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QUENCHED INVARIANCE PRINCIPLE FOR LONG RANGE RANDOM WALKS
IN BALANCED RANDOM ENVIRONMENTS

XIN CHEN ZHEN-QING CHEN TAKASHI KUMAGAI JIAN WANG

ABsTRACT. We establish via a probabilistic approach the quenched invariance principle for a class of

long range random walks in independent (but not necessarily identically distributed) balanced random

environments, with the transition probability from x to y on average being comparable to |z — y|*(d+°‘)

with a € (0,2]. We use the martingale property to estimate exit time from balls and establish tightness of
the scaled processes, and apply the uniqueness of the martingale problem to identify the limiting process.
When « € (0,1), our approach works even for non-balanced cases. When o = 2, under a diffusive with
the logarithmic perturbation scaling, we show that the limit of scaled processes is a Brownian motion.
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1. INTRODUCTION AND MAIN RESULT

Let (Q,.7,P) be a probability space. We will use E to denote the mathematical expectation taken
under IP. Let Z and Z. denote the set of integers and non-negative integers, respectively. For d > 1, let
7% be the d-dimensional integer lattice, and Z3 := Z< \ {0}, where 0 := (0, --- ,0) is the zero element
in Z (or R?). Here and in what follows, we use := as way of definition. For each fixed w € Q, we
consider a continuous time random walk X“ := (X#¥);>0 on Z% with the infinitesimal generator

£f@) = 3 (flat )= S@) TR e Buad,

2€Z3
where 0 < a < 2 and k(z, z)(w) satisfies the following balanced condition
k(x,2) (W) = Kz, —2)(w) =0 forallz € Z%, 2 € Z¢ and w € Q. (1.1)

In other words, X% is a continuous time Markov process on Z¢ such that conditioned on X =z, X¥
waits an exponentially distributed random amount of time with parameter

M) =) ke, 2)(w)]2] 7

zeZ%

before it jumps to 4 z with probability s(x, 2)(w)|z|~(@®) /X¥(z). When a € (0,2) and x(z, z)(w) is
uniformly elliptic, i.e., there exist (non-random) constants 0 < ¢; < ¢2 < 0o such that ¢; < k(z, 2)(w) <
ey for all z € Z%, 2 € Zg, and w € Q, the process X is called an a-stable-like (balanced but not
necessarily symmetric) random walk in the literature.

If (2, 2)(w) =0 forall w € Q, 2 € Z¢ and 2z € Z? with |z| > 1, then the process X is reduced
into a nearest neighbor random walk in balanced random environments (NNBRW). In particular, a
NNBRW can be viewed as the discrete counterpart corresponding to an R%valued diffusion process in
balanced random environments, which was initially considered by Papanicolaou and Varadhan [13]. The
NNBRW was first introduced by Lawler [12]|, where the quenched invariance principle was established
under some uniformly elliptic condition on the conductance in ergodic environments. Thirty years later,
Guo and Zeitouni [11] proved the quenched invariance principle for NNBRWs under some inverse moment
condition on the conductance in balanced random environments. When the environment is i.i.d., (that
is, {k(7,")},eze are iid. across the sites # € Z<¢ under P,) the quenched invariance principle for
NNBRWs was established by Berger and Deuschel [5] under the so-called “genuinely d-dimensional”
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condition, where the environment is allowed to be degenerate. More recently, under such “genuinely
d-dimensional” condition, Berger, Cohen, Deuschel and Guo [4] obtained some quantitative estimates
for the solution to elliptic equations, as well as the elliptic Harnack inequality. For the NNBRW in time-
dependent balanced environments, the quenched invariance principle has been proven by Deuschel, Guo
and Ramirez in [9], while the quenched local central limit theorem was established by Deuschel and Guo
in [8].

The goal of this paper is to establish the quenched invariance principle for long range random walks in
balanced random environments, i.e., k(x, z)(w) does not vanish when |z| > 1. The following assumption
will be in force in the paper.

Assumption (A0) {k(z,2) : v € Z% 2 € Z4 .} is a sequence of independent non-negative random
variables, where

Zﬂln* ={x= (21, ,2q) e 7% : z;, > 0 for ig =min{l <i<d:z; #0}}.

Note that Z3 = Z‘L* U (—Zjl_,*), and k(zx, z) satisfies the balanced condition (1.1) (i.e. k(z,z2) is
symmetric in z € Zg& for each fixed x € Z4). So k(x,2) on Z? x Z¢ is determined by its values on
74 x 74 .

+ %

We will consider the following assumption when « € (0, 2).

Assumption (A1) Assume a € (0,2) and d > 4 — 2.

(i) There is some constant p > max { 2(djl) @} so that

’ 22—«
sup  E[x(z, 2)P] < co. (1.2)
x€Z%,2€78
(ii) There erists a bounded continuous function K : R x R§ — Ry := [0,00) such that for every
large integer R > 1 and small € € (0,1),
lim sup |E[x(z, 2)] — K(z/n,z/n)| =0, (1.3)
n—00 xEZd,ZEZg:

|z|<nR,en<|z|<n/e
and that the solution to the martingale problem for (£, C2(R%)) is unique, where for f € C2°(RY)

zf(a:)::p.v./]R (f(a:—kz)—f(x))%dz

d
0

(1.4)
K(x,z
= [ (et 2) = @) = VH@) st en) T
(0]
Rd :=R?\ {0}, and p.v. stands for principal value.
Remark 1.1. (i) Condition (1.3) along with the continuity of K (z,z) on R? x RJ implies that
K(Ax,\z) = K(z,2z) for every z,z € R and \ > 0, (1.5)

and if we write z = rf € RJ in spherical coordinates with r = |2| and § = z/|z| € $¢!, then for
every = € RY,

lim K(z,r0) = lim K(x/r,0) = K(0,0).

r—00

In particular, (1.5) says that K(z,z) is uniquely determined by its value on the unit sphere in
R?? and hence K (z, z) is bounded on R% x R,
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(ii) Observe that conditions (1.1) and (1.3) along with the continuity of K (x,2) on R? x R¢ imply
that K (z,z) is balanced in the sense that
K(z,2) = K(z,—2) forallz € R 2 € RY. (1.6)
Moreover, by (1.2), (1.3) and the continuity of K (x, ) on RY x Rg,

sup  K(z,z) < sup Ek(z,z2).
z€R? zeRY €29 278

Note also that here we only assume the uniqueness of the martingale problem for (£, C?(R%)),
since the boundedness and the continuity of K(x,2) on R? x R ensure that the existence of
the martingale problem for (£,C2(RY)); see [2, Theorem 4.1]. Some sufficient conditions for
the uniqueness of the solution to the martingale problem for £ defined by (1.4) are known; for
example, when K (-,-) satisfies 0 < K1 < K(z,2) < Ky < oo for all z € R? and 2z € R@, and

fol r~ g (r) dr < oo, where

Vi (r) = sup K (z,2) — K(y,2)|,
z€RZ,z,yeR? with |z—y|<r

see |2, Theorem 1.2|, |7, Theorem 4.6] and [14, Theorem 1.3| for related work.

We need the following assumption instead of Assumption (A1) when o = 2.

Assumption (A2) Assume o =2 and d > 1.
(i) There are some constants ¢, > 0 and n € (1,2) such that

sup  E[exp (cuk(z, 2)7)] < oc. (1.7)
€2 273

(i) There is a constant matriz A := (a;j)1<i j<d S0 that for every R >1 and 1 < 1i,j < d,

. 1 ziziE[k(nz, 2)]
lim sup _— DA ay| = 0. (1.8)
N0 pen—17d:|¢|<R log(1 +n) zEZ%;an ‘Z’d+2 ]
For every n > 1 and t > 0, let
o . N X%, a € (0,2),
t =N, -1 _
X0 flog(na1) =2

For any T" > 0, denote by P¥ (for simplicity we omit 7" in the notation) the distribution of X% :=
(X#)o<t<T on the Skorohod space Z([0,T]; R?) with initial starting point = € Z4, and denote by P5"
the distribution of X“" := (X;"")o<i<r on 2(]0,T]; R?) starting at x € n~1Z4.

Theorem 1.2. (i) Suppose that o € (0,2), and that Assumptions (AO) and (A1) hold. Then for
every T > 0 and a.s. w € Q, Py" converges weakly to Po on 2([0,T); RY), where Pg is the
distribution of the unique solution to the martingale problem for (£,C?(R%)) defined by (1.4)
starting at 0.

(ii) Suppose that o = 2, and that Assumptions (AO) and (A2) hold. Then for every T' > 0 and a.s.
w € Q, Py" converges weakly to Pg on 2([0,T);R?), where Pq is the distribution of Brownian
motion starting at 0 with a deterministic non-negative definite covariance matriz A.

We have the following sufficient condition for (1.8) in Assumption (A2)(ii).

Proposition 1.3. Suppose that « = 2, d > 1 and superd7ZeZgE[/<;(x,z)] < oo. If there exists a
bounded and continuous function K : ]Rg — Ry such that for every integer R > 1 and e € (0, 1),

lim sup |E[s(z, 2)] — K(z/n)| =0, (1.9)
n—00 acEn*lZd,ZEnleg

|z|<nR,nE <2 <n
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.8) holds with

Ai5 = K(G)HZHJ d@,

Sd—1

where ST = {z € R : |z| = 1} and df is the standard Lebesgue surface measure on S,

Remark 1.4. (i) Just as that in Remark 1.1, condition (1.9) together with the continuity of the

(i)

(iii)

(iv)

function K (z) on RY implies that K (2) is a homogenous function of degree 0; that is,
K(z) = K(z/|z]) for every z € R{.

To the best of our knowledge, all the existing literature including references [4, 5, 8, 9, 11, 12]
quoted above are concerned with nearest neighbor random walks in balanced random environ-
ments. This is the first paper to investigate the quenched invariance principle for long range
random walks in balanced random environments. The reader is referred to [6] for the correspond-
ing work on random conductance models with (symmetric) a-stable-like jumps. Compared with
assumptions in [4, 5, 8, 9, 11, 12|, our method can be applied to non-ergodic environments since
{k(z,2)(w) :x € Z% 2 € Zi7*,w € Q} are not required to be identically distributed.

The essential character of long range random walk in the present paper is that, the probability
of jump from z to ¥ is of the order |z —y|~%~® with some a € (0,2]. In particular, this indicates
that the second moment of the process X is infinite. Therefore, we can not expect the scaling
process to be a Brownian motion, or can not take the diffusive scaling to study the invariance
principle. Note that, when a € (0,2), |z — y|~%® is a typical transition density for a-stable
random walk on Z%. So, in this case it is natural to adopt the a-stable scaling and expect the
limit process to be a stable-like process. Also due to this observation, the average of the sum
for k(z,z) in large scale, which converges to E[x(z, z)] by the Borel-Cantelli arguments under
the independent property of k(z,z) and some moments conditions on k(z,z), will be directly
involved into the jumping kernel of limit process. The case that o = 2 is distinct from « € (0, 2).
However, by the similar method for o € (0,2), it holds that with proper scaling (which is not
the diffusive scaling) the limit process is a Brownian motion, whose coefficients are determined
by E[k(x, z)] as well. We should emphasize that the framework for ae > 2 is completely different.
Roughly speaking, when o > 2 the second moment of the process X is finite. Even it is believed
that by taking the diffusion scaling the limit process should be a Brownian motion, we do not
know how to prove it in general. See Subsection 4.2 for more remarks.

In order to establish the quenched invariance principle and related results for NNBRWs in
either ergodic environments or i.i.d. environments, some analytic tools, in particular the so-
called Aleksandrov-Bakelman-Pucci (ABP) type estimates, play a crucial role; see [4, 5, 8, 9, 11,
12]. However, for the non-symmetric a-stable-like operator £ defined by (1.4), the ABP type
estimates are still unknown except for a very special class of coefficients K (z,z), see [10] for
more details. In this paper, we use a probabilistic approach to tackle the quenched invariant
principle. This approach is completely different from those in the above mentioned papers.
We believe that our paper provides another reasonable approach to study quenched invariance
principle for random walks in balanced random environments. In particular, our approach can
efficiently handle the o = 2 case, which is of interest in its own.

We emphasize that, unlike random conductance models as considered in [6, Theorem 1.1], in this
paper we do not require the inverse moment condition such as SUDyezd ce7d E[k(z,2)77 < o0
for some ¢ > 0. Some kind of non-degenerate condition is partly implied by the uniqueness
assumption of the martingale problem for (£,C?(R%)) of (1.4). For instance, all the literature
we know concerning the uniqueness of the martingale problem for the non-local operator £
defined by (1.4) are proved under some kind of non-degeneracy of the associated coefficients.
In particular, the uniqueness of the martingale problem for the operator £ defined by (1.4)
along with (1.3) could indicate non-degeneracy of the function x +— UM, g4 with |2/—o Elx(z, 2)].
Moreover, we do not need to assume the balanced condition (1.1) for 0 < a < 1; see Subsection
2.2 below.
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(vi) By (1.3) and the continuity of K(z,z), it is easy to verify that K(x,z) = K(sz,sz) for every
z € RY 2 € Rg and s > 0, which imply that the process (Y;);>0 whose distribution is the
unique solution to the martingale problem for (£, C2(R%)) on 2(]0,00); R%) as in Theorem 1.2
(i) satisfies the following scaling property

d
(AYy-ay)i=0 = (Y)t=0, A >0.

Here < means the distribution of two processes are the same. Moreover, the limiting operator £
defined by (1.4) may not be symmetric with respect to the Lebesgue measure, which is different
from the behavior of NNBRWs studied in [4, 5, 8, 9, 11, 12|. This non-symmetry nature of the
limit operator £ is due to the fact that {s(z,2)(w) : # € Z%, 2z € Z% ,,w € Q} may not be
identically distributed.

(vii) By the proof below, we see that the conclusion of Theorem 1.2 (ii) holds true if the condition
(1.8) is replaced by the following

1 Z zizjElk(nz, z))

lim sup m ‘Z’d+2 - (LZJ(:E) =0 (110)

N0 pen—174:|z|<R

2€Z3:|z|<n

for all integer R > 1 and 1 < 4,5 < d, where a;j(x) : R? — R is a bounded and continuous
function. It further follows from (1.10) and the continuity of a;; that

aij(sx) = ai;(x) for every z € R? and s > 0.

In particular, for any x € R%, a;;(x) = lims_a;;(sz) = a;;(0); that is, a; j(z) is a constant
function. Hence, (1.10) is essentially equivalent to (1.8).
(viii) Note that by (1.8), for every £ = (&,--- ,&;) € R? and = € Z¢, it holds that

d

. 1 &i€jziz; B )]
Z a5 = ,}gﬂgom Z Z ’ ;|d+2

i,j=1 2€ZE:|z|<ntI=1

L 1 E[x(z, 2)]
R TP (Z@Z’Z> S >0

z€Z&:|z|<n \1=1

(1.11)

This immediately implies that A = (a;j)1<i j<4 is non-negative definite. Furthermore, by (1.8)
and (1.11), it is not difficult to verify that if liminf|,_, E[x(z, 2)] > 0 for every x € Z%, then
Zf =1 @ij&&; > 0 for every non-zero § € R, and so A is non-degenerate. Similarly, if the

function K : R§ — R, in Proposition 1.3 satisfies that K (6p) > 0 for some 6y € S?~!, then A
is also non-degenerate. Indeed, by the continuity of K, there exists an open neighborhood of
U c S%! containing #y such that infgcry K (9) > 0. On the other hand, for any non-zero & € R?,
we can find an open subset Uy C U satisfying that infgers, |(€,6)] > 0, where (&, 0) := Z?:l &ib;.
Therefore, by Proposition 1.3,

d

> aijki&; = /S L KO 0)[*do > /U K(@O)I{0)7do > inf (K@) 0)) / do > 0.

i,j=1 Uo

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In the next section, we consider a deterministic
environment and establish the invariance principle for long range balanced random walks. The main
result for a € (0,2) is Theorem 2.4. Our approach is based on the tail probability estimates for the
exit time of stable-like balanced random walks and the martingale method. When « € (0, 1), we can
get rid of the balanced condition (1.1) with some slight modifications of the proof of Theorem 2.4; see
Theorem 2.6. When a = 2, the main idea of the proof for Theorem 2.4 still works; see Theorem 2.7.
Section 3 is devoted to the proofs of Theorem 1.2 and Proposition 1.3. Some extensions and remarks of
our main results are given in the last section.
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2. INVARIANCE PRINCIPLE FOR LONG RANGE BALANCED RANDOM WALKS

In this section, we fix the environment w in {x(x, z)(w) : =,z € Z%}; in other words, we consider a
deterministic environment and discuss the invariance principle for its corresponding purely discontinuous
Markov process on Z¢.

Let X := (X;)i>0 be a Markov process on 7 associated with the following infinitesimal generator

’%(‘Ta Z) d
Lf($) = Z (f(l‘ + Z) - f($)) ’Z‘d+o‘ ’ f S Bb(Z )7

zEZg

where o € (0,2] and &(-,-) : Z? x Z& — [0,00). Denote by P, the distribution of X on 2([0,0); Z¢)
endowed with the Skorohod topology and with initial point = € Z.
For any a € (0,2] and n > 1, consider the scaled process

{1 Xpay o t > 0}, a € (0,2),

X" ={X':t >0} :=
i } {{”_1Xn2t/log(1+n> t20h,  a=2

which takes values in n~1Z%. Clearly X™ is a strong Markov process on n~1Z¢%, and it is easy to check
that it has the corresponding infinitesimal generator

Y (flet2) - @) Sarad, a € (0,2),
L zen—174
SIDTN tlog 4 S (k) - ) ), a=2 =y
zEn*1Zg

acting on f € By(n~'Z%). Denote by P? the distribution of X" on 2([0,00);n~"'Z%) starting at = €
—1rpd
n~-7Z°

2.1. Balanced case for a € (0,2). Throughout this subsection, we assume « € (0,2) and the balanced
condition (1.1).

Assumption (B1). There exist constants 6 € (0,1), C; > 0 and Ry > 1 such that for every R > Ry
and r € [RY, R,

sup Z iz z) < Cpr2e, (2.2)
|z|d+a—2
z€B(0,2R) 2€Z4:1<)2|<r
and
k(z, 2) _
Sup Z B <Gt (2.3)
€B(02R) _czaTs,,

Lemma 2.1. Suppose that Assumption (B1) holds. Then, we have
(i) There is a constant ¢ > 0 that depends only on the constant Cy in Assumption (B1) so that for
every R > Ry, r € [RY R], x € B(0O,R) and t > 0,

IPx(TB(x,r) < t) < Ct/ra- (24)

Here and in what follows, for any subset A C Z¢, 74 = inf{t > 0: X; ¢ A} is the first exit time from
A by the process X.
(ii) {Pp}°e, is tight in 2([0,T];R?) for any T > 0.

Proof. (i) For any 7 > 0 and = € R, take f,, € CZ(RY) such that

0, 0<|z—z| <r/2,
fer(2)=49€[0,1], r/2<|z—z|<T,
17 ‘Z_‘T‘ >T7
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sup,epe |V fer(2)] < cor™, and sup,ega |[V2 f2r(2)| < cor™ for some constant ¢y > 0 independent of

and x. Then, for every z € B(0, R),
t/\TB(ac,'r)
IPm(TB(:c,r) < t) < Exfm,r(Xt/\TB(zm)) =, |:/ Lfm,?‘(Xs) ds| .
0

Let Ry > 1 be the constant in Assumption (B1). For every R > Ry, r € [R?,R], x € B(0,R) and
y € B(z,7),

L) =Y (fx,r<y+z>—fx7r<y>—fo,r<y>-z)’fz(figfa)

2€Z4:1<|z|<r

r(Y, z 2.5

+ Z (fm,r(y + Z) - fﬂc,r(y)) ‘Z(’d_m? ( )
2€Z4:|z|>r
= [1,7“ + [2,7“7

where we used (1.1) in the first equality.
According to (2.2), for every R > Ry, r € [R?,R], x € B(0,R) and y € B(x,r),

1 k(y, z) co _ k(y, 2) coCr _
I < = v2 I e) <Y 2 ’ < a.
R P DI - D D F

2€Z4:1<|2|<r 2€Z4:1<z|<r

Similarly, we have by (2.3),
sup I, | <2C1r™ 7,
z€B(0,R), yeB(z,r)

Hence, for every R > Ry and r € [R?, R],
sup L fzr(y)] < 2(1+co/4)Crr™ . (2.6)
z€B(0,R),yeB(z,r)
Combining all the estimates above, we obtain (2.4).
(ii) For a Borel subset A C n =174, let 77 := inf{t > 0: X ¢ A} be the first exit time from A by the
process X™. By the fact that X' = n='X,a; and (2.4), for every fixed integer R > 1 and n > Ry/R,
we have

Py < sup | X7 > R) < Py (Tg(o R) < T) = Po (Tp(o,nr) < n°T) < cn®T(nR)™* = T'/R".
t€[0,T) ’

Consequently,

lim limsupPg | sup |X{|>R| =0. (2.7)
R—00 n—oo te[0,T]
On the other hand, for any n > 0, any sequence of stopping times {7, }n>1 of {X"},,>1 such that
T, < T, and any sequence {e, }n>1 such that lim,,_, £, = 0, it follows from the strong Markov property
of X™ that

Po (X7, 1o, — X0 | > ) = Eg [P, (X2, — X5 > )]

< Po (TR <T) + x;;zgm PR (TE (e < €n)

=Py (TB(OmR) < nO‘T) + sup PP, (TB(Omn) < no‘an),
z€B(0,nR)

where in the first inequality we used the fact 7,, < T for the second term. Taking n large enough so
that nR > Ro and nn > (nR)?, we get from (2.4) that

(0% (0%
<ﬂ N &) < TR,

limsup PG (X7, 1., = X5,| > n) < climsup | Zos + 00

n—oo n—oo
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which, by taking R — oo, yields

limsup P§ (| X2 . — X7 |>n)=0. (2.8)
n—oo
The desired tightness assertion now follows from (2.7), (2.8) and [1, Theorem 1]. O

Lemma 2.2. Under Assumption (B1), for every f € C2(R%),
sup sup |L,f(z)] < oo, (2.9)
nzl zen—174

and
lim limsup sup |Lnf(z)| = 0. (2.10)
R—o00 n—oo xen—1Z4:|z|>R
Proof. Fix f € C%(R%). Suppose that supp(f) C B(0,Ng) for some Ny > 1. Then for every x €
B(0,4Ng) Nn~'Z%, we have by (2.1) that for n large enough,

@l <nt X [t - fw) - Vi) | L5

zen~17Z4:|z|<1
—d k(nz,nz)
zen=1Z%:|z|>1

BV e sup Y A (211)

- 1
D) d+a—2
2 z€B(0,4nNy) |Z| to

z€Z3:|z|<n

KR\, 2
Fofle sup 3 MO
E

2€B(0,4nNo) , czd. 115 p,

!
2
where we used (1.1) in the first inequality, and (2.2) and (2.3) in the last inequality.
On the other hand, since f is supported in B(0, Np), if |x| > 4Ny, then f(z + z) — f(x) = 0 when
|z + z| > Ny. Hence for any |z| > 4Ny and n large enough, we have by (2.1) that

V2 flloo n® 7 + 2010 f oo™ = 201(IV* flloe + I flloo)

—d k(nx,nz) —d k(nz,nz)
zen~1Z3: |z+2|<No zen—1Z%: |z|/2<|2|<2|]
k(nx, z) _ k(nx, z) 2.12
< flloon® 3 e <Alfleninal S SERT (2.12)

2€Z4: n|z|/2<|2|<2nx| 2€73: |2|<2nla|
<AC|flloo n 2 |2| 72 (2n]2])*7* = el flloo|z 7,
where we have used (2.2) in the last inequality. This proves (2.10), and along with (2.11) also yields
(2.9). O
We need the following assumption for the convergence of {X™},>1.

Assumption (B2). There ezists a bounded continuous function K(z,z) : R x R — (0,00) such that
K(z,2) = K(x,—2) for all v € R? and z € RE, and that for any integer R > 1 and any f € C2(RY),

.. . a T+ z T ﬁ(ﬂfaz)—K(%yﬁ) o
gt o |3 (1(57) 0 () (T -0 e
|zlsnit n5<z\z\<;rz/s

Clearly in the above assumption, the phase “for any integer R > 1”7 can be replaced by “for any
constant R > 0.



LONG RANGE RANDOM WALKS IN BALANCED RANDOM ENVIRONMENTS 9

Lemma 2.3. Suppose that Assumptions (B1) and (B2) hold. Then for any f € C%(RY),
lim  sup |[Lnf(x) — Lf(z)| =0, (2.14)

N0 pen-174
where the operator L is defined by (1.4).

Proof. For every n € (0,1), set for 2 € n=1Z?

Cugf@)i=n" 3 (fla+2)- f(sn))%
S,

S Y () sw) D

z€Z%mn<|z|<nn~1

_ K
Lopf(@):=nt 3 (f<x+z>—f<x>)%
e

cE (D)
2€Z:nn<|z|<nn~1 n ||

and for z € RY,

- K(z,2)
Lpf(x) ::/ flz+2)— f(x) —dz. (2.15)
! {zERd:n<\z\<n*1}( ) |z|d+
For every R > 1 and n € (0,1),
sup_[60f (@) ~ £ ()
zen—1Z
< sup [Lpuf(e) = Lyf(@)+  sup [Luf(x)|+ sup  [Lf()
xen—1Z4:|z|<R zen—17Z4:|z|>R zen—1Z4:|z|>R
_ k(nz,nz
+n ¢ sup ‘ Z (f(x—l—z)—f(:n)—Vf(:n)-z)(TJm)‘
ren—1Z:|z|<R zen-17g:|2|<n |Z|
_ k(nx,nz
+n~d sup ‘ Z (f(x—kz)—f(a:))%‘

xEn*lZd:|m|<R Zenflzd:‘Z‘ZT]*l

K(z,z)
v s | Flat2) — 1) - V) - 2 ) )
ven-1Zd:[z|<R {0<\Z\<W}U{\Z\>n*1}( 1<) T
= I{IGR’T]+I£L7R_|_I§L7R+IZ’R777_|_Igl7R777+Ig’7R7T]‘ (2.16)

Note that due to balanced conditions (1.1) and (1.6), we may add the gradient term V f(z) - z in the
summation.
By (2.13), there is a sequence of positive numbers {e;}r>1 C (0,1) that decreases to 0 so that

g s |3 (o) s () (M) o e

zezd: d
le|<nR z€Z9%:
nep <|z|<n/ep,

Thus we have B
liminf lim sup |Lnepf(z) — Ly, f(x)] =0.

k—o0 N0 pen—1Zd:|z|<R
Since K (z,z) is uniformly continuous on {(z,z) € R??: || < R and ), < |z| < &'} for fixed k > 1, it
is routine to show that for any f € C2(R%) and k > 1,
lim Sup "En,akf(x) - 'Eakf(x)’ = 0.

N0 pen—1Zd:|z|<R
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Hence, for any R > 1,

liminf lim I"Ra" =0.
k—oo n—oo

On the other hand, by (2.10),

lim limsup I3 S}
R—oco n—oo

Following the proof for (2.9), and applying (2.2) and (2.3) respectively, we can get
lim sup IZ’R’" <en?™®, and limsup IQ’R’" < en®.
n—oo n—oo
Since K is bounded, it is obvious that
lim lim sup Ig’R =0, and limsup Ig’R’" < e (772_a +n%).
R—o0 p—oo n—00

Now, we take 7 = ¢j in the estimate (2.16). Combining all estimates above with (2.16), first letting
n — oo, then taking R — oo and k — oo, we obtain (2.14). O

Now, we can state the main result in this subsection.

Theorem 2.4. Suppose that Assumptions (B1) and (B2) hold, and the solution of the martingale
problem for (£,C%(R%)) defined by (1.4) is unique. Then, for every T >0, P} converges weakly to Py,
where Po denotes the distribution (restricted on the time interval [0,T]) of the unique solution to the
martingale problem of the operator (£, C?(R%)).

Proof. According to Lemma 2.1, {IP§},,>; is tight. Then, there exists a weakly convergent subsequence
{Pg* }r>1 (which we also denote by {IP§},>1 for simplicity) with a weak limit Pg. By our assumption,
the solution of martingale problem for (£, C?(R%)) is unique. Therefore, it suffices to prove the weak
limit Pg solves the martingale problem for (£, C?(R?)) with initial value 0.
By the Skorohod theorem, we can find a probability space (2,.%,P) and a family of processes (X/")¢>0

and (X3):>0 on this space such that

(i) The laws of (X}’ )e=0 and (X1)t=0 under P are P¢ and Py, respectively;

(ii) For every T' > 0, P-a.s. the process X converges to X. on 2([0,T]; R%).

Since (X]')s=0 is a solution to the martingale problem of (£,,, By(n~'Z%)), for every 0 < sy < ---
sp <s<t<T, feC?RY) and G € Cp((RY*) with k > 1,

1D Kf(Xt") — (X —/:Lnf(Xf)dr> G (X7, -Xs"k)} =0. (2.18)

Note that by (2.9), the random variable inside the above expectation is uniformly bounded in n > 1.
As P-a.s. the process X™ converges to X. on Z([0,T]; R?%), by the bounded convergence theorem,

}:0.

N

lim BJ|G(X2, - X5) = G(Xyp, o X,,)
On the other hand,

]E{/Stﬁnf(Xﬁ)dr—/:Zf(Xr)dr}

C(t=s) sup |onf(@) —Lf(@)| +E [

ren—174d

/Stzf(Xﬁ)dr—/:zf(Xr)dr} .

We next claim that £f € Cp(RY) for any f € C2(R?). Indeed, it follows from the boundedness of
K(z,2) that £f is bounded in R for any f € C?(R?). On the other hand, by the continuity and the
boundedness of K (z, z), we know £, f € C,(R?) for all f € C2(RY) and n > 0, where £, f is defined by
(2.15). Following the proof of Lemma 2.3, we can obtain

sup |Lf(x) — Ly f(a)] < e (P +n%).
rzeR4




LONG RANGE RANDOM WALKS IN BALANCED RANDOM ENVIRONMENTS 11

Hence £ f is the uniform limit of Zn as ) — 0, and it follows that £f € C,(R%) for any f € C2(R%).
By the bounded convergence theorem,
|-

t ¢
[ asanar— [ 2pox)ar

¢ t
/ Lo f(X])dr — / Lf(X,)dr } = 0.
Putting all the estimates above into (2.18), and letting n — oo, we obtain

i (s - s - [ £r06) ) 60 X)) <0

This shows that Pg is a solution to the martingale problem (£, C?(R%)) and clearly Po(Xo = 0) = 1.
This completes the proof. O

lim IE)[

n—o0

which together with (2.14) yields

n— oo

lim E[

Remark 2.5. As the above proofs show, we can replace the balanced condition (1.1) by the following
slightly weaker condition: there is some large ro > 1 so that for all » > rq and x € Z¢,

Z zk(z, 2)/|2|4T% = 0. (2.19)
z€Z3: |z|<r
Note that under (2.19) the generator of the process X can be written as
k(z, 2)

> (a2~ f@)

2€Z3:|z|>r

o= X (et a) - fa) - Vi) T+

2€Z3:|z|<r

for all f € By(Z?) and r > ro. This indicates that the process X is almost driftless in large scale, and
so the drift term does not contribute to the scaling process. On the other hand, when a € (0,1) the
tail of long range jumps for the process X is up to the order r=%, which would dominate the drift term
when we do the scaling. Based on this observation, we can expect that, when «a € (0, 1), the invariance
principle still holds without the balanced condition (1.1) (or (2.19)). The details are given in the next
subsection.

2.2. Non-balanced case for o € (0,1). In this subsection, we restrict ourselves to the case 0 < o < 1,
and obtain similar results as in the previous subsection but without the balanced condition (1.1).

Assumption (B1*). There exist constants 6 € (0,1), C; > 0 and Ry > 1 such that for every R > Ry
and r € [R%, R],

sup Z lzz) < Cyprtme, (2.20)
|z[d+a—T
2€B(0,2R) Lz ll<r
and
k(z, 2) _a
sup ) e S G (2.21)
»€B(0,2R) 2€Z4:|z|>r

Clearly, condition (2.20) implies condition (2.2), while (2.21) is the same as (2.3) in Assumption
(B1).

The following result corresponds to Theorem 2.4 in the balanced conductance case for a € (0, 2).

Theorem 2.6. Let 0 < o < 1. Suppose that Assumptions (B1*) and (B2) hold, and the solution of
the martingale problem for (£,C2(R%)) defined by (1.4) is unique. Then the conclusion of Theorem 2.4
holds.
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Proof. In the proof of Theorem 2.4 and related lemmas, there are three places where condition (1.1)
is used. Below, we explain how to modify the corresponding parts of the proof. The rest part goes
through exactly as that for Theorem 2.4.

The first part is the estimates of (2.5) in the proof of Lemma 2.1. In the current non-balanced case,

Lfm,r(y) = Z (fm,r(y + Z) - fm,r(y)) Tz(ﬁl;za) + Z (fm,r(y + Z) - fm,r(y)) Tz(ﬁl;za)

2€Z3: |z|<r 2€Z%:|z|>r

= Il,r + 12,7“-

By (2.20), for every for every R > Ro, r € [R?, R], » € B(0,R) and y € B(x,r),

rk(y, z _ rk(y, z _
Ty <V ferleo S0 202 oty 3 A e
z€Z3:|z|<r ’Z‘ yeB(0,2R) 2€Z3: |2|<r ’Z‘

By the same way as that in the proof of Lemma 2.1, we have |I3,| < ¢ur™® for all z € B(0,R) and
y € B(z,r). Thus (2.6) holds and, consequently, (2.4) holds.

The second part is (2.11) and (2.12) in the proof of Lemma 2.2. In the non-balanced case, estimate
(2.11) can be done in the following way. For n large enough, in view of (2.1), (2.20) and (2.21),

—d k(nz,nz) —d k(nz,nz)
L@l <™ Y el S et Y 2l M
zen—17Z3:|z|<1 zen=1Z%:|z|>1

<OV o Z k(nxz, z) 2l Z k(nx, z) (2.22)

‘Z’d—l-a—l ‘Z’d—l-a

2€Z3:|z|<n 2€Z%:|z|>n

< GV flloo 4 2C1 | floo-
Hence (2.11) holds. On the other hand, the fourth inequality of (2.12) should be replaced by

_ k(nzx, z)
Mfllson®mal ™ > PaEe
2€Z3: |2|<2n|x|
Then, by (2.20), the end estimate in (2.12) holds.
The third place is the estimates for IZ’R’" and I i (2.16). Without the balanced condition, we

can not insert the item V f(x) - z into the definitions of IZ’R’" and Ig’R’". Since 0 < a < 1, we do it
directly. That is,

R, _d k(nx,nz)
ven~1Z%|z|<R zen—1Z8:|z|<n
Then, by the same argument as (2.22), we get
lim lim sup 1777 < eslimn' = = 0.
nd0 n—)oop 1 ° 0 K
Similarly, we have
lim lim sup 15" < eg lim ('~ + 7®) = 0.
0 n—oo nd0
With the above modifications, the proof of Lemma 2.3 goes through. Hence the conclusion of Theorem
2.4 holds under the condition of this theorem. (]

2.3. Balanced case for a = 2. In this subsection, we consider the case a = 2 under the balanced
condition (1.1). We will make the following two assumptions instead of Assumptions (B1) and (B2),
respectively.
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Assumption (C1). There exist constants 6 € (0,1), C; > 0 and Ry > 1 such that for every R > Ry
and r € [R%, R,

SN D L AR 229
|2
v€B(0.2R) | czd. 1 <|z|<r
and
/Q(x, Z) -2
sup 2 < Cir =, (2.24)
x€B(0,2R) 2E7%:|z|>r

Assumption (C2). For any n > 1, there exists a function ®,(z,z) : n71Z x n™1Z¢ — (0,00) with
D, (2,2) = ®p(z,—2) for all x € n~1Z4 and z € n™1ZF, so that sup,> [|Pnlle < 00, and for any
integer R > 1 and any f € C%(R%),

o | S () @) 0 e

im sup
M log(L ) D | 2
le|<nR z€Z%:

1<]z|<n

and that for any integer R > 1 and 1 < 4,5 < d,

1 Z 22§ P (z, 2/0)

li _ = 2.2
im sup Tog(L 1) ErE= 0 (2.26)

N0 pen—1Zd:|z|<R

z€Z&:|z|<n
for some constant matriz A := (aij)1<ij<d on R<.

Corresponding to Theorem 2.4, we have the following result.

Theorem 2.7. Let a« = 2. Assume that the balanced condition (1.1), and Assumptions (C1) and (C2)

hold. Then the conclusion of Theorem 2.4 holds with

- 0% f(z) 2(md

z P y , C2(RY. 2.27
f(ﬂf) Z a]axiaxj fe c( ) ( )

1<i,j<d

Proof. The proof follows from that of Theorem 2.4 with some necessary modifications. For the conve-
nience of the reader, we highlight all main differences here.

(1) First, under Assumption (C1), there is a constant ¢ > 0 that depends only on the constant Cy
in Assumption (C1) so that for every R > Ry, r € [R?, R], x € B(0, R) and t > 0,

Po(Tpr) <t) < ctr?log(l+7).
Consequently, {Pg}22, is tight in 2([0,T]; R?) for any 7' > 0.

n=1

Under Assumption (C1), we have that for every f € C2(R%),
sup sup |Lnf(z)] <oo, lim limsup sup |Lnf(z)| = 0. (2.28)
nzl gen—174 R—00 n—oo xen—1Z%|z|>R

The proofs of the above conclusions are similar to these of Lemmas 2.1 and 2.2, so they are omitted.
(2) Next, we claim that under Assumptions (C1) and (C2), for any f € C3(R9),

lim sup |L.f(z)—Lf(z)| =0, (2.29)

N0 pen-174d
where the operator £ is defined by (2.27). Indeed, for any n > 1 and 2 € n~'Z?, define
1 k(nx,nz)
Ly = — _—
,lf(x) ndlog(l +n) 12 (f(ﬂf—FZ) f(ﬂf)) ’Z‘d+2
zen~174:0<|z|<1

n? z k(nx, z
Ty 2 () se)

2€Z4:1<|z|<n
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Lpaf(z): __ Z (f(z+2) —f(x))%

o
" log(l * n) zen—17Z4:0<z|<1

2

el <f<“§)‘f<a’>)%'

2€7Z4:1<|z|<n
For every R > 1,
sup |Lof(z) = Lf()| < sup  |Lnaf(x) = Lf(z)[+  sup  |Lnf(z) — Laaf(2)]

zen—174 zen"1Z%|z|<R xen—1Z4:|z|<R
+  sup [Lnf(z)l+ sup  |Lf()
xen—1Z4:|z|>R r€R%:|z|>R

S T LTy (L i
According to (2.25), for every R > 1,
lim sup |Lnaf(z) = Lnif(z)] =0,

N0 pen—1Zd:|z|<R

On the other hand, for any f € C2(R?) and x € n='Z% with |z| < R

" c z n\L,2/N _
L f(x) — Lf(x)] = Tog(1 + 1) > (f(a: + E) — flz) — Vf(z)- E)%H/) i)
2€74:1<|z|<n
! O, (z,2/n) -
< mZEZd¥Z<n<v2f<x>,z o) T - 21(a)

e[ V2 £loo 21°
+ nlog(l + n) Z |z|d+2"

2€Z4:1<|2|<n
Here in the equality above we can add the gradient term V f(z) - Z in the summation, thanks to the
property that ®,(z,2) = ®,(x,—2) for all x € n™1Z%, 2z € n™1Z% and n > 1; and the inequality
above follows from the Taylor formula and the fact that sup,>; [|®y[/c < co. Hence by (2.26) and the
definition of the operator £ given by (2.27), we can see that

lim sup |Lnaf(x) — Lf(z)| =0.

N0 pen—17d:|z|<R

Therefore for any R > 1,

lim I]"% = 0.
n— oo
By (2.24), for any R > 1,
2
limsup 1% < 2 lim su su v (e, 2) =0.
n—>oop 2 ”f”oo n—)oopxezd:‘wﬂ)gn}z log(1+n) Z |Z|d+2

According to (2.28),

lim lim sup I;’R =0.
R—o0 pn—oo

By the definition of the operator £ given by (2.27) again, it is obvious that

lim It =0.

R—o00
Therefore, (2.29) is a consequence of all estimates above, by first letting n — oo and then taking R — oo.

(3) According to (2.26), A := (aij)1<ij<d given in Assumption (C2) is non-negative definite. Note

that the solution of the martingale problem for (£, C2(R%)) defined by (2.27) is always unique, since it
corresponds to Brownian motion with a deterministic covariance matrix A. With (1) and (2) at hand,
we can follow the argument of the proof of Theorem 2.4 to obtain the desired assertion. O
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3. RANDOM WALKS IN BALANCED RANDOM ENVIRONMENTS

Proof of Theorem 1.2(i). First, we claim that Assumptions (A0) and (A1) imply that for a.s. w € €,
Assumption (B1) holds, and that for every integer R > 1, rational constant € > 0 and f € C?(R9),

Z <f<a::z) _ <%>> <K<x72)’2_‘d15£f(w72)]> ‘ _o. (3.1)

zezd
ne<|z|<n/e

lim n® sup
n—00 zezd:
|z[<nR

The proof is mainly based on that of [6, Proposition 5.6]. For the convenience of the reader, we give
the details here. Set J(x,2) := E[x(x, 2)]. For x € Z%, R,6,e >0 and h: Z¢ x Z¢ — R, define

q1(z,0,h,e) :== IP( Z h(z, z) (w(z,2) — J(,7)) ‘ > (5(na)_a>,

‘Z’d—i-a

zezd:
ne<|z|<n/e

q2(x, R,0) = IP( Z (k(z,2) — J(a:,z))‘ > (5Rd>,

2€Z%:|z|<R
(’%(‘ra Z) — J(JI, Z)) 2—«
as(e, B0 =P(| Y o | > or).
2€Z8:|2|<R

Note that for a series of independent random variables {n; }1<i<, with E[n;] =0 for all 1 <i < n and
M = sup;¢;c,, E[|n;]?] < oo for some ¢ > 1, by the Burkholder-Davis-Gundy inequality,

n
Z T
i=1

where cg, c1, co are positive constants that depend only on q.
For every m € Ry, let

q n q/2 n
E ] < E (Z 773) < ¢p max{n??71 1} ZIE} [7:]] < con™ta/21) pp, (3.2)
i=1

i=1

m . m

sa=m |y I e (e |

2€Z3:|z|<2 Jj=1

where

‘ (k(z,2) — J(x,2))
) = Z 2| dFa—2 :
zEZi’*:2j*1<\z\<2j
Recall that J(z, 2) = E[k(z,2)] and {x(z,2) : x € Z%, 2 € Zi’*} are independent. For every m € [2,p],
by (3.2), there is a constant ¢ > 0 depending only on m and d so that

m

9 - J 9 - - d—pm
E > e Z)d+a—(2x 2 < egh~mdta=2) LS sup  E[r(z,2)™]
B t€Z%,2€73

ZGZi’*:\z\:k
m(3—2a—d) m
=c3k™ 2 sup  E[k(z,2)™].
z€Z4,2€7
Hence by (3.2) again,

m

27
Ells(HImM =B || > 3 ff(x,’jd:a{gx, 2)
k=20"1412€74 :|z[=k (3.9

j im(3—2a—d) jm(4—d—2a)
<2727 2 sup  Elk(z,2)"] = ¢4 B sup  E[k(z,2)™],
€24 2€78 €29 278
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where ¢4 > 0 is a constant that depends only on m and d. Consequently, according to the first inequality
in (3.2) and the Holder inequality as well as Assumption (A1)(i), we know that for each € € (0, d—442c)
(thanks to the assumption that d > 4 — 2a)

p/2 p/2—1

sup |Sp(i)| < essup E Zf < cssup B Zzsép‘f s 22__

=0 >0 =0

(4 5 d—2a)
CGSUPZQW €))7 <C7Z2Jp - < 0.
j=1

Then, using the Markov mequahty and the fact that p > %, we can find a constant § € (0,1) such
that

Z Z g3z, RY,0) < es(6) Z RA=(2=0)0p (3.4)
R=1zeB(0,2R)NZ¢ k=1

(d+1) , we can also show that

Similarly, since p >

Z Z Z q@(x,r,6) < ZRdZpo/2<oo (3.5)

R=12eB(0,2R)NZ% r=R? /2 R=1 r=RY
Thus, according to (3.4), (3.5) and the Borel-Cantelli lemma, for a.s. w € € there exists Rp(w) > 2
such that for all R > Ry(w), z € B(0,2R) NZ% and r > RY /2,
Z M RV~ and Z k(x,2) < enprd

|2|dta—2 S €10
2€Z3:|z|<R? z€ZE:|z|<r
Therefore, for R > Ry(w), every r € [R?, R] and x € B(0,2R),

log r
[log2]

k(x, 2) k(x, 2) k(z, 2) o(2— k(z, z)
Z d+oa—2 S Z d+oa—2 + Z d+oa—2 S €10 R o Z Z d+a—2
2] 2] 2] E

1<]z|<r 1<]z|<RY ROL|z|<r i_[910g3122<\z\<21+1
1
[Toas]
< 610R0(2—o¢) + e § : 2—z(d+a—2)2(z+1)d < 6127,2—057
. flog R
=[ looggZ ]

and

Z ’Z‘d-i-oc Z Z Tiﬁ:i) < Z og—i(d+a) Z k(x,2)

|z|>r logr 2ig|z|<2iH1 i=[loer) Z€ZE:|z|<2i+1
log 2
(3.6)
i=[183]

This shows that Assumption (B1) holds for a.s. w € Q.
For any fixed f € C2(R%) and n > 1, let

r+z T
fe) =1 (S52) - £ (2)
Then, for any R > 1 and €,§ > 0,

Z Z (x7 57 fm Z Z 5—P(€n)ap(ng)—p(d+a)

n=1zeB(0,nR)NZI n=1zeB(0,nR)NZI
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p

< > fal@, 2)(ne)tte (’i(%j)z‘;i(x,z))

2€Z%ne<|z|<n/e

< ersd P (en) PRy /PP fuly sup B [w(a, 2
€24 273

[e.9]
<eud e E R fI Y on V< o
n=1

Here the first inequality is due to the Markov inequality, the second inequality follows from (1.1),
(3.2) and Assumption (A1)(i), and in the last inequality we have used the fact that p > %dfjl).
By the Borel-Cantelli lemma, there is a subset Q2 of € of full probability (which may depend on f)
so that for every w € €1y and every positive rational constants €,6 and integer R > 1, there exists

No := No(w, R, 6,¢, || f|l) = 1 such that for every n > Ny and w € Qy,

Z fn(sz) (/{(x,z) - J($,Z)) < Se—.

|Z|d+a

n® sup

z€B(0,nR)NZ

zez7d:
ne<|zl<n/e
Taking § — 0 in the inequality above, we can obtain that for every given f € C2(R9), (3.1) holds for
each w € Q.

Now we are going to show that (3.1) holds on some subset €y of Q having full probability that is
independent of f.

Let T € C2(R%) be a countable dense subset in (C.(RY), | - ||o), and set Q := Nyex 2. Then
is of full probability.

Given some R > 0 and ¢ > 0, define (for simplicity, we omit the parameter w in T),(f))

T,(f)=n% sup  Qu(f,z), f€CARY,

z€Z%|z|<nR

ara-| X () )

n n
2€Z%ne<|z|<ne—1

where

Therefore, for every f,g € C2(R%),
Ta(f) = Ta(g) < n®  sup  |Qu(f,7) — Qn(g, )]

w€Z%:|z|<nR
> o) ()] e

n
2€Z%ne<|z|<ne1

S2n ”f_gHOO< sup Z |z|d+e + sup Z |z|d+a )

meZd:|m|<nR‘Z‘>n€ xEZd:\x\énR‘z‘>n€

<n®  sup

r€Z:|z|<nR

By (3.6), there exists a subset Qo C € having full probability such that for all w € €4, integer R > 1,
rational constant £ > 0 and n > Ny(w) large enough,

k(x,z
sup (T,—l—a) < e5(ne) ™
mGZd:|m|<nR|z|>n6 |Z|
Meanwhile, since J(z, z) is uniformly bounded,
J(z,2) o

sup

< 616(7”L€)_ .
QUEZ‘1:|m|<nR|Z|>nE |Z|d+a h
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Combining all the estimates above together yields that for all f,g € C(R%) and w € Qy,
limsup | T, (f) = Tn(9)| < c17()I[f = 9lloo

n—o0

where ¢q7 is independent of f, g and n.
For any f € C°(R%), we can find a sequence {f;}3°, C Y such that limg_o ||fx — flloc = 0. Let
Qo := Q1 NQs. Obviously g has full probability. For every w € g,

lim T,,(f) < lim T, (f) + limsup [T,(£) ~ T(fi)] < exr(@)1] — fill:
n—oo n—oo n—oo
where in the second inequality we used the fact that (3.1) holds for every w € g and every g € T. Then,

letting & — oo in the inequality above, we know that (3.1) is true for every w € Q and f € C2(R%).
Therefore, by (3.1) and Assumption (A1)(ii) (in particular, (1.3)), we conclude that

N :c+z)_ (f) k@, 2) — K(3, %)
g sup ZZ; (f (=) -7 Z[#a =0
lojsntt 7Ls<z\ez\<.n/s

holds for every w € €, rational constant € > 0 small enough, integer R > 1 large enough and any
f € C%(RY). In particular, this implies that (2.13) holds for every w € g, integer R > 1 large enough
and any f € C2(RY). Hence, Assumption (B2) holds for every w € €. The conclusion of Theorem
1.2(i) now follows from Theorem 2.4. O

Proof of Theorem 1.2(ii). Suppose that Assumptions (A0) and (A2) hold. We will show that Assump-
tions (C1) and (C2) are satisfied for a.s. w € . For any x € Z% and z € Z, set J(z, 2) := E[x(x, 2)].
We set for z € Z¢, R,6 > 0 and h: Z? x Z¢ — R,

(D S e R

2€7Z4:1<|z|<n

q5(z, R,0) = IP(‘ Z (w2, Z)|Z_|dJ(x’ 2) ‘ > 0log(R + 1))
z€Z3:|z|<R

For any fixed f € C2(RY) and n > 1, let f,(x,2) = f(E2) — f(£). Then for any R,n > 1,
r € B(0,nR)NZ%and § > 0,

Q4(£, 57 fn)
<p(

e ay

|2]d+2 2 2

zEZi*:1<|z|<n

. ]P(‘ Z fol,—2) (k(z,2) — J(x,2)) ‘ - dlog(1+ n))

|2|d+2 2 n?2
zEZiy*:lg\z\gn (37)
<p(| X <v2f(x*(z,n)), me é> (“($,2)|Z—|dJ(w,z)) > slog(n 1)

zeZi’*:lg\an

+ IP(( 3 <V2f(x*(—z,n)), 2 ® i> (w(z,2) = J(@, 2)) ( > dlog(n + 1)).

EIE 2]

zEZdﬁ*:1<|z|<n

Here in the first inequality we used the balanced condition (1.1), in the second inequality we applied the
Taylor formula and x.(z,n) = z/n + Oy(x, z,n)z/n with 6y(z,z,n) € [0, 1] being a constant depending
only on x, z and n. By (1.7) in Assumption (A2)(i), for cg := c./(2||V?f]l00)",

EeCOl(Wf(l‘* (z:n)), 5 @151 (K(2,2) = (2,2))

n
C, = sup < 00.

xEZd,zeZg n=1
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This along with the Markov inequality implies that there exist constants cy,ce > 0 such that for all
xEZd,zeZg,n>1andt>0,

= vt [T ([(P o, 5o ) (6w - T(w,2)

|z

z

E [exp< ‘<v F(z4(2,m)), ‘Z’ ® ’>(/£(a;,z)—J(a;,z))

|z

= T> dr (3.8)
<1+ C'*t/ e =0 dr < ¢1 exp <02t’7/(77_1)> )
0

Hence by (3.7), (3.8), n € (1,2), the independence of {x(z,z) : z € Z%, z € Z4 .} (due to Assumption
(A0)) and [3, (2.95) in Theorem 2.51, p. 45|, we get

qa(x, 0, fr) < czexp (—cqlog”(1+n)).

We emphasize that the constants ¢; (i = 1,--- ,4) above are independent of R and n (but may depend
on ||f|lec and ). Hence, for any R > 1 and ¢ > 0,
Z Z qa(x, 0, fn) < s Zexp —cglog"(1+n)) < oc. (3.9)
n=1zeB(0,nR)NZ" n=1

Similarly, we can prove that for any 6 € (0,1),

Z Z qu)a:ré C7Zexp —cglog’(1+ R)) <

R=12eB(0,2R)NZ% r=R? R=1

By the Borel-Cantelli lemma, for a.s w € €, there exists Rg(w) > 1 such that for all R > Rp(w),
r € B(0,2R)NZ% and r € [R%, R),

Z Kz, 2) < cglog(l+7). (3.10)

2|
z€Z3:|z|<r

By the proof of (3.5), we can show that for a.s. w € Q there exists Ro(w) > 1 such that for all
R > Ry(w), x € B(0,2R)NZ% and r > R? /2,

Z K(x, z) < eror?,

2€Z3:|z|<r

which along with the same argument for (3.6) gives us that (2.24) holds for a.s. w € Q. Thus, we know
that Assumption (C1) holds for a.s. w € .

To show that Assumption (C2) holds for a.s. w € Q as well, we return to (3.9). By the Borel-
Cantelli lemma, there is a set 2y C Q of full probability such that for every w € €y and for every
rational constant ¢ and integer R > 1, there exists an integer Ny := No(w, R, 0, f||co) = 2 such that
for all n > Ny and = € B(0,nR) N Z4,

2

n ‘ Z foa2) /i(x,zyl‘;i(x,z)‘ <6

log(n T 1) 2€Z:4:1<|z|<n

Taking § — 0 in the inequality above, we can obtain that for every w € €y and every integer R > 1

n? k(z,z) — Blr(z, 2)]|
A ey S | X ) 2]72 =0 (3.11)

lz|<nk 2€Z%:1<]2[<n
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It is known that there is a countable subset Y of C2(R?) that is dense in (C2(R%),|| - ||2,00) (With
[ £ll2.00 := I flloo + IV flloo + V2 flloo). Set Qy := Nyer . Clearly, Q; has full probability.

Given some R > 0, define (for simplicity, we omit the parameter w in T),(f))

2
Ta(f)

n

= 1 1 N sup Qn y L), EC(C2 Rd’
IOg(l + n) r€Z4:|z|<nR (f ) / ( )

aurn-| 5 (05 () e

2€74:1<|z|<n
Therefore, for every f,g € C2(RY),

|Tn(f) - Tn(g)|

n2

where

sup ’Qn(f,m) —Qn(g,x)\

b mxezdﬂﬂgn}z
= (a5 -a-a(2) e

2€Z4:1<|2|<n

n2

ST T Sup
log(l + n) x€Z4:|x|<nR

1 k(z, 2) J(z,2)
< m\w?(f—g)”oo< sup Z 2[e2 +  sup Z L >7

xEZd:\xKnR1<|Z|<n xEZd:\xKang‘an

where in the last inequality we used (1.1) and the mean value theorem. By (3.10) we know there exists
a set (g of full probability such that for all w € Qy, any integer R > 1 and n > Ny(w) large enough,

k(z, 2)
sup E ——— < ¢q1 log(l +n).
xEZd:\xKanzlgn ‘Z’d+2 b

Meanwhile, since J(z, z) is uniformly bounded,

J(x, z)
|2[d+2

sup
d.
TEZ .|m|<nR1<|Z|<n

< ci2log(l +n).

Combining all the estimates above together yields that for all f,g € C2(R%) and w € Qo,
lim sup [T, (f) = Tn(g)] < 3 () V2(f = 9)lloos

where c13 is independent of f,g and n. With this assertion at hand, we can then follow the proof of
Theorem 1.2(i) to deduce that (3.11) holds for all f € C?(R?) and every w € Qg := Q5 N Qy. This
implies that (2.25) holds for every w € Qg with ®,(z,y) := J(nx,nz) for each z € n~1Z%, » € n=17Z3.
Clearly (1.8) implies that (2.26) holds for the function ®,,(z,z) defined above. It is also obvious that
D, (2,2) = ®p(x,—2) for @ € n7'Z%, 2z € n7'Z% and n > 1, and that sup,,>; |®n[lsc < oo thanks to
(1.7). Thus we have established that Assumption (C2) holds for every w € Qy. Therefore by Theorem
2.7, we get the conclusion for a = 2 in Theorem 1.2. O

Next, we present the

IFor reader’s convenience, we present a proof of this fact in this footnote. Denote by C (Rd) the space of continuous
functions on R that vanish at infinity, and C2 (Rd) the space of C*-smooth functions on R? that together with their
derivatives up to second orders vanish at infinity. Observe that C's (]Rd) is a separable Banach space under the uniform
norm || - |leo. Denote by @ the isometric map from (CZ (R%),] - ||2,00) into (C’OO(IRd)H‘“dQ7 || - l|lsc) defined by ®(f) =
(f,V£,V2f). Note that ®(CZ (R?)) is a closed subspace of (C’OO(IRd)HderQ, | - [lo) and hence is separable under the
norm || - ||eo. It follows that (C% (R%),|| - ||l2,c0) is separable. Let {gn;n > 1} be a countable dense subsequence in
(CZ(RY), || - [|l2,00); and {@g; k = 1} a sequence of smooth functions with compact support on R® so that ¢y (z) = 1 for
|z| <k and @i (z) = 0 for [z] > k + 1 with sup,s; [|@k|2,0 < 00. Then {gn@r;n, k > 1} is a countable dense sequence in
(CZ(R), || - [l2,00)-
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Proof of Proposition 1.3. By (1.9) and the continuity of K in Rd, we have
K(sz) = K(z), zeRd, s>0. (3.12)

Therefore, the function K : R§ — Ry can be viewed as a function defined on S4-1.
According to (1.9), for every integer R > 1,

1 ziziE[k(nz, 2)]  zz;K(z/n)
lim sup —_— g e ‘ =0. (3.13)
S (T e (RO DO R L EEE
Indeed, (1.9) implies that for any integer R > 1 and € € (0, 1),
1 ziziElk(nz, z)] 2z K(z/n)
lim Sup 1+ n) 2. 2] 42 T ‘ =0.

n—00 17d. lo
zen—1Z4:|z|<R g zEZg:nE<|z|<n

On the other hand, it follows from the boundedness of K and SUD,czd - c7d E[k(z, z)] < oo that for any
integer R > 1 and € € (0, 1),

sup #Z

1zd. log(1+n
z€n~ 2% |z|<R g( )zeZg:\anf

ziziE[k(nz, z)]  ziz; K(z/n)
EGE |2[d+2 ‘

SuprZd,zeZg E[KJ(Z’, Z)] + ”KHOO

Z |Zz'||zj|
|2]d+2

= log(1
Og( +n) 2€Z3:|z|<n®
elog(l+n)
0—————= —> CpE  as n — 0.
log(1+n)

Putting both estimates above together and letting ¢ — 0, we get (3.13). Hence, in order to verify (1.8)
it suffices to show

. 1 zizi K (z/n) .
o log(1+n) Z |z]d+2 aij| =0 "
2€ZE:|z|<n
where Qi5 = fsd,l K(G)HZHJ de.
It follows from (3.12) that
1 ziz;K(z/n) 1 2z K (2)
log(1 + n) Z |z[9+2 " ndlog(1+ n) Z |z|d+2
z€Z3:|z|<n zen—12%:0<|z|<1
: . (3.14)
e IO B X
d+2 ’
log(1 4 n) sen 1702 |s<1 7 Q) 2|
where Q,,(2) := Mi<icq(zi—1/2n, z;+1/(2n)] for 2 := (21, - - - , z4) € n~'Z%. By the mean value theorem
and the fact that K is uniformly bounded, for any z € n='Z% with @ < |z] €1 and any y € Q,(2),
ziziK(2) iy K(y) < 1 &n )
- < + , 3.15
2] 4+2 [y |a+2 a (o] — Lyt (2] — L) (3.15)
where
&n = sup [K(2) — K(y)|.
0<lyl,|2|<1,ly—2|< ¥
Therefore,
1 zizi K 1 yiy; K (y)
I(n):=|— / J dy— / e
R e D T o e

zen—12:0<|z|<1
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22 K (2)
|2]d+2

1
S 7
n?log(1 + n) Z

zEnled:\zK%
1

N / yiy;i K (y)
log(1 + 1) Jy(2nb)<lyl< A u0slyl<i+}

|y|d+2

i

- 1 3 z,-zji(zz) B yiyjﬁgy)‘dy
nlog(1+n) e On(z) | 12| Y|
= I+ I3+ I3.
It is clear that ) o . o
NSl P S leliny

and, by (3.15),

n d d
a n n*€, 1
I3 < ———— g g < + ><C37+£n'
nlog(l+n) sy Wi R (k — \éﬁ)dﬂ (k — \éﬁ)d <log(1 +n) >

Since K (+) is a continuous function on R¢ and satisfies (3.12), lim,, o &, = 0. Hence we deduce from
the above estimates that

lim I(n) = 0.
n—oo
This along with (3.14) gives us
1 ziz; K (z/n) /
im | —— —_— s — 0;0,K(0)do
n—00 IOg(l + Tl) zeZ%:an ‘Z’d—"_z §d—1
1 iy K
~ lim 7/ % dy — / 0,0, K () d@‘
n—oo |log(1 +n) Joi/mepy<1y 1Yl sd-1
1 1
= lim |—— - 0,0, K (0) df dr — 0;0,K () df
n1—>H<;lo log(l—I—n) /1/nr /Sdl J ( ) " /Sdl J ( ) ‘
=0,
where in the second equality we used (3.12). In particular, we have verified that the limit in (1.8) exists
with Qj5 = de,l HZQJK(Q) db. O

4. EXTENSIONS AND REMARKS

4.1. Extensions. From the proof for the case o € (0,2) in Theorem 1.2, one can see that, at the
expense of a higher moments condition on k(z, z), it is possible to relax the independence Assumption
(AO0) to a block independence condition that

{{/f(a;,z) 1z € Zﬂln* with |z| =7}z € 7% r > 1} are independent.

When « € (0, 1), since 1/|2|%F is integrable over the unit ball B(0,1) in R, we can drop the balanced
condition (1.1) on k(z, z). In this case, Theorem 1.2(i) holds with Assumption (A0) and Assumption
(A1)(i) being replaced by

Assumption (A0*) {x(z,2) : @ € Z% 2 € Z3} is a sequence of independent non-negative random
variables.

Assumption (A1*)(i) d > 2 — 2« and there is some p > max{ 2(d;1), 4ELY such that

sup  E[k(z, 2)P] < oc.
z€Z4,2€78
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Indeed, as is shown in the proof of [6, Proposition 5.6], we know that Assumption (A0*) and (A1*)(i)
together imply Assumption (B1*). Hence the conclusion of Theorem 1.2(i) still holds by following the
proof of Theorem 1.2(i) and by using Theorem 2.6.

4.2. Remarks. Now suppose o > 2. We consider the following two conditions.
Assumption (D1).
k(z, 2)

|2|dta—2 < 00

zEZg

Assumption (D2). For any n > 1, there exists a function ®,(z,z) : n71Z% x n=1Z¢ — (0,00) with
D, (2,2) = ®p(x,—2) for all x € n~1Z4 and z € n™1ZJ, so that sup,> |Pnlle < 00, and for any
integer R > 1 and every f € C2(R%),

i | 215 - (1) () o
lel<nR | 2€Z

and that for any integer R > 1 and 1 <i,7 < d,

Z 212j®p(x,2/n) /|24 — aij| = 0

zEZg

lim sup
N0 pen—17Zd:|z|<R

for some constant matriz A := (aij)1<ij<d on R<.
We can establish the following theorem by a similar argument as that of Theorem 2.7.

Theorem 4.1. Let o > 2. Assume that the balanced condition (1.1), and Assumptions (D1) and (D2)
hold. Then the conclusion of Theorem 2.7 holds.

However, we are unable obtain the corresponding result of Theorem 1.2 for ¢ > 2 in random envi-
ronments under the Assumption (A0) and (1.8) (but with |2[~?~ in place of |z|~¥2 and without the
(logn)~! factor). It appears that the Borel-Cantelli argument to verify Assumptions (D1) and (D2)
fails in this setting. This is because when « > 2, the behavior of the limiting process for the scaled
processes is not determined merely by the expectation of random coefficients k(x, z) as in the the case
of NNBRWs in random environments (see, for instance, [5]).
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