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STATIONARY COCYCLES FOR THE CORNER GROWTH MODEL

NICOS GEORGIOU, FIRAS RASSOUL-AGHA, AND TIMO SEPPALAINEN

ABSTRACT. We study the directed last-passage percolation model on the planar integer
lattice with nearest-neighbor steps and general i.i.d. weights on the vertices, outside the
class of exactly solvable models. Stationary cocycles are constructed for this percolation
model from queueing fixed points. These cocycles serve as boundary conditions for sta-
tionary last-passage percolation, define solutions to variational formulas that characterize
limit shapes, and yield new results for Busemann functions, geodesics and the competition

interface.
CONTENTS
1. Introduction 2
2. Main results 4
3. Convex duality 14
4. Stationary cocycles 17
5. Busemann functions 22
6. Directional geodesics 29
7. Competition interface 35
8. Exactly solvable models 39
Appendix A. Cocycles from queuing fixed points 40
Appendix B. Coalescence of directional geodesics 49
Appendix C. Ergodic theorem for cocycles 54
Appendix D. Percolation cone 55
Appendix E. Shape theorem 63
References 65

Date: September 22, 2014.

2000 Mathematics Subject Classification. 60K35, 656K37.

Key words and phrases. Busemann function, cocycle, competition interface, corrector, directed percola-
tion, geodesic, last-passage percolation, queueing fixed point, variational formula.

N. Georgiou was partially supported by a Wylie postdoctoral fellowship at the University of Utah.

F. Rassoul-Agha and N. Georgiou were partially supported by National Science Foundation grant DMS-
0747758.

T. Seppéldinen was partially supported by National Science Foundation grant DMS-1306777 and by the
Wisconsin Alumni Research Foundation.

1


http://arxiv.org/abs/1404.7786v2

2 N. GEORGIOU, F. RASSOUL-AGHA, AND T. SEPPALAINEN

1. INTRODUCTION

We study nearest-neighbor directed last-passage percolation (LPP) on the lattice Z?2,
also called the corner growth model. Random i.i.d. weights {wy},cz2 are used to define
last-passage times G, , between lattice points z <y in 72 by

n—1
(1.1) Gpy = 1(11965?0(2:%6,c
k=0
where the maximum is over paths z, = {z = ¢, z1,..., 2, = y} that satisfy zx11 — zx €

{e1,e2} (up-right paths).

When w, > 0 this defines a growth model in the first quadrant Z?i_. Initially the growing
cluster is empty. The origin joins the cluster at time wgy. After both x — e; and x — eg
have joined the cluster, point z waits time w, to join. (However, if 2 is on the boundary
of Zﬁ_, only one of z — e; and x — ez is required to have joined.) The cluster at time t is
Ay = {z € Z% : Gy + w,; < t}. Our convention to exclude the last weight w,, in (1.1)
forces the clumsy addition of w, in the definition of A;, but is convenient for other purposes.

The interest is in the large-scale behavior of the model. This begins with the deterministic
limit gpp (&) = limy, 00 n_lGO,Lnﬂ for ¢ € R%, the fluctuations of Go,|n¢|» and the behavior of
the maximizing paths in (1.1) called geodesics. Closely related are the Busemann functions
that are limits of gradients G, — Gy, as v, — 00 in a particular direction and the
competition interface between subtrees of the geodesic tree. To see how Busemann functions
connect with geodesics, note that by (1.1) the following identity holds along any geodesic
z, from u to vy,:

(1.2) Wy, = min(G%vn — Gaiteron s Gayon — Gwi+627vn).

Busemann functions arise also in a limiting description of the G, process locally around
a point v, — oco. Take a finite subset V of Z2. A natural expectation is that the vector
{Gov,—u— Gow, : u €V} converges in distribution as v, — oo in a particular direction. A
shift by —v,, and reflection w, — w_, turn this vector into {Gy ., —Go, : © € V}. For this
last collection of random gradients we can expect almost sure convergence, in particular
if the geodesics from 0 and u to v, coalesce eventually. These types of results will be
developed in the paper.

Here are some particulars of what follows, in relation to past work.

In [14] we derived variational formulas for the point-to-point limit gpp(£) and its point-
to-line counterpart (introduced in Section 2) and developed a solution ansatz for these
variational formulas in terms of stationary cocycles. In the present paper we construct
these cocycles for the planar corner growth model with general i.i.d. weights bounded
from below, subject to a moment bound. This construction comes from the fixed points
of the associated queueing operator. The existence of these fixed points was proved by
Mairesse and Prabhakar [23]. These cocycles are constructed on an extended space of
weights. The Markov process analogy is a simultaneous construction of processes for all
invariant distributions, coupled by common Poisson clocks that drive the evolution. The
i.i.d. weights w are the analogue of the clocks and the cocycles the analogues of the initial
state variables. With the help of the cocycles we establish new results for Busemann
functions and directional geodesics for the corner growth model.
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A related recent result is Krishnan’s [20, Theorem 1.5] variational formula for the time
constant of first passage bond percolation. His formula is analogous to our (2.15).

Under some moment assumptions on the weights, the corner growth model is expected to
lie in the Kardar-Parisi-Zhang (KPZ) universality class. (For a review of KPZ universality
see [7].) The fluctuations of G |n¢ are expected to have order of magnitude n'/3 and
limit distributions from random matrix theory. When the weights have exponential or
geometric distribution the model is exactly solvable. In these cases the cocycles mentioned
above have explicit product form distributions and last-passage values can be described
with the Robinson-Schensted-Knuth correspondence and determinantal point processes.
These techniques allow the derivation of exact fluctuation exponents and limit distributions
[3, 18, 19]. The present paper can be seen as an attempt to begin development of techniques
for studying the corner growth model beyond the exactly solvable cases.

On Busemann functions and geodesics, past milestones are the first-passage percolation
results of Newman et al. summarized in [26], the applications of his techniques to the exactly
solvable exponential corner growth model by Ferrari and Pimentel [13], and the recent
improvements to [26] by Damron and Hanson [9]. Coupier [8] further sharpened the results
for the exponential corner growth model. Stationary cocycles have not been developed for
first-passage percolation. [26] utilized a global curvature assumption to derive properties
of geodesics, and then the existence of Busemann functions. [9] began with a weak limit of
Busemann functions from which properties of geodesics follow.

In our setting everything flows from the cocycles, both almost sure existence of Busemann
functions and properties of geodesics. With a cocycle appropriately coupled to the weights
w, geodesics can be defined locally in a constructive manner, simply by following minimal
gradients of the cocycle.

The role of the regularity of the function g, in our paper needs to be explained. Presently
it is expected but not yet proved that under our assumptions (i.i.d. weights with some mo-
ment hypothesis) gy, is differentiable and, if wy has a continuous distribution, strictly
concave. Our development of the cocycles and their consequences for Busemann func-
tions, geodesics and the competition interface by and large do not rely on any regularity
assumptions. Instead the results are developed in a general manner so that points of nondif-
ferentiability are allowed, as well as flat segments even if wy has a continuous distribution.
After these fundamental but at times technical results are in place, we can invoke regularity
assumptions to state cleaner corollaries where the underlying cocycles and their extended
space do not appear. We put these tidy results at the front of the paper in Section 2.
The real work begins after that. The point we wish to emphasize is that no unrealistic
assumptions are made and we expect future work to verify the regularity assumptions that
appear in this paper.

Organization of the paper. Section 2 describes the corner growth model and the main
results of the paper. These results are the cleanest ones stated under assumptions on the
regularity of the limit function gpp(§). The properties we use as hypotheses are expected
to be true but they are not presently known. Later sections contain more general results,
but at a price: (a) the statements are not as clean because they need to take corners and
flat segments of g, into consideration and (b) the results are valid on an extended space
that supports additional edge weights (cocycles) in addition to vertex weights w in (1.1).
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Section 3 develops a convex duality between directions or velocities £ and tilts or external
fields h that comes from the relationship of the point-to-point and point-to-line percolation
models.

Section 4 states the existence and properties of the cocycles on which all the results of
the paper are based. The cocycles define a stationary last-passage model. The variational
formulas for the percolation limits are first solved on the extended space of the cocycles.

Section 5 develops the existence of Busemann functions.

Section 6 studies cocycle geodesics and with their help proves our results for geodesics.

Section 7 proves results for the competition interface.

Section 8 discusses examples with geometric and exponential weights {w;}. These are
of course exactly solvable models, but it is useful to see the theory illustrated in its ideal
form.

Several appendixes come at the end. Appendix A proves the main theorem of Section 4
by relying on queuing results from [23, 27]. Appendix B proves the coalescence of cocycle
geodesics by adapting the first-passage percolation proof of [21]. A short Appendix C states
an ergodic theorem for cocycles proved in [15]. Appendix D proves properties of the limit
gpp in the case of a percolation cone, in particular differentiability at the edge. The proofs
are adapted from the first-passage percolation work of [2, 24]. Appendix E states the almost
sure shape theorem for the corner growth model from [25] and proves an L! version.

Notation and conventions. R, = [0,00), Z4y = {0,1,2,3,... }, and N={1,2,3,... }.
The standard basis vectors of R? are e; = (1,0) and ep = (0,1) and the £'-norm of 2 € R?
is |x|1 = |z - e1]| + |z - e2]. For u,v € R? a closed line segment on R? is denoted by [u,v] =
{tu+ (1 —t)v:t € [0,1]}, and an open line segment by |u,v[= {tu + (1 —t)v: t € (0,1)}.
Coordinatewise ordering x < y means that = - e; <y - ¢e; for both ¢ = 1 and 2. Its negation
x £ y means that x-e; > y-e; or x-e2 > y-ea. An admissible or up-right path xg, = (zx)7_,
on Z? satisfies 2, — 231 € {e1,ea}.

The basic environment space is 2 = RZ” whose elements are denoted by w. There is also
a larger product space Q = O x Q whose elements are denoted by & = (w,w’) and @.

Parameter p > 2 appears in a moment hypothesis E[|wg|P] < oo, while p; is the probability
of an open site in an oriented site percolation process.

A statement that contains + or F is a combination of two statements: one for the top
choice of the sign and another one for the bottom choice.

2. MAIN RESULTS

2.1. Assumptions. The two-dimensional corner growth model is the last-passage perco-
lation model on the planar square lattice Z? with admissible steps R = {e1,e2}. Q = RZ?
is the space of environments or weight configurations w = (wy),cz2. The group of spatial
translations {7 },ez2 acts on Q by (Tyw)y = wyty for z,y € Z% Let & denote the Borel
o-algebra of Q. P is a Borel probability measure on €2 under which the weights {w,} are
independent, identically distributed (i.i.d.) nondegenerate random variables with a 2 + ¢
moment. Expectation under P is denoted by E. For a technical reason we also assume
P(wy > ¢) =1 for some finite constant c.
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For future reference we summarize our standing assumptions in this statement:

2.1) Pis iid., E[lwo|?] < oo for some p > 2, 02 = Var(wp) > 0, and

' P(wy > ¢) =1 for some ¢ > —o0.
Assumption (2.1) is valid throughout the paper and will not be repeated in every statement.
The constant

mo = E(wo)

will appear frequently. The symbol w is reserved for these P-distributed i.i.d. weights, also
later when they are embedded in a larger configuration & = (w,w’).

Assumption P(wy > ¢) = 1 is required in only one part of our proofs, namely in Appendix
A where we rely on results from queueing theory. In that context w, is a service time, and
the results we use have been proved only for w, > 0. (The extension to w, > ¢is immediate.)
The point we wish to make is that once the queueing results have been extended to general
real-valued i.i.d. weights w, subject to the moment assumption in (2.1), everything in this
paper is true for these general real-valued weights.

2.2. Last-passage percolation. Given an environment w and two points z,y € Z? with
x < y coordinatewise, define the point-to-point last-passage time by

n—1
Gry = Iglcloa,z( E Wa, -
™ k=0

The maximum is over paths xg, = (zx)}_, that start at 9 = z, end at z, = y with
n = |y — z|1, and have increments 1 — zx € {e1,e2}. We call such paths admissible or
up-right.

Given a vector h € R?, an environment w, and an integer n > 0, define the n-step
point-to-line last passage time with tilt (or external field) h by

Gn(h) = gloazc{ gka +h- xn}

The maximum is over all admissible n-step paths that start at x¢g = 0.
It is standard (see for example [25] or [28]) that under assumption (2.1), for P-almost
every w, simultaneously for every & € Ri and every h € R?, the following limits exist:

(2.2) 9pp(€) = lim n ™G]
(2.3) gpi(h) = li_>m n~1Gn(h).

In the definition above integer parts are taken coordinatewise: |v] = (|a],[b]) € Z? for
v = (a,b) € R

Under assumption (2.1) the limits above are finite nonrandom continuous functions. In
particular, gy, is continuous up to the boundary of ]Ri. Furthermore, g, is a symmetric,
concave, 1-homogeneous function on Ri and g, is a convex Lipschitz function on R2.
Homogeneity means that gpp(c€) = cgpp(€) for € € R2 and ¢ € Ry. By homogeneity, for
most purposes it suffices to consider g, as a function on the convex hullif = {te;+(1—t)ey :
t € [0,1]} of R. The relative interior ril/ is the open line segment {te;+(1—t)es : t € (0,1)}.
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Decomposing according to the endpoint of the path and some estimation (Theorem 2.2
in [28]) give

(2.4) gpl(h) = SUp{gpp(g) +h-&}
ceu
By convex duality for £ € rild
= inf h)—h-&}
Ipp(§) hléle{gpl( ) £}
Let us say ¢ € ritd and h € R? are dual if
(2.5) gpp(f) = gpl(h) —h-&.

Very little is known in general about g, beyond the soft properties mentioned above. In
the exactly solvable case, with w, either exponential or geometric, gpp(s,t) = (s +t)mo +
20+/st. The Durrett-Liggett flat edge result ([11], Theorem 2.10 below) tells us that this
formula is not true for all i.i.d. weights. It does hold for general weights asymptotically at
the boundary [25]: gpp(1,t) = mqo + 20Vt + o(v/t) as t \, 0.

2.3. Gradients and convexity. Regularity properties of gy, play a role in our results, so
we introduce notation for that purpose. Let

D ={{ erild : gpp is differentiable at £}.

To be clear, £ € D means that the gradient Vgpp(£) exists in the usual sense of differentia-
bility of functions of several variables. At & € rilf this is equivalent to the differentiability
of the single variable function s — gpp(s,1 —s) at s = £ -e1/|¢|1. By concavity the set
(rid) \ D is at most countable.

A point £ € rild is an exposed point if

(2.6) VC e it N A{E} : gpp(Q) < gpp(§) + Vigpp(§) - (¢ — ).

The set of exposed points of differentiability of gy, is € = {{ € D : (2.6) holds}. The condi-
tion for an exposed point is formulated entirely in terms of ¢/ because gy, is a homogeneous
function and therefore cannot have exposed points as a function on ]Ri.

It is expected that gy, is differentiable on all of riZ/. But since this is not known, our
development must handle possible points of nondifferentiability. For this purpose we take
left and right limits on &/. Our convention is that a left limit £ — { on U means that £ - e;
increases to ( - e, while in a right limit £ - e; decreases to ( - e;.

For ¢ € rild define one-sided gradient vectors Vgp,((+) by

Vipp((E) -e1 = ?{‘% Ipp(C * 53:12 — gpp(Q)
9pp (€ F €2) — gpp(€)
Fe '

Concavity of gpp ensures that the limits exist. Vgpp(£+£) coincide (and equal Vgpp(€)) if
and only if £ € D. Furthermore, on rild,

(2.7) Vgpp((—) = 5-6111;%-@1 Vgpp(€x) and Vgpp((+) = §-e}i<‘ré-el V gpp(Ex).

d +)-es =1
an Vgpp(C ) €2 61{‘%
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For £ € rild define maximal line segments on which gy, is linear, U;_ for the left gradient
at § and U, for the right gradient at £, by

(2.8) Uer = {C €Tl : gpp(C) — gpp(§) = Vg(§x) - (( — )}
Either or both segments can degenerate to a point. Let
(2.9) Us = U U Uy = [é,a with é cep < E -e1.

If £ € D then Ugy = Ue— = Ug, while if £ ¢ D then Ue NUe— = {£}. IF € € £ then U = {£}.
Figure 1 illustrates.

For (- e; < n-e in rild, [(,n] is a maximal linear segment for gy, if Vg, exists
and is constant in |¢,n[ but not on any strictly larger open line segment in ri/. Then
C,n] = Uer = Up— = U for any € € |¢,n[. If {(,n € D we say that g, is differentiable
at the endpoints of this maximal linear segment. This hypothesis will be invoked several
times.

v ~
< ¢ =8¢ ¢ u

FIGURE 1. A graph of a concave function over U to illustrate the definitions. ¢, ¢
and ¢ are points of differentiability while §=¢and £ are not. U =U; =Uz = [¢, {].
The red lines represent supporting hyperplanes at £. The slope from the left at &
is zero, and the horizontal red line touches the graph only at . Hence Us— = {{}.

Points on the line segments [¢, (] and ]¢, [ are not exposed. £ = ritd\ ([¢, ¢JU[E, €]).

2.4. Cocycles. The next definition is central to the paper.

Definition 2.1 (Cocycle). A measurable function B : Qx Z? x Z? — R is a stationary L'(PP)
cocycle if it satisfies the following three conditions.

(a) Integrability: for each z € {e1,ex}, E|B(0, 2)| < oco.

(b) Stationarity: for P-a.e. w and all z,y,z € Z2, B(w,z + x,z +y) = B(Tow, x,v).

(c) Cocycle property: P-a.s. and for all x,y,z € Z?, B(z,y) + By, z) = B(z, 2).
The space of stationary L' (P) cocycles on (Q, &, P) is denoted by €(12).

A cocycle F(w,z,y) is centered if E[F(x,y)] = 0 for all z,y € Z*. The space of centered
stationary L'(P) cocycles on (Q, &, P) is denoted by €o(£2).



8 N. GEORGIOU, F. RASSOUL-AGHA, AND T. SEPPALAINEN

The cocycle property (c) implies that B(z,z) = 0 for all z € Z? and the antisymmetry
property B(z,y) = —B(y, x). €o(f2) is the L}(P) closure of gradients F(w,z,y) = p(T,w) —
o(Tww), ¢ € LY(P) (see [29, Lemma C.3]). Our convention for centering a stationary L!
cocycle B is to let h(B) € R? denote the vector that satisfies

(2.10) E[B(0,¢;)] = —h(B)-e¢;  forie {1,2}
and then define F' € %(£2) by
(2.11) F(z,y) =hB) - (z —y) — B(z,y).

2.5. Busemann functions. We can now state the theorem on the existence of Busemann
functions. This theorem is proved in Section 5.

THEOREM 2.2. Let & € rild with Ue = [£,€] defined in (2.9). Assume that £,&,€ are points
of differentiability of gpp- (The degenerate case £ = § = ¢ is also acceptable.) There exists

a stationary L*(P) cocycle {B(x,y) : ,y € Z*} and an event Qo with P(Qp) = 1 such that
the following holds for each w € Qq: for each sequence v, € Z%r such that

Un - Un - €1

(2.12) [oalt = 00 and §-er < lim L < Tim <E-e
- n—o00 |'Un|1 n—00 |'Un|1

we have the limit

(2.13) B(w,2,y) = lim (G, (@) = Gy ()

for all x,y € Z2. Furthermore,

(2.14) Vop(C) = (E[B(z,z + €1)], E[B(z,z + €2)]) for all { € U.

To paraphrase the theorem, Busemann functions B¢ exist in directions ¢ € £, and further-
more, if g, is differentiable at the endpoints of a maximal linear segment, then Busemann
functions exist and agree in all directions on this line segment. (Note that if { # &, the
statement of the theorem is the same for any £ € ], €[.) In particular, if gy, is differentiable
everywhere on 1il{, then (i) for each direction ¢ € riif there is a Busemann function B¢
such that, almost surely, B¢(w, z,y) equals the limit in (2.13) for any sequence vy, /|v, |1 — &
and (ii) the B’s match on linear segments of gp.

We shall not derive the cocycle property of B¢ from the limit (2.13). Instead in Section
4 and Appendix A we construct a family of cocycles on an extended space Q=0xQ and
show that one of these cocycles equals the limit on the right of (2.13).

The Busemann limits (2.13) can also be interpreted as convergence of the last-passage
process to a stationary last-passage process, described in Section 4.2.

Equation (2.14) was anticipated in [16] (see paragraph after the proof of Theorem 1.13)
for Euclidean first passage percolation (FPP) where gpp(z,y) = ¢y/2? +y2. A version of
this formula appears also in Theorem 3.5 of [9] for lattice FPP.

2.6. Variational formulas. Cocycles arise in variational formulas that describe the lim-
its of last-passage percolation models. In Theorems 3.2 and 4.3 in [14] we proved these
variational formulas: for h € R?

(2.15) gpi(h) = Fei%)f(ﬂ) P- ess Sup ig%%(}{wo +h-e;+ F(w,0,e)}
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and for £ € rild

2.16 = inf P- — B(w,0,e;) — h(B) - £}

(2.16) 9o (£) gl P-esssup ieﬂ}ﬁg}{w (w,0,€i) = h(B) - £}

The next theorem states that the Busemann functions found in Theorem 2.2 give minimizing
cocycles.

THEOREM 2.3. Let & € rild with Us = [€,€] defined in (2.9). Assume that £,£,€ € D. Let
Bt € €(Q) be given by (2.13). We have h(B%) = —Vgpp(€) by (2.14) and (2.10). Define
F(z,y) = h(B%) - (x — y) — B&(x,y) as in (2.11).

(i) Let h = h(B%) + (t,t) for some t € R. Then for P-a.e. w

(2.17) gpi(h) = ieH%%}g}{Wo +h-ei+ F(w,0,e;)} =t.

In other words, F is a minimizer in (2.15) and the essential supremum vanishes.
(ii) For P-a.e. w

(2.18) () = max {un — B(w.0.0) ~ h(B) -}

In other words, B¢ is a minimizer in (2.16) and the essential supremum vanishes.

The condition h = h(B¢) + (¢,t) for some t € R is equivalent to h dual to £&. Every h has
a dual £ € rild as we show in Section 3. Consequently, if g, is differentiable everywhere
on rild, each h has a minimizing Busemann cocycle F' that satisfies (2.17). Theorem 2.3 is
proved in Section 5.

The choice of i € {1,2} in (2.17) and (2.18) must depend on w. This choice is determined
if € is not the asymptotic direction of the competition interface (see Remark 2.8 below).

Borrowing from the homogenization literature (see e.g. page 468 of [1]), a minimizer of
(2.15) or (2.16) that also removes the essential supremum, that is, a cocycle that satisfies
(2.17) or (2.18), is called a corrector.

2.7. Geodesics. For v < v in Z? an admissible path xo,n from zp = u to x, = v (with
n = |v —ul) is a (finite) geodesic from u to v if

n—1
Gup = E Wiy, -
k=0

An up-right path z¢ . is an infinite geodesic emanating from u € Z? if 9 = u and for
any j > 1 > 0, z;; is a geodesic between x; and z;. Two infinite geodesics g and yo
coalesce if there exist m,n > 0 such that z, oo = Ym,co-

A geodesic zg  is &-directed or a &-geodesic if x,/|zy[1 — & for £ € U, and simply
directed if it is {-directed for some &. Flat segments of g, on U prevent us from asserting
that all geodesics are directed. Hence we say more generally for a subset V C U that a
geodesic z(  is V-directed if all the limit points of z,/|x,|; lie in V.

Recall that gy, is strictly concave if there is no nondegenerate line segment on ril/ on
which gpp, is linear. Recall also the definition of U1 from (2.8) and U = Uy UlUg_.



10 N. GEORGIOU, F. RASSOUL-AGHA, AND T. SEPPALAINEN

THEOREM 2.4. (i) The following statements hold for P-almost every w. For every u €
72 and & € U there exist infinite Ug - and Ug_-directed geodesics starting from u.
Every geodesic is Ug-directed for some & € U.
(ii) If gpp is strictly concave then, with P-probability one, every geodesic is directed.
(iii) Suppose P{wy < r} is a continuous function of r € R. Fix & € U and assume
£,6,6 € D. Then P-almost surely there is a unique Ug-geodesic out of every u € Z?
and all these geodesics coalesce.

In the next theorem we repeat the assumptions of Theorem 2.2 to have a Busemann
function and then show that in a direction that satisfies the differentiability assumption
there can be no other geodesic except a Busemann geodesic.

THEOREM 2.5. As in Theorem 2.2 let & € rild with Us = [£,&] satisfy £,€,€ € D. Let B be
the limit from (2.13). The following events have P-probability one.
(i) Every up-right path xo o such that wg, = B(zk,xk+1) for all k > 0 is an infinite
geodesic. We call such a path a Busemann geodesic.
(ii) Every geodesic xo o that satisfies

<l e

(2.19) €01 < lim 224 < T T4
- n—oo 1 n—oo 1M
is a Busemann geodesic.
(iii) For each m > 0, for any sequence vy, as in (2.12), there exists ng such that if n > no,
then for any geodesic x|y, |, from xo =0 to v, we have B(w,xi, Tiy1) = Wy, for all
0<s<m.

When the distribution of wy is not continuous uniqueness of geodesics (Theorem 2.4(iii))
cannot hold. Hence we consider leftmost and rightmost geodesics. The leftmost geodesic
z . (between two given points or in a given direction) satisfies z;, - 1 < zj - e; for any
geodesic x, of the same category. The rightmost geodesic satisfies the opposite inequality.

THEOREM 2.6. Let & € rild with U = [€, & satisfying g,g,% € D. The following statements
hold P-almost surely.

(i) There exists a leftmost Ug-geodesic from each u € 72 and all these leftmost geodesics
coalesce. Same statement for rightmost.

(i) For any u € Z? and sequence v, as in (2.12), the leftmost geodesic from u to vy,
converges to the leftmost Ug-geodesic from u given in part (i). A similar statement
holds for rightmost geodesics.

Theorems 2.4, 2.5, and 2.6 are proved at the end of Section 6.

2.8. Competition interface. For this subsection assume that P{wy < r} is a continuous
function of r € R. Then with probability one no two finite paths of any lengths have equal
weight and consequently for any v € Zﬁ_ there is a unique finite geodesic between 0 and v.
Together these finite geodesics form the geodesic tree Ty rooted at 0 that spans Zi. The
two subtrees rooted at e; and ey are separated by an up-right path ¢ = (¢g)r>0 on the
lattice (3,3) + Z2 with @9 = (3,4). The path ¢ is called the competition interface. The
term comes from the interpretation that the subtrees are two competing infections on the
lattice [12, 13]. See Figure 2.
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€2

0 €1

FIGURE 2. The geodesic tree Ty rooted at 0. The competition interface (solid
line) emanates from (%, %) and separates the subtrees of 7p rooted at e; and es.

Adopt the convention that Ge, ne; = —oo for i # j and n > 0 (there is no admissible
path from e; to nej). Fix n € N. As v moves to the right along |v[; = n, the function
Gey,v —Ge, p» is nonincreasing. This is a consequence of Lemma 5.4 below. There is a unique
0 < k < n such that

(220) Gez,(k,n—k) - Gel,(k,n—k) >0> Gez,(k—}—l,n—k—l) - Gel,(k-i—l,n—k—l)'
This identifies the point ¢,—1 = (k+ 3,0 —k — 1).

THEOREM 2.7. Assume P{wy < r} is continuous in r and that gpp is differentiable at the
endpoints of all its linear segments. Then we have the law of large numbers

(2.21) €i(w) = nh—>H<;lo n" o (W) P-a.s.

The limit & is almost surely an exposed point in rild and the support of its distribution
intersects every open interval outside the closed line segments on which gy is linear.

Remark 2.8. Assume that P{wy < r} is continuous and that differentiability holds every-
where on rilf so that no caveats are needed. Connecting back to the variational formulas,
the maximum in (2.17) and (2.18) is taken at i = 2 if £-e; < & -e; and at ¢ = 1 if
£-e1 > &, -e1. This is a consequence of the following two facts: (i) wg = B%(0,e1) A B&(0, e2)
as follows from (1.2), and (ii) for £ -e; < & - ey < - e; we have B$(0,e1) > B%(0,e2) and
B¢(0,e1) < B%(0,ez). The second fact will become clear in Section 7.

The competition interface is a natural direction in which there are two geodesics from
0. Note that nonuniqueness in the random direction £, does not violate the almost sure
uniqueness in a fixed direction given in Theorem 2.4(iii).

THEOREM 2.9. Assume P{wy < r} is continuous in .

(i) Assume gpp is differentiable at the endpoints of all its linear segments. Then P-
almost surely, for every x € Z2, there exist at least two Ue, (T,w)-geodesics out of x
that do not coalesce.
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ii) Assume gpp is strictly concave. Then with P-probability one and for any x € Z2,
pp
there cannot be two distinct geodesics from x with a common direction other than

&(Thw).

For the exactly solvable corner growth model with exponential weights Coupier [8] proved
that the set of directions with two non-coalescing geodesics in Zi is countable and dense in
U. Here we have a partial result towards characterizing this set as {S*(Tgcw)}:(/,ezgr . Partial,

because we consider only pairs of geodesics from a common initial point.

Point (i) of Theorem 2.9 is actually true without the differentiability assumption, but
at this stage of the paper we have no definition of £, without that assumption. This will
change in Theorem 7.2 in Section 7. In point (ii) above gpp has no linear segments and so
the differentiability of gy, at endpoints of linear segments is vacuously true.

Theorems 2.7 and 2.9 are proved in Section 7. An additional fact proved there is that
P(& = &) > 0 is possible only if £ ¢ D. In light of the expectation that gpp is differentiable,
the expected result is that &, has a continuous distribution.

When weights wg do not have a continuous distribution, there are two competition in-
terfaces: one for the tree of leftmost geodesics and one for the tree of rightmost geodesics.
We compute the limit distributions of the two competition interfaces for geometric weights
in Sections 2.9 and 8.

2.9. Exactly solvable models. We illustrate our results in the two exactly solvable cases:
the distribution of the mean mg weights w, is
(2.22) exponential: P{w, >t} = mgle™/™ for t > 0 with o = m2,
' or geometric: P{w, =k} = mg (1 —mgy")*~! for k € N with 0% = mg(mg — 1).
Calculations behind the claims below are sketched in Section 8.

For both cases in (2.22) the point-to-point limit function is

Ipp(§) = mo(€-e1+&-ex) + 20/ (§-e1)(€ - ea).

In the exponential case this formula was first derived by Rost [30] (though without the last-
passage formulation) while early derivations of the geometric case appeared in [6, 17, 31].
Convex duality (2.5) becomes

¢ € rild is dual to h if and only if

h=(mo+0’\/E e1/& ea+t,mo+\/E e/ e +1), tER.

This in turn gives an explicit formula for gp(h).

Since the gpp above is differentiable and strictly concave, all points of rilf are exposed
points of differentiability. Theorem 2.2 implies that Busemann functions (2.13) exist in all
directions ¢ € rild. They minimize formulas (2.15) and (2.16) as given in (2.17) and (2.18).
For each ¢ € rild the processes {B¢(key, (k+ 1)e1) : k € Z4 } and {B¢(kez, (k + 1)e2) : k €
Z4} are i.i.d. processes independent of each other, exponential or geometric depending on
the case, with means

E[BS(key, (k + 1)e1)] = mo + o\/€ - e /€ - €1

2.23
(2.23) E[BS(kea, (k + 1)es)] = mg + o/ -e1/€ - e3.
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Section 2.7 gives the following results on geodesics. Every infinite geodesic has a direction
and for every fixed direction & € rild there exists a £-geodesic. In the exponential case &-
geodesics are unique and coalesce. In the geometric case uniqueness cannot hold, but
there exists a unique leftmost £-geodesic out of each lattice point and these leftmost &-
geodesics coalesce. The same holds for rightmost ¢-geodesics. Finite (leftmost/rightmost)
geodesics from u € Z? to v, converge to infinite (leftmost/rightmost) &-geodesics out of u,
as vy /|vp|1 — & with |v, |1 — oo.

In the exponential case the distribution of the asymptotic direction &, of the competition
interface given by Theorem 2.7 can be computed explicitly. For the angle 6, = tan™! (¢, -
ea/&x - e1) of the vector &,

Vsint
vsint + v/cos t

In the exponential case these results for geodesics and the competition interface were
shown in [13]. This paper utilized techniques for geodesics from [26] and the coupling of
the exponential corner growth model with the totally asymmetric simple exclusion process
(TASEP). For this case our approach provides new proofs.

The model with geometric weights has a tree of leftmost geodesics with competition

()

interface o) = (¢ k>0 and a tree of rightmost geodesics with competition interface
@) = (90,(:))/620. Note that ¢() is to the left of () because in (2.20) there is now a middle
range Ge, (kn—k) — Gey (kyn—k) = 0 that is to the right (left) of (") (W), Strict concavity
of the limit g, implies (with the arguments of Section 7) the almost sure limits

(2.24) P{0, <t} = t e [0,7/2).

n~! §f> — fil) and n_lcpg) — f*r).

The angles kaa) = tan_l(ﬁia)-eg/éia)-el) (a € {l,7r}) have these distributions (with pg = mal
denoting the success probability of the geometric): for ¢ € [0,7/2]
(1 —pp)sint
/(1 —po)sint + v/cost
) Ve
~ Vsint+ V(1 —po)cost

Taking po — 0 recovers (2.24) of the exponential case. For the details, see Section 8.

P{o{") <t} =

(2.25)
and IP’{Hg) <t}

2.10. Flat edge in the percolation cone. We describe a known nontrivial example where
the assumption of differentiable endpoints of a maximal linear segment is satisfied. A short
detour into oriented percolation is needed.

In oriented site percolation vertices of Z? are assigned i.i.d. {0, 1}-valued random variables
{0} ,ez2 with p; = P{og = 1}. For points u < v in Z? we write u — v (there is an open path
from u to v) if there exists an up-right path v = zg, z1, ..., 2y, = v with z;—x,_1 € {e1,e2},
m = |v — u|1, and such that o,, = 1 for i = 1,...,m. (The openness of a path does not
depend on the weight at the initial point of the path.) The percolation event {u — oo} is
the existence of an infinite open up-right path from point u. There exists a critical threshold
Pe € (0,1) such that if p; < p,. then P{0 — oo} = 0 and if p; > p. then P{0 — oo} > 0.
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(The facts we need about oriented site percolation are proved in article [10] for oriented
edge percolation. The proofs apply to site percolation just as well.)

Let O, = {u € Z2 : |u|l; = n, 0 — u} denote the set of vertices on level n that can be
reached from the origin along open paths. The right edge a,, = maxy,co, {u - €1} is defined
on the event {O,, # @}. When p; € (p¢, 1) there exists a constant ,, € (1/2,1) such that
[10, eqn. (7) on p. 1005]

lim a—nll{O — 00} = fp, 1{0 — oo} P-a.s.

n—oo n

Let 7 = (Bp,1 — Bp,) and n = (1 — By, Bp,). The percolation cone is the set {£ € R%_ :
§/1€N € [n,m)}-

The point of this for the corner growth model is that if the w weights have a maximum
that percolates, gy, is linear on the percolation cone and differentiable on the edges. This
is the content of the next theorem.

THEOREM 2.10. Assume that {wg}yez2 are i.i.d., Elwg|P < oo for some p > 2 and w, < 1.
Suppose p. < p1 =P{wo =1} < 1. Let £ € U. Then gpp(§) < 1, and gpp(§) =1 if and only
if &€ € [n,7). The endpoints n and 7 are points of differentiability of gpp.

The theorem above summarizes a development that goes through papers [2, 11, 24]. The
proofs in the literature are for first-passage percolation. We give a proof of Theorem 2.10
in Appendix D, by adapting and simplifying the first-passage percolation arguments for the
directed corner growth model.

As a corollary, our results that assume differentiable endpoints of a maximal linear seg-
ment are valid for the percolation cone.

THEOREM 2.11. Assume (2.1), wy, < 1 and p. < p1 = P{wy = 1} < 1. There exists a
stationary L*(P) cocycle {B(z,y) : z,y € Z*} and an event Qo with P() = 1 such that
the following statements hold for each w € €. Let v, € Z%r be a sequence such that

lonl1 =00 and 1—f, < lim I < fim
n—00 |'Un|1 n—0oo |Un|1

Unp * €1
< By,
— Fp1

Then
B(w,z,y) = nh_{lolo (Gx,vn (w) — Gy, (W))

for all x,y € Z2. For each m > 0 there exists ng such that if n > ng, then any geodesic
T |vn), from xo = 0 to vy, satisfies B(w,xi, Tiy1) = wy, for all 0 < i <m.
Furthermore,
E[B(z,z 4 e1)] = E[B(z,z + e2)] = 1.

This completes the presentation of results and we turn to developing the proofs.

3. CONVEX DUALITY

By homogeneity we can represent gy, by a single variable function. A way of doing this
that ties in naturally with the queuing theory arguments we use later is to define

(3.1) Y(s) = gpp(1,s) = gpp(s,1) for 0<s < oo.
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Function v is real-valued, continuous and concave. Consequently one-sided derivatives
v/ (s%) exist and are monotone: v/ (sg+) > 7/ (s1—) > +/'(s1+) for 0 < sp < s1. Symmetry
and homogeneity of g, give v(s) = sy(s™1).

LEMMA 3.1. The derivatives satisfy 7'(s£) > mg for all s € Ry, 7/ (04+) = oo, and
7'(00—) = lim y/(s4) = 4(0) = mo.

Proof. The boundary shape universality of J. Martin [25, Theorem 2.4] says that

(3.2) Y(s) =mo+20vs+o(vs) ass\ 0.
This gives 7(0) = mg and 7/(0+) = co. Lastly,
7' (00=) = lim s7'y(s) = lim 4(s™") = 7(0) = mo.
Martin’s asymptotic (3.2) and y(s) = sy(s~1) give
(3.3) v(s) = smg + 20+/s + o(\/s) ass S oo.
This is incompatible with having 7/(s) = mg for s > s for any sy < co. (]

The lemma above has two important geometric consequences: (i) any subinterval of U
on which gy, is linear must lie in the interior ridf and (ii) the boundary { : gpp(§) = 1} of
the limit shape is asymptotic to the axes.

Define
(3.4) fla) =sup{y(s) — sa} for my < a< .

s>0
LEMMA 3.2. Function f is a strictly decreasing, continuous and convex involution of the
interval (mg,00) onto itself, with limits f(mo+) = oo and f(co—) = mgy. That f is an
involution means that f(f(a)) = a.

Proof. Asymptotics (3.2) and (3.3) imply that mg < f(«) < oo for all @ > mg and also that
the supremum in (3.4) is attained at some s. Furthermore, o < 8 implies f(8) = v(so) — o3
with so > 0 and f(5) < v(s0) —soa < f(). As a supremum of linear functions f is convex,
and hence continuous on the open interval (mg, 00).

We show how the symmetry of gy, implies that f is an involution. By concavity of v,

(3.5) f(a) =~(s) —sa if and only if a € [y (s+),7(s—)]

and by Lemma 3.1 the intervals on the right cover (mg,c0). Since f is strictly decreasing
the above is the same as

(86)  a=9(s)—s"'f(a) ifandonlyif f(a) € [f(v'(s=)), f(/(s)]
Differentiating v(s) = sy(s~!) gives

(3.7) Y (s£) = (™) =57 (7).

By (3.5) and (3.7) the condition in (3.6) can be rewritten as

(3.8) fla) € [1(s) = 57/ (s=),7(s) = 57 (sH)] = [V (571 4), 7/ (71 )],

Combining this with (3.5) and (3.6) shows that & = f(f(«)). The claim about the limits
follows from f being a decreasing involution. O
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Extend these functions to the entire real line by v(s) = —oco when s < 0 and f(a) = o0
when o < mg. Then convex duality gives
(3.9) v(s) = inf {f(a) + sat.

The natural bijection between s € (0,00) and & € riif that goes together with (3.1) is
(3.10) S = f 1/6 *€2.
Then direct differentiation, (3.5) and (3.7) give
(3.11) Vgp(E£) = (7/(s2), 7/ (s71)) = (7 (s:£), £(7/(s))).
Since f is linear on [y/(s+),7(s—)], we get the following connection between the gradients

of gpp and the graph of f:

(3.12) [Vgpp(€+), Vapp(§-)] = {(a, f(a)) : e € [y (s+), 7 (s—)]} for £ € rild.
The next theorem details the duality between tilts h and velocities &.

THEOREM 3.3. (i) Let h € R%. There exists a unique t = t(h) € R such that

(3.13) h—t(e1 +e2) € =[Vgpp(§+), Vgpp ()]
for some & € rild. The set of £ for which (3.13) holds is a nonempty (but possibly
degenerate) line segment [£(h),E(h)] C rid. If (k) # &(h) then [£(h),E(h)] is a

mazimal line segment on which gyp is linear.
(ii) € €rild and h € R? satisfy duality (2.5) if and only if (3.13) holds.

Proof. The graph {(«, f(a)) : @ > mg} is strictly decreasing with limits f(mo+) = oo and
f(oo—) = my. Since every 45 degree diagonal intersects it at a unique point, the equation

(3.14) h=—(a, f(a)) +tler + e2)

defines a bijection R? 3 h <— (a,t) € (mg, o0) x R illustrated in Figure 3. Combining this
with (3.12) shows that (3.13) happens for a unique ¢ and for at least one £ € rild.

Once h and t = t(h) are given, the geometry of the gradients ((3.11)—(3.12) and limits
(2.7)) can be used to argue the claims about the £ that satisfy (3.13). This proves part (i).

That h of the form (3.13) is dual to £ follows readily from the fact that gradients are
dual and gp1(h + t(e1 + e2)) = gp1(h) + ¢ (this last from Definition (2.3)).

Note the following general facts for any ¢ € [Vgpp(¢+), Vgpp(¢—)]. By concavity gpp(n) <
Gpp(C) +¢q- (n—¢) for all n. Combining this with homogeneity gives gpp(() = ¢-¢. Together
with duality (2.4) we have

(3.15) gpi(—q) =0 for g€ U [Vpp(C+), Vgpp(¢—)]-
¢cerid
It remains to show that if & is dual to £ then it satisfies (3.13). Let (a,t) be determined
by (3.14). From the last two paragraphs
gpl(h) = gpl(_aa —fla)) +t=t
Let s =& -e1/€ - eg so that

Gon(E) + - €_1(3) as+ f(a)

+t.
+ s 14+ s
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FIGURE 3. The graph of f and bijection (3.14) between («,t) and h.

Thus duality gpi1(h) = gpp(§) + h - € implies y(s) = as + f(a) which happens if and only if
a € [y (s+),7(s—)]. (3.12) now implies (3.13). O

4. STATIONARY COCYCLES

In this section we begin with the stationary cocycles, then show how these define sta-
tionary last-passage percolation processes and also solve the variational formulas for gpp(§)
and gp1(h).

4.1. Existence and properties of stationary cocycles. We come to the technical cen-
terpiece of the paper. By appeal to queueing fixed points, in Appendix A we construct a
family of cocycles {Bgi}geriu on an extended space Q = Qx . The next theorem gives the
existence statement and summarizes the properties of these cocycles. Assumption (2.1) is
in force. This is the only place where our proofs actually use the assumption P(wg > ¢) =1,
and the only reason is that the queueing results we reference have been proved only for
wo > 0.

The cocycles of interest are related to the last-passage weights in the manner described
in the next definition. A potential is simply a measurable function V' : @ — R. The case
relevant to us will be V(&) = wy where @ = (w,w’) € Q is a configuration in the extended
space and contains the original weights w as a component.

Definition 4.1. A stationary L' cocycle B on Q recovers potential V if

(4.1) V(@)= min B(@,0,¢;) for P-a.c. &.
ie{1,2}

The extended space is the Polish space O = QO x RIL2IXAXZ? where Ay is a certain count-
able subset of the interval (mg,00). A precise description of Ay appears in the beginning
of the proof of Theorem 4.2 on page 46 in Appendix A. Let & denote the Borel o-algebra
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of Q. Generic elements of Q are denoted by & = (w,w’) with w = (Wg)pez2 € Q= R%* as

before and w' = (wi’a)ie {1,2}, ac Ao, zcz2- Spatial translations act on the z-index in the usual

manner: (T,@)y = Qyqy for z,y € Z? where @ = (wg, w,) = (wa, (wﬁgo‘)ie{172}7aeA0).

THEOREM 4.2. There exist functions { B¢t (0, z,y), BS (0, 2,y) : x,y € Z2, & € rild} on O
and a translation invariant Borel probability measure P on the space (2, &) such that the
following properties hold.

(i)

For each § € rild, x € 72, and i € {1,2}, the function BS* (0, x,x +e;) is a function
only of (wz” : a € Ag). Under P, the marginal distribution of the configuration w is

the i.i.d. measure P specified in assumption (2.1). The R3-valued process {gngr}meZz
defined by

90§c+(@’) = (wy, B“(m, x+ep), B£+($, x+e9))

s separately ergodic under both translations T, and Te,. The same holds with £+
replaced by €—. For each z € Z?, the variables {(wy, BT (0, z,x + ¢;), BS (0, z,x +
ei)) x££z Eerild, i€ {1,2}} are independent of {wy : x < z}.

Each process BS™ = {B*T(x,y)}, yez2 is a stationary LY(P) cocycle (Definition 2.1)
that recovers the potential V(&) = wo (Definition 4.1), and the same is true of B¢~.
The associated tilt vectors h(€4) = h(BF) defined by (2.10) satisfy

h(§£) = —Vgpp(§E)
and are dual to velocity & as in (2.5).
No two distinct cocycles have a common tilt vector. That is, if h(§é+) = h((—)
then BSY (0, 2,2 + ¢;) = B (&, x,2 + ¢;), and similarly h(€+) = h(C+) implies
Bt (@, z,x + ¢)) = BSH(Q, z,x +¢;). These equalities hold without any almost sure
modifier because they come for each & from the construction. In particular, if £ is a
point of differentiability for gpp then
B (0, z,2 4 €)) = B (0, 2,2 4 ¢;) = BS(O, x, x + €;)
where the second equality defines the cocycle BE.
The following inequalities hold P-almost surely, simultaneously for all x € Z? and
&Cerild: ifE-ep < (-eq then
B (z,z+e1) > B (z,2 4 e1) > B (z,2 + 1)
and B¢ (z,x + e3) < Bt (x,2 4+ e3) < BS (z,x + €2).
Fiz ¢ € vild and let &, — ¢ intild. If &, - e1 \( C - ey then for all x € Z? and
1=1,2

lim BF (2,24 ¢;) = B (z, 2 +¢;) P-a.s. and in L*(P).

n—o0

Stmilarly, if &, -e1 7 C-eq the limit holds P-a.s. and in Ll(]?") with (— on the right.
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Remark 4.3. The construction of the cocycles has this property: there is a countable dense
set Uy of U such that, for € € Uy, the cocycles are coordinate projections B¢t (x, z + ¢;) =
Wi where s is defined by (3.10). A point ( € U \ Uy will lie in D and we define
BS€ through one-sided limits from B¢*, ¢ € Uy. We comment next on various technical
properties of the cocycles that are important for the sequel.

(a) A natural question is whether B¢* (@, z,y) can be defined as a function of w alone,
or equivalently, whether it is G-measurable. This is important because we use the cocycles
to solve the variational formulas for the limits and to construct geodesics, and it would be
desirable to work on the original weight space Q rather than on the artificially extended
space 0 = Q x . We can make this G-measurability claim for those cocycles that arise
as Busemann functions or their limits. (see Remark 5.3 below).

(b) By part (iii), if gpp is linear on the line segment [¢',£"] C rild with & -e; < & - ey,
then

BEY (@, 3,0+ ¢;) = B8 (@, 2,1 + ¢;) = BS ~ (0, 2,2 + ¢)
Voe, geld ¢, ie 1,2}

The equalities in part (iii) do not extend to B¢T(z,y) for all x,y without exceptional P-null
sets because the additivity B¢t (x, z) = Bt (z,y) + B (y, 2) cannot be valid for each &,
only almost surely.

(¢) When we use these cocycles to construct geodesics in Section 6, it is convenient
to have a single null set outside of which the ordering (4.3) is valid for all &, (. For the
countable family {B**}¢cy, we can arrange for (4.3) to hold outside a single P-null event.
By defining {Bg}ceu\uo through limits from the left, we extend inequalities (4.3) to all
&, ¢ € rild outside a single null set. This is good enough for a definition of the entire family
{Bgi}geriu. But in order to claim that limits from left and right agree at a particular ¢,

we have to allow for an exceptional P-null event that is specific to ¢. Thus the limit (4.4)
is not claimed outside a single null set for all (.

(d) When P{wq < r} is a continuous function of r it is natural to ask whether B¢(x,)
can be modified to be continuous in £&. We do not know the answer.

4.2. Stationary last-passage percolation. Fix a cocycle B(w,z,y) = B&(d), x,y) from
Theorem 4.2. Fix a point v € Z? that will serve as an origin. By part (i) of Theorem
4.2, the weights {w, : © < v — e; — ez} are independent of {B(v — (k + 1)e;,v — ke;) -
ke€Zy, i€ {1,2}}. These define a stationary last-passage percolation process in the third
quadrant relative to the origin at v in the following sense. Define passage times GE% that
use the cocycle as edge weights on the north and east boundaries and weights w, in the
bulk z < v —e; — ea:

Glﬁ = B(u,v) foruec{v—"Fe :kecZy ic{l,2}}

NE NE NE
and Guw =wutGyie oV Gyie, o for u<v—e; —e2.

(4.5)

It is immediate from recovery w, = B(x,z + e1) A B(x,x + e2) and additivity of B that

Gg% = B(u,v) for all u < w.
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Process {GSE :u < v} is stationary in the sense that the increments

(4.6) G?E —~GNE = B(z,xz+¢)

T+e;,v
are stationary under lattice translations and, as the equation above reveals, do not depend
on the choice of the origin v (as long as we stay southwest of the origin).

Remark 4.4. In the exactly solvable cases where w, is either exponential or geometric, more
is known. Given the stationary cocycle, define weights

Y, = B(x — e1,2) A B(x — e3, ).

Then the weights {Y,} have the same i.i.d. distribution as the original weights {w;}. Fur-
thermore, {Y, : ¢ > v+ e + e} are independent of {B(v+ke;,v+ (k+1)e;) : k€ Z4, i €
{1,2}}. Hence a stationary last-passage percolation process can be defined in the first
quadrant with cocycles on the south and west boundaries:

GoW =B(v,z) forze{v+ke:keZy, ic{l,2}}
and Gg}iv:Yx—i—GSW v GSW for x>v+e +eo.

v,T—e1 v, r—e2

This feature appears in [3] as the “Burke property” of the exponential last-passage model.

It also works for the log-gamma polymer in positive temperature [15, 32]. We do not know
presently if this works in the general last-passage case. It would follow for example if we
knew that the distributions of the cocycles of Theorem 4.2 satisfy this lattice symmetry:
{Bla,y) 2,y € 2} £ {B(-y.~x) s w,y € T2},
4.3. Solution to the variational formulas. We solve variational formulas (2.15)—(2.16)
with the cocycles on the extended space (SA), é, @) Once we have identified some cocycles
as Busemann functions in Section 5, we prove Theorem 2.3 as a corollary at the end of
Section 5.

Theorem 3.6 in [14] says that if a cocycle B recovers V (@), h(B) is defined by (2.10),
and centered cocycle F is defined by (2.11), then F is a minimizer in (2.15) for any h € R?
that satisfies (h — h(B))- (e2 —e1) = 0. For such h, the essential supremum over w in (2.15)
disappears and we have

e gpi(h) = max{V(®) +h- e+ F(w,0,e1),V(0)+h-ex+ F(©,0,e2)}
(“4.7) = (h—h(B))-z for P-a.e. @ and any z € {e1,e2}.

Recall from Theorem 3.3 that gy, is linear over each line segment [£(h), £(h)] and hence,

by part (iii) of Theorem 4.2, cocycles B¢ (and hence the tilts h(€) they define) coincide for
all £ €]¢(h),&()[-

THEOREM 4.5. Let {B**} be the cocycles given in Theorem 4.2. Fiz h € R%. Let t(h),
&£(h), and &(h) be as in Theorem 3.3. One has the following three cases.

(i) &(h) # &(Rh): For any (and hence all) & € 1€(h),E(R)[ let

(4.8) F(z,y) = h(€) - (x —y) = B*(z,y).
Then F¢ solves (2.15): for P-almost every &

(4.9) gp1(h) = max{wo + h - eq + F&(0,0,e1), wo + h - e + FS(&,0,e9)} = t(h).
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h—t(h)(e1 + e2) = Oh(§—) + (1 = O)h(&+)
and define
F(a,y) = h(§£) - (z —y) = B (2,y)  and  F(z,y) = 0F (2,y) + (1= )F* (z,y).
Then F solves (2.15): for P-almost every w
(4.10)  gpi(h) = ]@—essAsupmaX{wo +h-e1+ F(©,0,e1),wo+h-ex+ F(@,0,e2)} = t(h).

If 0 € {0,1}, then the essential supremum is not needed in (4.10), i.e. (4.9) holds
almost surely with F in place of FS.

Here is the qualitative descriptions of the cases above.
(i) The graph of f has a corner at the point («, f(«)) where it crosses the 45° diagonal
that contains —h. Correspondingly, v is linear on the interval [s,5] and gpp, is linear on

[£(h),£(h)] with gradient Vgyp(€) = —(a, f(e)) at interior points & € J¢(h),€(h)].
(ii) gpp is strictly concave and differentiable at £ dual to tilt h.
(iii) gpp is strictly concave but not differentiable at £ dual to tilt h.

Proof of Theorem 4.5. By (ii) of Theorem 4.2 the cocycles B¢ and B¢ that appear in
claims (i)—(iii) recover the potential as required by Definition 4.1 and hence conclusion
(4.7) is in force.
In cases (i) and (ii) (4.7) implies
gp1(h) = max{wo + h - ey + F4(0,e1),wo + h - ea + F&(0,e2)} = (h — h(€)) - e1.

The last term equals t(h), by combining (3.13) and (4.2). The same proof works for (iii)
when 6 € {0,1}.
For the last case (iii), (4.2) and (3.15) imply gp1(h({£)) = 0. Then Theorem 3.3 implies
gp1(h) = gpp(&) + h- & =1t(h) + O(gpp(§) + h(§—) - &) + (1 = 0)(gpp (&) + h(E+) - §)

= t(h) + 0gp(h(§—)) + (1 = O)gp(R(E+))

=t(h).
Furthermore, we have for P-almost every w

min{6B*~(0,e1) + (1 — 0)BT(0,e1),0B°7(0,e2) + (1 — 6) BT (0, e2)} > wy.

This translates into

P-esssupmax{wy + h - e1 + F(0,e1),wo + h - €2 + F(0,e2)} < t(h) = gpi(h).
&
Formula (2.15) implies then that the above inequality is in fact an equality and (4.10) is
proved. O

We state also the corresponding theorem for the point-to-point case, though there is
nothing to prove.
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THEOREM 4.6. Let £ € ritd. Cocycles B+ solve (2.16):
gpp () = max{wy — B(@,0,e1) — h(€d) - €, wo — B (@,0,e2) — h(¢) - €}
=—h({x) € for P-a.e. @.
If€ €D and 0 € (0,1), then cocycle B = 0B~ + (1 — 0) B¢t also solves (2.16):
Gpp(&) = @—ess§upmax{wo — B(@,0,e1) —h(B) - &, wo — B(w,0,e2) — h(B) - £}

(4.11)

— n(B)-¢
The above theorem follows directly from (2.5), Theorem 4.2(ii), (4.9), and the fact that
cocycles BT recover V(@) = wp. The last claim follows similarly to (4.10).
5. BUSEMANN FUNCTIONS

In this section we prove the existence of Busemann functions. As before (2.1) is a standing
assumption. Recall the line segment U = [£,£] with §-e; < - ey from (2.8)-(2.9) and the

cocycles B¢* constructed on the extended space (fAZ, é,]@) in Theorem 4.2.

THEOREM b5.1. Fiz & € rild. Then there exists an event Qo with @(ﬁo) = 1 such that for
each w € Qo and for any sequence v, € Zi that satisfies

Up - € — Uy €
(5.1) luplt > 00 and £-e < lim ! i U

>~ Sg'elv
n—00 |'Un|1 n—0o0 |'Un|1

we have

B (@, 2,2+ €1) < lim (G (@) = Gaperon (W)
(5.2) n—00
< Iim (Ga, (W) = Gagero, (W) < BE (O, z, 2+ e1)

and
B (@, 2,2 +e2) < lim (Gm,vn (w) — Grtesvm (W))

(5.3) " .
< Iim (Gap, (W) — Gategyo, (W) < BT (&, z, 2 + e3).

n—oo

The interesting cases are of course the ones where we have a limit. For the corollary note
that if £,¢,€ € D then by Theorem 4.2(iii) B** = B¢ = B¢+,

COROLLARY 5.2. Assume that §, § and & are points of differentiability of 9pp- Then there
exists an event ﬁo with @(ﬁo) = 1 such that for each @ € Qq, for any sequence v, € Zﬁ_
that satisfies (5.1), and for all x,y € 72,

(5'4) Bg(wv z, y) = nh_>nolo (GI,Un (w) - Gyvvn (w))

In particular, if gpp is differentiable everywhere on rild, then for each direction & € rild
there is an event of full P-probability on which limit (5.4) holds for any sequence vy, /|v,|1 —

£.

Before turning to proofs, let us derive the relevant results of Section 2 and address the
question of measurability of cocycles raised in Remark 4.3(a).
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Proof of Theorem 2.2. Immediate consequence of Corollary 5.2. Equation (2.14) follows
from (4.2). O

Proof of Theorem 2.3. The theorem follows from Theorems 4.5 and 4.6 because the Buse-
mann function B¢ is the cocycle B¢ from Theorem 4.2. U

Remark 5.3 (G-measurability of cocycles). A consequence of limit (5.4) is that the cocycle
B¢ (W, z,y) is actually a function of w alone, in other words, &-measurable. Furthermore,
all cocycles B¢* that can be obtained as limits, as these é-points converge to ¢4 on rild,
are also G-measurable. In particular, if gy, is differentiable at the endpoints of its linear
segments (if any), all the cocycles {B‘* : ¢ € rid} described in Theorem 4.2 are G-
measurable. At points ¢ ¢ D of strict concavity this follows because ¢ can be approached
from both sides by points £ € € which satisfy (5.4).

The remainder of this section proves Theorem 5.1. We begin with a general comparison
lemma. With arbitrary real weights {Y,},cz2 define last passage times

n—1
Gu,y = thafzymk
k=0
The maximum is over up-right paths from zg = u to z, = v with n = |v — u|;. The

convention is G, = 0. For z < v —e; and y < v — ez denote the increments by

[x,v = Gx,v - G:c—i—el,v and Jy,v = Gy,v - Gy-i—ez,v .

LEMMA 5.4. Forx <v—e; andy < v —eg

(55) I:c,v—i—eg Z I:c,v > [x,v-‘rel and Jy,v+62 S Jy,v S Jy,v—i—el .

Proof. Let v = (m,n). The proof goes by an induction argument. Suppose z = (k,n) for
some k < m. Then on the north boundary

Ikn),(mn+1) = Gen),(mat1) — Glet1n),(mn+1)
=Y + Gir1n),(mn+1) ¥V Gens1),(mnt+1) — Got1,n),(mmn+1)
> Yin = Gan)mn) — Glt1,n),(mm) = Lkmn),(mpn) -

On the east boundary, when y = (m, ¢) for some ¢ < n

Jm.0),(min+1) = Gm0),(mn+1) — Gm,e41),(mn+1)

=Yt = Gmo),(mn) — Gmye+1),(mm) = Jim,0),(mom) -

These inequalities start the induction. Now let u < v — e; — e5. Assume by induction that
(5.5) holds for x = u+ e and y = u + e;.

Iu,v—l—ez = Gu,v—l—ez - Gu—l—el,v—l—eg = Yu + (Gu—l—ez,v—l—eg - Gu+el,v+ez)+

=Y, + (Iu+62,v+62 - Ju+e1,v+62)+
> Yu + (Iu—l—ez,v - Ju+el,v)+ - Iu,v .
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For the last equality simply reverse the first three equalities with v instead of v + e3.
A similar argument works for I, > I yye; and a symmetric argument works for the J
inequalities. O

The estimates needed for the proof of Theorem 5.1 come from coupling G, , with the
stationary LPP described in Section 4.2. For the next two lemmas fix a cocycle B(w, z,y) =
BS* (&, x,y) from Theorem 4.2 and let 7 = ( - €1/ - e so that o = +/(r+) satisfies

(5.6) a=E[B(z,z+e1)] and f(a)=E[B(z,z + e)].
As in (4.5) define
GE’E:B(U,U) forue{v—ke:keZi, iec{l,2}}

(5.7)
and  GL% =w, + G, , VG

utes v for u<v-—e;—es.

Let GEE(A) denote a maximum over paths restricted to the set A. In particular, below
we use

[on]1—1
NE o
Go.v, (vp—ei€x,)=  max _ E Y,
w"w‘un‘lfl_vn_el k=0

where the maximum is restricted to paths that go through the point v, —e;, and the weights
are from (5.7): Y, = w, for x < v —e; — ey while Y, ke, = B(v —kej, v — (kK — 1)e;).

Figure 4 makes the limits of the next lemma obvious. But a.s. convergence requires some
technicalities because the north-east boundaries themselves are translated as the limit is
taken.

$—T S

FIGURE 4. Tllustration of (5.8). Forcing the last step to be ey restricts the maxi-
mization to paths that hit the north boundary instead of the east boundary. The
path from 0 to (s — 7,t) contributes gpp(s — 7,t) and the remaining segment of
length 7 on the north boundary contributes ar.

LEMMA 5.5. Assume (2.1). Fiz (s,t) € R%. Let v, € Z2 be such that v, /|va|1 — (s,t)/(s+
t) as n — 0o and |v,|1 > non for some constant ny > 0. Then we have the following almost
sure limits:

(5.8) ]vnh Go 'Un( —er€x,) —(s+ t)_1 sup {ar + gpp(s — 7,1)}
0<7<s
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and

(5.9) v |7 G&Eﬂ (vn — ez €x,) — (s + )71 sup {f(a)T + gpp(s,t —7)}.
0<7<t

Proof. We prove (5.8). Fix ¢ > 0, let M = |¢7!], and
q;?:j{iLJ;SJ for0<j<M—1, and g}y = vy, - €;.

For large enough n it is the case that ¢}, ; < v, - e1.
Suppose a maximal path for GON’En (vn, —e1 € x,) enters the north boundary from the bulk
at the point v, — (¢,0) with q7 <{<gqj,;. Then

Gon, (vn — €1 € 2.) = Go 4 —(0.1) + Wo—(0,1) + B(vn — (£,0),v3)
-1

< GO,vn—(q;L,l) +gjo— Z (an—(k,l) - mo) +(-1- Q?)m
k=q}+1

+ (B(vn — (£,0),vp) — L) + (£ — ¢} )ev.

The two main terms come right after the inequality above and the rest are errors. The
inequality comes from

¢
Gov,—(01) Z Wo, (k1) < Gov,—(q7,1)
k=q7+1

and algebraic rearrangement.
Define the centered cocycle F(x,y) = h(B) - (x —y) — B(x,y) so that

B(v, — (£,0),vy,) — bae = F(0,v,, — (¢,0)) — F(0,vy,).
The potential-recovery property (4.1) wo = B(0,e1) A B(0,e2) gives
F(0,e;) <aV f(a) —wp for i € {1,2}.
The i.i.d. distribution of {w,} and E(|wy|P) < oo with p > 2 are strong enough to guarantee
that Lemma C.1 from Appendix C applies and gives

1
1 lim — F(c = for a.e. w.
(5.10) Am x>0m|2|}f<N| (w,0,2)| =0 or a.e. @
Collect the bounds for all the intervals (q?, ng_l] and let C' denote a constant. Abbreviate
q;+m

Sim = 2= q”+1( v —(k,1) — T10) -

GYE (on—er€w) < max LGy +afa+C(gh — )

0<j<M-1
(5.11)
0,0 — (£,0)) — F(0, }
¥ ocmiits gp 1Sl + 1, FOon = (60)) = F(0,n)

Divide through by |v,|; and let n — co. Limit (E.1) gives convergence of the G-term on the
right. We claim that the terms on the second line of (5.11) vanish. Limit (5.10) takes care
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of the F-terms. Combine Doob’s maximal inequality for martingales with Burkholder’s
inequality [4, Thm. 3.2] to obtain, for § > 0,

E [ S.;%‘]?+1_qy |p]

]P’{ max Sy 25\%\1} <

v<mSat ;Y ol
S ([ ST P
orfunly i=1 o ) ‘Unﬁ)/z

Thus Borel-Cantelli takes care of the S, -term on the second line of (5.11). (This is the
place where the assumption |v,|; > non is used.) We have the upper bound

- 1 _ . .
nh_)rrolo |1 'GOy (0 — €1 €3) < (s+1) 7! o X [9pp (s — sje, t) + sjea + Ces].

Let € N\, 0 to complete the proof of the upper bound.
To get the matching lower bound let the supremum supTe[OyS]{Ta + gpp(s — 7, 1)} be
attained at 7% € [0, s]. With m,, = |v,|1/(s + t) we have

Gon (U — €1 € 2) > Gopp—(lmpr* [Vi,1) T Won—(mnr|v11)
+ B(vy — ([mp7"] V 1,0), vy,).
Use again the cocycle F' from above, and let n — oo to get

tim ol GYE, (v — €1 € ) > (s + 1) [gppls — 7, 8) + 7"al.

n—oo

This completes the proof of (5.8). O
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FIGURE 5. Tllustration of Lemma 5.6. With a-boundaries geodesics tend to go in
the a-characteristic direction (. If v, converges in a direction below ¢, maximal
paths to v, tend to hit the north boundary. The dotted path that hits the east
boundary is unlikely to be maximal for large n.

Continue with the stationary LPP defined by (5.7) in terms of a cocycle B = B¢*, with
r=C-e1/C e and « as in (5.6). Let us call the direction ¢ characteristic for a. The next
lemma shows that in stationary LPP a maximizing path to a point below the characteristic
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direction will eventually hit the north boundary before the east boundary. (Illustration in
Figure 5.) We leave to the reader the analogous result to a point above the characteristic
line.

LEMMA 5.6. Let s € (r,00). Let v, € Z2 be such that v,/|va|1 — (s,1)/(1 + s) and

lun|1 > non for some constant ny > 0. Assume that v'(r+) > v'(s—). Then P-a.s. there
exists a random ng < oo such that for all n > ng,

5.1 G, = G (0 — 1 < 2.).
Proof. The right derivative at 7 =0 of at + gpp(s — 7,1) = ar + y(s — 7) equals
a—7'(s=)>a—~'(r+) > 0.

The last inequality above follows from the assumption on r. Thus we can find 7* € (0,r)
such that

(5.13) at™ + gpp(s — 7%,1) > gpp(s,1).

To produce a contradiction let A be the event on which GONEn = GONEn (v, —eg € )

for infinitely many n and assume P(A) > 0. Let my, = |vn|1/(1 + s). On A we have for
infinitely many n

|vn|_1G0N,En(vn —ey Ex,) = |vn|_1GgEn
> "Un‘_lB(Un - ({mnT*J + 1)6177)71) + ’Un’_lGO,vn—(LmnT*J—i-l,l)
+ [On] T Wy (s | 41,1)-

Apply (5.9) to the leftmost quantity. Apply limits (E.1) and (5.10) and stationarity and
integrability of w, to the expression on the right. Both extremes of the above inequality
converge almost surely. Hence on the event A the inequality is preserved to the limit and
yields (after multiplication by 1+ s)

Oiugl{f(a)T + gpp(s,1 = 7)} > a7 + gpp(s — 77, 1).

The supremum of the left-hand side is achieved at 7 = 0 because the right derivative equals
fl@) =7(55=) < fle) =/ (r7 =) <0
where the first inequality comes from s~! < r~! and the second from (3.8). Therefore
Gpp(s,1) > at™ + gpp(s — 7%, 1)
which contradicts (5.13). Consequently ]?’(A) = 0 and (5.12) holds for n large. O

Proof of Theorem 5.1. The proof goes in two steps.

Step 1. First consider a fixed £ = (%ﬂ,l—}rs) € rild and a sequence v, such that
vp/loplt — & and |v,|1 > non for some 1y > 0. We prove that the last inequality of (5.2)
holds almost surely. Let ¢ = (13, ﬁ) satisfy ¢ -e1 < &-e1 so that 7/(r+) > +/(s—) and

Lemma 5.6 can be applied. Use cocycle B¢t from Theorem 4.2 to define last-passage times
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GE% as in (5.7). Furthermore, define last-passage times GEU that use cocycles only on the
north boundary and bulk weights elsewhere:

GN = Bt (v — key,v), G 5627 Zwv —jea s

v—key,v

and Gﬁ —wu+Gu+elv\/G for u<v—e —ey.

u+ez,v

For large n we have

N
vavn o GSH‘@L% < Gx sUn+ez GSE+€17U7L+€2
_ NE
- Gw,vn+61+62 (U" tecw ) Gw+e1,vn+e1+ez (Un +e2 € x)
_ NE
o va”n"‘el"'@z Gﬂv+e1,vn+e1+62 = B (x, r+er).

The first inequality above is the first inequality of (5.5). The first equality above is obvious.
The second equality is Lemma 5.6 and the last equality is (4.6). Thus

lim (GI,Un - G:H-ehvn) < BC+(x7x + 61).

n—o0

Let ¢ - e; increase to & - e;. Theorem 4.2(iv) implies

lim (Gr,vn - Gw+e1,vn) < B (z, 2 + e1).

n—oo

An analogous argument gives the matching lower bound (first inequality of (5.2)) by
taking ¢ - e; > £ - e; and by reworking Lemma 5.6 for the case where the direction of
vy, is above the characteristic direction (. Similar reasoning works for vertical increments

Gx,vn - G:c—l—ez,vn-

Step 2. We prove the full statement of the theorem. Let n, and ¢, be two sequences
in ridf such that ny-e; <& - ey, E-e1 < (e, — ¢, and (4 — & Let Qo be the event
on which limits (4.4) holds for directions ¢ and ¢ (with sequences ¢, and 7, respectively)
and (5.2) holds for each direction ¢, with sequence |n(;|, and for each direction 7, with
sequence |nn;|. P(Qy) = 1 by Theorem 4.2(iv) and Step 1.

Fix ¢ and a sequence vy, as in (5.1). Abbreviate a,, = |v,|1. For large n

lanne) -e1 <vp-e1 < lanCe] -e1 and  |apne] - ez > vp - ea > [an(e] - €2

By repeated application of Lemma 5.4

Golance) = Goterlance) < Gawn = Goteron < Gaylanne) — Garver,lanm -
Take n — oo and apply (5.2) to the sequences |a,(/| and |a,n;|. This works because
lanCe| is a subset of |n(,| that escapes to infinity. Thus for & € Qg
Bzﬂ'(@,x,x +e1) < lim (Gap, (W) — Gaerw, (W)

n—oo

< Tim (Gyp, (W) = Gatero, (W) < BY™ (@, 2,2 + e1).

~ n—oo

Take ¢ — oo and apply (4.4) to arrive at (5.2) as stated. (5.3) follow similarly. O
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6. DIRECTIONAL GEODESICS

This section proves the results on geodesics. We work on the extended space Q=0x
and define geodesics in terms of the cocycles B+ constructed in Theorem 4.2. The idea is
in the next lemma, followed by the definition of cocycle geodesics.

LEMMA 6.1. Let B be any stationary cocycle that recovers potential V() = wg, as in
Definitions 2.1 and 4.1. Fix & so that properties (b)—(c) of Definition 2.1 and (4.1) hold
for all translations T,Q.

(a) Let xpmpn = (zi)}_,, be any up-right path that follows minimal gradients of B, that is,
Wg,, = B(0, T, Tt1) for allm <k <n.

Then Ty, n is a geodesic from Tp, to xy,:

n—1

(6.1) Gopn(W) =D wey = B(@, T, Tn).

k=m

(b) Let xpyn = (xk)}_,, be an up-right path such that for allm <k <n

either wg, = B(zk, xp11) < B(zg, zk +€1) V B(ag, vk + €2)
or xpy1 = xp +eg and B(xg,xp + e1) = B(zg, ok + e2).

In other words, path x,,, follows minimal gradients of B and takes an ex-step in a
tie. Then x,, is the leftmost geodesic from xp, to x,. Precisely, if Ty, n s an up-right
path from T, = Ty, to Ty, = x, and Gy, 2, = Z;Tln Wz, , then xy, -e1 < Ty - ey for all
m<k<n.

If ties are broken by e -steps the resulting geodesic is the rightmost geodesic between

Ty and Ty Tp- €1 > T -e1 for allm < k < n.

Proof. Part (a). Any up-right path Z,,,, from z,, = z,, to Z,, = x,, satisfies

n—1 n—1 n—1 n—1
Yo wn, €Y B@nZer) = Blm,2a) = Y Blag,win) = ) wa.
k=m k=m k=m k=m

Part (b). @, is a geodesic by part (a). To prove that it is the leftmost geodesic assume
Ty =z and 241 = o +e1. Then w,, = B(xg, x; +e1) < B(zk, xi + €2). Recovery of the
weights gives G, < B(z,y) for all x <y. Combined with (6.1),

Wey, + ka—l—ez,mn < B($k7xk + 62) + B($k + eg,l‘n) = B($k7xn) = Gmk,mn-

Hence also Zy11 = Zx + €1 and the claim about being the leftmost geodesic is proved. The
other claim is symmetric. O

Next we define a cocycle geodesic, that is, a geodesic constructed by following minimal
gradients of a cocycle B constructed in Theorem 4.2. Since our treatment allows discrete
distributions, we introduce a function t on Z? to resolve ties. For ¢ € rilf, u € Z?, and
t e {61,62}22, let %% be the up-right path (one path for £+, one for {—) starting at

0,00
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afo"t’& = u and satisfying for all n > 0

Cocycles BF satisfy w, = B5i(d), r,x+e1) A B (D, 2,z +ez) (Theorem 4.2(ii)) and so by
Lemma 6.1(a), mg ;O&i is an infinite geodesic. Since the cocycles are defined on the space €2,

the geodesics are measurable functions on Q. Recall from Remark 5.3 that under certain
conditions a cocycle B¢* is G-measurable. When that happens, the geodesic m&’;’fi can
be defined on 2 without the artificial extension to the space Q=0xQ. In particular, if
gpp is differentiable at the endpoints of its linear segments (if any), all geodesics a;u L are
G-measurable.

If we restrict ourselves to the event )y of full P-measure on which monotonicity (4.3)
holds for all &,¢ € rild, we can order these geodesics in a natural way from left to right.
Define a partlal ordering on {eq, 62} by €5 = e1 and then t < ' coordinatewise. Then on

the event QO, for any u € Z2?, t < ¥, &, € rild with € - e; < (- ey, and for all n > 0,

(62) $7“L,i,5:|: e <xut,§:|: e1 xirimﬁ ey <$ut§+ e, and $ut§+ el§$n’t’<_'el-

9

The leftmost and rightmost tie-breaking rules are defined by t, = e; and t, = e; for all
x € Z2. The cocycle limit (4.4) forces the cocycle geodesics to converge also, as the next
lemma, shows.

LEMMA 6.2. Fiz & and let ¢, — & in1ild. If &, -e1 > € - e Yn then for all u € 7>
(6.3) P{Vk > 03ng < co:n >ng= xg’i’c"i = a:g’li’&} =1.
Similarly, if ¢, - e1 /€ - ey the limit holds with £€— on the right and t replaced by t.

Proof. Tt is enough to prove the statement for u = 0. By (4.4), for a given k and large
enough n, if z > 0 with |z|; < k and B¢t (2, 24e1) # BéT (2,2 +e2), then B (2, 24e1) —
B (z, 2+e2) does not vanish and has the same sign as B¢ (x, z+e1)— B (z, 74-e3). From
such an x geodesics following the minimal gradient of B»* or the minimal gradient of B+
stay together for their next step. On the other hand, when B¢t (2,2 +e1) = B¢t (2, 2 +e9),
monotonicity (4.3) implies

BE(z, 24 e1) < B (z,2 +e1) = B (z, 2 + e3) < BT (2,2 + e3).
Once again, both the geodesic following the minimal gradient of B** and rules t and the

one following the minimal gradients of BT and rules t will next take the same e;-step.
This proves (6.3). The other claim is similar. O

Recall the line segments U, Ugs defined in (2.8)~(2.9). The endpoints of U = [{,&] are
given by
E-er=sup{a:(a,1—a) €Uy} and &-e =inf{a: (o1 —a) € U}
By Lemma 3.1 both points are again in rilA. When needed we extend this definition to the
endpoints of U by U, = U, + = {e;}, i € {1,2}.
The next theorem concerns the direction of the cocycle geodesics.
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THEOREM 6.3. We have these two statements:
(6.4) @{Vﬁ € rild, vt € {eq, 62}22,Vu VAR ZE(u]”;f:t 18 Zx[gi—directed} =1.
If £ € D then the statement should be taken without the +.

Proof. Fix £ € rild and abbreviate z,, = :137";{’&. Since B¢ recovers weights w, Lemma
6.1(a) implies that Gy, = Bt (u,x,). Furthermore, B**(z,y) + h(¢+) - (y — z) is a
centered cocycle, as in Definition 2.1. Theorem C.1 implies then

li_)m |20 |7 NGz, + h(EF) - 2) =0 P-almost surely.

Define (W) e U by (- e1 = mx"Tl If (-e; > &-eq then ¢ € U, and hence

‘xn 1

Ipp(C) + h(€+) - ¢ = gpp(C) = Vgpp(§+) - € < gpp(§) — Vigpp(§+) - £ = 0.

(The first and last equalities come from (4.2) and (4.11).) Consequently, by the shape
theorem (limit (E.1)), on the event {(-e; > & -e1}
lim ‘xn,l_l(Gu,xn + h(§+) - zn) <O.

n—o0

This proves that )
xg,t@r ey

IN

P{JL“SOW Eaf=t

Repeat the same argument with t replaced by t and € by the other endpoint of Ue (which
is either £ or £). To capture all t use geodesics ordering (6.2). An analogous argument
works for £—. We have, for a given &,

(6.5) @{Vt € {es, eg}Zz,Vu ez?: afoﬁ’;’fi is L[gi—directed} =1.

Let Qo be an event of full I@—probability on which all cocycle geodesics satisfy the ordering
(6.2), and the event in (6.5) holds for £+ in a countable set Uj that contains all points of
nondifferentiability of g,, and a countable dense subset of D. We argue that () is contained
in the event in (6.4).

Let ¢ ¢ Up and let ¢ denote the right endpoint of U:. We show that

u,t,¢
(6.6) m 24 <(-e on the event .
n—00 ‘Z’%’t’ch

(Note that ¢ € D so there is no (£ distinction in the cocycle geodesic.) The lim with t and
> ( - e1 comes of course with the same argument.

If C-e; < C-ep pick € € DNUy so that (-e; < E-e; < (-er. Then € = ¢ and (6.6)
follows from the ordering.

If¢=¢, lete>0andpick € e DNy sothat C-e; < E-e1 <E&-e1 <(-e; +e. This
is possible because Vgpp(§) converges to but never equals Vgpp(¢) as €-e1 \ (- e1. Again
by the ordering

$u7i7c . el xU7¥7£ . el
i n i " <€-e1<(-e1+e.

n—)IIolo |$TUL,EC|1 _n1—>n;o |x}i’¥’§|1
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This completes the proof of Theorem 6.3. O

LEMMA 6.4. (a) Fiz § € rild. Then the following statement holds P-almost surely. For any
geodesic To

(6.7) nl_)n;o x]Z | >&-e1 implies that x,-e; > xio’tg ce1 forallm>0
1

and

(6.8) lim In < E-e1 implies that x,-e1 < xwo’t & e1 forallm > 0.

Nn—00 |$n|1

(b) Fiz a mazimal line segment [¢,C] on which gyp is linear and such that ¢ -e; < C-e1.
Assume ¢ and C are both points of differentiability of gyp. Then the following statement

holds P-almost surely. Any geodesic xo,o such that a limit point of x,/|z,|1 lies in [(, (]
satisfies

(6.9) :Eflm,&g e <z e < xﬁO’I’Z -e1  for allm > 0.
Proof. Part (a). We prove (6.7). (6.8) is proved similarly.
Fix a sequence (y € D such that (;-e; /& - e so that, in particular, £ € Uc,. The good

z0,4,Ce

event of full P-probability is the one on which ng)o,i,a is U,-directed (Theorem 6.3), 47

is the leftmost geodesic between any two of its points (Lemma 6.1(b) applied to cocycle

B%) and xwo’t <y goo,ct)& (Lemma 6.2).

20400 o ver goes strictly to the right of x ., these two

x0,4,Ce

By the leftmost property, if To,00

geodesics cannot touch again at any later time. But by virtue of the limit points, z, e <
Ty - e1 for infinitely many n. Hence xoo’ bGe stays weakly to the left of z . Let £ — oo.
Part (b) is proved similarly. The differentiability assumption implies that the geodesic

mOvtC

0,00 Can be approached from the left by geodesics xoo’ 6 guch that C & U, O

Recall the set € of exposed points of differentiability defined below (2.6). Define sets gt
and £~ of their one-sided limit points by

* = {Cerild:3¢, € Esuchthat &, — Cand £&,-e; > £C e}

COROLLARY 6.5. Fiz & € il such that § € EUE~. Then P-almost surely and for allu € 72,

g:if_ is the leftmost Ug_-geodesic out of w. Similarly, for a fized & with € € EU §+, P-
almost surely and for all u € 72, x&’:er is the rightmost Ue 4 -geodesic out of u.

Proof. Theorem 6.3 implies that a:g’i’é_ is a Ug_-geodesic. If § € EU £~ then either U =

,00
Ug— or Us— = {€} C Ug_. Thus, a:g:i’f_ is a Ug_-geodesic. £ € £U £~ implies that there
cannot be a linear segment adjacent to § to the left, and consequently § = . Lemma

6.4(a) implies that z Of is to the left of any other U;_-geodesic out of u. The claim about

rightmost geodesics is proved similarly. O
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The next result concerns coalescence of geodesics {a:u%i : u € Z*}, for fixed t and
Eeril.

THEOREM 6.6. Fiz t € {el,eg}zz and £ € rild. Then P-almost surely, for all u,v € 72,
u t{ v,t,E—

there exist n,m > 0 such that xp =Tm % , with a similar statement for £+.

Theorem 6.6 is proved by adapting the argument of [21], originally presented for first
passage percolation and later ported by [13] to the exactly solvable corner growth model
with exponential weights. Briefly, the idea is the following. Stationarity and two nonin-
tersecting geodesics create three nonintersecting geodesics. A modification of the weights
turns the middle geodesic of the triple into a geodesic that stays disjoint from all geodesics
that emanate from sufficiently far away. Stationarity again gives at least §L? such disjoint
geodesics emanating from an L x L square. This gives a contradiction because there are
only 2L boundary points for these geodesics to exit through. The details are in Appendix
B.

To get to uniqueness of geodesics, we show that continuity of the distribution of wy
prevents ties between cocycle weights. (The construction of the cocycles implies, through
eqn. (A.6), that the variables B*(x,y) have continuous marginal distributions, but here
we need a property of the joint distribution.) Consequently for a given &, P-almost surely

(ARES

cocycle geodesics z)';~ do not depend on t.

LEMMA 6.7. Assume (2.1) and that P{wg < r} is a continuous function of r € R. Fix
£ erild. Then for all u € 72,

P{B¢t (u,u+ e1) = B (u,u + e2)} = P{B¢ (u,u + e1) = BE (u,u + e3)} = 0.

Proof. Due to shift invariance it is enough to prove the claim for u = 0. We work with the
case £+, the other case being similar.

Assume by way of contradiction that the probability in question is positive. Pick an
arbitrary t € {e1, e }Z By Theorem 6.6, xe2’t £ and :1761’ YT coalesce with probability one.
Hence there exists v € Z2 and n > 1 such that

P{B(0,e1) = B (0, e2), 285 F = 224 =0} > 0.

Note that if BE(0,e;) = B¢t(0,e3) then both are equal to wg. Furthermore, by Lemma
6.1(a) we have

B (e1,v) Z 61’t£+) and  Bt(ey,v) Zw €268y
k=0 =0

3
—

=

(For aesthetic reasons we wrote w(z) instead of w,.) Thus

wo + Z 2V ) = BE(0, 1) + BE(eq,v) = BET(0,0)

= B*1(0,e3) + BT (e2,v) —wo—i-z 62’t5+
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The fact that this happens with positive probability contradicts the assumption that w,
are i.i.d. and have a continuous distribution. The lemma is proved. O

It is known that, in general, uniqueness of geodesics cannot hold simultaneously for all
directions. In our development this is a consequence of Theorem 7.2 below.

Proof of Theorem 2.4. Part (i). The existence of Ug-directed geodesics for £ € rif follows
HEE

o from Theorem 6.3. For £ = e; geodesics are simply

by fixing t and taking geodesics
20,00 = (N€;)n>0-

Let Dy be a dense countable subset of D. Let (AZO be the event of full @—probability on
which event (6.4) holds and Lemma 6.4(a) holds for each u € Z? and ¢ € Dy. We show
that on Qo, every geodesic is Ug-directed for some £ € U.

Fix w € Qo and an arbitrary geodesic zg . Define £’ € U by

¢ ey = Tim L
n—00 |gjn|1
Let ¢ = £ = the left endpoint of Ue. We claim that g o is Ug = [¢,E]-directed. If & = ey
then @, /|z,|1 — ez and Uz = {ea} and the case is closed. Suppose &' # es.
The definition of § implies that £ € Ugy and so

— Tp-e€ -
lim — lzf/'€1§§'€1-

From the other direction, for any ¢ € Dy such that ¢ -e; < & - e; we have
In " €1

lim

which by (6.7) implies z,, - e; > xio’i’g -e1. Then by (6.4)

x()vivg
i Tn c €1

lm "L.O 7i7< -
n—00 |33n|1 n—00 ’xn —’1

> (e

In " €1

> lim

Cre

where ¢ = the left endpoint of . It remains to observe that we can take ¢ - e; arbitrarily
close to £-e1. If €1 <& ey then we take €-e1<(-e1 <& e in which case ¢ = € and
(=¢ Iff = ¢ then also £ = & = ¢ In this case, as Dy 3 ¢ &, Vg(C) approgches but
never equals Vg(£€—) because there is no flat segment of g, adjacent to & on the left. This
forces both ¢ and ¢ to converge to &.

Part (ii) . If gpp is strictly concave then Uy = {£} for all £ € ritd and part (ii) follows
from part (i).
Part (iii). By Theorem 4.2(iii) there is a single cocycle B¢ simultaneously for all £ € ¢, (.

x0,t,¢

o0 coincide for any given tie breaking function

Consequently cocycle geodesics a;gi)’:g and x
t. By Corollary 5.2 this cocycle B¢ is G-measurable and hence so are the cocycle geodesics.
On the event of full P-probability on which there are no ties between Bé(z,z + e1) and
B&(z, 7+ e3) the tie breaking function t makes no difference. Hence the left and right-hand
side of (6.9) coincide. Thus there is no room for two [¢,(]-directed geodesics from any
point. Coalescence comes from Theorem 6.6. B O
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Proof of Theorem 2.5. Part (i) follows from Lemma 6.1.

Part (ii). Take sequences 1, (, € 1ild with 1, -e1 < &-e1 < E€-e1 < (- e1 and G, — &,
N — €. Consider the full measure event on which Theorem 5.1 holds for each ¢, and 7,
with sequences v, = |m¢,] and |mn,], and on which continuity (4.4) holds as ¢, — &,
1, — &. In the rest of the proof we drop the index n from (, and 7,.

We_prove the case of an infinite geodesic x(  that satisfies o = 0 and (2.19). For large
m, [mn-e1] < xpy-er <|m-er].

Consider first the case 1 = e;. If there exists a geodesic from 0 to [m(] that goes through
ez, then this geodesic would intersect xg o, and thus there would exist another geodesic that
goes from 0 to [m(] passing through e;. In this case we would have G, |m¢| = Gey,|mc]-
On the other hand, if there exists a geodesic from 0 to |[m(] that goes through e;, then we
would have G, |;m¢| 2 Ge,, |m¢|- Thus, in either case, we have

Go,im¢) = Gey,lmc) < Go,mc] — Gea,[me]-

Taking m — oo and applying Theorem 5.1 we have B$T(0,e;) < B*(0,e3). Taking
¢ — € and applying (4.4) we have B&T(0,e1) < B¢(0,ez). Since & and ¢ are points of
differentiability of g,p, we have BT = Bf. Consequently, we have shown B%(0,e;) <
B&(0,es). Since B recovers the potential (Definition 4.1), the first step satisfies wy =
Bﬁ(O, 61) A Bﬁ(O, 62) = BS(O, a;l).

When 71 = ey repeat the same argument with 7 in place of ¢ to get B%(0,e2) < B5(0,e1).
This proves the theorem for the first step of the geodesic and that is enough.

Part (iii). The statement holds if B(0,e;) = B(0, e3), since then both are equal to wy
by potential recovery (4.1). If wg = B(0,e1) < B(0,ez) then convergence (2.13) implies
that for n large enough Ge, 4, > Geyp,. In this case any maximizing path from 0 to v,

will have to start with an ei-step and the claim of the lemma is again true. The case
B&(0,e1) > B%(0,ep) is similar. O

Proof of Theorem 2.6. Part (i) follows from Corollary 6.5 and Theorem 6.6. Part (ii) follows
from Theorem 2.5(iii) and the fact that the geodesics in Corollary 6.5 are the Busemann
geodesics from Theorem 2.5. O

7. COMPETITION INTERFACE

In this section we prove the results of Section 2.8. As before, we begin by studying the
situation on the extended space € with the help of the cocycles B¢* of Theorem 4.2.

LEMMA 7.1. Define B¢~ as the monotone limit of BT when ¢ — e;. Then P-almost
surely B~ (0,e1) = wp and B~ (0,e2) = 0o. A symmetric statement holds for the limit
as ¢ — es.

Proof. The limit in the claim exists due to monotonicity (4.3). Furthermore, by potential
recovery we have almost surely B“'7(0,e;) > wp. On the other hand, dominated conver-
gence, (3.11) and Lemma 3.1 give
E[B“(0,e1)] = lim E[BF(0,¢1)] = Clim e1- Vgpp((E) =mp = Ewo].
—e1

¢—e1
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Thus, B~ (0,e1) = wp almost surely.
The cocycle property (Definition 2.1(c)) and recovery (Definition 4.1), both of which are
satisfied by B, imply the relation
B (ney,ne1 + e2)
= Wpe, + (B ((n+1)er, (n+ 1)egs + e2) — B9 (ney + ea, (n + 1)eg + eg))Jr
= Wne, + (Bel_((n + ey, (n+1)eg +e9) — wnel+62)+

The second equality is from the just proved identity B~ (z,2 + e1) = wy.
Repeatedly dropping the outer 4+-part and applying the same formula inductively leads
to

n
Bel_(O, 62) > wo + Z(wiel — W(i—l)el—i—eg)

i=1
+ (B ((n+ Der, (n+ Der + e2) — wneren)

Since the summands are i.i.d. with mean 0, taking n — oo gives B~ (0, e2) = oo almost
surely. O

Next we use the cocycles to define a random variable on Q that represents the asymptotic
direction of the competition interface. Assume now that P{wy < r} is continuous in 7.
By Lemma 6.7, with ]IA”—probability one, B(0,e1) # B$*(0,ey) for all rational & € rild.
Furthermore, monotonicity (4.3) gives that

B<+(0, 61) — BC+(0,62) S BC_(O,el) — BC_(O, 62) § B77+(0, 61) — B77+(0, 62)

when ¢ -e; > 7 -e;. Lemma 7.1 implies that BS*(0,e;) — BSF(0, e2) converges to —oo as
¢ — e1 and to 0o as ¢ — eg. Thus there exists a unique &, (@) € rild such that for rational
¢ erild,

BE(0,0,e1) < BSE(0,0,e9) if ¢ -1 > E.(0) - e

7.1
@1) and  BH(0,0,e1) > BSF(0,0,e3) if ¢-e1 < &(Q) - ey.

THEOREM 7.2. Assume P{wy < r} is continuous inr. Then on the extended space (Q, S,P)
of Theorem 4.2 the random variable &, (w) € rild defined by (7.1) has the following proper-
ties.

(1) P-almost surely, for every x € Z2, there exist at least two Ue, (T,0)-geodesics out of
x that do not coalesce. R

(ii) Recall Ug, () = [g*(w),f*(w)] from (2.9). Then the following holds P-almost surely.
Let xp o, and x ., be any geodesics with

/ 1

.e — X, "€
Le¢ (@)  and  Tim !
=% n—o00 n

> E,(@).

lim
n—oo 1

Then x| = ey and = = e;.

(iii) P{& : &,(@) = €} =0 for any & € D.

(iv) Fiz ¢,n € rild such that C-e1 < n-ey and Vgy,(C+) # Vgpp(n—), withUe = [(,¢] and
Uy, = [n,m]. Then for P-almost every & there exists z € Z2 such that §(Tw) € [¢,7)].
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Proof. Define

Bf@,zy) = lim  B(@,2,y)
(7.2) Cre1 N\« (@)-e1
' and B, (w,z,y) = lim B (0, z,y) .

Ce1,Ex()-er

As pointed out in Remark 4.3(c), we have to keep the BF distinction even if gy, is ev-
erywhere differentiable, because direction &, is random and continuity (4.4) has not been
shown simultaneously for all directions with a single P-null set.

In any case, B satisfy the cocycle property (Definition 2.1(c)) and recovery w, =
min;—; o BE (&, 2,7 + ¢;) (Definition 4.1). From (7.1) we have B (0,e1) < B (0,e2) and
B (0,e1) > B;(0,e2). By Lemma 6.1 there exists a geodesic from 0 through ey (by follow-
ing minimal BJ gradients) and another through ey (by following minimal B gradients),
with an arbitrary tie breaking function t. These two geodesics cannot coalesce because wy
has a continuous distribution.

Let (- e1 < & -e1 <n-ej. By the limits in (7.2) and monotonicity (4.3),

BC+(dj,x,x +e1) > B;t(d),x,x +e1) > BT (0,x,x+eq)

and  BST(Q,x,x +e3) < BE(Q,z, 0 +e3) < BT (0, + e3).
These inequalities imply that the BF-geodesics stay to the right of :E&S and to the left of
azggg By Theorem 6.3 these geodesics are Uy - and U, _-directed, respectively. Hence the
Bi-geodesics are U, -directed. Part (i) is proved.
In part (i) we prove the first claim, the other claim being similar. The assumption allows
us to pick a rational 7 € rilf such that limz), - e;/n < n-er <n-ep < &-er. Since wyg
has a continuous distribution and geodesic :Egzzg is Uy, _-directed, geodesic g, has to stay

always to the left of it. (7.1) implies x(l)’"_ = e9. Hence also x1 = e2. The claim is proved.

For part (iii) fix £ € ri D, which implies B¢* = B¢, By Lemma 6.7, B$(0,e1) # B(0, e3)
almost surely. Let ¢ - ey \, £ - e; along rational points ¢ € rid. By (4.4), BF(0,¢e;) —
B£(0,¢;) a.s. Then on the event B(0,e1) > B%(0, e2) there almost surely exists a rational ¢
such that (-e; > &-e; and B¢*(0,e1) > BF(0,e3). By (7.1) this forces £,-e1 > C-e1 > E-e.
Similarly on the event B$(0,e;) < B%(0,e2) we have almost surely &, -e; < & -e;. The
conclusion is that P(§, = &) = 0 and part (iii) is proved.

In part (iv), Ue4 # Uy— and directedness (Theorem 6.3) force the cocycle geodesics xgzzg

and :E&S to separate. If n > 0 is the time after which they separate, then by cocycle
geodesics ordering (6.2) there exists z € Z? such that 20" = 20T = 2, x%i{ =z +eq,

and x?sz = z + ep. Definition (7.1) implies that ¢ -e; < &(T.w) - e; <7 - e1. For suppose

7-e1 < &(T.w) - e;. Pick a rational point strictly between 7 and &,(7,@). The second line
of (7.1) and ordering (4.3) imply that B"~ (@, z,z +e1) > B" (w, 2,z + e2), contradicting
the choice x%i{ =z+e. O
COROLLARY 7.3. Assume P{wy < r} is continuous in r and gy, is differentiable at the
endpoints of all its linear segments. Then &, lies almost surely outside the union of the
closed linear segments of gpp. Equivalently, &, is almost surely an exposed point.
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Proof. By Theorem 2.4(iii) each linear segment has a unique geodesic from 0 directed into it.
Since there are at most countably many linear segments of gp,, Theorem 7.2(i) contradicts
&, lying on a flat segment. Under the differentiability assumption endpoints of flat segments
are not exposed. O

The next theorem identifies the asymptotic direction of the competition interface ¢ =
(VK )o<k<oo defined in Section 2.8.

THEOREM 7.4. Assume P{wy < r} is continuous in .
(i) All lAz'mz't points of the asymptotic velocity of the competition interface are in U, (z):
for P-almost every w

(7.3) §.(@)-e1 < lim ntop(w) e < Tim nlp,(w) e <E(D) ey

n—oo n—oo

ii) If gy is differentiable at the endpoints of its linear segments then &, is &-measurable
pp
and gives the asymptotic direction of the competition interface: P-almost surely

(7.4) lim n 'y, (W) = &().

n—o0

Proof. Fix t € {e1,e2}2". By (7.1),if ¢ -e1 < & (@) - e1 < - ey, then x?’t’ci = eg and
:E(l]’t’"i = e1. Since the path ¢ separates the geodesics that go through e; and eq, it has to
Ovtvc"’_ Ovtvn_

0.00 and Tyl oo

stay between x
and we have

. By Theorem 6.3 these geodesics are Uy and U, directed,

¢-ep < lim n"toy, e < n@n_lSDn'el <n-e1.
n—oo

Claim (7.3) follows by taking ¢ and 71 to &..

If gpp is differentiable at the endpoints of its linear segments, then cocycles are &-
measurable and hence so is &,. Furthermore, &, is an exposed point by Corollary 7.3. In
this case, { = ¢, and claim (7.4) is proved. O

Proof of Theorem 2.7. Limit (2.21) is in (7.4). The fact that the limit lies in ril/ is in the
construction in the paragraph that contains (7.1), and the properties of the limit are in
Theorem 7.2(iv) and Corollary 7.3. O

Proof of Theorem 2.9. Part (i) comes directly from Theorem 7.2(i). For part (ii) assume
gpp strictly concave. Then Uy = {£} and by Theorem 2.4(ii) every geodesic is directed. In
this case, Theorem 7.2(ii) implies that with P-probability one, there cannot be two distinct
geodesics from 0 with a common direction other than &,. O

As mentioned at the end of Section 2.8, if P{wy < r} is not continuous in r, we have
competition interfaces o) and ¢(") for the trees of leftmost and rightmost geodesics. Their
limiting directions §,(f) (@), i”(w) € rild are defined by

Bgi(wv())el) >Bgi(w70762) ifC'el <£>|(<T)((’D) €1,
(7.5) BYE(@,0,e1) = BE(@,0,e) it &7(@) e1 < Coer < €P(@) - e
and  BE(@,0,e1) < BE(@,0,e5) if ¢ep > D (@) e
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With this definition limit (7.3) is valid also with superscripts (1) and (r). Consequently

n_lcpgla) (w) — {}Ea) (@) a.s. for a € {l,r} under the assumption that gy, is strictly concave.

8. EXACTLY SOLVABLE MODELS
We go through some details for the exactly solvable models discussed in Section 2.9.

l)k—lmo—l

8.1. Geometric weights. The weights {w,} arei.i.d. withP(w, = k) = (1—mg~
for k € N, mean mgy = E(wp) > 1 and variance 0% = mg(mo — 1).

Begin by investigating the queueing fixed point. With {S,, ¢} i.i.d. geometric with mean
my, let the initial arrival process {4, o} be i.i.d. geometric with mean a. Let J, = S, o +
Why.0. Then equations (A.3) and (A.4) show that the process {(An 1, Jnt1) : 0 € Z} is an

irreducible aperiodic Markov chain with transition probability
P(An,l = b, Jn+1 = ] | An—l,l = a, Jn = Z)
= P{(Ano — )" + Snt1,0 =10, (i — An0)* + Spt10 =17}

Note that the equations also show that (A, o, Sn+1,0) are independent of (A4,,—11, J,). Since
the process {(An,1, Jnt1) : 0 € Z} is stationary, its marginal must be the unique invariant
distribution of transition (8.1), namely

P(Ap g =k Jn=7)=0-a ) a™ (1= f(a)" YV fl)™"  fork,jeN

(8.1)

with f(a) = my ao‘__nio. This shows that i.i.d. mean « geometric is a queuing fixed point.

Next solve for v(s) = infysmy{as + f(a)}. The unique minimizing « in terms of s =

E-e1/€ - eqis
a=mg+o\E- e/ e

which defines the bijection between £ € rilf and a € (mg, 00). From this

fla) =myg a-l =mg+o/&-e1 /& ea.

o — my

The terms in the sum J,, = Sy 0 + W, ¢ are independent, so we can also find the distri-
bution of the waiting time:

P(Wpo=0) = 20

mo — 1 1 \k-1 1
, P(Wn,ozk):h-@—m) T (=),

The distributions of £*T) and 5@ claimed in (2.25) come from (7.5), knowing that
B@1=9)(0,¢1) and B(®1=%)(0,ey) are independent geometrics with means (2.23). The cal-
culation for 5@ goes

a—1

]P’{&((") -ep > CL} = ]P’{B(a,l—a) (O, el) > B(a,l—a)(()’ 62)} _ o — My

Vim0 —a)
Vma + /imo - D1~ a)

from which the first formula of (2.25) follows. Similar computation for gﬁ”.
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8.2. Exponential weights. The weights {w,} are i.i.d. exponential with mean my =

E(w,;) > 0 and variance 02 = m2, with marginal distribution

P(w, > t) = mgLet/mo for t > 0.

The queuing fixed point can be derived as in the geometric case. The distribution of &,
comes from knowing that B(®1=%)(0,e;) and B(®1=%)(0, e5) are independent exponentials

with parameters v/a/(v/a + 1 —a) and v/1 —a/(y/a+ /1 — a). Hence

vVi—a

P61 > af = B{BO10(0,6) > BO0(0,00)) = Sl
a —a

Equation (2.24) follows.

APPENDIX A. COCYCLES FROM QUEUING FIXED POINTS

This section proves Theorem 4.2. By shifting the variables {w,, B**(x,z + ¢;)} in The-
orem 4.2 if necessary, we can assume without loss of generality that P{wy > 0} = 1. Then
the weights w, can represent service times and we can tap into queueing theory. We switch
now to terminology and notation from queuing theory to enable the reader to relate this
appendix to the existing queueing literature.

Consider an infinite sequence of -/G/1/00/FIFO queues in tandem. That is, each
queue or service station (these terms are used almost interchangeably) has a general service
time distribution (the law of w, under P), a single server, unbounded room for customers
waiting to be served, and customers obey first-in-first-out discipline. The service stations are
indexed by k € Z, and a bi-infinite sequence of customers is indexed by n € Z. Customers
enter the system at station 0 and move from station to station in order. The server at
station k serves one customer at a time. Once the service of customer n is complete at
station k, customer n moves to the back of the queue at station k£ 4+ 1 and customer n + 1
enters service at station k if he was already waiting in the queue. If the queue at station k
is empty after the departure of customer n, then server k remains idle until customer n + 1
arrives. Each customer retains his integer label as he moves through the system.

Here is the mathematical apparatus. The system needs two ingredients: an initial inter-
arrival process {An o : n € Z} and the service times {S,, :n € Z,k € Z;}. App > 01is
the time between the arrival of customer n and customer n + 1 at queue 0. Sy, > 0 is the
amount of time the service of customer n takes at station k. Let {S,,,:n € Z,k € Z, } be
ii.d. such that Sy has the distribution of wp under P. Assume {A,, o : n € Z} is stationary,
ergodic, and independent of {S,, 1 : k € Z,n € Z}. Assume

(Al) E[SQ()] =mg < E[AQQ] < 0.

This guarantees in particular a stable system where queues do not blow up. The service
time distribution is taken to be fixed, while the input {4, o} varies, by analogy with varying
the initial distribution of a Markov process.

As a product of an ergodic process and an i.i.d. process (A0, Sn k)nez, kez, is stationary
and ergodic under translations of the n-index. Consequently the entire queuing system is
stationary and ergodic under translations of the n-index. The issue of interest is finding
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input processes {Ay 0} such that the system is also stationary under translations of the k-
index. Such a process or its distribution on R% will be called a fixed point of the queueing
operator.

Next we develop the iterative equations that describe the evolution of the system from
station to station, as k increases. These are the variables. A, j is the inter-arrival time
between customers n and n+1 at queue k, or, equivalently, the inter-departure time between
customers n and n + 1 from queue & — 1. W, ;. is the waiting time of customer n at queue
k, that is, the time between the arrival of customer n at queue k and the beginning of
his service at queue k. The total time customer n spends at station k is the sojourn time
Wn,k + Sn,k'

The development begins with the waiting times. Define the stationary, ergodic process
{Wn,O}nEZ by

n—1

_l’_
(AQ) Wn,O = < sup Z(Si,o — Ai,0)> .
By the ergodic theorem and (A.1)
Who < oo for all n € Z.

Process {W,, o} satisfies Lindley’s equation:
(A.3) Wit1,0 = (Wno+ Sno— Ano) "

This equation agrees naturally with the queuing interpretation. If W, o+ Spo < Ano
then customer n leaves station 0 before customer n + 1 arrives, and consequently customer
n + 1 has no wait and W41 = 0. In the complementary case customer n + 1 waits time
Wit1,0 = Wy + Sno — Ano before entering service at station 0.

With some additional work we prove the following.

LEMMA A.1. n='W, 0 — 0 almost surely as n — oo.

Proof. Abbreviate U,, = Sy, 0 — An0. For a > 0 and € > 0 define

a
W 1(a) = (W(a) + U, — E(Up) + €)+ for n > 0.
Check inductively that

n—1

Wi) = (max 3" [Uk— B(Uo) +¢])
- k=m

Consequently

i
L

Wre(a) > We(0) > Y [U.— EUy) +¢] — 00 asn — 0.
0

e
i

Thus WS (a) > 0 for large n which implies, from its definition, that for large n
nt1(a) = Wi(a) + Un — E(Uo) + ¢

Another application of the ergodic theorem gives n='W¢(a) — € P-a.s. as n — oo.
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Now for the conclusion. Since Wy = W§5(Wp ), we can check inductively that
Wis1,0 = (Wi + Un)* < (WE(Woe) + Un) "
< (W(Woo) + Un — E(Up) + )" = W1 (Woy).
From this, 0 < n_IWmo < n_IWns(WQO) — ¢, and we let € \ 0. O

The stationary and ergodic process {Ay 1 : n € Z} of inter-departure times from queue
0 (equivalently, inter-arrival times at queue 1) is defined by

(A.4) Ap1 = (Ano—Sno— Wno)" + Snt1,0,

again by considering the two cases: either customer n+ 1 arrives before customer n departs
(Apo < Spo+ Wyp) and goes into service the moment customer n departs, or server 0 is
empty waiting for customer n + 1 for time (A, o — Spn,0 — Wh,0)T before service of customer
n + 1 begins. Process {4,,1 : n € Z} is independent of {S,, 1 : k > 1,n € Z}.

Combining equations (A.3) and (A.4) and iterating gives

n n
Wi+ S0+ Z Ai1 = Wiyg1,0+ Snt10+ Z Aip forn > 1.
i=1 =1
This and Lemma A.1 imply E[Ao 1] = E[Aoo]. (In the queueing literature, this has been
observed in [22].)
These steps are repeated at each queue. At queue k we have the stationary, ergodic
arrival process {A, i }nez that is independent of the service times {S, ; : n € Z,j > k}.
Waiting times at queue k are defined by

n—1 +
(A.5) Wk = (j;ll&;(si,k - Ai,k)) :

Properties W), < oo, Lemma A.1, and E[A, ] = E[Ago]| are preserved along the way.
This procedure constructs the process {4, i, Spk, Wn i : 0 € Z,k € Z} that satisfies the
following system of equations:

Wn—l—l,k + Sn+1,k = Sn+1,k + (Wn,k + Sn,k - An,k)+7
(A6) An,k—i—l = (An,k - Sn,k - Wn,k)+ + Sn+l,k7

Sn-‘,—l,k = (Sn—i-l,k + Wn—i—l,k) A An,k-{—l-
The third equation follows directly from the first two. A useful consequence of (A.6) is the
“conservation law”
(A.7) Witk +Sntik + Ank = Wik + Sk + Ap it

The next four statements summarize the situation with fixed points, quoted from articles
[23, 27]. Given a stationary ergodic probability measure u on R? consider random variables

{An,0s Sn0s Wnyo, An1:n € Z}

where {A,, o : n € Z} has distribution p, {S,0 : n € Z} are i.i.d. with distribution PP, the
two collections are independent of each other, W, o are defined via (A.2), and A, are
defined via (A.4). Let ®(u) denote the distribution of {A, 1 : n € Z}. ® is the queueing
operator whose fixed points are the focus now.
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Let M%(R%) be the space of translation-ergodic probability measures x4 on R? with
marginal mean E*[Ag o] = o. We are mainly interested in ergodic fixed points, so we define

A= {a>mo:Ipe M*R?) such that B(u) = p}.
THEOREM A.2. [27, Thm. 1] Let a € A. Then there exists a unique u® € MS(R?%) with
®(u®) = p®. Furthermore, let A = {A, o :n € Z} be ergodic with mean E[Aoo] = o and
{Snk:n € Z,k € Zy} iid. with distribution P and independent of A°. Let Ak = {An i :
n € Z}, k € N, be defined via inductions (A.2) and (A.6). Then the distributions of A*
converge weakly to u®.
THEOREM A.3. [23, Thm. 5.1 and 6.4 and Lm. 6.3(a)] The set A is closed and nonempty,
inf A = mg, and sup A = co. If a < B are both in A then u® < p? in the usual sense of
stochastic ordering.
LEMMA A.4. [23, Lm. 6.3(b)] Let a« € A, A° ~ u®, and {Snx} ~ P independent of A°.
Define W, o via (A.2). Then
(A.8) EMa@P[WQQ + 5070] = f(a)
Suppose « € (mg,00) N .A°. Let
a=sup(AnN(mp,a]) €A and @=inf(AN[a,0)) € A,

t=(@—a)/(@—a)and p®* = tu® + (1 —t)u®. Now u® is a mean « fixed point of ®. This
fixed point is again attractive, in the following sense.
THEOREM A.5. [23, Prop. 6.5] Let « > mq. Let {Ano : n € Z} be ergodic with mean
ElAop] = a and {Sp i :n € Z,k € Zy} i.i.d. with distribution P and independent of the
A-process. Let {Ay i :n € Z,k € N} be defined via inductions (A.2) and (A.6). The Cesaro
mean of the distributions of {Ay 1 :n € Z} converges weakly to p*.
LEMMA A6. (a) Let a < @ be points in A such that (a,@) C A°. Then f is linear on
the interval o, @].
(b) Let E€D, s=¢-e1/€-e2 and a =~/(s). Then a € A.
Proof. Part (a). Let 0 < ¢t < 1 and o = ta + (1 — t)a@. In the notation of [23], consider a
sequence of tandem queues (A*, S* Wk Ak+1), . Where the initial arrival process AV =
(Ap,0)nez is ergodic with mean E(A,, o) = «, the service times {Sk}keh = {Snitnezkez,
are independent of AfvanNd i.i.d. P-distributed, and the remaining variables are defined
iteratively. Let (A, S, W, D) denote a weak limit point of the Cesaro averages of the distri-
butions of (A%, S* Wk AF+1). Then, as shown in [23, eqn. (29)] in the course of the proof
of their Theorem 5.1, W = W(A,S) where the mapping ¥ encodes definition (A.2). By
Theorem A.5 [23, Prop. 6.5] the distribution of A is tu®+ (1 —¢)u®. By [23, Theorem 4.1],
n—1
(A.9) nt Z Woe = M(a) = f(o) — my almost surely.
k=0
Combine these facts as follows. First

E(Wy) = E[¥(A, 5)o] = tE**®F[W(A, §)o] + (1 — ) EF P [W(A, §)o]
=tM(a)+ (1 —t)M(a)
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where the last equality comes from [23, Lemma 6.3(b)] restated as Lemma A.4 above. The
weak limit, combined with the law of large numbers (A.9) and dominated convergence,
gives, for any ¢ < oo and along a subsequence,

n—1 n—1
E(WO Ae) = nh_}n;o nt Z E(WyrANe) < nh_}H;OE[ (n_l Z Wo,k) A c] =M(a)Ac
k=0 k=0

< M(a).
Letting ¢ 7 oo gives
tM(a) + (1 —t)M(a) < M(«a).
Since M is convex and f differs from M by a constant, this implies f(a) = tf(a)+(1—t) f(@)
and completes the proof of part (a).

Part (b). To get a contradiction, suppose o € A°. Then there exist & < @ in .4 such that
a € (a,@) C A°. By part (a) f is linear on [a, @]. Basic convex analysis implies that  has
multiple tangent slopes at s and hence cannot be differentiable at s. Here is the argument.

By (3.5) the assumption +'(s) = « implies that vy(s) = f(a) + as. It follows that s must
be the slope of f on (a,@). For suppose this slope is s; and let oy € (a,@). Then by the
duality (3.9)
flan) +a1s = f(a) + s1(aq — a) + aqs
fla) +as+ (a1 —a)(s1 —s)
which contradicts v(s) = f(a)+ as unless s; = s because we can make «; —a both positive
and negative.

Since s is the slope of f on (o, @), we have f(«) +as = f(a1) + ays for all o; € [a,@).
Hence for any t # s and any «a; € [, @]

() —(s) < (f(ar) + art) — (floa) + ars) = o (t — s)

which contradicts 7/(s) = « because we can choose a7 smaller and larger than a. O

v(s) <

To prepare for the proof of Theorem 4.2, fix o > mg. Let {A,0 : n € Z} have the
$-invariant distribution u®, let {Sy 5 :n € Z,k € Z1} be i.i.d. with distribution P, let the
two collections be independent, and define {W), 1, A, 41 :n € Z, k € Z} using (A.2) and
(A.6). Because ®(u®) = p®, process {Ay i, Sk, Wni 1 0 € Z, k € Z4} is stationary, both
in n and in k. This allows us to extend the process to entire lattice Z? and thereby define
the Z*-indexed stationary process (A, S, W) = {A, k, Snk, Wnr : n,k € Z}. Define also

another Z2-indexed stationary process (4, S ) W) by
(AijySijs Wig) = (Wi—1ir1 + Sj—1i+1, Sjis Aj—1i+1 — Sji)-
LEMMA A.7. Suppose o € A. Then the process (A, S,W) is ergodic under translation T, ,

and also ergodic under Te,. Furthermore, f(a) € A. (A, S, W) s a stationary queueing

system where {Zn,o :n € Z} has distribution pf(®), and is also ergodic under both T,, and
Te,.

Proof. Ergodicity under T¢, follows from the construction. Process (A; 0, Sy k)nez kez, 15
ergodic under T, , as a product of an ergodic process and an i.i.d. process. The equations de-
veloped above define (Ag x, So.x; Wo k)rez, as a function of the process (Ay 0, Snk)nez ez, ;
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and for each m € Z, (Ay ks Smks Win i )kez, is obtained by applying the same function to
the T}y, -shift of the process (An 0, Sn.k)nezkez, - Thus (Ap k. Snk, Wk )nez kez, is ergodic
under T, .

The same argument gives T¢,-ergodicity of (A, x, Snk, Wh k)nez k>¢ for any ¢ € Z. For
the final step, let B be a T, -invariant event of the full process {Ay k, Sp i, Woi : 1,k €
Z}. Write Gy for the o-algebra generated by (A i, Snk, Wnk)nezk>e. The conditional
expectations F(1p|G,) are T, -invariant, hence a.s. constant by the ergodicity proved thus
far. E(1p|Gs) — 1p almost surely as £ — —oo, and consequently 1p is a.s. constant. This
completes the proof of ergodicity under T, .

To get ergodlclty under T, we transpose, and that leads us to look at (Z § W). To
see that (A S W) is another queuelng system with the same i.i.d. service time distribution
S; i.j = Sji, we need to check three items.

(i) Independence of {glg}zez and {gw}zeng, for each ¢ € Z. This follows from the
structure of equations (A 6) and the independence of the {S; ;}.

(ii) A”H (AZ] S,] Wi Ot + SZ+1] This follows from the top equation of (A.6).

(iii) The third point needed is

k
(AlO) Wk+1,j = ( sup Z(gw - gw))—i_

n:n<k i—n

This needs a short argument. Fix k,j. The middle equation of (A.6) gives

(A.ll) Wij = (Wi—l,j + gi—Lj — AVZ'_LJ')-’_
which can be iterated to give
k
— ~ ~ +
Wk+1,j = <{ng + Z ij — z; } { max (SZ] — Az;)}) for £ < k.

nAt<n<k 4
i=n

Thus (A.10) follows if ng = 0 for some ¢ < k. Suppose on the contrary that Wij > 0 for
all i < k. Apply (A.11) to all W;; for n < i < k and divide by |n| to get

o k—1

ij an 1 ~ ~
-—= = + — (Si; — 4ij)
il = Tl g 25— A
which is the same as
Aj1ks1 Sk Aj 1ni1
(AlZ) ! ‘n‘ - ﬁ = ! ‘n‘n - ’n’ ‘ ‘ Z 7t J 1,4+1 — Sj—l,i-l—l)'

Let n — —oo. The ii.d. property of the {S;;} and Theorem 4.1 of [23], combined with
(A.8) from above, give the a.s. limit

_ k-1
. 1 = .
(A.13) lim WZAU: lim Wz i—vi+1 + Sj—1i+1) = f(a).

n——oo n——oo
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The four leftmost terms of (A.12) vanish as n — —oo (by stationarity and finite expecta-
tions). Hence letting n — —oo in (A.12) leads to 0 = my — f(a) < 0 (the last inequality
from Lemma 3.2). This contradiction verifies (A.10).

At this point we have shown that the stationary process {Avn,O}neZ is a fixed point for
® with the deterministic pathwise limit (A.13). By Prop. 4.4 of [23] the process {gn,O}nEZ
must be ergodic. We have shown that f(a) € A. The part of the lemma already proved
gives the ergodicity of the process

{Aij, Sij, Wi} = AW 1041 + Sj—1i+1, Sjir Aj—1i11 — Sji}
under translations of the index 4. Since ergodicity is preserved by mappings that respect
translations, a suitable mapping of the right-hand side above gives the T.,-ergodicity of

{Anlm Snka Wnk} 0

Proof of Theorem 4.2. We begin by constructing a convenient countable subset Ay of A.
Let Uy be a dense countable subset of riif such that Uy contains all (at most countably many)
points of nondifferentiability of g, and a dense countable subset of points of differentiability
of gpp. Then put Ay = {¥(s=£) : ( e Up}. Ay C A by virtue of Lemma A.6(b) and
the closedness of A.

We construct a measure fi on RA0*Z that couples together the distributions u® for a € Ag
so that the coordinates {n%}aec.aynez satisty {ng}nez ~ p* and 78 < nS fi-as. for o < B in
Ap. This measure i comes from a weak limit of a coupled system of queues. For each o € Ay
let an initial inter-arrival process be the deterministic constant process A7 ; = a. As before
use the iterative equations to construct the variables (A%F, Sk TWok) = {Ag s Sn ks Wiy
n € Z} for k € Zy. Each process uses the same version of the service times {S, 1}
According to Theorem A.2 [27, Thm. 1], each A®* converges weakly to u®. Let fi be any
weak limit point of the joint distributions of the systems {A“* : o € Ay} as k — oco. The
inequalities

(A.14) ALk < Agk and W7 > Wfk fora < g

_s_ L)
1+s’ 1+s

are true for the A-processes at k = 0 by construction. They are propagated for all k& by
equations (A.5) and (A.6). Consequently i has the desired properties.

Next we construct a joint queueing process that couples together the stationary queuing
processes for all @ € Ag. Let the inputs ({A%0 : o € Ap},{S* : k € Z,}) have distri-
bution i ® P. Construct again the variables {Ag7k,5n7k,Wﬁk :n € Lk € Zy,a € Ap}
with the iterative equations. Use the stationarity under translations of k to extend the
joint distribution to a process indexed by Z2, denoted by {(A®, S, W) : a € Ay} =
{A%k,Sn,k,Wr‘ik :n,k € Z,a € Ap}. Then for each a € Ay, (A%, S,W?) is as described
in Lemma A.7: stationary and ergodic under both translations, {Az,o :n € Z} ~ p®, and

{Sop + W&, 1k €Z} ~pf (@) Furthermore, inequalities (A.14) continue to hold almost
surely in this coupling.

Define the following mapping from the coordinates {(A%, S, W) : a € Ap} to the coordi-
nates {(wz)zez2, (W;a)ie{lz},aer,er?} of the space 0 = Q x R{L21xAXZ2: for (n k) € 72
and a € Ay,

(A15) (wn,k7 wylz:(l)glv wi:(z) = (S—n,—lﬂ Agn—l,—k—l—lv an,—k + S—n,—k)’
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Let P be the distribution induced on € by this mapping, from the joint distribution of the
coupled stationary queueing processes.

The probability space ((Al, S, P) of Theorem 4.2 has now been constructed. For £ € U
and i = 1,2 define the functions B**(z,x + ¢;) as the following coordinate projections:

(A.16) B (0, x,x + ) = Wi () for s=¢-e1/€ - ea.

The set Ag was constructed to ensure v/(s+) € Ag for each £ € Uy so these functions are
well-defined.

The remainder of the proof consists of two steps: (a) verification that the processes
B*(z,x + ¢;) defined in (A.16) for £ € Uy satisfy all the properties required by Theorem
4.2 and (b) definition of B**(x,z +¢;) for all ¢ € il through monotone limits followed by
another verification of the required properties.

In part (i) of Theorem 4.2 the measurability claim comes from the construction. The sta-
tionarity and ergodicity of each process ©§= (@) = (wg, B (x, 24 €1), BS* (2, 2+ €3)) under
both translations T¢, and T, are a consequence of Lemma A.7. The independence claim fol-
lows from the fact that in the queuing construction the triple (Aﬁn_lv_ kil S_n—k Wf‘m_ k)
is a function of {Af, ,S; ;i < —n,m < j < —k} for any m < —k.

Part (ii) of Theorem 4.2 requires the cocycle properties. The conservation law (A.7) of
the queueing construction implies that, almost surely, for all a € Ag

W et S+ A% k=AY e W e+ S ke
Via (A.15) and (A.16) this translates into the P-almost sure property
B (z,x +e3) + B (x +ea,x + ey +e9) = B (w0 +e1) + BE(z + e, +ep + e2)
for z = (n,k) and all £ € Uy. Thus each process B**(x,z + e;) extends to a cocycle
{B¢*(z,y) : =,y € Z*}. Stationarity came in the previous paragraph and integrability

comes form the next calculation.
The tilt vectors satisfy

h(ex) = — (E[BE5(0,e1)], E[BE(0,e2)]) = — (E[AQ ¢ ) EWg ™ + So0])

= —(7(5%), f(7/(s%))) = =Vgpp(§%).
The fact that one-sided gradients satisfy the duality (2.5) is basic convex analysis.

Via (A.15) and (A.16) the bottom equation of (A.6) translates into the potential-recovery
property

wy = B (2,2 + e)) A B (2,2 + ey) P-a.s.
Part (ii) of Theorem 4.2 has been verified for BS*(@, z, z + ¢;) for £ € Up.

Part (iii) of Theorem 4.2 is the equality of cocycles that share the tilt vector. This is
clear from definition (A.16) because h(§+) determines +/(s=*).

For the inequalities of part (iv), let s =&-e1/€-es and t = (-e1/( ey for £, ¢ € Uy. Then
€-e1 < (-e1 implies s < t. By concavity +v/'(s—) > +/(s+) > 7/(t—) and the first inequality
of (A.14) gives A;’L,E:_) > A;’L,l(:ﬂ > A:L:S_) which translates into the first inequality of (4.3).
Assuming &, - €] \ ¢-eq, m’onotonicity gives a.s. existence of the limit and

(A.17) lim B&*(z,2 4 ¢1) < BT (z,2 + e;) P-a.s.

n—o0
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Monotonicity of the family of cocycles gives a bound that justifies dominated convergence,
and hence
I/[*i[ lim B=(z,2 +e1)] = lIm 7/ (spE) =/ (t+) = E[B<+($,$ +e1)].
n—oo

n—o0

Equality of expectations forces a.s. equality in (A.17). To complete part (iv) of Theorem
4.2 replace e; with eo, take limits from below, and adapt these arguments.

Theorem 4.2 has now been verified for BS*(x, 2 + ¢;) defined in (A.16) for ¢ € Uy. The
next step is to define B¢ (x,z + ¢;) = B*(x,x + ¢;) for ¢ € (rild) \ Up. Since all points
of nondifferentiability of g, were included in Uy, ¢ must be a point of differentiability in
which case we define B*(x, 2 + ¢;) as equal and denote the process by B¢(z,z + €;).

In order to secure a single null set for all {,¢ € riif for the monotonicity in (4.3), we
define the remaining cocycles as one-sided limits. Hence define

BS(&,z,2 4+ €1) = BSE(0,z,2 4+ ¢1) = inf B (0, x, 2+ e1)
EeUy :E-e1<Ce1
(A18) Crn Cyn (==
B (0, z,x + eg) = BSF (0, x,x + e3) = sup B (0, x,x + e3).

E€lp : E-e1<Cer

Fix an event () of full @—probability on which cocycles are finite and inequalities (4.3)
hold for all &, ( € Up. Definition (A.18) extends (4.3) to all &, (.

Pick sequences &/, and & in Uy such that &, -e1 7 (-e1; and £ -e1 N\, (- e1. Let
sl =¢ -e1/€ - ey and similarly s”. Definition (A.18) implies that on the event Qg

(A.19) B (&, x,x + ;) = li_>m B&F (&, 1 + ¢;)

and by monotonicity and integrable bounds the limit also holds in Ll(@).

Next we argue that for the price of a P-null set that is specific to ¢, we can also take the
limit in (A.19) from the right, as &/ — (. Consider the edge (z,z + e1) first. Monotonicity
gives

BS(z,z4e1) > nh_)rrolo Bgi{i(dj,:n,:n +e1) on the event ().

Again monotonicity and integrability of the cocycles give both almost sure and Ll(@) con-
vergence. From differentiability of v at t = (- e1/( - e2 follows
E[BS(z,z +e1)] = lim E[B%* (2,2 +e1)] = lim +/(s,+) = +/(t) = lim ~/(s/+)
n—oo n—oo

n—oo
= lim E[B&F (2,2 + ;)] = E[ lim B&F (2,2 + ¢1)).
n—oo n—oo
Consequently BS(z,z + e1) = lim, o0 Bgfw’i(w,x +e1) P-a.s. The same argument with
reversed inequalities works for e5. Now we have the limit

(A.20) BS(z,2 +¢;) = li_)m B&E(z,x + ;) for Uy > &, — ¢ € (rild) N Uy

both P-a.s. and Ll(]?"), but with a P-null set that can depend on (.

We turn to verifying the remaining claims of Theorem 4.2 for the newly defined processes
BS(z,x + ;).

Part (i). The measurability claim again comes from the construction. Stationarity and
the independence claim are preserved by limits but ergodicity is not. To verify the ergodicity
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of p§(&) = (wg, BS(x, 2 4 €1), BS(x, 2 + €3)) under both translations T, and T,, we return
to the queuing picture. The limit (A.18) can also be taken in the queueing processes. First
Ao 2 an = 7/(s;) /4 (t) = B. Since A is closed, 8 € A. Hence there is a stationary
queueing process (A%, S, W7) that satisfies Lemma A.7 and that we can include in the
coupling with the queueing processes indexed by 4g. The coordinatewise monotone a.s.
limit lim,, o0 (A%, S, W) must coincide with (A”,S,W7) by the same reasoning used
above: there are inequalities, namely lim, oo A%"k < Aﬁm’k and lim,,_, oo Wﬁ‘;;ﬂ > Wi’k,
but the expectations agree and hence force agreement. The continuous mapping (A.15)
transports the distribution of {(S_, _x, Aén_L_kH, an’_k +S_p k) s n,k € Z} to the
process {(wy, BS(x,z + e1), BS(x,z + e3)) : & € Z?}, which thereby inherits from Lemma
A.7 the ergodicity claimed in part (i) of Theorem 4.2.

The cocycle properties of part (ii) are preserved by pointwise limits. The identities of
part (iii) continue to hold without null sets if we refine the limit definition (A.20) by defining
BS(z,z + ¢;) = Bé(z,x + ¢;) whenever ¢ € rild \ Uy, £ € Uy N'D, and Vgpp(C) = Vgpp(£).
The inequalities and limits of part (iv) were discussed above. O

APPENDIX B. COALESCENCE OF DIRECTIONAL GEODESICS

This section is dedicated to the proof of Theorem 6.6, namely, that two cocycle geodesics
defined by the same cocycle and tie-breaking rule coalesce almost surely. The proof follows
closely the ideas in [21] for first passage percolation, ported later by [13] to last passage
percolation with exponential wg. A key portion of the proof is a modification of the weights
to produce an event of positive probability that leads to a contradiction. We present the
modification argument first. R

Given V C Z? let V* = Myep{y £ x}. Define two complementary projections on by

oy(w) = {wm,w;’o‘ cx g V,yeViie{l,2}ac€ .Ao}
and  Yp(0) = {wx,w;’a cx eV, ygViie{l,2}a e AO}.
).

Then @ = (¢p(w),Yp(©)). Coordinates 1y (w) are to be modified. For each finite subset
V C Z? we are given a o(w, : ¥ € V)-measurable event Ry, € & such that @{Rv} > 0. This
means that Ry = {& € Q: (wz)zey € Hy} for a Borel set Hy C RY. Event R) represents
the desirable properties that the modified weights will have. For each & € Q let W(w) be
a finite subset of Z? that depends on & in a G-measurable manner. This is the set of sites
whose weights will be modified to lie in Hyy(g)-

Let ]?’( | ¢y = @) denote a regular conditional probability measure of @, given ¢y = @.
For P-almost every @ it is supported on the event {@: ¢p(w) =w}. For A € S define

(B.1) qf(A):U[Rm{@eﬁ:@(Am{W:V}m:w)>0}} e G.
1%

The next lemma says that almost every @ € U(A) is a modification of an & € A whose
coordinates {w, : € W(®)} and {wy® : y € W(©)",i € {1,2},a € Ap} were left unchanged
but whose weights {w, : * € W(&)} were replaced by new weights {&, : * € W(w)} in
Hyyz). The association of @ to @ might not be measurable but that is not a problem.
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LEMMA B.1. [21, Lemma 3.1] P(A) > 0 implies P(¥(A)) > 0. For P-almost every &
U(A) there exists @ € A and a finite V € Z? such that & € Ry, W(&) =V, and ¢y(@)
Py (@).

Proof. To show that P(¥(A)) > 0, fix V so that P(AN {W = V}) > 0. By Theorem 4.2(i),
Ry and ¢y are independent. Hence

P(W(A)) > B(Ry) -P[P(AN{W =V} |éy) >0] > 0.

€

Let @ € W(A) be such that P(-| ¢y = @) is supported on the event {& : ¢p(@) = @}.

Pick a finite V C Z? such that & € Ry and ]P’(Aﬂ {Ww =V} ‘ oy = &)) > 0. A set of positive
measure cannot be empty so there exists @ € AN{W =V} N {¢y = &}. O

We turn to the proof of coalescence. Beginning with two geodesics that never intersect,
stationarity and the modification argument show that with positive probability the following
happens for some fixed rectangle: from the north boundary of the rectangle emanates a
geodesic that intersects no geodesic that starts to the west or south of the rectangle. By
stationarity this gives at least cL? disjoint geodesics that start inside an L x L square. For
large L this is a contradiction because there are only 2L north and east boundary points
through which these geodesics can exit.

Fix ¢ € rild and t € {e,e2}%". We consider geodesics x ”5

and drop £— and t from

the notation. Because these geodesms follow the same rule t and cocycle B¢~ any two that
intersect stay together forever. Therefore, we need to prove only that geodesics eventually
intersect. The proof is done by way of contradiction.

Suppose P{z{ ., N x&oo = &} > 0 for some a,b € Z%. These geodesics are directed into
the interior of the first quadrant (Theorem 6.3 and U C riif) and hence must cross any
vertical line to the right of a and b. By restarting the geodesics and by stationarity we
can assume a = 0, b = mey for some m € N and m(l) = e1. Thus we can take the following
assumption as the basis from which a contradiction will come.

(B.2) P{xo 0o NTee = 9, 2l =e1} > 0.
Again by shift invariance azm N a:(Zer)e = o for infinitely many i > 0, with positive
probability. Consequently, there exists i > m such that

(z-l—m)e

IP’{:EOOOQ:Emez z, :13262 N, =g,1)=e}>0.

Let £ =i +m. If 25’2 N 562 2, # @ then by planarity z4's2 coalesces with xo 2, forcing xw2

562 So we have 0 < m < ¢ such that

to intersect with x

IP’{xOOO NTgee =D, T e N xéez =g, 1) =e} >0.

The remainder of the proof depends on whether the essential infimum of wy is taken with
positive probability.

Case 1. Suppose K = P-essinfwy > —oo and P{wy = K} > 0. Since n~! Ez;é Whey —

mo > K a.s. we can follow the geodesic :178700 and fix large enough deterministic M; > 0
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and My > £ such that

@{w xgoo NZge =D, T e ﬂ:p£e2 =@, 29 = e,
(B.3) My—1
Dpan, = (M1, M), Y woy > K(My —E)} > 0.
j=L

Denote by A the intersection of the event above with the full probability event on which
cocycle B¢~ recovers potential V() = wy (i.e. (4.1) holds for T,,& for all ) and satisfies the
additivity condition (c) in Definition 2.1. Let uj,us and uz be the points where geodesics
:Eéego, s and xgm (respectively) first intersect the line Myey + Rey. By definition ug =
(Ml, Mg) (See Figure 6.)

The geodesic mo will be the one that does not intersect any geodesic that starts from
outside, and to the east and/or south of, the rectangle [0, M7] %[0, M3]. To make this happen
with positive probability, we apply the modification argument to the event A defined above.

Let R be the lattice region strictly between zf . (©) and xzeQ 2(@), strictly east of Reg, and
strictly south of Mses+Re; (shaded region in Figure 6). Deﬁne Ww)={zeR :wy; > K}.
For a finite set V C Z? let Ry = {& : w, < K Vo € V}. Note that P(Ry) > 0. Event
W(A) is given in (B.1) and by Lemma B.1 P(A) > 0 implies P(¥(A)) > 0. The claim to be
proved now is this:

LEMMA B.2. In almost every environment & € U(A), geodesic mooo( @) does not intersect

any geodesic that starts outside the rectangle [0, My] x [0, Ms] at a point (a,b) with either
a<0orb<0.

Proof. From Lemma B.1 we read that almost every @ € W(A) is a modification of some
@ € A so that the following items hold.

(i) If wy > K for z € R then the modified environment satisfies w, = K.

(i) Weights {w, : © € R} as well as the values {B¢(y,y +€;) : y > u1,i = 1,2} remain
the same under both @ and @. In particular, geodesics zj', (@), 757, (@), and zg3, (@) are
the same as the ones under @.

Part of the reason that ngoo (@) does not intersect any geodesic that starts from east or

south of the rectangle is that it is “shielded” by geodesics xgm(dz) and xzeQ 2 (@). This is
the point of the next lemma.

LEMMA B.3. Let @ € A be the configuration associated to @ € V(A) by Lemma B.1. Then
for any v € xgm(dj) andn >0, zb (@) - e2 < zp (@) - e2. Similarly, for any v € xf;ego(dz) and
n>0, 2L (0)- ey >zl (W) - e.

We defer the proof of this lemma to the end of the appendix. See Figure 6 for a summary
of the construction thus far.

By Lemma B.3, any geodesic ypoo(@) that intersects geodesic xgzoo(dz) in violation of
Lemma B.2 must (i) enter R through the vertical line segment |0, fes| and (ii) exit R
through the line segment Juy, u3[. The reason is that if Yo (@) exits R through zf ., (&) or

a;éego( 0), Lemma B.3 prevents it from ever touching zy% (@).

To rule out this last possibility, we simply observe that in environment & any path from
10, les[ to Jui,us| through R is inferior to following the east and north boundaries of the
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FIGURE 6. The shaded region is R where the weights are modified to
be small. Weights on the thick west and north boundaries are large. The
curved lines represent the various geodesics. The middle geodesic starting
at uo is shielded by all the other ones around it: after the modification, the
geodesic starting at £ and going through u; becomes the top geodesic in the
picture and the geodesic starting at 0 and going through us becomes the
bottom one in the picture. Geodesics entering from [0, fes] cannot exit the
top between u; and ug and hence cannot touch the middle geodesic starting
at us.

rectangle. This is because for x € R each weight w, = K, while along the east and north
boundaries each weight W, = w, > K and by (B.3) some weight on the line segment
[lea, Maeg] is > K. Thus no geodesic yp (@) from outside the rectangle can follow this
strategy to intersect xj% (@). Lemma B.2 has been proved. O

The Burton-Keane lack of space argument [5] gives a contradiction with Lemma B.2 and
@(\IJ(A)) > 0, and thereby contradicts assumption (B.2). By ergodicity and @(\IJ(A)) > 0,
for all large enough L and a small enough fixed § > 0, event W(A) o T, occurs for at least
§L? points z € [0, L]? such that the rectangles z + [0, M] x [0, Ms] are pairwise disjoint and
lie inside [0, L)2. This gives 6L? pairwise disjoint geodesics that start inside [0, L]2. Each of
these geodesics must exit through a boundary point of [0, L]2, but for large enough L the
number of boundary points is < §L?. Theorem 6.6 has been proved in Case 1.

Case 2. Assume P-essinf wy cannot be taken with positive P-probability. By taking K
close enough but strictly above P-essinf wy we can again find M; and M, such that

0 mes meg leo (V. 0 _
P{JEO’OO NZhoe =Dy Tg oo N Ty oo =Dy T = €1, Tpg 40, = (M, My),

Wi My = KVie [O,Ml], wo,j > KVie [0,M2]} >0
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N
T§ o0 (@) in Case (a) Jfgego(d))

Y1 us
U1

Y2
X

My

FIGURE 7. Illustration of cases (a) and (b) of the proof of Lemma B.3.

and P{wy < K} > 0. Denote again by A the intersection of the event above with the full
measure event on which cocycle B~ recovers potential V(&) = wp (i.e. (4.1) holds for T,&
for all z) and is additive, as in Definition 2.1(c).

The rest of the argument is the same as in Case 1. In particular, again in environment
@ any path from the east to the north boundary through R is inferior to following the set
and north boundaries. We consider the proof of Theorem 6.6 complete.

It remains to give the proof of Lemma B.3.

Proof of Lemma B.3. We do the case v € :1:8700((21). Let z be the first point after which
b (@) - ea < zh(w) - eg is violated. Then the two geodesics split at z so that z5(®) = z + ey
and x5 (W) = z+e;. Point z lies inside the [0, M;] x [0, Mz] rectangle because north and east
of this rectangle & geodesics agree with those of w. Either xaoo(&)) hits the north boundary
of the [0, M1] x [0, My] rectangle, or it hits the path x{ (@) inside the rectangle. We treat

the two cases separately. See Figure 7.

Case (a). 7§ (@) intersects with [Maes, ug] at some point y;. Since weights were not
modified on azgm (@) and were not increased anywhere, the last passage time G ,,, (@) under
@ equals G 4, (w), the time under the old environment @. Combine this with Lemma 6.1(a)

for w and potential recovery for & to get
B (@, 2, u3) = Gy (w) < B (@, 2, u3).
Since & agrees with & on the north boundary of the rectangle, we have B¢~ (@, y1,u3) =

B~ (@, y2,u3). The additivity of cocycles then implies that B¢~ (&, z,11) < BE(@, 2, 11).
On the other hand, we have

B (@, 2,1) = Gy (@) < Gy, (w) < B (@,2,01).

The first equality follows again from Lemma 6.1(a) for the cocycle geodesic z§ .. (@) in
environment @. The first inequality comes from the fact that the modified weights are no
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larger than the original ones. The second inequality is again due to potential recovery.
Combine all the inequalities above to conclude that

(B4) Bg_(d%zkyl) :BE_((:)azayl)
and B¢~ (@, z,u3) = G, 4;(w). Rewrite the last equality as

|lug—z]1—1 |lug—z]1—1
Y B (@, (@),47,(@) = B (@, 2,u8) = Gauy(w) = D wira).
=0 =0

Potential recovery under w and @ = w on the path mgm(d}) now imply that the sums agree
term by term. In particular,

(B.5) B (@, 2, 2% () = w..
In the same manner we deduce the statement
(B.6) B (&, 2, 2% (@) = w..
To see this last identity, consider this:
ly1—zl1—1 ly1—2]1—1 ly1—2[1-1
> Gm@ S D wm@ s D BT(@0@)rin @)
i=0 i=0 i=0
ly1—z|1—1
=B (@, 2,51) = B (@,2,01) = Gay (@) = Y @ure).
i=0

The first two inequalities are valid term by term, by the modification and potential recovery.
The third step is cocycle additivity, the fourth is (B.4) from above, and the last two are
due to {zf(@)} being a cocycle geodesic. The upshot is that the second and third sums
must agree term by term. The equality of the first terms is (B.6) because @ = w on the
path z{ . (©).

Equations (B.5)-(B.6) are incompatible with 27 (@) # 27 (@) since both geodesics follow
the same tie-breaking rule t. Thus Case (a) led to a contradiction.

Case (b). 2§ ., (@) intersects with :178700(@) at some point y, > z. Start by observing
that G 4, (@) = G4, (w). Hence, BS~ (@, z,y2) = B*~ (@, 2,y2) = G, 4, (w). An argument
similar to Case (a) shows that Case (b) cannot happen either.

We have proved the part of Lemma B.3 that claims z%(®) - ea < zV (@) - eo for any
v € xf . (@). The claim for geodesics starting from v € xffgo (@) is proved similarly. O

APPENDIX C. ERGODIC THEOREM FOR COCYCLES

Cocycles satisfy a uniform ergodic theorem. The following is a special case of Theorem
9.3 of [15]. Note that a one-sided bound suffices for a hypothesis. Recall Definition 2.1 for
the space %) of centered cocycles.

THEOREM C.1. Assume P is ergodic under the transformations {T,, : i € {1,2}}. Let
F € 6y. Assume there exists a function V' such that for P-a.e. w

— 1
(C.1) Iim Iim max = > |V(Tpphew)| =0  foric{1,2}

eN\0 n—oo g: <n N
~ zilzli<n 0<k<en
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and max;e gy 9 F'(w,0,€;) < V(w). Then

F(w,0
lim max [Fw,0,z)| =0 for P-a.e. w.
n—o0 T=z1++2n n

z1,n€{e1,e2}™

If the process {V (T,w) : x € Z*} is i.i.d., then a sufficient condition for (C.1) is E(|]V|?P) <
oo for some p > 2 [29, Lemma A.4]

APPENDIX D. PERCOLATION CONE

In this appendix we prove Theorem 2.10. The proof is divided between two sections.
Section D.1 proves that on U, gpp = 1 exactly on the percolation cone. Section D.2 proves
the differentiability of gpp, at 7 = (8p,, 1 — B, ). Differentiability at n = (1 — 8,,, 8p,) comes
by symmetry. B

The standing assumptions are {w;}zez2 1.1.d., Elwo|P < oo for some p > 2, w, < 1, and
p1 = P{wy = 1} > . where p, is the critical probability of oriented site percolation. The
w-weights are assumed nondegenerate and so P{wg < 1} > 0.

The oriented percolation weights are defined by o, = 1{w, = 1}. The oriented perco-
lation event v — v means that there exists an up-right path v = zg,z1,..., 2, = v with
x; —Ti—1 € {e1,e2}, m = |v—ul;, and such that o,, =1 for i = 1,...,m. (The initial point
u may be open or closed.) The percolation event u — oo means that there is an infinite
up-right path starting at u along which all weights o, = 1 except perhaps oy,.

D.1. Flat edge. This section proves that on U the limiting time constant g,, is equal to
one only on the percolation cone.

THEOREM D.1. Let £ € U. Then gpp(§) =1 if and only if 1 — By, < &-e1 < Bp,.
The rest of the section gives the proof.

LEMMA D.2. Fizp € (0,1) and L > 0. Then there exists qo = qo(p, L) € (0,1) such that the
following holds. If q¢ > qo and {1, : z € Z*} are stationary {0,1}-valued random variables
with P{1o = 1} = q and 79 independent of {7, : |z|1 > L}, then there are positive constants
a and b such that, for all m > 1,

m
P{EI up-right path zom : 2o = 0, ZTZZ. < p(m+ 1)} < ae .
i=0
Proof. First, fix m > 1 and an up-right path zg,, such that zp = 0. For k < m + 1,
on the event Z;”’:O(l — T:;) = k, we can find, among the k indices with 7., = 0, indices
J1s- > Jrk/(L+41)] such that |z, — 2. [1 > L for all r,i < [k/(L +1)]. Given these indices,
the probability that 7., = 0 for all r < [k/(L + 1)] is bounded above by (1 — q)F/(E+1),

There are at most ([k /TLJF Jrlm) many choices of these indices. Consequently,

P{ ) = = (g -0

J=0
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This implies
i m+1
P{> 7, <plm+1)} < > < )(1—q)’“/(””-
2 " [k/(L +1)]
p)(m+1)<k<m+1

Since there are 2™ paths zg,,, the probability in the claim of the lemma is then bounded
above by

m m+1 _NE/(LA41)
2 2 <U<:/(L T m)“ 7

(1—p)(m+1)<k<m+1

m+1 m+1
< 9m(1 _ ,\1=p)(m+1)/(L+1)
<2"(1-q) x (L +1) ;:0 ;

1—
< 2(L+1)(1 — ) 1=P/E+D) exp { [logél +7 +/i log(1 — q)}m}

This decays exponentially fast as soon as g > 1 — 4~ (L+1)/(1=p) (]
The main work is in the next proposition.

PRrROPOSITION D.3. Assume py = P{wy = 1} > p.. Then for each ¢ € (0,1 — (3,,) there
exist finite positive constants A, B, and 0 such that for all £,k € N with £/k < (1 — B, —
€)/(Bp, +¢€) we have

(D.1) P{Go ko) > (1= 0)(k+0)} < Ae™PF.
Proof. For N € N and z € Z? define
Cn(0)={z>0:|z]1 <N}, Cn(2) =2+ Cn(0), and By(z) = Caon(2) \ Cn(2).

Fixe; € (0,¢). Fix § € (0,1) such that pg = P{wp > 1—0d0} > pe and Bp, < By, < Bp, +e.
Here we used the continuity of 3, as a function of p € [p, 1) [10, (3) on p. 1031].

Abbreviate
Mooy = P 1

P1,€1 /Bpl +El

Given N € N and w € Q, color z € Z? black if

(D.2) Guﬂ) < ”U — u]l — 50

for every Nz <wu < wv with |[u — Nz|; = N, |[v —u|; = N, and
(v—u)-ey )
(’U _ u) cep T P1,€1°

See the left panel of Figure 9. Color z white if it is not black. Then
P{0 is white} < (N 4+ 1)P{3v>0: |v]s = N,v-e2/v-e1 < Ay, oy, Gow > [v]1 — o}
=p LN + 1)IP’{E|1) >0:|vy =N,v-e/v-e1 < Ay e, Gop > |V)1 — bp,wy = 1}.

(For the equality we used the fact that Go, is independent of w,,.) Define the oriented site
percolation weights o, = 1{w, > 1—0dp}. Since w, < 1 for all z, w, =1 and Gy, > |v[1 —do
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imply the existence of an up-right path from 0 to v with w, > 1 — §y along the path. In
other words 0 — v in the oriented percolation process. Thus,

P{0 is white} < p; (N + DP{Ntan > 1/(Ap ey + 1) = By, + 21}

Since 3, + €1 > Bp,, the probability on the right-hand side decays exponentially fast.
(See the first remark on p. 1018 of [10].) Consequently, the probability the origin is white
vanishes as N — oo.
Pick p € (0,1) such that
1—pp, —¢
1 - Bp1 — &
Pick N large enough so that P{0 is black} > qo, where ¢ is from Lemma D.2. Pick § > 0
small so that

<p<l.

1-68,, —¢ N§
D.3 — P 4 <)
(D.3) =3, & 5 7

Given an up-right path z j1¢ from 0 to (k, £) let m = | (k 4 ¢)/N | and define the up-right
path zg, by
rj+N—1 € ON(Nzj), 0<j<m.

Vertices Nz; are the south-west corners of the squares {y : Nz <y < Nz+(N—-1,N—1)},
z € Zi, that path x4, enters in succession. See Figure 8.

N,Zl NZz

NZ():O >

FiGURE 8. Up-right path z, constructed from the up-right path z,.

We prove next that for £ and ¢ as in the claim of the proposition

{Go,k,e) = (1 =6)(k +0)}

(D-4) C {El an up-right path zq,, : 20 = 0, Z 1{z; is black} < p(m + 1)}

J=0

The proposition then follows from Lemma D.2 and the fact that &+ ¢ < N(m + 1).
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Fix an up-right path 2 ;1 such that o =0, 231¢ = (k, ), and

k01
(D.5) D wey = (1= 08)(k+0).
i=0
Consider j < m. If z; is black, then we label j as good if

(T(42)N — T(+1n) - €2
(x(j+2)N - l’(j+1)N) “€1

< )‘Pl,al .

If z; is black and j is not good, then say j is bad. See Figure 9.

NZJ' NZJ'

FIGURE 9. A good j (left) and a bad j (right). Here, u = z(; 1)y and
v = z(j42)N- The shaded region contains the points z > u such that (z —
w)-ea/(z 1) -1 > Ay

If j is good then z(; 1 1)n,(j+2)n, the portion of the path crossing Bn(zj), has a passage
time no larger than N — dy (see (D.2)). Since w, < 1 for all z,

k+0—1
Z Wy, <k+L—00|{j <m:jis good}|
i=0
Together with (D.5) this implies

(k+1) < 6—N(m+1).

(D.6) {7 <m:jis good}| < 0 5
0

5o
If j is bad, then
(TG12)N — TG+1)N) * €2 > Apy ey (T(jr2)N — T(j41)N) - €1
= Ap1e1 [N — (x(j+2)N - x(j—i—l)N) - ea].
This implies

NA
(D.7) (x; —x(; )-eg > —PLEL
(+2)N 7 H(G+HN 1+ A, ey
Similarly, ¢ < X, -k implies
(k + O)Apy e

T ey =40 <
k+4 2 >~ 1+>\p1’€
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Adding (D.7) over the bad j now leads to

NAprer (. . (k + O)Apy e
SR £ L < : < —>—
. {j <m:jisbad}| < W
Consequently,
1— By, — 1— B, —
(D.8) i <m:jisbad)| < D= kHE_L1=Bm e 0y

1—5;,,1—61 N _1—51,1—61
By the choice of ¢ in (D.3), adding (D.6) and (D.8) we see that for a path satisfying

(D.5) the proportion of z; colored black is no more than p(m+1). Inclusion (D.4) has been
verified and Proposition D.3 proved. O

Proof of Theorem D.1. On the positive probability event {0 — oo} in the oriented perco-
lation with weights o, = 1{w, = 1} we have 0 = (an,n — a,) and G (4, n—q,) = 1 for all
n. Since a,/n — By, as n — oo, the shape theorem (E.1) implies gpp(Bp,,1 — Bp,) = 1.
By symmetry, we have g,,(1 — Bp,,5p,) = 1 as well. Concavity of gp, and the fact that
gpp(&) < 1 for all £ € U imply that gpp(§) =1 when 1 — 5, <&-e1 < fp,.

For the other direction assume £-e; > 3, and apply (D.1) to (k,¢) = |n&] in conjunction
with (2.2) to deduce that gpp(§) < 1 — 9 for some § > 0. The result for £ -e; < 1 — fp,
comes by symmetry. O

D.2. Differentiability at the endpoints. In this section we prove that gy, is differ-
entiable at 7 = (8,,,1 — Bp,). It is convenient here to alter the definition (1.1) of the
last-passage time G, so that w, is excluded and w, is included. This of course makes no
difference to the limit gp.

We define the oriented percolation process more generally. The successive levels on which
the process lives are denoted by D,, = {(i,j) € Z* : i + j = n}. Let S C Dy, be a given
initial occupied set. Then at time n € Z, the occupied set is O, (S) = {v € Dypyy, : Ju €
S :u— v} If S is bounded below (S has only finitely many points below the z-axis), the
lowest point 7,(S) of O, (S) is well-defined and satisfies r,,(S) = (a,(S), b, (S)) where

an(S) = max {u e1} and bp(S) = min {u ea}.

u€On(S) u€On (S)
A particular case of such an initial set is Z_ = {(=k,k) : k € Z4}, the antidiagonal copy
of Z_. Occasionally we also use the notation b(0,(S)) = b,(S). Let F,,, = {(k,—k) : k =
1,... ,m}.
LEMMA D.4. For infinite sets A C B C Z_,
Elan(AU Fy,) — an(A)] > Elan(B U Fy,) — an(B)] > m
with equality in the last inequality if B = Z_.
Proof. Since O,,(AU Fy,) = On(A) U Oy (Fin),
an(AU Fp,) — an(A) = an(A) V an(Fn) — an(A) =0V (an(Fn) — an(A))
>0V (an(Fn) —an(B)) = an(B U F,) — an(B).
By a shift of the underlying weights w,
Tn(i— U Fn)(w) = 7"n(i—)(Tm,—rrLW) + (m, —m).
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By the shift-invariance of P

Elan(Z_ U Fp)] — E[an(Z_)] = m. O
Let ¢ be an integer > 2. Fix a constant ¢y < 1 such that P(cp < wy < 1) > 0. To
have an (-triangle (configuration) at (a,b) € Z? means that wep; < 1 for i = 1,...,4,

co < wat1p < 1, and except for (a + 1,b) all sites in the triangle {(¢,7) : i > a+1, j >
b,i—(a+1)+j—b<¢—1} have weight w; ; = 1. See Figure 10.

b+ ([0
o o
o o o
o io o o
dig.o o o,
blo ©@i0.9.9.9
a a+/

FIGURE 10. An ¢-triangle at (a,b) with £ = 5. The weight w, p is unrestricted.
The column above (a,b) has weights we p+i < 1. Point (a + 1,b) has weight ¢y <
Wa+1,p < 1. In the region inside the dotted boundary all weights are equal to 1.

Let Vo = {(¢ —4,i) : 0 <1i < ¢ —1}. Suppose there is an ¢-triangle at (a,b). Then two
things happen that are relevant for the sequel.
There is an up-right path of w-weight £ +we41, —1 > £+ ¢y — 1 from (a, b)

D.9
(D-9) to each of the ¢ sites of (a,b) + V;, without counting the weight at (a,b).

Furthermore, no open oriented percolation path can go through any of the sites {(a +
1,b0),(a,b+1):i=1,...,0}.

Now let S be an infinite initial set that is bounded below. Set O% = O,,(5), r% = r,(9) =
(a%,bY). Define the stopping time

7 = inf{n > 0 : 3 {-triangle at 1%, ,}.

The natural filtration is H,, = o{w;; 1 i +j < m}.

Since 7‘21 sy is the lowest point of the occupied set (921 ¢_¢» 10 open oriented percolation
path can reach 7”215—5 + Vi

(e +V)NOY, = 2.

To each point of the set VT? .= 7‘21 v—¢ + Vo C Dy ¢ there is an up-right path of w-weight

ml—1 +w7"21e7e+51 >l —1+c¢g

from some point on S.
Start a new process O} at level 71/ by joining VT? , to the occupied set:

00, n<tml—1
On—re(O2 ,UVD,)), n =1l

T4

o =

n
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Let r} = (a},bl) be the lowest point of O}.
Continue in this manner, with
Thy1 = inf{n > 7 : 3 (-triangle at 7%, ,}, Tk+1€ Tk+1é—é + Vi,

k k
On_7k+1é(OTk+1£ U VTk+1Z) n 2 Tk"_lg’

with lowest point 75+ = (aF+1 pht1),
Let p; > 0 be the probability of an ¢-triangle and K,, = max{k : 7, < n} ~ Binom(n, py).

LEMMA D.5. For any infinite initial occupied set that is bounded below,
E[afén — a /) > nlpy and E[bf; _ bO < —npy.

Proof. The two statements are equivalent since CLK” —i—bK” =nl=a é—i—b ;- Since ak e = aK"
for k > K,, and by the strong Markov property and Lemma D.4,

E Kn_ ZE _a’nf ZE n[ 7Tk<n]
= ZE[anE—TM O%Zl U VT]ZZ 1) Ane— ka(ok_l)’ Tk < ’I’L]

> Ez P(rp < n) = Inpy. O
k=1

For the remainder of the proof the initial set for oriented percolation is S = Z_.
LEMMA D.6. With initial set S = Z_,
(D.10) lim (nﬁ)_lE[aff |0 = Dol > Bp, + pe-

n—oo

Proof. We prove the equivalent statement
(D.11) na_ngo(nﬁ)_lE[bﬁ” 0= Dpy] < 1P, —
Let m < n. Since paths never go in the —ey direction, bf; >0, and so
E[bK" 1{0 = Dy} < E[b"7 1{0 = Dy}
E[E{b(OX(Z_)) | Hyne} 1{0 — Dpe} ].
To bound the conditional expectation use the Markov property to restart the evolution

at (’)TIEZ (Z_) and apply Lemma D.5. Note that (’)ﬁgl (Z_) > OQM(Z_). Hence if we replace

(’)5}" (Z_) with (’)?né(Z_) as the initial set of an oriented percolation process, the later
occupied set shrinks, which implies that the lowest eg—coordinate increases.

E[b(ON (Z-)) | Hune] = B[00} (O3 (Z2))) | Hine ]
E[5(O0,_mye (OK’" D) | Hume ] = (0 —m)lpy
SEB(O), i (ON(Z |ng] (n —m)lpg.

(D.12)
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Substitute this back up in (D.12) to get the bound

[bK" 1{0 = Dy} ]
(D.13) -
E[b(O0(Z-))1{0 = Dyne} | — (n — m)lpP{0 — Dy}

For oriented percolation with p; > p,. we have the limits
L (O%NZ-)) = (Bp,1 = Bp,) inL'and  P{0— D,} — P{0 — oo} > 0.

The L' convergence of the lowest point is a consequence of the subadditive ergodic theorem
and estimate (3) for oriented percolation on p. 1028 pf [10]. To get the conclusion (D.11)
divide through (D.13) by nfP{0 — D,,} and let first n — oo and then m — oo. O

The final piece of preparation derives a bound on last-passage times.

LEMMA D.7. Let the initial set for the construction of r& be S = Z_. Then the oriented
percolation event 0 — Dy, implies that Gg ,x > n + k(co — 1) for all n,k > 0.

Proof. Induction on k. The case k = 0 is clear because 0 — D,, implies that there is an
oriented percolation path from 0 to 70, which is also an up-right path with w-weight n.
Assume the claim is true for k. For n < 1p+1f — 1 we have rk“ = rfL and the claim
follows for k 4+ 1 because ¢y — 1 < 0.
Suppose n > 11 4. If rk“ and rk do not coincide, rk must lie below rfl on level D,,.
It follows that a path that links level D, ¢ to rk“ must originate from VTI;H s~ (If not,
k+1 _

+1

such a path originates from Ok . which forces r;, r¥.) Now construct a path from 0

*1 as follows. The mductlon assumption gives a path from 0 to 7’ A, with w-weight

k+1

to Tk

> T4l — £+ k(cp — 1). The oriented percolation path from Vk Y to et gives w-weight

n — Tip41¢. Connect the two paths by taking (D.9) from erHg_g to a point on VTkI;+1Z with
w-weight > £+ co—1. Adding up these pieces verifies that G,  k+1 > n+(k+1)(co—1). O

Differentiability of gpp, at 7 is equivalent to the differentiability of g(s) = gpp(s,1 —s) at
s = Bp,. The left derivative g'(8,, —) = 0 because g(s) =1 for 1 — f,, < s < ,,. We show
that the right derivative equals zero also. Since g is concave and attains its maximum on
[1 — Bp,, Bp,], it must be strictly decreasing on [3,,, 1].

3B +pe) = 3( lim (n0)'E[af§? |0 = Do)

n—o0

= h_mg(E[(nf - K"UHDM])

> lim E[g((n6) " ap;) [0 = Dug
1
= lm s 5y Ela(0” tay) 1{0 = Dy} ]
= Jl_{lolom [ (n0) ™ gpp (1) 140 — Dy}
1 _
— fiﬂm [ (ne) 1G0’T§; 1{0 — Dye}]
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> lim ——FK
o nl—>_nolo P{O — an}

= 1+ (co— 1)t 1p,.

[(1+ (o = 1)(n0) ' Ky) 1{0 — Dp} ]

In the calculation above first use (D.10) and the monotonicity and continuity of g, then
concavity to put g inside the conditional expectation. Homogeneity of gy, is used. The
second-last equality uses the L' shape theorem (E.1) from Appendix E. The last inequality
uses Lemma D.7. The last equality is from the L' limit K,,/n — py.

From this and g(5,,) = 1 we write

/Bm ‘|‘,0£) _g(ﬂm) > Co — 1.

pe ¢

0> &

Letting ¢ 7 co takes py N\, 0 and yields g’ (8p,+) = 0. Differentiability of g, at 77 has been
established. This concludes the proof of Theorem 2.10.

APPENDIX E. SHAPE THEOREM

THEOREM E.1. Assume w, are i.i.d. such that

0 00
/ P{wo < r}/%dr < 0o and / P{wo >}/ dr < .

oo 0

Then

(E.1) lim n='  max |Gou — gpp(x)| =0 P-almost surely and in L".
n—00 z€ZT :|z|1=n

Proof. The almost sure limit is in Theorem 5.1(i) of [25]. We prove the L' limit.

Fix an integer k > 2. Let & = (¢/k,1 —{/k), £ € {0,...,k}. Given an integer n > 2, let
m,, = |n/(1+1/k)] € [1,n) and m;} = [n/(1 —1/k)] > n.

Given x > 0 with |z|; = n there exists £~ (z) € {0,...,k} such that m, ;) < z. (This
is because n —m,, > m,, /k.) Also, there exists (T (x) € {0,...,k} such that 2 < m} & (4.
(This is because m;7 —n > m} /k.)

A path from 0 to z can first go to Lm;&f(x)J and then take at most n —m_, +1 <
n/(k+ 1) 4+ 2 ej-steps followed by at most n/(k + 1) + 2 es-steps. Hence,

n/(k+1)+1
Goz = Go,nggr(z)J N Z |wtmﬁﬁr(z)J+i61|
i=0
n/(k+1)+1

T S
0<i<n(ht1)+1 par ‘ |_77’ln§(7(z)J+161+]€2‘
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This gives
Goz — Gpp(T) = gpp( lmr_zféf(x)J) — gpp(T) + G07Lm;§k(m)J - gpp(Lm;&*(x)J)
n/(k+1)+1
—_ ZZ:; ‘wtm'zfgf(x)J'i_iel ’
n/(k+1)+1
o Ogigg}&}il)+l ]222) |wLm;§e*(z)J+i61+je2 .
Similarly,

Gox — gpp(x) < gpp(Lmr—tfﬁ(w 1) - Jpp(®) + Go,tmggﬁ(mﬂ - gpp(tngfr(mﬂ)

n/(k—1)+
+ Z ’wtmiﬁﬁ(zﬂ—i@l’
n/(k—1)+1
+0§i§1?}(&}fx—1)+1 jZ:;] ’wtmmﬁ(zﬂ—iel—je?"

Note that ||[mEF&ps ()| — @l <1+ 2[n —mif| <14 2n/(1 F k). By continuity of gpp

kh—>n;o nh_lgo n~! néax |gpp ( Lm;té‘éJr(m)J ) = 9pp ()]

= lim_ lim max |gpp (0 [mi & (o)) = gpp(n”2)| = 0.

By Proposition 2.1(i) of [25]

+ _
i B[ o (Gt — gl Uizl =0

Next we put some distance between the sums to make them independent:
n/(k—1)+1

-1
n E[ max max E w, - ) . }
0<¢<k 0<i<n/(k—1)+1 : | mn feJ+Ze1+]€2|

n/(k—1)+1

< n_lE[ max max W, - ) . ]
< 02tohy2 0<i<ml b1y 11 ; | My, €a¢ | +ie1+jea |
n/(k—1)+1

-1
+n E{ max max g w, - . ]
0<b<k/20<i<n/(k—1)+1 — ‘ Lmnf2€+1j+l€1+]e2‘
J:

The proof of the theorem is complete if we prove that the right-hand side vanishes as first
n — oo and then &k — co. We show the first limit, the second being similar. Centering the
|ws| terms does not change the limit. Hence, we will show that

n/(k—1)+1

lim lim n_lE[ max max Z W, — o= Elw ]:
k—o00 n—00 0<t<k/2 0<i<n/(k—1)+1 pard (| Lm7L522J+Zel+]62| | 0|)
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Abbreviate 02 = E[|wg|?] — (E|wo|)? and let
n/(k—1)+1

i
Sn,k - Z (|wLm7L§2£J+i61+j62| o E|w0|)'
J=0

Note that {Sfl’zk :0<i<n/(k—1)+1,0 < ¢ < k/2} are i.i.d. By taking n and k
large enough and restricting to ¢t > k~/% Chebyshev’s inequality gives P{SS’% > nt} <
20%/(nkt?) < 1/2. Using (5 + 1)(2; +2) < 2n and (1 — §)" > 1 — nd we bound the
expectation:

. m .
E[ max max n_lS:L’Zk} = / IP’{ max max S;’Zk > nt} dt
0<0<k/2 0<i<n/(k—1)+1 ’ 0 0<0<k/20<i<n/(k—1)+1 ™

o
—1/4 202 \2n
<eie [T - 0= F)
e, [T a2 1/4 2,-3/4
<k +/kl/4 wrdt=k + 40k —0
as n — oo and then k£ — oco. The argument can be repeated for the other sums. O
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