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Abstract: We study fractal properties of support sets of the critical Liouville Quantum
Gravity (cLQG) associated with the Gaussian Free Field in planar domains. Specifically,
we completely characterize the gauge functions ¢ (subject to mild monotonicity condi-
tions) for which the cLQG admits a support set of finite ¢-Hausdorff measure. As a corol-
lary, we settle the conjecture that the cLQG is supported on a set of vanishing Hausdorff
dimension. Our proofs are based on the fact that the cLQG describes the near-critical level
sets of Discrete Gaussian Free Field.

1. INTRODUCTION AND RESULTS

This note is concerned with fractal properties of the critical Liouville quantum gravity.
This is a particular member of a one-parameter family of random measures that, in a
planar domain D < R?, give a rigorous meaning to the formal expression

1p(x)eP ™) Leb(dx), (1.1)

where h is a sample of the Continuum Gaussian Free Field (CGFF) in D with Dirichlet
boundary conditions and Leb denotes the Lebesgue measure on IR?. The expression is
formal because the CGFF exists only in the sense of distributions.

The properties, and our means of control, of the Liouvile quantum gravity (LQG)
depend on the parameter  and its relation to a critical value . that is determined by
the normalization of h. In the subcritical cases, 0 < B < B, the existence and unique-
ness goes back to Kahane’s theory of Multiplicative Chaos [24] with an alternative con-
struction based on CGFF circle averages (Duplantier and Sheffield [17]) and an intrinsic
characterization put forward by Shamov [32]. The critical case, B = B, requires a sub-
tler approach with existence settled in Duplantier, Rhodes, Sheffield and Vargas [15,16]
and uniqueness in Junnila and Saksman [23] and Powell [29]. The supercritical LQGs
(B > Bc) turn out to be purely-atomic measures derived from the critical case (Rhodes
and Vargas [30], Biskup and Louidor [9]).

The subcritical LQGs are easier to handle and quite a bit is known about them. For
instance, while charging all non-empty open subsets of D with probability one, these
measures are supported on a fractal set. Indeed, the combined results of Kahane [24]
and Hu, Peres and Miller [22] show that a.e. sample of the LQG with parameter B is
carried by a set of Hausdorff dimension 2 — 2(8/B.)?. For a carrier (i.e., a supporting
set) with this property one can choose the set of CGFF thick points; i.e., points with
a particular rate of growth of circle averages of CGFF. As shown by two of the present
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authors [10], the connection with the GFF “thick points” exists also for the lattice version
of the GFF, called the Discrete Gaussian Free Field (DGFF).

Throughout this work we focus on the critical LQG (i.e., B = Bc) henceforth abbrevi-
ated as cLQG and denoted, in a domain D, by Z D Also this measure is closely connected
to the DGFF; indeed, it serves as the random intensity measure for a Cox-process limit of
the extremal process associated with the DGFF (Biskup and Louidor [7-9]). Apart from
that, the cLQG arises as a weak limit of the subcritical LQGs as B 1 B. (Aru, Powell and
Septlveda [3]), in an approach based on “mating of trees” (Duplantier, Sheffield and
Miller [18], Aru, Holden, Powell and Sun [4]) or via a coupling to the conformal loop
ensemble (Ang and Gwynne [2]).

Extrapolating the above formula for the subcritical LQG suggests that the cLQG is
supported on a set of vanishing Hausdorff dimension. This agrees with the findings of
Barral, Kupiainen, Nikula, Saksman and Webb [5, Corollary 24] who proved existence
of carriers of vanishing Hausdorff dimension for critical Multiplicative Chaos associated
with a class of exactly scale-invariant log-correlated Gaussian fields on R. Our main goal
is to establish the corresponding claim for the cLQG.

1.1 Main results.

We will actually take a more refined approach and consider Hausdorff measures for gen-
eral (not just power-based) gauge functions. Recall that, given an increasing continuous
¢: [0,00) — [0,00) with ¢(0) = 0, the Hausdorff (outer) measure of a set A < R? with
respect to the gauge function ¢ is given by

H?(A) := supinf Z ¢ (diam O;) : A < U O; A supdiam O; <46}, (1.2)
6>0 ieN ieN ielN

where diam(-) is the Euclidean diameter and the infimum is over all collections {O;};eN
of non-empty bounded open subsets of R2. For the particular choice ¢s(r) := 7°,

dimg(A) := inf{s > 0: H?(A) = 0} (1.3)

defines the Hausdorff dimension of A.

Let D be the set of all bounded open subsets of R? whose topological boundary ¢D has
a finite number of connected components each of which has positive Euclidean diameter.
The principal result of our note is then:

Theorem 1.1 (Hausdorff measure of cLQG-carriers) For D € ©, let ZP be the cLQG
measure on D and let ¢: (0,00) — (0,0) be a bounded continuous decreasing function such
that lim;_,o, /1 + t () = co. Denoting

L= [ MWa,  awm=vizign, 0= ean a4
1 log(1/r)

the following dichotomy then holds for a.e. sample of ZP:

(1) If Zyy < oo, then H?(A) = oo holds for all Borel sets A = D with ZP(A) > 0.
(2) If Iy = oo, then there exists a Borel set A = D with ZP(A€) = 0 and H?(A) = 0.
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Our result demonstrates a delicate fractal nature of cLQG carriers. Indeed, the con-
vergence/divergence “threshold” for 7 is marked by functions ¢ that decay to zero
exponentially in root-log, i.e., functions of the form

¢(r) = exp{—(log(1/r))/*+V)}, (1.5)

where the exact nature of the o(1)-term (that vanishes as r | 0) decides the conver-
gence/divergence of Zy. Since (1.5) vanishes (as r | 0) slower than any power, we get:

Corollary 1.2 A.e. sample of ZP admits a carrier of vanishing Hausdorff dimension.

Although the role of (1.5) as a threshold function critical for the existence of carriers of
vanishing Hausdorff measure was recognized already in the aforementioned work [5]
(see, e.g., Theorem 4 therein), this came without a full characterization and/or a di-
chotomy of the kind presented in Theorem 1.1.

1.2 A comment and extensions.

The threshold between convergence and divergence of 7, occurs in the class of polylog-
arithmically decaying 1; namely,

(t) := [log(1+ )]~ (1.6)

as 6 crosses from 6 > 1to 0 < 6 < 1. This shows that the condition y(t) — w0 as t — ©
that we impose on 1 in the statement is rather harmless. (The main reason for imposing
this is technical convenience in the proof of Lemma 2.5 where this condition permits us
to avoid dealing with subsequences.)

We proceed with remarks on possible directions of further study.

Universality: A natural question to ask is to what other log-correlated random fields
do our conclusions apply. For this we need to note that our proof relies on a close link
between the growth rate of normalized disc volumes,

~

ZP(B(X,1))
r— ————= asr |0, (1.7)
¢(r)
and the function
t—Y;—q(t), ast— o, (1.8)

for Y denoting the three dimensional Bessel process; see Proposition 2.3. Here B(x,r) is
the Euclidean disc of radius r centered at x and X is sampled from a suitably normal-
ized ZP. The functions ¢ and vy are both related to the same ¢ as in (1.4).

The Bessel process itself arises via conditioning from a Brownian motion that de-
scribes the fluctuations of CGFF circle averages [15,16] or (as in our proof) a “spine”
random walk that governs the so called concentric decomposition of the DGFF [9, 20]
centered at a given point. Roughly speaking, the conditioning appears because, in order
for the field to be maximal (or near maximal) at the centering point, an “entropic repul-
sion” effect forces the Brownian motion to stay above a polylogarithmic curve; see [13].
A Doob h-transform translates this into a particular drift thus turning the Brownian mo-
tion into a three-dimensional Bessel process.
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The argument we just stated suggests that the conclusion of Theorem 1.1 should be
universal for a class of log-correlated processes to which the underlying “spine” Brow-
nian motion representation applies. We expect the same even for the square-root local
time of a random walk on a regular tree (wWhose extrema were studied by Abe [1] and
two of the present authors [11]), despite the fact that there the associated “backbone”
process is a zero-dimensional Bessel process. This is because this process is still close to
Brownian motion once sufficiently large, which is the regime relevant here.

Refined fractal structure: Our results are directed towards the carriers of Z7; i.e., sets
that support the random measure, and they capture the rate of growth of r — ZP(B(x, 1))
near its typical points. As a next step, we may ask about the sets of points where ZP
behaves in a non-typical way.

For instance, given ¢ such that Z, = o, we know that ZP(B(x,r))/¢(r) — v asr | 0
at ZP-a.e. x € D; see Lemma 2.5. The set

{x eD: lirr:lsoup ZD((PB((;C’V)) < oo}. (1.9)

is thus ZP-null which means that, for each € > 0, it can be covered by a countable
collection of balls {By}i>1 such that >, ZP(B;) < e. The question is whether there
exists a non-trivial exponent s > 0 for which Y,.; ZP(B;)* remains uniformly positive
for any such cover.

Similarly, if in turn Z, < o0, Lemma 2.5 tells us that ZP(B(x,r))/¢(r) — Oasr | 0
at ZP-a.e. x € D, but then we may ask the above question about the set

{xeD: lim inf 2 (B7) >0}. (1.10)
rl0 ¢(r)

Understanding these sets in relation to ¢ near the critical scaling (1.5) might reveal more
refined fractal properties of ZP-measure that would be of independent interest.

1.3 Main steps and outline.

The proof of our main results comes in three parts. The first part is a relatively straight-
forward reduction of the existence/absence of carriers of non-trivial Hausdorff measure
to criteria for gauge functions ¢ for which the normalized disc volumes (1.7) are either
unbounded or tend to zero as r | 0 (which, as it turns out, are the only two possibilities
that can occur). This reduces the proof to two inequalities (stated in Proposition 2.3) that
relate the growth/decay of (1.7) to the asymptotic behavior of the process (1.8), with
tied to ¢ via (1.4).

The second part of the proof is a reduction of the inequalities in Proposition 2.3 to
more elementary statements. Here we represent the Z-measure as the N — oo limit of its
counterpart Zy defined from the Discrete Gaussian Free Field /1 (DGFF) on a scaled-up
version Dy of D on the square lattice ZZ%. The advantage of this representation is that
we can now condition / on a value at a point (while pointwise values of the continuum
GFF are meaningless). This is relevant because the computations are thus reduced to
control of the asymptotic behavior of Zy on boxes centered at a point xop where the field
is conditioned on a “near maximal” value; i.e., a value order-4/log N below the typical
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scale of the maximum of DGFF on Dy. Here we benefit from our recent description of
the asymptotic distribution of such “near-maximal” level sets [12].

Under the stated conditioning we can invoke the so called concentric decomposition
of the DGFF to describe the Zy-measure on concentric annuli centered at xg by way of a
random walk. As noted earlier, the main point is to control an entropic repulsion effect
which, effectively, makes this walk behave as a 3-dimensional Bessel process. Here we
rely heavily on Ballot Theorems in the form studied by two of us in [20]. The proofs are
thus reduced to two lemmas (namely, Lemma 4.2 and Lemma 4.3) that encapsulate the
third and technically hardest part of the argument.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: In Section 2 we prove the main
results conditional on the link between (1.7) and (1.8). This link is proved in Section 4
with the help of the technical lemmas and the concentric decomposition that is intro-
duced and explained in Section 3. The technical lemmas are proved in Section 5.

2. REDUCTION TO A KEY PROPOSITION

The proof of Theorem 1.1 comes in several layers. Here we present the “outer” layer
where the proof is constructed conditional on a technical proposition. The proof of this
proposition constitutes the remainder of the paper.

2.1 Key proposition.

We start with some notation and definitions. Observe that, given a domain D € D,
the cLQG in D is a random variable ZP taking values in the space M (R?) of Radon
measures on R? endowed with the c-algebra of Borel sets associated with the topology
of vague convergence. This topology is generated by sets {y € M(RR?): {fdu € O}
indexed by functions f € C.(IR?) and open sets O < R%. We will also consider the prod-
uct space R? x M (R?) which we endow with the product topology and the associated
product c-algebra. Standard arguments from measure theory give:

Lemma 2.1 For each bounded Borel set B < R?, the function (x,u) — p(x + B) is Borel
measurable as a map R? x M(R?) — RR. Moreover, let M, (D) be the subset of M(IR?)
containing all the measures that have positive and finite total mass and are concentrated on D.
Then M, (D) is, for each D € ®, a Borel subset of M(IR?) with P(ZP € M, (D)) = 1.

Proof. Note that x — f(x + -) is continuous in the supremum norm for all f € C.(IR?).
Thanks to the use of the vague topology on M(IR?) and continuity of f — § fdu in
the supremum norm for f supported in a given bounded set, (x, i) — {f(x +-)du
is continuous and thus measurable for each f € C.(IR?). Using this for f replaced
by fu(x) := min{1,ndist(x,R? \ B)} which, we note, obeys f, 1 ling) as 1 — oo,
the Bounded Convergence Theorem yields measurability of (x, 4) — wu(x + B) for each
bounded open B = R2. Dynkin’s 7-A Theorem then extends this to all bounded Borel
sets B < R?, proving the first part of the claim.

For the second part of the claim we note that, since D is bounded, y(D) < oo holds
for all u € M(IR?). Then observe that M, (D) can be written as the intersection of two
sets: first, the intersection of the sets {4 € M(R?): { fdu = 0} with f € C.(R?) subject
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to supp(f) n D = &, which is closed in M(R?), and, second, the union of the sets
{(n € M(RY): §fdu # 0} with f € C.(R?) subject to supp(f) < D, which is open
in M(IR?). In particular, M, (D) is a Borel subset of M (D). That P(Z” € M, (D)) = 1is

known from, e.g., [8, Theorem 2.1]. ]
The fact that ZP(D) > 0 a.s. allows us to consider the normalized version
5 ZP(4A)
D .
Z5(A) = Z0(D) (2.1)

of ZP and write X for a sample from ZP, conditional on ZP. We take this to mean that
the joint law of X and ZP is a probability measure on R? x M (IR?) endowed with the
product Borel -algebra, such that for all Borel sets A € R? and B < M(R?),

P(Xe A, ZP e B) = E(ZP(A)1 zocp)), 2.2)

where E is the expectation with respect to the law of ZP. The above product space will
be assumed as our underlying probability space in the sequel.

Remark 2.2 The measure on the right of (2.2) is akin to the Peyriere rooted measure used
frequently in the studies of Gaussian Multiplicative Chaos. The difference is that for the
Peyriére measure the size biasing is done using ZP and not its normalized counterpart.
In particular, since ZP fails to have the first moment, the Peyriere measure has infinite
mass. This causes problems that can be overcome by suitable truncations (e.g., as in
Duplantier, Rhodes, Sheffield and Vargas [15]). We opt to work with the normalized
measure instead as that fits better our approach.

A key tool of our proofs is a tight control of the decay rate of ZP-mass on balls of
small radii centered at the point X sampled from the size-biased law (2.2):

Proposition 2.3 (Key proposition) Let y: (0,00) — (0,00) be a continuous function with
P(t) := y(t)/v/1 + t decreasing for large t and such that, for some yy > 0, we have t "7y (t) — o
as t — oo. For each € > 0 there is ¢ € (0, 00) such that

. ZP(B(X, 1)) > "
P <hm sup <1)] <e+cP{liminf[Y; — 'y(t)] =0 (2.3)
r10 Slogg(l/r) e—4r(Hd¢ ( t—00 )

and

ZP(B(X,7)) o
e 1) <e+ cP(h{L\gf [V — 29(t)] < o) (2.4)

p <1im sup —z —
ri0 Slog(l/r) e’

hold with {Y}}=0 denoting the 3-dimensional Bessel process started at 0.

For definiteness, we recall that the 3-dimensional Bessel process is a solution to the
SDE dY; = dW; + Yt_ldt, where W is a standard Brownian motion. (Alternatively, Y
is the modulus of the three-dimensional standard Brownian motion.) The numerical
factors 4, 2 and 1/2 in (2.3-2.4) are included for convenience of the proofs; they can be
moved from one side to the other by rescaling . Rescaling arguments are also key for
bringing the conclusion of Proposition 2.3 to that of Theorem 1.1.

Note that the statement of (2.3-2.4) tacitly assumes that the limes superior on the left-
hand side is a random variable. This is addressed in:
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Lemma 2.4 Consider the product space R* x M (IR?) as discussed above and let M, (D) be as
in Lemma 2.1. Then the function fy: R?* x M(IR?) — [0, o0] defined by

) B(x,r
Fo ) = g o ) timsup M0
rl0 47(1’)
is Borel measurable for every continuous ¢: (0,00) — (0,00). In particular, assuming (}A(, ZP)
are realized as coordinate projections on R* x M(IR?), lim sup, 10 ZP(B(X,1))/p(r) is (equiv-
alent to) a random variable on the underlying probability space R*> x M (R?).

(2.5)

Proof. By Lemma 2.1, (x, ) — u(B(x,r)) is Borel measurable for each » > 0. The mono-
tonicity of r — u(B(x, r)) along with continuity and positivity of ¢(r) permit writing the
limes superior in (2.5) as

inf  sup M (2.6)
n>1eon01m  PT)
which is thus Borel measurable. Since M,(D) is a Borel set, this proves that f, from

(2.5) is a Borel function and f¢(}A(, ZP) is a random variable. As P(ZP € M, (D)) = 1, the
second part of the statement follows as well. 0

2.2 Proof of main results from Proposition 2.3.

We will now show how Proposition 2.3 implies our main results. First we recast (2.3-2.4)
as an a.s. limit statement:

Lemma 2.5 For ¢, ¥ and L as in the assumptions of Theorem 1.1, the following holds for
a.e.-realization of ZP: For a.e. sample of X from ZP,

D(n(¥ i -
lim sup Z”(B(X,r)) _ )% szlp =0,
710 ¢(r) 0, if Ly < o0.

Proof from Proposition 2.3. The proof is based on an integral characterization of the mini-
mal asymptotic growth of the d-dimensional Bessel processes. These have been studied
by Motoo [27] with the corresponding results on the growth rate of the simple random
walk in d > 3 derived already by Dvoretzky and Erdés [19]. For the 3-dimensional
Bessel process Y and any bounded ¢: (0,00) — (0,00) with t — (t) decreasing for ¢
sufficiently large, the second Theorem on page 27 of Motoo’s paper [27] (with “k —2/2”
in the exponent corrected to “k —2”) gives

(2.7)

1, lfIlp = 00,

2.8
0, lfI¢ < Q0. ( )

P(liminf [Y; — VI+E $(t)] <0) = {

Here we simplified Motoo’s integral criterion using the fact that ¢ is bounded.
As is readily checked, rescaling of i by a positive number does not affect the conver-
gence of Z,. By assumption,

Y1) == VI+ty(t) — oo, (2.9)
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the dichotomy (2.8) therefore gives

Ty=0 = P(li{gglf[Yt —y(t)] = 0) ) (2.10)
because the limes inferior equals negative infinity a.s., and

Iy<oo = P(lminf[Y;—29(H] <0) =0 2.11)

because the limes inferior equals positive infinity a.s. Denoting ¥(r) := infiziog(1/r) Y(£),
from this we obtain

e}
f e 7024t > p(r)eV)2 (2.12)
log(1/r)
and
w ~
J e 27Wdt < P(r)e 70 (2.13)
log(1/r)

once r is small enough. This enables the conclusions of Proposition 2.3 that with the help
of (2.10-2.13) and (2.9) yield

Ill,—OO = A

=0 = P(limsup Z <B(§< ) <l) =0

5Y rl0 Sl e 10/2dt (2.14)
- P(limsup we—?(ﬂﬂ < 1) =0
r10 ¢(r)
and
Do S
Ty<o o Ty<o = P(limsup = (B(i’r()t)) >1) =0
10 Siogayn e 10dl (2.15)
s ) .
= P(lim sup 27(BX,n) e’ > 1) =0.
rl0 (P(T’)
These now imply the stated claim. U

The conclusion (2.7) is designed to feed into a theorem that expands on classical Frost-
man’s criteria for positivity and finiteness of the Hausdorff measure:

Theorem 2.6 (Rogers and Taylor) For each d > 1 there is c(d) € (0,0) such that the
following holds for all gauge functions ¢, all Radon measures y on R?, all Borel A < R? and
all t € (0,00):

: #(B(x,r))
Vxe A: limsup —— < ¢t 2.16
rl0 P ¢(r) ( )
implies H?(A) =t u(A) and
: #(B(x,r))
Vxe A: limsu >t 2.17
o) 217

implies H?(A) < c(d)t~1u(A).
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Proof. The above formulation and a self-contained proof appear as Proposition 6.44 in

Morters and Peres [28] (see also Remark 6.45 thereafter). The statement goes back to

Lemmas 2 and 3 in Rogers and Taylor [31]. ]
With this in hand, we can give:

Proof of Theorem 1.1 from Proposition 2.3. Fix a gauge function ¢ as in the statement and,
with ¢ related to ¥ as in (1.4), let )y be the set of measures y € M, (D) (where M, (D)
is as in Lemma 2.4) for which

. u(B(-, 1)) o0, if Zy = oo,
1 = = 2.18
1rrr1lsoup ¢(r) 0, if 7, < oo, (218)

holds p-almost everywhere. Since ¢ is continuous, Lemma 2.4 implies that () is a Borel
subset of M(RR?) and Lemma 2.5 then gives P(ZP € Q) = 1.
Let us assume ZP e Oy for the rest of the proof. For a = 0, o0 denote

D
D, = {x e D: limsup M = a} (2.19)
rl0 (P(I’)
and let D := D~ (Dy U Dy,). For t € (0, 0) consider also
N D
Dy = {x e D: limsup 2 2% ) (t,oo)}. (2.20)
rl0 (P(T)

Lemma 2.4 ensures that these are Borel sets and by our assumption that ZP € Q, we
have ZP(D;) = 0 for every t € (0, 0). From (2.17) we thus get
HP(Dy) < c(2)t7'ZP(Dy) =0, te (0,0). (2.21)
AsD = Uten0,0) Dy, we conclude H?(D) = 0.
Next consider the set D,. Here (2.17) shows
H?(Dy) <c(2)t71ZP(Dy), t< . (2.22)
Since ZP is finite, taking t — o0 we infer H?(Dy) = 0 and so H?(D§) = 0. For any
A < D Borel, (2.16) then gives
HO(A) = HP(AnDy) =t 1ZP(AnDy), t>0. (2.23)
This implies
ZP(AnDg) >0 = H?(A) = (2.24)
by taking t | 0.

We now conclude the claim: If Z,, < oo, then ZP(Dg) = 0 by the second line in (2.18)
and so by (2.24), ZP(A) > 0 forces H?(A) = oo for any A < D Borel, proving (1). For (2)
note that, under Zy = oo, the first line in (2.18) gives ZP(DS) = 0. The set A := Dy, is
thus a ZP-carrier for which, as shown above, HP(A) = 0. O

We also give:

Proof of Corollary 1.2 from Proposition 2.3. Continuing the argument from the previous
proof, for () := [log(1 + t)]~® with 6 > 0 we have ¢ as in (1.5) and Z, = o as soon
as 0 < 1. Set 6 := 1/2 and let D, be defined by the corresponding gauge function ¢. The



10 M. BISKUP, S. GUFLER, O. LOUIDOR

fact that ¢ decays to zero slower than any power then yields H% (D) < H?(Dy,) for
all s > 0. But 1 is decreasing and satisfies Lp = o so, by the above arguments, D is a

ZP-carrier with H? (D) = 0. In particular, dimg(D,) = 0. O

Proposition 2.3 encapsulates the “continuum” part of our proof; in the remainder of
the paper we resort to discretizations based on the Discrete Gaussian Free Field. An
alternative strategy could rely on continuum regularizations of the CGFF (e.g., via circle
averages as in [15,16] or in [23]) throughout.

3. RANDOM WALK REPRESENTATION

Here, on our way to the proof of Proposition 2.3, we present a reduction of the quantities
in the statement to objects involving the Discrete Gaussian Free Field (DGFF) in lattice
approximations of D; see Lemma 3.2 and 3.4. We then recall the concentric decomposi-
tion of the DGFF which leads to a random walk representation of the relevant quantities;
see Lemmas 3.7 and 3.8.

3.1 Reduction to DGFF quantities.

Assume D € D to be fixed for the rest of the paper. Given any integer N > 1 and writing
dist for the ¢*-distance on ZZ or on R?, we will take

Dy := {x € Z*: dist(x/N, D) > In} (3.1)
for a lattice approximation of D at scale N. This is a canonical choice that ensures a close
correspondence of harmonic functions in D and Dy; see [8, Appendix]. It also enables
the conclusions of [12] that we rely on in our proofs.

GivenV < Z%1etGV: VxV — [0, 0) denote the Green function on V with GV(x,y)
defined as the expected number of visits to y by the simple random walk on Z? started
from x and killed upon the first exit from V. Let #" denote a sample of the DGFF
on V which is a centered Gaussian process with covariance GV (-, -). We will henceforth
write IP and E for the law of the DGFF and its expectation while reserving “plain” P
and E for probability and expectation in other contexts. Of prime interest is the choice
V := Dy but other choices will be needed as well.

For the lattice counterpart of ZP we then set

zZy = 10 S 8/, (32)

xeDN

where « :=2/,/g for ¢ := 2/ and

my = 2,/glog N — %x/gloglog(N ve). (3.3)

Notice that ZE is a Radon measure concentrated on D. As shown in Rhodes and Var-
gas [30, Theorem 5.13], Junnila and Saksman [23, Theorem 1.1] and again in the recent
study [12] by the present authors,

zb law 7D (3.4)

N~>OO

where the convergence in law is relative to the vague topology on M (IR?).
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Remark 3.1 Let us highlight some facts about weak convergence in M (IR?). Abbre-
viate (u, f) = (pu(dx)f(x). The key point to note is that, given random elements y

and {pn}n>1 from M(R?), the weak convergence puy law, u is implied by (and is thus

equivalent to) the convergence of real-valued random variables {yy;, f) law, {u, f) for all
continuous f: R?> — Ry with compact support. Indeed, the latter implies convergence
of the Laplace transforms of these random variables for all f as stated. Linearity along
with the Cramér-Wold device then extend this to the convergence

(Gn f0 ) 2% (G fide - ) (3.5)

N—w

as random vectors in R¥ for all k-tuples f,..., fi of continuous functions with com-
pact support. The space M (IR?) is second countable and there exists a sequence {f;}i>1
of continuous functions with compact support such that each open U < M (RR?) is an

increasing limit of sets of the form Uy := ?:1{‘/ e M(R?): (v, f;) € O;} for some k-
dependent k-tuple of open sets Oy, ..., Ox < R. It follows that

liNnLing(yN el) = liz\]nl)iorgfp(yN e Uy)

k
= liI\]rrLiorolfP<(<ﬂNrf1>/~~/<ﬂN/fk>) e X Oi)

o (3.6)

k
= P<(<y,f1>,...,<u,fk>) e X Oi) =P(pely) — P(pel),
i=1

k—o0

where the middle inequality follows from one of the equivalent definitions (per Port-
manteau’s Theorem) of weak convergence in R¥. The Portmanteau Theorem again

(which applies since M (IR?) is completely metrizable) then gives uy Jaw, 1.

We will henceforth use

B®(x,1) := [x —r,x +1]? (3.7)
to denote the /*-ball of radius r centered at x. Let us also write
5 Zy(-)
ZR() = 2N (3.8)
M ZR(D)

for the normalized counterpart of Z§ and let Xy be a sample from 2]’\3] conditional
on hPN. This means that the joint distribution of (Xy, ZE) on R? x M(IR?) obeys

P(Xy € A, Z§ € B) = E(ZR(A)1;0c5)) (3.9)

for all Borel A € R? and B < M (IR?). The convergence (3.4) can then be augmented to:
Lemma 3.2 Relative to the product topology on R?> x M(IR?),

(Xn,ZR) ™ (X, 2ZP). (3.10)

N—w
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Moreover, there exists a dense subset . < (0, 00) such that forallk = 1and allrq,..., 1y € X,
(ZR(B=(Xn,1)), -, ZR(B*(Xn, 1) )

2 (ZP(B*(X,m)), ., 2P (B*(X, 1))

N—w

(3.11)

in the sense of convergence in law on R¥,

Proof. Continuing the use of the shorthand (i, f) := {u(dx)f(x), the argument in Re-
mark 3.1 shows that for (3.10) it suffices to prove

(Xn,ZR. ) (=% (XAZP. ) (3.12)
for each f: R? — R, with compact support. This will in turn follow if
E(51X0%(ZR.0) — E(aR)s(20)) (313)

for all bounded and continuous ¢1: R> —» Ry and g2: R — R,.
Let g3: R? — [0, 1] be continuous with compact support such that g3 = 1 on D. Define
¢: R3 - R, by
x
@(x1,x2,x3) 1= max{:x;:,l}gz(m) (3.14)
when x; # 0 and by ¢(x1, x2, x3) := 1 when x; = 0. Assuming without loss of generality
that |g1| < 1, we then have

E (81(5(1\1)32 (<Zzlxjhf>)> =E <<2£,g1>g2 (<Z£,f>)>
~ k(@R 5020 2R ) ) =, o[22 50,2, 1) )
%

= E((ZP,808:(Z°, ) ) = E(ma )82(<Z P))-
(3.15)
Here the limit follows from (3.4) and the fact that u — ¢({i, g1),{#t, £3),{p, f)) is boun-
ded and continuous except on the set where (y, g3) = 0 which is a closed set of zero
measure under the law of ZP. Hence (3.10) follows.

Moving to the proof of (3.11), write As(x,r) := B®(x,r +J) \ B*(x,r — ) and approx-
imate the indicator 1ge(y,) by compactly-supported continuous functions f,g: R* —
[0,1] such that f < 1po(yx,) < gand ¢ — f < 14,(x44)- Invoking (3.10) for N — oo and
noting that

1§%1P(ZD(A5(X, r) > 0) - P(ZD(aBOO(X, r) > 0) (3.16)
we get convergence (3.11) whenever ry, .. ., 7, belong to the set

%= {r > 0: P(ZD(aBOO()?, r) > 0) - 0}. (3.17)

This set is dense in (0, 0) because it contains every continuity point of the monotone
function r — E(ZP(B*(X, r))e*ZD(D))_ 0
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We note that we actually believe that ZP (0B*(X,r)) = 0 holds for all ¥ > 0 in a.e.
sample of ZP. However, the above is sufficient for our needs and proving a stronger
statement would require computations that we prefer to avoid.

3.2 Asymptotic statements and bounds.

Lemma 3.2 will be used to recast probabilities involving ZP and X as limits of probabil-

ities involving their “discretized” counterparts ZX and Xn. Manipulations with these
objects will be facilitated by the following facts:

Lemma 3.3 Let hPN and )A(N be as above. For all a > 0 we have

lim p(hDN(NxN — my ¢ [~ay/log N, o]) . (3.18)
—00
In addition,

lim lim sup P(dlst(XN, D) > 5) = 0. (3.19)

510 Novoo

Proof. Consider the near extremal process associated with DGFF in Dy

N =

3 e N omy) 5 LI (3.20)

XEDN

log N
By the main result of Biskup, Gufler and Louidor [12],

2
N Nlaw cu ZP @ 110, (£)te (3.21)

where ¢, € (0, 0) is a constant. The convergence is relative to the vague topology on D x
R, where R denotes the two- point compactification of R. Introducing the normalized

process {5 () := {R(-)/¢(D x R), we get

’ 2 dt
ZR(D x [0,a]°) 2% L (3.22)

N— O _ﬁ
* f te = dt
0

Since the probability in the statement is exactly the expectation of the left-hand side, the
claim follows by a direct calculation.

As to (3.19), let D° := {x € R? : dist(x, D) > J} and note that the probability is
bounded by ]EZIL\),(IR2 . D%) whose limes superioras N — o is bounded by E ZP (R% . D).
This tends to zero as 6 | 0 by the fact that ZP is supported on D a.s. 0

The right-hand side of (3.18) can be made as small as desired by taking a large. In
computations of probabilities involving ZX and Xy, we can thus first restrict h/PN (N X))
to the interval my + [—a+/log N, 0], force Xy € Df\] for 6 > 0 small, where

% = {x e Dy: dist(x,D§,) > 6N}, (3.23)

and then work under conditioning on Xn and hPw (N }A(N) We will summarize the ele-
mentary calculations underpinning this step in the next lemma but before we do that,
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recall the asymptotic formula for GP¥(x) from [6, Theorem 1.17],
GPN(x,x) = glog N + glog P (x/N) + co + o(1), (3.24)

where 0(1) — 0 as N — oo uniformly in x € D}S\]. Here ¢j is a (known) constant and
rP: D — (0,0) is (for D simply connected) the conformal radius of D from x.

Lemma3.4 Letd > 0. Forallx e Di], all a > 0 and all Borel sets B < RPN,
P(}?N —x/N, 0 < my — hP¥ < ay/log N, hP¥ € B)
(3.25)

2
X ——— dte % ]E(ZZI\D](D)_ll{hDNeB}‘ my —hPN = ¢t logN>,

V278 J[0,0]

where o(1) — 0as N — oo uniformly in B e RPN, x € DY, and a € [0, (log N)/?~°].

Proof. Let fy ¢ denote the probability density of h2Y with respect to the Lebesgue mea-
sure. The left-hand side in (3.25) can be written as

«/logNJ dt fnx(mn — ty/log N)
[0,a]

7P (x/N)
" E( 25(0D)

(3.26)
Lonepy| MmN — N =t logN>

by (3.9) and a change of variables. Using (3.24) along with the explicit form of my from
(3.3) we get, for 0(1) — 0 uniformly in ¢ € [0,4] and x € D3,

C| 2
fron(my — t/log Ny = V45 L 18BN o 2 e=fraty/lsN - (5.57)

\2mg N2

as shown in [12, Lemma 5.5]. Combining with the term (log N)~'e *V1°8N arising from
(3.2), we get (3.25). ([l

With Lemma 3.4 in hand, the computations are effectively reduced to asymptotic of
the conditional expectation in (3.25). Next we recall:

Lemma 3.5 There exists a constant ¢ < oo such that forall N > 1 and all u € [1,/log N),
P (max hPN > my +u) < cue™ (3.28)

Proof. For Dy := (0, N )2 N Z2, this is [14, Theorem 1.4]. A routine extension to general
domains is performed in [8, Proposition 3.3]. ]

The event hPN < my + u is thus typical and we can make it part of the event hPN € B
in (3.25) at the cost of additive corrections that tend to zero as u — co. This is useful in
light of the following asymptotic:
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Lemma 3.6 Let u > 0and let 6 > 0 be sufficiently small. Then O(1) defined by

D b 0(1)
]P<h N<my+u|my—hgN :t\/@) —

v/log N

is bounded uniformly in N > 3, x € D, and t € [0, (log N)1/2=9].

(1+1) (3.29)

Proof. Abbreviating U := D — x/N and using Uy to denote its discretization via (3.1),
the left-hand side of (3.29) equals (using the notation of [20])

]P(huN <0 ‘ hg” = —ty/log N —u, i |ay, = —my — u). (3.30)

The assertion now follows from [20, Corollary 1.7 and Theorem 1.8], with the outer do-
main Uy and the inner domain V := B(0,1/4) discretized by of [20, Eq. (1.3)] so that
Vy = {0}€ (using also [20, Remark 2]). O

Thanks to Lemma 3.6, whenever hPN < my + u is included in the event hPN € B in
(3.26), one can add it to the conditional event and effectively absorb the prefactor 4/log N
into the conditional expectation. Introducing

Tnu(x, t) i= {hPN <my +u} o {my — h2V = ty/log N}, (3.31)
this will reduce the proof of Proposition 2.3 to upper bounds on the expectation
E (ZE,(D)*H {hDNeB}‘ Tl t)) (3.32)

for the relevant choices of the event 1PN € B (see (4.28) or (4.45)) uniformly in x € Dg,
t € [0,a] and u > 1. While the conditioning is singular, the expression is determined by

the fact that Y™ has a continuous probability density.
3.3 Concentric decomposition.

Our way of controlling the expectation (3.32) relies on a representation of the field hP~
as the sum of independent contributions that are associated with concentric annuli cen-
tered at some fixed point of Dy;.

We start by defining the relevant geometric notions. Fix € (0,1) small, N > 1 large
and let xg € D,. We will keep xy fixed throughout the developments. Although the
objects introduced below depend on xy and 4, we will not make this dependence nota-
tionally explicit. Next let us abbreviate

k(0) := inf{ke N: e * < &} (3.33)
and let )
n:=inf{k e N: Ne "% <1}. (3.34)
Note that [n — log N| is bounded by a constant that depends only on 6 and D. For k =
1,...,n—1,let
A¥ = {x e Z*: dist(xg, x) < Ne O~k (3.35)
and note that
Dy=A"2A' o ... DA D A" = {5} 2 A" = . (3.36)
We then have:
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Lemma 3.7 (Concentric decomposition) There exist functions {by: k = 0,...,n} on Z2,

centered Gaussians {@i(xo): k = 0,...,n} and centered Gaussian fields {xx: k =0,...,n}and

{h,: k=0,...,n} on Z?* such that all the objects in
{or(x0):k=0,...,n}u{xx:k=0,....,n} U{l:k=0,...,n} (3.37)

are independent with h}, := 0 and, fork =0,...,n—1,
. ' DGFF on Ak < Ak (3.38)
and such that, forallk =1,...,n,

B 'S4 b)) 9(x0) + o + ). (3.39)
j=k

In addition, x(xo) = 0a.s. and by(xg) = 0 forallk = 0,...,n. With these added, the functions
{bx: k =0,...,n} and the laws of all the objects in (3.37) are determined uniquely, and we have
minby > —1forallk = 0,...,n. Moreover, x; and 1 + by vanish a.s. in Z* . AF.

Proof. This paraphrases [9, Proposition 3.3] while leaving out the explicit form of the
law of the xx’s and the formulas for the b;’s given there. To see that these objects are
uniquely determined by the stated facts, note that

@r(x) 1= (1 + br(x)) pr(x0) + xx(x) (3.40)

is a centered Gaussian field independent of the /1;’s with law determined from (3.37)
and (3.39) by a covariance calculation. (The potential clash of notations in (3.40) for
x = xo is eliminated by the assumption x;(x9) = 0 and by(xp) = 0.) Another covariance
calculation based on (3.40) and (3.37) then determines by and the law of ). O

Note that (3.39) provides a natural coupling of all {#*: k = 0,...,n}. This permits
us to treat (3.39) as an almost-sure equality in the sequel. A key point is that, in the
situations of interest, the above decomposition can largely be controlled by the following
quantities

k
Ski= > ¢j(x0), k=0,...,n, (3.41)
j=0
which in light of the independence of {¢;(x0): j = 0,...,n} will be referred to as a random
walk. (Note, however, the inhomogeneity of the step distribution.) Moreover,

hPN(x0) = S, (3.42)

by (3.39) and the fact that bi(xo) = 0 = xx(x0) = I} (xo) for all k as above, so conditioning
on PN (xg) is the same as conditioning on S,. The values of hPN at other points of Dy
can be expressed by adding suitable “decorations” to the random walk:

Lemma 3.8 (Random walk representation) Regarding (3.39) as an a.s. equality,
k
N = S+ 3 [bj(x)@;(x0) + x;(x) + H(x)] (3.43)
j=0
holds for all x € AF~ A" and allk = 0,...,n.
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Proof. Since both h® and, by (3.38), also hj vanish outside AF, a variance calculation
shows that the same applies to xx and 1 + by. The claim follows from (3.39) fork := n. [

Remark 3.9 A covariance calculation along with (3.37) and (3.39) show that, for each
1 < k < n, the field (3.40) obeys

ok law E(hAk U(hAk(x): xe 6Ak+1)>. (3.44)
From the a.s. version of (3.39) we in turn get
WY = W+ g (3.45)

Since K" + h;. has the law of the DGFF on AF 0N, (3.45) is an expression of the
Gibbs-Markov property of the DGFF (see e. g. [6, Lemma 3.1]). This property underlies
many technical arguments involving the DGFF.

As for xp, here (3.40) shows

Xk = E(@r | ¢(x0) = 0). (3.46)

Regarding @i (xo) as a constant field representing ¢, the “decoration” by (xo) + xx ac-
counts for the spatial variations of ¢y.
By (3.41), (3.45) and the Gibbs-Markov property, we also have

Sk = prz (x0) = (BP¥) ppe(x0), (3.47)

where x — fi;(x) henceforth denotes the unique bounded harmonic extension to Z? of
the restriction of a function f to a finite subset U < Z2.

As the reader may have noticed, while we follow closely [9], our domains (3.35) are
labeled in reverse order which causes changes in the labeling of the sums in (3.39) and
(3.43) compared to [9]. This is because our main focus here is on the macroscopic aspects
of the field, rather than the local behavior that [9] was primarily concerned with.

4. PROOF OF THE KEY PROPOSITION

In this section we employ the random walk representation of the DGFF to give a proof
of Proposition 2.3 conditional on three lemmas; namely, Lemma 4.2, 4.3 and 4.6 below.
These lemmas will be proved in Section 5.

4.1 Control variable.

In order to make efficient use of the random walk representation, we have to control the
decorations; namely, the sums on the right-hand side of (3.43). Here we denote

> eXP{Z x)@j(x0) + xj(x )]—I—ac(h;(—mNek)}). (4.1)

xeAk\ Ak+1

By :=lo !
k=08 log N

For k > 1, abbreviate
B := B®(xo/N,e ¥ ")) — {x e R?: dist(x, xo/N) < e ¥} (4.2)
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and abbreviate Ay := B \ B ;. Note that then A* = {x € Z%: x/N € B} and AF \
AN+ = {xeZ?: x/Ne Ak} Using these objects we get
ZN(Ak) _ ea[SkmeerNe_k]Jr.:.k (4.3)

forallk=1,...,n
As in earlier work [9], we will control the various “error” terms on the right-hand side
of (4.3) by a single random variable:

Definition 4.1 (Control variable) Fix y € (0,1/4), { € IN, and let K = K(#,/) be the
smallest number in {0,1, ..., ¢} such that

Vke{K,...,0 an}: || <K' (4.4)
If no such number exists, we set K := min{/¢, |n/2|} + 1.

Besides 77 and /, the control variable depends on the underlying domain as well as
the point xp in which the concentric decomposition is rooted but we will not mark that
dependence explicitly. A key point is that the law of K can be controlled uniformly:

Lemma4.2 Lety € (0,1/4). Foreachu > 1,a > 0,and § > 0, there is ko > 1, and for each
¢ =k > ko there is No > 1, such that for all N > Ny, xo € Df\] and t € [0, a],

IP(K(17,€) > k| Tnu(x0, 1)) < 6. (4.5)

Once the decorations have been dispensed with — which will be achieved by restrict-
ing the value of the control variable and replacing the decorations by a bound — the
events under consideration will depend on the random walk only. It remains to do the
same in the conditioning event. This is the content of:

Lemma43 Fork=0,...,nset
te := Var(aSy). (4.6)

Forallu > 1,a > 0and 6 > 0 there exist v > 0 and c € (0,0) and, for all kg > 1 there
is No = 1 such that for all N = Ny, x¢ € Df\, and t € [0,a],

P(A|TN,u(x0, 1))
< c]P(A ﬂ{ask oci my +v} {Sp =mn— t«/logN})
k=0

holds for all events A € o(Sk: 0 < k < ko).

(4.7)

The proofs of Lemmas 4.2 and 4.3 are technical and somewhat unilluminating and so
we defer them to Section 5.

4.2 Random walk estimates.

In order to deal with events arising in applications of the concentric decomposition, we
represent the random walk event via a standard Brownian motion {W;: t > 0}. We
use P* to denote the law of W subject to P*(Wy = x) = 1. We then have:



SUPPORT SETS OF CRITICAL LQG 19

Lemma 4.4 Leta > 0and § > 0 and recall the sequence {t;}}_, from (4.6). For each N > 1
and t € [0,a), there exists a coupling of P(hPN € -| —aS, + amy = ty/logN) to PP (W €
-|W;, = to/log N) such that

t n

{—thk + octkmN} = {(Wylioo- (4.8)
n k=0

Moreover, there exists a constant ¢ € (0,00) such that |ty —4k| < c holds for all N > 1, all

1 <k < nandall xg € DY,

Proof. The coupling follows as (Sk);_,, is a Gaussian random walk by (3.41). Under the
probability measure IP, the variance satisfies

Var Sy = Var ((hPN) 1) (x) = Var h2N — Var hﬁ: (4.9)

by (3.47) and the Gibbs-Markov property of the DGFF PN, By the estimate for the Green
function (3.24), the r.h.s. in the last display equals

glog N — glog(Ne ™) +O(1) = gk + O(1), (4.10)

where the O(1) terms are bounded uniformly in N > 1,1 < k < Nand xp € D}.. Asag =
4, this yields a coupling of P(hPN € -) to P)(W € -) such that {—aS}l_, = {Wy}i,.
The assertion now follows by conditioning on —aS, = W;, = —amy + t4/log N and
comparing the means. g

As is seen from (4.8), the process S defined by

a £
S = —aS; + (xt—kmN. 4.11)
n
naturally couples to Brownian motion. The process S defined via
§k = —aSp+ab, for by :=my— Mye+. (4.12)

is in turn well suited for extremal value theory for the DGFFE. For the application of
Lemma 4.4, we will also need to estimate the difference between these processes:

Lemma 4.5 Let & > 0. There exists a constant ¢ € (0,0) such that for all N > 1, xo € DY,
and all0 < k < n,

—c < ;—kmN — by < ¢(1 +logmin{k, n — k}) (4.13)
n
and hence L
— < S — S < ¢(1 + log min{k, n — k}). (4.14)

Proof. We begin with the first inequality in (4.13). For k = 0 and k = n, the differ-
ence %m N — by is bounded uniformly in 1, so we will focus on 1 < k < n. Abbreviate

es := —logn +log(n —s) + glog n, se(0,n). (4.15)

Then, by Lemma 4.4 and the definitions of by and my;, it follows that by — tt—’;m N — %\/gek
is bounded in absolute value by a constant that does not depend on k, N and x(. Hence,
it suffices to show that e; is bounded from above by a constant uniformly in»# > 1 and
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€ [1,n — 1]. To this aim, a derivative calculation shows that that s — e is convex. Since

e1 and e, 1 are bounded, so is maxge[q ;1] €s-
For the second inequality in (4.13) we first note

by
tn
We now invoke [20, Lemma B.1], the definitions of by and my and subadditivity of the
logarithm to conclude that both terms on the right are bounded by a constant times 1 +
log min{k, n — k}. This proves (4.13); the relation (4.14) is a direct consequence of (4.13)
and the definitions of §k and §k. 0

— MmN — bk‘ ‘*WLN mk‘ + |mk—bk| (4.16)

Next will give a bound on the right-hand side in Lemma 4.3 in terms of a 3-dimen-
sional Bessel process {Y;}:>0; i.e., a solution to the SDE dY; = dW; + Yt’ldt. In order to
keep track of the initial value, let P* denote the law of Y subject to P*(Yy = x) = 1.

Lemma 4.6 Foralla > 0, v > 0and 6 > 0 there exist c € (0,00) and & > 0 and, for all
ko =1, there is No = 1 such that for all N = Ny, xo € D?\, and t € [0, a], the following holds:

(W, > —o}n{W, = t@})

k=0 4.17)
cﬁﬁ({mk —a) e A> +6

PO({Wtk 0oeA

for all measurable A < R,

The proof of Lemma 4.6 relies on similar arguments as those of Lemmas 4.2 and 4.3
and so we defer it to Section 5 as well. (Note that the above is a statement about Brow-
nian bridges. The connection to xg and Dy arises through the choice of n and the t;’s.)
Next we note the following fact on stochastic domination for Bessel processes:

Lemma4.7 Letv > 0andb > 0. Then for all product measurable A < RI% such that 1, is
non-decreasing in each coordinate,

P((Ys —v)s<p € A) < PY((Ye)s<p € A). (4.18)

Proof. We follow an argument from Lawler [26, p.19]. Let Y* denote the solution to the
SDE dY} = dW; + Yr L d+ with initial value Yy = x > 0, where W is a standard Brownian

motion. (The tran51ence of the 3-dimenional Bessel process then implies Y; > 0 for
all t > 0.) Using the same sample of W for Y? and Y?, the difference Y7 — Y? then
satisfies the ODE

Y2 —Y?

0
d(Yy —=Yy) = — YtOYU

dt (4.19)
which gives us the representation

t
Yf—Ytozvexp{—f ;15} (4.20)
0 YsYs

The right-hand side is confined to [0,v]. Hence, Y/ —v < Y? and Y? > Y?, which now
implies the assertion. 0
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4.3 Proof of Proposition 2.3 from Lemmas 4.2, 4.3 and 4.6.

We now move to the proof of Proposition 2.3 conditional on the above technical lemmas.
We will explicate all the necessary details only for the first inequality as the proof of the
second inequality is very similar.

Proof of (2.3) in Proposition 2.3. Fix € > 0. We start by a reduction to limits along discrete
sequences. First note that the assumption that ¢ is decreasing shows that, for any ¢ > 0
and the unique natural j such thatt € [j,j + 1),

Y =1+ e +1) = 27224 p(j+1) =272+ 1). (4.21)

For any real < 1 and the unique natural k such that e~ k+1) « 4 < e~k we then get
J T emigr < S 20, (4.22)
log(1/r) >k

Using also that r — ZP (B(}A(, r)) is non-decreasing we obtain

ZP(B(X,n) _ ZP(B(X,e~**1))

> . (4.23)
Slogam e 410dt — B e
It follows that
: ZP(B(X, 7))
P(hmrr\lsoupsIOO e m0ar < 1)
og(1/r) (4.24)

ZD B® 5&/ —k+1
<lim lim lim P( max ( (X,e ))

. <1+p/2).
010 ko> kj—ao  \ ko<k<k; Z].>ke—23/27(]) = p/)

By Lemma 3.2 (and with X as defined there), each interval [e™*~!,e~¥] contains a point

re € X for which {ZR(B*(Xy, rk))}],?:ko then tends in law to {ZP(B*(X, rk>)}11§1:k0' A

simple monotonicity argument then bounds probability on the right of (4.24) by
ZR(B*(Xn,e7"))

li P — <1+p]. 4.25
111\111_?:;01]3 <k0121?<xk1 Zj)k o—2329(j) P> ( )

We can thus focus on the probability under the limes superior.

Givenintegers N > 1and 1 < ko < k1 and parameters b, p > 0, let Ey = En/(ko, k1, b, p)
denote the intersection of {ZX(D) > e~"} with the event in (4.25). Following the strategy
described in Section 3.1 and denoting

an = qn(u,a,b,0) := P(maxhPN > my +u) + P(ZR(D) < e™?)
+P(NXy ¢ DY) +P(hPY(NXy) - my ¢ [-ay/log N, 0]),
the probability in (4.25) is at most

N+ Y P()?N — x/N, 0 < my —hP¥ < ay/log N, hP% < my +u; EN). (4.27)

s
xeDg;

(4.26)
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By the tail bound (3.28), Lemmas 3.2-3.3 in conjunction with ZP(D) > 0 and ZP(0D) = 0
a.s. ensure that qn(u, a,b,J) vanishes in the limit N — oo followed by u — 0, a — o,
b — ooand ¢ | O (in any order). In particular, there are choices of u, a, b and § such
that gy < €/2 for all sufficiently large N.

With u, a, b and ¢ fixed, we use Lemmas 3.4 and 3.6 to bound the probability under
the sum in (4.27) by

o(1) ZD B®(x N, _k
Eae maX]P< mar UL il )< 1+p‘rN,u(xzt)>' (4.28)
N 0<t<a xeD§ ko<k<k; ngkefz 7()

where e’ arises from the bound on ZJ(D) enforced by event Ey being applied in the

expectation in (3.25). For the probability on the right we invoke the concentric decom-
position rooted at x. Write {Si} for the random walk (3.41) and K = K(#, /) for the
control variable (4.4) defined for an exponent 7 such that (as assumed in the statement)
t~y(t) — oo. Note that

a(my — mye—k) = 4k +o(1), abe = 4k +0(1) (4.29)
as N — 0. The o(1) terms (that vanish as N — oo for each k) are in absolute value at
most p/2 uniformly in k satisfying kg < k < ki once N is sufficiently large. Assuming
that n > ¢ and recalling the definition of Sy from (4.12), using (4.3) and (4.4) while noting
ZR(B*(x,e7%)) = Zf:k «() ZN(4)), we get

1—x(6)

k>K = ZR(B(xe )= Y e S (4.30)
j=k—x(3)

Hence, once k is large enough that Sk — S < p, which is possible by Lemma 4.5, for large
enough N and / (and hence n large enough), the probability in (4.28) is bounded by

k1 — K&)

113(1<>k0‘rN,u(x,t)) +1P< N {sk > 232 k’7—3p}‘FNu X, t)> (4.31)
k= kg K

By Lemma 4.2, the control variable is t1ght so the first term in (4.31) tends to zero as
N — o, £ — o0 and kg — o0 uniformly in x € DS, and t € [0, a]. Lemma 4.3 in turn shows
that the probability on the right is bounded by a constant times

kl 71((5)

]P< N {Si = 2324 (k) — KT — 3p}
k=ko—x(8)

n

{5k = -0}, 5, = at@) (4.32)

k=0

for v as in Lemma 4.3, uniformly in all parameters.

Following the steps described in Subsection 4.1, we now realize the random walk Sas
the standard Brownian motion evaluated at times ty) < t; < --- < t, where t; := Var(gk).
Lemma 4.4 gives t; > k and t; < 4*3k for kg < k < n—kyand sufficiently large ko. Then,
analogously to (4.21), we have

2520 (k) = 221 + kp(k) > 4123/1 + 448k (1) = 25 (&) (4.33)
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for sufficiently large k. Using the bound from (4.13) and the domination by Bessel pro-
cess Y from Lemma 4.6, the probability on the right of (4.31) is no larger than

K —1(5)

cﬁﬁ< (| (%, —5=2"9(t) -k —3p}) +é€ (4.34)
k=ko—x(5)

for ko sufficiently large and for ¢ as in Lemma 4.6. Here €’ is €/2 divided by the multi-
plicative constants that arose in (4.28) and on the way to (4.32).

It remains to compute the k1, kg — oo limit of the probability in (4.34). First we use
Lemma 4.7 to effectively change the starting point of Y to zero which bounds the proba-
bility in (4.34) by

ky—x(0)
1’50( N {Yt > 210 (1) — K — 3p}> (4.35)
k=ko—x(d
Next pick u e (1,21/¢) and observe that (216 — u)v(ty) > 2(k" + 3p) for sufficiently
large k (recall that we assumed 7 € (0,1/4)). Note also that the assumed downward
monotonicity of s — (s) := 4/1 + s y(s) implies

1
() = V1+sP(s) < V/1+tP(t-1) 1++tktk1 Y(t-1), S€ [te—1,t].  (4.36)

By Lemma 4.4 again, the term on the extreme right is less than u~y(t;_1) once k is large
enough. If Y;,_, = 2V0q(t,_1) — k7 — 3p, we either have Y; > «(s) for all s € [t;_q, ] or
there exists s € [t,_1, tx] such that

1
Yo=Yy, < () = 20 (tea) KT = Bp] < =5 (V0 —w)y(ber). (437)

Introducing
¥, := min (Y,-Y, ), (4.38)

se[tk—lrtk]
the probability in (4.35) is thus at most
kl—K(§)

( [ﬂ 2 > 2 )P(‘Fi < —;(21/6—@7(&)) (4.39)

tkU tkl k=ko—x (5

by way of a union bound.

In order to control the expression (4.39) recall that the Bessel process Y obeys the SDE
dY; = dW; + Yt_ldt. The drift term is positive (for Y; > 0) and so a downward excursion
of the Bessel process is less likely than that of the Brownian motion. Since |f; — t,_1| is
(by Lemma 4.4) bounded uniformly in k and #, it follows that

P(¥}, < —A) < ce V72, (4.40)

holds for all A > 0 with some constants ¢, ¢’ € (0,00) independent of k and n. In the
limit as ky — oo followed by kg — oo, the first term in (4.39) is then bounded by the
probability on the right of (2.3) while, by (4.40) and the assumed polynomial growth
of v, the second term in (4.39) tends to zero. Combining this with all the preceeding
calculations, we get (2.3) as desired. O
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Here are the changes needed in the proof of the second inequality:

Proof of (2.4) in Proposition 2.3. As already noted, the proof is quite analogous to that
of (2.3). First, for t € [j,j + 1] with natural j > 1, the downward monotonicity of ¢ shows

YO = VIt ) <32+ -1~ <2/T+] -1 9( 1) =29(~1) (441)

and so for k related to r < 1/e via ekt < <e k)

ZP(B(X,r) _ ZP(B*(X,e™"))

< 4 4.42
[ e 1024t S T3 e 10D (442)

Abbreviate
ALy (x) := BP(x,e *) N B®(x,e 7). (4.43)

Using Lemma 3.2 along with the fact that ZP does not charge singletons (which trans-
lates into ZP(B®(X,e~*)) — 0 in probability as £ — o), the probability on the left of
(2.4) is thus at most

Z5(Ar,(X
lim lim lim lim lim suplP< max M =>1- p>. (4.44)
plO k0—>OO k1—>OO {—o0 N—oo k0<k§k1 ZZk 6_7(])
Following the argument (4.27-4.28), the probability on the right is bounded by
ZP (A%, (x/N
gn +eD*t sup max]P( max v il / ) >1-p ‘ FN,u(x,t)>, (4.45)
0<t<a xeD§, ko<k<kq Z]’Bk e 0)

where gy is as in (4.26). We now choose u, 4, b and ¢ so that limsup,,_, , gv < € and,
using the notation from Section 4.1, observe that

/-1
ZR (AL (xo/N)) = > ZR(A)). (4.46)
j=k

Recalling (4.3), if gj > (j) +j7 —log(1—p) and E; < j for all j in the range of the above
sum, then the left hand side is less than (1 — p) ijk e~70), Tt follows that, for p > 0 so
small that —log(1 — p) < 2p, the probability on the right of (4.45) is bounded by

]P(K > ko ‘ T, t)) + H)(kUE{SNk < (k) + K + 20} ‘FN,u(x, t)). (4.47)
—ko

It remains to estimate this expression for small p and N » ¢ » k; » ko. From Lemma 4.5,
it follows that S — S < (27 — 1)k once k is sufficiently large. Hence, the expression
in (4.47) is bounded from above by
ky+¢ R
]P<K > ko ‘FN,u(x, t)) + ]P( L {8 < v(k) + (2K)" + 20} ‘I“N,u(x,t)). (4.48)
k=ko

From Lemma 4.4 and an argument similar to (4.33), we obtain y(k) < 4v(#/8) as
soon as k is sufficiently large. We also recall that t, > 2k for all sufficiently large k. Ap-
plying also Lemma 4.3, the bound (4.13) and Lemma 4.6, we then dominate the second
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probability in (4.48) by
ki+¢
( L Yo <4(t/8) + 1] +2p}> +e, (4.49)
k=ko
where 7 is as in Lemma 4.6. By Lemma 4.7, the probability is further bounded by
ki+¢
pY < U {Ys <4v(te/8) +t] +20 + v}> (4.50)
k=ko

which is bounded in the limit as / — o, k; — o followed by kg — o0 and p | 0 by

P<lim inf [Y; — 47(s/8) —s" — 7] < O>. (4.51)

S—00

As the 3-dimensional Bessel process is the modulus of the 3-dimensional Brownian mo-
tion, the Brownian scaling shows that (Ys)s>o is equidistributed to (24/2Y, /8)s=0. More-
over, 2(1 — 7 v(s/8) > %5’7 + % for sufficiently large s. Hence, the probability
in (4.51) is bounded by the probability on the right-hand side of (2.4). U

5. PROOFS OF TECHNICAL LEMMAS

Here we collect the technical estimates based on the concentric decomposition and prove
Lemmas 4.2-4.3 and 4.6.

5.1 Proof of Lemma 4.3.

Recall the setup of the concentric decomposition from Section 3.3. We start with two
auxiliary lemmas that allow us to swap the conditioning on I'y x(xo, t) from (3.31) for

a conditioning that only involves the random walk {Sx}/_,. Invoking the notation Sy
from (4.11), for all v > 0 define the event

Fn(v) := {54 = at/log N} n ﬂ{sk ~v}, (5.1)

where a := 2/,/¢ and 7 is related to N and the implicit parameters 6 > 0 and xq €

DY, via (3.34). The following lemmas effectively say that, modulo multiplicative con-
stants, the event I'y x(xo,t) in the conditioning can be replaced with Fy(v) once v is
sufficiently large:

Lemma5.1 Foralle >0,u>1,a > 0and 6 > 0 there exists vy > 0 such that

sup sup sup sup P(En(v)°|Tnu(xo, 1)) <e. (5.2)

N=>1 xoeD‘5 te[0,a] V=70
Lemma 5.2 Forallu>1,a>0,6 > 0and v > 0 there exists c € (1,00) such that

P(T L)V hy, = —ty/log N
inf inf inf (Cvu(xo,£) | Iy = 1 ogN) >c!
N=3 ey, tel0a]  IP(Fy(0) |hx, = myn — t1/log N)

(5.3)
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Both lemmas can be proved based on what we already know. We start with:
Proof of Lemma 5.1. By Lemma 4.5, there exists a constant c € (0, 0) such that

]P(§k < v ’ rN,u(xo,t)) < ]P(é’k < v—c | T (X0, t)). (5.4)

In the following, we write ¥ := v + ¢. Explicating the definition (3.31) of I'y ,,(xo, t), the
union bound dominates the conditional probability in the statement by the sum of

N H’(§k<—5,hDN<mN+u h%N:mN—t logN>
P(Si < =8| Tnulxo, 1) = = (55)
IP(hDN <my +u|hyy =my —t logN)

overk=1,...,n—1. Toinclude k = 0, n in (5.1), we use that §0 = 0 and that
Sy = —th,’%“’ +amy = aty/log N — ampe-—n = —0 (5.6)
for sufficiently large v by (3.34). Our aim is to show that the sum over (5.5) vanishes
as 0 — oo, uniformly in N > 1, xp € Dz\, and t € [0, 4].
First observe that the definition of Sy along with (4.6) give
§k = —aSk + aby = —aSp + o (MmN — Mypek) - (5.7)
This implies
{Sk < —0} = {Sk — MN + Mye—k > g} (5.8)
Next we will invoke the representation (3.47) of Sy as the harmonic average of the values

of hPN on 0A*. Along with a shift of hPN by —my — u, this gives

P(§k< —,hPN <my +u h?ON =my —t logN>

< ]P<(hDN)aAk(X()) + Myje—k + U > g,hDN <0 (5.9)

hg)N = —u —ty/logN, (hDN)aDN = —my — u).

where (hPV)ap,, refers to the set of values of hPN on 0Dy . Denoting
Wi(u) == {we R w55 (x0) = o u} (5.10)

the Gibbs-Markov property applied to conditioning on the values on dAx 1 then allows
us to bound the probability on the right-hand side from above by

J IP((]’lDN>aAk + MpNe—k e dw
weWy (u)

hEON = —u —t4/logN, (hDN)(;DN = —my — u)

X IP( max hEN < O’ (hPNY ppic + Mok = w,hxDON =—u—t logN)
xeAFTI\ {x0}
X IP( max KN < O‘ (hPN)apy, = —mn — t, (WPN) px + Mgt = w) .
xeDy~\AF-1

(5.11)
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This expression can now be estimated using [20, Theorem 1.8]. Indeed, there exists a
constant ¢ € (0, ) such that for the second term in (5.11) we get

P(xeArfﬂ?\);x}hDN<0’ )ont Mok = W, hY N=—u—t logN)
0
, 5.12
(u+ t«/logN Wonk (30) T +2] G.12)
= —k
whenever j satisfies
]2 max |w(3Ak ) w(}Ak(]/)|. (513)

x yeAk+1
To see this, we apply [20, Theorem 1.8] with outer domain U := B*(0, e %) ), discretized
by (3.1), and inner domain V := B(0,1/4), discretized by [20, Eq. (1.3)]. Then, the outer

domain scaled by Ne ¥ equals A¥ — x; by (3.35), and V;” = {0}. Analogously, for the
term in the third line of (5.11), we have

IP( max hPN < 0| (hPV)op, = — my — 1, (WPN) g + Myjeek = w)
D\ A1 X N 0 e -
tie™ Woak (30) 43 614
<c
k
whenever j obeys
j = max ‘w(;Ak(X) — Z/UaAk(y)‘. (515)

x,yeZA\N1U{xo}

Above, we also used that w,,r(00) — Wypr(xp) < j. Since the right-hand side in these
estimates depends only on the value of W« (xo), plugging them into (5.11) and invoking
elementary disintegration bounds the expression in (5.11) by a constant times

u(u +ty/logN) o205
J[Z—u/ ) D) , 516)

where 4, + is the probability measure

() = P ((BPN) g (30) + Mgk € - | B = —u — tr/log N, WD, = —my — 1) (5.17)

and gn () is given by

iarl) = P( o[G0 () = (P ()] 2 -1

ZZ\Ak—l)UAkH (518)

| (BP%)ans (x0) + i = 1, HEY = —u — ty/Iog N, (hP¥)py = —my 1)

We will now estimate the terms entering (5.16) separately.

Since (hPN) ax(x0) + My is Gaussian with variance g(k A (n —k)) + O(1) and mean
—u— ft« /log N + O(log(1 + k A (n —k))) by [20, Lemma B.1, Propositions B.2 and B.3],
for the measure we get

kt./log N
pvar(dr) < (K n (n—K) P exp{ pr;:/\t( O% bar (5.19)
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for any p > 0 and a (p-dependent) constant ¢’ > 0 uniformly on [% —u,0). As to the
term in (5.18), here [20, Proposition B.4] gives

. ke 7| ty/log N
Nt (j) < e~ A AT (5.20)

for some constants ¢”, A > 0. We now plug (5.19) and (5.20) into (5.16), and we choose
the quantity p € (A, ) so large that

k
kp /1 /
uVIBN o EVIogN (5.21)

Pk n (i —k) n—k

Combining these above estimates and assuming that v is so large that v/a —u > 0,
we bound the expression in (5.16) and thus the numerator on the right of (5.5) by a
constant times

%(k A (n—K) " 2u(u + ty/log N)e_zg““ (5.22)

for k = 1,...,n — 1. In the same vein, [20, Corollary 1.7] readily shows that the de-

nominator on the right-hand side of (5.5) is bounded from below by a constant times

u(u + t4/log N)/n. Hence, the conditional probability on the left-hand side of (5.5) is

bounded by a constant times (k A (1 — k))~3/2e=2%/24+24  The assertion follows by sum-

ming this over k = 1,...,n — 1 and taking v sufficiently large. U
The proof of the second auxiliary lemma is considerably shorter:

Proof of Lemma 5.2. By definition of I'y ,,(xo, t) and Lemma 3.6,

IP(FN,M(-XOI t) | th = MmN — t lOg N)
141 (5.23)

\/log N

:]P(hDN<mN+u\hxo=mN—t logN) > ¢

for a constant ¢’ > 0.
By (3.42) and (4.11),

P (Fn(0) | hx, = my — t1/log N) = P(min Si = —v|S, = aty/log N). (5.24)
<n

By Lemma 4.4, Sis an inhomogeneous random walk bridge with initial and terminal
values §0 = 0 and §n = aty/log N and step variances t;, = Var(SAk — §k—1) for which
|ty — 4k| is bounded uniformly in 0 < k < n. Hence, [13, Lemma 2.3] bounds the right-
hand side of (5.24) by a constant times

14 t\/log N
“riViog N (5.25)

log N

(The result [13] is applied to the Brownian motion from Lemma 4.4 by setting ~5 =
W;,.) In combination with (5.23), this gives the desired claim. 0

With the above lemmas established, we can give:
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Proof of Lemma 4.3. For each v > 0, a union bound shows that the probability on the
left-hand side of (4.7) is at most

P(Fy(0) | oY = my — ty/log N)
P(F I'nvu(xo,t)) +P(A|Fn(v 5.26
(Fn(9)° | Tnu(x0, 1)) + P (A | Fa( ))]P(TNu (o, 1) | DY — i — ty/log N) (5.26)
The claim thus follows from Lemmas 5.1 and 5.2. O

5.2 Proof of Lemma 4.2.

We start with estimates on the various objects entering the “decorations” part of the
concentric decomposition.

Lemma 5.3 Foreachd >0,a > 0,v > 0and u > 1 there exists c € (0, o) such that

k
]P( max Z!bj(y)||cpj(x0)| > A’ rginSAi > 0,5, = at«/logN) <cle  (527)
sn

K Ak+1
YEARNA =0

and

—1,—cA?
<yeg}a§k+1 Z|X1 > <c e (5.28)

forallA >0, N >1,x0 € DS and t € [0,a].
For the proof of Lemma 5.3, we consider the random walk increments

~ A ti—ti_
-1 -15 — Hj-1

(p]'(X()) = S] - S]'_l = (S] - S]'_l) — TW[N (529)

where the equalities follow from (3.41) and (5.7), and where i t' “my is bounded by a
constant by (3.3) and Lemma 4.4. We need the following tail bound

Lemma 5.4 Foreachd >0,a > 0,v >0, there exists ¢ € (0,00) such that

1P<|§k—§k1| > A

n

ﬂ{SAj > —v},SAn = wty/log N> < cleV (5.30)

forall A >0,N>1,x0e D}, te[0,a]and1 <k <n.
Proof. We write the left-hand side in (5.30) as
IP(‘SAk — SAk_lf = A, ﬂ?;l{SAj > —v} §n = txt«/logN)
lP(ﬂ?zl{SAj > -0} (S, = octq/logN)

By Lemma 4.4, (§k) is a random walk with step variances t; = Var(§k - SAk,l) such that
te — 4k is bounded uniformly in 1 < k < n. By the Markov property at k — 1 and k, the

(5.31)
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numerator equals

]P(SAk_l edy, S

log N )
L,y’>—v:|y—y’%

(V6= 0|5t = )P( () 6> —o} |8~ .5, - ary/Iog ).
j=1

j=k+1

(5.32)

Assuming that k < /2, we bound the first factor in the second line by a constant times
k~1(1+v)(1 + v +y), by e.g. [13, Lemma 2.3] and the second by a constant times (1 +
v+y')(1+v+ty/logN)/(n — k). Plugging these estimates into (5.32), changing to the
variable z := i’ —y, and using the bound 1 +a + b < (1+a)(1 +b) fora, b > 0, we bound
the numerator in (5.31) by a constant times

(1+0) (1+t«/logN)J ]P(A
y>—0

k

= 0)(1+ ly))?
J P(gk—gk_ledz’@_l =y,§n =oct«/logN)(1+|z|).
|z|=A

By Lemma 4.4 and and the definition of S «, it follows that
IP(SAk — S5 edz ‘ Si_1 =1,y = aty/log N) (5.34)

is a Gaussian distribution with variance bounded from above and below, and mean
bounded in absolute value by a constant times |y|/(n — k) + 1, where we used (3.34).
Hence, the inner integral in (5.33) is bounded by a constant times

e—c)\z—&-cyz/nz , (5.35)

(5.33)

for some ¢ € (0, c0). Furthermore,

Pr (§k_1 edy

Su = aty/logN) (5.36)
is a Gaussian distribution with variance bounded by a constant times k by Lemma 4.4,

and mean bounded by a constant times %t« /log N. It follows that the double integral
in (5.33) is at most a constant times

<k+%«/logN)2> —eA? < Tlge=A (5.37)

for sufficiently small ¢ > 0. Altogether the numerator in (5.31) is thus bounded by a
constant times

(14 0)*(1 +ty/1
) °8") (5.38)
By Lemma 4.4 and monotonicity, the denommator in (5.31) is bounded from below by
P Qi{bl,ﬂ] W, > —v ’wtn — aty/log N) . (5.39)

This probability is bounded from below by a constant times (1 + v)(1 + v + t4/log N)/n
by e.g. [13, Proposition 2.1]. This yields the assertion for k < n/2. The case k >
n/2 follows by symmetry, we then bound the second factor in (5.32) by 1 and use [13,
Lemma 2.3] for the first factor. ]



SUPPORT SETS OF CRITICAL LQG 31

We are now ready to give:
Proof of Lemma 5.3. By a union bound, the probability in (5.27) is bounded by

k
(k=j)/2 o e s
];]]P(‘Le : yeg‘fgkﬂlbf(y)\!%(XO)!>A‘rpgli?sl> 0,5, = aty/logN).  (540)

Asin [9, Lemmas 3.6 and 3.7], we have
e*7 max |b;(y)| < (5.41)

yeAk\Ak+1

for a constant ¢’ € (0, 0) and all j < k < n. Thus we bound the probability in (5.40) from
above by

P(lgj(x0)| > ¢ le® D2 /4

min$; > —v, S, = aty/log N). (5.42)

i<n

This is further bounded by ce~" for a constant ¢ € (0, o0) by (5.29) and Lemma 5.4.
The probability in (5.28) is bounded by

k-2
(k=j)/2 ‘
j;) ]P<e yeg?\ai(kﬂhj(y” = A) (5.43)

by a union bound. As in [9, Lemma 3.8], we have

(k_])/z . ) —COnSt.e(k_j)/Z /\2
IP(e yegl\61§<+l|)(] (y)| > A) < const.e (5.44)
and the assertion follows by summing over j. ]

With Lemma 5.3 in hand, we are ready for:

Proof of Lemma 4.2. Letu > 1,a > 0, > 0. We use the decomposition (5.26) with the
choice A := {K(y,¢) > k} and then invoke Lemmas 5.1 and 5.2 to note that, for v large
enough, the first term on the right is small and the ratio of the probabilities is bounded.
It then suffices to show for some sufficiently large v there exists kg > 1, and for each
{ = k = kg there exists Ny > 1, such that

IP(K(y7,0) > k | Fn(v)) <6 (5.45)
forall N > Np, xo € D%, t € [0, a].

We use (4.1) and union bounds in

P (Ek ) ‘ FN(U)>

< ]P<111 Z exp {w(hfc(x) + xe(x) + xx_1(x) — mNefk)} - ek’//4>

xe Ak AK+1

k
T ———

(5.46)

k=2
+IP<0¢ xeglazkﬂ\xj(x)\ > k’7/8>.
=07
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Here we left out the conditioning in the first term and the third term on the right-hand
side using the independence of (Si) from /; and x;. Using again a union bound, we
dominate the first term on the right-hand side by

H’(i > exp {a () + xe(x) + i ()

xeAF AK+1

+ (14 by(x)) @i (x0) + (1 + br—1(x)) @1 (x0) — mNe_k)} > ek”/8> (547)
+P (a _max  [(1+b¢(x))ge(x0)| + (1+ bxa (%)) g (x0)[] > K7 /s) .

As |by| is bounded by a constant ¢ < oo as in [9, Lemma 3.7], the second probability
in (5.47) is bounded by

P (0&|(pk(x0)‘ > (1+ c)—lkﬂ/16) + P(a\gok,l(xo)y > 1+ c)_lk”/16>, (5.48)

which in turn is bounded by a constant times e ~<°"st K by (3.41), (5.29) and Lemma 4.4.
Furthermore, by Lemma 3.7, the first term in (5.47) equals

]P<3l Z exp {(x(hﬁk_] - mNefk)} > ekﬂ/8>, (5.49)

xeAF~ Ak+1

which, by a union bound and the Markov inequality, is bounded by

k—1
I[’(max WA s Mpjo—k + u’>

+e M/BE (1 > exp {a(hfk_] — Me-+) }; WPV < my + u/>

xeAF~ AK+1

(5.50)

uniformly in k and u’ > 1.

By [12, Proposition 5.1], the expectation in the last display is bounded by a con-
stant times 1/, and the probability on the left is bounded by a constant times /e ~**
by Lemma 3.5. Choosing u’ = k”/8, we can thus bound the expression in (5.50), and
hence also the first term on the right-hand side of (5.46), by a constant times e K9,

The second and third terms on the right-hand side of (5.46) are bounded by a constant
times e =¥ by Lemma 5.3 for some constant ¢ > 0. It follows that the left-hand side
of (5.46) is bounded by a constant times ek,

Now we come to a stochastic lower bound for 5. Analogously to (5.46-5.49), we have

]P(—:k > K1/2 ‘ FN(0)>

< P(:l Z exp {lx(hﬁkfl _ mNe_k)} < e—k’7/8> + C_le_Ckv'

xeAF~ Ak+1

(5.51)

for some constant ¢ > 0. By [12, Theorem 2.3] and as we may assume that n —k > n/2
(so that we may replace 1 with -1 in (5.51) at the cost of a factor 2), the probability on
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—ck'

the right-hand side is at most e plus

P(ZB(A) < 2e*"”/8) (5.52)

for fixed k and all N large enough , where B = [-1/2,1/2]*> and A := e !B\ e 1YB
and where we used the definition (3.35) of A¥. Above we take a slightly smaller annulus
then the one corresponding to the scaling limit of the domain in the last sum so that
to accommodate an annulus in between that is also a stochastic continuity set for the
random measure Z.

The last probability in turn is bounded by

2e—k”/8E((zB(A)—1) (5.53)

by the Markov inequality. The expectation is finite by [16, Corollary 14]. Hence, there
exists kg € IN and for each k > kg there exists Ny € IN such that the Lh.s. of (5.51) is
bounded by constant times e =" for all N > Nj.

From all the above, we then obtain

l
P(U{\Ej\ > j"} ]rN,u<xo, t>) <4/2 (5.54)
j=k
for all sufficiently large k and N (depending on k), as required. O

5.3 Proof of Lemma 4.6.
Our last item of business is a proof of Lemma 4.6 for which we need:

Lemma 5.5 Let W under PP be a standard Brownian motion, and let b,v > 0. Then, for each
measurable A < RIOY]

lim P° ((Ws)sgb eA IILI}P Ws = —v, Wr = at4/log N) = 13”((1/5 —V)s<b € A), (5.55)
S

T—o0
where Y under P is the three-dimensional Bessel process started at Yo = v.

Proof. The proof of [21, Lemma 7] passes through despite the n-dependent boundary
value at Wr. In conjunction with the Portmanteau theorem, this yields the claim. O]

Next we will need a way to restrict a minimal growth of the random walk k — W,
where W under P is a standard Brownian motion, and the f are from Lemma 4.4. For
this we introduce another control variable defined by

Ti=max{k =1,...,[n/2): min{W, W, .} <k} (5.56)

with the proviso T := 0 if the set under the maximum is empty. As it turns out, 7 is tight
under the relevant law:

Lemma 5.6 Foreache > 0,6 € (0,1/8),a > 0and v > 0 there exists M < oo such that

sup sup sup P° (T > M’ min Wy, > —v, W;, = aty/log N) <e€. (5.57)
N=1 xoeD, te[0,a] k<n
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Proof. We rewrite the conditional probability in (5.57) as

po (T > M, mingc, Wy, > —v ‘ Wi, = aty/log N)
P0<mink<n Wi, = —v ’ Wi, = atq/log N)

(5.58)

By Lemma 4.4, the sequence {t,}}_, is such that t; — 4k is bounded uniformly in 1 < k <
n. In (5.58), the denominator is bounded from below by

P0< min Wy > —v ’ W, = lxt\/@) (5.59)

s€[0,t,]

which is bounded from below by a constant times +/log N /n by [13, Proposition 2.1]. We
claim that the numerator is bounded from above by a constant times M—1/8, /log N /n.

Once this claim is proved, the expression in (5.58) is bounded by a constant times M~"/8
which implies the tightness of .
The numerator in (5.58) equals

0 . . 5 . - _
P <M+112k12[n/2j min{W; ,W; .} <k ,I]rgll Wt]. > -0 ’ Wi, = aty/log N) (5.60)

by (5.56), which by symmetry is equal to

0 _ _ I
P <M+1r£l?<xln/2JmaX{Wtk'Wt"’k}2 r]n<a}1th v < 0’Wt ot logN> (5.61)

Using the union bound, the probability is bounded from above by
/2]

Z PO(Wtk >k, max Wy, —v < O’th = —at logN>
k=M+1 J<n (5.62)
/2] '
+ Z PO(thfk > —k° math —v < O‘Wt = —qt logN)
k=M+1 jsn
By the Markov property, the term corresponding to k in the first sum equals
J Ok (dw)PO(math —v< O}Wtk = w)
ZUG[ k9 ] ]< (5 63)
0 — = = —
x P (km<]a<>§l Wi, —0<0 ‘ Wi, = w, W, = —atr/log N>
where py is the Borel measure defined by
oe(A) == P (wtk e A ‘ W, = —atr/log N) (5.64)
By Lemma 4.4 and standard facts about Gaussian random variables,
p(dw) < const. k~2dw. (5.65)

By [13, Lemma 2.3], the first probability in the integrand in (5.63) is bounded by a con-
stant times (1 + v)(1 + v — w)/k , and the probability in the second line is bounded by a
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constant times (1 +v —w)(1 + v + aty/log N)/ k). Using these facts in (5.63) bounds
the first sum in (5.62) by a constant times

|n/2]
(1+U 1+U+0€t«/10gN Z U+k1/8)(1—|—’0+k1/8)2k73/2

k=M+1 (5.66)
(1+0)%( —I—v—th«/logN M-1/8,

< const.

The second sum in (5.62) is bounded in the same way by (5.66). This bounds the numer-
ator in (5.58) by a constant times M~'/8, /log N/n as claimed. H

Proof of Lemma 4.6. By a union bound, forany ¢ > v,

ﬂ{Wtk > —v}, Wy, = txt«/logN)

PO({wfk}Qo:1 €A
k=0

< P0<mmW < —7

s<ty

ﬂ{Wtk > —v}, Wy, = at logN>

k=0 (5.67)

+ PO ({Wy 12, € A|minW, > —5,W;, = aty/log N )

Po(m1ns<tn s> —0 | W, = aty/logN)
Po(ﬂk oiW, = —v} |W,, = aty/logN)

Now it suffices to show that the first term on the right-hand side is bounded by ¢ for
sufficiently large @, and that the ratio in the last line is bounded by a constant ¢ for any
such ¢ uniformly in 7.

For the latter statement, we note that the ratio is bounded by

PY(ming<;, Ws = —0 | Wy, = aty/log N)
PO(mins<;, Ws > —0| W;, = aty/log N)

(5.68)

Using the Ballot Theorem for Brownian motion, the numerator is equal to

2+ 0(1))(5 + atr/log N)ti (5.69)

and the denominator is equal to the same expression only with v in place of 9. In partic-
ular, the ratio is bounded from above, for any choice of ¥ and t.
Turning to the first term on the right hand side of (5.67), for eachk = 0,...,n —1 set

= {¥i(s): s € [0,1]} with
~ 1
Yi(s) := \/ﬁ (Wstk+1+(1—s)tk

and observe that {‘T’k},’j;g is a family of i.i.d. Brownian bridges from 0 to 0 that are inde-
pendent of {W; }. Then denote

‘Fk W/thrl - tk 1’1’111’1 ‘Fk( ) (571)

s€[01]

- Wtk - S(Wtk+1 - Wtk))/ (570)
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and observe that if Wy, Wy, > K°,

W (1=s)t, = (L =)Wy, +sWy,,, + Yi(s) = K+ c‘f’k(s) , (5.72)

tk+1+

for some ¢ < o0, where we have also used Lemma 4.4.
Recalling (5.56), we can then use the union bound to bound the first term on the right-
hand side of (5.67) by

P (minWs < -7

ﬂ{Wik > —v},th = at logN)
k=0

s<ty
n n—M
<P <r > M| [(|{Wy = —v}, Wi, = at logN>+ P (¥ < —c7'K)
k=0 k=M
n
0 : = _ _
F <se[0,tMIj{1Jl[1;}:M,fn] Ws = ﬂ{Wtk . U},Wt,, “ 10g N>/

k=0

(5.73)
where we left out the conditioning in the second term on the right-hand side by inde-
pendence of {W; } and {¥j}.

Now given 6 > 0, we first choose M sufficiently large so that, using Lemma 5.6 and
that ¥ has Gaussian tails, the terms in the second line add up to at most /2 . Then we
choose @ sufficiently large that the probability in the last line is also bounded by /2. For
the latter, we can use the FKG property for Brownian motion to replace the conditional
event by W;, = 0, and then the fact that the minimum in the last line has Gaussian tails
under the law P°(- | W;, = 0), with constants that depend only on M. The desired claim
now follows from (5.67) and the limit claim in Lemma 5.5. 0
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