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1 Introduction

1.1 Model

We consider a branching random walk on R in a time-inhomogeneous i.i.d. random environ-
ment (BRWre), which is an extension of the time-homogeneous branching random walk (BRW).
For a BRW, the reproduction law (including displacement and branching) of each generation
is determined by a common point process, while for a BRWre, the reproduction law of each
generation is sampled independently according to a common distribution on the collection of
the point processes on R. The mathematical definition is as follows.

Let (I, Fi1) be a measurable space and IT C IT := {m : m is a point process on R}. The random
environment £ is defined as an i.i.d. sequence of random variables {Lq, Lo, - -+, Ly, -}, where
L1 takes values in II. Let p be the law of £, then we call the product space (HN,]:E? N u1) the
environment space. For any realization L := {Lq, Lo, --- , Ly,---} of L, a time-inhomogeneous
branching random walk driven by the environment L is a process constructed as follows.

(1) At time 0, an initial particle ¢ in generation 0 is located at the origin.

(2) At time 1, the initial particle ¢ dies and gives birth to N(¢) children who form the first
generation. These children are located at (;(¢),1 < i < N(¢), where the distribution of the
random vector X (¢) := (N(¢),(1(¢),C2(),...) is L.

(3) Similarly, at generation n + 1, every particle u alive at generation n dies and gives birth
to N(u) children. If we denote (;(u),1 < i < N(u) the displacement of the children with respect
to their parent w, then the distribution of X (u) := (N(u),(1(u),(2(u), -+ ) is Ly41. We should
emphasize that conditionally on any given environment L, all particles in this system reproduce
independently.

Conditionally on £, we write (I', Fr,P,) for the probability space under which the time-
inhomogeneous branching random walk is defined. The probability P, is usually called a
quenched law. We define the probability P := p @) P, on the product space (HN xT, ]-"f? N X Fr)
such that

P(F xG) = / P.(G) dv(L), FeFoN G e Fr.
LeF
The marginal distribution of probability P on I' is usually called an annealed law. Throughout
this paper, we consider the case F' = IIN. Hence without confusion we also denote P the annealed
law and abbreviate P(ITY x G) to P(G). Moreover, we write E; and E for the corresponding

expectation of P, and P respectively. This model can also be described by point process; see



Mallein and Mitos [36].

We write T for the (random) genealogical tree of the process. For a given particle u € T
we write V(u) € R for the position of u and |u| for the generation at which u is alive. Then
(T,V,P,,P) is called the branching random walk in the time-inhomogeneous random environ-
ment £ (BRWre). This model was first introduced in Biggins and Kyprianou [10]. If there exists a
point process ¢ € I such that P(£; =¢) =1 (thus P(£; =) = 1,Vi e Nt :={1,2,--- |m,--- }),
then we usually call the environment a degenerate environment and the BRWre degenerates to

a BRW.

1.2 A review on the barrier problem of BRW

In the present paper we consider the barrier problem of BRWre. Let us first review a series of
previous results on the barrier problem of BRW.

In order to answer some questions about parallel simulations studied in Lubachevsky et al.
[25, 26], the barrier problem of BRW was first introduced in Biggins et al. [11].

The so-called “barrier” is actually a function ¢ : N — R. Any particle v and its descendants
will be removed if V(u) > ¢(|u|), namely, a particle in this system can survive only if all its
ancestors and itself were born below the barrier. The following notations express the barrier
problem mathematically. A partial order > on the tree T is defined as u > v if v is an ancestor of
u. We write v > v if u > v or wis v. For any ¢ < |u|, we denote u; the ancestor of u in generation
i. We define an infinite path us through T as a sequence of particles uy, := (u;,i € N) such
that ugp = ¢ (the initial particle), Vi € N,u;11 > w;. Let T, := {u € T : |u| = n} be the set of

particles of generation n and T, the collection of all infinite paths through T. Denote
So = {Fuco = (uo, u1, Uz, ... Up,...) € Teo,Vi € N,V (u;) < (i)}

the event that the system survive when the barrier ¢ was imposed on the BRW.

When a barrier is addressed to a BRW, a natural question is to consider the influence from the
barrier on the survival/extinction of the system. Therefore, the barrier problem of BRW was
usually considered under the assumptions that the underlying branching process is supercritical.
Another basic assumption for the barrier problem of BRW is that the minimal displacement at

time n (denoted by m,,) grows at linear speed, i.e.,

JreR, lim Mn r, a.s. (1.1)
n—oo N
The sufficient conditions for the above convergence can be referred to Hammersley [19], Kingman

[24] and Biggins [9].



In the rest of this section and Section 2, we restate the related results in pervious papers
under our setting. Denote (i) := rn + €i®. Under the independence between the branching
and displacement and some other mild integrable conditions, Biggins et al. [11] showed that
P(Sp) > 0' when € > 0, = 1 and P(Sy) = 0 when ¢ < 0,a = 1.

As a refined version of the above conclusion, Jaffuel [22] showed that there exists a positive
constant &, such that P(Sp) > 0 when o = %,& > ¢* and P(Sy) = 0 when a = 3,6 < .
Moreover, the independence of branching and displacement is not necessary for the method
in [22] and the following several papers. If the associated random walk is in the domain of
attraction of an a*-stable law, o* € (1,2), Liu and Zhang [27] obtained an analogue of Jaffuel’s
result above. The main difference is the critical order of the barrier is %H rather than %

If the barrier causes extinction, scholars pay attention to the extinction rate and the total
progeny. The extinction rate was obtained in Jaffuel [22] for the case o = ,e € (0,e*) and
in Aidékon & Jaffuel [5] for the case ¢ = 0 and @ = 1, < 0. For the case ¢ = 0, the tails of
total progeny and the global leftmost position were studied in Aidékon [1] and Addario-Berry &
Broutin [2]. A counterpart topic for branching brownian motion has also got a lot of attention
in the past fifty years, see Berestycki et al. [4] and the references therein.

Gantert et al. [16] and Bérard & Gouéré [8] investigated the asymptotic behavior of P(Sp) as
€} 0. They both showed that

liﬁ]l VelogP(Sy) — p, (1.2)

where p is a negative constant. For a general setting of the BRW, [16] obtained the conclusion by
a probabilistic approach while [8] focused on a special cesr of BRW and gave additional precision
on P(Sp) by constructing a convolution equation. Berestycki et al. [3] gave the analogue of (1.2)
for branching Brownian motion.

In the present paper, we consider the corresponding asymptotic behavior in (1.2) in the context

of BRWre. In the next subsection, we introduce some related results on BRWre.

1.3 A review of the barrier problem of BRWre

Let us introduce the (log-)Laplace transforms of random point process L,

N (u)
kn(0) :=logEp Z e ul=n—1, 6 €[0,+00). (1.3)
i=1

"We always write P for the law of a random model without random environment and E for the corresponding

expectation.



A basic assumption of the present paper is
30 >0, k(A) < +oo, TV € (0,0), k() =9 9), r(0)¢€ (0,+00), (1.4)

where k() := E(x1(0)) (and thus x(0) = E(k,(6)) for each n). This assumption was often set
in other papers studying on BRWre. The model BRWre was first introduced in [10]. Recall that
My, = minyer, V(u) presents the minimal displacement in generation n. [20] proved that there
is a finite constant r* such that

lim % = r*, P —as. (1.5)

n—oo n

Conclusions on the central limit theorem of the BRWre can be found in [17] and [18]. Large
and moderate deviation principles for the counting measure have been obtained in [20] and
[42] respectively. What inspires us most is the second order of the asymptotic behavior of m,,
considered in [36]. They showed that there exists a constant ¢ such that

my, + 91K,

— ¢, n—o00, in Probability P, (1.6)
logn

where

n

K, = ; ki(0), Ko:=0. (1.7)

That is, the trajectory of {my,}nen is around the random walk {9~'K,},en (noting that K,
is the partial sum of i.i.d. random variables under P) with a logarithmic correction. This
phenomenon exhibits the difference between the second order of the minimal displacement of
the time-homogeneous case and that of the random environment case. More specifically, for
a BRW satisfying some mild conditions, m,, locates in the log n-neighborhood of rn (see [21]
and [6]), where r is the one in (1.1). Taking into account the above difference and the barrier

“rn + €1’ set for BRW in Section 1.1, we set the barrier for BRWre as
or(i) == —07 K + i

(but not as the form “—9~YEK] +ci“"). We see (i) is a random barrier and the randomness

comes from K totally. For this barrier, we have obtained a series results in [30] and [31]. Denote
0c(e,0) == Pr(Fuoe := (U1, s, ... Un,...) € Too,Vi € N, V(1) < 97 K; + i)
the quenched survival probability after we add the barrier ¢, and

Yo =t{|ul =n: Vi<n, V() <ec(i)},



the number of the surviving particles in generation n.

In [30], under some assumptions on x;(¢), the authors have shown that

(cl) or(e,a) = 0, P —a.s. when a = %,E < g or a< %, where ¢, is a positive explicit
constant. (Hence we see oz(e,a) =0, P —a.s. as long as € <0.)

(c2) The extinction rate can be characterized as n="?logP,(Y, > 0) — t, P —a.s. when
o= %, O<e<e.ora< %, € > 0, where t is a negative constants depending on ¢ and «.

(¢3) orc(e,) >0, P —a.s. when a = %,5 > g, 0r @ > %,5 > 0.

In [31], we further give the sufficient conditions for the extinction rate in LP, that is,

(c4) n=/3log P, (Y, > 0) — ¢, in LP (p > 1). Of course, the sufficient conditions depend on
p.

Combining (c1) with (¢3), one sees that pz(g,1) = 0,P —a.s. if e <0 and pg(e,1) > 0,P —a.s.
if € > 0. In the present paper, we will give sufficient conditions to ensure the convergence of
Velogor(e,1) in Probability, almost surely, or in LP as ¢ | 0, which extends the result in
Gantert et al. [16] to the random environment case. Comparing with our previous work in [30]
and [31], to solve the problem in the present paper, we are facing more difficulties and need
more preparations (see Section 2.4 for details).

In addition, we refer to [38] (and the references [17,18] therein) for a topic that a branching

Brownian motion with a random trap (a mechanism partly similar to the barrier in the present

paper).

1.4 Organization

The organization of this paper can be summarized as follows. The basic assumptions, main
results and a related topic are given in Section 2. We prove the main results from Section 3 to
Section 9 and refer to Section 2.4 for a detailed organization of the proof. The main task in the
proof is how to prove the forthcoming (2.9). We divide the proof of (2.9) into two steps and

each step needs some preparations.

2 Main result

2.1 Assumptions

Recall the notation in (1.3) and the assumption (1.4). Now we list the assumptions for our

main results.



(A1). There exist \g > 3, A\ > 2, A2 > 2 such that

A1
Ec (Z,-N:(f’ '1Gi(9) + f-e'lw)pze—ﬂciw))

By (D)) e00@)
(A1+4) (2.1) holds for some Ao > 6,A\1 > 3 and \g > 2.

(A1-) (2.1) holds for some min(Ag, A1, A2) > 2. 2
(A2). There exist A3 > 3, A4 > 0 such that

E (|1 (9) — 085 (0)1) + E < 4oo. (2.1)

E(|r1(0 + A)[*) +E(|61(9)]**) + E([log ™ E£(N(9)*)]*) < oo, (2.2)

where we agree log™ - := logmax{-, 1} and log™ - := |logmin{-, 1}|.

Throughout the paper, we denote

o2 = E <(ﬁ1(z9) - 19,41(19))2> o2 = 2E(K!(9)). (2.3)

(A3). The Mg, A2 in (A1) satisfy g—; < ﬁz:g. Moreover, there exists As < —1, g > 2, 7 > 0
such that

N(¢) Ao
B | [log” Be | Into<pel D Lioorm 0)ehins ) < Foo, (24)
i=1
N@) Yo
E | [log™ Be | Lvo)<pel D Loy e @elsl sl < oo, (2.5)
i=1
N (&) o
E | flog™ Ec | > Lo (o)+m@)<lasl) < oo, (2:6)
1=1

and we can find constant vy such that

by L -

> 2 €6 —1,A inqg—,A1, — .

IZ0) , Vo [ 6 3 6)7 mln{27 1 2 AG_VO
We refer to [30, Example 2.4] and [31, Example 1.5 (2)] for two examples satisfying all assump-

tions above. These two examples are of different types: the former has a continuous, unbounded

law of displacement which is independent of the branching law, the latter has a discrete, bounded

2Obviously,(A1+) = (A1) = (A1-). (A1-) will be mentioned in Section 3.



law of displacement which may depend on the branching law. In [30] and [31], we have verified
these two examples satisfying all assumptions therein. Even though the assumptions in the
present paper are more than those in [30] and [31], we omit the extra verification since it can
be done easily.

These assumptions are almost the same as the assumptions in [31] (i.e., the sufficient conditions
for existence of LP-extinction rate, see (c4) in Section 1.3), except the following two differences.
One is that we set stronger integrability assumptions on N(¢) and the log- quenched probabilities
in (2.4) and (2.5). 3 The other difference is that we add condition (2.6). But we observe that
A7 > Ag due to (2.5). Hence condition (2.6) and A7 are only for a sharp characterization rather
than an essential assumption. We also refer to [30, Section 2] and [31, Section 1.3] for some

detailed explanations on assumptions (1.4) and (A1)-(A3).

2.2 Main results

Let us first recall the main result in [29]. For two independent standard Brownian motions B
and W (under a probability denoted by P) starting at 0 (By = Wy = 0), [29] showed that there
exists a real function on R such that

—4a?1og P(V4<¢|Bs — BWy| < a|W
Va>0, BER, 4(B):= lim =+ % (Vs<t] BW,| < a|W)

., as., and L', (2.8)
t——+o00 t

where §(0) = %2 and 4(-) is strictly increased at R™.
Denote
2
or(e) == or(e,1), Ag:=min(A3,\7), 75 =024 <%> , Y= —\/%.
Obviously, we have Ag > 2. The following theorem, in which we give the sufficient conditions
for the convergence of v/zlog o () in Probability/ LP / almost surely, is the main result in the

present paper.

Theorem 2.1 We assume (1.4) holds. Assumptions (A1)-(A3) are partly or totally needed in
the following conclusions (1)-(6).
(1) If (A1) holds, then for any x > 0, lim. o P(y/elogos(e) > v+ ) = 0.
(2) If (A1+) holds, then
%\/Elog oc(e) <v, P —as.

3For example, we require E([log™ E£(N(4)?)]*?) < +oc in (2.2) instead of “Je > 0, E([log™ E£(N(4)'79)]*3) <
+00” in [31].



and hence lim. o E(v/€log 0. (¢)) < v (by Fatou’s lemma,).
(3) If (A1), (A2) and (A3) hold, then for any x > 0,

lilngP(\/Elog oc(e) <y—xz)=0.
15t

More precisely, there exists v > vy such that for any given X € (2, \g),*

(2—min(Ag,14v))(min(\,v)—2)

lifgs 2min(3,) P(Velogor(e) <v—x) < +oc. (2.9)
=

(4) If (A1), (A2) and (A3) hold with (min(Ag, 1 + vp) — 2)(min(As, vp) — 2) > 3min(Ag, vp),

then lim_ |, +/elog oc(e) > 7, P — as.
(5) If (A1), (A2) and (A3) hold, then for any p € [0, min(As,vp) — 2), we have

%E(!ﬁlog oc(e)P) < 4o0.
3
(6) If (A1), (A2) and (A3) hold, then for any p € [0,min(As,vy) — 2), we have

Velogor(e) =y, €40, in LP. (2.10)

Obvious, Theorem 2.1 (1) and (3) together imply that /e log o, (¢) converges to v in Proba-
bility P when (A1), (A2) and (A3) hold; Theorem 2.1 (2) and (4) together mean the conver-
gence holds in the sense of P — a.s. when (A1), (A2) and (A3) hold with (min(Ag, 1+ vg) —
2)(min(Ag, v9) — 2) > 3min(As, vp).

According to the statements in [16, Theorem 1.2], with our notation, the explicit expression

242

of p in (1.2) should be written as \/ 5. Note that a degenerate environment satisfying (1.4)

implies 02 = 0 and recall that 4(0) = %2 mentioned in the beginning of this subsection. Then
we see Theorem 2.1 is consistent with [16, Theorem 1.2] when the random environment is
degenerate.

[30, Remark 2.12] told that under some special setting, a slightly weaker version of (2.4) is
a necessary condition to ensure that for any € > 0, goz(¢) > 0,P — a.s. and hence a necessary
condition for Theorem 2.1. Though we are not sure whether (2.5) is a necessary condition, (note
that (2.5) seems not a counterpart assumption of (2.4) since the right side of the barrier is set
to be the deadly zone,) it is worth reminding that [31, Remark 4.1] explains that both (2.4) and
(2.5) are almost the necessary conditions for the associated walk (introduced in Section 3) to

satisfying the LP-small deviation principle. Moreover, as far as we know, the small deviation

(2-min(Ag.14vg)) (min(A.vg)—2)

*Note that (2.9) can be stated equivalently as lime o & Zmin(X,vo) P(\elogor(e) <v—x) < +o0

due to the choice of vyg.
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estimate of the associated walk is an essential tool in the progress of the barrier problem for
various branching random walks. At last, we mention that when the random environment is

degenerate, (2.4) and (2.5) hold naturally under the assumption (1.4), see [31, Proposition 1.4].

2.3 Prospect

A future work which has a close connection to Theorem 2.1 is to consider whether certain
kinds of N-BRWre presents Brunet-Derrida behavior. N-BRWre can be defined by extending
the fixed reproduction law of a N-BRW to a random environment case. N—BRW is a branching
selection particle system on the real line. In this model the total size of the population at time n
is limited by Z(n). At each generation n, every individual dies while reproducing independently,
making children around their current position according to a fixed point processes, but only the
Z(n) leftmost children survive to form the (n+ 1)-th generation. The N-BRW has been studied
in [8, 34, 35] under different settings. When Z(n) = N and the reproduction law is composed of
a binary branching and a bounded walk step, which is the classical setting for a N-BRW, Bérard
and Gouéré [8] showed that both the maximal displacement m{\fn and the minimal displacement

ml,n

i M .y € R and
=lmy 0o = =7y €Ran

mévn of the N-BRW have the asymptotic behaviour lim,, .
limy 00 (log N)2(r — 7n) = p, where 7 is the one in (1.1) and p is the one in (1.2). An intuitive
understanding of this result from the view of (1.2) can be founded in [41, Section 6.2]. In this
result, the (log N)~2 order magnitude of the difference ry — r was conventionally called as the
Brunet-Derrida behavior of the N-BRW. The Brunet-Derrida behavior stems from physicists’
observation on the slowdown phenomenon in the wave propagation of some perturbed (indexed
by N) F-KPP like equations, for which the solution to the equation has a wave speed that
is slower than the standard speed (i.e., the speed w.r.t. the standard F-KPP equation) by a
difference of order (log N)~2 when N — +o0 (see [12, 13, 14]). That is, both the asymptotic
velocity rn and the aforementioned wave speed of the solution converge at the same slow rate
(log N)~2. In our context, based on Theorem 2.1, we could introduce a model N—BRWre with
the setting that for a BRWre, among all particles at generation n, only the Z(n) leftmost children
survive to form the (n + 1)-th generation. Then we consider, firstly, the relationship between
the randomness of the corresponding quenched asymptotic velocity 7y (or maybe it is more
proper to write it as 7 2) and a proper setting for Z(n) (whether Z(n) depends on the random
environment), and secondly, the existence of Brunet-Derrida behavior of the corresponding 7y .,
i.e., whether the decay rate of ry  — r* is (y + o(1))(log N)~2 in some sense, where 7* is the

one in (1.5) and from (1.6) one can see r* = —9~1k(d).
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2.4 The outline of the proof

Since we have developed the Mogul’skii’s estimate (a small deviation principle for random
walk ,see [37]) into the random environment case in [29], the proof of (1) and (2), which only
involves the upper bound of g, (g), can be adapted from [16, Section3]. Hence we only give
a sketch on the proof of (1) and (2) after we introduce the associated walk of the BRWre in
Section 3. In Section 9, we will see that (4) and (6) can be deduced quickly from (3) and (5)
respectively. Moreover, the method used to prove (5) is similar to the one used in the proof of
(3). Therefore, in the rest of the paper we will mainly concentrate on the proof of Theorem
2.1 (3), i.e., the statement in (2.9), which is the most difficult and technical part in the present
paper.

In fact, thanks to the methods used in [5, 16, 22], when we have got the random environment
version of Mogul’skii’s estimate in [29], we are very close to get, not only Theorem 2.1 (1) and
(2), but also almost all the results in [30] (see the review in Section 1.3 (c1)-(c3)). However,
it is not enough to get Theorem 2.1 (3). Theorem 2.1 (3) can be viewed as an extension
of the lower bound part in (1.2). The rigorous mathematically approach to obtain (1.2) can
be found in [16], [8] and [34]. As we have mentioned in Section 1, the method used in [16]
is purely probabilistic—combining a measure change, first-second moment argument and the
small deviation principle. This method works for the BRW under a general setting (i.e., only
some mild assumptions required) and gives the first order of the decay rate of P(Sy) as € | 0.
Under some stronger assumptions (assuming that the branching is binary and the random walk
steps are bounded), [8] solved this problem in an analytical way—characterizing the survival
probability as the solution of a non-linear convolution equation and obtained a more precise
estimate of the decay rate, that is, |log P(Sp) — p/v/2| < O(log \/€). [34] used almost the same
(probabilistic) tools and gave an alternative proof for (1.2). Compared to the proofs of the other
results (in [11], [5] and [22]) on the barrier problem for BRW, the extra difficulty in the proof of
(1.2) is how to construct an auxiliary supercritical G.W. process whose survival probability is
lower than P(Sy). Actually, the difference between the proofs in [34] and [16] is mainly derived
from the constructions of the auxiliary supercritical G.W. processes. Since the way in [34] can
be modified more easily to deal with the random environment case, in the proof of Theorem
2.1 (3), we borrow the idea in [34] to construct an auxiliary supercritical branching process in
random environment (BPre). The auxiliary BPre will be given in Section 4. Meanwhile, the

new difficulties come in train. The way to estimate the survival probability of the auxiliary
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G.W. process from below in [34] strongly depends on the time-homogeneous property of the
G.W. process and the BRW. However, the estimate for the quenched survival probability of our
auxiliary BPre appears more complexity. To complete the estimate, we need a further research
on the quenched probability that the BRWre with a barrier such like —9 1 K; + O(n_g) survives
until time n (the asymptotic behavior of this probability has been studied in [30] preliminarily),
see Section 6. A lower deviation of another auxiliary BPre is also needed, see Section 7. An
essential tool used to prove the results in Section 6 and 7 is a corollary of a strong approximation
theorem, which is given in Section 5. Based on all the preparations above, we finally complete

the proof of (2.9) in Section 8.

Of course, the many-to-one lemma (a kind of change in measure which couples the BRWre we
consider with an associated walk) is also a key tool in our proof. All the procedures in Sections
4-8 could be carried out only if we introduce the associated walk by a time-inhomogeneous
version of many-to-one lemma, which is the main task in Section 3. Actually, compared with
the study of BRW, a huge challenge during the study of BRWre is directly reflected by the
associated walk. By the many-to-one lemma, the associated walk w.r.t. BRWre is a random
walk with random environment in time (RWre, see the definition in the next section) instead
of the time homogeneous random walk in the context of BRW. We have obtained some limit
behaviors of RWre in [29]-[32]. In Section 3, we give a slightly refined version of [31, Proposition
4.3] and [32, Remark 2.1], which will support the proofs in the sequel.

All in all, we first owe the method developed in the study of the BRW with a barrier (summa-
rized in the second paragraph in this subsection) and the asymptotic behavior of the minimal
displacement of a BRWre (summarized in Section 1.3), without these predecessors’ contributions
we could do nothing on the barrier problem of a BRWre. However, staring from the previous
work, it is still a long way to get Theorem 2.1 in the present paper. In addition to some new
ideas specially designed to complete the proof of Theorem 2.1, many of our previous efforts in
[28]-[32] are indispensable for the present paper (though the motivations of these papers are not
the issue addressed in the present paper). For example, we will see that at least one result or
technique in each paper from [28] to [32] contributes the proof of Proposition 6.1, directly or
indirectly.
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3 Preparation 1: Many-to-one Formula and some properties of

the associated walk

The many-to-one formula (a kind of change of probabilities that transferring the information
of the paths in the random genealogical tree to a random walk) is an essential tool in the
study of the branching random walks. It can be traced down to the early works of Peyriere
[39] and Kahane and Peyriere [23]. A version of time-inhomogeneous many-to-one formula has
been introduced in Mallein [33]. The time-inhomogeneous many-to-one formula can also be
applied to the study of BRWre, see [36]. On the other hand, for the time-homogeneous case,
a bivariate version of many-to-one formula can be found in [16]. To prove (2.9), we need a
time-inhomogeneous bivariate version of many-to-one formula, which has been introduced in
[30]. For the convenience of reading, we restate the version in [30] here. Let 7, be a random

probability measure on R x N such that for any = € R, A € N, we have

N(u —9C (u
Ec (Livuyea St Tgmzaye 0™
B (S e vaw) |

Tn,c ((—00, 2] x [0, A]) = juf=n—-1, (3.1)
where 1) has been introduced in (1.4). Hence we can see that the randomness of 7, o comes en-
tirely from L,,. Under the quenched law P, we introduce a series of independent two-dimensional

random vectors {X,, &, },en+ whose distributions are {7, £ },cn+. Define

So=0, Sp:=Y X;, ¥ne N, (3.2)
i=1

The following lemma gives the relationship between {(S,,&,),n € Nt} and the BRWre.

Lemma 3.1 (Many-to-one, [30, Lemma 3.1]) Let v be a particle in generation k € N. For

any n € N any positive sequence {A; };en+ and any measurable function f : R™ — [0, +00), we

have
B | Yuimntbuse LV <aci<isny € " TV O f(V(ugys) = V()1 < i <)
Ec [Z\U|=n+k,u>v e_ﬁ(v(u)—V(v))]
=Bz [f(Skvi — Sk 1 < i <n)lyg <ai<i<ny) » P —as. (3.3)
Define

Ty =08, + K, (3.4)
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where ¥, K,, have been defined in (1.4) and (1.7). We can see {T},} is exactly the model “a
random walk with a random environment £ in time (RWre)” considered in [29] °. We usually
call {T,,} as the associated RWre with respect to the BRWre or the associated walk. Now we are
ready to prove Theorem 2.1 (1) and (2).

A sketch of the proof of Theorem 2.1 (1) and (2) By Lemma 3.1, we see

E:(Ty —E:T1)?) = 9*&](0), ET1 = k1 (¥) — 9x1(9), ET; =0. (3.5)

[30, Section 4.1] has shown that under the assumptions (1.4) and (2.1), The RWre {T,,} defined
in (3.4) satisfies all the assumptions in [29]. That is, {7}, } satisfies the convergence in probability
part (resp. the almost surely part) of [29, Corollary 2| (the small deviation principle for RWre)
when (A1) holds (resp. (A1+) holds). Then we can prove Theorem 2.1 (1) and (2) by repeating
the proof in [16, Section 3| step by step with the following modifications. The barrier i therein
should be replaced by ei — 9~ 'K; and we use [29, Corollary 2] to replace all the Mogul’skif

estimate used in [16, Section 3]. O

[29, Corollary 2] and its corollaries in [30, Section 4.2] play an important role in our study of
the BRWre with a barrier, see [30, 31]. However, they are not enough to provide the proof of
Theorem 2.1 (3)-(6). Fortunately, [31, Proposition 4.3] and [32, Remark 2.1] have shown more
properties of {7}, }, which are also needed in the proof of Theorem 2.1 (3)-(6). Now we give more
general versions of them as the following two lemmas. In order to keep the main line clear, we

suggest readers admitting Lemma 3.2 and 3.3 and skipping over their proofs temporarily.

Lemma 3.2 The constants ay,aa,by,ba,ay,al, z satisfy that by < a1 < ag < by, by < af <
ahy < by, z > 0. Under assumptions (1.4), (A1-), (A2) and (A3), there exists r < § and v > 1y
(both r and v are independent of a1, aa,b1,ba,dy,ay and z) such that

_ _ Vic|zn) Ti € [b1v/n, bav/n],
lim E inf log P, To==x < 400. (3.6)

e z€larynazynl & < enrrTl_sz € [all\/ﬁa aé\/ﬁ]
Proof of Lemma 3.2: This lemma is an extension of [31, Proposition 4.3]. We abbreviate [31,
Proposition 4.3] as * in the rest of the proof. Here we only give a sketch since the extension

is not so profound and the proof of * is too long. Let us first recall x. * tells that there exists

® According to the definition of RWre in [29], a more exact depiction of {T},} should be “a random walk with
a random environment {7, ¢ },en+ in time.” But note that {7, c},en+ is totally determined by £ hence we can

also say “with random environment L£”.
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v > vy such that for any b > a > 0, if by = —by = b, a}, = a2 = —a} = —a; = a, then

lim E(!pg (T;n,1,a,b,a, )|V) < 400, where

n——+o0o

pe(Tin, z,a,b,¢,1) = ‘ ‘inffPL (Vicponien T3l < bV, [T ] < ev/n, & < " | Ty =z). (3.7)
z|<ay/n -

For a better understanding of the coming sketch, we review the approach of x as follows. Let
us abbreviate p.(T;n, z,a,b,a,r) as X, until the end of this paragraph. For any n, we construct

an event (),, and choose a constant d,,. Note that

E (|X]") Z P (|X,]" = m)
m=0
+00 dn—1
< Y P =m) +dP(Q) +ZP X" > m, Q)
m=dn
= Dl,n + ng + D37n. (38)

In [31, Section 3.2], we divide the whole proof of x into three parts. The goal of the i-th part
(1 =1,2,3) is to prove nli)—lgrloo Dy, < +o00.

The sketch is carried out in four steps. First we only consider the case that ay,az, by, be, a}, d}
in (3.6) satisfy the relationship that by = —b; := b, ay = —ay := a,a}, = —a)} := a’. In step i
(1 =1,2,3), by adapting the i-th part of the proof in [31, Section 3.2], we check the upper limit
of the corresponding D; ,, is still finite in the context of r < % and a’ # a. At last, we throw
away the restriction be + by = as + a3 = @), + af = 0 in step 4.

Step 1 Note that the assumptions in Lemma 3.2 is almost the same as the assumptions in
except only one slight difference. The difference is replacing the assumption
N(#) Ao

I <=1, E| [log” Br | Lyig)<iagl D Loci(6)tm@)eforll} < oo
=1

in x by a stronger assumption (2.5). This only replacement will help us to achieve the goal in
this step.
Note that for n large enough,

pe(Tin, 1,a,b,a',r)

H inf P, <|Tz| < <$a—l— %a/> Vi, & < |As]

< n— l+1a+%a’)\/ﬁ

v

T, = $>

min {P (T; € [As| 75 [As]], & < [Xs|| Tt = 0), P (Th € X5, A51],& < |As||Tim1 = 0) )

.
—_

Vv
< —
I N
- —_—
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Lon)
> H (P (T; € [|As]75 10601 & < IAsl|Tim1 = 0) P (Th € M5, A5 1], & < |As]|Tim1 = 0))

i=1
Then we obtain that for each v € (v, \g),

lim Z P(‘logpg(T;n,1,a,b,a',7’)‘y >m) < +00

N0 v
m>[nr6~"]
(see [31, (3.15)]) for the analogous result) by adapting the first part in [31, Section 3.2].

Step 2 Recalling assumption (2.7) we see that there exists r < %,V > 1 such that rAz >
A;‘EV. Now we redefine I, in [31, (3.21)] by replacing y/n with n”, then the upper bound of
P(I%) in [31, (3.26)] will be P(IS) < c¢yn'~™3 rather than P(I¢) < C77’Ll_)\73. Since the r we
choose also satisfies that rAg > )\g\fu,
“limy, o0 dyP (Q%) < +00” in part 2 of [31, Section 3.2].

Step 3 With our notation, though [31, (3.28)] and [31, (3.32)] should be rewritten as

the change (from /n to n”) will not break the conclusion

n
pe(Tin,1,a,b,a',v) > pe(Tin, 1,a,b,a/,+00) = > Pr(& >e")
=1

and
n Ainr

ZPC(& > e”r) <ne 3+ on I,,
i=1

the quantity n exp{— %} is still of the smaller order than RHS of [31, (3.46)], which is a lower
bound of p.(T;n,1,a,b,a,+00). Hence when o' = a, the change (from pg(T;n,1,a,b,a, %) to
pe(Tin,1,a,b,a,r)) will not break the final conclusion (the display therein following [31, (3.46)])
in part 3 of [31, Section 3.2]. Then we only need to consider the case a’ € (0,a) since the case
a’ > a is trivial. It is indeed a little more difficult to deal with the case a’ € (0,a) (i.e., to find
the lower bound of pg(T;n,1,a,b,a’,4+00)), but the trick to overcome the difficulty has been
presented in [31, Section 4.2]. That is, we can verify that even though o’ € (0,a), the order of
nexp{—%} is smaller than that of pg(T;n,1,a,b,a’,+00) by combining the arguments in
[31, Section 4.2] and the part 3 of [31, Section 3.2]. So far, we have explained that the proof in
[31, Section 3.2] can be adapted to prove that

Ir < % and v > 19, s.t. lim E (|pg(T;n, z,a,b, a’,r)‘u) < +00 (3.9)

n—+o00
when z = 1, and hence (3.9) holds for any z > 0 due to the arbitrariness of a,b and a’'.

Step 4 At last, we consider the case that ay,as,by,be,a),dl in (3.6) do not satisfy the rela-

tionship by + b1 = ag + a1 = da + a} = 0. Without loss of generality, the space homogeneous
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property of T' ensure that we can assume that ay; = —a; := a. Let ag; := “=la + La} and
A e— _m—=J 1,
ayj:= ———ra+ :-a;. We choose m large enough such that
, . _ _ _ _ azj —aij
vism—L1 Aji=max{lag e -Gzl [ann - ayll < == ag

Let Aj := min{|as, ; —b2|, |@1,;—b1]}. Then according to the Markov property of T', a lower bound

of the probability in (3.6) could be given of the form H;n:_ol pe(Tin, z/m, o, o —|—Aj, a;—Aj, 7).

Note that (3.9) tells that E_If E( [logpcs(T;n, z/m, aj, 0 + Aj,ozj — Aj,7)[” ) < 400 holds
n o0

for any j < m, which completes the proof of Lemma 3.2. O

Lemma 3.3 The constants ay,as, b1, be, ay, ay satisfy that by < a; < as < by, by < a < aly < bs.

Constant sequences {a1,n,i}, {azn,i}s {b1,ni}, {b2ni}s {a,,;} and {ay,, ;} satisfy that

2 ! /
2 N i — bi/ml + o
. j=1 <221§7}L(J |aJ,n,z aJ\/m Z?ﬁy}fj | jn.i J\/ﬁ| zglﬁr}fj |a],n,z a]\/m)
1m

n—+o0o \/ﬁ

B and W are two independent standard Brownian motions. If assumptions (1.4) and (Al—)

hold, then
TO = Z>

VV, WO = O,BQ =z (3.11)

= 0.(3.10)

z€[a1,n,0,02,n,0]

PBoc= inf P, <VZ < {tnj, T; € [bl,n,iy bgmﬂ'] 7T\_tnj S |:a,17n’tth,a,27n’Lth}

Vs < t, O'*BS + UWS S [bl7b2] )
— inf P
ze[ﬂ “—2] 0By +cW; € [a’l,aé]

ox ' ox

in distribution as n — +oo.

Proof of Lemma 3.3 First, recalling Lemma 3.1 and the definitions of ¢ and o,, we see
o> =E(E:T)?), o2 =E(T1 —E:Th)?)
by a derict calculation. We also note that by Lemma 3.1, (A1—) implies that
o > 2, A1 > 2, Ao > 2, E(|ELT1 ) + E(Eg|Ty — ET1M)M) < 4o00.

Then comparing (3.11) with the conclusion in [32, Remark 2.1], we see [32, Remark 2.1] implies
the truth of (3.11) when aj 0 = a2,0 = a1 = a2 =0, by ,; = a/Lw- =bivn, by = a/2,n7i =

boy/n, a) = by <0 < by =ah and o, =t = 1.5 [32, Remark 2.1] was proved by applying the

SA tip to the comparison: one can choose the a, and b, in [32, Theorem 2.1] as (log n)f1 and n logn respec-

tively.
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theory of strong approximation. Hence the proof is not involved any expansion of the two-sides
boundaries crossing probability for a Brownian motion by trigonometric series like [16, (A.4)].
Therefore, compared with the conclusion in [32, Remark 2.1], the generalization on the starting
point (from 0 to [a1y/n,a2y/n]) and termination (from [b1v/n,ba/n] to [a}/n,al/n]) of the
trajectory will not bring new difficulty.

The further generalization from a;y/n,aj/n, a;\/ﬁ t0 @i Djmis a;»,m,j = 1,2, is convincing

through the following observation. Note that for any given ¢ > 0, (3.10) ensures that

. T; by b2
Vi < |tn], \/ﬁe (\%—6,%—1—5),

PBr.c < inf ] P, T , , D=2
2€|(S+e)y/[tn] (2 —o)y/Itn] in] ¢ (ﬂ -1 +g>
t t VIin]  \WVE VR
and
. T by b
Vi < |tn), —B_ ¢ <_+g,__g>,
t t t
Tor > in P Vil AV b=z
2€[(Sh—e)/[tn].(+o)y/Tin]

Tl € <a_’1 + €, a_’2 - e>
[in] ~\Vt Vi
hold for n large enough in the sense of P—a.s. From the analysis above, we can easily obtain

Lemma 3.3 by applying the method used in the proof of [32, Theorem 2.1].

4 Proof of (2.9): the first step

As stated in Section 2.4, the main task in the proof of Theorem 2.1 (3)-(6) is to show (2.9).

We divide the proof into two steps. In step 1, borrowing the idea in Mallein [35, Section
3.3], we find a proper lower bound for /e log o () by constructing several auxiliary branching
processes. In step 2 (see Section 8), (2.9) will be obtained by estimating the lower bound given
in step 1.

step 1 For any ¢ > 1,e > 0, we want to construct a branching process whose survival probability
is less than og(ce).

First of all, we prove that there exists a constant a large enough such that

m(a) :=E | logE, Z 1y (u)y<a—9-1K:1} > 0, (4.1)

lul=1

which could be verified from the following two facts.
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Fact 1: Note that Z|u\:1 v w<a—v-1K3 T Z\u|=1 1 as a — +o0o and hence by monotone

convergence theorem, we have

Ec [ Y lywcasrmy | 2 Ec(N(9), P—as.
[ul=1

Fact 2: Note that for each a > |As],

logE Zl{\/(u)ga_ﬁflkl} <log” E. Zl{\/(u)w*mgm—,\} +1log" E (N(9)).

lul=1 lul=1

Recalling assumptions (2.6) and x(0) = E (logE.(N(¢))) € (0,400) in (1.4), we deduce that
lim,—,+ o0 m(a) = k(0) by dominate convergence theorem, which means the truth of (4.1).

Define a positive sequence {e,} satisfying

=3 -1
J , Zn = 7(6 )ggn

n= {(g + 2p)en’ Pt eN (4.2)

and the choice of ¢ will be given later. In the rest of the proof, we also write ¢, z,, as ¢, z if no

confusion may arise. Define
ang =l =1)(sn+ [2n]) +sn, by =1(sn+|2n]), 1=1,2,3,---.

For any given e, we construct a branching process {G;(¢),l € N}, such that G{(¢) = 1,G}(e) =

G*
zj:l’ll(a) n;(l,€), where {n7(l,¢),j € N*} is a sequence of i.i.d. random variables taking values

in N with the common distribution that for every 7 € N,

Pe(ni(le)=1)
=P (8 {lul = byt > 0,¥i < by — bugo1, Vo () < hlesisbg1)} = 7[lol = b )

where h(x,i,m) = xi — 9" (Kpmyi — Kim), V?(u) := V(u) — V(v). From the above construction
one can see that {Gj(¢),l € N} is a branching process with random environment and the

quenched survival probability p7(¢) of {G}(¢),l € N} satisfies that

pile) < ocle), P —as.

Now let us find a lower bound of p}.(¢). Let

N (u)

m; = E£ Z l{Cj(u)Sa—ﬁflﬁi} 5 |u| =1 — 1, (43)
j=1
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and

m(l,e) :== w1 Hf;’én,ﬁlmi, m(l,e) := max{m(l,¢e), 1},

where w € (1,e™®). From the definition of ¢ and z, we see
cgi > esn+ (i —sn)a, Vi€ [sn,on+ |[zn]].
Then by Markov property we have

P (¢ {Jul = bugw > 0,0 < by = b1, VO (agyi) < hles,isbg1)} 2 )| [o] = b
> p1 (l75)ﬁ2(17€)7 (44)
where

pl(l,E) = PE <E||’LL| =dan,, U > ’U,V’i < qSn, VU(U‘UH_Z') < h(&,’i,bml_l)“ﬂ = bn,l—l) 5

Dol e) =P, (ji {lul = bpg,u > 0,¥i < [2n], V' (up) < hla,i,ang)} > m(l,a)‘\v\ = aml) .
For any [, we define a (time-inhomogeneous) branching process {Z;(1),7 € N} such that

Zi—1(l)

Zo() =1, Zi(l)= Y njlani+1), (4.5)
i=1

where for any 4, 71(),n2(), ..., (7), ... are i.i.d. random variables taking values in N such that

N(u)
Prim(i)=7)=Pc | Y 1, @<a—v-tng =7 |, lul=i—1, VreN,

m=1

When |v| = a,,, we observe that under P,

ﬁ{|u| = bn,lau > v, Vi < LZ?’LJ,V”(’LL|U|+Z-) < h(a,i, an,l)}
>t {|ul = bpg,u > 0,Yi < [2n], VO (uppgi) — VO (pppric1) < a— 97 Ky (9) )

=V,
Hence we have
Pa(l,€) > PV > m(l€)) = Pr(Z.p) (1) = m(l,€)) := pa(l, ). (4.6)

Now for any given &, we need to construct another branching process {Gj(¢),l € N} such that
Go(e) = 1,Gi(e) = Zf:l*ll(e) nj(l,e), where {n;(l,e),j € NT} is a sequence of independent

random variables with the common distribution

Pﬁ(nl(l7‘€) = [m(l,&‘)—‘) = pl(l,&‘)pg(l,&‘), Pﬁ(nl(l7‘€) = 0) =1 —pl(l,E)pg(l,E).
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By the definition of m(l,¢),p1(l,e) and pa2(l,€), we see {G(¢),l € N} is a Branching process

with an i.i.d. random environment. Moreover,
PE(UT(U?) > T) > Pﬁ(nl(l7€) > T)v VreN

due to the relationship pa(l,e) > pa(l,e) and (4.4). Let pr(e) be the quenched survival proba-
bility of {G;(¢),l € N}. From the above analysis one sees that

oc(ce) > pp(e) > pe(e), P —as.
Let {f1}ien be the generating functions of {G;(¢),l € N}, namely
fie(s) =Be (59O|Gra(e) = 1) = 1= p1(l)palls ) + pr(l )pa(l,2)s ™), s € [0,1]

From [7, Theorem 1] we see that

-1
P(Gi(e) > 0)> | o 1f;€ Z; 1 1f;€()]'

2

-1
. fi’.(1) _ . m(i,
Since o = [m(i,e)] — 1, we have P(G;(g) > 0) > [22:1 %} and hence
( -1
m(i,e)
, P—as. (4.7)
Z lfj/ 5( )]

So far we have found a lower bound for o, (ce), where ¢ can be taken any value strictly larger
than 1. Therefore, to show lim_, Vvelogor(e) > v in Probability or almost surely, we should
focus on the upper bound (of the decay rate) of
S~ ()]
P <\/Elog LZ; H; 7 (1)] > —’y+x>
for any given x > 0 small enough. Now we see that it is necessary to study the limit behaviors

of p1(l,€),p2(l,e) and m(l,e), which are the subjects in the next three sections.

5 Preparation 2: A corollary of strong approximation

A tool used frequently in the forthcoming proof is a corollary of the celebrated Sakhanenko’s
strong approximation theorem. Let Vi, V5, ..., V,,... be a sequence of independent random

variables satisfying Vj, E(V;) = 0 and E(V}?) < +00. Denote D}, := Sk E(V2). Introduce a
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random broken line V(s),s € Rt such that V(0) = 0, V(Dy) = S2F Vi, k € NT and V() is
linear, continuous on each interval [Dy_1,Dx]. The following two theorems are known as the
Sakhanenko’s strong approximation theorem with power moment and the Csoérgd and Révész’s
estimate for Brownian motion.

Theorem I ([40, Theorem 1]) For any 5 > 2, there exists a standard Brownian motion B

such that

Ve >0, P <sup |V(s) — Bs| > 2C06x) < w, (5.1)

s<Dp T
where Cp is an absolute constant. *
Theorem II ([15, Lemma 1]) For a standard Brownian motion B and a constant Dy > 2,

there exists a constant Do € (0, 400) (depending only on D7) such that

12
Ve>0, t>0 P ( sup |Bs| > :E> < Doe Dit,
0<s<t

The following corollary, which can be deduced from the two theorems above, plays a key role in

the proofs in Sections 6-9.

Corollary 5.1 {V;.,i € N,e € R"} is a triangle array of random variables such that E(V;.) =0
and for any e, {Vi.,i € N} is a sequence of i.i.d. random variables with lim. o E(|V;c|%) <
+o0o for some B > 2. U, is a random variable which is independent of {V;.,i € N} and
lim. o E(|U|?) < +00. For any m > 0,1 € N*, if we can find v > 2 such that

L %E(me?)l +%E(!UEP)] m~2log(lm~%) > —1, (5.2)
then for € > 0 small enough, there exists a positive constant C independent of I, m and € such

that

Vm >0, leNt, P <mglx

> Vie+Ue| > m> < CLB. (5.3)
k=1 m

Proof of Corollary 5.1 Denote
Ve = E([Viel"), tre = E(|U]"), v := ImE(|Vic|"), u, := HmE(|U.|").
el0 el0

Note that (5.2) implies that for any given m > 0, [ € NT, there exist g € (0,1) and ¢t; > 0
(independent of [ and m) such that

[[(vy + 1) + (ug + ¢1)Jm ™2 log(lm™P) > —1. (5.4)

"We always write IP for the law and [E the corresponding expectation when the issues do not involve the random

environment, e.g. all the conclusions in this section and the forthcoming Lemma 6.1.
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Let t := /1 — 19 and D7 := 2+ 19. From Theorem I we can find a Brownian motion B such that

B
(Z Vie + U ) — Biyy g | > (1= t)m) < <2C’05> lug e + uge

1—t mP
Theorem II tells that there exists Do depending on D; such that

t2m?
>t <D — .
- m> - 2exp{ Dr(v2el + u2,€)}

Py =P max !Bim U
i<l ’ ’
Therefore,

t2m? l 2Co8\" 2l(vg + ug)
<D — < Dy— d <
P2 < geXp{ Dl((U2+L1)l+UQ+L1)} - 2m5 and Py < <1—t> mpb

hold for € > 0 small enough, where the first inequality follows from (5.4). Denote C :=

B
2 (210_0? ) (vg + ug) + D2, which is a constant independent of I, m and e. Finally we see

(5.3) follows from PP <maxi§l ‘22:1 Ve

. 2m)§7>1+7>2. 0

6 Preparation 3: Estimate on p(n,b)

Let b > 0 and denote

p(n,b) =P, <E|\u] =n,Vi <n,V(uy) < % - %) .
In this section, we study some asymptotic behaviors of p(n,b) as n — +oo. If £; is degenerate,
the estimate on the decay rate of the constants sequence {p(n,b)},en is an important step in
the study of N-BRW and BRW with a barrier, see [35, 16]. In this section, we also give the
convergence rate of the normalized quenched small deviation probability of a RWre (see Lemma

6.2), which is a further explosion on the small deviation probability considered in [29].

Throughout this section, we suppose that all the assumptions in Theorem 2.1 (3) hold.

Proposition 6.1 For any b > 0, we have lim,_,_ E(n"3logp(n,b)) >

o

Proof of Proposition 6.1 We divide this proof into two parts.
Step 1 By the first-second moment argument used in [16, lemma 4.6] (or see the proof of

[30, Theorem 2.5 (1b)] w.r.t. the random environment case), for any A, > 1 and constant

de (\/197%’ +oo) we have

T,
Ee <e 1{v1§z’§n7 Tie[ B —dn, 2], <A, >
p(n b) > 2/3 2/3
T n (bn1/3+dn1/3——>

+ (A —1) X e ) Pjn

, P—as, (6.1)
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where {T),},{{,} are both introduced in Section 3 and

T; bvﬁ‘z b191
Note that P, , = 1 and hence for any b’ < b,
n/39p/
P,
p(n,b) > — el T , P—as, (6.3)
. Z eﬁ(bn /34dnt/ - 3>Pj,n
j=0
where
. Jbi 1 9bi I'n

. In the rest of the

Thanks to (2.7), we can choose constant r such that r < 3
proof, we take

Ay, = eXp{n%T}.

Since p (n,b) is non-increasing about n, it is enough to show the asymptotic behavior of a sub-
sequence of {p(n,b),n € N}. Now we only consider the case that n = N,2N,...,kN, ..., where
N € N. From the above analysis, for n = kN, it is true that

b,
p(n,b) > e — , P—as. (6.5)
Ankenl/aﬁ(b—bf_,_d) E e n2/3 P(l+1)k,Nk

Note that (A1) and (A3) imply (A1l+) due to the relationships in (2.7). Recall the assump-
tion (A1l+) and the relationship (3.5). Applying (the convergence almost surely part of) [29,

Corollary 2], we have

N—-I—-1 ~,

N W’ P —as.

1
Jim — RVE log P11y, Nk = —

Recalling that d > , /J%, we see

N-1
bl N —1—-1 7,
nh_}ngo n1/3 log <Z € — 3 Pk, Nk) 0<51%&}\>f<_1 <_W TN 192(1;)

=0
N—-1 7,
:_TW’ P—a.S..

9blk 9bnl/3

Note that for any fixed N, Zl 20 le e Pasiyene < Zl 20 Len28 < (1—e "7 )1 <2as

long as n large enough. Then Fatou’s lemma tells that

N 9blk N —1

, Yo

nh—)I{.loE < 1/3 lOg (lg e T n2/3 P(l-‘rl)k‘ Nk‘)) S —TW (66)
0
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Step 2 Now we find a lower bound of the numerator in (6.5). Choose § € (O min{Z %ﬁ’l) vd }) .

7 2[As]
Let

on
DeR*Y, §,:= Lénl/?’J , Dyp:=|Dn??| Dn;:=238,+ID,, s,:= VD J —1. (6.7)
Denote
Vi 1 Obi
Ity te) ==Vt <i<ty, T, € | —— — Jdn3, < An b, 6.8
(t1,t2) { 1 <0<t [nz/g ns 2/3}5 } (6.8)
1
Ity 1) i= {¥t i < to, Ty € [2D0 — 9dni, 0] & < A, },
o 90l D), 90l D),
[Cl,Cz]nJ =|a+ 273 €2+ 23
For n large enough, Markov property tells that
On
Py > [] Pe(Tm € 25,25, &m < An|Trn1 = 0)
m=1
Sn—1
< T if,  Pe(I(Dut Dugsn). To, s € A6 500],, 4 [T, = 2)

=0 #€[Asdn AT 0n]

X inf P, (I*(Dn,sn, n), T, > ﬁb/nl/?"TDn o = z)
ze[xsén,x:lan] - '

Sn—1

- H dm H (pnl (pn end» (69)

where A5 < —1 is the one in assumption (2.4). According to the space-homogeneous property

of the model and the fact that Vi < D,,, 5 m” € [0,9bD], we see

n

Gt = enti= b Pr(I(Dni Daisn) T,y € [96D + Asbn, A58
2€[As0n, A5 0]

nl_ >7

vbs, D,
n2/3

O ond > inf P, <I(Dn,5n,n),Tn > 9bnt/3 —
’ 2€[As0n, A5 6]

Tp,. = z> . (6.10)

Since we have chosen that § € (0, 2 iU b)) we see \5d, — (9b'n'/3 — ﬁbS"D") > Lo - Vynl/3,

73]
Q9bSnDTL TD7L,57L = Z)

Then for n large enough, (6.10) tells that
n2/3
5 1/3 9(b—b 1/3
- PE <VDH’S" = i < Dnvsn + L2Dn2/3J7 ‘CFZ, = mln{ 27’1)\ ’ 7 ( 4 )n ‘TDn,sn =0
5

@;,end = [)\ ;nf;\ 1 ]PE <I(Dn,8n7n)7Tn > ﬂb/n1/3 -
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= Pnend- (611)

Moreover, we observe that for any given n, {5 }o<i<s,—1 is anii.d. sequence and the common

distribution is the same as

oni=  inf  Pr (I(O,Dn),TDn € [0bD + Asb,, A5 16,] |Th = z) . (6.12)
2€[As0n, A5 6]
From the above analysis and (6.9) we have
Vi V) 9b'n
~1/3 . 1
B(nPlogPe (Vi <isntic | S5 -vad Sr) 12 TR 6 <a,))
>n"36,E (log 1) + s, E (log ) + E (10g 0n.end)]- (6.13)

The following displays (from (6.14) to (6.19)) show the asymptotic behavior of E (log ¢y,) . Let

T(] = Z>,
Dr,

Bn— > Pr>An) <on <@, P—as. (6.14)
=1

Gn = inf P <Vi <D,, T c [ﬁbD _ ﬁdn%,o] T, € [UBD + Asb,, A5 '6,]
2€[=Adn A50n]

then it is true that

Lemma 3.3 tells that

Vs<p, 0+Bs + oWy € [_ﬂdy O] s
on — (D) = inf P, - W, Wy =0,By =z (6.15)
ze[fffu;w] o«Bp +cWp € [)\55, 5/)\5]

in distribution, where B and W are two independent standard Brownian motions. Our task in
the next few paragraphs is to check ¢,, p(D), @, satisfying all the assumptions in Lemma 6.1.
From the choice of § we see A\50 — (2D9b — 19dn%) > %ﬁdn% for n large enough. Therefore, by

Lemma 3.2 we see that there exists v > (> 2) such that
lim E(|log ¢n|” + |10g ¢n endl”) < +00 (6.16)
n—o0

and hence lim,, o E(|log $,|") < +oc.
Now we estimate the tail of 2% P,(& > A,). From [30, the second display after (4.15)-
(4.17)] we see

P& > A, < exp{—)\gvln%T}Eg(N(u)1+>‘4)”1e(l_vl)“i(0+)‘4)_“’w),
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where |u| =i — 1,v1 := ﬁ and A4 is the one in assumption (A2). Markov inequality and

(A2) ensure that
Jes, P <E£(N(u)1+)‘4)”16(1_”1)“(’”“)_“(&) > exp {%A3U1H§T}> < c;m_%")‘S.

Recall that we have chosen rAs > /\6’\_6,/0

and hence rA3 > 1. Hence for n large enough, there

exists ¢4 > 0 such that

D
= 1
P (Z Pr(& > Ay) > exp {—g)\gvlngr}> < C4n§_%r)‘3 — 0. (6.17)

i=1

Moreover, [28, Theorem 3.1] tells that
P (log p(D)) < +oo0. (6.18)
According to (6.14)-(6.18) and the upcoming Lemma 6.1 we see
E (log @) — E (log (D)) . (6.19)

On the other hand, Lemma 3.1 and (2.4) ensure E (logg;) > —oo. Another important fact is
that [28, Theorem 2.1] told that

iy Elog o(D)) Yo

D00 D T 9242

Combining with (6.13), (6.16) and recalling the definitions of s,, and ¢, in (6.7), we see

: 1 Yo
nh_)_n;OE <m log Pn> > ~Rp + 20E (log q1) (6.20)

holds for D large enough. According to (6.5), (6.6) and (6.20), we see

N-1 7
N 9242

: 1 o
lim E <— log p(n, b)> > _ﬂzdz + 20E (logq1) —9(b— b +d) +

n—00 nl/3

We finally complete the proof by taking N — +o00,b — b (and hence § — 0 because the choice

of 0), d = /5% (in this order). 0

Lemma 6.1 Let g be a function with continuous and strictly positive derivative in its domain
(a subset of R) and the range of g is R.® The range of random variables X,, Y,, X are all in
the closure of the domain of g. If

8We agree that g(-) = 400 or —oo by a continuous extension if - is an edge of the domain of g. In addition,

we note that this lemma is relative trivial if g is bounded.
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(a) X,, = X in distribution,
(b) Timy, 100 E(|g(X0) |7 + [g(Yn)|?) < +00 for some z > 1 and E|g(X)| < +oo,
(¢) Jan, — 0 such that P(| Xy, — Ya| > an) — 0,

then Eg(Y,,) — Eg(X).

Proof of Lemma 6.1: Since what we need to proof is about convergence, we can view the
assumption (b) as sup,, E(|g(X,)|* + [9(Yn)]?) < 400, which implies that {g(X,)} and {g(Y,)}

are both uniformly integrable, and hence for any € > 0, there exists M such that

sup [E(l9(Xn) 1190y z0-1) + E(9(V0) L gv)1=0-1)] + E(9(X) L g00=m) <& (6.21)

Without loss of generality, we can also assume that a, satisfies P(|X,, — Y,| > a,) < ap. Let g~ !
be the inverse function of g and I, := SUPgeig-1(—a)—ap,g-1 (M)+an] |9 (¥)]. For n large enough,

we have

E(9(Yn)1igvay<ar) = E(9(Yn)Ligvi) <0, Xn—Ya|<an) T EG(Y0) L 1g0v,) | <M, | X0 V| >an)
<E((9(Xn) + lnan)1|g(Yn)|SM,|Xn—Yn|§an) + MP(| Xy, — Yn| > an)
E

(9(Xn) L g(v,) <M, | Xp—Yi|<an) + (1 + M)ay,

where [ := lim,, 4 o0 I + 1. We see [ < +oo due to the definition of ,,. Furthermore, for n large

enough, it is true that

E(9(Xn) L g(v) <M, X0~ Ya| <an)
=E(9(Xn)1g(X,)>0,g(Yn)| <M. [ Xn—Ya|<an) + E(G(X0)Lg(X,)<0,lg(¥a)| <M, [ Xn~Ya|<an)

<E(9(Xn)Locg(x)<m+ian) T E(G(Xn)Lia, —M<g(X,)<0,) Xn—Y|<an)>

and

9(Xn) Vg, — M<g(X0)<0,| Xn—Yn|<an)

9(Xn)Lia, —mr<g(xn)<0) = E9(Xn) 110, —M<g(X0)<0, | Xn—Yn|>an)

g Xn)llan—MSg(Xn)<0) — (lan, — M)E(llan—MSg(Xn)<0, |Xn—Yn\>an)
)

9(Xn 1lan—M§g(Xn)<0) + (M = lan)P(| Xy — Yol > ap).
Therefore, it is true that

E(g(Yo)1igviy<m) < E(9(Xn)Lia, —m<g(X)<Mtian) + (M +1)ap.



29

By a similar argument, we can also obtain that

E(g(Ya)Ligvm)<m) = E(9(Xn)1 0, —nm<g(Xn)<M—lan) — (2M + Dan.

Hence for n large enough, we have

[EC9(Ya)Lig(v,1<ar) — E(9(Xn)Ljg(x,)1<ar)]
< (2M + Dan + E(19(Xn) 119, M| <tan) + E(9(Xn) L ig(x,)+ 0] <1a)
< (2M + Dan + E(|g(Xn) 1 gx,)>0-1)

and hence

[Eg(Yn) — Eg(Xn)]

S E(G(Yn)Ligvi) <) — E(9(Xn)Ligx,)1<a0)| + E(g(Xn) [ 1gx0) =0 + 19(Yn) 119w, > 0)
< (2M + Day + 2¢. (6.22)

From assumption (a) we have [E(g(X)1)yx)<m) —E(9(Xn)1)g(x,) <ar)| < € for n large enough,
hence (6.21) leads to the fact that [Eg(X,,) —Eg(X)| < 2¢ for n large enough. Finally, combining
the fact with (6.22) we complete this proof. O

Proposition 6.2 Under assumptions (1.4) and (A1)-(A3), it is true that

im E(jn"3logp(n,b)|") < +oo (6.23)

n—oo
for some v > 1.
Proof of Proposition 6.2 From (6.3) one sees that it is enough to show

>y, Iim E(n log P,|") < +oc.
n—o0

(Note that v > 1.) Combining the inequality |(3°", C;)¥| < n*~ 13" | |Ci| with (6.9), we see

B(|log Pu|*) < 07B(|log u|") + 254 T [B(|log ¢n enal”) + B log gn]")] < +00.

Moreover, assumption (2.4) and Lemma 3.1 mean that E(|logq;|*) < +occ. Noting that &, =
O(n'/3), s, = O(n'/3) and A\¢ > 1. Combining the above facts with (6.16), we see (6.23) holds

for some v € (v, Ag).
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Proposition 6.3 For any given x > 0, there exists a constant c; > 0 such that

1 Y (1-v)/3
P( 1/3logp(nb)<%—x>§cmn ,

where v s the one in Proposition 6.2.

Proof: We only need to consider the asymptotic behavior of p(n,b) in the case n = Nk due to
the monotonicity of p(n,b) (about n). Recall the definition of Py, yi in (6.2) and define

T; b¥i b
Pk =supPg (V(l Dk<i<thy 75 € [ — dd, —] ‘Tl Dk = y> 1 <I<N,

yeR
then we see P, ni < H;V: 1+1Pk,j,n Dy Markov property. On the other hand, define

_)7

]—)k,lm = P'C (I*(()? k)7Tk —Ck1n S Hn

Pig = o 08y Pe( 0 = K1), Tie = i € Ho| T = =), 21N -1,
P : * ;1 o
]—Qk,N,n T Z—Ck,;?f,nEHn PL: <I (Nk B k:, Nk), TNk 2 ﬁb ne T(N_l)k - Z)’
where ¢y, = %, H,, = [A50p,0n/X5], (05, is the one defined in the proof of Proposition

6.1) then we have P, > Hé-vzlgkj ., by Markov property. Therefore, from (6.5) we see

€ 1/31%,1_[;\[1 kjn
b) > — P —as.
p(”; ) = N-1 (bn1/3+dn1/3 bglk3> N ~ 9 a.s
Ank z;) € Ly oDk
where we agree that H;V: N+1Pkjn = 1. For any given x, we choose d such that 9¥b > 19'27# and
Jd — /35 < %. Denote
P 10g Py 1 oo ® 108Pkin _ Lz
R\ TRl T TN@2 9N pl3 - N2 9N [

In this proof, we take A, := €9

N-1 .
1 / ’)/0. €T X 1 _19bl7L1/3_N7l71( Yo _g)nl/J
=0
_b(vio_z)nlﬁ
Yo x 1 ke N ‘924279
>—0d - —== — - — log , . (6.24)
92> 3 i/ <1 _ “%%332—;))
Now we fix IV satisfying that ]i, 7% < §. Then for k (recall n = Nk) large enough such that
1051(—/25) < § and exp{ Don Z 1/3( 7 — )} < 3, (6.24) tells that

N1 ~, Jog 2
logp(n,b)>—vd— Lo L D2 Je Ty 08

n/ 92d2 3 N (792d2_§)_n1/3’
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2z Vo
> —dd — 3 > — o T, on ﬁ{il Jkn-

Therefore, P (# logp(n,b) > —y/ %5 — a:) >P (ﬁlj\ile’l,n) . By the definition of Jj ; ,, one sees
that {Jg;n,l = 1,2,..., N} is an independent sequence of events and {len,l =2.3,..N -1}
and {pgn,l =1,2,...N} are both i.i.d. random sequences. Therefore,

1 - _
P( 75 log p(n, b) > — / % —sc) > P (Ji1n) P (Jezn)" 2P (Jenn) - (6.25)
According to the forthcoming Lemma 6.2, we see that there exists a constant c5 (depending on
x, independent of n and k) such that

1—v

P (Jfo,) <csn' s and P (Jiy,) <csn s . (6.26)

Recall that ¢, := P (T}, € [A5,1/X5],&m < Ap|Ti—1 = 0) and 6, := L&nl/?’j. For J 1 », Markov
property tells that

On,
Ek,l,n = H % zieann Pr (I(5n7 k)v Ty — Ck1n € H,
=1

_2),

According to Corollary 5.1 and the facts E(logq;) < 0 and E(]logq|*) < 400, we see for &
small enough (for example, 0 < § <
x,n, k) such that

Wﬁogql)), there exists constant cg (independent of

/3 1-g 1-v
ZlOg%_ 18N <cgn 3 <cgn 3 .

Moreover, Lemma 6.2 also means that

log_inf Pz (1(0n, k), Ty = cnp1 € H, ) . i .

z€H, n 5
P ni/3 STNRE BN | S

holds for some c¢7 (depending on z, independent of n and k). Therefore, combining with (6.26)
we see there exists cg := c¢5 + cg + ¢ such that P <J§7l7n> < csn% for any [ = 1,2,..., N.
Recalling (6.25) we finally get

b Yo 1-v
P< 1/3logP£< 2/3>§—1/%—3:>§1—(1—68n3)N. (6.27)

We recall that the choices of cg and N are totally determined by z (reviewing this proof, we

only require N to satisfy %ﬁ < §), hence (6.27) completes the proof.
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Lemma 6.2 For any given b > 0,d > 0,7 > m, denote

T; b b
Pn :=supP, (Vign, SYE) S [— —dv, _:| ‘TO = y> >
n n

yeR n
TO = Z) 5

where —0d < 2’ <y < 0,9b —9d < 2" <y’ < 9b. For any € > 0, there exists a constant c.

= inf

) 1 )
i < A 19171' _ 3 Ibi
» Vi<n, Tze[n2/3 Ydn ’7712/3]’
- ze[m’n1/3,y’n1/3]

. 2
To€len!/3y"n'/3), & <exp{n3"}

(depending only on €) such that

log]—)n Yo 1-v)/3

P < < g e> < cn=/3, (6.28)
log pn Vo 1-v)/3

P < R T —|—e> < cent/3, (6.29)

where v is the one in Proposition 6.2.

Proof of Proposition 6.2 Since the proof of (6.29) is similar and easier than the proof of
(6.28), here we only prove (6.28). In this proof we redefine some notations in the proof of
Proposition 6.1. 2 Let
n
Dy, = LDnz/?)J, Dy = lLDnz/sJ’ and sy = {LDnz/S‘JJ N

and recall the definitions of I(t1,t2) and [c1, ¢o],,; in (6.8). Similar to the relationship in (6.9),

for n large enough, we have

Bn > (Hiilgbn,l)@n,enda (630)

where

N . x/ +y/

Pl = inf  Pg <I(Dn,l—1,Dn,l)aTDnl € [( 3y Ty, = Z),

ze[x’n1/3,y’n1/3] ’ 2
brona = inf  Pp(I(Dys,n), T € [0ty "0t (T, = 2)
z€[a'nl/3,y'nl/3] ,

and z = #,y”’ = % Note that ¢y 1,9n.2, s Pn,sn> Pn.ena are independent of each

other and ¢y 1,9n2, .., Pn,s, have the same distribution. Though an analog arguement in the

9Since in this lemma we set —9d < z’ and 3 < 0, a role like 6, in Proposition 6.1 is not necessary to be

introduced.
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proof of Proposition 6.1 (the arguement on E(log ¢,) and E(log ¢, ¢ng) therein), we see that
Lemma 3.2 and Lemma 3.3 imply that

li_>_m E(|log ¢n1]") + 11_>—m E(|log ¢n.endl”) < 400 and li_>m E(log 1) = E(log (D)) (6.31)
respectively, where

Vs < D, 0.Bs+ oWy € [—19d,0],
! +y, /
2 )

o(D):= inf P
z€ [ o’ Y ]

ox ' ox

I/V,W(]:O,B(]:Z

0+«Bp +ocWp € [

and B, W, 0,0, are the same ones in the proof of Proposition 6.1. Moreover, [28, Theorem 2.1]

tells that w — — 19222. Therefore, for any given €, we can choose D large enough such

£

5% — - Furthermore, for the choosen D, we have

snE(log @n,l) + E(IOg @n,end) > E(log @(D)) o

€
nl/3 D 4

E(log ¢(D

for n large enough. From the above analysis, we see

logp,, Yo
P < niB S T RE 6)

Sn A A A A c
S P (Z(log (Pn,l - E(IOg (Pn,l)) + (log (Pn,end - E(log Spn,end)) < _5711/3) . (632)
=1

We finally complete the proof by Corollary 5.1 and (6.31).

7 Preparation 4: A lower deviation for BPre

In this section, let us forget the story of BRWre temporarily and focus on an asymptotic
behavior of branching process in the random environment £, '© which is another important

support to the proof in Section 8.

Lemma 7.1 Let {Z,} be a supercritical BPre (i.e., E(logE,Z1) > 0)and
E(|min(0,log E£Z1)|*) + E(| max(0,log E£(Z3))|%) < +oc. (7.1)

for some o > 2. g(x) is a positive-valued function satisfying lim, o g(x) = +00. Let b be a con-
stant in (17 cElog EﬁZl)). Denote ny, := Pr(Z, > max{b~"EZ,,1}). The following conclusions

are true.

%Since the motivation of this section is to consider some asymptotic behaviors of pe(l,) in (4.6) and the

environment involved in (4.6) is totally determined by £, here we also denote £ the random environment.
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1) For any | < a, lim,, 1 o E (\ﬁ log nn\l> < 00 when lim,, s oo n?T =% (n) 7! < +o0.

(
(2) For any given x > 0, lim,,_, 1o g(n)* 2P (\ﬁ log | > a:) < H00.
(

3) Suppose that o > 2. We have lim,,_, 1o E (% log 17”) = 0 when lim,,_, 1 oo n*Tg(n)~! <

gn

400 holds for some | > 1.

(4) limy, 5400 E (\% logmax{b""EzZ,,1}|*) < +oc.

(5) limy, oo n® 1P (% logmax{b""E;Z,,1} < E(logE,Z;) — logb — a:) < oo for any given
x> 0.

6) lim,_,, . E (£ logmax{b""E;Z,,1}) > E(logE;Z;) — logb.

Proof of Lemma 7.1 (1) From the Paley-Zygmund inequality, for any b > 1, we see

2 (Eﬁzn)z

P —as.
BoZ2 a.s

Pr(Z, >0 "EZ,) > (1-0b"")

Moreover, (note that Z,, € N,) Cauchy-Schwartz inequality tells that

(ECZn)2
Pe(Z,>1)> B 72 P —as
Therefore,
o (BrZ,)?
>a-pmpBe) p
7771—( ) Eﬁ(Z%)’ a.s
In the rest of the proof we default all the equalities and inequalities hold in the sense of P — a.s.
unless we specially declare. Introduce the generate function of BPre as fy, n(s) := ;;08 pmm,isi,
where

Pmni = Pr(Zy =i|Z, =1).
By some basic calculations and the relationship fo () = fon—1(fn—1,n(5)), we see

Ec[Z,(Z, —1)] 0n(1) B 0n—1(1) ;L—l,n(l)2 + £ (D) 1 (1)
(EcZn)?  foa(1)? fon1(D2 £ ,,(1)?
R H,0
fom—1(1?  fo (D froq 0 (1)

Iterating the above steps and note that fo(s) = s, we get

Er[Z0(Zy —1)] <& fila (1)

(EcZy)? a =1 f(/],i—l(l)fi/—l,i(l)?

Hence for n large enough, it is true that

1 < 2E.(Z2) - 2fiL4,(1) 2

= = + .
Pr(Zy > max{b~"EsZ,1}) (EcZy)? i—1 f(l),z‘—l(l) 72,—1,72(1)2 f(,),n(l)

(7.2)
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Recall that b < eF(8Ec21) and hence there exists ¢ € (1,400) large enough such that b <

eE(log min(Ell A 7Q)) . Denote

My :=1, M; := ﬁ min(q, f;(1)), B} := max(f7(L),q )

k=1 "~ [min(q, f/(1))]?’ fi = fi—14

Note that f; (1) = Hﬁczl f7.(1) and the RHS of (7.2) will not less than 1. Hence to prove Theorem
7.1 (1), it is enough to show

lim E

n——+00

1
1 "L 268 2
OR (Z Wi *ﬁ)] s "

i=1

or equivalently, to show

 —too 1 "L 2B 2
3 li P||—1 iy =
mo€eN, Tm > [g(n) o8 (; o Mﬂ)

>m | < 4o0. (7.4)

Let us prove (7.4) now. Denote b := Z;;og b~% < 400 and f3; := 2B + 2, we have

i=1
n+1 T
bB; 11,
< P s p9(n)m pl—i
e (e

<Yp <log Bis1 — Elog B1 — log M; + iElog My > g(n)ym*' + iElog My —ilogh — E 1og(516)>
i=0

::ZQi,m' (7.5)
=0

Now we consider the upper bound of @); ,, based on the divergence rate of g.
From (7.1) we see E(|log M;|*) + E(|log 51]|*) < +00. Note that {f;,i € N} is an indepen-
dent sequence, hence Corollary 5.1 tells that we can find positive constants cg, c19, 11 (all are

independent of n) such that for n large enough,
Z Z Qim (note that logb < Elog M; and Elog(3:b) < +00)
m>(n/g(n))! i=0

< Z Z P <log Bi+1 — E(log 81) — log M; + iE(log M) > ng(n)ml/l>
m>(n/g(n))" =0

= Z Z P <log $1 — E(log B1) — log M;11 + log My + iE(log My) > ng(n)ml/l>
m>(n/g(n)! =0
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< ) (+yP <0“<“a<x [log f1 — E(log 1) — log M;s1 + log My + iE(log My)| > cgg<n>m1”>
m>(n/g(n))! T
c1on” 2+1— 1
Z — < e n” T % (n) (recall that [ < «). (7.6)
lg(nym!/1]e
m>(n/g(n))!
(Throughout this paper we agree that the meaning of >, is > 4, oy if 2 is not an integer.)
Therefore, if lim,,_, ;o n/g(n) < 400, then we choose mqg := (lim,,_s 4o n/g(n))* + 1 and thus
(7.4) follows from (7.6).
Next we consider the case that lim,,_, o n/g(n) = +00. Analog to the discussion in (7.6), one

can find constants c¢12 and c¢y3 such that

, cia[g(n)m*/")?
Z Z Qiym < Z [g(n)ml/l]a

m<(n/g(n)t i<g(n)ym!/! m<(n/g(n))!
< cl2g(n)2—o¢ Z m(2—a)/l
m<(n/g(n))!
n +2—a n
< C | 1sa-o+log | — | Ljmq_o + 1] . (7.
<cizg(n) [(g(n)) I>a—2 +10g <g(n)> l=a—2 T (7.7)
Since we have assumed that lim,, ;. n>T"%g(n)™! < 400, the case lim,_, o n/g(n) = 400

means « > 2. Note that f{(1) = E£Z; and hence Elog(M;/b) > 0. From Corollary 5.1 we can

also find positive constants c14 and c15 such that

> > Qim

m<(n/g(n))t g(n)m/l<i<n
< > > P(logB — E(log B1) — log Myy1 +log My + iE(log My) > iElog(M; /b))

m<(n/g(n))t g(nym1/!1<i<n

< Z Z il

m<(n/g(n))t g(n)m!'/!<i<n

< D cslglmmtT (7.8)
m<(n/g(n))!

holds for n large enough. Note that the last line in (7.8) is the same as the second line in (7.7)
up to a multiplicative constant. Combining (7.6) with (7.7) and (7.8), we complete the proof of
(1).

Proof of Lemma 7.1 (2) We observe that if we let [ = 1 in the definition of Q;, in (7.5),

then we have

1
P(|—logn,
<‘g<n> !

n
> ) <3 Q.
=0
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From (7.6) we see > Qi will be dominated by W times a constant when x > n/g(n);
from (7.7) and (7.8) we see Y = Q;, will be dominated by [g(n)z]*~® times a constant when
x < n/g(n). Therefore, P <]ﬁ log | > a:) will be dominated by (g(n))?~® for any fixed =,
which is the right conclusion in Lemma 7.1 (2).

Proof of Lemma 7.1 (3) To proof (3), it is enough to show

) 1
Ve >0, lim E <m log nnlﬁlognn+€<0> =0

n—s-+oo
for any given € > 0, which follows from Lemma 7.1 (1), (2) and a standard application of Holder’s
inequality.

Proof of Lemma 7.1 (4) First we see E (|log f{(1)|*) ( = E(|logE£Z1]%)) < +oo due to
(7.1) and the Jensen’s inequality. Note that

1 “ logE,Z, ¢
E (‘— logmax{b""E,Z,,1} ) =E < 08 BLEn log b 1ELZn>bn> .
n n
Hence it is enough to show
— logE Z, |
im E ( 8L ) < 4o0.
n—-+0o0o

Recalling (7.1) we see the above inequality is obvious because of E (|log f1(1)|%) < +oo and

|logE,Z,|* = <no! Z |log f{(l)‘a
i=1

> log £(1)
i=1
Proof of Lemma 7.1 (5) Note that

1
P (E logmax{b""EzZ,,1} < E(logE;Z;) —logb — x)

log EEZn
n

<P (E;Z, <b")+P ( < E(logEsZ;) — 3:) .

Recall that E (|logEsZ1|%) < 400 and E(logEZ;) > logb. Hence Corollary 5.1 tells that

there exists constant ci6 (independent of n) such that
1
P (— logmax{b "E;Z,,1} < E(logE;Z;) — logb — x) < cgnt™e.
n

Proof of Lemma 7.1 (6) In the proof of (5), we have mentioned that

+o0
T a—1 n n
ngl}_loon P(E;Z, <b") < 400 and hence Z:lP(EEZn <b") < 4o0.

Applying the Borel-Cantelli lemma we see P (limn_>+oo log Egﬁf;;ﬁ%ﬁl} = 1) = 1. Then the

conclusion can be obtained by the law of large number and the fatou’s lemma directly.
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8 Proof of (2.9): the second step

At the end of the Section 4, we say (to complete the proof of (2.9)) the only rest task is to
find the upper bound of P <\/_10g [ZZ 1 Hlmil,eg)} > —y 4+ :E> for a given x. Now let us do
it. We note that the notation in this section is in line with the notation in Section 4 unless
stated otherwise.

Step 2 Note that fi (1) = p1(j,€)p2(j,e)[m(j,e)] and m(j,e) > 1, hence for ¢ > 0 small

enough, we see

P [ VZlog io [mie)] | > v+ 5z
= L 5D
<P |+elog _io 2m( ) _ > —v + 5x
; Li=1 H] lfyl,e(l)
<Pzl S _mie) | 4
< ¢ log ;Hé 1f9{,5(1)_>_7+ T
1 o= m(i,e)

§P<\/Elogm > 7+2m> +P <\/_log 1+Z (Lo zf;,g(l)] >2:n>
=1 + 7. (8.1)

Let v be a positive constant and hence Zj:lo A < 2 < 3 < ev# holds for ¢ small enough.

Then we see

T I (1 T 2z T
P <P(l>eve)+P <Z i 67)7@(?,5) D > 26\/?) (note that eve > 3ev#)
=2

I fj..(1
+0o0o _ /. .
m(Z, 6) z—(i—1)v
< P| — : >e Ve
2 @mﬂmﬁw> )

+00
= Z P (x/Elog m(l,e) + Velog L £ (1) + Ve log(p1 (i, €)pa(i,e)) < (i — 1)v — ﬂf)
SZPWW (1) + VElog b f7. + VElog(pi (1, 2)pa(1,2)) < (i — 1)o)

=S =
1=2

where fI_ = pi(j,e)p2(j,e)m(j,e) < f;.(1) and we agree that II}_, ;- = 1. Denote p. :=
E(yzlog f7.). Recall the relationship n = {(g + z)sTJ in (4.2) and thus lim. o /z(sn)/? =

¢2/3, which means that for any ¢ < 1, it is true that ei > “)2/3 as long as ¢ small enough.

(
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Applying Proposition 6.1 we obtain that

lim \/EE(log pa (1,2)) > —s%/%, |27 = — [ 2% and thus lim \/EE(logpa(1,2)) > 7. (8.3)
10 ¢35 v <10

Recall the construction of {Z;(l)};en in (4.5) and the definition of ps(1,¢) in (4.6). From the

assumptions (2.2) and (2.6) and the notation \g := min(As, A7) one sees that
VAE (2,%), €N, E(log” EcZi(1)") + E(|log® E£(Z7(1)]) < +00.  (84)
Then combining with Lemma 7.1 (3), we get

lim VeE(logpa(1,¢)) = 0. (8.5)

Note that lim. g /e|2n| = (¢=1s* 4nd hence Lemma 7.1 (6) means that

a

(c —1)¢”

- (m(a) —logw). (8.6)

lim /eE(logm(1,¢)) >
el0
From the above calculations we see

lim g, > €D
= Me

(m(a) —logw) + v := p.
€l0 a -

Recall that m(a) > 0 and we have chosen w € (1,e™®). Then for any given ¢ > 1, we can find
a ¢ € N large enough such that p > 0 and from now on, we take v := %H'
We next estimate the upper bound of ¢ ; in two different strategies.

Strategy 1 By the subadditivity of probability and the relationship

vi= %ﬁ= <%(m(a) —logw) — %g) + (0 - %g) + <'y— ég) :

we have

i—1

Y, <P (ﬁlog(m(LE)Pl(i75)p2(i75)) < %ﬁ) +P | D VElog [, < %H

Jj=2

<(i—1)P <\/Elogp1(1,6) < - %H) +(@- 1P (\/Elogm(l’g) = _%H>

¢ —1)c2
+(i—-1)P <\/Elogm(1,a) < %(m(a) — logw) — éﬁ) : (8.7)

Recalling that p > 0, Proposition 6.3 tells that

1y 1
v > v, lifgelTP <\/Elogp1(1,e) <7y - 6,u> < +o0. (8.8)
. H



40

From (8.4) and Lemma 7.1 (2) and (5), we have

— 2= 1
liiIOlE%P <\/Elogp2(1,a) < _6'“> < 400 (8.9)
! H
and
- —1)¢? 1
liﬁ]ls%P <\/Elogm(1,€) < %(m(a) — log w) — 6”) < 4o0. (8.10)
! H

Combining (8.7) with (8.8)-(8.10), we can find a constant ¢17 (independent of i) such that
Vi>2, W < cypiez AL (8.11)

holds for € > 0 small enough.
Strategy 2 The another strategy to estimate the upper bound of Yz, is using Corollary 5.1.
We observe that

i—1
Y2 =P | Velog(pi(i,e)pali,e)m(l,e)) — pe + Y (VElog i — pe)) < (i = 1)(v — pe)

Jj=2

Recall that 0 < p <lim_ g pe and v := % . Then for € small enough, we have

i—1
Wi, <P | VElog(pi (i e)palise)m(l,e)) — pe + > (VElog fio — pe) < (1 —1)

Jj=2

K

W =

Note that \/zlog(m(1,e)p1(i,€)p2(i,€)) is independent of \/elog f7_,j = 2,3,....,i — 1 and they
all have the same expectation p.. Now we focus on the integrability of /¢ log [; .- Proposition

6.2 tells that
v > vy, %E ([Velogpi(1,e)]") < +oc. (8.12)
Combining with (8.4), Lemma 7.1 (1) and (4) tell that
YA < As, % [E(|Velogpa(1,e)[*) + E([vVelogm(l,e) )] < +oc.

Then Corollary 5.1 tells that for € small enough, there exists a constant c;g (independent of 7)

such that
Vi>2, f; < gt (8.13)
Moreover, recalling the definition of 1. in (8.1), we see

%El—%min(l-i-l/,)\g)we < +OO (814)
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because (8.8), (8.9) still hold if $u therein is replaced by z.
Note that we can choose A such that min(v, \) > 2 due to Ag > 2 and vy > 2. Then for any
positive-valued function h, (8.2), (8.11), (8.13) and (8.14) ensure that

3@19,020, 1][)6 + ¢€ < Z C191e? mln(l-‘rl/ Ag)— + Z 618'51 min(v,\)
i<h(e) i>h(e)

<020h( ) mln(l-‘ru Ag)— + Cgoh(6)2_min(u’)\). (815)

Then choosing h(e) such that h(g)~ ™A = gz min(L+1.28) -1 apq recalling (8.1), we finally get
(2.9) and thus lim. o P(y/elog oz(¢) < v — ) = 0 holds for any given = > 0. O

9 Proofs of Theorem 2.1 (4)-(6)

Proof of Theorem 2.1 (4) Recalling the definition of ¢, in (4.2), we can see

hm Venlogor(en) > v, P — as.

n—-+

follows from Borel-Cantelli lemma and (2.9). Therefore, we finish the proof of (4) by the rela-
tionship ent? = O(n'/?) and the fact that /€ log oz (¢) > VEn—t1logor(en) whene, <e <ep 1.
Proof of Theorem 2.1 (5) Note that E(|\/zlog oz(€)[P) < Y725 P(|v/2log oz (e)|P > k). Hence
according to (4.7) and the trick used in (8.1), it is enough to show

+o0 +oo _ /.
S p <\/E log [Z M] > kl/p> < +oo. (9.1)
— II*_, fr
k>|7y|P i=1""J 2,€
For £ small enough such that 62 2 (1— 6_%)_1, (where v := Ip is has been introduced in

Section 8,) it is true that

o= X mie) | 2 EX o
Pe< > P Z—Hi’ 2y
J =

[Tyl \i=1 I=

400 400 Kl/p (i=1)w
E E P >e2vee Ve
*
J—lfj,a

=1 k>|7~|P

IN

+o0o  +oo i kl/p
Z Z P \/Elogpl(i+1,€)p2(i+l,€)—i—Z\/Elogf]’fE§z‘v—7
i=0 k>|7y|P =1

400  +oo

=30 (e i k). (9.2)

=0 k>|7~|P

IN
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Note that for € small enough, we have

El/p 1 El/p

iv = T — i — B(VElogpi (1, )pa(1,2)) < —5pui —

Hence for € small enough, we can find ¢y; (independent of i, k, &) such that
VA< s, (e, iyk) < eqi(pi + k1/P)TmintmY) (9.3)

by using Corollary 5.1. On the other hand, (recall that v := —, /3% and) note that

i
(e, i, k) <P | Velogpi(i+1,8)pa(i + 1,¢) + Z Velog fi. <iv+2y
j=1
By an analogue of strategy 2 in Section 8, we see there exists a constant coy (independent of )

such that

min(v+1,\g)
W(e,i k) < conic 2oL (9.4)
The assumption 2 + p < min(vy, Ag) means that we can find A < A\g to satisfy 2+ p < min(v, ).
From (9.3) and (9.4) we see for any real function h* : [0, +00) — [‘33' , +00), there exist constants
co3 and co4 such that

Y ek

i> 1l [Ty [P<k<(Tvi)P
- v

IIllIl(lI+1 A8) )
<93 Z Pptlg mRrns) +023 Z Z (Hi + kl/p)l—mm(l/,)\)

‘%‘Sigh*(a) i>h*(e) |Ty|P<k<(Tvi)P
. min(VJrl,Ag)_ i —
<o E Zp+1672 1 + Coy Z 1 min(v,\)
Bl<i<he(e) i>h* (e)

min(r+1,\g)
2

< 625h* (5)2+;n6 -1 + 625]1* (6)2+p—min(u,)\)‘

. min(v+1,Ag) min(v,\g)
Since ————=% — 1 > —5>=%

— 1> 0, it is easy to find a proper h* such that

> S leik) < too. (9.5)

i~ 4] |4y |P<k<(Tvi)P
22 Tv

Moreover, (9.3) also implies that we can find a constant cgs such that

Z Z (e,i,k) <co Z Z 71“12@ - < o f j1Hp—min(¥,})

1=0 k> (Tvi)P 1=0 k> (7vi)P =0
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due to min(v, A) > p. Therefore, the assumption 2 4+ p < min(ry, Ag) means that

Z D lesisk) < oo (9.6)

1=0 k> (Tvi)P

Finally, combining the following equalities

+oo 400 +oo
PIDIRICHUNI DD IIED D DL D DEND DI LG
1=0 k>|7y|P =0 k>(Toi)P s Ty [P<k<(Tvi)P 0l [Ty [P <k<(Tvi)P

+oo
=13 > +> > V(e i k) +0

1=0 k> (Tvi)P iz% |7~|P<k<(Tvi)P

with (9.2), (9.5) and (9.6), we complete the proof of (5).

Proof of Theorem 2.1 (6) Under the assumptions in (6) we see \/elog o, () converges to =y

in probability. Combining with the conclusion in (5), we see lif(f)lE (lv/elogor(e) —~P) =0 by
3

a standard application of Holder’s inequality. O
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