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CENTRAL LIMIT THEOREM AND GEODESIC TRACKING
ON HYPERBOLIC SPACES AND TEICHMULLER SPACES
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ABSTRACT. We study random walks on the isometry group of a Gromov
hyperbolic space or Teichmiiller space. We prove that the translation
lengths of random isometries satisfy a central limit theorem if and only if
the random walk has finite second moment. While doing this, we recover
the central limit theorem of Benoist and Quint for the displacement
of a reference point and establish its converse. Also discussed are the
corresponding laws of the iterated logarithm. Finally, we prove sublinear
geodesic tracking by random walks with finite (1/2)-th moment and
logarithmic tracking by random walks with finite exponential moment.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Throughout, (X,d) either denotes a Gromov hyperbolic space, without
any assumption on properness, separability or geodesicity, or Teichmiiller
space of a finite-type hyperbolic surface. We fix a reference point o € X.
All measures considered are probability measures. p always denotes a non-
elementary discrete measure on the isometry group G of X and w = (w,)5% 4
denotes the random walk generated by u (see Subsection 23] for details).

Each g € G is associated with two dynamical quantities, the displacement
d(o, go) of o and the translation length 7(g) := lim,, %d(o, g"o). Displace-
ments are analogous to the sums of random variables that arise in classical
random walks, while translation lengths do not have corresponding notions
in the Euclidean setting. We note that the translation lengths of mapping
classes have an analogy with the eigenvalues of matrices, both of which have
been studied with random walks ([Thu88], [Gui90], [Kar14]).

Since displacements are subadditive, Kingman’s subadditive ergodic the-
orem implies a law of large numbers for d(o,w, 0) when p has finite first
moment. More precisely, there exists a strictly positive constant A (called
the escape rate of p) such that %d(o, wpo) — X in L' and almost surely.
For Gromov hyperbolic spaces, Gouézel recently proved in [Gou22| that fi-
nite first moment of u is necessary: if u has infinite first moment, then the
random walk escapes faster than any finite rate.
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Given stronger moment conditions, one can also discuss central limit the-

orems (CLT for short) that deal with the limit law for %(d(o, Wp, 0) — NA).

In [BQ16], Benoist and Quint proved the CLT for proper, quasiconvex Gro-
mov hyperbolic spaces under finite second moment condition. See [Bj610],
[Goul7] for different approaches in this context. Benoist and Quint’s strat-
egy was generalized by Horbez in [Horl8]|, proving a similar CLT when X is
Teichmiiller space. Another approach was proposed by Mathieu and Sisto
in [MS20], which does not rely on the boundary structure of X.

In the Euclidean setting, one can further discuss laws of the iterated log-
arithm (LIL for short) that contrast the almost sure and in probability
asymptotics of the random walk in the order of /nloglogn. So far, this has
not been studied on Gromov hyperbolic spaces and Teichmiiller spaces.

Meanwhile, investigating translation lengths is more difficult since they
are not subadditive. On Gromov hyperbolic spaces, Maher and Tiozzo
obtained in [MTI18] the linear growth of translation lengths in probabil-
ity. They also discuss an exponential decay of error event when p has
bounded support, which promotes the growth in probability to the almost
sure growth. Dahmani and Horbez generalized this idea in [DHIS]|, proving
a spectral theorem for random isometries of Teichmiiller space. Baik, Kim
and the author proved the same result in [BCK21] with a weaker moment
condition, assuming that p has finite first moment.

To the best of the author’s knowledge, CLTs for translation lengths have
been discussed only in finitely supported settings. For example, fixing a
finite generating set of the group, [GTTI19] and [GTT20] deal with the limit
law of translation lengths, counted with respect to the word metric. We
note a recent relevant result by Aoun in [Aou2l], deducing a CLT for the
eigenvalues of random matrices from the CLT for the matrix norms.

Our first goal is to obtain a finer description of the translation lengths of
random walks. We present one result under finite first moment condition.

Theorem A (Logarithmic deviation). Suppose that p has finite first mo-
ment. Then there exists a constant K < oo such that

1
(1.1) lim sup ] |T(wy) — d(o,wn0)| < K

ogn
for almost every w.

Assuming the CLT for displacements, Theorem [Alimplies a CLT for trans-
lation lengths.

Theorem B (Central limit theorems and Laws of the Iterated Logarithm).
Suppose that p is non-arithmetic with finite second moment. Then there
exists a Gaussian law with variance o® > 0 to which ﬁ(d(o, Wp 0) — NA)

and ﬁ(T(wn) —nA) converge in law. Here, we have

) d(o,wn 0) — An ) T(wn) — An
limsup | ——————| = limsup |————| = o almost surely.
n—oo | v2nloglogn n—oo |v2nloglogn
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Differently from Benoist and Quint’s theory, our approach to Theorem [B]
does not rely on martingales. Instead, it is based on the addition of i.i.d.
random variables with defects in [MS20]. This theory deduces CLT from
the uniform deviation inequalities based on a purely probabilistic and does
not depend on the geometric properties of X or G. Meanwhile, the uniform
deviation inequalities that control the defects come from the non-positively
curved geometry of the ambient space. We obtain this control by pivoting
at pivotal times, combining the ideas of [Gou22| and [BCK21|. Since this
relies only on the Gromov inequalities among points, we do not require that
X be proper, quasi-convex, or separable. We also do not assume that the
action of GG is acylindrical or that p has finite exponential moment.

Our approach also deduces the converse of CLTs.

Theorem C (Converse of Central limit theorems). Suppose that p has infi-
nite second moment. Then for any sequence (cp )y, both %(d(o, Wp 0) — Cp)

and ﬁ(T(wn) — ¢p) do not converge in law.

A subtler problem related to Theorem [Alis the geodesic tracking (or ray
approximation) considered by Kaimanovich [Kai00], Duchin [Duc05] and
Tiozzo [Tiol5]. They proved that random walks with finite first moment
stay close to geodesics in a sublinear manner.

With a stronger moment condition, tighter geodesic tracking may occur.
We note that logarithmic tracking has been observed in the following cases:

(1) random walks on free groups with finite exponential moment [Led01],

(2) symmetric random walks on Gromov hyperbolic spaces with finite
support [BHMII],

(3) simple random walks on relatively hyperbolic spaces [Sis17], and

(4) random walks on Gromov hyperbolic spaces with finite support [MT18].

We now present a generalization of the above results.

Theorem D (Geodesic tracking). Let X be geodesic.
(1) Suppose that pu has finite p-th moment for some p > 0. Then for

almost every wy, there exists a quasi-geodesic vy such that

. 1
hyrln Wd(wn 0,7) =0.

(2) Suppose that p has finite exponential moment. Then there exists
K' < oo satisfying the following: for almost every w,,, there exists a
quasi-geodesic vy such that

lim sup Ld(wn 0,7) < K'.
n  logn
(8) The quasi-geodesic v in (1) and (2) can be taken as a D-quasi-
geodesic, where D only depends on the nature of X and mot on the
measure . If X is proper in addition, then v can be taken as a
geodesic.
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In particular, sublinear tracking occurs when p has finite (1/2)-th mo-
ment. To the best of the author’s knowledge, this is new even for random
walks on free groups. We note a relevant observation in [MS20].

Remark 1.1. As in [Gou22|, we restrict the situation to discrete measures
for the sake of simplicity. The author believes that the same proof will work
for Borel measures by carefully choosing a Schottky random variable instead
of a Schottky set with the uniform measure.

Similarly, the conclusions (1), (2) of Theorem[Dl can be deduced when X
18 only assumed to be intrinsic.

Our main philosophy stems from the pivot construction in [Gou22| and
pivoting in [BCK21]. Let us explain these concepts in broad strokes. Given a
sample path w = (wy,)n, we look for steps N' = {n1 < ... <ni} C{1,...,n}
such that the progresses made at step n;’s are ‘persistent’. That means, the
paths v,, = [wn,—10,wp, 0] are aligned along [0,wy 0] in a way that 7,,
appear earlier than v, . As a result, we have d(0,Vn,,,) > d(0,v;) + L
and d(o,wy, 0) > Lk for some L > 0.

What we hope is the linear growth of k = #N in probability. Here is
a naive approach to this problem. Let E; be the event where ~; is well-
located, i.e., ; appears in the middle of the geodesic [0,w, 0]. Assuming
that the random walk involves two independent ‘loxodromic’ directions, it is
not hard to realize that P(E;) > n for some positive 1 that does not depend
on n and . If E;’s were independent, this will imply that ). xp, increases
linearly in probability; unfortunately, they are not. Moreover, even if we
have w € F; N E; for some ¢ < j, we are not sure whether ~; is on the left
side of 7; or not. Hence, we should come up with a better data that:

(1) record the relative locations among ~;’s, not only between o, w, 0
and each ~;;

(2) realize the independence among events, which leads to the linear
growth of the data in probability.

Gouézel’s construction of pivotal times in [Gou22| accomplishes this job.
Gouézel constructed events E;’s that depend on the steps (g1, ...,¢9;). When
we By N---NE,, forsomen; <...<ny, there exists a chain of paths

(07717 cee 77;'1 = 7”177;'14-17- i 7/7;'2 = Tngy - - - ’Vék = Tngs -+ ,Wn 0)
where each pair of consecutive paths (’y;-, ’y;- +1) are in good positions. More-
over, xg,’s behave like a martingale: when w ¢ E; at some 4, one can change
the directions of «y;’s for the earlier j’s at which w € Ej; so that Z;;ll XE;
does not change but the modified w’ now belongs to E;. This process is called
pivoting, using which one can bound X§:1Ez‘ from below with a sum of i.i.d.s
with exponential tail. An essential geometric ingredient for this is the so-
called Schottky sets, whose usage is motivated by the work of Boulanger,
Mathieu, Sert and Sisto [BMSS22].

In [Gou22|, pivoting was used to guarantee the definite progress of the
random walk and the deviation from a fixed direction. In [BCK21], Baik,
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Choi and Kim used the pivoting for another purpose, namely, to guarantee
large translation lengths of random isometries. Roughly speaking, displace-
ments and translation lengths almost match when there are sufficiently many
pivots. While the abundance of pivotal times was deduced from the subad-
ditive ergodic theorem in [BCK21], we instead unify the notions of pivotal
time in [Gou22| and [BCK21] and deduce a stronger result.

While unifying these notions, we also generalize Gouézel’s setting of Gro-
mov hyperbolic spaces in |[Gou22| and include Teichmiiller space. Gouézel’s
construction of pivotal times relies on the local alignment of pairs of consec-
utive geodesics, and the Gromov hyperbolicity promotes this local alignment
into the global alignment. We bring the corresponding alignment lemmata
for Teichmiiller space from [BCK21].

We first review preliminaries on Gromov hyperbolic spaces and Teichmiller
space in Section [2I We then establish the notions of witnessing (Section
[3), Schottky set (Subsection A1) and pivotal times (Subsection A.2]). Al-
though these notions were already introduced in [Gou22] and [BCK21],
we re-formulate these notions to integrate the cases of (geodesic or non-
geodesic) Gromov hyperbolic spaces and Teichmiiller space. When we con-
struct pivotal times for random walks, it suffices that certain directions
exhibit hyperbolicity (as opposed to the global hyperbolicity in Gromov hy-
perbolic spaces). In Teichmiiller space, Rafi’s theory in [Rafl4] tells us that
e-thick geodesics serve this role.

In Subsection Bl we incorporate pivotal times into random walks and
establish the prevalence of pivotal times outside an event with exponentially
decaying probability. Subsection is concerned with its consequences. Af-
ter proving Theorem[A], we establish the 2p-moment bound of the distance at
which two independent random trajectories deviate from each other (Propo-
sition [5.8]). This exponent doubling was observed in [MS20] when p = 2 and
G is a hyperbolic group acting on its Cayley graph. We express this result
in both non-geodesic setting (using Gromov products) and geodesic setting
(using the distance d(o, [0,0,wy, 0])); the latter one leads to Theorem

In Section[@ the deviation bound for p = 2 is used to prove CLT's following
the spirit of [MS20]. We first establish a lower bound on the normalized vari-
ance of d(o,wy 0) from the non-arithmeticity of p. We then perform dyadic
summation with independent defects as in [MS20]. We further establish the
converse of CLTs using the pivot construction (Theorem [C]).

In Section [7l we discuss the LIL and finish proving Theorem [Bl The basic
strategy comes from [dA83|]. Here the difficulty is to deal with an infinite
array of sums of i.i.d, which is circumvented by noting that the frequency
of dyadic defects decreases exponentially.
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Camille Horbez and Dongryul M. Kim for helpful discussion. Especially, the
question of Gouézel regarding the converse of CLTs has motivated Theorem
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6 INHYEOK CHOI

explaining historical background related to the current paper. This paper
presents part of the author’s PhD thesis.

The author was supported by Samsung Science & Technology Foundation
grant No. SSTF-BA1702-01 and No. SSTF-BA1301-51.

2. PRELIMINARIES

2.1. Gromov hyperbolic spaces. We recall basic definitions related to
Gromov hyperbolic spaces. For more details, see [GAIH90], [V&i05] or [BH99J.

Definition 2.1. Given a metric space (M,d) and a triple z,y,z € M, we
define the Gromov product of y, z with respect to x by

1
(2.1) (Y, 2)e = 5ld(z,y) +d(z, 2) — d(y, 2)].
M is said to be é-hyperbolic if every quadruple x,y,z,w € M satisfies the
following inequality called the Gromov inequality :

(2.2) (x,y)w > min{(x, 2)y, (Y, 2)w} — 9.
X s said to be Gromov hyperbolic if X is §-hyperbolic for some § > 0.
We recall basic facts about Gromov products without proof.
Fact 2.2 ([V&i05, Lemma 2.8]). For a metric space M and x,y,z,w € M,
(¥ y)z =0,
(Y, 2)e = (2,Y)a,

d(‘rvy) = (y7z)50 + (x7z)y7
0< (y,2)e <d(z,y),

—d(z,w) < (2o — (49, 2w = d(2,w) = (y,2) — (2,2) < dla,w),

Most of the arguments in this paper involve Gromov inequalities only.
However, the geodesic tracking phenomenon refers to geodesics or quasi-
geodesics among points. The following notions serve this purpose.

A geodesic segment on a metric space M is an isometric embedding ~ :
[a,b] — M of a closed interval [a,b]. The reverse 4 of 7 refers to the map
t — v(a+b—t). By abusing notation, we also call the image v([a, b]) of v a
geodesic segment connecting 7y(a) and ~y(b). Nonetheless, geodesic segments
are considered oriented and v and 7 are to be distinguished. We also denote
by [a,b] an arbitrary geodesic that begins at a and terminates at b.

We say that a geodesic segment 1 : [¢,d] — M is a subsegment of ~ if
Yle,qg = 71- For subsegments 1 : [¢,d] = M, o : [¢,d'] = M of ~, we say
that v1 appears earlier than s if d < ¢’. By abusing notation again, we also
say that [v1(c),v1(d)] is a subsegment of [y(a),y(D)].

Definition 2.3. A metric space M is said to be geodesic if any pair of
points of M is connected by a geodesic. M is said to be intrinsic if for any
xz,y € M and € > 0, x and y are connected by an arc of length at most
d(xz,y) + €. M is said to be proper if bounded closed subsets are compact.
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We recall some more basic facts, again without proof.

Fact 2.4. Let M be a geodesic space, x,y,z,w € M and a € [z,y], b € [z, z].
Then we have

(y7 Z)x > d(w7 ‘T) - d(a7 ’LU) - d(b7 "LU),

(y,2)e < d(, [y, 2]).

In geodesic spaces, Gromov hyperbolicity can be interpreted in different
aspects. Namely, one can require that geodesic triangles be slim, thin, or
have small insizes. For us, the following facts will be needed.

Fact 2.5 (cf. [BH99, Proposition II1.H.1.17, 1I1.H.1.22]). Let M be a 6-
hyperbolic geodesic space and x,y,z,w € M. Then the following hold:
(1) for any p € [y, 2], either d(p,[z,y]) < 65 or d(p, [y, z]) < 66;
(2) if d(z,z) < C and d(y,w) < C for some C > 0, then [z, y] and [z, w]
are within Hausdorff distance 2C + 124.

From now on, throughout the paper, we fix § > 0.
In the rest of this subsection, we fix a §-hyperbolic space X. Recall that
G denotes the isometry group of X.

Definition 2.6. For g € G, the translation length of g is defined by
.1 n
7(g) == lim —d(o,g"0).

In order to discuss the dynamics of isometries on X, we define a canonical
boundary of X as follows.

Definition 2.7. A sequence (xy,)n>0 in X converges to infinity if (z,, m)o —
oo as myn — oo. Two sequences (), (y,) are converging to the same in-
finity point if (T, Ym)o — 00 as m,n — o0.

The set of equivalence classes of sequences converging to the same point
is called the Gromov boundary of X, and is denoted by 0X. We say that a
sequence (xy,) in X converges to [(yn)] € 0X if (x,,) and (yn) are converging
to the same point.

The action of g € G on X induces an action [(x,)] — [(gx,)] on 0X.

Definition 2.8. If g has bounded orbits in X, g is said to be elliptic. If g is
not elliptic and has a unique fixed point in 0X, then g is said to be parabolic.
If g has exactly two fized points in 0X, one of which is an attractor and
another one is a repeller, then g is said to be loxodromic.

It is a fact that elliptic, parabolic, and loxodromic elements partition G.
Moreover, loxodromic elements have positive translation lengths.

Definition 2.9. Two loxodromic isometries g, h on X are said to be inde-
pendent if they have disjoint sets of fixed points.

The following notation is designed to integrate the cases of geodesic and
non-geodesic spaces. When X is non-geodesic, the segment [z, y| on X refers
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to an ordered pair v = (x,y) of points z,y € X. When X is geodesic, it
refers to a geodesic segment v from x to y. In either case, x is called the
initial point and y is called the terminal point. Here the length of [x,y] is
defined by d(z,y). For segments v = [z,y], n = [z,w] and a point z, we
denote by (v, z)« and (v,n). the quantities (y, z), and (y,w),, respectively.

2.2. Teichmuller space. In this subsection, (X, d) denotes the Teichmiiller
space T (X) of a closed orientable surface ¥ of genus at least 2 and d denotes
the Teichmiiller metric.

By Teichmiiller’s theorem, X is uniquely geodesic; i.e., any pair of points
is connected via a unique geodesic segment. We refer the readers to [IT92],
[Hub06] for the details on Teichmiiller geodesics and quadratic differentials.

It is known that X is not Gromov hyperbolic [MW95], but the dynamics
of its isometry group resembles that of hyperbolic spaces. The isometry
group of T (X) is equal to the extended mapping class group Modi(Z) of ¥,
which contains the mapping class group Mod(X) as a subgroup with index
2 ([Roy71], [EKT4], [EKT74]). The Nielsen-Thurston classification asserts
that mapping classes are either periodic, reducible or pseudo-Anosov, where
pseudo-Anosov classes correspond to loxodromic isometries on hyperbolic
spaces. We will also call pseudo-Anosov mapping classes loxodromic.

Thurston endowed X with a natural boundary, the space PMF(X) of
projective measured foliations on ¥ (cf. [FLP79]). As in the case of hy-
perbolic spaces, Mod(X) also acts on PMF(X) and pseudo-Anosov classes
have two fixed points on PMF(X); using these fixed points, we define in-
dependent mapping classes as in Definition

We denote by X, the e-thick part of X, the collection of surfaces whose
shortest extremal lengths are at least e. By Kerckhoff’s formula in [Ker80],
z € X5, implies y € X5 for € = ce2d(zy)

Let v:[0,L] - X and +' : [0, L] — X be geodesics on X parametrized
by length. If d(y(kL),v (kL") < e for all 0 < k < 1, we say that v and +/
e-fellow travel. The following are immediate observations:

Fact 2.10. If [z,y] and [2',y'] are e-fellow traveling and [2',y'] and [w, 2]
are €' -fellow traveling, then [x,y] and [w,z] are (e + €')-fellow traveling.

Fact 2.11. Suppose that x,y,z are on a same geodesic. Then [x,y] and
[x, z] are d(y, z)-fellow travelling.

In contrast with those in hyperbolic spaces, geodesics in Teichmiiller space
with pairwise near endpoints need not fellow travel. Nonetheless, the follow-
ing theorems of Rafi guarantees fellow-traveling and thinness of triangles,
given that some ingredients are e-thick.

Theorem 2.12 ([Rafl4, Theorem 7.1]; see also [BCK2Il Corollary 4.4]).
For each C > 0, there exists a constant %B(e,C) satisfying the following.
For z,y € X and ',y € X such that

d(z,2’) <C and d(y,y") <C,
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[x,y] and [2',y'] B(e, C)-fellow travel.

Theorem 2.13 (|[Rafl4, Theorem 8.1]). There exist constants € (€) and
PD(€) such that the following holds. Let x,y,z € X and suppose that the
geodesic [x,y] contains a segment v C X>¢ of length at least € (e). Then
there exists a point w € v such that

min {d(w, . ), dw, 2, 41)} < 2(6)
Lemma 2.14. Let [z,y] be an e-thick segment on X and z € X. Then for
M = max{d(p,y) : p € [z,y],d(p,[y,2]) < Z(€)}, we have
(0,2)y < M +%(e) +29(0)

Proof. Let p € [z,y] be the point at which the maximum M is achieved.
Let p’ € [y, z] be such that d(p,p’) < Z(e). If d(x,p) < €(¢), then (z, z), <
d(z,y) = d(z,p) +d(p,y) < €(e) + M holds.

If not, we consider a subsegment [q1,¢q2] of [z,y] on the left of p that is
longer than % (e). Note that [g1,¢2] is e-thick and no point on [g,go] is

P (e)-close to [y, z]. Hence, Theorem 2T3]implies that there exist ¢ € [¢1, g2]
and ¢’ € [a: z] that are within distance Z(€). Now we obtain

5 [( (z,q) + d(q,p) + M) + (d(y,p") + d(p', 2)) — (d(z,q') + d(¢, 2))]
1 {(d(@,q) +d(g,p) + M) + (M + Z(e) +d(', 2))

2| —(d(@,q) = 2(e) +d(p', 2) — 29(€) — d(p, q))

< M+ 29(6) + d(ql,p).

Taking infimum of d(q1,p), we deduce the conclusion. O

(x,z)y =

<

2.3. Random walks. We first summarize basic notions for measures.

Definition 2.15. Let v be a discrete measure on G. The support of v,
denoted by supp v, refers to the set {g € G : v(g) # 0}.

The semigroup ((suppv )) generated by supp v refers to the set {g1 - -+ gn
n €N, g; € suppr}.

We denote by v™ the product measure of n copies of v on G™, and de-
note by v*" the n-th convolution of v on G. For a random wvariable f =
(f1,---, fn) on a product space G™, we denote by f* its convolution fy--- fp.

We say that v is non-elementary if ({suppv)) contains two independent
loxodromic elements, and v is non-arithmetic if there exists N > 0 such that
supp v*N contains two elements with distinct translation lengths.

We define the p-th moment of v by

d(o, go)? /d 0,g90)P dv(g
We also define the exponential moment (with parameter K > 0) of v by
Ey[eKd(o,go)] _ /eKd(o,go) dl/(g).
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The random walk on G generated by p is constructed as follows. We
consider the step space (GZ, u”), the product space of G equipped with the
product measure of y. Each step path (g,,) induces a sample path (w,,) by

g1 Gn n >0
Wp = id n=>0
9o Gy n <0,

which constitutes a random walk with transition probability p. Then the
Bernoulli shift (gn)nez — (gn+1)nez on the step space induces the shift
(Wn)nez — (wl_l Wnt1)nez. We also introduce the notation g, := g:éJrl and
Wpn = wW_y. Note that 0, = d1 - Jgn and (gn)n>0, (Gn)n>0 are independent.

The following modification is suited for the Schottky set that appears
later on. Let n > 0 and suppose that u™ = an + (1 — a)v for some other
measures 77,7 on G and 0 < a < 1. We now consider:

e Bernoulli RVs p; (with P(p; =1) = o and P(p; =0) = 1 — «),
e 1; with the law 7, and
e v; with the law v,

all independent. We then define

~_ ) mi when p; =1,
T = v; when p; = 0.

Then ~; are i.i.d. and (71, ...,7) has the law of z"*. One can also construct
iid. g; with the law u such that (g,—1)11,--- , gni) = i for each i.

In what follows, €2 denotes the ambient probability space on which p;, v;,
1;, g; are all measurable. w is reserved for the elements of 2. We fix notations
Wi i=¢g1 gk, N(k) := Zle pi, and 9(i) := min{j > 0: N(j) = i}.

We fix § > 0 once and for all. Unless specified further, the
ambient space X is either a d-hyperbolic space or Teichmiiller
space. In the former case, we regard all points of X to be
e-thick for any ¢ > 0. In the latter case, we refer to the
notions in Subsection

3. WITNESSING AND ALIGNMENT

In é-hyperbolic spaces, having small Gromov product among points is
not transitive. More precisely, having (a;—1, ai+1)s, < C for each i does not
immediately guarantee that (a;, ax)q; < C for every i < j < k. If consecutive
points are distant, however, then we have (a;,ay),;, < C + 0 for i < j < k.
Still, we should cope with a small increase of Gromov products; this is why
we record ‘chains’ of such points and calculate the Gromov products among
points only when needed. (See [Gou22] for details.)

The situation is trickier in Teichmtller space, where we should rely on the
partial hyperbolicity due to Rafi. Thus, we will record chains of geodesics
‘witnessed by’ well-aligned thick segments. This complication is mainly for
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Teichmiiller space; readers who are interested in -hyperbolic spaces can also
employ the chain condition and pivot construction in [Gou22].

The alignment lemmata for geodesics witnessed by thick geodesics were
partially explained in [BCK21]. In particular, Lemma 4.18 of [BCK21] is
a precursor of Lemma [B.I0L Still, we record here proofs of the alignment
lemmata in order to integrate the case of Gromov hyperbolic spaces and
Teichmiiller space.

Definition 3.1 (Witnessing in d-hyperbolic spaces). Let X be a §-hyperbolic

space, D > 0, and [z1,y1], .., [Tn,yn], [x,y] be segments on X. We say
that [z,y] is D-witnessed by ([z1,v1], ..., [Tn, yn]) if:
(1) (i1, Tig1)e; < D fori=1,...,n, where v = x¢ and y = Tp41;

(2) (Yi-1,Yi+1)y; <D fori=1,...,n, where x =yo and y = yn4+1, and
(3) (yi_l, yi)xi, (:Ei, xi+1)yi <D fOT = 1, Lo, N
We say that segments 1, v2 on X are D-glued (at x € X ) if 1, 2 shares
the initial point  and (y1,72)« < D.

Definition 3.2 (Witnessing in Teichmiiller space). Let X be Teichmiiller
space, D >0 and ~v1,...,vYm, n be geodesic segments on X.

We say that n is D-witnessed by (V1,...,7vm) if n contains subsegments
N, ..., Nm Such that n;_1 appears earlier than n; and n; D-fellow travels with
Yi-

We say that segments v1, y2 on X are D-glued (at x € X ) if y1, 2 shares
the initial point x and (y1,72)« < D.

L1 —a>—1U1 L3 —>—Y3
T ‘ — — ‘ Y
| |
To—>—1o

FIGURE 1. D-witnessing in Teichmiiller space. Here [z, y] is
D-witnessed by ([z1, 1], [x2, 2], [23,y3])-

Lemma 3.3. Let X be a d-hyperbolic space and [x,y] be a segment D-
witnessed by ([x1,y1], - -+, [Tn,yn]). If each of [x;,y;] is longer than 3D+ 36,
then (zi, Tr)z,; s (Yis Yk )y; < D+26 for any 0 <i < j <k <n+1. Moreover,
we have

n
d(z,y) > Zd(mi,yi) —3nD — 2nd.
i=1
Proof. For convenience, we let xg = x and x,4+1 = y. We will apply the
following lemma.

Lemma 3.4 ([BCK21, Lemma 2.4]). Let n > 0 and xq,...,Tpt1 € X.
Suppose that

(i1, Tig1)e; + (Ti, Tig2)e,y < (T4, Ti41) — 36
fori=1,....,n—1. Then:
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(1) |(:Ei,l‘k)xj — (:z:j_l,xj+1)wj| <20 for0<i<j<k<n+1, and

(2)

(Z d(wi, Tiv1) — 2 Z(iﬂi—l, $i+1)mi> —d(w0, Tnt1)| < 2n6.

i=0 i=1

To apply this, we first check that
1 1

d(ws, vi41) = §[d($i,wi+1) +d(ziv1,yi)] + §[d($i,l’i+1) — d(zi+1,95)]
1

1
= gd(fﬂiayi) t3 [d(wi, zit1) — d(wiy1, i)

= d(x;,yi) + % [d(zi, ziv1) — d(zi,yi) — d(Yis Tig1)]
= d(zs,yi) — (@i, Tit1)y, > (3D +35) — D =2D + 36
for ¢ =1,...,n. This implies
(%4, Zit1)z; + (@4, Tig2)ziy, < 2D < d(xi,2541) — 30
fori=1,...,n — 1, the desired hypothesis. Hence we have
(T4, Th)z; < (T5-1,Tj11)e; +20 < D +26
for0<i<j<k<n+1, and

d(z,y) = d(xo, Tna1) = Y d(wi, Tis1) =2 (Tio1, Tig1)a, — 200
=0 =1

> [d(wi,yi) — (%0, Tig1)y,] — 20D — 206
=1

> Z d(x;,y;) — 3nD — 2nd.
i=1

For a similar reason we also have (y;, yx)y, < D+25for 0 <i < j <k <n+l.
O

The corresponding lemma for Teichmiiller space is as follows.

Lemma 3.5. Let X be Teichmiiller space and [z, y] be a segment D-witnessed
by ([xlayl]a R [xnayn])' Then (xhxk)xj; (yiayk)yj < 3D fO’I” 0<i<j<
k <n+41. Moreover, we have

n
d(z,y) > Zd(:ﬂi,yi) —2nD.
i=1
Proof. We set xg = x( := x and xp11 = ;. := y. Let [z}, y!]’s be subseg-
ments of [z, y] such that [z, y;] appears earlier than [z} ,,y; ] and [z, y],
[z}, y!] are D-fellow traveling. We then have

d(xj, y;) > d(xi, yi) — d(ag, 27) — d(ys,y;) > d(2s,y:) — 2D
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and
n n—1
d(z,y) = d(z, ) + > _d(@l,y) + Y dyi, ) + dyh, y)
i=1 i=1

> Zn:d(fﬂé,yg) > Zn:d(xiayi) —2nD
Moreover, for 0 <Zz'ij< k <nj|—11 we have
2(:El,xk)% = d(zs, x5) + d(zj, xp) — d(x;, )
< ld(z;, ) + d(:nl,:nj) + d(}, x5)] + [d(xy, ) + d(2f, ) + d(z), z1)]
— [d(5, z),) — dlzi, 7) — d(zk, 27)]
< 6D + [d(z}, ])—i—d(a: xy) — d(x), x).)] = 6D.
Here the final equality follows from the fact that zi, 27, zj are on the

same geodesic, in order from closest to farthest from x. Similarly we have
(yi7 yk)yj <3D. U

Next lemma is due to the fact that the insize of a geodesic triangle in a
d-hyperbolic space is at most 60. (cf. [BH99, Proposition II1.H.1.22])

Lemma 3.6. Let X be a geodesic 0-hyperbolic space. If a segment [z, yo)
is D-witnessed by another segment [z,y|, then

d(‘rv [.Z'(), yO])a d(y, [x07 yO]) <D+ 6.

We now establish two lemmata that promote ‘partial witnessing’ into
genuine witnessing.

Lemma 3.7 (Small products guarantee witnessing I). For each C e > 0,
there exists D > C' that satisfies the following. If xg, x1, Yo, y1 € X satisfy

(1) [xo,x1], [yo,y1] are e-thick;
(2) (330,3/1):21; (y(],xl)yl < O, and
(3) d(x1,y1) = d(x0,21),d(yo, Y1), 3D,

then [zo,yo] is D-witnessed by ([zo,x1], [y1, Yo])-
Proof. When X is a d-hyperbolic space, we take D = C + § + 1. Then
(‘T()axl)yl = d(xlayl) - (‘T()ayl)xl >2C+6+ 17

min{(zo, yo)y:, (0, ¥1)y, } — 0 < (21, 90)y, <C
imply (x0,v0)y, < C + 6 < D. Similarly, we deduce (xo,yo)s, < D.
When X is Teichmiiller space, we take
Dy = %(e,C+ €(€) +3%(e)),
€ = ee 2P1,
Dy =2C+2% () +6%(€) + € (1) +2%(e1) + 1

D = 29(6, 2D2) +C + 2D2.
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Note first that

(@1,Y1)zo = d(x0,21) — (20, Y1)z, > d(z0,21) — C.

By Lemma [2.14] there exist points ¢ € [zg,x1] and ¢’ € [xg,y1] such that

d(q,q") < P(e) and d(z1,q) < C + € (¢) + 2%(¢). Hence, d(z1,¢") < C +

€ (e) +39(€), [x0,x1] and [xg, ¢'] D1-fellow travel, and [z, ¢'] is e1-thick.
We now take a subsegment [q1, ¢2] of [z, ¢'] such that

d(q1,q2) = €(e1), d(q2,q¢')=C+E€(€) +3%(c) + D(e1) + 1.

(If this is not possible, then d(zg,x1) < d(zo,q") + d(q',z1) < D3 so {zg} C
[0, yo] and [zg,z1] D-fellow travel.) Observe that

d([q1, q2], [yo, y1]) > d([q1, g2],y1) — d(yo,y1) = d(g2,y1) — d(yo, y1)
=d(q2,4") + d(q',y1) — d(yo, y1)
> d(q,q") + d(z1,y1) — d(z1,4") — d(yo, y1) > Z(e1).

Given this, we apply Theorem[2.13to the triangle Azgyoy1. Then there exist
a € [q1,q2] and b € [xg,yo] that are within distance Z(e1), and d(b, 1) <
d(b,a) + d(a,q') + d(q',x1) < Dy. At the moment, if we take b’ € [xg,yo]
so that d(zo,b) = d(zo,x1), then d(b',x1) < d(V',b) + d(b,z1) < 2Dy. By
Theorem 212} [z¢,b'] and [zg, yo] D-fellow travel.

By symmetry, there exist b’ € [xg, 0] so that d(b”,yo) = d(y1,50) (or
b" = yo) and [”,yo] and [y1,yo] D-fellow travel. It remains to show that
[z0, V'] appears earlier than [0, yo|. By Fact 241 d(y1, [z, z1]) > (20, 1)y, >
d(x1,y1) —C holds. Since the Hausdorff distance between [z, x1] and [z, V']
is less than D, we have d(y1,[zo,V]) > d(z1,y1) — C — D > D. Since
d(b",y1) < D, b" ¢ [x9,b'] and hence the conclusion. O

Lemma [B.7] will later play a crucial role when we control the translation
length of words by early pivoting. Before doing that, however, we should
first define pivotal times. The lengths of the intermediate segments are not
controlled at this moment, so we instead rely on the following lemma.

Lemma 3.8 (Small products guarantee witnessing II). For each C,e >
0, there exists D > C that satisfies the following condition. If 4 points
0, X1,Y0,Yy1 n X satisfy that:

(1) [xo, 1], [yo,y1] are e-thick and
(2) (x07y1)x1) (anyo)w < O:
then [xo, yo] is D-witnessed by ([xo, 1], [y1,Yo])-

Proof. When X is a d-hyperbolic space, we take D = 2C. First observe that

d(wo,y0) = d(z0,y1) + d(y1,y0) — 2(70, Y0)y,
= d(xo,21) + d(x1,91) — 2(x0, Y1)z, + d(Y1,%0) — 2(20, Y0)y,
> d(xo, 1) + d(z1,y1) + d(y1,y0) — 4C.
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Y1l —>——Y0
s = — J
.’EO;)—\/?’)/Sl L)—}

T T
1 1

FIGURE 2. Schematics for Lemma 3.8 B.10 and B.111

This implies the following;:

2(w1,Y0)y; = d(z1,y1) + d(y1,%0) — d(z1,%0)
< d(w1,y1) + d(y1,v0) — [d(w0, y0) — d(x0,21)] < 4C,

2(x0,Y0)z, = d(zo,x1) + d(z1,y0) — d(z0,Y0)
< d(zo,71) +d(z1,9y1) + d(y1,y0) — d(70,%0) < 4C.

When X is Teichmiiller space, we take

Dy = %B(e,C+ € (e) + 3%(e)),

€ = ce 2D

Dy =4C +3%(e) + 9%(€) + € (e1) + 2% (1) + 1,
D = B(e, Ds) + C + Dy,

As in the previous lemma, from (xg,y0)y, < C and (z9,91)s, < C, we
obtain points p’ € [xo, 0], ¢’ € [wo,y1] such that d(p’,y1),d(q, 1) < C +
€ (€) + 3%(e). This implies that [p’,yo] and [y1,yo] Di-fellow travel, and
[0, ¢'] and [zg, z1] D;i-fellow travel. Note also that [xg,¢'] is e1-thick.

We now take a subsegment (g1, ¢2] of [zg, ¢'] such that d(qi1,q2) = €(e1)
and d(q2,q') = 3C +2€ () +6%(€) + Z(e1) + 1. (If this is not possible, then
[xg,x1] is shorter than Dy so [zg, z1] and {z¢} Ds-fellow travel.) If a point
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a € [q1,q2] and b € [y1,yo] are within distance Z(e;1), then Fact 2.4] implies
(£0,90)y, = d(a,y1) — d(a,b) > d(g2,q') — Z(e1) > C,
which is a contradiction. Thus, we instead obtain points a € [g1,¢2] and
b € [xo,yo] that are within distance Z(e1). Note that
d(zo,b) < d(zo,a) + d(a,b) < d(xo,q2) + d(a,b)
< d(z0,q') — [3C +2€(¢) + 6%() + Z(e1) + 1] + Z(e1)
<d(zg,z1) — [2C + € (€) + 3%(¢) + 1]
< d(zo,y1) + C — [2C + € (€) + 3%(€) + 1] < d(z0,p’) — 1.
Hence, [xg,b] appears earlier than [p/, yo]. Moreover, since zg,z1 are e-thick

and d(z1,b) < d(z1,¢')+d(¢',a) + d(a,b) < Da, [z9,b] and [z, z1] D-fellow
travel. 0

Note that in Lemma [B.8] if [z,y] is e-thick and (z,y), < C then [z,y] is
D-witnessed by [z,y]. We now introduce the notion of alignment.

Definition 3.9 (Alignment and marking). Let C,D > 0. Sequences of
segments (v;)¥q, (7)., are said to be D-aligned if the following hold:

(1) fori=1,--- /N, v and 7; are D-glued at a point p;;

(2) fori=2,--+ N, [pi—1, pi] is D-witnessed by (vyi—1,m:);

Given D-aligned sequences (’yi)ijil, (m)f\il of segments, we say that a seg-
ment [x,y] is (C, D)-marked with (v;), (n;) if (N1, 2)« < C and (n,y)« < C.
We also say that [p1,y] is (C,D)-head-marked by (%-)ﬁ\il, (m)f\iz Simi-
larly, we say that [x,pn] is (C, D)-tail-marked by (%-)ﬁi_ll, (m)ﬁil, and that

[p1,pN] is fully D-marked by (%)i]i_ll, (Uz)iig

FicUrRe 3. Alignment and marking. Here, (’yi)?‘zl and
()i, are D-aligned and [z, y] is (C, D)-marked with (y;)_,,
(772-)?:1. We also say that [p1,y] is (C, D)-head-marked with
(72-);1:1 and (771')?:2- Similarly, we say that [z,p4] is (C, D)-
tail-marked with (%-)?:1, (772-)?:1.

This definition is designed for recording the alignment of points in a cu-
mulative way; once recorded, the Gromov products among points can be
controlled via the following lemmata. Lemma [B.I0] appeared in [BCK21]
with ~1, 72,7 being the progresses made by certain pseudo-Anosov mapping
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classes. Also assumed there was that v, begins at x and 79, n are glued at
y. We present the proof of Lemma [B.10] to remove such restrictions.

Lemma 3.10 (Propagation of small products, [BCK21, Lemma 4.18]). For
each D,e > 0, there exist E, L > D that satisfy the following property. Let
x € X>e, y,2 € X and v1, v2, 1 be e-thick segments that are longer than L.
Suppose that ¥o and n are D-glued. If [x,y] is D-witnessed by (v1,72) and
[y, z] is E-witnessed by n, then [x,z] is E-witnessed by 7.

Proof. Let 72, n be glued at ' € X and 1 = [z, yo)-
When X is a d-hyperbolic space, we set £ = D+46 and L = 4D +66 + 1.
First observe that

(m2)s >2L—(0,2)s 2L —E>D+20+1,
(32,90)« =2 L — (v2,%0)« = L —D > D +26 + 1.
Given these, the Gromov inequality
min{ (32, Y0)«, (¥0,M)«} — 0 < (J2,m)« < D
implies (yo,n)« < D + 6 and
min{(n, 2)«, (2, y0)y } =0 < (n,y0)» <D+
implies (z,y0)y < D 4 25. Then Fact implies
(y,z)yo = d(yo,y') + (¥, Z)y’ - (?Jayo)y’ - (Z,yo)y/
> d(yo,y') —2D —26 > L—3D —25 > D +36 + 1.
Hence, together with the result of Lemma that
min{(z, 2)yy, (2, Y)yo } — 0 < (2,9)y, < D + 26,
we deduce (z, z)y, < D + 30. Since
(1,2) > L— (q1,2) > L—D>D+45 +1,
this implies that (91,2)« < D + 44. This in turn implies that
(71,2)s > L—(,2)s >2L—D—-46> D+ 4§+ 1.

Since we assumed (z,71)« < D, we deduce that (x,2)z, < D +94.
Now let X be Teichmiiller space. We take

€1 = ee_2D,

E = <@(61, .@(61)) + D,
L =5D+2E +2%(e) + 29 (e1) + 2.

Let p,p’,q,q € [z,y] be such that [p,p’] and v; D-fellow travel, [q, ¢'] and
v2 D-fellow travel, and [p, p'] appears earlier than [q,¢]. Then d(vy',¢') < D
and [p, p'], [¢, ¢'] are e1-thick. Since d(q¢’,q) > L —2D, we have a subsegment
[ql(, q;] of [¢',q] with d(¢',q1) =3D + E+ € (e1) + Z(e1) + 1 and d(q1,q2) =
© €1).
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Suppose that there exist points a € [¢q1,¢2] and b € [y, z] that are within
distance Z(e1). We then observe that

dy,y') + E <d(y,y) + BD+ E+C(e1) + Z(e1) +1] = D — D(e1)
<[d(y,y') —dy', )] +d(d', 1) — D (1)

(y,¢") +d(d,a) — D(e1)

y,a) —d(a,b) < d(y,b) <d(y,a) + d(a,b)

q)+d(d,a) + D(e)

y)+dy' q)+d(dq) + dqr, q2) + D(er)

Y)+D+[BD+E+C(e1) + Z(e1) + 1] + € (1) + D(e1)

.y)+L—E.

VAN VAN VAN VAN VAN VAN
& A2 A A

e e e

This implies that b belongs to a subsegment of [y, z] that E-fellow travels
with 7, so d(b,b") < E holds for some o € 7. Further, since [q,q'] and o
D-fellow travel and a € [q,¢'], there exists @’ € o such that d(a,a’) < D.
Then Fact 2.4] implies that

(Y2, )« Z d(y',a') — d(d',¥)
= [d(q/7 Q1) - d(y/7 q/) - d(q17 CL) - d(a7 a/)] - [d(a/7 CL) + d(a7 b) + d(b7 b/)]
Z d(qlaql) - 3D - F - %(61) - 9(61) > D7
a contradiction. Thus, there instead exist points a € [¢1,¢2] and b € [z, 2]
that are within distance Z(e;). Moreover, x,a are €;-thick. By Theorem
212 [z,b] and [z,a] PB(e1, D (e1))-fellow travel. Since [z,a] contains [p,p']

that D-fellow travels with ~;, we deduce that a subsegment of [z,b] and ~;
E-fellow travel. O

Lemma 3.11 (Witness in the middle). For each E, ¢ > 0, there exist
F,L > E that satisfies the following property. Let x,v,y',z € X and let
v, v be e-thick geodesic segments that are longer than L and E-glued at 3.
If |y, x] is E-witnessed by v and [y, z] is E-witnessed by +', then [z, z] is
F-witnessed by 7 and by ~'. In particular, |(x,z), —d(y,y')| < F.

Proof. When X is a §-hyperbolic space, we set ' = 2E 4+ 2§ and L =
2F + 60 + 1. Let 2/, 2 € X be such that v = [¢/,2'] and v = [/, 2/].
Since [y, 2] is E-witnessed by 7/, whose length is at least L, we have
(Z,2)y =d(y,?)— (y,2)» >L—E>E+30 + 1.

Similarly, we deduce (z,2’),, > E+35+1. Now the Gromov inequality tells
us that

min{(aj/, $)y’7 (z, Z/)y’} —0< ($lv z/)y’ <E,
which forces (z,2'),y < E + 6. We then have

min{($7 z)y’v (Z7 Z/)*} —0< ($7 z/)y’ < E+4,
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which implies that (z,z2),, < E +26. To show that [z, 2] is F-witnessed by
v = [y, 7] it suffices to observe

($7z)z’ = ($7z)y’ + (zay/)z’ - ($7z/)y’ < (E + 25) + E =2E + 20.

Similarly we deduce that [z, z] is F-witnessed by #.
When X is Teichmiiller space, we take

€1 = ee_zE,

L =8F + 2(5(61) + 29(61) + 2,
F, = %(61,.@(61)) + 2(5E + (5(61) + .@(61) + 1),
F=F+2F.

Let q,¢" € [z,y] be such that [¢, ¢'] and ¥ E-fellow travel. Note that [q, ¢'] is
e1-thick. Since d(¢’,q) > L — 2E, there exists a subsegment [q1, go2] of [¢/, q]
such that d(¢’,q1) > 5E + € (e1) + Z(e1) + 1 and d(q1,q2) = € (€1).

Suppose that there exist points a € [¢q1,¢2] and b € [y, z] that are within
distance Z(e1). We then observe that

d(y,y) + E <d(y,y) + [FE +C(e1) + D(e1) + 1] — E — D(e1)
< [d(y,y') —d(y', )] +d(d',q1) — Z(e1)
(y,4) +d(d';a) = (1)
y,a) —d(a,b) < d(y,b) < d(y,a) + d(a,b)
v, q) +d(d,q2) + P(e1)
v, o) +d(y,q¢) +d(d, q1) + d(qr, q2) + D(e1)
v,y )+ E+BE+%(e1) + D(e1) + 1] +€(e1) + Z(e1) < d(y,y') + L — E.

AN VAN VAR VAN VAN
Qo 8 Q. a

This implies that b belongs to a subsegment of [y, z] that E-fellow travels
with +/, and d(b,b') < E for some b’ € 4/. Similarly, we take a’ € v such
that d(a,a’) < E. Then Fact [2Z4] implies that

(1:7)x 2 dly',d) — d(d’, V)
> [d(qla Q1) - d(qu y,) - d(Q17 CL) - d(a7 a/)] - [d(alv a’) + d(a7 b) + d(b7 b,)]
> d(q/,ql) —4F — cg(el) — 9(61) D D

a contradiction. Thus, there instead exist points a € [q1, 2] and b € [z, 2]
that are within distance Z(e).

The above argument gives points a1,as € [q,¢'] and by,by € [z, 2] such
that d(a;,b;)) < P(e1) and d(q,a1),d(q',a3) < 5E + 2€ (1) + Z(e1) + 1.
Since a;’s are ej-thick, [a1,as] and [by,bs] HB(e1, Z(€1))-fellow travel. This
then implies that [q,¢] and [b1, by] Fi-fellow travel. Therefore, 5 and [by, bo]
F-fellow travel. For a similar reason, [z, z] is F-witnessed by +'.
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In both cases, (z,y),, (y,2)y < Eand (z,2),, < F. Thus FactZ4limplies
d(y,y') — F <d(y,y') — 2E

< (2,2)y = (2, 2)y +d(y, ) — (2,9)y — (2,9)y
<d(y,y)+F. 0O

Lemma [3.10 and Lemma [B.1T] together imply the following.

Corollary 3.12. Let D, M,e > 0 and
e E=E(e, D), Ly = L(¢, D) as in Lemma[310, and
o '=F(e,E), Ly = L(¢, E) as in Lemma [Z11.

Let also (pi)ﬁgl be points on X>. and (%-)ﬁil, (m)f\il be segments on X>.

Suppose that:
(1) ~i, n; are longer than max(Ly, Lo, M 4+ 2F + 3D + 20);
(2) (’yi)iil, (m)fil are D-aligned and glued at (pi)iil, and
(3) [po,pn+1] is (D, D)-marked with (v;), (1;).

Then we have:
(1) d(ps,pis1) > M +2F for0<i <N,
(2) [pi,pi) s F-witnessed by v; and n; for 0 <i<j <k <N +1,
(3) Pispr)p, <F for0<i<j<k<N+1, and
(4) d(pi,pt) > d(pj,pe) + M(j —i) + M(I—k) for0<i<j<k<Il<
N +1.

Proof. For i =0,...,N — 1, [p;, pit+1] is D-witnessed by 7n;4+1. Note that the
length of n;4+; is at least M + 2F + 3D + 36 > 3D + 36. Hence, when X is
a d-hyperbolic space, we have

d(pi, pit1) > diam(n;41) — 3D — 25 > M + 2F

by Lemma B3l When X is Teichmiiller space, [p;, pi+1] has a subsegment
that D-fellow travels with 7;. This implies that d(p;, p;+1 > diam(n;)—2D >
M + 2F. Moreover, [pn,pn+1] has a subsegment that D-fellow travels with
v~ and we similarly deduce that d(py,pny1) > M + 2F.
Our next goal is to show that [p;, px] is E-witnessed by ~; for 1 < j <

k < N +1. We prove this by inducting on k — j. When k — j = 1, [p;, pi]
is assumed to be D-witnessed by v;. Now given 1 < j < k < N 4 1 such
that [p;, p] is E-witnessed by «;, we claim that [p;_1, px] is E-witnessed by
7j—1. Note that:

e [pj_1,p;] is D-witnessed by (vj—1,7;);

e 7j; and vy; are D-glued, and

e 7);,7; are e-thick segments that are longer than L; = L(e, D) as in

Lemma B.101

Lemma [3.10] then guarantees the claim and completes the induction.
Similarly, we observe that [p;, p;| is E-witnessed by n; for 0 <i < j < N.
Now for 0 <i < j < k < N+ 1, we have that:

e [pj,p;] is E-witnessed by n;;
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® [pj,pk] is E-witnessed by v;;
e v; and n; are E-glued, and
e 7);,7; are e-thick segments that are longer than Ly = L(e, E) as in

Lemma B.171

Then Lemma [3.1T] then guarantees that [p;, pi] is F-witnessed by 7; and ~;,
as desired. In particular, [p;, py| passes through the F-neighborhood of p;
and Fact 2.4 tells us that (p;,pr)p; < F. This implies that

d(pi, pj+1) = d(pi,pj) + d(pj, pj+1) — 2(Pi» Pj+1)p;
> d(pi,p;) + (M + 2F) = 2F = d(p;,p;) + M
for 0 < i < j < N. Similarly, we have d(p;—1,p;) > d(p;,p;) + M for

1 <i<j<N+1. Applying these two inequalities inductively, we achieve
the fourth item of the conclusion. O

Lemma 3.13 (Witness copied). For each F,e > 0, there exist G,L > F
that satisfy the following condition. If x,y,z,p1,p2 in X satisfy that:

(1) [p1,p2] is e-thick and longer than L,
(2) [x,y] is F-witnessed by [p1,p2], and
(3) (x,2)y = d(p1,y) = F,

then [z,y] is G-witnessed by [p1,p2].

Note that we do not require vertices x, y, z to be e-thick.

Proof. When X is a d-hyperbolic space, we set G = 3F + 26 and L =
4F + 30 + 1. We first observe
(T, 2)py 2> (@, 2)y — d(y,p2) = d(y,p1) —d(y,p2) — F
= d(p1,p2) — 2(y,p1)p, — F > d(p1p2) — 3F),
(z,p1)py = d(p1,p2) — (%, p2)p, = d(p1,p2) — F.
We then have
(2,p1)p, = min{(z,2)p,, (z,p1)po } — 6 > d(p1,p2) —=3F —6 > F + 5+ 1,
(2,02)py = d(p1,p2) — (2,P1)p, < 3F +6.

Now note the Gromov inequality

(27p2)171 > min{(27 y)pu (y7p2)p1} — 0.

Since (p2,y)p; > d(p1,p2) — F > 3F + 20 + 1, we deduce that (z,y),, <
3F+25. Also, (p1,Y)p, < F and (2,p1)p, > F+0+1 implies (2,y),, < F+4.
When X is Teichmiiller space, we take

€1 = 66_2F,

L =4F + 9(61) —1—(5(61) -+ 1,
G = %(61,9(61)) + L.
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Let [2/,9'] be a subsegment of [x,y] that F-fellow travels with [p1,pa].
Note that [2/,y'] is €1-thick and

(x,2)y > d(p1,y) — F > d(z',y) — 2F,
d(z',y') > L —2F > 2F + 9(1) + € (e1) + 1.

Let us now take a subsegment [z”,1y”] of [2/,1] such that d(2/,2") > 2F +
P(€e1)+1 and d(z”,y") = €(e1). Suppose that there exist points a € [z, y"]
and b € [z, z] that are within distance Z(e;). Then by Fact 2.4]

(y,2)z > d(a,z) — d(a,b) > d(z,2") + d(z',2") — D(e1) > d(z,2') + 2F + 1
holds. This implies that
d(@,y) = (Y, 2)z + (2, 2)y > d(z,2) +d(,y) = d(,y),
a contradiction. Having this, Theorem [Z.13] implies that there exist a €
[#”,y"] and b € [y, 2] that are within distance Z(e1).
The previous argument provides us with points a1, as € [2/,y'] and by, by €

[y, z] such that

o d(ai,bi) < 9(61) for i = 1,2;

o d(z';a1) <2F + P(e1) + € (e1) + 1, and

o d(y',az2) < € (e).
Now, [a1,a2] C [2/,9'] and [b1,b2] C [y, 2] have pairwise Z(e1)-near end-
points. Moreover, a;’s are e1-thick. Theorem then tells us that [aq, as]
and [by, ba] Ble1, P(e1))-fellow travel. Also, the bounds on d(z’,a;) and
d(y',az2) tell us that [2/,y'] and [a1,a2] (2F + €(e1) + Z(e1) + 1)-fellow
travel. Finally, [2/,y'] and [p1,p2] F-fellow travel. Combining all these, we
conclude that [b1, ba] and [p1, p2] are G-fellow traveling. O

4. PIVOTAL TIMES

4.1. Schottky sets and pivots. From now on, we fix a basepoint 0 € X
once and for all. We recall the following definition of Schottky set in [Gou22],
which originates from [BMSS22].

Definition 4.1 (cf. [Gou22], Definition 3.11]). Let K, K',e > 0. A finite set
S of isometries of X is said to be (K, K')-Schottky if the following hold:
(1) for all z,y € X, |{s € S: (:E,sl:y)o > K for some i > 0}| < 2;
(2) for all z,y € X, |{s € S : (z,s"y), > K for some i < 0} <2;
(3) for all s1,s9 € S and i,j > 0, we have (sl_io, $3)o < K;
(4) for all s € S and i # 0, d(o,s%0) > K.
When X is Teichmiiller space, S is said to be (K, K’ e)-Schottky if the
following condition holds in addition to the above three:

(4) for all s € S and i € Z, the geodesic [o,s'0] is e-thick.

Note that any subset of a Schottky set is still a Schottky set. We now
present the main result of this subsection.
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Proposition 4.2 (cf. [Gou22, Proposition 3.12]). Let a,b be independent
loxodromic isometries of X. Then there exist K,e > 0 such that for each
K' > 0, there exist n € N and a (K, K')-Schottky set of cardinality at least
310 in {wy - wy : w; € {a,b}}. When X is Teichmiiller space, it can be
chosen as a (K, K' €)-Schottky set .

The proof of Proposition for d-hyperbolic spaces is given in [Gou22].
We now suppose that X is Teichmiiller space. Let Sq = {a,a™',b,b67'}. We
recall two lemmata from our earlier work:

Lemma 4.3 (cf. [BCK21, Lemma 4.8]). There exists a constant M, > 0
such that for ¢ € Sp, the Hausdorff distance between {¢'0}?_o and [0, " 0] is
bounded by M. Consequently, there exists a constant ey > 0 so that [0, ¢"0]
is €g-thick for allm € Z.

Lemma 4.4 ([BCK21, Lemma 4.11]). There exists a constant My such that:
(1) (a™o,a"0),, (b™0,b"0), < Ms for m >0 and n <0, and
(2) (a"o0,b™0), < My for all n,m € Z.

Proof of Proposition [{.3. Let Mj,eg be as in Lemma .3 and My be as in
Lemma .4l We fix M" = max(M;, Ms) and set the following:

Dy = D(C = M',¢) as in Lemma 3.8

Ey = E(D = Dy, ¢€), Lo = L(D = Dy, ¢p) as in Lemma 310}
Fy=F(FE = Ey,¢), L1 = L(E = Ey, €p) as in Lemma [3.IT}
Go=G(F = Fy,ey), Lo = L(F = Fy, €p) as in Lemma B.13}

G1 =G(F = Gy, ¢€), L3 = L(F = Gy, €p) as in Lemma B.13}

F1 :2F0—|-G1—|-2M,—|-1;

F2 = F(E = Go,eo) and L4 = L(E = Go,eo) in LemmaB:IIt

L5 = max(Lo, Ll, L2, Lg, L4, 6D0 + 2F0 + Fl + 2F2 + 8(5 + 2).

Since 7(a),7(b) > 0, there exists N such that d(o,¢"0) > Ls for all
¢ € Sy and n > N. Note that (0,¢"0)sv, = 0 and (0,¢*No)yn, < M.
Thus, [0, »?V 0] is Do-witnessed by ([0, o™ o], [¢™ 0, 9>V 0]) by Lemma 3.8l

For sequences (¢;); € S& such that o; V£ $it1, let us define

2N 2N N
w; =@1 P, v = w1

Note that [0, wy,0] is fully Do-marked with ([w;0, v;110])," and ([v;0,w;0]) ;.

Then by Corollary B.I2], [0, wy,0] is Fy-witnessed by each [0, v10], [v10,w10],
., [Umo, wmo]. This implies that [0, w,,0] is €;-thick for €; = ege™ 80,

(4.1) (wi0, wko)w;o < Fo
for all ¢ < j <k, and

d(0, wiy+10) = d(0,w;0) + d(w;0, w;i+10) — 2(0, Wi+10)w;0
(42) > d(o, w;0) + d(wiOf)é—(i_tlu(;i,_"t_uziifg;;ilzui—i_l0)
(0, w;0) + 2d(0, p 1 0) — 2M' — 2,
(0, w;0) + d(o, qbfilo) + Fy > d(o,vi110) + Fy

— 2k

>d
>d
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for each @ > 0. In particular, the second last inequality yields d(o, w;0) > Fyi.
We now define

S/ = {917 s 79210} = {QS%N e %E])V : ¢Z € {CL, b}}v
V(gy) = {z € X : (2,970)0 = d(0,g;'0) — Fi},
V/(g7) = {z € X : (x,9;%0)o > d(0,g;" 0)}.
Inequality E.T] tells us that property (3) holds for sq,s2 € S" and K > Fp.
Our first claim is that V(g{), ..., V(g;'m), V(g1 )5 V(gq0) are all dis-
joint. To show this, let hy = ¢V ... @2 and hy = Y2V - .- 2} be distinct
elements among {gi, ... ,9210,91_1, - ,gz_l%)}, i.e., there exists ¢t € {0,...,9}
such that ¢; = ; for i < t but ¢11 # Yq41. If some x belongs to
V(hl) N V(hg), then
(z,h%0), > d(0,w190) — F| > d(0,wi110) — F| > d(0,v410)
by Inequality Similarly, we have (x,h30), > d(o, wtwﬁlo). Since
[0, h%0] ([0, h30], resp.) is Fy-witnessed by [w;0, vi410] ([wi0, w1 0], resp.),
LemmaB.I3tells us that [o, z] is Go-witnessed by [w;0, vi110] and [wy0, wyhf ;0].
By Lemma BTl [z, z] is Fa-witnessed by [wi0, v¢410]; this is impossible be-
cause the length of [wi0,vi110] is at least Ls, greater than 2F5.
The next claim is that if x ¢ V(g; ), then g?z € V'(g;). Indeed, Corollary
asserts that (0, g20)g,0 < Fy < F1/2, which implies that

(gi2$7gi20)0 = (x70)g;20 = d(07 9;20) - (:Evgi_20)o
> d(0, g70) — d(0, gio) + F1 > d(0,;0).

Iterating this, we deduce that ¢g?*x € V'(g;) for k& > 0. Similarly, if
z ¢ V(g), then g%z € V'(g;) for k > 0.

Now let z,y € X and k > 0. Since {V(g/"),V(g; )} are disjoint, y €
V(g;") for at most one g; € S" and x € V(g;-r) for at most one g; € S’. If
s= ¢V ... 3V € ' is neither of them, then

(,5%0), < d(o0,50) — F1, (s%y,s%0), > d(o, s0).
As [o0,5%0] is Fy-witnessed by [s¢;d 0, s0], this implies that [o, s?*y] is Go-
witnessed by [S(bl_ONo, s0]. Now if we suppose that (z,s**y), > d(o, s0), then
[0, 2] is also Gy-witnessed by [spi" 0, s0]. Then Fact 24l implies

(x,5%0), > d(0,50) — (G1 + Fy) > d(0, s0) — F1,
a contradiction. Hence we deduce that (x, s?*y), < d(o, so) for all k > 0.

Similarly, if s # g; such that y € V(g;") and s # g; such that z € V(gj_),
then (z,s ?*y), < d(o,s o) for all & > 0. Thus, we can take ¢ = e,
K = max,, cs d(o, gro) and S = {g¥' : g, € S'} for any i > K'/F. O

In the proof, we have actually proven a slightly stronger result: for each

reX,|{se€S:(x,50), > K forsomei >0} <1land |{s€S:(x,50),>
K for some i < 0}| < 1. This is because o belongs to none of V (g:).
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We now make a choice for the remaining of the paper. Since p is non-
elementary, there exist two independent loxodromics a, b in ({supp u)). Tak-
ing suitable powers, we may assume that a,b € supp p*" for some common
n. Given these a and b, let Cy = K and € be the constants from Proposition
Let also

e Dy = D(C = Cp,e¢) as in Lemma BT

e Dy = D(C = Cp,¢) as in Lemma 3.8

[ D() = max(Dl, Dg),

e Ey=E(D = Dy,¢), L1 = L(D = Dy,¢) as in Lemma 310t
e Fy=F(F = Ey,¢), Ly = L(E = Ep,¢€) as in Lemma B.IT}

e D3 = D(C = Fy,¢) as in Lemma B.8

e Gy = G(F =2F),¢), Ly = L(F = 2Fp, €) as in Lemma 313}
o [} = F(E = Gy,¢€), Ly = L(E = Gy, ¢) as in Lemma B.11}
o Iy = B(e,2F,) + 2F) + 126;

o Lo = max(Ly, Lo, L3, 16Dy + 8Fy + 2Go + 165 + 2,16D3).

By Proposition [£2] there exists a (Cy, Lo, €)-Schottky set Sy of cardinality
at least 310 in supp p*V for some N. We fix these a,b, N, Sy from now on.
For each g € G, s € Sp and i € {&1, £2}, segments of the form [go, gs'o] are
called Schottky segments; the maximum of their lengths is denoted by .Z .

4.2. Pivotal times. We begin by fixing a subset S of the Schottky set
Sop with |S| > 305. The following definition is a variation of the one in
[Gou22|. The main difference arises in backtracking, but most of the proofs
are identical with the ones in [Gou22].

Throughout this subsection except for Lemmal[f.9, we fix isometries (w;):2,
(v;)22, in G. Let wg 0= w(J{Q = id, and for 7 > 1, we consider

- _ .+ , . 2
Wio = Wi g oWin1,  W;q = W; 0G5,  W; g = W,; 505,
+ = 2 R S b
Wi 0 = W; 23 Vi,  W; 0 = W; oG5 v;b;
and the translates yfct = wiito of o. Here a;, b; are to be drawn from S with
the uniform measure and recorded as s = (ay, b1, - , an, b,). We inductively

define the set of pivotal times P, and the moving point z,. First take Py = ()
and zg = 0. Now given P,_1 and z,_1, P, and z, are determined as follows.

(1) When (zn_l,y;’i)y;2 < Cp for i = 0,1 and (yrto,y;+172)y12 < (Y,

then we set P, = P,,_1 U {n} and 2z, = y:f,o'

(2) If not, we seek for sequences {i(1) < --- < i(N)} C P,_; such that
N > 1 and [y} Yi(1),00 Ynt1, o s (C’O,Do) head-marked with Schottky
segments

k — _
(43) o = (W00 v b Wi Bl -+ Wi 10 Yigw o)

[y,
k _ —
(44) (772')2':2 = <[yi(2),2’yi(2),l]’ [ Z(N 27y )
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If exists, let {i(1) < --- < i(N)} be such sequence with maximal i(1);

we set P, = P,_1N{l,...,i(1)} and z, = Yiny- If such sequence

does not exist, then we set P, =0 and z, = o

FIGURE 4. Loci ylik inside a trajectory.

For pivotal times i, we call Yio and y;ro pivotal loci. We record some basic

facts on pivotal times below.

(1) The choice of P, is measurable with respect to the choice of a;, b;.

(2) i € P, only if i becomes a pivotal time at step ¢ and survives during

steps ¢+ 1,...,m.

(3) Let m<nandi<j. Ifi,j € P, and j € P,, then i € P,.
Lemma 4.5. Let | < m be consecutive pivotal times in P, and t € {0,1}.
Then [yzro, Ym.t] 18 fully Do-marked with Schottky segments (%)f\:ll, ()N,

where y1 = [y;fo,ylz] and NN = [y;z,27y771,t]'

Proof. Note that [ is chosen as a pivotal time at step [; this implies (yl+0, Y o)t <

n
Yi,2
Co < Dy and z = yl+0. If ] = m —1 and m was newly chosen at step
m =1+ 1, we have (z, yr_n’t)yf , < Coy < Dy also. Then Lemma 3.8 implies
that [y;_l’o,y;m] is fully Dg-marked with [31:2—1,07312—1,2] and [Y,, 9, Y.t

If | <m — 1, then [ survived in P,,_1 by the second criterion; there exist
Il =1i(l) <...<i(N) such that [yfo,y;lg] is (Co, Dp)-head-marked with

+ 4+ - - - - -
<[y[707 yl72]7 [yi(Z),l’ yi(g)p]v cety [yi(N),l’yi(N),O]) ) ([yi(Z),Z’ yi(Z),l]’ cety [yi(N),Z’ yz(N),1]> *
Moreover, z,_1 = yz._(N) - Since m was also newly chosen at step m, we
have (zm_l,y;ht)y;2

also Do-witnessed by ([yz._(N) 1Y) o)s Ym.2> YUm.¢]) as desired. O

< Cp. Then Lemma [3.8 implies that [2,-1,%,,,] i3

Lemma 4.6. Suppose that P, is nonempty and k = min P,, m = max P,.
Then fort=0,1, [0,y ,] is (Co, Do)-tail-marked with [y, o,y ,]. Moreover,

[y:gﬂ,y;rm] is (Co, Do)-head-marked with segments (v;)X.q, (0:)Xq of the
form[£.3 and [{-4), with v1 = [y;;’o, y:gz]

IWhen there are several sequences that realize maximal (1), we choose the maximum
in the lexicographic order on the length of sequences and i(2), i(3), . ...
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Proof. k = min P, implies that P;_; has been empty and z;_1 = 0. More-
over, k was newly chosen at step k so (o,yl;t)y;2 = (zk_l,yk_ﬂf)y;2 < Cy
holds, hence the conclusion. For the latter statement, we observe how m
survived in P,. If m = n and was chosen due to the first criterion, then
[y:;vo,y;bﬂz] is (Co, Dy)-head-marked with v = [y;p,y:fw]. If not, m sur-
vived due to the second criterion, which is clearly the desired condition. [

Lemma 4.7. Suppose that a;,b; are drawn from S with respect to the uni-
form measure. Then P(|P,11| = |P,| + 1) > 9/10.

Proof. n 4+ 1 becomes a new pivotal time if and only if the following two
independent conditions are satisfied. By the remark after Proposition 4.2,

(4.5) (Zn—lyyg,t)y;z = ((wr_z,2)_1zn—17 at o)y <Co (t=0,1)

holds for at least 304 choices of a,, out of 305 possibilities. Hence, its chance
is at least 0.99. Similarly, (yzo,ygﬂg)f? = (b;,%0,w,0), < Cp with proba-

bility at least 0.99. Multiplying them yiélds the desired estimate. O

As in |Gou22|, given a choice s = (ay,by,- - ,an,b,) with pivotal times
Wy -eyim, 8= (a1,b1,...,an,by) is pivoted from s if it has the same pivotal
times with s, b; = b; for all i and a; = a; for all 7 that are not pivotal times.

Lemma 4.8 (|[Gou22, Lemma 4.7]). Let i be a pivotal time for the choice
s = (a1,b1,- - ,an,by), and § be obtained from s by replacing a; with a;.
Then 5 is pivoted from s if (Zz'—hgi_,t)y_} < Cy fort =0,1 holds, and there

are at least 304 such choices of ;.

Proof. By the remark after Proposition [£2] at least 304 choices satisfy
the condition. Suppose that the condition holds. The other condition
(b; 20, w;0), < Cy for i to be a pivotal time depends on the choice of b; (not
a; or a;), so it is still satisfied. Hence, i is selected in P;(5) and z; = 37:' 1

The conditions that determine the later pivotal time of s actually depend

on the choice of a;1+1, bjt1, .... Indeed, since ¢ € P, and no backtracking
occurs beyond i, the criteria for later pivotal times do not refer to the choices
before i. Since a;41, bit+1, ... remain the same, we have P,(s) = P,(5). O

The logic of the previous proof leads to the following lemma.

Lemma 4.9 (cf. [Gou22 Lemma 5.7]). Given isometries (wq,...,wy),
(v1,...,0y), let i be a pivotal time for a choice s. Then the set of pivotal
times for s remain the same if v; is replaced with some other isometry.

For each s € S?", we denote by &,(s) the set of choices that are pivoted
from s. Note that &,(s) for various s are equivalence classes in S?".

Lemma 4.10 ([Gou22, Lemma 4.8]). For each j >0 and s € S*", we have

P (1Pt 5, antr,bus)| < [Pa(s)] = |5 € Eals)) < 1/107,
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Proof. For § € &,(s) and a choice of elements a,,4+1,b,+1 € S (which we
call a good choice) such that P,1(s,ant1,bp41) = Pu(s) U{n}, we have
Poi1(8,an41,bp41) = Poyi1(8,an41,bnt1) = Po(s) U {n}.This is because
(8, an41,bny1) is pivoted from (s, apy1,bpt1). Moreover, Lemma [4.7] tells us
that

P(1Pa1 (5 0n11, bsn)| < |Pu(3)]) < 1=P(Prs (5, @y, buss)| = [Pa(s)|+1) < 1710,
This settles the case j = 0.

Now let I < m be the last 2 pivotal times for s. We fix a bad choice
(@n41,bn+1) such that [P,41(s)] # |Pa(s)| + 1, and a choice § € &,(s) until
n. Let us now fix di,gi of § except at a,, to define the collection E(3) of
choices 5 = (ay, b1y, Gm, b, . . .)in &,(s). Here, the condition of a,, that
gurantees § € &,(s) is

(46) Gt Uty , = (0_19) ™ 1, Gry '0)o < Co (t=10,1).

There are at least 304 such choices.
We now count the number of a,, that additionally satisfy

(4.7) (g;m,l’ er7-1—2,2)@;I 0 ((—1;110’ Umi)gnwm T 'Un+1b%+1wn+10)o < Cy.

ym,2

These conditions are of the form (a2, %0, ), < Cy or (a,'o,r), < Cy where
the involved x is constant across E(§). Thus, we miss at most 2 choices.

We now claim that when a,, satisfies Inequalities [4.6] and A7, | P,,+1(5)| >
|Po(s)] — 1. To see this, note that P,(5) = P,(s) since 5 € &,(s). In
particular, max P,,,—1(8) = [ and m was chosen as a new pivotal time. By
Lemma (6] there exist [ = i(1) < ... < i(N) (for some N > 1) such that
[gﬁo,g;w] is (Co, Dp)-head-marked with

<[g:(_1)707 g:(_l)g]a [gi_(2),1’g7,(2),0]’ ] [yi(N)J’ yZ(N)p]) ’ <[yi(2)72’ yz(2)71]7 ttty [yi(N)Q’ yz(N),l])

and Zp—1 = §j ;- By Inequality .0l and Lemma B3 [gji_(N)J, Y1) 18 Do-

witnessed by ([7;n) 1+ Ui vy 0l [Um,2: Um,1))- By Inequality BT, 3, 1, 7,19 5] i
(Co, Do)-head-marked with [5,, 1,9, o] Finally, [4,, 1, U, o] and [F,, 15 ¥p, o]
are Do-glued since (a@,,'0,@,0), < Cy < Dq for each a, € S. Thus,
[g;jo, Ups2.2l s (Co, Do)-head-marked with

([g;}(—l)@a g;}(—l)g]a [gi_(g),p gi_(Q)’OL cry [gi_(N),l’yz(N),O]’ [g;q,p g;LO]) )

[%(2)727 yi(2),1]’ ey [gi(N)Q’ gi_(N)JL [g;l727 g;Ll]) .

In other words, P, (s)N{1,...,l} C Pot1(5, apn+1,bnt1) and | Ppyq| > |Py|—1.

In summary, out of at most 305 choices of @, that make § € &,(s), at least
303 choices of a,, make |P,1(8)| > |P.(5)| — 1. Thus, conditioned on E(S),
|Pr41(5)| < |P.(5)] — 1 has probability less than 1/10. Now note that &,(s)
is partitioned into F(§)’s for various §, induced from the equivalence relation
that two sequences differ only at the (2m — 1)-th coordinate. Summing up
the conditional probability, we deduce the following: given a bad choice
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(an—l—labn—l—l)v |Pn+1(§7 an+1ybn+1)| < |Pn(§)| — 1 has prObabﬂity less than
1/10. Recall that for a good choice (an+1,bn+1), this event has probability
zero. Finally, the bad choices (a,+1,bn+1) constitute a probability less than
1/10. Thus, P(|P11(5)] < |Pn(5)| — 1) < (1/10) x (1/10).

For j = 2, we consider a partition {E,}, of &,(s) made by pivoting the
I-th choice only, i.e.,

§~3F o Vi#lla; = al], Vi = b
In a similar fashion as before, we deduce the following: fixing a choice of
elements ay41,b,+1 € S, on each equivalence class E;, we have

(4.8) P(|Pot1(8, ant1,bni1)| < |Pu(5)] —2) < 1/10.

Now consider § € &,(s) and a,41,bp4+1 € S such that P,41(3, any1,bpt1) >
|P,(s)| — 1. This means that {1,...1} N P,(s) C P,4+1(8, ant1,bn+1). Then
for any § that is in the same equivalence class as 3, (S, an+1,bn+1) is pivoted
from (8,an+1,bn+1) at a pivotal time. Hence, P,11(5,an+1,bn+1) equals
Po11(8, ant1,bp41) and its cardinality is at least |P,(s)| — 1.

Based on this observation, we can come up with two collections:

Ci = {(Ea,an+1,bn+1) :for alls € E,, ‘Pn_,_l(g, an+1,bn+1)\ > ’Pn(g)’ — 1}
C2 = {(Eaaan-i-labn—i-l) :for all 5 € EO!7 ‘Pn-i-l(gy an—i—lybn-i-l)‘ < ’Pn(g)’ - 1}’

We know that C; takes up probability at least 1 — 1/10%, which is the case
j = 1. Moreover, for each combination (FEq,ap+t1,bn+1) € Ca, we have the
bound on the conditional probability (Inequality [4.8]). This leads to the
desired bound for j = 2.

We keep doing this until j < |P,(s)|. The case j > |P,(s)] is void. O

This estimate on each equivalence class &,(s) implies the following:
Proposition 4.11 ([Gou22, Proposition 4.10]). There exist Ko > 0 such
that for any choice of w;, v; and any n, we have P(|P,| < n/Ky) < Kge /Ko,

5. PIvOTS IN RANDOM WALKS

5.1. The first model and pivoting. Our first model is almost verbatim
from one of Gouézel’s models in [Gou22), Section 4A]. We pick any ¢ € Sy and
S C S\ {c} with |S| = 305. Recall that each s € Sy belongs to supp p*V;

we fix isometries a1($),...,an(s) € supp p such that a;(s) ---an(s) = s. Let

[g(2) be the uniform measure on the set {(a1(s),...,an(s),ai1(s),...,an(s)) :

s € S}, and 1.2 be the measure concentrated on (ai(c), . ..,an(c),a1(c),...,an(c)).
Then there exist a measure v and 0 < a < 1 such that

NGN = a(us(z) X 1{0}2 X /Ls(z)) + (1 —a)v.

Here we set 1 = fig2) X ly;2 X pge and employ the setting in Subsection
23t we are given independent RVs {p;, n;, ;} and auxiliary RVs N (k), 9(4).
Together with these, we define a; (5;, resp.) as the product of the first (last,
resp.) N coordinates of ;. Then {p;, a;, B, v;} also become independent.
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For a fixed n, let v/ = 96N|n/6N|+1 " gn and observe
(5.1)
wn = wo - ajc’by - wy - a5c7bs - a/2\/’(Ln/6NJ)C2bJ2\/(Ln/6NJ) : w?\f(m/ezvj)-

Wi :, Vo1 V(e —10 @ = Qoi)s bi = 519,(2')’
WN(n/6N]) = Yo (In/6N|))+1 - Yinsen |V

In this setting, we keep using the notation wfj and yz:t] Note that

- _ + _
W; o = WeN(9(i)—1)y W;2 = WEN () -

We now define pivotal times as in Subsection Note that the set of
pivotal times P,(w) until n depends on the choice {pi,ui}ZLZ{6NJ, v and
s = (a1,b1,. .., an(|n/6N]) N (In/en])). As before, a trajectory @ is said
to be pivoted from w until n if P,(w) = P,(©) and their values of p;, «a;,
Bi, v; coincide except for a;’s at pivotal times j of w. Finally, we define
Qn(w) = Ng>nPr(w) and the set of eventual pivotal times Q@ = UpQp. A
small observation is:

Observation 5.1. For each k, Q(w) consists of |Q(w)| smallest elements
of Q(w). In other words, if we label elements of Q(w) by i(1) < i(2) < ...,

then Qp(w) = {i(1),4(2), ..., i(|Qr(w)])}-

Since N (k) is the sum of i.i.d.s with strictly positive expectation and finite
exponential moment, there exists K’ > 0 such that

PN (|n/6N]) < n/K') < K'e /K",

Once p; (and thus NV(k), 9(i)) are determined, {a1,b1, ..., an(|n/6n]), ON(|n/6N])
are independently drawn from S with the uniform measure. Combining these
facts with Proposition .11l we deduce

P(w : |Py(w)] < n/KoK') < K'e /K" 4 Kye /Ko,

Note also that the trajectories for P,, P,41,... all share the subwords
until byr(n/6n])- Consequently, the first min{|P,|,[Puy1], ...} pivotal times
of P,, Pnt1, ... coincide, which constitute @,. In particular, the first

min{|P,|, |Pn+t1l, ...} elements of Q constitute Q,, and |@Qy,| = min{|P,|, |Pot1l,-- -}
The discussion so far implies:

Proposition 5.2. There exist Ky > 0 such that P(|P,| < n/K;) < Kje /%
and P(|Qn| < n/K;) < Kje~ ™K1,

Here the second inequality follows from

= K’ : K
/ ; . / -n/K 0 —n/Ko
B(Qul < n/KoK") € SB(PI < i/I0K") < e/ e
We now relate pivotal times with alignment. For a sample path w and
n >0, let {j(1) < ... < j(|P,(w))} C {1,....N(|n/6N])} be the set of

pivotal times P, (w) until step n. Then we have that:
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(1) for each I = 1,...,|P,(w)| — 1, [yj"r(l)70,y;(l+1)’0] is fully Dg-marked
N()-1 N(D)
with Schottky segments (%'(l))._l ,<77(l)>'

2

such that y(l) =

- o _r - - )
[y;r(z),ov Yiw,2) a0 Ny = [Y5051),20 Vi)l
(2) |o, Yin)0 | is (Cy, Dy)-tail-marked with [y .20 Y50, ol;
(3) [y;r(| (), 0¥ n 0] is (Co, Dp)-head-marked with some Schottky seg-

N(|Pa()]) AN Pa(@)) .
ments < (1P )\))iz1 , <nlg|pn< >|>>i:2 where A{IP@)D) _
[yfuPn(w)Lo’yj+<|Pn(w>\,2]’ and

(4) for each [ =1,...,|P,(w)|, sequences of Schottky segments

([ ](l) 07 (l) OCO] [ ;_(1)707 yj—i_(l)g]) ’ ([yj_(l)’y yj(l),O]’ [wj_(l),ocoa yj—i_(l)p])

are Dy-aligned.

The first item is due to Lemma [4.5], and the second and the third items are
due to Lemmal.6l For the final item, the relevant inequalities for the gluing
at yji(l)’o are:

(co,a™%0), < Cy, (co,b%0), < Ch,

which hold because ¢ # a, b are chosen from a (Cy, Lo, €)-Schottky set. More-
over, [0, c?0] is Do-witnessed by ([o, col, [co, c?0]): this follows from Lemma
B.8 since (0, ¢0)co, (0,20)e0 < Co.

Combining all these items, we deduce that:

Proposition 5.3. Given the values of {pi,vi, s}, let j(1) < ... < j(|Pn(w)|)
be the elements ofP (w). Then there exist sequences of Schottky segments,
(v)X, and (n;)Y, such that [o,wn0] is (Co, Do)-marked with (v;)i, (1;)i-
Moreover, there exist indices j'(1),...,7 (|Po(w)|) € {1,...,N — 1} such
that j'(1) < j'(l+1)—=2 forl=1,...,N —1 and

Y1) = [y, i(1),0° ](l) col, Vi) +1 = [y;r(z),ovy;r(l)z]’
Ny = Y 0,20 Y5 (0,0 ols N5 (1)+1 :[wj_(z),ocovf‘/;r(l),o]'

Recall now that Schottky segments are longer than Ly > Ly, Lo, 2[6Dg +
2Fy + 80 + 1]. Then Corollary implies the following:

Proposition 5.4. Given the values of {p;, v, s}, let j(1),...,j(|Py(w)]) be
pivotal times in P, (w). Let also xg = 0, Top,(s)|+1 = Wn 0, and
(w31, To1-1, Tap, Ty) = (yj_(l),wyj_(l),ovy;r(l),ovy;r(z),z) (=1,...;[Pa(w)])-
Then for any 0 < i < j <k <2|P,(s)| + 1, we have
(xi,xk)xj < Fo, d($i,l‘j+1) > d(l‘i,$j) + L0/2.

Moreover, [x;, k] is Fo-witnessed by [x5; 1, %2j-1] ([v25,75,;], resp.) if i <
2] — 1<k (i<2j <k, resp.).
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The following lemma will be used only in the proof of Theorem We
can also define backward pivotal times in the backward path @, with choices
from S71 = {57! : s € S}. We denote the set of backward pivotal times
until n by B, (w). We also analogously define the set of backward eventual
pivotal times Q(®) 1= U, Qn (@), where Q,(w) := Ni>n Pr(@).

Lemma 5.5. For a.e. bi-infinite path (w,w), there exist infinitely many
forward eventual times {i(1) < i(2) < ...}. Moreover, there exists m € Zxg
such that if |Qk| > m and |Qp| > m, then (Wgo,wy 0), < Fy with x = yl.j(El) 0

forl=m,... |Qkw)|.

Proof. By Proposition (5.2 almost every (&, w) has infinitely many forward
eventual pivotal times Q(w,w) := {i(1),i(2),...} and backward eventual
pivotal times Q(w,w) := {i(1),4(2),...}. Hence, we focus on an equivalence
class £ of bi-infinite paths (&,w) that are pivoted from each other at for-
ward /backward eventual pivotal times. Each path is then determined by its
choices a;(1), @;(1), @i(2), @i(2), - - - at forward /backward eventual pivotal times,
and these choices follow independent uniform distributions. Now given the
choices a;(1), Gi(1), - - - @i(1—1), @i(1—1), We collect the choices a;(), G;q) that
satisfy

@) Wi,00¥ity 0y, < o

The above conditions are satisfied by at least 303 x 303 choices out of
at most 305 x 305 choices. This implies that on &, the above condition is
satisfied for some 1 <[ < m for conditional probability at least 1 — (0.01)™.
Hence, for a.e. bi-infinite path w € £, there exists some m that satisfies the
above conditions for [ = m. Let us fix k, &’ such that |Qx(w)], |Qr (@) > m.
We observe:

(1) [gz‘(m) 07 Yi(m) o) is fully Do-marked with Schottky segments [yl._(l) 2 Y0 ol

e 0+ Gipy ) (by Lemma B3,
(2) [yi_(m)o,wk o] is (Cp, Dy)-head-marked with sequences of Schottky

segments, (72‘)5\;1 and (m)f\i% where v; = [yz._(m)vo,wj_(m)voco] and
some of 7;’s have endpoints yl?'(cm) 0’ yl?'(EmH) 9> - This is due to

Proposition 5.3l with an observation

Pr(w) 2 Qr(w) 2 {i(1), ..., i(|Qk(w)])}-
(3) [wgro, Yitm), o) 18 (Co, Do)-tail-marked with sequences of Schottky seg-

ments, (%)ﬁ\il_l and (7;)Y,, where ny' = [wz_(mmco, gi‘(mm]. This is

again due to Proposition .3l
To concatenate these alignments, we finally need to check that [yl_(m) 0 Yi(m) N

and [yi_(m)o,wi_(m) oco] are Dy-glued. Since (¢,0,a720) < Cy < Dy for any
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a # cin Sy, this is guaranteed. Similarly, [gjl (m).0° g;_(m) )

Jand (55, 6 Wiy 0]
are Dy-glued.

Combining these, we observe that [Wyo,wy 0] is (Coy, Dy)-marked with
sequences of Schottky segments, whose endpoints include yz.i(l) os for I =

m,...,|Qr(w)|. Now Corollary yields the conclusion. O

5.2. Pivoting and its consequences. Using the prevalence of pivotal loci,
Gouézel recovered in [Gou22| the result of Maher and Tiozzo that non-
elementary random walks on a weakly hyperbolic group escape to infinity.
We recover an analogous result due to Kaimanovich and Masur.

Corollary 5.6 ([KM96l Theorem 2.2.4]). Almost every sample path on Te-
ichmiiller space escapes to infinity and tends to a uniquely ergodic foliation.

Proof. As before, let Q(w) = {i(1) < i(2) < ...}. By Proposition and
Borel-Cantelli, |@,(w)| tends to infinity for a.e. path w. The escape to
infinity then follows from Proposition [5.41

By a standard Arzela-Ascoli argument, we observe that {~, = [0,w, 0]}
has a subsequence {7,,} that converges to a half-infinite geodesic y. Note
that -, are eventually Fy-close to each eventual pivotal locus by Lemma[3.111
In particular, vy cannot fall into e-thin part and the vertical foliation V,, of 7y is
uniquely ergodic ([Mas92, Theorem 1.1]). Here, 7 tends to ¢ = [V,] € PMF.

Now {yi_(k),o}l?;l tend to ( since they are Fj-close to ~ and escape to

infinity. Moreover, thanks to Proposition [5.4] we have

d(o, yi—(\QnI),O) + d(yi_(|QnD70,wn 0) — d(0,wy 0) = 2(0,wy, O)y;(\Qn\) . < 2Fp.

This implies that d(o,w, 0) > d(o, yi_(|Qn|) o) — 2Fp. Since yi—(\Qn\) o tend to ¢,
so do wy, 0 by Lemma 1.4.2 of [KM96]. O
We now turn to the proof of Theorem [Al

Proof of Theorem[4l Let X\ be the escape rate of w. Without loss of gen-
erality, we may assume that K; > (8.4 + 8Fy)/\. We now take M =
2K /log 50. For each n € Z~g, we let m = | M logn| and define

Eni={weQ:[Qn(w)| 2 m/Ki},

Eno:={weN:d(o,w;o) <2 m for all i <m}

Ep3:={weQ:d(o,w,0)>0.5\n},
F,={weE,1NE,2NE,3:|do,w,0) —T(wy)| > 5 m}.

We denote by £"/51(w) the collection of trajectories pivoted from w only
at the first |m/Kj| eventual pivotal times. Fixing w € F,,, we will estimate
P(F,|E™/ K1 (w)).

Let i(1) < ... <i(|m/K1]) be the first |[m/K; ] eventual pivotal times of
w. Note that d(o, wi_(lmo) = d(o,wen 9@y 0) < 2Am for I =1,...,[m/K;]
since w € Ep1 N Ey 2. By Lemma (A8 at least 304 choices of a;;) make
w pivoted from w. For each such choice, at least 304 choices of a;) make
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& pivoted from w. Inductively, there are at least 304L™/K1l choices for
© e EME ().

Our next goal is to show that only few choices of a;1) and @;(|m/k, |) are
allowed for @ € £™/51(w) N F,. Let us consider

(jél—17j2l—17j2l) = (gj_(l),O’gj_(l),O’g;—(l),O)
forl=1,...,|m/K;| and Zg := o. Since Q,(w) C Py, (w) and @ is pivoted
from w at i(l)’s in Qm(w), we also have i(1),...,i(|m/K1]|) € Pp(w) =

P, (w). Then Proposition G4l tells us the following. First, since [Zg;_2, Zo—1]
is Fy-witnessed by [Z%, |, Z_1], we have

|[d(Zar—2, To_1) + (Th_1, Tar—1)] — d(Tar—2, Ta—1)| < 2Fy.

for each I. Moreover, we have d(Zo, Z;) < d(Zo, Wmo0) for each | < 2|m/K;].
Finally, for each i < j < k we have (%;,Z)z; < Fp for i < j < k. This
implies that for each 1 <t < [m/K], we have
t

(T, To) — Y _[d(To—a, ) + d(Tu-1, T1)]

=1
t t
< |d(Zo, Tar1) = > _[d(@Bar—a, Ty 1) + d(@y_y, Tor1) + d(@ar—1, Z)] | + | Y d(@y_y, Ta11)
=1 =1
t t
< |d(o, Bar) — Y _[d(For—a, Tor—1) + AT, )] | + 26F0 + | > d(@y_y, Tor1)
=1 =1

< 4tFy + 2tFy +t. 4.
This inequality is useful because the terms d(Zo—2, T, ;) and d(Zy—1, To)
are not affected by the pivoting. In particular, we have
d(fo,fgt) < d(xo,xgt) + (6F0 + %)t
< d(o,wmo0)+ (6Fy + .#)t
< 2dm + 2Lm/K1J (% + 6F0)
for each 1 <t < [m/K;]. Here, in the second inequality we also used the
fact that i(t) € Qm(w) C P (w).
Now let v = (wz’_(Lm/Klj) 0)_151”11);(1) ,- Note that v is not modified by
pivoting at i(1),...,i(|m/K1]). Moreover, we have
d(o,vo) > d(o,wn 0) — d(o, yi—(Lm/Kﬂ),O) —d(o, y,'_(l),g)
(5.2) > d(o,wy 0) — d(o, yi_(Lm/Klj),O) —d(o, yi_(l),o) — 2.4
> 0.5 n —4dm — 2.4 > 2.4 + 3Dy

for sufficiently large n.
Suppose now that a;(1), Gi(|m/K, |) satisfy

(5.3) (az‘_(im/Klj)O’ v0), < Cpy, (a Z(1)0 v~ 10), < Cp.
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Observe the following:
(1) [gi_(Lm/Kﬂ),l’ a’nﬂi_(l)p] is Do-witnessed by ([gi_(LM/Kﬂ),l’ gi_(\_m/Kﬂ),O]’ [(Dnﬂi_(l)z, ‘Dn?ji_(l)p]):
this is due to Inequality [5.2] LemmaB.7], and d(o, az‘_(im/Klj)O)’ d(o, 5%2(1)0) <
M .

(2) [372._(1) 0 gi_(\_m K1) 1) is fully Do-marked with some sequences of Schot-
tky segments, (y;)N 7" and (1;)X,, where y; = [wi_(l)’oo, wi_(l)’oco] and

N = [gji_(Lm K1) 2,37;([7” K1) 1J)- More explicitly, such sequences are
provided by Proposition [5.3]since i(1),i(|m/K1]) € Qn(®) C Py ().

(3) [gz’_(tm/KlJ),i’ Ti(lmyxr)y,2) A0 (k1)) 10 Fimy 1 )) 0] 80€ Co-glued.

(4) [wi_(l)’oo,wz(l)voco] and [372._(1)’0,171(1)72] are Co-glued.
Applying Corollary [3.12] these imply that

11— . _ R o
wo Y Yi),00 Yn Yi(my/ra )0 Yi),00 Vim0 Onim/r )

have Gromov products at most Fy among points (in the right order). Hence,

k
1 - B I L
= h]in A d(yi(l)p’w"yi(l),o) + Z [d(w% yz’(l),O’w%yi(l),O) - 2(3/,'(1)70’W%yz(l)p)wjflgf

n Yi1),0

> d(gi_(l),O’w"gi_(l),O) — 2Fy > d(0,0,0) — 2d(o, gji_(lw) —2F)

and d(o0,wn,0) — T(wy) < 4Im+4|m/Ky | (A + Fy) + 2.4 + 2Fy < 5Am for
sufficiently large n: @ ¢ F,, in this case.
In summary, at least 3032 choices of (@i(1), @i(|m/K, ) (that satisfy the

conditions in Lemma FE8 and Inequality B.3) are for @ € £ K1 (w) \ F.
Now suppose that (@;(1), @;(|m/K,|)) are chosen from the remaining choices,
of number 3052 — 3032 in maximum. In each case, we similarly deduce that
at least 3032 choices of (@i(2)s @i(|m/ K, |-1)) are for & € EM/K1(w) \ F, and
at most 3052 — 3032 choices remain. Continuing this, we deduce that

2 2\ m/K1/2]
]P’(Fn\Sm/Kl) < <305 303 )

< e < 50 - (0.02)™/Kilogn < 50,2

for sufficiently large n. Summing them up for various £"/51(w), we deduce
that P(F,) < 50n~2. By Borel-Cantelli, a.e. w eventually avoids F,.
Suppose now that w avoids Fj, eventually but d(o,w, 0)—7(w,) > 5M logn
for infinitely many n. It means that either |@,(w)| < n/K; infinitely of-
ten or |d(o,wy0) — An| > 0.5An infinitely often. The first one happens in
probability zero since P{|@Q,(w)| < n/K;} is summable, and the second one
happens in probability zero by the subadditive ergodic theorem. O

A crucial ingredient of the previous proof is that the distances between o
and eventual pivots increase linearly, which is a consequence of the subad-
ditive ergodic theorem.
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In fact, regardless of the choices until step n, the next eventual pivotal
time after step n appears soon (with exponentially decaying error probabil-
ity). One might hope that this serves to prove Theorem [Dl However, despite
punctual appearance of pivotal times, we cannot assure that the distance be-
tween the n-th position and the forthcoming pivot locus is proportional to
the time. Since the reference step n changes, we cannot apply the subaddi-
tive ergodic theorem here. Hence, we pursue a different approach.

Lemma 5.7. There exists Ko > 0 such that for any gx+1 € G and x € X>,

P |sup(x,wy 0)o > d(o,wy, 0)

n>k

gk+1] < ng_k/K2.

Moreover, for any n >k, gr41,...,9n € G and x € X>., we also have
P [(z,wn 0)o = d(0,w) 0)| Gosts- - - s gn] < Koe #/ K2,

Finally, given any g1,...,Gx11 € G in addition, we have

P |:hm Sup(wnoawn O)O > d(O,(Uk O) 9k+1,915 - - - 7gk+1:| < K2e_k/K2-

n
Proof. We recall the model in Subsection Bl This time, we temporarily
fix the choices of gsn|r/6N|+15- - 96N(|k/6N]+1) and exclude them from the
potential pivotal time. This modification, for example, reduces each N (n)
by at most 1 so the overall estimate does not change. In particular, with
the same K7 > 0 as in Proposition £.2] we observe that

P (|Qr] < k/K1 — 1| gon(h/6N| 115 - - - » Gon (/6N +1)) < Kie 5.

Now for each w with |Qg(w)| > k/K1—1, we consider the equivalence class
EF/K1=1() of trajectories pivoted from w at the first [k/K; — 1] eventual
pivotal times i(1) < ... < i([k/K, —1]) € Qu(w). For @ e EF/FKi=1(y),
i(1),...,i([k/Ky — 1]) belong to Qr(w) = Qr(©) = Up>iP, (). Hence,
we can apply Proposition (.4t for each ¢t = 1,...,[k/K; — 1] and n > k,
d(o,&)i_(two) < d(o,wy0) and [o,w,0] is Fy-witnessed by [wi—(tm,wi—(t)po}.

Now suppose that (z,@,0), > d(o,@0) for some n > k. Then we have

(2,0,,0)0 > d(0,0,0) > d(ov‘bi_(l)po)‘

If this happens for two choices a,a’ of ai(1y, then [o,z] is Go-witnessed by
[w;(mo, zbi_(l)’za%] and [ZDi_(l)’zo, wi—(l),za%] by Lemma B.I3l Then Lemma
B.I1 implies that [z,x] is Fj-witnessed by [ZDi_(l)’zo, zbi_(l)’zaQO], a contradic-
tion.

Hence, there exists at most 1 choice of @;;) that makes (z,0,0), >
d(o,wy0) for some n > k. By similar reasons, there exists at most 1 choice
of Gj(1y, - -+ Gi([k/K,—1]) for the desired case, out of at least 304%1%=1 choices
for £¥/K1=1(). Therefore, the conditional probability on each ¥/K1-1(y)
is at most 0.005*/K1=11 and we may take Ky = h)g;%O(Kl + 200).
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The second claim follows the same line of thought. This time, we fix
the choices of gen|k/6N|+15 96N |k/6N|+25 - - - »gn and construct pivotal times
before k. That means, we modify the model in Subsection [5.1] by taking

WN(UR/6N]) = VO (Ik/6N )41 Yk /6N | I6N [k /6N |41 " Gn-

Still, the estimate for N'(|k/6N|) and |Py| do not change. In other words,
we have P(|Py| < k/Ki|gk+1,- -+, 9i+1yn—1) < Kie */K1. Now we proceed
as before on the event |Py| > k/K; to deduce the conclusion.

For the final claim, we keep working on each £¥/K1=1(w). Note that
d(0,&0) for @ € EF/K171(w) is bounded above, say by M.

Recall that a.e. @, escapes to infinity and has infinitely many eventual
pivots, even when g1, ..., Jx11 are fixed. Hence, we condition on the paths
@ such that d(o, w;—(m),oo) > M + 2(Fy + Fy) + 1 for some eventual pivotal
time 7(m); we loose zero probability by doing so. Let us now take N such
that P,() contains i(m) for all n > N. For such n, Proposition [5.4] tells

us that [o,w,0] is Fy-witnessed by [wl‘(m) 505 w{(m) 00]. Hence, for n,n’ > N,
we deduce from Fact [2.4] that
(5.4) (Wnr0,wn 0)p > d(o, "Di_(m) ,0) — 2Fp > d(o,wy0) + 211 + 1.

We now claim that at most one choice of @;(y) is possible for (u,,0,0,0), >
d(o,0r0) to hold for some sufficiently large n. Suppose to the contrary
that a;q) = a, a’ work for n,n’, respectively. Then [o,d,0] is Gp-witnessed
i(1),2 20 Wy1) 2
Lemma BIT] implies that (&,0,0,0), < d(o,u?l._(l)zo) + Fy. Also, since
i(1) € Pi(@), we have d(o, (112._(1)’20) + Fy < d(o,0r0) + Fy. This contradicts
Inequality 5.4

In a similar way, we deduce that there is at most 1 combination of
Qi(1)s - - - » Ai([k/K,—1]) and the same conclusion follows. O

by [wi_(lmo,u? a?o] and [0, w,s0] is Go-witnessed by [wi_(l), 0, W1y 5a20).

When X is a geodesic space, we have proven the following stronger result.
Outside an event with probability less than Koe */K2 | we have

(z,wn0)p < d(o,wz([k/Kl_l])’oo) < d(07w;E[k/K1—1]),00)7
(0,2)w, 0 = d(0,wy 0) — d(o,w;&k/Kl_m’oo) > d(wp O’w;[k/Kl—ﬂ),OO) — 2Fy.

Here again, we are using Proposition 5.4l for the inequalities among distances.
This implies that [z,w, 0] is Go-witnessed by [w;'&mk_m’oo, w;'z(mk_ﬂ)go]
and

d(o, [z,wy, 0]) < d(o, w%mk_ﬂ)po) + Go + 66 < d(o,wy 0)

for n > k. Similarly, d(o, [0,0,w,, 0]) < d(0,wy 0) holds for large enough n.

We now prove a deviation inequality between independent random paths
with doubled exponent. This was observed for p = 2 in [MS20], when G is
a hyperbolic group acting on its Cayley graph.
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Proposition 5.8. Suppose that p has finite p-moment for some p > 0.
Then there exists K > 0 such that

E [lim sup(Wn0, wy, 0)3‘”] < K.

If X is geodesic, we also have

E [lim sup d(o, [Wn0, wp, 0])27’} < K.
Proof. For later purpose, let us fix 0 < ¢ < p. Let D(@p, wy) = (0n0,wy 0)5T7
or d(o, [0n0,wy, 0])PT1, and Dy, 4(0n, wy) = d(0,0n0)Pd(0,w, 0)7. Recall that
both (@0y0,w, 0), or d(o, [@n0,w, 0]) are smaller than both d(o,w, 0) and
d(o,wn0). Hence, we have

D(6n, wn) < min(d(o, wy, 0),d(0,0,0))PT? < d(0,0,0)Pd(0, w, 0)! = Dy, ¢(0n, wh,).

We next claim that

oo
f(aij) = Z |Dp,q(ajk+17wk+l) - Dpyq(ajkywk” 1limsupn D(@n,wn)>Dp q(@k+1,Wk+1)
k=0
dominates lim sup,, D(@y, wy,).
If Dy, (@i, w;i) < limsup,, D(Wn,wy) < Dy (@it1,wit1) happens for the
first time at some ¢, then
i
lim sup D (@n, wn) < Dpg(@it1,@i41) = Y [Dpg(@iy1,wit1) — Dpg(@i, wi)]
" k=0
is bounded by f(w,w). If not, Dy 4(0k,wy) < limsup,, D(&p,wy,) holds for
all k and
i—1
D(&;,w;) < d(o,w;0)"d(0,w;0)? = Z [DP7Q(d)k+17wk+1) - Dpﬂ(d)k?wk)] < f(@,w)
k=0
for each 4. Since lim sup,, D (@, wy,) < sup; D(@;,w;), the claim follows.
The following is useful: for any r > 0 and k € Z~(, we have

- »
E[d(07 Wk O)p] <E (Z d(07 gi0)> ]
L \i=1
(5.5) <E <I<: max d(o, gm)) ]

1<i<k
Tk
<E|k" Z d(o, gio)’"] < kK" E,[d(o, go)].
i=1

Recall now that for ¢,s > 0, we have

t—s|P p<1
. P _ Pl < | > 4
(5.6) [t =5 |_{ 2 (|t —sPP+sP7 e —s]) p>1.
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This implies that for ¢;,s; > 0 we have
(5.7)
|tht5 — sYs3| = [th(t5 — s3) + (¢] — s7)s5|

. a (|t1 — s1P + 87"t — 81| + s’f) <|t2 — 89|T+ 53 "t — s2|"q)

+ 2P (‘tl — 81’10 + Sﬁ)_np’tl — Sl‘np> Sg.

_Jp 0<p<1 _J g 0<¢<1
"EY1 op>1 0 MTY1 g>1

Thanks to Inequality [5.7] it now suffices to control the expectations of
fk;nl,nz ((Da w)
= d(O, gk—i—lo)nl d(O, gk—i—lo)nz d(07 wko)p_nl d(O, Wk O)q—nz 1lim sup,, D(@0n,wn)>Dp q(@k41,wWk+1)

for 8 combinations of (ni,ng2) such that 0 < n; < p, 0 < ny < ¢ and
n1 +ng > min(q,1). Let us take ¢ = e/?PX2 and fix gpy1, Grp1 at the
moment. We claim Y < Y; + Y5 + Y5 + Y, where

Y = d(o,wr0)P " d(0,wp 0) T Lim sup,, D(@n wn)>Dp g (@rs1.041)
Y= d(07 d}ko)p_nl Ck(q_nQ) Liim sup,, D(wn,wn)>d(o,wy, 0)PT95

Ys = ck(p—nﬂd(O, Wk O)q_n2 Lim sup,, D(wn,wn)>d(0,00)PT9s

Y3 := d(0,wr0)P" " d(0, wy 0)T Ld(0,610),d(0,wr 0)> k-

First observe that Y < ¥; when d(o,0,0),c* > d(o,wy0). Also, Y < Y,
when d(o0,wy, 0), cF > d(o0,@0). In the remaining cases, d(o,010), d(0, wy 0) >
& and Y < Y5,

Let us estimate each E[Y;|gr11, grr1]. We further fix gy, ..., gx in addition
t0 gk+1,Jk+1, and pivot on the forward path w (before step k). Lemma [5.7]
tells us that

Pllim sup D (@, wn) > d(0,wi 0)P | gs1, G1. - - -, Grar] < Kae M52,
n

and we now integrate d(o,w,0)P~™ for various §i, ..., J; to deduce
E[Y1|gk+1, G1] < Kac™?P-MI72).B[d(0, 00)P "] < Ko FEP=0Hm2) pp=mHL B, [d(0, go)? ™ ].
Similarly, we obtain
E[Y2|gk 41, Gk1] < Koc™ -0 E[d(0,wy, 0)77"2] < Kae "PHMRI24LE, [d(0, go)1™"2).
Finally, using the independence of events for w and w, we compute
E[Ys] = E[d(0, 0r0)" - d(0,@x0) ™" Ly(o 0.0)>ck] - Eld(0, wi 0)" - d(0, wi 0) 7" 15 0 0)> ]

< Eld(0,@10)P) E[d(0,wy 0)P] - ¢~ kp=atmitnz) < pptat2 (| [d(o, go)P])? - ¢ kp=atmitna),

With these bounds, we now multiply d(o, gx+10)"d(0, §r+10)™* and inte-
grate to deduce that

E(frnina] < (5K +1) (14 Eyld(o, go)?])* ¢ Mpmatmin(@igpra+2,
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This is summable for ¢ = p so the conclusion follows. O

Remark 5.9. We note a similar result, due to Benoist and Quint, regarding
the deviation inequality between a fixed boundary point and a random path.

Proposition 5.10 (cf. [BQ16, Proposition 5.1]). Let X be a Gromov hy-
perbolic space and suppose that p has finite p-moment for some p > 0. Then
there exists K > 0 such that for any © € X U0X and m € Z~q, we have

E(z,wmo)t], E {limsup(x,wn o)g] < K.
n

Benoist and Quint proved this proposition for cocompact acitons ([BQ16),
Proposition 5.1]) by using the spectral gap of the Markov operator on X.
Our Lemma [5.7 now provides an alternative approach to Proposition
which does not require the cocompactness assumption.

Meanwhile, the exponent p in the statement of Proposition is op-
timal and cannot improved further. This draws contrast with Proposition
[2.8 with 2p-exponent. The exponent doubling in Proposition [5.8 comes from
the independence of two random directions involved. The probabilistic ra-
tionale behind this is that the minimum of two independent RVs with finite
p-moment has finite 2p-moment.

We now present a similar estimation of the 2p-moment of (@0, W, 0),
for m,m’ € N. Note that the bounds are uniform in the case m = m’.
Although the bounds are not uniform for distinct m and m/, they will be
sufficient for the proof of the LIL in Section [7

Proposition 5.11. Suppose that p has finite p-moment for some p > 0 and
let ¢ < p be a nonnegative integer. Then there exists K > 0 such that

E [(0mo, wn 0)81] < K + Ke ™K (m! —m),
and when X is geodesic,
E [d(o, [m0, wn 0])PTI] < K + Ke™ ™K (m/ —m)1
for all 0 < m < m’, respectively.

Proof. We replace lim sup,, D(&p,,wy,) in the proof of Proposition B.8 with
D(@my Winy) := (000, Wiy 0)PT2 o1 d(0, [0, Wiy 0])PT9. Then we define

m—1

f@,w) = Z | Dp,g(@k415 Wkt1) — Dp gk Wk) | 1D (@0 0,115 Dy (s 0n)
k=0

9(w,w) = | Dyp,q(Om wm') — Dp g(@m, wm)| LD (@m0, )> Do g (@m0

and observe that f(w,w) + g(w,w) > D(Wm,wn). We can then estimate
E f(@,w) with a uniform bound as in Proposition 5.8 by constructing Y and
Y;’s. Here the relevant fact is that

P[D(d}m7wm’) > d(O,UJk O)p+q|gk+17g17 s 7gk+1] < I(2e_k/Kv2
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for each k < m—1 (and its symmetric counterpart), which now follows from
the first part of Lemma (.71
Meanwhile, g(w,w) is dominated by a linear combination of

d(wm 0, Wy 0)n2d(07 wmo)pd(o, Wm O)q—nz 1D(wm,wm/)2Dp,q(dzm,wm)

for ngy = 1,q. Let us take ¢ = e*/2PK2. From the previous calculations, we
obtain
E[d(0,0n0)Pd(0,0m 0)1 ™™ 1 p(. o3 Dp.a(omiom) | Gin 15 - - G

<Kyc ™ZP=atn2)pptl E.[d(o0, go)P] + Kac™"™Pm? " E,[d(0, go)T "]
1 2Ky mpmatn2) oy ptatl omm(p—gtng) (E,[d(o, go)"])?.
Here the relevant facts are
P[(d}mov Wm/ O)O > d(07 Wm O)|gm+17 <o m/y glv cee 7gm] < KQe_m/KQ
and
]P)[(d)m07 Win! O)O 2 d(07 (I)mO)’gl, o 7gm/] S KQe_m/K27

which are the second item of Lemmal[5.71 We then multiply d(w., 0, w, 0)"2 <
> g1 d(0, gr0)]"? and integrate to deduce

Eg(@,w) < (5K2+1) (1 4+ E,[d(o, go)P])3 ¢=mlp—atmin(a, ] yptatl. (! yn2

(here we use the fact that ny = 1, ¢ are integers). Since p > 0 and 0 < ¢ < p,
p — q + min(q, 1) is positive and we get the desired estimate. O

A similar argument is available for measures with finite exponential mo-
ment. Although Proposition [5.11] has its analogy in this setting, we only
discuss the analogy of Proposition [5.8] that is relevant to Theorem

Proposition 5.12. Suppose that Eu[ec‘i(o’go)] < oo for some ¢ > 0. Then
there exists K > 0 such that

E [lim sup K (@nown O)"} < K,

n

and when X is geodesic,

E [lim sup ef Ao [@nown OD] < K.

Proof. We take M = 4max(1,log E,[e°¥®99)]+1)/c and K = min(c, 1/2M K3).

Note that KM < 1/2K5 and M(c — K/2) > Mc/2 > 2logE,, [e°¥(®9°)] 4 1.
We again set D(wy,,wn) = (0n0,wn 0), or d(o, [0n0,wy, 0]), respectively.

Then the desired variables are bounded by

(5.8)

flo,w) = Z Kld(owk 11 0)+d(0,wk110)]/2q
k

d(o,wp, 0)+d(o,w0) +
=0 2

lim Sup,, D(":’nvwn)>
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Indeed, if d(0, w; 0)+d(0,w;0) < 2limsup,, D(0y,wy) < d(0,w;+1 0)+d(0,@i1+10)
holds for the first time at i, then

f(@,w) > eKld(owiy1 0)+d(o,wit10)]/2 > lim sup K D(@n,wn)
n

If such i does not exist, then we have

f(ij) > eK[d(o,wi 0)+d(0,0;0)]/2 > CK min(d(o,w; 0),d(0,&i0)) ~ eKD(d)i,wi)

for each i. Taking the limit supremum, we have f (@, w) > e limsup, Dwn,wn),
To estimate f(w,w), let us use the decomposition

d(0,wk+10) +d(0,Wp410) < d(0, gk+10) +d(0, Jr+10) +d(0, wk 0) +d(0, Wk0).
Given this, it suffices to control the expectation of
o

Z K d(0,91410)/2 ;K d(0,Gk110)/2 o Kd(ow}, 0) /2 . Kd(0,050) /2

k=0

We fix gg11, gk+1 and define Ey := {d(o,wy 0) > Mk}. Then

lim sup,, D(@n,wn)> dlowp, 0) +d(o,@k0) O);d(o’wko) ’

E[eKd(o,wko)/2eKd(o,wk 0)/2 1Ek] < E[ecd(o,wko)ecd(o,wk o)e(K/2—c)d(o,wk 0) 1Ek]
< E[ec Zle d(0,g;0) € Zle d(o,gio)]eM(K/2—c)k

< Eu[ecd(o,go)]2keM(K/2—c)k < B_k.

Similar estimate holds on Ej, := {d(0,00) > ME}. On (E; U E.)° we have

IE[eKcl(o,cZ)ko)/2eKd(o,uJ/1C o)/21 < EKMnge_k/Kz,

lim sup,, D(@n,wn)>d(o,wy, 0),Ef ﬂEvlz]

E[eKd(o,wko)/2eKd(o,wk 0)/2 < EKMnge_k/K2.

lim sup,, D(wn,wn)Zd(o,wko),EgﬂE‘g]

Overall, the conditional expectation of the k-th summand is dominated by
2K e k/2K2 4 90—k, uniformly on the choice of gi11, rr1. We then multiply
eKd(ngkJrlo)/z S eCd(ngkJrlo) and eKd(oygk+lo)/2 S eCd(oygk+10)7 integrate for gk_,’_l
and i1, and sum up for k to obtain the desired bound. O

We are now ready to prove Theorem

Proof. We focus on the sample paths that have infinitely many forward /backward
pivotal times {i(1),4(2),...} and {i(1),%(2),...}. Recall that almost every
path is so, and pivotal loci escape to infinity in such paths. We then define
xo = o and (x9_1,%9) = (yi_(l)’o,y;'(rl)’o) as in Proposition (.4, and concate-
nate segments [z, x1], [1, 23], [T2, 23], ... into a path T'(w).

We claim that I'(w) is an (1 + %, 2Fy + 2D3)—quasi-ge0desic. To show

this, consider points z € [z;—1,2;] and 2’ € [zj,xj41]. Without loss of
generality we may assume ¢ — 1 < j. When ¢ — 1 = j, the portion of I'(w)
between z and 2’ is geodesic so we are done.
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When ¢ = j, we have
(2,2)2, = =[d(z, ;) + d(z;,2") — d(2,2)]
[d(zi-1, @) + d(zi, 1) — (d(wi-1,2) +d(2,2") +d(2', 2i41))]

< §[d($z’—1,wz’) + d(xi, xip1) — d(zi—1, Tig1)] = (Tim1, Tig1)z, < Fo.

Thus, the length d(z,z;) + d(x;, 2") of the portion of I'(w) between z and 2’
is bounded by d(z, 2’) + 2Fp.

When i < j, we have (2,2j)z, < (Tim1,%j)2;, < Fo and (2,2j41)2, <
(i1, %j41)e; < Fo. Together with (zi,j11)s, Fy, we deduce that
[z,2j41] is D3-witnessed by ([z,z], [}, 241]) and (2,2")e; < (2,2541)s; <

D3 holds. Note also (2, g4+1)q, < Fo for k=1i+1,...,j — 1. These imply

<
<

< 2Fy(j — i) + 2Ds.
k=1

j—1
[d(z, x;) + Z d(zk, xp41) + d(zj, z')] —d(z,2")

Since d(x, Tg+1) > % for each k, we deduce that d(z,z") > (% —2Fp)(j —
i) —2D3 > Lo(j — i) — Lo/8. This in turn implies
j—1
d(z,2:) + Y d(wp, ps) + d(w5,2') < d(z,2') + 2F(j — i) + 2D
k=i
< (1 + 8F0/L0) d(Z, Z/) + Fy + 2Ds3.

Now we assume that E,[d(o, go)P] < +oo or E,[e“®99)] < +o0 for some
¢ > 0. In the first case, we set f(k) = kY% and arbitrary C > 0. In
the second case, we set f(k) = logk and C = 1/K for the K obtained in
Proposition We define

Ey = {(w,w) : limsup d(wy, 0, [Wk—n 0, wktn 0]) < Cf(k)}.

Note that for each k, lim sup,, d(wg, 0, [Wg—pn 0, Wk1+y 0]) has the same law with
Y = limsup,, d(o, [0n0,wy, 0]). Thus, Proposition 5.12] and [5.8 imply that

Y BB <Y P(Y > Cf(k) < oo
k=1 k=1

and P[lim inf;, Fx] = 1 by Borel-Cantelli.
By the preceding argument and Lemma [5.5] we may suppose that:

(1) there exists m for (&,w) as in Lemma [5.5], and
(2) w € E for sufficiently large k.

Then w € Ey, |Qr(w)| > m and Cf(k) > Fy + F; hold for large enough k;
fix such k. Since pivotal loci escape to infinity, there exists M such that

d(o,yTEMm) > 2Cf(k) + d(o,wy, 0) + Fo + Fy + 1.

)

Finally, we take n such that:
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(1) |Qn-k(@)] = m and [Qnix(w)| > M, and
(2) d([wk—n 0,Wk1n o], wi0) <20 f (k).
First note that [wg_y, 0, Wity 0] is Fy-close to each of Zom, Tomi1, - .-, Tans
by Lemma [5.5l Since wk—_y, 0, Wity 0, x; are e-thick, [wi_p 0,wkyy 0] and
I = [Wh—n 0, Tom| U [T2m; Tom41] U ... U [Tanr—1, Zans] U [Z20r, When 0]
are within Hausdorff distance Fy. Hence d(wy 0,1") < 2C f(k) + F,. Here,
(Wk—n 0,wk 0)g,. < Fy by Lemma SO
d(Wk 0, [wk—n o, x2m]) > (Wk—n o, $2m)wk 02 d(x2ma Wk O) - FO
holds. Meanwhile,
($2M, WEk+4n O)wk o
(%201, Whtn 0)o — d(0,w}, 0)
= d(0,xap1) — (0, Wktn 0)zy,, — d(0, Wk 0)
>20f(k) + Fy + 1

d(wy 0, [Tapr, Win 0]) >
>

holds since i(M) € Pyypn(w). This implies that d(wy 0,I”) is not achieved
between wy 0 and [zapr, Wity 0]. Hence we deduce

d(wg0,T) < d(wg 0, [Wk—n, 0, Tom] U [Tom, Tam+1] U ... U [zanm—1, x2m]) + Fo
<201 (k) + Fo + Fy < 3Cf (k).

Hence, d(wy 0,T") < 3C f(k) eventually holds and the conclusion follows.

We now further assume that X is proper. As in Corollary 5.6l there exists
a subsequence [0, wy, o] of [0, w, o] that converges to a half-infinite geodesic
ray ['g. It remains to show that 'y and I'" has bounded Hausdorff distance.
Each z; is Fy-close to [0,wy, 0] eventually, so I'g also has points m; with
d(zj,2}) < Fy. For definiteness, we take xj = 0 = z9. Then [z}, ;1] and
[x;-, x;H] are Fy-fellow traveling by Theorem 2.12] so I' = Uj>¢[xj, zj41] and
Lo = Uj>olz}, 2% 4] are also within Hausdorff distance F.

Finally, when X is a geodesic d-hyperbolic space that is not necessarily
proper, we can take a (1,200)-quasigeodesic I that fellow travels with T, in
view of [KB02, Remark 2.16]. O

6. CENTRAL LIMIT THEOREMS

In this section, we consider two variations of the model in Subsection [B.1]
to prove a CLT for d(o,wy 0) and the converse of CLTs for d(o,wy0) and
7(wp). Note that the CLT for 7(w,,) then follows from Theorem [Al

6.1. Converse of central limit theorems. Throughout this subsection,
we assume that E,[d(o0, go)?] = +00. Let also K > 0.

For each g € G, there exists a € Sy such that (0,ag0)q = (go,a 10), <
Co. For that choice, there exists b € Sy such that (0, agho).go = (97 a0, b0), <
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Co. In this case we say that g € Agp. Since Ugpes, Aqp = G, we deduce

Z Eﬂ[d(0790)219€Aa,b] > Eﬂ[d(o’ 90)2] = +o00.
a,beSo

Hence, there exist a,b € Sy such that E,[d(o, 90)219614“’17] = +o0o. We then
take a subset S of Sy \ {a,b} with cardinality 305 and define 44 as p
conditioned on Agy, i.e.,

fas(g) = { w(9)/m(Aap) g€ Aap

0 otherwise.

The elements g of A,y are chosen so that [0, agbo] is fully Dy-marked with
Schottky segments [ago, agbo] and [0, ao]. We also have

d(o, agbo) = d(o, ao) + d(ao, ago) + d(ago, agbo) — 2(0,ago)., — 2(0, agbo)ago
> d(ao,ago) + 2Ly — 2Cy > d(o, go).
From this, we deduce
Ey,,[d(0,agbo)’] > u(Aap) ' Eyld(0, g0)*1gean, ] = +oo.

We now define jig), 11} and 1y as in Subsection Bl and consider the
decomposition

PO = an == pge) X 1y X pap X Lipy X prge) + (1 — )y

for some measure v and 0 < a < 1. As in Subsection 2.3] we define RVs
Pis Viy My Vis N(k), 9(i). We also define «; (8;, resp.) as the product of
the first (last, resp.) N coordinates of 7;, and &; be the (3N + 1)-th, middle
coordinate. Then {p;, a;, i, &, v;} all become independent.

We work in the setting similar to Equation b1} we again let £ = [n/6N |,
v = géNk+1 - gn and observe
(6.1)
wn = wo - a3-(a€payb)-b] -wi - a3-(a€y()b)-03 -+ aXrory-(@onr (i) d)-Daria) - Whriry

where wi = vy Vi) g G = Qi) b = By(iy and w;\/(k) = VN ()41 vy
Fixing the intermediate words (wo, . . . , Wxr(k)-1, w;\/(k)) and (a&y(1yb, - . ., ayr)b),
we construct the set of pivotal times P, (w) = Pyrx)(s) for s = (a1, b1, ..., ax,bx) €
S2F with the uniform measure.

The difference between the simple model in Subsection[E.Jland the present
one lies in the different decomposition of p/V. This does not affect the linear
increase of N (k) with respect to n outside a set of exponentially decaying
probability. Once N(k) and intermediate words are fixed, we can apply
Proposition[4.11]l Hence, as in Proposition[5.2] |P,(w)| > n/K; holds outside
an event with probability less than Kje~ /K1,

Moreover, we can bring the alignment obtained in Proposition B3l In-
deed, among the four items before Proposition 53] items (1)-(3) does not
depend on the character of intermediate words v;’s and remain the same.

We then replace item (4) with
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(4’) for each I =1,...,|P,(w)|, sequences of Schottky segments

([yj_(l)’oawj_(l)@aOL [yj(l),O’yj—i_(l)Q]) ) ([yj_(l),2’yj(l), ]7[ ](l) b 0, y () ])
are Dy-aligned.

This follows from the full Dy-marking of [0, a&;bo] with [0, ao], [a&;0, a&;bo]).
Hence the results of ProposﬁwnlBB]andlBElfollow we set 1o = 0, To|p, (s)|+1 =
W 0, (To1—1,x91) = (Y;, Z(l)o, () o) forl =1,... |P,(s)| and obtain (z;, 74),; <
Fy for each triple i < j < k.

We are now ready to prove Theorem [Cl

Proof of Theorem [Q. Let us first fix a sequence (1, )m>o such that n,, /Ky >
2™ and lim,, n,,/K12™ = 1. We will work on the product space  x Q of
Q and its copy €. In other words, together with the RVs (p;, mi, s, Bs, . . .)
of (w,w) € O x ) that depend only on w, we consider an identical copy of
RVs (p:, 1, G, Bi, .. .) that depend only on w. We will investigate the RV
%[d(o,wn 0) — d(0,w,0)].

Fix m and suppose that wy € Q,, := {w : |P,,, (w)| > 2™}. Let us denote
its first 2™ pivotal times by 41,...,iom. We then declare the equivalence
class of wg by

_ S ivis i, Biy) (W) = (pis i i, Bi,7) (wo),
E(wo) = { T &i(w) = &i(wo) unless i@ = V(i) ..., ¥(igm) } :

(Note that ¥(k)’s depend only on {p;(w)}). This condition is an equivalence
relation because of Lemma .9} all w € £(wp) have their first 2™ pivotal
times 41, ...,4iom. The following quantities are also uniform across £(wp):

d(zo(w), z1(w)), .., d(xom+1_o(w), Tom+1_1(w)), d(zom+1(w),wp,, 0).

For each [ = 0,...,m, let us now consider the dyadic Gromov products

(f]}'zl,o, x2l,2)x2l'1, (flle,z, x2l,4)x2l.3, ceey (xgl,(2m+1fl_2) N ‘T2l'2m+171)xgl_(27n+17l71) .

Conditioned on £(wy), these are 27! independent variables bounded by
Fy, depending on disjoint groups of g,y - - - 9(iym)- Thus, their sum Y

satisfies Var(Vj|€(wo)) < 2m~!. F2, and we have
1
m—0.51)/2
{|Yl E[V;|€(wo)]| = 100F, - 2¢ (5 } < o5
by Chebyshev. We sum them up to deduce that

(6.2 S 1Y~ EIYIE(wo)]| < 800, -2
=0

outside an event with probability at most 1/1000. (x)
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We perform the same construction with respect to Q. Let & be the set of
pairs €& x & of equivalence classes on €,,, {2,,, such that

2m—1 m
Z d(@2i; 22i41) + d(Tgm+1,Wn,, 0) — 2 Z E[Y[€]
i=0 1=0
(6.3) _— o o
> Z d(T2;, T2i41) + d(Tgm+1,Wp,,0) — 2 ZE[YA&].
i=0 =0

Note that Inequality [6.3] is reversed by the measure-preserving symmetry
w > &. This implies that P(J&) > 1 P(Qy, x Q).

We now make use of the fact E[d(o,aébo)?] = +oo. By a truncation
method recorded in e.g. Exercise 3.4.3 of [Durl9], we have the following.

Lemma 6.1. Let Z be an RV with E[Z?] = +oo and {Z;, Z!}2, be i.i.d.
copies of Z. Then for any M > 0, there exists N > 0 (that depends on M
and the distribution of Z) such that

P (f:z > f:ZHMx/ﬁ) > %
=1 =1

forn > N.

This lemma implies the following: for any pair of equivalence classes
E, & that have the first 2 pivotal times {i1,...,iom} and {i1,...,7m},
respectively, the conditional probability of

i 2m
(6.4) Z d(o,aly(i;bo) > Z d(o, aiig(ij)bO) + K9om/2
j=1 j=1

on £ x £ is at least 1/5, given that m is large enough. (**)

Let us now combine the ingredients. Conditioned on each £ x £ € &,
we have Inequalities (for Q,,, and Q,,), and with probability at
least 1/5 —1/500 by (x), (sx). In this case, we replace 2 ;" E[Y;|€] with
237, Y; and 237" E[V|€] with 23" Y} in Inequality 6.3 to obtain

2m—1 m

Z d(xgi, 1’22'4_1) + d(w2m+1,wnm O) -2 Z Y,
i=0 1=0
(6.5) o m
> > dldi, daip1) + d(dgmer, Wn,0) — 2 ¥ — 1600Fp2™2.
i=0 1=0

We now add up Inequalities and [6.41 Using identities

2 m

> ld(wai-a, w2 1) + d(wai1,w2:)] =2 Vi = d(wo, wymir),
i—1 1=0
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d(0, a&y(i;)bo) = d(zaj—1,22;) and (0,wn,, 0)z,,,,, < Fo, we deduce
(6.6) d(0,wp,, 0) — d(0,dn, 0) > (K — 1600Fy)2™/% — 4F,.

In conclusion, Inequality 6.6l holds with conditional probability at least 0.198
on £ x £ € &. Summing them up, we have probability at least

0.198P (U @@) > 0.198é (1 —Plw ¢ Q] - Pl ¢ Qm]> > 0.099-(1— 2K e~/ K1),

Since K is arbitrary, we conclude that

1
P [\/T_m[d(o,wnm 0) — d(o,wy,,0)] > K} > 0.09
eventually holds for any K > 0. This cannot happen if %[d(o, Wn 0) — Cpl,
1
v . . .
To deduce the same conclusion for translation lengths, it suffices to prove

P [d(0o,wn 0) — T(wyn) > v/n] <0.021

for all sufficiently large n. We first take ny such that P(|Q,,| < 2) < 1075,
and define an RV Y(w) := d(o, yi_@)’o) where i(2) is the second eventual
pivotal time for w. Y (w) is a.e. finite so there exists ny such that P(Y (w) >
0.1y/n2) < 107°. Then for n > max(ny,n2), outside an event of probability
at most 2 - 107°, we have d(o, yl._(lm),d(o, yi_(2),0) < 0.1y/n; let E be the
collection of such path w.

Forw € E, d(o,wy, 0)—7(wy) < y/n automatically holds when d(o, w, 0) <
/1. If not, we condition on £2(w), the collection of paths @ pivoted from w
at the first two eventual pivotal times. If n is sufficiently large,

d(0,@n0) = d(0, F;5) ) — (0, U1y 5) = 0.8vn — 2.4 — 12Fy > 2.4 + 3D,

and hence —=[d(0,w, 0) — d(0,w,0)], converges in law.

holds and the argument in the proof of Theorem [A] implies that
d(0,@n0) — 7(wn) < 2d(0, Y5, ) + 2Fp < Vvn

with probability at least 1 — [305% — 3032]/305% > 1 —0.02. Hence, summing
up the conditional probability across F, in [d(0,wy 0) — T(wy)] > 1 happens
in E with probability at most 0.02. Outside E we have 2-10~° more chance,
hence the conclusion. ]

6.2. Central limit theorems. The purpose of this subsection is to prove
a CLT for d(0,w,, 0). After obtaining a uniform control of (w;, ! 0,w, 0),, the
convergence to a Gaussian law is due to [MS20]. However, we should first
establish a lower bound on the variance to guarantee the convergence to a
non-degenerate Gaussian law, which we present below.

Proof. Since p is nonarithmetic, there exist ay,...,a;, b1,...,b; € suppp
such that g = a1 ---a;, ¢ = by - - - by satisfy d(o, go)—d(0, ¢g'0) > 104Fy+4.4 .
Since Sy contains more than 4 elements, there exist a,b € Sy such that
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9,9 € Agp. We then take a subset S of Sp \ {a,b} with cardinality 305, and
let g o be the uniform measure on {(a1,...,a;),(b1,...,0)}. Then

N6N+l = a(u% X 1{a} X fhg.g' X 1{b} X /L%) +(1-aw

holds for some v and 0 < a < 1. This enables us to construct RVs and
pivotal times/loci as in the previous subsection. This time, §; are defined to
be product of (3N + 1)-th, ..., (3N + )-th coordinates of ;.

Claim 6.2. We have Var [d(o, Wn, 0) ‘ |Po(w)| > 2™| > 900F32™.

Proof of Claim[62 On Q,, := {w : |P,(w)| > 2™}, we declare the equiva-
lence relation as in the previous subsection. In other words, we declare the
equivalence class of wg € 2, by

g(wo) —dw: (PiaViaahBh’Y/)(W) - (piayiuaia/@iufy/)(w()% )
&i(w) = &(wo) unless i = 9(iq), ..., (igm)
Let us fix an equivalence class £ with the first 2" pivotal times i1, ..., iom.
Recall that we have labelled the sample loci at pivotal times by z;’s. More
precisely, we have set g = 0, Tgm+11 = wy 0 and (z9_1, T9) = (yi_(l)’o, y;(_l),())

for | = 1,...,2™. We now define z; = z; for 0 < [ < 2™ — 1 and
:17’27”“ = wy, 0. We will inductively prove that

Var [d(x;k(l—nvx/zkl) ‘ 5} > F02 [900 -2k 1940 . 2k/2] .

fork=1,...,m+1landl=1,...,27 %1 In particular, for k = m+1 and
[ =1, this reads

Var [d(mg, Toyms1)

5] = Var [d(o,wn 0) ‘ 5] > 900FZ2m T,

By summing up these conditional variances for various equivalence classes,
we conclude the claim.

Let us consider the case k = 1. Foreach 1 <1 < 27, w®) := (w;,o)_lw;;,l,o
is constant across &, (Ta—2,%21)ey_, = (W0, ay(;,)bo)o < Fo and g,y = g
or ¢’ with equal probabilities. This implies that

1 2
Varld(ays,)l€] = | 1d(wo,agbo) — d(uVo.a5'0) |

1| [d(wWo,0) + d(o,agbo) — 2(wWo, agbo),]

4 ' — [d(wDo,0) + d(0,ag'bo) — 2(w Do, ag'bo),] '

> 2500F§ > F§ - 1800 + 240v2] .
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+

-1
im0 )" wy, are con-

)"l g and W' i= (w
stant across & and (Tom+1_9, Tom+1)ay 11> (Tom+1_9, Tomt1+ 1)z, .y < Fo.
Also, &y(iym) = g Or ¢ with equal probability. Using these, we similarly
deduce

2

Var[d(xh_o,x5)|E] = \d( @m) 0,agb - w'o) — d(w(zm)o, ag'b - w'o)|

[d(w®™)o, 0) + d(o0, agbo) + d(agbo, agbw'o)]
[Z(w(2 0,agbo), + 2(w?™) o, aghw'0) agpo)
—[d(w®™o,0) + d(o, ag'bo) + d(ag'bo, ag'bw'o)|
+2(w?™o,ag'bo), + 2(w? ™o, ag'bw'0) agho)

—_

S

> — (|d(o, agbo) — d(o, ag'bo) — 4F0)2

q>|>~q>|>~

(d(0, go) — d(0, g'0)| — 4t — 4Fy)* > 2500F3.

Suppose now that Yy = d(z! Lok (919 2’6(21 1)) and Y2 = d(x/ Tk (3111 Ty o)
satisfy the estimation for some 1 < k < mand 1 <[ < 2™~ k. We now
estimate the variance of Y = d(z! Tokt1(_1)) 2kﬂl) = Y7 + Yy — b, where

b=2(z! Lok (1) Tow))a! e . Since Y7, Y5 are independent and 0 < b < 2Fy,

Var(Y) > Var(Y1) + Var(Y2) —2Fy -/ Var(Y1) — 2Fy - /Var(Y2)

oF, 2F,

= Var(Y1) |1 — ————| + Var(Y2) |1 - ———
Var(Y1) Var(Ys)

>9. 2 [900-2k+240-2k/2} o2

=70 Fy - 30 - 2/2

> 9. F2 [900 9k 4180 202 — 16]
> F2 [900 LR 940 . 2k TD/2 4 (360 — 2401/2)28/2 — 16]
holds. Since 360 — 2401/2 > 16, we have the desired conclusion for k+1. O
In particular, Claim and Proposition together imply that
(6.7) Var[d(o,w, 0)] > 100Fn/K;

for sufficiently large n.
In the remaining part of the proof, we employ the theory of [MS20, Section
4]. We first fix M > 0 and consider the random variables

Yii = d(wsz(i—l) 0,wakpri 0), i = (W2kM(z'—1) 0, Wak M (i41) O)wszio
(see Figure []) and their balanced versions
Vii=Yii—E[Yiil, b= bri — E[bg,).
Observe the following;:
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1) each of {Y};}icz, {bki}ic2z+1, {bki}icaz is a family of i.i.d;
2) there exists K > 0 such that E[b} il < K? (Proposition (.8));

(1)

(2)

(3) E[b? ]<E(\bmy+Ebey) <41E<:[b2 ] <AK;
(4) Yk+1z—Yk2z 1+ Yioi — 2bg2i— , for each k, i.

We first show that —=[E[d(0,wy, 0)] — nA] — 0 as n — oo. Observe that

un
1 1 2k _ 2k7t71
seyr Bt = ey DB ~ ey Z 2 Elai-]
=1 1=1

The LHS converges to the escape rate A as k — oo, and the first term of the
RHS is always - E[d(0,wps 0)]. Finally, since E[b 2;—1] < VK for any t and
i, the second term of the RHS is bounded by WK /M. Hence we deduce
[v/nA — % E[d(0,wy, 0)]| < 2V K /\/n as desired.

From now on we take M = 2™ for positive integers m. Observe that

1 1
(68) \/Wyk,l = \/W ; }/0,7; - \/W ; ; bt72i—1

By subtracting the expectations, we also have

1 1 2k: k—1 2k7t71
(6.9) Vi1 = R > braic
\/ Qk+m \/ 2k+m — 2k+m P =

Let us investigate the error term Y, >, by 2;—1. Foreacht, Y, by oj—1/V2k+m
is the sum of 2¥7*~1 independent variables, each having variance bounded
by K/2F+™_ Thus, this sum has variance less than K/2m+! and

2k7t71
o 1 7 —m/3o—t/4 K
P\l E::= W z_; begi—1| = 2 2 S om/3+t/2+1

holds by Chebyshev. Thus, \/ﬁ > > be2i1 is bounded by 7 - 9—m/3
outside Uy By, where P(U;E;) < 8K - 27™/3,

Meanwhile, by the classical CLT, \/W ZZ 1 Y, . converges to a Gaussian
law A4(0,0,,) as k increases. Here, Inequality [6.7] guarantees that oy, :=

\/%\/Var(d(o,wgm 0)) > 10Fy/+/ K when m is large enough.
In summary, the random variables #[d(o,wgk 0) — E[d(o,wqr 0)]] are
eventually (16K + 15) - 2=™/3-close to .4(0,0,,) in the Lévy metric. This

implies that .47(0,0,,) are Cauchy, and since o, is bounded below, they
converge to a nondegenerate Gaussian law .4°(0,0) (and lim,, o, = 0).
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To deal with distributions at general steps, we consider auxiliary variables
Yien = d(Woktm | joktm | 0,wn 0),

: k k+1
bk-n = (w2k+m+1tn/2m+k+lJ 0,Wn 0)W2k+7n(2\_n/2m+k+1]+1) o if 2 +m(2 Ln/2m+ + J + 1) <n
’ 0 otherwise.

0 Wom OW.9m O Wp, O
| | | | | | | | | | | |
I T T T T T T T T T T 1
{Y0,i} - Yo
{bo,2i—1} v v v v g
{b12i-1} v R R
{b2,2i-1} v
"""""""""""""""""""""""""""" NS mmmsmmms===== b3;n

FIGURE 5. {Y%,}, {Yin}, {bk:} and {by.,} for 10-2™ < n <
11 - 2™, Here by, = ba,, = 0 since 2™(2|n/2mF| + 1) =
11-2™ > n and 27F2(2[n/2m 3| +1) = 12-2™ > n.

Here, E[bim] < 4K still holds for any k and n (Proposition [5.11] for ¢ = 0
and p = 2). We now realize that

[d(0,wy 0) — E[d(0,wy, 0)]]

Si-

1 (/2™ ] 1 9 [n/2mtitt]
— Yo, + —Yo, — — bin bt.oi—

As n — oo, the first term converges to .4°(0,0,,) in law. The second term
converges to 0 in probability, because

D P(Yom/Vin =€) =Y P(d(0,wy_ghm |y jpism | 0) > /1)
n=1

n=1

<Y B2 2 /) <E(Z)eP) < +oc,
n=1

where Z has the distribution of )" d(o, g;0).
Moreover, for 2™+t < n we have

. Ln/2m+t+1J AK 4K
n
Var\ 7 P 2 it | | <55 || +1] < g

This implies that the final term is bounded by 7-2~/3 outside an event with
probability at most 16K -2-™/3. In conclusion, ﬁ[d(o, wn 0) —E[d(0,w, 0)]]
is eventually (32K +15)2-™/3-close to A4 (0, o,,) for each m. Since A (0, 7,,) —
A(0,0), we conclude ﬁ[d(o, wy,0) — E[d(0,wy, 0)]] = A4(0,0). O
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7. LAW OF THE ITERATED LOGARITHM
Throughout this section we set

loglogn n >3

1 <2, a(n) := (2nLLn)"?,  B(n) := (n/LLn)"2.

LLn := {

In this section, we adapt de Acosta’s argument for the classical LIL in
[dA83] to prove our LIL. Let us briefly summarize de Acosta’s strategy
before entering the proof. Let {X;} be a sequence of balanced i.i.d. with
Var(X;) < K. In order to investigate the deviation of Y ;" ; X; in the
order of a(n), de Acosta first truncated X,, to obtain Y, 1= X, 1y x, |<g(m)}>
Zn = Xnlfx,|>8(n)} (assume E[Y,,] = 0 at the moment for convenience).

The truncation threshold 5(n) is so designed that the a.e. convergence of
Soi11Zil /(i) follows from finite variances of X;. Kronecker’s lemma then
implies that the term (""" | Z;)/a(n) does not contribute significantly. For
Y,, we make use of the independence of Y,,, truncation bounds of Y,, and
Chebyshev’s inequality to deduce

P {gn/a(n) > t} < exp [—AH iﬁﬁ’@ (ﬁanﬂ

for any ¢, A > 0. The final trick is to couple the sequence of events F,, :=
{>°i21 Xi/a(n) >t} with a geometric subsequence E|,x |, in the sense that

(7.1) P (UpspioBn) <C " P (B

k>ko

Choosing suitable ¢ and A, one can make this series convergent and Borel-
Cantelli leads to the a.e. upper bound of limsup(>_" ; X;)/a(n). Let us
now make this discussion precise.

Proof of the LIL. Given an integer m > 16, we set the following RVs as in
Section
Ykﬂ' = d(wgk,gm(i_l) 0, Wok.om; 0),
bi,i = (Wak.gm (i—1) 0s Wok.om (i41) O)woi ym, 05
Yk;n = d(w2k+m Ln/2k+7”J 0,Wn 0),
‘e ok E+1
by = (w2’“+m“tn/27”+k“J 0,Wn 0)w2k+wzLn/2m+k+1J+1> o if 2FFm(2|p/2mthtl| 4 1) <y
0 otherwise.

Note that
(7.2)

Ln/2m+t+1J

1 1 - 2 . _

2m+t<n i=1
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The second term in the RHS of Equation converges to 0, as we have
observed that >~ P(Yy., > €y/n) is summable for each € > 0. The first term
is the sum of i.i.d.s divided by a(n) and the usual LIL applies. It is the final
term in Equation that requires de Acosta’s argument. The additional
obstacle here is that we deal with the infinite sequence {), bt 2i—1}¢ of sums
of 1.i.d.; we should not only establish a bound on RHS of Inequality [1] for
each family {Bt,gi_l}i, but also that the bound is summable for ¢.

Claim 7.1. For any K' > 0, there exists m > 16 such that

Ln/2m+t+1J

P hmsup Z Z bt’gi_l > K ) <K'

2mtt<n

Proof. Let us consider

By ;= {w s |br2ic1| > 6(2t+m+1z‘)/2(t+m)/4}7
Bt,2i—1 = Bt,2i—11Et,“ B£,2i—1 = li)t72i_1lEtc’i, B£,2i—1 = B£,2i—1 — EB£,22'—1'
Note that
|E Bigi—1| = [EBi2i—1| < E|Bai-1] < E[br2i-1]

=E [br2i-1 — (Ebr2i1)| < 2E[broi1| < 2VK,
1Bt oi 1] < |Bigi1| +|EBjg 4| <2- B(2ttmLy) jottm)/4

E(B£,2i—1)2 < E(|B£,2i—1| +E |B£,2i—1|)2
<AE|Bjg_4° <4Eb}y_; < 16K.

Using the first equality and inequality, we have

(73)_

(o] (o]
B o) - 55 o2 < 35 o
t=1 i=1 t=1 i=1 =1 i1

Our first aim is to show that these summations are finite. We observe that
(7.4)

[ee)
> E|Biaii|/a2H)

i=1

g BERUMH (i + k1)) _[pERHF™FI((+ k) - BRI+ k + 1))
< 2_; kZ—o af 2t+m+1 o(t+m)/4 P o(t+m)/4 < be2i-1| < o(t+m)/4
ARG 1) L [BRETH) L BEHTHG41)] S
- Z; o(t+m)/4 P o(t+m)/4 <lbea| < o(t+m)/4 Z af 2t+m+1

]:

=1
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when m > 8. Here are used the facts that §(z) is increasing for x > 8 and
that {b;2i—1}; are i.i.d. Moreover, we have

J
1 10 t+m41 - t+m—+1/ - t+m—+1 -
i=1

for each j. Hence the last quantity in Inequality [[.4]is bounded by

o© t+m+1 ; t+m—+1(,;
—5(t+m)/4—1 2 (ot+m+1 ; B(2 7 B(2 (j+1))
Yy g |20 <l < 2

j=1
<11- 2730/ g (b, 1) < 44K - 2730/

which is summable. Hence, the summations in Display [7.3] are finite. In
particular, we have

> o o0

1 .
ZE a(n) Z ’Bt,n/2t+m—1’ = g E E ’Bt72i_1‘/a(2t+m+1z) < 00
n=1 t>1;20+mtln t=1 i=1

This means that > a(n Zt>1 ottmL|, | By 1 jot+m 1] is finite almost surely.
We now recall a classical result due to Kronecker:

Fact 7.2. Let (ay), be an increasing sequence of positive numbers and (by),
be a real sequence. If Y b, converges, then

lim — =

im o Z ajb; = 0.
7=1

Applying this fact, we deduce that

\_n/2m+t+1J

Z Y. Bl = Z > |Biail

j 1¢>1;2t+m+15 2m+f<n i=1
converges to zero almost surely. For a similar reason we also have

oo [n/2mHiH]
We now handle {Bé,%—l}i‘ Since these are balanced i.i.d. with
E(Bjg_1)? <16K and |[Bi,y | < gl=(Hrm)/4 . g(ottmly)
we can apply Lemma 2.2 of [dA83]. It begins with the observation
22
l+z<e®< 1+x+76|m| Vo € R.

Meanwhile, since (z) is an increasing function of x for x > 7, we have

‘Bg’%_l//@(n)’ < 21—(t+m)/45(2t+m+1i)//@(n) < 21—(t+m)/4
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when m > 2 and i € {1,...,|n/2™"*1]}. We then have

— — — 2 —
exp( 2/K Btm 1> <1+ 2/KB/ +<MB/ ; ) exp(ﬂgl ;

5(m) By rat T | gy P 5y Dt
V2K o 2 m)/
< 1SS Bl + g )2| ! i exp<2 2K 2 (t+ 4)

By taking expectations, we can remove the second term of RHS:

V2/K -, 2 _ .
E [exp (TTC)BW_J <1+ K32 E B} 1] exp (2\/2/1(2 e+ >/4)

< exp <3217}1Ln exp (2\/2/K2_(t+m)/4)> .

Since {Bj 4;,_1 }i’s are independent, we now have

Ln/277L+t+1J Ln/2m+t+1J
2LLn _ V2/K -
E eXP( n E Bioi1 || = I | E |exp <7ﬁ(n) B£,2i—1)]
i—1 i=1

n 32LLn (tm) /4
< exp [2m+t+1 P exp (2\/2/K2 (t+m)/ )}

Here, Markov’s inequality tells us that the above expectation bounds

Ln/2m+t+1J

2LL _

Py U By 222 @BLIn | exp (2 : 2_(t+m)/8LLn)

n , ’

1 Ln/2m+t+1J
=P a(n) Z Bigi 1> 2= (M8 /K | exp (2 . 2_(t+m)/8LLn> .
Hence we have
1 [n/2mtitl]
M Z Bt2z 1 > 2" (t+m) /8\/_

32
<< 2. 278 4 2 exp (2¢/27 K274 /4)>LLn>
< 2~ t+m/8LLn>

where the last inequality is for large enough m such that 27/8 > 16e2V 2/K .

Meanwhile, Chebyshev’s inequality implies that when m > 16,

(7.6)
2 16 25 K
1 —(t+m)/8 m+t+1 ok )
Z:Bml—l 22 \/EO‘@ 29| = 2—(t+m)/4 [ o2 (2mHt+1 . 9k) <1/2

for any ¢,k > 1 and n < 2F.
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We now estimate the probability that | Z}Z{zmﬂﬂj Bigi 1| > 4.2= M)/ /Ka(n)
occurs for at least one n. This is bounded by

o0
P max E B!
];) ok << okl t,2i—1

By Inequality and Ottav1ani’s inequality, this is bounded by

> 4 X 2—(t+m)/8\/fa(2m+t+1 X Zk)

2k+1

2ZP Z‘Bm@ 1|>3 2= (Hm)/8\ [ o (21 . ok

Since 3a/(2mFtL . 2F) > o (2mHtHL . 9kt for sufficiently large m and all k,
we can rely on Inequality to bound this with

< 1

~ m3(log 2)*
Taking m large enough, we have m~3(log 2)~* < K’. Outside this event, we

have
(7. 7)

2N (k+m+t+2log2) 2" <23 (klog2) ™!
k=0 k=m

oo [n/2mtitt)

Z Z Bt2z1<4\/_22 (ttm)/8 < 30K . 27m/8 < K’

for all n, once again by taking m large enough Combining this with the
2m+t+1 2m+t+1

fact that —— Zt 12Ln/ !B, 2i—1 and (n Zt 12Ln/ JEBt 2i1

converge to zero almost surely, we deduce the conclusion. O

We should also cope with the remaining terms Et;n’sz note that for each ¢,
only one copy of Btm arises at step n. This leads us to handle each deviation
event {b,, > K'a(n)} separately (for example, it is hard to rely on Otta-
viani’s inequality to reduce to subsequential events). Since we are observing
a phenomenon of order y/nloglogn, second moments are not informative.
Fourth moments, in contrast, are relatively ill-controlled as we only have
bounds E[b.,,] < (2¢7)2. We thus choose third moments as compromises.

Claim 7.3.

hmsup Z bm =0 a.s.

2mtt<n

Proof. Let K’ > 0. Given t > 0 and 1 < k < 2", {byorem(9;_1)44 i 18 &
family of i.i.d. In this case, Proposition [5.11] gives a uniform constant K%
such that

Elborimp) < K5+ Kje H/Ks . ottm,

By taking K3 = 8K}, we also have

E [bygrsm i kl” < E(lbyorm g] + | Ebyorem y])* < Kz + Kge F/HKs gttm,
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Let us now define

Ei i = {w : |Bt;2t+m(2i—1)+k| > 9t/8

Then for Yy j, = |byor+m | /(23/3F™/2K"), we have

- K'\/2tmi K'\/214m (i + 1)
Z]P Ektz < Z P{ 2t/8 < ’bt;2t+m+k‘ S 2t/8

1 B
2 3 3
< /Ytlet,kzl dP < /Ytk dP < S0/E I [T K,?,E|bt;2t+’n+k|

K3 223 9—9t/8— 3m/2 K3 223 —k/Ks  o—t/8—m/2
— K’3 K’3 '
We sum them up to deduce
o o
> 2. 2 PlBed <o
t=1 0<k<2t i=1
Then by Borel-Cantelli, we conclude that for almost every w,

- K'a(n
()] < £ 20

for all ¢ for all but finitely many n. For those w we have

Z Bt;n
t

eventually. We decrease K’ to 0 and conclude. O

- < 16K’
a(n) B

We now finish the proof of the LIL. Fix K’ > 0 and let m > 0 be as in
Claim [ZJl Claim [Z1] and Claim [T.3] together yield

[nj2m e
limsup —— Z bt72\_n/2m+t+1J+1;n + Z bt’QZ’_l < K’
n a(n) om+tln =1

outside a set with probability at most K’. Moreover, the classical LIL implies
that
[n/27]
lim sup Z YO il = om a.s.

Together with the fact WYO,M/T”JH;n — 0 a.s., we conclude that

1
lim sup m[d(o,wn 0) — E[d(0,w, 0)]]| € [om — K',om + K']

outside a set of probability K’ > 0. Since we have 0,, — ¢ and K/ — 0 as
m — 00, the desired conclusion follows. O
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8. DISCUSSION & FURTHER QUESTIONS

So far, we have adapted Gouézel’s pivotal time construction to the set-
ting of Teichmiiller space, in addition to Gromov hyperbolic spaces, and
utilized it to deduce limit laws for random walks. The crucial geometric
ingredient was the construction of Schottky sets (Subsection [£.1]) using the
non-positively curved feature of Teichmiiller space.

A similar phenomenon is expected on C'AT(0) spaces (e.g., Teichmiiller
space equipped with the Weil-Petersson metric), Outer space for free groups
and relatively hyperbolic groups. This line of generalization is now presented
in the author’s more recent preprint, [Cho22]|.

Another approach to generalize this result is to relate a group action
on one space with the action on another space. For example, mapping
class groups can act on both the curve complex and the Teichmiiller space.
Therefore, the dynamics in one space can have implications on the dynamics
in another space. This philosophy has been employed in [Hor18], [DHI8| and
[MS20] and resulted in fruitful observations. The author hopes this strategy
leads to the analogous limit laws on the Cayley graph of the mapping class
group.

Indeed, mapping class groups enjoy the trickiest version of hyperbolicity,
as opposed to Teichmiiller spaces or Gromov hyperbolic spaces that they
act on. Mathieu and Sisto overcame this difficulty by using the acylindrical
action on the curve complex and established various limit laws including
CLT. The author hopes that their strategy leads to other limit laws including
the geodesic tracking and the converse of CLT.
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