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Abstract. The purpose of this paper is to provide a first class of explicit sufficient conditions for
the central limit theorem and related results in the setup of non-uniformly (partially) expanding non
iid random transformations, considered as stochastic processes together with some random Gibbs

measure. More precisely, we prove a central limit theorem (CLT), an almost sure invariance princi-
ple, a moderate deviations principle, Berry-Esseen type estimates and a moderate local central limit
theorem for random Birkhoff sums generated by a non-uniformly partially expanding dynamical sys-
tems Tω and a random Gibbs measure µω corresponding to a random potential φω with a sufficiently
regular variation. In the partially expanding case the maps we consider are similar to the ones in
[44], with the exception that the amount of expansion dominates the amount of contraction fiberwise
and not only on the average and with an additional regularity condition on a certain type of local
variation of φω along inverse branches of Tω . A notable example when the maps are truly partially-
expanding is the case when φω ≡ 0 which corresponds to random measures of maximal entropy µω ,
but any potential with a sufficiently small (fiberwise) variation can be considered. Our results in the
partially expanding case are new even in the uniformly random case, where all the random variables
describing the maps are uniformly controlled. For properly expanding maps (as in [42, 33]), the above
local regularity condition allows applications also in the smooth case where the Gibbs measure is ab-
solutely continuous with respect to the underlying volume measure and φω = − ln JTω . For instance,
we can consider certain fiberwise piecewise C2-perturbations of piecewise linear or affine maps. All
of the above is achieved by first proving random, real and complex, Ruelle-Perron-Frobenius (RPF)
theorems with rates that can be expressed analytically by means of certain random parameters that
describe the maps (such rates will be referred to as “effective”). Using these effective rates, our
conditions for the limit theorems involve some weak type of upper mixing conditions on the driving
system (base map) and some integrability conditions on the norm of the random function generating
the Birkhoff sums. A big part of the proof of the moderate deviations, the Berry-Esseen type esti-
mates and the local CLT is to show how Rugh’s theory [43] of complex cones contractions applies to
the cones considered in [16] (and their random versions in [44]), which is new even for deterministic
dynamical systems T and that case it yields explicit estimates on the spectral gap of appropriate
deterministic complex perturbations of the transfer operator of T , as well as explicit constants in the
corresponding Berry-Esseen theorem for deterministic partially expanding dynamical systems.

1. Introduction and an overview of the main results

1.1. Statistical properties of random Birkhoff sums and a preview. Probabilistic limit the-
orems for expanding random dynamical systems have been studied extensively in the past decades.
This setup includes a probability space (Ω,F ,P) and a family locally expanding maps Tω, ω ∈ Ω which
are composed along an orbit of a probability preserving invertible and ergodic map θ : Ω → Ω together
with a family of equivariant1 probability measures µω (i.e. (Tω)∗µω = µθω for P-a.a. ω) on the domain

Date: May 11, 2023.
1As will be discussed below, in applications {µω} is not just any equivariant family, but it is generated by an

appropriate random potential (i.e. random Gibbs measures). In other situations µω can be the appropriate volume
measure.
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2 Y. Hafouta

Eω of Tω. When considering a random point x0 distributed according to µω we get random orbits

T nω x0 = Tθn−1ω ◦ . . . Tθω ◦ Tωx0
and the question is whether for P-almost all ω ∈ Ω random Birkhoff sums of the form Sωn = Sωnu(x0) =
∑n−1
j=0 uθjω ◦T jω(x0) obey limit theorems like the quenched central limit theorem2 (CLT) and its variety

of stronger versions. Here uω is random function on the domain of Tω satisfying some regularity
conditions like Hölder continuity (not necessarily uniformly in ω).

1.1.1. An illustrating example. In this section we will give an example of a random map Tω : [0, 1) →
[0, 1) which already captures the essence of the problem addressed in this manuscript. Let aω be
a random variable taking values in [ 12 , 1). Let us consider the piecewise linear map Tω on [0, 1) so
that on [0, aω) the map Tω coicides with the linear function connecting the points (0, 0) and (aω , 1),
while on [aω, 1) it coincides with the linear function connecting the points (aω , 0) and (1, 1). Then
Tω([0, 1)) = [0, 1) and γω := a−1

ω is the minimal amount of expansion of the map Tω. When aω is
bounded away from 1 then the maps Tω are uniformly expanding, and statistical properties (i.e. limit
theorems) for random Birkhoff sums were extensively studied3 for random functions uω with uniformly
bounded Hölder norms ‖uω‖ (here µω = Lebesgue). However, when esssupω∈Ω(aω) = 1 the maps Tω
are not uniformly expanding. Focusing for the moment on this example, in this paper we will prove limit
theorems in the case when aω can take arbitrarily close to 1 values (i.e. we can have esssupω∈Ω(aω) = 1),
and the random variable ω → ‖uω‖ belongs to Lp for some p > 2 (how small can p be depends on the
result, for the CLT we have sufficient conditions for every p > 2). Our results will be obtained under
some (upper) mixing related assumptions on the sequence of random variables {aθjω, j ≥ 0}. For
instance, the quenched CLT holds when (Ω,F ,P, θ) is the Markov shift corresponding to a sufficiently
fast mixing Markov chain Xn (e.g. geometrically ergdoic) and β(r) =: ‖aω − E[aω |X−r, ..., Xr]‖L1,
ω = (Xj)j∈Z decays polynomially fast as r → ∞. Note that when aω depends only on finitely many
coordinates then β(r) = 0 for r large enough, while when it is a Hölder continuous function of ω (in
the case when the chain takes values on some metric space) then β(r) decays exponentially fast (in
this case we can take any p > 2 above). We refer to Examples 22, 25 and 26 for more details.

1.1.2. Back to the general setup. In general, the maps Tω can very often be described by means of
random parameters ai,ω , i ≤ d such as minimal amount of local expansion, degree, “ratio” between
contraction and expansion, local variation of the logarithm of the Jacobian, etc (in the example in
Section 1.1.1 we can take d = 1 and a1,ω = aω). We call the maps uniformly random when the
random variables ai,ω take values on appropriate domains (e.g. minimal local expansion is bounded
away from 1, bounded degree, bounded variation, etc.). In the example in Section 1.1.1 the uniform
case corresponds to the case when aω ≤ 1 − ǫ for some ǫ ∈ (0, 12 ) and P-a.a. ω. Then most of the

statistical properties in literature were obtained in the uniformly random case4, with the exception5

of certain types of maps so that {Tθjω : 0 ≤ j < ∞} and {uθjω : 0 ≤ j < ∞} are iid processes on the
probability space (Ω,F ,P). Beyond the iid case we are not aware of even a single explicit example
with a true non-uniform behavior for which the quenched CLT holds true.

The purpose of this manuscript is to provide explicit sufficient conditions for several limit theorems
like the CLT for non-uniformly random (partially) expanding maps (which will provide a variety of
examples beyond the iid case). Let us note that in [39, Theorem 2.3] an inducing strategy was developed
in order to prove the CLT and related results in the non-uniformly random case. The conditions in
[39, Theorem 2.3] require certain type of regularity of the behavior of the first visiting time to a
measurable set A ⊂ Ω with positive probability so that {Tω, ω ∈ A} are uniformly expanding in an
appropriate sense. While the results in [39] were new even in the uniformly random case, to the best

2Let us recall that the quenched CLT means that for P-a.a. ω the sequence of random variables n−1/2(Sω
n − E[Sω

n ])

converges in distribution to a centered normal random variable with variance σ2 = limn→∞
1

n
Var(Sω

n ).
3See the next section for references.
4See, for instance, the recent results [20, 33, 22, 21, 34, 25] and references therein.
5See [2] and references therein for results for iid maps when uω does not depend on ω and [45] for results for iid maps

which admit a random tower extensions with sufficiently fast decaying tails.



Limit theorems 3

of our knowledge, there are no examples in literature showing how to apply this method beyond the
uniformly random case (where we can take A = Ω). Some of the proofs in this paper will be based on
applying the inducting strategy in [39] in the non-uniformly random case (see Section 1.4 for a more
detailed discussion).

As will be explained in detail in Section 1.4, our conditions for the CLT and the functional law of
iterated logarithm (LIL) will involve some mixing (weak-dependence) related conditions6 on sequences
(fn) of random variables of the form fn(ω) = f(a1,θnω, ..., ad,θnω), where f has an explicit form,
together with the integrability assumption ‖uω − µω(uω)‖α ∈ Lp(Ω,F ,P), p > 2, where ‖ · ‖α is
the standard Hölder norm corresponding to some exponent α. For instance, when Tω is a piecewise
monotone map on the unit interval with full images on each monotonicity interval, whose Jacobian has
sufficiently regular7 variation on each monotonicity interval8 and its minimal amount of expansion on
the monotonicity intervals is denoted by γω > 1, then our general conditions yield that the CLT holds
true when ‖uω−µω(uω)‖α ∈ Lp(Ω,F ,P) and the sequence of random variables (γθnω)

∞
n=0 on (Ω,F ,P)

satisfies some weak type of upper mixing condition. Our condition for the other limit theorems are
similar (some also require certain integrability conditions, see Section 1.4). We stress that in certain
circumstances our mixing assumptions and the other conditions for the limit theorems are essentially
independent. For instance, in the above examples the CLT will hold when the random variables γω
satisfies conditions similar to the ones imposed on aω in the end of Section 1.1.1.

1.2. On the types of Gibbs measures and the smooth case. The equivariant measures µω
considered in this manuscript correspond to a piecewise Hölder continuous random potential φω and
have the property that they are absolutely continuous with respect to a random conformal measure
νω, so that (Lω)∗νθω = λωνω, where Lωg(x) =

∑

y:Tωy=x
eφω(y)g(y) is the transfer operator of Tω and

λω > 0 (namely µω is the random Gibbs measure corresponding to φω , see [42, 44]). We will call the
case “smooth” if the domain of Tω is a smooth manifold and e−φω is the Jacobian of Tω with respect
to the volume measure on the domain (i.e. φω = − lnJTω ). In this case we have λω = 1 and νω is the
volume measure mω, and so µω is absolutely continuous with respect to mω.

Like in [44], for partially expanding maps we impose a certain restriction on the oscillation of the
underlying potential φω , and, in addition, we will impose a certain restriction on the Hölder constant
of φω along inverse branches of Tω, which will be crucial for obtaining the effective RPF rates that
will be discussed in the next section. Like in [44], because of the restriction on the oscillation, the
results are less applicable in the smooth case, but includes applications for random measures µω of
maximal entropy (when φω = 0) and in the, so-called, high temperature regime when φω = 1

βψω for a

sufficiently large β and a given random potential φω satisfying some regularity conditions.
For properly expanding maps it is unnecessary to directly impose restrictions on the oscillation of

the potential φω, and we will only impose restrictions on the Hölder constant of the compositions of
φω with the inverse branches of Tω. In the smooth case discussed above, this conditions immediately
allows applications to piecewise affine maps9 (where µω is the Lebesgue measure), since then φω is
constant on each inverse branch. We will also show that the type of control needed over the local
variation in this case is satisfied for fiberwise piecewise C2-perturbations of such piecewise affine maps
(see Section 2.4), and so we provide several examples in the smooth case, as well.

1.3. On our approach: effective RPF rates. The first part of our approach is based on effective
rates in the random version of the (normalized) Ruelle-Perron-Frobenius theorem (RPF), a notion
which for the sake of convenience is presented here as a definition.

1. Definition (Effective random rates). Let φω be a random potential whose supremum norm is
bounded by some random variable bω and its “variation” (e.g. local Hölder constant) is bounded

6These conditions will always hold true under appropriate restrictions on some upper mixing coefficients related to
(Ω,F , P, θ).

7See more details in the paragraph below.
8e.g. fiberwise sufficiently small C2-perturbations of piecewise linear maps, see Section 2.4.
9We will also require that on each injectivity domain has a full image.
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by a random variable vω. Let µω be the random equivariant (i.e. (Tω)∗µω = µθω) Gibbs measure
corresponding to the potential. We say that the transfer operators10 Lω of Tω (with respect to µω)
have random effective rates when acting on a space of functions with “bounded variation” if there are
random variables 0 < ρ(ω) < 1 and Bω ≥ 0 which depend analytically only on the random parameters
a1,ω, ..., ad,ω and on bω and vω so that P-a.s. for every function g on the domain of Tω with bounded
variation (i.e. ‖g‖var <∞) we have

(1.1)

∥

∥

∥

∥

Lnωg −
∫

gdµω

∥

∥

∥

∥

var

≤ Bθnωρω,n‖g‖var

where Lnω = Lθn−1ω ◦ · · · ◦ Lθω ◦ Lω and ρω,n =
∏n−1
j=0 ρ(θ

jω).

In this paper ‖g‖var will always be the Hölder norm corresponding to some exponent α.

2. Example. In the example in Section 1.1.1, the measures µω = Lebesgue are equivariant, the
corresponding potential is constant on the monotonicity interval of Tω and the operator Lω is defined
by

Lωg(x) = aωg(aωx) + (1− aω)g(aω + (1− aω)x).

For this example, if ‖ · ‖var denotes the Hölder norm corresponding to some exponent α ∈ (0, 1] we
obtain (1.1) with

Bω = 24e4a
−α
ω (1 + a−αω )2

and

ρ(ω) =
e

1
2a

−α
θω (1 + aαθω)− (1− aαθω)

e
1
2a

−α
θω (1 + aαθω) + (1− aαθω)

.

Note that as aω → 1 the amount of contraction ρ(ω) converges to 1, which is expected since when
aω = 1 we have Tωx = x and the maps Tω are no longer expanding. Observe also that in this example
Bω is actually bounded. This will be the case also for more general classes of random piecewise linear
maps (and some of their perturbations), see Section 2.2.3.

We refer to Theorem 47 for a more precise formulation of the effective RPF rates (1.1) obtained in
this paper. We also refer to Theorem 49 for effective rates for appropriate complex perturbations of
the operators Lω, which will be crucial for obtaining some of our results (see Section 1.4.1). As noted
before, for partially expanding maps in the sense of [44] we obtain effective (real and complex) rates
for potentials φω with a sufficiently regular oscillation (which has applications for measures of maximal
entropy and in the high temperature regime). As we have already mentioned this condition limits the
applications to the smooth case, but for properly expanding maps (in the sense of [42, 33]) we will
only require that for each inverse branch yi,ω of Tω the Hölder constant of φω ◦ yi,ω does not exceed
(γαθω−1) where γω is the minimal amount of local expansion of Tω. This condition means that φω ◦yi,ω
is close to being a constant when the map Tθω has a small amount of expansion. As mentioned in the
end of Section 1.1, the latter condition about the Hölder constants is satisfied for appropriate types of
perturbations of piecewise linear or affine maps (see Section 2.4).

The proof of Theorem 47 is based on showing that the non-normalized transfer operator Lω of Tω
contracts (w.r.t. the real Hilbert metric) an appropriate family of random cones Cω which are defined
by means of the parameters ai,ω (for instance, for properly expanding maps Cω is defined only by means
of γω, where γω is the minimal amount of local expansion, which in the circumstances of Section 1.1.1
satisfies γω = a−1

ω ). This is the main difference here in comparison to many other applications of
the contraction properties of real Hilbert metric for random operators (see [38, 40, 42, 33, 44] and
references therein), where the cones are usually defined by means of a random variable which can be
expressed as a series of known random variables (but with unclear integrability or other regularity
properties). As mentioned above, in the setup of [42, 33] the price to pay for being able to use more
explicit cones is an additional limitation on the variation of the potential φω along inverse branches,

10Lω is the dual of the Koopman operator g → g ◦ Tω with respect to the probability measure µω .
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while in the setup of [44] we will also require that the amount of expansion dominates the amount of
contraction fiberwise and not only on the average.

We would like to think about ρ(ω) in (1.1) as the amount of contraction we have on the fiber ω.
We refer the readers to Remark 33 for a discussion about situations where Bω is actually bounded.
For instance, for the aforementioned example of perturbations of piecewise affine maps (described in
Section 2.4), Bω is bounded if the Hölder constant of the logarithm of the Jacobian of Tω (on each
inverse branch) is bounded11, while when this Hölder constant is not bounded, we have Bω ≤ Cγαωe

γα
ω

where γω is the minimal amount of contraction. For more general expanding maps12 we have Bω ≤
Cγαωe

4 sup |φω|+4γα
ω (deg(Tω) deg(Tθ−1ω))

2
, where deg(Tω) is the maximal number of preimages that a

point x can have under Tω. Note that under certain types of mixing assumptions on (Ω,F ,P, θ)
the precise form of ρ(ω) does not make much difference, and only the fact that it is a function of the
parameters ai(ω) plays a significant role (still, we refer to Sections 2.3.1 and 2.3.2 for the precise form),
since we will work under assumptions guaranteeing that the sequences (ai,θnω)

∞
n=0 are sufficiently fast

mixing.

1.3.1. A comparison with existing less explicit random RPF rates. Let us compare (1.1) with
a few other random RPF rates in literature. For the maps considered in [42, 40] (see also references
therein) and [44] we have (1.1) with a constant ρ but with a random variable Bω which is defined by
means of first hitting times to certain sets and a certain random variable Qω which can be expressed
as a series of known random variables (see, for instance, [42, Lemma 3.18]). In fact, the proof of
these results relies13 on obtaining rates of the form (1.1) with random ρ(ω) which depends on Qω (see,
for instance, [42, Proposition 3.17]). Note that even though Qω has a closed “formula” it is unclear
which type of regularity conditions (e.g. integrability) it satisfies. A similar phenomena happens also
in the random RPF rates obtained in [4, 5, 6, 14] (note that the third includes results for piecewise
monotone interval maps without a random covering assumption), namely one can take ρ(ω) = ρ to
be a constant but with the price of making Bω less explicit. In any case, since it is not clear which
regularity properties Bω has in the above setups, it is less likely that these rates will be effective for
proving limit theorems under explicit conditions, and not conditions involving some restrictions on the
random variable Bω (which are hard to verify).

Another less direct approach is based on an appropriate version of Oseledets theorem for the cocycle
of transfer operators {Lω : ω ∈ Ω}, and under certain logarithmic integrability conditions (see [23,
Proposition 26] and references therein), it yields that

(1.2)

∥

∥

∥

∥

Lnωg −
∫

gdµω

∥

∥

∥

∥

var

≤ K(ω)e−nλ‖g‖var

for some λ > 0 and a tempered14 random variable K(ω). Notice that once (1.2) is established with
some λ then the minimal choice for K(ω) is

K(ω) = sup
n

‖Lnω − µω‖varenλ.

Remark also that

λ ≤ λ0(ω) := − lim sup
n→∞

1

n
ln ‖Lnω − µω‖var, P-a.s.

and so, in a sense, λ = λ(0) := ess-inf λ0(ω) is the smallest possible choice for λ. We note that when
lnU is integrable then (1.1) yields that λ(0) ≤ λ̄ = −

∫

ln ρ(ω)dP(ω) which is a limitation on the

11We refer to Remarks 9 and 12 for a discussion about this matter and its relation to artificiality limiting the minimal
amount of contraction by forcing it to be bounded above. This can always be done, but then stronger conditions on
the potential are needed, which essentially reduce to the boundedness of the variation of the potential along inverse
branches, which in the smooth case is the negative logarithm of the Jacobian.

12More precisely, for the maps described in Remark 4
13When (1.1) holds true with any kind of random variables B and ρ, we can replace ρ(ω) by a constant smaller than

1 by considering the number of visits to a set of the form Aε = {ρ(ω) < 1 − ε} for ε ∈ (0, 1) small enough. However,
this will make the “new” Bω less explicit and with unclear regularity properties.

14Namely, almost surely we have limn→∞
1

n
K(θnω) = 0.
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contraction rate in the exponential convergence towards µω. Even though we have the above explicit
form forK(ω), it is unclear which type of regularity (beyond being tempered) the random variableK(ω)
possesses15 or if it has a finite upper bound which depends (in a reasonable way) only the parameters
ai(ω) describing the maps Tω. Under the conditions of [23, Proposition 26] in [23, 24] limit theorems
were obtained in the smooth case for expanding on the average maps Tω and random potentials uω
satisfying (roughly speaking) that K(ω)‖uω‖var ≤ C for16 some constant C. In comparison with the
smooth case considered in [23, 24], we restrict ourselves to maps which have some fiberwise expansion
(maybe not on the entire space) and not only expansion on the average. Moreover, we will have an
additional assumption on the Jacobian (which will be satisfied for certain perturbations of piecewise
affine maps) and certain type of upper mixing conditions on the system (Ω,F ,P, θ) as well. On the
other hand, as noted above, in general K(ω) does not seem to be “computable”, and we also consider
more general families of equivariant measures µω corresponding to potentials with sufficiently regular
variation (e.g. the maximal entropy and the high-temperature regime cases discussed above).

Let us also mention related results for (partially hyperbolic) iid maps {Tθjω : j ≥ 0} which admit
a random (Young) tower extension (see [7, 29, 8, 3]). In this setup estimates of the form

(1.3)

∥

∥

∥

∥

Lnωg −
∫

gdµω

∥

∥

∥

∥

L1(µω)

≤ K(ω)an‖g‖var

were obtained for some sequences an → 0 (the decay rate of an is determined by the decay rates of the
tails of the random tower) and a random variable K(ω) which satisfies certain regularity conditions
like K(ω) ∈ Lp(Ω,F ,P) for some p > 1. While also here K(ω) does not seem to depend only on
some parameters describing the original maps (or something similar), integrability conditions on K(ω)
together with polynomial decay of an are sufficient to get appropriate control over the non-uniform
decay of correlations, which is enough to prove limit theorems like an almost sure invariance principle
(see [45]). However, this is obtained only for iid maps which admit a sufficiently regular random tower
extension (and iid functions {uθjω : 0 ≤ k < ∞}). Moreover, even for iid maps several other limits
theorems like the ones described in Section 1.4.1 seem to require more than (1.3).

1.4. A more detailed discussion on the proofs and conditions of the limit theorems. A
major difficulty in proving limit theorems in the non-uniformly random case (beyond the iid case) is
that the iterates of the annealed transfer operator (see [2]) do not describe the statistical behavior of
the random Birkhoff sums, and due to strong dependence between Tω, uω and Tθω, uθω it seems less
likely that a random tower extension with sufficiently fast decaying tails exists (see again [7, 29, 8, 3]
and [45]). Instead, our results will rely on the effective rates (1.1) described in the previous sections,
as described in the following paragraphs.

We present two proofs of the central limit theorem (CLT) and the functional law of iterated logarithm
(LIL). The first one (i.e. the proof of Theorem 27) is based on inducing, and more precisely we use the
inducing strategy in [39, Theorem 2.3]. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first time that a result
based on inducing in the Ω direction is applied effectively for expanding maps like the ones considered
in this paper (namely, that the required control over the system between two visiting times to the set
on the base Ω is achieved). The idea in our proof is that, using (1.1), the conditions of [39, Theorem
2.3] reduce to certain almost sure growth conditions which involve the random variables ρ(ω), Uω and
cω = ‖uω − µω(uω)‖var = ‖uω − µω(uω)‖α, which in turn can be verified under certain types of mild
upper weak-dependence (mixing) assumptions on the sequences17 (ρ(θnω))∞n=0 and (Bθnω)

∞
n=0 and the

integrability condition cω ∈ Lp(Ω,F ,P), p > 2. We note that when (Ω,F ,P, θ) is the shift system
generated by a sufficiently fast mixing sequence (e.g. a geometrically ergodic Markov chain or some
other exponentially fast mixing sequence) these mixing conditions will always hold true when we can

15e.g., whether it is in Lp(Ω,F ,P) for some p or if (K(θnω)) satisfies some weak-dependence conditions.
16Let us also note that in [24, Appendix A] it is demonstrated that, in general, scaling conditions of this form are

necessary for the validity of certain limit theorems.
17Recall that ρ(ω) and Bω are functions of ai,ω and so it is enough to impose upper weak-dependence conditions on

(ai,θnω)
∞
n=0

for i = 1, 2, ..., d.



Limit theorems 7

approximate ρ(ω) and Bω sufficiently fast by functions of (Xj)|j|≤r as r → ∞ (in particular, when
ρ(ω) and Bω depend only on finitely many of the Xj ’s). We stress that integrability conditions on
Bω are not required and all that is needed is some type of upper mixing conditions and integrability
assumptions on cω. In order to illustrate the above scheme, for the example in Section 1.1.1 it will
enough to induce on a set of the form A = {ω : max(aω, aθω) ≤ 1 − δ} for a sufficiently small δ such
that P(A) > 0 (note that some sufficient mixing conditions where already discussed in Section 1.1.1).

Our second proof of the CLT and LIL (namely, the proof of Theorem 32) is not based on inducing,
and instead it exploits (1.1) directly and also requires that Bω ∈ Lp (as noted above, Bω is even
bounded for a wide class of maps, see Remark 33). While in general integrability assumptions on Bω are
true additional requirements, the second type of sufficient conditions for the CLT has two advantages
over the first set. First, it requires much weaker restrictions on certain upper mixing coefficients related
to the system (Ω,F ,P, θ). Second, it allows weaker approximation rates of (ρ(θnω))∞n=0 and (Bθnω)

∞
n=0

than the ones required in the first set of conditions (in the case when the latter sequences can only be
approximated by sequences satisfying some type of upper weak-dependence conditions).

We also obtain an almost sure invariance principle (ASIP), see Theorem 34, which concerns strong
approximation of the random Birkhoff sums by sums of independent Gaussian random variables (and
is a stronger form of the CLT). Under some upper weak-dependence assumptions on (ρ(θnω))∞n=0

and (U(θnω))∞n=0 and some integrability conditions we obtain an ASIP with rates o(n1/4+7p/2+ε),
where p is the largest number so that the random variable Y (ω) described in the last paragraph of
Section 1.1 belongs to Lp. For instance (see Remark 36), under certain regularity assumptions on the
potential φω our intergability conditions are ‖uω − µω(uω)‖α ∈ Lp(Ω,F ,P) and N(ω) ∈ Lp(Ω,F ,P)
where N(ω) = sup{vα(g ◦ Tω) : vα(g) ≤ 1}. In the smooth case these conditions hold true for the
aforementioned C2-perturbations of the piecewise affine maps (where here N(ω) essentially coincides
with the maximal amount of expansion of the map). In more general circumstances we also require
that Bω ∈ Lp(Ω,F ,P) (in the situations discussed before it is bounded).

For non-uniformly random iid maps which admit a random tower extension an ASIP was obtained18

in [45], while for non uniformly random expanding maps driven by a general ergodic system (Ω,F ,P, θ)
it was obtained in [26] by inducing on an appropriate set A. The conditions in [26] reduce to certain
assumptions on the behavior of the random Birkhoff sums Sωnu when n is smaller than the first visiting
time nA(ω) of the orbit of ω to A. The proof of the ASIP in this paper is not based on inducing, and
instead we apply (1.1) directly, but we still think it could be interesting to check how (1.1) can be
combined with an inducing strategy in order to yield some ASIP rates. Finally, we would also like to
refer to [24], where an ASIP was obtained under the scaling conditions described in the penultimate
paragraph of Section 1.3.1.

1.4.1. Results which also require random complex effective rates, and the deterministic
case.

In Theorems 39 and 40 we also derive a moderate deviations principle (MDP) which deals with
the asymptotic behavior of probabilities of the form µω{(Sωnu − µω(S

ω
nu))/an ∈ Γ} where (an) is a

certain type of normalizing sequence and Γ ⊂ R is an arbitrary Borel set (we refer to these results
as moderate deviations19 because of the quadratic rate function involved in the formulation). These
results are obtained under an additional condition on the potential uω which, roughly speaking, means
that either the Hölder norm ‖uω‖α is small when Tω has some inverse branch with a small amount
of contraction, or that it is small when the ratio between the amount of expansion and contraction
is close to 1. Such a condition is close in spirit to the scaling conditions in [23, 24] discussed in the
penultimate paragraph of Section 1.3.1, but the scaling is done according to the amount of expansion
of Tω.

Under the same additional requirement on the random functions uω, we will also obtain self-
normalized CLT rates and a moderate version of the local CLT (see Theorems 43 and 45, respectively).

18The ASIP for uniformly random maps was treated in several papers in different setups, see [20] and the references
in [45, 26].

19As opposed to large deviations.
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Our CLT rates are of order n−(1/2−6/p) when appropriate random variables (like the ones discussed
in previous paragraphs) belong to Lp(Ω,F ,P). When these random variables are bounded (i.e. in
the uniformly random case) we have p = ∞ and this result recovers the Berry-Esseen theorem [33,
Theorem 7.1.1] (where the optimal n−1/2 rates were obtained, see also [25, 34]). In [33, Theorem 7.15],
in the uniformly random case, a local CLT was derived for the type of expanding maps considered
in this paper (see also [21, 22, 25, 34]), but the moderate type of local CLT considered here is in a
difference scale, it holds true without any additional aperiodicity conditions as in [33, 21, 22, 25, 34]
and it is new even in the uniformly random case. On the other hand, it provides local CLT estimates
on a weaker scale.

The proofs of the MDP, the CLT rates and the moderate local CLT require effective rates for
appropriate complex perturbations of the transfer operators Lω, which is established Theorem 49.
In fact, for partially expanding maps (as in Section 2.2), Theorem 49 is new even in the uniformly
random case (in that case Bω and ρ(ω) are constants in the appropriate complex version). The proof of
Theorem 49 uses Rugh’s theory [43] of the contraction properties of complex Hilbert metrics associated
with complex cones (see also [27, 28]). For uniformly random properly expanding maps Tω this method
was applied successfully for random complex transfer operators for the first time in [33, Ch. 4-6], and
here we show how to apply it when the amount of contraction at the “jump” from ω to θω depends
on ω (roughly speaking, the amount of contraction is ρ(ω) appearing on (1.1)), as well as for partially
expanding maps (for such maps our results are new even in the uniformly random case).

Finally, let us note that for the partially expanding maps considered in this paper, the application
of [43] is new even in the deterministic case (i.e. in the setup of [16]). This results in explicit bounds on
the spectral gap of appropriate complex perturbations on the dual operator of the Koopman operator
corresponding to the deterministic map T and the underlying Gibbs measure. Using such estimates20

we can obtain, for instance, explicit constants in the Berry-Esseen theorem. That is, the methods used
in this paper also make it possible to extend [28, Theorem 1.1] from the properly expanding case to
the partially expanding case, and we expect other similar quantitative results to follow.

2. Random expanding maps

As mentioned in Section 1, similarly to [44] we will consider partially random expanding maps and
random Gibbs measures corresponding to random potentials with sufficiently small random oscillation
and a small Hölder constant along inverse branches. However, when the maps are properly expanding
(i.e. all local inverse branches are strongly contracting) we only need the condition about the Hölder
constants, which will allow applications in the smooth case. For that reason we begin the presentation
in the setup of [33, Ch. 6] (which is similar to [42]) and only after that we will present the setup of
partially expanding maps.

2.1. Properly expanding maps with a local pairing property.

2.1.1. Random spaces and maps. Our setup consists of a probability space (Ω,F ,P) together with an
invertible ergodic P-preserving transformation θ : Ω → Ω, of a compact metric space (X , ρ) normalized
in size so that diamX ≤ 1 together with the Borel σ-algebra B, and of a set E ⊂ Ω × X measurable
with respect to the product σ-algebra F ×B such that the fibers Eω = {x ∈ X : (ω, x) ∈ E}, ω ∈ Ω are
compact. The latter yields (see [15] Chapter III) that the mapping ω → Eω is measurable with respect
to the Borel σ-algebra induced by the Hausdorff topology on the space K(X ) of compact subspaces of
X and the distance function ρ(x, Eω) is measurable in ω for each x ∈ X . Furthermore, the projection
map πΩ(ω, x) = ω on E is measurable and it maps any F × B-measurable set to a F -measurable set
(see “measurable projection” Theorem III.23 in [15]).

3. Remark. Compactness of either X or Eω will only be needed to insure the measurability of ω → Eω
in the above sense. Thus, when Eω = X for every ω then our results will remain valid for bounded
metric spaces X which are not necessarily compact.

20The idea is that, contrary to the classical perturbative approach based on an appropriate implicit function theorem,
we can control the size of perturbation as well as obtain explicit bounds on the corresponding complex RPF triplets.



Limit theorems 9

Next, let

{Tω : Eω → Eθω, ω ∈ Ω}
be a collection of maps between the metric spaces Eω and Eθω so that the map (ω, x) → Tωx on E is
measurable with respect to the restriction of F ×B to E . For every ω ∈ Ω and n ∈ N consider the n-th
step iterates T nω given by

(2.1) T nω = Tθn−1ω ◦ · · · ◦ Tθω ◦ Tω : Eω → Eθnω.
Our first additional requirement from the maps Tω is that there is a random variable γω > 1 so that

for every x, x′ ∈ Eθω we can write

(2.2) T−1
ω {x} = {yi = yi,ω(x) : i < k} and T−1

ω {x′} = {y′i = yi,ω(x
′) : i < k}

and

(2.3) ρ(yi, y
′
i) ≤ (γω)

−1ρ(x, x′)

for all 1 ≤ i < k (where either k ∈ N or k = ∞).

4. Remark. We can also consider a somehow different setup where (2.2) and (2.3) hold true only
for two points x, x′ such that ρ(x, x′) ≤ ξ for some fixed constant ξ < 1. In this case we would
have to assume that deg(Tω) < ∞ (so k above is finite) and that deg(Tω) is measurable21. Here
deg(Tω) = max{|T−1

ω {x}| : x ∈ Eθω}, where |A| denotes the cardinality of a finite set A. Moreover,
we will need to require the following two additional covering assumptions:

(i) there exists n0 ∈ N and an ξ-cover of Eω by points xi = xi,ω such that for all i we have
T n0
ω

(

Bω(xi, ξ)
)

= Eθω.
(ii) for all x, x′ ∈ Eθω, for every y ∈ T−1

ω {x} there exists y ∈ T−1
ω {x′} so that ρ(y, y′) ≤ ξ.

The main example we have in mind for such types of maps are certain classes of random sub-shifts
of finite type (see, for instance [40] but also [42, Section 2.1]). In this case we take ξ small enough
so that ρ(x, x′) ≤ ξ means that the 0-th coordinate of x and x′ coincide. Note that for the maps
presented before Remark 4 we can just take ξ = 1, and in this case there is no need for the additional
requirements (i) and (ii). In order to avoid a more complicated presentation of our main results we
decided to focus on the case ξ = 1, which already includes most of the (non-symbolic) examples we
have in mind (e.g. the one in Section 1.1.1).

Next, for every ω ∈ Ω and all g : Eω → C set

v(g) = vα,ξ,ω(g) = inf{R : |g(x)− gω(x
′)| ≤ Rρα(x, x′) if ρ(x, x′) < ξ}

and ‖g‖ = ‖g‖α,ξ = ‖g‖∞ + vα,ξ(g)

where ‖ · ‖∞ is the supremum norm and ρα(x, x′) =
(

ρ(x, x′)
)α

(and α is the same as in (2.4)).

5. Remark. If g : E → C is measurable and gω : Eω → C is given by gω(x) = g(ω, x) then the function
ω → ‖gω‖ is measurable by [33, Lemma 5.1.3].

Next, consider the Banach spaces (Hω, ‖ · ‖) = (Hα,ξ
ω , ‖ · ‖α,ξ) of all functions h : Eω → R such that

‖h‖α,ξ <∞ and denote by Hω,C = Hα,ξ
ω,C the space of all complex-valued functions with ‖h‖α,ξ <∞.

2.1.2. The random potential. Let φ : E → R be a measurable function so that ‖φ(ω, ·)‖∞ < ∞. Fix
some α ∈ (0, 1], and suppose that for P-a.e. ω and let Hω be a random variable such that for all x and
x′ in Eθω for all i we have

(2.4) |φω(yi,ω(x)) − φω(yi,ω(x
′))| ≤ Hωρ

α(x, x′)

where φω(x) = φ(ω, x). In this paper we assume that

(2.5) Hω ≤ γαθω − 1.

21we can assume that deg(Tω) ≤ dω for some random variable dω instead.
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This condition means that the Hölder constant of each composition φω ◦ yi,ω is small when the “next
map” Tθω has a small amount of contraction on some piece of the space.

6. Remark. Condition (2.4) holds true when v(φω) ≤ γαω (γ
α
θω − 1). However, this condition is more

general since it only imposes restrictions on the Hölder constant along the inverse branches of Tω,
and, as will be demonstrated in Section 2.4, it allows applications in the smooth case. The idea is
that for piecewise affine maps (2.4) holds true with Hω = 0, and so (2.4) and (2.5) will hold true for
appropriate perturbations of such maps (see Section 2.4). Condition (2.5) is also in force when φω has

the form ψω

γα
ω (γα

θω−1) where ψω has Hölder constant (corresponding to the exponent α) smaller than 1

(see also Remark 5).

7. Remark. In principle, we can define

(2.6) Hω = sup
i
v(φω ◦ yi,ω)

and assume that Hω ≤ γαθω − 1. However, the function ω → Hω might not be measurable because we
did not assume that ω → deg(Tω) is measurable.

Next, we need following summability condition:

8. Assumption. There is a random variable Dω <∞ such that

sup
x∈Eθω

∑

y∈T−1
ω {x}

eφω(y) ≤ Dω.

Note that when deg(Tω) is finite and measurable then this assumption trivially holds true Dω =
deg(Tω)e

‖φω‖∞ (‖φω‖∞ = sup |φω| is measurable by [33, Lemma 5.1.3]).

9. Remark. The non-uniform expansion comes from the possibility that γω will be arbitrary close to
1 (when γω is large then Tω is strongly expanding). Notice that conditions (2.2) and (2.3) remain valid
if we replace γω with γω,M = min(M,γω) for some constant M > 1. While this limits the amount of
expansion, some (but not all) of the conditions of the limit theorems that will be proven in this paper
require intergability assumptions which are weaker when γω is bounded. On the other hand, forcing
γω to be bounded by replacing it with γω,M essentially means that instead of (2.5) we require that
Hω ≤ (γαθω,M −1) for someM > 0, and so there is a trade-off between the aforementioned integrability

conditions and the latter stronger version of (2.5).

2.1.3. An example and a comparison with [42]. One example of maps which satisfy our conditions are
piecewise injective maps. In this case let Eω = X = [0, 1)d for some d ∈ N, and take a random partition
of X into rectangles of the form [a1, b2)× [a2, b2)× · · · × [ad, bd). Now, on each rectangle we can take
a distance expanding map which maps it onto [0, 1)d. Note that since Eω does not depend on ω there
is no need in compactness to insure its measurability.

The condition (2.5) is a restriction on the potential φω . While we can always choose a potential which
satisfies this condition, it is interesting to see when this setup applies to the smooth case when φω =
− ln(JTω ) and µω is the unique absolutely continuous invariant measure w.r.t. the volume measure,
and we refer to Section 2.4 for examples in the smooth case (fiberwise piecewise C2 perturbations of
certain piecewise linear or affine maps).

2.2. Random maps with dominating expansion.

2.2.1. Random spaces and maps. Let (Ω,F ,P, θ), (X , ρ), {Eω} and {Tω : Eω → Eθω} satisfy the same
properties described in the first paragraph of Section 2.1. In this section, our additional assumptions
on the maps Tω are as follows: we suppose that there exist random variables lω ≥ 1, σω > 1, qω ∈ N

and dω ∈ N so that qω < dω and for every x ∈ Eθω we can write

(2.7) T−1
ω {x} = {y1,ω(x), ..., ydω,ω(x)}

where for every x, x′ ∈ Eθω and for i = 1, 2, ..., qω we have

(2.8) ρ(yi,ω(x), yi,ω(x
′)) ≤ lωρ(x, x

′)
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while for i = qω + 1, ..., dω,

(2.9) ρ(xi, x
′
i) ≤ σ−1

ω ρ(x, x′).

The above conditions are satisfied in the setup of [44] (see Section 2.2.3 for a discussion). We assume
here that

(2.10) aω :=
qωl

α
ω + (dω − qω)σ

−α
ω

dω
< 1

which is a quantitative estimate on the amount of allowed contraction, given the amount of expansion
Tω has.

Next, denote by Hω the space of functions on Eω equipped with the norm

‖g‖ = ‖g‖∞ + v(g)

where ‖g‖∞ = sup |g| and v(g) = vα(g) is the smallest number so that |g(x)−g(y)| ≤ v(g)
(

ρ(x, y)
)α

for

all x and y in Eω (namely Hω = Hα,1
ω in the notations of the previous section). In the case when α = 1

and each Eω is a Riemannian manifold we will also consider the norms ‖g‖ = ‖g‖C1 = sup |g|+sup ‖Dg‖
on the space of C1-functions, namely v(g) above is replaced by the supremum norm of the deferential
of g (so in this case v(g) could either be the Lipschitz constant or sup ‖Dg‖).

2.2.2. The random potential. Next, let φ : E → E be a measurable function and let φω : Eω → R be
given by φω(x) = φ(ω, x). Set

εω = osc(φω) = supφω − inf φω

be the oscillation of φω and for some fixed α ∈ [0, 1) let

(2.11) Hω = max{v(φω ◦ yi,ω) : 1 ≤ i ≤ dω}
be the maximal Hölder constant along inverse branches. We assume here that both εω and Hω are
finite. Note that if φω was Hölder continuous on the entire space Eω thenHω ≤ lωv(φω). Our additional
requirements from the function φω is that

(2.12) sω := eεωaω < 1 and eεωHω ≤ s−1
θω − 1

1 + s−1
ω

10. Remark. The assumption about Hω is a version of the combination of conditions (2.4) and (2.5).
Let δω be so that (1 + δω)aω < 1 and suppose that eεω(1 + δω)aω < 1. Then the condition about Hω

is satisfied when Hω ≤ δθωa
2
ω

1+aω
. Note that we can always assume that aω is bounded below by some

positive constant (by replacing aω with ãω = max(aω, 1−ε) if needed). This will make no difference in
our proofs, and in that case the second condition reads Hω ≤ Cδθω for some C which can be arbitrarily
close to 1.

2.2.3. A comparison with [44] and (additional) examples.

On the assumptions. Our assumptions (2.7), (2.8) and (2.9) on the maps correspond to [44, Assumption
(H1)] (see also the proof of [44, Proposition 5.4]). Our condition sω < 1 is a stronger version of [44, (2.2)]
in [44, Assumption (H3)], which requires that

∫

ln sωdP(ω) < 0 instead. In addition to this difference
we also have the additional assumption about Hω, which is an additional fiberwise restriction on the
local Hölder constant of the potential on inverse branches. This condition always holds true when φω
is constant on each inverse branch. On the other hand, in [44] there are several other assumptions on
the maps Tω like [44, Assumptions (H4) and (H5)] or [44, Assumptions (H4) and (H5’)] whose purpose
is to prove uniqueness of the RPF triplets described in [44, Theorem A] (see also Theorem 47). While
it is natural to work under assumptions that guarantee uniqueness of RPF triplets (and equilibrium
states), our result will not require such assumptions and all the limit theorems will hold for a certain
type of random equilibrium state (Gibbs measure), which coincides with the unique one under the
additional assumptions in [44].
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Special choices of random potential. Let us discuss two special types of potentials considered in [44,
Theorem D]. First, let us consider the case when when φω ≡ 0. This case corresponds to equivariant
measure µω of maximal entropy (see [44, Theorem D]), and in our case (2.12) holds true for that choice
as long as aω < 1. Again, the main difference in this case in comparison with [44] is that the weaker
assumption

∫

ln aωdP(ω) < 0 was assumed instead. Another special choice for φω is the case when
φω = ψω/T for some other random potential and a sufficiently large constant T (this is usually referred
to as the high-temperature regime). In the high-temperature regime our results for general potentials
are mostly effective in the uniformly random case22, but we note that in the setup of this section most
of the results will be new even in then.

Some additional examples of maps. In [44, Section 3] several examples were given, and in our setup
we can consider the same examples replacing the assumptions about the integral of ln aω by almost
sure assumptions on aω. For instance, let us consider a random finite partition of [0, 1) into intervals
Iω,i = [aω,i, bω,i), i ≤ dω . On each i let us take a monotone Hölder continuous map Tω,i : Iω,i → [0, 1)
which IS onto [0, 1). Let us assume that the absolute value of the derivatives of Tω,1, ..., Tω,pω is not
less than σω > 1, while the derivatives of the other qω = dω − pω maps Tω,i does not exceed l−1

ω for
some lω ≥ 1. Then all the conditions described before are valid if aω < 1. A particular case are the,
so called, random Manneville–Pomeau maps. Let β(ω) ∈ (0, 1) be a random variable and let us take
Iω,1 = [0, 12 ) and Iω,2 = [ 12 , 1). On the first interval, let Tω,1(x) = x(1 + (2x)β(ω)) while on the second
we set Tω,2(x) = 2x− 1. Then qω = pω = 1, σω = 2 and lω = 1. In this case

sω = eεω
1 + 2−α

2
, Hω = max

(

vα(φω ◦ T−1
ω,1), vα(φω ◦ T−1

ω,2)
)

.

Similar multidimensional examples can be given, for instance Iω,i can be a partition of [0, 1)d =

[0, 1)×· · ·× [0, 1) into rectangles with disjoint interiors of the form Iω,i = [a
(i)
1,ω, b

(i)
1,ω)×· · ·× [a

(i)
d,ω, b

(i)
d,ω)

and on each rectangle we can take an injective map whose image is [0, 1)d, and assume that some of the
maps are distance expanding, while others might contract distance on some regions of the rectangle
(e.g. we can start with affine maps and perturb). We would also like to refer to [44, Section 3.4] for
other multidimensional maps, which are included in our setup when the condition

sup
k

((

1− ℓk
k

)

+
ℓk
k
Lk

)

< 1

mentioned after [44, (3.2)] is satisfied (and σk > 1 for all k). Note that there are additional requirements
in [44, Section 3.4] but as mentioned above their purpose is to insure the uniqueness of the RPF triplets,
which is not a requirement in this paper.

2.3. Frequently used random variables. In this section we will introduce several random variables
and the random cones that will be involved in the formulation of the effective Perron-Frobenius rates
(Theorems 47 and 49), as well as in the conditions of the limit theorems.

11. Remark. From now on variables x which involves θω directly will be written in the form x(ω),
while we will use the notation xω for a variable x whose definition does not directly involve θω.

2.3.1. Properly expanding maps. In the circumstances of Section 2.1, let Cω be the real cone defined
by

Cω = {g ∈ Hω : g ≥ 0, g(x) ≤ eγ
α
ωρ

α(x,x′)g(x′), ∀ x, x′ ∈ Eω}.
The following random variables are used in the formulation of Theorems 27, 32, 34 (CLT and ASIP)

and Theorems 47 and 49 (Perron-Frobenius rates).

22In the non-uniformly case we can consider ψω which satisfies (2.12) with εω/T instead of T and take φω = ψω/T .
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Random variable Role/comments

Bω = 24e4γ
α
ω (1 + γαω )

2 appears on the RHS of (1.1)

q(ω) = Hω+1
γα
θω

q(ω) ∈ (0, 1) because of (2.5)

D(ω) = γαθω + 2 ln
(

1+q(ω)
1−q(ω)

)

bounds projective diameter, see Corollary 70

ρ(ω) = tanh(D(ω)/4) contraction rate as in the RHS of (1.1); ρ(ω) ∈ (0, 1)

Bω,1 = eγ
α
ω a lower bound on the random equivariant density hω, see Theorem 47

Kω = (1 + γαω )e
γα
ω bounds aperture of Cω, see Theorem 81; see also Theorem 47

Mω = 8(1− e−γ
α
ω )−2 bounds aperture of the dual of Cω, see Theorem 81; Mω ≤ 16

Note that the “the projective diameter” refers to the diameter of the image LωCω inside Cθω with
respect to the (projective) Hilbert metric.

12. Remark. As a continuation of Remark 9, when Hω ≤ min(M,γθω)
α − 1 for some M > 1 (i.e.

Hω ≤ γαθω − 1 and it is bounded) then we can replace γω with γω,M = min(M,γω) (namely assume
that γω is bounded above). In this case we have

D(ω) ≤M + 2 ln

(

1 + qM (ω)

1− qM (ω)

)

, Bω ≤ C(M)

for some constant C(M), where qM (ω) is defined like q(ω) but with γω,M instead of γω.

Next, let uω ∈ Hω be a random function so that

(2.13) H̃ω := γ−αω vα(uω) +Hω ≤ γαθω − 1

and an equivariant family of probability measures µω (i.e. (Tω)∗µω = µθω). Note that (2.13) is a
stronger version of (2.5). Let

ũω = uω − µω(uω).

In the circumstances of Section 2.1, the following random variables are used in the formulation of
Theorems 39 and 40 (moderate deviations principles), Theorem 43 (CLT rates) and Theorem 45
(moderate local CLT).

Random variable Role/comments

ρ̃(ω) = tanh(7D(ω)/4) complex contraction rate as in Theorem 49; ρ̃(ω) ∈ (0, 1)

c0(ω) = 3‖ũω‖∞ + H̃ω

γα
θω−(1+H̃ω)

c0(ω) > 0 by (2.13)

E(ω) = c0(ω) (1 + cosh(7D(ω)/2)) determines when transfer operators preserve complex cones

D̄ω = 16e‖ũω‖∞(1 + v(uω))(1 + H̃ω)Dω Dω comes from Assumption 8

2.3.2. Partially expanding maps. In the circumstances of Section 2.2, consider the real cone

Cω = Cω,κω = {g ∈ Hω : g > 0 and v(g) ≤ s−1
ω inf g}.
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The following random variables are used in the formulation of Theorems 27, 32, 34 (CLT and ASIP)
and Theorems 47 and 49 (Perron-Frobenius rates).

Random variable Role/comments

Bω = 12(1 + 2/sω)
4 appears on the RHS of (1.1)

ζω = sθω
(

1 + (1 + s−1
ω )eεωHω

)

ζω < 1 by (2.12)

D(ω) = 2 ln
(

1+ζω
1−ζω

)

+ 2 ln
(

1 + ζωs
−1
ω

)

. bounds projective diameter, see Corollary 70

ρ(ω) = tanh(D(ω)/4) contraction rate as in the RHS of (1.1); ρ(ω) ∈ (0, 1)

Bω,1 = 1 + s−1
ω a lower bound on the random equivariant density hω, see Theorem 47

Kω = 1 + 2s−1
ω bounds aperture of Cω, see Theorem 81; see also Theorem 47

Mω = 6s−1
ω bounds aperture of the dual of Cω, see Theorem 81

Finally, let uω : Eω → R be a random function and µω be an equivariant family of probability
measures µω. Set ũω = uω − µω(uω). In the circumstances of Section 2.1, the following random
variables are used in the formulation of Theorems 39 and 40 (moderate deviations principles), Theorem
43 (CLT rates) and Theorem 45 (local moderate CLT).

Random variable Role/comments

ρ̃(ω) = tanh(7D(ω)/4) complex contraction rate as in Theorem 49; ρ̃(ω) ∈ (0, 1)

c0(ω) =
32sθω(1+2s−1

ω )e‖ũω‖∞+2‖φω‖∞‖ũω‖(1+Hω)
1−ζω c0(ω) ∈ (0,∞)

E(ω) = c0(ω) (1 + cosh(7D(ω)/2)) determines when transfer operators preserve complex cones

D̄ω = 16e‖ũω‖∞(1 + v(uω))(1 + H̃ω)Dω Dω = deg Tωe
‖φω‖∞ = dωe

‖φω‖∞

2.4. More general (than Section 1.1.1) examples in the smooth case: fiberwise piecewise
perturbations of piecewise linear expanding maps. As discussed before, the maps described in
Sections 2.1 and 2.2 were essentially considered in [42, 33] and [44], respectively, with the exception
that in [42, 33] the potential φω did not satisfy (2.4) and (2.5), and in [44] the weaker condition
∫

ln sωdP(ω) < 0 was considered (instead of sω < 1), and the potential φω did not satisfy the second
estimate in (2.12), as well. In comparison with [42], the inequality (2.5) is our main additional as-
sumption on the potential φω in the setup of Section 2.1. While we can always work with a random
Gibbs measure µω corresponding to a potential φω satisfying (2.4) and (2.5), it is interesting to see
for which maps these conditions hold true in the smooth case when eφω is the Jacobian of Tω with
respect to the volume measure on Eω. In this section we will show that (2.4) and (2.5) are valid in
the smooth case for certain type of C2 fiberwise perturbations of piecewise linear maps (and similarly
we can consider perturbations of piecewise affine maps, but for the sake of simplicity we will describe
only the one dimensional case).
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2.4.1. The piecewise linear case. The examples in this section are generalizations of the illustrating
examples in Section 1.1.1. Let Iω = {Iω,i = [ai(ω), bi(ω))} be a (nontrivial) partition of the unit
interval [0, 1) into intervals, and on each interval let ℓi,ω be a linear map that maps Iω,i to [0, 1) (there
are two options, either the decreasing one or the increasing one). Then the slope of ℓω,i is ±|Iω,i|−1,
where |Iω,i| is the length of Iω,i. Let us assume that Iω,1 is the largest interval and set

γω(ℓ) = |Iω,1|−1 > 1.

Next, for each i let Iω,iω(y) be the unique interval Iω,i so that y ∈ Iω,i. Then the map ℓω defined
by ℓω(y) = ℓω,iω(y)(y) satisfies all the conditions in Section 2.1 in the case ξ = 1 with γω = γω(ℓ).

Moreover, if we consider the smooth case and take eφω to be the Jacobian of ℓω then, since the map
is piecewise linear we have that Hω in (2.4) vanishes, and so (2.5) trivially holds true, where we can
take the Hölder exponent α = 1. Moreover, we have that µω is the Lebesgue measure and Lω1 = 1
(and hence Dω = 1 in this case, and so D̄ω = e‖uω‖∞(1 + vα(uω)) depends only on uω). Recall also
that Bω is bounded (see Remark 12) and note that q(ω) = 1

γω(ℓ)γθω(ℓ) in this case.

2.4.2. Fiberwise piecewise C2-perturbations. Let us explain for which type of piecewise C2-
perturbations of ℓω the conditions of Section 2.1 with ξ = 1 remain true. On each interval Iω,i,
without changing the value of ℓω,i at the end points, let us take a C2 perturbation Tω,i of ℓω,i so that

(2.14) ‖Tω,i − ℓω,i‖C2 ≤ εω =
1

2
min

(

1

4
(γθω(ℓ)− 1)

(

γω(ℓ)
)2
, (γθω(ℓ)− 1), (γω(ℓ)− 1)

)

.

Let us define Tω(y) = Tω,iω(y)(y) (namely by gluing the maps Tω,i). Consider again the smooth case

and take eφω to be the Jacobian of Tω. Then µω is equivalent to the Lebesgue measure (since νω in
Theorem 47 is the Lebesgue measure).

13. Lemma. Under (2.14) the maps satisfy the conditions in Section 2.1 with ξ = 1 and γω =

γω(ℓ)− εω ≥ γω(ℓ)+1
2 . Moreover, the potential φω = − ln JTω satisfies (2.4) with α = 1 and Hω so that

(2.5) holds true (with α = 1).

Proof. First, it is clear that we can take γω = γω(ℓ) − εω ≥ γω(ℓ)+1
2 . In order to show that condition

(2.5) is in force it is enough to show that the derivative of each composition φω ◦ yω,i is bounded by

γθω − 1. To establish that, note that yω,i(x) = T−1
ω,i (x) and so

sup
x

∣

∣(φω ◦ yω,i)′ (x)
∣

∣ = sup
x

(

|φ′ω(yω,i(x))| · |y′ω,i(x)|
)

≤ sup
y

sup
i

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

T ′′
ω,i(y)

(

T ′
ω,i(y)

)2

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ 4εω
(

γω(ℓ)
)2

where in the last inequality we have used that |T ′′
ω,i(y)| = |T ′′

ω,i(y)− ℓ′′ω,i(y)| ≤ εω and that

|T ′
ω,i(y)| ≥ |ℓ′ω,i(y)| − εω ≥ |Iω,i|−1 − εω ≥ γω(ℓ)− εω ≥ 1

2
γω(ℓ).

Finally, using that εω ≤ 1
8 (γθω(ℓ)− 1)

(

γω(ℓ)
)2

and that εω ≤ 1
2 (γω(ℓ)− 1) we see that

sup
x

∣

∣(φω(yω,i))
′
(x)
∣

∣ ≤ 4εω
(

γω(ℓ)
)2 ≤ 1

2
(γθω(ℓ)− 1) ≤ γθω(ℓ)− εω − 1 ≤ γθω − 1.

�

14. Remark. As mentioned in Remark 12, when Hω is bounded then Bω from (1.1) will be bounded
in our applications. Notice that once (2.5) established Hω will be bounded if γω is. In our case this
just means that γω(ℓ) is bounded, namely that the number of intervals in the partition Iω is bounded.

15. Remark. In certain instances |Iω,1| is bounded away from 1 (e.g. Tωx = (mωx) mod 1, mω ∈ N).
In this case we can take allow larger εω so that the resulting perturbation will not be uniformly
expanding (as γω could be arbitrary close to 1).
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3. Preliminaries and main results

3.1. The random probability space: on the choice of measures µω. For both classes of maps
considered in Sections 2.1 and 2.2 let µω be the Gibbs measures corresponding to the potential φω.
The the detailed exposition of these measures is postponed to Section 3.8 (where our results concerning
effective rates are described), and for the meanwhile we refer to [42] and [44] for the construction and
the main properties of these measures (see also Theorem 47). For instance they are equilibrium states
and they have an exponential decay of correlations for Hölder continuous functions. Let us note that
the smooth case discussed in Section 1 corresponds to the choice of φω = − ln(JTω ) (see Section 2.4),
while the choice of φω = 0 corresponds to random measures of maximal entropy (more generally the
case φω = ψω/T for a sufficiently large T and a sufficiently regular potential ψω corresponds to the
high temperature regime, see [44, Theorem D]).

3.2. Upper mixing coefficients. LetX = {Xj : j ∈ Z} be a stationary sequence of random variables
(taking values on some measurable space) which generates the system (Ω,F ,P, θ), so that θ is the left
shift on the paths of Xj , namely θ((Xj)) = (Xj+1).

Recall next that the k-th upper α, φ and ψ mixing coefficients of the sequence {Xj} are the smallest
numbers αU (k), φU (k) and ψU (k) so that for every n and a set A measurable23 with respect to σ{Xj :
j ≤ n} and a set B measurable with respect to σ{Xm : m ≥ n+ k} we have

P(A ∩B) ≤ P(A)P(B)(1 + ψU (k)),

P(A ∩B) ≤ P(A)P(B) + φU (k)P(A)

and

P(A ∩B) ≤ P(A)P(B) + αU (k).

Clearly

αU (k) ≤ φU (k) ≤ ψU (k).

Notice next that αU (k), φU (k) and ψU (k) are decreasing, and so

(3.1) lim sup
k→∞

η(k) = lim
k→∞

η(k) = inf
k
η(k)

where η is either αU , φU or ψU .

16. Remark. Note that due to stationarity we can always consider only n = 0 in the definitions of
the upper mixing coefficients. We prefer to present the upper mixing coefficients in the above more
general form in order to avoid repeating that both forms are equivalents in the course of the proofs.

17. Remark (Two sided mixing coefficients). Recall that the (two sided) mixing coefficients
α(k), φ(k), ψ(k) are defined similarly through the inequalities

|P(A ∩B)− P(A)P(B)| ≤ P(A)P(B)ψ(k),

|P(A ∩B)− P(A)P(B)| ≤ P(A)φ(k),

and

|P(A ∩B)− P(A)P(B)| ≤ α(k).

Clearly ψU (k) ≤ ψ(k), φU (k) ≤ φ(k) and αU (k) ≤ α(k). The sequences α(k), φ(k) and ψ(k) are
classical quantities measuring the long range weak-dependence of the sequence {Xn} (see [13, 19]).

18. Example. [(properly) mixing examples]

23Here σ{Xj : j ∈ I} is the σ-algebra generated by {Xj : j ∈ I}, where I ⊂ Z.
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(i) φ(n) decays exponentially fast as n → ∞ when Xj is a geometrically ergodic Markov chain,
namely if R is the transition operator24 of the chain then

‖Rn − µ‖∞ ≤ Cδn

for some C > 0 and δ ∈ (0, 1) (this is a consequence of [13, Theorem 3.3]).

(ii) φ(n) also decays exponentially fast for uniformly contacting Markov chains in the sense of
Dobrushin (see [35, Lemma 3.3]), namely if for some n0 ∈ N,

sup
x,y,Γ

|P(Xn0 ∈ Γ|X0 = x)− P(Xn0 ∈ Γ|X0 = y)| < 1

where Γ ranges over all measurable subsets of the underlying state space and (x, y) ranges over
pairs of states.

(iii) ψ(n) decays exponentially fast as n→ ∞ when Xj is a Markov chain satisfying the two sided
Doeblin condition: there exists an ℓ > 0 such that for any measurable subset Γ on the state
space of Xj and a state x we have

C1η(Γ) ≤ P(Xℓ ∈ Γ|X0 = x) ≤ C2η(Γ)

for some constants Ci > 0 and a probability measure η (see [11]).

(iv) ψ(n) decays exponentially fast when Xj is the j-th coordinate of a topologically mixing sub-
shift of finite type, see [12]. Therefore, it deacys exponentially fast also when Xn is measurable
with respect to T−nM, where T is an Anosov map and M is a Markov partition with a
sufficiently small diameter (see also [12]).

(v) ψ(n) decays exponentially fast also when Xj is the j-coordinate of the symbolic representation
of a Gibbs Markov map, see [1] (like in (iv) this has an interpretation involving the Gibbs
Markov map itself).

(vi) α(n) = O(n−(d−1)) when Xj = T jX0 and T is a Young tower whose tails decay like O(n−d)
and X0 is measurable with respect to the partition generating the tower (see the proof of [31,
Lemma 4] or [34, Proposition 4.14]).

(vii) α(n) = O(n−(A−1)) if (Xj) is a real valued Gaussian sequence such that Cov(Xn, X0) =
O(n−A) for some A > 1 (see [19, Section 2.1, Corollary 2] and also [13, Section 7]).

We refer to [19] for additional examples.

While our results are new also if we work only with the usual mixing coefficients α, φ, ψ presented
above, the proofs only require assumptions on the upper mixing coefficients. In the following remark
we will discuss a situation in which the upper mixing coefficients come in handy.

19. Remark. The only place where ergodicity of θ (i.e. of {Xj : j ∈ Z}) is used is to insure that there
is a number σ ≥ 0 such that (like in Theorems 27 and 32),

σ2 = lim
n→∞

1

n
Var(Sωnu), P a.s.

However, without ergodicity, by applying an appropriate ergodic decomposition theorem we will get
that the limit25

σ2(ω) = lim
n→∞

1

n
Var(Sωnu)

exists, but now it is no longer a constant, and instead it is measurable with respect to the σ-algebra
of invariant sets. Moreover, we will get the coboundary chracteriztion (as in Theorems 27 and 32) for
the positivity of this limit, but on each ergodic component. Hence our results hold true if we start
with a component for which the asymptotic variance σ2(ω) is positive (when the asymptotic variance
vanishes then the CLT is degenerate, namely Sωnu/

√
n converges to 0 in L2, so there is nothing to

prove).

24Namley, R maps a bounded function g to a function Rg given by Rg(x) = E[g(X1)|X0 = x].
25i.e. the asymptotic variance.
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We conclude that in the non-ergodic case we can just assume that each ergodic component is
mixing. For instance, the above modification of our results holds true when Xj is a stationary finite
state Markov chain whose transition matrix is composed of blocks which have only positive entries
(perhaps after several steps). Indeed, each ergodicity class gives raise to an exponentially fast ψ mixing
sequence (see [13]), and thus ψU (n) decays exponentially fast (using that for sets from different classes
we have P(A ∩B) = 0).

3.3. Quenched limit theorems for random Birkhoff sums. Let uω : Eω → R be a random
function (i.e. u(ω, x) = uω(x) is measurable) so that uω ∈ Hω (i.e. uω is α-Hölder continuous). Let
us consider the corresponding random Birkhoff sums

Sωnu =

n−1
∑

j=0

uθjω ◦ T jω.

In this paper, under appropriate assumptions on uω, when ω is fixed (chosen from a set of probability
one), we will prove limit theorems for the sequence of functions Sωnu(·) considered as random variables
on the probability space (Eω ,Bω, µω), where Bω is the Borel σ-algebra on Eω.
3.4. The CLT and LIL. First, let us note that, in order to avoid repetitions, in all the result
formulated in this section the random variables defined in Sections 2.3.1 and 2.3.2 will be in constant
use, sometime without referring to these sections.

Next, in order to formulate our first set of sufficient conditions for the CLT we consider the following
assumption.

20. Assumption. There is a measurable set A ⊂ Ω with positive probability so that for all ω ∈ A we
have ρ(ω) ≤ 1 − ε and Bω ≤ M for some ε,M > 0 and that for all r ∈ N there is a set Ar which is
measurable with respect to σ{Xj , |j| ≤ r} so that βr = P(A \Ar) → 0 and limr→∞ P(Ar) = P(A).

21. Remark. When ρ(ω) and Bω depend only on Xj , |j| ≤ d for some d then we can just take A to be
a set of the form A = Aε,M = {ω : ρ(ω) ≤ 1− ε, Bω ≤ M} for a sufficiently small ε and a sufficiently
large M (or any measurable subset of such a set with positive probability). In this case βr = 0 for all
r > d. It is important to note that in these circumstances our conditions for the CLT (see Theorems
27 and 32) will only involve some decay rates for αU , φR,U or ψU and integrability assumptions on the
norm ‖uω − µω(uω)‖, which are independent of all the random variables describing the maps Tω (the
general principle is that if ω → Tω depends only on finitely many variables then so are the describing
parameters, and then we have no additional requirements from these parameters).

22. Example. Let us consider the example in Section 1.1.1. Then using the formulas for ρ(ω) and Bω
given in Example 2 we see that ρ(ω) depends only on aθω and Bω depends only on aω. Thus, if aω
depends only on finitely many coordinates then both ρ(ω) and Bω depend on finitely many coordinates
and, as discussed in Remark 21, Assumption 20 is in force.

To provide examples where Assumption 20 holds true with non-vanishing βr we will use the following
simple result.

23. Lemma. Suppose that the following approximation condition holds true: there are26 random vari-
ables ρr = ρr(ω) and Br = Bω,r measurable with respect to σ{Xj , |j| ≤ r} so that

(3.2) max(‖ρ(ω)− ρr(ω)‖L1 , ‖Bω −Bω,r‖L1) ≤ δr → 0.

Then Assumption 20 holds with A = Aε,M = {ω : ρ(ω) ≤ 1 − ε, Bω ≤ M}, Ar = {ω : ρr(ω) ≤
1 − ε +

√
δr, Bω,r ≤ M +

√
δr} and βr ≤ 2

√
δr (where ε is small enough and M is large enough to

insure that P(A) > 0).

26Note that condition (3.2) can also be written as

max(‖ρ − E[ρ|X−r, ...,Xr ]‖L1 , ‖B − E[B|X−r , ...,Xr ]‖L1 ) ≤ δr

where ρ = ρ(ω) and B = Bω . This condition is fulfilled when ρ(...,X−1,X0,X1, ...) and B...,X−1,X0,X1,... weakly depend

(in an L1-sense) on the coordinates Xj , |j| ≥ r. Limit theorems under conditions similar to (3.2) (with some decay rate

for δr) have been studied extensively in weak dependence theory, see [9, 37] (where iid Xj are considered).
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Proof. Using the Markov inequality we see that

P(Ar) ≤ P(|ρ− ρr| ≥
√

δr) + P(|B −Br| ≥
√

δr) + P(Aε+2
√
δr ,M+2

√
δr
) ≤ 2

√
δr + P(Aε+2

√
δr,M+2

√
δr
)

and

P(A \Ar) ≤ P(|ρ− ρr| ≥
√

δr) + P(|B −Br| ≥
√

δr) ≤ 2
√
δr.

Hence limr P(Ar) = P(A) and βr = P(A \Ar) ≤ 2
√
δr. �

24. Remark. When ω → Bω is in L1(Ω,F ,P) then there is always a sequence δr satisfying (3.2), but
our main results involve certain decay rates for βr.

25. Example. Let us return to the example in Section 1.1.1, but in addition we suppose that the
coordinates ωj of ω take values on some bounded metric space (Y, dY ) (not necessarily compact). Let
us define a metric on Ω by

dΩ(ω, ω
′) =

∑

j

2−|j|dY (ωj , ω
′
j).

Then the left shift θ is Lipschitz continuous.
Let us assume that aω is a Hölder continuous function of ω with some exponent κ. As discussed in

Example 1.1.1, we have

Bω = 24e4a
−α
ω (1 + a−αω )2

and

ρ(ω) =
e

1
2a

−α
θω (1 + aαθω)− (1− aαθω)

e
1
2a

−α
θω (1 + aαθω) + (1− aαθω)

.

Since aω ∈ [ 12 , 1) we see that Bω is a Lipschitz continuous function of aω and ρ(ω) is a Lipschitz
continuous function of aθω. Thus both Bω and ρ(ω) are Hölder continuous continuous functions of ω
with the same exponent κ.

We claim that condition (3.2) holds true with βr = O(2−κr/2) (in fact we will get (stronger) estimates
in L∞). Note that such exponential rate of decay will be more than enough for the decay rates in
Theorem 27 (the CLT) to hold. To prove the claim, observe that for every Hölder continuous function
R : Ω → R with exponent κ ∈ (0, 1] and all points ω, ω′ such that ωj = ω′

j if |j| ≤ d we have

|R(ω)−R(ω′)| ≤ LRD
κ2−κ(d−1)

where LR is the Hölder constant of R and D = Diam(Y ). Therefore,

sup
ω

|R(ω)−Rr(ω)| = O(2−κr)

where Rr(ω) = inf{R(ω′) : ω′
j = ωj if |j| ≤ r} (apply this with R(ω) = Bω and R(ω) = ρ(ω)). Note

that Rr(ω) depends only on the coordinates ωj with |j| ≤ r. Finally, Assumption 20 holds because of

Lemma 23, and, moreover, we have βr = O(2−κr/2),

26. Example. In the context of Section 1.1.1, let us consider the case when aω has the form

aω =

∞
∑

j=0

fj(ω−j , ..., ω0, , ..., ωj)

for some measurable functions fj on Y2j+1, where Y is the space such that Ω = YZ. Then
∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

aω −
∑

j≤r
fj(ω−j, ..., ωj)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

L1(P)

≤
∑

j≥r
‖fj‖L1(P) := A1(r).

Similarly,
∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

aθω −
∑

j≤r
fj(ω−j+1, ..., ωj+1)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

L1(P)

≤
∑

j≥r
‖fj‖L1(P) = A1(r).
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Now, since Bω is a Lipschitz continuous function of aω and ρ(ω) is a Lipschitz continuous function of
aθω we conclude that condition (3.2) holds true with βr = O(A1(r)) which converges to 0 if ‖fj‖L1 is
summable (to obtain decay rates for βr we only need to assume some decay rates for the norms ‖fj‖L1

as j → ∞).
To give a concrete example when aω ∈ [ 12 , 1) we can, for instance, consider the case when

fj(ω−j , ..., ωj) = aj + bjI(ωj ∈ A)

for some measurable set A such that 0 < P(ωj ∈ A) < 1 and positive sequences (aj) and (bj) such that

1

2
≤
∑

j

bj and
∑

j

(aj + bj) = 1.

Then aω ∈ (12 , 1) (P-a.s.) and aω can take arbitrarily close to 1 values if P(ωk ∈ A; k ≤ d) > 0 for
every d > 0 (e.g. in the iid case or for the Markov chains in Example 18 (iv) when ℓ = 1).

We can also assume that ωj ∈ [a, b], 0 < a < b and then take fj(ω−j, ..., ωj) = αj(ω0, ...., ωj)ωj for
some αj(·) so that 1

2a ≤
∑

j αj <
1
b , assuming that b < 2a. For instance, if also b < 4a

3 then αj can

have the form αj(·) = vj(ω0)γj for a positive series such that 3
4a ≤∑j γj ≤ 1

b and a random variable

v(ω0) such that 2
3 < v(ω0) < 1 and ‖v‖L∞ = 1.

27. Theorem (CLT). Let Assumption 20 be in force. Assume that the random variable ω → ‖uω −
µω(uω)‖ is in Lp(Ω,F ,P) for some p > 2 so that

∑

j(ln jβCj/ ln j)
1−2/p <∞ for all C > 0. In addition,

assume that one of the following conditions is in force:

(M1)
∑

j(αU (Cj/ ln j))
1−2/p <∞ for all C > 0;

(M2) lim supk→∞ φU (k) < P(A) (i.e. φU (k) < P(A) for some k);

(M3) lim supk→∞ ψU (k) <
1

1−P(A) − 1 (i.e. ψU (k) <
1

1−P(A) − 1 for some k).

Then:

(i) There is a number σ ≥ 0 so that for P-.a.e ω we have

lim
n→∞

1

n
Varµω (S

ω
nu) = σ2.

Moreover, σ > 0 if and only if the function U(ω, x) =
∑nA(ω)−1
j=0 (uθjω ◦T jωx−µθjω(uθjω)) has the form

U(ω, x) = q(ω, x) − q(θnA(ω), T
nA(ω)
ω x) for PA almost every ω and all x, where nA is the first return

time to A, PA(·) = P(·|A)/P(A) is the conditional measure on A and q is a measurable function so
that

∫

A

∫

Eω |q(ω, x)|2dµω(x)dP(ω) <∞.

(ii) The sequence Sωnu obeys the CLT: for every real t we have

lim
n→∞

µω{x : n−1/2 (Sωnu(x)− µω(S
ω
nu)) ≤ t} =

1√
2πσ

∫ t

−∞
e−

s2

2σ2 ds

where if σ = 0 the above right hand side is interpreted as the distribution function of the constant
random variable 0.

(iii) Set τ(ω, x) = (θω, Tωx), µ =
∫

Ω
µωdP(ω) and ũ(ω, x) = uω(x) − µω(uω). If σ > 0 then the

following functional version of the law of iterated logarithm (LIL) holds true. Let ζ(t) = (2t log log t)
1/2

and

ηn(t) =
(

ζ(σ2n)
)−1

k−1
∑

j=0

(

ũ ◦ τ j + (nt− k)ũ ◦ τk
)

for t ∈ [ kn ,
k+1
n ), k = 0, 1, ..., n−1. Then µ-a.s. the sequence of functions {ηn(·), n ≥ 3/σ2} is relatively

compact in C[0, 1] (the space of continuous functions on [0, 1] with the supremum norm), and the set
of limit points as n → ∞ coincides with the set K of absolutely continuous functions x ∈ C[0, 1] so

that
∫ 1

0
(ẋ(t))2dt ≤ 1.
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28. Remark. In the circumstances of Example 22, βr vanishes for all r large enough, and so the
summability assumption on βr holds. In the circumstances of Example 25, βr decays exponentially
fast as r → ∞ and so the latter condition still holds true. In the circumstances of Example 26 the
summability condition

∑

j(ln jβCj/ ln j)
1−2/p <∞ holds if
∑

|j|≥r
‖fj‖L1 = O(r−q)

for some q such that q(1− 2/p) > 1.

The proof of Theorem 27 starts in Section 4.1 and it is completed in Section 4.1.2. The proof
of Theorem 27 is based on inducing, and more precisely we apply [39, Theorem 2.3]. The role the
assumptions on the upper mixing coefficient play is that, together with the effective random RPF rates
(1.1), they allow us to verify the abstract conditions of [39, Theorem 2.3] with the set Q = A (where
Q is in the notations of [39, Theorem 2.3]).

29. Remark. When using condition (M1) we only need that
∑

j(ln jβj/(3C ln j))
1−2/p < ∞ and

∑

j(αU (Cj/ ln j))
1−2/p <∞ for some C so that C| ln(1− P(A)/2)|(1− 2/p) > 1.

When using (M2) we only need that
∑

j(ln jβj/(3C ln j))
1−2/p < ∞ for some C so that C| ln δ|(1 −

2/p) > 1, where δ = 1− P(A) + lim supr→∞ φU (r) < 1.

When using (M3) we only need that
∑

j(ln jβj/(3C ln j))
1−2/p < ∞ for some C so that C| ln δ|(1 −

2/p) > 1, where δ = (1 + lim supr→∞ ψU (r)) (1− P(A)) < 1.

Next, let us provide alternative conditions for the CLT which involve a stronger type of approxima-
tion and moment assumptions on Bω, but do not require any approximation rates.

30. Assumption. There is a sequence βr → 0 as r → ∞ so that for every r there is a random variable
ρr(ω) which is measurable with respect to σ{Xj ; |j| ≤ r} and

‖ρ− ρr‖L∞ ≤ βr.

Namely,
lim
r→∞

‖ρ− E[ρ|X−r, ..., Xr]‖L∞ = 0.

31. Example. (i) Assumption 30 holds when ρ(..., X−1, X0, X1, ...) depends on finitely many of the
Xj’s (in this case we can take ρr = ρ for r large enough). We refer to Example 22 for an explicit
example (namely the one in Section 1.1.1 with aω like in Example 22).

(ii) Assumption 30 also holds true in the context of Example 25 since the estimates obtained there
were actually in L∞.

(iii) In the context of Example 26 we get that
∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

aθω −
∑

0≤j≤r
fj(ω−j+1, ..., ωj+1)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

L∞(P)

≤
∑

j≥r
‖fj‖L∞(P) := A∞(r).

Using that ρ(ω) is a Lipschitz continuous function of aθω we conclude that

‖ρ− E[ρ|X−r, ..., Xr]‖L∞ → 0 as r → ∞
if
∑

j ‖fj‖L∞ <∞ (and so Assumption 30 holds).

32. Theorem. Let Assumption 30 be in force. Moreover, assume that

lim sup
s→∞

ψU (s) <∞ (i.e. ψU (s) <∞ for some s)

and that ‖uω − µω(uω)‖, Bω ∈ L3+δ(Ω,F ,P) for some δ > 0.

(i) There is a number σ ≥ 0 so that for P-a.a. ω we have

σ2 = lim
1

n
Varµω (S

ω
nu).
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Moreover, σ = 0 if and only if ũ(ω, x) = q(ω, x)− q(θω, Tωx) for some measurable function q(ω, x) so
that

∫

q2(ω, x)dµω(x)dP(ω) <∞.

(ii) The CLT as stated in Theorem 27 (ii) is valid.

(iii) The functional LIL as stated in Theorem 27 (iii) is valid.

Note that the results in Theorem 32 are slightly better than Theorem 27 since we obtain a simpler
coboundary characterization for the positivity of σ.

The proof of Theorem 27 appears in Section 4.2, and, like the proof of Theorem 27, it is also based
on applying [39, Theorem 2.3]. However, even though the conditions of [39, Theorem 2.3] are related
to an inducing strategy, we will apply it with the set Q = Ω, namely we will “induce” on Ω, so the
proof will not really be based on inducing. In this case the conditions of [39, Theorem 2.3] concern
the asymptotic behavior of the system (Ω,F ,P, θ) itself (that is, of θnω as n → ∞) and not the
induced system. Even though this is a stronger requirement, we will verify these conditions using the
assumptions on the upper mixing coefficients together with the effective random RPF rates (Theorem
47).

33. Remark. Besides the additional integrability assumptions in 32, the main difference between
Theorems 27 and 32 is that in the former we essentially require certain L1-approximation rates (decay
rates for βr), while in the latter we do not require such rates, but instead we work with the stronger
L∞-approximation coefficients, and only with the upper ψ-mixing coefficients. On the other hand,
the restrictions on lim supk→∞ ψU (k) in Theorem 32 are much weaker than the ones in Theorem
27. Concerning the additional integrability assumption, as explained in Remark 12 (see also Remark
14), under the additional condition on Hω described there Bω is bounded, and so in this case the
additional requirement that Bω ∈ L3+δ(Ω,F ,P) is always satisfied, and the only true integrability
condition in Theroem 32 is ‖uω − µω(uω)‖ ∈ L3+δ(Ω,F ,P) (like in Theorem 27). Finally, recall that
Bω is bounded for the piecewise affine maps and their perturbations consider in Section 2.4. Thus in
this case ‖uω − µω(uω)‖ ∈ L3+δ(Ω,F ,P) is the only integrability condition needed.

3.5. The ASIP. In this section we further assume that there is a random variable N(ω) so that

(3.3) v(g ◦ Tω) ≤ N(ω)v(g)

for all functions g with v(g) < ∞. Note that when the maps Tω are piecewise differntiable with
bounded derivatives then we can always take N(ω) = sup ‖DTω‖. Our next result is about almost
sure approximation of Sωnu by sums of independent Gaussians.

34. Theorem (ASIP). Let Assumption 30 hold true and suppose that σ > 0. Suppose27 also that28

(3.4) lim sup
s→∞

ψU (s) <
1

EP[ρ]
(i.e. ψU (s) <

1

EP[ρ]
for some s).

Further assume that ω → Bω belongs to L2p and ω → N(ω) and ω → ‖uω − µω(uω)‖ belong to
Lp(Ω,F ,P) for some p > 8. Let ũω(x) = uω(x) − µω(uω). Then there is a coupling of uθjω ◦ T jω
(considered as a sequence of random variables on the probability space (Eω, µω)) with a sequence of
independent centered Gaussian random variables Zj so that for every ε > 0,

max
1≤k≤n

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

Sωk ũ−
k
∑

j=1

Zj

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

= O(n1/4+ 9
2p+ε), a.s.

and
∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

n
∑

j=1

Zj

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

2

= Varµω (S
ω
nu) +O(n1/2+3/p+ε).

The proof of Theorem 34 appears in Section 4.3.

27Since EP[ρ] < 1 this condition holds true when the limit superior does not exceed 1.
28This condition always holds when (Xj) is ψ-mixing, and we refer to Example 18.
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35. Example. For the example described in Section 1.1.1 we have that Bω is bounded and (3.3) holds
with N(ω) = (1 − aω)

−1 (i.e. the maximal amount of expansion). We conclude that under (3.4), the

ASIP rates O(n1/4+ 9
2p+ε) hold if ω → ‖uω‖ is in Lp and aω = 1 + 1/Rω for some Rω ∈ Lp. Finally,

let us note that this result is already meaningful when Xj are independent. In this case ψU (n) = 0
and we can just consider any function ω → aω, aω ∈ (12 , 1) of the Bernoulli shift (Ω,F ,P, θ) such that

(1 − aω)
−1 ∈ Lp (still, we can consider such functions of any shift system generated by an arbitrary

ψ-mixing sequence).

36. Remark. More generally, as discussed in Remark 12 (see also Remark 14), when, in addition to
(2.5) we have ‖Hω‖L∞ <∞ then Bω is bounded (in particular we ). Thus, for such maps the only true
integrability conditions in Theorem 34 are N(ω), ‖ũω‖ ∈ Lp. Finally, recall that Bω is bounded for
the piecewise affine maps and their perturbations considered in Section 2.4. Now, for such maps N(ω)
is the supremum norm of the (piecewise) gradient and so Theorem 34 holds true when the supremum
norm and ω → ‖ũω‖ are in Lp.

3.6. Large deviations principles with a quadratic rate function. Consider the following addi-
tional condition.

37. Assumption. (i) The random variable Eω defined in Section 2.3.1 (or Section 2.3.2) is bounded.

(ii) In the setup of Section 2.1, (2.4) is satisfied with some Hω so that

Zω := γ−αω v(uω) +Hω ≤ γαθω − 1.

38. Remark. In the setup of Section 2.1, the condition that Eω is bounded essentially means that
‖uω‖∞ and Zω are small when γθω is close to 1. To demonstrate that let us assume that

Zω ≤ rω(γ
α
θω − 1)

for some rω < 1 − ε, ε ∈ (0, 1). Then by replacing Zω with the above upper bound and then using
some elementary estimates we see that

Eω ≤ C (‖uω − µω(uω)‖∞ + rω) e
2γα

ω γαθω (γ
α
θω − 1)

−1
.

We thus see that Eω is bounded if ‖uω‖∞ + rω is small enough (fiberwise). For instance, when γω is
bounded above we get the sufficient condition

‖uω − µω(uω)‖∞ + rω ≤ C(γαθω − 1)

which means that ‖uω − µω(uω)‖∞ + rω is small when Tθω has a local inverse branch with a close to
1 amount of contraction γ−1

θω .

In the setup of Section 2.2, the random variable Eω is bounded when ‖φω‖∞, Hω and ‖uω‖ are
(fiberwise) small enough when ζω is close to 1.

39. Theorem. Under Assumption 37 we have the following. Assume that σ > 0 and that for some
p > 4 we have that D̄ω ∈ L2p(Ω,F ,P) and Kω,Mω, ‖ũω‖∞ ∈ Lp(Ω,F ,P), where ũω = uω − µω(uω).
Moreover, suppose that for some measurable set A ⊂ Ω with positive probability we have:

(i) A satisfies the approximation properties described in Assumption 20;

(ii) the random variable max(Mω,Kω, Bω) is bounded on A;

(iii) A satisfies the assumptions of Theorem 27 with p−1
p = 1− 1/p instead of 1− 2/p (let us denote

the corresponding conditions by (M1’), (M2’) and (M3’), respectively).

Then the following moderate deviations principle holds true for P-a.a. ω: for every balanced29

sequence (an) so that an√
n
→ ∞, and an = o(n1−6/p) and all Borel measurable sets Γ ⊂ R we have

(3.5)

− inf
x∈Γo

1

2
x2σ−2 ≤ lim inf

n→∞
1

a2n/n
lnP(Sωn ũ/an ∈ Γ) ≤ lim sup

n→∞

1

a2n/n
lnP(Sωn ũ/an ∈ Γ) ≤ − inf

x∈Γ

1

2
x2σ−2

29We say that a sequence (an) of positive numbers is balanced if an
acnn

→ 1 for every sequence (cn) so that cn → 1.
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where Γo is the interior of Γ and Γ is its closure.

Note that as an example of a sequence an we can take an = nq(lnn)θ for θ ≥ 0 and 1
2 < q <

min(1, 2 − p/6). As in Example 23 the approximation conditions and (M1’)-(M3’) hold true when
Bω,Mω and Kω can be approximated sufficiently fast by functions of Xj , |j| ≤ r and that the upper
mixing coefficients of the sequence (Xj) satisfy (M1’)-(M3’).

The following result provides alternative conditions for the MPD.

40. Theorem. Under Assumption 37 we have the following. Let the same integrability conditions in
Theorem 39 hold with some p > 8 and suppose again that σ > 0. Then the MDP (3.5) holds true with
any sequence (an) so that ann

−max(6/p,1/2) → ∞ and an = o(n1−8/p).

The proof of Theorems 39 and 40 appear in Section 4.4.

41. Remark. Recall that Mω is bounded in the setup of Section 2.1, and so the condition Mω ∈ Lp

is not really a restriction in that setup. Moreover, as explained in Remark 12 (see also Remark 14)
when Hω is also bounded then the random variables Kω and Bω are bounded. In this case also the
condition Kω, Bω ∈ Lp is not really a restriction, and the only real integrability condition is D̄ω ∈ L2p.

42.Remark. The main difference between Theorems 39 and 40 is that Theorem 39 essentially requires
some mixing assumptions on the sequences of random variables (Bθjω), (Mθjω) and (Kθjω), while
Theorem 40 does not require mixing assumptions. On the other hand, the integrability conditions
in Theorem 39 are weaker than the ones in Theorem 40 (i.e. p > 4 versus p > 8). Since the first
integrability conditions are not much better than the second, Theorem 40 is somehow better than
Theorem 39, and the reason that Theorem 39 is included is that its proof is based on a certain
inducing strategy, and we find it interesting to present exact conditions which make the method of
proof by inducing effective for proving an MDP for random Birkhoff sums.

3.7. Berry Esseen type estimates and moderate local limit theorem. Using the arguments in
the proof of Theorems 39 and 40 we can also prove the following results.

43. Theorem (A Berry-Esseen theorem). Let σω,n =
√

Varµω (S
ω
nu).

(i) Under the assumptions of Theorem 39, when p > 12 then P-a.s. we have

sup
t∈R

|µω(Sωn ũ ≤ tσω,n)− Φ(t)| = O(n−(1/2−6/p))

where when p = ∞ we use the convention 6/p = 0.
(ii) Under the assumptions of Theorem 40, when p > 16 then P-a.s. we have

sup
t∈R

|µω(Sωn ũ ≤ tσω,n)− Φ(t)| = O(n−(1/2−8/p))

where for p = ∞ we have 8/p := 0.

The proof of Theorem 43 appears in Section ??.

44. Remark. In the setup of Section 2.1, the uniformly random case (i.e. p = ∞) was covered in [33,
Theorem 7.1.1], see also [25, 34] for optimal rates for different types of random maps. However, in the
setup of Section 2.2, Theorem 43 is new even in the uniformly random case (so we get the optimal CLT
rates O(n−1/2) in that case). In the deterministic case when the maps Tω and the functions uω do not
depend on ω the arguments in the proof of Theorem 43 provide explicit constants in the Berry-Esseen
theorem (similarly to [28, Theorem 1.1]).

45. Theorem (A moderate local central limit theorem). Under the assumptions of Theorem 40, P-a.s.
we have the following. Let (an) be a sequence so that ann

−2/p → ∞ and ann
−1/2 → 0 (where p comes

from Theorem 40). Then for every continuous function g : R → R with a compact support or an
indicator function of a bounded interval we have

(3.6) sup
v∈R

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

√

2πκω,nµω(g(S
ω
n ũ/an − v))−

(∫

g(y)dy

)

e
−v2

2κ2
ω,n

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

= o(1)
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where κω,n = σω,n/an. In particular, for every bounded interval I we have

sup
v∈R

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

√

2πκω,nµω(S
ω
n ũ ∈ an(v + I))− |I|e

−v2

2κ2
ω,n

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

= o(1).

The proof of Theorem 45 appears in Section 4.6.

46. Remark. The classical local central limit theorem (LCLT) corresponds to the case when an = 1,
which is excluded in Theorem 45 even when p = ∞, where the first requirement on an becomes
an → ∞. The case p = ∞ corresponds to the uniformly random case, and we refer to [33, Ch. 6]
for sufficient conditions30 for the validity of (3.6) with an = 1 in the uniformly random version of
the setup of Section 2.1. Relying on Theorem 49 below, the classical LCLT can be obtained in the
uniformly random version of the maps considered in Section 2.2 when lω ≤ 1, since in that case we have
‖Lit,nω ‖ ≤ C(1 + |t|) for some C ≥ 1 and all t ∈ R, where Lit,nω is defined before Theorem 49. Finally,
note that Theorem 45 is new even in the uniformly random case, which is important especially when
the known sufficient conditions for the classical LCLT fail due to a some type of periodicity exhibited
by the random Birkhoff sums.

3.8. Key technical tools: real and complex random RPF theorems with effective rates.
For all the maps Tω considered in Sections 2.1 and 2.2, and every complex number z we consider

the random transfer operator L(z)
ω which maps functions on Eω to functions on Eθω according to the

formula

(3.7) L(z)
ω g(x) =

∑

y∈T−1
ω {x}

eφω(y)+zũω(y)g(y) =
∑

i

eφω(yi,ω(x))+zũω(yi,ω(x))g(yi,ω(x)).

Here ũω = uω − µω(uω). We also set L(0)
ω = Lω. For each ω, n and z write

Lz,nω = L(z)
θn−1ω ◦ · · · ◦ L(z)

θω ◦ L(z)
ω .

It is clear that L(z)
ω Hω ⊂ Hθω. We will denote by (L(z)

ω )∗ the appropriate dual operator. When z = 0
we denote Lnω = L0,n

ω .
In [42] it was shown that in the setup of Section 2.1 there is a unique triplet (λω , hω, νω) consisting

of a random variable λω > 0, a random positive function hω ∈ Hω and a probability measure on Eω so
that P-a.s. we have νω(hω) = 1,

Lωhω = λωhθω and (Lω)∗νθω = λωνω.

Moreover, with λω,n =
∏n−1
j=0 λθjω, there is a constant δ ∈ (0, 1) and a random variable C(·) so that

for every g ∈ Hω we have

‖(λω,n)−1Lnωg − νω(g)hθnωg‖ ≤ C(θnω)δn‖g‖.
The above result is often refereed to as a random Ruelle-Perron-Frobenius (RPF) theorem. The
random variable C(ω) can be expressed by means of a first hitting time to a certain set which can be
defined by means of some ergodic average and a random variable which can be expressed as a series of
known random variables. A similar result follows from [44] in the setup of Section 2.2 (the uniqueness
is obtained under additional assumptions but the construction of the RPF triplets proceeds without
the additional requirements).

One of the main tools in the proof of all the limit theorems in this paper is the following result,
which is an effective version of the above RPF theorem.

47. Theorem (An effective RPF theorem). The RPF triplets above (λω , hω, νω) satisfy the following
(P-a.s.):

(i) hω ∈ Cω and ‖hω‖ ≤ Kω;
(ii) 1 ≤ suphω ≤ Bω,1 inf hω ≤ Bω,1;

30Which involve a period point of θ and some notion of an aperiodicity of the Birkhoff sums.
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(iii) for every n and g ∈ Hω,

(3.8)

∥

∥

∥

∥

Lnωg
λω,n

− νω(g)hθnω

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤ 4Kθnωρω,n

where λω,n =
∏n−1
j=0 λθjω and ρω,n =

∏n−1
j=0 ρ(θ

jω);

(iv) let the probability measures µω on Eω be given by µω = hωνω. Then P-a.s. we have (Tω)∗µω =

µθω. Moreover, let Lω be the operator given by Lωg = Lωg
λωhθω

. Then for every Hölder continuous
function g on Eω and all n ≥ 1 we have

(3.9) ‖Lnωg − µω(g)‖ ≤ Bθnωρω,n‖g‖.
(v) [exponential decay of correlations] for every natural n and for all g ∈ Hω and f ∈ Hθnω we have

(3.10) |µω(g · (f ◦ T nω ))− µω(g)µω(f ◦ T nω )| ≤ Bθnωρω,n‖g‖‖f‖L1(µθnω).

The proof of Theorem 47 appears in Section 5.

48. Remark. Notice that λω = νθω(Lω1), where 1 is the function which takes the constant value 1.
Hence,

(3.11) e−‖φω‖∞ ≤ inf Lω1 ≤ λω ≤ supLω1.
In the finite degree case |Lω1| ≤ deg(Tω)e

‖φω‖∞ , while if the degree is not bounded then Assumption 8
insures that Lω1 is a bounded function (recall that for piecewise affine maps we always have Lω1 = 1).

In the proof of Theorems 39, 40, 43 and 45 we will also need the following complex version of
Theorem 47.

49. Theorem. When the random variable Eω is bounded we have the following. There is a positive
number r0 > 0 so that for any complex number z such that |z| ≤ r0 there exist measurable families

λω(z), h
(z)
ω and ν

(z)
ω which are analytic in z, consisting of a nonzero complex number λω(z), a complex

function h
(z)
ω ∈ Hω and a complex continuous linear functional ν

(z)
ω ∈ H∗

ω such that:

(i) We have

(3.12) L(z)
ω h(z)ω = λω(z)h

(z)
θω , (L(z)

ω )∗ν
(z)
θω = λω(z)ν

(z)
ω and ν(z)ω (h(z)ω ) = ν(z)ω (1) = 1.

Moreover, h
(0)
ω = hω, λω(0) = λω and ν

(0)
ω = νω.

(ii) We have ‖ν(z)ω ‖ ≤ Mω and h
(z)
ω =

ĥ(z)
ω

αω(z) , where αω(z) := ν
(z)
ω (ĥ

(z)
ω ) 6= 0 for some analytic in z

family of functions ĥ
(z)
ω so that ‖ĥ(z)ω ‖ ≤ 2

√
2Kω (note that αω(0) = 1 and ‖αω(z)‖ ≤ 2

√
2MωKω).

(iii) Let n0(ω) be the first time that |αω(z)| ≥ 2
√
2MωKωρθ−nω,n. Then for every n ≥ n0(ω) and

all g ∈ Hθ−nω we have

(3.13)
∥

∥

∥

Lz,nθ−nωg

λθ−nω,n(z)
− ν

(z)

θ−nω(g)h
(z)
ω

∥

∥

∥ ≤ 8Mθ−nωKω

(

|αω(z)|−1 +
MωKω

|αω(z)|2
)

‖g‖ρ̃θ−nω,n := R(ω, n, z)

where λω,n(z) = λω(z) · λθω(z) · · ·λθn−1ω(z) (recall that Mω is bounded in the setup of Section 2.1).

(iv) Let the operators L
(z)
ω be given by

L(z)
ω g = Lω(e

zuωg) =
L(z)
ω (ghω)

λωhθω

and set λ̄ω(z) =
λω(z)
λω

, h̄ω(z) =
h(z)
ω

hω
and ν̄

(z)
ω = hω · ν(z)ω . Then for all n ≥ n0(ω),

(3.14)
∥

∥

∥

Lz,nθ−nωg

λ̄θ−nω,n(z)
− ν̄

(z)
θ−nω(g)h̄

(z)
ω

∥

∥

∥ ≤ 6UωR(ω, n, z).

The proof of Theorem 49 appears in Section 6.
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50. Remark. Since z → |αω(z)| is continuous and positive, we have βω = sup|z|≤r0 |αω(z)|−1 < ∞
and so, in principle, we can use that to get an upper bound which does not depend on z. However,
βω does not have an explict form. Instead, in the proof of the large deviations theorems (Theorems
39 and 40) we will use that |αω(z) − 1| ≤ C|z|KωMω and that, when KωMω ∈ Lp(Ω,F ,P) we have
KθnωMθnω = o(n2/p), which will produce effective bounds when |z| = O(n−2/p).

51. Remark. Theorem 49 was proven in [33, Ch.5] in the uniformly random version of the setup in
Section 2.1. However, in the setup of Section 2.2 Theorem 49 is new even in the uniformly random
case (i.e. when sω ≤ s < 1 for some constant s and all the other random variables are bounded). In
fact, it is new even in the deterministic case when and Tω = T, φω = φ and uω = u do not depend on
ω. As mentioned in Section 1, Theorem 49 makes it possible to extend results like [28, Theorem 1.1] to
the partially expanding case. Note that in the uniformly random case sup|z|≤r0 |αω(z)| ≤ C for some

constant C > 0, and so, since αω(0) = 1, by using the mean value theorem and the Cauchy integral
formula and decreasing r0 if needed, we have that 1

2 ≤ |αω(z)| ≤ 3
2 (and so we can replace the term

|αω(z)| with a constant).

4. Proofs of the limit theorems based on the random RPF theorems

4.1. The CLT and LIL: Proof of Theorem 27 by inducing. The proof of Theorem 27 is based
on an application of [39, Theorem 2.3] with the set Q = A, where A comes from Assumption 20. Let
c(ω) = ‖uω−µω(uω)‖L2(µω) and let nA(ω) be the first hitting time to the set A. Set ũω = uω−µω(uω)
and

(4.1) Ψω = SωnA(ω)ũω =

nA(ω)−1
∑

j=0

ũθjω ◦ T jω

and let Θ : A→ A be given by Θ(ω) = θnA(ω)(ω). Let us also consider the maps Tω = T
nA(ω)
ω and the

corresponding transfer operators L̃ω = L
nA(ω)
ω .

Then the conditions of [39, Theorem 2.3] are met if

(4.2)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

nA(ω)−1
∑

j=0

c(θjω)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

L2(P)

<∞.

(4.3)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

I(ω ∈ A)

∞
∑

n=0

|Eµω [Ψω ·ΨΘnω ◦ T n
ω ]|
∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

L1(P)

<∞

and

(4.4)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

I(ω ∈ A)

∞
∑

n=0

Eµω (|L̃nΘ−nωΨΘ−nω|)
∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

L2(P)

<∞.

4.1.1. Reduction to tails estimates of the first hitting times.

52. Lemma. All three conditions (4.2), (4.3) and (4.4) are valid if c(ω) ∈ Lp(Ω,F ,P) and

(4.5)
∞
∑

j=0

(P(nA > j))1−2/p <∞

for some p > 2.

Proof. Let us begin with showing that condition (4.2) is in force. Write

nA(ω)−1
∑

j=0

c(θjω) =

∞
∑

j=0

c(θjω)I(nA > j).
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Then, by the Hölder inequality we have
∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

nA(ω)−1
∑

j=0

c(θjω)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

L2(P)

≤
∞
∑

j=0

‖(c ◦ θj)I(nA > j)‖L2(P) ≤ ‖c‖2Lp(P)

∞
∑

j=0

(P(nA > j))1−2/p <∞.

Next, let us show that condition (4.3) is satisfied. First, let kn(ω) be so that T n
ω = T

kn(ω)
ω . Then

by using the definition of Ψω and that {µω} is an equivariant family we see that

Eµω [Ψω ·ΨΘnω ◦ T n
ω ] =

nA(ω)−1
∑

j=0

Eµθjω
[ũθjω ·ΨΘnω ◦ T kn(ω)−jθjω ].

Now, by using (3.10), the properties of the set A and that Θnω ∈ A we see that
∣

∣

∣Eµ
θjω

[ũθjω ·ΨΘnω ◦ T kn(ω)−jθjω ]
∣

∣

∣ ≤M(1− ε)n‖ΨΘnω‖L1(µΘnω)‖ũθjω‖

where we have used that there are n visits to A between θjω and Θnω for j < nA(ω). Thus,

|Eµω [Ψω ·ΨΘnω ◦ T n
ω ]| ≤M‖ΨΘnω‖L1(µΘnω)(1 − ε)n

nA(ω)−1
∑

j=0

‖ũθjω‖.

Next, with ωn = Θnω we have

‖ΨΘnω‖L1(µΘnω) ≤
nA(ωn)−1
∑

j=0

‖ũθjωn
‖L1(µθjωn

) ≤
nA(ωn)−1
∑

j=0

‖ũθjω‖.

Let

(4.6) I(ω) =

nA(ω)−1
∑

j=0

‖ũθjω‖ =

nA(ω)−1
∑

j=0

c(θjω).

Then we conclude from the above estimates that
∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

I(ω ∈ A)

∞
∑

n=0

|Eµω [Ψω ·ΨΘnω ◦ T n
ω ]|
∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

L1(P)

≤ME[I(ω ∈ A)I(ω)I(Θnω)]

∞
∑

n=0

(1 − ε)n.

To complete the proof of (4.3) we notice that in the proof of (4.2) we showed that I(ω) ∈ L2(Ω,F ,P),
which together with Cauchy-Schwarz inequality yields that

E[I(ω ∈ A)I(ω)I(Θnω)] = E[(I(ω))(I(ω ∈ A)I(Θnω))] ≤ (P (A))−1
E[I2(ω)]

where we have used that Θ preserves PA = P(·|A).
Finally, let us verify condition (4.4). First, we have

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

I(ω ∈ A)

∞
∑

n=0

Eµω (|L̃nΘ−nωΨΘ−nω|)
∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

L2(P)

≤
∞
∑

n=0

∥

∥

∥I(ω ∈ A)Eµω (|L̃nΘ−nωΨΘ−nω|)
∥

∥

∥

L2(P)
.

Second, since θ preserves P and {µω} is an equivariant family for each n we have
∥

∥

∥I(ω ∈ A)Eµω (|L̃nΘ−nωΨΘ−nω|)
∥

∥

∥

L2(P)
=
∥

∥

∥I(Θnω ∈ A)EµΘnω
(|L̃nωΨω|)

∥

∥

∥

L2(P)

≤
nA(ω)−1
∑

j=0

∥

∥

∥EµΘnω
(|Lun(ω)−j

θjω ũθjω|)
∥

∥

∥

L2(P)

where Θnω = θun(ω)ω, and in the last inequality we have used (4.1). Now, since θunω ∈ A and there
are exactly n returns to A between “times” j and un (since j < nA(ω)) we get from (3.9) that

EµΘnω
(|Lun(ω)−j

θjω ũθjω|) ≤M(1− ε)n‖ũθjω‖.
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Thus,
∥

∥

∥I(ω ∈ A)Eµω (|L̃nΘ−nωΨΘ−nω|)
∥

∥

∥

L2(P)
≤M(1− ε)nI(ω),

where I(ω) was defined in (4.6). Combining the above estimates we conclude that
∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

I(ω ∈ A)

∞
∑

n=0

Eµω (|L̃nΘ−nωΨΘ−nω|)
∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

L2(P)

≤ ‖I(·)‖L2(P)M

∞
∑

n=0

(1− ε)n <∞

and the proof of (4.4) is completed. �

4.1.2. Tails estimates using upper mixing coefficient: proof of Theorem 27. In this section we will show
that condition (4.5) in Lemma 52 is valid under the assumptions of Theorem 27. This together with
Lemma 52 and [39, Theorem 2.3] will complete the proof of Theorem 27.

Before we begin with obtaining upper bounds on the tail probabilities P(nA > j), let us note that

(4.7) P(nA > j) = P

(

j
⋂

k=1

θ−k(Ω \A)
)

.

4.1.3. Proof of Theorem 27 under Assumption (M1). We first need the following result.

53. Lemma. Let I1, I2, ..., Im, m ≥ 2 be finite subsets of N so that Ii is to the left of Ii+1 and the gap
between them is at least L for some L > 0. Let A1, A2, ..., Am be sets of the same probability p = P(Ai)
so that Ai is measurable with respect to σ{Xj : j ∈ Ii}. Then

P

(

m
⋂

i=1

Ai

)

≤ pm + αP (L)

m−2
∑

j=0

pj ≤ pm + αP (L)
1

1− p
.

Proof. We will prove the lemma by induction on m. For m = 2 by the definition of αU (·) we have

P(A1 ∩ A2) ≤ P(A1)P(A2) + αP (L)

which coincides with the desired upper bound for m = 2. Next, suppose that the lemma is true for
some m ∈ N and let I1, ..., Im+1 be sets with minimal gap greater or equal to some L, and measurable
sets A1, ..., Am+1 with the same probability p so that Ai is measurable with respect to σ{Xj : j ∈ Ii}.
Then by the definition of αU (·) we have

P

(

m+1
⋂

i=1

Ai

)

≤ P

(

m
⋂

i=1

Ai

)

P(Am+1) + αP (L)

≤



pm + αP (L)

m−2
∑

j=0

pj



 p+ αP (L) = pm+1 + αP (L)

m−1
∑

j=0

pj = pm+1 + αP (L)

(m+1)−2
∑

j=0

pj

where in the last inequality we have used the induction hypothesis with the sets A1, ..., Am and that
P(Am+1) = p. �

54. Corollary. Under Assumption 20, condition (4.5) holds true under the assumption that

(4.8)
∑

j

(ln jβCj/(3 ln j))
1−2/p <∞ and

∑

j

(αU (j/(3C ln)j))1−2/p <∞

for some constant C so that C| ln
(

1− P(A)/2
)

|(1− 2/p) > 1.

Proof. First, for all integers s ≥ 1 we have

P(nA > j) = P

(

j
⋂

k=1

θ−k(Ω \A)
)

≤ P





[j/s]
⋂

k=1

θ−ks(Ω \A)



 .
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Now, let us take s of the form s = 3r for r ∈ N. Then

P





[j/s]
⋂

k=1

θ−ks(Ω \A)



 ≤ P





[j/s]
⋂

k=1

θ−ks(Ω \Ar)



 + [j/s]βr

where Ar and βr come from Assumption 20. Thus,

(4.9) P(nA > j) = P

(

j
⋂

k=1

θ−k(Ω \A)
)

≤ P





[j/s]
⋂

k=1

θ−ks(Ω \Ar)



+ [j/s]βr.

Next, by Lemma 53 we have

P





[j/s]
⋂

k=1

θ−ks(Ω \Ar)



 ≤ (1− P(Ar))
[j/s]

+
αU (r)

1− P(Ar)
.

Next, let us take s of the form s = sj = C−1[j/ ln j] for some C > 0. Using that limr→∞ P(Ar) =
P(A) > 0 we get that for all j large enough we have 1

2 (1− P(A)) ≤ 1 − P(Ar) ≤ 1 − 1
2P(A). We thus

see that for j large enough we have

P(nA > j) ≤
(

1− 1

2
P(A)

)C ln j

+
2

1− P(A)
αU (C[j/ ln j]) + [j/s]βr.

Now let us take C so that C| ln
(

1− 1
2P(A)

)

|(1− 2/p) > 1. Then the series
∑

j

(

1− 1
2P(A)

)C(1−2/p) ln j

converges and now the convergence of the series in (4.5) follows from (4.8). �

Proof of Theorem 27 under Assumption (M1). By Corollary 54 condition (4.5) in Lemma 52 is valid.
The proof of Theorem 27 in this case follows now by combining Lemma 52 and [39, Theorem 2.3]. �

4.1.4. Proof Theorem 27 under Assumption (M2).

55. Lemma. Let I1, I2, ..., Im, m ≥ 2 be finite subsets of N so that Ii is to the left of Ii+1 and the gap
between them is at least L for some L > 0. Let A1, A2, ..., Am be sets of the same probability p = P(Ai)
so that Ai is measurable with respect to σ{Xj : j ∈ Ii}. Then

P

(

m
⋂

i=1

Ai

)

≤ (p+ φU (L))
m−1

.

Proof. We will prove the lemma by induction on m. For m = 2 the lemma follows from the definition
of φU . Now, suppose that the lemma is true for some m. Let I1, ..., Im+1 be sets with minimal gap
greater or equal to some L, and measurable sets A1, ..., Am+1 with the same probability p so that Ai
is measurable with respect to σ{Xj : j ∈ Ai}. Then by the definition of φU we have

P

(

m
⋂

i=1

Ai ∩ Am+1

)

≤ P

(

m
⋂

i=1

Ai

)

(P(Am+1) + φU (L))

and not the proof of the induction step is completed by using the induction hypothesis with the sets
A1, ..., Am. �

56. Corollary. Suppose that

lim sup
r→∞

φU (r) < P(A)

and that
∑

j(ln jβj/(3C ln j))
1−2/p <∞ for some C so that C| ln δ|(1− p/2) > 1, where δ = 1− P(A) +

lim supr→∞ φU (r). Then the series on the left hand side of (4.5) converges.
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Proof. As in the beginning of the proof of Corollary 54, for every s ∈ N of the form s = 3r we have

P(nA > j) = P

(

j
⋂

k=1

θ−k(Ω \A)
)

≤ P





[j/s]
⋂

k=1

θ−ks(Ω \Ar)



+ [j/s]βr.

Now, by Lemma 55 we have

P





[j/s]
⋂

k=1

θ−ks(Ω \Ar)



 ≤ (1− P(Ar) + φU (r))
[j/s]

.

Next, since limr→∞ P(Ar) = P(A) and lim supr→∞ φU (r) < P(A) we see that

lim sup
r→∞

(1− P(Ar) + φU (r)) = δ < 1.

Thus, if we take s of the form s = sj = C−1[j/ ln j], then for j large enough we have

P(nA > j) ≤ δ[j/s] + [j/s]β[s/3].

If we take C so that C| ln δ|(1 − p/2) > 1 we get that the series
∑

j δ
j(1−2/p)/sj converges. Now the

proof of the lemma is complete since the series
∑

j([j/sj]β[sj/3])
1−2/p converges by the assumptions of

the lemma. �

Proof of Theorem 27 under Assumption (M2). By Corollary 56 condition (4.5) in Lemma 52 is valid.
Now the proof of Theorem 27 under (M2) follows by combining Lemma 52 and [39, Theorem 2.3]. �

4.1.5. Proof Theorem 27 under Assumption (M3). We first need the following result.

57. Lemma. Let I1, I2, ..., Im, m ≥ 2 be finite subsets of N so that Ii is to the left of Ii+1 and the gap
between them is at least L for some L > 0. Let A1, A2, ..., Am be sets so that Ai is measurable with
respect to σ{Xj : j ∈ Ii}. Then

P

(

m
⋂

i=1

Ai

)

≤ (1 + ψU (L))
m−1

m
∏

j=1

P(Ai).

Hence, if P(Ai) = p for all i and some p then

P

(

m
⋂

i=1

Ai

)

≤ p (p(1 + ψU (L)))
m−1

.

Proof. The lemma follows directly by induction and the definition of ψU . �

58. Corollary. Suppose that lim supk→∞ ψU (k) <
1

1−P(A) − 1 and that
∑

j(ln jβj/(3C ln j))
1−2/p < ∞

for some C so that C| ln δ|(1− 2/p) > 1, where δ = (1 + lim supr→∞ ψU (r)) (1− P(A)) < 1. Then the
series on the left hand side of (4.5) converges.

Proof. As in the beginning of the proof of Corollary 54, for all s = 3r we have

P(nA > j) = P

(

j
⋂

k=1

θ−k(Ω \A)
)

≤ P





[j/s]
⋂

k=1

θ−ks(Ω \Ar)



+ [j/s]βr.

Next, by applying Lemma 57, we have

P





[j/s]
⋂

k=1

θ−ks(Ω \Ar)



 ≤ (1 + ψU (r))
[j/s]−1(1 − P(A) + βr)

[j/s] := qs,j

where we have used that |P(A)− P(Ar)| ≤ βr. Now, let us take s = sj = C−1[j/ ln j] for some C > 0.
Then when j is large enough we see that

(1 + ψU (r)) (1− P(A) + βr) ≤ δ + ε < 1
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for some ε small enough, where δ = (1 + lim supr→∞ ψU (r)) (1− P(A)) < 1. Thus, if also
C| ln δ|(1 − 2/p) > 1, by taking a sufficiently small ε we get that both series

∑

j(qsj ,j)
1−2/p and

∑

j([j/sj ]β[sj/3])
1−2/p converge, and the proof of the corollary is complete. �

Proof of Theorem 27 under Assumption (M3). By the previous corollary condition (4.5) in Lemma 52
is valid. The proof of Theorem 27 in this case follows now by combining Lemma 52 and [39, Theorem
2.3]. �

59. Remark. The proofs of Corollaries 54, 56 and 58 show that if A is measurable with respect to
σ{Xj, |j| ≤ d} for some d then P(nA > j) decays exponentially fast in j under the other assumptions
of the corollaries (since we can take βr = 0 if r > d).

4.2. A second approach to the CLT and LIL: a direct proof of Theorem 32. The idea in the
proof of Theorem 32 is to verify the conditions of [39, Theorem 2.3] when Q = Ω, namely when there
is no actual inducing involved. This requires us to verify the following three conditions:

(4.10) ‖c(ω)‖L2(P) <∞, c(ω) = ‖ũω‖

(4.11)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∞
∑

n=0

|Eµω [ũω · ũθnω ◦ T nω ]|
∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

L1(P)

<∞

and

(4.12)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∞
∑

n=0

Eµω (|Lnθ−nωũθ−nω|)
∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

L2(P)

<∞.

Next, recall our assumption about the existence of a sequence βr so that βr → 0 and for every r
there is a random variable ρr(ω) which is measurable with respect to σ{Xj : |j| ≤ r} so that

(4.13) ‖ρ− ρr‖L∞ ≤ βr.

The first condition (4.10) is a part of the assumptions of Theorem 32. In order to verify conditions
(4.11) and (4.12) we first need the following result.

60. Lemma. Let I1, ..., Id be intervals in the positive integers so that Ij is to the left of Ij+1 and the
distance between them is at least L. Let Y1, ..., Yd be nonnegative bounded random variables so that Yi
is measurable with respect to σ{Xk : k ∈ Ii}. Then

E

[

d
∏

i=1

Yi

]

≤ (1 + ψU (L))
d−1

d
∏

i=1

E[Yi].

Proof. Once we prove the lemma for d = 2 the general case will follow by induction. Let us assume
that d = 2. Next, we have

Yi = lim
n→∞

Yi(n) = lim
n→∞

∑

k

I((k − 1)2−n < Yi ≤ k2−n)k2−n

and so with αi(k, n) = {(k − 1)2−n < Yi ≤ k2−n}, by the monotone convergence theorem we have

E[Y1Y2] = lim
n→∞

E[Y1(n)Y2(n)] = lim
n→∞

∑

k1,k2

(2−nk1)(2
−nk2)P(α1(k, n) ∩ α2(k, n))

≤ lim
n→∞

∑

k1,k2

(2−nk1)(2
−nk2)(1 + ψU (L))P(α1(k, n))P(α2(k, n))

= (1 + ψU (L)) lim
n→∞

E[Y1(n)]E[Y2(n)] = (1 + ψU (L))E[Y1]E[Y2]

where in the above inequality we have used the definition of the upper mixing coefficients ψU (·). �

Next, we need the following
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61. Lemma. Suppose that

lim
s→∞

ΨU (s) <∞

and that with some δ > 0 we have ‖uω‖, Bω ∈ L3+δ(Ω,F ,P). Then conditions (4.11) and (4.12) are
in force.

Proof of Theorem 32. The proof of Theorem 32 is completed now by combining Lemma 61 with [39,
Theorem 2.3] in the case Q = Ω. �

Proof of Lemma 61. Since 0 < ρ(·) < 1 we have limq→∞ ρq = 0 and so by the monotone convergence
theorem

lim
q→∞

EP[ρ
q] = 0.

Thus, since the limit superior of ψU is finite, if q is large enough then we have

lim sup
r→∞

ΨU (r) <
1

EP[ρq]
− 1.

Let us take q large enough so that its conjugate exponent p satisfies 3p ≤ 3 + δ, where δ comes from
the assumptions of the lemma (and Theorem 32).

Next, to show that condition (4.11) is in force, let us fix some n ≥ 0. We first note that by (3.10)
we have

|Eµω [ũω · ũθnω ◦ T nω ]| ≤ ‖ũω‖‖ũθnω‖L1(µθnω)U(θnω)

n−1
∏

j=0

ρ(θjω).

Next, by applying the generalized Hölder inequality with the exponents q1 = q2 = q3 = 3p and q4 = q
we get that

EP



‖ũω‖‖ũθnω‖L1(µθnω)U(θnω)

n−1
∏

j=0

ρ(θjω)



 ≤ ‖c(·)‖23p‖U(·)‖3p



EP





n−1
∏

j=0

ρq(θjω)









1/q

where we have used that ‖ũθnω‖L1(µθnω) ≤ c(ω). Now, for all s of the form s = 3r have

EP





n−1
∏

j=0

ρq(θjω)



 ≤ EP





[(n−1)/s]
∏

j=1

ρq(θjsω)



 ≤ EP





[(n−1)/s]
∏

j=1

(ρqr(θ
jsω) + Cqβr)





≤ (1 + ψU (r))
[(n−1)/s]−1

[(n−1)/s]
∏

j=1

(EP[ρ
q
r] + Cqβr)

where in the last inequality we have used Lemma 60, and Cq is a constant that depends only on q.
Since limr→∞ EP[ρ

q
r] = EP[ρ

q], limr→∞ βr = 0 and (1 + ψU (r))EP[ρ
q] < 1, by fixing a sufficiently large

s = s0 we conclude that

EP[|Eµω [ũω · ũθnω ◦ T nω ]|] ≤ C(1 − ε)n

for some constants ε ∈ (0, 1) and C > 0 (which depend on s0 and q), and thus Condition (4.11) is in
force.

Next, in order to verify condition (4.12), by Theorem 47 we have

|Lnθ−nωũθ−nω| ≤ Bω‖ũθ−nω‖
n
∏

j=1

ρ(θ−jω)

and so by the Hölder inequality,

‖Eµω (|Lnθ−nωũθ−nω|)‖L2(P) ≤ ‖Bω‖L2p(P)‖ũω‖L2p(P)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

n
∏

j=1

ρ(θ−jω)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

Lq(P)

.
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Due to stationarity we have

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

n
∏

j=1

ρ(θ−jω)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

Lq(P)

=

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

n−1
∏

j=0

ρ(θjω)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

Lq(P)

=



EP





n−1
∏

j=0

ρq(θjω)









1/q

= O((1 − ε)n)

where the last estimates was obtained in the course of the proof of (4.11). This completes the proof
of (4.12). �

4.3. An almost sure invariance principle: proof of Theorem 34. Let βr satisfy (4.13).

4.3.1. Key auxiliary result. Before proving Theorem 34 we need the following result.

62. Lemma. Under the Assumptions of Theorem 34 we have the following.
(i) Let Rn(ω) =

∑n−1
j=0 ρ(θ

jω) · · · ρ(θn−1ω). Then for every p ∈ N,

(4.14) EP[R
p
n] ≤ Cp

for some constant Cp which does not depend on n. Therefore, for every ε > 0 we have

Rn(ω) = o(nε), P− a.s.

(ii) For every pair of positive integers (n,m) such that m ≤ n let

Rm,n(ω) =

n
∑

k=m

n
∑

j=k

ρ(θkω) · ρ(θk+1ω) · · · ρ(θjω) =
∑

m≤k≤j≤n
ρ(θkω) · · · ρ(θjω).

Then for every ℓ ∈ N, ε > 0 and a positive integer p we have

(4.15) EP

[

sup
(n,m): 0≤n−m≤ℓ

n−(1+ε)Rpm,n

]

≤ Cp,εℓ
1+p

for some constant Cp,ε > 0 which depends only on p and ε. Therefore, P-a.s. for every ε > 0, uniformly
in n and m as (n−m) → ∞ we have

n−εRm,n(ω) = O
(

(n−m)1+ε
)

, P-a.s.

Proof. (i) First, the almost sure estimate Rn(ω) = o(nε) follows from (4.14) and the Borel Cantelli
Lemma. Indeed, by taking p > 1

ε and applying the Markov inequality we arrive at

P(Rn ≥ nε) = P(Rpn ≥ nεp) ≤ Cpn
−pε.

In order to prove (4.14), let us take s ∈ N of the form s = 3r. Then, since 0 < ρ(·) < 1,

EP[R
p
n] =

∑

0≤j1≤j2≤...≤jp<n
EP





p
∏

k=1

n−1
∏

u=jk

ρ(θuω)



 ≤
∑

0≤j1≤j2≤...≤jp<n
EP





n−1
∏

u=j1

ρ(θuω)





≤
∑

0≤j1≤j2≤...≤jp<n
EP





[(n−1−j1)/s]
∏

v=0

ρ(θj1+svω)



 ≤
∑

0≤j1≤j2≤...≤jp<n
EP





[(n−1−j1)/s]
∏

v=0

(ρr(θ
j1+svω) + βr)





≤
∑

0≤j1≤j2≤...≤jp<n
(1 + ψU (r))

[(n−j1−1)/s]

[(n−1−j1)/s]
∏

v=0

EP

[

(ρr(θ
j1+svω) + βr)

]

=
∑

0≤j1≤j2≤...≤jp<n
(1 + ψU (r))

[(n−j1−1)/s]a[(n−1−j1)/s]+1
r
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where ar = E[ρr] + βr and in the last inequality we have used Lemma 60. Taking s large enough so
that ar(1 + ψU (r)) = δ < 1 (using (3.4)) and using that n − 1 − j1 ≥ n − 1 − ji for i = 1, 2, ..., d we
conclude that

EP[R
p
n] ≤

∑

0≤j1≤j2≤...≤jp<n
b
∑d

i=1(n−1−ji) =





n−1
∑

j=0

bn−1−j





p

≤ Cp(b) =
1

(1− b)p

where b = bp,s = δ1/sp ∈ (0, 1).

(ii) First, the almost sure estimate Rm,n(ω) = O(n1/p+ε(n − m)1+ε) follows from (4.15) and the
Borel Cantelli Lemma. Indeed, for all A > 0 we have

P

(

sup
(n,m): 0≤n−m≤ℓ

n−(1+ε)Rpm,n ≥ Ap

)

= O(ℓp+1A−p)

and so for Aℓ = ℓ1+
3
p we have

P

(

sup
(n,m):0≤n−m≤ℓ

n−(1+ε)/pRm,n ≥ Aℓ

)

≤ Cℓ−2.

Now, given ε > 0, by taking p large enough we conclude from the Borel Cantelli Lemma that

sup
(n,m): 0≤m−n≤ℓ

n−(1+ε)/pRm,n = O(ℓ1+ε), P-a.s

Thus, P-a.s. there is a constant C so that for a given n and m with n − m large enough we have
Rm,n ≤ C(n−m)1+εn1/p+ε/p. Finally, by taking p large enough we can also insure that (1+ ε)/p < ε.

Next, in order to prove (4.15), we have
(4.16)

EP

[

sup
(n,m): 0≤n−m≤ℓ

n−(1+ε)Rpm,n

]

≤
∑

(n,m): 0≤n−m≤ℓ
n−(1+ε)

E[Rpm,n] =
∞
∑

n=1

n−(1+ε)
n
∑

m=n−ℓ
E[Rpm,n]

≤
( ∞
∑

n=1

n−(1+ε)

)

(ℓ+ 1) sup
(n,m):n−ℓ≤m≤n

E[Rpm,n] ≤ Cεℓ sup
(n,m):n−ℓ≤m≤n

E[Rpm,n].

Next, let us estimate E[Rpm,n] for a fixed pair of positive integers (n,m) so that n− ℓ ≤ m ≤ n. We
first write

EP[R
p
m,n] =

∑

m≤k1,...,kp≤n

∑

ki≤ji≤n; 1≤i≤p
EP

[

p
∏

i=1

ji
∏

u=ki

ρ(θuω)

]

.

For a fixed choice of pairs (ki, ji), i = 1, 2, ..., p let a = a({(ki, ji) : 1 ≤ i ≤ p}) be an index so that

ja − ka is the largest among ji − ki. Since 0 < ρ(ω) < 1, by disregarding the products
∏ji
u=ki

ρ(θuω)
for i 6= a we see that

EP[R
p
m,n] ≤

∑

m≤k1,...,kp≤n

∑

ki≤ji≤n; 1≤i≤p
EP

[

ja
∏

u=ka

ρ(θuω)

]

.

Next, since 0 < ρ(·) < 1, for all s of the form s = 3r, by (4.13) and Lemma 60 we have

EP

[

ja
∏

ua=ka

ρ(θuaω)

]

≤ EP





[(ja−ka)/s]
∏

u=0

ρ(θka+suω)





≤ EP





[(ja−ka)/s]
∏

u=0

(ρr(θ
ka+suω) + βr)



 ≤ (1 + ψU (r))
[(ja−ka)/s] (EP[ρr] + βr)

[(ja−ka)/s]+1
.



36 Y. Hafouta

Since lim supr→∞(1 + ψU (r)) <
1

E[ρ] (by (3.4)), by fixing some s = s0 large enough we get that

(1 + ψU (r))(EP[ρr] + βr) = δ < 1. Thus, since ja − ka is the maximal difference, we have

EP

[

ja
∏

ua=ka

ρ(θuaω)

]

≤ δ[(ja−ka)/s] ≤ ε
∑p

i=1(ji−ki)

where ε = εp,s = δ
1
ps < 1. Hence for all n,m so that n− ℓ ≤ m ≤ n we have

E[Rpm,n] ≤
∑

m≤k1,...,kp≤n

∑

ki≤ji≤n; 1≤i≤p
ε
∑p

i=1(ji−ki) =





p
∑

i=1

n
∑

ki=m

ji
∑

ji=ki

εji−ki





p

= O((m− n)p) = O(ℓp)

which together with (4.16) completes the proof of the maximal moment estimates in (ii). �

4.3.2. A martingale co-boundary representation. Let ũω = uω − µω(uω). Set

Gω,n =
n−1
∑

j=0

Ln−jθjω (ũθjω)

and

Mω,n = ũθnω +Gω,n −Gω,n+1 ◦ Tθnω .
Then for every fixed ω we have that Mω,n ◦ T nω is a reverse martingale difference with respect to the
reverse filtration T n

ω = (T nω )
−1(Bω), where Bω is the Borel σ-algebra on Eω (see [20, Proposition 2]).

63. Lemma. If ω → Cω, ω → Uω, ω → N(ω) and ω → ‖ũω‖ are in Lp(Ω,F ,P) for some p then for
every ε > 0 for P-a.e. ω we have

‖M2
ω,n‖ = O(n8/p+ε).

Proof. First by Theorem 47,

(4.17) ‖Gω,n‖ ≤ U(θnω)

n−1
∑

j=0

‖ũθjω‖ρ(θjω) · · · ρ(θn−1ω) ≤ U(θnω)un(ω)Rn(ω)

where un(ω) = supj≤n ‖ũθjω‖ and Rn is defined in Lemma 62 (i). Therefore by the definition (3.3) of
N(·) we have

‖Gω,n+1 ◦ Tθnω‖ ≤ ‖Gn+1,ω‖N(θnω) ≤ U(θn+1ω)N(θnω)un+1(ω)Rn+1(ω).

We thus conclude that

‖M2
ω,n‖ ≤ 3‖Mω,n‖2 ≤ A

(

U(θnω) + U(θn+1ω)
)2

(1 +N(θnω))2 u2n+1(ω) (Rn(ω) +Rn+1(ω))
2

where A is an absolute constant. Now the lemma follows by Lemma 62 (i) together with the fact that
for any random variable Q(ω), if Q(ω) ∈ Lp(Ω,F ,P) then |Q(θnω)| = o(n1/p), P-almost surely (as a
consequence of the mean ergodic theorem). �

Next, we need the following quadratic variation estimates.

64. Lemma. If ω → Cω, ω → Uω, ω → N(ω) and ω → ‖ũω‖ are in Lp(Ω,F ,P) for some p then for
every ε > 0, for P-a.e. ω we have

n−1
∑

k=0

Eµω [M
2
ω,k ◦ T kω |T k+1

ω ] =

n−1
∑

k=0

Eµω [M
2
ω,k ◦ T kω ] + o(n1/2+9/p+ε ln3/2+ε n), µω a.s.

Proof. Set

Ak,ω = Eµω [M
2
ω,k ◦ T kω |T k+1

ω ], Bk,ω = Eµω [Ak,ω] = Eµω [M
2
ω,k ◦ T kω ] = µθkω(M

2
ω,k)
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and Yk,ω = Ak,ω − Bk,ω . Then, by [26, Lemma 9] in order to prove the lemma it is enough to show
that for all n > m and all ε > 0 we have

(4.18)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

n
∑

k=m

Yk,ω

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

L2(µω)

≤ C(n−m)n2/q+ε

where C is a constant which may depend on ω and ε.
In order to prove (4.18), we first have

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

n
∑

k=m

Yk

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

L2(µω)

= Var

(

n
∑

k=m

Ak

)

=

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

n
∑

k=m

Ak

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

L2(µω)

−
(

n
∑

k=m

Bk

)2

where we abbreviate Ak,ω = Ak and Bk,ω = Bk. Thus,
∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

n
∑

k=m

Yk

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

L2(µω)

≤
n
∑

k=m

µω(A
2
k) + 2





∑

m≤i<j≤n
µω(AiAj)−

∑

m≤i<j≤n
BiBj



 .

Next, arguing as in [20, Lemma 6] we have

Ai = Lθiω(M
2
i ) ◦ T i+1

ω

where we abbreviate Mi = Mω,i. Hence, by also using that (T i+1
ω )∗µω = µθi+1ω and that Lω is the

dual of Tω (w.r.t. µω) we see that

µω(AiAj) =

∫

Lθiω(M
2
i ) · (Lθjω(M2

j ) ◦ T j−iθi+1ω)dµθi+1ω =

∫

Lj−i+1
θiω (M2

i ) · Lθjω(M2
j )dµθj+1ω.

Now, by (3.9) we have
∥

∥

∥L
j−i+1
θiω (M2

i )− µθiω(M
2
i )
∥

∥

∥ ≤ U(θjω)‖M2
i ‖ρ(θiω) · · · ρ(θjω).

Since
∫

Lθjω(M
2
j )dµθj+1ω = E[Aj ] = Bj

and Bθjω = o(j2/p) (as Bω ∈ L2p) we conclude from the above estimates together with Lemma 63 that
when j > i,

|µω(AiAj)−BiBj | ≤ Bθjω‖M2
i ‖‖M2

j ‖ρ(θiω) · · · ρ(θjω) = O(n18/p+ε)ρ(θiω) · · · ρ(θjω)
for every ε > 0. Thus,
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∑

m≤i<j≤n
µω(AiAj)−

∑

m≤i<j≤n
BiBj

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ Cn18/p+ε
∑

m≤i<j≤n
ρ(θiω) · · · ρ(θjω) ≤ Cn18/p+εRn,m(ω).

Now the proof of the lemma is completed using Lemma 62 (ii). �

4.3.3. Proof of Theorem 34. First, we have

Sωn ũ =
n−1
∑

j=0

Mω,j ◦ T jω +Gω,n ◦ T nω −Gω,0.

Next, by (4.17), Lemma 62 (i) and the assumption that Bω ∈ L2p(Ω,F ,P) and ‖ũω‖ ∈ Lp(Ω,F ,P) we
see that for every ε > 0,

‖Gω,n‖ = o(n3/p+ε), a.s.

and so

(4.19)

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

Sωn ũ−
n−1
∑

j=0

Mω,j ◦ T jω

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

L∞(µω)

= O(n3/p+ε).
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In particular, with σ2
n = σ2

n,ω = Eµω [(S
ω
n ũ)

2] and ε is small enough we have

σ2
n :=

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

n−1
∑

j=0

Mω,j ◦ T jω

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

L2(µω)

=

n−1
∑

j=0

Eµθjω
[M2

ω,j] = σ2
n +O(n1/2+3/p+ε) ≍ σ2n

where we have used that σ2
n/n→ σ2 > 0 and that p > 3.

In order to complete the proof we apply [17, Theorem 2.3] (taking into account [17, Remark 2.4])

with the reverse martingale difference (Mω,n◦T nω ) and the sequence an = n1/2+9/p+ε ln3/2+ε n, noticing

that Eµθnω
[M2

ω,n] = O(n8/p+ε) (by Lemma 63), and so when p > 8 we have Eµθnω
[M2

ω,n] = O(σ2s
n ) for

some 0 < s < 1. Taking into account Lemma 64, the first additional condition (i) of [17, Theorem 2.3]
holds true. In order to verify the second additional condition (ii) with v = 2, for P-a.a. ω we have

∑

n≥1

a−2
n Eθnω[M

4
ω,n] ≤ Cω

∑

n≥1

a−2
n n

16/p+ε

which is a convergent series since a−2
n n

16/p+ε ≤ n−1−2/p+2ε = O(n−1−δ), δ > 0 (assuming that ε is
small enough). In the above estimate we used that ‖M4

ω,n‖ ≤ 3‖M2
ω,n‖2 together with Lemma 63.

We conclude that P-a.s. there is a coupling of the reverse martingale (Mω,n ◦ T nω ) with a Gaussian

independent sequence (Zn), so that the ASIP rates in Theorem 34 hold true with
∑n−1

j=0 Mω,n ◦ T jω
instead of Sωnu − µω(S

ω
nu) = Sωn ũ. Finally, in order to pass from the ASIP for the reverse martingale

(Mω,n ◦ T nω ) to the ASIP for the random Birkhoff sums Sωnu we use (4.19) and then the, so-called,
Berkes-Philipp lemma (which allows us to further couple uθjω ◦ T jω with the Gaussian sequence). �

4.4. Large deviations principle with quadratic rate function: proof of Theorems 39 and
40. In the circumstances of both Theorems 39 and 40, by the Gartner-Ellis theorem (see [18]) in order
to prove the appropriate moderate deviations principle it is enough to show that for all real t we have

lim
n→∞

1

sn
lnE[etanS

ω
n ũ/n] =

1

2
t2σ2

where the sequence an is described in Theorems 39 and 40, sn = a2n/n and σ2 = limn→∞
1
nVarµω(S

ω
nu)

(which does not depend on ω and is assumed to be positive). Henceforth we will assume that µω(uω) =
0, which means that we replace uω by ũω = uω − µω(uω).

4.4.1. Auxiliary estimates. We first need the following result.

65. Lemma. Let (λ̄ω(z), h̄
(z)
ω , ν̄

(z)
ω ) be the normalized RPF triplets from Theorem 49. There is a

constant r > 0 so that P-a.s. for every complex number z with |z| ≤ r we have

‖ν̄(z)ω ‖ ≤MωKω, ‖h̄(z)ω ‖ ≤ 2
√
2UωKω

|αω(z)|
, Uω = 6B2

ω,1Kω

and

|λ̄ω(z)| ≤ 3e‖uω‖∞(1 + 2Hω)‖Lω1‖∞ ≤ D̄ω

(where Kω,Mω and D̄ω are defined in Sections 2.3.1 and 2.3.2).

Proof. Using the upper and lower bounds in Theorem 47 together with (3.11) we see that

‖ν̄(z)ω ‖ ≤Mω‖hω‖ ≤MωKω and ‖h̄(z)ω ‖ ≤ Uω · (2
√
2Kω)

|αω(z)|
where we used that v(1/h) ≤ v(h)(inf h)−2 for every positive function h (and so ‖1/hω‖ ≤ Uω). To

bound λω(z), notice that λω(z) = ν
(z)
θω (L

(z)
ω 1) which yields that

|λω(z)| ≤Mθω‖L(z)
ω 1‖ ≤Mθω‖ezuω‖‖Lω‖.

Firstly, let us bound the norm ‖Lω‖. Let g be a Hölder continuous function. Then ‖Lωg‖∞ ≤
‖Lω1‖∞‖g‖∞ (this part does not require continuity of g, only boundedness). Secondly, let us estimate
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the Hölder constant of Lωg. In the setup of Section 2.1 set cω = γ−1
ω , while in the setup of Section 2.2

set cω = lω. Then for every two points x, x′ ∈ Eθω we have

|Lωg(x)− Lωg(x′)| ≤
∑

i

eφω(yi)|g(yi)− g(y′i)|+
∑

i

|eφω(yi) − eφω(y′i)||g(y′i)|

≤ v(g)cαωρ
α(x, x′)‖Lω1‖∞ + 2Hωρ

α(x, x′)‖g‖∞‖Lω1‖∞ ≤ (cαω + 2Hω)‖Lω1‖∞‖g‖ρα(x, x′).
In the second inequality we have also used that

|eφω(yi) − eφω(y′i)| ≤ (eφω(xi) + eφω(yi))Hωρ
α(x, y)

which is obtained using the mean value theorem and the definition of Hω (in either (2.4) or (2.11)).
Here yi = yi,ω(x) and y

′
i = yi,ω(x

′) are the inverse images of x and x′ under Tω, respectively. Combining
the above estimates we see that

(4.20) ‖Lω‖ ≤ (1 +Hω + cαω)‖Lω1‖∞ = D̃ω.

Finally, using also that λω ≥ e−‖φω‖∞ we conclude that when |z| ≤ 1 then

|λ̄ω(z)| =
|λω(z)|
λω

≤Mθωe
‖φω‖∞‖ezuω‖D̃ω ≤Mθωe

‖φω‖∞e‖uω‖∞(1 + v(uω))D̃ω ≤ D̄ω.

�

66. Corollary. There exist constants r1, C1 > 0 so that P-a.s. if |z| ≤ r1 then

|λ̄ω(z)− 1| ≤ C1|z|D̄ω

and for every r2 ≤ r1 if |z| ≤ r2/2 then with βω = inf |z|≤r2 |αω(z)| we have

‖h̄(z)ω − 1‖ ≤ 2
√
2UωKω|z|β−1

ω

where Uω was defined in Lemma 65.

Proof. Since z → λ̄ω(z) and z → h̄
(z)
ω are analytic, the corollary follows from Lemma 65 together with

the Cauchy integral formula. �

4.4.2. MDP via inducing: proof of Theorem 39. Let A be the set from the assumptions of Theorem
39. Then there is a constant Q so that for every ω ∈ A we have max(Mω,Kω, Uω) ≤ Q (noting that
Uω ≤ Bω). Let nA be the first visiting time to A. Then, using the upper bounds on |αω(z)| from
Theorem 49 and the Cauchy integral formula, we see that there is a constant r0 > 0 so that if |z| ≤ r0
then for every ω ∈ A we have

|αω(z)− 1| ≤ 2
√
2Q2|z| < 1

2
and so

βω = min
|z|≤r0

|αω(z)| ≥
1

2
.

Now, let n be so that θnω ∈ A. Then if |z| ≤ r0 we have |αθnω(z)| ≥ 1
2 . On other hand, since Kω and

Mω are in Lp(Ω,F ,P) we have max(Kθnω,Mθnω) = o(n1/p) (a.s.). Using also that 0 < ρ(ω) < 1 we
see that KθnωMθnωρω,n decays to 0 exponentially fast. In particular, for every n large enough he have

βω ≥ 2
√
2KθnωMθnωρω,n.

Hence, by applying (3.14) with θnω instead of ω we see that if θnω ∈ A and n is large enough then

(4.21)
∥

∥

∥

Lz,nω g

λ̄ω,n(z)
− ν̄(z)ω (g)h̄

(z)
θnω

∥

∥

∥
≤ C(Q)Mω‖g‖ρω,n

for every Hölder continuous function g, where C(Q) is a constant that depends on Q, but not on ω or
n.

Next, notice that under the Assumptions of Theorem 39 we have that D̄ω from Lemma 65 belongs
to L2p. Hence D̄θjω = o(|j|2/p) and by Corollary (66) we have

|λ̄θjω(z)− 1| ≤ C|j|2/p.
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Thus there are uniformly bounded analytic branches (vanishing at the origin) of ln λ̄θjω(z) for j ≤ n
on any domain of the form |z| = o(n−2/p). Let us denote these branches by Πθjω(z).

Now, when θnω ∈ A then by Corollary 66 when |z| is small enough for P-a.a. ω we have

(4.22) ‖h̄(z)θnω − 1‖ ≤ 1

2
.

and so
1

2
≤ |µω(h̄(z)ω )| ≤ 3

2

Therefore we can also develop uniformly bounded branches of lnµω(h̄
(z)
ω ) around the complex origin

which vanishes at the origin.
Next, by using (4.21) we see that for n large enough, if θnω ∈ A and |z| = O(n−2/p) then

(4.23) E[ezS
ω
n ũ] = µθnω(L

z,n
ω 1) = λ̄ω,n(z)

(

µθnω(h̄
(z)
θnω) +O(ρω,nz)

)

.

Since ρω,n decays exponentially fast to 0 and |µθnω(h̄(z)θnω) − 1| ≤ 1
2 |z| (by (4.22)) by taking the

logarithms of both sides and using anlyticity (and the Cauchy integral formula) we see that when
θnω ∈ A and |z| = O(n−2/p) and n is large enough we have

lnE[ezS
ω
n ũ] = Πω,n(z) +O(|z|) +O(δn)

where Πω,n(z) =
∑n−1

j=0 Πθjω(z) and δ = δω ∈ (0, 1), and we have used that ln(1+w) = O(w) when |w|
is small enough. By taking the derivatives at z = 0 and using the Cauchy integral formula on domains
of the form |z| = O(n−2/p) we see that

0 = E[Sωn ũ] = Π′
ω,n(0) +O(n2/p)

and
σ2
ω,n = E[(Sωn ũ)

2] = Π′′
ω,n(0) +O(n4/p).

Moreover, since |Πω,n(z)| = O(n), by using the Cauchy integral formula to estimate the error term in

the second order Taylor expansion of Πω,n(z) around z = 0 we see that when |z| = O(n−2/p) then

Πω,n(z) = zΠ′
ω,n(0) +

1

2
z2Π′′

ω,n(0) +O(|z|3)n1+6/p

and so

lnE[ezS
ω
n ũ] = O(n2/p)z +

1

2
z2σ2

ω,n +O(n4/p)z2 +O(|z|3)n1+6/p +O(|z|) +O(δn).

Let us now fix some t ∈ R and take z = tn = itbn/n, where bn satisfies bn ≫ n4/p and bn
n = o(n−6/p).

Then, since p > 4,

lnE[et(bn/n)S
ω
n ũ]

b2n/n
= o(1) +

1

2
t2(σ2

ω,n/n), σ = lim
n→∞

1

n
σ2
ω,n.

Thus,

(4.24) lim
n→∞,θnω∈A

1

b2n/n
lnE[etnS

ω
n ũ] =

1

2
t2σ2.

The next step will be to use (4.24) to derive a similar result without the restriction θnω ∈ A. Let
(an) be a sequence with the properties described in Theorem 39. Let us take some n so that θnω 6∈ A,
and let m = mn = mn(ω) be the largest time m ≤ n so that θmω ∈ A. Then

∣

∣

∣lnE[etanS
ω
n ũ/n]− lnE[etanS

ω
mn

ũ/n]
∣

∣

∣ ≤ |tan/n| ·

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

n−1
∑

j=mn

ũθjω ◦ T n−mn

θmnω

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∞

.

Now, if we set

Ψ̃ω =

nA(ω)−1
∑

j=0

‖ũθjω‖∞
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then
∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

n−1
∑

j=mn

ũθjω ◦ T n−mn

θmn ω

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∞

≤ Ψ̃θmn(ω)ω.

Observe now that with c(ω) = ‖ũω‖∞ we have

Ψ̃ω =
∞
∑

j=0

c(θjω)I(nA(ω) > j)

and so by the Hölder inequality, if q denotes the conjugate exponent of p then

‖Ψ̃ω‖Lp(P) ≤ ‖c(·)‖Lp(P)

∞
∑

j=0

(P(nA > j))1/q.

Arguing as in Section 4.1.2 we see that under each one of the conditions (M1’), (M2’) or (M3’) we have
∑∞
j=0(P(nA > j))1/q < ∞. We thus see that ‖Ψ̃ω‖Lp(P) < ∞ and so Ψ̃θjω = o(j1/p) almost surely.

Thus, since p > 2 and an/
√
n→ ∞ we see that

|tan/n|
∥

∥

∥

∑n−1
j=mn

ũθjω ◦ T n−mn

θmnω

∥

∥

∥

∞
sn

= O(a−1
n n1/p) → 0, sn = a2n/n.

Finally, since mn = n(1 + o(1)) by the assumptions on the sequence (an) in Theorem 39 we have
an = amn(1 + o(1)) and sn = a2n/n = smn(1 + o(1)). Therefore by (4.24) we have

lim
n→∞

1

sn
lnE[etanS

ω
n ũ/n] = lim

n→∞,θn∈A

1

sn
lnE[etnS

ω
n ũ] =

1

2
t2σ2

and the proof of Theorem 39 is complete. �

4.4.3. A direct approach to the MDP: proof of Theorem 40. Recall that when |z| ≤ r0 (for some

constant r0) then |αω(z)| ≤ 2
√
2KωMω. Now, using the Cauchy integral formula, when |z| ≤ r0/2 we

have

|αω(z)− 1| ≤ CKωMω|z|
where C = C(r0) is some constant. Since Kω and Mω are in Lp(Ω,F ,P) we have KθjωMθjω = o(j2/p)
and so when |z| = O(n−2/p), then for every n large enough

(4.25) |αθnω(z)− 1| ≤ δn → 0 as n→ ∞.

Thus, for such z’s when n is large enough so that n2/pρω,n < 1/4 we can apply (3.14) with θnω instead

of ω and |z| = O(n−2/p) and get that

(4.26)
∥

∥

∥

Lz,nω g

λ̄ω,n(z)
− ν̄(z)ω (g)h̄

(z)
θnω

∥

∥

∥ ≤ CMω‖g‖δnω

for some δω ∈ (0, 1), where we have used that Kθnω,Mθnω and Uθnω grow at most polynomially fast
and ρω,n decays to 0 exponentially fast in n.

Next, by applying the Cauchy integral formula on a domain of the form {|z| = O(n−2/p)} and using

Lemma 65 to bound the derivative of z → h̄
(z)
θnω on such domains (taking into account (4.25) and that

UθnωKθnω = o(n2/p)) we see that when |z| = O(n−2/p) then

(4.27) ‖h̄(z)θnω − 1‖ = |z|O(n4/p).

Thus, we can develop a branch of lnµθnω(h
(z)
θnω) on a domain of the form |z| = O(n−2/p) so that

(4.28) lnµθnω(h
(z)
θnω) = 1 + |z|O(n4/p).

Similarly, by the Assumptions of Theorem 40 we have that D̄ω defined in Lemma 65 belongs to
L2p(Ω,F ,P). Hence D̄θjω = o(|j|2/p) and by using Corollary (66) we see that

|λ̄θjω(z)− 1| = o(j2/p)|z|.
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Thus there are uniformly bounded branches (vanishing at the origin) of λ̄θjω(z) for j ≤ n on any
domain of the form |z| = O(n−2/p). Let us denote these branches by Πθjω(z).

Next, by (4.26) we have

E[ezS
ω
n ũ] = µθnω(L

n
ω1) = λ̄ω,n(z)

(

µθnω(h̄
(z)
θnω) +O(δnωz)

)

.

Using the above estimates, by taking the logarithm of both sides and using anlyticity (and the Cauchy
integral formula) we see that when |z| = O(n2/p) and n is large enough then

lnE[ezS
ω
n ũ] = Πω,n(z) +O(|z|n4/p) +O(δ̃nω)

where Πω,n(z) =
∑n−1

j=0 Πθjω(z), δ̃ω ∈ (0, 1) and we have used that ln(1+w) = O(w) when |w| is small
enough. By taking the derivatives at z = 0 and using the Cauchy integral formula we see that

(4.29) 0 = E[Sωn ũ] = Π′
ω,n(0) +O(n6/p)

and

(4.30) σ2
ω,n = E[(Sωn ũ)

2] = Π′′
ω,n(0) +O(n8/p).

Moreover, since |Πω,n(z)| = O(n), by using the Cauchy integral formula to estimate the error term in

the second order Taylor expansion of Πω,n(z) around z = 0 we see that when |z| = O(n−2/p) then

(4.31) Πω,n(z) = zΠ′
ω,n(0) +

1

2
z2Π′′

ω,n(0) + |z|3O(n1+8/p)

and so

lnE[ezS
ω
n ũ] = O(n6/p)z +

1

2
z2σ2

ω,n +O(n8/p)z2 + |z|3O(n1+8/p) +O(|z|n4/p) +O(δ̃nω).

Finally, let us fix some t ∈ R and take z = tn = tan/n. Then, since p > 8, an ≫ n6/p and an
n = o(n−8/p)

we have

lnE[et(an/n)S
ω
n ũ]

a2n/n
= o(1) +

1

2
t2(σ2

ω,n/n).

Thus,

lim
n→∞

1

a2n/n
lnE[et(an/n)S

ω
n ũ] =

1

2
t2σ2

and the proof of Theorem 40 is complete. �

4.5. Berry-Esseen type estimates: proof of Theorem 43. In this section we will prove Theorem
43 (ii), and the proof of Theorem 43 (i) is similar (we will provide a few details after completing the
proof of the second part).

67. Lemma. Let Πω,n be as defined in the proof of Theorem 40.
(i) We have

∣

∣

∣

∣

Π′′
ω,n(0)

σ2
ω,n

− 1

∣

∣

∣

∣

= O(n8/p−1) = o(1).

(ii) On any domain of the form |t/σω,n| = O(n−2/p) we have

|λω,n(it/σω,n)| = |eΠω,n(it/σω,n)| ≤ e−ct
2/2

where c ∈ (0, 12 ) is some constant.

Proof. The first part follows from (4.30), and the second part follows from the first and (4.31) together
with the fact that Π′

ω,n(0) ∈ R (since Πω,n(t) ∈ R when t is real) and recalling that σ2
ω,n grows linearly

fast in n. �
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Proof of Theorem 43 (ii). Suppose µω(uω) = 0. Let dn = n
1
2−2/p. Then by the Esseen inequality (see

[37] or a generalized version [30, §XVI.3]) there is an absolute constant C so that

(4.32) sup
t∈R

|µω(Sωnu ≤ tσω,n)− Φ(t)| ≤ C

dn
+

∫ dn

−dn

∣

∣

∣µω(e
itSω

nu/σω,n)− e−t
2/2
∣

∣

∣

|t| dt.

In order to bound the integral on the right hand side, first by (4.31), (4.29), (4.30) and Lemma 67 (i),
for every t ∈ [−dn, dn] we have

Πω,n(it/σω,n) = −t2/2 +O(|t|n6/p−1/2) +O(t2n8/p−1) +O(n8/p−1/2|t|3)
where we have used that σ2

ω,n grows linearly fast in n, which, in particular, insures that z = it/σω,n =

O(n−2/p). Using also Lemma 67 (ii) and the mean value theorem we get that
∣

∣

∣eΠω,n(it/σω,n) − e−t
2/2
∣

∣

∣ ≤ e−ct
2/2
(

O(|t|n6/p−1/2) +O(t2n8/p−1) +O(n8/p−1/2|t|3
)

.

Using now (4.23), (4.27) and Lemma 67 (ii) we see that

(4.33)
∣

∣

∣µω(e
itSω

nu/σω,n)− e−t
2/2
∣

∣

∣ ≤ Cω |t|e−ct
2
(

n6/p−1/2 + |t|n8/p−1 + t2n8/p−1/2 + n4/p−1/2
)

for some constant Cω which depends on ω but not on t or n. The proof of Theorem 43 (ii) is completed
now by combining (4.32) with (4.33). �

The proof of Theorem 43 (i) proceeds similarly for n’s so that θnω ∈ A, and in order to pass to

general indexes n we use that Ψ̃θjω = o(n1/p) together with [32, Lemma 3.3] (applied with a = ∞).

4.6. A moderate local limit theorem: proof of Theorem 45. As in the proof of Theorem 43,
let us assume that µω(uω) = 0. By using a density argument (see [36, Section VI.4]) it is enough to
obtain (3.6) for a function g ∈ L1(R) whose Fourier transform has a compact support. Note that such
a function g satisfies the inversion formula. Let g be a function with these properties and let L > 0 be
so that ĝ(x) = 0 if |x| > L. Then, by the inversion formula for g, for all y ∈ R we have

g(y) =

∫ ∞

−∞
ĝ(x)eiyxdx =

∫ L

−L
ĝ(x)eiyxdx.

Taking some v ∈ R, setting y = Sωnu/an − v and then integrating with respect to µω we see that

Eµω [g(S
ω
nu/an − v)] = Eµω

[

∫ L

−L
ĝ(x)eixS

ω
nu/ane−ivxdx

]

=

∫ L

−L
ĝ(x)e−ivxµω(e

itSω
nu/an)dx =

an
σω,n

∫ Lσω,n/an

−Lσω,n/an

ĝ(ant/σω,n)e
−ivant/σω,nE[eitS

ω
nu/σω,n ]dt

where in the last equality we used the change of variables x = an
σω,n

t. Here (an) is the sequence specified

in Theorem 45. Now, since ann
−2/p → ∞, the estimate (4.33) is valid on the domain {|t| ≤ Lσω,n/an}.

Therefore, uniformly in v ∈ R, we have

σω,n
an

Eµω [g(S
ω
nu/an − v)]−

∫ Lσω,n/an

−Lσω,n/an

ĝ(ant/σω,n)e
−ivant/σω,ne−t

2/2dt = o(1).

Next, set κn = κω,n = σω,n/an. Then, in order to complete the proof of Theorem 45 we need to show
that, uniformly in v ∈ R, we have

∫ Lσω,n/an

−Lσω,n/an

ĝ(ant/σω,n)e
−ivant/σω,ne−t

2/2dt− 1√
2π
e
− v2

2κ2
n = o(1).

To prove that let us take an arbitrary small ε > 0 and fix T large enough so that

(4.34) ‖g‖L1(R)

∫

|t|>T
e−t

2/2dt < ε/3.
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Then, using that sup |ĝ| ≤ ‖g‖L1(R) we see that for every n large enough and all v ∈ R we have
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ Lσω,n/an

−Lσω,n/an

ĝ(ant/σω,n)e
−ivant/σω,ne−t

2/2dt−
∫ T

−T
ĝ(ant/σω,n)e

−ivant/σω,ne−t
2/2dt

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

< ε/3

where we have used that σω,n/an → ∞. Next, since limx→0 ĝ(x) = ĝ(0) =
∫

g(y)dy we see that for
every n large enough we have

sup
v∈R

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ T

−T
ĝ(ant/σω,n)e

−ivant/σω,ne−t
2/2dt−

∫ T

−T
ĝ(0)e−ivant/σω,ne−t

2/2dt

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

< ε/3.

Now, using again (4.34) we see that

sup
v∈R

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ T

−T
ĝ(0)e−ivant/σω,ne−t

2/2dt−
∫ ∞

−∞
ĝ(0)e−ivant/σω,ne−t

2/2dt

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

< ε/3.

We conclude from the above estimates that, for every n large enough uniformly in v we have
∣

∣

∣

∣

σω,n
an

Eµω [g(S
ω
nu/an − v)]−

∫ ∞

−∞
ĝ(0)e−ivant/σω,ne−t

2/2dt

∣

∣

∣

∣

< ε.

Finally, by the inversion formula
∫ ∞

−∞
ĝ(0)e−ivant/σω,ne−t

2/2dt = ĝ(0)
1√
2π
e
− v2

2κ2
n

and the proof of Theorem 45 is complete.

5. Proof of the real RPF theorem (Theorem 47)

5.1. Effective rates for properly expanding maps: proof of Theorem 47 (i)-(iii) in the
setup of Section 2.1. For the sake of completeness, in this section we will also consider the setup
described in Remark 4, where for the sake of simplicity we focus on the case n0 = 1 (to consider the
case n0 > 1 we essentially need to replace Tω with T n0

ω and φω with Sωn0
φ). The setup from Section

2.1 will be referred to as “the case ξ = 1” (as we can pair the inverse images of any two points), while
the setup from Remark 4 will be referred to as “the case ξ < 1”.

5.1.1. The cones. For each a > 0 let us consider the real Birkhoff cone

Cω,a = {g ∈ Hω,α : g ≥ 0, g(x) ≤ eaρ(x,x
′)αg(x′) ∀ x, x′ ∈ Eω with ρ(x, x′) ≤ ξ}.

Set also Cω = Cω,γα
ω
.

68. Lemma. We have

LωCω ⊂ Cθω,Hω+1 ⊂ Cθω.

Proof. First, by (2.5) we have Hω + 1 ≤ γαθω and so the second inclusion holds true. To prove the
first inclusion, let g ∈ Cω and let x, x′ ∈ Eθω be so that ρ(x, x′) ≤ ξ. Then, with yi = yi,ω(x) and
y′i = yi,ω(x

′) as in (2.2), we have

Lωg(x) =
∑

i

eφω(yi)g(yi) ≤
∑

i

eφω(y′i)+ρ
α
ω(x,x′)Hωeγ

α
ωρ

α
ω(yi,y

′
i)g(y′i)

≤ e(Hω+γα
ωγ

−α
ω )ραθω(x,x′)

∑

i

eφω(y′i)g(y′i) = e(Hω+1)ρθω(x,x′)Lωg(x′).

�

Next,
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69. Lemma. For all g ∈ Cω and every x, x′ ∈ Eθω we have

(5.1) Lωg(x) ≤ Bω,0Lωg(x′)
where when ξ < diam(Eω) = 1

Bω,0 = eHωξ
α+γα

ω ξ
α

deg(Tω).

while when ξ = 1 we have
Bω,0 = eγ

α
θω .

Proof. Suppose first that ξ < 1. Then

Lωg(x) ≤ deg(Tω) max
y∈T−1

ω {x}
eφω(y)g(y) = eφω(y0)g(y0)

for some y0. On the other hand, let y′ ∈ T−1
ω {x′} be so that ρ(y0, y

′) ≤ ξ (existence of such y′ follows
from our assumptions on the map Tω). Then, since g ∈ Cω, we have

eφω(y0)g(y0) ≤ eHω+γα
ωξ

α

eφω(y′)g(y′)

where we have also used (2.4). On the other hand,

eφω(y′)g(y′) ≤ Lωg(x′)
which together with the previous estimates yields the desired result in the case ξ < 1.

When ξ = 1 then Lωg ∈ Cθω and so (since ξ = 1),

Lωg(x) ≤ eγ
α
ωLg(x′)

for all x, x′. �

70. Corollary. The the projective diameter of LωCω inside Cθω does not exceed D(ω) (which was
defined in Section 2.3.1).

Proof. The statement follows from Lemma 68 and 69, and it appears in various forms in several places,
and we refer to [33, Lemma 5.7.1] or [40]. �

5.1.2. Reconstruction of νω using dual cones. Let Cω = Cω,γα
ω
and let C∗

ω be the dual cone which is
given by

C∗
ω = {ν ∈ H∗

ω : ν(g) ≥ 0, ∀g ∈ Cω} .
Let L∗

ω : H∗
θω → H∗

ω be the dual operator. Then by [33, Lemma A.2.6] the projective diameter of
L∗
ωC∗

θω inside C∗
ω equals the the projective LωCω, inside Cθω (which by Corollary 70 does not exceed

D(ω)). Note that [33, Lemma A.2.6] is technically about complex cones, but the arguments needed in
the case of real cones are essentially the same31.

We need now the following result.

71. Lemma. For every µ ∈ C∗
ω and all h ∈ H we have

|µ(h)| ≤ 2‖h‖µ(1).
Proof. First, let us show that a closed ball of radius 1/2 around 1 is contained in Cω. Indeed, let
h = 1 + f where ‖f‖ ≤ 1

2 . Then h belongs to Cω if and only if for all x and x′ so that ρ(x, x′) ≤ ξ we
have

h(x) ≤ eγ
α
ωρ(x,x

′)αh(x′), ρ(x, x′)α = (ρ(x, x′))
α

which can also be written as

(5.2) f(x)− f(x′) ≤ (eγ
α
ωρ(x,x

′)α − 1)(1 + f(x′)).

Now, since et − 1 ≥ t for all t ≥ 0 and 1 + f(x′) ≥ 1− ‖f‖∞ we have

(eγ
α
ωρ(x,x

′)α − 1)(1 + f(x′)) ≥ γαωρ(x, x
′)α(1− ‖f‖∞) ≥ 1

2
ρ(x, x′)α

31Noticing also that the closure of the cone C̃ω = {ν ∈ H∗
ω : ν(g) > 0, ∀g ∈ Cω \ {0}} coincides with C∗

ω (because
there is a linear functional which is strictly positive on Cω \ {0}).
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where we have used that γαω ≥ 1 and ‖f‖∞ ≤ ‖f‖ ≤ 1
2 . On the other hand, since v(f) ≤ ‖f‖ ≤ 1

2 we
have

f(x) − f(x′) ≤ ρ(x, x′)αv(f) ≤ 1

2
ρ(x, x′)α.

Combing the last two estimates we obtain (5.2).
Next, let µ ∈ C∗

ω, and let h ∈ Hω be so that ‖h‖ ≤ 1. Then 1± 1
2h ∈ Cω and so

µ(1± 1

2
h) ≥ 0,

that is
|µ(h)| ≤ 2µ(1).

�

Next, let ρ(ω) = tanh(D(ω)/4) (as was defined in Section 2.3.1). Let µ ∈ C∗
θnω and ν ∈ C∗

θmω

for some m ≥ n. Then by the projective contraction properties of linear maps (see [10] and [41,
Theorem 1.1]) the projective distance between (Lnω)∗µ and (Lmω )∗ν = (Lnω)∗(Lm−n

θnω )∗ν does not exceed

ρω,n =
∏n−1
j=0 ρ(θ

jω). Hence by32 [33, Theorem A.2.3] and [43, Lemma 5.2],
∥

∥

∥

∥

(Lnω)∗µ
µ(Lnω1)

− (Lmω )∗ν

ν(Lmω 1)

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤
√
2ρω,n.

Notice that ρω,n converges exponentially fast to 0 for P-a.a. ω (indeed ρ(·) < 1 and θ is ergodic).
Thus, for any sequence µn so that µ ∈ C∗

θnω the limit

νω = lim
n→∞

(Lnω)∗µ
µ(Lnω1)

exists, belongs to C∗
ω and it does not depend on the choice of the sequence (hence ω → νω is measurable).

Moreover, by fixing n and letting m→ ∞ we have

(5.3)

∥

∥

∥

∥

(Lnω)∗µ
µ(Lnω1)

− νω

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤
√
2ρω,n.

Note that νω(1) = 1. Furthermpre, by plugging in (Lnθω)∗µ inside L∗
ω and using (5.3) with θω instead

of ω we see that there is a number λω so that L∗
ωνθω = λωνω. Plugging in g = 1 we also see that

λω = νθω(Lω1). Finally, since Hω is dense in C(Eω) and νω is positive we get that νω can be extended
to a probability measure on Eω.
5.1.3. Reconstruction of hω with effective rates. We first need the following result.

72. Lemma. In the case ξ < 1 for every i we have

νω(B(xi, ξ)) ≥
e−2‖φω‖∞

deg(Tω)
:= bω

where the points xi = xi,ω are described in Section 2.1.

Proof. First, recall our (covering) assumption that for all i we have Tω(Bω(xi, ξ)) = Eθω. Hence, for
every x ∈ Eθω we have

(

Lω(1Bω(xi,ξ))
)

(x) ≥ e−‖φω‖∞ .

Next, since λω = νθω(Lω1) we have

λω ≤ ‖Lω1‖∞ ≤ deg(Tω)e
‖φω‖∞

and so

νω(B(xi, ξ)) = νθω(λ
−1
ω Lω(1Bω(xi,ξ))) ≥ λ−1

ω e−‖φω‖∞ ≥ e−2‖φω‖∞

deg(Tω)
.

�

32These results are formulated for complex cones, but a real complex cone is embedded in its canonical complexifi-
cation (together with the corresponding projective metrics)
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73. Lemma. For every g ∈ Cω we have

‖g‖ ≤ Kωνω(g)

where when ξ < 1,

Kω = e2‖φω‖∞+2ξαγα
ω deg(Tω)(1 + γαω )

while when ξ = 1 we have Kω = (1 + γαω)e
γα
ω .

Proof. Fix some g ∈ Cω. Suppose first that ξ < 1. Let x ∈ Eω and let i be so that ρ(x, xi) ≤ ξ,
xi = xi,ω . Then since g ∈ Cω we have

g(x) ≤ eξ
αγα

ω g(xi) ≤ e2ξ
αγα

ω inf{g(y) : d(y, xi) ≤ ξ} ≤ e2ξ
αγα

ω

νω(B(xi, ξ))

∫

Bω(xi,ξ)

g(z)dz

≤ e2ξ
αγα

ω b−1
ω νω(g).

where in the last inequality we have used Lemma 72. By taking the supremum over all possible choices
of x we see that

sup g = ‖g‖∞ ≤ e2ξ
αγα

ω b−1
ω νω(g).

When ξ = 1 we have

sup g ≤ eγ
α
ω inf g ≤ eγ

α
ω νω(g).

Finally, in both cases, if g(x) > g(x′) and ρ(x, x′) ≤ ξ then

g(x)− g(x′) = g(x)(1 − g(x)/g(x′)) ≤ ‖g‖∞(1− e−γ
α
ωρ

α(x,x′)) ≤ ‖g‖∞γαωρα(x, x′).
Thus,

v(g) = vα,ξ(g) ≤ ‖g‖∞γαω
and so

‖g‖ = v(g) + ‖g‖∞ ≤ (1 + γαω ) ‖g‖∞.
Now the lemma follows from the above upper bounds on ‖g‖∞. �

Next, arguing as in [33, Theorem 5.3.1 (iii)] we can prove the following result.

74. Lemma. For every f ∈ Hω there are f1, f2 ∈ Cω and negative constants c1, c2 so that f =
f1 − c1 − (f2 − c2) and

‖f1‖+ ‖f2‖+ |c1|+ |c2| ≤ rω‖f‖
where rω = 4

(

1 + 2
γα
ω

)

≤ 8.

Next, by applying [33, Theorem A.2.3] and taking into account Corollary 70 and Lemma 73 we see
that for every g ∈ Cθ−nω and f ∈ Cθ−mω with m ≥ n we have

∥

∥

∥

∥

Lnθ−nωg

νθ−nω(Lnθ−nωg)
− Lnθ−mωf

νθ−mω(Lnθ−mωf)

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤ 1

2
Kωρθ−nω,n.

Notice that

νθ−nω(Lnθ−nωg) = λθ−nω,nνθ−nω(g), νθ−mω(Lmθ−mωf) = λθ−mω,mνθ−mω(f)

where λω,n =
∏n−1
j=0 λθjω. We thus see that for every sequence (gn) so that gn ∈ Cθ−nω the limit

(5.4) hω = lim
n→∞

Lnθ−nωgn

νθ−nω(gn)λθ−nω,n

exists, it does not depend on the sequence (gn), it belongs to Cω and νω(hω) = 1 (and so by Lemma 73
we have ‖hω‖ ≤ Kω). Moreover, by taking gn = 1 for every n and applying Lω to both sides of (5.4)
we see that Lωhω = λωhθω. Furthermore, by fixing n, taking f = fm ∈ Cθ−mω and letting m→ ∞ we
see that for every g ∈ Cθ−nω we have

(5.5)

∥

∥

∥

∥

Lnθ−nωg

λθ−nω,n
− νθ−nω(g)hω

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤ 1

2
Kωνθ−nω(g)ρθ−nω,n.
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In addition, since hω ∈ Cω by (5.1), for all x, x′ ∈ Eθω we have

hθω(x) = (λω)
−1Lωhω(x) ≤ λ−1

ω Bω,0Lωhω(x′) = Bω,0hθω(x
′).

Since νω(hω) = 1 we conclude that minhθω ≥ B−1
ω,0.

Finally, by Lemma 74, for every g ∈ Hθ−nω, there are g1, g2 in Cθ−nω and nonnegative constants
c1, c2 so that g = g1 − c1 − (g2 − c2) and

‖g1‖+ ‖g2‖+ |c1|+ |c2| ≤ 8‖g‖.
Thus, by applying (5.5) with g = g1, g = g2 and the constant functions g = −c1 and g = −c2 we see
that

∥

∥

∥

∥

Lnθ−nωg

λθ−nω,n
− νθ−nω(g)hω

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤ 4Kω‖g‖ρθ−nω,n.

5.2. Effective rates for partially expanding maps: proof of Theorem 47 (i)-(iii) in the
setup of Section 2.2.

5.2.1. The cones. Set κω = 1
sω

and consider the real cone

Cω = Cω,κω = {g ∈ Hω : g > 0 and v(g) ≤ κω inf g}.
75. Lemma. We have

(5.6) LωCω ⊂ Cθω,ζωκθω
⊂ Cθω

where33 ζω = sωκω+(1+κω)eεωHω

κθω
= sθω

(

1 + (1 + s−1
ω )eεωHω

)

< 1.

Proof of Lemma 68. The proof of (5.6) proceeds similarly to the proof of [16, Theorem 5.1]. Let
g ∈ Cω = Cω,κω . Fix some ω and two points x, y in Eθω and denote by (xi) and (yi) their inverse
images under Tω, respectively. Then

|Lωg(x)− L(j)g(y)|
inf Lωg

≤ |Lωg(x)− Lωg(y)|
dωeinf φω inf g

≤ d−1
ω

dω
∑

i=1

eφω(xi)−inf φω |g(xi)− g(yi)|(inf g)−1

+d−1
ω

dω
∑

i=1

|(g(yi)/ inf g)e− inf φω |eφω(xi) − eφω(yi)| := I1 + I2.

Next, since g ∈ Cω for each i we have |g(xi)− g(yi)| ≤ v(g)ρα(xi, yi) ≤ κω inf g · ρα(xi, yi). Moreover,
we have φω(xi) − inf φω ≤ supφω − inf φω = εω. Combining these estimates and taking into account
(2.7), (2.8) and (2.9) we get that

I1 ≤ κωρ
α(x, y)eεωd−1

ω (Lαωqω + (dω − qω)σ
−α
ω ) = ρα(x, y)sωκω

where we recall that sω was defined in (2.12).
In order to bound I2, we first observe that sup g ≤ inf g + v(g) ≤ (1 + κω) inf g and that by the

definition 2.11 of the local Hölder constant Hω and the mean value theorem we see that

|eφω(xi) − eφω(yi)| ≤ emax(φω(xi),φω(yi))|φω(xi)− φω(yi)| ≤ einf φω+εωHωρ
α(x, y).

Using these estimates we obtain that

I2 ≤ ρα(x, y)(1 + κω)e
εωHω.

We conclude that

v(Lωg) ≤ (sωκω + (1 + κω)e
εωHω) inf Lωg = ζωκθω inf Lωg

and therefore

(5.7) LωCω,κω ⊂ Cθω,ζωκθω
⊂ Cθω,κθω

= Cθω.
�

33The fact that ζω < 1 follows from the condition on Hω in (2.12).
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Next,

76. Corollary. The projective diameter of LωCω inside Cθω does not exceed

D(ω) := 2 ln

(

1 + ζω
1− ζω

)

+ 2 ln (1 + ζωκω) .

Proof. See [16, Section 4] or [44, Section 5] (recalling our assumption that diam(Eω) ≤ 1). �

5.2.2. Reconstruction of νω using dual cones. Let C∗
ω be the dual cone of Cω. Let L∗

ω : H∗
θω → H∗

ω

be the dual operator. Then, as explained in Section 5.1.2, the projective diameter of L∗
ωC∗

θω inside C∗
ω

equals the the projective LωCω inside Cθω (which does not exceed D(ω)).
Next, we need the following result.

77. Lemma. For every µ ∈ C∗
ω and all h ∈ H we have

|µ(h)| ≤ kω‖h‖µ(1)
where kω = 1+κω

κω
= 1 + sω ≤ 2 (and κω = 1

sω
).

Proof. As in the proof of Lemma 71, it is enough to show that a closed ball or radius κω

1+κω
around 1

is contained in Cω. Indeed, let h = 1 + f where ‖f‖ < 1. Then inf(1 + f) ≥ 1− ‖f‖∞ ≥ 1− ‖f‖ and
v(1 + f) = v(f) ≤ ‖f‖. Hence h ∈ Cω if

‖f‖ ≤ κω(1− ‖f‖).
�

Finally, let ρ(ω) = tanh(D(ω)/4). Let µ ∈ C∗
θnω and ν ∈ C∗

θmω for some m ≥ n. Then the projective

distance between (Lnω)∗µ and (Lmω )∗ν = (Lnω)∗(Lm−n
θnω )∗ν does not exceed ρω,n =

∏n−1
j=0 ρ(θ

jω). Thus,
as in Section 5.1.2 we conclude that

∥

∥

∥

∥

(Lnω)∗µ
µ(Lnω1)

− (Lmω )∗ν

ν(Lmω 1)

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤
√
2kωρω,n.

Thus, for any sequence µn so that µ ∈ C∗
θnω the limit

νω = lim
n→∞

(Lnω)∗µ
µ(Lnω1)

exists, belongs to C∗
ω and it does not depend on the choice of the sequence. Moreover, by fixing n and

letting m→ ∞ we have
∥

∥

∥

∥

(Lnω)∗µ
µ(Lnω1)

− νω

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤
√
2kωρω,n.

Note that νω(1) = 1. Moreover, as in Section 5.1.2 there is a number λω so that L∗
ωνθω = λωνω, where

λω = νθω(Lω1). Furthermore, νω is a probability measure.

5.2.3. Reconstruction of hω with effective rates. We first need the following result.

78. Lemma. For every g ∈ Cω = Cω,κω we have

‖g‖ ≤ Kω inf g ≤ Kωνω(g)

where
Kω = 1 + 2κω.

Proof. First, since g ∈ Cω we have

‖g‖ = sup g + v(g) ≤ sup g + κω inf g.

Second, in order to estimate sup g, using that v(g) ≤ κω inf g we see that for every x ∈ Eω we have
|g(x) − inf g| ≤ v(g)diam(Eω)α ≤ κωdiam(Eω)α inf g. Taking into account that diam(Eω) ≤ 1 we
conclude that sup g ≤ (1 + κω) inf g, which completes the proof of the lemma. �

The next result we need is the following.
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79. Lemma. For every g ∈ Hω there is a constant c(g) > 0 and a function g1 ∈ Cω so that g = g1−c(g)
and

‖g1‖+ c(g) ≤ 3‖g‖.
Proof. Let c(g) = v(g)/κω + sup |g| ≤ ‖g‖. Then g1 = g + c(g) ∈ Cω and so g = g1 − cg and since
κω ≥ 1 we have

‖g1‖+ c(g) = ‖g + c(g)‖+ c(g) ≤ ‖g‖+ 2c(g) ≤ 3‖g‖.
�

By repeating the arguments in Section 5.1.3 we see that for every m,n ∈ N such that m ≥ n and
all g ∈ Cθ−nω and f ∈ Cθ−mω we have

∥

∥

∥

∥

Lnθ−nωg

νθ−nω(Lnθ−nωg)
− Lnθ−mωg

νθ−mω(Lnθ−mωf)

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤ 1

2
Kωρθ−nω,n.

Moreover, for any sequence (gn) so that gn ∈ Cθ−nω the limit

hω = lim
n→∞

Lnθ−nωgn

νθ−nω(gn)λθ−nω,n

exists, it does not depend on (gn), it belongs to Cω and νω(hω) = 1. Furthermore, Lωhω = λωhθω and
∥

∥

∥

∥

Lnθ−nωg

λθ−nω,n

− νθ−nω(g)hω

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤ 1

2
Kωνθ−nω(g)ρθ−nω,n.

In addition, since hω ∈ Cω we have suphω ≤ Bω,1 inf hω where Bω,1 = 1 + κω and we have used that

diam(Eω) ≤ 1. Since νω(hω) = 1 we conclude that minhω ≥ B−1
ω,1.

Finally, arguing as in Section 5.1.3, by using Lemma 79 instead of Lemma 74 we see that
∥

∥

∥

∥

Lnθ−nωg

λθ−nω,n

− νθ−nω(g)hω

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤ 2Kω‖g‖ρθ−nω,n.

5.3. Decay of correlations and the normalized transfer operators: proof of Theorem 47
(iv)-(v). Let the operator Lω be defined by

Lωg =
Lω(ghω)
hθωλω

.

Then, using that ‖fg‖ ≤ 3‖f‖‖g‖ for every two Hölder continuous functions, we see that

‖Lnωg − µω(g)‖ =

∥

∥

∥

∥

Lnω(ghω)
λω,nhθnω

− νω(ghω)

∥

∥

∥

∥

=

∥

∥

∥

∥

(

1

hθnω

)

(Lnω(ghω)− νω(ghω)hθnω)

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤ 3

∥

∥

∥

∥

1

hθnω

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

Lnω(ghω)
λω,n

− νω(ghω)hθnω

∥

∥

∥

∥

.

Now, since hω ≥ B−1
ω,1 we have ‖1/hω‖ ≤ v(hω)B

2
ω,1 +Bω,1 ≤ 2B2

ω,1Kω. Thus, by (3.8) (and recalling

the formula of Bω in Section 2.3.2),

‖Lnωg − µω(g)‖ ≤ Bθnωρω,n.

Now the decay of correlations (3.10) follows from the equality

Covµω (g, f · T nω ) =
∫

f · (Lnωg − µω(g))dµθnω.

6. Random complex RPF theorems with effective rates: proof of Theorem 49

As opposed to the previous sections in this section we will begin with the setup of Section 2.2. The
reason is that in the setup of Section 2.1 the appropriate projective estimates needed to prove Theorem
49 are similar to [33, Ch. 4-5] (with some modifications). Henceforth, for the sake of convenience, we
will always assume that µω(uω) = 0, namely we will replace uω with ũω = uω − µω(uω).
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6.1. Complex cones contractions for random maps with expansion and contraction. The
proof of Theorem 49 relies on the theory of the canonical complexification of real Birkhoff cones.
We will give a reminder of the appropriate results concerning this theory in the body of the proof
of Theorem 80 below, and the readers are referred to [33, Appendix A] for a summary of the main
definitions and results concerning contraction properties of real and complex cones (the properties of
the complex cones is essentially a summary of the appropriate results in [43, 27, 28]).

Let Cω,C be the canonical complexification of the cone Cω (see [33, Appendix A]), and let C∗
ω,C :=

{ν ∈ H∗
ω : ν(c) 6= 0 ∀ν ∈ Cω,C \ {0}} be its complex dual cone.

80. Theorem. (i) The cones Cω,C and their duals C∗
ω,C have bounded aperture: for all g ∈ Cω,C and

ν ∈ C∗
ω,C and every point xω ∈ Eω we have

(6.1) ‖g‖ ≤ Qω|g(xω)| and ‖ν‖ ≤Mω|ν(1)|
where Qω = 2

√
2(1 + 2κω) = 2

√
2Kω and Mω = 1

6κω
, κω = s−1

ω

(ii) The cones Cω,C are linearly convex, namely for every g 6∈ Cω,C there exists µ ∈ C∗
ω,C such that

µ(g) = 0.
(iii) The cones Cω,C are reproducing: for any complex-value function g ∈ Hω there is are constant

c1(g), c2(g) > 0 and functions g1, g2 ∈ Cω ⊂ Cω,C so that g = g1 − c1(g) + i(g2 − c2(g)) and

‖g1‖+ c1(g) + ‖g2‖+ c2(g) ≤ 6‖g‖.
(iv) Let

c0(ω) = 32κ−1
θω (1 + 2κω)e

‖uω‖∞+2‖φω‖∞‖uω‖(1 +Hω)(1− ζω)
−1

and for all complex z so that |z| ≤ 1 set

δω(z) = 2|z|co(ω) (1 + cosh(D(ω)/2)) .

Then, if δω(z) ≤ 1− e−D(ω) we have that

L(z)
ω Cω,C ⊂ Cθω,C

and the Hilbert diameter of the image with respect to the complex projective metric corresponding to
the cone Cθω,C does not exceed 7D(ω).

Proof of Theorem 80. (i) First (see [33, Appendix A] and [43, Section 5]) we have

(6.2) Cω,C = {g ∈ Hω : ℜ
(

µ(g)ν(g)
)

≥ 0 ∀µ, ν ∈ C∗
ω}.

We begin with showing that the complex cones Cω,C and their duals have bounded aperture. First,
for every point a ∈ Eω and g ∈ Cω we have

‖g‖ = sup g + v(g) ≤ inf g + 2v(g) ≤ (1 + 2κω) inf g ≤ (1 + 2κω)g(a)

where we have used that g(x) − g(y) ≤ (diam(Eω))αv(g) ≤ v(g) for every real-valued function on Eω.
By applying [43, Lemma 5.2] we conclude that for every g ∈ Cω,C we have

‖g‖ ≤ 2
√
2(1 + 2κω)g(a).

Next, in order to show that the cone Cω,C has bounded aperture we will apply [33, Lemma A.2.7] which
states that

‖ν‖ ≤Mων(1), ∀ ν ∈ C∗
ω,C

if the complex cone Cω,C contains the ball of radius 1/Mω around the constant function 1. The first
step in showing that such a ball exists is the following representation of the real cone:

Cω = {g ∈ Hω : s(g) ≥ 0, ∀ s ∈ Γω}
where Γω ⊂ H∗

ω is the class of linear functionals s which either have the form s(g) = sa(g) = g(a) for
some a ∈ Eω or have the form

s = sx,y,t,κω(g) = κωg(t)−
g(x)− g(y)

ρα(x, y)
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for some x, y, t ∈ Eω so that x 6= y. Then (see [33, Appendix A]), since Γω generates the dual cone C∗
ω,

the cannonical complexification of Cω can be written in the following form:

(6.3) Cω,C = {x ∈ Hω,C : ℜ
(

µ(x)ν(x)
)

≥ 0, ∀µ, ν ∈ Γω}.

Using (6.3), it is enough to show that for all g of the form g = 1+ h with ‖h‖ ≤ ε̄ω := 1
Mω

, and every
s1, s2 ∈ Γω we have

ℜ(s1(g) · s2(g)) ≥ 0.

Notice that si(g) = 1 + si(h) and so

ℜ(s1(g) · s2(g)) ≥ 1− |s1(h)| − |s2(h)| − |s1(h)s2(h)|.
Now, there are four cases. When si(g) = g(ai) for some ai ∈ Eω then

ℜ(s1(g) · s2(g)) ≥ 1− 2‖h‖∞ − ‖h‖2∞ > 0

since ‖h‖ ≤ ε̄ω <
1
3 . Let us suppose next that s1(g) = g(a) and s2(g) = κωg(t)− g(x)−g(y)

ρα(x,y) . Then

ℜ(s1(g) · s2(g)) ≥ 1− κω‖h‖∞ − v(h)− ‖h‖2∞κω − ‖h‖∞v(h) ≥ 1− 2‖h‖(κω + 1)

where we have used that ‖h‖ ≤ 1. Notice that the above right hand side is nonnegative if ‖h‖ ≤ 1
Mω

=
1

6κω
since κω ≥ 1. A similar inequality holds true when s2(g) = g(a) and s1(g) = κωg(t) − g(x)−g(y)

ρα(x,y) .

Let us assume now that si(g) = κωg(ti)− g(xi)−g(yi)
ρα(xi,yi)

for appropriate choices of ti, xi, yi, i = 1, 2. Then

ℜ(s1(g) · s2(g)) ≥ 1− 2(κω‖h‖∞ + v(h))− (κω‖h‖∞ + v(h))2

≥ 1− 2κω‖h‖ − (κω‖h‖)− 2κω‖h‖ − ‖h‖ ≥ 1− 6κω‖h‖
where in the last two inequalities we have used that κω ≥ 1 and ‖h‖ ≤ κ−1

ω ≤ 1. The above left hand
side is nonnegative since ‖h‖ ≤ ε̄ω =M−1

ω = 1
6κω

.

(ii) By [28, Lemma 4.1], in order to show that the cone Cω,C is linearly convex it is enough to show
that there there is a continues linear functional ℓ which is strictly positive on Cω \ {0}. Clearly we can
take ℓ(g) = g(a) for an arbitrary point a in Eω.

(iii) This is a direct consequence of Lemma 79 applied with the real and imaginary parts of g.

(iv) Recall first that by Lemma 68, for all ω,

(6.4) LωCω ⊂ Cθω,ζωκθω
.

We will next prove that for every s ∈ Γθω, g ∈ Cω (the real cone) and a complex number z so that
|z| ≤ 1 we have

(6.5)
∣

∣

∣
s(L(z)

ω g)− s(Lωg)
∣

∣

∣
≤ c0(ω)|z|s(Lωg).

After this is established we can apply [33, Theorem A.2.4] and obtain item (iv).
Let us first consider the case when s(f) = f(a) for some a ∈ Eθω. Then

∣

∣

∣s(L(z)
ω g)− s(Lωg)

∣

∣

∣ =
∣

∣Lω
(

g(ezuω − 1)
)

(a)
∣

∣ ≤ ‖ezuω − 1‖∞Lωg(a) = ‖ezuω − 1‖∞s(Lωg)

≤ |z|‖uω‖∞e‖uω‖∞s(Lωg) ≤ c0(ω)|z|s(Lωg).
Next, let us consider the case when s = sx,y,t,κθω

. We first need the following simple result/observation:
let A and A′ be complex numbers, B and B′ be real numbers, and let ε1 > 0 and ζ ∈ (0, 1) be so that

• B > B′

• |A−B| ≤ ε1B
• |A′ −B′| ≤ ε1B
• |B′/B| ≤ ζ.
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Then
∣

∣

∣

∣

A−A′

B −B′ − 1

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ 2ε1(1− ζ)−1.

The proof of this result is elementary, just write
∣

∣

∣

∣

A−A′

B −B′ − 1

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤
∣

∣

∣

∣

A−B

B −B′

∣

∣

∣

∣

+

∣

∣

∣

∣

A′ −B′

B −B′

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ 2Bε1
B −B′ =

2ε1
1−B′/B

.

Next, fix some nonzero g ∈ Cω and (x, y, t) ∈ ∆θω. Then, in order to obtain (6.5) when s = sx,y,t,κω

we need to show that the conditions of the above result hold true with A = κθωL(z)
ω g(t),

B = κθωLωg(t), A′ =
L(z)
ω g(x)− L(z)

ω g(y)

ρα(x, y)
, B′ =

Lωg(x)− Lωg(y)
ρα(x, y)

and ζ = ζω and ε1 = 16κ−1
θω (1 + 2κω)(1 +Hω)e

‖uω‖∞+2‖φω‖∞‖uω‖|z|.
We begin by noting that B > B′ since the function Lωg is a nonzero member of the cone Cω,R,ζωκθω

.
In fact, this already implies that

|B′/B| ≤ ζω inf Lωg/B ≤ ζω < 1.

Next, notice that when |z| ≤ 1 we have

|A−B| = κθω|L(z)
ω g(t)− Lωg(t)| = κθω|Lω(g(ezuω − 1))(t)|

≤ κθω‖ezuω − 1‖∞Lωg(t) ≤ |z|e‖uω‖∞‖uω‖∞B.
Finally, let us estimate the difference |A′ −B′|. For each a, b ∈ Eω we define

∆a,b(z) = eφω(a)(ezuω(a) − 1)g(a)− eφω(b)(ezuω(b) − 1)g(b).

Denote again by xi and yi the preimages of x and y under Tω, respectively, where 1 ≤ i ≤ dω. Then

ρα(x, y)(A′ −B′) =
dω
∑

i=1

∆xi,yi(z).

Next, by using the mean value theorem we see that

|∆xi,yi(z)| = |∆xi,yi(z)−∆xi,yi(0)| ≤ |z| sup
|q|≤|z|

|∆′
xi,yi(q)|.

In order to estimate the above derivative, first note that

|eφω(xi) − eφω(yi)| ≤ (eφω(xi) + eφω(yi))Hωρ
α(x, y).

Therefore, for every complex q so that |q| ≤ 1 and all 1 ≤ i ≤ dω ,

|∆′
xi,yi(q)| ≤ 8(1 +Hω)e

‖uω‖∞‖uω‖(eφ(xi) + eφ(yi))‖g‖ρα(x, y).
We conclude that for every z ∈ C with |z| ≤ 1,

|A′ −B′| ≤ 8|z|(1 +Hω)e
‖uω‖∞‖uω‖‖g‖(Lω1(x) + Lω1(y)).

Now, since g ∈ Cω we have ‖g‖ ≤ rω inf g, where rω = (1 + 2κω) and

inf g ≤ d−1
ω e‖φω‖∞Lωg(t) = κ−1

θω d
−1
ω e‖φω‖∞B.

Using also that Lω1 ≤ dωe
‖φω‖∞ we see that

|A′ −B′| ≤ 16κ−1
θω (1 + 2κω)(1 +Hω)e

‖uω‖∞+2‖φω‖∞‖uω‖|z|B.
We thus conclude that we can take

ζ = ζω and ε1 = 16κ−1
θω (1 + 2κω)(1 +Hω)e

‖uω‖∞+2‖φω‖∞‖uω‖|z|
in the above general result, which completes the proof of (6.5) in the case s = sx,y,t,κθω

since cω =
2ε1(1− ζ)−1. �
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6.1.1. A complex RPF theorem with effective rates.

Proof of Theorem 49 in the setup of Section 2.2. Set

δ(ω) = 2c0(ω) (1 + cosh(D(ω)/2)) = 2Eω.

Then δω(z) = |z|δ(ω) and the assumptions in Theorem 49 insure that

A := esssup
(

δ(ω)(1− e−D(ω))−1
)

<∞.

Hence the condition δω(z) ≤ 1−e−D(ω) holds true when |z| ≤ 1/A. Relying on Theorem 80, proceeding
as in the of the proof of the real RPF theorem (Theorem 47), we see that there is a constant r0 so that
P-a.s. for every complex number z so that |z| ≤ r0 there is a triplet consisting of a nonzero complex

random variable λω(z), a random function ĥ
(z)
ω ∈ Cω,C and a random linear functional ν

(z)
ω ∈ C∗

ω,C so

that ν
(z)
ω (1) = νω(ĥ

(z)
ω ) = 1,

(L(z)
ω )∗ν(z)θω = λω(z)ν

(z)
ω

and for every µ ∈ Cω
∥

∥

∥

∥

(Lz,nω )∗µ

µ(Lz,nω 1)
− ν(z)ω

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤Mωρ̃ω,n

where ρ̃(ω) = tanh(7D(ω)/4). Moreover, for every g ∈ Cθ−nω,C we have

(6.6)

∥

∥

∥

∥

Lz,nθ−nωg

νω(Lz,nθ−nωg)
− ĥ(z)ω

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤
√
2Kωρ̃θ−nω,n.

Since ν
(z)
ω and ĥ

(z)
ω are uniform limits (in z) of analytic in z measurable functions they are analytic

in z and measurable in ω. Similarly, also λω(z) is analytic in z. Since ν
(z)
ω (1) = 1 we conclude from

(6.1) that ‖ν(z)ω ‖ ≤ Mω. Moreover, since νω(ĥ
(z)
ω ) = 1 we conclude from (6.1) that ‖ĥ(z)ω ‖ ≤ 2

√
2Kω.

It is also clear that λω(0) = λω , ν
(0)
ω = νω and ĥ

(0)
ω = hω. To correct the fact that ν

(z)
ω (ĥ

(z)
ω ) might not

equal 1 (notice that it does not vanish since ν
(z)
ω belongs to the dual cone) let us define

h(z)ω =
ĥ
(z)
ω

αω(z)

where αω(z) = ν
(z)
ω (ĥ

(z)
ω ). Notice that αω(0) = 1, αω(z) is analytic in z and

|αω(z)| ≤ ‖ν(z)ω ‖‖ĥ(z)ω ‖ ≤ 2
√
2MωKω.

Let us now obtain (3.13), which in particular will yield that L(z)
ω (h

(z)
ω ) = λω(z)h

(z)
θω . Let us first

prove a version of (3.13) for functions in the cone Cω. First, for every complex number z such that
|z| ≤ r0 and q ∈ Cθ−nω we have

λθ−nω,n(z)ν
(z)
θ−nω(q) = ν(z)ω (Lz,nθ−nωq).

Next, set

bn(q, z) = bn(ω, q, z) =
νω(Lz,nθ−nωq)

ν
(z)
ω (Lz,nθ−nωq)

.

Then,
∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

Lz,nθ−nωq

λθ−nω,n(z)ν
(z)
θ−nω(q)

− h(z)ω

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

=

∥

∥

∥

∥

bn(q, z) ·
Lz,nθ−nωq

νω(Lz,nθ−nωq)
− h(z)ω

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤
∥

∥

∥

∥

bn(q, z)

( Lz,nθ−nωq

νω(Lz,nθ−nωq)
− ĥ(z)ω

)∥

∥

∥

∥

+

∥

∥

∥

∥

(

bn(q, z)−
1

αω(z)

)

ĥ(z)ω

∥

∥

∥

∥

:= I1 + I2

where we have used the above definition of h
(z)
ω . Now, by (6.6) we have

∣

∣(bn(q, z))
−1 − αω(z)

∣

∣ =

∣

∣

∣

∣

ν(z)ω

( Lz,nθ−nωq

νω(Lz,nθ−nωq)

)

− ν(z)ω (ĥ(z)ω )

∣

∣

∣

∣
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≤ ‖ν(z)ω ‖
∥

∥

∥

∥

Lz,nθ−nωq

νω(Lz,nθ−nωq)
− ĥ(z)ω

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤
√
2MωKωρ̃θ−nω,n.

Hence, if n satisfies that
√
2MωKωρ̃θ−nω,n <

1
2 |αω(z)| (which, since z → αω(z) is analytic and non-

vanishing, is true P-a.s. for every n large enough uniformly in z) then

(6.7)

∣

∣

∣

∣

bn(q, z)−
1

αω(z)

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ 2
√
2MωKωρ̃θ−nω,n

|αω(z)|2
≤ |αω(z)|−1.

Combing this with the upper bound ‖ĥ(z)ω ‖ ≤ 2
√
2Kω we conclude that for such n’s we have

I2 ≤ 8MωK
2
ωρ̃θ−nω,n

|αω(z)|2
.

Using now (6.6) together with (6.7) and that |αω(z)| ≤ 2
√
2MωKω we see that for n satisfying the

above properties we have

I1 ≤ |bn(q, z)|
√
2Kωρθ−nω,n ≤ 2|αω(z)|−1

(√
2Kωρ̃θ−nω,n

)

.

By combining the above estimates on I1 and I2 we see that
∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

Lz,nθ−nωq

λθ−nω,n(z)ν
(z)
θ−nω(q)

− h(z)ω

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤
(

2
√
2Kω|αω(z)|−1 + 8MωK

2
ω|αω(z)|−2

)

ρ̃θ−nω,n := R(ω, n, z).

Finally, using that ‖ν(z)θ−nω‖ ≤Mθ−nω we conclude that for every g ∈ Cθ−nω,C we have
∥

∥

∥

∥

Lz,nθ−nωq

λθ−nω,n(z)
− h(z)ω

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤Mθ−nωR(ω, n, z).

Now the proof of (3.13) is completed by using the reproducing property stated in Theorem 80 (iii).
�

6.2. Complex cones for properly expanding maps. In this section we will briefly explain how
to prove Theorem 49 in the setup of Section 2.1. Since this is completed similarly to the proof in the
setup of Section 2.2 (using ideas from [33, Ch.5]) we will formulate the results concerning complex
cones without their proofs.

We suppose here that (2.4) holds true and that uω satisfies v(uω) ≤ Hω with some Hω so that

γ−αω v(uω) +Hω ≤ γαθω − 1.

Then, by replacing φω with φω,t = φω + tuω all the results concerning real cones hold true for φω,t
when t ∈ [−1, 1], with Zω = γ−αω v(uω)+Hω instead of Hω and with ‖φω‖∞+‖uω‖∞ instead of ‖φω‖∞.

We will need the following result, whose proof proceeds essentially as in [33, Ch. 5].

81. Theorem. (i) The cones Cω,C and their duals C∗
ω,C have bounded aperture: for all g ∈ Cω,C and

ν ∈ C∗
ω,C we have

‖g‖ ≤ 2
√
2Kω|νω(g)| and ‖ν‖ ≤Mω|ν(1)|

where Mω and Kω were defined in Section 2.3.1.
(ii) The cones Cω,C are linearly convex, namely for every g 6∈ Cω,C there exists µ ∈ C∗

ω,C such that

µ(g) = 0.
(iii) The cones Cω,C are reproducing: for every complex-valued function g ∈ Hω there are constants

c1(g), c2(g) > 0 and functions g1, g2 ∈ Cω ⊂ Cω,C so that g = g1 − c1(g) + i(g2 − c2(g)) and

‖g1‖+ c1(g) + ‖g2‖+ c2(g) ≤ 2rω‖g‖

where rω = 8
(

1 + 2
γα
ω

)

≤ 24.

(iv) Let c0(ω) be defined as in Section 2.3.1 and let

D̃(ω) = γαθω + 2 ln

(

1 + q̃(ω)

1− q̃(ω)

)
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where q̃(ω) = H̃ω+1
γα
θω

, Then, if δω(z) ≤ 1− e−D̃(ω) we have that

L(z)
ω Cω,C ⊂ Cθω,C

and the Hilbert diameter of the image with respect to the complex projective metric corresponding to
the cone Cθω,C does not exceed 7D(ω), with D(ω) defined in Section 2.3.1.

Relying on Theorem 81 the proof of Theorem 49 in the setup of Section 2.1 proceeds exactly as in
Section 6.1.1.

82. Remark. Notice that D̃(ω) ≥ 1 and so 1− e−D̃(ω) ≥ 1− e−1. Hence, if

Eω = c0(ω)
(

1 + cosh(D̃(ω)/2)
)

is a bounded random variable then there is a constant r0 > 0 so that the condition δω(z) ≤ 1− e−D̃(ω)

holds true when |z| ≤ r0. Notice also that cosh(D̃(ω)/2) ≤ eD̃(ω)/2.

6.3. The “normalized” complex operators. In this section we will prove (3.14) relying on (3.13).

Let us consider the operators L
(z)
ω given by

L(z)
ω g =

L(z)
ω (ghω)

hθωλω
.

Then
∥

∥

∥

∥

Lz,nω g

λ̄ω,n(z)
− µ(z)

ω (g)h̄(z)ω

∥

∥

∥

∥

=

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

Lz,nω (ghω)

λω,n(z)hθnω
− ν(z)ω (ghω)

h
(z)
θnω

hθnω

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

≤ 3

∥

∥

∥

∥

1

hθnω

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

Lz,nω (ghω)

λω,n(z)
− ν(z)ω (ghω)h

(z)
θnω

∥

∥

∥

∥

.

Now, as in Section 5.3 we have 3‖1/hω‖ ≤ Uω and thus (3.14) follows from (3.13).
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[28] L. Dubois, An explicit Berry-Esséen bound for uniformly expanding maps on the interval, Israel J. Math. 186
(2011), 221-250.

[29] Z. Du. On mixing rates for random perturbations. PhD Thesis, National University of Singapore, 2015.

[30] W. Feller, An introduction to probability theory and its applications, Vol. II., 2d edition, John Wiley & Sons,
Inc., New York-London-Sydney, 1971.

[31] N. Haydn, Y. Psiloyenis Return times distribution for Markov towers with decay of correlations, Nonlinearity
27(6), 1323 (2014)

[32] Y. Hafouta, Yu. Kifer, Berry–Esseen type estimates for nonconventional sums, Stoch. Proc. App. Volume 126,
Issue 8, August 2016, Pages 2430–2464.

[33] Y. Hafouta, Yu. Kifer Nonconventional limit theorems and random dynamics, World Scientific (2018).

[34] Y. Hafouta, Limit theorems for random non-uniformly expanding or hyperbolic maps with exponential tails,
Annales Henri Poincaré 23, 293–332 (2022)
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