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FLUCTUATIONS OF PARTITION FUNCTIONS OF DIRECTED
POLYMERS IN WEAK DISORDER BEYOND THE L2-PHASE

STEFAN JUNK

ABSTRACT. We study the directed polymer model in a bounded environment in weak disorder
without L?-boundedness, specifically the speed of homogenization for the field (W) wezd, Where
W, denotes the associated martingale for the polymer starting from z. We show that a suitably
re-centered spatial average over a set of diameter n'/? convergence to zero at rate n=¢T°W),
where the exponent is an explicit function of the inverse temperature (3.

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. Motivation. The directed polymer model describes random paths, called polymers in this
context, in a medium with random impurities. Much information about the long-term behavior
of the polymer is encoded in an associated martingale (W, ),en. Specifically, it is known that
the movement is diffusive if and only if the almost sure limit W, = lim, o, W), is positive,
which occurs in spatial dimension d > 3 at high enough temperatures. This situation is referred
to as weak disorder and it is the focus of the present article.

The L?-weak disorder phase refers to a subset of the weak disorder phase characterized by L?-
boundedness of (W),),en. In contrast to the implicit condition We, > 0 used to define weak
disorder, L?-boundedness is straightforward to check since the second moment can be expressed
in terms of the moment generating function of the overlap >, 1x,—y, between two independent
random walks (X, )nen and (Y),)nen. This observation greatly simplifies calculations and, as
a result, there are many more papers that analyze this regime than the more general weak
disorder phase. It is, however, known that L?-boundedness only holds in a subset of the weak
disorder phase.

A number of results first proved under this condition have later been extended to the whole
weak disorder phase, most notably the central limit theorem for the polymer endpoint, but
our understanding of the L?-weak disorder phase is much more complete. For example, it is
known that W, is an analytic function of the inverse temperature [9, Theorem 6.2] and the
rate of convergence of W,, to W, can be computed explicitly [10, Theorem 1.1]. It is natural to
wonder whether such results can be extended to the whole weak disorder phase with different
techniques. At present, it is not clear whether the gap in knowledge between the two regimes
is due to the limitations of our current methods or whether a quantifiable change in behavior
occurs between weak disorder and L?-weak disorder.

In this paper, we give some evidence for the latter hypothesis. Namely, our main result concerns
the speed of homogenization of the field (Wﬁ’x)neszezd, where z indicates the starting point
of the polymer. After taking a spatial average over a set of diameter /n and re-centering,
we show that the speed of convergence is n=¢+°(1) | where the exponent ¢ is different from the
corresponding exponent in the L?-weak disorder phase.

1.2. Definition of the model. A recent survey of the model can be found in [7]. Let
((wt,.2) (t,0)enxzs F,P) be an i.i.d. family of real-valued weights, called environment, satisfying

]E[emwo*()'] < oo forall 8>0. (1)

Date: July 29, 2023.



We write Fj, = o(wiy : t < k) for the natural filtration of w. The energy of a path 7 in
time-interval I C R is defined by

H[(UL), 77) = Zie]mN Wi ;s (2)
with Hy, :== H[; ;). For a parameter 8 > 0, called the inverse temperature, the polymer measure
,ug,n is defined by

o (dX) = (Z7])~ PR PRV (A ),

where (X, PSEW) denotes the simple random walk and Z = ESRW[efHn(@.X)] denotes the
normalizing constant, called the partition function. That is, ugm is a perturbation of PSEW
such that paths are attracted by sites with positive weight and repelled by negative ones. Next,
we introduce the associated martingale (Wf Jnen mentioned in Section

Zﬁ
B ._ n_ _ SRW eﬁHn(w,X)fn)\(B) 7 where A(B) := log E eﬁwo,o )
P g = | (8) = log Ele™

In view of , it is not hard to see that the almost sure limit WO% = limy—00 W,f satisfies a
zero-one law, IP’(I/VOBO > 0) € {0,1}, and we distinguish between weak disorder (WD)) and strong
disorder (SDJ) accordingly,

P(WE >0) =1, (WD)
P(WE =0)=1. (SD)

In the following theorem, we collect some known results about the transition from (SDJ) to (WD])
as well as some basic information about the behavior within those regimes.

Theorem A. (i) In dimensions d =1 and d =2, (SD)) holds for all B > 0. In dimensions

d > 3, there exists fer = Per(d) € (0,00) such that (WD) holds for 5 € [0, ) and
holds for B € (Ber, o).

(ii) In dimensions d > 3, there exists BCLTQ € (0, Ber) such that (W) nen is L2-bounded if and
only if 8 € [0,85).

(iii) Weak disorder implies that (Wfi)neN is uniformly integrable and that the polymer
measure satisfies a central limit theorem, in probability, i.e., for every f: RY — R bounded
and continuous,

ST fa/ V)l (Xn = 2) —— | f(a)p(z)dr,

n—oo d
zeZ4 R

where o s the standard normal density.
(iv) Strong disorder (SD)|) implies that the polymer measure localizes, i.e., there exists ¢ > 0
such that lim sup,,_, ., In > ¢ almost surely, where

I, = ZmGZd ,uwm—l(Xn = $)2- (3)

Parts (i) and (iii) are proved in [0]. The L2-phase [0, 8%) was introduced in [5, 17]. The
inequality ﬁg < B is clear, whereas the proof for the strict inequality was given in a number
of papers, see [7, Remark 5.2] for the precise references. Finally, part (iv) was first proved in
a Brownian environment in [6] and later extended to stochastic linear evolution in [30], which

generalizes the current setting.

An important characteristic of the model will be the critical exponent,
p*(B) == sup {p >1: (W)pen is LP bounded} . (4)

Clearly p*(8) = 1 in strong disorder and p*(3) > 2 in L?-weak disorder, 3 < BCL:. Beyond that,

we note that even though (Wf )nen is uniform integrability in weak disorder by Theorem (iii),
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it may still be the case that p*(8) = 1. The following extra assumption guarantees that this
does not occur: we say that the environment is upper bounded if

P(wiy € (—00,K]) =1 for some K > 0. (U-bd.)
The necessity of this assumption for our result is discussed in the beginning of Section [1.5
Theorem B. Assume (U-bd.). Then implies p*(B) > 1. Moreover for 3 > ﬁgz and any
t > 1, it holds that
P <supn wp > t) >qt ", (5)
where c; = e 20K /2.
Theorem [B| follows from [19, Theorem 2.1]. The proof can be found in the appendix.

1.3. Main result and related literature. For = € Z%, we define the partition function started
at time ¢ from z in the time interval (s, t] by

Wt&x = Wtﬁfs 0 05z, (6)

where 6; , denotes the space-time shift acting on the environment. For a compactly supported
function f: R® — R, we consider

xS =n2 Z f(@/vn) (W —1).
z€eZ?

We recall some results about homogenization of (WS’x)zezd in weak disorder.

Theorem C. Assume d > 3 and .
(i) Assume (WD)). For every continuous, compactly supported f: R¢ — R,

xf L (7)

(i) Assume 8 < ,BCL:. For every continuous, compactly supported f: R — R,

n—oo

n'T x/ 4, f(x) GFEYP) (1) da, (8)
R4

where (GFF7(z)),cra is the Gaussian free field of intensity v and
1B = (X220 _ 1) E [(WE)?] .

Part (i) has been proved in a continuous setting in [I1, Theorem 2.1] and for completeness we
give a short proof for the discrete setting in the appendix. Part (ii) is proved in [11, Theorem 2.5]
in the continuous setting and in [2I, Theorem 1.1] in our discrete setting. We also mention the
earlier works [23], 15, 8] on in the continuous setting under stronger assumptions on f.

By Theorem (ii), the field (WS’$)$EZd homogenizes upon taking a spatial average on the
diffusive scale and the rate of convergence is n=(@=2)/4 The exponent is independent of f3
but the intensity v(8) of the limiting Gaussian free field diverges as [ approaches ﬁgz, which
suggests that the rate of convergence is slower in the remainder of the weak disorder phase.

Our main result confirms this.

Theorem 1.1. Assume (U-bd.)), (WD) and 8 > ﬁCL,?. Let

d 2+4d
£B) =5 -
=5 2p*(B)
and let f: RY — R be continuous and compactly supported with f # 0. For every e > 0,
lim P (n—ﬂﬁ)—f < |xf) < n—5<5>+€> =1 9)
n—oo

Remark 1.2. From Proposition [2.1(iv), we see that p*(f) < 2 under the assumptions of Theo-
rem u and therefore £(3) < d%. On the other hand, it may be the case that £(5) = 0.
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We now give a heuristic explanation for the change in the exponent outside of the L?-phase. As
will become clear in the next section, the correlation between W and WY is proportional
to the probability that the polymers from x and y meet before time n. If we presume that a
so-called local limit theorem is valid, then the probability of meeting in a space-time point (t,2)
should be comparable to nj(W&Z)Q, where n~¢ comes from the hitting probability under the
simple random walk and (Wé(’;z)fqze[(),n}X[_n1/27n1/2}d is a family of independent copies of W.
The latter contribution encodes the effect of the environment around the common endpoint
(t,z). Thus, the correlation can be approximated as

0 0 —d s
|W WY — 1| ~n Et,ze[o,n]x[fnl/Q,nlﬂ]d(Wooz)z’

see also below. The difference between the L2-regime and the remainder of the weak
disorder phase is whether this sum satisfies a law of large numbers or not. In the first case,
the correlation is comparable to the number of summands (which recovers the exponent from
Theorem [C[(ii)), otherwise the sum is dominated by a few large terms, which corresponds to
the existence of space-time sites whose hitting probability is > n~%2. Note that the local
limit theorem, which we used to justify this approximation, is only known for the L?-phase, see
[27, 28] for the precise statement.

We also record the following consequence of Theorem
Corollary 1.3. Assume (U-bd.) and (WD)). Then p*(8) > 1+ % In particular, B +— p*(B) is

discontinuous at Bep.

Proof. By Theorem [C[i) and Theorem we must have £(5) > 0 in weak disorder and thus
p*(8) = 1+ 2. On the other hand, it is clear that p*(8) = 1 in strong disorder. O

Corollary seems surprising at first sight, but in fact the same value turns out to be critical
for a related polymer model, called directed polymers in vy-stable random environment. We now
briefly explain this connection.

The model can be defined similarly to our setup, but instead of () one assumes that E[ef«t=] =
oo for some finite 8 > 0. It is then convenient to re-parametrize the model and replace the
exponential weight e?n(@™) of a path 7 by [T2: (1 + By r(r)), where B € [0,1] and where the
random environment (7 ;)¢ is centered, supported on (—1, 00) and satisfies P(n90 > u) ~ u™?
as u — oo, for some v > 0. This representation actually goes back to the earliest works on
directed polymers but has recently reappeared in [29], where it was shown that the model
exhibits a non-trivial phase transition in 8 if and only if v > 1+ %, see [29, Theorems 1.4-1.6].

It is interesting to note that the lower bound from Corollary matches the critical value from
for heavy-tailed environment even though our environment is bounded. One can guess that
the heavy-tailed model can be recovered from our model by a rescaling argument. That is, we
consider the simple random walk evaluated at times 0, ¢,,, 20, ...,n/¢, for some suitable time-

scale £, and assign to a path Xo, Xy, ,..., X, /s, a weight ~ H:Z:/f" W(if;’l))%é”, where W,* was

defined in @ In view of , the field (W(lf;lx) fn)ieN’IGZ(i should behave, up to some short-range
dependence, like an i.i.d. field of p*-stable random variables and, if ¢,, grows sufficiently slowly,
(Xo, Xy, , X2, ,...) should behave like a random walk with finite range, so we would recover

the setup of [29].

Furthermore, the comparison with the -stable random environment suggests that the lower
bound from Corollary [1.3] might be sharp.

One interesting question for future research is whether such an approximation can be used to

construct an intermediate disorder regime for the directed polymer in dimensions d > 3. In

dimensions d = 1 and 2, it is by now well-understood that the polymer measure has a non-

trivial scaling limit if we choose a time-dependent inverse temperature 5 = (3, that decays to

zero at the appropriate rate, but to the best of our knowledge it is not known whether a similar

phase appears in dimension d > 3 as 5, | Be-. In the heavy-tailed setup, the existence of an
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intermediate disorder phase has recently been proved in [2] and successive works, where they
study the case of strong disorder, v < 1 + %, and inverse temperature

8, = n~ BV +o(),

1.4. Strategy. Here and in the rest of the paper, we simplify the notation by replacing in-
dex sets over space, time or space-time with continuous sets, with the understanding that an
intersection with Z%, N or N x Z? has to be taken, for example in below.

The idea for the lower bound is that XT{ behaves approximately like a sum of N,, independent
random variables, each of which has a decent probability of taking a value larger than n—¢(8)—o(1)
in absolute value. The sequence (N, )nen satisfies lim,,_,~ IV, = 00, so the claim follows from
existing results about the anti-concentration of independent random variables. More precisely,
we show that on an event with large probability, X5 can be decomposed as

X =A+B+Y" M7, (10)

where B is negligibly small, A is measurable with respect to some sigma field G and Z, ..., Zn,
are independent conditionally on G. See Proposition for the exact statement. To establish
anti-concentration, we need to know that the Z; are sufficiently dispersed, i.e., there exists some
deterministic ¢ > 0 such that, almost surely,

sup]P’(Zi €M+ nif(ﬁ)*o(l)] ‘Q) <l-ec (11)
AeR

To construct the decomposition , we first show the existence of so-called exceptional sites,
i.e. space-time sites (t,z) € [0,n] x [-n'/2,n'/2]? that have probability at least n—¢(F)—o(1) of
being visited by a polymer started from {0} x [-n'/2,n'/2]?. Given such a exceptional site
(t,z), we let Z; be the contribution to ;] from paths visiting (¢, ). In that way, modifying wy ,
changes the value of Z; by an amount proportional to the weight of (¢,z), and hence holds
with G the sigma-field generated by the environment outside of w; . At this point, we do not
go into further details, but we note that the actual construction ensures that we can choose the
same G for all Z; simultaneously and that modifying the environment at the exceptional site
corresponding to Z; does not influence (Z;),.;. For the purpose of this introduction, we ignore
these technical difficulties and focus on the existence of the exceptional sites.

The main idea is that the probability that a polymer starting from {0} x [—n!/2,n1/2]? visits
(t,z) depends mostly on the environment close to (¢, z), specifically on the value of the backward

x

partition function th’_gn, where ¢, is a small time-scale and, for 0 < s <,

ﬁ/stx — fpte [eﬁH[s,t)(w,X)*(t*S)/\(ﬁ) i (12)

Here, (X = (X)k=t,...0, pte ) denotes the simple random walk running backward in time, start-
ing from space-time site (¢, ). We will choose ¢,, small enough that we can extract pltd/2—o(1)
independent copies of W, from the family

(Wt,x

+20,) (4.2 0m] X [ /2 /2] (13)

The exceptional sites correspond to near-maximizers in , the order of which can be de-
termined with the help of extreme value statistics. To do so, we need a lower tail bound on
Wy, . Such a result is usually proved by large deviation methods and we therefore introduce the
logarithmic moment generating function of (log W, )nen,

1
B — lim — B\p
o’ (p) = lim —log E[(W;)"], (14)
and the critical exponent for exponential growth of moments,
¢*(B) =inf{p>1: o’ (p) > 0}. (15)
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The existence of the limit is proved in Proposition The Gértner-Ellis theorem shows
that if £, > clogn, then

Y

n—1—d/2+o(1)

14d/2
P(W[n >n a > , (16)

hence

max f}[—/t,zz > p(1+d/2)/q"
(t,x)€[0,n]x[-nl/2 nl/2]d —ln =

with high probability. We call (¢, ) a exceptional site if ﬁ/tt’_xgn > p(+d/2)/a"—o(1) A number of
technical estimates based on and the central limit theorem, Theorem (iii), are necessary
to see that this definition satisfies the property outlined above, i.e., that {X; = x} has large
probability under the polymer measure starting from {0} x [-n'/2,n'/2]¢ in the time-horizon
[0, n].

Regarding the upper bound, it is natural to use the LP-bound from Theorem[B] We thus consider
the martingale (Mf;k)kzow,n defined by

My = 0SS g f e/ V) (W) = 1), (17)
whose quadratic variation k — (M,{} r can be approximated by
(M] o ™ > U (18)

(t2)€[Ln]x[~n1/2,n1/2)d

see Proposition[3.1] If we assume p* > 1, then a straightforward argument based on decomposing

the summands in according to their size yields (M), < n=@Ztd)/P" which we then

combine with the general relation |M, ,| ~ <Mn>71/ ®. We refer to Section for a detailed

description and summarize the above outline in the following theorem.
Theorem 1.4. Assume d > 3, (WD) and let f be as in Theorem .
(i) Lower bound: Recall (15)). For every e > 0,

lim P (|]] < n‘%+%‘5) — 0. (19)

n—0o0

(ii) Upper bound: Recall ({)). If p*(8) > 1, then, for every e > 0,

d
Jlim P (M ) > n~ ) <o, (20)
lim P (|2]| > n‘%+725¢f4+5> —0. (21)

Note that it is possible to obtain a lower bound for the quadratic variation complementing ,
which was done in an earlier version of this paper [18]. We also emphasize that the assumptions
(U-bd.) and 8 > ﬁcL,,z from Theorem are not necessary up to this point. They are, however,
necessary for the final part of the argument, which is to show that the two bounds agree, i.e.,
that p* = ¢*.

Theorem 1.5. Assumed > 3, (WD), 8 > BCLTQ and (U-bd.)). For everye > 0, there exist co > 1
and c3 > 0 such that, for all n large enough,

E[WE %) > auy. (22)
In particular, p* = q*.
Now the main result, Theorem[I.1] follows from Theorems|[I.4and [I.5] together with Theorem B}

The method used to prove Theorem[I.5]is quite interesting in its own right and gives new insight
into the weak disorder phase without L?-boundedness, but we postpone this discussion to the
beginning of Section [
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1.5. Limitations and extensions. We first discuss the necessity of the assumptions in Theo-
. . 2 . . . .
rem n Concerning the behavior at 87, it is natural to conjecture that in this case the decay
d—2
rate is the same as in the L2-bounded case, | X, | ~ n‘T+O(1), with a subpolynomial correction.
In fact, this would follow from Theorem [1.4]if we knew that ¢*(8%") = p*(8%") = 2. On the one

hand, the argument in [3, [4] for the inhomogeneous pinning model shows that, for all € € (0, g¢),
2
supE{(WfCLT )275] < 00
n
and hence p*(8%") = 2. However, we cannot exclude the possibility that ¢*(85") > 2, so it is
not clear that the bounds in Theorem agree. Our proof of p*(3) = ¢*(B) cannot be extended

to B < BCLT2, see Remark although one would naturally expect that this equality is true in
the whole weak disorder phase.

The assumption is not necessary for the lower bound, Theorem (i), and for the upper
bound we only need to assume p*(3) > 1. Recently, the conclusion of Theorem [Bf has been
extended to a large class of unbounded environments in [I3] and Theorem [1.4](ii) thus continues
to hold if the environment satisfies [I3, Condition 1]. On the other hand, it seems difficult to

remove the assumption (U-bd.) in our proof of Theorem

In another direction, Theorem only reveals the rate of convergence in (7)) up to an error of
order n°) and we hope that a more precise statement similar to Theorem [C{(ii) can be proved
in the future. The argument in this paper strongly suggests that the limiting object would be
a suitable stable version of the Gaussian Free field, see also the discussion at the beginning of
Section [3] However, it seems to be quite difficult to even define such a “stable free field”, see
[1, Open Problem 6.3].

There are essentially two steps of the argument where new ideas seem necessary in order to
obtain a more precise result:

(1) First, for the construction of exceptional sites we want to treat (13)) as an i.i.d. family,
but this is only true if the index set is replaced by G, C [0,7n] x [-n'/2, n1/?]¢, where G,
satisfies |(t,z) — (8,9)|o0 > €y for distinct (¢,),(s,y) € G,. This thinning introduces
an error of poly-logarithmic size. To improve upon it, one would need to show that if
1< |(t,z) — (s — y)|oo < €y, then the probability that th’fen and W%, ~are both large
is much smaller than the probability that only one of them 1s large.

(2) In addition, we would need a better error control in the large deviation lower bound
, which would in turn require a better understanding of a. In this work, we can learn
enough about a from general principles, but to go beyond the n°) precision it would be
helpful to understand where a is differentiable and whether the rate of convergence can
be improved from E[WZ] = em@@®)+o(D) to BE[WE] = ) (1 4 o(1)), for p > p*. Note
that the last assertion is known for the special case p = 2, since E[W?] is equivalent to
the partition function of the homogeneous pinning model, see [14, Theorem 2.2(1)].

Finally, we note that in L?-weak disorder there is a result analog to Theorem (ii) for the log-
partition functions, see [LI], Corollary 2.11] and [2I, Theorem 1.2}, which in particular shows

n=? Z (log Wp* — E[log W,,]) =< n~(d=2)/4, (23)

xe[fnl/Z,nl/Q]d

We refer to [11, 2I] for the motivation due to the connection between log W, and the KPZ
equation.

In the L?-regime, it is known that WO% has all negative moments, see [22, Proposition 1], and

thus E[log Z,] is bounded as n — oo. This result has recently been extended to the full weak

disorder phase in [19] Theorem 1.1(iv)] and it is therefore natural to wonder what one can say

about the left-hand side of without L?-boundedness. Note that, a priori, there is no reason

to expect the rate of convergence to be the same as in Theorem since (Wﬁ’x)xezd and

(log W,?””)mezd are dominated, respectively, by the upper and the lower tail of WE. To illustrate
7



that our methods do not easily apply to this question, let us try to repeat the analysis for the
upper bound using the quadratic variation in the case f = L g gy Namely, we write

n_d/Qer[—n1/2,nl/2]d(log W'I(’B,z - [log W ]) NTL n - Mn,()a
where (]\7”7m)m:07m7n is defined by Mnm = n 42 er[,nuz’nuz}d E[log Wg’z\fm]. Its quadratic

variation <]\7n>n equals

2
. Wp* W*
n*dZE ( Z E[IOgT Fm}—E[IOgT Fm_1i|> Fm—l 5
m=1 ze[—nl/2,n1/2)d Wm’—l W’rn’—l

but this formula is much more complicated than and we do not know how to analyze it.

1.6. Outhne and conventions. Section [2] contams the proof of the lower bound, Theo-
rem . We obtain a lower tail bound for Wn in Section and define a sequence of
exceptlonal sites in Section [2.2] which we then use in Section [2.3] to prove the lower bound. The
proof of the upper bound, Theorem - 1.4{(ii), can be found in Section (3 I We first compute the
quadratic variation (Section , then obtain an upper bound on it (Section and obtain
the conclusion in Section Finally, Section [4 contains the proof of Theorem In the
appendix, we provide the reference for Theorem [B|and give a short proof of Theorem (1)

In addition to the convention about index sets mentioned at the start of Section[I.4], we follow the
convention that constants ¢y, ca, ... are fixed throughout the article, while constants ¢, ¢, ¢”,
are only used within a proof. All constants are positive.

We will occasionally refer to times ¢ € R or to intervals I C R, with the understanding that
an integer part should be takes, i.e., they should be interpreted as [t] and I N N. A similar
convention is applied to sites z € R? and sets A C R<.

2. PRoOOF THEOREM [[L4: LOWER BOUND

2.1. Tail bounds. In this section we prove the lower tail bound for WT? . First, we check
some easy properties of the logarithmic moment generating function a. The results in this
section are valid in any dimension and regardless of whether (WD) holds.

Proposition 2.1. Recall the definitions of a, p* and ¢* in , and .
(i) The limit in is well-defined and a(p) € [0, A(pB) — pA(B)].

(ii) The function p — a(p) is non-decreasing, convex and continuous.
(iii) It holds that p* < q
(i) If d > 3 andﬂ>ﬁ

Proof. The existence of the limit for p > 1 follows from subadditive Lemma. Indeed, by
Jensen’s inequality,

then q* < 2.

cr o’

E[W?

n+m

|=E

WEE| (3 1l (X = 2) Wiy 0 em,x)p‘fm]]

<E WEE[ S 1 (Xon = 2) (Wa 0 0ma)” | Fin | | =E[WAJE[WE].

For p € [0,1] the inequality is reversed and we apply the superadditive Lemma instead. More-
over, for p > 1 Jensen’s inequality implies

= E[WPP < E[(Wf}p] <E {E [622:1 PBwk, X, —pnA(B)H = "M PB)=PA(B))
which completes the proof of (i). For (ii), we again apply Jensen’s inequality we get a(q) > %a(p)

for ¢ > p, hence a is non-decreasing in Ry and strictly increasing in (¢*,00). The convexity
(and hence continuity) of a follows easily from Hoélder’s inequality,

E[W 0N <E[WPE[We]' ™ for A € [0, 1],



and p* < ¢* is clear from the definition. Finally, assume that d > 3 and 8 > Bch, which is
equivalent to A(23) — 2A(8) > —log(preturn(d)), where preturn(d) is the probability that two
independent simple random walks in Z? meet after time 1 (see [7, Theorem 3.3] and references
therein). We can choose T' € N and ¢ > 0 such that

)‘(QB) - 2)‘(5) > - 10g(preturn,T(d)) + log(l + 5)’

where pregum 7(d) == PSEW-82( X1 = X2 for some n € {1,...,T}). Thus, by Fubini’s theorem,

E[(WP,)2] = ESv-e? [eu(zﬂ)2A(5)>zﬁilﬂx;l_xgb]

> (6,\(26)—2/\(6)premm,T(d))k

> (1+ s)k
and therefore a(2) > % log(1 4 ¢) > 0. By continuity, we get a(p) > 0 for some p < 2. O
Next, we obtain a lower tail bound from the Gartner-Ellis theorem.
Proposition 2.2. For every § > 0 there exist x > 0 and ty such that, for all t > tg,

P (Wtﬂ > 6tx> > o~ toa* (14+0) (24)

Proof. Fix n > 0 to be chosen later. Let a*(x) := sup,>o{qz — a(¢q)} denote the Legendre
transform of a and recall from [12, Definition 2.3.3] the definition of an exposed point of a*.
Since the function a is convex, it is differentiable except for at most countably many points.
Thus, we find ¢ € [¢*(1 + 7n),¢*(1 + 2n)] such that a is differentiable at q. Moreover, ¢ > ¢*
implies that a(q) > 0 and a’(q) > 0. By [12, Lemma 2.3.9], d’(¢q) is an exposed point with
exposing hyperplane ¢ and

a*(a'(q)) = qa'(q) — alq) < qa'(q) < ¢*a’(q)(1 + 2n).
Let z == a’(q)(1 — n) and note that, by [I2, Theorem 2.3.6],

1
liminf —log P (log W > tx) > — inf a
t—oo yeFy>a'(q)(1-n)
> —¢"'(q)(1 + 2n)
. 1+2n
=—qr—y,
L—=n
where F denotes the set of exposed points of a*. We now choose > 0 small enough that
% < 149, so that holds for t large enough. O

Before stating the next lemma, we introduce notation for the restricted partition function,
Walla] = BlenX0=mE)g 4 (X)), (25)

where A is measurable with respect to the sigma field of the simple random walk (X;,)men.
Similar notation will be used for the shifted partition function W,»* and the backward partition
function WH*.

The following lemma is similar to the argument used in [19, Theorem 1.1(i)].

Lemma 2.3. For every m,n € N, a >0 and A C Z%, almost surely,

Win4n|1 .
P < hs g/VX"”“”EA] > a‘]—"m> > |1Im<n 2P(Wylx,ca—z] > 2a) — 1
m | sm

Proof. Consider the concave function g,(z) = (z/a — 1) A 1 and note that, on R4,

Il(a,oo) > ga > 2]]-(2a,oo) -1 (26)
9



Hence

Wm+n[]]-Xm+n€A]
P < W > a)]:m

(000) ( Spaprm #oam (X = 2)Wallx,ea-a] © Oz )| Fon

B 1
E [ (Z|x\1<m 1o (Xm = 2)Wa[lx,ca-s] 0 em,x) ]:m}
E|

E|x\1<m ,Uw m(Xm = 1’)9{1 (Wn[]anEA—x] o Hm,m) fm]
‘ r|m<n E[ga (Wa[lx,eca-s])]
z|1<m
> min 2P (W,[lx,ca—z] > 2a) — 1.

|z[1<m

Y

v

Y

We used in the first and last inequality while the second inequality is Jensen’s inequality. [J

2.2. Construction_of exceptional sites. In this section, we prove two technical estimates,
Lemmas and Intuitively, they guarantee the existence of n°!) exceptional sites, as
introduced in Section i.e., space-time areas that are likely to be visited by polymers starting
from {0} x [-n'/2,n/?]7. The definition of such an area is local, i.e. it depends on a space-time
area of diameter n°1), which means that we have independence between areas that are far apart
and we can thus apply extreme value statistics, as explained in Section

A drawback of the local construction is that we need to ensure that our notion of “exceptional”
is not destroyed by the remainder of the environment. This is intuitively believable, since we
only need the environment everywhere else to behave in a typical manner, but the formal proof
is rather technical.

We start the construction by defining some constants that depend on f. The purpose of these
is to define a set of time-space sites T, x S, such that the expectation of f(X(/y/n) under
the backward polymer measure started from (¢,z) (see (38)) can be controlled uniformly in
(t,z) € Ty, X Sy, see the proof of Lemma for details. First, there exists z € R? such that

fxp(z / f(x)p(z —x)dx # 0, (27)

where ¢ denotes the density of the standard normal distribution. Indeed, the Fourier transform
¢ of ¢ is a again Gaussian and in particular non-zero everywhere, while f is by assumption
non-trivial, hence f # 0. It is well-known that the Fourier transform of f * ¢ is the product of
f and ¢. In particular, fcp and consequently f * ¢ are non-trivial, which yields (27)). Next, we
note that since f is uniformly continuous, we find 7; € (0, 1) such that, for all z,y e RY,

lz—yl<2m = |f(2) =Wl <I[f *e(2)]/8. (28)
Finally, we choose 12 > 0 such that

_ 1 m
N 7772)} < max(L, [z}’ (29)

where L is large enough that the support of f is contained in the interior of [—L, L]%.

max{’l— 1 —n9,

Proceeding with the construction, let £, = [log?(n)| and consider the grid T, x S,, where
T, = ({, + 1)Z, (30)
no=((20, + 1)Zd) N (zn1/2 +[- 771n1/2,771n1/2]d). (31)

The elements of T,, x Sy constitute the starting locations and the purpose of “/,,” in is to
ensure that the field (thfcen)(t,x)eTnxSn is independent (see Figure , so that we can study the
extreme values. More precisely, for k =1, ...,1mn% /2, we write

To(k) =Ty N <(1 —mo)n+ [(2k — 1)n' ™%, 2/m1*25]> .

10



. . t7x . .
and introduce the time T} where (W, zn)(t,m)eTn(k)xsn achieves a near-maximum,

= 24d
Ty, = max{t € Tp(k) : Jy € Sy, s.t. th’_yen > n 2 5/2}.

The maximum of the empty set is defined to be —oco. On T}, > —o0, we define Y} as the location
of the near-maximizer. This definition may however not be unique and, for technical reasons,
it is convenient to choose Y3 uniformly at random among the candidates, see Figure [l More
precisely, we slightly enlarge the probability space to include an i.i.d. sequence (Uy)ren whose
marginals are uniformly distributed on [0, 1] and which is independent of everything else. Then,

= 24d _
if there are N sites y € S,, such that W;Z“_ye > n 2" 5/2, we define Y} to be the [ NUj|-largest

such site in the lexicographical order on S,. Let also

N

——————— e = 8 — — 8~~~ —% — —® — —® — — 8~ — % — ®— — ®— — @~ — 8~ [ —— — — -
% AAAAAALAA
Tn(2) :n . ° . ° . . . . . ° . :
T — = . . 3 [ . 3 ° o !
2 lo . ° ° A ° . ° AA ° ° 1‘
- L i I

7777777 o8- =~~~ -~~~ — -~ — 8~ — 8~ — 84— — @~ — 8~ — @~ — — — — -
! g |
Tl*”' e . ° ° . . ° [ . ° e
:o . A ° . ° t ° “
To(1) ™ 4 4 . - -
:o . ° ° o ° :
e . . ° . o |
| |

//

FiGurE 1. Illustration for the construction of exceptional sites in d = 1. The
black dots represent the grid T,, x S,, and the shaded areas indicate the area
accessible for the partition functions (thf(gn)t,meTnxSn- By definition, the cones
are disjoint and the partition functions are thus independent. The dark cones
are the sites (¢, ) with th’_xen > n(2+d)/20"=¢/2 The middle row illustrates the
case where there more than one such maximizer and Y5 is thus chosen at random
among the three candidates. Note that no such draw occurs in the bottom row,
since the maximizers have different time-coordinates and in this case the latest

one is chosen.

E, = {Tk >-—ocoforallk=1,... ,7727125/2}.
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Note that on E, we have n°!) sites (7},Y;) with WT“Y = n2qd o), Except for the sub-
polynomial error-term, this is the same order one can gxpect for an independent family of
random variables with tail exponent ¢*. Some technical consequences of the construction are
summarized in the next lemma:

Lemma 2.4. The above construction satisfies the following properties:

(i) Fort e T,, {I) >t} is measurable with respect to
Jr[tffn,oo)\Tn = a(ws,m HENS [t — U, OO) \Tn)

(ii) Conditional on o(Th, ..., T, 25 )9, Y1, .., Y025 )9), on En, the sequence

(le,Ylv e >an2n25/27Yn2n25/2) (32)

has the same law as the unconditioned environment, i.e., it is i.i.d. with law P(wop € -).

(iii) Conditional on Ey, (Y1,...,Y,,26/5) is independent and uniformly distributed on S,.

Proof. Recall from the definition that Hj;_g, ;) does not include the environment at time
t, hence th’_xén is measurable with respect to o(wsy : s € [t — £y, 1), |z — y| < ¢,). Property
(i) is now clear. This measurability, together with the extra “4+1” in the definition of T,, also
ensures that {(Tj,Ys) = (¢,y)} is independent of wy,, and hence wr, y, has the same law as
wo,0- To complete the proof of Property (ii), note that the coordinates of the sequence is
are defined from disjoint blocks of the environment, and hence 1ndependent For Property (111)
it is enough to note that the definition of S,, ensures that the and W ’yn are defined from

disjoint parts of the environment for x # y € S,,. Thus the field (Wf_zn)xesn is independent,
and in particular exchangeable. U

Note that the above definitions depend on §, even though our notation does not reflect it. In
the next lemma we choose 4.

Lemma 2.5. Assume d > 3 and (WD)). For every e > 0 there exists § > 0 such that

lim P(E;) = 0. (33)

n—oo

Proof. For 6 > 0 to be chosen later, let
14+d/2—36
PR
zq*(1 +9)
where z is the value from Proposition corresponding to §. Then, for n large enough,

14+d/2-35

P(Wf;ye, > n 70D e””) > IP’<W£;L > em)
> o= %q £, (149) (34)

> pld/2430

Moreover, by (WD) we can choose a > 0 small enough that P(inf,,en Wi, > 2a) > %, hence

) 1+d/2—-36 4 1+d/2-36
]P)(Wt ’yﬂ >n @1+ e %q Wtiyé/ >n (149 e_z)
Wt’y 14+d/2—358
2P< ”>ﬂWﬂ,>nqmmex)
Wi (35)

QP(Wg - > 2&) —1

v
S
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where we have used Lemma in the second inequality. Combining and , we have

1 [T (k) xS0
P(T > —o0) > 1 — (1 _ §n_l_d/2+36>

_ 14+d/2
>1— (1 - 1n—1_d/2+35>"’”1+d/2 /b (36)
- 2
>1— e ?
1+d/2—35
If we choose 6 > 0 such that %72}% > %ﬁd — <€/27 then n @(1+9 ¢~ %q > n2q —¢/2 holds for all
n large enough and thus ) follows from and the union bound. U

The next lemma shows that our notion of an exceptional site has high probability to be visited
by polymers of length n starting from {0} x Z?. Recall the definitions of W, * and Wh from
@ and . We introduce notation similar to . ) for a reverse partition functlon and reverse
polymer measure,

W (7 (Xo/ i) = BY [ e 20N (0 ) o
(X /)] = WL (Xo/Vn)l (38)

t,x
Ws

Lemma 2.6. Assume d > 3 and and let f be as in Theorem There exists (Pn)nen
with limy, o pn, = 0 such that, for all n large enough and k =1,...,mon /2

P(WE’WY’C <n~4 T > —oo> < Pn (39)
and for all t € T,,(k), almost surely on Ty, =t,
P(‘ﬁ/HTkYk [f(Xo/vn)]| < et "8 ]:[tffn,oo)> < Dn- (40)

Proof. Recall the definitions of 11, 72, z and L in the beginning of Section and let p € (1,p*).
We define an auxiliary quantity

b= sup ([5G V) = ] ()] > LA 3 (1)

where the supremum is over (t,z) € [(1 — n2)n,n] x (znl/2 + [=2mnt/?, 2771711/2]), and

. —€/8
Dp = Sup 2P(Wt[]lXSG[_n(l_(s)/zmu—a)/z for all s=0,..t] <N e/ )

t=0,...,n1—29
4(2pl, + n5/8)>
|f * o(2)]

Let us check that indeed lim,,_,~ p, = 0. For the first term, we estimate

+sup21P’(Wt <

+sup 2P(W, < 2n~</8) (42)
teN

teN

P(Wt[ﬂXSE[—n(lfé)/Q,n(lf‘s)/Q for all s:D,..,t] < n*E/s)

< P(W, < 2n7°/8) + P(W;[1 —/8).

. |XS\>n(1—5)/2] >n

,,,,,

=0,..., =0,...,

= ne/gP(supszow_,t]Xs\ > n(lf‘s)ﬁ)
< n1—26+e/8 sup P(’X3| > n(l—E)/2)
5

s=0,...,n

By standard moderate deviation estimates, see [12, Theorem 3.7.1], we see that the probability
in the final line decays at a stretched exponential rate.
13



In view of (WD), to prove lim, oo p, = 0 it is now enough to show lim, ,~p, = 0. By
Theorem [Afiii), we know that

sup P[4 (Xo/VE-+ 2 = /v = [ = 9()| > 1 5 9(2)]/4)
= s P(Jualf(Xe/VE+2)] = frp(2)]| > 1] *0l2)]/4)

te[(1—m2)n,n]
n—o00

0.
It is thus enough to show that, almost surely for all ¢,z that appear in the supremum in ,
L (Xo/ V)] = By [f (Xo/VE+ 2 = 2/V]| < |f % 0(2)]/4 (43)

Indeed, for all such (¢,z) and all y € Z¢,
—(z— 2Vt
() ()
<|1(J5) ~Hgm = Jm + o)+ 1w et
< |f*e(2)|/4,

where we have used (29) and (128 . in the first inequality and again in the second inequality.
Next, since f vamshes out51de of [-L, L], we can use (29) to get that for all t € [(1 — n2)n,n]
and y € Z¢,

[f(y/ V) = Fly/VO)| < |f *o(2)|/8.
Together with the previous display, we obtain .

We continue with the proof of . The difficulty in this step is that in the sum in the third
line of the following display, we do not know the sign of the summands. Thus, the sum may be
small because all summands are small, or because they are large and cancel each other out. We
have to consider both cases. On T} = t, Yy = y, we have

([WIV[f(Xo/v/n)]| < n3e 5%}
{}nyf Xo/V)l| _ A

N

Wty
{) Z Mt’yz (Xi-e, —iU)Wltfgn’x[f(Xo)/\/ﬁ]‘Sn_a/g}
lz—y|<ln
c{| X A, K, = oW (X)L, | 2 6 (44)
lz—y|<ln
>, (Xime, = @)W (F(X0) VAlLa, | < 1+

lz—y|<ln

where Ay, = {|iy"[f(Xo/vn)] — f * ¢(2)] < 3 * ¢©(2)|}. We have used the elementary
observation that, for any a,b € R and ¢,§ > 0,

la+b] <e = la] < e+ or |b] > 6. (45)
To bound the probability of the second event, note that the terms

WL (F(Xo/ V) La, o, . = Wi B I (Xo/ V),
14



that appear in the sum all have the same sign, so we can interchange the sum with the absolute
value. Moreover, it holds that |W1thlAt ol = W14, ool f ¥ 9(2)]/2, so we further get

i, t—"Ln,
{‘Z\xfy\génlu’tgén (Xi—e, = x)W1 “[f(Xo)/v n]]lAt—én,:c
«t, Sot—ln, _
S e, (K, = )W, < 2y +0%) 1 = ()}

<pl, +n’€/8}

C{ Syttt e, Koo, =W Lag > 200/IF + 0(2)] } (46)
DSy, (Xigy = o)W < 2(2p), + /%) | () } (a7)

We have again used for the second inclusion. Using the Markov inequality and then the
Holder inequality, we see that the probability of the event in is bounded by

|f * o(2)] tw 1f = p(2)] 1 _
V= qup B[Wh*1 E[WPYP sup P(A; ) ~1/P.
2 St‘}f (Wi 1a,,] < o, Sup Wi S;lf (Atz)

By definition of pn, the last quantity is equal to 1| f * ¢(2)| sup, E[W}]/Ppl,. Using Jensen’s
inequality and |Wm[ F(Xo/vP)]| < I fllccW- m, we can similarly show that the probability of

the event in (44)) is bounded by || f||oo Sup, [th ]'/Pp! . Finally, by Lemma the probability
of the event in (47) is bounded by

sup 2P (W™ < 4(2p), +n~%)/|f ()] ).

t,x

We turn to . Here, we have to deal with the difficulty that W(tl’z”im)n k125 is, conditionally

on T, = t, Y, = y, stochastically smaller than the unconditioned martingale, since we know that

723, > nbitet?

S—£&n

(48)

cannot holds for any s € (t, (1 —n2)n + 2kn'=2’] 0T, = € S,. The bound (39) essentially says
that the condltlonlng can be disregarded. Intuitively, this is because we can restrlct the partition
function I/V(1 m)nt2kni—25 1O the area [t, (1 — m2)n + 2kn'=20] x (y + [—n(1720)/2 p(1=20)/2)d)

which is much smaller than the area used to define (Tj,Y%). Therefore, starting from (t,y)
with high probability we will not find (s, z) satisfying and |z — y| < n(1=9/2 regardless of
whether we condition on (7}, Yy) = (¢, y) or not.

To make this precise, we fix k and write T ( ) = A{tam,...,t2,t1} and S, = {x1, 22, .. $|sn|}
where ¢ — t; is decreasing. The proof of ({ is divided 1nto two steps the first of Wthh is to
take care of the contribution in [T}, (1 — 772)71 +2kn'~2°]. Since W(117$7]]2)n+2kn1*25 is independent
of o(wsz : s € [ti — Uy, t;)), we have
i, xj —e/8
P<W(177]72)n+2kn1—25 <n Ty =t;,Ye = wj)
ti, %5 —e/8 <;tav #* 2 .
= P(W s S0 W <3 e <1< b < s,
ti, %5 —e/8 <;ta» %* 2 -
< P<W(1—1J72)n+2kn1—26[ﬂAti,zj] <n/ ‘Wta—zei <nat a < ,1<b< |Sn|)a (49)

where

Ay = {XS ex+ [-n=92 (=072 for all s = ¢,..., (1 —no)n + 2kn1*25}.

In particular, the conditioning in is empty if ¢ = 1. Note that W( 7o)+ 21— 251 Ati,zj]
only depends on the environment in

(ti, (1 —m)n + 2knt—20 (zj + [—n(1=9)/2, n(1*5)/2]d),

whereas th;’_‘z depends on the environment in [tg — £y, ta) X (xp + [—£n, €,]?). Consequently,

we can drop all a,b from the conditioning except those with |z — z;| < n1=9)/2 4 ¢ There
15



are at most 3dn1—9)/ 2(j — 1) such indices a,b in the conditioning in , so by applying the
definition of the conditional probability we obtain the following bound:

ti, %5 8 g 1
P(W(l—;?z)nﬂknl*% <n 8T =1, = xa) < Phay, " (i-1),
-
where ¢, = p(thLyg < n2q a/z) and

— Liyxj —/8
Pl = sup P(W, x; n+2kn1—25[hwﬂ < n /B,

ij (1—m2)
By combining the previous bound with P(T}, = t;) = (1— q‘snl) Snl (= 1), i=1,...,M, we obtain
Ty, Yk —£/8 _
IP’(W( ng)n+2kn1*25 <n , Ty > oo)
<anP 3dn<1 9)/2(—1)
|Sn Z [Sn|(i—1)—=3dn(1=9)/2(;—1)
an
11— gy S g
i=1
< 2pf,.
Now, to conclude, we can write
Ty, Y
P<WT;C7Y1€ < n75/4 T > OO) < 2p// +P< - Ykn < n—s/87Tk > —OO)
(1—n2)n+2knl—28
<2pl+ sup sup QIP’(W,Sl_W)”JF%"F%’x < 2n_‘5/8)
J=1,.|Sn]| |[z—a;|<2n1—29
S pna
where we have again applied Lemma [2.3] in the second inequality. O

2.3. Proof of Theorem [1.4)(i). Using the results obtained so far, one can show that each
exceptional time has a positive probability of leading to a large jump of the martingale (MT]: ) kEN

defined in , ie.,
(| nTk+l nTk‘ >n 6(13)_8) > 07

from which we can conclude that supy, |M k\ > n~¢B)~¢ with high probability. However, the
jumps are not independent, so even a large number of such jumps does not guarantee that the
same lower bound applies to the endpoint, i.e. that |XT{] = |Mﬂ:n| > n=¢B)=¢, Indeed, it is
not hard to construct a martingale with large excursions but whose jumps sizes are chosen such
that it is always steered back to the initial value. We refer to [16] and [20] for a more in-depth
discussion of this phenomenon, and specifically to the example from [16, Theorem 1.2].

As explained in Section we overcome this complication by reducing to the simpler situation
of a sum of independent centered jumps, a sufficient proportion of which is large. More precisely,
we show that Mﬂ;n can be written as a sum of n°(Y) summands that are independent conditionally
on a sigma-field G, each of which is larger than n=¢(¥)=°(1) with positive probability, plus a G-
measurable term and a negligible error-term.

Recall that the concentration function of a real-valued random variable X is defined by
Qx(A) = sup,pP(X € [z,2+ A]). (50)

The proof of Theorem [L.4i) is based on the following result.
16



Theorem D ([25, Theorem 1]). There exists c4 > 0 such that, for all N € N, all A > 0 and all
independent, real random variables X1,..., Xn,

Qs v a0 -axon) G1)

In our application the summands are only conditionally independent, so we introduce the condi-
tional concentration function @ x|g()), which is defined as in with P(-) replaced by P(:|G).
Note that @ X|g(/\) is random. The following result proves the desired decomposition.

Proposition 2.7. Assume d > 3, and let f be as in Theorem . For every € > 0 there
exists c5 € (0,1) and a sequence (Ny)pen with limy, 00 N = 00 such that the following hold for
all n € N: there exist a sigma-field G, an event E, and random variables A, B, Z1,...,ZN,
such that, on E,,

Nn
n"EN " fa /)W = A+ B+ Y 7, (52)
TEZ i=1
such that
o A and En are G-measurable, N
e Zi,...,Zn, are independent under P(-|G), on E,,
and such that
. /\C _
lim P(E}) =0, (53)
. —d B\ _
TLILH;OPOB\ >n"% E,) =0, (54)
lim sup P(in‘g(éln_g(ﬁ)_a) >1—qg En) N, =0. (55)
n—=00 ;=1 . ,Np

Let us first see how Proposition yields the desired conclusion:

Proof of Theorem ( i) using Proposition . We have
P(| My n| < n~9)7%)
< P(ES) + ]P’(A + B+ 7€ A 4 [ S8 p=EB)—e), An)
< P(ES) + P(|B| 2 n 5= E,)
+ IP(A + N 7€ A [~2n~8B)—2 0y —EB) 2], En)

where A’ =n~%23"_ f(x//n). The first two terms converge to zero by and (54), together
with the fact that £(3) < d. For the third term, we write, for any a € (0,1),

P(A+ XN Zi € A+ [-20~80) 20~€0)~] )
- EWA + N Zi e A 2B op—EA) =2
< E[Q e, Zi|g(4n—£(6)—5)]1§n}

—E [QZE Zi|g(4n—s<mfg)1§n}

<o F{agg, gyt > )

9)1z]

Oz

The two equalities are due to the fact that E, and A are G-measurable and the first inequality
follows directly from the definition of the concentration function ). Since Zi,...,Zy, are
17



conditionally independent, we can apply Theorem D] to bound the second term by

2 o~
P(Zf&l(l — Qg(An=¢¥)=e)) < %,En)

2 o~
g]P’(Hz‘e {1,...,No}: Qug(dn@=e) > 1 - il En)

Nn
<> P(Qryg4n=) > 1 - @ E,)

=1

<N, sup IP’(QZZ.‘Q(ZM_&(’B)_E) >1- 1 ,En)

i=1,...,Nn,

The claim follows from by choosing a := N,,~'/%. O

Proof of Proposition [2.7. Recall the construction from the beginning of Section Let & be
as in Lemma (Pn)nen as in Lemma and set

Ny = |p /2 Anl®],

~

B, = {Tk>—oo for allkzl,...,Nn}.

Now follows from Lemma and En CE,. Let ZT={(T,Y1),...,(Tn,,Yn, )} and
G = U(Tk,Yk tk=1,..., Ny, wi g (t,x) géI)

Now En is G measurable by definition. To define the decomposition , we introduce a
truncated path-energy, which disregards the environment in Z,

HY, 7o, X) = S0 (Bwix, = A(B)) L x e (56)
We also consider, for K C {1,..., N,}, the event that a path visits all sites {(T}, Y%),k € K},
V(K) = {Xr, = Y; for all k € K}, (57)

and similarly, for K, K’ C {1,...,N,},

V(K,K') = {Xrp, =Y for all k € K, Xq, # Y} for all k € K'}. (58)
On E,, we decompose according to which of the sites (T, Y1),..., (T, Yn,) are visited,
Wg,x _ Z EOJ}[eHn(w,X)—n/\(B)HV(KJ{C)]

KC{1,...Ny}

_ Z EO [eHﬁyn]YIc(w,X) H eﬁwTk,kaA(,@)]lv(Kch)]
KC{L,...Nn} keK

= Z o [eHﬁ’"]’Zc(w’X) H (e/BUJTk,Yk—)\(/B) — 14+ 1)1V(K KC)}
KC{1,..,Nn} keK

_ Z Z ot [eHﬁﬂnLIc(w,X) H (ePemv=A0) _ 1)1y Kc)}
KC{1,..,N,} K'CK keK’

= Z EOJ [eH[[i,n],IC(w’X) H (eﬁwTk’Yk_)\(B) — 1)HV(K’):|
K'C{1,..,Nn} keK’

= > WK
K'C{1,..,Nn}
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Now we define, on E,,,

A=nT2 N f(a/n)WF (@), (59)

reZd
Bi=n""?Y" f(x/vn) > W (K), (60)
zezd KC{1,....No },|K|>2
Z =0 fa/ V)W ({k}). (61)
z€Zd
Since (Th,Y1),...,(Tn,,Yn,) are G-measurable and WS’$(®) does not depend on wry v,
o, WTy, Yy, s We see that A is G-measurable. Moreover, on Ey, (11,Y1),...,(IN,,Yn,) are
all distinct and therefore ng(K 1) and W,?’x(KQ) are independent whenever K1 N Ky = &,
conditionally on G. In particular, Zi, ..., Zy, are conditionally independent.
It remains to show that and are satisfied, which we prove below. O

Proof of . On En, we have
Ty = Z\k(eﬁwTk,Yk_)‘(ﬁ) - 1),
where
~ — x i c\W,
Zy =" fla/vn)EO [ @1y ],

xeZ4
Since e*tv~AB) — 1 is not constant and has expectation zero, we find ¢, > 0 such that

P(eﬁwt’y*)‘(’@) —1>¢) /\]P’(eﬁwt*y*’\(m —1<—¢)>c.

Moreover, 21: is G-measurable and w7, y, has law [P and is independent of G, therefore @) 74| (20@;) <
1 — ¢ and thus

P(sz|g(4n_§(ﬁ)_€) >1-¢, En> < P(Zk < on~€B¢ /. En>

To show get a lower bound for Zj;, we compare Zj, to T TV [f(Xo/+/n)]WTkYk which amounts
to undoing the truncation from , except for the site (T}, Yy). To justify this, we first observe
that the truncation Z¢ in Z can be ignored if Z is visited only at (Ty, Y%), i.e.,

eHS,Ic (w,m) _ PHL (k) (W) —(n—=1)A(B)

for all paths m € V({k},{1,..., Ny} \ {k}), where we recall the definition of the event V (K, K')
in and the notation . Hence, we observe that

i =PI (X /) WY
s w w —(n—
_ nfd/2’ S fa/ V) B [(eHn,Ic( X)) GBHL (k) (@, X)—( 1)A(B))1XTI€:YJ

f;z§k7

where the error-term By, is defined by

Br = n""?|| | o0 >

KC{1,..,Npn}:|K|>1,keK
]
Z FO. [eH[LnLIC(w,X)( H eBer v —AB) _ 1) Lyl
z€[—Lnl/2 Ln1/2)d leK\{k}

where L is as defined in the beginning of Section This term is similar to B and in the
process of proving we will also prove that there exists ¢ > 0 such that, for all n € N and
k=1,..., Ny,

(62)

P(Ek > n_d,En) < en 3, (1547)
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Assuming , we can now conclude: for any k=1,..., Ny,
P(sz|g(4n_£(5)_€) >1-/, En)
< P(Zk < ot/ En)
< P(BL > n~, Ba) + P TS W < 3060, )
<P(B}, > 0, By) +P(n 2 WY [ f(Xo/ V)| < 30O/, B, )
n P(ngv”k < n_E/Q,En)
< 2p, + cn_5/3
<N,
where the last inequality follows from the definition of N,. O

Proof of and (b4])). We start with and then described the modifications necessary for
(54]). The idea is that, by construction, the spatial distance between Yj and Y; is typically
> nt/2(1=9) whereas the separation in time satisfies

Ty — Ti| < T, — Ty < nl=2049/6 « pl=s,
Hence the probability for simple random walk to visit more than one such area decays stretched

exponentially. This rapid decays dominates any gains from visiting favorable areas, which are
of polynomial order.

To make this precise, we introduce two events that ensure that the spatial separation of
(Yk)kzlw, N, as well as the gains from the environment are typical,

F,}b = {Wf;yzn < n2td/2 for all (t,y) € T, X (zn1/2 + [—2n1n1/2,2771n1/2]d)},

F2 = {ka Y| > a0 for all ki =1,..., N,k # z}.

Since E[ﬁ/tt’_ygn] =1, we can use Markov inequality and the union bound to get
P((F1)°) < 3 P(I/T/tt’_ygn > n2+d/2> < 4n71.

(L) €T x (201 2+ [~2m 01 /2 211 /2]

Moreover, by Lemma [2.4(ii), conditionally on En, (Yi)k=1,...,n, are ii.d. and uniformly dis-
tributed on S,,. We thus have

P((FDE) < > P(Ye-Yi <n'PO9IE,)
kJl=1,...,Np k#l
_ <Ln5/6J> |de [_n1/2(1—5)’n1/2(1—6)]d‘

2 Sn
5/3—6[5/2[6[
n

<cn

< en~0/3,

On E, N F! N F?2, we will now bound the first moment of B. More precisely, we estimate
P(|B| >n~% E,) <P((F:NF2)° E,) +P(|B| >n~% E, N FL N F2)
and by the Markov inequality the second term is bounded by

n’E|| B| ﬂﬁan,{mFg}

< || £lloen®? 3 3 E[15, npinp WO (K], (63)
z€[—Lnl/2,Int/2)d K'C{1,...,Nn},|K'|>2

where L is chosen large enough that the support of f is contained in the interior of [—L, L]%.
To bound the last expectation, we have to consider not just how often a path visits Z, but also
20



how often it comes close to Z. We introduce the events V (K) and V (K, K’), which are defined
as in and with “X7, = Y}” replaced by “|Xp, — Y| < ¢,” and “Xp, # Y;” replaced
by “ X7, — Yi| > £,". For z € Z¢,

E[ﬂﬁanngﬂWg’x(K/)H
8 _
S E[]]-EanlmFQEQI [eH[l,n],IC(w’X) H |€,BwTk,XTk )\(B) _ 1‘1V(K/):|:|
n n keK/
0, Hﬁn e (w,X) Bwry, xp —AB)
SE[HEanngFgE x[e ol [T [ —1‘1\7(1(')“
keK’
_ 02 [ HY o re(@,X) Bwry,, x1 —A(B) R
= 3 E[1g, ey B [ e T2 g 0| (60
K'CK keK'
TS O [ JHE 7o (@ X)q
< () lE[]lEan%ﬂFﬁE x[e 2 ]le,Kc)”’
K'CK
A 6wTk,XT 7)‘(5) _ :
where ¢ = E[|e I 1] v 1]. In the final line, we used that wr, y;,...,wry vy, are

independent of E,, F! and F?2 (recall Lemma (1)) Taking now a sum over K’ and using
that there are at most 2/X1 subsets of K, we obtain

S E[lgamam WRT (K]
K/C{l,...,Ny )| K| >2

HE .
< )R C AL PR L P ES P |
KC{L,.,No 1 K| >2

Next, we integrate out the environment in ([1,7] \ Ujex [Tk — fn, Tk)) X Z%, which yields

0z HE 1 e
E[]l E w[e ot ]lV<K,KC>H

65
EO,x[ H eﬁH[Tk%"’T’“)_zn)\(ﬁ)]1‘7([(7[@)]}- (65)
keK

E.NFlNF2

<E [lﬁanngg

This step will be justified in detail below. Now, we have £, = |log?(n)| and, on E, N F2 for
kl=1,...,Npk#1,

Ty € [(1 - 772)n7n]7 (
T = Tif| € ('™, 2017204010, (

’Yz - Yk| e [n1/2(1—6)’ n1/2]'

—~
S O D
o g O
= — T

Thus, by the local central limit theorem for the simple random walk, for k <€ {1,...,N,},

sup P(XTl—gn = y’XTk = vaTl = Z) < CH,
oYl eVl fy—zi<tn P (Xn—0, = y| X1 = 2)
P Xty =yl Xo=2, X7, =2
Sup ( Tk Zn y’ 0 Y Tk ) S C//.
|| <Lnl/2 | z2—Y5, | <ln,|ly—2|<ln P(XTk—Kn = y’XTk = Z)
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Hence, on En N E!'N F?, we can further bound the integrand in by
0 Hyp, —lp A
Oz [erKeﬁ [Ty — £, Ty) (/3)]1‘7([{)]

_ 0,2 BHiz, _ g, 1) —LnA(B)
- Z E |:Hk€Ke [ k 2 ]]_XTkzxkvXTk—Zn:l’;c

(@) ) ke | Ye—Tr]| <ln

Np,
< (MK > PO (Xqy, =y, for all k € K) [[ Wik
(@r)ker | Ye—o1|<ln k=1

< ( //)|K|P0x(v ) |K|(2+d/2)

|K| _ (Yk Ykz 1)2
< (c'//)\K\gIKldn\K\(2+d/2)Hn—d/Q(Tki—Tki_l)e ¢ kaTkz 1
— n
i=2
< (C///n3—|—d/2)|K\e—c”’(\K\—1)n%‘s
where we write K = {ki,...,k}. The second inequality is due to the local central limit
theorem, the first inequality uses the definition of F;, and the final inequality uses the bounds
. . Note that there are at most n" sets K C { 1,..., Ny} of cardinality r, so obtain, for
every x € [—Ln'/?, Ln'/?]?,
Nn s
0, 4+4d/2\T —c" (r—1)nt
Z E[:H-Ean&mngwnw(K/)H S Z (C/// + / ) C (T’ ) 6
K/C{1,...,Ny },|K'|>2 r=2

L 25
< 2(Cllln4+d/2)26 c""n6 )

The final line is bounded by n~%2-1 for n large enough, so follows from . It remains
to prove . We repeat the arguments leading up to with |B| replaced by Bj. The main
difference is that [ [,z |lePenivi=AB) _ 1] in is replaced by [ [T;e e 1y ePenyi=AMB) 1) We
thus obtain a similar bound,

ndE[]lEanngggk]

K 0,21, Hfy 1 e
< [ flloo Z Z (@ )‘ ‘E[ Ey, mFlmF2E et RV(K,KC)H’
lo|<Ln1/2 KC{1,....No },|K|>2
where @ := E[eﬁ“’oao_)‘(ﬁ) V 1]. By the same argument as above we obtain, for n large enough,
P(By > n~% E,) < 5n "+ en~%/3. O

Proof of . To simplify the notation, we will use bold symbols, e.g., t and T, for vector-
valued quantities t¢1,...,tn, and 11, ...,Ty,. By interchanging the order of integration in ,
we see that it is enough to show that for all t=(t1,...,tn,) and y = (y1,...,¥n,) such that
{(T,Y)=(y,y)} CF!n E, and all paths 7 € V(K KC) it holds that

]
E[Liry)=y.ze 07| B < B[Limy)ooy) ] o] [T e7mimeam =00,
keK
where Fy := o(wiz 1 t € Upeglth — €n,tx]). Recall that the exceptional sites Y1,...,Yx, have
been defined with the help of an auxiliary sequence of random variables Uy, ...,Uy, in the

beginning of Section Integrating out this randomness gives

E[1 o)) H]l{Wt‘C<n2q 2 for all t € T, ﬂ(tk,QkJnl 20, xES}
(T,Y)= -

k=1 {z €8, VT > 20 5/2}‘
By assumption, m does not visit (Jycpelte — €nste] X [yx — €nyyr + ,]%, therefore this ex-
pression is a non-increasing function of (Wi, )it n\U, o ltr—tn,ty]- 1 addition, 1p1 is non-

increasing in all coordinates. Thus ]E[]]_(T7y):(t,y)7 F%‘]-ﬂ is also a non-increasing function of

(e ) teLn\Uye [tk —nti]» Where Fi =0 (wiz 1t € Upeg [t — n, t] or @ =m).
22



8
On the other hand, it is clear that eflm,ze @™ 4 Fi-measurable and non-decreasing in (wt,m)te[l,n]\ukek[tk—én,t,ﬁ'

The claim follows from the FKG inequality, [24] Theorem 3|:

E [eH[BLnLIC (w.m) Liry)=(ty),F} "Ft]

s w,Tr
=K [eH[l,n],Ic( ) )E[E(T7Y):(t,y),F% “/_-‘é] ’Ft}
HY (wm) ,
< E[ @M BE [E[]I(TX):(tyy)’ w1 | 7] ’ f’t}

= H eﬁH[k—en«k)(w’w)ienA(ﬁ)P((TuY) = (t’y)’F%
keK

F).

Note that the “lattice condition”, [24] first display of Theorem 3], is always satisfied for product
measures. Ol

3. ProoFr oF THEOREM [[L4t UPPER BOUND

3.1. The quadratic variation. We compute the quadratic variation of the martingale intro-
duced in (17). This calculation does not rely on (WD)]). Recalling the notation from , we
can define the quadratic variation of (M7{7m)m:07,,_,n by

M= Y (X AW )

(t,z)e[l,m]xZd yezd
— 2
=gn ) (Wf’ [f(Xo/\/ﬁ)])
(t,x)€[l,m]x 2%
where cg = eM28)=2A(8) _ 1. Note that (Mﬂ:>m is Fp,_1-measurable.

Proposition 3.1. Let f: RY - R be compactly supported and recall and . Then
(M) )2 — <M’V{>m)m:0n is a martingale.

Proof. Using the reversibility of the simple random walk, we have
WY —wy = 3 B [(eﬁHu,tuw,X)—tA(ﬁ) _ BHL ) (M)—(t—l)x(ﬁ)) 1 Xt:w}

rEeZd

_ Z (egwt’x_)\(ﬁ) _ 1)Eo,y [65H[1,t_1](w,X)—(t—l)A(ﬂ)ﬂxt:x]
x€Z4

_ Z (eﬁm,z*)\(ﬁ) _ 1)51‘/,93 [eﬁHu,t—l](w,X)*(tfl)A(ﬁ)ﬂXOZy} 7
zeZd

so that
S Fy/ V)WY — W) = (e AB) - W [f(Xo/ V).
yezZd T€Z

Hence

<Mr{>m = i]E {(Mr{t - Mﬂ;t—l)ﬂft—l}

S OE[( X fvm ey - wi) |7

t=1 yEZ?

—an Y (W)

(t,z)€[l,m]xZ

2
)

where in the last line we used that [E [(eﬁwt@_)‘(ﬁ) - 1) (eﬁ”tw’*)‘(ﬁ) - 1)} = q@lg=y - O
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3.2. Upper bound on the corrector. In this section we prove the first part of Theo-
rem [1.4{ii), namely , according to the following strategy.

To obtain an upper bound for the sum in , we argue that the index set can be changed to
“(t,x) € [0,n] x [—nl/2te) p1/2+e()]d” and then drop the term “f(Xo/v/n)”, which leads to
(18). For the remaining sum, we group the summands into levels depending on the value of
W™, For each level, there is a competition between the number of sites (¢, ) attaining this
level and the contribution from each site.

For p* € (1,2), it turns out that the dominant contribution to is from the highest level set,

P

W = p+d/2)/p"=o() " \which is attained by n°®) terms. Heuristically, ((W;™")?);. behaves
like an i.i.d. sequence of random random variables whose tail decays like w2 for u — o0,
so p* < 2 means that the sum does not satisfy a law of large numbers. Recall also the
discussion following Theorem Since the scaling limit of such a sum is a stable random
variable, we expect that a potential scaling limit analog to Theorem (ii) for 5 > ﬁcff should
be a suitable stable analog of the Gaussian Free Field.

Proof of . Choose L > 0 such that the support of f is contained in the interior of [—L, L]%
and fix 6 > 0 to be chosen later. We start by taking care of the contribution to from (¢, z)
that are far from the origin, i.e., |z|o > n'/?T. Note that

Wit 1 LW, 41
1 [ Xoe[anl/Q,Lnlﬂ]d] = tfl[ XtEer[anl/?,Lnl/?]d]-

There exists ¢ > 0 such that, foralln € N, A > 0 and (t,z) € [1,n]x[—n, n]? with |z|s > n'/2+9,

P (W1 [ (Xo/ V]| > 11 lleA)

<P (Wt—l (L, cot(-Lni/2,La1/2e] > A)
<ATE [Wffl [ﬂXtefoLnl/z,Lnl/z]dH

= A7'PSW(X, € o+ [~ Ln'/?, Ln*/?))
< A-LpSRW (X €1 > nl/2H8 _ [pl/2)

1 268
SAlecn

)

where we used the moderate deviation bound for PSEW from [12, Theorem 3.7.1] in the final
inequality. Thus by applying the above bound with A = e—en*/2 /|| fllco together with the union
bound we obtain

P (30,2 € 1a] x [l ol > 02405 (707 [0/ vA)]) 2 )

26
<C/n1+d€ cn /2'

(70)

On the other hand, on the complement of the above event, we have

> (Wi [0/ V)] ) < ntHeer™. (1)

(t7m)e[17n] X [_nvn]dv‘x|00>nl/2+5

It remains to control the contribution from the bulk, i.e., the above sum with |z|, < n!/279.
To this end, let K := {MW and consider the levels

op*(1-9)
Io(n) = [0,716),
Iii(n) = [n(K+1)5,oo),

Ix(n) = [nk‘s,n(kﬂ)é) fork=1,..., K,
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together with
Ap(n) = {(t,x) € [1,n] x [-n}/2H0 pl/2+0)d, gpte o Ik} for k=0,...,K+1,
Ag(n) = {\Ak| < n1+d(1/2+5)—p*k5(1—5)+5} fork=0,... K
Agy1(n) = {|Ax 41| = 0}.

For the most part, we will drop the dependence on n to simplify the notation. Note that
P(Ap) =1and, for k=1,..., K,

P(Ai) < n—l—d(1/2+5)+p*ké(l—é)—&EHAkH

* —
< pp ho(1=0)=0 max P (Wf’m € Ik>
(t,z)€[1,n]x[-nl/2+3 n1/2+o]d

< np*kd(l—&)—étnllax P <Wt > nké)
=1,....n

<nOsupE {W,f*(lfa)] .
k
We have assumed p*(5) > 1, so the supremum in the final line is finite. Similarly,
P(AS,,) < n P 0-0) qup R [Wf*(l—é)} '
k

From the definition of p* and the union bound, we conclude that
li_)m P(Ag(n)N---NAgi1(n)) = 1. (72)

On that event, we have

S (W renovm)) < e S ()
(t,x) (t,x)

K
< [IF11% Y A EF1?
k=0

K
< I fII% Z ntd(1/246)—p*kd(1-8)+6,, 2(k+1)6

k=0
K
_ Hngo Z n1+d(1/2+5)+35nk6(7p*(176)+2)’

k=0

where in the first line we sum over (¢, z) € [1,n] x [-n!/2+9 pl/2+0]d 1f p* € (1, 2], the exponent
is increasing in k, so each summand in the final line is bounded by

1+d(1/245) 2+d(1+26)
plt+d(1/2+8)+35 ) (WH)(S( TA-0+2) < THFae T,

The claim follows by choosing 5 > 0 small enough that % +50 < 2; 4 1 ¢ and combining
the above bound with , and (| . On the other hand, if p* > 2, then we choose
d € (0,1/3) small enough that p*(1 — ) > 2. Thus the exponent in the ﬁnal line of (73) is

decreasing in k and the sum is bounded by

> (me [JC(XO/\/E)D2 < IR (K + 1)nttd/2+38, .

(t,x)€[1,n]x[—n!/2T0 nl/2+0)d

3.3. Proof of Theorem [1.4](ii). To complete the proof of Theorem [L.4ii), we need to trans-
late the bound on the corrector, , into a bound on Xf. In contrast to the lower bound
in Section the translation from the quadratic variation to the martingale itself is rather
standard for the upper bound.
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Proof of using . We use the stopping time
. f —d+2t e
T = 1nf{t >0: (M )er1 =mn A2 } €{0,...,n—1}U{o0}.

Note that (M,{ )t+1 is Fr-measurable. Hence ((Mf: k/\m)z - <M1{,->k/\7'n)k:0,...,n is a martingale

)

and therefore

—d 2*+d
EKM?{,n/\Tn)Q] = EI:<MT{7>TL/\TTL] S n +P /\2+E_ (74)
Now
_ 2+4d _ 2+4d
P <Mn,n >n d/2+2p*A4+s> <P(r, <n)+P (M?{n >n d/2+2p*A4+szn _ oo)
<P(r <n) +P (M;;,Wn 5 -2+ 2 +5) ‘
The first term converges to zero by whereas for the second term, by ,
E Mf 2
P (M,{ A > n—d/2+zi%+f) < El(M: 1, )] ngg%) | n=c. O
AT Ot s t2e

4. EQUALITY OF p* AND ¢*: PROOF OF THEOREM [L.5

Throughout this section, the assumptions of Theorem [1.5] are in place.

In the following, we show that E[WZ ™¢] diverges exponentially fast for any £ > 0. The main
idea is to show “strong localization conditional on W, attaining a large value”, where strong
localization refers to a phenomenon in strong disorder, see Theorem (iv). Namely, we show
that there exists ¢ = ¢(f) > 0 such that for all u large enough,

P(W, > u) = IP’(Wn > u, max pl (Xp =) > c). (75)
T€EZ ’

To explain how that bound is useful, let 7(u) = inf{k : W}, > u} and recall from Theorem
that for some ¢’ and all u > 1,

P(7(u) < 00) > du™?".
On the other hand, we have, on {7(u) < n,ug ) (Xr) =) >c},

Wy > uc Wn—T(u) o er(u),z

and, moreover, W, _r(,y © 0,(,) 2 4 W, 7). Repeating this argument n times and recalling

(75), we get Wyr > (uc)™ with probability ~ P(r(u) < T)" ~ (duP")". Since u is arbitrary, we
obtain an exponential lower bound by choosing u such that u® > 1/c?"+¢.

We now proceed to explain the strategy for proving , which is strongly influenced by the
argument used to prove that is equivalent to strong localization, i.e.,

lim sup max fiy, n(Xp = ) > 0 almost surely.
n—oo TEZ?

Recall the definition of the replice overlap I,,. We quickly summarize the argument from
[30], which is a variation of the earlier work [6] in a related setup. The idea is to study a cleverly
defined stochastic process (X, )nen. From its Doob decomposition, one sees that X, is bounded
from below by A\ > ¢ Iy — X2 > iy Li>c, where A, A2 > 0 and ¢ > 0 is explicit. In strong
disorder, it is known that the cumulative replica overlap Y, I} diverges, see Theorem (iv),
so from the fact that (X, )nen is bounded they can conclude that >~ 1, ~. must diverge as
well.

Despite working with weak disorder, we can adapt this construction for our purposes (Lemma

because the definition of X,, and its Doob decomposition only require the assumption [30, dis-

play (1.31)], which corresponds to g > ﬁg in our setup. Of course, the final part of their

argument does not apply since we know that >}, I is almost surely bounded in weak dis-

order. Instead, we show in Lemma that Y ,_, Iy is large conditional on {W,, > 1}, from

which we can then conclude that > ;| 1j, 5. must also be large conditional on {W,, > 1}.
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This allows us to conclude that I > ¢ must hold for some k£ < n, and an addition argument
(Lemma [4.7)) ensures that we can choose k ~ n.

Remark 4.1. Our result , formally proved in below, thus shows that the strong local-
ization phenomenon still plays a role in weak disorder with 5 > ﬁch, namely that it occurs on
the tail-event W,, > 1. This is in contrast to the fact that the polymer measure is delocalized in
weak disorder, i.e. max, ug,n (X,, = x) converges to zero almost surely. Since the latter result
is a statement about the typical behavior of ,ug,n, there is not contradiction.

Remark 4.2. It is an intriguing question whether is still valid for g < BCL,,Q. The constant
c(B) obtained from our proof degenerates as 3 | 5L, which suggests (but does not prove) that

cr o)
this phenomenon does not extend further into the weak disorder phase.

Turning now to the proof, we first show that sup,, W,, > u implies that the cumulative replica
overlap Z:rfi),r Vi) I,,, is at least of order log(u). To put the result into perspective, recall that

P(1(a?*) < 00) = a7 2" > a4,

Lemma 4.3. Recall and let o := 2eBK . There exists c; > 0 such that, for any k € N,

T azk —
P(Zn(:T(;k)+1 I, < qgk, m(a?F) < oo) <ok, (76)

Recall from (U-bd.) that K is the upper bound on the environment. The constant qp (as well
as qg and qg below) depends on «, and hence on K and .

Proof. We define H,, = a~ [log W:—J, where W) := sup,,<,, Wi, and consider the discrete
stochastic integral

n

(H-W)p =Y Hn(Wmn — Wn_1). (77)

m=1

Since (Hyp)men is previsible, ((H - W), )nen is a martingale with bounded increments,

S eﬁK - 17
> —a 1

(H : W)TL+1 - (H : W)n = n+1(Wn+1 - Wn) {
For the upper bounded, we have used (U-bd.) to guarantee that, almost surely,

Wi — Wy < (25 — DYW,.
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Next, we bound the quadratic variation as follows
<H ’ W>n/\7'(a2k) - <H ’ W>T(o¢k)/\n
7(a?®)An

- Y E [((H W) — (H - W)m,1)2)fm71}

=S a2l DTE (W, — Wi )| B

T(a?*)An [ _|
_ —2|log, (W} _1) 2
Z « 1 Wmfl (78)
m=(1(ak)An)+1
2
X E[(Zum—l(Xm = $) (eﬂwm’zi/\(ﬂ) - 1)) ‘Fm—1:|
T(a?F)An
=g Z a—Q[loga(WTLlﬂ Wr?%lfm
m=(7(ak)An)+1
T(a®*)An
<c Z Ima
m=(7(ak)An)+1
where we recall that qg = e*(?%)=2X58) — 1. Moreover, on {r(a?*) < n},
2k
(H ’ W)T(oazk)/\n - (H ) W)T(ak)/\n = Z ((H ’ W)T(ai) - (H ’ W)T(o/—l))
i=k+1
2k » (79)
2 D>, a7 (Wetat) = W)
i=k+1
> k.

In the last inequality, we have used (U-bd.) and the definition of a to ensure that, almost surely,
Wiai-1y < ePEqi=1 = /2. Combining (79) and (78), we thus have, for any qg > 0,

T(a®*)An

Z Im < qpk, 7(a®) <n
m=(7(ak)An)+1 (80)

- (H ’ W)T(Ot2k)/\n - (H ) W)T(ak)/\n > C,ka
N <H ’ W>7'(042k)/\n - <H ’ W>T(o¢k)/\n < Cq:ﬂ]{i .

Let A > 0. By [26, Chapter VII §3 Lemma 1], there exists ¢(A) > 0 such that the discrete
stochastic exponential (E)),cn is a non-negative supermartingale, where

E/\ — e/\((H'W)T(QQk)/\n_(H'W)T(ak)/\n)_w(/\)“H'W)T(an)/\n_(H'W>T(ak)/\n).
Hence, using the Markov inequality and E[E)] < E[E}] = 1,
(H ) W)n/\*r(oﬂ’“) - (H ) W)TL/\T(C!k) > C,kv
<H ’ W>n/\7'(oz2k) - <H ’ W>n/\’r(ak) < Cqﬂk
B MRBOHW), oy~ (HW), )
<H ’ W>n/\7'(a2’“) - <H ’ W>n/\7'(ozk) < Ccmk
<P < B> ek(xc'—wm))

o KO —v(Nea)

IN
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We thus choose \ = (4log(a) + 1) /¢’ and qq:= —++. The claim follows from (80)) after taking
W= o)

the limit n — oo. O

Next, we show that strong localization occurs in [7(y/u), 7(u)] conditional on sup,, W;, > u.

Lemma 4.4. There exist cg,cg > 0 such that, for all k > qg,

P max max Xp=2)<aT k) < oo> < 2a7%,
<n:7’(ak),T(ak)+1,...,7(o¢2k)—1 zeZd Nw,n( " ) @ ( ) o

Proof. We adapt the proof from [30, Section 3], which is in turn an adaption of the proof from
[6] to the discrete-time setting. There, they consider a slightly different notion of replica overlap,
namely

Rn = ZMw,n(Xn = :L’)2.

In fact, this notion is practically equivalent to I,,, since, almost surely,
1

1 < Rmo1 < 4d*I,,. (81)

We also note that R, < max,cza ftwn(Xn = ). Let g € [0, oo)Zd be the quantity from [30,
display (3.3)]. We consider the process

X, — Hewn (Hwﬂl * g) — M r(ak) (/"Lw,‘l‘(ak) * g) ifn > T(ak)v
" 0 else.

Here, “” refers to the scalar product in RZ" and “+” to the convolution operator on RZ*. We
consider the Doob decomposition X,, = A, + M, with (A,),en previsible and (M, )nen a
martingale. The next lemma collects results from [30] and will be proved further below.

/1

Lemma 4.5. There exist ¢, ', and " > 0 such that, almost surely for alln € N,

A, > Z Ryt — " Z 7?,3,{31 (83)
m=(1(akF)An)+1 m=(r(a*)An)+1
(M), <" > R 1 (84)

m=(1(ak)An)+1

To conclude, we introduce the following events

C, T(a2k)
By = {An > 5 Z Rm—1}7
m=1(ak)+1
7(a?F)
— aa
By = {m:%)+17€m—1 > @k}
, T(a2k)
B3 = { - Mq—(a%) < % Z Rmfl}y
m=1(ak)+1
Hs = {m:T(ak?—}jﬁ..,T(a%) Rm-1< 5}



We claim that, for k£ large enough,

BiNByNByn{r(a®) < o0} = o, (85)

BN R jaery2 N {T(QZk) <o0)} =2, (86)
IP’(B;,T(Q%) < o0) < ok, (87)

Je € (0,1) s.t. P(BS, Ba, R jom, 7(a®*) < 00) < o™ . (88)

If we set qg:= ( ) A ,5,,, then the conclusion follows from these claims, since

R o 2y S (BN BN B3)U (Bfn R(%ﬁ)z) UBSU (BSNB2N R, ).
For (B5), we note that, on By N By N {7(a?*) < oo},
(a¥) ;o (@)
5 Y Rea<Av=Xp—M,<c+7 > R
m=7(ak)+1 m=T(ak)+1

In particular, holds for k& > ClGd2 =: qg. For , we use the fact that 23/2 < 1o, + Vex
for x,e € [0,1] to get

Bin{r(a 2k <oo}

2k
)
d Z 3/2
g ﬁ E leg wal,( )<OO

m=1(ak)+1 m=1(ak)+1
J 7(a?) m(a?*)
H Z R < Z ]lRm,1>(c’/4c")2a T(Oé2k> < 00
m=T1(ak)+1 m=r(ak)+1
Since R,,,—1 is almost surely positive, follows. For , and Lemma show
(a?*)
P(BS, 7(a**) < 00) < IP’( Z Im < qk, 7(a?*) < oo) < a
m=r(ak)+1

Finally, to prove , we use to obtain that, on {T(Osz) < 0o} N R, jem,
T(a?k
(M), (q2r) < & Z Ron—1. (89)
m=r(ak)+1
For A > 0, let
EN — e_AMT(QQk)An_¢(>\)<M>T(o¢2k)/\n

o
denote the discrete exponential supermartingale defined in [26, Chapter VII §3, Lemma 1]. We
note that the result applies because (X,,)nen, and hence (M,,),en, has bounded increments. By
Ville’s inequality, we have

P <B§,B2,R%,T(a2k) < oo)

c)\ZT(a

S IP) (Sup E‘A > e m= T(O(k)+1 Rm—l—’(/)(A)<M>

(a2k 2k
(e ),BQ,Rﬁ,T(OA )<oo>

m=7(ak)+1

_ T(DéZk)
op (Sup B 5 Ol T Rt BQ>
m

<P (sup B, > ekcm(kc/ﬁiew(A))/W)

< e—k@re/d—ep(N)/4d>
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We have used in the second inequality. Now follows with A == 4(%&‘&@) +1)/c and
e=1/p(A\) A 3. O

It remains to justify the claims taken from [30] in Lemma
Proof of Lemma[{.5 In Section 3 of [30], they consider the process
X = floom * (Jrom * 9).
Recalling , we observe that X can be written as a stochastic integral of X ,

n
Xn =X~ Xpprioar) = D Hon(Xin = Xin1) = (H - X)n,
m=1
where H,, := ]lT(ak)<n. Let Kn + Mn be the Doob decomposition of )?n Since H,, is previsible,
it is easy to check that

n

An = Z Hm(;{m — Z’m—l) = Z (A’Zm - gm—l)v (90)
m=1 m=(1(ak)An)+1

My =" Hy(My, — Myy) = > My — Myoa). (91)
m=1 m=(1(a¥)An)+1

By [30, display (3.4)], it holds that |X,| < |gl; < oo, so follows. Next, we recall that by
[30, last display on p.17] and [30], display (3.9)] there exist ¢/, ¢” > 0 such that, almost surely
for all m € N,

e 3/2
A = Ay > Ry — IR

Thus follows from . Moreover, by [30, Section 3.3, displays 2) and 3)], almost surely
for all m € N,

(M) = (M1 < 8lgf3 (EIRE | Frua] + R,
Using , it is thus enough to show that, almost surely for all m € N,
B[R} | Fn1] < (2) s EDTAIIRY

Indeed, using the inequality (3 ;c;a:)? < |I|>,;c; a?, we obtain

Z VVm[ILXm:y]2 = Z ( Z Wm[]leflzl",Xm:y])Q

yezd yezd  |z—yh=1 (92)
< Z Win—1[1x,, 1=]*A(2),
x€Z4

where A(z) = 2d Z|y|1:1 e2Bwm.e+y=2MB)  We introduce the probability measure

Wm*l []]'melzw:l2
Zyezd Win—1 []leq:y]Q

v(z) =
and observe that, by ,

(X Walts, o) < (X Wonalin,m) (X v)A@)

yEZd y€EZ4 xE€Z4

2

and therefore
2
(ZmEZd I/(x)A(:L‘))

i
( ZxEZd :“w,mfl(Xm = x)eﬂwm,x—A(ﬁ))
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Both v and p, m—1 are Fp,—1-measurable. Thus, using Cauchy-Schwarz and Jensen’s inequality,

E| (L, v(@)A@)”
(

Zx Mw,mfl(Xm = x)eﬁwm,x—)\
< E[( Z V(x)A(x))“‘J-“m_l} 1/2E [( Z P 1 (X = m)eﬁwm,rx(m>

< E[A(O)4]1/2E[6786wm,0+8)\(ﬁ)]1/2
< (Qd)7/2€%/\(86)+%)\(785)‘ 0

]

—8‘ }1/2

Fm—l

Next, we record a simple upper tail bound:

Lemma 4.6. Almost surely for anyt € N, A >0 and A > 1,
IP’( sup Z P t (Xt = )Wy 004 5 > A‘}"t> < A_’\E[sup Wﬁb‘]

Proof. Writing p, +(x) instead of i, (X = x), we have

P(sup Y prus(@) W 0 01 = A|Fy) < ATE (supZuwt YW o 01 H
n xr

< AE (Zﬂwt supW oﬂtx) |]:t]

A
< ATE an,t@)(sup Woo b ) H
n
L z
= A_)‘IE[sup Wrﬂ ,
n
where the third inequality is Jensen’s inequality. U

Lemmaguarantees the existence of a localization time m € [7(y/u), 7(w)], where maxy fie m (Xm =
x) > qg, but it may be the case that W, < y/u. In the next lemma, we exclude that possibility
by showing that (W,,), does not “backtrack” too much after reaching a certain level.

Lemma 4.7. For every n € (0,1), there exist 6 = §(n) > 0 and cio = qm(n) > 0 such that, for
all k e N,

P <3i e{k,....,2k -1} : ~ min W < o 7F 7(a?) < oo)
m=T1(a?),7(a?)+1,...,7(a2k) (93)
Proof of Lemmal[{.7. For i€ {k,...,2k— 1}, let
o; = inf{m € {r(a’),7(a’) + 1,...,7(a*)}: W,, < a'7F7}
and note that (93) is bounded by kmax;—j _2x—1P(0; < 00). Using Lemma we get
Uz < OO ZE |: r(at)=s |: Ui:t]P)(T(OéQk) < OO‘]:t) ’fs]:|
s<t
< ZE ]lr(ai):s [ o; —tIP)(Sup Z th x)W,, 00, x> a®F H-/W?’ t) ‘]:S}]
s<t
_)\((Qk )+k77)E|:Sup W)\ Z E |: (ai)= SE |:]]-o'i:t‘-st|i|
s<t
§a_)‘((2k_i)+k"7)JE[sup Wé‘] (sup W, > ozi)
§a_)‘(2+")kE[sup W,?]Q
We set A = p*(1 —n/2), so that holds with ¢ := 1?p*/2 and qm := E[sup,, W;\]?. O
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Finally, we prove p* = ¢* by following the idea outlined at the beginning of this section.
Proof of Theorem[1.5. Let n = m. For i € {k,...,2k — 1}, we define
A(r) = {Elm c{r(a), (@) +1,...,7(a) —1}: m:?xu%m(Xm =z) > qq Wn > o/*k”} .
By Lemmas [£.7] and [£.4] for all k > qg,
P (U1 46)) (™) < o0) < 2071 + qroy)ka™ 20"+,
Comparing with , we see that there exists kg > qg such that, for all k > kg,
P (U AG), m(0) < 00) > quu2" /2.
Thus there exists | = [(k) € {k,...,2k — 1} such that
P <A(l), (o) < oo> > qua 2" 2k (94)
We define a stopping time o by
o = inf {n e {r(al),7(a)+1,...,7(alT) =1} : mgxuw,n(Xn =x)>q W, > al_k"} .
Using and Lemma we have, for any A > 1,

qj]a_zkp*/% < ZE |:I[o':m]P) (T(an) < oo‘}—m)}

< S E[LomnP (510 Y o (0)Wa © e = 07|, )|
< a—(Qk—l)AE[sup WMP (0 <00).

We have used that, by construction, o < 7(a!*!). Setting A := p* — 7, we get
P(o < 00) > ca P (Zk=0n /. (95)

where c is independent of k. With this estimate in hand, we now consider the following renewal
construction: On o < oo, let Z € Z% be such that powo(Xe =Z) > aqg. Weset o9 =0, Zy =0
and then, recursively given o; < oo and Z;,

Oij+1 =00 eai,Zia
Zi+1 =Zo 0%21, (if Oir1 < OO)
Let T = T(k) € N be such that
Plc <T)>P(o < 0)/2 (96)

and R = inf{i: 0; — 0,1 > T'}. Clearly, R is geometrically distributed with success parameter
P(c > T). On the event

{r> {%J }n {%’%% Win © 0oy 715, > )

Wn > Wn[lXUi:Zi for all i=1,...

we have

1z
J

L
%

—

(97)

- Wn_UL%J ° GUL%J’ZL%J H WAai © Qai_l’zi_lMe"i—lazi—lw’Aoi (XAU" - AZZ)
=1

n

> a(aMqg)l),
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where Ao; = 0; — 0,1 and AZ; = Z; — Z;—1. Choosing a > 0 small enough that P(infy Wy >
a) > %, we have
[ |p+e)

E [Wﬁ* +€} ol e

v

(B> |7 jnt Wnobs U p] @) (')

ian > a)P(o < T)l7! I=kn L%Jap“rs
m (o <T)'7(qger

€ (1—kn)(p*+e)— p*l—(2k—l)n> 7] ol e

aflkn(p*+e)— (2kfl)n> L7 P te

]

I S S Y = =

SIS

> al’ e

(3¢

( |
(Cqsl k(e—n(p +a+1)))
(CCIB] ks/Q)L Jap*—l—e.

We have used in the first line, (95)) and in the third line, the inequality [ > k > (2k—1)
for the fifth line and the definition of 1 in the last line. Finally, we can choose k large enough
that the quantity in brackets in the last line is at least 2, which shows that ( . holds with

O

q=2"T®) > 1 and qg:= (%ake/z) Lap™+e,

REFERENCES FOR THEOREMS [B] AND [C]

First, we provide the reference for Theorem [B]

Proof of Theorem@ The first claim is proved in [19, Theorem 1.1(ii)], where it is also shown
that sup,, E[WZ | = co. On the other hand, by [10, display (20)], for any ¢ > 1,

E[(WEP'] <t + (tePF)P P(supj_y, Wy > )E[(WS)P]. (98)
If fails for some ¢t > 1, then can be rearranged to
B[WS)] <20
Since n is arbitrary, we have suan[Wﬁ*] < 00, which is a contradiction. O
Next, we prove homogenization in the whole weak disorder phase.

Proof of Theorem[(](i). Fix M > 1 and set N := |n'/3]. We decompose

X =Y, +2=M  z>M where
Y =0T N fa/ V) (W — W)
z€Z4
<M ._ _—d/2 0,z
ZM = n 2N /) (Wy Lyyoecy — 1)
T€Z
_ Oz
z>M = 42 Z flz//n)Wy'1 WO A1
T€Z

Recall that f is bounded and compactly supported. By Theorem . Aliii), (W, )nen is uniformly
integrable, hence sup,, || Z,M||; < e for M large enough. In addition, we have Wy — Weo in Lt
and hence [|Y,][1 < e for n large enough. Finally,

_ 0, 0,
”ZEM”% =n* Z fx/vn)f(y/vn)E (WNx]lWI%’ISM - 1)(WNy]lW](\J,’y§M -1
x,y€Z4
< CE[WNJIWN<M — 1]2 + C/M2(2N + 1)dn_d/2
where we have split the sum depending on whether |z —y| < 2N or |z —y| > 2N and used that

W](\),‘T and WN’y are independent in the latter case. Hence limps_yo0 limy o0 || 2 <M, = 0. O
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