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Abstract

We prove a new concentration inequality for U-statistics of order two for uniformly ergodic Markov
chains. Working with bounded and 7t-canonical kernels, we show that we can recover the convergence
rate of Arcones and Giné who proved a concentration result for U-statistics of independent random
variables and canonical kernels. Our result allows for a dependence of the kernels h; ; with the indexes
in the sums, which prevents the use of standard blocking tools. Our proof relies on an inductive anal-
ysis where we use martingale techniques, uniform ergodicity, Nummelin splitting and Bernstein’s type
inequality.

Assuming further that the Markov chain starts from its invariant distribution, we prove a Bernstein-type
concentration inequality that provides sharper convergence rate for small variance terms.

1 Introduction

Concentration of measure has been intensely studied during the last decades since it finds application
in large span of topics such as model selection (see [33] and [31]), statistical learning (see [9]), online
learning (see [44]) or random graphs (see [11] and [10]). Important contributions in this field are those
concerning U-statistics. A U-statistic of order m is a sum of the form

D1 by KX,

1<i; <-+<ip<n

where X3, ...,X, are independent random variables taking values in a measurable space (E, ) (with E
Polish) and with respective laws P; and where h; _; are measurable functions of m variables h; ;.
E™— R.

One important exponential inequality for U-statistics was provided by [4] using a Rademacher chaos
approach. Their result holds for bounded and canonical (or degenerate) kernels, namely satisfying for
alliy,...,i,€[n]:={1,...,n} withi; <--- < i, and for all x4,...,x,, €E,

Hh o <00 and Vje[l,n],EXj[h- ’im(xl,...,xj,l,Xj,xjH,...,xm):l=0.
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They proved that in the degenerate case, the convergence rates for U statistics are expected to be n™/2.

Relying on precise moment inequalities of Rosenthal type, Giné, Latala and Zinn in [23] improved the
result from [4] by providing the optimal four regimes of the tail, namely Gaussian, exponential, Weibull
of orders 2/3 and 1/2. In the specific case of order 2 U-statistics, Houdré and Reynaud-Bouret in [26] re-
covered the result from [23] by replacing the moment estimates by martingales type inequalities, giving
as a by-product explicit constants. When the kernels are unbounded, it was shown that some results can
be extended provided that the random variables h; _; (X; ,...,X; ) have sufficiently light tails. One can
mention [17, Theorem 3.26] where an exponential inequality for U-statistics with a single Banach-space
valued, unbounded and canonical kernel is proved. Their approach is based on a decoupling argument
originally obtained by [13] and the tail behavior of the summands is controlled by assuming that the
kernel satisfies the so-called weak Cramér condition. It is now well-known that with heavy-tailed distri-
bution for h; _; (X;,...,X; ) we cannot expect to get exponential inequalities anymore. Nevertheless
working with kernels that have finite p-th moment for some p € (1, 2], Joly and Lugosi in [28] construct
an estimator of the mean of the U-process using the median-of-means technique that performs as well as
the classical U-statistic with bounded kernels.

All the above mentioned results consider that the random variables (X;);>, are independent. This
condition can be prohibitive for practical applications since modelization of real phenomena often in-
volves some dependence structure. The simplest and the most widely used tool to incorporate such
dependence is Markov chain. One can give the example of Reinforcement Learning (see [42]) or Biol-
ogy (see [41]). Recent works provide extensions of the classical concentration results to the Markovian
settings as [18, 27, 35, 1, 9]. The asymptotic behaviour of U-statistics in the Markovian setup has al-
ready been investigated by several papers. We refer to [6] where the authors proved a Strong Law of
Large Numbers and a Central Limit Theorem proved for U-statistics of order 2 using the renewal approach
based on the splitting technique. One can also mention [16] regarding large deviation principles. How-
ever, there are only few results for the non-asymptotic behaviour of tails of U-statistics in a dependent
framework. The first results were provided in [7] and [25] where exponential inequalities for U-statistics
of order m > 2 of time series under mixing conditions are proved. Those works were improved by [40]
where a Hoeffding’s type inequality for V and U statistics is provided under conditions on the time depen-
dent process that are easier to check in practice. In Section 1.2, we compare in details our result with
the one of [40].

For the first time, we provide in this paper a Bernstein-type concentration inequality for U-statistics
of order 2 in a dependent framework with kernels that may depend on the indexes of the sum and that
are not assumed to be symmetric or smooth. We work on a general state space with bounded kernels
that are 7t-canonical. This latter notion was first introduced in [20] who proved a variance inequality for
U-statistics of ergodic Markov chains. Our Bernstein bound holds for stationary chains but we provide a
Hoeffding-type inequality without any assumption on the initial distribution of the Markov chain.

1.1 Main results

We consider a Markov chain (X;);>; with transition kernel P : E x E — R taking values in a measurable
space (E,X), and we introduce bounded functions h; ; : E? — R. Our assumptions on the Markov
chain (X;);>; are fully-provided in Section 2 and include in particular the uniform ergodicity of the chain
and an “upper-bounded” transition kernel P by some probability measure v (see Assumption 2). The
invariant distribution of the chain (X;);5;, will be denoted . We further assume that kernel functions
are m-canonical, namely

Vl,] € [Tl], VX:}’ EE, ]Enhi,j(XJX) :]E‘Irhi,j(Xi.y):]E‘Irhi,j(xJX):Enhi,j(.y:X):
and we denote this common expectation IE [h; ;].

Under those assumptions, Theorem 1 gives an exponential inequality for the U-statistic

Ugae(N) = Z (hi,j(Xi:Xj)_E[hi,j(XiJXj)])-

1<i<j<n

The proof of Theorem 1 can be found in Section 3.1.



Theorem 1 Let n > 2. We suppose Assumptions 1, 2 and 3 described in Section 2. There exist two con-
stants 3, > 0 such that for any u > 0,

* if Assumption 4.(i) is satisfied, it holds with probability at least 1 — e~ 1log(n),
Ugae(n) < x log(n)( [Avn]vu+[A+Bvn]u+[2avn]u®? +A[u? +n] ),
* if Assumption 4.(ii) is satisfied, it holds with probability at least 1 — e~ log(n),

Ugr(n) < Klog(n)(C\/ﬂ+ [A+Bvn]u+[2Avn]u®? +Alu® +n] ),

where
n j—1
A=2max|lhjllo, C2:= > > B[ By, [p?,(X,X1],
t =2 =1
2._ . >
B .—max[ogllji}gn max sg Z ]EX,W(IEXQk(X,,,) pl’](x,X)) ,
j=i+1
j—1
. 2
s oo 3 B (B 0|
with

Vi,j, Vx,y €E, p;j(x,y)=h;;j(x,y)—E.[h;;],
and with the convention that P°(y,-) is the Dirac measure at point y € E. The constant k > 0 only
depends on constants related to the Markov chain (X;);»1, namely &y, [|Tylly,, IT2lly,,L,m and p. The

constant 3 > 0 only depends on p. t, = |qlogn] with ¢ > 2(log(1/p))"" and v is a probability measure
on (E,X) "upper-bounding" the transition kernel P. See Section 2 for details.

Note that the kernels h; ; do not need to be symmetric and that we do not consider any assumption on
the initial measure of the Markov chain (X;);, if the kernels h; ; do not depend on i (see Assumption 4).
Let us also point out that the uniform ergodicity of the Markov chain ensured by Assumption 1 can allow
to bound the constant B since for all x, y € E and for all k > 0,

|Exwpr(y,1P: ;6. X)| < sup by ;(x, 2)| x [IP*(y, ) =l v,
z

where for any measure w on (E, ), ||w||ry := supaes |w(A)| is the total variation norm of w. Note also
that in the specific case where v = 7 (which includes the independent setting), we get that

c?= Z]E {varg...[h (X, XX ]},

i<j
and using Jensen inequality that
n j—1
B*< max[ sup Z Varg...[h; j(x,X)], sup ZVaer[hi’j(X,y)]].
O j=i+1 Yl =1

Hence, C? and B2 can be understood as variance terms that would tend to be larger as v moves away
from 7. By bounding coarsely the constant B in the proof of Theorem 1, we show in Section 3.2 that the
following result holds.

Theorem 2 Let n > 2. We suppose Assumptions 1, 2, 3 and 4 described in Section 2. Then there exist
constants f3,k > 0 such that for any u > 1, it holds with probability at least 1 — f3e " logn,

2 " -
7Ustat(n) SKmaX”hij”oo]ogn _+|:_] ,
n(n—1) i . e
where the constant k > 0 only depends on constants related to the Markov chain (X;);>1, namely &y, || T4 | "
I T3ly,, L, m and p. The constant 8 > 0 only depends on p.



Theorem 2 shows

>

2 log(n)loglogn
Ustat(n) =0p g A
n(n—1) n

where 0p denotes stochastic boundedness. Up to a log(n)loglogn multiplicative term, we uncover the
optimal rate of Hoeffding’s inequality for canonical U-statistics of order 2, see [28]. Taking a close look
at the proof of Theorems 1 and 2 (and more specifically at Section 3.1.3), one can remark that the same
results hold if the U-statistic is centered with the expectations IE[h; ;], namely for

D (hijXiX) —Eqlh ).
1<i<j<n
It is well-known that one can expect a better convergence rate when variance terms are small with a
Bernstein bound. The main limitation in Theorem 1 that prevents us from taking advantage of small
variances is the term at the extreme right on the concentration inequality of Theorem 1, namely Anlogn.
Working with the additional assumption that the Markov chain (X;);>; is stationary — meaning that the
initial distribution of the chain is the invariant distribution  — we are able to prove a Bernstein-type
concentration inequality as stated with Theorem 3. Only few updates in the proof of Theorem 1 allow
to get Theorem 3 and we provide all the details in Section 3.3.

Theorem 3 We keep the notations of Theorem 1. We suppose Assumptions 1, 2 and 3 described in Section 2.
We further assume that the Markov chain (X;);>, is stationary. Then there exist two constants f3,x > 0 such
that for any u > 0, it holds with probability at least 1 — e "logn,

Ugear(n) < Klog(n)( [C +Alog(n)vn ] vu+[A+Bvn]u+[2Avn]u®? + A[u® +logn] )

1.2 Connections with the literature

In this section, we describe the concentration inequality obtained in [40] for U-statistics in a dependent
framework and we compare it with our results. We consider an integer n € IN\{0} and a geometrically a-
mixing sequence (X;);c[n) (see [40, Section 2]) with coefficient

a(i) <y, exp(—y,i), foralli>1,

where y,,7, are two positive absolute constants. We consider a kernel h : R? x RY — R degenerate,
symmetric, continuous, integrable and satisfying for some q > 1, f]de |F h(u)lllullgdu < 0o, where Zh
denotes the Fourier-transform of h. Then Eq.(2.4) from [40] states that there exists a constant C > 0
such that for any u > 0, it holds with probability at least 1 —6e™

2t <4zl {472+ crogtm 5] ],

n(n—1) " n n

6471

4
where Ai/z =4 ( 1—exp(—y,/3) + logn(n)) and Ustat(n) = Zlgi<j§n (h(Xi:Xj) - En[h])

[40] has the merit of working with geometrically a-mixing stationary sequences which includes in
particular geometrically (and hence uniformly) ergodic Markov chains (see [29, p.6]). For the sake of
simplicity, we presented the result of [40] for U-statistics of order 2, but their result holds for U-statistics
of arbitrary order m > 2. Nevertheless, they only consider state spaces like R¢ with d > 1 and they work
with a unique kernel h (i.e. h; _; =h foranyiy,...,1,) which is assumed to be symmetric continuous,
integrable and that satisfies some smoothness assumption. On the contrary, we consider general state
spaces and we allow different kernels h; ; that are not assumed to be symmetric or smooth. In a framework
where both Theorem 2 and [40, Theorem 2.1] hold, noticing that for any u > 1,

log(n)E +logn [ 4 ]2 < log(n)E +1og*(n) [E ]2 ,
n n n n

we deduce that our bound is asymptotically at least as good as the one from [40] (up to a possible log

factor marked in bold). However, [40] only provides a Hoeffding-type concentration inequality since the

kernel h appears in the constants involved in their bound only trough the L! norm of its Fourier-transform.

Hence, they cannot benefit from smaller variance terms to get faster convergence rates contrary to our

result stated in Theorem 3.



1.3 Outline

In Section 2, we introduce some notations and we present in details the assumptions under which our
concentration results from Theorems 1, 2 and 3 hold. The proofs of our results are presented in Section 3.
In the Appendix, we provide additional material that is not essential for the understanding of our work
but that may be helpful for non-specialist readers. We include in particular a reminder of the useful
definitions and properties of Markov chains on a general state space (see Section A), and the presentation
of two standard concentration results for sums of function of a Markov chain (see Sections B.3 and B.4).

2 Assumptions and notations

2.1 Uniform ergodicity

Assumption 1 The Markov chain (X;);>1 is W-irreducible for some maximal irreducibility measure 1) on &
(see [34, Section 4.2]). Moreover, there exist 6,, > 0 and some integer m > 1 such that

Vx€E, YA€, &,u(A)<P™(x,A).
for some probability measure u.

For the reader familiar with the theory of Markov chains, Assumption 1 states that the whole space E
is a small set which is equivalent to the uniform ergodicity of the Markov chain (X;);>; (see [34, Theo-
rem 16.0.2]), namely there exist constants 0 < p < 1 and L > 0 such that

IP"(x,)=7llyy <Lp",  Vnz0, n—aex€E,

where 7 is the unique invariant distribution of the chain (X;);»;. From [19, section 2.3]), we also know
that the Markov chain (X;);>; admits a spectral gap 1 —A > 0 with A €[0, 1) (thanks to uniform ergod-
icity). We refer to Section A.1 for a reminder on the spectral gap of Markov chains.

2.2 Upper-bounded Markov kernel

Assumption 2 can be read as a reverse Doeblin’s condition and allows us to achieve a change of mea-
sure in expectations in our proof to work with i.i.d. random variables with distribution v. As a result,
Assumption 2 is the cornerstone of our approach since it allows to decouple the U-statistic in the proof.

Assumption 2 There exists 6,; > 0 such that
Vx €E, VAeX, P(x,A)<6,v(A),
for some probability measure v.

Assumption 2 has already been used in the literature (see [32, Section 4.2]) and was introduced
in [14]. This condition can typically require the state space to be compact as highlighted in [32].

Let us describe another situation where Assumption 2 holds. Consider that (E, ||-||) is a normed space
and that for all x € E, P(x,dy) has density p(x, -) with respect to some measure 7 on (E, ). We further
assume that there exists an integrable function u : E — R such that

Vx,y €E, p(x,y)<u(y).

Then considering for v the probability measure with density u/||ul|; with respect to 1 and &,; = ||ul|;,
Assumption 2 holds.

2.3 Exponential integrability of the regeneration time

We introduce some additional notations which will be useful to apply Talagrand concentration result
from [39]. Note that this section is inspired from [1] and [34, Theorem 17.3.1]. We assume that As-
sumption 1 is satisfied and we extend the Markov chain (X;);» to a new (so called split) chain (X ,,,R,) €
E x {0,1} (see Section A.2 for a construction of the split chain), satisfying the following properties.



* (X,), is again a Markov chain with transition kernel P with the same initial distribution as (X,),,.
We recall that 7t is the invariant distribution on the E.

¢ if we define T; =inf{n > 0:R,,,, =1},
Ti+1 = inf{n >0: R(T1+---+Tl+n)m = 1},
then Ty, T, ... are well defined and independent. Moreover T,, Ts,... are i.i.d.

 if we define S; = T; +--- + T;, then the “blocks”
YO = ()_(17 cee ’)?mTlerfl ): and Yl = ()_(m(SlJrl)’ cee 7)_(m(51+1+1)71)’ i>0,

form a one-dependent sequence (i.e. for all i, o((Y});<;) and o((Y;);>;) are independent). More-
over, the sequence Y7,Y,, ... is stationary and if m = 1 the variables Y,,Y;,... are independent. In
consequence, for any measurable space (S, 8) and measurable functions f : S — R, the variables

m(S;y,+1)—1

z=2z()= Y, fX) i=1,
j=m(S;+1)

constitute a one-dependent sequence (an i.i.d. sequence if m = 1). Additionally, if f is 7-integrable
(recall that 7t is the unique stationary measure for the chain), then

E[Z]= 5m1mffd7r.

¢ the distribution of T; depends only on =, P, 6,,, U, whereas the law of T, only on P, ., and u.

Remark Let us highlight that (X,),, is a Markov chain with transition kernel P and same initial dis-
tribution as (X,),. Hence for our purposes of estimating the tail probabilities, we will identify (X,),
and (X)),

To derive a concentration inequality, we use the exponential integrability of the regeneration times
which is ensured if the chain is uniformly ergodic as stated by Proposition 1. A proof can be found in
Section B.1.

Definition 1 For a > 0, define the function v, : R, — R, with the formula v ,(x) = exp(xa) — 1. Then
for a random variable X, the a-Orlicz norm is given by

IX1ly, = inf{y > 0: E[y4(IX]/¥)] < 1}.
Proposition 1 If Assumption 1 holds, then
ITilly, <00 and ||Tfly, < oo, D

where || - ||, is the 1-Orlicz norm introduced in Definition 1. We denote T := max(||T;[ly,, | T2lly,)-

2.4 Tm-canonical and bounded kernels

With Assumption 3, we introduce the notion of 7-canonical kernel which is the counterpart of the canon-
ical property from [21].

Assumption 3 Let us denote B(IR) the Borel algebra on R. For all i, j € [n], we assume that h; ; : (E%,ze
) — (R, B(R)) is measurable and is 7t-canonical, namely

VX,.Y € E’ Eﬂ.’[hl,](X:x)] = Eﬂ.’[hi,j(X; J’)] = Eﬂ.’hi,j(x;X) = ]Eﬂfhl,](y;X)

This common expectation will be denoted I [h; ;].
Moreover, we assume that for all i, j € [n], ||h; j]|co < ©0.



Remarks:

o A large span of kernels are m-canonical. This is the case of translation-invariant kernels which have
been widely studied in the Machine Learning community. Another example of 7-canonical kernel is a
rotation invariant kernel when E = $¢471 := {x € R? : ||x||, = 1} with  also rotation invariant (see [11]
or [10]).

e The notion of m-canonical kernels is the counterpart of canonical kernels in the i.i.d. framework (see
for example [26]). Note that we are not the first to introduce the notion of 7-canonical kernels working
with Markov chains. In [20], Fort and al. provide a variance inequality for U-statistics whose underlying
sequence of random variables is an ergodic Markov Chain. Their results holds for m-canonical kernels as
stated with [20, Assumption A2].

e Note that if the kernels h; ; are not 7-canonical, the U-statistic decomposes into a linear term and a 7-
canonical U-statistic. This is called the Hoeffding decomposition (see [21, p.176]) and takes the following
form

> (R0, X))~ Ege yymmanlhi (X, Y)])

i#j
= Zzi,j(xi,xj) —E,; [R]] + Z (Ex~n [hi,j(Xan)] —Ex y)ren [hi,j(X; Y)])
i#j i#j
+ Z (]EXNTC [hi,j(Xi’X):l - ]E(X,Y)NTC®TC [hi,j(X’ Y):D 5
i#j

where for all j, the kernel 711" j is m-canonical with
Vx,y €L, Ei,j(X,}’) =h; j(x,y)—Ex.r [hi,j(x;X)] —FExon [hi,j(X:y)] .

2.5 Additional technical assumption

In the case where the kernels h; ; depend on both i and j, we need Assumption 4.(ii) to prove Theorem 1.
Assumption 4.(ii) is a mild condition on the initial distribution of the Markov chain that is used when
we apply Bernstein’s inequality for Markov chains from Proposition 4.

Assumption 4 At least one of the following conditions holds.

(1) Foralli,j € [n], h;j = hy ;, i.e. the kernel function h; ; does not depend on i.

(ii) The initial distribution of the Markov chain (X;);>,, denoted y, is absolutely continuous with
respect to the invariant measure 1 and its density, denoted by 2—:{[, has finite p-moment for some p € (1, 00],

ie
dy |P i/p
ol [ Dl v
Tl rp esssup )%) if p=oo.

In the following, we will denote q = p%l €[1, 00) (with q =1 if p = +00) which satisfies % + % =1

2.6 Examples of Markov chains satisfying the Assumptions
2.6.1 Example 1: Finite state space.

For Markov chains with finite state space, Assumption 2 holds trivially. Hence, in such framework the
result of Theorem 2 holds for any uniformly ergodic Markov chain. In particular, this is true for any
aperiodic and irreducible Markov chains using [5, Lemma 7.3.(ii)].



2.6.2 Example 2: AR(1) process.

Let us consider the process (X,,),cy on R¥ defined by
Xo€RFandforallne N, X,,,=H(X,)+Z,

where (Z,),c are ii.d random variables in R* and H : Rk — R is an application. Such a process
is called an auto-regressive process of order 1, noted AR(1). We show that under mild conditions, our
result can be applied to AR(1) processes. Before providing a result from [15] giving conditions ensuring
the uniform ergodicity of an AR(1) process, let us introduce some notations.

We consider k,d € IN* := IN\{0} and we denote || - ||, (resp. || - |l;) the euclidean norm on R* (resp.
on R?). We need the preliminary notations.

*  Ay.p is the Lebesgue measure on R and L2(R¥,A,,,) is the space of square integrable functions
from R* to R.

* If v is linear map from R¥ to RY, we denote ||v|| its norm defined by

Vil := sup [[v(x)lla-

llxll=1

If some function G : R* — RY is differentiable on R¥, we define

1dGll, := \U IdGOOIPdALep ().
Rk

We can now state the following result from [15].

Proposition 2 Let us consider R* endowed with its Borel sigma-algebra. Suppose that the random vari-
ables Z, are i.i.d. with a distribution equivalent to the Lebesgue measure A;,, on R* and with density f,
with respect A; ;. Assume that

e H is bounded and continuously differentiable with ||H|| s, + ||dH||, < 00.
e f, is continuously differentiable and ||f7|loo + |l fz|l5 + [|dfz]l2 < 0.
Then, the Markov chain (X,,), satisfying X,.; = H(X,,) + Z, is uniformly ergodic.

We keep the assumptions of Proposition 2 and we consider some b > 0 such that ||H||o, < b. Assum-

ing furter that y — sup f,(y —2) is integrable on E with respect to A;,;, we get that Assumption 2
z€[—b,b]

holds (see the remark following Assumption 2). The previous condition on f is for example satisfied for

Gaussian distributions. We deduce that Theorem 2 can be applied in such settings that can typically be

found in nonlinear filtering problem (see [14, Section 4]).

2.6.3 Example 3: ARCH process.
Let us consider E = IR. The ARCH model is

Xp1 =HX,)+G(X,)Z s,

where H and G are continuous functions, and (Z,), are i.i.d. centered normal random variables with
variance o > 0. Assuming that inf, |G(x)| > a > 0, we know that the Markov chain (X,,) is irreducible
and aperiodic (see [3, Lemma 1]). Assuming further that ||[H||oc < b < o0 and that ||G||,, < ¢, we
can show that Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. Let us first remark that the transition kernel P of the Markov
chain (X,,), is such that for any x € R, P(x, dy) has density p(x, -) with respect to the Lebesgue measure

with
_—H&Y )

o) =(2m0)” eXp( 202G (x)?



We deduce that for any x, y € R we have

_BRY .
exp (— (évazi)z ) ify <—b

-1 (y —H(x))? :
p(x,) = (2102) " exp| -2 2 ) > g, ()= exp(—25)  iflyl<b
202a2 2no2 Cy+B3? _
exp (— S ) ify>b

With a similar approach, we get

2
X exp (— (g;bc)z ) if y <—b
) < gu(y):=(2n0?)  x{ 1 ifly|<b
_y—by? if b
exp|—sozzr | ify>
We deduce that considering 6, = ||gm|l1, 6 = llgu |11 and u (resp. v) with density g,,/11g. |1 (resp. gu/11gas1l1)
with respect to the Lebesgue measure on R, Assumptions 1 and 2 hold.

(y—H))

-1
,y) < (2no?
p(x,y) ( o ) exp( 7o2e

3 Proofs

3.1 Proof of Theorem 1

In Section 3.2, we explain succinctly how to easily obtain the proof of Theorem 2 from the one of Theo-
rem 1.

Let us recall that Theorem 1 requires either a mild condition on the initial distribution of the Markov
chain or the fact that the kernels h; ; do not depend on i (see Assumption 4). One only needs to consider
different Bernstein concentration inequalities for sums of functions of Markov chains to go from one
result to the other. In this section, we give the proof of Theorem 1 in the case where Assumption 4.(i)
holds. We specify the part of the proof that should be changed to get the result when h; ; may depend on

both i and j and when Assumption 4.(ii) holds. We make this easily identifiable using the symbol @

Our proof is inspired from [21, Section 3.4.3] where a Bernstein-type inequality is shown for U-
statistics of order 2 in the independence setting. Their proof relies on the canonical property of the
kernel functions which endowed the U-statistic with a martingale structure. We want to use a similar
argument and we decompose Uy, (n) to recover the martingale property for each term (except for the
last one). Considering for any | > 1 the o-algebra G; = o(X,,...,X;), the notation E; refers to the
conditional expectation with respect to G;. Then we decompose U, (1) as follows,

Uae() = 20 > (B [y (0, X)1— B[R (X, X))])

k=1 i<j
+Z(Ej—tn[hi,j(xi,xj)]—E[hi,j(Xi,Xj)]), 2
i<j
where t,, is an integer that scales logarithmically with n and that will be specified latter. By convention,
we assume here that for all k < 1, £, [-] := EE[-]. Hence the first term that we will consider is given by

0
U” = Z hg,j)(Xi’Xj—l;Xj)’

1<i<j<n

where for all x,y,z €E,

R (e, y,2) = hy j(x,2) = f hy (e, w)P(y, dw).

We provide a detailed proof of a concentration result for U,, by taking advantage of its martingale
structure. Reasoning by induction, we show that the t, — 1 following terms involved in the decomposi-
tion (2) of Ug,(n) can be handled using a similar approach. Since the last term of the decomposition (2)
has not a martingale property, another argument is required. We deal with the last term exploiting the
uniform ergodicity of the Markov chain (X;);»; which is guaranteed by Assumption 1 (see [37, Theo-
rem 8]).



3.1.1 Concentration of the first term of the decomposition of the U-statistic

Martingale structure of the U-statistic Defining¥; = f } hf(;) (X;,X_1,X;), U, can be written as U, =
2, Y;. Since
E;,[Y;]1=E[Y; | X;,....X;1,]1=0,

we know that (Up )i, is a martingale relative to the o-algebras G;, [ > 2. This martingale can be extended
ton =0and n =1 by taking Uy = U; =0, Gy = {0, E}, G; = 0(X;). We will use the martingale structure
of (U,), through the following Lemma.

Lemma 1 (see [21, Lemma 3.4.6])
Let (U,,, G,,), m € N, be a martingale with respect to a filtration G,, such that U, = U; = 0. For each m > 1
and k > 2, define the angle brackets Alfn = Alfn (U) of the martingale U by

m
Ay = ZEi—l[(Ui ~ U]
i=1
(and note AX = 0 for all k). Suppose that for a > 0 and all i > 1, E[e®V"Ui1] < co. Then
(sm i= e@Un~ D2 @A, /K1 Gm) , meN,
is a supermartingale. In particular, E[e,,,] < E[e;] =1, so that, if A’fn < wﬁ for constants Wﬁ >0 then
E[eaUm 1< eZkzz akwk /k! )
We will also use the following convexity result several times.
Lemma 2 [22, page 179] For all 6;,0,,¢ > 0, and for all integer k > 1,
(6,46 < (L+e)tof+(1+e Dok

For all k > 2 and n > 1, we have :

k
Zn:E []Zh“’)(xl,xj L X; )}
< Vnk = ZEFl

j—1

Z( l](Xi’Xj)_]Ef(~ﬂt[hi,j(Xi’X)]+E}?~ﬂ:[h (XUX)] [ l](Xl’X )])
1
-1

k

k

j—1
0
th}l)(Xl,Xjfl,Xj)
i=1

n k

_ZEJ .

(pi,j(Xi:Xj) + mi,j(Xi:Xjfl))
i=1

j—1

where

pi,j(X,Z) = hi,j(x’z)_Erc[hi,j] and mi,j(X:J’) = Erc[hi,j] _J. hi,j(X,Z)P(}’: dz).

i

+ 35 1ZEJ )

Using Lemma 2 with ¢ = 1/2, we deduce that
n j—1
k
vk < ZEH(
j=2 i=1
3\k1 &
= (5) ZEJ 1

0 (X, X5-1)

4]

ZPIJ(X“X)

Zmlj(xl,xj 1)

10



Let us remark that

n j—1 k n j—1 k
Z E;,4 Z m;; (X, X;1)| = Z E;, (E}?~n[hi,j(XnX)] - Ejfl[hi,j(Xi:Xj)])
= i=1 = i=1

0oy j-1 k
= (Bgorlhi (X, X1 — By [h (X, X))])
= iz
n j—1 k
= Ej—l[ (EX~7r[hi,j(Xi;X)]_hi,j(Xi:Xj))i|
= i=1
n j—1 k
<) E;, (EX~n[hi,j(Xi,X):|—hi,j(Xi,Xj)) ,
= i=1

where the last inequality comes from Jensen’s inequality. We obtain the following upper-bound for Vnk,

k
>

n j—1 k n j—1
VE<2x 3k712Ej71 Zpi,j(Xian) <2x 3k716MZ]EXJf Zpi,j(Xi:X;)
=2 i=1 =2 i=1

where the random variables (X J’.)j are i.i.d. with distribution v (see Assumption 2). [Ex, denotes the
J
expectation on the random variable X J’

Lemma 3 (see [21, Ex.1 Section 3.4]) Let Z; be independent random variables with respective probability

laws P;. Let k > 1, and consider functions fi,...,fy where for all j € [N], f; € Lk(Pj). Then the duality
of LP spaces and the independence of the variables Z; imply that

N 1/k N
(ZE[V](Z})V(]) = sup ZE[fj(Zj)gj(Zj)]:
= S BIE (Z) D=1 j=1

where the sup runs over £; € LK/ (k’l)(Pj).

Then by the duality result of Lemma 3,

-1
/
ZPI,J(XI)X])

i=1

n
(V)" < (25M x 31> By,

j=2

k)l/k

n j—1
< (26,0 sup ZZEX}{ [pi,j(Xi:X;)gj(X;)}

C€4 =2 i=1

n
where £, = {6 = (8-, ).t V2 < j <, £ € LYEDO) with D BIE )M = 1}‘
j=2

n—1 n
= (25,)"* sup > > Exg[Pi,j(Xi’X;{)gi(X;)}

S€L =1 j=i+1

Let us denote F the subset of the set Z(E,R) of all measurable functions from (E, %) to (IR, 8(R))
that are bounded by A. We set S := E x F""!. For all i € [n], we define W, by

Vvi = Xi; 0:---,O,Pi,i+1(Xi,')’pi,i+2(Xi,'),---:Pi,n(Xi,') ES
——

(i—1) times

11



Hence for all i € [n], W; is o(X;)-measurable. We define for any £ = (&,,...,&,) € ]_[?:2 L¥/0=D(y) the
function

Vw= (X,ng---,pn) GS, fg(W) =ZJ.PJ(}’)€J(}’)‘1V(J’)

j=2

Then setting & = {f : Z?:2E|EJ(X]’.)|I‘/("_1) =1}, we have

n—1
(VIYV* < (26,) % sup > f(W,).
feeZ i3

By the separability of the L? spaces of finite measures, & can be replaced by a countable subset Z,. To
upper-bound the tail probabilities of U,, we will bound the variable Vn" on sets of large probability using
Talagrand’s inequality. Then we will use Lemma 1 on these sets by means of optional stopping.

Application of Talagrand’s inequality for Markov chains The proof of Lemma 4 is provided in Sec-
tion B.2.

Lemma 4 Let us denote

n—1 n—1
Z = sup ng(Wi), a,f = ]E[Z supfg(Wi)z] and by = sup sup |fz(w)|.

fee7 i3 i=1 fe€F weS freF

Then it holds for any t > 0,

1 (2t
P> 5(z) 0= oo gy min (2 )
k k

where T is a n X n matrix defined in Section B.2 which satisfies ||T|| < %.

Using Lemma 4, we deduce that for any t > 0,

1 2t
P((VO)VE > (26,)VFE[Z] + (26),)*t) < ex (——min(—,—)),

which implies that for any x > 0,
P (VYR > (26, ) Y E[Z]+ (26 )% 20 v/x + (26)y)*brx) < exp (—ﬁ).

Using the change of variable x = k8||T'||?u with u > 0 in the previous inequality leads to

P (U(vnk)”k > (26,)YFE[Z] + (28 ,) ko 3TV ku + (25M)1/kk8||1"||2bku) <1.62e74,
k=2

because

e ' <1.62e74.

— 1 1 1++/5
1A —ku)<1IA——F=|e"“A ) U<
éexp( w) et(er —1) (e et —1 ¢ 2

12



Bounding b,. Using Holder’s inequality we have,

by = sup sup | fz(w)]
weS freF

= sup sup ZE pJ(X )5](X )]

(pa-Pa)EF™1 E€2, 555

k/(kl))(kl)/k

(k-1)/k
k/(kl))

) 1k (E‘gj X!
) s
=

< sup sup (E ‘p]
(P2, P)EFTT 30 BIE; (XK -D=1 =

< sup sup (Z E |pJ

(Parepn)SF™ 3, BIE; (X)) D=1

sup (ZE)pl )l/k

(P -»Pn)EF1
< ((UA2YI,

where A := 2max; ; ||h; ;|| Which satisfies max; ; [|p; ;|lcc <A. Here, we used that F is the set of measur-

able functions from (E, %) to (IR, 8(RR)) bounded by A.

Bounding the variance.

n—1 ’
ai — E[Z Sul;fg(wi)z] ZE sup ( Z ]Ex; [pi,j(Xi:X;)Ej(X;)])

i=1 fe& SE€L \ j=i+1
)2
2/k
<n(B2A2)",

where the last inequality comes from the following (where we use twice Holder’s inequality),

Z By, | pi,j (0 X)E (X))

j=i+1

—Z]E (sup

gey

n

sup | > By [ pi, (X0 X)E;(X)]
E€Lk |j=it1
N\ 1/k k/(k—1)\ (k—=1)/k
< sup Z (EX’ i»X; ) (E|€j ; )
€€$kj i+1
1/k /1) (k—1)/k
< sup Z ]EX’ i Z IE:X’ )5]
ZJ L BIEXDIMED=1 \ j=i+1 j=i+1
1/k
Jj=i+1
< (BgAk*Z)l/k,

n j—1
where Bg 1= max | max Z EXW[P?J(‘:X):I maX ZEXW[pU(X 9] < B2, 3)
j=i+l oo =1 oo

Using Lemma 2 twice and the bounds obtained on b; and ai gives for u > 0,

k
[ (26,)/KBLZ] + (26,1,) 0 3IITIIV ku + (28 ,)/*k8|IT |2 by

13



k
|:(26M)1/kE[Z] +(28,,) " 3IITNN(BIA )V nku + (25M)1/k8IIF||2((nA2)Akz)l/kku}

<
< (1+e) 26y (BIZD + (1 + e1)"1[(25M)”"8||FII2((nA2)A’<2)1/’<ku
k
+(25M)1/k3||F||(B§Ak_2)l/k\/nku}
< (1+e)7126, (BELZDF + 26,1 + )22 (8[IT]2)" (na2)A2 (ku)k

+(1+ )1+ e 26, (BIITIN* B2A2 (nkuw)*/2.
So, setting

W = (1 +)57126,; (BLZ]DF + 28, (1 + )22 (8]I1]12)" (nA2)A 2 (k)¢
+(1+e) 1A + e D125, (3IITIN* B2A 2 (nku) /2,

we have
P(VE<wt Vk>2)>1-1.62¢7", 4

where the dependence in u of wlr‘l is leaved implicit.

Bounding (E[Z])F.
The way we bound (IE[Z])¥ is the only part of the proof that needs to be modified to get
the concentration result when Assumption 4.(i) or Assumption 4.(ii) holds. This is where
we can use different Bernstein concentration inequalities. Here we present the approach
when h; ; = hy j, Vi, j (i.e. when Assumption 4.(i) is satisfied). We refer to Section B.5 for
the details regarding the way we bound (JEZ)* when Assumption 4.(ii) holds.
Using Jensen inequality and Lemma 3, we obtain

n—1 n k
(E[ZDF <E[ZFK]=E (gsug > EX}’.[pi,j(Xi’X]/‘)gj(le‘)])
€Lk i=1 j=i+1

k k

j—1
Zpi,j(xi:x;)
i=1

=E|>. Ey,
j=2

where we recall that [Ey; denotes the expectation on the random variable X 1/ . One can remark that
J

j—1
Zpi,j(xi:x;)
i=1

j=2

conditionally to X J’., the quantity Zf;} pi (X, X ]’.) is a sum of function of the Markov chain (X;);>;. Hence
to control this term, we apply a Bernstein inequality for Markov chains.
Let us consider some j € [n] and some x € E. We define

' m(Sp,,+1)—1
Vie{o,...,n}, Z/(x)= > p,X.x)
i=m(S;+1)

By convention, we set p; ; = 0 for any i > j. Let us consider N; =sup{i €N : mS;,; +m—1=>j—1}.

14



Then using twice Lemma 2, we have

-1 oy j-1 ¢
Zpi,j(Xi,XJ/') = ZZIJ(X)+ Z Pi,j(Xi, X)
i=1 1=0 i=m(Sy, +1)
Kk
3 k1, ¢ -1
S(E) ZZZJ(X) +3k1 Z pij(X;, x)
= i=m(Sy,+1)
N N PNy (e T g = ¢
S(Z) Z Zy(x) +(E) Zy, ()| +35 Z pi,j(Xi, x)
1=0 1=0 i=m(Sy, +1)
)

We have |Z{;§1(3N}_ 11y Pi,j(X;, x)| <AmTy ;. So using the definition of the Orlicz norm and the fact that
the random variables (T;);>, are i.i.d., it holds for any t > 0,

j—1
P Z pijXi,x)| =t | SP(Ty 4y 2 L) < P(max(T;,Tp) = L)
i=m(sy, +1) J Am Am
<P(Ty = L) +IP(Ty, = L) < 4eXp(—L).
Am Am Amt
Hence,
j—1 k +00 j—1 k
E Z pi’j(Xi,x) = 4J P Z pi’j(Xi,x) >t |dt
i=m(Sy, +1) 0 i=m(Sy; +1)
+oo 17k
< 4J.0 exp(—AmT)
+00
< 4(Am7)* f exp(—v)kvk_ldv
0
= 4(Am7)*k!,

where we used that if G is an exponential random variable with parameter 1, then for any p € N, E[GP] =
p!. _

The random variable ZJ,(x) is O (Xn(sy+1)> - - - »Xm(s,,, +1)—1)-measurable. Let us insist that this holds
because we consider that h; ; = h, j, Vi, j which implies that p; ; = p, ;, Vi, j. Hence for any x € E, the
random variables (Zél(x))l are independent (see Section 2.3). Moreover, one has that for any [, E[Z;l x)]=
0. This is due to [34, Eq.(17.23) Theorem 17.3.1] together with Assumption 3 which gives that Yx’ e
E, Ex..[p;;j(X,x")] = 0. Let us finally notice that for any x € E and any [ > 0, IZQI(X)I < AmTy 4,
SO ||Zél(x)||¢1 < Ammax(||Tyly,, [ T2ly,) < Amt. First, we use Lemma 5 to obtain that

[N;/2]

s n—1
>z, >17},(x) >17},(x)
=0 1=0 1=0
where for the last inequality we gathered (7) with the left hand side of (6) from Lemma 5.

Lemma 5 (see [12, Lemma 1.2.6])

Let us consider some separable Banach space B endowed with the norm || - ||. Let X;, i < n, be independent
centered B-valued random variables with norms L, for some p > 1 and let ¢; be independent Rademacher
random variables independent of the variables X;. Then

n
>x
i=1

k

k k

E <2x4FE

>

<IE max
0<s<n—1

p
<2’E

p

, ©)

n

Z € X;

i=1

n

Z € X;

i=1

p
27PE <E

15



and
p

< 2P

k p

>

n

Z £ X;

i=1

(7

E max
k<n

Similarly, the random variables (221 +

an analogous approach, we get that

,(x)); are independent and satisfy for any [, IE[ 21+1(X)] = 0. With

k

k k

[(N —1)/2]

Z sz(x)

=0

<2x4E

Zzzm(x)

Let us denote for any j € [n], IE)|X}/_ the conditional expectation with respect to the o-algebra O'(X]’-).
Coming back to (5), we proved that

Z S @)

=0

<]E max

k

j—1
E|X}f Zpi,j(Xi’XJ/')
i=1
I L L g = ¢
< (Z) By, Z Zy (X)) +(—) By Z Zzz+1(X1/‘) +3k_1E\X]f Z pi,; (X1, X7)
1=0 i=m(SN}_+l)
n—1 k n—1 k
<2x P By |32, (X)| +2x 18 By > 73 (X)) +4(3AmT) k.. ®)
=0 =0

It remains to bound the two expectations in (8). The two latter expectations will be control similarly
and we give the details for the first one. We use the following Bernstein’s inequality with the sequence

of random variables (Zil RCI)E

Lemma 6 (Bernstein’s 1, inequality, [43, Lemma 2.2.11 ] and the subsequent remark).
IfY,...,Y, are independent random variables such that IY; = 0 and ||Y;||,,, < 7, then for every t >0,

(1] ) oL 22)).

i=1
for some universal constant K > 0 (K = 8 fits).

< 1 . t2 t
Z Zaa(| > ¢ < 2ep| —gemin{ s ) )

We deduce that for any x € E, any j € [n] and any t > 0,

o n—1 k R 1 tz/k tl/k
[ e[S | >¢|ae=2 exp(__ mm(—,_))dt.
0 — 0 K nA2m272° Amt

2141 (%)
£2/k £1/k

N k
A2m2nt2 = AmT © t=(nATm)".

We obtain

k

21+1(x)

Let us remark that

Hence for any j € [n],

k
/
21+1(X )

(nATm)* (2/k o0 (1/k
<2 exp(——)dt+2 exp(— )dt
0 KnA2m?2t2 0 KAm~t
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oo

n/K
k
< ZJ exp (—v) Evk/z_l (\/fnl/zArm)k dv + ZJ exp (—v) kvkl(KAmt)*dv.
0 0
v k k21 1/2 k k
<2 exp(—v)iv (ﬁn Arm) dv + 2k x (k—1)!(KAm~)
0

n/K
< k(\/fnl/zArm)kJ exp (—v) V2 1y + 2kI(KAmT)F,
0

where we used again that if G is an exponential random variable with parameter 1, then for any p €
IN, E[GP] = p!. Since for any real [ > 1,

n/K +00 n/K +00
— -1 — (_1)1’ r+l—1 _ (_1)r 1 r+l
L exp (—v)v dv—E pr L v dv_rzzo: —— 7 (/K)

r 1
<(n /K)l Z( 1) (n/K) < (Tl/lK) 6_1’

=

we get that

n/K
k (ﬁnl/zATm)k f exp (—v) v ldy < 2 (ﬁnl/zATm)k e K (n/K)K? = 2(KnAtm)k e VK,

0
Hence we proved that for some universal constant K > 1,

k

z) (0] | <2®nAtm)* e /K + 2kI(KAmT)* < 4kI(K2AmT)K,

since for all k > 2, e ™/X(n/K)/(k!) < 1. Using a similar approach, one can show the same bound for
the second expectation in (8). We proved that for some universal constant K > 1,

ZPIJ(X“X)

k

(E[Z]) < ZE By

j=2

k -1

Z (X)

=0

n
+4 > (3AmT)k!
=2

n
+2x18° ) B | By
=2

sztx;)

< 2n x 18% x 4k!(K2Am7T)* + 4n(3Am7) k!
= 16n x k!(KAm7)k,

<2x9kZ]E By

where in the last inequality;, we still call K the universal constant defined by 18K2.

Upper-bounding U, using the martingale structure Let
T + 1 :=inf{l €]N:Vlk Zwlr‘l for some k > 2}.

Then, the event {T < [} depends only on X;,...,X; for all l = 1. Hence, T is a stopping time for the
filtration (%;); where ¥, = a((X )ierr)) and we deduce that U := Uj,r for [ =0,...,n is a martingale
with respect to (%), with Uy = Uy =0 and U] =U; =0. We remark that U/ —U/, =U;—U; , if T > j
and zero otherwise, and that {T > j} is ¥;_; measurable. Then, the angle brackets of this martingale
admit the following bound:

AU = B[] —UuT )
j=2

17



j-1 k
Zh(XDXjfl:Xj)

i=1

Lrs;

n
= ZEj—1|Uj - Ujfllk]Isz = ZEj—l
. =

n—1
k k k k
= Vil +V, ]lT>nSwn( E ]lTj+]lT>n)Swn,
j=2 j=2

since, by definition of T, Vj" < w’r‘I for all k on {T > j}. Hence, Lemma 1 applied to the martingale UnT

implies
k
Ee®r < exp (Z %wlr‘l) )

k>2

Also, since Vnk is nondecreasing in n for each k, inequality (4) implies that
P(T <n)<P(Vk>wk for some k >2) < 1.62¢7".

Thus we deduce that for all s > 0,

k
P(U,>s) <P >s,T>n)+P(T <n)<e “exp (Z %w’;) +1.62e74. 9
k=2
The final step of the proof consists in simplifying exp (Zkzz Z—Tw’;)
ak ak
D =wk =25, > (1+e) U B[Z]F
ki k!
k=2 k=2
k
+26y > (2 + ¢+ ) (TN BA A (nkuw)/?
k!
k=2
k
+28y Y (1472 (8|TP) (nA2)A 2 (ku)*
k!
k=2
=a, +ay+as.
Bounding a;. Using the inequality k! > (k/e)*, we have,
k —1y2k—2 2K (o a2y Ak=2¢, K
az <26y ¥, af(1+e H*2(8)Ir|1?)" (nA)A**(eu)
k=2

_ 2 -1 2 72 k—2 —142(k—2) 2\k=2 4k—2 k—2
=26y [1/_nA(1+8 )8|IT| eu] Za (1+e&) (8||F|| ) A=(eu)

k>2
252 [ vAA(L + e )81 [1eu ]’

for a < ((1+ &7 1)*(8|IT||*) Aeu) .
1 —a( e PP A 0 o< (@ (B e

Bounding a,. We use the inequality k! > k*/2 because (k/e)* > k*/2 for k > e? and for k smaller, the
inequality follows by direct verification. Hence,

a4, <26, Y a2+ e +e 1)1 (3|ITI)F B2A2(nu) /2
k>2

=25,(2+ e+ e a2 [3IITIByvau] Y | a2+ + )2 (3| 2A 2 () k22
k>2
2512+ + e )a? [3||T||By v/ |

I aCtete D) GITIDA) for a < ((2+e+e ) EITINAmu)?) ™.
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Bounding a;. Using the bound previously obtained for (E[Z])* we get,

k
a _
ay =28y Y 7o (1+e) 7 (EB[2))
k=2
< 326MnZ af(1 + &) N (KAmT)
k>2
< 328,na?(1 + &)[KAmt Z o 2(1 + )" 2(KAmT) 2
k>2

- 326, na?(1+ ¢)[KAmt]?
1—a(l+ &)KAm~t

ak a’w?
exp(zﬂwlr‘l <exp "o )’

, for0<a<((1+¢&)KAmt)™ .

Putting altogether we obtain

k=2
where
W= 6@(1 + )20 2KATm
+ /26, (2+ ¢ + e 71)/23||T(|Bo vt + /26 A1 + £71)8| T /e,
and

c= max[(l +e)KATm, (2+¢e+¢& 1) B|ITINAMu)?, (1+¢71)? (8||F||2)Aeu}.

Using this estimate in (9) and taking s = 2W y/u + cu and a = y/u/(W + c4/u) in this inequality yields
P(U,=2W+vu+cu) <e™+1.62e7 < (1+e)e ™

By taking € = 1/2, we deduce that for any u > 0, it holds with probability at least 1 — (1 +e)e™

> hO, X1, X)) < 124/, KATm U +184/8|IT1Bo v + 1004/ I TI[2Av/eu®’?
i<j
+ 3KATmu + 27A||T||v/nu®/? + 72A||T||?eu?,

Denoting k := max(lZ\/ S5yKtm, 184/5 T, 1004/8,,1IT|I%e, 3K Tm, 72||F||26), we have with proba-
bility at least 1 — (1 +e)e™™

ZhEO)(Xi,Xj_l,Xj) <« (AVAVu + (A+ Bovi)u + 2Av/nu/? + Au?).
i<j
3.1.2 Reasoning by descending induction with a logarithmic depth

As previously explained, we apply a proof similar to the one of the previous subsection on the t, :=
lglogn] first terms of the decomposition (2), with ¢ > (log(1/p))"". Let us give the key elements to
justify such approach by considering the second term of the decomposition (2), namely

D (B [ (X X)) ] = By [y (X0 X))])

i<j
n—2 n n—1
= Z Z hl(',lj)(xi’XJ*Z’Xjfl)"'Z{Ei [hi,iﬂ(Xi:XiH)]—Eiﬂ [hi,iH(Xi,XiH)]}
i=1 j=i+2 Y
n—2 n—1 n—1
- Z Z hg,lj)(Xi’Xj—l’Xj)+Zui(Xi—1,Xi), (10)
i=1 j=i+1 =1
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where
K000 = [ gCemptesdo = | Gemp?m
and

ui(x,y)= f h i 410, w)P(x, dw) —J. J. P(y,da)P(a,dw)h; ;,(a,w).

We can upper-bound directly ‘Z:;l ui(Xi_l,Xi)‘ by 2nmax; ; ||h; jllc and we aim at proving a con-
centration result for the term

n—2 n—1 n—1 j—1
U,(II,)I = Z Z h(l)(XlaX] l:X ) - Zzh(l)(XUX] I:X )
i=1 j=i+1 j=2i=1

using an approach similar to the one of the previous subsection. One can use exactly the same sketch of
proof.

* Martingale structure
Using the notation Yj(l) = Z{;} hglj) (X;,X;_1,X;), we have U(l) = Z;:Zl Yj(l) which shows that (UV),,

is a martingale with respect to the U-algebras (G;);- Indeed, we have ]Ej_l[Yj(l)] =0

* Talagrand’s inequality

To upper-bound (Vn" )., we split it as previously namely

-1 j-1 n—1 j-1 k
k. 1) (1) (€))]
Vn '_ZEj—l Zhi,j (Xi:Xj—I;Xj) ZE] 1 (Ii’j (Xi;Xj)_Ej—l[Ii,j (Xi;Xj)])
j=2 i=1 j=2 i=1
where
Ii(i.)(x,z) = f h; j(x,w)P(z,dw).
w

Using as previously Lemma 2 with ¢ = 1/2, we get

n—1 j—1 k

VE=D Y (1‘”(X1,X )= By [1 (0, X))+ By 1 (1, X)) —Ej_l[Ifj)(Xi,Xj)])
j=2 i=1

=1 k

< (3/2)k IZE] 1 ( (1)(X17X) EX~7I[I(1)(X17X)])

+ 3k IZEJ )

Again, basic computations and Jensen’s inequality lead to

k
(Em[l},?(xi,)?)] — ;411 X3.X))])

i=

n—1 j—1 k n—1 j—1
1 T 1
ZEj—l Z(EX~n[Il'(’j)(Xi;X)]_Ej—l[Ii(’j)(Xi;Xj)]) :Z j—1 Zpl i
j=2 i=1 j=2 i=1
where

p; J)(x z):= I(l)(x z)— IEXN,T[Ii(’;)(x,X')].

Hence, using Assumption 1 and Lemma 5 exactly like in the previous section, we get
=2x 3% 1ZEJ . Zp(”(xl,x ) Zp“)(xl,x )| -

Then, one can use the same duality trick to show that the Vnk can be controlled using the supremum
of a sum of functions of the Markov chain (X;);>; using [39, Theorem 3].

k
<2 x 3k 15MZEX,
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. . k k
Bounding exp(w; a"/k!)

The terms a, and a; can be bounded in a similar way. For the term a;, we only need to show
that pED satisfies Iy .| pglj)(Xi,z)] =0, Vz € E in order to apply as previously a Bernstein’s type
inequality.

Exrlp( (X;,2)] = f

X

dr(x;) f hy ;(x;, w)P(z,dw) — By By [ 17 (X, X)]

=IE,[h; ;]—E.[h;;] (Using Assumption 3)
=0.

* Conclusion of the proof
Let us consider the constants A; and B; defined as the counterparts of the constants A and B, by

replacing the functions (pi,j)i,j by (pf’lj))ij. One can easily see that A; = A. Let us give details
about B;.

Forany x €E,

Ex | (02, X") | = f (10(x,2) —JEXN,T[Ifj)(x,X)])Zdv(z)

i,j
zZ
2
:f f hi’j(x,w)P(z,dw)—f hi’j(x,w)J. P(a,dw)dn(a) | dv(z)
Z w w a
| S ——
=dn(w)
2
=Exn, [EX~P(X’,-)hi,j (2, X)— En[hi,j]] ,
and for any y € E,
. Y
Byer [ (07X, )] = f (1906, ) = B a1, %)1) d ()
i 2
:f J hi,j(x,W)P(y,dw)—f hi’j(x,w)J P(a,dw)dn(a) | dm(x)
X w w a
| S —
=dn(w)
5 2
= ]EX'~7T []EXNP(y,')hi,j(XJX) - ]En[hl"]]] .
Hence we get that
n j—1
B = max | max| ) B [P0 max|D B (G0 | <5, ab
j=i+ 00 i= 00

where we recall that

n
2
B? :max[ sup max sup Z ]EX,W[IEXQ;{(X,,,)hiJ(x,X)—]En[hi,j]] ,

oskst, T x 5T

j—1
~ 2
sup max supZ Ez []Ex,vpk(y’,)hi’j(X,X) — En[hi’j]] }
0<k<t, J Y =1

This allows us to get a concentration inequality similar to the one of the previous subsection, namely

for any u > 0, it holds with probability at least 1 — (1 +e)e™,

n—2 n—1
Z Z hf’lj)(Xl-,Xj,l,Xj) <x(Avnvu+ (A+Bvnu + 24vnu®? +Au?)

i=1 j=i+1
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Going back to (10), we get that for any u > 0, it holds with probability at least 1 — (1 + e)e™,
Z (B [ j (X0 X)) ] = Ejp [y (X, X))
i<j

< x(AVRVu+(A+Bynu+ 2Avnu? + Au®) + nA (12)

One can do the same analysis for the t, first terms in the decomposition (2). Hence for any u > 0, it
holds with probability at least 1 —(1 +e)e “t,,

DU (Bl (0 X1 = By [hy (X, X))])

k=1 i<j

<kt (AVAVU+ (A+ Byn)u + 2Av/nu®? + Au*) + nt A, (13)

3.1.3 Bounding the remaining statistic with uniform ergodicity

In the previous steps of the proof, we decompose Uy, in t, +1 terms (see (2)). The martingale structure
of the first t, terms of this decomposition allowed us to derive a concentration inequality for each of
them. It remains to control the last term of this decomposition, namely

D (B, [he X))~ B[Ry, X)),

i<j
where t, = |qlogn| with ¢ > 2(log(1/p))"". In the following, we assume that t, < n, otherwise
the last term of the decomposition (2) is an empty sum. Using our convention which states that for
all k <1, I, [-]:=E[-], we need to control

Z(Ej—tn [hi,j(Xian)] _E[hi,j(Xi:Xj)]) <(1)+(2),

i<j

with denoting Hi,j = Ej—tr, [hl,](Xl’X])] _E[hl,](Xl’X])] 5

S >

i=1 j=i+t,

n—1 (i+t,—1)An

2 2

i=1 j=i+1

(D):= il @)=

n j—1
=12 2 Hyls

Jj=2 i=(—t,+1)V1

Let us first bound the term (1) splitting it in two terms,

nj—t,
D DB [hy(XuX) ] = B[R (X, X))

j=t,+1 i=1

(1) = <(1la)+(1b).

Using Assumption 3, it holds IE,[h; ;] = ]E)an[hi’j(Xi;X)] = fx h; j(X;,x)dm(x). Hence we get that

n j—t,
ST STE; L [h X0 X)] - Elhy ]

j=ta+1 i=1

J Zhl](Xl’ ])(Pt"(X t"adxj)_dﬂ:(xj))

(1a) :=

Jj=t,+1 i=1

< Z sup Zhl,(xl, x;)| sup 1P (3, ) =l
j=ty+1 Y

< 3w Zhu(xl,x) Lot < 3] sup Zhu(xl,x)
]t+1x111 ]t+1XJ11
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where in the penultimate inequality we used that p' < p1°8( = naloglP) < n=2 Indeed 2+qlog(p) <0
because we choose g such that g > 2(log(1/p)) . '

Using again Assumption 3, it holds . [h; ;] = fxl )(P‘(dxi)fx h; j(x;,x)dm(x). Hence, denoting y
the initial distribution of the Markov chain (X;);>1, we get that

n  Jj—t,
Z Z En[hi,j] -EB [hi,j(Xi:Xj)]

(1b) :=
j=t,+1 i=1
< f f hy (i, x;) 2 P(da) (PP (xy, dox)) — d ()
Jj= t+11 1
< J J Iy jll o 2 P(dac) [P (xy, d ) — d (i)
j= t"+1l 1
Z Zuhunm f 2P’ (dx)supf |P7(z,dx;) — dmi(x;)|
j=t,+1i=1 X;
=1
o
= > Znhl]nmsupupj “(2,) = mllry
j=t,+1i=1
t, n_ j—t,
< Z Zuhi,jnooLpl—ls D0 D lhjlleoLp® < LA,
j=te1i=1 J=t41i=1

where in the penultimate inequality we used that p» < pa1o8t) = paloslp) < p=2
Finally we bound coarsely (2) as follows

n j—1

@=>1 > B, [h&0x)]-E[h;X:,X)]| < Ant,.

j=2 i=(j—t,+1)V1
We deduce that
> (B, [h 0 X )]~ Elh (X, X)]) AL +nt,,), (14)
i<j
Coupling this result with the concentration result (13) concludes the proof of Theorem 1. Hence, for
any u > 0 it holds with probability at least 1 — (1 +e)e™"t,,
Z (hi ;X X))—E[h (X, X))]) < kt, (AVnvu+ (A+ Bynu + 2Avnu®? + A[u* +n]),
i<j

for some constant k > 0.

3.2 Proof of Theorem 2

To prove Theorem 2, one only needs to follow closely the steps of the proof of Theorem 1 and to bound
coarsely the constant B2 by nAZ.

3.3 Proof of Theorem 3

The proof of Theorem 3 is obtained from the one of Theorem 1 by avoiding the use of coarse bounds
at two key steps. Note that we work under Assumption 4.(ii) which trivially holds since the chain is
stationary.

First step: Do not use a coarse bound for the residual terms in the induction process.

The first change needed in the poof of Theorem 1 is at equation (10). In this part the proof of Theo-
rem 1, we show by induction that our approach works with a logarithmic depth and we upper-bounded
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. —1 . . .. .
directly )Z?:l ui(Xi,l,Xl-)) by 2nmax; ; [|h; j||loo. Considering now that the Markov chain is stationary,
we are able to give a better control on this term. To convince the reader that our approach will work for
all steps of the induction process of Section 3.1.2, let us consider a step [ > 1 of the induction. In this

situation, we want to control

D (B [y (X, X )] = By [y (X6, X)) )

i<j
n—1 n n—1 (i+DAn

= Z Z hg?(Xi:Xj—l—lan—l) + Z Z (Ej—l [hi,j(Xi,Xj)] —E; [hi,j(Xi,Xj)]),
i=1 j=itl+1 i=1 j=i+l

where hgl;(x,y,z) = fW h; j(x,w)P'(z,dw) — fW h; j(x,w)P'*(y,dw). We have already proved how to
control the term of the left hand side in Section 3.1.2 and our purpose is now to explain how the term
on the right hand side can be handled without using a coarse bound as in the proof of Theorem 1.

Note that by stationary of the chain we have

E{E;_ [h;(X:,X)] =B [h (X, X))} =0.
Hence, denoting

n—1 (i+D)An

F& X)) =0 >0 (B [ (X0 X)] = B [ (X0 X)),

i=1 j=it+1
we have that E[f(X;,...,X,)] = 0. Moreover, one can easily check that for any (x;,...,x,) € E"
and (x7,...,x)) € E", it holds (since I < t,)

}f(xl,...,xn)—f(xi,...,x;)| < ZAtn]lx#x;.
i=1

This follows from the fact that If;_; [hi’ i(Xi, X j)] is a function of the single variable X;_,; for j € {i,...,(i+
)An}and i € {1,...,n—1}. Using McDiarmid’s inequality for Markov chain (see [35, Corollary 2.10
and Remark 2.11]), we get that for any u > 0, it holds with probability at least 1 —2e™",

n—1 (i+DAn
Z Z (Ej—l [hi,j(Xi;Xj):l —E; [hi,j(Xi:Xj)]) < 3At, 4/ tix U,
=1 j=i+1

where t,,;, is the mixing time of the Markov chain and is given by

. . 1
tmix :=min< t =0 : sup||P'(x,") —7mt|lpy < 7
X

Hence, coming back to Section 3.1.2 of the proof of Theorem 1, we obtain that for any u > 0, it holds
with probability at least 1 —(1 +e+2)e™",

D (B [h (X0, X )] = By [y (6, X))
i<

< x([C+At,vnlvu+ (A+Bvn)u+2Av/nu®? + Au?),
for some constant k > 0. We conclude that for any u > 0, it holds with probability at least 1—(3+e)e "¢,
tn
SB[ X X )]~ By Ry (X3, X))])
k=1 i<j
< xty ([C+At V] Vu+ (A+ Bvn)u + 2Av/nu®? + Au?) . (15)

To conclude the proof of Theorem 3, it remains to change a second and last part of the proof of
Theorem 1.
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Second step: Do not use a coarse bound to handle the remaining statistic with uniform ergodicity.
In Section 3.1.3, we bounded coarsely the term (2). Considering now that the chain is stationary, we
handle more finely this term and we split (2) in three different contributions.

n j—1
@=>. > B, [hxux)] - B[ (X.X)]| < (20) + (2b) + (2¢),

J=2 i=(j—t,+1)V1

with
n 1]
(2a) := Z E;_,, [hi,j(Xi:Xj)] —E; [hi,j] )
i=2 i=(j—t,+1)V1
n il
(2b) := > Eo[h]-B[h;x.x)]|,

and (2¢):

o [ X)) ] = E[ R (X, X))

Using Assumption 3, we have that E[h; ;] = fx. Pi’j“"(Xj,tn,dxi)fxv h; j(x;, x;)d7(x;). Hence we
i J
get,

=
-
|
—
[Ny
i

(2a) := ‘ E;_, [ l](Xqu)]_En[hi,j]

f f l](xn ])Pl_ﬁ—t (X tn’dxi)(Pj_i(xi:dxj)_dﬂ:(xj))

L
22
j=2 i=(j—t,+1)V1
L
22
t,

< ||hu||ooJ PO (X, f,dx)f |P7 (x;, dx;) — d ()|
j=2 i=(j—t,+1)V1 x;
n J*[%J
< > gl J Pt (X,, ,dx;)sup J P/ (y, dx;) —dm(x))|
j=2 i=(j—t,+1)V1 x; Y Jx
=1
n -]
< > lhllee sup Py, ) = iy
j=2 i=(j—t,+1)V1 Y
n -] n %)
< D gl <D DT lhyllelp™? < LA,
j=2 i=(j—t,+1)V1 j=2 i=(j—t,+1)v1

where we used that p'/2 < p1198(0/2 = paloglP)/2 < n=1 Indeed 1+qlog(p)/2 < 0 because we choose g
such that g > 2(log(1/p)) ™!
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=
-
L
nls
—

(2b) :== Z E, [hij]_ [hi,j(Xi,Xj)]
j=2 i=(j—t,+1)v1
-7
< Z f f hy e, x)dn () (d(x;) — P (x;, dx))
j=2 i=(j—t,+1)v1
n —12]
< Z ||hl]||oof dn(x)f |dm(x;) — P (x;, dix))|
Jj=2 i=(j—t,+1)v1
n 12
< Z ||hi,j||oof dr(x;)sup f |dm(x;) — P77y, dx))|
Jj=2 i=(j—t,+1)V1 X Y X
=1
n J—[%"J
< > lihglloo sup P77y, ) = mlly
j=2 i=(j—t,+1)V1 Y
n 2] -1
Z i jlloo L™~ l<Z Z I jlleo L™/ < LAE,
i t,+1)v1 j=2 i=(j—t,+1)v1

where we used that p'/? < pqlog(”)/ 2 = nalsP)/2 < 1

n j—1
(2¢) := E;,, [hi,j(Xi’Xj)]_E[hi,j(Xi’Xj)]]

t;

J=2 i=(j— 2 [+1)v1

n j—1
< f J. Prl(xi,dxj)hi,j(xuxj)(PHJH"(XjftH:dxi)—dﬂ(xi))
J=2 i=(j—| tz" 1)V [V X VX
. N
< Z 17 jll o SUP P72 (2, ) — 7l 7y
J=2 i=(j-| 2 J+1)v1 ?
n j—1 2] j—1
< D sl Lt + >0 gl Lt
=% i=G-1% 4D J=2 i=(j-1 % V1
n j—1
< >0 lhglleoLp™? + 2y jllooL < LA(t2 + nt,p™/?) < 2LAt2,

J=LE ] i=G-1% 4D

where we used that p/2 < p1198()/2 = paloglP)/2 < =1 We deduce that

> (B, [h X0 X)] - B[Ry (X:,X))]) <AL (2 + 2qlog(n) + 2q2 log(n)?),

i<j
Coupling this result with the concentration result (15) concludes the proof of Theorem 3. Hence, for
any u > 0 it holds with probability at least 1 — (3 + e)e“t,,

D (hi (6, X) — Bl (X:,X))])

i<j

< «logn([C+Alog(n)vn]vu+ (A+Bvn)u+2Av/nu®? +A[u® +logn]).
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SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

For the sake of completeness, we provide in this supplementary material complete proofs of some
Lemmas and we recall important definitions and properties on Markov chains useful for our paper.

* Section A: Definitions and properties on Markov chains
In the section, we recall useful definitions and results on Markov chains regarding ergodicity, spec-
tral gaps and the splitting method.

* Section B: Additional proofs
This section contains the proofs of some Lemmas useful to establish Theorems 1, 2 and 3.

A Definitions and properties for Markov chains

We recall some definitions and well-known results on Markov chains that are useful for our paper.

A.1 Spectral gap

This section is largely inspired from [18]. Let us consider that the Markov chain (X;);~; admits a unique
invariant distribution 7 on E.
For any real-valued, X-measurable function h : E — R, we define n(h) := f h(x)dm(x). The set

%,(E, %, nt) :={h: n(h?) < co}

is a Hilbert space endowed with the inner product

(h1,hy) = J h,(x)hy(x)d7(x), Yhy,hy € £L2(E, %, 7).

The map

-1l :h € Z(E, %, m) = [Ihll, = v/ {h,h),
is anorm on %,(E, %, ) . ||-||; naturally allows to define the norm of a linear operator T on %,(E, %, )
as

N (T) = sup{||Thl|, : [|All, = 1}.

To each transition probability kernel P(x,B) with x € E and B € % invariant with respect to 7, we can
associate a bounded linear operator h — f h(y)P(-,dy) on %4,(E,%, ). Denoting this operator P, we
get

Ph(x) = f h(y)P(x,dy), Vx €E, Yh € %, (E, %, 7).

Let .220(71) :={he %(E, %, ) : n(h)=0}. We define the absolute spectral gap of a Markov operator.

Definition 2 (Spectral gap) A Markov operator P reversible admits a spectral gap 1 — A if

Ph
A= sup{ ”“h“H“ : he £)(n), h# 0} <1

Remark Uniform ergocity ensures that the chain admits a spectral gap (see [19, Section 2.3]).

30



A.2 The splitting method

We describe the construction of the split chain that we use in our proof. Let us consider some Markov
chain (X,,),, on the probability space (E, %, P) with transition kernel P. We assume that there exists a
small set C € %, there exist a positive integer m, a constant 6,, > 0, and a probability measure u on E
with the following minorisation condition holds

VxeC, VAeX, P"(x,A)=08,u(A).

We give only the construction of the split chain in the case where m = 1 and we refer to [34] for further
details on the construction of the split chain. Each point x in E is splitted in x, = (x,0) € E, = E x {0}
and x; = (x,1) € E; = E x {1}. Each set B in X is splitted in B, = B x {0} and B; = B x {1}. Thus,
we have defined a new probability space (E*,%*) where E* = EgUE; and ¥* = 0(By,B; : B€ Z). A
measure 1) on X splits into two measures on E, and E; by defining n* on (E*, ©*) through

n*(By) =n(BNC)1—-56,)+n(BNC)
n*(B) =n(BNC)5,,.

Now we define a new transition probability P*(,-) on (E*, ©*) with

P(x,-)* ifx¢é¢Cande=0
P*((x,e),)=4 (1—=6,) " (P(x, ) —6,u*) ifxeCande=0
u* ife=1

The split chain associated with (X,),, is then defined as the Markov chain ((X,,R,)), on E* with tran-
sition kernel P*. After the previous rigorous construction of the split chain, we can give the following
interpretation of the method. Each time the chain reaches C, there is a possibility for the chain to re-
generate. Each time the chain is at x € C, a coin is tossed with probability of success 6,,,. If the toss
is successful, then the chain is moved according to the probability distribution u, otherwise, according
to (1—6,,)" 1 (P(x,)—&,,u(-)). Overall, the dynamic of the chain is not affected by this coin toss, but
at each time the toss is successful, the chains regenerates with regeneration distribution y independent
from x. In particular if Assumption 1 holds, the whole space is small and if in addition m = 1, the chain
regenerates with probability 6,, at each time step.

B Additional proofs

B.1 Proof of Proposition 1

Since the split chain has the same distribution as the original Markov chain, we get that (X;); is -
irreducible for some measure 1) and uniformly ergodic. From [34, Theorem 16.0.2], Assumption 1 en-
sures that for every measurable set A C E x {0,1} such that y)(A) > 0, there exists some k, > 1 such
that
sup E[x;*[X; = x] < o0,
X

where 7, := inf{n > 1 : X, € A} is the first hitting time of the set A. Let us recall that T; and T, are

defined as hitting times of the atom of the split chain E x {1} which is accessible (i.e. the atom has a
positive p-measure). Hence, there exist C > 0 and « > 1 such that,

sup E[x 70 X} = x] = sup E[exp(T 1y log(x))|X, = x] < C.
X X

Considering k > 1 such that C'/¥ < 2, a straight forward application of Jensen inequality gives that
max([| Ty [y, I Tally,) < k/log(x). u
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B.2 Talagrand inequality for Markov chains

In the section, we show that in the proof of Theorem 1, we can use the concentration inequality for the
supremum of an empirical process of [39, Theorem 3].
Let us consider the sequence of random variables W = (W, ..., W,) on the probability space (9, .«,P)
taking values in the measurable space S = E x F"~! where F is the subset of the set Z(E,R) of all
measurable functions from (E, X2) to (R, 8(IR)) that are bounded by A. Note that
{OQ'(E,]R)} U {pi,j(xy ‘) P XE E; l’] € [n]} CF

We define

@ :={DeP(F): Vien-1l¥jeli+1,...n}, f; (D) ex},
where & (F) is the powerset of F and where Yie [n—1], Vje{i+1,...,n},

fij 1 (E,E) = (F,2(F))
X = Pi,j(X, ).
Then we have the following straightforward result.
Lemma 7 # is a o-algebraon F.

In the following, we endow the space F with the o-algebra & and we consider on S the product o-algebra
given by
S =0({CxDyx--xD, : CEX, D;eP Vje(2,...,n}}).

For all i € [n], we define W; by

Wi = Xi: O’"':O:pi,i+1(Xi;')api,i+2(Xi")""’pi,n(Xi")
———

(i—1) times
Hence for all i € [n], W; is o(X;)-measurable. Let us consider for any i € [n —1],

@, :(E,X)—>(S5,%)

X = x:OFa---:OFapi,i+l(xa');“':pi,n(x;')
(i—1) times
Then, one can directly see that for all i € [n — 1], W; = $,(X;) and by construction of # and &, ®; is

measurable. Indeed, each coordinate of ®; is measurable by construction of # and this ensures that ®;
is measurable thanks to the following Lemma.

Lemma 8 (See [2, Lemma 4.49]) Let (X, %), (X, %) and (X,, 3,) be measurable spaces, and let f; : X —
X, and fy: X — X,. Define f : X — Xy xX, by f(x) = (f1(x), f5(x)). Then f : (X,Z) = (X; %X, %L, 0%,)
is measurable if and only if the two functions f; : (X,X) — (X;,%;) and f, : (X,Z) — (X,,%,) are both
measurable.

Then it holds for any i € {2,...,n—1} and any G € &,
P(W; €G|W_,)
=P(2;(X;) €G | W)
=P(®(X;)€G|X;4)
=P(X; €%, (G) | X;_1)
=P (X 1,9 (6))
=[(2)4PX;1,°)] (G), (16)
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where (®;)4P(X;_;,-) denotes the pushforward measure of the measure P(X;_;,-) by the measurable
map ®;. We deduce that W, is non-homogeneous Markov chain. Moreover, (16) proves that the transition
kernel of the Markov chain (W, ), from state i—1 to state i is given by KU"10 where for all (x, p,,...,p,) €
S and forall G € &,

K((x, pa, - .., Pa), G) = [(81)4P(x,)](G).

One can easily generalize this notation. Let us consider some i,j € [n] with i < j and let us de-
note K/ the transition kernel of the Markov chain (W,.), from state i to state j. Then for all x € E, for
all p,,...,p, € F and forall G € &,

K(i’j)((x;pZ: s ;pn) E] G) = [(@])#Pl_l(x’ )] (G):
We introduce the mixing matrix I' = (y; ;)1 <; j<n—1 Where coefficients are defined by

Yij := sup sup [|L(W;|W; = w;) — L(W;|W; = z))l7v.

w; €S ;€S

For any w € S = E x F""1, we denote w the first coordinate of the vector w. Hence, w(!) is an element
of E. Then

Yij = SUp Sup sup )[(é )4 P (W, )] (G)— [(¢j)#Pj7i(Z§1)’ ')] (G)‘

w; €S %,€S GES

= sup sup sup
w; €S 7,€S GeS

P (W, 871(6)) — P (21, @) (G))|
pi (wgl), C) —pit (zi(l), C))

—supsupsup|PJ (x;,C)—PI™ xl,C)|

XEEx cECeX

< sup sup sup
w;€S 2,€S CEX

= sup sup [P/~ (x;, ) — () + () = P77 (x, iy

X;€E x/eE

< sup [P (i, ) = wOllgy +sup 1P (x, ) = Oy

x;€E x/€E
<2Lp’™,
where in the first inequality we used that @; : (E,X) — (S, ) is measurable and in the last inequality

we used the uniform ergodicity of the Markov chain (X;);s;. We deduce that

n—1

1d+ > p'N,

=1

Tl < 2L

>

where N; = (l) represents the nilpotent matrix of order [ defined by
! 1<i,j<n-1

o_[1 ifj—i=lI

"ji= 1 0 otherwise.
Since for each 1 <1 <n—1, ||N|| < 1, it follows from the triangular inequality that
Ir < ZLZp <15

To conclude the proof and get the concentration result stated in Lemma 4, one only needs to apply [39,
Theorem 3] with the class of functions & and with the Markov chain (W,),. Let us recall that & is
defined by F = {f; : Z?ZZEIEJ(X]’.)lk/(k_” =1} where for any & = (&,,...,&,) € [ [1_, L¥&D(»),

Yw=(x,pz,...,p,) EEX F"", fg(W)—prJ(y)éj(y)dV(y)
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B.3 Hoeffding inequality for uniformly ergodic Markov chains

Alarge number of different Hoeffding inequalities for Markov chains can be found in the literature such as
in[18],[8],[36] or [24]. We need such concentration result in our proofs and our goal is to find one that
match our assumptions and that does not ask condition on the initial distribution of the chain. As stated
in [8, Lemma 1], for a ¢-irreducible and aperiodic Markov chain, a Hoeffding inequality with exponents
independent of the initial state of the chain exists if and only if the chain is uniformly ergodic. Some
Hoeffding inequalities for uniformly ergodic Markov chains without condition on the initial distribution
already exist (see [24] or [8]), but they require n to be large enough to hold or can involve quantities
related to the chain that we did not use so far (such that the Drazin inverse of I—P). This is the reason why
we propose here to prove briefly a different Hoeffding inequality for uniformly ergodic Markov chains
that holds for any sample size n, any initial distribution of the chain and that only uses the notations
from Section 2.

Proposition 3 Let (X;);~1 be a Markov chain on E uniformly ergodic (namely satisfying Assumption 1)
with invariant distribution 1 and let us consider some function f : E — R such that Ex. . [f(X)] =0
and ||f |lee < A. Then it holds for any t = 0

e[S ) oo L2522, 1)),

i=1
for some universal constant K.
In particular, since by definition of T and of the Orlicz norm we have E[T,] < (E[eTZ/T] —1)7 <7, it holds
forany t >0

ST
i=1

1 2
P Zt Sl6exp _K(m T)E 5

where K(m, t) = 2Km?1? for some universal constant K > 0.

Proof of Proposition 3.
Let us consider N =sup{i € N : mS;,; + m—1 > n}. Then,

n N n
S| =Dz+ D fx)
i=1 =0

i=m(Sy+1)

IN/2] L((N=1)/2] n
= Z Zy |+ Zopa |+ Z f&D|- 17)
1=0 1=0 i=m(Sy+1)
We have IZ?zm(sN S (X;)] £ AmTy,4. So using the definition of the Orlicz norm and the fact that the

random variables (T;);», are i.i.d., it holds for any t > 0,

IP( ST

i=m(Sy+1)

t
Am

t
< P(max(T;, Ty) = —)
Am
t t
<P(T; =2 —)+P(Ty =2 —
(Th Am) (T, Am)
t
<4 (——)
eXp AmT

In order to control the first two terms in (17), we need to describe the tail behaviour of the random
variable N with Lemma 9.

34



Lemma 9 (See [1, Lemma 5])
KTy, I T2lly, <7, then

ET.
P(N>R) < 2exp(—n 2),

8712
where R = [3n/(IET,)].

The random variable Zy; is 0(Xpy(s, 1) - - - »Xm(s,,,, +1)—1)-measurable. Hence the random variables (Z;);
are independent (see Section 2.3). Moreover, one has that for any [, IE[Z;] = 0. This is due to [34,
Eq.(17.23) Theorem 17.3.1] together with the assumption that Ey...[f(X)] = 0. Let us finally notice
for any [ > 0, |Zy| < AmTy4, so ||Zylly, < Ammax(||T;lly , IT2lly,) < Amt. One can similarly get
that (Zy,1); are independent with E[Z,,,] = 0 and [|Zy4|, <Am7 for all [ € N. Using these facts we
have for any t > 0,

[N/2] L(N-1)/2]
]P( Z Zy| + Zy41| 2 t)
1=0 1=0
N/2] L(N-1)/2] nET.
SIP( > Zy|+ Zotir 2t,NSR)+2exp(— 8T22)
1=0 1=0
- - nkT,
<P (osrsré?}%{/zj ;Zﬂ = t/Z) +P (Ogsgr&gz(l)/zj ZZ:O:ZZHI = t/2) + 2exp (— 8oz )

[R/2]

[(R—1)/2]
53]13( > 2y 2t/6)+3]P( > Zun
=0 =0

<12 1 . t2 t o ( nlETZ)
exp| —= min , exp| — R
- P 8 36RA2m272° 6Am~T P 8712

where we used Lemma 6 in the last inequality.

ET.
> t/6) +2exp (_n 2

8.2 ) (Using Lemma 10)
T

Lemma 10 (see [30, Proposition 1.1.1]) If X;,X,,... are independent Banach space valued random vari-
ables (not necessarily identically distributed), and if S, = Zle X;, then

. < . .
]P(lrgjjaS)iHS]H > t) < BP;?S)%(]P(HSJH > t/S)
Gathering the previous results, we obtain that for any t > 0

il

Since the left hand side of the previous inequality is zero for t > nA, and since m > 1, we obtain
Proposition 3. |

n

D)

i=1

B.4 Bernstein’s inequality for non-stationary Markov chains

This subsection is dedicated to the proof of Proposition 4 which is used in the proof of Theorem 1. A
Bernstein type concentration inequality was proved in [27] for stationary Markov chains. Following the
work of [18], we extend the previous Bernstein inequality to the framework of non-stationary Markov
chains with initial distribution that satisfies Assumption 4.(ii). Contrary to Proposition 3, this concentra-
tion handles the setting where the sum involves different functions (f;);. This is of interest for Theorem 1
when we allow the kernel functions h; ; to depend on both i and j.

Proposition 4 Suppose that the sequence (X;);», is a Markov chain satisfying Assumptions 1 and 4.(ii)
with invariant distribution 1 and with an absolute spectral gap 1— A > 0. Let us consider some n € IN* and
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bounded real valued functions (f;)1<i<n such that for any i € {1,...,n}, ffi(x)dﬁ(x) =0and ||fillec < ¢
for some ¢ > 0. Let 0* =3 ffiz(x)dn(x)/n. Then for any € > 0 it holds

*/(2q)
(Zfl(x)>8) n’pexp(—m),

where A, = A and A, := ]ll 0t = ;\]lx>o q is the constant introduced in Assumption 4.(ii). Stated
otherwise, for any u>0it holds

1< 2quA 2quA, o2
p (L33 s000> ke 2 |
nl.:l n n

B.4.1 Proof of Proposition 4.

dy
dn

1+

dx
dmil, .,

—u

Let us recall that we denote indifferently I, or IP the probability distribution of the Markov chain (X;);>;
when the distribution of the first state X is y, whereas IP,, refers to the distribution of the Markov chain
when the distribution of the first state X, is the invariant measure 7.

In [27], they proved that for any 0 < t < (1 —A)/(5¢), it holds

. 2 232
E, [etZl:Iﬁ(Xl)] < exp(%(e“ —tc—1)+ L)
c

1—A—>5ct

We deduce that for any 0 < t < (1 —2A)/(5¢q),

n d n
E, [elezlfl(Xl)] <E, [_X(Xl)etzlzlﬁ(&)]

1/p
<1Ex (X E_[eat S, fxa LM
1 T
= d)( gt S (X)) 1/q
~|a= ﬁ,p{En[e !
dy no? no?age? ||
<lix B9 (etee —qe—1) + —2 245
<7z ﬂp{exp( = (e gc—1) 7ot
d)( TlO'Z tqc TlO'zxqt2
~dn PrCACE Chu D p gl 18
dr mpexp(qcz(e ac—1) 1—A—>5cqt (18)

Let us define

0 ift<o0
g.(t)= %(etqc—th—l) ift>0

and
0 ift<0
_ no?iqt?
gz(t) - 1—A—5cqt if0< f j W
+00 if t > g

In order to lower-bound the convex conjugate of the function g; + g,, we will need the convex conjugate
of g; and g, which are provided by Lemma 11. The proof of Lemma 11 can be found in Section B.4.2.

Lemma 11 g, and g, are closed proper convex functions with convex conjugates

h (slc) if e, >0
eR, gi(e)=1 swlmr) Vo 1
Ve ek, gi(e) { +00 ife; <0 (19
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with hy(w) =1 +u)log(l1+u)—u=> 2(%1/3) forany u=>0, and

(1—l)£2h ( 5cey ) f >0
Ve, €R, gi(ey)=1{ ao?x 2tno22) Ye2=
2 &:(2) { +00 ife, <0

(20)

N2
with hy(u) = (52 ) = o,

Since g;(t) = O(t?) and g,(t) = O(t?) as t — 0T, te — g;(t) — g,(t) > 0 for small enough t > 0,
and te —g;(t) — g,(t) <0 for t < 0. Hence

(g1+82)(e)= sup et —g1(t) — go(t) = supet — g;(t) — g,(t).
0<t<(1-1)/(5¢q) teR

e If A > 0, then by the Moreau-Rockafellar formula [38, Theorem 16.4], the convex conjugate of g; + g
is the infimal convolution of their conjugates g7 and g7, namely

(g1+82)(e)= inf{gT(El) +85(ex):e=¢61+6y, 6,6 € R}-

Using (19) and (20), this reads as

£1C )+ (1-Me2 ( 5ce,

qno2 no2j

(g1+ ) (s)—mf{—h ( ):£:£1+£2, 51,8220}.

no?

Bounding h;(u) = 2(1+u/3) and h,(u) > 2(u+2), we have

: ey s i 2 c’e (1-2)e3 1 0
+g,)"(e) =inf{ — rE=¢€,+6&y, £1,60 >
§17 &2 qc2 2(no2 +ce/3) qno2A % +4 LrEe tpe2

> inf

{ e} (1—2)es 1

+ =61+ 6y, €1,60 20
2q(no? +ceq/3) 2q  5cey+2no2A e R }

Using the fact that ef/a + eg/b > (&, + £,)*/(a + b) for any non-negative ¢;, ¢, and positive a, b yield

g1+ £,)>
(g1 +82)"(e) = inf (& 2) te=g +6y, 6,60
2q(no2+ce/3)+ (1 ;\) (5ceq +2n021)
e2/(2
=inf 11 it q)s e =¢&1+ 6, £,6,20
14no? +ce /34 25 — 14
2/(2q)
- i+in 2+ Scs ’

where we used for the last inequality that for any ¢, > 0,

5ce;q
3201 _ 1-21-15)<0.
cer/3=1- 3(1 A)( )

eIfA=0,
nazh1 (i) - £2/(2q)

(g1+&)(e)=ge)="ZMh( 5 )= +ce/3’

We deduce from the previous computations that for any ¢, > 0 it holds
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P, (Zfi(xi) = 8)
i=1

<e*'E, [etz;l:l fi(Xi)] using Markov’s inequality

dx nO’Z nO'zlqtz

< —et ([ ZA _— tqc_t 1)y oA . "

¢ ar 71’pexp(qcz(e qgc—1) T—7—5eqr using (18)

d
= f; exp (—(g1 + g2)*(¢))

Tl p
e )

< d_)( x{ eXp( %/n(gz;r%) ifA>0 ‘

dm m,p exp(—n;z+cg/3) ifA=0

B.4.2 Proof of Lemma 11

The convex conjugate of g; is usual and follows from easy computations. We focus on the convex conju-
gate of g, which requires non-trivial computations.

Let f.(t) = et — % forany 0 < t < (1—A)/(5¢q). We have for any 0 < t < (1 —A)/(5¢q),

_ 2n0?Aqt(1—A—5cqt) + 5¢cq*no?Ac?
(1—A—5cqt)? ’

flly=¢

Hence, for 0 < t < (1—A)/(5¢cq) such that f/(t) = 0 we have
e(1—A—5cqt)? —2n02Aqt(1—A—>5cqt) —5cq’no?At? =0
& e(1—-2)2—10e(1—A)cqt +25ec?q?t?> —2n0%Aq(1 — A)t + 10no?cq?At? — 5n02cq?At2 =0
=3 e(1—2)?2—10e(1 — A)cqt +25ec%q?t? —2n02Aq(1 — M)t + 5no?cq?At? =0.
We are looking for the roots of a polynomial of degree 2 in t. The discriminant is
A = (10e(1 —A)cq + 2no?Aq(1 — A))? — 4e(1 — 1)*(25ec2q> + 5no?cq?A)
=4(1—21)*¢? [(56‘6 +no?A)? —g(25¢%¢ + SHGZCA)]
=4(1-21)*¢? [258262 +10nc?Aec + no*A? —25¢%¢% — 5n0'2c7Le]
= 4(1—A)*q*[5n0?Aec + no*A? ]
=4(1-2)*¢*n%0* A [u+1],
where u = 2%
Hence, the roots of the polynomial of interest are of the form

10e(1—A)cq +2n0?Aq(1—A) £ VA
2[25¢ec2q2 + 5no2cq?A]
2(1—A)gno?A [ n‘rc’fzcl + 1] + VA
B 10g2cno2A [ 25 +1]
:1—Axu+1iJEIT
5cq u+1

We deduce that the polynomial has a root in the interval [0, %) which is given by

e 1-2 o u+l—+vu+l
" 5cq u+1

>

and one can check that this critical point corresponds to a maximum of the function f,. We deduce that
for any € > 0,
no?iq(t*)>?

* — t*_
ge)=¢ 1—A—>5cqt*
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wr-vutl 5cq(u+1)—5cq(u+1—\/u+1)

no?Aqgg x x et { noAq(u+1—+vu+1) }
preawsl R
1_2‘ ch ch u+1— u+1
{ no?aq ( u+1—Vu+1)} { no2a (u+1—Vu+1)}
=t*"{e—

x
Scgvu+1 5c Ju+1
£(u+1—vu+ ) t*g{uVu+ —u—1+1/u+1}
+1 u+1
_ u+1—v +1 fu—+vu+1+1
B 5cq u+1 u
_ 2 _1)2 o 2
(1 k)e 1 (‘/—_1) Ju+1— :(1 Ae® (Vu+ 1) :(1 Ae hy(w),
q qno2i u? qno2i
where hy(u) = @ However, the function u — +u+ 1 is analytic on ]0,+o00o[ and for any v €

10, + oo,

Ok
v1+ =Z%ak,
k=0

where a, =1 and for all k € IN*, q; = %(% — 1)...(% —k+1). Hence, we have

VvFI-1 vkl 1 B 1
D B L Rl Z(k+1)'5(§_1) GP
RS 1°°(v/2)k 2’<
_5;(“1)' 2Z +1
- >1
1S5 0/2F, 1 ap_ 11
22; =02 ) s e

where we have denoted b, = 1 and for all k € IN*, b, = (—%) (—% - 1) . (—% —k+ 1). Hence we proved
that for any ¢ > 0,

1—2A)e? 1 5
( ) with u = ce

a=-ne, _5ce_
2qno2A  u+2 no2A’

gi(e) = 08 hy(u) >

B.5 Complement for the proof of Theorem 1

In this section, we only provide the part of the proof of Theorem 1 that needs to be modified to get the
result when the kernels h; ; depend on both i and j and when Assumption 4.(ii) holds. Keeping the

notations of Theorem 1, we only want to bound (E[Z])* (and thus a;) using a different concentration
result that can allow to deal with kernel functions h; ; that might depend on both i and j.
Let us recall that

(E[Zz]D* <E[Z*] (Using Jensen’s inequality)

k
k
= (SUPZ Z E] l[pl](Xl’X )gj(X )])

fe€Z 1 j=i+1

(Using Lemma 3)

i’

=F E;,

i=
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n j—1 k

=k By ZPi,j(XnX;)
j=2 i=1
Thus we have .
26
=7 M (]E|X, [e«@+KIGH] — a(1 + )KE [IC;1]— 1),
+¢€ =
where C; = f;} pij(X;, X J’ ) and where the notation Iy, refers to the expectation conditionally to the o-

algebra o(X,...,X).
Now we use a symmetrization trick: since e* —x —1 > 0 for all x and since e?*! 4 =¥ = ¥ 4 g=ax
adding Iy, [exp (—a(l + e)KIle)] + a(l+e)KE [|C;|]]—1 to a; gives

26 .
a; < 1—+M81EZ (Ex,[e“(1+f)’<cf] — 1+ By [ee@reake]— 1)‘ (21)
j=2

Let us consider some j € {2,...,n}. Conditionally on o(X},...,X)), C; is a sum of bounded functions
(by A) depending on the Markov chain. We denote

j—1
vi(X)) = D Bxenlp? (X, XX/ 1 < B}
i=1

and vk=h23?:2 Evi(x)) < ¢B*7Y (with €2 =370, 77 E[p?,(X;, X))D.
Remark that

EXlwrc[pi,j(Xi:X;)lXJ/’]
= Ex~r [hi,j(Xi,X]/-) —Eg.[h; ;(X;,X)] |X]/]

f (J (hi,j(xi,X]/-)—hi,j(xi,ff)])dﬂ'(xi))dﬂ(f)
= 0,

where the last equality comes from Assumption 3. We use a Bernstein inequality for Markov chain (see
Proposition 4 in Section B.4). Notice from Taylor expansion that (1—p/3)(e? —p—1) < p?/2forall p > 0.
Applying (18) with t = a(1 + £)K and ¢ = A (using the notations of the proof of Proposition 4), we get

that for & < [(1+€)K /G(Ayv/q/3+Bov/3/2)1 ' A[(1—A)2(1+¢)K /G (5A,/q(1 — A) "2 + V/32B,)1 7,
E‘X/[ea(lJrs)KlC}-l]

a?(1+ s)szqvj(XJf) vj(XJf)Aaz(l +£)?K?q
x Ex | exp + .
op 2—2Aqa(1+¢e)K/3 1—A—5a(l+¢)KAq

dy
< 2|2
- Hdﬂ:

Considering a < [(1+¢€)K /q(Ay/G/3+Bo+/3/2)I ' ALI-A)"Y2(1+e)K v (5A/G(1 — A) "2 + V/3ABy )7L e <
1 and using (21), this leads to
a 25 < a?(1+ e)szqvj(XJf) vj(XJf)JLaz(l +€)?K?q

=P 2—2Aqa(1+¢e)K/3 1—A—5a(l+¢)KAq

_ 20u Zn:ii a?(1+e)’K2qv(X))  v;(X)Aa*(1+e)’K*q k
1+e S & k| 2—2A0a(1+6)K/3 * 1—2—5a(1+¢€)KAq

2 k=1
0o _ 2 2772 Ak
_ 26y N Zl(g)k 1 a*(1+€)K qv;(X;)
1—|—z2j:2 st k! \ 2 2—2Aqa(l+¢)K/3
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26, (vj(X;)Aa2(1+s)2K2q

1
+ 3kt
1+¢ Zk‘ 1—2A—5a(1+¢)KAq

) (Using Lemma 2)
j=2 k=

Z 3k 2k(1+€)2kK2k kV 26M ZBkV}(’k 2k(1+8)2kK2k k

3(1+e = (4—4Aqa(1 + e)K/3)F 3(1+e) d(1-A— 5a(1 + £)KAq)
5M 3k 2k(1+€)2kK2k kCZBZ(k 1) 25M ZBkCZBZ(k 1)2’1( 2k(1+€)2kK2k k
3(1 +e)&d (2—2Aqa(l +€)K/3)k 3(1 +e) & (1—2A—5a(1 + £)KAq)

B (1 +£)C2a?K?5,,q N 25Mc21a2(1 +£)K?q
2—2Aqa(1+€)K/3—3a%(1+¢)2K2B3q 1—A—5a(l+¢)KAq —3B2Aa2(1+¢)2K2q
(1+¢)C%a%K?5,,q/2
T 1—Aqa(1+e)K/3— 3a2(1 + £)?K2B2q/2
26,,C?Aa?(1+€)K%q(1—A)!
1 5(1—-A)1a(l+e)KAq— 3321(1 —A)la?(1+¢€)2K2%q
(1+¢)C%a®K?5,,q/2
~ 1—a(l+e)K/G(A/G/3+B,v/3/2)
26, C%Aa?(1+€)K?q(1—A)!
1 a(1—A)"12(1 + €)K /G (5A/G(1 — A)~1/2 + v/3AB,)

From this bound on a;, one can follow exactly the steps of the proof of Theorem 1 to conclude the proof.
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