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CONCENTRATION AND FLUCTUATION PHENOMENA

IN THE LOCALIZED PHASE OF THE PINNING MODEL

GIAMBATTISTA GIACOMIN AND MARCO ZAMPARO

Abstract. We revisit and expand the analysis in [15] of the localized phase of disor-
dered pinning models. The arguments are developed for i.i.d. site disorder on which we
assume only that the moment generating function is bounded in a neighborhood of the
origin. Quantitative C∞ estimates on the free energy density are established, showing in
particular that the regularity class is at least Gevrey-3. After explaining how a quenched
concentration bound and the quenched Central Limit Theorem (CLT) on the number
of the pinned sites, i.e., the contact number, can be extracted from the regularity es-
timates on the free energy, we establish a quenched Local CLT for the same quantity.
The centering in these CLTs is random in the sense that it is disorder dependent and
a concentration bound and the CLT are established also for the centering sequence, as
well as a Hardy–Littlewood random walk type-estimate for its fluctuations.
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1. The pinning model and its localized phase

1.1. The pinning model. Set N := {1, 2, . . .} and N0 := N ∪ {0} and let T1, T2, · · · be
i.i.d. random variables on a probability space (S,S,P) valued in N ∪ {∞}. Set S0 := 0
and Si := T1 + · · ·+ Ti for i ∈ N. Regarding S0, S1, . . . as renewal times with inter-arrival
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times T1, T2, . . ., the number of renewals by the time n ∈ N0 is

Ln := sup
{

i ∈ N0 : Si ≤ n
}

.

Given a parameter h ∈ R and a real sequence ω := {ωa}a∈N0 , that we call charges and
that model impurities or disorder present in the system, for every n ∈ N0 we introduce
the probability pinning model

dPn,h,ω

dP
:=

1

Zn,h(ω)
e
∑Ln

i=1(h+ωSi
)
1{n∈{Si}i∈N0

} ,

provided that Zn,h(ω) := E[e
∑Ln

i=1(h+ωSi
)
1{n∈{Si}i∈N0

}] > 0. Here and in what follows we

make the usual convention that empty sums are 0 and empty products are 1. We refer
to [11,12,18,28] for an explanation of the origin and relevance of pinning models in applied
sciences, notably physics and biology. In short, we just point out that the renewal set is
interpreted as the ensemble of points, the contacts or pinned sites, at which a polymer,
an interface, or another linear structure enters in contact with a defect line, receiving a
penalty at the contact point a if h + ωa < 0, or a reward if h + ωa > 0. The size of the
contact set Ln is henceforth referred to as contact number.

The assumptions on the law of inter-arrival times and the charges are the following.

Assumption 1.1. p(t) := P[T1 = t] = ℓ(t)/tα+1 for t ∈ N with α ≥ 1 and a slowly varying
function at infinity ℓ. Moreover, p(t) > 0 for all t ∈ N.

We recall that a real measurable function ℓ, defined on [1,+∞) in our case, is slowly
varying at infinity if ℓ(z) > 0 for all sufficiently large z and limz↑+∞ ℓ(λz)/ℓ(z) = 1 for
every λ > 0 [3]. Besides this, we require that p(t) > 0, i.e., ℓ(t) > 0, for all t ∈ N, which in
particular guarantees that Zn,h(ω) > 0 for every n and every ω. We believe that there is
no substantial difficulty in dropping this further hypothesis, thus generalizing our results
to the case in which p(t) > 0 only for t sufficiently large. This however would add one more
step of complexity to arguments that are already rather technical. We remark also that
we do not require that

∑

t∈N p(t) = 1−P[T1 = ∞] = 1, so the law p(·) is a sub-probability
on N, but this is just a presentation choice because it is well known that there is no loss
of generality in assuming P[T1 = ∞] = 0 (see, e.g., [12] pages 14-15).

Assumption 1.2. The disorder sequence ω := {ωa}a∈N0 is sampled from a probability
space (Ω,F ,P) in such a way that the canonical projections ω 7→ ωa form a sequence of

i.i.d. random variables. Furthermore,
∫

Ω eη|ω0|P[dω] < +∞ for some number η > 0 and
∫

Ω ω0P[dω] = 0.

We say that the model is pure or non disordered if P[{ω = 0}] = 1, which is tantamount
to the condition

∫

Ω ω
2
0 P[dω] = 0. In this case the model is explicitly solvable (see [11,12,

18]).

Under Assumptions 1.1 and 1.2, a superadditivity argument shows that the limit defin-
ing the free energy density (we will simply say free energy henceforth)

f(h) := lim
n↑∞

E

[

1

n
logZn,h

]

exists for all h ∈ R (see [11], Theorem 4.6) and introduces a finite non-decreasing convex

function f over R. The bounds Zn,h(ω) ≥ eh+ωnp(n) and Zn,h(ω) ≥ e
∑n

a=1(h+ωa)p(1)n

give f(h) ≥ max{0, h + log p(1)}. The bound Zn,h(ω) ≤ e
∑n

a=1 max{0,h+ωa} yields f(h) ≤
∫

Ωmax{0, h + ω0}P[dω]. Thus, putting hc := inf{h ∈ R : f(h) > 0}, we deduce that
−∞ ≤ hc < +∞, that limh↓hc f(h) = 0, and that f(h) = 0 for h ≤ hc (when hc > −∞).
We say that the model is
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• delocalized, or that it is in the delocalized phase, if h < hc (when hc > −∞);
• critical if h = hc (when hc > −∞);
• localized, or that it is in the localized phase, if h > hc.

This terminology is easily justified by exploiting the convexity properties of the free
energy that, together with the definition of hc, readily yield that the contact density
E[En,h,·[Ln/n]] = (1/n)E[∂h logZn,h] satisfies limn↑∞ E[En,h,·[Ln/n]] = 0 for h < hc (when
hc > −∞) and lim supn↑∞ E[En,h,·[Ln/n]] > 0 for h > hc. Convexity also assures that the
superior limit is a limit except possibly for a countable set of values of h: we will see that
a byproduct of our analysis is that it is a limit in full generality. We refer to [11,12,18,28]
for much more precise results and extensive discussions, including several open questions
(for the delocalized phase we add [2] and references therein).

The results we propose here represent a progress in the understanding of the localized
phase of the pinning model. We underline that much of the existing literature focuses on
the case in which

∫

Ω eξ|ω0|P[dω] < +∞ for every ξ > 0, and this implies that hc > −∞.
In fact, it suffices that c := log

∫

Ω eω0P[dω] < +∞ to have hc ≥ −c > −∞ because of the
annealed bound, which is Jensen’s inequality:

E
[

logZn,h

]

≤ logE
[

Zn,h

]

= log E
[

e(h+c)Ln1{n∈{Si}i∈N0
}
]

≤ (h+ c)n (1.1)

for all n ∈ N0. Next is a more general, almost optimal, result for deciding whether
hc > −∞ or hc = −∞. We set

̺ := sup

{

z ≥ 0 :

∫

Ω
ezω0P[dω] < +∞

}

∈ [η,+∞] , (1.2)

where η > 0 is introduced in Assumption 1.2.

Proposition 1.1. If (α+1)̺ > 1, then hc > −∞. If instead (α+1)̺ < 1, then hc = −∞.

The first part of Proposition 1.1 follows from the basic fractional moment bound [27],
while the second part is obtained via a lower bound on the partition function by restricting
to the renewal trajectory that makes contacts at the points a such that ωa > λ with a
suitably large number λ (see, e.g., [4], Theorem 3.18). One can tackle the case (α+1)̺ = 1
and decide whether hc > −∞ or not in a number of cases, but we are not aware of a
necessary and sufficient condition when (α+ 1)̺ = 1.

We remark that in [22] the analysis of a class of pinning models with heavy-tailed
disorder law is considered, addressing the issue of disorder relevance, i.e., the role of
disorder at criticality. Sharper conditions of the tail behaviour of the charges are imposed
with respect to Assumption 1.2, but in the language of Proposition 1.1 we see that in [22]
it is assumed that ̺ > 1. Therefore, in particular, [22] is restricted to the case in which
hc > −∞, and this follows directly from (1.1) without the need of Proposition 1.1.

1.2. The main results. Most of our results rely, directly or indirectly, on correlation
estimates that generalize analogous results proved in [15]. In spite of the fact that they
are central to our analysis and that ultimately they can be resumed by saying that in the
localized phase correlations decay exponentially fast, they are rather technical and we refer
the reader directly to Section 3.

Here we focus on the following consequences.

Theorem 1.2. The free energy f is infinitely differentiable on (hc,+∞) and the following
property holds for P-a.e. ω: for every compact set H ⊂ (hc,+∞) and r ∈ N0

lim
n↑∞

sup
h∈H

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

n
∂rh logZn,h(ω)− ∂rhf(h)

∣

∣

∣

∣

= lim
n↑∞

sup
h∈H

∣

∣

∣

∣

E

[

1

n
∂rh logZn,h

]

− ∂rhf(h)

∣

∣

∣

∣

= 0 .
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Moreover, f is of class Gevrey-3 on (hc,+∞), i.e., for every H ⊂ (hc,+∞) compact there
exists a constant c > 0 such that for all r ∈ N

sup
h∈H

∣

∣

∣
∂rhf(h)

∣

∣

∣
≤ cr(r!)3 .

We stress that Theorem 1.2, like all the results that follow, is uniform with respect to
the parameter h: we identify a set of charges of full probability for which the results hold
for every h > hc. Note that (the r = 0 case of) Theorem 1.2 improves also the usual result
on existence of the free energy.

Remark 1.3. In [21] it is claimed that the pinning model exhibits a Griffiths singularity
in the localized phase. Mathematically, this is an open problem. In [13], motivated by the
arguments in [21], a toy pinning model is introduced and studied: notably for α = 1/2 this
model exhibits a Griffiths singularity whose precise behaviour is established, in particular
the free energy is in the Gevrey-(3/2) class. In spite of not being completely implausible
that the toy model result holds for the true model, establishing this appears to be very
challenging and how the Gevrey class depends on the exponent α remains elusive even in
the toy model.

We will then show that from Theorem 1.2 one can extract a quenched concentration
bound and a quenched Central Limit Theorem (CLT) for the contact number in the
localized phase, i.e., a concentration bound and a CLT for the contact number in the
localized phase conditional on a typical realization of the charges.

Theorem 1.4. The following properties hold for P-a.e. ω:

(i) for every H ⊂ (hc,+∞) compact there exists a constant κ > 0 such that for all u ≥ 0
and n ∈ N

sup
h∈H

Pn,h,ω

[

∣

∣Ln − En,h,ω[Ln]
∣

∣ > u
]

≤ 2 exp

{

−κ u2

n+ u5/3

}

;

(ii) for every h > hc the sequence
{

Ln − En,h,ω[Ln]√
n

}

n∈N
converges in distribution, with respect to the law Pn,h,ω, to a Gaussian random variable
with mean 0 and variance vh := ∂2hf(h) > 0.

But one can go beyond and we establish also a quenched Local CLT for the contact
number in the localized phase.

Theorem 1.5. The following property holds for P-a.e. ω: for every h > hc

lim
n↑∞

sup
l∈N0

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

√
2πvhnPn,h,ω[Ln = l]− exp

{

− (l − En,h,ω[Ln])
2

2vhn

}

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

= 0 .

The proof of Theorem 1.5 is established by estimating the characteristic function of
the relevant random variable. This is a well known approach for independent random
variables and it has been extended for spin averages in non-disordered Gibbs models
under suitable conditions on the interaction and assuming that the CLT holds: the case
of local interactions is discussed in [8] and the case of infinite-range pair interactions is
tackled in [5]. The pinning model can be recast in a binary spin model language and
the contact number becomes the total magnetization (see, e.g., [29]), but the potentials
involved contain arbitrarily many body interactions. Moreover, our model is disordered.
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So we cannot apply the results in [5, 8] and we have to exploit the specific structure of
one-dimensional pinning models.

Both Theorem 1.4 and Theorem 1.5 involve the random centering En,h,·[Ln]. It is
therefore natural to address the size of this centering: as a matter of fact, without control
on the centering the CLT turns out to be void of interest for certain questions (this is in
particular the case for some of the applications in [17]). To this aim we propose for the
centering variable a concentration bound, a control on the expectation, and the CLT.

Theorem 1.6. The following conclusions hold:

(i) for every H ⊂ (hc,+∞) compact there exists a constant κ > 0 such that for all n ∈ N

and u ≥ 0

sup
h∈H

P

[

∣

∣

∣
En,h,·[Ln]− E

[

En,h,·[Ln]
]

∣

∣

∣
> u

]

≤ 2 exp

{

−κ u2

n+ u5/3

}

;

(ii) for every H ⊂ (hc,+∞) compact there exists a constant c > 0 such that for all n ∈ N

sup
h∈H

∣

∣

∣
E
[

En,h,·[Ln]
]

− ρhn
∣

∣

∣
≤ c

with ρh := ∂hf(h) > 0;

(iii) for every h > hc the sequence
{

En,h,·[Ln]− ρhn√
n

}

n∈N

converges in distribution, with respect to the law P, to a Gaussian random variable
with mean 0 and variance wh. Moreover, wh > 0 if

∫

Ω ω
2
0 P[dω] > 0.

In the absence of disorder the random centering En,h,·[Ln] is of course constant, so parts
(i) and (iii) of Theorem 1.6 are trivial, as well as Proposition 1.7 below. On the other hand,
Theorem 1.6 assures among others that the limiting distribution of the random centering
is non degenerate, i.e., wh > 0 for h > hc, as soon as the model is disordered. Thus, the
fact that wh > 0, unlike for vh, is disorder dependent in the sense that wh = 0 for the pure
model. The analysis of the variance of En,h,·[Ln] and establishing the positivity of wh in
the presence of disorder, which are important preliminary results in view of formulating
the CLT, require a specific and demanding study. In particular, the positivity of wh can
be established in a rather straightforward way when the charges are Gaussian variables
via integration by parts, but leaving the Gaussian framework is not at all straightforward.

We are also able to provide an upper bound for the magnitude of the fluctuations of
the centering for typical realizations of the charges, in the spirit of Hardy–Littlewood
estimates for random walks [19].

Proposition 1.7. The following property holds for P-a.e. ω: for every H ⊂ (hc,+∞)
compact there exists a constant c > 0 such that for all n ∈ N

sup
h∈H

|En,h,ω[Ln]− ρhn|√
n lnn

≤ c .

We complete the presentation of our results by an aspect that may appear at first more
specific and less central than the previous ones: the definition of an alternative free energy
µ(h). This impression, which is due to the fact that we have decided not to present the
decay of correlation estimates in the introduction, is however false because they are the
crucial building block of our analysis and, in turn, their exponential decay relies on the
strict positivity of µ(h). As already explained in [1,15], µ(h) is another natural free energy
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associated to our model, and we let the following statement introduce it, where we use
Z-
n,h(ω) := Zn,h(ω)e

−h−ωn .

Proposition 1.8. For every h ∈ R the limit

− lim
n↑∞

1

n
logE

[

1

Z-

n,h

]

=: µ(h) (1.3)

exists. Moreover, there exists a constant c > 0 such that cmin{f(h), f(h)2} ≤ µ(h) ≤ f(h)
for all h. Hence, µ(h) = 0 for h ≤ hc and µ(h) > 0 for h > hc.

A direct consequence of the bounds relating µ(h) and f(h) in Proposition 1.8 is that
the function µ is equivalent to f as far as detecting the phase transition is concerned,
but whether their behaviour approaching criticality is the same or not is an open problem
when disorder is relevant (see [16], notably Theorem 2.4, also for the notion of disorder
relevance). This point is further discussed in [6], and in [6,15,16] it is also explained why
both 1/µ(h) and 1/f(h) are two natural correlation lengths for the system: in fact, µ(h)
directly enters the correlation bounds we give and use starting from the next section. One
of the important properties of µ(h) is that it determines the maximal polymer excursion
Mn := max{T1, . . . , TLn} in the localized phase as follows.

Proposition 1.9. The following property holds for P-a.e. ω: for every h > hc the sequence
{

Mn

log n

}

n∈N
converges in probability, with respect to the law Pn,h,ω, to 1/µ(h).

Propositions 1.8 and 1.9 generalize part (1) and part (2), respectively, of Theorem 2.5
in [15]. While Proposition 1.8 generalizes part (1) of this theorem only for the weaker
assumptions on the charges (see however Remark 1.10 below), Proposition 1.9 improves
part (2) also because it establishes convergence in probability for almost all the realizations
of the disorder: in fact, the upper bound on the size of the maximal excursion in [15] is
obtained only in probability with respect to the disorder.

Remark 1.10. The definition of µ(h) in [1,15] is rather − limn↑∞(1/n) log E[1/Zn,h]. The
two definitions are equivalent if and only if

∫

Ω e−ω0P[dω] < +∞, otherwise E [1/Zn,h] =
+∞. For several reasons, see in particular Corollary 2.6, considering E[1/Z-

n,h] is more

natural, and even necessary if
∫

Ω e−ω0P[dω] = +∞, but we point out that the superaddi-

tivity argument in [1,15] for the existence of µ(h) does not work when
∫

Ω e−ω0P[dω] = +∞
and needs to be modified.

1.3. Further comments on the results and comparisons with [15]. Theorem 1.2
generalizes Theorem 2.1 in [15], while Propositions 1.8 and 1.9 generalize analogous results
stated in [15] by Theorem 2.5 as already pointed out. On the other hand, Theorems 1.4,
1.5, and 1.6 are new, as well as Proposition 1.7. We list here a number of comments about
our findings:

(1) In comparison to [15], our hypotheses on disorder are substantially weaker and com-
pletely explicit. In fact, in [15] it is asked that disorder has the property that Lipschitz
convex functions of the charges satisfy a suitable concentration inequality. This prop-
erty is used to show that µ(h) > 0 for h > hc by means of a concentration bound
for the finite–volume free energy. In particular, the concentration inequality assumed
in [15] requires (super-)Gaussian tail decay of the charge distribution. Here we just
assume the simple and explicit exponential tail condition of Assumption 1.2. We
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achieve a concentration bound for the finite–volume free energy via a version of the
McDiarmid’s inequality for functions of independent random variables [23].

(2) The correlation estimates in Section 3 are the technical basis of our results. They
build on the ideas in [15], whose estimates are generalized and made explicit in order
to accommodate the more general set up and to achieve new results. In particular,
with respect to [15], the estimates are improved so that they are amenable to be used
in a Birkhoff–sum approach, to which we resort here to prove the almost sure results
with respect to disorder. Furthermore, they are also improved in the direction of
stronger mixing estimates, like those in Lemma 3.4, that are needed for establishing
the CLT for the centering variable.

The mentioned Birkhoff–sum approach, which we use starting from Section 3.1,
turns out to be a powerful tool. We believe that the applications of such approach
are not restricted to the results of this paper and that it could provide further insight
into the localized phase of pinning models in future works. Moreover, the Birkhoff–
sum approach might be of interest also for the study of pinning models subjected to
correlated disorder with good mixing properties (see [7] and references therein).

(3) We stress once more that we have taken care of providing almost sure results that
are uniform in the parameter h: by this we mean that we have identified a set of
charges of full probability that works for every h > hc. This is another byproduct of
the Birkhoff–sum approach. The pinning model is usually presented as a model with
two free parameters [11, 12, 18, 28]: h and an amplitude β ≥ 0 of the charges, so ωa

enters the model via βωa, and then one fixes
∫

Ω ω
2
0 P[dω] = 1. In this framework, the

localized phase is a region of the plane where the free energy is strictly positive. For
the sake of simplifying the formulas, we have decided to set β = 1, but we have not
fixed the variance of the charges. There is therefore no loss of generality except that
one may wonder about the uniformity of the results with respect to both h and β
together: our approach generalizes in a straightforward way to obtain such a uniform
result.

(4) Compared to Theorem 2.1 in [15], our estimates in Theorem 1.2 control the dependence
on the bounds on (all) the derivatives of the free energy in such a way that a Gevrey
class to which the free energy belongs is identified. The Gevrey class we find is
the same for all the models we consider. Obtaining the optimal Gevrey class, most
probably dependent on details of the model such as the regular variation class of the
inter-arrival law and the regularity properties of the law of the disorder, is a particular
case of the very challenging issue of understanding Griffiths singularities.

(5) We prove a Local CLT for the key observable of pinning models, i.e., the contact
number. The proof is inspired by [5, 8], which deal with block spin averages under
Gibbs measures for non-disordered discrete spin systems. Disorder induces a number
of technical difficulties, but also a substantial one: since we want to prove the results
for typical realization of the environment, the centering constant En,h,ω[Ln] depends
on the realization ω of the environment. A full result includes therefore a control on
the behaviour of En,h,ω[Ln]. For this reason we establish a CLT also for this variable, as
well as a Hardy–Littlewood type-estimate, and we show that the limiting distribution
is degenerate only in the absence of disorder. Non degeneracy can be demonstrated
in a rather straightforward way when disorder is Gaussian (via integration by parts),
but we do extend the proof to general disorder laws. We stress also the very different
nature of the CLTs in Theorems 1.4 and 1.6: the fluctuations of the contact number
for a typical environment are thermal, whereas the fluctuations of the centering are
due to the disorder.

(6) In the forthcoming work [17] we are going to exploit the estimates we develop here,
notably the CLTs for the contact number and the control on the centering, to study
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the pinning model conditioned on the number of pinned sites. The aim is to obtain
sharp results on the effect of disorder on the so called big-jump phenomenon that has
been widely studied in the absence of disorder (see [14,31] and references therein).

1.4. Organization of the rest of the paper. The rest of the paper is organized as
follows. In Section 2 we discuss some basic facts of the model, such as the fundamental
property of conditional independence between consecutive stretches of the polymer and a
concentration bound for the finite–volume free energy. The latter is then used to prove
Proposition 1.8. Section 3 presents some correlation estimates, a first application of which
is the proof of Proposition 1.9. In Section 4 we develop some regularity estimates for the
free energy, which allows us to prove Theorem 1.2 and, on the basis of general results
about cumulants, also Theorem 1.4. Theorem 1.5 is demonstrated in Section 5 through
an analysis of the characteristic function of the contact number. Finally, in Section 6 we
study the cumulants of the centering variable involved in Theorem 1.4 and Theorem 1.5,
with particular attention to the mean and variance, proving Theorem 1.6 and Proposition
1.7.

2. Some basic facts

2.1. Conditional independence in the pinning model. The renewal nature of the
pinning model implies a conditional independence between consecutive stretches of the
polymer. We state this fundamental property in terms of the random variables Xa :=
1{a∈{Si}i∈N0

} for a ∈ N0, which take value 1 at the contact sites and value 0 at the other

sites. Note that X0 = 1 as S0 := 0 by definition, which can be interpreted by saying that
there is a contact on the left of any site a ∈ N. Also note that the model can be recast as

dPn,h,ω

dP
=

1

Zn,h(ω)
e
∑n

a=1(h+ωa)XaXn ,

with Zn,h(ω) := E[e
∑n

i=1(h+ωa)XaXn]. In this setting, the contact number reads Ln =
∑n

a=1Xa.
The following lemma introduces the mentioned conditional independence, whose stan-

dard proof is omitted (see, e.g., [30], Proposition 3.1). Let Mn be the set of functions
φ : {0, 1}n+1 → C such that |φ(x0, . . . , xn)| ≤ 1 for all x0, . . . , xn ∈ {0, 1} and denote by ϑ
the left shift that maps the sequence ω := {ωa}a∈N0 ∈ Ω to ϑω := {ωa+1}a∈N0 .

Lemma 2.1. For every h ∈ R, ω ∈ Ω, integers 0 ≤ a ≤ n, and functions φ ∈ Ma and
ψ ∈ Mn−a

En,h,ω

[

φ(X0, . . . ,Xa)ψ(Xa, . . . ,Xn)
∣

∣

∣
Xa = 1

]

= Ea,h,ω

[

φ(X0, . . . ,Xa)
]

En−a,h,ϑaω

[

ψ(X0, . . . ,Xn−a)
]

.

In particular, it follows that

En,h,ω

[

φ(X0, . . . ,Xa)ψ(Xa, . . . ,Xn)
∣

∣

∣
Xa = 1

]

= En,h,ω

[

φ(X0, . . . ,Xa)
∣

∣Xa = 1
]

En,h,ω

[

ψ(Xa, . . . ,Xn)
∣

∣Xa = 1
]

.

Lemma 2.1 is at the basis of a technical estimate that we use all over the paper to
compare configurations where a site is not a contact with configurations where that site
becomes a contact. In order to present such estimate in the next lemma, we observe that
the properties of slowly varying functions (see [3], Theorem 1.2.1 and Proposition 1.3.6)
imply that there exists a constant ξ > 0 such that for all t, τ ∈ N

p(t+ τ)

p(t)p(τ)
≤ ξmin{tξ, τ ξ} . (2.1)
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Recall our convention that empty sums are equal to 0 and empty products are equal to 1.

Lemma 2.2. For every h ∈ R, ω := {ωb}b∈N0 ∈ Ω, integers 0 < a < n, and non-negative
functions φ ∈ Ma−1 and ψ ∈ Mn−a−1

En,h,ω

[

φ(X0, . . . ,Xa−1)(1−Xa)ψ(Xa+1, . . . ,Xn)
]

≤ ξe−h−ωa min
{

aξ, (n− a)ξ
}

En,h,ω

[

φ(X0, . . . ,Xa−1)Xaψ(Xa+1, . . . ,Xn)
]

.

Furthermore, for each λ > 0

En,h,ω

[

φ(X0, . . . ,Xa−1)1{TLa+1≤λ}(1−Xa)ψ(Xa+1, . . . ,Xn)
]

≤ ξe−h−ωa min
{

λξ, aξ , (n− a)ξ
}

× En,h,ω

[

φ(X0, . . . ,Xa−1)1{TLa+TLa+1≤λ}Xaψ(Xa+1, . . . ,Xn)
]

.

Proof of Lemma 2.2. It suffices to prove the second part of the lemma. In fact, the first
part follows from the second one with a number λ ≥ n since for 0 < a < n we have
TLa+1 ≤ n and TLa + TLa+1 ≤ n almost surely with respect to the polymer measure
Pn,h,ω.

Pick h ∈ R, ω := {ωb}b∈N0 ∈ Ω, integers 0 < a < n, and λ > 0. The lemma uses a
standard trick to introduce the indicator function that there is a contact at site a at the
expense of a multiplicative constant that depends on the charge at a and on a power of a
or n− a. In detail, we are going to exploit the two identities

1{TLa+1≤λ}(1−Xa) =

a−1
∑

i=0

∞
∑

j=a+1

1{j−i≤λ}Xi

j−1
∏

k=i+1

(1−Xk)Xj , (2.2)

and

1{TLa+TLa+1≤λ}Xa =

a−1
∑

i=0

∞
∑

j=a+1

1{j−i≤λ}Xi

a−1
∏

k=i+1

(1−Xk)Xa

j−1
∏

k=a+1

(1−Xk)Xj . (2.3)

The (2.2) decomposes the event that the site a is in a polymer excursion of size at most
λ, but there is no contact in a, as a disjoint union of the events that there is a contact at
i < a, a contact at j > a with j − i ≤ λ, and no contact between i and j. Similarly, (2.3)
decomposes the event that the site a is a contact separating two excursions of total size
at most λ according to the positions i and j of the first contacts on the left and on the
right of a, respectively. Also in this case j − i ≤ λ.

Fix non-negative functions φ ∈ Ma−1 and ψ ∈ Mn−a−1 and put Φ := φ(X0, . . . ,Xa−1)
and Ψ := ψ(Xa+1, . . . ,Xn) for brevity. For i < a < j also put Φi := φ(X0, . . . ,Xi, 0, . . . , 0)
and Ψj := ψ(0, . . . , 0,Xj , . . . ,Xn). Since Xn = 1 almost surely under the polymer mea-
sure, the identity (2.2) implies

En,h,ω

[

Φ1{TLa+1≤λ}(1−Xa)Ψ
]

=
a−1
∑

i=0

n
∑

j=a+1

1{j−i≤λ}En,h,ω

[

ΦXi

j−1
∏

k=i+1

(1−Xk)XjΨ

]

=

a−1
∑

i=0

n
∑

j=a+1

1{j−i≤λ}En,h,ω

[

ΦiXi

j−1
∏

k=i+1

(1−Xk)XjΨj

]

.



10 GIAMBATTISTA GIACOMIN AND MARCO ZAMPARO

We can invoke Lemma 2.1 to obtain

En,h,ω

[

Φ1{TLa+1≤λ}(1−Xa)Ψ
]

=

a−1
∑

i=0

n
∑

j=a+1

1{j−i≤λ}Ej,h,ω

[

ΦiXi

]

Ej−i,h,ϑiω

[ j−i−1
∏

k=1

(1−Xk)

]

En,h,ω

[

XjΨj

]

=

a−1
∑

i=0

n
∑

j=a+1

1{j−i≤λ}Ej,h,ω

[

ΦiXi

] p(j − i)eh+ωj

Zj−i,h(ϑiω)
En,h,ω

[

XjΨj

]

. (2.4)

Similarly, (2.3) and Lemma 2.1 show that

En,h,ω

[

Φ1{TLa+TLa+1≤λ}XaΨ
]

=

a−1
∑

i=0

n
∑

j=a+1

Ej,h,ω

[

ΦiXi

]

Ej−i,h,ϑiω

[ a−i−1
∏

k=1

(1−Xk)Xa−i

j−i−1
∏

k=a−i+1

(1−Xk)

]

En,h,ω

[

XjΨj

]

=

a−1
∑

i=0

n
∑

j=a+1

Ej,h,ω

[

ΦiXi

] p(a− i)p(j − a)e2h+ωa+ωj

Zj−i,h(ϑiω)
En,h,ω

[

XjΨj

]

. (2.5)

Now we observe that if i < a < j with j − i ≤ λ, then the inequality (2.1) gives

p(j − i) ≤ ξmin
{

(a− i)ξ, (j − a)ξ
}

p(a− i)p(j − a)

≤ ξmin
{

λξ, aξ, (n − a)ξ
}

p(a− i)p(j − a) . (2.6)

Therefore, plugging (2.6) in (2.4), and then comparing with (2.5), we get

En,h,ω

[

Φ1{TLa+1≤λ}(1−Xa)Ψ
]

≤ ξe−h−ωa min
{

λξ, aξ, (n − a)ξ
}

En,h,ω

[

Φ1{TLa+TLa+1≤λ}XaΨ
]

. �

Remark 2.3. The first part of Lemma 2.2 is equivalent to

En,h,ω

[

φ(X0, . . . ,Xa−1)ψ(Xa+1, . . . ,Xn)
]

≤
[

1 + ξe−h−ωa min
{

aξ, (n− a)ξ
}

]

En,h,ω

[

φ(X0, . . . ,Xa−1)Xaψ(Xa+1, . . . ,Xn)
]

.

This bound with φ and ψ identically equal to 1 reads

En,h,ω[Xa] ≥
1

1 + ξe−h−ωa min{aξ , (n− a)ξ} .

The latter, which trivially holds even if a = 0 or a = n, is a refinement of Lemma A.1
in [15].

2.2. A concentration bound under subexponential conditions. A version of the
McDiarmid’s inequality for functions of independent random variables under subexpo-
nential conditions is provided in [23]. We use this result to obtain a concentration
bound for the finite–volume free energies logZn,h and logZ-

n,h. Recall that Z-
n,h(ω) :=

Zn,h(ω)e
−h−ωn . Also note that

∣

∣

∣
logZn,h(ω)− logZn,h′(ω′)

∣

∣

∣
≤ n|h− h′|+

n
∑

a=1

|ωa − ω′
a| (2.7)

for all n ∈ N, h and h′ in R, and ω := {ωa}a∈N0 and ω′ := {ω′
a}a∈N0 in Ω. The same holds

if Zn,h is replaced by Z-

n,h. In particular, bound (2.7) gives |f(h)− f(h′)| ≤ |h− h′|.
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Theorem 2.4. There exists a constant κ > 0 such that for every n ∈ N, h ∈ R, and u ≥ 0

P

[

∣

∣

∣
logZn,h − E

[

logZn,h

]

∣

∣

∣
> u

]

≤ 2e−
κu2

n+u ,

and the very same bound holds if Zn,h is replaced by Z-

n,h.

Proof of Theorem 2.4. We develop the argument for Zn,h, as the argument for Z-

n,h is

identical. Fix n ∈ N, h ∈ R, and u ≥ 0. For every ̟ := {̟b}b∈N0 ∈ Ω and a ∈ {1, . . . , n}
let Λ̟,a be the random variable on Ω that maps ω := {ωb}b∈N0 to

Λ̟,a(ω) := logZn,h({̟0, . . . ,̟a−1, ωa,̟a+1, . . .}) ,
i.e., Λ̟,a(ω) is the finite–volume free energy for a system that at site b has the charge
̟b if b 6= a and ωa if b = a. An analog of the McDiarmid’s inequality for functions
of independent random variables under subexponential conditions (see [23], Theorem 4)
states that if there exists a constant c > 0 such that for every ̟ ∈ Ω, a ∈ {1, . . . , n}, and
q ≥ 1 we have

E

[

∣

∣Λ̟,a − E[Λ̟,a]
∣

∣

q
]

≤ (cq)q , (2.8)

then

P

[

∣

∣

∣
logZn,h − E

[

logZn,h

]

∣

∣

∣
> u

]

≤ 2e
− u2

(2ec)2n+2ecu .

Let us show that (2.8) is satisfied with c := (2/ηe)
∫

Ω eη|ω0|P[dω] and η as in Assumption

1.2. This proves the theorem with 1/κ := max{2ec, (2ec)2}.
Bound (2.7) yields |Λ̟,a(ω)−Λ̟,a(ω

′)| ≤ |ωa−ω′
a| for ω := {ωb}b∈N0 and ω

′ := {ω′
b}b∈N0

in Ω, which thanks to Hölder’s inequality gives for q ≥ 1
∣

∣

∣
Λ̟,a(ω)− E[Λ̟,a]

∣

∣

∣

q
≤
∫

Ω

∣

∣

∣
Λ̟,a(ω)− Λ̟,a(ω

′)
∣

∣

∣

q
P[dω′]

≤
∫

Ω
|ωa − ω′

a|q P[dω′] ≤ 2q−1|ωa|q + 2q−1

∫

Ω
|ω′

0|q P[dω′] .

Using the inequality ζq ≤ (q/ηe)qeηζ for ζ ≥ 0 we finally get

E

[

∣

∣Λ̟,a − E[Λ̟,a]
∣

∣

q
]

≤ 2q
∫

Ω
|ω0|q P[dω] ≤

(

2q

ηe

)q ∫

Ω
eη|ω0|P[dω] = (cq)q . �

2.3. First consequences of concentration. The first consequence of the concentration
bounds for the free energies is the lower bound on µ(h) in Proposition 1.8, which is proved
in this section. The superadditivity property exploited in [1,15] to establish the existence
of µ(h) is no longer available because now we work with Z-

n,h. However, one can show

that the sequence {logE[1/Z-

n,h]}n∈N0 is nearly superadditive and nearly subadditive: we
choose to show the second property because it follows directly from Lemma 2.2.

Proof of Proposition 1.8. Fix h ∈ R and a number λ so large that
∫

Ω 1{h+ω0≤λ}P[dω] ≥
1/2. Consider the sequence whose nth term is log[2ξ+1(eλ + ξnξ)] − logE

[

1/Z-

n,h

]

, where

the number ξ has been defined in (2.1). We show that this sequence is subadditive, so that
the limit limn↑∞−(1/n) log E

[

1/Z-

n,h

]

=: µ(h) exists as a consequence. To begin with, we
appeal to Lemma 2.2, through Remark 2.3, to state that for all ω ∈ Ω and m,n ∈ N

Em+n,h,ω[Xm] ≥ 1

1 + ξe−h−ωm min{mξ, nξ} .
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Then we observe that

Em+n,h,ω[Xm] =
E[Xme

∑m+n
a=1 (h+ωa)XaXm+n]

Zm+n,h(ω)
=
Zm,h(ω)Zn,h(ϑ

mω)

Zm+n,h(ω)

= eh+ωm
Z-

m,h(ω)Z
-

n,h(ϑ
mω)

Z-

m+n,h(ω)
,

where we have used the renewal property in the second equality. Therefore

1

Z-

m+n,h(ω)
≥ 1

eh+ωm + ξmin{mξ, nξ}
1

Z-

m,h(ω)

1

Z-

n,h(ϑ
mω)

,

and to obtain the desired subadditivity property it suffices to note that the three factors
in the right-hand side are statistically independent, so by integrating with respect to P[dω]
and exploiting that
∫

Ω

1

eh+ω0 + ξmin{mξ, nξ} P[dω] ≥
∫

Ω

1{h+ω0≤λ}
eλ + ξmin{mξ, nξ} P[dω]

≥ 1

2

1

eλ + ξmin{mξ, nξ} ≥ eλ + ξ(m+ n)ξ

2ξ+1(eλ + ξmξ)(eλ + ξnξ)

we complete the task.

The inequality µ(h) ≤ f(h) follows from Jensen’s inequality. For a lower bound on µ(h),
let κ > 0 be the constant of Theorem 2.4 and put c := 1−1/

√
1 + κ. Since p(n)/Z-

n,h(ω) ≤
1, because the left-hand side is the probability Pn,h,ω[T1 = n] = eh+ωnp(n)/Zn,h(ω), for
every n ∈ N, h ∈ R, and ω ∈ Ω we have

p(n)

Z-
n,h(ω)

≤ 1{
logZ-

n,h(ω)−E[logZ-

n,h]<−(1−c)f(h)n
} + p(n) e(1−c)f(h)n−E[logZ-

n,h] . (2.9)

At the same time, since E[logZ-

n,h] = E[logZn,h] − h, we can state that E[logZ-

n,h] ≥
f(h)n − δn for any given δ > 0 and all sufficiently large n. Thus, integrating (2.9) with
respect to P[dω] and invoking Theorem 2.4, we find for all sufficiently large n

p(n)E

[

1

Z-

n,h

]

≤ 2e
−κ(1−c)2f(h)2n

1+(1−c)f(h) + p(n) e−cf(h)n+δn

≤ 2e−cmin{f(h),f(h)2} + p(n) e−cf(h)n+δn .

Taking the logarithm, dividing by n, and then sending n to infinity, this bound allows us
to conclude that µ(h) ≥ cmin{f(h), f(h)2} − δ, which gives the desired lower bound on
µ(h) thanks to the arbitrariness of δ. �

Remark 2.5. The quantity µ(h) is non decreasing with respect to h, as Z-
n,h(ω) has the

same property. Moreover, since ∂hZ
-
n,h(ω) ≤ nZ-

n,h(ω), it is easy to verify that for all

n ∈ N and h, h′ ∈ R
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

n
logE

[

1

Z-
n,h

]

− 1

n
logE

[

1

Z-
n,h′

]

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ |h− h′| .

It follows that |µ(h)− µ(h′)| ≤ |h− h′|.

In the proof of Proposition 1.8 we have observed that Pn,h,ω[T1 = n] = p(n)/Z-
n,h(ω).

As direct consequence, Proposition 1.8 has the following corollary.

Corollary 2.6. For every h ∈ R

lim
n↑∞

1

n
logE

[

Pn,h,·[T1 = n]
]

= −µ(h) .
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Corollary 2.6 implies that the contact fraction for h > hc is small with exponentially
small probability. We let the following lemma to state a precise result.

Lemma 2.7. For every h > hc there exist constants δ > 0, γ > 0, and G > 0 such that
for all n ∈ N

E

[

Pn,h,·[Ln < δn]
]

≤ Ge−γn .

Proof of Lemma 2.7. Fix h > hc. Since µ(h) > 0, Corollary 2.6 shows that there exist
constants γo > 0 and Go > 0 such that

E

[

Pn,h,·[T1 = n]
]

≤ Goe
−γon (2.10)

for all n ∈ N. Put γ := γo
3 and take δ > 0 so small that Go ≤ e

γ
δ (eγ − 1). We claim that

the lemma holds with such γ and with G := 1/(1 − e−
γ
δ ). In fact, for every n ∈ N and

ω ∈ Ω we have

Pn,h,ω[Ln < δn] =
∑

l∈N
1{l<δn}

∑

0=a0<a1<···<al=n

En,h,ω

[ l
∏

i=1

Xai−1

ai−1
∏

k=ai−1+1

(1−Xk)Xai

]

.

On the other hand, repeated applications of Lemma 2.1 show that for all integers 0 =
a0 < a1 < · · · < al = n

En,h,ω

[ l
∏

i=1

Xai−1

ai−1
∏

k=ai−1+1

(1−Xk)Xai

]

=
l
∏

i=1

Eai−ai−1,h,ϑ
ai−1ω

[ ai−ai−1−1
∏

k=1

(1−Xk)

]

Eai,h,ω[Xai−1 ]

≤
l
∏

i=1

Eai−ai−1,h,ϑ
ai−1ω

[ ai−ai−1−1
∏

k=1

(1−Xk)

]

=

l
∏

i=1

Pai−ai−1,h,ϑ
ai−1ω

[

T1 = ai − ai−1

]

.

In this way, integrating with respect to P[dω], the statistical independence of the factors
Pai−ai−1,h,ϑ

ai−1 ·[T1 = ai − ai−1] combined with bound (2.10) leads us to the inequality

E

[

Pn,h,·[Ln < δn]
]

≤
∑

l∈N
1{l<δn}

(

n− 1

l − 1

)

Gl
oe

−γon

≤
∑

l∈N
1{l<δn}

(

n− 1

l − 1

)

(eγ − 1)le
γ
δ
l−3γn .

The Newton formula
∑n

l=0

(n
l

)

ζ l(1 − ζ)n−l = 1 yields
(n
l

)

≤ ζ−l(1 − ζ)l−n for ζ ∈ (0, 1),

which directly implies that
(

n−1
l−1

)

≤ ζ−l(1− ζ)l−n. The choice ζ := 1− e−γ finally gives

E

[

Pn,h,·[Ln < δn]
]

≤
∑

l∈N
1{l<δn}e

γ
δ
l−2γn ≤ e−γn

1− e−
γ
δ

. �
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3. Correlation estimates

This section introduces the correlation estimates that we use for the main proofs of the
paper. The first lemma we present is concerned with the covariance of two observables
under the polymer measure Pn,h,ω: given two measurable complex functions Φ and Ψ over
(S,S) we define their covariance as

covn,h,ω[Φ,Ψ] := En,h,ω[ΦΨ]− En,h,ω[Φ]En,h,ω[Ψ] ,

provided that all the expectations exist. The lemma involves two independent copies
of the polymer, so let {Si}i∈N0 and {S′

i}i∈N0 be two independent copies of the renewal
process, defined on the product probability space (S2,S⊗2,P⊗2). For n ∈ N0, h ∈ R, and
ω ∈ Ω, consider on (S2,S⊗2) also the product measure P

⊗2
n,h,ω and denote by E

⊗2
n,h,ω the

corresponding expectation.

Lemma 3.1. For every h ∈ R, ω := {ωc}c∈N0 ∈ Ω, integers 0 ≤ a ≤ b ≤ n, and functions
φ ∈ Ma and ψ ∈ Mn−b

∣

∣

∣

∣

covn,h,ω

[

φ(X0, . . . ,Xa), ψ(Xb, . . . ,Xn)
]

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ 2

a−1
∑

i=0

∞
∑

j=b+1

E
⊗2
j−i,h,ϑiω

[ j−i−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

.

Moreover

|covn,h,ω[Xa,Xb]|
min{En,h,ω[Xa],En,h,ω[Xb]}

≤ 2

∞
∑

j=b+1

[

1 + ξ(j − a)ξe−h−ωa

]

E
⊗2
j−a,h,ϑaω

[ j−a−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

+ 2
a−1
∑

i=0

[

1 + ξ(b− i)ξe−h−ωb

]

E
⊗2
b−i,h,ϑiω

[ b−i−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

.

Proof of Lemma 3.1. Fix h ∈ R, ω := {ωc}c∈N0 ∈ Ω, and integers 0 ≤ a ≤ b ≤ n. To
begin with, given the functions φ ∈ Ma and ψ ∈ Mn−b, we claim that

covn,h,ω[Φ,Ψ] = E
⊗2
n,h,ω

[

ΦΨ− ΦΨ′] = E
⊗2
n,h,ω

[

Φ(Ψ−Ψ′)
b
∏

k=a

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

, (3.1)

where we have set Φ := φ(X0, . . . ,Xa), Ψ := ψ(Xb, . . . ,Xn), and Ψ′ := ψ(X ′
b, . . . ,X

′
n)

for brevity. The first equality is immediate. Regarding the second equality, we use the
identity

b
∏

k=a

(1−XkX
′
k)−

∑

A⊆{a,...,b}
(−1)|A| ∏

k∈A
XkX

′
k = 1

to write down

En,h,ω[ΦΨ− ΦΨ′] = E
⊗2
n,h,ω

[

Φ(Ψ−Ψ′)
b
∏

k=a

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

−
∑

A⊆{a,...,b}
(−1)|A|

E
⊗2
n,h,ω

[

Φ(Ψ−Ψ′)
∏

k∈A
XkX

′
k

]

.
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The desired result is due to the fact that E⊗2
n,h,ω[Φ(Ψ−Ψ′)

∏

k∈AXkX
′
k] = 0 for any given

set A ⊆ {a, . . . , b}. To prove this fact we invoke Lemma 2.1 to state that

En,h,ω

[

Φ
∏

k∈A
XkΨ

]

=
En,h,ω

[

Φ
∏

k∈AXk

]

En,h,ω

[
∏

k∈AXkΨ
]

En,h,ω

[
∏

k∈AXk

] ,

which entails

E
⊗2
n,h,ω

[

Φ(Ψ−Ψ′)
∏

k∈A
XkX

′
k

]

= En,h,ω

[

Φ
∏

k∈A
XkΨ

]

En,h,ω

[

∏

k∈A
Xk

]

− En,h,ω

[

Φ
∏

k∈A
Xk

]

En,h,ω

[

∏

k∈A
XkΨ

]

= 0 .

Let us verify the first part of the lemma. Formula (3.1) shows that

∣

∣

∣
covn,h,ω

[

Φ,Ψ
]

∣

∣

∣
≤ 2E⊗2

n,h,ω

[ b
∏

k=a

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

.

The identity

b
∏

k=a

(1−XkX
′
k) =

a−1
∑

i=0

n
∑

j=b+1

XiX
′
i

j−1
∏

k=i+1

(1−XkX
′
k)XjX

′
j +

n
∏

k=a

(1−XkX
′
k) ,

together with the fact that Xn = 1 and X ′
n = 1 almost surely under the two-polymers

measure P
⊗2
n,h,ω, yields

∣

∣

∣
covn,h,ω

[

Φ,Ψ
]

∣

∣

∣
≤ 2

a−1
∑

i=0

n
∑

j=b+1

E
⊗2
n,h,ω

[

XiX
′
i

j−1
∏

k=i+1

(1−XkX
′
k)XjX

′
j

]

.

Finally, we appeal once again to Lemma 2.1 to get the bound

E
⊗2
n,h,ω

[

XiX
′
i

j−1
∏

k=i+1

(1−XkX
′
k)XjX

′
j

]

=
∑

xi∈{0,1}
· · ·

∑

xj∈{0,1}
En,h,ω

[

Xi

j−1
∏

k=i+1

(1− xkXk)Xj

]

En,h,ω

[

XiXj

j
∏

k=i

1{Xk=xk}

]

≤
∑

xi∈{0,1}
· · ·

∑

xj∈{0,1}
Ej−i,h,ϑiω

[ j−i−1
∏

k=1

(1− xk+iXk)

]

Ej−i,h,ϑiω

[ j−i
∏

k=0

1{Xk=xk+i}

]

= E
⊗2
j−i,h,ϑiω

[ j−i−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

.

Let us move to the second part of the lemma. Bound (3.1) shows that both

∣

∣

∣
covn,h,ω[Xa,Xb]

∣

∣

∣
≤ 2E⊗2

n,h,ω

[

Xa

b
∏

k=a+1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

and
∣

∣

∣
covn,h,ω[Xa,Xb]

∣

∣

∣
≤ 2E⊗2

n,h,ω

[ b−1
∏

k=a

(1−XkX
′
k)Xb

]

.
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Then, the identities

b
∏

k=a+1

(1−XkX
′
k) =

n
∑

j=b+1

j−1
∏

k=a+1

(1−XkX
′
k)XjX

′
j +

n
∏

k=a+1

(1−XnX
′
n)

and
b−1
∏

k=a

(1 −XkX
′
k) =

a−1
∑

i=0

XiX
′
i

b−1
∏

k=i+1

(1−XkX
′
k) ,

together with the fact that Xn = 1 and X ′
n = 1 almost surely under the two-polymers

measure, give

∣

∣

∣
covn,h,ω[Xa,Xb]

∣

∣

∣
≤ 2

n
∑

j=b+1

E
⊗2
n,h,ω

[

Xa

j−1
∏

k=a+1

(1−XkX
′
k)XjX

′
j

]

(3.2)

and
∣

∣

∣
covn,h,ω[Xa,Xb]

∣

∣

∣
≤ 2

a−1
∑

i=0

E
⊗2
n,h,ω

[

XiX
′
i

b−1
∏

k=i+1

(1−XkX
′
k)Xb

]

. (3.3)

We shall verify that (3.2) implies the bound
∣

∣covn,h,ω[Xa,Xb]
∣

∣

≤ 2En,h,ω[Xa]

∞
∑

j=b+1

[

1 + ξ(j − a)ξe−h−ωa

]

E
⊗2
j−a,h,ϑaω

[ j−a−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

,

whereas (3.3) provides
∣

∣covn,h,ω[Xa,Xb]
∣

∣

≤ 2En,h,ω[Xb]
a−1
∑

i=0

[

1 + ξ(b− i)ξe−h−ωb

]

E
⊗2
b−i,h,ϑiω

[ b−i−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

.

The latter inequalities demonstrate the second part of the lemma.
We develop the argument for (3.2), as the argument for (3.3) is identical. We write the

terms in the right-hand side of (3.2) as

E
⊗2
n,h,ω

[

Xa

j−1
∏

k=a+1

(1−XkX
′
k)XjX

′
j

]

=
∑

xa∈{0,1}
· · ·

∑

xj∈{0,1}
En,h,ω

[

Xa

j
∏

k=a

1{Xk=xk}Xj

]

En,h,ω

[ j−1
∏

k=a+1

(1− xkXk)Xj

]

.

Repeated applications of Lemma 2.1 give

En,h,ω

[

Xa

j
∏

k=a

1{Xk=xk}Xj

]

≤ En,h,ω[Xa]Ej−a,h,ϑaω

[ j−a
∏

k=0

1{Xk=xa+k}

]

and

En,h,ω

[ j−1
∏

k=a+1

(1− xkXk)Xj

]

≤ Ej,h,ω

[ j−1
∏

k=a+1

(1− xkXk)

]

. (3.4)
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At this point, we invoke Lemma 2.2, through Remark 2.3, to enforce in (3.4) the constraint
the a is a contact site, which in turn allows a further application of Lemma 2.1:

Ej,h,ω

[ j−1
∏

k=a+1

(1− xkXk)

]

≤
[

1 + ξ(j − a)ξe−h−ωa

]

Ej,h,ω

[

Xa

j−1
∏

k=a+1

(1− xkXk)

]

≤
[

1 + ξ(j − a)ξe−h−ωa

]

Ej−a,h,ϑaω

[ j−a−1
∏

k=1

(1− xa+kXk)

]

.

Putting the pieces together, for the terms in the right-hand side of (3.2) we find the
estimate

E
⊗2
n,h,ω

[

Xa

j−1
∏

k=a+1

(1−XkX
′
k)XjX

′
j

]

≤ En,h,ω[Xa]
[

1 + ξ(j − a)ξe−h−ωa

]

E
⊗2
j−a,h,ϑaω

[ j−a−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

. �

In the light of Lemma 3.1, the next lemma entails that correlations decay exponentially
fast in the localized phase.

Lemma 3.2. For every compact set H ⊂ (hc,+∞) there exist constants γ > 0 and G > 0
such that for all n ∈ N

E

[

sup
h∈H

E
⊗2
n,h,·

[ n−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

]

≤ G e−γn .

Measurability of the variable of which we are taking the expectation in Lemma 3.2 holds
because E⊗2

n,h,ω[
∏n−1

k=1(1−XkX
′
k)] is continuous with respect to h for any ω, so that we can

approach the supremum over H by replacing it with the finite sets Hi := {⌊ih⌋/i : h ∈ H}
for i ∈ N and then by letting i go to infinity.

The proof of Lemma 3.2 follows the proof of Lemma 3.1 in [15] and relies on the following
technical result, which states the possibility to cover most of the sites with inter-arrival
times of finite length.

Lemma 3.3. For every h > hc and χ > 0 there exist constants τ ∈ N, γ > 0, and G > 0
such that for all n ∈ N

E

[

Pn,h,·

[ Ln
∑

i=1

Ti1{Ti>τ} ≥ χn

]

]

≤ Ge−γn .

Proof of Lemma 3.3. Fix h > hc and χ > 0. According to Corollary 2.6, there exist
constants γo > 0 and Go > 0 such that

E

[

Pn,h,·[T1 = n]
]

≤ Goe
−γon (3.5)

for all n ∈ N. Put γ := γoχ/3 and take τ ∈ N so large that Go ≤ eγ(τ−1)(eγ − 1)2. We
claim that the lemma holds with such γ and τ and with G := 1/(1− e−γτ ). In fact, since
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τ
∑Ln

i=1 1{Ti>τ} <
∑Ln

i=1 Ti1{Ti>τ} ≤ SLn ≤ n, we can write for all ω ∈ Ω and n ∈ N

Pn,h,ω

[ Ln
∑

i=1

Ti1{Ti>τ} ≥ χn

]

=
∑

r∈N
1{r<n

τ
}Pn,h,ω

[ Ln
∑

i=1

Ti1{Ti>τ} ≥ χn,
Ln
∑

i=1

1{Ti>τ} = r

]

.

On the other hand, the conditions
∑Ln

i=1 Ti1{Ti>τ} ≥ χn and
∑Ln

i=1 1{Ti>τ} = r imply that
there are r inter-arrival times that cover more than χn sites, namely, there are integers
0 ≤ a1 < b1 ≤ · · · ≤ ar < br ≤ n with

∑r
s=1(bs − as) ≥ χn such that Xas = Xbs = 1 for

all s and, when as + 1 < bs, Xas+1 = · · · = Xbs−1 = 0. It follows that

Pn,h,ω

[ Ln
∑

i=1

Ti1{Ti>τ} ≥ χn,

Ln
∑

i=1

1{Ti>τ} = r

]

≤
∑

0≤a1<b1≤···≤ar<br≤n

1{∑r
s=1(bs−as)≥χn

}En,h,ω

[ r
∏

s=1

Xas

bs−1
∏

k=as+1

(1−Xk)Xbs

]

,

and Lemma 2.1 gives for every 0 ≤ a1 < b1 ≤ · · · ≤ ar < br ≤ n

En,h,ω

[ r
∏

s=1

Xas

bs−1
∏

k=as+1

(1−Xk)Xbs

]

≤
r
∏

s=1

Ebs−as,h,ϑasω

[ bs−as−1
∏

k=1

(1−Xk)

]

=

r
∏

s=1

Pbs−as,h,ϑasω

[

T1 = bs − as
]

.

In this way, integrating with respect to P[dω] and using the statistically independence of
the factors Pbs−as,h,ϑas ·[T1 = bs−as], (3.5) and an estimate of the number of possible ways
one can place r stretches in {1, . . . , n} give

E

[

Pn,h,·

[ Ln
∑

i=1

Ti1{Ti>τ} > χn

]

]

≤
∑

r∈N
1{r<n

τ
}

∑

0≤a1<b1≤···≤ar<br≤n

1{∑r
s=1(bs−as)≥χn

}

r
∏

s=1

E

[

Pbs−as,h,·
[

T1 = bs − as
]

]

≤
∑

r∈N
1{r<n

τ
}

∑

0≤a1<b1≤···≤ar<br≤n

1{∑r
s=1(bs−as)≥χn

}Gr
oe

−γo
∑r

s=1(bs−as)

≤
∑

r∈N
1{r<n

τ
}

(

n+ r

2r

)

Gr
oe

−γoχn .

As
(n+r

2r

)

≤ ζ−2r(1−ζ)r−n for all ζ ∈ (0, 1) and Go ≤ eγ(τ−1)(eγ−1)2, the choice ζ = 1−e−γ

finally shows that for each n ∈ N

E

[

Pn,h,·

[ Ln
∑

i=1

Ti1{Ti>τ} ≥ χn

]

]

≤
∑

r∈N
1{r<n

τ
}e

rγτ−2γn ≤ e−γn

1− e−γτ
. �

Proof of Lemma 3.2. We shall show that for every h > hc there exist constants γh > 0
and Gh > 0 such that for all n ∈ N

E

[

E
⊗2
n,h,·

[ n−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

]

≤ Gh e
−γhn . (3.6)
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This proves the lemma as follows. Put δh := γh/3 and pick a compact set H ⊂ (hc,+∞).
By compactness there exists finitely many points h1, . . . , hr in (hc,+∞) with the prop-
erty that H ⊆ ∪r

s=1(hs − δhs , hs + δhs). We claim that the lemma is verified with
γ := min{δh1 , . . . , δhr} and G :=

∑r
s=1Ghs . In fact, for any h ∈ H we can find

s ∈ {1, . . . , r} such that |h− hs| < δhs , which yields

E
⊗2
n,h,ω

[ n−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

=
E
⊗2[
∏n−1

k=1(1−XkX
′
k)e

∑n
a=1(h+ωa)(Xa+X′

a)XnX
′
n]

E⊗2[e
∑n

a=1(h+ωa)(Xa+X′
a)XnX ′

n]

≤ e2δhsn
E
⊗2[
∏n−1

k=1(1−XkX
′
k)e

∑n
a=1(hs+ωa)(Xa+X′

a)XnX
′
n]

E⊗2[e
∑n

a=1(hs+ωa)(Xa+X′
a)XnX ′

n]

= e2δhsnE⊗2
n,hs,ω

[ n−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

.

Thus, we can state that for all n ∈ N and ω ∈ Ω

sup
h∈H

E
⊗2
n,h,ω

[ n−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

≤
r
∑

s=1

e2δhsnE⊗2
n,hs,ω

[ n−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

.

Integrating with respect to P[dω] and appealing to (3.6), we deduce that for each n ∈ N

E

[

sup
h∈H

E
⊗2
n,h,·

[ n−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

]

≤
r
∑

s=1

e2δhsnE

[

E
⊗2
n,hs,·

[ n−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

]

≤
r
∑

s=1

Ghse
−δhsn ≤ G e−γn .

Let us move to prove (3.6), which constitutes the core of the lemma. Fix h > hc.
Lemmas 2.7 and 3.3 ensure us that there exist constants δ > 0, τ ∈ N, γo > 0, and Go > 0
such that for all n ∈ N

E

[

Pn,h,·[Ln < δn]
]

≤ Goe
−γon (3.7)

and

E

[

Pn,h,·

[ Ln
∑

i=1

Ti1{Ti>τ} ≥
δ

2
n

]

]

≤ Goe
−γon . (3.8)

Moreover, if we pick a number λ < 0 so large in modulus that
∫

Ω 1{ω0<λ}P[dω] ≤ δ/8,
then a Chernoff–type bound yields

∫

Ω
1{∑n

a=1 1{ωa<λ}>
δ
4
n
}P[dω] ≤ e−

δ log 3
4

n

∫

Ω
elog 3

∑n
a=1 1{ωa<λ}P[dω]

= e−
δ log 3

4
n

(

1 + 2

∫

Ω
1{ω0<λ}P[dω]

)n

≤ e−
δ log 3

4
n

(

1 +
δ

4

)n

≤ e−
log 3−1

4
δn . (3.9)

We will show below that for all n ∈ N and ω := {ωa}a∈N0 ∈ Ω

E
⊗2
n,h,ω

[

1{∑n−1
a=1 X′

a1{ωa≥λ, TLa+1≤τ}≥ δ
4
n
}

n−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

≤ 2τ

(

ξτ ξ

ξτ ξ + eh+λ

)
δn
8τ

−1

, (3.10)

where ξ is the number introduced in (2.1). Bounds (3.7), (3.8), (3.9), and (3.10) im-
ply (3.6) as follows. The conditions

∑n
a=1 1{ωa<λ} ≤ nδ/4, L′

n =
∑n

a=1X
′
a ≥ δn, and
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∑n−1
a=1 X

′
a1{ωa≥λ, TLa+1≤τ} < nδ/4 give

∑n−1
a=0 1{TLa+1>τ} ≥ nδ/2. In turn, the latter yields

for n ∈ {Si}i∈N0

δ

2
n ≤

n−1
∑

a=0

1{TLa+1>τ} =
Ln
∑

i=1

Si−1
∑

a=Si−1

1{TLa+1>τ} =
Ln
∑

i=1

Ti1{Ti>τ} .

Thus, for every n ∈ N and ω := {ωa}a∈N0 ∈ Ω we find

E
⊗2
n,h,ω

[ n−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

≤ 1{∑n
a=1 1{ωa<λ}>

δ
4
n
} + Pn,h,ω[Ln < δn] + Pn,h,ω

[ Ln
∑

i=1

Ti1{Ti>τ} ≥
δ

2
n

]

+ E
⊗2
n,h,ω

[

1{∑n−1
a=1 X′

a1{ωa≥λ, TLa+1≤τ}≥ δ
4
n
}

n−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

≤ 1{∑n
a=1 1{ωa<λ}>

δ
4
n
} + Pn,h,ω[Ln < δn] + Pn,h,ω

[ Ln
∑

i=1

Ti1{Ti>τ} ≥
δ

2
n

]

+ 2τ

(

ξτ ξ

ξτ ξ + eh+λ

)
δn
8τ

−1

.

After integrating with respect to P[dω], this inequality shows that for all n ∈ N

E

[

E
⊗2
n,h,·

[ n−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

]

≤ e−
log 3−1

4
δn + 2Goe

−γon + 2τ

(

ξτ ξ

ξτ ξ + eh+λ

)
δn
8τ

−1

,

which verifies (3.6) with the constants

γh := min

{

log 3− 1

4
δ, γo,

δ

8τ
log

ξτ ξ + eh+λ

ξτ ξ

}

and Gh := 1 + 2Go +
2ξτ ξ + 2eh+λ

ξτ ξ−1
.

In order to demonstrate (3.10), we introduce for a ∈ {τ, . . . , n− τ} the variable

Ya := Xa1{TLa+TLa+1≤τ} + (1−Xa)1{TLa+1≤τ}

=

a−1
∑

i=a+1−τ

i+τ
∑

j=a+1

Xi

j−1
∏

k=i+1
k 6=a

(1−Xk)Xj , (3.11)

namely, Ya is the indicator function that the distance between the first contact before a
and the first contact after a is at most τ . The variable Ya has the following nice property,
which is a direct consequence of Lemma 2.2: for every non-negative functions φ ∈ Ma−1

and ψ ∈ Mn−a−1

En,h,ω

[

Φ(1−Xa)YaΨ
]

≤ ξτ ξ

ξτ ξ + eh+ωa
En,h,ω

[

ΦYaΨ
]

, (3.12)

where we have set Φ := φ(X0, . . . ,Xa−1) and Ψ := ψ(Xa+1, . . . ,Xn) for brevity. This
bound shows how the constraint Xa = 0 can be relaxed when Ya is involved. For its proof
we invoke Lemma 2.2 to obtain

En,h,ω

[

Φ(1−Xa)YaΨ
]

= En,h,ω

[

Φ(1−Xa)1{TLa+1≤τ}Ψ
]

≤ ξτ ξe−h−ωa En,h,ω

[

ΦXa1{TLa+TLa+1≤τ}Ψ
]

= ξτ ξe−h−ωa En,h,ω

[

ΦXaYaΨ
]

,
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which is nothing but a different way to write (3.12).
Let us put the variables Ya into context. Since X ′

aYa = X ′
a1{TLa+1≤τ} under the condi-

tion that Xa = 0 if X ′
a = 1, for every n ∈ N and ω := {ωa}a∈N0 ∈ Ω we have

E
⊗2
n,h,ω

[

1{∑n−1
a=1 X′

a1{ωa≥λ, TLa+1≤τ}≥ δ
4
n
}

n−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

≤ E
⊗2
n,h,ω

[

1{∑n−τ
a=τ X′

aYa1{ωa≥λ}≥ δ
4
n−2τ

}

n−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

.

For a reason that will be clear in a moment, we prefer that the index a in the last
expression runs over sublattices with spacing 2τ . For r ∈ {τ, . . . , 3τ − 1} put Ar :=
{r + 2τi : i ∈ N0 and r + 2τi ≤ n − τ}. Since ∪3τ−1

r=τ Ar = {τ, . . . , n − τ}, the condition
∑n−τ

a=τ X
′
aYa1{ωa≥λ} ≥ nδ/4−2τ entails that there exists r such that

∑

a∈Ar
X ′

aYa1{ωa≥λ} ≥
nδ/8τ − 1. In this way, we find

E
⊗2
n,h,ω

[

1{∑n−1
a=1 X′

a1{ωa≥λ, TLa+1≤τ}≥ δ
4
n
}

n−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

≤
3τ−1
∑

r=τ

E
⊗2
n,h,ω

[

1{∑
a∈Ar

X′
aYa1{ωa≥λ}≥ δ

8τ
n−1
}

∏

a∈Ar

(1−XaX
′
a)

]

=

3τ−1
∑

r=τ

∑

x1∈{0,1}
· · ·

∑

xn∈{0,1}

rEn,h,ω(x1, . . . , xn)En,h,ω

[ n
∏

k=1

1{Xk=xk}

]

with

rEn,h,ω(x1, . . . , xn) := En,h,ω

[

1{∑
a∈Ar

xaYa1{ωa≥λ}≥ δ
8τ

n−1
}

∏

a∈Ar

(1− xaXa)

]

.

The last step to obtain bound (3.10) is to show that

rEn,h,ω(x1, . . . , xn) ≤
(

ξτ ξ

ξτ ξ + eh+λ

)
δ
8τ

n−1

(3.13)

uniformly with respect to r and x1, . . . , xn. This is facilitated by the fact that Ya and Yb
for different a and b in a sublattice of spacing 2τ do not overlap, in the sense that depend
on the non-overlapping sets {Xa−τ+1, . . . ,Xa+τ−1} and {Xb−τ+1, . . . ,Xb+τ−1} of binary
variables as (3.11) makes evident. Given r ∈ {τ, . . . , 3τ − 1} and x1, . . . , xn ∈ {0, 1}, to
prove (3.13) we expand the indicator function in rEn,h,ω(x1, . . . , xn) to get

rEn,h,ω(x1, . . . , xn)

≤
∑

A⊆Ar

1{|A|≥ δ
8τ

n−1}En,h,ω

[

∏

a∈A
xa(1−Xa)Ya1{ωa≥λ}

∏

a∈Ar\A

(

1− xaYa1{ωa≥λ}
)

]

.

We are going to relax the constraints that Xa = 0 for a ∈ A. Bearing in mind that Ya
and Yb for distinct a, b ∈ Ar do not overlap, repeated applications of (3.12) yield for any
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A ⊆ Ar

En,h,ω

[

∏

a∈A
xa(1−Xa)Ya1{ωa≥λ}

∏

a∈Ar\A

(

1− xaYa1{ωa≥λ}
)

]

≤
∏

a∈A

ξτ ξ

ξτ ξ + eh+ωa
En,h,ω

[

∏

a∈A
xaYa1{ωa≥λ}

∏

a∈Ar\A

(

1− xaYa1{ωa≥λ}
)

]

≤
(

ξτ ξ

ξτ ξ + eh+λ

)|A|
En,h,ω

[

∏

a∈A
xaYa1{ωa≥λ}

∏

a∈Ar\A

(

1− xaYa1{ωa≥λ}
)

]

.

We conclude that

rEn,h,ω(x1, . . . , xn)

≤
(

ξτ ξ

ξτ ξ + eh+λ

)
δ
8τ

n−1

Pn,h,ω

[

∑

a∈Ar

xaYa1{ωa≥λ} ≥
δ

8τ
n− 1

]

,

which proves (3.13), thus completing the proof of Lemma 3.2. �

We can now go into the first application of Lemmas 3.1 and 3.2.

Lemma 3.4. For each compact set H ⊂ (hc,+∞) there exist constants γ > 0 and G > 0
such that for every integers 0 ≤ a ≤ b ≤ n

E

[

sup
h∈H

|covn,h,·[Xa,Xb]|
min{En,h,·[Xa],En,h,·[Xb]}

]

≤ Ge−γ(b−a) .

Proof of Lemma 3.4. Fix any H ⊂ (hc,+∞) compact. Lemma 3.2 ensures us the existence
of two constants γo > 0 and Go > 0 such that for all n ∈ N

E

[

sup
h∈H

E
⊗2
n,h,·

[ n−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

]

≤ Goe
−γon . (3.14)

The second part of Lemma 3.1 states that for every h ∈ R, ω := {ωc}c∈N0 ∈ Ω, and
integers 0 ≤ a ≤ b ≤ n

|covn,h,ω[Xa,Xb]|
min{En,h,ω[Xa],En,h,ω[Xb]}

≤ 2
∞
∑

j=b+1

[

1 + ξ(j − a)ξe−h−ωa

]

E
⊗2
j−a,h,ϑaω

[ j−a−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

+ 2

a−1
∑

i=0

[

1 + ξ(b− i)ξe−h−ωb

]

E
⊗2
b−i,h,ϑiω

[ b−i−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

. (3.15)
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Since the left-hand side of (3.15) is smaller than or equal to 1, we can further state that

|covn,h,ω[Xa,Xb]|
min{En,h,ω[Xa],En,h,ω[Xb]}

≤ 1{|ωa|> γo
3
(b−a)

} + 1{|ωb|> γo
3
(b−a)

}

+ 2
∞
∑

j=b+1

[

1 + ξ(j − a)ξe−h+ γo
3
(b−a)

]

E
⊗2
j−a,h,ϑaω

[ j−a−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

+ 2

a−1
∑

i=0

[

1 + ξ(b− i)ξe−h+ γo
3
(b−a)

]

E
⊗2
b−i,h,ϑiω

[ b−i−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

.

In this way, taking the supremum over H, setting ho := inf{H} > −∞, and then integrat-
ing with respect to P[dω], we get thanks to (3.14) and to a Chernoff–type bound

E

[

sup
h∈H

|covn,h,·[Xa,Xb]|
min{En,h,·[Xa],En,h,·[Xb]}

]

≤ 2

∫

Ω
1{|ω0|> γo

3
(b−a)

}P[dω]

+ 2Go

∞
∑

j=b+1

[

1 + ξ(j − a)ξe−ho+
γo
3
(b−a)

]

e−γo(j−a)

+ 2Go

a−1
∑

i=0

[

1 + ξ(b− i)ξe−ho+
γo
3
(b−a)

]

e−γo(b−i)

≤ 2

∫

Ω
eη|ω0|− ηγo

3
(b−a) P[dω] + 4Go

∞
∑

j∈N

(

1 + ξjξe−ho
)

e−
γo
3
(b−a)− γo

3
j .

This shows that the lemma holds with γ := min{ηγo
3 ,

γo
3 } and some G > 0. �

One corollary of Lemma 3.4 is the following.

Corollary 3.5. For each compact set H ⊂ (hc,+∞) there exist constants γ > 0 and
G > 0 such that for every integers 0 ≤ a ≤ b ≤ n

sup
h∈H

∣

∣

∣

∣

E

[

En,h,·[Xa]En,h,·[Xb]
]

− E

[

En,h,·[Xa]
]

E

[

En,h,·[Xb]
]

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ Ge−γ(b−a) .

Proof of Corollary 3.5. Fix a compact H ⊂ (hc,+∞) and integers 0 ≤ a ≤ b ≤ n. Put
m := ⌊a+b

2 ⌋. Lemma 2.1 gives for all ω ∈ Ω

En,h,ω[Xa] =
En,h,ω[XaXm]

En,h,ω[Xm]
− En,h,ω[XaXm]− En,h,ω[Xa]En,h,ω[Xm]

En,h,ω[Xm]

= Em,h,ω[Xa]−
covn,h,ω[Xa,Xm]

En,h,ω[Xm]
(3.16)

and

En,h,ω[Xb] =
En,h,ω[XmXb]

En,h,ω[Xm]
− En,h,ω[XmXb]− En,h,ω[Xm]En,h,ω[Xb]

En,h,ω[Xm]

= En−m,h,ϑmω[Xb−m]− covn,h,ω[Xm,Xb]

En,h,ω[Xm]
. (3.17)
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Lemma 3.4 implies that there exist constants γo > 0 and Go > 0 independent of a, b, and
n such that

sup
h∈H

E

[ |covn,h,·[Xa,Xm]|
En,h,·[Xm]

]

≤ E

[

sup
h∈H

|covn,h,·[Xa,Xm]|
En,h,·[Xm]

]

≤ Goe
−γo(m−a)

≤ Goe
− γo

2
(b−a)+γo

and, similarly,

sup
h∈H

E

[ |covn,h,·[Xm,Xb]|
En,h,·[Xm]

]

≤ Goe
−γo(b−m) ≤ Goe

− γo
2
(b−a) .

In this way, since the expectation Em,h,·[Xa] and En−m,h,ϑm·[Xb−m] are statistically inde-
pendent, we can conclude from (3.16) and (3.17) that for all h ∈ H

∣

∣

∣

∣

E

[

En,h,·[Xa]En,h,·[Xb]
]

− E

[

En,h,·[Xa]
]

E

[

En,h,·[Xb]
]

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ 2E

[ |covn,h,·[Xa,Xm]|
En,h,·[Xm]

]

+ 2E

[ |covn,h,·[Xm,Xb]|
En,h,·[Xm]

]

≤ 2Go(e
γo + 1)e−

γo
2
(b−a) ,

which proves the corollary with γ := γo/2 and G := 2Go(e
γo + 1). �

3.1. First consequences of the correlation estimates. In this section we investi-
gate the maximal polymer excursion Mn := max{T1, . . . , TLn} in the localized phase, so
providing a first application of the correlation bounds and proving Proposition 1.9.

Proof of Proposition 1.9. We shall show that for every ho > hc and ǫ > 0 there exists
δo > 0 such that for P-a.e. ω

lim
n↑∞

sup
h∈(ho−δo,ho+δo)

Pn,h,ω

[

∣

∣

∣

∣

Mn

log n
− 1

µ(h)

∣

∣

∣

∣

> ǫ

]

= 0 . (3.18)

This proves the proposition as follows. For h > hc and i ∈ N we denote by iδh the
number δo that (3.18) associates with ho = h and ǫ = 1/i. We also let iΩh ∈ F be a
set of charges with full probability, i.e., P[iΩh] = 1, for which (3.18) is valid. Putting
iUh := (h− iδh, h+

iδh) for brevity, Lindelöf’s lemma ensures us that from the open cover
{iUh}h∈(hc,+∞) of (hc,+∞) we can extract countably many elements corresponding to the

points ih1,
ih2, . . . such that (hc,+∞) ⊆ ∪j∈NiUihj

. Define Ωo := ∩i∈N ∩j∈N iΩihj
, which

satisfies P[Ωo] = 1. Then, for every ω ∈ Ωo, h > hc, and ǫ > 0 there exist i, j ∈ N such
that ǫ > 1/i, h ∈ iUihj

, and ω ∈ Ωihj
, so that

lim
n↑∞

Pn,h,ω

[

∣

∣

∣

∣

Mn

log n
− 1

µ(h)

∣

∣

∣

∣

> ǫ

]

≤ lim
n↑∞

sup
h′∈iUihj

Pn,h′,ω

[

∣

∣

∣

∣

Mn

log n
− 1

µ(h′)

∣

∣

∣

∣

>
1

i

]

= 0 .

This limit demonstrates that, as n goes to infinity, Mn/ log n converges in probability to
1/µ(h) with respect to the polymer measure Pn,h,ω for all ω ∈ Ωo and h > hc.

Let us prove (3.18). Fix ho > hc and ǫ > 0 and put δo := µ2oǫ/(4 + 3µoǫ) with
µo := µ(ho) > 0. We show at first that for P-a.e. ω

lim
n↑∞

sup
h∈(ho−δo,ho+δo)

Pn,h,ω

[

Mn

log n
>

1

µ(h)
+ ǫ

]

= 0 . (3.19)
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To this aim, noting that µ(h) ≤ µo+δo for h ∈ (ho−δo, ho+δo) by Remark 2.5 and setting
mn := ⌊{ǫ+1/(µo+ δo)} log n⌋ for brevity, we write for every n ∈ N, h ∈ (ho− δo, ho+ δo),
and ω ∈ Ω

Pn,h,ω

[

Mn

log n
>

1

µ(h)
+ ǫ

]

≤ Pn,h,ω

[

Mn

log n
>

1

µo + δo
+ ǫ

]

= Pn,h,ω

[

Mn > mn

]

≤
n−mn−1
∑

i=0

En,h,ω

[

Xi

i+mn
∏

k=i+1

(1−Xk)

]

=

n−mn−1
∑

i=0

n
∑

j=i+mn+1

En,h,ω

[

Xi

j−1
∏

k=i+1

(1−Xk)Xb

]

,

where the second inequality is due to the fact that the condition Mn > mn implies that
there is a contact site i ∈ {0, . . . , n−mn− 1} followed by an excursion of size at least mn,
while the last equality exploits the identity

Xi

i+mn
∏

k=i+1

(1−Xk) =

n
∑

j=i+mn+1

Xi

j−1
∏

k=i+1

(1−Xk)Xj +

n
∏

k=i+1

(1−Xk) ,

as well as the fact that Xn = 1 almost surely with respect to the polymer measure Pn,h,ω.
An application of Lemma 2.1 first and a Chernoff–type bound later give

Pn,h,ω

[

Mn

log n
>

1

µ(h)
+ ǫ

]

≤
n−mn−1
∑

i=0

n
∑

j=i+mn+1

Pj−i,h,ϑaω[T1 = j − i]

≤
n−1
∑

i=0

∞
∑

j=mn+1

Pj,h,ϑiω[T1 = j]

≤
n−1
∑

i=0

∑

j∈N
eζj−ζ(mn+1)

Pj,h,ϑiω[T1 = j] , (3.20)

where we have introduced the number ζ := µo(4 + µoǫ)/(4 + 3µoǫ). We now note that for
all j ∈ N, h ∈ (ho − δo, ho + δo), and ω := {ωa}a∈N0 ∈ Ω

Pj,h,ω[T1 = j] =
eh+ωj

E[e
∑j

a=1(h+ωa)XaXj]

≤ eδoj
eho+ωj

E[e
∑j

a=1(ho+ωa)XaXj ]
= eδoj Pj,ho,ω[T1 = j] .

Similarly, we have
Pj,h,ω[T1 = j] ≥ e−δoj Pj,ho,ω[T1 = j] . (3.21)

Thus, (3.20) finally yields

sup
h∈(ho−δo,ho+δo)

Pn,h,ω

[

Mn

log n
>

1

µ(h)
+ ǫ

]

≤ e−ζ(mn+1)
n−1
∑

i=0

∑

j∈N
e(ζ+δo)j Pj,ho,ϑiω[T1 = j]

≤ 1

n
ζ
(

1
µo+δo

+ǫ
)

n−1
∑

i=0

Λ(ϑiω) , (3.22)

Λ being the random variable on Ω defined as

Λ :=
∑

j∈N
e(ζ+δo)j Pj,ho,·[T1 = j] .
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Since ζ + δo = µo(4 + 2µoǫ)/(4 + 3µoǫ) < µo, where we have used the explicit expressions
δo := µ2oǫ/(4+3µoǫ) and ζ := µo(4+µoǫ)/(4+3µoǫ), Corollary 2.6 shows that E[Λ] < +∞.
At the same time, expliciting again δo and ζ we find

ζ

(

1

µo + δo
+ ǫ

)

=

(

1 +
µoǫ

4

)

4 + 7µoǫ+ 4(µoǫ)
2

4 + 7µoǫ+ 3(µoǫ)2
≥ 1 +

µoǫ

4
.

In this way, (3.19) follows from (3.22) thanks to Birkhoff’s ergodic theorem.

To conclude the proof of (3.18), we verify that for P-a.e. ω

lim
n↑∞

sup
h∈(ho−δo,ho+δo)

Pn,h,ω

[

Mn

log n
<

1

µ(h)
− ǫ

]

= 0 . (3.23)

The correlation estimates enter the proof of (3.23) because in order to exclude that all the
excursions are below a certain threshold it suffices to take into account only the excursions
that are included on well separated segments of the polymer. The dilution procedure that
we implement is even more drastic than this because takes into account only excursions of
very specific size. For this we start by remarking that there is no restriction to suppose that
ǫ is small and, in particular, we can suppose that ǫ is so small that ho−δo > hc, δo < µo, and
ǫ < 1/(µo− δo), as δo := µ2oǫ/(4+3µoǫ) goes to 0 when ǫ goes to 0. Then, planning to deal
with rn excursions of size mn and spacing dn, we definemn := ⌊{1/(µo−δo)−ǫ} log n⌋+1,
dn := ⌊(log n)2⌋+1, and rn := ⌊n/(mn+dn)⌋. Set ls := s(mn+dn) for s ∈ {0, . . . , rn−1}.
Bearing in mind that µ(h) ≥ µo − δo for h ∈ (ho − δo, ho + δo) by Remark 2.5, for every
n ∈ N, h ∈ (ho − δo, ho + δo), and ω ∈ Ω we have

Pn,h,ω

[

Mn

log n
<

1

µ(h)
− ǫ

]

≤ Pn,h,ω

[

Mn

log n
≤ 1

µo − δo
− ǫ

]

= Pn,h,ω[Mn < mn]

≤ En,h,ω

[

rn−1
∏

s=0

{

1−Xls

ls+mn−1
∏

k=ls+1

(1−Xk)Xls+mn

}

]

,

since the conditionMn < mn implies that an excursion from the position ls to the position
ls+mn cannot occur for any choice of s. This bound is the essence of the dilution procedure.
Repeated applications of the first part of Lemma 3.1 give

Pn,h,ω

[

Mn

log n
<

1

µ(h)
− ǫ

]

≤
rn−1
∏

s=0

En,h,ω

[

1−Xls

ls+mn−1
∏

k=ls+1

(1−Xk)Xls+mn

]

+ 2

rn−2
∑

s=0

ls+mn−1
∑

i=0

∞
∑

j=ls+1

E
⊗2
j−i,h,ϑiω

[ j−i−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

. (3.24)

We are going to show that for P-a.e. ω

lim
n↑∞

sup
h∈(ho−δo,ho+δo)

rn−1
∏

s=0

En,h,ω

[

1−Xls

ls+mn−1
∏

k=ls+1

(1−Xk)Xls+mn

]

≤ lim
n↑∞

rn−1
∏

s=0

{

1− inf
h∈(ho−δo,ho+δo)

En,h,ω

[

Xls

ls+mn−1
∏

k=ls+1

(1−Xk)Xls+mn

]

}

= 0 (3.25)

and

lim
n↑∞

sup
h∈(ho−δo,ho+δo)

rn−2
∑

s=0

ls+mn−1
∑

i=0

∞
∑

j=ls+1

E
⊗2
j−i,h,ϑiω

[ j−i−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

= 0 . (3.26)

These limits demonstrate (3.23) via (3.24).
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Let us prove (3.26) first, which is the simplest limit among the two. As ho − δo > hc,
according to Lemma 3.2 there exist constants γ > 0 and G > 0 such that

E

[

sup
h∈[ho−δo,ho+δo]

E
⊗2
j,h,·

[ j−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

]

≤ G e−γj

for all j ∈ N. In this way, introducing the random variable

Λ :=
∞
∑

j=1

e
γ
2
j sup
h∈[ho−δo,ho+δo]

E
⊗2
j,h,·

[ j−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

,

we have E[Λ] < +∞ and

sup
h∈(ho−δo,ho+δo)

rn−2
∑

s=0

ls+mn−1
∑

i=0

∞
∑

j=ls+1

E
⊗2
j−i,h,ϑiω

[ j−i−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

≤ rn

n−1
∑

i=0

∞
∑

j=dn

sup
h∈[ho−δo,ho+δo]

E
⊗2
j,h,ϑiω

[ j−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

≤ rne
− γ

2
dn

n−1
∑

i=0

Λ(ϑiω) ,

for all ω ∈ Ω. Thus, (3.26) is due to Birkhoff’s ergodic theorem since rn ≤ n and
dn ≥ (log n)2.

Regarding (3.25), we use Lemma 2.1 to write down for every n ∈ N, h ∈ R, ω ∈ Ω, and
s ∈ {0, . . . , rn − 1} the identity

En,h,ω

[

Xls

ls+mn−1
∏

k=ls+1

(1−Xk)Xls+mn

]

= En,h,ω[Xls ]Pmn,h,ϑlsω[T1 = mn]En−ls,h,ϑlsω[Xmn ] . (3.27)

The second part of Lemma 2.2 entails for 0 < a < n and λ > 0

En,h,ω

[

1{TLa+1≤λ}(1−Xa)
]

≤ ξe−h−ωaλξEn,h,ω

[

1{TLa+TLa+1≤λ}Xa

]

,

namely

Pn,h,ω[TLa+1 ≤ λ] ≤ En,h,ω

[

1{TLa+1≤λ}Xa

]

+ ξe−h−ωaλξEn,h,ω

[

1{TLa+TLa+1≤λ}Xa

]

.

This shows that

Pn,h,ω[Mn ≤ λ] ≤ Pn,h,ω[TLa+1 ≤ λ] ≤ (1 + ξe−h−ωaλξ)En,h,ω[Xa] ,

which trivially holds even for a = 0 and a = n. In this way, the choice λ = [1/µ(h)+ǫ] log n
yields

En,h,ω[Xls ] ≥
Pn,h,ω

[

Mn
logn ≤ 1

µ(h) + ǫ
]

1 + ξe−h−ωls

[

1
µ(h) + ǫ

]ξ
(log n)ξ

≥ 1{ωls≥0}
1− Pn,h,ω

[

Mn
logn >

1
µ(h) + ǫ

]

1 + ξe−h
[

1
µ(h) + ǫ

]ξ
(log n)ξ

.

Lemma 2.2, through Remark 2.3, also shows that

En−ls,h,ϑlsω[Xmn ] ≥
1

1 + ξe−h−ωls+mnmξ
n

≥ 1{ωls+mn≥0}
1

1 + ξe−hmξ
n

.
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Thus, having a glance at (3.21) and recalling that µ(h) ≥ µo− δo for h ∈ (ho− δo, ho+ δo),
from (3.27) we get

inf
h∈(ho−δo,ho+δo)

En,h,ω

[

Xls

ls+mn−1
∏

k=ls+1

(1−Xk)Xls+mn

]

≥ 2ζn1{ωls≥0, ωls+mn≥0}

(

1− sup
h∈(ho−δo,ho+δo)

Pn,h,ω

[

Mn

log n
>

1

µ(h)
+ ǫ

]

)

× e−δomn Pmn,ho,ϑlsω[T1 = mn] , (3.28)

where we have defined the numerical factor

ζn :=
1

2

1

1 + ξe−ho+δo
(

1
µo−δo

+ ǫ
)ξ
(log n)ξ

1

1 + ξe−ho+δomξ
n

.

Now we remark that (3.19) implies that for P-a.e. ω the upper bound

sup
h∈(ho−δo,ho+δo)

Pn,h,ω

[

Mn

log n
>

1

µ(h)
+ ǫ

]

≤ 1

2

is valid for all sufficiently large n. In this way, (3.28) yields for P-a.e. ω

lim sup
n↑∞

rn−1
∏

s=0

{

1− inf
h∈(ho−δo,ho+δo)

En,h,ω

[

Xls

ls+mn−1
∏

k=ls+1

(1−Xk)Xls+mn

]

}

≤ lim sup
n↑∞

rn−1
∏

s=0

(

1− ζn1{ωls≥0, ωls+mn≥0} e
−δomn Pmn,ho,ϑlsω[T1 = mn]

)

. (3.29)

In order to demonstrate (3.25) we must prove that the right-hand side of (3.29) is 0
for P-a.e. ω. This is due to the Borel–Cantelli Lemma since we are going to show that
∑

n∈NEn < +∞ with

En :=

∫

Ω

rn−1
∏

s=0

(

1− ζn1{ωls≥0, ωls+mn≥0} e
−δomn Pmn,ho,ϑlsω[T1 = mn]

)

P[dω]

being the expectation of the right-hand side of (3.29). Note that c :=
∫

Ω 1{ω0≥0}P[dω] > 0

since
∫

Ω ω0 P[dω] = 0 and that E[Pmn,ho,·[T1 = mn]] ≥ e−(µo+δo)(mn−1)+δo for all sufficiently
large n by Corollary 2.6. Also note that all the factors in the right-hand side of (3.29) are
statistically independent as Pmn,ho,ϑlsω[T1 = mn] depends on ω := {ωa}a∈N0 only through
the components ωls+1, . . . , ωls+mn−1. Thus, carrying out the integration and recalling that
mn := ⌊{1/(µo − δo)− ǫ} log n⌋+ 1, for all sufficiently large n we find

En =

(

1− c2ζne
−δomnE

[

Pmn,ho,·[T1 = mn]
]

)rn

≤
(

1− c2ζne
−(µo+2δo)(mn−1)

)rn

≤ exp

{

− c2ζnrne
−(µo+2δo)(mn−1)

}

≤ exp

{

− c2
ζnrn

n
(µo+2δo)

(

1
µo−δo

−ǫ
)

}

.

On the other hand, using δo := µ2oǫ/(4 + 3µoǫ) we deduce that

(µo + 2δo)

(

1

µo − δo
− ǫ

)

= 1− µoǫ
4 + 19µoǫ+ 10(µoǫ)

2

16 + 20µoǫ+ 6(µoǫ)2

≤ 1− µoǫ
4 + 19µoǫ+ 10(µoǫ)

2

16 + 76µoǫ+ 40(µoǫ)2
= 1− µoǫ

4
.
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In conclusion, for all sufficiently large n we have

En ≤ exp

{

− c2
ζnrn

n1−
µoǫ
4

}

,

which proves that
∑

n∈NEn < +∞ because limn↑∞(log n)2ξ+2ζnrn/n > 0. �

4. Regularity estimates and the CLT for the contact number

In this section we prove Theorem 1.2 about the differentiability of the free energy and,
as a consequence, the quenched concentration bound and the quenched CLT stated by
Theorem 1.4. The first step is to bound the derivatives of logZn,h(ω) with respect to h
by means of a Birkhoff sum. The following result is due to Lemma 3.1.

Lemma 4.1. For every n, r ∈ N, h ∈ R, and ω ∈ Ω

∣

∣

∣
∂rh logZn,h(ω)

∣

∣

∣
≤ 2r(r!)2

n−1
∑

i=0

∑

j∈N
jrE⊗2

j,h,ϑiω

[ j−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

.

Proof of Lemma 4.1. Fix n ∈ N, h ∈ R, and ω := {ωa}a∈N0 ∈ Ω. The bound holds in the

case r = 1 since |∂h logZn,h(ω)| ≤ n on the one hand, and E
⊗2
j,h,ϑiω

[
∏j−1

k=1(1 −XkX
′
k)] = 1

for j = 1 by convention on the other hand. For r ≥ 2 we have

∂rh logZn,h(ω) =
n
∑

a1=1

· · ·
n
∑

ar=1

Un,h,ω(a1, . . . , ar)

with Un,h,ω(a1, . . . , ar) := ∂ωa1
· · · ∂ωar

logZn,h(ω) the joint cumulant of Xa1 , . . . ,Xar with
respect to the probability measure Pn,h,ω, also known in statistical mechanics with the
name of Ursell function (see, e.g., [10, 25,26]). An explicit expression is

Un,h,ω(a1, . . . , ar) =

r
∑

l=1

∑

{C1,...,Cl}∈Pl

(−1)l−1(l − 1)!

l
∏

j=1

En,h,ω

[

∏

k∈Cj
Xk

]

,

where Pl is the collection of all the partitions of the set {a1, . . . , ar} into l components
(see [24], Proposition 3.2.1).

Since Un,h,ω(a1, . . . , ar) is symmetric in its arguments we can state that
∣

∣

∣
∂rh logZn,h(ω)

∣

∣

∣
≤ r!

∑

1≤a1≤···≤ar≤n

∣

∣

∣
Un,h,ω(a1, . . . , ar)

∣

∣

∣
. (4.1)

We shall verify later that, given an integer s ∈ {1, . . . , r−1}, the cumulant Un,h,ω(a1, . . . , ar)
with 1 ≤ a1 ≤ · · · ≤ ar ≤ n can be written by adding and subtracting less than 2r−1(r−1)!
terms of the form

covn,h,ω

[

∏

k∈A
Xk,

∏

k∈B
Xk

] l
∏

j=1

En,h,ω

[

∏

k∈Cj
Xk

]

with sets A ⊆ {a1, . . . , as}, B ⊆ {as+1, . . . , ar}, and C1, . . . , Cl constituting a partition of
{a1, . . . , ar} \ A ∪ B. Since by Lemma 3.1

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

covn,h,ω

[

∏

k∈A
Xk,

∏

k∈B
Xk

]

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ 2

as−1
∑

i=0

∞
∑

j=as+1+1

E
⊗2
j−i,h,ϑiω

[ j−i−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

,
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we deduce that
∣

∣

∣
Un,h,ω(a1, . . . , ar)

∣

∣

∣

≤ 2r(r − 1)!

as−1
∑

i=0

∞
∑

j=as+1+1

E
⊗2
j−i,h,ϑiω

[ j−i−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

≤ 2r(r − 1)!

n−1
∑

i=0

∞
∑

j=i+1

1{i<as≤j, as+1−as<j−i}E
⊗2
j−i,h,ϑiω

[ j−i−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

= 2r(r − 1)!

n−1
∑

i=0

∑

j∈N
1{i<as≤j+i, as+1−as<j}E

⊗2
j,h,ϑiω

[ j−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

.

In this way, the arbitrariness of s gives for 1 ≤ a1 ≤ · · · ≤ ar ≤ n

∣

∣

∣
Un,h,ω(a1, . . . , ar)

∣

∣

∣
≤ 2r(r − 1)!

r−1
∑

s=1

r−1
∏

t=1

1{at+1−at≤as+1−as}

×
n−1
∑

i=0

∑

j∈N
1{i<as≤j+i, as+1−as<j}E

⊗2
j,h,ϑiω

[ j−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

. (4.2)

The latter in combination with (4.1) proves the lemma since for every i and j

∑

1≤a1≤···≤ar≤n

r−1
∑

s=1

1{i<as≤i+j, as+1−as<j}

r−1
∏

t=1

1{at+1−at≤as+1−as}

≤
∑

−∞<a1≤···≤ar<∞

r−1
∑

s=1

1{0<as≤j}

r−1
∏

t=1

1{at+1−at<j} = (r − 1)jr . (4.3)

To conclude, let us demonstrate that for every r ≥ 2, s ∈ {1, . . . , r − 1}, and integers
1 ≤ a1 ≤ · · · ≤ ar ≤ n the cumulant Un,h,ω(a1, . . . , ar) can be written by adding and
subtracting less than 2r−1(r − 1)! terms of the form

covn,h,ω

[

∏

k∈A
Xk,

∏

k∈B
Xk

] l
∏

j=1

En,h,ω

[

∏

k∈Cj
Xk

]

(4.4)

with sets A ⊆ {a1, . . . , as}, B ⊆ {as+1, . . . , ar}, and C1, . . . , Cl constituting a partition of
{a1, . . . , ar} \ A ∪ B. We proceed by induction over r. For r = 2 the claim is trivially
true as Un,h,ω(a1, a2) = covn,h,ω[Xa1 ,Xa2 ]. Given r > 2, s ∈ {1, . . . , r − 1}, and integers
1 ≤ a1 ≤ · · · ≤ ar ≤ n, put σ := min{s + 1, r − 1} and note that

Un,h,ω(a1, . . . , ar) = ∂ωσUn,h,ω(a1, . . . , aσ−1, aσ+1, . . . , ar) .

If the claim is true for Un,h,ω(a1, . . . , aσ−1, aσ+1, . . . , ar), then we can write this cumulant
by adding and subtracting less than 2r−2(r − 2)! terms of the form

covn,h,ω

[

∏

k∈A
Xk,

∏

k∈B
Xk

] l
∏

j=1

En,h,ω

[

∏

k∈Cj
Xk

]

(4.5)

with sets A ⊆ {a1, . . . , aσ−1}, B ⊆ {aσ+1, . . . , ar}, and C1, . . . , Cl constituting a partition
of {a1, . . . , aσ−1, aσ+1, . . . , ar} \ A ∪ B. Simple calculations show that the derivative of
(4.5) with respect to ωσ originates 2l + 3 < 2r − 2 terms of the form (4.4). �

We use Lemma 4.1 in combination with Lemma 3.2 to prove Theorem 1.2.
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Proof of Theorem 1.2. For s ∈ N, put αs := −s and βs := s if hc = −∞ or αs := hc +1/s
and βs := hc + s if hc > −∞. By Lemma 3.2 there exist constants γs > 0 and Gs > 0
such that

E

[

sup
h∈[αs,βs]

E
⊗2
j,h,·

[ j−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

]

≤ Gse
−γsj

for all j ∈ N. This shows that the random variables

Λs :=
∑

j∈N
e

γs
2
j sup
h∈[αs,βs]

E
⊗2
j,h,·

[ j−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

possess finite expectation. Lemma 4.1, together with the inequality ζr ≤ r!eζ for ζ ≥ 0,
gives for every n, r, s ∈ N, h ∈ [αs, βs], and ω ∈ Ω

∣

∣

∣
∂rh logZn,h(ω)

∣

∣

∣
≤ 2r(r!)2

n−1
∑

i=0

∑

j∈N
jrE⊗2

j,h,ϑiω

[ j−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

≤
(

4

γs

)r

(r!)3
n−1
∑

i=0

Λs(ϑ
iω) . (4.6)

This bound is the key for proving the theorem.

We first deal with the expectation E[logZn,h] of the finite–volume free energy. Let

f
(r)
n for r ∈ N0 be the function that maps h ∈ R to f

(r)
n (h) := E[(1/n)∂rh logZn,h]. We

know that limn↑∞ f
(0)
n (h) = f(h) for all h ∈ R (see [11], Theorem 4.6) and, by definition,

we have f
(r)
n (h) − f

(r)
n (h′) =

∫ h′

h f
(r+1)
n (ζ)dζ for every r ∈ N0, n ∈ N, and h, h′ ∈ R.

Moreover, bound (4.6) yields suph∈[αs,βs] |f
(r)
n (h)| ≤ (4/γs)

r(r!)3 E[Λs] for all n, r, s ∈ N.
Given s ∈ N, the latter allows an application of the Arzelà-Ascoli theorem, which, in
combination with a diagonalization argument, implies the existence of continuous functions
f (0), f (1), . . . on the interval [αs, βs] and of an increasing sequence {ni}i∈N in N such that

limi↑∞ suph∈[αs,βs] |f
(r)
ni (h) − f (r)(h)| = 0 for all r ∈ N0. It follows that f (0)(h) = f(h)

and that f (r)(h) − f (r)(h′) =
∫ h′

h f (r+1)(ζ)dζ for every r ∈ N0 and h, h′ ∈ [αs, βs]. Thus,
f turns out to be infinitely differentiable on [αs, βs], and hence on (hc,+∞) because s is

arbitrary. Furthermore, f (r)(h) = ∂rhf(h) for every r ∈ N and h ∈ [αs, βs], which entails

sup
h∈[αs,βs]

∣

∣

∣
∂rhf(h)

∣

∣

∣
≤ sup

h∈[αs,βs]

∣

∣

∣
f (r)ni

(h)
∣

∣

∣
+ sup

h∈[αs,βs]

∣

∣

∣
f (r)ni

(h)− f (r)(h)
∣

∣

∣

≤
(

4

γs

)r

(r!)3 E[Λs] + sup
h∈[αs,βs]

∣

∣

∣
f (r)ni

(h)− f (r)(h)
∣

∣

∣
,

which in turn gives suph∈[αs,βs] |∂rhf(h)| ≤ (4/γs)
r(r!)3 E[Λs] after that i goes to infinity.

Thus, considering a compact set H ⊂ (hc,+∞), supposing s so large that H ⊆ [αs, βs],
and putting c := (4/γs)max{1,E[Λs]}, we have suph∈H |∂rhf(h)| ≤ cr(r!)3 for all r ∈ N.
This shows that f is of class Gevrey-3 on (hc,+∞).

To prove the statement of theorem that is concerned with the expectation of the finite–

volume free energy, we finally verify that limn↑∞ suph∈[αs,βs] |f
(r)
n (h) − ∂rhf(h)| = 0 for

all r ∈ N0. Given H ⊂ (hc,+∞) compact and supposing s so large that H ⊆ [αs, βs],

this limit shows that limn↑∞ suph∈H |f (r)n (h)− ∂rhf(h)| = 0. We proceed by contradiction.
Assume that there exist ro ∈ N, ǫ > 0, and a sequence {ni}i∈N with the property that

suph∈[αs,βs] |f
(ro)
ni (h) − ∂roh f(h)| ≥ ǫ for all i ∈ N. By repeating all the above arguments,

we can find a subsequence {nij}j∈N of {ni}i∈N such that limj↑∞ suph∈[αs,βs] |f
(r)
nij

(h) −
∂rhf(h)| = 0 for all r ∈ N0, which is a contradiction when r = ro.
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Let us move to discuss the typical behaviour of the finite–volume free energy. Since
E[Λs] < +∞, Birkhoff’s ergodic theorem states that there exists Ωo ∈ F with P[Ωo] = 1
such that for every ω ∈ Ωo and s ∈ N we have

sup
n∈N

1

n

n−1
∑

i=0

Λs(ϑ
iω) < +∞ . (4.7)

As for each h ∈ R we have limn↑∞(1/n) logZn,h(ω) = f(h) for P-a.e. ω (see [11], Theorem
4.6) and as the set Q of rational numbers is countable, we can even suppose that the limit
limn↑∞(1/n) logZn,h(ω) = f(h) holds for all ω ∈ Ωo and h ∈ Q. Then, recalling the bounds
|(1/n) logZn,h(ω)− (1/n) logZn,h′(ω)| ≤ |h− h′| and |f(h)− f(h′)| ≤ |h− h′| valid for all
n, ω, h, and h′, we deduce that limn↑∞(1/n) logZn,h(ω) = f(h) for all ω ∈ Ωo and h ∈ R.

Fixing ω ∈ Ωo, setting f
(r)
n (h) := (1/n)∂rh logZn,h(ω) for r ∈ N0, and combining (4.6) with

(4.7), a repetition of all the above arguments shows that limn↑∞ suph∈H |f (r)n (h)−∂rhf(h)| =
0 for all H ⊂ (hc,+∞) compact and r ∈ N0. �

The arguments of the proof of Theorem 1.2 also give the concentration inequality of
part (i) of Theorem 1.4.

Proof of part (i) of Theorem 1.4. The basic remark is that for each r ≥ 2 the derivative
∂rh logZn,h(ω) is the cumulant of order r of Ln − En,h,ω[Ln], and also of −Ln + En,h,ω[Ln]
except possibly for a minus sign.

Let αs, βs, γs, Λs, and Ωo be as in the proof of Theorem 1.2. Then, for all s ∈ N and
ω ∈ Ωo we have

sup
n∈N

1

n

n−1
∑

i=0

Λs(ϑ
iω) < +∞ .

Given ω ∈ Ωo and a compact set H ∈ (hc,+∞), identifying an s such that [αs, βs] ⊇ H,
and combining bound (4.6) with Theorem 2.5 of [9], we realize that for every n ∈ N,
h ∈ H, and u ≥ 0

Pn,h,ω

[

∣

∣Ln − En,h,ω[Ln]
∣

∣ > u
]

≤ 2e
− u2

An+bu5/3

with

A :=
256

γ2s
sup
n∈N

1

n

n−1
∑

i=0

Λs(ϑ
iω) and b := 2

(

4

γs

)
1
3

.

This prove part (i) of Theorem 1.4 with 1/κ := max{A, b}. �

Theorem 1.2 states that the functions that map h > hc to ρh := ∂hf(h) and to vh :=
∂2hf(h) are infinitely differentiable, the former being non decreasing and the latter being
non negative as f is convex. Since ∂h logZn,h(ω) and ∂

2
h logZn,h(ω) are the mean and the

variance of the contact number Ln under the polymer law Pn,h,ω, respectively, Theorem
1.2 also shows that the following holds for P-a.e. ω: for every h > hc

lim
n↑∞

En,h,ω[Ln]

n
= lim

n↑∞
E

[

En,h,·[Ln]

n

]

= ρh (4.8)

and

lim
n↑∞

En,h,ω

[(

Ln − En,h,ω[Ln]√
n

)2]

= lim
n↑∞

E

[

En,h,·

[(

Ln − En,h,·[Ln]√
n

)2]
]

= vh . (4.9)

Based on a convexity argument, in Section 1.1 we claimed that lim supn↑∞ E[En,h,·[Ln/n]] =
ρh > 0 for h > hc, which can be also regarded as a consequence of Lemma 2.7. Determin-
ing whether vh > 0 for h > hc is non trivial, and we appeal to Corollary 5.3 of Lemmas 5.1
and 5.2 in the next section for the finding that vh > 0 for h > hc. Apart from the strictly
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positivity of the variance, the quenched CLT of part (ii) of Theorem 1.4 is an immediate
consequence of Theorem 1.2, thanks to Theorem 1 of [20].

Proof of part (ii) of Theorem 1.4. Since ∂rh logZn,h(ω)/n
r
2 is the cumulant of order r ≥ 2

of (Ln−En,h,ω[Ln])/
√
n, Theorem 1.2 shows that there exists Ωo ∈ F with P[Ωo] = 1 such

that for all ω ∈ Ωo and h > hc the cumulant of order r ≥ 3 of (Ln − En,h,ω[Ln])/
√
n goes

to 0 when n is sent to infinity, while the cumulant of order 2 goes to vh. Corollary 5.3
states that vh > 0. In this way, part (ii) of Theorem 1.4 follows by applying Theorem 1
of [20]. �

5. The local CLT for the contact number

In this section we prove the quenched local CLT stated by Theorem 1.5. This requires
to investigate the characteristic function of Ln with respect to the polymer measure Pn,h,ω.
Put for brevity #n := ⌊(n− 1)/2⌋ and

Jn,h,ω :=

#n
∑

k=1

2eh+ω2kp(1)2p(2)

[p(2) + eh+ω2kp(1)2]2
X2k−1X2k+1 .

The following lemma, which is partly inspired by Theorem B.1 in [14] and partly by
Lemmas 2.2 and 2.3 in [5], is the starting point.

Lemma 5.1. For every n ≥ 3, h ∈ R, ω ∈ Ω, and z ∈ [−π, π]

En,h,ω

[

(

Ln − En,h,ω[Ln]
)2
]

≥ 1

2
En,h,ω

[

Jn,h,ω
]

and
∣

∣

∣
En,h,ω

[

eizLn
]

∣

∣

∣
≤ En,h,ω

[

e−
z2

π2 Jn,h,ω

]

≤ e−
z2

2π2 En,h,ω [Jn,h,ω] +
4En,h,ω[(Jn,h,ω − En,h,ω[Jn,h,ω])

2]

En,h,ω[Jn,h,ω]2
.

Proof of Lemma 5.1. Fix n ≥ 3, h ∈ R, ω ∈ Ω, and z ∈ [−π, π]. The third inequality is
due to Chebyshev’s inequality, which entails

En,h,ω

[

e−
z2

π2 Jn,h,ω

]

≤ e−
z2

2π2 En,h,ω [Jn,h,ω] + Pn,h,ω

[

Jn,h,ω ≤ 1

2
En,h,ω[Jn,h,ω]

]

≤ e−
z2

2π2 En,h,ω [Jn,h,ω] +
4En,h,ω[(Jn,h,ω − En,h,ω[Jn,h,ω])

2]

En,h,ω[Jn,h,ω]2
.

Let us prove the first and second inequality. Denoting by O the σ-algebra generated by
X1,X3,X5, . . ., we have

En,h,ω

[

(

Ln − En,h,ω[Ln]
)2
]

= En,h,ω

[

L2
n

]

−
(

En,h,ω

[

En,h,ω[Ln|O]
]

)2

≥ En,h,ω

[

L2
n

]

− En,h,ω

[

En,h,ω[Ln|O]2
]

= En,h,ω

[

{

Ln − En,h,ω[Ln|O]
}2
]

= En,h,ω

[

{ #n
∑

k=1

(

X2k − En,h,ω[X2k|O]
)

}2
]

and
∣

∣

∣
En,h,ω

[

eizLn
]

∣

∣

∣
≤ En,h,ω

[
∣

∣

∣

∣

En,h,ω

[

eiz
∑#n

k=1 X2k

∣

∣

∣
O

]

∣

∣

∣

∣

]

.
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In order to get the desired inequalities, we are going to demonstrate that

En,h,ω

[

{ #n
∑

k=1

(

X2k − En,h,ω[X2k|O]
)

}2
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

O

]

≥ 1

2
Jn,h,ω (5.1)

and
∣

∣

∣

∣

En,h,ω

[

eiz
∑#n

k=1 X2k

∣

∣

∣
O

]

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ e−
z2

π2 Jn,h,ω . (5.2)

Bounds (5.1) and (5.2) are trivial if at most one variable among X1,X3, . . . ,X2#n+1 takes
value 1 since Jn,h,ω = 0 in this case. Then, suppose that at least two of these variables
take value 1 and let 2l1 + 1 < · · · < 2lr + 1 with r ≥ 2 be the sites where the values 1 are
attained. In this way, bound (5.1) is tantamount to

En,h,ω

[

{ #n
∑

k=1

(

X2k − En,h,ω[X2k|O]
)

}2
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

O

]

≥
r
∑

s=2

1{ls=ls−1+1}
eh+ω2lsp(1)2p(2)

[p(2) + eh+ω2lsp(1)2]2
. (5.3)

Similarly, bound (5.2) is tantamount to
∣

∣

∣

∣

En,h,ω

[

eiz
∑#n

k=1 X2k

∣

∣

∣
O

]

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤
r
∏

s=2

(

1{ls>ls−1+1} + 1{ls=ls−1+1} exp

{

− 2z2eh+ω2lsp(1)2p(2)

π2[p(2) + eh+ω2lsp(1)2]2

}

)

. (5.4)

Let us verify bounds (5.3) and (5.4). Starting with (5.3), we observe that condition-

ing makes the sums
∑l1

k=1X2k,
∑l2

k=l1+1X2k, . . . ,
∑lr

k=lr−1+1X2k,
∑#n

k=lr+1X2k indepen-

dent thanks to Lemma 2.1, so that

En,h,ω

[

{ #n
∑

k=1

(

X2k − En,h,ω[X2k|O]
)

}2
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

O

]

= En,h,ω

[

{ l1
∑

k=1

(

X2k − En,h,ω[X2k|O]
)

}2
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

O

]

+
r
∑

s=2

En,h,ω

[

{ ls
∑

k=ls−1+1

(

X2k − En,h,ω[X2k|O]
)

}2
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

O

]

+ En,h,ω

[

{ #n
∑

k=lr+1

(

X2k − En,h,ω[X2k|O]
)

}2
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

O

]

≥
r
∑

s=2

1{ls=ls−1+1}En,h,ω

[

{

X2ls − En,h,ω[X2ls |O]
}2
∣

∣

∣
O

]

=

r
∑

s=2

1{ls=ls−1+1}En,h,ω[X2ls |O]
(

1− En,h,ω[X2ls |O]
)

. (5.5)

On the other hand, when ls = ls−1 + 1 Lemma 2.1 also shows that

En,h,ω[X2ls |O] = E2ls+1,h,ω[X2ls |O] = E2,h,ϑ2ls−1ω[X1] =
p(2)

p(2) + p(1)2eh+ω2ls
. (5.6)

We obtain (5.3) by combining (5.5) with (5.6).
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Moving to (5.4), exploiting again the conditional independence of the sums
∑l1

k=1X2k,
∑l2

k=l1+1X2k, . . . ,
∑lr

k=lr−1+1X2k,
∑#n

k=lr+1X2k we can write

∣

∣

∣

∣

En,h,ω

[

eiz
∑#n

k=1 X2k

∣

∣

∣
O

]

∣

∣

∣

∣

=

∣

∣

∣

∣

En,h,ω

[

eiz
∑l1

k=1 X2k

∣

∣

∣
O

]

∣

∣

∣

∣

×
r
∏

s=2

∣

∣

∣

∣

En,h,ω

[

e
iz

∑ls
k=ls−1+1 X2k

∣

∣

∣
O

]

∣

∣

∣

∣

×
∣

∣

∣

∣

En,h,ω

[

eiz
∑#n

k=lr+1 X2k

∣

∣

∣
O

]

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤
r
∏

s=2

{

1{ls>ls−1+1} + 1{ls=ls−1+1}

∣

∣

∣

∣

En,h,ω

[

eizX2ls

∣

∣

∣
O

]

∣

∣

∣

∣

}

. (5.7)

Under the hypothesis ls = ls−1 + 1 Lemma 2.1 yields

En,h,ω

[

eizX2ls

∣

∣

∣
O

]

= E2,h,ϑ2ls−1ω

[

eizX1
]

=
p(2) + eiz+h+ω2lsp(1)2

p(2) + eh+ω2lsp(1)2
,

and the bounds cos z ≤ 1− 2z2

π2 , as z ∈ [−π, π], and
√
1− ζ ≤ e−

ζ
2 for ζ ∈ [0, 1] give

∣

∣

∣

∣

En,h,ω

[

eizX2ls

∣

∣

∣
O

]

∣

∣

∣

∣

=

√

p(2)2 + e2h+2ω2ls p(1)4 + 2eh+ω2lsp(1)2p(2) cos z

p(2) + eh+ω2lsp(1)2

≤
√

1− 4z2eh+ω2lsp(1)2p(2)

π2[p(2) + eh+ω2lsp(1)2]2

≤ exp

{

− 2z2eh+ω2lsp(1)2p(2)

π2[p(2) + eh+ω2lsp(1)2]2

}

. (5.8)

We find (5.4) by combining (5.7) with (5.8). �

The next step is to investigate the mean and the variance of Jn,h,ω.

Lemma 5.2. The following properties hold for P-a.e. ω:

(1) lim inf
n↑∞

1

n
En,h,ω[Jn,h,ω] > 0 for all h > hc;

(2) lim sup
n↑∞

1

n
En,h,ω

[

(

Jn,h,ω − En,h,ω[Jn,h,ω]
)2
]

< +∞ for all h > hc.

Proof of Lemma 5.2. In order to prove part (1), we deduce at first a convenient lower
bound for the expectation En,h,ω[X2k−1X2k+1] with 1 ≤ k ≤ #n := ⌊(n − 1)/2⌋. Lemma
2.1 shows that

En,h,ω[X2k−1X2k+1] = En,h,ω[X2k−1|X2k+1 = 1]En,h,ω[X2k+1]

= E2k+1,h,ω[X2k−1]En,h,ω[X2k+1]

and

En,h,ω[X2k+1] ≥ En,h,ω[X2kX2k+1] = En,h,ω[X2k+1|X2k = 1]En,h,ω[X2k]

= En−2k,h,ϑ2kω[X1]En,h,ω[X2k] .
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It follows that

En,h,ω[X2k−1X2k+1] ≥
1

2
E2k+1,h,ω[X2k−1]En,h,ω[X2k+1]

+
1

2
E2k+1,h,ω[X2k−1]En−2k,h,ϑ2kω[X1]En,h,ω[X2k]

≥ 1

2
E2k+1,h,ω[X2k−1]En−2k,h,ϑ2kω[X1]

(

En,h,ω[X2k] + En,h,ω[X2k+1]
)

.

Lemma 2.2, through Remark 2.3, gives

E2k+1,h,ω[X2k−1] ≥
1

1 + ξ2ξe−h−ω2k−1
≥ e−|h|

1 + ξ2ξe−ω2k−1

and

En−2k,h,ϑ2kω[X1] ≥
1

1 + ξe−h−ω2k+1
≥ e−|h|

1 + ξe−ω2k+1
.

Then, putting the pieces together, we can write down the convenient lower bound

En,h,ω[X2k−1X2k+1]

≥ e−2|h|

2

1

1 + ξ2ξe−ω2k−1

1

1 + ξe−ω2k+1

(

En,h,ω[X2k] + En,h,ω[X2k+1]
)

, (5.9)

which holds for every n ≥ 3, h ∈ R, ω ∈ Ω, and 1 ≤ k ≤ #n.

Let us move to investigate En,h,ω[Jn,ω]. Thanks to (5.9), we find for every n ≥ 3, h ∈ R,
and ω ∈ Ω

En,h,ω[Jn,h,ω] =

#n
∑

k=1

2eh+ω2kp(1)2p(2)

[p(2) + eh+ω2kp(1)2]2
En,h,ω[X2k−1X2k+1]

≥ e−3|h|
#n
∑

k=1

2eω2kp(1)2p(2)

[p(2) + eω2kp(1)2]2
En,h,ω[X2k−1X2k+1]

≥ e−5|h|
#n
∑

k=1

Λ(ϑ2k−1ω)
(

En,h,ω[X2k] + En,h,ω[X2k+1]
)

, (5.10)

where we have introduced the random variable Λ that maps ω := {ωa}a∈N0 ∈ Ω to

Λ(ω) :=
eω1p(1)2p(2)

[p(2) + eω1p(1)2]2
1

1 + ξ2ξe−ω0

1

1 + ξe−ω2
.

We stress that Λ is independent of h. Recalling now that for h > hc the contact density
ρh is strictly positive and non decreasing with respect to h, for every h > hc we can find
a strictly positive number λh that satisfies P[Λ < λh] ≤ ρh/3 and that is non decreasing
with respect to h. We put λh into context by replacing (5.10) with

En,h,ω[Jn,h,ω] ≥ λhe
−5|h|

#n
∑

k=1

1{Λ(ϑ2k−1ω)≥λh}
(

En,h,ω[X2k] + En,h,ω[X2k+1]
)

≥ λhe
−5|h|

#n
∑

k=1

(

En,h,ω[X2k] + En,h,ω[X2k+1]
)

− 2λhe
−5|h|

#n
∑

k=1

1{Λ(ϑ2k−1ω)<λh}

≥ λhe
−5|h|

En,h,ω[Ln]− 2λh − 2λhe
−5|h|

n
∑

k=1

1{Λ(ϑkω)<λh} . (5.11)
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At this point, we note that Theorem 1.2 and Birkhoff’s ergodic theorem ensure us that
there exists a set Ωo ∈ F with P[Ωo] = 1 such that limn↑∞ En,h,ω[Ln/n] = ρh for all ω ∈ Ωo

and h > hc and limn↑∞
1
n

∑n
k=1 1{Λ(ϑkω)<λh} = P[Λ < λh] ≤ ρh/3 for all ω ∈ Ωo and

rational numbers h > hc. Thus, given any ω ∈ Ωo, h > hc, and rational number h′ ≥ h,
as λh ≤ λh′ we get from (5.11)

lim inf
n↑∞

En,h,ω[Jn,h,ω]

n
≥ λhe

−5|h|ρh −
2

3
λhe

−5|h|ρh′ .

The arbitrariness of the rational h′ ≥ h and the continuity of ρh with respect to h > hc
finally show that

lim inf
n↑∞

En,h,ω[Jn,h,ω]

n
≥ 1

3
λhe

−5|h|ρh > 0 .

Regarding part (2) of the lemma, note that 2eh+ω2kp(1)2p(2) ≤ [p(2) + eh+ω2kp(1)2]2,
so for every n ≥ 3, h ∈ R, and ω ∈ Ω we have

En,h,ω

[

(

Jn,h,ω − En,h,ω[Jn,h,ω]
)2
]

≤ 2

#n
∑

a=1

#n
∑

b=a

∣

∣

∣
covn,h,ω

[

X2a−1X2a+1,X2b−1X2b+1

]

∣

∣

∣
.

The first part of Lemma 3.1 gives

En,h,ω

[

(

Jn,h,ω − En,h,ω[Jn,h,ω]
)2
]

≤ 2#n + 4

#n−1
∑

a=1

#n
∑

b=a+1

2a
∑

i=0

∞
∑

j=2b

E
⊗2
j−i,h,ϑiω

[ j−i−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

≤ n+
n−1
∑

i=0

∑

j∈N
j2E⊗2

j,h,ϑiω

[ j−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

. (5.12)

We can now proceed in a way that is similar to the proof of Theorem 1.2. For s ∈ N,
define αs := −s and βs := s if hc = −∞ and αs := hc + 1/s and βs := hc + s if hc > −∞.
Consider the random variables

Λs :=
∑

j∈N
j2 sup

h∈[αs,βs]
E
⊗2
j,h,·

[ j−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

,

which possess finite expectation by Lemma 3.2. Then, Birkhoff’s ergodic theorem ensures
us that there exists Ωo ∈ F with P[Ωo] = 1 such that for every ω ∈ Ωo and s ∈ N

sup
n∈N

1

n

n−1
∑

i=0

Λs(ϑ
iω) < +∞ .

At the same time, for all ω ∈ Ωo and h ∈ [αs, βs] we have

En,h,ω

[

(

Jn,h,ω − En,h,ω[Jn,h,ω]
)2
]

≤ n+

n−1
∑

i=0

Λs(ϑ
iω)

by (5.12). For every ω ∈ Ωo and h > hc there exists s ∈ N such that [αs, βs] ∋ h, so that

lim sup
n↑∞

1

n
En,h,ω

[

(

Jn,h,ω − En,h,ω[Jn,h,ω]
)2
]

< +∞ . �

Theorem 1.2 and Lemmas 5.1 and 5.2 show that for each h > hc there exists ω ∈ Ω
such that

vh := ∂2hf(h) = lim
n↑∞

En,h,ω

[(

Ln − En,h,ω[Ln]√
n

)2]

≥ lim inf
n↑∞

En,h,ω[Jn,h,ω]

2n
> 0 .
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Thus, we have the following corollary.

Corollary 5.3. vh := ∂2hf(h) > 0 for all h > hc.

We are now able to prove Theorem 1.5.

Proof of Theorem 1.5. By Lemma 5.2 and part (ii) of Theorem 1.4 there exists a set
Ωo ∈ F with P[Ωo] = 1 such that the following properties hold for every ω ∈ Ωo and
h > hc:

(1) lim inf
n↑∞

1

n
En,h,ω[Jn,h,ω] > 0;

(2) lim sup
n↑∞

1

n
En,h,ω

[

(

Jn,h,ω − En,h,ω[Jn,h,ω]
)2
]

< +∞;

(3) lim
n↑∞

En,h,ω

[

e
iz

Ln−En,h,ω [Ln]
√

vhn

]

= e−
1
2
z2 for all z ∈ R.

Pick ω ∈ Ωo, h > hc, and λ > 0. The identities

√
2πvhnPn,h,ω[Ln = l] =

√

vhn

2π

∫ π

−π
En,h,ω

[

eizLn
]

e−izldz

=
1√
2π

∫ π
√
vhn

−π
√
vhn

En,h,ω

[

e
iz

Ln−En,h,ω [Ln]
√

vhn

]

e
iz

En,h,ω [Ln]−l
√

vhn dz ,

and

exp

{

− (l − En,h,ω[Ln])
2

2vhn

}

=
1√
2π

∫ +∞

−∞
e
iz

En,h,ω [Ln]−l
√
vhn

− 1
2
z2
dz ,

which are valid for every l ∈ N0, give for all integers n > λ2/(π2vh)

sup
l∈N0

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

√
2πvhnPn,h,ω[Ln = l]− exp

{

− (l − En,h,ω[Ln])
2

2vhn

}

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ 1√
2π

∫ π
√
vhn

−π
√
vhn

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

En,h,ω

[

e
iz

Ln−En,h,ω [Ln]
√

vhn

]

− e−
1
2
z2
∣

∣

∣

∣

dz +

√

π

2

∫ +∞

π
√
vhn

e−
1
2
z2dz

≤ 1√
2π

∫ λ

−λ

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

En,h,ω

[

e
iz

Ln−En,h,ω [Ln]
√

vhn

]

− e−
1
2
z2

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

dz

+

√

π

2

∫ π
√
vhn

λ

∣

∣

∣

∣

En,h,ω

[

e
iz Ln√

vhn

]

∣

∣

∣

∣

dz +

√

π

2

∫ +∞

λ
e−

1
2
z2dz .

Properties (1) and (2) show that En,h,ω[Jn,h,ω] ≥ n/c and En,h,ω

[

(Jn,h,ω−En,h,ω[Jn,h,ω])
2
]

≤
cn for every n > no with some numbers c > 0 and no ≥ 3 independent of λ. Then, Lemma
5.1 implies for n > no and z ∈ [−π√vhn, π

√
vhn]

∣

∣

∣

∣

En,h,ω

[

e
i z√

vhn
Ln
]

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ e
− γ

2π2vh
z2

+
4c3

n
.
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It therefore follows that for n > max{λ2/π2vh, no}

sup
l∈N0

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

√
2πvhnPn,h,ω[Ln = l]− exp

{

− (l − En,h,ω[Ln])
2

2vhn

}

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ 1√
2π

∫ λ

−λ

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

En,h,ω

[

e
iz

Ln−En,h,ω[Ln]
√

vhn

]

− e−
1
2
z2

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

dz

+

√

π

2

∫ +∞

λ
e
− γ

2π2vh
z2

dz +
16c3

√
vh√

n
+

√

π

2

∫ +∞

λ
e−

1
2
z2dz .

Appealing to property (3) and to the dominated convergence theorem, we can conclude
that

lim sup
n↑∞

sup
l∈N0

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

√
2πvhnPn,h,ω[Ln = l]− exp

{

− (l − En,h,ω[Ln])
2

2vhn

}

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤
√

π

2

∫ +∞

λ
e
− γ

2π2vh
ζ2

dζ +

√

π

2

∫ +∞

λ
e−

1
2
z2dz .

Theorem 1.5 follows from here because λ can be chosen arbitrarily large. �

6. A concentration bound and the CLT for the centering variable

In this section we study the centering variable En,h,·[Ln] in order to prove Theorem 1.6
and Proposition 1.7. Basic tools to this aim are the following formulas due to Lemma 2.1:
for every h ∈ R, ω ∈ Ω, and integers 0 ≤ a ≤ m ≤ b ≤ n

En,h,ω[Xa] =
En,h,ω[XaXm]

En,h,ω[Xm]
− En,h,ω[XaXm]− En,h,ω[Xa]En,h,ω[Xm]

En,h,ω[Xm]

= Em,h,ω[Xa]−
covn,h,ω[Xa,Xm]

En,h,ω[Xm]
(6.1)

and

En,h,ω[Xb] =
En,h,ω[XmXb]

En,h,ω[Xm]
− En,h,ω[XmXb]− En,h,ω[Xm]En,h,ω[Xb]

En,h,ω[Xm]

= En−m,h,ϑmω[Xb−m]− covn,h,ω[Xm,Xb]

En,h,ω[Xm]
. (6.2)

We shall use these formulas several times in combination with Lemma 3.4.

6.1. Cumulants of the centering variable. Let rκn,h be the cumulant of order r of
En,h,·[Ln] with respect to the law P. The following lemma provides an overall description
of rκn,h.

Lemma 6.1. For each compact set H ⊂ (hc,+∞) there exists a constant c > 0 such that
for all r, n ∈ N

sup
h∈H

∣

∣

rκn,h
∣

∣ ≤ cr(r!)3n .

Proof of Lemma 6.1. Fix any H ⊂ (hc,+∞) compact. According to Lemma 3.4, there
exist constants γ > 0 and G > 0 such that for every integers 1 ≤ a ≤ b ≤ n

sup
h∈H

E

[ |covn,h,·[Xa,Xb]|
min{En,h,·[Xa],En,h,·[Xb]}

]

≤ E

[

sup
h∈H

|covn,h,·[Xa,Xb]|
min{En,h,·[Xa],En,h,·[Xb]}

]

≤ Ge−γ(b−a) . (6.3)
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Put c := max{1, 4e/γ, 4eGe2γ }. We are going to prove that suph∈H |rκn,h| ≤ cr(r!)3n for
all r, n ∈ N.

The case r = 1 is trivial as 1κn,h = E[En,h,·[Ln]] ≤ n and c ≥ 1 by construction. Suppose
r ≥ 2 and fix n ∈ N. We have

rκn,h =

n
∑

a1=1

· · ·
n
∑

ar=1

Un,h(a1, . . . , ar) ,

Un,h(a1, . . . , ar) being the joint cumulant of En,h,·[Xa1 ], . . . ,En,h,·[Xar ] with respect to the
probability measure P. The symmetry of Un,h(a1, . . . , ar) yields

∣

∣

rκn,h
∣

∣ ≤ r!
∑

1≤a1≤···≤ar≤n

∣

∣

∣
Un,h(a1, . . . , ar)

∣

∣

∣
. (6.4)

Repeating some of the arguments of the proof of Lemma 4.1 we can state that, given
an integer s ∈ {1, . . . , r − 1}, the cumulant Un,h(a1, . . . , ar) with 1 ≤ a1 ≤ · · · ≤ ar ≤ n
can be written by adding and subtracting less than 2r−1(r − 1)! terms of the form

{

E

[

∏

k∈A
En,h,·[Xk]

∏

k∈B
En,h,·[Xk]

]

− E

[

∏

k∈A
En,h[Xk]

]

E

[

∏

k∈B
En,h,·[Xk]

]

}

×
l
∏

j=1

E

[

∏

k∈Cj
En,h,·[Xk]

]

, (6.5)

with sets A ⊆ {a1, . . . , as}, B ⊆ {as+1, . . . , ar}, and C1, . . . , Cl constituting a partition of
{a1, . . . , ar} \ A ∪ B. We claim that for h ∈ H the modulus of these terms is bounded

above by 2rGe−
γ
2
(as+1−as)+γ , so that

sup
h∈H

∣

∣

∣
Un,h(a1, . . . , ar)

∣

∣

∣
≤ 2rr!Ge−

γ
2
(as+1−as)+γ . (6.6)

In fact, bearing in mind that |
∏l

i=1 vi −
∏l

i=1 ui| ≤
∑l

i=1 |vi − ui| for every l ∈ N and
u1, . . . , ul, v1, . . . , vl ∈ [0, 1], formula (6.1) with m := ⌊(as + as+1)/2⌋ gives for all ω ∈ Ω

∣

∣

∣

∣

∏

k∈A
En,h,ω[Xk]−

∏

k∈A
Em,h,ω[Xk]

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤
∑

k∈A

∣

∣

∣
En,h,ω[Xk]− Em,h,ω[Xk]

∣

∣

∣

≤
∑

k∈A

|covn,h,ω[Xk,Xm]|
En,h,ω[Xm]

.

Similarly, formula (6.2) with m := ⌊(as + as+1)/2⌋ yields for all ω ∈ Ω

∣

∣

∣

∣

∏

k∈B
En,h,ω[Xk]−

∏

k∈B
En−m,h,ϑmω[Xk−m]

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤
∑

k∈B

∣

∣

∣
En,h,ω[Xk]− En−m,h,ϑmω[Xk−m]

∣

∣

∣

≤
∑

k∈B

|covn,h,ω[Xm,Xk]|
En,h,ω[Xm]

.

Importantly,
∏

k∈A Em,h,·[Xk] and
∏

k∈B En−m,h,ϑm·[Xk−m] are statistically independent.
Then, by replacing in (6.5) the products

∏

k∈A En,h,·[Xk] and
∏

k∈B En,h,·[Xk] with the
products

∏

k∈A Em,h,·[Xk] and
∏

k∈B En−m,h,ϑm·[Xk−m], respectively, thanks to (6.3) we
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find for h ∈ H
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

E

[

∏

k∈A
En,h,·[Xk]

∏

k∈B
En,h,·[Xk]

]

− E

[

∏

k∈A
En,h[Xk]

]

E

[

∏

k∈B
En,h,·[Xk]

]

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ 2
∑

k∈A
E

[ |covn,h,ω[Xk,Xm]|
En,h,ω[Xm]

]

+ 2
∑

k∈B
E

[ |covn,h,ω[Xm,Xk]|
En,h,ω[Xm]

]

≤ 2
∑

k∈A
Ge−γ(m−k) + 2

∑

k∈B
Ge−γ(k−m)

≤ 2sGe−γ(m−as) + 2(r − s)Ge−γ(as+1−m) ≤ 2rGe−
γ
2
(as+1−as)+γ .

The arbitrariness of s ∈ {1, . . . , r − 1} in (6.6) gives for all 1 ≤ a1 ≤ · · · ≤ ar ≤ n

sup
h∈H

∣

∣

∣
Un,h(a1, . . . , ar)

∣

∣

∣
≤ 2rr!Ge

− γ
2(r−1)

∑r−1
s=1(as+1−as)+γ

.

Combining this bound with (6.4) and bearing in mind that 1
1−e−ζ ≤ eζ

ζ for ζ > 0 and that

(r − 1)r−1 ≤ r!er, we finally find

sup
h∈H

∣

∣

rκn,h
∣

∣ ≤ r!
∑

1≤a1≤···≤ar≤n

sup
h∈H

∣

∣

∣
Un,h(a1, . . . , ar)

∣

∣

∣

≤ 2r(r!)2Geγ
(

1− e
− γ

2(r−1)
)r−1

n ≤ 2r(r!)2Ge2γ
[

2(r − 1)

γ

]r−1

n

≤ γGe2γ
(

4e

γ

)r

(r!)3n ≤ cr(r!)3n . �

The acquired control of the cumulants of En,h,·[Ln] immediately implies the concentra-
tion inequality presented in part (i) of Theorem 1.6.

Proof of part (i) of Theorem 1.6. Lemma 6.1 states that for each H ⊂ (hc,+∞) compact
there exist a constant c > 0 such that suph∈H |rκn,h| ≤ cr(r!)3n for all r, n ∈ N. Since rκn,h
is the cumulant of En,h,·[ln]− E[En,h,·[Ln]] for r ≥ 2, and also of −En,h,·[ln] + E[En,h,·[Ln]]
except possibly for a minus sign, Theorem 2.5 of [9] shows that for every n ∈ N, h ∈ H,
and u ≥ 0

P

[

∣

∣

∣
En,h,·[Ln]− E

[

En,h,·[Ln]
]

∣

∣

∣
> u

]

≤ 2e
− u2

16c2n+2c−1/3u5/3 .

Thus, part (i) of Theorem 1.6 holds with 1/κ := max
{

16c2, 2c−1/3
}

. �

6.2. More on the mean and the variance. We now deepen the study of the first two
cumulants of En,h,·[Ln]. First of all, we describe the convergence of E[En,h,·[Ln/n]] towards
ρh := ∂hf(h) as n goes to infinity, thus proving part (ii) of Theorem 1.6.

Proof of part (ii) of Theorem 1.6. Fix a compact set H ⊂ (hc,+∞). According to Lemma
3.4, there exist constants γ > 0 and G > 0 such that for all integers 1 ≤ a ≤ 2n

sup
h∈H

E

[ |cov2n,h,·[Xa,Xn]|
E2n,h,·[Xn]

]

≤ E

[

sup
h∈H

|cov2n,h,·[Xa,Xn]|
E2n,h,·[Xn]

]

≤ Ge−γ|n−a| .

We shall show in a moment that for every n ∈ N and h ∈ H
∣

∣

∣

∣

E

[

En,h,·[Ln]
]

− 1

2
E

[

E2n,h,·[L2n]
]

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ G

1− e−γ
. (6.7)



42 GIAMBATTISTA GIACOMIN AND MARCO ZAMPARO

Iterating this bound we get for all n, i ∈ N, and h ∈ H
∣

∣

∣

∣

E

[

En,h,·[Ln]
]

− 1

2i
E

[

E2in,h,·[L2in]
]

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ 2G

1− e−γ
.

The latter proves the lemma with c := 2G/(1 − e−γ) by sending i to infinity thanks to
Theorem 1.2 and (4.8).

Let us verify (6.7). Formula (6.1) gives for every ω ∈ Ω and a ∈ {1, . . . , n}

E2n,h,ω[Xa] = En,h,ω[Xa]−
cov2n,h,ω[Xa,Xn]

E2n,h,ω[Xn]
.

Formula (6.2) gives for every ω ∈ Ω and a ∈ {n + 1, . . . , 2n}

E2n,h,ω[Xa] = En,h,ϑnω[Xa−n]−
cov2n,h,ω[Xa,Xn]

E2n,h,ω[Xn]
.

Taking the sum over a and integrating with respect to P[dω], we realize that for all n ∈ N

and h ∈ H
∣

∣

∣

∣

E

[

E2n,h,·[L2n]
]

− 2E
[

En,h,·[Ln]
]

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤
2n
∑

a=1

E

[ |cov2n,h,·[Xa,Xn]|
E2n,h,·[Xn]

]

≤ 2G

1− e−γ
. �

Next, we investigate the asymptotics of the variance of En,h,·[Ln].

Lemma 6.2. For each h > hc the following limit exists and is finite:

lim
n↑∞

1

n
E

[

(

En,h,·[Ln]− E
[

En,h,·[Ln]
]

)2
]

=: wh .

Proof of Lemma 6.2. Given a random variable Λ on Ω, here we denote Λ− E[Λ] by Λ for

brevity. Fix h > hc and put νn := E
[

E2n,h,·[Ln]
2]
. We shall show that there exists a

constant c > 0 such that for all m,n ∈ N

νm+n ≤ νm + νn + c
(

√

νmin{m,n} + 1
)

(6.8)

and
∣

∣

∣

∣

E

[

En,h,·[Ln]
2
]

− νn

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ c
(√
νn + 1

)

. (6.9)

Bounds (6.8) and (6.9) prove the lemma as follows. The former entails that νn+1 ≤ νn +
ν1+c(

√
ν1+1) ≤ νn+1+2c, which in turn gives νn ≤ (1+2c)n for each n ∈ N. Thus, since

√

min{m,n} ≤ 2(
√
m+

√
n−√

m+ n), we deduce from (6.8) that νn +2c
√

(1 + 2c)n+ c

is the nth term of a subadditive sequence. It therefore follows that limn↑∞ νn/n =: wh

exists and is finite. Bound (6.9) implies that limn↑∞(1/n)E[En,h,·[Ln]
2
] = wh.

We point out that the sequence with nth term E
[

En,h,·[Ln]
2]

does not appear to have a
direct subadditivity property like (6.8). For this reason, we found it convenient to double

the system size and work with νn in place of E
[

En,h,·[Ln]
2]
, and then to come back to

E
[

En,h,·[Ln]
2]

by means of (6.9).

Let us verify (6.8). To begin with, we note that by Lemma 3.4 and Corollary 3.5 there
exist constants γ > 0 and G > 0 such that for every integers 0 ≤ a ≤ b ≤ l

E

[ |covl,h,·[Xa,Xb]|
min{El,h,·[Xa],El,h,·[Xb]}

]

≤ Ge−γ(b−a) (6.10)

and
∣

∣

∣

∣

E

[

El,h,·[Xa]El,h,·[Xb]
]

− E

[

El,h,·[Xa]
]

E

[

El,h,·[Xb]
]

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ Ge−γ(b−a) . (6.11)
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Pick positive integers m ≤ n. Decomposing Lm+n as the sum of Ln and Lm+n − Ln we
can write

νm+n := E

[

E2m+2n,h,·[Lm+n]
2
]

= E

[

E2m+2n,h,·[Ln]
2
]

+ E

[

E2m+2n,h,·[Lm+n − Ln]
2
]

+ 2E
[

E2m+2n,h,·[Ln]E2m+2n,h,·[Lm+n − Ln]
]

. (6.12)

Regarding the third term in the right-hand side of (6.12), bound (6.11) shows that

E

[

E2m+2n,h,·[Ln]E2m+2n,h,·[Lm+n − Ln]
]

=
n
∑

a=1

m+n
∑

b=n+1

E
[

E2m+2n,h,·[Xa]E2m+2n,h,·[Xb]
]

≤
n
∑

a=1

m+n
∑

b=n+1

∣

∣

∣

∣

E

[

E2m+2n,h,·[Xa]E2m+2n,h,·[Xb]
]

− E

[

E2m+2n,h,·[Xa]
]

E

[

E2m+2n,h,·[Xb]
]

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ Geγ

(eγ − 1)2
≤ G

γ(1− e−γ)
.

Thus, (6.12) implies

νm+n ≤ E

[

E2m+2n,h,·[Ln]
2
]

+ E

[

E2m+2n,h,·[Lm+n − Ln]
2
]

+
2G

γ(1− e−γ)
. (6.13)

We now analyze the first term in the right-hand side of (6.13). Decomposing E2m+2n,h,ω[Ln]
as the sum of E2n,h,ω[Ln] and E2m+2n,h,ω[Ln] − E2n,h,ω[Ln] and bearing in mind that
0 ≤ Ln ≤ n we deduce the inequality

E

[

E2m+2n,h,·[Ln]
2
]

= νn + 2E
[

E2n,h,·[Ln]E2m+2n,h,·[Ln]− E2n,h,·[Ln]
]

+ E

[

E2m+2n,h,·[Ln]− E2n,h,·[Ln]
2
]

≤ νn + 3nE

[

∣

∣

∣
E2m+2n,h,·[Ln]− E2n,h,·[Ln]

∣

∣

∣

]

≤ νn + 6nE

[

∣

∣

∣
E2m+2n,h,·[Ln]− E2n,h,·[Ln]

∣

∣

∣

]

.

On the other hand, formula (6.1) and bound (6.10) yield

E

[

∣

∣

∣
E2m+2n,h,·[Ln]− E2n,h,·[Ln]

∣

∣

∣

]

≤
n
∑

a=1

E

[

∣

∣

∣
E2m+2n,h,·[Xa]− E2n,h,·[Xa]

∣

∣

∣

]

=
n
∑

a=1

E

[ |cov2m+2n,h,·[Xa,X2n]|
E2m+2n,h,·[X2n]

]

≤ Ge−γn

1− e−γ
.

It therefore follows that

E

[

E2m+2n,h,·[Ln]
2
]

≤ νn +
6G

1− e−γ
ne−γn ≤ νn +

3G

γ(1− e−γ)
,

and (6.13) entails

νm+n ≤ νn + E

[

E2m+2n,h,·[Lm+n − Ln]
2
]

+
5G

γ(1− e−γ)
. (6.14)

To conclude, we investigate the second term in the right-hand side of (6.14). Decompos-
ing the expectation E2m+2n,h,ω[Lm+n − Ln] as the sum of the expectation E2m,h,ϑnω[Lm]
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and the difference E2m+2n,h,ω[Lm+n − Ln]− E2m,h,ϑnω[Lm] and appealing to the Cauchy–
Schwarz inequality we get

E

[

E2m+2n,h,·[Lm+n − Ln]
2
]

= νm + 2E
[

E2m,h,ϑn·[Lm]E2m+2n,h,·[Lm+n − Ln]− E2m,h,ϑn·[Lm]
]

+ E

[

E2m+2n,h,·[Lm+n − Ln]− E2m,h,ϑn·[Lm]
2
]

≤ νm + 2
√
νm

√

E
[

E2m+2n,h,·[Lm+n − Ln]− E2m,h,ϑn·[Lm]
2
]

+ E

[

E2m+2n,h,·[Lm+n − Ln]− E2m,h,ϑn·[Lm]
2
]

.

Moreover, decomposing the difference E2m+2n,h,ω[Lm+n −Ln]− E2m,h,ϑnω[Lm] as the sum
of E2m+2n,h,ω[Lm+n − Ln] − E2m+n,h,ϑnω[Lm] and E2m+n,h,ω[Lm] − E2m,h,ω[Lm], and then
recalling that 0 ≤ Lm ≤ m, we find

E

[

E2m+2n,h,·[Lm+n − Ln]− E2m,h,ϑn·[Lm]
2
]

≤ E

[

(

E2m+2n,h,·[Lm+n − Ln]− E2m,h,ϑn·[Lm]
)2
]

≤ 2E

[

(

E2m+2n,h,·[Lm+n − Ln]− E2m+n,h,ϑn·[Lm]
)2
]

+ 2E

[

(

E2m+n,h,·[Lm]− E2m,h,·[Lm]
)2
]

≤ 2E

[

(

E2m+2n,h,·[Lm+n − Ln]− E2m+n,h,ϑn·[Lm]
)2
]

+ 2mE

[

∣

∣

∣
E2m+n,h,·[Lm]− E2m,h,·[Lm]

∣

∣

∣

]

. (6.15)

The first term in the right-hand side of (6.15) reads

E

[

(

E2m+2n,h,·[Lm+n − Ln]− E2m+n,h,ϑn·[Lm]
)2
]

=
m
∑

a=1

m
∑

b=1

E

[

(

E2m+2n,h,·[Xn+a]− E2m+n,h,ϑn·[Xa]
)

×
(

E2m+2n,h,·[Xn+b]− E2m+n,h,ϑn·[Xb]
)

]

.

Formula (6.2) and bound (6.10) give for a, b ∈ {1, . . . ,m}

E

[

(

E2m+2n,h,·[Xn+a]− E2m+n,h,ϑn·[Xa]
)(

E2m+2n,h,·[Xn+b]− E2m+n,h,ϑn·[Xb]
)

]

≤ E

[

∣

∣

∣
E2m+2n,h,·[Xn+a]− E2m+n,h,ϑn·[Xa]

∣

∣

∣

]

= E

[ |cov2m+2n,h,·[Xn,Xn+a]|
E2m+2n,h,·[Xn]

]

≤ Ge−γa .

By changing a with b we realize that

E

[

(

E2m+2n,h,·[Xn+a]− E2m+n,h,ϑn·[Xa]
)(

E2m+2n,h,·[Xn+b]−E2m+n,h,ϑn·[Xb]
)

]

≤ Ge−
γ
2
(a+b) , (6.16)
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and hence

E

[

(

E2m+2n,h,·[Lm+n − Ln]− E2m+n,h,ϑn·[Lm]
)2
]

≤ G

(e
γ
2 − 1)2

≤ 4G

γ(1− e−γ)
.

Moving to the second term in the right-hand side of (6.15), we invoke (6.1) and (6.10) to
obtain

E

[

∣

∣

∣
E2m+n,h,·[Lm]− E2m,h,·[Lm]

∣

∣

∣

]

≤
m
∑

a=1

E

[

∣

∣

∣
E2m+n,h,·[Xa]− E2m,h,·[Xa]

∣

∣

∣

]

=

m
∑

a=1

E

[ |cov2m+n,h,·[Xa,X2m]|
E2m+n,h,·[X2m]

]

≤ Ge−γm

1− e−γ
.

In this way, (6.15) shows that

E

[

E2m+2n,h,·[Lm+n − Ln]− E2m,h,ϑn·[Lm]
2
]

≤ 8G

γ(1 − e−γ)
+

2G

1− e−γ
me−γm

≤ 9G

γ(1 − e−γ)
,

which in turn yields

E

[

E2m+2n,h,·[Lm+n − Ln]
2
]

≤ νm +
√
νm

√

36G

γ(1− e−γ)
+

9G

γ(1− e−γ)
.

Combining this inequality with (6.14) we finally find

νm+n ≤ νm + νn +
√
νm

√

36G

γ(1− e−γ)
+

14G

γ(1− e−γ)
,

which proves (6.8) with

c := max

{
√

36G

γ(1− e−γ)
,

14G

γ(1 − e−γ)

}

. (6.17)

It remains to demonstrate (6.9). To this aim, we fix n ∈ N and write for all ω ∈ Ω

En,h,ω[Ln]
2 − E2n,h,ω[Ln]

2
= 2E2n,h,ω[Ln]En,h,ω[Ln]− E2n,h,ω[Ln]

+ En,h,ω[Ln]− E2n,h,ω[Ln]
2
. (6.18)

Integrating with respect to P[dω] and applying the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality we get

∣

∣

∣

∣

E

[

En,h,·[Ln]
2
]

− νn

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ 2
√
νn

√

E

[

E2n,h,·[Ln]− En,h,·[Ln]
2
]

+ E

[

E2n,h,·[Ln]− En,h,·[Ln]
2
]

.

Similarly to (6.16), we can make use of formula (6.1) and bound (6.10) to show that for
a, b ∈ {1, . . . , n}

E

[

(

E2n,h,·[Xa]− En,h,·[Xa]
)(

E2n,h,·[Xb]− En,h,·[Xb]
)

]

≤ Ge−
γ
2
(a+b) ,
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so that

E

[

E2n,h,·[Ln]− En,h,·[Ln]
2
]

≤ E

[

(

E2n,h,·[Ln]− En,h,·[Ln]
)2
]

=
n
∑

a=1

n
∑

b=1

E

[

(

E2n,h,·[Xa]− En,h,·[Xa]
)(

E2n,h,·[Xb]− En,h,·[Xb]
)

]

≤ G

(e
γ
2 − 1)2

≤ 4G

γ(1− e−γ)
.

In conclusion, we find

∣

∣

∣

∣

E

[

En,h,·[Ln]
2
]

− νn

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ √
νn

√

16G

γ(1− e−γ)
+

4G

γ(1− e−γ)
≤ c(

√
νn + 1)

with c as in (6.17). �

The following lemma demonstrates that the number wh defined by Lemma 6.2 is strictly
positive in the localized phase h > hc unless the model is non disordered.

Lemma 6.3. wh > 0 for all h > hc provided that
∫

Ω ω
2
0 P[dω] > 0.

Before going into the the proof of Lemma 6.3, let us point out that if ω0 is Gaussian
distributed with standard deviation β > 0, then one can exploit Gaussian integration by
parts and obtain wh ≥ (βvh)

2 > 0 for h > hc. We give the argument here because it
inspired the (substantially more involved) proof for general disorder laws. The Cauchy–
Schwarz inequality gives for all n ∈ N and h ∈ R

∫

Ω

n
∑

a=1

ωaEn,h,ω[Ln]P[dω] =

∫

Ω

n
∑

a=1

ωa

(

En,h,ω[Ln]− E
[

En,h,·[Ln]
]

)

P[dω]

≤ β
√
n

√

E

[

(

En,h,·[Ln]− E
[

En,h,·[Ln]
]

)2
]

. (6.19)

On the other hand, Gaussian integration by parts yields

∫

Ω

n
∑

a=1

ωaEn,h,ω[Ln]P[dω] = β2
∫

Ω

n
∑

a=1

∂ωaEn,h,ω[Ln]P[dω]

= β2 E

[

En,h,·
[

(

Ln − En,h,·[Ln]
)2
]

]

. (6.20)

Combining (6.19) with (6.20), dividing by n, and then letting n go to infinity we find
wh ≥ (βvh)

2 for h > hc thanks to Lemma 6.2 and (4.9).

Proof of Lemma 6.3. To begin with, we present some formulas that make explicit the
dependence of the expectation of observables on the charge at a given site. Given ω :=
{ωb}b∈N0 ∈ Ω and a ∈ N, we denote by aω := {ω0, . . . , ωa−1, 0, ωa+1, . . .} a system of
charges where the charge at site a is suppressed. Exploiting the binary nature of Xa, for
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any bounded measurable function Φ on (S,S) we find

En,h,ω[Φ] =
E[Φ e

∑n
c=1(h+ωc)XcXn]

E[e
∑n

c=1(h+ωc)XcXn]

=
En,h,aω[Φ] + (eωa − 1)En,h,aω[XaΦ]

1 + (eωa − 1)En,h,aω[Xa]

= En,h,aω[Φ] +
eωa − 1

1 + (eωa − 1)En,h,aω[Xa]
covn,h,aω[Xa,Φ] . (6.21)

This formula shows how to isolate ωa. Taking the derivative with respect to ωa we also
find

covn,h,ω[Xa,Φ] =
eωa

{

1 + (eωa − 1)En,h,aω[Xa]
}2 covn,h,

aω[Xa,Φ] . (6.22)

We are now ready to present the proof of the lemma.

Fix h > hc and assume that
∫

Ω ω
2
0 P[dω] > 0. According to Lemma 3.4 there exist

constants γ > 0 and G > 0 such that for every integers 1 ≤ a ≤ b ≤ n

E

[

∣

∣covn,h,·[Xa,Xb]
∣

∣

]

≤ Ge−γ(b−a) , (6.23)

and by elementary considerations we can find a λ > 0 so large that
√

G

∫

Ω
1{|ω0|>λ}P[dω]

1 + e−
γ
2

1− e−
γ
2

≤ vh (6.24)

with vh := ∂2hf(h) > 0. We note that
∫

Ω ω01{ω0≤0}P[dω] < 0 and
∫

Ω ω01{ω0>0}P[dω] > 0

since
∫

Ω ω0 P[dω] = 0 and
∫

Ω ω
2
0 P[dω] > 0. In this way, we can take λ so large to have

also q− := −
∫

Ω ω01{−λ<ω0≤0}P[dω] > 0 and q+ :=
∫

Ω ω01{0<ω0≤λ}P[dω] > 0. Put q(ζ) :=

q−ζ1{0<ζ≤λ} + q+ζ1{−λ<ζ≤0} for ζ ∈ R and note that
∫

Ω q(ω0)P[dω] = 0. For n ∈ N and
a ∈ {1, . . . , n} define the random variable Λn,a that maps ω := {ωb}b∈N0 ∈ Ω to

Λn,a(ω) := q(ωa) covn,h,aω[Xa, Ln] .

We have E[Λn,a] = 0 as covn,h,aω[Xa, Ln] is independent of ωa and
∫

Ω q(ω0)P[dω] = 0.

The starting point to prove the lemma is the following bound due to the Cauchy–Schwarz
inequality: for every n ∈ N

E

[ n
∑

a=1

Λn,aEn,h,·[Ln]

]

= E

[ n
∑

a=1

Λn,a

(

En,h,·[Ln]− E
[

En,h,·[Ln]
]

)

]

≤

√

√

√

√E

[( n
∑

a=1

Λn,a

)2]
√

E

[

(

En,h,·[Ln]− E
[

En,h,·[Ln]
]

)2
]

.

Therefore wh > 0 follows if we show that

lim inf
n↑∞

1

n
E

[ n
∑

a=1

Λn,aEn,h,·[Ln]

]

> 0 (6.25)

and

lim sup
n↑∞

1

n
E

[( n
∑

a=1

Λn,a

)2]

< +∞ . (6.26)

Let us prove (6.25) first. Formula (6.21) gives for all n ∈ N and ω := {ωb}b∈N0

Λn,a(ω)En,h,ω[Ln] = Λn,a(ω)En,h,aω[Ln]

+
q(ωa)(e

ωa − 1)

1 + (eωa − 1)En,h,aω[Xa]

(

covn,h,aω[Xa, Ln]
)2
.
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Then, since q(ζ)(eζ − 1) ≥ q−ζ(eζ − 1)1{0<ζ≤λ} ≥ q−ζ21{0<ζ≤λ}, we can state that

Λn,a(ω)En,h,ω[Ln] ≥ Λn,a(ω)En,h,aω[Ln] + q−e
−λ

1{0<ωa≤λ}ω
2
a

(

covn,h,aω[Xa, Ln]
)2
.

In this way, integrating with respect to P[dω] and bearing in mind that
∫

Ω q(ω0)P[dω] = 0
and that both covn,h,aω[Xa, Ln] and En,h,aω[Ln] are independent of ωa, we get for all n ∈ N

E

[ n
∑

a=1

Λn,aEn,h,·[Ln]

]

≥ q−e
−λ

∫

Ω
1{0<ω0≤λ}ω

2
0 P[dω]

∫

Ω

n
∑

a=1

(

covn,h,aω[Xa, Ln]
)2

P[dω]

≥ q−q
2
+e

−λ

∫

Ω

n
∑

a=1

(

covn,h,aω[Xa, Ln]
)2

P[dω] . (6.27)

At the same time, formula (6.22) entails
(

covn,h,aω[Xa, Ln]
)2

= e−2ωa

{

1 + (eωa − 1)En,h,aω[Xa]
}4(

covn,h,ω[Xa, Ln]
)2

≥ e−2|ωa|
(

covn,h,ω[Xa, Ln]
)2

≥ e−2λ
1{|ωa|≤λ}

(

covn,h,ω[Xa, Ln]
)2
,

where the second step follows by considering separately the values of ωa positive and neg-
ative. Plugging this bound into (6.27), two applications of the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality
yield

E

[ n
∑

a=1

Λn,aEn,h,·[Ln]

]

≥ q−q
2
+e

−3λ

∫

Ω

n
∑

a=1

1{|ωa|≤λ}
(

covn,h,ω[Xa, Ln]
)2

P[dω]

≥ q−q2+e
−3λ

n

∫

Ω

( n
∑

a=1

1{|ωa|≤λ}covn,h,ω[Xa, Ln]

)2

P[dω]

≥ q−q2+e
−3λ

n

(

∫

Ω

n
∑

a=1

1{|ωa|≤λ}covn,h,ω[Xa, Ln]P[dω]

)2

=
q−q2+e

−3λ

n

(

E

[

covn,h,·[Ln, Ln]
]

−
∫

Ω

n
∑

a=1

1{|ωa|>λ}covn,h,ω[Xa, Ln]P[dω]

)2

. (6.28)

Finally, a further use of the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality, combined with the fact that
|covn,h,ω[Xa,Xb]| ≤ 1, gives thanks to (6.23) and (6.24)

∫

Ω

n
∑

a=1

1{|ωa|>λ}covn,h,ω[Xa, Ln]P[dω]

=
n
∑

a=1

n
∑

b=1

∫

Ω
1{|ωa|>λ}covn,h,ω[Xa,Xb]P[dω]

≤
n
∑

a=1

n
∑

b=1

√

∫

Ω
1{|ω0|>λ}P[dω]

√

E

[

∣

∣

∣
covn,h,·[Xa,Xb]

∣

∣

∣

]

≤ n

√

G

∫

Ω
1{|ω0|>λ}P[dω]

1 + e−
γ
2

1− e−
γ
2

≤ n
vh
2
.
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In this way, (6.28) and (4.9) allow us to conclude that

lim inf
n↑∞

1

n
E

[ n
∑

a=1

Λn,aEn,h,·[Ln]

]

≥ q−(q+vh)2e−3λ

4
,

which demonstrates (6.25).

Let us move to (6.26). Writing for every n ∈ N

E

[( n
∑

a=1

Λn,a

)2]

=

n
∑

a=1

E
[

Λ2
n,a

]

+ 2

n−1
∑

a=1

n
∑

b=a+1

E
[

Λn,aΛn,b

]

, (6.29)

we analyze separately the expectations E[Λ2
n,a] for 1 ≤ a ≤ n and E[Λn,aΛn,b] for 1 ≤

a < b ≤ n. Regarding the former, the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality and the fact that
|covn,h,ω[Xa,Xc]| ≤ 1 give for any a

E
[

Λ2
n,a

]

=
n
∑

c=1

n
∑

d=1

∫

Ω
q(ωa)

2
covn,h,aω[Xa,Xc] covn,h,aω[Xa,Xd]P[dω]

≤
{

n
∑

c=1

√

∫

Ω
q(ωa)2

∣

∣

∣
covn,h,aω[Xa,Xc]

∣

∣

∣
P[dω]

}2

. (6.30)

On the other hand, formula (6.22) allows us to conclude that
∫

Ω
q(ωa)

2
∣

∣

∣
covn,h,aω[Xa,Xc]

∣

∣

∣
P[dω]

=

∫

Ω
q(ωa)

2e−ωa

{

1 + (eωa − 1)En,h,aω[Xa]
}2∣
∣

∣
covn,h,ω[Xa,Xc]

∣

∣

∣
P[dω]

≤
∫

Ω
q(ωa)

2e|ωa|
∣

∣

∣
covn,h,ω[Xa,Xc]

∣

∣

∣
P[dω] . (6.31)

Thus, since |q(ζ)| ≤ max{q−, q+}λ for ζ ∈ (−λ, λ] and q(ζ) = 0 for ζ /∈ (−λ, λ], from
(6.30) and (6.31) first and (6.23) later we get

E
[

Λ2
n,a

]

≤ max{q2−, q2+}λ2eλ
{

n
∑

c=1

√

[

∣

∣covn,h,·[Xa,Xc]
∣

∣

]

}2

≤ Geλ
(

max{q−, q+}λ
1 + e−

γ
2

1− e−
γ
2

)2

. (6.32)

The study of the expectations E[Λn,aΛn,b] is more involved. Fix integers 1 ≤ a < b ≤ n

and denote by a,bω the system of charges {ω0, . . . , ωa−1, 0, ωa+1, . . . , ωb−1, 0, ωb+1, . . .}. We
have

E
[

Λn,aΛn,b

]

=

∫

Ω
q(ωa)q(ωb)covn,h,aω[Xa, Ln]covn,h,bω[Xb, Ln]P[dω]

=

∫

Ω
q(ωa)q(ωb)

{

covn,h,aω[Xa, Ln]− covn,h,a,bω[Xa, Ln]
}

×
{

covn,h,bω[Xb, Ln]− covn,h,a,bω[Xb, Ln]
}

P[dω]

because
∫

Ω q(ω0)P[dω] = 0 and because covn,h,aω[Xa, Ln] and covn,h,bω[Xb, Ln] are inde-
pendent of ωa and ωb, respectively, while covn,h,a,bω[Xa, Ln] and covn,h,a,bω[Xb, Ln] are inde-
pendent of both ωa and ωb. The Cauchy–Schwarz inequality, combined with the fact that
|covn,h,aω[Xa,Xc]−covn,h,a,bω[Xa,Xc]| ≤ 2 and |covn,h,bω[Xb,Xd]−covn,h,a,bω[Xb,Xd]| ≤ 2,
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yields

E
[

Λn,aΛn,b

]

=

n
∑

c=1

n
∑

d=1

∫

Ω
q(ωa)q(ωb)

{

covn,h,aω[Xa,Xc]− covn,h,a,bω[Xa,Xc]
}

×
{

covn,h,bω[Xb,Xd]− covn,h,a,bω[Xb,Xd]
}

P[dω]

≤ 2

n
∑

c=1

√

∫

Ω
q(ωa)q(ωb)

∣

∣

∣
covn,h,aω[Xa,Xc]− covn,h,a,bω[Xa,Xc]

∣

∣

∣
P[dω]

×
n
∑

d=1

√

∫

Ω
q(ωa)q(ωb)

∣

∣

∣
covn,h,bω[Xb,Xd]− covn,h,a,bω[Xb,Xd]

∣

∣

∣
P[dω] . (6.33)

The two factors in the right-hand side of (6.33) just differ because a 6= b, but they can
be treated in the same way. Let us look at the first. We use that ∂ωb

covn,h,aω[Xa,Xc] =
Un,h,aω(a, b, c) = Un,h,aω(l,m, r), where Un,h,aω(a, b, c) is the joint cumulant of Xa, Xb,
and Xc with respect to the law Pn,h,aω and (l,m, r) is a permutation of (a, b, c) such that
l ≤ m ≤ r. Therefore, for every ω := {ωe}e∈N0 ∈ Ω and c ∈ {1, . . . , n} there exists
u ∈ [0, 1] that verifies

covn,h,aω[Xa,Xc]− covn,h,a,bω[Xa,Xc]

= ωb Un,h,{ω0,...,ωa−1,0,ωa+1,...,ωb−1,uωb,ωb+1,...}(l,m, r) .

Setting ̟ := {ω0, . . . , ωa−1, 0, ωa+1, . . . , ωb−1, uωb, ωb+1, . . .} for brevity, bound (4.2) gives

∣

∣

∣
Un,h,̟(l,m, r)

∣

∣

∣
≤ 16

n−1
∑

i=0

∑

j∈N
1{i<l≤j+i, r−m≤m−l<j}E

⊗2
j,h,ϑi̟

[ j−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

+ 16
n−1
∑

i=0

∑

j∈N
1{i<m≤j+i,m−l≤r−m<j}E

⊗2
j,h,ϑi̟

[ j−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

,

with

E
⊗2
j,h,ϑi̟

[ j−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

=
E
⊗2[
∏j−1

k=1(1−XkX
′
k)e

∑j
e=1(h+̟i+e)(Xe+X′

e)XjX
′
j ]

E⊗2[e
∑j

e=1(h+̟i+e)(Xe+X′
e)XjX ′

j]

≤ e2|ωa|+2|ωb| E
⊗2[
∏j−1

k=1(1−XkX
′
k)e

∑j
e=1(h+ωi+e)(Xe+X′

e)XjX
′
j ]

E⊗2[e
∑j

e=1(h+ωi+e)(Xe+X′
e)XjX ′

j ]

= e2|ωa|+2|ωb| E⊗2
j,h,ϑiω

[ j−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

.

Putting the pieces together we find
∣

∣

∣
covn,h,aω[Xa,Xc]− covn,h,a,bω[Xa,Xc]

∣

∣

∣

≤ 16|ωb|e2|ωa|+2|ωb|
n−1
∑

i=0

∑

j∈N
1{i<l≤j+i, r−m≤m−l<j}E

⊗2
j,h,ϑiω

[ j−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

+ 16|ωb|e2|ωa|+2|ωb|
n−1
∑

i=0

∑

j∈N
1{i<m≤j+i,m−l≤r−m<j}E

⊗2
j,h,ϑiω

[ j−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

.
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Next, recalling that |q(ζ)| ≤ max{q−, q+}λ for ζ ∈ (−λ, λ] and q(ζ) = 0 for ζ /∈ (−λ, λ],
multiplying by q(ωa)q(ωb) and integrating with respect to P[dω] we get
∫

Ω
q(ωa)q(ωb)

∣

∣

∣
covn,h,aω[Xa,Xc]− covn,h,a,bω[Xa,Xc]

∣

∣

∣
P[dω]

≤ λ3
(

4max{q−, q+}e2λ
)2

n−1
∑

i=0

∑

j∈N
1{i<l≤j+i, r−m≤m−l<j}E

[

E
⊗2
j,h,·

[ j−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

]

+ λ3
(

4max{q−, q+}e2λ
)2

n−1
∑

i=0

∑

j∈N
1{i<m≤j+i,m−l≤r−m<j}E

[

E
⊗2
j,h,·

[ j−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

]

≤ 2λ3
(

4max{q−, q+}e2λ
)2∑

j∈N
1{j>max{m−l,r−m}}j E

[

E
⊗2
j,h,·

[ j−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

]

≤ 2λ3
(

4max{q−, q+}e2λ
)2

max{(m− l + 1)4, (r −m+ 1)4}
∑

j∈N
j5 E

[

E
⊗2
j,h,·

[ j−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

]

.

Finally, by extracting the square root and carrying out the sum over c we obtain

n
∑

c=1

√

∫

Ω
q(ωa)q(ωb)

∣

∣

∣
covn,h,aω[Xa,Xc]− covn,h,a,bω[Xa,Xc]

∣

∣

∣
P[dω]

≤
√
2λ3 64max{q−, q+}e2λ

b− a

√

√

√

√

∑

j∈N
j5 E

[

E
⊗2
j,h,·

[ j−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

]

.

The same arguments show that the very same bound holds for the second factor in the
right-hand side of (6.33), so that

E
[

Λn,aΛn,b

]

≤ λ3
(

128max{q−, q+}e2λ
b− a

)2
∑

j∈N
j5 E

[

E
⊗2
j,h,·

[ j−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

]

. (6.34)

In conclusion, starting from (6.29), the inequalities (6.32) and (6.34) give

1

n
E

[( n
∑

a=1

Λn,a

)2]

≤ Geλ
(

max{q−, q+}λ
1 + e−

γ
2

1− e−
γ
2

)2

+ λ3
(

128πmax{q−, q+}e2λ
)2∑

j∈N
j5 E

[

E
⊗2
j,h,·

[ j−1
∏

k=1

(1−XkX
′
k)

]

]

,

which proves (6.26) thanks to the arbitrariness of n and Lemma 3.2. �

Putting the pieces together, we are finally able to demonstrate the CLT for the centering
variable En,h,·[Ln], which is the last statement of Theorem 1.6.

Proof of part (iii) of Theorem 1.6. Thanks to Lemmas 6.1, 6.2, and 6.3, Theorem 1 of
[20] shows that for each h > hc the ratio (En,h,·[Ln]− E[En,h,·[Ln]])/

√
n converges in

distribution to a Gaussian random variable with mean 0 and variance wh as n goes to
infinity. Actually, as limn↑∞(E[En,h,·[Ln]]− ρhn)/

√
n = 0 by part (ii) of Theorem 1.6,

Slutsky’s theorem states that also the ratio (En,h,·[Ln]−ρhn)/
√
n converges in distribution

to a Gaussian random variable with mean 0 and variance wh. Lemma 6.3 assures us that
wh > 0 if

∫

Ω ω
2
0 P[dω] > 0. �
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6.3. Quenched fluctuations. The concentration bound in part (i) of Theorem 1.6 allows
us to provide a rough estimate of the rate by which En,h,ω[Ln] approaches ρh for typical
ω as n goes to infinity, as stated by Proposition 1.7.

Proof of Proposition 1.7. We show that there exists Ωo ∈ F with P[Ωo] = 1 such that for
all ω ∈ Ωo and H ⊂ (hc,+∞) compact

lim sup
n↑∞

sup
h∈H

|En,h,ω[Ln]− E[En,h,·[Ln]]|√
n lnn

< +∞ . (6.35)

Then, the proposition follows from part (ii) of Theorem 1.6.
For s ∈ N, put αs := −s and βs := s if hc = −∞ and αs := hc +1/s and βs := hc + s if

hc > −∞. According to part (i) of Theorem 1.6 there exists a constant γs > 0 such that
for every n ∈ N and u ≥ 0

sup
h∈[αs,βs]

P

[

∣

∣

∣
En,h,·[Ln]− E

[

En,h,·[Ln]
]

∣

∣

∣
> u

]

≤ 2e
− γsu

2

n+u5/3 .

Let Λn,s be the random variable that maps ω ∈ Ω to

Λn,s(ω) := max
i∈{0,...,n2}

{

∣

∣

∣

∣

En,(1− i
n2 )αs+

i
n2 βs,ω

[Ln]− E

[

En,(1− i
n2 )αs+

i
n2 βs,·[Ln]

]

∣

∣

∣

∣

}

.

Putting λs := 8/γs for brevity, for all sufficiently large n we have (λsn lnn)
5
6 ≤ n and

P

[

Λn,s >
√

λsn lnn
]

≤
n2
∑

i=0

P

[

∣

∣

∣

∣

En,(1− i
n2 )αs+

i
n2 βs,·[Ln]− E

[

En,(1− i
n2 )αs+

i
n2 βs,·[Ln]

]

∣

∣

∣

∣

>
√

λsn lnn

]

≤ 2(n2 + 1)e
− γsλsn lnn

n+(λsn lnn)5/6 ≤ 4n2e−
γsλs

2
lnn =

4

n2
.

Thus, the Borel–Cantelli lemma ensures us that there exists Ωo ∈ F with P[Ωo] = 1 such
that

lim sup
n↑∞

Λn,s(ω)√
λsn lnn

≤ 1 (6.36)

for all ω ∈ Ωo and s ∈ N. This implies (6.35). In fact, given ω ∈ Ωo and H ⊂ (hc,+∞)
compact there exists s ∈ N such that [αs, βs] ⊇ H. In turn, for every h ∈ H and n ∈ N

there exists i ∈ {0, . . . , n2} such that (1− i/n2)αs +(i/n2)βs ≤ h ≤ (1− i/n2 − 1/n2)αs+
(i/n2 + 1/n2)βs. It follows that

En,h,ω[Ln] =
E[Lne

∑n
a=1(h+ωa)XaXn]

E[e
∑n

a=1(h+ωa)XaXn]
≤ e

βs−αs
n En,(1− i

n2 )αs+
i

n2 βs,ω
[Ln] .

Recalling that eζ ≤ 1 + ζeζ for ζ ≥ 0 and that Ln ≤ n we find

En,h,ω[Ln] ≤ En,(1− i
n2 )αs+

i
n2 βs,ω

[Ln] + (βs − αs) e
βs−αs . (6.37)

Similarly, we have

En,h,ω[Ln] ≥ e−
βs−αs

n En,(1− i
n2 )αs+

i
n2 βs,ω

[Ln]

≥ En,(1− i
n2 )αs+

i
n2 βs,ω

[Ln]− (βs − αs) . (6.38)



ON THE LOCALIZED PHASE OF THE PINNING MODEL 53

Bounds (6.37) and (6.38) show that
∣

∣

∣
En,h,ω[Ln]− E

[

En,h,·[Ln]
]

∣

∣

∣

≤
∣

∣

∣

∣

En,(1− i
n2 )αs+

i
n2 βs,ω

[Ln]− E
[

En,(1− i
n2 )αs+

i
n2 βs,·[Ln]

]

∣

∣

∣

∣

+ (βs − αs)
(

1 + eβs−αs
)

≤ Λn,s(ω) + (βs − αs)
(

1 + eβs−αs
)

,

and the arbitrariness of h and n gives

lim sup
n↑∞

sup
h∈H

|En,h,ω[Ln]− E[En,h,·[Ln]]|√
λsn lnn

≤ 1

thanks to (6.36). �
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