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ON MARTINGALE APPROXIMATIONS AND THE QUENCHED
WEAK INVARIANCE PRINCIPLE

BY CHRISTOPHE CUNY AND FLORENCE MERLEVEDE

Ecole Centrale de Paris and Université Paris Est

In this paper, we obtain sufficient conditions in terms of projective crite-
ria under which the partial sums of a stationary process with values in H
(a real and separable Hilbert space) admits an approximation, in L? (H),
p > 1, by a martingale with stationary differences, and we then estimate the
error of approximation in L” (/). The results are exploited to further inves-
tigate the behavior of the partial sums. In particular we obtain new projec-
tive conditions concerning the Marcinkiewicz—Zygmund theorem, the mod-
erate deviations principle and the rates in the central limit theorem in terms
of Wasserstein distances. The conditions are well suited for a large variety
of examples, including linear processes or various kinds of weak dependent
or mixing processes. In addition, our approach suits well to investigate the
quenched central limit theorem and its invariance principle via martingale
approximation, and allows us to show that they hold under the so-called
Maxwell-Woodroofe condition that is known to be optimal.

1. Introduction. Since the seminal paper of Gordin [16] in 1969, approxima-
tion via a martingale is known to be a nice method to derive limit theorems for
stochastic processes. For instance, the martingale method has been used success-
fully by Heyde [20] and Gordin and Lifsic [17] to derive central limit theorems
for the partial sums of a stationary sequence, and it has undergone substan-
tial improvements. For recent contributions where the central limit theory and
weak convergence problems are handled with the help of martingale approxi-
mations, let us mention the recent papers by Maxwell and Woodroofe [23], Wu
and Woodroofe [35], Peligrad and Utev [28], Merlevede and Peligrad [25], Zhao
and Woodroofe [38] and Gordin and Peligrad [15]. In all these papers, conditions
are then imposed to be able to implement the martingale method, namely, to ap-
proximate in a suitable way the partial sums of a stationary process by a martin-
gale. However, to derive many other kinds of limit theorems from the martingale
method, more precise estimates of the approximation error of partial sums by a
martingale may be useful. We refer to the recent papers by Wu [34], Zhao and
Woodroofe [37], Cuny [4], Dedecker, Doukhan and Merlevede [8] and Merlevede,
Peligrad and Peligrad [24] where almost sure behaviors of the partial sums process
have been addressed with the help of estimates of this approximation error.

Received February 2012; revised March 2013.

MSC2010 subject classifications. Primary 60F15; secondary 60F05.

Key words and phrases. Martingale approximation, stationary process, quenched invariance prin-
ciple, moderate deviations, Wasserstein distances, ergodic theorems.

760


http://www.imstat.org/aop/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1214/13-AOP856
http://www.imstat.org
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet/msc/msc2010.html

MARTINGALE APPROXIMATIONS IN LP 761

In order to say more about these papers and to present our results, let us first
introduce the following notation, giving a way to define stationary processes.

NOTATION 1.1. Let (€2, .A, P) be a probability space, and let 6 : Q2 +— Q2 be a
bijective bi-measurable transformation preserving the probability P. Let 7y be a o -
algebra of A satisfying Fog C 01 (Fy). We then define a nondecreasing filtration
(Fi)iez by Fi = 0~ (Fp), and a stationary sequence (X;);cz by X; = Xp o 2
where Xo is a real-valued centered random variable (or possibly taking values in
some real and separable Hilbert space). The sequence will be called adapted to
the filtration (F;);ez if Xo is Fo-measurable. Define then the partial sum by S, =
X1+ X2+ ---+ X,. The following notations will also be used: F_oc =(;cz Fi»
Foo = Viez Fi, Ex(X) = E(X|Fk), Pr(X) = Ex(X) — Er—1(X), and when X is
real-valued, its IL.” norm is denoted by || X ||, = (E(| X|?)) 1/ ' We shall also use the
notation a, < b, to mean that there exists a numerical constant C not depending
on n such that a, < Cb,, for all positive integers 7.

In all of what follows the sequence (X;);cz is assumed to be stationary and
adapted to (F;);ez and the variables are in IL”, for some p > 1.

In [34] and [8], it is assumed that D =} ;- Po(X;) converges in L7, p > 1,
and estimates of ||S, — M,l||, where M, =Y} ;Do 0! are provided involv-
ing either the terms » -, [[Po(Xx)|lp (see [34]) or the terms [[Eo(S,)|l, and
12 k=1 Po(Xi) |l p; see [8]. Those estimates are then exploited to derive explicit
rates in the almost sure invariance principle under projective conditions that are
well adapted to a large variety of examples. The paper by Merlevede et al. [24] ad-
dresses different questions about the almost sure behavior of S, such as quenched
invariance principles or almost sure central limit theorems. Their proof is based
on a precise estimate of the > approximation error between the partial sums pro-
cess and their constructed approximating stationary martingale, provided that the
Maxwell-Woodroofe condition (1) holds. More precisely, in the case where p = 2,
they proved that if

X Eo(S
0 Z IEo (Sk) II2

<0
3/2 ’
ok

then there is a martingale M, with stationary and square integrable differences
such that

IEo(Sk) 2
2) 1Sn = Malla <0235 == 57

k>n

To implement a martingale method for other questions related to the behavior of
the partial sums, as, for instance, rates in the strong laws of large numbers or
in the central limit theorem in terms of Wasserstein distances, or also moderate
deviations principles, the first question that our paper addresses is the construction
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of a stationary martingale M, in L” (p > 1) in such a way that an estimate of
IS — Myl can be given in the spirit of (2). Our Theorem 2.3 is in this direction.
When p > 2, it states in particular that if

3) ZM<OO’

1+1/p
k=1 k

then we can construct a stationary sequence (Dy = D o 8¥);cz of martingale dif-
ferences in IL” adapted to (Fj)kez such that setting M,, =3 }_, Do ok,

IEo (Sl p

) 1Sn = Mallp <n'? 30 =T

k=[nr/2]

While (4) and (2) coincide when p = 2, our method of proof is different from the
one used in [24]. In Theorem 2.3, we shall consider also the case when p € |1, 2[.
The main tools to prove the martingale approximation with the bound (4) being
algebraic computations and Burkholder’s inequality, the estimate also holds for
variables taking values in a separable real Hilbert space. Hence Theorem 2.3 is
stated in this setting. As we shall see, this martingale approximation result leads
to new projective conditions allowing results concerning the moderate deviations
principle or also estimates of Wasserstein distances in the CLT; see Sections 3.2
and 3.3. Notice that the projective conditions assumed throughout the paper are
general enough to contain a wide class of dependent sequences.

Another interesting point of our approach and of the approximating martingale
we consider here, is that they lead not only to a useful estimate of ||.S,, — M, || », but,
together with a new ergodic theorem with rate (see Theorem 4.7), they allow also
to show that, under the Maxwell-Woodroofe condition (1), Eg[(S, — M,,)*] = o(n)
P-a.s.; see our Proposition 4.9. This allows us to give a definitive positive answer
to the question of whether the quenched central limit theorem for n~'/2S, holds
true under (1). As we shall see, we can even say more since, using a maximal
inequality from Merlevede and Peligrad [26], we establish in Theorem 2.7 that
the functional form of the quenched central limit theorem also holds under the
Maxwell-Woodroofe condition.

Our paper is structured as follows. Section 2 contains our main results. More
precisely, in Section 2.1 we construct an approximating martingale with station-
ary differences in IL” that leads to estimates of the IL” approximating error be-
tween the partial sums and the constructed martingale; see Theorem 2.3. In Sec-
tion 2.2, we address the question of the quenched weak invariance principle under
the Maxwell-Woodroofe condition (1). Section 3 is devoted to some applications
of the estimates given in Theorem 2.3 to various kind of limit behavior of the par-
tial sums. In Section 4, we prove the results stated in Sections 2.1 and 2.2 and state
a new ergodic theorem with rate (see Theorem 4.7) whose proof is postponed in
Appendix A. Some technical results are given and proven in Appendix B.
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2. Main results. In complement to Notation 1.1, we introduce additional no-
tations used throughout the paper.

NOTATION 2.1. Let H be a real and separable Hilbert space equipped with
the norm | - |y. For a random variable X with values in H, we denote its norm in

LP(H) by [ Xl . = (E(|X|)?)!/P, and we simply denote L” =L (R).
NOTATION 2.2. Let p’ =min(2, p), p” =max(2, p) and g = p”/p’.

2.1. Martingale approximation in IL? (H). Let p > 1. In this section, we shall
establish conditions in order for S, to be approximated by a martingale M, with
stationary differences in L.” () in such a way that the approximation error ||, —
M, || p,7 is explicitly controlled.

Let (X,),ez be an adapted stationary sequence in IL” (H) in the sense of Nota-
tion 1.1. When

Po(Xy)
®)) D=
225

converges in IL” (H), then (Dy = D o 0%) 7 forms a stationary sequence of mar-
tingale differences in IL” (H) adapted to (Fy)kcz. Notice that, by Lemma 4.1, the
series Dy~ P,‘gfl") converges in IL? (H) as soon as X € L? (H). In addition, note
that the series in (5) converges in L” (H) as soon as the series » ;- Po(Xy) does;

see Lemma B.1.

THEOREM 2.3. Let p > 1, and let (X,)nez be an adapted stationary se-
quence in ILP (H) in the sense of Notation 1.1. Assume that

”IEO(Sn) ”p,H
(6) X; W <
n>

Then ) o112 k>n k™Y Po(Xk_1)|3 converges in LP and setting M,, = i1 Do
0% where D is defined by (5), the following inequality holds:

IEo (Si) Ml p,

(7) 1Sy = Mallpe <n P 30 =57

k=[n4]

REMARK 2.4. Let p > 1 and a € ]0,1/p”]. Let us introduce the following
assumption:

Eo (Sl p. 1
(8) Z T&p <0
n>1
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Assume that (8) holds with & = min(1/2, 2/ pz). By combining (7) with Corol-
lary 22 of [26] (with the norm | - | replacing the absolute values) we have

— - 1/p
) | max 18— Mily| =o(n'/7).
Notice also that if p > 2 and (8) holds with « € ]2/p2, 1/p], then (7) combined
with the maximal inequality (7) of [26] (with the norm | - | replacing the absolute
values) implies that

- — o(n®Pr/?
i, 15— ], =o(e"")
The fact that the maximal inequality (7) of [26] is still valid when the variables
take values in a Hilbert space comes from the fact that its proof is only based
on chaining arguments (still valid in functional spaces by replacing the absolute
values by the corresponding norms) and on Doob’s maximal inequality that also
holds in Hilbert spaces. Since Corollary 22 of [26] is proved via their maximal
inequality (7), it is still valid in the Hilbert space setting.

COMMENT 2.5. Theorem 1 in [34] (still valid in the Hilbert space context)
states the following martingale approximation: let p > 1, and assume that

(10) E_o(X0)=0  P-as. and Y |Po(Xp)| P < 00
k>0

Then setting D =} ;-0 Po(Xy) and M,, =3/ Do ot,

/

/ n p
(11) 180 — Mullh 5, < Z(ZH%(XMIP,H)

k=1 ‘i>k

Approximations (7) and (11) cannot be compared and cover distinct classes of
dependent sequences. Indeed, there exist examples of processes in L2 satisfying
either condition (1) or condition (10) but not both; see, for example, [14].

COMMENT 2.6. Notice that the quantity [|Eo(Sk)llp,7 can be estimated in a
large variety of examples such as linear processes or mixing sequences. To give
an example, let us consider p > 2 and the so-called stationary p-mixing real se-
quences defined by the coefficients

(12) p(n)=p(F° o, F)  where F/ =o(X;,..., X})
and

Cov(X,Y) 2 5 }

B,C)=supl ——"":X e L’(B),Y € LX) }.

°5.0 S“p{nxnanuz LB Yeli©
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Here L2(B) denotes the space of real-valued random variables in L2 that are B-
measurable. In the proof of Lemma 1 in [29], it has been proven that for any p > 2
and any k > 0,

k
(13) |Eo(Syn) |, < Y 27720%P(27),
i=0

provided that > ;- p%/P(2%) < 00. On an other hand, since (Eo (Sl pn=1 1s a
subadditive sequeﬁce, it follows from Lemma 2.7 in [28] that, for any o > 0, (8)
is equivalent to } ;- z_ak”E()(Szk)”p < 00. By using (13), one can see that the
latter convergence holds provided that, for o € 10, 1/2], Y59 2/1/27%) p2/P (2%) <
0.

2.2. Martingale approximation under Py and the quenched (weak) invariance
principle. Limit theorems for stochastic processes that do not start from equilib-
rium are timely and motivated by evolutions in a quenched random environment.
Recent discoveries by Volny and Woodroofe [32] show that many of the central
limit theorems satisfied by classes of stochastic processes in equilibrium fail to
hold when the processes are started from a point. In this section, we address the
question of whether the Maxwell-Woodroofe condition (1) is sufficient for the va-
lidity of the quenched central limit theorem since this condition is known to be
optimal; see, for example, [28] or [31] where the optimality of this condition is
discussed. This question starts with a result in Borodin and Ibragimov ([1], Chap-
ter 4) stating that if ||Eq(S,) || is bounded, then one has the CLT starting at a point
in its functional form. Later, works by Derriennic and Lin (see [11-13]), Zhao
and Woodroofe [37], Cuny and Lin [5], Cuny [4] and Merlevede, Peligrad and
Peligrad [24] improved on this result by imposing weaker and weaker conditions
on ||Eg(Sy)|2, but always stronger than (1). Let us mention that a result in Cuny
and Peligrad [6] shows that the condition ) 72, [Eo(Xx) 2/ k72 < 0o is sufficient
for the quenched CLT. It is also sufficient for the quenched weak invariance prin-
ciple by a recent result of Cuny and Volny [7].

As we shall see in the proof of Theorem 2.7 below, the approximating mar-
tingale that we defined in Section 2.1 also allows us to show that, under (1),
limy,— 00 2~ B (1S, — Eo(S,) — M,|?) = 0 P-a.s. Combined with a new ergodic
theorem with rate (see our Theorem 4.7) and a maximal inequality from Mer-
levede and Peligrad [26], this implies that the quenched CLT in its functional form
holds under the Maxwell-Woodroofe condition (1).

To state that result we need some further notations. Let us first assume the ex-
istence of a regular version of the conditional probability on .4 given Fy; that is,
we assume the existence of a transition probability K (-, -) on (€2, .4), such that
for every A € A, K(-, A) is a version of E(14|Fp). Then we denote by E,, the
expectation with respect to K (w, -). We also define the Donsker process W, by
Wi (6) = =2 (St + (nt = [t X s 41)-



766 C. CUNY AND F. MERLEVEDE

THEOREM 2.7. Let (X,),ez be an adapted stationary sequence in L2 in the
sense of Notation 1.1. Assume that (1) holds. Then Y _,~1 |3 k>n k=1 Po(Xi—1)|
converges in L2, and setting M,, = Yie1Do 0% where D is defined by (5), the
following holds:

Eo(max<g<n |Sk — Mk|?)
— 0 P-a.s.

n n—+00

(14)

In particular, (S,) satisfies the following quenched weak invariance principle:
there exists Q20 € A with P(Q2) = 1 such that for every w € Q, for any continuous
and bounded function f from (C([0, 1]), || - llco) 0o R,

(15) Jim Bo(7 W) = [ f(z/n@) W2,

where n =1im, 0o n'E(S2|Z) = lim, 0o n ™ 'Eo(S2) in L', and W is the distri-
bution of a standard Wiener process. Here L is the invariant sigma field, that is,
IT={AecA:071(A)=A).

It follows from Comment 2.6 that if the p-mixing coefficients of (X}),cz sat-
isfy > 4-0p(2F) < oo, then the quenched invariance principle holds. Hence the
CLT from Ibragimov [21] for p-mixing sequences that is known to be essentially
optimal, is also quenched.

A careful analysis of the proof of Theorem 2.7 shows that if the random vari-
ables are assumed to be in L2(H), then under (6) with p = 2, the almost sure
convergence (14) still holds with the norm | - |3 replacing the absolute values.

Theorem 2.7 has an interesting interpretation in the terminology of additive
functionals of Markov chains. Let (§,),>0 be a Markov chain with values in a
Polish space S, so that there exists a regular transition probability Pg,|g,=x. Let
P be the transition kernel defined by P(g)(x) = Pg g=x(g) for any bounded
measurable function g from S to R, and assume that there exists an invari-
ant probability m for this transition kernel, that is, a probability measure on S
such that 7(g) = 7 (P(g)) for any bounded measurable function g from S to R.
Let then L2(;r) be the set of functions from S to R such that Jr(gz) < o0. For
g€ L2(7r) such that m(g) =0, define X; = g(&;). In this setting condition (1)
is Y, n 2 Iy Pk(g)lle(n) < 00. In the context of a Markov chain, the
conclusion of Theorem 2.7 is also known under the terminology of functional
CLT started at a point. To rephrase it, let P* be the probability associated to
the Markov chain started from x and let [E* be the corresponding expectation.
Then, for -almost every x € S, for any continuous and bounded function f from
(C(0, 1D, I - lloo) to R,

(16) Jim E* (£ W) = [ feyimw@a),
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where 1, :=lim, E* (S,%) /n. Note that Theorem 2.7 improves Corollary 5.10 of [4]
stated for Markov chains with normal Markov operator. Let us mention that con-
vergence (16) has also been obtained recently in Dedecker, Merlevede and Peligrad
[9] under the condition ) ;-7 (] ng(g)|) < 00. The latter condition and (1) are
of independent interests; see Section 5.2 of [9].

3. Applications. As we mentioned in the Introduction, having estimates of
the approximation error of partial sums by a martingale can be useful to derive
different kinds of limit theorems for the partial sums associated with a stationary
process. For instance, starting from (2), Merlevede et al. [24] have obtained suffi-
cient projective conditions in order for the partial sums to satisfy either the law of
the iterated logarithm or the almost sure central limit theorem. In this section, we
shall use our estimate (7), either to give new projective conditions under which the
partial sums associated with a stationary process satisfy a moderate deviations type
results, or to analyze the rates of convergence in the CLT in terms of Wasserstein
distances. Before stating those results we provide a simple and direct application
of our results, leading to new projective criteria to obtain rates in the SLLN.

3.1. Strong law of large numbers with rate. Our martingale approximation
in L” for 1 < p < 2 combined with our new ergodic theorem with rate (see
Theorem 4.7) allows us to derive very directly a projective condition for the
Marcinkiewicz—Zygmund strong law of large numbers.

THEOREM 3.1. Let 1 < p < 2, and let (X,)nez be an adapted stationary
sequence in ILP (H) in the sense of Notation 1.1. Assume that

) 1Eo (Si) 1l p. 1

E 0gn——375—— <00
n

n>2

Then there exists a stationary martingale (My),>1 in LP(H), such that |S, —
M, |n =o(n'/P) P-a.s. In particular, we have | Sy |n = o(n/Py P-a.s.

PROOF. Using Theorem 4.7, the first part of the result will follow if we can
prove that >, - n—1=Vr S, — M, | p,#x < oo. This convergence follows by using
Theorem 2.3 to control ||S, — M, || p, 1 For the last part of the theorem, it suffices
to notice that by the Marcinkiewicz—Zygmund strong law of large numbers for
martingales | M, |3 = o(n'/?) P-a.s. for any p € ]1,2[ as soon as the martingales
are in IL? (H); see Woyczynski [33]. [

3.2. Moderate deviations. The aim of this section is to obtain asymptotic ex-
pansions for probabilities of moderate deviation for stationary adapted real-valued
processes under projective criteria; more precisely we want to study the asymptotic
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behavior of P(S,, > o \/nr,) where (r,,) is a sequence of positive numbers that di-
verges to infinity at an appropriate rate and o = lim,_ ¢ || Sy [|l2/4/71. Specifically,
we aim to find the zone for x of the following moderate deviations principle:
(17 P(S, > xo/nry) —1+0(1),
1—®(xry,)

where ®(x) is the standard normal distribution function. If r, = r > 0 is fixed,
then (17) is essentially the well-known central limit theorem. However, for the
case when r = r,, is allowed to tend to infinity, the problem of moderate deviation
probabilities is to find all the possible speed of convergence of r,, — oo such that
(17) holds. It is a challenging problem to establish moderate deviations principle
(MDP) for dependent variables. However, starting from the deep results of Grama
[18] and of Grama and Haeusler [19] for martingales, Wu and Zhao [36] showed
that it is possible to obtain MDP results for a certain class of stationary processes
such as functions of an i.i.d. sequence as soon as the partial sum process can be
well approximated by a martingale. Using our Theorem 2.3, we shall give suffi-
cient conditions for the MDP to hold that are different than those obtained by Wu
and Zhao [36].

Let us first start with some notation and definitions.

Let p € (2,4]. For x > 1, let r, > 0 be the solution to the equation

p+1, if2<p<3,
3p—3, if3<p<4.
The function v(p) results from the martingale MDP as obtained in [18] and in
[19]; see also Theorem 2 and Remark 5 in [36]. In addition, by Remark 1 in [19],
as x — 00, ry has the asymptotic expansion rf =2logx —2[v(p) +o(1)]log(1 +

2logx).

Let 1, — 00 be a positive sequence of numbers and (U,) a sequence of real
valued random variables such that U, —2 N(0, 1). We shall say that (U, ) satisfies
the moderate deviation principle (MDP) with rate 7,, and exponent p > 0 if for
every a > 0 there exists a positive constant C = C,, ;, depending neither on x nor

on n such that
PUpzr) | [P < =rs) IH C(x )W”P)
1 — ®(ry) I —®D(—ry) Tn

holds uniformly in x € [1, at,]. Therefore t, gives a range for which the MDP
holds.

x = (14r)"Pexp(r?/2) where v(p) = {

max{

THEOREM 3.2. Let 2 < p <4, and let (X,))nez be an adapted stationary
sequence in ILP in the sense of Notation 1.1. Assume that

IEo (Sl p 1 E—n(Sll2 _
(18) > T % and ) W2/p Z K372

n>1 n>1
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Assume in addition that

2 2
(19) >~ nm/p [E-n(S3) = E(Sp)l /2 < o0
n>1
Then n_lE(SZ) converges to some nonnegative number o?, and if o > 0,
(aﬁ)”il satisfies the MDP with rate T, = n?/2=1 and exponent p.

PROOF. Analyzing the proof of Theorem 1 in [36], we infer that the theorem
will be proven if we can show that there exists a IL” stationary sequence (D;);c7
of martingale differences with respect to (F;);ez such that setting M,, =Y""_, D;,

(20) ISy — Myl = o(n'/?)

and

1) i—1(D?) —E(D?) = 0(n?/?).
p/2

According to Theorem 2.3 combined with Remark 2.4, the first part of condition
(18) implies (20). On the other hand, since 1 < p/2 < 2, according to Theorem 3
in [36] applied to the stationary sequence (Ei_l(Diz) — E(Diz))iz 1 and using the
fact that M, is a martingale (21) holds if

(22) 2 S 22k/p [Eo(M3) — E(M3)]] /2 < 00.
k>0

We notice now that since M), is a stationary martingale, for any » > 1,

|Eo(M3) — E(M3)],
k—1 4
> (B (M3) —E(M3)) 0 6% + (Eo(D) — E(DY))
i=0
k—1
< Z |E 5 (M3) — E(M3)], + [Eo(D7) — E(D)],

r

(23)

<2ZHE 2 (M3i1) —E(M30) |, +2[[Eo(D7) — E(DP) -

It follows that (22) is equivalent to ) 402~ 2k/p |\ B _ 2k+1 (M5 ) —EWM k)||p/2 <
0o. Due to the subadditivity of the sequence (]|E_2, (M,%) — IE(M,%)HP/Z),,Z] , the
latter condition is equivalent to

1
(24) > S EEy |E_20(M7) — E(My) |2 <00

n>1
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see Lemma 2.7 in [28]. Using now Proposition B.3, we infer that (24) holds if (19)
and the second part of (18) hold and if }_,~, n—(1+4/p%) ||1Eo(Sn)||% < 00. To end
the proof, it suffices to notice that since (|[Eo(Sy)lp)»>1 is a subadditive sequence,

the latter condition is satisfied provided the first part of (18) is satisfied as well; see
item 3 of Lemma 37 in [26]. O

The quantities involved in conditions (18) and (19) can be handled by control-
ling norms of individual summands which involve terms such as Eo(X; X ;) and
Eo(X;). The latter quantities can be then in turn controlled by using various mix-
ing or dependence coefficients; see, for example, [8]. For instance, as a corollary
of Theorem 3.2, the following result holds; its proof is omitted since it follows the
lines of the proof of Corollary 2.1 in [8].

COROLLARY 3.3. Let2 < p <4, and let (X,)nez be an adapted stationary
sequence in ILP in the sense of Notation 1.1. Assume that there exists y € 0, 1]
such that

n(P=2)/(yp)
T||E0(Xn)up < o0
n>0

and

ny
Z m sup HE()(X,’X]') - E(Xin)”p/z < Q.

n>0 1=j=zn

Then the conclusion of Theorem 3.2 holds with o= > kez, Cov(Xo, Xi).

As in [8], this result may be used, for instance, to derive under which con-
ditions the partial sum of a function f of the stationary Markov chain (&x)kecz
with transition K f(x) = %(f(x 4+ a) + f(x —a)), when a is irrational in [0, 1]
and badly approximable by rationals, satisfy the conclusion of Theorem 3.2.

For instance, one can prove that if f is three times differentiable, (Uf'}(){}r_l)nz 1

satisfies the MDP with rate 7, = n and exponent 4 provided that o (f) > 0.
Here S,(f) =>_;_(f (&) — m(f)) where m is the Lebesgue—Haar measure and
G2(f)=m((f —m(f)?) +2 Y, om(fK"(f —m(f))).

Since in Theorem 3.2 the conditions are expressed in terms of the conditional
expectation of the partial sum or of its square, it is also possible to obtain appli-
cations for mixing sequences. As an example, the following corollary gives condi-
tions in terms of p-mixing coefficients as defined in Comment 2.6.

COROLLARY 3.4. Let2 < p <4, and let p <a <4. Let (X;)nez be an
adapted stationary sequence in L* in the sense of Notation 1.1. Let (p(n))n>1
be its associated rho-mixing coefficients as defined in (12). Assume that

2/p s
p~'P(n) p*(n) B
(25) ZW<OO and ZW<OO where s =2(a — 2)/a.

n>1 n>1
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Then the conclusion of Theorem 3.2 holds with rate t, = n?/>~" and exponent p.
Notice that if « = 4, condition (25) reduces to its first part.

PROOF OF COROLLARY 3.4. Let us prove that the first part of (18) holds.
With this aim, we first notice that, due to the subadditivity of the sequence
(IEo(Su) | p)n=1, this condition is equivalent to (see Lemma 2.7 in [28])

IEo (Sl »
(26) Y —= o
& 2%
Since p > 2, (25) implies that Y ;= p>/?(2%) < 0o. Therefore, by using (13), it

follows that (26) is satisfied as soon as ) ;- 2-2k/p’ Zf:o 2i/2p2/P(21) < o0,
which is equivalent to the first part of condition (25).

We prove now that the second part of (18) holds. Due to the monotonicity of the
sequence (3_y>, 32 E_,(Se) ll2)n>1, the second part of (18) is equivalent to

2/

2k .
(27) > %7r D272 N | E_y (S, < o0

k>0 Jj=k 0=2J

To prove the above condition, we first notice that by stationarity, for any ¢ €
(27,...,20F1 —13,
|E_ 2t (Sl = [B_e(Se = $20) [ + [E_t (S20)

j—1

< [E_ ok 25 (Sp-an) |+ DB 55 (829
s=0

+ | E_p (X1 -
Since, for any positive integers r and t, |E_,(S;) |2 < p(r)+/1, it follows that

2/+1 1 j—1
> [E xS0, «272p(27) +27/p(25) +27 30 272p (2" +2°).
(=27 s=0

So overall, since p > 2, we infer that

27411

2k L B
@) Yy 22 Y [Esk(Soll, < 32K (2,

k>0 Jj=k =2 k>0

Noticing that (25) implies in particular that
(29) p(2F) = 0(2"‘(1’2_4)/(417)) as k — oo,

and taking into account that p > 2, we then infer that the sums in the right-hand
side of (28) are finite under (25). This ends the proof of (27), hence the second part
of (18) holds.
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It remains to show that (19) is satisfied. Note first that since p € ]2,4] and
oa=p,

[E—n(S2) = E(SD /2 = [E-n(S3) = E(SD) a2

n

< sup Cov(Z, S,%),
ZeB¥/@=D(F_.)

where B"(F_,) stands for the set of F_,-measurable random variables such that
IZ]l < 1. Using then Theorem 4.12 in [2], we get that

IE_n(S3) —E(S) 0 =2 0° S5 o = 2" 0" 1S3,

p/2

where s =2(o — 2) /. Now the first part of (25) implies ) ;. 122k < 0o [see
also (29)], therefore || S, ||« < 1'/%; see [27] or [30]. Hence

(30) IE_(S7) = E(SD) o < 10" (),

which proves that (19) holds as soon as the second part of (25) does. This ends the
proof of the corollary. [J

3.3. Rates of convergence for Wasserstein distances in the CLT. Let L(u, v)
be the set of probability laws on R? with marginals x and v. Let us consider the
Wasserstein distances of order » > 1 defined by

1/r
W,(u,v):inf{(f |x—y|rP(dx,dy)) :Peﬁ(u,v)}.

Let p € ]2, 3[, and let (X,),cz be an adapted stationary sequence in L” in the
sense of Notation 1.1. Denote by Pg, ,,1/2 the law of S, /n'/? and by G. the
normal distribution A (0, 02) where o2 = lim,,_, o n_lE(S,f) provided the limit
exists. Starting from Theorem 2.1 in [10] and using our Theorem 2.3, we get the
following result concerning the order of W (P,-1/2g , G,2) where r € [1, p].

THEOREM 3.5. Let2<p<3andletl1 <r < p. Let (Xn)nez be an adapted
stationary sequence in IL? in the sense of Notation 1.1. Assume that (19) holds and
that

1
(31) > WHE—n(S,%) —E(S2) ||1+y <00  forsomey > 0.
n>1
Assume in addition that

IEo(Sw) 7
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and that
Z 1Eo(Sn)ll2

n(S_P)/2
n>1

ifrell,2] and

(33)
IEo(Sp)], = O(nC=P/r) ifr €12, pl.

Then n_lE(S,%) converges to some nonnegative number o2, and W (P,-1/2 S,
G,2)=0(n'=r?),

The above result improves Theorem 3.1 in Dedecker, Merlevede and Rio [10]
that imposes the series ) _,. o E(X,|Fo) to converge in L” instead of the weaker
conditions (32) and (33).

When p-mixing sequences are considered, applying Theorem 3.5 we derive the
following corollary (its proof is omitted since it uses similar bounds as those ob-
tained in the proof of Corollary 3.4).

COROLLARY 3.6. Let2 < p <3andlet p <o <4.Let (X,)nez be a adapted
stationary sequence in L® in the sense of Notation 1.1. Let (p(n)),>1 be its asso-
ciated rho-mixing coefficients as defined in (12). Assume that

p*(n)

_— <
n2—r/2
n>1

where s =2(o — 2) /.

Then the conclusion of Theorem 3.5 holds for any 1 <r <?2.

PROOF OF THEOREM 3.5. Notice first that (32) implies in particular that
IEo(S)lp = o(n? P2) (apply, e.g., item 2 of Lemma 37 in [26] to the sequence
(||E0(Sn)||fj)nzo). Now, since p > 2, (32) then entails that (6) holds true. There-
fore, by Theorem 2.3, D defined by (5) is in IL”. In addition, since p > 2, (6) im-
plies that 3", o n=3/2| Eg(S,) |2 < oo which is a sufficient condition for n~!E(S2)
to converge; see Theorem 1 in [28].

Let now M, = Zzzl Dob% and R, = S, — M,,. According to the proof of
Theorem 3.1 in [10] and to their Remark 2.1, the theorem will follow if we can
prove that

(34) IR, = O(n®=P)/2)
and also that

|Eo(M2) — E(M2)|1+,

Z K7D <00 foray >0
k>0

and

IEo(M3) —E(M3) |l py2

E < 00.
2k
= 22k/p
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Using (23) and the subadditivity of the sequence (||E_», (M,%) — E(M,%) llg)n=>1,for
any g > 1, we infer that the latter conditions are equivalent to
IE—2n (M) — E(M) 14

Z s < 00 foray >0 and
n

n>1

3 ||ﬂ*:_2n(M,%)1 —EM2)| 2 .
n +2/p

(35)

n>1

Using Proposition B.3 we infer that (35) holds, provided that (19) and (31) do, and
that

IEo (S5 B0 (S 131 1)
; plap? 0% ; JTra ety <o and
n n
(36) ) -
)3 o (Sn)ll2
— nG—p)/2
n

Notice first that the third part of (36) holds, provided that (33) does [notice that the
second part of (33), for r > 2 implies the first part of (33)], whereas the first part
of (36) is exactly condition (32). Notice now that for any p € ]2, 3[ and y small
enough, (4 — p)/(2+2y) > 4/p? and p > 2 + 2y. Therefore the second part of
(36) is implied by condition (32).

It remains to prove (34). By Lemma 2.7 of [28], the first part of (33) implies that
IEo(S) 2 = o(n®~P)/2). Therefore by using Theorem 2.3, we infer that, since
p > 2, forany rin[1,2], || Rull; < |Rull2 = 0(n®~P)/2) under the first part of (33).
Now, since p > 2, for any r in ]2, p], the second part of (33) implies that || R, ||, =
O nB~P)/?) by Theorem 2.3. O

4. Proof of the martingale approximation results. In all the following lem-
mas, p > 1 and (X,),ez is an adapted stationary sequence in IL” () in the sense
of Notation 1.1.

LEMMA 4.1.  We have Y i~ o(k + 1) H[Po(Xi)ll p, 1 < 00.

PROOF. We first prove the case p > 2. By Holder’s inequality, we have

IPo(Xi)llp, ) ” e p
(Z k41”) <Y IPX)|] 4, < ] (Zw_k(Xo)m)
k>0 + k=0 k=0 P
5 1/2)p
< H (Z|P_k(xo>rH) H < 1Xol? 50,
k>0 p
where we used || - [[¢» < || - ||,2 and Burkholder’s inequality for H{-valued martin-

gales; see [3].



MARTINGALE APPROXIMATIONS IN LP 775
Let prove the case 1 < p < 2. By Holder’s inequality,
Po(X P 1Pk (X0} P (X}
(Z5) < ar == o)
= k=0 k>0
1/2

p
2
< H( |Pk<Xo>|H) <L Xoll? 4
k>0 P

where we used again Holder’s inequality and Burkholder’s inequality for 7-valued
martingales. [

LEMMA 4.2. Assume that

@7 )3)>

n>1k>0

1Po(Sn 0 05Dl p. 1
(n+k)?

Then 3 50| k>n Pzi_xl") | converges in ILP and a.s. Moreover for any integer
m >0,

(38)

205

n=mk>n

1Po(Sn 0 051l .1
=22 (n +k)? '

k>mn>1

PROOF. By assumption, the series

2

k=0

5 >0 Po(Xi4k)
nm+k(n+k+1)|y

n>1

converges a.s. and in IL”. On the other hand, using Lemma 4.1 to invert the order
of summation, we have

Z Po(X;) _ Z Po(Xk+1) Z Z Po(Xk+1)
= U kAl = S0y k(£ 1)

_y >0 Po(Xi4k)
n+kyn+k+1)

n>1

which gives the desired convergence. [

LEMMA 4.3.  For every integer r > 0,

— Sm E—r S
(39) vy PPl 5 1Bl

2 1+1/p”
k>rm=>1 (m +k) k>r+1 k
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PROOF. Let m be a positive integer. Assume first that p > 2. By Holder’s
inequality and using that || - ||¢» < || - |2, we have

1/p
)3 1Pk (Sl p, 7 < (m—i-r)UH/”(ZHP—k(Sm)”g,H)

2
k>r (m + k) k>r

p/2\1/p
< (m+ )=+ (E(Z!P_usm)ri) )

k>r
NE—r (Sm)ll p. 1
(m + r)1+1/p

where we used Burkholder’s inequality for H-valued martingales (see [3]), in the
last step.

Assume now that 1 < p < 2. We use Holder’s inequality twice and once again
Burkholder’s inequality for H-valued martingales in the last step, to obtain

1Pk (Su)ll p.2¢ 1 ( ||P_k(Sm)||§,H)1/P
kg (m + k)? <<(m+r)1/1’k2>‘: (m + k)P

! I NNV
Sm+nr ((m ¥ r)3p/ E<Z|Pk(sm)|H) )

k>r
”E—r(sm)”p,H
(m+r)3/2

From the above computations, we then derive that

<

’

<

Pk (Sm)l p, 1t IE— (Sp) Il p,
22k S X men

k>rm=>1 m>1

W 1<m <r ”E—r(Sm)Hp H

||]E—r(Sm)||p,H
+ Z ml_,’_l/p// .

m>r+1

The lemma then follows by using Lemma B.2 withy =1/p” and ¢ =r. O

LEMMA 4.4. Foreveryr >0,

Xo=Y3 onixf) _ 3y EoXi) — B (XD

k=01>k k=01>k [+1

40
“0) Eo(X141)

0D

I>r
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In particular, if we assume (6), letting r — 00, we have

Po(X Eo(X -E_1(X
X=y loilz)_zz o( 1+1l)Jrl (X))

k>01>k k>01>k

PROOF. Letm >k > 0. We have

i Po(X1) _ Eo(Xx)  Eo(Xm+1) +§: Eo(Xi+1)  ~~E-1(X)
I+1  k+1 m+2 [+2 I+1 °

1=k
Hence

1=k I=k

~Po(X)  Eo(Xi) Eo(Xmt1) | x~Eo(Xi+1) —E_1(X))

2P B0y Eal ) S
SR T kvl m+2 & [+1
i Eo(Xi+1)
(l +D(I+2)
IEo (Xi+ D1l p, %

Notice that m~! IEo(Xm) |l p.x — O and that ;- ha - < °° Hence, us-

ing Lemma 4.1, we may and do let m — oo, to obtain
Po(X1)  Eo(Xk) 3 Eo(X141) —E_1(X)) 3 Eo(X14+1)

Sl k+ 1 I+1 S+ +2)

Let » > 0. We then deduce that

g Po(X)) = Eo(Xp) | ¢ Eo(X14+1) —E_1(X))
2.2 I+1 _k; k+1 22 I+1

1>k

k=01>k k=01>k
. ZZ ]EO(XH—I)
Pyt (+Dl+2)

Hence, interverting the order of summation in the last term,

g Po(X1) g Eo(X14+1) —E_1(X))
2. oy =Kot I+1

k=01>k k=0 1>k

Eo(Xi4+1)
—o )Z<Z+1)<Z+2>

Assume (6). In view of Lemmas 4.2 and 4.3, we see that the series on the left
converges in IL”(H). On an other hand, Lemma B.2 (with y = 1) implies that
n~Eo(Sy) | p, — 0. Therefore by Abel summation,

Eo(X
<r+1>Z(l +o( I+1)

whenr — oo. O
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4.1. Proof of Theorem 2.3. The first assertion comes from Lemma 4.2 com-
bined with Lemma 4.3. Now, by Lemma 4.4, we have

Ei(X — Eo(X
Xi=Do6-Y Y 1(Xr41) — Eo(Xp)
k=01>k+1 !

Hence, using that E{ (X;+1) = Eo(X;) 00, we obtain that for any positive integer n,

Z Z EO(XZ)OG" Eo(X))

k>01=k+1

_Z Z E (Xl+n) IEEO(XI)‘

k>01>k+1
Let N be a positive integer, fixed for the moment. Then writing
N-1
E,(X —Eo(X
41) Vn,N= Z Z n(Xi4+n) l 0(Xi4n)
k=0 I>k+1
and
En (Xi4n) — Eo(Xi4n)
(42) Won= 3y = l =,
k>=NI>k+1
we obtain

Sp — My —Eo(Sp) = Z Z "(XH—H) — Eo(Xi4n)

k>01>k+1
(43)
= _(Vn,N + Wn,N)-
We first deal with V,, . We have
N
Ep (Xi14n) — Eo(Xi4n)
Van =Y (En(Xign) —Eo(Xign)) +N DY — +n : +n
=1 [>N+1
(44)

En(X;00") —Eo(X;00")

=Eo(Sn) 00" —Eo(Syo0")+ N ;

[>N+1
Let j € {0, n}. By (6) and Lemma B.2 with y =1,

Eo(S Eo(S
45) 1Eo ( ]I\\;)||p,H <Y [ 0(112)”177-{ —o(l).
I>N
Using Abel summation we have, for every s > N + 1,
i: Ej(Xloé”)_ i Ei(Sj00" —S8_100")
B I I l
=N+1 I=N+1
_ Ej(Syo0")  E;(S500") i: E;(S;060")
N N +1 s+1 I(+1)

[=N+1



MARTINGALE APPROXIMATIONS IN LP 779

Letting s — 00, it follows from (45) that

E;(X; 00" E;(Sy 00"
w g e b

I=N+1

E;(S 06"
I(1+1)

2

I>N+1
Hence, starting from (44) and considering (46) and (45), we derive that

I, (Sp00™) —Eo(S;00™) |l p,1
II+1)

Eo(S
1V llpe < 2%+N 5

I=N+1
(47)

Eo(S
< NZ IEo( l)”pH‘
I>N

It remains to deal with W, y. Since Eo(W,, y) =0, we have

Wn,N - Zpr(wn,N)-

r=1

Using that P, defines a continuous operator on IL.” () and that the series in (42)
converges in IL” (H), we infer that

" E (X —E,_1(X
(48) Wn,N=ZZ Z r(Xi4n) l r—1( l+n).
r=1k>NI1>k+1
But, by Burkholder’s inequality for H-valued martingales (see [3]),
n
(49) IWa, N1 20 << DI Pr(Wa )] 44
r=1
Notice that for any r € {1, ..., n},
Po(Xi4k+4n—r)
Pr(WnN)—(ZZ l+l—:n r>09r.
k>N [>1 +

Now, using Lemma 4.1,
Po(X _
Z()(/;kkﬂr) Y PoXigkan—r) Y,
1>1 + I>1 m>[

B P()(S o 9k—|—n—r)
Z m+kym+k+1)

(m+k)(m+k+1)

m>1
Therefore,
Po(Xitktn—r) |Po(Sim 0 0FT177)|
(50) Z l+ ]Jcrn r Z Z m p 5
k>N [>1 + m>1k>N (m+ )
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Hence, withs =n —r,

1Pk (Sm)ll p.1
IWanllpr <n/P max Y Y IR

Oss=n=b; N ¥sm=1 (m+k—s)?
Now we take N = u, > n. We then infer that
' IP—k (Sm) Il p. 1
(51) I Wo lpre <7 3 3 K EmTpt
k>u, m>1 (m + k)
Hence using (43), (47) with N = u,, and (51), we get that
1Eo(Sm) Il p. 1
1Sn — Mn”p,'H < ”EO(Sn)”p"H + uy Z #
m=>uy m
G2 IP—k (Sm) I
1/p —kWm)llp,H
sttty 3o PGl
k>u, m>1 (m + k)
Next using Lemma B.2 with y = 1, we derive that
”EO(Sm) ||p,H
(53) [Bo(Sl ¢ = max [Eo(S0], 5 < unm; —

Starting from (52) with u, = [n9] and taking into account (53) and Lemma 4.3,
Theorem 2.3 follows.

4.2. Proof of Theorem 2.7. Part of the proof relies on a new ergodic theorem
with rate. Hence we first recall some facts from ergodic theory and state our er-
godic theorem, while we give its proof in Appendix A.

Let T be a Dunford—Schwartz operator on 2; that is, 7 is a contraction of
L! and L. Let T be the linear modulus of T; see, for example, Theorem 1.1,
Chapter 4 of [22]. Recall that T is a positive Dunford—Schwartz operator such that
|Tf| <T|f]| forevery f e L' and |Tf|? <T(|f|P) for every f € L”.

We will make use, for p > 1, of the weak IL”-spaces

Lo = {fe]LO sup APP{| f] > A} < oo}
A>0

where L0 is the space of all A — B(R) measurable functions.

Recall that when p > 1, there exists a norm || - || ,,,» on 7" that makes L”-*
a Banach space and which is equivalent to the “pseudo”-norm (sup; .o APP{|f| >
apl/r,

We define, for every / > 0, a maximal operator as follows. For any nonnegative
function h € L1, let

h+T2h+ -+ (T2 1h
M (h) = sup I .

n>1 n
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By the Dunford—Schwartz (or Hopf) ergodic theorem (see, e.g., Krengel [22],
Lemma 6.1, page 51, and Corollary 3.8, page 131),

sup AP{M;(h) > 1} < ||hl;.

>0
In particular, for every p > 1, there exists Cj, > 0 such that, for every f € LL?,

(54) ML) ] < Coll £l

Let B be a Banach space with norm | - |5. For every p > 1, we denote by L” (B)
the Bochner space {f: Q2 — B, |f|p € L”}. When T is induced by a measurable
transformation 6 preserving P, M; (] f|3) is well defined for every f € L'(B). We
prove the following, where U, (f) = f +---+T""1 f.

PROPOSITION 4.5. Let T be a Dunford-Schwartz operator on (2, A, P) and
f elLl. We have
r ry1i/p
ip e IME (U ()1P)]
Iy D=2 2
When T is induced by a measure preserving transformation 6, and B is a Banach
space, the result holds also for f € LY(B), replacing | - | with | - |5.

PROOF. The proof follows from the following lemma, using that Usx,, (f) —
Uzk(m—l)(f) — T2k(m—1)f 4+t Tzkm—lf — (Tzk)(m—l)Uzk (f) O

LEMMA 4.6. Let (a,) be a sequence in a Banach space B with norm | - |3.
Write sy, =ay; +---+a, and so =0. Let p > 1. For every r > 0, we have

roog2rk 1/p
p
(55) lgzasxzf IsnlB < E ( E |2k — Szk(m_1)|3> .

k=0 \m=1

PROOF. We make the proof by induction on r > 0. The result is obvious for
r=0.Let 1 <n<2". We have |s2,—1|8 < |s2n—2|8 + |a2,—1|5. Hence, writing
dn = azp—1 +azy, and 5, = Y} dx = s, We get that

2" 1/p
~ P
max |s§ < max |s§ + E aryy— s
I<j<orH1 IsilB < I <neor ISn|B (n_l |azn 1|B>

and the result follows. [

THEOREM 4.7. Let T be a Dunford-Schwartz operator on (2, A, P). Let
felL?, p> 1. Let W be a positive nondecreasing function, such that there ex-
ists C > 1 such that ¥ (2x) < Cy(x), for every x > 1. Assume that

If+---+T""fI
0 2 Y (nyn'+1/p "o

n
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frt T f]

|f et T f ] , |
Then sup, o € LP-* and T 0 P-a.s.
If T is induced by a measure-preserving transformation, and (B, | - |p) is a

Banach space, the result holds with | - |g instead of | - | for every f € ILP(B) such

If+-+T""" fl5l
that ), TOLEAL L <o0.

COMMENT 4.8. Take ¥ = 1, which is the relevant case in our applications.
Then, condition (56) is weaker than condition (8) in [34] and also (slightly) im-
proves condition (10) of [4] (obtained for p = 2). In [34] and [4], only the case
where T is induced by a transformation is considered.

We turn now to the proof of Theorem 2.7. It will follow from the next two
propositions. Notice that the second one is a version of Corollary 22 of Merlevede
and Peligrad [26] under Ey.

PROPOSITION 4.9.  Assume (1). Then Eo[(S, — M, — Eo(S,))?] = o(n) P-a.s.
and Ey(S,) = o(y/n) P-a.s. In particular,

Eo[(Sy — My)*] = o(n) P-a.s.

PROPOSITION 4.10. Assume (1) and that E()(S,%) =o(n) P-a.s. Then

2 — -
(57) E()(]rél]?;(n Sk) —o(n)  P-as.

Before proving the above propositions, we indicate how they lead to Theo-
rem 2.7. Using Proposition 4.9, we apply Proposition 4.10 with S,, — M,, in place
of S,. This proves (14). Now the convergence (15) follows from (14) together
with the quenched weak invariance principle for martingales; see, for instance,
Derriennic and Lin [11] for the ergodic case. To be more precise, if we define
Dy = D o 6% and W, by W, (t) = n=Y2(Mp,s + (nt — [nt]) Dpurya1), then (15)
holds with Wn in place of W,,, and n = E(D?|Z). To end the proof, we first notice
that by Theorem 1 of Peligrad and Utev [28], E(D?|T) = lim, 0o n~ 'E(S2|Z)
in L. It remains to prove that E(D?|T) = limn_mon*l]Eo(S,%) in L!. But, by
(1) and (7), ||S,% - M3||1 = o(n). Hence it suffices to prove that E(D?|T) =
limy, s 00 n_lEo(M,%) in L.

With this aim, we will make use of the operator Q defined by

0Z=Ey(ZoH) VZell

The operator Q is Markovian and hence is a Dunford—Schwartz operator. Notice
that Q"Z = E¢(Z o 6"). Moreover, by Lemma 7.1 in [9], if Z is additionnally
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assumed to be in Foo,
(58) (QZ+---+ Q"Z)/n converges P-as. and in L! to E(Z|Z).

To conclude we take Z = D? and we notice that, by orthogonality, IEO(M,%) =
Q(D?) +---+ Q"(D?).
It remains to prove Propositions 4.9 and 4.10.

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 4.9.  The fact that Ey(S,) = o(4/n) P-a.s. under (1)
comes directly from an application of Theorem 4.7 with T = Q. We prove now
that under (1), the following convergence holds: Eq[(S,, — M,, — Eo(S,))?] = o(n)
P-a.s.

Let N be a positive integer fixed for the moment. By (43), we have

(59) Sn - Mn - IEO(Sn) = _(Vn,N + Wn,N),

where V,, y and W,, y are given, respectively, by (41) and (42).
Let oy :=Eo(Sy) and ¢y = leNH l(lell)’ where ¥y is well defined in L2,

by (1).
Then, by (44) and (46),

Van| K [on 00" | +[Q"on |+ [¥n 00" | +[Q" Y]
Hence, by using (58),
I[*:O(Vnz,zv) < 0"(3) + Q" (¥}) = o(n) P-a.s.
Then, using that Eo(S,) = o(y/n) P-a.s. and (59), we obtain

g B S =M L Bo(Wiy)
limsuyp ————= <limsup —————
n n n

It remains to deal with W,, ». Recall that by (48),

n
Po(Xi+k+n—r)
Wn,N:ZPr(Wn,N)—Z<ZZ l+l—:n . )O@r.
r=1 r=1 k>N I>1 +
Hence, by orthogonality,

Po(X n—r
Eo(W2 ) = 3 Bo(Pr (W) = 3 0 (3 o s >).

r=1 r=1 k>N [>1
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But, using (50) and Cauchy—Schwarz’s inequality, we have
Po(Xik4n—r) 1 2 )’
> S P 3 e (TP 06
k=N i>1 [+k w1 (m NP2

Let now gy := =1 gz (Ckz0 [Pk (Sm)I* 06)1/2. Then gy is in L? and

IEo(Sm)l2
lgnll2 < — <0
n; (m + N)3/2

In particular, ||gn]l2 = 0, as N — oo. So, finally, by using (58), we get that

Eo(W? y) < ", 0" (g%)

n n n——+00

E(g%|Z) P-a.s.

Since ||E(g]2\,|I)||1 < ||812v||1 — 0, there exists a sub-sequence (N;) such that
E(g]z\,i |Z) — 0 P-a.s. as j — o0, and the result follows. [

To prove Proposition 4.10, we will make use of the following maximal inequal-
ity from Merlevede and Peligrad [26]. They did not state the result exactly in that
context, but it may be proved exactly the same way, applying Doob’s maximal
inequality conditionally, so the proof is omitted.

PROPOSITION 4.11. Let (X,)nez be a stationary sequence in L2 in the sense
of Notation 1.1 and adapted to the filtration (F,). We have

(Bo( max 1)) "

r—1 2711 172
(60) <2(Eo(S7) 1/2+2Z( Z 0((Exar (S 112) — Sia) ))

r—1 2r= 12
=2(EO(S§,))1/2+2Z< Z 2 ((Bo(Sy)) )) P-a.s.

=0

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 4.10. Let v > 0 be an integer, fixed for the moment.
Let r > v. Then we have

max |S| < max |Sszv|+2” max |X;]|.
1<k<2r 1<s<2r— 1<j<2r

Let K > 1, be fixed for the moment. We have
2r

2
< E
1Lnja<xzr|X | K +j 1|X | 1|X,|>K}
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Hence, applying Proposition 4.11 to the stationary sequence (Sg+1)2v —
Sk2v)k=0 adapted to the filtration (Fyov)i>0, we obtain (with the convention that
So=0)

2V

E0(11<naX N ) KA'K?+4" 3" 0/ (1X0P 1y xo12k)) + Eo(S3)
j=1

rv—1 2l 172y 2
(Z < Z 27 E0(52,+.,))2)> )

=0

2}’
K AK2 L 4Y Z QJ(|X0|21{|X0|ZK}) + EO(S%r)
=1

r—v—1 2\y1/2 2
r (Mo (Eo(Spi+0))7))
+2 ( Z = 2(l+v)2/2 ) :

=0

By assumption EO(S%) =0(2") P-a.s. By (58), (Z?;l Qj(|X0|21{|X0|zK}))/2r —
E(|Xol*1xo1=&)|T) P-as. Since [|E(Xolxo=x) Dl < I1X3xo12k) 11 —
00, there exists a subsequence (K ;) such that E(|X0|21{|X0|2Kj}|I) — 0 P-as.
as j — oo. Hence taking the limsup, and letting j — oo, we obtain

Eo(max;<j<> |S;|?) < (Z (Mz((Eo(Szl))z))l/z)z

lim sup 72

r 2"

P-a.s.

I>v

To finish the proof, it suffices to prove that the random variable defined by the
series on the right-hand side is P-a.s. finite. But it is in > since, by (1),

5 (M ((Eo(Sy))*)'/? M (o (Sy))*N Y212,
2l/2 pw 21/2
=0 T 2 RSl
< < 0.
g 21/2 0

APPENDIX A: PROOF OF THEOREM 4.7

We make the proof for 7 Dunford—Schwartz and f real-valued since the proof
in the case where f is B-valued is identical, replacing | - | with | - |z when necessary.

Write U, (f) = f +--- 4+ T"~! f. Since ¥ is monotonic, it follows from the
subadditivity of (||U,(f)|lp) (see, e.g., [28], Lemma 2.7, and [26], equation (92))
that (56) is equivalent to

If+-—+T* 11, U2 ()l
2 g

n
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We proceed now as in the proof of Proposition 4.10; namely, we consider dyadic
blocs. Let us give the hints. Let v > 0 be an integer. For r > v, write that

. v j
\max |Ux(f)] < 15T5%§—v‘U‘YZL(f)’ +2 12}2’}” fl-

Using Proposition 4.5 to take care of the first term in the right-hand side, it follows
that

2V T/
max [Ur(f) <2° max [T/ f]

I/p
+/p e My (Uit ()17)]
+2 Z 2(k+v)/p :
k>0
We finish the proof by using arguments developped in the proof of Proposi-
tion 4.10.

APPENDIX B: AUXILIARY RESULTS

LEMMA B.1. Let B be a Banach space and (a,)n>1 a B-valued sequence. The
following are equivalent:

(i) the series ), ay converges,

(i) limy—oon Y gop(k + )7 lag = 0 and the series Y =1 Y j=n(k + 17 lay
converges.

The proof is omitted since it follows from standard arguments based on Abel
summation by part.

The next lemma is Lemma 19 in Merlevede, Peligrad and Peligrad [24]. In their
paper, the lemma is stated with £ = 0 and with H = IR, but with similar arguments
as those in their proof, it works for any nonnegative integer £ and for adapted sta-
tionary sequences with values in a normed space by replacing the absolute values
by the corresponding norms.

LEMMA B.2. Let p > 1 and let (X,),ecz be an adapted stationary sequence
in LP(H) in the sense of Notation 1.1. For every y > 0, n > 1 and any integer
£>0,

1 e e |
7 max |E—e(SO) 2 <2 k:nZH T [E—e (SO, -

PROPOSITION B.3. Let p € [2,4] and let (X ;)7 be an adapted and station-
ary sequence in Il in the sense of Notation 1.1. Assume that (6) holds. Then setting
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M,=3%3_1Do 0% where D is defined by (5), the following inequality holds: for
any nonnegative integers r and n,

|E_,(M7) —E(M,)] p2 <K IE-(S3) —E(S7)] p2 T |E—(S3,) — E(S3,) /2

IEo (SOl IE— (Si)ll2

—i—n( Z JAERVE: ) —i—nz 132 .
k>[nP/?] k>n

In the statement of the proposition as well as in its proof, the constants arising

from the symbol < are independent from n and r.

PROOF. Setting R, = S,, — M,,, we start with the following inequality:
[E— (M7) = E(M)] ) < [B=r(853) = E(SD)] /2 + 211 Rall}
+ 2B (SyRn) — E(SyRy) |

(61)
p/2
Using Theorem 2.3 with p > 2, we first get that

2
(62) ||Rn||§,<<n( 3 M)

1+1/
k>[np/?] k g

Now, starting from (43) and using the decompositions (41), (42), (44) and (46)
with N = 2n, we write that

FEo(S20060")  En(S2006")

63 R, =Ey(S A, — B,
( ) n O(n)+ o+ 1 o+ 1 n n
where
E, (S;00™) —Ey(S; 00"
(64) A, =2 Z (S;006™) 0(S;06™)
[>2n+1 I+
and
IEn(Xl n)_EO(Xl n)
(65) B,=3Y Y e S
k>2nl>k+1
Notice first that
Eo(S2n 09”))) ( ( Eo(S2n 09”)>)
E_,{S,(Eo(S —— ) = E{ S, Eo(S _—
H r( n( 0(Sn) + n+ 1 n| Eo(Sn) + n+ 1 o)
Eo(S "
< 2‘ Eo(sn (Eo<sn) + M))
2n + 1 p/2

<2|Eo(Sn) |3 +22n + D7 Eo(Sn) |, [Eo(S20)]] -
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which combined with (53) with u,, = [nP/?] implies that
Eo(S2, 0 9")))
2n +1

Eo(S2n 09”)))
2n+1

HE_r (50 (Bots) +

(66) - E(Sn (Eown) +

IEo(SK)llp\?

k=[nr/2]

p/2

Now writing that Sy, 08" = S5, 06" — S, 00" + §,, 00" and using the fact that S,
is F,,-measurable, we get

(s () (e (B
2n +1 2n+1 p/2

(67) < n_l HE_, (Sn(SZn — Sn)) — IE(Sn(SZn - Sn)) ||p/2
+ 1 B (SaBn(S3n = S2)) |-

Using the identity 2ab = (a + b)? — a* — b? and the stationarity, we first obtain
that

2B (S2(S2n = ) = E(Sua(S20 = S)) .2
(68) <2[E_(S3) ~E(SD] .2

+ HE—V (Sgn) - E(S%n) ”p/Z'

To bound up the second term in (67), we write C,, := n~E,(S3, — S2,), and we
follow the lines of the proof of Theorem 2.3 in [8]; see the display lines between
their equations (4.13) and (4.16). Hence we first write that

|E—r(SaC , 2

< [EVA(SHEL (I )0
< |- (53) = E(S3) PELA(C)] 0+ (E(SD) IV ()]

< (B () = E(SD 0 + 1€l + E(S3) ZIEL(C] 2

Notice that since (6) holds, by Theorem 2.3, we have in particular that || S, |2 =
o(n'’?) + ||M,||2, implying that

(69) 1Sull2 < n'/?
Using (69) and the fact that the function x — |x|P/4 is concave, it follows that

(70)  [E—r(SuCi)l 0 < [B=r(S3) = E(SD)[ .2 + ICully + 12 [Cull2-

p/2
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By stationarity and using (53) with u,, = [nP/?], we get that

IEo (S)l p

(71) ICullp <n ™ En(S) e <™ 30 =55

k>[nr/2]
On the other hand, by using once again stationarity and Lemma B.2,

I —n (S ll2

(72) ICalla <™ (S, < 30 =3

k>n

Therefore starting from (67) and using (68), (70), (71) and (72), we infer that

() o(s(4557)

p/2
< [B=(57) —E(Sp)
(73) r p/2 )
_ _ 1Eo (k) |l
+n B, (S5,) —E(S5,)],, + 17 < > le/pp>
k>[nP/?]

12 E—n (SK)ll2
k>n
We consider now the term [|[E_,(S,A;) — E(S,A)llp/2. With this aim, we first
define
1

IA+1)

An=2nE,(Sy00") >
[>2n+1

Since S, is F,,-measurable,
|E_(SnAn) —E(SnA)| /0 < [E-r(Su(S2n = S)) — E(Su(S2n — S|, -
r/ p/
Using then the identity 2ab = (a 4+ b)> — a> — b? and stationarity, it follows that

2B (SpAn) —ESuAn) )

(74) 2 2 2 2
<2[E—(Sy) —E(S)] 2 + [E-(S2,) —E(S3,)] -

Let now

E, (S 00" —E,(S, 06"

k(k+1)

D, :=n Z

k>2n+1

and notice that, by stationarity,
|E_r (Su(An — An)) — E(Sa(An — Ap))|

IEo (Sl p
k2

(75) p/2

<nlEo(Sol, Y
k>n+1

+ B (SuD)] -
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Using (53) with u,, = n, we first get that

Eo(S En(S 2
nlEasnl, ¥ S (30 B0l
{>n+1 k>n

But, by using Lemma B.2 and the fact that p > 2,
IEo(Se)l IEo (i)l
ny. P <« max ]||E0(Sk)||p +n Y —r
n

(76) L B ey K
/2 ||EO(Sk)||p 1/2 ||EO(Sk)||p
k=[np/2] k>[nP/2]
Therefore,
IEo(So) IEo (Sl )
(7D n[Eo(Sw) |, > 72 . <<”( > K1+1/p p) :
>n+1 k>[np/2]

We bound now the second term in the right-hand side of (75). Proceeding as to get
(70), we infer that
(78)  [E—r(SuDu) 0 < B (S7) = E(SD 2 + I1Dully + 12 Da 2.
Stationarity and inequality (76) imply that
E—nSOlp 172 IEo (Sl p
(79) IDaly <n Yo =2 n! 2 3T
k>n k>[nr/2]

On the other hand, using once again stationarity,

E_, (S
(80) 1Dally < 3 002,

k>n

Overall, starting from (75) and considering the bounds (77), (78), (79) and (80), it
follows that

[E—r (Sa(An = A1) = E(Su(An = A)| 2

81) LB (S7) =E(SD 2
1Eo (S Il p 1312 ”E—n(Sk)”Z
+”< > K+1/p ) )
k>[nP/?2] k>n

We consider now the term [|E_, (S, B,) —E(S, By) || p/2- Proceeding as to get (70),
we infer that

”E—r(Sn B,) —E(S,By) ”p/Z

(82)
KB (S2) = E(SP)] 2 + 1Bull? + 02| Bull2-
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According to the bound (51) with u, = 2n, followed by an application of
Lemma 4.3,

77_ S E_ (S
(83) 1B, 112 <<n1/22 Z 1P ( m)2||2 <n 1/22 l n3( 2k)||2‘
k>nm>1 +k) k>n k/

To bound || B, || », we use (63). By stationarity, we then infer that

Eo(S,
1Ballp < IRullp +3|Eo(S)], +21 > %

>n+1

Hence using Theorem 2.3 and inequality (53) with u, = n, we get that

12 IEo(So)ll IEo(So)ll
1Ballp <n'? 30 Y
£>[nP/2] >n

which together with (76) implies that

12 IEo(Se)ll p
(84) ”Bn”p <n / Z W
£=[nr/?]

Starting from (82) and using (83) and (84), we then obtain that
|E_r(SpBn) —E(SyBy,)|

p/2
IEo(So)llp\*
(85) < |E_(S7) — E(S7) Hp/z "‘”( Z KI+1/p p)
k>[nr/2]
E_,(S
+n Z || n( k)||2‘

372

k>n

Taking into account the decomposition (63) together with the bounds (66), (73),
(74), (81) and (85), we then derive that

|E— (SuRn) —E(SuRy) |

p/2
(86) B (87) = E(S) 2 + B (53,) —E(S3)]
IEo(SK)ll»\> IE_n (S 12
k>[nP/?] k>n

Starting from (61) and considering the inequalities (62) and (86), the proposition
follows. [

Acknowledgments. C. Cuny would like to thank Dalibor Volny for helpful
discussions while he was visiting the university of Rouen. The authors are also
indebted to the referee for carefully reading the manuscript.



792

(1]
(2]

(3]

(5]
(6]

(7]
(8]

(9]

[10]

(11]

[12]
[13]
[14]
[15]
[16]
(7]
(18]
[19]
[20]
(21]

[22]

C. CUNY AND F. MERLEVEDE

REFERENCES

BORODIN, A. N. and IBRAGIMOV, 1. A. (1994). Limit theorems for functionals of random
walks. Tr. Mat. Inst. Steklova 195 286. MR1368394

BRADLEY, R. C. (2007). Introduction to Strong Mixing Conditions. Vol. 1. Kendrick Press,
Heber City, UT. MR2325294

BURKHOLDER, D. L. (1988). Sharp inequalities for martingales and stochastic inte-
grals. Astérisque 157-158 75-94. Colloque Paul Lévy sur les Processus Stochastiques
(Palaiseau, 1987). MR0976214

CUNY, C. (2011). Pointwise ergodic theorems with rate with applications to limit theorems for
stationary processes. Stoch. Dyn. 11 135-155. MR2771346

CUNY, C. and LIN, M. (2009). Pointwise ergodic theorems with rate and application to the CLT
for Markov chains. Ann. Inst. Henri Poincaré Probab. Stat. 45 710-733. MR2548500

CuNY, C. and PELIGRAD, M. (2012). Central limit theorem started at a point for stationary
processes and additive functionals of reversible Markov chains. J. Theoret. Probab. 25
171-188. MR2886384

CUNY, C. and VOLNY, D. (2013). A quenched invariance principle for stationary processes.
ALEA Lat. Am. J. Probab. Math. Stat. 10, 107-115.

DEDECKER, J., DOUKHAN, P. and MERLEVEDE, F. (2012). Rates of convergence in the strong
invariance principle under projective criteria. Electron. J. Probab. 17 1-31. MR2900457

DEDECKER, J., MERLEVEDE, F. and PELIGRAD, M. (2014). A quenched weak in-
variance principle. Ann. Inst. Henri Poincaré Probab. Stat. To appear. Available at
arXiv:1204.4554.

DEDECKER, J., MERLEVEDE, F. and R10, E. (2009). Rates of convergence for minimal dis-
tances in the central limit theorem under projective criteria. Electron. J. Probab. 14 978—
1011. MR2506123

DERRIENNIC, Y. and LIN, M. (2001). The central limit theorem for Markov chains with nor-
mal transition operators, started at a point. Probab. Theory Related Fields 119 508-528.
MR1826405

DERRIENNIC, Y. and LIN, M. (2001). Fractional Poisson equations and ergodic theorems for
fractional coboundaries. Israel J. Math. 123 93—-130. MR1835290

DERRIENNIC, Y. and LIN, M. (2003). The central limit theorem for Markov chains started at
a point. Probab. Theory Related Fields 125 73-76. MR1952457

DURIEU, O. (2009). Independence of four projective criteria for the weak invariance principle.
ALFEA Lat. Am. J. Probab. Math. Stat. 5 21-26. MR2475604

GORDIN, M. and PELIGRAD, M. (2011). On the functional central limit theorem via martin-
gale approximation. Bernoulli 17 424-440. MR2797997

GORDIN, M. I. (1969). The central limit theorem for stationary processes. Dokl. Akad. Nauk
SSSR 188 739-741. MR0251785

GORDIN, M. 1. and LIFSIC, B. A. (1978). Central limit theorem for stationary Markov pro-
cesses. Dokl. Akad. Nauk SSSR 239 766-767. MR0501277

GRAMA, 1. G. (1997). On moderate deviations for martingales. Ann. Probab. 25 152-183.
MR1428504

GRAMA, L. G. and HAEUSLER, E. (2006). An asymptotic expansion for probabilities of mod-
erate deviations for multivariate martingales. J. Theoret. Probab. 19 1-44. MR2256478

HEYDE, C. C. (1975). On the central limit theorem and iterated logarithm law for stationary
processes. Bull. Austral. Math. Soc. 12 1-8. MR0372954

IBRAGIMOV, 1. A. (1975). A remark on the central limit theorem for dependent random vari-
ables. Teor. Verojatnost. i Primenen. 20 134-140. MR0362448

KRENGEL, U. (1985). Ergodic Theorems. de Gruyter Studies in Mathematics 6. de Gruyter,
Berlin. MR0797411


http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=1368394
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=2325294
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=0976214
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=2771346
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=2548500
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=2886384
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=2900457
http://arxiv.org/abs/arXiv:1204.4554
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=2506123
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=1826405
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=1835290
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=1952457
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=2475604
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=2797997
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=0251785
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=0501277
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=1428504
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=2256478
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=0372954
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=0362448
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=0797411

(23]
[24]
[25]

[26]

[27]
(28]

[29]

(30]
(31]

(32]

(33]

(34]
(35]
(36]

(37]

MARTINGALE APPROXIMATIONS IN LP 793

MAXWELL, M. and WOODROOFE, M. (2000). Central limit theorems for additive functionals
of Markov chains. Ann. Probab. 28 713-724. MR1782272

MERLEVEDE, F., PELIGRAD, C. and PELIGRAD, M. (2012). Almost sure invariance principles
via martingale approximation. Stochastic Process. Appl. 122 170-190. MR2860446

MERLEVEDE, F. and PELIGRAD, M. (2006). On the weak invariance principle for stationary
sequences under projective criteria. J. Theoret. Probab. 19 647-689. MR2280514

MERLEVEDE, F. and PELIGRAD, M. (2013). Rosenthal-type inequalities for the maxi-
mum of partial sums of stationary processes and examples. Ann. Probab. 41 914-960.
MR3077530

PELIGRAD, M. (1985). Convergence rates of the strong law for stationary mixing sequences.
Z. Wahrsch. Verw. Gebiete 70 307-314. MR0799152

PELIGRAD, M. and UTEV, S. (2005). A new maximal inequality and invariance principle for
stationary sequences. Ann. Probab. 33 798-815. MR2123210

PELIGRAD, M., UTEV, S. and WU, W. B. (2007). A maximal ]Lp-inequality for station-
ary sequences and its applications. Proc. Amer. Math. Soc. 135 541-550 (electronic).
MR2255301

SHAO, Q. M. (1995). Maximal inequalities for partial sums of p-mixing sequences. Ann.
Probab. 23 948-965. MR1334179

VOLNY, D. (2010). Martingale approximation and optimality of some conditions for the central
limit theorem. J. Theoret. Probab. 23 888-903. MR2679961

VOLNY, D. and WOODROOFE, M. (2010). An example of non-quenched convergence in the
conditional central limit theorem for partial sums of a linear process. In Dependence
in Probability, Analysis and Number Theory 317-322. Kendrick Press, Heber City, UT.
MR2731055

WoYCzYNSKI, W. A. (1982). Asymptotic behavior of martingales in Banach spaces. II. In
Martingale Theory in Harmonic Analysis and Banach Spaces (Cleveland, Ohio, 1981).
Lecture Notes in Math. 939 216-225. Springer, Berlin. MR0668549

Wu, W. B. (2007). Strong invariance principles for dependent random variables. Ann. Probab.
35 2294-2320. MR2353389

Wu, W. B. and WOODROOFE, M. (2004). Martingale approximations for sums of stationary
processes. Ann. Probab. 32 1674-1690. MR2060314

Wu, W. B. and ZHAO, Z. (2008). Moderate deviations for stationary processes. Statist. Sinica
18 769-782. MR2411619

ZHAO, O. and WOODROOFE, M. (2008). Law of the iterated logarithm for stationary pro-
cesses. Ann. Probab. 36 127-142. MR2370600

[38] ZHAO, O. and WOODROOFE, M. (2008). On martingale approximations. Ann. Appl. Probab.
18 1831-1847. MR2462550
LABORATOIRE MAS LAMA (UMR 8050)
ECOLE CENTRALE DE PARIS UPEMLYV, CNRS, UPEC
GRANDE VOIE DES VIGNES UNIVERSITE PARIS EST
92295 CHATENAY-MALABRY CEDEX BATIMENT COPERNIC
FRANCE 5 BOULEVARD DESCARTES
E-MAIL: christophe.cuny @ecp.fr 77435 CHAMPS-SUR-MARNE
FRANCE

E-MAIL: florence.merlevede @univ-mlv.fr


http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=1782272
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=2860446
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=2280514
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=3077530
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=0799152
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=2123210
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=2255301
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=1334179
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=2679961
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=2731055
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=0668549
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=2353389
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=2060314
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=2411619
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=2370600
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=2462550
mailto:christophe.cuny@ecp.fr
mailto:florence.merlevede@univ-mlv.fr

	Introduction
	Main results
	Martingale approximation in Lp(H)
	Martingale approximation under P0 and the quenched (weak) invariance principle

	Applications
	Strong law of large numbers with rate
	Moderate deviations
	Rates of convergence for Wasserstein distances in the CLT

	Proof of the martingale approximation results
	Proof of Theorem 2.3
	Proof of Theorem 2.7

	Appendix A: Proof of Theorem 4.7
	Appendix B: Auxiliary results
	Acknowledgments
	References
	Author's Addresses

