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SMOOTH EDGEWORTH EXPANSION AND WASSERSTEIN-P BOUNDS FOR
MIXING RANDOM FIELDS

TIANLE LIU AND MORGANE AUSTERN

™y,

z €Ty,
study the convergence of the empirical average W, := o, * 3 e, X, ZW. Under o--mixing and
moment conditions, we obtain smooth Edgeworth expansions for W, of any order £ > 1 with
better controlled remainder terms. We exploit this to obtain rates for the convergence of W, to
its normal limit in the Wasserstein-p distance for any p > 1. The bounds depend on the moments
of the random variables (X i")) ;e and the rate of polynomial decay of the mixing coefficients.
Finally, we apply those results to obtain tail inequalities and non-uniform Berry—Esseen bounds

with polynomial decay.

ABSTRACT. In this paper, we consider d-dimensional mixing random fields (X and
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1. INTRODUCTION

The central limit theorem (CLT) is one of the most fundamental theorems in probability,
and obtaining its rate of convergence has long been a key question. Over the last decade, con-
siderable efforts have been deployed in obtaining optimal rates of convergence in CLT under
transport distances [Rio, 2009, Ledoux et al., 2015, Bobkov, 2018, Bonis, 2020]. For two prob-
ability measures v and p over the real line R, the Wasserstein-p distance [Villani, 2009] between
v and p is defined as

Wylvo) = int (Boewy[1X = vP7)) .
YED (v,p) e

where we denote by I'(v, i) the set of all couplings of v and p. Let W, := % S, X, bea
sum of n i.i.d. random variables with finite third moment, Agnew [1957], Esseen [1958] estab-
lished that W), converges to its normal limit at an optimal rate of O(1/+/n) under Wasserstein-1
distance. However, obtaining tight bounds in Wasserstein-p distance with a general p > 1
turned out to be difficult, and had been a long-standing open problem before it was completely
solved by Bobkov [2018], Bonis [2020], where they established that W,(L(W,,), N (0,1)) =
O(1/+/n). Their results have in turn been used to establish moderate deviation bounds [Fang and Koike,
2023] and concentration inequalities [Austern and Mackey, 2022], and to formalize neural net-
work approximations by Gaussian processes [Eldan et al., 2021]. Note that the majority of these
results rely heavily on the independence assumption in their proof techniques. For example, it
was used in Ledoux et al. [2015] to obtain a Stein kernel for W,,, in Bobkov [2018] to show
classical Edgeworth expansions, and in Bonis [2020] to build an exchangeable pair. While some
recent works have extended those results to locally dependent random variables and U-statistics
[Fang, 2019, Fang and Liu, 2022, Liu and Austern, 2023], the class of dependent process con-
sidered is still restrictive. Notably they do not apply to Markov random fields, Bernoulli shifts,
or stationary mixing sequences. To bridge this gap, we extend the Wasserstein-p results to -
mixing random fields under moment conditions.

Let (X (n))’iETn be a triangle array of d dimensional real-valued random fields whose depen-

1
dence is controlled through the a-mixing coefficients. We denote the empirical average

Wy, = o*;l Z X;"),
i€Ty

where T,, C Z% is a subset of indexes and o2 := Var(EieTn XZ(")). Under general mixing
and moment conditions it is well known from Bolthausen [1982a] that W, i) N(0,1) holds,

i.e., W, is asymptotically normal as long as the c-mixing coefficients (o) decrease such that

Yo Kd_lag/(%&) — 0 for some J > 0 such that sup;crp, .,,>1 HXZ-(")H2+5 < oo. In this
paper, we provide the first bounds on the Wasserstein-p distance between the law of W,, and
N(0,1) that apply to mixing random fields for any general p > 1. More specifically we show
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in Proposition 3.5 that under mixing and moment conditions we have
WP(‘C(Wn)vN(Ov 1)) = O(|Tn|_ﬁ)7

where 8 € (0, %] is a constant that will depend on the speed of decay of the a-mixing coef-
ficients. When p € N, and the a-mixing coefficients decrease at the polynomial rate oy =
O~) with u > d(p + 1), then 5 = 1/2 and we obtain the optimal rate.

Interestingly Rio [2009] showed that the Wasserstein-p distance can be bounded through
the quantity E[h(W,,)] — N'h with h being C*-smooth functions (or more generally functions in
some Holder space), and Nk denoting the expectation of 4 under standard normal. In particular,
to obtain Wasserstein-p bounds with a general p > 1, one possible method is to expand this
quantity to an arbitrary order k. More precisely for any £ > 1 and for any smooth functions
h € C¥*1, we would like to show that, under conditions on (X -<")) and h, there exist coefficients

3
hrs,.,. not depending on W), such that

E[h(Wn)] —Nh = Z (_1)7“ H I{Sj+(2s(jvj_nil;!r,s1;r.

(Tyslzr-)er(k) j=1

where I'(k) := {r, s1, € Ny : > =18 < k}, rg(-) denotes the ¢-th cumulant of W, and
v € (0, 1] depends on the decay rate of mixing coefficients. (1.1) was first shown for i.i.d. ran-
dom variables by Barbour [1986] and extended to locally dependent settings by Rinott and Rotar
[2003]. For random fields with polynomially decaying a-mixing coefficients, as shown in
Sunklodas [2007], Bentkus and Sunklodas [2007], it is already challenging to control the re-
mainder terms in the first order expansion, and there is no previous result beyond that. In this
paper, however, we are able to obtain such expansions to an arbitrary order k and explicitly
control the remainder terms in this setting, filling the gap in literature. Despite the similar-
ity in appearance this type of result is different from the classical Edgeworth expansions for
P(W,, < z) — ®(x), and following Fang and Liu [2022] we will refer to it as smooth Edge-
worth expansions due to the smooth conditions on h. Moreover, it is important to point out
that our (1.1) is much stronger than smooth Edgeworth expansions in the form of (1.3) in
Gotze and Hipp [1983], Lahiri [1993, 1996] for two reasons. Firstly, we have explicit forms
of the expansion in (1.1) in terms of cumulants and h. Secondly, the remainder terms have the
rate O(|T;,|~*+1)/2) instead of o(|T},|~/2). Note that the latter does not imply Wasserstein-
p bounds using Rio [2009]. In general, these Edgeworth type results have been of indepen-
dent interest and used as great tools for establishing deviation and concentration inequalities
[Bobkov, 2018, Liu and Austern, 2023] and for studying the accuracy of bootstrap estimators
[Prastgaard and Wellner, 1993, Janssen and Pauls, 2003, Lahiri and Lahiri, 2003, Hall, 2013,
Zhilova, 2022].

Another contribution of our paper is that we propose a new constructive graph approach
to deal with dependence when we obtain the smooth Edgeworth expansions. To illustrate, by
Stein’s method it suffices to bound E[W,, f(W,,) — f/(W,,)], where f is the solution to the
so-called Stein’s equation. In specific we would like to show that

B (07, = 3 rei(%)

i=1

+ O(|T|~*/2) (L)

E[fY)(W,,)] + remainder terms, (1.2)

where fU) is the j-th order derivative of f. Even though (1.2) holds obviously for poly-
nomials f of degree up to k£ with no remainder term, the difficulty is in showing this for
more general smooth f, whose (k+1)-th derivative is not necessarily 0. Notably one can-
not just perform a simple Taylor expansion of f(W),,) around 0, instead we need to rewrite

EWnf (W) = Yicr, 0n "E[Xif(W,)]. Then for each i € T;, one proceeds to a series of
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Taylor developments around different terms that depend on ¢, the expansion order j < k, and the
dependency structure of (X ;")). These operations and term rearrangement need to be performed
iteratively in order to get (1.2). Formally speaking we show that it can be achieved by care-
fully designing an inductive chain of systematically performed operations. As these operations
and corresponding remainder terms are too complicated to track directly, we develop a new ap-
proach by building a bijection between expansion terms and classes of mathematical structures
that we call “genograms”, consisting of rooted trees and one integer on each node. Importantly
each level of expansion corresponds to a different class of genograms, which can be built either
iteratively from the operations or directly from the definition of the genogram class. Finally
we would be able to bound the remainder terms using double counting tricks from enumerative
combinatorics. Similar approaches have notably been used in the construction of Feynman dia-
grams in quantum field theory [Sakurai and Napolitano, 2020], in solving Kardar—Parisi—Zhang
(KPZ) equations [Hairer, 2013], and in understanding the universality phenomenon in semi-
random matrices [Dudeja et al., 2023]. Another example is Friz et al. [2022], where the authors
explored forest and cumulant type expansions of general random variables on a filtered proba-
bility space, and established a “broken exponential martingale” expansion that generalizes and
unifies several previous formulae. However, such constructive graph approach is not commonly
seen in the context of central limit theorems or mixing random fields.

1.1. Related literature on Edgeworth expansion. The classical Edgeworth expansion refers
to an asymptotic expansion for P(W,, < z) — ®(z) shown by Hsu [1945], and was general-
ized by Bhattacharya [1972], Go6tze and Hipp [1978], Bhattacharya and Rao [1986]. Notably
Gotze and Hipp [1978] showed that for independent random vectors with mean zero and co-
variance matrix I, under proper conditions on moments and a general function h, there exists a
signed measure ¥,, ;. (depending on the cumulants of 1¥/;,) such that

E[h(W,)] — /hd\yn,k = o(|T|~*/?), (1.3)

where W, . can be implicitly defined using Edgeworth polynomials and inverse Fourier trans-
form. Note that it reduces to the classical Edgeworth expansion by taking h to be indicator
functions and gives smooth Edgeworth expansions by considering smooth h. This type of re-
sults is typically obtained by carefully examining the characteristic functions, and some of them
have been recently recovered using other approaches including the Stein’s method [Zhilova,
2022, Fang and Liu, 2022].

The expansion (1.3) has been extended to various settings beyond independence including
Markov chains [Statulevicius, 1969, Hipp, 1985, Jensen, 1989, Malinovskii, 1987, Fernando and Liverani,
2021, Dolgopyat and Hafouta, 2023, Gouézel, 2009], martingales [Mykland, 1993], U-statistics
[Bickel et al., 1986, Loh, 1996, Bentkus et al., 1997], m-dependent random fields [Rhee, 1985,
Heinbich, 1987, Heinrich, 1990a], and mixing random sequences and fields [Gotze and Hipp,
1983, Lahiri, 1993, 1996, Jensen, 1993, Lahiri, 2010]. Most of these works assumed a condi-
tional Cramér condition, a condition that is known to be sub-optimal [Jirak, 2023]. Motivated
by this observation, in Jirak et al. [2021] the authors studied Bernoulli shifts and related second-
order Edgeworth to Berry—Esseen expansions.

The stronger smooth Edgeworth expansion (1.1) was first shown by Barbour [1986] for inde-
pendent variables and extended to local dependence with remainder terms in the optimal order
by Rinott and Rotar [2003]. Liu and Austern [2023] obtained similar results using a slightly
different technique. Moreover, Rinott and Rotar [2003], Rotar [2008] further considered the
setting of ¢-mixing and a-mixing on graphs that could include mixing random fields as an ex-
ample. However, they required the mixing coefficients to decay exponentially, and even with this
stronger condition, they were only able to obtain a sub-optimal order O(|T},|~#t1/2 1log®|T},|)
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for the remainder term, where s is a sufficiently large number depending on the expansion order
and the dimension of the random field. In contrast, we obtain smooth Edgeworth expansions
for a-mixing random fields under polynomial constraints on the speed of decay of the mixing
coefficient, and the order of the remainder term is optimal provided that the polynomial rate is
large enough. This is achieved by a better exploitation of dependency structures via the newly
proposed constructive graph approach compared to the chains of neighborhoods considered in
Rinott and Rotar [2003], Rotar [2008], Liu and Austern [2023].

We further remark that as a byproduct of our analysis, we also prove upper bounds on the ab-
solute values of the cumulants of W,, (see Proposition 3.6). Previously, Janson [1988] showed a
similar bound under the dependency graph conditions and Heinrich [1990b], Gotze et al. [1995]
tightened the results for m-dependent random fields. Gotze and Hipp [1983], Lahiri [1993,
1996] obtained similar cumulant bounds for mixing sequences in an effort to obtain Edgeworth
expansions. Note that we provide the bounds on the cumulants of W,, for a-mixing random
fields in Appendix B, which is more general than the results mentioned above. Furthermore,
Doring and Eichelsbacher [2013], Doring et al. [2022] showed that cumulant bounds are useful
in moderate deviations.

1.2. Related literature on Wasserstein-p convergence rate for the CLT. For independent
variables and p > 1, the first paper to propose a Wasserstein-p rate was Bartfai [1970]. Under
the hypothesis of finite exponential moments, they obtained that

WH(L(W,), N(0,1) =O(n"773),  Wp>1.

Sakhanenko [1985] weakened the moment condition to finite p-th moments. However in both of
these works the obtained rate is sub-optimal. Rio [1998, 2009] showed that in order to obtain a
convergence rate of (’)(n_l/ 2), it is necessary to require finite (p+2)-th moments of the random
variables. They achieved this optimal rate for p < 2 and conjectured that a similar rate should
be valid for any arbitrary p > 2, which was demonstrated to be true by Bobkov [2018], Bonis
[2020]. Those two papers took different approaches. Bobkov [2018] exploited the classical
Edgeworth expansion together with Rosenthal inequalities. Bonis [2020], on the other hand,
used the Ornstein—Uhlenbeck interpolation combined with a Stein exchangeable pair argument,
which also applies to random vectors. Prior to that, Ledoux et al. [2015] had obtained the op-
timal rate for Wasserstein-p bounds, also using the Ornstein—Uhlenbeck interpolation but they
required the existence of a Stein kernel, a significantly stronger assumption on the distribution
of the random variables. Moreover, for the special case p = 2, the celebrated HWI inequal-
ity [Otto and Villani, 2000] and Talagrand quadratic transport inequality [Talagrand, 1996] can
help obtain Wasserstein-2 bounds by relating it to the Kullback-Leibler divergence.

For dependent random variables, the Stein’s method offers a series of powerful techniques for
obtaining Wasserstein-1 bounds in the dependence setting. See Ross [2011] for a survey of those
methods. Baldi and Rinott [1989], Barbour et al. [1989] obtained Wasserstein-1 bounds under
local dependence conditions, and the first-order smooth Edgeworth expansions in Sunklodas
[2007], Bentkus and Sunklodas [2007] imply Wasserstein-1 bounds for a-mixing sequences
and fields. Contrary to the independent case, much less is known for the general Wasserstein-
p distance for dependent data. Fang and Koike [2022] modified the approach of Bonis [2020]
and obtained a rate O(|T; w712 log |T,|) for the Wasserstein-p distance for locally dependent
random vectors. Fang [2019], Liu and Austern [2023], on the other hand, developed a new ap-
proach that relates higher-order smooth Edgeworth expansions to Wasserstein-p bounds, where
they utilized the result of Rio [2009] to upper bound Wasserstein distance by Zolotarev’s metrics
(Lemma A.3). Their technique was proven to be effective for locally dependent variables and
will be further adopted in this paper to deal with mixing random fields. (See the proof outline
in Section 4.2.)
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1.3. Paper outline. For clarity we present the notations that will be used throughout the paper
in Section 2. In Section 3.2 we provide a smooth Edgeworth expansion and cumulant bound
for mixing random fields. In Section 3.3 we show upper bounds on the Wasserstein-p distance
in CLT, and some applications to non-uniform Berry—Esseen type tail bounds. In Section 4, we
make an overview of our proof techniques. We leave our proposed graph approach to Edge-
worth expansions in Appendices B and G and proof details of the Wasserstein-p bounds and
applications in Appendix C.

2. NOTATIONS

Notations concerning integers and sets. In this paper, we will write [z ] to denote the smallest
integer that is bigger or equal to = and |z | denotes the largest integer smaller or equal to x. We
use N to denote the set of non-negative integers and let N be the set of positive integers. For
any n € N, denote [n] := {¢ € Ny : 1 < ¢ < n}. Moreover, for a finite set B we denote by
| B| its cardinality.

Notations for sequences. Given a sequence (z;) we will shorthand z1., = (x1,--- ,2¢) and
similarly for any subset B C N we denote 25 := (z;)icB-

Notations for functions. For any real valued functions f(-),g(-) : Ny — R, we write f(n) <
g(n) or f(n) = O(g(n)) if there exists some constant C' (with dependencies that are fixed in
the contexts) and an integer N > 0 such that the inequality f(n) < Cg(n) holds for all n > N.
We further write f(n) < g(n) as shorthand for f(n) < g(n) and g(n) < f(n).

Notations for probability distributions. For a random variable X we write by £(X) the dis-
tribution of X.

Notations for normal expectation. Given a function f : R — R be a measurable function.
Let Z ~ N (0,1) be a standard normal random variable. Suppose that E[|h(Z)|] < oo, then we
denote Nh = E(h(Z)).

3. MAIN RESULTS

3.1. Main definitions: Random fields and mixing coefficients. A d-dimensional (discrete)
random field (X;);cr is defined as a family of real-valued random variables indexed by a subset
of the lattice T C Z? (|T| < oo). In general, for the central limit theorem to hold the dependence
in (X;);er needs to be controlled. This is done through mixing coefficients that quantify the
dependence between any two groups of variables indexed by indexes that are “far away” from
one another.

Definition 3.1. Let (2, F,P) be a probability space. Given two sub-o-algebras A, B C F, the

«a-mixing coefficient or strong mixing coefficient between A and B is defined by

a(A,B)= sup |[P(ANB)—P(A)P(B)| (3.1
AcA,BeB

We define the a-mixing coefficients associated to a random field as follows:
Definition 3.2. Given a finite index set T C 72, suppose (X;)ict is a random field on T. For
any subset U C T, denote by Fyy := o(X; : i € U). For positive integers {, k1, ko, define the
a-mixing coefficients of (X;);er by
akl,k‘z;é = OVSUP {a(fUlang) : U17 U2 g T7 |U1| S kl) |U2| S k27d(U17 U2) 2 E}a (32)

where d(Uy,Us) := min{||iy — is|| : i1 € U1,ia € Us}. Here ||-|| denotes the maximum norm
on 7.
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For clarity we fix a real number p > 1 throughout the paper and consider the a-mixing coef-
ficients with k; = [p] + 1 and ko = |T'|. When there is no ambiguity we always denote oy :=
Q[p]+1,|T|;¢- Intuitively the a-mixing random field is a natural extension of the m-dependent
random field as m-dependence corresponds to the case where oy = 0 for all £ > m + 1. More-
over note that a-mixing is a weaker notion compared to S-mixing [Volkonskii and Rozanov,
1959], p-mixing [Kolmogorov and Rozanov, 1960], and ¢-mixing [Ibragimov, 1959, Cogburn,
1960]. See Doukhan [1994], Bradley [2005] for a comprehensive comparison.

In this paper, we will consider a sequence of random fields (X;"’) ) T with increasing index

sets Ty C To, C --- C Z% We note that a common choice for the index set T}, is T, =
{1,--- ,n}%, but that many other choices are possible. We will assume that the random variables
are centered, meaning that E[X ;")] — 0, and have a finite second moment || X{"[]» < oc.

The dependence in the random field (X;"))Z. cr. Will be controlled through its strong mixing

coefficients o, ,.e,n- We will be interested in studying the re-scaled empirical average

W, :=o,! Z X", where o2 := Var(z XZ-<")>.
ety ety

Remark that under general condition it is well known that o, = O(|T},|~*/?), and if T,, =
{1,---,n}? then in general we have o, = O(n~%?).

Let p > 1 be a positive real, our goal will be to establish an Edgeworth expansion for W, to
the ([p]+1)-th order and obtain an upper bound for Wasserstein-p distance W), (L(W,,), N'(0,1)).

3.2. Smooth Edgeworth expansion for mixing random fields. We first formally define the
class of functions for which we will obtain a smooth Edgeworth expansion

Definition 3.3 (Holder Space). For any k € N and real number w € (0, 1], the Holder space
CF“(R) is defined as the class of k-times continuously differentiable functions f : R — R such
that the k-times derivative of f is w-Hélder continuous, i.e.,
ok f(z) — oF
e sup 2@ =50
r#y€ER ‘x - y’

Here w is called the Holder exponent and |f |y, , is called the Holder coefficient. In particular,
we define A, := {f € CIPI=1«(R) : |flip1—10 < 1}, wherew =p+1 — [p].

Note that if & > 1 is an integer then a function f € C¥(R) is also in C*“(R) if its k-th
derivative is Lipchitz.

Given a constant p > 1, we will establish an expansion for E[h(TV,,)] for all smooth functions
h € A,. For such an expansion to be achievable, we need to impose certain moment conditions

on (X Z-(”))Z. — that will notably guarantee the existence of cumulants of W,,. Additionally, we

will impose certain conditions on the dependence of (X Z-("))Z. ¢, by specifying conditions on the

mixing coefficients (o ,,). More specifically we require that there exists r > p + 2 such that

sup EHXZ-W T] < 00, (Moment condition)
n, iETn
and
o0
My := sup Z Kd_lagn_p_z)/r < 0. (Mixing condition)
o=

We note that the more moments the random fields (Xf”)i T admit, the weaker the mixing
requirement is. Notably when the random variables are uniformly bounded, meaning that

XZ-<7”)HOO < oo, we only require that sup,, > oo, ¢4 tay, < oo. We also note that

Supn,iETn
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the larger the dimension d is the stronger the mixing condition Mixing condition is. Notably for
Mixing condition to hold, we require that o, = o(1~%).

Finally to obtain the desired result we also impose a non-degeneracy condition on the variance
o2. Under the Mixing condition and Moment condition, it is well established that the variance
can be controlled 02 = O(|T},|). We will require that in addition

liminf 2 /|T;,| > 0. (Non-degeneracy condition)
n—o0
When the random variables are i.i.d. this condition is equivalent to requiring that

lim inf Var(X{") > 0.

n—o0

Under those conditions we obtain that

Theorem 3.4. Let p > 1 be a real number and w := p + 1 — [p] € (0,1]. Let (Xi(n))z’eTn
be a real-valued centered random field with o-mixing coefficients (c p,)e>1. Suppose that there
is a real number v > p + 2 the Moment condition and the Mixing condition hold. Suppose in
addition that the Non-degeneracy condition holds. Define

LT
Ml,n = ’Tn‘—p/z + ‘Tn’_P/2 Z ed(p—i—l)—w g’np 2)/r ) (33)
/=1

If My ,, — 0 asn — oo, then for any j € [p — 1], we have kj12(W,) = O(Mi/f), and for any
h e Ap, we have the expansion

T

EL(W,)] ~Nh= H “zﬁ o N [TT@ 1€y h] + 0.
<r,51:r>emp1—1> =1 j=1

where T([p] — 1) = {r,s1, € Ny : 3271 55 < [p] — 1}.

Note that here © and 0 are functional operators which will be defined clearly later and that the
second || indicates the composition of the operators in the parentheses rather than the product.

The order of M , can be made explicit if we assume that the mixing coefficients oy, de-
crease at a polynomial rate.

(3.4)

Proposition 3.5. Suppose that oy ,, < CUL™Y for some constants v > 0 and C' > 0 that do not
depend onn. Let v := (r —p — 2)v/r — (1 — w). Then we have

My = O(|Tn| ™),

where
: ifu>dp+1)
B=(3—¢€ ifu=dp+1) ;
y— (B —4) ifdp/2+1) <u<d(p+1)
for any e > 0.

We notably remark that if oy, < C¢~" with v satisfying (r—p—2)v/r—(1—-w) > d(p+1)
then M ,, is of the same order than in the i.i.d setting meaning that M; ,, = (9(|Tn|_p/2).

Finally in the process of deriving Theorem 3.4 we also show the following bound on the cumu-
lant of W,,.



SMOOTH EDGEWORTH EXPANSION AND WASSERSTEIN-P BOUNDS FOR MIXING RANDOM FIELDS 9

Proposition 3.6. Under the same settings as Theorem 3.4 the (k+1)-th cumulant of W, ([p] >
k > 2) is upper-bounded by

1/d
m 14| Enl |

|k (W] < T, |~ (k=172 (mdk I Z Edk—lag‘n—k—l)ﬁ)' (3.5)
{=m+1

3.3. Wasserstein-p bounds for mixing random fields. Let p > 1 be an arbitrary real number,
write w := p+ 1 — [p] € (0, 1]. In this subsection, we characterize the rate of convergence of
the CLT in the Wasserstein-p distance for o-mixing random fields.

To do so, we will need to impose some additional conditions on the mixing coefficients. More
specifically we will require that there is an r > p + 2 such that not only Moment condition and
Mixing condition are satisfied but in addition that

L]/
’Tn‘_pp Z fd(pﬂ)_wayn_p_z)/r 2%%0. (Mixing condition 2)
=1

Theorem 3.7. Let (X, ;7‘))2, or

a-mixing coefficients (o ) ¢>1. Suppose that there exists v > p+2 such that the Moment condition,
Mixing condition and Mixing condition 2 are satisfied. Assume in addition that Non-degeneracy condition
also holds.

Then the Wasserstein-p distance W,,(L(W,,), N (0, 1)) converges to 0, and we have

be a triangular array of centered real-valued random fields with

[T ]1/4) 1p
W, (L(W),N(0,1)) = O(|T,|7/2) + O ('an” ( > ed(”“"““fvn“_pw)
/=1
(3.6)

In particular, W,(L(W,,),N(0,1)) = O(|T,,|~'/?) if the following condition holds:

[e.e]
sup ng(erl)—waé’n(r—p—?)/r < oo,
"=
Note that when the mixing coefficients decay at a uniform polynomial rate as specified in
Proposition 3.5, the Wasserstein-p distance converges as long as v > d(p/2 + 1). In particular,
for p = 1 we need v > 3d/2. Interestingly this condition is sufficient but not necessary. In fact,
when p is an integer we can significantly weaken the conditions for convergence:

Theorem 3.8. For p € N, adopting the same notations as in Theorem 3.7. We suppose that
Non-degeneracy condition hold and that there is v > p + 2 such that Moment condition is

satisfied and that sup,, Y .o, Ed_lagn_p_l)/r < o0. Then for all m € Ny and 6 € [0, 1] we
have that the Wasserstein-p distance W,,(L(Wy,), N (0,1)) is bounded by
Wp(L(Wn), N (0,1)) = O(|T,|~*m*")

1/d
1 Tl |

1/
+0 <’Tn’—1/2+(1—6)/(2p)md ( Z edé—éa&n(r—p—l—é)ﬂ’) p)

(=mt1 3.7

1/d
m14 | Enl |

1/
+ (9<|Tn|_1/2+1/(2p)< Z édp—laen(r_p_l)/r> P>'

l=m—+1
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Here we comment on the comparison between Theorem 3.7 and Theorem 3.8. Roughly
speaking when the mixing coefficients decay sufficiently fast Theorem 3.7 leads to better conver-
gence rate for the Wasserstein-p distance; when the mixing coefficients decay relatively slower,
Theorem 3.8 shows faster rate. Also, Theorem 3.8 requires weaker conditions for converge, and
for p = 1 the conditions required in Theorem 3.8 almost matches the best previous result (See
Corollary C.5 for more details). Now for p € N, supposing «,, decays polynomially, we can
make the best of both Theorems 3.7 and 3.8 and obtain the following corollary.

Corollary 3.9. For p € N, adopting the same notations as in Theorem 3.7, we suppose that
Non-degeneracy condition holds and that there is a v > p + 2 such that Mixing condition and
Moment condition hold. Assume in addition that

agrn—p—Z)/T < C¢™™ holds for some constants v > d(p + 1)/2 and C > 0.

Then the convergence rate of the Wasserstein-p distance Wy,(L(W,,),N(0,1)) (p > 1) is given
by
Wp(ﬁ(Wn)vN(Ov 1)) = O(|Tn|_ﬁ)7

where
1 ifu>dp+1)
T ifu=d(p+1)
pdhmin(e ) g <u<dpr)
53— (5 +¢) if u=dp
%_(21’;_;1—%) fdlp+1)/2 <u<dp
for any e > 0.
In particular, for p = 1 and aérn_?’)/r = O("), B is given by
% ifu>2d
ﬁ: l_e lu:2d 9
2
1
2

—min{2-% -4} ifd<u<2d
for any € > 0.

3.4. Application to tail bounds. In this subsection, we show a specific application of our re-
sults to non-uniform Berry—Esseen bounds and concentration inequalities.

3.4.1. Concentration inequalities. Lett > 0 be a real, our goal is to obtain a tail-bound for
P(W,, > t). Such a bound is often referred to as a concentration inequality. For stationary
sequences, sub-Gaussian concentration inequalities are known to hold for ¢-mixing sequences
(see e.g Yu [1994], Samson [2000]) or under conditions on the Dobrushin interdependence coef-
ficient (see e.g Chatterjee [2005], Austern and Orbanz [2022], Stroock and Zegarlinski [1992],
Kontorovich and Ramanan [2008]). Sub-Gaussian concentration inequalities have also been ob-
tained for locally dependent random variables and for graph dependent random variables (see e.g
Janson [2004], Zhang et al. [2019]). For a-mixing sequences, however, no sub-Gaussian con-
centration inequalities are known to hold. When those mixing coefficients decrease exponen-
tially fast sub-exponential concentration inequalities can instead be obtained. More concretely,
let (Y;) be a stationary sequence of bounded and centered random variables with a-mixing co-
efficients (¥ (7)). Merlevede et al. [2009] proved that if those were decreasing exponentially
fast, meaning that there exist constants c;, cy > 0 such that

oY (1) < e,
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then there are constants K1, Ko > 0 such that

Kotym

( ZY > t) < e K1 4 o7 1og(m) Toallogtn)) | V¢ > 0.

This inequality is almost sub—Gaussmn in ¢ with a non-sub-Gaussian term that decreases expo-
nentially fast. The proof of this result relies on carefully upper bounding the moment-generating
function of % > i, Y;. However, as noted earlier this result requires exponentially fast de-
creasing mixing coefficients. In this subsubsection we show how our results can be used to
easily obtain concentration inequalities for polynomially fast decreasing mixing random fields.

Theorem 3.10. Let p € N, and (Xi("))ieT
random fields with strong mixing coefficients (g )e>1. Assume that there exists v > p + 2

such that Moment condition, Mixing condition hold and such that ozyn_ p=2)/r < CU™" holds for

be a triangular array of centered real-valued

some constants u > d(p+1)/2 and C > 0. In addition assume that Non-degeneracy condition
also holds. Then there are constants K1, Ko such that

K
P(W, >t) <e ™4 2 wvt>q,
tP| T |?
where
3 ifu>dp+1)
T ifu=d(p+1)
B= % mm{m—dlpufdp} ifdp<u<dp+1)
% ( —I-e) ifu=dp
- (27”2—;1—%,) ifd(p+1)/2 <u<dp
for any € > 0.

Note that as here we only imposed for the mixing coefficients to decrease polynomially fast,
instead of exponentially fast, we obtain a concentration inequality that decreases polynomially
fast. However, we also note that this inequality is almost sub-Gaussian as the only non sub-
Gaussian term decreases as the sample size increases at the rate of O(|T},|~7P).

3.4.2. Non-uniform Berry—Esseen bounds. In this subsubsection, we show how our results can
be used to obtain non-uniform Berry—Esseen bounds with polynomial decay. In the case of i.i.d.
observations the Berry—Esseen theorem guarantees that there is a constant C' > 0 such that as

long as ||X ||3 < oo we have

sup|P(W,, > 1) —@°(t)] < C Y| X{"|3/02,

¢ icl,
where ®¢(t) := P(Z > t) with Z ~ N(0,1). This theorem has been extended to locally
dependent random variables [Chen and Shao, 2004], to a-mixing Markov chains [Bolthausen,
1982b], to ¢p-mixing random sequences [Rio, 1996], under martingale approximation conditions
[Jirak, 2016] and to exponentially fast c-mixing process [Tikhomirov, 1981]. However, one of
the drawbacks of the Berry—Esseen inequality is that it does not depend on ¢. One would imagine
that for large ¢ we could find tighter bounds for [P(W,, > t) — ®°(t)|. Non-uniform Berry—
Esseen bounds establish this. Notably Chen and Shao [2004] (Theorem 2.5) showed that for
locally dependent observations, under general conditions, there exists some universal constant
C’ such that

(n)
[P(Wa > 1) = @°(t)] < = wg ;ZHX I3/03, vteR.
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This bound does decrease as |t| increases and does so at a rate of [t|~3. This was extended to
Bernouilli shifts [Jirak, 2015, 2016, 2023] and to associated variables [Dewan and Rao, 2005].
In this section, we show how W,, bound can help us obtain non-uniform Berry—Esseen bounds
that decrease polynomially fast in ¢ for a-mixing stationary random fields.

Theorem 3.11. Let p € N, and (XZ.("))ET

random fields with strong mixing coefficients (o )e>1. Assume that there exists v > p + 2
such that Moment condition, Mixing condition hold and such that ozyn_ p=2)/r < CU™ holds for

be a triangular array of real-valued centered

some constants u > d(p+1)/2 and C > 0. In addition assume that Non-degeneracy condition
also holds. Then there is a constant C' > 0 such that for all n > 0 and t > 0 satisfying

1 2nlogty\ 1 1 C
P Y=o >
R s
we have
C 1 C
————(t(l ———) ) <P(W, >t) — ®(¢t) < ,
|7, P00 ( ( P+ 1)) ( Jm i, PO (154

where  is the density function of N'(0,1) and

1 ifu>dp+1)

5= b g ) gy <u<dpry)
35— (55 +¢) if u=dp
%_(21;_;1—%) ifdlp+1)/2 <u<dp

for any € > 0.

4. PROOF SKETCHES

4.1. Proof sketch for smooth Edgeworth expansion.

4.1.1. Introduction to the Stein’s method. The proof relies on the Stein’s method, which we
introduce here for completeness.

Let Z ~ N(0,1) be a standard normal random variable. For any measurable function h :
R — R, we write N'h := E[h(Z)] when h(Z) € L}(R). The key idea of Stein’s method [Stein,
1972] is that, for any random variable X, the difference between the expectations E[h(X)] and
N h can be rewritten as

Nh —E[WX)] = E[X fn(X) = fL(X)], (4.1)
where f}, is defined by

xT o0
falz) = / @2 (h(t) — Nh)dt = — / @ =) 2(1(t) — N'R) dt. 4.2)
—00 xT
Actually an even stronger result holds which is that f;(-) is a solution to the following the
differential equation
zf(x) — f'(z) = Nh — h(x), Vz € R. 4.3)
For convenience we denote by O the operator that maps h to fj, for any h such that N'|h| <
00, i.e., Oh = f;. And we denote the differential operator by 0. Then the Stein equation (4.1)
can be rewritten as
Nh —E[h(X)] = E[XOh(X) — 00h(X)].



SMOOTH EDGEWORTH EXPANSION AND WASSERSTEIN-P BOUNDS FOR MIXING RANDOM FIELDS 13

This will be critical in the proof of Theorem 3.4. Notably for i € A, we have
E(h(W,)) — Nh = —E[W,0h(W,) — 9Oh(W,,)]. (4.4)

Therefore, to obtain an expansion of E(h(W,,)) and prove Theorem 3.4 it is enough to study and
further expand E[W,,©Oh(W,,) — 00h(W,,)]. This will be helped by the smoothness properties
of Oh.

Lemma 4.1 (Part of Lemma 6 of Barbour [1986]). For any p > 0, let h € A, be as defined in
Definition A.2. Then ©h, the solution to (4.3) satisfies that ©h € CIP1=1+(R) N CIP1*(R) and
the Holder coefficients |Oh| 11, and |Oh|f,) ., are bounded by some constant only depending
onp.

4.1.2. Expanding the Stein equation to an arbitrary order. As a consequence of (4.4) we see
that to establish an expansion for E[h(W),,)] it is sufficient to expand the Stein equation to an
arbitrary order. More precisely, a key step will be to establish the following result:

Proposition 4.2. Let k > 1 be a constant. Let (X (r be a real-valued centered random

)

7 i€Ty
field with o-mixing coefficients (O%n) ¢>1. Suppose that there is a real number r > k + 1 such
that Moment condition and Non-degeneracy condition hold. Then for any f € C’“"(R) and
m € Ny we have

k
B, ()] = 3 S w s n+00ﬂmwwWwDﬂ(<H@
"~ 4.5)

1/d
m 1 T2 |

4 Z ed(kw)—wagn—k—l—w)/r))

f=m+1

In this subsubsection we present an overview on how such an expansion can be obtained. We
let f € CIPI=1<(R) N CIPI+(R). The goal is to expand E[W,, f(W,,)] — E[f'(W,)]. Note that
by linearity of the expectation we have

EWof(Wa)l = 0! Y E[X]

Zeln

We will re-express each term E[ X" f(W,,)] separately. To do so write

Wiy =0, Z X” Aip:i=W, —Wip, Vic€T,b>0.
VISIER
li—j1|>b

As the random field (X ) is a-mixing, we know that W; ;, is almost independent of X" ) if b
is large enough. Therefore, using Lemma A.1 we have

ELX" f(Wn)] = E[X" (fF(Wa) — F(Wip))]-

7
As W,, — W; tends to be small, this allows us to re-express E[X\" f(W,,)]. Indeed, using
Taylor’s expansion we obtain that
k

1
E[Xl(")f(Wn)] = Z —'E [le")(Wn - Wi,b)pf(p)(Wi,b)] | remainder
p=1""
k 1 »
N zzlﬁagp Z , [ lHX P (Wip) } + remainder . (4.6)
p= i1, ip€ln, =1

lli1 —il|<b, - [lip—i[|<b
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Note that under technical conditions we can expect the remainder terms to be on the order of
(@) (|Tn | —(k=1)/ 2) . One difficulty in establishing our result is that we would like all the remainder
terms to be of this order when the mixing coefficients decay fast enough.

The next step is to re-express (4.6) as a function of only W,, and the moments of (Xf”).
Hence for all indexes 4,41, -+ ,%, € T, we aim to find some “other terms” such that

P
E { XZ.<7”) H X;l”) I (7’)( ] [ H X ] [f (p Wy,)] + other terms + remainder,
B @.7)

with remainder terms that are negligible and on the order of (9(|T n|_(k_1)/ 2). For this purpose
for all subsets J C 1" we denote

Wiy :=o," Z xm

zETn,
minze s [|2—Z2[|>b

Ifo is large enough and J = {4,iy,--- ,ip}, we remark that 1 is almost independent from

(n) ... .
{X , X iy }. Therefore, by exploiting Lemma A.1 we obtain that

e[ Ty o] = 2[x TLx wiroor)

This indicates that to determine what the “other terms” and the “remainder” are in (4.7) we need
to expand the differences

21,...’

[ [ (P9 0i0) — 79070
=1
and
E|X "HX"} (B[P (Wp)] — E[fP (W,)).

This can again be done by applylng Taylor’s expansion. For example, the second difference can
be re-expressed as

P p
ol T sl owl e[ Tl st
=1 =1
k—p p
E[ H ] (W — W) F®HD(1W,,)] + remainder. (4.8)
=1 =1
We remark that the terms in the right-hand side of (4.8) involves the product of two different
expectations. We will again aim to simplify E [(W, 7= W)l fPHY (Wi )] by determining “other
terms” and a “remainder term” such that

E[(Wip — W) 0D (W)
=E[(Wp — W,)'|E [f(p+l)(Wn)] + other terms + remainder.

Establishing this will require us to do yet another Taylor’s expansion. We will therefore obtain
that

[ [T ] Bl 0] — & [x [ X)) o 0r,)

=1 7j=1
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FIGURE 1. Anexample of genogram.

P ! P
(_1) n n n n

- > Sl [T R - X))

=1 imly“‘,imleTn7 n 7j=1

min Hé—iijSb, J<l

ze{iyiy, i}

+ other terms + remainder.

Note that making those arguments formal requires successive use of Taylor’s expansions
which leads to increasingly complex expressions that will quickly become intractable as k in-
creases. Therefore, to handle arbitrarily large £ we will identify common terms found in the
Taylor’s expansions and represent those through rooted trees that we will call “genograms”. In
this goal, we note that for example in (4.9) product of expectations naturally appear. In general,
the obtained expansions will be made of products of expectations of the form

E[Xi(n)Xg),,,XZ,(:)_JE[X(H)...X,(Z) ] ..... E[X(T:Z ...Xl,(l’;)_lf(q)(V[/n)]7 (4.10)

ill ] —1 7 1
where 4,41, , ik € T,'f“ are k + 1 indexes and m,l1,--- ,l,, < k+ 1and q < k. After
summing things up and invoking the moment conditions on (X ;'l)) we can note that (4.10) is
characterized by the distance between the indexes 7,41, - - - , i and the number m of different
expectations that are considered as well as the value of I1,--- ,l,,. This will be represented

through rooted trees that we call “genograms”. Section 4.1.2 is an an example of a genogram.

Each tree will contain k¥ + 1 vertices and each vertex [ will represent one possible in-
dex 7;. Those vertex are augmented by an “identifier”, which is an integer s; > —1 that
will codify the “distance” between 7; and the precedent indexes 7,41, -- ,4;_1. (Please refer
to Appendix B for rigorous definitions.) The different branches of those trees will represent
the different expectations in (4.10). For example the first branch of the genogram will repre-
sent E[X;") XZ-(ln) e Xi(lnll], the second branch E[Xi(ln) e XZ-(Z")_I]. Note that to get tighter
bounds than would otherwise be possible rather than relpresentinZg one product of expectations
genograms will represent sums of a few products of expectations and those can be interpreted
as a generalization of covariances.

4.2. Proof sketch for Wasserstein-p bounds. The key idea of our proofs is to approximate
the sum of variables in a random field (X Z-(”))Z. 1, by the empirical average of ¢, i.i.d. random
variables 5(1"’), e ,52'3’3 (gn, — o0 as n — o0). Specifically, as shown in Lemma C.3 as long
as the third and higher-order cumulants of W), decay then there exist integers (g, ) and i.i.d.
random variables such that the first & (¢ € N;) cumulants of V,, := Y 7", {E") //qn matches

those of W, for n large enough
'%]‘(Vn) = I{j(Wn)v Jg=1--, [p-| + 1. (4.11)

The decay of the cumulants is proven to hold in Proposition 3.6.

We then relate the cumulants to the Wasserstein-p bound thanks to the fact that the Wasserstein-
p distance between W, and any otehr random variable Y can be upper-bounded by integral prob-
ability metrics (Lemma A.3) meaning that to bound the Wasserstein-p distance it is enough to
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show that |E(h(W,)) V)| =O(T,|~ BP) for functions h € A,. To bound |E(h(Wy)) —
E(h(Z ))‘ we will exp101t the Edgeworth expansions we established in Theorem 3.4:
E[h(Wn)] = Nh
T . Wn T
= Z (—=1)" H I{(JLil)')N [ (9%11Q) h] + Remainders, (4.12)
(rsvel(pl-n  g=1 T T

(n)

We then note that for i.i.d. random variables (51

)q"l, such an expansion was already estab-

lished in Barbour [1986]
E[h(Va)] = Nh
1 Fs2(Va) U , 4.13
= Z (—1) H m/\/ [H(@ it1@) h} + Remainders, “4.13)
(r,s1:) €0([p] 1) =1 i=1

By comparing (4.13) and (4.12) one could note that if the cumulants of W,, and V,, are equal
meaning that r;(V;,) = r;(Wy,) for j = 1,-- -, [p]+1 then this would imply that |E[h(W,,)] —
E[h(V,)]| = Remainders would be of the same order than the remainders. According to
eq. (4.11), this is exactly what happens. Indeed one can choose g, and §§'l) can be chosen to
be such that x;(V},) = x;(W,) forj =1,--- ,[p] + 1. As shown in Lemma A.3, this allows us
to obtain an upper bound of the Wasserstein-p distance between £(W,,) and £(V},) for general
p > 1. The desired result is therefore implied by the triangle inequality of the Wasserstein-p
distance

Wp(L(Wn), N(0,1)) < Wy(L(Wn), L(Va)) + Wp(L£(Va), N(0,1)),

and the already known Wasserstein-p bounds for i.i.d. random variables (Lemma C.2).

4.3. Proof roadmap and locations. In Appendix A we present a few preliminary lemmas. In
Appendix B, we present the details of the constructive graph approach for smooth Edgeworth
expansion. In Appendix B.1 we provide an example to rigorously illustrate the motivation of
the approach. In Appendices B.2 and B.3 we present the technical lemmas or propositions in
the process of performing our analysis, namely Proposition B.1, Lemmas B.2 and B.4, Theo-
rem B.3, and Corollary B.5. In Appendix C we prove all the results in Section 3.3 based on
Section 3.2 along with Theorem C.4. The rest of the proofs are deferred to Appendices D to H.
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APPENDIX A. PRELIMINARY LEMMAS

In this section, we present some of the key preliminary lemmas that will be used throughout
the proofs. The first lemma will allow us to control the correlation between different random
variables in terms of their mixing coefficients

Lemma A.1 (Theorem 3 of Chapter 1.2, Doukhan [1994]). Suppose X,Y are two random
variables. X is measurable with respect to the o-algebra A and 'Y is measurable with respect

to the o-algebra B. Denoting || X ||, = (E[|X|p])1/p, we have
Cov(X, V)| < 8al/" (A, B)| XY . A
forany p,q,v > 1 suchthat 1/p+1/q+1/r = 1.

A key idea in the proofs of Section 3.3 will be to relate the Wassertein-p distance to other
metrics called Zolotarev’s ideal metrics. This is will in turn allow us to exploit the Edgeworth
expansions we have obtained to derive rates for the CLT in terms of Wassertein-p distances.
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Definition A.2 (Zolotarev Distance). Suppose p and v are two probability distributions on R.
Foranyp > 0and w := p+ 1 — [p] € (0,1], the Zolotarev-p distance between i and v is

defined by
Zp (1, :—fsgﬁ</f z) dp(z /f ) dv(x >

where A, := {f € CIPI=1«(R) . | flrp1=1w < 1}
Importantly the Wasserstein-p distance can be controlled in terms of the Zolotarev distance.

Lemma A.3 (Theorem 3.1 of Rio [2009]). For any p > 1, there exists a positive constant C,
such that for any pair of distributions p,v on R with finite absolute moments of order p such
that

1
Wyl v) < Cp(Zp(p 1))
In particular, Wi (u,v) = Z1(u, v) by Kantorovich-Rubinstein duality.

APPENDIX B. DETAILS OF THE CONSTRUCTIVE GRAPH APPROACH

In this section, whenever it is not ambiguous we will drop the n notation and write ay, o, W,
X; and T for respectively oy p,, 0y, Wi, X;"’) and T,.

In Section 4.1.2 we presented the intuition on how such an expansion can be obtained. To
further help build intuition in Appendix B.1 we present the derivation in detail in the simpler
case of a stationary random sequence (X;) ; with k = w = d = 1. This section is only for
illustration and can be skipped. Appendix B.1 for illustration we provide the full Edgeworth
expansion when p = 1. In Appendix B.2 we define the concept of genograms and introduce key
notations. Finally in Appendix B.3 we show how the main results.

B.1. Example and motivation. The key step in proving Theorem 3.4 is to obtain the following
expansion of E[WW f(W)] for f € Ck«(R):
M ki (W)
EW f(W)] = Z ﬁTE[ﬁjf(W)] + Remainders, (B.1)
j=1
where k41 (W) is the (j + 1)-th cumulant of V.

In Section 4.1.2 we presented the intuition on how such an expansion can be obtained. To
further help build intuition we here present the derivation in detail for the simpler case of sta-
tionary random sequences (X;)!" ; with £ = w = d = 1. For simplicity, we further assume
f € C?3(R) N CYY(R), i.e., f” is continuous and bounded (see Definition 3.3). We will see that
(B.1) reduces to an upper bound on the absolute value of E[f' (W) — W f(W)].

Fixing a positive integer m € N. For any positive integers 4, j, we denote

i—j—1 i—j—1

<Z Xo+ Z Xz) W:ji:%<;::1 Xz+zn:Xz>,

l=itj+1 l=i+j

where X, := 0if £ < 0or ¢ > n—+ 1. Note that WZ*] -W;j=Xiyjand W; ;1 — WZ*] =X,
if j > 2.
Now we have

E[W f(W) — f/(W)] (B2
=2 SR (FOV) — f(Wim) — 5/ (W)W — Win)]
i=1
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=1
=F, + Ey + B3 — E[f'(W)]-

Intuitively, for each 7, we split W into two parts, W; ,,, and W — W; ,,. The latter has limited
number of X;’s and converges to 0 when n is relatively large compared to m. Although the first
part, W ., has a lot of X;’s in the sum, it is less dependent on X;. As a result, the expectation
terms can be controlled using the a-mixing conditions of the random sequence.

To study F; in (B.2), we apply the Taylor expansion and Young’s inequality and obtain that

|E1| :‘% ZE[Xz (fWV) = fWim) = (W)W = Wim))] (B.3)
i=1
LIS g s — )2 Hf”H «
< E[|X(W = W) ZE[[X; (> X) ]
=1 Jj=ti—m
- S W
203 ;j zz:még:m |XX XZ|
BIdRS - = 3 3
<SS S (RN + R+ EX)
i=1 j=i—ml=i—m
§2(m +:3)2“f//“ EH:EHXZ’?)] < Hf”|]m2n_1/2.
i=1
Next we consider F5, and observe that
By =2 S EIXif (Win)] (B.4)
i=1
n n—1
IS ST OR[XG (W) — SOV + (FOWE) — F(Wiy)))]
i=1 j=m+1
n n—1
:121 ZIE[XZ-(ﬂW,J D)~ (W)
1=1 j=m+
— f(Wij)Wijor = W) = f(Wi) (Wi = Wi))]
n n—1
F 0 Y XX (W) + Xy S OV7,)]
i=1 j=m+1
1 n n—1
== E[Xi(f(Wij-1) — fF(Wij)
i=1 j=m+1

— F'(Wijm1)(Wij—1 = Wiy) = (W) (Wi = Wig)]

-1
+ % Z Z E[X,- (Xi_j(f/(Wi7j) —E[f'(Wi,)))

i=1 j=m+1

+ Xy (7 OW5) — ELF W) ) |
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n % i | ﬁl(E[XiXi_j] E[f'(Wi;)] + E[X: Xiy] E[f (W)
L f; 5 X (Vi) - SO0y
- f’(]‘;/jj:)(Wi,j—l = Wiy) = £ (Wi (Wi = Wiy))]
e Z ;E[x (s (W) ~ ELF (Wi )
+ Xy (7' OW55) — ELF W) )|
+ 2 zn; ni 1(E[XZ-XZ-_]-] (E[f'(W;,/)] — E[f'(W))
B X (B V2] - B (W)
+ = Zzn;] 7;1 E[Xi(Xi—j + Xity)] EIf'(W)]

=:Ey+ E5 + Eg + E7.

Intuitively, F4 to Eg can be controlled with the c-mixing conditions of (X;)}* ;. For example in
FEg, the a-mixing coefficient between the o-algebra generated by X; and the o-algebra generated
by X;_; or X, is no greater than ;. We will illustrate how this helps get an upper bound
later.

As for F’5 in (B.2), we have

n n  i+m

E Z% STE[X(W = Wim) f(W)] = % > D EIXX (W) (B-5)
i=1 i=1 j=i—m
noitm n  it+m
= S BN - EFO)] + 5> S EXX)EL )
i=1 j=i—m i=1 j=i—m
1 n i+m

=:FEs+ E9+ E19 + E11,
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where we set
iNj—m—1 n

Wan= (L X > x)
0=iVj+m+1
Next we observe that

E:+ E = 2 Z Z E Xz -+ Xz—i—])] E[f/(W)]
1=1 j=m+1
n +m

= S Y E E[f'(W)]

=1 j=i—m

. E{(fj XZ-)Q] ELf(W)] = [/ (W)].
=1

Thus, E7 + FE7; cancels out with —E[f’(W)] in (B.4).

The terms Fs and Fg can be bounded by the Taylor expansion and Young’s inequality in a
way similar to (B.3). E can be controlled with the a-mixing conditions of (X;)"_; by utilizing
the covariance inequality as stated in Lemma A.1.

To illustrate on how to use the a-mixing conditions, we consider a special case, where f €
C2(R)NC%(R)NCLE(R), i.e, both f" and f” are continuous and bounded. Under this condition,
the second term in (B.2) can be controlled more easily. By Lemma A.1, we have

B[ X X5 < Safl DXl X1 = Safl 2|1 X |2
Thus,

n n—1
Z Z E[Xi(f(Wij) — f(Wijt1))] (B.6)

1|— 1
P ;E[Xif(wi,m)]‘ < .

i=1 j=m+1
n n—1
1
<> 3 [EX(FWig) — F(Wigi)]|
i=1 j=m+1
!
B SR [C E))
i=1 j=m+1
2 , 2 I8 I8
= ‘LJ;” Y. EXX) < ‘Lf H S salT x|
bili=glzm+l i,jili—j|>m+1
n—1
SI Z oA
{=m+1

Hence, this term vanishes at n = m = oo if ) 0 ; a[_2)/ " converges. For this special case, we
need n > m* — oo so that both (B.3) and (B.6) will approach 0.

We omit the technical details on the rest of the derivation because the aim here is only to
help build intuition. Please refer to Sunklodas [2007], Bentkus and Sunklodas [2007] for more
information on this case.

More generally, consider a mean-zero random field (X;);cr indexed by a finite set T C Z?
(d > 1). To be able to bound E[f" (W) — W f(W)], it is important to carefully keep track of
which indexes in 7" are at a distance of less than m of each other as the corresponding random
variables X;’s are non-negligibly dependent. Similarly, we will also want to keep track of
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which indexes are at distance of more than m from each other. Indeed, if all the indexes in
Uy € T and Uy C T are at distance of more than m from each other, then the dependence
between (X, )i, e, and (X, )i,ev, is negligible, and we can control the correlation between
those thanks to the mixing coefficients.

For k > 1, we would like to get an expansion (B.1) of E[W f(W)] with controllable re-
mainders instead of directly bounding E[W f(W) — f’(W)]. We can achieve this by encoding
the structure of all possible sums appearing in the process and reformulate the expansion using
a better representation called the “genogram”. As we have seen in the example of the simple
case k = 1, we expect to obtain an expansion, where each summand of the remainders (e.g.
FEq, Ey, E5, Eg, Es, Eg, 1) is an expectation or the product of expectations. We will use two
different tools to control them, namely the Taylor expansion and the fact that covariances can
be controlled by the mixing coefficients (see Lemma A.1).

For k = 1, we have shown that

E[W (W) — f'(W)] (B.7)
=E1 + Ey + E3 — E[f'(W)]
=E1 + (By + Es + Eg + Er) + (Es + Eo + Eo + Ei1) — E[f'(W)]
=E1+ Ey+ Bs + Eg + Eg + Eg + Ep.
Note that we use the word “summand” here to refer to the variable that is being summed. For
example, Fr is defined as

n

n—1
%Z S EXi(Xioj + X)) B/ (W)].

i=1 j=m+1
Then the summand in E7 refers to

1

SEX(Xiej + Xiay) | E[f (W)

and it factorizes into two expectations

E[X;(Xi—j + Xi+;)] and  E[f'(W)]

with a scaling constant o2,

Re-examining the procedure, we see that what we actually have done is approximating E[W f (V)]

by E; + E1; with error terms E1, Ey, E5, Eg, Eg, Ey, E19. Then the “local” errors, E1, Eg, Eg,
are bounded directly by remainder estimation from the Taylor expansion, while to study the
other terms we need to apply Lemma A.1. As we try to generalize this, we need to be careful
that to apply Lemma A.1, the error terms need to have a factor that appears as a covariance
rather than any arbitrary expectation. The idea to enforce this requirement is that for any ran-
dom variables X, Y, we keep track of Cov(X,Y") a priori instead of writing out E[XY'] and
E[X] E[Y] separately. To generalize, we will introduce a multilinear operator D*. In particular,
for any random variables X, Y, Z, we let

D*(X):=E[X], D*(X,Y):=Cov(X,Y),
D*(X,Y,Z) =E[XYZ] - E[XY]|E[Z] - E[X]E[YZ] + E[X] E[Y] E[Z].
In the previous example, we can rewrite the expansion as

E[W f(W)] = (E1 + E3) + E

B.8
=FE1+ (Es—FEy1)+ Eu+ Ey+ Es + Eg + Er. ®.5



26  SMOOTH EDGEWORTH EXPANSION AND WASSERSTEIN-P BOUNDS FOR MIXING RANDOM FIELDS

Here
1 1 n
Ey + E3 = ;;D (Xis fW) = f(Wim)), Ea= ;;D (Xis f(Wim))-
Noting that
FW) = f(Wim) = (W)W = Win)

:% Z_inf X; /01 (f (W + (1 = v)Wipm) — f/(W)> dv,
we get "
! Z E[X(FOV) — f(Wign) — F/OV)V = Win)] (B9
= i 5% s [ (0w + @ =i - 1) o

i=1 j=i—m
UQEN: f D*<XZ,X / (f’(uw+(1—u)wi,m) —f’(W)) du).
i=1 j=i—m
We can further checkj that
Bs— By = 2Zn: iﬂ D (Xi, X;, f'(W)),
znl jllmm
Bu=1 0 S DXL X)) DU (ON)),

zljzm

226 Z D*<XZ’XZ J/ "(WWij-1+ (1 _V)‘/V:j)_f/(Wi,j—l))>a

i=1 j=m+1

+_22 Z D*<XZ,XZ+Q/ <f’(vWZj+(1—V)Wi,j)—f'(Wifj)>>v
i=1 j=m+1

n n—1

By = >3 <D* Xi, Xij, f'(Wij 1)) + D (XZ,XH],f(W*)))

2
0'
i=1 j=m+1

n

> Y (D7 (X, Xig) D (' (Wiy1) = /(W)

i=1 j=m+1
+ DXy, Xigg) D (F (W) = F (),

1
52

n n—1

02 Z Z D* X“ Xi- —Jj +XZ+J)D (f,(W))

i=1 j=m+1

Thus, each summand in Eq + Fs3, Eo, Fq, B3 — E11, Fh11, By, - - -, E7 is either a D* term or the
product of two D* terms with some scaling constant.
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Next we aim to encode the structure of these sums in a more efficient way. In general, we
need to take into account the following issues:

e How each summand in the expansion factorizes into D* terms;
e How each D* term is constructed;
e Which values the running indexes in the summand are allowed to take.

To address all these issues, we introduce an abstract structure called a “genogram”, consisting
of a rooted tree and integers bigger or equal to —1 (called “identifiers”), each attached to a
vertex of the rooted tree and satisfying certain requirements. Then we represent each sum (e.g.
FEy+ E5, Ey, By, E3 — Epp, B, By, - - -, E7) with the help of genograms such that

Each branch (or each leaf) of the rooted tree corresponds to a D* factor of the summand;
The signs of identifiers control how each D* term is constructed;

The values of identifiers help determine the sets of values that running indexes take by
encoding their distance structure, which reflects the dependency between corresponding
random variables.

Interestingly, the process of expanding E[WW f (V)] precisely corresponds to growing a class
of genograms. Instead of deriving the expansion solely for E[IW f(17)], we get a similar expan-
sion for any genogram G and quantities 7;(G) (formally defined in (B.20)). In the expansion
of T¢(G), the cumulants in (B.1) are replaced by other constants that depend on both G and the
joint distribution of (X;);c7 but not on f.

As we will see later, E[IV f ()] corresponds to 7;(G) with G being the order-1 genogram,
which consists of only the root vertex. For this special case, directly calculation with f set to
be polynomials helps recover the constants as the cumulants of W, and thus, (B.1) is obtained
for general f by uniqueness of the constants. Finally, we carefully collect and control the
remainders with the mixing coefficients.

The rest of the section is constructed as follows: In Appendix B.2, we formally define a
genogram and related concepts. In Appendix B.2, we define three types of sums corresponding
to a genogram, which will be used later in the expansion. In Appendix B.3, we show how
to achieve the expansion by growing a class of genograms. In Appendix B.3, we control the
remainders using the mixing coefficients. Finally, in Appendix D, we provide the proofs of
Theorems 3.4 and C.4.

B.2. Graph theory background and definition of Genograms. A rooted tree is a tree in
which one vertex has been designated the root. In a rooted tree, the parent of a vertex v is the
vertex connected to v on the path from the root to v; every vertex has a unique parent except the
root, which has no parent. A child of a vertex v is a vertex of which v is the parent. An ancestor
of a vertex v is any vertex other than v which is on the path from the root to v. A sibling to a
vertex v is any other vertex on the tree which has the same parent as v. A leaf is a vertex with
no children. See Bender and Williamson [2010] for a detailed exposition.

An order k genogram is defined as the tuple G := (V, B, {Su}vev), where (V, E) is a rooted
tree with a vertex set V' (|G| := |V| = k) and an edge set E, and s, is an integer called the
identifier associated to each v € V that satisfies the requirements below:

e s, = 0 for the root v. s,, > —1 for any other vertex v;

e s, > 0if v is a child of the root;

e If v has more than one child, identifiers of v’s children must be non-negative and mutu-
ally different.

Beware that the identifiers are part of the genograms by definition. We say that a vertex v is
negative if and only if s, = —1, nil if and only if s, = 0, positive if and only if s, > 1. The

Each vertex of the rooted tree corresponds to a running index of summation (i.e., 71, %2, : - - );
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(a) G1. (B) Ga.

FIGURE 3. Examples of order-7 genograms with the compatible labeling.

requirements above implies that the identifier of each child of v is different, and therefore, v’s
children can be uniquely identified by their identifiers. The last requirement also suggests that if
v has more than one child, there is no negative and at most one nil among them. In other words,
a negative vertex has no sibling, a nil vertex only has positive siblings, and any vertex must have
an identifier different from all its siblings.

Furthermore, denote the set of all possible order-k genograms by G(k). Figure 2 depicts
two examples of genograms G1,Go € G(7), where each circle represents a vertex, the one
representing the root is filled with gray, and the identifiers are marked inside the circles.

We remark that the notion of genograms resembles the ordered trees in combinatorics. An
ordered (rooted) tree (V, E, <) is a rooted tree (V, E') where the children of every vertex are
ordered (the order denoted by <) [Stanley, 2011]. Note that < is a strict partial order on the
vertex set V. By definition every genogram induces a unique ordered tree if we set v; < vo <
Sy, > Sy, Whenever vy, vy € V are siblings. However, an ordered tree corresponds to infinitely

many genograms since the largest identifier is allowed to take any sufficiently large value in
Nu{-1}

Compatible labeling, parent, progenitor, and ancestor. Next we consider a labeling of the ver-
tices of a genogram (or the induced ordered tree of a genogram). We say a labeling V' =
{v[1],--- ,v[k]} is compatible with G (or (V, E, <)) if and only if
(a) It follows from a depth-first traversal: v[1] is the root, and for any 1 < j < k — 1, the
vertex v[j + 1] is chosen to be a child of the vertex with the largest label ¢ < j that has
children. In particular, v[j + 1] is v[j]’s child as long as v[j] has a child;
(b) It respects the partial order < induced by G: If v[j] and v[h] (2 < j,h < k, j # h)
are siblings, then we have s; > s;, < j < h (or equivalently, v[j] < v[h] & j < h).
In other words, if a vertex has more than one child, a child with a larger identifier has a
smaller label. In particular, if s; = 0, then v[j] has the largest label j.

Figure 3 shows the compatible labelings of G; and G2, where the labels are marked outside
the circles that represent the vertices.

We remark that there is a unique compatible labeling given any genogram G (or any ordered
tree (V, E, <)).
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Now we introduce more notations in order to express the compatible requirements for iden-
tifiers and the labeling in a more concise manner. Let G = (V, E, s1.x) be an order k genogram
with vertices labelled as V' = {v[1], - - ,v[k] }and where s; is the identifier of v[j] for 1 < j <
k. We denote the label of v[j]’s parent by p(j, G) for 2 < j < k + 1, and the label set of v[j]’s
ancestors by A(j, G) (we set A(1,G) = 0)). Moreover, we write

9(j,G) :==sup{l L =1orl € A(},G) & sy > 1}, (B.10)

and call v[g(j, Q)] the progenitor of v[j]. In particular, we have that g(1,G) = 1. Intuitively,
v[g(j, G)] is the positive vertex closest to v[j] in its ancestry if such vertex exists, in which
case there is a path from v[g(j, G)] to v[p(j, G)], the parent of v[j], such that v[g(j, G)] is
the only positive vertex along the path. Otherwise, v[g(j, G)] is set to be the root. Note that
v[g(j,G)] # v[j] for 2 < j < k. Take the genograms GG; and G5 in Figure 3 as examples,
9(j,Gy) = 1forall 1 < j < 7whilein G, g(1,G2) = g(2,G2) = g(3,G2) = g(4,G2) =1,
9(5,G2) = g(6,G2) = 4, and ¢g(7,G2) = 6. We further denote

u(j,G) :==sup{l € {j} UA(j,G) : s, > 0}. (B.11)
In other words, v[u(j, G)] is the closest non-negative vertex in v[j]’s ancestry if v[j] is negative,
otherwise u(j,G) = j. In particular, s; = —1 & u(j,G) < j,s; > 0 & u(j,G) = j.

For example, in the genogram G shown in Figure 3a, w(5,G1) = 4 and u(j,G1) = j for
j # 5. For ease of notation, when there is no ambiguity, we will abuse notations and write
p(7). A(G), 9(4), u(j) to mean p(j, G), A(j, G). 9(j. G), u(j, G).

We remark that the labeling has to respect the following properties:

Proposition B.1. Let k be a positive integer, (V, E) be a rooted tree with the vertex set V. =
{v[l], e ,v[k‘]} and edge set I, and s, - - , s}, be k integers. (V,E, {slzk}) is a genogram
with the compatible labeling if and only if all the following statements are true:

(a) p(j+1) =max{p(l) : £ = j+ 1,p(l) < j}for1<j< k-1

(b) s1=0.5;>—1for2<j <k

(c) If 5= —1(2< j <k), then (i) p(j) # 1, (ii) p(j) = p(h) & j = hfor2 < h < k;

(d) If p(j) =p(h) (2 < j,h < k) thens; > s, < j<h s;=s,< j=h
Induced sub-genograms. Lastly, given G = (V,E,s1.;) and 1 < j < k, we call an order-
J genogram G[j] := (V', E’, s1.;) the induced sub-genogram of G the genograms by setting
V' = {w[1],--- ,v[j]} and E’ C E be the set of all edges between the vertices V' in G. We

further denote H C G or G 2 H if and only if a genogram H is a sub-genogram of G. If j < k,
we say G|[j] is a proper sub-genogram of G and write G[j] € G or G 2 G[j].

Constructing sums from genograms. Consider a d-dimensional random field (X;);er with the
index set T satisfying 7' C Z% and |T'| < co. We write

o? = Var(z XZ-) W .= a_lz X;.
i€T i€l
For any index subset J C 7', we denote
W(J)=01> X
1€T\J
In this subsection, we build sums S(G), T;(G),Us(G) from a genogram G and a given function
f € C*Y(R) in four steps:
e Use the genogram G to define the sets of values taken by running indexes;

e Introduce the generalized covariance operator D*;
e Construct an operator £ from G, which leads to the summand;
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e Define S(G), T¢(GQ),Us (G).
Note that these sums will be used in the next subsection to track the expansion of the quantity
E[W f(W)).

Firstly, as we have pointed in the roadmap, we will construct from an order-k genogram G
sums with & running indexes, where the v[j] corresponds to the j-th running index, denoted by
i5. Since 7; will appear in the subscript of X, the value of i, needs to be chosen from 7'. It is
important to note that the vertices v[1],--- ,v[k| as well as the genogram do not represent spe-
cific values of 41, - - - ,7;. The genogram reflects the dependency structure of random variables
appearing in the sum by encoding the distance structure between the running indexes.

Setting By := T and D; := (), i1 will be summed over B;\D; = T. Next given the
choice of the first j — 1 running indexes (j > 2), we aim to define two index sets, B; and D,
using the chosen values iq,--- ,i;_; and the order-j sub-genogram G[j]. In the last step, we
will take the sums over iy, € By\Dy,T\ By or T\ Dy, and then iy,_1 € Br_1\Dg—_1, - ,i1 €
Bi\D; in turn. We call B; the outer constraint (set) of the running index i;, and Dj, the inner
constraint (set) of i;. For ease of notation, on most occasions we do not explicitly write out
the dependencies on G/[j] and i1, -- ,4;_1 when referring to the constraint sets B; and Dj.
However, if we are considering multiple genograms, we will use B;(G) and D;(G) to specify
the constraint sets of ¢; with respect to G to avoid ambiguity.

We will formally define B; and D; for 2 < j < k later by induction. Bur first we consider
the case j = 2 to build intuition. When the first running index is set to be some specific element
i1 € T, we define By, Dy C T using i and s, and io will be summed over Bs\ Ds. If s9 = 0,
19 will be summed over all the indexes of distance no greater than m from <1, in which case By
and D, are defined by

By:={ieT:|i—i1l| <m}, Dy:=0,

where ||-|| is the maximum norm on Z?. Note that m is a positive integer that we have fixed
earlier.

Otherwise, so > 1, we let iy take the sum over a singleton B\ Ds. In other words, the second
running index has only one possible choice in the summation. Different values of 1 < s9 <
[{i € T : |li —i1]| > m + 1}| =: s* will correspond to different singletons of elements in
{i € T:|ji —i1]| > m + 1}. Let < be a strict total order on Z?. With the first level comparing
the value of ||i — 41|| and the second level using the strict order <, we perform a two-level
sorting of all elements ¢ from {¢ € T : ||i —i1|| > m + 1} and obtain an ascending sequence,
Z1,-++ ,2s+. NOW 19 is chosen to be zs,, and

By :={ieT:|i—i]] <m}U{z:1<j < s},
Dy :={ieT:|i—i|| <m}U{z;:1<j<sp—1}
The motivation of using singletons arises from deriving (B.4), where we have decomposed
the quantity E[X; f (W; ,)] into a telescoping sum:
n—1
EXif (Wim)] = D E[Xi((f(Wij1) = FOVI)) + (F(W55) = F(Wi))]-
j=m+1
In order to accurately approximate the differences f(W; ;—1) — f(W};) and f(W};) — f(Wi ;)
by the Taylor expansions, the differences between the inputs of f need to be small enough. The
best we can do is to put exactly one random variable in each of such differences.
In general, we introduce some new notations in order to define B; and D; (2 < j < k) more
conveniently. Denote the m-neighborhood of J C T as

N(J) = {i € T+ d(i,J) < m}, where d(i, J) := min|i - j|. (B.12)
J€
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TABLE 1. The constraint sets with respect to G1 and Gb.

jil1 2 3 4
q, BilG) | T N (i) NW(4y) N (i1)
' DGy | 0 N® (i) N(i1) 0
Bj(G2) | T N (i) N©®)(iy,iy) N® (iy, ig)
G2 4) - . 2) /- .
Dj(GQ) @ @ N( )(Zl,ZQ) N( )(Zl,ZQ)
7| 5 6 7
e B;(Gh) ‘ N(iy) NG (21714725) N (i1, 14,15)
D;(Gh) 0 N (iy, iy, i5) 0
a B;(G9) ‘ N (iy,ig,i4) UN® (iy,d9) N (iy,ig,i4) U N(z)(llﬂé) NW (iy,da,i4) U NP (iy,d5)
2 Dj(Gg) N(l)(il,ig,i4) U N(2)(i1,ig) N(il,ig,i4) U N )(21 ig) N(il,ig,i4) U N(2) (il,ig)

We will treat each element of 7"\ NV (.J) sequentially starting from the closest elements to J. To
make this precise, for any positive integer j, we write AYV)(J) := {i € T : d(i,J) = j} to
be the set of indexes in 7 that are at distance of j from .J. Notably we remark that T\ N (J) =
U et AO(J). We write tk(i, J) = S20_  JAO ()] +rif d(i,J) = j+1(j > m) and
i is the r-th smallest element of AU+1)(.J) with respect to the order <. Therefore, rk(-,.J) is
a bijection between T\N(J) and {{ € Z : 1 < ¢ < |T\N(J)|}. The smaller rk(i, J) is, the
closer i is from J. The value of rk(-, J) does not have an intrinsic mathematical significance but
will allow us to determine the order in which we will treat the indexes in 7"\ NV (/). Now denote

NO(J):={ieT:ie N(J)or rk(i, J) < s}. (B.13)

We note in particular that N (J) = N(J), and N©®2)(J) = {i € T : d(i,J) < L} for
st 5= Yoyl A ().

For any 2 < j < k, fixing the genogram G and a sequence i; € Bj\Dq,--- ylj—1 €
Bj_1\D;_1, we define

B, {N(sﬂ(z‘z HLEAW) Dy ifs20 B4
Bu(j) lij =-1
(s;—1) ) e >
D; = NS (Zg e A(j )) UDg(]) %fS] >1 ‘ (B.15)
Dg(j) lij § 0

Here (by abuse of notation) A(j) is the label set of v[j]’s ancestors, and u(j) and g(j) are
defined in (B.11) and (B.10). Note that B; and D; depend on G|j] through s;, A(j),u(j), and
9(j). Moreover, by definition, we have that D; C Bjforany 1 < j < k. We remark that when
the identifier s; = 0 then B;\D; C N(i; : £ € A(j)), and when s; > 1 then B;\Dj is either
empty or a singleton with element the unique i such that rk(i, {i, € T : £ € A(j)}) = s;.
Finally, if s; = —1, then Bj\D; = B},(;)\Dp(;)-

For instance, we consider the genograms (1 and G2 shown in Figure 3. The constraint sets
of the running indexes are presented in Table 1.

Secondly, as described in the roadmap, we define the generalized covariance operator D*
on a finite sequence of random variables (Y;);>1. To do so, we also need to inductively define
another operator D that takes in a finite sequence of random variables and outputs a new random
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variable. For any random variable Y, define
D*(Y):=E[Y], DY):=Y-D*Y)=Y —E[Y].

Suppose D is already defined for a random sequence of length ¢ — 1. Then for any random
variables Y7, --- , Y, let

D(Y17Y27"' 7Y;‘/) :D(YID(Yév 7}/2)) :HD(Yév 7Y) E[YID(Y27 7Y;‘/)]7
D*(Y17Y27 e 7}/;) = D* (YlD(YQ, e 7}/%)) = E[YlD(YQ, 7}/;)]

In particular, for any two random variables Y7 and Y5, D* (Yl, Y3) = Cov(Yy, Y2) gives the
covariance between Y] and Y3. Here we remark that D(Y7,---,Y;) and D*(Y7,--- ,Y;) ar
well-defined for a tuple of ¢ random variables (Y;)!_, supposing that for any i, j € N+ such that
t <j<twehaveE UYYerl Y H < oo. It is straightforward to see from the definition that
both operators are multilinear. We Will show more properties of them in Appendix H.

Thirdly, we construct from any genogram a new operator £ that maps from |G| random
variables to a real number. Note that this g operator will provide us with the summands in
S(G), T¢(G), and Uy (G). If |G| = 1, for any random variable Y, define £q(Y) := D*(Y) =
E[Y]. Suppose &g is already defined for |G| < k — 1. Consider the case where |G| = k. Let

qgo:=sup{j:j=1lorp(j)#j—1for2<j <k}, (B.16)

In other words, either v[go — 1] is the leaf with the largest label smaller than k, or alternatively
v[k] is the only leaf and go = 1. Intuitively, v[go] is the starting vertex of the last branch of G.
Next we set w := |{t cqtl1<t<k&s > 0}| to be the number of all indices go+1 <t < k
such that the identifier s; > 0. If w = 0, define

D*(Y1Y2"'Yk) iqu =1

. , (B.17)
5G[q0—1} (Yl’ T szo—l) -D* (Yzzquo—l—l T Yk) ifgo > 2

5G(Yi,--' 7Yk) = {
where G[go—1] C G is the unique order-(gy —1) sub-genogram of G as defined in Appendix B.2.

Otherwise, we write {t : g0+ 1 <t < k& s > 0} = {q1, -+, qu}- Without loss of
generality, we suppose that go +1 < ¢; < -+ < g < k is increasing. We define

D*(Yl"'qu—hKh'“Yqz—l,"',qu"'Yk) ifgo=1
gG(Yi7 o 7Yk?) = gG[qO_l} (Yi’ o 7}/(10—1)' lfq() > 2 .
D*(Y;zo’”qu—la}/;11"'}/;12—17"'aK}w"'Yk) =
(B.18)
By definition, we can see that E; (Y7, - - , Yy) is either a D* term or the product of multiple

D* terms, each of which corresponds to a branch of the rooted tree (V) E).
Taking the genograms G and G2 shown in Figure 3 as examples, £, and £, are provided
by

£ (Yis -, Yq) = D*(Y1,Ya) D*(Ya) D*(YaYs, Ys) D*(Y5),
EGQ (Y17 ) Y7) D*(Yh Y27 YE’)) D* (Y47 Y5) D* (}%Y'?)

Finally, we define S(G), T¢(G),Us(G) with respect to any genogram G = (V, E,s1.,) €
G(k) and function f € Ck~ 1(]R).

SG) =0 3" N 0 > (X, X, X)), (B.19)

ileBl\Dl iQGBQ\DQ ZkEBk\Dk

7}(G)::0_k Z Z Z Ea(Xiy, -, Xy, ikak_lf(W(Dk)))a

11€B1\D1 i2€B2\ D2 i, €BE\Dy,

(B.20)
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Us(G) = o (k=1) Z Z Z Ea(Xiys Xip 1y Ap(G)),

11€B1\D1 i2€B2\D2  i)_1€BK_1\Dj—1

(B.21)
where
ak1—2 f(W(By)) — 052 f (W (Dy)) if u(k) =k
Ap(G) = /0 (k — u(k))r—1-uk) (ak—2 f(W (Dg) + (1 — v)W(By)) (k) < b— 1

— "2 (W(Dy)) ) d

is called the adjusted f-difference. Note that A(G) depends on G and i1, - - ,i,_1 through
By, Dy, and u(k), where k = |G|. For ease of notation, we do not write out the other dependen-
cies i1, -+ ,ip_1.

Intuitively, S(G) is analogous to the S-sums defined for the local dependence case while
T¢(G) is analogous to the 7-sums. And Uy(G) is defined in a similar spirit to the R-sums as
they are both used to handle the remainders. A is obtained from the integral-form remainders
of the Taylor expansions (see (B.9) and Lemma G.3). Eventually, we would like to expand
T¢(G) using S(H ) and Uy (H) for some H O G as shown in Theorem B.3.

Now we revisit the case k = d = 1 discussed in Appendix B.2. We rewrite the quantities
that appear in (B.8), i.e. E[W f(W)], E1 + Es, Eo, Ey, Es — Eq1, E11, Ey, - - -, E7 using the
notations we have developed so far. For example,

EW W)=Y EBX;f(W)= Y D Xif(W(D)=T;(@),  (B22)
i=1

i11€B1\D1

and F5 is written as

E, = % Z'D* (XZ , f(Wz,m))
i=1

n

n—1
IS S (0 W) 1) £ D (X 1)~ SOV,))

i=1 j=m+1
n—1 n—1
== > Uf<>— > up (0)
j=m+1 j=m+1
2(n—m—1

= > )uf().

Furthermore, we can express all the other quantities in a similar way, and (B.8) will transform
into the following equation (details omitted):

2(n—m—1)
71 (@) = Uy (O—0©) — 2_: U (O—9)
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:uf<)— zm: Up (O—0—D) + 8 (@—©) E[f"(W)]

2(n—m—1) 2(n—m—1) 2(n—

Y U (@00 -

2(n—m—1) j—1 (M 2(n—m—1)
+ > D> Uy <>+ S S(@9) Elf (W)
(=0

j=1 -

B.3. Relating Edgeworth expansion to graphs. Firstly, we consider how to grow a genogram
by following the compatible labeling order of the vertices. Initially, there is only the root and
|G| = 1. We would like |G| to increase from 1 to k after repeatedly choosing a “growing” vertex
and adding a child to that vertex. In order to obtain a genogram with the compatible labeling
at each step, we observe that the growing vertex needs to be v[|G|] or an ancestor of v[|G]],
which is formally stated in Lemma B.2. Moreover, a negative vertex can only be added to v[|G]]
because negative vertices do not have siblings as required in the definition of genograms (see
Proposition B.1c).

Lemma B.2. Let (V, E) be a rooted tree with V .= {v[1],- - -, v[k]}, whose vertex labels satisfy

Proposition B.1a. Then forany 1 < j <k — leitherp(j +1) =jorp(j+1) € A(j) and j is
a leaf.

The proof of Lemma B.2 is in Appendix G.
In general, a genogram can be constructed by repeating the following two operations (not
necessarily consecutively):

(@) G ~ Q[f, 51G/41](G): Fix the growing vertex v[j] to be v[|G|] or an ancestor of v[|G|]
that satisfies min,<|q|;p(1)—=;{5¢} > 1. Add a non-negative child v[|G| + 1] to v[;] and
choose 8|41 to satisty 0 < 5141 < ming<|glp)=j 15t}

(b) G ~ A[R](G): Add a path of h negative vertices to v[|G|]. In other words, v[|G| + t] is
added as the single child of v[|G| +t — 1] fort = 1,---  h, and we set s/g|41 = -+ =
3\G|+h =—1.

Take (GG shown in Figure 3b as an example. A negative vertex can only be added as a child
of v[7] while a non-negative vertex can be added as a child of v[4] with the identifier 0,1 or 2, a
child of v[6] with identifier 0, or a child of v[7] with any non-negative identifier.

Theorem B.3. Given a genogram G and an integer k > |G
any f € CF~1(R)

, then the equation below holds for

THG) = > anaSHE)E[PF )]+ D bucls(H), (B.23)
HDG: HeG(k+1):
|H|<kK, H2G,

s|G|1+120 s|G1+120
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where the coefficients ap  and by ¢ are provided by

1 if [H| = |G|
e {(—1)”’_”"'”}’_“" 6 g F1HI 2161 +17 (824
bir = {Fl)m_mw_wﬂ -1 PG gas)
) (_1)'YH—’YG+TH—TG+1 Hj=|G\+1 m 1f|H| > |G| + 2

Here ¢ denotes the number of leaves on G and ¢ is the number of negative vertices on G.

It will be useful in the future to note that for all genograms H O G with |H| > |G| + 1 we
b,

have a6 = —rr—aqarm-

Lemma B.4.

, suppose there exist two sets of

constants that only depend on G and the joint distribution of (X;)ier, (Q|q|,- -+ , Q) and
( T Gl Q).), which satisfy that for any polynomial f of degree at most k — 1,

ZQ] E[o7 " f(W Z@y E[&7 ' f(W)].

i=IG| J=IG|

Then Q; = Q; for any |G| < j < k.

Proof. We prove the lemma by contradiction.

Let j be the smallest number such that QQ; # Q;-. Since Qg|, - ; Qk does not depend on
f, we choose f(x) = ca’ such that &’ f(x) = cj! # 0. But Q;E["TLf(W)] = - =
QrE[0*~Lf(W)] = 0, which implies cQ; = c@’;. This is a contradiction. Therefore, Q; = Q;
forany |G| < j < k.

Let Po(k) := {G € G(k) : s; <0, forany 1 < j < k} denote the set of order-k genograms
with no positive vertex. Let Go(k) := G(k)\Po(k) denote the set of order-k genograms with at
least one positive vertex. Let Pi(k) := {G € G(k) : s; < 0,1 < j <k — 1,5, > 1} be the
set of order-k genograms where v[k] is the only positive vertex. Note that from the compatible
conditions of identifiers, we know any genogram in Py (k) or P; (k) has only one branch.

Corollary B.5. Given k > 2, the equation below holds for any f € C*(R)

k
ki1 (W -
EWF(W)] =3 %”E[afﬂwn Y b (B.26)
j=1 ! HeG(k+2)
H
Z B f(W))+ = ER F W)+ 3 butdp(H),
j=1 ) HePy(k+2)U
P1(k+2)UGo (k+1)
B.27)
where Ky, 1 and by are defined as
~ k'bg
Frar =rpat (W) + > S(H), (B.28)
Hedoryy B2 ulk+1)
; (_1)’YH+TH lf|H| =92 (B.29)
H = r _ . . .
(1t L oty iF1H| =3

Here v is the number of leaves on H, and Ty is the number of negative vertices on H.
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Properties of the coefficients br;. We remark that from the definition of by, it is straightforward
that for any H, we have the bound |by| < 1. Moreover, if two genograms H;, Ho share the
same tree structure (V, E) and the set of negative vertices (i.e., {j : s; = —1}), then by, = bp,.

Controlling the remainders. From now on, we consider the case when (X;);cr is an a-mixing,
stationary random field of mean-zero random variables (see Definition 3.2), and proceed to
control the terms S(H ) and U (H ) in Corollary B.5 to obtain Propositions 3.6 and 4.2 and The-
orem 3.4.

APPENDIX C. PROOFS OF THE THEOREMS IN SECTION 3.3

Before jumping into the details. We present two lemmas on the normal approximation for
independent random variables. Lemma C.1 provides an expansion for the difference between
E[h(Sy)], where S,, is an empirical average, and N'h. Lemma C.2 gives an upper bound on the
Wasserstein distance between the distribution of this empirical average, S, and the standard
normal distribution.

Lemma C.1 (Theorem 1 of Barbour [1986]). For any p > 0, let h € A, and S, :== ;" | X;
where {X1,--- , X,,} are independent, with E[X;] = 0 and E[S2] = 1. Then it follows that
E[A(S,)] — N'h =
1\ " I{sj+2(5n) . si+1 - |p+2 (Cl)
> e [T (Ie ey i) + o Somixir ),
(rs1r)€D([p]=1) j=1 j=1 =1
where the first sum is over I'([p] — 1) := {r,s1,, € Ny : > =185 < [p] - 1}.

We can see that Lemma C.1 and Theorem 3.4 look quite similar to one another with the only

differences being the dependence structures of (X ;”’)) and the remainder terms in the expan-

sions. This similarity inspires the proof of Theorem 3.7. To illustrate this, imagine that there

would exist some i.i.d. random variables (52(-"’))?;1 and a large sample size q,, such that the first
[p]+1 cumulants of V,, := ¢p 1/2 - SE") match with those of W,,, then the expansion (4.5)

and in (C.1) would be almost identical, and the difference between those would be controlled
by the remainder terms (R; 1) and (R;, ). If those remainder terms are small then we could
exploit the asymptotic normality of V,, to obtain the asymptotic normality of W,,. We show that
such a sequence exists when |7, | is large.

Lemma C.2 (Theorem 1.1 of Bobkov [2018]). For any p > 1, let S, := Z?Zl X; where
{X1, -+, X} are independent and satisfy that E[X;] = 0 and E[S?] = 1. Then it follows that

n 1/p
W(L(s) N 0,1) < G LB C2)
i=1

where C,, continuously depends on p.

Moreover, we introduce the following lemma proposed by Liu and Austern [2023].

Lemma C.3 (Cumulant Matching). Let p > 1 and k := [p]. If p > 1, let (ugn))j;ll be a
sequence of real numbers. Suppose that forany j = 1,--- |k —1, we have u;-"’) — 0asn — oo.
Then there exist constants C, 01/7 only depending on p and a positive value N > 0 (that might

depend on (u;")) ) such that for any n > N, there exists q, € N and a random variable £™
such that

(a) E[€™] =0, E[£™)?] =1,
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(b) Kjsa(€M) = g *u forj =1, [k —1;
(c) Either maXlSjSk_l‘liy+2 £m | 0 or max;<j<j— 1‘/634_2 £ )| > Cp > 0;
(d) E[lg™PH2] < Gy,

Furthermore, gy, can be chosen to be such that ¢, — oo as |I| — oo.

We note that the condition that u;-”) — 0 asn — oo is crucial. Lemma C.3 is an asymp-
totic statement in the sense that for a given n < N, ¢, and £™ might not exist. Intuitively,
Lemma C.3a and Lemma C.3b determines the cumulants of £™ and relates them to the cu-
mulants of W,,. Lemma C.3c requires that the maximum max1§j§k|/{j+2(§ <"))‘ is either O or
bounded away from 0 as n grows. And Lemma C.3d indicates that the (p+2)-th absolute moment
is upper-bounded.

The proofs of our main results work in three stages:

(1) Using Lemma C.3 we find a sequence of i.i.d. random variables (Qn’) ) , and a sample
size g, such that the first k+1 cumulants of WW,, match the first k+1 cumulants of V,, :=
q;1/2 ?Zl @WQ

(2) Using Lemma A.3 we remark that we can bound the Wasserstein distance between
the distributions of W,, and an empirical average, V,,, of i.i.d. observations in terms
of |E[h(Wy)] — E[h(V;,)]] for a large class of functions h. We do so by exploiting
Lemma C.1 and Theorem 3.4;

(3) We remark that Lemma C.2 provides us with the bound on the Wasserstein distance
between the distribution of V;, and the standard normal.

Then Theorem 3.7 follows from the triangle inequality of the Wasserstein metric:
Wp(Wa, N(0,1)) < Wy(L(Wn), L(Vi)) + Wp(L(Va), N (0,1)).

Notably in Step 2 we need lemmas on the high-order smooth Edgeworth expansion for the
a-mixing fields, for which purpose we utilize Theorem 3.4 for the proof of Theorem 3.7 and
introduce Theorem C.4 for the proof of Theorem 3.8. Furthermore, Proposition 3.5 and Corol-
lary 3.9 are directly applications of Theorems 3.7 and 3.8 for random fields with a-mixing
coefficients converging at a polynomial rate.

Proof of Theorem 3.7. By Theorem 3.4, we know that ‘/-ij+2(Wn)‘ < Mf/f — 0asn — oo,
where M ,, is defined in (3.3). Apply Lemma C.3 with u;") = Kj+2(Wy) where j € [k—1]. For
n large enough, there exist constants C), and C;, (that do not depend on n) and positive integers
(¢n) and random variables (£™) such that

(@) E[g"] =0, E[€")’] =1;

) r742(€") = i *Ri2 (W) for j € [k~ 1]

(c) Either maxlgygk_1|/£]+2 ‘ = 0 or maxj<j<j— 1‘/<;j+2 £ )| > C)p > 0;

@ E[lE™P*?] < Gy

Furthermore, we know that (g,,) satisfy ¢, — oo diverges to infinity as n — co.
We will use this to bound the distance between the distribution of W, to the one of an empir-
ical average of at least g, i.i.d. random variables. Again we introduce an alternative sequence

(4n) that can be lower-bounded for all cases. In specific, we let g, := |T|?®t)/P v ¢, if
k(W) = -+ = kg1 (Wy) = 0, and ¢, := ¢, otherwise. Then we still have g, — oo as
n — 0o.

Letel™ - ,52(11: be i.i.d. copies of £™. Define V,, := an? q”1§
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By construction for any j € [k — 1] we have

dn
Kjr2(Va) = G, U272 " ki 0(6) = G,72k512(E") = kjya(Wh).
=1

Thus, by Lemma C.1 and Theorem 3.4, for any h € A, we have
al’n
[E[A(W,)] — E[R(V)]] § My + 3, ®F22 E[lg)"
i=1

ael) (C.3)

To be able to have this upper bound not depend on £™ we will upper-bound

q; t2/2 i EHSZ@)

i=1

p+2:|

in terms of Mj ,,. To do so we use the lower bounds on (g,,) implied by their choice.
If max;<j<kp—1 |I{j+2(Wn)| > (, item (c) implies that there exists

)y &) (**) 2 J/P
Cp = 1< 1‘/€]Jr2 G0 = 1< 1{q @ [F2(Wa)[} 2 1< 1{?/ M}
where to get (%) we use item (b) and to get () we use Theorem 3.4. Thus, the following holds
zjgpﬂ — (Z]“;joﬂ)l’/jo < My,
where 7jg is the integer satisfying that |/£j0+2 (5(">)| = max)<j<k_1 ‘/ij+2(§<”))|. Note that Mj ,,
does not depend on the value of j; anymore.

On the other hand, if x;;2(W,,) = 0 for any j € [k — 1], then by definitions we have
Gn > |T,,|?®+t1)/P Moreover, by Holder’s inequality we obtain that

S B[O < 7P (3 B

1€Ty 1€Ty

(5o <l s

1€y 1€y

p+2])2/(p+2)’ )

and that
(C.5)

2
Since 02 = E [(ZieTn X;'”) ], we have

@72 <|T, |- Pt (0 +2) ( [(Z Xﬂ) ]>(p+2/

i€Ty
2
]

Loy, v (3 B[X

1€Ty

) (p+2)/2

(*é*)o_;(p-i-z) Z EHXZ@)

€Ty,

2 _
PR < T P2 < My,

where to obtain (x) we use (C.5) and to obtain (xx) we use (C.4).
Thus, using item (d) and the fact that SY’), e Sg;) are i.i.d., we obtain

6;(17-‘:—2)/2 qzn E Hgirﬂ

i=1

] <Ca"? 5 Mg (C.6)
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Therefore, by combining this with (C.3) we have that there is a constant K > 0 that does not
depend on h such that

By taking supremum over h € A, and by Lemma A.3, we obtain that

Wh(£(Wa), £(V2)) 5 sup [B[A(W:)] — E[h (V)]

gn
< (Ml,n i a;(p+2)/2 Z E ng('n) p+2} > 1/p < M117/np'
i=1

Moreover, by combining Lemma C.2 and (C.6) we have

Gn .
Wy(£(V) N (0.1) 5 (742723 [l *2]) " < ol
i=1

Therefore, as the Wasserstein distance WV, satisfies the triangle inequality we conclude that

LT /4]
SMll,éf ST 72 + \Tny—lﬂ( 3 gd(p+1)—wagn—p—2)/r)
/=1

1/p

|
In order to prove Theorem 3.8, we need the following result, which is a refined version of
Theorem 3.4 when p is an integer.

Theorem C.4. Let p € N,. Set (T},) C Z% be an increasing sequence of finite index sets such

that |T,| — oo and let (X ;'l))i T be a real-valued random field with a-mixing coefficients
(cn)e>1. Suppose that E[X;")] =0, sumeHX;") T] < oo for some r > p + 2, and that

the non-degeneracy condition liminf,, o2 /|T,,| > 0 holds, where 02 = Var (ZieTn X ;7”)>.

Denote W,, := o, ! ZZET" X;. Furthermore, suppose that the mixing coefficients satisfy that

o0
SupZEd_lagrn_p_l)/r < Mj < o0.
" oe=1 ’

Forany m € N and § € [0,1] (m and § can depend on n), let

1/d
1 T |

Mo, g =| T PP W | T, [T 1402 dp N gdb=dgfropmtmo)r
f=m+1 (C7)

1/d
m+1+UTn2‘ J

R AN L e
{=m—+1
If M3 1 5.0 — 0as n — oo, then for any j € [p — 1], we have kj12(Wy,) = O(Mg7/£757n), and

that there exists Kpt1,n = O(M (>—1)/p ) depending on p and the joint distribution of (X;)ieT,

2,m,0,n
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such that for any h € A, the following holds

ER(Wy) - Nh= > (-1 %(‘g’;)/\f [H(asﬂe) h]
(r,s1:)ET(p—1) j=1 " ' =1 (C.8)
I Rp+1,n _p"?p-i-l(Wn N [ap(a h] + O(M27m757n)~

Theorem C.4 will also be proven along with Theorem 3.4 in Appendix D. We remark that
Theorem C.4 is different from Theorem 3.4 in the following ways:

e pis required to be an integer (this is mainly due to the proof technique we use),
e The remainder is controlled using My ,, 5, instead of M ,,, which will lead to different
convergence rates in the theorem,
o kpi1(Wy,) is replaced by Ky 1 p.
Note that in general M, does not dominate My ,, 5., and vice versa, which leads to different
conditions and convergence rates for the Wasserstein-p distance in Theorems 3.7 and 3.8.

Proof of Theorem 3.8.  We follow techniques similar to the proof of Theorem 3.7. By The-

orem C.4, we have that ‘ﬁj+2(Wn)| < MIP 50 for any j € [p — 1] and ‘%p.l,_l’n‘ <

2,m,0,n
M(p_l)/p T h . . .
omom — 0as|T,| — oo, where My, 5, is given in (C.7).

We will repeat all the derivation in the proof of Theorem 3.7 with x,1(W,,) replaced by
Kp+1,n and My, replaced by My, 5,,. We now apply Lemma C.3 with ug.”) = Kjr2(Wh)

where j € [p — 2] and uglll = Kp+1,n- For any index set 7}, with n large enough, there exist
constants C), and CI’, (that do not depend on n) and positive integers (g, ) and random variables
(€M) such that

@ E[g"] =0, E[E")*]=1;

/2 ) ~

(0) Rj2(E") = @ P2 W) for j € [p— 20, kpir (€7) = gF V2 Rpi1 0

(C) Either maXlSjSp—l"{j+2(£(n))| =0or HlaXlSjSp_l‘I{j_;_g(f("))‘ Z Cp > 0;

) E[g"P*?) < C.
Furthermore, we know that ¢, — oo as n — oc.

Again we will bound the distance between the distance between the distribution of W,, to

the one of an empirical average of at least g, i.i.d. random variables, and will need the lower
bounds on (gy,,) for the convergence of the distribution of the empirical average to a standard

-1)/2

normal. Thus, we introduce an alternative sequence (g, ) by setting g, := |T;,[?®+t)/P v ¢,
if kg(Wy) = -+ = kp(Wy) = Kpy1n = 0, and ¢, := g, otherwise. Then we still have
(Gn) — o0 as |T,| — oo.
Let £ €% be i.i.d. copies of £™). Define V;, := (751/2 Eiﬁl e,
qn 1=1"

By construction, for any integer j such that 1 < 7 < p — 1, we have

In
riv2(Va) = G U2 Y " ko (€) = 4,7 PRjaa(€) =

i=1

Kjro(Wn) 1<j<p-—2
Ep-i—l,n ] =p—- 1

Thus, by Lemma C.1 and Theorem C.4, for any h € A,,, we have

qn
[B[R(Wn)] = E[R(Va)| S Mamsn + @, P22 E[g” P72, (C.9)
=1
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To be able to have this upper bound not depend on £™ we will upper-bound

an
~(p+2)/2 (n)|p+2
G, PTI2Y E(lg P
i=1
in terms of M ,, 5. To do so we utilize the lower bounds on (g,,) implied by its choice.
If [Kpy1n| V maxlgjgp_2‘/£j+2(Wn)‘ > 0, item (c) implies that there exists

() , ,
(n) 27 79/P
Cp < 1§I§12;<_1|%j+2(61 )| s 1;@25_1{51?/ My 50t
where we use item (b) and Theorem C.4 in (). Thus, we have the following inequality for some
jo € [p—1]

G = (@)1 S Mo i

On the other hand, if k3(W,,) = - -+ = k,(Wy) = Rpr1.n = 0, we get G, > |T,,[2PTD/P by
2
definition of g,. Since 02 = E [(ZZET” X" } , we have

n =

" =|T,| "o, 0+ (EKZ XZ.<”>)2]>(17+2)/2

1€

oA, (S B[

1€Ty

(p+2)/2

(’;‘)U;(p_i_m Z E HXi(n)

€T

2 _
- ] S ’Tn‘ p/2 < M2,m,5,n7

where to obtain (x) we use (C.5) and to obtain (xx) we use (C.4).

Thus, using item (d) and the fact that fiﬂ’), e Sg;) are i.i.d., we obtain
dn -
Gy PPN CE[|E)T] < Cpan? < Mo (C.10)
i=1

By taking supremum over h € A, and by Lemma A.3, we obtain that

Wh(L(Wn), L(Vy)) < sup [E[R(W,,)] — E[h(V,)]["”

heh,
- (p+2)/2 - o [p+27) /P 1/p
S (M2,m,5,n +q, Z E[ Sz ]) S M27m757n'
i=1

Moreover, by combining Lemma C.2 and (C.10) we have

p+2]>1/1’ < Ml/:n

~ 2,m,0,n"

Gn
WH(L(Va), N0, 1)) 5 (2,722 Efg)”
i=1

Therefore, as the Wasserstein distance )V, satisfies the triangle inequality we conclude that
W (L(Wa), LVa) + Wy (L(Va), N (0, 1)) < My'?

2,m,0,n
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m+1+| ‘T”;/dJ 1/p
S\Tny‘1/2m2d+\Tn’—1/2+(1—5)/(2p)md< Z 465 gr’np 1-5)/r )

l=m+1
me1+( T 1/p
+ |Tn|—1/2+1/(2p) ( Z Edp—lag’n—p—l)/r> '
{=m-+1

As an application of Theorem 3.8, we show Corollary C.5.

Corollary C.5. For p = 1, the Wasserstein distance W1 (L(W,,),N(0,1)) converges to 0 as
long as the moment and non-degeneracy conditions in Theorem 3.8 hold with r > 3 and cyy,
satisfies that

sup Z Kd_lagn_m/r

2—
supZEd lagrn " 50 asm — oo for some e > 0.

e/\(1/3)

Proof of Corollary C.5.  We apply Theorem 3.8 with p = 1, 6 = €, m =< |T},] . Then
m — 0o as n — 0o. Since
oo [ee)
Z gd—lag’n—m/r < Zed—1a§:2—6)/r7
=1 (=1
the mixing condition I of Theorem 3.8 is satisfied. Now we check that
[Tl 2 m? < [T, 71/2F 2225 0,
me 14 T2
- — 2 €)/r d—1 (7’ 2—e)/r
‘Tn‘ 5/2md Z ede €y 7“ Z / 7
l=m+1 Z m+1
m+1+UTn‘ / J
2) 2—e
Z €d1grn/r<zgd1(r )T
l=m+1 l=m+1
Since m — oo as n — oo, we have that by assumption »_,° 41 Ed_layn_ 2=/ converges to
zero. Thus, mixing condition II of Theorem 3.8 is also satisfied and the result follows. [ |

Lastly, we prove Corollary 3.9 by applying Theorem 3.8 to random fields with a-mixing
coefficients that converge at a polynomial rate, and combining the results of Proposition 3.5.

Proof of Corollary 3.9.
If u > d(p + 1), the results are directed implied by Proposition 3.5.
If dp < uw < d(p+1), on one hand, Proposition 3.5 gives that 5 > 1/2+4u/(dp) — (p+1)/p.

1
On the other hand, we apply Theorem 3.8 with 6 = 1 and m < |T,,|2«+d) . Then we have

|Tn|_1/2m2d — |Tn|—1/2+d/(u+dp)’
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m+1+L‘Tn;/dJ 1/p
’Tn’—1/2+(1—5)/(2p)md< DR 6)/>
{=m+1

u—d
= |T, ‘_§+—2(u+dp)_2(u+dp)l) < ’Tn‘—1/2+d/(u+dp)7

1/d
14 T

1
—1/2+1/(2p) dp—1_ (r—p—1)/r v
IT.] >y,

l=m+1

= |T, ‘—§+%—z<u+dp)p = |Tn|” 1/2+d/(u+dp)

Thus, by Theorem 3.8 we get W, (L(W,), N'(0,1)) = O(|T,,|~/2+d/(utdp)),
If u = dp, apply Theorem 3.8 with 6 = m = 1 and get that

|Tn|_1/2m2d - |Tn|_1/27

1/d
m+1+\_‘Tn‘ ]

1
T, |~ 1/2+(0=0)/(2p) pd < Z gd&-&a(r—p—l—é)/r> v
n In
f=m+1

170"/ 1/p
< ‘Tn’_1/2< Z edp 1 7“ P 2)/) — ]Tn\_l/zlog]Tn\,

m—i—l—i{MJ 1/p
]Tn\—1/2+1/(2p)< 3 edp—la(’“""””)

4n
l=m+1
[Tnl!/ 4 1/p
§|Tn|_1/2+1/(2p)< 3 edp—lag;p—”/") = T, |2 Log T,
/=1

Thus, we get

Wi (L(Wn), N(0,1))
[IT] /)

:O(|Tn|_l/2) + O<|Tn|_l/2+l/(2p Z 0~ >
:(f)(’Tn‘—l/2+1/(2p) log|T)).
If d(p+1)/2 < u < dp, the results also follows from Theorem 3.8 as

|Tn|_1/2m2d — |Tn|_1/2,

1/d
m14 | Enl |

1
T, |~ L/2+(1=0)/(2p) 1pd Z pd6=5 gr p—1- 5)/> &

l=m—+1
LT |2/4)

~1/2 dp—u—1 r —1lydpou
<ILE(Y < [T+

43
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1/d
m 14 Il

1
I, ’—1/2—1—1/(2}7)( Z edp—la(T—P—l)/7’> v
n 4n
l=m—+1

_1 M_i
2+

S| u " = 1

Thus, Corollary 3.9 is proven. [ |

APPENDIX D. PROOFS OF THE THEOREMS IN SECTION 3.2 AND THEOREM C.4

Proof of Proposition 3.6.  Applying Proposition 4.2 with f(x) = x*/k! € A}, where A, :=
{fe CE=LYR) + | flp—11 < 1}, we have

k—1

_ K41 (W) B
E[W f(W)] ;—ﬂ E[/ f(W)]
m1+ [T
+O<\T! (k— 1/2( dk Z gdk—laér—k—l)/r))
l=m+1

On the other hand, by (G.12) we have

k
BV 10V =gy (V) = 3 (5 mya (V)1

j=1
N (V) e (V)
j+1 ; 1
= ”%'E[Wf(W)] + +T
= J! !
Thus, we conclude that
mt14+ 1T
ks (W)] < [T =D /2( dk | Z Edk—laér—k—l)/r).
l=m+1
|
Proof of Theorem 3.4.  Let k := [p]. For convenience, for any j € [k — 1], we denote
LT/
Rj, = |T|"Ute=D/2 (1 i Z Ed(j—l—w)—wagr—j—ﬁ/r)'
(=1
Then we have that M; = ﬁk,w, and that by Proposition 3.6, |/{j+2(W)| S ﬁjJ.
Firstly, we perform induction on & to prove that
T K. 9% r
ER(W)-Nh= > (-]] (;%(1))/\/ [ (9%71@) h}
_ = J =
(r,s1:7)€T(k—1) j=1 7=1 (Dl)

+O<Z§51,1§3271 : Rsr 1,1Rsr7 >

(k)
where I'(k — 1) = {r,s1,, € Ny : 51+ -5, =k — 1}
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For p = 1, by Lemma 4.1, f = ©h € C%(R) N CYL(R). Both |f|o1 and |f|1 1 is bounded
by some constant. By the Stein equation and (4.5), we derive that
E[h(W)] = Nh =E[f(W)] — E[W f(W)]
LT
:o<|T|—1/2 1+ e2d—1a§“3>/r)> = O(R1,).
(=1
Suppose the proposition holds for 1 < p < k — 1 (k > 2), consider the case of k — 1 <p < k
(p = k+w—1). By Lemma 4.1, f = ©h € CF*1¥(R) and | |11, is bounded by some
constant that only depends on p. Thus, by (4.2), we have
E[h(W)] = Nh = E[f'(W)] — E[W f(W)]

LT|M4)

k
o Y G (p+1)—w, (r—p=2)/7
) Z gy sy oirr (e Yo ool )
k‘—l
~ (]+1)! E| (W)] + O(By.)-

Noting that &/ 1Oh € C*=I=1%(R) and [0"T'Oh|;_;_1, is bounded by a constant only
depending on k, the inductive hypothesis shows that

E[¢' T 'On(W)] — N[00k
_ Z (_1)rﬁ “sz+2(W)N |: - (885—1-1@) §i+lg h]

(Tvslzr)er(k—j—l) /=1 (Sé + 1)
+ O< Z §81,1 : sr 1,14R577 )
(r,s1:r) €T (k—7)

Here we use I'(k — {7‘ S1 €Nyt Y7y 1Sg<k—j}
Since |/{j+2 W)| < R] 1, we have

k—
Efn(W Z G 2 1 E[0"* OR(W)] + O(Ry.1)
k—1
— _ I{J+2(W)_/\/’[8j+l®h]
— (5 +1)!
j=1
k—1 .
K]+2(W) K/Sg—l—2 se+1 j+1
+' j+1)! Z -1’ H (50 + 1! [H(a ©)-0 @h]
J=1 (r,s1.0) €T (k—j— 1) =1 =1

k—1
+ O <§k7w + éj,l Z Esl,l s ésrhlésr,w)
7=1 (r,s1: T) (k—j)

- oIt (e

(Tvslzr)er(k—l) /=1 (=1
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By induction, (D.1) is true for any non-negative integer k.
Next we prove

~ ~

Rg1--- Rs,.,l,lésr,w < ék,w(l + M)k, forany sy +---+ s, =k, s; > 1,1 <j <.

(D.2)
In fact, by Hoélder’s inequality, we get
LT|/4)
Rj,1§|T|_j/2<1+ Z Ed(j+1)—1a§r—p—2)/7’>
=1
LT/ ( 2/ jd )
. _ —p— kd—(d—1)(1—w
§|T| ]/2<1_|_ Z Ed(k-‘rw) wa; D 7‘) .
(=1
LTI (k=5)d—(d=1)(1-)
<1+ Z Ed(j+1)_1agr—p—2)/r) kd—(d—1)(1—w) ,
=1
LTI/
R §|T|—(j+w—1)/2<1+ Z Ed—1agr—p—2)/r)
(=1
' LTI/ jd—(d=1)(1-w)
§‘T]_(J+w_1)/2<l—|— Z gd(k+w)—wa2r—p—2)/r) kd—(d=T)(T-w)
(=1
Lszlf‘iJ ( 2/ ;
(1+ €d 1 r—p— ) 1(1—w
By substituting them into (D.2), we have
Eslyl T EST.,LIEST,W
( : L)) o) ( 2/ LT/ 9] 2)/r\
§|T|—k+w—1<1+ Z pd(k+w)—w  (r=p= )<1+ Z -1, rp >
(=1
~ > koo~
<Rew (143000l ) < Ryt + M)

=1
Note that M < oo by assumption and M; = Ekw (3.4) is proven.
Finally, we prove |/{j+2(W)| hS Mf /P for any 1 < j < p— 1. In fact, by Holder’s inequality
again, we get
LTI

Ej,1§|T|—J‘/2<1+ > ed<ﬂ'+1>—1ag"—?"2)/r)
/=1
LT/ ( 2/ LT/ ) ( 2/ ktw—1—j
—q w)— r—p— r k+w 1 r— k+w—1
§|T| j/2<1+ Z Ed(k—l— ) lae D ) <1_|_ Z fd 1 p— >
/=1 /=1

<MJ/P(1 + M) k+w11] .
Thus, we get the upper bounds for the cumulants in terms of Mj:

‘Hj_g_Q(W)‘ < ﬁj,l < Mf/p, forany 1 < j <p-—1.
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Theorem 3.4 is proven. [ |

Proof of Proposition 3.5. By assumption we know ay p=)/r < C¢~(=w+1) Thus, we
have

LTn|/4) L\Tnll/dJ U]/
Z pp+1)—w (r p=2)/ Z A+ —w pu—w+1 _ Z pd(p+1)—u-1
/=1 (=1

If w > d(p+ 1), then we have d(p + 1) — u — 1 < —1. Thus, the sum is finite and does not
depend on 7, which implies that M ,, = O(|T;,|77/?).
If u = d(p + 1), then similarly we have
[T/
My = O(T,| #/%) + 0<|Tnl‘p/2 2 f‘1> = O(|Tu| " 10g]T,.).
/=1
Lastly if d(p/2 + 1) < u < d(p + 1), we derive that

U]/
Ml,n :O(’Tn‘—l’ﬂ) + O(’Tn‘_pp Z ed(p—l—l)—u—l)
/=1
=O(|T,|7P/2||T,, |4 |4+ =0) = O (|5, | 7P/ 2w/ A+ (1))
which concludes the proof. [ |

Now let’s prove Theorem C.4.

Proof of Theorem C.4. Note that p is required to be an integer in this lemma. For conve-
nience, for any k € [p], we denote

m—i—l—i—\_‘T‘ 1/d |
= |T|—/~c/2<md(k+1)Jr Z gd(k+1)—1agr—k—2)/r>'
l=m+1

Then by Proposition 3.6, |rk2(W)| < Ry.
Also denote

m+1+L—‘T‘21/dJ
ép ::|T|—p/2md(p+1) + |T|—(p—1+5)/2md(p—1) Z £d6—5a27‘—77—1—5)/7"

{=m+1
m1 T
+ ‘T’—(p—l) /2 Z gdp—lagr—p—l)/rl
{=m+1

Then by definition ﬁp < Mo 5.
Firstly, we perform induction on p to prove that

E[h(W)] — Nh

- T e o] <o

(r,s1:0) € (p— 1) j=1 j=1

i M»s
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. 1\ . H8j+2(W) : s;+1
-y [ o]
(r,s1:)ET(p—1) j=1 j=1
~ -1
Fpt1 — fpr1(W) ~ w5
+ 5 N[@P@h]+O<ZR§J+Rp :
j=1

where '(p — 1) = {r,s1, € Ny : >y sy < p—1}.
Forp = 1, by Lemma 4.1, f = ©h € C%1(R) N CH(R). Both |f|o1 and | f|1 1 is bounded
by some constant. By Stein equation and (4.5), we get
E[h(W)] = Nh =E[f(W)] — E[W f(W)]

1/d
||/

m+1+| 5 ]
:(9<|T|—1/2 (m*+ > f2d_1ay_3)ﬁ>> = O(Ry).
f=m+1

By (G.22), we also have
E[h(W)] = Nh =E[f'(W)] = E[W f(W)] = (1 - &) E[f'(W)] + O(Ry).

Suppose the proposition holds for 1,--- ,p — 1, consider the case of p. By Lemma 4.1, f =
Oh € CPYR) N CPTLY(R). Both |f|,1 and | f|p+1,1 are bounded by some constant that only
depends on p. Thus, by (G.5), we have

E[R(W)] = Nh = E[f'(W)] — E[W f(W)]

I )
=2

1/d
14| |

+0 <|T|—p/2 (md(p+1) + Z Ed(l’+l)—1ag7‘—p—2)/r) )
{=m—+1

p—1
—- ¥ "B ton(w)] + O,

and
E[r(W)] = Nh = E[f(W)] - E[W f(W)]

p—2 ~

o (W . -
=— ME[@”l@h(W)] — @E[W@h(W)] + O(R,),
= (F+1)! p!
where K,y is some constant that only depends on the joint distribution of (X;);cr, and it
satisfies that

1/d
me 1+ |

Fopst — o (W) S TI7E-D/2 N~ plelgrp D o |
{=m+1

Noting that & 1Ok € CP~I~LY(R) and |/ T1Oh|,—;_1,1 is bounded by a constant only
depending on k, the inductive hypothesis is given by

E[0’ T On(W)] — N[0’ T1en]
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= Z (=" ﬁ %N [ﬁ(asﬁ-l@) .l tle h} + O<§f (p j /£>

(r,s1.0)€l(p—j—1) (=1 =1 —1

Here weuse I'(p —j — 1) = {7‘, st €ENp Yy se<p—j— 1}.
By Proposition 3.6 and Young’s inequality, we have the following bounds:

|’€j+2(W)§§p_j)/Z| SRRY <RV 4+ RS,
|Rpt1 ﬁ;/q < (Rp1 + By) Ry < 1?5/_({"” + Rp/0-D) 4 R

On one hand, we now have

p—1
Kjip2(W . ~
Eh(W)] = Nh=->_ (Jj%(l)l)la[aﬁl@h(m/)] +O(Ry)
J=1 '
_ Kj+2(W) i+1
- N[’ Oh
]Zl (J+1)! |
p— T
K Ks . .
+Z (J+2 o Z H ;+il {H(a +19). gitle h}
J=1 (r,81:7)ET (p—j— 1) (= ¢ =1
p—1lp—j
(Rp " Z By S W)
Jj=1/¢=1
r P
r Kg s ~
~ Y @] ;*il N [TJ@ ey n }+O<ZR§”>.
(rys1.0)€l (p—1) =1 7t =1 =1

Thus, (D.3) holds for the case p.
On the other hand, we derive that

E[h(W)] = Nh =E[f'(W)] — E[W f(W)]

p—2
_ Kjr2(W) oai Rpt1 g ~
== Ezj G B0 ORW)] - LEEPORW)) + O(R,)
b2 Rj w ;
=— ; 7(;1(1)!)/\/[0%1@;1]

-2

p
j (W) s s j
L, T oI [eeroen

i=1 (rys1:0) €L (p—J— 1) =1 =t

~ —lp—j
Fp+1 1) /3 /¢
- Noren) + O(R + Rp/ (- Z R+ ZZR” )

Jj=1/¢=1

- X oIy e er

(r,51:7)E(p—1) j=1 =1
%p-i-l B K:P‘f‘l(W) v p—l Ap/] ~
+ ! N[Pon+0(> RV + R, ).
! p

Thus, (D.4) also holds for the case p. By induction, we have established (D.3) and (D.4).
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Next we prove that if Y~ Kd_lagr_p /T < o0, then for any j € [k], E;/ 7 has the follow-
ing bound:

m+1+L—‘T‘21/dJ 1/k
R]l/y AR <m2dk I Z pd(k+1) 1a$ 1)/r) ' (D.5)
{=m+1
In fact, by Hoélder’s inequality, we get

m+1+[4‘T‘21/dJ
. ~ . . k
TR RE <(mA0tD 4 ST i)
l=m+1

m+1+|_7‘T‘21/dJ .
< <md(j+1)k/j n Z Ed(k—i—l)—lag?‘—k—l)/")J'

l=m+1

1/d
m 14 |

(S gy
{=m+1

1/d
m 1+ T

5<m2dk n Z Ed(k—i—l)—lagr—k—l)/r)j‘
l=m+1
By taking 1/j-th power on both sides, (D.5) is proven.
For (D.4), we apply (D.5) with k = p — 1 and get for j € [p — 1]

m+1+UT‘ e ] /(p—1)
~p /i e p/(p—
R/ S,T‘—m(mzd(p—l) T D 1)/r)
l=m+1
m14 [ 1)
- —(p— — r—p—1)/r\P/ P~
§|T| p/2m2dp+ <|T| (p—1)/2 Z Edp 10[2 p )/)
l=m+1
mt1 170
5,T‘—p/2m2dp + \T]‘(P—U /2 Z gdp—lay—p—l)/r < My s,
l=m—+1

given that M ,,, 5 converges to 0 as |T'| — oo.
By substituting this into (D.4), we complete the proof of (C.8). Moreover, we have
‘/ij+2(W)‘ < R < Mg/ﬁé, forany 1 <j <p-—1,
m1+ T
‘%p+1 - Iip+1(W)| S |T|_(p_1)/2 Z Edp_lay_p_l)/r < M5
{=m+1
Thus, Theorem C.4 is proven.
APPENDIX E. PROOFS OF THEOREMS 3.11 AND 3.10

In this section we present the proofs for Theorem 3.11 and Theorem 3.10.

Proof of Theorem 3.11.
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For ease of notation we write w, := W, (L(W,,),N(0,1)). Choose p € (0,1). Then remark
that for all € > 0 there is G ~ N(0,1) such that |G — W, ||, < W,(L(W,,),N(0,1)) + e.
Therefore, by the union bound we have

P(W, >t) =P(W,, -G+ G >1t)
<P(W,—G > (1-p)t) +P(G > pt)
@ IWa — Gl
< (pt) +
O
(wp +¢)"
(1= p)t)
where to obtain (a) we have used Markov’s inequality. Now as this holds for any arbitrary
choice of € > 0 we conclude that

< ®¢(pt) +

WP
P(W, >t) < ®°(pt) + m.
Define the function g; : z + (1 — 2)PTle” g , then we can remark that ¢ : [0,1] — [0,1] is
a bijection. Choose pj := g; (@f L > Moreover, we obtain that
WP
P(W, > t) < ®(pjt) + (pit)(1 — P:)ttpﬂ(l — pzf;p—l—l(p(p;jt) (E.1)

(%) (t) + (1 — pf)tp(pyt) (1 + %)

1

1=
priiw, P 1 1
<o+ 20 (- ) ()
< ®4(t) . elp P p
where to obtain (a) we used the fact that °(pjt) < @°(t) + (1 — pf)t sup,e|pre g P(2)-
7v25t1°gt < 1. Define

_ V2B logt

t 9

Suppose that ¢ > 1 and satisfies 1 —

we notice that z € [0, 1]. We remark that if

wp < (\/27Tp)@T11 (1 — @)t _%.

V2mpwh

then we have g, Y(z) > +1 - Therefore as g, () is a decreasing function we have that
x < p; which implies that

1 11— 1
P(W, >1t) < ®(t) + ———prtiw, *F <1 + —>.

Moreover, similarly we can remark that
P(G>(1+p)t) <P(W, >t)+P(G—-W, > pt)
(wp + €)P
pPer
Therefore, as this holds for any arbitrary ¢ > 0 we obtain that

p

(1 + p)t) < P(W, >t>+[j;f7

<SP(W,, >t) +
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S _ 242 ~ ~—1 (V2mpwh
Moreover, we can definite §; : z +» e~ (1+%)°2P+1 then choose jf := §; 1( t;rff)p). We

similarly obtain that

E«M@lzt);z@C@)-Efif%L———¢<t<1-—QL—))<14—%>. (E2)

Proof of Theorem 3.10.  For ease of notation we write w,, := W,(L(W,,),N(0,1)). C Then
remark that for all ¢ > 0 there is G ~ N(0, 1) such that ||G—W, ||, < W,(L(W,,),N(0,1))+€
Therefore, by the union bound we have

P(W, >t) =P(W,, — G+ G >1t)

<P(W,—G>2)+P(G> )

(a) W, -G
S (I) (2) ” N Hp
2P
ot (wpte)”
SCI) (5)_’_( ptp )
2P

where to obtain (a) we have used Markov’s inequality. Now as this holds for any arbitrary
choice of € > 0 we conclude that

t. 2Pwh
c(” p
P(W,>t) <@ (5)+ =%
1/p
According to Corollary 3.9 there is a constant K5 such that w, < ;Fﬁ—lﬁ. Moreover, it is also
clear that there is a constant /; > 0 such that @c(%) < e K1 Therefore, we obtain the
desired result. |

APPENDIX F. PROOFS OF LEMMAS G.2 AND G.3

Proof of Lemma G.2.  Consider the label set of all positive ancestors of v[¢], i.e., {j € A(¢) :
s; > 1} Let z := H] € All):s; > 1}‘ If z > 1, we write

{j € A0) : s; > 1} = {r1,79, - , 72},

where 2 <ri <ro <---<r, <f-—1.

Then consider all possible genograms constructed by adding a non-negative child to a vertex
of G. On one hand, Proposition B.1d implies that it is only possible to add such a child to v[¢]
or v[p(r;)] for some 1 < j < z (provided that z > 1), and if a genogram is obtained by adding
v[€ + 1] as a non-negative child of v[p(r;)], then sgy1 < s, — 1 because £ + 1 > 7.

On the other hand, we show that for 1 < j < 2,

sy, < s¢ for any ¢ < £ such that p(t) = p(r;).

Supposing this is true and v[/] is added as a child of v[p(r;)] with s;y1 < s, — 1, then
Se4+1 is smaller than the identifiers of all v[¢ + 1]’s siblings. Hence Proposition B.1 holds and
Q[p(rj,s)](G) is indeed a genogram with the compatible labeling.
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In fact, p(t) = p(r;) (t < ¢) implies thatt ¢ A(r;) andr; ¢ A(t). If t > r;, by Lemma G.1,
for any ¢’ such that r; € A(t'), we have t’ < ¢. In particular, let ¢ = £. Then ¢ < ¢, contradicting
t < (. Thus, t < r;. Proposition B.1d implies that s; > Sr;-

Thus, we have shown

H:{HEQ(@—I—I)HQG,Sg.,.le} (Fl)
={Qp(r;),s](G): 1 <j<w,0<s<s,, —1}U{Q[(,s](G) : s >0}, '
where LI denotes the disjoint union of sets. This directly implies that

s;—1

=Y U(QISI@) + Y > Us(QAp(), s)(G))

s>0 JEA(l):5;>1 s=0

=— > UH)+ > UH). (F2)

HeG(0+1): HeG(0+1):
HDG, H2G,
S0+120, S0+120,

p(l+1)=¢ pl+1)<t

Therefore, to conclude the proof we only need to show that this is also equal to
T:(G) — S(G) E[o" 1 f(W)].
For convenience, we list all elements of H (see (F.1)) in a sequence. If z = 0, we write
H, = Q[ t —1](G).

Otherwise, let

1, . Qo). s = 1(G) ift=S"1r+s
CTQs 1@ = mits

In other words, H, is a genogram of order ¢+ 1 and the sequence (H;);>1 can be enumerated as

(Hy)ez1 2 Qfp(r1),0(G),  Qp(r),1](G), -+, Qlp(r1), s, —1](G),
Q[p(T’Q),O](G) ) Q[p(T‘g), 1](G) s T Q[p(’r?)’STz - 1](G) )
Q[p(rz),O](G) ’ Q[p(?‘z), 1](G) T Q[p(rz)asrz - 1](G) )

Qe 0(G),  Q[E1](G)

1 if z=20
co = ,
0 Spp s, +1 ifz>1

We write

and remark that H; = Q[/,t — ¢o](G) for t > ¢y.

For any t > 1, we note that H; is an order-(¢ 4 1) genogram. We write B;(H;) and D;(H;)
respectively the outer and inner constraints of i; with respect to ;. We remark that as H;[(] =
G, this directly implies that B;(H;) = Bj(G) = Bj; and D;(H;) = D;(G) = Dj forall j < ¢.

Letiy,--- ,ip beindexes in i; € B;\D; for 1 < j < ¢. We note that the sets By (H;) and
Dy1(H;) will depend on the value of ¢t > 1.

Firstly, in H; we remark that by definition (B.10), if z > 1, the vertices v[¢ + 1] and v[r]
have the same parent and that the identifier of £ 4 1 is 0. This implies that if z > 1,

Dei1(Hy) = Dys1,my) = Dy(ry,1y) = Dy(ri,6) = Dg(ry) = D1 = 0.
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If z = 0, the progenitor of v[¢ + 1] is either v[¢] or v[1]. In both cases, the inner constraint is
empty, i.e., D; = Dy = (). Thus,

Dey1(Hy) = Dygs1,m,) = 0.

Note that here we have used g(j, H) to denote the progenitor label of v[j] with respect to the
genogram H. Throughout the proof, H is omitted only if H = G.

Next we establish that for all ¢ > 1 the following holds: Byy1(H;) = Dyy1(Hyt1).

If z = 0, the result is directly implied by the definitions (B.14) and (B.15) as we have

Bey1(Hy) = N (i - t € A(C+ 1, Hy)) UDyiy1 )
= N(t) (Zt 1t e A(e +1, Ht+1)) U Dg(g_i_l’HtJrl)
= Dy1(Hpqr).

Note that A(j, H) is used to denote the label set of v[j]’s ancestors with respect to the genogram
H. Again H is omitted only if H = G.

If z > 1, we remark that according to the values of ¢ the relationship between the genograms
Hy1 and H, will be different. To make this clear, we distinguish 4 different cases according to
the values of ¢:

1. t = Zfz_ll ritk+1lforl<j<zand0<k< Sr; — 2, in which case we observe that
Bey1(Hy) = Bea (p(r5), E|(G)), Dey1(Hey1) = Dega (Qp(ry), k +1](G));
2.t=>%7 1+ k+1fork > 0, where we have
Byii(Hy) = Bea (UGKNG)),  Desa(Herr) = Do (U 5 +1](G));

3.t = Egzl r; for 1 < 7 < z — 1, where we observe that

Bey1(Hy) = Ber (Up(ry), 87, — 1U(G)), Do (Hr) = Do (Qp(rj41), 0)(G));
4. t =37 | ri, in which case we have

Byy1(Hy) = Bea (Up(r2), s, —1(G)), Dega(Hip1) = Dy (Q14,01(G)).

Again cases 1 and 2 are directly implied by the definitions (B.14) and (B.15). Indeed, for all
1 < j <z, wehave

Bey1(Hy) = N®* (i ot € A(C+ 1, Hy)) U Dygyn )
= N(k+1) (Zt 1t e A(€ + 1,Ht+1)) U Dg(€+1,Ht+1)
= DZ—%—I(Ht-i—l)'

We now prove cases 3 and 4. In this goal, let t = > 7_, r; for a given j < z — 1. Since in Hy,
the vertices v[¢ + 1] and v[r;] are siblings, we have A(¢ + 1, H;) = A(rj, H;) = A(r;) and
g(t+1,H;) = g(r;, H;) = g(rj). On the other hand, for case 3 we notice that as in H; the
vertices v[¢ + 1] and v[r;] are siblings, we have g(¢ + 1, H;11) = g(rj4+1) = r;. For case 4,
similarly we have g(¢ + 1, Hyy1) = g(¢) = r;j. Equipped with those equations, we remark that

Byyi(Hy) =N (i :t € A6+ 1, Hy)) U Dyorn iy
:N(STJ'_U (it 1t e A(T‘j)) U Dg(rj)v
On the other hand, we also remark that as the identifier of ¢ 4+ 1 in H;11 is 0, we have
Dgs1(His1) = Dyevr sty = Dr, = N7 (i - t € A(r;)) U Dy .

Thus, Bg_,_l(Ht) = Dg_,.l(HH_l).
Therefore, we have established that By 1(H;) = Dyy1(Hyyq) for any ¢ > 1.
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Since the index set T" of the random field is finite, there exists a finite number ¢; > ¢ such
that N(¢1=<0) (4, : t € A({) ort = {) = T. Then

Bo1(He) D N@=0) (Gt € A(0+1,H,,)) = N~ (i it € A(0) ort = £) =T.

On the other hand, Byy1(H.,) C T. Thus, we have By 1(H. ) = T. We remark that by
definition of ¢y and ¢; we have

0 = Dyp1(Hy) € Beyr(Hy) € - € Boy1(Hey) €+ € Bpyi(Hey) =T
We prove that forcy <t <c¢; — 1,
- gHt (Xi17 Tt 7X’ig ’ Af(Ht))
=& (Xis o+ s Xoo (0 f (W(Dgsr (H))) = 0 (W (Besa(H))))

—&a(Xiy, - Xiy) (E [0 F (W (Deyr (Hy))) ] — E[@é_lf(W(BgH(Ht)))D;
and similarly that for 1 <¢ < ¢y — 1,
Em, (Xiy, -+, X4y, Af(Hy))
—E6(Xiy+ Xi,) (B[ (W (Bua (H)))] — E[0 f(W(Desa (H))]).
Note that by definition £ is the product of D* factors. Let
qo =sup{j:j=1lorp(j) #j—1for2<j </}
Intuitively, v[go] is the starting vertex of the last branch of (V, E). Now setw = |[{t : gqo+1 <

(F.3)

t<l&s >0} Ifw>1,weset{q1, - ,qu} ={t:q+1<t <& s > 0}. Without
loss of generality, we suppose that the sequence qo +1 < ¢; < -+ < g < £ is increasing. By
definition, the last factor in £ (X;,,- - , X;,) is given by
D* (Xiqo ~~~X,-Z) ifw=20
D*(Xiqo "'Xiqu e Xz'qw "'Xiz) ifw>1"
And the last factor in Eq(X;,, -+, X, ., Xie(?z_lf(W(Dg))) is
D*(X,-qo ~~~Xie(‘9£_1f(W(Dg))) ifw=0
D* (Xiqo R Xiq1,1 L, Xiq(w71) - Xiqw71 , Xiqw R Xizaé_lf(W(Dg))) ifw>1
For convenience, in this proof we temporarily denote
o°(1) D*(+) ifw=0
' ,D*(Xiqo'”X"qlfl’ o Xiq(wfl) ”.Xiqﬂﬁl’ ) ifwzl.

Since s¢41 > 0, we have
Af(Hy) = 07V f (W (Bpaa(Hy)) — 0 F(W(Dpaa (Hy))).

For ¢y <t < ¢; — 1, we derive that

_©*<Xiqw X, Af(Ht))
=" (Xz'qw - Xy, O fF(W(Deya (Hy))) — af‘lf(W(BgH(Ht))))
o (Xw - X, D(0 7 f (W (Dega (Hy))) — af—lf(W(BM(Ht)))))

0% (X, - X, (0 F (W (D () — 9 (W (B (1)))))
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—D%(X,,, - X)) (E [0 f(W(Dey1(Hy)))] — E[af—lf(W(BM(Ht)))]).

Here the equality () is implied by Lemma H.2. Noticing that v[¢ + 1] is the child of v[{], we
combine this with the definition of the £; operator and obtain (F.3).
For 1 <t < ¢y — 1, we note that

D*(X;,, -+~ X;,) D*(Ay(Hy))
=D*(X;,, - X;,) (E [56_1f(W(Bé+1(Ht)))] - E[@é_lf(W(DHl(Ht)))]).

Since v[¢ + 1] is added as a child of v[r;] for some 1 < j < zand r; < ¢, v[{] is a leaf in H;.
We obtain (F.3) by applying the definition of the £ operator again.
Finally, using the definitions of 7;(G) and S(G), we derive

THG) = S(G) E[0" f(W)] =

DD (E,'G(Xih...7Xilil,Xieaf—1f(W(Dz)))

i1€B1\D1 i2€B2\ Do i¢€By\Dy
— 86 (X Ky Xi,) B[O F(W)]).
Note that
Ea(Xiyyy Xip 1, X3, 0 F(W(Dy))) = Ea(Xiy, -+ X3,) B[O F(W)]
=Ec(Xiy, -+, Xipy , X3,07 F(W(Beg1 (Hep-1))))
—&c(Xiy, - Xi,) B[O (W (Dgyr (Hr))) ]

c1—1 co—1
= - Z gHt (Xi17 o X’lg ) Af Ht Z gHt 21y " 7Xie ) Af(Ht))
t=co

The last equality is due to a telecoping sum argument since Byy1(H;) = Dyiq(Hyq) for
1<t <c¢—1andforcy <t < c; — 1. Taking the sums over i; € Bj\Dj where 1 < j </,
we obtain

TH(G) - S(G)E[0"" f(W)]

c1—1 co—1
== D Up(Hy) + ) Us(H,)
t=co t=1
s;—1
== D Us(QULSIG) + Y D U(QIp(), sI(G)).
5>0 JEA(L):5;>1 s=0

Proof of Lemma G.3.  If u(¢) = ( then by definition,

Ap(G) = 0" 2 f(W(By)) — 0" 2 f(W(Dy)).

Applying the Taylor expansion with integral-form remainders, we get

Ap(G) (F4)
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1

k+1
(k + 1)

(W(Be) — W(Dy)) 8"+ f(W(Dy)) + (W(Bg) — W (Dy))

/0 (k+ 1) (a’f“—l f<vW(Dg) +(1- U)W(Bé)) — el f(W(De))) dv

k+1 k+1
B ( (—2+4j (-1) AN
Jj=1 ZGB(\D( ZEB[\D(
/ (k + 1o (a’ﬁf—l F(sW (Do) + (1= o)W (By)) - 9+ f(W(Dg))> dv
0
k+1 1
(;) ( 1)]0_J_ Z Z Xiz" Lotj— 18£+J 2f( (DZ-i-j))
Jj=1 ' w€B\Dy  ipqj_1€Bpy;_1\Deyj_1
1
k+1 _—(k+1
+(_1)+0(+)m Z Z Xi, - Xiy

"i0€B\Dy gtk €Bori\Dotk
1
/ (k+ 1)Uk<3é+k_lf (UW(Dz+k+1) + (1—U)W(B£+k+1)> - 5Z+k_1f(W(Dz+k+1))>dU
0

> X, 0 F(W(Dy))
ig€By\Dy
k41

+Z(_1)jf’_]l Z Z Xi, "'Xilﬂ‘ 2Ny 16“_] 2f( (D€+j—1))

Jj=2 jZeEBe\DNHJ 1€Bo1j-1\Deqj-1
_ 1
4~k (k+1)m Z Z Xi, - Xip  Ap (AR +1)(G)),
" €BA\Dy  igykE€Beyi\Des

where to obtain (%) we have used the fact that v[¢ + 1],--- ,v[¢ + k + 1] are negative vertices
in A[k + 1](GQ) and A[j](G) C Ak + 1](G) for 0 < j < k, which implies that By = By, =
= Byypt1and Dy = Dy = -+ = Dy4 41 from the constructions of B;’s and D;’s.
In (B.16), we defined gq to be

qo:=sup{j:j=1lorp(j)#j—1for2<j</(}.

We write w := ‘{t @+l <t<l&s > 0}‘ Since ¢ = u({), we know sy > 0 and
w > 1. We suppose without loss of generality that the elements of {t : qo + 1 <t < { & s >

0} ={q1, -, qu} are presented in increasing order: gqo+1 < ¢ < -+ < qu = {. Moreover,
by definition, the term Eq(X;,, -+, Xj, ,, A¢(G)) is the product of D* factors, and we remark
that its last factor is

D (Xigy -+ Xip_y » Ap(G)) ifw =1

D*(Xigy -+ Xigyrs Kigy " Xieor s Ap(G)) ifw>2"

For convenience, in this proof we temporarily denote

D*(-) = D*(quon‘Xilfl7 ) ifw=1
P (X, X Xip ) ifw>2

g1 Kigy
And write
Ea(Xiy, -, Xi, |, Ar(G)) = E-D*(Af(G)).



58  SMOOTH EDGEWORTH EXPANSION AND WASSERSTEIN-P BOUNDS FOR MIXING RANDOM FIELDS

Combining this with (F.4) we obtain that

Ea(Xiy, -, Xi, ,Af(G)) = E-D*(Af(G))
k—‘rl

=-o' ) EB-D(X, 07 f(W(D0) +Z i) DIRRED'D

ig€By\Dy Jj=2 19y€By\Dy ANES
Bygj—1\Peqj1

E-D* (Xiz X2 XKigy 9"~ 1f( (D“‘j)))

(_1)k+1 §
" (k+1)lok+l Z o Z E-D"(X, - X, Ap(Alk +1)(G)))
10€Be\Dy¢ ir4kE€Betk\Detk
k1

; _1 ZEG G107 lz 19 Zeaé 1f( ( )) Z IO—] Z ’ Z

ig€By\Dy j=2 19g€By\Dy tpj—1€
Bl+] 1\Dl+] 1

gA[j—ﬂ(G) (Xiw T 7Xil+j727 Zl+yaz+] lf( (Dé—i-j)))

(_1)k+1
+ (k + 1)!0k+1 Z T Z 5A[k+1](G) (Xil’ T ’XiukvAf (A[k + 1](G))),

10€B\Dg i1 k€EBr1k\Dogk

where to get () we have used the condition that v[¢ 4 1], - - - ,v[¢ + k + 1] are negative vertices
in A[k + 1](G). Indeed, the factorization stay the same due to the fact that they are all added
to the same branch, and ¢, - , ¢, remain the same since v[¢ + 1],--- ,v[¢ + k + 1] are all
negative. Taking the sum over i; € B;\D; for 1 < j < ¢ — 1, we have

k+1
Ur(G) = jZI(—l)j%ﬁ(AU —1)(G)) + (—1)F* = 1)!uf (A[k +1)(G)) (E.5)
k
_ ;(_1)”1 ; i 1)!Tf(A[j](G)) b (—1)hH! - 1)!uf (AJE+1)(G)).

Now consider the case u(f) < £. Let G[u({)] := (V', E,s1.4¢)) € G be the order-u(f)
sub-genogram of GG as defined in the last paragraph of Appendix B.2. Now by (F.5), we have

k
=2 (1 T AL )
_|_

(_ )k—l—l

Uit 1)!Z/lf (Alk + 1(Glu(0)])).

Replacing k by ¢ — u(¢) — 1 and ¢ — u(?) + k respectively, we get that

L—u(f)—1
Uy = X (WG )7}( CLu(0)
j= (F.6)
(=10 (Al — w(0)(Glul0)]),
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l—u(0)+k

Uy ( = Y O T ALNCO))

Jj=0

(O u(€)1+ P (A= w0+ 11(Glu()D).
F7)

By taking the difference of (F.6) and (F.7) we obtain that

(=1 %Uf (ALe = u(O(Glu(0)])

(—1)f—u<f>+k+1 = u(@1+ Tt (AL w0+ B+ 1(GT).

_|_

Thus, we have

Us(G) = Us (Al = u(O](Glu(0)]))

3 (¢~ u(t))
:Z:;] o (G +1+£—u(l))! (7 (Al + £ = w(O)(Glu(O))

(¢ —u(0))!
) Ty

1y T ALE)

Up(Alk + 1+ £ —u(0)](Glu(0)]))

M- -

<
Il
o

(£ —u(0))!
T T - )

Z/[f (A[k + 1](G))

APPENDIX G. PROOF OF THE RESULTS IN SECTION B
First we introduce the following lemma and prove Lemma B.2.

Lemma G.1. Let (V, E) be a rooted tree whose vertices are ordered from a depth-first traversal
(i.e., the labels satisfy Proposition B.1a). Suppose i ¢ A(j) and j ¢ A(i) for some 1 < i <
j < k. Then for any t such that i € A(t), we have t < j.

Proof. First let < be the strict total order on V' such that for any v, w € V, u < w if and only
if the label of w is smaller than the label of w. For any two vertex subsets U, W C V', we denote
U < W if and only if w < w forany u € U and w € W.

Claim. Let < be defined as above. Suppose u,w € V (u # w) are siblings in (V, E). Let
U :={v:v=woruisanancestor of v}, W :={v:v=w orw isan ancestor of v}.

Then either U < W or W < U.

To prove this we can perform induction on k = |U| + |W|. If k = 2, this is true because U
and W each contain one element and < is a strict total order on V. Now suppose the claim is



60 SMOOTH EDGEWORTH EXPANSION AND WASSERSTEIN-P BOUNDS FOR MIXING RANDOM FIELDS

true for k£ and consider the case for k£ + 1. Without loss of generality, assume |U| > 2, and thus,
u is not a leaf.

If there is only one leaf in U, denoted by ug (ug # u), then restricting on V' := V\{up}, we
get a new rooted tree (V', E’) and the order on V"’ is induced by that on V. Then (V’, E’) also
satisfies Proposition B.1a and u, w are still siblings in (V’, E’). By inductive hypothesis, either
U\{up} < Wor W < U\{up}. Since uy is the only leaf in U, the parent of ug, denoted by
uy has only one child, which implies that u¢ := min{v : u; < v}. Thus, we have U < W or
W =<U.

If there are at least two leaves in U, two of which are denoted by u; and ug (u, w1, us are
mutually different). Let V{ := V\{u1} and VJ := V\{ua}. Restricting on V] or VJ, we
get a new rooted tree (V{, EY) or (V3, Ef) with the vertex order on V{ or V4 induced by <,
respectively. By inductive hypothesis on (V{, E}), we get U\{u1} < W or W < U\{u1}.
Similarly, we have U\{ug} < W or W < U\{uz}. Since u € (U\{u1}) N (U\{uz}) # 0 and
U= (U\{u1}) U (U\{uz}), we conclude that U < W or W < U.

By induction the claim is true. Let h := max A(i) N A(j), which is the closest common
ancestor of v[i] and v[h]. Since i ¢ A(j), we have h < 7 and similarly h < j. Let v[ig] be
the vertex such that igp € A(7) and p(iyp) = h, and v[jo] be the vertex such that jo € A(j) and
p(jo) = h. The definition of h implies that iy # jo.

Let U := {v[t] : t =idgorig € A(t)} and W := {w[t] : t = joorjo € A(t)}. Note that
v[ip] and v[jy] are siblings. Using the claim above we get U < W or W < U. Noticing that
v[i] € U, v[j] € W and i < j, we conclude that U < W. If i € A(t), then we have v[t] € U
and t < j.

|

Proof of Lemma B.2.  Firstly, if p(j + 1) # j, then v[j] is a leaf. Otherwise, suppose v|[j]
has a child v[h] where h > j + 1. Then p(h) > p(j + 1) contradicts Proposition B.1a.
Suppose p(j+1) # jand p(j+1) ¢ A(j). Proposition B.1a implies that p(j+1) < j. Thus,
we know p(j + 1) < j. Since v[j] is a leaf, we have j ¢ A(p(j +1)). Thus, by Lemma G.1, for
any ¢ such that p(j+1) € A(t), we have t < j. In particular, lett = j+1and we get j +1 < j.
This is a contradiction. Thus, either p(j + 1) = j or v[j] is aleaf and p(j + 1) € A(j). |
From the derivation of (B.4), we note that the expansion of T;(G) is typically achieved by
constructing a telescoping sum followed by the Taylor expansions. We will see later that the first
operation of growing genograms corresponds to the telescoping sum argument, and the second
one corresponds to the Taylor expansion, which will be formalized in Lemmas G.2 and G.3.

Lemma G.2. Given an integer { and an order-{ genogram G, let Q[j, s|(G) (1 < j < ¥, s> 0)
be the genogram obtained by growing a child from the vertex v[j|, as defined in (a). Then we
have

TH(G) - S(G)E[0" " f(W)]

Sj—l
== U(QULSIG) + D> U(Qlp(), sI(G)),
520 JEA(L):5;>1 s=0
=— Y U+ > UpH),
HEeG(t+1): HEeG(t+1):
HDOG, HDOG,
Sz+120, Sz+120,

p(e+1,H)=¢ p(e+1,H)<t
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where p(j) is the label of the parent of v|j], s; is the identifier, and G(k) is the set of all order-k
genograms, all of which are defined in Appendix B.2.

Note that Lemma G.2 (proved in Appendix F) generalizes the idea of expanding to a tele-
scoping sum while deriving (B.4).

Lemma G.3. Given two integers { > 1,k > 0, and an order-{ genogram G, let A[j](G)
(0 < j < k+ 1) be the genogram obtained by gluing a path of j negative vertices to v[{], as
defined in (b) of Appendix B.2. Then we have

k

s (6) =319 T () G.1)

+

where u(j) is given by (B.11).

As we have pointed out, Lemma G.3 is a direct consequence of the Taylor expansion, and the
proof is also provided in Appendix F.

Proof of Theorem B.3.  For convenience, denote ¢ := |G|. We prove by performing induction
onk (k> 0).

If & = ¢, then we note that the set {H O G : |H| < k} = {G} only contains the genogram
G. Moreover, in (B.24) we set ag,¢ = 1. Therefore, we obtain that

> apeSH)E[RHIT ]+ Y bucUp(H)

HDOG: HeG(k+1):
|H|<k, HOG,
s|G|+1=0 s|G1+120
=S BT+ D bmaUp(H).
HeG(e+1):
HDOG,
$¢4120

Next let H € G(¢ + 1) be a genogram of order ¢ + 1 such that H O G and such that
S¢+1 > 0. Note that s,.; > 0 implies that 7y = 7¢. To calculate yg — g, we check that the
parent of v[¢ + 1] is either v[¢] (i.e., p(¢ + 1, H) = ) or an ancestor of v[¢]. If its parent is v[¢]
then the number of leaves in H, denoted by ~g, is the same as that of G, and hence by (B.25)
brc = —1. Otherwise, the number of leaves increases by exactly one: vy = g + 1, which
implies by ¢ = 1. Thus, (B.23) reduces to

Y bueUp(H)=— > UH)+ D Up(H),

HEG((+1): HeG((+1): HeG((+1):
HOG, HOG, HOG,
se+120 S0+120, S0+120,

p(L4+1,H)=¢ p(0+1,H)<t

Using Lemma G.2 we directly obtain that
THG) =S@ R[] = Y U+ Y Usp(H),

HeG(0+1): HeG(0+1):
HDG, HDG,
$p4120, $p4120,
p(l+1,H)=¢ p(l+1,H)<t

and the desired result is proven.
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Now supposing the statement is true for k£, we will establish that the desired result also holds
for k + 1.
By inductive hypothesis we have

> ameSHE)E[DHIT W)+ Y bl (H). (G.2)

HDOG: HeG(k+1):
|H|<k, HDOG,
$¢4120 $¢4120

For any H € G(k + 1), by Lemma G.3 we have
1

Ug() = ~ o m UD + Uy (ALIGD)). G3)
Combining (G.3) with (G.2), we get
b
_ |H|-1 . H,G
> ameSH)E[0HIT (W) > PTG i) Ty(H) (G4)
HDOG: HegG(k+1):
|H|<k, HOG,
504120 se+120
bu,c
- ’ Us (A1) (1))
aeamen P2 u(k +1,H)
HDG,
$¢4120
:) Z ap.cS(H) E[O‘H|_1f(W)] + Z apcTi(H Z bKGuf
HOG: HEG(k+1): KeG(k+2):
|H|<k, HDG, KOG,
Se+1>0 s¢4120 Sz+120,

Sg42=—1

Note that s;1 o = —1 implies that T = 7 +1 and v = g (since p(k+2, K) = k+1). More-

over, equality (a) is due to the fact that for any H € G(k+ 1) we have ap,¢ = —%,

and that forany K € G(k+2) with s 1o = —1 we have b ¢ = (—1)7K T VHTTK~TH b,

k+2—u(k+1,H)

- br.g
Er2—u(k+1,H)"
Next by another application of Lemma G.2, we get that

T(H)-SH)E[PFfW)] =— Y UE)+ > UK). (G5
KeG(k+2): KegG(k+2):
KDH, KDH,
Sk+220, Sk+220,
p(k+2,K)=k+1 p(k+2,K)<k+1

Combining this with (G.4), we get
= Y aneSH)EPH W]+ Y aneSH)ER" (W)

HDG: HegG(k+1):
|H|<k, HOG,
$04+120 $04+120
— E aH,GUf(K) + E CLvauf E bKGuf
KegG(k+2): KeG(k+2): KeG(k+2):
KDHDG, KDHDG, KDG,
se4+120, S0+120, 8e+120,
Sk+220, Sk+22>0, Sk+2=—1
p(k+2,K)=k+1 p(k+2,K)<k+1

(G.6)
where H is the order-(k + 1) sub-genogram of K.
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Now we simplify (G.6). For K € G(k+2) such that p(k+2, K) = k+1, we have v = vg.

(_1)’YK—'YH+TK—TH _ e 0 _

And 542 > 0 implies that 75 = 7. Thus, bx g = P =u(h T H)

b
m = —ap,q. For K € G(k+2) such that p(k+2, K) < k+1, we have yx = v +1.
Thus, b, = (—1)VK ~YH+TK=TH k+2_b§&c+1,m - _k+2—buI?kG+1,H) = ap,q- (G.6) reduces to
THG) = Y ancgSHE)EPHT W)+ > aneSH)EQ W) (G7)
% <
) B 5
s041>0 501120
+ Z br,cUs(K) + Z br,cUs(K) + Z bK,GZ/[f(K)
Kng(kC—;-Z) Kelg(kg—m Kng(kC—;-Z)
D ) 2 ) 2 )
5£+1207 5£+1207 5£+1207
Sk+220, Sk+220, Sp+2=—1
p(k+2,K)=k+1 p(k+2,K)<k+1
= > apcSHEH)EPTT W]+ > brallp(K). (G.8)
HOG: KeG(k+2):
|H|<k+1, KOG,
$041>0 S0+120

The last equality is from the observation that
{H2G:|H| <k+1,s11 >0}
={HDOG:|H|<k,sp11>0}U{H €G(k+1): HDG,sp4+1 >0},
{KegG(k+2):KDG,sp1 >0}
={KeGk+2):K DG, sp41>0,542 > 0,p(k+2,K)=k+1}U
{Keg(k+2):K2G,sp11 > 0,842 >0,pk+2,K) <k+ 1}
{Keg(k+2): K2G,si41 20,8642 =1},

where LI denotes the disjoint union of sets. Note that (G.7) is precisely (B.23) for the case k + 1.
By induction Theorem B.3 is proven. [ |

Proof of Corollary B.5.  We write Gy = (1,0,0) to be the genogram consisting only of the
root. We remark that as already discussed in (B.22),

T§(Go) = E[W f(W)].
As G is a genogram of order-1, applying Theorem B.3 we have that for any f € C*(R),

k+1
T(Go) =EWF(W)] =3 QED ' fW)+ > bucls(H), (G
J=1 Heg(k+2)
where Q1 = S(Gp) = 0 and for all j > 2 we take
_ (ﬁ) o bH,Go
Q)= . anaSWH)= - Y, g ieaeSH), (G10)

HeG(j):HD2Go,52>0 Heg(5)
where ag g, and by, are defined in Theorem B.3, and where to obtain (a) we used the fact

that for all genograms H of order bigger than 2, we have ap g, = _Wﬁ%' The

expression above shows that (); only depends on the joint distribution of (X;);c7. Furthermore,
we see that by definition by ¢, is identical to the by defined in the corollary.
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For any H € G(k + 2) and polynomial f of degree at most k, 9* f is a constant. Therefore,
A¢(H) = 0, which directly implies that

Z/[f(H —(k+1) Z Z Z EG(XZ'N'” 7Xik+17 Af(H)) = 0.
i1 EBl\Dl ZQEBQ\DQ Zk+1€Bk+1\Dk+1
Therefore, by combining this with (G.9) we obtain that
k+1

E[W f(W)] = Q;E[~ f(W)). (G.11)

j=1

On the other hand, for any random variable, the moments (1;);>0 and cumulants (x;);>o0,
provided that they exist, are connected through the following relations [Smith, 1995]:

n
n—1
[in :Z <j_1>;-ejun_j. (G.12)
7j=1
If we choose f(x) = 27 where j € [k], then by (G.12) we have
j+1

B0V = 15100 =3 ()7 ) a1)
h=1
J . k41
=3 (1) s i) = Y- g v,
h=0 h=1

Any polynomial f of degree at most k& can be written as f(z) = Z;?:o aja:j . By linearity of
expectations, we know

k+1

B F0)] = 3 2B V)]
=1 ‘

Compare this to (G.11) and apply Lemma B.4. We conclude that Q; = «;(W)/(j — 1)! for any
j§ € [k +1]. Thus, for any f € C*(R), we have shown
k+1

E[W f(W Z@ B W)+ ) bulds(H)

HeG(k+2)

:ZQj+1E[aﬂ'f<W>]+ > butdp(H)

J=1 Heg(k+2)
K
—Z f“ E@ W)+ > buls(H).
HeG(k+2)

Since f € CK(R) C C*~1(R), we also have
k—1
EW (W)= *‘j%fw)za[aj FOMI+ > bulds(H). (G.13)

Jj=1 HeG(k+1)
As Po(k +1) € G(k + 1) we can decompose 3 ¢ g(j41) bl (H) into two sums as

Z bHZ/[f(H) = Z bHZ/[f(H)—I- Z bHZ/[f(H). (G.14)

HEG(k+1) HEPo (k+1) HEGo (k+1)\Po (k+1)
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For H € Py(k + 1), applying Lemma G.3 we obtain

by
H)=— H 1
>, bulds(H) 2 k+2—u(k:+1)Tf( ) G.15)
HEPy(k+1) HEPy(k+1)

by
> 2 k+2—u(k:+1)uf(K)

HePy(k+1) KeG(k+2):

K2H,
8k+2:—1
(*) br
> - Tr(H)+ Y biy(K)
E+2—u(k+1)
HePo(k+1) KePo(k+2):
Sk+2=—1
where in () we use the fact that by = (—1)7K~VHTTK~TH k+2_b£f(k+1) = — k+2_bf(k+l) since

Sg+o = —1 implies that v = vy and 7 = 77 + 1.

Noting that for any H € Py(k + 1), if an order-(k + 2) genogram K satisfies that K 2 H,
then we have p(k + 2, K) = k + 1 since we have that s; < 0 for any j € [k + 1]. Thus,
Lemma G.2 implies that

S (T =S EF W) =- Y Y U(K)

HePo(k+1) HePy(k+1) KeG(k+2):
K2H,
Sg+220
=— Y W)~ Y UK).
KePo(k+2): KePy(k+2)
8k+2:0

Combining this with (G.15) we get

> bpliy(H) (G.16)
HePo(k+1)
_ bu K
== Y rrrmaGrpSIERT I 3 bklUs(K)
HePo(k+1) KePo(k+2):
8k+2:—1
by by
+ > Up(E) + Uy (K)
KePo(k+2): Et2= u(k +1) KePi(k+2) F+2—ulk+1)
Sk+2:0
(a) bu k
= _ H)E K
> i HEER ML+ D brly(K)
HePo(k+1) KePo(k+2):
8k+2:—1
+ Z bKUf(K) + Z bKZ/[f(K)
KE'P()(k:-i-Q): K€P1(k‘+2)
Sk+2:0
b
=— ) = S(H)E[0* f(W)] + > bl (K).
E+2—u(k+1)
HePo(k+1) KePo(k+2)UP1 (k+2)

Again (a) is obtained by checking that yx = vy and 7 = 75, and thus, bx = IH—2+}I(164—1)'
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Since we have already established that Q; = «;(W)/(j — 1)!, by (G.10), the following
equation holds that

W) o ol 3 b S(H).

| _
k! HeGts1) E+2—u(k+1)
Thus, we get
Fit1  Kre1(W) b
= H
il il +Heg%+l)k+2—u(k+1)3( )
0 ) (G.17)
H
=— ) S(H).
HePotht1) E+2—u(k+1)
Combining (G.14), (G.16), and (G.17) with (G.13), we obtain (B.27).
| |

Lemma G4. Let (X;)ict be a random field indexed by T ¢ 74 (|T| < oc). Given k > 1,
suppose that there is a real number v > k + 1 such that E[X;] = 0, E[|X1|"] < oco. Assume
that the non-degeneracy condition holds that lim inf|p _, o2/|T| > 0. Then for any m € N
we have

m 1+ 2L
SO girmkuz ST gkl (G.18)
HeGo(k+1) {=m+1

(Where the constant dropped from using the notation < does not depend on m.)
Given w € (0,1), for any f € C*~1%(R) and m € N, we have

mA1 [T
ST bl (H)| S flkrolT|FHmD2 S et k)
HeGo(k+1) —
(G.19)
Z bHUf(H) < ’f’k—l,w’T‘_(k+w_2)/2md(k+w_1). (G.20)
HePo(k+1)

Moreover, if k > 2, for any f € CkF=2Y(R) N Ck~LY(R), m € Ny and real number § € [0, 1],
we have

m+1+UT‘ /dJ
_ r—k—48)/r
‘ ST baUg(H)| S | FE5 | F T 2020 N dib g ko
HePy (k+1) f=m+1

(G.21)

The proof of this lemma is long and technical, so we move it to Appendix H of the supple-
mentary material. Now combining Corollary B.5 and Lemma G.4, we have both Proposition 4.2
and the following result.

Proposition G.5. Let (X;);er be a random field indexed by T C Z¢ (|T| < o). Given 1 <
k < p+ 1, suppose that there is a real number r > k + 1 such that E[X1] = 0, E[| X1|"] < oc.
Assume that the non-degeneracy condition holds that lim inf|p _, o?/|T| > 0. Forany f €
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CFLYR) N CHY(R), m € Ny and real number & € [0, 1] we have the following

E[Wf(W)] = 37 [ajf( )] ffllz-‘rl [8kf( )] + O<|f|k71|T|_k/2md(k+1)

me1+ T
_ r—k—1-9)/r
T A A 4 G S L

l=m+1
m14 20
+ |f|k_171|T|_(k_1) Z fdk_lagr_k_l)ﬁ),
f=m+1

(G.22)
where Kp11 is some constant that only depends on the joint distribution of (X;)ier, and it
satisfies that

1/d
mA 1+ |

|Rsr — ke (W)] S |T|~ /2 Z Edk—laér—k—l)/r.
{=m—+1

Proof of Propositions 4.2 and G.5. By Corollary B.5, we have the expansion

k
B fv) = 30 S B o)+ S bty

j=1 ' HeG(k+2)

By Lemma G.4 with m € N we get the upper bound:

‘ Z bHUf(H)‘

HeG(k+2)

S‘ > bHUf(H)'Jr > Uf(H)‘
HePy (k+2) HeGo(k+2)

1/d
me1+4 | T |

I ] (e R S ]
f=m+1

Again by Corollary B.5, we have

k-1

ki1 (W -
ww )] = S Wi gy
= F
+ ’“’;“ W+ S b)Y+ S bpldp(H),
HegGo(k+1) HePy(k+2)UP1 (k+2)
where Ky 1 satisfies that
~ k'b
Frvsi= rn (W)= 3 k2 u?[k: n 1)S(H)'

HeGo(k+1)
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Note that |by| < 1. By Lemma G.4 we get

m14 T2 )
Fpi1 — ke (W)| <k! S(H)| < |T|~*-1/2 gkt g {r=k= I,
1
HeGo(k+1) {=m+1

By Lemma G.4 with w = 1 we have

‘ ZbHuf(H)‘Jr‘ > buldy( )‘+‘ ZbHuf(H)‘

HePo(k+2) HEP: (k+2) HEGo (k+1)
m+1+|_‘T‘l/dJ
Sl TP | RSl T 2 7 om0kt
f=m+1
m+1+L¢J
T e S e el
l=m+1
Therefore, (G.22) is proven. =

APPENDIX H. PROOF OF LEMMA G .4
Before we proceed to Lemma G.4, we need a generalization of Young’s inequality.

Lemma H.1. Givent € Ny, let Y1,--- ,Y; be a sequence of random variables, and real num-
bers p1,--- ,p > 1 satisfy that 1/py + --- 4+ 1/py = 1. Then for any ({,m1.0) € C(t) :=
{,n.0 € Ny : Zﬁzl nj = t}, we have that

1 1
1, me) > (YA, -, [Ye]) < p—lEHYﬂpl] +-+ ;EHYtV}t]- (H.1)
t

Proof. First, we prove

1 1
E[lY:--- Vi < =E[Vi["] +--- + —E[[Yi["], (H2)
p1 bt
1 1
Elal)--- B[Vl < ZE[Va|?] 4 -+ E{[Ye ], (H.3)
t
In this goal, note that Young’s inequality is stated as follows: For any aj,---,a; > 0, and
p1,--- ,p¢ > lsuchthat 1/p; +--- 4+ 1/py = 1, we have
1 1
ap-ap < —at + -+ —al.
b1 bt

Thus, by Young’s inequality we know that
1 1
Vi Vil < — Vit - TP
p1 Pt
Taking the expectation, we have
1 1
E[lY: - Yi|] < —E[V1 '] +--- + —E[[Y;["].
p1 bt
Again by Young’s inequality, we obtain that

Bl E(¥i) < SB[Vl + -+ - B[]
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By Jensen’s inequality, E[|Y;|]P* < E[|Y;|P?] for ¢ € [t]. This implies that
B[V BYil] € S E[ViP] + -+ [V
b1 Pt
Finally, we prove (H.1). Let 1/g; := Z?inj—l‘f‘l 1/p;for1 < j <k

1, ymel & ([Yal, - 5 [Ya])
:EHY1 T YmH EHYmH T Ymu E[|Yn1+~~~+ne71+l T qu

H3) 1 1
R RENEL I NN AL

H2) 1 P1 1 D
< —E[MiP]+ -+ —E[|Y;, [Pm] +
b1 Py

1 1
B[ Virr [P o BV,
Dipttne—1+1 Dk

|
Secondly, let’s show some properties of the D and D* operators that will be useful later.

Lemma H.2. Ler (Y;)!_, be a sequence of random variables. Suppose for any i, j € Ny such
that i < j < t, we have E [|YZ e YJH < 00. Then the following holds for all t € N such that
t>2andforanyj=1,--- t —1:
D* (Y17 e 7}/}D(}/}+17 tt 7}/%)) = D*(Y17 tt 7}/2)7 (H4)
D(Y1,--,YD(Yjy1, -, ¥i)) = D(Y1,--- ,Y2). (H.5)

In particular,
D*(Ylv U 7Y2) = D*(Y17 e 7Y2—2 ; Yt—lp(Yt))

:D*(Y17 T 7Y2—2 ) Yt—lyt) - D*(Yia T 7Y;f—1) E[Y%]
Moreover, we know that

(H.6)

E[D(Yi,- ,¥;)] = 0.

Proof of Lemma H.2.  We perform induction on j to prove that
D*(Yh“‘ YiD(Yjiq,- - ,Yt)) =D*(Y, -, Y;).

If 5 = 1, this is precisely the definition. Supposing the lemma holds for 7 (j < ¢t — 1),
consider the case for j + 1. By definition,

D(Ylu"' 7}/}+1D(}/}+27"' 7}/%))
=D(ViD (Yo, . Vi DYz, 10)) )
=D(V1D(Ys, -+ ,Y)) =D(Y1, -, Yy).

Note that we have used the inductive hypothesis in the second equation. By induction, (H.5) is
proven.
Now forany j =1---t—1,

D*(Y17'” 7}/}D(}/}+17”’ 7}/;))
—E|[ViD(Ya, -, ;D (Vi1 Vi) |
=E[V1D(Ys,---,Yy)] =D*(Y1,--- ,Y3).
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Finally, we remark that
E[D(Y.....Y)] = E[DViD(Ya, .., V)]
= E[YlD(Yg, e ,Yt)] — E[YlD(Yg, . ,Yt)] =0.
|

Lemma H.3. Ler (Y;)!_, be a sequence of random variables. Suppose for any i,j € Ny such
that v < 7 < t, we have EUYZ . YJH < o0o. Then we have the following expression for
D*(Y17Y27 o 7}/;) and D(Y17Y27 e 7}/;)

D*(Y17Y27"' 7}/%): Z (_1)6_1[7717”' 7775][>(Y17Y27”’ 7}/;)7 (H7)
(&m1:0)€C(t)

D(Y1, Yy, -+, Vi) = V1Ya - Ys = D*(Y3, -, Y] ZYl (Yigr,---,Yy). (H8)

where C(t) = {{,m.0 € Ny : Z§:1 nj = t}.

Proof of Lemma H.3.  We perform induction on .
If t = 1, then by definition D*(Y;) = E[Y;] = [1] > (Y1) and D(Y7) = Y1 — E[Y3] =
Y1 — D*(V).
Supposing the results hold for 1, 2, - — 1, we consider the case t. Suppose that we have
E[Y7 - - - Y4|] < co. By the inductive hypothes1s we have

D* (Yi,Yé, 7Y;f) :E[YID(Y27 Y%)]

t
WEN Y, Vi] — E(V)D" (Ya,..., Vi) = S E[Yi - Yj_y D (Y, , Vi)

J=3

=E[V1Y,- - Y] _ZE[YI"'Yj—l D*(Yj, -, Y1)

PEyive-vi =3 S EM- Yt () e sl e (Voo V2]

§=2 C(t—j+1)

=E[Y1Ys Y, +Z S (=D =L nd e (V1Y)
Jj=2C(t—j+1)

YEWMYs Vil+ Y D e (Vi Y)

C\{e=1, m=t}
_Z 7717 7775]I>(Y17"’ 7}/;)7

where to get (a) we have used the fact that by inductive hypothesis (H.8) holds for ¢ — 1, and to
get (b) we have used the fact that we assumed that (H.7) hold for ¢ — 1. Finally, to get (c¢) we
have used the fact that

C t) = {E, Ne € Ny @ Zﬁ:l n; = t}
:{E = 17 m= t} U U§:2{£7771:€ € N+ 4 > 27 m= iv Zg:l nj = t}
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Moreover, we also have

D(Yl,Yé,"' 7Y;f) :HD(Yéy 7Y;f) _D*(Yia 7}/15)

t—1
=Y1Yo - Yy = VD (Yo, Yy) = Y Y1+ VD (Yiyq, -+, Yy) = D*(Y1, -+, Vy)
j=2

t—1
=YY, Y, — D*(Yy, - - ,Yt)—ZYl"'YjD*(YjH,'“ Y5).
j=1

Thus, the results also hold for . And the proof is complete by induction. [ |
Next we need the following notions of compositional D* and D operators.

[7717 T 7773] > D*(Yh e, Y) =D (Y Ymv Ym-ﬁ-l T YU1+7727 B YU1+~~~+77571+1 Y,

(H.9)

1, > DYa, -, Ye) i=DY1 - Yo, Yori1 - Yordms s Yooty 41+ Vo).

(H.10)

Note that a compositional D term is a random variable while a compositional D* operator gives
a deterministic value. We remark that

E[[Uh s 7”7l] DD(YVD s 7Y2)] = E[D(Yl e Y7717 T 7Y771+1 e Y771+~~~+77£71+1 e }/t)] = 0.
(H.11)
Moreover, by definition and (H.4), we can directly check that

[7717"' 7775]I>D*(Y17"' 7Y;f)

:[7717"' s Ms—1,Ms + 1] DD*(Ha 7Y771+"'+7757 [778-1-17"' 7775] I>’Z)(}/771-1""-1-775-1-17'" 7Y2))

(H.12)
The following lemma shows some upper bounds on their norms.

Lemma H4. Let (Y;)!_, be random variable such that for all i,j € N, such thati < j < t
we have B[|Y;Yiy1 - Y;|] < oo. Then for any q > 1 the following holds

‘[7717"’ 7775][>D*(Y17”’ 7&)‘ < Z [Cl,’-- 7CS][> (’Yﬂa 7’}/;’)7 (H13)
(5,¢1:5)EC()
[, ome > D (Y, -+ V)| < |E[Yy -+ Y] |
t—1

(H.14)

+ [Cl)7CS]I>(|Y1|77|YV]|)‘E[YV]+1Y2H7

]:1 (Syclts)ec(j)

H[Ul,“‘ ,’I’]@]DD(YL“',Y;)H[]§2 Z ([Cla"')gs]bﬂyﬂq"” 7|}/t|q))
(5741:5)60(”

1/q

(H.15)
where C(t) := {s,(s € Ny : 320, (j = t}.

Proof. Applying Lemma H.3, we get

th”' 7775][>D*(Y17”' 7}/2)‘
:|D*(Y1"'Y771 s Yo Yorams 5o Y771+---+77£71+1"'Y;)|



72 SMOOTH EDGEWORTH EXPANSION AND WASSERSTEIN-P BOUNDS FOR MIXING RANDOM FIELDS

:‘ Z (_1)5_1[@,“' ,CS]D(Yl...Y

m o Ym-i—l T Ym—i—nz L) Yn1+~~~+77£71+1 T Kt)‘
(5,C1:)€C(1)

< Z [C1, -

= 7CS] > (‘Yl T Y7]1’ > ‘Ym-i-l Tt Ym-i-?]z’ T ’Yn1+"'+77£71+1 te YtD
(5,C1:5)€EC ()

< [)\17"'7/\S]I>(|Yi|v |Y2|7"'7 |Y;‘/|)7
(s,A1:5)EC (%)

where in the last inequality we have used the fact that for every (s, (1.5) € C(t), if we write

A= Z}il:l np, and \j = Ziij:cj,l np, for all j < s, we have that (s, A\;.5) € C(t) and
[)‘17 T 7)\5] > (’Yﬂa ‘Y2‘7 B ‘Y;f‘)

:[Cla to 7<s] > (|Yi Tt Y771| ) |Y771+1 to Y771+172| sy |Y771+'“+772—1+1 ce Y;D
Using similar ideas, we observe that

Hnlu'" 7775][>D*(Y17"' 7}/:‘,)‘
= |D*(Y1"'Y771 s Yorr o Yo 50 Y771+"'+77£71+1"'Yt)‘

D DR ) SRS LR ¢

mo s Y41 Yt) ‘
(s:€1:5)€C(H)
{—1
= [EM i)+ (1[G, G
J=1(s,€1:5)EC(>H)
(Y1 - Y,

sty Youetny 141 Yoot ) - B[V 41 - Yt]‘

-1
By V4> Y (GGl

.7:1 (57C1:s)ec(j)

IN

(‘Yl Yy

P |Y771+“‘+77j71+1 T YU1+“'+773' D ’ |E[Y771+"'+771'+1 o KH
(-1
Jj=1 (57)\1:3)60(771+"'+77j)

(|Y1| Yooy ‘Ym+'~'+m|) : |E[Ym+---+nj+1 : "YtH

—
*
~

t—1
< UE[Y&EH—FZ Z [)‘17"'7/\S]l>(|y1|7|Y2|7"'7|Yh|)'| [Yh-l-l"'Y;fH’
h=1 (5,\1.5)€C(h)

where to obtain (x) we have used the fact that
A1, Ag] & (’Y1‘7... ,
=[G Gl (‘Yl ' "Ym|’ o ‘Ym+~-+77j71+1 o Ym+---+m|)'
Now let’s prove (H.15). By Lemma H.3, we observe that
[, ,me) > D(Ya, - - ,Yt)Hq

= HD(Yl"'Ym Yo Yo, s

)

s Yot Vo) ||
(H38)

Y1Y2"'K—D*(Y1-”Ym,“' 7Y771+"'+77£—1+1'”Y2)
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*
- E :Yl 771+ +n; T D (Y771+'~+?7j+1 T Y771+"'+77j+17 e 7Y171+"'+77£—1+1 T Y;f)
q

l—
Y1Y2"'}/:‘,_[7717"'77M][>D Y17 7 Z : 771+ +n;°

Z (—1)8—1[C1, 7Cs] ( IR PR Y771+"'+77j+17 cee 7Y7]1+"'+77e,1+1 ... Yt)
(5,61:5)€C(£—7)

q

We upper-bound this using the triangle inequality. Indeed, we obtain that

H[nlv 7775]I>D Yi,-- H
S Hnla 7775][>D*(Y17”'7 t ‘+|’Y1Y2Y2Hq

-1
+ Z Z 1Y1 - Yooy [l

.7:1 (574-1:3)60(( )

‘[Clw",Cs] (Yoo 41 - Y1+"'+77j+17”‘7Y7’]1+'”+"7271+1”'Y2)‘

(%)
< H7717 7775]I>D*(Y17"' 7}/2)‘ + ||Y1YV2Y2HQ

-1
+Z Z ”Yl 1+ +m”q
Jj=1 (S7C1:S)€C(Z_J)
q q 1/(]
([Cla"' N () SARITITRTED SR RPN ) ST RE ] ))

(%)
S Hnla 7775][>D*(Y17"' 7}/:‘,)‘ + ”Y1Y2Y;qu

/—1
+ 3 [DEREES [——

J=1(8,A1:5)€C(Nj+1+-+n)

([)\17 to 7)\8] > (‘YU1+“‘+7]j+1’q7 T ’Kt’q))l/q

t_
< s smd DY, V)| + Y2 Yallg D D> Y Yl
h=1 (s,A1.5)E€C(t—h)

(A1, s> (|Yaga]?, - 7’§Q’q))1/q

1
= |[7717"'777£][>D*(Y17"'7}/},)‘—’_ Z <[)‘17"'7)‘8][>(‘Y1’q7"'7‘}/},‘[])) !
(8,A1:5)EC(1)

(H.13)

<Y s Gle (Il W)

(5,C1:5)EC(T)

D SN (RN CATNANA)

(s:C1:)€C(?)

<2 Y (e )

(s:C1:5)€C(?)
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where to obtain (x) we have used the fact that by Jensen inequality for any random variable

X € L1(R) we have !E[XH < (E[|X|q])l/q; and where to obtain () we have used the fact
that

[)‘17 T 7)‘8] > (’Y7l1+"'+77j+1‘q’ o ‘Y;‘q)
:Klv . ,(s] > (|Y771+"'+77j+1 e Yn1+---+’l’]j+1 |q’ e |Y171+---+?7£71+1 N Y}/|q)
[ |

Lemma H.5. Ler (X;);cr be a stationary random field of random variables with a finite index
set T and finite L"-norms, i.e., sup;||X;|l, < M < oo, where r is a real number such that
r > 2. Let Sty ., be a random variable that satisfies |St, .| < |Zi6TO Xi|w where Ty C T is
anindex setand 0 < w < 1. Fixt e Ny suchthat 1 <t <r—1landi;, €T.

For any 0,114 € Ny such that n1 + --- +ny =t + 1, we have

H7717'“ 7775] DD*(Xi17“' 7Xit7Xit+1)| < 2tMt+17 (H.16)
H7717"' 7775] DD*(Xilv"' 7Xit7STo,uJ)‘ < 2t|TO|wMt+w' (H17)

We further let j be an integer that satisfies 2 < j < t 4 1 and define the o-algebras F, and
Fa by

]:1 = O-(Xip”' 7Xij)7 ]:2 ::O-(Xij+17"' 7Xit+1)7
7 o(Xi; o, Xiy, Syw)  ifj <t .
o(S1yw) fj=t+1
Forany s,¢,m.0 € Ny suchthatm +---+ns=j—landn +---+n =1+ 1, we have
* —t—1
H7717'“ 7775] >D (Xilv"' 7Xit7Xit+l)| < 2t+3(a(];1’]:2))(7’ ' )/TMH_la (H.18)
HTh’ T 7775] DD*(Xha Tt 7X’it7ST(),w)‘ S 2t+3’T0‘w(a(f17f3))(r_t_w)/th+w7 (H19)

where o(Fy, F) is the a-mixing coefficients between Fi and Fo, and o(Fy, F3) is the a-mixing
coefficients between F| and F3.

Proof.  For ease of notation denote M := || X}, ||,-. To prove (H.16), we remark that

‘[7717 tee 7775] DD*(Xi17 tee 7Xit+1)
(H.13)

< Z [Cla"' 7C€’]D(|Xi1|"" 7|Xit+1|)

(0 (1.0 )EC(t+1)

(2) ;1
- t+1
where (*) is implied by Lemma H.1 and the fact that |C(¢ + 1)| = 2! [Heubach and Mansour,

2009].
For (H.17), we have

‘[771,“‘ ' DD*(XZ-“... 7Xit7ST0,w)‘
(H.13)

< Z [Cl,“‘ y(ﬁ’]b(|Xi1|7"' ’|Xit|’|STo7w|)

(0,610 )EC(t+1)

(HX“Hiii +ot HX%HHEID < 2tMt+l’
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)

<mE Y [gl,---,@w(\x,-l\, X

(0 G EC(t+1) ’T’zeT
6100/
® 1 the tw w 1 tHw
D R = (Y e B A P DR

O ceCErD) t+w o T tllt4w t+w ]Tg]ieT e
(
2 o Ol - D) + oy SIS )

< 2t‘T0‘w . Mt'i‘w'

Here we have used Lemma H.1 in (x), and (*x) is implied by |C(t + 1)| < 2! and Jensen’s
inequality as

t+w tHw
”|T_10\ Zz’eTO Xi Htiw - E[‘\Tl(ﬂ ZieTo Xi| i ]
<E[|TO\ ZieTo’Xi‘Hw} - \Tlol Yiem, B[ X|"] = ITlo\ ZieToHXiHiiz~

To show (H.18), we remark that assumption we have that s is such that; +---+ns = 57— 1.
Therefore, according to (H.12), we get that

[7717 o 7775] > D* (Xi17 e 7Xit+1) (H20)
:[7717”’77787"'7775][>D*(Xi17"'7Xij7"'7Xit+1)
:[7717”' 7778—17778+1][>D*(Xi17"' 7Xij,1 ) [778+17"' 7775][>D(Xij7"' 7Xit+1)>'

Moreover, by exploiting (H.14), we obtain that

[7717"' 7778—17778+1]I>D*<Xi17"' 7X7:j71 ) [778-1-17"' 7775]I>D(Xij7"' 7Xit+1)>‘

S‘E[Xll o 'Xijfl' [773—1—17 T ’776] DD(XZ']" e int+1)] ‘

j_

+ [(17"' 74'8’]D(|Xi1|7"' 7|sz|)
w=1(s,¢y,5)EC(w)

‘E[Xiw+1 o 'X’ijff [ns-ﬁ-l? e 7775] DD(X'ij7 Tt 7Xit+1)]‘

[\

(H.21)
By Lemma H.1, we know that
1
[ Gl o (Xl X [) < = (1Kl + -+ 12X, 1) < M (H.22)
Combining (H.20), (H.21), and (H.22), we get
[, > D (X i) (H.23)

S‘E[Xll o .Xijfl' [778-1-17 T 7775] DD(Xij7 T 7Xit+1):|‘

J
_|_Z Z Mw‘E[XZ.erl ”'Xij—l' [778+17"' ,’I’]@]DD(XijW" ,Xit+1)]‘
w=1 (s ¢,/ )EC(w)

N Q(w—l)von‘E[Xin "'Xz'j,l' M1 1 DD(Xij,"' 7X2.t+1)]‘
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j—1
222(w—2)V0Mw—1‘E[XZ. ---Xij,l- [Msgt, - ,W]DD(ij,“' ’Xit+1)]"
w=1

where () is due to the fact that |C(w)| = 2w 1.
As mentioned in (H.11), by definition of the compositional D operator we know that

E[[Usﬂ, T 7775] > D(Xija T 7Xit+1)] = 0.
Thus, we can apply Lemma A.1:

‘E[Xiw T Xijff [778-‘1-17 to 7775] DD(Xijy te 7Xit+1)] ‘
SS(O[(]:l, ]:2))(7’—t+w—2)/T’HXZ.w .. Xij71 Hr/(j—w)' (H.24)
H [778+17 T 7775] > D(Xija T 7Xit+1) Hr/(t_]q_g)’

By Lemma H.1, we get

1% ”’Xij—lur/(j—w) :(E[‘Xz’w : "Xz'jfl‘r/(j—w)p(j_ww

. (H.25)
1 , o\ Gw)/r w
(o Il 441X, 00) T < A
Moreover, remark that
H[Us+1,"‘ ,0e) & D (X, ’Xit+1)Hr/(t—j+2)
(H.15) i i (t—j+2)/r
) 3 ([ns+1,... el o (X, M4 /e y+2>))
(W ¢y )EC (=5 +2)
(%) . 1 (t—j+2)/r . .
< 2t—y+2<m(HXij”: 4o g HXZ'MH?)) J < t—it2 ) pt-it2, (H.26)

Note that (x) is implied by the fact that |C'(t — j + 2)| = 2¢=/7! and Lemma H.1.
Substituting (H.25) and (H.26) into (H.24), we get

‘E[Xiw“'Xijff Mo1s- - ,me] > D(X,, - 7Xit+1)]‘
<ot=i+5 (a(}—h ]_-2)) (T—t+w—2)/th—w+2'
Combining this and (H.23), we get

‘[7717' o 7775] DD*(XZ'M' o 7Xit+1)
i—1
< 9(w=2)V0  ot—j+5 (Oé(]:l,fQ))(T_t+w_2)/th+1

<

w=1
<ot+3 (Oﬁ(fl,.;é))(r_t_l)/th—i_l.

Lastly, we prove (H.19). We consider two cases, 2 < j < tand j =%+ 1.
If2 <5 <t,by (H.12), we have

[7717”' 7775][>D*(Xi17’” 7Xit75To,w) (H27)
=[n,- mss el DN ( Xy, Xy Xy STow)
:[7717”' 7778—17778+1][>D*<Xi17"' 7Xij,1 ) [778+17"' 7775][>D(Xij7"' 7Xit7ST(),w)>'
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By (H.14), we get

‘[7717”' 7778—17778+1][>D*<Xi17"' 7Xij,1 ) [778+17"' 777t][>D(Xij7"' 7Xit75To,w))‘

S‘E[le o 'Xijfl’ [778+17 e 7775] DD(Xiju o ,th,Sme)]‘

[\

+ [C17'”7Csl]l>(‘Xi1’7"'7’Xiw’)'
1(s',6.51)€C(w)

‘E[Xiw+1 e Xij—l' [7784-17 T 7775] > D(Xijv tee 7Xit7 STO,W)] ‘

<

w

(H.28)
Combining (H.27), (H.28), and (H.22), we have

‘["71,"' 7775] DD*(XZ'M"' 7Xit7STo,w)‘ (H29)

S‘E[Xlw e Xijfl' [Tls—i-la e 7775] DD(XZ'J'7 T 7Xit7 ST(),OJ)] ‘
j—2
+ Z Z Mw‘E[Xiwﬂ e Xy Mst1," " aW]DID(Xij"” ’Xi“STO’w)H

J
w=1(s',¢. ) €C(w)

<.

—1
*) 2(w—2)VOMw—1‘E[XZ. e Xy [Mss1s- - 7] DD(Xij, e 7XZ.“5TW)] ‘,

w=1

where (*) is due to the fact that |C'(w)] = 2¢~1.
We apply Lemma A.1 and obtain

‘E[Xlw te Xijfl' [7784-17 e 7”@] DD(Xij7 e 7Xit7ST0,w):|‘

§8(04(-F1,-FS))(T_ter_l_w)/rHXiw X, HT/(j_w). (H.30)
H [775—1-17 o 7775] > D(Xij7 o 7Xit7 STowJ) Hr/(t—l—l-{-w—j)'
We observe that
H [7]8+17 T 7775] > D(Xija T 7Xit7 ST(),UJ) HT’/(t—I—l—l—w—j) (H.31)

(H.15)
<ome Y ([m---M»

(' A q.0)€EC(t4+2—7)

o tHltw—j
r r 1 t+itw—j "
X, [T e=i e X [T | —— E X;
<’ 7/]‘ ’ Zt‘ ‘TO‘ = 7 >)
=~ | 0| (H ZjHr + + || ZtHr)
ANt+1+w—7
(' A q.0)EC(t4+2—7)

t+ltw—j

7>
T

w 1
+— = Xi
t+1—|—w—jH\To\g;O ’
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t+2— . .
<2 J|T0|“<t+1+w_j(||ijH§+'“+HXHIIZ)
1 t+1tw—j
w
3| X
t—|—1+w—]|T0|Z.€T0” ’Hr>

< 2t+2—j‘T0‘wMt+1+w—j7

where we have used Lemma H.1 in (%), and (*#) is implied by |C(¢t + 2 — j)| = 2/*177 and
Jensen’s inequality as

1
i X x

P

€T T 1€Tp
1 1 1
<E|— X" = — E[|X;|"] = — X;l|T.
< [!To!i;‘ | = o SR = e T
0 1€Tp €Ty

Substituting (H.25) and (H.31) into (H.30), we have

‘E[Xlw e Xijff [775-1—17 o 7775] > D(Xija o 7Xit7 ST(),OJ)] ‘
<2t+5—j|TO|w(a(]_—1 ];3))(r—t+w—1—w)/th+1+w—w‘
Combining this with (H.29), we obtain
‘[7717' e 7775] DD*(XZ'M' e ,Xit,STo,w)‘
—1

< 9(w=2)V0 5 rw—1 2t+5—j|TO|w (a(]_—l’ }-3))(T’—t+w—1—w)/7“Mt+1+w—w
1

§2t+3‘T0‘w (04(]:1 7 fg)) (T_t_w)/th-l—w.

<

g
Il

Ifj=t+1,thenn +---+ns =7 —1=1¢implies that s = ¢ — 1 and 5, = 1. By (H.12)
we have

[7717 tee 7775] > D" (Xi17 tee 7Xit7 STO,W) (H32)
:[Tlla sy sy 1] DD*(XiU o 7Xit7 ST(),OJ)
:[771’ Cer L Ts—15Ms + 1] > D*(Xil, e 7Xit7D(STO,w)).
By (H.14), we get
‘[Tlla oy Ms—1,1)s + 1] > D* (Xi17 o 7Xit7D(STo7w)) ‘ (H33)
S‘E[Xil o+ Xiy D(STy.0)] ‘
t
+ Z Z [Cly”’ 7CS’][> (’Xu’v ,’sz‘) ' ‘E[Xinrl Xlt D(STO7UJ)]‘

w=1 (3/7C1:s/ )ec(w)

—

;) Z 2(w—2)\/0Mw—1‘E[XZ. - Xir D(Smp0)] ‘,

w=

—_

where () is due to (H.22) and the fact that |C'(w)| = 2%~ 1.
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Combining (H.32) and (H.33), we have

t
< Z Q(w—z)von—l‘E[X,

Tw

‘[771,... ”[’M] DD*(Xil’-.. 7XitvsTo,w)

- Xie D(S1p0) |
w=1
(H.34)
Again we apply Lemma A.1 and obtain

E[Xi, - Xir D(Sn0)]|
(H.35)

<8(a(Fy, Fa)) T X - x| |D(STy0)||

r/(t+1—w) rjw’

Note that

IDS 700l 0 < 2S00

rjw — T’/w = (H36)

€Ty

w/r
2\To\w(,T Y H’") < 2Ty,

€Ty

<2’To‘w

\T\ZX

€Ty

Once again we have used Jensen’s inequality to get (x).
Substituting (H.25) and (H.36) into (H.35), we get

‘E[Xiw - X D(Sty0)] \ < 16(a(Fy, Fo)) T TITO Ty [ atreet
Combining this and (H.34), we obtain

‘[771’... 7UZ]I>D*(X7:17"' 7Xit75T0,w)‘
t
Z (w 2) \/OMw 1 16( (]:1’]:3))(T’_t+w_1_w)/r|T0|wMt—w+w+1

§2t+3 ’TO ’w (Of(fl, fg)) (T_t_w)/th-i-w.

|
Before providing the upper bound for the sums of S(H) and Uy (H ), we first control the £g
operator defined in Appendix B.2 using a-mixing coefficients.

Lemma H.6. Ler (X;);cr be a stationary random field of random variables with a finite index
set T and finite L"-norms, i.e., sup;|| X;|l, < M < oco. Given an order-(k + 1) genogram G, we
have the following bounds:

(a) For any real number r > k + 1, we have

|Ec(Xiy, Xy, X,y )| < 2FMAHL (H.37)
(b) For any f € CF~1¥(R), we have
€6(Xiy, -+, X AF(G)) | < 2607 By \ Dy [ - [ flr—1,0MFF, (H.38)

where o := Var (3.1 Xi).
Ifk > 2, forany f € C*2Y(R) N CFLY(R) and w € [0,1], we have
|5G(Xi17 o 7Xik7 Af(G)) ‘

. y (H.39)
<267 | By \ Dy | - [ Fli s 1| 151 M.
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(c) Forany f € C*5¥(R) and ¢y, cy € N such that ¢; < co, we have

> Ea(Xi, 7sz7Af(G))' < 2"07(cy — 1) | flo-1, M"Y,
c1<sgy1<c2
where the sum is taken over genograms whose c; < Spy1 < ca with the vertex set, the
edge set, and s1., fixed.

Ifk > 2, forany f € CF~21(R) N CFLY(R), w € [0,1] and c1, ¢y € Ny such that
c1 < ¢, we have

Z gG(Xilv"' ’Xik’Af(G))‘

c1<sp1<ca
<2Hlo™(ep — 1) I [R5 I Fo1 M
Now suppose there exists 1 < j < k + 1 such that s; > 1. Then the following holds:
(d) For any real number r > k + 1, we have

€6 (Xirs -, Xy, Xy )| < 2843allF Dkt (H.40)

Ty Xkt
where £ is the smallest integer { such that

k(20 +1)% > max s;+k(2m + 1)
1<j<k+1

(e) Forany f € CF=1%(R), we have
‘gG(Xila e 7Xik7 Af(G))|

" i) /1 (H.41)
<%0 | By 1\ Dy [ - ‘f‘k—l,wa§0 SRS Ve
where { is defined as above.
Ifk > 2, forany f € C*=21(R) N CkF~L1(R) and w € [0, 1], we have
|8G(Xi17 o 7Xik7 Af(G)) |
k+4 _—w w 1—w w (r—k—w)/r 3 rk+w (H42)
<207 Beya \Dia | - | F 254 1 FlE 110, M,

(f) Forany f € C*¥=1%(R) and ¢y, co € Ny such that ¢ < cs, we have

Z gG(Xila o 7XZk7Af(G))
c1<sk+1<c2 (H.43)

S2k+30'_w(62 . Cl)w’f’k—l,wagg_k_w)/er—i—wy

where £ is the smallest integer { such that
204+ 1)4 > 4 k(2m + 1)
k(20 +1)* > cl\/lrél;mgks] +k(2m + 1)

Ifk > 2, forany f € C*F=2Y(R) N CFLY(R), w € [0,1] and ¢, ca € Ny such that

c1 < co, we have

‘gG(Xilv e 7Xik7 Af(G)) |
[E— W plmw | plo o r—k—w)/T ke (H.44)
<2707 %(cg —c1)” - ’f’k—2,1’f’k—1,1a£0 M.

Proof of Lemma H.6.  We will perform induction on k to prove this lemma. But before that,
we will present some preliminary results.
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Firstly, we observe that if s;1 > 1, then By \ Dy is a singleton and therefore, | By \
Dy 1| = 1 which implies that Lemma H.6b is a special case of Lemma H.6c and that Lemma H.6e
is a special case of Lemma H.6f by setting ca = ¢ + 1. For notational convenience, we combine
the two cases by denoting

& o Af(G) if Sk+1 < 0
f- chgsk+1<02 Af(G) if Sk+1 2 1 .
Then by definition of £g, we have
gg(Xil,"' ,Xik,Af(G)) ifsk+1 SO
ch Ssk+1<62 gG (X2h7 e 7X7;k:7 Af(G)) lf Sk+1 2 1

SG(XZ'17"' 7X2k7£f) = {

Further let
By = Biy1 if sg41 <0
TUANE@ D (G 0 € A(k+ 1) UDygry)  ifspp =17
Dpuy = Di1q if sp41 <0
TUTANE D (0 Ak +1)) UDygpry  if sper > 1

If spr1 > ¢ > 1, we have u(k + 1) = k + 1. The following holds due to a telescoping sum
argument:

Ay =" f(W(Bisr)) — 0" f(W(Dyr)).
Thus, we get that

(W (Bjg)) — 0F L f (W (Dpin)) ifuk+1)=k+1

! k—u(k-+1)
gf: /0(k+1—u(k+1))v . |
(D W (Dsr) + (1 — o)W (Byyy)) TR TSk

—F f(W(Dg1))) do
If u(k+1) =k + 1, we have

|ﬁf| < ‘8k_1f(W(§k+1)) - 8k_1f(W(5k+1))| <o fle-1w Z X;
i€§k+1\5k+1

If u(k + 1) < k, we have
Agl < /1(/<; +1 — u(k + 1))k ulk+D).
0
‘ak—lf(UW(ﬁk-H) +(1- U)W(§k+1)) _ 8"“‘1f(W([)k+1)) ‘ dv

1
<o | flr—1w ‘ Z X; /0 (k 4+ 1 — u(k + 1))or—uk+D gy

i€Br11\Dr 41

SU_w\f\k—l,w‘ Z Xi‘

i€Byy1\Dyt1

w

Therefore, in both cases, we can write

Ar =07 fli=1,05Tpw
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where Tj) = §k+1\l~)k+1 and St ., (which depends on f by definition) satisfies
1S7y0] < |Zi€To Xi‘w'
If k> 2and f € CF21(R) N CFLL(R), f € CF~L1(R) implies that
|Af| < 0_1|f|k—1,1|2ieT0 Xz|
On the other hand, f € C*~%(R) implies that
|Af| < 2|flk-2,1-
Thus, for any w € [0, 1], we have
Al < 207 251 12 [P ien, il

In this setting, we can write
Ay = 20—“|f|;1€:°571|f|7§_1,15T0,w,
where Ty = §k+1\5k+1 and S7, ., (which depends on f by definition) satisfies

|STo,w| < |Zi€To Xi‘w'
Then Lemmas H.6b and H.6¢ reduce to

(2
€ (Xiy, - Xy, Smy0) | < 28| To[ "ML Fe, (H.45)
And Lemmas H.6e and H.6f reduce to
(h)
€6 (Xiy, -, Xiy, Sty) | < 2803 | To|“all =)/ e, (H.46)

where £ is the smallest integer £ such that
204+ 1)1 > A+ k(2m + 1)4.
k(20 +1) _Cl\/fg?;{ks]—i— (2m+1)

Secondly, if s; > 1 for some 1 < j < k + 1, we denote the o-algebras F;_ := o(X;, : te
A(j)) and

o(X;:i€T\Dyyy) ifj=k+1"
We will establish that o(F;_, Fj;) < oy, where o -, - ) is defined in Definition 3.1.

In this goal, we will write By (i,0) := {2 € Z%: ||i — z|| < b} forany i € Z%, where || - || is
the maximum norm on Z?. This is the set of elements at a distance at most b from . Similarly, if
I C 7% we write By, (I,b) := {z € Z* : minje; [|i — z|| < b}. We denote by £ (£ > m + 1) the
distance between i; and {i; : t € A(j)} in Z¢, and by ¢ the number of indices whose distance
from {iy,--- ,7;j_1} is at least m + 1 and at most ¢ meaning that we set

q:=|{s €T :d({i1,...,ij1},s) € [m+ 1,4}
:|TQIB§||,”({Z‘1,...,Z'j_l},E)\IB%H,”({Z‘l,...,ij_l},m)‘.

To bound ¢, we note that for any i € Z% and b € N we have exactly (2b + 1)¢ elements in
By (7, ). Thus, we have

g<(G-1(20+1)"—2m+ 1% <k((20+1)" = (2m + 1)%).

Moreover, by definition, Ni)(i, : t € A(j)) \ N(i; : t € A(j)) contains the smallest s;
indexes (with respect to the strict order on Z%) in T'\ N (i; : t € A(j)). We remark that all the

]:j+ =
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elements in N) (i, : t € A(j)) \ N(i; : t € A(j)) have distance at least m + 1 and at most /
from {i; : t € A(j)} meaning that

NG (i, .t € A(G))\N(iy : t € A(j)) C By ({ivs - i1} O)\Byy ({i1, .. ij-1},m).
Thus, we have ¢ > s;. As aresult,
k(20 + 1) > 55 4+ k(2m + 1)%

As ly := ming{¢ : k(20 + 1)% > s; + k(2m + 1)?}, we have £ > £y. Thus, we obtain that
a(Fj—, Fj4+) < oy < oy,

Now we finish the proof of Lemmas H.6a, H.6d, H.6g and H.6h by performing induction on
k.

If £ = 1, by definition we have

gG(Xlle ) D*(XH’X ) gG(Xinme) = D*(Xileme)-
By (H.16) and (H.17), we have
ID*(Xi,, Xi,)| < 2M2,  |D*(Xy,, Sty)| < 2/To[ M.

119

Thus, Lemmas H.6a and H.6g hold for £ = 1. Now supposing ss > 1, by (H.18) and (H.19),
we get

ID*(X,, Xi)| < 2 (ol F1, o))" M2

D (Xi,, Sty)| < 24T (ol Fr, Fo)) "7

where F1 := 0(X;,) = Fa_, Fa := 0(X,,) C Foy, and
Fyi=0(X;:i€Ty) =0(X;:i€ By\Dy) Co(X;:ieT\Dy) = Foy.
As we have shown a(F2_, Fay) < ay,, we obtain
a(Fi, F2) < aqy,  oF1,F3) < ay,.

Thus, Lemmas H.6d and H.6h also hold for £ = 1.
Suppose Lemmas H.6a, H.6d, H.6g and H.6h are true for |G| < k. Consider the case where
|G| =k + 1. Let

qgo:=sup{j:j=1lorp(j)#j—1for2<j<k+1}, (H.47)

We remark that g is the first vertex in the branch of G with the highest indexes. We set w :=
{t:q+1<t<k+1&s > 0} tobe the number of all indices go +1 <t < k+1
such that the identifier s; > 0. If maxi<j<k418; = 1, we let jo be an integer that satisfies
8j, = mMaxXi<;j<k+1S; = 1. We remark that such an index always exists.

We will first propose a simplified formulation for £ that will hold irrespective of the value
of w. Then we will distinguish two main cases in our analysis namely (i) when ¢g = 1 and (ii)
when qg > 2.

In this goal, we first remark that if w = 0, by definition we know that for any random variables

Y1, , Y1 the following holds

D*(Y1Y2 - Yiy1) ifgo=1
gG[Qo—l] (Y17 Tt 7}/;10—1) -D* (Y;l()YQO'i‘l T Yk—i—l) if go > 2 '

where G[go—1] C G is the unique order-(go —1) sub-genogram of G as defined in Appendix B.2.

EG(Y17”' 7Yk+1) = {
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Forw > 1,wewrite {t : qo+1 <t <k+1& s >0} ={q1, - ,qu}. Without loss of
generality, we suppose that the sequence gg +1 < ¢; < -+ < ¢ < k + 1 is increasing. By
definition

D*(Yl"'qu—l y Yo o Yooo1, e qu...ykﬂ) ifgo=1
eV, Yir1) = < Ealgo—1) (Y1, -+, Yg—1)- sy
D* (Yoo Ygr 15 Ygr - Yap1 s -+ s Yo oo Yir1) do =
Set quw+1 := k + 2, then by exploiting the definition of compositional D* operators, we

remark that £ will take the following form irrespectively of the fact that w > 1 or not:

[Q1_q07"'7Qw+1_QU)]I>D*(Y17"'7Yk+1) ifgo=1
Ea(Y1,+ , Yiq1) = gG[qo—l] (Ylv ’Ytlo—l)'

% if q0 2 2 '
[Q1 —4qo," - 7Q1U+1_qw][>D (Yqo7"' 7Yk+1)
(H.48)
In particular, we know that
Ea( Xy, 7Xik+1) = (H.49)
[ — g0, Gt — Q) > D (Xiy, -+, Xigyy) ifgo=1
Eata 11 (Xirs - X ) ,
Glgo 1}( i1 iqq 1) ) if go > 2
[1 —q0, s Qw1 — Q) > D (Xig, -+, Xiyy)
Ea(Xiy, s Xiy, STy 0) = (H.50)
[Q1 — 40, " s qQw+1 — qw] DD*(XiU o 7Xik7ST(),w) lfQO =1
5G[q0—1} (Xilv T ’Xiqo—l)' if g0 > 2 .

[Q1 =40, s quw+1 — Qw] > D* (Xiqo ) Xiq0+17 e 7XikasTo,w)

We will use this simplified representation to prove the desired result. If gg = 1, by (H.16)
and (H.17) we remark that

qu —4q0," " yqw+1 — QUJ] DD*(Xi17' o 7Xik+1)| S 2k+3Mk+17
a1 — qo0, s Gt — qu] > D* (X, -+, Xiy, Stp) | < 2873 Tp [ MR,

Therefore, Lemmas H.6a and H.6g are true when ¢y = 1.
Supposing s;, = maxi<;<k+15; = 1 (jo = 2 since s = 0), by definition of g1, - - - , g,y We
know there is some 1 < w’ < w such that ¢, = jo. Hence

(QI - QO) +--+ (Qw’ - Qw’—l) :jO - 1L
By (H.18) and (H.19) we have
qu —4qo," " aQw—i—l _Qw] DD*(Xi17”’ 7X’ik+1)‘
§2k+3 (a(f17f2))(r_k_1)/er+1,

and
HQ1 —4q0," " s qQuw+1 — Qw] DD*(XiU Tt 7Xik7ST(),w)|

§2k+3|TO|w(0¢(}—1,f3))(r_k_w)/er+w,
where
]:1 = O'(Xil, s 7Xij0,1) = ]:jo—v
) {U(XZ- i € T\Djy) = Fjoy  ifjo <k

Fo=o(Xyy, o X, . if j ’
2 o( Jo k+1) O’(XiZZGT\Dk—l-l):]:jO"‘ ifjo=FkFk+1
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O'(Xijoy’ .. ,Xika ST07UJ) g U(XZ 1= j07 T k’ ori e T\ﬁk—l—l)
- ifjo <k
F3 = Co(Xi:ieT\Dj) = Fjo+
o(Sryw) C o(Xi i € T\Dgt1) = Fjo+ o=kl

Here (*) and (*x) are due to the fact that p(j) = j — 1 for any 2 < j < k + 1 since it implies
that 1,--- ,jo — 1 € A(j) for any jo < j < k + 1. Thus, we have

% —k—
qu — 4o, 5, quw+1 — Qw] > D (Xi17 e 7Xik+1)| S 2k+3agg 1)/TMk+l7

* —k—
HQ1 — 40, s Qw41 — Qw] >D (Xi17 e 7Xik7 ST07UJ)‘ S 2k+3’TO’wag; w>/er+w~

Therefore, Lemmas H.6d and H.6h are true when ¢y = 1.
If gg > 2, note that

|E€c1a0-1) (Xiys -+ s Xy, )| < 20072M%7 1, (H.51)

which is true for g = 2 since Eg17(Xy; ) = E[X, ] and is precisely the inductive hypothesis for
qo = 3.
Thus, we have

|5G(Xi17’” 7Xik+1)|
§|5G[q0_1} (Xip“‘ 7Xz‘q0,1)"
a1 — a0, s Qw1 — Gl > D" (Xigy s Xigganr » Xigr) |
(;)2q0—2Mq0—1 . gk+1=q0 prht2=a0 < ok prk+1.
where (*) is due to (H.51) and (H.16). Similarly, we have
|€a(Xiy, -+ Xip STow)|
§|gG[qo—1} (Xil"" 7Xiqofl)|'
la1=q0, -+ > Gur1— ] > D (Xigy s Xigy 115+ > Xy STp.0) |
§2q0_2Mqo_1 . 2k+1—qo‘T0‘ka+1+w—qo < Qk‘T()’ka—i_w.

Therefore, Lemmas H.6a and H.6g are true when gg > 2.

Supposing s, = maxi<j<i+15; > 1, we claim that p(jo) = jo—1. Infact, if p(jo) < jo—1,
set j, = p(jo) + 1. Since j, < jo and v[j{] and v[jo| are siblings, by Proposition B.1d we have
541 > Sjo» which contradicts the definition of jy. Therefore, we have shown p(jg) = jo — 1, and
thus, jog # qo by definition of ¢q.

If jo > qo + 1, by definition of ¢1, - - - , ¢, we know there is some 1 < w’ < w such that
qw' = Jo- Hence

(@1 —q0) + -+ (quw — quw-1) = jo — Q-
Thus, by (H.18) and (H.19) we have

g1 = 60>+ G — @] > D*(Kigy - > X1
< ok—qo+4 (a(]:h}-2))(7’—k+qo—2)/7“Mk—qo+2’
HQI =40, " 5 Qu+1 — Qw] DD*(Xiqoy e 7Xik75To,w)‘
< PO (aFy, Fy)) RO b e
where

]:1 = U(Xiqov' c 7Xij0,1) = ]:j0—7
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() X;:1e€T\D;,)=F; if jo <k
Fo = O'(Xz‘jo,"' ,Xi ) C o(Xi Z \Nyo) Jo+ 1 ‘7,0 = )
0(Xi:i € T\Dyq1) = Fjoy ifjo=k+1
O'(Xij()?' o 7XikvsT07uJ) C U(XZ ) :j07' o k? ori € T\Ek+1) e
. (%) if jo <k
F3 = Co(X;:i€T\Dj) = Fjo+
o(Styw) € 0(Xi 11 € T\Dgt1) = Fjot ifjo=k+1

Here () and (*x) are due to the fact that p(j) = j — 1 forany ¢go + 1 < j < k + 1 since it
implies that qg, - - - , jo — 1 € A(j) for any jo < j < k + 1. Thus, we have

|5G(Xi17”’ ,Xik+1)|
S“S‘G[qo—l} (Xil"" 7Xz‘qo,1)"
a1 — 0.+ st — du) > D (Xiggs Xiggors -+ X )|
<9902 001 . 2k—qo+4ag—k+%—2)/rMk—qo+2

S2k+3ag—k—1)/er+17

and
|€a(Xiy, -+ Xy STow)|
S|5G[qo—1} (Xilf T =Xiqo—1) |
1 —q0, -+ Gui1—qu] > D" (Xigy» Xigy 115+ » Xiy» STo.0) |
<900=2 a1 . 2k—qo+4|T0|waéz—k-l-qo—1—w)/TMk—qo+l+w
§2k+3|T0|wa2)‘—k—w)/TMk+w.
If 2 < jo < qo — 1, by inductive hypothesis we have
|E61a0—1) (X Xigy )| < 20T a0 AL, (H.52)
Thus, we have
|<€G(Xi17“‘ ,Xik+1)|
§|50[qo—1} (Xil"" 7Xz‘qo,1)"
a1 — a0, s Qw1 — qul > D" (Xiy s Xigganr » Xinsr) |
(22q0+1aé2_q0+1)/qu0_1 . 9k—qo+1 prk—qo+2

§2k+3ag—k—1)/T’Mk+17

where (%) is implied by (H.52) and (H.37). Similarly,
|Ec( Xy, Xy, Spw)|
3‘80[40—1} (Xil"" 7Xiqofl)|'
la1—=q0s -+ > Gur1— ] > D (Xigy s Xigy 115+ > Xy ST0.0) |
SQQO-!—laZO—qo+1MqO—1 . Qk_qo+1|T0|ka—qo+1+w
§2k+3|T0|waég—k—w)/er+w.

Therefore, Lemmas H.6d and H.6h are true when q¢ > 2.
By induction the proof is complete. [ |
Equipped with the tools in Lemma H.6, we are able to show the proof of Lemma G.4.
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Proof of Lemma G.4.  For each of (G.18)—(G.21), we conduct the sum in two steps:

(1) Fixing an ordered tree (V, E, <) with the compatible labeling. Here V = {v[1],--- ,v[k+
1]} denotes the vertex set and £ denotes the edge set. We take the sum of S(H) or
Uy (H) over all possible values of s1,- - , 5,41 such that H is a genogram that induces
(V,E,<);
(2) Sum over all possible ordered trees (V, E, <) of order-(k + 1).
Note that an ordered tree corresponds to infinitely many genograms (as there is an infinite num-
ber of possible identifiers). However, when the index set T of the random field is finite, only
finitely many genograms give non-zero values of S(H) and Uy (H).

For the second step, we observe that the total number of ordered trees of order-(k + 1) solely
depends on k. (In fact, this is exactly the k-th Catalan number [Roman, 2015].) Hence summing
over all such trees only contributes to the constant in the bounds. As for the first step, the
following statement will be crucial to our proof.

Claim. Fix a positive integer s > 1. Forany 2 <t < k + 1, given a sequence i1,--- ,i;_1, the
sum of | B\Dy| over —1 < s; < s is smaller or equal to 2(k(2m + 1) + s).

To see this we will consider the following three cases:

1. When s; = —1 and s,y = 0;
2. When s; = —1 and s,y > 1;
3. When 0 < s; < s.

Firstly, if s; = —1 and s,(;) = 0, then we note that
B\Dy = B\ Duy € N(ip, - h € A(u(t))) € N(ip : h € A(t)) € N9 (ip, : h € A(t)).

If s; = —1 and s,;) > 1, then by definition, B;\D; = By ;)\ Dy;) has at most one element
namely i,. Thus, B/\Dy € N (i : h € A(t)) C NG (i, = h € A(t)).

Finally, if 0 < s; < s, by definition, B;\D; € N®) (i, : h € A(t)).

To bound i< S‘Bt\Dt‘ we remark that the sets B\ D, are disjoints for different values of
0 < s¢ < s. Thus, this implies that

> |IBAD:| < 2| Ny 1 h e At))].

st<s

To further bound this, note that for any index i, the indices with distance from ¢ at most
m lie in the d-dimensional hypercube centered at ¢ with the sides of length 2m + 1. Thus,
|N(ip, - h € A(t))| < k(2m + 1)?. By noticing that for any subset .J (by definition of NG)())
there is at most s elements in N*)(.J) \ N(.J) we obtain that

INO(ip - he At))| = [N(in : h € A(t)| + 5 < k(2m + 1) + 5.

Next we establish (G.18).
Suppose v[jo] is a vertex with the largest identifier among all vertices and s, = s. By (H.40)
of Lemma H.6, we obtain that
—k—
|5H (Xil’ e 7Xik+1) ‘ S O‘Z 1)/TMk+1’
where / is the smallest integer ¢ that satisfies

k(20 4+ 1) > s+ k(2m + 1) (H.53)
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Thus, we obtain that

S (s

S1:(k+1)*
Sjo =35,

sn<s, Yh#jo

<o) 30 3 > 3 |Ec(Xirs, Xiph)|

S1:(k+1)°  41€B1\D1 i2€ B2\ D2 ik+1€BE+1\Drt1

Sjo =5,
8}L§87Vh5£j0
<9243 5= (k+1) |7 (k(2m + 1)+ S)k—2aZ—k—1)/er+1.
Since the set {s1, -+ , Sg+1 : MaXj<p<k+1 Sp = S} is the union (not necessarily disjoint) of
{81, , Skt1: 5j=35,5,<sV1<h< kE+1}over2 < j <k+1, we have
k+1
d. sy > |sw)
S1:(k+1)* Jo=2 Si:(k+1)*
maxi<p<k+l Sh=S$ Sjp =S5,
sp<s,Yh#£jo

§22k+3k70’_(k+1)|T| (k:(2m + 1)d + S)k_lozz_k_l)/erH.

Next we take the sum over all possible |T'| > s > 1 and obtain that

7|
Y. syl > s (H.54)
S1:(k41) s=1 S1:(k+1):
maxj<p<pt1>1 maxi<p<k+1Sh=S
7| i
§22k+3k0_—(k+1)|T|Z(k(2m+1)d+8) —1aZ—k—1)/7‘Mk+l‘
s=1

To further bound this it will be important to know what is the number of different possible
values of s will have the same ¢4 = ¢. To do so, we note that by definition (H.53) of ¢, any such
s much satisfy

k(205 + 1) > s+ k(2m + 1)4 > k(20, — 1)4 +1,
which implies that for any £ > m + 1
[{s: by =0} < k(20+1)" — k(20 — 1) < 2kd(20 + 1)
On the other hand, s < |T'| — 1 implies that
k(20 — 1)+ 1< T+ k@m+ 1)+ 1< (IT)Y + k(2m + 1)) + 1.

Thus, we have /; < m + 1+ L%J for any s. And we conclude that
2%kd(20 + 1) ifm+1+ [T > 0> m+1
|{s g = E}‘ < ' 2 )
0 otherwise

Therefore, by combining this with (H.54) we obtain that

Yoo [sw)]

S1:(k41)*
maxi<p<pt1>1

1/d
mA 1+ 5 |

<=M N 2kd(20 + 1) k(20 + 1)) T e Y M
l=m+1
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m+1+L—‘T‘21/dJ
(%)‘T’—(k—l)ﬂ Z edk—laér—k—l)/r
l=m+1

)

where to obtain (a) we used the assumption that the asymptotic variance does not degenerate:
liminf o /|T| > 0.
|T'|— 00

For any G € Gy(k + 1), there exists at least one positive vertex. Thus, maxj<p<j+1 Sp > 1.
Now that the number of labeled rooted trees on k + 1 vertices only depends on &, we conclude

> lsui= X > s)

HeGo(k+1) (V,E,<): S1:(k+1)"
|V‘:k+1 H:(Vvaslz(k:+1))
€Go(k+1)

< > > st

(V,E,=<): S1:(k+1)"
|V|=k-+1Max1<p<i+1 Sp=>1

1/d
mt 14 7 )

—(k— _ r—k—1)/r
< Z 7| (k—1)/2 Z ¢k 1a§ )/

(V,E,<): f=m-+1
|[V]=k+1

1/d
14| |

SIT\_(R_l)/z Z gdk—laér—k—l)ﬂ“.
l=m—+1

Next we prove (G.19).

Again suppose v|[jo] is a vertex with the largest identifier among all vertices and s, = s. In
other words, max{s; : 1 <t < k+ 1} = s = s;,. We discuss the following two cases (i) when
Jo < k (whose analysis will be further split depending on the fact that s;,; > 1 or not), and (ii)
when jo = k + 1.

First consider the case where jo < k. From the claim above, we know that forany 2 <t < k,
t # jo, given a sequence iy, - - - ,i;_1, we have that ) | By \Dt‘ < 2(k(2m + 1)% + s).

Suppose that 511 < 0, then by (H.41) of Lemma H.6, we know that

Em(Xiys - Xigs Ap(H))| SIF k=100 Bia\Dia|“al ",

E]

where /; is the smallest integer /¢ that satisfies
k(204 1)1 > s+ k(2m + 1)%.
If sp+1 > 1 then by (H.43) of Lemma H.6 we have

1<sp41<s

_ —k—
,§|f|k—1,w0- wswaé: w)/r'

Thus, as we have shown that | By 1\ Dy 1] < k(2m + 1)¢ since Byy1\Dy1 € N(ip, : h €
A(k 4 1)) we obtain that

> En(Xiy, - ,X,-k,Af(H))'

Sp+1<s
< > 5H(Xi1,---,Xik,Af<H))‘+ > Eu(Xi, e, X, Ap(H))
Sp+1=0,—1 1<sg4+1<s
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—w d w (r—k—w)/r
S| fle—1,w0” “(k(2m +1)% + ) o, )

Noting that b is the same for genograms with the same (V, E, <) and negative vertices, and
that |bgr| < 1 (see the remark following Corollary B.5), we have

‘ > by (H )‘
S1:(k+1)*
I<jo<k s.t.
Sjo=MaX1<h<k+1 Sh=S

ZbHuAH)‘:i S ol

> Uf(H)‘

=1 S1:k s <s jo=1 S1:k* s <s
Jjo s, k1< Jjo s, k+1<
5;<s,1<j<k 55<s,1<j<k

“'Y Y Y Y N

j0:1 sslis ileBl\Dl iQGBz\Dz ikEBk\Dk
0
s;<sV1<j<k

k| flemr,00” T (k(2m + 1)+ 5) 7ol R e,

> En(Xiy, - ,Xik,Af(H))‘

Sk+1<8

Thus, we get that

T
' > bHuf(H)' <> > bHL{f(H)'
S1:(k+1)* =1 ey
J1<jo<k s.t. J1<joek s,
8jo=Max1<n<k+1Sh=>1 8jo=MaX]<h<ki1 Sh=$
Q k—2
Skl fleorwo ™ BT ST (k(@2m + 1)8 4 5) "0l H ke
s=1
(a) ma T
_ _ o e
SIf k10T (btw—2)/2 Z pAk+w—1) 1agr w)/r’
f=m+1

where once again to obtain (a) we used the fact that by assumption lim sup |T'|/0? < oc.

We now consider the case where jo = k + 1. To do so we first note that by (H.43) of
Lemma H.6 for any £ > 1 we have

k(20+1)%
—k(2m+1)d

spp1=k(20—1)d

—k(@2m+1)4+1 (H.55)
S 100 (R(20 + 1) — k(20 = 1)?)“al F
S fleorwo bt af T
Taking the sum over £ and s1., we get

‘ > b Huf(H)' (H.56)

S1:(k41)"
SjSSk+1,V1SjSI€,
Spr12>21
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1/d k(2e+1)9
m+1+|_‘T‘ J 7k:(2m+1)d
< > > > butdy(H)
SLkD l=m+1 spy1=k(26—1)d
85 <8k 41, V1<) <k, M a
8k+121 —k(2m+1)¢+1
1/d k(20+1)%
m+1+L%J —k(2m+1)d
= > > lbal] X Us(H)
S1:k: l=m+1 spp1=Fk(2e—1)¢
5 <sp+1,V1<j<k, h d
ST k(2m+1)d4+1
1/d k(2e4+1)¢
+1+UT‘ J 7k:(2m+1)d
DD DD D D En(Xuy Xi, Ap(H)

l=m+1 21€Bl\D1 ZkGBk\Dk Sp1=k(20— 1)d

sj<sk+1,V1<]<k Ch@mandi

8k+1>1

Slf’k—l,wU_(k—i—w)’T‘ (k;(2m + l)d + 3k+1)k_1€dw_waér_k_w)/r
ket EF T k(20 + 1) D)k Lpdew g [rh=)/r

m 14 L d
_ w— w—1)—w _ (r—k—w)/r
T e T W S Bl
{=m+1
Therefore, we conclude that
S butdy ()
HeGo(k+1)
S SN D SRR T EED O D SR T ]
(V,E,<): S1:(k+1)" (V,E,<): S1:ikt1t
|VI=k+1 H=(V,E,s51.(k+1)) |V|=k+1 MaX1<h<ht1 5p2>1
€Go(k+1)
Y| T wwen)s ST )
(VB <) ki« (V,E,<): S1:(k+1)}
si<s R i<k _ Jio<k st
|V|=k+1 7= k+11>1 |V|=k+1 st:ma)]((igthktHSth
me 14T
< Z ‘f‘k_lw‘T’—(k+w—2)/2 Z gd(k—i—w—l)—wagr—k—w)/r
(V,E,<)Z l=m-+1
|V]|=k+1

m1+ [ 10
— w— w—1)—w r—k—w)/r
< fle10|T] (k+w—2)/2 Z pAk+w—1) a§ )/ '

f=m+1

Next we prove (G.20). If H € Py(k + 1), then for any ¢ < k we know that iz 1 € N(i14).
In other words, new indexes lie in the m-neighborhood of previous ones. By (H.38), we have

€0 (X, Xy, Ap(H))| € 2567 | Byt \ Dy |+ | o1, MPF,
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Taking the sums over i; € Bj\Dj forall 1 < j <k, we get

k
|uf(H)| SQkU—W‘Bk—l-l\Dk_i_l ‘W . ’f’k—l,ka—i—w H‘B]\D]‘
Jj=1
<l | T~ k=2 2pdlkto=1)

Therefore, we have

SRTVCIESS S D SENT I SN D SR )]

HePo(k+1) (V,E,<): " ;}gﬂ): (V,E,=<): S slok;l_

|V|=k+1 —(67730(7;1(1;3+1>) |V |=k+1 N

<3 bl XS )

(V,B,=): 510k+1 1 (V,E,=<): 510k+1 1

S;=U or S;=U or
|V| kil v]1< <k+1 VI=k+1 VJ1< <k+1
$ Y fleralTl e )
(V,E,<):
|V|=k+1

< f ke ro| | =2/ 2pplhte—1),

Finally, to prove (G.21), we follow the derivation similar to (H.56) to obtain that

> bHuf(H)‘
HePy (k+1)
S SN I SIS END SR SRR
(V.E,<): S1:(k+1)° (V,E,<):"  St(k+1)
|V|:k+1 H:(Vvasl(k+1)) ‘V‘ k+1 SJ<OV1<]<k
€P1(k+1) Sp+121
= Yol X wen[s S| wm)
(V,E,<): S1i(k+1) (V,E,<):'  St:(k+1);
|V|=k+1 5;<0,V1<j5<k, |V|=k+1 8;<0,V1<5<k,
Sk4+1>1 Sp+1>1
1/d k(20+1)%
mA 1+ | 5 | —k(2m+1)d
—k
ety > ) > Eu(Xi, Xy Ap(H))
(V,E,=<): S1:k: l=m+1 spp1=k(20—1)4
_ s;=0o0r —1,
VI=k+H1 70 <<k —k(2m+1)d41
1/d k(20+1)%
m 14 T2 | —k(2m+1)d
—k
)OS DD DD DD Do En(Xi oo, Xi, Ap(H)
(V.E,<): ik 1 £=m+1 i1€B1\D1 ix€Bx\Dy, | sjy1=k(20-1)d
|V\ =150 07~ —k(@m+1)d+1
V1<j<k
1/d
m 14 T |
—(k+5) d5—5 _(r—k—8)/r
EI=RITEPECD SIS DD DHID DD St
S1:k (= 1
‘(‘\/{"Ekj’_ls —010r—1 m+ 11€B1\D1 ix€Bi\Dy,
V1<j<k

- k=1,d5—5 (r—k—0)/r
’f’k 21’f’k 1,10 ~(k+o)gk 1‘T’(k(2m+1)d) (% 6a§ )/
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_ — (ko= - 5 (r—k—5
SIS Ry [T 022y N7 s b (kO
{=m—+1
Note that the inequality (x) is due to (H.44). For (*x), we note that s; = 0 or —1 for2 < j < k,

and that the number of choices for i; (2 < j < k) is upper-bounded by k(2m + 1)4 since ij lies
in the m-neighborhood of i1, --- ,4;_1. [ |
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