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We study the scaling limit of a branching random walk in static ran-
dom environment in dimension d = 1, 2 and show that it is given by a super-
Brownian motion in a white noise potential. In dimension 1 we characterize
the limit as the unique weak solution to the stochastic PDE

I =(A+Ep+2vuk

for independent space white noise £ and space-time white noise £. In di-
mension 2 the study requires paracontrolled theory and the limit process is
described via a martingale problem. In both dimensions we prove persistence
of this rough version of the super-Brownian motion.

Introduction. This work explores the large-scale behavior of a branching random walk
in a random environment (BRWRE). Such process is a particular kind of spatial branching
process on Z?, in which the branching and killing rate of a particle depends on the value of a
potential V in the position of the particle. In the model analyzed in this work, the dimension
is restricted to d = 1, 2, and the potential is chosen at random on the lattice

V(x)=£&x), with{£(x)}, giid,&Ex)~

for a given random variable ® (normalized via E® =0, E®2 =1).

A particle X in this process at time ¢ jumps to a nearest neighbor at rate 1, gives birth to
a particle at rate £(X(¢))4 or dies at rate £(X (¢))_. After branching, the new and the old
particle follow the same rule independently of each other.

The BRWRE is used as a model for chemical reactions or biological processes, for exam-
ple, mutation, in a random medium. This model is especially interesting in relation to inter-
mittency and localization [1, 15, 19, 35] and other large times properties, such as survival [3,
14].

Scaling limits of branching particle systems have been an active field of research since the
early results by Dawson et al. and gave rise to the study of superprocesses, most prominently
the so-called super-Brownian motion (see [10, 11] for excellent introductions). This work
follows the original setting and studies the behavior under diffusive scaling: Spatial incre-
ments Ax ~ 1/n and temporal increments Af >~ 1/n?. The particular nature of our problem
requires us to couple the diffusive scaling with the scaling of the environment: This is done
via an “averaging parameter” o > d/2, while the noise is assumed to scale to space white
noise (i.e., £"(x) >~ n/?).

The diffusive scaling of spatial branching processes in a random environment has already
been studied, for example, by Mytnik [29]. As opposed to the current setting, the environment
in Mytnik’s work is white also in time. This has the advantage that the model is amenable
to probabilistic martingale arguments which are not available in the static noise case that
we investigate here. Therefore, we replace some of the probabilistic tools with arguments
of a more analytic flavor. Nonetheless, at a purely formal level our limiting process is very
similar to the one obtained by Mytnik; see, for example, the SPDE representation (2) below.
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Moreover, our approach is reminiscent of the conditional duality appearing in later works by
Crisan [9], Mytnik and Xiong [30]. Notwithstanding these resemblances, we shall see later
that some statistical properties of the two processes differ substantially.

At the heart of our study of the BRWRE lies the following observation. If u(z, x) indi-
cates the numbers of particles in position x at time ¢, then the conditional expectation given
the realization of the random environment, w(z, x) = E[u(¢, x)|£], solves a linear PDE with
stochastic coefficients (SPDE), which is a discrete version of the parabolic Anderson model
(PAM),

(1) hw(t,x) =Aw(t,x) +Ex)w(t,x), (,x)eR.ox RY, w(0, x) = wo(x).

The PAM has been studied both in the discrete and in the continuous setting (see [25]
for an overview). In the latter case (§ is space white noise) the SPDE is not solvable via Itd
integration theory which highlights once more the difference between the current setting and
the work by Mytnik. In particular, in dimension d = 2, 3 the study of the continuous PAM
requires special analytical and stochastic techniques in the spirit of rough paths, such as the
theory of regularity structures [20] or of paracontrolled distributions [16]. In dimension d =
1, classical analytical techniques are sufficient. In dimension d > 4, no solution is expected
to exist, because the equation is no longer locally subcritical in the sense of Hairer [20].
The dependence of the subcriticality condition on the dimension is explained by the fact that
white noise loses regularity as the dimension increases.

Moreover, in dimension d = 2, 3 certain functionals of the white noise need to be tamed
with a technique called renormalization, with which we remove diverging singularities. In
this work we restrict to dimensions d = 1, 2, as this simplifies several calculations. At the
level of the rwo-dimensional BRWRE, the renormalization has the effect of slightly tilting
the centered potential by considering instead an effective potential,

E)(x)=E"(x) —cp, cn=log(n).

So, if we take the average over the environment, the system is slightly out of criticality, in the
biological sense, namely, births are less likely than deaths. This asymmetry is counterintuitive
at first. Yet, as we will discuss later, the random environment has a strongly benign effect on
the process, since it generates extremely favorable regions. These favorable regions are not
seen upon averaging, and they have to be compensated for by subtracting the renormalization.

The special character of the noise and the analytic tools just highlighted will allow us,
in a nutshell, to fix one realization of the environment—outside a null set—and derive the
following scaling limits. For “averaging parameter” ¢ > d/2, a law of large numbers holds:
The process converges to the continuous PAM. Instead, for 0 = d /2 one captures fluctuations
from the branching mechanism. The limiting process can be characterized via duality or a
martingale problem (see Theorem 2.12), and we call it rough super-Brownian motion (rSBM).
In dimension d = 1, following the analogous results for SBM by [26, 32], the rfSBM admits
a density which in turn solves the SPDE

) Ot x) = Ap(t, x) +E) . x) +v2vut, )&, x),  (1,x) € Rz x R,

with 14(0, x) = 8o(x), where € is space-time white noise that is independent of the space white
noise & and where v = E®*. The solution is weak both in the probabilistic and in the analytic
sense (see Theorem 2.18 for a precise statement). This means that the last product represents a
stochastic integral in the sense of Walsh [34], and the space-time noise is constructed from the
solution. Moreover, the product £ - i is defined only upon testing with functions in the random
domain of the Anderson Hamiltonian H = A + &, a random operator that was introduced by
Fukushima—Nakao [13] in d = 1 and by Allez—Chouk [2] in d = 2; see also [18, 27] for
d=3.
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One of the main motivations for this work was the aim to understand the SPDE (2)ind =1
and the corresponding martingale problem in d = 2. For £ = 0, equation (2) is just the PAM,
which we can only solve with pathwise methods, while for £ = 0 we obtain the classical
SBM, for which the existence of pathwise solutions is a long standing open problem and for
which only probabilistic martingale techniques exist (see, however, [4] for some progress on
finite-dimensional rough path differential equations with square root nonlinearities). Here,
we combine these two approaches via a mild formulation of the martingale problem based on
the Anderson Hamiltonian. A similar point of view was recently taken by Corwin—Tsai [8]
and, to a certain extent, also in [18].

Coming back to the rSBM, we conclude this work with a proof of persistence of the process
in dimension d = 1, 2. More precisely, we even show that with positive probability we have
w(t, U) — oo for all open sets U C R?. This is opposed to what happens for the classical
SBM, where persistence holds only in dimension d > 3, whereas in dimensions d = 1, 2 the
process dies out; see [11], Section 2.7, and the references therein. Even more striking is the
difference between our process and the SBM in random, white in time environment: Under
the assumption of a heavy-tailed spatial correlation function, Mytnik and Xiong [30] prove
extinction in finite time in any dimension. Note also that in [11, 30] the process is started in
the Lebesgue measure, whereas here we prove persistence if the initial value is a Dirac mass.
Intuitively, this phenomenon can be explained by the presence of “very favorable regions” in
the random environment.

Structure of the work. In Assumption 2.1 we introduce the probabilistic requirements
on the random environment. These assumptions allow us to fix a null set outside of which
certain analytical conditions are satisfied; see Lemma 2.4 for details. We then introduce the
model, (a rigorous construction of the random Markov process is postponed to Section A of
the Appendix). We also state the main results in Section 2, namely, the law of large numbers
(Theorem 2.9), the convergence to the rSBM (Theorem 2.12), the representation as an SPDE
in dimension d = 1 (Theorem 2.18) and the persistence of the process (Theorem 2.20). We
then proceed to the proofs. In Section 3 we study the discrete and continuous PAM. We recall
the results from [28] and adapt them to the current setting.

We then prove the convergence in distribution of the BRWRE in Section 4. First, we show
tightness by using a mild martingale problem (see Remark 4.1) which fits well with our
analytical tools. We then show the duality of the process to the SPDE (7) and use it to deduce
the uniqueness of the limit points of the BRWRE.

In Section 5 we derive some properties of the rough super-Brownian motion: We show that
in d =1 it is the weak solution to an SPDE, where the key point is that the random measure
admits a density w.r.t. the Lebesgue measure, as proven in Lemma 5.1. We also show that the
process survives with positive probability, which we do by relating it to the rSBM on a finite
box with Dirichlet boundary conditions and by applying the spectral theory for the Anderson
Hamiltonian on that box. For this we rely on [7] and [33].

1. Notations. We define N={1,2,...}, No=NU {0} and t = v/—1. We write Z¢ for
the lattice %Zd, for n € N, and, since it is convenient, we also set Z‘olo =TR?, Let us recall the
basic constructions from [28], where paracontrolled distributions on lattices were developed.
Define the Fourier transforms for k, x € R¢

Fra()k) = fR dxf e PR () = fR [ dicf (ke
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as well as for x € Z4, k € T¢ (with T¢ = (R/(nZ))? the n-dilatation of the torus T¢):

Fa(S)k) = nid Y fo)e R keTd,

xeZd
FAH@ = [ deflemn, ez,
T

Consider w(x) = |x|” for some o € (0, 1). We then define S,, and S/, as in [28], Defini-
tion 2.8. Roughly speaking, S, is a subset of the usual Schwartz functions, and S, consists
of so-called ultradistributions with more permissive growth conditions at infinity. Let o(w)
be the space of admissible weights as in [28], Definition 2.7. For our purposes it suffices to
know that, for any a € R>, [ € R, the functions p(a) and e(/) belong to o(w), where

p@@) =(1+x)7%  ed(x)=e R

Moreover, we fix functions ¢, x in S, supported in an annulus and a ball, respectively,
such that, for o1 = x and ¢;(-) = 0(277.), j € Ny, the sequence {0} ;>—1 forms a dyadic
partition of the unity. We also assume that supp(x), supp(0) C (—1/2, 1/2)? and write j, € N
for the smallest index such that supp(o;) € n[—1/2, 1/2]¢. For j < j, and ¢: Zg — R, we
define the Littlewood—Paley blocks

Nig=F, 0jFu(p)), A’},,cp=f,?1(<1— > Qf)fn(‘/’))'

_1§j<jll

For ¢« € R, p,q € [1,00] and z € 9(w), we define the discrete weighted Besov spaces
Bg" q (fo, z) via the norm

lellss a2 = 17N AT Lo za ) <o lea <o),

where ||<p||Lp(Zg,Z) = (erzgn_dlz(x)(p(x)p’)l/p and || - [[¢a(<j,) is the classical £9 norm
with the sum truncated at the j,th term. We write C*(Z%,z) = BgO,oo(ZZ’Z) and
Cz (ZZ ,2) = B;’,‘,OO(ZZ ,2). The same definitions and notations are assumed for the clas-
sical Besov spaces B;’j’q(Rd,z) which are defined analogously (with A ;¢ = A;?‘)(p =

}Edl (pjFrap) for all j > —1, and joo = 00). We also consider the extension operator
&": B% (74, 2) - B% (R, 2), as in [28], Lemma 2.24.,

REMARK 1.1. In this setting we can decompose the (for n = oo a priori ill-posed) prod-
uct of two distributions as ¢ - Yy =@ Q¥ + 0 © ¥ + ¢ & ¢, with

gy =Y AL_ Ay,  eOy= Y. AlpAly,
1§i§jn ‘i_jlfl
—1<i,j<jn
where A, 1o =31 i Af/?(p. Here, we explicitly allow the case n = co. For simplicity,
we do not include 7 in the notation for © and ©. We call ¢ © ¥ the paraproduct and ¢ © ¥
the resonant product.

Now, we consider time-dependent functions. Fix a time horizon T > 0, and assume
we are given an increasing family of normed spaces X = (X (#));c[0,7) With decreasing
norms (X (¢) = X(0) is allowed). Usually, we will use this to deal with time-dependent
weights and take X (r) = C“(Zz,e(l + t)) for some «,/ € R. We then write CX for
the space of continuous functions ¢: [0, T] — X(T') endowed with the supremum norm
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l@llcx = sup,epo. 7 lo@) |l x ). For a € (0, 1), we sometimes quantify the time regularity via
“X={feCX:|fllcex < oo}, where

I fllcox =1 flex + sup 1O =S Olxw

0<s<t<T |t —s|*

To control a blowup of the norm of order y € [0, 1) as  — 0, we also define the spaces MY X
of functions f: (0, 7] — X(T) with norm |[@||rprx = sup,co. 711" |9l x ) Finally, we
need the spaces E%’a(Zﬁ, e(l)) (see [28], Definition 3.8) of functions f € C([0, T'], S,)) such
that

feMrCy(Zl el +1) and 117 f(t) € C*IPLP(ZY, el + ).
For simplicity, we will denote with £* (Zg ,e(l)) the space [,gg)“ (Zg ,e(l)). We will write £" =
d; — A", where A" is the discrete Laplacian (forx,y e Zd wesay x ~ yif |[x —y|=n"h),
Ap(x) = —2 Y (e — )
y~x

and A% = A is the usual Laplacian. We stress that A" without subscript always denotes
the discrete Laplacian, while A" always denotes a Littlewood—Paley block. The following
estimates will be useful in the discussion ahead.

LEMMA 1.2. The estimates below hold uniformly over n € N U {oo} (recall that Zgo =
Rd). Consider z, 71, 22,23 € 0(w) and o, B € R. We find that:

le© ‘/’”cvf(zg;zm) S ||¢||LP(Zd;zl) ||1l’||ca(zg;m)a

||W||ca(zg;22) if B <0,

||(p||cﬁ(Zd ZI)HWHC“(Zg,ZZ) l.fa +13 > 0

l9 © Vllesrs ey oy S 1018z

2122) ~ z1)

I © Wl gass g,

7122) ~

Similar bounds hold if we estimate { in a C, Besov space and ¢ in C = Cx. And for y €
[0,1),e€10,2y]N[0, ), 0 <a <2 and § > 0 we can bound:

(3) ||§0“£%*5/2’0‘*5(Z§{;Z) S ”‘p”g%"‘(zg,z)
Moreover, for the operator C1(¢, ¥, L) = (e ¥) ® ¢ — (¥ © ) we have

”Cl (7 §)||Cﬂ+y(zd 212223) ~ ||(P||ca(zd z,)”‘ﬁ”cﬂ(zd 22)||§||cy(zd :23)°
ifB+y<0,a+B8+y>0.

PROOF. The first three estimates are shown in [28], Lemma 4.2, and the fourth estimate
comes from [28], Lemma 3.11. In that lemma the case ¢ = 2y < « is not included, but it
follows by the same arguments (since [17], Lemma A.1, still applies in that case). The last
estimate is provided by [28], Lemma 4.4. [

For two functions ¥, ¢: R? — R, we define (¥, ¢) = [dxy(x)e(x) and Yok p(x) =
(¥ (x —-), () for x € RY, whereas, if ¥/, ¢ : Zd — R, we write (Y, ¢), = nd erzd Y(x) x
@(x) and ¥ s, 9(x) = (Y (x =), @()), for x € Z.

Finally, for a metric space E we denote with D([0, T']; E) and D([0, +00); E) the Skoro-
hod space equipped with the Skorohod topology (cf. [12], Section 3.5). We will also write
M(R?) for the space of positive finite measures on R? with the weak topology which is a
Polish space (cf. [10], Section 3).
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2. The model. We consider a branching random walk in a random environment (BR-
WRE). This is a process on the lattice Z,‘f ,forn e Nand d =1, 2, and we are interested in the
limit n — oo. The evolution of this process depends on the environment it lives in. Therefore,
we first discuss the environment before introducing the Markov process.

A deterministic environment is a sequence {£"},cn of potentials on the lattice, that
is, functions &": ZZ — R. A random environment is a sequence of probability spaces
QP FP PP together with a sequence {S;’}neN of measurable maps S;: QP x

78 — R.

ASSUMPTION 2.1 (Random environment). We assume that, for every n € N,
{g,’;(x)}xezg is a set of i.i.d. random variables on a probability space (7", FP-"* PP-"),
which satisfy

) n~9%g"(x) = in distribution,
for a random variable ® with finite moments of every order such that
E[®]=0, E[®*]=1.

REMARK 2.2. It follows that & ’; converges in distribution to a white noise &, on R4, in
the sense that ( [")’, fin—=&p(f) forall f e C.(RY).

To separate the randomness coming from the potential from that of the branching random
walks, it will be convenient to freeze the realization of & ;’ and to consider it as a deterministic
environment. But we cannot expect to obtain reasonable scaling limits for all deterministic
environments. Therefore, we need to identify properties that hold for typical realizations of
random potentials satisfying Assumption 2.1. The reader only interested in random environ-
ments may skip the following assumption and use it as a black box, since by Lemma 2.4
below it is satisfied under Assumption 2.1.

ASSUMPTION 2.3 (Deterministic environment). Let £&” be a deterministic environment,
and let X" be the solution to the equation —A" X" = x (D)&" = .7-",1_l (x Fn&€™) in the sense ex-
plained in [28], Section 5.1, where x is a smooth function equal to 1 outside of (—1/4, 1 /4)d
and equal to zero on (—1/8, 1/8)?. Consider a regularity parameter

e(l 3) ind=1 e(2 1) ind=2
o '3 ind=1, o 3 ind=2.

We assume that the following hold:
(i) There exists £ € (),-0 C*~2(R?, p(a)) such that, for all a > 0,
sup||&” | ca-2(z4 payy < +00 and E"E" — & in C*2(RY, p(a)).
n n’
(i) For any a, ¢ > 0, we can bound
—d/2 —d/2
S‘iP”” / &Y ”C*E(Zg,p(a)) +S‘;PH” / |Sn’”C*S(Zg,p(a)) <+oo
as well as, for any b > d/2,
—dj2
S‘;P”” 121 HLZ(Zg,p(b)) < +o0.
Moreover, there exists v > 0 such that the following convergences hold:
S"n_d/zs_’i — v, E"n~2 g - 2v

inC¢(R?, p(a)).
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(iii) If d = 2, there exists a sequence {c,} C R with n=42¢, — 0 and there exist X €
Nu=0C*@RY, p(a)) and X ¢ & € N,-0C**2(R?, p(a)) which satisfy, for all a > 0,

SI;P”Xn “ca(zg,p(a)) + SlrllP” (X" ©&") —cn ”Cz"‘*z(Zg,p(a)) <+00
and £"X" — X in C*(R?, p(a)) and E"((X" ® ") — ¢p) — X 0 £ in C**2(RY, p(a)).

We say that £ € S, (RY) is a deterministic environment satisfying Assumption 2.3 if there
exists a sequence {£"}, < such that the conditions of Assumption 2.3 hold.

The next result establishes the connection between the probabilistic and the analytical
conditions. To formulate it, we need the following sequence of diverging renormalization
constants:

(5) o= [ aX®
(k)

with /" being the Fourier multiplier associated to the discrete Laplacian A" and yx as in
Assumption 2.3.

~log(n),

LEMMA 2.4. Given a random environment {é;}neN satisfying Assumption 2.1, there
exists a probability space (2P, FP,PP) supporting random variables {SZ}neN such that
£ ;’ =& [',’ in distribution and such that {él’)’ (0P, )}eN is a deterministic environment satis-
fying Assumption 2.3 for all w? € QP. Moreover, the sequence c, in Assumption 2.3 can be
chosen equal to k, (see equation (5)) outside of a null set. Similarly, v is strictly positive and
deterministic outside of a null set and equals the expectation E[D].

PROOF. The existence of such a probability space is provided by the Skorohod represen-
tation theorem. Indeed it is a consequence of Assumption 2.1 that all the convergences hold in
the sense of distributions: The convergences in (i) and (iii) follow from Lemma B.2 if d = 1
and from [28], Lemmata 5.3 and 5.5, if d = 2 (where it is also shown that we can choose
¢n = k). The convergence in (ii) for v = E[®_ ] is shown in Lemma B.1. After changing the
probability space the Skorohod representation theorem guarantees almost sure convergence,
so, setting £",&,¢", v =0 on a null set, we find the result for every w”. (There is a small
subtlety in the application of the Skorohod representation theorem because C¥ (R?, p(a)) is
not separable, but we can restrict our attention to the closure of smooth compactly supported
functions in C¥ (RY, p(a)) which is a closed separable subspace.) [

NOTATION 2.5. A sequence of random variables {EZ}neN defined on a common prob-
ability space (27, FP,PP), which almost surely satisfies Assumption 2.3, is called a con-
trolled random environment. By Lemma 2.4, for any random environment satisfying As-
sumption 2.1 we can find a controlled random environment with the same distribution. For a
given controlled random environment we introduce the effective potential

pe(@’. x) =&, (0, x) = cp (@) 1{a=2).

Given a controlled random environment, we define H*" as the random Anderson Hamilto-
nian and its domain D,,.» (see Lemma 3.5). If the environment is deterministic, we drop all
indices p.

We pass to the description of the particle system. This will be a (random) Markov process

d
on the space E = (N?")o of compactly supported functions 7: Zﬂ — Np, whose construc-
tion is discussed in Appendix A. We define n*~Y(z) = n(2) + (1(,(2) — 11 @) 11n0)=1)
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and nxi(z) = (n(z) £ 1(x)(2))+. Moreover, C,(E) is the Banach space of continuous and
bounded functions on E endowed with the discrete topology. For F € Cp(E), x € Zﬁ , We
write

ATF() =n*Y (F(©™?) = F(m),  dfF()=F@n™*)— F@).

y~x

DEFINITION 2.6. Fix an “averaging parameter” o > 0 and a controlled random environ-
ment & I’)’. Let P" be the measure on Q7 x ([0, +00); E) defined as the “semidirect product

measure” (cf. (26)) PP x P®"-" where, for w? € QP, the measure P*"-" on D([0, +00); E)
is the law under which the canonical process u’; (w?, -) started in u’[", (wP,0) = [n%]1(p(x) is
the Markov process with generator

£ D(Lm") - Cy(E),
where £“" (F)(n) is defined by

(6) Y ne - [AYF) + (5).0) (@, x)d Fn) + (6 ,) _(wF, x)dy F ()]

xeZd

and the domain D(E""”p) consists of all F' € Cp(E) such that the right-hand side of (6) lies
in Cp(E). To ”77’ we associate the process ,uf[@ with the pairing

Wy (@? 1) () == Z LnQJ_luZ(a)p,t,x)(p(x)

erﬁ

for any function ¢: Zg — R. Hence, M';; is a stochastic process with values in D([0, +00);
M(]Rd)), with the law induced by P".

REMARK 2.7. Although not explicitly stated, it is part of the definition that w”
IP"”"’”(A) is measurable for Borel sets A € B(ID([0, +00); E)).

Since all particles evolve independently, we expect that, for o — oo, the law of large
numbers applies. This is why we refer to ¢ as an averaging parameter.

NOTATION 2.8. In the terminology of stochastic processes in random media, we refer to
P’ as the quenched law of the process uy, (or p)) given the noise &;. We also call P" the
total law. As before, if the process is deterministic we drop the index p everywhere.

We can now state the main convergence results of this work. We will first prove quenched
versions and the total versions are then easy corollaries. We start with a law of large numbers.

THEOREM 2.9. Let & be a deterministic environment satisfying Assumption 2.3, and
let 0 > d/2. Let w be the solution of PAM (1) with initial condition w(0, x) = §o(x), as
constructed in Proposition 3.1 (cf. Remark 3.2). The measure-valued process " from Defi-
nition 2.6 converges to w in probability in the space D([0, +00); M(R?)) as n — +00.

PROOF. The proof can be found in Section 4.1. [J

If the averaging parameter takes the critical value o = d/2, we see random fluctuations in
the limit and we end up with the rough super-Brownian motion (fSBM). As in the case of
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the classical SBM, the limiting process can be characterized via duality with the following
equation:

K
(7) o =Hp — sz, 9(0) = go,

for g € C° (R%), @0 > 0, where we recall that H is the Anderson Hamiltonian. With some
abuse of notation (since the equation is not linear), we write U; g = ¢(1).

DEFINITION 2.10. Let £ be a deterministic environment satisfying Assumption 2.3,
let « > 0 and let u be a process with values in the space C ([0, +00); M(R?)), such that
1(0) = 8g. Write F = {F;}1¢[0,400) for the completed and right-continuous filtration gener-
ated by w. We call u a rough super-Brownian motion (rSBM) with parameter « if it satisfies
one of the three properties below:

(i) For any r > 0 and ¢p € C° (RY), @o > 0 and for U.¢( the solution to equation (7)
with initial condition ¢g, the process

N;/’O(S) — e_<ll-(s)sUtfs(ﬂ()>, = [0’ t],

is a bounded continuous F-martingale.
(i1) For any t > 0 and ¢g € Cfo(]Rd) and f € C([0, t]; C* (R, e(l))) for some ¢ > 0 and
| < —t, and for ¢; solving

o5 +Her = f, s €[0,1], ¢ (t) = o,
it holds that

s> M7 (5) = (1u(s), @1 () — (11(0), 1 (0)) — /Os driu(r), (),
defined for s € [0, ], is a continuous square-integrable J-martingale with quadratic variation
), = [ arlur). (00*0))
(iii) For any ¢ € D, the process
L?(t) = {n(®), o) — (1(0), ¢) — /Ot driu(r), He), €0, +00)

is a continuous F-martingale, square integrable on [0, T'] for all T > 0, with quadratic varia-
tion

t
(L), =« /0 dr{(r). 0?).
Each of the three properties above characterizes the process uniquely.

LEMMA 2.11. The three conditions of Definition 2.10 are equivalent. Moreover, if | is
a rSBM with parameter k , then its law is unique.

PROOF. The proof can be found at the end of Section 4.1. [

THEOREM 2.12. Let {£§"},eN be a deterministic environment satisfying Assumption 2.3,
and let o = d /2. Then, the sequence {|\"*},,cN converges to the rSBM . with parameter k = 2v
in distribution in D([0, +00); M(R?)).

PROOF. The proof can be found at the end of Section 4.1. [
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REMARK 2.13. Lemma 2.11 gives the uniqueness of the rSBM for all parameters « > 0,
but Theorem 2.12 only shows the existence conditionally on the existence of an environment
which satisfies Assumption 2.3, which leads to the constraint v € (0, %], because we should
think of v = [E[® ] for a centered random variable ® with E[®?] = 1. But we establish the
existence of the rfSBM for general « > 0 in Section 4.2.

REMARK 2.14. We restrict our attention to the Dirac delta initial condition for sim-
plicity, but most of our arguments extend to initial conditions u € M(R?) that satisfy
(i, e(l)) < oo for all I < 0. In this case only the construction of the initial value sequence
{1" (0)},en 1s more technical, because we need to come up with an approximation in terms
of integer valued point measures (which we need as initial condition for the particle system).
This can be achieved by discretizing the initial measure on a coarser grid.

The previous results describe the scaling behavior of the BRWRE conditionally on the
environment, and we now pass to the unconditional statements. To a given random environ-
ment &, satisfying Assumption 2.1 (not necessarily a controlled random environment), we

associate a sequence of random variables in S, (R9) by defining & ()= n4y £ p (X) f(x).
The sequence of measures P = PP x P?" 1 on S, (]Rd) x D([0, +00); M (RR?)) is then such
that PP" is the law of &, and P“"" is the quenched law of the branching process Wy, given
& I’} (cf. Appendix A).

COROLLARY 2.15. The sequence of measures P’ converges weakly to P = PP x P®" on
S, (R?) x D([0, +00); M(R?)), where PP is the law of the space white noise on S, (]Rd) and
P’ is the quenched law of wp, given &,,, which is described by Theorem 2.9 if 0 > d /2 or by
Theorem 2.12 if o =d /2.

PROOF. Consider a function F on S&(Rd) x D([0, +00); M(R?)) which is continuous
and bounded. We need the convergence lim, E[F (¢, u")] — E[F(§,, w)]. Up to changing
the probability space (which does not affect the law), we may assume that &}, is a controlled
random environment. We condition on the noise, rewriting the left-hand side as

F(gp n)] = [ B [F(g(). )PP @o).

Under the additional property of being a controlled random environment and for fixed w? €
QP the conditional law P®”+" on the space ID([0, +00); M(RYY) converges weakly to the
measure P*” given by Theorem 2.9, respectively, Theorem 2.12, according to the value of o.
We can thus deduce the result by dominated convergence. [J

For o > d/2, the process of Corollary 2.15 is simply the continuous parabolic Anderson
model. For o =d/2, it is a new process.

DEFINITION 2.16. For o = d/2, we call the process pu of Corollary 2.15 an SBM in
static random environment (of parameter k > 0).

In dimension d = 1, we characterize the process u as the solution to the SPDE (2). First,
we rigorously define solutions to such an equation.

DEFINITION 2.17. Letd=1,«x > 0and 7 € M(R). A weak solution to

(®) ipp(t, x) =H" 1yt x) + \Jeppt. EEx),  pp0)=n
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is a couple formed by a probability space (€2, F, P) and a random process
[p: 2 — C([0, +00); M(R))

such that Q = Q7 x  and P is of the form P? x P¢” with (Q7,PP) supporting a space
white noise &, and (€2, P) supporting an independent space-time white noise &, such that the
following properties are fulfilled for almost all w? € Q7:

e There exists a filtration {,Ewp}te[oj] on the space (€, IP"”p) which satisfies the usual condi-
tions and such that u,(w?, -) is adapted and almost surely lies in L ([0, T']; L3R, e(])))
for all p <2 and I € R. Moreover, under P*” the process & (w?, -) is a space-time white
noise adapted to the same filtration.

e The random process i, satisfies, for all ¢ € D, » and for all 7 > 0,

t
p = p P
/Rdx,up(a) ,t,x)w(x)_/o /Rdsdx,up(a) .8, %) (H” @) (x)

+,/()I/R§(wp’ ds, dx)\/mfp(x)

+ fR o(x)7(dx),

with the last integral understood in the sense of Walsh [34].

THEOREM 2.18.  For w = 8¢ and any k > 0, there exists a weak solution 1), to the SPDE
(8) in the sense of Definition 2.17. The law of 1, as a random process on C([0, +00); M(R))
is unique and it corresponds to an SBM in static random environment of parameter k.

PROOF. The proof can be found at the end of Section 5.1. [
As a last result we show that the rSBM is persistent in dimension d = 1, 2.

DEFINITION 2.19. We say that a random process u € C([0, +00); M(@RY)) is super-
exponentially persistent if, for any nonzero positive function ¢ € C2° (R?) and for all A > 0,
it holds that

tk(

P(}E&f (), )= oo) > 0.

THEOREM 2.20. Let j1,, be an SBM in static random environment. Then, for almost all
wP € QP the process 1, (w?, -) is super-exponentially persistent.

The result follows from Corollary 5.6 and the preceding discussion.

3. Discrete and continuous PAM & Anderson Hamiltonian. Here, we review the so-
lution theory for the PAM (1) in the discrete and continuous setting and the interplay between
the two.

Recall that the regularity parameter o from Assumption 2.3 satisfies

3 2
9) ae(l,i) ind=1, ae(g,l) ind=2.

We recall some results from [28] regarding the solution of the PAM on the whole space
(see also [21]) and regarding the convergence of lattice models to the PAM. We take an
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initial condition wq € Cf, (R?, e(1)) and a forcing f € MV"CgO (R4, e(1)), and we consider the
equation

(10) ow=Aw+Ew+ f, w(0)=wp
and its discrete counterpart
(11) Jw'" = (A" +ENHW" + [, w'(0) = wg.

To motivate the constraints on the parameters appearing in the proposition below, let us
first formally discuss the solution theory in d = 1. Under Assumption 2.3 it follows from the
Schauder estimates in [28], Lemma 3.10, that the best regularity we can expect at a fixed time
s w(t) € CZA(HZ)A(O‘OH) (R, e(k)) for some k € R. In fact, we lose a bit of regularity, so let
U < a be “large enough” (we will see soon what we need from ©) and assume that ¢ +2 > 9
and ag +2 > ¢. Then, we expect w(t) € Cg (R, e(k)), and the Schauder estimates suggest the
blow-up y = max{(¢) + & — ¢)4/2, yo} for some e > 0, which has to be in [0, 1) to be locally
integrable, so in particular yp € [0, 1). If ¥ + o — 2 > 0 (which is possible because in d =1,
we have 2o — 2 > 0); then the product w(¢)£ is well defined and in Cg_Z(R, e(k)p(a)),sowe
can set up a Picard iteration. The loss of control in the weight (going from e(k) to e(k) p(a))
is handled by introducing time-dependent weights so that w(t) € CZ (R?, e(l +1)). In the
setting of singular SPDEs this idea was introduced by Hairer—Labbé [21], and it induces a
small loss of regularity which explains why we only obtain regularity ¢ < « for the solution
and the additional +¢/2 in the blow-up y.

In two dimensions the white noise is less regular, we no longer have 2o — 2 > 0, and we
need paracontrolled analysis to solve the equation. The solution lives in a space of para-
controlled distributions, and now we take ¢ > 0 such that # + 2o — 2 > 0. We now need
additional regularity requirements for the initial condition wqo and for the forcing f. More
precisely, we need to be able to multiply (P;wp)& and ( ]Ot P, f(s)ds)&, and, therefore, we
require now also { +2 4+ (¢ —2) >0 and a9 + 2 + (o — 2) > 0, that is, ¢, g > —cr.

We do not provide the details of the construction and refer to [28] instead, where the two-
dimensional case is worked out (the one-dimensional case follows from similar, but much
easier arguments).

PROPOSITION 3.1.  Consider o asin (9),any T >0, p € [1, +o0],l € R, y9 € [0, 1) and
v, ¢, ag satisfying

Q-a,a), d=1,
(12) e O ma), de2 0> —2)V(—a),q0> (& —2)V (—a),

and let wy € Cf,(ij, e(l)) and f" € MC,° (Zz, e()) be such that
E"wy —>wo.  inCiRY e)),  E"f"— f in MPCI(RY, e(1)).

Then, under Assumption 2.3 there exist unique (paracontrolled) solutions w", w to equations
(11) and (10). Moreover, for all y > (% — ¢)+/2V yo and for all | > 1 + T, the sequence w"
is uniformly bounded in E}’,’ﬂ(fo ,e()),

(13) S?IPH w" “L;*’(fo,e(j)) S SEPH wp HCf,(ZZ,e(l)) + S‘iPH s HMmch(zg,e(l))’

where the proportionality constant depends on the time horizon T and the norms of the ob-
Jjects in Assumption 2.3. Moreover,

g —w in L7 (R, e(D)).
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REMARK 3.2. We consider the case p < 0o to start the equation in the Dirac measure §.
Indeed, § lies in C_d(Rd, e(l)) for any / € R. This means that { = —d, and, in d = 1, we
can choose ¥ small enough such that (12) holds. But in d = 2, this is not sufficient, so we use
instead that 8y € Ca"' PP (R4, ¢(1)) for p € [1, 00] and any I € R, so that for p € [1,2) the
conditions in (12) are satisfied.

NOTATION 3.3. We write
t t
tr—)T,”wg—i-/ dsT 1, tr—)T,wo-i-/ dsTi—s fs
0 0
for the solution to equations (11) and (10), respectively.

Proposition 3.1 provides us with the tools to make sense of Property (ii) in the definition
of the rSBM, Definition 2.10. To make sense of the last Property (iii), we need to construct
the Anderson Hamiltonian. In finite volume this was done in [2, 13, 18, 27], respectively, but
the construction in infinite volume is more complicated, for example, because the spectrum
of H is unbounded from above and thus resolvent methods fail. Hairer—Labbé [22] suggest
a construction based on spectral calculus, setting H = ¢~ ! log T, but this gives insufficient
information about the domain. Therefore, we use an ad hoc approach which is sufficient for
our purpose. We define the operator in terms of the solution map (7});>¢ to the parabolic
equation. Strictly speaking, (7;);>0 does not define a semigroup, since, due to the presence
of the time-dependent weights, it does not act on a fixed Banach space. But we simply ignore
that and are still able to use standard arguments for semigroups on Banach spaces to iden-
tify a dense subset of the domain (compare the discussion below to [12], Proposition 1.1.5).
However, in that way we do not learn anything about the spectrum of . In finite volume,
(T})s>0 is a strongly continuous semigroup of compact operators, and we can simply define
‘H as its infinitesimal generator. It seems that this would be equivalent to the construction of
[2] through the resolvent equation.

We first discuss the case d = 1. Then, & € C* (R, p(a)) for all a > 0 by assumption,
where o € (1, %). In particular, Hu = (A + &)u is well defined for all u € C” (R, e(l)) with
®>2—aand [ € R, and Hu € C*2(R, e(l) p(a)). Our aim is to identify a subset of
C? (R, e(l)) on which Hu is even a continuous function. We can do this by defining, for
t>0,

t
Asu :/ Touds.
0
Then, A;u € C? (R, e(l + 1)), and, by definition,
t t
HAu = / HT,uds :/ O Tyuds =Tiu —u € Cﬂ(R, e(l +1)).
0 0
Moreover, the following convergence holds in C? (R, e(I + 1 + ¢)) for all & > 0:
i+1/n 1/n
lim n(Ty/, —id)A;u = lim n(/ Touds — / Tu ds) =HAu.
n—oo n—oo t 0

Therefore, we define
Dy ={Awu:uecC’ R, el),leR,tel0,T1}.

Since for u € C? (R, e(l)) the map (¢ — Tiu):c(0,¢] 1s continuous in the space C’ (R, e(l +¢)),
we can find, for all u € C°(R,e(l)), a sequence {u"}nen C Dy such that
lu™ — uller (.e+ey —> O for all & > 0. Indeed, it suffices to set u™ = m~'A, 1u. The
same construction also works for " instead of .
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In the two-dimensional case (A + &)u would be well defined whenever u € C#(R?, e(1))
with 8 > 2 — o fora € (%, 1). But in this space it seems impossible to find a domain that
is mapped to continuous functions. And also (A + &)u is not the right object to look at; we
have to take the renormalization into account and should think of H = A + & — 00. So, we
first need an appropriate notion of paracontrolled distributions u for which can define Hu as
a distribution. As in Proposition 3.1, we let ¢ € (2 — 2«, «).

DEFINITION 3.4. Consider X = (—A)~!x(D)& and X ¢ & defined as in Assumption 2.3.
We say that u (resp. u") is paracontrolled if u € C? (R?, e(1)) for some / € R and

W=u—-ueXelC (R el)).
Then, set
Hu=Au+EQu+u@t+u"OE+Ciu, X,6)+u(Xo§),

where C; is defined in Lemma 1.2. The same lemma also shows that Hu is a well-defined
distribution in C*~2(R?, e(l) p(a)).

The operator T; leaves the space of paracontrolled distributions invariant, and, therefore,
the same arguments as in d = 1 give us a domain Dy such that for all paracontrolled u
there exists a sequence {u"}nen C Dy with [[u™ — ulleo 2 o(4e)) — O for all & > 0. For
general u € C?(R?, e(l)) and ¢ > 0, we can find a paracontrolled v € C? (R?, e(l)) with
lu — vlleo R2 eq+e)) < € because Tyu is paracontrolled for all # > 0 and converges to u in
C%(R2, e(l + ¢)) as t — 0. Thus, we have established the following result.

LEMMA 3.5. Under Assumption 2.3, let ¥ be as in Proposition 3.1. There exists a do-
main Dy C UleRCﬁ(Rd, e(l)) such that Hu = lim, n(Ty, — id)u in C?(RY, e(l + ¢)) for
all u € Dy NCY (R4, e(1)) and € > 0 and such that, for all u € C? (R?, e(l)), there is a se-
quence {u™}men C Dy with |u™ — uller w2 o+ey) — 0 for all € > 0. The same is true for
the discrete operator H" (with RY replaced by ZZ).

4. The rough super-Brownian motion.

4.1. Scaling limit of branching random walks in random environment. In this section we
consider a deterministic environment, that is, a sequence {£”},,en satisfying Assumption 2.3,
to which we associate the Markov process ", as in Definition 2.6: Our aim is to prove that
the sequence " converges weakly, with a limit depending on the value of o. First, we prove
tightness for the sequence " in D([0, T']; M(R?)) for o > d /2. Then, we prove uniqueness
in law of the limit points and thus deduce the weak convergence of the sequence. Recall that,
for u € M(R?) and ¢ € C,(R%), we use both the notation (1, @) and 1(¢) for the integration
of ¢ against the measure .

REMARK 4.1. Fixt > 0. Forany ¢ € LOO(Zif; e(l)), for some l € R,
(14) 0,113 s = M (s) = u (T] s0) — T 9(0)

is a centered martingale on [0, ¢] with predictable quadratic variation

S
7 9), = [ 9T gl g2 (T )
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SKETCH OF PROOF. Consider a time-dependent function 1. We use Dynkin’s formula
and an approximation argument applied to the function (s, @) — F,”” (s, u™) =" (Y (s)): By
truncating Flj, and discretizing time and then passing to the limit, we obtain for suitable
that

W (5)) — ul (1 (0)) — fo U 00 () + H () dr

is a martingale with the correct quadratic variation. Now, it suffices to note that for r € [0, 7] :
9y Tt rP = —H"'T, r(p [

For the remainder of this section, we assume that o > d/2. To prove the tightness of the
measure-valued process, we use the following auxiliary result which gives the tightness of
the real-valued processes {t — u} (¢)}nen-

The main difficulty in the proof lies in handling the irregularity of the spatial environment.
For this reason we consider first the martingale [0, ] > s — i (7" ;@) (cf. (14)) instead
of the more natural process s — u} (¢). We then exploit the martmgale to prove tightness
for " (¢). Here, we cannot apply the classical Kolmogorov continuity test, since we are
considering a pure jump process. Instead, we will use a slight variation, due to Chentsov [6]
and, conveniently, exposed in [12], Theorem 3.8.8.

LEMMA 4.2. Foranyl € R and ¢ € C®(R?, e(l)), the processes {t — " (t)(¢)IneN
form a tight sequence in D([0, +00); R).

PROOF. It is sufficient to prove that, for arbitrary 7" > 0, the given sequence is tight in
D([0, T]; R). Hence, fix T > 0, and consider 0 < ¢ < 1 as in Proposition 3.1. In the following
computation, k£ € R may change from line to line, but it is uniformly bounded for / € R and
T > 0 varying in a bounded set.

Step 1. Here, the aim is to establish a second moment bound for the increment of the
process. Let (F}');>0 be the filtration generated by pn". We will prove that the following
conditional expectation can be estimated uniformly over 0 <t <t +h <T:

(15) E[|il (@) — w @) P1F] S hY [ (eP17) + [ (59177

In fact, via the martingales defined in (14), one can start by observing that
Efluf a () — ui @)1 7]
= E[|M] 5t + h) = M550 + 1 (Ti'e — o) P17
t+h
Sor Bl [ it (9o (T, 0)) i
7 ()

where the last term appears since h +— T € El’(ZZ, e(k)). The first term on the right-hand
side can be bounded for any ¢ > 0 by

’

t+h
/ /’LI(T ( _Q|vn rfkh r‘p| +n—9|g |( t+h— ,,gO) ))d
(16)

N/ k|x| +(r— t)_zee“xlo)dr.

Here, we have used Lemma D.1 to ensure that | 74 is smooth on the lattice together with
the a priori bound (13) of Proposition 3.1 and with Lemmata D.2 and D.3, which show,
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respectively, a gain of regularity via the factor n~¢ and a loss of regularity via the discrete
derivative V", to obtain

lim sup [n2|V"Tg|*| s 0,

d =
00, 0T (Z e2(14r)))

for 0 < ¥ <® — 1 + o/2 (we can choose ¥ sufficiently large so that the latter quantity is
positive). Since ¥ > 0 and the term is positive, one has, by comparison,

- 2 oy 2
L (V" T el) S P eIV T 0 ] o eaaryy-

Moreover, according to Assumption 2.3 for ¢ > d/2 the term n¢|£]'| is bounded in
c—¢ (Zg , p(a)) whenever ¢ > 0. It then follows from the uniform bounds (13) from Proposi-
tion 3.1 and by applying (3) from Lemma 1.2, together with similar arguments to the ones
just presented, that

_ 2
sup sup |ls = T, (n &) (T 0) )l pveece (4 eiy)
neNrel[0,T]

<sup sup s T"(n2|&"|(T"¢)? e
Ssup sup I 5 (nClE (T ) )Ilﬁﬂ%ﬂ,ﬁ@zve(k))

_ 2
Ssup sup [0 CIES (T ) llo-e ey < O©-
neNrel0,T]

This completes the explanation of (16). So overall, integrating over r, we can bound the
conditional expectation by

_ o o\ 2 o o\ 2
W2 ) g ()R < g (HT) o g (HT) P,

assuming 1 — 2¢ > 9. This completes the proof of (15).

Step 2. Now, we are ready to apply Chentsov’s criterion [12], Theorem 3.8.8. We have to
multiply two increments of w"(¢) on [t — h, h] and on [¢,¢ 4+ h] and show that, for some
k>0,

(17) E[(1 1 () =t @) A1 (11 0) = 1 (@) A 1)7] S 1<
We use (15) to bound
E[(|iln (@) — 1 @)| A 1|1l (9) — 1 (@)| A 1)]
<E[|uf (@) — 1l @)1 (@) — 11 (@)]]
SHVE[(uf (1) + 1 () ) 1] () — 1y (9]
SHUE[(1+ 1 (1) P) 1) (0) = s @]

By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, together with (15) and the moment bound for
| (€k1¥1”)|* from Lemma C.1, one obtains

a2
E[(1+ [ (")) 1 (@) — i (@) ]
S (LHE[uf (@) TERf 0) — w1172 S 0?72,
Combining all the estimates, one finds

E[(|1 () — 1 (@) A 1 (I (@) = iy @) A 1)P] SR
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Since ¥ > %, this proves equation (17) for some « > 0. In particular, we can apply [12], The-
orem 3.8.8, with 8 = 4 which, in turn, implies that the tightness criterion of Theorem 3.8.6(b)
of the same book is satisfied. This concludes the proof of tightness for {t — ©"(¢)(¢)}seN-

O

Consequently, we find tightness of the process " in the space of measures.

COROLLARY 4.3. The processes {t — " (t)},eN form a tight sequence in D([0, 0o);
M(R)).

PROOF. We apply Jakubowski’s criterion [10], Theorem 3.6.4. We first need to verify
the compact containment condition. For that purpose, note that, for all R > 0, the set K =
{ne M@®RY|u(|-1?) < R} is compact in M(R?). Here, u(| - |?) = [ga |x|? du(x). Since the
sequence of processes {i” (| - |*) }nen are tight by Lemma 4.2, we find for all 7, & > 0 an R(¢)
such that

sup]P( sup " (1)(] - |2) > R(€)> <eg,
no Mel0,T]

as required. Second, we note that Cfo(Rd) is closed under addition and the maps u +—
{M((ﬂ)}(peccoo(Rd) separate points in M(R¥). Since Lemma 4.2 shows that  — " (t)(¢) is
tight for any ¢ € C2°(R?), we can conclude. [J

Next, we show that any limit point is a solution to a martingale problem.

LEMMA 4.4. Any limit point of the sequence {t — " (t)}neN is supported in the space
of continuous function C ([0, +00); MR, and it satisfies Property (ii) of Definition 2.10
withk =0ifo>d/2,andxk =2v ifo=d/2.

PROOF. First, we address the continuity of an arbitrary limit point . Since M (T9) is
endowed with the weak topology, it is sufficient to prove the continuity of ¢ — (u(¢), ¢) for
all ¢ € Cp(RY). In view of Corollary 4.3, up to a subsequence,

(u", @) = (., 9) inD([0, 0); R).

Then, by [12], Theorem 3.10.2, in order to obtain the continuity of the limit point, it is suffi-
cient to observe that the maximal jump size is vanishing in 7,

sup|(uf', @) — (uf—. @)l SnCllell L.
>0

Next, we study the limiting martingale problem. First, we will prove that the process M, o.f
from Definition 2.10 is a martingale. Then, we will compute its quadratic variation.

Step 1. We fix a limit point © and study the required martingale property. For f, ¢g as
required, observe that ¢ = ¢o|zg is uniformly bounded in C%(Z<; e(l)) for any o > 0 and
[ € R, and, similarly, f" = f|za is uniformly bounded in C([0, ]; C* (Zﬁ)) with an applica-
tion of Lemma D.1. Hence, by f’roposition 3.1 the solutions ¢ to the discrete equations

o5 +H'e = f", @) (1) =@

converge in £” (R?, e(1)) to ¢;, up to choosing a possibly larger /. At the discrete level we
find, analogously to (14), that

MPOT7 (5 = (W (5), g (s)) — (1™ (0), @I (0)) + fo dr(u” (r), f"(r)),
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for s € [0, t] is a centered square-integrable martingale. Moreover, this martingale is bounded
in L? uniformly over n, since the second moment can be bounded via the initial value and
the predictable quadratic variation by

t
E[M P o)) 5 [ @t e g ) e ))

and the latter quantity is uniformly bounded in n. To conclude that M, o/ s an F-
martingale, note that by assumption M, 0.1 converges to the continuous process M, 01

From [12], Theorem 3.7.8, we obtain that, for 0 <s < r <t and for bounded and continuous
@: D0, s]; M) —> R,

0
E[® (e, (M (r) = M (5))]
0
= limE[® (1" [j0,0) (M (1) — Mf " ()] =0
by the martingale property. From here we easily deduce the martingale property of M, 0.

Step 2. We show that M’ 0/ has the correct quadratic variation which should be given as
the limit of

(M) = /0 dr " (r) (n =8| V" ()| + n 70" (¢ (1)7).

We only treat the case o = d/2; the case ¢ > d/2 is similar but easier because then we can use
Lemma D.2 to gain some regularity from the factor n¢/27¢, so that ||n =@ |&" | leszd. payy = 0
for some ¢ > 0 and for all a > 0.

First, we assume, leaving the proof for later, that for any sequence {y¥"},cn with
lim, [[Y¥" [lc-¢re, p(ay) = 0 for some a > 0 and all ¢ > 0,

(18) [sup 2:| — 0.

s<t

/ drp () (0" - (0" (1))

By Assumption 2.3 we can apply this to " = n"¢|£"| — 2v and deduce that along a subse-
quence we have the following weak convergence in D([0, 7]; R):

(1‘/1;00,f}").2 —(M,‘po’f’n) (M) )2 / drp(r) (2v(e) (r)).

Note also that the limit lies in C([0, #]; R). If the martingales on the left-hand side are uni-
formly bounded in L?, we can deduce as before that the limit is a continuous L>-martingale,
and conclude that

) = [ @ @vte P,

As for the uniform bound in L2, note that it follows from Lemma C.1 that

sup sup E[|M§00’f’”(s)}4] < +o00.

n 0<s<t

For the quadratic variation term we estimate
B N R R (e T A T A G

which can be bounded via the second estimate of Lemma C.1.
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Step 3. Thus, we are left with the convergence in (18). By introducing the martingale from
equation (14), we find that

B[l ) (" (e ()]
(19) ST (@) ()] 0) + /O T [ V[T [y (0 ()T

_ 27\2

+nC g (T, [¥" (@ (1)) 1)
We start with the first term. By Proposition 3.1 we know that, forall ¢ > 0and 0 < ¢ < 1
satisfying @ + 3¢ < 1 and for [ > O sufficiently large,

nr.n( n 2
lr— T, [II’ (got (r) ]”c%“*’(zg;e@z))

2
(20) SJ ||1/fn||c—8(zg;p(a))||¢n||£§(zg;e(1))
SV e zg: peayy-
Together with equation (3) from Lemma 1.2 and (20), we thus bound
27,2 — 2712
|Trn[wn((ptn(r)) ]| (O) 5 r e H}" = |Trn[wn ((p;l(r)) ]HEZM(Zg;e(l))

— 2
5 r 4 H wn ”C*S(Zg;p(a))'

Now, we can treat the first term in the integral in (19). We can choose 0 < ¢ < 1 and ¢ > 0
with ¥ +3e < 1 such that 0 < ¥ = ¢ — 1 +d /4. We then apply Lemmata D.2 and D.3 which

. . . _4d .
guarantee us, respectively, a regularity gain from the factor n~ 4 and a regularity loss from
the derivative V", to obtain

— 27112 292
” }n d/4vn[Trn—q [wn((p? (r)) ]]{ Hcﬁ(zﬁ{;e(a)) S ” Trn—q [‘//n ((p;l (r)) ”Cﬂ(Z;{;e(Sl))
Sr—g) P yn ||(23—€(Z§{;p(a))’
where the last step follows similarly to (20). Overall, we thus obtain the estimate

[ day el 0 o)1) 0)

2 " _ 2
S H v ||c—£(7z;;{;p(a))_/0 dg(r —q) 436 S ||‘ﬁn||c—8(zg;p(a))-

Following the same steps, one can treat the second term in the integral in (19). We now use
the same parameter ¢ both for the regularity of n7¢|£"| and of 1", in view of Assumption 2.3,
and choose ¥, ¢ as above with the additional constraint  + 5¢ < 1. Then, we can argue as
follows:

_ 21\2 - 2
|n Q|5n|(an[Wn(‘/’?(r)) ) ||c—8(zg;e(21)p(u)) sS4 W3e) ||‘ﬁn||c—8(zg;p(a))

and, hence,
-
/0 dg an (n_Q }Sn | (an [wn ((p? (r))z])z) 0)
r
5 ”1//71 ”g'*S(Z‘,f;p(a)) /O dq(r — q)_(ﬂ+3€)q—25

2
S ezt peay
where in the last step we used that © + 5¢ < 1. This concludes the proof. [J
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Our first main result, the law of large numbers, is now an easy consequence.

PROOF OF THEOREM 2.9. Recall that now we assume ¢ > d/2. In view of Corollary 4.3,
we can assume that along a subsequence "% = u in distribution in ([0, +00); M@RH). It
thus suffices to prove that ;1 = w. The previous lemma shows that, for ¢ € C° (R?), the pro-
cess s > w(s)(Ty—sp) — Ty (0) is a continuous square-integrable martingale with vanishing
quadratic variation. Hence, it is constantly zero and w(t)(p) = T;¢(0) = (T;80)(¢) almost
surely for each fixed ¢t > 0. Note that 7.5 is well defined, as explained in Remark 3.2. Since
W is continuous, the identity holds almost surely for all # > 0. The identity u(t) = T;6¢ then
follows by choosing a countable separating set of smooth functions in C2° RY. O

Now, we pass to the case o = d/2. To deduce the weak convergence of the sequence ",
we have to prove that the distribution of the limit points is unique. For that purpose we first
introduce a duality principle for the Laplace transform of our measure-valued process, for
which we have to study equation (7). We will consider mild solutions, that is, ¢ solves (7) if
and only if

t
o) =Tipo— > /0 dsTy—s(p(5)?).

We shall denote the solution by ¢(¢) = U;¢g, which is justified by the following existence
and uniqueness result.

PROPOSITION 4.5. Let T,k >0, lg < —T and ¢y € C®(RY, e(ly)) with @0 > 0. For
I =1y+ T and ¥, as in Proposition 3.1, there is a unique mild solution ¢ € co (Rd, e()) to
equation (7),
K
ho=He— 9% ¢0)=g0.
We write U;pg := @(t) and we have the following bounds:

CIHT, 00
0 < Usgo < T,00, ”{Ut(PO}te[O,T] Hz:l’(Rd,e(l)) <e {7t o} rer0. 71l op ®2 )

PROOF. We define the map Z(y) = ¢, where ¢ is the solution to
K
dp = (”H - 51#)% ¢(0) = ¢o.

If lp < —T, then (T;00)eio.7] € L7 (RY, e(1)) for I =1y + T, and thus a slight adaptation of
the arguments for Proposition 3.1 shows that Z satisfies

ey Se Mo

for some C > 0. Moreover, for positive { this map satisfies the bound 0 < Z(¥)(¢) < T;¢o,
so, in particular, we can bound |Z(¥)llcpeora o)y < I{Tr@o}ief0.71llcLoe (R 1)) - NOW, de-
fine <p0(t, x) = Typo(x) and then iteratively ¢ = I(gom_l) for m > 1. This means that ¢™
solves the equation

I: L7(RY e(D) » L7 (R e(D),  [ZW)] 2o e

dp™ =Ho — —¢" ™.

K
2
Hence, our a priori bounds guarantee that

m Cl{Ti9o}ter0.71ll op oo (md
SEpH(p ||59(Rd,e(l))§e CL® R4 (D))
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By compact embedding of £?(R?, e(l)) ¢ LERY, e(l")) for ¢ < ¥, I’ <1, we obtain con-
vergence of a subsequence in the latter space. The regularity ensures that the limit point is
indeed a solution to equation (7). The uniqueness of such a fixed point follows from the fact
that the difference z = ¢ — ¥ of two solutions ¢ and ¥ solves the well-posed linear equation,
dz=(H+ 5(p +¥))z with z(0) =0, and thus z =0. [

We proceed by proving some implications between Properties (i)—(iii) of Definition 2.10.

LEMMA 4.6. In Definition 2.10 the following implications hold between the three prop-
erties:

(i) = (1), (1) < (iii).
PROOF. (ii) = (i): Consider U.¢g as in point (i) of Definition 2.10 which is well defined

in view of Proposition 4.5. An application of 1t6’s formula and Property (ii) of Definition 2.10
with ¢; (s) = U;_¢o, guarantee that, for any F € C*(R) and for f(r) = %(U,,,goo)z,

F(((®), @o) = F((n(s), Ur—s0)) +/S dr F' ({14 (r), Us—r o)) (i (r). £ (1)
rrr_, 0
+ 5/ F (<M(r)s Ut—r¢0>) d<Ml§0 f)r

+ / (). Us—rgo)) dMET (1),

where d(Mf)O’f), = (u(r), K(U,_rgao)z) dr = (u(r),2f(r))dr. We apply this for F(x) =
e~ ", so that F” = —F’ and the two Lebesgue integrals cancel. Since F’ is bounded for posi-
tive x, the stochastic integral is a true martingale and we deduce property (i).

(i) = (iii): Let ¢ € Dy andt > 0,and let 0 =1ty <t <--- <t; =t,n € N, be a sequence
of partitions of [0, 7] with maxg<,—j A} 1= maxg<,—1 (| — ;) — 0. Then,

= Z w(tt 1), 9) = (). Tape)) + (). Tare — )]
Targp —
0 0 ALY — @
Z[ (5 20) = M5 ) + (). =]
k
We start by studying the second term on the right-hand side,
Tan
Z Ak< ) ALY — <P>
Ag
= Targ — @
= 3|t iutr). =G ) + (). )
k=0 k

n—1
=Ry + ) Apu(p). H
k=0

By continuity of u, the second term on the right-hand side converges almost surely to
the Riemann integral fé (u(r), He)dr. Moreover, from the characterization (ii)) we get
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Elp(s)(¥)] = (un(0), Tsy) and

E[1(s)(He)?] S ((0), (Ts(He))) + /OS dr{(0), T, [(Ts— He)*])

which is uniformly bounded in s € [0, ¢]. So the sequence is uniformly integrable and con-
verges also in L! and not just almost surely. Moreover,

n—1

E[Ral] < Y Ao, T (1(A7) ™ (Tage — @) — Ho])),
k=0
and, since Lemma 3.5 implies that maxkfn_l(A’,:)_l(TAZgo — @) converges to He in

C? (R4, e(1)) for some ! € R and ¥ > 0 (so in particular uniformly), it follows from Proposi-
tion 3.1 and the assumption (g, e(l)) < oo for all / € R that E[|R,|] — 0. Thus, we showed
that

Lf =00, 0] = 00,9}~ [ ), Ho)r

n—1

. 0/ 0
= lim > (M{ (1) — My (1)),

and the convergence is in L!. By taking partitions that contain s € [0, 7) and using the mar-
tingale property of M;p’o, we get E[L?(t)|Fs] = L?(s), that is, L¥ is a martingale. By the
same arguments that we used to show the uniform integrability above, L¥(¢) is square inte-
grable for all ¢ > 0. To derive the quadratic variation, we use again a sequence of partitions
containing s € [0, ¢) and obtain

E[L? (t)2 — LY (s)*|F] = E[(L¢ (1) — LU (5))*| F]

= lim > B[ (1) - MG ()15

n— 00
kit >s

_ 1 E t/’<1+ld T 2

- nl>r20 Z o /;n V(/L(r), ( tl:lﬂ_rw) >|~7:s
kit 1 >s k

E|:K /St dr(p(r), <p2)|]:S:|.

Since the process « [ dr (u(r), (p2) is increasing and predictable, it must be equal to (L?).
(iii) = (ii): Let > 0, @9 € Dy, and let f: [0, 1] — Dy be a piecewise constant function

(in time, it might seem more natural to take f continuous, but since we did not equip Dy with

a topology this has no clear meaning). We write ¢ for the solution to the backward equation

Os+H)o=f, ¢@)=g¢o

which is given by ¢(s) = T;_s¢0 + fst T,_s f (r)dr. Note that by assumption ¢(r) € Dy for
allr <t.ForO<s <t let0O=1y <t/ <--- <t =s,n €N, be a sequence of partitions of
[0, s] with maxg<,—1 AZ = maxkin_l(t,? 1 t¢) — 0. Similarly to the computation in the
step “(ii) = (iii)”, we can decompose

(e (9), @(5)) = {1(0), 9(0))

_ Z[L‘/’(IHI) L‘p(k+1) +/ dr{u(r), f(”)>:|



930 N. PERKOWSKI AND T. ROSATI

with
n—1 tl?+1 L '
Ro= 3 [ arllintr) Mo (1)) = (). (D)™ (T~ 1000 ()
k=0""k

(), To—n £ () = (), FO)]-

By similar arguments as in the step (ii) = (iii), we see that R,, converges to zero in L', and,
therefore, s — (u(s), @(s)) — (1 (0), p(0)) — [Os dr{u(r), f(r)) is a martingale. Square inte-
grability and the right form of the quadratic variation are shown again by similar arguments
as before.

By density of Dy, it follows that M o/ isa martingale on [0, ] with the required quadratic
variation for any ¢g € C?O(Rd) and f € C([0, t]; C¢(R?)) for ¢ > 0. This concludes the
proof. [

Characterization (i) of Definition 2.10 enables us to deduce the uniqueness in law and then
to conclude the proof of the equivalence of the different characterizations in Definition 2.10.

PROOF OF LEMMA 2.11. First, we claim that uniqueness in law follows from Prop-
erty (i) of Definition 2.10. Indeed, we have for 0 <s <t and ¢ € C*° (Rd), ¢ > 0 that
E[e—#®)-9)| F,] = e~ Ui—@) For s = 0, we can use the Laplace transform and the lin-
earity of ¢ — (u(t), @) to deduce that the law of ({u(¢), ¢1), ..., ((t), ¢n)) is uniquely
determined by (i) whenever ¢y, ..., ¢, are positive functions in CZ° (R%). By a monotone
class argument (cf. [10], Lemma 3.2.5) the law of u(¢) is unique. We then see, inductively,
that the finite-dimensional distributions of p = {1t (#)};>0 are unique and thus that the law of
M 18 unique.

It remains to show the implication (i) = (ii) to conclude the proof of the equivalence of the
characterizations in Definition 2.10. But we showed in Lemma 4.4 that there exists a process
satisfying (ii), and in Lemma 4.6 we showed that then it must also satisfy (i). And since we
just saw that there is uniqueness in law for processes satisfying (i) and since Property (ii) only
depends on the law and it holds for one process satisfying (i), it must hold for all processes
satisfying (i). (Strictly speaking, Lemma 4.4 only gives the existence for k =2v € (0, 1], but
see Section 4.2 below for general «.) [J

Now, the convergence of the sequence {"}, <N is an easy consequence.

PROOF OF THEOREM 2.12. This follows from the characterization of the limit points
from Lemma 4.4 together with the uniqueness result from Lemma 2.11. [

4.2. Mixing with a classical superprocess. In Section 4.1 we constructed the rSBM of
parameter k = 2v, for v defined via Assumption 2.1 which leads to the restriction v € (0, %].
This section is devoted to constructing the rtSBM for arbitrary ¥ > 0. We do so by means of an
interpolation between the rfSBM and a Dawson—Watanabe superprocess (cf. [11], Chapter 1).
Let W be the generating function of a discrete finite positive measure W(s) = Y4~ pxs* and
&, a controlled random environment associated to a parameter v = E[®.]. We consider the
quenched generator,

Py =Y 0y [A"F () + () (@, X)d F ()

er;{

+ (S[r;,e)—(a)p’ x)dx_lF(U) +n? Z pkd)gk_l)F(n)]
k>0
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with the notation d}’C‘F(n) = F(n®%) — F(n), where for k > —1 we write 75K (y) = (n(y) +
kly(3)+-

ASSUMPTION 4.7 (On-the-Moment generating function). We assume that W/'(1) = 1
(critical branching, i.e., the expected number of offsprings in one branching/killing event
is 1), and we write 02 = W” (1) for the variance of the offspring distribution.

Now, we introduce the associated process. The construction of the process u" is analogous
to the case without W which is treated in Appendix A.

DEFINITION 4.8. Let o > d/2, and let ¥ be a moment generating function satisfying
the previous assumptions. Consider a controlled random environment &, associated to a pa-
rameter v € (0, %]. Let P" = PP x P"“" be the measure on QP x D([0, +00); E) such that,
for fixed w” € QP, under the measure P"»®” the canonical process on D([0, +00); E) is the
Markov process ﬁ’;?(a)p, -) started in ﬁ’l’)(O) = [n?]10y(x) associated to the generator Efl),p’”

defined as above. To u”, we associate the measure valued process
p

(@ (P 1), 0)= Y (o 1, x)px)|ne] !

erﬁ

for any bounded ¢ : Z¢ — R. With this definition /2", takes values in Q7 x D([0, T]; M(R?))
with the law induced by P".

REMARK 4.9.  As in Remark 4.1, we see that, for ¢ € LOO(ZZ, e(l)) with [ € R, the pro-
cess M;"%(s) := " )T/ ;) — T ¢(0) is a martingale with predictable quadratic variation,

1), = [} i 19T o + 7l + o) (17, 0))).

In view of this remark, we can follow the discussion of Section 4.1 to deduce the following
result (cf. Corollary 2.15).

PROPOSITION 4.10. The sequence of measures P" as in Definition 4.8 converge weakly
as measures on QP x D([0, T1; M(R?)) to the measure PP x P*” associated to a rSBM of
parameter Kk = I{Q:%}Zv + 02, in the sense of Theorem 2.12 and Corollary 2.15. In short, we

write ﬁ’; —> Ly

In particular, the rSBM is also the scaling limit of critical branching random walks whose
branching rates are perturbed by small random potentials.

5. Properties of the rough super-Brownian motion.

5.1. Scaling limit as SPDE ind = 1. In this section we characterize the rfSBM in dimen-
sion d =1 as the solution to the SPDE (8) in the sense of Definition 2.17. For that purpose
we first show that the random measure 1, admits a density with respect to the Lebesgue
measure.

LEMMA 5.1. Let i be a one-dimensional rSBM of parameter v. For any B <1/2, p €
[1,2/(B+ 1)) andl € R, we have

E p <0
[”H“quQTLBQﬂRJUDJ
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PROOF. Lett > 0and ¢ € C°(R). By Point (ii) of Definition 2.10, the process M,‘p (s)=
(u@s), Ti—sp) — (n(0), Typ), s € [0, ], is a continuous square-integrable martingale with
quadratic variation (M, ,@ )s = f(; (u(@), ( T;_,gp)z). Using the moment estimates of Lemma C.1,
which by Fatou’s lemma also hold for the limit w of the {i"*}, this martingale property extends
to ¢ € CY (R, e(k)) for arbitrary k € R and © > 0. In particular, for such ¢ we get

t
E[{n(). o)7] < fo T (Tr—r9)?) (0) dr + (T;9)(0).

Now, note that IE[||,u(t)||§;22( (l))] =), 22jB JEun@), Kj(x — )21e= 211" dx. so we apply

this estimate with ¢ = K; (- — x),
t
@l E[n®). Kj(x —f] < /0 T (T K (x — 9)*) ) dr + (1K j (x — ))*(0).

—k|x|”

We start by proving that || K (x — -) ||C"(R ek) S < 2i%e for any k > 0. Indeed, using that

K; is an even function and writing Izi_j =20=NdK (21— )x Ky if i, J = 0 and appropriately
adapted if i = —1 or j = —1, we have

[Ai(K (= 9)e®| 11z
= lji-ji<y /];%d|Ki * Kj(x — y)|e_k\y|" dy

= l{li_ﬂfl}/]-R}I%i_j(y)|e*k|X*27Jy|(r dy

x1”

< Lgizji<n /R|15i—j<y)|€k'2_"y'g_k""a dy < 1z ji=nye ™M,

where in the last step we used that |I€,-_j(y)| < e 2K and 2777 <29 < 2.
Now, for ¢ < 0, satisfying the assumptions of Proposition 3.1 and for p € [1, oco] and
sufficiently small & > 0,

TK(X—) e ~ TK(X_) **5
|7, K; les @.ersy S| | ¢, 7 Reethrs))

< I8 g4 =26)/2 —kIx|”

To control the first term on the right-hand side of (21), we apply this with p =2 and obtain
fort €[0,T]and ¢ > —1/2,

t
| (T Ky = 9))
t
5/0 |7 (T K j (x — '))2)||cgo(R,e(2k+T)) dr

t
2
S“/o |7 (T K O = 9) Y ler+e g earsryy

I 142 2
S//O r- 2 ||(T,,,Kj(x—')) HC‘f(R,e(Zk)) dr

I 142 2
; /Or e

<

T YT B = B it _2k|x|” o
~ 9248 o= 2klx|" (1= e~ 3 =26 _ 92 ,~2klx|7 ;£ -3e

)zdr
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where we used that fé r(t —r) Pdr~t'2P for a, B < 1. The second term on the right-
hand side of (21) is bounded by

2 2
(1K =)0 S (1K =)l eg ecorsary
SITK; G- ‘)||(2350(R,e(k+T>) <23 1728 g kT

Note that this estimate is much worse than the first one (because ¢ € [0, T] is bounded
above). We plug both those estimates into (21) and set { = —8 — ¢ and k > —[ to obtain

E[nu(z)nzB ((m]<t B=1=3¢ for B < 1/2 and for [ € R. So, finally, for p € [1,2),
2,2

T
p p dr </ (—p-1-30)% 4,
[”M”L”([O T]; 32 H (R, e(l)))] /0 [“M( )” Bz ) (e (l))] ~Jo !

and now it suffices to note that there exists & > 0 with (=8 — 1 — 38)% > —1 if and only if
p<2/(B+1). O

COROLLARY 5.2. In the setting of Proposition 5.1, we have almost surely /i €
L2([0, T1; L3R, e(l))) forall T > 0 and | € R.

PROOF OF THEOREM 2.18. We follow the approach of Konno and Shiga [26]. Applying
Corollary 2.15 for « € (0, 1/2] or Proposition 4.10 for k > 1/2, we obtain an SBM in static
random environment u ,,, which is a process on (27 x D([0, T]; M(R)), F, PP x P, with
J being the product sigma algebra. Enlarging the probability space, we can moreover assume
that the process is defined on (27 x Q, FP ® F, PP x P®") such that the probability space
(Q, F,P) supports a space-time white noise £ which is independent of &. More precisely, we
are given amap & : Q7 x Q@ — S'(R x [0, T']), which has the law of space-time white noise
and does not depend on Q7, that is, £ (w?, @) = £ (®).

For w? € QP, let {./_'.;OP}[E[O’T] be the usual augmentation of the (random) filtration gen-
erated by u(w”,-) and &. For almost all w” € QP, the collection of martingales ¢
L?(w?,t) fort € [0, T], ¢ € Dyor defines a (random) worthy orthogonal martingale measure
M (w?, dt, dx) in the sense of [34], with quadratic variation Q(A x B X [s,1]) = fS’ w(r)(AN
B) dr for all Borel sets A, B C R (first, we define Q(p x ¥ X [s,¢]) = f;(u(r), o) dr for
@, ¥ € Dyor, then we use Lemma 5.1 with p =1 and 8 € (0, 1/2) to extend the quadratic
variation and the martingales to indicator functions of Borel sets). We can thus build a space-
time white noise § by defining for ¢ € L%([0,T] x R),

M (wP,ds, dx)e(s, x)

~a)p’ds,dx S, X :/ 1
/[O,T]st( o5, %) [0.T]xR JR(@P, s, %) {n(@?,s,x)>0}

+ - &(ds, dx)o(s, ) 1{uwp,s,x)=0}-
By taking conditional expectations with respect to £7, we see that & and &7 are independent,
and by definition the SBM in static random environment solves the SPDE (8).
Conversely, it is straightforward to see that any solution to the SPDE is a SBM in static
random environment of parameter v = x/2. Uniqueness in law of the latter then implies
uniqueness in law of the solution to the SPDE. [J

5.2. Persistence. In this section we study the persistence of the SBM in static random
environment u ,, and we prove Theorem 2.20, that is, that 1), is super-exponentially persis-
tent. For the proof we rely on the related work [33] which constructs, for integer L > 0, a
killed SBM in static random environment Mé’, in which particles are killed once they leave
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the box (—L/2, L/2)?. The processes ,u,é are coupled with 1), so that almost surely ug < Up
for all L. In particular, the following result holds.

LEMMA 5.3.  Let jip be an rSBM associated to a random environment {§ z tneN satisfying
Assumption 2.1. There exists a probability space of the form (2P x D([0, +00); M (R%)), FP,
P? x P supporting a rSBM p Such that v, =1t , in distribution. Moreover, QP supports
a spatial white noise &, and there exists a null set No € QP such that:

1. Forall w € Ng and L € 2N, the random Anderson Hamiltonian associated to &, with
Dirichlet boundary conditions on (—L/2, L/2)?, %)L’ on the domain Dpr is well defined

(cf. [7]). Moreover, Dpr C CP((—=L/2,L)2)?) for any 9 <2 — d/2. Finally the operator

has discrete spectrum. If A(wP, L) > 0 is the largest elgenvalue of Ha 1» then the associated
eigenfunction e wr 1) satisfies ey r 1)(x) > 0 forall x € (—5 —)d
2. There exist random variables {,uf,} LeoN With values in ]D([O, 00); M(R?)) satisfying
Mé(a)p, 1) < u§+2(wp, 1)< < pup(@”,t) and :“IL)(O) = 80. Moreover, for all v € N§ and
D,wr,
Y <y,
K¥(w?,1) z(ué(t),ga) (1p(w?,0), / dr(u(r), "y L(p) t>0

is a continuous centered martingale (w.r.t. the filtration generated by Wy L(wP,-)) with

quadratic variation (Kj )y =2v fo dr(u(r), 9?).

PROOF. For the first point, see [7] and [33], Lemma 2.4. The second statement is proved
in [33], Corollary 3.9. [J

Analogously to the previous section, we denote with ¢ — T2 the semigroup associated to
‘D"pL for some fixed L, w? which will be clear from the context. Now, we shall prove that,
given a nonzero positive ¢ € C2° (R and A > 0, for almost all P there exists L = L(w?)
with
(22) P ((lim e™Mufy(@” 1, ), ) = 00) > 0.
This implies Theorem 2.20.
The reason for working with ,bLII; is that the spectrum of the Anderson Hamiltonian on

(—L/2,L/2)¢ is discrete, and its largest eigenvalue almost surely becomes bigger than A
for L — oo. Given this information, (22) follows from a simple martingale convergence
argument; see Corollary 5.6 below.

REMARK 5.4. For simplicity, we only treat the case of (killed) rSBM with parameter
v € (0,1/2]. For v > 1/2, we need to use the constructions of Section 4.2, after which we
can follow the same arguments to show persistence.

Let us write A(w”, L) for the largest eigenvalue of the Anderson Hamiltonian H§12 with
Dirichlet boundary conditions on (—L/2, L/2)<.

LEMMA 5.5. There exist ¢y, cp > 0 such that for almost all w? € QP:
(1) Ind =1 (by [5], Lemmata 2.3 and 4.1):

MawP, L)

1 —_—

L—>+00 log(L)z/3
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(i1) Ind =2 (by [7], Theorem 10.1):
Mw?, L)
im ——— =o).
L—+oo log(L)

COROLLARY 5.6. Letd <2 and A > 0, and let v, be an SBM in static random en-
vironment, coupled for all L € 2N to a killed SBM in static random environment ,uIL7 on

[—%, %]d with ,us < pp (as described in Lemma 5.3). For almost all o? € QPa, there ex-

ists an Lo(w?) > 0 such that for all L > Ly(w?) the killed SBM /LILj(a)p, -) satisfies (22). In
particular, for almost all P € QP the process |1, (P, -) is super-exponentially persistent.

PROOF. In view of Lemma 5.5, for almost all w? € QP we can choose Lg(w?) such
that the largest eigenvalue of the Anderson Hamiltonian A(w?, L) is bigger than A for all
L > Lo(w?). Now, we fix w? such that the above holds true and thus drop the index p (i.e., we
will use a purely deterministic argument). We also fix some L > Lo(w?”) and write A{ instead
of A(w?, L) for the largest eigenvalue. Finally, let e; be the strictly positive eigenfunction
with | eq ”L%(—%,%)d) =1 associated to A;. By Lemma 5.3 we find, for 0 <s < 1,

E[(nl @), e1)|lF] = (nh (s), T2 e1) = (uL (s5), ey,

and thus the process E(t) = (uL@), e *e), t>0,is a martingale. Moreover, the variance
of this martingale is bounded uniformly in 7. Indeed,

E[|E(r) — E(0)]*] /Ot dr T2 ((e 717 er)*)(0) S /Ot dre”1" S,

where we used that by Lemma 5.3 we have e; € Cﬂ((—%, %)d) for some admissible ¢ > 0,
and, therefore,

T2 ((e ™17 e1)*)(0) < ller oo™ " T2 (€17 e1)(0)
= lletlloce ™7 e1(0) Se 1"

It follows that E(¢) converges almost surely and in L? to a random variable E (o) > 0 as
t — 00, and since E[E(0c0)] = E(0) = €1(0) > 0, we know that E (00) is strictly positive with
positive probability. For ¢ > 0 nonzero with support in [—L /2, L /2]¢, we show in Lemma 5.7
that

(23) e Mt (1), ) = (e1. @) E(00), ast— oo, in L*(P*),
so that we get from the strict positivity of e; and from the fact that A > A
. iy, L
[P(tlggoe Yl @), )= oo) > P(E(c0) > 0) > 0.
This completes the proof. [l

LEMMA 5.7. In the setting of Corollary 5.6, let ¢ € Cg and, let = ¢ — (e1, @)e1. Then,
(24) lim B [le=*1"(uk (P 1), y)[*] = 0.

t—00

PROOF. As before we omit the subscript p from the notation, as well as the dependence
on the realization w” of the noise. Using the martingale (uk(s), Tta_sw), we get

t
(25) E[|(ut @), v)P] S T2 20) + /0 drT[(T2, )] (0).
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Let A, < A1 be the second eigenvalue of the Anderson Hamiltonian (the strict inequality is
a consequence of the Krein—Rutman theorem, cf. [33], Lemma 2.4). The main idea is to
leverage that

1129 |2 < 2 19l 2

since ¥ is orthogonal to the first eigenfunction. The only subtlety is that, of course, the value
of a function in 0 is not controlled by its L norm. To go from L? to a space of continuous
functions, we use that, for all ¥ as in equation (12) and sufficiently close to 1,

177 flles <1 Tza/sf”Cg_g ST fles,
0
S Tla/Sf”Cz%% S T10/3chg S Fl 2,
0,2

in view of the regularizing properties of the semigroup 7° (which hold with the same param-
eters as in Proposition 3.1, cf. [33], Theorem 2.3, see also the same article for the definition
of Besov spaces with Dirichlet boundary conditions for all current purposes identical to the
classical spaces) and by Besov embedding theorems.

Let us consider the second term in (25) for # > 2. With the previous estimates we bound it
as follows:

1 t
[0 drTP[(T2,9)*](0) + fl drT2[(T2., ¥)*](0)
1
< [ a2l + [ a0
~ Jo t—r cg | r—1\{t—r L2
<[ > 2 M=) 0 2
S AT v liat | dre (T2 )7 2
1 t—1 t
< fo dr| T2, [ + f1 dre VT iy 7a + f,_ldre*‘("”llwllég

t
rg/ dreZAz(l—r)-i—)»lr
0

§€2A2[(1+€(A1_2k2)t+t)
5(62}»2t+e)»1t)(1+l,)’

where we used that, for any A € R, one can bound fé Mds < |Tl‘(l + e +1). Plugging this
estimate into (25), we obtain

Efle ™ (u ), v)|’]

< eI M=) g =2t (2Rl | GhEY(] 4 p)
< e—}\lt + 6—2()&1_)¥2)t(1 + t)

This proves (24). [

REMARK 5.8. The connection of extinction or persistence of a branching particle system
to the largest eigenvalue of the associated Hamiltonian is reminiscent of conditions appearing
in the theory of multitype Galton—Watson processes: See, for example, [24], Section 2.7. The
martingale argument in our proof can be traced back at least to Everett and Ulam, as explained
in [23], Theorem 7b.
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APPENDIX A: CONSTRUCTION OF THE MARKOV PROCESS

This section is dedicated to a rigorous construction of the BRWRE. For simplicity and
without loss of generality, we will work with n = 1. Since the space N%d is harder to deal with

and we do not need it, we consider the countable subspace E = (NOZd)O of functions 7 : 74 —
Np with n(x) = 0, except for finitely many x € Z% . We endow E with the distance d (n,n) =
> cezd In(x) —1n'(x)|, under which E is a discrete and hence locally compact separable metric
space. Recall the notations from Section 2. Below we will construct “semidirect product
measures” of the form P? x P®” on QP x D([0, +00); R), by which we mean that there
exists a Markov kernel « such that, for A C F7, B C B(D([0, +00); R)),

(26) PP x P*" (A x B) = / K (w”, B) dPP (wP)
A

LEMMA A.1. Assume that, for any o’ € QP, the potential &,(wP) is uniformly
bounded, and consider w € E. There exists a unique probability measure P, on Q =
QP x D([0, +00); E) endowed with the product sigma algebra, such that P is of the
form PP x ]P’#p, with ]P’;*;p being the unique measure on D([0, +00); E) under which the
canonical process u is a Markov jump process with u(0) = w whose generator is given by
L DLy — Cp(E), with

£ (F)(n)
=D e [AF ) + Ep) (0P, x)dF F() + (€p)— (0P, x)d F ()],

xeZ4

where the domain D(L®") is the set of functions F € Cp(E) such that the right-hand side lies
in Cp(E).

PROOF. The construction for fixed w? € QF is classical. Indeed, the generator has the
form of [12], (4.2.1), with A(n) = }_czd nx(2d + &, |(w?, x)), and we only need to rule
out explosions by verifying that almost surely >,y ﬁ = 400, where Y is the associated
discrete time Markov chain. This is the case, since &), is ]Bounded and thus

1 1 1
- >N _
)~ T S ok

keN keN

400
keN

with ¢ = Y, 7 (x). It follows via classical calculations that £¢” is the generator associated
to the process u. This allows us to define, for fixed w?, the law « (w?, -) of our process on
D([0, +00); E). To construct the measure P, we have to show that x is a Markov kernel
which amounts to proving measurability in the w? coordinate. But x depends continuously
on &,, which we can verify by coupling the processes for &, and £ p through a construction
based on Poisson jumps at rate K > [|&, ||, ||§p lloo and then rejecting the jumps if an inde-
pendent uniform [0, K] variable is not in [0, |, (x)|], respectively, in [0, |§ p(x)[]. Since &, is
measurable in w?, also k is measurable in w?. [

Next, we extend the construction to potentials of subpolynomial growth:

LEMMA A.2. Let&,(0P) €420 L®(Z4, p(a)) for all P € QP, and consider 7 € E.
There exists a unique probability measure P, = PP x IP"jT’p on Q = QF x D0, +00); E)
endowed with the product sigma algebra, where ]P’;‘,’p is the unique measure on ID([0, +00); E)
under which the canonical process u is a Markov jump process with u(0) = n and with
generator L2 and D(L®") defined as in the previous lemma.
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PROOF. Let us fix w” € QP. Consider the Markov jump processes u* started in = with
generator L£2"k associated to & ’lj (x) = (§p(x) A k) Vv (—k) whose existence follows from the

previous result. The sequence {u*}ien is tight (this follows as in Lemma 4.2 and Corol-
lary 4.3, keeping n fixed but letting k£ vary) and converges weakly to a Markov process u.
Indeed, for k, R € N, let ‘L'Ilg be the first time with supp(uk(tlﬁ)) Z Q(R), where Q(R) is the
square of radius R around the origin, and let 7z be the corresponding exit time for «. Then,
we get for all kK > max,eg(r) 1§y (x)|, forall T > 0 and all F' € C,(D([0, T]; E)),
ﬁp[F((”k(t))ze[O,T])l{r,’égT}] = ?T)p[F((u(t))te[O,T])I{TRET}]’

where we used that the exit time 7 is continuous because E is a discrete space. Moreover,
from the tightness of {1¥};cn it follows that, for all ¢ > 0 and T > 0, there exists R € N with
supy, ]P)(‘EI/% < T) < ¢. This proves the uniqueness in law and that u is the limit (rather than
subsequential limit) of {uk} xeN- Similarly, we get the Markov property of u from the Markov
property of the {u¥}ren and from the convergence of the transition functions.

It remains to verify that £” is the generator of u. But for large enough R, we have
]P’;‘T)IJ(‘ER <h)= O(hz) as h — 0T, because on the event {tg < h} at least two transitions
must have happened (recall that 7 is compactly supported). We can thus compute for any
F e Cy(E),

E2 [F(u(h))] = E<"[F (u* ()] + O (h?).

The result on the generator then follows from the previous lemma. As before, we now have
constructed a collection of probability measures « (w?,-) as the limit of the Markov ker-
nels k¥ (wP, -). Since measurability is preserved when passing to the limit, this concludes the
proof. [

APPENDIX B: SOME ESTIMATES FOR THE RANDOM NOISE

In this section we prove parts of Lemma 2.4, that is, that a random environment satisfying
Assumption 2.1 gives rise to a deterministic environment satisfying Assumption 2.3.

LEMMA B.1. Leta,e,q > 0and b > d/2. Under Assumption 2.1 we have
_ — 2
Slrllp[E”n dﬂ@;h“gﬂ@g,p(a» + E”n d/Z(S;)_FH L2(Z§f,p(b))] < +o9o,

and the same holds if we replace (S;‘)+ with |§; |. Furthermore, for v =E[® ], the following
convergences hold true in distribution in C~¢ (R, p(a)):

gnn—d/Z(gn

D)y v, E"n_d/2|§;’| — 20.

PROOF. We prove the result only for (§;)+, since then we can treat (§,)— by con-
sidering —§; (—® is still a centered random variable). Now, note that we can rewrite

E[||”_d/2(§;)+||LI{q(Zﬁ,p(a))] as

> B[l (E) [ 0]l p@ ()] SE[|0)] /Rdﬁ +1y1) " dy

xeZd

which is finite whenever ag > d. From here the uniform bound on the expectations follows
by Besov embedding.

Convergence to v is then a consequence of the spatial independence of the noise £”, since it
is easy to see that E[(£" (§))+ — v, ¢)] = O (n~%) for all ¢ with compactly supported Fourier
transform. [J

The following result is a simpler variant of [28], Lemma 5.5, for the case d = 1; hence, we
omit the proof.
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LEMMA B.2. Fix &" satisfying Assumption 2.1, d =1, a,q >0 and ¢« <2 —d /2. We
have

supE[[ "%, < 400, EnEN 5 &
np [ng HC Z(Zﬂ,p(a))] Sp %_p
where & is a white noise on R and the convergence holds in distribution in C*—2(R4, p(a)).

APPENDIX C: MOMENT ESTIMATES

Here, we derive uniform bounds for the moments of the processes {1t },eN. As a conven-
tion, in the following we will write [E and [P for the expectation and the probability under the
distribution of u". For different initial conditions n € E, we will write E,, P,

LEMMA C.1. Fixq,T > 0. For all n € N, consider the process {" (t)};>0 as in Defini-
tion 2.6. Consider then ¢" : Zg — R with ¢" >0, ¢" = ‘P|Zg with ¢ € Cz(Rd, e(l)) for some
[l e R. Then,

sup sup E[|u"(#)(¢")]?] < +o0.
notel0,T]

If for all € > O there exists an | € R such that sup,, [|¢" || o gra .y < +00, we can bound, for
all y € (0, 1),

sup sup tYE[|un" () (¢")|?] < +oo.
n tel0,T]

PROOF. We prove the second estimate, since the first estimate is similar but easier
(Lemma D.1 below controls [|¢" || oo (24.e(1)) for all ¥ < 2 in that case). Also, we assume with-
out loss of generality that g > 2. As usual, we use the convention of freely increasing the value
of / in the exponential weight. Let us start by recalling that E[u" () (¢")] = T;"¢" (0). More-
over, via the assumption on the regularity, Proposition 3.1 and equation (3) from Lemma 1.2
guarantee that, for any y € (0, 1), there exists a 6 = §(y, g¢) > 0 such that

sup ||t Y}n<ﬂn||m/q,8(zg,e(1)) < +4-00.
n

By the triangle inequality it thus suffices to prove that, for any y > 0,

sup sup tE[|u"(1)(¢") — T/'¢" (0)|?] < +o0.
n tel0,T]

Note that we can interpret the particle system u” as the superposition of |n? | independent
particle systems, each started with one particle in zero; we write u" = u’| + --- + u’L’nQ I
To lighten the notation, we assume that n® € N. We then apply Rosenthal’s inequality [31],
Theorem 2.9, (recall that g > 2) and obtain (with (f, g) = erzg f(x)g(x))

E[|u" @) (¢") — T 9" (0)|7]
n€ q
= E[ Y i), ¢") —n T ¢" (0)] }
k=1
STy E[|(ui (), ¢") — T/'¢" (0)|]
k=1

[STASY

e (Z B[] 1), ¢") - T,”w”“”'z])

k=1
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< n_Q(q_l)EH(M’f(f)a (p”)|q] + (nCE[|(uf @), (pn)|2])q/2

Qq
-4 .- q
+n 2t L4 ”t = 7}n¢n||£y/q,a(zg’e(1))
for the same § > 0 and / € R as above. The two scaled expectations are of the same form; in
the second term we simply have g = 2. To control them, we define for p € N the map

mgﬂn(t, x)= nQ(l_p)El[x)H(”?(t)’ ¢")|"].

P solves the discrete PDE

As a consequence of Kolmogorov’s backward equation, each m 0

(see also equation (2.4) in [1]),
by (1, x) =H"mb" (1, x) +n70 (& (x)Z( )m ot 0mb (e ),

with initial condition m g,’ln (0, x) = n®1=P)|p" (x)|”. We claim that this equation has a unique
P
. ¢
with sup,, ||m(p’np l 27.8zd eqy) < 00. Once this is shown, the proof is complete. We proceed by

(paracontrolled in d = 2) solution m +', such that for all y > 0 there exists § =§(y, p) >0
induction over p. For p = 1, we simply have m';;ll (t,x) =T"¢"(x). For p > 2, we use that
by Lemma D.2 we have ||nQ(l_P)|g0"(x)|P||CK(Z%,6(1)) — 0 for some x > 0, and we assume

that the induction hypothesis holds for all p’ < p. Since it suffices to prove the bound for
small y > 0, we may assume also that k > y. We choose then ' < y such that, for some

s(y'.p)>0,

Zm pzn

Since by Assumption 2.3, [[n7¢(&))+ le-2zd, pay) is uniformly bounded in n for all ¢, a > 0;
the above bound is sufficient to control the product,

e i;ffz

< +o00.
MY e3P (Zd e (1))

sup

< +00.
MY C=E(Zd e (D))

sup
n

Now, the claimed bound for ), o P follows from an application of Proposmon 3.1. For non-

integer g we simply use interpolation between the bounds for p < g < p’ with p, p’ € N.
O

APPENDIX D: SOME ESTIMATES IN BESOV SPACES

Here, we prove some results concerning discrete and continuous Besov spaces. First, we
show that restricting a function to the lattice preserves its regularity.

LEMMA D.1. Let ¢ € C*(R?) for « € Rog \ N. Then, ¢lza € C*(Z%) and

SUP ||(P|Zd||ca zZdy S S llellee (RY)-
neN

For the extension of ¢lzd, we have E" (¢lzd) —> ¢ in CARY) forall B < a.

PROOF. Letuscall ¢" = ¢| zd- We have to estimate || A’}(p" I Loozd)» and for that purpose
we consider the cases j < j, and j = j, separately. In the first case we have A’}(p” (x) =
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Kj*x@kx)=Ajp(x) forx e ZZ because, as supp(g;) C n(—1/2, 1/2)4, the discrete and the
continuous convolutions coincide. Therefore,

|25 ] oz < 1401 Lo @ay < 27 @lce

For j = j,, we have Q?n(-) =1— x(27/.), where x € S,, is one of the two functions
generating the dyadic partition of unity, a symmetric smooth function such that y =1
in a ball around the origin. By construction we have ¢’ (x) =1 for x near the bound-
ary of n(—1/2,1/2)%, and, therefore, supp(x (27/"-)) C n(—1/2,1/2)%. Let us define ¥, =
Flx@ iy = Iédl x(27/n.). Then,

Yo () = Fuyn(0) = x (277 - 0) = 1,
xezd
and for every monomial M of strictly positive degree we have, since 1, is an even function,

3 Y ()M (x) = (Y = M)(0) = Fr (x (2777) Fpa M) (0) = M(0) =0,

d
xeZg

where we used that the Fourier transform of a polynomial is supported in 0. Thus, for x € Zz
we get A ¢ (x) = p(x) = (Y % 9)(x), that is,

1
w(x>—<wn*nw>(x)=—wn*n(w(-)—go(x)— > Ea"go(xx-—x)k)(x),
I<|k|<|a]

with the usual multiindex notation and where as above we could replace the discrete convo-
lution *,, with a convolution on R?. Moreover, since peC” (R?) and « > 0 is not an integer,
we can estimate

|
O<|k|<|a] ket

Y ®k
0= Zihee-0%| Sl

and from here the estimate for the convolution holds by a scaling argument. The convergence
then follows by interpolation. [J

The following result shows that multiplying a function on Zg by n™* for some « > 0 gains
regularity and gives convergence to zero under a uniform bound for the norm.

EMMA D.2. Consider 7 € 9(w) and p € [1, 0], @ € R and a sequence of functions
L D.2. Consid (w) and [1, 00] R and '
frec; (22, 7) with uniformly bounded norm

SI;P” f" ”cg(zg,z) < +00.
Then, for any k > 0, the sequence n™* f" is bounded in Cg*‘" (ZZ, 2),
—K rn < n
S‘;P“” f Hcg” (Zd z) ~ S‘;P” f ||cg(zg,z)
and n=*E" f* converges to zero in Cﬁ (R4, 2) forany B <o +«.

PROOF. By definition, we only encounter Littlewood—Paley blocks up to an order j, =
log, (n). Hence, 2/ (atr—e) y—k <2/%n~¢ for j < j, and & > 0, from where the claim follows.
O

Now, we study the action of discrete gradients. We write C;’j (Zz, z; R?) for the space of

maps ¢: Zz — R? such that each component lies in (6 (Zz, z) with the naturally induced
norm.
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LEMMA D.3 ([28], Lemma 3.4). The discrete gradient (V" ¢); (x) = n(p(x + %) —p(x))

fori=1,...,d (with {e;}; the standard basis in R?) and the discrete Laplacian A"¢(x) =
2 YL (p(x + £) = 20(x) + p(x — ©)) satisfy

I vnﬁl’”Cg—l(Z%,z;Rd) = ||(P||cg(zg,z), I A"(p“cg—z(zﬁ,z) S ”‘pllC%(Zﬁ,z)’

forallx e R and p € [1, 00], where both estimates hold uniformly in n € N.

PROOF. For A" this is shown in [28], Lemma 3.4. The argument for the gradient V" is
essentially the same but slightly easier. [J
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