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Abstract

A well-known question in the planar first-passage percolation model concerns the convergence
of the empirical distribution along geodesics. We demonstrate this convergence for an explicit
model, directed last-passage percolation on Z? with i.i.d. exponential weights, and provide ex-
plicit formulae for the limiting distributions, which depend on the asymptotic direction. For
example, for geodesics in the direction of the diagonal, the limiting weight distribution has den-
sity (1/4+x/2+ 22%/8)e%, and so is a mixture of Gamma(1,1), Gamma(2, 1) and Gamma(3, 1)
distributions with weights 1/4, 1/2, and 1/4 respectively. More generally, we study the local
environment as seen from vertices along the geodesics (including information about the shape
of the path and about the weights on and off the path in a local neighborhood). We consider
finite geodesics from (0, 0) to np for some vector p in the first quadrant, in the limit as n — oo,
as well as the semi-infinite geodesic in direction p. We show almost sure convergence of the
empirical distributions along the geodesic, as well as convergence of the distribution around a
typical point, and we give an explicit description of the limiting distribution.

We make extensive use of a correspondence with TASEP as seen from a single second-class
particle for which we prove new results concerning ergodicity and convergence to equilibrium.
Our analysis relies on geometric arguments involving estimates for the last-passage time, avail-
able from the integrable probability literature.
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1 Introduction
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In this article we study exactly solvable models of planar directed last-passage percolation (LPP),
an instance of the more general Kardar-Parisi-Zhang (KPZ) universality class, which dates back to
the seminal work of [KPZ86]. The KPZ universality class has been a major topic of interest both
in statistical physics and in probability theory in recent decades. In [KPZ86|, the authors predicted
universal scaling behaviour for a large number of planar random growth processes, including first-
passage percolation and corner growth processes; in particular, it is predicted that these models have
length fluctuation exponent 1/3 and transversal fluctuation exponent 2/3. Since then, rigorous
progress has been made only in a handful of cases. The first breakthrough was made by Baik,
Deift and Johansson [BD.J99] when they established n'/3 fluctuations of the length of the longest
increasing path from (0,0) to (n,n) in a homogeneous Poissonian field on R?, and also established



the GUE Tracy-Widom scaling limit. Then Johansson proved a transversal fluctuation exponent of
2/3 for that model, and also n'/3 fluctuations and a Tracy-Widom scaling limit for directed last-
passage percolation on Z? with i.i.d. geometric or exponential weights [JohOObl [Joh00a]. For these
models such results could be obtained due to their exactly solvablity, using exact distributional
formulae from algebraic combinatorics, random matrix theory, or queueing theory in some cases.
Since then there have been tremendous developments in achieving a detailed understanding of these
exactly solvable models, with notable progress concerning scaling limits (e.g. the recent works of
IMQR17, [DOV1S]|). For surveys in this direction, see e.g. [Corl2l, (QR14} [Zygl8].

In another related direction, there has been great interest in studying planar first passage per-
colation with general weights. Such models are also conjectured to be in the KPZ universality class,
but much less is known due to the lack of exact formulae. The geometry of the set of geodesics has
been an important tool in the study of these models; see e.g. [New95, [ADHI17|. When trying to un-
derstand the behavior of large finite or infinite geodesics, a well-known open question is whether the
empirical distributions along geodesics converge; see e.g. [Hofl5] where it is proposed by Hoffman
during a 2015 American Institute of Mathematics workshop. Recently, Bates gave an affirmative
answer to this question for various abstract dense families of weight distributions [Bat20]. The proof
uses a variational formula, and does not rely on any exactly solvable structure.

In this paper we study the limiting local behaviour for LPP in the exactly solvable case. We focus
on LPP on Z? with i.i.d. exponential weights. Rather than the weights along geodesics, we consider
the more general ‘empirical environment’ around vertices, along a finite or semi-infinite geodesic, and
we show that it converges to a deterministic measure. By the environment we mean the weights of
nearby points, and the path of the geodesic through them. In particular, this positively answers the
question of Hoffman for a first explicit model. Our approach is different from [Bat20] and relies on
information provided by the exactly solvable structure. In addition to proving convergence results,
we also give an explicit description of the limiting distribution, which depends on the direction of
the geodesic. Using this description one can compute any limiting local statistics of the geodesic,
and we give some first examples in this paper.

A particular exactly solvable input that we use is the connection between LPP and the totally
asymmetric exclusion process (TASEP), dating back to [Ros81]. We use the correspondence between
a semi-infinite geodesic and the trajectory of a second-class particle, as developed in a series of
works [FP05, [FMPQ09, Pim16]. Then in order to understand the local environment around the
geodesic, we study the stationary distribution of TASEP as seen from a second-class particle. Models
involving second-class particles have proven powerful in understanding the evolution of the TASEP
[FKS91l, [Fer92, [DJLS93, BCS06, BS10, [Sch21], and stationary distributions for multi-type systems
have been widely studied [DJLS93| [Spe94, [FFK94l, [Ang06, FMO07, [EFM09, [AAMPI11]. See also
[Ferl8] for a recent survey of related ideas.

1.1 Model definition and main results

We study the exponential weight planar directed last-passage percolation (LPP) model, which is
defined as follows. To each vertex v € Z? we associate an independent weight &(v) with Exp(1)
distribution. For two vertices u,v € Z2, we say u < v if u is coordinate-wise less than or equal to
v. For such u,v and any up-right path v from u to v, we define the passage time of the path to be

T(7) = 3 €w).
wey

Then almost surely there is a unique up-right path from u to v that has the largest passage time.
We call this path the geodesic I'y, o, and call T, ,, := T'(I',,,,) the passage time from u to v. For each
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Our main results concern the local behavior around points along the geodesic. For each v € Z2,
we denote £{v} := {£(v + u)},ez2. For any (finite or semi-infinite) directed path v we let «[i] be
the i-th vertex in 7.

For any u < v € Z?, and each w € T, ,, we regard (é{w}, Ty, —w) as a point in RZ* x {0, 1}22,
and we define the empirical distribution of the environment along I',, ,,, or just empirical distribution
along I'y, ,, as

v € Z? and p € (0,1), we denote by I'y the semi-infinite geodesic in (1, %) direction from wv.

Hup 2= |Fuv| Z 5(§{w}ruv w)

wel'y v
Similarly, we define the empirical distribution along a semi-infinite geodesic as

1 2r+1
MU v 27‘ +1 ; 5(§{F5[i}}7F5—F5[i])’

for any v € Z2, p € (0,1), and r € Z>o. We will show that these empirical distributions converge.
For each p, there is a limiting distribution v* on RZ* x {0, 1}22, which is explicit and will be defined
in Section B - ,
L 2(1=p)*n 2p°n — nl/2 _
For any n € Z we denote n” := (L}Q_i_(l_p)QJ ) {p2+(1_p)2—‘). We also let n =n'/? = (n,n), and
in particular we have 0 = (0,0). For the next four theorems we fix any p € (0,1).

Theorem 1.1. In probability jigne — v* as n — 0.
Theorem 1.2. Almost surely ug;r — VP as r — oo.
We also have convergence of distributions.
Theorem 1.3. The law of (§{T'g[i]},Tf — I'fli]) converges to vP as i — oco.

Theorem 1.4. For each 0 < a < 2, the law of (§{Tone[lan|]},Tone — Tone[lan]]) converges to
vP as n — oo.

For the limiting distribution of v to be defined in Section Bl the construction is explicit, and
here we give the formula for the distribution function at the origin.

Proposition 1.5. For (§,7) ~ v?, we have P[{(0) > h| = (1 + ﬁ) (14 p(1 = p)h)e~r.

The distribution of £(0) given in Proposition [5lis a mixture of Gamma(1,1), Gamma(2, 1) and
Gamma(3, 1) distributions. In the case p = 1/2, for example, the weights of this mixture are 1/4,
1/2, and 1/4 respectively, and the distribution of £(0) can be interpreted as that of 2min(FE; +
Ey, B3+ BE,) with B ~ Bernoulli(1/2) and (E;)1<i<4 i.i.d. ~ Exp(1) independently of B. Related
but slightly less simple representations can be given for general p. See the discussion at the end of
Section [3l

From the distribution v” and the convergence results, we can obtain information about the
geodesics. The following result is such an example.

Proposition 1.6. Denote by N, , the number of ‘corners’ along I'one; that is, the number of
v € Z? such that {v — (1,0),v,v + (0,1)} C Tone, or {v — (0,1),v,v + (1,0)} C Tone. Then we

an N 2p*(1-p)? (142p— 2p)
(1-p)2+p?

have i probability, as n — oo.



For example, for p = 1/2, the proportion of steps of the geodesic which are ‘corners’ converges
to 3/8.

In our proofs of the above results we will use the connection between LPP and the TASEP,
which can be described as a Markov process (1;)¢er on {0, 1}#, where 1;(x) = 1 means that there is
a particle at site = at time ¢, whereas 7;(z) = 0 means that there is a hole at site x at time ¢. If there
is a particle at site z and a hole at site x + 1, they switch at rate 1. We shall consider TASEP with
a single ‘second-class particle’, which can switch with a hole to the right of it, or with a (normal)
particle to the left of it. We prove a corresponding result for TASEP with a single second-class
particle as well, which may be of independent interest.

Theorem 1.7. lim;_, o, ® = ¥*.

Here ®f and U” are measures on {0, 1}% to be defined in Section 2.3 and we describe them here.
Consider TASEP with a single second-class particle, where initially there is a second-class particle
at the origin, and any other site has a (normal) particle with probability p independently. Then &/
is the law of such TASEP at time t, as seen from the second-class particle. The measure W” is the
stationary distribution of a TASEP as seen from a second-class particle with density p. In proving
this theorem, we will also show that this stationary process is ergodic in time (Proposition [5.3]).

1.2 A roadmap of our arguments

There are two main ingredients in our proofs of the above results: geometry of the geodesics in
exponential LPP; and the TASEP as seen from a second-class particle.

For each p € (0,1) there is a (density p) stationary distribution for TASEP, where for each
site there is a particle with probability p and a hole with probability 1 — p independently (i.e.
i.i.d. Bernoulli). Such i.i.d. Bernoulli TASEP corresponds to a growing interface in Z2, which
(when rotated by 7/4) is a random walk at any time. Dividing the interface into two competing
clusters, this gives a competition interface which corresponds to a semi-infinite geodesic; see e.g.
[FEMPQ9, Pim16]. On the other hand, in TASEP such a competition interface corresponds to a
second-class particle. Thus, the environment seen from a semi-infinite geodesic corresponds to
TASEP as seen from a single second-class particle.

We will first construct the limiting distribution v” in Section Bl using the stationary measure
of TASEP as seen from a single second-class particle, as described in [FFK94]; we then prove
Proposition and assuming the convergence results.

For the remaining results we take the following approach. In Section Ml we prove Theorem [L.7],
by first proving a weaker version involving convergence in an averaged sense (Proposition .1]), and
then upgrading using the connection with LPP and geometric arguments. In Section [l we prove
a weaker version of Theorem involving convergence in probability (Theorem [5.]). This is done
by using Theorem [[.7] and ergodicity of the stationary process, which we prove as Proposition 5.3l
From then on we work completely in the LPP setting. In Section [l we prove Theorem [Tl using
Theorem Bl by covering a finite geodesic with an infinite one.

The next few sections rely on a generalization of Theorem [I.1], which is Proposition [.I] and which
says that for a family of geodesics whose endpoints vary range along two anti-diagonal segments,
their empirical distributions converge jointly (in probability). The proof is via taking a finite (i.e.
whose size does not grow) dense subset of these geodesics, and showing that each geodesic in the
family can be mostly covered by them. Using this result, in Section [ we prove Theorem and
4 by showing that the distributions at neighboring points are close to each other. In Section [3]
by covering long or semi-infinite geodesics by short ones, we prove that the empirical distribution
concentrates exponentially fast, and thus upgrade Theorem [5.1] to Theorem



1.3 Some previous arguments

In the development of this work there were some alternative arguments that was previously taken
— we briefly discuss the arguments here.

Compared to the current arguments, the major difference of the other approach is that, working
just from the LPP perspective, one could prove convergence of the empirical distribution for finite
geodesics, i.e. Theorem [[L1I] without identifying the limit. The idea is to study the passage times
To,w and T, ne, where u,v vary in the lines  + y = an and 2 + y = (o + ¢)n for some a € (0,2)
and small £ > 0. These two point-to-line profiles are independent, each converges (after rescaling)
to the Airyy process [BF0S8, [BP0§|, which is locally like a Brownian motion. Then it can be shown
that in small neighborhoods of the intersections of the geodesic with these two lines, the point-to-
line profiles (after rescaling) are similar to the maximum of the sum of two independent Brownian
motions, or R— B, R+ B, where R is a Bessels process and B is a Brownian motion. (In recent work
[DSV20], such behaviour is observed for geodesics in the directed landscape, the limiting object of
the exponential LPP model.) One can also show that the geodesic between these lines is stable
with respect to small perturbations of the line-to-point profiles. From this we could deduce that,
for different vertices along the geodesic, the local statistics are similar, and that the correlation
decays fast when the distance between the vertices is of order n. Thus we prove concentration
of the empirical distribution via decay of the variance. To show that it converges, and to prove
convergence for semi-infinite geodesics, we would need to cover long geodesics with short ones,
using arguments similar to those in Section [(HIl Finally, from there to get an explicit description
of the limiting distribution, we still need to use the stationary distribution of TASEP with a single
second-class particle.

The main reason we take the current path is for simplicity of arguments. For instance, it is
highly technical to establish asymptotic independence of environments around different (far away)
vertices along the geodesic, and also the stability of geodesics (with respect to the point-to-line
profiles). The convergence to R — B, R+ B would involve computations using the KPZ fixed point
formulae from [MQR17]. These arguments are now replaced by proving convergence of TASEP as
seen from a second-class particle, although the proof of the TASEP convergence still relies on the
LPP setting and geometric arguments (see Section M]). It is also more natural to start by showing
convergence for semi-infinite geodesics, and deduce the result for finite ones (as opposed to the other
way round), given the input from TASEP as seen from a second-class particle. The more geometric
arguments later in Section [BHJ are more inherited and adapted from the previous approach.

1.4 Further applications and questions

With the limiting measure v” one can get any local information along the geodesics. Before closing
the introduction we discuss some questions, which can potentially be answered using our explicit
descriptions of v”, either as direct applications or require some further analysis.

The first question is communicated to us by Alan Hammond. Given that a vertex on the geodesic
has a large weight, how would the local environment behave? For a vertex with a large weight, it
would force the geodesic to go through it. Thus we expect that conditional on this, weights of
nearby vertices are distributed like i.i.d. exponential random variables. From the TASEP aspect,
a large weight corresponds to a long waiting time between two jumps of the second class particle,
and this is mostly due a ‘jam’ in TASEP, i.e., a consecutive sequence of particles to the right of
the second class particle, and a sequence of holes to the left. This resembles a ‘reversed’ step initial
condition.

A related question is about vertices near but off the geodesic. Using our formulation of v* it can



be verified that, for those next to the geodesic, their weights are strictly stochastically dominated by
Exp(1). It is then interesting to see if the distribution converges to Exp(1) as the distance increases
to infinity.

The next question is about a slightly different setting, that of LPP with i.i.d. geometric weights.
The main difference is that in that case the weights are discrete, and the geodesics are not necessarily
unique. However, one could still consider the ‘rightmost’ geodesics. Geometric LPP corresponds to
discrete-time TASEP, and one can similarly construct a stationary measure for such a TASEP as
seen from a single second-class particle. For a correspondence with the rightmost geodesic, one takes
a second-class particle which is prioritized to jump to the right rather than to the left. One can
similarly construct a limiting distribution, and thus get local information about the environment
along the rightmost geodesics. One question that would be interesting to study is the proportion
of ‘unique geodesic vertices’. For fixed endpoints (or for one fixed endpoint and a fixed direction),
take the intersection of all the geodesics, and call the vertices in that intersection ‘unique geodesic
vertices’. Do these unique geodesic vertices asymptotically make up a positive proportion of the
geodesic? Furthermore, does the proportion converge in probability, and can we compute the limit
explicitly? We think such questions are related to the convergence of the environment around the
rightmost geodesic, because we expect that a vertex on the path is unlikely to be ‘locally unique’
without being a unique geodesic vertex in the sense mentioned above. Anomalous ‘locally but not
globally unique’ vertices should make up a vanishing proportion of the path in the limit.

Another direction concerns the scaling limit of the measure v”. In a recent work by Dauvergne,
Sarkar, and Virag, the authors zoom in around the geodesic in the directed landscape, constructing
a local environment [DSV20, Theorem 1.1]. It is reasonable to expect that when zooming out, the
measure v” would converge to the local environment constructed there. Also, once this is established,
we would like to see if our explicit description of v” could be used to get some explicit information
about the local environment and geodesics in the directed landscape (e.g. [DSV20, Problem 4]|).

2 Preliminaries

We start by setting up some basic notation to be used for the rest of the text. For any x,y € R
we denote z Vy = max{z,y}, and x A y = min{x, y}, and [z,y] is the set [x,y] N Z. For each u =
(a,b) € Z*, denote d(u) = a+b and ad(u) = a—b. For n € Z we denote L,, = {u € Z? : d(u) = 2n}.

2.1 Semi-infinite geodesics and the Busemann function

For each p € (0,1), and any u,v € Z?, we denote Bf(u,v) := Tyc — Ty, where ¢ € Z? is the
coalescing point of T, and T'); i.e. ¢ is the vertex in Iy, N ') with the smallest d(c). Such B” is
called the Busemann function in direction p. We also write GP(u) = BP(0,u). This Busemann
function satisfies the following properties.

1. For each u,v,w € Z2, B?(u,v)+BP(v,w) = B?(u,w). In particular, B(u,v) = G*(v)—GP(u).

2. For each (a,b) € Z2, G*(a,b) = G”(a+ 1,b) AGP(a,b+ 1) — &(a,b).

3. For any down-right path & = {uj}rez, the random variables B”(uy,ug_1) are independent.
The law of B (ug, ui—1) is Exp(p) if ux, = ug—1—(0,1), and is — Exp(1—p) if up = ux—1+(1,0).

4. Denote £V (a,b) = GP(a,b) — GP(a — 1,b) V G*(a,b — 1) for (a,b) € Z?, then {£V(u)},ez2 are
iid. Exp(1).

The first two properties are by definition. For the third property, a proof can be found in [Sep20].
The last property comes from [FMP09, Lemma 4.2] (see also [BCS06]).



2.2 Competition interface and a hole-particle pair in TASEP

il

Figure 2: An illustration of the growing interface from LPP: the blue and green areas are the two
clusters C; and Cy respectively, and the red curve is the semi-infinite geodesic I'j.

We next discuss the competition interface starting from the origin (see e.g. [FP05, [FMP09]).

We consider an up-right growing interface: for each t > 0, we say that a vertex u € Z? is
occupied by time t if GP(u) < t, and we denote by I; the set of vertices occupied by time ¢. Then
the waiting times in this growing interface are given by {£V(u)},ez2, which are i.i.d. Exp(1); thus
(I)ter is a Markov process, such that given I;, each vertex u ¢ I with v — (0,1),u — (1,0) € I
becomes occupied with rate 1 independently.

We next define two clusters C; and Co: let {(a,0) : @ € N} € Cy, and {(0,b) : b € N} C Cs.
For any (a,b) € Z? with a,b > 0, let its ‘parent’ be either (a — 1,b) or (a,b — 1), whichever is
occupied later; then (a,b) is in the same cluster as its parent. We can then define the boundary
of this competition clusters, Z = {Z]i]}ien, as follows: first let Z[1] = (1/2,1/2), and then let
Zli+1] = Zli]+(1,0) if GP(Z[i]+(1/2,—-1/2)) < GP(Z[i]+(—1/2,1/2)), and Z[i+ 1] = Z[i]+(0,1)
otherwise. From this recursive construction we have that Z = 'y +(1/2,1/2), for the latter one also
satisfies the same recursive relation. In words, the competition interface defined from {£V (u)},cz2 is
equivalent to the semi-infinite geodesic defined from {&(u)},cz2. We also define the process (pt)i>0,
such that p; is the last vertex in I’y with G”(p;) < t (see Figure 2)).

We now describe the connection between LPP and TASEP (denoted as a Markov process on
{0,1}%). We take the following initial conditions: let 179(0) = 0 and 79(1) = 1, and for any other x
let no(z) = 1 with probability p and ny(x) = 0 with probability 1 — p independently. We label the
holes by Z from left to right, with the one at site 0 labeled 0; and label the particles by Z from right
to left, with the one at site 1 labeled 0. For any a,b € Z such that at time 0 the particle labeled b is
to the left of the hole labeled a, we denote L(a,b) as the time when the particle interchanges with
the hole. Then we have L(a,b) = G”(a,b) in distribution jointly, see e.g. [FMP09, Section 4.2]. We
could couple this TASEP with LPP so that this equality holds almost surely.

As in [FP05], we keep track of a ‘hole-particle pair’ in TASEP, which is a hole with a particle
next to it in the right. At ¢ = 0 it is the hole at site 0 and particle at site 1. Whenever the particle
is interchanged with a hole to the right, we move this pair to the right; and whenever the hole is
interchanged with a particle to the left, we move this pair to the left. Recall the process (pt)¢>0,



then we have the follow lemma from [FP05|, which says that the trajectory of this ‘hole-particle
pair’ can be mapped to the competition interface.

Lemma 2.1. Under the above coupling, for the hole-particle pair at time t, let by be the label of the
particle and a; be the label of the hole. Then py = (ay,by).

Note that a; is also the number of times the pair moved to the right, and b; is the number of
times that pair moved to the left. Then at time ¢ the hole-particle pair is at site a; —b; and a; —b;+1.
We denote 7; as 1, centered by the hole-particle pair. Specifically, we denote n,(x) = n¢(x + ar — by),
where a; — b, is the location of the hole in the pair, at time ¢. This process (1,):>0 is also a Markov
process, and we denote @4 as the measure of n} (see Figure [3).
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Figure 3: An illustration of the evolution of 7; (and the centered version 7;): the numbers above
the particles/holes are the labels, which increase from left to right for holes, and decrease from left
to right for particles. The yellow boxes indicate the tracked hole-particle pairs.

2.3 Second-class particle and the stationary distribution

The ‘hole-particle pair’ in Section also plays the role of a second-class particle in the TASEP,
as shown by [FP05]. Such a TASEP with second-class particles is a Markov process on {1, >|<,O}Z ,
where the symbols 1, %, and 0 represent particles, second-class particles, and holes respectively. Any
second-class particle can exchange places with a hole to its right, or with a (normal) particle to its
left. We will see that the process (1;)¢>0 described above corresponds to a TASEP as seen from an
isolated second-class particle.

Stationary measures for TASEP as seen from a second-class particle are constructed in [FFK94];
we now give a construction which yields one of the measures they describe (specifically, one with
equal asymptotic density in both directions). Let Y;(z),z > 1 and Y3(z),z > 1 be independent col-
lections of i.i.d. Bernoulli(p) random variables. Let Ri(x) =Y /_; Yi(y) and Ra(x) = 377, Ya(y).

Then we can define a symmetric random walk W by

W(z) = Ra(z) — Ri(z) (2.1)



for x > 0. We define also
M(z) = sup W(y), (2:2)
0<y<z
and E={x>1: M(z) > M(z—1)}, and let E(z) =#{y € [1,z] : y € £}.

Then we can see M (z)—W (x) as a symmetric random walk with steps in {—1,0, 1} and reflected
to stay non-negative. The points of £, i.e. the points of increase of E, are those times where reflection
occurs. We have that z € £ iff M(z — 1) = W(z — 1), Ya(x) = 1, and Yi(z) = 0. By well-known
properties of symmetric random walk, we can obtain that as x — oo, P(z € &) decays like Y2
while | N[0, z]|/z'/? converges in distribution to a random variable supported on (0, c0).

Now we define a configuration ¢ on the non-negative half-line, which copies Y7 except at points
of £. We set 0(0) = * and, for z > 1,

1 ifYi(z) =1
o) =<0 ifYi(z)=0and z ¢¢&
* if Yi(xr)=0and z € €.

(There is a natural interpretation involving the departure process of a discrete-time M /M /1 queue
—see [FMO07].) We wish to extend to give a configuration o(x),z € Z on the whole line. We can do
this in two equivalent ways:

1. Note that o(z),z > 0 is a renewal process with renewals at points x where o(x) = *, i.e.
where x € £. Between successive renewal points, we see an i.i.d. sequence of finite strings in
U010, 1}". We can extend to a renewal process on the whole line by extending this sequence
of i.i.d. strings, separated by stars, leftward from the origin also.

2. Alternatively, we can exploit the symmetry of the TASEP under exchanging holes/particles
and left/right. Write 7, for the distribution defined above on o(z),2 > 0. Now generate
another configuration &(x),z > 0 from m;_,, independently of o, and for = > 1 set

1 ifG(z)=0
o(—x) =<0 ifo(zx)=1

« if o(x) = *.

(The equivalence of these two definitions follows from the random walk construction above. If we
look at the configuration between 0 and the first * to the right of 0, we obtain a finite string of holes
and particles whose distribution is invariant under exchanging both left/right and hole/particle;
this invariance comes from the invariance under reflection of the random walk path beginning and
ending at level 0 which is used to construct the configuration.)

We also extend the definition of £ to the whole line, by saying x € £ whenever o(x) = *.

Now we have a distribution of o(z),z € Z. Note immediately that o(x),z > 1 is independent
of o(z),z < —1. This distribution is stationary for the TASEP with second-class particles, as seen
from one of the second-class particles.

Proposition 2.2 ([FFK94, Theorem 1|). Let (0¢)¢>0 be TASEP with second-class particles, started
from o9 = o. Suppose that at time t, the second-class particle starting from the origin is at site
Iy, and let 0 be oy shifted by ly, i.e. o9 (x) = oy(x +1;). Then for each t > 0, 0¥ has the same
distribution as o.

Now we have a distribution of o(z),z € Z. Note immediately that o(x),z > 1 is independent
of o(z),z < —1.
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Given a configuration o, there are two related projections of it which involve setting all the
symbols except for the one at the origin to be either 1s or Os.

1. The simpler one consists of setting all * symbols on positive sites to be 0, and all * symbols on
negative sites to be 1. This gives a configuration distributed according to product measure,
in which the non-zero sites are i.i.d. Bernoulli(p).

2. Alternatively, we can follow the opposite rule of setting all * symbols on positive sites to be 1
and all * symbols on negative sites to be 0. Specifically, define a configuration 7* by 7*(0) =
and for x # 0,

() = 0 ifo(x)=0, orifo(z)=%and x <0
|1 ifo(z) =1, orif o(z) = x and = > 0.
This gives a configuration which, compared to product measure of Bernoulli(p), has a bias

towards particles on positive sites and towards holes on negative sites. This bias decays as
one gets further away from the origin.

Theorem 2 of [FFK94| says that the distribution of 77*(z) is stationary for the TASEP as seen
from an isolated second-class particle. The bias above reflects the tendency created by the dynamics
of the process for the second-class particle to get stuck behind particles and to get stuck in front of
holes.

The combination of the two projections above gives a coupling between the configuration 77*
and a configuration with product measure in which the discrepancies are precisely the non-zero
members of £. The fact that the intersection of €& with [0, z] grows on the order of \/x can be
used to show that product measure and the stationary distribution of the TASEP as seen from an
isolated second-class particle are mutually singular.

For later calculation, it will be useful to look at the position of the first hole to the right of the
origin in 77* (and similarly the first particle to the left).

Let Xy = min{z > 1:7"(z) = 0}, which is also min{z > 1: o(z) = 0}. From the random walk
construction of o(x),z > 0, one gets that

X4+ =min{z > 1:Yi(x) =0, and for some y € [1,z], Ya(y) = 0}.

That is, to find X, we look for the first 0 in the process Ys, and then we look for the first 0 in the
process Y7 from then on. Since all the variables Yi(z) and Y3(z) are i.i.d. Bernoulli(p), this gives
that Xy + 1 is the sum of two Geometric(l — p) random variables, and so

P(X; = k) = k(1 — p)*p"! (2:3)
for k > 1. Similarly if X_ is the location of the first particle to the left of the origin, then
P(X_ = —k) = kp*(1 — p)F~1, (2.4)

Finally we go back to the hole-particle representation of the second-class particle. Take 77 : Z —
{0, 1}, such that 77(0) = 0, (1) = 1; for z > 1 let j(x) = 7*(x — 1), and for z < 0 let 7j(z) = 7*(z).
Denote by U as the measure of 7. Then W is the stationary measure of the Markov process of
the TASEP as seen from a hole-particle pair, having the same transition probabilities as (1)):>0
(defined at the end of Section [2.2). One of our results (Theorem [[7) asserts that ¥# is the limit of
7 as t — oo.

2.4 Estimates for last-passage percolation

In this subsection we set up notation for the LPP model and give some useful estimates, which are
mostly from the literature.
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For a,b € Z and p € (0,1), we denote

Then (n,0), = n”. We also write (a,b) = (a,b)1/2 = (a + b,a —b).

We start with estimates on passage times. We have that Tg (,, ) has the same law as the largest
eigenvalue of X*X where X is an (m + 1) x (n + 1) matrix of i.i.d. standard complex Gaussian
entries (see |[JohOOal, Proposition 1.4]). Hence we get the following one-point estimates from [LR10L
Theorem 2].

Theorem 2.3. There exist constants C,c > 0, such that for anym>n>1and x > 0, we have

P[To,(m,n) — (VM + V)t > am!?n 0 < Cem, (2.5)
In addition, for each 1) > 1, there exist C',¢ > 0 depending on 1) such that if ™ < 4, we have
P[T&(m,n) - (\/ﬁ + \/5)2 > xnl/i’,] < Cle min{x3/2,1‘n1/3}7
3

P[To,(m,n) — (\/E + \/5)2 < _xnl/?)] < Clec® :

and as a consequence

(2.6)

BT (mn) — (v + v/n)?| < C'nl/3. (2.7)
We also have the following parallelogram estimate.

Proposition 2.4 (|[BGZ21, Theorem 4.2]). Let U be the parallelogram whose one pair of sides have
length 2n?/3 and are aligned with Lo and L,, respectively, and let their midpoints being (m,—m) and
n. Let Uy, Uz be the part of U below L, /3 and above Ly, /3 respectively. For each ¢ <1, there exist
constants C,c > 0 depending only on 1, such that when |m| < ¢n,

P sup  |Tyo —ET, .| > a:nl/?’] < Ce™ .,
ueUy,veUs

Such a result is first proved as [BSS14, Proposition 10.1, 10.5], in the setting of Poissionian
DLPP. In the setting of exponential DLPP a proof is given in [BGZ21l Appendix C], following the
ideas in [BSS14].

We will also need the following estimate on the coalescing probability of two geodesics, for finite
and semi-infinite geodesics respectively.

Proposition 2.5 ([Zha20]). For each ¢ € (0,1), there exists C' > 0, such that
P[FO,(n,b1> N I[Jn—m - I‘0,(n,b2> N I[Jn—m] >1-— Cm_2/3’b1 - b2‘
for any n,m € N, by, by € Z, such that m < n/3, |by|, |ba| < ¥n.

Proposition 2.6 (|[BSS19, Theorem 2|). For any p € (0,1), there is a constant C' > 0, such that
for anyr €N, and k > 1, we have P[L'f N L3725 # F?O - OLLrg/sz] < Ck™2/3,

We next give some estimates on transversal fluctuation of geodesics.

Lemma 2.7. For each ¢ € (0,1), there exist constants C,c such that the following is true. For any
r < n € N large enough, and |b| < ¢n, let (r,b') be the vertex in L, that is closest to the straight
line connecting 0 and (n,b), and let (r,b") be the intersection of L, with Lo npy- Then we have

P[b' — V| > xr?/3] < Ce™* for any x > 0.

This is a slightly generalized version of [Zha20, Proposition 2.3|, and the proof follows in exactly
the same way. See also [BSS19, Theorem 3]. We omit the proof here. We have a similar estimate
for semi-infinite geodesics as well.
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Lemma 2.8. For any p € (0,1), there exist C,c > 0 such that the following is true. Let b, € 7Z
such that T§[2r + 1] = (r,b,),, then P[|b,| > 2r?/3] < Ce= for any x> 0.

Proof. For simplicity of notation we denote Ty, = Ty, — &(v) for any vertices u < v. The event

|b| > 2r?/3 implies that there exists b € Z such that |b| > zr?/3, and Tg’<r7b>p—|—BP(<r, b)p,tP) > Tt v

For this we denote L; := {{r,b), : |b — 2jr?3| <r%/3} for j € Z, || <r'/3, and we have
PlmaxTg,, + B (u,x?) > 1o

<P[max T, —E[Tg,] > c0j 23] + P[Tg o — E[Tg 0] < —coj?r/?]
ue 3 ’ ’ ) )

- P[maLx BP(u,r?) + E[Tg.] — E[Tg 1] > —2c05°r/3],
uel; ’ ’
where cg > 0 is a small enough constant. We claim that each term in the right hand side is bounded
by e_cjg, for some constant ¢ > 0; then by summing over j € Z for 2|j| > x — 1 we get the
conclusion. For the first term, when 2|j| < 0.97'/3 we apply Proposition 24t when 0.971/3 < 2|j| <
r1/3 we use that To. < T(*—LO.ITJ,O),u and then apply Proposition 2.4l to maxyey,; T<*—L0.1rj,0>,u'
For the second term we apply Theorem 2.3 For the last term, we use ([27) to conclude that
E[T5.) — E[Tg 0] < c1rt/3 —b(p~' — (1 — p)~ 1) for some constant ¢; > 0; and use that b

BP({r,b),,t°) —b(p~ — (1 — p)~1) is a (two-sided) centered random walk. O

In addition to the above one-point bounds, we also quote the following uniform bound on
transversal fluctuation.

Lemma 2.9 ([BGZ21, Proposition C.9]). For each 1) € (0,1) there exist constants C,c such that
the following is true. For x > 0, n € N, and |b| < ¢n, consider the rectangle whose one pair of
opposite edges are given by the segment connecting (0, —|zn?/?|) and (0, |zn?/?]), and the segment
connecting (n,b — |zn?3|) and (n,b+ |2n®?|). Then the probability that the geodesic Lo,(n,p) eit
this rectangle is at most Ce—ca”.

Combining these transversal fluctuation estimates we get the following, for finite and semi-
infinite geodesics respectively.

Corollary 2.10. For each ¢ € (0,1), there exist constants C, ¢ such that the following is true. Take
any r < n € N large enough, x > 0, and |b| < ¢n. Let (r,b') be the vertex in L, that is closest
to the straight line connecting 0 and (n,b). Consider the parallelogram whose one pair of opposite
edges are given by the segment connecting (0, —|2r?/3|) and (0, |2r?/3|), and the segment connecting
(r,b' — |2r?/3]) and (r,b' + |2r?/3|). Then with probability 1 — C'e™®, the geodesic Lo,y below L
1s contained in that rectangle.

Corollary 2.11. For each p € (0,1), there exist constants C,c such that the following is true. Take
any r € N large enough and any x > 0. Consider the parallelogram whose one pair of opposite edges
are given by the segment connecting (0, —|xr?/3]), and (0, |xr?/3]),, and the segment connecting
(r,—|xr?3]), and (r, |xr¥3]),. Then with probability 1 — C'e=", the part of the geodesic Tl below
L, is contained in that rectangle.

Finally, we have the following estimate on the passage time along a semi-infinite geodesic.

Lemma 2.12. For each p € (0,1), there exist constants C,c such that the following is true. Take
any 1 > 0. Let uy be the first vertez in I'fy above the line {((1 — p)y + (1 — p)?l, —py + p?l) : y € R}.
Then P[|To . — 1| > 2213 < Ce™® for any x > 0.
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Proof. Let C,c > 0 denote large and small constants depending only on p, and below the values
can change from line to line. Let U be the parallelogram whose four vertices are (cl, —Cxl?/ 3) Pe
(cl,Cxl?/3) ,, (Cl,—Cxl?/3),, (Cl,CxlI?/3), (round to the nearest lattice points). By Corollary 21T}
with probability at least 1—C’e™“* we have u, € U. Note that for any v € U that is within distance
1 to the line {((1 — p)y + (1 — p)%l, —py + p?1) : y € R}, we have |ETp, — I| < Cz?1'/3. Then by
covering 0 and all such U with Cz parallelograms, each of size in the order of I x [2/3, and applying
Proposition 2.4] we get the conclusion. O

Combining the above two results we get the following.

Corollary 2.13. For each p € (0,1), there exist constants C,c such that the following is true.
Take any | > 0, and let u, be the last verter in T'y with To,, < l. Then with probability >
1—Ce™®, u, is between the line {((1— p)y+ (1 —p)2(1 — 221'/3), —py + p*(1 — 2%1'/3)) : y € R} and
{((1=p)y+(1—p)2(1+221Y3), —py+ p> (1 +221/3)) : y € R}, thus below Ly when x < 1Y/3; and T,
1s contained in the rectangle whose one pair of opposite edges are given by the segment connecting
(0,—21?/3]),, and (0, |x1%/3]),, and the segment connecting (I, —|x1%/3]), and (I, |x1*/3]),.

3 The limiting distribution

We can now define the measures v” from WP. Let (7;)tcr be the stationary Markov process of
TASEP centered by a hole-particle pair, i.e., the law of 7, for each ¢t € R is W”. Note that (7;)er
and (n,)¢>0 (from Section [22)) have the same transition probability but different initial conditions.
The idea is to construct the competition interface from (7j,)ier, in a way as described in Section
[2.2] then take the environment as seen around the origin. This would be the environment along the
geodesic I'j, as seen at a uniform time; i.e. from p; of a uniform ¢, where p; is defined as the last
vertex in I'y with GP(p;) < t. To get the environment as seen from a uniform vertex v” we would
do a reweighting.

We use ¥ to denote the measure of (7, );cr. As above, we label the particles from right to left,
and the holes from left to right, such that at time 0 the particle at site 1 and the hole at site 0 are
both labeled 0. Let L(a,b) be the time when the particle labeled b is switched with the hole labeled
a, and let £(a,b) = L(a+1,b) AL(a,b+ 1) — L(a,b). We define 5 C Z? as the collection of all (a, b),
such that there is a time when the particle labeled b is at site 1 and the hole labeled a is at site 0.
We let ” be the measure given by the law of ({£(a, b)}(a,p)ez2,7) under V7

We then let ¥” be the measure ¥ conditional on L(0) =0, i.e. we let d®” = lim,_,, %.
As (7;)ter under ¥’ is a Markov process, the limit could be computed as ¥? conditional on
that there is a jump of the hole particle pair at time 0; i.e. first reweight ¥? by 17, (2) =
0]+ 1[5y _(—1) = 1], the events where a jump is allowed, then let the jump happen at time 0. More
precisely, we can describe the limit as follows. We have

Py, [Mo_(2) = 0[¥"" + Py, [ly_(—1) = ¥ (1 p)* TP 4+ p? T2
Py, (2) =01+ Pg,[m_(=1) = 1] (1—p)*+p?
where WPl (resp. WP?) is ¥’ conditional on that a jump of the hole-particle pair to the left

(resp. to the right) happens at time 0. More precisely, we define these measures as follows. Let
(7;)ter ~ WP, then the process (7;)i<o has distribution given by

17, (2) = 0jd*
Pl (2) = 0]

T =

)

=1
=1
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and given 7, we let 7, be that 7,(—1) = 74(0) = 0, 7p(1) = 1, and 7y(z) = 7y _(z + 1) for
any = ¢ {—1,0,1}; and (7;)s>0 is the Markov process of TASEP as seen from a hole-particle pair.
Similarly, for (7,)tcr ~ ¥#2, then the process (7;)i<o has distribution given by

17, (—1) = 1)a%”

Pg, Mo (=1)=1]
and given 7, , we have 77,(0) = 0, 7y(1) = 7(2) = 1, and 7jy(x) =T (x — 1) for any = & {0, 1, 2};
and (7];)¢>0 is the Markov process of TASEP as seen from a hole-particle pair.

From this construction, the laws of 7, under ¥*'! and ¥*? can also be described as follows. Let
¥ be the law of {7y(z + 1)}sen and ¥” be the law of {7y(—z)}zen, for 7, ~ ¥P. Under ¥A!,
there is 7o(—1) =7(0) = 0, 7lp(1) = 1, and {TFo(z + 1) }een ~ ¥4 and {7o(—2 — 1)}oen ~ 2, and
are independent. Under W*2, there is 7,(0) = 0, Ty(1) = 7y(2) = 1, and {Ty(z + 2)}pen ~ U1,
{Mo(—2)}zen ~ V2 are independent.

We let v” be the measure given by the law of ({£(a, b)}(ap)ez2,7) under ¥P. By Lemma

below we can see that £(0) has exponential tail under v, so E,»[£(0)] < co. We then show that o*
is v” reweighted by £(0).

£(0)dv?
E,»[£(0)]

Let’s explain why such a reweighting is expected. Consider the sequence of times {L(u)}y,es
when the hole-particle pair jumps; this is a stationary point process in R. Then v* corresponds
to the environment as seen from the hole-particle at a typical jump-time. On the other hand, o*
corresponds to the environment as seen from the hole-particle at its position during the interval
containing time 0. Because of the ‘inspection effect’, this is not the position at a typical jump —
rather it is biased by the length of the interval in the point process containing time 0, which is £(0).

Lemma 3.1. We have div* =

Proof of Lemma[31. For each s < 0, we let ¥4 be the measure of U” conditional on L(0) = s, ie.,

let d®5 = lime_ Ls—c<LO<sd®? i o or s stationary, we have 1[s — e < L(0) < s]d®? =
T Pgpls—e<L(0)<s]

(L[L(0) > —€]1[E(0) > —s]d®P) o F,, where F, is the translation operator: for any process P =
(Py)wer, we denote J5 P as the process (Psiw)wer. This implies that

Pg,[L(0) = s]d®{ = Py, [L(0) = 0](L£(0) > —s]d®”) 0 T,
where Py, [L(0) = s] = lime,0 € Py, [s—e < L(0) < s] and Py, [L(0) = 0] = lim._g e_l]P’:i,p [L(0) >
—e| are the probability densities. By integrating over s < 0, the left hand side is d¥”, under
which the law of ({{(a, b)}(apyezz,7) is PP, For the right hand side, we note that the laws of

({€(a,b)}(4,p)ez2,7) are the same under (1[£(0) > —s]d®*) o T or 1[£(0) > —s]d®’. So by inte-
grating over s < 0 and considering the law of ({£(a, b)}(apyezz, ), we get Py, [L(0) = 0]£(0)dv*.

Thus we conclude that di* = Pg,,[L(0) = 0]£(0)dv”. Since ¥ and v” are probability measures, by

integrating both sides we get that Pg,,[L(0) = O]E,»[{(0)] = 1, and the conclusion follows. O

We now use the above construction of v* to compute local statistics of the geodesics (assuming
the main results of this paper). We start with the following computations on the next jump-times.
Lemma 3.2. For any h > 0 we have
L + (1= p)ph)e” =P,
+ ph)e P,

(1= p)hye= =0,

(1= p)ph)e ™.



Proof. Let Dy = min{z > 1: 7jy(x + 1) = 0}, the number of particles between the origin and the
leftmost hole at a positive site, Similarly let D_ = min{x > 1 : 7j5(—x) = 1}, the number of holes
to the right of the rightmost particle at a negative site, up to and including the origin.

The distribution of Dy under ¥*! is that of X, given by (Z3), while the distribution of D
under W*2 is that of X, +1 (which is the distribution of the sum of two independent Geometric(1—p)
random variables).

Similarly the distribution of D_ under ¥*2 is that of X_ at (Z.4)), while the distribution of D_
under w1 is that of X_ + 1.

In order for the particle which is at site 1 at time 0 to jump, the hole starting at site Dy + 1
must exchange places with each of the D particles starting in [1, Dy — 1]. So given D, the distri-
bution of L(1,0) is the sum of D, independent Exp(1) random variables; that is, a Gamma(D, 1)
distribution. A random variable V' with Gamma(k) distribution has E[e™*"] = (1 + s)~*, and from
this we obtain, for any s > —1 + p,

S L+5)(1—p)’
Ego B(1— )2 (14 ) = ,
e k; (1+s—p)?

which can be shown to match the expression for Pg,1[L(1,0) > h] given in the statement.
Similarly, in order for the hole which is at site 0 at time 0 to jump, the particle starting at site
—D_ must exchange places with each of the D_ holes starting in [—D_ + 1,0]. One obtains

2
Egpile™® L(Ol kp? k 11 (k+1) _ p
‘I’Pl Z p ( +8) (p+8)27
which matches the desired expression for Py,1[L(0,1) > h.
Analogous calculations give the probabilities under 2. O

Now we compute the law of £(0) for & ~ v”.

Proof of Proposition [L.3. It suffices to compute the law of L(1,0) A L(0,1), under the measure
PP = (l_pgi\_l':)’;izz‘wa. Note that under either ¥*! or ¥*2 the random variables L(1,0) and
L(0,1) are independent. Thus by Lemma we get that

Py [L(1,0) AL(0,1) > h] = (1 + ph)(1 + p(1 — p)h)e™",

and
Pgr2[L(1,0) AL(0,1) > h] = (1 + (1 — p)h)(1 + p(1 — p)h)e ™.

Thus the conclusion follows. O
Assuming Theorem [[.T] we can also compute the proportion of ‘corners’ in geodesics.

Proof of Proposition[1.6. Assuming Theorem [I.1] we have
N,

—2 = Pur[{(0,0),(0,1), (=1,0)} 7] + P [{(0,0), (0, 1), (1,00} < 7],

as n — 00. From the construction of v”, this equals
(1= p)*Pgpa[L(1,0) > L(0,1)] + p*Pypr2[L(1,0) < L(0,1)]
-+ s |
Using that L(1,0) — L(0,0) and L(0,1) — L(0,0) are independent under either ¥»1 or Wr2 by
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Lemma we have

Py [L(1,0) > (0, 1)] = p*(1 + 2p — 27),
Pgo2[L(1,0) < L(0,1)] = (1 - p)*(1 +2p — 2p%).
Thus the conclusion follows. O

We finish this section by giving an outline of alternative derivation of the formulas in Proposition
[[Hand Proposition[I.6], which also leads to representations of the type mentioned after the statement
of Proposition

Note that under W72, D, takes values in {2,3,...} and has the distribution of the sum of two
independent Geometric random variables with parameter 1 — p. Given D4, the random variable
L(1,0) is the sum of D, independent Exp(1) random variables. From this, L(1,0) has the same
distribution as the sum of two Exp(1 — p) random variables, or equivalently of lip(El + E5) for
Eq, Es iid. ~ Exp(1).

Meanwhile under ¥#2, D_ takes values in {1,2,...} and has the distribution of 1 less than
the sum of two independent Geometric(p) random variables. Note that if X ~ Geom(p), then

X — 12 BX where B ~ Ber(p) independently of X. We obtain that L(0,1) has the distribution of
%(Eg + BE,), for B ~ Ber(p) and E3, E4 i.i.d. ~ Exp(1) independently of B.

Note L(0,1) and L(1,0) are independent under ¥*2. So we can combine the previous two
paragraphs to get that the distribution of £(0) = min(L(0,1), L(1,0)) under ¥#? is that of

1 1
min ¢ ——(F1 + Es), — E3+BE4}
{1 .3 )

for B ~ Ber(p) and (E;)1<1<4 i.i.d. ~ Exp(1) independently of B.

We continue in the particular case p = 1/2. Then the distribution of £(0) is the same under ¥*:!
as under ¥*2, and so its distribution under W¥* is again the same, that of 2min {(E; + E»), (E3 + BE4)}
for B ~ Ber(1/2) and (E;)i1<i1<4 i.i.d. ~ Exp(1) independently of B.

By elementary arguments involving the memoryless property of exponentials, this distribution
can be seen to be a (1/4,1/2,1/4) mixture of Gamma(1, 1), Gamma(2, 1) and Gamma(3,1) distri-
butions.

A similar but slightly more involved argument can be made for the case of general p, to give
that the distribution of £(0) is again a mixture of Gamma(1,1), Gamma(2,1) and Gamma(3,1)
distributions, now with weights

<p4 +(1-p)" 20°(1 — p)? >
S 2P =) s |
p*+(1—p) p*+(1—=p)
As a function of p € [0, 1], this distribution is stochastically increasing on [0,1/2], and symmetric
around 1/2.

4 Convergence of TASEP as seen from a single second-class particle

As in the previous section, we take (1;)¢>0 as TASEP with initial condition 79(0) = 0,70(1) = 1, and
no(z) being i.i.d. Bernoulli p for any = € Z \ {0,1}. Let (n;)¢>0 be n; as seen from the hole-particle
pair, and let ® be the measure of ;. Also let ¥” be the stationary measure of TASEP as seen
from a single hole-particle pair. The goal of this section is to show the convergence of ®7 to ¥” as
t — 00, i.e., to prove Theorem [[.71
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4.1 TASEP convergence in the average sense
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Figure 4: A coupling between ¥” and ®f via 0’?’0. The red numbers are labels of second-class
particles. Here 77 and 7, are the same on [—9,9].

In this subsection we prove the convergence of ® to U” in the averaged sense.

Proposition 4.1. We have T™! fOT Ordt — P in distribution, as T — oc.

Recall the stationary measure for TASEP as seem from a second-class particle o, constructed in
Section [Z:3l Also recall that we have the following two projections of o: first, if we set all * symbols
on positive sites to be 0, and all * symbols on negative sites to be 1, we get i.i.d. Bernoulli(p) on
all non-zero sites; second, if we set all * symbols on positive sites to be 1, and all * symbols on
negative sites to be 0, we get a distribution which is stationary for the TASEP as seen from an
isolated second-class particle.

Now recall TASEP (oy);>0 with (infinitely many) second-class particles, and starting from o¢ =
o. At time 0, we label all the second-class particles with Z from right to left, such that the one at
the origin is labeled 0. We consider two ways where the labels evolve.

e Rule (a): for all second-class particles, the labels never change.

e Rule (b): two second-class particles labeled ¢ > j, if they are at sites z and x + 1, then with
rate 1 they exchange their labels.

We note that when forgetting the labels, the dynamic is unchanged. For each 7 € Z and ¢t > 0, we
denote Ij"* as the site of the second-class particle labeled by ¢ at time ¢, under Rule (a). Then for

each i € Z we have [} > Iy 1 and there is no other second-class particle between sites I;"" and
Iy "1 We also denote l? " as the site of the second-class particle labeled by i at time ¢, under Rule

(b).

Define o 02" : Z — {0,1,%} as o (z) = oy(x + I*") and o0 () = oy(x + 177), which is o, as
seen from the second-class particle labeled by 7, under each rule. As o is a renewal process, and
that o is stationary, we have that o;"" has the same distribution as 0. We next show that the same

. b,i
is true for ;"

Lemma 4.2. For each i € Z andt > 0, af’i has the same distribution as o.
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Proof. Take any measurable set B C {0, 1, x}Z, it suffices to show that ]P’[af " € B] = Plo € B.
We fix t > 0. Since for each i € Z, 0" has the same distribution as o, we have

N
1 1 [l,Z' J—
E[{-N <i<N:o® GB}|]_N11_1)réO2N+1§:P[at € B] = Plo € B].

y
N 2N + 1

As each second—class particle jumps with rate at most 1, for any € > 0 we can find M > 0, such
that P[|1%" —l | > M] < € for any i € Z. For each i with |i| < N — M, if |I>" — 1% < M, we
must have l e {la’] : —N < j < N}, since this set contains all locations of second-class particles
in I — M, 1" + M]. We then have that

E[{l>": —N <i < N}\ {I%": =N <i < N}|] < 2M + ¢(2N +1).
Thus since € is arbitrarily taken, we have
. 1 byi .
1 Plo,” € Bl = 1
N sy 2 Flort € Bl = lim oy

1=—

E[{-N <i< N:0 € B} =P[o € B].

Now that o is a renewal process, ag’i, thus af ’i, has the same distribution for all . From the above
equation the conclusion follows. O

We define n*’i Z — {0,1,*} from af * by identifying all second-class particles whose labels are
< ¢ with holes, and all second-class particles whose labels are > ¢ with partlcles Formally, we let
n'(0) = %, and 5" (z) = 1 foranya;suchthat at(x—H =1, orm—l — 1 b for some j > i; and
n(x) = 0 such that oy(x + 12 ) =0, or z = 1% — 1% for some j < i.

From such construction, (n;” )t20 is TASEP starting from i.i.d. Bernoulli(p) on all non-zero sites,
as seen from the only second-class particle. Thus we immediately get the following.

Lemma 4.3. Take 1} : Z — {0,1} such that n,(0) = 0, n}(1) = 1, and n}(z) = 5" (z) for z < 0,
ny(x) = 77:’0(:17 —1) for x > 1. Then the law of n; is given by ®F.

Now we finish the proof of Proposition 1] via a coupling between 7, and 77 ~ WP,

Proof of Proposition[{.1] It suffices to show that for any finitely supported set B C {0, 1}2, we have
T-! fOT 7 (B)dt — ¥P(B). Below we fix B and assume that it is supported on [—L, L + 1].

Recall the construction of ¥” from o. By Lemma 2] from af ’0, we get 77* (the stationary for
the TASEP as seen from an isolated second-class particle, from Section [2.3]) by identifying all x*
with 1 in Z, and all x with 0 in Z_. Next, by replacing the * at the origin by a 0 — 1 pair we get
7, with distribution ¥”. Thus by Lemma [£.3] and comparing the procedures of getting ¥” and ®7
from af 0 we have

|8/(B) — UP(B)| <P{1 =12 i > 0} N [—L,0] = {1 =120 :i <0} N[0, L] = 0].
Then we have
T
/ |/(B) — ©*(B |dt<z/ P — 120 e [ LO]]dt+Z/ P[> — 10 < [o, L]]dt.
0 ieN i€Z_

For each ¢ € N we recursively define a sequence of stopping times: let 7;; = inf{t > 0, l?’i — l?’o €
[—L,0]}U{oo}; and given T;,, < o0, let T p4q = inf{t > T; ,, + 1,1?’2 - l?’o € [-L,0]}U{occ}. Note

that there exists 6 > 0 depending only on L, such that ]P’[l%_in > lf}ion 1 | Tin < o] > 6; and if

lf(;i > lf&o for some ty > 0, then l?’i > l?’o for any ¢ > ty. Then we have P[T; .11 > T | T}, < T] > 0,
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and
/P[zﬁ— 1% € [-L,0])dt Z [Tin < T] < Z S"IP[Ti < T) =67 P[T;1 < T).
0 n=1 n=1

Next We bound Y ienP[Tin < T]. Take any € > 0. From the renewal construction of o, we have
that l0 lo is the sum of 7 i.i.d. random variables, each with infinite expectation. Thus we have
lim P[0 — g5

T—o00

< 3T =0.

Since each label moves with rate at most 1, given {lg’o}iez satisfying lg’o — lg’ [Tl > 3T, for each
J € Z>g the probability that T4, < T is bounded by the probability that the sum of [3T']+j—L
independent Exp(1/2) random variables is less than 7. Summing up such probabilities for all j we
get

li ; =0.

Jim Z P[T;, < 00] =0

i>eT

From these we get

T .

limsupZ/ IP’[lfz’Z - l?’o e [-L,0])dt — 6 teT < 0.
T—o00 ieN

Similarly we have

T .
lim sup Z / ]P’[lf’l - lf’o e [0, L]]dt — 6 LeT < 0.

T—o00 ez

Adding them up we get

T
lim sup T—l/ |®P(B) — UP(B)|dt < 6 *
0

T—o00

Since € > 0 is arbitrarily taken, the conclusion follows. O

4.2 Convergence to the stationary distribution

In the next two subsections we upgrade Proposition [£.1] to Theorem [[.71 The general idea is to show
that ®7 and &7 1, are close when s is much smaller than .

Proposition 4.4. For any N € N and p € (0,1), there is a constant C > 0 such that the following
is true. Take any s,t > C with t < s%°' and any function f : {0, 1}[=NN - [0,1], regarded as a
function on {0,1}%, we have |®)(f) — ®f,(f)| < C(s/t)/3.

Using this we can deduce Theorem [[.7

Proof of Theorem [I7. Take any N € N and f : {0,1}[=V:Nl — [0,1], regarded as a function on
{0,1}7%, it suffices to show that

Tim ®(f) = W(). (4.1)

Take any 6 > 0. By Proposition 1] we have that (§t)~ f& Y. (f)ds — WP(f) as t — co. By
Proposition [4.4] we have for any ¢t > C,

ot
0(f) — (5t)! /0 B0, (f)ds

where C' depends only on p and N. Thus limsup,_,. |®7(f) — U*(f)| < C5/3°, and by sending
d — 0 we get (LI). O

< O30 4 (C v 1Oy (5t) 7T
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The idea of proving Proposition L4l is to couple two copies of (7),):>0. For this we recall the set
up in Section

Let (n; )e>0 and (1" )+>0 be two copies of TASEP, with 5 (0) = ng (0) = 0 and 1y (1) =ng (1) =
1; and all ny (z),ng (x) for z € Z\ {0,1} are i.i.d. Bernoulli p. In both copies, we label the holes by
Z from left to right, with the hole at site 0 at time 0 labeled 0; and label the particles by Z from
right to left, with the particle at site 1 at time 0 labeled 0. Keeping track of the hole-particle pair,
we denote p, = (a; ,b; ) and p;” = (a;",b;") as the label of the tracked particle and hole at time ¢
(in (7 )e=0 and (1] )i0 respectively), and set n;' () = n; (z+a; —b;), 0 (x) = nf (x +af — b))
for any t > 0,2 € Z. Then nt_/, 77t+/ has distribution ®f.

For any a,b € Z, if in 170_/ (resp. 776“) the particle with label b is to the left of the hole with label
a, we denote L™ (a,b) (resp. L™ (a,b)) as the time when they switch; otherwise we set L™ (a,b) = 0
(resp. LT (a,b) =0). For each t > 0 denote

IM={uecZ?®: LT (u) <t}
I7={uecZ: L (u) <t}
oI :={ue I : LT (u+(1,0)) VLT (u+ (0,1)) > t},
oI, ={uel : L™ (u+(1,0)) VL (u+(0,1)) > t}.

For the rest of this subsection we fix s > 0. Take any r € N. For any coupling between 7, " and
77;"/, we denote A as the event where

m (2) = () Ve € Zolel > Y g (@) = 3 (@),

Under A, we can find a (unique) p* = (a*,b*) € Z2, such that I; N {u € Z? : |ad(u)| > r} =
(If —p*)N{u € Z* : |ad(u)| > r}; in particular, the sets I, and Ij — p* differ by a finite number
of vertices.

Lemma 4.5. There is a coupling of 770_/ and nt" such that P[A] > 1—C(rs~2/3)=1/10 when Cs*/? <
r < 231000 and s > C, where C' > 0 is a constant depending only on p.

We leave the construction of this coupling to the next subsection, and we now couple (n,” /)tzo
and (n;" /)tzo assuming such coupling between 7y’ " and 77;“.

The construction of the coupling for these two copies of TASEP is via the connection with
LPP. For any u ¢ I, we denote £V (u) = L™ (u) — L™ (u — (1,0)) V L™ (u — (0,1)); and for any
u & If we denote ¢HV(u) = LT (u) — Lt (u — (1,0)) V LT (u — (0,1)). In addition, for u ¢ I} we
denote £7V5(u) = LT (u) — Lt (u — (1,0)) V LT (u — (0,1)) V s. Note that for any u ¢ I}, we have
£tV(u) = £7V:5(u) unless both u — (1,0),u — (0,1) € I}, Given ;" and 5}’ under the coupling
from Lemma [0 if A does not hold, we just couple (n; /)tzo and (n;" /)tzo arbitrarily. If A holds,
then for any u € Z? such that u ¢ Iy and u + p* & I, we let £V (u) = £HV*(u + p*). Such
coupling exists because conditioned on I, the random variables £~V (u) are i.i.d. Exp(1) for all
u & I ; and conditioned on I, the random variables £V5(u) are i.i.d. Exp(1) for all u & I}. We
shall bound the total variation distance between ®f and @}, _ using this coupling.

As discussed in Section 22 L~ (resp. L™) has the same law as a Busemann function in LPP
restricted to Z2 \ Iy (resp. Z2\ I). From this we can construct the semi-infinite geodesics. For
any u € (Z*\ 1;) U 81y, we define the semi-infinite geodesic ' recursively, by letting T'y [1] = u,
and for each i € N letting I';, [ + 1] = argminve{m (614 (1,0),T5 [ 1]+ (0,1)} L~ (v); and similarly we define
I} for any u € (Z2\ I ) U Ol .

We also define the ‘downward semi-infinite geodesics’. For any u € 72\ Iy, we define I'y Y by
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letting T,V [1] = u, and for each i € N letting 'V [i+1] = ArgMAax, « (p—V (1 (1 0) eV [ (0.1} L~ (v),
until TV [i] — (1,0)), %" [i] — (0,1) & I . Equivalently and by induction, we could also define such
downward semi-infinite geodesics as following. For any u,v & I, with u < v, we let Ty, 2 and F;,’Uv
as the maximum passage time and geodesic from u to v, using the weights Y. Then for v & I

_ ) -V -V . . )
we have L™ (v) = MAX, 57— <y Twy , and I'y’" equals I'y ' for w where the maximum is achieved.
0 %Y=

Similarly we define T'}"" for any u ¢ IO+, and TJ{,V and F:{vv for any u,v ¢ IS’ with v < v, using
the weights £V, In addition, we also define T;/;"* and T'y3"* for u,v € IF with u < v, using the
weights {75, For any v ¢ I we have L™ (v) — s = max, ¢+ o, and TV \ I is Top)® for
u where the maximum is achieved.

A quick observation is that almost surely there is a ‘non-crossing’ property for semi-infinite
geodesics and downward semi-infinite geodesics: for any I';, and I, V' we cannot find w € Z? with
w,w — (1,0) € I'; and w,w + (0,1) € T';"" simultaneously. This is because, from the construction
of I'; and I';"Y, the event w,w — (1,0) € I’ implies that L™ (w) < L™ (w 4 (—1,1)), while w, w +
(0,1) € I',"" implies that L~ (w) > L~ (w + (—1,1)). Similarly we cannot find w € Z? such that
w,w — (0,1) € I'; and w,w + (1,0) € I'y"” simultaneously. The same is true for the semi-infinite
geodesics and downward semi-infinite geodesics defined using L.

Take m € N, m > r, we now define events depending on the parameters m and r. Let B_ be
the event where

u<lv

Ju_1,u—p €0y, ad(u—;) < -—rad(u_z) >r,I,  NLy, =T, ,NLpy;
and let By C A be the event where
Juy 1, upo €017, ad(ui) < ad(p*) —r,ad(us2) > ad(p*) + 1, Ly ML =15, , NLy,.

U2

See Figure [{] for the events.

Lemma 4.6. Under B_ N By, almost surely we have that L~ (u) = LT (u+ p*) for any u € Z* with
d(u) > 2m, and p; = p/,, — p* for any t > 0 with d(p; ) > 2m.

Proof. Since r < m, under A we have {u € Z* : d(u) > 2m}NIy = {u € Z? : d(u) > 2m}N(IF —p*).
Define U := Z?\ (I; U (I — p*)). By the above ‘non-crossing’ property, under A N B_ we have
I,V c U for any u € U with d(u) > 2m; and under AN By we have I'y"Y — p* C U for any
u € U + p* with d(u) > 2m.

Now take any u € U. We claim that if I'y"Y € U and 'Y \ I — p* C U, we must have that

u+p*
ryY = F:Lrjrvp* \ I} —p* and L™ (u) = L*(u + p*) — s. Indeed, from the coupling we have we have
£V (v) = €HV3(v 4 p*) for any v € U, so both T';*" and F;rjr\;* \ I]; — p* are the path in U ending

at u with the maximum total weight. Then almost surely these paths must be the same with the
same weights. From the claim the first conclusion follows.

For any t > 0 we have that p, is the last vertex in I'y N I; (Lemma 2.1]). Similarly we have
that p, , is the last vertex in I'§ N I, ;. It then suffices to show that

Ty N{u€Z?:du) >2m} +p* =T N{uecZ®:du) > 2m+dp)} (4.2)
Indeed, by the non-crossing property, Iy N {u € Z* : d(u) > 2m} is determined by IV for all u
with d(u) > 2m and L~ (u) > 0; more precisely, Iy N {u € Z? : d(u) > 2m} + (1/2,1/2) is the
boundary of u € Z? with d(u) > 2m+ 1, with lower end of I to the upper-left or lower-right of 0.
For the same reason, under B, I'g N {u € Z% : d(u) > 2m + d(p*) + (1/2,1/2) is the the boundary
of u € Z? with d(u) > 2m + d(p*) + 1, with lower end of I'f" \ I} to the upper-left or lower-right
of p*. Thus by the above claim we get (4.2). O
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Figure 5: A illustration of the proof of Lemma The red objects are those constructed from
(ng /)tzo, and the blue objects are those constructed from (n;” /)tzo- The difference between the red
0 and blue 0 is p*.

For the proof of Proposition [£:4] we set up some additional notation (which will be used in the
next subsection as well). For each x € R we denote

Vo i={(1—p)’y+z,p°y —z) 1 y R},
and

H, := {((1 = p)y + (1 = p)*x, —py + p*x) : y € R}.
For any set A C R we denote V4 := UzcaV, and Hy := UzcaH,. Besides, since L™ (resp. L™) has
the same law as a Busemann function in LPP, we can also define I'; (resp. ') for u ¢ I U 01
(resp. u & Iy UOI; ) as the semi-infinite geodesics in the coupled LPP.

Proof of Proposition[{.4 In this proof we let C,c¢ > 0 be large and small constants which depend
only on p and N, and the values can change from line to line.

Take m = [t/10] and r = |s/3¢1/3]. We show that ;" equals 77;:5/ in [—N, N] with probability
> 1—C(s/t)/3%, when t,s > C. We could assume that t/s is large enough (depending on p), since
other wise we would have 1 — C(s/t)'/30 < 0.

We first lower bound P[B_] and P[B4]. Without loss of generality we assume that p < 1/2.
Denote v; = (—|4rp~2],0) and vy = (0,—|4rp2]), and we take u_; to be the last vertex in
I';, N1, and u_ 5 to be the last vertex in I'y, N I;. Then u_; € {(a,b) € Z? : a < 0,b > 0}, and
u_o € {(a,b) € Z?:a > 0,b < 0}. Then by Corollary 211l we have Plad(u_1) < —r], Plad(u_ 2) >
] >1— Ce=<r'”®. By Proposition we have P[I'; NL,, =T, NLy] >1- Crm=2/3. Thus we
conclude that P[B_] > 1 — Crm~2/3,

For P[B.], we take u4 1 to be the last vertex in I';,; NI, and uy 5 to be the last vertex in I';, NI
Since |ad(p*) — ad(py)| < r under A, the events ad(uy 1) < ad(p*) — r and ad(us 2) > ad(p*) +r
are implied by ad(uy 1) < ad(py) — 2r and ad(uy 2) > ad(p) + 2r, respectively.
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Let A=V, )NHs_y2/5 54r2/5). By Corollary ZI3]we have P[pf € A] > 1 —Ces"*? When
ps € A, we must have ad(ut 1) < ad(p) — 2r and ad(uy2) > ad(py) + 2r, unless uy; € A’ or
uy o € A, where

A = A+ {ucR?:|d(u)l],|ad(u)| < 2r}.
By Corollary 2ZT1] we have Pluy 1 € A'],Pluys € A'] > 1 — Ce=ers™*"*  Thus we conclude that
Plad(uy 1) < ad(p*) — r],Plad(uy 2) > ad(p*) + 1] > 1 — Ce=s"** By Proposition we have
P[I} NL,, =T% NLy] > 1~ Crm~2/3. Thus we conclude that P[A\ By] < Crm~%/3.

By Corollary 213 we have P[d(p; ) > 2m + N] > 1 — Ce~“*. By Lemma 5 6 and the
above estimates, we have that n, ' equals n;f,rsl in [—N, N] with probability > 1 — Crm=2/3 —
C(rs=2/3)=1/10, Thus the conclusion follows. O

4.3 The initial step coupling

This subsection is devoted to proving Lemma

We define (7¢)ter as the process of a stationary TASEP with density p. Then for any ¢ € R, we
have 7¢(z) being Bernoulli p for each z € Z independently. Our strategy is to construct a coupling
between (1, /)tzo and (7¢);>0, where (with high probability) 7" and 7, are identical outside [—r, 7],
and have the same number of particles in [—r,r]. It would be straight forward to couple 7y " and
Ts since both are Bernoulli p on Z \ {0, 1}.

We denote o = (rs_2/3)1/5, and r; = a's?/3, for i = 1,2,3,4. Below we assume that o and s
are large enough depending on p, and also a < 7001,

Recall (from the previous subsection) the definitions of LT, ¢V, I for t > 0, the geodesics '}
for u € Iar U Z?Iar and T for u ¢ IO+; and also TJ{)V and Ff{g/ for any u,v ¢ IOJr with v < v, using
the weights £V,

We will use the following extensions of these constructions. First, as in the previous subsection,
we define T} for u ¢ Ig‘ U 8]6" , using that L™ has the same distribution as a Busemann function.
Second, we extend £V to I, so that £V (u) is i.i.d. Exp(1) for each u € Z?, and is independent
of IJ. Using the weights ¢V on Z? we can define TI{)V and FIQ}/ for any v < v. Note that these
two extensions are not related and we would not use the joint law of them; so the joint law is taken
arbitrarily.

A straight forward way of coupling (1;" /)tZO and (7¢)¢>0 would be first to couple g " with Ty, and
then to let them evolve using the same set of exponential waiting times. However, this would not
give the desired construction, since (n;" /)tzo is centered at the hole-particle pair. Thus we need to
first shift 778' ' by ad(p7) and then couple with 7. However, the vertex p depends on the evolution,
although mostly rely on the evolution around the hole-particle pair. Thus we take the following
approach: we construct the coupling by first sample the evolution of (n;" /)tZO around the pair, then
get a good approximation of pf. Using that we could shift 7, and couple the rest waiting times
together.

Recall that the vertex pf is also the last vertex in Far NI}. Denote P = V(Zri,r1)- Using Iar NP
and {&¥(u)},, P Ve defined a ‘restricted version’ of p{ as following. First we define L, by letting
LP(u) = 0 for u € If U (Z?\ P), and setting LY (v) = L (u — (1,0)) vV LY (u — (0,1)) + &5V (u)
recursively for each u € P\ I;". We then define T'§, by letting I'§[1] = 0, and

rEi4+1] = ArgMin, e (rP (14 (1,0),TE [i]+(0,1)}NP L”(v)

for each i € N. We let p?” be the last vertex in {u € T¥ : LY (u) < s}. Denote M = ad(p”). Then
M is determined by Ij N P and {£+’V(u)}uep\lo+
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Lemma 4.7. Pp” = pf] > 1 — Ce™ for some constants ¢,C > 0 depending only on p.

Proof. Consider the event D; where
Juy,us € 8]8_, P—ul—l N I;_ - V(—rl,—r1/2)7 P—u: N I;_ - V(T1/2,7‘1)‘

Assume that Dy holds, let S be the set consisting of vertices in I \ Ij” between I'f and I'f,. We
note that for each u € S, there is
max LT (v) = max LT (v).
ve{u—(1,0),u—(0,1)} ve{u—(1,0),u—(0,1)}NS
Thus by induction we have L*(u) = L¥(u) for each u € S. Let D be the event where I'g N
I © V(. /252 Then under D; N Dy we have (Tg NIF)\ I C S, so by induction we have

LeNIf={uell:L"(u) < s}, and in particular p”’ = p}.

Denote
([0 ). o] ).

and take w; as any vertex in F;‘, N 8]6" and ug as any vertex in F;‘, N 8[3‘. We let D3 be the
1 2

event where d(p}) < 2s, let Dy be the event where I'), N {u : d(u) < 4s} C V(_,, _, /9 and
1

IF N{u:d(u) < 4s} C Vi, ja,). Since ur,ug cannot be greater than pf in each coordinate, under
Dy N D3 N Dy we have d(u), d(us) < 4s and D; holds.

Thus we conclude that P[p” = pf] > P[D; N Dy] > P[Dy N D3 N Dy]. By Corollary B.I3] we
have P[Dy N D3] > 1 — Ce=<"15~ """ by Corollary BIT we have P[Dy] > 1 — Ce=e15"**  Thus the
conclusion follows. O

Now we couple (7¢)¢>0 with (n;" /)tzo using the following steps.

1. First take 778'/(3:) being i.i.d. Bernoulli p, for each = € [—ra,72] \ {0, 1}. Then by our choice of
r1, 72, the set Iar N P is determined. We next sample £V (u) for u € P, and then the number
M = ad(p") is determined.

2. Let o(x — M) be i.i.d. Bernoulli p for each x € [—rg, r3].

3. For each x = |—ro|, |—12] — 1,..., we take nar,(x) and 7o(x — M) being Bernoulli p indepen-
dently, until for some z,. € Z there is Egzx* 778'/(:17) — 19(z — M) = 0. Then for each z < z,
we take 7 "(z) = 19(x — M) being Bernoulli p independently.

4. For each x = [ra], [ra]+1,..., we take nar/(m) and 7o(x — M) being Bernoulli p independently,
until for some x* € Z there is Zi;l 778'/(3:) —10(x — M) = 0. Then for each z > z* we take
na "(#) = 70(x — M) being Bernoulli p independently.

5. Take £V (u) to be i.i.d. Exp(1) for u & P.

Up to now we have constructed a joint law of 15 and (n;" /)t207 each with the desired marginal
distribution. Also 7y, M, and {£+’V(u)}u€Z2\ p are mutually independent.

In 79, we label the holes by Z from left to right, and the particles by Z from right to left, such
that for |z| large enough, the particle (or hole) at site # — M has the same label as the particle
(or hole) at site z in ng " Let L7(a,b) be the time when particle with label b switches with label
a, if in 7 this particle is to the left of this label, and let L"(a,b) = 0 otherwise. For each ¢t > 0
denote I] := {u € Z? : L™ (u) < t}, and OI] := {u € I : L"(u + (1,0)) V L7 (u + (0,1)) > t}.
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(a,b) :a:(l—p)2s—i'f‘4 U5Wd/(u):M_7’ V/—/ﬂl

| 7 -

I

Figure 6: The events &3,&4,E3, £, assuming pf =pt.

From the above construction, we have Ij and Iar differ by at most finitely many vertices. For any
u € (Z?\ I§) U A1}, we also define the ‘semi-infinite geodesic’ I'7, recursively, by letting T'7[1] = w,
and for each i € N letting I'J[i + 1] = argmin,err14(1,0),r7[i+(0,1)} L7 (v). Note that unlike LT,
there is no coupling between L7 with a Busemann function in LPP, thus these I'], are not actual
geodesics.

1) =

6. We couple the evolution of 7 with (77t+/)t20, by letting L™ (u) — L™ (u—(1,0)) V L™ (u— (0,
0,1)) for

EHV(u) for any u € Z*\ P with L7(u) > 0; and L7 (u) — L™(u — (1,0)) V L™ (u — (
u € P be i.i.d. Exp(1), independent of £V,

Now we have a coupling between (n;" /)tzo and (7¢)¢>0-

We denote &; as the event where for any # < —r, 7,(z) = n'(z), and the particle or hole at site
x has the same label for 75 and 17;“; denote & as the event where the same is true for any = > r.
We shall lower bound P[&;] and P[&y].

For this we consider the following events. We denote & as the event where there exists a
vertex uy € 017, such that ad(us) < z,. and I‘L NIf cVi,, ) andd} > (1- p)2s — ry4 for
w!, = (a, b)) being the last vertex in T} N If. We also denote £, to be the event such that for
cach u = (a,b) € dI] with ad(u) < M —r +1, we have a < (1 — p)®s —ry, and u € V(oo _,,).
Analogly we denote £ as the event where there exists a vertex u, € 91§ with ad(u,;) < z, and
Iy NI C Vi, ) and a. > (1 — p)?s —ry for w, = (a},b) being the last vertex in I'; N I7.
We denote £ as the event where for each v = (a,b) € 0I] with ad(u) < M — r + 1, we have
a<(1—p)2?s—ry,andu € V(—oo,—rs)- See Figure [d for an illustration of these events.

Lemma 4.8. {p¥ =pf}NENENEINE] C &1

Proof. Under &, let S be the set consisting of vertices u = (a,b) € Z2 \ I and above F,L, with
a < (1—p)%s —ry. We then have

max LT (v) = max LT (v), Yue€ Sy,
ve{u—(1,0),u—(0,1)} ve{u—(1,0),u—(0,1)}NS+
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Figure 7: The events to lower bound P[&].

and thus by induction we have LT (u) < L7 (u) for each u € S.

Under &7, let S; be the set consisting of vertices u = (a,b) € Z?\ I and above I',, with
a < (1 — p)%s — ry. Then similarly, by induction we have L*(u) > L (u) for each u € S,.

Suppose that &N & N EF N E] holds and p!’ = pt. Take any = € Z with x < —r, and assume
that n'(x) = 1. Then there is v € AIF such that ad(v) = ad(p?) + = — 1 and v + (1,0) & IS. By
pY’ = pt we have M = ad(p?), so ad(v) = M + x — 1. The second coordinate of v is the label of
the particle at site z (in n"). From & N & we have v,v + (1,0) € Sy, thus

L™(v+(1,0)) > LT (v + (1,0)) > s. (4.3)

If 75(x) = 0, then there is v™ € 9I7 such that ad(v") = M + = and v + (0,1) & I7. Then
ad(v + (1,0)) = ad(v™). By (@3) and L™ (v") < s we have d(v) > d(v"). From & N E] we have
v, 07 +(0,1) € S, then Lt (v™ +(0,1)) > L™ (v™ +(0,1)) > s > L*(v), implying that d(v) < d(v")
since ad(v™ + (0,1)) = ad(v). This is a contradiction.

Thus we must have 74(x) = 1, and there is v” € 0I7 such that ad(v") = M + z — 1 and
v™ + (1,0) ¢ IT. The second coordinate of v” is the label of the particle at site z (in 75). From
&3 NE] we have v™,v™ + (1,0) € S, so

LT(v™ +(1,0)) > L™ (v" + (1,0)) > s > LT (v). (4.4)
Since ad(v) = ad(v"), from ([{4) we have d(v™) > d(v); and from (@3] and L7(v") < s we have
d(v™) < d(v). Then we must have d(v”) = d(v) and v™ = v, so the label of the particle at site x is
the same for 5’ and 7.

By similar arguments, when n}'(x) = 0 we must have 7,(z) = 0, and the label of the hole at
site x is the same for nj/ and 75. Thus we have that the event &£ holds. O

Lemma 4.9. P[&],P[E]] > 1 — Ca~ V2, and P&y, P[E]] > 1 — Ce™°®, for constants ¢,C > 0
depending only on p.

Proof. We shall write the proof for the estimates of P[€3] and P[&,], and the approach we take here
applies to the estimates for P[€]] and P[E]], essentially verbatim. We will use ¢, C > 0 to denote
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small and large enough constants depending only on p, and their values can change from line to
line.
We consider the following events (see Figure [T).

Es: xy > —r3.

& V( NoIy CcH for each j € N.

1/2 .

—jra,jra) (—jary ,]arl/z)

. +
& V(—6r3,—r3) n 815 C H(s—2ari/2,s+2ari/2)'
Es : Let up = 2s((1 —p)?%, p?) 4+ (=5(1 — p)r3, 5pr3) and ug = 25((1 — p)?, p?) + (—2(1 — p)r3, 2p13)
(round to the nearest lattice point). Then F:{l’v - V(_6T37_4r3), and F{BV - V(_3T37_T3).

We have £ NENErNEs C Es. Indeed, we take any uy € 0I5 NV (_ary,—3r4), and let u/, = (alp,¥})
be the last vertex in I'; NI +. By &, and note that rg > Cow‘i/ 2 by our choice of the parameters,

we have ad(uy) < —r3. So under & N & we have ad(uy) < z,. Since I';, does not cross Y or

Fz—g\/, by & N & we have that I‘;L N I;_ C V(—6r3,—r3) and u’+ € H(s—2ari/2,s+2ari/2) N V(—6r3,—r3)-
Thus we get a/, > (1 — p)%s — r4. It remains to estimate the probabilities of these events and take
a union bound.

The number —z, is just the time of a symmetric random walk hitting 0 after 5. Thus P[&5] >
1— C’r;/2r3_1/2 =1-Ca /2

The event & is again an estimate on the hitting probability of a random walk. For each j € N we
have P[V NIy cH Uz,jari/z)] > 1—Ce~9% so when a > C we have P[] > 1 — Ce™°.

—JjT4,jT4) (—jar)
We let S1 =V (_,, ) ﬂH(_ 12 ) and S! = Vicrgry NH , and for each j > 2 we let
ar,’”,00 >

(ary/? 00)

Si = Vi—jra—G-raolG-Dragro V12 s

—jary’~,00

8 = Vijra—G-1raulG-vragro VH o102 -

Let S, = UjenS; and S* = UjenS?. For &7, we consider the following events:

EL: TihY < s for any v € V(—6r,—ry) NH 172y and u € S, u,v € Z2.

(—o0,s—2ar)

&7+ Forany v € V(_g, ) NH
that 705" > s.

1/2 )0Z2, there exists u € V

(s+2ary" " 00 ) NH

12 ) NZ?2 such

—6r3,—13 (ary/? 00
Then under & N & N &, we have that V(_g,, ) NH
H NI} =0, thus & holds.

To lower bound P[EL], we just need to consider TJ /. for v € Z? within distance 1 from
Vi 6rs,—rs) NH__ P4 and u € Z? within distance 1 from Vi jra—(G=1)ra)u(G=1)ra,jra) N H

1/2 Nnz?cIf

(—o0,s—2ar," ") s

and V(—Grg,—rg) N

2

(s+2ari/ ,00)

20
for each j € N. By (27) we have BT}’ < s — coz?“i/2 —c(j —1)%r2s71. Then if the slope of the line

2 2
. . P (1-p)
connecting u, v is between 0(1=p 10p2 °
2/3.

parallelogram of size C's x C's*/°; and for all other such pairs we apply Theorem 2:31 We conclude
that P[E)] > 1 — C(r3s~%/3)(rqs~2/3)e=* when a > C.
For P[EY], we need to consider Ty, for v € Z? within distance 1 from V(—6rg,—ry) NH

. 1/2,
—jar,

2 and we apply Proposition 2.4l by covering these pairs with

s+2ari/4’

and v = v — (s + ari/4/2)((1 —p)?,p?) (round up to the nearest lattice point). By (Z.7) we have
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IETI > s+ cari/ 2, Again we apply Proposition 4] by covering these u,v with parallelogram of
size C's x C's?/3, and we conclude that P[EY] > 1 — Crzs~ /3¢~ when a > C.
For &, we denote usz as the lower end point of F;Z’V. Consider the event &, where for any

‘Y 1/2, +,V 1/2 I
U & S UV ( 5y _5rygr), there is Ty, < 2s — 4ary’"; and Tu,lm1 > 25 — 4ar,’”, where u] =

up — (2s — 2ari/2)((1 —p)?, p?) (round to the nearest lattice point). Under & N & we must have
u3 € V(_5ry—ry,—5rytre)- We next lower bound P[&L]. By (271) we have IET;C’Z1 > 25 — 3ari/2. For
) 1

TJ ’uvl with u & SxUV (505 _5r5405), again we just need to consider u € Z? within distance 1 from
Vi jra—G=1)ralU[(i=1)ra,jra) N H—jari/z’ for each j € N. By (2.7), when j > 2 we have
ET, 0 < 2s —c(j — 1)r3s™! <25 — 5ari/2 —c(j —1)*ris71)2;

and when j = 1 we have

ETJ{X <25 —crisT! < 25— 5ari/2

for w & V(_s5.,_ry —5r54ry). Here we used that r3s7lr3s™t > Cow‘i/z, due to our choice of the
parameters. Then (similar to lower bounding P[£7] and P[EY]) we can lower bound P[] by covering
these v and wy with parallelograms of size C's x Cs?/3, and applying Proposition 2.4] and Theorem
23l We conclude that P[€4] > 1 — Crys 23 when o > C.

Now we take uy4,us as the intersection of H arl/? with V_5,,_9,, and V_5,,19,,, respectively
- 4
(round to the nearest lattice point). By Lemma and Corollary 2.T0] we have

]P)[I Y H cV — —5r3— ] >1-C C7’20‘72/37’471/3
Ugq,u1 ( 047“1/27047“1/2) (—=5r3—3re,—brz—ra) € )
P[F oV H cCV._ +r9,—5r3+ ] >1—Ce 2 72/374471/3
us,u] ( ari/z,ar}lm) (—=5r3+r2,—5r3+3r2) € )

and

2/3

]P)[F—hv - V(—6r37—4r3)]7 ]P)[F—hv C V(—6r3,—4r3)] >1- 06_07387

U4,U1 Uus,u1
Note that when the above four events happen, and uz € V(_5,,_,, _5.,4p,), We have that F:{l’v =
F:{gv\f“ is between F?Z;}Ql and F:{S’X“ by ordering of geodesics, and F?fl’v C V(_6rs,—ar;)- We can
argue similarly for T';”. Then with P[E}] > 1 — Ce™® we conclude that P[&s \ &) < C(e~ +
e‘cr?aﬂ/?’ril/s + e_crss%/?)) < Ce ¢,

Takin% together the lower bounds for P[&5], P[], P[E7], P[& \ Es], we conclude that P[E3] >
1—Ca~ Y2

We next bound P[&,]. For this we define two more events.
Eg: |M —(1—2p)s| < ro.
10+ For any u = (a,b) with ad(u) < (1—2p)s+7r2—7r+1and a > (1—p)%s —ry, we have u & I

Obviously we have & N &g C E4.

By Corollary 213 we have P[&)] > 1 — Ce 2% For &9, we take u, = (a4, bs) where
as = [(1—p)2s—r4] and by = a, — [(1—2p)s+ry—7], and E is equivalent to LT (u,) > s. Denote
ul, = (|ral, [ra]) & S*, so under & we have v, € I;. Thus under & \ €19 we have TU'Z’ZL* < s; then
P& \ &10] < ]P’[T;Z\; <) < Ce=s*"* where the last inequality is by Theorem B3 Thus we
conclude that P[E4] > 1 — Ce™ . O

2/3

Proof of Lemma[].5 Let C > 0 be a constant depending only on p. By Lemma [A.7] .8 and A9
we have P[&1] > 1 — Ca~/2; and by symmetry we also have P[] > 1 — Ca~ /2. Under £ N & we
have 74(z) = nt'(x) for any || > 7, and 3" 7i(x) = 30— nf(x).

29



We couple 75 with 770_/ as following. For each xz = 1,2,..., we take no_l(a;) and 75(z) being
Bernoulli p independently, until for some * € Z there is Ei;l Mo "(#)—7(x) = 0. Then for each z >
T* we take no_l(m) = 74(x) being Bernoulli p independently. For each z =0, —1,..., we take 7]0_/(3;)
and 7(z) being Bernoulli p independently, until for some T, € Z there is Eng* 170_/(:17) —75(x) = 0.
Then for each x < T, we take 7, "(2) = 75() being Bernoulli p independently.

Under this coupling, when Z, > —r and T8 < r we have 74(x) = 770_/(:17) for any |z| > r, and
S o Ts(x) =D no_,(a:). Also, since partial sums of no_,(x) — 7s(z) are symmetric ranomd
walks, we have P[Z, < —r],P[Z* > 7] < Cr~'/2. Thus we have

PAY] < P[Ef] + P[€5] + P[T. < —r] + P[z" > r] < Ca™ 2 4+ Cr7'/2,

and the conclusion follows. O

5 Convergence along semi-infinite geodesics: ergodicity of the sta-
tionary distribution

In this section we prove convergence in law along semi-infinite geodesics, which is a weaker version
of Theorem

Theorem 5.1. For each p € (0,1), we have in probability ,ug;r = vP, asr — o0.

As before, we take (1:)i>0 as the TASEP with density p, conditioned on 7o(0) = 0,70(1) = 1,
and let (n})i>0 be n; as seen from the hole-particle pair (corresponding to a second-class particle).
Let 7 = (7;)ter be the stationary process of TASEP as seen from a hole-particle pair, and U be
its measure. Also let W” be the measure of 7.

For any process P = (Py)wer and t € R, we denote .7, P as the process (Pi4y)wer. By Lemma
2.1] and Bl we can deduce Theorem [E.1] from the following result. To make it well-defined, we
extend (1})t>0 to ' = (1})ter, such that n; = |, for each ¢ < 0.

Proposition 5.2. For any function f on {0,1}**® that is bounded and measurable, we have

T
7 [ Tyt ()
0
in probability.

By Birkhoff’s Theorem, this proposition follows from Theorem [[7] and the following ergodicity
result.

Proposition 5.3. The process 1 = (7, )tcr 1S ergodic in time.
Assuming this we prove Proposition [5.2] now.

Proof of Proposition[5.2. Without loss of generality we assume that 0 < f < 1, and for some
s > 0, it is .Z,-measurable, where .Z; is the g-algebra generated by A x {0, 1}2%(=00,=5)U(s:%0) for a]l
measurable A C {0,1}%2%[=%5]. Take any 6 > 0, then by Birkoff’s Theorem and Proposition [5.3] we
can find r large enough such that P Hr‘l for f(Zmdt — \ilp(f) > 5} < d. For each t > 0, denote

xe=1 { r1 tfss—i_r f(Zwm)dw — \ilp(f)‘ > 5}. Then by Theorem [I.7] we have

N-1
lim N7' Y R[] =P [
=0

N—oo

P! /0 F(Tm)dt — \i:ﬂ(f)‘ > 5] <4,
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This implies that for any NV large enough, we have ]P’[Zfi_ol Xir > VON] < /4, thus

7|

which implies our conclusion since d > 0 is arbitrary. O

uww*LNHiﬂz#wr—¢%ﬂ'>vﬁ+ﬂ<<a

It now remains to prove Proposition 5.3l Our key step is the following coupling of two copies of

we.

Lemma 5.4. For any L € N and € > 0, there exist an integer M > L, and a coupling between WP
and itself, such that the following is true. Let TV and 52 be sampled from this coupling, then

1. Restricted to [—L, L], TV and 7 are independent.

2. With probability > 1 — ¢, TV and 7? have the same number of particles in [—M,0] and in
[0, M], and 7V and 7 are identical on 7.\ [—M, M].

Recall that we defined the configuration 77*(x) for > 0 in terms of two independent collections
of i.i.d. Bernoulli(p) random variables Y7 (z),z > 1 and Ya(x),z > 1.
For z > 0, define

— . 1, Yi(z)=1orzeé&
m(z) =
0, Yi(z)=0andx ¢ &
Vo (a) = 0, Ya(z)=0orzxeé
1, Yo(x)=1landz ¢ &
We also define

Ri(x) =Y Yi(x) = Ri(z) + E(x)
y=1

Ry(x) = Ya(x) = Ro(z) — E(x).
y=1

We have that Ri(z) — Ra(z) = 2M (z) — W (z), where W and M are defined in (1)) and 2.2)). In
particular note that Ry (x) > Ra(z) for all x.

Note that R;(x) is the number of particles of 7*(z) in the interval [1,z]. The process R; is
certainly not Markov. However, we will exploit the fact that the process (Ry(x), Ro(x)),z >0 is a
Markov chain.

Consider the transition function T : Z2 x Z% — [0, 1] defined by

T((a,b), (a+1,b+1)) = p?,

T((a,0), (0 +1,6)) = (1~ p) oy,
T((a,0), (0b+ 1)) = p(1 = p) 5,

T((a,b), (a,b)) = (1 - p)*.

Lemma 5.5. The process (Ry, R) is a Markov chain in Z22 with transition probability T.
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Proof. For any x > 0, we show that

P[{R1(y)}y=0 = {r1 () Fy=o: {R2(¥) }y=o = {r2(¥) }y=0, E(z) = 1]
— prl(x)-i—rg(:c)(l _p)2x—r1(x)—r2(x) (51)

for any integers {r1(y)}y—o, {r2(y)}y—o and h such that
1. 71(0) = r2(0) = 0,
2. mi(y) —ri(y —1),72(y) —r2(y — 1) € {0,1}, and 71 (y) > ra(y) for any 1 <y <z,
3. 0 < h <ri(x) —raox).

We prove this by induction on x. The base case is trivial, and now we assume that it is true for x,
and consider x + 1.

Note that we have z + 1 € £ if the following three conditions all hold: (i) M(z) = W(z)
(ie. Ri(z) — Ro(x) = E(x)); (i) Yi(x + 1) = 0; (iii) Ya(z + 1) = 1. In that case we have
Ri(x+1) = Ri(x) + 1, Ro(z + 1) = Ra(x), and E(x + 1) = E(z) + 1. In any other case we have
Ri(x+1) = Ri(z) + Yi(z + 1), Re(z + 1) = Ro(x) + Ya(x + 1), and E(x + 1) = E(x).

Denote y1(x+1) = ri(x+1)—r1(z) and ya(x+1) = ra(x+1) —re(z). From the above transition
we have that when h < ri(x) — ra(x),

P{R1(y)}it = {ri(w) 2o {Re(W)}ito = {r2()Yoto, E(z + 1)
=P[{R1(y) Z:o ={ri(y) 5:07 {Ra(y) 3:0 = {ra2(y) Z:mE(l’) = h]
XPYi(z+1)=yi(x+1),Yo(x+ 1) = ya(x + 1)],

where the second probability on the right-hand side equals p¥1(#+D+v2(@+1) (] _ p)2=y1 (@) —y2(e+1)
When h > ri(x) —rao(x), we must have that h = r(z) —ra(z) + 1 and y1(x +1) =1, yo(x+1) =0,
and that

= h]

PR () }its = i)}t AR (n) Yoty = {ra(n) Y29, E(x + 1) = B
=P[{R1(y)ty=0 = {r1(y) }y=0: {R2(¥) }y=0 = {r2(¥) }y=0, E(z) = h — 1]
X ]P’[Yl(x + 1) = O,YQ(.Z' +1) = 1],
where the second probability on the right hand-side equals p(1—p), which also equals pvr (@) tya(e+1) (1—
p)?~ v+ =y2(z+1)  Thus by the induction hypothesis ([51)) for z, we get (G1) for = + 1.
Finally, by summing over all h, we conclude that
PH{R1(Y)}y—0 = {r1(W)}y=0: {R2(y) }y—0 = {r2(¥) }y=0]
— (Tl (x) _ 7‘2(1’) + 1)pr1(x)+r2(x)(1 - p)2x—r1(x)—r2(x)'
Using this we conclude that
P[Ri(a+1) = ri(z+1), Ro(z+1) = ra(z+1) | {R1(y) Y=o = {r1(W) =0 {R2(¥) }y=0 = {r2(¥) }y=0]
rl(a:—i- 1) —7’2(1’ + 1) +1
ri(z) —ro(x) +1 P
which implies the conclusion. O

y1(z)+y2(2) (1— p)2—y1 (z)—y2(z)

)

We have the following mixing property of this Markov chain.

Lemma 5.6. For any u,v € ZQZ, we have limy, o || T (u,-) — T"(v,-)|1 =
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Proof. Let (R(l) Egl)) and (R(2) R(2)) be two copies of the Markov chain with transition prob-
abilities T, starting from w and v respectively. For i = 1,2, denote A = R(Z) + R(Z) — x and
B = Eﬁ“ - Eg"))/z Then for any « € Z>( we have

PAD(z 4+ 1) = AD(z) + 1, B (z + 1) = BO(z) | AD(z), BD ()] = p?

PIAD (2 4+1) = AD(2) — 1, BO(z + 1) = BY(2) | AD(z), BY(z)] = (1 — p)?,

FLAO o+ 1) = A9, B0 +1) = BO) + 1] 40(), BOW)] = o1 - g2
| (0) (5
PLAV @+ 1) = 49(0), B+ 1) = B0 (@) = 1] 400, BO@)] = o1 = p) gy

Notice that at each step, for each i = 1,2, exactly one of A® and B® changes.

We now couple these processes inductively in the following way. Let N € N. Suppose that we are
given AW (), A® (z) and BM(z), B® (z), we choose A (241), A® (241) and BV (z+1), B® (2+
1) in the following way. First, we let B (z + 1) = BM(z) if and only if B® (z + 1) = B@ (z).
In the case where BM(z + 1) = BW(z), if AV (z) # AP (z) we take ANV (z + 1), A (z + 1)
independently, and if A( )(z) = AP (z) we always take AV (z +1) = A@(z 4 1). In the case
where BU(z + 1) # B (z), if BW(z) = BP () we take BV (z 4+ 1) = B@(z +1); if BV (z) #
B®(z) and maxo<y<, BN (y) < N, we couple BM(x + 1) and B (z + 1) such that almost surely
|IBY (z4+1) - B@(z+1)| < |BY(z) - B (z+1)|; if B (x) # B@(z) and maxg<y<, B (y) > N,
we take B (z + 1) and B® (z + 1) independently.

Under this coupling, we see that A (z) = A®)(z) for all large enough z, since A0 and A%
are independent random walks until they are equal.

Take any € > 0. We claim that when N is large enough depending on u,v, e, with probability
at least 1 — ¢ we have BM(z) = B®(z) for some large enough x, thus for all large z. Let
xo = min{z € Zsq : BY(2) = N}. We have xy < oo almost surely, since B() dominates a simple
random walk. From the coupling we must have |BM (z¢)— B® (z0)| < |[BM (0)—B®(0)| < [lu—v]|;.
For i = 1,2, let V() Z>o — Z be a random walk satisfying V®(0) = B%(xg), and

PV (z+1) = VO(2) | VO (@) = p* + (1 - p)?,
PV (z+1) =V (2) + 1| VO (2)] = p(1 - p),
PV (z+1) = VO(2) = 1| V(@) = p(1 - p).
Also we let V(Y and V) be independent, until VM (z;) = V& () for some z; > 0, and let
VW (z) = V@ (x) for all > z;. For some N; large enough (depending on u,v, €) we have P[z; <
Ni] > 1—¢/2. We next take N large enough (depending on Ny, €) such that with probability > 1—e¢/2
we can couple V), V) with B, B@) so that VY (z) = BW (29 +2) and V@ (z) = B@ (2 + )

for 0 < x < Nj. Thus the claim the follows. Since € is arbitrarily taken, we have that the conclusion
follows. O

For the process (R1, Ry) starting from (0,0), denote . as its measure. From the above lemma
we could construct a coupling between . and itself, as follows.

Lemma 5.7. For any L € N and € > 0, there exist an integer M > L, and a coupling between
" and tself, such that the following is true. Let (Rg ), R(l)) nd (E?’,E?’) be sampled from this

coupling, then

1. Restricted to [0, L], (R(l),R(l)) and (E@),Rg)) are independent.
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—(1 —(2 —(1 —(2
2. PRV (M) = B (M), B (M) = RS (M)] > 1.

Proof. We construct the coupling by first allowing (Eﬁl),}_zgl)) and (Ef),ﬁéz)) to evolve indepen-
dently for the first L steps. Then conditioned on (Egl)(L),Eg)(L)) and (E§2) (L),Egz)([/)), we
couple (Egl)(M )s Eél)(M )) and (EgQ)(M )s Eg)(M )) to maximize the probability that they coincide.
The conclusion follows from Lemma by taking M large enough, since there are only finitely
many possible values of (Rgl)(L),Egl)(L)) and (E@ (L),Egz)([/)). O

Proof of Lemma[5.4 From the coupling in Lemma [5.7] we get the desired coupling. The configu-
rations of particles to the right and to the left of the origin are independent of each other under
U, and the configuration of particles to the right of the origin is a function of Ry; we can apply an
analogous construction for the configuration to the left. O

Proof of Proposition[5.3. We assume the contrary, i.e., 7 is not ergodic. Then there is a measurable
set B C {0,1}% invariant under the Markov process, with 0 < UP(B) < 1. Let 7 ~ WP. Take
L € N and we consider the random variable x1(77) = P[j € B | {7(*)}s¢[-r,r)]- Note that this a
martingale in L, and almost surely converges to 1[5 € B]. Thus for any € > 0, we can take L large
enough, such that P[|x.(7) — 1[7 € B]| > €] < e.

For the above L and ¢, we take M and the coupling as given by Lemma 5.4l Suppose that
7N, 72 are sampled from this coupling. By the first property of the coupling, and that yz only
depends on the configuration in [—L, L], we have

P (@) >1—e xo@?) < d > ¥(B)(1 - ¥7(B)) - 2.
Since that WP ({n: xr(n) <e}NB) <eand ¥/ (B\{n:x(n) >1—¢€}) <e we have
Pr") € B, 7? ¢ B] > ¥°(B)(1 — ¥*(B)) — 4e.

Using the second property of the coupling, and by taking e small enough, we have that with prob-
ability > ¥P(B)(1 — ¥?(B)) —5¢ > 0, 7)) € B and 7® ¢ B, and 7 and 7(?) are identical on
Z\ [-M, M].

We next couple two TASEP starting from 7) and 77(?) at time 0, such that interchanges happen
between neighboring sites with the same Poisson clock. With positive probability the following
happens: from time 0 to time 1, no exchange happens between sites —M — 1, —M, and between
sites M, M + 1; and exchanges happen between sites x, z + 1, sequentially for x = —M,--- M —1,
and repeat this for 2 times. Conditioned on 71 € B and 7(®) ¢ B, and 71" and 77(?) are identical
on Z\ [—M, M], and the above event on the exchanging clocks, at time 1 the two processes starting
from 7(!) and 7®) would be identical. However, as B and {0,1}% \ B are assumed to be invariant
under the Markov process (of TASEP as seen from a hole-particle pair), we get a subset of {0, 1}*
with positive ¥” measure, and is contained (up to a measure zero set) in both B and {0,1}%\ B.
This is a contradiction. O

6 From semi-infinite geodesics to point-to-point geodesics

In this section we fix p € (0,1). From the convergence along semi-infinite geodesics (Theorem [5.1]),
we deduce the following result, which is an extension of Theorem [Tl

Theorem 6.1. Let {b, }nen be a sequence of integers such that limsup,,_,..n~%3|b,| < co. Then
in probability we have pg (np,), —> V¥ as n — oo.
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The idea is to construct semi-infinite geodesics which largely cover the finite ones.

Recall G?, the Busemann function in the direction of p. We consider the following event: for
any b € Z with h='n?/3 < |b| < hn?/3, there is GP({0,b)) + b(p~* — (1 — p)~1) > hn'/3; and for
b € Z with |b| > hn?/3, there is G*((0,)) + b(p~" — (1 — p)~') > —bn~'/3. Denote this event by
Enn, we show that its probability is lower bounded uniformly in n,

Lemma 6.2. For any h > 0, there is § > 0 such that P(&p,,) > d for all n large enough.

Proof. Denote F(b) = —G*({0,b)) —b(p~* — (1—p)~'), then F is a (two-sided) random walk, where
each step is centered with exponential tail. By independence of all the steps, we have

PlEnn] 2P [ max F(b) < —hnl/?’}
h=1n2/3<|b|<hn?/3

x P [ max F(b) — F(|m?3]) —bn™'/3 < hnl/?’]
b>hn?2/3

x P [ max F(b) — F(—|n*?3]) + bn~1/3 < hnl/g] .
b<—hn?2/3

As the process converges to Brownian motion (weakly in the uniform topology) in compact sets, the

first factor in the right hand side is lower bounded by a constant. We next lower bound the factor

in the second line, and the third line could be lower bounded in a similar way. It is at least

P |max F(b) — bn~'/3 < hnl/g] >P [ max F(b) —bn~/3 < hnl/?’}
beN 0<b<In?/3

o0

— Z]P’ [ max F)> (i+ h)nl/?’] .
P in2/3<b<(i+1)n2/3

where [ is a large constant. As n — oo, the first term in the right hand side converges to the

probability that a Brownian motion is bounded below a (sloped) line in [0, I], and such probability

is lower bounded uniformly in /. For the summation in the second line, the term for each ¢ is upper
bounded by

P [F(an/gD > (i+ h)n1/3/2] +P [0<1)IE%§/3] F@)> (i+ h)nl/?’/z]

<P [F([in**]) = (i + W)n'/? /2] + 2B [F([n??]) 2 (i + hn'/? /2],

where the inequality is by reflection principle. By a Bernstein type estimate for sum of independent
variables with exponential tails, this could be bounded by Ce~“ for some C,c > 0, independent of
n. Thus by taking I large enough the conclusion follows. O

Proof of Theorem [6.1. Take any s € N and f : RI=551” 5 R with 0 < f <1, regarded as a function
on RZ* | we shall prove that 140,(n,bn), (f) — vP(f) in probability.

In this proof we use C, ¢ to denote large or small universal positive constants, whose value may
change from line to line. We then have that |b,| < C n2/3 for any n € N. For simplicity of notation
we denote T, ,, = Ty, — &(v) for any vertices u < v.

We denote Ay, ,, as the following event: for any b € Z, we have

* T4 tnpy, T b(p~t = (1= p)™Y) > BTy (n,0y, — hn'/?/2, i [b—b,| < h™n?/3;
o Tg iy, 700" = (1= p)7") <ETg n0), +hn'/3/2,if b0/ < |b—by| < hn®/3;
° T(’)k

iy, T = (L= p)7) <ETp g0y, +hn'/?/2 = b3 if [b— by | > W/,
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By splitting L,, into segments of length n%/3, and using Proposition 4] and Theorem 23] we have
P[Ap,] > 1 —e " for n and h large enough.
We also denote By, 5, as the following event:

FO,(n,Lbn—h71n2/3J>ﬂ N L(l—hfl)n = F07(n,[bn+h*1n2/3]>,} N L(l—hfl)n-

By Proposition 25 we have P[By, ,] > 1 — Ch=1/3, for h < en?/3 and h,n large enough.
Denote (n,b,), as the intersection of I'y with LL,,. By Theorem Bl we have jig, (n ), — v in
probability; i.e. we can find a sequence {en}nezzo, such that €, — 0, and

Plluo,(n,p), (f) = vP(f)] < en] — 1,

We denote &} ,, as &, translated by (n,by),. Let {hn}nez., be a sequence with h,, — co. By
Lemma [6.2, we can choose this sequence to make P[&} ] = P[}, ] decay to zero slowly enough,
such that

Pllpo, (), (f) =V (F)l < en | &l = 1.
Since P[Ap, n] > 1 — e PB), ] > 1— C’h;l/?’, and Ap,, n, B, n are independent of &, . we
have

P[Ahmn’lghmnv |:u0,<n,bﬁl>,) (f) - Vp(f)| < é€n | gi,m,n] — 1.
However, under Ay, »,\Bp,, nNE}, ., there must be |b, — by, < h;'n?/3 and Lo,nbn), Mh—pztyn =
Lo,(np), M L(i_pz1), by monotonicity of geodesics. Thus 1o, (n.p), (f) — VP(f)] < €, implies that

|0, (b, () = VP ()] < €n + Ryt
So we have
P[0, m,b,), (F) = VP (F)] < €n 4+ hyt [ &, ] = 1.
Note that for v € I'g (np,), With d(v) < n —4s, f(v) is independent of &, . Thus we conclude

that ]P)HNQ(mbn)p(f) —vP(f)] < €y + h,;' 4+ 2s/n] — 1. This implies that N07(n7bn>p(f) — vP(f) in
probability. O

7 Parallelogram uniform covering

The goal of this section is to prove the following upgraded version of Theorem It will be the
key input for the next two sections.

Proposition 7.1. For any p € (0,1), h > 0, s € N, and any bounded function f : RI=ss]* R,
regarded as a function on RZZ, we have
max ) min — vP(f),
wrez, T PO (f) - S 14(0,a) (b () (f)

wn probability.

The idea of the proof of this proposition is to take a finite family of geodesics, and show that
for any geodesic from some (0,a), to (n,b), with |a|,[b| < hn?3, it could be covered by one of the
geodesics in this family. For simplicity of notation, below we write the proof for p = 1/2, while the
more general case follows essentially verbatim.

We collect some ingredients in the proof. The first one concerns continuity of the function

(a;0) = T0,a),(n,b)-
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L;

Figure 8: The complement of the event 77(;’<"’b>: the geodesic I'g (,, 5y is restricted within the green
boxes with width tl2/3, below IL; or above L,,_;.

Lemma 7.2. There exist constants C,c such that the following is true. For h >0, § <1 <t, we
have

F ax T10,a),tn.6) — T(0,0%), ()] > t1/2=0-01,1/3 o cpanl/3| < Che—c
lal,|a’,|b],|b'|<hn?/3
la—a'|,|b—b'|<On?/3

when n is large enough (depending on h,0,t).

We next bound the transversal fluctuation of geodesics. Recall the anti-diagonal distance
ad(u) = a — b, for any vertex u = (a,b). For vertices u < v, and 0 <[ < d(v) — d(u), t > 1,
let 77;’” be the following event: there exists m € Z with d(u) < 2m < d(u) + 2I, such that if w
denotes the intersection of L, with T',,,, then |ad(w) — ad(u)| > 2t1%/3; or there exists m € Z with
d(v) — 21 < 2m < d(v), and |ad(w) — ad(v)| > 2t1%/3 where w denotes the intersection of L,, with
Iy (see Figure {).

Lemma 7.3. For h > 0, there exist constants C, c such that the following is true. For any0 <1 <n
large enough, and |b| < hn®/?, t > 1, we have P[ﬂg’m’w] < Ce,

The proof of the lemma is by applying Corollary 2.10] twice, and we omit the proof here.

Our next lemma wishes to establish that, for a geodesic and a path with a good weight, it is
unlikely for them being disjoint and staying together for a while.

For any vertices v < v, and M,l € Nym € Z with d(u) < 2m < 2m + 2M[ < d(v), and a

u,v

small enough parameter cy > 0, we denote D, as the following event (see Figure[d): (1) for the

intersections of T',,, with Ly, and L, aq, denoted as v/, v, we have |ad(u’) — ad(v')| < 2M>/612/3;
(2) there exists a directed path 7 from L,, to L,, s, such that

e 7 is disjoint from Iy, ,,.

e The weight of v (i.e. T'(7)) is at least 4M1 — coMI'/3.
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Figure 9: The event D}\Lfl m: €ach read segment has length < col?/3, and T(y) > 4MI — coMIY/3.

e For each i = 0,1,..., M, [Ty MLy — v N Loprallt < 2c0l?/3.

Lemma 7.4. For h > 0, there exist constants C,c such that the following is true. If I > C, ¢y < ¢,
] < hn?/3, and 0 < m < m + Ml < n, we have IP’[D%?;?] < Ce=M,

The last ingredient we need is to bound the probability of multiple peaks in the sum of two
independent point-to-lint profiles.

We denote Ty, = Ty, — §(v) for any vertices u < v; i.e. removing the weight of the last vertex
in the geodesic Iy, ,. For any vertices u < v, and m € Z with d(u) < 2m < d(v), and 7,t > 0, we
denote MY as the following event: there exist —g < by < by < b3 < by < by < bg < g, with

n,t,m,g
bg — b1,b3 — ba, by — b3, b5 — by, bg — b5 > n, such that T, , =T} ) T T by) 00 and

u, <m7b1

Tuw < T iy + Timpiyo + 0%, Vi =2,3,4,5,6.

Lemma 7.5. For h > 0, there exist constants C,c such that the following is true. For any 6 > 0,
- - 0,(n,Bn?/3 0.
0<t<l,hl<a<1-ht |8 <h, wehave P[M(hjg&:itmijghnzﬁ] < Ct57%0L for n large

enough depending on h,0,t, o, 3.

We assume these lemmas and prove Proposition [[. Il We shall take a large finite family of
geodesics, and assume there is a geodesic that is not covered by them. Our strategy is to show that
this has one of the following two implications: either there are two geodesics stay close for a while;
or there are several (almost) geodesics, whose end points are close, but their intersections with some
line L,,, are far from each other, implying ‘multiple peaks’. Each of these two scenarios is unlikely
to happen, using the lemmas above.

We set up the events to be used in the proof of Proposition[Z.Jl From now on we take parameters
dg < 01 < 62 < 03 < 94 < I5 < 9, whose values are to be determined. We fix the parameter h, and let
n be large enough depending on all these parameters. Without lose of generality we assume that (by
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our choice of parameters and n) don, don?/3, hin?/3 h~'n,671, and each 52-_15i+1 for i € {0,1,2,3,4}
are integers.

We take two families of vertices 1 := {(idon, joon?/3) : i,j € Z,0 < i < 65'/3,|j| < 4hdy'};
and Pz := n — Py. We shall show that with high probability, each geodesic I'(g 4y (55 for some
lal,|b] < hn?/? is largely covered by a geodesic between vertices in 9B; and Ps.

Below we use C,c > 0 to denote large and small constants, which can only depend on h, and
the values may change from line to line. Consider the following events.

e Let 7 be the union of 7,5, for all u € Py, v € Py, and | € donZ, 0 < | < d(v) — d(u). By
Lemma [(.3] we have P[T] < 050_56_6671.
LetT' =T O,hn2/3>,<n,hn2/3)UT((;;—hnz/3),(n,—hn2/3)UT(O,3hn2/3>,<n,3hn2/3)UT(O,—3hn2/3>,<n,—3hn2/3>-

(
n,h n, n,h n,h
Then by Lemma [.3] we can make P[T”] arbitrarily small by taking h large.

e Let F be the event where

* * 1/2-0.02 1/3
|T<i61n7a>7<j61nvb> o T<i61n7al>7<j61nvbl>| 50 n

for some integers 0 < i < j < 51—1’ and |al, |d], b, || < ohn2/3 with a—al. b b < 50712/3.
By Lemma [T.2] we have P[F] < 051_2—2/36—50*001.

e Let D be the union of D} for all u € Py, v € Po, L € {&in : i =1,2,3,4,5}, m € dynZ,

5~ 7,0l,m

such that d(u) < 2m < 2m + 25771 < d(v). By Lemma [Z4] we have P[D] < 0(50_56_6577.
e Let H denote the event where there exists some m € JonZ, 0 < m < n, and [ € {&;n : i =
1,2,3,4,5}, |a|,|b| < 4hn2/3, la —b| < 67612/3, such that
Tima) (mts-71p) < 40771 — g6 O1M3,
where ¢g is the same as in the event D. By applying Lemma 24 via splitting the lines L,,

and L,, -7, into segments of length dyn?/3, we have P[H] < C50_3e_05711/3.

. u,v
e Let M be the union of Mco(éln)2/3,53/270‘036;1/3,om,4hn2/3’ for all uw € P1 NLo, v € P2 NLy, and
a € 01Z with h™! < o <1 —h7!, and ¢ is the same as in the event D. By Lemma [T.5, we

have P[M] < C8; 267 6027 026,7°/3 = €60367%/3

Proof of Proposition[71l. As stated above we write the proof for p = 1/2 for simplicity of notation.
We also assume that h € N, since the result for a larger h implies it for a smaller h.
We denote £ := TN TNFcNDNHEN ME.

Claim. Under £ the following holds: for any |a|, |b| < hn?/3, there exist u € Py and v € Py, with
d(u) < 4h~'n and d(v) > (1 — 4h~Y)n, such that
Lop—15, N Tuw = Lop—1, N 0.0y, (npys La—2n-1)n N Tuw = Lg—op—1)n N T0,a),(np) -

We first deduce the conclusion assuming this claim. For any fixed set of parameters, by Theorem
[6.1 and sending n — oo, we have in probability

1/2
max W —v — 0.
elax, |Hu,w () (Nl

Thus since f is a function on R[[_S’S]]2, for n such that dyn, don2/3, hn?/3, h=tn € Z, as n — co we
have

ple, a5 — 201> 100 f] =0 (r.1)
a,b€Z,|a|,|b|<hn?/3
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For all n € N, denote n’ < n be the largest number such that don’, don’?/3, hn'2/3 h=n/ € Z, and
& as & for n’ instead of n. Then as n — oo we have (n —n')/n — 1, and

]P’{E’, (7;(07fhn2/3/21>7(n7fhn2/3/21> U 7—(07—Um2/3/21>,<n,—f’mm/?])>C7

—n/,hn2/3(n—n’)=2/3/3 n—n',hn2/3(n—n’)=2/3/3
max e, (F) = VAN > 17 flleo| = 0. (7.2)
a,b€Z,|al,|b|<hn2/3/2
This is because when n is large enough, using the second event in the first line and monotonicity of
geodesics, for each |al, |b| < hn*/3/2, the geodesic T (0,a),(n,p) Must intersect L, at (n', ) for some
Y satisfying || < hn'?/3. Then using (7)) we get ([Z2). _
We next choose the parameters. We take L € N, and let 6 = L~!, and §; = L1007 fop
1 =0,1,2,3,4,5. From the above discussions, by first taking h large enough, then taking L large
(depending on h), we could make P[£€] arbitrarily small. Using this with Lemma [[3] from (7.2)),
we get for any € > 0 we could take h large enough, such that

limsup P ma; o). (n — /2 > 1107 Y| flleo| < e
mswP| omax oo () = V0] I7llc] < €

which implies the conclusion.

Now we prove the above claim. Assume that £ holds, and fix a,b such that |a|,|b] < hn
Then by 77¢, and monotonicity of geodesics, the geodesic I'(0,a),(n,by 1s contained in the rectangle
whose four vertices are (0,2hn?/3), (0, —=2hn?/3), (n,2hn?/3), (n, —2hn?/3).

Let bt be the smallest number with bt € §on?/3Z and bt > b. We first show that we can
find u* € P1 with d(u*) < 4h~'n, such that there exists u € I(gqy npy With d(u) = d(u*) and
ad(u) < ad(u*) < ad(u) 4+ 26on?/3, and Loy npty intersects g gy, () before Loj—1,,.

For this we argue by contradiction, and assume that no such u* exists. We take a as the smallest
number such that as € d5Z and as > k™', and take us € Py N Lagn, being the first one on or to
the right of I'(g o) (5. In other words, we take us = (asn, as), where as is the smallest number in
Son?/3Z such that 2a5 > ad(T(,a),(n,by M Lasn). Then we have that [as| < 2hn?/3. Consider the path
Lo npty- Again by T’¢ and monotonicity of geodesics, this path is restricted within the rectangle
whose four vertices are (0,4hn?/3), (0, —4hn?/3), (n,4hn?/3), (n,—4hn?/3). Suppose it intersects
Li(as+5-765)n at vertex ws = ((as + 6~ "65)n, ag), then |af| < 4hn?/3. By T° we have that

las — al]| < 671 (077 05n)%/3 < (67T)/0(85n)2/3 — 2¢(85n)%3 < 676(05n) /3.

Then we have T 5 > 46~ "55m — 605_6((5571)1/3 by H¢. Note that for the path Ty, ¢, y+), by the
assumption above, it is disjoint from T'(g q) 1y before Loj-1,,. As a5 + 67705 < 2h~!, we have that
<07a>7<n7b>

6~ 7,65m,a5m

2/3.

[ w5 is disjoint from T'g o) (n.5y- By D, the event D does not happen, so there must exist

0 < j5 < 677, such that for the intersections of Lias+565)n With T'ig 0y (npy and Lugws C Tug (npt)s
their || - ||, distance is at least 2co(d5m)%/3.

We next take ay = a5 + j505, and take uy € By N L,,n, being the first one on or to the right
of I'g,a),(n,p)- Using the same arguments we could find 0 < j; < 0", such that for the intersections
of Liay4jis)m With Tiga) npy and Ty, g p+y, their || - [|1 distance is at least 2¢0(04m)?/3. Similarly
we can find 0 < jg, 43 < 077, and a3 = oy + juds, o = g + j3ds, a1 = o + jado, and vertices
u3, uz,u1. For the intersections of L(a,4j,5,)n With I'(g q) (np) and T'y, i, p+y, their || -[[1 distance is at
least 2co(6;n)%/3, for i = 1,2,3 (see Figure [0).

Take g = a1 + j161. Suppose that the intersections of Lagn With T'g 4y and Iy, 4+
are (aon,bo) and (aon, b;), for i = 1,2,3,4,5. By T¢, and considering I'(g 4y (n ) above Lg,, and
Lo, (npty, We have b; — by < 60?3 + 206~ (g — o;)*/3n?/3; and considering L0,a),npy and Ly, o 5ty

40



L 0,a),(n,b)

F37n7b+>
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us I[‘2ff1n

Laon

<O’ a> I["fﬁlrz

Figure 10: An illustration of the geodesics I'y, ¢, p+) for i = 5,4,3. Their intersections with L,
are separated by co(d1n)%/3.

above L, ,n, we have b; —by > ¢ (5m)2/3 —20 (g — ai_1)2/3n2/3. By the choice of our parameters
we have ag —a; < 677 Yoy 0 < 26~78;. Then we have

co(6;n)?3 — 2671 (267 76,_1n) %3 < by — by < Son?/3 + 2671 (267 6im) /3,

and we get that b; — b_; > co(61n)%/3, for each i = 1,2,3,4,5. As |bg| < 2hn?/3 by T'°, we have
that —2hn?/3 < by < by < 4hn?/3.

Let a—,b~ be the largest numbers with a=,b~ € §yn?/*Z and a~ < a, b= < b. By using F¢
repeatedly, we have

*

T10,0-Y,taombo) T Llaon bo), inb-)

. . 1/2-0.02 _1/3
2T<07a>7<a0n7b0> + T(ﬂfon,bg),(n,b) - 250/ n /

. 1/2-0.02
=T0,a),(n,b) — 250/ nt/3

% 1/2—0.02 1/3.
2T0,a-,(np-)y ~ 3% n'/%
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and for each ¢ = 1,2,3,4,5, let u; be the intersection of L,,, with L0,a),(n,b)» We have

T0.0- Y. taombs) T Liaon,bi),nb-)
T3 oy tcombe) + Do mty — 2000 0ont

p * * 1/2-0.02_1/3
:T<O’a>7“§ +Ty + T(aon,bi>,<n,b+> — 20y nl/

i

(com,bs)
* 1/2—0.02 1/3
+ T<a0n7bi>7<n7b+> o 350/ n /

p * 1/2-0.02_1/3
:T<O’a>’“§ T Tuiv(mb*) — 30 nt/

i»{(com,b;)

2T0,apu + T

* * 1/2—-0.02 1/3
2T0,ayu; T Tat np+y — 400 n'/

" 1/2—0.02 1/3
=T0,a).(n+y — 4% n'/

* 1/2—-0.02
2T 0y ey — 500 2,

Note that if (aon, by ) is the intersection of I o~y 15—y With Lagn, then by < bo. Also note that
ap > a5 > h ! and ag < as + 26705 < hl 4 65 + 207785 < 2h~!. Thus the above inequalities
contradict with M¢. Thus we conclude that there exists u* € §8; with d(u*) < 4h~'n, such that
there is u € T'(gq),(npy With d(u) = d(u*) and ad(u) < ad(u*) < ad(u) + 200n?/3, and |
intersects ['(g q),(n,py before Lop-1y,.

Using the same arguments, there exists v* € Py with d(v*) > (2 — 4h~!)n, such that there
is v € Tg,a),(npy With d(v) = d(v*) and ad(v) < ad(v*) < ad(v) + 260n?/3, and Ty« ,+ intersects
0,0y, (n,p) after Liq_op—1),. If Tyx p also intersects I'(g 4y (n,py before Loj-1,,, we must have I'y»
coincides with I'(g 4y (np) between Loy-1, and L _gp-1),, so the claim follows; otherwise, I'y«
is disjoint from I'(g 4y ¢np) before Loj-1,, we must have that I',« , ,+y intersects I'ig 4y np) after
L(1—2-1)n, since otherwise 'y« » and Iy« (;, p+) would intersect twice, so we conclude that I« ¢, p+)
coincides with I'(g o) n 5y between Lyj, -1, and L(;_gp,-1y,, and the claim also follows.

For the next a few subsections we prove the lemmas used in the proof of Proposition [7.1]

7.1 Continuity of passage times and multiple peaks

In this subsection we prove Lemma and For both of them we use the convergence of the
point-to-line profile to the Airys process, which is a stationary ergodic process minus a parabola.
Such convergence in the sense of finite dimensional distributions is from [BF08| BP08|. Using the
so-called slow decorrelation phenomenon, and proving equicontinuity of the point-to-line profile, it
also follows that the weak convergence holds in the topology of uniform convergence on compact
sets [BGZ21l, [FO18]. More precisely, let Az denote the stationary Airys process on R, and let us
define the stochastic process £ : R — R by

L(x) = Ag(z) — 22
We quote the following result.
Theorem 7.6 ([BGZ21, Theorem 3.8]). Asn — oo, we have
27371/ <T0,(n,|_x(2n)2/3j) - 4”) = L(x)
weakly in the topology of uniform convergence on compact sets.

We shall also use the following (quantitative) comparison between the Airys process, and a
Brownian motion.
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For K € R,d > 0, let BE+dl denote the law of a Brownian motion with diffusivity 2 taking
value 0 at K and restricted to [K, K + d]. Let £I5:5+4 denote the random function on [K, K + d]
defined by

LEEFd () = L(z) — L(K), Yz € [K, K +d].
Let C([K, K + d],R) denote the set of all real valued continuous functions defined on [K, K + d
which vanish at K. The following result can be obtained from [CHH].

Theorem 7.7 ([CHHL Theorem 1.1]). There exists an universal constant G > 0 such that the
following holds. For any fized M > 0, there exists ag = a(M) such that for all intervals [K, K +d] C
[~ M, M) and for all measurable A C C([K, K + d],R) with 0 < BEK+d(A) = a < ay,

P (E[K’KH] € A) < aexp {GM(log a_1)5/6}.

Now we prove Lemma We start with the following estimate on deviations when moving one
end point.

Lemma 7.8. There are constants C,c such that the following holds. For any h € R, 8 <1 < t, we
have

P max T — Totnay| > 02700013 L (b +1 9711/3} < Ce
[hn2/3<b,b’<(h+1)n2/3,b—b’|<6n2/3‘ 0ut) ~ Tout) (1Al +1)

for n large enough (depending on h,0,t).

Proof. By Theorem [7.0] it suffices to bound
P max |L(z) — L(2)]| > 274/3t91/27001 L o=4B3C(|h| + 1)6] .
2-2/3h<a,a’ <272/3(h+1),|z—a|<272/30

When C' > 2 we have |22 — 22| < 2743C(|h| + 1)6 for all z,2’ we take the max over. Then by
stationarity of A2, we can bound this probability by

P [ max |£($) — £(m')| > 2—4/37591/2—0.01} )

0<z,2'<272/3 |z—z'|<2-2/30

Note that the event now only relies on L0272, Using modulus of continuity for Brownian motions,
and Theorem [7.7], we can bound this by Ce™ as desired. O

Proof of Lemma[7.2. First, note that we have the following inequality for passage times:

To0,a),tnby — L0,a),(npr) = L10,a7),(nb) — 110,a),(n )

for any a < a’,b < V. Indeed, if we take the geodesics L' 0,0),(ny @nd T'ig a7y (np), then they must
intersect. By switching the paths after their first intersection, we get two directed paths, between
(0,a),{n,b) and (0,d’), (n,b’), and their total weight remains unchanged and equals Tig a/), (np) +
T0,a),(npy- Thus we get the above inequality from the definition of last passage times.

From this, for any |al,|a’],|b|, |b'| < hn?/3 we have

T10,a),(n.6) = Tt0.0), .0y | <ITi0,~1hn2/37y,m,0) = L0, [an2/37), ey | 10, 1an2/37) 0m,0) — L0, [an2/37), ()]
0,0y, n,— 1237y = Ti0,ar),tn,— [an2/37y | + 1 T10,03, (n, [hn2737) — T00,0),m, 2737y

By symmetry, now it suffices to bound

1 _
P o |bg‘1<ail( 23 |T<0,—[hn2/3]>,(n,b> — T(O,—fhn2/3]>,(n,b’>| > Z(tel/Q 0.01n1/3 + Ch9n1/3)
, n
|b—b'|<On?/3
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For this we split {(0,b) : |b| < hn?/3} into segments of length n?/3 and apply Lemma [T8 to each
of them to get the desired bound. O

We next prove Lemma Again, using Theorem [7.6] we reduce the problem to Airys processes,
and then by applying Theorem [.7] we could just prove the result for Brownian motions.

Proof of Lemma[Z.3 Denote L, 5 : R — R as the process given by
Lop(x) = A BL(a™Bz)+ (1 —a)'BL((1 — ) 23 (@ —27%33)),

where £’ is an independent copy of £. By Theorem [7.6], it suffices to bound the probability of the
following event: there exist —213p < T < Tog <3 < Ty <5 < x6 < 21/3h, with zo — x1, 23 —
Lo, Ta — T3, Ty — T, Tg — L5 > 272/30, such that x; = argmax|_oa/sp 94/3p) L 3, and

Lop(@1) < Lop(a:)+2745012 Vi=234,56.
One could replace £, g by a (two-sided) Brownian motion with diffusivity 2a? + 2(1 — «)?, and

study the probability of the same event. By Lemma below this probability is bounded by Ct°
for C' depending on h. Finally, we apply Theorem [[.7] and get the desired bound. O

We finally bound the events on Brownian motion.

Lemma 7.9. There exists a constant C > 0, such that for any t,0 > 0, the following event holds
with probability at most Ct>. For W : [=2,2] — R being a two sided Brownian motion, there are
“l<r <xo <3< 14 <25 <6 <1, with ro9 — 1,3 — To,T4 — x3,T5 — T4, Tg — T5 > 0, such
that z1 = argmax|_, o W, and

W (z1) < W(x;) +t0Y2, Vi=23,4,5,6.

Proof. Fix T1 € [~1,1], and let £ be the event where W (T1) = max|_y o W. For i = 2,3,4,5,6, let
T; = min{z > T,y + 6 : W(z) > W(z;) — t0'/?}. Tt suffices to show that P[Ts < 1| £] < Ct® for
some constant C' > 0. For ¢ = 2,3,4,5,6, conditioned on £ and the event T;_; < 1, and given the
values of T;_1 and W(T;_1) — W (T1), the process x — W (T;_1 +x)— W (T1) on [0,2 —T;_1] has the
same law of W', which is a Brownian motion on [0,2—7T;_1] starting from W' (0) = W(T;_1) —W (T})
and conditioned below zero (for i = 2 this degenerates to a Brownian meander). Using reflection
principle we have that Plmaxjgo_7, ;) W' > —t0'/?] < C"t for some C’ > 0. So we have that P[T; <
1]&,T;_1 <1] < C't. Since T; < 1is implied by T;_; < 1 for each i, we have P[T < 1 | £] < (C't)?,
which implies the conclusion. O

7.2 Disjoint paths

In this subsection we prove Lemma [(.4l The idea is to show that for a path restricted to be close
to another (deterministic) path for a while, its weight is unlikely to be small (compared to that of a
geodesic with the same end points). We then use the FKG inequality to move from a deterministic
path to a geodesic.

Lemma 7.10. For sufficiently small cg > 0, there is ¢ > 0, such that for large enough I and any
r € Z, we have

E max 1| <4l — ¢ 1L/3.
0<apeegzss OahLrEt) .
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Proof. Take u = (— ch/2lj,0> and v = (I + ch/2lj,r'>, where 7/ is the number in |cl?/?|Z with

r <1’ <r+cl?3. Note that
E max 1] <ET,,—E min T,/ —E min T, .
[0§a,b§00l2/3 <0’a>’<l’r+b>} - [ogagcozw u I’QJ [0§b§00l2/3 {+1r4b),0
By Proposition 2.4] we have
. . 3/2 1/271/3
E min T,/ E min T, >4e "l —Cey/ 7l
|:0§a§col2/3 u,( 1,a>:| ’ |:O§b§col2/3 (l+1,r+b>,v:| = 0

for some constant C' > 0. We also claim that for [ sufficiently large.
ET,, < 4(1 + 2¢5/%1) — ¢'1'/3 (7.3)
for some C' > 0. When [=2/3|r| > C” for some C" depending on €', (Z3) is by 27). When

172/3|r| < C", for each [ there are at most 3C” /cq possible numbers ’ can take. For each of them,
by Theorem the corresponding Ty, , after rescaling converges (as | — c0) to one point of the
Airys process, whose law is given by the GUE Tracy-Widom distribution. Thus (73] follows since
the GUE Tracy-Widom distribution has negative expectation. By choosing c¢q sufficiently small we
complete the proof. O

For the next lemma, as above we denote T, , = Ty, — &(v) for any vertices u < v € 72

Lemma 7.11. For I, M €N, and any ro,...,ry € Z such that |ro — ry| < M?/S12/3, we have
M-1
P max Z T{;l,ri—i—ai),((i+1)l,ri+1+ai+1) 2 4M1 — CMll/3 < CC_CM

0<ao,..ans cl2/3 £
for some absolute constants c¢,C' > 0, when [ is large enough.

Proof. In this proof we let C, ¢ > 0 be large and small enough constants, and their values can change
from line to line.

We denote S; = MAaX()<q, g, 1 <col2/3 T(zl,rﬂrai),<(i+1)l,m+1+ai+1> for each 0 < i < M —1. By Lemma

[7I0, we have E[S;] < 4l — ¢11/3, where ¢g,¢; > 0 are some constants.
Next we apply Proposition 241 When |r; — ;41| < 0.9 we could directly apply it; and
when |r; — 41| > 0.9, the slope condition may not be satisfied, thus we use the fact that

T<>;l77"i+ai>7((i+1)l77”i+1+ai+1> < T(?l,ri—l—ai),((i—f—l)l-l-|_0.llJ,Ti+1+ai+1)’ and upper bound the later using Propo-

sition 241 We conclude that P[S; > 4l + xI'/3] < C'e=®, for any z > 0.
Note that S; for each ¢ are independent. Thus by a Bernstein type bound on sum of independent
variables with exponential tails, we have

M-1
C1 4 :51/3 —cM
P max T o\ _ o\ >A4AMI] - =Ml < Ce .
0S¢107~~~,GMSCOl2/3 ; (Zl,?”l-‘,-al),<(Z+1)I,T2+1+az+1> - 2

Then the conclusion follows. O

Proof of Lemma[77 Take any directed path I' from u to v, such that for the intersections of I,
with L,, and L,,;, denoted as u/,v’, we have |ad(u') — ad(v')] < 2M5/61%/3. Denote Dr as the
following event: there exists a directed path + from LL,, to L,,1 s, such that

e 7 is disjoint from T.
e The weight of v (i.e. T'(7)) is at least 4M1 — coMI'/3.

e Foreach i =0,1,..., M, | N Lpyi — v N Lpgill1 < 2c0l?/3.
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Now we consider the event Iy, , = I". Under this event we have Dg/’;n:j =Dr. Also, I'y,, =T'is a

negative event of the field on Z2\ I', while Dr is determined by the field on Z2\ T, and is a positive
event of the field on Z2 \ I'. By the FKG inequality we have

P[D%;ffj | Ty =T] =P[Dr | Ty, = I] < P[Dy].

By Lemma [ZI1] when ¢ < ¢ we have P[Dr] < Ce~M | for some constants C,c > 0. By averaging
over all I we get the conclusion. O

8 Convergence of one point distribution

In this section we prove Theorem [L.3]and [L4l The general idea is to show that the law of the value
of a specific vertex in the geodesic is close to that of nearby vertices along the geodesic; and this is
achieved by a coalescing argument. Then we use Proposition [[.Ilto argue that certain time average
is close to the stationary one.

We start by deducing the following estimate on coalescence of geodesics, which is the main step
towards proving Theorem [[.3l It directly follows from Proposition and Lemma 2.8

Lemma 8.1. For each p € (0,1), there is a constant C' > 0, such that for any r € N, and k > 2,
we have P[Tg N Liyg) # v N Lk < Clog(k)k=2/3, and P[4 N Lk 77N Ljpk)] < C'log(k)k=2/3,

where ¥ = T, o1 o1, 07 7 = T j21.0),4(10)°

Proof. Denote the intersections of I'y and ~ with L, as (r,b,), and (r,b.),. By Lemma 2.8 and
Proposition [2.6] there is a constant Cy > 0 such that

P[|b,|, |b.] < Colog(k)r¥?] > 1 — Cok™,

and
P P 2 _1\—2/3
P[Pm_wo tog(kyr2/3 |1y, VErk] 7 T o tog(ipers 11y, 7 Lk < C3log(k)(k —1)72/3.
Thus the conclusion follows by monotonicity of geodesics. O

Proof of Theorem [L.3. Take any s € N and any measurable function f : RI=ss — [0, 1], regarded
as a function on R%”| we shall show that lim;_,e Ef(&{Tli}) = vP(f).

For i,r € Nand k > 2 with i > 2rk, we consider I'j with v = F'(DLr/zj 0),-+(1,0) (when r is even) or
v = F'(DLr/zj 0),+(1,0) (when r is odd). By Lemmal8I] we have £{T'§[i]} = £{7[i—r]}, with probability

at least 1 — C'log(k)k~%/3. Since &{7[i — ]} has the same law as £{T'§[i — ]}, we must have that
[Ef(E{Tgli1}) — Ef(E{Tgli — r]})] < Clog(k)k—?/.
By averaging over r for 0 < r < i/4k, we have
B £ ({5101} — Epra iz ijarg,ro (£ < Clog(k)k ™22,
By Lemma 2.8] and Proposition [T} for any fixed k > 0, we have pps;_ (i ax)),rop (f) = v7(f) in

probability as i — co. Thus we have that lim sup;_, . [Ef(£{T5[i]}) —v?(f)| < Clog(k)k~%/3. Since
k can be arbitrarily large, the conclusion holds. O

The proof of Theorem [[.4lis similar, while for finite geodesics we use Lemma 2.7 and Proposition
instead of Lemma 2.8 and Proposition

Lemma 8.2. For each p € (0,1), there is a constant C' > 0, such that for any r,n € N and k > 2,
with n > 2rk, we have P[Lone N 1Ly # v N L] < C'log(k)k=2/3, and P[Cone MLy pg] # 7N

Ly k)] < Clog(k)k=%/3, where v = L (1r/2),0)p+(1,0)0p 4 (|7/2],0) o +(1,0) 0T Y = L'(17/2],0), e +(|7/2),0), -
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0’ + ([r/2],0),

nf

(n—r,—[Colog(k)r?/3| — 1),

(n—r, [Colog(k)r?/3] + 1),

(r, —|Colog(k)r?/3] — 1),

{r, |Co log(k)rz/?’j +

(lr/2],0)p

L)

Figure 11: An illustration of the proof of Lemma The geodesics I'gne and
Llr/2),000m0+(1r/2),0), 8¢ sandwiched between Tt | ¢ 10g(k)r2/3]-1),, (n—r,~|Co log(kyr/2] -1y, 0d
Lt | Colog(k)r2/3 |41 . (n—r,|Co log (k)r2/3 | +1) .

Proof. Since n > 2rk, we just show P[Tone N L5 # v N Lyl < Ck~2/3, and by symmetry the
other inequality would follow.

Denote the intersections of I'g e and v with L, as (r,b_), and (r,b"),, respectively; and the
intersections of I'g e and v with L,_, as (n — r,by), and (n — r,b/),, respectively. There is a
constant Cy > 0, such that

Pllb_1, || < Colog(k)r*/®], P[lby], || < Colog(k)r*?] > 1 — Cok™"

by Lemma 2.7} and

PIT (1, o tog(k)r2/2 | =1y tm—r,— | Colog(kyr2/2 | ~1), NV Lelrk] 7 T Colog(k)r2/2 1), (n—r, | Co log(k)r2/3 1), N Lok
<P[T; | colog(k)r2/2 1), (n—r,~ [Colog(kyr2/2)~1, NV Lrk) 7 Lir | Cotog(k)r2/3 -1, (n—r,[Co log(kyr2/2 ) +1), N Lok ]

B Cotog(e)r2/3 -1y, (n—r, [ Co Tog(kyr2/2 | +1, DV Loprk) # Ui | 0o tog(hyr2/2 1 +1), tn—r, [ Cotog(e)r2/3 )41y, NV Llrk ]
<CRlog(k)(k — 1)%/3,
where the last inequality is by Proposition Then the conclusion follows by monotonicity of
geodesics (see Figure [I]). O

Proof of Theorem @ Take any s € N and any measurable function f : RI=s51 — [0, 1], regarded
as a function on RZ" now we shall show that lim, o Ef(€{Tone[|an]]}) = v2(f).
Without loss of generality we assume that o < 1. For n,r € N and k > 2 with an > 2rk, we

consider = 1(,/2),0), mo+(|r/2),0), (When 1 is even) or 7 = T'(7/2],0),-+(1,0)00+(1r/2),0)+(1,0) (When
r is odd). By Lemma B2 we have

Pl¢{Tone[lan]]} = E{y[lan] —r]}] 2 1~ Clog(k)k~?".
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Since &{vy[|an| — r]} has the same law as {{T'g no[|an| — r|}, we must have that
[Ef(¢{Tome[lan]]}) — Ef(E{Tome[[an] —r]})| < Clog(k)k™>/>.

By averaging over r for 0 < r < an/4k, we have

[Ef(€{Tone[lan]]}) — Eury ollan| - |an/ak]).To nellan)) ()] < C'log(k)k=%/3.
By Lemma 2.7 and Proposition [Z1] for fixed k we have pir _,(jan|—[an/4k]],T n[lan)] (f) = VP (f) in

probability as n — co. Thus we have that lim sup;_, o |[Ef(£{Tone[[an]|]})—v?(f)| < Clog(k)k=2/3.
Then the conclusion follows since k is arbitrarily taken. U

9 Exponential concentration via counting argument

Using a covering argument, we can prove the following exponential concentration of the empirical
distribution, for both finite or semi-infinite geodesics.

Proposition 9.1. For each p € (0,1) s € Z>o, and any bounded function f : RI=s:s1” R, regarded
as a function on RZ2, and any € > 0, we have

Pllugy (f) —vP(f)] > €] < Ce™,
for r large enough, and C,c > 0 depending on p, s, f, €.

Proposition 9.2. Let {b,}nen be a sequence of integers such that lim,,_ n_2/3|bn| < 00. Then
for any s € Z>o, any bounded function f : RI=ss1* R, regarded as a function on }RZz, and any
€ > 0, we have

P[0, (npn), (f) = VP ()] > €] < Ce™ ",
for n large enough, and C,c > 0 depending on p, s, f, €.

From Proposition we can deduce Theorem

Proof of Theorem[I.2. By Proposition 0.1}, for any bounded f : Rl=ss1* 5 R and € > 0, we have
that 37, onPllug..(f) — v(f)] > €] < 00; so almost surely, there exists some (random) ro such that
1. (f) = vP(f)] < € for any r > ry. Thus we have that ug,.(f) — v*(f) almost surely. The
conclusion follows by taking all s € N, and f over all characteristic functions H[Hie[[— 5,5]2 (—o0, x4]],

for {xi}ieﬂ—s,s}]? S Q[[_S’SHQ. |

To prove these exponential concentration bounds (Proposition[@.Iland [0.2]), we cover the geodesics
with short finite ones, and use Proposition [T.11

For the rest of this section we fix p € (0,1). We take m € N, and assume that m?/3 € Z. For
each i, j € Z we denote L; ; as the segment joining (im, (25 + 1)m2/3>p and (im, (25 + 1)m2/3>p. For
each sequence jo, j1, ..., jr, we let Pj, ;. be the collection of paths from Ly j, to Ly j, , intersecting
each L;;,, 0 <i < k. For any k € N and D > 0, we also denote P p as the union of all P;

such that jo = 0 and Ele(ji —ji—1)?> > Dk.

0,J15-:Jk

Lemma 9.3. There exists cg > 0, such that when m, k, D are large enough,
2km

(L=—p2+p>

where b_,by € Z such that (0,b_), (km,by), are the intersections of v with Lo, Ly, respectively.

P|3y € Pp,T(7) > (by =b)(p = (1= p)") = coDkm' | < ek,
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Proof. First, by Theorem 2.4 and (2.7)), and fundamental computations, there exist C1,c¢; > 0 such
that for m large enough and any j € Z, z > 0,

2m
E max T WA W=Dt —(1=—p) ] <« — (O — 1 §2)m 3,
(0,b)p€Lo,0, 0. ), F 0% (1=p)") (1—p)2+p? (Cr—ca1j”)
(mvb/>ﬂEL1,j
P max T(O b) o, (m,b) —|—(b/_b)(p—1 . (1_,0)_1) > 2—m +(x_61j2)m1/3 < Cle_clx.
<07b>p€L0,0, AR (1 _p)2 _|_p2
(mvbl>ﬂ€L1,j
Note that
k-1
max  T(y) < max T, 4+ max T
YEP)q, 51,0, (/7) 1 u€Lli 14, |, u,v w€Lk-14, 5 u,v
= ’UGL,L"]"L. UELk,jk

Here T}, = Ty — ¢(v) for any u < v € Z2. Then by a Bernstein type estimate for independent
random variables with exponential tails, we have

_ _ 2mk Cl 1/3
max T4+ 0bs—b)p ' =1=p) H>—"—"—_— LDkm!
YE€Pjg. 51,000 Ik ( ) ( N )( ( ) ) (1 - 10)2 +p2 2
< 026—02(Dk—l—Zf:l(ji—jiﬂ)z)’
for any D > 1 and jp = 0, Zle(ji —ji—1)? > Dk, where Cy, ¢y > 0 are constants, (0,b_), (km,b.),

are the intersections of v with Lg,Lg,,. Summing over all such sequences jg, ji,...,jr, the right
hand side is bounded by

k
C2e—02Dk Z e—Csz
JEL
By taking D large so that e2P/2 > Zjez 6_62j2, we get the conclusion. O

Proof of Proposition[d1. For any u < v € Z?, denote

1
P °= Tuul—1 Z Ogfw}

’ wWEy, v, wH#v
i.e. it is the empirical distribution along I',, ,,, excluding the last vertex v. Without loss of generality
we also assume that 0 < f < 1.

Take D large enough, and then m large, as required by Lemma 0.3} and also m is large enough
such that
Pl om0, m, ()~ ()] > 62] <

by Proposition [Z.Il Here € is a small number depending on D, e and to be determined. Take a
sequence Jjo, ..., Jk, such that jo = 0 and Zle(ji —jic1)? < Dk. We let I' C {1,...,k} be the
collection of indices such that |; — 7;_1| < € 2/2 — 1 for each i € I’. Then |I'| > (1 — ¢/2)k, when
e is small enough (depending on D). Next we let I C I’ such that for each i € I,

ma * Y < 2
uGLifl,jFiveLi,ji ‘qu’v(f) (f)’ > €

For each i € I’ we have i € I with probability at least 1 — &, and this is independent for each 4.
Then by Chernoff bound and taking ¢ small enough (depending on D, €), we can make P[|I'| — |I| >
€2k] < (D +1)72. Let v be the path consisting of the first 2km + 1 vertices of I'j; i.e. v is the part
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of I'fy on and between Lg and Ly,,. Given that v € Pj, _j,, and |I'| — |I| < €%k, for any r € N with
km < r < (k+ 1)m we must have that |ug..(f) —v*(f)] < ¢/2+ €24+ 1/(k+1). So when k > ¢2
we have

P[5 € Povecios [, (1) = v2(N)] > ] < (D 4+ )72

Thus by summing over all sequences jo, ..., ji with jo =0, Zle(ji — ji—1)? < Dk, we have

P [7 & Pe.p, b, (f) — v (f) > e] < <Dl<: +k—1

k—1
for some ¢ > 0 depending on D.

Now it remains to bound Py € P p]. By Lemma @3] we have
2km
(1=p)*+p?
where (km,b.), is the intersection of I'y with Ly,,. When the event in the right hand side of (0.1])

happens, we must have that (at least) one of the following happens:

>(D_|_1)—2k < e—ck

Ply € Py p] < o + P[Tm < b = (- ) — eoDkm 3|, (9)

b |b+| > km2/3,

* maX|b|§km2/3 Bp(<km7 b>p7 <km7 0>P) - b(p_l - (1 - p)_l) 2 COkal/g/?’a

* 2% 13
* 15 tkm,0), < Tpyim — CoDkm /32,

where TS,(kmp)p = To,(km,0), — £((km,0),). To see this, we assume the contrary, i.e. none of the

above three events happen. If we let the first intersection of 'y with I'

om0, be w, then we must

have

T(’Y) > TO,w - T(km,lur)p,w > T()k,<km,0>p + T(km,O),),w - T(km,b+)p,w
S 2km
(1=p)?+p?
which contradicts with the event in the right hand side of (@.1J). Finally, we claim that we can
bound the probability of each of the three events by e=¢*, for ¢ > 0 and k large enough, depending
on m, D. For the first event the bound is by Lemma 2.8 For the second event, note that b
BP({km,b),, (km,0),) — b(p~" — (1 — p)~') is a (two-sided) centered random walk; for the third
event, use Theorem 2.3l Thus the conclusion follows. O

bi(p~' — (1 —p)~Y) = 5eoDEm3 /6,

Proof of Proposition[3.2. The first half of this proof follows the same way as the proof of Proposition
01l and we conclude that the following is true when D is large enough and then m is large enough.
Suppose that km < n < (k + 1)m for some k € N, k > e 2. Let  be the path from Lg to Ly,
consisting of the first 2km + 1 vertices of I'g (,,),- Then we have

P [’Y ¢ Pr.p, ’NO,(n,bn>p (f) =v?(f)l > e] < <Dk;:__k1_ :

for some ¢ > 0 depending on D. It remains to bound P[y € P p]. By Lemma 0.3 we have

2km
(L=—p2+p>
where (km, by ), is the intersection of Lo, (nby), With Ly, When the event in the right hand side of
([©2)) happens, we must have that (at least) one of the following happens:

>(D +1)72F <ok (9.2)

Ply € Pyp] < e +P|T(y) < bi(p' = (1—=p)") — coDkm'/?],

* maXbEZ T<km7b>ﬂv<n7bn>ﬂ o (b - bn)(p_l - (1 - p)_l) 2 COka1/3/37

20



4 TS,(km,bn>p < _2_(1_2plgm+ z bn(p_l - (1 - p)_l) - COkal/s/za

where T(irp = Torr — &(r?). To see this, we assume the contrary, i.e. none of the above events
happen. Then we must have

T(y) > To,tnpn)p = Tlembiyninbn)o = 10, kmibn)y = Lkmibi)pu(nba),
2km
G
which contradicts with the event in the right hand side of (@.2). Finally, we claim that we can
bound the probability of each of the two events by e %, for ¢ > 0 and k large enough, depending
on m,D. For the first event, note that n — km < m, then |b — b,| < 2m, and the bound can be
obtained by taking a union bound over all directed paths from Ly, to (n,b,),. For the second
event, apply Theorem 2.3l Thus the conclusion follows. O

bi(p' = (1= p)~") = BegDkm'/? /6,
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