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OPTIMAL RATES OF CONVERGENCE FOR ESTIMATES
OF THE EXTREME VALUE INDEX!

By HOLGER DREES

University of Cologne

Hall and Welsh established the best attainable rate of convergence
for estimates of a positive extreme value index y under a certain second
order condition implying that the distribution function of the maximum
of n random variables converges at an algebraic rate to the pertaining ex-
treme value distribution. As a first generalization, we obtain a surprisingly
sharp bound on the estimation error if vy is still assumed to be positive, but
the rate of convergence of the maximum may be nonalgebraic. This result
allows a more accurate evaluation of the asymptotic performance of an es-
timator for y than the Hall and Welsh theorem. For example, it is proved
that the Hill and the Pickands estimators achieve the optimal rate, but
only the Hill estimator attains the sharp bound. Finally, an analogous re-
sult is derived for a general, not necessarily positive, extreme value index.
In this situation it turns out that location invariant estimators show the
best performance.

1. Introduction. Consider n i.i.d. random variables (r.v.’s), whose distri-
bution function (d.f.) F' belongs to the weak domain of attraction of an extreme
value d.f.:

G,(x) :=exp(—(1+ yx)“17), 1+yx>0, yeR,

which is interpreted as exp(—e™*) if y = 0. Then by definition there are se-
quences of normalizing constants a, > 0 and b,, € R such that

(1.1) F'(a,x +0b,) > G,(x)

for all x € R. Whereas many estimators of the so-called extreme value index
v were proposed in literature [see, e.g., Hill (1975), Pickands (1975), Hall and
Welsh (1985), Csorgo, Deheuvels and Mason (1985), Smith (1987), Dekkers,
Einmahl and de Haan (1989) and Drees (1995a, 1997a, b)], little is known
about optimality of these estimators.

The most important result in literature about what can be achieved is given
in Hall and Welsh (1984), where for positive vy an upper bound on the rate is
established at which any sequence of estimators &, for « = 1/y converges
towards the true parameter uniformly over certain neighborhoods of Pareto
distributions. More precisely, they defined sets 2 = Z(ay, ¢y, &, p, A) consist-
ing of all densities f: (0, c0) — [0, co) which satisfy

(1.2) f(x) = dax @Y1+ r(x)) where |r(x)| < Ax™*
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for all x > 0, | — ag| < &, |d — dy| < € and «y, dy, &, p, A > 0. Then it was
proved that

lim inf P}{|&, —a| <a,} =1

n—oo feg
implies
(1.3) lim a, n?/?*D) = 0.
n—o0

Here P’ denotes the distribution of n i.i.d. r.v.’s with density f. Moreover, Hall
and Welsh showed that the reciprocal of the Hill estimator

1 X, i1
(1.4) Vol = — Zbg(M)
k, ‘= X

n—*k,:n

actually attains this optimal bound if &, ~ n2?/2*+D Here X;., < X,., <
--- < X,., denote the order statistics pertaining to X, ..., X,,.

Thus as far as rates of convergence are concerned, optimality in model (1.2)
may be defined using (1.3). Furthermore, the rate of uniform convergence of
an estimator for y can be considered as a measure of its robustness against
deviations of type (1.2) from the ideal Pareto distributions. However, note that
model (1.2) is rather restrictive, since it includes only distributions with posi-
tive extreme value index whose upper tail is fitted very well by a Pareto tail. In
particular, for those d.f’s the rate of convergence in (1.1) w.r.t. the variational
distance is algebraic [Reiss (1989), Corollary 5.2.7], whereas, for example, for
loggamma d.f’s with density f(x) = cx~/"*D1log? '(x)1; ,(x), which are
common in nonlife insurance mathematics [cf. Ramlau-Hansen (1988) and
Hogg and Klugman (1984)], or the log-hyperbolic distribution often used in
geology and other natural sciences [see Beirlant, Teugels and Vynckier (1996)]
the rate of convergence is much slower, namely a power of the logarithm of the
sample size. Consequently, one should expect a poor rate of convergence for
estimates of the extreme value index if the underlying d.f. is of this type. In
order to safeguard oneself against large estimation errors in this “worst case,”
it is particularly important that an estimator converges at the best possible
rate for such d.f’s. To this end, we aim at generalizing the Hall and Welsh
result to enlarged sets of distributions including quite arbitrary d.f’s in the
domain of attraction of an extreme value d.f.

Note that there is no obvious counterpart of condition (1.2) if the density
is not tail equivalent to a Pareto density. This is partly because in (1.2) the
bound on the remainder term r(x) depends both on the first order parameter
«a and the second order parameter p. For that reason, in case y > 0 we replace
(1.2) by a suitable condition in terms of the function

U(t) := F1<1 — %) t>1,

with F~! denoting the quantile function (q.f.) pertaining to F.
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Recall that F € D(G,), v > 0, if and only if U is regularly varying with ex-
ponent y. Here we assume the slightly stronger condition that U is normalized
regularly varying, that is,

(1.5) U(t) =ct” exp(/jn(s)/sds)

with n(¢) — 0 as t — oo. Representation (1.5) is equivalent to the well-
known von Mises condition A,(x) := (1 — F(x))/(xf(x)) = y as x — oo where
f denotes a suitable Lebesgue-density of F'; in particular, (1.5) is necessary
for F € D(G,) if f is eventually monotone [Bingham, Goldie and Teugels
(1987), Theorem 1.7.2]. Observe that n(¢) = tU'(¢)/U() — y = h(U(2)) —
v measures the speed of convergence in Karamata’s theorem applied to the
regularly varying functions U’ and f.

In Theorem 2.1 we establish an upper bound on the rate of convergence of an
arbitrary sequence of estimators for y uniformly over all d.f’s satisfying (1.5)
with |n(?)| < g(¢) where g is (—p)—varying for some p > 0. In the special case
of g(¢) = const. t7?, p > 0, this is essentially equivalent to the Hall and Welsh
result (see Lemma 2.1); whereas for slowly varying function g, we do not only
obtain an upper bound on the rate of convergence but an asymptotically sharp
bound on the estimation error itself. Hence, the latter case leads to a criterion
to discriminate the robustness of different estimators for y against deviations
from a Pareto tail, which is more accurate than the one following from the
Hall and Welsh theorem: While most prominent estimators of y converge at
the optimal rate if a suitable fraction of the observations is used for estimation,
for example the Pickands estimator defined by

Xn—k +1:n — Xn—2k +1:n
(1.6) V. p = log< L R > log(2)
P Xn—2kn+1:n - Xn—4kn+1:n /

does not attain the asymptotic bound in case of p = 0 but the Hill estimator
does.

In the general case, where the sign of vy is not known in advance, there is no
simple unifying representation of the function U comparable to (1.5), but the
following analogue for its derivative U’ is sufficient for F' € D(G,) if n(¢) — 0
as t — oo:

(1.7 U'(t)=ct’! exp(/ltn(s)/sds).

Note that (1.7) is equivalent to the von Mises type condition Ay(x) :=
(1 - F)/f)(x) — vy as x + F7}(1) [see Reiss (1989), (5.1.25)]. Here
n(t) =tU"(t)/U'(t)—(y—1) = he(U(¢))—y quantifies the speed of Karamata’s
convergence for U” and of the convergence of A,.

Theorem 3.1 is the counterpart of Theorem 2.1 in this general setup where
representation (1.5) is replaced by (1.7). While the bounds are literally the
same, in contrast to the case y > 0, estimators of the extreme value index that
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are not location invariant, as, for example, the moment estimator introduced
by Dekkers, Einmahl and de Haan (1989):

. . 1 .
Yn,M ‘= VYn, H +1- 2 @) with
2(1 =7, u/Mn")

k
(2) 1 & 2 Xn7i+1:n
M =—>'1 —,
kng o8 (Xnkn:n>

(1.8)

in general do not converge at the optimal rate in model (1.7). Therefore, in the
general situation, we recommend the use of location invariant estimators, like
Pickands-type estimators or (in the case y > —1/2) the maximum likelihood
estimator examined by Smith (1987), which attain the optimal rates in both
models (1.5) and (1.7). All proofs are given in Section 4.

Further bounds on the estimation error as well as modifications of the re-
sults presented here and more detailed proofs can be found in a technical
report [Drees (1995b)].

2. Optimal rates of convergence in the case y> 0. First we establish
an upper bound on the rate of convergence in model (1.5) uniformly over all
distributions for which the approximation error in the Karamata convergence
for U’ is bounded by a given regularly varying function g.

THEOREM 2.1. Fix constants ¢, vy, > 0 and 0 < & < vy,. Suppose that the
function g: (1,00) — (0, 00) is (—p)-varying for some p > 0, bounded away
from 0 and finitely integrable on compact intervals, and eventually nonin-
creasing with lim,_,  g(¢t) = 0. Moreover, let (y,) be an arbitrary sequence of
estimators for vy and (a,), a sequence of positive real numbers.

If

uniformly for all functions U satisfying (1.5) with |n(t)| < g(t) forall t > 1
and |y — yo| < &, then

= b 3 07
@.1) lim inf —2» o e
n— 00 g(tn) >1, lfp =0
for any sequence (t,) satisfying
A\ 12
(2.2) lim g(tn)(t—> =1

(Here Py, denotes the distribution of n i.i.d. r.v.’s with d.f. F pertaining to U.)

REMARKS. (i) In contrast to (1.3), in general the bound g(¢,) cannot be
described explicitly. However, note that for a (—p)-varying function g there
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always exists a sequence (¢,) satisfying (2.2) and that (2.1) is equivalent for
all such sequences.

(i1) By the same methods as used in the proof of Theorem 2.1, in the case
p > 0 one can establish very crude asymptotic lower bounds on the probability
that the estimation error exceeds lg(¢,) where [ > 0 is an arbitrary fixed
constant [see Drees (1995b)].

As already mentioned, the case p = 0 is most interesting since then Theo-
rem 2.1 is substantially stronger than the Hall and Welsh theorem, in that it
gives a bound on the estimation error itself.

EXAMPLE. Let g(¢) = A/(1+log(t)) for some sufficiently large constant A.
Then (1.5) with |n(t)| < g(¢) is satisfied for large ¢ by loggamma distributions.
Since (n/t,)Y?/(log(t,)) — 1 implies log(¢,) ~ log(n), the optimal uniform
bound a,, on the estimation error asymptotically behaves as A/log(n). In par-
ticular, one should not expect an estimator of y to converge at a faster rate
than 1/log(n) if the observations are loggamma distributed.

Next we demonstrate by means of the examples introduced in Section 1
how Theorem 2.1 can be used to evaluate the robustness of estimators of the
extreme value index against deviations of the tail of the underlying d.f. from
the pertaining Pareto tail, particularly against large deviations in the case
p = 0. To this end it is crucial to choose the number of order statistics used
for estimation suitably depending on the dominating function g. In the case
p = 0, the following proposition, which follows immediately from the uniform
convergence theorem for slowly varying functions, plays a central role.

PROPOSITION 2.1. If g is slowly varying and lim,_, t, = oo, then there
exists a sequence (t}) such that

2.3) lim 2 =0 yet lim £n)

n—00 tn n—oo g(tn) -

1.

Now fix some function g satisfying the assumptions of Theorem 2.1 and
choose sequences (¢,) according to (2.2) and, for p = 0, (¢}) according to (2.3).
In what follows we will always assume that the sequence (%,,), which deter-
mines the order statistics used by the estimators, is defined by

[tﬁi|’ if p> 0,
(2.4) k, = "

where [x] denotes the integral part of x.

First we examine the Hill estimator defined by (1.4). It turns out that y, g
is optimal in the sense that it attains the bounds given in Theorem 2.1. In
particular, these bounds cannot be improved.
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THEOREM 2.2. Suppose the conditions of Theorem 2.1 are satisfied and

a
Iim —2— =00 if p>0,
n—oo g(t,) P
lim (r) (a,— g(t;)) =00 if p=0.

Then with k, according to (2.4) one has
Tim P9, 51— <a,} =1
uniformly for all functions U considered in Theorem 2.1.

Observe that in case of p = 0 by (2.2) and (2.3) one has (n/t%)2g(¢;) — o
and g(4,)/&(t;) — 1, s0 that (n/;)/*(a, — g(£3)) = (n/;)"2g(t;)(a, /& (t;) -
1) — oo, that is, (2.5), if a,,/g(t,) | 1 sufficiently slowly. This proves that the
optimal bound is actually attained by the Hill estimator.

REMARKS. (i) By obvious changes in the proof of Theorem 2.2, we see that
the assertion holds true if y, p is replaced by any kernel estimator defined by
Csorgd, Deheuvels and Mason (1985) with support c [0, 1].

(i1) Observe that the choice %k, = [n/t,] guarantees that the maximal bias
and the standard deviation of the Hill estimator are of the same order. Now
Proposition 2.1 enables us to reduce the variance to a smaller order without
changing the bias asymptotically if one chooses %, = [n/t}] in the case p = 0.
Therefore the limiting distribution of y,, p (if it exists) will be degenerate if p =
0 and £%,, is chosen optimally. In Drees (1997a), Corollary 4.1, a similar result
is proved for a quite general class of estimators of y. In fact, this degeneracy
property explains why it is possible to obtain a sharp bound on the estimation
error instead of merely a bound on the rate of convergence.

Many estimators of y converge at the optimal rate but do not attain the
asymptotically optimal bound in the case p = 0. A typical example is the
Pickands estimator 7, p defined by (1.6).

THEOREM 2.3. Suppose that the conditions of Theorem 2.1 hold and k,
fulfills (2.4). Moreover, assume that a,, satisfies

a = oo, if p>0,
(2.6) liminf —2 1426 %
n—o0o tn ; —
gty | > Fpp = if p=0.
Then
2.7 }LI{.IOP’[}{l’}’;n,p—'ﬂ <a,}=1

uniformly for all U considered in Theorem 2.1.
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It can be proved that for p = 0 the bound (2.6) is sharp in the sense that no
sequence (a,) with liminf, | _a,/g(¢,) < (1425 %)/(1—2¢"") satisfies (2.7).
Hence, asymptotically the uniform estimation error is at least three times as
high as the minimal error if the extreme value index is less than 1 (which
is satisfied in most applications), so that Hill’s estimator is clearly superior
in this case. However, it should be mentioned that the Pickands estimator
attains the optimal bound, too, if not only the dominating function g but
also 7 is regularly varying, which indeed is the case for the usual textbook
distributions.

As it is shown in Drees (1997a, b), such a behavior is typical for a large class
of estimators of the extreme value index, including the moment estimator 7,
defined in (1.8), whose performance lies somewhere in between the Hill and
the Pickands estimators; it attains the optimal bound in the case p = 0 for
v > 1 but not for smaller extreme value indices. More precisely, one can show
by lengthy calculations along the lines of Dekkers and de Haan (1993), proof
of Theorem 3.4, that 7, ,, fulfills the assertions of Theorem 2.3 if for p = 0,
(2.6) is replaced by

liminf 2% ~ <2exp(70 —e—1)
n—00 g(tn) Yo — €

- 1) Liyp—e<1} + Liyp—ez1y

where the right-hand side is strictly greater than 1 if yy — & < 1. On the
other hand, asymptotically the uniform estimation error is always less than
the error of the Pickands estimator and it is less than 1/3 of this error if the
extreme value index is less than 1. Hence, the Pickands estimator shows the
worst performance of the three estimators under consideration.

We close this section with a comparison between the Hall and Welsh result
and Theorem 2.1.

LEMMA 2.1. Consider the following two conditions.

(C1) The density [ fulfills (1.2) for all x > xq with |1/a — 1/ay| < e,
|d —dy| < e.
(C2) The function U fulfills

2.8) U(t) = d'e" exp(— | ~ @ ds>

with m(¢)| < Bt for all t > ty, |y — vo| < e and |d — dy| < e.
Then we have the following relations.

(i) For all constants oy, dy, p, A, 2y > 0 and 0 < ¢ < min(d,, 1/«y) there
exist constants B > 0 and t, > 1 such that if [ satisfies (C1), then the corre-
sponding function U satisfies (C2) with vy = 1/«a.

(ii) Conversely, for all vy, dy, p, B > 0,t, > Land 0 < ¢ < min(dy, v,), there
exist constants A, x, > 0 such that if U satisfies (C2), then f satisfies (C1) with

ay = 1/v,.
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Observe that (2.8) implies (1.5) with

c=d“/exp(—fOo n(s)/sds) if /oo g(s)/sds < oo.
1 1
Conversely, if (1.5) is fulfilled, then (2.8) holds with

a = exp( [ n(e)/(r9)ds)
e [rexp( [ a(o)/vs)ds ).t exp( [ eo)(rs)ds) |

Therefore, essentially condition (C2) is equivalent to the conditions on U im-
posed in Theorem 2.1 with g(¢) = Bt~ ” if one is merely interested in the
upper tail of U. In this sense, the Hall and Welsh result is just a special case
of Theorem 2.1.

If [{° g(s)/sds is infinite, then a similar reformulation of the conditions on
U in terms of the density is not available. Furthermore, if [;° g(s)/sds < oo
but g is slowly varying, that is, p = 0, then an analogue to the implication
(C2) = (C1) with Ax~*/7 in (1.2) replaced by A fxof/y 2(s)/sds holds true, but in
general the converse implication is false. This demonstrates that it is indeed
appropriate to define neighborhoods of Pareto tails in terms of the q.f. instead
of the density.

3. Best attainable rates in the general case. As explained in the in-
troduction, one obtains literally the same bounds for the rate of convergence
of estimators for arbitrary extreme value indices y € R if the conditions on
the function U imposed in Theorem 2.1 are replaced by analogous conditions
on its derivative.

THEOREM 3.1. Fix constants c, ¢ > 0, y, € R and assume that the function
g: (1, 00) = (0, 00) satisfies the conditions of Theorem 2.1. Denote by (v,) an
arbitrary sequence of estimators for vy and (a,) a sequence of positive real num-
bers.

Then (2.1) holds true if
lim P’g,{h?n —v| =< an} =1

uniformly for all functions U whose derivative satisfies (1.7) with |n(t)| < g(t)
forall t > 1 and |y — yy| < e.

One important difference between Theorems 2.1 and 3.1 is the fact that (1.7)
allows of an arbitrary location parameter. Note that in many applications a
good fit of a generalized Pareto tail to extreme data can only be achieved if a lo-
cation parameter is taken into account [see Reis and Thomas (1997), pages 187
and 214]. As a consequence, estimators for y that are not (at least asymp-
totically) location invariant, as, for example, the moment estimator y, ,/, in
general do not converge uniformly at the optimal rate; this holds true even
if the location parameter is restricted to a compact interval by the additional



442 H. DREES

condition |U(¢y) — by| < & where £, > 1 and b, € R are fixed constants. To see
this, consider the example

PSP A P /fﬂ—l )
Ul)=b+ yt = <y + b)t exp( ) c/y—i—bs*‘/s ds

with y > 0, that is, in the notation of Theorem 2.1, the additional location pa-
rameter corresponds to a function 7 that is (—y)-varying. It follows by Dekkers
and de Haan (1993), Theorem 3.4, that for the optimal choice of %,, the esti-
mation error |}, 5 — v/ is of the stochastic order n="/(2+1) 50 that in the case
of p > v, the optimal rate given in Theorem 3.1 is not attained. Likewise it
can be proved that the rate of convergence is not optimal if —p < y < 0. Hence
(at least if the asymptotic behavior is regarded as decisive), it is not advisable
to use estimators that are not location invariant in the present context.

As opposed to this, a natural candidate for an estimator that does converge
at the optimal rate is the location invariant Pickands estimator vy, p.

THEOREM 3.2. Suppose that the assumptions of Theorem 3.1 are satisfied,
k, is defined by (2.4) and

lim inf
n—00 g(tn)

a, =o00, Iifp>0,
> 1, if p=0.

Then
lim Py {[9, p — 7l <a,} =1
uniformly for all functions U considered in Theorem 3.1.

In contrast to the situation for y > 0, here ¥, p even attains the optimal
bound for p = 0. On the other hand, one should not forget that this optimality
only reflects the fact that the bias is asymptotically minimal [see Remark (ii)
following Theorem 2.3], while the variance, which is of smaller order than the
squared bias, may be large (and in fact is large compared with other estimator)
for moderate sample sizes.

Therefore we recommend using more advanced location invariant estima-
tors, for example, mixtures of Pickands estimators as introduced by Drees
(1995a), certain generalizations of probability weighted moment estimators
[see Hosking and Wallis (1987) and Drees (1997a)] or, if vy is assumed to be
greater than —1/2, the maximum likelihood estimator [cf. Smith (1987)]. No-
tice that all these estimators belong to the class of statistical tail functionals
as introduced in Drees (1997a), based on a Frechét differentiable functional.
Therefore it can be proven by the methods used in that paper that these esti-
mators converge uniformly at the optimal rate.

4. Proofs.

PROOF OF THEOREM 2.1. The basic idea of the proof is similar to the one
used by Hall and Welsh (1984) and Farrell (1972). Fix some [ > 0 and let
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s, := lt,. Define
Ut(t) := et exp(/lt @ ds) and U, (¢):=ct™ exp(/lt %(S) ds)
for ¢t > 1 where
Yo =Y £8(s,) and = (v — ¥l
Obviously U satisfy the conditions imposed in the theorem for sufficiently

large n, since g is an eventually nonincreasing function converging to 0.
The densities corresponding to U;; and U, are

1 /x —(1/7+1) )
—(—) , ife<x<esy,
C'yO Cc
Frw =17 i
S;(Vﬁ ) e WD L
—i<_70> , if CSn,O < X.
C’Yn Csn

Thus

(52 o

o v X 1y, =1/%5\ 2 S;(YOH) x —(1/y;+1)
= / Y 1 - _+ Yo - Yo dx
csn? Yn \CSn CcY, CcSn

o0 - _ 2 1 _
— 821/ (1 _ 'y_gl_xl/vnl/v,?) — (WD) gy
1 Yn yn

-1 Yn 1
—s(1-2+ —>

" ( vii? 2/ = 1/vy
_ 1 h =)’

" yn 2y = vn)

~ 41—(2p+1)752n—1
by the definitions of s, and ¢,. The Cauchy—Schwarz inequality yields

Pr[L];{H\/n _’yjz_| = an}

LPp e fa(x;) n
= [ 15,100 i:l_ll(fn(xi))l/Qizl_[lW \"(dx)
00 + 2 n/2
< Py (=t = (1 [ (1= 25) e as)

R 1/2
< KPy A9 — v | < a,}
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for some K € (0, 00), where N*(dx) denotes integration w.r.t. the Lebesgue
measure on R"”. Hence

’}1_)11010 P’ll];{h?n - 7r7| = an} =1 and h,l}l)lolgf P’ll];{ﬁ\/n - Yr-:_| = an} = K_Z’
which in turn implies

a, = %(’Y;"{ - 7;) = g(sn) ~ lipg(tn)'
Because this holds for all / > 0, (2.1) is proved. O

PROOF OF THEOREM 2.2. In Csorgd, Deuheuvels and Mason (1985), Theo-
rem 1, (see also page 1073, line 2), it was proved that

B2
J(%m,ﬂ - Bn,,») ~ (0, 1)

weakly where

1 n
B,y .:/0 7]<an> dv.

A close inspection of the proof presented in that paper shows that this result
holds uniformly for all U satisfying the conditions of Theorem 2.1 and hence

12 12
PiA3nr — 9 < an} — 40, 1) [ (B (e - Bn,p}l -0

uniformly. Since eventually |8, ,| < g(¢,) if p > 0 and |8, ,| < g(¢;) if p=0,

the assumptions imply that k,1/2(—an — By, y) — —oo and k}/Z(an — B, y) = 00
uniformly for all U under consideration. Now the assertion is obvious. O

PROOF OF THEOREM 2.3. First check that a Taylor expansion of the expo-
nential function yields, for all § € (0, 1),

U(ix)-U({) «x"-1 «x?

yU(%) Y Y
uniformly for all functions U satisfying the conditions of Theorem 2.1. There-
fore, following the lines of Drees (1995a), proof of Theorem 2.1, one can define
a sequence of r.v’s y, and a Brownian motion W such that the variational

distance between the distributions of ¥, and 7, p vanishes asymptotically
I-£(¥2) = £ (¥n, p)| — 0 and

sup
x€[1-6, 4+5]

[0 dsl — 0(g%(1)

- 1 v 14277 —(y42)
YT T2 27)leg(2) (kn <W(kn) —g— W(2k,) +27" T W(4k,)
(4.1) _z_y/“Z n(sn/ky) oo b n(sn/ky) ds)'
1/4 S 1/2 S

(5 (2)

almost surely uniformly for all U under consideration.
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Under the conditions of the theorem, one has k! max(|W(k,)|, |W(2k,)|,

|W(4k,)|) = O,(kx""?) = 0p(a,) and log(k,)/k, = o(a,). Hence the assertion

follows from

_2_')/ fl/z n(sn/kn) ds+ 1 n(sn/kn) dS
1/4 S 1/2 S

< 8(n/k,)log(2)(2774" + 2°)(1 + o(1))
in combination with (2.3), (2.4) and (2.6). O

PrROOF OF LEMMA 2.1. First assume that condition (C1) is fulfilled. Then
we have 1 — F(x) = dx~ /(1 + 7(x)) with |F(x)] < Ax~?/7/(p + 1) for x > x,,
so that
(4.2) U(t) = (de)"(1+ h(2)),

where the tail of 4 is given by the condition

(4.3) 1—FU@) =t = (1+h()" =1+~ U)).
Now consider
. tU'(t) . 1
"= Ty T Foooa
@A) HUW) - W)

1+ rU@)) - 14 (U®)

Since by (4.2) and (4.3) one has (dt/2)Y < U(¢) < (2dt)? for sufficiently large
t, it follows that

1 @) P2y
100 = vA(37+ 1) = Ay < A2 ezt

for some ¢, > 1. Thus in view of

U(t) = %t’ exp( t ﬂ0ls> =dt exp(— /too @ds),

0 to S

and (4.2), assertion (C2) is immediate.
For the proof of (ii), assume that U satisfies (C2). Then

1 _ l 1/vy : — OO @ )
ToFGy = g% A+ A@) with 1+ h(x) = exp( /1 re s %

for sufficiently large x. Therefore

(1- F(x))? d s
&) = GG ray = 5~ ),
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where

r(x) = (exp(_ o1 ds) /A F(x))))
1

/(1-F(x)) VS Y

(2 210 F(x))))‘l

for almost all sufficiently large x. In the same way as above one can conclude
that 1/(1 — F(x)) > x'/7/(2d) and thus by the mean value theorem

2 B
|r(x)] < 2"“(; + 1>ﬁ(d0 +&)Px P/ = Ax~PlY
o —

for almost all sufficiently large x. Thus there exists a constant x, > 0, such
that a suitable version of the density f satisfies (C1). O

PROOF OF THEOREM 3.1. Since every neighborhood of 0 includes subinter-
vals of (0, 00) [and (—o0, 0)] and (2.1) is independent of ¢, w.l.o.g. one may
assume that either y, > 0 or y, < 0. We concentrate on the latter case, be-
cause the former can be treated in a similar way to Theorem 2.1.

Fix some [ > 0, 7 > 0 and 6 € (0,1). Let s, :=l¢,, and

1-6 _
b, = mg(((1 F1/m) Yy 8)8n>.
Define
+ -1
_ Y. 1
‘Yn _yoibn! T;i— :Ta Tn =<y:(1+;)_1) >
1 1 1)\ 1\ Ve
By = (—+Ti(———i>> and xi:= <1+—i>
Yo Yo Yn Tn
Then
t')’()/fyo’ lflftfsn,
_ Rt
Ui(t):=c-{s2(1/yo— 1/BE) + 82 Bu t’g%/ﬂf, ifs, <t < xts,,
Yo~Vu Ba Vi gyE o4 T
s " Xn [y, if xrs, <t

satisfy the conditions imposed in the theorem. By somewhat lengthy computa-
tions, one can prove that the y2-distance between the corresponding densities
f+ and f,, is of the order 1/n. [For details we refer to Drees (1995b).] As in
the proof of Theorem 2.1, it follows that

a, >b, ~ g«(l +1/7)" Y7 4 6)1)_pg(tn)

for all I, 7 > 0 and 6 € (0,1). Now let / tend to O for p > 0 and let 6 and 7
converge to 0 in the case p = 0 to obtain the assertion. O
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REMARK. In view of the proof of Theorem 2.1, one is tempted to make the
simple approach

e i t (Yo — vu) 11, s,1(8)
(UEY(t) :=ct™ ! exp(/1 S ds).

However, since then [[°(U})(¢)dt # [[°(U;,)(t)dt for vy < 0, the distribu-
tions pertaining to U, and U, have different supports. Therefore the y2-
distance between f; and f; is of larger order than 1/n if yy < —1/2. O

PrROOF OF THEOREM 3.2. By a Taylor expansion of the exponential function
it is easily seen that

|U(tx)-U@#) x*-1 * 1 4 m(st) |
i tUut)y vy _/1u 1/1 Tdeui

/lxu“<exp(/1”@ds> —1—/1”@013) du

uniformly for all x € [1 — 6,4 + 6] and all U satisfying the assumptions of the
theorem. Therefore we get the following counterpart of (4.1):

= 0(g*(t))

o,y (L _1+27 ~(r+2) )
T i@ (W) — T Wk + 2 W (ak,)
12

1
k% ‘)/71 Tl(sn/kn)
+ 2 /1/4 u / s dsdu

1 1
_ u’y—l/ n(sn‘/kn) ds du)
1/2 u S

o ()

uniformly where by convention (1 —¢77)/y :=log(¢) if y = 0.
Integration by parts and the p-variation of g yield

27 /11/2 u? ! /1 n(sn/k,) dsdu — /1

u')’_l /1 M ds du
/4 u S 1/2

u S

e 27/1/2 n(sn/kn) 87_4—’}’ dS+ 1 n(sn/kn) 1_8y ds
1/4 S Y 1/2 S Y

— O(g(n/ky)) ifp>0
< g(n/k,)log(2)(1 - 27")/y(1+o(1)) if p=0.

Now the assertion follows in the same way as in the proof of Theorem 2.3. O
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