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TIGHT MARKOV CHAINS AND RANDOM COMPOSITIONS

Boris PITTEL

Ohio State University

ABSTRACT. For an ergodic Markov chain {X(¢)} on N, with a stationary distri-
bution 7, let T, > 0 denote a hitting time for [n|¢, and let X, = X(Tn).
Around 2005 Guy Louchard popularized a conjecture that, for n — oo, T}, is almost
Geometric(p), p = w([n]°), X is almost stationarily distributed on [n]¢, and that
Xn and Ty, are almost independent, if p(n) := sup, p(, [n]¢) — 0 exponentially fast.
For the chains with p(n) — 0 however slowly, and with sup; ; |lp(4,-) —p(J, )llrv <
1, we show that Louchard’s conjecture is indeed true even for the hits of an ar-
bitrary S, C N with #(Sn) — 0. More precisely, a sequence of k consecutive
hit locations paired with the time elapsed since a previous hit (for the first hit,
since the starting moment) is approximated, within a total variation distance of or-
der k sup, p(i,Sn), by a k-long sequence of independent copies of (¢n,trn), where
£n = Geometric (7(Sn)), tn is distributed stationarily on Sy, and £, is indepen-
dent of t,,. The two conditions are easily met by the Markov chains that arose in
Louchard’s studies as likely sharp approximations of two random compositions of a
large integer v, a column-convex animal (cca) composition and a Carlitz (C) compo-
sition. We show that this approximation is indeed very sharp for each of the random
compositions, read from left to right, for as long as the sum of the remaining parts
stays above In? v. Combining the two approximations, a composition — by its chain,
and, for S, = [n]°, the sequence of hit locations paired each with a time elapsed from
the previous hit — by the independent copies of (¢n,tr), enables us to determine the
limiting distributions of g = o(lnv) and u = o(v/?) largest parts of the random
cca composition and the random C-composition, respectively. (Submitted to Annals
of Probability in August, 2009.)

1. Introduction. Consider a Markov chain X (¢) on N. Given S C N, let T'(S)
be the hitting time, i.e. T(S) =min{t >0 : X(¢) € S}. Keilson [14] proved that
if a state ¢ is positive-recurrent, and a nested sequence S; 2 So D --- is such that
i ¢ S; and E;[T(S,)] — oo, then

(1.1) Pi{% Zt} —et, Vt>0.

The basic idea of the proof was that the probability of hitting S,, between two
consecutive returns to 4 is small, of order 1/E;[T'(S,,)], and so T'(S,,) is roughly
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the sum of the geometrically distributed number of i.i.d. times between those returns
to 7.

If a chain is ergodic, with a stationary distribution 7, the condition E;[T(S,)] —
oo is met if (and only if) 7(S,) := > ;cs 7(i) = 0. Indeed, by Derman’s theorem
[9] (see Durrett [10], Ch. 5), the expected number of visits to S,, between two
returns to ¢ is 7(S,)/m(i). So the probability of hitting S, between two returns
to i is w(Sy,)/7(i) at most, whence E;[T(S,)] > m(i)/m(Sy).

Aldous [1] estimated accuracy of the exponential approximation of the hitting
time for a finite-state ergodic Markov chain, when an initial state is chosen at
random, in accordance with the stationary distribution 7. Roughly, the discrepancy
is small if the expected hitting time far exceeds a relaxation time 7 = max; min{¢ :
Ipt(i,-) — m()llrv < p}, p < 1/2. T “measures the time taken for the chain to
approach stationarity” in a sense that max; ||pt(i,-) — 7(-)||rv < (2p)¥/7).

Precisely because these results are so strikingly general, more subtle questions
remain open. Is there a geometrically distributed random variable close to T'(S) in
terms of the total variation distance? What is, asymptotically, the joint distribu-
tion of the hitting time 7'(S) and the hit location X (7°(S))? Is there an explicit
convergence rate in terms of the total variation distance? Are X (7'(S)) and T'(S)
almost independent? How does one describe asymptotic behavior of the first k
visits to the rare set S, if k = k(S) is not too large?

For an ergodic Markov chain {X(¢)} on N, with a stationary distribution 7, let
T,, > 0 denote a hitting time for [n|° = N\ [n], and let X,, = X(7T,). Around 2005
Guy Louchard [18] popularized the following conjecture. If p(n) := sup; p(i, [n|°) =
0O(q™), q < 1, then T, is almost Geometric(p), (p = w([n]¢)), X, is almost
stationarily distributed on [n|¢, and X, and T, are almost independent. The
Markov chains with p(n) = O(¢™) arose in the studies of two random compositions,
Louchard [19], [20] and Louchard, Prodinger [21] as possibly sharp approximations
of those random compositions. Louchard’s thought-provoking idea was that if the
conjecture and approximability of each random compositions by a chain would be
proved, potentially one could obtain the limiting distributions, marginal and joint,
of extreme-valued parts and, possibly, of other related characteristics of the random
compositions.

In this paper we introduce a class of Markov chains that contains the chains from
[19]-[21] for which we can give full answers to the questions posed above and, in
particular, fully confirm Guy Louchard’s conjecture. We also prove that the chains
in [19]-[21] indeed provide a good approximation of the random compositions. The
two approximations made in tandem lead to the asymptotic distributions of the
extreme-valued parts of the compositions, together with the convergence rates.

Let us give a more specific description of our results.

Definition 1.1. An ergodic Markov chain on N, with a transition probability
matrix P = {p(i,k)}; ken and a stationary distribution =, is called tight if the
family of row probability measures {p(i,-)};en is tight, i.e.

(1.2) nll—{%o sgpgp(z, k) =0.

For a tight P, we will prove that if § # S, C N is such that «(S,) — 0, then
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uniformly for all initial states i,

(1.3) E;[T™(Sn)] ~

T (Sy)’

so E;[T(S,)] ~ 7 1(S,) in particular. Thus all the moments of T'(S,,)/E;[T(S,)]
converge, uniformly over ¢, to the moments of the exponential random variable,
which implies convergence in distribution as well. As for the hit location X (7'(S,)),
given U, C 5,

) w(Un)
(1.4) lim 5

n— oo

Pi{X(T(Sn)) S Un} -

:()7

uniformly for ¢ € N. Thus, marginally, T(S,) and X(7'(S,)) behave in the limit
as if X (¢) is a Bernoulli sequence with each trial outcome having distribution 7.

Now suppose that, besides being tight, the chain meets a condition
(1.5) dp := inf p(i,k)p(j, k) > 0.

1,jJEN
T ke

For a tight chain, this condition is equivalent to

po := sup ||p(i,-) —p(j,")llrv <1,
i,jEN
which implies that
Ip" (@) = mllrv < ot
(So, for the relaxation time 7 in [1], we have 7 = [In2/1In(1/pg)].)
Given a random vector Y with integer components, we denote its probability

distribution by d(Y). Under the conditions (1.2) and (1.5), we show that, uniformly
for the initial state i € N,

(1'6) ||d((X(T(Sn)7T(Sn)) - d((enatn))HTV = O(p(Sn))7 p(S) = Supp(k‘,S),

keN

where ¢,, and t, are independent,

P{t, =7} =7(S,)(1 —n(S,)"" %, 712>1,
(k)
m(Sp)’

P{t, =k} = kels,.

More generally, the k-long sequence of chronologically ordered locations of first k
hits of S,,, each paired with the time elapsed since a preceding hit (paired with
T'(S,,) in the case of the first hit) is approximated by the k-long sequence of inde-
pendent copies of ({,,t,), within the total variation distance of order O(kp(S,,)).
(Aldous and Brown [2], [3] had used Stein’s method to show that, for a station-
ary, continuous-time, reversible Markov process, the hitting times for a subset A
of states after prolonged excursions outside of A form an approximately Poisson
process.)
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The equation (1.6) yields, rather directly, the limiting distributions of the ex-
treme values for {X () }1<t<n. Given pu, let X denote the u-th largest among
X(1),...,X(N). Then
(1.7) P{X" < n} = P{Poisson (N7(S,)) < u} +O(1*/N + Np*(Sy)),

and we have an extended version of (1.7) for the joint distribution of X ... X (#).

Turn now to the application of these results to the random compositions studied
in [19]-[21].

A composition of a positive integer v is y = (y1,...,yu), # < v, such that
Y1,-..,Yu are positive integers satisfying
o
i=1

Since, for each p, there are (Zj

Assuming that a solution of (1.8) is chosen uniformly at random (uar) we have a
random composition Y of v, its dimension M being random as well. It is known,
Andrews [4], that

) compositions, we have 2~! compositions overall.

D ~
(1.9) YE(Zl,...,ZMfl,ZM),

D . . C . . .
(= meaning equality of distributions), where Z;,Z5,... are independent Geomet-
rics with success probability 1/2,

(1.10) M =min{m: Z1+---+ Z,, > v},
and

M-1
(1.11) Im=v—Y Z.

j=1

Hitczenko and Savage [12] used this connection to the well studied success runs
in a fair coin-tossing process as an efficient tool for asymptotic analysis of various
characteristics of the random composition.

If a random composition Y is not uniformly distributed on the set (1.8), one can
only hope for asymptotic independence of most of the parts. Lowering expectations
then, one may search for a Markov chain that approximates the behavior of Y in
question; ergodicity of such a chain would mean near independence of parts Y,
and Y;, with |t; — to| sufficiently large.

Here are two examples of such random compositions. A column-convex-animal
(cca) composition of v is a collection of lengths of an ordered sequence of contiguous
columns on Z?, whose total sum is v, such that every two successive columns have
a common boundary consisting of at least one vertical edge of Z?, Klarner [15],
Privman and Forgacs [22], Privman and Svrakic [23], Louchard [19], [20]. A Carlitz
(C) composition meets a condition that no two adjacent parts coincide, Carlitz
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[8], Knopfmacher and Prodinger [16], Louchard and Prodinger [21], Hitczenko and
Louchard [11].

One obtains a certain, nonuniform, distribution on the set of solutions of (1.8), if
a column-convex animal is chosen uar from among all such creatures. One obtains
another nonuniform distribution, if a composition of v is chosen uar from among all
C-compositions. We call these objects a random cca composition Y, and a random
C-composition Y, and denote the random number of components of Y by M . For
both schemes, Louchard [19], [20] and Louchard and Prodinger [21], determined a
limiting joint distribution of two successive parts, Y; and Y;41, in the case when ¢
and M —t are of order v, and also the limiting distribution, 7, of the first (last)
part Y7 (Yas). These results strongly suggest, though do not actually prove that,
in both cases,

(112) p(z,k?) = ltlgl P{Y;H-l =k | Y = Z}) (ia ke N))

might well be the transition probabilities of a Markov chain, with an initial distribu-
tion 7y, that closely approximates the whole random composition. We fully confirm
this conjecture, proving an approximational counterpart of (1.9)-(1.11). The chains
turn out to be tight, exponentially mixing, and this enables us to use our results
for asymptotic analysis of extreme-valued parts of both random compositions. Let
Y () denote the p-th largest part of the random composition in question. For the
random cca composition, we show that, for = o(lnv),

In (/fll/ In? V)

(n) —
(1.13) Y )

+ Op(l)a

where z, = 0.31... is the smallest-modulus root of
423 — 722 4+52—1=0.

For the random C-composition, if y = o(v*/?) then

ln(/flu)
1.14 y ) = 1
( ) 111(1/22* +Op( )7
where z, = 0.57... is the smallest-modulus root of
J
Z 1 - i 1=0.
et + z

(Op(1) stands for a random variable bounded in probability.) It follows from (1.13)
and (1.14) that the number of distinct values among XM, ... X is likely to be
at most (1 4 o(1))Inpu/In(1/z,), for the corresponding z,, for u = o(Inv) and
w= o(ul/ 2) respectively. It can be shown that, in fact, the range is asymptotic
to Inpu/In(1/z,), in probability. (See Hitczenko and Louchard [11] regarding a
limiting distribution of a “distinctness” (range size) of the random C-composition.)

We plan to extend this approach to other constrained compositions, such as quite
general Carlitz-type compositions studied by Bender and Canfield [6].
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The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we show that, for the
tight Markov chains {X ()}, the hitting time of a rare set S, , i.e. with =(S,,) — 0,
scaled by 771(S,,) converges, with all its moments, to the exponentially distributed
random variable of unit mean, while the hit location has, in the limit, a stationary
distribution restricted to S,,. And convergence is uniform over all initial states. In
Section 3 we add a second condition that guarantees exponential mixing, calling
such chains tight, exponentially mixing (t.e.m.) chains. Significantly sharpening
the results of Section 2, we demonstrate that that the hitting time and the hit
location are asymptotic, with respect to the total variation distance, to a pair of
independent random variables, one being geometrically distributed with success
probability 7(S,,), and another having the restricted stationary distribution. The
error term is O(p(S,)), see (1.6) for definition of p(-). We extend this result
to the first k hits of S,,, and then state and prove the claims about the limiting
distribution of the y largest values among X (1), ..., X (N), useful for u = o(N1/2).
In Section 4 we apply these claims to the extreme-valued parts of two random
compositions of a large v, the cca composition, and the C-composition. Specifically,
in Section 4.1 we briefly survey the basic known facts about the compositions. In
Section 4.2 we show that each composition is sharply approximated, in terms of
total variation distance, by a related Markov chain, for as long as the current sum
of parts does not exceed v — In® v. In Section 4.3, for each composition, we derive
the limiting distributions of the u largest values of a random composition parts,
assuming that p = o(Inv) for the cca composition, and u = o(v'/?) for the C-
composition. In Appendix we prove an auxiliary result on large deviations of the
number of parts in each of the random compositions.

2. Tight Markov chains. Consider an ergodic Markov chain X (¢) on N
with the stationary distribution 7 = {7(j)};en. Given S C N, we denote 7(5) =
> jes m(j). Introduce T(S) the positive hitting time of S, i. e. T'(S) = min{t >
0| X(t) € S}, and the hit location X (7'(S)). Our focus is on a rare S, i. e. with
a small 7(S5).

Assuming that the chain satisfies a tightness condition (1), namely

(2.1) lim sup Z p(i, k) =0,

we will show that, uniformly for an initial state in N, (1) 7'(S) is asymptotically
exponential, with mean 7=1(S), and (2) the distribution of X (T(S)) is asymptotic
to {m(s)/m(S)}ses-

As a first step we prove the following.

Lemma 2.1. Let a possibly infinite S, # (0 be such that lim, . 7(S,) = 0.
Under the condition (2.1),

(2:2) Ei(T(5,)] ~

uniformly for i € N.

Note. Consider a simple asymmetric random walk on N, i. e. the Markov chain
with p(1,1) = ¢, p(1,2) = p, and p(i,i—1) = q, p(i,i+1) =p for i > 2. For p < ¢
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this chain is ergodic, with the stationary distribution #(j) = (1 — p/q)(p/q)’~*,
but it is clearly not tight. For i =1, T({n+1}) = T({n+ 1,n+2,...}), but
m({n+1}) £ 7({n+1,n+2,...}). So (2.2) cannot hold for all S,, with 7(S,,) — 0.
In fact, the expected common hitting time for these two sets is not asymptotic to
the reciprocal of either of these stationary probabilities.

Proof of Lemma 2.1. By tightness condition (2.1), there exists K such that

> plij)=1/2, Vix 1.

JSK

Then, for t > 1,
PAT(K]) > 1} < o = B{T(K])] <2

Now, one (possibly not the shortest) way of hitting S,,, starting at 4, is to hit the
set [K] and from there to hit S,,. By the strong Markov property, conditionally
on X(T([K))) = j, (j € [K]), the residual travel time T(S,) till hitting S, is
distributed as 7'(.S,,) under P;. So

E[T(S,)| X (T([K]) = j] = E;[T(S)], j € [K].

Then, introducing ¢ € [K]| such that

we have:
(2.3) JE[K]

in particular, sup,; E;[T(S,)] < cc.
By Markov property,

(2.4) Ej[T(S)] =1+ Y p(j. K)ET(Sn)], jeN.
kese

Multiplying both sides of (2.4) by 7(j) and summing for j € N, we get

S RGBS =1+ 3 BT(S))S 7). k)

jEN kesSe jEN
=14 > 7w(k)E[T(Sy)],
keSg

as 7(-) is stationary. So, as both series converge,

(2.5) > w(k)Ei[T(S,)] = 1.

keSy
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(We note that (2.5) is a special case of a well-known result, due to Kac [13], with
inevitably harder proof, for a general discrete-time stationary process; see also
Breiman [7], Section 6.9.) Then, by (2.3),

(2.6) EyT(Sn)]+12>

> # — B[T(S,)] 2

m(Sn)
Now, given a state k, we have
(2.7) Eg[T(Sy)] < E[T({k})] + Ex[T(Sn)],

T({k}) being the hitting time for the singleton {k}. Combining (2.6) and (2.7),
we obtain: for every fized k,

1

28) B(T(SW] 2 75

Picking arbitrary L, by (2.4), we have: for n > n(L),

Ej[T(Su)] > 14 Y p(j, k)Ex[T(Sy)), j€N.

k<L

Therefore, by (2.8),

n— 00 JEN n— 00 jEN

lim inf <1nfE [T(Sh, )]> 7m(Sy) > liminf inf Zp (4, k

where, by (2.1), the RHS approaches 1 as L1 co. So

1
. >
(29) BT(5.))Z rgy:
uniformly for j € N.
It remains to show that 1
. <
Ej [T(Sn)] ~ ﬂ_(Sn)?

uniformly for j € N. Using (2.4)-(2.5), we obtain then

(2.10) > e (14 3 PG KBTS, :ﬂ(;n).

JESn lGSn keS¢

Suppose that there exists a subsequence n,, — oo and § > 0, such that

lim FE,[T(S,)]n(S,) > 1+ 0.

ne{n,}

Then, by (2.7),
lim ER[T(Sy)]m(Sy) > 1+,

ne{nm, }
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for every fixed k. Picking M > 0 and dropping the summands for ¥ > M in
(2.10), we get then: for n = n,, large enough,

e ol DT

k<M

(1+6/2) >

J€Sn ie3,

This is impossible if M is chosen so large that

1
ot kgp(j’ SRS yE
Therefore 1
B8] S =55
and so, invoking (2.3),
(211) BT(S0)] S — e
m(Sn)

uniformly for k£ € N.
Combining (2.9) and (2.11), we complete the proof of Lemma 2.1. [

The fact that E;[T(S, )] — oo already implies, via Keilson’s theorem [14], that,
for each fized initial state i, T'(S,)/E;[T(Sy)] is, in the limit, exponentially dis-
tributed, with parameter 1. The tightness condition allowed us to estimate the
scaling parameters E;[T(S,)] asymptotically, uniformly for ¢ € N. Interestingly,
this uniformity can be used for a simple alternative proof of asymptotic exponen-
tiality of T'(S,)/Ei[T(Sn)].

Lemma 2.2. Under the condition (2.1), for each fixred k > 1,
(2.12) E;[T*(S,)] ~ k!/7*(Sn),
uniformly for i € N. Consequently, uniformly for i € N,

(2.13) PAT(Sp,)7(Sy) >z} — e *, Va>0.

Proof of Lemma 2.2. Introduce the moment generating functions

u” " .
$i(u) =) FEi[T (Sn)], i€N.
r>0
As formal power series, these functions satisfy

(2.14) di(u) =e* | D p(i,i)+ > pli,))os(u) |, i€N.

JE€SH jesg
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Differentiating both sides of (2.14) k times at u =0 we get

Ei[T*(S,)] =b(i, k) + > pli, ) E;[T*(S,)], i €N,
JESE,

k—1 k
b(i k) =1+ <T> > pli )BT (S,)].

jese

(2.15)

For k =1 we get (2.4). Let k > 2, and suppose that, for r < k,

r!

(2.16) E;[T"(S,)] =1+ o(l))m

uniformly for ¢ € N. (This is obviously true for k = 2.) Then

k—1

k) =1+ (o) 3 By S oA E TS
(using (2.4)) - o
—14(1+0(1) kZ e (BT - 1)
(2.17) e +0(1))% —a +o(1))ﬂk+!(5n),

uniformly for ¢ € N. Using (2.17), we rewrite (2.15) as
k! o
Ei[T*(S0)] = (14 0(1) =~ + Y, p(i, )BT (S,)],
wh=1(S,)
JESY,
uniformly for i € N. Now if define z°(i, k) = b(i, k), and, for ¢t > 0,
o i k) = b(i k) + Y p(i,5)a"(j. k), i€N,
JESS,

then zt(i,k) t E;[T*(S,)], i € N. In particular, for k = 1, we have b(i,1) = 1, and
x(i,1) 1 E;[T(S,)]. Using this observation and (2.17), and F;[T(S,)] ~ 1/7(sn)
uniformly for ¢ € N, we conclude:

k!
T"1(S,)

uniformly for ¢ € N. Thus (2.16) holds for all » > 1, and so

E;[T*(Sn)] = (1 +0(1)) Ei[T(Sn)],

E[T*(Sa)] = (1+ 0(1))7#“(5”)’

uniformly for 7 € N.

Since limsup k~'(k!)'/*/k < oo, the exponential distribution is the only one
with the moments k!, (Durrett [10]). The proof of Lemma 2.2 is complete. O

Turn now to H,, := X(T'(S,)), H reminding us that X(7'(S,)) is the hit loca-

tion.
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Lemma 2.3. Let U, C S,,. Uniformly for i € N,

) T(Un)|
(2.18) nll—{%o P{H, cU,} — i 0.
Proof of Lemma 2.3. By Markov property,
(2.19) P{H, € U} =p(i,Un) + Y _ pli,j)Pi{Hy € Up}, €N,

JESS

where we use the notation p(i, A) =3, ., p(i,k), ACN.
(a) Assuming only that {p(i, k)} is ergodic, let us show that, for all fized i,7 € N,

(2.20) lim |\P{H, € U,} — Pi{H, € U,}| =0.
By Cantor diagonalization device, any subsequence {n,,} of 1,2,... contains a

further subsequence {n,,} such that for n — oo along this subsequence, there
exists
fi= lim P{H,€U,} €[0,1], i€eN
n—roo

The limits f; may well depend on {n,,}, of course. Letting n = n,,, — oo in
(2.19), we obtain:

(2.21) fi=>"p(i4)f;, ieN.
jJeN

Since the matrix {p(i,j)} is ergodic, f; does not depend on 7, (Durrett [10], Exer.
3.9). So (2.20) follows.
(b) By tightness, given ¢ € (0, 1), there exists J = J(¢) such that

> pli,j)=1-¢, VieN.
J<J

For n>n(J), [J] C S5. So, by (2.19),

e > (1 _ -
g&{]P’{H“ eU,} > (1—¢) Il%l?Pl{Hn eUy,},

and

sup P,{H, € U,} < e+ max P,{H, € U,}.
ieN 1<J

So

lim sup [sup P{H, €U,} —inf P{H, € Un}]

< 2e+ lim [maXPi{Hn € U,} —min P,{H, € Un}] = 2¢.
i<J i<J

n—00 - <

Thus

(2.22) lim [Sup Pi{H, € U,} — inf Pi{H,, € Un}} = 0.

n— o0 i€N
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(¢) Multiplying both sides of (2.19) by = (i), summing for ¢ € N, and using
stationarity of m(-), we obtain

> w(i)P{Hn € Uny = > 7(i)p(i,Un) + Y Pi{Hn € Un} Y w(d)p(i, 5)

‘€N i€N jESS i€N
=a(Un)+ Y 7())P;{Hy € Un},
JEST
so that
(2.23) > 7(i)P{H, € Up} = 7(Uy).
Consequently
inf P,{H, € U,} < q(n,U,) < sup P,{H, € U,},
1€Sy 1€Sy
where (v,
T\Un
q(n,Up,) == (5
Combining (2.22) and the double inequality we conclude that
(Un)

lim |P{H, € Uy} — = —0,
n—r oo

m(Sn)

uniformly for ¢ € N. The proof of Lemma 2.3 is complete. [

Thus, considered separately, T'(S,) and X(7'(S,)) asymptotically behave as if
X(t) is a Bernoulli sequence with each trial outcome having distribution 7. Of
course, the Bernoulli sequence possesses finer properties; in particular, 7'(.S,,) and
X(T(Sy)) are independent of each other. We are about to impose an additional
condition on {p(i,k)}. It will be used to to establish a limit distribution of the
vector (T(Sn), X(T(Sy))), together with a convergence rate in terms of the ||+ ||7v
distance. In particular, under the two conditions, T7'(S,)) and X (7'(S,,)) turn out
to be asymptotically independent.

3. Tight, exponentially mixing Markov chains. The extra condition (2) is:

(3.1) pi=sup Y _|p(i,k) — p(j, k)| < 2.
HIEN peN

(Of course, p <2 always.) Then (Durrett [10], Exer. 5.11),

> (i k) = p (3. k)| < 2(p/2)",

keN

where p™(-,-) are the n-step transition probabilities. Consequently, multiplying by
m(7) and summing over j € N,

S 1p"(i,k) - 7 (k)] < 20p/2)™

keN
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Equivalently, denoting e = ({1};en)?,

T
(32) I(P" —em) @) = |P" —em|r o < 2(p/2)"
We call the chains meeting (3.2) exponentially mixing, and use abbreviation t. e.
m. chains for tight, exponentially mixing Markov chains. Now

1
= i,k) —p(j, k)| = min P{X # Y},
2%;Ilp( )= p( k)| = min PAX #Y}

where minimum is over all random vectors (X,Y’) such that P{X =k} = p(i, k),
P{Y =k} =p(j,k), k € N, see Durrett [10]. Therefore, selecting independent X
and Y,

—Z|pzk PGk <1—P{X=Y}=1-> p(i,k)p(j, k).

keN kEN
Hence the condition (3.1) is met if
3.3 o := inf k)p >0
(3.3) }]neNZp i, k)p(j, k) > 0,

in which case p/2 <1 —dq. In fact, for the tight chains the converse is true: (3.1)
implies (3.3). Suppose not. Then there exists {(i,«,j,«)}rzl such that

(3.4) hm Zp ir, k)p(jr, k) = 0.
kGN

By the tightness condition, we may assume that p(i,,-) and p(j.,-) converge,
weakly, to some probability distributions, p; and ps respectively, that is

p(ir, k) = p1(k),  p(jr,k) = p2(k), keN.
Combining this with (3.1) and (3. 4) we obtain

Z|p1(k‘) k)| <2, Zpl =0.

kEN kEN
This is impossible, since the second condition implies that

Ip1(k) — p2(k)| = p1(k) + p2(k).

Theorem 3.1. Let 0,,; denote the joint distribution of X(T'(S,)) and T(S,) for
an initial state i € N. Let 0, denote the product probability measure on S, X N,
such that

A
on(Ax B) = T NS5, ) (1 - n(8,))7Y, AC S, BCN.
T(-(Sn) TEB
Under the conditions (1) and (2), uniformly for i € N,
(3.5) [0n,i = Onllrv = O(p(Sh)),
where
(36) p(Sn) = Supp(ia Sn)
ieN
Proof of Theorem 3.1. Introduce
€n, = sup p(i, Sp) szk:

1€SE ke A

by the tightness and lim 7(S,) = 0, we have lime,, = 0. Let P, = {p(i, k) }i resc -
As a first step let us prove the following claim.
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Lemma 3.2. For n large enough, P, has an eigenvalue X\, € [1 —e,,1) and a

corresponding eigenvector f, = ({fn(i)},-esg)T, such that

1

(3.7) 1<ﬂﬂ)_TjW§%7—

with 0y coming from the condition (3.3).

Proof of Lemma 3.2. Given m > 0, introduce S,, ,,, = S, U{m+1,m+2,...},
so that Sy, = S5 N [m], which is a finite set. Denote P, m = {p(i,k)}ikess
By the conditions (2.1) and (3.3), there exist ny and mg such that

(3.8) Jnf lergirinp(z »Spm) >1—100/3,
m>mg
. ) ] > .
(3.9) f  min > p(i,k)p(j, k) > 60/2
m>mq keSc

n,m

Let n > ng, m >mqg. Call ) # A C Sy, closed (in Sy, ), if p(4, S5, ,, \ A) =0
for each i € A. Call a closed set minimal if it does not contain a closed subset.
The condition (3.9) clearly ensures that there exists exactly one minimal closed
subset A, which may be the whole set Sy, . A submatrix Pa := {p(i,k)}irea
is irreducible; so it has a positive eigenvalue A\(A) with a positive eigenvector fy4,
and the absolute values of the remaining eigenvalues of P4 do not exceed A(A).
In fact, those absolute values are strictly less than A(A). Otherwise, by Frobenius
theorem, there exists a partition A = wh_; A, h > 1, such that, for r =1,...,h,
{ke A|Jiec A, p(i,k) >0} = A, 41, (h+1:=1). So, for i € Ay, j € Aa,

> pli k)p(G. k) =Y pli, k)p(j. k > pli k)p(, k) =0,

keL keA k€A2NA;
And this contradicts (3.9). Furthermore, by (3.8),

> e B
A(A) Ilrélilp(Z A) = E%lgp(z,Sn’m)>1 do/3,

while, denoting A" = S§; ,, \ A and using (3.9),

A <1 —minp(i, A
max p(i, A') nelglp(z, )

<1- L, k)p(j, k) < 1—460/2.
< ZGA,rr;lenS%%; pli, K)p(j, k) < 1o/

Therefore A(A) is strictly larger than A(A’), the largest eigenvalue of P4, . Denot-
ing Par,a = {p(i,k) }icar kea, let f40 be a solution of

PA/,AfA + Pafq = )\(A)fA/
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Since Pas af4 > 0 and A(A) > A\(A’), fa exists uniquely and is positive. The
combined vector f, ,,, = (f4,f4/) is a unique, positive, eigenvector of P, ,, for its
largest eigenvalue

Let us bound max; £, ,,,(7)/ min; £, ,,, (7). Introduce p;(7), (i € Sy, ,,, 7 > 0),
the probability that, starting at state i, the Markov process X(t) stays in Sy, ,,
for all t < 7. The sequence p(7) = {ps(7)}ics: , satisfies a recurrence

p(t+1)=Pse p(r), p0)=(1,..., nT.
Moreover, there exists C,, ,, > 0 such that
(310) p(T) ~ Cn,m A;,m fn,ma T — Q.

To exploit this connection, let us first use a coupling device to derive a recurrence
for the differences p;(7) — p;(7), i # j. Consider two independent processes, X (t)
and Y (t), starting at i and j in Sy, . Introduce the events U(t) = {X(t) € Sj, .}
and V(t) = {Y(t) € Sy, .}, and let 1(W) denote the indicator of an event W. By
the Markov property,

pi(r+1) —pi(r+1) = Eu H L(U(t)) - H 1(V(t))

t<t+1 t<t+1

= N (i k)pli k) B iy | [T 200) - T 2(V(2)

klkaES%,nL tST tST
k1 #ko

+ S (i k)pG k) By | [T 1U(0)

ki1€S¢ szSn,m t<rt

n,m?

- > p(ik)p( k) By | [ 1(V(1)

k1€Sn, m, k2 €57, [t<T

— Z p(i, k1)p(i, k2) [Pk, (T) — Pry (7))

klkaES%,nz
k1 #ko

+ 90y Snm) D (i k1)pry (7). = D0y Snm) > Py k2)pks (7).

ki1€S¢ ko€ Sc

n,m n,m

Letting 7 1 oo and using (3.10) we obtain

(3'11) )‘n,m(fn,m(i) - fn,m(])) = Z p(i, k‘1)p(j, kQ)(fn,m(kl) - fn,m(kQ))

kl,kQES%Ym
k1#ko

+p(j7 Sn,m) Z p(iykl)fn,m(kl) - p(iysn,m) Z p(jy k?)fn,m(k?)

ki1€S¢ ko€SS

n,m n,m
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Let fnm(i1) = maxese

< Frm(1), fom(iz) = miniegg,m fr,m(i). Then it follows
from (3.11) that

(fn,m(zl) - fn,m(@)) )\n,m - Z p(ila kl)p(i% k2) S p(i27 Sn,m) fn,m(zl)

k11k2€s.ﬁ’m
k7o

Here, see (3.3),

> plin, k)plia, k) < 1= > plin, k)p(G k) < 1—30/2,

kl*kQES%,wz kGS;,m
kq#£ko

and
J < = L, Snm)-
p(227 Sn,m) = Enym ?Gl%fcf p(z, S , )
As A\, > 1—60/3, we obtain
. 6 .
(312) fn,m(zl) <1 - 5_05n,m> < fn,m(ZQ)a vn > no, vm > mo.

Now
0 S 6n,?n —&n S SuP Z p(z,k),

Y k>m

so that limy,—yo0 €pm = €y, uniformly for n, and lim,_,. €, = 0. So there exist
ny > ng, my > mg such that e, , < do/7 for n > ny, m > my. For those n,m,
the relation (3.12), with f,, »,(42) = min; f,, () = 1, yields

1
(3.13) 1< fumli) < i€ S5

(6/50)5n,m7

A standard argument shows then existence of a subsequence mg 1 co such that (1)
for each i € S¢, there exists f,(i) = limy,, o0 fn,m, (), which necessarily satisfies

1

< () < e
1< fo(i) < T=(6/00)e, i€ Sy,

and (2) there exists A\, = limy, o0 Apm, € [1 —€p,1). Clearly then f, :=

({fn (i)}ieS%)T € Lo (S) is an eigenvector of P,,, A, being a corresponding eigen-
value. The proof of Lemma 3.2 is complete. [

Let F, be a diagonal S¢ x S matrix with F),(i,7) = f,(i), i € SS. Define a
S¢ x S5¢ matrix

n =Ny Py F, = A ()7 0, B) fu(R) Y kese -
Let e, = ({l}iGS%)T. Since F,e, =f,,, we have

Qnen :Agnglpnfn :Fglfn =€,
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so that @Q,, is stochastic. From tightness of P = {p(i,k)}; ren, and (3.9) it follows
that, for each fixed n, and even uniformly over n, @, is tight as well, i. e.

§(K):= sup Z Qn(i,k) — 0, K1 oo.
mAEST peSe k> K

Now from

(@n)" (i k) = > Quli,5)(Qn)" " (4, k),

jess

by induction on v it follows that

ap Y QR < (K.
ViIEST pese k> K

Hence, given n, the rows of all matrices (Q,)” form a tight set of probability dis-
tributions. Therefore there exists vy, — oo and a family of probability distributions
Tn(i,-) on S, (i € S¢), such that, for i,k € Sg,

(Qn)" (i k) = m,(i, k), v — .

In addition, by (3.7) and (3.9), for i,5 € S¢,

n\2
S Qi@ B =22 S YEL 6 1, 1)

n£mn
kese kese fi fj

> (1= (6/60)en)>60/2 > 60/3,

for n large enough. Therefore, cf. (3.2),

(3.14) > (@) (i k) = (Qu)” (4. k)| < 2(1 = 60/3)” =0, v — oo

keSe
Letting v — oo along {v,} in (3.14) we obtain that the family {m,(i,-)}icse
consists of a single probability distribution 7, (-) on S¢. Thus, for any distribution
q(-) on S¢, q(Qn)"s — m,. Applying this to ¢ = m,, and then to ¢ = 7, @,
TnQn = Vll_rfloo 0 (Qn)" Qn = Vslgnoo(ann)(Qn) S =T,

that is 7, is a stationary distribution of @Q,,. Using stationarity of 7, and (3.14)
we obtain

v T v 14
315) Q) —eum) sy = @) = enmal, sy < 200~/
cf. (3.2). Since (Q,)” = \,”F,; 1PV F, , combination of (3.3) and (3.2) implies that

(3.16) (Pn)" = Moo+ Ry o= {Wn(z)/fn(z)}zesga

where

(3'17) HRZ,VHLl(S;) = HRn,VHLOO(S;) < 2(1 - 50/3)V'
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The estimates (3.16)-(3.17) enable us to determine the limiting joint distribution
of T(S,) and X(T(S,)). Given A C S,,, and z with |z| <1, define

Vi(2) = E; [TV (X (T(S,)) € A)], i€ SE,
and (z) = [{d}i(z)}ies;]T. Using Markov property, we have

Y (2) = 2p(i, A) + 2 Z p(i, k)vg(z), i€ S:,

keSg

or
. T
Y(z) = 2Pn + 2PpP(2), Pn = [{p(%A)}ieSg]
Therefore, introducing the S¢ x S¢ identity matrix [,, and using (3.16)-(3.17),

P(2) =2(In — 2P,) 'pp =2 Y 2"(Pn)"Pn
v>0

E  £,(00pn) + Ra(2);

- 1—2z\,
R, (z) ==z Z 2" Ry, v Pn

v>0

(3.18)

By (3.17) and

IPnllz(se) < p(A) = S,lelgp(LA)’

we have: each component of R,,(z) is analytic for |z| < (1 — &y/3)7!, and

2p(A)
c < ’
IRn(2)llLociss) < 7 |2](1 — 60/3)

Therefore each v;(z) initially defined in the unit disk admits a meromorphic
extension to the open disk of radius (1 — §y/3)~! > 1, with a single, simple pole
z =1/, in that disk.

As for the explicit term in (3.18),

[£u(0upa)], = CA (D), C(A) == 0.()p(s. A).

JESS
In particular, setting z =1,
C(A)f.(i
PAX(T(,)) € A} = v1) = S22 4 o))

Since Pi{X(T(S,)) € Sp} =1, we then obtain

_ C(5n) fn(2)

(3.19) 1—\, = L) ei(n) = O(p(Sn))-

Therefore
P{X(T(Sy)) € A} =
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This uniform estimate and (2.23), with U,, = A,,, easily imply that

c4) _ =(4)

(8.20) C(5,) ~ 7(Sh)

+ O(p(Sn)).

Furthermore, given a positive integer 7,

PAT(S,) = 7, X(T(S,) € A} = [Jun() = —— ¢ L g,

; 1
2mi Jp, 27t

where L is a circular contour |z| = 1. By (3.18), the extended 1;(z) has a unique
singularity, a simple pole, in a ring between L and L;, which is the circular contour
of radius (1 — dp/4)~!. Using (3.18) and the residue theorem, we obtain

R O dz = — C(A“)f”(z) f a 1)\ ¥ dz+ O((1—60/4)"p(A))
L, (L—2X\,)z

2mi Jp 27t 271

= C(An)fn(Z))‘gil + O((l - 50/4)Tp(A))

Thus, by (3.19) and (3.20),

m(A)
(Sn)
+O[(1 = X)X, p(Sn)] + O[(1 = 60/4)"p(Sn))].

(3'21) Pz{T(Sn) =T, X(T(Sn)) € A} = (1 - )‘n))‘gil

3

In particular, for A = 5,,,
(3.22) PAT(S,) =71}t=(1—- M)A, "
+O[(1 = M)A 1p(Sn)] + O[(1 = 8o/4)p(Sn))].
Now we had proved already that, under the tightness only,
Ei[T*(Sn)] ~ KIEF[T(Sn)] ~ kln~"(Sn),

so that
Ei[(T(Sn))k] ~ km_k(sn)-

According to (3.22), we also have

" k + O(p(Sn)(l - )‘n)ik)

Ei[(T(Sn))k] = WL

Comparing the two formulas we see that 1 — A, ~ 7(S,,). In fact, we can say more.
From (3.22) it follows that, uniformly for i € S,

_ 1+ 0®(5)

E{T(S)] = =5

Combining this with (2.10), we get

(3.23) 1= X, =7(Sn)(1+O0(p(Sy,))).
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The rest is short. Let C C S,, x N, and C, ={k € S, : (k,7) € C}. From (3.21)
it follows that, uniformly for ¢ € S and C,

B21)  PAXTSINT(.) € O = (1= N D 4 0(p(S),

TEN

And, by (3.23),

IIEPHITEES SECAIEECH)

TEN TEN

T—1 7T(C'T
(Sn

~—

~—

3

< Kl ) —W(Sn)| Z 214 7(1—2)] ZES;;, (z between \,, and 1—7(S,))

TEN

< ‘(1 _ )\n) — W(Sn)‘ |:2(1 — a;) ZTxT_l + 223;7'1]
T>1 721
=[(1 = \y) = 7(Sn)| - 4(1 — 2)7L = O(p(S,)).

So (3.24) becomes
10n,i = OullTv = O(p(Sy)), i€ S,

Suppose that ¢ € S,,. Then
(3.25) P{(X(T(Sn)),T(Sn)) € C}
= > p(i, )P{(X(T(S,)), T(Sn) + 1) € C} + O(p(Sn)),

kese
where, by (3.24),
T—1 7T(C'TJrl)

P50, 7182 + 1) € ) = 30 -2 g + 0005
= - TS Ol - gu—mwﬁgj £O(1= Ay +p(5,)
_ - %(1 — Ap)AT! ZEEB +O(1 = A +(S0))
= TN 0l

Therefore, by (3.25), (3.24) holds for i € S,, as well. This completes the proof of
Theorem 3.1. [0

Let T),, be the time intervals between consecutive visits to S,,. So T;,1 =
T(S,), and, for r > 1,

Ty =min{t > Th,—1 : X(t) € Sp} — Tnr-1,
7;1,7"71 = ZTn,lm

k<r
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i. e. Tp, is the time of r-th visit to S,. Let X,,, = X(Tpn,), 1. e. X, , is a
state in S, visited at time 7, ,. Introduce a random sequence {/,;t,},>1, where

all ¢1,t1,05,to,... are independent and, for each r,
m(A)
P g?‘ A == 9 A g n»
{tr € A} T(50) S

while ¢, is distributed geometrically, with success probability 7(S,,). Also, for two
random vectors, Y and Z, of a common dimension v, let dry(Y,Z) denote the
total variation distance between the distributions of Y and Z, i. e.

dryv(Y:Z) = sup |P{Y € B} — P(Z € B)|.
BeBv

Since |z| is convex,

0.5  sup |E[f(Y)] - E[f(2)]| < drv(Y;Z)
Fllfll oo vy <1

< swp [E[f(Y)] - E[f(2)]]
Fillfll oo vy <1

Theorem 3.1 implies the following.

Theorem 3.3. Uniformly for an initial state i € N,

(326) dTV({Xn,r; Tn,r}lgrgk; {gh tr}lgrgk) = O(kp(Sn))7

Thus, if k = k(n) is such that kp(S,) — 0, the random sequence {X, ,;
Torti<r<k is asymptotic, with respect to the total wvariation distance, to the
Bernoulli sequence {{,,t,}1<r<p .

Proof of Theorem 3.3. We prove (3.26) by induction on k. For k =1, it is
the statement of Theorem 3.1. Assume (3.26) holds for some k£ > 1. Let f :
Nk—H X Nk+1 — R have ||fHLOO(Nk+1><Nk+1) S 1. Denote

X = {Xn, h<rekrt, X® ={X,, <<,
(3.27) Y = {T, —8(i,") hererrt, YO ={T,, —3(i,r)}i<r<s,

xF) = {fﬂr}lgrgk, Y(k) = {yr}lgrgk-
We write first

(3.28) Ei[f(X;Y)]
= E; [Ei[f (XM, X pa1) 5 (YP, T igr = 1)) (X, Y]]

By the strong Markov property,

(3.29) Eilf(X™, Xpxi1); (YF, T n — 1)) [(XF, Y )]
= B, [f(x™, X), ™, T —1))]

x(B) =X ()| y () =y ()’
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here X, T are the location and the time of the first hit of S,, for the chain starting
at z € S, . Using (3.26) for kK =1, we have

(8:30) | Ba, F((M, X), (3,7 = 1)] = L (M), 0), (v9),0))] | = O(w(S0)),
uniformly for j € S,,. (Here (¢,t) 2 (4r,t.).) So, introducing f:NFxNF 5 R by

FB,y ) = B £, 0, (v0,1))]
and using (3.28)-(3.30), we have
(3.31) |Elf(X,Y)] = B [f (X, Y®)]| = O(p(S0n))-
Besides, applying the inductive hypothesis to f , we also have

(3.32) E[f(X®, Y] = E[f({trt, }1<r<n)] = O(kp(S,)).
It follows from Fubini theorem and (3.31)-(3.32), that
Ei[f(X,Y)] - E[f({tr trh1<r<ii1))] = E:[f(X,Y)] = E[f({tr tr}r1<r<i))]
=O0((k +1)p(Sn)),

which proves the inductive step. So (3.26) holds for all k. O

Let us apply Theorem 3.3 to the extreme values for the t.e.m. chains. Given
alarge N, let X = X(N:J) denote the j-th largest among X (1),..., X(N); in
particular, X1 = maxi<;<ny X (). From now on we will use a notation S, =
{n+1,n+2...}.

Corollary 3.4. Uniformly for i = X(0),

(3.33)  P{XW <n} = P{Poisson (N7(Sy,)) < pu} +O(u*/N + Np*(S,.)).

Proof of Corollary 3.4. X" < n iff during [1, N] the chain visited S,, at most
u— 1 times. So, by Theorem 3.3,

(63  RXW<np=Y (]jv ) 7 (8,) (1= 7(S.))N + O(up(S,)).
Here ' '
(V);(1 = ()7 = N7 (14 O(22/N) + O(p(Sn)).
and
(1 —7(Sp))N — e Nm(Sn) <o Ne=N7(Sn) (e*’T(S") — (1 =7(5,)))
<N72(8,)e NS,

So, as 7(S,) < p(Sy), (3.34) becomes (3.33). O

Corollary (3.4) is a special case of the following result. Given a < b < oo, denote
Sap = (a,b], 1. e. Sgp=295,\Sy. Let V, p, = Vv o denote the number of visits to
Sap during [1, N], and Agp = An,a,p = N7(S(a,b)).
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Theorem 3.5. Let (ay,b1],... (ak,bx] be disjoint. Uniformly for i = X(0),

b ﬂ (Varbe <} p = H P{ Poisson (Ao, ,) < pe}
(3.35) ek AL
+O(W?/N + Np?(Sa)),

where p = py + -+ pp, a = ming ay. Thus, if p = o(NY?) and Np*(S,) =
o(1), the numbers of visits to non-overlapping intervals (ag,bs] are asymptotically
independent Poissons with parameters N(Sg,p,) -

Proof of Theorem 3.5. Applying Theorem 3.3 to S:= |J Sq,.,,
1<t<k

P ﬂ {Vagor S e} p = Z <j1 N jk) H T (Sayb,)

1<l<k J1<p150 50k Sk 1<4<k
N—j

< 1= " 7(San,) +O(up(Sa)),

1<e<k

where j =71+ -+ j¢, and

< N >_ N1

The rest runs parallel with the proof of Corollarry 3.4. O

Analogously we obtain a relatively simple asymptotic formula for the joint dis-
tribution of XM ... X ®)

Theorem 3.6. Let co =ng > ny > ng > --- > n,. Uniformly for i = X(0),

(3.36) Piq () {XY <n)

1<e<p
= Z HP{Poisson (Mvnrs) = Ve } + O(u?/N + Np*(Sn,,)).
ViV 1<r<p

More generally, let
B C {x:(azl,...,:ﬂu)EN DTy 2---23:“}.

Given x, let y1(x) > -+ > yn(x) denote all the distinct values (range) of the

sequence T1,...,%,, and let a; = a;(x) > 0 be the multiplicity of y; = y;(x). So

m = m(x) < u, and a3 + -+ + ap, = p. Then, denoting n(B) = infou: and
xE

setting 1Yo = 00,
(3.37) P{(xW,...,x®) e B}
_Nx N (y,))*
=Y [ eVl (Nmlyn)™ (':{!)) +O(u?/N + Np*(Su(m)))

a
xeB 1<r<m

= 3 T (o) [T oL O N + N (Sucs)

x€EB 1<r<m r



24 BORIS PITTEL

where o(y) = 7(y)/7([Ym>0)), Y € [Ym,0).

In the next section we will describe two models of a random constrained com-
position, and show that each random composition is sharply approximated by a
t.e.m. chain. It will enable us to use Corollary 3.4 and Theorems 3.5, 3.6 for anal-
ysis of the limiting distribution of the larger parts.

4. Two random constrained compositions and Markov chain approxima-
tions. We focus on two interesting cases of such compositions, the column-convex-
animals (cca) compositions and the Carlitz (C) compositions.

4.1. Defintions and some basic facts. (a) A column-convex animal (cca) is a
sequence of contiguous vertical segments of unit squares in Z?, ordered from left to
right, such that every two successive columns have a common boundary consisting
of at least one vertical edge of Z?2. If the total number of unit squares involved is v
then the lengths of the vertical segments form a composition of v; we call it a cca
composition. Let T'(v, 1) denote the total number of the cca compositions of v with
p parts; then T'(v) := 3, T(v, 1) is the total number of the cca compositions of
v. Introduce f(w,z), the bivariate generating function (BGF) of T'(v, ),

f(’lU,Z) = Z T(Vnu’)wuzy'
w,v>1
Louchard [19] found that
wz(z —1)3
flw,z) =2

(4.1.1) h(w,z)
h(w,z) :=2*(w — 1) + 23 (w? —w +4) — 2*(w + 6) + z(w +4) — 1.

Therefore f(z), the GF of T'(v), is

2(z—1)3 (z—1)3

(4.1.2) A A Y TS R Ve -y o

a formula discovered earlier by Klarner [15]. Privman and Forgacs [22] used (4.1.2),
and Darboux theorem, to show that

(4.1.3) T(v) = Q

— (1+0(y"),

where v < 1, C =0.18..., and z, = 0.31... is the smallest-modulus solution of
h(1,2z) =0.

We get a uniformly random cca composition of v, if we assume that each com-
position has the same probability, 1/7'(v). It was discovered in [19], [20] that the
distribution of the last (first) part is asymptotic to

m1(k) :zf(k +a),

4.14 _
(4.14) P Sl N ST
Zu 1— 2z,
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which is directly seen as a probability distribution. Besides, the joint distribution
of two consecutive parts Y; and Y;i1, with both ¢ and M — ¢ of order ©(v), was
shown to be asymptotic to that of two consecutive states of an ergodic Markov
chain on N, in a stationary regime, with transition probabilities

k+a
4.1. k) =28+ k-1
(4.15) pliK) = K+ k-1,
and a stationary distribution
m(k) =A712F (k +a)?,

(4.1.6) i ) 22 1— 2z,

A= 2z (k+a) = + .

k%:l (1—2)3 Zs

That  ,-,p(i,k) =1 follows from another formula for a,

222
(1—22)(1— 2z4)

a =

(The given formulation is slightly different from, but equivalent to that in [19], [20].)

One way to derive (4.14) is to use (4.1.3) and a formula for fi(z), the generating
function of the cca compositions with the first (last) part equal k,

3_ .2

ok & z°—z"+z

(4.1.7) fe(z) = 2"+ 25 f(2) [kﬂL W} ;

which can be read out of [19]. Comparing the first line in (4.1.4) and (4.1.7) we
must also have yet another formula for a, namely

zf—zf—i—z*

(4.1.8) a= A=)

which is indeed the case.
(b) A Carlitz (C) composition of v is defined as a composition such that every

two consecutive parts are distinct from each other. The counterparts of the cited
results for the cca compositions are as follows. Carlitz [8] proved that

f(w,z) = — 1+ @,
(4.1.9) - i
h(w,z) :=1- (~1)7* T

j>1

for |w| < 1, h, as a function of z is analytic for |z| < 1, and for |w| > 1, h is
analytic for |z| < 1/|w|. Louchard and Prodinger [21] found a rather more tractable
expression for h, namely

(4.1.10) h(w,2) =1-Y i

14wz’
j=>1 +
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(4.1.9) and (4.1.10) were used in [20] to show that

(4.1.11) T(v) = gy (1+0(")),

¥
where v <1, C =0.456..., and z, = 0.57... is the smallest-modulus solution of
h(1,z) =0.

We get a uniformly random C-composition of v, if we assume that each C-
composition has the same probability, 1/7(v). In a striking analogy with the
random cca composition, the two consecutive parts Y; and Y;;;, deep inside the
composition, are also jointly asymptotic to the two consecutive states of an ergodic
Markov chain, with transition probabilities

p 1+ 2

(4.1.12) pik)y = 1 TR

0, i= k.
and a stationary distribution

_ 2k 2k
(4.1.13) (k)= A 1@, A= 217 EaE
And the limiting distribution of Y7 is
ok
(4.1.14) k) =
which follows from (4.1.11) and a counterpart of (4.1.7),
Skt Sk

(4.1.15) Ji(z) = W+f(2)l—i—7'

(That (4.1.12) and (4.1.14) and are indeed probability distributions follows from
the definition of z, as a root of h(1,z) =0 and (4.1.10).)

For each of the compositions, an equation h(w, z) = 0 (for the attendant function
h(w, z)) determines a root z(w), well defined for w sufficiently close to 1, such
that z(1) = z., z(w) is infinitely differentiable, and 2’(1) < 0. The number of
parts M for each of the random compositions was shown, in [19] and [21] resp., to
be Gaussian in the limit v — oo, with mean av and variance Sv, where

2 (1) Z(1) 5 2"(1)
4.1.16 = - == = - '
( ) . 2(1) W Preta-—
In particular,
1222 — 14z, +5

RS B iy =0.45..., (for cca),
41.17 = =
( ) “ 221 (i+zi>2

- = T 035, (for C);

2%
ijl (14-27)2
needless to say, in each case z, is the root of the corresponding equation h(1,z) = 0.

In Appendix we will prove the following large deviation result.
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Lemma 4.1.1. For each of the compositions, there exists an absolute constant
¢ >0 such that
P{IM — av| > s} < cvexp(—s®/3pv),

provided that s = o(v). Thus

(4.1.18) P{M —av| <vY?Inv} >1-v K VK >0.

Note. Borrowing a term from Knuth et al. [17], the event on the left of (4.1.18)
happens quite surely (q.s.).

4.2. Approximating the random compositions by the Markov chains. The
results cited above strongly suggest, though not actually prove, that the random
cca composition and the random C-composition considered as random processes are
each asymptotic to its own Markov chain, defined in (4.1.4)-(4.1.5) and (4.1.11)-
(4.1.13) respectively.

The following theorem confirms this natural conjecture.

Theorem 4.2.1. Let Y = {Y;};>1 be either the random cca composition, or the
random C-composition of v. Let Z = {Z(t)}4>1 be the corresponding Markov
chain with the transition probabilities p(i k), and Z(1) having the distribution
{m1(9)}i>1. Introduce

M:max{1§m<M:Yl—i-'“—i-Ymgu—lnzV},

(4.2.1) .
M=max{m>1:Z(1)+ -+ Z(m) §1/—ln21/};

in particular, M € (M — In®v — 1,M). Let d and d denote the probability dis-
tribution of (M, (Y1,...,Y ) and (M, (Z(1),...,Z(M)) respectively. For each
chain,

(4.2.2) 10 —d|rv =0 %), VK >0

So, the random composition of v, read from left to right, is closely approximated
by the corresponding Markov chain, as long as the accumulated sum of parts stays
below v — Inv. (A restriction of this sort is unavoidable: like the first part, the
last part of the random composition has the distribution 7y, which differs from
the stationary distribution 7.) Now, we will see that, with high probability, the
extreme-valued parts are in this “bulk” of the composition, implying that they
are well approximated by the extreme-valued states of the M -long segment of the
corresponding Markov chain. It is easy to verify that

42.3 k) =
( ) sngp(z ) O(z]), C-chain,

{ O(2"n?), cca chain,

where z, = 0.31... for the cca chain and z, = 0.57... for the C-chain. That is,
the chains meet the tightness condition (2.1). And the exponential mixing property
in the form of (3.3) is easily verified as well. So we are able to use Corollary 3.4
and Theorem 3.6, say, for derivation of the limiting distribution of those extreme
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values, and then the last theorem for a quick proof of the corresponding results
regarding extreme -valued parts of each of the random compositions.

Turning the tables, we can also use Theorem 4.2.1 and Lemma 4.1.1 to determine
the very likely bounds of M with sufficient accuracy. Since M & (./\/l—ln2 v—1,M),
Lemma 4.1.1 implies that qg.s.

\./\}l —av| < 2012 Inw.
So, applying Theorem 4.2.1, we immediately see that
(4.2.4) M — av| <202y
q.s. as well. (!)
Proof of Theorem 4.2.1. The key element is the following claim.

Lemma 4.2.2. Let Y be either the random cca composition or the random C-
composition of v. Let k> 1, i= (i1,...,i;) € N¥ where iy +---+i, < v. Denote
P,(i)=P{Y1 =i1,...,Yy =ir} and P(i) = P{Z(1) = iy,...,Z(k) = iy}. Then,
uniformly for k and i,

(4.2.5) P,(i) = P(i) exp (o(kfy”*‘il)) i) =iyt s
where v comes from either (4.1.3) or (4.1.10).

Proof of Lemma 4.2.2. Let Y be the random cca composition of v. We will
prove (4.2.5) by induction on k.

For k=1,

"1 fii ()
[1f(2) "
1.

where f(z) and f;, () are given by (4.1.2) and (4.1.7) respectively. Here, by (4.1.3),

(4.2.6) P,(iy) = 14 (2)

(4.2.7) 2] f(z) =T(v) = ¢ exp (0O(v")).

ZV
Further, by (4.1.7),
1 (e) = B + 711 [+

2B —2242

(1-2)°

23— 224z
(1—2)3 }
=i1T(v—i1) + [2""] f(2)

(4.2.8)

C vy C 22-22+z
v—i1 exp (O(’Y )) + v—1i1 (1 _ Z*)3

2 2y
(z, is the smallest modulus pole of f(z)(2% — 22 4+ 2)(1 — 2) =3, as well.) It follows
from (4.2.6)-(4.2.8) and (4.1.8) that

exp (O(v"71)).

=1

P,(i1) = 2% iy + exp (O(vV™™))

-t
(1—2z)3
(v"=")) = P(in)exp (O(v"™™)),

=221 (iy + a) exp (O
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which is (4.2.5) for k= 1.

Suppose that (4.2.5) holds for some k > 1. Let i = (i1,...,ix+1) be such that
li| < v. Let i’ = (i2,...,ik41); then |i'| < v —i;. Let T(i,v) and T(i',v — i1)
denote the total number of the cca of area v (v — iy resp.) with the first k + 1
parts i1,...,ix41 (the first k& parts is,...,ix11 resp.). By the definition of the cca
composition,

T(i, V) = (il + iQ - 1)T(i/, VvV — il).

Therefore
R =T

C[a(e) T—i) (it — DTGy — i)
T(v) [2"] filﬁz) T(v—i1)

=P(i) = (O (1;“)) (i1 42— )Py (1)

= P(iy) P (101(:;“)) (i +iy — 1) P(i") exp (O(kv”_“_m))
it -1, v—li

= Plin) Fr— P exp (O((k +1)7" 7)),

and we observe that

i1 +io—1 _ 0 dpt+ig—1 _ o
AT T pih =227 p
il +a (1) le ta (ZQ)EP(ZT7ZT+1)
k k
:p(ilviQ) Hp(iﬁiﬂrl) = Hp(irair+1)-
r=2 r=1

Hence

k
P,(i) = P(ir) [ p(ir, irs1) exp (o((k " mu—M))

r=1
=P exp (O((k+1)7"71))

which completes the inductive proof of (4.2.5) for the random cca composition. The
proof for the random C-composition is similar, and we omit it. [

Lemma 4.2.2 implies the bound (4.2.2) of Theorem 4.2.1 without much difficulty.
Consider, for instance, the random cca composition of v. Let m, i = (i1,...,4m)
be given. Clearly

PIM>m, Yy =iy,.... Y =im}
=P{M >m, Z(1) =i1,...,Z(m) =i} =0,

unless |i| < v —In?v. In the latter case m < v — In? v, and, by Lemma 4.2.2,
P{M >m, Y1 =141,...,Y =i, = P@{)exp <O(m,}/v7|i\)>

:P{M >m, Z(1) =iy,...,Z(m) =iy} exp (O(V71n2y)> )
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uniformly for m and i in question. Consequently, uniformly for all m and B C N

P{MZm, (Y1,...,Y,,) € B}
:P{M >m, (Z(1),...,Z(m) € B}exp (0(70.51112 1/)) ’

whence

P{M=m, (V1,...,Yy,) € B}

(4.2.9) . ,
=P{M =m, (Z(1),...,Z(m)) € B} + O(y°>™™"¥).

Let D C N¥*! be given. For z € N* | k < v+1, we write z € D if z is a projection
of a point in D on the first £ coordinates. Noticing that M < v and M < v, we
obtain from (4.2.8): uniformly for all D € N+,

P{M. (Vi.....Yy) € D}
:P{(M, (Z(1),...,Z(M))) € D} L O (05,
This completes the proof of Theorem 4.2.1. [

4.3. Limiting distributions of the extreme parts of the random compo-
sitions. By (4.2.3), for each of the two chains, q.s.

(4.3.1) Ni+1<M<1+N;, Nip=|av+20"?Inv|.

So g.s. the extreme values of {Z(t)},_,.; are sandwiched between those of
{Z(t)}o<t<ny+1 and {Z(t)}o<t<n,+1. Picking a generic N € [Ny, No|, introduce
{X(t)}OStSN = {Z(t)}0<t§]v+1. Here X(O) has distribution 7T1(').

Let X(®) be the p-th largest among X (t), t € [1,N], for X(0) =i, i € N. By
Corollary 3.4,

(43.2)  P{X" <n} = P{Poisson (N7(S,)) < pu} + O(u*/N + Np*(S,.)),

where
m(Sn) =Y _w(k), p(Sn) =sup > pli,k).
k>n Y ok>n
Here p(S,) = O(n?z") for the cca chain, and p(S,) = O(z27) for the C-chain, see
(4.2.3). (Again, z, = 0.31... for the cca chain, and z, = 0.57... for the C-chain.)
Turn to 7(S,,). For the cca chain, by (4.1.6),

22 (1 — 2)?

(4.3.3) m(Sn) =n*2IB(1+ O0(n™")), = pe By g

For the C-chain, by (4.1.13),

(4.3.4) m(Sy) = Bz} (1+0(2})), B:= A*l—l iz -
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Lemma 4.3.1 (cca chain). Suppose that
~In [AT'BN(In N/ In z,)?]

(4.3.5) n = n(1/2) eN,
where A =o(InN). If u =o(InN), then, uniformly for i € N,
(4.3.6) P{XWW <n} = P{Poisson (\) < p} + O[(A+ p)/InN]J.

Equivalently, define Wy, by
In[Wy!, BN(In N/In 2,)?]

(n) —
(4.3.7) X In(1/2.) :

then, for s = o(In N) such that
In[s7'BN(In N/In z,)?]

(4.3.8) In(1/2.) €N,
we have
(4.3.9) P{Wn, > st =P{W,>s}+0O[(s+p)/InNJ;

here W,, = Vi +---+V,, and Vi,...,V,, are independent exponentials with unit
mean.

This Lemma implies the following cruder result. (We use a symbol O,(1) to
denote a random variable bounded in probability as N — oc.)

Corollary 4.3.2. If u=o(InN), then, uniformly for i € N,
llrl(,LFlNln2 N)
In(1/2*)

(4.3.10) X = +0,(1).

Here are the counterparts for the chain associated with the random C-compo
sition.

Lemma 4.3.3 (C-chain). Suppose that

In(\~'BN)
4.3.11 =———€eN
(43.11) " In(1/24) e
where X = o(NY?). If u = o(N'/?), then, uniformly for i € N,
(4.3.12) P{XWW <n} = P{Poisson () < p} + O[(\* + p?)/N].
Equivalently, define Wy, by

In(Wx*,BN)
4.3.13 XW = Mo
( ) In(1/z.)
then, for s = o(N'/?) such that
In(s~1BN)

4.3.14 — €N
(43.14) In(1/z,) =
we have

Pi{Wn,, > s} = P{W, > s} + O[(s* + p*)/N].
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Corollary 4.3.4 (C-chain). If u = o(N'/?), then, uniformly for i € N,

In(u~'N)

(n) —
(4.3.15) X (/o)

+ O0,(1).

Proof of Lemma 4.3.1 and Corollary 4.3.2. (a) By (4.3.3), (4.3.5) and (4.2.3),
N7(S,) = A+ 0N\ IN),  Np*(S.) = O[N"H(N=(5,))?] = O(\?/N).
Then, for j < pu, ' '
(N7(Sn))? =X (1+O0(p/InN)).
So, by Corollary 3.4, (3.33), and (4.2.3), (4.3.3),

(N7 (Sh))?

P{X® <n} = ZefNW(Sn) i

J<p

- Ze—k% +O((\+p)/InN).

+0((p* + N\?)/N)

(b) Given s > 0,

In[s7'BN(Inn/In z,)?] In[s;'BN(Inn/In z,)?]

n(1/z,) a In(1/z) ’

where s; € [s, sz;!). Using the definition of Wy, in (4.3.7) and the asymptotic
formula (4.3.9) we obtain then: for s = o(ln N),
(4.3.16) P{z.W, >s}+O[(s+p)/InN| < P{Wy,, > s}

< P{W, > s}+O[(s+u)/InN]J.

For p fixed, (4.3.16) implies that

lim liminf P,{Wy , € [A™! A]} =1,

A—oo N—

i. e. , in probability, Wy , is bounded away from zero and infinity, whence
InWy, = Op(1). Suppose u — oo. Then (W, — u)/u/? is asymptotically
normal, with zero mean and unit variance. Consequently

(4.3.17) InW, =Inp+ 0py(1).

Let y = y(IN) — oo so slow that s = pe? = o(In N) as well. Using the right hand
side of (4.3.16), we obtain

Pl-{ln WN,u > lnu + y} :Pi{WN,u > uey}
=P{W, > pe’} + O((s+ p)/InN)
(4.3.18) =P{InW, >Inp+y}+O0((s+p)/InN) =o(1).
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Analogously, the left hand side of (4.3.16) delivers

(4.3.19) lim P{lnWx, >Inp—y} =0.

N —o00

The relations (4.3.17)-(4.3.19), together with (4.3.7) prove (4.3.10). O
The proof of Lemma 4.3.3 and Corollary 4.3.4 is similar and we omit it.

Recall that N € [Ny, Na], Nio = [av +2vY2Inv]. Introduce Ny = |av|. Tt is
easy to check that the proof of Lemma 4.3.1 and Corollary 4.3.2 goes through with
very minor changes if, instead of (4.3.5), we define an integer n by

In[A"'BNy(In No/In z,)?]
In(1/z4) i

n =

(The key is that
N(In N)? = (1+ O(Ny "*1n Ny)) No(In No)?,

uniformly for N in question.) The same change can be made in the formulation of
Lemma 4.3.3 and Corollary 4.3.4 for the C-chain. This observation coupled with
the fact that )A(J(r“) , the p-th largest value of {X ()}, is sandwiched between
those for {X(t)}o<i<n, and {X(¢)}o<t<n,, show that in Lemma 4.3.1, Corollary
4.3.2, Lemma 4.3.3 and Corollary 4.3.4 we can put XJ(:L) instead of X (). Below,
by the relations (4.3.6) and (4.3.12) we will mean their modifications, i.e. with

XJ(F“) on their LHS.

Turn to X | the p-th largest value among X (0), X(1),... X(M). X(0) has
the distribution 7; given by either by (4.1.4) or by (4.1.14). Hence

O(nz}), for cca,

(4.3.20) P{X(0) = n} = {O(Zn) for C.

Now R R R
XM < X0 < x(0)+ X

so, for the cca case, we use n defined by (4.3.5) and add an extra error term coming
from (4.3.20), i.e.

ln(uln2 v)
o) o

to the RHS of (4.3.6), to obtain the corresponding claim for X (). Likewise, in the
C-case we need to add an error term O(v~'/2) to the RHS of (4.3.12). Again, we
will refer to these new relations as (4.3.6) and (4.3.12).
But then, according to Theorem 4.2.1, the p-th largest among the parts Y7i,
.., Y of the corresponding random composition can replace X () on the LHS of
(4.3.6) and (4.3.12) respectively. These are our newest (4.3.6) and (4.3.12).
Finally, if we include the rightmost parts Y, 410 Y49 -+ - it will not substan-
tially affect the the limiting behavior of the p-th largest overall part either. Here
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is why. The number of these parts is m := [In® v], at most. The total number of
parts is g.s. of order v > m, which means the last m parts are q.s. well defined.
Those parts, read from right to left, and the first m parts, read from left to right,
are equidistributed. By Theorem 4.2.1, these m first parts are within the total
variation distance O(v=%), (VK > 0), from Z(1),...,Z(m). We know that Z(1)
has the distribution 7. Since

sup Zp (i, k) <sup2pz/f t>1,
iEN, t>1 ieN ;35

we see that
P{Z()>n}<suprzk‘ t>2.

1€N k>n
In view of (4.1.4) and (4.2.3), we obtain then: for the cca chain,

1 )\_1BN 1 N 1 * 2 1n(u1n v)
P< max Z(t) > n[ o(In No/1In 2,) ] —0 (ln V)me(l/z*)
1<t<m In(1/zy)

=0 (1/_1 In? 1/).
For the C-chain, the analogous probability is of order »~'/2In?v. Therefore, by
adding yet another error terms O(v~'In’v) and O(r~'/?In’v) to the RHS of
(4.3.6) and (4.3.12) (where N = Ny = |av], of course), we obtain the limiting
distributions of the p-th largest part of both random compositions, together with
explicit error terms. (For the cca composition, the order of the total error term
remains unchanged, i.e. O((A+p)/Inv).

In summary, we have proved the following.

Theorem 4.3.5. For a random composition Y of v, let YW denote the p-th
largest part. Let Nog = |av], a being defined in (4.1.17). Let W, be the sum of
w independent exponentials with unit mean. (i) For the random cca composition,
define W, ,, by
In[W, t BNo(In No/In 2, )?]

In(1/z,) ’
B being defined in (4.5.3). Then, for s = o(lnv) such that

In[s'BNy(In No/In z,)?]
In(1/z)

Y —

€N,
we have
P{W,, >s}=P{W,>s}+O0[(s+p)/Inv].
(ii) For the random C-composition, define W, , by
In [W;ELBNO]
In(1/z.)
B being defined in (4.3.4). Then, for s = o(v'/?) such that
IH(S_lBN())
In(1/z,)

vy —

eN,

we have
P{Woy 2 5) = POW, 2 5) 4 0020 1 (67 4 42

Here is a cruder estimate implied by Theorem 4.3.5.
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Corollary 4.3.6. (i) For the random cca composition,

ln(,u_ly In? 1/)

vy —
In(1/z2,)

+0,1). (u=o(lnv)).

(i) For the random C-composition,

ln(/flu)
() — — 1/2
Y ln(l/z* +OZU(1)7 (:U’ O(V ))
(iii) So, for both cases,
In
1) _yw) —
Y \4 (/o) + O,(1),

if w=o(nv) and p = o(v'/?) respectively.
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Appendix.

Proof of Lemma 4.1.1. Consider the case of the random C-composition. The
BGF of T'(u,v), the number of C-compositions of v with p parts, and v and p
marked by z and w respectively, is given by (4.1.9)-(4.1.10):

1 wzd
- 14+ — h =1- _
fw,z) + h(w, z)’ (w,2) ; 14wz

This bivariate series converges for |z| < 1 and |w| < 1/|z|. So, choosing r < 1,
and o < 1/r1, we have

[2"wh] f(w, 2)
T(v)

1 1 flw, z)
Ty St du

z€C1 weCls

PiM=pj =

where Cy, Cy are circles of radius r; and ro respectively. In essence, it is this
formula that, via Bender’s method [5], enabled Louchard [19] and Louchard and
Prodinger [21] to establish a sharp local limit theorem for M for the cca compo-
sition and the C-composition. Since our goal is to bound the probability of large
deviations, we use a considerably less analytical argument, which is a bivariate
extension of Chernoff’s method.

As a preparation, we need to define a differentiable extension of z, = 0.57...,
the smallest-module root of h(1,z) = 0. To this end, we compute

201 2
(A.1) hz(l,z):—gm, hw(l,z):—;m.

So h,(1,z) <0, hy(1,2) <0 for z € (0,1). By continuity of h,(z,w), hy(z,w),
we obtain: there exists € € (0,1 — z,) such that (1) (z. +¢)(1+¢) <1, and (2

(A2)  hi(z,w) <0, hy(z,w) <0, V(z,w) ERY: 2< 2, +e, lw—1<e
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Consequently, for jw—1| < e, the equation h(z,w) = 0 has a unique root z = z(w),
of multiplicity 1, in [0, z, + €], which is infinitely differentiable as a function of w,
and z(1) = z,. In particular,

) = P (2(w), w)
Z'(w) = hz(z(w),w)<0’

that is z(w) is strictly decreasing. So z(w) > z, for w < 1, and z(w) < z, for
w>1.

Now, the series for the bivariate generating function f(w,z) converges for |w —
1] <e and |z| < z(w). Since all the coefficients in the series are nonnegative,

3] flw, 2) < ";(f:ni), we 1,1+ &0, 2 € (0, 2(w)).
£>m

Likewise
Z[z”wz]f(w,z) < J;(I}:;), w € [1—¢ep,1], z € (0, z(w)).

<m

Here, by the definition of f(w,z) and z(w),
flw,z) < ——

Therefore, for each m,

(A3) PM>m)<c w € [1,1+¢0], z € (0,2(w)),

and

27w (2 (w) — 2) 71
T(v)

(Ad) PM<m)<c , weE[l—ep,1], z€(0,z(w)).

Consider (A.3). To get the most out of this upper bound we need to determine z
and w that minimize the RHS, i. e.

H™ (w,2) := —vIinz —mlnw — In(z(w) — 2).

Let us find a stationary point (w,2) of H™ (w,z) in the region w € [1,1 + &¢],
z € (0, z(w)). From the equations

H§m>:_3+;:0,
z  z(w)—z

H&m):_m_ﬂzo’
w  z(w)—z

we obtain that
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where w = w(m) must be a root of

(A.5) 2(w) | v+l

The equation (A.5) has a solution w =1 if

Z(1)
= m = 1 = — .
m=m:=w+1)p p )
Furthermore, in [19] it was shown that
d wz'(w 2"(1
duw)|  _S0
dw z(w) |,_, 2(1)

is negative; this is —f3, 8 defined in (4.1.16). Since

d(im y___1
dm v+1)  v41

as well, for
0<m—m=o(v),

the equation (A.5) defines a strictly increasing w(m); so w(m) > 1 for m > m.
More precisely

B(m) = 1+ =2 (m = ) + O((m — m)? /)
=1+ 2= )+ O((m = ) ?)
Now
H™ (w(m), 2(w(m))) = —vIn <V i 12’*) —In (Vi 1)
— —vlnz +lnv+O(1).
Also
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and also that

d2 m) (.= z = w/(m)

G 10 @m) 2| ==
= — ' (m)
B
v +1

Therefore, for 0 < m —m = o(v),

HO (@(m), 5(m)) = — vIn 2, + Inw — (14 o(Wﬁ(m — )2 +0(1)

<—vhnz, +lnv— %(m—uu)Q—FO(l).

Using this bound in (A.3) for w = w(m), z = Z(w(m)), and recalling that T'(v) is
of order z_ ¥, we obtain:
P(M>m) < crvexp <—3%(m - ,uy)2> , 0<m—puv=ov).

Likewise

P(M <m) <cvexp <—3%(m—,u1/)2> , O<puv—m=o(v).

The case of the random cca composition is quite analogous, so we omit the
proof. [
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