arXiv:2005.00240v2 [math.PR] 30 Dec 2020

FIRST-PASSAGE TIMES FOR RANDOM WALKS IN THE TRIANGULAR ARRAY SETTING

DENIS DENISOV, ALEXANDER SAKHANENKO, AND VITALI WACHTEL

Abstract. In this paper we continue our study of exit times for random walks with independent but not necessarily identically distributed increments. Our paper “First-passage times for random walks with non-identically distributed increments” (2018) was devoted to the case when the random walk is constructed by a fixed sequence of independent random variables which satisfies the classical Lindeberg condition. Now we consider a more general situation when we have a triangular array of independent random variables. Our main assumption is that the entries of every row are uniformly bounded by a deterministic sequence, which tends to zero as the number of the row increases.

1. Introduction and the main result.

1.1. Introduction. Suppose that for each n = 1, 2, . . . we are given independent random variables X_{1,n}, . . . , X_{n,n} such that

EX_{i,n} = 0 for all i ≤ n and n∑ i=1 EX^2_{i,n} = 1. (1)

For each n we consider a random walk S_{k,n} := X_{1,n} + · · · + X_{k,n}, k = 1, 2, . . . , n. (2) Let {g_{k,n}}^n_{k=1} be deterministic real numbers, and let

T_n := inf{k ≥ 1 : S_{k,n} ≤ g_{k,n}} (3)

be the first crossing over the moving boundary {g_{k,n}} by the random walk {S_{k,n}}. The main purpose of the present paper is to study the asymptotic behaviour, as n → ∞, of the probability

P(T_n > n) = P ( min 1≤k≤n (S_{k,n} − g_{k,n}) > 0 ) . (4)

We shall always assume that the boundary {g_{k,n}} is of a small magnitude, that is, g^∗_n := max_{1≤k≤n} |g_{k,n}| → 0. (5) Here and in what follows, all unspecified limits are taken with respect to n → ∞.

2020 Mathematics Subject Classification. Primary 60G50; Secondary 60G40, 60F17. Key words and phrases. Random walk, triangular array, first-passage time, central limit theorem, moving boundary, transition phenomena.

A.S. and V.W. were supporteed by RFBR and DFG according to the research project № 20-51-12007. 1

Furthermore, to avoid trivialities, we shall assume that

P(T_n > n) > 0 for all n ≥ 1. (6)

An important particular case of the triangular array scheme is given by the following construction. Let X_1, X_2, . . . be independent random variables with finite variances such that

EX_i = 0 for all i ≥ 1 and B^2_n := n∑ i=1 EX^2_i → ∞. (7)

For a real deterministic sequence {g_1, g_2, . . . } set

T := inf{k ≥ 1 : S_k ≤ g_k}, where S_k := X_1 + · · · + X_k. (8)

Stopping time T is the first crossing over the moving boundary {g_k} by the random walk {S_k}. Clearly, (7) – (8) is a particular case of (1) – (3). Indeed to obtain (1) – (3) it is sufficient to set X_{k,n} = X_k B_n , S_{k,n} = S_k B_n , g_{k,n} = g_k B_n . (9)

However, the triangular array scheme is much more general than (7) – (9).

If the classical Lindeberg condition holds for the sequence {X_k} and g_n = o(B_n) then, according to Theorem 1 in [2], P(T > n) ∼ √ 2 π U(B^2_n) B_n , (10)

where U is a positive slowly varying function with the values

U(B^2_n) = E[S_n − g_n; T > n], n ≥ 1.

The constant

√_2 π in front of the asymptotics has been inherited from the tail asymptotics of exit time of standard Brownian motion. Indeed, let W (t) be the standard Brownian motion and set

τ^{bm}_x := inf{t > 0 : x + W (t) ≤ 0}, x > 0.

Then,

P(τ^{bm}_x > t) = P(|W (t)| ≤ x) = P ( |W (1)| ≤ x √ t ) ∼ √ 2 π x √ t , as x √ t → 0. The continuity of paths of W (t) implies that x + W (τ^{bm}_x ) = 0. Combining this with the optional stopping theorem, we obtain

x = E[x + W (τ^{bm}_x ∧ t)] = E[x + W (t); τ^{bm}_x > t)] + E[x + W (τ^{bm}_x ); τ^{bm}_x ≤ t)] = E[x + W (t); τ^{bm}_x > t)].

Therefore, for any fixed x > 0, P(τ^{bm}_x > t) ∼ √ 2 π x √ t = √ 2 π E[x + W (t); τ^{bm}_x > t)] √ t , as t → ∞. Thus, the right hand sides here and in (10) are of the same type.

1.2. Main result. The purpose of the present note is to generalise the asymptotic relation (10) to the triangular array setting. More precisely, we are going to show that the following relation holds P(T_n > n) ∼ √ 2 π E_n, (11)

where E_n := E[S_{n,n} − g_{n,n}; T_n > n] = E[−S_{Tn,n}; T_n ≤ n] − g_{n,n}P(T_n > n). (12) Unexpectedly for the authors, in contrast to the described above case of a single sequence, the Lindeberg condition is not sufficient for the validity of (11), see Example 6. Thus, one has to find a more restrictive condition for (11) to hold. In this paper we show that (11) holds under the following assumption: there exists a sequence r_n such that max 1≤i≤n |X_{i,n}| ≤ r_n → 0. (13) It is clear that under this assumption the triangular array satisfies the Lindeberg condition and, hence, the Central Limit Theorem holds.

At first glance, (13) might look too restrictive. However we shall construct a triangular array, see Example 7, in which the assumption (13) becomes necessary for (11) to hold. Now we state our main result.

Theorem 1. Assume that (5) and (13) are valid. Then there exists an absolute constant C_1 such that P(T_n > n) ≥ √ 2 π E_n ( 1 − C_1(r_n + g^∗_n)^{2/3} ) . (14)

On the other hand, there exists an absolute constant C_2 such that P(T_n > n) ≤ √ 2 π E_n ( 1 + C_2(r_n + g^∗_n)^{2/3} ) , if r_n + g^∗_n ≤ 1/24. (15)

In addition, for m ≤ n, P(T_n > m) ≤ 4E_n B^{(n)}_m (16)

provided that

B^{(n)}_m := (_m ∑ k=1 EX^2_{k,n} )_{1/2} ≥ 24(r_n + g^∗_n).

Corollary 2. Under conditions (5), (6) and (13) relation (11) takes place.

Estimates (14) and (15) can be seen as an improved version of (11), with a rate of convergence. Moreover, the fact, that the dependence on r_n and g_n is expressed in a quite explicit way, is very important for our work [3] in progress, where we analyse unbounded random variables. In this paper we consider first-passage times of walks S_n = X_1 + X_2 + . . . + X_n for which the central limit theorem is valid but the Lindeberg condition may fail. We use Theorem 1 to analyse the behaviour of triangular arrays obtained from {X_n} by truncation.

1.3. Triangular arrays of weighted random variables. Theorem 1 and Corollary 2 can be used in studying first-passage times of weighted sums of independent random variables.

Suppose that we are given independent random variables X_1, X_2, . . . such that EX_i = 0 and P(|X_i| ≤ M_i) = 1 for all i ≥ 1, (17) where M_1, M_2, . . . are deterministic. For each n we consider a random walk U_{k,n} := u_{1,n}X_1 + · · · + u_{k,n}X_k, k = 1, 2, . . . , n, (18) and let τ_n := inf{k ≥ 1 : U_{k,n} ≤ G_{k,n}} (19) be the first crossing over the moving boundary {G_{k,n}} by the random walk {U_{k,n}}. The main purpose of the present example is to study the asymptotic behaviour, as n → ∞, of the probability P(τ_n > n) = P ( min 1≤k≤n (U_{k,n} − G_{k,n}) > 0 ) . (20)

We suppose that {u_{k,n}, G_{k,n}}^n_{k=1} are deterministic real numbers such that M := sup_{k,n≥1} (|u_{k,n}|M_k + |G_{k,n}|) < ∞ (21) and σ^2_n := n∑ k=1 u^2_{k,n}EX^2_k → ∞. (22)

Moreover, we assume that u_{k,n} → u_k and G_{n,k} → g_k for every k ≥ 1. (23) Corollary 3. Assume that the distribution functions of all X_k are continuous. Then, under assumptions (17), (21), (22) and (23), σ_nP(τ_n > n) → √ 2 π E[−U_τ ] ∈ [0, ∞), (24) where

U_k := u_1X_1 + · · · + u_kX_k and τ := inf{k ≥ 1 : U_k ≤ g_k}. (25) It follows from condition (23) that random walks {U_{k,n}} introduced in (18) may be considered as perturbations of the walk {U_k} defined in (25). Thus, we see from (24) that the influence of perturbations on the behavior of the probability P(τ_n > n) is concentrated in the σ_n.

Example 4. As an example we consider the following method of summation, which has been suggested by Gaposhkin [4]. Let f : [0, 1] → R^+ be a non-degenerate continuous function. For random variables {X_k} define U_k(n, f) := k∑ j=1 f ( j n ) X_j , j = 1, 2, . . . , n. This sequence can be seen as a stochastic integral of f with respect to the random walk S_k = X_1 + X_2 + . . . X_k normalized by n.

We assume that the random variables {X_k} are independent and identically distributed. Furthermore, we assume that X_1 satisfies (17) and that its distribution function is continuous. In this case

σ^2_n(f) := 1 n EX^2_1 n∑ j=1 f^2 ( j n ) → σ^2(f) := EX^2_1

∫_1 0 f(t)dt > 0. From Corollary 3 with u_{k,n} := f (_j n ) → f(0) =: u_k, G_{k,n} ≡ 0 and σ_n := √ nσ_n(f) we immediately obtain √ nP ( min_{k≤n} U_k(n, f) > 0 ) → √ 2 π f(0) σ(f) E[−S_τ ] ∈ [0, ∞), (26)

where S_k := X_1 + · · · + X_k and τ := inf{k ≥ 1 : S_k ≤ 0}. (27) ⋄ Clearly, (26) gives one exact asymptotics only when f(0) > 0. The case f(0) = 0 seems to be much more delicate. If f(0) = 0 then one needs an information on the behaviour of f near zero. If, for example, f(t) = t^α with some α > 0 then, according to Example 12 in [2], P ( min_{k≤n} U_k(n, f) > 0 ) = P min_{k≤n} k∑ j=1 j^αX_j > 0 ∼ Const n^{α+1/2} . Now we give an example of application of our results to study of transition phenomena.

Example 5. Consider an autoregressive sequence

U_n(γ) = γU_{n−1}(γ) + X_n, n ≥ 0, n = 1, 2, . . . , where U_0(γ) = 0, (28) with a non-random γ = γ_n ∈ (0, 1) and with independent, identically distributed innovations X_1, X_2, . . . . As in the previous example, we assume that X_1 satisfies (17) and that its distribution function is continuous. Consider the exit time T (γ) := inf{n ≥ 1 : U_n(γ) ≤ 0}.

We want to understand the behavior of the probability P(T (γ) > n) in the case when γ = γ_n depends on n and γ_n ∈ (0, 1) and sup_n n(1 − γ_n) < ∞. (29)

We now show that the autoregressive sequence U_n(γ) can be transformed to a random walk, which satisfies the conditions of Corollary 3. First, multiplying (28) by γ^{−n}, we get

U_n(γ)γ^{−n} = U_n(γ)γ^{−(n−1)} + X_nγ^{−n} = n∑ k=1 γ^{−k}X_k, n ≥ 1. Thus, for each n ≥ 1, {T (γ_n) > n} = k∑ j=1 γ^{−j}_n X_j > 0 for all k ≤ n

. (30)

Comparing (30) with (18) and (20), we see that we have a particular case of the model in Corollary 3 with u_{k,n} = γ^{−k}_n and G_{k,n} = 0. Clearly, u_{k,n} → 1 for every fixed k. Furthermore, we infer from (29) that γ^{−n}_n = e^{−n log γn} = e^{O(n|γn−1|)} = e^{O(1)} and σ^2_n(γ_n) := γ^{−2n}_n − 1 1 − γ^2_n

= γ^{−2}_n + γ^{−4}_n + · · · + γ^{−2n}_n = ne^{O(1)}.

These relations imply that (23) and (21) are fulfilled. Applying Corollary 3, we arrive at

σ_n(γ_n)P(T (γ_n) > n) → √ 2 πEX^2_1

E[−S_τ ] ∈ (0, ∞), (31)

where τ is defined in (27). ⋄ 1.4. Discussion of the assumption (13). Based on the validity of CLT and considerations in [2] one can expect that the Lindeberg condition will again be sufficient. However the following example shows that this is not the case and the situation is more complicated.

Example 6. Let X_2, X_3, . . . and Y_2, Y_3, . . . be mutually independent random variables such that

EX_k = EY_k = 0, EX^2_k = EY^2_k = 1 and P(|X_k| ≤ M) = 1 for all k ≥ 2 (32) for some finite constant M. It is easy to see that the triangular array

X_{1,n} := Y_n √ n , X_{k,n} := X_k √ n , k = 2, 3, . . . , n; n > 1 (33) satisfies the Lindeberg condition. Indeed, ∑_n i=1 EX^2_{i,n} = 1 and for every ε >^{M√}_n one has_n ∑ i=1 E[X^2_{i,n}; |X_{i,n}| > ε] = E[X^2_{1,n}; |X_{1,n}| > ε] ≤ EX^2_{1,n} =

EY^2_n n = 1 n → 0 (34)

due to the fact that |X_{k,n}| ≤^{M√}_n for all k ≥ 2.

We shall also assume that g_{k,n} ≡ 0. For each n > 1 let random variables Y_n be defined as follows

Y_n :=

N_n, with probability p_n :=^1_{2N 2n} , 0, with probability 1 − 2p_n, −N_n, with probability p_n,

(35)

where N_n ≥ 1. Note that EY_n = 0 and EY^2_n = 1.

For every n > 1 we set U_n := X_2 + X_3 + . . . + X_n and U_n := min_{2≤i≤n} U_i. (36)

It is easy to see that {T_n > n} = {Y_n = N_n} ∩ {U_n > −N_n} . Noting now that U_n ≥ −(n − 1)M, we infer that {T_n > n} = {Y_n = N_n}, for any N_n > (n − 1)M. (37)

In this case we have

E_n = E[S_{n,n}; T_n > n] = E [ Y_n + U_n √ n ; Y_n = N_n ]

= P(Y_n = N_n)E [ N_n + U_n √ n ] = P(Y_n = n)

N_n + EU_n √ n = P(Y_n = n) N_n √ n . (38)

In particular, from (37) and (38) we conclude that

P(T_n > n) = P(Y_n = n) = E_n √ n N_n < E_n √ n M(n − 1) = o(E_n)

provided that N_n > (n − 1)M.

This example shows that (11) can not hold for all triangular arrays satisfying the Lindeberg condition. ⋄

We now construct an array, for which the assumption (13) becomes necessary for the validity of (11).

Example 7. We consider again the model from the previous example and assume additionally that the variables X_2, X_3, . . . have the Rademacher distribution, that is, P(X_k = ±1) = 1 2 . Finally, in order to have random walks on lattices, we shall assume that N_n is a natural number.

It is then clear that r_n :=^{Nn√}_n is the minimal deterministic number such that max_{k≤n} |X_{k,n}| ≤ r_n. As in Example 6, we shall assume that g_{k,n} ≡ 0. In order to calculate E_n we note that

E_n = E[S_{n,n}; T_n > n] = P (X_{1,n} = r_n) E [ r_n + U_n √ n ; r_n + U_n √ n > 0 ]

= P (X_{1,n} = r_n) 1 √ n E [N_n + U_n; N_n + U_n > 0] .

It is well known that for m ≥ 1 the sequence (N + U_m)1_{{N+U m >0}} is a martingale with U_1 = U_1 = 0. This implies that

E[N + U_m; N + U_m > 0] = N for all m, N ≥ 1.

Consequently,

E_n = p_n N_n √ n = p_nr_n. (39)

Furthermore,

P(T_n > n) = P (X_{1,n} = r_n) P ( N_n √ n + U_n √ n > 0 ) = p_nP(N_n + U_n > 0).

Using the reflection principle for the symmetric simple random walk, one can show that P (N + U_m > 0) = P(−N < U_m ≤ N) for all m, N ≥ 1. (40)

Consequently, P(T_n > n) = p_nP(−N_n < U_n ≤ N_n). Combining this equality with (39), we obtain P(T_n > n) E_n = 1 r_n P ( −r_n < U_n √ n ≤ r_n ) . (41)

Using the central limit theorem, one obtains P ( −r_n < U_n √ n ≤ r_n ) ∼ Ψ (r_n) , (42)

where

φ(u) := 1 √ 2π e^{−u2/2} and Ψ(x) := 2

∫_x+ 0 φ(u)du. (43) We will postpone the proof of (40) and (42) till the end of the paper. Assuming that (40) and (42) are true, as a result we have P(T_n > n) E_n ∼ Ψ (r_n) r_n . Noting now that^{Ψ(a)}_a < 2φ(0) =

√_2 π for every a > 0, we conclude that the assumption r_n → 0 is necessary and sufficient for the validity of (11). More precisely, • P(T_n > n) ∼ √_2

π E_n iff r_n → 0;

• P(T_n > n) ∼^{Ψ(a)}_a E_n iff r_n → a > 0; • P(T_n > n) = o(E_n) iff r_n → ∞. ⋄ 2. Proofs.

In this section we are going to obtain estimates, which are valid for each fixed n. For that reason we will sometimes omit the subscript n and introduce the following simplified notation: T := T_n, X_k := X_{k,n}, S_k := S_{k,n}, g_k := g_{k,n}, 1 ≤ k < n (44) and ρ := r_n + g^∗_n, B^2_k := k∑ i=1 EX^2_i , B^2_{k,n} := B^2_n − B^2_k = 1 − B^2_k , 1 ≤ k < n. (45)

2.1. Some estimates in the central limit theorem. For every integer 1 ≤ k ≤ n and every real y define

Z_k := S_k − g_k, ^Z_k := Z_k1{T > k} and Q_{k,n}(y) := P ( y + min_{k≤j≤n}(Z_j − Z_k) > 0 ) . (46)

Lemma 1. For all y ∈ R and for all 0 ≤ k < n with B_{k,n} > 0 | | | |Q^{k,n}(y) − Ψ ( y B_{k,n} )| | | ≤ C_0ρ B_{k,n} 1{y > 0}, (47) where C_0 is an absolute constant.

Proof. For non-random real y define

q_{k,n}(y) := P ( y + min_{k≤j≤n}(S_j − S_k) > 0 ) , n > k ≥ 1. (48) It follows from Corollary 1 in Arak [1] that there exists an absolute constant C_A such that | | | |q^{k,n}(y) − Ψ ( y B_{k,n} )| | | ≤ C_A B_{k,n} max k<j≤n E|X_j |^3 EX^2_j ≤ C_Ar_n B_{k,n} , (49)

where maximum is taken over all j satisfying EX^2_j > 0. In the second step we have used the inequality E|X_j |^3 ≤ r_nEX^2_j which follows from (13).

We have from (46) that |Z_k − S_k| = |g_k| ≤ g^∗_n. Hence, for Q_{k,n} and q_{k,n} defined in (46) and (48), we have

q_{k,n}(y_−) ≤ Q_{k,n}(y) ≤ q_{k,n}(y_+), where y_± := y ± 2g^∗_n. (50)

Then we obtain from (49) that | | | |q^{k,n}(y^±) − Ψ ( y_± B_{k,n} )| | | ≤ C_Ar_n B_{k,n} . (51)

On the other hand, it is easy to see from (43) that | | |Ψ ( y_± B_{k,n} ) − Ψ ( y B_{k,n} )| | ≤ 2φ(0)|y_± − y| B_{k,n} = 4φ(0)g^∗_n B_{k,n} . Applying this inequality together with (50) and (51) we immediately obtain (47) for y > 0 C_0 := C_A + 4φ(0). For y ≤ 0 inequality (47) immediately follows since Q_{k,n}(y) = 0 = Ψ(y). □

Lemma 2. If 1 ≤ m ≤ n, then

ES^+_m ≥ 3 8 B_m − r_n. (52)

Moreover, for all m satisfying B_m ≥ 24(r_n + g^∗_n) we have P(T > m) ≤ 3 E ^Z_m B_m . (53)

Proof. We will use the following extension of the Berry-Esseen inequality due to Tyurin [5]:

sup_{x∈R} |P(S_m > x) − P(B_mη > x)| ≤ 0.5606 ∑_m j=1 E|X_j |^3

B^3_m

≤ 0.5606 r_n B_m , when B_m > 0. Here η is a random variable that follows the standard normal distribution. This inequality implies that, for every C > 0,

ES^+_m = ∫_∞ 0 P(S_m > x)dx ≥ ∫_{CBm} 0 P(S_m > x)dx ≥ ∫_{CBm} 0 ( P(B_mη > x) − 0.5606 r_n B_m ) dx = B_mE(η^+ ∧ C) − 0.5606Cr_n.

Further,

E(η^+ ∧ C) = ∫_∞ 0 (x ∧ C)φ(x)dx = ∫_C 0 x 1 2π e^{−x2/2}dx + C ∫_∞ C φ(x)dx = φ(0) − φ(C) + C ∫_∞ C φ(x)dx. Taking here C = 1/0.5606 and using tables of the standard normal distribution we conclude that E(η^+ ∧ C) > 0.375 >^3_8 and (52) holds.

Next, according to Lemma 25 in [2], EZ^+_mP(T > m) ≤ E ^Z_m, 1 ≤ m ≤ n. (54) Therefore, it remains to derive a lower bound for EZ^+_m. We first note that S_m = Z_m + g_m ≤ Z^+_m + g^+_m ≤ Z^+_m + g^∗_n.

Hence, S^+_m ≤ Z^+_m + g^∗_n and, taking into account (52), we get EZ^+_m ≥ ES^+_m − g^∗_n ≥ 3 8 B_m − (r_n + g^∗_n). (55) If m is such that^{Bm}_{24} ≥ r_n + g^∗_n, then we infer from (54) and (55) that

E ^Z_m ≥ EZ^+_mP(T > m) ≥ ( 3 8 B_m − (r_n + g^∗_n) ) P(T > n) ≥ ( 3 8 − 1 24 ) B_mP(T > m) = 1 3 B_mP(T > m). Thus, (53) is proven. □ 2.2. Estimates for expectations of ^Z_k.

Lemma 3. Let α be a stopping time such that 1 ≤ α ≤ l ≤ n with probability one. Then E ^Z_α − E ^Z_l ≤ 2g^∗_np(α, l) with p(α, l) := P(α < T, α < l). (56) Moreover, E ^Z_α − E ^Z_l ≥ E[X_T ; α < T ≤ l] − 2g^∗_np(α, l) ≥ −(2g^∗_n + r_n)p(α, l). (57) In addition, the equality in (12) takes place.

Proof. Define events A_1 := {α < T ≤ l} and A_2 := {α < l < T }. Then, clearly, {α < T, α < l} = A_1 ∪ A_2. Using Lemma 20 from [2], we obtain E ^Z_α + E[S_T ; T ≤ α] = −E[g_α; α < T ] = −E[g_α; A_2] − E[g_l; α = l < T ] − E[g_α; A_1], E ^Z_l + E[S_T ; T ≤ l] = −E[g_l; T > l] = −E[g_l; A_2] − E[g_l; α = l < T ]. (58) Thus, E ^Z_α − E ^Z_l = E[S_T − g_α; A_1] + E[g_l − g_α; A_2]. (59) Next, by the definition of T , g_T ≥ S_T = S_{T −1} + X_T > g_{T −1} + X_T .

Hence, E[S_T − g_α; A_1] ≤ E[g_T − g_α; A_1] ≤ 2g^∗_nP(A_1) and E[S_T − g_α; A_1] ≥ E[g_{T −1} − g_α + X_T ; A_1] ≥ E[X_T ; A_1] − 2g^∗_nP(A_1) ≥ −(2g^∗_n + r_n)P(A_1).

Furthermore, |E[g_n − g_α; A_2]| ≤ 2g^∗_nP(A_2).

Plugging these estimates into (59), we arrive at desired bounds.

The equality in (12) follows from (58) with l = n. □ For every h > 0 define

ν(h) := inf{k ≥ 1 : S_k ≥ g_k + h} = inf{k ≥ 1 : Z_k ≥ h}. (60) Lemma 4. Suppose that m ≤ n is such that the inequality (53) takes place, B_m ≥ 24g^∗_n and h ≥ 6g^∗_n. (61) Then

2E ^Z_{ν(h)∧m} ≤ 3E ^Z_m ≤ 4E ^Z_n = 4E_n, P( ^Z_{ν(h)∧m} > 0) ≤ κE_n, (62) 2κg^∗_nE_n ≥ E ^Z_{ν(h)∧m} − E_n ≥ δ(h) − 2κg^∗_nE_n, (63) where

0 ≥ δ(h) := E[X_T ; n ≥ T > ν(h) ∧ m] ≥ −κr_nE_n and κ := 2 h + 4 B_m . (64) In particular, (16) takes place.

Proof. First, we apply Lemma 3 with l = m and α = ν(h) ∧ m. For this choice of the stopping time one has p(ν(h) ∧ m, m) = P (ν(h) ∧ m < T, ν(h) ∧ m < m) ≤ P( ^Z_{ν(h)∧m} ≥ h) ≤ E ^Z_{ν(h)∧m} h . Plugging this bound into (56) and using the inequality h ≥ 6g^∗_n, we get E ^Z_{ν(h)∧m} − E ^Z_m ≤ 2g^∗_n h E ^Z_{ν(h)∧m} ≤ E ^Z_{ν(h)∧m} 3 and hence 2 3 E ^Z_{ν(h)∧m} ≤ E ^Z_m. (65) Next, we apply Lemma 3 with l = n and α = m. In this case p(m, n) = P(T > m) and we may use (53). Substituting these estimates into (56) and using (61), we obtain E ^Z_m − E ^Z_n ≤ 2g^∗_nP(T > m) ≤ 6g^∗_n B_m E ^Z_m ≤ 1 4 E ^Z_m. Therefore, 3 4 E ^Z_m ≤ E ^Z_n. (66)

We conclude from (65) and (66) that the first relation in (62) takes place. In particular, from (53) and (66) we get that (16) holds under assumptions of Lemma 4.

At last, we are going to apply Lemma 3 with l = n > m and α = ν(h) ∧ m. For this choice of the stopping time one has p(ν(h) ∧ m, n) = P (T > ν(h) ∧ m) = P( ^Z_{ν(h)∧m} > 0) ≤ P( ^Z_{ν(h)∧m} ≥ h) + P (T > m) ≤ E ^Z_{ν(h)∧m} h + 3E ^Z_m B_m ≤ 2E_n h + 4E_n B_m = κE_n. (67)

Plugging this bound into (56) and (57), we immediately obtain (63). The second inequality in (62) also follows from (67); and using (13) together with (67) we find (64).

Thus, all assertions of Lemma 4 are proved. □

2.3. Proof of Theorem 1. According to the representation (36) in [2], P(T > n) = E [ Q_{ν(h)∧m,n}(Z_{ν(h)∧m}); T > ν(h) ∧ m ] = EQ_{ν(h)∧m,n}( ^Z_{ν(h)∧m}). (68) Lemma 5. Suppose that all assumptions of Lemma 4 are fulfilled and that B_{m,n} > 0. Then one has| | | | | P(T > n) − EΨ ( ^Z_{ν(h)∧m} B_{ν(h)∧m,n} ) | | | | | ≤ C_0ρ B_{m,n} P( ^Z_{ν(h)∧m} > 0) ≤ 2φ(0) 1.3C_0κρE_n B_{m,n} . (69)

In addition, EΨ ( ^Z_{ν(h)∧m} B_{ν(h)∧m,n} ) ≤ 2φ(0)E_n(1 + 2κg^∗_n) B_{m,n} , (70) EΨ ( ^Z_{ν(h)∧m} B_{ν(h)∧m,n} ) ≥ 2φ(0)E_n ( 1 − (r_n + h)^2 6 − 2κg^∗_n − κr_n ) . (71)

Proof. Using (47) with y = ^Z_{ν(h)∧m}, we obtain the first inequality in (69) as a consequence of (68). The second inequality in (69) follows from (62).

Next, it has been shown in [2, p. 3328] that 2φ(0)a ≥ Ψ(a) ≥ 2φ(0)a(1 − a^2/6) for all a ≥ 0. (72)

Recall that 0 ≤ z := ^Z_{ν(h)∧m} ≤ r_n + h and B_n = 1. Hence, by (72), Ψ ( z B_{ν(h)∧m,n} ) ≤ Ψ ( z B_{m,n} ) ≤ 2φ(0)z B_{m,n} , (73) Ψ ( z B_{ν(h)∧m,n} ) ≥ Ψ ( z B_n ) ≥ 2φ(0)z B_n ( 1 − z^2 6B^2_n ) ≥ 2φ(0)z ( 1 − (r_n + h)^2 6 ) . (74)

Taking mathematical expectations in (73) and (74) with z = ^Z_{ν(h)∧m}, we obtain: 2φ(0)E ^Z_{ν(h)∧m} B_{m,n} ≥ EΨ ( ^Z_{ν(h)∧m} B_{ν(h)∧m,n} ) ≥ 2φ(0)E ^Z_{ν(h)∧m} ( 1 − (r_n + h)^2 6 ) . (75)

Now (70) and (71) follow from (75) together with (62) and (63). □ Lemma 6. Assume that ρ ≤ 1/64. Then inequalities (14) and (15) take place with some absolute constants C_1 and C_2. Proof. Set m := min{j ≤ n : B_j ≥ 3 2 ρ^{1/3}} and h := ρ^{1/3}. (76)

Noting that r_n ≤ ρ ≤ ρ^{1/3}/4^2 we obtain

B^2_m = B^2_{m−1} + EX^2_m < ( 3 2 ρ^{1/3} )_2

+ r^2_n ≤ 9 4 ρ^{2/3} + 1 4^6 < 1 7 . (77)

Consequently, B^2_{m,n} = 1 − B^2_m and we have from (76) that B^2_{m,n} > 6 7 , 24ρ ≤ 24 4^2 ρ^{1/3} = 3 2 ρ^{1/3} ≤ B_m, 6g_n < 6 4^2 ρ^{1/3} < ρ^{1/3} = h. (78)

Thus, all assumptions of Lemmas 4 and 5 are satisfied. Hence, Lemma 5 implies that 2φ(0)E_n(1 − ρ_1 − ρ_2 − 2κρ) ≤ P(T > n), (79) P(T > n) ≤ 2φ(0)E_n(1 + ρ_1)(1 + 2κρ)(1 + ρ_3), (80) where we used that 2g^∗_n + r_n ≤ 2ρ and

ρ_1 := 1.3C_0κρ, ρ_2 :=

(r_n + h)^2 6 , ρ_3 := 1 B_{m,n} − 1. (81)

Now from (64) and (76) with ρ^{1/3} ≤ 1/4 we have ρκ = 2ρ h + 4ρ B_m ≤ 2ρ^{2/3} +

4ρ^{2/3} 3/2 < 4.7ρ^{2/3}, r_n + h ≤ 1 4^2 ρ^{1/3} + ρ^{1/3}.

Then, by (77), 1 B_{m,n} = B_{m,n} B^2_{m,n} = √ 1 − B^2_m 1 − B^2_m ≤ 1 − B^2_m/2 1 − B^2_m

= 1 +

B^2_m 2B^2_{m,n} < 1 + 1.4ρ^{2/3}.

So, these calculations and (81) yield

ρ_1 < 5C_0ρ^{2/3}, ρ_2 < 0.2ρ^{2/3}, ρ_3 < 1.4ρ^{2/3}, 2κρ < 9.4ρ^{2/3}. (82) Substituting (82) into (79) we obtain (14) with any C_1 ≥ 5C_0 + 9.6. On the other hand from (82) and (80) we may obtain (15) with a constant C_2 which may be calculated in the following way:

C_2 = sup ρ^{1/3}≤1/4 [5C_0(1 + 2κρ)(1 + ρ_3) + 9.4(1 + ρ_3) + 1.4] < ∞. □ Thus, when ρ ≤ 1/4^3, the both assertions of Theorem 1 immediately follow from Lemma 6. But if ρ > 1/4^3 then (15) is valid with any C_1 ≥ 4^2 = 16 because in this case right-hand side in (15) is negative.

Let us turn to the upper bound (15). If ρ ≤^1_{24} but ρ >^1_{64} then (16) holds for m = n; and as a result we have from (16) with any C_2 ≥ 32/φ(0) that P(T_n > n) ≤ 4E_n ≤ 4^3E_nρ^{2/3} ≤ 2φ(0)E_n(1 + C_2ρ^{2/3}) for ρ^{1/3} > 1/4.

So, we have proved all assertions of Theorem 1 in all cases.

2.4. Proof of Corollary 3. In order to apply Corollary 2 we introduce the following triangular array: X_{j,n} := u_{j,n}X_j σ_n , g_{j,n} := G_{j,n} σ_n , 1 ≤ j ≤ n, n ≥ 1. (83) The assumptions in (21) and (22) imply that the array introduced in (83) satisfies (13) and (5). Thus,

P (τ_n > n) = P(T_n > n) ∼ √ 2 π E[S_{n,n} − g_{n,n}; T_n > n] = √ 2 π ( E[S_{n,n}; T_n > n] − g_{n,n}P(T_n > n) ) . Here we also used (12). Since g_{n,n} → 0, we conclude that

P (τ_n > n) ∼ √ 2 π E[S_{n,n}; T_n > n]. Noting that S_{n,n} = U_{n,n}/σ_n, we get

P (τ_n > n) ∼ √ 2 π 1 σ_n E[U_{n,n}; τ_n > n]. (84) By the optional stopping theorem, E[U_{n,n}; τ_n > n] = −E[U_{τn,n}; τ_n ≤ n]. It follows from (23) that, for every fixed k ≥ 1, U_{k,n} → U_k a.s. (85) and, taking into account the continuity of distribution functions, P(τ_n > k) = P(U_{1,n} > G_{1,n}, U_{2,n} > G_{2,n}, . . . , U_{k,n} > G_{k,n}) → P(U_1 > g_1, U_2 > g_2, . . . , U_k > g_k) = P(τ > k). (86) Obviously, (86) implies that P(τ_n = k) → P(τ = k) for every k ≥ 1. (87) Furthermore, it follows from the assumptions (17) and (21) that |U_{τn,n}| ≤ M on the event {τ_n ≤ n}. (88) Then, combining (85), (87) and (88), we conclude that E[U_{τn,n}; τ_n ≤ k] = k∑ j=1 E[U_{j,n}; τ_n = j] → k∑ j=1 E[U_j ; τ = j] = E[U_τ ; τ ≤ k]. (89)

Note also that, by (88) and (86), lim sup n→∞ |E[U_{τn,n}; k < τ_n ≤ n]| ≤ M lim sup_{n→∞} P(τ_n > k). Therefore, lim sup n→∞ E[U_{τn,n}; τ_n ≤ n] ≤ lim sup_{n→∞} E[U_{τn,n}; τ_n ≤ k] + lim sup_{n→∞} |E[U_{τn,n}; k < τ_n ≤ n]| = E[U_τ ; τ ≤ k] + MP(τ > k) (90) and lim inf n→∞ E[U_{τn,n}; τ_n ≤ n] ≥ lim inf_{n→∞} E[U_{τn,n}; τ_n ≤ k] − lim sup_{n→∞} |E[U_{τn,n}; k < τ_n ≤ n]| = E[U_τ ; τ ≤ k] − MP(τ > k). (91)

Letting k → ∞ in (90) and (91), and noting that τ is almost surely finite, we infer that E[U_{τn,n}; τ_n ≤ n] → E[U_τ ]. Consequently, by the optional stopping theorem, E[U_{τn,n}; τ_n > n] = −E[U_{τn,n}; τ_n ≤ n] → E[−U_τ ]. Plugging this into (84), we obtain the desired result.

2.5. Calculations related to Example 7.

Lemma 7. For the simple symmetric random walk {U_m} one has P (N + U_m > 0) = P(−N < U_m ≤ N) for all m, N ≥ 1 and sup_{N≥1} | | | | P(−N < U_n ≤ N) Ψ(N/ √ n) − 1 | | | | → 0. Proof. By the reflection principle for symmetric simple random walks, P (N + U_m = k, N + U_m ≤ 0) = P(U_m = N + k) for every k ≥ 1.

Thus, by the symmetry of the random walk U_m,

P (N + U_m > 0, N + U_m ≤ 0) = P(U_m < −N) = P(U_m > N). Therefore,

P (N + U_m > 0) = P (N + U_m > 0) − P (N + U_m > 0, N + U_m ≤ 0) = P(U_m > −N) − P(U_m > N) = P(−N < U_m ≤ N). We now prove the second statement. Recall that U_n is the sum of n − 1 independent, Rademacher distributed random variables. By the central limit theorem, U_n/ √ n − 1 converges to the standard normal distribution. Therefore, U_n/ √ n has the same limit. This means that ε^2_n := sup_{x>0} |P(−x √ n < U_n ≤ x √ n) − Ψ(x)| → 0. Taking into account that Ψ(x) increases, we conclude that, for every δ > 0, sup_{x≥δ} | | | P(−x √ n < U_n ≤ x √ n) Ψ(x) − 1 | | | ≤ ε^2_n Ψ(δ) . Choose here δ = ε_n. Noting that Ψ(ε_n) ∼ 2φ(0)ε_n, we obtain sup N≥ε_n √ n | | | | P(−N < U_n ≤ N) Ψ(N/ √ n) − 1 | | | | ≤ ε^2_n Ψ(ε_n) ∼ ε_n 2φ(0) → 0. It remains to consider the case N ≤ ε_n √ n. Here we shall use the local central limit theorem. Since U_n is 2-periodic, sup k: k≡n−1(mod2) | √ n − 1P(U_n = k) − 2φ(k/ √ n − 1)| → 0.

Noting that sup k≤ε_n √ n |φ(k/ √ n − 1) − φ(0)| → 0, we obtain sup N≤ε_n √ n | | | √ n − 1P(−N < U_n ≤ N) 2φ(0)m(n, N) − 1 | | | → 0, where m(n, N) = #{k ∈ (−N, N] : k ≡ n − 1(mod2)}. Since the interval (−N, N] contains N even and N odd lattice points, m(n, N) = N for all n, N ≥ 1. Consequently, sup N≤ε_n √ n | | | | √ n − 1P(−N < U_n ≤ N) 2φ(0)N − 1 | | | | → 0, It remains now to notice that Ψ(N/ √ n) ∼ 2φ(0)N √ n uniformly in N ≤ ε_n √ n. □ References

[1] Arak, T.V. On the distribution of the maximum of the succesive partial sums of independent random variables. Theory Probab. Appl., 19, 245-266, 1975.

[2] Denisov, D., Sakhanenko, A. and Wachtel, V. First-passage times for random walks with non-identically distributed increments. Ann. Probab. 46(6): 3313-3350, 2018.

[3] Denisov, D., Sakhanenko, A. and Wachtel, V. First-passage times for random walks without Lindeberg condition. work in progress.

[4] Gaposhkin, V.F. The law of the iterated logarithm for Cesaro’s and Abel’s methods of summation. Theory Probab. Appl., 10:411–420, 1965.

[5] Tyurin, I.S. Refinement of the upper bounds of the constants in Lyapunov’s theorem. Russian Math. Surveys 65(3):586-588, 2010.

Department of Mathematics, University of Manchester, Oxford Road, Manchester M13 9PL, UK Email address: denis.denisov@manchester.ac.uk

Sobolev Institute of Mathematics, 630090 Novosibirsk, Russia Email address: aisakh@mail.ru

Institut für Mathematik, Universität Augsburg, 86135 Augsburg, Germany Email address: vitali.wachtel@math.uni-augsburg.de