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Abstract

We observe n possibly dependent random variables, the distribution of which is pre-

sumed to be stationary even though this might not be true, and we aim at estimating the

stationary distribution. We establish a non-asymptotic deviation bound for the Hellinger

distance between the target distribution and our estimator. If the dependence within the

observations is small, the estimator performs as good as if the data were independent

and identically distributed. In addition our estimator is robust to misspecification and

contamination. If the dependence is too high but the observed process is mixing, we can

select a subset of observations that is almost independent and retrieve results similar to

what we have in the i.i.d. case. We apply our procedure to the estimation of the invariant

distribution of a diffusion process and to finite state space hidden Markov models.

1 Introduction

We observe n random variables X1, . . . ,Xn with common distribution P which is assumed to
belong, or at least to be close enough, to a given model M . Our aim is to estimate P with
an estimator P̂ taking values in M . These random variables are not necessarily independent
however we assume that for indices i 6= j with |i − j| large enough, the distribution of the
couple (Xi,Xj) is close to P ⊗ P . We also want our estimator to be robust to contamination
and outliers.

When we actually dispose of an independent sample, this problem has already been inves-
tigated in Baraud et al. [2] and Baraud & Birgé [4]. They provide a non-asymptotic deviation
bound for the Hellinger distance h between P and their ρ-estimator. For two probability dis-
tributions P and Q on the same measurable space, the Hellinger distance h(P,Q) between P
and Q is given by

h2 (P,Q) =
1

2

∫ (√
dP/dµ−

√
dQ/dµ

)2

dµ,

where µ is any measure that dominates both P and Q, the result being independent of µ. It
is shown in those articles that the ρ-estimator is robust in the following sense. Even if the
variables Xi do not have a common distribution P but marginals Pi such that most of them
are relatively close to a distribution P ∈ M , then the ρ-estimator is almost as efficient as when
the data is i.i.d.with common distribution P . The obtained risk bounds are minimax, up to
a logarithmic factor, when the model is well-specified and are not significantly deteriorated as

long as the approximation term n−1
n∑
i=1

h2(Pi,P ) is relatively small in the misspecified case.

We want to obtain similar results when we do not satisfy the independence assumption but
the observations are almost independent. This can happen for processes with mixing properties.
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We only focus on the theoretical aspects and performances of our estimation method. We prove
a general result, Theorem 1, which gives a bound in expectation for the risk of our estimator
P̂ with respect to an Hellinger-type loss. This result is free of any assumption on the data
and the risk bound is the sum of three terms: the approximation term mentioned above, a
dimension which measures the complexity of the model M , and a dependence term which
measures how far the observations are from being independent. We quantify the dependence
within the sample using Kullback-Leibler divergence of the joint distribution from the product
of the marginal distributions. Our risk bound is as good as when the data is independent
as long as the dependence term is not bigger than the other terms. We have the following
approach for when the dependence term is too big. We split our data in order to get a subset
of the original observations for which the dependence term is small enough.

We apply this method for the estimation of an invariant distribution of a discretely observed
diffusion process. Under some condition the stationary solution of a Langevin equation is mixing
and its invariant distribution has a log-concave density with respect to the Lebesgue measure.
We can refer to the literature on the estimation of a log-concave density in the i.i.d. context
and adapt our procedure to this situation. We obtain convergence rates for our estimator in
any dimensions. Those rates are similar to the minimax rates for i.i.d. estimation, with a worse
logarithmic power.

Our main application is hidden Markov models (HMMs). These models are widely applied
to model state dependent processes where the state process is Markovian but is not observed.
We refer the interested reader to Mor, Garhwal and Kumar [18] for a review of applications of
HMMs. Let Y1, . . . ,YN ,H1, . . . ,HN be random variables. We say that (Yi,Hi)1≤i≤N is a hidden
Markov model (HMM) if (Hi)i is a Markov chain and each variable Yi only depends on the
associated Hi. In particular the variables Y1, . . . ,YN are independent conditionally on (Hi)i. It
is called a hidden Markov model as the Markov chain (Hi)i is typically not observed and (Yi)i
is the only accessible data.

We focus on homogeneous finite state space HMMs. Such processes can be completely
described by the number K of hidden states h1, . . . ,hK , the initial distribution w and the
transition matrix Q of the hidden Markov chain, and the set of emission distributions F =
(F1, . . . ,FK), where Fk is the conditional distribution of Yi given Hi = hk. In that case we
say that (Yi,Hi)i is a HMM with parameters (K,w,Q,F ). Because the hidden state space does
not have a particular importance, we will always assume it is of the form {1,2, . . . ,K}. For a
particular class of distributions F there is a minimal value of K such that (Yi,Hi)i is a HMM
with parameters (K,w,Q,F ) with F1, . . . ,FK ∈ F . This value of K is called the order of the
HMM (with respect to F ). Typically one aims at estimating these parameters from stationary
observations (Yi)1≤i≤N .

Numerous estimation methods have been developed to estimate some or all of the param-
eters. Cappé et al. [11] provide an overall survey of the different results in the literature.
Most theoretical guarantees are either asymptotic or restricted to specific parametric models.
Lehéricy [15] provided non-parametric and non-asymptotic results for a penalized least squares
estimator with the following approach. They first estimate the distribution PL = Pπ∗,Q∗,F ∗ of
L consecutive observations Yi,Yi+1, . . . ,Yi+L−1 of a stationary ergodic HMM with parameters
(K∗,π∗,Q∗,F ∗), where Pw,Q,F is defined by

Pw,Q,F =
∑

1≤k1,...,kL≤K
wk1Qk1,k2 . . . QkL−1,kL

L⊗

l=1

Fkl
. (1)

They use model selection to consistently estimate the order K∗. When the estimation of the
order is correct, it is possible to deduce the different parameters from PL for L large enough.
They show that L ≥ 3 is enough for linearly independent emission densities. They lower bound
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the L2-distance between densities by a distance on the parameters. Therefore a risk bound for
the estimation of PL is enough to obtain risk bounds for the parameter estimators.

However their estimator is not robust to misspecification nor to contamination and there
is no estimator that tackles this problem for general finite state space HMMs. The estimation
method we propose aim at solving this problem. For the sake of simplicity we do not aim at
estimating the order K∗. We do not look into this particular aspect in this paper however
model selection can be considered to choose automatically an order from the data. This is to
be treated in a subsequent paper.

We use the tools we develop in the first part with M containing distributions of the form
Pw,Q,F to obtain a robust estimator P̂ of PL, hence P̂ being of the form P̂ = Pŵ,Q̂,F̂ . We have

a general risk bound for P̂ which is free of any assumption on the data from which we obtain
convergence rates when we assume that the observations come from an ergodic finite state space
HMM. In particular the stationarity of the observations is not necessary. We show that the
performance of our estimator is not significantly worsened when the model is misspecified as
long as the distance to the true distribution is small compared to the rate we have in the well-
specified case. Similarly the performance of our estimator is not deteriorated by contamination
as long as the contamination rate is not too big.

We can deduce risk bounds for the parameter estimators ŵ,Q̂,F̂ under some conditions on
the model M . We need an inequality of the form

d
(
(w,Q,F ), (w,Q,F )

)
≤ C

(
w,Q,F

)
h2
(
Pw,Q,F , Pw,Q,F

)
, ∀Pw,Q,F ∈ M . (2)

We obtain convergence rates for the estimation of the parameters when the model is well
specified. If the model is misspecified but P = Pw,Q,F is the best approximation of PL within

our model our estimators ŵ,Q̂,F̂ should be close to w,Q,F when this approximation is relatively
good.

It is possible to use the results that already exist for the L2-norm to obtain an inequality
like (2) when the densities are bounded. For two probability distributions P , Q dominated by
a positive measure µ, we have

||p− q||22 ≤ 4(||p||∞ + ||q||∞)h2(P,Q), (3)

where p = dP/dµ and q = dQ/dµ. It is also possible to prove inequalities directly for the
Hellinger distance in some cases. We do so for models with emission densities that belong to
exponential families with some regularity. We also consider an example with classes of emission
densities that are unbounded and not even square integrable in some cases. For this example
we obtain rates that are faster than the parametric rate for one of the parameters. Classical
estimators such as the maximum likelihood or least-squares estimators do not apply as the
considered densities are unbounded.

Our estimation method requires that the statistician selects themself a subset of the obser-
vations that should be almost independent. This is not possible without any knowledge on the
distribution of the data. We propose to overcome this restriction and provide a way to automat-
ically select an almost independent subset of observations when we dispose of a second set of
observations independent from the first one. We obtain a general risk bound and show that for
ergodic HMMs we retrieve the same rate of convergence as when the optimal way of selecting
observations is known. This method is still robust to misspecification and contamination.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we present our estimation procedure and
our main result in a general framework. We consider the application to the estimation of the
invariant distribution of a diffusion process in Section 3. We dedicate Section 4 to finite state
space hidden Markov models. Finally, we propose a complete procedure for situations in which
we do not know the mixing regime in Section 5. The proofs of all the different results can be
found in the appendix.
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Notation. For a set A, we denote by |A| its cardinal which can be infinite. For an integer
k, we denote by [k] the set {1,2, . . . ,k}. We denote by R+ the set of non-negative real numbers.
For a real number x, we denote by ⌈x⌉ (resp. ⌊x⌋) the only integer k satisfying k − 1 < x ≤ k
(resp. k ≤ x < k+1). For a random variable X we denote by L(X) its probability distribution.
The notation C(θ,α,β) means that C(θ,α,β) is a constant that depends on the parameters θ, α
and β. It can change from one inequality to the other. On the other hand a constant written
C will be universal. For a real number x we denote by x+ its positive part given by x+ = x∨ 0.

2 Construction of the estimator and main result

Let X1, . . . ,Xn be n possibly dependent random variables on the measurable space (X ,X ). Our
aim is to estimate their marginal distribution P ∗ doing as if they were identically distributed,
even though this might not be exactly the case. We denote by PX the class of all probability
distribution on (X ,X ) and for i ∈ [n] by Pi = L(Xi) ∈ PX the true marginal distribution
of Xi. We also want our estimator of P ∗ to be robust to misspecification, contamination and
outliers. The ρ-estimators developed by Baraud, Birgé and Sart in [2] and [4] are perfectly
adapted to this task when the observations are independent. We prove that their performances
remain almost as good when the observations are close to being independent.

2.1 Reminders of ρ-estimation

We denote by ψ the function given by

ψ :

∣∣∣∣∣
[0,+ ∞] → [−1,1]
x 7→ x−1

x+1

. (4)

Let M be a countable subset of PX such that there is an associated set of density functions
M with respect to a σ-finite measure µ. For n ≥ 1, we denote by Tn and Υn the functions
given by

Tn :

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

X n × M × M → [−1,1]

(x,q,q′) 7→
n∑
k=1

ψ
(√

q′(xi)
q(xi)

)
(5)

with the convention 0/0 = 1, a/0 = +∞ for all a > 0, and

Υn :

∣∣∣∣∣
X n × M
(x,q) 7→ supq′∈M Tn (x,q,q′)

. (6)

For x in X n, we define the (nonvoid) set En(x) by

En(x) =

{
Q = q · µ

∣∣∣∣∣q ∈ M,Υn (x,q) < inf
q′∈M

Υn (x,q′) + 11.36

}
. (7)

We denote by P̂ (n,X,M ) any measurable element of the closure of En(X) with respect to the
Hellinger distance and we call it a ρ-estimator on M . The constant 11.36 is given by (7) and
(19) in [4] but can be replaced by any smaller positive number.

One of the main results of ρ-estimation is Theorem 1 in [4]. For independent random
variables X1, . . . ,Xn, any ρ-estimator P̂ = P̂ (n,X,M ) satisfies an inequality of the form

P

(
C

n

n∑

i=1

h2(Pi,P̂ ) ≤ inf
Q∈M

n−1
n∑

i=1

h2(Pi,Q) +
Dn(M ) + ξ

n

)
≥ 1 − e−ξ, (8)
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where C is a positive numeric constant and Dn(M ) ≥ 1 is a dimension term that measures the
complexity of the model M . This dimension term corresponds to a bound on the ρ-dimension.
It is an important feature of ρ-estimation as it determines the bound on the convergence rate
of the estimator. If we actually dispose of i.i.d. observations with common distribution P in
M , we get

P

(
Ch2(P ,P̂ ) ≤ Dn(M ) + ξ

n

)
≥ 1 − e−ξ,

which leads to the bound Dn(M )/n on the convergence rate, up to a multiplicative constant.
The notion of ρ-dimension is formally introduced in the appendix (Section B).

2.2 From independent to dependent data

To extend the previous result to non-independent samples, we use the following idea which is not
specific to our framework. We state this basic principle in a general context. Let θ̂ : X n → Θ
be an estimator of some quantity θ ∈ Θ. The next result is proven in Section A.1.

Lemma 1. Let l : Θ × Θ → R+ be a loss function, P,Q two distributions on a measurable
space (Y ,X ) and β ∈ (0,1]. Assume that when Y has distribution P

PX∼P

(
l
(
θ̂(X),θ

)
≥ A+

B + ξβ

n

)
≤ e−ξ, ∀ξ > 0, (9)

then, when X has distribution Q

EX∼Q

[
l
(
θ̂(X),θ

)]
≤ A +

B +
(
2 + 3

2
K (Q||P)

)β

n
,

where K is the Kullback-Leibler divergence given by

K(Q||P ) =





∫
log

(
dQ
dP

)
dQ if Q ≪ P,

+∞ otherwise.

Deviation inequalities for ρ-estimators θ̂ have been established under the assumption that
one observes independent random variables X1, . . . ,Xn, hence when the distribution of X =
(X1, . . . ,XN) is P = L(X1) ⊗ · · · ⊗ L(Xn). Our idea is to apply Lemma 1 with a distribution
Q ≪ P, which is not a product probability, in order to establish a risk bound for the estimator
θ̂ when the observations X1, . . . ,Xn are possibly dependent. The quantity K(Q||P) measures
thus a departure from independence. We consider subsets of the original data X1, . . . ,Xn when
this quantity is too big.

Let n be larger than 2. We build subsets of observations by taking them separated by blocks
of length s ∈ N, as described in the diagram below.

① ① ①① ① ①① ①

✝ ✆ ✝ ✆
unused block of length s unused block of length s

. . . . . .

X1 Xs+2 X2s+3

X2 Xs+1 Xs+3 X2s+2 X2s+4

Formally, for s ∈ {0,1, . . . ,smax},smax := ⌊(n− 2)/2⌋ and b ∈ [s+ 1], we define

n(s,b) :=

⌊
n + s+ 1 − b

1 + s

⌋
≥ 2,

5



for i ∈ [n(s,b)]

X
(s,b)
i := Xb+(i−1)(s+1) ∈ X ,∀i ∈ [n(s,b)], (10)

and
X(s,b) :=

(
X

(s,b)
i , i ∈ [n(s,b)]

)
.

We obtain s + 1 subsets X(s,1), . . . ,X(s,s+1) with sizes n(s,1), . . . ,n(s,s + 1) respectively. For
each block b ∈ [s+ 1], we consider the probabilities P∗

s,b and Pind
s,b which are defined by

P∗
s,b := L

(
X(s,b)

)
and Pind

s,b :=
n(s,b)⊗

i=1

L
(
X

(s,b)
i

)
. (11)

We denote for short P∗ := P∗
0,1 the distribution of X = (X1, . . . ,Xn) and Pind := Pind

0,1 =
L(X1) ⊗ · · · ⊗ L(Xn). Our estimator is obtained with the following the statistical procedure.

1. Let s be in {0,1, . . . ,smax}. For b in [s+ 1], we denote by P̂s,b the estimators given by

P̂s,b := P̂
(
n(s,b),X(s,b),M

)
,

where the ρ-estimator P̂
(
n(s,b),X(s,b),M

)
is defined in Section 2.1.

2. We denote by P̂s = P̂s (X,M ) any element of M that satisfies

s+1∑

b=1

n(s,b)h2
(
P̂s,b,P̂s

)
≤ inf

Q∈M

s+1∑

b=1

n(s,b)h2
(
P̂s,b,Q

)
+ ι, (12)

where ι is any fixed constant in (0,1273].

2.3 Main result

We assume that the ρ-dimension function (see Section B) is uniformly bounded by a function
m 7→ Dm(M ) ≥ 1 which is non-decreasing.

Theorem 1. For any random variables X1, . . . ,Xn on (X ,X ), the estimator P̂s = P̂s (X,M )
given by (12) satisfies

EP∗

[
n−1

n∑

i=1

h2
(
Pi, P̂s

)]
≤ c0

n
inf
Q∈M

n∑

i=1

h2 (Pi, Q) (13)

+c1
(s+ 1)

n

[
17 + Dn(s,1)(M )

]
+
c2

n

s+1∑

b=1

K
(
P∗
s,b||Pind

s,b

)
,

where c0 = 602, c1 = 20056/4.7 and c2 = 30084.

The proof of this result is postponed to Section B.1. One can check that we do not need
any assumption on the data to obtain this result. We only need a condition on the model M

which is chosen by the statistician. However a posteriori assumptions are necessary to make
this bound meaningful. It follows from the triangle inequality and (a + b)2 ≤ 2a2 + 2b2 for all
non-negative numbers a and b that for any P ∈ M ,

nh2
(
P ,P̂s

)
≤ 2

n∑

i=1

h2
(
Pi,P̂s

)
+ 2

n∑

i=1

h2
(
Pi,P

)
.

6



We derive from (13) the following

CEP∗

[
h2
(
P , P̂s

)]
≤ (s+ 1)Dn(s,1)(M )

n
+ n−1

n∑

i=1

h2
(
Pi, P

)
(14)

+ n−1
s+1∑

b=1

K
(
P∗
s,b||Pind

s,b

)
,

where C is a universal positive constant. Up to the factor (s+1), the first term in the right-hand
side of this inequality corresponds to the bound we would get if the data were truly i.i.d. with
distribution P ∈ M . In this ideal situation, both the second and third term vanish. When
the data are not identically distributed, the second term is not zero but its size remains small
when most of the true marginal distributions P1, . . . ,Pn lie close enough to an element P ∈ M .
The third term accounts for the fact that the data are possibly dependent. We expect that for
a choice of s that is sufficiently large the observations

X(s,b) :=
(
Xb,Xb+(s+1), . . . , Xb+n(s,b)(s+1)

)
with b ∈ [s+ 1]

be nearly independent and consequently that the quantity n−1
s+1∑
b=1

K
(
P∗
s,b||Pind

s,b

)
be small com-

pared to the first term.

2.4 Robust properties of our estimator

The robustness properties of ρ-estimators in the independent context are illustrated in Section
5 [4]. Let X = (X1, . . . ,Xn) be the true process of interest such that L(Xi) = P for all i in [n].
We actually observe a contaminated version of it. Let Z1, . . . ,Zn be random variables with any
distributions. Let E1, . . . ,En be Bernoulli random variables such that

Yi = EiXi + (1 − Ei)Zi,∀i ∈ [n]. (15)

The next result shows that the mixing regime is not altered by independent contamination/out-
liers. It is proven in Section B.2.

Lemma 2. If E1, . . . ,En,Z1, . . . ,Zn and X are mutually independent, we have

K (L (Y) ||L(Y1) ⊗ · · · ⊗ L(Yn)) ≤ K (L (X) ||L(X1) ⊗ · · · ⊗ L(Xn)) .

We can deduce a corollary of Theorem 1 from this. We define pi by P(Ei = 1) = pi for
i ∈ [n].

Corollary 1. Let P̂s = P̂s (Y,M ) be the estimator given by (12). There is a positive universal
constant C such that in the situation of Lemma 2, we have

CE
[
h2
(
P, P̂s

)]
≤ h2

(
P ,M

)
+ n−1

n∑

i=1

(1 − pi)

+
(s+ 1)Dn(s,1)(M )

n
+ n−1

s+1∑

b=1

K
(
P∗
s,b||Pind

s,b

)
,

where P∗
s,b and Pind

s,b are given by (11).

This result is proven in Section B.3. Inspired by Hüber’s contamination model, we consider
the situation P ∈ M and pi = 1 − ǫcont for all i ∈ [n]. We get

CE
[
h2
(
P,P̂s

)]
≤ ǫcont +

(s+ 1)Dn(s,1)(M )

n
+ n−1

s+1∑

b=1

K
(
P∗
s,b||Pind

s,b

)
.
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Our bound on the convergence rate is not deteriorated as long as the contamination rate ǫcont
is small compared to the other terms. Equally, we can consider the case where the Ei are
deterministic, i.e. there is a subset I ⊂ [n] such that P(Ei = 0) = 1i∈I . We get

CE
[
h2
(
P,P̂s

)]
≤ |I|

n
+

(s+ 1)Dn(s,1)(M )

n
+ n−1

s+1∑

b=1

K
(
P∗
s,b||Pind

s,b

)
.

As before, our bound on the convergence rate is not deteriorated as long as the proportion of
outliers |I|/n is small compared to the other terms on the right hand side.

2.5 The particular case of Markov chains

Under the assumption that X1, . . . ,Xn is a Markov chain, the quantity K
(
P∗
s,b||P(s,b)

ind

)
can be

written in a form given in the lemma below.

Lemma 3. If X is a Markov chain,

K (L (X) ||L (X1) ⊗ · · · ⊗ L (Xn)) =
n∑

i=2

I(σ(Xi),σ(Xi+1)),

where
I(σ(Xi),σ(Xi+1)) := K (L(Xi,Xi+1)||L(Xi) ⊗ L(Xi+1)) . (16)

In particular for all s in {0,1, . . . ,smax} and all b in [s+ 1],

K
(
P∗
s,b||P(s,b)

ind

)
=

n(s,b)∑

i=2

I
(
σ(X

(s,b)
i ),σ(X

(s,b)
i+1 )

)
,

where the X
(s,b)
i are given by (10).

This result is proven in Section B.4. It tells us that for Markov chains we only need to
consider the simpler quantities I(σ(Xi),σ(Xi+s+1)) referred to as coefficient of information by
Bradley [8]. This result also extends to hidden Markov models.

Lemma 4. If (Xi,Hi)1≤i≤n is a HMM, we have

K (L (X) ||L (X1) ⊗ · · · ⊗ L (Xn)) ≤
n∑

i=2

I(σ(Hi−1),σ(Hi)).

In particular for all s in {0,1, . . . ,smax} and all b in [s+ 1],

K
(
P∗
s,b||P(s,b)

ind

)
≤

n(s,b)−1∑

i=1

I
(
σ(Hb+(i−1)(s+1)),σ(Hb+i(s+1))

)
.

The proof of this result is postponed to Section B.5. This means that for HMMs we only
need to consider the coefficients of information of the hidden chain. In what follows we consider
different processes for which the coefficient of information has an exponential decay. In that
case there exist positive constants C and r such that

n−1
s+1∑

b=1

K
(
P∗
s,b||Pind

s,b

)
≤ Ce−rs,

for all s in {0,1, . . . ,smax}. For s ≥ r−1 logn the quantity n−1
s+1∑
b=1

K
(
P∗
s,b||Pind

s,b

)
is small com-

pared to the first term on the right hand side in (14), as it cannot be of order smaller than 1/n.
Such a constant r is usually not known in practice but taking s of order log2 n ensures that for n
large enough the quantity we consider remains small compared to the term (s+1)Dn(s,1)(M )/n.
We pay the price of not knowing the constant r with a worse logarithmic term in the latter
quantity.
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3 Estimation of the invariant distribution of a diffusion

process

We consider some diffusion processes that have been investigated by Royer [19] and use the
same vocabulary that they introduced.

3.1 Langevin equation

Let d be a positive integer and U : Rd → R be a function of class C2. The Langevin equation
is the following stochastic differential equation

dYt = dBt − ∇U(Yt)dt, (17)

where B = (Bt)t≥0 is a d-dimensional Brownian motion. Its solution are called Kolmogorov
processes in Royer [19]. We assume that U satisfies the following.

Assumption 1. The function U is convex on Rd and there exists a positive constant λ(U) such
that the smallest eigenvalue of the Hessian matrix U ′′(x) at x ∈ Rd is not smaller than λ(U)
for all x in Rd. Besides we have

inf
x∈Rd

{
||∇U(x)||22 − Tr (U ′′(x))

}
> −∞, (18)

where Tr(A) is the trace of the matrix A.

Under our assumption on the eigenvalues of U ′′,
∫
Rd e−αU(x)dx is finite for all α > 0 and we

may define the probability measure P with density p with respect to the Lebesgue measure on
Rd given by

p(x) = Z−1 exp(−2U(x)) with Z =
∫

Rd
e−2U(x)dx. (19)

The probability P is the invariant probability distribution with respect to the semi-group
associated to the Langevin equation (see Lemma 2.2.23 [19]).

Lemma 5. Let (Yt)t≥0 be a stationary solution of the Langevin equation associated to a convex
function U that satisfies Assumption 1. For all s0 > 0, there exists a positive constant C(U,s0)
such that for all t > 0 and s ≥ s0, we have

I(σ(Yt), σ(Yt+s)) ≤ C(U,s0) exp(−2λ(U)s).

This result is proven in Section C.2. We aim to estimate P from discrete observations of a
stationary Kolmogorov process.

3.2 The framework

We consider the following statistical model for the observations X1,X2, . . . ,Xn. For all i ∈ [n],
Xi = Yti where Y = (Yt)t≥0 is a stationary solution of the Langevin equation (17) for some
unknown convex function U that satisfies Assumption 1 and ti+1 = ti + ∆t for all i ∈ [n − 1].
As a consequence of (19), the Xi are distributed according to the invariant measure P which
has a log-concave density p : x 7→ Z−1 exp(−2U(x)) with respect to the Lebesgue measure. We
therefore consider the set of distributions that admit a log-concave density on Rd with respect
to the Lebesgue measure. As usual, this describes our statistical model but we do not want to
assume that it perfectly describes reality. In the following section we recall some results about
the problem of estimating a log-concave density from i.i.d. observations.
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3.3 log-concave densities

We refer to Kim & Samworth [12] for the problem of estimating of log-concave densities from
i.i.d. observations in low dimensions (d ∈ [3]). Kur et al. [13] investigated the same problem
in higher dimensions (d ≥ 4). We denote by Fd the set of upper semi-continuous, log-concave
probability densities with respect to the Lebesgue measure, equipped with the σ-algebra it
inherits as a subset of L1(Rd). We denote by Fd the associated set of probability distributions
on Rd. For f ∈ Fd, we define

xf :=
∫

Rd
xf(x)dx ∈ Rd and Σf :=

∫

Rd
(x− µf)(x− µf)

Tf(x)dx ∈ Rd×d.

For a symmetric, positive-definite d × d matrix Σ, we denote by λmin(Σ) and λmax(Σ) the
smallest and largest eigenvalues respectively of Σ. For 0 < λ− < λ+ < ∞ and M > 0, we define

Fλ−,λ+,M := {f ∈ Fd; ||xf || ≤ M,Σ ∈ Sym(λ−,λ+)} ,
where

Sym(λ−,λ+) = {Σ covariance matrix, λ− ≤ λmin(Σ) ≤ λmax(Σ) ≤ λ+} .
We denote by Fλ−,λ+,M the class of probability distributions associated to Fλ−,λ+,M .

Given a subset A of a class P of probability distributions and ǫ ≥ 0, we say that A [ǫ] is
an ǫ-net of A if A [ǫ] ⊂ P and for all Q in A there exists R in A [ǫ] such that h (Q,R) ≤ ǫ.
The case ǫ = 0 corresponds to A [ǫ] being dense in A . The following result is proven in Section
C.3 and based on the work of Kim & Samworth [12] for d ∈ [3] and Kur et al. [13] for d ≥ 4.

Lemma 6. For all positive ǫ there exists an ǫ-net Fλ−,λ+,M [ǫ] such that

|Fλ−,λ+,M [ǫ]| ≤





9

η1

M(λ+ − λ−)

λ
3/2
−

eK1ǫ−1/2

for d = 1,

38π

η3
2

M2(λ+ − λ−)2λ+

λ4
−

eK2ǫ−1 log
3/2
++(1/ǫ) for d = 2,

27327/2π3

η6
3

M3(λ+ − λ−)3λ3
+

λ
15/2
−

eK3ǫ−2

for d = 3,

where ηd and Kd are constants given in Theorem 4 [12] that only depend on d, and with
log++(x) = max(1, log x). For d ≥ 4 and all positive ǫ there exists an ǫ-net Fλ−,λ+,M [ǫ] such
that

|Fλ−,λ+,M [ǫ]| ≤ Cd
λ
d(d−1)/2
+ Md(λ+ − λ−)d

λ
d(d+1)/2
−

exp
(
Kdǫ

−(d−1) log(d+1)(d+2)/2(ǫ−1)
)
,

where ηd and Kd are constants that only depend on d.

3.3.1 The case d ∈ {1,2,3}
Let Fλ−,λ+,M [ǫ] be a ǫ-net of Fλ−,λ+,M that satisfies the bound given in Lemma 6 for

λ+ = λ−1
− = M :=





exp
(
K1 (n/ logn)1/5

)
for d = 1,

exp
(
K2n

1/3 log2/3 n
)

for d = 2,

exp
(
K3 (n/ logn)1/2

)
for d = 3,

(20)

and

ǫ :=





n−2/5 log2/5 n for d = 1,

n−1/3 log5/6 n for d = 2,

n−1/4 log1/4 n for d = 3.

(21)

The following result holds and its proof can be found in Section C.1.
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Theorem 2. Let n ≥ 3 and X1,X2, . . . ,Xn be arbitrary random variables with marginal dis-
tributions P1, . . . ,Pn. The ρ-estimator P̂s given by (12) with M = Fλ−,λ+,M [ǫ] satisfies for all
P ∈ PX

CdE
[
h2
(
P , P̂s

)]
≤ h2

(
P ,Fλ−,λ+,M

)
+ n−1

n∑

i=1

h2
(
Pi,P

)
(22)

+ n−1
s+1∑

b=1

K
(
P∗
s,b||Pind

s,b

)

+





n−4/5
(
log4/5 n+ s log−1/5 n

)
for d = 1,

n−2/3
(
log5/3 n+ s log2/3 n

)
for d = 2,

n−1/2
(
log1/2 n+ s log−1/2 n

)
for d = 3,

for positive constants C1,C2,C3. In particular if the model described in Section 3.2 is exact and
s ≥ (2λ(U))−1 log n, there exists a positive constant C(U,d,∆t) such that for n large enough

C(U,d,∆t)E
[
h2
(
P, P̂s

)]
≤





n−4/5
(
log4/5 n+ s log−1/5 n

)
for d = 1,

n−2/3
(
log5/3 n+ s log2/3 n

)
for d = 2,

n−1/2
(
log1/2 n+ s log−1/2 n

)
for d = 3,

where P is the invariant distribution given by (19).

Inequality (22) is a consequence of Theorem 1 and does not require any assumption on the
data. The last term comes from the control of the dimension of the net Fλ−,λ+,M [ǫ] and the
choice of ǫ given by (21). Ideally, most of the distributions Pi lie in a small neighborhood of
a distribution P in Fλ−,λ+,M so that the first two terms in the bound remain small compared
to the last term. Those two terms vanish when the model is exact and a good choice of s

guarantees the term n−1
s+1∑
b=1

K
(
P∗
s,b||Pind

s,b

)
is negligible with respect to the last one.

We can derive convergence rates for the optimal choice of s given λ(U). One can check that
up to a logarithmic factor, we obtain the same rates as Theorem 5 [12] in the i.i.d. case. Our
power of log n is even better for d = 3. As mentioned in Section 2.5, the knowledge of λ(U)
is not necessary to obtain convergence rates. We obtain slightly worse powers of logn in the
convergence rates for s of order log2 n. We can also derive results for i.i.d. observations from

(22) by taking the term n−1
s+1∑
b=1

K
(
P∗
s,b||Pind

s,b

)
down to 0 which provides a result for the robust

estimation of a log-concave density from i.i.d. observations.
In order to illustrate the robustness of our estimators we consider the situation of Section

2.4. Let Z1, . . . ,Zn be random variables with any distributions and E1, . . . ,En be Bernoulli
random variables such that for all i ∈ [n],

Xi = EiYt1+(i−1)∆t + (1 − Ei)Zi,

where (Yt)t is a stationary solution of the Langevin equation (17) for some unknown convex
function U that satisfies Assumption 1.

Corollary 2. Let P̂s be the estimator given by (12) with M = Fλ−,λ+,M [ǫ]. If E1, . . . ,En,Z1, . . . ,Zn
and X are mutually independent, there exists a positive constant C(U,d,∆t) such that for
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s ≥ (2λ(U))−1 log n we have

C(U,d,∆t)E
[
h2
(
P , P̂s

)]
≤ n−1

n∑

i=1

(1 − pi) (23)

+





n−4/5
(
log4/5 n+ s log−1/5 n

)
for d = 1,

n−2/3
(
log5/3 n+ s log2/3 n

)
for d = 2,

n−1/2
(
log1/2 n+ s log−1/2 n

)
for d = 3,

,

where pi = P(Ei = 1) for all i ∈ [n].

One can see that our deviation bound is not significantly worse as long as the average

proportion of contamination n−1
n∑
i=1

(1 − pi) remains small compared to the last term on the

right hand side of (23).

3.3.2 The case d ≥ 4

Let Fλ−,λ+,M [ǫ] be an ǫ-net of Fλ−,λ+,M that satisfies the bound given in Lemma 5 with

λ+ = λ−1
− = exp

(
ǫ−(d−1) log(d+1)(d+2)/2(ǫ−1)

d2

)
(24)

M = exp

(
ǫ−(d−1) log(d+1)(d+2)/2(ǫ−1)

d

)
, (25)

with
ǫ = n− 1

d+1 log
1

d+1
+ d+2

2 n. (26)

The following result holds and its proof can be found in Section C.1.

Theorem 3. Let n ≥ 3 and X1,X2, . . . ,Xn be arbitrary random variables with marginal dis-
tributions P1, . . . ,Pn. The ρ-estimator P̂s given by (12) with M = Fλ−,λ+,M [ǫ] satisfies for all
P ∈ PX

CdEP∗

[
h2
(
P , P̂s

)]
≤ h2

(
P,Fλ−,λ+,M

)
+ n−1

n∑

i=1

h2
(
Pi,P

)

+ n−1
s+1∑

b=1

K
(
P∗
s,b||Pind

s,b

)

+ n− 2
d+1

(
logd+2+ 2

d+1 n+ s logd+1+ 2
d+1 n

)
.

In particular if the model described in Section 3.2 is exact and s ≥ (2λ(U))−1 logn, there exists
a positive constant C(U,d,∆t) such that for n large enough

C(U,d,∆t)E
[
h2
(
P , P̂s

)]
≤ n− 2

d+1

(
logd+2+ 1

d+1 n + s logd+1+ 2
d+1 n

)
,

where P is the invariant distribution given by (19).

This result is equivalent to Theorem 2 and the comments that applied to it also apply now.
Our estimator is also robust and tolerates a higher contamination rate as the convergence rate
is slower. One can check that up to a logarithmic factor, we have the same rate that Kur et al.
[13] obtain for the estimation of log-concave estimation from i.i.d. observations. We can derive
a result equivalent to Corollary 2 for d ≥ 4. Our estimator can tolerate an average proportion

of contamination of order not larger than n− 2
d+1 logd+2+ 2

d+1 n without its performance being
significantly deteriorated.

12



4 Hidden Markov models

4.1 Stationary hidden Markov models

Let (Yi,Hi)i be a finite state space HMM with parameters (K∗,w∗,Q∗,F ∗). If w∗ is invariant
with respect to Q∗, then the process (Yi,Hi)i is stationary. As explained in the introduction,
we aim at estimating the different parameters through the distribution of consecutive obser-
vations. For L ≥ 2 we define PL = Pw∗,Q∗,F ∗ with PW ∗,Q∗,F ∗ defined by (1), and we have
L(Yi,Yi+1, . . . ,Yi+L−1) = PL for all i. We have identically distributed but dependent random
variables from which we can estimate PL. It is possible to relax the stationary assumption.

Assumption 2. Let (Yi,Hi)i be a finite state space HMM with parameters (K∗,w∗,Q∗,F ∗) such
that Q∗ is irreducible and aperiodic.

In this case we do not have identically distributed observations anymore. However the
distribution L (Yi, . . . ,Yi+L−1) converges exponentially fast to the distribution

P ∗ = Pπ∗,Q∗,F ∗, (27)

where π∗ is the only invariant distribution with respect to Q∗.

4.2 The framework

Let Y1,Y2, . . . ,YN be random variables taking values in a measurable space (Y ,Y). Let L be
in {2,3, . . . ,⌊N/2⌋} and n be the integer given by n = N + 1 − L. We define the new random
variables

Xi = (Yi,Yi+1, . . . ,Yi+L−1) ,i = 1, . . . ,n, (28)

taking values in the measurable space (X ,X ) =
(
Y L,Y⊗L

)
. We follow the notation established

in Section 2.
We denote PY the class of all probability distributions on (Y ,Y). For K ≥ 2 and subsets

F 1, . . . ,FK of PY , we denote by H

(
K,F 1, . . . ,FK

)
the set of distributions defined by

H

(
K,F 1, . . . ,FK

)
:=

{
Pw,Q,F ;

∀k ∈ [K], w ∈ WK ,
Q ∈ TK , Fk ∈ F k

}
⊂ PX , (29)

where Pw,Q,F is given by (1),

TK =



Q ∈ [0,1]K×K;

K∑

j=1

Qij = 1, ∀i ∈ {1, . . . ,K}


 , (30)

and WK =
{
w ∈ [0,1]K ;w1 + · · · + wK = 1

}
. (31)

We call emission models the sets F 1, . . . ,FK . Let M be a non-empty subset of H

(
K,F 1, . . . ,FK

)
.

4.3 Estimation

Let ν be a σ-finite measure on (Y ,Y) and we denote by µ the associated σ-finite measure on
(X ,X ) given by µ := ν⊗L. We consider emission models that satisfy the following.

Assumption 3. We dispose of countable sets Fi,i = 1, . . . ,K of probability density functions
(with respect to ν) such that
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1. for all k in [K], the set of distributions Fi := {f · ν; f ∈ Fi} is an ǫ-net of F i with respect
to the Hellinger distance;

2. for any k1, . . . ,kL ∈ [K], the class of functions

Fk1,...,kL
=
{
x ∈ Y

L 7→ f1(x1) . . . fL(xL); fl ∈ Fkl
, ∀l ∈ [L]

}

is VC-subgraph with VC-index not larger than Vk1,...,kL
. Then we write

V :=
∑

1≤k1,...,kL≤K
Vk1,...,kL

. (32)

We refer to van der Vaart & Wellner [21] (Section 2.6.5) and Baraud et al. [2] (Section 8) as
an introduction to VC-subgraph classes of functions. We just mention the following example.
Any finite set F of real-valued functions is VC-subgraph with VC-index V (F) that satisfies

V (F) ≤ 1 + log2(|F|). (33)

Therefore we can consider finite ǫ-nets as we did in Section 3. We also show in Section 4.3.2
that exponential families satisfy our assumption.

We consider countable approximations of WK and TK given by

Wδ,K := WK ∩ ([δ,1] ∩ Q)K and Tδ,K := TK ∩ ([δ,1] ∩ Q)K×K , (34)

for 0 < δ ≤ 1/K. We define Hδ by

Hδ := {Pw,Q,f ;w ∈ Wδ,K , Q ∈ Tδ,K , fk ∈ Fk,∀i ∈ [K]} , (35)

where the sets (Fk)1≤k≤K are given in Assumption 3. This lower bound δ is a technicality for
bounding the dimension of our model. We define the countable set of distributions

Mδ :=




Pw,Q,F ∈ Hδ; ∃Pw′,Q′,F ′ ∈ M ,

h2 (Qk·,Q
′
k·) ≤ (K − 1)δ

h (Fk,F
′
k) ≤ ǫ,∀k ∈ [K],

h2 (w,w′) ≤ (K − 1)δ,




, (36)

which is a good approximation of M for small values of δ and ǫ. We denote by P̂s,δ the estimator

P̂s,δ := P̂s (Mδ,X) , (37)

as defined by (12). The following theorem is proven in Section D.1.

Theorem 4. Let N ≥ K+L and Y1, . . . ,YN be arbitrary random variables. Under Assumption
3, let P̂s = P̂s,δ be the estimator given by (37) with

δ =
V

n(s,1)(K − 1)
∧ 1

K
. (38)

There exists a positive constant C such that for all P ∈ PX ,

CE
[
h2
(
P , P̂s

)]
≤ h2

(
P ,M

)
+ n−1

n∑

i=1

h2
(
P , Pi

)
+ n−1

s+1∑

b=1

K
(
P∗
s,b||Pind

s,b

)

+ Lǫ2 + (s+ 1)LV
logn

n
. (39)

In particular under Assumption 2, there exist positive constants C(Q∗) and c(Q∗) such that for
s ≥ c(Q∗) logn ∨ (L− 1) we have

C(Q∗)E
[
h2
(
P ∗, P̂s

)]
≤ h2

(
P ∗,M

)
+ Lǫ2 + LV

s logn

n
, (40)

where P ∗ is given by (27).
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Inequality (39) is a consequence of Theorem 1 and does not require any assumption on the
data. The last two terms come respectively from the approximation of M by M and the control
of the dimension of M . Ideally, we can take P in M such that most of the distributions Pi lie
in a small neighborhood of P so that the first two terms in the bound remain small compared to
the last term. Under Assumption 2 the quantity

∑n
i=1 h

2(P ∗,Pi) is bounded and a good choice
of s guarantees the term n−1∑s+1

b=1 K(P∗
s,b||Pind

s,b ) to be negligible with respect to the last one.
The optimal choice of s depends on a constant c(Q∗) which relates to the spectral gap of Q∗.
We distinguish two cases in order to obtain convergence rates over the class

H
∗
(
K,F 1, . . . ,FK

)
(41)

:=




Pw,Q,F ∈ H

(
K,F 1, . . . ,FK

)
;
Q irreducible ,
Q aperiodic,
and w = Qw




.

The first case is when we satisfy Assumption 3 with ǫ = 0. In that situation and for P ∗ in
M = H

(
K,F 1, . . . ,FK

)
the first two terms in (40) vanish. For the optimal choice of s

our estimator achieves the convergence rate n−1 log2 n with respect to the squared Hellinger
distance over H ∗

(
K,F 1, . . . ,FK

)
. This means that up to a logarithmic term we achieve the

optimal rate 1/n in the independent context (see Birgé [6]). As mentioned in Section 2.5, the
knowledge of c(Q∗) is not necessary to obtain convergence rates. We only obtain slightly worse
powers of logn in the convergence rates for s = log2 n.
The second case is when we cannot take ǫ = 0. In that situation the term V depends on ǫ and
we proceed as in Section 3. We obtain a convergence rate taking ǫ that goes to 0 with n at a
rate that balances the last two terms in (40). This happens when ǫ2/V is of order n−1 up to a
logarithmic term. We put it in application in Section 4.3.1.

In order to illustrate the robustness of our estimators we consider the situation of Section
2.4. Let Z1, . . . ,ZN be random variables with any distributions and E1, . . . ,EN be Bernoulli
random variables such that for all i ∈ [N ],

Yi = EiY
′
i + (1 −Ei)Zi,

where Y′ satisfy Assumption 2. The following result is proven in Section D.2.

Corollary 3. Let N ≥ K + L and P̂s = P̂s,δ be the estimator given by (37) with δ given by
(38). If E1, . . . ,EN ,Z1, . . . ,ZN and Y′ are mutually independent, there exist positive constants
C(Q∗) and c(Q∗) such that for s ≥ c(Q∗) logn we have

C(Q∗)E
[
h2
(
P ∗, P̂s

)]
≤ h2

(
P ∗,M

)
+
L

N

N∑

i=1

(1 − pi) (42)

+ Lǫ2 + LV
s logn

n
,

where pi = P(Ei = 1) for all i ∈ [N ] and δ is given by (38).

One can see that our deviation bound is not significantly worse as long as the average

proportion of contamination L
N

N∑
i=1

(1 − pi) remains small compared to the last two terms. One

would typically look at the following situation. We assume that the model is well specified, i.e.
P ∗ ∈ M . For Hüber’s contamination model, i.e. pi = 1 − αcont for all i ∈ [N ], we get

C(Q∗)E
[
h2
(
P ∗, P̂s

)]
≤ L

[
αcont + ǫ2 + V

s logn

n

]
, (43)
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for s ≥ c(Q∗) logn. The bound on the convergence rate is not deteriorated as long as the
contamination rate αcont is small compared to ǫ2 + V s logn

n
. We can also consider the situation

where P (Ei = 0) = 1i∈I for some subset I ⊂ [N ]. We get

C(Q∗)E
[
h2
(
P ∗, P̂s

)]
≤ L

[
|I|
N

+ ǫ2 + V
s logn

n

]
, (44)

for s ≥ c(Q∗) logn. As before, our bound on the convergence rate is not deteriorated as long
as the proportion of outliers |I|/N is small compared to ǫ2 + V s logn

n
.

4.3.1 log-concave emission densities

We use results and notation given in Section 3. Let d be a positive integer and ǫ ∈ (0,1).
Let Fλ−,λ+,M [ǫ] be an ǫ-net of Fλ−,λ+,M that satisfies the bound given in Lemma 5. We take
F k = Fλ−,λ+,M for all k ∈ [K] and satisfy Assumption 3 with

V = KL
(
1 + L log2

(
|Fλ−,λ+,M [ǫ]|

))
. (45)

We take M = H

(
K,Fλ−,λ+,M , . . . ,Fλ−,λ+,M

)
. We distinguish the two cases d ∈ {1,2,3} and

d ≥ 4.
For d ∈ {1,2,3} we take λ+,λ−,M as in (20) and ǫ as in (21). The following result holds and

its proof can be found in Section D.3.

Theorem 5. Let N ≥ K + L and P̂s = P̂s,δ be the estimator given by (37) with δ given by
(38). There exist positive constants C1,C2,C3 such that for all P ∈ PX ,

CdE
[
h2
(
P, P̂s

)]
≤ h2

(
P,M

)
+ n−1

n∑

i=1

h2
(
Pi,P

)
(46)

+ n−1
s+1∑

b=1

K
(
P∗
s,b||Pind

s,b

)

+ (s+ 1)L2KL ×





n−4/5 log4/5 n for d = 1,

n−2/3 log5/3 n for d = 2,

n−1/2 log1/2 n for d = 3.

In particular under Assumption 2, there exist positive constants C(Q∗) and c(Q∗) such that for
s ≥ c(Q∗) logn we have

C(Q∗)E
[
h2
(
P ∗, P̂s

)]
≤ h2

(
P ∗,M

)
+ sL2KL ×





n−4/5 log4/5 n for d = 1,

n−2/3 log5/3 n for d = 2,

n−1/2 log1/2 n for d = 3,

where P ∗ is given by (27).

Inequality (46) is a consequence of Theorem 4 and does not require any assumption on the
data. We can deduce convergence rates over the class H ∗ (K,Fd, . . . ,Fd), where Fd is the set
of distributions with log-concave densities defined in Section 3. For the optimal choice of s, we
have

C(Q∗)E
[
h2
(
P ∗, P̂s

)]
≤ L2KL ×





n−4/5 log9/5 n for d = 1,

n−2/3 log8/3 n for d = 2,

n−1/2 log3/2 n for d = 3,

(47)
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for all P ∗ in H ∗ (K,Fd, . . . ,Fd). We see that we have a worse power of logn compared to
Theorem 2. It comes from an additional logarithmic factor in the dimension term for HMMs.
Corollary 3 tells us our estimator is also robust to contamination and outliers. Let us illustrate
it for d = 1. We can see from (43) that our bound is not significantly worse as long as the
contamination rate αcont is of order not larger than n−4/5 log9/5 n. Similarly (44) tells us that a
number |I| of outliers of order not larger than n1/5 log9/5 n does not significantly deteriorate our
bound on the convergence rate of our estimator. We can follow the same train of thought for
d = 2 and d = 3 and deduce the level of contamination or outliers our estimator can tolerate
before its performance significantly worsens.

For d ≥ 4 we take λ+,λ
−1
− as in (24), M as in (25) and ǫ as in (26). The following result

holds and its proof can be found in Section D.3.

Theorem 6. Let N ≥ K + L and P̂s = P̂s,δ be the estimator given by (37) with δ given by
(38). There exist a positive constant Cd such that for all P ∈ PX,

CdE
[
h2
(
P, P̂s

)]
≤ h2

(
P ,M

)
+ n−1

n∑

i=1

h2
(
Pi,P

)

+ n−1
s+1∑

b=1

K
(
P∗
s,b||Pind

s,b

)

+ (s+ 1)L2KLn− 2
d+1 logd+2+ 2

d+1 n.

In particular under Assumption 2, there exist positive constants C(Q∗) and c(Q∗) such that for
s ≥ c(Q∗) logn we have

C(Q∗)E
[
h2
(
P ∗, P̂s

)]
≤ h2

(
P ∗,M

)
+ sL2KLn− 2

d+1 logd+2+ 2
d+1 n, (48)

where P ∗ is given by (27).

Inequality (46) does not require any assumption on the data. We can deduce convergence
rates over the class H ∗ (K,Fd, . . . ,Fd). For the optimal choice of s, we have

C(Q∗)E
[
h2
(
P ∗,P̂s

)]
≤ L2KLn− 2

d+1 logd+3+ 2
d+1 n

for all P ∗ ∈ H ∗ (K,Fd, . . . ,Fd). As for d ≤ 3, we have the same rate as in Section 3 with a
worse power of log n due to the higher complexity of HMMs. Our estimator is also robust to
contamination and outliers. We can see from (43) that our bound is not significantly worse as

long as the contamination rate αcont is of order not larger than n− 2
d+1 logd+3+ 2

d+1 n. Similarly

(44) tells us that a number of outliers of order not larger than n
d−1
d+1 logd+3+ 2

d+1 n does not
significantly deteriorate our bound on the convergence rate of our estimator.

4.3.2 Exponential families as emission models

We introduce exponential families as follow. Let d be a positive integer and η : Θ → Rd be a
function over a non-empty set Θ. Let T : Y → Rd and B : Y → R be measurable functions
such that ∫

Y

e〈η(θ),T (x)〉+B(x)ν(dx) < ∞, ∀θ ∈ Θ,

we denote by E
(
Θ,η,T,d,B

)
the exponential family defined by

E
(
Θ,η,T,d,B

)
:=
{
fθ : x 7→ e〈η(θ),T (x)〉+A(θ)+B(x); θ ∈ Θ

}
, (49)

where

A(θ) := − log
(∫

Y

e〈η(θ),T (x)〉+B(x)ν(dx)
)
.

It is a set of probability density functions with respect to ν.
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Assumption 4. For all k ∈ {1, . . . ,K},

1. F k is of the form
F k =

{
q · ν; q ∈ E

(
Θk,ηk,Tk,dk,Bk

)}
, (50)

2. Θk is a countable subset of Θk such that

Fk =
{
q · ν; q ∈ E

(
Θk,ηk|Θk

,Tk,dk,Bk

)}

is a dense subset of F k.

The next result is proven in Section D.4 and shows that the last assumption is sufficient to
satisfy our main assumption.

Proposition 1. Under Assumption 4, we satisfy Assumption 3 with ǫ = 0 and Vk1,...,kL
=

3 +
L∑

kl=1
dkl

. Therefore we have

V = 3KL + LKL−1 (d1 + · · · + dK) . (51)

We can see that the constant V does not depend on X but on the dimensions d1, . . . ,dK
which is the actual measure of the complexity of the exponential families. To our knowledge,
the existence of a countable dense subset is satisfied for all the common exponential families.
We obtain the following result for M ⊂ H

(
K,F 1, . . . ,FK

)
.

Corollary 4. Let N ≥ K + L and P̂s = P̂s,δ be the estimator given by (37) with δ given by
(38). There exists a positive constant C such that for all P ∈ PX, we have

CE
[
h2
(
P , P̂s,δ

)]
≤ h2

(
P,M

)
+ n−1

n∑

i=1

h2
(
P,Pi

)

+ n−1
s+1∑

b=1

K
(
P∗
s,b||Pind

s,b

)

+ (s+ 1)LKL−1 (K + L(d1 + · · · + dK)) log n.

In particular under Assumption 2, there exist positive constants C(Q∗) and c(Q∗) such that for
s ≥ c(Q∗) logn we have

C(Q∗)E
[
h2
(
P ∗,P̂s

)]
≤ h2

(
P ∗,M

)
(52)

+ LKL−1 (K + L(d1 + · · · + dK))
s logn

n
,

where P ∗ is given by (27).

This result is a direct consequence of Theorem 4 and Proposition 1. We can deduce a bound
on the convergence rate over H ∗

(
K,F 1, . . . ,FK

)
. For the optimal choice of s, we have

C(Q∗)E
[
h2
(
P ∗, P̂s

)]
≤ LKL−1 (K + L(d1 + · · · + dK))

log2 n

n
,

for all P ∗ in H ∗
(
K,F 1, . . . ,FK

)
. We obtain the optimal 1/n rate with respect to the squared

Hellinger distance, up to a logarithmic factor. Corollary 3 shows that our estimator is also
robust to contamination and outliers. From (43) we see that our bound is not significantly
worse as long as the contamination rate αcont is of order not larger than n−1 log2 n. Similarly,
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we get from (44) that the performance of our estimator is not altered as long as the number of
outliers |I| is of order not larger than log2 n.

Let us illustrate how Corollary 4 applies with the following example. Let d be a positive
integer and Cov+∗(d) be the set of d× d symmetric and positive-definite matrices. For z ∈ Rd

and Σ ∈ Cov+∗(d), we denote by gz,Σ the density function of the normal distribution N (z,Σ)
with respect to the Lebesgue measure given by

gz,Σ(x) :=
1√

(2π)d|Σ|
exp

(
−(z −m)TΣ−1(z −m)

2

)
, (53)

where |Σ| denotes the determinant of Σ. Let Gd be the location-scale family of densities given
by Gd := {gz,Σ; z ∈ Rd,Σ ∈ Cov+∗(d)}. One can check it is an exponential family with

Gd = E
(
Rd × Cov+∗(d), η, T, d(d+3)

2
, 0
)

where

T (x) =
(
x,
(
x2
i

)
1≤i≤d

, (xixj)1≤i<j≤d

)
and

η(z,Σ) =
(

Σ−1z,−1

2

(
Σ−1
ii

)
1≤i≤d

,−
(
Σ−1
ij

)
1≤i<j≤d

)
.

For a fixed Σ we denote by Gloc(Σ) the associated location family given by Gloc(Σ) := {gz,Σ; z ∈
Rd}. It is also an exponential family with Gloc(Σ) = E

(
Rd × Cov+∗(d), η, T, d, B

)
, where

η(z) = Σ−1z, T (x) = x and B(x) = −xTΣ−1x

2
.

We denote by Gd and Gloc(Σ) respectively, the sets of probability distributions associated to Gd
and Gloc(Σ). The next result is a consequence of Corollary 4.

Theorem 7. Let N ≥ K + L and Y1, . . . ,YN be arbitrary random variables.

• Let P̂s = P̂s,δ be the estimator given by (37) with M = H (K,Gd, . . . ,Gd) and δ given by
(38). There exists a positive constant C such that for all P ∈ PX

CE
[
h2
(
P, P̂s

)]
≤ h2

(
P,M

)
+ n−1

n∑

i=1

h2
(
P,Pi

)

n−1
s+1∑

b=1

K
(
P∗
s,b||Pind

s,b

)

+ (s+ 1)L2KLd(d+ 3)
logn

n
. (54)

In particular under Assumption 2 there exist positive constants C(Q∗) and c(Q∗) such
that for s ≥ c(Q∗) logn we have

C(Q∗)E
[
h2
(
P ∗, P̂s

)]
≤ h2 (P ∗,M ) + (s+ 1)L2KLd(d+ 3)

logn

n
,

where P ∗ is given by (27).

• Let P̂s = P̂s,δ be the estimator given by (37) with M = H (K,Gloc(Σ), . . . ,Gloc(Σ)) and δ
given by (38). There exists a positive constant C such that for all P ∈ PX

CE
[
h2
(
P, P̂s

)]
≤ h2

(
P,M

)
+ n−1

n∑

i=1

h2
(
P,Pi

)

+ n−1
s+1∑

b=1

K
(
P∗
s,b||Pind

s,b

)

+ (s+ 1)L2KLd
logn

n
, (55)
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for any Σ in Cov+∗(d). In particular under Assumption 2 there exist positive constants
C(Q∗) and c(Q∗) such that for s ≥ c(Q∗) log n we have

C(Q∗)E
[
h2
(
P ∗, P̂s

)]
≤ h2

(
P ∗,M

)
+ (s+ 1)L2KLd

logn

n
,

where P ∗ is given by (27).

Inequalities (54) and (55) are consequences of Corollary 4 and do not require any assumption
on the data. We deduce bounds on the convergence rate of our estimator over H ∗ (K,Gd, . . . ,Gd)
and H ∗ (K,Gloc(Σ), . . . ,Gloc(Σ)). For the optimal choice of s we obtain the rate n−1 log2 n
with respect to the squared Hellinger distance both for P ∗ ∈ H ∗ (K,Gd, . . . ,Gd) and P ∗ ∈
H ∗ (K,Gloc(Σ), . . . ,Gloc(Σ)). This rate is optimal up to a logarithmic factor. We can see that
the dependence on the dimension d is linear for the model H (K,Gloc(Σ), . . . ,Gloc(Σ)) while its
quadratic for H ∗ (K,Gd, . . . ,Gd).

We can obtain similar results for any exponential family. It is also possible to consider
hidden Markov models with different exponential families as emission models. The next section
investigates the estimation of the parameters.

Estimation of the parameters with emission exponential families

We say that π̂, Q̂ and F̂ are ρ-estimators of π∗, Q∗ and F ∗ if Pŵ,Q̂,F̂ = P̂s,δ is an estimator of
P ∗ given by (37). If we consider models of densities that are uniformly bounded, we can use (3)
and Theorem 9 of Lehéricy [15] to deduce risk bounds for the parameter estimators. It is also
possible to use the results of Ibragimov and Has’minskĭı [10] for regular parametric models.

We consider that Assumption 4 is satisfied with Θk ⊂ Rek for all k ∈ [K]. For k ∈ [K] we
denote by Fθk

the probability distribution given by the parameter θk ∈ Θk, i.e. Fθk
= fθk

· ν
with fθ given by (49). Let Φ be an open convex subset of OK+1

K × Θ1 × · · · × ΘK , where

OK =
{
a ∈ (0,1)K−1, a1 + · · · + aK−1 < 1

}
.

For φ in Φ, we can define w ∈ WK , Q ∈ TK and θ ∈ Θ1 ×· · ·×ΘK by φ = (φw,φQ,1, . . . ,φQ,K,φθ)
with

(w1, . . . ,wK−1) = φw ∈ OK ,

(Qk,1, . . . ,QK−1,1) = φQ,k ∈ OK ,

(θ1, . . . ,θK) = φθ ∈ Θ1 × · · · × ΘK .

We denote by M the model given by

M :=
{
Pφ = p(·;φ) · µ;φ ∈ Φ

}
(56)

and

p(x;φ) =
∑

1≤k1,...,kL≤K
wk1Q(k2|k1) . . . Q(kL|kL−1)

L∏

l=1

fθkl
(xl).

We need the following assumption to make sure we can deduce φ from Pφ.

Assumption 5. For all k in [K],

• the map θk 7→ Fθk
is continuous on Θk with respect to the Hellinger distance;

• the functions ηk and Ak are of class C1 on Θk;
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• for all θk in Θk, we have
∫ ||Tk(x)||2fθk

(x)ν(dx) < ∞ and

∫
||Tk(x)||2

∣∣∣fθk
(x) − fθ′

k
(x)
∣∣∣ ν(dx) −−−−−−−→

||θk−θ′
k

||→0
0.

The next result is proven in Section D.5 and shows that under some conditions we can
deduce the parameters from the distribution Pφ.

Proposition 2. Under Assumption 5 the information matrix I function given by

Iij : φ 7→ I (φ)ij =
∫

X L
∂φi
p(x;φ)∂φj

p(x;φ)
µ(dx)

p(x;φ)

is well-defined and continuous on Φ. We define the subset Φ∗ ⊂ Φ by

Φ∗ :=




φ ∈ Φ;

I
(
φ
)

is definite positive and

inf
||φ−φ||≥a
φ∈Φ

h2
(
Pφ,Pφ

)
> 0, ∀a > 0,





(57)

For all φ∗ ∈ Φ∗, there exists a positive constant C(φ∗) such that

C(φ∗)

[
||w∗ − w||22 + ||Q∗ −Q||22 +

K∑

k=1

||θ∗
k − θk||22 ∧ 1

]
≤ h2 (Pφ∗ , Pφ) , (58)

for all φ in Φ.

The constant C(φ∗) depends on the inverse of the smallest eigenvalue of I(φ∗) and the
geometry of Φ around φ∗ induced by the Hellinger distance on M . The next result is a
consequence of Proposition 2 and Corollary 4.

Theorem 8. Let N ≥ K + L and Y1, . . . ,YN be arbitrary random variables. Let Pφ̂ = P̂s,δ be

the estimator given by (37) with δ given by (38). Under Assumption 5, for all φ ∈ Φ∗ there
exists a positive constant C(φ) such that

C
(
φ
)
E

[
||w − ŵ||22 +

∣∣∣
∣∣∣Q− Q̂

∣∣∣
∣∣∣
2

2
+

K∑

k=1

∣∣∣
∣∣∣θk − θ̂k

∣∣∣
∣∣∣
2

2
∧ 1

]

≤ n−1
n∑

i=1

h2
(
Pφ, Pi

)
+ n−1

s+1∑

b=1

K
(
P∗
s,b||Pind

s,b

)

+ (s+ 1)LKL−1 (K + L(d1 + · · · + dK))
log n

n
. (59)

In particular under Assumption 2, there exist positive constants C(φ,Q∗) and c(Q∗) such that
for s ≥ c(Q∗) logn we have

C
(
φ,Q∗

)
E

[
||w − ŵ||22 +

∣∣∣
∣∣∣Q− Q̂

∣∣∣
∣∣∣
2

2
+

K∑

k=1

∣∣∣
∣∣∣θk − θ̂k

∣∣∣
∣∣∣
2

2
∧ 1

]
(60)

≤ h2
(
P ∗, Pφ

)
+ LKL−1 (K + L(d1 + · · · + dK))

s logn

n
,

where P ∗ is given by (27).
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Inequality (59) is a consequence of Proposition 2 and Corollary 4. It does not require any
assumption on the data and shows that the estimators of the parameters can be meaningful
even if the model is misspecified. Ideally there exists φ in Φ∗ such that most of the distributions
Pi lie in a small neighborhood of Pφ so that the first term of our bound is small compared to the

last term. In that case the estimators ŵ, Q̂, θ̂1, . . . ,θ̂K converge to a small neighborhood around
w,Q,θ1, . . . ,θK , where Pφ should be seen as the best approximation of the true distribution in
the model. We can deduce bounds on the convergence rate of our parameter estimators in the
well-specified case from (60). For P ∗ = Pφ∗ ∈ H ∗

(
K,F 1, . . . ,FK

)
with φ∗ ∈ Φ∗ and for the

optimal choice of s, we retrieve the usual parametric rate for each parameter estimator, up to
a logarithmic factor. Let us illustrate this with the following example.

We consider exponential distributions for the emission models, i.e. we have F i = E for all
i in [K] with

E :=
{
fθ · ν; fθ ∈ E

(
Θ,idΘ,−idX ,1,0

)}
(61)

where Θ = (0,∞), X = [0,∞), ν is the Lebesgue measure on X , and we can deduce A :
θ 7→ log θ. This means we have fθ : x 7→ θe−θx

1x≥0 for any θ > 0. One can easily check
that we satisfy Assumption 5, the last condition being a direct consequence of the dominated
convergence theorem. We define Φ by

Φ = OK+1
K ×

{
θ ∈ ΘK ; θ1 > θ2 > · · · > θK

}
, (62)

and M as in (56). The condition on the parameters θ ensures identifiability over Φ and Φ
∗

= Φ.
The choice L = 3 is enough to obtain the result of Proposition 2. The next theorem is proven
in Section D.6.

Theorem 9. Let N ≥ K + 3 and Y1, . . . ,YN be arbitrary random variables. Let Pφ̂ = P̂s,δ be

the estimator given by (37) with δ given by (38). For any φ in Φ there exists a positive constant
C(φ) such that we have

C
(
φ
)
E

[
||w − ŵ||22 +

∣∣∣
∣∣∣Q− Q̂

∣∣∣
∣∣∣
2

2
+

K∑

k=1

(
θk − θ̂k

)2 ∧ 1

]

≤ n−1
n∑

i=1

h2
(
Pφ, Pi

)
+ n−1

s+1∑

b=1

K
(
P∗
s,b||Pind

s,b

)
+ (s+ 1)K3 logn

n
.

In particular under Assumption 2, there exist positive constants C(φ,Q∗) and c(Q∗) such that
for s ≥ c(Q∗) logn we have

C
(
φ,Q∗

)
E

[
||w − ŵ||2 +

∣∣∣
∣∣∣Q− Q̂

∣∣∣
∣∣∣
2

+
K∑

k=1

(
θk − θ̂k

)2 ∧ 1

]
(63)

≤ h2
(
P ∗,Pφ

)
+ sK3 logn

n
,

where P ∗ is given by (27).

Our different parameter estimators all reach the usual parametric rate up to a logarithmic
factor. One can notice that the ordering of the θk in (62) can be replaced by considering only
distinct values and taking the infimum over permutation of the hidden states.

It is possible to follow the same scheme to obtain similar results for other exponential
families, including HMMs with different exponential families as emission models. The difficulty
relies in determining the set Φ∗ given by (57).
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4.3.3 Another example

In this section we consider a relatively simple example that does not fit any framework already
investigated but for which we can obtain risk bounds for the estimation of the parameters. Let
ν be the Lebesgue measure on R and α be in (0,1). We denote by fα the probability density
function with respect to ν defined by

fα : x ∈ R 7→ 1 − α

2

1|x|∈[0,1]

|x|α ,

with the convention 1/0 = +∞. For z in R, we denote by Fα,z the probability distribution
associated to the density x 7→ fα(x− z). We fix L = 2 and consider the model M defined by

M = {Pw,q,z;w,q12,q21 ∈ [0,1], z ∈ R} ,

where

Pw,q,z = wFα,0 ⊗ [(1 − q12)Fα,0 + q12Fα,z]

+ (1 − w)Fα,z ⊗ [q21Fα,0 + (1 − q21)Fα,z] .

The distributions Pw,q,z correspond to translation hidden Markov models with one known lo-
cation parameter. The following result is proven in Section D.8 and shows that we can deduce
the parameters from the distribution Pw,q,z.

Proposition 3. For z∗ 6= 0, w∗ < 1 and q∗
21 < 1, there is a constant C(α,z∗,w∗,q∗) such that

we have

C(α,z∗,w∗,q∗)h2 (Pw,q,z, Pw∗,q∗,z∗) ≥ (|z − z∗| ∧ 1)1−α + (w∗)2 (q12 − q∗
12)2

+ (1 − w∗)2 (q12 − q∗
12)2 + (w − w∗)2 ,

for all w,q12,q21 ∈ [0,1] and all z ∈ R.

We can deduce a deviation bound for the parameter estimators. The model M is a subset
of H (2,Fα,Fα), with F α = {Fα,z; z ∈ R}. We satisfy Assumption 3 with ǫ = 0, Fα =
{fα(· − z); z ∈ Q} and V = 784. The next result is proven in Section D.7.

Theorem 10. Let N ≥ K + 2 and Pŵ,q̂,ẑ = P̂s,δ be the estimator given by (37) with δ given by
(38). For all z 6= 0, w < 1, q12 ∈ [0,1] and q21 < 1, there exists a positive constant C(α,z,w,q)
such that we have

C (α,z,w,q)E
[
(w − ŵ)2 + (q12 − q̂12)2 + (q12 − q̂12)2 + (|z − ẑ| ∧ 1)2

]

≤ 1

n

n∑

i=1

h2 (Pw,q,z, Pi) +
1

n

s+1∑

b=1

K
(
P∗
s,b||Pind

s,b

)
+ (s+ 1)

logn

n
. (64)

In particular under Assumption 2, there exist positive constants C(φ,Q∗) and c(Q∗) such that
for s ≥ c(Q∗) logn we have

C
(
φ,Q∗

)
E
[
(w − ŵ)2 + (q12 − q̂12)2 + (q21 − q̂21)2 + (|z − ẑ| ∧ 1)1−α]

≤ h2 (P ∗, Pw,q,z) +
s logn

n
, (65)

where P ∗ is given by (27).
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Inequality (64) does not require any assumption on the data. It is a consequence of Proposi-
tion 3 and Theorem 4. We can deduce convergence rates for our parameter estimators from (65)
for P ∗ = Pπ∗,q∗,z∗ with z∗ 6= 0, w∗ < 1 and q∗

21 < 1. The estimators ŵ and q̂ achieve the usual
parametric rate up to a logarithmic factor. However the location estimator ẑ reaches the faster
rate (n−1 log2 n)1/(1−α). This rate is optimal up the logarithmic factor. It is a consequence of
Theorem 1.1 in [10] (Chapter VI), noticing that fα has a singularity of order −α in 0, and with
the fact that we cannot do better than 1/n for the Hellinger distance. One should notice that
fα is unbounded for all α ∈ (0,1). Therefore the maximum likelihood and the least squares
estimators are undefined and those methods do not apply on M . In addition, we can see that
fα is not square integrable for α ∈ [1/2,1).

5 Selection of the spacing parameter

Until now we gave results that required a good choice of the spacing parameter s, given some
bound on the dependence term K

(
P∗
s,b||Pind

s,b

)
. This section propose a way to automatically

select a value of s from the data, assuming that we dispose of two independent sets of obser-
vations. We use the first set to produce an estimator P̂s for different values of s. We then use
the second set to produce an estimator ŝ of the optimal value of s.

5.1 Framework and result

Let X
(1)
1 , . . . ,X(1)

n1
,X

(2)
1 , . . . ,X(2)

n2
be n1 + n2 random variables on the measurable space (X ,X ).

We define P
(j)
i by P

(j)
i := L(X

(j)
i ) for all j in [2] and all i in [nj ]. We also write

P∗
s,b = L

(
X

(1)
b , . . . ,Xb+n1(s,b)(s+1)

)
and Pind

s,b =
n1(s,b)⊗

i=1

L
(
X

(1)
b+(i−1)(s+1)

)
,

with

n1(s,b) =

⌊
n1 + s+ 1 − b

1 + s

⌋
. (66)

Let S be a subset of {0,1, . . . ,smax}, smax = ⌊(n1 − 2)/2⌋. Let (Ms)s∈S be countable subsets
of PX such that the ρ-dimension function (see Section B) is uniformly bounded over Ms by a
non-decreasing function m 7→ Dm(Ms) ≥ 1 for all s ∈ S. We follow the procedure below.

1. For s in S, let P̂s = P̂s
(
Ms,X

(1)
)

be the estimator given by (12). Conditionally on X(1),
we define the finite model

M̂S = M̂S

(
X(1)

)
:=
{
P̂s : s ∈ S

}
.

2. Let P̂ be the ρ-estimator P̂ = P̂
(
n2,X

(2),M̂S

)
given by (7). We denote by ŝ the value of

s such that P̂ = P̂ŝ and we write

P̂ = P̂ŝ
(
X(1),X(2)

)
. (67)

We make the following assumption.

Assumption 6. The random variables

X(1) :=
(
X

(1)
1 , . . . ,X(1)

n1

)
and X(2) :=

(
X

(2)
1 , . . . ,X(2)

n2

)

are independent.
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The following result is proven in Section E.1.

Theorem 11. Let n1,n2 ≥ 3 and P̂ = P̂ŝ
(
X(1),X(2)

)
be the estimator given by (67). Under

Assumption 6, there exists a positive constant C > 0 such that for all P ∈ PX

CE
[
h2
(
P, P̂ŝ

)]
≤ n−1

1

n1∑

i=1

h2
(
P

(1)
i ,P

)
+ n−1

2

n2∑

i=1

h2
(
P

(2)
i ,P

)
(68)

+ inf
t∈[n2]

{
t

n2

(1 + log(|S|)) + ⌈n2/t⌉βt
(
X(2)

)}

+ inf
s∈S

{
h2
(
P ,Ms

)
+

(s+ 1)Dn1(s,1)(Ms)

n1

+ n−1
1

s+1∑

b=1

K
(
P∗
s,b||Pind

s,b

)}
,

where the mixing coefficient βt
(
X(2)

)
is given by (1.2.5) in Dedecker et al. [9].

One can check that we do not need any assumption other than Assumption 6 to obtain this
result. We need to make additional assumptions a posteriori to make this bound meaningful.
Let us interpret this inequality in simpler cases. We consider there is M such that Ms = M

for all s ∈ S. If the data were truly i.i.d. with distribution P ∈ M , we would get

CE
[
h2
(
P, P̂

)]
≤ (s+ 1)Dn1(s,1)(M )

n1
+

(1 + log(|S|))
n2

.

The second term is the bound we get for i.i.d. estimation from a n2-sample over a finite model
of cardinal |S|. When the data are not identically distributed, the quantity

n−1
2

n2∑

i=1

h2
(
P

(2)
i ,P

)
+ n−1

1

n1∑

i=1

h2
(
P

(1)
i ,P

)

is not zero but it remains small when most of the true marginal distributions P
(j)
i lie close

enough to some distribution P in M . The terms n−1
1

∑s+1
b=1 K

(
P∗
s,b||Pind

s,b

)
and ⌈n2/t⌉βt(X(2))

account for the possible dependence within X(1) and X(2) respectively. They vanish if the
observations X

(1)
1 , . . . ,X(1)

n1
,X

(2)
1 , . . . ,X(2)

n2
are all independent. Contrary to Theorem 4 we do

not have to choose a good value of s as the method automatically select a reasonable s in S as
long as the P

(j)
i can be well approximated by a distribution P ∈ M .

5.2 Robustness

Let X
(1)

=
(
X

(1)
1 , . . . ,X

(1)
n1

)
and X

(2)
=
(
X

(2)
1 , . . . ,X

(2)
n2

)
be the true processes of interest

such that P
(j)
i = P for all j ∈ [2] and i ∈ [Nj]. We actually observe a contaminated ver-

sion of it. Let Z
(1)
1 , . . . ,Z

(1)
N1
,Z

(2)
1 , . . . ,Z

(2)
N2

be random variables with any distributions and

E
(1)
1 , . . . ,E

(1)
N1
,E

(2)
1 , . . . ,E

(2)
N2

be Bernoulli random variables such that for all j ∈ [2] and all
i ∈ [Nj ],

X
(j)
i = EiX

(j)
i + (1 − E

(j)
i )Z

(j)
i . (69)

For s ∈ {0,1, . . . ,smax} and b ∈ [s+ 1], we define the distributions

P
∗
s,b = L

(
X

(1)
b , . . . ,X

(1)
b+n1(s,b)(s+1)

)
and P

ind
s,b =

n1(s,b)⊗

i=1

L
(
X

(1)
b+(i−1)(s+1)

)
.

The next result is a complement of Lemma 2 and is proven in Section E.2.
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Lemma 7. If E
(1)
1 ,Z

(1)
1 , . . . ,E(1)

n1
,Z(1)

n1
,E

(2)
1 ,Z

(2)
1 , . . . ,E(2)

n2
,Z(2)

n2
,X

(1)
and X

(2)
are mutually inde-

pendent, we have

K
(
P∗
s,b||Pind

s,b

)
≤ K

(
P

∗
s,b||P

ind
s,b

)
,∀s ∈ {0,1, . . . ,smax},∀b ∈ [s+ 1], (70)

and
βt
(
X(2)

)
≤ βt

(
X

(2)
)
,∀t ≥ 1.

We define p
(j)
i by P

(
E

(j)
i = 1

)
= p

(j)
i for j ∈ [2] and i ∈ [Nj].

Corollary 5. Let n1,n2 ≥ 3 and P̂ = P̂ŝ
(
X(1),X(2)

)
be the estimator given by (67). There

exists a positive constant C such that in the situation of Lemma 7 and for all P ∈ PX,

CE
[
h2
(
P , P̂ŝ

)]
≤ n−1

1

n1∑

i=1

(1 − p
(1)
i ) + n−1

2

n2∑

i=1

(1 − p
(2)
i )

+ inf
t∈[n2]

{
t

n2
(1 + log(|S|)) + ⌈n2/t⌉βt

(
X

(2)
)}

+ inf
s∈S

{
h2
(
P,Ms

)
+

(s+ 1)Dn1(s,1)(Ms)

n1
+ n−1

1

s+1∑

b=1

K
(
P

∗
s,b||P

ind
s,b

)}
.

This result is a direct consequence of Theorem 11 and Lemma 7. We illustrate the perfor-
mance of our estimator with hidden Markov models.

5.3 Application to hidden Markov models

Let Y
(1)

1 , . . . ,Y
(1)
N1
,Y

(2)
1 , . . . ,Y

(2)
N2

be random variables taking values in the measurable space
(Y ,Y). Let L be in {2,3, . . . ,⌊(N1 ∧ N2)/2⌋} and nj = Nj + 1 − L for j ∈ [2]. We define
the new random variables

X
(j)
i =

(
Y

(j)
i ,Y

(j)
i+1, . . . ,Y

(j)
i+L−1

)
,i ∈ [nj ],j ∈ [2],

taking values in the measurable space (X ,X ) =
(
Y L,Y⊗L

)
. We adapt Assumption 2 to this

context.

Assumption 7. Let
(
Y

(1)
i ,H

(1)
i

)
i

and
(
Y

(2)
i ,H

(2)
i

)
i

be finite state space HMM with parameters

(K∗,w∗
1,Q

∗,F ∗) and (K∗,w∗
2,Q

∗,F ∗) such that Q∗ is irreducible and aperiodic.

Under this assumption Q∗ has only one invariant distribution π∗ and we define the distri-
bution P ∗ by (27). Let τ ≥ e and J = ⌊logτ (⌊(n1 − 2)/2⌋)⌋. Let S be the set given by

S = {0} ∪
{⌈
τ j
⌉

; j ∈ {0,1, . . . ,J}
}
. (71)

Let F 1, . . . ,FK be subsets of PY such that Assumption 3 is satisfied. Let M be a non-empty
subset of the model H

(
K,F 1, . . . ,FK

)
defined by (29). For s in S, we take Ms = Mδ(s) with

δ(s) =
V

n1(s,1)(K − 1)

∧ 1

K
,

where Mδ is given by (36) and n1(s,1) given by (66). The following result is proven in Section
E.3.
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Theorem 12. Let N1,N2 ≥ K + L and P̂ = P̂ŝ
(
X(1),X(2)

)
be the estimator given by (67).

Under Assumption 6, there is a numeric constant C > 0 such that for all P ∈ PX

CE
[
h2
(
P , P̂ŝ

)]
≤ h2

(
P,M

)
+ n−1

1

n1∑

i=1

h2
(
P

(1)
i ,P

)
+ n−1

2

n2∑

i=1

h2
(
P

(2)
i ,P

)

+ Lǫ2 + inf
t∈[n2]

{
t log logn1

n2
+ ⌈n2/t⌉βt

(
X(2)

)}
(72)

+ inf
s∈S

{
(s+ 1)LV log n1

n1
+ n−1

1

s+1∑

b=1

K
(
P∗
s,b||Pind

s,b

)}
.

In particular under Assumption 7, there exists a positive constant C(Q∗) such that

C(Q∗)E
[
h2
(
P ∗, P̂ŝ

)]
≤ h2

(
P ∗,M

)
+ Lǫ2 + τLV

log2 n1

n1
+

logn2 log log n1

n2
, (73)

where P ∗ is given by (27).

Inequality (72) is a consequence of Theorem 11 and only requires Assumption 6. Under
Assumption 7 we can control the different terms and obtain (73). If ǫ = 0, the ideal situation
is to have the same number of observations in each set, i.e. n1 = n2 = n. In this case we have

C (Q∗)E
[
h2
(
P ∗, P̂

)]
≤ h2

(
P ∗,M

)
+ LτV

log2 n

n
,

and the first vanishes when the model is well specified which gives the rate n−1 log2 n with
respect to the squared Hellinger distance over H ∗

(
K,F 1, . . . ,FK

)
. When ǫ > 0 the quantity

V depends on ǫ and we need to balance the second and third term in (73), i.e. ǫ2/V is of order
n−1

1 up to a logarithmic term. Then the ideal situation only requires n2 to be of order ǫ−2 up to
logarithmic term and the bound on the convergence rate is of order ǫ2. For example, we would

have ǫ−2 = n
2

d+1

1 log− 2
d+1

−(d+2) n1 in the situation of Theorem 6. In both cases, it shows that we
recover a value of s that allows to obtain the same rate as when the optimal value is known.
This is especially interesting for the robustness aspect of our estimator.

Let us consider a situation similar to Section 5.2. Let Z
(1)
1 , . . . ,Z

(1)
N1
,Z

(2)
1 , . . . ,Z

(2)
N2

be random

variables with any distributions and E
(1)
1 , . . . ,E

(1)
N1
,E

(2)
1 , . . . ,E

(2)
N2

be Bernoulli random variables
such that for all j ∈ [2] and all i ∈ [Nj ],

Y
(j)
i = EiY

(j)
i + (1 −E

(j)
i )Z

(j)
i .

The following result is proven in Section E.4.

Corollary 6. Let P̂ŝ = P̂ŝ
(
X(1),X(2)

)
be the estimator given by (67). If E

(1)
1 ,Z

(1)
1 , . . . ,E(1)

n1
,Z(1)

n1
,

E
(2)
1 ,Z

(2)
1 , . . . ,E(2)

n2
,Z(2)

n2
,X

(1)
and X

(2)
are mutually independent, and if Y

(1)
and Y

(2)
satisfy

Assumption 7, there exists a positive constant C(Q∗) such that

C(Q∗)E
[
h2
(
P ∗, P̂ŝ

)]
≤ L

N1

N1∑

i=1

(
1 − p

(1)
i

)
+

L

N2

N2∑

i=1

(
1 − p

(2)
i

)

+ Lǫ2 + τLV
log2 n1

n1
+

logn2 log log n1

n2
,

where P ∗ is given by (27) and p
(j)
i = P

(
E

(j)
i = 1

)
for all j ∈ [2] and i ∈ [Nj ].
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One can see that our deviation bound is not significantly worse as long as the average
proportions of contamination N−1

1

∑N1
i=1(1 − p

(1)
i ) and N−1

2

∑N2
i=1(1 − p

(2)
i ) are small compared

to ǫ2 + τV log2 n1

n1
and logn2 log logn1

n1
respectively. We interpret this result further for ǫ2 and

n1 = n2 = n. Let us consider Hüber’s contamination model with p
(j)
i = 1 − αcont for all j ∈ [2]

and i ∈ [N ]. In this situation we get

C(Q∗)E
[
h2
(
P ∗, P̂s

)]
≤ L

[
αcont +

τV log2 n

n

]
.

Our bound on the convergence rate is not deteriorated as long as the contamination rate αcont
is small compared to ǫ2 + τV log2 n

n
. We can also consider the situation P(E

(j)
i = 0) = 1i∈Ij

for
some subsets I1 ⊂ [N ] and I2 ⊂ [N ]. We get

C(Q∗)E
[
h2
(
P ∗, P̂s

)]
≤ L

[
|I1| + |I2|

N
+
τV log2 n

n

]
.

Our bound on the convergence rate is not deteriorated as long as the proportions of outliers
|I1|/N,|I2|/N are small compared to the other terms.
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A Auxiliary results

We denote by C(X ) the set given by

C(X ) =
⋃

n≥1

{n} × X
n.

Let d : A × A → R be a loss function where A ⊂ PX denotes a set of admissible probability
distributions. Let M be a subset of A . Let P̂ : C (X ) → M be an estimation method.

Assumption 8. There exist constants C0 > 0,β ∈ (0,1] and non decreasing functions f,g such
that for all independent random variables X1, . . . ,Xn with distributions P1, . . . ,Pn ∈ A and for
all ξ > 0

P

(
n∑

i=1

d
(
Pi,P̂ (n,X)

)
≤ C0 inf

Q∈M

n∑

i=1

d (Pi,Q) + f(n) + g(n)ξβ
)

≥ 1 − e−ξ.

Many estimators satisfy such an assumption, see for instance mean discrepancy estimators
[1], T -estimators [7] or l-estimators [3]. We can get rid of the independence assumption with
the following result.

Proposition 4. Under Assumption 8, for all random variables X1, . . . ,Xn with distributions
P1, . . . ,Pn ∈ A we have

E

[
n∑

i=1

d
(
Pi,P̂ (n,X)

)]
≤ C0 inf

Q∈Q

n∑

i=1

d(Pi,Q) + f(n)

+ g(n)
[
2 +

3

2
K
(
P∗||Pind

)]β
,

where
P∗ = L (X1, . . . ,Xn) and Pind = L (X1) ⊗ . . .⊗ L (Xn) .

This result is obtained by applying Lemma 1 that we prove hereafter, with P = Pind and
Q = P∗.

A.1 Proof of Lemma 1

We use Lemma 48 in [2]. For λ ∈ (0,a−1/β), we have

EQ

[
λ
(
nl
(
θ̂(X),θ

)
− nA −B

)1/β

+

]

≤ log

(
1 +

∫ +∞

0
eξP

(
l
(
θ̂(X),θ

)
> A +

B + (ξ/λ)β

n

)
dξ

)
+ K (Q||P)

≤ log
(

1 +
∫ +∞

0
eξe−ξ/λdξ

)
+ K (Q||P) = log

(
1

1 − λ

)
+ K (Q||P) .

We have

EQ

[(
nl
(
θ̂(X),θ

)
− nA− B

)1/β

+

]
≤ λ−1

[
log

(
1

1 − λ

)
+ K (Q||P)

]
.

Assuming K(Q||P) < ∞, minimization over λ demands

log (1 − λ) − K (Q||P) +
λ

1 − λ
= 0.
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Let λ∗ be such a number. In that case

(λ∗)−1
[
log

(
1

1 − λ∗

)
+ K (Q||P)

]
=

1

1 − λ∗ .

We set a(x) = x − log(1 + x) for x in (0, + ∞). Following the proof of Proposition 5 [2], a is
increasing and

∀x > 0, a−1(x) ≤ x+
√

2x.

Since λ∗

1−λ∗ = a−1 (K (Q||P)), we get

1

1 − λ∗ = 1 +
λ∗

1 − λ∗ ≤ 1 + K (Q||P) +
√

2K (Q||P)

≤ 2 +
3

2
K (Q||P) .

Finally, with Jensen’s inequality we get

EQ

[
l
(
θ̂(X),θ

)]
≤ A+

B +
(
2 + 3

2
K (P ||Q)

)β

n
.

B Main results

This section gathers the proofs of Theorem 1, Corollary 1 and Lemmas 2, 3, 4. We first give a
formal definition of the ρ-dimension function that is originally introduced in Baraud & Birgé
[4]. We slightly modify some notation to adapt it to our context. The function ψ defined by (4)
satisfies Assumption 2 [4] with a0 = 4, a1 = 3/8 and a2

2 = 3
√

2 (see Proposition 3 [4]). Let n be
a positive integer and M be a countable subset of PX . For y > 0, Pind =

⊗n
i=1 P

ind
1 ∈ P

⊗n
X

and P ∈ M we write

B
M
(
Pind,P ,y

)
:=

{
Q ∈ M ;

n∑

i=1

h2
(
P ind
i ,P

)
+ h2

(
P ind
i ,Q

)
< y2

}
.

If M is a countable set of probability density functions with respect to a σ-finite measure ν
such that M = {Q = q · ν; q ∈ M}, we write

w
(
ν,M,M ,Pind,P,y

)
= EX∼Pind

[
sup

Q∈BM (Pind ,P,y)

|Zn (X,p,q)|
]
,

where
Zn(X,q,q′) := Tn(X,q,q′) − EPindTn(X,q,q′),

and Tn is given by (5). We define wM
(
Pind,P,y

)
= inf(ν,M) w

(
ν,M,M ,Pind,P,y

)
, where the

infimum is taken over all couples (ν,M) such that M is the class of density functions associated
to M with respect to a σ-finite measure ν. We define the ρ-dimension function by

DM
(
Pind,P⊗n

)
=

[
3

221/2
sup

{
y2; wM

(
Pind,P,y

)
>

3y2

64

}]∨
1.

As mentioned at the beginning of Section 2 we consider cases for which we have a uniform
bound over the ρ-dimension function. More precisely we assume there is a non-increasing
function m 7→ Dm(M ) such that

DM
(
Pind,P⊗m

)
≤ Dm(M ), ∀Pind ∈ P

⊗m
X , ∀P ∈ M .
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B.1 Proof of Theorem 1

From Theorem 1 of Baraud & Birgé [4], we have that for all independent random variables
X1, . . . ,Xn with respective distributions P1, . . . ,Pn, for all Q ∈ M and for all ξ > 0, we have

n∑

i=1

h2
(
Pi, P̂ (n,X,M )

)
≤ γ

n∑

i=1

h2 (Pi, Q) +
4κ

a1

(
Dn(M )

4.7
+ 1.49 + ξ

)
,

with probability at least 1 − e−ξ, where γ and κ are given in [4] and satisfy γ ≤ 150 and
4κ
a1

≤ 5014 (see proof of Theorem 1 [5], page 32). We can take the infimum for Q over M and

it shows we satisfy Assumption 8 with C0 = 150, f(n) = 5014
(
Dn(M ))

4.7
+ 1.49

)
, g(n) = 5014

and β = 1. From Proposition 4, we have

E



n(s,b)∑

i=1

h2
(
Pb+(i−1)(s+1), P̂s

)

 ≤ 150 inf

Q∈Q

n(s,b)∑

i=1

h2
(
Pb+(i−1)(s+1),Q

)

+ 5014

(
Dn(s,b)(M )

4.7
+ 3.49 +

3

2
K
(
P∗
s,b||Pind

s,b

))
,

for all b ∈ [s+ 1]. From (12), we have

n∑

i=1

h2
(
Pi, P̂s

)
=

s+1∑

b=1

n(s,b)∑

i=1

h2
(
Pb+(i−1)(s+1), P̂s

)

≤ 2
s+1∑

b=1

n(s,b)∑

i=1

h2
(
Pb+(i−1)(s+1), P̂s,b

)
+ 2

s+1∑

b=1

n(s,b)h2
(
P̂s,b, P̂s

)

≤ 2
s+1∑

b=1

n(s,b)∑

i=1

h2
(
Pb+(i−1)(s+1), P̂s,b

)
+ 2 inf

Q∈M

s+1∑

b=1

n(s,b)h2
(
P̂s,b, Q

)
+ 2ι

≤ 4
s+1∑

b=1

n(s,b)∑

i=1

h2
(
Pb+(i−1)(s+1), P̂s,b

)
+ 2 inf

Q∈M

N∑

i=1

h2 (Pi, Q) + 2ι.

Combining the inequalities above, we obtain

E

[
n∑

i=1

h2
(
Pi, P̂s

)]
≤ 600

s+1∑

b=1

inf
Q∈M

n(s,b)∑

i=1

h2(Pb+(i−1)(s+1),Q) + 2 inf
Q∈M

n∑

i=1

l (Pi, Q)

+ 20056
s+1∑

b=1

(
Dn(s,b)(M )

4.7
+ 3.49 +

3

2
K
(
P∗
s,b||Pind

s,b

))
+ 2ι

≤ 602 inf
Q∈M

n∑

i=1

h2(Pi,Q) + 20056(s+ 1)

(
Dn(s,1)(M )

4.7
+ 3.49

)

+ 30084
s+1∑

b=1

K
(
P∗
s,b||Pind

s,b

)
+ 2ι.

Since ι ≤ 2546 < 20056 × 0.597
4.7

, we get

EP∗

[
n∑

i=1

h2
(
Pi, P̂s

)]
≤ 602 inf

Q∈M

n∑

i=1

h2 (Pi, Q) +
20056

4.7
(s+ 1)

[
Dn(s,1)(M ) + 17

]

+ 30084
s+1∑

b=1

K
(
P∗
s,b||Pind

s,b

)
.

32



B.2 Proof of Lemma 2

For e ∈ {0,1}n, we denote by I(e) the set given by I(e) = {i ∈ [n]; ei = 1}. From the convexity
property of the Kullback-Leibler divergence, we have

K (L (Y) ||L(Y1) ⊗ · · · ⊗ L(Yn))

≤
∑

e∈{0,1}n

P(E = e)K (L (Y|E = e) ||L(Y1|E1 = e1) ⊗ · · · ⊗ L(Yn|En = eN ))

=
∑

e∈{0,1}n

P(E = e)K


L

(
(Xi)i∈I(e)

)
⊗

⊗

i/∈I(e)

L (Zi) ||
⊗

i∈I(e)

L(Xi) ⊗
⊗

i/∈I(e)

L(Zi)




=
∑

e∈{0,1}n

P(E = e)K


L

(
(Xi)i∈I(e)

)
||
⊗

i∈I(e)

L(Xi)


 .

We need an auxiliary result before ending the proof.

Lemma 8. For random variables A,B,C such that L(A) ≪ L(B), we have

K (L(A)||L(B)) ≤ K (L (A,C) ||L(B) ⊗ L(C)) . (74)

With this result we have

K


L

(
(Xi)i∈I(e)

)
||
⊗

i∈I(e)

L(Xi)


 ≤ K (L (X) ||L(X1) ⊗ · · · ⊗ L(Xn)) ,

which allows to conclude.

B.2.1 Proof of Lemma 8

Let µ1 and µ2 be measures dominating L(B) and L(C) respectively. We write

pB,C =
dL(B,C)

dµ1 ⊗ µ2
, pA,C =

dL(A,C)

dµ1 ⊗ µ2
, pA =

dL(A)

dµ1
,pB =

dL(B)

dµ1
, pC =

dL(C)

dµ2
.

We have

K (L(A,C)||L(B) ⊗ L(C)) =
∫
pA,C(x,z) log

(
pA,C(x,z)

pB(x)pC(z)

)
µ1(dx)µ2(dz)

=
∫
pA,C(x,z) log

(
pA,C(x,z)

pA(x)pC(z)

)
µ1(dx)µ2(dz)

+
∫
pA,C(x,z) log

(
pA(x)

pB(x)

)
µ1(dx)µ2(dz)

= K (L(A,C)||L(A) ⊗ L(C)) + K (L(A)||L(B)) .

The non-negativity of the Kullback-Leibler divergence concludes the proof.

B.3 Proof of Corollary 1

One can check that we have

h2
(
P,P̂s

)
≤ 2n−1

n∑

i=1

h2
(
L(Yi),P

)
+ 2n−1

n∑

i=1

h2
(
L(Yi),P̂s

)

≤ 2n−1
n∑

i=1

(1 − pi) + 2n−1
n∑

i=1

h2
(
L(Yi),P̂s

)
,
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and for Q in M

n∑

i=1

h2 (L(Yi),Q) ≤ 2
n∑

i=1

h2
(
L(Yi),P

)
+ 2

n∑

i=1

h2
(
P,Q

)

≤ 2
n∑

i=1

(1 − pi) + 2nh2
(
P ,Q

)
.

We can conclude with Theorem 1 and Lemma 2.

B.4 Proof of Lemma 3

We have

K (L (X) ||L (X1) ⊗ · · · ⊗ L (Xn)) = E [K (L (Xn|X1, . . . ,Xn−1) ||L (Xn))]

+ K (L (X1, . . . ,Xn−1) ||L (X1) ⊗ · · · ⊗ L (Xn−1)) ,

and with the Markov property

E [K (L (Xn|X1, . . . ,Xn−1) ||L (Xn))] = E [K (L (Xn|Xn−1) ||L (Xn))]

= K (L (Xn−1,Xn) ||L (Xn−1) ⊗ L (Xn)) .

Therefore

K (L (X) ||L (X1) ⊗ · · · ⊗ L (Xn)) = K (L (X1, . . . ,Xn−1) ||L (X1) ⊗ · · · ⊗ L (Xn−1))

+ K (L (Xn−1,Xn) ||L (Xn−1) ⊗ L (Xn)) ,

and we can conclude by induction.

B.5 Proof of Lemma 4

If (X,H) a hidden Markov chain, with Lemma 3 we have

K (L (X) ||L (X1) ⊗ · · · ⊗ L (Xn))

≤
n∑

i=2

K (L (Xi−1,Hi−1,Xi,Hi) ||L (Xi−1,Hi−1) ⊗ L (Xi,Hi)) .

We need the following result. For random variables A1,A2,B1,B2, we have

K (L (A1,B1,A2,B2) ||L (A1,B1) ⊗ L (A2,B2))

= K (L (A1,A2) ||L (A1) ⊗ L (A2))

+ E [K (L (B1,B2|A1,A2) ||L (B1|A1) ⊗ L (B2|A2))] .

With the non-negativity of the Kullback-Leibler divergence we get

K (L (X) ||L (X1) ⊗ · · · ⊗ L (Xn)) ≤
n∑

i=2

K (L (Hi−1,Hi) ||L (Hi−1) ⊗ L (Hi)) .

C Kolmogorov processes

This section gathers the proofs of Theorems 2, 3 and Lemmas 5, 6.
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C.1 Proof of Theorems 2 and 3

From Proposition 6 [4], we can take Dn(Fλ−,λ+,M [ǫ]) = 9 log(2|Fλ−,λ+,M [ǫ]|). From Theorem 1
there exists a positive constant C such that

CEP∗

[
h2
(
P , P̂s

)]
≤ h2

(
P,Fλ−,λ+,M

)
+ ǫ2 + n−1

∑

i=1

h2
(
Pi,P

)

+ n−1K
(
P∗
s,b||Pind

s,b

)

+
s+ 1

n

[
1 + log(2|Fλ−,λ+,M [ǫ]|)

]
.

Given the bounds on log(2|Fλ−,λ+,M [ǫ]|) given by Lemma 6, we obtain the following inequalities.

• For d = 1 we have ǫ2 = n−4/5 log4/5 n and

log(2|Fλ−,λ+,M [ǫ]|) ≤ log(9/η1) +
7

2
logM +K1ǫ

−1/2

= log(9/η1) +
9

2
K1n

1/5 log−1/5 n.

• For d = 2 we have ǫ2 = n−2/3 log5/3 n and

log(2|Fλ−,λ+,M [ǫ]|) ≤ log

(
38π

η3
2

)
+ 9 logM +K2ǫ

−1 log
3/2
++(1/ǫ)

≤ log

(
38π

η3
2

)
+

28

3
K2n

1/3 log2/3 n.

• For d = 3 we have ǫ2 = n−1/4 log1/4 n and

log(2|Fλ−,λ+,M [δ]|) ≤ log

(
27327/2π3

η6
3

)
+

33

2
logM +K3ǫ

−2

= log

(
27327/2π3

η6
3

)
+

33

2
K3n

1/2 log−1/2 n.

This proves the bound (22). Lemma 5 allows to conclude the proof of Theorem 2.

For d ≥ 4 we have ǫ2 = n− 2
d+1 logd+2+ 2

d+1 n and

log(|Fλ−,λ+,M [ǫ]|) ≤ logCd +
(
Kd + 2 +

1

d
+

1

d2

)
ǫ−(d−1) log(d+1)(d+2)/2(ǫ−1)

≤ logCd +
1

d+ 1

(
Kd + 2 +

1

d
+

1

d2

)
n

d−1
d+1 log

2
d+1

+d+1 n.

Lemma 5 allows to conclude the proof of Theorem 3.

C.2 Proof of Lemma 5

We have

I (σ(Yt),σ(Yt+s)) = K (L (Yt,Yt+s) ||L (Yt) ⊗ L (Yt+s)) = E [K (L (Yt+s|Yt) ||L (Yt+s))] .

Since (Yt)t≥0 is stationary we have L(Yt+s) = P . For x ∈ Rd fixed, we write

Ax(s) = K
(
L(Y x

s )||P
)
,
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where Y x
t is the solution of (17) satisfying Y x

0 = x. We follow the proof of Theorem 3.2.7 [19]
with their notation. From (44) therein we have

Ax(s) ≤ E

[(
log(Z) + U(x) + U(Ws) − 2v(Ws) − 1

2

∫ s

0
[|∇U |2 − ∆U ](Wt)dt

)
F
]
, (75)

where

• W is the Brownian motion starting from x,

• F is the density of the distribution of Xx over C([0, s]) with respect to the distribution P
of W given by

F = exp
(
U(x) − U(Ws) − 1

2

∫ s

0
[|∇U |2 − ∆U ](Wt)dt

)
,

• v is such that exp(−2v) is the Gaussian density of L(Ws) with respect to the Lebesgue
measure, i.e.

exp(−2v(y)) = (2πt)−d/2 exp

(
−(x− y)2

2s

)
, ∀y ∈ Rd. (76)

Let us check that the right-hand side of (75) is finite. From (76), we have −2v(y) ≤ −d
2

log(2πs).
Also

−1

2

∫ s

0

[
|∇U |2 − ∆U

]
(Wt)dt ≤ −Cs

2
,

where C is given by (18). Since EF = 1, we get

Ax(s) ≤ log(Z) + U(x) − d

2
log(2πs) − Cs

2
+ E [U(Ws)F ] .

We only need to consider the last term E [U(Ws)F ]. We have

E [U(Ws)F ] = E

[
U(Ws) exp

(
U(x) − U(Ws) − 1

2

∫ s

0
[|∇U |2 − ∆U ](Wt)dt

)]

= eU(x)E

[
U(Ws) exp

(
−U(Ws) − 1

2

∫ s

0
[|∇U |2 − ∆U ](Wt)dt

)]

≤ eU(x)− Cs
2 E [U(Ws) exp (−U(Ws))]

≤ eU(x)− Cs
2 E

[
U+(Ws) exp (−U(Ws))

]

≤ eU(x)− Cs
2 ||g||∞,

where g is defined on R+ by g(x) = x exp(−x). We end up with

Ax(s) ≤ log(Z) + U(x) − d

2
log(2πs) − Cs

2
+ eU(x)− Cs

2 ||g||∞

≤ log(Z) − d

2
log(2πs) − Cs

2
+ eU(x)||g||∞

(
1 + e− Cs

2

)
. (77)

Therefore, Ax(s) is finite for all s > 0 and all x ∈ Rd. From Theorem 3.1.29 and Theorem 3.2.5
of Royer [19], for all s0 > 0, we have

Ax(s) ≤ Ax(s0) exp (−2m(s − s0)) , ∀s > s0. (78)
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Therefore with (77) and (78), we have

I (σ(Yt), σ(Yt+s)) = E [AYt(s)]

≤ exp (−2m(s− s0))E [AYt(s0)]

≤ e−2m(s−s0)

[
log(Z) − d

2
log(2πs0) − Cs0

2
+ E

[
eU(Yt)

]
||g||∞(1 + e− Cs0

2 )

]

= e−2m(s−s0)

[
log(Z) − d

2
log(2πs0) − Cs0

2
+ ||g||∞(1 + e− Cs0

2 )Z−1
∫

Rd
e−U(x)dx

]

=: C(s0)e
−2ms,

for s ≥ s0 > 0 with C(s0) < ∞ since
∫
Rd e−αU(x)dx < ∞ for all α.

C.3 Proof of Lemma 6

We divide the proof in two parts, first the case d ≤ 3 and the case d ≥ 4 in a second time.
Case d ∈ {1,2,3}. For ξ > 0 and ν ∈ (0,1), let

F̃ ξ,ν
d =

{
f̃ ∈ Fd : ||xf̃ ||2 ≤ ξ and 1 − ν < λmin(Σf̃ ) ≤ λmax(Σf̃) ≤ 1 + ν

}
.

We first state the classic bound

N(B2(M), || · ||2, ǫ) ≤
(

3M

ǫ

)d
, (79)

where B2(M) is the ball of radius M in Rd with respect to the Euclidean distance || · ||2.
Let B2(M)

[√
λ−
]

be a
√
λ−-net of B2(M) with respect to the Euclidean distance || · ||2, with∣∣∣B2(M)

[√
λ−
]∣∣∣ ≤ (3M/λ−)d. Let Sym(λ−,λ+)[ηdλ−] be a ηdλ−-net of Sym(λ−,λ+) with respect

to the operator norm || · ||op, with |Sym(λ−,λ+)[ηdλ−]| ≤ NΣ(λ+,λ−,d,ηdλ−). Let F̃ 1,ηd
d [ǫ] be an

ǫ-net of F̃ 1,ηd
d with respect to the Hellinger distance. We define

Fλ−,λ+,M [ǫ] :=





(det Σ)−1/2g
(
Σ−1/2 (· − x)

)
;
x ∈ B2(M)

[√
λ−
]
,

Σ ∈ Sym(λ−,λ+)[ηdλ−],

g ∈ F̃ 1,ηd
d [ǫ]





and we show it is an ǫ-net of Fλ−,λ+,M with respect to the Hellinger distance. For f ∈ Fλ−,λ+,M ,
there is Σ in Sym(λ−,λ+)[ηdλ−] and x in B2(M)[

√
λ−] such that

||xf − x||2 ≤
√
λ− and ||Σf − Σ||op ≤ λ−ηd.

We write f̃ = (det Σ)1/2f
(
Σ1/2 · +x

)
. Let us check that f̃ belongs to F̃ 1,ηd

d . We have

||xf̃ ||2 = ||Σ−1/2(xf − x)||2 ≤ ||xf − x||2√
λ−

≤ 1,

and

||Σf̃ − I||op = ||Σ−1/2ΣfΣ
−1/2 − I||op = ||Σ−1/2(Σf − Σ)Σ−1/2||op ≤ ||Σf − Σ||op

λ−
≤ ηd.

Therefore f̃ ∈ F̃ 1,ηd
d and there is g ∈ F̃ 1,ηd

d [ǫ] such that h
(
f̃ ,g

)
≤ ǫ. Since the Hellinger distance

is invariant by translation and scaling, we have

h
(
f, (det Σ)−1/2g

(
Σ−1/2(· − µ)

))
= h

(
f̃ , g

)
≤ ǫ,
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which proves that Fλ−,λ+,M [ǫ] is an ǫ-net of Fλ−,λ+,M . Therefore

|Fλ−,λ+,M [ǫ]| ≤
(

3M√
λ−

)d
×NΣ(λ+,λ−,d,ηdλ−) × |F̃ 1,ηd

d [ǫ]|.

We need to bound the different entropy numbers now. For a metric space (A ,d) and ǫ > 0, we
denote by N(ǫ,A ,d) the minimal number of balls of radius ǫ, with respect to d, to cover A .

The next result provides a bound on the entropy for the class of covariance matrices we are
considering. Let || · ||op denote the operator norm on square matrices induced by the Euclidean
distance. For matrices with real-valued eigenvalues, it is equivalent to the largest absolute value
of its eigenvalues.

Lemma 9. We have

N (ǫ, Sym(λ−,λ+), || · ||op) ≤





3(λ+−λ−)
ǫ

for d = 1,(
9
ǫ

)3
(λ+ − λ−)2λ+π for d = 2,

2
(

2·35/4
√
λ+(λ+−λ−)π

ǫ

)6

for d = 3.

(80)

In higher dimensions, we have

N (ǫ, Sym(λ−,λ+), || · ||op) ≤ C
(

3

4

)d πd(d−1)/2

e(d−1)(d−2)/4
(2λ+)d(d−1)/2(λ+ − λ−)d

× (d+ 1)d(d+1)/2d(d−1)(d+2)/2(d− 1)(d−1)/2ǫ−d(d+1)/2,

with C = e1/2

31/223 .

Theorem 4 [12] gives a bound on |F̃ 1,ηd
d [ǫ]| which allows to conclude the proof of Theorem

2.
Case d ≥ 4. We use Theorem 3 of Kur et al. [13]. We follow some of their notation. Let

d ≥ 4. There exist positive constants ξd and Kd such that

logN(ǫ,Fd,Ĩ ,h) ≤ Kdǫ
−(d−1) log++(ǫ−1)(d+1)(d+2)/2,

where Fd,Ĩ is the set of distributions associated to

Fd,Ĩ =
{
f̃ ∈ Fd : ||xf̃ ||2 ≤ ξd and 1/2 < λmin(Σf̃ ) ≤ λmax(Σf̃ ) ≤ 2

}
.

Let Fd,Ĩ [ǫ] be a set of probability densities with respect to the Lebesgue measure such that
Fd,Ĩ [ǫ] = {f(x)dx; f ∈ Fd,Ĩ} is an ǫ-net of Fd,Ĩ with respect to the Hellinger distance and

log |Fd,Ĩ [ǫ]| ≤ Kdǫ
−(d−1) log++(ǫ−1)(d+1)(d+2)/2.

Let B2(M)
[
ξd

√
λ−
]

be a ξd
√
λ−-net of B2(M) with respect to the Euclidean distance || · ||2,

with
∣∣∣B2(M)

[
ξd

√
λ−
]∣∣∣ ≤ (3M/ξd

√
λ−)d. Let Sym(λ−,λ+)[λ−/3] be a λ−/3-net of Sym(λ−,λ+)

with respect to the operator norm || · ||op, with |Sym(λ−,λ+)[λ−/3]| ≤ NΣ(λ+,λ−). We define

Fλ−,λ+,M [ǫ] :=





(det Σ)−1/2g
(
Σ−1/2 (· − x)

)
;
x ∈ B2(M)

[
ξd

√
λ−
]
,

Σ ∈ Sym(λ−,λ+)[λ−/3],
g ∈ Fd,Ĩ [ǫ]
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and we show that Fλ−,λ+,M [ǫ] = {f(x)dx; f ∈ Fλ−,λ+,M [ǫ]} is an ǫ-net of Fλ−,λ+,M with re-
spect to the Hellinger distance. For f ∈ Fλ−,λ+,M , there is Σ in Sym(λ−,λ+)[λ−/3] and x in
B2(M)[ξd

√
λ−] such that

||xf − x||2 ≤ ξd
√
λ− and ||Σf − Σ||op ≤ λ−/3.

We write f̃ = (det Σ)1/2f
(
Σ1/2 · +x

)
. Let us check that f̃ belongs to Fd,Ĩ . We have

||xf̃ ||2 = ||Σ−1/2(xf − x)||2 ≤ ||xf − x||2√
λ−

≤ ξd,

and

||Σf̃ − I|| = ||Σ−1/2ΣfΣ
−1/2 − I|| = ||Σ−1/2(Σf − Σ)Σ−1/2|| ≤ ||Σf − Σ||

λ−
≤ 1/3.

Hence
λmin(Σf̃ ) ≥ 2/3 > 1/2 and λmax(Σf̃) ≤ 4/3 < 2.

Therefore we have f̃ ∈ Fd,Ĩ and there is g ∈ Fd,Ĩ [ǫ] such that h
(
f̃(x)dx, gx)dx

)
≤ ǫ. Since the

Hellinger distance is invariant by translation and scaling, we have

h
(
f(x)dx, (det Σ)−1/2g

(
Σ−1/2(x− x)

)
dx
)

= h
(
f̃(x)dx, g(x)dx

)
≤ ǫ,

which proves that Fλ−,λ+,M [ǫ] is an ǫ-net of Fλ−,λ+,M . Therefore

|Fλ−,λ+,M [ǫ]| ≤
(

3M

ξd
√
λ−

)d
×NΣ(λ+,λ−,d) × |Fd,Ĩ [ǫ]|.

With Lemma 9 we get

|Fλ−,λ+,M [ǫ]| ≤ C

(
3M

ξd
√
λ−

)d (
3

4

)d πd(d−1)/2

e(d−1)(d−2)/4
(2λ+)d(d−1)/2 (λ+ − λ−)d

× (d+ 1)d(d+1)/2d(d−1)(d+2)/2(d− 1)(d−1)/2

(
λ−
3

)−d(d+1)/2

× exp
(
Kdǫ

−(d−1) log(ǫ−1)(d+1)(d+2)/2
)

≤ Cd
λ
d(d−1)/2
+ Md(λ+ − λ−)d

λ
d(d+1)/2
−

exp
(
Kdǫ

−(d−1) log(ǫ−1)(d+1)(d+2)/2
)
.

C.3.1 Proof of Lemma 9

For d = 1, we have Sym(λ−,λ+) = [λ−,λ+]. The result follows from classical entropy bounds.
Otherwise, every real valued symmetric matrix Σ can be written as Σ = UDUT where D is
the diagonal matrix containing the real eigenvalues of Σ and U is an orthonormal matrix. For
Σ1 = U1diag(λ1,1, . . . ,λd,1)U

T
1 and Σ2 = U2diag(λ1,2, . . . ,λd,2)U

T
2 we have

||Σ1 − Σ2|| ≤ ||U1(D1 −D2)UT
1 || + ||(U1 − U2)D2U

T
1 || + ||U2D2(U1 − U2)

T ||
≤ ||D1 −D2|| + 2λ+||U1 − U2||
= max

1≤i≤d
|λi,1 − λi,2| + 2λ+||U1 − U2||.

Therefore

N (Sym(λ−,λ+),|| · ||,ǫ) ≤ N (B((λ+ − λ−)/2),|| · ||∞,ǫ1) ×N (ON(d), || · ||,ǫ2)
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with ǫ = ǫ1 + 2λ+ǫ2. We have the classic bound

N (B((λ+ − λ−)/2),|| · ||∞,ǫ1) ≤
(

3
λ+ − λ−

2ǫ1

)d
.

• For d = 2, the orthonormal matrices are of the form

Uα,θ =

(
cos(θ) −α sin(θ)
sin(θ) α cos(θ)

)
,θ ∈ [0,2π],α ∈ {−1,1}.

We have
||Uα,θ − Uα,θ′ ||2 = 2[1 − cos(θ − θ′)] ≤ (θ − θ′)2,

and therefore

N (ON(2), || · ||,ǫ) ≤ 2
3π

ǫ
= 6π/ǫ,

where the factor 2 comes from the presence of ǫ for positively and negatively oriented
basis. We obtain the final result for ǫ1 = 2ǫ/3 and ǫ2 = ǫ/6λ+.

• We proceed similarly for d = 3. Every orthonormal basis in dimension 3 can be written
in the form

Uǫ,θ,β,γ :=




cos θ cos γ sin θ −ǫ sin γ sin θ
sin θ cos β − cos γ cos θ cosβ + sin γ sin β ǫ(sin γ cos θ cosβ + cos γ sin β)
sin θ sin β − cos γ cos θ sin β − sin γ cosβ ǫ(sin γ cos θ sin β − cos γ cos β)


 ,

θ ∈ [0,2π],β ∈ [0,2π],γ ∈ [0,2π],ǫ ∈ {−1,1}. As before, one can check that we have

||Uǫ,θ,β,γ − Uǫ,θ′,β,γ|| ≤ |θ − θ′|2
||Uǫ,θ,β,γ − Uǫ,θ,β′,γ|| ≤ |β − β ′|2
||Uǫ,θ,β,γ − Uǫ,θ,β,γ′|| ≤ |θ − θ′|2.

Therefore we have

N (ON(3), || · ||,ǫ) ≤
(
N
(
[0,2π],| · |,ǫ/

√
3
))3 ≤ 2

(
3
√

3π

ǫ

)3

, (81)

where the factor 2 comes from the presence of ǫ for positively and negatively oriented
basis. We obtain the final result for ǫ1 = ǫ/2 and ǫ2 = ǫ/4λ+.

• For higher dimensions, we have the following lemma.

Lemma 10. For d ≥ 3, we can build an ǫ-net ON(d)[ǫ] of ON(d) with respect to the
operator norm such that

|ON(d)[ǫ]| ≤ C
πd(d−1)/2

e(d−1)(d−2)/4
d(d−1)(d+2)/2(d− 1)(d−1)(d+1)/2ǫ−d(d−1)/2, ∀d ≥ 1,

with C = e1/2

31/223 .

We obtain the final bound with ǫ1 = 2ǫ
d+1

and ǫ2 = ǫ
2λ+

d−1
d+1

.
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C.3.2 Proof of Lemma 10

We prove this by induction. From (81) we have the desired inequality for d = 3 with C3 = e1/2

31/223 .
Let ǫ be in (0,1] and d ≥ 3. Let us now assume that for λ1 > 0 we have a λ1-net ON(d)[λ1]
with

|ON(d)[λ1]| ≤ C
πd(d−1)/2

e(d−1)(d−2)/4
d(d−1)(d+2)/2(d− 1)(d−1)(d+1)/2λ

−d(d−1)/2
1 .

Let U ∈ Rd+1 be a unitary vector, i.e. U2
1 + · · · + U2

d+1 = 1. There is θ ∈ [0,2π]d such that
U = f(θ) with

Ui = fi(θ) := cos θi
∏

j≤i
sin θj ,

with the convention θd+1 = 0 and that a product over an empty set of indices is equal to 1. We
define applications a1, . . . ,ad,ad+1 by a1 = id and

ai(θ) =
(
θ1 +

π

2
, . . . ,θi−1 +

π

2
,θi, . . . ,θd

)
,∀i ∈ {2, . . . ,d+ 1}.

One can check that the set of vectors A1(θ), . . . ,Ad+1(θ) ∈ Rd+1, given by Ai(θ) = f(ai(θ)) for

i in {1,2, . . . ,d + 1}, is an orthonormal basis of Rd. We take nj =
⌈√

d+1−j
λ2

⌉
,∀j ∈ {1,2, . . . ,d}

and we take

Ad+1[λ2] := {A(ψi1,...,id); ij ∈ {1,2, . . . ,nj}, j ∈ {1,2, . . . ,d}} ⊂ ON(d+ 1),

with

ψi1,...,id =

(
π(2ij − 1)

nj

)

1≤j≤d
.

Lemma 11. The set

O[λ1,λ2] :=

{
A

(
1 0
0 B

)
;A ∈ Ad+1[λ2], B ∈ ON(d)[λ1]

}
,

is a λ1 +
√
dπλ2-net of ON(d+ 1) with respect to the operator norm.

One can easily check that we have the following bound

|Ad+1[λ2]| ≤
(

2

λ2

)d √
d!.

Therefore, we have

|O[λ1,λ2]| = |ON(d)[λ1]| × |Ad+1[λ2]|

≤ C
πd(d−1)/2

e(d−1)(d−2)/4
d(d−1)(d+2)/2(d− 1)(d−1)(d+1)/2λ

−d(d−1)/2
1 ×

(
2

λ2

)d √
d!.

For λ1 = ǫd−1
d+1

and λ2 = ǫ 2√
dπ(d+1)

, we get

|O[λ1,λ2]|

≤ C
πd(d−1)/2

e(d−1)(d−2)/4
d(d−1)(d+2)/2(d− 1)(d−1)(d+1)/2

(
d+ 1

d− 1

)d(d+1)/2

ǫ−d(d−1)/2

×
√
d!
(√

dπ(d+ 1)
)d
ǫ−d

= C(d− 1)−(d+1)/2d−1
√
d!e(d−1)/2 πd(d+1)/2

e(d−1)(d−2)/2
(d+ 1)d(d+3)/2dd(d+2)/2ǫ−d(d+1)/2.
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We use the bound n! ≤
√

2πnn+ 1
2e−ne

1
12n and we get

|O[λ1,λ2]|

≤ C(d− 1)−(d+1)/2d−1/2
√

(d− 1)!e(d−1)/2 πd(d+1)/2

e(d−1)(d−2)/2
(d+ 1)d(d+3)/2dd(d+2)/2ǫ−d(d+1)/2

≤ C(d− 1)−3/4d−1/2(2π)1/4e
1

24(d−1)
πd(d+1)/2

e(d−1)(d−2)/2
(d+ 1)d(d+3)/2dd(d+2)/2ǫ−d(d+1)/2.

We have
(d− 1)−3/4d−1/2(2π)1/4e

1
24(d−1) ≤ 1

for all d ≥ 3. Therefore, we satisfy the desired property for d+ 1 with ON [ǫ] = O[λ1,λ2].

C.3.3 Proof of Lemma 11

Let C = (C1 . . . Cd+1) be in ON(d+ 1). There is θ in [0,2π]d such that C1 = A1(θ). Let B be
the matrix in ON(d) given by

A(θ)TC =

(
1 0
0 B

)
.

For θ ∈ [0,2π]d there exists ψi1,...,id such that
∣∣∣∣∣θi − π(2ij − 1)

nj

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ π

nj
≤ πλ2√

d+ 1 − j
,∀j ∈ {1, . . . ,d}.

Lemma 12. We have

||A(θ) −A(θ + h)||op ≤
√√√√
d−1∑

k=0

(d− k)h2
k+1.

Therefore we have
||A(θ) − A(ψi1,...,id)||op ≤ d1/2πǫ.

There exists B′ in ON(d)[λ1] such that ||B − B′||op ≤ λ1. We define C ′ ∈ ON(d+ 1) by

C ′ = A(ψi1,...,id)

(
1 0
0 B′

)
∈ ON [λ1,λ2].

Then we have

||C − C ′||op ≤
∣∣∣∣∣

∣∣∣∣∣A(θ)

(
0 0
0 B − B′

)∣∣∣∣∣

∣∣∣∣∣
op

+

∣∣∣∣∣

∣∣∣∣∣(A(θ) − A(ψi1,...,id))

(
1 0
0 B′

)∣∣∣∣∣

∣∣∣∣∣
op

≤ ||B − B′||op + ||A(θ) − A(ψi1,...,id)||op
≤ λ1 + d1/2πλ2.

C.3.4 Proof of Lemma 12

For θ ∈ Rd and h ∈ Rd, we define U0 = f(θ) and

Ui = f(θ1 + h1, . . . ,θi + hi,θi+1, . . . ,θd),i ∈ {1, . . . ,d}.

Similarly, we write A(i) = A(θ(h,i)) with

θ(h,i) = (θ1 + h1, . . . ,θi + hi,θi+1, . . . ,θd),
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for i ∈ {0,1, . . . ,d} and j ∈ {1, . . . ,d+ 1}. It implies A
(0)
1 = U0 and A

(d)
1 = Ud. We have

A
(k)
ij = fi(aj(θ

(h,k))) = cos
(
aj(θ

(h,k))
)∏

l≤i
sin

(
aj(θ

(h,k))
)

= cos
(
θi + 1i<j

π

2
+ 1l≤ihi

)∏

l≤i
sin

(
θl + 1l<j

π

2
+ 1l≤khl

)
,

and therefore

A
(k+1)
ij −A

(k)
ij =





0 if i ≤ k
∏
l≤k

sin
(
θl + 1l<j

π
2

+ hl
)

×
[
cos

(
θk+1 + 1k+1<j

π
2

+ hk+1

)
− cos

(
θk+1 + 1k+1<j

π
2

)]
if i = k + 1

∏
l<i

l 6=k+1

sin
(
θl + 1l<j

π
2

+ 1l≤k
)

× cos
(
θi + 1i<j

π
2

)

×
[
sin

(
θk+1 + 1k+1<j

π
2

+ hk+1

)
− sin

(
θk+1 + 1k+1<j

π
2

)]
if i > k + 1,

= 2 sin

(
hk+1

2

)∏

l≤k
sin

(
θl + 1l<j

π

2
+ hl

)

×





0 if i ≤ k

− sin
(
θk+1 + 1k+1<j

π
2

+ hk+1

2

)
if i = k + 1

cos
(
θk+1 + 1k+1<j

π
2

+ hk+1

2

) ∏
k+1<l<i

sin
(
θl + 1l<j

π
2

)

× cos
(
θi + 1i<j

π
2

)
if i > k + 1.

We have (k + 1 ≤ d, k ≥ 0)

||A(k+1) −A(k)||2F =
∑

i,j

(
A

(k+1)
ij − A

(k)
ij

)2

= 4 sin2

(
hk+1

2

) ∑

1≤j≤d+1

∏

l≤k
sin2

(
θl + 1l<j

π

2
+ hl

) [
sin2

(
θk+1 + 1k+1<j

π

2
+
hk+1

2

)

+ cos2

(
θk+1 + 1k+1<j

π

2
+
hk+1

2

)
d+1∑

i=k+2

∏

k+1<l<i

sin2
(
θl + 1l<j

π

2

)
cos2

(
θi + 1i<j

π

2

) ]

= 4 sin2

(
hk+1

2

) ∑

1≤j≤d+1

∏

l≤k
sin2

(
θl + 1l<j

π

2
+ hl

)

= 4 sin2

(
hk+1

2

)[
(d+ 1 − k)

∏

l≤k
sin2

(
θl + 1l<j

π

2
+ hl

)

+
∑

1≤j≤k

∏

l≤k
sin2

(
θl + 1l<j

π

2
+ hl

)]

≤ 4 sin2

(
hk+1

2

)[
(d+ 1 − k)

∏

l≤k
cos2 (θl + hl) + 1 −

∏

l≤k
cos2 (θl + hl)

]

≤ 4 sin2

(
hk+1

2

)
(d− k)

∏

l≤k
cos2 (θl + hl)

≤ (d− k)h2
k+1.
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Finally, with || · ||op ≤ || · ||F we get

||A(d) −A(0)||op ≤
d−1∑

k=0

||(A(k+1) − A(k))T ||op

≤
d−1∑

k=0

(d− k)h2
k+1.

D Hidden Markov models

This section gathers the proof of Theorems 4, 5, 6, 9, 10, Corollary 3 and Proposition 1, 2, 3.

D.1 Proof of Theorem 4

The next result is proven in Section D.1.1 and gives a bound on the ρ-dimension function.

Proposition 5. Under Assumption 3 and with δ(s) given by (38, we can take

Dn(s,1)

(
Mδ(s)

)
= CLV

[
1 + log

(
Kn(s,1)

V ∧ n(s,1)

)]
,

with C = 3930.

With Theorem 1 we have

CE
[
h2
(
P , P̂s

)]
≤ h2

(
P,Mδ

)
+ n−1

n∑

i=1

h2
(
Pi, P

)

+ n−1
s+1∑

b=1

K
(
P∗
s,b||Pind

s,b

)
+ (s+ 1)LV

log n

n
,

for some positive constant C. The following result is proven in Proposition D.1.2 and tells us
how well Mδ approximates M .

Proposition 6. For K ≥ 2, w,v in WK , Q,R in TK and probability distributions F1, . . . ,FK ,G1, . . . ,GK

on (Y ,Y), we have

h2 (Pw,Q,F ,Pv,R,G) ≤ h2(w,v) + (L− 1) max
k∈[K]

h2 (Qk·, Rk·)

+ Lmax
k∈[K]

h2 (Fk,Gk) .

With Proposition 6 and inequality (B.5) in Lecestre [14] we have

h2 (P,Mδ) ≤ (K − 1)Lδ + Lǫ2, ∀P ∈ M . (82)

With the choice of δ given in (38) we get

CE
[
h2
(
P , P̂s

)]
≤ h2

(
P ,M

)
+ n−1

n∑

i=1

h2
(
Pi, P

)
+ n−1

s+1∑

b=1

K
(
P∗
s,b||Pind

s,b

)

+ Lǫ2 + (s+ 1)LV
logn

n
,

for some positive constant C. We now turn to the second bound in Theorem 4. The next result
is proven later in Section D.1.3.
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Lemma 13. Under Assumption 2, there are positive constants C(Q∗) and r(Q∗) that only
depend on Q∗ such that

n−1
s+1∑

b=1

K
(
P∗
s,b||Pind

s,b

)
≤ C(Q∗)e−r(Q∗)s,∀s ≥ L− 1,∀b ∈ [s+ 1],

and h2 (P ∗,Pi) ≤ C(Q∗)e−r(Q∗)i for all i ∈ [n].

In this situation, for P = P ∗ and s ≥ L− 1 we have

CE
[
h2
(
P , P̂s

)]
≤ h2

(
P ,M

)
+

C(Q∗)

n(er(Q∗) − 1)
+ C(Q∗)e−r(Q∗)s

+ Lǫ2 + (s+ 1)LV
logn

n
,

for some positive constant. The condition on s leads to the desired inequality.

D.1.1 Proof of Proposition 5

From Proposition A.1. [14], we have

DHδ(s)



n(s,b)⊗

i=1

Pi, Q
⊗n(s,b)


 ≤ 545.3V

[
5.82 + log

(
(KL + 1)2

δ(s)L

)
+ log+

(
n(s,b)

V

)]
.

• If V ≤ n(s,1)(K − 1)/K, we have

log

(
(KL + 1)2

δ(s,b)L

)
+ log+

(
n(s,b)

V

)
≤ log

(
(KL + 1)2n(s,1)L(K − 1)L

V
L

n(s,1)

V

)

= log

(
(KL + 1)2(K − 1)L

KL+1

)
+ log

(
KL+1n(s,1)L+1

V
L+1

)

= log

(
(KL + 1)2(K2 − 1)L

KL+1(K + 1)L

)
+ (L+ 1) log

(
Kn(s,1)

V

)
.

One can check that for L ≥ 2, we have (KL+1)2(K2−1)L

KL+1(K+1)L ≤ K2L−1 for all K ≥ 1. Therefore,

log

(
(KL + 1)2

δ(s)L

)
+ log+

(
n(s,b)

V

)
≤ (2L− 1) logK + (L+ 1) log

(
Kn(s,1)

V

)

≤ 3L log
(
KN

V

)
= 3L log

(
KN

V ∧N

)
.

• Otherwise V > n(s,1)(K − 1)/K and log
(
Kn(s,1)

V ∧n(s,1)

)
= logK. We have

log

(
(KL + 1)2

δ(s)L

)
+ log+

(
n(s,b)

V

)
≤ log

(
(KL + 1)2KLn(s,1)

V

)

= log

(
Kn(s,1)

V

)
+ (L− 1) logK + 2 log

(
1 +KL

)

≤ 3L log

(
Kn(s,1)

V ∧ n(s,1)

)
+ 2 log(1 +K−L)

≤ 2 log 2 + 3L log

(
Kn(s,1)

V ∧ n(s,1)

)
.
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D.1.2 Proof of Proposition 6

With Lemma B.3 [14], we have

h (Pw,Q,F , Pv,R,G) ≤ h
(
wQ©L, vR©L

)
+ max

k1,...,kL∈[K]L
h

(
L⊗

l=1

Fkl
,
L⊗

l=1

Gkl

)
,

with
wQ©L(k1, . . . ,kL) = wk1Qk1,k2 . . . QkL−1,kL

,∀k1, . . . ,kL ∈ [K]. (83)

Let ρ denote the Hellinger affinity defined by ρ = 1 − h2 For ρ− = mink∈[K] ρ (Qk,·,Rk,·), we
have

h2
(
wQ©L, vR©L

)
= 1 − ρ

(
wQ©L, vR©L

)

= 1 −
∑

k1,...,kL

√
wk1vk1Qk1,k2Rk1,k2 . . . QkL−1,kL

RkL−1,kL

= 1 −
∑

k1,...,kL−1

√
wk1vk1Qk1,k2Rk1,k2 . . . QkL−2,kL−1

RkL−2,kL−1
ρ
(
QkL−1,·,RkL−1,·

)

≤ 1 − ρ−
∑

k1,...,kL−1

√
wk1vk1Qk1,k2Rk1,k2 . . . QkL−2,kL−1

RkL−2,kL−1
.

By induction we get

h2
(
wQ©L, vR©L

)
≤ 1 − ρL−1

− ρ (w,v) ≤ h2(w,v) + (L− 1) max
k∈[K]

h2 (Qk,·,Rk,·) .

We also have

h2

(
L⊗

l=1

Fkl
,
L⊗

l=1

Gkl

)
= 1 − ρ

(
L⊗

l=1

Fkl
,
L⊗

l=1

Gkl

)

= 1 −
L∏

l=1

ρ (Fkl
, Gkl

) ≤
L∑

l=1

h2 (Fkl
, Gkl

) ,

which allows to conclude the proof.

D.1.3 Proof of Lemma 13

Let s not be smaller than L − 1 and b be in [s + 1]. Since (Yi,Hi)1≤i≤N is a hidden Markov
model, we have that (

X
(s,b)
i ,H

(L,s,b)
i

)
1≤i≤n

is also a hidden Markov model, with

X
(s,b)
i = Xb+(i−1)(s+1) and H

(L,s,b)
i =

(
Hb+(i−1)(s+1), . . . ,Hb+(i−1)(s+1)+L−1

)
.

From Lemma 4, we have

K
(
P∗
s,b||Pind

s,b

)
≤

n(s,b)−1∑

i=1

K
(
L
(
H

(L,s,b)
i ,H

(L,s,b)
i+1

)
||L

(
H

(L,s,b)
i

)
⊗ L

(
H

(L,s,b)
i+1

))
.

We can use the following result to bound the terms in the sum on the right-hand side of the
inequality.
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Lemma 14. Let A and B be random variables taking values in the finite sets A and B

respectively. We have

K (L(A,B)||L(A) ⊗ L(B)) ≤ 2
∑

a∈A

dTV (L(B|A = a),L(B)) .

For k1, . . . ,k2L ∈ [K∗], we have

P
(
H

(L,s,b)
i+1 = (kL+1, . . . ,k2L)|H(L,s,b)

i = (k1, . . . ,kL)
)

= Q∗
k2L−1,k2L

. . . Q∗
kL+1,kL+2

(Q∗)s+2−L
kL,kL+1

Therefore, we have

K
(
P∗
s,b||Pind

s,b

)
≤ 2

n(s,b)−1∑

i=1

∑

k∈[K∗]

dTV
(
(Q∗)s+2−L

k,· , νiQ
s+2−L

)
,

where νi = w∗(Q∗)b+(i−1)(s+1)+L−2 is the distribution of Hb+(i−1)(s+1)+L−1. Since Q∗ is irreducible
and aperiodic, there exists a unique invariant probability π∗ and there are positive constants
C(Q∗) and r(Q∗) such that

dTV
(
(Q∗)tk,·, π

∗
)

≤ C(Q∗)e−r(Q∗)t, ∀k ∈ [K∗],∀t ≥ 1.

Combining the different inequalities we get

K
(
P∗
s,b||Pind

s,b

)
≤ 4K∗(n(s,b) − 1)C(Q∗)e−r(Q∗)(s+1).

We have
h2 (P ∗,Pi) ≤ dTV (P ∗,Pi) = dTV

(
π∗, w∗(Q∗)i−1

)
≤ C(Q∗)e−r(Q∗)(i−1).

D.1.4 Proof of Lemma 14

We denote by (A × B)+ the set {(a,b) ∈ A × B;P(A = a,B = b) > 0}. We have

K (L(A,B)||L(A) ⊗ L(B)) =
∑

(a,b)∈(A ×B)+

P (A = a,B = b) log

(
P (A = a,B = b)

P (A = a)P (B = b)

)

≤
∑

(a,b)∈(A ×B)+

P (A = a,B = b)

(
P (A = a,B = b)

P (A = a)P (B = b)
− 1

)

=
∑

(a,b)∈(A ×B)+

(P (A = a,B = b) − P (A = a)P (B = b))2

P (A = a)P (B = b)
.

For (a,b) ∈ (A × B)+,

(P (A = a,B = b) − P (A = a)P (B = b))2

P (A = a)P (B = b)

= |P (A = a|B = b) − P (A = a)| × |P (B = b|A = a) − P (B = b)|
≤ |P (B = b|A = a) − P (B = b)| .

Finally, we get

K (L(A,B)||L(A) ⊗ L(B)) ≤
∑

a∈A

2dTV (L (B|A = a) ,L (B)) .
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D.2 Proof of Corollary 3

We have

P
(
Xi = (Y ′

i , . . . ,Y
′
i+L−1)

)
≥ P (Ei = · · · = Ei+L−1 = 1) = pipi+1 . . . pi+L−1,

and with the convexity of the squared Hellinger distance

h2 (Pi, P
∗) ≤ pipi+1 . . . pi+L−1h

2 (P ′
i ,P

∗) + (1 − pipi+1 . . . pi+L−1)

≤ h2 (P ′
i ,P

∗) + (1 − pi) + · · · + (1 − pi+L−1),

where P ′
i = L(Y ′

i , . . . ,Y
′
i+L−1). One can check that n ≥ 1+N/2 with our conditions on L. With

Theorem 4, Lemma 2 and Lemma 13 we have

CE
[
h2
(
P ∗, P̂s

)]
≤ h2 (P ∗,M ) +

C(Q∗)

n(er(Q∗) − 1)
+
L

N

N∑

i=1

(1 − pi)

+ e−r(Q∗)s + Lǫ2 + (s+ 1)LV
logn

n
,

for some positive constant C and s ≥ L− 1.

D.3 Proof of Theorems 5 and 6

With (45) and Theorem 4, we have

CE
[
h2
(
P, P̂s

)]
≤ h2

(
P,M

)
+ n−1

n∑

i=1

h2
(
Pi,P

)

+ n−1
s+1∑

b=1

K
(
P∗
s,b||Pind

s,b

)

+ Lǫ2 + (s+ 1)L2KL log(2|Fλ−,λ+,M |[ǫ]) log n

n
.

We can simply follow the proof of Theorems 2 and 3 to conclude.

D.4 Proof of Proposition 1

The proof relies on the following lemma.

Lemma 15. The set A of probability density functions, defined by

A =
{
(x1, . . . ,xL) 7→ q1(x1) . . . qL(xL); qi ∈ E

(
Θi,ηi,Ti,di,Bi

)
,∀i ∈ {1, . . . ,L}

}
,

is VC-subgraph with VC-index 3 + d1 + · · · + dL.

As L ≥ 2 and max
1≤k≤K

dk ≥ 2, Assumption 3 is met with

V = 3KL +KL−1L
K∑

k=1

dk ≤ KL
(

3 + L max
1≤k≤K

dk

)
.
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D.4.1 Proof of Lemma 15

We have

A =
{

(x1, . . . ,xL) 7→ fθ1(x1) . . . fθL
(xL); θi ∈ Θi,∀i ∈ {1, . . . ,L}

}

= exp ◦
{

(x1, . . . ,xL) 7→
L∑

i=1

〈ηi(θi), Ti(xi)〉 + Ai(θi) +Bi(xi), ∀i ∈ {1, . . . ,L}
}

⊂ exp ◦ (V +B)

with B : (x1, . . . ,xL) 7→ Bi(x1) + · · · +Bi(xL) and

V =

{
(x1, . . . ,xL) 7→ A +

K∑

i=1

〈ηi, Ti(xi)〉; ηi ∈ Rd, ∀i ∈ {1, . . . ,L}, A ∈ R

}
.

The set V is a vector space of dimension 1 + d1 + · · · + dL and exp is monotone, therefore, from
Proposition 42-(i,ii) [2] and Lemma 2.6.15 [21] and Lemma 2.6.18-(v) [21], the class of functions
A is VC-subgraph with V C-index V (A) ≤ 3 + d1 + · · · + dL.

D.5 Proof of Proposition 2

We first need the following lemma to apply results of regular parametric models.

Lemma 16. Under Assumption 5, our model is regular, i.e.

• φ 7→ p(x;φ) is continuous for all x,

• it is differentiable for all x,

• and the information matrix function

I : φ 7→ I(φ) =
∫

X L
∂φp(x;φ) (∂φp(x;φ))T

µ(x)

p(x;φ)

is well-defined and continuous.

We can now apply results of Ibragimov and Has’minskĭı [10], in particular (7.20) which is
a consequence of Theorem 7.6. Let κ be a compact subset of Φ such that Φ belongs to the
interior of κ. There is a positive constants a(κ) such that

∀φ ∈ κ, h2
(
Pφ,Pφ

)
≥ a(κ)

||φ− φ||2
1 + ||φ− φ||2 ≥ a(κ)

1 + b(κ)
||φ− φ||2,

with b(κ) = max
φ∈κ

||φ−φ||2. We know that c(κ) := inf
φ∈Φ\κ

h2
(
Pφ,Pφ

)
is positive. Therefore, there

exist a positive constant C(φ) such that

∀φ ∈ Φ, h2
(
Pφ, Pφ

)
≥ 1φ∈κ

a(κ)

1 + b(κ)
||φ− φ||2 + 1φ∈Φ\κc(κ)

≥ C(φ)

[
||w − w||2 +

∣∣∣
∣∣∣Q−Q

∣∣∣
∣∣∣
2

+
K∑

k=1

∣∣∣
∣∣∣θ − θ

∣∣∣
∣∣∣
2 ∧ 1

]
.
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D.5.1 Proof of Lemma 16

For k1, . . . ,kL ∈ [K] we have

p(x;φ) ≥ wk1Qk1,k2 . . . QkL−1,kL

L∏

l=1

fθkl
(xl). (84)

• Since ηk and Ak are continuous for all k in [K], then the applications θk 7→ fθk
(x) are

continuous for all x ∈ X and so is φ 7→ p(x;φ) for all x ∈ Y L.

• The function u 7→ p(x; u) is differentiable at the point u = φ for all x ∈ Y L since Ak and
ηk are differentiable for all k ∈ [K]. For all k ∈ [K] and j ∈ [ek],

∂θ
k,j
p(x;φ) =

∑

k1,...,kL

wk1Qk1,k2 . . . QkL−1,kL

L∑

l=1

1kl=k


∏

i6=l
fθkj

(xj)


 ∂θ

k,j
fθ

k
(xl)

=
∑

k1,...,kL

wk1Qk1,k2 . . . QkL−1,kL

L∏

i=1

fθki
(xi)

×
L∑

l=1

1kl=k

[
〈∂θ

k,j
ηk(θk), Tk(xl)〉 + ∂θ

k,j
Ak(θk)

]
. (85)

For k ∈ [K − 1] and k′ ∈ [K] we have

∂w
k
p(x;φ) =

∑

k2,...,kL

Qk,k2
. . . QkL−1,kL

fθ
k
(x1)

L∏

l=2

fθkl
(xl)

−
∑

k2,...,kL

QK,k2 . . . QkL−1,kL
fθK

(x1)
L∏

l=2

fθkl
(xl) (86)

and

∂Q
k′,k
p(x;φ) =

∑

k1,k2,...,kL

wk1∂Qk′,k

[
Qk1,k2 . . . QkL−1,kL

] L∏

l=1

fθkl
(xl)

=
∑

k1,k2,...,kL

wk1

L∏

i=1

fki,θki
(xi)

L∑

l=2

[
1(k′,k)=(kl−1,kl)

− 1(k′,K)=(kl−1,kl)

] ∏

2≤j≤L,
j 6=l

Qkj−1,kj
.

(87)

Since Ak and ηk are C1, we just need to check that the functions

φ 7→
∫

Y L
Tk,j(xi)Tk′

,j′(xi′)
L∏

l=1

fθkl
(xl)fθk′

l

(xl)
µ(dx)

p(x;φ)
, (88)

φ 7→
∫

Y L
Tk,j(xi)

L∏

l=1

fθkl
(xl)fθk′

l

(xl)
µ(dx)

p(x;φ)
, (89)

φ 7→
∫

Y L

L∏

l=1

fθkl
(xl)fθk′

l

(xl)
µ(dx)

p(x;φ)
, (90)

are well-defined and continuous for all k1,k
′
1, . . . ,kL,k

′
L,k,k ∈ [K],j ∈ [dk],j

′ ∈ [d
k

′ ],i,i′ ∈ [L],
where

Tk(x) = (Tk,1(x), . . . ,Tk,dk
(x)) ∈ Rdk ,∀x ∈ Y .

We deal with integrability in the first time and then look at continuity, using (84) repeatedly.

50



• We have

0 ≤
∫

Y L

L∏

l=1

fθkl
(xl)fθk′

l

(xl)
µ(dx)

p(x;φ)

≤
(
wk1Qk1,k2 . . . QkL−1,kL

)−1
∫

Y L

L∏

l=1

fθk′
j

(xj)µ(dx)

=
(
wk1Qk1,k2 . . . QkL−1,kL

)−1
< ∞,

and (90) is well defined. Similarly

0 ≤
∫

Y L

∣∣∣Tk,j(xi)
∣∣∣
L∏

l=1

fθkl
(xl)fθk′

l

(xl)
µ(dx)

p(x;φ)

≤
(
wk′

1
Qk′

1,k
′
2
. . . Qk′

L−1,k
′
L

)−1
∫

Y

∣∣∣Tk,j(xi)
∣∣∣ fθki

(xi)ν(dxi)

≤
(
wk′

1
Qk′

1,k
′
2
. . . Qk′

L−1,k
′
L

)−1
√∫

Y

∣∣∣Tk,j(xi)
∣∣∣
2
fθki

(xi)ν(dxi) < ∞,

and (89) is well defined. Finally

0 ≤
∫

Y L

∣∣∣Tk,j(xi)Tk′
,j′(xi′)

∣∣∣
L∏

l=1

fθkl
(xl)fθk′

l

(xl)
µ(dx)

p(x;φ)

≤
(
wk1wk′

1
Qk1,k2Qk′

1,k
′
2
. . . QkL−1,kL

Qk′
L−1,k

′
L

)−1/2

×
∫

Y L

∣∣∣Tk,j(xi)Tk′
,j′(xi′)

∣∣∣

√√√√
L∏

l=1

fθkl
(xl)fθk′

l

(xl)µ(dx)

≤
(
wk1wk′

1
Qk1,k2Qk′

1,k
′
2
. . . QkL−1,kL

Qk′
L−1,k

′
L

)−1/2

×
√∫

Y

∣∣∣Tk,j(xi)
∣∣∣
2
fθki

(xi)ν(dxi)

√∫

Y

∣∣∣T
k

′
,j′(xi′)

∣∣∣
2
fθk′

i′

(xi′)ν(dxi′) < ∞,

and (88) is well defined. The Fisher information matrix I(φ) is well-defined for all φ. We
now turn to continuity.
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• We have
∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

∏L
l=1 fθkl

(xl)fθk′
l

(xl)

p(x;φ)
−
∏L
l=1 fkl,θ

′
kl

(xl)fk′
l
,θ′

k′
l

(xl)

p(x;φ′)

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

≤
∏L
l=1 fθk′

l

(xl)

p(x;φ)

∣∣∣∣∣
L∏

l=1

fθkl
(xl) −

L∏

l=1

fθ′
kl

(xl)

∣∣∣∣∣

+
L∏

l=1

fθ′
kl

(xl)
L∏

l=1

fθk′
l

(xl)

∣∣∣∣∣
1

p(x;φ)
− 1

p(x;φ′)

∣∣∣∣∣

+

∏L
l=1 fθ′

kl
(xl)

p(x;φ′)

∣∣∣∣∣
L∏

l=1

fθk′
l

(xl) −
L∏

l=1

fθ′

k′
l

(xl)

∣∣∣∣∣

≤

∣∣∣∣
∏L
l=1 fθkl

(xl) −∏L
l=1 fθ′

kl
(xl)

∣∣∣∣
wk′

1
Qk′

1,k
′
2
. . . Qk′

L−1
,k′

L

+
|p(x;φ) − p(x;φ′)|

w′
k1
wk′

1
Q′
k1,k2

Qk′
1,k

′
2
. . . Q′

kL−1,kL
Qk′

L−1
,k′

L

+

∣∣∣∣
∏L
l=1 fθk′

l

(xl) −∏L
l=1 fθ′

k′
l

(xl)
∣∣∣∣

w′
k1
Q′
k1,k2

. . . Q′
kL−1,kL

.

Therefore,
∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

∫

Y L

∏L
l=1 fθkl

(xl)fθk′
l

(xl)

p(x;φ)
µ(dx) −

∫

Y L

∏L
l=1 fθ′

kl
(xl)fθ′

k′
l

(xl)

p(x;φ′)
µ(dx)

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

≤
2dTV

(⊗L
l=1 Fθkl

,
⊗L
l=1 Fθ′

kl

)

wk′
1
Qk′

1,k
′
2
. . . Qk′

L−1,k
′
L

+
2dTV (Pφ, Pφ′)

w′
k1
wk′

1
Q′
k1,k2

Qk′
1,k

′
2
. . . Q′

kL−1,kL
Qk′

L−1,k
′
L

+
2dTV

(⊗L
l=1 Fθk′

l

,
⊗L
l=1 Fθ′

k′
l

)

w′
k1
Q′
k1,k2

. . . Q′
kL−1,kL

.

Since convergence with respect to the total variation distance and to the Hellinger distance
are equivalent, we get continuity of (90) with Proposition 6. Similarly, we have

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

∫

Y L

Tk,j(xi)
∏L
l=1 fθkl

(xl)fθk′
l

(xl)

p(x;φ)
µ(dx) −

∫

Y L

Tk,j(xi)
∏L
l=1 fθ′

kl
(xl)fθ′

k′
l

(xl)

p(x;φ′)
µ(dx)

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

≤
∫
Y L |Tk,j(xi)|

∣∣∣∣
∏L
l=1 fθkl

(xl) −∏L
l=1 fθ′

kl
(xl)

∣∣∣∣µ(dx)

wk′
1
Qk′

1,k
′
2
. . . Qk′

L−1
,k′

L

+

∫
Y L |Tk,j(xi)| |p(x;φ) − p(x;φ′)|µ(dx)

w′
k1
wk′

1
Q′
k1,k2

Qk′
1,k

′
2
. . . Q′

kL−1;kL
Qk′

L−1,k
′
L

+

∫ |Tkl
(xl)|

∣∣∣∣
∏L
i=l fθk′

l

(xl) −∏L
i=1 fk′

l
,θ′

k′
l

(xl)
∣∣∣∣µ(dx)

w′
k1
Q′
k1,k2

. . . Q′
kL−1,kL

.
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We have
∫

Y L
|Tk,j(xi)| |p(x;φ) − p(x;φ′)|µ(dx)

≤
∑

1≤k1,...,kL≤K

∫

Y L
|Tk,j(xi)|

∣∣∣∣∣
L∏

l=1

fθkl
(xl) −

L∏

l=1

fθ′
kl

(xl)

∣∣∣∣∣µ(dx)

and

∫

Y L
|Tk,j(xi)|

∣∣∣∣∣
L∏

l=1

fθkl
(xl) −

L∏

l=1

fθ′
kl

(xl)

∣∣∣∣∣µ(dx)

≤
∫

Y L
|Tk,j(xi)|

∣∣∣fθki
(xi) − fθ′

ki
(xi)

∣∣∣ ν(dxi)

+ 2
∫

Y

|Tk,j(xi)|fθki
(xi)ν(dxi) ×

∑

l<i

dTV

(
Fθkl

, Fθ′
kl

)

+ 2
∫

Y

|Tk,j(xi)|fθ′
ki

(xi)ν(dxi) ×
∑

l>i

dTV

(
Fθkl

, Fθ′
kl

)
.

As
∫

Y

|Tk,j(x)|
∣∣∣fθk

(x) − fθ′
k
(x)
∣∣∣ ν(dx)

≤
√∫

Y

|Tk,j(x)|2
∣∣∣fθk

(x) − fθ′
k
(x)
∣∣∣ ν(dx) ×

√
2dTV

(
Fθk

, Fθ′
k

)
−−−−→
θ′

k
→θk

0.

for all k ∈ [K] and θk ∈ Θk, we get continuity of (89). Similarly, we only need

∫

Y

|Tk,j(x)|2
∣∣∣fθk

(x) − fθ′
k
(x)
∣∣∣ ν(dx) −−−−→

θ′
k

→θk

0

to obtain the continuity of (88).

D.6 Proof of Theorem 9

We start the proof with two lemmas that ensure we fit into the framework of Proposition 2.

Lemma 17. The information matrix I(φ) is definite positive for all φ in Φ.

Lemma 18. Let (φn)n∈N be a sequence in Φ. If lim
n→∞

h
(
Pφn,Pφ

)
= 0, then we have lim

n→∞
φn = φ.

One can see that Lemma 18 implies that inf
||φ−φ||≥a
φ∈Φ

h2
(
Pφ,Pφ

)
> 0 for all a > 0. Therefore we

can apply Proposition 2. From Proposition 1, we get V ≤ (3 + L)KL = 5K3.

D.6.1 Proof of Lemma 17

For k = (k1, . . . ,kL) ∈ [K]L, the notation wQ©L(k) is defined by (83). Following Theorem 1 of
Meijer & Ypma [17], we have

det(I(φ)) = 0 ⇔ ∃λ 6= 0,
∑

i

λi∂φi
p(x;φ) = 0 for µ-almost all x.
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We can use (85), (86) and (87) to get

0 =
∑

k∈[K]L

wQ©L(k)
L∏

l=1

fθkl
(xl)

L∑

l=1

ekl∑

j=1

λθkl,j

[
〈∂θkl,j

ηkl
(θkl

), Tkl
(xl)〉 + ∂θkl,j

Akl
(θkl

)
]

+
K−1∑

k1=1

λwk1

[
fθk1

(x1) − fθK
(x1)

] ∑

k2,...,kL

wQ©L(k)

wk1

L∏

i=2

fθki
(xi)

+
L∑

l=2

K−1∑

kl=1

∑

k1,...,kl−1,kl+1,...,kL

λQkl−1,kl

wQ©L(k)

Qkl−1,kl

[
fθkl

(xl) − fθK
(xl)

]∏

i6=l
fθk

(xi),

for almost all x. If we apply it to exponential distributions, we get

0 = −
∑

k∈[K]L

wQ©L(k)θk1 . . . θkL
e−θk1

x1−···−θkL
xL

(
L∑

l=1

λθkl
xl

)
(91)

+
K−1∑

k1=1

λwk1

∑

k2,...,kL

wQ©L(k)

wk1

θk1 . . . θkL
e−θk1

x1−···−θkL
xL

−
K−1∑

k1=1

λwk1

∑

k2,...,kL

wQ©L(k)

wk1

θKθk2 . . . θkL
e−θKx1−···−θkL

xL

+
L∑

l=2

K−1∑

kl=1

∑

ki;i6=l
λQkl−1,kl

wQ©L(k)

Qkl−1,kl

θk1 . . . θkL
e−θk1

x1−···−θkl
xl

−
L∑

l=2

K−1∑

kl=1

∑

ki;i6=l
λQkl−1,kl

wQ©L(k)

Qkl−1,kl

θk1 . . . θkl−1
θKθkl+1

. . . θkL
e−θk1

x1−···−θKxl−···−θkl
xl.

As θ1 > · · · > θK , we can identify the coefficients for each x 7→ e−θk1
x1−···−θkL

xL. For k ∈
[K − 1]L, we get

0 = −wQ©L(k)θk1 . . . θkL

(
L∑

l=1

λθkl
xl

)
+ λwk1

wQ©L(k)

wk1

θk1 . . . θkL

+
L∑

l=2

λQkl−1,kl

wQ©L(k)

Qkl−1,kl

θk1 . . . θkL
for almost all x

⇒ 0 = λθk1
= · · · = λθkL

=
λwk1

wk1

+
L∑

l=2

λQkl−1,kl

Qkl−1,kl

.

This implies λθk
= 0 for all k ∈ [K − 1] and there are quantities λ∗

w and λ∗
Q such that

λwk

wk
= λ∗

k

for all k ∈ [K − 1] and
λQk1,k2

Qk1,k2
= λ∗

Q for k1,k2 ∈ [K − 1] and λ∗
w + (L − 1)λ∗

Q = 0. Therefore,

(91) becomes

0 = λ∗
w

K−1∑

k1=1

∑

k2,...,kL

wQ©L(k)θk1 . . . θkL
e−θk1

x1−···−θkL
xL (92)

− λ∗
w

∑

k2,...,kL



K−1∑

k1=1

wQ©L(k)


 θKθk2 . . . θkL

e−θKx1−···−θkL
xL

+
L∑

l=2

K−1∑

kl=1

∑

ki:i6=l
λQkl−1,kl

wQ©L(k)

Qkl−1,kl

θk1 . . . θkL
e−θk1

x1−···−θkl
xl

−
L∑

l=2

K−1∑

kl=1

∑

ki:i6=l
λQkl−1,kl

wQ©L(k)

Qkl−1,kl

θk1 . . . θK . . . θkL
e−θk1

x1−···−θKxl−···−θkl
xl.
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For k2, . . . ,kL ∈ [K − 1]L−1, we write k′ = (K,k2, . . . ,kL) and with identification with respect
to x 7→ e−θKx1−θk2

x2−···−θkL
xL we have

0 = −λ∗
w



K−1∑

k1=1

wQ©L(k)


 θKθk2 . . . θkL

+ λQK,k2

wQ©L(k′)

QK,k2

θKθk2 . . . θkL

⇒λ∗
w



K−1∑

k1=1

wk1Qk1,k2


 =

λQK,k2

QK,k2

wKQK,k2.

For k ∈ [K − 1],

λQK,k

QK,k
= λ∗

wβk with βk =

K−1∑
k′=1

wk′Qk′,k

wKQK,k
. (93)

Finally (92) becomes

0 = λ∗
w

K−1∑

k1=1

∑

k2,...,kL

wQ©L(k)θk1 . . . θkL
e−θk1

x1−···−θkL
xL

− λ∗
w

∑

k2,...,kL



K−1∑

k1=1

wQ©L(k)


 θKθk2 . . . θkL

e−θKx1−···−θkL
xL

+ λ∗
Q

L∑

l=2

∑

kl−1,kl∈[K−1]

∑

ki∈[K];
i/∈{l−1,l}

wQ©L(k)θk1 . . . θkL
e−θk1

x1−···−θkL
xL

+ λ∗
w

L∑

l=2

∑

kl∈[K−1]

∑

ki∈[K];
i6=l

βkl
wQ©L(k)θk1 . . . θkl−2

θKθkl
. . . θkL

e−θk1
x1−···−θKxl−1−θkl

xl−···−θkL
xL

− λ∗
Q

L∑

l=2

∑

kl−1,kl∈[K−1]

∑

ki∈[K];
i/∈{l−1,l}

wQ©L(k)θk1 . . . θkl−1
θKθkl+1

. . . θkL
e−θk1

x1−···−θkl−1
xl−1−θKxl−···−θkL

xL

− λ∗
w

L∑

l=2

K−1∑

kl=1

∑

ki∈[K];
i6=l

βkl
wQ©L(k)θk1 . . . θkl−2

θKθKθkl+1
. . . θkL

e−θk1
x1−···−θKxl−1−θKxl−···−θkL

xL.

Identification with respect to x 7→ e−θKx1···−θKxK gives

0 = −λ∗
w

(
K−1∑

k=1

wk1

)
QL−1
K,K − λ∗

w

L−1∑

l=2

K−1∑

kl=1

βkl
wKQ

L−3
K,KQkl,KQK,kl

) − λ∗
w

K−1∑

kL=1

βkL
wKQ

L−2
K,KQK,kL

⇒0 = λ∗
w


(1 − wK)Q2

K,K + (L− 2)
K−1∑

k2=1

wKβk2Qk2,KQK,k2 +QK,K

K−1∑

k2=1

wKβk2QK,k2




⇒0 = λ∗
w


(1 − wK)Q2

K,K + (L− 2)
K−1∑

k2=1



K−1∑

k1

wk1Qk1,k2


Qk2,K +QK,K

K−1∑

k2=1

K−1∑

k1=1

wk1Qk1,k2


 ,

where the last inequality comes from the definition of βk. One can notice the quantity between
the brackets is positive as a consequence of the definition of OK . Therefore, we necessarily have
λ∗
w = 0 and consequently λ∗

Q = λK,1 = · · · = λK,K−1 = 0 which means λ = 0 and therefore the
information matrix is definite positive.
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D.6.2 Proof of Lemma 18

The parameters wk and Qk,k′ are bounded so we can assume the sequences wk,n and Qk,k′
n

are converging, with respective limits w∗
k and Q∗

k,k′, even if it means extracting a subsequence.
For other parameters, it is always possible to extract a subsequence φψ(n) such that for all
k in [K], we have θk,ψ(n) −−−→

n→∞
θ∗
k ∈ [0,∞]. We can deduce from the definition of Φ that

θ∗
1 ≥ θ∗

2 ≥ · · · ≥ θ∗
K . Let us consider the following cases, dropping the dependency on ψ in the

notation.

• If θ∗
k = +∞, we have θk,ne

−θk,nx · dx P−−−→
n→∞

Dirac(0). Since limn→∞ h
(
Pφ,n,Pφ

)
, we get

that w∗
k1
Q∗
k1,k2

. . . QkL−1,L = 0 if k appears in k1,k2, . . . ,kL.

• If θ∗
k = 0. We have

Pφ

(
[θ−1
k,n,+ ∞)L

)
≤ (e−θK/θk,n)L −−−→

n→∞
0,

and
Pφn

(
[θk,n,+ ∞)L

)
≥ wknQ

L−1
kn,kn

e−L.

Since lim
n→∞

h
(
Pφn,Pφ

)
= 0, we must have w∗

k(Q
∗
k,k)

L−1 = 0.

This proves that Pφn converges to

P∞(dx) =
∑

k1,...,kL∈[K]+

w∗
k1
Q∗
k1,k2

. . . Q∗
kL−1,kL

θ∗
kl

L∏

l=1

e
−θ∗

kl
xldx1 . . . dxL,

with [K]+ = {k ∈ [K]; θ∗
k ∈ (0,∞)}, and necessarily P∞ = Pφ. We can easily identify the

different parameters which implies that (w∗,Q∗,θ∗) and (w,Q,θ) are equal up to a permutation
σ on [K]. The ordering of the θk and the θ∗

k ensures that this equality is true, not even up to
a permutation.

D.7 Proof of Theorem 10

We just need to check that we satisfy Assumption 3. Then we can combine Proposition 3 and
??. We use Definition 41 [2] that allows to consider functions taking values in (−∞, + ∞].
From Lemma 2.6.15 [21], we have that

{x 7→ (x1 − z1)(x2 − z2); z1,z2 ∈ R} ⊂ {x 7→ ax1 + bx2 + x1x2 + c; a,b,c ∈ R}
is VC-subgraph with VC-dimension smaller than or equal to 4. With Proposition 42-(v) [2],
we get that {x 7→ |x1 − z1| · |x2 − z2|; z1,z2 ∈ R} is VC-subgraph with VC-dimension not larger
than 37.608. We now need the following result.

Lemma 19. If A ⊂ P (X ) is a VC-class with dimension V , then FA ,a := {pA,a;A ∈ A } is
VC-subgraph with dimension V for any a in R where

pA,a(x) :=

{
a if x ∈ A,
+∞ otherwise.

Since C := {Cz1,z2 := [z1 ± 1] × [z2 ± 1]; z1,z2 ∈ R} is VC with VC-dimension 4, we get that
FC ,0 is VC-subgraph with VC-dimension 4. We can apply Proposition 42-(v) [2] one more time
which implies that G = {x 7→ gz1,z2(x); z1,z2 ∈ R} is VC-subgraph with dimension at most
4.701(37.608 + 4) ≤ 196, with

gz1,z2(x) := pCz1,z2 ,0
∨ |x1 − z1| · |x2 − z2|

=

{
|x1 − z1| · |x2 − z2| if x ∈ [z1 ± 1] × [z2 ± 1],
+∞ otherwise.
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We need another lemma before we have a bound on the VC-dimension of

Sα,2 :=

{
x 7→ fα(x1 − z1)fα(x2 − z2) =

(1 − α)2

4

1

gαz1,z2
(x)

; z1,z2 ∈ R

}
.

Lemma 20. Let G be a set of functions X → [0,∞]. If G is VC-subgraph with VC-dimension

at most V , then G −1 :=
{

1
g
; g ∈ G

}
is VC-subgraph with VC-dimension at most V , with the

convention 1/0 = +∞ and 1/+ ∞ = 0.

Combining this lemma with Proposition 42-(ii) [2], we get that Sα,2 is VC-subgraph with
VC-dimension at most 196. This proves that we satisfy Assumption 3 with

V = 4 × 196 = 784.

D.7.1 Proof of Lemma 19

Assume that FA has VC-dimension larger than V . Therefore, there is (xi,ui)i∈[V+1] ∈ (X × R)[V+1]

such that for each I ⊂ [V +1] we can find AI in A such that i ∈ I ⇔ fAI
(xi) > ui. Necessarily,

we have ui ≥ a for all i ∈ [V + 1] and therefore i ∈ I ⇔ xi /∈ AI . Therefore, A can shatter
(ui)iin[V+1] which contradicts the fact that its VC-dimension is at most V .

D.7.2 Proof of Lemma 20

We adapt the proof of Lemma 2.6.18 [21]. Let (xi,ui)i∈[n] ∈ (X × R)n be such that for each
I ⊂ [n], we have gI ∈ G such that

i ∈ I ⇔ 1

gI(xi)
> ui.

For all i ∈ [n], we necessarily have ui ≥ 0 and we define ai := max{gJ(xi);
1

gJ(xi)
> ui}. One

can check that we have

gI(xi) > ai ⇔ 1

gI(xi)
≤ ui.

Therefore G shatters (xi,ai)i∈[n] ∈ (X × R)n which implies n ≤ V .

D.8 Proof of Proposition 3

For π = (π11,π12,π21,π22) ∈ W4 and z ∈ R we write

pπ,z := π11fα ⊗ fα + π12fα ⊗ fα(· − z) + π21fα(· − z) ⊗ fα + π22fα(· − z) ⊗ fα(· − z).

We define π∗ ∈ W4 by π∗
11 = w∗(1 − q∗

12), π∗
12 = w∗q∗

12 and π∗
21 = (1 − w∗)q∗

21. We also define
g : W4 × R → R by

g(π,z) = 2h2 (Pπ∗,z∗ ,Pπ,z) =
∫

R2
a2
π,z(x1,x2)dx,

with aπ,z : R2 → R defined by aπ,z(x1,x2) = |√pπ,z − √
pπ∗,z∗|. We will drop the dependence on

π and z, and just write a = aπ,z. Without loss of generality we can assume z∗ > 0 as we have
h2(Pπ,−z,Pπ∗,−z∗) = h2(Pπ,z,Pπ∗,z∗). We define the set of parameters

Y =
{

(π,z) ∈ W4 × R; z ∈
(
z∗

2
∨ z∗ − β∗, z∗ + β∗

)}
,

where β∗ ∈ (0,1] is set in the proof of Lemma 21 which proves the desired inequality on Y .
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Lemma 21. There is a positive constant C(α,z∗,π∗) such that

g(π,z) ≥ C(α,z∗,π∗)
[
(π∗

11 − π11)2 + (π∗
12 − π12)2 + (π∗

21 − π21)2 + |z − z∗|1−α
]
,

for all (π,z) in Y .

We also get that g is lower bounded out of Y with the following lemma.

Lemma 22. There is a positive constant C(α,z∗,π∗
22) such that

g(π,z) ≥ C(α,z∗,π∗
22), ∀(π,z) /∈ Y .

One can check that we have |z − z∗|1−α = (|z − z∗| ∧ 1)1−α for (π,z) ∈ Y . And since
(π∗

11 − π11)2 + (π∗
12 − π12)2 + (π∗

21 − π21)2 + (|z − z∗| ∧ 1)1−α ≤ 3 for all π and all z, there is a
positive constant C(α,z∗,π∗) such that

g(π,z) ≥ C(α,z∗,π∗)
[
(π∗

11 − π11)2 + (π∗
12 − π12)2 + (π∗

21 − π21)2 + (|z − z∗| ∧ 1)1−α
]
,

for all π,z. We now relate the distance to π∗ to the distance to (w∗,q∗) with the following result.

Lemma 23. For w,q12,q21 ∈ [0,1] we have

(π11 − π∗
11)2 + (π12 − π∗

12)2 + (π21 − π∗
21)2

≥ max

(
1

2
(w − w∗)2,

(1 − w∗)2

3
(q∗

21 − q21)2 , (w∗)2 (q12 − q∗
12)2

)
.

This last result allows to conclude the proof of Proposition 3.

D.8.1 Proof of Lemma 21

We will repeatedly use the following inequality

∀x,y > 0,
∣∣∣x1−γ − y1−γ

∣∣∣ ≥ (1 − γ)|x− y|
(x ∨ y)γ

. (94)

Let (π,z) be in Y . Our goal is to lower bound a on subsets of Y in a way that makes appearing
the difference between some parameters. Inequalities (95), (96), (98) and (99) will be proved
later.

• For I11 = [−1,b)2 with b = (z∗ ∧ z ∧ 1) − 1, we have

∫

I11

a(x1,x2)2dx1dx2 ≥ (1 − α) (1 ∧ |z∗|/2)2

16
(π∗

11 − π11)2 . (95)

• For

I22 =





(z∗, z∗ + 1) ×
(
z∗, z∗ + (1 − α)2/α(π∗

22)1/α|z − z∗|
)

if z∗ ≥ z,
(
z∗

2
∨ (z∗ − 1), z∗

)
×
(
z∗, z∗ +

(1−α)(π∗
22)1/α

(1−α)(2(π∗
22)1/α+1)+2

|z − z∗|
)

otherwise,

we have

∫

I22

a2(x1,x2)dx ≥ α2

43

(
3 − α

2 − α

)2 ( 1 − α

5 − 3α

)1−α
(π∗

22)1/α (1 ∧ |z∗|/2)1−α |z − z∗|1−α. (96)
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• Let β ∈ (0,1]. For

I12 := (−1,− (1 − z ∧ z∗)+) × (z ∨ z∗ + b−,z ∨ z∗ + b+),

I21 := (z ∨ z∗ + b−,z ∨ z∗ + b+) × (−1, − (1 − z ∧ z∗)+),

with

b+ = 1z∨z∗≥β(1 − |z − z∗|) + 1z∨z∗<β
z ∨ z∗(1 − β)

β

≥ 1z∗≥β(1 − β) + 1z∗<β
z∗(1 − β)

β
= (1 ∧ |z∗|/β) (1 − β) (97)

and b− = b+δ, δ ∈ (0,1). We have

∫

I12

a2(x1,x2)dx ≥ (π∗
12 − π12)2 (1 − α)2 (1 ∧ |z∗|/2)

82
(b+)1−α (1 − δ)1Ω12 , (98)

∫

I21

a2(x1,x2)dx ≥ (π∗
21 − π21)2 (1 − α)2 (1 ∧ |z∗|/2)

82
(b+)1−α (1 − δ)1Ω21 , (99)

with

I12 :=

{
|π∗

12 − π12| ≥ 2

[
α|z − z∗|
δb+

+ |π11 − π∗
11|(1 − β)α

]}
,

I21 :=

{
|π∗

21 − π21| ≥ 2

[
α|z − z∗|
δb+

+ |π11 − π∗
11|(1 − β)α

]}
.

Combining (95), (96), (98) and (99), we have

∫
a2(x1,x2)dx ≥ (π∗

11 − π11)2 (1 − α)2 (1 ∧ |z∗|/2)2

16

+ |z − z∗|1−αα
2

43

(
3 − α

2 − α

)2 ( 1 − α

5 − 3α

)1−α
(π∗

22)1/α (1 ∧ |z∗|/2)1−α

+ (π∗
12 − π12)2 (1 − α)2 (1 ∧ |z∗|/2)

82
(b+)1−α (1 − δ)1Ω12

+ (π∗
21 − π21)2 (1 − α) (1 ∧ |z∗|/2)

82
(b+)1−α (1 − δ)1Ω21 ,

for (π,z) ∈ Y . Then we can apply the following lemma.

Lemma 24. Let g,A1,A2,A3,B be functions Θ → R and D1,D2,3,DB,CA,CB be positive con-
stants such that

∀θ ∈ Θ, g(θ) ≥ D1A
2
1(θ) +D2,3

(
A2

2(θ)1Ω2 + A2
3(θ)1Ω3

)
+DB(θ)B1−α,

where Ω2 and Ω3 are subsets of Θ given by

Ωi := {θ ∈ Θ;Ai(θ) ≥ CAA1(θ) + CBB(θ)} .

Then we have

g(θ) ≥ min

(
DB

1 + 4C2
B

,
D1

1 + 4C2
A

, D2,3

) [
A2

1(θ) + A2
2(θ) + A2

3(θ) +B1−α(θ)
]
,

for all θ in Θ.
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In our situation, we get
∫
a2(x1,x2)dx ≥ C(α,z∗,π∗)

[
(π∗

11 − π11)2 + (π∗
12 − π12)2 + (π∗

21 − π21)2 + |z − z∗|1−α
]

with

C(α,z∗,π∗) = min




α2

43

(
3−α
2−α

)2 (
1−α
5−3α

)1−α
(π∗

22)1/α (1 ∧ |z∗|/2)1−α

1 + 42 α2

δ2b2
+

,
(1−α)2(1∧|z∗|/2)2

42

1 + 4(1 − β)2α
,

(1 − α)(1 ∧ |z∗|/2)

82
(b+)1−α (1 − δ)

)

≥ min




α2

43

(
3−α
2−α

)2 (
1−α
5−3α

)1−α
(π∗

22)1/α (1 ∧ |z∗|/2)1−α

1 + 42 α2

δ2(1∧|z∗|/2)2(1−β)2

,
(1 − α)2(1 ∧ |z∗|/2)2

42 (1 + 4(1 − β)2α)
,

(1 − α)(1 ∧ |z∗|/2)

82
(1 ∧ |z∗|/2)1−α(1 − β)1−α(1 − δ)

)
> 0.

We can optimize this bound with respect to β and δ, which gives β∗ depending only z∗, α and
π∗. This concludes the proof of Lemma 21. We now prove the different inequalities.
Proof of (95). For x1,x2 ∈ [−1,0)2, we have

a(x1,x2) =
1 − α

2|x1|α/2|x2|α/2

×
∣∣∣∣∣∣

√√√√π∗
11 + π∗

12

1|x2−z∗|∈(0,1]|x2|α
|x2 − z∗|α + π∗

22

1|x1−z∗|∈(0,1]1|x2−z∗|∈(0,1]|x1|α|x2|α
|x1 − z∗|α|x2 − z∗|α + π∗

21

1|x1−z∗|∈(0,1]|x1|α
|x1 − z∗|α

−
√√√√π11 + π12

1|x2−z|∈(0,1]|x2|α
|x2 − z|α + π22

1|x1−z|∈(0,1]1|x2−z|∈(0,1]|x1|α|x2|α
|x1 − z|α|x2 − z|α + π21

1|x1−z|∈(0,1]|x1|α
|x1 − z|α

∣∣∣∣∣∣
.

We set b = min(z∗, z, 1) − 1. For x1,x2 ∈ [−1,b)2, we have

a(x1,x2) =
1 − α

2|x1|α/2|x2|α/2

∣∣∣∣
√
π∗

11 − √
π11

∣∣∣∣

and ∫

[−1,b)2
a(x1,x2)2dx1dx2 ≥ [1 − (−)1−α]

2

4

∣∣∣∣
√
π∗

11 − √
π11

∣∣∣∣
2

.

Finally, with (94) we always have

∫

[−1,b)2
a(x1,x2)2dx1dx2 ≥

[
1 − (1 − z ∧ z∗)1−α

+

]2

4

(√
π∗

11 − √
π11

)2

≥ (1 − α) (1 ∧ |z∗|/2)2

42
(π∗

11 − π11)2 .

Proof of (96). We need to consider two different cases.

• First case z∗ ≥ z. For x ∈ I22 = (z∗,z∗ + 1) × (z∗, z∗ +V |z−z∗|) with V < 1
|z−z∗| , we have

|x2−z∗|
|x2−z| ≤ V , |x2−z∗|

|x2| ≤ V , |x1−z∗|
|x1−z| ≤ 1 − |z − z∗| ≤ 1 and |x1−z∗|

|x1| ≤ 1
1+z∗ ≤ 1. Therefore, for

x ∈ I22, we have

a(x1,x2) ≥ 1 − α

2|x1 − z∗|α/2|x2 − z∗|α/2

(√
π∗

22 − V α/2
)

+
.
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For V = (1 − α)2/α(π∗
22)1/α < 1

|z−z∗| , we have

∫

I22

a2(x1,x2)dx =

(√
π∗

22 − V α/2
)2

+

4
(V |z − z∗| ∧ 1)1−α

≥ (π∗
22)1/αα2(1 − α)2(1−α)/α|z − z∗|1−α

4
.

• Second case z∗ < z. For x ∈
(
z∗

2
∨ (z∗ − 1),z∗

)
× (z∗,z∗ + a|z − z∗|), b ≤ 1/2 we have

a(x1,x2) ≥ 1 − α

2|x1 − z∗|α|x2 − z∗|α



√
π∗

22 −
(

b

1 − b

)α/2



+

.

For b = (π∗
22)1/α b′ we have

∫

I22

a2(x1,x2)dx ≥

(√
π∗

22 −
(

b
1−b

)α/2
)2

+

4
(1 ∧ |z∗|/2)1−α b1−α|z − z∗|1−α

≥ (π∗
22)1/α (1 ∧ |z∗|/2)1−α |z − z∗|1−α

4


1 −

(
b′

1 − b′(π∗
22)1/α

)α/2



2

+

(b′)1−α

≥ (π∗
22)1/α (1 ∧ |z∗|/2)1−α |z − z∗|1−α

4

α2

4




1 − b′
(
1 + (π∗

22)1/α
)

1 − b′(π∗
22)1/α




2

(b′)1−α.

With b′ = 1−α
(1−α)(2π+1)+2

we have

∫

I22

a2(x1,x2)dx ≥ α2 (π∗
22)1/α (1 ∧ |z∗|/2)1−α |z − z∗|1−α

42

×
(

2 + (1 − α)(π∗
22)

1/α

2 + (1 − α) (1 + (π∗
22)1/α)

)2 (
1 − α

(1 − α)(2π + 1) + 2

)1−α

≥ α2 (π∗
22)1/α (1 ∧ |z∗|/2)1−α |z − z∗|1−α

42

×
(

3 − α

2 + 2(1 − α)

)2 (
1 − α

5 − 3α

)1−α

=
α2(3 − α)2

43 (2 − α)2

(
1 − α

5 − 3α

)1−α
(π∗

22)1/α (1 ∧ |z∗|/2)1−α |z − z∗|1−α.

Finally, we always have have

∫

I22

a2(x1,x2)dx ≥ α2

43

(
3 − α

2 − α

)2 ( 1 − α

5 − 3α

)1−α
(π∗

22)1/α (1 ∧ |z∗|/2)1−α |z − z∗|1−α.

Proof of (98). We prove it for I12 assuming z∗ ≤ z. The proof is similar for I21 and for z ≤ z∗.
For b = 0 ∧ (z∗ − 1) and 0 < c− < c+ < 1 − |z − z∗|, we set I12 = (−1,b) × (z + c−,z

∗ + 1). For
x1,x2 ∈ I12, we have

2|x1|α/2|x2 − z|α/2

1 − α
a(x1,x2) =

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

(π∗
12 − π12) + π∗

12

(
|x2−z|α
|x2−z∗|α − 1

)
+ (π∗

11 − π11)
|x2−z|α1x2≤1

|x2|α√
π∗

12
|x2−z|α
|x2−z∗|α + π∗

11
|x2−z|α1x2≤1

|x2|α +

√
π∗

12 + π11
|x2−z|α1x2≤1

|x2|α

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
.
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We also have

1x2≤1
|x2 − z|

|x2| ≤ U(z,c−,c+) :=





c+

z+c+
if z + c+ ≤ 1,

1 − z if z + c− < 1 < z + c+,
0 if 1 ≤ z + c−.

For c+ = 1z≥β∗(1 − |z − z∗|) + 1z<β∗
z(1−β∗)
β∗ we have U(z,c−,c+) ≤ 1 − β∗. We also have

1 − |x2 − z|α
|x2 − z∗|α ≤ 1 −

(
c−

c− + |z − z∗|

)α

≤ α

|z−z∗|
c−+|z−z∗|(
c−

c−+|z−z∗|

)1−α = α
|z − z∗|
c−

(
c−

c− + |z − z∗|

)α

≤ α|z − z∗|
c−

.

Therefore, with c− = c+δ, δ ∈ (0,1), on I12 we have

2|x1|α/2|x2 − z|α/2

1 − α
a(x1,x2) ≥

[
|π∗

12 − π12| − α|z∗−z|
b−

− (π∗
11 − π11) (1 − β∗)α

]
+

2
.

If |π∗
12 − π12| ≥ 2 [|π∗

11 − π11|(1 − β∗)α + α|z − z∗|/c−] then

2|x1|α/2|x2 − z|α/2

1 − α
a(x1,x2) ≥ |π∗

12 − π12|
4

and

∫

I12

a2(x1,x2)dx ≥ (π∗
12 − π12)2

82

[
1 − (1 − z ∧ z∗)1−α

+

]
(c+)1−α [1 − δ1−α

]

≥ (π∗
12 − π12)2 (1 − α)2 (1 ∧ |z| ∧ |z∗|) (c+)1−α (1 − δ)

82
.

Otherwise we have |π∗
12 − π12| < 2 [|π∗

11 − π11|(1 − β∗)α + α|z − z∗|/b−].

D.8.2 Proof of Lemma 22

We need to go through numerous cases and subcases. Let β∗ be given in Lemma 21. Without
loss of generality we are going to assume that z∗ > 0.
Case 1 : z ≥ 0 and |z − z∗| ≥ β∗. Let c be a positive constant.

• Subcase 1.1 : z∗ > z or (z∗ < z and π22 ≥ c2π∗
22). For x ∈ I = (z ∨ z∗ + β∗,z ∨ z∗ + 1)2,

we have

a(x1,x2) =
(1 − α) (1z>z∗π22 + 1z∗>zπ

∗
22)

2|x1 − z ∨ z∗|α/2|x2 − z ∨ z∗|α/2
,

and therefore

∫

I
a2(x1,x2)dx =

1z>z∗π22 + 1z∗>zπ
∗
22

4

(
1 − (β∗)1−α

)2

≥ c2π∗
22(1 − α)2

4
(1 − β∗)2 .
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• Subcase 1.2 : 1 ≤ z∗ < z and π22 < c2π∗
22. For x ∈ (z∗,z∗ + 1 ∧ (|z − z∗|/2))2, we have

|x1 − z∗|
|x1 − z| ≤ 1 ∧ |z − z∗|/2

z − z∗ − 1 ∧ |z − z∗|/2 ≤ 1.

We have

a(x1,x2) ≥ 1 − α

2|x1 − z∗|α/2|x2 − z∗|α/2

(√
π∗

22 − √
π22

)

≥ (1 − α)
√
π∗

22

2|x1 − z∗|α/2|x2 − z∗|α/2
(1 − c) ,

and therefore

∫

I
a2(x1,x2)dx ≥ π∗

22

4
(1 − c)2

(
1 ∧ |z − z∗|

2

)2(1−α)

≥ π∗
22 (1 − c)2

22(2−α)
(β∗)2(1−α) .

• Subcase 1.3 : z∗ ∈ (0,1 − β∗] and z∗ < z. Let b be in (0,1). For x ∈ I = (z∗ − bz∗,z∗)2 we
have

|x1 − z∗|
|x1|

≤ bz∗

z∗ − bz∗ =
b

1 − b

|x1 − z∗|
|x1 − z| ≤ bz∗

z − z∗ + bz∗ ≤ bβ∗

β∗ + bβ∗ ≤ b

1 − b
.

It implies

a(x1,x2) ≥ 1 − α

2|x1 − z∗|α/2|x2 − z∗|α/2

(√
π∗

22 −
(

b

1 − b

)α)

+

,

and for b = b′ (π∗
22)1/2α we get

∫

I
a2(x1,x2)dx ≥ (z∗)2(1−α) (π∗

22)(1−α)/α (b′)2(1−α)

4

(√
π∗

22 −
√
π∗

22

(
b′

1 − (π∗
22)1/2αb′

)α)2

+

≥ (z∗)2(1−α) (π∗
22)1/α (b′)2(1−α)

4
α2

(
1 − b′

1 − (π∗
22)1/2αb′

)2

+

.

For b′ = 1

1+2(π∗
22)

1/2α
+ 1

1−α

, we have

∫

I
a2(x1,x2)dx ≥ (z∗)2(1−α) (π∗

22)1/α α2

4
(
1 + 2 (π∗

22)1/2α + 1
1−α

)2(1−α)

(
1 − 1

1 + (π∗
22)

1/2α + 1
1−α

)2

.

• Subcase 1.4 : z∗ < z and z∗ ∈ [1 − β∗,1]. Let b be in (0,1). For x ∈ I = (z∗,z∗ + bβ∗)2 we
have

|x1 − z∗|
|x1 − z| ≤ bβ∗

z − z∗ − bβ∗ ≤ b

1 − b
,

|x1 − z∗|
|x1|

≤ bβ∗

z∗ + bβ∗ ≤ b

1 + b
≤ b

1 − b
.
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It implies

a(x1,x2) ≥ 1 − α

2|x1 − z∗|α/2|x2 − z∗|α/2

(√
π∗

22 −
(

b

1 − b

)α)

+

,

and for b = b′ (π∗
22)1/2α we get

∫

I
a2(x1,x2)dx ≥ (β∗)2(1−α) (π∗

22)(1−α)/α (b′)2(1−α)

4
π∗

22

(
1 −

(
b′

1 − b′(π∗
22)1/2α

)α)2

+

≥ (β∗)2(1−α) (π∗
22)1/α α2

4
(b′)2(1−α)

(
1 − b′

1 − b′(π∗
22)1/2α

)2

+

.

For b′ = 1

1+2(π∗
22)

1/2α
+ 1

1−α

we have

∫

I
a2(x1,x2)dx ≥ (β∗)2(1−α) (π∗

22)1/α α2

4
(
1 + 2 (π∗

22)1/2α + 1
1−α

)2(1−α)

(
1 − 1

1 + (π∗
22)

1/2α + 1
1−α

)2

.

We can optimize the subcases 1.1 and 1.2 with c = (β∗/2)2(1−α)

(β∗/2)2(1−α)+(1−α)(1−β∗)
. Gathering the dif-

ferent results, there is a positive constant C1(z∗,π∗
22,α) such that

∫
R2 a(x1,x2)dx ≥ C1(π

∗
22,z

∗,α)
for all z satisfying z ≥ 0 and |z − z∗| ≥ 1 − β∗.
Case 2 : z < 0.

• Subcase 2.1 : z∗ ≤ 1. Let b be in (0,1). For x ∈ (z∗,z∗ + b)2 we have |x1−z∗|
|x−z| ≤ |x1−z∗|

|x1| ≤ b
z∗

and therefore

a(x1,x2) ≥ 1 − α

2|x1 − z∗|α/2|x2 − z∗|α/2

[√
π∗

22 −
(
b

z∗

)α]

+

.

We get
∫

(z∗,z∗+b)2 a2(x1,x2)dx ≥ b2(1−α)[
√
π∗

22−( b
z∗ )

α
]
2

+

4
. For b = z∗(π∗

22)1/2α(1 − α)1/α ≤ 1,
we have ∫

(z∗,z∗+b)2
a2(x1,x2)dx ≥ α2(1 − α)2(1−α)/α(z∗)2(1−α)(π∗

22)1/α

4
.

• Subcase 2.2 : z∗ > 1. For x ∈ (z∗,z∗ + 1)2 we have

a(x1,x2) =
1 − α

2

√
π∗

22

|x1 − z∗|α|x2 − z∗|α .

Therefore we get
∫

(z∗,z∗+1)2 a2(x1,x2)dx ≥ π∗
22

4
.

Finally, we have

∫

R2
a2(x1,x2)dx ≥ α2(1 − α)2(1−α)/α(1 ∧ z∗)2(1−α)(π∗

22)1/α

4
.

Case 3 : |z − z∗| < β∗ and z ≤ z∗/2. Let b be in (0,1/|z − z∗|). For x ∈ (z∗,z∗ + b|z − z∗|)2 we
have

|x1 − z∗|
|x1| ≤ b|z − z∗|

z∗ + b|z − z∗| ≤ b

|x1 − z∗|
|x1 − z| ≤ b|z − z∗|

b|z − z∗| + |z∗ − z| ≤ b.
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Therefore we get

a(x1,x2) ≥ 1 − α

2|x1 − z∗|α/2|x2 − z∗|α/2

[√
π∗

22 − bα
]

+
.

We get
∫

(z∗,z∗+b|z−z∗|)2
a2(x1,x2)dx ≥ b2(1−α)|z − z∗|2(1−α) [

√
π∗

22 − bα]
2
+

4

and for b = (π∗
22)1/2α(1 − α)1/α ≤ 1/|z − z∗| we have

∫

(z∗,z∗+b|z−z∗|)2
a2(x1,x2)dx ≥ |z − z∗|2(1−α)(1 − α)2(1−α)/α (π∗

22)(1−α)/α

4
π∗

22α
2

≥ α2 (|z∗|/2)2(1−α) (1 − α)2(1−α)/α (π∗
22)1)/α

4
.

D.8.3 Proof of Lemma 24.

• For θ in Ω2 ∩ Ω3, we have

g(θ) ≥ D1A
2
1 +D2,3

(
A2

2 + A2
3

)
+ DBB

1−α

≥ min (D1, D2,3, DB)
[
A2

1 + A2
2 + A2

3 +B1−α
]
.

• For θ in Ω2 ∩ ΩC
3 , we have

g(θ) ≥ D1A
2
1 +D2,3A

2
2 +DBB

1−α

and
A2

3 < (CAA1 + CBB)2 ≤ 2C2
AA

2
1 + 2C2

BB
1−α.

For b = DB

1+2C2
B

∧ D1

1+2C2
A
> 0 we have

g(θ) ≥ D2,3A
2
2 +

(
D1 − b2C2

A

)
A2

1 +D2,3A
2
2 + (DB − b2C2

B)B1−α + bA2
3

≥ min

(
DB

1 + 2C2
B

,
D1

1 + 2C2
A

, D2,3

) [
A2

1 + A2
2 + A2

3 +B1−α
]
.

• For θ in ΩC
2 ∩ ΩC

3 , we have
g(θ) ≥ D1A

2
1 +DBB

1−α

and
A2

2 + A2
3 < 2 (CAA1 + CBB)2 ≤ 4C2

AA
2
1 + 4C2

BB
1−α.

For b = DB

1+4C2
B

∧ D1

1+4C2
A
> 0 we have

g(θ) ≥ D2,3A
2
2 +

(
D1 − b4C2

A

)
A2

1 + (DB − b4C2
B)B1−α + b

(
A2

2 + A2
3

)

≥ min

(
DB

1 + 4C2
B

,
D1

1 + 4C2
A

) [
A2

1 + A2
2 + A2

3 + B1−α
]
.

Finally, we always have

g(θ) ≥ min

(
DB

1 + 4C2
B

,
D1

1 + 4C2
A

, D2,3

) [
A2

1 + A2
2 + A2

3 +B1−α
]
.
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D.8.4 Proof of Lemma 23

We assume there is w,w∗,q12,q
2
12,q21,q

∗
21 in [0,1] such that

π11 = w(1 − q12), π12 = wq12, π21 = (1 − w)q21

and
π∗

11 = w∗(1 − q∗
12), π∗

12 = w∗q∗
12, π

∗
21 = (1 − w∗)q∗

21.

• We have

(π11 − π∗
11)2 + (π12 − π∗

12)2 = w2

[
2
(
q12 − 1

2

)2

+
1

2

]

− 2ww∗
[
2
(
q∗

12 − 1

2

)(
q12 − 1

2

)
+

1

2

]

+ (w∗)2

[
2
(
q∗

12 − 1

2

)2

+
1

2

]

=
1

2
(w − w∗)2 + 2

(
w
(
q12 − 1

2

)
− w∗

(
q∗

12 − 1

2

))2

≥ 1

2
(w − w∗)2. (100)

Therefore, we also have

(π11 − π∗
11)2 + (π12 − π∗

12)2 + (π21 − π∗
21)2

≥ 1

2
(w − w∗)2 + ((1 − w)q21 − (1 − w∗)q∗

21)2

= (1 − w)2
[
1

2
+ q2

21

]
+ (1 − w∗)2

[
1

2
+ (q∗

21)2
]

− (1 − w)(1 − w∗) [1 + 2q21q
∗
21]

=
[
1

2
+ q2

21

] (
(1 − w) − (1 − w∗)

1 + 2q21q
∗
21

1 + 2q2
21

)2

+ (1 − w∗)2
[
1

2
+ (q∗

21)2
]

−
[
1

2
+ q2

21

]
(1 − w∗)2

(
1 + 2q21q

∗
21

1 + 2q2
21

)2

≥ (1 − w∗)2

2 (1 + 2q2
21)

[
(1 + 2(q∗

21)
2)(1 + 2q2

21) − (1 + 2q21q
∗
21)2

]

=
(1 − w∗)2

1 + 2q2
21

(q∗
21 − q21)2

≥ (1 − w∗)2

3
(q∗

21 − q21)2 . (101)
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• Similarly, we have

(π11 − π∗
11)2 + (π12 − π∗

12)2 = w2
[
q2

12 + (1 − q12)2
]

+ (w∗)2
[
(q∗

12)2 + (1 − q∗
12)2

]

− 2ww∗ [q12q
∗
12 + (1 − q12)(1 − q∗

12)]

=
[
q2

12 + (1 − q12)2
] (
w − w∗q12q

∗
12 + (1 − q12)(1 − q∗

12)

q2
12 + (1 − q12)2

)2

+ (w∗)2

[
(q∗

12)2 + (1 − q∗
12)2 − (q12q

∗
12 + (1 − q12)(1 − q∗

12))2

q2
12 + (1 − q12)2

]

≥ (w∗)2

q2
12 + (1 − q12)2

[(
(q∗

12)2 + (1 − q∗
12)2

) (
(q12)2 + (1 − q12)2

)

− (q12q
∗
12 + (1 − q12)(1 − q∗

12))2
]

= (w∗)2 (q12 − q∗
12)2

q2
12 + (1 − q12)2

≥ (w∗)2 (q12 − q∗
12)2 . (102)

Finally, with (100),(101) and (102), we get

(π11 − π∗
11)2 + (π12 − π∗

12)2 + (π21 − π∗
21)2

≥ max

(
1

2
(w − w∗)2,

(1 − w∗)2

3
(q∗

21 − q21)2 , (w∗)2 (q12 − q∗
12)2

)
.

E Selection of the spacing parameter

This section gathers the proofs of Theorem 11, 12, Lemma 7 and Corollary 6.

E.1 Proof of Theorem 11

We first need the following result.

Lemma 25. Let M be a finite set of probability distributions associated to the set of probability
density functions M, with respect to the σ-finite measure µ. Let P̂ = P̂ (n,X,M) be the ρ-
estimator given by (7). For t ∈ [n], there is an event Ω∗ such that P(Ω∗) ≥ 1 −⌈n/t⌉βt (X) and
for all ξ > 0, with probability at least 1 − 2|M|e−ξ, we have

1Ω∗

n∑

i=1

h2
(
Pi,P̂

)
≤
(

4a0

a1
+ 1

)
inf
Q∈M

n∑

i=1

h2 (Pi,Q)

+
8

3a1
(ξ + 1.47)

[
1 +

√
1 + 18ta2

2α0(t)
]

+
16.48

a1
,

with α0(t) =
32×1.175ta2

2

a2
1

+ 8
3a1

, a0 = 4, a1 = 3/8 and a2
2 = 3

√
2.

Consequently, we have

E

[
n∑

i=1

h2
(
Pi,P̂

)]
≤ nP

(
(Ω∗)C

)
+
∫ ∞

0
P

(
1Ω∗

n∑

i=1

h2
(
Pi,P̂

)
≥ u

)
du

≤ n⌈n/t⌉βt (X) +
(

4a0

a1
+ 1

)
inf
Q∈M

n∑

i=1

h2 (Pi,M ) +
16.48

a1

+
8

3a1
(2.47 + log(2|M|))

[
1 +

√
1 + 18ta2

2α0(t)
]
.
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We apply this with M = M̂S

(
X(1)

)
and conditionally on X(1). One can check that we have

√
1 + 18ta2

2α0(t) ≤ 1 + 24
ta2

2

a1

√
1.175. We get

E

[
n2∑

i=1

h2
(
P

(2)
i ,P̂ŝ

) ∣∣∣X(1)

]
≤ c′

0 inf
s∈S

n2∑

i=1

h2
(
P

(2)
i , P̂s

(
X(1)

))

+ c′
1 (2.47 + log(2|S|))

[
1 + 96

√
2.35t

]

+ c′
2 + n2⌈n2/t⌉βt

(
X(2)

)
,

with c′
0 = 4a0

a1
+ 1 = 131

3
, c′

1 = 2×8
3a1

= 128
9

and c′
2 = 16.48

a1
= 131.84

3
. As t can be any number in [n2]

we can take the infimum with respect no t in the upper bound. Let P be in PX . We get

E
[
h2
(
P, P̂ŝ

)]
≤ 2

n2
E

[
n2∑

i=1

h2
(
P

(2)
i ,P̂ŝ

)]
+

2

n2

n2∑

i=1

h2
(
P

(2)
i ,P

)

≤ 2

n2

n2∑

i=1

h2
(
P

(2)
i ,P

)
+

2c′
0

n2
inf
s∈S

E

[
n2∑

i=1

h2
(
P

(2)
i ,P̂s

)]

+ inf
t∈[n2]

{
c′

1

n2
(2.47 + log(2|S|))

[
1 + 96

√
2.35t

]
+ 2⌈n2/t⌉βt

(
X(2)

)}

+
2c′

2

n2

.

From (14), for s in S, we have

1

n2
E

[
n2∑

i=1

h2
(
P

(2)
i ,P̂s

)]
≤ 2

n2

n2∑

i=1

h2
(
P

(2)
i ,P

)
+

4

n1

n1∑

i=1

h2
(
P

(1)
i ,P

)

+
4

n1
E

[
n1∑

i=1

h2
(
P

(1)
i ,P̂s

)]

≤ 2

n2

n2∑

i=1

h2
(
P

(2)
i ,P

)
+

4

n1

n1∑

i=1

h2
(
P

(1)
i ,P

)

+
4c0

n1
inf
Q∈Ms

n1∑

i=1

h2
(
P

(1)
i , Q

)
+ 4c1

(s+ 1)

n1

[
17 +Dn(s,1)(Ms)

]

+
4c2

n1

s+1∑

b=1

K
(
P∗
s,b||Pind

s,b

)
.

We get

E
[
h2
(
P, P̂ŝ

)]
≤ 2 + 4c′

0

n2

n2∑

i=1

h2
(
P

(2)
i ,P

)
+

8c′
0

n1

n1∑

i=1

h2
(
P

(1)
i ,P

)

+ inf
t∈[n2]

{
c′

1

n2
(2.47 + log(2|S|))

[
1 + 96

√
2.35t

]
+ 2⌈n2/t⌉βt

(
X(2)

)}

+
2c′

2

n2

+
8c′

0

n1

inf
s∈S

{
c0 inf

Q∈Ms

n1∑

i=1

h2
(
P

(1)
i , Q

)

+ c1(s+ 1)
[
Dn(s,1)(M) + 17

]
+ c2

s+1∑

b=1

K
(
P∗
s,b||Pind

s,b

)}
.

We also have
1

n1
inf
Q∈Ms

n1∑

i=1

h2
(
P

(1)
i ,Q

)
≤ 2h2(P,Ms) +

2

n1

n1∑

i=1

h2
(
P

(1)
i ,P

)
.
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E.1.1 Proof of Lemma 25

For Pi = L(Xi),i = 1, . . . ,n, we write

H2
Q,Q′ :=

n∑

i=1

h2 (Pi,Q) + h2 (Pi,Q
′) .

Lemma 26. Let δ > 1 and ν > 0 be such that

e−ν +
∑

j≥1

e−δjν ≤ 1.

For t in {1, . . . ,n}, there is an event Ω∗ satisfying P(Ω∗) ≥ 1 − ⌈n/t⌉βt such that for all p in
M and all ξ > 0, we have

P∗
(

sup
q∈M

{
|Zn(X,p,q)|1Ω∗ − a1

2
H2
P,Q

}
>

2(υ + ξ)

3

[
1 +

√
1 + 18ta2

2α
])

≤ 2|M|e−ξ,

with P∗ = L(X) and α ≥ α0(t) =
32ta2

2δ

a2
1

+ 8
3a1

.

We take δ = 1.175 and υ = 1.47 as in [4] Section A.1. Let ξ > 0 and p ∈ M. On the event
Ω∗ defined by Lemma 26 and with Proposition 3 [4], we have for all q ∈ M,

Tn (X,p,q) ≤ ETn (X,p,q) + |Z (X,p,q) |

≤
n∑

i=1

[
a0h

2 (Pi,P ) − a1h
2 (Pi,Q)

]

+
a1

2
H2
P,Q +

2(ξ + υ)

3

[
1 +

√
1 + 18ta2

2α0(t)
]

=
n∑

i=1

[(
a0 +

a1

2

)
h2 (Pi,P ) − a1

2
h2 (Pi,Q)

]

+
2

3
(ξ + υ)

[
1 +

√
1 + 18ta2

2α0(t)
]
.

Then,

Υn (X,p) = sup
q∈M

Tn (X,p,q)

≤
(
a0 +

a1

2

) n∑

i=1

h2
(
Pind
i ,P

)

− a1

2
inf
Q∈M

n∑

i=1

h2 (Pi,Q)

+
2

3
(ξ + υ)

[
1 +

√
1 + 18ta2

2α0(t)
]
,

and

Υn (X,q) = sup
q′∈M

Tn (X,q,p)

≥ Tn (X,q,p) = −Tn (X,p,q)

≥ −
(
a0 +

a1

2

) n∑

i=1

h2 (Pi,P ) +
a1

2

n∑

i=1

h2 (Pi,Q)

− 2

3
(ξ + υ)

[
1 +

√
1 + 18ta2

2α0(t)
]
.
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Since Υn (X,p̂) < Υn (X,p) + 8.24, we have

a1

2

n∑

i=1

h2
(
Pi, P̂

)
≤ 2

(
a0 +

a1

2

) n∑

i=1

h2 (Pi,P ) − a1

2
inf
Q∈M

n∑

i=1

h2 (Pi,M )

+
4

3
(ξ + υ)

[
1 +

√
1 + 18ta2

2α0(t)
]

+ 8.24.

Given that M is finite we can take P such that

inf
Q∈M

n∑

i=1

h2 (Pi,Q) =
n∑

i=1

h2 (Pi, P ) .

Hence we have

n∑

i=1

h2
(
Pi, P̂

)
≤
(

4a0

a1
+ 1

)
inf
Q∈M

n∑

i=1

h2 (Pi,Q)

+
8

3a1
(ξ + υ)

[
1 +

√
1 + 18ta2

2α0(t)
]

+
16.48

a1
.

E.1.2 Proof of Lemma 26

Lemma 27. For t in [n], there is an event Ω∗ such that P(Ω∗) ≥ 1 − ⌈n/t⌉βt(X) and

∀q,q′ ∈ M,∀x > 0,P


|Zn (X,q,q′)|1Ω∗ >

2x

3


1 +

√

1 +
18ta2

2H
2
Q,Q′

x




 ≤ 2e−x. (103)

Let ξ > 0 and α > 0. We define x0 = υ + ξ and for j ≥ 0,

y2
j+1 = δy2

j = δαxj . (104)

Let q,q′ be in M. We apply Lemma 27 according to the value of H2
Q,Q′.

• If there is j ≥ 0 such that y2
j ≤ H2

Q,Q′ < y2
j+1, with probability at least 1 − 2e−xj , we have

|Zn(X,q,q′)|1Ω∗ − a1

2
H2
Q,Q′ ≤ 2xj

3


1 +

√√√√1 +
18ta2

2H
2
Q,Q′

xj


− a1

2
H2
q,q′

≤ 2xj
3


1 +

√√√√1 +
18ta2

2y
2
j+1

xj


− a1

2
y2
j

≤ 2xj
3

[
1 +

√
1 + 18ta2

2δα − 3a1α

4

]

≤ 0,

for

α ≥ α0(t) :=
32δta2

2

a1
+

8

3a1
. (105)

• If H2
Q,Q′ < y2

0, with probability at least 1 − 2e−x0, we have

|Zn(X,q,q′)|1Ω∗ − a1

2
H2
Q,Q′ ≤ |Zn(X,q,q′)|1Ω∗

≤ 2x0

3

[
1 +

√
1 + 18ta2

2α
]
.
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Let p be in M. Finally, we have

P

(
sup
q∈M

{
|Zn(X,p,q)|1Ω∗ − a1

2
H2
p,q

}
>

2x0

3

[
1 +

√
1 + 18ta2

2α
])

≤
∑

q∈M:
H2

P ,Q
<y2

0

P

(
|Zn(X,p,q)|1Ω∗ − a1

2
H2
p,q >

2x0

3

[
1 +

√
1 + 18ta2

2α
])

+
∑

j≥0

∑

q∈M:
y2

j ≤H2
p,q
<y2

j+1

P

(
|Zn(X,p,q)|1Ω∗ − a1

2
H2
p,q > 0

)

≤
∑

q∈M:
H2

p,q
<y2

0

2e−x0 +
∑

j≥0

∑

q∈M:
y2

j ≤H2
p,q
<y2

j+1

2e−xj

≤ 2|M|

e−x0 +

∑

j≥1

e−xj


 = 2|M|


e−(υ+ξ) +

∑

j≥1

e−δj(υ+ξ)




≤ 2|M|e−ξ


e−υ +

∑

j≥1

e−δjυ


 ≤ 2|M|e−ξ.

E.1.3 Proof of Lemma 27

We follow the proof of Sart [20] (Proposition B.1). Let t be a positive integer in [n]. Let l be
the smallest integer larger than n/2t . We derive from Berbee’s lemma and more precisely from
Viennet [36] (page 484) that there exist B∗

1 , . . . ,B
∗
2lt such that

• For i = 1, . . . ,l, the random vectors

Bi,1 =
(
X2(i−1)t+1, . . . ,X(2i−1)t

)
and B∗

i,1 =
(
X∗

2(i−1)t+1, . . . ,X
∗
(2i−1)t

)
(106)

have the same distribution, and so have the random vectors

Bi,2 =
(
X(2i−1)t+1, . . . ,X2it

)
and B∗

i,2 =
(
X∗

(2i−1)t+1, . . . ,X
∗
2it

)
. (107)

• The random vectors B∗
1,1, . . . ,B∗l,1 are independent. The random vectors B∗

1,2, . . . ,B∗l,2
are also independent.

• The event
Ω∗ =

⋂

1≤j≤l

{
Bj,1 = B∗

j,1

}
∩
{
Bj,2 = B∗

j,2

}

satisfies P
(
(Ω∗)C

)
≤ 2lβt (X).

Let q,q′ be in M. For simplicity, we write Zq,q′ = Z(B,q,q′) and we define

Z∗
q,q′,1 :=

l∑

i=1

t∑

j=1

{
ψ

(√
q′

q

(
X∗

2(i−1)t+j

))
− E

[
ψ

(√
q′

q

(
X∗

2(i−1)t+j

))]}
12(i−1)t+j≤n

=
l∑

i=1

t∑

j=1

zq,q
′

2(i−1)t+j12(i−1)t+j≤n
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and

Z∗
q,q′,2 :=

l∑

i=1

t∑

j=1

{
ψ

(√
q′

q

(
X∗

(2i−1)t+j

))
− E

[
ψ

(√
q′

q

(
X∗

(2i−1)t+j

))]}
1(2i−1)t+j≤n

=
l∑

i=1

m∑

j=1

zq,q
′

(2i−1)t+j1(2i−1)t+j≤n.

Let ξ be a positive real number. Since

|Zq,q′|1Ω∗ > ξ ⇒ |Z∗
q,q′,1|1Ω∗ > ξ/2 or |Z∗

q,q′,2|1Ω∗ > ξ/2, (108)

we have

P (|Zq,q′|1Ω∗ > ξ) ≤ P
(
|Z∗

q,q′,1|1Ω∗ > ξ/2
)

+ P
(
|Z∗

q,q′,2|1Ω∗ > ξ/2
)

≤ P
(
|Z∗

q,q′,1| > ξ/2
)

+ P
(
|Z∗

q,q′,2| > ξ/2
)
.

One can notice that Z∗
q,q′,1 and Z∗

q,q′,2 are sums of l independent variables. Therefore, we can
use classic concentration inequalities. First, we can see that

Vq,q′,1 =
l∑

i=1

E







t∑

j=1

z
2(i−1)t+j
q,q′ 12(i−1)t+j




2



≤
l∑

i=1

t∑

j=1

tE
[(
z

2(i−1)t+j
q,q′

)2
12(i−1)t+j

]

≤ t
n∑

i=1

Var

(
ψ

(√
q′

q
(X∗

i )

))

≤ t
n∑

i=1

a2
2

[
h2(Pi,Q) + h2(Pi,Q

′)
]

= ta2
2H

2
Q,Q′.

The last inequality comes from Proposition 3 in Baraud & Birgé [4] and a2
2 = 3

√
2. Similarly

we have VQ,Q′,2 ≤ ta2
2LQ,Q′. Therefore, Bennett’s inequality (see Proposition 2.8 and inequality

(2.16) in Massart [16]) guarantees that for all ξ > 0 we have

P (|Zq,q′|1Ω∗ > ξ) ≤ 2 exp

(
− (ξ/2)2

2(ta2
2H

2
q,q′ + ξ/6)

)
.

For x > 0, we take ξ = 2x
3

[
1 +

√
1 +

18ta2
2H

2
Q,Q′

x

]
and with probability less than or equal to 2e−x,

we have

|Zq,q′|1Ω∗ >
2x

3


1 +

√

1 +
18ta2

2H
2
Q,Q′

x


 . (109)

E.2 Proof of Lemma 7

We have

βt (Y) = sup
i
β (σ(Y1, . . . ,Yi); σ(Yi+t, . . . ,Yn))

= sup
i
dTV (L (Y1, . . . ,Yi) ⊗ L (Yi+t, . . . ,Yn) ,L (Y1, . . . ,Yi,Yi+t, . . . ,Yn)) .
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We use the notation Xb
a = (Xa, . . . ,Xb) and similarly for E, Y and Z. The triangle inequality

implies

dTV
(
L
(
Y i

1

)
⊗ L

(
Y n
i+t

)
,L (Y n

1 )
)

≤
∑

e∈{0,1}n

P (E = e) dTV
(
L(Y i

1 |Ei
1 = ei1) ⊗ L(Y n

i+t|EN
i+t = eni+t),L(Y i

1 ,Y
n
i+t|Ei

1 = ei1,E
n
i+t = eni+t)

)

=
∑

e∈{0,1}n

P (E = e) β

(
σ((Xj) j≤i,

ej=1
), σ((Xj)j≥i+k,

ej=1
)

)
.

We now need the following result to conclude.

Lemma 28. For any random variables A1,A2,B1,B2, we have

β (σ(A1),σ(A2)) ≤ β (σ(A1,B1), σ(A2,B2)) .

Combining the different inequalities above, we get

βt (Y) ≤ sup
i
β
(
σ(Y i

1 ); σ(Y n
i+t)

)

= sup
i

∑

e∈{0,1}n

P (E = e) β

(
σ((Xj) j≤i,

ej=1
), σ((Xj)j≥i+t,

ej=1
)

)

≤ sup
i

∑

e∈{0,1}n

P (E = e)β (σ((Xj)j≤i), σ((Xj)j≥i+t)) = βt (X) .

E.2.1 Proof of Lemma 28

Let µ1, µ2, ν1 and ν2 be measures dominating respectively L(A1), L(A2), L(B1) and L(B2).
We have

β (σ(A1),σ(A2))

=
1

2

∫
|pA(a1,a2) − pA1(a1)pA2(a2)|µ1(da1)µ2(da2)

=
1

2

∫
|
∫

(pA,B(a1,b1,a2,b2) − p1(a1,b1)p2(a2,b2)) ν1(db1)ν2(db2)|µ1(da1)µ2(da2)

≤ 1

2

∫
|pA,B(a1,b1,a2,b2) − p1(a1,b1)p2(a2,b2)|ν1(db1)ν2(db2)µ1(da1)µ2(da2

= β (σ(A1,B1); σ(A2,B2)) ,

with pA = dL(A1,A2)
dµ1⊗µ2

, pA1 = dL(A1)
dµ1

, pA2 = dL(A2)
dµ2

, pA,B = dL(A1,B1,A2,B2)
dµ1⊗ν1⊗µ2⊗ν2

, p1 = dL(A1,B1)
dµ1⊗ν1

and

p2 = dL(A2,B2)
dµ2⊗µ2

.

E.3 Proof of Theorem 12

From (82) we have

h2
(
P,Ms

)
≤ 2Lǫ2 + 2L(K − 1)δ(s) + 2h2

(
P ,M

)

≤ 2Lǫ2 + 2h2
(
P,M

)
+ 2(s+ 1)L

V

n1
.

From Proposition 5 we have Dn1(s,1) (Ms) ≤ CLV log n1, for a constant C. For S defined by
(71), we have

|S| = 2 + ⌊logτ (⌊(n1 − 2)/2⌋)⌋ ≤ 2 +
logn1

log τ
≤ C log n1,
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for some positive constant C. Theorem 11 allows to obtain (72).
The following result is proven in Section E.3.1.

Lemma 29. Under Assumption 7, there exist positive constants r(Q∗),C(Q∗) > 0 such that

• for all j ∈ [2] and all i ∈ [nj ], we have

h2
(
P

(j)
i ,P ∗

)
≤ C(Q∗)e−r(Q∗)i, (110)

• for all t ∈ [n2], we have

βt
(
X(2)

)
≤ C(Q∗)e−r(Q∗)t/2, (111)

• for all s ≥ L− 1, all b in [s+ 1],

K
(
P∗
s,b||Pind

s,b

)
≤ n(s,b)C(Q∗)e−r(Q∗)s. (112)

From (110) we have

n1∑

i=1

h2
(
P

(1)
i ,P ∗

)
,
n1∑

i=1

h2
(
P

(1)
i ,P ∗

)
≤ C(Q∗)

er(Q∗) − 1
.

For t = n2 ∧ ⌈4r(Q∗)−1 log n2⌉, with (111) we have

⌈n2/t⌉βt
(
X(2)

)
≤




1 for n2 ≤ r(Q∗)−14 logn2,

C(Q∗)n−1
2 otherwise,

≤ n−1
2

(
C(Q∗) ∨ r(Q∗)−14 logn2

)
.

We have the following

⌈
log logn1 − log r(Q∗)

log τ

⌉
>


log

⌊
n1−2

2

⌋

log τ

 ⇒ log log n1 − log r(Q∗)

log τ
>

log
⌊
n1−2

2

⌋

log τ
− 1

⇒ τr(Q∗)−1 logn1 ≥
⌊
n1 − 2

2

⌋

⇒ 2
2 + τr(Q∗)−1 log n1

n1

≥ 1.

For s = ⌈τ j⌉ with j =
⌈

log logn1−log r(Q∗)
log τ

⌉
∧
⌊

log⌊n1−2
2 ⌋

log τ

⌋
, we have

s ≤ τ
log log n1−log r(Q∗)

log τ
+1 + 1 = 1 + τr(Q∗)−1 logn1,

and inequality (112) gives

s+1∑

b=1

K
(
P∗
s,b||Pind

s,b

)
≤ C(Q∗)n1e

−r(Q∗)s

≤ C(Q∗)n1

(
2

2 + τr(Q∗)−1 log n1

n1

∨ 1

n1

)
= 2C(Q∗)(2 + τr(Q∗)−1 log n1).

These last inequalities give (73).
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E.3.1 Proof of Lemma 29

We just have to follow the proof of Lemma 13. We already have (110) and (112). The inequality
(111) can be deduced from the inequality

dTV
(
Qt
k,·,π

)
≤ Ce−rt,

and from the definition of βt.

E.4 Proof of Corollary 6

We have

P

(
X

(j)
i =

(
Y

(j)
i , . . . ,Y

(j)
i+L−1

))
≥ P

(
E

(j)
i = · · · = E

(j)
i+L−1 = 1

)
= p

(j)
i p

(j)
i+1 . . . p

(j)
i+L−1,

and with the convexity of the squared Hellinger distance

h2
(
P

(j)
i , P ∗

)
≤ p

(j)
i p

(j)
i+1 . . . p

(j)
i+L−1h

2
(
P

(j)
i ,P ∗

)
+
(
1 − p

(j)
i p

(j)
i+1 . . . p

(j)
i+L−1

)

≤ h2
(
P

(j)
i , P ∗

)
+
(
1 − p

(j)
i

)
+ · · · +

(
1 − p

(j)
i+L−1

)
,

where P
(j)
i = L

(
Y

(j)
i , . . . ,Y

(j)
i+L−1

)
. One can check that n ≥ 1 +N/2 with our conditions on L.

With Theorem 12, Lemma 7 and Lemma 29 we have

CE
[
h2
(
P ∗, P̂s

)]
≤ h2 (P ∗,M ) +

C(Q∗)

n1(er(Q∗) − 1)
+

C(Q∗)

n2(er(Q∗) − 1)

+ Lǫ2 +
L

N1

N1∑

i=1

(
1 − p

(1)
i

)
+

L

N2

N2∑

i=1

(
1 − p

(2)
i

)

+ inf
t∈[n2]

{
t log log n1

n2
+ ⌈n2/t⌉C(Q∗)e−r(Q∗)t/2

}

+ inf
s∈S

{
(s+ 1)LV

logn1

n1
+ e−r(Q∗)s

}
,

for some positive constant C and s ≥ L − 1. We can control the last terms with reasonable
choices of t and s following the proof of Theorem 12.
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