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A LANDSCAPE OF PEAKS: THE INTERMITTENCY ISLANDS OF THE
STOCHASTIC HEAT EQUATION WITH LEVY NOISE

BY CARSTEN CHONG!, AND PETER KEVEI?
1Department of Statistics, Columbia University, carsten.chong @ columbia.edu

2Bolyai Institute, University of Szeged kevei@math.u-szeged.hu

We show that the spatial profile of the solution to the stochastic heat
equation features multiple layers of intermittency islands if the driving noise
is non-Gaussian. On the one hand, as expected, if the noise is sufficiently
heavy-tailed, the largest peaks of the solution will be taller under multiplica-
tive than under additive noise. On the other hand, surprisingly, as soon as the
noise has a finite moment of order 2, where d is the spatial dimension, the
largest peaks will be of the same order for both additive and multiplicative
noise, which is in sharp contrast to the behavior of the solution under Gaus-
sian noise. However, in this case, a closer inspection reveals a second layer
of peaks, beneath the largest peaks, that is exclusive to multiplicative noise
and that can be observed by sampling the solution on the lattice. Finally, we
compute the macroscopic Hausdorff and Minkowski dimensions of the inter-
mittency islands of the solution. Under both additive and multiplicative noise,
if it is not too heavy-tailed, the largest peaks will be self-similar in terms of
their large-scale multifractal behavior. But under multiplicative noise, this
type of self-similarity is not present in the peaks observed on the lattice.
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1. Introduction. Consider the stochastic heat equation (SHE)
1 .
(1.1) oY (t,x) = §AY(t,x) +o(Y(t,z))A(t, x), (t,z) € (0,00) x RY,

driven by a space-time white noise A, where either o(x) = 1 and Y (0,z) = 0 (the case of
additive noise) or o(x) =z and Y (0,x) = 1 (the case of multiplicative noise). In this work,
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we fix ¢ > 0 and explore the macroscopic behavior of Y as |x| — oo, where |-| denotes the
Euclidean norm on R?. If d = 1 and A is Gaussian, it is well known that for fixed ¢ > 0,

lim sup _Ytr) <ﬁ> Coif o(x)=1,

|x|—o00 (log’w‘)l/z B Q0
(1.2)

log Y (t £\
limsupm = <§—2> ifo(x)=x

|z| =00 (log "TD2/3 B
almost surely; see [15, 25, 32]. If A follows a non-Gaussian distribution, in which case A is
called a Lévy noise, the results we obtain are rather unexpected. To give a flavor of them, let
us suppose in this introductory part that A is a Lévy noise with Lévy measure

(1.3) AM(=00,1]) =0, A(z,00)) =277, z>1,

for some o > 0. In this case, A is a compound Poisson noise with Pareto-distributed weights.
If « is small, the noise is relatively heavy-tailed; if « is large, the noise is relatively light-
tailed. In the latter case, the analogous result to (1.2) reads as follows.

THEOREM A. Suppose that o > %. If f:(0,00) — (0,00) is nondecreasing, then for
both additive and multiplicative noise almost surely,

supjy <, Y (4, 9) Sup|y<z Y (t,)

1.4 limsup—=——- = or limsu =0,
R N 1P T
according to whether the integral

o0 2
(1.5) / 2 f(x) "3 da
1

diverges or converges.

An obvious difference to (1.2) is the fact that the spatial asymptotics of the solution are
governed by an integral test. But this is not the most surprising part about Theorem A; a
similar integral test has been found in [21] for the behavior of Y (with o(x) =1) as t — co.
What is most striking in view of (1.2) is that the largest peaks of the solution at a given time
t are of the same order for both multiplicative and additive Lévy noise! It has been shown
in [9] that the solution to the SHE with multiplicative Lévy noise is always intermittent in
all dimensions d > 1, regardless of the details of A. While intermittency is an asymptotic
concept that describes localization on an exponential scale as ¢ — oo, it is widely believed
that the largest peaks of an intermittent process at finite times should already exceed those of
a non-intermittent process (e.g., the solution to (1.1) with additive noise). Theorem A shows
that this belief is incorrect in general.

This being said, if A is sufficiently heavy-tailed, multiplicative noise does produce higher
peaks, even at finite times.

THEOREM B. Suppose that o < % andlet 0, =1 — %l(a —1).

(1) In the case of additive noise, we have the two possibilities in (1.4) depending on whether
the following integral diverges or converges:

(1.6) /OO 2 (2) Y da.
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(ii) In the case of multiplicative noise, there are 0 < L, < L* < 0o such that for all L > L*,

. Sup\y|§xY(t7y) .
1.7 hiisip —dJapL(loga) /(T =0 a.s.,

while for all L < L,

Sup|y|<z Y(tv y)
rd/aeL(logx)t/(+6a)

(1.8) lim sup

T—00

=0 a.s.

So the gain in the multiplicative case is a factor roughly of order el oge)/ %) i follows
from the previous two theorems that the highest peaks in the solution to the SHE are taller
for multiplicative than for additive noise if and only if A has very heavy tails. If o > %,
Theorem A seems to suggest that whether (1.1) is subjected to multiplicative and additive
noise cannot be distinguished based on the macroscopic behavior of the solution at a given
time point. But this turns out to be false, too: in fact, there is a second layer of peaks, beneath
the largest peaks studied in Theorem A, that is exclusive to the solution under multiplicative
noise. This second layer of peaks can be observed, for example, by sampling on the discrete
lattice Z? instead of R,

THEOREM C. ConsiderY on the lattice 7.
O Ifa> % and o(x) = 1, then almost surely, for any nondecreasing f : (0,00) — (0, 00),

) sup Yty ) sup Y (t,y
lim sup yeztjyi<z ¥ (% ):oo or lim sup yeza Jyl<a Y (8 Y)

according to whether the integral (1.5) diverges or converges.
(i) If v € (3,1 + 2) and o(x) = =, then there are 0 < M, < M* < oo such that for all
M > M*,

=0,

. SUPyezd |y|<z Y(tyy) .
(1.9) h;rfolip —dJagM (log 2) /002 =0 a.s.,

while for M < M,,

SupyEZd,|y\§x Y(t7 y)

(1.10) lim sup d/og M (log )1/ (1+0a)

r—oo &L

= o0 a.s.

(ili) Ifa > 1+ 2 and o(x) = =, then there are 0 < M, < M* < oo such that for M > M*,

. SUPyezd |y|<z Y(t7 y) .
(1.1D) hgiil;p 14 /(2+d) ¢ M (log z)(logloglogz)/ loglog x =0 a.s.

while for M < M,,

. SupyEZd,|y\§x Y(t7 y) o
(1.12) hin_ilcl)p 1d%/(2+d) e M (log z) (log loglog z)/ log log x ~ o0 a.s.

v) Ifa < %, then the statements of Theorem B remain valid for sup,cza |,|< Y(t,y).

The behavior described in part (iii) of Theorem C is particularly interesting. We do not
know of any other natural model with this type of growth asymptotics.



1.1. Review of literature. Let us put Theorems A—C in the context of the existing litera-
ture. Until a few years ago, the majority of works on the SHE driven by non-Gaussian Lévy
noise focused on existence, uniqueness and regularity of solutions, usually assuming strong
moment assumptions on the noise or studying specific noises only (e.g., a-stable noise); see
4,17, 18, 19, 36, 40, 41, 43, 46]. More recently, building on [11], the paper [9] derived the
most general existence and uniqueness conditions known up to date for the SHE with multi-
plicative Lévy noise (which are necessary and sufficient for d = 1,2 and almost optimal for
d > 3). Furthermore, extending [20], it was further shown in [9] that the solution to the SHE
with multiplicative Lévy noise is strongly intermittent in all dimensions for all non-trivial
Lévy noises. (This is another unexpected feature of (1.1), because if d > 3, intermittency
does not always occur if one considers the SHE on a lattice [1, 2, 14] or the SHE with short-
range correlated Gaussian noise [16, 37].) For the SHE with additive Lévy noise, the authors
showed in [21] that as ¢ — oo, Y (¢, z) for fixed x satisfies a weak but violates a strong law
of large numbers, a property referred to as additive intermittency. Finally, by showing that
directed polymers in heavy-tailed environments have the SHE with Lévy noise as a scaling
limit in the intermediate disorder regime, [10] established a first discrete statistical mechan-
ics model that rescales to a Lévy-driven SHE in continuous space and time (the analogous
result for convergence to the SHE with Gaussian noise was shown in [3]). For results on the
stochastic wave equation with Lévy noise, we refer to [5, 6].

1.2. Overview of the remaining paper. After a rigorous introduction to the SHE with
Lévy noise in Section 2, we state and prove in Section 3 tight upper and lower bounds on
the probability tails of the solution Y (¢, ) and of its local spatial supremum sup,cq Y (¢, ),
where Q € Q and @ = {x + (0,1)? : 2 € R?} is the collection of all unit cubes in RY. Theo-
rems 3.1 and 3.5 cover the results when the tail of the noise is heaviest, while Theorems 3.2
and 3.8 contain the statement when the tail is lighter. These tail bounds are the main technical
achievements of the paper; we will give more background on the approach we take to prove
them in Section 3. In Section 4, we will then use these tail bounds to prove Theorems 4.1-
4.3, which extend Theorems A—C to general Lévy noises. In Section 5, we further show how
the tail bounds of Section 3 can be used to determine/bound the macroscopic Hausdorff and
Minkowski dimensions of the peaks of Y. For the SHE with Gaussian noise, this program has
been carried out in [32]. In the Lévy setting, multiple scales appear: in the case of additive
noise, or in the case of multiplicative noise if the noise is not too heavy-tailed, we show in
Theorems 5.1 and 5.2 that the largest peaks of the solution are not only multifractal in the
sense of [32] but actually self-similar in terms of their multifractal behavior. At the same
time, in the multiplicative case, the largest peaks under a very heavy-tailed noise or the peaks
observed on the lattice Z¢ for any Lévy noise are multifractal but not self-similar. This is a
consequence of Theorems 5.1 and 5.3. Finally, the Appendix contains some technical results
needed in the proofs.

Except for Section 5 where we treat both additive and multiplicative noise, we only con-
sider and prove results for the case of multiplicative Lévy noise in Sections 3 and 4. In the
case of additive noise, we can obtain exact tail asymptotics using the theory of regular varia-
tion, which is why we have deferred them to a companion paper [22]. In particular, the parts
of Theorem A—C concerning additive noise also follow from [22].

In what follows, we use C, C1, C> etc. to denote constants which do not depend on any
important parameters and whose values may change from line to line. Furthermore, if we
plug in a real number z for an integer-valued index (e.g., Y ;_, or Y @) if Y (") is a sequence
indexed by n € N), we always mean plugging in | x|, the integer-part of x.
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2. Preliminaries. Throughout this paper, we assume that A is a space-time white noise
on R4, that s, a stationary random generalized function that gives independent values when
applied to test functions of disjoint support. It is well known (see [26, Ch. 4.4] and [44]) that
A is infinitely divisible in this case with Lévy-Itd decomposition

A(dt,dx) =bdtdz + v W (dt,dx) + / z(p—v)(dt,dz,dz)
(_171)
(2.1)

—I-/ z p(dt, dx,dz),
(_171)C

where b € R, v € [0, 00), W is a Gaussian space-time white noise, and y is a Poisson random
measure on R'*¢ with intensity measure v = dt ® dz ® \(dz), where ), the Lévy measure of
A, satisfies Je(1Az%) A(dz) < co. The last two terms in (2.1) will be denoted by A (dt,dz)
and A> (dt, dx), respectively. In this paper, we assume

(2.2) b=0 and v=0.

The first assumption is no restriction, because b # 0 would only change the solution Y to
(1.1) by an additive or multiplicative constant, depending on whether o(x) =1 or o(z) =z
(cf. [20, Sect. 3.3]). Regarding the second assumption, note that (1.1) has a mild solution
for v # 0 only if d = 1, in which case (1.2) suggests—and one can modify the proofs in
this paper to show this rigorously—that the macroscopic behavior of = — Y (¢, x) for fixed
t is dominated by the jump part. In addition to (2.2), we further assume that A is spectrally
positive, that is,

2.3) A((—o0,0)) = 0.

The condition (2.3) is needed to guarantee positivity of the solution Y in the case of mul-
tiplicative noise [9, Thm. 2.1], which is crucial for the lower bound proofs in this paper. In
principle, all upper bound results remain valid if we consider signed noise, but we refrain
from adding this extra bit of generality to keep the exposition simple.

From now on until the end of Section 4, we only consider the case of multiplicative noise,
that is, we will assume

(2.4) o(x)=ux.

In this case, a predictable process Y (¢, ) is called a mild solution to (1.1) if for all (t,z) €
(0,00) x RY,

t
(2.5) Y(t,x) =1+ / / gt — s,z —y)Y(s,y) A(ds,dy) a.s.,
0 JR4

where g(t,z) = (2rt)~%/2e~ 12"/ 1 o is the heat kernel in dimension d. In Section 5,
where we consider both additive and multiplicative noise again, we will use the notation

t
(2.6) Yi(t,x)= / / g(t — s,z —y) A(ds,dy)
0 JRe

for the solution to (1.1) with additive Lévy noise.
Let us introduce the following truncated moments of the Lévy measure \:

Q7 ) = / PAAz), my(\) = /

PAAz),  My(A) = / 2 \(d2)
(0,00) (0,1)

[1,00)
and

28)  moS(n) = / Pllogz Mdz),  mlP() = / Pllog 2[L- A(d2).
(0,1) (0,1)
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Under the assumption

(2.9) /[ )(log z)g A(dz) + m1+2/d()\)]1{d22} < 00,
1,00
it was shown in [9] (see Thm. 2.5, Rem. 2.6 and the discussion in Sect. 3. 3) that
N+1
(2.10) wu(s,y;t,x)=g(t —s,x —y)+ Z/ H g(At;, Ax;) HA (dt;,dz;)
(St XR i=1

7j=1

is well defined and finite, where At; =t; — t;—1, Ax; = x; — xi—1, (tn+1,2N+1) = (¢, )
and (tg,x0) = (s,v). Furthermore, u(s,y;-,-) is a mild solution to (1.1) on (s,00) x R?
with o(z) = 2 and initial condition u(s,y; s, ) = J,. In what follows, we write Y (¢,z) and
u<(s,y;t,x) for the process obtained by substituting A~ for A in (2.5) and (2.10), respec-
tively. We let u(s,y;t,2) = 0 whenever s >t and Y- (¢,2) = 0 whenever ¢ < 0. Then,
similarly to [9, Eq. (8.4)], a mild solution to (1.1) is given by

N+1

2.11) Y(t, (t t
( ) Jl' Z/(OtXRdN lyxl Hu< i—1s Li—1; Z)xl

=2

>(dt;,dx;),

||::2

where the term for N = 0 is Y- (¢,x). By the independence properties of A, for any fixed
t1 < --- <tn, we have that Y. (t1,21), u<(t1,;t2,"),...,uc(tn,;t, ) are independent of
each other and also independent of A>. Note that (2.9) is necessary and sufficient for the
existence of solutions to (1.1) in dimensions d = 1,2 and close to optimal in dimensions
d>319].

3. Tail bounds on the solution and its local supremum. The main device to obtain
Theorems A-C (and their generalizations) are sharp probability tail bounds on Y (¢, ) and
sup,cq Y (t,x), where @Q is a unit cube in R<. In all results, we need to distinguish between a
heavy-tailed and a light-tailed scenario, which motivates the following definitions depending
on a parameter o

CONDITION (H-a). We have (2.2) and (2.3). Moreover, we have mllof2/d(/\) < 0o and
A([R,00)) ~ CR™ for some C € (0,00) as R — oc.

CONDITION (L-&t). We have (2.2) and (2.3). Moreover, we have 0 < mllofz/d()\) +
My (X) < o0

Note that the notion of heavy- versus light-tailed is relative (and a-dependent). In particu-
lar, Condition (L-«) really only means that A has a finite moment of order « (in which case
A may still be heavy-tailed in the classical sense). In the following, we are going to prove tail
bounds for two different processes (the solution and its local supremum), for each of which
there will be a heavy-tailed case (Theorems 3.1 and 3.5) and a light-tailed case (Theorems 3.2
and 3.8). Each result in turn will involve an upper and a lower bound. Let us provide a short
overview of the proof techniques:

» All upper bounds, except for the tail of the local supremum of Y in the light-tailed case
(Theorem 3.8), are obtained by combining Markov’s inequality with sharp moment esti-
mates and then optimizing the exponent.

* The upper bound in Theorem 3.8 cannot be obtained in this way. Instead, we first show that
only “large close” jumps (in a certain sense) contribute to the tail and then use the explicit
Poisson structure of the atoms to bound their tail behavior. For this part, we also use a
decoupling inequality for tail probabilities (Lemma 3.7) that is of independent interest.
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* For the lower bounds, the level of difficulty is reversed: for the supremum in the light-tailed
case (Theorem 3.8), a single (well-chosen) jump suffices to produce the tail.

* In all other cases, the main strategy is to find chains of close atoms of beneficial length
N. An optimal number /N has to be sufficiently large (to be able to produce a tall peak)
but at the same time not too large (such that the probability of having a chain of that
length is not too small). It turns out that in the heavy-tailed case, for both the solution
(Theorem 3.1) and the supremum (Theorem 3.5), one needs to consider a whole range
of lengths NV, while for the solution in the light-tailed case (Theorem 3.2), considering a
single length N (depending on the size of the desirable peak, of course) is enough. An
important observation is that for these lower bound proofs, it is crucial that we consider
(1.1) on an unbounded domain. The chains of atoms that lead to a tail event have to stretch
arbitrarily far into space; on a bounded domain, the tail asymptotics of the solution would
be different; see Remark 3.4.

3.1. Tail bounds for the solution. Let us begin with heavy-tailed noise.

THEOREM 3.1. Assume Condition (H-«) for some o € (0,1 + %) For every t > 0, there
are constants C1,Cy € (0,00) such that for all z € R% and R > 1,
)1/ (1+00)

B CRCOEDY <PV (1 2) > R) < RO 108k

PROOF. Step 1: Upper bound

Let E. and E> denote conditional expectation given A> and A, respectively. First suppose
that o € (0,1] and let p € (0, ). Because A > is a discrete measure, we can use the elementary
inequality |~ a;[P <> "|a;|P, (2.11), and the fact that E[X] = E[E>[X]] to obtain

Z/ Y<(t17x1)p
0,t) xR? x[1,00))N

E[Y (t,z)?] <E[Y<(t,z)"] + E

N+1
X Hu< i—1s Tie1; i, T) Hz dt;dz; A(dz;)
=2 j=1

SEY<af) e MY [ By

N=1
N+1
X HE’LL< i1, Ti—1;3ti, )P Hdt dﬂj‘],
=2 7j=1

where M,(\) = f[l o) 2 Ald2). By Jensen’s inequality,

E[Y<(t,2)"] <E[Y<(t,2)]" =1,

3.2)
Eluc(ti—1,zi—15t;,2)P] <E[uc(tio, zi—1;ti, )P = g(At;, Ax;)P.
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Thus, recalling that 6, =1 — (p — 1)%, we have

00 N+1 N
E[Y (t,z)P] <1+ > M,\)Y / [T s(ati, az)P ] dt; da;
N=1 ((0,t)xR4)N =2 j=1
o) N+1
(33) — 1 3O [ Wiy [ (A1) 002 ],
N=1 0,5)~ =2 j=1

_ N (CM(ND(6,)t)N
_Z I'(1+6,N)

The first equality follows by noting that g is a Gaussian density, while the second equality
follows from [18, Lemma 3.5]. By Lemma A.1 and the fact that 0 < ¢, <1+ %, we conclude
that

(3.4) E[Y (t,2)P] < CelCMpNT(0:))" "0t

for some constant that does not depend on p.
The following tail bound is now an immediate consequence of Markov’s inequality:

P(Y(t,2) > R) < CR PeCMNL0,)! /7t < 0 p=po(CMy(I(6,)! /1

for all p € (0, ). Under the tail assumption on \, we have that M,(\) ~ C(a — p)~L. In-
serting this expression into the previous line and choosing p = a — (6, log R)—l/(1+1/9a), we
obtain that

P(Y(t,z) > R) < CRCallog B!~/ (/0 Co i (log B)

VOatt) CR_aeC"’t(logR)l/(Hea)

)

which completes the proof if « € (0, 1]. -
If € (1,1 + 2), note that Y (¢, ) = e™Y (t, ) where m = f(_l 1)e 2z A(dz) is the mean

of A and Y (¢, ) is the solution to (2.5) when A is replaced by A = A — m Leb. Similarly to
(2.11), and with obvious notation, we have that

N+1 N
(3.5) Y t,x) Z/Ot o <(t1,71) H U (ti—1, Ti—1;ti,25) H (dt;,dx;),
)% =2 7=1

where the zeroth-order term in 7< (t,z). Thus, in dimensions d > 2, using the Burkholder—
Davis—Gundy (BDG) inequality, we have for all p € (1, «) that

E[Y (t,2)"]» <> (CMy(N)7)N
N=0
(3.6) . N+1 N i
X (/ E[Y<(t1,w1)p] H E[ﬂ<(ti_1,xi_1;ti,xi)p] Hdtj dl‘j) s
((0,t)xR4)N i=2 j=1

where C' € (0,00) is a constant that can be chosen uniformly for all p close enough to @ (C
may depend on «). By [9, Cor. 6.5] (combined with Minkowski’s integral inequality together
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with (1.17) in [9]) and its proof as well as Lemma A.1, we have that

1 (S (er (e v
E[ﬂ< (ti_l,l’i_l;ti,:m) ]P < CF(QP)P <Z %)g(Atl,Al’l)
k=0 F(?pk“‘ep)P

(3.7) <C eCTCERP™ o(Aty, Azy),

Y z ) S cr 9_1) % r % 9p\3/0
E[Y - (t,z)P]» <CT(6,)> <Z %) ggﬁems) 1o
k=0 F(%k—k@p)p D

Asp<a<l+ %, 6, is bounded away from 0 and by [9, Cor. 6.5] we simply obtain
E[u.(ti—1,zi—1;t;,2;)?] < Cg(At;, Ax;)P and E[Y _(t,z)’] < C.
Inserting this into (3.6), we deduce the bound

=

00 N—+1
(G.8) EF(Lap]r < S (MY ( / I] oAt As) Hdt dx]>
N=0 (0. xRON 325

Comparing with the estimate in (3.3), we can conclude by a similar argument.
Finally, if d =1 and « € (1, 2], one only needs to replace the bound in (3.7) by

Efu.(ti—1,zi—1;t;,z;)? ]i < CT(Qp)i (Z M)Q(Ati,Awi) < Cg(At;, Axy),

o L(0pk + )i
) cr(% ))E
E[Y - (t,2)"]» <CT(6,)r B ) <o,

which also follow from the proof of [9, Cor. 6. 5] Ifd=1, a€(2,3) and p € (2, ), the
bounds in [10, Prop. 6.1] do not yield optimal tail estimates, which is why we need to use a
different approach. Since E[Y (¢, 2)P] = E[Y (¢,0)P] for all x € R by stationarity, we can use
[39, Thm. 1] (with o = 2) and Minkowski’s integral inequality to show that

1

2

T e
N——

+ (Np()‘) ; g(t —s,x —y)PE[Y (s,y)"]ds dy)

1

+ (m» /0 (t— )" E[Y (s,0)7 ds> )

We can absorb pi2() into the constant C'. Moreover, by Holder’s inequality (with respect to

the measure (t — s)~'/2ds),
1(1_2)
t 2 P
/ s73ds .
0

( / <t—s>—%E[_<s,o>P]ids> < ( / <t—s>—%E[?<s,o>p]ds>
0 0

o=
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Since 573 < Cyps~®=1/2 for s € (0, 1], it follows that

E[Y(t,0)7] < c<1 + (V) /0 (t - s)"F BT (s,0)" ds>

for some constant C' that may depend on ¢. Iterating this inequality and arguing as in (3.3)
and (3.4), we arrive at

00 N+1 N
BV (07 <€ 3" ()Y [ Ao [L @07 [] a
(3.10) N—=0 (0,)~ i=2 j=1

< CelCr(NT0,)) /%0t

The proof can now be completed as in the paragraph following (3.4).

Step 2: Lower bound

At this part it is convenient to treat the time on (—o0, 00). Let (79, m0) = (¢,x) and

i =sup{u € (0,7i—1) : A>({(s,y) € [u,Ti—1) X R?: i1 —y| <VTio1—s}) =1}

for ¢ € N, where 7; is the spatial coordinate of the atom associated to ;. We denote the
associated jump size by (;. Note that the numbering is reversed here, since we trace atoms
backwards in time, starting at (¢, z). Clearly, if we write A7; = 7,1 — 7; and An; = n;—1 —n;,
the events

N
ANZﬂ{ATiS%}ﬁ{ATN+1>t}, N eN,
i=1
are pairwise disjoint. Moreover, since u. is nonnegative in (2.11) (see [9, Thm. 2.1]), we
have
N+1

Y(t,fl') 2/ Y<(t1,fl’1) H u<(t’i—17xi—l;t’i7w’l
((0,6) xR4)N o

>(dt;,dz;)

||,':]2

N
> Y (Tn,71N) Hu<(7'z'ﬂ7i; Ti—1,7i-1)Gi
i=1

on the event A . Therefore,

N
P(Y(t,x) > Z P<ANm {Y< TN, TN) H (Tis 133 Tim1,Mi—1)Gi > R})

N=1

3.11) oo N
= Z P(An)P <Y< TN, 1IN ) H (73,53 Tie1,Mi-1)G > R ‘ AN>
N=1 i1

As A> is a Poisson random measure, (AT;);cn is a sequence of independent and identically
distributed variables with distribution function 1 — e=¢*""""*, where C' = 7%2/T(4 + 2).
Thus,
)1+d/2 )N CN
- N(l—i—g)N
Next, we estimate the conditional probability in (3.11). For simplicity, we write Py =
P(- | Ax), P77 for the conditional probability given the sequences (7;);en and (7;);en and

(3.12) P(Ay)=e """ (1 - C5
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PZ" if we further condition on A . Because the variables ¢; are independent of A, 7; and
7;, Lemma 3.3 implies that

N
Py <Y<(TN777N) HU< (Tis i3 Tim1,Mi-1)Gi > R)

i=1
N
R
2-1;[1 ' Yo (v, ) TTey we (7 i i1, 1)
CN N
=z (N — 1)|R_QEN Y?(TMN)HuCé(n,m;n_l,m_l)
' i=1
R
x logV 1 < )
Y<(TN777N)Hi:1u<(7'ia77i§7'i—1,77i—1)

Further restricting to the set {Y_(7n,nn) Hf\il e (T4, M55 Ti—1,Mi—1) < v/ R}, we obtain that

N
Py <Y<(TN777N) HU< (Tis Mi3 Tim1,Mi-1)Gi > R)

i=1
Clog R)N-! al

(3.13) E%R “En Yg(TN,UN)HUg(TimﬁTz‘—lﬂ]z’—l)
: =1

X ]l{Y<(TN777N)H£V:1 ue (Tim5Tim1,mi-1)<VR} |

The last line has the form E[X*1 (x< \/T%}]’ which can be bounded from below by
(3.14)
B[X°1 . /m) =EX] —E[X"1 /] > BX"] - E[X*"]»P(X > VR)'
> E[X?] — E[X*"|R~z2(~1)

thanks to Holder’s inequality and Markov’s inequality. Moreover,

N
Ey Y<°‘(TN,77N)Hui(n,m;n_hm_l)l
(3.15) =

N
=Ey |EVY2 (rx,nn)] [ [E™

1=1

u‘é (75,3 Ti—1,77i—1)” )

where we used the independence of Y. (7,ny) and the variables u(7;,7;;7i—1,7i—1) as
varies under P™". Indeed, the sequence 7; is determined by A>, while Y. and u. are defined
via A.

If a € (0,1), we use Lemma A.2 (with some fixed p € (1,1 + 2)) and obtain

AT A 4a+ﬁ
E™" ug(Ti,T]i;Ti—hni—l) ZC g( T, Th) 1 ZCQ(ATMAUZ)O[)

Em[u? (75,15 i1, mi—1)] 7

E™M]Y. ot
ET’n[Yg(TN,UN)] 2 C [ <(TN777N)] . > C,

E™[YE(ry,nn)]77
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where the last step in both lines follows from [9, Cor. 6.5]. Thus, there is C; € (0,00) such
that

N N
(3.16) Ex Y<a(TNa77N)Hug(TianﬁTi—lﬂ]i—l)] > CYEy [ Jo(Ar:, An)*|.
=1 i=1

If > 1, we can use Jensen’s inequality in (3.15) to take a outside of E™" and obtain
(3.16) as well (with Cy = 1), since E™"[Y_(7n,nn)] =1 and E™"u (73,735 Ti—1,Mi—1)] =
g(AT;, An;). At the same time, for any a € (0,1 + %), upon using Jensen’s inequality if
a € (0,1] and [9, Cor. 6.5]if a € (1,1 + 2), we have the upper bound

N N
(3.17) Ex Y<O‘(TN,77N)Hui(mm;n—l?m—l)] <CyEy |[Jo(Am:, An)*|.
=1 i1

Next, we evaluate Ex[[]Y, g(A7;, An;)®]. To this end, note that conditionally on Ay,
the Ar;’s are independent with density

C(1+ dzreCo"”
1 = 2 t
(3.18) fN(x) 1_ 6_0(%)1+d/2 ) S (07 N)a
foralli=1,..., N, while the An;’s are independent and, conditioned on A7;’s are uniformly

distributed on a centered ball with radius /Ar;. Therefore,

=En[g(Ar, Anpp)*Y

t/N fN(S) / N
= ————————= [ 9(s,9)"1 51 dyds
</0 7% JT( +1)s2 Jre (9 i< vay
) /N N
< ONNUFDN / / 9(s,y)* Ly < sy dyds
0 R4 -

/N N N N (A+4N
:CNN<1+;>N(// S—;<a—1>d3> _ CVNUEIN
0

N
[[o(ar, An)

i=1

En

NbaN

In this calculation, we can replace < by > in the third line upon changing the value of C'. As
a consequence, if we combine this result with (3.13), (3.14), (3.16) and (3.17) (with ap in the
role of cw and p > 1 such that ap < 1+ %), we obtain that

N
Py <Y< (TN, 1N) HU<(Ti,77i;Ti—1,77i—1)§i > R)
i=1

>(ClogR)N_1N(1+2)NR_a< Y _ cy R—%Ox(p—l))
= NI NO-K ~ NO-N

L (Clog RNTINWHDN [ (Cy/Cy)NNEPY
= N(1+0a)N R%a(p—l)

(ClogR)N—lN(Hg)N .
= N (1+0.)N )
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where the last step holds if N < Cylog R for some small but fixed Cy > 0. Together with
(3.11) and (3.12), we have shown that

log R
(3.19) P(Y (t,z) > R) > R~*(log R)~ Z

1+9

In order to bound this sum, we use integral approximations. Because the function z —
o(x) = (Clog R)*/x(170)% has a unique maximum at g = (C'log R)'/(1*%=)¢=1 and

o([z0]) S plo+1) Clog R(1 4 (C'log R)Y/(140a)g=1)=1=0a o
p@a) = plea)  (1+1/[(Clog R)/F) =)0 CTog R
as R — oo, we have, for sufficiently large R,
C() lOgR

N [Colog R]+1 T
Z (ClogR) >1/ (ClogR) de

‘ NA+0.)N = 9 2(1+0.)z

B 1 /(1+9a)(LCo log R|+1) (C’log R)y/(l-l—ea) dy
2(1 + 9&) 0 (y/(l + ea))y

(1+6., )ch:ologRJ [(C'log R)Y/(1+62) (1 4 9, )N

NN

>_ 1
T 4(146,)

N=0

1 (1+9 )\_ 10gRJ [(ClOgR)l/(1+6°‘)(1 +9a)€_1]N

Z41 0 N!
(1+0a) N=0

By Taylor’s theorem, this is further bounded from below by
1 e(ClogR)l/(HOQ)(1+€a)e’1 (1 B [(C’log R)l/(1+6a) (1 + Qa)e—l] [(1+04)|Co log R] | )

4(1+04) L(1+64)[Colog R]]!
> 1 e(ClogR)l/(Hea)(l—l—@a)e’l 1_ CCOC(]—l—GQ Colog R
= 4(1+6q) (log R)?-
1 0 _
> (Clog R)Y/(+0a) (140, )e
~8(1+46,) ‘
This completes the proof of the lower bound in (3.1). O

If the noise has lighter tails, a different slowly varying function appears in the tail.

THEOREM 3.2. Assume Condition (H-) or (L-a) with o =1+ %. For everyt > 0, there
is C' > 0 such that for all x € R* and R > 1,

(log R) (log log log R) ¢, (log R)(log log log R)

(320) CyR™'ae®  esiesn < P(Y(t,x) > R) < CoR it esiosn

PROOF. Step 1: Upper bound

First consider d > 2, in which case 1 + % € (1,2]. As in the upper bound proof of Theo-

rem 3.1, it suffices to show the tail bound for Y (¢, ). By [9, Prop. 6.3] and our assumptions
on A, there are 7 > 0 and C' > 0 such that forany 1 <p <1+ %, we have

%gz oL </(Ot) Ly coctny (Atng) HG Aty) dt) :

i=1



14

where L, = [ 2" "%/ (3[log 2| + 1) A(d2) + [}, ) 2" A(dz) and Gy (s) = s%/* 1 if s <1
and Gp(s) = s~ if s > 1. On [0,¢], we have G,(s) < C's?/3~1 for some C' that only
depends on ¢. Furthermore, if m11°f2 / A+ M 5/4(N) < oo, then L, < C for some constant
C that is independent of p; if A([R,00)) ~ CR™'17%/¢ as R — oo, then L, ~ C0; ' as p 1
1+ %, for some (other) constant C' that is also independent of p. Therefore, in both cases,

o) N P
E[Y(t,0)] <y (CO,")> (tl—gp /(0 | ﬂ{t1<...<m}<AtN+1>9P—1H(Amf*dn)
N=0 AN

i=1

R

© (Co-1¢ T (% ) :
Z ( p - ( 3 )2 P(Hp); < Cr(zp) exp{t(ceglr(%))g/gp}
n=o T(Op+5N)» ,

by [10, Lemma A.3] and Lemma A.1. Thus, by Markov’s inequality and possibly after en-
larging C' in the second step,

Cc/op

— _ F(9 ) _ 0 _ <
G2 P(V(ta)> R) < CR7=5 explC(0, 'T(%)*/"} < OR rela,)
as p is close enough to 1 + 2 (because 6, . 0 as p 11+ 2/d thus I'(6,,) ~ Gp_l).
Let W : (0,00) — (0,00) be the (principal branch of the) Lambert W function, that is,
W () is the unique solution on (0, 00) to the equation We"V = x. We choose p = p(R) <
1+ % such that

C
o= exp(W (loglog R — logloglog R + log logloglog R)).
P

Let us denote the expression on the right-hand side by z = z(R). Then p(R) =1+ 2 — df(%)
and (3.21) becomes

P(Y(t,2) > R) < CR™1~iR7m ¢*()

2(R) 2(R) log z(R)

_1_2 _2C0
=CR "“aR=®me"

Note that z = ¢V (*) satisfies zlog z = z by the definition of W . Therefore,

(log R)(log log log R)

(3.22) P(Y(t,2) > R) <CR \iReme  tosios
By [42, Eq. (4.13.10)], there exists 2o € (0, 00) such that

1
(3.23) logz —loglogx < W(x) <logx — 3 log log
for all x > x¢. Consequently, for sufficiently large R,
1
Z(R) > eW(% loglog R) > elog(% loglog R)—log log(% loglog R) __ 2 log log R ,
- - log(% loglog R)
which implies
2C 2Clog R 4C(log R) log(% loglog R)
Rdz(R) — e dz(R) S e dloglog R

Combining this with (3.22), we obtain (3.20) if d > 2. The proof essentially remains the same
if d = 1: by (3.10), because 1, (X) < ma(X) + Mp(A) < CO, " uniformly in p € [2,3),

Q)C/ep

E[Y (t,2)7] < Cexp{C/(6; 'T(6,))"/%} < Ce'o

With this bound, we can go back to (3.21) and complete the proof as before.
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Step 2: Lower bound

Without loss of generality, we may assume that My(\) = A([1,00)) > 0. In this case, with
the same notation as in the lower bound proof of Theorem 3.1, we have (; > 1 and

N
Py <Y<(TN777N) HU< (Tis Mi3 Tim1,Mi-1)Gi > R)
i=1

N
>Py ({Q_N_l HQ(ATi,Am) > R} N{Y<(rn,mn) > 3}

i=1

N
A m{u<(7'i,77i§7'i—1777i—1) > %Q(A%Am)}>

i=1

>En

N
1{2‘N‘1 [o(a, An) > R}PT’"(Y< (v, mv) > 3)
=1

N
< [P (e (i mis mim1,mi1) > 39(AT;, Any)
=1

)

where the second step follows by using the independence under P7" of the variables
Yo(rn,nn) and (w< (74,75 Ti—1,Mi—1))i=1,....N. Observe that E™"[Y_(7y,nx)] = 1 and
E""Mu< (75,05 Ti—1,Mi—1)] = g(AT;, An;)]. Thus, by Lemma A.2 and [9, Cor. 6.5], there is a
deterministic C' > 0 such that

(3.24) PT(Yo(rn,nn) > 1) > C, P (uc (13,mi5Ti1,mi—1) > 39(AT, An;) > C

foralli=1,..., N. Moreover, g(A;, An;) > (2rAr;)~42e=12 = C(A7;)~%? by the def-
inition of 7;. Hence,

N
Py (Y<(TN777N) Hu<(Ti777i§ Ti—1,Mi-1)Gi > R)
i=1

N N
>CcNPy (2—N—1 [9(ar, An) > R) >CcNpPy <H(An)‘3 > C—NR> .

i=1 i=1

To evaluate this probability, recall the density of 7; from (3.18). We have

N
Py (H(ATZ)_g > C_NR>

i=1

_CZN 1+d/2
:CN/ ( ey Hs 2>C NR Hs ds;
0,5V

1—e ¢
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Provided that tRz/(dN) > 1 (i e NN < (L£)NR?/4), we can use Lemma A.3 (keeping only

the term correspondmg toi=N—1)to obtain

N d d 2 tRﬁ N-1
Py (H(An)—a > C‘NR> >CNNU+HDINR=1-3 <10g N ) .
=1

We will further restrict ourselves to /N such that
AN
(3.25) NN < (—) RV,
C
in which case
N
Py <H(An)‘z > C—NR> >CNN2NR 0 1logV LR,
i=1
In fact, we will consider N such that equality is attained in (3.25), that is, we choose
(3.26) N = K ailoeh),

where K is actually % from above. Recalling (3.12), we obtain

N
P(Y(t,z) > R) > P(AN)Py (Y< (o) [ [ e (i mis i mima )G > R)
i=1

> CN NN R 1= 10gV~L(R)
R™173(Clog R) K »(W(zg log )
B log R(K exp(W(W log R)))KGXP(W(ﬁ log R)) *
By (3.23), for sufficiently large R

R 1— (CIOgR)KeXp( (ﬁlogR)) LK o i
(log R)(4 log R ex»(W (5 log 7)) (log( i log R)) =™ (Wi los 1)

P(Y (t,2) > R) >

> R_1_7 CKeXp(W(* log R))e%KeXp(W(ﬁ log R)) logloglog It
~ logR

> R—l—g eiKexp(W(ﬁ log R)) logloglog R

(log R)(log log log R)

2
2 R_I_Eec loglog R

)

where the last step holds for some sufficiently small C' > 0. U

In the previous proof, we used the following lemma, which is a uniform-in-/N' version of
[28, Lemma 4.1 (4)],

LEMMA 3.3. Let N € N and X1,...,XxN be independent and identically distributed
such that there are Cy, o € (0,00) with P(X; > R) > CoR™ for all R > 1. Then there is
C € (0,00) such that forall N € Nand R > 1,

N

N
P([[xi>R > O palgV-lp
11 = (N 1) &
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PROOF. Conditionally on the event A = ﬂf\i 11Xi > 1}, the X;’s are still independent
and identically distributed and satisfy

P(X1 >RV 1) Co
S VN -~
px,>1) - Lo e

> CyR™ 1 e (R)

P(X,>R|A)= R™1[1,00)(R)

with C1 = Cp/P(X; > 1), which belongs to (0,1] by assumption. Let Y7,...,Yx be in-
dependent Pareto random variables with scale parameter Cll /* and shape parameter « (in
particular, their tail function is given by the right-hand side of the previous display). Using
quantile representation, one can construct these variables in such a way that conditionally on

A, we have X; > Y; almost surely. Thus,
N N N
P<HXZ- > R) >P(X; > 1)NP<HXZ- >R ‘ A) >P(X; > 1)NP<HYZ- > R).
i=1 i=1 i=1
It is an elementary result that >~ | log(Y;/ Cll / “)is T'(N, o)-distributed. Therefore,

al Yy R oo Vot
P Y, >R|=P log —'— > log = / u e du
H ; eyl ey ) (N =D fog(ryeie

og

(N =Dt Jryenre
aN R o
> logN—l / —a—1 du
(N_].)' C{V/a R/Cf\f/a
_ aN_ICiNR—al N-1
N —1) N/a

By decreasing C if necessary, there is no loss of generality if we assume that C'; < 1. This
implies

N N-1 N
P<4||XZ>R>_ N =1)] R “%log R,

proving the lemma. O

REMARK 3.4. In the lower bound proofs of both Theorem 3.1 and 3.2, it was crucial
that (1.1) is considered on the whole space R¢. To illustrate this point, let us take a standard
Poisson noise (i.e., A = d7) and restrict the noise to a spatial domain D with finite and positive
Lebesgue measure |D|. Because | D| < oo, there is only a finite Poisson-distributed number
L of points up to time ¢. Therefore,

N+1 N

Y(t,z) =1+ g(At;, Ax;) (dt;,dz;)
z/ I1 DIECIRES

0,t)x D)N i—2

Call the N-fold integral Ix(t,z). Either by bounding the tail probability explicitly or by
estimating the pth moment and then optimizing, one can show that

oN 2
P(In(t,z) > R) < WR‘l‘E log™ R
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for some C' > 0 that is independent of NV and R. Therefore, by conditioning on L,

e—tD L
%P(Z In(t,z) > R — 1)

N=1

P(Y(t,z) > R) <

M8 T

IN

—t|D| tD L
H > P(Iy(tx) > )
! N=1

h
Il
—_

— 1Pl t|D| - -2 142, N
gz Z R a L3 logN R.
L=1

Since L! > (L — N)!N! and (t|D|)*L'*?/¢ < L = CL=NCN, we can use Lemma A.1 to
get

D 12 x= (Clog R)N S CF N 2 1/
< —tD| p-1-2 (Clog < 1-2 C(log R)
P(Y(t,2) > R) <e PR N§:1: SR L§_j LWy <OR ,

which is much s.maller than the tails we obtained in Theorem 3.2.
Similarly, if A has Lévy measure (1.3) with a <1+ %, then one can show that

N
Again, if A only acts on D, we have
=, (ClogR)N —a C(log R)!/(2+0a)
(3.27) P(Y(t,z) > R) <CR™® Z gy SCR ™% (log 1) :

which is much lighter than the tails derived in Theorem 3.1.

Finally, let us mention [23], where the exact tail behavior of solutions to stochastic differ-
ential equations (SDEs) with multiplicative stable noise was determined. Their proof heavily
relies on an exact representation of the solution as a random product of heavy-tailed terms,
which is not available for the SHE. In addition, the SDE situation differs from the SHE in
two aspects: first, space only consists of one point and is therefore bounded; second, the fun-
damental solution, unlike the heat kernel, has no singularity. This is why the tail behavior of
the solution to a stable SDE is of the form given by the right-hand side of (3.27) but without
0, in the exponent. The reader may verify that 6., enters (3.27) only because the heat kernel
has a singularity.

3.2. Tail bounds for the local supremum. We need the following assumption.

CONDITION (Sup). If d =1, then mgy(\) < oo for some q € (0,2). If d > 2, we have
lo
mg/f)()\) < o0.

Note that mo () < oo for all Lévy measures, so Condition (Sup) is rather mild in dimen-
sion d = 1. Also, if m2/d+€()\) = oo for some small € > 0, then the solution to (1.1) under
additive noise is unbounded on any non-empty open subset of R at a fixed time, see [19,
Theorem 3.3]. Thus, Condition (Sup) is also rather mild in dimensions d > 2. Recall that Q
is the set of unit cubes .
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THEOREM 3.5. Assume Condition (H-«) for some « € (0, %] and Condition (Sup). For
every t > 0, there are constants C1,C5 € (0, 00) such that for all Q € Q and R > 1,

(3.28)  CyR™eCHlos RV o P<Squ(t ) > R) < CyR—®Calog )V C )
TEQ

PROOF. We only need to prove the upper bound. The lower bound immediately follows
from Theorem 3.2. Without loss of generality, assume that @ = (0,1)¢. We first consider

d > 2, in which case m(\) = f(o 1y #A(d2) < oo. Therefore, Y (t,z) = e MY (8, 2),

where ?(t, x) is the mild solution to
t
(3.29) Y(t,z)=1+ / / / g(t —s,x —y)Y(s,y)z p(ds,dy,dz),
0 JR4.J(0,00

and it suffices to prove the second inequality in (3.28) for Y instead of Y. Similarly to (2.11)
and (3.5), we have, with obvious notation, that

oo N+1 N
(330) ?(t,:p) = Z/ }/}<(7§1,ZE1) H ﬂ<(ti_1,l’i_1;ti,$z H dt],d:Ej
N—0" ((0,t)xR%) i=2 j=1

Therefore, using the estimate (3 a;)? <Y a¥ and independence, we obtain for any 0 < p <
a <1 that

[squ(t x) p] < Z M, (A N/ E[Y-(t1,21)"]
TEQ N=0 ((07t)XRd)N
(3.31)

N N
x E [Sugﬂ<(tN,3:N;t,:E)p] HE[@<(ti_1,:Ei_1;ti,3:i)p] Hdtj dz;.
z€ i=2 Jj=1

Combining Lemma 3.6, (3.2), Lemma 3.5 in [18], and Lemma A.1, we obtain

E [Sup Y(t, aj)p]
zeQ

0o N N
S d Z / (t—tN)_gpe_ClxNPHg(Ati,Awi)pHdtj dl‘j
— 2P N ((0,t) xR4)N i=2 j=1
s d N d N
<7 d > (M / Ly, cocrny (= tn) 5P [ [ (A1) 75D T dt
~2P NS (0,6)N =2 j=1
RGN i i (CMLIET0,) O~ > e
(1=5p)l(0p) {= T2V (NO,-3)) 1-3

By our assumptions on A, we have M,(\) ~ C/(a — p) as p T a. Therefore, if a € (0, 2),

P <sup ?(t, x) > R) <RPE [sup }A/'(t, x)l’} < ORPella—p)™!/%
TEQ z€Q
for some constant C' that does not depend on p. If o = %, then we obtain an extra fac-

tor (1 — %lp)_2 (since T'(z) ~ x=% as = | 0) in the previous line. But this is bounded by
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CeC2/d=P)7" g6 the last display remains valid upon enlarging the value of C in the sec-
ond step. So in all cases, as in the upper bound proof of Theorem 3.1, the current proof can
be completed by choosing p = o — (A, log R)~/(1+1/0),

If d=1and o <1, we can re-use (3.31) and the subsequent argument except that we have
to replace 57< and . by Y- and u and use Jensen’s inequality to raise the p-moments to 6-
moments for some % V g < 0 < 2 before applying Lemma 3.6, where g is given in Condition
(Sup). If 1l <a < % V q, then choose 6 € (% V q,2) fix, while if o > % V ¢ thenlet  =p. In
both cases we let p 1 o. We first observe that applying E-[(-)?]'/? instead of E[(-)?] in (3.31)
leads to

=

B. {supw,x)ﬂ e[ W)
z€Q 0o xryy

1N N

6 1

x E [sugu<(tN,xN;t,x)9} HE[u<(ti_1,w,~_1;ti,xi)9]5 HAZ(dtj,dxj).
z< i=2 J=1

By Lemma 3.6 and [9, Cor. 6.5], the left-hand side is further bounded by
N

N
CN/ t—tn)"ze ¢ T T g At;, Axy;) (dt;,dx;)
(1——> (Z ((O,t)xR)N( N) H ( H 7dz;)

=2 7j=1

c \¢ t o
= <1 9> <1+C/ /(t—tN)_2€_C |zn] Y;(tN,xN)A>(dtN7de)>7
T2 0 JR

where Yé (t,x) is the mild solution to the stochastic heat equation with initial condition 1
and noise C'A>. Hence, writing A> (ds,dy) = (A>(ds,dy) — M;(\) dsdy) + M (\) dsdy,
we obtain from the conditional Jensen’s inequality, Minkowski’s integral inequality, and the
BDG inequality that

1

E [sup Y(t,a:)p] "<E
zeQ

C \ t —5)T2e O (s,9)P]> ds
§<1_g> <1+0M1<A>/0 L9 E[Y2(s,9)") dsdy
+ <0MP(A) /0 /R (t—s) 5e @ PVIR[YL(s,y)7] dsdy>p>-

Since E[Y (5,y)?] < CeCM-M"™ (cf. (3.4)), it follows that

E[sup Y(t,x)f”] T < ( C€> "1 + CeMeN)VP <CM (M) M) |
T€Q 1-— 3 1— L

Since 6 is fixed, we obtain (both when a € (0, %) and when o = %) that

E. [sup Y(t,:n)e] gl ‘

zeQ

E [sup Y (¢, x)p] < MV
T€EQ

from which the second inequality in (3.28) follows as before. O
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In the proof of the previous theorem, we used some technical moment estimates on the
local supremum of Y., u- and Y., u..

LEMMA 3.6. Suppose that d > 2. Ifmg;)g (N\) < o0, then, for every T' > 0, there exists

C € (0,00) such that forall 0 < s <t <T, QeQ,yeRdand0<p<%,

E [sup?<(t,x)p] <C(1- %p)‘17
(3.32) e

. [Sup a<(S,y;t,:ﬂ>p] <O - dp)H(t — 5)" 5O,
zEQ

If d =1 and there is q € (0, 2) such that mg(\) = f(o 12! A(dz) < oo, then there exists
C > 0 such that for all p € (¢ V 3,2),

Bswpve(e.or| <cu-p,
z€Q
(3.33) €
E [SUP u<(87y;t,$)p} <O(1—B) Yt —s)"5e W,
TEQ

Note the lower bound gV % for d = 1 in the moment inequality. This is a minor technicality,
one can extend the inequality for smaller p applying Lyapunov’s inequality for moments.

PROOF. We only prove the uniform moment bound on u (s, y;t,x) or u<(s,y;t,x); the

bounds on Y (t,x) and Y. (¢, ) can be shown in a similar fashion. We may and do assume
that Q = (0,1)¢. By definition,

U<(s,y;t,x) =gt —s,x—y /// gt —rx —v)uc(s,y;r,v)z p(dr,dv,dz).
R J(0,1)

If y € (—d —1,d + 1)%, we use the bound

supu<(s,y;t,x)
z€Q

d _

(334 §C[t_3 ’ //(d1d+1 /01)(t_r) U< (s, y;r,0)z p(dr, dv, dz)

t 4 _(ul-vD?
+/ / / (t—r)"2e 200 uc(s,y;r,v)zp(dr,dv,dz)|.
s JRA\(—d—1,d+1)e J(0,1)

In the second integral, we have (¢t — r)_d/ze_(“"_\/3)2/(2“_")) < Ce~(WI=v2)?/4T) < 0,
Furthermore, note that there are two ways of estimating the pth moment (for p € (0,1)) of a

Poisson integral of an adapted process f, namely
p P
B (/fdu> ]é(/E[f]dv> ,

(/fdu>p] < [Blmd or

depending on whether we use (3~ a;)? < > al’ or Jensen’s inequality. Applying the first
method to the first integral in (3.34) if (¢ — r)~%22 > 1 and the second method to the first

(335 E
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integral in (3.34) if (¢ — r)_d/ 22 <1 as well as to the second integral in (3.34), we derive the
bound

E[Supﬂ<(s,y;t,:v)”] <C|(t—s)75

zeQ

t
+ / / / (t— 7‘)_%I”zp]l{(t_r)—d/zz>1}]5)[@<(37 y;r,0)P] dr dv A(dz)
s J(=d-1,d+1)? J(0,1)
! p
+ (/ / / (t =) 220 4—py-ar2.<1y Blu<(s,y;r,0)] drdo A(dz))
s J(—=d—1,d+1)4 J(0,1)

' P
+ (/ / / Elu<(s,y;r,v)]zdrdv A(dz)) ]
s JRI\(=d—1,d+1)7 J(0,1)

As [caEltuc(s,y;r,0)P]dv < [p, E[uc (s, y;r,0)]P dv < eml()‘ptf g(r —s,v—y)Pdv <
C(r—s)1=P)d/2 < C’T(1 P)d/2 < C' (which remains true for p = 1), we obtain

t
E |:Sup Q/Z< (37 Y; tu ‘T)p:| S C [(t - 3)_517 + / / (t — T)_gpzp]l{(t_r)—d/22>1} dT )\(d’l})
0,1

T€EQ
t p
+ </ / (t — T)_gz]}-{(t—r)*d/zzgl} dr )\(d’l))) + ml()\)p] .
s J(0,1)

For0<p< %, the remaining integrals can be bounded by

t a A
/ / r 2Pl a2,y dr A(dw) < m2/d§l )=
0 J(0,1) 1-35p

t
/ / 82l anry dr A(dv) < Cm{5E (),
0,1

respectively, which yields the claim for y € (—d — 1,d + 1)%. If y ¢ R?\ (—d — 1,d + 1)¢,
we only need to replace the uniform bound on g(t — s,z — y)P by Ce~(yl=Vd)*/(4T)
If d =1, to ease notation, write v for the stochastic part of u—, that is,

t
(336)  w(s.yitiz) = / / / ot = 1oz —0)ie (5,57, 0)z p(dr, do, d2).
s JR4J(0,1)

WEe first prove that for p € (% V¢,2) and all s, € [0,7] and z, 2’ € Q,
(3.37) E[|v(s,y;t,x) —v(s,y;t,2')P] < C(t — ) 2e € WPz — o3P

for some constant that does not depend on p, (s,y) or (¢, z,z’) (but may depend on ¢, A and
T). To this end, we use the BDG inequality and [9, Cor. 6.5] to get

Ellv(s,y;t, ) —v(s,y;t, )] <

(3.38)
Cmp(A / /\g t—rax—v)—gt—ra’ —v)Pg(r—s,v—y)Pdrdv.
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Note that m,(\) < mg(X) and bound the integral by

/| 3—p 5+t _plv—y|?
C’( ) / / (t—rx—v)+gt—ra —v)P3(r—s)"2e 20-9 drdv

t—s
(3.39)

plv—y|?

—i—C’t—s‘g/ /\gt—rw—v) gt —r, 2’ —v)|Pe” 20—+ drdv,

where we used the fact that |g(t — s,z — y) — g(t — s,2” — y)| can either be simply bounded
using the triangle inequality or using the mean-value theorem (with |0, g(t, x)| < %)
Let I; and I5 be the two expressions in (3.39). Then

lz—2/|\*P [ s " B N [
L<C ; / (t—r)2"P(r—s)"2 /(e c=n 4 e = Je s dvdr
s R

— S

lz—a/|\*7P [ 9 p—1 PR A Pl
S I R e R R G R T
S

t—s
3 C—1y|2 /13 t p—1
<C(t—s)"2e ¢ Wz — 2| _p/ (r—s)” 2 dr,
S

while, by distinguishing whether v € (—2,2) or not and by using [46, Lemme A2] and the
bound |0,g(t, )| < Ce~1#I/(CY for |x| > 1, we obtain

t
L<Ct—s)2 <6_01|y2/ /|g(t—r,:13—v)—g(t—r,$'—v)|pdrdv
s JR

lv—yl?
—Hw—x\p/ /e ot T>e ctr=2) dvdr)

<C(t—s) "5 ¢ WPz — 2/ PP

Therefore, both I; and I, are bounded by the right-hand side of (3.37), as claimed.
From here, we get a moment bound on the local supremum of v by using a quantitative
version of Kolmogorov’s continuity theorem (see [24, Eq. (6.7)] with m = 0):

E [sup v(s,¥; t,w)p] <C (E[U(S,y;t,o)p] +E
zEQ

sup |v(s,y;t,x) —v(s,y;t,2')|P
z,x'€Q

_p _lwi? _r oy 9(2p—1)/p
SCU—sy e £ O =s) e W

<C(1—=8)" Yt —s) 57O WP,

Thus
E |supuc(s,y;t,z)’| <C(t—s)": + E [Sup U(S,y;t,w)p] :
zeqQ TEQ
and the statement follows. O

For the tail bounds of the local supremum when the noise is relatively light-tailed, we need
a preparatory result, which is a decoupling inequality for tail probabilities.
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LEMMA 3.7. Let (Fi)i>0 be a filtration on a probability space (2, F,P) and u be an
(Ft)e=0-Poisson random measure on [0,00) x E, where E is a Polish space, with intensity
measure v. Consider a nonnegative (F)i>o-adapted process H : € x [0,00) X E— R and
a copy H', which is defined on an additional probability space (), F',P’) (and therefore
independent of (F;)i>0 on the product space). Let P = P @ P’ and define the random vari-
ables

X = Ht2) p(dt dz), X' = / H(t,2) p(dt, ).

Then, for any 6, R > 0,
(3.40) P(X >R)<70P(X > iR)+2P(X'>iR)+ 607 'P(X' > L0R).
In particular, for any p > 0,
3C>0,VR>0:P(X'>R)<CR? = 3C'>0,VR>0:P(X >R)<C'RP.
PROOF. The inequality (3.40) was shown on page 38 of [29]. Therefore, only the last
statement needs a proof. If P(X’ > R) < CRP for all R > 0, (3.40) implies
P(X >R)<T70P(X > iR)+2(6°C)R P +6°CO~ PR

Choose 6 < %3_1) and define K = 2(6PC) + 6°CO~1~P. Then iterating the previous equation
yields, for any n € N,

P(X>R)<T70P(X >1R)+ KR ?<T70(7T0P(X > £R)+3?KR ")+ KR™”
=KRP+3°(T9)KR? + (70)°P(X > % R)
<(1+3°(70)) KR™? + (70)*(T9P(X > £ R) + K3*R?)
= (14 3°(70) + [37(70) ) KR™P + (70)°P(X > % R)
<< (Z[?)p(?@)]j)KR P (70)"T'P(X > i R).
j=0
Since 0 < %3_1’ , bounding the last probability by 1 and letting n — oo, we conclude that

K
X — _R7P, O
PX>R) < —pag f

THEOREM 3.8. Assume Condition (L-«) with o = % and Condition (Sup). Then, for
every t > 0, there are Cy,Cy € (0,00) such that for all R > 1 and Q € Q,

(3.41) C1R <P <Sup Y(t,a:)) <CyR™ 4.
z€Q

PROOF. Step 1: Upper bound

Without loss of generality, we may assume that () = (0 1) By assumption, m1(\) < oo if
d > 2. Thus, if we define Y =Y when d=1and Y =Y = ™ MY when d > 2, then it
suffices to prove the theorem for Y instead of Y. To this end, write Y asasum 1+ Yi+Yo+
Y3 + Y41 4—1y, where

t ~
Yi(tz) = /O /D /(O 9052 D) ey wmeo ¥ 50) s, 9,2,
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t o~
Vot = [ [ [ gl syt e V(s uds dy,do)
0 JRAND J (0,00

t ~
/ / / g(t — 5T = y)Z]l{(t—s)*l/22<1}Y(say) (,U, - V)(d37dy7 dZ)
0 JR J(0,00)
ifd=1,
}/E),(t,l') = t —
/ / / g(t_S7x_y)Z]l{(t—s)*d/zz<1}Y(s7y) ,u(ds,dy,dz)
0 JR? J(0,00)
ifd>2,

t ~
Ya(t,z) = / / /0 gt — s, —y)2(Lg—s)-022<1) — Lzc1y) Y (5,y) dsdy A(d2)

and D = (—2,2)?. We analyze each part separately.
For Y1, observe that sup,( Y1(t,7) < CX, where

t ~
XZ/ // (t—s8) 22l _g)-ar221) Y (5,9)z p(ds, dy, dz).
0,00)

By Lemma 3.7, it suffices to bound the tail of X", ', which is the same integral except that
Y in the last display is replaced by Y’, an independent copy of Y. Further observe that the
number N; of atoms (7,7,() that satisfy 7 € D and (t — 7)~%2¢ > 1 is Poisson distributed
with parameter

t
L:4d/ / ]l{(t_s)d/zzZl}ds)\(dz):éld/ (zi At)A(dz) < o0
0 J(0,00) (0,00)

So conditionally on Ny, the corresponding atoms (7;,7;,(;)i=1,.. N, are independent and
identically distributed with density L=1 p(y)1 {(t—s)-4/22>1} ds dy A(dz). Therefore,

00 LN N .
P(X/>R):e_LN WE/ P(;(t—n)_ayl(n,m)@>R‘ Nt:N>]
N a =
(3.42) ge—LE:3ﬂNE{P<@—ﬁy7YKnnhxl>%(Np:N)}

I o0 LN 1 ~, R
<e N ((t—s)" 2Y(8,y)z>ﬁ)dsdy/\(dz).
- (0,00)

1

Choosing p € (1 V %, 1+ 3) and recalling the notation E. and E> from the proof of Theo-
rem 3.1, we can use Markov’s inequality and [9, Lemma 8.1] to obtain

P/((t—5)"2Y (5,9)2 > ) =P((t =) 2 Y (s5,9)2 > §)
gEzper<ﬁ%&waWkwt—sy€PAq
<E> [CR_pY"(s,y)przp(t - s)_gp A 1] )

where Y is the solution to (2.5) driven by SA> and 5 = 3(p,T) > 0 is a constant.
Since E[X A 1] = [ P(X > u)du,

4
2

_ 1
P%a—$—hw&wz>%)gczlPw%&m>ﬁ%f@—@)dw
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Now observe that Y is a series of multiple stochastic integrals with respect to the positive
measure SA>. Together with the stationarity of SA>, it follows that Y”'(s,y) is stochasti-
cally dominated by Y (¢,0). Thus, replacing Y (s,y) by Y”(¢,0) only increases the prob-
abilities in the last display. Making this modification and inserting the resulting bound back
into (3.42), we can change variables s +— r = (t — 5)%2Ru'/? /(N z) to obtain

/ _2 o~ LN-IN2/d b s > " 21
P(Y'> R) < Craa R 3 S /Ou % du/o POY"(£,0) > r)ri L dr

N=1
(3.43) 2
< Cugja(M)R™4.

Note that the du-integral is finite since p > % and that the last integral is just a multiple of
E[Y”(t,0)%/%] and hence also finite because pa/a(A) is

Next, we consider Y. Because = € (0,1)¢ and y ¢ (—2,2)¢, the distance |z — y| is
bounded from below by 1. Therefore, g(t — s,z —y) < Ce=C "I for some C € (0, 00).
Since this removes the singularity of g around 0 as well as the dependence on z, it is easy to
show that sup,c( Y2(t, ) has a uniformly bounded moment of order 2 on [0,t]. Thus, the
tail of sup,¢q Y2(t, ) is lighter and hence negligible in (3.41).

The term Y} is only present if d = 1. In this case, we use the bound

{sup|Y4 (t,x |2} <C’/ // —CTyl,
xeqQ 0,00)

X Myg-1/2,01) — ]l{z<1}|E[|1~/(s,y)|2]% dsdyA(dz).

Evaluating the difference of indicator functions in the last line we bound this by

t t
C/ / 3_22]1{1<Z<31/2}d3)\(d2)+C/ / s 221 gg2c 01y ds A(d2)
0,00) - 0 J(0,00) -

tv1 t
<C/ / A(dz) ds+C’/ / s 212y ds A(d2)
1,1/2) 0

< C(Mi(N) +ma(N)),

l\.’)l)—l

which is finite. Thus, sup,c|Y4(t,7)| does not contribute to the tail in (3.41), either.
For the last remaining term Y3, if d = 1 use [39, Thm. 1] (with a = p = 2) and
Minkowski’s integral inequality to obtain

E[%(t,w)—lﬁ(uw’)P]éC/o /R/(O )!9(?5—<9,96—y)—g(lﬁ—smc’—y)!2

x BIY (5,9)%]2* 1 {(4—)-1/22<1) ds dy A(d2)

for all x,2’ € R. Since E[Y (s,y)?] is uniformly bounded on [0,¢] x R, it can be absorbed
into the constant C. Observe that (t — s)~'/2z < 1 implies

2

!
lz—y|? |2/ —y|?

lg(t —s,2—y) —g(t —s,2’ —y)P2* < C(t - 8)_d22‘e_ 2= — ¢ =)

q

lz—y|? = —y)?

<C(t—s)” 2‘12‘1‘6 2=9) — e 20-9)

=Clg(t —s,x—y) —g(t —s, 2’ —y)|72,
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where ¢ < 2 is the exponent from Condition (Sup). With this estimate and again [46,
Lemme A2], we conclude that

E[|Ys(t,2) — Ya(t,2)*) < C |z — 2/ [77).
Since 3 — ¢ > 1, it follows from [30, Thm. 4.3] that
B {supwt,:s)ﬂ < B[V (0] + E[ sup [Ya(t,z) w,x’ﬂ <o,
zEQ z,x'€Q

which shows that P (sup,cq Y3(t,2) > R) = o(R™?).
If d = 2, we simply bound

[SUPYB t,x) :| <C/ / / “lem 1‘y|2z]1{(t $)—lz<1} dsdy A(dz)
TEQ R4 Ooo

< / z/ s7ldsA(dz) < C 2(1 4 [log z|) A(dz),
0,t (0,t4/2)

which shows P (sup,cq Y3(t,z) > R) = o(R™1).
If d > 3, we write Y3(t,2) =Y .0 Y3,(t, z) where

t ~
YE;p(t,l’) :/ / / g(t_ Saw_y)Z]l{(t—s)*d/22<1}Y(Say) M(dS,dy,dZ),
0 JRa\(=2,2)¢ J(0,00)

t o~
Yault ) = /0 /( . /0 gt — 5,0 — gyl (o) arsseny ¥ (s,y) palds, dy, d2),

where the ;s are independent Poisson random measures (with intensities d¢ dz A;(dz)) such
that 1= 3"2°, y1; and such that 4% fg f(o,oo) Tg(t—s)-a/22<13 ds Ai(dz) < 2. Such a decompo-
sition is indeed possible, see Lemma A.4. In the same way as we did for Y7 and Y5, one can
now show that

P <sup Y30(t,z) > R) = O(R_%), P <squ3 i(t,x) > R) < Cpgja(A )sz
T€EQ z€Q

for some C' > 0 that does not depend on ¢. Borrowing a truncation trick from the proof of
[45, Lemma 4.24], we now bound

P <Sup Z Y3t x) > R)
r€Q

< z:: <squ3, (t, ) > R) +P<Zsqu3,(t z)1 {squgﬂ-(t,x) < R} > R)

TEQ i—1 TEQ z€Q

sup Y3 ;(t,z)1 {sup Ysi(t,z) < R} .

< Cgg(N)R™4 it ZE 5 b
TE e

=1

AsE[X1x<p] <E[RAX]= [["P(X > u)du, it follows that

<supZY3,ta: ><C,u2/d 4= Z/ <squ3,tx)>u>du

TEQ i—1 z€eQ

2 1 R 2 2
< Cpnja(M) <R—E + = / ui du) < Cpinja( MR,
0
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Step 2: Lower bound

Without loss of generality, we may assume that Mo(\) = A([1,00)) > 0 and that Q = (0,1)<.
By (2.11) and the positivity of u« (t;—1,z;—1;ti, x;),

sup Y (t,x) > sup / [ el i) Yes,9) A (s, dy) 2 sup (it Ve )
zeQ zeQ ; zeQ
on the event A = {A>([0,#] x Q x [1,00)) = 1}. Since P(A) = tMy(\)e MM we have

P <sup Y(t,x) > R> > tMo()\)e_tM"(’\)P <Sup u<(r,m;t,x)Yo(1,m) > R,
zeQ T€Q

Y<(T777) > %7 U<(T,7];t,$) > %g(t - T?‘T—n) ‘ A)

> tMO()‘)e_tMO(A)P (Sup g< (t - T, T — 77) > 4R7 Y< (7—7 77) > %7
r€Q

uelroritia) > balt = 7o) | 4).
With a similar argument as in (3.24), it follows that

P(squ(t,x) >R‘A> 2CP<supg(t—T,w—n) >4R‘A>
TEQ z€Q

=CP((2n(t— 7)) 2 >4R| A).

The lower bound in (3.41) now follows from the fact that 7 has a uniform distribution on
[0,¢]. O

4. The spatial peaks of the solution. Armed with the probability tail bounds from the
previous section, we can now state and prove extensions of Theorems A—C to general multi-
plicative Lévy noises.

THEOREM 4.1. Fixt >0 and letY be the mild solution to (2.5). Assume Condition (Sup)
and Condition (L-a) with o = d If d=1 and mq(\) = oo, assume Condition (L-cv) with
some o > 2. Then the statement of Theorem A remains true.

If d =1 and A has infinite variation jumps, we need A to have a finite moment of order
slightly bigger than 2, in particular, in order to derive (4.9) below. We strongly believe that it
is not necessary for Theorem 4.1 to hold.

PROOF OF THEOREM 4.1. Let us suppose that the integral converges. For » > 0 and
0 <7 <1y <00, let By(r)={zrcR?: max;—1,. q|lzi| <r}and Bog(r1,72) = Boo(r2) \
By (r1). Then, for any K > 0,

p (xeB sup  Y(t,x)> %) <Cntt sup )P(Sup Y(t,x) > %)

oo (n,n+1) Qo€Q, QoC By (n,n+1 T€Qo

@ < CK~Hnt 1 f(n) 3,
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where the first step holds because the number of cubes from Q intersecting By, (n,n + 1) is
O(n?~1) and the second step follows from Theorem 3.8. By the integral test for convergence,
these probabilities are summable, so by the first Borel-Cantelli lemma,

sp vt < LW
2E€Bs (n,n+1) K

for all but finitely many n, almost surely. This shows

limsup Pwise Y 0Y) ey

and hence the claim because K > 0 was arbitrary.

For the converse, there is no loss of generality if we assume that A([1, oo)) >0.If d >
2, recall that my(\) < oo, so by (3.29), Y (¢, z) = e-™ MY (¢, ) > ¢~ f Jgag(t —
s,z — y) A(ds,dy), which is a multiple of the solution to the heat equation with additive
Lévy noise. Hence, the result follows from [22]. The same argument applies in d =1 if
mi(A) < oo.

If d =1 and m4(\) = oo, the proof is more technical due to infinite variation jumps. We
assume without loss of generality that f is smooth. With the same notation as in the upper
bound proof of Theorem 3.8, we have

4.2) Y(t,x) >Yo(t,x) + Ya(t,x) + Ya(t, ),

where
z+1
4.3)  Yo(t,x) / / / g(t — 5,2 —y)2lg_g)-1/2.>13 Y (5,9) u(ds, dy, dz).

Next, let p(x) = \/x + f(x)? and h be an increasing function to be determined later and
define

m(n)=h(n), f=pB(n)=hn)'"", R=R(n)=Kenh(n)).
Since x V f(x)? < p(x)? < 2(z V f(x)?), the divergence of the integral in (1.5) implies

< 1
4.4) / ——dr=00
1 p(z)?
by [21, Lemma 3.4 (2)]. We shall approximate Yj by
(4.5)

z+1
201, ) / [ ot = s = st sl s s,y

where Y (™) is defined in Lemma A.5. More precisely, writing I,, = (nh(n) — 1,nh(n)),
we want to prove that

ZP(Sup Zm).BM) (¢ 2) > R(n )) 00,

zel

(4.6) ZP (Sup|YO(t z) — 2B (¢ 2| > %R(n)) < o0,

n—1 zel

Ieln

ZP(sup]Yg(t z) + Ya(t,z)| > 1 R(n )) 0.

n=1
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By the first Borel-Cantelli lemma, this implies that

@47) sup|Yo(t,x) — 2P (¢, )| < {R(n),  sup|Ya(t,x) +Ya(t, )| < JR(n)
z€el, zel,

for all but finitely many n, almost surely. Moreover, by (4.5) and the definition of ¥ (":9),
the variables sup,; Z (m(n):8() (¢, ) are measurable with respect to the o-field gen-
erated by the restriction of A on [0,t] x (nh(n) — 2 — 26(n)(tm(n))"/?, nh(n) + 1 +
2B(n)(tm(n))'/?), because only atoms of A that are within a distance of 37" |Ay;| <
m2(S57 | Ayi?)Y? < B(sm)'/? from  contribute to Y(™#) (¢, z) and because the same
holds true for Y<(m’6) (t,x) and u(<m’5)(s, y;t,x). Since B(n)(tm(n))"/? = o(h(n)), the con-
sidered variables are independent for different n. By the second Borel-Cantelli lemma, (4.6)
also implies that

for infinitely many n, almost surely. Combining this with (4.7), it follows that

su Y t,x su Y t,x
lim sup Piaf<nn(m) ¥ () > limsup Plz|<nh(n) ¥ (,2) > K

almost surely. As K is arbitrary, the claim follows.
To prove (4.6), we start with the first statement and notice that

z€el,

P <Sup Zmm).BM) (¢ 2) > R(n))

N
>P <\/(27T(t — 1)) E Y ) (7 )| G > R(”)) ;

i=1
where (73,7, ;)\, are atoms of A1, where A; is the restriction of A to the set {(s,y,z2) €

(0,8) x (x — 1,2+ 1) x (0,00) : (t — s)~1/22 > 1} (with the convention \/!_, a; = 0). By
[29, Lemma 4.1],

P <Sup Zmm).BM) (¢ 2) > R(n))

Ieln

N
>_PxP (\/(27T(t — 7)) "3 [V B0 (4 |G R(”)) ;

i=1

DO | =

where Y'("5) is a copy of Y (™#) that is independent of A (and defined on an auxiliary
probability space (€2, 7', P’)). Hence, the right-hand side of the previous display is bounded
from below by

1 1 1
SPIN21P@ P’ ((QW(t —71))"2¢ > 2R(n), [V (7 )| > 5)-
As in (3.24), we have P'(|Y'™A)(¢,2)| > 1) > C locally uniformly in ¢ and z (and uni-
formly in m and in § outside a neighborhood of 0). Therefore,

P (sup Zmm)BM) (¢ 1) > R(n)> > %CP((%(t —71))72¢ > 2R(n)) > CR(n) 2,

zel,
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where the last step follows by a quick computation. Thus, the first relation in (4.6) is satisfied
if
(4.8) Z;—ooc)/oo¥dx—oo

| 2 (nh(n))? L p(@h(@)? |

Let us move on to the second relation in (4.6). By Lemma A.6,
(4.9) P (sup Yo(t,z) — 280D (¢ )| > %R@)) <16 Cyn(n) sy R(0) 2,
Ieln

where Cp, g is the constant from the lemma. With our choices of m and 3, we have
Crnn),B(n) = O(e=C "™ 5o the second line in (4.6) is implied by

[e.e] —C lh(n)1/4 —C lh(.CE 1/4
(4.10) Z SO < oo = / - dr<oo.
n=1

Lastly, because sup,; |Y3(t,x) + Y4(¢, )| has uniformly (in n) bounded moments of order
a > 2, we have that the last relation in (4.6) is implied by

i;<oo = /w;dx<oo

2 Slnh(n)" L plah()” |

And this is true, because ¢(xh(z)) > ¢(x) > /x. Consequently, in order to complete the
proof, it remains to choose A such that (4.8) and (4.10) are satisfied.

To this end, we will restrict our choice of A to the class of increasing smoothly varying
functions of index 0 (see [12, Ch. 1.8]). In this case, if we change the variable = to y =
g(x) = zh(z), then there exist 3o > 0 and a smoothly varying function h# with index 0 (the
de Bruijn conjugate of h) such that g~ (y) = yh? (y) for all y > gy (see [12, Thm. 1.8.9]).
Moreover, for y > yo, we have (g7')(y) = h#(y) + y(h#)'(y) and y(h¥#)'(y) = o(h¥*(y))
(see [12, p. 44]). Therefore the conditions in (4.8) and (4.10) are equivalent to having both

h# (y 00 o —C T h#(y) "V p#
/ ) and / ‘ W) 4y < o
w P)? o e(y)
Note that h# is decreasing (as h is increasing). Thus, the previous line is implied by
oo p# hit
@.11) / (yz) dy=o0  and / ()" dy < 0.
() v P)?

To achieve this, we choose h as the de Bruijn conjugate of

W (y) = (

Indeed h* i 1s smoothly varying with index 0 as it has the Karamata representation h# (y) =
cexp(— [Je ), where

-1
o(u)? du) , y>1.

mw\
<

lim e(¢) = lim 7 = lim 1 =
ST T R R [Tt R L1 (2] [ elu) 2 dut 1

by (4.4). Finally, h# satisfies (4.11) by (4.4) and the Abel-Dini theorem [35, p. 290]. ]

THEOREM 4.2. Fixt > 0 and letY be the mild solution to (2.5). If Condition (H-«) for
some a € (0, %] and Condition (Sup) are satisfied, then Theorem B (ii) remains true.
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PROOF. Define (with the convention inf () = 0o0)
4.12) Lo :inf{Le (0,00) : hmsupR%—LﬂogR)”“”‘”P< sup Y (t,z) >R> < oo}
R—o0 z€(0,1)4

and L* = a‘l(g)l/(lJr‘ga)Lo. By Theorem 3.5, we have Ly < co. For any L > L* and any
fixed € > 0 (to be chosen later), combining the upper bound in Theorem 3.5 with a similar
argument to (4.1) shows that

nd/oeeL(logn)l/(Hea)
P sup  Y(t,x)>
2€Bos (nin+1) K

< Cn~Vexp(—La(log n)/10) (Lo + &)[log (K~ n¥/@ellosn)/ 0 y11/(140a)y
<Onlexp(—[La— (Lo +e)(2 + £)l/(AF0a)] (1og n) M/ (1+6a))

for sufficiently large n (note that C in the previous display may depend on ¢, L and K but not
on n). By our assumption on L, if ¢ is small enough, we have Lo — (Lo +¢)(2 +¢)1/(1+62) >
0. Therefore, the probabilities in the previous display are summable, so by the Borel-Cantelli
lemma,

li sup|y(<z Y (£,9) _1
lin_ilip xd/aeL(Ing)l/(”ea) > ?

almost surely. Therefore, (1.7) follows by letting K — oco. Equation (1.8) is a direct conse-
quence of Theorem 4.3 (i) (with L, = M, ), which we state and prove next. ]

THEOREM 4.3. Fixt > 0andletY be the mild solution to (2.5).

(i) If Condition (H-«) holds for some o € (0,1 + %) then the statement of Theorem C (ii)
remains valid.

(ii) If Condition (H-«) or (L-av) holds with o =1 + %, then the statement of Theorem C (iii)
remains valid.

PROOF. We assume without loss of generality that A\([1,00)) > 0. Let Cj be the number
from (3.19) in the case of (i) and Cy = 1 in the case of (ii). Furthermore, recall the defini-
tion of Y (V) (¢, z) from Lemma A.5, which satisfies Y (t,2) > Y(N) (¢, z). If X satisfies the
conditions of part (i), define (with the convention sup () = 0)

(4.13)
M = Sup{M € (0,00) : liminf R~ MUos )V p(y (IColog kD)) (1 0) > R) > 0},

R—o0

M, = inf{M € (0,00) : limsup R~ MgV py (1 0) > R) < oo}
R—o0

and let M, = o~} (£)V/+0) Ny and M* = a1 (4)1/(0+02) My; if X satisfies the conditions

of part (ii), define

4.14)

M, = SuP{M € (0,00) : liminf R+ ie M i p(y (ColgR) (1 0) > R) > 0}7

R—o0

My = inf{M € (0,00) : limsup R e ™™ ™ i " P(Y (£,0) > R) < oo}

R—o00



INTERMITTENCY ISLANDS OF THE SHE 33

and let M, = (d+2)2 My and M* = (d+2)2 M, instead. Both (1.9) and (1.11) can be shown

similarly to (1.7), so we leave the details to the reader. Also, the proofs of (1.10) and (1.12)
are similar, so we only give the details for the former and assume Condition (H-«) for some
ac(0,1+2).

In the lower bound proof of Theorem 3.1, we have seen that M; > 0. Let N(R) =
Colog R, m(R) =log R and 3(R) = (log R)?. Then, by Lemma A.5, we also have

(4.15) liminf Re~Mollos VI py Wm0 (1, 2) > R) > 0
—00

for all 0 < My < M; and = € R?. Similarly to what we observed in the proof of Theo-
rem 4.1, the variable Y (N(R):m(R).5(R)) (¢ 1) is measurable with respect to the o-algebra
generated by A restricted to a ball of radius (tN (R))Y? + 8(R)(tm(R))"/? = O((log R)*/?)
around x. Therefore, if we let f(n) = n®®*eMogn) /™ (with M < M,)and R = R(n) =
K f(nlog3n) for n, K € N and distribute k(n) = cn®" many points, ¢ > 0, from Z¢ to the

annulus B, (nlog®n — 1,nlog®n) such that these points, say, w&"), .. 7951(;(LZL) are at least

log® n apart from each other, then all but finitely many of the variables
{Yi(”) = Y WR@)mRm)ARED) (¢ M) =1 k(n), ne N}

are independent of each other. Moreover, by (4.15), for any € > 0 there is C' > 0 such that

(n) c d-1 —a (M, —¢)(log R(n))"/ (0e)
> PY;" >R(n)) > K—Zn R(n)~@eMi=e)(log R(n))
n=11=1 n=1
Z log n 3de—Ma(log(n log® n))t/(t+0a) e(Ml—e)(log R(n))t/(1+0a) ]

As M < M,, if ¢ is small enough, the last series is infinite, so by the second Borel-Cantelli

lemma, Yi(n) > R(n) for infinitely many n and i. At the same time, by Lemma A.5, our
choice of § = B(R(n)) and m = m(R(n)) and the first Borel-Cantelli lemma, the events

{|Y(N(R(")))(t,3:§n)) - Y(N(R("))’m(R("))’ﬁ(R(")))(t,azgn))| > 1R(n)} only occur finitely
many times, which implies

. SquEZdJy\mgnlogsnY(tﬂw)
lim sup 3

v

K
2
almost surely. Because K € N was arbitrary, this implies (1.9). U

5. Macroscopic dimension of peaks. As another application of the tail estimates of
Section 3, we determine the macroscopic Hausdorff and Minkowski dimensions of the peaks
of the solution to (1.1), both in the case of additive and multiplicative noise. In the case where
A is a Gaussian noise in dimension 1, a similar program has been carried out by [32]; see also
[33]. Let us briefly review the relevant definitions, first introduced by [7, 8] for subsets of Vi
and extended to subsets of R? by [32, 33] and [34]. Writing Q1 = {Q(z,r) =z + (0,7)%:
x € RY, r > 1} for the collection of cubes with side length side(Q(z,7)) = r > 1, we define,
for ECRY, p>0andncN,

V;L(E):lnf{z<81di¢>p62h7Qm€Q17EmSng UQZ}7

i=1 =1
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where S, = Boo(e" 71, €"). Letting log, (z) =log(x V e), we define

Dimy(F) = 1nf{p>0 ZV },

Dimy (E )—hmsup log+‘{q€Z NS,:ENQ(g,1 #@H

S.D

5.1. The multifractal nature of peaks. We shall determine the macroscopic dimensions of
the largest peaks observed on R% and Z¢. Recall the convention that Y., denotes the solution
to (1.1) with o(x) = 1, while Y, as before, is the solution with o(z) = z. For v € [0, 00), we
consider

={zeR":Y,(t,2) >z}, EF={zeR:Y(t,x)> |z},

(5.2)
8,;“‘1 ={zxezl: Y, (t,z)>|z|}, &/X’d ={xezt:Y(tx)>|x]}.

THEOREM 5.1.  Let «y € [0,00). In the following, Dimyy\ means one can take Dimy or
Dimyy in the statement. Also, Dimyni(A) < 0 means that A is a bounded set.

(i) Assume Condition (Sup) and Condition (L-a) with o = %. If d=1 and my(\) = oo,
assume Condition (L-«) with some o > 2. Then almost surely,
(ii) If Condition (Sup) and Condition (H-av) hold with o € (0, %], then almost surely,
(5.4 Dimyyp (£5°) = Dimy i (€57°°) = d — vy
(iii) If Condition (L-«) holds with o =1 + %, then almost surely,
(5.5) Dimygp (£5°%) = Dimpgpg (E59) =d — (1 + 3).
(iv) If Condition (H-cv) holds with o € (0,1 + %] then almost surely,
(5.6) Dimygp (%) = Dimpp (E59) = d — ay.

PROOF. The statements when the right-hand sides of (5.3)—(5.6) are negative follow from
Theorems 4.1 and 4.3 in the case of multiplicative noise and from [22, Theorems 6 and 7]
in the case of additive noise. In the following, we only give the full details for the proof of
Dimyi(£5°°) < d — 2+ (Step 1) and the proof of Dimy(E5°) > d — 2~ (Step 2), both under
Condition (Sup) and Condition (L-a)) with o = % and the assumption v < d? /2. For both
parts, the proofs are inspired by ideas from [32]. By [8, Lemma 3.1], Steps 1 and 2 imply
Dimy (€5°°) = Dimy (E57°) =d — %7. We explain towards the end of the proof (Step 3) why
all other equalities in (5.3)—(5.6) can be shown analogously.

Step 1: Dimy(€5°°) < d — 24
Clearly,
E|[{g€2'nS,: £°NQ ) A0 = Y PE“NQ1)#0)
qEZNS,,
> P( sup Y(t,w)>(!q\—1)7>-
qEZdﬂSn er(Qvl)
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Since |Z¢ N S,,| < Ce™ for some C' > 0 and |g| > ¢" ! for all ¢ € Z¢N S,,, Theorem 3.8
implies

67 E[{eeZns,:&°nQ.1) #0}] < Cem(en ™ — 1) < cenlE
for all n > 2. By Markov’s inequality, P(‘{q €eZ'nS,: E°NQ(g,1) # @}‘ > ) s

summable for all § > d — %fy. According to the first Borel-Cantelli lemma, for all 6 in this
range,

limsup — log+(]{q€Z NS :E°NQ(g,1) #0}) <6

n—oo

almost surely. The upper bound on Dimy;(£5°°) follows by letting 6 | d — Efy

Step 2: Dimp () >d — 24

We can assume that d — 37 > 0. As in the proof of Theorem 4.1, the case d > 2 is easier
because the jumps are summable. So starting with d > 2, we choose # € (2y/d?,1) and
consider the grid

(5.8)  {af:k=1,... K"} ={e"1+ie"ieN, 1<i<en170) _nli=6)-11d

in S,, and, within each of the cubes Q (7, e’™), the subgrid

{Zheil=1,..., M=zl +{jeN:1< <M,
Forevery k=1,...,K"and/=1,..., L}, we introduce the random fields
(5.9) Yi(t, o) / / g(t — s,z —y)A(ds,dy), (t,z) € (0,00) x RY,
CHn

which are independent for different values of k& and ¢ and satisfy Y,",(t,z) < Y(t,z) =
e™ WMty (t, ). Therefore, foralln € N and k=1,..., K™,

Y(t
P sup (t,2) <1|<P max =~ sup Y(t,x) <e™
Qe o (=1L} 2€Q(ap 1)

<P| max sup Y (t,x) < em Ny
4=1,...Ly IEGQ(Zk o ) ’

Ly
= H P< sup Yl (t,7) < eml()‘)Hm) .
=1 TE€Q(2} 1)

By Theorem 3.8, the last probability is less than or equal to 1 — C'e=2"7/?_ Applying the
bound 1 — x < e~ and noticing that e‘gnd <Ly< ¢ by construction, we have

Y 2 2
(5.10) P sup ¢,2) <1| <exp(—CLje 7)< exp(—%Ce(ed—g“/)n).
:EGQ(:E;CL769”) |;L'|PY

Since K™ < e(1=0)nd and 94 — %fy > (0 by our choice of 8, we conclude that

X Y (t,x) > )
E E P( sup A 1) < 2 :exp((l —0)nd — %Ce(ﬁd—g'y)n) < oo,
n=1

n=1k=1 zeQ(zy,e’™) ||
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So the Borel-Cantelli lemma implies that the following holds with probability one: except
for finitely many n, the intersection Q(x}, ) N £°° is nonempty for all k= 1,..., K™
In other words, the set &YX “ is almost surely -thick in the sense of [32, Def. 4.3]. Thus,
Dimy (£5°°) > d(1 — 6) almost surely by [32, Prop. 4.4] and the lower bound follows by
letting 6 | 2v/d>.

For d = 1, recall the processes Yy, Y3, Y, and Z(m:B) from (4.2) and (4.5). This time, we
let m(n) = n, B(n) =n? and consider the subgrid {Zh o=k + m3:0eN, 1<(<Lr=
[n~2e"|}. Any two points in {Z},: k=1,..., K" (=1,.. ., L} are at least Cn? apart
from each other, where C' is a positive number. Therefore, for large n and k =1,..., K", the
variables

{ sup Z(m(")’ﬁ("))(t,m) : Ezl,...,f}j}

z€(Z} — 1,21 ,)

are independent of each other; cf. the paragraph after (4.7). Thus, for any 6 > 2+,

oo K™
7 (m(m),500) (4
g E P| max sup (,3:)<3
L ||

n=1k=1 \&ZFbL-Lize@,~12,)

<3 exp((1—0)n— LCn3e0=20m) < o,
n=1

At the same time, by Lemma A.6,

oo K" L} m(n),B(n
ZZZP( sup Yo(t,x) — 2B (¢, 1)) o1
||

n=1k=1 ¥¢=1 xe(z\lg,e_lvgfg,g)

o
< Z 6(1_6)"66"71_3(6_"2 +C™n 71z )e” My < oo,
n=1

which shows that &YX’C’O = {x € R Yy(t, ) > 2|z|"} is O-thick, whence DimH(&YX’C’O) >
1—24.

In addition, combining Step 1 with how we estimated Y3 and Y4 in the proof of
Theorem 4.1, we have that £°°%" = {2z € R? : |Y3(t, ) + Yi(t,z)| > |z|7} satisfies
Dimy (£5°°%") < Dimp (%) <1 — ay <1 — 2. Since £° D &9\ €% and
Dimp(A) remains unchanged when a set of lower dimension is removed (see [8, Prop-
erty (viii), p. 128]), we conclude that Dimy (£5°°) > 1 — 27.

Step 3: The remaining equalities

Steps 1 and 2 show that Dimg (€5) = Dimpi(€5°) = d — 2+ under Condition (Sup) and
Condition (L-«) with o = %. With the same methods, all remaining equalities in (5.3)—(5.6)
can be deduced from the tail estimates in Theorems 3.1, 3.2 and 3.5 in the case of multi-
plicative noise and from the analogous results [22, Theorems 2 and 5] in the case of additive
noise. Note that the slowly varying functions in the tail estimates in Theorems 3.1, 3.2 and
3.5 are negligible on the scale of sets SS'). This is why the macroscopic dimensions of SS')
are the same for both additive and multiplicative noise. O
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5.2. Self-similarity of intermittency islands (or lack thereof). While Eg /5 is almost
surely unbounded by Theorem 4.1, both its Minkowski and Hausdorff dimensions are zero as
the previous theorem asserts. Loosely speaking, the peaks that contribute to £ /5 are too rare
under the standard scale to have a positive macroscopic fractal dimension. However, under
additive noise or under a multiplicative noise that is not too heavy-tailed, we can show that
after appropriate changes of scale, these peaks will again exhibit a multifractal structure that
is reminiscent of the peaks studied so far. In fact, as we shall show, there exist infinitely many
layers of peaks which, despite being defined on different scales, all share the same multifrac-
tal behavior. In these cases, we conclude that the spatial peaks form large-scale self-similar
multifractals.

THEOREM 5.2. Let |-| be a norm on R? and x9 = le |x|? for x # 0 and q > 0. Further-

more, for n € N, let log( )(r) = log+(log(" V(1)) for r € R (with 1og'”)(r) = r) and define
log"™ (z) = 4 log™(|z|) for « € R\ {0}.

(i) Assume Condition (Sup) and Condition (L-a) with o = %. If d=1 and my(\) = oo,
assume Condition (L-a) with some o > 2. For N € N and vy > 0, consider

ES/X,C,N):{wERdy(t T >’I" <H‘log %)‘IOg(N)(x)’%}a

(5.11)
&(YJ“C’N) = {JE eR?: Y, (t, ) > |z|F <H log®) 3) |10g(N)(3:)|3}.

Then almost surely,

(5.12) Dimyyyg ((1og<N> (EeN)) i) = DimH|M((1og<N> (EGHoNY) ) =d— 2.

(ii) Assume Condition (Sup) and Condition (H-«) with o € (0, 2). For N e Nand~ >0, let

(5.13) 5,(Y+’°’N): {xeRd Yi(t,z) > |z]« (H\log ;>\log(N)(w)]%}.
Then almost surely,
(5.14) Dimyypg ((1og<N> (ELHoM)) 5) —d—an.

(iii) Assume Condition (H-o) with o € (0,1+ %) or Condition (L-o) with « = 1+ %. In both
cases, consider for N € N and v > 0 the sets

(5.15) Sy’d’N) = {x eZ: Y, (t,x) > |x|= (H log®) >Hog(N)(x)\jl }

Then almost surely,

(5.16) Dimgyy ((1og<N> (ELHANDY) ) —d—ary.

PROOF OF THEOREM 5.2. The proofs of (5.12), (5.14) and (5.16) are completely analo-

gous. We therefore only show the part in (5.12) concerning &sX’C’N). We begin with a tech-

nicality: the result in (5.12) does not depend on the choice of the norm |-|. Indeed, let ||-|| be

(N) (N)

another norm on R and write logH and 10g”.” and, similarly, £ (> ol "C’N) and £ ”’ ”’N) as well
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as ()" = ()T| and () = (-).| to emphasize the dependence on the chosen norm. For K > 0,

further let £ (X‘ ‘C N)(K ) be the right-hand side of the first line of (5.11) when Y (¢, x) is re-

placed by Y (t,2)/K, and define £ 0, - || )(K ) analogously. By the equivalence of norms on
R, there is C' > 1 such that £1f;" N)(CK) c el oM () C £ 0N (C 1K) forall K > 0.
Thus,

(tog{ M (057 (D), < (o€ ) = £ (ol 05V )

NI AN Yl Yl

with the function f from (A.9). This function is bounded and Lipschitz continuous outside
a ball containing the origin according to Lemma A.8. Since the macroscopic Hausdorff and
Minkowski dimensions are monotone and insensitive to adding or deleting bounded subsets,

. N ,C,N % : N 7C7N %
DlmH|M((10g|(.| )(SF(%T.‘ )(CK))H) SDlmH\M((logﬁ.H)(&i].u )(K)))H'II)
by Lemma A.7. By symmetry, this inequality also holds if we switch the role of the two

norms. So the part in (5.12) concerning SSX’C’N) is proved if we show that

Dimgy((log 1)) (€175 (B)) ) < d = 2,

Dimgy g ((logf (€475 (K)) ") > d — 2

for every K > 0. In order to simplify notation, we omit all subscripts | - | and || - || in the
following and write | - | for both norms, with the agreement that | - | is the supremum norm in
Step 1 and the Euclidean norm in Step 2 below.

Next, let exp™ (z) = T exp™(|z]) for n € N and = € R\ {0}, where exp(™ is the
iterated exponential defined in Lemma A.8. A moment’s thought reveals that

Dimpgp ((log™ (09N (K))) ) = Dimpn (€5 (K)),

where for K > 0,

N-1
e () = { eRY:Y (t,exp™ () > K |exp™ ()| (H exp® <xd>ri> W}.
p=1
As the statement of the theorem for v > d2/2 follows from Theorem 4.1, we may (and
will) assume d — %fy > 0 in the following. By [8, Lemma 3.1], it is enough to prove that

Dimy (E (K)) < d — 2y and Dimu(ES (K)) > d — 2 almost surely.

Step 1: Upper bound

Letk(n) eNandn—1=:7{" <-.- < r,g?zl)_l <n+1< 7’18(2) be defined via the relations

exp®™ )(exp( )) — exp! )(exp(drl@l)) =1, i=1,...,k(n),
and let S,,(i) = Boo(exp(r; (n )) exp(r; (n ))) fori=1,...,k(n). We required 7’18(2) >n+1
and not just TI(J(L)) > n in order that |J,czins, @(¢,1) € Uk(" S, (i). For every n and i, the

image of S, (i) under the mapping exp™)((-)?) can be covered with unit cubes (Q;L =

1,...,0,(7)), where
(5.17) £(8) < Cllexp™ (exp(dri™)))? — (exp™ (exp(dr{™)))]
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for some finite C' > 0 independent of n and 4. Denoting the pre-image of Q;” under the
same mapping by @;” and assuming Cj;” N[— exp(rl@l), exp(rl@l)]d = () without loss of
generality, we have

Hgez'n8,: N N Q(g,1) # 0}

k(n) €, (1) )
< 1 {Ela: € Qv;” Y (t,exp™ (29)) > Klexp™ (z%)| T
i=1 j=1
N-1 ,
x <H lexp™® (a )|5> |~”'3|7}
p=1
k(n) £, (1) o 2
< 1 {ax e QP Y (texp™ (%)) > K (exp™ (exp(dr{")))) =
=1 j=1

N-1 4
x (H (exp® ><exp<drf"’1>>>a) exp(wﬁb}

p=1

k(n) €, (1)
= ]1{ sup Y(t,x) >K(eXp(N)(eXP(dTZ(n)1)))
. xEQ;”

N—-1 .
x <H (exp®) (exp(dr§ﬁ’1)))5> exp(wf"’o}.

p=1

Taking expectation and using (5.17) and Theorem 3.8, we obtain

E[l{eez'n 5.2 n Q1) #0}]

<C Z [exp(d exp™) (dri(n))) — exp(dexp™) (drl(n)l))] exp(—dexp® )(drl(f)l))
i=1

N-1
’ <H exp<—exp<”><dr§ﬁ’1>>> exp(—2ri")).
p=1

Applying the mean-value theorem to the difference in brackets and noticing that the derivative
of 7 exp(dexp™) (dr)) increases in r, we further deduce that

E[‘{q €zins, :EEYN) NQ(g,1) #@}H

k(n) N
<Cd? Z(ﬁ(n) - rl(f)l) exp(dexp®™) (drgn))) <H exp®) (dri("))>

i=1 bl
x exp(—dexp® de(n)1 (H exp(—exp? drl(n)l))> eXP(_%’Yﬁ(ﬁ)-

By construction, exp(exp(™) (drfn)) =1+ exp(exp®) (drz(f)l)) < 2exp(exp™) (drl(f)l))
Taking logarithm consecutively on both sides, we also get exp(p)(dri(")) < 2exp(p)(dr§f)1)
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for p=1,...,N. Thus, we can simplify the estimate in the previous display to
=(V) = )
B|[{g€2'n5,: 80 Qe 1) £0}|| < a2 3" — r™)) exp((d - Frih)
i=1
< 2N+ (n+1)(d=57) (rl(n) _ 7“@@1)
i=1

< Cd22N+2€(n+1)(d—%'y)‘

This estimate is analogous to the bound (5.7) in the proof of Theorem 5.1, so the proof can
be completed just like there.

Step 2: Lower bound

As in the proof of Theorem 5.1, our strategy will be to show that EgN)(K ) is O-thick for
all @ € (2v/d?,1), assuming d — %fy > 0 without loss of generality. We again consider the
grid {27 : k=1,..., K"} from (5.8) and the associated cubes Q(z%, €’*). Unfortunately, if
d > 2, we do not have sufficient control over the shape of the images that we obtain from
applying the mapping exp®¥) to these cubes. This is why in d > 2, we will inscribe some
auxiliary geometric solids that are easier to analyze in those cubes. For the remaining proof,
we only consider the case d > 2; the one-dimensional situation is geometrically much simpler
and is therefore left to the reader (the potential existence of infinite variation jumps can be
addressed as in the proof of Theorem 5.1).

For d > 2, we consider geometric shapes that we call (spherical) shell sectors; see Fig-
ure 1. These are obtained by intersecting a shell (i.e., the set difference of two balls with
the same center) with a cone that has this center as apex. Equivalently, a shell sector is the
difference of two concentric sectors. (A sector results from cutting a ball into two parts by a
hyperplane and taking the union of the smaller part with the cone formed by the intersection,
an (n — 1)-dimensional ball, as base and the center of the cut ball as apex; “concentric” here
means that both sectors have the same apex and the same axis of revolution.)

A shell sector S = S(A, O, p, s) (see Figure 2 for illustration) is uniquely parametrized by
four parameters: its apex A (i.e., the joint apex of the two sectors), its suspension point O
(i.e., the center of the base of the larger sector), its base radius p (i.e., the radius of the base
of the larger sector), and its side length s (i.e., the difference of the radii of the two balls).
Several other characteristics of .S will be important to us: its inner radius r and outer radius
R (i.e., the radius of the smaller and the larger ball, respectively), its inner vertex v and outer
vertex V (i.e., the point on the boundary of the smaller and larger ball, respectively, that is
collinear with A and O), its height h (i.e., the distance between the base center of the smaller
sector and V), its angle ¢ (i.e., the largest possible angle between the half-lines AO and AP,
where P is a boundary point of S), and its direction w = (O — A)/|O — Al.

Simple geometric considerations yield the following relations:

(5.18) R=r+s, sinqS:%, tan¢=£, h=scos¢+\/p?+ p? — po,

where pg = |O — AJ. As a result, another way of parametrization is S = S[A,w,r, R, ¢].
Moreover, S can be inscribed in a box with one side of length / and all other sides of length
2p. This box has diameter \/h2 + 4(d — 1)p2, which, in particular, implies

(5.19) %gggdist(O,P) <V/h2+4(d—1)p2.
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AR A R

hyperplane

larger
sector

hyperplane
R . smaller AN
,/ sector A .
// \\
/ \
I \
! smaller ball |
Rdfl R‘dfl
FIG 1. The construction of a d-dimensional shell FIG 2. Parametrization of a shell sector
sector. S(A707p7 S) :S[A7w7r7 R, ¢]

Back to the cubes Q(z}, ), let 2} be the center of these cubes and consider the shell
sectors

(5.20) S =5( o L_efm)

0, 2, 4%/36 \/—

By (5.18) and the elementary inequality \/z +y — /= < /7, the height of S} is bounded by
5 f e/ Together with (5.19), it follows that dist(z, P) < % 7 for any point P in S} The
important conclusion is that

(5.21) SPCQah,e™).
For later reference, let us also give an estimate on ¢}, the angle of S}’: since el < |21 <
Vde™ and %:L' <arctanz < x for small x > 0, (5.18) implies

L o—1)n e n en e (o-1)n
(5.22) @e < arctan Tder < ¢, < arctan < e
e

4/ den=1 T 4v/d

for large n. _
The reason why we have introduced the shell sectors S} at all is that .S, = exp®¥) ((Sp)9)
are again shell sectors. In fact,

Sy = 5[0, wit, exp™ ((rf)?), exp™ (BE)), 6],

where w}’ = 2}'/|2}!| is the direction and 7}’ and R} are the inner and outer radius of S},

k k . k
respectively. Given n and k, we now define uy™ < --- < wuy." by setting ug™" = r} and re-
k

quiring £} be the maximal number such that
(5.23) exp®™ (")) — exp™ (u ) =1

forall{=1,...,/; and u?Zk < R}. By construction and the first identity in (5.18),

et §7‘Z:ug’k< ~-<u?;1k§RZ§ de",
(5.24) 1 1 1
on ~ n nk n_n on
——e — (R — ) <wuy, M < Rp =——¢".
Nz k)< T
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Next, given n, k and ¢, consider

—n.k

(5.25) Sy = S0, wi, exp™ ()%, exp™ ((uy*) %), o1

By a simple calculation (cf. [27, Sect. V]), there is a constant Cy > 0 that only depends on d
such that, with obvious notation,

op
Leb(S)™) = Cy (R — (rioFyd) /0 (sint)42dt

> srag gy (R = 7)) @)

for large n. As a consequence of the Vitali covering theorem (see [13, Thm. 5.5.2]), there are

e > 0 and pairwise disjoint cubes Q?’lk, e QZ’:@"”“ - ??’k with side length within (e, 1] such
) My

that

C mn n s —
(5.26) > Z Leb(Qyh) > m((RZ Ryl (k) (gt

We are now ready for the final (probabilistic) part of the proof. Whenever n is sufficiently
large, we deduce from (5.21) and (5.25) that forall k=1,..., K",

(N)(..d
(g ol i)
zeQ(ay,eo) |exp! )($d)|7(1‘[ |exp(p (x)]2)|x]

SP(gup YtepWa) <K>
vt Jexp™) (29)] 5 (TT)5 Jexp® (29)] ) o]
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0r my,
<ﬂ ﬂ{ sup Y(t :E)<K(exp( )(( Zlk)d))z

{=1m=1 erlm
N-1 ,
. (H <exp<p><<u?’k>d>>z> (u’;”fﬁ}> .

p=1

Let Y"nf be defined in the same way as Y}", in (5.9) but with Q2 o 1) replaced by Qé
By constructlon the latter are mutually dlS]Olnt for different values of ¢ and m. Therefore,

Yy " t=1,....00,m=1,. } is a family of 1ndependent random fields. In addition,
they clearly satlsfy Ye e, :E) < Y(t z) =e™mWMY (1), s
Y (¢ (N)(..d
P< sup dg’e}j\f)l (=) y <K
veQ(aie”) |exptN) (a?)| = (T2 lexp®) (z4)|2 )|

n,k
d2

0 m
< H H P( sup. Y"k(t z) < Ke ™M (exp®™ ((u ?’k)d))7

t=1m=1 zeQ)

N-1 .
x (H exp<P><<u;?”“>d>z> <u2”’“>7>

p=1

b N—1
< oxp <_C Z m?’k(eXP(N) ((u?k)d))_d < H exp® ((u?’k)d)_1> (u?vk)—%“/> :
{=1



INTERMITTENCY ISLANDS OF THE SHE 43

where we used (3.41) and the estimate 1 — x < e~ for the last step. One detail is worth
mentioning: The bounds in (3.41) were proved for cubes () of side length 1. The reader may
easily verify that the same bound holds uniformly for all cubes of side length larger than ¢,
except that the values of the limit inferior and superior in (3.41) now depend on €. This is
why the constant C' in the previous display may depend on ¢ but not on n, k, £ or m.
By (5.22), (5.23) (which implies exp® ((u}")4) — exp® ((up¥)?) < 1 for all p =
.,N), (5.24) and (5.26) together with the mean-value theorem and the bound = >
%(m + 1) for z > 1, we deduce that

o0 N—-1 )
m?’“(expm(( ) (H<exp<p><<u;?”“>d>>—1><u2’k>—ﬂ

p=1

> O ((exp™ ()M = (exp™ ((up")™)®) (@) (exp™ ((up ™) %))~

N-1 )
" ( <exp(p’<<u2“’“>d>>—l><u2’k>—d'v

p=1

2 (N)((,,k \d d-1/ N (®) ( (5K \d
(0-D)(d-Dn exp ™ ((ug7y)") exp ((W—l) )

14 exp® ((upk) 1 1+ exp®)((uy
X (ug ") g ™) T8 (gt — )
> Ce(@—l)(d—l)nen(d—l)—%ﬁm(uzlk . ug,k) > e(G—l)(d—l)nen(d—l)—E'yneen _ e(@d—%“{)n'
In summary,
(V) (d ,
P sup ngt,exp (33‘ )) . <K|< eXp(_Ce(Gd—g“{)n)‘
2€Qep ) |exp™) (2)| T (TT05 fexp® (2)|2 )|

This bound is analogous to (5.10) in the proof of Theorem 5.1. The subsequent arguments
apply in our current situation as well and complete the proof of Step 2. O

By contrast, under a multiplicative noise, if we consider the peaks of the solution to (1.1)
on a lattice or if we consider the peaks on R? and the noise is sufficiently heavy-tailed,
they are not self-similar in terms of their multifractal behavior. Given the tail estimates of
Section 3, the proof is very similar to that of the previous theorem (with N = 1), which is
why we omit it.

THEOREM 5.3.  Let M € [0,00).

(i) Assume Condition (Sup) and Condition (H-o) with some « € (0, %) Define the sets
(5.27) FOoo) = {:n R Y (t,x) > |z| > eMogle) /e }
If Lo is the number from (4.12) and M is the number from (4.13), then almost surely,

DimH|M<exp(1)((log( )(]:(X C)))ﬁ)> < Lo(g)ﬁ —aM,
(5.28) ) )
DimH|M(eXp(l)((log(l)(f](\;ﬂ)))m)> ZMl(g)m — aM.
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(il) Assume Condition (H-ov) with some o € (0,1 + %) Define the sets
(5.29) FooD - {:c €74 Y (¢, 1) > |z| 5 MCoglal) /00 }
If My and M are the numbers from (4.13), then almost surely,

DimH|M<eXp(1)((log( )(]:(X d)))wea )) < Mﬂg)ﬁ — oM,
(5.30) )
DimH|M(exp(l)((log(l)(]:(X d))) T0a )) > My ()70 — aM.

(iii) Assume Condition (L-a) with o =1 + %. Define the sets
(5.31) }-](V;,d) _ {:13 ezl Y (t,z) > |x|ﬁeM(log|:c|)(logloglog\x\)/loglog\x\}

and the function H : R¢ — R?, H(z) = exp™® (logM () log® (z) / log® (). If My and
My are the numbers from (4.14), then almost surely,

DimH|M<H(]:](v?’d)))> < M2%d —(1+2)M,
(5.32)
Dimggg (H(FY))) = MisEy — (14 3)M.

APPENDIX: TECHNICAL RESULTS

In this appendix, we state and prove some technical results.

LEMMA A.1.  Forevery o, 3,y >0, there is C, , € (0,00) such that for all z > 0,

0 N

z Y v/
Z— C' eCon?
1 &y
frart I'(aN + B)1/7

One can choose C,, ,, such that it is locally bounded in o and 1/~ and independent of (.

PROOF. In this proof, we use C, , to denote a positive constant that is locally bounded
in « and -y, and whose value may change from line to line. Let zy be the unique minimum
of the gamma function on the positive real line. Then I'(aN + ) > I'((aN + 5) V zp) >
I'(aN V zp), so by Stirling’s formula for gamma functions, there is C' € (0, 00) such that

> 2N 1 (e )N
— < NV Y —
L= T(aN +8)H — Z alN'V 20)? (aN)aN/~
© (e a/wz)N N/(ve) > (Ca,yz)N
S C]VZO(OZN\/Z()) 2y NOZN/’Y S Ca’»ijz_ow,

where we used the bound a®N/7 > ¢=N/(7) for the second step. The function z
(Cany?)®/2°%/7 has a unique maximum at x = (Cy 2)"/“e~!. Thus, by integral approx-
imation, a change of variable (y = cuz /) and a Riemann sum approximation,

.- AT a(Ca,y2)7 %/ (ve)
2 L(aN +B)1/ < Casy </0 xaw/v e

N=0
* (@/7)" (Canz)?®

yy

/e

dy

< Ca,fyeca’v + Ca,’y
0
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2o o (/NN Can2)™M Y 2y e
< Ca,'yec ” +Ca,fy<z NN i + ae (Cayz)/ /()
N=1

Ja
< ZC’aﬁeC‘”ZW . O
@

LEMMA A2. For a,d € (0,1), p > 1 and a positive random variable X with 0 <
E[X?] < oo, we have
P E X ﬁ _ _LE X OCJ’_ﬁ
P(X > 0E[X])> (1 -0 B pryeys g BT
E[XP]»—1 E[XP]r1

PROOF. Both inequalities are variants of the classical Paley—Zygmund inequality. The
first one was proved in [31, Lemma 7.3] (the assumption p > 2 in the mentioned reference
was not needed in the proof). The second follows from the first by Markov’s inequality. [

LEMMA A3. ForR>1,a>-1,6>—1,

1 B
a log— | 1y, ... dy;---d
Hy. 5 / / ( gy1---yN> {y1--yn<1} QY1 YN
N—

Z i(log R)’

where
N’T(N —i+3)
il(N —i— 1) (a+ 1)N-i+8"

CN,i =

PROOF. To ease notation, we suppress the subscripts o and 3. Changing variables u; =

y]l\{(N_l) y; fori=1,..., N — 1, we obtain

R
HN(R)z/ </ 7 (u1 - un_1)
0 \J[o,Ryy YV

1 B
(A.1) X <log7> Ly <13y dus - duN—l) dyn
Uy UN-1 -

R
0

for all R > 0.
We prove the lemma by induction. For N = 1, the statement is clear. Assume that the
statement holds for V > 1. Since

RN+ i+1
1 : (N+1) :
—(1 du=-—~—""7_1(] i+1
/1 —(logu)'du E ] (log R)
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for i > 0, we can use (A.1), a change of variables u = y R and the induction hypothesis to
obtain

— RN+1
Hy.1(R) = HN ~)dy = / ~Hy(u~)du+ Zch,-/ —(loguw)* du
; 1 u
1 N + 1)+t ,
/ —Hy(u~ du+ZCN27( Z+ ) (log R)"**
Ni(i+1)
1 1 N-1 .
:/ EHN(uW)du—I— ZCN+1,i+1(10gR)Z+1.

0 =0

Thus, it remains to show

(A.2) CN+1()—/ HN %)d .
We claim that

L (logu=1)7 _ )
(A.3) CN+1,0=/ (i’T)HN_j(UU(N ]))du, j=0,...,N—1.
0 .

When j = 0, this becomes (A.2). Noting that (f—qu(u) = ku ' Hy_y (ut/*=1) for o €
(0,1), one can show (A.3) using integration by parts and a backwards induction argument.
Thus, it remains to verify (A.3) at the base case j = N — 1:

1 —1\N-1 1 —1\N-1 pu
/ 7(logu ) Hi(u) du:/ 7(logu ) / yo‘(logy_l)ﬁ dydu
0 0 0

(N —=1'u (N-=1'u
U (logu=1)N
= [ —=——u*(logu 1)’ du
/0 N!
~ I'(N+1+8) O
= Nl(a + N8 — N+

LEMMA A.4. For anyt > 0, the Poisson random measure p can be decomposed into
p= Y2 Mi such that
* the u;’s are independent Poisson random measures,

s 1o is the restriction of ji to [0,00) x (R?\ (—2,2)%) x (0, 00),
* pi; has intensity dt 1(_y 9ya(x) dx \i(dz) and mo()\ ) <2

PROOF. We first construct a decomposition A =Y >° ); into pieces satisfying mg()\;) <
2 for all 7, assuming that A((0, 00)) = oo (if A((0,00)) < oo, the construction is similar, with
all but finitely many );’s equal to 0). Define 2y = oo and z, = sup{z > 0: X\(z) > v} for v €
N, where A(z) = A((z,00)). Clearly, A(z,) < n < A(zp—). Let \; = A, ). and assume
that 241 < 2i and that Ay has already been defined for some k& > 0. If 2349 < 2p4+1, put
Met2 = M (2 42,2044] - SiNCE 2141 < 2 implies Azp41) > k, we have that

Ait2((0,00)) = M((2k+2, 2k41]) = Mzrt2) — Mzrg1) < 2.
If zx11 = 219, then let £ > 2 be the number for which 211 = 21 ¢ > 2k1¢11. Then let

Apr2 == Mo =0z, Mettr1 = A (zprin,znn) T A zkg1}) = (0= 1))02 4
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where 0, stands for the Dirac delta at z. Note that £ — 1 < A({zx+1}) < 4, 80 Agppt1 is a
positive measure. Furthermore, we have

AM(zhe115 2011)) + A{zh41}) S X(hreg1) = Azrrr) Sk +L+1—k=0+1,

which implies that A\g4/41((0,00)) < 2. This completes the construction of the decomposi-
tion A\ = Zfil ;. The p;’s can now be obtained by restrictions and thinnings of p (see [38,
Sect. 5]). O

LEMMA A.5. Form,N € Nand >0, let
YO(t,2) =Y O (t,2) = Yo (t,2),
YOO (t,2) =Y O (1, 2) =1, u@ (s,y5t,2) = g(t — 5,2~ y)

and introduce the following processes inductively:

t
Y(N)(t,m):Y<(t,a:)+// u<(s,y;t,a:)]l{|m_y|<\/g}Y(N_1)(s,y)Az(ds,dy),
0 JRe -
(m.5) ' (m-1,5)
Y< ’ (t,.ﬁl’):1+/() /Rdg(t—s,a;—y)]l{w_ygg\/g}Y; ' (Syy)A<(d37dy)7

t
Mot )=t [ [ ot e

X ]l{m_w‘gﬁm}uim_l’ﬁ)(s,y;r,w) A (dr,dw),

t
Y<N’m’5’(t,x)=Y<(m’ﬁ)(t,:v)+// " (s, yit, )
0 JRd
XM jyicyimsyY O (s,y) As (ds, dy),
t
Y9 (¢, 2) = Y (t,2) + / / ul(s,y:t,7)
0 JR

X Ly yi<pyimsyY "1 (s,y) As (ds, dy).

For every t > 0, there is a constant C' € (0,00) such that for all p € (1,1 + 2), s € (0,1),
x,yeRd,6>0, N € Nand m € N with ym > 1,

BIY<(t,) =YD k)l < C (e 4 (00, P yrm ™5 )ello ™,
(A4)  Ellu<(s,y;t,z)— u(<m’ﬁ)(s, y;t, a:)]p]i
< C’(e_CAB + (CH;E)mm_z_Zm) IO gt — s 0 — ).
One can further choose C' in such a way that

(A.5)
E[|Y(t,x) — y (m.5) (t,x)’i’]i < C(e—C*lﬁ + (C@;;)mm_%m) e(CMP(>\)/9p)3/9p7

EHY(N) (t,l‘) o Y(N,m,ﬁ) (t,:l?)|p]i < O(Q—Cflg + (OHP_Z)mm—z—gm) e(CMp()\)/ep)s/ep‘
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PROOF. We start with the first inequality in (A.4). Let Y<(m) (t,z) = Y<(m’°°)(t,3:). Be-
cause

B[V (t,z) - V") (4, 2)]P)» < B[V (t,2) — Y (1, 2)P]7
+EY (t2) - Y (1)),

we can bound the two terms on the right-hand side separately. Upon noticing that Y<(m) (t,x)
is, in fact, the sum of the first m + 1 terms in the chaos expansion of Y. (¢, x), we infer from
(3.7) thatford > 2 and p € (1,1 + 2),

E[[Y<(t,z) - Y<(m) (t, x)|p]%

L (CT(G))kip 2 (eT(&)ym/r & (T (%))k/r
(A.6) o D(Fk 4 0,)1/P D(m)t/r = T(Zk+0,)/P

< oo CTEN™ s yyerm
P F(%’)m)l/l’

where we used Lemma A.1, Stirling’s formula for gamma functions and the property I'(z) ~
zlasz—0. By (3.9) and (3.10), the last bound remains true if d = 1.
Next, observe that

t
m m, m—1
v (¢, 2) — v (¢, 2) = /0 / gt =5 = )L YO (50) A (s, dy)

< (O, Y m 5Ol

t
" /0 / gt 5,7~ ) oy (V) = YT ) A (s, dy).

Iterating this m times, denoting (¢, ) = (tx+1, Tx+1), We derive the identity

m k+1
k=1 (O)xRN* \ 53

k
(Atz,A:Eg)]l{‘Ax |>B\/H}Y tl,lEl H dtj,dl’]

Representing Y<(m_k) (t1,x1) itself in a series, we obtain

(A.7)
m m—k+1 k+¢ m

Y<(m)(t,:n) mﬁ (t, ) Z Z Z(i)g(Atz,AZEz H (dt;,dz;),
k=1

((0,t) xR )™ j=1
where gﬁ{e(t,x) =g(t,x) ifi=2,...,¢, gﬁ{e(t,x) = g(t,a:)]l{|m|>6\/z} if i=¢+1 and

ggﬁk)z(t,a:) = g(t’x)]l{\xKB\/i} if i=¢+2,...,k + ¢. An important observation is now

that the moment bounds on Y. (¢,x) obtained in [9, Proposition 6.1] or through the se-
ries of arguments leading to (3.10) (if d = 1 and p € (2,3)) are, first of all, obtained by
estimating each term in a series expansion of Y. (¢,x) separately and, second of all, can

only increase if the kernels glgﬁk) , are replaced by something larger. Therefore, bounding

ggi)’z(t,az) <g(t,x) <Cg(2t,x)ifi #L+ 1 and

Q(i)é( z) < (271'?5)_% _‘4‘:6 W < Ce 9 g (2t,x)
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if =/ + 1, we conclude that
BV (t,2) — YO (¢, 2)F) < CemC T 8elC10)

Together with (A.6), this shows the first inequality in (A.4); the proof of the second inequality
in (A.4) and the proof of (A.5) are similar and therefore skipped. ]

LEMMA A.6. Letd=1, >0, m € Nand consider the processes Y and Z/(m,5) defined
in (4.3) and (4.5), respectively. Assume Condition (Sup) and Condition (L-a) with o = 2.
Then there exists a constant C > O such that for any interval I of length 1 and R > 1, we
have that

P (sup]Yo(t,x) — ZmB) (¢, z)| > R) < Cp R %logR,
zel

where Cy, g = C(e=C P 4+ C™m=/12). If M,(\) < 0o for some o > 2, the factor log R
can be omitted.

PROOF. The proof is very similar to how we dealt with Y7 in the proof of Theorem 3.8.
In fact, we only need to estimate the last integral in (3.42) with Y’ (s, y) replaced by (a copy
of) |Y (s,y) — Y("™P) (s y)|. By Markov’s inequality and Lemma A.5, we have that

P((t— ) HY (5,5) = Y (s, )] > £) < s REN22(t— )L A
<CppN*(R222(t—s)"' A1),

Therefore,

t
/ / / P((t— 5) 2 [Y (s,9) — YD (s5,9)[z > B)dsdyA(dz)
0 (_272) (0,00)

t
<AN?Cp / <R—2z2 / s tds + R—2z2> A(dz)
(0,00) R—222At

<AN?C,, 5(Cpz(AN)R™2log R+ 2my5(A\)R™?),

which yields the desired bound since leOg (A) < oo by Condition (Sup). If M, (\) < oo for
some « > 2, we can get rid of the logarithmic factor by using power « in Markov’s inequality
above. U

LEMMA A.7. Let ECR®and f: E — RP be a Lipschitz continuous function such that
(A8) c= timint L@
2EE,|z|c—>00 ‘x’oo

Then Dimy (f(F)) < Dimg(E) and Dimy(f(E)) < Dimy (E).

> 0.

PROOF. The statement for the Hausdorff dimension is exactly [32, Lemma 2.4]. In order
to obtain the statement concerning the Minkowski dimension, we notice that

)

Dimy(F) = limﬁsup % log, |{q € Z4:ENnQ0,e") NQ(g,1) # 0}

which can be easily deduced from [34, Prop. 2.5]. Let Ag(n) be the set whose cardinality
is counted in the previous line. Then £N Q(0,e™) € U e, (m) @(¢,1) by definition and

hence, f(ENQ(0,e™)) CUyea,m) f(Q(g,1)) for every m € N.
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If C € Nis larger than log e ! and n is large enough, then f(z) € Q(0, e") for some z € F
implies z € Q(0, ") by the growth assumption on f. Therefore, f(E)NQ(0,e") C f(EN
Q(0,em+C)) C Useanmnrcy f(Q(g,1)). If L is the Lipschitz constant of f with respect to
the supremum norm, then f(Q(q,1)) has at most diameter L (in the same norm) and can
therefore be covered by LP unit cubes, or (L + 1)P unit cubes with integer corners. In total,
we need at most |[Ag(n + C)|(L + 1)? such cubes to cover f(E)NQ(0,e™). Thus,

Dimy (f(E ))—llmsup—10g+|Af ()|<llmsup—10g+(|AE(n—|—C')|(L—|—1)”)

n—00 n—00
—llmsup—10g+|AE(n—|—C’)| = Dimy (E). O
n—o0

LEMMA A.8. Let || and ||-|| be norms on R* and exp™ (r) = exp(exp™V(r)) for
n €N and r € R (with exp") (r) = r). Then, for every N € N, the function

1/d
a9 RN R, oo (10 (e (el )
satisfies (A.8) and is Lipschitz continuous on {x € R¢ : |x| > s} for some s > 0.

PROOF. Because all norms are equivalent on RY, we have C~! < |z|/||z| < C for some

C > 1. Consider the mapping h(r, s) = (log™) (r exp(™ (s)))"/¢ for r € (C~',C) and s >
0. For sufficiently large s (so that C ' expN (s%) > e), its partial derivatives are given by

D 4 g) = 108 (rexp@ () o
or rHéV:—ll log( (rexp®) (sd ))
0 591 (log™) (1 exp®™) (s)))1/d~ 11—[p L axp(®) ()
gh(r,s): .

[1,5" log™® (r exp®) (s))

By induction on p, one can easily verify that log® (r exp™®) (s4)) > 1 exp( —P)(s%) as soon
as s is large enough so that 1 sd > log2 V log C. This shows (A.8) on the one hand and that
the partial derivatives of h are uniformly bounded for r € (C~!,C) and large s on the other
hand.

Moreover, by elementary estimates,

r_y|_l@=gyl+y(yl—laD| _20e—yl

|yl |z ly] |z
|yl | G2l =Dyl + Iyl = llzD] _ e =yl |yl
T < By eyl
]l lyll ][yl el [yl
By writing

s =s= (- ) (g 1) + \yr( GLORT ”y”>>

the Lipschitz property of f now follows from the previous estimates and a straightforward
application of the mean-value theorem to the second difference above. O
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