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Abstract

Let {Z1,n, n ≥ 0} and {Z2,n, n ≥ 0} be two supercritical branching processes in different random
environments, with criticality parameters µ1 and µ2 respectively. It is known that 1

n lnZ1,n → µ1

and 1
m lnZ2,m → µ2 in probability as m,n → ∞. In this paper, we are interested in the comparison

on the two criticality parameters. To this end, we prove a non-uniform Berry-Esseen’s bound and
Cramér’s moderate deviations for 1

n lnZ1,n − 1
m lnZ2,m as m,n→∞. An application is also given for

constructing confidence interval for µ1 − µ2.
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1. Introduction

The branching process in a random environment (BPRE) was first introduced by Smith and
Wilkinson [21] to model the growth of a population in an independent and identically distributed
(iid) random environment. Various limit theorems for BPRE have been obtained: basic results for
extinction probabilities and limit theorems for BPRE can be found in Athreya and Karlin [2, 3].
For subcritical BPRE, researches focus on the study of the survival probability and conditional limit
theorems: see, for instance, Vatutin [23], Afanasyev et al. [1], Vatutin and Zheng [24] and Bansaye
and Vatutin [5]. While, for supercritical BPRE, a number of researches have studied central limit
theorem, moderate and large deviations; see, for instance, Böinghoff and Kersting [8], Bansaye and
Böinghoff [4], Huang and Liu [17], Nakashima [20], Böinghoff [7], and Grama et al. [15], Fan et al. [13]
and Gao [14]. See also Wang and Liu [25] and Huang et al. [18] for BPRE with immigrations. Despite
the fact that the limit theorems for BPRE are well studied, there are no results for comparison on the
criticality parameters. The objective of the paper is to fit up this gap.

Let (ξ1, ξ2)
T = ((ξ1,n, ξ2,n)

T )n≥0 be a sequence of iid two dimensional random vectors, where
(ξ1,n, ξ2,n)

T ∈ R
2 stands for the random environment at time n. Notice that for give n, ξ1,n and ξ2,n

∗Corresponding author.
E-mail : fanxiequan@hotmail.com (X. Fan)

.

May 20, 2022

http://arxiv.org/abs/2205.09551v1


may not be independent. For any n ∈ N, each realization of ξ1,n corresponds to a probability law
p(ξ1,n) = {pi(ξ1,n) : i ∈ N}, that is pi(ξ1,n) ≥ 0 and

∑∞
i=0 pi(ξ1,n) = 1. Similarly, each realization of

ξ2,n corresponds to a probability law p(ξ2,n). Let {Z1,n, n ≥ 0} and {Z2,n, n ≥ 0} be two branching
processes in the random environment ξ1 and ξ2, respectively. Then {Z1,n, n ≥ 0} and {Z2,n, n ≥ 0}
can be described as follows: for n ≥ 0,

Z1,0 = 1, Z1,n+1 =

Z1,n∑

i=1

X1,n,i, Z2,0 = 1, Z2,n+1 =

Z2,n∑

i=1

X2,n,i,

where X1,n,i and X2,n,i are the number of offspring of the i-th individual in generation n with envi-
ronments ξ1,n and ξ2,n, respectively. Denote Pξ1,ξ2 the conditional probability when the environment
(ξ1, ξ2)

T is given, and τ the joint law of the environment (ξ1, ξ2)
T . Then

P(dx1, dx2, dy1, dy2) = Pξ1,ξ2(dx1, dx2)τ(dy1, dy2)

is the joint law of the two branching processes in random environment. Usually, the conditional prob-
abilities Pξ1 and Pξ2 are called the quenched laws, while the total probability P is called the annealed
law. In particular, if ξ1 and ξ2 are independent, then we have Pξ1,ξ2(dx1, dx2) = Pξ1(dx1)Pξ2(dx2) and
τ(dy1, dy2) = τ(dy1)τ(dy2), where Pξ1(dx1)τ(dy1) and Pξ2(dx2)τ(dy2) are respectively the annealed
laws with respect to the branching processes {Z1,n, n ≥ 0} and {Z2,n, n ≥ 0}. In the sequel, Eξ1,ξ2 and
E denote the expectations with respect to Pξ1,ξ2 and P, respectively. For any n ≥ 1, set

m
(p)
1,n =

∞∑

k=0

kp pk(ξ1,n), m
(p)
2,n =

∞∑

k=0

kp pk(ξ2,n), Π1,n =

n−1∏

i=0

m1,i, Π2,n =

n−1∏

i=0

m2,i,

with the convention that Π1,0 = Π2,0 = 1. Clearly, (m
(p)
1,n)n≥0 and (m

(p)
2,n)n≥0 are two sequences of iid

random variables. For simplicity of notations, write

m1,n = m
(1)
1,n and m2,n = m

(1)
2,n,

and denote

X1,n = lnm1,n, X2,n = lnm2,n, µ1 = EX1,0, µ2 = EX2,0,

σ2
1 = Var(X1,n), σ2

2 = Var(X2,n), ρ =
Cov(X1,n,X2,n)

σ1σ2
,

where µ1 and µ2 are known as the criticality parameters for BPREs {Z1,n, n ≥ 0} and {Z2,n, n ≥ 0},
respectively. In particular, if ξ1 and ξ2 are independent, we have ρ = 0. To avoid the environments
ξ1 and ξ2 are degenerated, assume that 0 < σ1, σ2 <∞. Write ln+ x = max{ln x, 0}. Throughout the
paper, we introduce the following conditions of Grama et al. [15]:

E

[
Z1,1

m1,0
ln+ Z1,1 +

Z2,1

m2,0
ln+ Z2,1

]
<∞ (1.1)

and
p0(ξ1,0) = p0(ξ2,0) = 0, a.s. (1.2)
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The assumption (1.2) implies that each individual has at least one offspring. The assumptions (1.1)
and (1.2) together implies that the processes {Z1,n, n ≥ 0} and {Z2,n, n ≥ 0} are both supercritical,
and satisfy that µ1, µ2 > 0 and P(Z1,n → ∞) = P(Z2,n → ∞) = 1. See Athreya and Karlin [3] and
Tanny [22].

In this paper, we are interested in the comparison between criticality parameters µ1 and µ2.
Consider the following common hypothesis testing:

H0 : µ1 = µ2 ←→ H1 : µ1 6= µ2.

It is known that 1
n lnZ1,n → µ1 and 1

m lnZ2,m → µ2 in probability as m ∧ n → ∞. Thus, to answer
the hypothesis testing, it is critical to know the asymptotic distribution of 1

n lnZ1,n− 1
m lnZ2,m, which

is the main purpose of this paper. Throughout the paper, we assume either

ρ ∈ [0, 1) or
σ1
n
6= σ2

m
.

The conditions ρ = 1 and σ1

n = σ2

m together implies that
X1,1−µi

n =
X2,1−µ2

m a.s., which should be
avoided. The main results are presented in Section 2. Let us introduce them briefly. Define

Rm,n =
1
n lnZ1,n − µ1 − 1

m lnZ2,m + µ2√
1
nσ

2
1 +

1
mσ2

2 − 2ρσ1σ2
m∧n
mn

, n,m ∈ N.

Firstly, Theorem 2.1 presents the central limit theorem (CLT) for Rm,n : for all x ∈ R, it holds

lim
m∧n→∞

P
(
Rm,n ≤ x

)
= Φ(x), (1.3)

where Φ(x) is the standard normal distribution function. Secondly, under the moment condition

E[X2+δ
1,0 +X2+δ

2,0 ] <∞ with ρ ∈ (0, 1] and the condition E

[
Zp
1,1

mp
1,0

+
Zp
2,1

mp
2,0

]
<∞ with p > 1, Theorem 2.2

gives a non-uniform Berry-Esseen bound for Rm,n: for any δ′ ∈ (0, δ) and all x ∈ R,

∣∣∣∣P
(
Rm,n ≤ x

)
− Φ(x)

∣∣∣∣ ≤
C

(m ∧ n)δ/2
1

1 + |x|1+δ′
. (1.4)

By Lemma 4.3 and (4.10) in the paper, it seems that Rm,n only has a finite moment of order 1 + δ′,
δ′ ∈ (0, δ), under the stated conditions, which explains why the non-uniform Berry-Esseen bound
is of order |x|−1−δ′ instead of order |x|−2−δ as x → ∞. The inequality (1.4) implies the following
Berry-Esseen bound:

sup
x∈R

∣∣∣∣P
(
Rm,n ≤ x

)
− Φ(x)

∣∣∣∣ ≤
C

(m ∧ n)δ/2
. (1.5)

In particular, whenm→∞, we have 1
m lnZ2,m → µ2 in probability, which leads to Rm,n → lnZ1,n−nµ1

σ1

√
n

in probability, and then inequality (1.5) recovers the Berry-Esseen bound of Grama et al. [15], that is,

sup
x∈R

∣∣∣∣P
( lnZ1,n − nµ1

σ1
√
n

≤ x
)
− Φ(x)

∣∣∣∣ ≤
C

nδ/2
.
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Finally, we establish Cramér’s moderate deviations. Assuming Cramér’s condition E
[
eλ0X1,0+eλ0X2,0

]
<

∞ for a constant λ0 > 0 and E

[
Zp
1,1

m1,0
+

Zp
2,1

m2,0

]
< ∞ for a constant p > 1, Theorem 2.3 shows that for

all 0 ≤ x ≤ C−1
√
m ∧ n, ∣∣∣∣∣ ln

P
(
Rm,n ≥ x

)

1− Φ(x)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ C
1 + x3√
m ∧ n

. (1.6)

From (1.6), we obtain the following equivalence to the normal tail: it holds

P
(
Rm,n ≥ x

)

1− Φ(x)
= 1 + o(1) (1.7)

uniformly for 0 ≤ x = o((m ∧ n)1/6) as m ∧ n→∞. When m→∞, it is easy to see that (1.7) holds

with Rm,n replaced by
lnZ1,n−nµ1

σ1

√
n

. Such type Cramér’s moderate deviations for
lnZ1,n−nµ1

σ1

√
n

have been

established by Grama et al. [15].
The paper is organized as follows. Our main results are stated and discussed in Section 2. In Section

3, an application of our results to construction of confidence intervals for µ1 − µ2 is demonstrated.
The proofs of the main results are given in Section 4.

Throughout the paper, c and C, probably supplied with some indices, denote respectively a small
positive constant and a large positive constant. Their values may vary from line to line. For two
sequences of positive numbers (an)n≥1 and (bn)n≥1, we write an ≍ bn if there exists a positive constant
C such that for all n, it holds C−1bn ≤ an ≤ Cbn.

2. Main results

We will need the following conditions.

A1. There exists a constant δ ∈ (0, 1] such that

E[X2+δ
1,0 +X2+δ

2,0 ] <∞.

A2. There exist a constant p > 1 such that

E

[
Zp
1,1

mp
1,0

+
Zp
2,1

mp
2,0

]
<∞.

Denote Φ(x) the standard normal distribution function. Let

Vm,n,ρ =

√
1

n
σ2
1 +

1

m
σ2
2 − 2ρσ1σ2

m ∧ n

mn
, (2.1)

and define

Rm,n :=
1
n lnZ1,n − µ1 − 1

m lnZ2,m + µ2

Vm,n,ρ
, n,m ∈ N. (2.2)

We have the following CLT for Rm,n.

4



Theorem 2.1. For all x ∈ R, it holds

lim
m∧n→∞

P
(
Rm,n ≤ x

)
= Φ(x). (2.3)

The following theorem gives a non-uniform Berry-Esseen bound for Rm,n.

Theorem 2.2. Assume that conditions A1 and A2 are satisfied. Let δ′ be a constant such that

δ′ ∈ (0, δ). Then for all x ∈ R,

∣∣∣P
(
Rm,n ≤ x

)
− Φ(x)

∣∣∣ ≤ C

(m ∧ n)δ/2
1

1 + |x|1+δ′
. (2.4)

Remark 2.1. By (4.10) and Lemma 4.3, under conditions A1 and A2, Rm,n has a finite moment

of order 1 + δ′, δ′ ∈ (0, δ), which explains why the non-uniform Berry-Esseen bound (2.4) is of order

|x|−1−δ′ instead of order |x|−2−δ as x→∞.

Denote

dw (X) =

∫ +∞

−∞
|P (X 6 x)− Φ(x)| dx

the Wasserstein-1 distance between the random variable X and the standard normal random variable.
The following corollary is a direct consequence of Theorem 2.2, which gives a convergence rate of Rm,n

to the standard normal random variable in the Wasserstein-1 distance.

Corollary 2.1. Assume that conditions A1 and A2 are satisfied. Then

dw (Rm,n) 6
C

(m ∧ n)δ/2
.

By Theorem 2.2, we also have the following Berry-Esseen bounds for Rm,n.

Corollary 2.2. Assume that conditions A1 and A2 are satisfied. Then

sup
x∈R

∣∣∣P
(
Rm,n ≤ x

)
− Φ(x)

∣∣∣ ≤ C

(m ∧ n)δ/2
. (2.5)

Notice that 1
m lnZ2,m → µ2 in probability, and thus

R∞,n := lim
m→∞

Rm,n =
lnZ1,n − nµ1

σ1
√
n

in probability. Then when m → ∞, Corollary 2.2 recovers the Berry-Esseen bound established by
Grama et al. [15], that is,

sup
x∈R

∣∣∣∣P
( lnZ1,n − nµ1

σ1
√
n

≤ x
)
− Φ(x)

∣∣∣∣ ≤
C

nδ/2
.

It is known that the convergence rate of the last Berry-Esseen bound coincides the best possible one
for iid random variables with finite moments of order 2 + δ.

Next, we are going to establish Cramér’s moderate deviations for Rm,n. To this end, we need the
following conditions.
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A3. The random variables X1,0 andX2,0 have exponential moments, i.e. there exists a constant λ0 > 0
such that

E
[
eλ0X1,0 + eλ0X2,0

]
<∞.

A4. There exists a constant p > 1 such that

E

[
Zp
1,1

m1,0
+

Zp
2,1

m2,0

]
<∞.

We have the following Cramér’s moderate deviations for Rm,n.

Theorem 2.3. Assume that conditions A3 and A4 are satisfied. Then for all 0 ≤ x ≤ c
√
m ∧ n,

∣∣∣∣∣ ln
P
(
Rm,n ≥ x

)

1− Φ(x)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ C
1 + x3√
m ∧ n

. (2.6)

Thanks to the symmetry between m and n, Theorems 2.1, 2.2 and 2.3 remain valid when Rm,n is
replaced by −Rm,n. Notice that −Rm,n = Rn,m.

By an argument similar to the proof of Corollary 2.2 in [12], it is easy to see that Theorem 2.3
implies the following moderate deviation principle (MDP) result for Rm,n.

Corollary 2.3. Assume that conditions A3 and A4 are satisfied. Let an be any sequence of real

numbers satisfying an → ∞ and an/
√
m ∧ n → 0 as m ∧ n → ∞. Then, for each Borel set B, the

following inequalities hold

− inf
x∈Bo

x2

2
≤ lim inf

n→∞
1

a2n
P

(
Rm,n

an
∈ B

)

≤ lim sup
n→∞

1

a2n
lnP

(
Rm,n

an
∈ B

)
≤ − inf

x∈B

x2

2
, (2.7)

where Bo and B denote the interior and the closure of B, respectively.

From Theorem 2.3, using the inequality |ey − 1| ≤ eC |y| valid for |y| ≤ C, we obtain the following
result about the uniform equivalence to the normal tail.

Corollary 2.4. Assume that conditions A3 and A4 are satisfied. Then it holds

P
(
Rm,n ≥ x

)

1− Φ(x)
= 1 + o(1) (2.8)

uniformly for x ∈ [0, o((m ∧ n)1/6)) as m ∧ n → ∞. The result remains valid when
P(Rm,n≥x)
1−Φ(x) is

replaced by
P(Rm,n≤−x)

Φ(−x) .

Notice that when {Z2,n, n ≥ 0} is an independent copy of {Z1,n, n ≥ 0}, we have µ1 = µ2, σ1 = σ2

and ρ = 0. Then, for m = n, it holds Rn,n =
lnZ1,n − lnZ2,n√

2nσ1
. Consequently, by Theorem 2.2, under

conditions A1 and A2 it holds for all x ∈ R,
∣∣∣∣P
(
lnZ1,n − lnZ2,n√

2nσ1
≤ x

)
− Φ(x)

∣∣∣∣ ≤
C

nδ/2

1

1 + |x|1+δ′
.
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By Corollary 2.4, under conditions A3 and A4 we have

P

(
lnZ1,n−lnZ2,n√

2nσ1

≥ x
)

1− Φ(x)
= 1 + o(1)

uniformly for x ∈ [0, o(n1/6)) as n→∞.

3. Applications to construction of confidence intervals

When parameters σ1, σ2, and ρ are known, we can apply Theorems 2.2 and 2.3 to construct
confidence intervals for µ1 − µ2.

Proposition 3.1. Let κm,n ∈ (0, 1). Consider the following two groups of conditions:

B1. The conditions of Theorem 2.2 hold and

|lnκm,n| = o
(
ln(m ∧ n)

)
, as m ∧ n→∞. (3.1)

B2. The conditions of Theorem 2.3 hold and

|lnκm,n| = o
(
(m ∧ n)1/3

)
, as m ∧ n→∞. (3.2)

If either B1 or B2 holds, then for n large enough, [Am,n, Bm,n] is the confidence interval of µ1 − µ2

with confidence level 1− κm,n, where

Am,n =
1

n
lnZ1,n −

1

m
lnZ2,m − Vm,n,ρΦ

−1
(
1− κm,n

2

)

and

Bm,n =
1

n
lnZ1,n −

1

m
lnZ2,m + Vm,n,ρΦ

−1
(
1− κm,n

2

)
.

Proof. Assume B1. By Theorem 2.2, as m ∧ n→∞, we have

P (Rm,n > x)

1− Φ(x)
= 1 + o(1) and

P (Rm,n < −x)
Φ(−x) = 1 + o(1) (3.3)

uniformly for 0 ≤ x = o
(√

ln(m ∧ n)
)
. For p ց 0, the quantile function of the standard normal

distribution has the following asymptotic expansion

Φ−1(p) = −
√

ln
1

p2
− ln ln

1

p2
− ln(2π) + o(1).

In particular, when κm,n satisfies the condition (3.1), the upper
(
1− κm,n

2

)
-th quantile of standard nor-

mal distribution satisfies Φ−1
(
1− κm,n

2

)
= −Φ−1

(κm,n

2

)
= O

(√
|lnκm,n|

)
, is of order o

(√
ln(m ∧ n)

)
.

Then, applying the last equality to (3.3), we have as m ∧ n→∞,

P

(
Rm,n > Φ−1

(
1− κm,n

2

))
∼ κm,n

2
(3.4)
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and

P

(
Rm,n < −Φ−1

(
1− κm,n

2

))
∼ κm,n

2
. (3.5)

Therefore, as m ∧ n→∞,

P

(
− Φ−1

(
1− κm,n

2

)
≤ Rm,n ≤ Φ−1

(
1− κm,n

2

))
∼ 1− κm,n, (3.6)

which implies µ1 − µ2 ∈ [Am,n, Bm,n] with probability 1− κm,n for m ∧ n large enough.
Now, assume B2. By Theorem 2.3, as m ∧ n→∞, we have

P (Rm,n > x)

1− Φ(x)
= 1 + o(1) and

P (Rm,n < −x)
Φ(−x) = 1 + o(1) (3.7)

uniformly for 0 ≤ x = o((m ∧ n)1/6). When κm,n satisfies the condition (3.2), the upper
(
1− κm,n

2

)
-th

quantile of the standard normal distribution satisfies Φ−1
(
1− κm,n

2

)
= −Φ−1

(κm,n

2

)
= O

(√
|lnκm,n|

)
,

which is of order o
(
(m ∧ n)1/6

)
. Then by (3.7), we get, as m ∧ n→∞,

P

(
− Φ−1

(
1− κm,n

2

)
≤ Rm,n ≤ Φ−1

(
1− κm,n

2

))
∼ 1− κm,n.

From the equality above, the result still holds. �

When {Z2,n, n ≥ 0} is an independent copy of {Z1,n, n ≥ 0}, we can apply Theorems 2.2 and 2.3
to construct confidence intervals for σ1.

Proposition 3.2. Let κn,n ∈ (0, 1). If either B1 or B2 holds, then for n large enough, [An, Bn] is
the confidence interval of σ2

1 with confidence level 1− κn,n, where

An =
(lnZ1,n − lnZ2,n)

2

2nχ2
1− 1

2
κn,n

(1)
and Bn =

(lnZ1,n − lnZ2,n)
2

2nχ2
1

2
κn,n

(1)

with χ2
q(1) the q-quantiles for chi-squared distribution with 1 degrees of freedom.

Proof. Assume B1. By Theorem 2.2, as n→∞, we have

P

(
(lnZ1,n−lnZ2,n)2

2nσ2
1

> x
)

P(χ2(1) ≥ x)
= 1 + o(1) (3.8)

uniformly for 0 ≤ x = o(
√
lnn). Then, applying the last equality to (3.8), we have, as n→∞,

P

(
χ2

1

2
κn,n

(1) ≤ (lnZ1,n − lnZ2,n)
2

2nσ2
1

≤ χ2
1− 1

2
κn,n

(1)

)
∼ 1− κn,n, (3.9)

which implies σ2
1 ∈ [An, Bn] with probability 1− κn,n for n large enough.

Assume B2. Similar argument holds. This completes the proof of Proposition 3.2. �
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4. Proofs of Theorems

For l = 1, 2, denote the normalized population size

Wl,n =
Zl,n

Πl,n
, n ≥ 0.

Then (W1,n)n≥0 and (W2,n)n≥0 are both nonnegative martingales under the annealed law P, with
respect to the natural filtration F0 = σ{ξ1, ξ2}, Fn = σ{ξ1, ξ2,X1,k,i,X2,k,i, 0 ≤ k ≤ n−1, i ≥ 1}, n ≥ 1.
Then, by Doob’s convergence theorem, the limit

Wl,∞ = lim
n→∞

Wl,n

exists P-a.s. and, by Fatou’s lemma, satisfies EWl,∞ ≤ 1. The conditions (1.1) and (1.2) together
implies that P(Wl,n > 0) = P(Zl,n → ∞) = limn→∞ P(Zl,n > 0) = 1, and that the martingale Wl,n

converges to Wl,∞ in L
1(P) (see Athreya and Karlin [3] and also Tanny [22]).

For simplicity of notations, without loss of generality, we assume that m ≤ n. In the sequel, denote

ηm,n,i =
X1,i−1 − µ1

nVm,n,ρ
, i = 1, ..., n, and ηm,n,n+j = −

X2,j−1 − µ2

mVm,n,ρ
, j = 1, ...,m.

Then Rm,n can be rewritten in the following form

Rm,n =
n+m∑

i=1

ηm,n,i +
lnW1,n

nVm,n,ρ
− lnW2,m

mVm,n,ρ
. (4.10)

Set
Yi = ηm,n,i + ηm,n,n+i, i = 1, ...,m, and Yi = ηm,n,i, i = m+ 1, ..., n.

Then (Yi)1≤i≤n is a finite sequence of centered and independent random variables, and satisfies

n∑

i=1

Yi =
n+m∑

i=1

ηm,n,i and
n∑

i=1

EY 2
i = 1.

Moreover, we have

Var(Yi) ≍
1

m
, i = 1, ...,m, and Var(Yi) ≍

m

n2
, i = m+ 1, ..., n,

as m→∞.

4.1. Proof of Theorem 2.1

Without loss of generality, we assume that m ≤ n. Recall that 0 < σ1, σ2 <∞, and that (Yi)1≤i≤n

satisfies
n∑

i=1

Yi =
n+m∑

i=1

ηm,n,i and
n∑

i=1

EY 2
i = 1.

9



Notice that

Vm,n,ρ ≍
1√
m

and max
1≤i≤n

Var(Yi)→ 0, m→∞.

Thus by CLT for independent random variables, we have
∑n+m

i=1 ηm,n,i converges in distribution to the
standard normal distribution as m → ∞. Recall that for l = 1, 2, Wl,n converges to Wl,∞ in L

1(P)

as n → ∞, thus
lnW1,n

nVm,n,ρ
and

lnW2,m

mVm,n,ρ
both convergence in probability to 0 as m → ∞. Hence, by

(4.10), we have Rm,n converges in distribution to the normal distribution. This completes the proof
of Theorem 2.1.

4.2. Preliminary Lemmas for Theorem 2.2

In the proof of Theorem 2.2, we need the following non-uniform Berry-Esseen bound of Bikelis [6].
See also Chen and Shao [9] for more general results.

Lemma 4.1. Let (Yi)1≤i≤n be independent random variables satisfying EYi = 0 and E |Yi|2+δ < ∞
for some positive constant δ ∈ (0, 1] and all 1 ≤ i ≤ n. Assume that

n∑
i=1

EY 2
i = 1. Then for all x ∈ R,

∣∣∣∣∣P
( n∑

i=1

Yi ≤ x

)
− Φ(x)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
C

1 + |x|2+δ

n∑

i=1

E |Yi|2+δ .

Consider the (conditional) Laplace transforms of W1,∞ and W2,∞ as follows: for all t ≥ 0,

φi,ξ(t) = Eξe
−tWi,∞ and φi(t) = Eφi,ξ(t) = Ee−tWi,∞ , i = 1, 2.

Clearly, as Wi,∞ ≥ 0 P-a.s. we have φi(t) ∈ (0, 1], i = 1, 2. Moreover, we have the following bounds for
φi(t), i = 1, 2, as t→∞.

Lemma 4.2. Assume that conditions A1 and A2 are satisfied. Then for i = 1, 2, it holds

φi(t) ≤
C

1 + (ln+ t)1+δ
, t→∞.

Proof. Set i = 1, 2. Define T n the shift operator by T n (ξi,0, ξi,1, . . . ) = (ξi,n, ξi,n+1, . . . ), for n ≥ 1.
Then we get for a fixed k ≥ 0,

Πi,n

(
T kξi

)
= mi,kmi,k+1 · · ·mi,k+n−1.

In particular, we have Πi,n = Πi,n

(
T 0ξi

)
. Next, we use the method of Grama et al. [16] to complete

the proof. From (3.15) in [16], it is proven that for any t > 0 and n ≥ 1,

φi(t) ≤ Eφi

(
t

Πi,n

) n−1∏

j=0

(
p1(ξi,j) + (1− p1(ξi,j))βK

)

+
1

K
E

[
φi,Tnξi

(
t

Πi,n

)(
ETnξiW

p
i,∞

)]
+ P

(
t

Πi,n
< tK

)
, (4.11)
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where tK := (CK)−1/(p−1), C and K are positive constants, such that

βK := 1− (1− 1/p)tK ∈ (0, 1).

From (3.18) in [16], it is proven the following inequality

E

[
φi,Tnξi

(
t

Πi,n

)
ETnξiW

p
i,∞

]
≤ Eφi

(
t

Πi,n

)
+

∞∑

k=0

E

φi

(
t

Πi,k+1(Tnξi)Πi,n(ξi)

)

Πp−1
i,k (T nξi)

m
(p)
k (T nξi)

mp
k (T

nξi)
. (4.12)

Let p ∈ (1, 2]. Given n,K, let Yi,n,K be a positive random variable whose distribution is defined by

Eg(Yi,n,K) =
1

qi,n,K


Eg

(
1

Πi,n

) n−1∏

j=0

(
p1(ξi,j) + (1− p1(ξi,j))βK

)

+
1

K
Eg

(
1

Πi,n

)
+

1

K

∞∑

k=0

E

g
(

1
Πi,k+1(Tnξi)Πi,n(ξi)

)

Πp−1
i,k (T nξi)

m
(p)
i,k (T nξi)

mp
i,k (T

nξi)


 , (4.13)

for all bounded and measurable function g, where qi,n,K is the normalizing constant (to make Eg(Yi,n,K) =
1, when g = 1) defined by

qi,n,K = E

[ n−1∏

j=0

(p1(ξi,j) + (1− p1(ξi,j))βK)

]
+

1

K


1 +

∞∑

k=0

E
1

Πp−1
i,k (T nξi)

m
(p)
i,k (T nξi)

mp
i,k (T

nξi)




=
[
E (p1(ξi,0) + (1− p1(ξi,0))βK)

]n
+

1

K

[
1 +

1

1− Em
−(p−1)
i,0

E

(m(p)
i,0

mp
i,0

)]
. (4.14)

The last line follows by (3.21) in [16]. Combining (4.11)-(4.13) together, we have

φi(t) ≤ qi,n,KEφi(Yi,n,Kt) + P

(
t

Πi,n
< tK

)
. (4.15)

Choose Ai such that lnAi > µi. Clearly, we have Ai > 1. When An+1
i ≤ t < An+2

i , let K = Ki,n =
((n + 1) lnAi)

1+δ, then we have limn→∞ n
√

tKi,n = 1. By Nagaev’s inequality (see Corollary 2.5 in
[11]), for n large enough,

P

( t

Πi,n
< tKi,n

)
= P

(
Πi,n >

t

tKi,n

)
≤ P

(
Si,n − nµi > n(ln

Ai

n
√

tKi,n

− µi)
)
≤ C

n1+δ
, (4.16)

where Si,n =
∑n

j=1Xi,j−1. When t ≥ A2
i , let n be a positive integer such that An+1

i ≤ t < An+2
i , so

we get

n >
ln t

lnAi
− 2.

Thus, by (4.16), for any An+1
i ≤ t < An+2

i ,

P

( t

Πi,n
< tKi,n

)
≤ C

n1+δ
< C

(
ln t

lnAi
− 2

)−1−δ

≤ C

(ln t)1+δ
. (4.17)
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Notice that 0 ≤ φi(t) ≤ 1 (t > 0). By (4.15) and (4.17), we have

φi(t) ≤
∞∑

n=1

qi,n,Ki,n1{An+1

i ≤t<An+2

i } +
C

1 + (ln+ t)1+δ
. (4.18)

From the definition (4.14) of qi,n,K, when An+1
i ≤ t < An+2

i , we have

qi,n,Ki,n ≤
C

1 + (ln+ t)1+δ
. (4.19)

Finally, by (4.18) and (4.19), we obtain for any t > 0,

φi(t) ≤
C

1 + (ln+ t)1+δ
.

This completes the proof of Lemma 4.2. �

We have the following result for the L
p(P) moments of lnWi,∞ and lnWi,n.

Lemma 4.3. Assume conditions A1 and A2 are satisfied. Then for i = 1, 2 and q ∈ (1, 1 + δ), the
following two inequalities hold

E| lnWi,∞|q <∞ (4.20)

and

sup
n∈N

E| lnWi,n|q <∞. (4.21)

Proof. Set i = 1, 2. Consider the following truncation on E| lnWi,∞|q, that is

E| lnWi,∞|q = E| lnWi,∞|q1{Wi,∞>1} + E| lnWi,∞|q1{Wi,∞≤1}. (4.22)

For the first term in the right-hand side of the equality above, we have

E| lnWi,∞|q1{Wi,∞>1} ≤ C EWi,∞ <∞. (4.23)

For the second term, we have

E| lnWi,∞|q1{Wi,∞≤1} = q

∫ ∞

1

1

t
(ln t)q−1

P(Wi,∞ ≤ t−1) dt

≤ q e

∫ ∞

1

φi(t)

t
(ln t)q−1 dt

= q e

(∫ e

1

φi(t)

t
(ln t)q−1 dt+

∫ ∞

e

φi(t)

t
(ln t)q−1 dt

)
. (4.24)

The last inequality above can be obtained by Markov’s inequality, i.e.,

P(Wi,∞ ≤ t−1) ≤ eEe−tWi,∞ = e φi(t).

Clearly, it holds ∫ e

1

φi(t)

t
(ln t)q−1 dt <∞. (4.25)

12



From Lemma 4.2 and q < 1 + δ, we have
∫ ∞

e

φi(t)

t
(ln t)q−1 dt ≤ C

∫ ∞

e

1

t(ln t)2+δ−q
dt <∞. (4.26)

Substituting (4.25) and (4.26) into (4.24), we get

E| lnWi,∞|q1{Wi,∞≤1} <∞. (4.27)

Therefore, by (4.22), (4.23) and (4.27), we get (4.20).
Next, we give a proof for (4.21). Since x 7→

∣∣lnq(x)1{x≤1}
∣∣ , q > 1, is a non-negative and convex

function, by Lemma 2.1 in [17], we have

sup
n∈N

E |lnWi,n|q 1{Wi,n≤1} = E |lnWi,∞|q 1{Wi,∞≤1}.

With the similar truncation as E |lnWi,∞|q, by (4.27), we get

sup
n∈N

E |lnWi,n|q = sup
n∈N

(
E |lnWi,n|q 1{Wi,n>1} + E |lnWi,n|q 1{Wi,n≤1}

)

≤ sup
n∈N

E |lnWi,n|q 1{Wi,n>1} + sup
n∈N

E |lnWi,n|q 1{Wi,n≤1}

≤C EWi,∞ + E |lnWi,∞|q 1{Wi,∞≤1} <∞.

This completes the proof of Lemma 4.3. �

The following lemma is a simple consequence of Lemma 2.4 of Grama et al. [15].

Lemma 4.4. Assume that conditions A1 and A2 are satisfied. Then there exists constant γ ∈ (0, 1),
such that

E| lnW1,n − lnW1,∞|+ E| lnW2,n − lnW2,∞| ≤ C γn.

In the proof of Theorem 2.2, the following lemma plays an important role.

Lemma 4.5. Assume that conditions A1 and A2 are satisfied. Let δ′ be a constant such that δ′ ∈
(0, δ). Then for all x ∈ R,

P

(
Rm,n ≤ x,

n+m∑

i=1

ηm,n,i ≥ x

)
≤ C

(m ∧ n)δ/2
1

1 + |x|1+δ′
(4.28)

and

P

(
Rm,n ≥ x,

n+m∑

i=1

ηm,n,i ≤ x

)
≤ C

(m ∧ n)δ/2
1

1 + |x|1+δ′
. (4.29)

Proof. We only give a proof for inequality (4.28), as inequality (4.29) can be proved in the same way.
Without loss of generality, we may assume that m ≤ n.

First, we show that inequality (4.28) holds for x ≤ −Cm1/2 with some positive constant C. Recall

Rm,n =
lnZ1,n − nµ1

nVm,n,ρ
− lnZ2,m −mµ2

mVm,n,ρ
, m, n ∈ N. (4.30)
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Then we have for all x ∈ R,

P

(
Rm,n ≤ x,

n+m∑

i=1

ηm,n,i ≥ x

)
≤ P

(
Rm,n ≤ x

)
≤ P1 + P2, (4.31)

where

P1 = P

(
lnZ1,n − nµ1

nVm,n,ρ
≤ x

2

)
and P2 = P

(
− lnZ2,m −mµ2

mVm,n,ρ
≤ x

2

)
.

Since Z1,n ≥ 1 P-a.s. and Vm,n,ρ ≍ m−1/2 as m→∞, there exists a positive constant C such that

lnZ1,n − nµ1

nVm,n,ρ
> − µ1

Vm,n,ρ
> −1

2
Cm1/2

P-a.s.,

and thus P1 = 0 for all x ≤ −Cm1/2. For P2, by Lemma 4.1, Markov’s inequality and the fact
EW2,m = 1, we have for all x ≤ −Cm1/2,

P2 ≤ P

( m∑

j=1

ηm,n,n+j ≤ −
|x|
4

)
+ P

(
lnW2,m

mVm,n,ρ
≥ |x|

4

)

≤ P

( m∑

j=1

ηm,n,n+j ≤ −
|x|
4

)
+ exp

{
− |x|

4
mVm,n,ρ

}
EW2,m

≤ C

mδ/2

1

1 + |x|2+δ
. (4.32)

Hence, inequality (4.28) holds for all x ≤ −Cm1/2.
Next, we show that inequality (4.28) holds for all x ≥ Cm1/2. For all x ≥ 0, we have

P

(
Rm,n ≤ x,

n+m∑

i=1

ηm,n,i ≥ x

)
≤ P

( n+m∑

i=1

ηm,n,i ≥ x

)
.

Applying Lemma 4.1 to the right-hand-side of the last inequality, we have for all x ≥ 0,

P

(
Rm,n ≤ x,

n+m∑

i=1

ηm,n,i ≥ x

)
≤ 1−Φ(x)

+
C1

1 + |x|2+δ

(
m∑

i=1

E|ηm,n,i + ηm,n,n+i|2+δ +
n∑

i=m+1

E|ηm,n,i|2+δ

)
.

Using the inequality
(a+ b)2+δ ≤ 21+δ(|a|2+δ + |b|2+δ), a, b ∈ R,

we deduce that for all x ≥ 0,

P

(
Rm,n ≤ x,

n+m∑

i=1

ηm,n,i ≥ x

)

≤ 1− Φ(x) +
C1

1 + |x|2+δ

(
n∑

i=1

E|ηm,n,i|2+δ +

m∑

i=1

E|ηm,n,n+i|2+δ

)
.
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Notice that Vm,n,ρ ≍ m−1/2 as m→∞. Then, by the inequalities

1√
2π(1 + x)

e−x2/2 ≤ 1− Φ (x) ≤ 1√
π(1 + x)

e−x2/2, x ≥ 0, (4.33)

we have for all x ≥ Cm1/2,

P

(
Rm,n ≤ x,

n+m∑

i=1

ηm,n,i ≥ x

)
≤ C2

mδ/2

1

1 + |x|2+δ
+

C3

1 + |x|2+δ

(
n

n2+δm−1−δ/2
+

m

m2+δm−1−δ/2

)

≤ C4

mδ/2

1

1 + |x|2+δ
.

Thus, inequality (4.28) holds for all x ≥ Cm1/2.
To end the proof of lemma, in the sequel we show that (4.28) holds for all |x| < Cm1/2. Consider

the following notations for all 0 ≤ k ≤ m− 1

Ym,n,k =

n∑

i=k+1

ηm,n,i +

m∑

j=k+1

ηm,n,n+j, Ỹm,n,k = Ym,n,0 − Ym,n,k,

Hm,n,k =
lnW1,k

nVm,n,ρ
− lnW2,k

mVm,n,ρ
and Dm,n,k =

lnW1,n

nVm,n,ρ
− lnW2,m

mVm,n,ρ
−Hm,n,k.

Set αm = m−δ/2 and k = [m1−δ/2 ], where [t] stands for the largest integer less than t. From (4.10),
we deduce that for all x ∈ R,

P

(
Rm,n ≤ x,

n+m∑

i=1

ηm,n,i ≥ x

)
= P

(
Ym,n,0 +Hm,n,k +Dm,n,k ≤ x, Ym,n,0 ≥ x

)

≤ P

(
Ym,n,0 +Hm,n,k ≤ x+ αm, Ym,n,0 ≥ x

)
(4.34)

+ P

(
|Dm,n,k| ≥ αm

)
.

For the tail probability P (|Dm,n,k| ≥ αm), by Markov’s inequality and Lemma 4.4, there exists a
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constant γ ∈ (0, 1) such that for all −m < x < m,

P (|Dm,n,k| > αm) ≤ E |Dm,n,k|
αm

=
mδ/2

Vm,n,ρ
E

∣∣∣∣∣

[(
lnW1,n

n
− lnW1,∞

n

)
−
(
lnW2,n

m
− lnW2,∞

m

)]

−
[(

lnW1,k

n
− lnW1,∞

n

)
−
(
lnW2,k

m
− lnW2,∞

m

)] ∣∣∣∣∣

≤ mδ/2

Vm,n,ρ

(
E

∣∣∣∣
lnW1,n

n
− lnW1,∞

n

∣∣∣∣+ E

∣∣∣∣
lnW2,n

m
− lnW2,∞

m

∣∣∣∣

+ E

∣∣∣∣
lnW1,k

n
− lnW1,∞

n

∣∣∣∣+ E

∣∣∣∣
lnW2,k

m
− lnW2,∞

m

∣∣∣∣

)

≤ C1m
(1+δ)/2

(
1

n
γn +

1

m
γn +

1

n
γk +

1

m
γk
)

≤ C2

mδ/2

1

1 + |x|2+δ
. (4.35)

Next, we give an estimation for the first term at the right-hand side of (4.34). Let

Gm,n,k(x) = P (Ym,n,k ≤ x) and vk(ds, dt) = P

(
Ỹm,n,k ∈ ds,Hm,n,k ∈ dt

)
.

Since Ym,n,k and (Ỹm,n,k,Hm,n,k) are independent, we have

P

(
Ym,n,0 +Hm,n,k ≤ x+ αm, Ym,n,0 ≥ x

)

= P

(
Ym,n,k + Ỹm,n,k +Hm,n,k ≤ x+ αm, Ym,n,k + Ỹm,n,k ≥ x

)

=

∫ ∫
P (Ym,n,k + s+ t ≤ x+ αm, Ym,n,k + s ≥ x) vk(ds, dt)

=

∫ ∫
1{t≤αm}

(
Gm,n,k (x− s− t+ αm)−Gm,n,k(x− s)

)
vk(ds, dt). (4.36)

Denote C2
m,n,k = Var(Ym,n,k), then it holds Cm,n,k = 1 +O(k/n) → 1 as m→∞. By Lemma 4.1, we
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obtain for all x ∈ R,

∣∣∣∣P
(
Ym,n,k

Cm,n,k
≤ x

Cm,n,k

)
− Φ

(
x

Cm,n,k

)∣∣∣∣

≤ C1

1 + |x/Cm,n,k|2+δ




m∑

j=k+1

E

∣∣∣∣
ηm,n,i

Cm,n,k
+

ηm,n,n+i

Cm,n,k

∣∣∣∣
2+δ

+

n∑

i=m+1

E

∣∣∣∣
ηm,n,i

Cm,n,k

∣∣∣∣
2+δ



≤ C2

1 + |x|2+δ




m∑

j=k+1

E

∣∣∣∣
X2,j−1 − µ2

mVm,n,ρ

∣∣∣∣
2+δ

+

n∑

i=k+1

E

∣∣∣∣
X1,i−1 − µ1

nVm,n,ρ

∣∣∣∣
2+δ



≤ C3

1 + |x|2+δ

(
m

m2+δm−1−δ/2
+

n

n2+δm−1−δ/2

)

≤ C4

mδ/2

1

1 + |x|2+δ
.

By the last inequality, we deduce that for all x ∈ R,

|Gm,n,k(x)− Φ(x)| ≤
∣∣∣∣P
(
Ym,n,k

Cm,n,k
≤ x

Cm,n,k

)
− Φ

(
x

Cm,n,k

)∣∣∣∣+
∣∣∣∣Φ
(

x

Cm,n,k

)
− Φ (x)

∣∣∣∣

≤ C

mδ/2

1

1 + |x|2+δ
+ exp

{
−x2

2

}(
x

Cm,n,k
− x

)

≤ C

mδ/2

1

1 + |x|2+δ
+ C

k

n

1

1 + |x|2+δ

≤ C

mδ/2

1

1 + |x|2+δ
.

Therefore, we have for all x ∈ R,

P

(
Ym,n,0 +Hm,n,k 6 x+ αm, Ym,n,0 > x

)
≤ J1 + J2 + J3, (4.37)

where

J1 =

∫ ∫
1{t6αm} |Φ (x− s− t+ αm)− Φ(x− s)| vk(ds, dt),

J2 =
C

mδ/2

∫ ∫
1{t6αm}

1

1 + |x− s|2+δ
vk(ds, dt)

and

J3 =
C

mδ/2

∫ ∫
1{t6αm}

1

1 + |x− s− t|2+δ
vk(ds, dt).

For J1, by the mean value theorem, we have for all x ∈ R,

1{t6αm} |Φ (x− s− t+ αm)− Φ(x− s)|

≤ C|αm − t| exp
{
−x2

8

}
+ |αm − t|1{|s|≥1+ 1

4
|x|} + |αm − t|1{|t|≥1+ 1

4
|x|}
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and

J1 6 J11 + J12 + J13, (4.38)

where

J11 = C

∫ ∫
|αm − t| exp

{
−x2

8

}
vk(ds, dt),

J12 =

∫ ∫
|αm − t|1{|s|≥1+ 1

4
|x|}vk(ds, dt)

and

J13 =

∫ ∫
|αm − t|1{|t|≥1+ 1

4
|x|}vk(ds, dt).

By Lemma 4.3, it is obvious that for all x ∈ R,

J11 ≤ C1 exp

{
−x2

8

}(
αm + E|Hm,n,k|

)

≤ C2

mδ/2

1

1 + |x|2+δ
. (4.39)

For J12, we have the following estimation for all x ∈ R,

J12 ≤ αmP

(
|Ỹm,n,k| ≥ 1 +

1

4
|x|
)
+ E|Hm,n,k|1{|Ỹm,n,k |≥1+ 1

4
|x|}.

Denote C̃2
m,n,k = Var(Ỹm,n,k), then we have C̃2

m,n,k ≍ 1
mδ/2 . Let δ

′ ∈ (0, δ). By Lemma 4.1, we deduce
that for all x ∈ R,

P

(
|Ỹm,n,k| ≥ 1 +

1

4
|x|
)

= P

(
Ỹm,n,k

C̃m,n,k

≥ 1 + |x|/4
C̃m,n,k

)
+ P

(
Ỹm,n,k

C̃m,n,k

≤ −1 + |x|/4
C̃m,n,k

)

≤ 1− Φ

(
1 + |x|/4
C̃m,n,k

)
+Φ

(
−1 + |x|/4

C̃m,n,k

)

+
C

1 +
∣∣∣1+|x|/4
C̃m,n,k

∣∣∣
2+δ

k∑

i=1

E

∣∣∣
ηm,n,i + ηm,n,n+i

C̃m,n,k

∣∣∣
2+δ

≤ C1

1 + |x|2+δ

1

mδ(2+δ)/4

1

kδ/2

≤ C2

1 + |x|2+δ

1

mδ
(4.40)
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and, by Hölder’s inequality with τ = 1+ δ+δ′

2+2δ−δ′ and ι satisfying 1
τ +

1
ι = 1, it holds for all |x| ≤ Cm1/2,

E|Hm,n,k|1{|Ỹm,n,k |≥1+ 1

4
|x|} ≤

(
E|Hm,n,k|τ

)1/τ
P

(
|Ỹm,n,k| ≥ 1 +

1

4
|x|
)1/ι

≤ C
1

m1/2

(
C1

1 + |x|2+δ

1

mδ

)1/ι

≤ C

mδ/2

1

1 + |x|1+δ′
.

Hence, we have for all |x| ≤ Cm1/2,

J12 ≤ C3

mδ/2

1

1 + |x|1+δ′
.

For J13, we have for all x ∈ R,

J13 ≤ αmP

(
|Hm,n,k| ≥ 1 +

1

4
|x|
)
+ E|Hm,n,k|1{|Hm,n,k |≥1+ 1

4
|x|}.

By Lemma 4.3 with p′ = 1 + δ/2 and Markov’s inequality, we deduce that for all |x| ≤ Cm1/2,

P

(
|Hm,n,k| ≥ 1 +

1

4
|x|
)
≤ 4p

′

1 + |x|p′ E|Hm,n,k|p
′ ≤ C

1 + |x|p′
1

mp′/2

≤ C

1 + |x|2+δ
, (4.41)

and, by Lemma 4.3 with p′′ = 1
2(δ + δ′),

E|Hm,n,k|1{|Hm,n,k |≥1+ 1

4
|x|} ≤

C1

1 + |x|p′′ E|Hm,n,k|1+p′′ ≤ C2

1 + |x|p′′
1

m(1+p′′)/2

≤ C3

mδ/2

1

1 + |x|1+δ′
.

Hence, we have for all |x| ≤ Cm1/2,

J13 ≤ C

mδ/2

1

1 + |x|1+δ′
.

Returning to (4.38), we get for all |x| ≤ Cm1/2,

J1 ≤
C

mδ/2

1

1 + |x|1+δ′
. (4.42)
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Next, we consider J2. By an argument similar to the proof of (4.40), we have for all x ∈ R,

J2 =
C1

mδ/2

∫ ∫
1{t6αm}

1

1 + |x− s|2+δ
vk(ds, dt)

≤ C1

mδ/2

(∫

|s|<1+|x|/2

1

1 + |x− s|2+δ
vk(ds) +

∫

|s|≥1+|x|/2

1

1 + |x− s|2+δ
vk(ds)

)

6
C2

mδ/2

[
1

1 + |x/2|2+δ
+ P

(∣∣∣
Ỹm,n,k

C̃m,n,k

∣∣∣ >
1 + |x|/2
C̃m,n,k

)]

6
C3

mδ/2

1

1 + |x|2+δ
. (4.43)

For J3, by some arguments similar to that of (4.40) and (4.41), we have for all |x| ≤ Cm1/2,

J3 =
C1

mδ/2

∫ ∫
1{t6αm}

1

1 + |x− s− t|2+δ
vk(ds, dt)

≤ C1

mδ/2

(∫ ∫

|s+t|62+|x|/2

1

1 + |x/2|2+δ
vk(ds, dt) +

∫ ∫

|s|>1+|x|/4
vk(ds, dt) +

∫ ∫

|t|>1+|x|/4
vk(ds, dt)

)

≤ C2

mδ/2

[
1

1 + |x/2|2+δ
+ P

(∣∣∣
Ỹm,n,k

C̃m,n,k

∣∣∣ >
1 + |x|/4
C̃m,n,k

)
+ P

(
|Hm,n,k| > 1 +

|x|
4

)]

≤ C3

mδ/2

1

1 + |x|2+δ
. (4.44)

Applying the inequalities (4.42)-(4.44) to (4.37), we get for all |x| ≤ Cm1/2,

P

(
Ym,n,0 +Hm,n,k ≤ x+ αm, Ym,n,0 ≥ x

)
≤ C

mδ/2

1

1 + |x|1+δ′
. (4.45)

Combining (4.34), (4.35) and (4.45) together, we get (4.28) for all |x| ≤ Cm1/2. This completes the
proof of Lemma 4.5. �

4.3. Proof of Theorem 2.2

We are now in a position to end the proof of Theorem 2.2. By Lemma 4.1 and the fact Vm,n,ρ ≍√
m−1 + n−1, we have for all x ∈ R,
∣∣∣∣∣P
( n+m∑

i=1

ηm,n,i ≤ x

)
− Φ(x)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
C1

1 + |x|2+δ

(
m∑

i=1

E|ηm,n,i + ηm,n,n+i|2+δ +

n∑

i=m+1

E|ηm,n,i|2+δ

)

≤ C2

1 + |x|2+δ

m+n∑

i=1

E |ηm,n,i|2+δ

≤ C3

1 + |x|2+δ

(
n

n2+δ ( 1n + 1
m)(2+δ)/2

+
m

m2+δ ( 1n + 1
m )(2+δ)/2

)

≤ C

(m ∧ n)δ/2
1

1 + |x|2+δ
. (4.46)
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Notice that

P (Rm,n ≤ x) = P

(
Rm,n ≤ x,

n+m∑

i=1

ηm,n,i ≤ x
)
+ P

(
Rm,n ≤ x,

n+m∑

i=1

ηm,n,i > x
)

= P

( n+m∑

i=1

ηm,n,i ≤ x
)
− P

(
Rm,n > x,

n+m∑

i=1

ηm,n,i ≤ x
)

+ P

(
Rm,n ≤ x,

n+m∑

i=1

ηm,n,i > x
)
.

Applying (4.46) to the last equality, we deduce that for all x ∈ R,

∣∣∣P (Rm,n ≤ x)− Φ(x)
∣∣∣ ≤ C

(m ∧ n)δ/2
1

1 + |x|2+δ
+ P

(
Rm,n > x,

n+m∑

i=1

ηm,n,i ≤ x
)

+ P

(
Rm,n ≤ x,

n+m∑

i=1

ηm,n,i > x
)
. (4.47)

By Lemma 4.5, it follows that for all x ∈ R,
∣∣∣P (Rm,n ≤ x)− Φ(x)

∣∣∣ ≤ C

(m ∧ n)δ/2
1

1 + |x|1+δ′
. (4.48)

This completes the proof of Theorem 2.2. �

4.4. Preliminary Lemmas for Theorem 2.3

To prove Theorem 2.3, we shall make use of the following lemma (see Theorem 3.1 of Grama et

al. [15]). The lemma shows that conditions A3 and A4 imply the existence of a harmonic moment of
positive order α > 0.

Lemma 4.6. Assume that conditions A3 and A4 are satisfied. There exists a constants a0 > 0 such

that for all α ∈ (0, a0), the following inequalities hold

EW−α
1,∞ + EW−α

2,∞ <∞ (4.49)

and

sup
n∈N

(
EW−α

1,n + EW−α
2,n

)
<∞. (4.50)

Proof. We give an alternative proof for Theorem 3.1 of Grama et al. [15]. Let i = 1, 2. By the fact
that

W−α
i,∞ =

1

Γ (α)

∫ ∞

0
e−tWi,∞tα−1dt,

we have

EW−α
i,∞ =

1

Γ (α)

∫ ∞

0
φi(t)t

α−1dt

=
1

Γ (α)

(∫ 1

0
φi(t)t

α−1dt+

∫ ∞

1
φi(t)t

α−1dt

)
, (4.51)
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where Γ is the gamma function. For the first term in the above bracket, since 0 ≤ φi(t) ≤ 1 (t ≥ 0),
then we have for all a0 > 0,

∫ 1

0
φi(t)t

a0−1dt ≤ C

∫ 1

0
ta0−1dt <∞. (4.52)

For the second term, it is necessary to prove that there exists a positive constant a0 such that for all
t > 0,

φi(t) ≤
C

1 + ta0
. (4.53)

Next, we use the method of Grama et al. [16] to complete the proof of (4.53). Let Yi,n,K be defined in
(4.13). By (4.15), we have for all t > 0,

φi(t) ≤ qi,n,KEφi(Yi,n,Kt) + P

( t

Πi,n
< tK

)
. (4.54)

Let p ∈ (1, 2]. By (4.13), we have

qi,n,KEỸ −a
i,n,K = E


Πa

i,n

n−1∏

j=0

(p1(ξi,j) + (1− p1(ξi,j))βK)


+

1

K
EΠa

i,n

+
1

K
E


Πa

i,n(ξi)
∞∑

k=0

Πa
i,k+1(T

nξi)

Πp−1
i,k (T nξi)


m

(p)
i,k (T

nξi)

mp
i,k (T

nξi)




 .

Since Πi,n(ξi) is independent of Πi,k+1(T
nξi) and Πi,k(T

nξi) under P for any k ≥ 0,

qi,n,KEỸ −a
i,n,K = E


Πa

i,n

n−1∏

j=0

(
p1(ξi,j) + (1− p1(ξi,j))βK

)



+
1

K
EΠa

i,n E


1 +

∞∑

k=0

Πa
i,k+1(T

nξi)

Πp−1
i,k (T nξi)


m

(p)
i,k (T

nξi)

mp
i,k (T

nξi)






= E

n−1∏

j=0

[
ma

i,j (p1(ξi,j) + (1− p1(ξi,j))βK)
]

+
1

K
EΠa

i,n E


1 +

∞∑

k=0

Πa
i,k+1(T

nξi)

Πp−1
i,k (T nξi)


m

(p)
i,k (T nξi)

mp
i,k (T

nξi)






=
{
E
[
ma

i,0 (p1(ξi,0) + (1− p1(ξi,0))βK)
] }n

+
(Ema

i,0)
n

K

[
1 +

1

1− Em
a−(p−1)
i,0

E

(ma
i,0m

(p)
i,0

mp
i,0

)]
. (4.55)

Thus, it follows from the dominated convergence theorem and (4.55) that

qi,n,KEỸ −a
i,n,K

a↓0−→ qi,n,K
n→∞−→ 1

K
(1 + C)

K→∞−→ 0.
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Then, we take n0,K0 and a0 ∈ (0, λ0) small enough such that qi,n0,K0
EỸ −a0

i,n0,K0
< 1. By (4.54) and

Markov’s inequality, we can get

φi(t) ≤ qi,n0,K0
Eφ(Ỹi,n0,K0

t) + P

( t

Πi,n0

< tK0

)

≤ qi,n0,K0
Eφ(Ỹi,n0,K0

t) +
Cn0,K0

ta0
. (4.56)

Notice that 0 ≤ φi(t) ≤ 1 (t > 0). Finally, by (4.56) and Lemma 4.1 in [19], we have for all t > 0,

φi(t) ≤
C

1 + ta0
.

Let 0 < α < a0, we have ∫ ∞

1
φi(t)t

α−1dt ≤ C

∫ ∞

1
tα−a0−1dt <∞. (4.57)

By (4.51), (4.52) and (4.57), inequality (4.49) holds.
It remains to prove (4.50) now. Since x 7→ x−α (α > 0, x > 0) is a non-negative convex function.

Then by Lemma 2.1 in [17], we have

sup
n∈N

EW−α
i,n = EW−α

i,∞ <∞.

This completes the proof of Lemma 4.6. �

Under conditions A3 and A4, we have the following counterpart of Lemma 4.5.

Lemma 4.7. Assume that conditions A3 and A4 are satisfied. Then for all |x| ≤
√

ln(m ∧ n),

P

(
Rm,n ≤ x,

n+m∑

i=1

ηm,n,i ≥ x

)
≤ C

1 + x2√
m ∧ n

exp
{
− 1

2
x2
}

(4.58)

and

P

(
Rm,n ≥ x,

n+m∑

i=1

ηm,n,i ≤ x

)
≤ C

1 + x2√
m ∧ n

exp
{
− 1

2
x2
}
. (4.59)

Proof. As conditionsA3 andA4 together implies conditionsA1 andA2, when |x| ≤ 1, the inequalities
(4.58) and (4.59) are simple consequences of Lemma 4.5. Thus we only need to prove the inequalities
(4.58) and (4.59) for all 1 ≤ |x| ≤

√
ln(m ∧ n). In the sequel, we only give a proof for inequality (4.58)

with 1 ≤ |x| ≤
√

ln(m ∧ n), as inequality (4.59) with 1 ≤ |x| ≤
√

ln(m ∧ n) can be proved in the same
way.

Without loss of generality, we may assume that m ≤ n. Recall the notations Ym,n,k, Ỹm,n,k, Hm,n,k

and Dm,n,k defined in the proof of Lemma 4.5. Set αm = m−1/2 and k = [m1/2 ]. From (4.34), it holds
for all x ∈ R,

P

(
Rm,n ≤ x,

n+m∑

i=1

ηm,n,i ≥ x
)
≤ P

(
Ym,n,0 +Hm,n,k ≤ x+ αm, Ym,n,0 ≥ x

)
(4.60)

+ P

(
|Dm,n,k| ≥ αm

)
.
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For P (|Dm,n,k| ≥ αm), by an argument similar to (4.35), we have for all 1 ≤ |x| ≤
√
lnm,

P (|Dm,n,k| > αm) ≤ C
x2√
m

exp
{
− 1

2
x2
}
. (4.61)

Next, we give an estimation for the first term of bound (4.60). Recall the notations Gm,n,k(x), vk(ds, dt)
and C2

m,n,k defined in the proof of Lemma 4.5, then we have

P (Ym,n,0 +Hm,n,k ≤ x+ αm, Ym,n,0 ≥ x)

=

∫ ∫
1{t≤αm}

(
Gm,n,k (x− s− t+ αm)−Gm,n,k(x− s)

)
vk(ds, dt)

and Cm,n,k = 1 + O(1/
√
m) → 1 as m → ∞. Using Cramér’s moderate deviations (for |x| ≤ m1/6)

and Bernstein’s inequality (for |x| > m1/6) for independent random variables, we have the following
non-uniform Berry-Esseen’s bound: for all x ∈ R,

∣∣∣∣P
(
Ym,n,k

Cm,n,k
≤ x

Cm,n,k

)
− Φ

(
x

Cm,n,k

)∣∣∣∣

≤ C1 exp

{
− x2

2(1 + C√
m
|x|)

}(
1 +

( |x|
Cm,n,k

)2
)(

m∑

j=k+1

E

∣∣∣∣
ηm,n,i

Cm,n,k
+

ηm,n,n+i

Cm,n,k

∣∣∣∣
3

+
n∑

i=m+1

E

∣∣∣∣
ηm,n,i

Cm,n,k

∣∣∣∣
3
)

≤ C2
1 + |x|2√

m
exp

{
− x2

2
(
1 + C√

m
|x|
)
}
.

By the last inequality, we deduce that for all x ∈ R,

|Gm,n,k(x)− Φ(x)| ≤
∣∣∣∣P
(
Ym,n,k

Cm,n,k
≤ x

Cm,n,k

)
− Φ

(
x

Cm,n,k

)∣∣∣∣+
∣∣∣∣Φ
(

x

Cm,n,k

)
− Φ (x)

∣∣∣∣

≤ C2
1 + x2√

m
exp

{
− x2

2
(
1 + C√

m
|x|
)
}
+ exp

{
− x2

2C2
m,n,k

} ∣∣∣∣
x

Cm,n,ρ
− x

∣∣∣∣

≤ C2
1 + x2√

m
exp

{
− x2

2
(
1 + C√

m
|x|
)
}
+ C3

|x|√
m

exp

{
− x2

2C2
m,n,k

}

≤ C4
1 + x2√

m
exp

{
− x2

2
(
1 + C√

m
|x|
)
}
.

Therefore, we have for all x ∈ R,

P (Ym,n,0 +Hm,n,k 6 x+ αm, Ym,n,0 > x) ≤ J1 + J2 + J3, (4.62)

where

J1 =

∫ ∫
1{t6αm}

∣∣∣Φ (x− s− t+ αm)− Φ(x− s)
∣∣∣vk(ds, dt),

J2 = C

∫ ∫
1{t6αm}

1 + |x− s|2√
m

exp

{
− (x− s)2

2
(
1 + C√

m
|x− s|

)
}
vk(ds, dt)

24



and

J3 = C

∫ ∫
1{t6αm}

1 + |x− s− t|2√
m

exp

{
− (x− s− t)2

2
(
1 + C√

m
|x− s− t|

)
}
vk(ds, dt).

Denote C̃2
m,n,k = Var(Ỹm,n,k), then it holds C̃2

m,n,k = O(1/
√
m) as m → ∞. For the upper bound of

J1, by the mean value theorem, we have for all 1 ≤ |x| ≤
√
lnm,

1{t6αm} |Φ (x− s− t+ αm)− Φ(x− s)| ≤ C|αm − t| exp
{
− x2

2
(
1 + C√

m
|x|
)
}

+
∣∣∣αm − t

∣∣∣1{|s|≥ 2|x|C̃m,n,k} +
∣∣∣αm − t

∣∣∣1{|t|≥C0|x|C̃m,n,k},

which leads to

J1 6 J11 + J12 + J13, (4.63)

where

J11 = C

∫ ∫
|αm − t| exp

{
− x2

2
(
1 + C√

m
|x|
)
}
vk(ds, dt),

J12 =

∫ ∫
|αm − t|1{|s|≥ 2|x|C̃m,n,k}vk(ds, dt)

and

J13 =

∫ ∫
|αm − t|1{|t|≥C0|x|C̃m,n,k}vk(ds, dt).

By Lemma 4.3, it is obvious that for all 1 ≤ |x| ≤
√
lnm,

J11 ≤ C1

(
αm + E|Hm,n,k|

)
exp

{
− x2

2
(
1 + C√

m
|x|
)
}

≤ C2√
m

exp

{
− x2

2
(
1 + C√

m
|x|
)
}
.

For J12, we have the following estimation for all 1 ≤ |x| ≤
√
lnm,

J12 ≤ αmP

(
|Ỹm,n,k| ≥ 2|x|C̃m,n,k

)
+ E|Hm,n,k|1{|Ỹm,n,k|≥2|x|C̃m,n,k}.

By Bernstein’s inequality, we deduce that for all x ∈ R,

P

(
|Ỹm,n,k| ≥ 2|x|C̃m,n,k

)
= P

(
Ỹm,n,k

C̃m,n,k

≥ 2|x|
)

+ P

(
Ỹm,n,k

C̃m,n,k

≤ −2|x|
)

≤ 2 exp

{
− (2x)2

2
(
1 + C√

m
|x|
)
}
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and, by Cauchy-Schwarz’s inequality,

E|Hm,n,k|1{|Ỹm,n,k |≥2|x|C̃m,n,k} ≤
(
E|Hm,n,k|2

)1/2
P

(
|Ỹm,n,k| ≥ 2|x|C̃m,n,k

)1/2

≤ C√
m

(
2 exp

{
− (2x)2

2
(
1 + C√

m
|x|
)
})1/2

≤ C1√
m

exp

{
− x2

2
(
1 + C√

m
|x|
)
}
.

Hence, we have for all 1 ≤ |x| ≤
√
lnm,

J12 ≤ C√
m

exp

{
− x2

2
(
1 + C√

m
|x|
)
}
.

For J13, we have for all 1 ≤ |x| ≤
√
lnm,

J13 ≤ αmP

(
|Hm,n,k| ≥ C0|x|C̃m,n,k

)
+ E

[
|Hm,n,k|1{|Hm,n,k |≥C0|x|C̃m,n,k}

]
.

Notice that Vm,n,ρ ≍ 1√
m

and C̃m,n,k ≍ 1
m1/4 . It is easy to see that for all 1 ≤ |x| ≤

√
lnm,

P

(
|Hm,n,k| ≥ C0|x|C̃m,n,k

)
≤ P

(∣∣∣
lnW1,k

nVm,n,ρ

∣∣∣ ≥ 1

2
C0|x|C̃m,n,k

)
+ P

(∣∣∣
lnW2,k

mVm,n,ρ

∣∣∣ ≥ 1

2
C0|x|C̃m,n,k

)

≤ T1 + T2.

By Lemma 4.6 and Markov’s inequality, we have for all 1 ≤ |x| ≤
√
lnm,

T1 ≤ P

(
lnW1,k

nVm,n,ρ
≥ 1

2
C0|x|C̃m,n,k

)
+ P

(
lnW1,k

nVm,n,ρ
≤ −1

2
C0|x|C̃m,n,k

)

≤ P

(
W1,k ≥ exp{1

2
C0|x|nVm,n,ρC̃m,n,k}

)
+ P

(
W−1

1,k ≥ exp{1
2
C0|x|nVm,n,ρC̃m,n,k}

)

≤ E[W1,k] exp

{
− 1

2
C0|x|nVm,n,ρC̃m,n,k

}
+ E[W−α

1,k ] exp

{
− 1

2
αC0|x|nVm,n,ρC̃m,n,k

}

≤ C exp

{
− 1

2
x2
}
,

with C0 lager enough. Similarly, we have for all 1 ≤ |x| ≤
√
lnm,

T2 ≤ C exp

{
− 1

2
x2
}
.

Hence, we get for all 1 ≤ |x| ≤
√
lnm,

P

(
|Hm,n,k| ≥ C0|x|C̃m,n,k

)
≤ C exp

{
− 1

2
x2
}
.
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Clearly, by Lemma 4.6 and the inequality | lnx|2 ≤ Cα(x+ x−α) for all α, x > 0, it holds

E|Hm,n,k|2 ≤
C1

m

(
EW1,k + EW−α

1,k + EW2,k + EW−α
2,k

)
≤ C2

m
.

By Markov’s inequality and Cauchy-Schwarz’s inequality, we deduce that for all 1 ≤ |x| ≤
√
lnm,

E

[
|Hm,n,k|1{|Hm,n,k|≥C0|x|C̃m,n,k}

]
≤ E

[
|Hm,n,k|1{W1,k≥exp{ 1

2
C0|x|nVm,n,ρC̃m,n,k}}

]

+ E

[
|Hm,n,k|1{W2,k≥exp{ 1

2
C0|x|mVm,n,ρC̃m,n,k}}

]

+ E

[
|Hm,n,k|1{W−1

1,k≥exp{ 1

2
C0|x|nVm,n,ρC̃m,n,k}}

]

+ E

[
|Hm,n,k|1{W−1

2,k≥exp{ 1

2
C0|x|mVm,n,ρC̃m,n,k}}

]

≤ exp

{
− 1

4
C0|x|nVm,n,ρC̃m,n,k

}
E[W

1/2
1,k |Hm,n,k|]

+ exp

{
− 1

4
C0|x|mVm,n,ρC̃m,n,k

}
E[W

1/2
2,k |Hm,n,k|]

+ exp

{
− 1

4
αC0|x|nVm,n,ρC̃m,n,k

}
E[W

−α/2
1,k |Hm,n,k|]

+ exp

{
− 1

4
αC0|x|mVm,n,ρC̃m,n,k

}
E[W

−α/2
2,k |Hm,n,k|]

≤ exp

{
− 1

4
C0|x|nVm,n,ρC̃m,n,k

}
(EW1,k)

1/2(E|Hm,n,k|2)1/2

+exp

{
− 1

4
C0|x|mVm,n,ρC̃m,n,k

}
(EW2,k)

1/2(E|Hm,n,k|2)1/2

+exp

{
− 1

4
αC0|x|nVm,n,ρC̃m,n,k

}
(EW−α

1,k )
1/2(E|Hm,n,k|2)1/2

+exp

{
− 1

4
αC0|x|mVm,n,ρC̃m,n,k

}
(EW−α

2,k )
1/2(E|Hm,n,k|2)1/2

≤ C√
m

exp

{
− 1

2
x2
}
,

with C0 lager enough. Hence, we have for all 1 ≤ |x| ≤
√
lnm,

J13 ≤ C√
m

exp
{
− 1

2
x2
}
.

Returning to (4.63), we get for all 1 ≤ |x| ≤
√
lnm,

J1 ≤
C√
m

exp

{
− x2

2
(
1 + C√

m
|x|
)
}
. (4.64)
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For J2, by an argument similar to the proof of (4.64), we have for all 1 ≤ |x| ≤
√
lnm,

J2 = C1

∫ ∫
1{t6αm}

1 + |x− s|2√
m

exp

{
− (x− s)2

2
(
1 + C2√

m
|x− s|

)
}
vk(ds, dt)

≤ C3√
m

(∫

|s|≤|x|C̃m,n,k

(1 + x2) exp

{
− x2

2
(
1 + C4√

m
|x|
)
}
vk(ds) +

∫

|s|>|x|C̃m,n,k

(1 + x2)vk(ds)

)

6
C3√
m

[
(1 + x2) exp

{
− x2

2
(
1 + C4√

m
|x|
)
}
+ P

(∣∣∣
Ỹm,n,k

C̃m,n,k

∣∣∣ > |x|
)]

6
C√
m
(1 + x2) exp

{
− x2

2
(
1 + C√

m
|x|
)
}
. (4.65)

Similarly, for J3, we have for all 1 ≤ |x| ≤
√
lnm,

J3 = C1

∫ ∫
1{t6αm}

1 + |x− s− t|2√
m

exp

{
− (x− s− t)2

2
(
1 + C√

m
|x− s− t|

)
}
vk(ds, dt)

≤ C2√
m

(∫ ∫
(1 + x2) exp

{
− x2

2
(
1 + C√

m
|x|
)
}
vk(ds, dt) +

∫ ∫

|s|>|x|C̃m,n,k

vk(ds, dt)

+

∫ ∫

|t|>C0|x|C̃m,n,k

vk(ds, dt)

)

≤ C2√
m

(
(1 + x2) exp

{
− x2

2
(
1 + C√

m
|x|
)
}
+ P

(∣∣∣
Ỹm,n,k

C̃m,n,k

∣∣∣ > |x|
)
+ P

(
|Hm,n,k| > C0|x|C̃m,n,k

))

≤ C4√
m
(1 + x2) exp

{
− x2

2
(
1 + C√

m
|x|
)
}
. (4.66)

Applying the inequalities (4.64)-(4.66) to (4.62), we get for all 1 ≤ |x| ≤
√
lnm,

P

(
Ym,n,0 +Hm,n,k ≤ x+ αm, Ym,n,0 ≥ x

)
≤ C1√

m
(1 + x2) exp

{
− x2

2
(
1 + C√

m
|x|
)
}

≤ C1√
m
(1 + x2)(1 +

C2√
m
|x|3) exp

{
− x2

2

}

≤ C3√
m
(1 + x2) exp

{
− x2

2

}
. (4.67)

Combining (4.60), (4.61) and (4.67) together, we get (4.58) for all 1 ≤ |x| ≤
√
lnm. This completes

the proof of Lemma 4.7. �

4.5. Proof of Theorem 2.3

We give a proof of Theorem 2.3 for the case of
P(Rm,n≥x)
1−Φ(x) , x ≥ 0. Thanks to the symmetry between

m and n, the case of
P(−Rm,n≥x)

Φ(−x) can be proved in the similar way. To prove Theorem 2.3, we start
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with the proofs of Lemmas 4.8 and 4.9, and conclude Theorem 2.3 by combining Lemmas 4.8 and 4.9
together. To avoid trivial case, we assume that m ∧ n ≥ 2.

The following lemma gives the upper bound of Theorem 2.3.

Lemma 4.8. Assume that conditions A3 and A4 are satisfied. Then it holds for all 0 ≤ x ≤
c
√
m ∧ n,

ln
P
(
Rm,n ≥ x

)

1− Φ(x)
≤ C

1 + x3√
m ∧ n

. (4.68)

Proof. First, we consider the the case 0 ≤ x ≤
√

ln(m ∧ n). Notice that

P

(
Rm,n ≥ x

)
= P

(
Rm,n ≥ x,

n+m∑

i=1

ηm,n,i ≥ x
)
+ P

(
Rm,n ≥ x,

n+m∑

i=1

ηm,n,i < x
)

≤ P

( n+m∑

i=1

ηm,n,i ≥ x
)
+ P

(
Rm,n ≥ x,

n+m∑

i=1

ηm,n,i < x
)
.

Applying Cramér’s moderate deviations for independent random variables (cf. inequality (1) in [10])
to the last equality, we deduce that for all 0 ≤ x ≤ c

√
m ∧ n,

P

(
Rm,n ≥ x

)
≤

(
1− Φ(x)

)(
1 +C

1 + x3√
m ∧ n

)
+ P

(
Rm,n ≥ x,

n+m∑

i=1

ηm,n,i < x

)
.

By Lemma 4.7 and (4.33), it follows that for all 0 ≤ x ≤
√

ln(m ∧ n),

P

(
Rm,n ≥ x

)
≤
(
1− Φ(x)

)(
1 + C

1 + x3√
m ∧ n

)
.

By the last inequality and the inequality 1 + x ≤ ex, we get (4.68) for all 0 ≤ x ≤
√

ln(m ∧ n).
Next, we consider the case

√
ln(m ∧ n) ≤ x ≤ c

√
m ∧ n. Clearly, it holds for all x ∈ R,

P

(
Rm,n ≥ x

)
= P

( n+m∑

i=1

ηm,n,i +
lnW1,n

nVm,n,ρ
− lnW2,m

mVm,n,ρ
≥ x

)

≤ I1 + I2 + I3, (4.69)

where

I1 = P

(
n+m∑

i=1

ηm,n,i ≥ x

(
1− ( 1n + 1

mα )x

Vm,n,ρ

))
,

I2 = P

(
lnW1,n

nVm,n,ρ
≥ x2

nVm,n,ρ

)
and I3 = P

(
− lnW2,m

mVm,n,ρ
≥ x2

mαVm,n,ρ

)

with α given by Lemma 4.6. Next, we give some estimations for I1, I2 and I3. By condition A3,∑n+m
i=1 ηm,n,i is a sum of independent random variables with finite moment generating functions. By
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Cramér’s moderate deviations for independent random variables (cf. [10]), we obtain for all 1 ≤ x ≤
c
√
m ∧ n,

I1 ≤
(
1− Φ

(
x(1− ( 1n + 1

mα )x

Vm,n,ρ
)
))

exp

{
C√

m+ n

(
x(1− ( 1n + 1

mα)x

Vm,n,ρ
)
)3}

≤
(
1− Φ

(
x(1− ( 1n + 1

mα )x

Vm,n,ρ
)
))

exp

{
C

x3√
m ∧ n

}
.

Using the inequalities (4.33), we deduce that for all x ≥ 1 and εn ∈ (0, 12 ],

1− Φ (x(1− εn))

1− Φ (x)
= 1 +

∫ x
x(1−εn)

1√
2π
e−t2/2dt

1− Φ (x)
≤ 1 +

1√
2π
e−x2(1−εn)2/2xεn

1√
2π(1+x)

e−x2/2

≤ 1 + Cx2εn exp
{
Cx2εn

}

≤ exp
{
2Cx2εn

}
. (4.70)

Hence, by the fact Vm,n,ρ ≍ 1√
m
, it holds for all 1 ≤ x ≤ c

√
m ∧ n,

I1 ≤
(
1− Φ(x)

)
exp

{
C

x3√
m ∧ n

}
. (4.71)

By Markov’s inequality, it is easy to see that for all x ≥
√

ln(m ∧ n),

I2 = P

(
W1,n ≥ exp

{
x2
})

≤ exp
{
− x2

}
EW1,n = exp

{
− x2

}

≤ C
1 + x√
m ∧ n

(
1− Φ(x)

)
(4.72)

and

I3 = P

(
W2,m ≤ exp

{
− α−1x2

})

≤ exp
{
− x2

}
EW−α

2,m ≤ C exp
{
− x2

}

≤ C
1 + x√
m ∧ n

(
1− Φ(x)

)
. (4.73)

Combining (4.71)-(4.73) together, we obtain for all
√

ln(m ∧ n) ≤ x ≤ c
√
m ∧ n,

P

(
Rm,n ≥ x

)
≤

(
1− Φ(x)

)
exp

{
C1

x3√
m ∧ n

}
+ C2

(1 + x)√
m ∧ n

(
1− Φ(x)

)

≤
(
1− Φ(x)

)
exp

{
C3

x3√
m ∧ n

}
,

which implies the desired inequality for all
√

ln(m ∧ n) ≤ x ≤ c
√
m ∧ n. �

The following lemma gives the lower bound of Theorem 2.3.
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Lemma 4.9. Assume that conditions A3 and A4 are satisfied. Then it holds for all 0 ≤ x ≤
c
√
m ∧ n,

ln
P
(
Rm,n ≥ x

)

1− Φ(x)
≥ −C 1 + x3√

m ∧ n
. (4.74)

Proof. The proof of lower bound is similar to the proof of upper bound. For instance, to prove (4.74)
for all

√
ln(m ∧ n) ≤ x ≤ c

√
m ∧ n, we only need to notice that

P

(
Rm,n ≥ x

)
= P

( n+m∑

i=1

ηm,n,i +
lnW1,n

nVm,n,ρ
− lnW2,m

mVm,n,ρ
≥ x

)

≥ I1 − I2 − I3,

where

I1 = P

(
n+m∑

i=1

ηm,n,i ≥ x

(
1 +

( 1
nα + 1

m)x

Vm,n,ρ

))
,

I2 = P

(
− lnW1,n

nVm,n,ρ
≥ x2

nαVm,n,ρ

)
and I3 = P

(
lnW2,m

mVm,n,ρ
≥ x2

mVm,n,ρ

)

with α given by Lemma 4.6. The remanning of the proof is similar to the argument of Lemma 4.8. �
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