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LOSS OF MEMORY AND MOMENT BOUNDS FOR
NONSTATIONARY INTERMITTENT DYNAMICAL SYSTEMS

A. KOREPANOV'! AND J. LEPPANEN?

ABSTRACT. We study nonstationary intermittent dynamical systems, such as compo-
sitions of a (deterministic) sequence of Pomeau-Manneville maps. We prove two main
results: sharp bounds on memory loss, including the “unexpected” faster rate for a large
class of measures, and sharp moment bounds for Birkhoff sums and, more generally,
“separately Holder” observables.

1. INTRODUCTION

Suppose that X is a measurable space and T,,: X — X, n > 1, is a sequence of
transformations; let 7y, = T, 0---oTj. Let v,: X = R, n > 0, be a sequence of
observables. Consider a process such as the Birkhoff sum

Sp=vg+v10T1 1+ - +v,_10T1
or the record process
Mn = maX{’lJ(), V1 © T1,17 ..y Up_10 Tl,nfl}-

Such processes are the central objects of interest in nonstationary dynamical systems.
Often the initial state is random (we are given a probability measure on X), then we
think of S,, and M,, as random processes.

Statistical properties of the above processes have been a topic of very intense recent
investigations. Under various assumptions, numerous authors published results on:

rates of memory loss (or decay of correlations) [4, 5, 38, 40],

ergodic theorems, central limit theorems, local limit theorems and stable laws [2,
4,9, 14, 15, 29, 33, 34,

almost sure invariance principles [2, 13, 20, 22, 38, 41],

large deviations and concentration inequalities [2, 3, 14, 15, 33, 41],

exponential law for hitting times [23] and extreme value laws [16].

This list is not exhaustive.

In this paper we are interested in nonstationary dynamical systems with intermittency;,
as in the Pomeau-Manneville [36] scenario. These are chaotic (turbulent) systems with
a regular (laminar) region, in which a trajectory can be trapped for a very long time.
Under natural assumptions we prove optimal asymptotic bounds for:

o Memory loss: |(T1,)«pt — (Ti,0)«v|, where p and v are probability measures, | - |
denotes the total variation and (-). is the pushforward.
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2 LOSS OF MEMORY AND MOMENT BOUNDS
e Moment bounds: E|S, —ES,|? for p > 0.

In the abstract setting our results are presented much later, in Theorems 3.8 and 3.11.
Since the abstract setting is not suitable for an introduction, here we present specific
applications to the most standard and popular example: the Liverani-Saussol-Vaienti [31]
maps 1T': [0,1] — [0, 1],

(1.1)

Here v € (0,1) is a parameter. These maps often serve as a prototypical example of
slowly (polynomially) mixing systems. We recommend Gouézel [17] for some background
information on their statistical behavior.

1+ 2727 <1/2
2x — 1, x>1/2.

Theorems 1.1 (memory loss) and 1.2 (moment bounds) are applications of Theorems 3.8
and 3.11 respectively. They illustrate the strength of our method and, we hope, give our
reader an intuitive understanding of this paper.

Let T1,T5, ... be a sequence of maps (1.1) corresponding to parameters 7,7y, . .., and
suppose that sup,, v, < 7* with a fixed v* € (0,1). As in [31], for some a > 27" (y* + 2)
we let

= {f c C((0,1)N L' : f >0, f is decreasing,
. oot (1.2)
27 T f(z) is increasing, f(x) < az™? /0 f(y) dy}.

Then C, is a convex cone of functions, containing densities of all absolutely continuous
probability measures invariant under maps (1.1) with parameters in (0, ~*].

Theorem 1.1. Suppose that p and i’ are probability measures on [0, 1] with Holder den-
sities and v is a probability measure on [0, 1] with density in C.. Then:

(@) |(T10)(p = v)] = O/,
(5) [(Tin). (e = i) = O(n17").

Let v,,: [0, 1] — R be a family of Holder continuous observables with uniformly bounded
Hélder norm, i.e. sup, ||v,]l, < oo for some n € (0,1], where |jv||, = sup, |v(z)| +
sup,, |[v(z) —v(y)|/|lz — y[". Let u be a probability measure with density in C,. On
the probability space ([0, 1], i), define a random process

Vi=vo+vioTi i+ -+ v,_10T 1.
Let S, =V, —EV, and S} = maxy<, |Sk|.
Theorem 1.2. Let n > 0.
(a) If v* € (0,1/2), then
E(s;)Z(l/v*—l) < Cnp'/r 1

(b) If v* = 1/2, then
E(S)? < Cnlog(n + 1)
and for p > 2,
E(S)P < CynP 1.
(c) If v € (1/2,1), then for allt > 0,
P(S: >t) < Cnt~ /7",
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Here C' denotes constants which depend only on v* and sup,, ||v],, and C, depends in
addition on p.

Remark 1.3. The moment bounds from Theorem 1.2, together with ||S}||.c < Cn, can be
used to obtain optimal bounds on E(S%)? for all p € [1,00), as it is done in Gouezél and
Melbourne [19].

Remark 1.4. Theorem 1.2 is stated for Birkhoff sums. We note that its abstract counter-
part, Theorem 3.11, is stated for separately Holder observables, of which Birkhoff sums
are a particular case.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we comment on our results. In Section 3
we state the abstract versions of Theorems 1.1 and 1.2. Sections 4, 5 and 6 contain the
proofs.

2. DISCUSSION

2.1. Theorem 1.1. The two bounds in Theorem 1.1 are known in the contexts of homoge-
neous Markov chains, see Lindvall [30] and references therein, and of stationary dynamical
systems, see Gouézel [18]. In the nonstationary case, prior methods do not apply and our
result is new. We improve the best previously known bound O(n_l/ 7 +(logn)Y/ 7*) by
Aimino, Hu, Nicol, Térék and Vaienti [1].

For a stationary dynamical system, Theorem 1.1(b) is new in the sense that the implied
constant is explicit in its dependence on basic parameters of a dynamical system, see
Theorem 3.8.

A case of special interest is when the parameters ~, are random, say independently
and uniformly distributed in an interval [y~,4*]. Then one expects the memory loss to
correspond to the quickest mixing map (i.e. the one for ~) for almost every sequence of
parameters. For the maps (1.1) such results are proved by Bahsoun, Bose and Ruziboev [6]
with rate O(n=1/7"+1%9) for every 6 > 0. In contrast, we work in the worst case scenario,
i.e. our bounds hold for every sequence of parameters and correspond to the slowest mixing
map. We conjecture that the bound of [6] can be improved to at least O(n~*/7" *9) for
measures with Holder densities, as in Theorem 1.1(b).

2.2. Theorem 1.2. In the stationary case, versions of Theorem 1.2 can be found in
Gouézel and Melbourne [19] and in Dedecker and Merlevede [11]. These moment bounds
are known to be optimal (see [19]), hence our results are optimal as well.

Remark 2.1. While Theorem 1.2 gives optimal bounds for a general measure ; with density
in C,, it is natural to ask if one can get better bounds for nice measures, such as Lebesgue.
We do not answer this question directly, yet we refer the reader to Dedecker, Gouézel and
Merlevede [10, Section 3], where lower bounds on tails of Birkhoff sums are obtained
for examples of related models: Markov chains and Young towers with polynomial tails.
Their proof is written for probability measures starting on the “base” of the tower, which
roughly corresponds to the Lebesgue measure for the maps (1.1), and their lower bounds
are P(S,, > x) > Cn/a? for all c;n'/? < x < cyn, where p corresponds to our 1/7. This
hints that our bounds cannot be improved for measures such as Lebesgue.

As in [19], we prove concentration bounds not only for Birkhoff sums, but for a more
general class of separately Lipschitz (or separately Holder) functions on [0, 1], see The-
orem 3.11 and Remark 3.3.
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Theorem 1.2 improves the moment bounds in Nicol, Pereira and T6rok [33] and Su [41],
and implies the following bounds on large and moderate deviations:

Corollary 2.2. In the notation of Theorem 1.2, for every p > 2,
08—2(1/v*—1)n—(1/v*—1)7 v € (0,1/2),
p{|Sn/n| > e} < CpePnt, v =1/2, (2.1)
Ce V==, v e (1/2,1).
Further, for 7 >0,

Ce 20/ =Dp=Cr=D0/" =) = 4% € (0,1/2),
pllSu/nT| = e} < 4 Cen " Vlog(n +1),  y*=1/2, (2:2)
Ce Y=/ =1 v e (1/2,1).

Compared to results for stationary dynamics, (2.1) agrees with the optimal large de-
viation bounds, see Melbourne [32] and also Pollicott and Sharp [35]. In turn, (2.2) is
as good as one can infer from moment bounds, but otherwise for v* € (0, 1/2] there are
more interesting inequalities, see Dedecker, Gouézel and Merlevede [10].

In the nonstationary case, (2.1) is a slight improvement over the bound
1{|Su/n| > e} < Cyn= D (logn)/ e for each p > max{1,1/~v* — 1}

from [33, Theorem 4.1]. We remove the logarithmic term, get a better power of ¢ when
~v* € (1/2,1) and allow the observables v,, to depend on n.

2.3. Quasistatic dynamical systems. The original motivation for our project is a ques-
tion from quasistatic dynamical systems (QDS). These are a class of nonstationary dynam-
ical systems introduced by Dobbs and Stenlund [12] to model situations where external
influences cause the observed system to transform slowly over time. We refer the reader
to [12] for the abstract definition of the model and discussion on its physical significance. A
special class of QDSs described by the intermittent family (1.1) was studied by Leppénen
and Stenlund [28, 29]: the evolution of states is described by compositions of the form

:L‘mk:Tyn’kO---OTvn’l(l‘), 0<k<mn,
where T, , is the map (1.1) with parameter v, € (0,1), and {7, : 0 < k < n}is a

triangular array such that
lim Yn,|nt] = Pta (23)
n—o0

where I': [0,1] — (0,1) is a sufficiently regular curve. Starting from an initial state
r € X =10,1], z, is the state of the system after k steps on the n-th level of the array
{Vnx}- The levels of the array approximate I" ever more accurately as n increases. Hence
the intermittent QDS is a setup of intermittent systems with slowly changing parameters.
Given an initial distribution p for x, one is interested in the statistical properties of
(Tnk)fp in the limit n — oo.

Let v : X — R be a Lipschitz continuous observable. Consider the fluctuations &,,: X x
[0,1] — R defined by

&z, t) =n2 {Sn(x,t) - /0 1 Sp(z,1) d,u(x)];
Sp(x,t) = /mv(xm) ds.

0



LOSS OF MEMORY AND MOMENT BOUNDS 5

One may view ,(z,t) as a random element in the space C0, 1] of continuous functions.
Under the assumptions that (a) I'; is Holder continuous with I'y < 4* < 1/3, (b) the
density of p belongs to the cone C,, and (c) the convergence (2.3) happens polynomially
fast and uniformly in ¢, it was shown in [28] that &, converges in distribution to x(t) =
f(f os(v) dWs. Here s — o4(v) is a deterministic nonnegative continuous function and W is
a standard Brownian motion. Theorem 1.2 allows us to extend this result from 7* < 1/3
to v* < 1/2. Indeed, by [27, Theorem 1.3], it suffices to show that &, are tight in C[0, 1],
which follows by the Kolmogorov criterion since Theorem 1.2 implies the existence of a
small € > 0 such that

/0 ‘fn(l’,t + 5) — fn(a:, t)‘2+€ d,LL(SL’) _ O<51+§)

as n — 0o, whenever 0 <t <t+6 < 1.

Alternatively, one can use the moment bounds from [33] or [41], but these were not
available when we started this project.

2.4. Mixing. On early stages of this project we attempted to prove Theorem 1.2 without
relying on mixing properties of the maps. For stationary dynamics, there exist proofs
which give close to optimal moment bounds [25] which do not depend on the speed
of mixing, and moreover do not need mixing at all. We found, however, that mixing
is indispensable in the nonstationary setup. Problems appear already when a dynamical
system is fixed but observables are changing. As a simple example of such system, consider
the Markov chain go, g1, . . . on state space { A, B, C'} with g, distributed according to some
probability measure and the following transition probabilities:

1/2 1/2
O OWB0 20
1 1

This Markov chain is 2-periodic and thus not mixing. Let v,: {A,B,C} — R and S,, =
E?;& v;(g;). If v, do not depend on n, then n=Y/2(S, — ES,) converges weakly to a
normal random variable. But

. (_1)n+1’ g = A —-n, go= A
£ ou(g) = . then S, — .
1l {(—m, geipcy n ge{B.C)

Then S,, does not satisfy any interesting concentration inequalities.

Also, we found that for v* € (0,1/2), Theorem 1.2 can be proved using memory loss
with asymptotics O(n~"/7""*1) as in Theorem 1.1(a), and close to optimal results can
be obtained with the slightly weaker bound O (n="/7"*!(logn)"/?") from [1], as it is done
in [33]. Forv* € (1/2,1) the situation is significantly more complicated. We guess that the
bound O(n~Y/7"*+1) would suffice for Birkhoff sums, see [11, Proposition A.1]. But for the
generality of separately Holder observables we do not see a way around Theorem 1.1(b),
which is unfortunate because it is significantly harder to prove than Theorem 1.1(a).
Luckily, it is also more interesting.
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3. ABSTRACT SETUP AND RESULTS

3.1. Nonstationary nonuniformly expanding dynamical system. Let (X,d) be a
metric space which is bounded, separable and universally measurable.! We endow X with
the Borel sigma-algebra, and we only work with measurable sets.

Let Y C X and let m be a probability measure on X with m(Y) = 1. Let T be a class
of measurable transformations of X. Given a sequence of transformations 77,75, ..., we
denote Ty =Tpo---0Ty. (If k> ¢, then T}, is the identity map.)

For a nonnegative measure p on Y with density p = du/dm, we denote by |u|Lr, the
Lipschitz seminorm of the logarithm of p:

_ | log p(y) — log p(y')|
|lu|LL = Sup / )
y#y' ey d(y, Yy )
with a convention that log(0 = —oo and log 0 —log 0 = 0.

We suppose that there exist constants A > 1, K > 0, §o > 0 and ng > 1, and a

function h: {0,1,...} — [0, 00) such that the following assumptions hold for each sequence
T,T,...€T.

For z € X, let
7(x) =inf{n >1:T,(zx) € Y}
be the first return time to Y. First, we assume that there is a finite or countable partition
P of X, up to an m-zero measure set, such that Y is P-measurable and for each a € P:

(NU:1) m(a) > 0.
(NU:2) 7 is constant on a with value 7(a).
(NU:3) If @ C Y, then the map F, = T} ,): a — Y is a bijection, and for all y,y" € a,

d(Fa(y), Fa(y')) = Md(y, ).

Further, F, is nonsingular with log-Lipschitz Jacobian:

¢ = U)ol

(NU:4) For all z,2" € a, with F, = T} -(4) as above,
max d(Ty;(z), T ;(2")) < Kd(F,(z), F,(z')).

0<j<7(a)

satisfies |C|Ln < K.

In other words, the first return map y ~— Tj -, (y) is full branch Gibbs-Markov, and
returns from outside of Y have bounded backward expansion.

Next, to quantify mixing we assume that:

(NU:5) m(1 > n) < h(n) for all n.
(NU:6) >>°  h(n) < K.
(NU:7) m(T 2(Y)) > & for every n > ny.

1,n
Remark 3.1. Since [7dm =37 o, m(t >n) < 3 -, h(n), assumption (NU:6) guaran-
tees that the return times 7, parametrized by sequences of maps, are uniformly integrable.

Remark 3.2. To satisfy assumption (NU:7), it is sufficient that (a) other assumptions hold
and (b) there exist d; > 0 and coprime integers py, pa, ..., py such that m(r = p,) > 4
for each n. The proof repeats that for the stationary dynamics, see [26, Section 4.2].

IMost spaces are universally measurable, see Shortt [37].
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Remark 3.3. In papers on nonuniformly expanding maps one usually assumes that the
Jacobian is log-Holder. We assume log-Lipschitz purely to simplify notation: we do not
lose generality. If we let d,(x,y) = d(x,y)" with n € (0,1), then d, is also a metric, all
our assumptions are satisfied on (X, d,) with slightly different constants, and n-Holder
functions with respect to d are Lipschitz with respect to d,,.

3.2. Memory loss.

Proposition 3.4. There exist constants 0 < K7 < Ks, depending only on A\ and K, such
that for each sequence Ty, Ts ... € T with the corresponding partition P and return time
T, for each nonnegative measure p on'Y with |p|pr < Ky and eacha € P, a C Y,

(T r@)(p1la) |, < K-

The constants K1, Ko can be chosen arbitrarily large.

Proof. Tt is standard, see e.g. [26, Proposition 3.1], that

}(TLT(G»*(M‘OL)}LL S K + )\71|M‘LL'
We can choose any Ky > (1 — A1) 7!K and K; = K + A 1K, O

Fix K, K5 as in Proposition 3.4.

Definition 3.5. We say that a nonnegative measure p on X is regular if for every
11,15, ... € T with the corresponding partition P and every a € P,

}(Tl,’r(a))*(,u|a)}LL < Kl-
We say that p has tail bound r, with r: {0,1,...} — [0,00), if for alln > 0,
p({z € X : Tip(z) €Y foralll <k <n}) <r(n).
Remark 3.6. The measure m is regular with tail bound r(n) = h(n), and every measure
pon Y with |p|in < K, is regular with tail bound r(n) = u(Y)eX2h(n).

Remark 3.7. Let T1,Ty,... € T and suppose that h(n) = Cn~® with 8 > 1. If p is
a regular measure with tail bound r(n) = Cn=”, then (Tj4).p has tail bound ry(n) =
C'kn=P, with C" independent of k. If 7(n) = n=?*1 then (T} x).u has tail bound ry(n) =
C'n=P*1 again with C” independent of k. See Proposition 4.2 and Corollary 4.4.

The abstract version of Theorem 1.1 is:

Theorem 3.8. Suppose that p is a reqular probability measure with tail bound r. Then
for each sequence Ty, Ty, ... € T, there exists a decomposition

n= Z A o
n=1

where p, are probability measures and o, are nonnegative constants with Y -, o, = 1
such that (T ,,)«ftn = m for each n. The sequence o, is fully determined by Kl_, K>, the
constants in the definition of nonstationary nonuniformly expanding dynamical system
(diam X, K, A\, ng, &), and the functions h and r. In particular, «,, does not depend on
[ 1n any other way.

e Ifh(n) < CsenP with B> 1 and r(n) < Cén_ﬁ/ with ' € (0, 3], then
Zaj <copm 7,

j=n
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where C' depends only on Cs, B, ', K1, Ky and diam X, K, \, ng, 6 (i.e. on
everything except Cj ).
e Ifh(n) < Cyn=" with 8> 1, then for n > 2ny,

S a; < r(|n/2) — no) +0n—ﬁzr(j),

jzn
where C depends only on Cgs, B, K1, K, and diam X, K, A, ng, d.
e If h(n),r(n) < Cgexp(—=Chyn?) with 5 € (0,1] and Cs,C% > 0, then

Z a; < Cexp(—C'n?),
j=>n

where C and C" depend only on Cs, C, B, K1, K, and diam X, K, \, ng, d.

Theorem 3.8 is proved in Section 4.

Remark 3.9. If 4 and ' are regular probability measures as in Theorem 3.8, then
(Tin)ulpn— 1) <20y
j>n
Corollary 3.10. Let p and i’ be reqular probability measures as in Theorem 3.8. Let
©: X xX —={0,1,2,...} U{oo},
O(x,2") = inf{k > 0: T\ x(z) = T x(2")}.
Then there exists a probability measure fi on X x X with marginals p and p' on the first
and second coordinate respectively such that

O >n) <Y a

j=n

Proof. By Theorem 3.8, we have the decompositions pp = ) o) anfty and g/ =" o gl
Fix n. - -
Let Fl,: X = X x X, F,(z) = (z,T1,(z)), and let v = (F,)sptn. Then the marginals
of v are p,, and m, and T ,,(x1) = x5 for v-almost every (z1,x3). Let v/ = (F,).p0,.
Since the marginals of v and v/ on the second coordinate agree, by Shortt [37, Lemma 7]

there exists a measure p on X x X x X with respective marginals pu,, p, and m, such
that T, (z1) = T1n(22) = 23 for p-almost every (z1, g, x3).

Let fi, be the marginal of p on the first two coordinates. Then the marginals of i, are
fin and g1, and fi,(© < n) = 1. Now, fi = Y -, Qufiy, is the required measure. O

3.3. Moment bounds. For a random variable X we denote the strong and weak L?
norms by

Y y
XM, = ®IXP), (X poo = (iggt”P(lX\ >1) " (3.1)

We note that || X ||, « is not, strictly speaking, a norm, but for p > 1 it is equivalent to the
respective Lorentz norm, which is indeed a norm, see Stein and Weiss [39, Section V.3].

We say that H: X — R is a separately Lipschitz function if Lip, (H) < oo for each n,
where
}H(a:o, e Ty Ty Tty - - ) — H(2g,y oo Tp1, @, Tt - - )}
d(x,,x!) '

Lip,(H) = sup

{xk}71“;’L
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Given a sequence of maps 11,75, ... € T, slightly abusing notation where convenient, we
use H as a function of a single variable:
]y(lj ::f{($,71J($),712($),..J.

One example of a separately Lipschitz function is a Birkhoff sum H(x) = Y, _, v (T x(2)),
as long as the observables vy are Lipschitz. Another example is the running maximum
H(x) = maxjcn| Y2y o vk (Typ ()]

The abstract version of Theorem 1.2 is:

Theorem 3.11. Let Ty, Ty,... € T. Suppose that h(n) = Cgn=P, where Cs > 0 and
B > 1. Let p be a regular probability measure on X with tail bound Cgn P+,  Let
H: XN — R be separately Lipschitz, continuous with respect to the product topology on
XN and satisfying [ Hdp = 0. Then on the probability space (X, p1):
1/
(a) If B € (1,2), then ||H 5.0 < C (3 Lip, (H)") .
n>0
1/2
(b) If B =2, then ||H||» < C’(Z Lipn(H)2(1+log(n+1))) . In addition, forp > 2,

n>0

I, < (3 Lin, (H)*(1 +log(n + 1))

n>0

1 1-2
+ 0 (S tipa(m?) " (S tipan)
n>0 n>0
1/2
(c) If B> 2, then ||H 351 < C (D Lip, (H)?)
n>0

Here C' denotes constants which depend only on Cg, B, Ky, K; and K, diam X, X, ng,
do, and C, depends also on p.

Theorem 3.11 is proved in Sections 5 and 6. In the rest of this section we show that
Theorems 1.1 and 1.2 fit our framework and follow from Theorems 3.8 and 3.11.

3.4. Proof of Theorem 1.1. Fix v* € (0,1) and let 7 be the family of intermittent
maps (1.1) with parameters in (0,7*]. Let X = [0,1] and Y = (1/2,1]; let m be the
Lebesgue measure on Y normalized to probability and let mx be the Lebesgue measure
on X. Let 5 =1/4*. We use C to denote various constants which depend only on ~*.

Proposition 3.12 verifies that T satisfies the assumptions of Section 3 with the bound
on return times h(n) = Cn=A.

Proposition 3.12. For each sequence Ty,T5,... € T, there exists a partition Py of Y
into intervals (Ynyi1,Yn] With y1 = 1, yo = 3/4, 1/2 < Y1 < yp < 1/2+Cn~ Y7 and
YUn — Yni1 < Yns1 — 1/2 for all n, such that 7: Y — {1,2,...}, 7(y) =n if y € (Ynt1,Ynl,
is the first return time to Y. Further, each restriction Ty ,: (Ynt1,Yn] = Y is a bijection
with bounded distortion:

[log T3, (y) = log T, ()] < ClTin(y) = Trn(y)l for all y,y" € (yni1, ynl.

Proof. Distortion bound is easily obtained from the Koebe principle, see e.g. [5, Lemma
4.8]. For the bound v, — Ynt1 < Ynt1 — 1/2 see [27, Equation (4)]. O

There is a similar partition of (0,1/2]:
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Proposition 3.13. For each sequence T1,T5,... € T, there exists a partition Px of
(0,1/2] into intervals (Tpy1, Tp] with vy = 1/2, 24y < 2, < O~V and 2~ 11 < T
for all n, such that 7: (1/2,1] — {1,2,...}, 7(z) = n if © € (Tpy1, Ty, is the first entry
time to Y. Further, the restriction Ti,: (Tpi1,2,] — Y is a bijection with bounded
distortion:

|log T7 ,,(z) —log T} ,,(2")| < C|T1p(x) — Th ()| for all z,2" € (Tpy1, 2]

Let p be a probability measure on X with Lipschitz density. Then for sufficiently large
¢>0, = (u+cmx)/(1+c) is a probability measure with log-Lipschitz density and, by
Proposition 3.13, fi is regular with tail bound Cn=". If /' is another such measure, then

(L1 (i = 1)/ (1+ €) = [(Tin) (i = /)] = O(n™")

by Theorem 3.8 and Remark 3.9. Measures with Holder densities can be treated in the
same way by Remark 3.3. This proves Theorem 1.1(b).

Even though Theorem 1.1(a) is an easier result, its proof requires additional work:

Proposition 3.14. Let p be a probability measure on X with density in the cone C,. Let
Ty, Ts,... € T. Then p is regular with tail bound Cn—B+1, (For a suitable choice of K
in the definition of regqularity.)
Proof. Let p € C, be the density of u. Let x,, and y, be as in Propositions 3.12 and 3.13.
The tail bound follows from p(z) < Cz™" and z,,y, — 1/2 < Cn~Y/7":
p({z € X Ty €Y forall 1 <k <n}) = p((0,z,] U (1/2,y,))
< Cx, "+ Cly, —1/2) < Cn' P,

It remains to show that p is regular. Write

A, ={r e X :T,(x)eY and Tii(z) ¢Y forall 1 <k <n}
= [nUJna

)|, < C for all
< (' as wanted.

where I, = (zp41,%,) and J, = (Yni1,Yn]. We show that ‘(Tl,n)*(uhn

n > 1. The proof on J, is similar, the two together yield ‘(Tm)*(,u\An) }LL

The measure (71 ,,)+(p]1,) has density
d(T1n)+ n
(L)) ) _ ol

dmx n Tl’m(zn)’ zeY,
where 2z, = (T.,|1,) " '2. Hence it is enough to show that for all 2,2’ € Y,
!
‘log ;}:EZ; < Clz -7 (3.2)
and
'log pzn) < Clz-7|. (3.3)
p(z1,)

Inequality (3.2) holds by Proposition 3.13. To obtain (3.3) we assume that z > 2.
Since p is decreasing,

o p(z,)
5 o(2L)

-8 p(zn)
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Since 27 1 p(z) is increasing,

pa) _ o) A 5
plzn) 27 p(za) ()74 T ()7
By the distortion bound (3.2), 77, > C(zn — Tpt1) " on (Tpy1, 2,). Hence
m— 2, < inf T (x) (2 = 2)) < C(2 — Tnga) (2 — 7). (3.5)

TE(Tn41,Tn

By (3.4) and (3.5), and using z, € (Zy41, Ty,

o(21)
o) <

Now to obtain (3.3) it suffices to recall that x,, — z,11 < 1. d

log C(logz, —logzl) < @yt (2n — 25) < Oty (@0 — Tny1) (2 — 21).

Theorem 1.1(a) follows from Theorem 3.8, Theorem 1.1(b) and Proposition 3.14.

3.5. Proof of Theorem 1.2. We showed above that the maps in 7 satisfy assumptions
of Theorem 3.11 and that every probability measure with density in C, is regular with tail
bound Cn~Y7"*1. The bounds in Theorem 1.2 follow from those in Theorem 3.11 and
|Sy| < nsupy,, [vr(x)], as in [19, Equations (1.2), (1.3)].

4. PROOF OF THEOREM 3.8

Our proof of Theorem 3.8 is not very long but technical and the idea is hard explain
in simple terms. (Which is, in a way, similar to Lindvall’s extremely short but puzzling
proof for homogeneous Markov chains [30].) Informally, the main steps are:

(1) Recurrence to'Y', Proposition 4.2. Given a “nice” probability measure p on Y, we
show that for all sufficiently large n,

(Typ)pe = Om+ (1 = O)p',

where 6 € (0,1) is independent of y and n, and " has tail bound h, ~ > 7 h(j +
¢). The tail bounds h,, grow with n, but are just enough for the rest of our proof
to work.

(2) Returns to'Y for reqular measures, Lemma 4.5. We expand the previous step to
show that for a regular measure p on X,

p="yoylfp + (1= 0)u,,
j=1

where the constants a; € [0, 1] are fully and explicitly determined by the tail of y,
and ju5, p; are probability measures with (71 ;).p; regular with tail bound h; and
(T1,5) 4y = m.

(3) Reduction to a probabilistic problem, Lemma 4.7. Iterating the previous step (suc-
cessively applying it to measures p; and to the results of their decompositions),
we decompose a general regular measure p with tail r into

p= ZIP’ ) fhn,

where (71,)«pn, = m and S is a random variable, constructed on an unrelated
probability space as S = X;+...4+X,. Here 7 is a geometric random variable with
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parameter 6 and X,, are (independent from 7) random variables with explicitly
controlled tails:

P(X; > {) ~r(l —ng)
P(X; > 0] X1,..., Xjo1) ~ hx, (€ —ng) forj>2.

(4) Tail estimates, Propositions 4.8, 4.10. Finally we estimate P(S > n) for specific
bounds on 7 and h.

We begin the proof with a simple yet important observation:

Remark 4.1. Using the inequality (a + b)/(a’ + V') < max{a/a’,b/V'}, which holds for
a,a’,b,b' > 0, from the definition of | - |, we deduce that if ;1 and g/ are nonnegative
measures on Y, then

|1+ 1 | < max{|pler, [p/en}
whenever the above is well defined. This inequality extends to finite and countable sums:

| >k telun < supy, |prlin. As a corollary, if p is a measure on Y with |p|r, < Ks, or more
generally a regular measure on X, then for each n > 1,

’((Tl’n>*ﬂ)}Y’LL s K.

Proposition 4.2. Suppose that p is a probability measure on Y with |p|p, < Ks. Let
Ty, Ty, ... € T. Let hy(0) = Cu X27_y h(j + £), where Oy, = 224 Then:

a) For every n > 0 the tail of (171 ,)«pt 15 bounded by 5h,(£).
F 0 the tail of (11, s bounded by Lh, (¢
ere 15 a constant 0 € (0,1), depending only on Ky, K5, diamY and dg, suc
b) Th ' 0 0,1), d di [ Ky, Ky, diamY and § h
that for every n > ny,
(Typ)pe = Om+ (1 = O)p',

where 1’ is a regular probability measure. The tail of ' is bounded by h,({) =
Ch Z?ZO h(] + E), where Ch — 26K2 diamY‘

Proof. We prove (a) first. Suppose that n > 0. For each 0 < j < n define
Yi={yeY T, jt1(y) ¢Y foralln—j <l <n},
v=vaTy,

={yeY :T,;(y)eYand Ti,(y) ¢ Y for all n — j < £ < n}.

Observe that the sets Y} form a partition of Y, so we can write

n

(Tlm)*:u = Z(Tl,n)*:uja

=0
where 41 is the restriction of 1 to Y.

Next, set v; = ((T1,n—j)«pt)|y for all 0 < j < n and note that for all measurable B C X,
(Tomjirn)s (wily, ) (B) = v (Y VT2 (B) = Ty, Y5 N T, B) = (Tan)it(B),

n—j+1,n 1,n—j
in other words (Ty—j11.0)«(¥5ly;) = (T1n)xht)-

By Remark 4.1, |vj|1 < Ka; using v;(Y) < 1 we deduce that v; < ef2damYyy and thus
the tail of v; is bounded by e®24mY s Observe that (T,_j41,0)«(¥;]y,) inherits the tail
bound from v; with a time shift, namely (T5,—j41,,)«(v;]y;) has tail bound e 4™ Y p(. 4 7).
It follows that (771,,).u has tail bound e®2 @Y 57 'h(- + j), as required.
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It remains to prove (b). Let 6y € (0,1) be such that for every 8’ € [0, 6], every measure
p on Y with |p|p, < Kj can be written as p = p(Y)0m + p' with |p/|L, < K,. Such 6
exists and only depends on K7, Ky and diam Y, see [26, Lemma 3.4].

Suppose that n > ny and let p, = ((Tlm)*p)ly. Observe that ’pn < K; and

pn(Y) > 8o. Let 6 = min{6ydp, 1/2}. Then

’LL

Pn = Om + /)I with ‘P/|LL < KQ.
Define
i = (1= 0 (T — 6m) = (1= 0)7 (9 + (Tuadett) )

Then 4 is a probability measure and (T,,) it = @m~+(1—0)". Both o’ and ((T1,,).p) }X\Y
are regular measures, and thus so is y/. To bound the tail of p/, we note that p' <
(1—0)"YT1,)ep with (1 —6)~! <2, and apply the bound on the tail of (7} ,).p.

n

Further we use #, h,, and (', from Proposition 4.2.

Corollary 4.3. Let T\, T,,... € T. Suppose that N > 0 and u is a probability measure
on X such that (Ty n).«p is supported on Y and |(T1n)«pt|, < Ks. Then for every
n = N + No,

po=0Oun + (1 - e)lulna
where fi,, p, are probability measures with (T4 ) ptn = m and (T ,,) 4" regular with tail
bound hy,_x.

Proof. Fix n > N +ny. Proposition 4.2 gives the decomposition (77 ).y = Om+(1—0)y/,
where 1/ is a regular probability measure with tail bound h,,_y. Define u,, and u!, by

dm du’
dn:(ioTn)d and d’n:<7oTn)d.
= a0 = a0
It is straightforward that u = Ou, + (1 — 0)pl, with (11 ,,)eptn = m and (11,,).pul, = 1.
This is the desired decomposition. O

Corollary 4.4. Let T, Ts,... € T and let p be a reqular probability measure with tail
bound r. Then (T1,)«4t is a reqular probability measure with tail bound r, () = r(n+ ) +

Ch Yo hlj +0).

Proof. Let P be a partition of X corresponding to 71,75, ... and let a € P. Let p, be the
restriction of y on a. By Proposition 4.2, if 7(a) < n then (T} ,)./, has tail bound ¢ —

[1alCr D 25— h(G +£). Thus (17 ,). (Eaep:r(a)gn /1o) has tail bound ¢+ C), > o i+ 0).
It remains to notice that (73,,). (1 — ZaEP:T(G)Sn [ta) has tail bound ¢ — r(n + (). O

Lemma 4.5. Suppose that p is a regular probability measure with tail bound r where r(n)
is nondecreasing, (1) = 1 and lim,,_,o 7(n) = 0. Suppose that Ty, Ts,... € T. Then

[e.9]

p= > albp+ (1= 0,

Jj=no+1

where a; = r(j—ng) —r(j+1—no) and u;, pt; are probability measures such that (Th ).,
is reqular with tail bound h; and (T ;).p; = m.
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Proof. Let P be the partition of X corresponding to 77,75, ... and let
A, =U{a € P:7(a) =n}.

Let v, = pt|a,. Then for each n > 1, the measure (1} ,).v, is supported on Y and satisfies
|(T1.5) V0|1 < K1. By Corollary 4.3, for each ¢ > n + no,

Vi = (Ay) [0 + (1= 0)v, ], (4.1)

where v, ¢, 1, , are probability measures with (71 ). = m and (T3 4).v,, , regular with
tail bound h,_,,.

We observe that

> w(A) =r(1)—r(0) and Y p(Ay) =r(1) = lim r(0) = L.

l—o0

Hence (see [26, Proposition 4.7]) there exist nonnegative constants &, 1 <n < ¢ < oo,
such that

Z Eonpt(Ay) =7() —r(l+1) for each ¢
n</t
Z Sen =1 for each n.
>n

For j >ng+1,let x; = S77"¢ . v, Then pu = > nor1 Xs and x;(X) = a;. Due
to (4.1),
Xj = a;[0p; + (1= 0)uf]
with p; = o' ST mtt(An) v ; and Wy =o;" S Ej—nomtt(An)vy, ;. (It is possible
that a; = 0, but this does not create problems and we ignore it for simplicity.)

It remains to observe that y; and p; are probability measures with (71 ;).p; = m and
(T1,7)«pt; regular with tail bound h;. O

Similar to Corollary 4.3 we obtain:

Corollary 4.6. Suppose that Ty, T5,... € T. Suppose that N > 0 and u is a probability
measure such that (Ty n)«p is reqular has tail bound r where r(n) is nondecreasing, r(1) =
1 and lim, oo 7(n) = 0. Then

p= > alfu+ (1= 0)u),
j=no+1
where a; = r(j —ng) — r(j + 1 —ng) and p;, pj are probability measures such that

(T1,N+15)«pt5 1s reqular with tail bound h; and (Th Ny )« = m.

Further we suppose that r is nonnegative with lim,,_,,, 7(n) = 0 and define

7(n) = min{l,7(1),...,r(n)}.
This way, 7 is nonincreasing and 7(1) = 1; for a probability measure, tail bound r is
equivalent to 7. Similarly define h and hy.

Let X1, X5, ... be random variables with values in {ng,no + 1,...} such that for all
14 Z Ny,

P(X; > 0) =7(f —nyg)
P(X; > 0] X1,..., Xj1) = hx, (€ —ng) for j > 2.
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Let 7 be a geometric random variable on {1,2, ...} with parameter 6, namely P(7 = () =
(1—6)"10. Let 7 be independent from {X;}. Let

S=X;+...+X,.

Lemma 4.7. Suppose that u is as in Theorem 3.8 and 11, Ty, ... € T. Then there exists
a decomposition

= Z P(S = n)un
n=1
where ,, are probability measures such that (T} ), = m.

Proof. Starting from the decomposition from Corollary 4.6, we apply the same decompo-
sition to p; and so on recursively to obtain:

p="0 Z O‘j,u;‘ +(1—-0)0 Z O‘j,kﬂ;,k +(1-6)% Z O‘j,k,z#;',k,z +e (4.2)
i>no 7,k>ng 7,k >ng

where

o (Tij)uty =m and a; = #(j — ng) — #(j + 1 — no),

o (Tijk)ettsy =m and ajy, = oj(hj(k — no) — hj(k + 1 —ng)),

° (T1,j+k+z)*u;7k’£ =m and ;¢ = a;(h(0 —ng) — hi( + 1 —np)),
and so on.

We observe that for each n > 1 and 71, ja, ..., Jn > No,
(]' - e)n_leajhjé,...,jn = ]P(T =n, X1 - jl) e aXn = ]n)

Grouping the terms in (4.2) by the sum of indices, we obtain the required decomposition
with

Mn - ajl?"'vjk#jl,---7jk a]lv"'?]k'

k>1 E>1
R R

O
To complete the proof of Theorem 3.8, it remains to estimate the tails P(S > n), as it
is done in the following two propositions.

Proposition 4.8. Suppose that p is as in Theorem 3.8, Ty, Ty, ... € T and h(n) < Cgn="
with 6 > 1.

(a) If r(n) < Cén’ﬁ/ where ' € (0, 5], then
P(S > n) < ChCn™",
where C' depends only on ngy, 0, Cy, Cs, ' and B.
(b) If 3252, r(j) < 0o (which corresponds to E X, < 00), then for n > 2ny,
P(S 2 n) < r(|n/2) —no) + Cn Y _r(j),
j=1

where C' depends only on ng, 0, Cp,, Cg and 3.
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Proof. Let C denote various constants which depend only on ng, 8, Cj,, Cz and 3. Suppose,
without loss of generality, that & is nonincreasing, so that h,(¢) < h,(¢).

Write, for k > 2,

E(Xy | Xe1)—no= Y P(Xe>j|Xen)= D hx,(j—n0)
Jj=no+1 j=no+1
o) Xg—1 o0
< Z h'Xk 1(] n(])_ChZ Z h<€+]_n0)
Jj=no+1 (=0 j=no+1
Xk-1 o0
< CrCp Z Z (0+5—ng) P <C+Xp1/2.
/=0 j=n0+1
Hence E(Xj | X;) < C + E(Xy—1 | X1)/2. By induction,
supE(Xy | X7) < CX;. (4.3)
k>2

Next, for £k > 2 and j > ny,
P(Xi > j | Xp1) = hx,_, (j = 10) < ChCa(Xx—1 +1)(j — no) ™"
Taking conditional expectation with respect to X; and using (4.3), we obtain

P(X,>j| X)) <Cj "X, forallk>2andj> 1. (4.4)

We prove (a) first. By (4.4), using 8’ € (0, 5] and 8 > 1,

cjh
P(X; > j) < Emin{Cj"X,1} < Cj ) "P(X, > ¢)
/=1
Ccjf 1, ﬁ/ > 1
<CCu 7Yy 7 <00 Jlog), B =
=1 GAEAHD g <

<CCyi”
Thus P(X; > j) < C’Cﬁjfﬁ/ for all k > 1 and j > 1. Hence

NE

P(S>n)=) Pr=t)P(X;+---+X;>n)

1

o
Il

WE

(1—0)""9[P(X1 > n/t) + -+ P(X; > n/t)] (4.5)

o
Il

1
)

CCLYy (1—0) ot 'n= " < cCpn™7,

t=1

IN

as required.

Now we prove (b). Let C, = >",°, r(£); note that P(X; > j) < r(j — ng) for j > ny,
and that E X; < C,. Taking expectation of both sides in (4.4), we obtain

P(X,>j)<CjPEX, <CC,j?  forall k>2.

Similar to (4.5), we have P(S — X; > n) < CC,n=?. The result follows from P(S > n) <
P(X; >n/2)+P(S— X; >n/2). O
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Corollary 4.9. Suppose that Ty, Ty, ... € T and h({) < Csl~? with 3 > 1. Let u and v
be probability measures on'Y with |u|iL, |v|oL < Ka. Then

Tkan)stt — (Lppan)V| < Cminikn “,n
‘(T,Jr):u (T ktn) ‘<C in{kn =" n "}

where C' is a constant which depends only on Cg, B, Ko, K1 and K, diam X, X, ng, do.

Proof. By Proposition 4.2, (T3 j).m is a regular measure with tail bound hy. It is a direct
verification that hy(¢) < C¢=A+ and hy(¢) < Ck¢=8. Now apply Proposition 4.8. O

One last thing for us to prove is the bound for (stretched) exponential tails.

Proposition 4.10. Suppose that p is as in Theorem 3.8, T1,Ty,... € T and that
h(n),r(n) < Cyexp(—Cyn?) with 3 € (0,1] and Cy,Cj > 0. Then

P(S > n) < Cexp(—C'n?),
where C > 0 and C" € (0,C%) depend only on ny, 0, Cy, Cg, Cjy and j3.

Proof. We give a sketch of the proof. We use C, C’ to denote various constants which, as
in the statement, depend only on ny, 0, C}, Cp, C’é and 3. Note that

hil0) < CS exp(~Cl(L+ j)%) < Cexp(~C'1P),

=0
and thus
P(X. >0 X1,..., Xp_1) < Cexp(—C'tP).
Now the result follows as in [26, Propositions 4.11 and 4.12]. O

5. PROOF OF THEOREM 3.11

Throughout this section, C' denotes various constants which depend only on 3, Cj, A,
K, K1, Ks, 0y, ng and diam X. We work on the probability space (X, 1), and E denotes
the expectation with respect to p.

Overall, our strategy is to construct a filtration B, (based on symbolic itinerary), ap-
proximate H with the Doob martingale H, = E(H | B,)). Then we bound the quadratic
variation of H,, and use Burkholder inequality.

5.1. Filtration and martingale. For n > 0, let P, denote the partition of X corre-
sponding to the sequence of maps T, 1,T},12,... as in Section 3. To each x € X there
corresponds a symbolic itinerary ag, ay, ... with a,, € P, and T} ,(z) € a,. Let B, denote
the sigma-algebra generated by ay,...,a,, i.e. by sets of the type {z € X : Tix(z) €
ay for 0 < k <n}. Let B_; = {0}, X} be the trivial sigma-algebra.

Let

H, =E(H | By).
Then H,, is a (Doob) martingale. Note that H_; = 0. Let X_; = 0 and for n > 0,

X,=H,—H, ;.
Remark 5.1. In Theorem 3.11 we assumed that H is continuous on X~ with respect to
the product topology. Since returns to Y are backward contracting, this guarantees that
H,, — H pointwise.
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To estimate the increments X,, we use some auxiliary random variables. For x € X,
define the sequence of return times to Y by r_;(z) = 0 and
re(x) = 1nf{l > ry_(x) : Ti(z) €Y} for k> 0.
Define lap numbers
Li(z) =#{1 <<k : Tiy(x) e Y}.

Then 77,1 <k <r,. Observe that L, and ry, are Bi-measurable. Denote

I = TLy,

Tk =Tk — Tk—1,

f=">_ Lip;(H).

re—1<j<rg

5.2. Martingale increments. Throughout this subsection, we fix a symbolic itinerary
ag, ay,...and let A_;y = X and for n > 0,

A, ={r € X : T1x(z) € ai, for all k <n}.
Proposition 5.2. For all x,2' € A,_1,

> Lipy(H)d(Tix(z), Tig(a) < C Y F(Ay) A EntA=0,
k<stn(An) L<Ln(An)

Proof. Suppose that x, 2’ € A,,_;. By backward contraction of at least A at returns to Y
and using L, (A,) < L,_1(A,—1) +1 and L;(A,) = L;j(A,—1) for j < n,

d(Ty (), Ty (2)) < CA"EnAn=Lild) for 5 < 5, (A,).

Hence
Ln(An) me(An)—1
> Lip(H)d(T1;(x), Tii(2") = Y Y Lip;(H)d(Ty (x), T ("))
Jj<sn(An) =0 J=ri_1
Ln(An)
< S At
£=0

Let ©: X x X — {0,1,2,...} U{oc},
O(z,2") = inf{k > 0: T x(z) =Ty (2" }.

Lemma 5.3. Let n > 0 and let pa, , and pa, be the restrictions of p on respective
sets, normalized to probability. Then there exists a probability measure i on X x X with
marginals pa, . and pa, such that for € > 1,

alany n=0,
(O > 3, + ) < C § min{rp, (AP, 0P n>0anda, CY,
0, else.

Proof. First we assume that n > 0. Observe that if a,, C X \ Y, then A, = A,,_; and the
result is clear. Suppose that a,, C Y. Note that then s, =n+7p,.

Since p is regular, (T3 ,,).fta, , is supported on Y with |[(7%,)«pa, . < Ki, and
similarly [(T7 .., )spta, oL < K.
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Let p = (T4, )spia, , and p” = (T3, )«pta, . By Remark 3.7, both ¢/ and p” are regular
with tail bound C'min{r;, ¢=? ¢=P*'}. By Theorem 3.8, there exist decompositions

po= oy and g =)oy (5.1)

>1 >1

such that (To,+1:010)xH) = (Tt 1m+0)spty = mand 3, o < Cmin{ry, (~°, (=F+1}
Write
Pan, = Quia, e and g4, =Y aga,e,

>1 >1
/ "
Where (1—‘17%n)"‘/J[’Anflyz = /j’é a’nd (7ﬁ177’1n)*/1’14n7z = /’LZ'

As in the proof of Corollary 3.10, for each ¢ there is a probability measure i, on X x X
with marginals p4, ,, and pa, ¢, such that f1,(© < s, + /) = 1.

Let o = 2521 ayfie. Then the marginals of i are pa, , and pa,, and

n—1
a0 > s, +0) < Zak < Cmin{r, (77 (7P},
k>t
as required.

It remains to treat the case n = 0. The proof is similar to above, only now p4, , = p
and by Remark 3.7, both ¢/ and p” are regular with tail bound C¢~#*!. Thus we have
the decomposition (5.1) with Y-, -, ay < C¢~7!. The rest of the proof is unchanged. [

In order to bound )A(in, we define random variables I, and J, by
Li=> #x0
<n

and

In = ZLiprnﬂ-fl(H) min{;j "', 7,577} forn > 1,

Jj1

Jo = 2 Libryyoa ()57

j>1

Proposition 5.4.

|)?‘< C<[Ln+JLn)7 nE{T’k}szl,
"= o, else.

Proof. We bound X, (A,) for A,, € B, corresponding to the symbolic itinerary ay, ..., a,,
as defined before. Let i be the measure on X x X from Lemma 5.3. For (z,2') € X x X
let G(z,2") = (H(x), H(z")). Then

/Gd/j =(E(H | A,1),E(H | A))). (5.2)

Let x, 2’ € A,,_1; note that this holds for fi-almost every (x,z’). By Proposition 5.2,

> Lipy(H)d(Tiw(z), Tix(a’) <C Y FAy) A EntA=0, (5.3)

k<3 (An) (<Ln(An)
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From Lemma 5.3,

) / Lipy(H)d(Ti 1(x), T (o)) dit(e.2') < C S Lipy (H)a(© > k)

k>50(An) k>3 (An)
G n=0, (5.4)
<O Lip,, (a1 (H) { min{rp, (4,);%,;7%1}, n>0anda, CY,
3>1 0, else.

Recall that X,,(A,) = E(H | A,)—E(H | A,_;). The combination of (5.2), (5.3) and (5.4)
yields the desired bounds. O

Remark 5.5. By Jensen’s inequality, 2 < CYien #2050
D <0 7
n>0 n>0

By Burkholder inequality (Theorem 6.3, (a) and (b)), [|[H|, < CpHEnzo |)?n|2}}p and

| H|lpoo < C Hzn>0 |)Z |2H for each p > 1, with C, depending only on p. Hence by
Proposition 5.4 and Remark

||H||p (Z 5) 1/2 (ZJ )1/2 ’
n>0 o o (5.5)
|7l < G, (30 72) (Z 7)

Since u has tail bound C¢~%*! and returns to Y are full branch Gibbs-Markov maps, for
all n, 0 > 1,
plro > 0) < CPH,
,U(Tn > 12 | TOy - - - ,Tnfl) < CE_B

We show separately, in Section 6, that (5.6) can be used to bound the right hand side
of (5.5) well enough to complete the proof of Theorem 3.11.

(5.6)

6. QUADRATIC VARIATION

In this section we bound quadratic variation for processes driven by nonstationary
renewal-like sequences with polynomial renewal times, as those appearing in Section 5.
The main results, Theorems 6.1 and 6.2, and their proofs are an adaptation of the corre-
sponding parts of [19], with an improvement when § = 2.

This section is self-contained, and notation is unrelated to the rest of the paper.

Let a,, n > 0, be a nonnegative sequence. (In notation of Section 5, a, plays the role
of Lip,(H).) Let 7,, n > 0 be a sequence of random variables with values in {1,2,...}
such that with some C; > 0 and § > 1:

P(ry > ¢) < C o+t forall ¢ > 1,
P(r, > 0| 10,y Tno1) <C.0 b foralln >1 and ¢ > 1.
Let r—y =0and r, =) .. 7; for n > 0. Define

o= Z(a'rn71 + T + arn_1)2

n>0

j<n
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and ,
w= Z(Z Arpytj1 min{rnj’ﬁ,j’ﬁﬂ}) .
n>0  j>1
Recall the notation || - ||, and || - ||, as in (3.1).

Theorem 6.1. There is a constant which depends only on 3 and C. such that:

(a) If B € (1,2), then ||0"?||5.00 < C(Zaﬁ)lm.

n>0
1/2
(b) If B =2, then ||o"/?||, < C(Z a2 (1+log(n+ 1))) . In addition, for each p > 2,
n>0
1/2 1p 1-2/p
Y2, < C, (Z a2 (1+ log(n + 1))) +C, (Z ai) (Z an) ,
n>0 n>0 n>0

where C, depends only on 3, C. and p.
1/2
(c) If B> 2, then ||o/2]ls5-1) < c(z a2) .

n>0
Theorem 6.2. There is a constant which depends only on 3 and C.. such that:
1/8
() 75 € (1.2, then |25 < O(al) "

n
n>1

(b) If B > 2, then w2 < C(Z ai)m.

n>1

Proof of Theorems 6.1 and 6.2 takes the rest of this section.

6.1. Proof of Theorem 6.1. A key ingredient of the proof is:

Theorem 6.3 (Burkholder type inequalities). Suppose that M, is a martingale adapted
to a filtration F, with increments X,, = M, — M,_1, maximum M} = max;<, |M,| and
quadratic variation [Ml, = >, | X;|?. Let p > 1 and let ¢, and C, denote constants
which depend only on p. Then for all n:

(a) || [MIY2]|) < ML, < G| [MIV2|,.

(0) | IV, <N e < Col| M) .

(c) Ifp € (1,2), then ||[M|] < Co(X0, I1X5012.0) "

(@) 1Ml < G| S E(1X1% | Fioa)
i<n

1/2
o+ CollpaiXill

Proof. Parts (a) and (d) are proved in Burkholder [8, Theorems 3.2 and 21.1]. Part (b)
can be found in Johnson and Schechtman [24, Remark 6]. To prove part (c), write

4 1/p 1/p
|12, = 2 < (—2 - Z’“Xﬂle,m) = C,,(ZHXJHZOO> ,
j<n j<n

where we used a surrogate triangle inequality for ||-||; o from Vershynin [42, Proposition 1]
(which is an extended version of Hagelstein [21, Theorem 2]). Alternatively, part (¢) is a
corollary of part (b) and [19, Theorem 2.5]. O
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Remark 6.4. Let a, ; = ?ir{_l ap and let A,, = Zogjgn Lia,,_, -;, where I,, are indepen-
dent (also from 7,) coin flips, P(1, = £1) = 1/2. Then A,, is a martingale with quadratic
variation [A], = 0. With Theorem 6.3 this implies that for p > 1,

)1/2

”0_1/2Hp < Cp ZE(ain_th ‘ TOy - - - ,Tnfl) o/2 + CPH%&S(GT"_LT"HP (61)
n>0 -

and that for p € (1,2),
152118 o < Cp D N, (6.2)

Jj=0
Another key ingredient for the case § > 2 is an elementary inequality with a surprisingly

nontrivial proof:

Lemma 6.5 ([19, Lemma 4.4]). Suppose that 5 > 2. Consider a nonnegative sequence
wy, with Yo, wy = O(n™?). There exists a constant C such that for every sequence

a, € (*(Z),
n+k

S w(Y w)  <o(Xa)

neZ k>0 Jj=n—k nez

For 8 = 2 we use a simpler inequality:

Lemma 6.6. There is a constant C' > 0 such that for every nonnegative sequence a,,

Z Z E3(an + ...+ apyp1)? < CZai(l + logn).

n>1 k>1 n>1
Proof. Write
E 3 (an + ...+ pyp1)? < Z Z k(a2 + ...+ a2, q)

>1 k>1 n>1 k>1
= Zaib Z Z k2 < C'Zaib(l + logm).
m>1 n<im k>m—n m>1
O
We use C' to denote various constants which depend only on 3 and C;. As in Remark 6.4,
we let a,; = 22271 ag. Throughout we use the observation that if b; is an increasing
sequence, then
> P(ro=j)b; <C> b and
Jj=1 Jj=1
Z]P)(Tn =770, Tno1)b; < C’Zj_ﬁ_lbj for n > 1.
j>1 j>1

6.1.1. Proof of Theorem 6.1, case 3 € (1,2). Let M, = sup; W, where a,, = 0
if n <0. Forn > 1,

lar, sm 10 < 11270 + 1My, 5 o
=supE(t’P(M,, (21, +1) >t | 70,...,Tuo1)) S CEML
>0

n—1 1t

Next,

> an, i SCEY MP  <C> MI<CD al,

n>1 n>1 n>0 n>0
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where for the last step we used the Hardy-Littlewood maximal inequality (cf. [19, Theo-
rem 2.3]). The term corresponding to n = 0 is simpler:

lao.m 1500 = Nt ry 00 < 70" (g + - 4 an 1)y o

< ”70”5 1oo(ao +a1 + )
S C(ao _'_al _'_"').

D M mllfe <C D a. (6.3)

n>0 n>0
The desired result follows from (6.2).

Altogether,

6.1.2. Proof of Theorem 6.1, case B > 2. We bound the two terms on the right hand side
of (6.1), giving special treatment to the case n = 0.

First,
Ea2 = S P(r = )0 < 03 526D
7>1 j>1
. A1 (6.4)
<CZZ] Yag_j+ - + apsy) (B_)SC(Z%) ,
kEZ j>0 §>0

where a; = 0 for j < 0, and for the last inequality we used Lemma 6.5. It follows that
Eaj, <CY d. (6.5)
Jj=0
Next, for p > 1,

ZE ay | TO,...,Tn,l) = ZZP(Tn =7 TOa---anfl)afn,hj

nzl1 n>1 j>1
<CY Y= 0y Y i
n>1 j>1 n>1 j2>1
Since a2 ; < j(a2 + ...+ a2 ;_,), using (6.6) with p = 2 yields
n>1 n>1 k>0 n>1

Summing the above with (6.5), we obtain

S E(@] [ Toy o Taor) SC Y al, (6.7)

n>0 n>0
Write
2(8 26 208
Emaxal” ) <EY al* ) <EY E@D | m.....mm)
n>1 n>1
B—1
—6—1 25 1 2

<y Yl <o(Xa)

n>1]>1 n21

where for the second last inequality we used (6.6), and for the last inequality we
used Lemma 6.5. With (6.4), we have

B-1
E max aziﬁhm < C(Z n) . (6.8)

n>0
n>0
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Altogether, (6.7), (6.8) and (6.1) prove the desired bound.

6.1.3. Proof of Theorem 6.1, case f = 2. The proof is similar to that for § > 2, using
Lemma 6.6 instead of Lemma 6.5.

Let M, = maxj, % Then

Eaj, =Y Plr=jay, <CY ja},<CY M<C> a, (6.9)

i>1 i>1 j>1 520

where we used the Hardy-Littlewood maximal inequality at the last step (taking into

account that M, < 3maxy-g a"**k;:;a"*“k ).

Next, similar to (6.6) and using Lemma 6.6,

ZE(ain—l,Tn | T05 - - - 7Tn*1) = Z P(Tn :J | 70y« - - 7Tn71)a72«n_1,j

n>1 n,j>1 (6.10)
<CZ] aT_IJSC'Zj a’ <C’Za (1+logn).
n,j21 n,j>1 n>1
By (6.9) and (6.10),
ZE(ainith 0y Tuo1) < C’Zai(1+log(n+1)) (6.11)

n>0 n>0

and

E(rgg()](arn - <EZE ai |70, 1) < CZai(1+log(n+1)).
n>0 n>0
Hence by (6.1),
E0<CZCL 1 +log(n +1)).

n>0

It remains to bound E ¢?/2 with p > 2. By (6.3), which is not restricted to 8 € (1,2),

H%ggiarn 17TnH27oo S Z Harn_l,rn”;w S Czai

n>0 n>0

Thus P(max,>ay, ., > t) < Ct2 Dm0 az. Also, || max,>0ar, |l < D om0 dn
hence

n>0 an
E(ma(%(arn Mn P<q, Z / P2 dt
n>0
p—2
“a(Sa) ()
n>0 n>0

Here and further, C, denotes constants which depend only on 3, C; and p. By the
above, (6.11) and (6.1),

021, < 0 (Y a2t +1ogtn+ 1))+ (X a2) (T

n>0 n>0 n>0

as required.
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6.2. Proof of Theorem 6.2. We abbreviate &,; = min{¢k=? k=7*1}.
The case § > 2 is simple: by Jensen’s inequality,
2
(Z @rn+j715m,j> <C Z a?«nﬂfﬂ*ml’

j=1 j=1

SO

w < CZZaan,lj*BH < CZai.

n>0 j>1 n>1
Further we treat 8 € (1, 2].
Let

2
W= Z(Z amﬂ‘—l%j) :
n>1 j>1
so that

w =

2
E ar0+j—157—0,j> +w.

Jj=1

/N

By Holder’s inequality,

> trgrjo10r, < (Z afo+j_1>1/ﬁ (ng)(ﬁ—l)/ﬁ < C(Z a]@)l/ﬁ’

j>1 i>1 i1 i>1

hence it remains to show that
Eo??<CY af. (6.12)

j=1

We note that

o2 < {Z (Z arnﬂ_lémj)g} 1/6

n>1 j>1
and thus
B
Ea]ﬁ/Q S EZE[(Z arn+j,157n7j) ‘ T0,y - - - ,Tn,1:|
n>1 j>1
B
=EY Plr,={|m,... 7Tn71)<z arn_1+é+jfl(5€,j>
ne>1 >1
B
<E Z Dnt (Z an+z+j—15z,j> ;
ne>1 j>1
where

P(r, =0 70,...,7Tk-1), Tr_1 =n for some k,
Pne =
0, else.

Recall that Y-, -, pnr < CL77 almost surely for all n, £ > 1. Now the bound (6.12) follows
from Lemma 6.7, which is a version of [19, Lemma 4.5]. This completes the proof of
Theorem 6.2.

Lemma 6.7. Suppose that p, ¢, n,{ > 1 are nonnegative constants such that for all £ > 1,

sup Y pas < Cpl ™,

">
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where B > 1 and Cg > 0. Then for every nonnegative sequence a,

5 (i) <5

n,e>1 k>1 n>3

Proof. In this proof C' denotes various constants which only depend on 8 and Cs. We
continue to abbreviate d,; = min{¢k=7 k=F+1}.
We suppose that 5 € (1,2). The proof for § > 2 is similar and simpler.

First we note a couple of simple bounds:

> o< CF (6.13)
E>1
and for v > 2,
Z E_’yé‘&m—ﬁ S CB,’y Z E_’yé‘[,m/2 + CB,’y Z m_,yam,m—ﬁ
1<t<m 1<t<m/2 m/2<0<m (6.14)

< Csm P+ Cgm
where Cj3, depends only on 3 and +.

Let ®: RY — R¥*N he the linear operator

{an}nzl = {67(276) Z an+£+k5Z,k}n

o>1
k>1

We equip N with the counting measure and N x N with the measure {(n, )} +— p, (£°*=9).
In this formulation, it is enough to prove that ® is bounded as an operator from L? to L?
with the norm only depending on C' and . To achieve this, we show that ¢ is bounded
from L' to L' and from L* to L*. Then the result follows from the Marcinkiewicz
interpolation theorem.

Boundedness from L*™ to L* is immediate due to (6.13), so it remains to prove bound-
edness from L' to L', i.e. to show that for nonnegative a,,

Z Pl PV 60 < Cza'n- (6.15)
n,l,k>1 n>3

Letting n + ¢+ k = j and k + ¢ = m, we rewrite the left hand side above in terms of j,

m and ¢
= e Y D Pl D6y (6.16)

>3 2<m<j 1<t<m
Since 5(5*1)(2*5)5&,”_@ is increasing with ¢ and Zkze P < C’Bﬁfﬁ, for an upper bound we
replace p;_p, ¢ with Ct=% 1 for ¢ < m—1, and Dj—m,m—1 With Cr=5:
Z Pi—m el V6,
1<b<m
<C Z gfﬁflg(ﬂfl)(%ﬁ)(;&m% +C(m — 1)76<m _ 1)(571)(276)5m7171
1<t<m—1
< OmB-D(B-2-8

For the last inequality we used (6.14) with v = 8+ 1 — (5 —1)(2 — ) > 2. Since

Z Z Pi—m PV, <O Z mB-DBE-2-8 < .

2<m<j 1<l<m 2<m<j
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The L' to L' bound (6.15) follows from the above and (6.16).
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