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WEAK CONVERGENCE OF DIRECTED POLYMERS TO

DETERMINISTIC KPZ AT HIGH TEMPERATURE

SOURAV CHATTERJEE

ABSTRACT. It is shown that when d ≥ 3, the growing random surface generated

by the (d+ 1)-dimensional directed polymer model at sufficiently high temper-

ature, after being smoothed by taking microscopic local averages, converges to a

solution of the deterministic KPZ equation in a suitable scaling limit.

1. THE DIRECTED POLYMER MODEL

Take any d ≥ 1. Let β be a positive real number, let ξ = (ξt,x)t∈Z≥1,x∈Zd be a

collection of i.i.d. random variables and let g : Zd → R be a function. The (d +
1)-dimensional directed polymer model at inverse temperature β, in the random

environment ξ, and initial condition g, defines a growing random surface f : Z≥0×
Z
d → R as follows. For any t and x, let Q(t, x) be the set of all nearest-neighbor

paths in Z
d of length t that end at x. A typical element q ∈ Q(t, x) is a (t+1)-tuple

(q0, q1, . . . , qt) of elements of Zd, where qt = x, and |qi − qi+1| = 1 for each i,
where | · | denotes Euclidean norm. Let f(0, x) = g(x) for each x ∈ Z

d, and for

t ∈ Z>0 and x ∈ Z
d, let

f(t, x) =
1

β
log

[ ∑

q∈Q(t,x)

exp

(
βg(q0) + β

t∑

i=1

ξi,qi

)]
. (1.1)

The directed polymer model has a long and storied history in probability and sta-

tistical physics. For recent surveys of this vast literature, see [1, 9]. The model is

supposed to converge to a scaling limit given by the Kardar–Parisi–Zhang (KPZ)

equation [16]. Formally, the KPZ equation is given by

∂th = ν∆h+
λ

2
|∇h|2 +

√
DẆ, (1.2)

where h(t, x) is the height of a continuum random surface at time t and location

x, Ẇ is a random field known as space-time white noise, and ν, λ, and D are

nonnegative real-valued parameters. In dimension one, the meaning of the KPZ

equation, as well as the convergence of the directed polymer model to a KPZ limit,

are now well-understood — see [6] for a brief survey.

For d ≥ 3, it has been shown recently in [18] that when β is sufficiently small,

the discrete surface defined by (1.1) converges to a Gaussian field upon suitable

2010 Mathematics Subject Classification. 82C41, 60G60, 39A12.

Key words and phrases. Directed polymer, KPZ, random surface, scaling limit.

Research partially supported by NSF grant DMS-1855484.

1

http://arxiv.org/abs/2105.05933v3


2 SOURAV CHATTERJEE

centering and scaling. A similar result was proved for d = 2, when β decays as

t → ∞ like (log t)−1/2, in the earlier paper [2]. These Gaussian fields are the

same as the ones coming from recent attempts at constructing solutions to the KPZ

equation in d ≥ 2 in the so-called Edwards–Wilkinson regime [3, 8, 10–14, 19, 20].

In this regime, the gradient-squared term of the KPZ equation (1.2) does not appear

(that is, λ = 0), which reduces the KPZ equation to the stochastic heat equation

(SHE) with additive noise.

This paper proposes a different notion of KPZ convergence for directed poly-

mers in d ≥ 3 and sufficiently small β, where the limit is the deterministic KPZ

equation

∂th = ν∆h+
λ

2
|∇h|2, (1.3)

which is just (1.2) withD = 0. The coefficients ν and λ are determined by β and d.

The limit is obtained by smoothing the discrete surface (1.1) by locally averaging

it over balls of small but growing radius. This notion of convergence to KPZ, by

local smoothing of a discrete random surface, seems to be a new idea that has not

appeared in the prior literature. One can say that this is convergence to KPZ ‘on

average’, or just ‘weak convergence’. It would be interesting to see if there are

other models of surface growth that exhibit similar behavior (for example, those

discussed in [7]).

2. RESULTS

Fix d ≥ 3, as before. Let ξ = (ξt,x)t∈Z≥1,x∈Zd be a field of i.i.d. random

variables, which we will refer to as the ‘noise variables’. Let g : Rd → R be a

Lipschitz function. For each ε > 0, define gε : Zd → R as gε(x) := g(εx). Let

fε be the growing random surface generated by the directed polymer model with

initial data fε(0, ·) = gε(·). Let L denote the set of all probability measures on

R that are push-forwards of the standard Gaussian measure under some Lipschitz

map. We assume that the law of the noise variables belongs to the class L. Then, in

particular, ξt,x has a finite moment generating function m(β) := E(eβξt,x). Define

µ(β) :=
m(2β)

m(β)2
.

Let ρd be the probability that a simple symmetric random walk started at the origin

in Z
d returns to the origin at least once. Since d ≥ 3, ρd < 1. In particular, µ(0) =

1 < 1/ρd. Let β0 be the supremum of all nonnegative β such that µ(β) < 1/ρd.

It is easy to see that µ is a continuous function, which implies that β0 > 0. The

range (0, β0) is known as the “L2 regime” of sufficiently high temperatures. For a

justification of this nomenclature, as well as the importance of this regime and its

various occurrences in the literature, see [18].

To state the main result about the scaling limit of fε, we first need to identify a

constant related to the model, whose existence at high temperature is established

by the following proposition.
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Proposition 2.1. When β ∈ (0, β0), the following limit exists and is finite:

η(β) := lim
t→∞

E

[
log

{
1

(2dm(β))t

∑

q∈Q(t,0)

exp

(
β

t∑

i=1

ξi,qi

)}]
.

The quantity η(β) is the ‘second order term’ in the asymptotic expression for

the log partition function at high temperature as t → ∞, the first order term being

t log(2dm(β)). It turns out that a multiple of this second order term has to be

subtracted off when renormalizing the surface to obtain the deterministic KPZ limit

below. It is not immediately clear if η(β) admits an explicit calculation.

For x ∈ Z
d and r > 0, let B(x, r) denote the set of all y ∈ Z

d such that

|x − y| ≤ r. Let {rε}ε>0 be any collection of positive real numbers tending to

infinity as ε → 0, such that rε = o(ε−1). For t ∈ R, let [t] denote the greatest

integer ≤ t. For x = (x1, . . . , xd) ∈ R
d, let [x] denote the vector ([x1], . . . , [xd]).

For t ∈ R≥0, x ∈ R
d, and ε > 0, define the rescaled values

tε := [ε−2t], xε := [ε−1x]. (2.1)

Define the smoothed, rescaled and renormalized surface f̃ (ε) : R≥0 ×R
d → R as

f̃ (ε)(t, x) :=
1

|B(xε, rε)|
∑

y∈B(xε,rε)

fε(tε, y)−
tε
β
log(2dm(β)) − η(β)

β
. (2.2)

The following theorem is the main result of this paper.

Theorem 2.2. Let all notations and conditions be as above, with d ≥ 3. Sup-

pose that β ∈ (0, β0). Let h be the Cole–Hopf solution of the deterministic KPZ

equation (1.3) with ν = 1/2d, λ = β/d, and initial condition g. This is defined as

h(t, x) =
1

β
logE[exp(βg(

√
t/dZ + x))],

where Z is a d-dimensional standard Gaussian random vector. Then for any t > 0

and x ∈ R
d, the random variable f̃ (ε)(t, x) converges in L2 to h(t, x) as ε→ 0.

Theorem 2.2 proves convergence of f̃ (ε)(t, x) to the deterministic KPZ limit

h(t, x) for each fixed (t, x). This distinguishes it from much of the recent literature,

which deal with convergence towards Edwards–Wilkinson limits on average —

that is, after integrating the field against some test function [3, 12–14, 18]. From

this perspective, the pointwise statement of Theorem 2.2 has some resemblance

to the results of [10] and [11] which give pointwise laws of large numbers and

central limit theorems for the difference between a solution of the KPZ equation

with given initial data and a stationary solution of the KPZ equation.

The main idea behind the proof of Theorem 2.2 is the following. We show that

fε(tε, y) splits as the sum of a random quantity that has no dependence on the initial

condition g, and an almost deterministic (i.e., highly concentrated) quantity that

approximately equals h(t, x) with high probability. The random part, moreover, is

a function only of noise variables located very close to (tε, y), so that averaging the

random parts over y ∈ B(xε, rε) results in an approximately deterministic value
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that has no dependence on g. The renormalization term in (2.2) is this deterministic

value.

One can also consider the rescaled and renormalized surface without smoothing,

defined as

f (ε)(t, x) := fε(tε, xε)−
tε
β
log(2dm(β)) − η(β)

β
.

It is a simple consequence of Theorem 2.2 that f (ε) converges to h in the a certain

weak sense as ε→ 0.

Corollary 2.3. Take any continuous function φ : Rd → R with compact support.

Then for any t > 0, as ε → 0, the random variable
∫
f (ε)(t, x)φ(x)dx converges

in L2 to
∫
h(t, x)φ(x)dx.

Results analogous to Corollary 2.3 have been proved for a model of continuous

directed polymers in [12, 20]. The weak limit in that model turns out to be the heat

equation rather than the deterministic KPZ equation, because limit is obtained for

the partition function rather than the log partition function. It is probable that the

weak limit of the log partition function in the continuous model is also determin-

istic KPZ. It would be interesting to see if some analogue of Theorem 2.2 can be

proved in the continuous setting.

A natural open problem is to extend the above results to the entire high tem-

perature regime (0, βc), where βc is the smallest critical inverse temperature of the

model (see [1] for the precise definition; it is known that βc ≥ β0). It is possible

that Theorem 2.2 and Corollary 2.3 are valid for all β ∈ (0, βc), especially in view

of [1, Theorem 1.1], which shows that the endpoint distribution of the polymer is

not localized when β ≤ βc. It is possible that delocalization of the endpoint is suf-

ficient for the proof of Theorem 2.2 instead of the stronger condition β ≤ β0. This

possibility is bolstered by the fact that a result similar to Corollary 2.3 for the par-

tition function (instead of the log partition function) in the entire high temperature

regime in a related continuous model has recently been established in [12].

Another interesting direction is to extend Theorem 2.2 to dimension two. It is

unclear what the appropriate analogue of Theorem 2.2 would be in d = 2.

Investigating the behavior of second order fluctuations is a natural question. For

example, in Theorem 2.2, one can ask if for some explicit γ > 0, ε−γ(f̃ (ε)(t, x)−
h(t, x)) converges in law to a non-degenerate limiting distribution as ε → 0. It is

unclear whether this might hold for fixed (t, x), or after averaging against a smooth

test function. A similar question can be asked in the context of Corollary 2.3, about

the rescaled difference ε−γ
∫
(f (ε)(t, x) − h(t, x))φ(x)dx. For this, the results of

[12, 13, 18, 20] indicate that the exponent γ could be (d− 2)/2, because these pa-

pers show that ε−(d−2)/2
∫
(f (ε)(t, x)−E(f (ε)(t, x)))φ(x)dx has a non-degenerate

limiting distribution in a number of related settings.

Finally, as pointed out by one of the referees (and in analogy with the results of

[12, 20]), it is likely that in Theorem 2.2 and Corollary 2.3, if one takes a suitable

weak limit of the partition function instead of the log partition function, one would

obtain the deterministic heat equation instead of the deterministic KPZ equation. It

would be interesting to see if this is true, under a similar local averaging framework.
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The rest of the paper is devoted to the proofs of the above results. Many technical

ideas in the proofs are similar to ideas from various recent papers, such as [2, 3, 18].

The main new idea is the formulation of the scaling limit, presented above, that

leads to the deterministic KPZ limit.

3. CONCENTRATION INEQUALITIES

We will use a technique from the classical theory of concentration of measure to

control the lower tail probabilities of the partition functions of the polymer model.

This technique was first used in [4]. For a recent application, see [3]. A complete

account is given below for the reader’s convenience.

First, we need the following classical result, known as the Gaussian concentra-

tion inequality (see [5, Appendix A]).

Theorem 3.1 (Gaussian concentration inequality). Let X be an n-dimensional

standard Gaussian random vector and let f : Rn → R be a Lipschitz function

with Lipschitz constant L. Then for any t ≥ 0,

P(|f(X)− E(f(X))| ≥ t) ≤ 2e−t
2/2L2

.

Let L(K) be the set of all probability measures on R that are obtained as push-

forwards of the standard Gaussian measure under a Lipschitz map with Lipschitz

constant ≤ K . Let Ln(K) denote the set of the product measures on R
n whose

marginal distributions are all in L(K). We will say that a random vector is in class

Ln(K) if its law is in Ln(K). The following result is an easy corollary of the

Gaussian concentration inequality.

Corollary 3.2. Let X be an n-dimensional random vector in class Ln(K) and let

f : Rn → R be a Lipschitz function with Lipschitz constant L. Then for any t ≥ 0,

P(|f(X)− E(f(X))| ≥ t) ≤ 2e−t
2/2L2K2

.

Proof. If X = (X1, . . . ,Xn), we can write Xi = gi(Yi) where Y1, . . . , Yn are

i.i.d. standard Gaussian random variables and g1, . . . , gn are Lipschitz functions

with Lipschitz constant K . Then f(X), as a function of Y = (Y1, . . . , Yn), has

Lipschitz constant ≤ LK. The claimed inequality now follows from the Gaussian

concentration inequality. �

A corollary of the above corollary is the following result, which is a standard

idea from concentration of measure [17].

Corollary 3.3. Let X be an n-dimensional random vector in class Ln(K). Let A
be a closed subset of Rn. Let D := inf{‖X − x‖ : x ∈ A} and p := P(X ∈ A).
Then for any t ≥ 0,

P(D ≥ K
√

2 log(2/p) + t) ≤ 2e−t
2/2K2

.

Proof. It is not hard to see that D is a Lipschitz function of X with Lipschitz

constant 1. Therefore by Corollary 3.2,

P(|D − E(D)| ≥ t) ≤ 2e−t
2/2K2

. (3.1)
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Since A is a closed set, the above inequality implies that

p = P(X ∈ A) = P(D = 0)

≤ P(|D − E(D)| ≥ E(D)) ≤ 2e−E(D)2/2K2

,

which gives

E(D) ≤ K
√
2 log(2/p).

Thus, again appealing to (3.1), we get the desired result. �

Using Corollary 3.3, we obtain the following variant of [17, Proposition 1.6].

Proposition 3.4. Let X be an n-dimensional random vector in class Ln(K). Let

f : Rn → R be a continuously differentiable convex function. Take any a ∈ R and

b > 0, and let p := P(f(X) ≥ a, |∇f(X)| ≤ b). Then for any t ≥ 0,

P(f(X) ≤ a−Kb
√

2 log(2/p) − t) ≤ 2e−t
2/2b2K2

.

Proof. By convexity,

f(y)− f(x) ≤ ∇f(y) · (y − x)

for any x, y ∈ R
n. Thus, if f(y) ≥ a and |∇f(y)| ≤ b, we have that for any x,

f(x) ≥ a− b|x− y|.
Let A be the set of all y such that f(y) ≥ a and |∇f(y)| ≤ b. Since f is con-

tinuously differentiable, A is a closed set. Let p := P(X ∈ A) and let D be the

distance of X from A. Then by the above inequality,

f(X) ≥ a− bD.

Thus, for any t ≥ 0,

P(f(X) ≤ a−Kb
√
2 log(2/p) − t) ≤ P(a− bD ≤ a−Kb

√
2 log(2/p) − t)

= P(D ≥ K
√

2 log(2/p) + t/b).

The claimed result now follows by Corollary 3.3. �

4. RANDOM WALK ESTIMATES

In this section, C,C1, C2, . . . will denote positive constants depending only on

d, whose values may change from line to line. (Here d is the dimension fixed in

Section 2. Recall that d ≥ 3.) If a constant depends on some additional parameter

θ, we will denote it by C(θ).
Let {Sn}n≥0 be a simple symmetric random walk on Z

d, starting at the origin.

We will now collect several estimates for this walk that will be useful later. First,

recall the well-known fact that for each n,

sup
x∈Zd

P(Sn = x) ≤ C

nd/2
. (4.1)
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(The simplest way to show this is by Fourier transforms. For example, see [6,

Lemma 18.3].) On the other hand, it is a simple consequence of Hoeffding’s in-

equality [15] for sums of independent and uniformly bounded random variables

that for any x and n,

P(Sn = x) ≤ C1e
−C2|x|2/n. (4.2)

Another easy consequence of Hoeffding’s inequality that we will use later is that

for any θ ≥ 0 and n ≥ 0,

E(eθ|Sn|) ≤ C1e
C2θ2n. (4.3)

By Chebychev’s inequality,

P(|Sn| ≤ 2
√
n) ≥ 1− E|Sn|2

4n
=

3

4
.

Thus, for any θ ≥ 0 and any n,

E(e−θ|Sn|) ≥ e−2θ
√
n
P(|Sn| ≤ 2

√
n) ≥ 3e−2θ

√
n

4
. (4.4)

Combining (4.1) and (4.2), and letting n0 := a(2 + |x|)2/ log(2 + |x|) for a suffi-

ciently small number a, we get

P(Sn = x for some n) ≤ C1

∑

n≤n0

e−C2|x|2/n + C1

∑

n>n0

n−d/2

≤ C1n0e
−C2|x|2/n0 +C1n

−(d−2)/2
0

≤ C1(log(2 + |x|))C2(2 + |x|)2−d. (4.5)

Recall that ρd is the probability that Sn returns to the origin at least once. Let

{S′
n}n≥0 be another d-dimensional simple symmetric random walks started at the

origin, independent of {Sn}n≥0. It is easy to see that {Sn − S′
n}n≥0 is a Markov

chain with the same law as the Markov chain {S2n}n≥0. Since a simple symmetric

random walk can return to its starting point only at even times, this shows that if

Nn := |{0 ≤ k ≤ n : Sk = S′
k}|, N∞ := |{k ≥ 0 : Sk = S′

k}|, (4.6)

then we have

P(N∞ = k) = ρk−1
d (1− ρd) (4.7)

for each k ≥ 1. In particular, E(eaN∞) is finite if 0 < a < log(1/ρd).
Next, suppose that the two random walks are started from two different locations

x and y. Let Nx,y
n and Nx,y

∞ be the analogues of Nn and N∞ in this situation. Let

τx,y be the smallest n such that Sn = S′
n. If there is no such n, let τx,y = ∞. Let

κ(x, y) := P(τx,y <∞). (4.8)

Note that by (4.5), and the fact that {Sn − S′
n}n≥0 behaves like {S2n}n≥0 started

at x− y, we get

κ(x, y) = P(S2n = 0 for some n)

≤ C1(log(2 + |x− y|))C2(2 + |x− y|)2−d. (4.9)
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If τx,y = ∞, then Nx,y
∞ = 0 and Nx,y

n = 0 for all n. On the other hand, if τx,y

is finite, the strong Markov property of {Sn − S′
n}n≥0 implies that Nx,y

n has the

same law as Nn and Nx,y
∞ has the same law as N∞. Thus, by (4.5), we get that for

any function f : Z≥0 → [0,∞) with f(0) = 0,

E(f(Nx,y
∞ )) = E(f(N∞))κ(x, y). (4.10)

We will use the above facts on several occasions. We will also use the following

lemma.

Lemma 4.1. Let {Sn}n≥0 and {S′
n}n≥0 be independent simple symmetric random

walks on Z
d starting at the origin. Take any α > 0. Then for all n,

E[κ(Sn, S
′
n)
α] ≤ C1(α)(log n)

C2(α)n−(d−2)α′/2,

where α′ = min{α, d/(d − 2)}.

Proof. Since κ is uniformly bounded by 1, we have κ(x, y)α ≤ κ(x, y)α
′

for all

x, y. So let us assume without loss of generality that α ≤ d/(d − 2). By the facts

that κ(x, y) ≤ 1 and κ(x, y) = κ(0, x − y) for all x, y, and that Sn − S′
n has the

same law as S2n, we get

E[κ(Sn, S
′
n)
α] ≤

∑

z : |z|≤√
n logn

κ(0, z)αP(S2n = z) + P(|S2n| ≥
√
n log n).

By Hoeffding’s inequality,

P(|S2n| ≥
√
n log n) ≤ 2e−C(log n)2 .

On the other hand, by (4.1), P(S2n = z) ≤ Cn−d/2 for all z. Therefore, by (4.9),
∑

z : |z|≤√
n logn

κ(0, z)αP(S2n = z)

≤ C1(α)(log n)
C2(α)n−d/2

∑

z : |z|≤√
n logn

(1 + |z|)(2−d)α

≤ C1(α)(log n)
C2(α)n−d/2

∑

0≤r≤√
n logn

rd−1(1 + r)(2−d)α

≤ C1(α)(log n)
C2(α)n−(d−2)α/2.

(The assumption that α ≤ d/(d − 2) was used in the last step.) The proof is now

completed by combining the three displays above. �

5. DISCRETE APPROXIMATION OF THE COLE–HOPF SOLUTION

In this section, C,C1, C2, . . . will denote positive constants whose values may

depend only on d, β and g. The values may change from line to line.

Let h be the Cole–Hopf solution to the deterministic KPZ equation, defined in

the statement of Theorem 2.2. For a proof that this is indeed a solution, see [6].
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We will need to work with a discrete approximation of h, defined as follows. For

any ε > 0, define Gε : Z≥0 × Z
d as

Gε(t, x) := E(eβgε(St+x)),

where, as in Section 4, {Sn}n≥0 denotes a simple symmetric random walk in Z
d,

started at the origin. Note that the definition of Gε depends on β and g, but we are

suppressing that for notational simplicity. The following lemmas about Gε will be

useful.

Lemma 5.1. As ε→ 0, β−1 logGε(tε, xε) → h(t, x) for any (t, x) ∈ R≥0 × R
d.

Proof. Note that

Gε(tε, xε) = E(eβgε(Stε+xε)) = E(eβg(εStε+εxε)).

By the multivariate central limit theorem, we know that as ε → 0, t
−1/2
ε Stε con-

verges in distribution to d−1/2Z , where Z is a d-dimensional standard Gaussian

random vector. Also, as ε → 0, εxε → x and εt
1/2
ε →

√
t. Thus, as ε → 0,

εStε + εx converges in distribution to
√
t/dZ + x. Consequently, eβg(εStε+εxε)

converges in distribution to eβg(
√
t/dZ+x).

Next, note that by the Lipschitz property of g, the inequality (4.3), and the facts

that ε|xε| ≤ C1 + C2|x| and ε2tε ≤ C1 + C2t,

E(e2βgε(Stε+xε)) ≤ C1E(e
C2ε(|Stε |+|xε|))

≤ C1e
C2(ε2tε+ε|xε|) ≤ C3e

C4(t+|x|).

From this uniform boundedness of the second moment of eβg(εStε+εxε), and the

distributional convergence proved in the previous paragraph, it is now easy to see

that as ε→ 0,

Gε(tε, xε) = E(eβg(εStε+εxε)) → E(eβg(
√
t/dZ+x)),

which completes the proof of the lemma. �

Lemma 5.2. For any t, x and y,

|Gε(t, x)−Gε(t, y)| ≤ C1ε|x− y|eC2(ε|x|+ε|y|+ε2t).

Proof. By the Lipschitz property of g,

|Gε(t, x)−Gε(t, y)| ≤ E|eβgε(St+x) − eβgε(St+y)|
≤ Cε|x− y|E(eβgε(St+x) + eβgε(St+y))

≤ C1ε|x− y|eC2ε(|x|+|y|)
E(eC2ε|St|).

By (4.3), this completes the proof. �

Lemma 5.3. For any s, t and x,

|Gε(s, x)−Gε(t, x)| ≤ C1ε|t− s|1/2eC2(ε|x|+ε2s+ε2t).
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Proof. Note that by the Lipschitz property of g,

|Gε(s, x)−Gε(t, x)|
≤ E|eβgε(Ss+x) − eβgε(St+x)|
≤ βE[|gε(Ss + x)− gε(St + x)|(eβgε(Ss+x) + eβgε(St+x))]

≤ CεE[|Ss − St|(eβgε(Ss+x) + eβgε(St+x))].

Now applying the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality, the fact that E[(Ss−St)2] = |t−s|,
and the same technique as in the proof of Lemma 5.2 to obtain upper bounds on

the expected values of the exponential terms, we get the desired result. �

Lemma 5.4. We have

C1e
−C2ε(|x|+

√
t) ≤ Gε(t, x) ≤ C3e

C4(ε|x|+ε2t).

Proof. By the Lipschitz property of g,

E(e−C1−C2ε(|St|+|x|)) ≤ Gε(t, x) ≤ E(eC3+C4ε(|St|+|x|)).

The proof is now easily completed by invoking (4.3) and (4.4). �

6. CONCENTRATION OF THE HEIGHT FUNCTION

Let σ be the law of the noise variables. In this section, C,C1, C2, . . . will denote

positive constants depending only on d, β, σ and g, whose values may change from

line to line. If a constant depends on some additional parameter θ, we will denote

it by C(θ).
Fix some ε > 0. Recall the function µ(β) = m(2β)/m(β)2, where m is the

moment generating function of the noise variables. Note that µ(β) ≥ 1 for any β.

Take any t ∈ Z≥1 and x ∈ Z
d. For q ∈ Q(t, x), let

Yq(t, x) :=
exp

(
β
∑t

i=1 ξi,qi
)

m(β)t
,

and let

Y (t, x) :=
1

(2d)t

∑

q∈Q(t,x)

Yq(t, x). (6.1)

Also, define

Zε(t, x) :=
1

(2d)t

∑

q∈Q(t,x)

eβgε(q0)Yq(t, x).

Finally, let F (t, x) := log Y (t, x) and Fε(t, x) := logZε(t, x). In this section we

will prove two lemmas that will show that F and Fε have fluctuations of order 1,

with exponentially decaying tails. These technical results will be used later in the

proof.

Lemma 6.1. If µ(β) < 1/ρd, then for any θ > 0, E(e−θF (t,x)) ≤ C(θ).
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Proof. Note that E(Yq(t, x)) = 1 for any t, x and q, and so E(Y (t, x)) = 1. Next,

note that for any t, x and y, and any q ∈ Q(t, x) and r ∈ Q(t, y),

E(Yq(t, x)Yr(t, y)) =
1

m(β)2t

t∏

i=1

E(eβ(ξi,qi+ξi,ri ))

= µ(β)|q∩r|, (6.2)

where q ∩ r denotes the set of i such that qi = ri. Thus,

E(Y (t, x)2) =
1

(2d)2t

∑

q,r∈Q(t,x)

E(Yq(t, x)Yr(t, y))

=
1

(2d)2t

∑

q,r∈Q(t,x)

µ(β)|q∩r|

= E(µ(β)Nt),

where Nt is defined as in (4.6). By (4.7), the assumption that µ(β) < 1/ρd, and

the observation that µ(β) ≥ 1, this shows that

E(Y (t, x)2) ≤ E(µ(β)N∞) ≤ C. (6.3)

Also, as noted above, E(Y (t, x)) = 1. Thus, by (6.3) and the Paley–Zygmund

second moment inequality,

P(Y (t, x) ≥ 1/2) ≥ C > 0. (6.4)

Next, note that for any 1 ≤ s ≤ t and y ∈ Z
d,

∂

∂ξs,y
F (t, x) =

1

Y (t, x)

∂

∂ξs,y
Y (t, x)

=
1

Y (t, x)(2d)t

∑

q∈Q(t,x)

∂

∂ξs,y
Yq(t, x)

=
β

Y (t, x)(2d)t

∑

q∈Q(t,x), q(s)=y

Yq(t, x).

Let ∇F denote the gradient of F , considering F as a function of (ξs,y)1≤s≤t,y∈Zd .

The above calculation shows that

|∇F (t, x)|2 =
β2

Y (t, x)2(2d)2t

∑

1≤s≤t

∑

y∈Zd

∑

q,r∈Q(t,x),
q(s)=r(s)=y

Yq(t, x)Yr(t, x)

=
β2

Y (t, x)2(2d)2t

∑

q,r∈Q(t,x)

|q ∩ r|Yq(t, x)Yr(t, x).
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Thus, by (6.2), the assumption that µ(β) < 1/ρd, and the fact that µ(β) ≥ 1, we

get

E|∇Y (t, x)|2 = E|Y (t, x)∇F (t, x)|2

= β2E(Ntµ(β)
Nt) ≤ β2E(N∞µ(β)

N∞) ≤ C.

Combining this with (6.4), we see that there are constants a ∈ R and b > 0,

depending only on d, β and σ, such that

P(F (t, x) ≥ a, |∇F (t, x)| ≤ b)

≥ P(F (t, x) ≥ a)− P(F (t, x) ≥ a, |∇F (t, x)| > b)

= P(F (t, x) ≥ a)− P(Y (t, x) ≥ ea, |∇Y (t, x)| > bY (t, x))

≥ P(F (t, x) ≥ a)− P(|∇Y (t, x)| > bea)

≥ C > 0.

It is a standard fact, easily verifiable by computing second derivatives, that F (t, x)
is a convex function of the noise variables. Thus, by Proposition 3.4 and the above

inequality, we have

P(F (t, x) ≤ −C1 − u) ≤ 2e−C2u2 . (6.5)

This shows that for any θ > 0,

E(e−θF (t,x)) =

∫ ∞

0
P(e−θF (t,x) ≥ v)dv

≤
∫ ∞

0
P(F (t, x) ≤ −θ−1 log v)dv ≤ C(θ).

This completes the proof of the lemma. �

Lemma 6.2. If µ(β) < 1/ρd, then for any ε ∈ (0, 1) and θ > 0,

E(e−θFε(t,x)) ≤ ψ(ε|x| + ε
√
t+ ε2t),

where ψ : (0,∞) → (0,∞) is an increasing continuous function that depends only

on β, d, σ, g and θ.

Proof. The proof is similar to the proof of Lemma 6.1, with minor adjustments.

Throughout, we will denote by ψ1, ψ2, . . . increasing, positive, continuous func-

tions of ε|x|+ ε
√
t+ ε2t, which depend only on β, d, σ, g, and θ.

First, note that by the Lipschitz property of g, we have |gε(x)−gε(y)| ≤ Cε|x−
y| for all x, y, and |gε(x)| ≤ C1 +C2ε|x| for all x. Thus,

E(Zε(t, x)
2) =

1

(2d)2t

∑

q,r∈Q(t,x)

eβgε(q0)+βgε(r0)E(Yq(t, x)Yr(t, y))

≤ C1e
C2ε|x|

(2d)2t

∑

q,r∈Q(t,x)

eC3ε(|q0−x|+|r0−x|)µ(β)|q∩r|

= C1e
C2ε|x|E(eC3ε(|St|+|S′

t|)µ(β)Nt), (6.6)
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where {Sn}n≥0 and {S′
n}n≥0 are independent simple symmetric random walks

started at the origin in Z
d, and Nt is the number of times they intersect up to time

t. Since µ(β) < 1/ρd, we can choose γ > 1, depending only on β, σ, and d, such

that µ(β)γ < 1/ρd. Let γ′ := 2γ/(γ − 1), so that 2/γ′ + 1/γ = 1. Applying

Hölder’s inequality, and the displays (4.3) and (4.7), we get

E(eC3ε(|St|+|S′
t|)µ(β)Nt)

≤ [E(eC3εγ′|St|)]1/γ
′

[E(eC3εγ′|S′
t|)]1/γ

′

[E(µ(β)γNt)]1/γ

≤ C4e
C5ε2t.

Plugging this into (6.6), we get

E(Zε(t, x)
2) ≤ ψ1. (6.7)

On the other hand, since E(Yq(t, x)) = 1 and gε(q0) − gε(x) ≥ −Cε|q0 − x| for

any q ∈ Q(t, x), we have

E(Zε(t, x)) =
1

(2d)t

∑

q∈Q(t,x)

eβgε(q0)

≥ C1e
−C2ε|x|E(e−C3ε|St|). (6.8)

Using (4.4) in (6.8) gives the lower bound

E(Zε(t, x)) ≥ 1/ψ2. (6.9)

Using (6.7) and (6.9) and the Paley–Zygmund second moment inequality, we get

P(Zε(t, x) ≥ 1/ψ3) ≥ 1/ψ4. (6.10)

Like in the proof of Lemma 6.1, we get

|∇Zε(t, x)|2 =
β2

(2d)2t

∑

q,r∈Q(t,x)

eβ(gε(q0)+gε(r0))|q ∩ r|Yq(t, x)Yr(t, x),

which, using (6.2), gives

E|∇Zε(t, x)|2 = β2E(eβ(gε(St+x)+gε(S′
t+x))Ntµ(β)

Nt).

Now proceeding as in the proof of (6.7) above, we get

E|∇Zε(t, x)|2 ≤ ψ5. (6.11)

Therefore, as in the proof of Lemma 6.1, we have that for any a ∈ R and b > 0,

P(Fε(t, x) ≥ a, |∇Fε(t, x)| ≤ b)

≥ P(Zε(t, x) ≥ ea)− P(|∇Zε(t, x)| > bea)

≥ P(Zε(t, x) ≥ ea)− ψ5

b2e2a
.

Thus, choosing a = − logψ3 and b =
√
2ψ4ψ5ψ3, and using (6.10) and (6.11) we

get

P(Fε(t, x) ≥ a, |∇Fε(t, x)| ≤ b) ≥ 1/2ψ4.



14 SOURAV CHATTERJEE

Again, by computing second derivatives, it is easy to verify that Fε(t, x) is a convex

function of the noise variables. By Proposition 3.4, this shows that for all t > 0,

P(Fε(t, x) ≤ −ψ6 − t) ≤ 2e−t
2/ψ7 .

As in the proof of Lemma 6.1, this implies that E(e−θFε(t,x)) ≤ ψ8. This completes

the proof of the lemma. �

7. THE MAIN ARGUMENT

This section contains the main body of the proof of Theorem 2.2. We will con-

tinue using the notations introduced in the previous sections. For the reader’s

convenience, the section is divided into small subsections. Choose two integers

1 ≤ s < t. These integers will be fixed throughout this section. We will also fix

x ∈ R
d, ε ∈ (0, 1), and β > 0 such that µ(β) < 1/ρd.

In this section, C,C1, C2, . . . will denote positive constants whose values may

depend only on β, d, σ, g, and the sum ε|x|+ ε(t− s) + ε
√
t+ ε2t. Furthermore,

we will require that the dependence on the last item is increasing and continuous in

nature. The reason is that we will later send ε to 0, varying s, t and x such that this

quantity remains bounded. If a constant depends on some additional parameter θ,

we will denote it by C(θ).

7.1. The renormalized partition function. Let Q(s, t, x) be the set of all nearest-

neighbor paths q = (qs, qs+1, . . . , qt) with qt = x. For q ∈ Q(s, t, x), let

Yq(s, t, x) :=
exp

(
β
∑t

i=s+1 ξi,qi
)

m(β)t−s
,

and define

Y (s, t, x) :=
1

(2d)t−s
∑

q∈Q(s,t,x)

Yq(s, t, x).

Let D(s, t, x) be the set of possible values of qs for q ∈ Q(s, t, x). For each

y ∈ D(s, t, x), let Q(s, t, x, y) for the set of q ∈ Q(s, t, x) with qs = y, and define

Y (s, t, x, y) :=
1

(2d)t−s
∑

q∈Q(s,t,x,y)

Yq(s, t, x).

Define

ζ(s, t, x, y) :=
Y (s, t, x, y)

Y (s, t, x)
.

Note that ζ(s, t, x, ·) is a probability mass function on D(s, t, x). Next, define

Wε(s, t, x) =
Zε(t, x)

Y (s, t, x)
.

We will refer to Wε(s, t, x) as the renormalized partition function (as opposed to

Zε(t, x), which is the unrenormalized partition function). Our goal in this section

is to show that this random variable is approximately equal to the deterministic

quantity Gε(s, x) with high probability. The first step is the following lemma,

which shows that Wε(s, t, x) is a weighted average of Zε(s, y) over y ∈ D(s, t, x).
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Lemma 7.1. We have

Wε(s, t, x) =
∑

y∈D(s,t,x)

ζ(s, t, x, y)Zε(s, y).

Proof. Note that any q = (q0, . . . , qt) ∈ Q(t, x) can be broken into two parts

(qs, . . . , qt) ∈ Q(s, t, x) and (q0, . . . , qs) ∈ Q(s, qs). Thus,

Zε(t, x) =
1

(2d)t

∑

q∈Q(t,x)

eβgε(q0)
exp

(
β
∑t

i=1 ξi,qi
)

m(β)t

=
1

(2d)t

∑

q∈Q(s,t,x)

∑

r∈Q(s,qs)

eβgε(r0)
exp

(
β
∑t

i=s+1 ξi,qi
)

m(β)t−s
exp

(
β
∑s

i=1 ξi,ri
)

m(β)s

=
1

(2d)t−s
∑

q∈Q(s,t,x)

exp
(
β
∑t

i=s+1 ξi,qi
)

m(β)t−s
Zε(s, qs)

=
∑

y∈D(s,t,x)

Y (s, t, x, y)Zε(s, y).

Dividing both sides by Y (s, t, x) gives the desired identity. �

7.2. Expectation of the renormalized partition function. LetF be the σ-algebra

generated by the random variables {ξu,y : s + 1 ≤ u ≤ t, y ∈ Z
d}. Let E′, P′,

Var′ and Cov′ denote conditional expectation, conditional probability, conditional

variance and conditional covariance given F . The following lemma shows that

E
′(Wε(s, t, x)) is a weighted average of Gε(s, y) over y ∈ D(s, t, x).

Lemma 7.2. We have

E
′(Wε(s, t, x)) =

∑

y∈D(s,t,x)

ζ(s, t, x, y)Gε(s, y).

Proof. Since ζ(s, t, x, y) is F-measurable and Zε(s, y) is independent of F for any

y, we have

E
′(Wε(s, t, x)) =

∑

y∈D(s,t,x)

ζ(s, t, x, y)E(Zε(s, y))

=
∑

y∈D(s,t,x)

ζ(s, t, x, y)

(
1

(2d)s

∑

q∈Q(s,y)

eβgε(q0)
)
.

To complete the proof, just note that the term inside the bracket on the right side is

nothing but Gε(s, y). �

As a corollary of the above lemma and Lemma 5.2, we obtain the following

result, which shows that E′(Wε(s, t, x)) is close to Gε(s, x) if t− s = o(1/ε).

Corollary 7.3. We have

|E′(Wε(s, t, x)) −Gε(s, x)| ≤ Cε(t− s)
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Proof. Since ζ(s, t, x, ·) is a probability mass function on D(s, t, x), we have

|E′(Wε(s, t, x)) −Gε(s, x)| =
∣∣∣∣

∑

y∈D(s,t,x)

ζ(s, t, x, y)(Gε(s, y)−Gε(s, x))

∣∣∣∣

≤
∑

y∈D(s,t,x)

ζ(s, t, x, y)|Gε(s, y)−Gε(s, x)|.

To complete the proof, apply Lemma 5.2 to bound |Gε(s, y) − Gε(s, x)| and use

the fact that |x− y| ≤ t− s for y ∈ D(s, t, x). �

7.3. Variance of the renormalized partition function. We will now show that

the renormalized partition function has small conditional variance if ε is small.

The first step is to get a bound for covariances.

Lemma 7.4. For any y, y′ ∈ D(s, t, x),

Cov(Zε(s, y), Zε(s, y
′)) ≤ C1κ(y, y

′)C2 .

Proof. By the Lipschitz property of g and the fact that |y − x| ≤ t − s for any

y ∈ D(s, t, x), we have that for any y, y′ ∈ D(s, t, x),

Cov(Zε(s, y), Zε(s, y
′))

=
1

(2d)2s

∑

q∈Q(s,y), r∈Q(s,y′)

eβ(gε(q0)+gε(r0))Cov(Yq(s, y), Yr(s, y
′))

≤ C1

(2d)2s

∑

q∈Q(t,y), r∈Q(t,y′)

eC2ε(|q0−y|+|r0−y′|)(µ(β)|q∩r| − 1)

= C1E(e
C2ε(|St−y|+|S′

t−y′|)(µ(β)N
y,y′

t − 1)),

where {Sn}n≥0 and {S′
n}n≥0 denote independent simple symmetric random walks

started from y and y′, and Ny,y′

t is the number of times they intersect up to time t.
Since µ(β) < 1/ρd, we can choose γ > 1, depending only on β, σ, and d, such

that µ(β)γ < 1/ρd. Let γ′ := 2γ/(γ − 1), so that 2/γ′ + 1/γ = 1. Applying

Hölder’s inequality, (4.3), and (4.10), we get

E(eC2ε(|St−y|+|S′
t−y′|)(µ(β)N

y,y′

t − 1))

≤ [E(eC2γ′ε|St−y|)]1/γ
′

[E(eC2γ′ε|S′
t−y′|)]1/γ

′

[E|µ(β)N
y,y′

t − 1|γ ]1/γ

≤ C3[E(µ(β)
γN∞)]1/γκ(y, y′)1/γ ,

where N∞ is the number of intersections of two independent simple symmetric

random walks in Z
d, started at the origin. Applying (4.7) completes the proof. �

The next lemma gives an upper bound for the Var′(Wε(s, t, x)), obtained using

the bound on covariances from Lemma 7.4.
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Lemma 7.5. We have

Var′(Wε(s, t, x)) ≤ C1

∑

y,y′∈D(s,t,x)

ζ(s, t, x, y)ζ(s, t, x, y′)κ(y, y′)C2 .

Proof. Since ζ(s, t, x, y) is F-measurable for each y, and {Zε(s, y)}y∈Zd is inde-

pendent of F , we have

Var′(Wε(s, t, x))

=
∑

y,y′∈D(s,t,x)

ζ(s, t, x, y)ζ(s, t, x, y′)Cov(Zε(s, y), Zε(s, y
′)).

The proof is now completed by invoking Lemma 7.4. �

Next, we use the above lemma, and Lemma 4.1, to obtain a bound on the ex-

pected value of Var′(Wε(s, t, x)).

Lemma 7.6. We have

E[Var′(Wε(s, t, x))] ≤ C1(t− s)−C2 .

Proof. Let C2 be as in the statement of Lemma 7.5. First, suppose that in a partic-

ular realization of the noise field, we have Y (s, t, x) ≥ (t− s)−α, where α > 0 is

a constant that we will choose later. Then we have∑

y,y′∈D(s,t,x)

ζ(s, t, x, y)ζ(s, t, x, y′)κ(y, y′)C2

≤ (t− s)2α
∑

y,y′∈D(s,t,x)

Y (s, t, x, y)Y (s, t, x, y′)κ(y, y′)C2 .

Now observe that

E

( ∑

y,y′∈D(s,t,x)

Y (s, t, x, y)Y (s, t, x, y′)κ(y, y′)C2

)

=
1

(2d)2(t−s)

∑

y,y′∈D(s,t,x)

∑

q∈Q(s,t,x,y),
q′∈Q(s,t,x,y′)

E(Yq(s, t, x, y)Yq′(s, t, x, y
′))κ(y, y′)C2

=
1

(2d)2(t−s)

∑

y,y′∈D(s,t,x)

∑

q∈Q(s,t,x,y),
q′∈Q(s,t,x,y′)

µ(β)|q∩q
′|κ(y, y′)C2

=
1

(2d)2(t−s)

∑

q,q′∈Q(s,t,x)

µ(β)|q∩q
′|κ(qs, q

′
s)
C2 .

The expression in the last line equals

E(µ(β)Nt−sκ(St−s, S
′
t−s)

C2),

where {Sn}n≥0 and {S′
n}n≥0 are independent simple symmetric random walks

started at the origin in Z
d, and Nt−s is the number of times they intersect up to

time t. Since µ(β) < 1/ρd, we can choose δ > 1, depending only on β, σ, and d,
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such that µ(β)δ < 1/ρd. Let δ′ := δ/(δ − 1), so that 1/δ′ + 1/δ = 1. Applying

Hölder’s inequality, we get

E(µ(β)Nt−sκ(St−s, S
′
t−s)

C2) ≤ [E(µ(β)δNt−s)]1/δ [E(κ(St−s, S
′
t−s)

C2δ′)]1/δ
′

≤ [E(µ(β)δN∞)]1/δ [E(κ(St−s, S
′
t−s)

C2δ′)]1/δ
′

Applying (4.7) and Lemma 4.1 to the right side gives

E(µ(β)Nt−sκ(St−s, S
′
t−s)

C2) ≤ C3(t− s)−C4 .

Combining all of the above observations, and using Lemma 7.5, we get that

E[Var′(Wε(s, t, x));Y (s, t, x) ≥ (t− s)−α] ≤ C5(t− s)−C6+2α.

On the other hand, since κ is uniformly bounded by 1, and ζ(s, t, x, ·) is a proba-

bility mass function, Lemma 7.5 implies that Var′(Wε(s, t, x)) ≤ C7. Combining

this with the above bound, we get

E[Var′(Wε(s, t, x))] ≤ C5(t− s)−C6+2α + C7P(Y (s, t, x) < (t− s)−α).

Now note that Y (s, t, x) has the same distribution as Y (t − s, x). Therefore by

Lemma 6.1,

P(Y (s, t, x) < (t− s)−α) = P(e−F (t−s,x) > (t− s)α)

≤ (t− s)−αE(e−F (t−s,x))

≤ C8(t− s)−α.

Plugging this bound into the preceding display, and choosing α = C6/4, we get

the desired bound. �

7.4. Concentration of the renormalized height function. The goal of this sub-

section is to show that the random variable logWε(s, t, x), which we call the renor-

malized height of our random surface at (t, x), is close to the deterministic quantity

logGε(s, x) in L2 distance, if 1 ≪ t− s≪ ε−1. The proof has several steps. The

first step is the following, which shows that Wε(s, t, x) is close to Gε(s, x) in L2

distance.

Lemma 7.7. We have

E[(Wε(s, t, x)−Gε(s, x))
2] ≤ C1(ε

2(t− s)2 + (t− s)−C2).

Proof. Simply observe that

E[(Wε(s, t, x)−Gε(s, x))
2]

= E[Var′(Wε(s, t, x)] + E[(E′(Wε(s, t, x))−Gε(s, x))
2],

and apply Lemma 7.6 and Corollary 7.3 to bound the two terms on the right. �

Next, we show that logWε(s, t, x) is close to logGε(s, x) in L1/2 distance.

Lemma 7.8. We have

E| logWε(s, t, x)− logGε(s, x)|1/2 ≤ C1(
√
ε(t− s) + (t− s)−C2).
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Proof. First, note that

| logWε(s, t, x)− logGε(s, x)|1/2

≤ |Wε(s, t, x)−Gε(s, x)|1/2(Wε(s, t, x)
−1/2 +Gε(s, x)

−1/2).

By Lemma 6.2, the observation that Y (s, t, x) has the same law as Y (t−s, x), and

the bound (6.3), we get

E(Wε(s, t, x)
−1) = E

(
Y (s, t, x)

Zε(t, x)

)

≤ [E(Y (t− s, x)2)]1/2[E(Zε(t, x)
−2)]1/2 ≤ C.

Also, by Lemma 5.4, Gε(s, x)
−1/2 ≤ C , and by Lemma 7.7,

E|Wε(s, t, x)−Gε(s, x))| ≤ C1(ε(t− s) + (t− s)−C2).

It is now easy to complete the proof by combining all of the above information and

applying the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality. �

We want to improve Lemma 7.8 to an L2 bound. For that, we need the following

moment bound.

Lemma 7.9. For any α ≥ 1,

E| logWε(s, t, x)|α ≤ C(α).

Proof. First, note that since Y (s, t, x) has the same distribution as Y (t− s, x),

E| logWε(s, t, x)|α ≤ C(α)(E| logZε(t, x)|α + E| log Y (s, t, x)|α)
= C(α)(E|Fε(t, x)|α + E|F (t− s, x)|α).

Now, by Lemma 6.1,

E|F (t− s, x)|α ≤ C(α)E(e|F (t−s,x)|)

≤ C(α)(E(eF (t−s,x)) + E(e−F (t−s,x)))

≤ C(α)(E(Y (t− s, x)) + C).

But, as already observed in the proof of Lemma 6.1, E(Y (t− s, x)) = 1. Thus,

E|F (t− s, x)|α ≤ C(α).

Similarly, by Lemma 6.2,

E|Fε(t, x)|α ≤ C(α)E(e|Fε(t,x)|)

≤ C(α)(E(eFε(t,x)) + E(e−Fε(t,x)))

≤ C(α)(E(Zε(t, x)) + C).

By (4.3) and the Lipschitz property of g,

E(Zε(t, x)) =
1

(2d)t

∑

q∈Q(t,x)

eβgε(q0)

≤ C1e
C2ε|x|E(eC3ε|St|) ≤ C4.



20 SOURAV CHATTERJEE

Combining the above observations, the proof is complete. �

We are now ready to prove the main result of this subsection, which is the fol-

lowing.

Lemma 7.10. We have

E[(logWε(s, t, x)− logGε(s, x))
2] ≤ C1((ε(t− s))1/4 + (t− s)−C2).

Proof. For a nonnegative random variable X, note that by the Cauchy–Schwarz

inequality,

E(X2) = E(X1/4X7/4) ≤
√

E(X1/2)E(X7/2).

Applying this to the random variable | logWε(s, t, x) − logGε(s, x)|, and using

Lemma 7.8, Lemma 7.9, and Lemma 5.4, we get the desired result. �

7.5. Concentration of local averages. Let 1 ≤ r ≤ ε−1 be a real number. Let

B(x, r) be the set of all points in Z
d that are within Euclidean distance r from x.

Define

X :=
1

|B(x, r)|
∑

y∈B(x,r)

Fε(t, y). (7.1)

Let α := logGε(t, x) + E(log Y (t − s, 0)). The following result shows that X is

close to α in L2 distance if 1 ≪ t− s≪ r ≪ ε−1.

Lemma 7.11. Let r, X and α be as above. Then

E[(X − α)2] ≤ C1r
−d(t− s)d + C1(ε(t− s))1/4

+ C1(t− s)−C2 + C1ε
2(t− s) + C1ε

2r2.

Proof. Note that paths in Q(s, t, x) and Q(s, t, y) do not intersect if |x − y| >
t − s. Thus, Y (s, t, x) and Y (s, t, y) are independent random variables if |x −
y| > t − s. On the other hand, from the proof of Lemma 7.9, we know that

E| log Y (s, t, x)|2 ≤ C . Combining these two observations, we get that

Var

(
1

|B(x, r)|
∑

y∈B(x,r)

log Y (s, t, y)

)

=
1

|B(x, r)|2
∑

y,y′∈B(x,r)

Cov(log Y (s, t, y), log Y (s, t, y′))

=
1

|B(x, r)|2
∑

y,y′∈B(x,r), |y−y′|≤t−s
Cov(log Y (s, t, y), log Y (s, t, y′))

≤ Cr−d(t− s)d.

Define

γ := E(log Y (t− s, 0)) +
1

|B(x, r)|
∑

y∈B(x,r)

logGε(s, y).
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Recall that Fε(t, y) = log Y (s, t, y) + logWε(s, t, y). Since Y (s, t, x) has the

same distribution as Y (t − s, x), we have E(log Y (s, t, y)) = E(log Y (t − s, 0))
for all y. Thus,

E[(X − γ)2] = E

[(
1

|B(x, r)|
∑

y∈B(x,r)

(logWε(s, t, y)− logGε(s, y))

+
1

|B(x, r)|
∑

y∈B(x,r)

(log Y (s, t, y)− E(log Y (s, t, y)))

)2]

≤ 2E

[(
1

|B(x, r)|
∑

y∈B(x,r)

(logWε(s, t, y)− logGε(s, y))

)2]

+ 2Var

(
1

|B(x, r)|
∑

y∈B(x,r)

log Y (s, t, y)

)
.

By Lemma 7.10,

E

[(
1

|B(x, r)|
∑

y∈B(x,r)

(logWε(s, t, y)− logGε(s, y))

)2]

≤ 1

|B(x, r)|
∑

y∈B(x,r)

E[(logWε(s, t, y)− logGε(s, y))
2]

≤ C1((ε(t − s))1/4 + (t− s)−C2).

Next, note that

|α− γ| ≤ | logGε(s, x)− logGε(t, x)|

+
1

|B(x, r)|
∑

y∈B(x,r)

| logGε(s, y)− logGε(s, x)|.

By Lemma 5.3 and Lemma 5.4, we have

| logGε(s, x)− logGε(t, x)|
≤ |Gε(s, x)−Gε(t, x)|(Gε(s, x)−1 +Gε(t, x)

−1)

≤ Cε
√
t− s.

Similarly, by Lemma 5.2 and Lemma 5.4, we have that for any y ∈ B(x, r),

| logGε(s, y)− logGε(s, x)|
≤ |Gε(s, y)−Gε(s, x)|(Gε(s, y)−1 +Gε(s, x)

−1)

≤ Cε|x− y| ≤ Cεr.

Combining all of the above observations, we get the desired bound. �
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8. PROOF OF PROPOSITION 2.1

Proposition 2.1 can be proved by a martingale argument, but we already have

all the ingredients to give a proof that yields a rate of convergence. The following

proposition is a better version of Proposition 2.1.

Proposition 8.1. Take any β > 0 such that µ(β) < 1/ρd. Let Y (t, x) be defined as

in equation (6.1). For each positive integer t, let η(β, t) := E(log Y (t, 0)). Then

η(β) := limt→∞ η(β, t) exists and is finite. Moreover, for any t,

|η(β, t) − η(β)| ≤ C1t
−C2 ,

where C1 and C2 are positive constants that depend only on β, d and σ.

Proof. Take any 1 ≤ u < t, and let s := t− u. Take any ε ∈ (0, 1). We will use

Lemma 7.10 with g ≡ 0. When g ≡ 0, we have Gε(t, x) = 1 for any ε, t and x.

Also, we have Zε(t, x) = Y (t, x). Thus, Lemma 7.10 gives

|η(β, t) − η(β, u)| = |E(log Y (t, 0)) − E(log Y (t− s, 0))|
= |E(log Y (t, 0)) − E(log Y (s, t, 0))|
≤ E| log Y (t, 0) − log Y (s, t, 0)|
≤

√
E[(log Y (t, 0) − log Y (s, t, 0))2]

≤ C1((ε(t − s))1/8 + (t− s)−C2),

where C1 and C2 are positive constants that depend only on β, d, σ, and the sum

ε|x| + ε(t − s) + ε
√
t + ε2t. Moreover the dependence on the sum is increasing

and continuous. But the left side does not depend on ε. So we can take ε → 0 and

get the bound |η(β, t) − η(β, u)| ≤ C3u
−C4 , where C3 and C4 depend only on β,

d, and σ. This suffices to prove both claims of the lemma. �

9. PROOF OF THEOREM 2.2

Since the logarithm of any moment generating function is convex,

m′(β)
m(β)

=
d

dβ
logm(β)

is an increasing function of β. Thus,

d

dβ
log µ(β) = 2

(
m′(2β)
m(2β)

− m′(β)
m(β)

)
≥ 0.

This shows that µ is a non-decreasing function, which implies that µ(β) < 1/ρd
for all β ∈ (0, β0). Thus, all the lemmas proved in the preceding sections are

applicable when β ∈ (0, β0).
Take any (t, x) ∈ R>0 × R

d. Let tε and xε be defined as in equation (2.1) and

let f̃ (ε) be defined as in equation (2.2). Let {rε}ε>0 be any collection of positive

real numbers such that 1 ≪ rε ≪ ε−1 as ε → 0. Define sε := tε − [
√
rε]. Define

Fε as in Section 6, so that for any y ∈ Z
d,

Fε(tε, y) = βfε(tε, y)− tε log(2dm(β)). (9.1)
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In analogy with (7.1), let

Xε :=
1

|B(xε, rε)|
∑

y∈B(xε,rε)

Fε(tε, y),

so that, by (9.1),

f̃ (ε)(t, x) = β−1Xε − β−1η(β). (9.2)

Similarly, let αε := logGε(tε, xε) + E(log Y (tε − sε, 0)). Now observe that, as

ε→ 0,

• ε|xε|+ ε(tε − sε) + ε
√
tε + ε2tε remains uniformly bounded above,

• r−dε (tε − sε)
d → 0,

• ε(tε − sε) → 0,

• tε − sε → ∞, and

• εrε → 0.

Using all of the above observations, and the bound from Lemma 7.11, we get that

Xε − αε → 0 in L2 as ε→ 0. But by Lemma 5.1 and Proposition 8.1,

lim
ε→0

αε = βh(t, x) + η(β).

Therefore, by (9.2), f̃ (ε)(t, x) → h(t, x) in L2 as ε→ 0.

10. PROOF OF COROLLARY 2.3

In this proof, C,C1, C2, . . . will denote positive constants that may depend only

on β, d, σ, and g, whose values may change from line to line. As in the proof of

Theorem 2.2, choose {rε}ε>0 such that, as ε → 0, 1 ≪ rε ≪ ε−1. Define f̃ (ε) as

in (2.2). By the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality, for any t > 0,

E

[(∫
f̃ (ε)(t, x)φ(x)dx −

∫
h(t, x)φ(x)dx

)2]

≤
∫

E[(f̃ (ε)(t, x)− h(t, x))2]|φ(x)|dx
∫

|φ(x)|dx.

By Theorem 2.2, E[(f̃ (ε)(t, x) − h(t, x))2] → 0 for any x as ε → 0. Moreover,

by the bound from Lemma 7.11, we see that this convergence is uniform over any

compact set. Since φ has compact support and is bounded, this proves that as

ε→ 0, ∫
f̃ (ε)(t, x)φ(x)dx

L2

→
∫
h(t, x)φ(x)dx.

Thus, it suffices to show that
∫

(f (ε)(t, x)− f̃ (ε)(t, x))φ(x)dx
L2

→ 0. (10.1)
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To prove this, first note that

f̃ (ε)(t, x)− f (ε)(t, x) =
1

|B(xε, rε)|
∑

y∈B(xε,rε)

(fε(tε, y)− fε(tε, xε))

=
1

|B(0, rε)|
∑

y∈B(0,rε)

(fε(tε, xε + y)− fε(tε, xε)).

Recall that xε = [ε−1x]. Thus, by the change of variable z = x+ εy,

∫
fε(tε, xε + y)φ(x)dx =

∫
fε(tε, [ε

−1x] + y)φ(x)dx

=

∫
fε(tε, [ε

−1z − y] + y)φ(z − εy)dz.

Since y ∈ Z
d, [ε−1z − y] = [ε−1z]− y. Thus,

∫
fε(tε, xε + y)φ(x)dx =

∫
fε(tε, xε)φ(x− εy)dx.

Recall the function Fε defined in Section 6. The above calculations show that

∫
(f (ε)(t, x)− f̃ (ε)(t, x))φ(x)dx

=
1

|B(0, rε)|
∑

y∈B(0,rε)

∫
fε(tε, xε)(φ(x) − φ(x− εy))dx

=
1

|B(0, rε)|
∑

y∈B(0,rε)

∫
β−1Fε(tε, xε)(φ(x) − φ(x− εy))dx,

where the last identity holds because fε(tε, xε) and β−1Fε(tε, xε) differ by a con-

stant. Thus,

E

[(∫
(f (ε)(t, x)− f̃ (ε)(t, x))φ(x)dx

)2]

≤ 1

|B(0, rε)|
∑

y∈B(0,rε)

E

[(∫
β−1Fε(tε, xε)(φ(x) − φ(x− εy))dx

)2]
.

Let R be so large that φ(x) = 0 when |x| ≥ R− 1. For each δ > 0, let

ω(δ) := sup{|φ(y)− φ(z)| : |y − z| ≤ δ}.
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If ε is so small that εrε ≤ 1, then for any y ∈ B(0, rε), |x − εy| ≥ |x| − 1.

Therefore, by the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality,

E

[(∫
β−1Fε(tε, xε)(φ(x)− φ(x− εy))dx

)2]

= E

[(∫

|x|≤R
β−1Fε(tε, xε)(φ(x) − φ(x− εy))dx

)2]

≤ CRdω(εrε)

∫

|x|≤R
E[Fε(tε, xε)

2]dx.

From the proof of Lemma 7.9, it is easy to see that E[Fε(tε, xε)
2] ≤ C uniformly

over |x| ≤ R. Plugging this into the above, we get

E

[(∫
(f (ε)(t, x) − f̃ (ε)(t, x))φ(x)dx

)2]
≤ CR2dω(εrε).

By the uniform continuity of φ, the right side tends to zero as ε → 0. This proves

equation (10.1), and hence completes the proof of the corollary.
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