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MOMENT BOUNDS AND CONCENTRATION INEQUALITIES FOR
SLOWLY MIXING DYNAMICAL SYSTEMS

SEBASTIEN GOUREZEL AND IAN MELBOURNE

ABSTRACT. We obtain optimal moment bounds for Birkhoff sums, and optimal concen-
tration inequalities, for a large class of slowly mixing dynamical systems, including those
that admit anomalous diffusion in the form of a stable law or a central limit theorem with
nonstandard scaling (nlogn)'/2.

1. STATEMENT OF RESULTS

Consider a dynamical system T preserving an ergodic probability measure u. If T is
sufficiently chaotic, i.e., it mixes quickly enough, then the Birkhoff sums S, f = Z:‘L;ol foT?
of Holder continuous functions with zero average typically satisfy the central limit theorem,
and grow like v/n. On the other hand, the moments [|S,f[’ may grow faster than n?/2:
it is possible that some sets with small measure give a dominating contribution to those
moments. Estimating the precise growth rate is important from the point of view of large
deviations. It turns out that this precise growth rate depends on finer characteristics of the
system, and displays a transition at some critical exponent p* directly related to the lack of
uniform hyperbolicity of the system.

The situation for uniformly expanding/hyperbolic (Axiom A) systems is easily described:
all moments [|S,, f|¥ grow like nP/? and moreover f|n_1/25nf|p converges to the p’th moment
of the limiting Gaussian in the central limit theorem. [MT12b| showed that convergence of
all moments holds also for nonuniformly expanding/hyperbolic diffeomorphisms modelled
by Young towers with exponential tails [You98|. However, it follows from [MNO8, MT12b|
that the situation is quite different for systems modelled by Young towers with polynomial
tails [You99].

In this paper, we give optimal bounds for all moments of Birkhoff sums (by optimal, we
mean that we have upper and lower bounds of the same order of magnitude), in the situation
of Young towers. Many real systems are quotients of such Young towers, hence our bounds
apply to such systems, including notably intermittent maps of the interval [LSV99, PMS80].
See for instance |[MNO8| for a discussion of such applications. Our techniques also give
a generalization of moment inequalities, to concentration inequalities (see [CG12| for a
discussion of numerous applications of such bounds). By the methods in [CG12, MT12b|,
all results described here pass over to the situation of invertible systems and flows; for
brevity we present the results only for noninvertible discrete time dynamics.
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A Young tower is a space X endowed with a partition (J, Uyc;cp., Qa,i (Where o belongs
to some countable set, and h, are positive integers). The dynamics T" maps bijectively A, ;
to Agit1 for i +1 < hgy, and Ay p,—1 to Ag = |JAgp: the dynamics goes up while not
at the top of the tower, and then comes back surjectively to the basis. The distance on X
is defined by d(z,y) = p*@¥) where p < 1 is fixed and s(z,y), the separation time, is the
number of returns to the basis before the points x and y are not in the same element of the
partition. Finally, we require a technical distortion condition: denoting by g(x) the inverse
of the jacobian of T for the measure u, one should have |log g(z) — log g(y)| < Cd(Tz,Ty)
for all z,y in the same partition element.

With the distance d, the map T is an isometry while going up the tower, and expands by
a factor p~! > 1 when going back to the basis: it is non-uniformly expanding, the time to
wait before seeing the expansion being large on points in A, o with h, large. In particular,
denoting by ¢(x) the return time to the basis, the quantities

tail, = p{z € Ag : p(z) =n} =p U Aapo |,

ha>n

called the tails of the return time, dictate the statistical properties of the transformation
T. By Kac’s Formula, tail, is summable since p is finite by assumption. If for instance,
tail,, = O(n~9) for some ¢ > 1, then Lipschitz functions mix at a speed C/n?~! by [You99],
and this speed is optimal, see [Sar02] and [Gou04b]. If ¢ > 2, then n~1/2S, f converges
in distribution to a Gaussian, and the variance is nonzero provided f is not a coboundary.
(More generally, for convergence to a Gaussian it suffices that the return time function ¢ is
square-integrable.) When ¢ € (1, 2], more precise information is required on tail,, leading
to the following result.

Theorem 1.1 ([GouO4a]). Consider a Young tower with tail, ~ Cn~% for some q > 1.
There is a sequence a,, and a nonempty set U in the space of Lipschitz functions f: X — R
with mean zero, such that the following holds. For each f € U, there exists a nondegenerate
law Z such that a,,'S,f —q Z. Moreover, a, and Z are given as follows:

q>2: an = nt/?, Z is Gaussian.
qg=2: an = (nlogn)'/?, Z is Gaussian.
qge (1,2): a,= nl/q, Z is a stable law of index q.

The set U is rather big: it contains for instance all the functions that converge to a
nonzero constant along points whose height in the tower tends to infinity.

Lower bounds for the growth of moments are well-known (see [MNO8|) and can be sum-
marized in the following proposition. We will always write ||u|| for the Lipschitz norm of a

function u, given by
|u(z) — u(y)|

d(z,y)

where the supremum in the second term is restricted to those x and y that belong to the same
partition element. Note that, changing the parameter p in the definition of the distance,
Hoélder functions for the old distance become Lipschitz functions for the new one. Hence, all
results that are stated in this paper for Lipschitz functions also apply to Holder functions.

lull = suplu(z)| + sup
€z T,y
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Proposition 1.2. Consider a Young tower with tail, ~ Cn~? for some ¢ > 1. Then, for
all p € [1,00), there exists ¢ > 0 such that for alln > 1

cmax(nP/?, pp=atl) if ¢ > 2,
wp (1907 > § emax((nlogn?,w-rt1)ifg =2
IF1I<1, [ f=0 cmax(nP/q, pp=atl) if ¢ < 2.

The phase transition in these lower bounds happens at p* = 2g — 2 for ¢ > 2, and at
p* = q for ¢ < 2. Before this threshold, the first lower bound (that corresponds to an average
behavior over the whole space) is more important, while the second one (that corresponds
to the Birkhoff sum being large on a small part of the space) is dominating afterwards.

Proof. For the lower bound nP~%t! we take f that is equal to 1 on Unosn Uich, Aali, and
equal to another constant on the complement of this set, to make sure that [ f = 0. Then

Spf=non U, o, Ui<ha/2 Aq,i, hence

Jisatrzwn| U U S| =02 3 Suto =)
h

a=2ni<hq/2 h>2n

Using a discrete integration by parts and the assumption u(e > n) ~ Cn~9, one checks
that this is > enP~ 411,

For the other bound, we fix a mean zero Lipschitz function f € . By Theorem 1.1, there
exist a, and Z nondegenerate such that a, 'S, f —4 Z. Hence a,” [1Snf|? is bounded from
below and we get the lower bound cal, in all three cases. O

In the case ¢ < 2 and p = ¢, the lower bound in the proposition is []S, f|? > cn. It is not
sharp: for f e U, S, f /nl/ 9 converges to a stable law Z of index ¢, whose g-th moment is
infinite, hence []S,,f/n'/?? tends to infinity. To get a better lower bound, one should study
the speed of convergence of S, f/ n'/4 to Z. We can do this under stronger assumptions on
the tails (this is not surprising since it is well known that the speed of convergence to stable
laws is related to regularity assumptions on the tails of the random variables):

Proposition 1.3. Consider a Young tower with tail,, = Cn~74+0(n"97¢) for some q € (1,2)
and some € > 0. Then there exists ¢ > 0 such that for all n > 0

sup /\Snf\q > cenlogn.
IfII<L,f f=0

This lower bound is considerably more complicated to establish than the ones in Propo-
sition 1.2. Since the arguments are rather different from the rest of the paper (essentially,
they reduce to a proof of a Berry-Esseen like bound for S, f /nl/ 7), we defer the proof
of the proposition to Appendix A. The assumptions of this proposition are for instance
satisfied for the classical Pomeau-Manneville intermittent maps [LSV99, PM80|. (See for
example [MT12a, Proposition 11.12].)

For ¢ = 2, the bound cmax((nlogn)?/2, n?P~%+1) is known to be optimal for all p, see
Remarks 1.6 and 1.7 below. Also, for ¢ > 2, the bound c¢max(n?/?, nP~9t1) is known to be
optimal for all p # 2¢q — 2. The remaining cases are much more subtle, and are solved for
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the first time in this paper. We note that for ¢ > 2 and p = 2¢ — 2, [CG12| obtains an
additional upper bound for the weak moment of S, f, which implies for p > 2¢g — 2 the upper
bound CnP~9t! in accordance with the lower bound. Moreover, the very precise methods
of [CG12| seemed to indicate that the upper bound for the weak moment at p = 2¢ — 2 was
optimal, and that the discrepancy with the lower bound was due to a suboptimality of the
(naive) lower bound. We prove below that this is not the case.

Theorem 1.4. Consider a Young tower with tail, = O(n~%) for some ¢ > 1. Then, for
all p € [1,00), there exists C' > 0 such that for any Lipschitz function f with || f|| < 1 and
[f=0, foralln>0,

C max(nP/?, np—at1) if q>2,
/|Snf|p < { Cmax((nlogn)P/?,nP=9t1)  if ¢ =2,
C max(nP/4, np=at1) if g <2 andp#q.

If ¢ < 2, we have for all t
(1.1) p{x @ |Spf(x)] =2t} < Ct™n
and therefore

/\Snf]q < Cnlogn.

Our upper bounds all match the corresponding lower bounds given in Propositions 1.2
and 1.3, and are therefore optimal.

Note that, in the proofs, if is sufficient to understand what happens at the critical expo-
nent p* = 2¢ — 2 for ¢ > 2: a control on the L?¢~2-norm for ¢ > 2 readily implies the control
for any p € [1,00) thanks to the trivial inequalities

(1.2) lullfy < llullf lullp- iEp > 7, flulle < full ifp <.

In the same way, for ¢ < 2, the control (1.1) on the weak ¢-th moment implies the corre-
sponding LP controls for any p € [1,00) thanks to the equality

llull oo
(1.3) /]u]p du :p/ : P {|u| > s} ds.

This formula would also apply in the ¢ > 2 case (combined with the control of p{|u| > s}
coming from the estimate at the exponent p* and the Markov inequality), but it gives worse
constants than (1.2) in this case.

On the other hand, for ¢ = 2, the bound /nlogn for the second moment does not give
the desired upper bound for p > 2 (using the formulas (1.2) or (1.3), one only gets the upper
bound [[S,f[F < CnP~1llogn, with an extra logn).

As an immediate consequence of the bounds on moments at the critical exponent, we
obtain convergence of moments for all lower exponents.

Corollary 1.5. Consider a Young tower with tail,, ~ Cn~% for some q > 1. Suppose that
f, an and Z are as in Theorem 1.1. Then [|ay,'SnfIP — E(|Z|P) for all p < p* where
p*=2q—2 for q>2 and p* =q for q € (1,2).

In particular, there exist constants C = Cp 4, typically nonzero, such that
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e if ¢ > 2, then [|S,f|P ~ CnP/? for all p < 2q — 2.

e if g =2, then [|S,f|P ~ C(nlogn)P/? for all p < 2.

e if g€ (1,2), then [|S,f[P ~ CnP/? for all p < q.
Proof. As in [MT12b|, this is an immediate consequence of Theorem 1.1, together with the
fact that [|an 125, f1P " is bounded for any p’ € (p,p*) as guaranteed by Theorem 1.4 (for
q > 2, one can even take p’ = p*). ]

Remark 1.6. Previously, no results were available on convergence of moments for ¢ < 2.
The case ¢ > 2 in Corollary 1.5 recovers a result of [MT12b| and the result for ¢ = 2 was
obtained by [BCD13| in the context of dispersing billiards with cusps. [BCD13| consider
also the critical exponent p = 2 for dispersing billiards with cusps, and prove for this
example that the limiting second moment is twice the moment of the limiting Gaussian:
[l(nlogn) =25, f* — 2E( Z]?).

Remark 1.7. Certain aspects of Theorem 1.4 and Corollary 1.5 do not require the full
strength of the assumption that there is an underlying Young tower structure. We can
consider the more general situation where f is a mean zero observable lying in L such
that Ufg oT"| < Cllg|lzeon= @) for all g € L, n > 1. (Such a condition is satisfied for
f Lipschitz when X is a Young tower with tail, = O(n™?).)

In the case ¢ = 2, we recover all the moment estimates (and hence the convergence of
moments for p < 2) described above. By [Mel09, Lemma 2.1], [[S,f|” du < nP~! for p > 2
and []S,f|* du < nlogn.

In the case ¢ > 2, [|S,f[Pdu < nP~9F! for p > 2¢ — 2 by [Mel09, Lemma 2.1], and
(1S fP dp < CnP/? for p < 2 — 2 by [MT12b], Again it follows that all moments converge
for p < 2q — 2.

After we completed this article, we learned that, using techniques that are completely
different from the ones we develop, Dedecker and Merlevede [DM14] also obtain the con-
trols on moments given in Theorem 1.4, essentially under an assumption of the form
U fgo T"‘ < C’||gHLoon_(q_1). Their arguments (initially developed to control the behav-
ior of the empirical measure) rely on general probabilistic inequalities for sums of random
variables, and can not give the concentration inequalities of Theorem 1.9 below.

Remark 1.8. Proposition 1.2 and Theorem 1.4 clarify certain results in the Physics lit-
erature. As in [MT12b|, our results go over to flows, and apply in particular to infinite
horizon planar periodic Lorentz gases. These can be viewed as suspension flows over Young
towers with tail, ~ Cn~2 so we are in the case ¢ = 2. In particular, if r(¢) denotes po-
sition at time ¢, then (tlogt)~Y/?r(t) —4 Z where Z is a nondegenerate Gaussian [SVO07].
[AHOO3| consider growth rate of moments for r(¢), but neglecting logarithmic factors. Defin-
ing v, = limy_ o0 log [|r(t)[P/logt, they argue heuristically that v, = max{p/2,p — 1} in
accordance with our main results. [CESFZ08| conducted numerical simulations to verify
the growth rates of the moments, including logarithmic factors, but based on the belief that
[Ir(®)[? scales like (nlogn)P/? for all p, whereas we have shown that this is correct only for
p <2

Two other examples of billiards that are modelled by Young towers with tail,, ~ Cn~2 are
Bunimovich stadia (discrete and continuous time) [BGO06]| and billiards with cusps (discrete
time) [BCD11, BCD13|. Again, our results apply to these situations with ¢ = 2.



MOMENT BOUNDS AND CONCENTRATION INEQUALITIES 6

The above optimal upper bounds for moments, dealing with Birkhoff sums, can be ex-
tended to concentration estimates, for any (possibly non-linear) function of the point and
its iterates. More precisely, consider a function K(zg,z1,...) (depending on finitely or in-
finitely many coordinates) which is separately Lipschitz: for all i, there exists a constant
Lip,(K) such that, for all zg,z1,... and 2,

|K($0,CE1, ey Lj—1y LGy Li41y - - ) — K(mo,xl, e ,xi,l,x;,le, .. )| < Llpl(K)d(Cﬂl,xé)

If K does not depend on some variable z;, we set by convention Lip,(K) = 0.

Let E(K) = [ K(z,Tx,...)du(x). We are interested in the deviation of K(z,Tz,...)
from its average E(K). For instance, if K(zg,...,2n—1) = Y, f(z;i), then K(x,Tz,...) is
simply the Birkhoff sum S, f. It is separately Lipschitz if f is Lipschitz, with Lipschitz
constants Lip;(K) = Lip(f) for 0 < i <n — 1, and Lip;(K) = 0 otherwise.

Theorem 1.9. Consider a Young tower with tail, = O(n~%) for some ¢ > 1. Then, for all
p € [1,00), there exists C' > 0 such that, for all separately Lipschitz function K,

° ifqg>2,
o (FO2)P/? ;
J/!KTlaYHz---)—-EI(W < (7(§:IAPA}())q—1 —(24-2) J
C (32 Lip; (K)?)* " (3 Lip, ()" if

e if ¢ =2, the quantity [|K(x,Tz,...)—EK|? is bounded by

€ (5 Ling(K)2)"" [1 + log (5 Lipy () — log (S Lip, (5)2) 2" ifp <2,

c (Z Lipz‘(K)Q) Y Lipz‘(K))pf2 if p> 2.
° ifqg <2,
(1.4) p{r : |K(z,Tx,...) —EEK| >t} < Ct™7)  Lip,(K)"
and therefore [|K(z,Tx,...) —EK|" is bounded by
C (5 Lipi ()1 ifp<q
€ (5 Lip, (K)") [+ log (5 Lipy () —los (5 Lipy ()9 7] ifp =g,
C (32 Lip;(K)?) (32 Lip; (K))"™* ifp>q

Note that |K — E(K)| is trivially bounded by ), Lip;(K). Hence, when ¢ > 2, it is
sufficient to prove the estimates for p = 2q — 2, as the other ones follow using (1.2). In the
same way, for ¢ < 2, it suffices to prove the weak moment bound (1.4), thanks to (1.3). On
the other hand, for ¢ = 2, the inequality for p = 2 is not sufficient to obtain the result for
p> 2.

Compared to moment controls, concentration results for arbitrary functions K have a lot
more applications, especially when K is non-linear. We refer the reader to [CG12, Section 7|
for a description of such applications.

Theorem 1.9 implies Theorem 1.4 (just take K(xzg,...,zn—1) = Y f(x;)). However, the
proof of Theorem 1.4 is considerably simpler, and motivates some techniques used in the
proof of Theorem 1.9. Hence, we will prove both theorems separately below. While some
cases of Theorem 1.4 are already known (especially the case ¢ = 2, see Remark 1.7), we will
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nevertheless give again a full proof of these cases, for completeness and with the concentra-
tion case in mind.

The proofs of our results rely on two main tools: a dynamical one (very precise asymp-
totics of renewal sequences of operators) and a probabilistic one (inequalities for martingales,
of Burkholder-Rosenthal and von Bahr-Esseen type). In addition, for the concentration in-
equalities, we will need analytic tools such as maximal inequalities and interpolation results,
since the Lipschitz constants Lip,(K) may vary a lot with a, which makes more usual in-
equalities too crude. All these tools are presented in Section 2. Theorem 1.4 is proved in
Section 3, and Theorem 1.9 is proved in Section 4.

2. PRELIMINARIES

2.1. Renewal sequences of operators. In this paragraph, we summarize the results on
renewal sequences of operators that we will need later on. They are proved in [Sar02,
Gou04b, Gou04c].

Consider a Young tower T : X — X. The associated transfer operator £, adjoint to the
composition by T, is given by

Ty=x

Denoting by ¢ (z) = g(z) - - - g(T™ '2) the inverse of the jacobian of T™, one has L™u(z) =
ZT"y:m g™ (y)u(y). Iterating the inequality [log g(x) — log g(y)| < Cd(Tz,Ty) and using
the uniform expansion when a trajectory returns to the basis, one has the following bounded
distortion property: there exists C' > 0 such that, for all n, for all points « and y in the
same cylinder of length n,

llog g™ (x) — log g™ (y)] < Cd(T"z, T"y).

Among the trajectories of T', the only non-trivial behavior is related to the successive
returns to the basis. Define a first return transfer operator at time n by Ryu(x) =
ZT”y:m g™ (y)u(y) where z € Ay and the sum is over those preimages y of x that be-
long to Ay but T & Ag for 1 < i < n — 1. Since R, only involves preimages y with
©(y) = n, one has ||R,| < Cu(p =n). In particular, R, is easy to understand.

Define a partial transfer operator 7,, = 1a,£"1a,. It can be written as T,u(z) =
ZT”y:m g™ (y)u(y), where  and y all have to belong to Ag. Decomposing a trajectory
from Ag to Ag into successive excursions, one gets

T,=Y > Ry-Ry.

k=1 014 +€,=n

Formally, this is equivalent to the equality > 7y2" = (I — 3. Rp2z¥)~!. This makes it
possible to understand T;,. Denote by II the projection on constant functions on Ag, given
by Tu(z) = [, udu/pu(Ao).

The following proposition is [GouO4c, Proposition 2.2.19 and Remark 2.4.8] in the specific
case of polynomial growth rate (this proposition also holds for more exotic asymptotics such
as O(n~%log n) — it follows that most results of our paper could be extended to such speeds).
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Proposition 2.1. Assume that (e > n) = O(n™9) for some ¢ > 1. Then ||Th41 — Tp|| =
O(n™9) and ||T,, — IT,II|| = O(n™9).

In particular, ||T,,+1 — T,|| is summable, hence T,, converges. Its limit is pu(Ag)IL.

Consider now a general function u and a point x € A, we wish to describe L"u(x) =
ZTny:m g™ (y)u(y). Splitting the trajectory of 3 into a first part until the first entrance in
Ay, of length b > 0, and then a second part starting from Ag at time b and coming back to
Ag at time n, we obtain a decomposition

(2.1) 16, L" = Y TiB,.
l+b=n

The operator By is given by Byu(z) = ZTby:x g® (y)u(y), the sum being restricted to those
preimages whose first entrance in A is at time b (the projection in the basis of those points
necessarily has ¢ > b). By bounded distortion, one gets

(2.2) [ By]| < Cu(p >b).

2.2. Weak LP spaces. If a function u belongs to LP on a probability space, then P(|u| >
s) < s PE(Jul?) by Markov’s inequality. On the other hand, this condition P(Ju| > s) =
O(s™P) is not sufficient to belong to LP. For instance, a stable law of index p € (1, 2) satisfies
P(|Z| > s) ~ ¢s™P, it readily follows that it does not belong to LP.

We say that a random variable u belongs to weak LP if P(|u| > s) = O(s™P). We write

[ullfpw = sup s”P([ul > s).
S

This is the analogue of the LP norm in this context. It satisfies ||u|/;pw < |lull;p. In
general, ||-|| ;. is not a norm (i.e., it does not satisfy the triangular inequality), however it
is equivalent to a norm when p > 1 (see for instance [SW71, Paragraph V.3|). The weak
LP space is a particular instance of Lorentz spaces, corresponding to the space LP*° in the
standard notation.

Apart from its natural appearance when considering stable laws, a major role of the
weak LP space comes from interpolation theory. The following is a particular case of the
Marcinkiewicz interpolation theorem, see for instance [SW71, Theorem V.2.4].

Theorem 2.2. If a linear operator is bounded from L'(u) to LY*(v) and from L*(u) to
L>(v), then it is bounded from LP(u) to LP(v) for any 1 < p < oo.

This result can for instance be used to prove the boundedness of the Hardy-Littlewood
maximal function on any LP space, 1 < p < oo, since boundedness from L' to LM and
from L°° to itself hold. We recall the statement in the case of Z, since we will need it later
on. See for instance [SW71, Theorem I1.3.7].

Theorem 2.3. To a sequence (up)nez, associate the sequence

1 n+h
Mu(n) = su u;|.
W=ty 3 I

For all p € (1,+00|, there exists a constant C such that ||Mul|,, < C|lull, for any sequence
u € P,
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2.3. Martingale inequalities. Given a decreasing sequence of o-algebras Fy D F1 D ...
on a probability space, a sequence of reverse martingale differences with respect to this
filtration is a sequence of random variables Dy, such that E(Dy | Fi4+1) = 0. This is a kind
of one-sided independence condition. Moment inequalities, similar to classical inequalities
for independent random variables, hold in this setting.

We will need the following version of the Burkholder-Rosenthal inequality:

Theorem 2.4. For any Q > 2, there exists a constant C such that any sequence of reverse
martingale differences satisfies

B[S 0f” < (TIBDE | Fernlipe) ™ + 0 SIRIDI? | i)l

The usual statement [Bur73, Inequality (21.5)] is slightly stronger than this one, we have
chosen to put L norms in our statement since we will use it in this precise form.

For @ € (1,2), the (easier) analogue of the above theorem is the inequality of von Bahr
and Esseen [VBEG5| stating that

E‘ZDk‘Q <CY EID,.

However, we will rather need a version of this inequality involving weak LY norms (since
the main part of Theorem 1.4 in the case ¢ < 2 is the inequality (1.1), controlling the weak
L7 norm of S, f). Such an inequality holds:

Theorem 2.5. For any Q € (1,2), there exists a constant C such that any sequence of
reverse martingale differences satisfies

Q
|0, <X IDel G
k

For independent random variables, this follows from [Bra94, Theorem 7 on Page 39| (note
that the Lorentz space LP** is the weak LP space). The general case of martingales can be
reduced to the case of independent random variables by [ASW11, Theorem 6.1].

2.4. Miscellaneous. We will use repeatedly the following classical lemma, which is readily
proved by a discrete integration by parts.

Lemma 2.6. Let ¢, be a sequence of nonnegative real numbers with Y, c, = O(n™9) for
some q > 1. Then, for all o« < q, one has ), h%cy, = O(n*~9). Moreover, for all a > q,
one has ) ;. h%cp = O(n*1). Finally, Y, ., hic, = O(logn).

We will also use the following fact: if ¢, is a summable sequence, and p > 1, then

(2.3) ‘Z Cnln, ? < <Z cn)pi1 ch|un|p-

Indeed, this follows from the convexity of x +— zP for »_ ¢, = 1, and the general case follows.
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3. MOMENT BOUNDS

Our goal in this section is to prove Theorem 1.4. We therefore fix a Young tower with
tail,, = O(n™9) for some ¢ > 1.
The convolution of two sequences (¢,,)n>0 and (dy,),>0 is the sequence ¢ d given by

(cxd)p gclnl

We will write ¢\ for a generic sequence of the form C/(n + 1)¢, for a generic C' that
can change from one occurrence to the next, even on the same line, but only finitely many
times in the whole article. We will use repeatedly the fact that the convolution of two such
sequences is bounded by a sequence of the same form. This fact reads

n

(3.1) (D x D)y, = Zc(q)c(q <o),

7 n—
=0

(Note that the sequence c,(lq) on the right is not the same as the sequences on the left, in
accordance with the above convention.)

We wish to understand the moments of Birkhoff sums .5, f. Since martingale inequalities
are very powerful, we will reduce to such martingales in the most naive way. Let Fp =

~k(Fo) (where Fy is the Borel sigma-algebra), a function is Fi-measurable if and only if
it can be Written as uo T* for some function u. We have

n—1

Snf = Z (St | Fi) =B(Suf | Forn) +E(Suf | Fa) = D> Ap o TF +E(Suf | Fu),

k=0
for some functlons Ay, that we will now describe. Note that this is a decomposition as a sum
of reverse martingale differences, hence the moments of S, f will essentially be controlled

by those of Ay.
Let £ be the transfer operator, it satisfies E(u | 1) = (Lu) o T'. Hence, for k < n,

k+1
E(Snf | Fix) = E(Snf | Fit1) = <Z£ ) TF — (Z Uf) o Th+1
=1

giving
k ‘ k+1 ‘
(3.2) Ap=) L'f- (sz) o
=0 =1

Let us define a function Fj = Zf:o L' f, this is the main function to understand.

Lemma 3.1. If x is at height h and Tx € Ay, then
Fk(x) - F]H_l(T:C) = 0(1 +hA k:)

Proof. Clearly ||[F, — Fpt1 0T ;0 < 2(1 + k)||f|l; . We have to prove that Fj(z) —
Fr1(Tx) = O(1 + h).

First, we estimate 1a,F). We will use the formalism of renewal transfer operators intro-
duced in Paragraph 2.1. As in (2.1), we write 1n,L" =, ,_ Ty By, where T; counts the
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returns to the basis at time ¢, and By is an average over preimages at time b that did not
return to the basis in between. Write II for the projection on constant functions on Ay.

Proposition 2.1 shows that the operator Ey = T, — IIT,II satisfies || Ey|| < ¢,”. We get

1a, Fi —Zleﬁf— Y. TiByf= Y UTLIB,f+ Y EByf.

{+b<k {+b<k {+b<k

Since ||Bpf|| < by (2.2) and [|Ey|| < céq), the second sum is uniformly O(1). For the
first sum, the functlon IIT,11By f is constant by definition, and can be written as t,up(f) for
te=Jx, Tgl/,u(Ao) and up(f) = [, Bof/1(Ao). We have obtained

IagFi = Y teuy(f) +O(1),
+b<k

where ¢ is uniformly bounded, and wu,(f) is summable (with sum at most [|f]).

Consider now an arbitrary x, at height h < k, and with Tz € Ay. Then Fy(z) =
Fy_p(mx) + O(h) where mz is the projection of x in the basis of the tower, i.e., the unique
preimage of x under T". We get

Fe(w) = Fea(Tz) = > tew(f)— Y toun(f) +O(1+h)

04+b<k—h L+b<k+1

= ) taw(f) +O1+h).

k—h<l4+b<k+1

For each b, there are at most h + 1 values of ¢ for which k —h < £+ b < k+ 1. Since ty is
bounded, we obtain

|Fp(z) — F (Tx)| < (h+1) Z|ub ) +O0(1+h)=0(1+h). O

3.1. The case ¢ > 2. In this paragraph, we prove Theorem 1.4 in the case ¢ > 2. It suffices
to prove the desired estimate for p = 2¢ — 2, since the other estimates follow using (1.2).
We start from the decomposition

(3.3) Suf = Ao TF +E(S.f | F).

First, we control the last term, which is easier. Write ) = 2q — 2, we have

[E(Snf | Fa)ll e = H <Z E’“f) o™ Socrfl <Y Ik fll e
k=1 k=1 k=1

One can use transfer operators techniques, or argue directly as in [MNOS§]: since the speed
of decay of correlations against bounded functions is O(1/n9~!) by [You99], we have

/ LRI < A2 / sen(C*f) - L5 F < Ok,

Hence, ||L¥f|| o < C/kO™D/Q = k=12, giving |E(Suf | Fu)ll e < Cn'/?.

LR LR
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Then, we turn to the first sum Y Ay o T = > Dy in (3.3). It is a sum of reverse
martingale differences, hence we may apply Burkholder-Rosenthal inequality, Theorem 2.4:

sy B[ o <o (SIEO | F)lie) 4 OB | Bl

For r € {2,Q}, we have E(|Dy|" | Fry1)(y) = L(|Ax|")(T* 1y). Given the definition of
Ay, it satisfies Ag(x) = 0 if = is the unique preimage of Tz, i.e., if Tx ¢ Ag. Moreover,
Lemma 3.1 gives Ay(2) = O(1 +h A k) if Tz € Ay.

Consider x € Ay, and let z, denote its preimages (with respective height h, — 1), then

LA (@) = g(za)l Ak(za)[" S C+ ) g(za)(ha ANR) < C R (P AR

We have proved that
(3.5) IE(DK[" | Fipn) o < C /A (o A B
0

We use this estimate to estimate the two sums on the right hand side of (3.4). For r = 2,
the above integral is uniformly bounded since ¢ has a moment of order 2. Hence, the first
sum in (3.4) is bounded by n@/? = n4=1, For r = Q = 2¢ — 2, the above integral is bounded
by k972 thanks to Lemma 2.6. Summing over k, it follows that the second sum in (3.4) is
bounded by n4~!, as desired. O

3.2. The case ¢ < 2. In this paragraph, we prove Theorem 1.4 in the case ¢ € (1,2).
Again, it suffices to prove the estimate (1.1) regarding the weak g-moment, since the other
estimates follow using (1.3).

We start again from the decomposition S, f = > Ay o T* + E(S,f | F). We will rely on
the von Bahr-Esseen result for weak moments given in Theorem 2.5, for Q) = q.

First, we control the last term, as above: we have [|[E(S,f | Fo)llze < S reillL%fll -
Moreover, we have as above || £Ff]|,, < C/k(@~1/4. Summing over k,

n
[E(Snf | Fa)lle < CY KMt < onl/a.
k=1
As the weak L%-norm is dominated by the strong L?-norm, this is the desired control.
Now, we turn to the contribution of A;. We want to estimate ||Ag||;q.w. If Tz & Ay, then
Ag(x) =0. If Tx € Ay, then |Ax(x)] < C(14+kAh) < C(1+h) by Lemma 3.1. Hence, for
s larger than a fixed constant,

p{z : |Ap(z)] = s} < Cuf{y € Ag : o(y) = C st =0(s79).

This shows that || A/ 4. is uniformly bounded. Summing over k and using Theorem 2.5,
we get [|> Ag o TF||9,.. < Cn, as desired. O

3.3. The case g = 2. In this paragraph, we prove Theorem 1.4 in the case ¢ = 2. Contrary
to the previous cases, it is not sufficient to prove the result at the critical exponent p = 2,
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one should also control all p > 2. The arguments in the proof of the case ¢ > 2 (notably
Burkholder’s inequality (3.4) combined with (3.5)) give, for a general p > 2,

n—1 p/2 n—1 n p
p 2 D k
(3.6)  [ISufllh, <C (;0: /A Owk) ) +0k§0: /A me - <k§1j\|c f||Lp> :

First, we have [|L¥f[P < C/k since the speed of decay of correlations is 1/k. Hence,
1L f]|.» < k=P and the last term in (3.6) is bounded by nP~!.

Let us now deal with p = 2. Lemma 2.6 gives fAO(go A k)% < logk since we are precisely
at the critical exponent for which there is an additional logarithmic factor. Summing over
k and using (3.6), we obtain ||S,f||32 < nlogn as desired.

Consider then p > 2. Again, fAO(gp A k)% < logk, hence the first sum in (3.6) gives a

contribution C(nlogn)P/2, which is bounded by CnP~! as p/2 < p — 1. For the second sum
in (3.6), Lemma 2.6 gives [(¢ A k)P < CkP~2. Summing over k, we get a bound n?~!. [

4. CONCENTRATION BOUNDS

In this section, we prove Theorem 1.9 about concentration inequalities in Young towers

with tail,, = O(n~?) for some ¢ > 1. As before, we write cglq) for a generic sequence that is

O(n™9).

Consider a general function K (zg,x1,...) which is separately Lipschitz in each variable,
with corresponding constants Lip,(K'). Fix any reference point z, in the space.

To study the magnitude of K (z,Tz,...), the idea is to decompose it as a sum of reverse
martingale differences. Let Fj be the sigma-field generated by indices starting with k, and
write
(4.1) Kp(tg,...) =B(K | Fi)(wg,...) = Y gW@)K(@,.... 7" 'za,...).

Tkx=xy
This function plays the role of the function Fj (defined after (3.2)) for Birkhoff sums, and
is the main object to understand.

As in the proof of Lemma 3.1, we want to express Ky (zy,...), for xp € Ay, using the

transfer operator restricted to the basis, i.e., T,,. Define for ¢ < k a function w; on the basis
by

wi(z) = Z g(i) (Y)(K(y, Ty, ... ,Tj(y)fly,Tj(y)y, oG T Ty w T, )
Try=z k—i—1 terms
- K(y7 Ty7 A 7Tj(y)_1y7 T](y)ya 1'*, A 7'%'* 71.]?7 A )7
—_———
k—j(y)—1 terms

where for each y we define j(y) as the last time in [0, — 1] for which T9®)(y) € A. If there
is no such time, then j(y) = —1. The idea is that, for each preimage y of z under 7%, we
replace its last excursion outside of Ay by the trivial sequence xy, .. ., Ty.

A simple telescoping argument then gives:

k
Kp(zg,...) :Z Z gF (@ wi(@) + K (e, Ty Th, - - ).

1=0 zeAo, Tk~iz=mxy



MOMENT BOUNDS AND CONCENTRATION INEQUALITIES 14

Indeed, in the expression (4.1), if one starts replacing successively each excursion outside
of Ay, one ends up adding sums of the functions w;(z), and the remaining term (where all
excursions have been replaced) is > pu,_,, g¥) (2)K (x4, ..., 24, Ty, ... ), which reduces to

K(zy,..., %y, T, ... ) since 3 g% (z) = 1 as the measure is invariant.
The above expression also reads

k

(42) Kk(.%'k, R ) = ZTk,lwl(mk) + K(m*, ey Ly Ty o v - )
1=0
We will be able to use it since we know a lot about the operators 7T, (their properties,

expressed in Proposition 2.1, were already at the heart of the proof of Lemma 3.1), but we
first need to understand w; more properly.

Lemma 4.1. We have ||w;|| <), ,; Lip, (K )céQ).

Proof. First, we control the supremum of w;. Write w;(x) =3_, g9 (y)H(y), then |H(y)| <
Z;.Zyl)ﬂ Lip,(K). The sum of ¢ (y) over those points with j(y) < € is S pi-e._, 9“9 (2),
where the sum is restricted to those points z that do not come back to the basis before time
1 — £. By bounded distortion, this is comparable to ,u{<p >i—{0} < cl@g. We get

(4.3) Jwill oo ZLlpg

We estimate now the Lipschitz constant of w;. Write for z, 2’ € Ay
wi(z) —wi(2) =Y gD WH ) — ¢V () H ()
=> g HyY) -HY)) + > 6w - gD NHG),

where we have paired together the preimages v and 3/’ of z and 2’ under 7" that belong to the
same cylinder of length i. For the second sum, bounded distortion gives |¢ (y) — ¢ (/)| <
Cd(x,2")g™ (y'), hence the Lipschitz norm of this sum is at most C||w;||_, which has already
been controlled in (4.3). For the first sum, we have

~1
|H(y) — H(y')| < 2 Lipy(K)d(T"y, T") 2ZLlpz U;_o(Ty)d(z, a"),

where ¥, (z) = pcard{KK“’theAO}: this function measures the expansion of the map 7
applied to z, since each return to the basis gives an expansion factor of p~! > 1 by definition
of the distance. Using bounded distortion, we get

i—1
’Z gt (W(H(y) - H(y)) <C ; Lip (K)d(z, 2") /T—(i—tZ)Ao Yie

By [CG12, Lemma 4.4], the sequence fT*nAo ¥, is < cﬁlq). The desired bound for the
Lipschitz constant of w; follows. O

Then, we turn to the analogue of Lemma 3.1.
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Lemma 4.2. If xy, is at height h and xi11 € Ag, then

(4.4)  |Kip(or, Tpg1, Tregos ) — Kpy1 (g1, Trgos -0 )]

k—h k
< Z Llpa(K) min <(h + 1)C/(§q—)h—a’ Cl(c(fsza> + Z Llpa(K)
a=0 a=k—h+1

When h > k, the first sum vanishes, and the second one reduces to 22:0 Lip,(K) since
Lip,(K) =0 for a < 0.

If all the Lip,(K) are of order 1 (which is the case for instance with Birkhoff sums), it is
easy to check that the expression in the lemma reduces to O(1 + h A k) as in Lemma 3.1.

Proof. The case h > k is easy (just substitute each variable in the expression of K (xg,...)
with the corresponding variable in Kyy1(2gy1,...)), let us deal with the more interesting
case h < k.

We will first prove the inequality

(4.5) | Kk(zk, Tha1, Tht2, - - ) — K1 (Tht1, Thgo, - )|

k—h k—h—a k—a—b k—a+1 k
S IENCEND DI D SNEL) U SR N SRy P Nve)
a=0 b=0 j=k—h—a—b b=k—h—a+1 a=k—h+1

We replace successively all the variables with index in (k — h, k] in the expressions of
Ky (zk,...) and Kgy1(gy1,...) with x,, introducing an error at most Z];:k_hﬂ Lip,(K)
that corresponds to the last term in (4.5). Letting

K(xoy. . xp_p) = K(T0y ooy Th—hy Ty e o vy Ty Tt 1y -+ - ) — K ( Ty ooy Tty Tpo 15+ -+ ),

we may then work with K instead of K. It satisfies Lip,(K) < Lip,(K) for a < k — h, and

Lip,(K) =0 for a > k — h. Let w; be the corresponding functions for K, and let x = mxy
be the projection of zj in the basis of the tower. We get from (4.2)

k—h k1
Ki(wx) = Kpon(@) = > Teon-iwi(z),  Kepr(@rgn) = O Thpr-iwi(Thg1)-
i=0 i=0

We write T, = IIT,I1+ Ey, where II is the projection on constant functions, and || E;|| < ng)

by Proposition 2.1. We have

k—h
> Bepwi@) <Y NEdlwil < Y] d? Y Lip, (K)e?
i=0

l+i=k—h l+i=k—h a+b=1
= ) Lip(K)(c@ %),
a+j=k—h

By (3.1), this is bounded by >_ ...\ Lipa(K)cg-q), which is bounded by (4.5) (to see this,
in (4.5), take b = 0 in the first sum over b, and then j = k — h — a in the next sum). In the
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same way, we have

k+1
> Brp—wi(wrg)| <Y Lipy(K)d?,
i=0 a+j=k+1

which is again bounded by (4.5) (up to a shift of one in the indices, take b = 0 in the first
sum of (4.5) and j = k — a in the second sum).

We turn to the main terms, coming from II7T,;II. We have IIT,;Ilw; = tyu;, for some
scalar sequences t; and w;. Moreover, u; is bounded by ||w;||, and |t; — tp11]| < cﬁq) by
Proposition 2.1. The resulting term is

kil k—h b !
!Ztk h—illi — Zthrl il < w0 =t > il
=0 j=k—h—i i=k—h+1

Bounding |u;| by >, ,—; Llpa(K) (@) and |tj+1—1;] with c§q), we readily check that all those
terms are bounded by (4.5).
This concludes the proof of (4.5). To conclude, we should show that the coefficient of

Lip,(K) in this expression is bounded by min ((h + 1)cé@h7a, cl(Cq hl) a) We have >_>2, cgq) <

cﬁq_l). In particular,
k—h—a @ k—a—b k—h—a
-1
Z cbq Z Z cb Ck h = (C(q)*c(q ))kfhfa
b=0 j=k—h—a—b b=0

< (C(qfl) * c(qfl))k,h,a < c](;z hl)m

as the sequences that are O(1/n9"!) are stable under convolution. This proves the upper

bound cl(i_hlz .- For the other one, note that Z;:Z:Z?afb cg-q) < (h+ 1)C§Q). From this

point on, one can continue the computation as above, getting in the end the bound (h +
1)c,(f_)h_ - O

Remark 4.3. The article [CG12] already proved concentration estimates in Young towers,
but only for ¢ > 2. In this case, the estimates were not as good as those in Theorem 1.9.
Moreover, all the estimates started diverging when g < 2. There are three main differences
in the current approach that make it possible to improve upon [CG12]:

e The decomposition (4.2) of K}, where one replaces one excursion at a time in the
definition of w;, is more efficient than the corresponding decomposition of [CG12]
where one only replaces one variable at a time (this creates some useless redundancy
in the estimates, which is not a problem when ¢ > 2 but causes divergence of the
estimates when ¢ < 2).

e The main difference between the current paper and [CG12| is that, in Lemma 4.2,
we compare directly Kj to Kjii1. On the contrary, in [CG12|, K} and Ky, are
compared to explicit integral quantities (see for instance Lemma 2.3 there). This is
more intuitive and natural, since it expresses the mixing properties of the system.
However, when g < 2, the convergence towards these integrals is rather slow, making
again the estimates diverge. In the proof of Lemma 4.2, we do not claim that K}, is
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close to any explicit or meaningful quantity, only that it is close to > tx_;u;. This is
sufficient to prove that K is close to Ky since t,, is close to t,,+1 by Proposition 2.1.
Both are also close to lim¢; if n is large enough, and this is essentially what is used
in [CG12], but this gives a worse estimate.

e In the case ¢ > 2, the main new ingredient compared to the techniques of [CG12] is
Lemma 4.4 below.

We can now deduce concentration bounds in the different situations we considered for
moment bounds.

4.1. The case ¢ > 2. In this paragraph, we prove Theorem 1.9 in the case ¢ > 2. As we
explained after the statement of this theorem, it suffices to prove the result for p = 2q — 2.
In this situation, we will use (4.4) in the form

(4.6)  |Kp(@k, Tpy1,- - ) — K1 (@pt1, - - )| ZLlpa Yl ), + Z Lip, (K
a=k—h+1

(g—1)

i.e., we always use the same term ¢;” ,”  in the minimum in (4.4).

Let us start the proof of the theorem. The quantity K — E(K) can be decomposed
as Y >o(Kk — Kgy1). Since this is a sum of reverse martingale differences, we may use
Burkholder-Rosenthal inequality (Theorem 2.4), to obtain a bound

/\K(m, Tz, ...)—EK)* 2 du(z)

q—1 _
C (Y IEDE | Ferlla) +C D IEIDLP | Fita) o

where Dy, = K}, — Kj41. Hence, for r € {2,2¢q — 2}, we should estimate ||E(|Dg|" | Fr+1)|l
If 2x41 is not in the basis of the tower, then E(|Dg|" | Fxi1)(@k+1,...) = 0 and there is
nothing to do. Assume now that xj.q is in the basis. Let z, denote its preimages, with
respective heights h,, we have

E(IDk[" | Freer)(@hsns- ) = > 9(za) | Kk(Zar hi1, - ) = Kpa (@pga, [
With (4.6), we get

k

k—h r
IE(IDul" | Firt)lloe <> il =h+1) (Zmpa( K)ol o+ N Lipauo)
a=0

h=0 a=k—h+1

Using the inequality (X +Y)" < C(X"+Y") to separate the two sums, we get two different

terms. We should then sum over k, and get a bound in terms of 3_ Lip,(K)?2.
(¢—1)

First, we deal with the first sum zs;g Lip, (K )c,(cq__hlza. Since the sequence ¢y, is

summable, we have by (2.3)

k—h
(ZLM K)o ) chma Ky,
a=0
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Summing over k, we get a term
k k—h
SOSTS T e =+ 1) Lip, (K) el
k h=0a=0
Writing k = ¢ + h, this becomes

J4
STNTS il = b+ 1) Lipg (K) eV,

h0 £>0 a=0
The sum over h factorizes out. Then, for each a, the sum over ¢ gives a finite contri-
bution since ¢(@~Y is summable. We are left with > o Lip,(K)", which is bounded by
(>, Lipa(K)Q)T/2 as desired.
Then, we deal with the second sum Z];: k—ht1 Lipg (K). Summing over k, the correspond-
ing term is
k T
DWETII ISR
k h a=k—h+1
We need to treat separately the cases r = 2 and r = 2¢ — 2. For r = 2, we simply use
Cauchy-Schwarz inequality:

k 2 k
ZZM(@ZhH)( > Lipa(K)> <Y ) ulp=h+1h > Lip,(K)?
k h a=k—h+1 k h a=k—h+1
a+h—1

= Lip,(K)*> ple=h+1)(h+1) > 1.
a h k=a

We can factorize out Y, u(¢ = h+ 1)h?, which is finite since ¢ > 2, by Lemma 2.6. We are
left with C'>", Lip,(K)? as desired.
For the case r = 2¢g — 2, we should prove an inequality

k

2q—2 q—1
> ulp=h+1) ( > Lipa(K)> <C (Z Lipa(K)2> :
k h a

a=k—h+1
It turns out that this inequality is less elementary than the previous ones. It is given in
Lemma 4.4 below. With this lemma, the proof is complete. O

Lemma 4.4. Let ¢ > 2. Consider a sequence an = 0 with ), - an = O(N™?). There
exists a constant C' such that, for any sequence (uy) € (*(Z),

n+h 29-2 q—1
SYulSul <o(xa)
n€eZ h>0 i=n—h neZ

Proof. We associate to a sequence u, the sequence

EZZiféhui

v(n,h) = 2ht )i
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We consider v as a function on the space Z x N endowed with the measure v(n,h) =
(h + 1)q’1ah.

By Cauchy-Schwarz, the function v is bounded in L* by ||u||,2. Let us now consider
its weak L?-norm. Let Mu(n) = supy <Z"+h h|u2|) /(2h + 1) be the maximal function
associated to u. It is bounded in ¢* by C|lu| 2, by Theorem 2.3. Since v(n,h) < (2h +
Y2 Mu(n), we have for all s > 0

v{(n,h) : |v(n,h)| = s} <v{(n,h) : 2h+1)"% > s/Mu(n)}

> > (h+ 1) Lay,.

nh=((s/Mu(n))?=1)/2
By Lemma 2.6, we have Y-, (h+1)?"'a, < C/(t +1). Hence,

v{(n,h) : |v(n,h)|] > s} < CZMu n)?/s* < Cs72||Mu||7 < Cs™2||ul%.

<
<

This shows that v is bounded in L> and in weak L? by Clluf,2. One could deduce
boundedness in any LP for 2 < p < oo by using classical interpolation arguments, but it is
simpler to use the formula (1.3): we get

olloo
an  ferav<ce [T emos s < Clulblol? < Clul
Taking p = 2q — 2, we get
ZnJrh W 2¢9—2
2q 2 i=n—h "
C(Z ) ZZ (n, h)|v(n, h)| ZZh—i—l 7(2h+1)1/2

The powers of h Cancel on the right, and we are left Wlth the statement of the lemma. [

4.2. The case ¢ < 2. In this case, it is sufficient to prove the weak moment estimate (1.4),
since it implies all the other ones thanks to (1.3). Let us for instance explain how to
get the most complicated moment estimate, for p = q. Write A = ) Lip,(K)%, so that
p{|K —EK| > s} < CAs™9 and B =) Lip;(K) > |K — EK||;~. Then

B
/\K ~EK|? = q/sq—lu{u{ ~EK| > s}ds < q/ s ' min(1,CAs™7)ds
s=0
Al/a B
(4.8) < q/ sl ds + q/ s971CAs™9ds = A+ qCA(log B — log AY%).
s=0 5:A1/q

This is the desired moment estimate.
Let us now start the proof of (1.4). Thanks to Proposition 2.5, the decomposition K —
EK = ZDk (Wlth Dk = Kk — Kk+1) giVGS

1K = EK||} 00 < C Y lIDk] 00
We have Dy (xz) =0 if Tx & Ay, and otherwise Lemma 4.2 gives the bound

k
| D (z ZLlpa ) min <(h + 1)C](€q)h a’cl(;I hl)a> + Z Lip,(K),
a=k—h+1
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where h = h(z). We should bound the weak L? norm of both terms on the right to conclude.
Let us denote them by Uy(x) and Vj(x).

We start with Vj. Fix some s > 0, let ho(k) be minimal such that Zszk—h(ﬁl Lip,(K) > s.
Then
k

W {x ceT 1A : Z Lip,(K) > s} = p{zr € T 'Ag : h(z) > hol.
a=k—h+1

This measure is exactly u{y € Ag : ©(y) > ho} = O(hy?). Hence,
k k 1
W {x : Z Lip,(K) > s} <O+ ho) 4 <C(L+ ho)™* Z Lip,(K)/s
a=k—h+1 a=k—ho+1
< Cs™IM(k),

where M (k) is the maximal function associated to Lip,(K), i.e.,

k+h

> Lip,(K).

=k—h

1
4. M(k) =
(4.9) ) = ona,

We have proved that ||Vg]|%,. < CM(k)9. Summing over k, we obtain

D Vil faw <O M(k)? < CY Lini(K)7,
k

since M is bounded in ¢%(Z) by C/||Lip;(K)||sa(z), by Theorem 2.3. This is the desired upper
bound.
We turn to U,. We have

D Uk 0w < D N0
K k

k—h q
. . —1
< Z ZM(@ =h+1) <Z Lip,(K) min <(h + 1)c,(§q_)h_a, cl(cq—hza>> .
kK h a=0
The next lemma shows that this is bounded by C')_ Lip;(K)? (set ¢ = ¢ —1, n =k — h,

i = a and u; = Lip,;(K) to reduce to this statement). This concludes the proof. O

Lemma 4.5. Let ¢ > 1 and € > 0. Consider a sequence a, = 0 with Y -y an, = O(N™9).
There exists a constant C' such that, for any sequence (uy) € 14(Z),

, h+1 1 !
ZZah Zui.mln<1+|n—i|1+€’ 1+]n—i]€> gCZ]un’q.

n€Z h>0 1E€EL neZ

Proof. We proceed as in the proof of Lemma 4.4. Define a sequence

1 h+1 1
= —— . mi .
v(n, h) (1+h>1_€gz:uz mm<1+|n—i|1+€71+|n—i|€>




MOMENT BOUNDS AND CONCENTRATION INEQUALITIES 21

We consider it as a function on the space Z x N with the measure v(n, h) = a(1 + h)7(1=2),
We have for any n € Z

Zmin< h+1 1 >
: L+ |n—d"* 1+ n—il

1 1

< ——+(h+1 — < C(1+h)E

Z 1+ ‘m’z-: ( ) Z 1+ |m|1+6 ( )
|m|<h |m|>h

This shows that the operator A : u — v is bounded from ¢*°(Z, i) (where p is the counting
measure) to (*°(Z x N,v). Moreover, writing m =n — 1,

Z v(n,h)v(n,h)

n,h
_ 1 h+1 1
_ 1_|_hQ(1 e~ i 1 < , - >
Zzah( ) (1+h)17€ Zu min 1—{—|n—i|1+€ 1—{—|’I’L—Z|€

n€Z h>=0 1€EL
) h+1 1
= Zu@ : Zah(l + p)la—D=e) Z min ( Tres 6) .
i€Z  h>0 el L+ |m] 1+ |m|

As we have seen above, the last sum over m is O((1 + h)!~¢). Hence, the sum over h
and m reduces to >, an(1 + k)12 which is finite by Lemma 2.6. This shows that
[vller) < Cllullg -

The operator A : u +— v is bounded from ¢"(u) to ¢"(v) for r = 1 and co. By interpolation
(see Theorem 2.2), it is also bounded from ¢7(u) to ¢4(v). This is the desired inequality. [

4.3. The case ¢ = 2. In this paragraph, we prove Theorem 1.9 in the case ¢ = 2. As we
explained after the statement of this theorem, it suffices to prove the result for p > 2. We
follow essentially the same steps as in the ¢ > 2 case. We start with Burkholder-Rosenthal
inequality

/\K(x,Tx,...)—E(K)]pdu(x)

p/2
<C(YIEDE Farlloe) +C D IEIDR | Fir) oo

Moreover, for r € {2,p}, we have

k—h r
IE(DH" | Frsn)llo < C - nle = h+1) (Z Lip, (K) min (A + 1), . cé“&))
h>0 a=0

(4.10) i .
—i—CZ,u((p:h—Fl)( > Lipa(K)> .
h>0 a=k—h+1

Let us first consider the contribution of the first line when we sum over k. For r = 2,
Lemma 4.5 shows that the resulting term is bounded by C' 3" Lip,(K)?2. Its contribution to



MOMENT BOUNDS AND CONCENTRATION INEQUALITIES 22

Burkholder-Rosenthal inequality is therefore at most
¢ (3 Ling(12)" = ¢ (3 Ling()?) - (3 Lims()?)"
¢ (X Lin(k)) (SLim())"

since Y 2?2 < (3 ;)?. This bound is compatible with the statement of the theorem. For
r = p, we write

k—h p
<Z Lip, (K) min ((h+ 1)ef, ., " &))
a=0
k—h p—2
< <Z Lip,(K) min <(h—|— 1)0,(€q)h a,ck he a)) (Z Lip, (K ) .
a=0

Using again Lemma 4.5, it follows that the contribution of this term to Burkholder-Rosenthal
inequality is at most (3 Lip;(K)?) (3 Lip;(K))P~? as desired.
Let us now turn to the second line of (4.10). We define a sequence

k

ok )= DD Lipy(K)

a=k—h+1
on the space Z x N with the measure v(k,h) = pu(e = h + 1). It satisfies ||v]j0 <
> wez Lipy(K). Let us control its weak L? norm. Let s > 0. For fixed k, let ho(k) be
the smallest h such that Zﬁzkfhﬂ Lip,(K) > s. Then

v{(k,h) : >s}=> > ple=h+1)<CY (1+ho(k) >
k h>ho(k) k
2
k
<CY (14 ho(k)) Y Lip(K)/s| <Cs2) M(k)?
k a=k—ho(k)+1 k

where M (k) is the maximal function associated to Lip, (K), defined in (4.9). By Theorem 2.3,
it satisfies >°, M(k)?> < C'>_ Lip,(K)?. Hence, we have proved that the weak L? norm of v
is bounded by C (3° Lipa(K)2)1/2.

Using the bounds on the weak L? norm of v and on its L™ norm, one deduces a bound
on its strong L? norm as in (4.8), and on its strong LP norm for p > 2 as in (4.7). These
bounds read:

k

2
> we=h+1) < > Lipa(K)>
k h

a=k—h+1

1/2
C (Z Lipa(K)2> 1+ log (Z Lipa(K)> —log (Z Lipa(K)2>

a€Z a€Z a€Z
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and for p > 2

k p p—2
D> ulp=h+1) ( > Lipa(K)> <C (Z Lipa(K)2> (ZLipa(K)> :
k h a=k—h+1 a€Z a€Z

For p = 2, we deduce directly that the contribution of the second line of (4.10) to
Burkholder-Rosenthal inequality is bounded as in the statement of the theorem.

For p > 2, we also obtain that the contribution of this line, for » = p, is bounded as
desired. It remains to check the contribution of this line with » = 2. Writing u, = Lip,(K),
we should prove that

() o (£ ) s (52 T (s (55)

a€Z a€’Z a€Z a€Z a€Z

Since this equation is homogeneous, it suffices to prove it when Y u2 = 1. In this case,
writing © = 3 ug > 1, it reduces to the inequality (1 4 logz)?/? < CaP~2, which is trivial
on [1,00). O

APPENDIX A. SPEED OF CONVERGENCE TO STABLE LAWS

In this appendix, our goal is to prove Proposition 1.3. To do so, we will estimate the
speed of convergence of the Birkhoff sums to the stable law, first on the basis Ag of the tower
using the Nagaev-Guivarc’h spectral method. Then, we will induce back those estimates to
the whole tower. Those ideas are classical: the first step comes from [ADO1], the second
step from [MT04| (see [Goul3| for a general explanation of the method). However, since we
want quantitative estimates, we need to go beyond the results of these articles.

The standing assumptions are those of Proposition 1.3: (A,T) is a Young tower with
tail, = Cn~ %7+ O(n=97¢), for some g € (1,2) and some £ > 0. Without loss of generality,
we can assume q + € < 2.

Let Y = Ag be the basis of the Young tower. We will denote by Ty : Y — Y the induced
map on the basis, by py = py/u(Y’) the induced probability measure, by SY" the Birkhoff
sums for Ty, and by ¢ : Y — N the first return time to Y.

We define a function f on the tower, by f = 1 — 1y /u(Y), so that [ fdu = 0. The
induced function on the basis of the tower is by definition

p(x)—1

fr(z) = Z f(TFz) = () — 1y /p(Y).
k=0

Denote by L the transfer operator associated to Ty, and define a family of perturbed transfer
operators Ly(u) = L(e"Yu). Their interest is that

(A1) /eitszfyd,uy—/l)?lduy.
Y Y

Hence, spectral properties of L; will make it possible to understand the characteristic func-
tion of SY fy, and therefore its closeness to the limiting stable law.

Lemma A.1. The family of operators t — Ly is C'.
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Proof. We omit the standard argument which shows in fact that the family is C'?, see for
instance [ADO1, Theorem 2.4]. O

The unperturbed operator L = Ly has a simple eigenvalue at 1, and the rest of its
spectrum is contained in a disk of strictly smaller radius. This spectral description persists
for small ¢, see [Kat66]. Denote by A; the leading eigenvalue of Ly, by II; the corresponding
(one-dimensional) spectral projection, and by Q; = L; — A\ II; the part of L; corresponding
to the rest of the spectrum. All those quantities depend in a C! way on t, by the previous
proposition. Moreover, for small ¢, we have

(A.2) Lif = N + Q7 with [|QF[| < Cr™,

for some fixed r < 1. The main contribution in this equation comes from the perturbed
eigenvalue ).

Lemma A.2. We have for smallt > 0
At = 1+ ct?+ O(t?1e),

where ¢ is a complex number with Re < 0.

Proof. Let & denote the C! family of eigenfunctions of L; for the eigenvalue );, normalized
so that [, & duy = 1. In particular, § = 1.
Now

A= / N dpry = / L&y duy = / Loldpy + / (L — L)(& — 1) dpry
Y Y Y Y
_ / Y dpy + O(t)
Y
:1+it/ fyd,u+/(eitfy —1—itfy)duy + Ot
Y Y

=1+ / (" =1 —itfy)dpy +O(t?).
Y
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Let G(s) = py(fy < s) denote the distribution function of fy. It vanishes for s < —M,
for M =1—1/u(Y). Then 1 — G(s) = c18~ 7+ A(s) where A(s) = O(s777¢). Hence

/ (e — 1 —itfy)dpuy = /OO (e =1 —its) dG(s)
v M

_ /OO (¢ — 1 —its)d(1 — G(s))
M

— (e MM 1 M) + it /_ (@)= ) s

=it /loo(e“s —1)(1—=G(s))ds + O(t?)
_ i/too(ei" “ 1) = Glo /1)) do + O(t2)
= icit? /oo(eio — 1o 9do + i/oo(ei" —1)A(o/t)do + O(t?)
= cot? +tE1 + By 4+ O(t?), t
where
co = icy /Ooo(eio — 1o %o, E; = —i¢t? /Ot(ei" —1)o ?do,
Ey = i/too(eig —1)A(o/t) do.

Note that ¢y is well-defined since ¢ € (1,2). Also, |E1| < ¢1t? fg o@D dg = O(t?). There
is a constant C' > 0 such that |A(s)] < Cs™77¢ for s > 1. Hence

o o0
|Es| < the/ e —1jc™ ¢ do < ths/ min(c! 797, 0797 do = O(t797°),
t 0
where the integral is finite since ¢ + ¢ € (1,2). O

Let Zy be the real probability distribution whose characteristic function is given for ¢ > 0
by
E(eitZy) — eictq
where ¢ is given by Lemma A.2. Tt is a totally asymmetric stable law of index q. We can
now estimate the speed of convergence of SY fy to Zy:

)

Proposition A.3. There exists C > 0 such that for any n > 0 and for any s € R,
py{z : SY fy(x)/nY1 > s} —P(Zy > s)| < Cn~/1,

In particular, we recover the (already known) convergence of SY fy/n'/? to Zy, the
novelty being the control on the speed of convergence. Below, in Proposition A.4 and
Theorem A.5, we will also recover known stable limits, with additional controls on the
speed of convergence.
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Proof. The quantity to estimate is the L>°-norm of the difference between the distribution
functions of SY fy/n'/? and Zy. Berry-Esseen’s lemma (see for instance [Fel66, Lemma
XVI.3.2|) ensures that, for any M > 0, this quantity is bounded by

(A.3) C/OMMdH%

where C' is a universal constant, and ¢, and v denote respectively the characteristic func-
tions of SY fy /n'/9 and Zy. We will estimate this integral, taking M = M,, = agn'/? for
some suitably small ag.

First, for ¢t < 1/n, we have

fonlt) = 1) = [E( S5~ v) < ¢ [1S) fyl/nt/s < Ottt
In the same way, |¢(t) — 1] < Ct9. Hence,

1/n
/ / |90n(t) - 1,[)(75)| < Cnfl/q +Cn Y < Cnfl/q.
t
0

Now, we turn to the interval ¢ € [1/n, M,,]. Combining the formula (A.1) for ¢, and the
spectral expansion (A.2) of L}, we get

nt) = A(t/n" ) u(t/n' )+ (t/n9),
where 7, is exponentially small, u is a C'! function close to 0 and the asymptotic expansion
of \ is given in Lemma A.2. The contribution of r, to the integral (A.3) is exponentially
small (this is why we had to discard the interval [0,1/n]). We can write A(s) = e®*+B()
where B(s) = O(s%t¢), by Lemma A.2. Hence,

)\(t/nl/q)n — 6n(ctq/n—f—B(t/nl/q)) — ectqenB(t/nl/q) — w(t)enB(t/nl/q)‘
The remaining part of the integral (A.3) can be written as

/Mn () B (e /1) — (1))
1/n t

Mn
g/
0

In I, we have

dt

t /ay _ 1 My, nB(t/n'/q) _ 1
’“(/”t#dw/o ()€ - gt =1, + Iy,

w(t)enB(t/nl/q)

nB(t/n'/9)
ta

< RO Co5t? If o is small enough, this is bounded by e~ for

< C(t/nY/ )17 L Cag,.

Hence, ‘w(t)e”B(t/”l/q)

some a > 0. Since the function u is C* with u(0) = 1, it follows that

My,
I < C/ e~ Ve < on~1/4,
0

Finally, in I, we use the inequality |e® — 1| < |s|el*l, to get a bound

M, 1/q
I </ ‘w(t)e"‘B(t/n”q” 77”3(’51” M at
0
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As above, the factor ‘¢(t)e"|3(t/ nYNll is bounded by e~*". Moreover, the second factor is

bounded by t7+¢~1n=¢/¢, This gives I, < Cn~¢/4.
Finally, we obtain a bound for (A.3) of the form Cn~'/9 4 Cn~%/9, which is bounded by
Cn/lase<2—q<1. O

We can then lift the above bound to the original Birkhoff sums S, f. Let Z = u(Y)Y9Zy,
it is again a (completely asymmetric) stable law of index gq.

Proposition A.4. Let § = min((q — 1)/(1 + 2¢?),e/q) > 0. There exists C > 0 such that
for any n > 0 and for any s € R,

py{z : Suf(z)/nM1 > s}y —P(Z > s)| < Cn7°.

Proof. For x € Y, the Birkhoff sums S, f(z) and S};M(Y)fy(x) should be close (since a return
to Y takes on average 1/u(Y") iterates of T', both sums involve roughly the same number of

iterations of T'), and we know that S}:M(Y)fy(x)/(np(Y))l/q is close to Zy in distribution.

(We write nu(Y") instead of its integer part for notational simplicity.) The result follows if
we can show that the different errors are suitably small.

Define a function H on A as follows: if x is at height i (i.e., it belongs to A,; for
some ), let mz = T~ 'z be its unique preimage in the basis, and let H(z) = Z;;% f(T7x).
Let N(n,z) denote the number of returns to Y of a point z € Y before time n. We get
Spf(x) = S%(mm)fy(x) + H(T"z). We expect N(n,z) to be close to nu(Y'), hence we
decompose further as

Snf (@) = Spury fr (@) + SNy fr (@) = Spuyy fr (@) + H(T"x)

= Sy v (@) + En(x) + Fp(2).
Suppose that, for u,, = n=° for some § > 0, we have
(A.4) py | Enl/nMT > un} < Cupy py{|Fnl/n? > un} < Cun,.

We deduce from the above equation that
py {S, f/nt1 > s} < /Ly{S:“(Y)fy/nl/q > 5 —2up} + 2Cuy,.
By Proposition A.3, this is bounded by
P(u(Y)1Zy > s — 2u,) + Cn /74 2Cu,,.

As Zy has a bounded density, the probability that M(Y)l/ 17y belongs to the interval [s —
2uy, s) is bounded by C'u,,. Finally, we obtain

py {Snf/nt1 > s} <P(u(Y)Y1Zy > s) + Cn~/7 + Cuy,.

The lower bound is similar, and we obtain the conclusion of the proposition.
It remains to prove (A.4). We first deal with the bound involving F,,. We have

wW(Ey = upn?) = p(H o T" = upn'/?) = p(H > u,n'/?).
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The function H can only be > A on the set of points with height at least A. The set of
points with height i has measure tail; 1 ~ Ci~9, hence u(H > A) < CA~9L. We get

This is bounded by Cu,, if u,, =n~° with 6 < (¢ — 1)/¢>.

We turn to E,. Let M, =n", for some r € (1/g,1). We have
{E, > un'?} € {En () > upn/9, |N(n,z) —nu(Y)| < MpyYU{|N(n,z) —nup(Y)| > M,}.
In the first set, as S}\/,(n gc)fy(m) and SY (Y)fy(x) are separated by u,n'/%, one of them is

np
distant from S:“(y), a, v (x) by at least u,n'/%/2. Hence, the first set is included in

{0<Il?<a2}§w Sy FY @) = Sy, fr (@) 2 unnl/q/2} :

By the invariance of the measure py under Ty, the measure of this set is

o oy S > 2}
The sequence SiY fy/ i*/% converges in distribution, but more is true: It follows from [CGO7,
Lemma 7.1 and proof of Theorem 2.10] that this sequence remains bounded in L', and that
the weak L' norm of the corresponding maxima also remain bounded in L'. Hence, the
above equation is bounded by CM,i/q/(unnl/q). This is bounded by w, if u, = n~° with
6 < (1—7)/(2q).

Finally, if |[N(n,z) — nu(Y)| > M, then either N(n,z) = nu(Y) + M,, or N(n,x) <
nu(Y) — M,. In the first case, S:H(Y)JFMRQDY < my de, STFMa M /u(Y). By
Proposition A.3, this can only happen with probability P(Zy < —cM,u(Y)/n/9) +Cn=¢/4.
The stable law Zy has tails of order g, i.e., P(|Zy| > s) < C's™%. Hence, this is bounded by
u, =n~%if 6 < min(q(r — 1/¢),£/q). The second case is handled similarly.

We have proved that, if § is small enough, then (A.4) holds. More specifically, we can
choose r so that q(r—1/q) = (1—71)/2q, i.e., r = (14+2q)/(1+2¢?). The resulting constraints
on ¢ are

§ <min((g — 1)/¢%, (¢ = 1)/(1 +2¢%),¢/q).

The first constraint can be removed since it is implied by the second one. O

We can now conclude the proof of Proposition 1.3. The probability distribution Z has
heavy tails, since it is a stable law of index ¢: there exists ¢ > 0 such that, for all s > 1,
we have P(Z > s) > cs~9. Tt follows from Proposition A.4 that uy{S,f/n'/? > s} >
cs™9 — Cn~%. This is > ¢s79/2 if Cn™° < ¢s79/2, which holds for s € [1,n"] if » < §/¢ and
n is large enough. In this range, it follows that p{S,f/n'/? > s} > ¢/s~.

Using (1.3) for the first equality, we have

n"

/]Snf/nl/q\q = q/ sy {]Snf/nl/q\ > s} ds > q/ s s79ds = ¢ qrlogn.
5=0

s=1
This is the desired lower bound. O
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One can also deduce from Proposition A.4 a speed of convergence towards the stable law
Z on the whole space (A, p). Although this is not needed for Proposition 1.3, we include it
for completeness:

Theorem A.5. Let § = min((q — 1)/(1 + 24¢?),/q). There exists C > 0 such that for any
n > 0 and for any s € R,

p{z : Suf(x)/n1> s} —P(Z > s)| < Cn~°.

Proof. Consider a set A, ;, with its renormalized probability measure jo,; = M\Aa’i/M(Aa,i)-
This measure is sent by T/*~% to a measure on Y, which is equivalent to uy, with a den-
sity bounded from above and from below, and with uniformly bounded Lipschitz constant.
Proposition A.3 still works for this measure, with uniform constants, since all we need to
apply the spectral argument is that the density is Lipschitz. It follows that Proposition A.4
also works for these measures. Adding the additional error coming from the h, — ¢ first
steps needed to reach Y (bounded by (hy —1)/n'/?), we deduce: for n > hy — i,

Hailz € Doy + Suf (@)/n!/1 > s} = P(Z > 5)| < C(n = (ha = )7 + Clha — i) fn/1,

Let Ay denote the set of points in A that enter Y after exactly k steps. Multiplying the
above inequality by p(Aq ;) and summing over (o, %), we obtain:

‘,u{x €A : Syf(x)/nt1> s} —P(Z > s)

<O p(Ag) min((n — £)~ + k/n'/9,1) + 37 p(Ay):

k<n k>n

We have p(Ag) = tailgyq ~ Ck™9. Splitting the above sum into k < /% and k > n'/1, we
get the bound

C Z E=9(n=0 + k/n') + C Z k=9 < Cn0 + enP 0/ plla - opi-a/a,

k<nl/a k>nt/a
This is bounded by Cn~? for & = min(5,1 — 1/q) = 4. O
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