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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 ( ) 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.!

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. ( ); ( , )). 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 ( ) 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 UTH
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

'Here 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. ( )), rather than the literature on estimation of production frontiers
(e.g. ( ,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.



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 ( , ; , , ). 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% — 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 ( ). 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 ( ). 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 ( ) that truncation must be the same in both
kinds of areas, though at an unknown level. Second, ( ) 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



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 UTH ( ) ; ,
, ). There are two key contributions related to our paper.

( ) 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. ( ) 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 ( ) and

( ), developed in a noiseless setting. In contrast to ( ),
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

( ) 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
( , : , : , ). 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 Cls 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 6; is sampled in an iid fashion from some
distribution F. 6; 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



studies; in what follows we will refer to them as “units”.

Our goal is to estimate quantiles F'~!(g) where ¢ 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 Hy : §; > 0, which is equivalent to Hy : 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 0; directly; instead we only see noisy observations 1J; r:

ﬁi,Tze’i_'_]—lg)gi,Ti; i=1,..., N, (1)
where T; is the sample size available for unit ¢, &; 7, is the scaled estimation error, &; 7 = O,(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 7; = 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[e; 7] may be nonzero and need
not converge to 0 as 7' — oo; however, this bias may not diverge as T" — oo.

Representation (1) is general. It is compatible with any estimation method for which a suitable
rate of convergence is known; ;7 can always be defined via the identity e; 7 = T?(¥; 1 — 6;).
Intuitively, ¥;  are estimators of 6; that have growing precision. J; 7 can potentially be biased.
Our setting nests the setup considered by ( ) and the typical setup of
meta-analysis (see e.g. ( ))-

We provide several examples of how ¥; 7 may be constructed.

Example 1 (Unit-wise OLS and 1V). Let y;i = 0;x4 + w;. First suppose that E[ugx;] = 0. We
estimate heterogeneous coefficients ; by unit-wise OLS: ¥; 7 = (T -1 Zthl x?t)*lT -1 Zthl TitYit-
Define e; 7 = (T—1 Zthl x?t)_lT_l/2 ZtT:1 Ty to write J; p asineq. (1) for p =1/2. Now let 2;; be
endogenous in the sense that E[u;zi] # 0. Suppose a valid instrument z;; is available: E[z;u;] = 0,
E[zixi] # 0. The unit-wise IV estimators are given by ;7 = (T’ -1 ZtT:1 zipi) T L Zthl ZitVit -
In this case ;7 = (T1 Zthl zitxit)*lT*1/2 Zle ziruir. Note that the distribution of ¢; 7 may be
dissimilar to the normal distribution even for large T if z;; is not a strong instrument. Even if wu
is normally distributed, the distribution of ¢; 7 can be skewed, bimodal, and possess an infinite

expected value ( , ).

Example 2 (Nonparametric regression). Let 6; = E[y;|zi = x¢] for some fixed value xy. Let
Oir = (XNt K (w3 — x0)/h)) "y wie K (it — 20)/h) by the Nadaraya-Watson estimator of
0; where K is a kernel function and h is a bandwidth parameter. Let u; = y;; — 6;, and set
gir = (N, K(zi — x0/h) " "VTh Y uy K (i — x0)/h). Let h=T7° s € (0,1). It holds that
gi,r = Op(1) and V; 7 = 6; + T7-1=5)/ Qai,T under suitable conditions on h. If h is picked to optimize

the convergence rate, €; 7 has a non-zero mean even in the limit.



Notation Let ¥y < --- < UIn n,7 be the order statistics of {1 7,...,9n 7}, and similarly let
01,nv <--- <8y n be the order statistics of the latent noiseless {61, ...,0x}. “Noiseless maximum”
always stands for 0 n; “noisy maximum” stands for ¥ x ny 7; same applies to all other order statistics.

= denotes weak convergence, both of random variables and functions.

2.3 Assumptions

Assumption 1. For each T', {(0;,;1)}i=1,.. .~ are independent and identically distributed random

vectors indexed by i.

Observations ¥; 7 are sampled in an iid fashion. Note that 1J; 7 can be conditionally heteroskedas-

tic: Var(v; r|0;) = Var(e; r|0;) can depend on 6;, provided this variance exists.

Assumption 2. The distribution F' of # is in the weak domain of attraction of an extreme value

distribution with extreme value index v € R.

Under assumption 2, the classical extreme value theorem of ( ) 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 ;. 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

( ) for precise conditions)

Two key features of our analysis are that we place no restrictions on the dependence structure
between 6; and ¢; r and that we impose no distributional assumptions on €; 7. This approach can
be motivated as follows. First, ¢; and ¢; 7 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 6;, and these covariates are in turn used in estimation of
6;. Second, the distribution of €; 7 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 ; 7 in establishing our rate
conditions). In light of the these challenges, we only impose a weak assumption on the marginal

distribution G of €; 7.
Assumption 3. {Gr} form a tight family of distributions indexed by T'.

Intuitively, assumption 3 requires that ;7 be defined in such a way that, as T" — oo, the
distributions G of €; 7 do not escape to infinity. Assumption 3 holds automatically if T%(¢; r — 6;)
has a non-degenerate asymptotic distribution. Together with definition (1), assumption 3 implies
that each ¥; r is consistent for 6;, but we allow ¥; 7 to be biased in finite samples. In addition,
assumption 3 allows the mean of ¢; 7 to be nonzero in the limit, as may occur in nonparametric

regression with MSE-minimizing choice of bandwidth (example 2).



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 ¥y 7. The following theorem provides conditions under which
Uy N7 and the latent maximum 6y y = max{6,...,0x} 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,by and a random variable X be such that
(OnN —bn)/any = X as N — oo. Let F be the cdf of 0; and Gt be the cdf of €; 1.
(1) (Transferral of convergence) Let the following tail equivalence (TE) conditions hold: for each

7 € (0,00) as N,T — oo there exists some € € (0,1)

1 1 1 1
an T w1 )l ) TE-
usél[lol,)e} an ( ( Nt u) ( NT) + Tp Gr (u)) =0, (TE-Sup)
o 1(F_1<1_1+ >_F_1(1—1>+1G1(1— )>—>0 (TE-Inf)
uel0, 57] AN Nt B N T T u : -

Then (ﬁN,N,T — bN)/aN = X as N,T — Q.
(2) (Sharpness) Consider the following TE condition: for each 7 € (0,00) as N,T — oo

1 —1 1 -1 1 L ;
s.upL e (F <1 ~Nr T u) - F (1 — NT) + TPGT (u)) — 0, (TE-Sup’)
ue [0’1_ NT]
Then (i) (TE-Sup) and (TE-Inf) together imply (TE-Sup’); (i) (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 (6;,&; 1) with given marginal distributions F,Gr such that (On N1 —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 ¥; 7 and ;. The F~! + T7PG~! term approximately corresponds to the quantiles of the
noisy estimates, where the infimum and supremum adjust for the unknown joint distribution of 6;
and g; 7. The (—F~!) 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 ¥; 7 is shrinking, pointwise in 7.
Observe that (TE-Sup) and (TE-Inf) are trivially satisfied in a noiseless setting (that is, if G;' = 0),
as both the supremum and the infimum are attained at « = 0 and are equal to zero.

Theorem 3.1 may be interpreted as a necessary and sufficient condition for Jx n 7 and Oy N to
have the same asymptotic distribution regardless of the dependence structure between 60; and ;7.
In particular, if conditions (TE-Sup’) and (TE-Inf) do not hold, it is generally uncertain to what
extent Uy n inherits the limit properties of Oy n (however, see remark 2 below for a special case).
For some joint distributions of (6;,¢; 1), Un n 7 might still have the same asymptotic distribution

as 0y, n. However, as the proof of theorem 3.1 shows, there exists at least one possible asymptotic



distribution for ¥y n 7 that is different from the distribution of 0 . Moreover, ¥y y 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 w = 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 Gr(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 Gr.

Remark 1. It is natural to use the same normalization constants ay, by for both x5 n7 and Oy y.
The distribution of 9J; r is composed of two components: the G component that decays as T" — oo,
and the F' component. As the F' component does not decay, it is appropriate to use the same ay.
For inference, the centering constants by 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 7 € (0,00) the expressions in (TE-Inf) and (TE-Sup) (or (TE-Sup’)) converge to the same 4.
In this case afvl (In, N1 — bn) does converge. However, if - is not a constant function of 7 € (0, 00),
this limit distribution has a shape different from the limit of a]_\,l(HM ~N — by). 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 7', given assumptions on
the tails of Gp. Such conditions depend on -, the extreme value index of F, which is unknown.
However, a sufficient condition is possible if a lower bound + for v is available. This is intuitive.
Distributions with larger values of v 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 supyEle; 7|? < 0o for some B> 0, and let NP~ (log(T))Y/? /TP — 0 for some +'.



(2) For all T, let e;7 ~ N(ur,0%), and let N~V \/log(N)/TP? — 0 for some +'.
In addition, let F satisfy assumption 2 with EV index v > ~'. Then (TE-Inf) and (TE-Sup) hold for
F and Gr for any sequence {(an,bn)}3_q such that (On 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 +’) allows a larger value of N relative to T'. Second,
lighter tails of G lead to milder restrictions on N. The conditions on tail of G are captured by (1)
and (2). Condition (1) only requires G to have uniformly bounded Sth moments; (2) is a stronger
assumption of exact normality, it may be seen as a limiting version of (1) as f — co. In practice,
we expect G to lie between the two extremes.

It is useful to compare the rate conditions of proposition 3.2 to the conditions obtained by

( ) for inference on central quantiles. ( )
show that N/T* — 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 (y > 0) and G has more than 8 moments (see remark 3 below for importance of v > 0).?
Further, proposition 3.2 allows N to be almost exponentially large compared to 1" if &; 7 is normally
distributed. In such settings tail equivalence may hold even if the conditions for validity of inference
on central quantiles do not. If v < 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 ( ) reflect two fundamentally different aspects of the
estimation problem. The conditions of ( ) 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 G'7 of estimation
noise. Correspondingly, these conditions benefit if the tails of Gr 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 4/ might often be apparent in a given application. For example,

( , ) 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 v > 0, it is sufficient
to check the hypothesis of proposition 3.2 with 4/ = 0. Further, to allow the distribution of 6 to
potentially have a light infinite tail, it is sufficient to check conditions for any 7’ < 0, potentially

arbitrarily close to 0.

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



3.2 Intermediate Order Statistics

To conduct inference on extreme quantiles, we also need to develop an asymptotic theory for
intermediate order statistics. Formally, 0n_jv)n is called an intermediate order statistic if
E(N) — 0o as N — oo 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~Y(1) might be finite or infinite), and for some
v € R it holds that limy p-1(1) ([1 — F1/£) (t) = 7.

Assumption 4 is a slight strengthening of assumption 2. See ( ) and
( ) 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 J hold and let k =
kE(N) — oo,k =0o(N) as N — oo. Define c as the derivative of the inverse of 1/(1 — F) evaluated

at N/k and multiplied by N/k, that is, cy = (N/k) x [((1/(1 - F))_l)/ (N/k:)} LetUn,...,Uy be
itd Uniform[0, 1] random variables.

(1) (Transferral of convergence) Let the following tail equivalence conditions hold as N,T — oo for

some € > 0:
k 1
sup <F—1(1 Uy —w) = F7L (1 = Upy) + = G7? (u)> ENY 2)
u€l0,e] N T
. VE [ _ 1
e[éme |ow (F "A-Upny+u) - F 11 -Uppy) + ﬁGT1 (1— u)) 20. (3)
u 'WEk,N
Then as N, T — oo
_F-1(1 =
Ve = RN g ), (4)

CN
(2) (Sharpness) Consider the following condition:

sup vk <F1(1 ~Upn —u) = F 1 (1= Ugn) + Leop! (U)) =0, (5)

T
uG[O,l—UhN] CN Tp
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/(N7), 7 > 0 fixed, whereas theorem 3.3 looks at quantiles of

the order 1 — k/N (as we show in the proofs, Uy y = O,(k/N)). Since k — oo, 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 . A sufficient condition is possible if a lower bound for

v is available. The following proposition is an analog of proposition 3.2.

Proposition 3.4. Let assumptions 1 and 3 hold. Let § € (0,1). Let one of the following conditions
hold

(1) supyEle;7|® < oo and for some v > 0,7 it holds that NO/2(1+1/B)+A=0)(=1"+1/B)+v/B /TP _; ()
(2) For all T let ;7 ~ N(ur,0%), and for some ~' it holds that N%/>*(1=9(=7) log(N) /TP — 0.
In addition, let F satisfy assumption 4 with EV index v > ~'. Then conditions (2) and (3) hold for
F and Gp for k = N°.

Remark 4 (Comparison of sufficient conditions for the EVT and the IVT). Depending on +, the
rate conditions for the EVT may be more or less restrictive than the conditions for the IVT. For
example, suppose that e;7 is normally distributed. In this case for the EVT to hold it is sufficient
that N=7/log(N)/TP — 0; for the IVT to hold it is sufficient that N°/2+(1=90)(=7), /log(N) /TP — 0.
If v < —1/2, then the EVT condition implies the IVT condition; the opposite holds if v > —1/2,
regardless of the value of §. In particular, if v > 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 §). Conditions of proposition 3.4 depend on 4, the parameter that
determines the magnitude of &k = N?. If § 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 0 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(NN)).

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 ( ).

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 ( ) 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.

11



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
( ). 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 /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~!. Formally, we select by = F~1(1 —[/N) in
theorem 3.1 for some fixed [ > 0. Further, we make an explicit choice of scaling constants ay. Then

the following version of theorem 3.1 holds:

Lemma 4.1. Let assumptions of theorem 3.1 hold. Let 1l > 0 be fized. Let Ei be a standard
exponential random variable.
(1) If F' satisfies assumption 2 with EV index v > 0, then

-
F(1- %)

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

l
[ﬁN,N,T _ (1 - N)} L (B — 177 as N, T — oo,

f(F*l (11 o %» <79N,N,T -t (1 - ]i7>> = —log(E7) — log(l) as N, T — oc.

(3) If F satisfies assumption 2 with EV index v < 0, then F~(1) < oo and
1
F(1) - F (1- %)

Lemma 4.1 cannot be used for inference directly, as the scaling constants involved are unknown.

L
N

(79N,N,T—F_1 (1 - )) = —(EY)""+177 as N,T — oc.

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 ¢ top order statistics for ¢ fixed.

Lemma 4.2 (Joint EVT). Let assumptions of theorem 3.1 hold. Let q be a fized natural number

and EY, ..., E 4 be iid standard exponential random variables.
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(1) If F' satisfies assumption 2 with v > 0, then as N,T — oo

( IN.NT IN_1LNT IN—g,N,T )
FI(1—1/N) FI(1—1/N) " F1(1-1/N)

= (B, (B +B3) 7, .. (Bf + E5 + - + Ejy) 7).

(2) If F' satisfies assumption 2 with v =0, then as N,T — oo forf as in lemma /4.1.

e ) e
EG-a) ) )
= (—log(Ei‘), —log(E} + E3),...,—log(Ef + E5 +--- + E;‘H)) .

(3) If F satisfies assumption 2 with EV index v < 0, then as N,T — oo

( Inne —F1(1) In_inT — F71(1) IN—gnT — F71(1) )
FA(l) - Fi(1-1/N) F YD) - Fi(1—1/N) " F (1) — F (I - /N)
= (—(BD) 7 ~(Ef + B, ... —(Bf + E5 + + Ery) 7).

Lemma 4.2 allows us to solve the issue of unknown scaling rates by using an observation due to

( ). 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 7.

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 v € R. Let ¢ > 1,7 > 0 be fized integers and I > 0 be a fized real number; let ET, E5, ... be
1id standard exponential RVs. Then as N, T — oo

ON—rN7— F7! (1 - %) N (Bf+- -+ Ef ) =177
IN—gNT —INNT (BY + -+ Ex)™ = (Bf)™

(6)

where for v = 0 the right hand side means [log(EY) — log(1)]/[log(E} + - -+ + Ej, 1) — log(EY)]. In
addition, if F satisfies assumption 2 with v < 0, then F~1(1) < oo and we may set I = 0 in eq. (6).

Theorem 4.3 allows us to conduct inference on extreme quantiles with no knowledge of the value
of 7. The left hand side of eq. (6) does not depend on ~; 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 v, we show below how the critical values can be consistently estimated by subsampling without
estimating v (while v 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 | = 10 and
N = 200, in which case F~}(1—1/N) = F~(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 ¢ > 1, r > 0 be fixed integers, see remark 6 below on choice of r and ¢. Let &, be a consistent
estimator of the ath quantile of [(Ef +---+ Ef,;)™7 —1077] / {(Ei" +o+ Epy)T - (E’f)‘”]
Then let the confidence interval for F~1(0.95) based on sample size N = 200 be given by:

Clo = |IN—+NT — Cay2 (IN—gNT —INNT) , IN—+ NT — E1—aj2 (IN—gNT — ﬁN,N,T)} :

C1, is location-scale equivariant, as the statistic of eq. (6) is location-scale invariant.
Care must be exercised in interpreting the asymptotic properties of Cl,: it is a (1 — a) x 100%
asymptotic confidence intervals for F~! (1 —[/N). The target quantity shifts with N, and the value

of [ determines which quantile is targeted for a given sample size.

Example 4 (Median-unbiased estimator for 95th percentile). Let ¢, r, and ¢é, be as in example (3).
By theorem 4.3 P ((19N_T’N7T —FY1 - UUN))/(ON—gNT —ONNT) < 61/2) — 1/2. Rearranging,

we obtain that the estimator

Myr1 =N NT — C172(IN—gNT — INNT) (7)

is asymptotically median-unbiased for F~(1 —I/N) (see ( )
for a similar construction in a quantile regression setting). Note that My 1 is always contained in

Cl, (unlike ¥x .y which lies in C1,, if ¢,/o and ¢,_, /9 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 v < 0 and suppose we wish to test Hp : F~1(1) < C vs. Hy : F71(1) > C.
Define the test statistic Wo = (v N1 — C)/(On—g N1 — IN.NT). The test rejects Hy if We < éq
where ¢, is a consistent estimator of the ath quantile of (EY)™7/[(E} +---+ Ej, )77 — (EY) 7).
The test is asymptotically size o and consistent against point alternatives, since P(We < é,|F~1(1) =
C) — a, and for any 6 > 0, PWg < é,|F~ 1) =C —06) = 0, P(Wg < é|F~1(1) = C + ) — 1.

Remark 6 (Choice of r and ¢). 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 = []
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 —[/N)th quantile; those based on r = 0 are centered at the
sample maximum. Similarly, the median-unbiased estimator My 1 of eq. (7) is based on adjusting
either the corresponding sample quantile or the sample maximum depending on whether r = []
or = 0. In simulations of section 5 and the online appendix we show that both options perform
favorably when constructing ClIs. The intervals with » = |I] display better length properties, while
the intervals with r = 0 have slightly better coverage properties for less extreme quantiles. In
contrast, only My 7 with r = |[| offers an improvement over the raw sample quantile in terms of

mean absolute error. The parameter ¢ can be any positive integer. We recommend picking ¢ in the
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range 2-10 based on unreported simulation evidence. Picking ¢ 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 (

, : , ). Let ¢ > 1,7 > 0, and [ > 0. Define J(z) 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 5, s =1,..., (ZZ) Let ﬁé‘i)kvb’T be the (b — k)th order statistic in subsample
s. Define the subsampling estimator L; y r for J as

(%) (s)
1 Yo —IN—NiypNT NI
Lynt(x) = = Y W Wepnr <}, Wepng = borb T / , — <N.
(5) 5= ﬂgs) bT_ﬁl()Sb)T b
- —q,0, 50,

Observe that the subsample statistic W, n 1 is centered at ¥ nyp, v 7. Intuitively, this corresponds
to the (1 — I/b)th quantile, giving the correct centering to the subsampled statistics. If we are
interested in F~1(1), then [ = 0, and the statistic is centered at UNNT-

Define the estimated critical value ¢, as the ath quantile of Ly y 7. The following result shows

that ¢, is consistent for the true critical values of interest for all a € (0, 1).

Theorem 4.4. Let b= N™ m € (0,1). Ifl > 0, let conditions of propositions 3.2 and 3.4 hold with
0=1—m. If y <0 and l =0, then let conditions of proposition 3.2 hold. Then the subsampling
estimator Ly nr(z) 2 J(z) at all z and éq 2 co = J~H(a) for all a € (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 ¢ < 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 ¢ < 1, the subsample statistics are centered at ¥x_n; /b,N,T> an intermediate order
statistic, in which case both the EVT and the IVT must hold.

Remark 8. ( ) 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 [ = 0 in case of 7 < 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 v. However, v may be consistently estimated. Let k = k() satisfy k — oo,k = o(N).
Let Ayr = k'S gIn_inT — In—knT and Byr = k2503 i (On—inT — IN-kNT). The
( ) estimator 4y and probability weighted moment (PWM) estimator pywas of
( ) are defined as

. :lkz_:llo (WOns n7) — log(d )5 _ Anr —4Bnr
YH 2 2 gUN—i,N,T S\WN—-Ek,N,T), YPWM —AN,T — QBN,T’
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If conditions of theorem 4.3 hold, then 4 2 v if v > 0 and 4y 2 0 if v < 0; Apwm = v if v < 1
(approximately if F' has a finite first moment). The proof of consistency is given in proof appendix.

A1 and Apy s are likely to be imprecise if N is not large. For the estimators to be close to 7,
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 ( ).

Remark 10. An alternative approach for constructing Cls for extreme quantiles using an extreme
order approximation is proposed by ( ). They use lemma 4.2 as the foundation
of inference by treating the vector of top ¢ order statistics as a single draw from the corresponding
limit distribution. Based on such a joint EVT, ( ) 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 v. Both methods lead to valid CIs for extreme quantiles in
our setting, as long as lemma 4.2 holds; though we recommend using Cls based on theorem 4.3 that

require no optimization and no bounds on the parameter ~.

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 — oo,k = o(N) as N — oo; this rate is
slower than the rate N1 of extreme order approximations. The resulting statistic is asymptotically
standard normal. Intermediate order approximations should not be applied to F~1(7) for 7 very
close to 1 (see remark 11 below).

As the scaling rate cy 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 ¢y.”> 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 — oo. Let f = F' be non-increasing
or non-decreasing in some left neighborhood of F~1(1) (F~(1) < c0).
(1) Then
ngk,N — F1 (1 — %)

ON—k.N — QN—k—Lx/EJ,N
“We also note that estimating ~ 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 9u or 4pwar in place of 7. 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 ( ); ( ) can be used to account
for unknown scaling rate cy. However, the presence of a slowly varying component in ¢y requires using multiple
subsampling sizes, which may be problematic if N is not extremely large. Alternatively, for example, see ch. 4 of
( ) for inference under a second-order condition in a setting without estimation noise.

= N(0,1), N — oco.
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(2) In addition, let conditions of theorem 3.3 hold when evaluated at k and k + Vk. Then

IN—kNo — F7H1—k/N)

UN-kNT — ﬂkafL\/EJ,N,T

= N(0,1), N,T — oo. (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 7, ¢ 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 — oo, k = o(N)
as N — oo. Then by theorem 4.5 a confidence interval for F~1(0.92) based on sample of size
N =200

[ﬁka,N = 21-a/2 (19ka,1\1 - ﬁN—k—L\/Ej,N) yUN—EN — Za)2 (ﬁka,N — Uy _p L\/EJ,N)} ,

where z, the ath quantile of the standard normal distribution. As with extreme approximations
(example 3), the target quantity of the interval F~!(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 |v/k] is small
but positive, ¥y_j n and ﬁkafL\/EJ n Will be close, and the statistic will be unstable. If L\/EJ =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'~!(7) 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 ¥y, N7

( ) derive such approximations in the context of our problem, and we
briefly state their results. They study a version of (1) given by ¥; 7 = 0; + T-1/2¢; (that is, p = 1/2
and Gp = G for all T'). We introduce some additional notation: let K be a kernel function, h a

bandwidth parameter, and define

br(xz) = [E lo116: = <] f(t)] ., of = Var(g]6;),

A~

bp— TS K (Wir = O)/h) L b0 ve),
2 T
o? is assumed known and invariant over time.
Theorem 4.6 (Propositions 2 and 4 of ( )). Let conditions of proposition
3 in ( ) hold, and in particular let for all T ;7 = €;, E[g;|6;] =0, and

g; be independent from 0; given o2. Let T € (0,1).
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(1) If N/T? — ¢ < oo, then as N,T — oo

—1 . - .

(2) If N/T* — 0, then as N, T — oo

VN (O ye e — F7H(1)) = N (0, M) .

Theorem 4.6 is a restatement of proposition 2 and 4 of ( ). It shows
that the sample Tth quantile ¥| .| n 7 is a consistent and asymptotically normal estimator for
F~Y(7) with standard asymptotic variance. However, U Nr|,~v 18 subject to bias of leading order
1/T. ( ) show that this bias can be reduced by instead considering the
sample 7*th quantile: 0| y4+«| n 7 is consistent and asymptotically normal with the same variance,
but the leading order of the bias is instead given by 1/72. This bias is eliminated if v/N/T? — 0.

Remark 12. For central order approximations, the order of the bias incurred by using 9| 7| 7 in
place of 0| ;| v 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 | yz«| n 7. 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 any and 7T in theorem 3.1; ay itself may behave like N7 for

~v € 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 y;; is generated by covariates
(T4t zit) as
Var(6;)
Yit = @i + nizit + Oizie + Var(uir) X Wit

The parameter of interest 6; is the coefficient on z;;. 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 Fy .(0) =1 — (0 4+1)7%,k > 0,0 € [0,00). Fpyy, is
a canonical example of a one-sided power law distribution whose moments of order below k are
finite. Fp, . satisfies assumption 2; its EV index 7 is 1/k > 0. Coefficients («;, 1, 6;) are drawn
from a trivariate Gaussian copula with correlation 0.3 and the same marginals Fr,, for k = 4.
This choice of k matches the data of our empirical application. Covariates x;; are generated as
0.3n; + 05 (14 0.3 (cti, mi, 65)|))*/? (0.1 4 U;) where U; is a Uniform|0, 1]; 2y are generated similarly
with 6; in place of 7;. This is a stylized setup in which UIH and covariates are positively dependent.
u;¢ is sampled independently from the coefficients and the covariates from Gg, where Gz has density
g5 = B(1+ |z])7P71/2 for z € R and B = 8. Gj is a two-sided power law with finite moments
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of order < 3. wy is rescaled so that its variance matches that of 6;. Coefficients are estimated

using OLS. As a result, the estimation noise €; r is not independent from 6;. 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 = |[]
(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 ¢ = 2 (unreported simulation evidence shows that
performance of the intervals does not depend on choice of ¢ 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 v (line 1c). We use the PWM estimator
of remark 9. For N = 200, ~ 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 ( ) (line 2c). In line with their simulation

evidence, we pick k = [v/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 ( , ) which we do not examine in the current

paper.

(3) Central: we reports two Cls. The first interval is based on the raw data (line 3a). We construct
the CI using the raw ¥; 7 using a binomial CI. The same approach is implemented in the Stata
command centile. The second interval uses the analytical correction of
( ) (line 3b), based on theorem 4.6. As advocated by ( ), 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 6;. 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 ( )
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 NV considered. In order to assess the impact of estimation
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Figure 1: Coverage and length for 95% nominal confidence interval. F' = Fp, .,k = 4 (power law
tail). uy ~ Gg, 8 =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 u; = 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 (la 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
UN—_rn,7 in the numerator of eq. (6) changes when r is relatively large: ¥n_, n 7 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 ( ) 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 L\/Ej 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 Cls 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 v = 0 and v < 0, along with results for u;; ~ N(0,1). Furthermore,
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Figure 2: Coverage and length for 95% nominal confidence interval. F' = Fp, .,k = 4 (power law
tail). Noiseless data. T'= 10. Top panel: N = 200. Bottom panel: N = 2000.
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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 ( ) (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 (

, ). CDGPRI12 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-a-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

( ) argue, competition is tougher in larger markets (such as larger cities). In the setting of
CDGPRI12, 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 CDGPRI12 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.° 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 7' = 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 ¢ in sector s generates value added in period ¢ according to a

Cobb-Douglas function of the form
— Bl,s 52,5
Vit = exp(0i) K, " Ly exp(uit + Bog,s) 9)

where 6; is the time-invariant log total factor productivity (TFP) of firm 4, V;; is value added, K;,
is capital, L;; is a labor index, u;; is a mean-zero term that combines individual measurement
error and time-varying productivity shocks, 31 s, B2 s are sector-specific factor shares, and fo ;s is a
sector- and time-specific intercept. 6; is the key measure of productivity. Firms in AAMED draw
0; from some latent distribution Faps, firms in ABMED draw 0; from Fp a." The noisy estimates
¥; 7 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, ;7 = 71 Zthl[log Vie — /30757,5 — ﬁAl,s log K;¢ — 3275 log L;¢|. 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
( ) for a review. This should be contrasted with the literature on production

frontier estimation (e.g. ( ); ( ,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 Faps and Fpys. First, we
assume that the estimation noise affecting ¥; 7 has at least 8 moments. The principal source of
error in ¥; 7 are the measurement errors in the value-added and year- and firm-specific productivity
shocks; the estimation noise in (Bos ¢, 81,5, B2,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 Flap; and Fgps are infinite.
This is well-established in the literature for the right tail of the productivity distribution (

, ). 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

5 Available from D. Puga’s website at https://diegopuga.org/data/selectagg/
"In 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 Faps and Fgjs as stationary distributions that account for firm entry and exit,
in line with interpretation of ( ). Correspondingly, Fay and Fpps 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* — 0, which we assume to be
broadly satisfied for the sample size at hand.®
EV index estimation and evaluation of rate conditions We begin by estimating the EV
indices « for the left and the right tails of the AAMED and ABMED distributions. The estimates
of v for Fpps are 0.36 for the left tail and 0.32 for the right tail. The estimates for Faps are 0.35 for
the left tail and 0.30 for the right tail. These estimates of v are computed as the average of the
two estimators of remark 9 for k = | N 3/ ®]; in the online appendix we show that our estimates are
robust to choice of estimator and choice of k. The estimates for  are large and compatible with
fairly heavy-tailed distributions. The estimates for both tails of the Fpas and Faps 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 . First, the

heavy-tailed behavior serves as a confirmation of the assumption that F43; and Fpas have infinite
tails. Recall that we assume that the measurement error and deviations from 6; 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 v if the tail of the distribution of
estimation noise dominated the tails of F43; and Fgps. Second, in line with our interpretation of
Fayr and Fyy, 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 Fapr and Fys 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 Faps and Fgys 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 = |/| and
g = 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 (Faar, Fpar). Both tails are statistically identical, as fig. 3 shows. Overall,

8 Additionally, under the same rate condition ( ) show in their simulation study that
noisy estimates are informative for panels of size N = 200, T = 5. We observe that 200/5* ~ 2000/9*.
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this finding supports the key assumption CDGPR12 make in their second estimation stage.

95% Cls for extreme quantiles, feasible EVT + subsampling, standardized mean and variance. N | Am=2000, NBM=2000
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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. Cls 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 F4ps and Fgys 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 v suggest
that F;3,(0) = F51,(0) = —oo. Moreover, as the top panel of fig. 4 indicates, there is no difference
between the left tails of Flaps and Fgps. In contrast, the right tails of Flaps and Fys 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 ~,

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 Hp be the cdf
of ;7 = 6; + T7Pg; 7. Observe that {0; 7} form a triangular array with rows indexed by 7', and
number of entries in each row given by V. In each row, the entries are iid and distributed according

to the cdf Hp. Define the auxiliary functions Ur and U as

Ur = (1 —1HT)_1’ Up — (1_11?)_1. (A1)

Using Ur and Up greatly simplifies notation in subsequent proofs. Observe the following useful

connection between Ur and Hr. Let 7 € (0,00). Let N be large enough so that N7 > 1. Then

Ur(N7) = Hy' <1 - 1\17) , Up(N7)=F"! (1 - A;) : (A.2)

We begin with a technical lemma that connects convergence of the normalized sample maximum

Iy N7 =max{V1r,..., 9Ny} and convergence of the quantiles of Hr.

Lemma A.1. Let assumption 1 hold. The following are equivalent:

(1) As N,T — oo, for some constants an,bn the random variable (On N1 — bn)/an converges
weakly to a random variable X with non-degenerate cdf Q(x).

(2) As N, T — oo, for all T € (0,00) such that T is a continuity of point Q= (exp(—1/7)), it holds
that (Ur(NT) — by)/an = Q (exp(—1/7)).

The same is also true for Oy n with Up in place of Ur.

The proof is completely analogous to the proof of theorem 1.1.2 in ( ),

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 ¥; 7 are iid RVs
with cdf Hy, hence P ((Oy N1 —bN)/any <) = H%V(aNx + by). By assumption, H%V(aN:c + bn)

converges to some nondegenerate cdf Q(x) as N,T — oo at all points of continuity of Q(z). Let z
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be a continuity point of Q(z) such that Q(x) € (0,1). Then at such an z take logs
Nlog Hr(anz + by) = log Q(x).

For any such z it must be that Hy(ayx + by) — 1, otherwise the left hand side will diverge to —oo.
Since log(1 + z) ~ x for « ~ 0, this implies that

—logHT(aNx + bN)
NT—oco 1 — HT(CLN.T + bN)

=1.

Replacing the logarithm above, we obtain N (1 — Hp(anyz + by)) = —log Q(x). Taking reciprocals

of both sides yields ) 1

N - Hrlanz +by) | —logQa)’

Taking inverses in eq. (A.3) and using the definition (A.1) of Uy, we obtain that weak convergence

(A.3)

of the sample maximum is equivalent to the following convergence of quantiles of Hrp:

Ur(Ny) — by

= Qe ) as N,T — o .
aN

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

The following lemma provides a condition on Uz under which ¥y 1 and 6x n have the same

limit properties.

Lemma A.2. If

(1) Assumption 1 holds

(2) an,bn are such that as N — oo the normalized noiseless mazimum (On Ny — bn)/an converges
weakly to a non-degenerate random variable X .

(8) For each T € (0,00) it holds that (Ur(NT) — Up(NT))/an — 0 as N,T — oo

then as N, T — oo (In N1 —bN)/an = X.

Proof. Let Q be the cdf of X. Let 7 € (0,00) be a continuity point of Q~!(exp(—1/7)). Then by
lemma A.1 ay' (Ur(NT) — by) converges to Q' (exp(—1/7)). By assumption (3) of the lemma for
all 7 € (0,00) continuity points of @~ !(exp(—1/7)) it holds that

Ur(N7)—by  Up(N7)—bn _ Ur(N7) = Ur(NT)

= —0as N, T — oo.
an anN anN

From this we conclude that ay'(Ur(N7) —by) — Q (exp(—1/7)) for all 7 € (0,00) continuity

points of Q™! (exp(—1/7)). The result follows from lemma A.1. O
We will make use of the following quantile inequalities due to ( ).
Lemma A.3 (Makarov quantile inequalities; egs. (1) and (2) in ( ). 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.iy. The following inequalities hold: for all v € [0, 1]

Py £ it (P )+ (140 —w),

-1 -1 -1
Fely(v) > sup (Fy'(w)+ Byl (v —w)).
we(0,v]
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 Hp be the cdf of ¢; 7. Fix 7 € (0,00). Let N be large enough so that
N7 > 1. In the statement of Makarov’s inequalities (lemma A.3), take X = 6; and Y =T P¢; 1,
and v = 1 — 1/N7 and subtract F~1(1 — 1/N7) on all sides to obtain

1

_ _ 1 _ 1
sup ) (F 1('[1)) ﬁGTl <1 — ﬁ — 'U)) - F 1 <1 — M))
wG[O,l—m]

1 1
<H'(1--—"—)-pF1! (1 - > A4
=T ( NT) Nt ( )
< inf (F1<w>+1a—1 <1+1—1—w> _ ! (1_1))
~ we[l- 1] T T Nt Nt)) "~

First, by definitions of Ur and Ur (eq. (A.1)) and eq. (A.2), the middle of eq (A.4) is equal to
Ur(N1) — Up(NT). Second, in the supremum condition define u =1 —1/(N7) — w to write the

condition as ) . )
F1—-—— —F1(1—> — Gt )
sup | ( ( o u) Nr + T G (u)

uE[O,l—NiT
Note that eventually [0,¢] C [0,1 — 1/(N7)], and so the expression in eq. (A.4) may further be
lower-bounded as sup,c(o q{---} < 8upycpp,1-1/(nr){---}. Third, define u = —[1 —1/(N7) — w] in
the infimum condition in eq. (A.4) to represent it as (TE-Inf). Suppose that ay > 0 (if not, simply
reverse all inequalities below). Combining the above arguments and multiply all sides by aj_vl, we

obtain

1 1 1 1

Lo )i L)+ e )
s o (7 (1 ) )+ 7 )
<UT(NT)—UF(NT)

1 1 1 1
< inf —(F71(1-— —F1<1—) — G (11— )
= uelon o] aN( ( Nﬁ“) N7 ) G )

Then conditions (TE-Inf) and (TE-Sup) imply that (Up(N7) — Up(N7))/an — 0 for all 7 € (0, 00).
By lemma A.2 it follows that (Vn N7 —bNn)/any = 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]\,l (9N, N1 — by) differ from the limit properties of af\,l (On,n — bn) for some

sequence of joint distributions of (6;,&; 7). Suppose it is the infimum condition (TE-Inf) that fails

32



to hold for some 7; the argument for (TE-Sup’) is identical. Then along some subsequence of (N, T")
it holds that inf,c(1_1/n7 1] a&l (+++) = dn, such that Iy are bounded away from zero. Suppose
that it is possible to extract a further subsequence such that along it 7 converges to some ¢ # 0.
Pass to that subsubsequence. Theorem 2 in ( ) establishes that for each (N, T") there
exists a joint distribution of 6; and e; 7 such that the resulting Hr attains the upper bound in

inequality (A.4), and so

1 1

If (Up(NT)—0bn)/an — Q(exp(—1/7)), then for such a sequence of Hr it holds that (Up(NT) —
by)/an — Q (exp(—1/7))+4. Suppose that (9n n1—bn)/an converges to a random variable with
distribution Q along the same subsequence. The above discussion shows that Q! (exp(—1/7)) =
Q (exp(—1/7)) +6 # Q1 (exp(—1/7)). Thus, either the limit distribution of ¥ n 7 is different
from that of 0 n, or Uy n does not converge.

If we cannot extract a subsequence of d v v converging to some finite d, then d 7 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 (Ur(N7) — by)/any — Q1 (exp(—1/7)) + oo,
and so (Un, N7 — bn) /an does not converge. O

A.2 Proof of Proposition 3.2

Before proving proposition 3.2, we state two useful results. First, let RV, be the class of non-negative
functions of regular variation with parameter v, that is, those measurable f : R, — R, that satisfy

limy— oo f(tx)/f(t) = 27 for any = > 0. RV} is the class of slowly varying functions.

Lemma A.4 (Karamata Characterization Theorem; Theorem 1.4.1 in
( )). Let f € RV,. Then there exists a slowly varying function L (that is, L € RVy) such that
for all x it holds that f(x) = 7 L(x).

Second, assumption 2 is equivalent to the following statement: for some sequences ap, Sy and

all z >0 Ul N Un(N v
lim £(Nw) = Up(N) S (meaning log(z) for v = 0), (A.5)
N—o00 an Y

Since the left hand side is monotonic in z and the right hand side is continuous, convergence in
(A.5) is locally uniform in = (that is, for any 0 < a,b < oo convergence in (A.5) is uniform on [a, b]).
See theorem 1.1.6 and corollary 1.2.4 in ( ). We call the constants the

an, By canonical normalization constants.

Proof of proposition 3.2. Let (an,bn) be such that (0n,n —by)/any = X for some non-degenerate

random variable X. Fix 7 € (0,00) and define s, n7 and Sy y 1 as
1 1 1 1
s _ (i L —F—1<1—) Leta- )
mr () an ( ( Nt + u) Nt T T 1-u)),
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1 1 1 1
N = (F 1 —u)—F (1 )+ Gt )
srvr(e) = o ( ( Nt “) ( NT) T W
Condition (TE-Inf) for F' and G can be written as inf,cp1/n-) S n7(u) — 0, while condition

(TE-Sup) can be written as sup,¢g ¢ $r,n,7(u) — 0 for some € € (0, 1)
By lemma A.3 and the discussion after eq. (A.4)

1 1 1 1
su F‘1<1u)+G1u]§ inf [F‘1<1+u>+G11u].
ue[o,lelT}{ T 7 (W) ue (0,5 ] Nt T T ( )

Suppose that ay > 0 (if not, simply reverse all inequalities below). The above inequality implies
that sup,cjo1-1/n+] Sr.n7(u) < infucpo,1/n7) Srnr(u). Further, fix an arbitrary e € (0,1). Then
eventually [0,¢] C [0,1 —1/N7], and correspondingly sup,cp ¢ $7.8,7(¢) < Supyepo.1-1/n+] S7.n,7(1).
If us > N7 € [0,€] and us - n,7 € [0,1/N7], then the following chain of inequalities holds:

srNT(UsrNT) < sup spnr(u) < inf Sy r(w) < S:vT(useNT) - (A.6)
u€[0,€] UE[O,ﬁ]

Let F satisfy assumption 2 with EV index v > +/. Define

11 1
= e 0,
USTNT = N og(T) +1 ¢ [ ’NT]

Suppose that under the conditions of the proposition it holds that

1 1 1
N e A.
an ( ( Nt +“S’T’N’T) ( NT>> -0 (A7)
11
aﬁGTl (1 - US,T,N,T) — 0. (AS)

Under (A.7) and (A.8) it holds that S; n7(us-n7) — 0 as N,T — oo. By inequality (A.6)
we conclude that limsupy r_,o infyeo1/n7 Srnr(u) < 0. An identical argument shows that
seNT(Uus - nT) — 0 where ugs - vy = (1/N7)(1/log(T)) eventually lies in [0, €] for any e €
(0,1); hence Iminfy 700 SUPyefo,q $r,v,7(u) > 0. Further, Hmsupy p,o0 SUPyefo g S7N7(0) <
lim inf § 7 00 infycp0,1/ N7 Srn,7(u) by inequality (A.6). Combining the results, we obtain that both
infyeo,1/N+] Srn,r(u) and sup,epo g s7,n,7(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 ~.

Suppose v > 0. We begin by making two observations. First, by the convergence to types
theorem ( ) , proposition 0.2) ay ~ ay for the canonical scaling an of eq. (A.5). Further,
by lemma 1.2.9 of ( ) an ~ Up(N). Second, by corollary 1.2.10 in

( ) (Up(x))~ € RV_,. Then by lemma A.4 we can write 1/Up(z) = 277L(x)
where L is a slowly varying function (that depends on F'). Combining the above observations,

definition of ug . n 7 and eq. (A.2), we see that
1 _ 1 log(T) ) 1 ( 1 ))
Sl (e O Q1S WA B s
an ( ( Ntlog(T)+ 1 Nt
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1 (UF <N7_log(T) + 1) UF(NT)>

log(T
log —i—l) 1 1
= NVL(N — (N7)"
( log(T) /L (N7'glipt) ) L(NT))
<log +1> 70\ I
log(T) L(NTIOg(T)+1) L(NT)

(1)
Convergence follows since L is slowly varying on infinity: L(N)/L(N7) — 1. By local uniform
convergence (proposition 0.5 in ( )) L(N)/L(N7(log(T) + 1) /log(T)) — 1.
Suppose v < 0. As above, ay ~ ay. By lemma 1.2.9 in ( ) in turn
an ~ (Up(oo) — Up(N)) (note that Up(co) < 1 when v < 0). By corollary 1.2.10 in
( ), (Up(oc) —U(x))~! € RV_,, and we can write 1/(Ur(c0) — U(z)) = 277 L(z) for

some slowly varying function L by lemma A.4. Hence proceeding as for v > 0

O )

L log(T) + 1
™ Ur(oo) - Up(N) (v (e Tlog(T) ) = Ur(e9)) = (Ur(NT) - U(0)))
- log(T) + 17 1 N 1
— NTIL(N) ((NT e ) (Vo) (N7~ (NT))
log(T)
log(T) + 1 v L(N) L(N)
( log(T) ) L (NT%) B L(NT) -0

Suppose v = 0. As above, ay ~ ay. By eq. (A.5) imy_yoo (Up(Nz) — Up(N))/an = log(z)

locally uniformly in z. Then

o (7 (- ey 1) -7 (- 7))

el L (m%) ~ Up(N7) ) > log  Jim %) 0.

Now we focus on the G;l term in eq. (A.8). First suppose that supp E\z-:i’ﬂﬁ < 0o. Then by
1/8
Markov’s inequality we obtain for any 7 € (0,1) that G.' (1) < (supT Eleir|?/(1 - 7')) / . Hence

18 (log(T)) /8
%G}l <1 S 1 ) —0 (N (log(T)) ) (A.9)

N7log(T)+1 TP

where the O term is uniform in 7. First suppose that v # 0. As above, ay' ~ 27YL(z) where
L is a slowly varying function (that depends on F'). For eq. (A.8) to hold it is sufficient that
NYB=vL(x)(log(T))/? /TP — 0 (by eq. (A.9)). Write y =4/ 4+, § > 0. Then

NV L(z)(log(T)V/# [ NYA=(log(T))'/#] [ L(x)
Tp N TP { N9

}—>0
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since the condition holds for 4/ and L(x)/x% — 0 for any § > 0 (L is slowly varying). Second, let
4 = 0. Then (A.8) holds if N*/#(log(T))'/?/(axTP) — 0. Fix an arbitrary = > 0 and write this as

NYB(log )/ N=VB=(log(T))"/? Up(Na) — Ur(N) 1
anT? TP an N~ (Up(Nz) — Up(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 Up(Nx) — Up(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~" for all kK > 0 by problem 1.1.1(b) in ( ) (recall that
Up(N)=F~1(1—-1/N) by eq. (A.2)). In both cases the last fraction converges to zero, as 7' < 0.

The proof is identical if Gy ~ N(ur,02). Assumption 3 implies that ur and o2 are bounded.

i (1= = (1- D)) <o (YEEOD),

where the O term is uniform in 7'. The rest of the argument proceeds as above. O

In this case

A.3 Proof of Theorem 3.3

Proof of theorem 3.3. By theorem 2.2.1 in ( )
On—rN —Ur (%)
N N
wUr (?)

where (N/k)Ug (N/k) = (N/k) x ((1/(1 - F))’l)/ (N/k) = en (by egs. (A.1) and (A.2)). We now

transfer this convergence property to ¥n_j .

Vk = N(0,1). (A.10)

It is convenient for the purposes of the proof to replace the uniform random variables U; with
1/U;. Let Y1,..., Yy be iid random variables with cdf Fy(y) =1—1/y,y > 1, Fy(y) =0 for y < 1.
Observe that Y; 4 1/U; where U; is Uniform[0, 1]. Let Y; v < --- < Yy n be the order statistics,
then Uy n 4 1/Yn_ n. As pointed out by ( ) (p. 50)

d d
On—k,Nn =Ur(Yn-inN), OIN-knNT =Ur(Yn_iN). (A.11)
Let ey = (N/k)Uf (N/k), as in the statement of the theorem. Then
IN_knNT — Up (& Ur (Yn—rn) — Ur (&

CN CN

Ur (Yn_rn) — Up (¥
i F(Yn kJCV;V F(k) _i_;/]f(UT(YNk’N)—UF(YNk,N))

Vi

(A.12)

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

;/f (Ur (YN—k.N) —Ur (YN—k,N)) %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 Ur(Yn_gn) = F 1 (1 —=1/YN_gn). In lemma A.3 take X =6;, Y =T Pe; 1,
v=1-1/Yn_ N, subtract Up(Yn_kn) = F~1(1 - 1/YN_k ) on all sides and multiply by \/E/CN

to obtain
VEk L 1, 1 1
su — | F (w)+ =G+ | 1— —w| —F'1-
P } CN (w) T T YN_kN YN_kN

we [0,17 L

YN_k,N
vk
CN

< (Ur(Yn-kn) —Ur(Yn—kN))

VEk 1 1 1 1
inf | F Y w)+ =Gt [1+1— —w|—-F 11— ,
1} CN (w) T T Yn_knN YN_kN

we [17 1

IN

YN_k,N’

if ¢ is non-negative; the opposite inequalities hold if ¢y is negative. Since 1/Yy_j n 4 Ug,n, we

obtain

1 1 1
inf AR i il — Gl (1+1- —w|—-F1'1-
in 1 o~ ( (w) + To Gr ( + Yo rn w) S
we [1— ,1} ’ ’

YN_k,N
4 inf vk (F‘l(w) +
we[1-Uy n,1] CN

1
ﬁG%l (1+1—Uk,N—w)—F_1 (1—U1§7N)> £>O

Define u = —[1 — 1/Yn_; n — w] to write the above as condition (3). For the supremum, instead
define u = 1 — Uy, y — v and proceed as in the proof of theorem 3.1, noting that Uy x 2, 0 and hence
with probability approaching 1 [0,€] C [0,1 — Ui 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 dy such that infue[lkayN’l] \/ECNI(-) = Oy and Iy is bounded away
from zero. Suppose that it is possible to extract a further subsequence such that dx 1 converges
to some § # 0. By theorem 2 in ( ), there exists a joint distribution of 6; and
;7 such that the infimum is attained. Then along this subsequence for this joint distribution
Vkeyt (Ur (Yy—xn) —Ur (Yn_pn)) 2 5. Then from equations (A.10), (A.11), and (A.12) it
follows that VEkcy' [On_x.n1 — Ur(N/k)] = N(6,1). This convergence result may or may not hold
for the overall original sequence. If no convergent subsequence of dy 7 can be extracted, oy 7 is
unbounded. Extract a further monotonically increasing subsequence. There exists a sequence of

joint distributions of 8; and ; r such that along that subsequence ¥n_j n 7 diverges. O
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A.4 Proof of Proposition 3.4

Proof of proposition 3./. 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 g n7 € [0,U n]| and sy that with
probability approaching 1 lies in [0, €] for some € € (0, 1).

NI N I 3

a (F 1(1 — Uk,N + uS7N7T) — F (1 — Uy, N) T;DGT1 (1 — US,N,T)) £> 0, (A.14)
[z |

\CF (F1(1 Uiy — o) — F~' (1= Uin) + G (@ NT)) 2, (A.15)
N

We only show that eq. (A.14) holds, eq. (A.15) follows analogously.
Let p=0/2 + v, and set

1
Nr+1

as,nT = U N € [0,Uxn].

As in the proof of proposition 3.2, we first show that the scaled F~! terms in eq. (A.14) decay, and
then that the scaled G}l term decays. First we establish that

Vk (o NP a p
a <F <1_Uk’NNp—|—l) - F (1_Uk,N)) = 0. (A16)

Let Y1,..., Yy be iid random variables with c¢df Fy(y) =1—1/y,y > 1, Fy(y) =0 for y < 1. We
will use that Y; 4 1/U;, and correspondingly Yy_j n 4 1/Ug N, as in the proof of theorem 3.3.
Observe that ¢y can be written as ¢y = (N/k)U(N/k). Then using eq. (A.2) we obtain that

\/E —1 NP —1
CN<F (1_U"“‘NNP+1)_F (1_U’“’N)>

VE NP 41
L VP __ <UF (YN—k,N> - UF(YN—Ic,N)>
UL (X Nr

=y (0 (5 (Frean) 5) -0 (5 (5-0))

=2

N
k k
NP +1 k UF( xN) k k NP +1
=vk —1)({=Yn_ _— —Yn_ —Yn_
f( Nr )(N N k,N) EU/ (7) ) xN€|:N Nk,Na(N N k,N) NP :|
kK~“F\ k

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 ( ), (k/N)Yn_pn & 1.
By corollary 1.1.10 in ( ) under assumptions 1 and 4 it holds that

limy oo Up(tx) /UR(t) = 277! locally uniformly in x. Since zy — 1 as N — oo and k — 00,k =
o(N), we conclude that U ( T N) JUR ( ) — 1. Combining these observations, we obtain that

vor (0 (5 (3 55) -0 (5 (owean)
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_o, (\/E [Nj\; L 1]) _ O,(N2N~6/20)) — 0 (N~} = o,(1).

where we apply the assumption that k£ = N9 in the third equality.

vk 1 i p
aﬁG (1 — ’U/S7N7T> = 0. (Al?)

Now we show that

Suppose that supy Ele; 7|? < oo (proof is analogous if Gp ~ N (ur,0%)). As in eq. (A.9)

1 1 NPe/B
— Gy (1—UkN )No(l)
' /B
Tp Nr+1 Uk,NTp
By corollary 1.1.10 in ( ) Up € RV,_1, hence for some slowly varying

function L we can write U(x) = 27 'L(z) (be lemma A.4). Then cy = (N/k)Uj (N/k) =
(N/k)Y L (N/k). Hence

VEk 1 R 1 Nr/B
e >(”<> )

NO/2(141/B)+(1=0)(—y/+1/B)+v/B N —(1-8)
TP L (N1-9)

=0, <k1/2+v /B N= v+p//5+1/,6L ( ) ;p) =0, (
where in the second equality we again use corollary 2.2.2 in ( ) to conclude
that (N/k) x 1/Up N 4 (k/N)Yn_gn 2 1; in the third line we write v = 4/ 4 s where » > 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 s n 1 = Ui n/NP; observe that @s v 7 lies in [0, €] with probability
approaching 1 for any € € (0, 1). O

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 v. First, let v > 0. Let Fr be an RV with
P(Fr < z) = exp(—z~/7) for > 0 and 0 for x < 0; note that (E})~7 2 Fr. Then

1 l 1 N
. lownr—F 1) = —— |oynr—Ur [~
(- 4) { At < N)] Ur(N) { waa = Ur < z ﬂ
1 Up(N x 171 _1 1
= W9yNr— R ) (Y = Fr—
() NN T ey =R
since by corollary 1.2.10 in ( ) Ur(x) € RV, and Yy n7/Ur(N) = Fr by
corollary 1.2.4 in ( ).
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For v = 0 and let Gu be an RV with P(Gu < z) = exp(—e™*) for € R; note that —log(EY) 4

Gu. By corollary 1.2.4 in ( ) there exists a f(-) such that ay =
f(F~1(1 = 1/N)) for ay of eq. (A.5). For this f we have

R )

_ alN (Invr — Un(N)) + alN <UF (]lv) - UF(N)> — Gu —log(l),

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

For v < 0 necessarily F~!(1) = Up(co) < oo. Let W be an RV with P(W < z) =
exp(—(—z)~/7) for 2 < 0 and P(W < z) = 1 for = > 0, note that —(E;)~" L W. Then

o)

1 Up(o0) — Up(N/1) 1
Ur(o0) — () UNNr —Urleel) ey ~ W e
where the first term converges by corollary 1.2.4 in ( ) and Up(o0)—Up(zx) €
RV, by corollary 1.2.10 in ( ) O

Proof of lemma /.2. Let an be as in eq. (A.5) and let Sy = Up(N). First we show that for the
constants ap, Sy it holds that

g e ey

anN ’ anN anN

= (B L (B BT~ L, (B B3+ By 1) (BA)

(ﬁN,N,T — BN IN-1,NT — BN IN_gNT — ,8N>

Let Ex, ..., Eg41 be iid standard exponential RVs, and EY, ..., Ey ; another iid set of standard
exponential RVs. Observe that P (Ur (1/(1 —exp(—E;))) < x) = Hr(z). Then

(INNTON-UNTs -, IN—g,N,T)

1 1 1
(UT (1 - exp(ELn)) Ut <1 “exp (EM)> e Ur (1 - exp(EqH,n)))

1 1
() ()

[l

1
. Ur
) ) . . E* )
where the second equality follows by the ( ) representation of order statistics from an
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exponential sample (see expression (1.9) in ( )). We conclude that

(ﬁN,N,T — BN UN_gN — ﬁN)

g ooy

an an
1
d 1 Ur . - * — BN
=|Ur 25 — BN l—exp| ~E1_ P2 _ . _ For1 . (B2)
1—exp| — P N N-1 N—gq
e s ey an

Examine the first coordinate in the above vector:

(=tm) =)

an aN

o (<<>>) e (N@e;(@:)))ww TEze) |

—

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

difference term involving Up and Up.

We separately analyze the two terms. First, by theorem 2.1.1 in ( )
Ur ! — BN
UF % — ﬁN E* E* E*
(1exp<}f\,1)) l—exp| —g— g2y~ Nqiqu
on s e .

= ((BD T - LB BT~ L (Bf 4+ B+ Ey) - 1) (B3)

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

o (smemy) o =) 5

anN

U N ~Ur(N) U ( N )—U(N)
T(N(l-eXP(-Nl))) e ()T v — )

= _ 4 .
an an an

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 Ay r(2) = (Ur (Nz) — Ur(N))/ay. hnr
converges pointwise to h(z) = (7 — 1)/ as N,T — co by theorem 3.1, lemma A.1, and eq. (A.5)
with Up in place of Ur. Since the limit is continuous, and h ~,7(z) is monotonic in x, convergence

is locally uniform in y (see section 0.1 in ( )). Define zny = N(1 — exp(—E7/N)). Then
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xy — Ef and zy is a bounded sequence. Then as N, T — oo it holds that hx r(zy') — A((EF)™1)
(observe that Ef does not depend on N or T). Similarly, define fy(z) = (Ur (Nz) — Up(N))/an.
fn(x) converges to the same limit h(z) by eq. (A.5). As fy(x) is monotonic, convergence is also
locally uniform in x, so analogously fy(zy') — h((E)~!). Thus the difference between the first
two terms in eq. (B.4) tends to zero. Second, (Up(N) — Ur(N))/an = o(1) as in the proof of
theorem 3.1 (take 7 = 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 (ay, By) 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 ~. For v < 0

Unng —Ur(oc) _ InnT— BN an 1o ()T -1 <y —1
Ur(o0) — U(N) an Up(oo) —U(N) '
where the result follows from lemma 1.2.9 in ( ). Forv>0
UnnNg _ InNT — BN an (By) -1 _
NI _ NN, +1=>———xy+1=(E})".
Ur(N) an  Up(N) K (&)
where the result follows from lemma 1.2.9 in ( ). For v = 0 the constants
in the lemma statement are in fact ay, By (corollary 1.2.4 in ( )) We only

need to represent ((Ef)~7 — 1))/~ in the form given in the theorem statement. Observe that that
forz >0 (x77 —1)/v — —log(x) as v — 0 (note the minus). The conclusion follows. O

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

theorem. O

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 EAy 1t = max{T Pley r|,..., T Plenr|}.

Since ¥; 7 = 0; + T Pe; 7, the following elementary inequality holds:
OnnN —EAN <Onvn7T <OnvnN+ EAN or [OnNT —ONnN| < EANT. (B.5)

Lemma B.1. (1) If supp Ele;7|? < 0o for some 8> 0, then Iy N1 — On N is Op(NYB/TP).
(2) Let assumption 3 hold and e; 7 ~ N (ur,0%) for all T. Then In N1 —0On N = Op(y/1og(N)/TP).

Proof. Consider (1), Let t > 0. We compare EAy 1 to N°/T? for s > 0:

EAnT N1 leir| } N ( les | )
P =~ >t =P — >t <§ P d >tTP ) < NP (lg; 7| > tN?
(NS/TP - ) (ZLJl{TP Ns/Tr — = Ns/Tr = = (e ,T‘ = )

Eles,r|’ < Supr Ele,r|’

1—8s
tBNBs — 8 N ’

where we use Markov’s inequality in the penultimate step. Setting s = 1/ shows that these
probabilities are bounded, uniformly in 7', hence EAx 1 = O, (N 1/8 / Tp). The result follows by
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inequality (B.5).

Consider (2). By assumption 3, (ur,0%) is a bounded sequence. EAyr is a maximum of
independent normal variables of bounded mean and variance. Then EAy 7 = O, (\/W / Tp).
The result then follows by inequality (B.5). O

Proof of theorem /./. The proof changes depending on whether [ =0 or [ > 0. We begin with [ =0
and v < 0. Label

Ef4+.--+E )77 In— —F 11
(Bf+ -+ Eypq)77 — (EY) UN—¢NT —YINNT

using notation of theorem 4.3. Theorem 4.3 shows that Jy = J.
Add and subtract F~'(1) in Ly y 1 to obtain

J(m)zP(

Lynr(z) =

N
1 % 'lgl(;s—)r,b,T —F~'(1) N F711) —dInnr <
(N) 19(5) _ 19(5) ,19(5) _ 19(5) ’
b/ s=1 b—q,b, T bb,T b—q,b,T bb,T

Fix an arbitrary € > 0 and define the event En 7 = {’(Ffl(l) — 19N7N7T)/(191(78_)q bT — 191(;27,)‘ < e}.
The goal is to show that P(Ex 1) — 1 for any € > 0 as N,T — co. Write

F'1)—dInnr  F'(1)—6yn  OnnN—9INNT
19(5) _ 19(5) o 19(5) _ ,19(5) 19(8) _ 19(5) '
b—kbT — Voo T b—gbT — VbbT b—gbT — VbbT

(B.6)

We show that both terms are o,(1), which allows us to conclude that P(Ex ) — 1. Focus on the
first term in eq. (B.6). Recall that F~!(1) = Up(co) and write the term as

F_l(l)—HN,N . UF(OO)—GN,N UF(OO)—UF(Z)) UF(OO)—UF(N)

Q91(78—)q,b,T - ﬁl(a,sg,T - Ur(o0) =Ur(N) 191(75—)q,b,T - ﬁéfﬁ,T Ur(o0) = Ur(b)
(1) The first term is Op(1) under assumption 2 by corollary 1.2.4 in ( ).

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, (Up(00) —Up(t)) € RV, by corollary 1.2.10 in ( ). By proposition
0.5 in ( ) (Up(00) — Up(xt))/(Up(oo) — Up(t)) — 2 uniformly on intervals of the
form (b, 00). Hence, using b = N™, m < 1,7 < 0, we obtain

Ur(o0) —Up(N) _ Up(o0) — Up((N'""N™))
Up(oo) = Up(N™) Up(o0) = Up(N™)

~ (N'™™)7 — 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 supy E|e;7|® < 0o, by lemma B.1 we conclude
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that O,y — Inng = Op(NYP/TP). By lemma 4.2, (0§, 1 —0°) )/ (Up(00) — Up(b)) is Op(1).
In addition, by corollary 1.2.10 in ( ) 1/(Up(o0) — Up(t)) is RV_,, so by
lemma A.4 we can write 1/(Up(oco) — Up(t)) = t~7L(t) for some slowly varying L. Since b= N,
we obtain

Up(c0) — Up(b) 1

ﬁlgi)q,b,T - ﬁlgflz,T Ur(o0) = Ur(b)

On.N —UNNT
19(5) o 19(3)
b—gb,T — Vbb,T

= (OnN —INNT)

Nl/ﬂ —ym m
L(N™) diverges at rate slower than any power of N. Then the expression in (B.7) is o,(1) if for
some £ > 0 it holds that N/#=ym+<T=P _ 0. However, such a k > 0 exists since assumptions of
proposition 3.2 hold and v < ym.

The remainder of the proof now proceeds as in ( ). Define

N
= 1 @) 191(7813T_UF(C>0)
Lb,N,T:mZH 5l S <z

( (
b/ s=1 ﬁb—q,b,T_ﬂb,b,T

On the event Ey 7 it holds that I:b,N’T(:z —¢) < Lynr(z) < i}b’N,T(a: +€). Since P(EnT) — 1,
the above also holds with probability approaching one. Observe that E(Ly,,(x)) = Jy7(z) = J ().
I~/b7 ~,7 is a U-statistic of order b with kernel bounded between 0 and 1. By theorem A on p. 201
in ( ) it holds that Ly x.r(z) — Jyr(2) & 0. Then, as in ( ),
for any € > 0 with probability approaching it holds that J(z —€) —e¢ < Lyn7 < J(z +€) + €.
Letting € — 0 shows that Ly n7(2) — J(z) at all continuity points = of J(x). This also shows that
Co = L;]{,7T(a) — J7H (@) = ¢, since weak convergence of cdfs is equivalent to weak convergence of

quantiles.

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

N
1 (%) I[{ 191()—)r,b,T —Ur(®/l)  Up®/l) = In_NipNT < }
ﬁl(i)q,b,T - ﬁg,sg,T ﬁl(i)q,b,T o ﬁl(nslz,T

First, since b satisfies the conditions of theorem 4.3

I, — Ur(b/) L (Bl 4 BL) T 4
”Ql()s—)q,b,T - ﬁl(),sg,T (BEf + -+ Eg )7 — (B)77

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

Enr = { < e}. (B.8)

The goal is is to show that P(En,r) — 1 for any € > 0 under the assumptions of the theorem, the

Ur(b/1) = IN_Nio,N,T
I o — T

proof will then proceed as above. We show this separately for different signs of v. Let v < 0 and
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Ur(c0) — Ur(b)

0y = Ohir

write the expression under the absolute value as
brrr (b
by (b
[ e (2) 59)

[\/ﬁUF(b/l) — UN_N/bN,T
b b (B VAL UR(00) — Up(3))

The first term is Op(1) by theorem 3.3 taken with & = N{/b. Conditions of theorem 3.3 hold,

since k = NI/b ~ N'™™ and conditions of proposition 3.4 are assumed to hold for § = 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 ( ) under assumption 4
(b/DU (%) /(Ur(o0) = Ur(b)) — —. Multiplying this by (N1/b)~"/> — 0 shows that overall the
last term is o(1). We conclude that overall the expression in eq. (B.9) is o,(1).

For v > 0 instead write the expression under the absolute value in eq. (B.8) as

Ur(b/l) =y i np [ N1 Ur(b/1) =9y _m NT] b (4)
I o = Or VXUp(b)

The last term is o(1) by corollary 1.1.12 in ( ), other terms are as above.

Uk (?) ][ 1 ]
,19(3) 19{()5) NI ’

b_q»baT o ’b7T b

Ur(b)

s) (s)
191()—q,b,T —Dppr

For v = 0 write the term of interest as

Ur(b/l) — 19N—%,N,T _ N1 Ur(b/1) - 19N—%,N,T
S Vb U (7)

b—q,b, T

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 ( ) under assumption 4 we may take f (Up(N)) = NU(N).
Finally, the last term is o(1). O

Proof of remark 9. Let v > 0 and consider 4. Under conditions of theorem 4.3 eq. (A.5) holds
with Ur in place of Up. By lemma 1.2.10 in ( ), this convergence is
equivalent to Urp(tx)/Urp(x) — 7 for all z > 0. Now proof of theorem 3.2.2 in
( ) applies with Uz in place of Ur (U in their notation).

Consistency of Ypw s for v < 1 holds by theorem 3.6.1 in ( ) as eq.
(A.5) holds with Ur in place of Ur under the conditions of theorem 4.3. O

B.2 Proof of Theorem 4.5

We begin by establishing several supporting lemmas.

Lemma B.2. Let Uy 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 = |Vk], and k — oo, then

vk (%Uk—i-l,N - 1) 11
(\/E (TJJ\:SUmsH,N - 1)) =N (07 (1 1)) '
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Proof. By lemma 2.2.3 in ( ) Vk (%Uk-Fl,N — 1) = N(0,1) = Z. To show
the result, we only need to show that the suitable scaled difference between U411 v and Ug4s—1 N

converges to zero in probability. Consider

N N
Vk (k: s Ukyst1,N — 1) —Vk (kUkz—i-l,N - 1)

1
= VEN (le_ Ukts+1,N — kUkJrl,N)

N S s s
= = (Upgsry —Upq — —— — > Uy,
\/E( st VR TN T i s ’“++1N+N+1>

N s N s s k+s+1
= = <Uk’+s+1 — U1 — ) - = <Uk+s+1,N - >

VE N +1 Vi \k+s kE+s N+1

N s s k+s+1

— — . B.1
+\/E(N+1 k+s N+1> (B.10)

We show that each of the terms in the last equality in eq. (B.10) is 0,(1). The last term:

N s <1_k‘+s+1> S (1_k+s+1

VEN+1 k+s Vk k+ s

Consider the first term. A difference of order statistics from the uniform distribution follows a beta
distribution: if p > r, then U, y — U, n ~ Beta(p —r,N —p+r +1). Let 6 > 0, then

N s
N _ — >
P (‘ 7k <Uk+s+17N Uk+1,8 N + 1)’ N 5>
_p <|Beta(s,N —s+1) —E(Beta(s, N —s+1))| > \]/VEcS)

>—>Oass~\/E,k:—>oo.

s(N—s+1) s
Var(Beta(s, N —s+1))  N+1)2(N+2) LN 5
= 52k /N2 ek 024 8%k

Last, turn to the second term. Since Uyys+1,v ~Beta(k + s+ 1,n —k — s), for 6 > 0 we have

s k+s+1
P|l—|—— R - | >4
(\/%‘k‘JrSUIH_—H’N k+s N+1 ‘_ )

k(k
:P(]Beta(k+s+1,N—k—s)—E(Beta(k+s+1,N—k—s))| 25\[(N+S)>
s
N2s? (k+s+1)(N—k—s) N2s2
< Var(Beta(k 1IL,N—Fk— =
< Var(Beta(k + s +1, Nt tsr - (NE12NT2 (k1)
2
N (k+s+1)s 1 o
k(k + s)? k+s
The assertion of the lemma now follows. O

Lemma B.3. Let 0 be sampled iid from F, let assumption / hold. Let k = o(N),k — 0o,s = |Vk].
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Let On—_ N,ON—k—s,n be the order statistics from F'. Then as N — oo

ON—k,N —Ur (%)

i |0 60)

ON—k—s,N —Ur (m
k+sUF (k+s>

Proof. We use the Cramer-Wold device together with a technique used by
( ) 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) (On_p n, ON—k—s N) 4

(Ur (1/Ugs1.8) ,Ur (1/Ugyss1.n)) - Let (c1,c2) € R? and examine

ON—k,N UF(k) ON—k—s,n —Ur (%S)
Y m T ()
a4, i (Frois) —Ur (¥) PP e voety) ~ Ur (£5)

k]-\&(s U/ ( k+s )

(k+5)/(NUptst1,8) Upp (

)
zclx/E/lk/(NUkHN) Ok (1 )dt +02f/

Under assumption 4 U, € RV,_; by corollary 1.1.10 in ( ) (up to
sign). Then by Potter’s inequalities (proposition B.1.9 (5) in ( )) for any
g,e’ > 0 starting from some Ny for ¢ > 1 it holds that

Uy (¥t)

(1 . g)t'yflfs’ - \FJ - (1 + €)t771+5’,
o (9

—1—¢’ UF(k-i—s) 1+’
)1 <m<(1+g)ﬂ L’

Multiplying by vk and taking integrals with limits of integration as in in eq. (B.11), we obtain for

(1—¢

c1,c2 20
a(l —E)\/E<J\7U:+’1y]\]_>; T + el —8)\/%@%);_8 .
< C1\/EUF (Uk+11,N) - Up (%> _’_02\/%UF (UHSIH,N) —Ur (kl_i_s)
> %Uf? (%) %U}; (k 8)
e ~y+e!
§01(1+€)\/E(w6/ _1+02(1+6)\/%(JW£:%1>€/ —1
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Similar inequalities apply for different combinations of signs of ¢, c2, though with (1 — ¢) replaced
by (14 ¢) for the terms with ¢; < 0. By lemma B.2 and the delta method we get that for any & > 0
that satisfies ¢’ # +~

(NUkil,N)’YJre/*l 11 (NU:H,N>’Y75/*1 11
VEk T :>N<O,< )), VE = :>N<O,< ))
( k ) 1 11 ( 1 11

k - —
NUgtst+1,N NUk+s+1,N)
yte’ y—¢’

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

ON—kN — UF( ) +02f0kafsN_UF (k%s)
2UE (?) *Uk <k+s)

has the same asymptotic distribution as

vk

( k )'yis’ B ( ks >'yie’ _q
o \/’ NUk+1 N + CQ\/E NUk+s+1,N
0 ==24 0 ==254
Finally, the conclusion of the lemma follows by the Cramer-Wold device, O

Proof of theorem /J.5. First, we focus on part (1) and establish the result for 6. Since F is differ-
entiable, so is Up, and Uk(t) = [(1 — F(Up(t)))?]/[f(Ur(t))]. Since F(Ug(t)) is monotonic, the
monotonicity assumption on f implies that eventually also U} is non-increasing/non-decreasing.
Let s = |[Vk|. Recall F~'(1 — k/N) = Up(N/k), then

QN_k’N—F_l (1—%) B %(GN kN — UF(N/k)) (B 12)

ON—kN —ON_k—sN Ve (On i — O
%U%(N/k)( N—kN — ON_k—s N)

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

Vi
NU,(NJk) (ON—k,N — ON—f—s,N) (B.13)

e (00 () - o (om0 (55)

/
k F

f,nggﬁw (o (7)o (555)
vk (65 1o = 0r () iU (N b+ 5))

The second term can be written as
TUL(N/(k+5)) k+s FUR(N/E)

_l’_

k+s

By assumption 4 and corollary 1.1.10 in ( ) Uk(tx) /JUR(t) — 2771 as
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t — oo locally uniformly in (0, c0). Hence

2LURN/(b+5) & Ur (¥
RUR(N/E) k+s g (X

since k/k + s — 1. Thus, by lemma B.3

JZU;(F];W (HN—k,N - Urp (27)) - J’XU;Z{W (HN—k—s,N - Up (kN—i—s>) 5 0.

Last, we examine the residual. Observe that Ul > 0. First suppose U} is eventually non-increasing,

in which case

N N N/k s N N k
Ur|—)—-U :/ Up(t)dt < ———Uj ()
< F(k> F(/H-S)) (N/E)xk/(k+s) r(®) “k+sk "\kk+s
Using the above expression, we obtain an upper bound for the residual term
k N N k N N k
wor i (O () o (55) = oy (e 1o ()
Ul’m(%) k k+s %Ug(%) k+sk kk+s

_ Vs Uk (Fe)
EENAC) -

=2

since s = L\/EJ and by local uniform convergence of the ratio of Uj. At the same time, since U}, is

eventually non-increasing, we obtain a lower bound

N/k s N N
Us (t)dt > —U; ()
/(N/k)xk/(k+s) Ft)dt = k+sk T\ k

v (0 () -0 (555)) = 2

which shows that

Hence, the residual term converges to 1. If instead U} 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

aN—k,N - UF(N/kJ)
ON—kN — ON—k—s N

:>Z
1

=7Z~N(0,1)

Now turn to part (2) and consider the noisy estimates ¢J;. If the conclusion of lemma B.3 holds
with ¢ in place of 6, then the proof of part (1) applies with order statistics of ¥ replacing their
noiseless counterparts 6. In light of this, it is sufficient to establish the result of lemma B.3 for 9.
We proceed similarly to proof of theorem 3.3 and we apply the Cramer-Wold device.

Observe that (ﬁka,N,Tvﬁkafs,N,T) 4 (UT(Yka,N)a UT(Ykafs,N)) for Y as in the proof of
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theorem 3.3. Let ¢1,c2 € R. Then as in eq. (A.12)

N
k+s

In_p,NT — UFR (%) N fﬁkafs N1 —Up (
2

vk

%Ulg’ (%) k+sUF (k+s>
4 i (YNNk N) ;UF (%) N cQ\/%UF (YN;S N) —Ur (k+s)
?UIF (?) k+sU/ (k+s>
Ur (Yn-k,n) — Ur (YN—kN) Ur (Yn_i—s,N) —Ur (YN—k—s.N)
+C1\f NU’ ( ) +C2\/E k]_XSU’ <k+s)
261\/%91\7—1;1\/ — UA}; (%) N 02\/E9N—k—s ~N —Ur (k;i)
%Ur (?) s Ur <k+s)
\/‘UT (Yn_kn) —Ur (YN—g,N) \/EUT (Yn—k—s,n) — Ur (YN—k—s,N).
o 2o () " &0 ()

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
O

applied at k and k + s.
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