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QUENCHED NORMAL APPROXIMATION FOR RANDOM
SEQUENCES OF TRANSFORMATIONS

OLLI HELLA AND MIKKO STENLUND

ABSTRACT. We study random compositions of transformations having certain uniform
fiberwise properties and prove bounds which in combination with other results yield a
quenched central limit theorem equipped with a convergence rate, also in the multivariate
case, assuming fiberwise centering. For the most part we work with non-stationary
randomness and non-invariant, non-product measures. Independently, we believe our
work sheds light on the mechanisms that make quenched central limit theorems work,
by dissecting the problem into three separate parts.

1. THE PROBLEM

In the following we will study random compositions T}, o---o T, of maps where w =
(wn)n>1 is & sequence drawn randomly from a probability space (Q, F,P) = (Q0+, E%+, P).
Here (€2, &) is a measurable space and Z, = {1,2,...}. For each wy € Qq, T,,, : X —
X is a measurable self-map on the same measurable space (X, B). Consider the shift
transformation

7T:Q—=0Q:w=(w,ws...) = Tw=(Ws,ws,...).

We assume that 7 is F-measurable, but does not necessarily preserve the probability
measure P. Next, define the map

e:NxOxX >NxQx X :pnhwax)=T, o---oT, (x) (1)
with the convention ¢(0,w,z) = x. We assume that the map ¢(n, -, -) is measurable
from F ® B to B for every n € N = {0,1,...}. The maps ¢(n,w) = ¢(n,w, -) : X —
X form a cocycle over the shift 7, which means that the identities ¢(0,w) = idx and
o(n+m,w) = p(n, 7"w) o p(m,w) hold.

Consider an observable f : X — R. Introducing notations, we write

fi :fOTin-'-OTwl :fOQO(’i,W)
as well as
Sn
v
Given an initial probability measure p, we write f; and W, for the corresponding fiberwise-
centered random variables:

n—1
Sn:;fi and W, =

fi=fi—u(f;) and W, =W, — (W)
Note that all of these depend on w. Next, we define

1
o2 = Var, W, = - w(fifi)-
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Note that o2 depends on w.

It is said that a quenched CLT equipped with a rate of convergence holds if there
exists o > 0 such that d(W,,0Z) tends to zero with the same rate for almost every w.
Here Z ~ N(0,1) and the limit variance o2 is independent of w. Moreover, d is a distance
of probability distributions which we assume to satisfy

AWy, 02) < d(Wy,0,2) + d(0,Z,0Z)

and
d(o,Z,07) < Clo, — o,

at least when o > 0 and o, is close to o; and that d(W,,, 0Z) — 0 implies weak convergence
of W, to N(0,6%). One can find results in the recent literature that allow to bound
d(W,,0,7); see Nicol-Térok—Vaienti [18] and Hella [13]. In this paper we supplement
those by providing conditions which allow to identify a non-random ¢ and to obtain a
bound on |0, (w) — o| which tends to zero at a certain rate for almost every w, which is a
key feature of quenched CLTs.

Our strategy is to find conditions such that o2(w) converges almost surely to
o = lim Eo?.
n—o0

This is motivated by two observations: (1) if lim,_,. 07 = o almost surely, dominated

convergence should yield the equation above, and (2) Eo? is the variance of W, with
respect to the product measure P ® pu, since u(W,,) = 0:

Eo? = E Var, W,, = Eu(W?) = Varpg, W,.

Remark 1.1. One has to be careful and note that W, has been centered fiberwise, with

respect to p instead of the product measure. Therefore, Varpg, W, and Varpg, W, differ
by Varp u(W,,):

Eo? = Varpg,, W, = Eu(W?) = E Var, W, = E Var, W,, = Varpg, W,, — Varp u(W,,).

In special cases it may happen that Varp u(W,) — 0, or even Varp u(W,,) = 0 if all the
maps 1T, preserve the measure p, whereby the distinction vanishes and the use of a non-
random centering becomes feasible. We will briefly return to this point in Remark C.2
motivated by a result in [1]. A related observation is made in Remark A.3 which answers
a question raised in [2] concerning the trick of “doubling the dimension”.

To implement the strategy, we handle the terms on the right side of
o7 (w) = 0®| < | (w) — Eoy| + [Eoy — o

separately, obtaining convergence rates for both. Note that these are of fundamentally
different type: the first one concerns almost sure deviations of o2 about the mean, while
the second one concerns convergence of said mean together with identification of the limit.

Remark 1.2. That the required bounds can be obtained illuminates the following pathway
to a quenched central limit theorem:

(1) dW,,0,7) — 0 almost surely,
(2) 02 —Eo? — 0 almost surely,
(3) Eo? — o2 for some o > 0,

where the last step involves identification of o2.



QUENCHED NORMAL APPROXIMATION 3

Remark 1.3. Let us emphasize that in general we do not assume P to be stationary or of
product form; u to be invariant for any of the maps T,,,; or P & p (or any other measure
of similar product form) to be invariant for the random dynamical system associated to
the cocycle .

Quenched limit theorems for random dynamical systems are abundant in the literature,
going back at least to Kifer [14]. Nevertheless they remain a lively topic of research to date:
Recent central limit theorems and invariance principles in such a setting include Ayyer—
Liverani-Stenlund [4|, Nandori-Szasz—Varju [17]|, Aimino—Nicol-Vaienti 2], Abdelkader—
Aimino [1], Nicol-T6rék—Vaienti [18], Dragic¢evi¢ et al. [9,10], and Chen—Yang-Zhang [8].
Moreover, Bahsoun et al. [5-7] establish important optimal quenched correlation bounds
with applications to limit results, and Freitas—Freitas—Vaienti [11] establish interesting
extreme value laws which have attracted plenty of attention during the past years.

Structure of the paper. The main result of our paper is Theorem 4.1 in Section 4. It
is an immediate corollary of Theorem 2.14 of Section 2, which concerns |02(w) — Ed?|,
and of Theorem 3.9 of Section 3, which concerns [Ec? — o?|. In Section 4 we also explain
how the results of this paper extend to the vector-valued case f: X — R%

At the end of the paper the reader will find several appendices, which are integral parts
of the paper: In Appendix A we interpret the limit variance o in the language of random
dynamical systems and skew products. In Appendix B we present conditions for o2 > 0.
In Appendix C, we discuss how the fiberwise centering in the definition of W,, affects
the limit variance. For completeness, in Appendix D we elaborate on the structure of an
invariant measure intimately related to the problem.

2. THE TERM |o2(w) — Eo?|

In this section identify conditions which guarantee that, almost surely, |o2(w) — Eo?|
tends to zero at a specific rate.

Standing Assumption (SA1). Throughout this paper we will assume that f is a
bounded measurable function and p is a probability measure. We also assume that a
uniform decay of correlations holds in that

lu(fifi)l < nlli =)

almost surely, where  : N — [0, 00) is such that

Zn(z) < oo and 7 is non-increasing. (2)
=0

Note already that

i=1
because lim,, ., in(i) = 0. For the most part, we shall require additional conditions on 7.

For future convenience, let us introduce the random variables

[e.9]

v; = vi(w) = 2(2 — i) fif;)

j=i
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and their centered counterparts
v; = v; — Ev;.
Note that these are uniformly bounded. We also denote
62 = a - Ea
Thus, our objective is to show 62 — 0 at some rate.

The following lemma is readily obtained by a well-known computation:

Lemma 2.1. Assuming (2), there exists a constant C' > 0 such that

— %ivz < C(E Zzn(i) + Z n(z)) =o(1)

for all w.

Proof. First, we compute

n—1 n—1 n—1
1 - 1 - .
YW WIGEE WICFED WL
i=0 j=0 i=0 0<i<j<n
1 n—17[ n—1
_ 4 2
=D |l +2 > wfif)
=0 L Jj=i+1 |
1 n—17[ - oo o 7] n—1 oo
S lumee 3| o33 w-0).
=0 L Jj=i+1 | =0 j=n
Here
n—1 oo 1n 1 n+i 1 n
I WIEDEES $) SN Z > -9 = D)+ £ 3 a0
=0 j=n =0 j=n =0 j=n+i+1 i=1 i=n+1
The last sums tend to zero by assumption. U

Suppose that 7(0) = A and n(n) = An~%, n > 1, for some constants A > 0,7 > 0. We
then use shorthand notation n(n) = An~, i.e., we interpret 0=% = 1.

Corollary 2.2. Suppose n(n) = An~%, where 1) > 1. Then

n—1 nt b > 2,
o 1 1
on— — vl <Centlogn, =2,
n
i=0 ni=v, 1< <2

We skip the elementary proof based on Lemma 2.1.
Remark 2.3. Of course, the upper bounds in the preceding results apply equally well to

—_

n—

~2
On —

3|H
it

I
=)

1

The following result, which has been used in dynamical systems papers including
Melbourne-Nicol [16], Wlll be used to obtain an almost sure convergence rate of + ) ' D
to zero:
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Theorem 2.4. [Gdl-Koksma [12]; see also Philipp—Stout [19]] Let (X,,) be a sequence of
centered, square-integrable, random variables. Suppose there exist C' > 0 and q > 0 such
that

( Z Xk> < C[(n+m)* —m)

for allm >0 and n > 1. Let 6 > 0 be arbitrary. Then, almost surely,

1 q
— E X, =0(n2""! log%+‘5n).
n

k=1

Remark 2.5. In this paper the theorem is applied in the range 1 < q < 2. In particular,
n?+m? < (n+m)? then holds, so it suffices to establish an upper bound of the form Cn4.

Our application of Theorem 2.4 will be based on the following standard lemma:

Lemma 2.6. Suppose |E[X;X}]| < r(|k — i]) where v(k) = O(k™P). There exists a
constant C' > 0 such that

m-+n—1 n, B >>17
< Z Xk> <C<qnlogn, pB=1,
n> b, 0<pB<l

Proof. Note that

m+n—1 2 m+n—1m+n—1 n—1
( > Xk> Z Z (Jk —1]) = nr(0) + Y 2(n —k)r(k)

k=1
n—1 n—1
<nr(0)+2n Z'r’(k) < C’nz kP
k=1 k=1
Bounding the last sum in each case yields the result. O

2.1. Dependent random selection process. It is most interesting to study the case
where the sequence w = (w;);>1 is generated by a non-trivial stochastic process such that
the measure P is not the product of its one-dimensional marginals. Essentially without
loss of generality, we pass directly to the so-called canonical version of the process, which
corresponds to the point of view that the sequence w is the seed of the random process.
In the following we briefly review some standard details.

Let m; : Q — Qg be the projection 7;(w) = w;. The product sigma-algebra F is the
smallest sigma-algebra with respect to which all the latter projections are measurable.
For any I = (41,...,1,) C Zy, p € Zy U {00}, we may define the sub-sigma-algebra F; =
o(m; : 1 € I) of F. (In particular, F = Fz,.) We also recall that a function v : 2 — R
is Fr-measurable if and only if there exists an £P-measurable function @ : ©f — R such
that w = o (m,,...,m,), ie, u(w) = @(w;,,...,w;,). With slight abuse of language, we
will say below that the sigma-algebra F; is generated by the random variables w;, ¢ € I,
instead of the projections ;. In particular, we denote

Fl=0o(wp,:i<n<j)CF

for1 <i<j <oo.
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Denote
«(FLF®) = sup  [P(AB)—P(A)P(B)|

AeF}, BEF®
In the following («(n)),>1 will denote a sequence such that

supa( 127‘on4?11) S (X(n)
i>1

for each n > 1.
Standing Assumption (SA2). Throughout the rest of the paper we assume that the
random selection process is strong mixing: «(n) can be chosen so that!

lim o(n) =0 and « is non-increasing.

n—ro0
[ |
Suppose that u = u(wy, ..., w;) and v = V(Wi 1pn, Witni1,--.) are L functions. Then
|[E[uv] — EuEv| < 4f|ul[of|v]lsccr(n) (3)

as is well known. Ultimately, we will impose a rate of decay on «a(n).
We denote by T, the pushforward of a map 7', acting on a probability measure m, i.e.,

(Tom)(A) = m(T~A) for measurable sets A. We write

Hr = (ka 00T, )t
and

Hir+1 = (ka ©---0 Twr+1)*:u
for k > r. We also write
fiksr = foTy, o---0Ty, = fop(l— ]{Z,Tkw)

for [ > k. Note that all of these objects depend on w through the maps 7,,,. We use the
conventions fig = [, frr+1 = o and fip1 = f here.

Standing Assumption (SA3). Throughout the rest of the paper we assume the fol-
lowing uniform memory-loss condition: there exists a constant C' > 0 such that

|1(9) = i1 ()] < Cn(k —7) (4)
for all
9€ Gk =0k(w) ={fipr1: L 2k} U{[ fip1: 1>k}
whenever k& > r. The bound holds uniformly for (almost) all w. |

In the cocycle notation, (4) reads
1(g 0 p(k,w)) = plg o p(k =7, 7"w))| < Cnlk — 7). (5)

Note that, setting o o
Cij = (2 = 0ig)[u(fify) — Enlfif;)],

(o) (5]

Tt would be standard to denote sup;>, (Ff, Fi¥,) by a(n). We prefer to let a(n) stand for an upper
bound so the non-increasing assumption makes sense. This is a choice of technical convenience.

we have

j=i
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Lemma 2.7. There exists a constant C > 0 such that
- Cn(j —in(l — k), ifi <jandk <1
IE[¢;j¢r]| < L . S
Cn(j — i) ming << {n(k —7) +alr —jin(l = k)}, if i <j<k<L
In particular, fori < j <k <1,

[zl < Cnlj = i min{ 0 — k). i {a(k — ) +a(r = )oft — 0} |

Proof. The first bound holds, because
Cijc| < 2n(lj —d])  and  |é;cu| < 2n(|1 — KI).
Suppose i < j <r < k <[ holds. By (SA3), the choice g = f fir+1 yields
\1(feft) = trr (f freen)] < Ok — 1),
while the choices g = f and g = fix+1 together yield
() (1) = b (F) 1 (fraesn)| < Ok — 7).

Hence

|M(fkfl) - {Mk,r+1(ffl,k+1) - Mk,r+1(f)#k,r+1(fl,k+1)}| < Cn(k —r). (6)

Note that here the expression in the curly braces only depends on the random variables
Wrt1, - - - ,wy while p(f; f;) only depends on wy, . . . ,w;. More precisely, denoting u = u(fi f;)

and v = fug i1 (f fie1) = tokr1 () ok, r1 (firrs1), we have u € L>(F{) and v € LOO(}—?{H) -
L>®(F2°). Therefore,

B[ (fif5)n(Frfo)] — Eluv]| < CE[Julln(k —r) < Cn(j — i)n(k — )
by (6). On the other hand, the strong-mixing bound (3) implies

[Eluv] = BuEo| < afr — j)[ullsc|[v]lec < Calr = 5)n(j = l[v]lo-
Moreover,

Elu(fif)IE[( fefo)] — BuBo| < [Eul|[E[u(fifi) — ol < Cn(j —i)n(k — 7).
Collecting the bounds leads to the estimate
[E[Gijcn]| < AB[u(fif;)u(fefi)] = Elu(fif)IE(ffo)]]
< Cn(j = i){n(k —r) + alr = j)llvll}-
Note that (6) immediately yields the estimate
[v][ec < Cn(l = k) + Cnlk —7)

which by the boundedness of « results in

[Elciicn]l < Cn(i —i{n(k —r) +alr = j)n(l — k) +n(k — )]}

< COn(j — i){n(k —r) +alr —)n(l — k)}.

Taking the minimum with respect to r proves the lemma. (l

The upper bound |E[¢;;én]| < Cn(j — i)n(l — k) of Lemma 2.7 yields the following
intermediate result:

Lemma 2.8. Fori <k,

k—1 2k—j—1 o0 m—1 oo
[E[0:0]| < C(Z EEeull+ > nm)+> > n(n)n(p)> :
j=t =k n=m n=0 p=m—n

where we have denoted m =k — 1.
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Proof. We can estimate

Eo,0e]] <) > [E[éyéul|

j=t =k
IZ 12k—j—1 k—1 oo 0o 00
- Z Z Cljékl” + Z Z ‘E[éijékl” + Z Z ‘E[éijékl”
J= J=t 1=2k—j j=k =k
k—12k—j— 00 0o 00
SZ Z Czackl|+zzcﬁj—l (l—k +ZZC¢;]—Z — k)
Jj= j=1 [=2k—j ji=k l=k
k— —7—1 k—i—1 o) 00
SZ Z E chkl|+cz Z —I—C'Zn
Jj=i =k n=0 p=k—i—n n=k—i

In the third line we used the upper bound |E[¢;;¢x]| < Cn(j—i)n(l—k) of Lemma 2.7. [

Next we investigate the remaining term Ef;ll 125;] ! |E[¢;;¢ri]| appearing in Lemma 2.8.

Since ¢ < j < k <[, we have
min {n(k =)+ a(r—j)n(l = k)} <n(k—j)+a0)n(l - k)

rij<r<k

by choosing r = 7. Suppose furthermore that k£ —j > [ — k and recall 7 is non-increasing.
Then the right side of the above display is bounded above by Cn(l — k). In other words,
ifi <j<k<Il<2k—yj,then Cn(j — i) min,.;<,<x{n(k —r) + a(r — j)n(l — k)} is the
tightest bound on |E[¢;;¢]| that Lemma 2.7 can provide. This observation motivates the
following lemma.

Lemma 2.9. Define

S(i,k) = Z n(j — 1) Z min {n —r)+a(r—jn(l —k)}.

whenever i < k.

(ii) There exist constants C; > 0 and Cy > 0 such that

. m m .
Ci{mn(m) + a(m)} < S(i, k) < CQ{T"LT}(\\ZJ) + a({ZJ>} (m="Fk—1)
whenever i < k. (Note also that S(i,i) = 0.)
Proof. Part (i) is an immediate corollary of Lemma 2.7. As for part (ii), let us first prove

the lower bound. Since all the terms in S(i, k) are nonnegative and « is non-increasing,
we have for ¢ < k that

S(i, k) >Z?7J—Z mrggka(r—ﬁ n(l = k) = n(0)*a(k — i)
and A S
SR 230G i) S min nlk—r) 2 n(O)k~ ik~ ).

rj<r<k
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Setting Cy = 31(0)? + 3n(0) gives an overall bound
S(i, k) = Cr{a(m) +mn(m)}
for all ¢ < k.

It remains to prove the upper bound in part (ii). We choose r» = |(k + 7)/2]. Since n
is summable, we have

2%k—j—1

zgn(j—z’) ; { <k:— V%DJHI(V%J —j)n(l—k)}

-1

ool n(|'5) (7))
S {252 (=)}

J

IA
M7

3

Il
o

Next we split the last sum above into two parts, keeping in mind that a and 7 are non-
increasing and 7 is also summable:

cnfno){(m—ﬁanT_jD+O‘QmT_jJ)}
0 {on-an([52]) +o(["52])
o 3 ol 75 ()
<o o m([F]) +o([5)}

rellzh 2 {27 ]) o ([27]))
<o (7)) vl ~om[5]) < cxfm(5]) +o(51)}

This completes the proof. O

M

The next two lemmas concern the case when 7 and « are polynomial.
Lemma 2.10. Let n(n) = Cn™%, ¥ > 1 and a(n) = Cn™7, v > 0. Then
Cym~mv=19% < §(4 k) < Cym~ mintv =173 (m=Fk—1)
whenever i < k.

Proof. The lower bound follows immediately from Lemma 2.9(ii). Let first m > 8.
Then |m/4] > m/8. Thus Lemma 2.9(ii) yields

S(i k) < C{mn( : ) + a(?)} < Ommexli=v}

when m > 8. Since S(i, k) < C(k —1)*> = C'm? by counting terms, we can choose a large
enough C5 such that the claimed upper bound holds also for 1 < m < 8. U
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Lemma 2.11. Let n(n) = Cn™%, ¢ > 1 and a(n) = Cn™7, v > 0. Then
|E[5;5]| < Cm~minlv=1} (m =k —1)

whenever i < k.

Proof. Firstly,

> n(n) < Cm'Y (7)
Secondly,
m—1 oo o0 m—1 oo
S nmne) =@+ > > nn)n(p)
n=0 p=m—n p=m n=1 p=m—n
o0 m—1 oo
=C Zp”’z’ +C Z n"Vp
p=m n=1 p=m—n
m—1

Regarding the last sum appearing above, observe that

m/2 m/2
> ot m—n)Tt <Y 1 (m/2) Y < Cm!
n=1 n=1
while
m—1 m—1 m/2
Yoo m—n) < Y (m/2) P m—n) < (m/2)0Y Tt < Cm' Y
n=m/2 n=m/2 n=1

In other words, also
o

S S () < Omiv. ®)

n=0 p=m—n
Now, by Lemmas 2.9(i) and 2.10 we have
k

1 2k—j—1

Z Z IE[¢;60]] < S(i, k) < Cmmaxti=v=1},

Thus, Lemma 2.8 and bounds (7) and (8) yield
|E[0;0;]| < Cmi=% + Ommax{l—v.—7} < Cpmax{l=¢,—7}

The proof is complete. [l

~

Lemma 2.12. Suppose |E[0;03]| < C(k —14)7? for alli < k. Let § > 0 be arbitrary. Then

e O(n_% log%’L‘S n), B>1,
=) =< O(n~7t9), B=1,
= —Baeats

k=1 O(n~2log2™n), 0<p<1

almost surely.



QUENCHED NORMAL APPROXIMATION 11

Proof. Applying Lemma 2.6 we get
m+n—1 2 n, /B > 17
E ( Z z?k) <CJqnlogn, p=1,

k=m n?s, 0<pB<l.

Notice that for any € > 0 we have nlogn = O(n'*®). Applying Theorem 2.4 with

1, £>1
g=4q1+6, pB=1
2—06, 0<p<1

yields the claim. O
Proposition 2.13. Let n(n) = Cn™%, ¢ > 1 and a(n) = Cn™, v > 0. Then, for
any 6 > 0,
Lo O(n 2 log?+? n), min{y — 1,7} > 1,
- '{}k = O(n_%+6)7 mln{w - 17 ’Y} = 17
n 1 _ min{¢—1,7} 3-{-(5 .
O(n 7 log2™n), 0<min{y—1,7} <1

almost surely.

Proof. By Lemma 2.11, we have |E[3;0;]| < Cm~™™¥=17} Applying Lemma 2.12 with
g = min{¢ — 1,~} yields the claim. O
We are now in position to prove the main result of this section:

Theorem 2.14. Assume (SA1) and (SA3) with n(n) = Cn=Y%, ¢ > 1. Assume (SA2)
with a(n) = Cn~, v > 0. Then, for arbitrary § > 0,

O(n~3 log+' n), minty) = 1,7} > 1,
02 —Eo?| = { O(n~219), min{y) — 1,7} = 1,
O(n=""% " logi*¥n), 0 <min{y —1,7} <1

almost surely.

Proof. By Corollary 2.2,

1 n—1 n_17 w > 27
o2 —Fo2 — =Y 4| <C{ntlogn, =2,
n
i=0 ni=v, 1< <2

Combining this with Proposition 2.13 yields the following upper bounds on |02 — Ec?|:

O(n~z log? ™ n + nt), mindyy = 1,7} > 1,
O(n*%H +n~tlogn), min{y — 1,7} =1,
O(nfw logz*n 4+ n=mne=1 4 p—ogn), 0 < min{¢ — 1,7} < 1.

In each case the first term is the largest, so the proof is complete. O
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3. THE TERM |Eo? — 02|

In this section we formulate general condition that allow to identify the limit o2 =
lim,,_,, Eo? and obtain a rate of convergence.

Write
= pu(fif5) — n(fi)n(f5)
for brevity. Then

1 n—1 n—1 1 n—1 n—1 1 n—1n—-1—1
2
o, =— Cij = — —0ij)¢ —E E (2 = ii1k)Ciivk
n ij — 2] iy — i,i+k)Cii+k
n n n
i=0 j=0 1=0 j:i 1=0 k=0
E)
Setting

Vit = (2 — Oko) [(fi fisn) — p(fi)p( fizn)]

we arrive at

1 n—1n—1—1 n—1n—1—1
—Z Z Vik and Ev;y..
n “
i=0 k=0 =0 k=0
Recall that
lvir| < 2n(k). 9)

3.1. Asymptotics of related double sums of real numbers. In this subsection we
consider double sequences of uniformly bounded numbers a;,, (i, k) € N?, with the objec-
tive of controlling the sequence

for large values of n. In this subsection, we make the following assumption tailored to our
later needs:

Standing assumption. There exists n: N — [0, 00) such that

la| <m(k)  and Y n(k) < oo. (10)
k=0
We also denote the tail sums of 1 by
R(K)= > n(k)
k=K+1

We begin with a handy observation:

Lemma 3.1. There exists C > 0 such that

whenever 0 < K <n and K < L < co.

2The relationship with earlier notations is that Z;O:O Vil = V4.
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Proof. For all choices of 0 < K < n we have

1 n—K—-1n—1—1: 1 n—1 n—1—1¢ 1 n—K—-1n—1—:
n n n
=0 k=0 i=n—K k=0 =0 k=0
1 n—-K-1 K 1 n—K—1 n—1-—i
= - Zaik+_ ik + O(Kn™")
n n
=0 k=0 =0 k=K+1
1 n—-K—-1 K
— - > aiw+O(R(K) + Kn™")
n i=0 k=0
1 n—1 K 1 n—1 K
= Zazk__'z Zaik+O<R<K)+Kn )
=0 k=0 i=n—K k=0
1 n—1 K
=~ > aw+O(R(K) + Kn™)
=0 k=0

The error is uniform because of the uniform condition |a;| < n(k). For L > K,

Zazk_zazk— Z ax = O(R(K))

k=K+1

uniformly, which concludes the proof. O

The following lemma helps identify the limit of B,, and the rate of convergence under
certain circumstances:

Lemma 3.2. Suppose the limit

b, = lim — E o
n—oo N,

exists for all k > 0. Then
sizg, Bo =2 b
k=0
The series on the right side converges absolutely. Furthermore, denoting
n—1
1
= - Z aix — by,
n <
1=0

there exists C > 0 such that

0 K
B~ b < c( S ()| + RUE) + Knl) (1)
k=0 k=0
holds whenever 0 < K <n.
Proof. Since
n—1
23" | < k)
n pare Qi | = 1) )
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also |bg| < n(k), so the series Y - by, converges absolutely. Lemma 3.1 with L = K yields

n—1

K
— Z ke —|— O + Knil)
k=0 n 1=0

uniformly for all 0 < K < n. Thus, the definition of ri(n) gives

:Zbk+0<2rk(n) +R K)+Kn—1>.

Now |bx| < n(k) yields (11). To prove the convergence of B,,, consider (11) and fix an
arbitrary € > 0. Fix K so large that R(K) < ¢/2C. Since }Zf:o re(n)| + Kn~! tends to
zero with increasing n, it is bounded by /2C for all large n. Then |B,—> ;- by <e. O

3.2. Convergence of Eo?: a general result. In this subsection we apply the results
of the preceding subsection to the sequence

n—1n—1—3¢

1-
Evzk
=0 k=0
where
Evir, = (2 = o) E[u(fi firn) — p(fi)u(fisn)]-
Recall from (9) and (2) of (SA1) that the Standing assumption in (10) is satisfied: [Ev,| <

2n(k) and Y.~ n(k) < co. The next theorem is nothing but a rephrasing of Lemma 3.2
in the case a;;, = Ev;;, at hand.

Theorem 3.3. Suppose the limit

n—1

Vi = lim — ZEUM

n—oo M,

exists for all k > 0. The series
St
k=0
15 absolutely convergent, and
2

lim Eo? = o2
n—o0

In particular, o* > 0. Furthermore, there exists a constant C' > 0 such that

K n—1 [ee]
1
2 2 -1
\Ean—a|§0< E (ﬁ E Evik—Vk> + E n(k) + Kn )
k=0 i=0 k=K+1
holds whenever 0 < K <n.

3.3. Convergence of Eo2: asymptotically mean stationary P. For the rest of the
section we assume P is asymptotically mean stationary, with mean P. In other words,
there exists a measure P such that, given a bounded measurable g : {2 — R,

JirgonZ/gOT dP = /gd]P’. (12)

The measure P is then 7-invariant. We denote Eg = i gdP. We will shortly impose
additional rate conditions; see (15).
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Recall the cocycle property of the random compositions. In what follows, it will be
convenient to use the notations

Giw) = plfifire) = n(f o p(i,w) f o (i + k,w))
and

95(w) = p(f)u(firr) = p(f o o(i,w))u(f o (i + k,w)).

For the results of this section we need the following preliminary lemma, which crucially
relies on the memory-loss property (SA3), assumed to hold throughout this text.

Lemma 3.4. There exists a constant C' > 0 such that

|95, — gm0 T T < C(r) (13)
forall0 <r <i, k>0 andac€ {1,2}.

Proof. Note that we may rewrite the memory-loss property in (5) as

|1(g 0 (j,w)) = nlg o p(r, 7 "w))| < Cn(r),
for all » < j. Thus, choosing g = f (recall f = f; ;11 € G, for all j) yields
|95 — gm0 T
= [pu(f o (i, w)p(f o @i+ k,w)) = u(f o p(r, 7 "w)u(f o p(r + k, 7' w))]
< [u(f o (i, w)llu(f o p(i + k,w)) — p(f o o(r + k, 7' w))]
+ |u(f o p(i,w)) — pu(f o p(r, 7 Tw))lu(f o p(r + k, 77 "w))]
< Cn(r+ k) +n(r)) < Cn(r).
On the other hand, choosing g = f firkir1 = ff o o(k, T'w) gives
|gi1k - gik © 7'i_r|
= |u(f o pli,w)fop(i+k,w)) —pu(fop(r, 7 w)f op(r+k ' w))
= |p(g o p(i,w)) — ulg o p(r, 77 "w))| < Cn(r),
which completes the proof. U

The following lemma guarantees that both limits lim, . n~* Z;:ol Eu(f;fivr) and
lim,, oo " Z;‘:ol Epu(f;)pu(fiyr) exist and can be expressed in terms of P.

Lemma 3.5. For alli,k > 0 and a € {1,2}
n—1
. —1 a : T a
Jim ™' 3Bl = Jim Boj,
In particular, the limits exist.

Proof. First we make the observation that since P is stationary, (13) implies
[Egi — Egril < Cn(r)

whenever ¢ > r. From assumption (2) it follows that lim,_,.7(r) = 0. The sequence
(Egf.)2, is therefore Cauchy, so lim;_,, Egf, exists and respects the same bound, i.e.,

[Egpy, — lim Egfy| < Cn(r). (14)

We are now ready to show that lim, n-! Z;:Ol Egy;,. exists and in the process we see
that it is equal to lim;_, Eg;k.
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Let € > 0. Choose r € N such that Cn(r) < /5, where C' is the same constant as
above. Then choose ny € N that satisfies two following conditions. First, || f]|2,r/no < /5.
Second, by (12), [n~' S0 Eg% o 70 — Eg%| < £/5 for all n > ny. Next we show that
In S Byl — limy o Bgl| < e for all n > ng.

The following five estimates yield the desired result:

In this first estimate, note that ||g% [l < || f]|% for all i,k € N and a € {1,2}:
n—1 n—1

1 1

“NTEgt — =N Rl

n ; ik n ; Yik

In the second estimate, we apply (13):

_ €
< llen M < £

1t 1 "t ' 1=t | ol |
EgEg?k_ n ; Bop o™ g;ngk— E;Eg?korzr

The third estimate follows the same reasoning as the first:

< On(r) <

ot ™

1 n—r—1 1 n—1
_ Ea® o Ti _ Eq% o 7_1‘
n ; 9rk n ; 9rk

The fourth estimate follows by the definition of ng:

_ 9
<ot < ¢

n—1
1 S €
— E Eglorm' —Egn| < —.
n g Grk ©T Irk 5
The last estimate holds by (14):
‘ngh — lim I_Eg?k < COn(r) < E.
j—ro0 5

These estimates combined, yield |n~! Z?:_ol Egf, — lim;_,q Eg?k| < ¢ for all n > ny.

Since lim;_, Eg?k exists, then also lim;_,.o ! Z;:ol Egy,. exists and is equal to it. O

Theorem 3.3 yields the next result as a corollary.

Theorem 3.6. The series
ot =) Vi,
k=0

where
Vi = (2 = dro) lim E[u(f, frsr) — p(fe)u(Frsn)];

s absolutely convergent, and
2

lim Eo? = o”.
n—o0

Proof. Recall that Evy, = (2 — ko) E[p(fifivr) — p(fi)e( fixx)]- By Lemma 3.5 the limits

im0 0™ 30000 Bl fi fin) = Mmoo Bp(f; fi1) and limy, oo n ™' 32070 B i)l fign) =
lim; oo Ep( fj)p( fj1n) exist. Therefore

n—1
Vi = lim % > Evi = (2= G0) lim Efu(f fri) = n(fo)n(frin)]
=0

Now the rest of the claim follows from Theorem 3.3. ]
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Standing Assumption (SA4). For the rest of the paper we assume that P is asymp-
totically mean stationary, and there exist Cy > 0 and { > 0 such that

dP — @ dP
nZ/grkoT /grk

for all n > 1. [ |

< Coyn™* (15)

sup
r.k,a

Lemma 3.7. For all integers 0 < ny < no,

no—1

(n2 —n1)” Z Egiy, — hnglo Egyy,

i=n1

< C(n(ny) + (ny —my) %),

where C" is uniform.

Proof. By Lemma 3.4 we have

no—1 no—1

(no—m)™" ) B —(no—m1)™ Y Elgh o™

i=n1 i=nj

et (16)
<(ng —nq)~ Z Cn(ny) = Cn(ny).
By (15), it follows that
na—1 B no—ni—1 ' B
(ng —n1)” Z Elgp,x © T — Egp x| = |(n2 — ny)”! Elgn,, 0 7] — Egp i
i=n1 =0
< Co(ny —ny)~*
(17)
Finally (14) gives
[Egp, — lim Egry | < Cn(ny). (18)
Now the claim follows from (16), (17) and (18). O

Next we use Lemma 3.7 to provide an upper bound on ‘n_l Yoo ' Egl, — lim, o I_ngfk‘.
Note that just making the substitutions n;y = 0 and ny = n in Lemma 3.7 does not yield
a good result. Instead we divide the sum Z?:_ol Egy,. into an increasing number of partial
sums and then apply Lemma 3.7 separately to those parts.

Before proceeding to the next lemma, we define a function h.: N — R which depends
on the parameter ¢ in the following way

n-t, ¢>1,
he(n) = {ntlogm, ¢ =1, (19)
n=¢, 0< (<1

Lemma 3.8. Suppose n(n) = Cn=%, ¢ > 1. Then a uniform bound
1 n—1
_ a _ lim Fo% | <
- ;Egzk lim Egfy| < Che(n)

holds.
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Proof. Denote n* = |log,n|. We split the sum %Z?;Ol Egg,. as

1 n—1 1 1 n*—12/+1-1 1 n—1
— Egi,. = —Egg, + — E E Egg. + — E Eg.-
=0 7=0 =27 j—on*
Obviously
1. 1. - _
‘ﬂg% —— lim Bgfy| < Cn” (20)

Lemma 3.7 yields
2741 1
Z B¢l — (2771 — 27) lim Eg%| < 2]'0((2]’)*10 + (201 — QJ)*C) < C(Qj(lfw) + 2]'(1*0)_
r—00
=27

Therefore

3
I
8

Lemma 3.7 also gives

1 1
—EEQ—— —2"") lim Eg*
n glk n(” ) 1m grk

r—00
j=2n"

S _ (22)
(n—2")"" Y Egj — lim Egfy
i=2n"

<n M n—=2")C(2") Y+ (n—-2")9) <Cn '+ he(n)) < Che(n).

In the last line we used the fact that n/2 < 2" < n, implying n — 2" < n/2. Collecting
the estimates (20), (21) and (22), we deduce |+ S Byl — lim, o Eg% | < Che(n). O

=n"t(n—2")

We are finally ready to state and prove the main result of this section:

Theorem 3.9. Assume (SA1) and (SA3) with n(n) = Cn=%, ¢ > 1. Assume (SA4)
with ¢ > 0. Then

1

nv > 1,
2 2 -1 y+-1 ‘
Eo? - o?| < C{ (nlog ' n)¥ !, (=1,
né_c, 0<(¢<1.

Here 0 is the quantity appearing in Theorem 3.6.

Proof. Let k > 0. The previous lemma applied to case a = 1 yields

LS Bl 00)]) = Jim B{u(f, )] < b -
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Similarly in the case a = 2

1

LS () ()] — lim Elju(f,)p( )]

n
1=0

< Che(n). (24)

Equations (23), (24) and Theorem 3.6 imply that

Vi 32— GOl i) — p(f( o)
< C|lim Bl o) — nn ()] — = S E(ufoss) — (o)
S Chc(n) -

We apply Theorem 3.3, which yields

K
|Eo? — o?| < C<
k=0

> he(n)| +

i k™% + Kn—1> < CK(he(n) + K™¥), (25)
k=K+1

forall0 < K < n. The estimate on the right side of (25) is minimized, when h¢(n) = K.
Therefore choosing

n, ¢> 1,
K ={ g™ m)t, (=1,
n%, 0<(<1
in (25) completes the proof. O

4. CONCLUSIONS

4.1. Main result and consequences. Theorems 2.14 and 3.9 immediately yield the
main result of the paper, given next. The bounds shown are elementary combinations of
these theorems, so we leave the details to the reader. Let us remind the reader of the
Standing Assumptions (SA1)—(SA4) in Sections 2 and 3. At the end of the section we
also comment on the case of vector-valued observables.

Theorem 4.1. Assume (SA163) with n(n) = Cn™Y, ¢ > 1; (SA2) with a(n) = Cn™7,
~v > 0; and (SA4) with ¢ > 0. Fixz an arbitrarily small § > 0. Then there exists Q, C €2,
P(€) = 1, such that all of the following holds: The non-random number

Z 2 — ko) hm E[ (fifirr) = p( ) firn)]
k=0

1s well defined, nonnegative, the series is absolutely convergent, and

lim 0% (w) = o
n—oo

for every w € Q.. Moreover, the absolute difference

An(w) = |og(w) — o
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has the following upper bounds, for any w € C),:

(O(n*% log%“s n), ¢>1, min{¢yp — 1,7} > 1,
O(n-4+), (21, minfg—1,7} =1,
A — O(ngmm{w = log%’L‘S n), ¢(>1, 0<min{y—1,7v} <1,
" O(n% ¢ +n=z2log2*n), 0<(¢<1, min{yp —1,7}>1,
O(ns ™ +n- 2+5) 0<(¢<1, min{y)—1,9}=1,
O(n% — minfyol} log%+5 n), 0<¢<1, 0<min{y—1,~v} <1

\

Let us reiterate that Theorem 4.1 facilitates proving quenched central limit theorems
with convergence rates for the fiberwise centered W,,. Recalling the discussion from the
beginning of the paper, we namely have the following trivial lemma (thus presented with-
out proof):

Lemma 4.2. Suppose d( -, -) is a distance of probability distributions with the following
property: given b > 0, there exist an open neighborhood U C Ry of b and a constant C' > 0,
such that

d(aZ,bZ) < Cla — b| (26)
for alla € U. Here Z ~ N(0,1). If 0® > 0, then for every w € €.,

AWy, 02) < d(Wy, 00.Z) + O(A,).

In other words, once a bound on the first term on the right side has been established
(e.g., using methods cited earlier), one can use Theorem 4.1 to bound the second term
almost surely. Typical metrics satisfying (26) are the 1-Lipschitz (Wasserstein) and Kol-
mogorov distances.

The results presented above allow to formulate some sufficient conditions for o2 > 0.
For simplicity, we proceed in the ideal parameter regime

Generalizations of the next result involving any of the other parameter regimes of Theo-

rem 4.1 are straightforward, and left to the reader.

Corollary 4.3. Let (27) hold with all the other assumptions of Theorem 4.1. Suppose
that either (1) there ezists w € ), such that

Var, (S,
op Jn(5) _
n>2 n2 log
or (i1) and
E Var, (S,
sup 78&,:( ) = 00.
n>1 nv
Then o2 > 0.

Proof. Suppose 02 = 0. We will derive a contradiction in each case.
(1) Let w € Q, be arbitrary. By Theorem 4.1, there exists C' > 0 such that n~! Var,(S,,) =
o2 < Cn™: log%J”S n for all n > 1. This violates the assumption of part (i), so o > 0.

(ii) By Theorem 3.9, there exists C' > 0 such that n~'E Var,(S,) = Eo2 < Cnv " for all
n > 1. This violates the assumption of part (ii), so o2 > 0. d

We will return to the question of whether 62 = 0 or ¢ > 0 in Lemma B.1.
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4.2. Vector-valued observables. Let us conclude by explaining, as promised, how the
results extend with ease to the case of a vector-valued observable f : X — R?. This time
02 is a d x d covariance matrix and, if the limit exists, so is 02 = lim,,_,, 02. Define the
functions ¢, : R? — R by

ln(v) = vl o?v,
and denote the standard basis vectors of R? by e,, a = 1,...,d. Observe that £,(v) is
the p-variance of W,, with the scalar-valued observable v” f in place of f.

Lemma 4.4. Suppose there exists k > 0 such that, almost surely, the limit {(e, + e3) =
limy, o0 Un(€a + €p) exists and
Uea+e5) = lulea +e5) = O(n™)
asn — oo for all a, = 1,...,d. Then, almost surely, 0® = lim,,_,o, 02 exists and
|0* — o7 = O(n™")

for all matriz norms.

Proof. Note that the matrix elements of o2 are given by
(0)ap = 5(nlea + €5) = la(ea) — lules)).
Dropping the subindex n yields the limit matrix elements 02{5. Since v and [ can take

only finitely many values, simultaneous almost sure convergence for the matrix elements
with the claimed rate follows. U

According to the lemma, the rate of convergence of the covariance matrix o2 to o?

can be established by applying the earlier results to the finite family of scalar-valued
observables (e, + eg)” f. Further, one may apply Corollary 4.3 (or Lemma B.1) to the
observables v f for all unit vectors v to obtain conditions for o being positive definite.
Assuming now it is, for certain metrics (e.g. 1-Lipschitz) one has

d(op,Z,07) < Clo* — 02|
where Z ~ N (0, I;x4) and C' = C(0), which again yields an estimate of the type
dWy,07) < d(W,,0,7) + Clo* — 2.

We refer the reader to Hella [13] for details, including the hard part of establishing an
almost sure, asymptotically decaying bound on d(W,,, 0,Z) in the vector-valued case.

APPENDIX A. RANDOM DYNAMICAL SYSTEMS

In this section we interpret the limit variance of Theorems 3.6 and 3.9 from the point
of view of random dynamical systems. Like elsewhere in the paper, we will assume the
system possesses the good, uniform, fiberwise properties of the Standing Assumptions.

_ Recall that 7 preserves the probability measure Pin (12), i.e., 7'F € Fand P(r7'F) =
P(F) for all F' € F. One says that ¢(-, -, -) in (1) is a measurable random dynamical

system (RDS) on the measurable space (X, B) over the measure-preserving transformation
(Q, F,P, 7). The map

P:OXx X —>OxX:P(w,z)=(Tw,o(l,w)r) = (Tw, T,,(x))
is called the skew product of the measure-preserving transformation (€2, F,P,7) and the
cocycle p(n,w) on X. It is a measurable self-map on (2 x X, F ® B). In general, random

dynamical systems and skew products have one-to-one correspondence; in particular, the
measurability of one implies the measurability of the other.
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We are interested in the skew product, because of the identity
" (w,z) = (T"w, p(n,w)z) = (T"w, T, © -+ - 0 Ty, (1)),

Thus, our task is to study the statistics of the projection of ®"(w,z) to X. It now
becomes interesting to study the invariant measures of ®. However, the class of all
invariant measures of ® is unnatural, for we must incorporate the fact that 7 preserves
the measure P. For this reason, it is said that a probability measure P on F ® B is an
invariant measure for the RDS ¢ if it is invariant for ® and the marginal of P on (2
coincides with P. In other words,

o P=P and (I)),P=P,
where IT; : QO x X = X : (w,z) — w.
We will also need to consider the cocycle
oD (n, )z, ) = (p(n, @), p(n, w)y)
on the product space X x X. The corresponding skew product is
0@ (w,2,y) = (1w, P (1,w)(z,y)).
The invariant measures of the RDS ¢®) are defined analogously to above. Without danger

of confusion, we define the projections Il (w, z,y) = w, lls(w, z,y) = x and l3(w, z,y) =y
on Q x X x X. We also write (II; x Ily)(w, z,y) = (w,z) and (IT; x II3)(w, z,y) = (w, y).

Of particular interest will be the sequence of functions Z,, : {2 x X x X defined by
Zn(wa z, y) = Sn(wa {L‘) - Sn(wa y)
For then

[ 2w dln s 1) = 2V, (5, (@) = 202() - n. (28)

Notice already that writing

F(w,z,y) = f(z) = f(y)
yields the identity

Z, =Y Fo(d?), (29)

Standing Assumption (SA5). Assume there exists an invariant measure P for the
RDS ) that is symmetric in the sense that

[ b, PP w.9) = [ B,y 2) AP e, ) (30)

for all bounded measurable h : 2 x X x X — R. The common marginal
P = (II; x II,),P® = (II, x II3),P® (31)

is then trivially an invariant measure for the RDS ¢. Moreover, assume
Jim Eu(£)] = [ 7(z) dP(w, o), (32
b Blu(fifi)] = [ £(2) Flolkiw, ) P (o) (3)

and

Jim Blu(Futfi] = [ @) £(o(h ) AP, ,1) (34

are satisfied. [ |
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While Standing Assumption (SA5) may, from the point of view of the initial setup of
our problem, seem mysterious at a first glance, it is quite natural. We will later provide
an example of a more concrete condition which implies (SA5), and stick to the abstract
setting for now.

The following lemma lists useful properties of F' in view of (SA5).

Lemma A.1. The function F satisfies

/ FdP® =0
and

/F-Fo (@@ qp® = Z/f o(i,w,x)) — f(@)fle(i,w,y)) dPP(w,z,y). (35)

The latter has the upper bound

< 21)(i). (36)

/F .Fo (®®) dp®@

Proof. That F is centered is due to the symmetry property (30) of P® in (SA5). Since

(F - Fo(®?))(w,a,y) = {f(2) = F)H(pli,w,2)) = fp(i,w,y))},

the same symmetry property also yields (35). The upper bound in (36) then follows
from (33) and (34) in (SAD) together with (SAT). O

Recall that in Theorems 3.6, 3.9 and 4.1 we have

(e 9]

0® = lim Eo;, = > (2= dk0) lim Blu(fifin) — p(fi) p(fisn)]-

k=0

The next lemma connects this expression to the RDS notions when also (SA5) is assumed.

Lemma A.2. The limit variance o in Theorems 3.6, 3.9 and /.1 satisfies

=32 ) [ 1)tk 0, 0)) — S (Ph00) PO 0) (3

k=0

1 o0
= 5 E (2 — 5k0) /F .Fo (@(2))k dP® (38)
k=0
1 1 1 Z.
=1l Z2dP® = = lim Varpe  —= | . (39)
2 n—oo N n n—00 \/ﬁ

Proof. The first line is just the expression of o2 rewritten using (33) and (34). The second
line then follows by (35). The last line holds by (29) together with (36) and (SA1). O

Remark A.3. Note that the expression of o in (38) is eractly one half of the Green—
Kubo formula in terms of the skew-product ®@ its invariant measure P, and the ob-
servable F'. This trick of “doubling the dimension” is not new. To our knowledge, how-
ever, (38) is a new observation at this level of generality. It answers a question raised in
Section 7 of [2] by Aimino, Nicol and Vaienti (who studied the special case where P, P
and P® are product measures, allowing for a non-random centering of S, ): The key that
makes (38) an algebraic fact is the symmetry property (30) of the measure P,
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It deserves a separate remark that even though o does not in general (see Remark C.2)
admit a classical Green-Kubo formula in terms of ®, P, and f, “doubling the dimension”
still yields (38).

APPENDIX B. POSITIVITY OF o2

In this section we return to the question of positivity of the limit variance o2. We shall
assume (SA1) and (SA3)—(SA5), the strong-mixing assumption (SA2) being unnecessary
here. Again we assume nice parameters — e.g. 1) > 2 — for simplicity of the statements.

The foregoing discussion allows us to give some characterizations of the cases o2 = 0
and o2 > 0 on various levels of abstraction:

Lemma B.1. Suppose n(n) = Cn=", ¢ > 2.

(i) 0® = 0 is equivalent to each of the following conditions:

(a) sup,>q [ Z2dP® < co.
(b) There exists G € L*(P®) such that F = G — G o ®?),

(ii) 02 > 0 is equivalent to each of the following conditions:

(a) sup,>q [ Z2dP® = cc.
(b) There exist ¢ >0 and N > 0 such that [ Z2dP® > cn for alln > N.

(iii) If ¢ > 1, then o® > 0 is equivalent to each of the following conditions:

(a) sup,zy 0™ [ Z2A(P® p @ p) = oo.

(b) sup,,>, nv E Var,(S,) = co.

(¢) There exist ¢ >0 and N > 0 such that [ Z2d(P® p® p) > cn for alln > N.
(d) There exist ¢ >0 and N > 0 such that E Var,(S,) > cn for alln > N.

(iv) If P is stationary, then o = 0 is equivalent to each of the following conditions:

(a) SUpPy,>1 f Z2AP @ p® pu) < co.
(b) sup,,>; E Var,(S,) < oco.

(v) If P is stationary, then o > 0 is equivalent to each of the following conditions:

(@) sup,>1 [ Z;d(P @ p @ p) = oo.

(b) sup,~; E Var,(S,) = oo.

(¢) There exist ¢ >0 and N > 0 such that [ Z2d(P ® pu® p) > cn for alln > N.
(d) There exist c >0 and N > 0 such that E Var,(S,) > cn for alln > N.

From the point of view of applications, parts (iii)(b&d), (iv)(b) and (v)(b&d) may be
the most relevant ones as they involve the measures P and u, and the process (S,)n>1,
which are immediately apparent from the definition of the system. Note that (iii)(b) is
the same condition as in Corollary 4.3(ii).

Proof of Lemma B.1. By (36) we can appeal to a well-known result due to Leonov [15],
which guarantees that the limit b = lim,, o, [ Z2 dP® exists in [0, 00], and b < oo if and
only if sup,~, [ Z2dP® < co. Moreover, the last condition is equivalent to the existence
of G € L*(P?) such that ' = G — G o ®®. On the other hand, standard computations
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and the formula for ¢% in (38) yield

0o n—1
/Zﬁ dP® = 20%n — QnZ/F L Fo (@) dp® —2) " k;/F . Fo (d®)kap®
k=n k=1
[e%¢) n—1
=20"n+ O (nz k7Y 4 Z k1w> =20"n+ O(1).
k=n k=1

Here 1) > 2 was used. Thus, o2 > 0 is equivalent to linear growth of [ Z2dP® to infinity,
while 62 = 0 is equivalent to sup,,-, [ Z2dP® < co. Parts (i) and (ii) are proved.

As for part (iii), (28) and Theorem 3.9 with ¢ > 1 yield
/Zfl d(P®@ pu® p) =2E Var,(S,) = 2(c? + O(ni_l))n =20%n + O(ni)

If 02 = 0, the right side of the estimate is O(ni), and each of the conditions (a)-(d) fails.
If 02 > 0, the right side grows asymptotically linearly in n, and (a)—(d) are all satisfied.

Finally, parts (iv) and (v) follow from (i) and (ii), respectively, because in the stationary
case it holds that [ Z2d(P®@ p® u) = [ Z2dP® + O(1); see Lemma B.2 below. O

We close the section with the lemma below, which was needed in the last part of the
preceding proof.

Lemma B.2. Suppose P is stationary and n(n) = Cn=%, ¢ > 2. Then

sup /ZZd(IP’@u@M)—/Z,%dP(Q) < o0.

n>1

Proof. We have

[7a@eren =33 -t [Fo@)Fo@PytaRapen W)

i=0 k=0
and
n—1n—i—1
/Zg dP® =3 " 3" (2 - ) / Fo (@) Fo(d@)thkap®
i=0 k=0
n—1n—i—1 (41)
= (2 — 5k0) / F.-Fo (@(2))/’9 dAP®
i=0 k=0
Denote
aix = /F o (@) Fo (@)™ (P @ pu® p) = 2E[u(f; firr)] — 2E[u(fi) el firn)]
and

by = /F . F o (d®)kap®,
Note that |az| < 2n(k) by (SA1) and |by| < 2n(k) by (36). Thus |a; — by| < Ck™ for
all 7 and k. By stationarity (P = P) and (SA5),

lim a;, = by,.
1—00

Again by stationarity, (14) implies that |a;, — bx| < Cn(i) = Ci~%. Thus
|ag, — by| < Cmax{i, k} Y. (42)



26 OLLI HELLA AND MIKKO STENLUND

Collecting (40), (41) and (42) we get the estimate

/ng(mau@u)—/zgdpw
n—1 n—i—1

ZZ (2 — o) |alk—bk|<CZZmaX{zk}¢—022k+1 k¥ < oo

1=0 k=0 =0 k=0

for all n. The proof is complete. U

APPENDIX C. EFFECT OF THE FIBERWISE CENTERING OF W,

In this section we discuss Remark 1.1 concerning the variance of W,,, as opposed to the

fiberwise-centered W,, = W,, — u(W,,). Note that
Varpg, W, = Ep(Wy) — (Eu(W,))? (43)

and

Varg (W) = Elu(Wn)*] — (Ep(Wa))*. (44)
The difference of (43) and (44) equals

Eo? = Varga, W = Bu(WV2) — E[u(W,,)].
Under the assumptions of our paper
Eo? = 0?4 o(1).

Therefore Varpg, W, and Varp ;i(W,,) either converge or diverge simultaneously. We now
derive their asymptotic expressions in terms of series, restricting to the case where the
law IP of the selection process is stationary.

Lemma C.1. Let P be stationary. Let (SA1)-(SA3) hold with n(n) = Cn=%, ¢ > 1, and
a(n)=n"",v>1. Then

Varse, Wa = (2 = dio) 1 (Blu(fifi )] — Bl Epl i)} + Ot ™)
k=0

and
Varp (W) = 2(2—5k0) i {E[u( fi) e fis)] — B f)Ep( fisn)} + Onmntzn ).

Here the limits ezist and the series converge absolutely. If also (SA5) holds, then
lim Varpg, W,

Wzgko{/f oty v~ (| 1t dpw)}

lim Varp u(W,,)

n—oo

2—5k0{/f (o(k,w,y)) dPP(w, z,y) — (/f dex)}

using the RDS notations.

and
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Remark C.2. Note that in the latter case

lim Varpg, W, = 2(2 — 6r0) Covp(f, f o ®F).
This is the classical Green—Kubo formula in terms of the skew-product ®, its invariant
measure P, and the observable f. Let us stress that it is not the expression of o2, save
for ezactly the special case lim,,_,, Varp u(W,) = 0. The latter special case is the very
same in which Abdelkader and Aimino [1] establish a quenched central limit theorem with
non-random centering, assuming i.i.d. randomness (P = PY) in particular; see also Re-

mark A.3.

Proof of Lemma C.1. We prove the statements concerning Varp u(W,,) first. We have

Elu(W, ) — Ba(Wo)f =2 3 S au

where
air, = (2 = o {E[p(fi) u(fivw)] — En(fi)Eplfirn)}-

We will apply Lemma 3.2 to show convergence as n — oo. To that end, we need control
of a;, in the limits ¢ — oo and k — co. We begin with the first limit.

By (5) below (SA3), we have a uniform bound
|u(f o p(i,w)) — u(f o p(r, 7 "w))| < C(r) (45)

whenever r» <. Since P is stationary, this yields

[Bu(fi) = Eulfr)] < Cn(r).
Thus, (Eu(f;)):2, is Cauchy, so its limit exists and

lim Ba(f)B(fix) — Bl g frin)| < Cr),
Since P = IP by stationarity, (14) gives
lim Elu(f)(fis)] = Elu(f ) fren)]| < Cn(o).

Thus, the limit
b = (2 = dko) N {R[u(fi) p(firn)] = Bpu(fi) B fivn) }

exists and
a, = by + O(n(i))

as @ — 00. Since 7 is summable,
1 n—1 1 n—1
= — ik — b = — O ) e O -1
re(n) = — ;a b=~ ; (n(i)) = O(n™")

as n — 0o. Both of the preceding bounds are uniform in k.
In order to bound a;; as k — oo, first note that (45) allows to estimate
|1(figr) = v < Cn(k =)

for r < k, where the function v(w) = u(f o @(k — r,7"""w)) is Fg¥, . -measurable and
bounded; see Section 2.1 for terminology. Thus

i = (2 = o {E[u(fi)v] — Ep(fi)Ev} + O(n(k — 1)) = O(a(r)) + O(n(k — 1)),
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the last estimate being true by strong mixing. Picking r =< k/2 yields
ag = O(k~ min{%w})

uniformly in 7. Since v > 1 and ¥ > 1, this bound is summable, so Lemma 3.2 can now
be applied; recall (10). The bound in (11) becomes

Elu(W,)?] — (Ba(W,) = 3| < CUR™m00) 4 o),

k=0
Now, choosing K = n'/ ™%} yields the upper bound Cn!'/™{7¢}=1 claimed.

The expressions of the limits b, in term of the RDS notations is obtained with the help
of (32)—(34), recalling again P = P due to stationarity.

Finally, the claims regarding Varpg, W, = Varpg, W, + Varp u(W,) follow since we
already have control of both terms on the right side: in the stationary case at hand,

Theorem 3.9 applies with any ¢ > 1, yielding Varpg, W,, = 0* + O(ni—l). 0

APPENDIX D. (SA5’): A LESS ABSTRACT SUBSTITUTE FOR (SA5)

Standing Assumption (SA5) is abstract in that it involves the invariant measure P?)
of the RDS ¢ and a number of properties of the measure, which are not obvious from
the setup of the system at the beginning of the paper. For that reason we give in this
section, as an example, another assumption which (i) is more concrete in that it involves
only the initial measure p and the basic cocycle ¢, and (ii) is stronger than (SA5).

Standing Assumption (SA5’). Throughout this section we assume following: the
measures @(n,w),p have uniformly square integrable densities with respect to pu, i.e.,
there exists K > 0 such that

<K (46)
L2(p)
for all n and w. Moreover, for every bounded measurable g : X — R and ¢ > 0 there
exists N > 0 such that the memory-loss property

/ g(p(n + m,w)z) du(z) — / 9(p(n, 7)) du(z)| < ¢ (47)

hold for n > N, m > 0 and all w. [ |

dep(n, w).p
dp

The rest of the section is devoted to investigating some consequences of (SA5’).

Note that (47) asks that the integrals of x — g¢((n,7™w)x) with respect to the two

measures ¢(m,w).u and p are essentially the same for large n, uniformly in m and w.

The role of (46) is to allow for uniform approximations of the compositions h o ()",

n > 0, by compositions ho (@), where h is measurable and h is “simple”: observe that
(h — h) o (®@)™ is not guaranteed to be uniformly (in n) small in LY(P ® p ® p), even if
h — h is small, without some assumption. To that end, let us already prove a little lemma:

Lemma D.1. Let h: Q x X x X — R belong to L*(P® u® p). Then

110 (P)" |12 peperw < K217 r2@euen)
holds for all n > 0 with K as in (46).
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Proof. Write A = P ® pu ® p for brevity. Observe that

(/ |h| o (®P)" d)\)2

= ([ bl ) S g B dA(w,x,y>)2

dp dp

< / h2(r"w, z,y) d\(w, 7, y) / ‘dﬂzﬁwm@) dso(z,/f)*u W)

2

dA\(w, z,y)

by Hélder’s inequality. Here
[ ) dw.ag) = [ PGy A, ny)

since P is stationary. On the other hand,

dw(n W) oty St ’

/ i AN, 2,9)
dgo n,w *u dp(n,w *,u _
[ i ey e e
< K*
by (46). Combining the estimates and taking square roots yields the result. O

D.1. Standing Assumption (SA5’) implies (SA5).

Lemma D.2. There exists an invariant measure P for the RDS o such that

lim [ ho(®P)"AP@pu® p) = /th<2>

n—oo

for all bounded measurable h : Q2 x X x X — R. Moreover, (30) holds, and P in (31) is
an invariant measure for the RDS ¢ such that

lim Bo@"d(]f"@,u)z/ﬁdP
n—o0

for all bounded measurable b : Q x X — R.

Proof. Let u: Q — R and ¢!, ¢? : X — R be bounded measurable. Let ¢ > 0. Then there
exists N > 0 such that

J[[ e @0 @) om0 dute) duty) dBw)
= [t [ g otnt mow)) du(o) [ g oln -+ mowly) duty) aBo)
= [utme) [ g ot o) duta) [ o2 en 7m0)0) duly) dB) + OC)
= [utre) [ g etnwin) dute) [ (eln.)0) duly) dB) + OC)

— [[[@e g o )0 @) (w,n.y) duta) duty) dB) + 0(e)

foralln > N and m > 0. Here the third line uses (47) and the fourth line uses stationarity.
Thus, we see that the sequence ([[[(u® g' ® ¢?) o (®@)*(w, z,y) du(z) du(y) dP(w)), is
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Cauchy and therefore convergent. We will show using the monotone class theorem that
the convergence property extends to an arbitrary bounded measurable function in place
of u® g' ® g%

Let H denote the set of all measurable functions h : €2 x X x X — R such that
lim,, oo [ho (@) dA(P ® p ® ) exists. Let A denote the set of all measurable cubes
in O x X x X. Clearly A is nonempty and closed under finite intersections, and it
contains the product space 2 x X x X. Clearly H is closed under linear combinations.
Furthermore, the argument above shows 1,4 € H for all A € A. Suppose now that h, € H
are nonnegative functions increasing to a bounded function h. Showing h € H proves
that H contains all bounded functions that are measurable with respect to the sigma-

algebra 0(A) = F @ B® B. We will show h € H next.

Let € > 0 be fixed. Since 0 < hy 1 h where h is bounded, by the bounded convergence
theorem there exists ko = ko(e) such that ||h — A || 2pgpus,) < € Thus, by Lemma D.1,

17— hiy) © (@)l 11 peopen) < K
for all n > 1. Since hy, € H, there exists ng = ng(¢) such that
'/ By 0 (PP A(P @ p® p) — lim /h,m o (P)mAP @ pu® M)‘ <e
m—0o0

for all n > ng. A combination of the estimates yields

/ho@@))"d(]@@u@u)— lim /hk00(®(2))md(ﬁ’®u®u)' < K% 4«

for all n > ng. Hence h € H. Therefore, by the monotone class theorem H contains all
bounded measurable functions.

By the Vitali-Hahn-Saks theorem there exists a probability measure P satisfying

lim ho((I)(2))"d(P®,u®/L)Z/th(2)

n—oo

for all bounded measurable h : Q x X x X — R. The symmetry property (30) of P is
an immediate consequence. By the same token P® is invariant for ®®:

/h o ®PdP?@ = lim [ ho®P o (d)"AP @ pu® p) = /th<2>.

n—o0

Furthermore, taking h of the form h(w,z,y) = u(w),

n— o0

/th(z) = lim [ u(7"w)dP(w) = /udﬁD

shows (I1;),P® = P. Thus, P is an invariant measure for the RDS p(®).
Suppose that either h(w,z,y) = iz(w, x) or h(w,z,y) = ﬁ(w, y) holds identically. Then
/ﬁdP = /th<2> = lim [ho(®P)"dP®pu@p) = lim [ hod®" d(P® u).
n—o0 n—oo
This yields the claims concerning P. O

We are in position to prove the promised fact:

Lemma D.3. Standing Assumption (SA5’) implies (SA5).
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Proof. By Lemma D.2 it remains to verify (32)—(34). Using Lemma D.2,

lim Bfpu(f;)] = lim fonocIDid(IP’®,u):/foH2dP

1—00 1—00
and
ili)riloﬂ[p(fifiJrk)] = ilggo/(fom foll0d") o d'dP® p) = /fon2 follyo®*dP.
Likewise
lim Efu(f)u(fisr)] = lim /(f olly follyo ()% o (@) d(P @ u® p)
— /foH2 follgo (@@ ap®@,
The proof is complete. O

D.2. Disintegration of the invariant measure P, In this subsection we shed some
light on the invariant measure P of the RDS ¢ with the aid of disintegrations.
The mathematical constructions here are well known, and we include this part for com-
pleteness. The results call for nice structure of the measurable spaces: we assume that
both (X, B) and (2, £) are standard measurable spaces.

We begin by stating a basic fact:
Lemma D.4. There exists a family of set functions VBB - [0,1], w € Q, such that

(i) the map w — I/(E,Z)(B) is measurable for all B € B® B;
(ii) P s a probability measure for P-a.e. w € Q;

(iii) for all h € L*(P?),

/th(Z) :// h(w, z,y) dv? (z,y) dP(w).
QJXxX

The disintegration is essentially unique: if ﬂc(f), w € €1, is another family of such set
functions, then V&) = i for P-a.e. w € Q.

Proof. Since the product space (X x X,B ® B) is also a standard measurable space

and (I1;),P = PP, classical results yield the lemma,; see, e.g., Proposition 1.4.3 of Arnold [3].
O

It is helpful to think of v as the conditional measure P®(-|w). In the following we

will characterize the conditional measures 1/5,2).

Next, we extend P to a stationary measure on the space of two-sided sequences. To
that end define 2~ = Qé""_Q’_l’O} and Ot = 931’2’3""} = (2. The sigma-algebras 7~ and
Ft = F denote the corresponding products of £. Write also

Q=0 xQ"=0Q) and F=F @F" =&~

Let 7 : Q — Q denote the two-sided shift: (7*@); = ;. for all i,k € Z. Finally, let
1% : Q — OF denote the canonical projections: II7(0) = w™ and I (@) = w™ for all
w=(w,wh) e xOr.

We are ready to state another basic fact:
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Lemma D.5. (1) There exists a unique probability measure Q on (Q, F) which is invari-
ant for 7 and satisfies (II7),Q = P.

(2) There exists an essentially unique family of set functions q, : F~ — [0,1], w € Q,
such that

(i) the map w — q,(E) is measurable for all E € F~;
(ii) q. is a probability measure for P-a.e. w € Q);

(1) for all h € LY(Q),
/S;h(w) d@(@) = /Q/_ h(w_’w) dqw(w—) d]P)(w)

Proof. (1) Since (Q0,€) is a standard measurable space, the shift-invariant measure Q
having P as its marginal is uniquely constructed with the aid of Kolmogorov’s extension
theorem by requiring that the finite dimensional distributions are translation invariant

and coincide with those of P. See, e.g., Appendix A.3 of Arnold [3] for details.

(2) Since (2=, F7) is a standard probability space and (II*),Q = P, the result is
classical as in Lemma D.4. 4

The resulting dynamical system (€, F, Q, 7) is the natural extension of (2, 7, P, 7) with
homomorphism II". The intuition behind the measures in Lemma D.5 is the following:
Think of w = (wy,ws,...) as a stochastic process with law P. Due to stationarity, it is
possible to glue a history w™ = (..., w_1,wp) to w in a consistent and unique way such
that the law Q of @ = (w™,w) = (...,w_1,Wo, W1, Wy, . .. ) is stationary and the marginal
law corresponding to the future part w is P. The measure ¢, can be thought of as the
conditional law Q( -|w), the distribution of the past w™ given the future w.

For the following it will be convenient to introduce the notations
oW1y Wy ) = Tpyo- oy~
and
()0(2) (w:n—l—b s 7w(;><x7 y) = (@(w:n—l—b s 7w(;>x7 go(w:n+1, s 7wa>y>
for any finite sequence (w_, ,...,wy) C Q.

Now, for all bounded measurable functions h(w, z,y) = u(w)g(x,y) we have

/ hdP® = /Q u(w) /X . gdv? dP(w). (48)

On the other hand, Lemma D.2 yields

/th(Q) = lim [ u(7"w) / go e (n,w)d(p® p)dP(w)
XxX

n—o0 0

— lm [ u(IT (7)) / 900 (n, T (@) d( ® ) dQ(®)

=0 JQ XxX
— lin [ WlT@) [ go e ®(n (@) d(u @ ) 4Q(@).
n=o JQ XxX

In order to disintegrate @, let us write @ = (w™,w) in the obvious manner, noting that
u(ITH(w)) = u(w) and @ (n, II*(77"w)) = ¢ (W41, - ., wpy ). Thus, Lemma D.5 yields

[raP =t [ uw) [ g0 e ) Al ) dgafer) dBG).
=0 Jo Q- JXxX
(19)
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The following observation is now key:

Lemma D.6. Given w™ € 7, there exists a probability measure p,- on (X, B) such that

in [ g0 e e = [ gl ens)  (60)
X

n— oo XxX

for all bounded measurable g : X x X — R.

Note that p,,- has the interpretation of being the pushforward of x from the infinitely
distant past along the history w™ = (...,w;,wy ).

Proof of Lemma D.6. Consider first a bounded measurable g' : X — R. Let ¢ > 0.
By (47) of (SA5’) there exists N > 0 such that

‘/g O(p —n— m+17'--7w0_)d:u_/g1090<w:n+17"'7w0_)d:u

for all n > N and m > 0. We see that ([ ¢' o (W=, 1,...,wy)du)s>, is a Cauchy
sequence, and thus convergences. Since g' was arbitrary, the Vitali-Hahn—Saks theorem
yields the existence of a measure p,- such that

lim [ g o p(w n+1,~--,wo‘)dM=/gldﬂw-

<e (51)

n—oo

This yields (50) for all g(z,y) = ¢'(x)g*(y) with both g',¢* : X — R bounded and
measurable. Similarly to the proof of Lemma D.2; a straightforward application of the
monotone class theorem extends (50) to all bounded measurable g : X x X — R. U

We finally arrive at the characterization of the conditional measure P as the expected

pushforward of © ® p from the infinitely distant past along all histories consistent with w:

Corollary D.7. For P-a.e. w € Q,
() = [ @) () et

Proof. Equating first the expressions of [ hdP® in (48) and (49), and then applying (50)
to the latter, we obtain

Jut) [ g ape) = [ue) [ [ gl o) e dbw),

Since the conditional measures v are unique, the claim follows. O

Let us lastly point out that the invariance of P®) is equivalent to

Elp® (m, ) |77 F(w) = vE)

TMw

holding for almost all w with respect to P, for all m > 1. The equation means that

/Q P (m, w). ) (g) u(r"w) dP(w) = /Q vyiks(9) u(r"w) dP(w)

holds for all bounded measurable functions g : X x X — Rand v : Q — R. Tt is a
good exercise for the interested reader to reprove the invariance of P® by verifying the
equation above directly, using Corollary D.7, Lemma D.6 and Lemma D.5.
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