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ROSENTHAL-TYPE INEQUALITIES FOR THE MAXIMUM OF
PARTIAL SUMS OF STATIONARY PROCESSES AND EXAMPLES

BY FLORENCE MERLEVEDE AND MAGDA PELIGRAD'
Université Paris-Est and University of Cincinnati

The aim of this paper is to propose new Rosenthal-type inequalities for
moments of order higher than 2 of the maximum of partial sums of stationary
sequences including martingales and their generalizations. As in the recent
results by Peligrad et al. [Proc. Amer. Math. Soc. 135 (2007) 541-550] and
Rio [J. Theoret. Probab. 22 (2009) 146-163], the estimates of the moments
are expressed in terms of the norms of projections of partial sums. The proofs
of the results are essentially based on a new maximal inequality generalizing
the Doob maximal inequality for martingales and dyadic induction. Various
applications are also provided.

1. Introduction. For independent random variables, the Rosenthal inequali-
ties relate moments of order higher than 2 of partial sums of random variables to
the variance of partial sums. One variant of this inequality is the following [see
Rosenthal (1970), page 279]: let (Xi)x be independent and centered real valued
random variables with finite moments of order p, p > 2. Then for every positive
integer n,

n n r/2
(1) E( max I5)17) < I;qump) + (]; E(X%)) ,
where §; = Z/i:] X. Unless otherwise specified, throughout the paper the no-
tation a, < b, means that there exists a numerical constant C}, depending only
on p (and not on the underlying random variables and neither on #n) such that
ay < Cpby, for all positive integers n.

Besides being useful to compare the norms L? and L? of partial sums, these in-
equalities are important tools for obtaining a variety of results, including tightness
of the empirical process [see the proof of Theorem 22.1 in Billingsley (1968)], con-
vergence rates with respect to the strong law of large numbers [see, e.g., Wittmann
(1985)] or almost sure invariance principles; see Wu (2007) and Gouézel (2010)
for recent results. Since the 1970s, there has been a great amount of work which
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has extended inequality (1) to dependent sequences. See, for instance, among
many others: Peligrad (1985) and Shao (1995) for the case of p-mixing sequences;
Shao (1988), Peligrad (1989) and Utev (1991) for the case of ¢-mixing sequences;
Peligrad and Gut (1999) and Utev and Peligrad (2003) for interlaced mixing; The-
orem 2.2 in Viennet (1997) for f-mixing processes; Theorem 6.3 in Rio (2000) for
the strongly mixing case; Dedecker (2001) and Rio (2009) for projective criteria.

The main goal of this paper is to generalize the Rosenthal inequality from
sequences of independent variables to stationary dependent sequences including
martingales, allowing then to consider examples that are not necessarily depen-
dent in the sense of the dependence structures mentioned above.

In order to present our results, let us first introduce some notations and defini-
tions used throughout the paper.

NOTATION 1. Let (2, A, P) be a probability space, and let 7: Q2 +— Q be a
bijective bi-measurable transformation preserving the probability P. Let Fo be a o -
algebra of A satisfying Fo T~ 1(Fy). We then define the nondecreasing filtration
(Fiiez by Fi = T~ (Fp) and the stationary sequence (X;);cz by X; = Xoo T',
where Xy is a real-valued random variable. The sequence will be called adapted
to the filtration (F;);ez if Xo is Fo-measurable. The following notations will also
be used: E;(X) = E(X|F;) and the norm in L” of X is denoted by || X||,. Let
Sn - ;l:l X]'

In the rest of this section the sequence (X;);c7 is assumed to be stationary and
adapted to (F;);ez and the variables are in L.

If (Xg)y are stationary martingale differences, the martingale form of inequality
(1) is
1/2

n
@ | max |s;1| <n!PIX1), + ‘ S B 1(X2) forany p > 2:
k=1

=Jj=n

p/2

see Burkholder (1973). One of our goals is to replace the last term in this inequality
with a new one containing terms of the form ||E0(S,3) | »/2. The reason for introduc-
ing this term comes from the fact that for many stationary sequences ||E0(S,%) /2
is closer to the variance of partial sums. In addition, we are interested in pointing
out a Rosenthal-type inequality for a larger class of stationary adapted sequences
that includes the martingale differences as a special case.

Two recent results by Peligrad and Utev (2005) and Wu and Zhao (2008) show
that

1/ - 1
. p -
| max 11| < (||X1 Iy + k§:jl 7 ||Eo<Sk>||p) forany 1 < p <2.

=j=n
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To find a suitable extension of this inequality for p > 2, the first step in our
approach is to establish the following maximal inequality that has interest in itself:

1<j<n k1+1/P

| max |5 |H <<n1/P<max 1S;11,/n" P+Z |E0(Sk)||p)

3)
for any p > 1.

This inequality can be viewed as generalization of the well-known Doob maximal
inequality for martingales. For a more precise version than (3), with constants
specified, see our inequality (7).

Then we combine inequality (3) with several inequalities for [|S, [, that will
further be established in this paper.

As we shall see in Section 3.1, by a direct approach using dyadic induction
combined with maximal inequality (3), we shall prove that, for any p > 2,

<J<

| max is;1| <<n1/f’<||x1||p + Z km/p IEo(Sll»
@)

n 1 1/(28)
2418
+ <I;W||EO(S/<)||W2> ),

where 6 = min(1, 1/(p — 2)). For 2 < p < 3 our inequality provides a maximal
form for Theorem 3.1 in Rio (2009). When p > 4, we shall see that the last term
in the right-hand side dominates the second term, so that the second term can be
omitted in this case. Inequality (4) shows that in order to relate |[max;<;<,|S;lll »
to the vector (||S;[l2)1<j<n We have to control Y{_, k= (P+D/P|Eo(Sy)|l, and
DI S ||Eo<S£> —ESPIS -

In Sectlon 3.3.1, we study the case of stationary martingale difference sequences
showing that for all even powers p > 4, inequality (4) holds with 6 =2/(p — 2).
This result is possible for stationary martingale differences with the help of a spe-
cial symmetrization for martingales initiated by Kwapieni and Woyczyriski (1991).
In addition, by using martingale approximation techniques, we obtain, for any even
integer p, another form of Rosenthal-type inequality, other than (4), for stationary
adapted processes (see Section 3.3.2), that gives, for instance, better results for
functionals of linear processes with independent innovations.

We also investigate the situation when the conditional expectation with respect
to both the past and the future of the process is used. For instance, when p > 4 is an
even integer, and the process is reversible, then inequality (4) holds (see Theorem 9
and Corollary 29) with § = 1.

In Section 3.2 we show that our inequalities imply the Burkholder-type inequal-
ity as stated in Theorem 1 of Peligrad, Utev and Wu (2007). For the sake of applica-
tions in Section 3.4 we express the terms that appear in our Rosenthal inequalities
in terms of individual summands.
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Our paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we prove a new maximal in-
equality allowing us to relate the moments of the maximum of partial sums of an
adapted sequence, that is not necessarily stationary, to the moments of its partial
sums. Maximal inequality (3), combined with moment estimates, allows us to ob-
tain the Rosenthal-type inequalities stated in Theorems 6 and 9 of Section 3.1.
Section 3.3 is devoted to Rosenthal-type inequalities for even powers for the spe-
cial case of stationary martingale differences and to an application to stationary
processes via a martingale approximation technique. In Section 4, we give other
applications of the maximal inequalities stated in Section 2 and provide examples
for which we compute the quantities involved in the Rosenthal-type inequalities of
Section 3. One of the applications presented in this section is a Bernstein inequal-
ity for the maximum of partial sums for strongly mixing sequences that extends
the inequality in Merlevede, Peligrad and Rio (2009). The applications are given
to ARCH models, to functions of linear processes and reversible Markov chains.
In Section 5, we apply the inequality (4) to estimate the random term of the L?-
integrated risk of kernel estimators of the unknown marginal density of a station-
ary sequence that is assumed to be 8-mixing in the weak sense (see Definition 32).
Some technical results are postponed to the Appendix.

2. Maximal inequalities for adapted sequences. The next proposition is a
generalization of the well-known Doob maximal inequality for martingales to
adapted sequences. It states that the moment of order p of the maximum of the
partial sums of an adapted process can be compared to the corresponding moment
of the partial sum plus a correction term which is zero for martingale differences
sequences. The proof is based on convexity and chaining arguments.

PROPOSITION 2. Let p>1and g =p/(p —1). Let Y;, 1 <i <2", be real
random variables in L?, where r is a positive integer. Assume that the random
variables are adapted to an increasing filtration (F;);. Let S, = Y1 + --- + Y;.
Then the following inequality holds:

r—1 2r-1-1 1/p
¢ | maisi], <qHSzrnp+qZ( 3 ESwsn — Sl F) I ) .
- k=1

COROLLARY 3. In the stationary case, we get that for any integer r > 1,

| max 1] <qllsy ||p+q2r“’22 YPIE(Sy1Fo) -
=0

REMARK 4. The inequality in Corollary 3 easily implies that

© |

, =24 max IS, ||p+(21/1’q)n1/1’22 UPIE(Sy | Fo)ll »
[=0

1<i<n
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for any integer n € [2"~!, 2"[, where r is a positive integer. Moreover, due to the
subadditivity of the sequence (||E(S;|F0)ll p)n>1, according to Lemma 37, we also
have that for any positive integer 7,

H max |S;|

{ <2g max ”Sm”p
1<i<n )4 1<m<n

(7

22+2/p Y n .y
p j—i—1/p .
+ (qzm/,, = 1)n ZIJ IECS;1Fo)l-
J:

Inequalities (6) and (7) are true, even if the variables are not centered.

For several applications involving exponential bounds we point out the follow-
ing proposition.

PROPOSITION 5. Let p>1and g = p/(p —1). Let (Y;)i>1 be real random
variables in LP. Assume that the random variables are adapted to an increasing
filtration (F;);. Let S, =Y + ---+Y,. Let ¢ be a nondecreasing, nonnegative,
convex and even function. Then for any positive real x, and any positive integer r,
the following inequality holds:

P( max |S;| > 2x)

1<i<2r
1
(8) < —E(p(52))
@(x)
o1 o 1/p\ p
+qf’x_”(2( ) ||E(S(k+l)21_Sk21|‘7:k2[)”§) ) '
=0 \ k=1

Assume, in addition, that there exists a positive real M such that sup;||Y;llco < M.
Then for any positive real x, and any positive integer r, the following inequality
holds:

P( max |S;| > 4x)

1<i<2r
1
) < ——E(p(S2))
@(x)
r—1 2771 1p\p
+qpx_p(2( > Byt —Sv+k2’|fk2’)uﬁ> )
1=0 \ k=1

with v = [x/M] (where [-] denotes the integer part).

PROOFS OF PROPOSITIONS 2 AND 5. Denote S35, = max;<;<>r|S;|. For any
m € [0,2" — 1], we have that

Sor—m = E(Sor | For—im) — E(S2r — Sor | For ).
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So
(10) S5 < o< max |E(Szr|.7-'2r )l —|— rnax |E(52r Sor—m| For—m)|.
Since (E(Syr |~7:k))kzl is a martingale, we shall use Doob’s maximal inequality to

deal with the first term in the right-hand side of (10). Hence, since ¢ is a nonde-
creasing, nonnegative, convex and even function, we get that

1
(11) P(_max [E(Sy|Fy—m)| 2 x) < ——E(p(52))
0< p(x)
and also that
(12) |, max_ By 1P| <qlSxlly.
0<m<2'—

Write now m in basis 2 as follows:

e
m= Zbi (m)Zi where b;(m) =0 or b;(m) = 1.
i=0
Setm; = Zf;ll b;(m)2! and notice that for any p > 1, we have

r—1

P
[E(Syr — Sor | For—m)|” < <Z|E(Szr_m,+, — Szr_m,|fzr_m>|> :
=0

Hence setting

2r=l_q 1/p al
:< > ||E(S(k+1)zl—Sk21|szf)||§) and A =
k=1 Zl Oal

we get by convexity
}E(SZ" - S2’—m|~7:2’—m)|p

r—1
1—
= Z)Ll p’E(SZr—mlJrl - SZV—ml |f2’—m)‘p
=0

r—1
= Z)“ll_p|E(|E(S2r_ml+1 - Szr—ml|f2’—m1)||f2’—m)|p-
=0

Now m; # mj41, only if by(m) = 1, and in that case m; = k2! with k,, odd. It
follows that
|E(S2r—m1+1 - S2r—m1 |f2r—m1)|

< max E STf k—1)2l — Szr, 21|f2r7 2l
I1<k<2r—1k odd‘ ( (k=1 k k )’

=A.
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Hence, using the fact that if | X| < |Y|, then E(|X||F) < E(|Y||F), we get that

|, _max |E(Szr—Szr_m|fzr_m)|Hisrfx}"’E( max  [E(An|Fr-n)l)'
=0

0<m=<2r—1 0<m<2"—

Notice that (E(A,;|Fk))k>1 is a martingale and by Doob’s maximal inequality, we
obtain

p
E(_max  E(AulFr-m) <q’IAnl} <q"f.

0<m<2"—

Using the definition of A;, it follows that

|, .max_ [E(Sy = SynlFr-m|

0<m<2r—1
r—1 p
(13) < qP(Zal)
=0

r—1 /211 1/p\ p
5017(2( > IE(Sgsy _Sk21|~7:k2’)Hg) ) :

=0\ k=1

Starting from (10) and using (11) and (13) combined with Markov’s inequality,
inequality (8) of Proposition 5 follows. To end the proof of Proposition 2, we start
from (10) and consider bounds (12) and (13).

We turn now to the proof of inequality (9). We start from (10) and we write that

Sy < < max (B2 1 For—m)
4+ max |E(SZ"+U - S2’+v—m|—7:2’—m)|
0<m=<2"—1

+ max |E(S2r+v—52r|7:2' —m)|

0<m <2’

+ max ‘E(SZ’—Fv—m - SZ’—mle’—m)|-

0<m=<2"—1

By the fact that the variables are uniformly bounded by M, we then derive that

S5 < oM |E(Sy | For— m)|+ _max IE(Szr+v—Szr+u m|For—m)| +20M.

Since vM < x, it follows that

*
PSS > 4x) < P(Oslginsagg_l [E(Sr | For )| = x)
(14)
-|-P( max |E(Szr+y — S2"+v—m|~7:2’—m)| = x).

0<m<2"—1
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Using chaining arguments, convexity and Doob’s maximal inequality, as above,
we infer that for any p > 1,

p
H max |E(S2r+v - Szr+v—m|]:2"—m)|H
0<m<2"—1 p

15)

r—1 2711 1/p\ p

<07 (2 T 1w~ SwasZllf) )
=0 \ k=1

Starting from (14) and using (11) and (15) combined with Markov’s inequality,

inequality (9) of Proposition 5 follows. [

3. Moment inequalities for the maximum of partial sums under projective
conditions.

3.1. Rosenthal-type inequalities for stationary processes. Using a direct ap-
proach that combines maximal inequality (7) and Lemma 36, we obtain the fol-
lowing Rosenthal inequality for the maximum of the partial sums of a stationary
process for all powers p > 2.

THEOREM 6. Let p > 2 be a real number, and let (X;)ic7, be an adapted
stationary sequence in the sense of Notation 1. Then, for any positive integer n,
the following inequality holds:

n 1 p
.| P P
E(jmax [5517) < nE(Xi1) +cn<; RS ||Eo<Sk>||p)

n 1 p/(28)
AL
+n<§ R Er ||Eo<Sk>||p/2) ,

where § = min(1, 1/(p —2)) and c = 1. When p > 4 we can take ¢ = 0 by enlarg-
ing the constant involved.

COMMENT 7. (1) Notice that for 2 < p < 3 the inequality holds with § =1,
and therefore it provides a maximal form for Theorem 3.1 in Rio (2009).

(2) It is interesting to indicate the monotonicity of the right-hand side of the
inequality in 8. To be more precise, for any 0 < § < y < 1, the following inequality
holds:

n 1/y
<Z k—l—ZV/PnEo(S,%)n;/z)

k=1

) 1/6
< 2N =9)/Gy) (Z k—1-28/p ||Eo(S;f)llji/z> .
k=1
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To see this, we notice the subadditivity property ||E0(Si2 fl j) lp2 < 2||E0(Si2) lp/2+
2||E0(SJ2.) | /2 and apply then item (3) of Lemma 37 with C = 2.

(3) On the other hand, for any 0 < § < 1 and any y > 1/§ — 1, by Holder’s
inequality, there exists a positive constant C depending on p, y and §, such that

n p/(28)
(Z k=122 Eo(SP) ||'§,/2)

(16) k=1

n r/2
sC(Zk1Z/P(Iogk>y||Eo<S,3>np/z) :
k=1
(4) As a matter of fact we shall prove first the inequality from Theorem 6 in a
slightly different form which is equivalent up to multiplicative constants: for any
positive integer r and any integer n such that 2"~ <n < 2" (8 and ¢ as above)

r—1 p
—k
E<11;1;1§”|Sj|p) < nE(|X1|)p+Cn(kE:O2 /p||EO(Szk)||p)

7)

r—1 p/(25)
+n(222"5/"||E0<S§k>||§,/2) :
k=0

(5) In the traditional Rosenthal inequality for martingales, the lower bound
and the upper one have the same order of magnitude [we refer to the paper by
Hitczenko (1990) for results on the best constants]. In general the upper bound ob-
tained in Theorem 6 cannot be a lower bound for E(|S,,|”) (up to some constants)
without any additional assumptions. Indeed, if Xy = Zgo T k=1_ 7,0 T* where Zy
is Fo-measurable and in L?, then E(]S,|?) < 27| Zo||§, whereas the upper bound
given in Theorem 6 is of order n. However, we notice that Theorem 6 is sharp
in some sense. Indeed, a simple lower bound for ||S,||, can be obtained via the
following inequality: [|[Eo(SP)lp/2 < [ISall%. Hence for p > 2, if [Eo(S7) |l p/2 is

of order n¥ with y > 2/p, then the lower bound, ||E0(S,%) ||§§§ and the term in the

right-hand side of the inequality of Theorem 6 have the same order of magnitude
[to see this, we also use the fact that [|[Eo(S,)|12 < [Eo(S2) | »2].

With applications to Markov processes in mind, by conditioning with respect to
both the future and the past of the process, our next result gives an alternative in-
equality to the one given in Theorem 6 when p is an even integer. For this case, the
power § appearing in Theorem 6 is always equal to one. Before stating the result,
we first introduce the following notation to define the additional nonincreasing
filtration that we consider.

NOTATION 8. Let Fj be a o-algebra of A satisfying T~!(Fy) C Fy. We then

define the nonincreasing filtration (F)iez, by F; = T~ (Fp). In what follows, we
use the notation Ex(Y) = E(Y | F).
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THEOREM 9.  Let p > 4 be an even integer, and let X be a real valued random
variable such that || Xy, < 00 and measurable with respect to Fo and to Fo. We
construct the stationary sequence (X;)icz, as in Notation 1. Then for any integer n,

n

| . p
E( max |;17) < nE(X117) +n<]; 7y (Bl + ||Ek+1<sk)||p))

n 1 p/2
+n kZ: ARSI (IBo(SPIp/2 + IBrs1 (Sl p2) ) -

As a corollary to the proof of Theorem 9, we obtain:

THEOREM 10. Let p > 4 be a real number, and let X be a real-valued ran-
dom variable such that || Xo||, < 00 and measurable with respect to F and to Fy.
We construct the stationary sequence (X;)icz as in Notation 1. Then for any inte-
gern,

n

1 p
.| P p
E( max |;17) < nB(X)| >+n<kz km/p(||Eo<sk>||p/2+||Ek+1<sk>||p/2)> :

This theorem is also valid for 2 < p < 4. In this range, however, according to
item (2) of Comment 7, Theorem 6 gives better bounds.

PROOF OF THEOREM 6. The proof of this theorem is based on dyadic induc-
tion and involves several steps. With the notation a,, = ||S, ||, we shall establish a
recurrence formula: for any positive integer r,

(18) ab, <2al +2c1al M [Eo(Sp) I p + 2c2a) 2 I Eo (S5 2.
where ¢ and c; are positive constants depending only on p. Before proving it, let

us show that (18) implies our result.

LEMMA 11. Assume that for some 0 < § <1 the recurrence formula (18)
holds. Then inequalities (17) and (4) hold with the same §.

Let us prove the lemma. From inequality (18), by recurrence on the first term,
we obtain for any positive integer r,

r—1
ajy §2r< aky +c1 )y 27" p_ Eo (S0l p
k=0

(19)

28
+c222 “ad ||Eo<sk>||,,/2)
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We shall establish first inequality (17). Due to maximal inequality (6), it suf-
fices to prove that the inequality is satisfied for max;<;<, E(|S;|”) instead of
E(maxj<j<u |S;[7).

The proof is divided in several steps. The goal is to establish that for any positive
integer r and any integer n such that 2’1 <n < 27,

r—1 P
max E(15;17) < nB(X1)7 + cn<Z 2k/P||Eo<Szk>||p>

20) k=0

r—1 p/28
+ n(Z 2—2k“/"||Eo<S§k>||f,/2> :
k=0

With the notation B, = maxo<f<, (aé’k /2%y, starting from (19), we get

r—1
B, <ayy+c1B7P Y 2P IEy(S)l,
k=0

r—1

+ B0 Y 2RI B (5015, .
k=0

Therefore, taking into account that either B, < 3a§0 or

r—1 r—1
BYP <3¢ Yy 27MPIEo(Sy)ll, or BPIP <3cy 27 MIPIEG(S5015 0.
k=0 k=0
we derive that

r—1 p
ab, <2’ (3a§0 + <3c1 > 2—"/P||Eo<szk>||p)
k=0
1)

r—1 p/28
+ (362 Y o ||Eo<S§k>||§,/2) )
k=0

Letnow 2" ~! <n < 2", and write its binary expansion,
r—1
(22) n=Z2kbk where b,_1 =1 and by, € {0, 1} fork=0,...,r —2.

k=0
Notice that

r—1 ng
S, = Z b Thi where Thx = Z X,
k=0 i=np_1+1

k
ne=Yy bj2/ and n_;=0.
j=0
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Hence, by stationarity,

r—1

r—1
1Sullp < Y bl Toellp < D bacll Skl p-
k=0 k=0

Then, by using (21) and the fact that Y_;_} b 25/P < 2777 /(1 — 271/P), we de-
rive inequality (20) for E(|S,|?) and also for max<;<, E(|S;|?). Inequality (17)
follows now by maximal inequality (6).

We indicate now how to derive from (17) the inequality stated in Theorem 6.
Notice that, by stationarity, for any integers i and j,

IEo(Six )l < IEo(SHIlp + IEo(S) I,
and also that for any 0 < § <1,
Eo(S7 )% 2 < 22 IE(SHIS 2 + 28 [Ea(SDIS -
Using item (1) of Lemma 37, it follows that

r—1 n

S 2P IENS N, < Y kTP IE (SO
k=0 k=1
and
r—1 n
(23) > 2P B (S35, < Dk TP IEo(SDI -
k=0 k=1

The results follows by the above considerations via inequality (17). [J

END OF THE PROOF OF THEOREM 6. It remains to establish the recurrence
formula (18). We divide the proof into three cases according to the values of p.
Denote S, = Xne1+ -+ Xon.

The case 2 < p <3 was discussed in Rio (2009). We give here a shorter al-
ternative proof. We apply inequality (85) of Lemma 36 with x = S, and y = S,.
Then, by taking the expectation and using stationarity and properties of conditional
expectation, we obtain

E(1S21)? < 2E(IS)” + pE(|Su|P ™" sign(S)En(S1)) + C2E(|Sy|P~2E, (52)),
where C127 = p(p — 1)/2. This inequality combined with Holder’s inequality gives
ab, <2al + pal ' [Eo(Sw)ll, + Coal ' =P [ Eo(SDl 2.

and therefore (18) holds with § =1, ¢; =27 !p and c; =27'C2.
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Assume now that p € ]3, 4[. Using inequality (86) of Lemma 36 with x = §,
and y = S, taking the expectation, and using Lemma 34, we get by stationarity
that for any positive integer r,

ab, <2al + pal ' |Eo(S)llp + Cral ' =P |Eo(SD) |l p 2

— — — 1 -2
+2p(p—2) " alH P Bo(SHIL T .

Since [Bo(52) 152 < an” > " |Eo(S)11, 37, it follows that

_ _ _ 1/(p—2
ab, <2al + pal " [Bo(S)llp + 4pal 2 P2 Bo(SDHI/ T,

It follows that (18) holds with 8§ = 1/(p —2), ci =2"'p and ¢, = 2p.
It remains to prove inequality (4) for p > 4. Using inequality (87) of Lemma 36
with x = S, and y = §,,, and taking the expectation, we get by stationarity that

ay, < 2af) +4PE(IS, 1P Sul 4 1Sa1P 7 ISu)-
Using Lemma 34 together with stationarity, it follows that

S|P~ -2/(p— 1/(p—2
E(S,115:177") < al "D Eo(sD1l) 7~
and that
1S - 172 ~2/(p— 1/(p—2
E(1S:17 1 18aD) < af M IEo (Sl 2 < af /PP IEo(SD18 .
From these estimates we deduce

—2/(p— 1/(p—2
ab, <2al +2(4Mal " P2 Eo(SH | NP2,

and then (18) holds with 6 = 1/(p —2), ¢ = 0 and ¢; = 4”. Therefore, in this case
(20) holds with ¢ = 0. Then by maximal inequality (6), inequality (17) holds with
¢ = 1. We show now that, in this case, the second term in the inequality can be
bounded up to a multiplicative constant by the third term. By Jensen’s inequality
and since in this case § < 1/2, we have

r—1 r—1 2
Z 2_k/p||E0(Szk) Iy < <Z 9—(2k/p)(1/2) ||EO(S§1<) ||L//22>
k=0 k=0

r—1 1/8
s(Z2—(2k/P>3||Eo<S§k>||§,/2> :

k=0
We then finish the proof by using (23). O

(24)

PROOF OF THEOREM 9. Denote S, = Xp+1 + -+ + X, Starting from in-
equality (88) of Lemma 36 applied with x = §,, and y = S,, and using the notation
an = ||Sull p, by stationarity, we get that

a3, <2afl + p(E(S™'Sy) +E(S,S77h)

(25) _ _
+ 2P (E(SP7257) + E(SP7285)).



ROSENTHAL-TYPE INEQUALITIES FOR STATIONARY PROCESSES 927

By using Holder’s inequality and recurrence, we then derive that for any positive
integer r,

ab <2aly +27 pzzr “ali” (IBo (S0 llp + 1Bk 41 (S50)1)

+ 27~ ‘22’ “aZ T2 (IEBo(S20 Ml py2 + Bk 41 (S2) 1 p2)-
k=0

By using the arguments of the proof of Lemma 11, we get for 2"~ <n < 2",

r—1 p
E( max |;17) < nE(X117) +n<22 “P(IEo(Sp0)llp + [Eks1(Sp0) ))
k=1

p/2
+n<22_2"/” IEo(S50) 11 p/2 + ||Ek+1(52k)||p/z)> -
k=1

Noticing, in addition, that, by stationarity, for any integer i and j,
IEo(Si+)llp = IEo(Si) I p + Eo(S)llp,
(26) 1Bt j+1(Si+)llp < 1Bt (Sl p + IEj+1(SP .

it jr1(S7H D ps2 < 20Eis 1 (SH N pj2 + 21Ej41(S) o2
and that

27) IEo(S7 )l pj2 < 21Eo (Sl /2 + 21E0(SH |l p/2-
We obtain the desired result by using Lemma 37. [

PROOF OF THEOREM 10. To prove this theorem we apply inequality (87) of
Lemma 36 with x = §,, and y = S,,, where S, = = Xu4+1 + -+ + Xp,. With the
notation a, = || S, », we then have by stationarity that

ay, <2af + 47 (E(Su 1”15, +E(Sal15:177 ).
By conditioning and then applying Jensen’s inequality followed by Hélder’s in-
equality we obtain
1/2
ab, <2al +47 (B(S,["~"EYA(S2) + E(S,17'E, /7 (S2)

1/2
<2al +47al " (IEo(SDI,) > + IEns1 (S, 3)-

By recurrence, we then derive that for any positive integer r,

r—1

1 1/2

a2r52’<a +2207 1 S okl (||Eo(Sk)||p/2+||E2k+1(Sk)||p//2)>.
k=0

The proof is completed by the arguments developed in the proof of Lemma 11 and
by using Lemma 37 via inequalities (26) and (27) . U
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3.2. Relation with the Burkholder-type inequality. The next lemma shows
how to compare ||E0(S,%) | /2 with quantities involving only [|[Eq(S,)l .

LEMMA 12. Let p > 2 be a real number, and let (X,,) be an adapted station-
ary sequence in the sense of Notation 1. Then, for any positive integer n,

" Eo(S)I, )
oS
(28) IEo(SDIp/2 <<n||Eo<X%>||p/z+n<Z ﬁ) :

j=1

As a consequence of the above lemma, we get that for any 0 < § < 1 and any
real p > 2,

/(28) )4
" [Eo(SHIP 2\ " ) 2 p/2 5 (I~ B0 (SHI,
n( TP L nPPIBo(X D), +n"( 32 an )

Theorem 6 then implies the following Burkholder-type inequality that was estab-
lished by Peligrad, Utev and Wu (2007), Theorem 1:

COROLLARY 13. Let p > 2 be a real number, and let (X,) be an adapted
stationary sequence in the sense of Notation 1. Then, for any integer n,

" Eo(SHIp \"
i p/2 p p/2 =)0
E(lréljaéinlSjl ><<n E(IX1|") +n (Z 32 ) :

j=1
PROOF OF LEMMA 12. We shall first prove that for any positive integer k,

) - ) e (S BN,
@9 oS3l <2 B (XDl + 2542 L =02 )

j=0
By using the notation S, = X,41 + -+ + X, and the fact that S%n = S,% + 5‘3 +
2S,S,, we get, by stationarity, that
IEo(S3,) /2 < 21E0(SD p/2 + 21 E0(SaEn (S p/2-
Now, the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, applied twice, gives

< 1/2 1/2 < 1/2
IE0(SuEn (S))1p/2 < 1By > (SHE > B2(5))l1p/2 < IE(SD 2 1B (Su) -

Hence, setting b, = ||E0(Sg) | p/2, it follows that
by < 2by +2b,* [ Eo (Sl p-

By recurrence, this gives that

1/2

k—1
by <2%bo+ Y 257 b 1 I[Eo () 1 p-

j=0
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With the notation By = maxo< ;< 2-J b,;, we derive that

k—1
1/2 —j
By < 2max(bo, Bk/ Z 2 ]/2||E0(Szj)||p>
Jj=0
implying that
=1 2
2 *by < By <2bo + 22<2 2—-'/2||Eo(sz.f>||p> :
j=0

This ends the proof of inequality (29).

We turn now to the proof of (28). Let r be the positive integer such that 2" ~! <
n < 2", Starting with the binary expansion (22), and using Minkowski’s inequality
twice, first with respect to the conditional expectation, and second with respect to
the norm in L.”, we get by stationarity that

r—1

2 r—1 2
IEo(SH)llp/2 < (Z bk||<Eo<S§k>>1/2||p) < (Z ||Eo(S§k>||},//22) .
k=0

k=0

Using then inequality (29), we derive that

r—1 2
IEo ()l
(30) IEo(S) 52 < nIEo(XDl /2 +n<§%)42 ik
j:

Since (|[Eo(Sy)l p)n>1 is subadditive, using item (1) of Lemma 37, inequality (28)
follows from (30). [

3.3. Rosenthal inequalities for martingales and the case of even powers.

3.3.1. The martingale case. For any real p > 2, Theorem 6 applied to station-
ary martingale differences gives the following inequality:

n

p/(29)
1 YN
E(lglf;‘n|5j|p> < nE(1X117) + n(}; kl_,’_T/p”EO(Sk)”p/2> )

where § = min(1, 1/(p — 2)).
Since for stationary martingale differences we have E(S,%) =nE(X %), we can
express the inequality in the following form useful for applications:

E( max |S;17) < n”(E(XD)"? + nE(X1]")
<Jj=n
31)

n 1 p/(28)
§ : 2 2\ 118
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As we shall see in the next result, for a stationary sequence (d;);cz of martingale
differences in L” with p > 4 an even integer, this inequality can be sharpened
since it holds with 6 =2/(p — 2) (see Comment 7). As a consequence, we recover,
in case p = 4, inequality (1.6) stated in Rio (2009) that was obtained for variables
in LY with ¢ = p/2, by using Burkholder’s classical inequality combined with
Theorem 3 in Wu and Zhao (2008). Notice that inequality (1.6) stated in Rio (2009)
cannot be generalized for p > 4 since Theorem 3 in Wu and Zhao (2008) is only
valid for variables in LY with 1 < g <?2.

THEOREM 14. Let p > 4 be an even integer, and let dy be a real random
variable in LP , measurable with respect to Fo and such that E(dy|F—-1) = 0. Let
di=dooT" and S, =} }_, d;. Then for any integer n,

. | e\ PP
E( max |S;1”) < nE(ld1|") +n<Z a7 MBSO ))

I<j= =1

The technique that makes this result possible is a special symmetrization for
martingales initiated by Kwapien and Woyczynski (1991).

PROPOSITION 15. Assume that (ex)x are stationary martingale differences
adapted to an increasing filtration (Fi)x that are conditionally symmetric (the dis-
tribution of ey given Fy_1 is equal to the distribution of —ey given Fy_1). Assume,
in addition, that the ey’s are conditionally independent given a sigma algebra G,
and such that the law of ey given G is the same as the law of ey given Fi_1. Let
Sp =>_i_, ei. Then for any even integer p > 4 and any integer n > 1,

P
B(jmax 1517)
(32)
n 1 2 (p—2) p(p—=2)/4
< nE(|€1|p)+n<I; W”EO(S/%)HP/ZP )

PROOF. Due to Doob’s maximal inequality, we have that [[max<;<,|S;lll, <
qllSullp where g = p(p — 1)~ 1. Then it suffices to show that inequality (32) holds
for E(]S,|7). We shall base this proof again on dyadic induction. Denote S,, =
eni1 -+ ez and ay = IS, .

We start from inequality (25). Since the sequence of martingale differences (ex)
is conditionally symmetric and conditionally independent given a master sigma

algebra G, we have E(S,f_lg'n) + E(S, S',f_l) = 0 and therefore
al <2al +2F (B(SP7282) + E(SP7252)).
Using Lemma 34, we have that

E(SP7252) <al | Eo(SD)|l )2
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and

ap— — — 2/(p—2
E(S2507%) <al P17 7.

Therefore, by combining all these bounds, we obtain for every even integer p > 4,
a}, <2al +27 (a2 |Eo(SD)l py2 +al ~/ P2 Bo(SDHILT?)
<2ap + 27 al =P By ($2) 17 Y.
We end the proof by using Lemma 11. [

PROOF OF THEOREM 14. We consider our martingale differences sequence
(dp)k, and we construct two decoupled tangent versions (ex)x and (ex)x to (di)k
that are G-conditionally independent between them [here G = o ({d;})]. This
means that these two sequences are martingale differences with the additional
property that the conditional distribution of dy given F;_; is equal to the dis-
tribution of ¢; given F;_ and also to the distribution of ¢; given Fj_1; see Defi-
nition 6.1.4 in de la Pefia and Giné (1999) for the definition of a decoupled tangent
sequence, and their Proposition 6.1.5. for the crucial fact that decoupled sequences
always exist. We refer also to their Remark 6.1.6, for the construction of (ex)x
and (éx)k. Therefore, for any even integer p,

E(édl)p = E(Zn:(di - E(ei|g))>p < E(Zn:(d,- - m)p.

i=1 i=1

Now we use Corollary 6.6.8. in de la Pefia and Giné (1999); see also Zinn (1985).
Since (e; — ¢;); is a decoupled tangent sequence of (d; — ¢;);, it follows that

n p n p
E(Zdi) < E(Z(ei —51')) :
i=1 i=1
Notice that the distribution of ¢; — ¢; is conditionally symmetric given G. There-

fore, using Doob’s maximal inequality and applying Proposition 15, we obtain that
for every even integer p > 4 and any integer n,

k 14
E d;
(i (22) )

n p
< E(Z(ei - é»)

i=1

< nE(ley —é|P)

n
1
o (; 7P (r=2)

(33)

2/(17—2)>17(P—2)/4

2(20)

p/2
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Notice now that Zf: 1 E(e?|ﬁ_1) = Zf?:l E(df|ﬁ_1) since both quantities are
obtained using only the conditional distributions of the d;’s and e;’s, respec-
tively, and these two sequences are tangent. Tangency also implies that d; and
e; have the same distributions. Hence ||di||, = |le1]l,. For the same reasons, we
also have Y5 E(?|Fi_1) = Y¥_, E(d?|Fi—1) and ||di |, = ||é1 ]| p. Therefore,
ler —é1ll, <2ldill and

)

<

k
Eo <Z E(e%ml))

i=1

p/2 p/2

+2‘

k
Eo (ZE(@%WQ)

i=1

r/2

:4‘

k
Eo (Z E(dﬁfi_l))

i=l

p/2

—4

k
> Eo(d)
i=1 p/2
Theorem 14 follows by introducing these bounds in inequality (33). [

3.3.2. Application to stationary processes via martingale approximation.
Theorem 14 together with the martingale approximation provide an alternative
Rosenthal-type inequality involving the projection operator, very useful for ana-
lyzing linear processes.

The next lemma is a slight reformulation of the martingale approximation result
that can be found in the paper by Wu and Woodroofe (2004), Theorem 1; see also
Zhao and Woodroofe (2008) and Gordin and Peligrad (2011).

LEMMA 16. Let p > 1, and let (X,) be an adapted stationary sequence in
the sense of Notation 1. Then there is a triangular array of row-wise stationary
martingale differences satisfying

(34) Dy = %jZI(El (S)—Eo(S);  Di=DjoT",
such that for any 1 <k 15_ n we have
(35) Sk =M} + R} where M} = i D}
i=1
and |

3 n
n _ .
max IRl <21 Xollp + > 3 [IBo(S)l .

i=1
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We state now the Rosenthal-type inequality that we shall establish with the help
of the approximation result above.

THEOREM 17. Let p > 4 be an even integer, and let (X;);cz be as in Theo-
rem 6. Then the following inequality is valid: for any integer n,

n p
.|P p I-p .
E(llélja.;(nwﬂ ) < n||X0||p+l’l (; ”EO(SI)”p>

n | i\
2 p—
+”(l; mllEo(Sk)||p/z ) :

REMARK 18. Theorems 6 and 17 are, in general, not comparable. Indeed, for
p >4, Theorem 6 applies with 6 = 1/(p — 2), so the last term of the inequality
stated in Theorem 17 can be bounded by the last term in the inequality from The-
orem 6 [see item (2) of Comment 7]. However, the second term in Theorem 17
gives additional contribution.

PROOF OF THEOREM 17. We bound first maxj<x<, E(|Sk|?). By the martin-
gale approximation of Lemma 16 combined with Theorem 14, we get that

max E(|Sg|? max E(|M}|P max E(|R7?|?
lfk;(n (I Sk )<<1§k;<n (1M | )+1§k;<n (IR 17)

1 b
< nE(IDYIP) + 1Xoll% + (; 3 ||Eo(S,->||p>
i=1

n 1 SN p(p=2)/4
212/ (p=2)
+n(]; WHEO((M;:) ) ) :

It remains to analyze the first and the last terms. By (35) applied with k = 1, we
notice that D} = X — R{, and by the triangle inequality,

1 (& P
IDG 115 < (IXoll, + IRV )P < ||X0||§+n—p(z ||E0(Si)||p> .
i=1

For analyzing the last term, we use the fact that
Eo((M{)*) < 2Eo(S) + 2Eo((R])).
By using Lemma 16 it follows that

2
n
Eo((MHD) 1 p2 < 1Eo (S p/2 + 1 Xoll5 + 172 (Z ||Eo<s,~>||,,)
i=1
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and overall

n p
max E(|i/7) <nllXoll} +n"’<Z ||Eo<s,->||p)

i=1

n 1 p(p=2)/4
2412/ (P=2)
+n(1; WIIEO(Sk)IIP/Q ) .
We apply now inequality (7) that has the effect of an addition of a forth term,
namely n(}_}_, k=1=VP | Eo(Sp) || »)?P. However, we can express our inequality
without including this term because it can be bounded, up to a multiplicative con-
stant, by n!=? -1 IEo(Sp)1p)? . Indeed, notice that it is enough to show that for
a certain universal constant C,

C n
max [Eo(S)llp < — gl IEo(S)llp-

To prove it, we first notice that

Eo(S)|, < Eo(S; Eo(S;
gﬁ;ll o( l)”p_lf?;a[l;l(ﬂ]” o( z)||p+[n/r2r]13>i<§nll o(SHlp

and that for any i € {1, ..., [rn/2]},
Eo(S) I p < [Eo(Sit+tn/2)[ , + [Eo(Si+in/21 = Si)[ -

Therefore, by the properties of conditional expectation and stationarity, it follows
that

. < .
max [Bo(S)lp < [Eo(Sn/an)l, +2 max_ IEo(S)Il

To complete the proof, it remains to apply inequality (92) to the subadditive se-
quence ([[Eo(S)llp)i=1. U

3.4. Rosenthal inequality in terms of individual summands. For the sake of
applications in this section we indicate how to estimate the terms that appear in
our Rosenthal inequalities in terms of individual summands and formulate some
specific inequalities. By substracting E(S,%) and applying the triangle inequality
we can reformulate all the inequalities in terms of the quantities E(S,%), IEo (Sl
and ||E0(S,%) — E(S,%)ll p/2- The next lemma proposes a simple way to estimate
these quantities in terms of coefficients in the spirit of Gordin (1969).

LEMMA 19. Under the stationary setting assumptions in Notation 1, we have
the following estimates:
k—1
(36) E(S) <2k ) [E(XoX))l,
=0



ROSENTHAL-TYPE INEQUALITIES FOR STATIONARY PROCESSES 935

(37 IEo(S I, < D IEo(Xo) I
=1

and
IEo(S7) — E(SHl o2
k k—i

<2 Y IEo(XiXiy)) —EXiXiy )l p2
i=1j=0
(38) ko k—i
=< 22 Z sup [Eo(X; Xi+¢) — E(Xi Xivo)llpj2 A CIXoEo(X )l p/2)
i=1j=0¢=0
k k
<4 jlIIXoEo(X )l p2+2) isupl|Eo(XiX;) — E(X;X))llp2-

j=1 i=1 J=Zi

Mixing coefficients are useful to continue the estimates from Lemma 19. We
refer to the books by Bradley [(2007), Theorem 4.13 via Remark 4.7, item VI],
Rio [(2000), Theorem 2.5 and Appendix, Section C] and Dedecker et al. [(2007),
Remark 2.5 and Chapter 3] for various estimates of the coefficients involved in
Lemma 19 and examples. We shall also provide applications and explicit compu-
tations of the quantities involved.

We formulate the following proposition:

PROPOSITION 20. Let p > 2 be a real number, and let (X;);cz be a stationary
sequence of real-valued random variables in L, adapted to an increasing filtra-
tion (F;). Forany j > 1, let

(39) () =max(I XoBo(X )l /2, sup IEo(X: X ;) = B(Xi X )l py2)-
1>]

Then for every positive integer n,

_ 1/2
| max 151 <n'? (Zl |E(xoxk>|)
k=0

1<j<n

1

AV Eo (Xl p

n
+n' P X1 +en'/PY
k=1

n 1 1/2
+n1/p<z W(logk)yk(k)) ,

k=1
where y can be taken y =0 for 2 < p <3 andy > p — 3 for p > 3; c =1 for
2 < p<4and c=0 for p>4. The constant that is implicitly involved in the
notation < depends on p and vy, but it does not depend on n and on the X;’s.
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PROOF. The proof of this proposition is basically a combination of Theorem 6
and Lemma 19. By the triangle inequality,
IEo(SO /2 < B0 (S7) — E(SD) I p/2 + Eo(Sp).
By (36), for any p > 2 and any § > 0, we easily obtain

n 1 1/(28) n—1 1/2
(Z a7y BGO) ) <<n”2‘””<2 lE(XoX»I) :
k=

j=0
Then we use inequality (37) and changing the order of summation

n

1
kZ 7 B0l < Z kl/p IEo(X)l -

Now for the situation 0 < é < 1, by Holder’s 1nequality,

n 1 p/(28)
(Z oy 1B (SO — E(S,%)nf,/z)
k=1

(log k)" p/2
< (Z +2/p IEo(S) — E(S]%)”p/2> ,

where y > 1/5 — 1. We continue the proof by using (38) and get

(logh)” (logh)”
kZ 57 IEo(SD) —ESDl 2 <<Zk(‘2’§) (0,

Proposition 20 follows by using Theorem 6 combined with all the above upper
bounds. [

We give now a consequence of Theorem 6 that will be used in one of our appli-
cations. The proof is omitted since it is in the spirit of the proof of Proposition 20;
namely, we use Lemma 19 combined with Holder’s inequality and the fact that

IEo(S0)llp < 1Bo(SP) — E(SPII/5 + (B(SE)!2.

PROPOSITION 21. Let p > 2 be a real number, and let (X;);cz be a sta-
tionary sequence of real-valued random variables in L, adapted to an increasing
filtration (F;). Let (A(j)) j>1 be defined by (39). For every positive integer n, the
following inequality holds: for any & > 0,

p/2
E( max |S; |P) < nl’/z(z |E(X0Xk)|> +nE(|X1|7)
I=j=n k=0

n
+n Y kPP (k).
k=1
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The constant that is implicitly involved in the notation < depends on p and ¢, but
it does not depend on n.

4. Applications and examples. As we have seen, Propositions 2 and 5 give
a direct approach to compare the moments of order p of the maximum of the
partial sums to the moments of order p of the partial sum. We start this section by
presenting two additional applications of these propositions to the convergence of
maximum of partial sums and to the maximal Bernstein inequality for dependent
structures. In the last three examples, we apply our results on the Rosenthal-type
inequalities to different classes of processes. In all the examples given in Sections
4.3, 4.4 and 4.5, we show that, for real numbers p larger than 2, the order of
magnitude of [[maxj<x<u|Sk||l» is essentially given by the order of magnitude of
ISz 1|2 (or by a bound of it).

4.1. Convergence of the maximum of partial sums in LP.
COROLLARY 22. Let p > 1, and let (X;);cz be a strictly stationary sequence

of centered real-valued random variables in LP adapted to an increasing and sta-
tionary filtration (F;);cz. Assume that

. —1
(40) dim n =P, ), =0,
Assume, in addition, that
IE(Sn | Fo)llp
n>1
Then
(42) lim n=/P H max |Sk|H —0.
n—oo lfkfn P

REMARK 23. This corollary is particularly useful for studying the asymp-
totic behavior of a partial sum via a martingale approximation. Assume there ex-
ists a strictly stationary sequence (d;);cz of martingale differences with respect
to (Fi)iez that are in LP, such that lim,—eon™ V7S, — 3", d;|l, = 0. Then,
if the condition (41) holds for the sequence (X;);cz, by a construction in Zhao
and Woodroofe (2008) and by the uniqueness of the martingale approximation,
the sequence (X; — d;);cz is still a strictly stationary sequence and by our the-
orem limn%oon_l/pﬂmaxlgkfnl&( — Zledi|||p = 0. As a matter of fact, for
p =2, our corollary leads to the functional form of the central limit theorem for
{n=128},11, t €0, 11}; see also Theorem 1.1 in Peligrad and Utev (2005).

PROOF OF COROLLARY 22. Let m be an integer and k =k, ,, = [n/m]
(where [x] denotes the integer part of x).
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The initial step of the proof is to divide the variables in blocks of size m and to
make the sums in each block. Let

im
Xim= Y. Xj, i>1.
j=G{—=Dm+1
Notice first that
[nt] [kt] [n1]
sup ZX _thm = | sup Z X;
1€[0.1] p MO =[krm+1 P
1<i<n p

Since for every & > 0,

1<i<n

n
E(m_ax |Xi|p> <eP + ZE(|Xi|p1{|Xi\>€})’
i=1

and since || X; ||, < oo forall i, we derive that lim,,_, o ||max;<; <, X; ||p/n1/1’ =0.
Hence, in order to prove (42), it remains to show that
(k1]

sup
1€[0,1] ;

=0.
p
Applying Proposition 2 to the variables (X; ,)1<i<x which are adapted with re-
spect to F;,,, and taking into account Remark 4, we get that

ZX

where for the last term we used the fact that for any positive integer u,

|E(z§“*;f;’2"f+l I Fuma)lp = B2 | X;1Z0) - Condition (40) implies that

(43) lim limsupn~!/?

m—o0 5500

Xi,m

[kt]

Zx,m

i=1

< max
I<j<

e i IE(S jm | F0)lp

sup FE2

tel0,1]

p Jj=1

]m
= o((km)"/P) = o(n'/P).

p

Now, by the subadditivity of the sequence (||E(S,|F0)|lp)n>1 and applying Lem-

ma 37 we have

k m
~1/pg1/p 5 NEGS ml Folllp IESAFollp
44) n~lPEP Y JI+/p <<Z(Z+m)1+l/p Z

j=1 (=1 j=m

(=1

IE(S; [ Fo)llp
JiEp

Hence, by (41) and by using the dominated convergence theorem for discrete mea-
sures applied to the first term in the right—hand side of (44), we get that

pgt/p 5 TEGSmlF0lp
mll)moohjr_l)solépn k JZ_:] D

=0,
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which ends the proof of the corollary. [J

4.2. Maximal exponential inequalities for strong mixing sequences. Let us
first recall the definition of strongly mixing sequences, introduced by Rosenblatt
(1956): for any two o algebras A and B, we define the «-mixing coefficient by

a(A,B)= sup |P(ANB)—P(A)P(B)|.
AeA,BeB
Let (Xg,k > 1) be a sequence of real-valued random variables defined on
(2, A, P). This sequence will be called strongly mixing if

(45) a(n) :=supa(Fr, Gkyn) — 0 as n — 00,
k>1
where Fj :=0(X;,i < j)and G; :=0(X;,i > j) for j > 1.
In 2009, Merlevede, Peligrad and Rio proved (see their Theorem 2) that for a
strongly mixing sequence of centered random variables satisfying sup; - | [| X; |loo <
M and for a certain ¢ > 0

(46) a(n) <exp(—cn),

the following Bernstein-type inequality is valid: there is a constant C depending
only on ¢ such that for all n > 2,

@7) P(S,] > x) < ( Cx? )
x eX - k)
nl = %) = exp vZn + M? + x M (logn)?
where
(48) v? =sup (Var(X,-) +2 " |Cov(X;, X )|>.
i>0 j>i

Proving the maximal version of inequality (47) cannot be handled directly using
either Theorem 2.2 in Mdricz, Serfling and Stout (1982) or using Theorem 1 in
Kevei and Mason (2011) since the right-hand side of (47) does not satisfy the
assumptions of these papers. However, an application of Proposition 5 leads to the
maximal version of Theorem 2 in Merlevede, Peligrad and Rio (2009).

COROLLARY 24. Let (X;)j>1 be a sequence of centered real-valued random
variables. Suppose that there exists a positive M such that sup;~ || X;llco < M and
that the strongly mixing coefficients (a(n)),>1 of the sequence satisfy (46). Then
there exist constants C = C(c) and K = K (M, c) such that for all integers n > 2
and all real x > K logn,

(49) P( max |S| > x) <ex (— Cx? )
I<ken H =) = P vZn + M? 4+ xM(logn)? )’
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PROOF. We first apply inequality (9) of Proposition 5 with p =2 and ¢(x) =
'™l where ¢ is a positive integer. According to Theorem 2 in Merlevede, Peligrad
and Rio (2009), there exist positive constants C; and C, depending only on ¢
such that for all n > 2 and any positive ¢ such that r < the following

inequality holds:

1
CiM(logn)?’

Cat?(nv? + M?)
losE t8y)) < .
o2 B(exp(t5n)) = 75 i logn)?

Then an optimization on ¢ gives that there is a constant C3 depending only on ¢
such that for all n» > 2 and any positive real x,

P( max | S| Z4x>

1<k<n

Csx? >

50 < —
(50) _exp( vZn + M? + xM(logn)?

r—1 27711 ) 172y 2
+4x—2<2< > ES g1y —Sv+kzl|fk21)||2) ) ;

=0\ k=1

where r is the positive integer satisfying 2" ™! <n <2" and v = [x/M].

It remains to bound up the second term in the right-hand side of the above in-
equality. Notice first that for any centered variable Z such that || Z| - < B, Ibrag-
imov’s covariance inequality [see Theorem 1.11 in Bradley (2007)] gives

IE(Z|F)II5 = Cov(E(Z|F), Z) < 4B’a(F, 0 (Z)).

Therefore, applying this last estimate with Z = S, | 44 1)21 — Sy4 4ot and F = Fyor,
we get that

2
IE(Sys szt — Sopiat | Fiat) |5 < 4M*2% a (v)

implying that

r—1 zr—l_] 5 1/2 2 5
<Z< Y IESyrgrno — Sv+k2’|~7:k21)”2> ) <4AM*2¥ (V2 + 1) a(v).
=0\ k=1
Since 22" < 4n? and [x/M] > x/(2M), for x > 2M, by using (46), we get that, for
any x > 2M,

r—1 2)‘717] s 1/2 2
<Z< D ESy g1y _Sv+k21|~7:k21)||2) )

(51) =0\ k=1

<3(2°)M*n? exp(—cx/(2M)).
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Starting from (50) and using (51), we then derive that for any x > 2M max(1,
4clogn),

C3x2 xc
P(S5 > 4x) < exp(— Ny +xM(10gn)2) + 96exp(—m>

proving inequality (49). [
4.3. Application to ARCH models. Theorem 6 applies to the case where

(Xi)iez has an ARCH(00) structure as described by Giraitis, Kokoszka and Leipus
(2000), that is,

(52) Xn =0ouny Wltha —c—i-ch ol
j=1

J?

where (1,)nez is a sequence of i.i.d. centered random variables such that
E(no) =1, and where ¢ > 0, ¢; > 0 and Z i>1¢j < 1. Notice that (X;);ez is a
stationary sequence of martingale dlfferences adapted to the filtration (F;) where
Fi=ok, k <i).

Let p > 2 and assume that ||no|, < oo. Notice first that

(53) |EXG1F0) —EX) 0 = [E@71F0) —E@©@))] -

In addition, since E(no) =1land } ;- c; <1, the unique stationary solution to
(52) is given by Giraitis, Kokoszka and Leipus (2000)

2 2
(54) o, —c+cZ Z Cly i T Gyt )

Starting from (53) and using (54), one can prove that

o o
|ECXG1F0) —EX), 0 < 2¢lnolly Y e 3" ci,
=1 i=[j/0]

where k = ||n0||f) >_j>1¢j; see Section 6.6 in Dedecker and Merlevede (2011) for
more detailed computations. Therefore, if

(55) lnoll> > cj <1
jzl
for any p > 2 and § € ]0, 1], we obtain

8
" 1
3 IE(SD) — E(SHIS 2 < cps.x Z klm/p (ZZC,> ,

j=li=j

where c) s x is a positive constant depending depending only on p, 8, ¢, ¥ and
Imoll . Applying Theorem 6 for the martingale case, we then get the following
corollary:
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COROLLARY 25. Let X = (X;)cz be defined by (52) and S, = 7_, X;. Let
p > 2 and assume that (55) is satisfied.

(1) If we assume that 3 ;, cj = O(n~") for b > 1 —2/p, then, for any inte-
gern,

E( max |S;17) < (nE(X3)" + n(E(Xol") + bp.x).
=Jj=n

where by x is a positive constant depending on p and on the underlying se-
quence X, but not depending on n.
(2) If we assume ijn cj= O(n_b)for b >0, then

1imsupn—1/2H max |Sk|H <a,(E(X})'? < oo,
n— 00 1<k<n p

where ay, is a constant depending only on p.

4.4. Application to functions of linear processes. Let (a;);cz be a sequence
of real numbers in £2 and (¢i)iez be a sequence of i.i.d. random variables in L2.
Define

(56) Xi=h (Z aiek_i> — E(h (Z a,-ak_,-)).
ieZ ieZ
Denote by wy, (-, M) the modulus of continuity of the function 4 on the interval
[—M, M], that is,
wp(t, M) =sup{|h(x) —h()|. |x =yl =t,[x| =M, |y| < M}.

We shall establish the following result:

COROLLARY 26. Let X = (Xy)rez be defined by (56). Assume that h is y -
Holder on any compact set, with wy, (t, M) < CtY M“, for some C >0, y € 10, 1]
and a > 0. Let p > 2 and assume that E(|go|?¥©T7)P) < oo.

(1) If p is an even integer, and for A > p/2 — 2 if p >4 and A =0 if p =4,

v/2
(57) Zil_z/p(logi)’\<2a]2-) < 00,

i>1 j>i

then, for any integer n,

E( max |5;17) < (B(S3)"" +n(E(1Xol?) +by.x),

=J

where by x is a positive constant depending on p and on the underlying se-
quence X, but not depending on n.
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(2) If for some n > 1
y/2
(58) (Z af) <i™,
j=i

then

n— 00 ‘lfkff’l

1/2
limsupn_l/z‘ max |Sk|H 5(1,,(2 E(XOXk)) < 00,
b keZ
where a, is a constant depending only on p.

REMARK 27. The proof of the first item of the above result is based on Theo-
rem 17. Our proof reveals that an application of Theorem 6 would involve a more
restrictive condition on A, namely A > p — 3.

As a preliminary step in the proof of Corollary 26 we state the following propo-
sition, which is a direct consequence of the proof of Proposition 4.2 and of Theo-
rem 4.2 in Dedecker, Merlevede and Rio (2009), page 988.

PROPOSITION 28. Let (X;)icz be as in Corollary 26 and p > 2. Let (8,{)ieZ
be an independent copy of (¢);icz, and denote Vo =} ;> a;e—; and

/
Mii=IVolv| )2 aje—j+ Y ajel
0=j<i Jj=i=0
and
wy (i) = Hwh< > arek ,Ml,i)
k>i p

Then for any i, j > 0,
IEo(X)lp < 2wy (i)
and
IEo(X; X jvi) —EXi Xj1)p/2

< 2| Xoll p min(iy, (i) + Wy (i + j), wa(j — [j/2]).

Moreover, if w,(t, M) and g are as in Corollary 26, then for all i > 0
i < k(32 a,?)y/z,
j=i

where K is a constant depending on p, C, ., v, |oll2v(a+y)p and on 3~ ajz..
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PROOF OF COROLLARY 26. Notice first that by Proposition 28 and rela-
tion (58), we get
(59) > IEo(Xi)llp < 0.
k>1
For any even integer p > 4, applying Theorem 17 we obtain, via relation (59) and
the triangular inequality, that

E( max |S; |P)

1<j=n

n

1 p(p=2)/4
 (E(§2))Y D
<<n(1+E(|X0|p))+n<]; s ESOTY )

n 1 p(p—2)/4
2 2412/ (p=2)
+”(k2; m||EO(Sk)—E(Sk)”p/zp ) .

Notice now that relation (59) implies the so-called coboundary decomposition; see
Theorem 5.4 in Hall and Heyde (1980); namely, there is a constant K, x such that
foralln > 1

Sp=M,+R,  with [Ryll, <2 IEo(XOll, = Kp.x,
k>1

where M,, is a martingale in L.? with stationary differences. It easily follows that
foralll <k <n,

2 2 2 2
k n k n n k

So,

n 1 p(p=2)/4
- - 2\y2/(p—2) 2\\P/2
n (l; k1+4/p(p_2) (E(Sk)) P ) < (E(Sn))p + Kp,Xn'

Therefore, the first part of the corollary follows if we prove that (57) implies that
1 2 2y 12/ (p=2)
(60) 1; 7= IB0(SH) — B3~ < o0,
>

Notice now that by Hoélder’s inequality (when p > 4) and (38), in order to
prove (60), it suffices to prove that for A > p/2 —2if p >4 and A =0 if p =4,

> ZZ IEo(Xi X 1) — E(Xi X j10) [ pj2 < 00.
k=1 i=1,;=0

The first part of Corollary 26 is then a consequence of Proposition 28. The second
part follows in the same way by using Theorem 6, simple computations and the
fact that under (59), lim, 0o 2 'E(S,)? = Y 4z E(X0Xp). O
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4.5. Application to a stationary reversible Markov chain. First we want to
mention that all our results can be formulated in the Markov chain setting. We
assume that (¢,),ecz denotes a stationary Markov chain defined on a probabil-
ity space (2, A,P) with values in a measurable space (E, ). The marginal
distribution and the transition kernel are denoted by w(A) = P({y € A) and
0o, A) =P(&1 € Al&p)- In addition Q denotes the operator acting via (Qf)(¢) =
[ f(s)Q(¢,ds). Next, let f be a function on E such that [ |f|” dw < oo and
[ fdm = 0. Denote by Fi the o-field generated by ¢; with i <k, X; = f (&),
and S, (f) = >_"_, X;. Notice that any stationary sequence (Y;)kez can be viewed
as a function of a Markov process ¢ = (Y;; i < k), for the function g(&x) = Yk.

The Markov chain is called reversible if Q = Q*, where Q* is the adjoint oper-
ator of Q. In this setting, an application of Theorem 9 gives the following estimate:

COROLLARY 29. Let (&) be a reversible Markov chain. For any even integer
p > 4 and any positive integer n,

n

p
E( max [Sc()I) < nE(If¢)1") +n(2 e ||Eo<sk<f))||p>
- = k=1

n p/2
+ n<kZ a7y IBo(SE(N) —E(SE (f))np/z)

n r/2
+ n<kZ 72 B (f))) :

Moreover, using Theorem 10, we obtain:

COROLLARY 30. Let (&) be a reversible Markov chain. For any real number
p > 4 and any positive integer n,

E(max |Sk(f)|p) < nE(|f(&D)|P)

. P
+ n(/; K+1/p IEo(SF(f)) — E(Sg (f))||;j//22)

n 1 p
+n<}§ m”sk(f)”z) :

This corollary is also valid for any real 2 < p < 4. For this range, however,
according to the Comment 7, Theorem 6 (resp., Corollary 29) gives a better bound
for p € ]2, 4[ (resp., for p =4).
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For a particular example, let £ = [—1, 1], and let v be a symmetric atomless
law on E. The transition probabilities are defined by

Qx, A) = (1 —[x[)éx(A) + |x[v(A),

where 8, denotes the Dirac measure. Assume that 6 = [, |x|"'u(dx) < co. Then
there is a unique invariant measure

7(dx) =07 x| u(dx),

and the stationary Markov chain (¢;); is reversible and positively recurrent.
Assume the following assumption on the measure v: there exists a positive con-
stant ¢ such that for any x € [0, 1],

d -
(61) d—U(x) <cxP/?(log(1 +1/x))™"  for some A > 0.
X
As an application of Corollary 30 we shall establish:

COROLLARY 31. Let p > 2 be a real number, and let f (—x) = — f(x) for any
x € E. Assume that | f (x)| < C|x|'/? for any x in E and a positive constant C.

(1) Assume in addition that (61) is satisfied for . > p. Then for any integer n,

1 /2
B(max [S:(HI7) <n”( [ f2<x)x—2u<dx>)p
I1<k<n 0
(62)
+ I’l(E(|f(§())|p) + bp,k,c,C)»

where by, 5 ¢ c is a positive constant depending on p, A, ¢ and C.
(2) Assume now (61) is relaxed to
dv 4
—(x) <cx for some a > 0.
dx

Then
1 12
1imsupn—‘/2H max |Sk(f)|H 5a,,(/ fz(x)x_zv(dx)) ,
n— 00 1<k<n p 0

where ay, is a constant depending only on p.

Notice that this example of reversible Markov chain has been considered by
Rio [(2009), Section 4] under a slightly more stringent condition on the measure
than (61). Corollary 31 then extends Proposition 4.1(b) in Rio (2009) to all real
numbers p > 2.

PROOF OF COROLLARY 31. To get this result we shall apply Corollary 30.
We start by noticing that f being an odd function, we have

(63) E(f(@0l20) = (1 — [0  f(o)  as.
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Therefore, for any j > 0,

E(XoX;) =E(f C)E(f(¢)Ig0) =07" /E F20A =[x x| u@x).
Then, by inequality (36),

k—1
E(S¢(f) < 2k6~" ( /O e +2 > /01 A —x)f'x—lv(dx))
=1
(64) 1 : 1
§2k9_1</0 F2)x " udx) +2/0 f2(x)x_2v(dx)>.

Next, we give an upper bound of the quantity ||E0(S,%(f)) — E(S,%(f))Hp/z. By
using the fact that for any positive k, 7 QX = 7= we have

IEo(S2(£)) — ESZ(Np2

n r/2 2/p
< ﬂ(dx)> ;
(),

see also inequality (4.12) in Rio (2009). Now, by using the relation (63), one can
prove that for any x € E,

n—k
(6,0 — n><f2 +21 > Q"f)
k=1

<f2 +21> Q"f)(x) =2 +2(1 = A = xD") (x|~ = D);

k=1

see the computations in Rio (2009) leading to his relation (4.13). Then, since
| £(x)] < C|x|'/2, it follows that

A +2f@ Y 04 Foo| <2c2

k=1

sup
xeE

Therefore, for any p > 2,
n 2/p
(65)  [Eo(S5(f) —E(S;(f)llp2 <4C? Z( [E 10%(x, ) — n(-)||n<dx)) :
k=1

where || 0 (+)|| denotes the total variation of the signed measure u; see also inequal-
ity (4.15) in Rio (2009). We estimate next the coefficients of absolute regularity S,
as defined in (66). Let @ = p/2 — 1. We shall prove now that under (61), there
exists a positive constant K depending on a, ¢ and X, such that

(66) 2f = /E 10" (x, ) — ()l (dx) < Kn~“(logn)~*.

Notice first that by [Lemma 2, page 75, in Doukhan, Massart and Rio (1994)], we
have that

67) Bu<3 /E (1 |x )™/ 7 (dx).
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Let k > 2 be an integer. Clearly, for any « € ]0, 1[,

1
/ (1 —x)fn(dx) < c/ (1 — x)*xlog(1 + 1/x)) " dx
68) 0 0

1
el A=x)*x""log(l+1/x)) " dx.
k*(!

Notice now that

k¢ 1
/0 (1 =5 (log(1 + 1/x)) " dx < (alogh) ™ fo (1 —x)%x* dx.

Hence, by the properties of the Beta and Gamma functions,
k*C(

(69) lim k“(logk)kf (1 —x)*x*(log(1 + 1/x)) " dx <a™*al(a).

k— o0 0
On the other hand, we have that

1 1
(1 — x)*x*(log(1 + 1/x)) " dx < (log2) (1 — k=) / x4 dx,
k= 0
and then, since o < 1, we easily obtain
1
(70) lim &%(logk)* f (1 —x)*x(log(1 + 1/x)) *dx =0.
k—o00 ko

Starting from (67) and taking into account (68), (69) and (70), (66) follows. Then,
by using inequality (65) combined with (66), we derive that

”EO(S,%(]C)) - E(Sr%(f>)||p/2 < CzKp,c,)J’lz/p(lOgn)_ZA/p’

where K, ;. is a positive constant depending on p, ¢ and A. Therefore, for any
3 € 10, 1], there exists a positive constant b, ; . ¢ depending on p, A, ¢ and C,
such that

n

1 1/2

(71) ; 7177 B0 () —ESE( DI <bprcce  fork>p.
Considering estimates (64) and (71), the first part of Corollary 31 follows from an
application of Corollary 30 (taking also into account the comment after its state-
ment for 2 < p <4). To get the second part, we also apply Corollary 30 but with
the upper bound 8, = O(n™%) instead of (66). [J

5. Application to density estimation. In this section, we estimate the L”-
integrated risk for p > 4, for the kernel estimator of the unknown marginal density
f of a stationary sequence (Y;);>0.

Applying our Theorem 6, we shall show that if the coefficients of dependence
(B2.y (k))k>1 (see Definition 32 below) of the sequence (Y;);cz satisfy B y (k) =
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O(n~%) for a > p — 1, then the bound of the L”-norm of the random term of the
risk is of the same order of magnitude as the optimal one obtained in Bretagnolle
and Huber (1979) in the independence setting (see their Corollary 2), provided that
the density is bounded and the kernel K satisfies Assumption A, below.

ASSUMPTION A,. K is a BV (bounded variation) function such that

/lK(u)|du<oo and /|K(u)|”du<oo.
R R

DEFINITION 32. Let (Y;);cz be a stationary sequence of real-valued random
variables, and let 7o = o (Y;,i < 0). For any positive i and j, define the random
variables

b(Fo.i,j)= sup |P(Y;<rt,Y;<s|Fo)—PY;<1,Y;<s)|.
(s,1)eR?

Define now the coefficient

Ba.y (k) = sup E(b(Fo,i, j)).

izjzk

PROPOSITION 33. Let p >4 and K be any real function satisfying Assump-
tion Ap. Let (Y;)i>0 be a stationary sequence with unknown marginal density f
such that || f ||co < 00. Define

1
nh

> Xin(x),

k=1

Xin(¥) =K (hy,'(x =Y0)) and  fo(x)=

where (hp)n>1 is a sequence of positive real numbers.

(1) Assume that there exists a positive constant ¢ such that for some n > 0 and
alln > 1,

(72) Ba.y(n) < cn=P1FM,

Then there exist positive constants C1 and Cy depending on p, n and c such that
for any positive integer n,

E [ 1,0 = B(u ()P dx
R
p/2
s01<nhn)—f’/2||dK||"/2||f||{.1{2—1( / |K<u>|du)
R
(73)
+C2(nhn)]p(/R|K(M)|pdu+IIdKll_/I;|K(u)|pldu

4 ||dK||2A|K<u>|P—2du>,
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where ||dK | is the total variation norm of the measure dK .
(2) Assume now, in addition, that nh, — 0o. Then we also have the following
asymptotic result:

limsup(/,)~P2E /R £ () — E(f ()| dx

n—oo

p/2
< apenlldK P21 152 (/R |K<u>|du) ,
where ap ¢ is a constant depending only on p, ¢ and 1.

The bound obtained in Proposition 33 can be also compared to the one ob-
tained in Theorem 3.3 in Viennet (1997) under the assumption that the strong 8-
mixing coefficients in the sense of Volkonskiil and Rozanov (1959) of the sequence
(Yi)iez, denoted by Boo(k), satisfy D ;-1 kpfz,Boo (k) < 0o. Our condition is then
comparable to the one imposed by Viennet (1997) but less restrictive in the sense
that many processes are such that the sequence B y(n) tends to zero as n — o0
which is not the case for S5, (n); see the examples given in Dedecker and Prieur
(2007). Notice also that, for p = 2, inequality (73) is proven in Dedecker and
Prieur [(2005), Proposition 3] under the summability of the weak B-dependence
coefficients. In addition, when p = 3, under the condition ) ;- kB2 y (k) < oo, it
can be proven that inequality (73) still holds by applying the Rosenthal-type in-
equality in Dedecker (2001) [see also Proposition 3 in Dedecker and Prieur (2007)
for a version of the Dedecker’s inequality in case of stationary sequences]; how-
ever, his inequality does not lead to (73) when p > 3.

When the random variables Y; are a function of an i.i.d. sequence, namely,
Y =g(...,ei-1,¢;) where g is a measurable function, and (g,,n € Z) are i.i.d.
random variables, Wu, Huang and Huang [(2010), Theorem 1] obtained an upper
bound of similar order as in (73) (for p > 1) under conditions imposed to the so-
called “predictive dependent measures.” When, in addition, the variable gy has a
density with bounded derivatives up to order 2, the method is especially effective
for short memory linear processes with independent innovations; see Section 4.1
in Wu, Huang and Huang (2010). Our Proposition 33 complements the above cited
results since the coefficients 8, y (n) can be estimated without assuming that go has
a density. For instance, we obtain upper bound (73) for ¥; =} ;- 27k=lg; _, and
the ¢;’s are i.i.d. Bernoulli random variables with parameter 1/2; see Section 6.1 of
Dedecker and Prieur (2007) for computations of B, y(n). In addition, our Propo-
sition 33 applies even for situations when the variables Y; are not assumed to be
a function of an i.i.d. sequence. We refer, for instance, to Dedecker and Prieur
[(2009), Theorem 3.1] who gave an upper bound of the coefficients S, y (n) of the
Markov chain associated to an intermittent map.

If we assume now that f has a derivative of order s, where s > 1 is an integer
and that the following bound holds for the bias term:

(74) [ 15— B0 1P dx < i | £,
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where M is a constant depending on the kernel K, then the choice of (nh,)?/* x
hy? = O(1) leads to the following estimate:

(75) E /R fa(¥) = FOOIP dx = O(n=P/@54D),

We mention that (74) holds for any Parzen kernel of order s; see Section 4 in
Bretagnolle and Huber (1979). We also mention that if we only assume that
> k=1 kp_zﬂz,y(k) < oo instead of (72) in Proposition 33, then inequality (73)
is valid with (nh,)'~Pn® (for any & > 0) replacing (nh,)' =7 in the second term of
the right-hand side. In this situation, bound (74) combined with a choice of &, of
order n~ /(%29 till leads to estimate (75).

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 33.  Setting X; ,(x) = K((x —Y;)/h,) —E(K((x —
Yi)/ h,)), we have that

p
dx.

(76) E /R | fa () — E(fuG)IP dx < (nhy)~" /R E

ZXi,n(x)
i=l

Starting from (76) and applying Proposition 21 to the stationary sequence
(Xin(x))iez, Proposition 33 follows provided we establish the following bounds
(in what follows C is a positive constant which may vary from line to line, and that
may depend on p, ¢ and 5 but not on n):

(77) /E|X1,n<x)|"dx§zp+1hn/ K @)|? du,
R R

n—1 p/2
/R (Z |E<Xo,n(x>Xj,n<x>>|> dx
(78) =

p/2
5Ch£/2IIdKllp/zllfllf,Z/Z)‘l( fR IK(u)ldu) ,

and that for ¢ > 0 small enough,

n
cp— 2
> 77 [ X0 (OB (X (D15 d

=1
(79) ’
sChnudKn/ K )"~ du
R

and

~ 2

3 7P sup [ Eo(Xin(0)X 0 () — E(Xin (0 X 10 () 1273 dx

i—1 =}
80)

sChn||dK||ZA|K(u>|P—2du.
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In what follows, we shall prove these bounds. Notice first that
[ X dr <20 [ 1K (= pm)Fo)dxdy
R RJR
proving (77) by the change of variables u = (x — y)h;l. To prove (78), we first
apply item (1) of Lemma 35 implying that

n—1

> IEXom ()X j.a ()] < [dK [EBFo. )| K ((x — Yo)/ hn)]),
j=0

where b(Fo, n) = Z’};l b(Fo, j, j). An application of Holder’s inequality as done
in Viennet [(1997), page 474], then gives

n—1 p/2
fR (Z |E<Xo,n(x)xj,n<x>)|) dx
Jj=0

- /2
5hg/2||f||go/2—1E(b(fo,n))f’/2</R|K(u)|du>p .

This proves (78) since E(b(Fo, n))?/?> < C Y 0_, kP~2 B, y (k) and

> kPT2Byy (k) = O(1)

k=1
by condition (72).
We turn now to the proof of (79). With this aim we notice that
2
| Xo,n (x)Eo(Xj,n(x)) II‘Zfz =E(Zo(x)Eo(Xjn(x))) =E(Zo(x) X j n(x)),

where Zo(x) = |Xo,017/*1Eo(X jn(x)|P/>~ 1 sign(Eo(Xj,»(x))). Then, by using
item (1) of Lemma 35, we derive that

2

1 X0.0 (E0(X . () 173 = Cov(Zo(x). K ((x = Y;)/ )
< |dKED(Fo, j, DI Zo(x)])-

Notice now that by using the elementary inequality: x®y!=® < x + y valid
for a € [0,1] and nonnegative x and y, we get that |Zo(x)| < (| Xo.n(x)| +
|Eo(X j,n(x))|)1’_1. Therefore, some computations involving Jensen’s inequality
lead to

(82) fR|zo<x>|dx54Phn/R|K<u>|P—1du,

where ||dK || is the total variation norm of the measure d K . Starting from (81), we
end the proof of (79) by taking into account (82) and the fact that

81)

Y GPTEEMB(Fo, ) < Y i By ()
j=1 j=l1
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is convergent by condition (72) for any & < .
It remains to prove (80). We first write that

2
10 (X0 ()X 1 (1)) — E(X;0 ()X )23 = E((Z0)© () X0 () X . (1)),
where the notation X @ stands for X(@ = X — E(X) and
Z((x) = |Eo(B;,j (x)) ">~ sign(Eg(B;,  (x)))

with B; j(x) = X; n(x) X 5 (x) — E(X; n(x) X ,,(x)). Since the variables X; , (x)
and X ,(x) are centered, an application of item (2) of Lemma 35 then gives

B0 (X0 () X jn (1)) — E(X; 0 () X jn ()12

< ldKIPE(1Zo()(b(Fo. i, i) + b(Fo. j. j) + b(Fo. i. j))).

Notice now that since p/2 — 1 > 1, we can easily get

f|zg<x>|dx5cphn/ K )"~ du,
R R

where ¢, is a positive constant depending on p. In addition,

n n
> P supB(b(Fo, iy i) + b(Fo, j, )+ b(Fo.i, ) 33 jP T By (),
st i>] j=1

which is convergent by condition (72) for any ¢ < 5. Then (80) holds and so does
the proposition. [l

APPENDIX

This section is devoted to some technical lemmas. The next lemma gives esti-
mates for terms of the type E(X4 X1 ™).

LEMMA 34. Let p and u be real numbers such that 0 <u < p — 2. Let Xy

and X1 be two positive identically distributed random variables. With the notation
al = E(Xg), Eo(X1) =E(X1|X0) the following estimates hold:

- - - -2
(83) E(X4XP™") < P~/ 2>||E0(X12)||;//(2P )
and
-1 - 1/2
84) E(X)™'X)) <a”  [Eo(XDIl,5-

PROOF. Inequality (83) is trivial for u = 0. To prove it for u = p —2, it suffices
to write that E(X{ —2x H=EX} Eo(X 2)), and then to use Holder’s inequality.
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We prove now inequality (83) for O <u < p — 2. Select x = (p/2 — 1)/u =
(p —2)/2u. Notice that 2x > 1 and p —u — 1/x > 0 since u < p — 2. Then, since
the variables are identically distributed,

_ 1 —u—1 1 —u—1
EXEXT™) = EXEX XD < XX o 1X ™ o e

< (E(X(l)’_zx%))u/(l?—% (aﬁ)l—u/(P—Z).
Now, again by Holder’s inequality applied withx = p/(p—2)and 1 —1/x =2/p,
) _2 _
E(Xg7XD) = E(X§ Eo(X]) < B(X)P /P (BE(XT)P'%)>P

=a P |Eo(XD 2.
Overall

— -2 _ —
E(X§XT™") < a"|[Bo(XD) S~ (@P)! /=2

— - -2
= a2/ P B (XDl

ending the proof of inequality (83).
To prove inequality (84), we use Holder’s inequality which entails that
1/2

—1 -1 — 2
E(x) ' X)) <EX)TEYA(XD) <a?Eox DI O

The next lemma gives covariance-type inequalities in terms of beta coefficients
as defined in Definition 32.

LEMMA 35. Let Z be a Fy-measurable real-valued random variable, and
let h and g be two BV functions. Denote by ||dh| (resp., ||dg||) the total varia-
tion norm of the measure dh (resp., dg). Denote 7O =7 —E2), hO,) =
h(Y;) — E(h(Y))) and g0 (Y;) = g(Y;) — E(g(Y})). Define the random variables
b(Fo, i, j) as in Definition 32. Then:

(1) [E(ZOrO(¥))| = ICov(Z, h(Y)| < IIdRIIE( Z|b(Fo, i, 1)).
2) [ECZOrO g Pl < dhllldgIENZI(b(Fo, isi) + b(Fo, j, ) +
b(Fo.i, J)).

PROOF. Item (1) has been proven by Dedecker and Prieur (2005) [see item (2)
of their Proposition 1]. Item (2) needs a proof. We first notice that

HO 0080 W) = [ [ (et = Fe®)(ty<s = Fr(9) dh(0) dg(s),
Therefore
E(z(o)h(o) (Yi)g(o) (Yj))

=E<z//(1§?)§t1§£j)§ —E(1(Y?>§t1$j>§s))dh(z)dg(s))

:E(Z// E(1§l’_)§t1§£j)fs —E(lg)ftl(yg)fsﬂfo)dh(t)dg(s)),
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which proves item (2) by noticing that

Yi<t YjSS Y, <t YjSS

<b(Fo,i,i) +b(Fo, j, j)+b(Fo,i, J). U

The next lemma gives inequalities for |x + y|? for different ranges of p, where
p > 2 is a real number.

LEMMA 36. (1) Let x and y be two real numbers and2 < p <3. Then

1. (p—D
(85) x4 317 =[xl + 317+ plxlP " sign(r)y + S|P
(2) Let x and y be two real numbers and 3 < p < 4. Then
. —1 _
e+ Y17 < lxl? + Y17 + plxlP~ sign(x)y + %W’ 2y?
(86)
+ el 117~
(r—-2
(3) Let x and y be two positive real numbers and p > 1 any real number. Then
(87) @+ 3P <xP 4y + 47 Py 4 xy? ),

(4) Let x and y be two real numbers and p an even positive integer. Then
88)  (x+ )" =xP + 3"+ paP Ty +xyP T 427 (PP 4 2Py,
PROOF. Inequality (85) was established in Rio [(2009), Relation (3.3)] by us-
ing Taylor’s expansion with integral rest for evaluating the difference |x + y|? —

|x|?. To prove inequality (86), we also use the Taylor integral formula of order 2
that gives

x4 17 — [xl? = plx|” sign(x)y + C2Jx[P72)
1
#2637 [ A= (x 131772 = 7y,
where Clz7 = p(p — 1)/2. Notice now that, for 3 < p <4,

2 2
A+ ry|P? < x4+ 2x|ltyl +y

<|x|P7Z 4 21x ||ty P73 + |ty|P 2.
= Tl +1)r < Ix| [x[zyl |£y]

Hence

1
2cf,y2f0 (1 =0)(x +ty|P~2 = |x|[P D dt

1 1
52C§|y|l’f (1—z)zP—2dr+4C§|x||y|P—1/ (1=’ dr
0 0
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I'(p—1 -2
:2|y|pC§g +4)x]||y|P~ 1C2L

Fp+1) I'(p)
=1yI” + i 1y1P=t

(r=2)

Starting from (89), inequality (86) follows.

Inequality (87) was observed by Shao (1995), page 957. We shall establish now
(88). We start by noticing that for any a, b two positive real numbers and 2 < k <
p — 2 we have

(90) a?*p* < max(a” (b/a)P~%, a” (bja)?) < a*bP % + aP b,

Now for p an even positive integer and x and y two real numbers, the Newton
binomial formula gives

p—2

(x+ )P =xP +yP + pPy +xyP )+ 3 Chxl TRV
k=2
p—2
<xP4yP+paPly+xyPH+ 3 Chlx Py,
k=2

Whence, by (90) and the fact that Z/fzo C;‘, =27, inequality (88) follows. [J

LEMMA 37. Let (V;)i>0 be a sequence of nonnegative numbers such that Vi =
O and foralli, j >0,

91) Vigj =C(Vi+V)),
where C > 1 is a constant not depending on i and j. Then:

(1) For any integer r > 1, any integer n satisfying 2" "' <n < 2" and any real
q=0,

r—1 n
1
+2 +1 1
2:21 Vy < 2912041 1y~ E:kw

i=0

(2) For any positive integers k and m and any real g > 0,

km
1
Z Vim <21t Ccg=md- 12@4_ )qu—i—2Cc]_1mq_1 Z e—qu.
l=m+1

(3) Let 0 <6 <y < 1. Then for any real g > 0,

o 1/y 1) s 1 1/8
Y 1/6—1 (y—9)
<Z—k1+quk> <2 el%% (Z—k1+qavk> )

k=1 k=1
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REMARK 38. If (V;);>¢ satisfies (91) with C = 1, then the sequence is said to
be subadditive.

PROOF OF LEMMA 37. Condition (91) implies that for any integer k£ and any
integer 0 < j <k,

k
92) Vi <C(V; 4 Vi—;) andthenthat (k+1)Vg<2CY V;.
j=1

Therefore for 2"~ <n <27,

r—1 2r=1

1
22_ 20 = ZCZV Z 2t(q+])

= i:2i>j

proving item (1). To prove item (2), using again (92), it suffices to notice that

k 1 k
g_” ; +Jm)J‘1Z ‘

<2Cm~'(2m)4 q-1 7
e ]X;J Z(um)q
km 1
—1 -1
+2Cq~ "'m1 Z Equ
{=m+1

To prove item (3), we first notice that (91) entails that

k

VI, <C’(v/ +V]) andthenthat (k+ 1)V <2C” ) v/
j=1
Then for any real g > 0,
5 k 1=8/y
(93) k4 —9) ka— <21=8/rcv=s (Z j~a+ay) VJ_V) )

Writing that k= 1+ VY = (k=(1+4d vy (k=a(r=9) ka—a) and using (93), the fol-
lowing inequality holds:

n

1-8/y
1 1-8/y ,y—4 (144g6) - —(14+qy)yV
;;k”quk <2 C Zk Py e V]

k=1 =1

proving item (3). [
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