 𝜃, then the proof of part (1) applies with order statistics of 𝜗 replacing their
noiseless counterparts 𝜃. In light of this, it is sufficient to establish the result of lemma B.3 for 𝜗.
We proceed similarly to proof of theorem 3.3 and we apply the Cramer-Wold device.

Observe that (𝜗𝑁−𝑘,𝑁,𝑇 , 𝜗𝑁−𝑘−𝑠,𝑁,𝑇 ) 𝑑= (𝑈𝑇 (𝑌𝑁−𝑘,𝑁 ), 𝑈𝑇 (𝑌𝑁−𝑘−𝑠,𝑁 )) for 𝑌 as in the proof of

49



theorem 3.3. Let 𝑐1, 𝑐2 ∈ R. Then as in eq. (A.12)

𝑐1
√

𝑘
𝜗𝑁−𝑘,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝑈𝐹

(︁
𝑁
𝑘

)︁
𝑁
𝑘 𝑈 ′

𝐹

(︁
𝑁
𝑘

)︁ + 𝑐2
√

𝑘
𝜗𝑁−𝑘−𝑠,𝑁,𝑇 − 𝑈𝐹

(︁
𝑁

𝑘+𝑠

)︁
𝑁

𝑘+𝑠𝑈 ′
𝐹

(︁
𝑁

𝑘+𝑠

)︁
𝑑=𝑐1

√
𝑘

𝑈𝐹 (𝑌𝑁−𝑘,𝑁 ) − 𝑈𝐹

(︁
𝑁
𝑘

)︁
𝑁
𝑘 𝑈 ′

𝐹

(︁
𝑁
𝑘

)︁ + 𝑐2
√

𝑘
𝑈𝐹 (𝑌𝑁−𝑘−𝑠,𝑁 ) − 𝑈𝐹

(︁
𝑁

𝑘+𝑠

)︁
𝑁

𝑘+𝑠𝑈 ′
𝐹

(︁
𝑁

𝑘+𝑠

)︁
+ 𝑐1

√
𝑘

𝑈𝑇 (𝑌𝑁−𝑘,𝑁 ) − 𝑈𝐹 (𝑌𝑁−𝑘,𝑁 )
𝑁
𝑘 𝑈 ′

𝐹

(︁
𝑁
𝑘

)︁ + 𝑐2
√

𝑘
𝑈𝑇 (𝑌𝑁−𝑘−𝑠,𝑁 ) − 𝑈𝐹 (𝑌𝑁−𝑘−𝑠,𝑁 )

𝑁
𝑘+𝑠𝑈 ′

𝐹

(︁
𝑁

𝑘+𝑠

)︁
𝑑=𝑐1

√
𝑘

𝜃𝑁−𝑘,𝑁 − 𝑈𝐹

(︁
𝑁
𝑘

)︁
𝑁
𝑘 𝑈 ′

𝐹

(︁
𝑁
𝑘

)︁ + 𝑐2
√

𝑘
𝜃𝑁−𝑘−𝑠,𝑁 − 𝑈𝐹

(︁
𝑁

𝑘+𝑠

)︁
𝑁

𝑘+𝑠𝑈 ′
𝐹

(︁
𝑁

𝑘+𝑠

)︁
+ 𝑐1

√
𝑘

𝑈𝑇 (𝑌𝑁−𝑘,𝑁 ) − 𝑈𝐹 (𝑌𝑁−𝑘,𝑁 )
𝑁
𝑘 𝑈 ′

𝐹

(︁
𝑁
𝑘

)︁ + 𝑐2
√

𝑘
𝑈𝑇 (𝑌𝑁−𝑘−𝑠,𝑁 ) − 𝑈𝐹 (𝑌𝑁−𝑘−𝑠,𝑁 )

𝑁
𝑘+𝑠𝑈 ′

𝐹

(︁
𝑁

𝑘+𝑠

)︁ .

The result now follows: the first two terms converge to the desired limit by lemma B.3; the third
and the fourth term converge to zero i.p., this convergence follows as in the proof of theorem 3.3
applied at 𝑘 and 𝑘 + 𝑠.
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