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Abstract

In this paper, we establish moment and Bernstein-type inequalities for additive

functionals of geometrically ergodic Markov chains. These inequalities extend

the corresponding inequalities for independent random variables. Our condi-

tions cover Markov chains converging geometrically to the stationary distribution

either in weighted total variation norm or in weighted Wasserstein distances. Our

inequalities apply to unbounded functions and depend explicitly on constants

appearing in the conditions that we consider.

Keywords: concentration inequalities for Markov chains, cumulant expansion

MSC Classification: 60E15 , 60J20 , 65C40

1 Introduction

In this paper, we derive concentration inequalities for linear statistics of Markov chains
under a geometric Foster-Lyapunov drift condition and either a minorization condition
(which implies V -equivalent geometric ergodicity) or a local Wasserstein contraction
(which implies convergence in weighted Wasserstein distance). For sums of indepen-
dent variables or martingale difference sequences, a wealth of inequalities have been
developed, see, e.g., [1]. At the same time, less attention has been paid to the Markov
case. In particular, most existing results are either not quantitative in terms of the
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dependence on the initial condition or the mixing rate of the Markov chain (see
Section 2.3 for an overview), or they can only be applied to restricted functions. In this
paper, the Bernstein and Rosenthal type inequalities for Markov chains are obtained
using the cumulant techniques ([2, 3]) with explicit dependence on the initial distribu-
tion of the Markov chain and its mixing rate. In the following, we briefly discuss the
Bernstein and Rosenthal type inequalities for sums of independent random variables.

Let (Yℓ)
n
ℓ=1 be a sequence of independent centered random variables and set Sn =

∑n
ℓ=1 Yℓ. Under Bernstein’s condition, that is,

|E[Y kℓ ]| ≤ (k!/2) Var(Yℓ)c
k−2 , for all ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , n} and integers k ≥ 3 , (1)

the following two-sided Bernstein inequality holds: for any t > 0 and n ∈ N,

P(|Sn| ≥ t) ≤ 2 exp

{

− t2/2

Var(Sn) + ct

}

. (2)

The condition (1) can be further relaxed, see e.g. [1, Chapter 2, Theorem 2.9]. Bern-
stein’s condition and inequality can be further generalized by cumulant expansion, as
suggested by [4]. Recall that the k-th cumulant of a random variable Y is defined as

Γk(Y ) =
1

ik
dk

dtk
(

log E[eitY ]
)

∣

∣

∣

∣

t=0

.

It is shown in [4] that if there exist γ ≥ 1 and B ≥ 0 such that

|Γk(Sn)| ≤ (k!/2)γ Var(Sn)Bk−2 for all integers k ≥ 2 , (3)

then for all t ≥ 0, the following Bernstein-type bound holds

P(|Sn| ≥ t) ≤ 2 exp

{

− t2/2

Var(Sn) +B1/γt(2γ−1)/γ

}

. (4)

In [3, Theorem 3.1] it is shown that the condition (3) is satisfied if, for example, the
following generalization of (1) holds: there exists K > 0, so that

|E[Y kℓ ]| ≤ (k!/2)γ Var(Yℓ)K
k−2 , for all ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , n} and integers k ≥ 2 . (5)

Moreover, it can be shown that (5) also holds for subexponential random variables.
More precisely, define the Orlicz norm ‖Yℓ‖ψ1/γ

= inf{t > 0 : E[ψα(|Yℓ|/t)] ≤ 1},
where for α > 0 we set ψα(x) = ex

α − 1. Following [5] and [6], we can show that
if ‖maxℓ∈{1,...,n} Yℓ‖ψ1/γ

< ∞ and γ ≥ 1, then there are some universal constants
a, b > 0 (depending on γ but not on the distribution of Yℓ) such that for any t > 0
and n ∈ N,

P(|Sn| ≥ t) ≤ 2 exp

{

− t2

aVar(Sn) + b‖maxℓ∈{1,...,n} Yℓ‖1/γψ1/γ
t(2γ−1)/γ

}

. (6)
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A simple example in [5] shows that in general ‖maxℓ∈{1,...,n} Yℓ‖ψ1/γ
cannot be

replaced by maxℓ∈{1,...,n} ‖Yℓ‖ψ1/γ
without introducing an additional factor log(n).

Moment inequalities also play an important role in studying the properties of
sums of random variables. For sums of martingale difference sequences, [7] shows the
following version of Rosenthal’s inequality (see [8]): for q ≥ 2,

E[|Sn|q] ≤ Cq
{

qq/2 Var(Sn)q/2 + qqE[| max
ℓ∈{1,...,n}

Yℓ|q]
}

, (7)

where C is a universal constant. An important property of (7) is that if it is satisfied
for every q ≥ 2 and ‖maxℓ∈{1,...,n} Yℓ‖ψ1 < +∞, then Sn satisfies an Bernstein’
inequality of the form (6) with γ = 1 can be established. Assuming that |Yℓ| ≤ M ,
using Markov’s inequality one easily obtains, for example

P(|Sn| ≥ t) ≤ e2 exp

{

−
(

t

Ce Var1/2(Sn)

)2

∧ t

CeM

}

. (8)

In this paper we are concerned with the derivation of bounds of the form (4) and
(7) for Sn as an additive functional of a Markov chain. More precisely, we consider
a Markov kernel Q on (X,X ) for which we assume that there is a unique stationary
distribution π. Let g : X 7→ R be a measurable function satisfying π(|g|) <∞. We set
up Rosenthal- and Bernstein-type inequalities for the sums

Sn =

n−1
∑

ℓ=0

{g(Xℓ)− π(g)} , (9)

where {Xn : n ∈ N} is a Markov chain with Markov kernel Q and initial distribution ξ.
We focus on Markov kernels that converge geometrically to the stationary distribution,
either in the V -total variation or in the weighted Wasserstein distance. Although we
do not use regeneration techniques, the results we obtain have in common with those
presented in [5, 9–12] the goal of obtaining bounds with explicit and computable
constants. This requirement is crucial to obtain, for example, deviation estimates
for Markov Chain Monte Carlo or finite-time bounds for stochastic approximation
algorithms with Markovian noise. The proof method we use is based on the [4] (see
also [3]) outlined cumulant expansion techniques and was further developed in [13]
for weakly dependent processes. In the stationary case (when the initial condition ξ is
equal to π), one of the main steps of the proof is to bound centered moments associated
with {g(Xℓ)}n−1

ℓ=0 (see Section 4.1 for the corresponding definitions). This connection
follows from the Leonov-Shiryaev formula, see [2]. As far as we know, this is the first
application of the Leonov-Shiryaev formula to Markov chains.

Unlike [13], which considers the case of weakly dependent sequences, sharper esti-
mates can be obtained using the Markov property. Finally, we also treat the case of
an arbitrary initial distribution ξ. We derive results for the non-stationary case using
coupling methods (distributional in the V -uniform geometrically ergodic case and a
Markov coupling in the weighted Wasserstein case).
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The paper is organized as follows. The main results are presented in Section 2.
We divide it into two parts corresponding to two sets of conditions. In Section 2.1
we consider V -geometrically ergodic Markov chains, while in Section 2.2 we consider
Markov chains that converge geometrically in weighted Wasserstein distances. We
discuss and compare our results with the literature in Section 2.3. The proofs are
postponed to Section 4.

Notations

Let (X,X ) be a measurable space and Q a Markov kernel on (X,X ). For a measurable
function V : X → [1,∞), define LV as a set of all measurable functions g : X → R,
which ‖g‖V = supx∈X{|g(x)|/V (x)} < ∞. The V -norm of a signed measure ξ on
(X,X ) is defined by ‖ξ‖V =

∫

X
V (x)d |ξ| (x), for V : R → [1,+∞), where |ξ| is the

absolute value of ξ. In the case V ≡ 1, the V -norm is the total variation norm and
is denoted by ‖·‖TV. Equivalently (see [14, Theorem D.3.2] for details), ‖ξ‖V can be
defined as ‖ξ‖V = sup{ξ(g) : ‖g‖V ≤ 1}.

For each probability measure ξ on (X,X ) we denote by Pξ (resp. Eξ) the probability
(resp. the expected value) on the canonical space (XN,X⊗N) such that the canonical
process is {Xn : n ∈ N} is a Markov chain with initial probability ξ and Markov kernel
Q. By convention, we set Ex = Eδx for all x ∈ X.

Denote for any q ∈ [1,∞) the 2q-th moment of the standard Gaussian distribution
on R by mG,q = (2q)!/(q!2q) = 2qΓ((2q+1)/2)/π1/2, where Γ is the Gamma function.

2 Main results

2.1 Geometrically V -ergodic Markov chains

First, we consider the case where the Markov kernel Q is V -uniformly geometrically
ergodic. We impose the following assumptions on the Markov kernel Q:
A 1. There exist a measurable function V : X → [e,∞), λ ∈ (0, 1), and b ≥ 0 such
that for any x ∈ X, QV (x) ≤ λV (x) + b.

Note that, in contrast to the usual definition of Lyapunov functions in the Markov
chain literature, we assume here that V takes values in [e,+∞), rather than in [1,+∞).
This choice allows us to avoid technical problems when we consider W = logV later
in this section.
A 2. There are an integer m ≥ 1, ǫ ∈ (0, 1), and d ∈ R+, such that the level set
{x ∈ X : V (x) ≤ d} is (m, ǫ)-small and λ + 2b/(1 + d) < 1. The quantities λ and b
are defined in A 1.

The definition of (m, ǫ)-small set can be found, e.g., in [14, Definition 9.1.1.]. In
particular, it is known that the Markov kernel Q is known to be uniformly geometri-
cally ergodic if and only if the entire space X is (m, ǫ)-small, see [14, Theorem 15.3.1].
Under A1 and A2, the Markov kernel Q admits a unique invariant probability mea-
sure π satisfying π(V ) < ∞. Moreover, [14, Theorem 19.4.1] implies that for any
probability measure ξ satisfying ξ(V ) <∞ and all n ∈ N,

‖ξQn − π‖TV ≤ ‖ξQn − π‖V ≤ c{ξ(V ) + π(V )}ρn , (10)
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where the constants ρ and c are given by

log ρ =
log(1− ǫ) log λ̄m

m
(

log(1− ǫ) + log λ̄m − log b̄m
) ,

λ̄m = λm + 2bm/(1 + d) , b̄m = λmbm + d , bm = b(1− λm)/(1− λ) ,

c = ρ−m{λm + (1− λm)/(1− λ)}{1 + b̄m/[(1− ǫ)(1 − λ̄m)]} .

(11)

Before proceeding with our main results, we introduce some additional quantities. For
each q ∈ N, u ∈ {1, . . . , q − 1} and γ ≥ 0, we introduce

Bγ(u, q) =
(2q)!

u!

∑

(k1,...,ku)∈Eu,q

u
∏

i=1

(ki!)
γ+2 , (12)

where Eu,q = {(k1, . . . , ku) ∈ N
u :

∑u
i=1 ki = 2q , ki ≥ 2}. Note that the cardinality

of Eu,q is
(

2q−u−1
u−1

)

which implies and upper bound

Bγ(u, q) ≤ (2q)!

u!

(

2q − u− 1

u− 1

)

(

(2q − 2u+ 2)!
)2+γ

2(u−1)(2+γ) . (13)

We first establish a Rosenthal-type inequality for uniformly V -geometrically ergodic
Markov chains. The leading term is the variance (under stationarity) scaled by the
corresponding moment of the Gaussian distribution.
Theorem 1. Assume A 1, A 2, and let q ∈ N

∗. Then, for any function g ∈ LV 1/(2q) ,

Eπ[|Sn|2q] ≤ mG,q{Varπ(Sn)}q + C
2q
0 ‖ḡ‖2qV 1/(2q)

q−1
∑

u=1

B0(u, q)nu

ρu/2 log2q−u (1/ρ)
, (14)

where

C0 = 2cπ(V ) . (15)

Proof. The proof is postponed to Section 4.3.

Remark 1. Note that the bound (14) scales homogeneously w.r.t. the factor
{log(1/ρ)}−1. Indeed, for any g ∈ LV 1/(2q) , we get applying Lemma 23, that

Varπ(Sn) ≤ 5nc1/2ρ−1/2{log 1/ρ}−1π(V )3/2‖ḡ‖2V 1/2 .

Thus, applying Lemma 24 and dividing both parts of (14) by n2q, we obtain from (14)
that

Eπ
[
∣

∣

Sn

n

∣

∣

2q]
. qq

(

ρ−1/2

n log(1/ρ)

)q

+ q2q
q−1
∑

u=1

(

ρ−1/2(2q − u)2

en log(1/ρ)

)2q−u
. (16)

Here a . b stands for a ≤ c b where c prefactor, depending upon c, π(V ), and ‖ḡ‖V 1/(2q) .
That is, for n = κρ−1/2/ log(1/ρ), the r.h.s. of (16) scales with κ−1.
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The above result can be extended using the construction of the exact distributional
coupling for any initial distribution (see Section 4.4 for the necessary definitions). It
is worth noting that in our approach it is not necessary to assume that the Markov
chain is strongly aperiodic (unlike [10]).
Theorem 2. Assume A 1, A 2 and let q ∈ N

∗. Then, for any probability measure ξ
on (X,X ) satisfying ξ(V ) <∞ and g ∈ LV 1/(2q) ,

Eξ
[
∣

∣Sn
∣

∣

2q] ≤ 22q−1Eπ
[
∣

∣Sn
∣

∣

2q]
+ 26q−1‖ḡ‖2q

V 1/(2q)c{ξ(V ) + π(V )} q2q

ρ(log(1/ρ))2q
.

Proof. The proof is postponed to Section 4.4.

In the above results we fix q ∈ N
∗ and consider a function g ∈ LV 1/(2q) . Of course,

with these assumptions we can only obtain moment bounds of order 2q or smaller and
cannot control the exponential moments of Sn. In our next statement, we consider
the case of the function g ∈ LWγ , where W = logV and γ ≥ 0. Note that when
γ = 0, LWγ coincides with the set of bounded functions. In this case, in addition to
the Rosenthal-type bound (14), we can formulate a counterpart of the Bernstein-type
bound (6). We begin with the result that is a counterpart of Theorem 1.
Theorem 3. Assume A1, A2 and let γ ≥ 0, q ∈ N

∗. Then for any g ∈ LWγ , it holds

Eπ[|Sn|2q] ≤ mG,q{Varπ(Sn)}q + C
2q
0 (2γ)2γq‖ḡ‖2qWγ

q−1
∑

u=1

Bγ(u, q)nu

ρu/2 log2q−u (1/ρ)
,

where C0 is defined in (15).

Proof. The proof is postponed to Section 4.5.

Similar to Theorem 2, we provide a version of the above statement for any initial
distribution.
Theorem 4. Assume A 1, A 2 and let γ ≥ 0, q ∈ N

∗. Then for any probability
measure ξ on (X,X ), and any g ∈ LWγ , it holds

Eξ
[∣

∣Sn
∣

∣

2q] ≤ 22q−1Eπ
[∣

∣Sn
∣

∣

2q]
+ 24q−2‖ḡ‖2qWγ c{ξ(V ) + π(V )}D(1)

q,γ , (17)

where

D(1)
q,γ = e−1ρ−1{log(1/ρ)}1−4q(4q − 2)! + ρ−1{log(1/ρ)}−1(4qγ/e)4qγ . (18)

Proof. The proof is postponed to Section 4.4.

We can also obtain Bernstein-type bound. We start from the stationary case.
Theorem 5. Assume A 1, A 2 and let γ ≥ 0. Then for any g ∈ LWγ and t ≥ 0, it
holds that

Pπ(|Sn| ≥ t) ≤ 2 exp

{

− t2/2

Varπ(Sn) + J
1/(γ+3)
n,Wγ t2−1/(γ+3)

}

. (19)
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Moreover, for any δ > 0 we get

Pπ

(

|Sn| ≥ 2
√

Varπ(Sn)
√

log(4/δ) + 4γ+3 Jn,Wγ{log(4/δ)}γ+3

)

≤ δ . (20)

Here the constant Jn,Wγ is given by

Jn,Wγ =

(

nρ−1/2{log(1/ρ)}−1C2
0‖ḡ‖2Wγ

Varπ(Sn)
∨ 1

)

21+3γγ3γC0‖ḡ‖Wγ

log(1/ρ)
. (21)

Proof. The proof is postponed to Section 4.6.

Comparing (19) with (4), one can see that in the subexponential regime t1/(γ+1)

is replaced by t1/(γ+3), as in [13]. This factor is caused by the dependence along the
observations of the Markov chain. Similar to (4), the constant Jn,Wγ is not distribution-
free, moreover, compared to (6), it is possible that Jn,Wγ scales with n. However, the
dependence in the distribution is fully explicit: one has to compare Varπ(Sn) with
n{log(1/ρ)}−1‖ḡ‖2Wγ .
Remark 2. For some particular instances of Markov chains, this comparison can be
done explicitly. Indeed, let us choose a function g with ‖ḡ‖Wγ ≤ 1, π(g2) < +∞, and
introduce for ℓ ∈ N the quantity

ςπ(g, ℓ) = Covπ(g(X0), g(Xℓ)) .

Under A 1 and A 2, the Markov chain isV -uniformly geometrically ergodic, which
implies

∑∞
ℓ=−∞ |ςπ(g, ℓ)| < ∞. Therefore, we can calculate the spectral density

f(g, λ) = (2π)−1
∑∞

ℓ=−∞ ςπ(g, ℓ)e−iℓλ, for λ ∈ [−π,+π]. If we additionally assume
that there is fmin ∈ R+ such that f(g, λ) ≥ fmin for all λ ∈ [−π, π], it is straightforward
to show that Varπ(Sn) ≥ nfmin and hence the constant

Jn,Wγ ≤
(

ρ−1/2{log(1/ρ)}−1C2
0

fmin
∨ 1

)

21+3γγ3γC0

log(1/ρ)

is independent of n.
Finally, we provide a Bernstein-type bound for the case of an arbitrary initial

distribution. For this proof we again use distributional coupling, but the reasoning is
more complicated to obtain Weibulian dependence in the initial conditions.
Theorem 6. Assume A1 and A2 and let γ ≥ 0. Then, for any initial distribution ξ
on (X,X ), g ∈ LWγ , and t ≥ 0, it holds setting ̟γ = 1/(1 + γ), that

Pξ(|Sn| ≥ t) ≤ Pπ(|Sn| ≥ t/4)

+

(

e− log(1/ρ)t̟γ /(41+̟γ ‖ḡ‖̟γ
Wγ̟γ)

ρ1/2
+

e−(1+γ)t̟γ/(21+2̟γ‖ḡ‖̟γ
Wγ γ)

1− ρ

)

c{ξ(V ) + π(V )} .

Proof. The proof is postponed to Section 4.4.
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It is worth noting that the exponent of the terms reflecting the dependence in the
initial conditions is 1/(1 + γ), as in [10, Theorem 5.1], but without the assumption
of strong aperiodicity. Finally, unlike [10, Theorem 5.1], the dependence in the initial
condition appears as a multiplicative factor rather than in the exponential rate.

2.2 Geometrically ergodic Markov chains with respect to

Wasserstein semi-metric

Now we extend the results obtained in Section 2.1 to the case of Markov kernels
that are geometrically contracting for a weighted Wasserstein (pseudo)distance. The
advantage of this setting is that we do not have to assume that the Markov kernel is
irreducible. This is a significant advantage for the study of stochastic algorithms (which
is one of the goals of this paper), but also for Markov chains in infinite dimensions;
see [15–17] and [14, Chapter 20] and references therein. In this section we assume that
(X, d) is a complete separable metric space and denote by X its Borel σ-field. Let
c : X× X→ R+ satisfy the following condition.
C1. c is a lower semicontinuous symmetric function such that c(x, x′) = 0 for x = x′.
Also, there is pc ∈ N

∗ such that for any x, x′ ∈ X, (d(x, x′) ∧ 1)pc ≤ c(x, x′) ≤ 1.
A function c satisfying C 1 is called distance-like. For two probability measures ξ

and ξ′ on (X,X ), we say that a probability measure ν on (X2,X⊗2) is a coupling of ξ
and ξ′, if for each A ∈ X , ν(A × X) = ξ(A) and ν(X × A) = ξ′(A). Denote by C(ξ, ξ′)
the set of couplings of ξ and ξ′ on (X,X ), and define

Wc (ξ, ξ′) = inf
ν∈C(ξ,ξ′)

∫

X×X

c(x, x′)ν(dxdx′) .

We say that K is a Markov coupling of Q if for all (x, x′) ∈ X2 and A ∈ X , K((x, x′),A×
X) = Q(x,A) and K((x, x′),X × A) = Q(x′,A). If K is a kernel coupling of Q, then
for every n ∈ N, Kn is a kernel coupling of Qn and for every ν ∈ C(ξ, ξ′), νKn is
a coupling of (ξQn, ξ′Qn), which means Wc (ξQn, ξ′Qn) ≤

∫

X×X
Knc(x, x′)ν(dxdx′).

For any probability measure ν on (X2,X⊗2), we denote by PK
ν (respectively EK

ν ) the
probability (respectively the expectation) on the canonical space ((X2)N, (X⊗2)⊗N)
such that the canonical process {(Xn, X

′
n) : n ∈ N} is a Markov chain with initial

probability ν and Markov kernel K. By convention, we set EK
x,x′ = EK

δx,x′
for all (x, x′) ∈

X2. Consider the following assumption, which weakens the d-small set condition of [15]
by allowing the contraction to occur in m ∈ N

∗ steps:
A3. There exist a kernel coupling K of Q, m ∈ N, ε ∈ (0, 1), κK ≥ 1 such that

Kc(x, x′) ≤ κKc(x, x′) , Kmc(x, x′) ≤ (1− ε1C̄(x, x′))c(x, x′) , (22)

where C̄ = {V ≤ d}×{V ≤ d} with λ+2b/(1+d) < 1 where λ and b are given in A1.
Define for x, x′ ∈ X, V̄ (x, x′) = {V (x) + V (x′)}/2, λ̄m = λm + 2bm/(1 + d),

bm = b(1−λm)/(1−λ), and d̄ = (d+1)/2. Consider the equation with unknown δ ≥ 0,

(1− ε)
(

λ̄m + bm + δ

1 + δ

)

=
λ̄md̄+ δ

d̄+ δ
. (23)
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Since necessarily, b ≥ 1, note that the left-hand side of this equation is a decreasing
function of δ, while the right-hand side is an increasing function. Hence, (23) has a
unique positive root (denoted by ζ) if (1 − ε)(λ̄m + bm) > λ̄m, and we define

δ∗ =

{

ζ if (1− ε)(λ̄m + bm) > λ̄m ,

0 otherwise .
(24)

We first note that the assumptions A 1 and A 3 imply the existence and unique-
ness of an invariant distribution π, and second, that for any initial ξ-distribution, the
ξQn-iterates geometrically converge to the invariant distribution π- for the pseudodis-
tance Wc1/2V̄ 1/2 . This result generalizes the weak Harris theorem of [15] (see also [14,
Theorem 20.4.5]).
Proposition 1. Assume A 1, A 3 and C 1, and let q ∈ N

∗. Then for (x, x′) ∈ X2,
p ≤ 2q, and n ∈ N, n ≥ m it holds

EK
x,x′[c1/2(Xn, X

′
n)V̄ p/(4q)(Xn, X

′
n)] ≤ κm/2K c

p/(2q)
K c1/2(x, x′)V̄ p/(4q)(x, x′)̺np/(2q) ,

(25)
where

̺ =
( λ̄md̄+ δ∗

d̄+ δ∗

)1/(2m)

< 1 , cK = (1 + b/(1− λ) + δ∗)1/2/̺m . (26)

Corollary 1. Assume A1, A3, and C 1. Then Q admits a unique invariant probability
measure π satisfying π(V ) <∞. Moreover, for all initial distributions ξ and n ∈ N,

Wc (ξQn, π) ≤W
c1/2V̄ 1/2 (ξQn, π) ≤ (1/

√
2)κ

m/2
K cK̺

n
[

ξ(V 1/2) + π(V 1/2)
]

. (27)

Proof. The proof is postponed to Section 4.7.

For a measurable function W : X → [1,∞), set W̄ (x, y) = (W (x) + W (y))/2, and
for β ∈ R+, define

[f ]β,W = max

{

sup
x,x′∈X , x 6=x′

|f(x)− f(x′)|
c1/2(x, x′)W̄ β(x, x′)

, sup
x∈X

|f(x)|
W β(x)

}

,

and Lβ,W = {f : X → R : [f ]β,W < ∞}. The first main result of this section is
a Rosenthal-type inequality for geometrically ergodic Markov chains in terms of the
Wasserstein semi-metric. Again, the leading term is the stationary variance multiplied
by the corresponding moment of a Gaussian random variable.
Theorem 7. Assume A 1, A 3, C 1, and let q ∈ N

∗. Then for any function g ∈
L1/(4q),V ,

Eπ[|Sn|2q] ≤ mG,q{Varπ(Sn)}q + C
2q
1 [ḡ]2q1/(4q),V

q−1
∑

u=1

B0(u, q)nu

̺u/2{log(1/̺)}2q−u , (28)

9



where B0(u, q) is defined in (12) and with cK in (26),

C1 = 2
√

2κ
m/2
K cK{π(V )}1/2 . (29)

Proof. The proof is postponed to Section 4.8.

Note that the right-hand side of (28) has the same homogeneous scaling with
respect to the ratio n/ log(1/̺) as in the corresponding bound for the V -geometrically
ergodic case (14). We can now extend this result to the non-stationary case in a similar
way to Theorem 2. We use here a coupling argument but unlike Theorem 2 we do
not use a distributional coupling but a coupling kernel together with the coupling
inequality outlined in Proposition 1.
Theorem 8. Assume A1, A3, C 1, and let q ∈ N

∗. Then, for any probability measure
ξ on (X,X ) satisfying ξ(V 1/2) <∞ and g ∈ L1/(4q),V , we get

Eξ
[∣

∣Sn
∣

∣

2q] ≤ 22q−1Eπ
[∣

∣Sn
∣

∣

2q]
+24q−1[ḡ]2q1/(4q),V κ

m/2
K cK{ξ(V 1/2)+π(V 1/2)} q2q

̺(log(1/̺))2q
.

Proof. The proof is postponed to Section 4.9.

Finally, we provide a series of results where we replace the class L1/(4q),V by the
class L1,Wγ for γ ≥ 0. We first prove a Rosenthal-type inequality in the stationary
case, which we then extend to the arbitrary inital distribution. Results below are the
analogues of Theorem 3 and Theorem 4. The proof in the stationary case again involves
an inequality on centered moments adapted to the weighted Wasserstein distance.
The extension to the non-stationary case still requires a coupling inequality but more
subtle than for Theorem 8.
Theorem 9. Assume A 1, A 3, C 1, let γ ≥ 0, q ∈ N

∗. Then for any g ∈ L1,Wγ , we
get

Eπ[|Sn|2q] ≤ mG,q{Varπ(Sn)}q + C
2q
1 (2γ)2γq[ḡ]2q1,Wγ

q−1
∑

u=1

Bγ(u, q)nu

̺u/2 log2q−u (1/̺)
,

where the constant C1 is defined in (29).

Proof. The proof is postponed to Section 4.10.

Theorem 10. Assume A1, A3, C 1. Then for any probability measure ξ on (X,X ),
γ ≥ 0, q ∈ N

∗ and function g ∈ L1,Wγ , it holds

Eξ
[
∣

∣Sn
∣

∣

2q] ≤ 22q−1Eπ
[
∣

∣Sn
∣

∣

2q]
+ 22q−1[ḡ]2q1,Wγ D(2)

q,γ ,

D(2)
q,γ = κ

m/2
K cK{ξ(V 1/2) + π(V 1/2)}̺−1

{

( 2
√

2

log(1/̺)

)4q
(4q − 1)! +

(8qγ/e)4qγ

log(1/̺)

}

.
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Proof. The proof is postponed to Section 4.11.

We conclude with a Bernstein-type inequality. The following results extend
Theorem 5 and Theorem 6. The proof of Theorem 5 is straightforward due to the
centered moment inequality. The non-stationary extension Theorem 12 requires more
effort to obtain the correct dependence in the initial conditions (which is the same as
in the V -geometric-ergodic case).
Theorem 11. Assume A 1, A 3, C 1. Then, for any γ ≥ 0, g ∈ L1,Wγ , and t ≥ 0,

Pπ(|Sn| ≥ t) ≤ 2 exp

{

− t2/2

Varπ(Sn) + J
1/(γ+3)
n,Wγ t2−1/(γ+3)

}

, (30)

where Jn,Wγ is given by

Jn,Wγ =

(

n̺−1/2{log(1/̺)}−1C2
1(2γ)4γ [ḡ]21,Wγ

Varπ(Sn)
∨ 1

)

2(2γ)2γC1[ḡ]1,Wγ

log(1/̺)
. (31)

Proof. The proof is postponed to Section 4.12.

Theorem 12. Assume A1, A3, C 1. Then, for any probability measure ξ on (X,X )
satisfying ξ(V 1/2) <∞, γ ≥ 0, function g ∈ L1,Wγ , and t ≥ 0, it holds that

Pξ(|Sn| ≥ t) ≤ Pπ(|Sn| ≥ t/2)

+ exp

(

− log(1/̺)t̟γ

23+̟γ [ḡ]
̟γ

1,Wγ̟γ

){

1 + (− log(̺)/4)
[κ
m/2
K cK{π(V 1/2) + ξ(V 1/2)}]1/2

̺1/4(1− ̺1/4)

}

+ exp

(

− (1 + γ)υγt
̟γ

25+̟γ [ḡ]
̟γ

1,Wγγ

){

1 + υγ sup
a≥e
{a4−1υγ log(a)} [κ

m/2
K cK{π(V 1/2) + ξ(V 1/2)}]υγ

1− ̺υγ

}

,

where ̟γ = 1/(1 + γ) and υγ = 1 ∧ (2γ)−1 .

Proof. The proof is postponed to Section 4.13.

2.3 Related works

Moment bounds and the concentration of the additive function of Markov chains have
been studied in many papers using a wealth of different techniques; the list of papers
below does not claim to be exhaustive, but rather provides a selection of existing results
and related theoretical tools. [18] used coupling techniques to obtain Azuma-Hoeffding
type inequality (the variance parameter is not considered) for geometrically ergodic
Markov chains and bounded functions g 1; this result was extended to unbounded
functions by [19] but with random normalization. In [20], Hoeffding inequalities are
derived using Marton coupling. [21] extends Marton’s information-theoretic approach
to obtain Gaussian concentration results for uniformly ergodic Markov chains and Φ-
mixing processes. Probability bounds for Markov kernels that are contractive with

1[18] considered separately bounded functions, which is more general than additive functionals
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respect to a Wasserstein distance are presented in [22]. However, additional conditions
are needed involving quantities such as granularity and local dimension, which are
difficult to evaluate in most applications.

Using Kato’s perturbation theory on the spectrum of bounded operators on Hilbert
space [23], [24] establishes Chernoff-type bounds for Markov chains on general state
spaces and bounded functions g. This work was followed by [25–27], which establish
Hoeffding and Berstein probability bounds using spectral methods for Markov chains
and bounded functions g under the assumption that Q admits a positive absolute
spectral gap. Note also that geometric ergodicity assumptions (see A 1 and A 2) do
not necessarily imply the existence of a spectral gap (see [28]).

[29, 30] develop the theory of multiplicative regular Markov chains based on
multiplicative drift conditions which strengthen the classical Foster-Lyapunov drift
conditions. These conditions, introduced by [31], play a key role in the study of large
deviations of additive functions of Markov chains. Multiplicative drift conditions are
generally difficult to verify; see the discussion in [10, Section 3.1]. The bounds reported
in these papers are not quantitative: the bounds depend on the multiplicative Poisson
equation, which amounts to solving an eigenvalue problem for an operator associated
with Q.

[5, 9–12, 32] use regenerative decompositions to obtain, among others, moment
bounds and Bernstein inequalities under A1 and A2. These techniques are based on
the Numellin splitting construction (see [33] and [34]), which allows the sum Sn to
be decomposed into a random number of single-valued blocks of random length. The
regenerative decomposition allows one to derive exponential inequalities for additive
functionals of Markov chains from the concentration of a (random) sum of one-
dependent random variables, at the cost of some very non-trivial technical work.
[10, Theorem 1] provides a Bernstein-type inequality for a V -uniformly geometrically
ergodic strongly aperiodic Markov chain and unbounded functions. [12, Theorem 1]
extends the result to aperiodic Markov chains, but is restricted to bounded functions
and does not give an explicit expression for constants.

Moment bounds and Bernstein-type inequalities have also been obtained under var-
ious conditions of weak dependence/mixing; see [13, 35, 36]. In general, these results
are not directly comparable because the bounds depend on different types of weak
dependence/mixing coefficients instead of drift conditions and local minorization/-
contraction conditions. However, the connections between weak dependence/mixing
assumptions and V -geometric ergodicity are discussed in detail in [10]. The results
based on weak dependence / mixing methods are more appropriate for the stationary
case. The extensions for the non-stationary case are less accurate than those given in
our work (the way the bounds depend on the initial conditions). Finally, note that
our proof for the stationary case is based on the argument developed by [13], which
we adapt to the Markov case. Compared to that work, we replace a covariance bound
with an accurate bound for centered moments.
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3 Applications

There are a wealth of examples of V -uniformly geometrically ergodic Markov chains
satisfying A 1 and A 2; for example [37, Chapter 15], [38], and [14, Chapters 2,15].
Using for example [38], we can write Bernstein inequalities for additive functions of
Markov Chains Monte Carlo methods in R

d. Such examples are classic and come close
to those given in [10], so we prefer to focus on examples that demonstrate the results
of Section 2.2. Our first example is an application to an Monte Carlo algorithm in
Hilbert space. Our second example is an analysis of averaging methods for a stochastic
approximation algorithm. We verify for each of these examples that the assumptions
we consider in Section 2.2 are satisfied and therefore the corresponding results can be
applied.

The pre-conditioned Crank-Nicolson (pCN) algorithm

pCN introduced in [39, 40] is a Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) method which
aims at sampling from a target distribution π defined on a Hilbert space H with norm
‖·‖H and its Borel σ-field H. This method has been applied for Bayesian inference
in function spaces and other infinite-dimensional models, [40–44]; see also [45–48] for
generalizations and extensions.

Let µH be Gaussian measure µH on (H,H) with mean zero. Assume that the target
distribution π has a density with respect to µH of the form dπ/dµH ∝ exp(−ΦH), for
some potential function ΦH : H→ R. pCN then consists in defining the Markov chain
{Xk : k ∈ N} by the following recurrence:

Xk+1 = Xk1{Uk+1>αH(Xk,Zk+1)} +
{

ρHXk + (1− ρ2H)1/2Zk+1

}

1{Uk+1≤αH(Xk,Zk+1)} .

(32)
Here ρH ∈ (0, 1), {Zk : k ∈ N} and {Uk : k ∈ N} are independent sequences of
i.i.d. random variables with distribution µH and uniform on [0, 1] respectively, defined
on the probability space (Ω,F ,P) and for any x, z ∈ H,

αH(x, z) = 1 ∧ exp
(

−ΦH(ρHx+ (1− ρ2H)1/2z) + ΦH(x)
)

. (33)

It has been established in [39, 40] that the Markov kernel associated with {Xk :
k ∈ N} is reversible with respect to π. Further, [16] provides the following conditions
(see [16, Assumptions 2.10-2.11]) on ΦH implying that this kernel is geometrically
ergodic with respect to some Wasserstein semi-metric. Denote BH(x,R) = {z ∈ H :
‖x− z‖H ≤ R} for any x ∈ H and R ≥ 0
A-pCN 1. There exist ᾱH > −∞, r̄ > 0, and a ∈ (1/2, 1) such that for all x ∈ H,

‖x‖H ≥ R =
(

2r̄/(1− ρH)
)1/(1−a)

, infz∈BH(ρHx,r̄‖x‖a
H
) αH(x, z) ≥ exp (ᾱH).

A-pCN 2. ΦH is a Lipschitz function with Lipschitz constant L, and exp(−ΦH) is
µH-integrable.
Proposition 2. Assume A-pCN 1 and A-pCN 2. Then:

• A 1 is satisfied with V (x) = exp(‖x‖H) and λ, b given in (84);
• C 1 is satisfied with c(x, x′) = 1∧ [‖x− x′‖H /εH] and pc = 1, where εH is defined

in (89);
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• A 3 is satisfied with C̄ = BH(0, R) × BH(0, R) with R = log
{

4b/(1 − λ) − 1
}

,
m = ⌈log(εH/(4R))/ log ρH⌉, κK = 1, and ε defined in (93).

Proof. The proof is postponed to Section 4.14.

We may therefore apply our results to obtain Bernstein-type inequality for sample
average Sn(g) = n−1

∑n−1
ℓ=0 g(Xℓ), where g ∈ Lβ,W for some β > 0.

Stochastic gradient descent (SGD) for strongly convex objective function

As a second example, we consider now SGD with fixed stepsize applied to minimize a
smooth objective function f : Rd → R. We suppose that there exists a measurable space
(Y,Y) endowed with a probability measure µY and a measurable functionH : Rd×Y →
R

d, such that ∇f(θ) =
∫

Y
Hθ(y)dµY(y) for any θ ∈ R

d. Based on i.i.d. samples (Yk)k∈N

from µY, the iterates of SGD with fixed stepsize γ > 0 define a Markov chain given
by the recursion

θk+1 = θk − γHθk(Yk+1) . (34)

Denote by Qγ the Markov kernel associated with this recursion. Consider the following
assumption.
A-SGD 1. (i) f is µf-strongly convex and twice continuously differentiable with ∇f

Lf-Lipschitz: for any θ, θ′ ∈ R
d, it holds 〈∇f(θ) − ∇f(θ′), θ − θ′〉 ≥ µf ‖θ − θ′‖2 and

supθ∈Rd

∥

∥∇2f(θ)
∥

∥ < Lf , where
∥

∥∇2f(θ)
∥

∥ denotes the operator norm of the Hessian of
f at θ ∈ R

d.
(ii) For µY-almost every y ∈ Y, θ 7→ Hθ(y) is co-coercive, i.e. there exists CS > 0
such that 〈Hθ(y)−Hθ′(y), θ − θ′〉 ≥ CS ‖Hθ(y)−Hθ′(y)‖2 for any θ, θ′ ∈ R

d

Note that under A-SGD 1, f admits a unique minimizer denoted θ⋆. In the sequel
we consider the following classical light-tail condition on the gradient noise; see [49, 50]
and for equivalence between definitions.
A-SGD 2. The gradient noise is uniformly norm sub-gaussian with variance factor
σ2
f <∞: for all θ ∈ R

d and t ∈ R+,

P (‖Hθ(Y)−∇f(θ)‖ ≥ t) ≤ 2 exp(−t2/(2σ2
f )) .

Denote by κf = µfLf/(µf + Lf) the condition number of the function f.
Proposition 3. Assume A-SGD 1 and A-SGD 2. Pick γ ∈ (0, γf ] where γf =
1/2 ∧ κf/2 ∧ (µf + Lf)

−1. Then the following statements hold:

1. C 1 is satisfied with c(θ, θ′) = 1 ∧ ‖θ − θ′‖2 and pc = 2;
2. A 1 is satisfied with drift function V (θ) = exp(1 + ‖θ − θ∗‖2 /σ̃2

f ), constants

λ = e−γκf/(2σ̃
2
f ), b = γ

(

κ−1
f + 2γ + κf/(2σ̃

2
f )
)

exp
(

2 + (2σ̃2
f )−1 + (2γκf + 1)κ−2

f

)

,

where σ̃2
f = 2σ2

f (e + 1)/(e− 1);
3. A 3 is satisfied with C̄ = B(0, R) × B(0, R), R = log

{

4b/(1 − λ) − 1
}

, κK = 1,
ε = 2µfγ(1− γLf/2), and m = ⌈log(4R2)/ log(1/(1− ε)) + 1⌉.

Proof. The proof is postponed to Section 4.15.
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We apply our results to the Polyak-Ruppert averaged estimator θ̂n = n−1
∑n−1

k=0 θk
of θ⋆ [51, 52]. It follows from Proposition 3 that under A-SGD 1 and A-SGD 2, for
any γ ∈ (0, γf ], Qγ has a unique invariant distribution πγ It is well-known that in
general θ̄γ =

∫

Rd θdπγ(θ) 6= θ⋆. However, under the same lines as [53, Theorem 4], we

obtain a non-asymptotic bound on
∥

∥θ̄γ − θ∗
∥

∥.
Lemma 1. Assume A-SGD 1 and A-SGD 2. In addition, suppose that the Hessian
of f is L∇f-Lipschitz, i.e. for any θ, θ

′ ∈ R
d,
∥

∥∇2f(θ) −∇2f(θ′)
∥

∥ ≤ L∇f ‖θ − θ′‖. Then,
for any γ ∈ (0, 1/Lf), it holds

∥

∥θ⋆ − θ̄γ
∥

∥ ≤ γσ2
f /[µ

2
f (1− γLf)].

Proof. The proof is postponed to Section 4.16.

Lemma 1 shows that it is enough to obtain high probability bounds on ‖θ̂n− θ̄γ‖ in
order to obtain non-asymptotic convergence guarantees and high probability bounds
on ‖θ̂n − θ⋆‖.

4 Proofs

Our proof strategy is inspired by the paper [13], which is based on [4] (see also [3]).
Before proceeding to the proof, we first introduce some notation and definitions.

4.1 Cumulants and central moments

We begin with the definitions of cumulants and central moments of a random vector,
which play an essential role in the proofs. We present these notions in a general
framework. Let (Ω,F ,P) be a probability space and W = (W1, . . . ,Wn) be an n-
dimensional random vector. For any subset I = (i1, . . . , ik) ∈ {1, . . . , n}k, WI stands
for the k-dimensional random variable (Wi1 , . . . ,Wik). Note that it is possible that
some of the indices ij coincides.

Cumulants

Recall that the characteristic function of random vector W is defined for u ∈ R
n as

ϕW (u) = E[ei〈u,W 〉]. Let ν = (ν1, . . . , νn) ∈ N
n. Assuming that E[

∏n
i=1 |Wi|νi ] < ∞,

define the mixed cumulant of W as

Γ(ν)(W ) =
1

i|ν|
∂|ν|

∂uν11 . . . ∂uνnn
lnϕW (u)

∣

∣

∣

∣

u=0

,

where |ν| = ν1 + · · · + νn. If ν1 = · · · = νn = 1, we simply write Γ(W ) =
Γ(1,...,1)(W ). Note that for any n-dimensional random vector W , collection of indices
I = (i1, . . . , ik) ∈ {1, . . . , n}k and permutation σ : I → I,

Γ(WI) = Γ(Wσ(I)) . (35)

Centered moments

Assume that E[|Wℓ|n] < ∞ for ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , n}. Set Zn+1 = 1 and define Zℓ, for
ℓ = n, . . . , 2 by the backward recursion Zℓ = WℓZℓ+1 − E[WℓZℓ+1]. The centered
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moment of W is then defined by

E[W ] = E[W1, . . . ,Wn] = E[W1Z2] . (36)

Note that E[W ] is a scalar. Moreover, contrary to the cumulants, the centered moment
of W is not invariant by permutation of its component.

Let I = (i1, . . . , ik) ∈ {1, . . . , n}k be an ordered subset, satisfying i1 ≤ · · · ≤ ik.
Then [54, Lemma 3] or [3, Lemma 1.1] allows to express the cumulant Γ(WI) in terms
of centered moments:

Γ(WI) =

k
∑

r=1

(−1)r−1
∑

⋃
r
p=1 Ip=I

Nr(I1, . . . , Ir)

r
∏

p=1

E[WIp ] . (37)

In the formula aboveNr(I1, . . . , Ir) are non-negative integers defined in [3, Appendix 2]
and

∑

⋃
r
p=1 Ip=I

denotes the summation over all the sets {I1, . . . , Ir} such that

there exists a partition J1, . . . , Jr of {1, . . . , k} satisfying for any ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , r},
Iℓ = (ij1 , . . . , ijnℓ

) with Jℓ = {j1, . . . , jnℓ
}, j1 < . . . < jnℓ

. It is shown in [3, Eq. 4.43]
that

k
∑

r=1

∑

⋃
r
p=1 Ip=I

Nr(I1, . . . , Ir) = (k − 1)! . (38)

We now specify these definitions to Markov chain to derive an expression for the q-
th moment of the random variables Sn defined by (9) for an integer n ≥ 1 and a
measurable function g, integrable with respect to π. This expression is the cornerstone
of our approach. Define

ḡ = g − π(g) , Yℓ = ḡ(Xℓ) , (39)

so that Sn =
∑n−1

ℓ=0 Yℓ. Assume that for ℓ ∈ {0, . . . , n − 1}, Eπ[|Yℓ|2q] < ∞
so that Eπ[|Sn|2q] < ∞. For u ∈ {1, . . . , q} and (k1, . . . , ku) ∈ {1, . . . , 2q}u, let
ku = (k1, . . . , ku), |ku| =

∑u
p=1 kp and ku! =

∏u
p=1 kp!. Then, by the Leonov-Shiraev

formula [3, Eq. 1.53]

Eπ[|Sn|2q] =

2q
∑

u=1

1

u!

∑

|ku|=2q

(2q)!

ku!

u
∏

p=1

Γπ,kp(Sn) , (40)

where Γπ,k(Sn) denotes the k-th order cumulant of Sn under the stationary prob-
ability Pπ. Using [3, Eq. 1.47] for any k ∈ {1, . . . , 2q}, we may express Γπ,k(Sn)
as the sum of cumulants over all the k-tuple (Yt1 , . . . , Ytk) under Pπ: Γπ,k(Sn) =
∑

0≤t1,...,tk≤n−1 Γπ(Yt1 , . . . , Ytk) and using (35), we get

Γπ,k(Sn) = (k!)
∑

0≤t1≤···≤tk≤n−1

Γπ(Yt1 , . . . , Ytk) . (41)

Since for i ∈ {1, . . . , n − 1}, Γπ(Yℓ) = Eπ[Yℓ] = 0, terms in (40) corresponding to
indices u ≥ q+1 vanishes. Moreover, the only non-zero term in the sum corresponding

16



to u = q corresponds to the multi-index kq = (2, . . . , 2). Thus, with the definition of
mG,q, the expression (40) simplifies to

Eπ[|Sn|2q] = mG,q{Varπ(Sn)}q +

q−1
∑

u=1

1

u!

∑

|ku|=2q

(2q)!

ku!

u
∏

p=1

Γπ,kp(Sn) . (42)

Now we aim to bound Eπ[|Sn|2q] based on the expression (42). To do it, we first
establish bounds on centered moments of the random vectors (Yt1 , . . . , Ytk) with
(t1, . . . , tk) ∈ {0, . . . , n− 1}k, and then deduce bounds for the k-the order cumulants
Γπ,k(Sn) using the relations (37) and (41).

The first step of the proof relies on some lemmas on centered moments associ-
ated with the sequence of measurable functions {hℓ}kℓ=1 satisfying π(|hℓ|k) < ∞. We
consider the centered moments for

(h1(Xt1), . . . , hk(Xtk)), (t1, . . . , tk) ∈ {0, . . . , n− 1}k, t1 ≤ · · · ≤ tk .

Define the sequence {Zhℓ }k+1
ℓ=2 :

Zhk+1 = 1 , Zhℓ = hℓ(Xtℓ)Z
h
ℓ+1 − Eπ[hℓ(Xtℓ)Z

h
ℓ+1] , ℓ = 2, . . . , k . (43)

The dependence of the sequence {Zhℓ }k+1
ℓ=2 on {hℓ}kℓ=1 and {tℓ}kℓ=1 is implicit.

Lemma 2. Assume that Q has a unique invariant distribution π. Let k ∈ N and
{hi}ki=1 be a family of real measurable functions on X such that π(|hi|k) < ∞. Then,
for any (t1, . . . , tk) ∈ {0, . . . , n− 1}k, t1 ≤ · · · ≤ tk, it holds

Eπ[h1(Xt1), . . . , hk(Xtk)] = Eπ[h1(Xt1), . . . , hk−1(Xtk−1
)h̃k(Xtk−1

)] ,

where h̃k(x) = Qtk−tk−1hk(x) − π(hk).

Proof. Let (t1, . . . , tk) ∈ {0, . . . , n− 1}k, t1 ≤ · · · ≤ tk. Set Fk−1 = σ{Xt1 , . . . , Xtk−1
}.

Using the definition (36) and the tower property, we obtain

Eπ[h1(Xt1), . . . , hk(Xtk)] = Eπ[h1(Xt1)Zh2 ] = Eπ[h1(Xt1)E[Zh2 |Fk−1]] . (44)

It remains to establish that

Eπ[h1(Xt1)E[Zh2 |Fk−1]] = Eπ [h1(Xt1), . . . , hk−1(Xtk−1
)h̃k(Xtk−1

)] .

Taking the conditional expectation with respect to Fk−1 in the definition (43) of
{Zhℓ }k+1

ℓ=2 , we get for any ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , k − 2}, setting Z̃hℓ+1 = Eπ
[

Zhℓ+1

∣

∣Fk−1

]

,

Z̃hℓ = hℓ(Xtℓ)Z̃hℓ+1 − Eπ[hℓ(Xtℓ)Z̃
h
ℓ+1] . (45)
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For ℓ = k − 1 taking into account that Zhk+1 = 1 and E[hk(Xtk) − π(hk)|Fk−1] =

h̃k(Xtk−1
),

Z̃hk−1 = E[Zhk−1|Fk−1] = hk−1(Xtk−1
)E
[

hk(Xtk)− π(hk)
∣

∣Fk−1

]

− Eπ[hk−1(Xtk−1
)E
[

hk(Xtk)− π(hk)
∣

∣Fk−1

]

]

= hk−1(Xtk−1
)h̃k(Xtk−1

)− Eπ[hk−1(Xtk−1
)h̃k(Xtk−1

)] . (46)

By (45)-(46) and the definition of centred moments (36), we get setting Z̃hk = 1, that

Eπ[h1(Xt1), . . . , hk−1(Xtk−1
)h̃k(Xtk−1

)] = Eπ[h1(Xt1)Z̃h2 ] .

Combining this result with (44) completes the proof.

4.2 Upper-bounding cumulants from central moments

Throughout this section we assume that Q has a unique invariant distribution π and
fix some integer q ≥ 1. Let W : X→ [1,∞) be a measurable function and FW be a set
of measurable functions. Finally, let ΨW be a non-negative functional defined on FW .
The objective is to compute a bound for Γπ,k(Sn) for k ≤ 2q, where Sn =

∑n
ℓ=1 ḡ(Xℓ)

and g ∈ FW .
Starting from (41), we establish a bound on Γπ(YI) setting YI = (Yt1 , . . . , Ytk) with

(t1, . . . , tk) ∈ {0, . . . , n− 1}k, t1 ≤ · · · ≤ tk. To this end, we use (37) and the following
assumption.
W 1 (q,W ,Ψ). There exist αq,W ,Dq,W ≥ 0 ρq,W ∈ [0, 1) such that for any k ∈
{2, . . . , 2q}, k−tuple I = (t1, . . . , tk) ∈ {0, . . . , n − 1}k, t1 ≤ · · · ≤ tk, and any family
of measurable functions {hℓ}kℓ=1 ⊂ FW

|Eπ[h1(Xt1), . . . , hk(Xtk)]| ≤ Dk
q,W (k!)αq,W

{

k
∏

j=1

ΨW (hj)

}

ρ
gap(I)
q,W , (47)

where gap(I) := maxj∈{1,...,k−1}[tj+1 − tj ]
The proof of the following results can be adapted from [13].

Lemma 3. Assume W1(q,W ,Ψ). Then, for any k ∈ {2, . . . , 2q}, I = (t1, . . . , tk) ∈
{0, . . . , n− 1}k, t1 ≤ · · · ≤ tk, and function g ∈ FW , it holds that

|Γπ(YI)| ≤ Dk
q,W (k!)αq,W

{

ΨW (ḡ)
}k

k
∑

r=1

∑

⋃
r
ℓ=1 Iℓ=I

Nr(I1, . . . , Ir)ρ
∑r

ℓ=1 gap(Iℓ)

q,W . (48)

Proof. Eq. (37) implies that

|Γπ(YI)| ≤
k
∑

r=1

∑

⋃
r
ℓ=1 Iℓ=I

Nr(I1, . . . , Ir)

r
∏

ℓ=1

∣

∣Eπ[YIℓ ]
∣

∣ . (49)
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Using W 1(q,W ,Ψ), we obtain |Eπ[YIℓ ]| ≤ D
card(Iℓ)
q,W (card(Iℓ)!)

αq,W ρ
gap(Iℓ)
q,W {ΨW (ḡ)}card(Iℓ).

The proof is completed by plugging this bound in (49) and using
∏r
ℓ=1 card(Iℓ)! ≤

k!.

Lemma 4. Assume W1(q,W ,Ψ). Then, for any k ∈ {2, . . . , 2q},and function g ∈ FW ,

|Γπ,k(Sn)| ≤ nρ−1
q,W log1−k{1/ρq,W }Dk

q,W

{

ΨW (ḡ)
}k

(k!)3+αq,W . (50)

Proof. By (41), we get
∣

∣Γπ,k(Sn)
∣

∣ ≤ k!
∑

0≤t1≤···≤tk≤n−1

∣

∣Γπ(Yt1 , . . . , Ytk)
∣

∣. Denoting
I(n, k) = {(t1, . . . , tk) : 0 ≤ t1 ≤ . . . ≤ tk ≤ n− 1} and using Lemma 3, we get

|Γπ,k(Sn)| ≤ (k!)αq,W +1 Dk
q,W

{

ΨW (ḡ)
}k ∑

I∈I(n,k)

k
∑

r=1

∑

⋃
r
ℓ=1 Iℓ=I

Nr(I1, . . . , Ir)ρ
∑r

ℓ=1 gap(Iℓ)

q,W

(51)

For any m ∈ {2, . . . , k}, g ∈ {0, . . . ,m − 1}, we set I(n, k,m) =
⋃n−1

g=0 I(n, k,m, g),
where

I(n, k,m, g) := {(t1, . . . , tk) ∈ I(n, k) : tm − tm−1 = g = max
i∈{2,...,k}

(ti − ti−1)} . (52)

Then I(n, k) =
⋃k
m=2 I(n, k,m). Note that for any I = (t1, . . . , tk) ∈ I(n, k,m, g)

and any partition {I1, . . . , Ir},
⋃r
ℓ=1 Iℓ = I, it holds that

∑r
ℓ=1 gap(Iℓ) ≥ g = gap(I).

Using (38), we get

∑

I∈I(n,k)

k
∑

r=1

∑

⋃
r
ℓ=1 Iℓ=I

Nr(I1, . . . , Ir)ρ
∑r

ℓ=1 gap(Iℓ)

q,W ≤ k!

n−1
∑

g=0

ρgq,W

k
∑

m=2

card(I(n, k,m, g)) .

Plugging this bound in (51) yields

|Γπ,k(Sn)| ≤ (k!)αq,W +2 Dk
q,W

{

ΨW (ḡ)
}k

k
∑

m=2

n−1
∑

g=0

ρgq,W card(I(n, k,m, g)) . (53)

For any (t1, . . . , tk) ∈ I(n, k,m, g), using (52), we get tm−1 ∈ {0, . . . , n − 1 − g}
and maxi6=m{ti − ti−1} ≤ g. Therefore, card(I(n, k,m, g)) ≤ (n − 1 − g)(g + 1)k−2.
Combining (53) and (51) completes the proof together with

n−1
∑

g=0

ρgq,W (g + 1)k−2 ≤ 1

ρq,W

∫ n

0

ρs+1
q,W (s+ 1)k−1ds ≤ 1

ρq,W

(

1

log 1/ρq,W

)k−1

(k − 2)! .

Based on Lemma 4 and (42), we can now establish a bound on Eπ[|Sn|2q].
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Lemma 5. Assume W1(q,W ,Ψ). Then, for any g ∈ FW , it holds that

Eπ[|Sn|2q] ≤ mG,q{Varπ(Sn)}q + C2q
q,W D2q

q,W

q−1
∑

u=1

Bαq,W
(u, q)

(

n log (1/ρq,W )

ρq,W

)u

,

where Cq,W = {log(1/ρq,W )}−1 and Bαq,W
(u, q) is defined in (12).

Proof. Denote the second term in the right-hand side of (42) by Rπ,n, i.e.,

Rπ,n =

q−1
∑

u=1

1

u!

∑

|ku|=2q

(2q)!

ku!

u
∏

p=1

Γπ,kp(Sn) =

q−1
∑

u=1

1

u!

∑

ku∈Eu,q

(2q)!

ku!

u
∏

p=1

Γπ,kp(Sn) ,

where we have used in the last equality Γπ,1(Sn) = 0 and Eu,q = {ku = (k1, . . . , ku) ∈
N
u :

∑u
i=1 ki = 2q , mini∈{1,...,u} ki ≥ 2}. Applying Lemma 4, we get

|Rπ,n| ≤ D2q
q,W

{

ΨW (ḡ)
}2q

q−1
∑

u=1

nu
(2q)!

u!

(

1

ρq,W

)u(
1

log 1/ρq,W

)2q−u
∑

ku∈Eu,q

u
∏

i=1

(ki!)
αq,W +2 ,

which completes the proof by the definition of Bαq,W
(u, q).

4.3 Proof of Theorem 1

In this section, we show that assumptions A1 and A2 imply W1(q, V 1/(2q), ‖ · ‖V 1/2q )
for any q ∈ N. Applying Lemma 22, we get that for any x ∈ X, 0 < α ≤ 1, and n ∈ N,

‖Qn(x, ·)− π‖V α ≤ 2{cρnπ(V )V (x)}α . (54)

Lemma 6. Assume A1, A2, and let s ∈ N. Then for any k ∈ {1, . . . , s}, (t1, . . . , tk) ∈
{0, . . . , n − 1}k, t1 ≤ · · · ≤ tk, (p1, . . . , pk) ∈ N

k satisfying pi ≥ 1 for i ∈ {1, . . . , k}
and

∑k
i=1 pi ≤ s, and functions {hℓ}kℓ=1 ⊂ LV pℓ/s, we have

|Eπ[h1(Xt1), . . . , hk(Xtk)]|

≤ 2k−1{cπ(V )}
∑k

ℓ=1

∑k
j=ℓ pj/sρ

∑k
j=2(tj−tj−1)pj/s

k
∏

ℓ=1

‖hℓ‖V pℓ/s . (55)

Proof. The proof is based on induction on k ∈ {1, . . . , s}. For k = 1, we get :

|Eπ[h1(Xt1)]| ≤ π(V p1/s)‖h1‖V p1/s

(a)

≤ (cπ(V ))p1/s‖h1‖V p1/s ,

where in (a) we used Jensen’s inequality and the fact that c ≥ 1. Assume that (55)
holds for some k ∈ {1, . . . , s−1}. Let t1 ≤ · · · ≤ tk+1, (p1, . . . , pk+1) ∈ N

k+1 satisfying
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pi ≥ 1 for i ∈ {1, . . . , k + 1} and
∑k+1

i=1 pi ≤ s, and functions {hℓ}k+1
ℓ=1 ∈ Lk+1

V pℓ/s
. By

Lemma 2,

Eπ[h1(Xt1), . . . , hk(Xtk), hk+1(Xtk+1
)] = Eπ[h1(Xt1), . . . , hk(Xtk)h̃k+1(Xtk)],

where h̃k+1(x) = Qtk+1−tkhk+1(x) − π(hk+1). Since hk+1 ∈ L
V pk+1/s , we apply (54)

with α = pk+1/s. Thus,

|h̃k+1(x)| ≤ 2(cπ(V ))pk+1/sρ(tk+1−tk)pk+1/sV pk+1/s(x)‖hk+1‖V pk+1/s .

Hence, using that hk ∈ LV pk/s , we obtain

‖hkh̃k+1‖V (pk+pk+1)/s ≤ 2
(

cπ(V )
)pk+1/sρ(tk+1−tk)pk+1/s‖hk‖V pk/s‖hk+1‖V pk+1/s .

Then, applying the induction hypothesis to h̄i = hi ∈ LV p̄i/s , p̄i = pi, i ∈ {1, . . . , k−1},
h̄k = hkh̃k+1 ∈ LV p̄k/s , p̄k = pk + pk+1 completes the proof.

Corollary 2. Assume A 1, A 2. Then for any q ∈ N, W1(q, V 1/(2q), ‖ · ‖V 1/2q) is
satisfied with Dq,V 1/(2q) = 2cπ(V ), αq,V 1/(2q) = 0, and ρq,V 1/(2q) = ρ1/2, where ρ is
defined in (10).

Proof. Let k ∈ {1, . . . , q} and (t1, . . . , tk) ∈ {0, . . . , n − 1}k, t1 ≤ · · · ≤ tk. Define
κ ∈ {2, . . . , k} such that tκ − tκ−1 = maxj∈{2,...,k}[tj − tj−1]. For i ∈ {1, . . . , k} \ {κ},
we set pi = 1, and put pκ = q. Now we apply Lemma 6 with the mentioned choice of
(p1, . . . , pk) and s = 2q. Note that hi ∈ LV pi/(2q) for any i ∈ {1, . . . , k} and

∑k
i=1 pi ≤

2q. Moreover, ‖hκ‖V 1/2 ≤ ‖hκ‖V 1/(2q) since q ≥ 1 and V (x) > 1. Therefore, the
application of Lemma 6 concludes the proof.

Proof of Theorem 1. The proof now follows from Lemma 5 combined with Corollary 2.

4.4 Proof of Theorem 2 and Theorem 4

To go from an arbitrary initialization to the stationary case, we use a distributional
coupling argument (see [55] and [14, Chapter 19]). Denote by Q and Q′ two probability
measures on the canonical space (XN,X⊗N). Fix x∗ ∈ X and denote N̄ = N∪{∞}. For
any X-valued stochastic process X̌ = {X̌n : n ∈ N} and any N̄-valued random variable
T , define the X-valued stochastic process θT X̌ by θT X̌ = {X̌T+k, k ∈ N} on {T <∞}
and θT X̌ = (x∗, x∗, x∗, . . .) on {T = ∞}. Let X̌ = {X̌n : n ∈ N}, X̌ ′ = {X̌ ′

n : n ∈ N}
be X-valued stochastic processes and T , T ′ be N̄-valued random variables defined on
the probability space (Ω,F ,PQ,Q′).

We say that
{

(Ω,F ,PQ,Q′ , X̌, T, X̌ ′, T ′)
}

is a distributional coupling of (Q,Q′) if

DC-1 for all A ∈ X⊗N, PQ,Q′(X̌ ∈ A) = Q(A) and PQ,Q′(X̌ ′ ∈ A) = Q′(A),
DC-2 (θT X̌, T ) and (θT ′X̌ ′, T ′) have the same distribution under PQ,Q′ .
The random variables T and T ′ are called the coupling times. The distributional
coupling is said to be successful if PQ,Q′(T <∞) = 1.
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For any measure µ on (XN,X⊗N) and any σ-field G ⊂ X⊗N, we denote by
(µ)G the restriction of the measure µ to G. Moreover, for all n ∈ N, define the σ-

field Gn =
{

θ−1
n (A) : A ∈ X⊗N

}

. A distributional coupling (X̌, X̌ ′) of (Q,Q′) with
coupling times (T, T ′) is maximal if for all n ∈ N,

∥

∥(Q)Gn
− (Q′)Gn

∥

∥

TV
= 2PQ,Q′(T > n) .

By [14, Theorem 19.3.9], for any two probabilities µ, ν on (X,X ), we have
∥

∥

∥
(Pµ)Gn

− (Pν)Gn

∥

∥

∥

TV
= ‖µQn − νQn‖TV and there exists a successful maximal

distributional coupling of (Pµ,Pν) denoted by
{

(Ω,F ,Pµ,ν , X̌, T, X̌ ′, T ′)
}

. By [14,
Lemma 19.3.8], the distributional coupling Pµ,ν satisfies, for any nonnegative function
V ,

Eµ,ν [V (X̌n)1{T>n}] = (µQn − νQn)+V , Eµ,ν [V (X̌ ′
n)1{T ′>n}] = (νQn − µQn)+V ,

(56)
where for any signed measure µ on (X,X ), µ+ denotes its positive part in the corre-

sponding Jordan decomposition. By construction, Eξ[|Sn|2q] = Eξ,π[|
∑n−1

k=0 g(X̌k)|2q]
and Eπ[|Sn|2q] = Eξ,π[|∑n−1

k=0 g(X̌ ′
k)|2q]. Denote ST,n =

∑n−1
k=0 |g(X̌k)|1{T>k} and

ST ′,n =
∑n−1

k=0 |g(X̌ ′
k)|1{T ′>k}.

Lemma 7. Assume A 1, A 2, and let ξ be a probability measure on (X,X ). Then for
any family of real measurable function g on X it holds
(a) for any q ∈ N

∗,

Eξ[|Sn|2q] ≤ 22q−1Eπ[|Sn|2q] + 24q−2
Eξ,π

[

S2q
T ′,n

]

+ 24q−2
Eξ,π

[

S2q
T,n

]

.

(b) for any t ≥ 0,

Pξ(|Sn| ≥ t) ≤ Pπ(|Sn| ≥ t/4) + Pξ,π(ST ′,n ≥ t/4) + Pξ,π(ST,n ≥ t/2) .

Proof. Since

n−1
∑

k=0

g(X̌k) =

n−1
∑

k=0

g(X̌k)1{T≥n} +

n−1
∑

k=0

g(X̌k)1{T≤n−1}

=

n−1
∑

k=0

g(X̌k)1{T≥n} +

T−1
∑

k=0

g(X̌k)1{T≤n−1} +

n−T−1
∑

k=0

g(θT X̌k)1{T≤n−1} ,

(57)

we have

∣

∣

∣

n−1
∑

k=0

g(X̌k)
∣

∣

∣
≤ ST,n +

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

n−T−1
∑

k=0

g(θT X̌k)1{T≤n−1}

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

(58)
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∣

∣

∣

n−T ′−1
∑

k=0

g(θT ′X̌ ′
k)1{T ′≤n−1}

∣

∣

∣
≤ ST ′,n +

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

n−1
∑

k=0

g(X̌ ′
k)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

. (59)

Now (a) follows from Minkowski’s inequality and (DC-1), (DC-2). Similarly, the proof
of (b) uses the same decomposition (57)-(59) and the union bound.

Lemma 8. Assume A1,A2, and let γ ≥ 0, ξ be a probability measure on (X,X ). Then,
for any real measurable function g ∈ LWγ on X, t ≥ 0, it holds with ̟γ = 1/(1 + γ),
that

Pξ,π(ST,n ≥ t) + Pξ,π(ST ′,n ≥ t)

≤ 2
(

elog(ρ)t
̟γ /(4M

̟γ
n,Wγ ̟γ)ρ−1/2 + e−(1+γ)t̟γ/(2M

̟γ
n,Wγ γ)(1− ρ)−1

)

c{ξ(V ) + π(V )} .

Proof. Without loss of generality, we can assume that ‖g‖Wγ = 1. We first assume that
γ > 0. Note that by Young’s inequality for products, we have that for any u1, u2 ∈ R+,

u
̟γ

1 u
̟γ

2 ≤ ̟γu1 + (1−̟γ)u
̟γ/(1−̟γ)
2 . (60)

Then, we get since ̟γ/(1−̟γ) = 1/γ that

S
̟γ

T,n ≤ ̟γ(T ∧ n) + (1 −̟γ)

[

ST,n
T ∧ n

]̟γ/(1−̟γ )

(61)

≤ ̟γ(T ∧ n) + (1 −̟γ) max
k∈{0,...,n−1}

{logV (X̌k)1{T>k}} . (62)

Similarly, it is easy to verify that (62) holds for γ = 0. Therefore, we obtain

Pξ,π(ST,n ≥ t) ≤ Pξ,π (̟γT ≥ t̟γ/2)

+ Pξ,π

(

(1 −̟γ) max
k∈{0,...,n−1}

{logV (X̌k)1{T>k}} ≥ t̟γ/2

)

. (63)

We bound the two terms in the right-hand side separately. Setting λρ = − log(ρ)/2
and using that 1{T=k} = 1{T>k−1} − 1{T>k}, k ∈ N and V (x) ≥ 1, x ∈ X, we get

Pξ,π (̟γT ≥ t̟γ/2) ≤ e−λρt
̟γ/(2̟γ )Eξ,π

[

eλρT
]

≤ e−λρt
̟γ /(2̟γ)

{

1 + (ρ−1/2 − 1)

+∞
∑

k=0

ρ−k/2Eξ,π
[

V (X̌k)1{T>k}
]

}

(a)

≤ e−λρt
̟γ /(2̟γ)

{

1 + (ρ−1/2 − 1)
∑+∞
k=0 ρ

−k/2{(ξQk − π)+(V )}
}

, (64)

23



where (a) is due to (56). We complete the bound using that (ξQk−π)+(V ) ≤ c{ξ(V )+
π(V )}ρk due to (10). Now, applying (56) again, we obtain

Pξ,π

(

(1−̟γ) max
k∈{0,...,n−1}

{logV (X̌k)1{T>k}} ≥ t̟γ/2

)

≤ exp

(

− t̟γ

2(1−̟γ)

) +∞
∑

k=0

Eξ,π

[

V (X̌k)1{T>k}
]

≤ exp

(

− t̟γ

2(1−̟γ)

) +∞
∑

k=0

{(ξQk − π)+(V )} , (65)

and we again complete the bounds using (56). The statement now follows by combining
(64) and (65) in (63). We proceed similarly for Pξ,π(Sn,T ′ ≥ t).

Proof of Theorem 2. By Minkowski’s inequality, we get

(

Eξ,π[S2q
T,n]

)1/2q

≤ ‖g‖V 1/(2q)

n−1
∑

k=0

(

Eξ,π[V (X̌k)1{T>k}]
)1/2q

.

Using (56), we get Eξ,π[V (X̌k)1{T>k}] ≤ ‖π−ξQk‖1/2qV . Note also that the same upper

bound holds for Eξ,π[S2q
T ′,n] by (DC-2). Now, combining Lemma 7-(a) with (10), we get

Eξ
[
∣

∣Sn
∣

∣

2q] ≤ 22q−1Eπ
[
∣

∣Sn
∣

∣

2q]
+ 24q−1‖g‖2q

V 1/(2q)c{ξ(V ) + π(V )}(1− ρ1/2q)−2q .

To conclude, we note that for x ∈ (0, 1), it holds that

1

log (1/x)
=

1

log(1 + (1− x)/x)
≥ x

1− x ,

and apply the above inequality with x = ρ1/2q.

Proof of Theorem 4. Using that (
∑p−1

k=0 ak)2q ≤ p2q−1
∑p−1

k=0 a
2q
k for any ak ≥ 0, and

Eξ,π

[

S2q
T,n

]

= Eξ,π

[

(

(n−1)∧(T−1)
∑

k=0

|g(X̌k)|
)2q
]

≤ ‖g‖2qWγ

n−1
∑

k=0

Eξ,π[T 2q−1W (X̌k)2γq1{T>k}]

(a)

≤ (1/2)‖g‖2qWγEξ,π[T 4q−2] + (1/2)‖g‖2qWγ(4qγ/e)4qγ
∑n−1

k=0{(ξQk − π)+(V )} .

In (a) we used (56) combined with the bound supx∈XW
4γq(x)/V (x) ≤

(4γq/e)4γq, which holds since V (x) ≥ e. Since Eξ,π[T 4q−2] ≤ e−1
∑∞

k=0(k +
1)4q−2

Eξ,π[V (X̌k)1{T≥k}], one more application of (56) yields

Eξ,π

[

S2q
T,n

]

+ Eξ,π

[

S2q
T ′,n

]
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≤ ‖g‖2qWγe−1
∞
∑

k=0

(k + 1)4q−2‖ξQk − π‖V + ‖g‖2qWγ (4qγ/e)4qγ
∞
∑

k=0

‖ξQk − π‖V

(b)

≤ c{ξ(V ) + π(V )}‖g‖2qWγ

(

e−1ρ−1{log(1/ρ)}1−4q(4q − 2)! + (4qγ/e)4qγ(1− ρ)−1
)

.

In (b) we used (10) together with an upper bound

∞
∑

k=0

(k + 1)4q−2ρk ≤ ρ−1

∫ +∞

0

x4q−2ρx dx = ρ−1(log 1/ρ)1−4q(4q − 2)! .

The rest of the proof follows from Lemma 7-(a) combined with

1

1− ρ ≤
{log(1/ρ)}−1

ρ
.

Proof of Theorem 6. The proof follows from Lemma 7-(b) and Lemma 8.

4.5 Proof of Theorem 3

Similarly to Section 4.3, we show that, given γ ≥ 0, assumptions A 1 and A 2 imply
W1(q,W γ , ‖ · ‖Wγ ) for any q ∈ N, where W (x) = logV (x). A 1 implies that for all
x ∈ X we have W (x) ≥ 1.
Lemma 9. Assume A 1, A 2. Then for any q ∈ N and γ ≥ 0, W1(q,W γ , ‖ · ‖Wγ ) is
satisfied with constants Dq,Wγ = 21+γγγcπ(V ), αq,Wγ = γ, and ρq,Wγ = ρ1/2, where
ρ is defined in (10).

Proof. Let k ∈ {1, . . . , q} and (t1, . . . , tk) ∈ {0, . . . , n − 1}k, t1 ≤ · · · ≤ tk. Let
κ ∈ {2, . . . , k} be an index of the largest gap in (t1, . . . , tk), that is, tκ − tκ−1 =
maxj∈{2,...,k}[tj − tj−1]. If such index κ is not unique, we choose the largest one.
For i ∈ {1, . . . , k} \ {κ}, we set pi = 1, and pκ = k. Note that for i ∈ {1, . . . , k},
hi ∈ LWγ implies hi ∈ LV pi/(2k) . Now we apply Lemma 6 with the mentioned choice
of (p1, . . . , pk) and s = 2k, and obtain

|Eπ[h1(Xt1), . . . , hk(Xtk)]|

≤ 2k−1(cπ(V ))
∑k

ℓ=1

∑k
j=ℓ pj/(2k)ρ

∑k
j=2(tj−tj−1)pj/(2k)

k
∏

ℓ=1

‖hℓ‖V 1/(2k) .

Here we used that ‖hκ‖V 1/2 ≤ ‖hκ‖V 1/(2k) since k ≥ 1 and V (x) > 1. To complete the

proof it remains to note that
∑k
i=1 pi ≤ 2k and

‖hℓ‖V 1/(2k) = sup
x∈X

{ |h(x)|
V 1/(2k)(x)

}

≤ sup
x∈X

{ |h(x)|
W γ(x)

}

sup
x∈X

{

W γ(x)

V 1/(2k)(x)

}

≤ (2γk/e)γ‖hℓ‖Wγ .
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Combining the previous inequalities,

|Eπ[h1(Xt1), . . . , hk(Xtk)]| ≤
(

21+γγγcπ(V )e−γ
)k
kγkρgap(I)/2

k
∏

ℓ=1

‖hℓ‖Wγ ,

which completes the proof together with the elementary inequality kk ≤ k!ek, k ∈
N.

Proof of Theorem 3. The proof now follows from Lemma 9 and Lemma 5.

4.6 Proof of Theorem 5

We first prove the bound (19). Lemmas 4 and 9 imply that for any k ≥ 3,

|Γπ,k(Sn)| ≤ ρ−1/22k−1{log(1/ρ)}1−k Dk
q,Wγ (k!)3+γn‖hℓ‖kWγ

≤
(

k!

2

)3+γ

Varπ(Sn)

(

nρ−1/2{log(1/ρ)}−1 D2
q,Wγ ‖ḡ‖2Wγ

Varπ(Sn)
∨ 1

)(

2 Dq,Wγ ‖ḡ‖Wγ

log(1/ρ)

)k−2

≤
(

k!

2

)3+γ

Varπ(Sn) Jk−2
n,Wγ ,

where Dq,Wγ = 21+γγγcπ(V ) and Jn,Wγ is given in (21). We conclude the statement
using [4, Lemma 2.1] (see also [13, Equation (24)]). Next we show (20). From the
bound above we get for t ≥ 0 that

Pπ(|Sn| ≥ t) ≤ 2 exp

{

− t2/2

Varπ(Sn) + J
1/(3+γ)
n,Wγ t2−1/(3+γ)

}

.

Since for any t it holds either Varπ(Sn) + J
1/(3+γ)
n,Wγ t2−1/(3+γ) ≤ 2 Varπ(Sn) or

Varπ(Sn) + J
1/(3+γ)
n,Wγ t2−1/(3+γ) ≤ 2 J

1/(3+γ)
n,Wγ t2−1/(3+γ), the previous bound implies

Pπ(|Sn| ≥ t) ≤ 2 exp

{

− t2

4 Varπ(Sn)

}

+ 2 exp

{

− t1/(3+γ)

4 J
1/(3+γ)
n,Wγ

}

= T1 + T2 .

To complete the proof we choose t such that T1 ≤ δ/2 and T2 ≤ δ/2 for δ ∈ (0, 1).

4.7 Weak Harris Theorem

Proof of Proposition 1. Set γ = p/2q. Note that Km satisfies the geometric drift
condition

KmV̄ ≤ λ̄mV̄ + bm1C̄ , (66)

where C̄ is defined in A3. For δ ≥ 0, set V̄δ = V̄ + δ and

ρ̃γ,δ = sup
(x,x′)∈X2

[

(1− ε1C̄(x, x′))1/2
(

KmV̄ γδ (x, x′)

V̄ γδ (x, x′)

)1/2
]

, (67)
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which is finite since Km satisfies (66). Furthermore, Hölder’s inequality and A3 yield

Km(c1/2V̄
γ/2
δ ) ≤ (Kmc)1/2(KmV̄ γδ )1/2

≤
[

(1− ǫ1C̄)1/2
(

KmV̄ γδ /V̄
γ
δ

)1/2
]

c1/2V̄
γ/2
δ ≤ ρ̃γ,δc1/2V̄ γ/2δ .

Using V̄ ≤ V̄δ and a straightforward induction, we obtain for any k ≥ 1

Kmk(c1/2V̄ γ/2) ≤ Kmk(c1/2V̄
γ/2
δ ) ≤ ρ̃kγ,δc1/2V̄

γ/2
δ . (68)

Let n = km + ℓ, ℓ ∈ {0, . . . ,m− 1}. Note that the drift condition A 1 together with
Jensen’s inequality imply

KℓV̄ γδ ≤ (KℓV̄δ)
γ ≤

(

λℓV̄ + b(1− λℓ)/(1− λ) + δ

)γ

≤ (1 + b/(1− λ) + δ)γ V̄ γ .

Combining this with Hölder’s inequality yields

Kℓ(c1/2V̄
γ/2
δ ) ≤ (Kℓc)1/2(KℓV̄ γδ )1/2 ≤ κm/2K (1 + b/(1− λ) + δ)γ/2c1/2V̄ γ/2 .

This inequality and (68) imply

Kkm+ℓ(c1/2V̄
γ/2
δ ) ≤ ρ̃kγ,δKℓ(c1/2V̄

γ/2
δ ) ≤ ρ̃kγ,δκ

m/2
K (1+b/(1−λ)+δ)γ/2c1/2V̄

γ/2
δ . (69)

We now provide a lower bound on ρ̃γ,δ. Applying (66), we obtain

KmV̄ γδ
V̄ γδ

≤ {ϕ(V̄ )}γ1C̄ + {ψ(V̄ )}γ1C̄c , (70)

with ϕ(v) = (λ̄mv + bm + δ)/(v + δ), ψ(v) = (λ̄mv + δ)/(v + δ). Since V̄ ≥ 1C̄ + d̄1C̄c

and functions ϕ and ψ are decreasing on [1; +∞), we get

KmV̄ γδ
V̄ γδ

≤
{

λ̄m + bm + δ

1 + δ

}γ

1C̄ +

{

λ̄m + d̄+ δ

d̄+ δ

}γ

1C̄c .

The previous inequality yields

(1−ε1C̄)1/2
(

KmV̄ γδ /V̄
γ
δ

)1/2 ≤
[

(1 − ε)1/2
(

λ̄m + bm + δ

1 + δ

)γ/2
]

1C̄+

(

λ̄md̄+ δ

d̄+ δ

)γ/2

1C̄c .

Due to (67), the previous inequality implies ρ̃γ,δ ≤ ργδ , where

ρδ =

[

(1− ε)1/2
(

λ̄m + bm + δ

1 + δ

)1/2
]

∨
(

λ̄md̄+ δ

d̄+ δ

)1/2

. (71)
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Now we choose δ = δ∗ defined in (24), and complete the proof setting ̺ = ρδ∗ in
(71).

Proof of Corollary 1. Using [14, Corolllary 20.4.1] and (25) (with p = 2q), we get for
any initial distribution ξ, ξ′ and γ ∈ C(ξ, ξ′),

Wc (ξQn, ξ′Qn) ≤W
c1/2V̄ 1/2 (ξQn, ξ′Qn) ≤

∫

X×X

W
c1/2V̄ 1/2 (Qn(x, ·),Qn(x′, ·)) γ(dxdx′) ,

≤ ̺nκm/2K cK

∫

X×X

γ(dxdx′)V̄ 1/2(x, x′)

≤ (1/
√

2)̺nκ
m/2
K cK{ξ(V 1/2) + ξ′(V 1/2)} . (72)

We now show existence and uniqueness of π. Equation (72) implies that for some fixed
x0 ∈ X

W(d∧1)pc

(

Qn(x0, ·),Qn+1(x0, ·)
)

≤ (1/
√

2)̺nκ
m/2
K cK{V 1/2(x0) + QV 1/2(x0)} .

Hence the sequence {Qn(x0, ·)}∞n=1 is a Cauchy sequence in the complete metric space
of probability measure equipped with the Wasserstein distance W(d∧1)pc (see [14,
Theorem 20.1.8]). Therefore, there exists a probability measure π on (X,X ) such
that limn→∞ W(d∧1)pc (Qn(x0, ·), π) = 0. It is easily seen that π = πQ (see e.g. [14,

Theorem 20.2.1]), and the existence of invariant distribution is show. A 1 implies for
a stationary distribution π that π(V ) ≤ b/(1− λ) (see [14, Lemma 14.1.10]).

Second, if π and π′ are two invariant probability measures, (72) implies
Wc (π, π′) = 0. Hence, by C 1, W(d∧1)pc (π, π

′) = 0 and finally π = π′. Now we
complete the proof of (27) setting ξ′ = π in (72).

4.8 Proof of Theorem 7

We preface the proof by technical lemmas.
Lemma 10. Let h1 ∈ Lβ1,W and h2 ∈ Lβ2,W with β1, β2 ∈ R+. Then

[h1h2]β1+β2,W ≤ 21+β1+β2 [h1]β1,W [h2]β2,W .

Proof. Fix arbitrary x, y ∈ X. Then

|h1(x)h2(x) − h1(y)h2(y)| ≤ |h1(x) − h1(y)||h2(x)| + |h2(x)− h2(y)||h1(y)|
≤ [h1]β1,W c1/2(x, y)W̄

β1(x, y)[h2]β2,W W
β2(x)

+ [h2]β2,W c1/2(x, y)W̄
β2(x, y)[h1]β1,W W

β1(y) .

Since for any y ∈ X, W (x) ≤ 2W̄ (x, y) we get

|h1(x)h2(x) − h1(y)h2(y)| ≤ 21+β1+β2 [h1]β1,W [h2]β2,W c1/2(x, y)W̄
β1+β2(x, y) .
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Similarly,

|h1(x)h2(x)| ≤ [h1]β1,W [h2]β2,W W
β1+β2(x) .

The last two inequalities imply the statement.

Lemma 11. Assume A1 and A3. For any p, q ∈ N, p ≤ 2q, h ∈ Lp/(4q),V and n ∈ N,

it holds that Qnh−π(h) ∈ Lp/(4q),V with [Qnh]p/(4q),V ≤ κm/2K ζp/(2q)[h]p/(4q),V ̺
pn/(2q),

where the constant ζ is given by

ζ = π(V )1/2cK/
√

2 , (73)

and cK defined in (26).

Proof. Applying Proposition 1 (equation (25)), we get

|Qnh(x)−Qnh(x′)| ≤
∫

Kn(x, x′, dydy′)|h(y)− h(y′)|

≤ [h]p/(4q),V

∫

Kn(x, x′; dydy′)c1/2(y, y′)V̄ p/(4q)(y, y′)

≤ [h]p/(4q),V κ
m/2
K c

p/(2q)
K ̺pn/(2q)c1/2(x, x′)V̄ p/(4q)(x, x′) . (74)

Moreover, integrating (74) w.r.t. π and using that c(x, x′) ≤ 1, we get

|Qnh(x) − π(h)| ≤ [h]p/(4q),V κ
m/2
K c

p/(2q)
K ̺pn/(2q)

∫

V̄ p/(4q)(x, x′)π(dx′)

≤ κm/2K c
p/(2q)
K (π(V )/2)p/(4q)[h]p/(4q),V ̺

pn/(2q)V p/(4q)(x) . (75)

In the last inequality we used that V (x) + V (x′) ≤ V (x)V (x′) since V (x) ≥ e for any
x ∈ X, and

∫

V̄ p/(4q)(x, x′)π(dx′) = (V (x)/2)p/(4q)
∫

V (x′)p/(4q)π(dx′) ≤ (π(V )/2)p/(4q)V p/(4q)(x) .

Combining (75) and (74) completes the proof.

Based on Lemma 10 and Lemma 11, we check Assumption W 1(q,W ) with the
functional class L1/(4q),V . The lemma below is an adaptation of Lemma 6.
Lemma 12. Assume A 1 and A 3. Let q ∈ N. Then for any k ∈ {1, . . . , 2q},
(t1, . . . , tk) ∈ {0, . . . , n − 1}k, t1 ≤ · · · ≤ tk, (p1, . . . , pk) ∈ N

k satisfying pi ≥ 1 for

i ∈ {1, . . . , k} and
∑k

i=1 pi ≤ s, and functions {hℓ}kℓ=1 satisfying hi ∈ Lpi/(2s),V ,
i ∈ {1, . . . , k}, it holds

|Eπ [h1(Xt1), . . . , hk(Xtk)]| ≤ (2κ
m/2
K )k−1(2ζ)

∑k
ℓ=1

∑k
j=ℓ pj/s̺

∑k
j=2(tj−tj−1)pj/s

k
∏

ℓ=1

[hℓ]pℓ/(2s),V ,

(76)
where ζ is defined in (73).
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Proof. The proof is based on induction on k ∈ {1, . . . , 2q}. For k = 1, we get

|Eπ[h1(Xt1)]| ≤ π(V p1/(2s))‖h1‖V p1/(2s) ≤ {π(V )}p1/(2s)[h1]p1/(2s),V ,

where for the second inequality we used Jensen’s inequality. Assume that (76) holds for
some k ∈ {1, . . . , 2q − 1}. Let t1 ≤ · · · ≤ tk+1, (p1, . . . , pk+1) ∈ N

k+1 satisfying pi ≥ 1

for i ∈ {1, . . . , k+1} and
∑k+1

i=1 pi ≤ s, and functions hℓ ∈ Lpℓ/(2s),V , ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , k+1}.
Applying Lemma 2,

Eπ[h1(Xt1), . . . , hk(Xtk), hk+1(Xtk+1
)] = Eπ[h1(Xt1), . . . , hk(Xtk)h̃k+1(Xtk)] ,

where h̃k+1(x) = Qtk+1−tkhk+1(x) − π(hk+1). Since hk+1 ∈ Lpk+1/(2s),V , we obtain

using Lemma 11 that h̃k+1 ∈ Lpk+1/(2s),V with

[h̃k+1]pk+1/(2s),V ≤ κ
m/2
K ζpk+1/s[hk+1]pk+1/(2s),V ̺

pk+1(tk+1−tk)/s .

Hence, applying Lemma 10 with W = V , β1 = pk/(2s), and β2 = pk+1/(2s)

[hkh̃k+1](pk+pk+1)/(2s),V ≤ 21+(pk+pk+1)/(2s)κ
m/2
K ζpk+1/s̺pk+1(tk+1−tk)/s

× [hk]pk/(2s),V [hk+1]pk+1/(2s),V .

Then, applying the induction hypothesis to h̄i = hi ∈ Lp̄i/(2s),V , p̄i = pi, i ∈
{1, . . . , k − 1}, h̄k = hkh̃k+1 ∈ Lp̄k/(2s),V , p̄k = pk + pk+1 completes the proof.

Corollary 3. Assume A 1 and A 3. Then for any q ∈ N, W 1(q, V, [·]1/(4q),V ) is

satisfied with Dq,V = 4κ
m/2
K ζ, αq,V = 0 and ρq,V = ̺1/2, where ̺ and ζ are defined in

(26) and (73), respectively.

Proof. Let k ∈ {1, . . . , q} and (t1, . . . , tk) ∈ {0, . . . , n− 1}k, t1 ≤ · · · ≤ tk. Define κ ∈
{2, . . . , k} such that tκ−tκ−1 = maxj∈{2,...,k}[tj−tj−1]. For i ∈ {1, . . . , k}\{κ}, we set
pi = 1, and put pκ = q. Now we apply Lemma 12 with the mentioned (p1, . . . , pk) and

s = 2q. Note that hi ∈ Lpi/(4q),V for any i ∈ {1, . . . , k} and
∑k

i=1 pi ≤ 2q. Moreover,
[hκ ]1/4,V ≤ [hκ ]1/(4q),V since q ≥ 1 and V (x) > 1. Therefore, the application of
Lemma 12 concludes the proof.

Proof of Theorem 7. The proof now follows from Lemma 12 and Corollary 3.

4.9 Proof of Theorem 8

Set S′
n =

∑n−1
k=0 gk(X ′

k). Using A3, we get

Eξ
[
∣

∣Sn
∣

∣

2q]
= EK

ξ,π

[
∣

∣Sn
∣

∣

2q] ≤ 22q−1Eπ
[
∣

∣Sn
∣

∣

2q]
+ 22q−1EK

ξ,π

[
∣

∣Sn − S′
n

∣

∣

2q]
, (77)

where K is a kernel coupling. Using the Minkowski inequality and Proposition 1
completes the proof.
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4.10 Proof of Theorem 9

Lemma 13. Assume A1 and A3. Then for any q ∈ N and γ ≥ 0, W1(q,W γ , [·]1,Wγ )

is satisfied with Dq,Wγ = 22+2γγγκ
m/2
K ζ, αq,Wγ = γ and ρq,Wγ = ̺1/2, where ̺ and ζ

are defined in (26) and (73), respectively.

Proof. Let k ∈ {1, . . . , q} and I = (t1, . . . , tk) ∈ {0, . . . , n− 1}k, t1 ≤ · · · ≤ tk. Define
κ ∈ {2, . . . , k} such that tκ−tκ−1 = maxj∈{2,...,k}[tj−tj−1]. For i ∈ {1, . . . , k}\{κ}, we
set pi = 1, and put pκ = k. Now we apply Lemma 12 with the mentioned (p1, . . . , pk)

and s = 2k. Proceeding as in Corollary 3 with
∑k

i=1 pi ≤ 2k,

|Eπ[h1(Xt1), . . . , hk(Xtk)]| ≤ (4κ
m/2
K ζ)k̺gap(I)/2

k
∏

ℓ=1

[hℓ]1/(4k),V .

To complete the proof it remains to note that for functions hℓ ∈ L1,Wγ it holds

[hℓ]1/(4k),V ≤ (4γk/e)γ [hℓ]1,Wγ .

Proof of Theorem 9. The proof now follows from Lemma 12 and Lemma 13.

4.11 Proof of Theorem 10

Without loss of generality, we can assume that [ḡ]1,Wγ = 1. We set for any x, x′ ∈ X,
W̄γ(x, x′) = 2−1(W γ(x) + W γ(x′)). Proceeding as in the proof of Theorem 8, (77)

holds and we only need to bound EK
ξ,π

[∣

∣Sn−S′
n

∣

∣

2q]
with S′

n =
∑n−1

k=0 g(X ′
k). Denote for

any k ∈ {0, . . . , n− 1}, ck = c1/2(Xk, X
′
k), Σk =

∑k−1
l=0 cl and ∆gk = g(Xk)− g(X ′

k).
First, we have by Jensen inequality,

∣

∣Sn − S′
n

∣

∣

2q
=

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

n−1
∑

k=0

{∆gk}
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2q

≤ Σ2q−1
n

{

n−1
∑

k=0

ck{∆gk/ck}2q
}

≤ 2−1Σ4q−2
n

n−1
∑

k=0

ck + 2−1
n−1
∑

k=0

ck{∆gk/ck}4q

≤ 2−1Σ4q−1
n + 2−1

n−1
∑

k=0

ck{W 4qγ(Xk) +W 4qγ(X ′
k)}

≤ 2−1Σ4q−1
n +

√
2 (8qγ/e)

4qγ
n−1
∑

k=0

ckV̄
1/2(Xk, X

′
k) , (78)

where we used that (a + b)4q ≤ 24q−1{a4q + b4q}. In addition by an easy induction

on ℓ ∈ {0, . . . , n}, using that supk∈{0,...,n−1} ck ≤ 1, we have Σ
4q−1
ℓ ≤ ∑ℓ−1

k=0 ck(k +

1)4q−1 ≤
∑ℓ−1

k=0 ck(k+ 1)4q−1V̄ 1/2(Xk, X
′
k). Plugging this bound for ℓ = n in (78) and

using Proposition 1 with p = 2q completes the proof.
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4.12 Proof of Theorem 11

We proceed as in the proof of Theorem 5. Indeed, for any k ≥ 3, Lemma 13 implies

|Γπ,k(Sn)| ≤ ̺−12k−1 log1−k{1/̺}Dk
q,Wγ (k!)3+γn[ḡ]k1,Wγ

≤
(

k!

2

)3+γ

Varπ(Sn)

(

n̺−1/2{log(1/̺)}−1D2
q,Wγ [ḡ]21,Wγ

Varπ(Sn)
∨ 1

)(

2Dq,Wγ [ḡ]1,Wγ

log(1/̺)

)k−2

≤
(

k!

2

)3+γ

Varπ(Sn)Jk−2
n,Wγ ,

with Dq,Wγ = 23/2+2γγγκ
m/2
K cK{π(V )}1/2 and Jn,Wγ given in (31). We conclude using

[4, Lemma 2.1] (see also [13, Equation (24)]).

4.13 Proof of Theorem 12

Without loss of generality, we can assume that [ḡ]1,Wγ = 1. Let t ≥ 0, g ∈ L1,Wγ and
ξ be a probability measure on (X,X ) satisfying ξ(V 1/2) < ∞. First note that setting

S′
n =

∑n−1
k=0 g(X ′

k), we have using that K is a coupling kernel for Q.

Pξ(|Sn| ≥ t) ≤ Pπ(|Sn| ≥ t/2) + PK
ξ,π(|Sn − S′

n| ≥ t/2) , (79)

Set ck = c1/2(Xk, X
′
k), ∆gk = g(Xk)− g(X ′

k), Σ
(1/2)
ℓ =

∑k−1
ℓ=0 c

1/2
ℓ for k ∈ {0, . . . , n−

1}. We distinguish the two cases γ = 0 and γ > 0.
First assume γ > 0. Then, we have setting ̟γ = 1/(1 +γ), using Young inequality

with 1/̟γ > 1 and since ̟γ/(1 +̟γ) = 1/γ and W̄ (x, x′) = {W (x) +W (x′)}/2,

|Sn − S′
n|̟γ ≤ ̟γΣ

(1/2)
n + (1−̟γ)

{

1

Σ
(1/2)
n

n−1
∑

k=0

∆gk

}1/γ

≤ ̟γΣ
(1/2)
n + (1−̟γ) max

k∈{0,...,n−1}
{∆gk/c1/2k }1/γ

≤ ̟γΣ
(1/2)
n + 2(1−̟γ) max

k∈{0,...,n−1}
{c1/(2γ)k [W (Xk) +W (X ′

k)]} . (80)

where we have used in (80) that (a+ b)u ≤ 2(u−1)+(au + bu) for a, b ≥ 1, u ≥ 0. It is
easy to verify that (80) still holds for γ = 0. Then, we get that for t̃ ≥ 0,

PK
ξ,π(|Sn − S′

n| ≥ t̃) ≤ PK
ξ,π(̟γΣ

(β)
n ≥ t̟̃γ/2) (81)

+ PK
ξ,π((1 −̟γ) maxk∈{0,...,n−1}{c1/(2γ)k [W (Xk) +W (X ′

k)]} ≥ t̟̃γ/4) .

We now bound separately the two terms in the right hand side. Using that

eλ1

∑n−1
k=0 ak ≤ λ1

∑n−1
k=0 akeλ1(k+1)+1 for any {ak}n−1

k=0 ∈ [0, 1]
n

and Jensen’s inequality,

PK
ξ,π(Σ

(1/2)
n ≥ t̟̃γ/(2̟γ)) ≤ e−λ1 t̃

̟γ/(2̟γ )EK
ξ,π[eλ1Σ

(1/2)
n ]
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≤ e−λ1 t̃
̟γ /(2̟γ)(1 + λ1

∑n−1
k=0 EK

ξ,π[ck]1/2eλ1(k+1)) .

Using Proposition 1 and since ck ≤ ckV̄ (Xk, X
′
k), we get with λ1 = − log(̺)/4 that

PK
ξ,π(Σ

(1/2)
n ≥ t̟̃γ/(2̟γ))

≤ elog(̺)t̃
̟γ /(8̟γ)

{

1 + (− log(̺)/4)
[κ

m/2
K cK{π(V 1/2)+ξ(V 1/2)}]1/2

̺1/4(1−̺1/4)

}

. (82)

On the other hand, we have for any λ2 > 0,

PK
ξ,π((1 −̟γ) maxk∈{0,...,n−1}{c1/(2γ)k [W (Xk) +W (X ′

k)]} ≥ t̟̃γ/4)

≤ exp
(

− λ2 t̃
̟γ

4(1−̟γ )

)

EK
ξ,π[exp(λ2 maxk∈{0,...,n−1}Ak)] , (83)

with Ak = c
1/(2γ)
k [W (Xk) +W (X ′

k)]. Second, using eu − 1 ≤ ueu, and maxk ck ≤ 1,

EK
ξ,π[exp(λ2 max

k∈{0,...,n−1}
Ak)]− 1 ≤ λ2EK

ξ,π[ max
k∈{0,...,n−1}

Ak exp(λ2 max
k∈{0,...,n−1}

Ak)]

≤ λ2

n−1
∑

k=0

EK
ξ,π[Ak exp(λ2Ak)]

≤ λ2

n−1
∑

k=0

EK
ξ,π[c

1∧(2γ)−1

k [W (Xk) +W (X ′
k)]{V 2λ2(Xk) + V 2λ2(X ′

k)}] .

Taking λ2 = 8−1 ∧ (16γ)−1, we obtain using Jensen inequality

EK
ξ,π[exp(λ2 max

k∈{0,...,n−1}
Ak)]− 1 ≤ (8−1 ∧ (16γ)−1) 2 sup

a≥e
{a4−1∧(8γ)−1

log(a)}

×
n−1
∑

k=0

EK
ξ,π[c

1∧(2γ)−1

k {V 1/2(1∧(2γ)−1)(Xk) + V 1/2(1∧(2γ)−1)(X ′
k)}]

≤ (2−1 ∧ (4γ)−1) sup
a≥e
{a4−1∧(8γ)−1

log(a)}
n−1
∑

k=0

EK
ξ,π[ck{V (Xk) + V (X ′

k)}1/2](1∧1/(2γ)) .

Using Proposition 1 and plugging the resulting bounds in (79) completes the proof.

4.14 Proof of Proposition 2

Let cτ = µH(BH(0, τ)). We use the following version of Fernique’s theorem; see [56,
Theorem 2.8.5].
Lemma 14. Let µH be a centered Gaussian measure on (H,H). Then for any τ ∈ R+

such that cτ > 1/2 and ατ = log{cτ/(1− cτ )}/(24τ2) the following inequality holds

∫

H

exp
(

ατ ‖x‖2H
)

dµH(x) ≤ Dτ ,
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where Dτ = cτ
(

cτ/(1− cτ )
)1/24

+ cτ
{

1− (1/cτ − 1)1−(1+
√
2)2/6

}−1
. Moreover, for any

β ∈ R+ and K ≥ β/(2ατ ),

∫

{‖y‖
H
≥K}

exp{β ‖y‖H}dµH(y) ≤ Cατ ,β exp{−ατK2 + βK} ,

where Cτ,β = Dτ

(

1 +
√
πβ

2
√
ατ

)

.

Proof. The first part of the statement follows from [56, Theorem 2.8.5] by making the
constants explicit. The second part of the statement follows from [16, PropositionA.1.].

We first check the drift condition A 1. The proof essentially follows from [16,
Lemma 3.2], once again making the constants explicit.
Lemma 15. Under the assumptions of Proposition 2, A 1 holds with the constants

λ = 1− µH(BH(0,K1r̄
a))
(

1− exp
(

−(1− ρH)R/2
))

exp (ᾱH) , b = b1 ∨ b2,

b1 = Dτ exp
{

R + (1− ρ2H)/(4ατ )
}

, b2 = Cατ ,(1−ρ2H)1/2 exp
{

g(t⋆) + (1 − ρ2H)1/2K1

}

,

g(t) = (ρH + (1− ρ2H)1/2K1)t− ατK2
1 t

2a , t⋆ =

(

(1− ρ2H)1/2K1 + ρH
2ατK2

1a

)1/(2a−1)

,

K1 = r̄/(1− ρ2H)1/2 , τ = inf
t∈R

{

µH(BH(0, t)) ≥ 3/4
}

,

Dτ = (3/4)
(

31/24 +
{

1− 3(1+
√
2)2/6−1

}−1
)

, ατ = log(3)/(24τ2) .

(84)

Proof. Let V (x) = exp(‖x‖H) and z(x, y) = ρHx+ (1− ρ2H)1/2y. Note that it holds

QV (x) =

∫

H

(

exp{‖x‖H}(1− αH(x, y)) + exp{‖z(x, y)‖H}αH(x, y)

)

dµH(y) . (85)

Then for x ∈ BH(0,R), using ‖z(x, y)‖H ≤ ‖x‖H + (1− ρ2H)1/2 ‖y‖H, we get

QV (x) ≤ exp{‖x‖H}
∫

H

exp{(1− ρ2H)1/2 ‖y‖H}dµH(y)

(a)

≤ exp{R + (1− ρ2H)/(4ατ )}
∫

H

exp{ατ ‖y‖2H}dµH(y)

(b)

≤ Dτ exp
{

R + (1 − ρ2H)/(4ατ )
}

=: b1 . (86)

In the above, (a) is due to inequality exp{γt} ≤ exp{γ2/(4∆) + ∆t2}, t, γ,∆ > 0, and
(b) is due to Lemma 14 applied with τ given in (84). Further, using A-pCN 1, for
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x 6∈ BH(0,R), it holds r̄ ‖x‖aH ≤ (1 − ρH) ‖x‖H /2. This implies

sup
y∈BH(ρHx,r̄‖x‖a

H
)

V (y) ≤ ζV (x) , ζ = exp
(

−(1− ρH)R/2
)

. (87)

Let us now define A = {y ∈ H|(1 − ρ2H)1/2 ‖y‖H ≤ r̄ ‖x‖aH}. Then for x 6∈ BH(0,R)
we use (85) and split integration over H into integration over A and H \ A. For y ∈
A, z(x, y) ∈ BH(ρHx, r̄ ‖x‖aH), thus (87) implies

∫

A

(

exp{‖x‖H}(1− αH(x, y)) + exp{‖z(x, y)‖H}αH(x, y)

)

dµH(y)

≤
∫

A

(

exp{‖x‖H}(1− αH(x, y)) + ζ exp{‖x‖H}αH(x, y)

)

dµH(y)

= exp{‖x‖H}
(

µH(A)− (1− ζ)
∫

A

αH(x, y)dµH(y)
)

(a)

≤ exp{‖x‖H}µH(A)
(

1− (1− ζ) exp (ᾱH)
)

.

In the above, (a) is due to lower bound on αH(x, y), which follows from A-pCN

1. Setting K1 = r̄/(1 − ρ2H)1/2 and using Lemma 14 with K = K1 ‖x‖aH and β =
(1− ρ2H)1/2,

∫

H\A

(

exp{‖x‖H}(1− αH(x, y)) + exp{‖z(x, y)‖H}αH(x, y)

)

dµH(y)

≤ (1− µH(A)) exp{‖x‖H}+ exp{ρH ‖x‖H}
∫

H\A
exp{β ‖y‖H}dµH(y)

≤ (1− µH(A)) exp{‖x‖H}+ Cτ,β exp

{

ρH ‖x‖H − ατK2
1 ‖x‖2aH + βK1 ‖x‖aH

}

,

where ατ is defined in (84) and Cτ,β defined in Lemma 14. Combining the above
inequalities and (85), for x 6∈ BH(0,R),

QV (x) ≤
(

1− µH(A)(1 − ζ) exp (ᾱH)
)

V (x)

+ Cατ ,β sup
t≥0

exp

{

ρHt+ βK1t
a − ατK2

1 t
2a

}

.
(88)

We complete the proof combining (86), (88), and noting that µH(A) ≥
µH(BH(0,K1r̄

a)).

Proof of C 1 and A 3. It is easy to see that assumption C 1 is satisfied with
c(x, x′) = 1∧ [‖x− x′‖H /εH] and pc = 1 as soon as εH ≤ 1. In our proof of A3 we use
the synchronous coupling suggested in [16, Section 3.1.2],

Xk+1 = Xk1{Uk+1>αH(Xk,Zk+1)} +
{

ρHXk + (1− ρ2H)1/2Zk+1

}

1{Uk+1≤αH(Xk,Zk+1)}, X0 = x
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X ′
k+1 = X ′

k1{Uk+1>αH(X′

k,Zk+1)} +
{

ρHX
′
k + (1− ρ2H)1/2Zk+1

}

1{Uk+1≤αH(X′

k,Zk+1)}, X
′
0 = x′ .

The associated coupling kernel is denoted K. The first part of A 3 follows from the
following lemma:
Lemma 16. Let c(x, x′) = 1 ∧ [‖x− x′‖H /εH] with

εH = γ/(2L) , (89)

where we have introduced

γ =
(

p1µH

(

BH(0, (1− ρ2H)−1/2R)
)

∧ exp (ᾱH)µH(BH(0,K1R
a))
)

(1− ρH)/2

p1 = exp
{

− sup
y∈BH(0,2R+1)

ΦH(y) + inf
y∈BH(0,2R+1)

ΦH(y)
}

,
(90)

where K1 is defined in (84). Then, for x, x′ ∈ H, ‖x− x′‖H ≥ εH, it holds

Kc(x, x′) ≤ c(x, x′) .

Moreover, for x, x′ ∈ H, ‖x− x′‖H < εH, it holds

Kc(x, x′) ≤ (1 − γ)c(x, x′) ,

Proof. Let ‖x− x′‖H ≥ εH then c(x, x′) = 1. The statement follows from Kc(x, x′) =
E[c(X1, X

′
1)] ≤ 1. Consider the case c(x, x′) < 1. Since εH ≤ 1 then either

x, x′ ∈ BH(0,R + 1) or x, x′ 6∈ BH(0,R). We consider these cases separately. Let
x, x′ ∈ BH(0,R + 1). Introduce the following events, A = {(1 − ρ2H)1/2 ‖Z1‖H ≤ R},
B1 = {U1 ≤ αH(x, Z1), U1 ≤ αH(x′, Z1)}, B2 = {U1 > αH(x, Z1), U1 > αH(x′, Z1)}
and B3 = Ω\ (B1∪B2). Note that 1{B1}c(X1, X

′
1) = ρHc(x, x

′) and 1{B2}c(X1, X
′
1) =

c(x, x′). We get

Kc(x, x′) = E[1{A∩B1}c(X1, X
′
1)] + E[1{A∩B2}c(X1, X

′
1)] + E[1{A∩(B1∪B2)}c(X1, X

′
1)]

+ E[1{B3}c(X1, X
′
1)]

(a)

≤ P(A)
(

P(B1|A)ρHc(x, x
′) + P(B2|A)c(x, x′)

)

+ (1− P(A))c(x, x′) (91)

+

∫

H

∣

∣αH(x, y)− αH(x′, y)
∣

∣dµH(y) .

Here, (a) follows from the representation

E[1{B3}c(X1, X
′
1)] =

∫

H

∫ 1

0

[

c(x, ρHx
′ + (1− ρ2H)1/2y)1{αH(x′,y)≤u≤αH(x,y)}

+ c(ρHx+ (1− ρ2H)1/2y, x′)1{αH(x,y)≤u≤αH(x′,y)}
]

dudµH(y) .
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We use P(B2|A) ≤ 1− P(B1|A) together with with P(B1|A) ≥ p1. The latter follows
from (33) and definition of the set A. Since f(t) = 1 ∧ exp{t} is 1-Lipschitz we may
use definition (33) and A-pCN 2 to obtain

∫

H

∣

∣αH(x, y)− αH(x′, y)
∣

∣dµH(y) ≤
∫

H

∣

∣

∣

∣

1 ∧ exp
(

−ΦH(ρHx+ (1− ρ2H)1/2y) + ΦH(x)
)

−

1 ∧ exp
(

−ΦH(ρHx
′ + (1− ρ2H)1/2y) + ΦH(x′)

)

∣

∣

∣

∣

dµH(y) ≤ 2L ‖x− x′‖H ≤ 2εHLc(x, x
′) .

Putting together the obtained inequalities, we arrive at an estimate of the form

Kc(x, x′) ≤
(

1− p1µH

(

BH(0,R)
)

(1 − ρH) + 2εHL
)

c(x, x′) ≤ (1 − γ)c(x, x′).

The last inequality follows from the choice of εH.
Consider the case x, x′ 6∈ BH(0,R). Define C = {ω ∈ Ω|(1 − ρ2H)1/2 ‖Z1(ω)‖H ≤

r̄(‖x‖H ∧ ‖x′‖H)a}. Repeating the argument (91) we get

Kc(x, x′) ≤ P(C)
(

P(B1|C)ρHc(x, x
′) + P(B2|C)c(x, x′)

)

+ (1− P(C))c(x, x′)

+

∫

H

∣

∣αH(x, y)− αH(x′, y)
∣

∣dµH(y) .

To complete the proof it remains to note that P(B2|C) ≤ 1 − P(B1|C) ≤ exp (ᾱH),
where the last inequality follows from A-pCN 1.

Now we check the second part of A3.
Lemma 17. Under the assumptions of Proposition 2, it holds

Kmc(x, x′) ≤ (1 − ε1C̄(x, x′))c(x, x′) , (92)

where C̄, R and m are defined in Proposition 2,

ε = γ ∧ (p1µH(BH(0, Rm)))
m
/2 , Rm =

R

m(1− ρ2H)1/2
, (93)

and γ, p1 are defined in (90).

Proof. Note that in case (x, x′) 6∈ C̄ we can use Lemma 16 which implies Kmc(x, x′) ≤
c(x, x′) for any m ∈ N. Hence, (92) follows.

Assume that (x, x′) ∈ C̄. Consider first the case c(x, x′) = 1, that is, ‖x− x′‖H ≥
εH. Let m ∈ N be a number to be chosen later and introduce Bm = {Uk ≤
αH(Xk, Zk), Uk ≤ αH(X ′

k, Zk), k = 1, . . . ,m}. Note that Bm is an event where first m
proposals were accepted both for sequence (Xk)k∈N and (X ′

k)k∈N. Then, using that
c(x, y) ≤ ‖x− y‖H /εH and c(x, y) ≤ 1, x, y ∈ H, we get

Kmc(x, x′) = E[c(Xm, X
′
m)] = E[c(Xm, X

′
m)1{Bm}] + E[c(Xm, X

′
m)1{Bm}]

≤ P(Bm)ρmH ‖x− x′‖H /εH + 1− P(Bm) . (94)
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We choose m = log(εH/(4R))/ log ρH and use c(x, x′) = 1. Then (94) implies

Kmc(x, x′) ≤
(

1− P(Bm)/2
)

c(x, x′) . (95)

It remains to lower bound P(Bm). Recall the definition (93) of Rm. It follows

P(Bm) ≥ P
(

Bm| ∩mk=1

{

‖Zk‖H ≤ Rm
})

P(‖Z1‖H ≤ Rm)m

≥ (p1µH(BH(0, Rm)))
m
,

where p1 is defined in (90). In case c(x, x′) < 1, Lemma 16 implies

Kmc(x, x′) ≤ Kc(x, x′) ≤ (1− γ)c(x, x′) . (96)

Now the statement follows by combining (95) and (96).

4.15 Proof of Proposition 3

The proof of C 1 is immediate. We preface the proof of the drift condition A1 by the
following instrumental lemma. Recall that κf = µfLf/(µf + Lf).
Lemma 18. Assume A-SGD 1. Then, for all γ ∈ (0, 1/(µf + Lf)] and k ∈ N,

‖θk+1 − θ⋆‖2 ≤ (1− γκf) ‖θk − θ⋆‖2 + (γ/κf + 2γ2) ‖Hθk(Yk+1)−∇f(θk)‖2 .

Proof. Expanding the recurrence (34) and using ∇f(θ⋆) = 0,

‖θk+1 − θ⋆‖2 ≤ ‖θk−θ⋆‖2−2γ〈Hθk(Yk+1)−∇f(θk), θk−θ⋆〉−2γ〈∇f(θk)−∇f(θ⋆), θk−θ⋆〉
+ 2γ2 ‖Hθk(Yk+1)−∇f(θk)‖2 + 2γ2 ‖∇f(θk)−∇f(θ⋆)‖2 .

[57, Theorem 2.1.12] shows that, for all (θ, θ′) ∈ R
2d,

〈∇f(θ) −∇f(θ′), θ − θ′〉 ≥ κf ‖θ − θ′‖2 +
1

µf + Lf
‖∇f(θ) −∇f(θ′)‖2 .

Using that γ ≤ 1/(µf + Lf), and |〈a, b〉| ≤ (ε2/2) ‖a‖2 + 1/(2ε2) ‖b‖2 for ε > 0 and
(a, b) ∈ R

2d, we get

‖θk+1 − θ⋆‖2 ≤ (1− 2γκf + γε2) ‖θk − θ⋆‖2 + (γ/ε2 + 2γ2) ‖Hθ(Yk+1)−∇f(θk)‖2 .

We complete the proof by taking ε2 = κf .

Now we are ready to check A1.
Lemma 19. Under the assumptions of Proposition 3, A1 holds with the constants λ
and b given by

λ = e−γκf/(2σ̃
2
f ) , σ̃2

f = 2σ2
f (e + 1)/(e− 1) ,

b = γ
(

1/κf + 2γ + κf/(2σ̃
2
f )
)

exp
(

2 + (2σ̃2
f )−1 + (2γκf + 1)/κ2f

)

.
(97)
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Proof. Under A-SGD 2, Lemma 21 implies for all θ ∈ R
d

E
[

exp
(

‖Hθ(Y)−∇f(θ)‖2/σ̃2
f

)]

≤ e , with σ̃2
f = 2σ2

f (e + 1)/(e− 1) . (98)

In particular, Jensen’s inequality implies

E[‖Hθ(Y) −∇f(θ)‖2] ≤ σ̃2
f . (99)

Applying Jensen’s inequality one more time to (98), and using γ/κf + 2γ2 ≤ 1,

E
[

exp
(

(γ/κf + 2γ2) ‖Hθk(Yk+1)−∇f(θk)‖2 /σ̃2
f

)]

≤ eγ/κf+2γ2

.

Lemma 18 implies that for any θ ∈ R
d,

QγV1/σ̃2
f
(θ) ≤ exp

(

−(γκf/σ̃
2
f ) ‖θ − θ⋆‖2

)

eγ/κf+2γ2

V1/σ̃2
f
(θ) . (100)

Now we consider the two cases separately. For θ ∈ R
d satisfying ‖θ − θ⋆‖2 ≥ Mf =

1/2 + (2γκf + 1)σ̃2
f /κ

2
f , we have

QγV1/σ̃2
f
(θ) ≤ e−γκf/(2σ̃

2
f )V1/σ̃2

f
(θ) . (101)

On the other hand, for θ ∈ R
d satisfying ‖θ − θ⋆‖2 ≤ Mf , we have using (100) and

et − 1 ≤ tet,

QγV1/σ̃2
f
(θ) ≤ e−γκf/(2σ̃

2
f )V1/σ̃2

f
(θ) + {eγ/κf+2γ2 − e−γκf/(2σ̃

2
f )}V1/σ̃2

f
(θ)

≤ e−γκf/(2σ̃
2
f )V1/σ̃2

f
(θ) + γ

(

1/κf + 2γ + κf/(2σ̃
2
f )
)

exp(2 +Mf/σ̃
2
f ) .

(102)

Combining (101) and (102) implies the statement.

To check A3, we use the following synchronous coupling construction

θk+1 = θk − γHθk(Yk+1) and θ′k+1 = θ′k − γHθ′
k
(Yk+1) ,

i.e. we use the same noise Yk+1 at each iteration. We denote by Kγ the associated
coupling kernel.
Lemma 20. Under the assumptions of Proposition 3, it holds

Km
γ c(θ, θ′) ≤ (1− ε1C̄(θ, θ′))c(θ, θ′) ,

where C̄, ε, and m are defined in Proposition 3.

Proof. We first note that [53, Proposition 2] implies that for any θ, θ′ ∈ R
d, it holds

Kγ ‖θ − θ′‖2 ≤
(

1− ε
)

‖θ − θ′‖2 ,

39



where ε = 2µfγ(1− γLf/2). Hence, in case θ, θ′ ∈ R
d with c(θ, θ′) < 1 it holds

Km
γ c(θ, θ′) ≤ Km

γ ‖θ − θ′‖
2 ≤ (1 − ε)c(θ, θ′)

for any m ∈ N. Consider now θ, θ′ with c(θ, θ′) = 1. Then, with m =
⌈log(4R2)/ log(1/(1− ε)) + 1⌉,

Km
γ c(θ, θ

′) ≤ Km
γ ‖θ − θ′‖

2 ≤ (1− ε)mc(θ, θ′) ≤ 4R2(1− ε)m < (1− ε)c(θ, θ′)

4.16 Proof of Lemma 1

Let γ ∈ (0, 1/Lf). Consider θ0 with distribution πγ and θ1 defined by (34). Then, by
Proposition 3, θ1 has also distribution πγ which implies taking expectation in (34)
and rearranging terms that

0 =

∫

Rd

∇f(θ)dπγ(θ) . (103)

In addition, [57] implies that for any θ ∈ R
d,

∥

∥∇f(θ) −∇f(θ⋆)−∇2f(θ⋆){θ − θ⋆}
∥

∥ ≤ L∇f ‖θ − θ⋆‖ /2 .

Plugging this result in (103) and using ∇f(θ⋆) = 0, we obtain that

∥

∥

∥

∥

∫

Rd

∇2f(θ⋆){θ − θ⋆}dπγ(θ)

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤ (L∇f/2)

∫

Rd

‖θ − θ⋆‖2 dπγ(θ) .

Using
∥

∥∇2f(θ⋆){θ − θ⋆}
∥

∥ ≥ µf ‖θ − θ⋆‖ for any θ ∈ R
d by A-SGD1, Jensen inequality

and Proposition 3 complete the proof.

5 Auxiliary proofs

We start this part with a technical lemma about subgaussian vectors.
Lemma 21. Let Y ∈ R

d be a norm-subgaussian vector with variance factor σ2 <∞.
Then

E
[

exp
(

‖Y ‖2/σ̃2
)]

≤ e

with σ̃2 = 2σ2(e + 1)/(e− 1).

Proof. By the definition of norm-subgaussian vector (see A-SGD 2), it holds for
c > σ

√
2 that

E
[

exp
(

‖Y ‖2/c2
)]

=

∫ +∞

0

P
(

exp
(

‖Y ‖2/c2
)

≥ t
)

dt
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≤ 1 + (2/c2)

∫ +∞

0

P (‖Y ‖ ≥ u) exp
(

u2/c2
)

udu

≤ 1 + (4/c2)

∫ +∞

0

exp
(

−u2
(

1/(2σ2)− 1/c2
))

udu = 1 +
4σ2

c2 − 2σ2
.

Now the proof follows by letting c2 = σ̃2.

Lemma 22. Assume A1 and A2. Then for any α ∈ (0, 1], x ∈ X, n ∈ N, it holds that

‖Qn(x, ·)− π‖V α ≤ 2{cρnπ(V )V (x)}α . (104)

Proof. Let ξ and ξ′ be arbitrary measures such that ξ(V ), ξ′(V ) <∞. Then, using the
definition of the V -norm and Jensen’s inequality,

‖ξ − ξ′‖V α =

∫

|ξ − ξ′|(dx)V α(x) = 2 ‖ξ − ξ′‖TV

∫ |ξ − ξ′|(dx)

2 ‖ξ − ξ′‖TV

V α(x)

≤ {2 ‖ξ − ξ′‖TV}1−α
(
∫

|ξ − ξ′|(dx)V (x)

)α

.

If we replace ξ ← δxP
n and ξ′ ← π, we get

‖δxPn − π‖V α ≤ {2 ‖δxPn − π‖TV}1−α (‖δxPn − π‖V )
α
. (105)

Now (104) follows from ‖δxPn − π‖TV ≤ 1 and equation (10).

Lemma 23. Assume A1, A2, and let q ∈ N
∗. Then for any g ∈ LV 1/(2q) and n ∈ N

∗,
it holds that

Varπ(Sn) ≤ 5nc1/2ρ−1/2{log 1/ρ}−1π(V )3/2‖ḡ‖2V 1/2 . (106)

Proof. Applying Lemma 22 with α = 1/2, we get

Varπ(Sn) = Varπ(

n−1
∑

i=0

ḡ(Xi)) = nVarπ(g) +

n−2
∑

i=0

n−2−i
∑

ℓ=1

Eπ[ḡ(Xi)ḡ(Xi+ℓ)]

≤ nVarπ(g) + 2‖ḡ‖V 1/2

n−2
∑

i=0

n−2−i
∑

ℓ=1

Eπ
[

|g(Xi)|{cρℓπ(V )V (Xi)}1/2
]

≤ nVarπ(g) + 2c1/2π(V )3/2‖ḡ‖2V 1/2

n−2
∑

i=0

n−2−i
∑

ℓ=1

ρℓ/2

≤ 5nc1/2ρ−1/2{log 1/ρ}−1π(V )3/2‖ḡ‖2V 1/2 .

To complete the proof it remains to note that ‖ḡ‖V 1/2 ≤ ‖ḡ‖V 1/(2q) .

We end this section with a technical bound on the scaling of coefficients B0(u, q)
defined in (12).
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Lemma 24. Let B0(u, q) be the coefficient defined in (12). Then for u ∈ {1, . . . , q−1}
it holds that

B0(u, q) ≤ c1(2q)2q(2q − u)2(2q−u)e−(2q−u) , (107)

where c1 = e2
√

2. Moreover, it holds that

B0(u, q) ≤ c1q6q27qe−2q .

Proof. Recall that due to (13), it holds that

B0(u, q) ≤ (2q)!

u!

(

2q − u− 1

u− 1

)

(

(2q − 2u+ 2)!
)2

22(u−1) .

Now, using the bound of [58, Theorem 2], we use the following upper bound on the
Gamma function, valid for x ≥ 0:

Γ(x+ 1) ≤ (x+ 1)x+1/2e−x .

Application of this bound together with 1 + x ≤ ex yield

B0(u, q) ≤ (2q)!

u!

(2q − u− 1)!

(u − 1)!
(2q − 2u+ 2)!(2q − 2u+ 2)222(u−1)

≤ (2q)2q(2q − 2u+ 2)2q−2u+2(2q − u− 1)2q−u−1e−2q+22u+1/2 .

This yields the upper bound (107). The uniform upper bound can be obtained from
the expression above letting u = 1.
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