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Abstract
We study limit theorems for time-dependent averages of the form X; := Tl(t) I L) u(t, z) dz,
as t — oo, where L(t) = exp(At) and u(t,z) is the solution to a stochastic heat equation
on R4 x R driven by space-time white noise with uo(z) = 1 for all z € R. We show that

for X;
(i) the weak law of large numbers holds when A > A1,

L(¢)

(ii) the strong law of large numbers holds when A > s,
(iii) the central limit theorem holds when A > Az, but fails when A < Ay < As,
(iv) the quantitative central limit theorem holds when A > As,

where \;’s are positive constants depending on the moment Lyapunov exponents of u(¢, x).

Keywords: Stochastic heat equation, weak law of large numbers, strong law of large num-
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1 Introduction and main results
We consider the one-dimensional nonlinear stochastic heat equation

i) 92 :
{Eu(t,x) — L2 u(t,x) + o (ult, ) W(t,z), t>0,z€R, a1

u(0,2) =1, z€R,

where 0 : R — R is a Lipschitz continuous function with the Lipschitz constant Lip, > 0 and
W is a space-time Gaussian white noise. Under these conditions, it is well known that (1.1)
admits the unique random field solution (see e.g. [26]) given by

u(t,z) =1 +/ pi—s(y — x)o (u(s,y)) W(ds dy), fort >0,z € R, (1.2)
0,t) xR
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where py () := (2mt)"1/2exp (—2?/2t) for t > 0 and x € R. Since ug(z) = 1 for all z € R, it is
easy to see that u(t,z) is stationary in z (see e.g. [12]). We further assume that o satisfies

0(0)=0 and L,:= inf ‘Lw)‘ > 0,
weR w

which guarantees that u(t,z) > 0 for all ¢ > 0 and x € R with probability 1 (see e.g. [6,23])
and
L2 w? < o*(w) < Lip2 w? for every w € R. (1.3)

Thanks to (1.3), we also have the following (see e.g. [15,20]):
0<9(p) <7(p) <oo forallp=>1,

where ¥(p) and (p) are the upper and lower p-th moment Lyapunov exponents respectively
defined as

1
3(p) = lim sup L log B Ju(t, 0)7]. (1.4)
t—o0 t
1
— liminf = P
v(p) = htrg})r.}f ; log IE [|u(¢,0)[7]. (1.5)

In addition, 4(1) = y(1) = 0 since E[u(t,z)] = 1 and p — %(p) is a convex function, which
implies that 4 has a right derivative (see [15,20]).
The main objective of this paper is to study limit theorems for time-dependent averages of

the form )

e u(t, z)dx as t — o0,
|AL(t)| A

where Ay := {o € R: |z| < L(t)} with L(t) := e for fixed constant A > 0. Here are the
main theorems:

Theorem 1.1. (The Weak Law of Large Numbers) If A > 7'(1), then for every e > 0,

1

e (u(t,z) —1)dx
|AL(t)| A

lim P { > e} =0, (1.6)
t—o0

where &' is defined as the right derivative of 7.

Theorem 1.2. (The Strong Law of Large Numbers) If A > 5&7(4)’ then

1

_ u(t,x)de — 1, ast— 0o, a.s.. (1.7)
|AL(t)| Arey

Theorem 1.3. (The Criteria for the Central Limit Theorem) Let us define

fAL(t) (u(t,z) —1)dz

\/Var (fAL(t) u(t,x)dx) |

Fy(t) = (1.8)

Then as t — oo:



€ £

() F(t) S N0, 1), if A > infocecs {M - 7(2)};

(ii) Fx(t) — 0 in probability, if X < supg. 1 {w - 7(2)},
where N(0,1) denotes the standard normal distribution.

Remark 1.4. Since ¥(p) is a convex function for p > 1 and ¥(p) > v(p) for all p > 1, we have

- {2(W(2+6)—7(2))_7(2)}> . {2@(2)—&(2—@)_7(2)}_

0<e<1 € T 0<e<1 €

Theorem 1.5. (The Quantitative Central limit Theorem) Suppose that
A > 29Lip; +5(4) — 29(2). (1.9)

Let dpy denote the total variation distance and Z ~ N(0,1). Then there exists a positive
constant C' = C(\, o), which is independent of t, such that

drv (FA(t), Z) < Ce™“",
for all sufficiently large t.

We first note that the above main theorems are related to intermittency in the sense of
Carmona and Molchanov [2]. In order to explain this, we assume y(p) := F(p) = v(p) for
all p > 0. Then, intermittency is defined in terms of v(p). More precisely, a random field
{u(t,z);t >0,z € R} is called fully intermittent if

1) e+ D s (1.10)

D p+1
This full intermittency condition, along with the ergodicity of the random field, implies that
the random field develops many different tall peaks over small regions (intermittent islands)
separated by large areas (voids) (see [2,3,20]; see also [21,22] which characterize the geometric
structure of the tall peaks). Here, the condition (1.10) tells us the relation between the sizes
of the intervals on which Theorems 1.1 and 1.3 hold. In other words, if the solution w(¢,z) to
(1.1) is fully intermittent and vy(p) := F(p) = v(p), (1.10) implies that

N {2(7(2+6) ~1(2) M} e {2<~y<2+e> —(2) M}

o 0<e<1 € el0 €
= 27(2) = 1(2)

el0

_ ap {20020C=9) )]

0<e<1

Thus, the central limit theorem (Theorem 1.3) holds if A > A, and fails if A < A.. We can also
compare Theorem 1.3 to Theorem 1.1. If « is differentiable twice,
d

o (»Y'(p) =) =" (p) > 0,"

INote that (1.10) does not guarantee v"/(p) > 0. The counterexample would be the case where a random
variable has the p-th moment Lyapunov exponent as vy(p) =p — 1 for p > 1.




since 7 is convex. Thus, we have
29'(2) =7(2) = ¥'(1).

This says that the central limit theorem (Theorem 1.3) requires a bigger interval Ay than
the weak law of large numbers (Theorem 1.1) if ¥(p) = v(p) and u(t,z) is fully intermittent.
Indeed, when o(w) = w (in this case, (1.1) is called the parabolic Anderson model), Ghosal

and Lin [17] recently showed that vy(p) := F(p) = v(p) = p(p224—1) for all p > 0 (see also [8] for
positive integer valued p and [13] for delta initial data). Therefore, for the parabolic Anderson
model, we can find how large the interval should be in order for Theorems 1.1-1.5 to hold. For
the general o, one may use the moment comparison principle (see [7,19]) to get the bounds on
~v and 7.

~ Theorems 1.1 and 1.2 imply that

/ u(t,z)der < E
ALt

and Lemma 5.1 says that

Var (/ u(t, a:)d:z:) = L(t)e? @t = (A2t
ALty

= 2L(t) = 2eM,

/ u(t, z)dx
ALt

On the other hand, if we consider (1.1) with o(w) = 1 for all w € R and call the solution
Z(t,x), i.e.,

Z(t,x) =1+ / pi—s(y — ) W(dsdy),
0,t) xR

then it is easy to see that fAL(t) Z(t,z) dz is a Gaussian random variable with mean 2L(¢) and

Var (/Aw) Z(t,x)dw) = L(t).

Therefore, the central limit theorems (Theorems 1.3 and 1.5) may provide a quantification that
the tall peaks in the parabolic Anderson model can occur with a higher probability than the
tall peaks of the same height for Z(¢, x).

Limit theorems for time-dependent averages of random fields have been mostly studied
for random fields on Z? (see [1,10,16] to only name a few). In particular, Cranston and
Molchanov in [10] considered the parabolic Anderson model on Z? and obtained the weak
law of large numbers and the central limit theorem that correspond to Theorems 1.1 and
1.3 (i) (Theorem 1.3 (ii) did not appear in [10]). They also showed quenched asymptotics
(ie., t llog EmeALm u(t,z) — 4 a.s. where ¥ is the almost sure Lyapunov exponent) if L(t)
grows slower than exponentially, and found the upper bound for the quenched asymptotics
when \ is small (they called it Transition Range). Those quenched asymptotics and transition
range result were simply obtained from the known result about the almost sure Lyapunov
exponent ( [11]) and the additivity of the time-dependent average (i.e., Y. u(t,z) =
u(t,x1) + - +ult, vrw))).

On the other hand, when the spatial space is R¢, most of the work has been done recently
for quantitative central limit theorems for spatial averages of the form | _R.R] g(u(t,z))dx as

LEEAL(t)



R — oo for fixed t > 0 by beautifully using the Malliavin calculus and Stein’s method where
g : R — R is a function such that g(u) = u (see [18]), g is a globally Lipschitz function (see [4]),
or g is a locally Lipschitz function (see [5]). The only literature which mentions about the time-
dependent average that we know is the recent one by Chen et al in [5] where they show the
quantitative central limit theorem for time-dependent averages of the form f[7 N,N]d u(ty,x) dz
when ¢ty = o(log N) as N — oo (see [5, Corollary 2.7]). However, a precise box size was not
given there. As far as the strong law of large numbers of the form (1.7) is concerned, to the
best of our knowledge, there have been no results even for the parabolic Anderson model on
Z? and Theorem 1.2 is new. On the other hand, when L(t) is small or \ is small, we were not
able to obtain the quenched asymptotics either the transition range result as in [10] since we do
not have the additivity of the average, and this could be considered as future work. Instead,
we show that the central limit theorem fails when A is small (see Theorem 1.3 (ii)), which was
not considered in [5,10].

We now highlight some main ideas of the proofs of the limit theorems above. For Theorems
1.1 and 1.3, we use the von Bahr-Esseen inequalities and Lyapunov’s criterion as in [10]. To
use those, one needs to produce independent random variables which are close to the solution
to (1.1). In [10], Cranston and Molchanov used the Feynman-Kac formula for the solution
to produce independent random variables. However, there is no formal Feynman-Kac formula
(as in [10]) for the solution to (1.1) (there is a renormalized Feynman-Kac formula with Wick
exponential, but it may not be useful here). Thus, we use the localization argument developed
by Conus et al in [9] and further quantified by Khoshnevisan et al in [22]. By the localization
argument, we can see that the solution is localized so that whenever x and y are far apart,
depending on time variable ¢, u(t,z) and u(t,y) are almost independent (see Lemma 2.3).
We also note that along with the localization argument, we use a quantitative form of the
Kolmogorov continuity theorem in an elegant way to show Theorem 1.2 (see Lemma 4.2).
Indeed, our methods can be applied to a more general setting such as time-dependent averages
of the form IALlT)\ i) Arco g(u(t, z)) dx for some function g. For example, by following the proofs

of Theorems 1.1 and 1.2, one can easily show that Theorems 1.1 and 1.2 holds when g: R — R
is a globally Lipschitz function. That is, one may show that

1
|AL—(t)| /A(t) {g(u(t, z)) — E[g(u(t,z))]} dz

converges to 0 in probability or almost surely whenever L(t) satisfies the assumptions in The-
orems 1.1 and 1.2 (we leave this for the interested reader). Lastly, for Theorem 1.5, we follow
the method of [18], which combines the Malliavin calculus and Stein’s method.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we introduce some lemmas and
partitions of an interval used for the proofs of Theorems 1.1-1.3. In the following sections
(Sections 3-6), we provide the proofs of Theorems 1.1-1.5 respectively.

2 Preliminaries

In this section, we introduce some lemmas and partitions of the interval [—L, L] which play a
significant role on the proofs of the main theorems.



2.1 Some important lemmas

The following lemma is the von Bahr-Esseen inequality which will be used in the proof of
Theorem 1.1.

Lemma 2.1 (von Bahr-Esseen inequality [25]). Let {Xp}ncz+ be a sequence of independent
mean zero random variables, and 1 < r < 2. Then

DX
i=1

E <2E

Dxm] , 2.1)

for all integers n > 1.

We note that if we just use Jensen’s inequality, we get n"~! which is greater than 2 for large
n in the von Bahr-Esseen inequality. In other words, the von Bahr-Esseen inequality gives a
better bound than Jensen’s inequality and it plays an essential role in the proof of Theorem
1.1. The following lemma is the (generalized) von Barh-Esseen inequality when r > 2 and this
inequality also provides a better bound than Jensen’s inequality. We will use this inequality
for the proof of Theorem 1.2.

Lemma 2.2 (Generalized von Bahr-Esseen inequality [14]). Let {X,},.cz+ be a sequance of
independent mean zero random variables and r > 2. Then, there exists a finite constant ¢, > 0
which is independent of n such that

E |ZX1-|T] <ent'E
=1

Z |Xi|T] ; (2.2)

for all integers n > 1.

In order to apply the von Bahr-Esseen inequalities, random variables must be independent.
We also need independence when we use Lyapunov’s criterion to show the central limit theorem
(Theorem 1.3). Thus, we introduce a localization argument that was introduced by Conus et
al in [9]. This localization argument produces independent random variables which are close to
the solution wu(t,z) of (1.1).

Let us define intervals I(x,t;¢) := [x —Vet,x + \/E} for some fixed constant ¢ > 0. Let
u@O(t,x) := 1 for all t > 0 and z € R, and then define

u(c,n-l-l)(t’x) =1 +/

pi—s(y — x)o (u(c’")(s, y)) W (dsdy), (2.3)
(0,¢)xI(x,t:c)

iteratively for all n > 0. Tt is easy to see that u(®™(t,z) and u(>™(t,y) have the same
distribution and are independent whenever |z — y| > 2nv/ct. The following lemma which is
basically Theorem 3.9 of [22] says that for appropriate ¢ and n, we can have independent
random variables which approximate u(t,2) (more precisely, see (3.23) and (3.24) in [22] with

w=1).
Lemma 2.3 (Localization of the solution). For allt > 1 and k > 2, there exists a constant

A >0 such that u® (t,x) := uAF°LTARD) (¢ o) satisfies the following: There exists a constant
C independent of k,t such that

sup B [|u(t, z) — (¢, x)ﬂ < o0k k't (2.4)
zeR



Moreover, there exists a finite constant co > 0 independent of k and t such that whenever
nonrandom points x1, ..., T, € R satisfy

: _ _ 213
1§mi;éljngm |zi — x| > cot k>, (2.5)
uF(t,x1),...,uF(t, ) are i.i.d. random variables.

We note that (2.4) easily implies that for all t > 1 and k > 2
NQUORTIEh) Uuw) (m)”“] < (G o)t (2.6)

as t — 0o. In addition, by following exactly the same proof of Lemma 2.3, we can also see that
u® (t,z1)—u® (s,21), ..., uP (¢, z,,) —u®) (s, z,,) are independent random variables whenever
minlgi;ﬁjgm |£L'l - $j| > Co(t \Y S)2k3.

2.2 Partitions of the interval A; := [—L, L]

Let us introduce some partitions of the interval Ay := [—L, L], which was introduced by Ben
Arous et al in [1], so that we can use the independence of u*) (¢, 2) and u¥) (¢, ) whenever = and
y are far apart. Given L > 0,1let 0 < L' < L and ¢ := LQL—L,J Define L, = L' + o112, 43(5)
for some a; € [0, 1] so that 2L = Zq_l L’-. Note that L' < L;- <L'+1foralll<j<gq We
now define a partition {A;}{_; of Ay as

1—1 7
Aj=|-L+Y Lj,-L+> Lj| fori=1,...,q, (2.7)

with the convention that 22:1 L = 0. Let the index set Z = {1,2,...,q} and let us partition
7 into 7y UZ,, where 7y = {i € Z : i is even} and Zo = {i € T : i is odd}. Then, for i,j € Z,
with ¢ # j, we have d(A;, Aj) > L' for £ = 1,2. These partitions are heavily used in the proofs
of Theorems 1.1 and 1.2.

We now introduce another decomposition of Ap for the proof of Theorem 1.3. Define
subintervals A, C A; as

A= | =L+ L+ [cot®k?], L+ZL’ [cot?k®]| fori=1,...,q (2.8)

and set the strip set Sz, := A \ U,z A} so that Ay = Sp UJ;c7 Aj. We also partition Sz, as
{SLi:i=0,...,q} where Sy := [-L,—L+ [cot?k*]], SL.q := [L — [cot?k*], L] and

Spi=|—L+Y_ Lj—[cot’k’], L+ZL’ + [eot?k®]| fori=1,...,q—1.  (2.9)
j=1

Here, cp is the constant that appeared in Lemma 2.3. Note that u(® (¢, ) and u®(t,y) are
independent as long as € A} and y € A or x € S ; and y € Sy, ; for i # j.

For Theorems 1.1, 1.3 and 1.5, we basically take L := L(t) := e and L' := L'(t) := e\
for some constants A > X > 0 (unless they are specified otherwise). On the other hand, we
specify L and L’ for Theorem 1.2 in Section 4.



3 Proof of Theorem 1.1

In this section, we give a proof of Theorem 1.1 (the weak law of large numbers). We first show

that the spatial average of u(®) over the interval A = [—L, L] is close to the spatial average
of u over the same interval Ay, for all large ¢, no matter what the interval length (2L := |Ar])
can be.

Lemma 3.1. Let Ay, :=[—L, L]. For every e >0 and k > 2, we have

1 1
lim sup P —/ u(t,z) —1)dex — —— u(k)t,x—l dx 26}20 3.1
0 Lon {’V\LI AL(( =1 ALl AL( ,7) ) (31)

Proof. Jensen’s inequality and Lemma 2.3 implies that for all t > 1

1

E 2] < Azl N E Du(t,x) - u(k)(t,x)r} dx

(u(t, z) —uP (¢, 3:)) dx

' 1
ALl Ja,

< supE [[u(t, z) — u® (t,2) ]
x€ER

2

< sup B [Ju(t, @) - u®(t,2) ]
x€R

2 —2k%t
< 2C%e ,

where the constant C is given in Lemma 2.3, which is independent of L. We now use Cheby-
shev’s inequality to complete the proof. O

The following lemma gives us an estimation of the moments of [ AL (u®) (t,x) — 1)dz in

which Lemma 2.1 plays a crucial role. For simplicity, we consider in this section Ay, := [—L, L],
L:= L(t) := e* and L' := e for some fixed constants A > X > 0 (see also Section 2.2 for
the partitions of Ap).

Lemma 3.2. Foralll <r <2 and k > 2, we have

d

as t — oo, where C,. is a positive constant only depending r.

T} < Crexp{ A+ N(r—1)+5(r) +0o(1)) t} (3.2)

/ (u® (t,2) — 1)dx
AL

Proof. From Lemma 2.3, we know that u(®)(t, ) —1 and u(®) (¢, y) — 1 are independent whenever
x € A and y € A; with 4,5 € 7; and ¢ # j for each | = 1,2. Indeed, for all large enough ¢,
|A;| > 2eNt > ¢ot2k3 for all k > 2, which implies the independence. Once we decompose A, as

Ap = U U As,
(=1,2ieT,

by using Jensen’s inequality, Lemma 2.1 and Jensen’s inequality, respectively, in lines two, three
and four below, we see that



T

T]:E ZZ/ u® (t,2) — 1)da

(=1,24i€Z,

d

/ (u™® (t,z) — 1)dzx
AL

<2T12E Z/ (u®(t,z) — 1)dx 1
=1,2  Lliez,

<2TZZE{/ u® (t,z) — )dw]
(=1,24i€Z,

<Y ¥ |AZ—|H/A_ E Hu(k)(t,x) - 1” dz.

0=1,2i€Z,

It is clear that from (2.6), for all z € R,
E Hu(’“) (t,z) — 1’ } <R Hu(’“(t,x)lr} < 2re( o)t

as t — oo. Therefore, we conclude that

EUAL(W% 2) = 1)dz ] < 3 S A 1/ 2B [[u®)(1,2)

k=1,2 €T,
since |A;| < L'+ 1 for all 4. O

T] dx

S CT(L/ + 1)7‘ 1(2L)e(’?(7')+0(1))t

We are now ready to prove Theorem 1.1.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. We first note that thanks to Lemma 3.1, it suffices to show that the
weak law of large numbers (i.e. (1.6)) holds for u®)(¢,z). Since |Az| = 2L(t) = 2¢M, Lemma
3.2 implies that, for 0 < § < 1, as t — oo, we have

1
’m/A (u(k)(t,x) —1)dz
L

where Cjs is a positive constant only depending on ¢. Since A > /(1) and 7(1) = 0, we can
take A’ and ¢ sufficiently small so that

e < Cyexp {5 (X iy @ + 0(1)> t} o (33)

Y(14+§) — (1
NIV CEL EL T
for some positive constant ¢ > 0. Then, by Chebyshev’s inequality, taking t — oo leads to the

desired conclusion. O

4 Proof of Theorem 1.2

In this section, we provide a proof of Theorem 1.2 (the strong law of large numbers). The
following proposition tells us the continuity of the solution to (1.1), which helps us control the
fluctuation of [, (u(t,z) —1)dz in time. In this section, we write L(t) and L(s) instead of L

where L(t) = e’ and L(s) = e**.



Lemma 4.1. There exists a finite positive constant D which is independent of n such that for
all k> 2
sup  supE [Ju(t,x) —u(s, z)|"] < Dk R)+o)n )y _ s|§, (4.1)
n<t#s<n+1lz€R
as n — 0o.

The proof is very similar to that of Lemma 5.4 of [20]. To the best of our knowledge,
however, the exact coefficient ¢7*)" has not been exactly identified. Thus we briefly present
the proof of Lemma 4.1 for the sake of completeness.

Proof. From the proof of Lemma 5.4 in [20] with ®;(z) = o(u(¢,z)), forallz € Rand 0 < s < ¢,
we have

2

E [|u(t,x) — u(s, :v)m <2y + Jo),

where
J1 := const - k/o /]R[pt_r(y —2) = ps—r(y — 2)°E [0" (u(r, y))] : dyds,
Jo 1= const - k/ /]R[ptr(y —2)’E [Uk(u(r, Y))] g dyds.

Here, (1.3) implies that as ¢ — oo,

sup supE [Uk(u(r, y)| < e(Y(R)Fo(1))t, (4.2)
0<r<tyeR

In addition, we can also have that (see [20, Section 3.3.1])

[ [oertv =)= perty=oPavts s [ [ sty - Pavas <ot 09

where the constant C' is independent of ¢,s and z. Putting all the things together, we get
(4.1). O

We set L(t) := e, L'(t) := e and Ap := [~L(t), L(t)] for fixed constants A > X' > 0.
We now control the fluctuation of fAL(t) (u(t,z) — 1)dz in time. For simplicity, we define

X(t):= /A (u(t,z) — 1) dz.
L(t)

Lemma 4.2. For any p > 4, there exists a constant C' > 0 which only depends on p and A
such that as n — oo

A N
E sup | X(t) — X(s)|?| < Cexp { (_p + AD +v(p) + 0(1)) n} , (4.4)
t#s€[n,n+1) 2 2
provided that
2
E/\ <N <A\

10



Proof. By a quantitative form of the Kolmogorov continuity theorem (see e.g. [20, Theorem
C.6]), it is enough to show that for some pp € (1, %), there exists a constant C , only depending
on A and p such that

X(t)— X(s)P A N
sup E [M] < Chpexp { (_p +22 4 ¥(p) + 0(1)) n} : (4.5)
t#s€[n,n+1) |t - $|p2 2 2

as n — 0o. We now fix large n and t # s € [n,n + 1). Without loss of generality, we assume
that ¢ > s. We estimate the LHS of (4.5) as follows:

E[X () — X(s)[P] < 47(A1 + As + Ag + Ay), (4.6)

As:=TFE /A (u® (t, 2) — u® (s, 2))dx

L(s)
p‘|
b

where k will be specified later (see (4.7) below). We will denote by C' a constant depending only
on p and A and can be changed line by line. By Jensen’s inequality and Hélder’s inequality, we
have

where

(u(t, z) — u®(t, 2))dx

=

I

=
—

A

b
[ V)
I
=
—~
<
—~
»
8
~
I
=
=
—~
»
8
~
~—
QU
=

AL(s)

Ay:=TE / (w®(t,z) —1)dzx
AL y\AL(s)

=13

k
Ay < CeMlsup B Hu(t,x) —ul®) (t,x)‘p} < CeMlsup B Uu(t,:z:) - u(k)(t,:zr)’ ] ;
T€R z€R

for all k£ > p. If we choose k as

1
A=N 3 z
k= k(n, |t — s|) :—p\/< _@_p—%nu_ﬂ) (4.7)
p P
then Lemma 2.3 implies that for all t # s € [n,n+ 1),
sup B [[u(t,2) — u®(1,2)|] < Ol — sfpr 0O F )2, (48)
zeR

which in turn implies that



Now we estimate As. Let 8 be a fixed positive constant that will be specified later. We
first consider the case where t # s € [n,n + 1) with |t — s| > e75". In this case, it is easy to
see that for all large n

N> okt

where ¢y was the constant that appeared in Lemma 2.3 and k := k(n, |t — s|) was defined in
(4.7). Therefore, we can use the generalized von Bahr-Esseen inequality (Lemma 2.2) as in the
proof of Lemma 3.2. With the same notations (with s instead of ¢) as in the proof of Lemma
3.2, we get that

p

A3 =E Z / (W (t,z) — u®) (s, 2))dx

(=1,24i€Z,

p
< 27 1ZE Z/ u® (t, ) — u® (s, 2))dx 1
=12 ZGI@
- P
<C <£/(5)> Z Z E {/ (u® (t, 2) —u® (s, 2))dx ] (4.10)
(8) 0=1,2i€Zy
<C'<L(S)>E Z Z / IEHu(k)(t z) —u® (s, z) p] dz
= LI(S) ) )
0=1,2i€Zy As
S C’e(%—’_%)" supE Hu(k)(t,I) - u(k)(s,aj) p:| .
z€R
Note that for all z € R,
E Hu(k)(t,;v) - u(k)(s,x)‘p] (4.11)

< C{]E Hu(k)(t,x) — u(t, x)

”} IR HU(k) (s,2) — u(s, I)m + B [Ju(t, z) — u(s, 3:)|p]} .
(4.12)

Here, the first two terms on the right hand side above can be bounded as in (4.8). On the
other hand, Lemma 4.1 implies that the last term is bounded by DPe(7(®)+o()n|t — 5|%  Since
p2 < p/4, as long as |t — s| > e 7P we get

As < [t — 5| exp { (% + % +5(0) + 0(1)) n} . (4.13)

We now consider Az when 0 < |t — s| < e7#". First of all, by Jensen’s inequality,
]

As in (4.11), (4.8) makes us only bound the term e " sup,.p E [Ju(t,x) — u(s,z)[’]. Once
again, by Lemma 4.1, we have

Az < CeMsup Hu(k) (t,z) — u® (s, z)
z€R

sup E [[u(t, z) — u(s, z)[F] < DPeY@IHetn|y _ g% (4.14)
zeR

12



Since |t — s| < e™#", we choose 8 > 2(A — X )p/(p — 4p2) to get that
preaotomy _ g% < (R0 o (4.15)

and this implies (4.13) when [t — s| < e~
Finally, we estimate A4. Note that for « € [0, 1], there exist constants A\; and Ay which only
depend on A such that iz < 1 — e~ *® < Ayz. Thus, we have

A (t —s)er < L(t) — L(s) < Aot — s)e™.

Let n be a fixed positive constant that will be specified later. For 0 < |[t—s| < e~ by Jensen’s
inequality, we have

Ay < (Mot — 5))" EZEE H“(k) (t,x) — 1’1

< C’e’\p"|t _ S|pe(i(p)+0(1))n
A N
<o { (2 + 574300 + o) nble s
as n — oo, provided that

5 =5 <l —p). (4.16)

We now consider Ay when e™" <t — s < 1. As we bound Az when |t — s| is not too small,
we again use the generalized von Bahr-Esseen inequality (Lemma 2.2). Here, we divide the
interval of length L(t) — L(s) into the subintervals of length e* " (t — s). We also assume 7 < X’
so that for all large n

Nt — 5) > cot?k?,

where k is in (4.7). This guarantees the independence between u® (t,z) and u*)(¢,y) when
x €N andy € Aj withé,j € Zyand i # j for each [ = 1,2. As for As (see (4.10), by considering
Land L' as eM — e and e¥'t(t — s), we have

Ap  AMpY,,
Ay < C’e(TjL ) [t —s|Psup E [|u(k)(t,x) - 1|p]
zeR

< C|t — s|Pexp { (% + % +7(p) + o(1)> n}

A N
< Ot — sP? exp { (7]9 + TP +7(p) + 0(1)) n} :

Therefore, the only remaining thing is to verify (4.16) for some n € (0,\') and p2 € (1,p/4).
Using the assumption that A’ € (2A/5, A), this can be easily done by choosing ps = p/4 — €;
and 7 = X — e for some small €1, €5 > 0. O

We now provide the proof of Theorem 1.2.
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Proof of Theorem 1.2. We first consider E| X (n)|? for p > 4 where X () := fAL(t) (u(t,z)—1) dz.

Similar to Lemma 3.2, we use Jensen’s inequality, the generalized von Bahr-Esseen inequality
(Lemma 2.2) and Lemma 2.3 to get that, as n — oo,

/ (u(n,x) — 1)dx ]
AL(n)

{E /Awu,) (n, 2))d

C {eApn sup E Hu(n, z) —u™ (n, z)
z€R

E[X(n)"] = E

p

IN
Q

+E

/ (u® (n,2) — 1)dz

ALn)

)
N

IN

p 2 XY,
} + e( al ZP) sup E Hu(k)(n,x) -1
z€R

<C {eXp ((p = k?p)n) + exp <</\—2p + %p +7(p) + 0(1)> n>}

<o (2 + 22 +30) +om) n).

where C' > 0 is a constant only depending p and A, which can be changed line by line. Of
course, we take k > pV v/\ in the last inequality above. Combining this with Lemma 4.2, we
have

E| sup |X(t)|p] <2 {E[|X(n)|p] +E| sup  |X(1) —X(S)|p]}
t€[n,n+1) t#s€[n,n+1]
< Cexp <<¥ + % +75(p) —|—0(1)) n) ,

where X\ € (%, A) and p > 4. Hence, for any € > 0, we have that as n — oo

1
P sup —— (u(t,z) — 1)dz > €
tefnnt1] 1AL Jag g,

E [sup;c ) 1 X (O] (4.17)
- |AL(n)|PeP

As long as A > 5%4), we can choose X' close to % and p close to 4 so that —% + % +7(p) < 0.

In other words, if A > 5'77@), (4.17) is summable over n, and the Borel-Cantelli lemma completes
the proof.
O

5 Proof of Theorem 1.3

In this section, we provide a proof of Theorem 1.3 by following the strategy for the proof of
the central limit theorem given in Cranston-Molchanov [10]. We first estimate the variance of
fAL u(t,z)dz as t — oo where Ay, := [—L, L] and L := L(t). For the estimation of the variance
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of f » u(t,r)dx for a fixed time £ > 0 but as R — oo is given in Proposition 3.1 in [18]. From
now on, L always denote L(t).

Lemma 5.1. Suppose L(t) > 0 is an increasing function such that

lim inf & =00
t—00 \/E

Then we have

Var (fAL u(t, x)dx)

lim 7
t=oco 2L(t) fo &(r) dr

(5.1)

where &(r) :=E [0?(u(r,0))].

Proof. The proof is similar to Proposition 3.1 in [18]. Due to the It6 isometry, we have
t
E[u(t,z)u(t,z’)] =1 +/ / pi—r(z — y)pr—r (2’ — y)E [0*(u(r,y))] dydr
o JR
t
=1+ / / E(r)pe—r(z — y)pe—r(z’ — y)dydr
o JR

t
=1+ / E(r)pat—ar(x — 2')dr,
0

where we have used the semigroup property in the last equality. Therefore, we have

Var </AL txdx) /L(t/ /g P)pat—ar (x — o )drdads’

2L(t
o / £(r) / prv—se()QL(t) — )dzdr

= 2L(t) /O t{(r) /0 o Pav_ar(2) (2 - ﬁ) dzdr.

First of all, it is easy to see that

2L(t) ﬂ
/ Z pat—ar(2) dz
0

< ———>0 ast— oo.

L{t)

1
su —_—
70

In addition, we also have
2L(t) 0o
2/ pat—or(2)dz =1 — 2/ Par—2r(2) dz,
0 2L(t)
and

sup

<exp (—L*(t)/t) =0 ast— oo.
0<r<t

/ Dat—2r (Z) dz
2L(¢)

Combining things together, we get the desired result. O
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The next lemma shows that it is enough to prove the central limit theorem for the time-
dependent average of the localized random field {u(k) (t, :1:)} which has independent property
as long as  and y are far apart (see Lemma 2.3).

Lemma 5.2. Let L = L(t) = e for any A > 0. For all ¢ > 0 and sufficiently large k, we have

lim P fA —1)dz _ fAL (u(k) (t,z) — 1) dx
t—00 \/Var (fA (t a:)da?) \/Var (fAL u®) (¢, x)d:c)

Proof. We first show the following: For k > (\/1(2)/2 +2\V 2) and all large ¢ > 0,

Var ( /A ) ul(t, a:)da:) — Var ( /A ) ul® (t,x)dx) ‘ < ekt (5.3)

where c¢(k) > 0 is an increasing function of k such that limy_, c(k) = oo. To get this, we
compute

Var (/A u(t,:v)d:v) — Var (/A u(k)(t,:v)d:v>‘
(/A (u(t, z) — 1)d:c)2 - (/A (u(k)(t,:v) - 1) dxﬂ
- ‘]E K/A (u(t,x)—u(k)(t,x)) dx) </ ( (t,z) + u® (¢, x)—2) da:)” o

(/AL (u(t,x) OIS ) ) ( u(t,z) + u® (t, z) —2) d:v)j 2

1
<|AL*supE “u(t,x) —u® (¢, x) 2} *supE [|u (t,z) + u®(t, z) — 2|2}
zeR zeR

SCexp{(Q/\—l—@ —k2—|—0(1)>t},

as t — oco. Here, we used the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, Jensen’s inequality and Lemma 2.3
to get the last inequality above. This proves (5.3).
Now we define two terms

>ep =0. (5.2)

E

<E E

N[

Ay = (u(t,z) = Vdz [y, (w(t2)—1)do
\/Var fA u(t :E)d:v) \/Var (fA (t :c)d:c)

Ay e Jy, (W “de [y, (O(t2) < 1) dr
\/ Ja, ult I)dfﬂ) \/Var (fAL uF) (¢, x)d:c)
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To show (5.2), it is enough to show Aj, A2 — 0 in probability as ¢ — co. For A, we have

|AL|sup,eg E [|u(t, x) — u(k)(t, a:)”

\/Var (Jy, u(t.2)dz)

- eM sup, g E [[u(t,z) — uM (¢, 2)[*]

B \/Var (Jy, u(t.z)dx)

Thus, Lemmas 2.3 and 5.1 implies that E[4;] — 0 as t — oo.
We now estimate [E[As]. By Jensen’s inequality, we obtain that

1 1
/AL (u(k)(t,a?) - 1) d:z:] . \/VM (fA . ;C)d:v) - \/Var (fA ulk) (¢ ac)d:v)

1 1
: \/V&"" (/A u(k)(t’x)m) | \/ Var ([, ult,@)dz) _ \/ Var (fy, w®) ¢, )dr) |

E[4] <

1/k

Moreover,

1 1

\/Var (fAL u(t, :C)d:v) ) \/Var (fAL ulk) (¢, :v)d:v)

‘Var (fAL uF(t, :C)d:v) Var (fA (t :C)d:v) ‘

e (Fa, w00 Ve (1, o) (Var (1, 0. 21ds) + Ve (1, ate 1) )

Therefore, we can deduce E[A2] — 0 as t — oo by considering (5.3) and Lemma 5.1. O
We now prove Theorem 1.3. For simplicity, we write Ay := [—L, L], L := e* and L := .

Proof of Theorem 1.3. We first show (i) of Theorem 1.3. By Lemma 5.2, it suffices to show
that for sufficiently large k,

Ja, (@) —1) do £ N(0,1) ast — oc. (5.5)
Ve (L, v . 0e)

Using the decomposition of A, = S, UJ

;er N (see (2.8)), we have

[y, (®(t,0) = 1) da _ s, (WP (t,2) = 1) do N ez [y (P (t,2) - 1) dx' (5.6)

\/Var (fAL uF) (¢, x)d:c) \/Var (fA (¢ x)d:c) \/Var (fAL u) (¢, x)d:c)
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We claim that the first term on the RHS of (5.6) converges to 0 in probability. To show this, we
q
use a partition {Sz; :i=0,...,q:= 3%} of S, (see (2.9)). Since {st . (u®(t,z) — 1) d:v}. .

is a collection of independent random variables by Lemma 2.3, we have

2 q
/SL (u(k)(t,x) - 1) dz ] => E /SL (u(k)(t,x) - 1) dzx

i=0
|—Cot2k3“
/0 (u(k)(t, x) — 1) dz

where we used the stationarity in the last inequality. We now partition [— L, L] into subintervals
of size L" := [cot?k3] and call those subintervals I;’s. Once again, thanks to Lemma 2.3, we

can have a collection of i.i.d. random variables {fl (u(k)(t, x) — 1) de :1=1,3,... } so that

E

2
<4(g+1HE

[L/2L"]

Var (/ u®) (t, ) dw) Z Var / u®) (¢, )dw
A I2i—1

L ’—Cotzks] k
= {ZLHJ-E /0 (u“(t,x)—l)dac

Since ¢ < 2L/L' and L" /L' — 0 as t — 0o, we show that the first term on the right hand side
of (5.6) converges to 0 in L?(2), which also implies the convergence in probability to 0.

We now focus on the second term in (5.6). Here, we apply the Lyapunov criterion for the
central limit theorem. From the localization argument, we know that {u®)(t,z),x € A’} and
{uB(t,x),z € A’} are independent if 4 # j. Thus, we only need to show that for any e > 0,

2

EiEZE Ung (U(k) (t,x) — 1)d17’2+6]
lim sup = 0. (5.7)

e (ZzEI Var (fA/ R, fc)dfc) ) e

By Jensen’s inequality, we obtain that

Y E

i€l

2+e€

u®) (t,z) — 1)dx <C (%) (L) exp {(7(2 4 €) + o(1)) t}

<Cexp{(1+e)N +X+7(2+4¢€) +0(1)) t},
as t — 0o. Once we use Lemma 5.1 with (5.3) (i.e. replace L by L’ in Lemma 5.1), we have

(ZVM </ 006 e >>1+e/2 >c( >1+e/z (2L / o )1+e/z

€L
> crite/2.(Y ( (2)+0(1)) (1+¢/2)t

= Cexp{(/\ +7(2) +o(1)) (1 + %) t} .
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Therefore, we have

SerB ||y 0.0 - ] "]

(ZlEI Var (fA, F) (¢ x)dx))l+é/2

< Cexp { ((1 LN —e (% GRS Ez —® 7(22)) + 0(1)> t} . 538)

Since X is arbitrary and A > inf.sg {w — 7(2)}, we prove (5.7), which completes

the proof of (i) in Theorem 1.3.
For the proof of (ii), as in the proof of (i), it suffices to prove that, for a sufficiently large k
and for all p € (1,2],

u( )(t,x) — )dz |
—0 ast— oo, (5.9)
\/Var A uk) (¢ a:)d:z:)
provided that 0 < A < ;Tpp (7;2) 1P )) Using (3.3) and Lemma 5.1, we have
P

u(k) ,r) — 1]dx
|| a0 2) 1] <exp{(A+X(p— 1) +75() — EA - £1(2) +0(1)) ¢},

\/Var (fy, w® (¢, )de) ?

(5.10)

2
side of (5.10) converges to 0 as t — oco. This completes the proof of (ii).

for all A" € (0,)). Since X" is arbitrary, as long as 0 < A < 5 22 (ﬂ — M) the right hand

O

6 Proof of Theorem 1.5

In this section, we provide a proof of Theorem 1.5 (the quantitative central limit theorem) by
following the proof of Theorem 1.1 in [18] where the authors showed the quantitative central
limit theorem for the spatial average 5 f u(t,z) — 1)dx as R — oo for fixed ¢t > 0 by
using the Malliavin calculus and Stein’s method (see also [5, Corollary 2.7] where the authors
consider N9 f[oﬁN]d(u(tN, x) — 1)dx where ty = o(log N) as N — o0). Although our proof is
very similar to the proof of Theorem 1.1 in [18], we prefer to give a self-contained proof for
completeness and also our proof indicates a precise length of the interval which guarantees the
quantitative central limit theorem. Note that the method combining the Malliavin calculus and
Stein’s method used in [5,18] does not require any of techniques from the previous sections such
as a localization argument to get independence. We first introduce briefly some basic notations
and facts about the Malliavin calculus and Stein’s method for the sake of completeness (see
Section 2 of [18] and also Chapter 5 by Nourdin and Peccati [24] for more details).
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Define H := L?(R; x R) and the Wiener integral h — W (h) as

W(h) = /000 /Rh(t,x)W(dtdx) for h € H.

We denote by D the Malliavin derivative operator and by § the adjoint of the derivative operator
D given by the duality formula
E[§(u)F] = E[{u, DF) 4] (6.1)

for any F in the Gaussian Sobolev space D2 and any u € L?(; H) in the domain of §, denoted
by Dom d. Note that any predictable random field X which satisfies

| [ lzass < (6.2)
0 R

belongs to Domd and §(X) coincides with the Walsh integral. Here, we define || X||; :=
{E[|X|*]}'/* for a random variable X. Thus, we can write the solution u(t,z) to (1.1) as

u(t,z) =1+ d(pe—.(x — *)u(-, %)). (6.3)

In addition, it is well-known that u(¢,z) belongs to D for any p > 2 for any (¢,x) and the
Malliavin derivative of u satisfies the following equation for a.e. (s,y) € (0,¢) x R

Ds,yu(tv -I) :pt*s('r - y)O’(U(S, y))
+ / /]Rpt_r(x — 2)5(r, 2) D yu(r, z)W(drdz), (6.4)

where X(r, z) is an adapted process, bounded by Lip,. If ¢ is continuously differentiable, then
X(r,z) = o’(u(r,z)). From Lemma 4.2 in [4], we know that for all 0 < e < 1,t > s> r > 0,
k > 2, and for all x € R,

[1Drzu(s, y)|lk < C1(0,€) ps—r(y — 2) exp{Ca(0, €, k)t} (6.5)
holds for a.e. (r,z) € (0,s) x R where

_ 8Lip,

23k%(Lip, )*
Ci(o,€) == e #

(1—e
Note that Ca(o, €, k) in (6.6) was obtained from the following definition in Lemma 4.2 of [4]:

Ca(o, €, k) :=2¢ <$) ;

and Cy(o,€,k) = (6.6)

where, for all z > 0,

1—¢)? _ 1 1 1
a(e):zm, ¢(z) :=p Yz) and p(x)::;/]R2I+|§|2d§=m.

We now define the total variance distance between two random variables F' and G by

drv(F,G) = sup |P[F € B]—P[G € B]|, (6.7)
BeB(R)

where B(R) is the Borel sigma field on R. The next proposition which combines the Malliavin
calculus and Stein’s method is given in [18] (see also Nourdin-Peccati [24]).
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Proposition 6.1 (Proposition 2.2 in [18]). Let F € D%2 be given by F = &(u) for some
uw € Dom §. Let Z ~ N(0,1). If E[F?] =1, then we have

dTv(F, Z) S 2 Var(DF, U>H
We now provide a proof of Theorem 1.5 by following the proof of Theorem 1.1 of [18].
Proof of Theorem 1.5. Let L := L(t) := e* for A > 0. Define

ox(t) = \/Var ( /A L u(t,:z:)d:z:) and  F)(t) := O_:(t) < /A ) [u(t, z) — 1]dx>.

By stochastic Fubini’s theorem and (1.2), we can write

RO = [ [ (5 [ pete—votuts.ac) wiasay).
Thus, for any fixed t > 0, F)(t) = §(vy) where

1
ua(s,y) = vgt) (s,y) := 1[0@(3)—/ pi—s(x — y)o(u(s,y))dz. (6.8)
ox(t) Ja,
Since the derivative operator D can be interchanged with Lebesgue integration, we have
1
D, Fh(t) = 1jgy—— D, yu(t, z)dz. 6.9
W) = Toa s [ Duutt,n) (6.9)
Therefore, we get
1 t
(DFx(t),vx) g = 2—/ / / / pi—s(z —y)o(u(s,y))Ds yu(t, 2" )dzds' dyds.
U}\ (t) 0 RJAL JAL

Our goal is to find X which guarantees Var ((DF(t),vx) ) — 0 as t — co. From (6.4), we can
compute

(D (t). 03} s | t L/ PECE y)dxf o (u(s,y))dyds

X (/St /]Rpt_r(i - z)E(r,z)Ds,yu(r,z)W(drdz)) dxdzdyds.

Using Minkowski’s inequality for integrals, we can see that

\/Var (DF (1), va) ) < By + Bo,

s (L o) ([ st

1
2

x Cov (0’2(U(S, y)), 0'2(11,(8, y’))) dydy/) ds

where
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and

B, _%@ / t ( /R 2 /(AL)4pts<x (e — ) / t /R Prrl(i — 2)pre(@ — 2)

x E [U(u(s,y))a(u(s,y/))ZQ(r, 2)Ds yu(r, z)Ds yru(r, )] dzdrdxdx/didi/dydy/) ds.

-

We first estimate B;. Applying the Clark-Ocone formula to o2 (u(s,y)) as in [18], we have

Cov (o (u(s,y)), o (u(s,y"))) = / / E [E [Dy..(0”(u(s, )| Fr] E [Dr. (0 (u(s, y')))| Fr] ]| dzdr.
0o Jr
In addition, as it was shown in [18], we have
[ (D, (o (uls, )T ] [, < CEA®)Dr 2, y)lla,
where C' is a positive constant which depends only on Lip, and K,(t) is defined as

K,(t) = sup supllo(u(s,y))|lp for p > 2.
0<s<tyeR

Since |o(u)| < Lip, |u|, we have
K,(t) < Lip,el ™ o), (6.10)

ast — oo. Let 0 < € < 1 be fixed and Cy = Cs(0,¢,4) in (6.6). We denote by C a constant
that depends on Lip, and can be changed line by line. Using (6.5), we have

(Cov (o2 (us, ) (s, y)| < CK3@) [ [ 1D cus,p)lalIDieuls, ) adodr
0 R
< 06(2024-#%(1))1:/ / Ps—r(y — 2)ps—r(y — 2)dzdr
0 R
_ o202+ TR o) / Dosan(y — 3 )dr.

0

Moreover, Lemma 5.1 implies that as t — oo
t
o3(t) > L(t) / £(r)dr > ePHI@ o)t
0

We may also follow [18] (i.e. replace R by L = ) to see that

[

2

t 2 2 s
/ </ (/ pts<x—y>dx> ( / pts(x'—y—wx’) / pgszr(y—yvdvﬂdydy’) ds
o \Jr2 \Ja, Az 0
t S %
< C’/ </ / pztzr(x—x’)dazdz’dr> ds
0 0 J(AL)?
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Combining things together, we have

By < Cexp {_ (%)\ +y(2) - 20 — @ + 0(1)> t}

as t — o0.
Now we estimate B;. By Holder’s inequality,

E [O’(U(S, y))o(u(s, y’))EQ(T, 2)Ds yu(r, z)Ds oru(r, z)}
< CKz(t)HDs,yu(Tv 2)[|al| Ds yru(r, 2) | a-

Again using (6.5), we have

(2()2-1-”(4) +o(1))
BQSC / // //pt s(@ = yY)pe—s(@ =Y )pi—r (& - 2)
AT (2)+o(1))t R2 J(AL)

X pr—p(T — 2)pr—s(z — y)pr—s(z — y')dzdrdxdw’didi’dydy’) ds.

[N

Following [18], i.e., replacing R by L = e, we have

/Ot </1R2 /<AL>4 /: /]RptS(I — WP (@ =YW@ = 2P (B = 2)prs(2 )

2

X pr_s(z — y/)dzdrdxdx’d:i:dij’dydy’> ds

1
t t bl
S/ / / Datyor_as(x — a')drdedx’ | ds
0o \Jaw)2 /s

Hence, we obtain
1 v(4
Bg S Cexp {— (5)\ + ’1(2) - 202 - % + 0(1)) t}
as t — oco. We note that Co = Ca(0,¢,4) = 27Lip2/(1 — €)* strictly decreases as € — 0.
Therefore, if we redefine Cy = 27Lip§ and choose A so that
A > 29Lip; + 5(4) — 29(2), (6.11)
then this completes the proof by taking e close to 0. O

Remark 6.2. It is known that in the case of o(u) = Lip,u, (2) = ~v(2) = LipZ/4 (see
Corollary 2.8 in [15]). Thus, the condition on A in (6.11) becomes

A > (21 = 2)5(2) + ~v(4). (6.12)

Since we know that y(p) = Lip2p(p® — 1)/24 for all p > 0 (see [17]), we can see that (2'! —
2)7(2)+~(4) > 279/(2) —v(2). For the general o, one may use the moment comparison principle
([7,19]) to get the bound on A.
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