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Abstract

We show the existence of the scaling exponent x € (0,4[(1 + v%/4) — /1 +~*/16]/~?] of
the graph distance associated with subcritical two-dimensional Liouville quantum gravity of
paramater v < 2 on V = [0,1]2. We also show that the Liouville heat kernel satisfies, for any
fixed u,v € V°, the short time estimates

i L8 [ogpd (w0)| - x
t—0 |log t| 2—x

, a.s.

1 Introduction

Let V = [0,1]2 C R? and let V° denote its interior. Let h be an instance of the Gaussian free
field (GFF) on V with Dirichlet boundary condition. For an introduction to the theory of the GFF
including various formal constructions, see, e.g., [36, B]. Fix v € (0,2) and let M, denote the ~
Liouville quantum gravity (LQG) given by formally exponentiating the GFF h [17]|H One can then
introduce the positive continuous additive functional (PCAF) with respect to M, as

t 2
F(t) = /0 (X~ FERX)? g (1)

where {X;} denotes a standard Brownian motion (SBM) on V killed upon exiting V, independent
of h. The Liouville Brownian motion (LBM) is then defined formally as Y; := Xp-1(), and the
Liouville heat kernel (LHK) p;(z,y) is the density of the Liouville semigroup with respect to M-,
ie.

B f(Y;) = / o7 (2, ) £ (4) M (dy), (2)
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! Thus, in our terminology, the LQG is the Gaussian Multiplicative Chaos (GMC) built from the Gaussian
free field. As pointed out to us by Remi Rhodes, in the physics literature the LQG is often meant to represent a
modification of this measure, e.g. by normalizition with respect to the total mass of the GMC. In this paper we
follow the terminology established in [17], and only note that global, absolutely continuous modifications such as a
normalization by the area would not change the value of the exponents in Theorem below.




where the superscript « is to recall that Yy = Xy = 2. We refer to Section [2] for pointers to the
(non-trivial) precise construction and properties of these objects.

For § > 0 and any two distinct points u,v € V°, we define the Liouville graph distance D, s(u,v)
to be the minimal number of Euclidean balls with rational centersﬂ and LQG measure at most §2,
whose union contains a path from u to v.

24—/
Theorem 1.1. Fiz v € (0,2). There exists x = x(7) € (0, Aty /4)72 1+74/16]] such that the
following holds. For any ¢ > 0 and any fixed points u # v € V°, there exists a random variable
C = C(t,u,v) measurable with respect to h such that for all 6,t € (0,1],

C 1ot < D, s(u,v) < CSX, (3)
c1 exp{ —t_ﬁ_b} < p/(u,v) < Cexp{ —t_ﬁﬂ}. (4)

As we now discuss, Theorem is an amalgamation of several results, proved in different
sections of the paper.

e The Liouville graph distance exponent y is well defined (see Proposition [5.1)) and the (log of
the) distance concentrates around its mean (see Proposition |3.17)).

e The distance exponent x does not depend on the particular choice of u and v as long as they
are fixed and away from the boundary (see Proposition [5.1)).

e Both lower bounds and upper bounds on the Liouville heat kernel can be obtained from the
distance exponent (see and ([106))): such bounds are sharp in terms of the power on ¢ in
the exponential as in ({4]).

e The lower bound that x > 0 is a relatively obvious result (see Lemma; the upper bound
on x is a reading from the KPZ relation established in [I7], which is applied to bound the
minimal number of Euclidean balls of LQG measure at most §2 required in order to cover
the line segment joining v and v. Evaluating x is a major open problem and is not the focus
of the present article. We record the bounds here only to show that y is nontrivial (i.e.,
0 < x < 1), and therefore the heat kernel in is not diffusive.

e For v small, non-trivial upper bounds on x appear in [I3]. In particular, combining Theorem
[13, Theorem 1.2] and [25], one obtains that there exist constants ¢*, ¢’ > 0 so that x €
(1—cv,1—c*~*3/|1log~]|) for small 4. In particular, as discussed in [I3], this is incompatible
with Watabiki’s conjecture. For some work toward bounding exponents for a related distance,
see [21].

e It is a consequence of [I6] and [I3] that the Liouville graph distance is not universal across
different log-correlated fields. Because of Theorem and [I4], the same holds for the
Liouville heat kernel exponent.

%50 that D., s(u,v) is a measurable random variable



1.1 Background and related results

Making a rigorous sense of the metric associated with the LQG is a well known major open problem,
see [33] for an up-to-date review. In a recent series of works of Miller and Sheffield, the special
case y = \/8/73 is treated; one of their achievements is to produce candidate scaling limits and to
establish a deep connection to the Brownian map, see [26], 29, 27, 28] and references therein. In
a recent work [21], upper and lower bounds have been obtained for a distance associated with the
LQG (which is presumably related to Liouville graph distance considered in the present article),
and for that distance the existence of the scaling exponent was established.

From another perspective, the LBM has also drawn much interest recently, after it was con-
structed in [20} B]. In particular, the LBM heat kernel was constructed in [19], and on-diagonal
bounds were derived in [32], implying that the spectral dimension of LBM equals 2. Estimates
on the off-diagonal behavior are more challenging, and some (weak, but non-trivial) bounds were
established in [25] and [2], with a significant gap in the exponent between the upper and lower
bounds. Building on [15], we have computed in [I4] the exponent for the Liouville heat kernel on
a so-called coarse modified branching random walk, and showed that the exponent is not universal
among log-correlated Gaussian fields. The present article focuses on the GFF set-up and establishes
that in the precision of the exponent, the off-diagonal LHK is closely related to the Liouville graph
distance.

Another distance that has been considered in the literature is the Liouville first passage perco-
lation (FPP), whose discrete version is the shortest distance metric where each vertex is given a
weight of the exponential of the GFF value there. In [I2], it was shown that at high temperatures
the appropriately normalized Liouville FPP converges subsequentially in the Gromov-Hausdorff
sense to a random distance on the unit square, where all the (conjecturally unique) limiting met-
rics are homeomorphic to the Euclidean distance. In [16], it was shown that the dimension of the
geodesic for Liouville FPP is strictly larger than 1.

Finally, we mention two random walk models on the environment generated by GFF: in [9] a
discrete analog of LBM was considered, where the holding times for the random walk at each vertex
are exponential distributions with means given by the exponentials of the GFF — some scaling limit
results were obtained for this model; in [7] a random walk on the random network generated by
discrete GFF was considered, where in the random network each edge (u,v) is assigned a resistance
exponential in the sum of the GFF values at v and v — the return probability for this random
walk was computed via a computation of the effective resistance of this random network.

1.2 A word on proof strategy and organization of the paper

Before describing our proof strategy, we discuss some of the basic objects that we work with. The
first object is the Gaussian free field. There are many approaches for its construction, which we
quickly review in Section Of importance to us is its construction in terms of integral over
space-time white noise, where the ‘time’ coordinate denotes scale. This allows naturally the split
of the GFF into an independent sum of a ‘coarse’ field, consisting of contributions down to a cutoff
scale, and a ‘fine’ field, consisting of the rest.

Next, the Gaussian multiplicative chaos built from the Gaussian free field, which we refer to as
the Liouville quantum gravity, can be constructed as a martingale limit of the exponential of the
coarse field associated with the GFF, see e.g. . In particular, it can be described as a product
of a function depending only on the coarse field of the GFF, by an independent measure determined



by the fine field; this yields a natural separation of scales, which however as we explain below is not
quite sufficient for our analysis. For this reason, we often work with appropriate approximations of
the LQG, see for example . In this sketch, we only mention such details when they are crucial
to the argument.

We can now begin to discuss our proof strategies, starting with the Liouville graph distance.
As is often the case, the proof of a scaling statement as in is based on sub-additivity, which in
this case will be with respect to the scale parameter. However, the Liouville graph distance from
the introduction is not convenient to work with, because of the lack of scale-separation properties
that are crucial for sub-additivity. Therefore, our first step is to relate the Liouville graph distance
to an approximate Liouville graph distance, obtained through a specific partitioning procedure
of the square according to the LQG content of dyadic squares, see Section for details of the
construction. Since the approximation involves a sequence of refinements, sub-additivity for the
approximate Liouville graph distance is almost built in. However, we need to show that the ap-
proximate distance is indeed a good proxy for the distance. This is done in Proposition Most
of Section (3| is devoted to its proof, which employs appropriate approximations of the LQG and
a-priori estimates of fluctuations of the coarse field of the GFF. A particularly annoying fact is that
the coarse field fluctuations, which typically are well behaved, cannot be well controlled uniformly,
and at places one needs to replace the actual minimizing sequence by a proxy, bypassing some bad
regions of large fluctuations. This is done in Lemmas and which employ percolation
arguments.

The approximate graph distance thus constructed also has better continuity properties in terms
of the underlying GFF, and is instrumental in proving that the (logarithm of the) graph distance
concentrates around its mean, see Proposition [3.17}

Once these preliminary tasks are complete, we turn in Section [4] to the study of off-diagonal
short time Liouville heat kernel estimates. (We study the LHK before showing the convergence of
the distance exponent in order to emphasize that the study of the LHK is independent of the latter.)
Recall that the Liouville Brownian motion is constructed from simple Brownian motion by a time
change that depends on the Liouville quantum gravity. In Section we prove a lower bound on
the LHK, by a technique introduced in [14]. We construct boxes according to the partition yielding
the approximate Liouville graph distance. (In reality, we construct smaller sub-boxes in order to
handle differing sizes of blocks in the partition, and bypass some bad regions in the geodesic, using
Lemmas and . In order to control the behavior of the LBM, we introduce the notion of
‘fast boxes’, which are boxes in which, from many starting points, the LBM does not accumulate
more time change than typical. Boxes are fast with high probability, and using a Peierls argument,
we show that they percolate; the lower bound on the LHK is obtained by forcing the LBM to follow
such a path. For the upper bound, we introduce a parallel notion of ‘slow boxes’, which are cells
in which, for enough starting points, the LBM typically accumulates at least a small fraction of
the typical time-change. Most cells in the partition determining the approximate Liouville graph
distance are slow, and by tracking the accumulated time change, we obtain a lower bound on the
total accumulated time-change, which translates to a LHK upper bound. We emphasize that the
upper bound is obtained in terms of a liminf of the Liouville graph distance exponent, while the
lower bound is obtained in terms of a limsup.

Finally, in Section[5] we return to the Liouville graph distance. Using concentration inequalities,
it is enough to prove convergence for the rescaled expectation of (the logarithm of) the approximate
Liouville graph distance. Separation of scales is built into the definition, however translation



invariance is not (due to boundary effects). Further, even though the approximate Liouville graph
distance uses refinements in its construction and thus separation of scales, it still suffers from lack
of independence across scales. These two factors prevent the direct use of sub-additivity. To obtain
the latter, we introduce yet another version of the Liouville graph distance, which does possess the
required invariance property and, while at a given scale, does not depend on the fine field in slightly
smaller scales. A coupling argument allows us to couple the two distances, and sub-additivity can
then be employed to give a point-to-point convergence of the rescaled log-distance (see Lemma,
for points near the center of the box. This is already enough to give an upper bound for arbitrary
points. To give a lower bound, it is not enough to control point-to-point distances, and we need to
control point to boundary distances for small enough sub-boxes. The latter estimate involves the
point-to-point estimate and a percolation argument, see Lemma

Various preliminaries are collected for the convenience of the reader in Section 2l We also
include, in Section [2.5] a derivation of rough estimates on the distance exponent. These estimates
are not expected to be sharp.

1.3 Notation convention

We say that the events E = Ejs occur with high probability (with respect to 0) if there exists a
constant ¢ > 0, depending on v, { Es} only, so that P(Es) > 1 — §¢ for all small § > 0. For a > 0,
we say that the events F = Ej5 occur with a-high probability, if P(Es) > 1 — §° for all small 6 > 0.

For (nonnegative) functions F(-) and G(-) we write F' = O(G) (alternatively, (G)) if there
exists an absolute constant C' > 0 such that ' < CG (respectively > CG) everywhere in their
domain. We write F' = O(G) if F is both O(G) and Q(G). If the constant depends on variables
Z1,%2,...,Tn, we change these notations to Oy, 2y 2,.(G) and Qu, 4, . 2. (G) respectively. We
denote by C,c,C’,¢; etc positive universal constants. For parameters or variables p;, we write
C =C(p1,...,p) if C is a positive constant that depends only on py,...,pg. For example, C(v)
is a positive constant that may depend on ~.

For v € R? and r > 0, we denote by B,(v) the (open) Euclidean ball centered at v of radius
r. For i > 1 we denote by €; the collection of centers for all dyadic squares of side length 2~
contained in V. That is, with o3 = (0,0),

¢i={org+ ("2 )+ (-2 k- 279 0< 4,k <2 — 1} (5)

Note that |€;| = 2%.

A box B is a square in R?. We denote by sp the side of B and by cp its center. We say that a
box B is a dyadic box if, for some i € N, sg = 27" and cp € ¢;. We say that a Euclidean ball B is
a dyadic ball if, for some i € N, the radius of B is 27¢ and the center of B is in €;. Finally, we use
| - | to denote the Euclidean distance and | - | to denote the £ norm.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 General Gaussian inequalities

The next lemma is a consequence of the the Borell-Sudakov-Tsirelson Gaussian isoperimetric in-
equality ([l 137]).



Lemma 2.1. For any constant ¢ > 0 there exists C' > 0 such that the following holds. Let
X = (X1,...,X,) be a centered Gaussian process with maxj<i<p VarX; = o02. Let B C R™ such
that P(X € B) > c¢. Then for A > Co,

_ (A=Co)?
P(min |[X — X|oo > A) < Ce™ 252
xeB

Proof. Let X = AZ where Z is a Gaussian vector whose components are i.i.d. standard Gaussian
variables. Set B = {X : Ax € B}. By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the fact that the ¢-norm
for any row vector in A is at most o, we obtain that

|Az — Bloo > X implies |z — B| > \/o for all z € R™.

Therefore,

P(min | X — X[eo > A) < P(min |Z — %[ > \/0o). (6)
xeB %cB

On the other hand, by assumption, P(Z € B) > ¢. Combining this with @ and the standard
Borell-Sudakov-Tsirelson inequality [37, 8], see also [24} (2.9)], yields the lemma. O

The next lemma is a consequence of Lemmal[2.1] See, e.g., [24] (7.4), (2.26)] as well as discussions
in [24] Page 61].

Lemma 2.2. Let {G, : z € B} be a Gaussian field on a (countable) index set B. Set o =
sup,cp Var(G). Then, for all a > 0,
a2

P(jsupG, —EsupG.| > a) < 2e 202 .
zeB z€B

We will often need to control the expectation of the maximum of a Gaussian field in terms of
its covariance structure. This is achieved by Fernique’s criterion [I8]. We quote a version suited to
our needs, which follows straightforwardly from the version in [I, Theorem 4.1].

Lemma 2.3. There exists a universal constant Crp > 0 with the following property. Let B C V
denote a box of side length b and assume {Gy}yep is a mean zero Gaussian field satisfying

E(Gy — Gu)? < |u—|/b, for all u,v € B.
Then there exists a version of {Gy} which is spatially continuous such that Emax,ep G, < CF.

Remark 2.4. When the condition of Lemma holds, we always in the sequel consider the
continuous version of the underlying Gaussian process. This allows us to consider the maximum
of the process over various subsets, with the maximum being a bona fide random variable. We use
below this convention without further comment.

2.2 Gaussian free field

The GFF h is not defined pointwise, however as a distribution it is regular enough so that its circle
averages are bona fide Gaussian variables. In particular, if [v—90V| > § let hs(v) denote the average



of h along a circle of radius ¢ around v. Then, the circle average process {hs(v) : v € V, |[v—0V| > §}
is a centered Gaussian process with covariance

Cov(is(e) b (0) = [ Gy (=, 2 (A=) (d='), 7)
8B§(U)X836/(v’)

where the normalization factor of 7 is chosen to conform with the literature and ensure that the

GFF is log-correlated. Here u! is the uniform probability measure on 0B, (v), the boundary of

B, (v), and Gy(z, z') is the Green function for V, which is defined by

Gulen?) = [ pulsizias. (8)
(0,00)

Here and henceforth, for any A C R?, p4(s;z,2’) is the transition probability density of Brownian
motion killed upon exiting A. More precisely, pa(s;z,-) is the unique (up to sets of Lebesgue
measure () nonnegative measurable function satisfying

/ pa(s;z,2)d2 = P*(Bs € B,7a > s), (9)
B

for all Borel measurable subsets B of R? where P?(-) is the law of the two-dimensional standard
Brownian motion {B;}:>o starting from z and 74 is the exit time of {B;};>0 from A. It was shown
in [17) that there exists a version of the circle average process which is jointly Holder continuous
in v and 0 of order ¥ < 1/2 on all compact subsets of {(v,d) : v € V,|v — dV| > §}. In particular,
the LQG measure can be defined as the limit of

2
5 s(dv) = o) =5 10800 £, (), (10)

where Lo denotes the two-dimensional Lebesgue measure (restricted to V), and the superscript o
indicates a circle average approximation is taken. Similarly, the functional in ([I|) can be defined by
replacing there h with hs and then taking the limit as § — 0 (see below).

We will also use the white noise decomposition of the GFF. A white noise W distributed on
R? x R* refers to a centered Gaussian process {(W, f) : f € L?(R? x R*)} whose covariance kernel
is given by E(W, f)(W,g) = [g2.p+ f9dzds. An alternative and suggestive notation for (W, f),
which we will use in the sequel, is [po, p+ fW (dz,ds). For any B € B(R?) and I € B(R™T), we let
[y fW(dz,ds) denote the variable [z, pi fBx1W (dz,ds), where fpy; is the restriction of f to

B x I. Now define the Gaussian process {ﬁg(v) v eV,8 >8>0} by

() = v o oy PV 20 0)W (o, d) (11)
X )

(for notation convenience, we will drop the superscript 5 when 6 = 00). Then hs is another
approximation of the GFF as § — 0, known as the white noise decomposition. The LQG measure
as well as the functional in can also be approximated by taking a limit with the white noise
decomposition, and it has been shown in [3I, Theorem 5.5] and [35] that the limiting law is the
same as with the circle average approximation. For future reference we note that for u,v € V, the
Chapman-Kolmogorov equations give that

- 82

B0 =7 [ ptu o) (12)

7



We will, in fact, consider an approximation of the white noise decomposition. To this end, we
define for 0 < § < § < 0

S0 .
ns(v) = VT VX (5.52) pVﬂB4—1sl/2\1ogs—1|A10—1(”) (s/2;v,w)W (dw,ds), (13)
where we recall that B,(v) is the Euclidean ball of radius r centered at v. Here we truncate
the transition density upon exiting B,-1,1/2|1og s-1r10-1(v) (or exiting V) so that each scale in the
hierarchical structure of the process 72 (that is, the process {n2’ (v) : v € V} for some § < §' < §/2)
only has local dependence — the “A1071" in the definition is to ensure (I17) in Section and is
otherwise not important. Again, for notation convenience, we will drop the superscript § when
d = 00.

Lemma 2.5. With notation as above, we have that

Var(fba(u) - fza(v)) + Var(ns(u) — ns(v)) = O( lu g v|

), uniformly in § > 0,u,v € V.

Proof. We will give a proof for the bound on Var(hs(u) — hs(v)). The bound on Var(n;s(u) — ns(v))
follows from a similar argument. Our proof follows [31, Appendix A}, where a version of Lemma
is proved, with |u—v| = O(6?%) and where both u, v are away from V. We will adapt their arguments
and show that these restrictions are not needed. Because of , estimates on py(t;u,v) will play
an important role. Note that

- |u—v\2
e 2t

pv(t;u,v) = ot

q(t;u,v) where q(t;u,v) = P(Bs — ;Bt +u+ ;(v —u) eV forall s <t).

Therefore, we get that

& *1 <1 lu—v|?
77/ (py(t;u,u) — py(t;u,v))dt < / —(q(t;u,u) — q(t;u,v))dt +/ —q(t;u,v)(1 —e” 2t )dt.
62 62 2t 62 2t
Using the fact that 1 — e < /z for > 0, we get that
o 1 _lu—vf? * u — v lu — v
. — (1 — < <2——.
/52 q(t; u,v)Qt(l e = )dt < /52 372 dt <2 5 (14)

Let 7 =min{s <t: By — {B;+u ¢V} and 7/ = min{s < t: B, — {B; + u+ (v — u) ¢ V} where
we use the convention that min(® = co. Then we see that

lg(t;u,u) — q(t;u,v)| < P(r <t, 7 >t)+ P <t, 7 >1). (15)

The two terms on the right hand side of can be bounded in a similar way. As a result, we just
bound P(r < t,7" > t). To this end, we denote by Lq,...,Ls the four boundary segments of V,
and let 7; = min{s <t: By — By +u € L} for i =1,...,4. It is clear that

P(r<t, 7 >t) <L P(ni<t, 7' >1).

Assume that L; is the left boundary of V. The event 7 < ¢ implies that minge(Bs—§Bt)1 < —u,
while the event 7/ > ¢ implies that minge(gy(Bs — §Bt)1 > —(1 — $)ur — fv; for some 0 < s < t.



Here we use the notation w; for the z-coordinate of some w € R?. Thus, the intersection is possible
only if v; > w1, and in that case we obtain that

P(r <t,7 >t) < P(min (B, — iBi)1 € [~v1, —w1]) = P(max (Bs — $By)1 € [ug,v1]) .
SE[O,t] 56[07t}

By the reflection principle, for v; > u; we have that

fmmﬂ&—i&heme:/m—d(M“”@>m

s€[0,4] w  dx \ p(t;0,0)
_ =243/t —202/t lup — v
=e M/ — e O——r—.
B Vi
Repeating this argument for ¢ = 1,...,4, we conclude that
u — vl

P(r<t,7 >t)<4C ,
(1< ) < 7

which gives, using (15)), that ¢(t;u, u) — gq(t;u,v) = O(|u — v|/v/t). Therefore,

2 2t 0
Combined with we get that

/:O Lttt ww) — gl o)t = 0“1y,

w/ﬂmm%m—mm%mwzoW%”U (16)
62

Interchanging the roles of u and v, we obtain the same estimate for 7 [ [py(t; v, v) — pv(t; u, v)]dt.
Recalling , we have

Var(is(1) = hs(0) = 7 [ lpvttiu,n) = pyltsuold 1 [ lp(to0) = pyltsu,olar

and substituting , we complete the proof of the lemma. ]

Lemma 2.6. Uniformly in § >0, a >0 and k > 1, we have

sup P ( max  |ns(v) — ns(u)| > alog(k + 1)> — O(l)efﬂ(cﬂ) .
= vi|v—u|<kd

B max _(|hs(u) = hs(v)| + Ins(v) = ms(w)]) = O(v/logd71).

u,veV,|lu—v|<4

Proof. By Lemma [2.5] we can apply Lemma and deduce that for all u € V

£ _max ([ha(w) = ha(o)] +lns(o) ~ nsw)]) = 0(1).

Combined with Lemma this yields the second inequality by considering a union bound over
u € o, 5-1741 (recall the definition of €; in ) In addition, by a similar argument, we get that
uniformly in a, k, 6,

sup P ( max max |ns(v) —ns(x)| > alog(k + 1)/2) < e~ (17)

weV v:UGCHOgQ 5flw+1,|v7u|§k6 z:|lz—v|<d

9



Since Var(ns(v) — ns(u)) = O(log(k + 1)) for all |v — u| < k6, a union bound yields that uniformly
in the same parameters,

sup P max Ins(v) — ns(u)| > alog(k+1)/2 | < O(l)e‘Q(‘ﬁ) .
weV v:v€€[10g25_1w+1,|v7u|§k6

Combined with and the fact that

max V) — u)| < max max V) — x
v:lv—u|<kd |776( ) 776( )’ B Vel 6717+1,|v—u|§k6 z:|lz—v|<S ’775( ) 776( )|
+ max 5(V) —ns(u
U:vetﬂog2 5—11+1,|v—u|§k5 |77 ( ) 1 ( )| 3
this yields the first inequality of the lemma. =

Recall the definition of €; in . By a simple union bound, we get that

E  max hs(v) <2logd ™!+ O(1) for all § > 0.

VEL logy 51

Combined with Lemma and Lemma [2.6] we obtain that uniformly in A > 0 and small § > 0,
)\2

P(max hs(v) > 3logd~t 4+ X) < O(1)e 2loes1500) (18)
ve

Lemma 2.7. We have P(max,cy max;>o |ho—; (v) — 19—; (v)] > A) < O(1)e= 20,

Proof. We may and will assume that A > C for some constant C' large enough. For i > 1,

write A;(v) = ﬁ§:2+1(v) - ng:zﬂ(v) and write Ag(v) = hi(v) — ni(v). Let 3 = min{t > 0 :

| By — 122 By 2|0 > i27%/8} where {B;} is a standard Brownian motion. Uniformly in v € V and i
we have

VarA;(v) = O(1)P(r; < 272 = O(1)e ) . (19)
By Lemma and , we get that uniformly in u,v € V
Var(A;(v) — Aj(u)) < O(1) min{e D) 91y — [} . (20)
Combined with Lemmas [2.2] and this gives that

P(  max max  |Ai(u) — Ai(v)] = A+ 1)72) < O(1)e QNN (97)

U€€i+ |41ogg i) UZ‘U—’U,‘S47;74'271

In addition, by and a union bound, we get that

P( max  |A(u)] > A+ 1)72) < O(1)e 2N EHD? (22)

u€E; | |410gs i)

Note that for any j > 0 one has

max max |hg—; (v) — 1y—; (v)] < max max Aij(u)—A;(v)|+  max A;(u)]).
g s 0= S 30 om0 =M+ max185(0)
Combined with and , this completes the proof of the lemma. O
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Define i
h(v) =7 p(s/2; v, w)W (dw, ds) . (23)
R2x (52,52)
The process iLg has better invariance properties than the process Bg from . By a direct compu-
tation we obtain that for all 6 > > 0 and v,w € V,
lv—w|?

= = 1 _ e~ 5 00 o 2 _ 2
Var(hi(v) — hS(w)) < / ST T s < / Mds < M . (24)

2 s 2 s
For £ > 0, write V¢ = {v € V: |[v — V| > ¢},
Lemma 2.8. For any £ > 0, there exists a constant C = C(§) > 0 so that for all A > 0

P(max max |E§,]—(v) — M- (V)| > A) < Ce @7V (25)
veVE j20

Proof. The proof is very similar to that of Lemma Define A;(v) = ﬁg:;“(v) - 77;:;“(11) for

i > 1 and write Ag(v) = n1(v). Similarly to (20), we obtain that uniformly in 4, u,v € V¢,
Var(A;(v) — Aj(u)) < O(1) min(e™ ) 2|y — v)),

where the O(1) and the €2 terms depend on £ only. Thus, following the derivation as in Lemma
we obtain an analogue of and in our setting, and then conclude the proof of the current
lemma. O

Lemma 2.9. For 0 < ke < k1 < 1, let V1,Vy C V¢ be two bozes with side lengths k1 and ko
respectively. Let 6 : Vi — Vg be such that v = av + b for a = ka/k1 and some b € R so that

0 maps Vi onto Vo. Then, there exists a coupling of (V) = {C(gl)(v) v e V,0 <6 <1} and

¢ = {Cg) (v) v € Vg,0 <0 <1} such that the following hold.

(1) The marginal laws of (V) and ¢ are respectively the same as {ns(v) : v € V1,0 < § <1} and
{Nas(v) 1 v € Vy,0 < 0 < 1}.

(2) There ezists C = C(§, k1, k2) > 0 such that

M (2 —o1y2
P(maxmax|C, 5 (v) = (o= (F0)] 2 A) < Ce :

Proof. By we see that Var(hl(u)—hl(v)) = O(Ju—v|) for all u, v € V¢ where the O(1) depends
only on (£,a). In addition, by a straightforward computation we get that Var(hl(u)) = O(1).
Therefore, Lemmas [2.2] and [2.3] imply that

P(max Al (u)] > A) < Ce €N
u€Ve

where again C is a positive constant depending on (, K1, k2). Combined with , this gives that

he. . S >\ < Ce—C7IN
P(ggﬁlﬁg!huﬁ(%) Na2-i (Bv)] = A) < Ce (26)

By the translation invariance and scaling invariance property of the ﬁ-process we see that
{ﬁ%,j (v) : v € V1,7 >0} has the same law as {BZQ,j (fv) :v e Vy,57>0}.

Therefore, we can construct a coupling of (A1), ¢M), (h®,¢®2)) such that

11



o (R (v) = ()2 _(v) for all v € Vy,j > 0;
e for i € {1,2} the pair (h(,¢®) is identically distributed as the pair (h,7).

Combined with (noting that V; C V¢) and , this completes the proof of the lemma. [

2.3 Liouville quantum gravity

For any v < 2, M, is defined in [I7] as the almost sure weak limit of the sequence of measures My,
given by ,
MS,, = et (2277 /20y (dz) (27)

where L is the Lebesgue measure on R2. The LQG measure is by now well understood (see e.g.,
[23, 177, [30}, [31), (35, 4] ), and in particular one has the existence of the limit in , the uniqueness in
law for the limiting measure via different approximation schemes, as well as a KPZ correspondence
through a uniformization of the random lattice seen as a Riemann surface. In particular, it follows
from martingale convergence that the sequence

eMha—n()9=m7*/2 00 (42) (28)

almost surely weakly converges to a Gaussian Multiplicative Chaos, and then it follows e.g. from
[17,135] that the limit is precisely M.,,. This approximation of the LQG measure via the white noise
decomposition will be particularly useful to us.

Of particular relevance to the present article is the following boundedness result on the positive
and negative moments of the LQG measure, proved in [23] 34] (see also [31, Theorems 2.11, 2.12]).

Lemma 2.10. For any 0 < p < 4/42, we have E(M,(V))? < co. For any non-empty Euclidean
ball A C'V, we have E(M,(A))P < oo for all p < 0.

We will need a slightly stronger version of Lemma Let B C V be a square or a Euclidean
ball of diameter £ > 0, and define
v , R (2) = Var(RS_, (2))
M,5(B) = lim [ &"2nFeVarltiyn@)p, (g7
(29)

Y . 79 z —ﬁVar 79 z
Mfy,&,n(B) — nILIEO ; 677727n( )6 2 ("727'n( )),Cg(dz) ,

where the existence of the almost sure limit follows from the fact that ng(B) (respectively

M, 5,(B)) forms a sequence of martingales (c.f. [3I]). By a straightforward adaption of the
proof of Lemma we obtain that

E(§*2M%5(B))p <C,pforall0<p<4/y*and § <€, (30)
E(¢72M, 5(B))P < Cyp for all p< 0 and § < ¢, (31)

where C , is a positive constant depending only on (v, p). (Tail estimates for Mvﬁm will be provided
in the course of the proof of Proposition below.)
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2.4 Liouville Brownian motion

To precisely define the Liouville Brownian Motion, we revisit . We define the positive continuous
additive functional (PCAF) with respect to M, as

t - -
Ft) = lim [ evhamn(Xo= Varlig— (X2) g (32)

n—o0 0

where the limit exists almost surely due to [20,[3]. It is not hard to check, using the a.s. convergence
discussed in Section that the limit in does not depend on whether circle averages or white
noise approximations are used. With F(t) well-defined, the LBM is defined as Y; := X F-1(1), and
the LHK p; (z,y) is then constructed in [19] as the density of the Liouville semigroup with respect
to M, as in . The LBM and its heat kernel capture geometric information encoded in M, ; for
example, the KPZ formula was derived from the Liouville heat kernel in 10, 6].

We will need the following lemma, which is essentially proved in [25]. We remark that in [25]
the authors work with GFF on a torus but their proofs adapt to our case with minimal change and
we omit further details on such adaption. See also [2] for related estimates.

Lemma 2.11. For any constants oy, ay > 0 there exists a constant az = az(ay,a2,y) > 0 and
random variables c1, co, c3 > 0 measurable with respect to the GFF, so that for all t > 0,

C1

Py (u,v) < cg(t72 4+ 1) Py(|Yimgos — v| < ™) + a2

e for all |u —v| <7,

Proof. With quantifiers as in the statement of the lemma, we have from [25] Theorem 4.2] that

Pjos (7, 7y) < t2§31+2 e~ for all |z — y| > 1. (33)

In addition, by [25, Lemma 4.3],

sup p;(z,y) < et +1).
z,yev

The lemma follows from the last two displays and the decomposition

p;y (u> U) = / p;fy—t‘XB (U, 1’)pZa3 (1’, U)MW(dx) + / pz_t@3 (u7 w)pZaB (.I‘, U)M'Y(dx) . D
B(v,to1) VAB(v,t°1)

2.5 Non-optimal bounds on the Liouville graph distance

The following are non-optimal bounds on the Liouville graph distance. Our main goal in recording
the following lemma is to illustrate that the distance exponent is non-trivial (i.e., strictly between
0 and 2).

Lemma 2.12. For 0 <~ < 2 there ezists ¢ > 0 depending only on ~y such that for all fited u,v € V

2 /4y /
we have ¢ — o(1) < Eloilg)}’fgu’v) < Aty /4)72 Ltae o(1) where the o(1) term tends to 0 as §.

In addition, D~ s(u,v) > 6~¢ with high probability.
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Proof. The upper bound on D, s(u,v) follows from the KPZ relation derived in [I7, Proposition
1.6], which is used to bound the number of Euclidean balls of LQG measure at most §2 required in
order to cover the line segment joining v and v (that is, set X as the line segment joining u and v
in [I7, Equation (5)], and adjust & to §2).

To prove the lower bound, it suffices to show that, for some constant ¢ = ¢(y) > 0, D 5(u,v) >
§~¢ with high probability. To this end, fix ¢ = ¢(7). Let ks be the smallest integer so that 2% < §¢
and let €, be defined as in ([5). By (18), we have that with high probability,

max hy-ss (v) < 3ks . (34)

From and a union bound we have that with high probability,

M

L a-ks (B(v,2750)) > 27298 for all v € €,

where M ,2-ks 18 as in . Combined with , we see that if we choose ¢ small enough we have
that M, (B(v,27%)) > 62 for all v € €,. This implies that any Euclidean ball with LQG measure
at most 62 has radius at most 27%5*2, This implies the claimed lower bound on the Liouville graph
distance. O

3 Liouville graph distance: approximation and concentration

In this section, we introduce an approximation for the Liouville graph distance, which will play a
key role throughout the paper. The key technical advantage of the approximate Liouville graph
distance is on a version of “separation of randomness”, as codified in Lemma [3.13

3.1 Liouville graph distance via approximate Liouville Quantum Gravity

For each box B of side length sp = ¢ > 0 and center cg = v, we define the approximate LQG to be

M, .(B) = 626“/77e(v)—§var(ne(v)) ’ (35)

compare with and ; the main point in is that one only considers the value of 7. at the
center of B. Note also that M, . does not define a measure, due to the lack of additivity. Fixing
d > 0, we introduce a random J-partition of V as in the following iterative procedure. Call a box
(which may be closed, open, or neither closed or open) that has not been partitioned yet a cell.
Whenever M., s, (B) > §2 for a cell B, diadically partition B into four sub-boxes. The iterative
procedure halts when all cells B satisfy M, ;,(B) < §°. We denote by Vs the final collection of cells
obtained in this procedure. Note that closures of cells may intersect only along their boundary. We
view Vs as a graph, with vertices consisting of the cells in Vs and edges between cells such that their
closures have intersection with non-empty relative interior (i.e., a nontrivial line segment). For each
v € V, we denote by C, s the unique cell in Vs which contains v. For two distinct u,v € V define
the approximate Liouville graph distance D’ L5 to be the graph distance between C, s and C, 5 in
Vs. In addition, we denote by s, s the side length of C, 5. Finally, recall the definitions of events of
high probability and of :-high probability, see Section The following proposition justifies our
terminology of approximate LGD. For a fixed £ > 0, denote VE={veV:|v—-0aV|>¢} Wesay
that (As, Bs) C V& x V¢ is a sequence of ¢-admissible pairs if
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e Aj (respectively Bj) is a single point, or a connected set of diameter at least 0¢.
e The distance between As and By is at least £ for all §.
The following lemma, whose proof is postponed, gives an a-priori, coarse bound on the cells in V.

Lemma 3.1. For any v € (0,2), there exist constants Cpe, Crvie > 0 (depending only on ) such
that with high probability, each cell C, 5 € V5 has side length §Cme < Sp,5 < §CMe

The subscript mc in Ci, stands for “minimal cell”, and Mc stands for “maximal cell”. The
values of Cp and Cye are kept fixed throughout the paper. A first approximation step for the
LGD is contained in the next proposition.

Proposition 3.2. Fiz 0 < { < C\c/3. Then, there exists a constant ¢ = c(,§) so that for any
sequence of £-admissible pairs (As, Bs), we have with c-high probability

3 —(lo 571)0‘9 : . / (10g 671)0.9
min D! s(z e (log < min D, s(x < min D’ s(x -e .
x€As5,y€B;s ’Y’a( ’y) w ( ’y) ~ x€A;5,y€Bs 7’6( ’y)

rEAs,yEBs
The proof of Proposition [3.2] follows roughly the following outline.

1. In order to get an upper bound on the LGD, we take the geodesic in D; s and construct an
efficient covering of this geodesic by Euclidean balls with bounded LQG measure.

2. In order to get a lower bound on LGD, we show that any path achieving the LGD will have
to place at least one Euclidean ball in each cell of a path which is candidate for D’7 5

Item 2 is easier to achieve, since we can apply a more or less straightforward union bound (essentially
due to the fact that all negative moments exist for LQG measure). In order to prove (the more
challenging) Item 1 (as well as later showing the lower bound on the Liouville heat kernel), it would
be ideal if in each cell of Vs, the “fine field” within that cell (roughly speaking the integration over
white noise within that cell) were almost independent of V5. While this property holds for a typical
cell, it unfortunately cannot hold uniformly for all cells, for the reason that occasionally some cell
will be neighboring to cells that are of much smaller side lengths (this, roughly speaking, is due to
the fact that LQG measure only has finite positive moment up to a fixed, v dependent, order). In
order to address this issue, we employ a technique influenced by percolation theory.

Some remark is in order concerning the definition of £-admissible pairs. The somewhat strange
condition there is that if A;y (or Bys) is not a single vertex, then it has to be a connected set that
is moderately large. This assumption is related to the regularity of the random partition V5 — it
is possible (though typically the case) that in some places, the random partition is highly irregular
but yet these locations serve as endpoints for the geodesic between As and Bjs in D’% s+ The high
irregularity will prevent us from building efficient path in D,, 5. Under our admissibility assumption,
it becomes tractable (via a percolation-type argument) since

e If Aj is a single vertex, then with high probability it has to be somewhat regular around Ag;

o If As is a connected set of moderately large diameter, then when it is irregular around v € Ag,
there exists a regular u’ € As which is close to u.

Before providing the proof of Proposition we prove a few preparatory lemmas. We begin
with the proof of Lemma [3.1
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Proof of Lemma[3.1. For e > 0 with logye™! € Z, we have [, —1] = €2 (recall (§)). Fix
B € (7,1 +~2/4), noting that the last interval is non empty if v € (0,2). A straightforward union

bound implies that
262 _
P( max n(v) > glog €2) < Ce ? < €, (36)

veelogg e—1

for some ¢ = ¢(8) > 0. On the complement of the event in , we have, using Lemma that,
with high probability, for any box B with side € centered at €., -1, we have that M, (B) <

2047/4=8) < ¢ for some ¢ = ¢/(8) > 0. The bound on the side length for the maximal cell
follows from a similar (simple) computation, and we omit further details. ]

We note that an argument similar to that employed in the proof of Lemma shows that the
tail of the distribution of log(Ss)/logd decays at least exponentially, where Sy is the side length of
the minimal cell in Vy. This implies that for any u,v € V,

log D;yé(u, v)

2

=0,(1). 37
10g 571 ) ’Y( ) ( )
In addition, a simple adaption of the argument in [I7, Proposition 1.6] (see also [I3, Proposition

6.2]) gives that
log D, s(u,v)\2
D 38
. () (38)
(we remark that these are extremely crude bounds). Thus, combined with (the yet unproven)
Proposition we obtain the following corollary.

log D! -
Corollary 3.3. For any u,v € V, we have that ‘Eloglfg”f_(?’v) —E Oglog”f_(?’v) < g (logd™ 1),
For a > 0, we define
Esa = (39)

{6Cme < s < 6D for all cells in Vs} N Ny {12-m (2) — 19-m—i (y)] < ay/logd—1loglog s},

where the last intersection is taken over m, j, z,y such that 1 < 2™ < §~Cme 1 < 27 < (alogd™1)?,
and |z — y| < 27™F3,
Lemma 3.4. There exists ag > 0 such that for all a > ag, E o occurs with high probability.

Proof. Denote by mg = |[Cmelogy 671, jo = [2logy(alogd™t)|. Denote by 7 the center of the
dyadic box of side length 2~ containing x, and § the center of the dyadic box of side length 27™~7
containing y. By the triangle inequality,

[12-m () = Ng-m—i (Y)| < [mg-m(x) = N2-m ()| + [M2-m (Z) — N2-m (J)]
+[N2-m=3(§) — Na-m—~3 (Y)| + |N2-m (§) — N2=m—5 ()]

Next, we will bound the four terms on the right hand side above.
For the first three terms, by Lemma [2.6| and a union bound, there exists a > 0 such that with
high probability

(6%
NP Npees {  max— [ny-i(@) —mp-i(y)| < —=/log 61},
yilz—y|<11x2—? 10
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where i is set as m for the first two terms (note |# — | < 11 x 27™ if |z — y| < 27™3) and is set
as m + j for the third term (note m + j < 2my).

For the fourth term, adjusting the value of « if needed, we obtain from a union bound over the
choice of j and y € &,,1; that with high probability

. o —
QUG ﬁ;‘Ozo Nyetpr, {me-m=i(y) = me-m (y)| < 0V log 6~ 1loglog '},

Collecting the above results, we conclude that holds with high probability. This, combined
with Lemma [3.1] completes the proof. O

The next lemma, whose proof is deferred, compares the approximate LGD with two different
parameters.

Lemma 3.5. Fiz 0 < & < Cyze/3 where Cype is specified in Lemma . For any sequence of
&-admissible pairs (As, Bs) and any function &' = 6'(8) < 0, it holds with high probability that

. D, , < . Dl 5 6/ 3 (10g571)0'8 ) 40
Rl Do) S i D)8 "

We remark that from the definition, we have the following converse to (40J):
D! 5/(u,v) > D! 5(u,v). (41)

In the next definition we formulate ingredients that will be useful in the proofs of Lemma [3.5] and
Proposition Recall that sp denotes the side length of a box B, see Section [1.3

Definition 3.6. Let B be a box with side length sp. Let Blayge be a box concentric with B and with
stde length 2sp.

For a dyadic € > 0, denote by B(B,¢€) (respectively, By(B,€)) the collection of dyadic boxes in
V with side lengths esp, which lie in Blarge (respectively, whose closures intersect OB ).

For 0 >0, let Y s be the number of cells in Vs that are contained in B and touch the boundary
of B (if B is contained in a cell then we set ¥ps = 1). Let ®ps be the minimal number of
FEuclidean balls with LQG measure at most 6% that covers 0B.

For X\ > 0, define the event 5 (respectively, & 5 . ) to be the following: there exists a
sequence of neighboring bozes B, .. .B(’j C Blarge \ B which encloses B such that

e Bl € B(B,¢) for each 1 <i<d.
e Up s <A foreach 1 <i<d (respectively Ppr 5 < A for each 1 <i<d).

(In Definition by two boxes neighboring each other we mean that the intersection of their
closures contains a non-trivial line segment. By a sequence enclosing B we mean that it separates
B from V N 0Bjayge in V.)

As we have announced earlier, the proofs for Lemma[3.5]and Proposition [3.2]employ percolation-
type arguments. More precisely, for a dyadic box B, we consider B’ € B(B, ¢) and B € By (B, t/e).
If the LQG measures (or respectively approximate LQG) of all B’s are less than some value p, we
call B’ an open (in the percolation sense) box. When B is a cell, we will show that each B’ €
B(B,¢) is open with large probability by setting e and ¢ appropriately, and that the openness of all
B’ € B(B,¢) are essentially independent events. Therefore, by standard arguments in percolation
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theory (in our case a straightforward union bound suffices), one can find an open path enclosing
B. The union of these enclosures along all cells in the geodesic of Df% s then gives an approximately
minimizing path. To compare D’Ws with D’WS, and D. s, we respectively set u to be (6')? and
62 /4 (see Lemma and Proposition . The key technical step for these arguments appears in
Lemma We remark that the proof of Lemma below follows the same type of analysis but
is substantially more involved as we will need to keep track of the ratios between side lengths of
neighboring boxes along the path we construct.
Recall the constants ag and Cp,c, see Lemma, and Lemma (3.1

Lemma 3.7. Let a > max{ag,4Cnc}. For 0 <d' = () <9, let
e =min{27": 2" < 4Cpclogd™} and \ = (5/5/)36(1%5—1)0‘7.
For each dyadic box B with side length s = sp =27, 1 < m < Cplog, 5L, we have
P({M,o(B) < 8} N Esa NG 5,00) < 510Cm10, (42)
Furthermore, for any fized x € Biarge and any fized © > 0
P({My,s(B) < 6*} N Es.0 N{D., (x,0Brarge) > 0(8/8')%}) < 610 (43)

Proof. Let t be a dyadic such that logt=! > (log61)%F, to be determined below. Write K = 1/e.
Suppose B(B,¢) = {B;}. Write B; = By(Bj,t/e), then each box in B; has side length ts. By
, we see that on the event {M, (B) < §°} N &sq, for all B € B(B,t) U By(Blarge, t) We have

~ 2. 2 2.
M'Y ts(B) < 5262704\/105;5*1loglog5*1t2e~m§5é(cB)—%Var(nfsé(cB)) )

(Recall that cj denotes the center of B.) By a union bound and the fact that B, c B(B,t) U
By(Biarge, ), we have that

P(max ne.*(cj) < 1.5logt™) > 1 — £, (44)
BeB;

where we have used that |B]| < 8¢/t < 1/t. On the event in (44)), we have
M., 45(B) < §%t°8, (45)

To prove , we take t = 2709108221 (this implies that ¢~ > X936 > §/§’ and therefore
52198 < §?). Fix p = t%! and k = 2. Combined with , we see that there exist events Ep open

measurable with respect to {ntﬁ:s(cé) : B € B}} such that

{ IP)(SBZ’.,open) >1—p, (46)

{€B1.open, i € I} and {Epr, gpen, i’ € I'} are independent if |B; — Bj,| > kes for all 4,4,

and
({M’Y,S(B) < 62} N 55,11 N gBl’.,open) - {\PBi,é’ < >‘}

(Note that the parameter 4Cy,. in the choice of € ensures that €?slog i < es, and that 4/t < \.)
We are now ready to complete the proof of by finding an open enclosure of B, i.e., a sequence
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of neighboring boxes in B(B, €) enclosing B such that Ep/ gpen Occurs for each B’ in the sequence.
To this end, we employ a standard percolation argument. Suppose that such an enclosing path does
not exist. Then, by duality, there exists a sequence of boxes B Lo ,Bgz joining 0B and 0DBjarge
such that the closures of consecutive boxes B; and Bl’-r+1 intersect (possibly at a single point) for

all r, and none of &£ B! open s occurs. Since £ > K, there are at most 4(2K + 1) x 8¢ such sequences
for a fixed £. For each such sequence, one can find at least £/(2x + 1)? boxes B; ’s with pairwise

distance at least kes. Consequently, for each fixed such sequence, the events & B! 's are mutually
independent. It follows that i

P(no open enclosure) < Z 4(2K +1)8p!/(2re+1) < 9K(810T1+1)K7 (47)
=K

provided that x is fixed and p = o(1). Substituting p = t*! and s = 2, we see that 9K(8pﬁ)K <
§10Cme+10 - Thig completes the proof of , noting there is no open enclosure on the event
{M,s(B) <6*}Né&an E5 Be

In order to prove (43)), we take ¢ = max{27" : 277 < §%9(§'/5)?}. Denote by B;, 0 < i < 4/t
all the (closed) boxes in B(B,t) which intersect the horizontal line passing through z. By the
definition of ¢, one has §2t%8 < (§")2. We argue next in a similar way to the derivation of : on
the event {M., s(B) < §?} N E 4, we have

M5 (cp,) < 1.5logt™" for all 1 < i <4/t = M, (B;) < 6%°% for all 1 <i < 4/t

P e

= D,%(S’ (wvaBlarge) S ; >~

Since g * (v 5,) is a centered Gaussian variable with variance log(e2/t) < |logt|, we have by a union
bound that P(n{js(véi) < 15logt™! for all 4) > 1 — 4112 > 1 — §/1°. This completes the proof of
[@). 0

Proof of Lemma[3.5. Let u € As, v € Bs be such that mingea; ye B, Dim(x,y) = D’W;(u, v) =: d,
and suppose Cq,---,Cy is a sequence of neighboring cells in Vj joining u to v, with u € Cy.

In case As = {u}, let S, = {C € Vs : u € Clarge }, where we recall that Cj,ge is @ box concentric
with C of side length 2sc. We work on the event &5 ,, which by Lemma @ is possible. Choose
t = Cnic/3. Applying of Lemma to all dyadic boxes containing u with side length at least
§%me (so in total we apply O(log 6~ 1) times), we see that with high probability we have

D!, 5 (1, Charge) < 674(5/8')% for all C € S,

Let Cgtart be the collection of all cells in geodesics of Df% 5/ (4, 0Clarge) for all C € Sy,. In the case A;
is a connected set of diameter at least 6%, let Cgart = 0. Similarly, we define Cepg.

By of Lemma and a union bound, we see that with high probability £s ¢ .\ holds for
each C € Vy, where €, \ are specified as in Lemma[3.7] In particular, in what follows we can assume
that & ¢, ¢ holds for all <. Then, for each 7, there exists a sequence, denoted C;, of neighboring
cells in Vs such that |C;| < A/€2, C; encloses C;, and each cell in C; intersects with Citarge \ Ci. We
claim that (Ule(Ci)U(Cstart UCenq contains a crossing between As and Bg. This is justified as follows:
let i3 = max{i : C; encloses u}, and define recursively i, = max{i > i,_; : C; intersects C;__, } till
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ro such that one can not define ¢,,41, then A; is connected to Cgiary U C;; and respectively Bs to
Cepa U (C,;TO. It follows that

Gsz‘nineB D, 5i(u,v) < d\/€* 4 267(5/8")3. (48)
u &5V 6

This completes the proof, noting that on &,

i DY () > €/(260) 2 57, (49)

O

Proof of Proposition|3.4. We begin with the upper bound. The proof resembles that of Lemma

and the key technical 1ngred1ent is an analogue of Lemma Let € = max{2™" : 2" < 4Cplogd~ 1}

be as in Lemma and let A = 897" We will show that there exists an event 55704

which occurs with high probability such that for each dyadic box B with side length s = 27,
1 <m < Cpelogy 671,

P({M,s(B) < 0°} N5 N (€5 pen)) < 6107t (50)

where 557 B 1S as in Definition . Furthermore, we will show that for any fixed € Bjarge and
any fixed ¢ >0

P({M, (B) < 6%} N Es.0 N {Dy5(2, dBiarge) > N}) < 610, (51)

Provided with and , we can complete the proof for the upper bound following the same
argument as in the proof of Lemma Note that in the case here,
min DV 6(“77)) < d)\/62 1267\ < de(logé—l)o.s i 572L6(10g6—1)08 < de(logé—l)o.g’
u€As,vEBs ’

where d = min,e; veB; Dws(u v) (compare Wlth , , and (| . Thus, it remains to
prove (50) and (51) (the proof resembles that of (42)) and ( .

Let t = e2 ez logd™)” 61, and with B(B,¢) = {Bi}, set Bl = By(B/,t/e). Write K = 1/e. By
Lemma we have that

max max |ho—i (y) — 19— (y)| = O(+/log 6=1),  with high probability . (52)
7j>1 wev
Let B

Es,a = the intersection of &, from and the event described in . (53)

Then, on {M, 4(B) < 6%} N &, one has
M»Y(B) < 62&7\/10g6*110g10g6_1 % 52872 % M’y7625,77(B) (54)

for any B € B(B,t)UBy(Blarge, t). By Fubini’s Theorem, we have that E]\Zf%6257n(é) = (ts)2. Thus,

628,77(B) > 47152672047\/10&5*1 loglog&‘l) < E(M’Y7€25,7I(B)) < 19 (55)

P(M
( - 47182672047\/105;6—110glog6—1 -

77
Consequently, with £ B!,open defined by

Blopen = 1M, 2, (B) < 471527200V Iosd  oglogd ™ g o)) € B,
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and using that |B]| < ¢!, we have that
1.9 0.9
]P( g;,open) <t ’Bg‘ <t
On the one hand,

]P)(gBl’.,open) >1- t0.9’
{€p1,0pen: # € I} and {Epy, yep} are independent if | B — B | > 2es for all 4, "

On the other hand, consider the balls of radius radius ts centered at the corners of boxes in B, that
are on OBj. The collection of these 4¢/t balls covers 9B;. Note that each such ball can be covered by
at most 4 boxes in B]. Thus, each one has LQG measure at most §2 if { M., s(B) < 52}056,04053;,013%
occurs, by the definition of £ B! ,open tOgether with . Therefore, we have that

({M’Y,S(B) < 52} N gts,a N gBZ’.,open) - {(I)Bz’.ﬁ < /\}7

where we use that 4e/t < e(logd™ ™" — X\ We can now apply the percolation argument as in the
proof of Lemma with parameters in and being set as p = t%? and x = 2 here. Then,
we obtain that

P({M, +(B) < 6°} N 5 N (E} 5.en)?) < 9K (8p7ni1 )K < §100met10,

completing the proof of .

To prove (51]), we take ¢ = 2-Mog2(6"*N1 " Denote by B, 0 < i < 2/t the (closed) boxes
in B(B,t) that intersect the horizontal line passing through x. Denote by {Bj,j =1,...,0} the
collection of B;’s together with their neighboring boxes in B(B,t)UBy(Biarge, t), where £ < 6/t +6.
Consider the balls centered at corners of some B; with radius ¢s. The collection of these 4/t + 2
balls covers a line segment from x to 0Bjarge, and each ball is covered by at most 4 boxes in {E]}
Consequently, on the event {M, ((B) < 521N Es,a, we have that D, 5(x, 0Blarge) > 67 “A (note that
d7'A > (4/t+2)) implies that M'y,e2s,n(Bj) > 4142207V logd  oglogd™" {1 some j, recalling (B4).
This occurs with probability at most (6/t 4+ 6)t9 < §/10, see . This completes the proof of
(1.

Next, we turn to the lower bound in Proposition Let & = 6ee8d™ )" With this choice,
events of high probability with respect to § are also of high probability with respect to 5, and vice
versa. Therefore, we do not distinguish between those notions. The key to the proof is the claim
that with high probability,

every Euclidean ball with LQG-measure < 62 can be covered by 4 cells in V. (56)
Provided with , it is clear that with high probability we have that
D’%(gl(u, v) < 4D, 5(u,v) for all u,v € V.

Combined with Lemma [3.5] it then yields the desired lower bound in the proposition.

It remains to prove . Note that any Euclidean ball R of radius r can be covered by four closed
dyadic boxes (which have non-empty pairwise intersection) of side length s = 2min{27": 27" > r}.
Suppose that R cannot be covered by four cells in Vy, which means at least one of these four dyadic

21



boxes B satisfies that M, s(B) > 6. Further, partition the box concentric with B of side length
4s into (4 x 2'9)2 squares of side length s’ = 271%. Denote the partition by Sp. Then, R contains
at least one square from Sp. Therefore, would follow provided that with high probability,

there exists no dyadic box B with M, 4(B) > §’* and M, (S) < ¢ for some S € Sp . (57)

Let € and « be as in Lemma, and recall that e = inf{27" : 2" < 4Cyc log (5*1}. We will show
that for a fixed box B and a fixed square S € Sp,

P(g&a,gé’,a, ( ) > 5/2 (S) < 52) <e (2Cmclog5—1)2‘ (58)

Assuming this, one can check , noting that the event there is not empty only for s > (5’ )Cme,

Next, we are going to show . We work on the high probability events 55a and 55/ (see
. ) for the definition). We partmon S e Sp into K? squares Sy, ..., Sk2 of side length es’ (recall
that K = 1/¢). Similarly to (54), we have that for all 4,

M'y(gz) > efZa'y\/log(S—lloglog(S*l x (5/) 2 M " (Sz)7

where M 25/ 18 defined as in (29 . Since €25’ log — < s, one can find K? /4 squares S“, S

K2/4

such that M7 24 n(S )’s are mutually independent. Then, M, (S) < §2 implies that
K2/4
Z (65/)72](4’y 2 n(g ) < e2a'y\/log6*110glog6_l % (6/6/)2 « 82/(65/)2 < B2K2/47
j=1
where 8 = e~ (10807 )"" " [t Aj = {(es')” M,Ye o 77(S-j) > [}, which occurs with probability at

least 1 — BC, 1 > 1/2 (see for the constant Cy _1). Then

K?2/4 5 _
M, 2y ,(Si;)  B2K? N _K?
]P)( Z 7(63/)77,2 s < 4 ) < ]P)( Z 1./4]‘ < T) < (Teﬂ) /4 <e ’

=1

completing the proof of . O

It will be useful below to consider the Liouville graph distance when the “LQG” measure is
computed using a perturbation of the GFF (such as the n-field). Explicitly, for any Borel set A
define

2
MS(A) = Tim [ €G- FEG @) £,(d2), (59)

n—o0 P

where we will only work with fields ¢ such that the above limit exists almost surely, including the
white noise process h as in , and the n-process introduced in . For u,v € V, we then define
the (-Liouville graph distance D, 5¢(u, v) to be the size of the smallest collection of Euclidean balls

with rational centers, each of Mg—measure at most 62, so that the collection contains a path from
u to v.

Lemma 3.8. Suppose that two fields C.(l)(-) and C.(2)(-) are such that is well defined for both
processes. In addition, assume that

max max ]Var(2 n( ) — Var(g),n (v)| < by for some a,by > 0. (60)
veY n
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Suppose there exists an instance of the two fields satisfying that

(1) @)
max max Co=n (V) = (500 (V)] < ba for some by > 0. (61)

Then, on this instance we have for all u,v € V
D%(gew261/4+wb2/27<(2) (u7v) < D'y,é,{m(uvv) < D775e—72b1/4—wb2/27g(2) (u7v) fOT all 6> 0.

—~2b, J2— 2
Proof. We see from and that e~ 01/2 “szM%C@) (A) <M, ;)(A4) <€ b1/2+”/b2M%<<2) (A)
for any Borel set A C V. This implies that D%M(l)(u, v) < Dy,éeﬂzbl/‘l*v%/?,g(?) (u,v) for the
reason that any Euclidean ball with M, .(2-LQG measure at most [56‘“’2!’1/4_7172/2]2 has M, .)-
LQG measure at most 62. The other inequality follows from the same reasoning. O

Recall the definition of Cyj. in Lemma [3.1]

Corollary 3.9. For any fized 0 < £ < Cnie/3, any function §' = §'(0) € (0,8) and any sequence of
&-admissible pairs (As, Bs), we have with high probability that

in D < min D e85 /51)3
e i, D1 (V) S it Drsleny) - 60018

Furthermore, the statement holds with D. s replaced by D s .

Proof. The statement on D., 5 follows immediately from Proposition and Lemma The
statement on D, s, then follows additionally from Lemma [2.7/and Lemma 3.8 O

Lemma 3.10. For any fized 0 < £ < Cnic/3, any 6 > 0 and any sequence of &-admissible pairs
(As, Bs), we have with high probability

_ ~1)0.9 . . ~1)0.9 .
¢~ 1000g8™) min Dy s,(u,v) < min D%(;(u,v)Sew(log‘S ) min Dy 5,(u,v)

u€As,vEBs u€As,vEBs u€As,vEBg
(62)
Furthermore,
. . —1,0.9
|E pohin log D., 5(u,v) — E wenin log D 5 (u,v)| = O((log 6™ ")"7). (63)

Proof. The estimate follows from Lemma Lemma and Corollary The estimate ((63))
follows from combined with (and an analogous version for D, 5, which can be derived in
the same manner), and an application of the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. 0

3.2 Regularity of the random partition

The goal of this section is to prove a version of regularity for the random partition, as incorporated
in Lemma As a consequence, we obtain Lemma [3.13] which will play a crucial role in proving
the lower bound on the Liouville heat kernel and Lemma. [5.3, For o*,§ > 0, set

€ = ¢ =max{27":27" < exp{—a*\/logd—Lloglogs1}}. (64)
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Definition 3.11. Let B = (By,..., By) denote a sequence of neighboring bozes, and write By := B
and Byy1 = Bgy. Fori =1,...,d, we say that B; is good (in B) if sp,_,,sB,., € [sB;€*,sB,/€"].
We say that B is a good sequence if all B;’s are good in B. We say that a point x is good if for any
cell C € Vs such that x € Ciarge, one has that for any w € Ciage, the side length of Cy, 5 satisfies
Sw,s > €°5C.

Let

Eso uw =Es,0+ N{u and v are good, and there exists a good sequence of cells

_ 65
Ci,...,Cq joining u and v with d < D! 5(u, v)elogd™1)"Y. (65)

Note that & o+, is measurable with respect to Vs. Recall the constant o from Lemma

Lemma 3.12. There exists o = o*(7y) > ag so that, for any fized u,v € V, we have P(Es a* v0) >
1— 6—(log6*1)1/4'

In the rest of the paper, we will stick to the choice of a* so that the conclusion of Lemma [3.12
holds. The following lemma clarifies the notion of goodness encoded in the definition of & o+ 4 -
In the statement, we do not distinguish between Vs and the filtration generated by it.

Lemma 3.13. On the event & o+ v, there exists a sequence, measurable with respect to Vs, of
neighboring dyadic boxes By,...,Bg joining u,v with d < D’Ws(u,v)eQ(log‘rl)M, such that each B;
is contained in some cell C with s, = sc(e*)%. Furthermore, the law of {ng,Bi (x) : & < sp,,x €
(Bi)large,© = 1,...,d} conditioned on Vs coincides with its unconditional version. Explicitly, for
any measurable function F,

Le, s E(F({ny" (@) : 6’ < 556”0 € ULIBY) | V5) = 1e, ;o or(f),

where pr(g) = E(F({ng,(i)(x) 0" < 83,2 € (Bi)large: @ = 1,...,d)), and f(i) = sp,.
(Recall that the collection of random variables {s, s} is measurable with respect to Vj.)

Proof. On &; = 40, one can find a good sequence C = (Cy,...,Cy,) joining u and v with dy <
D’%é(u, v)ellos 579 Denote Aj = 0C;N0C; 41, let z; denote the middle of A, and let C; denote the
partition of C; into boxes of side length (6*)28(:].. Since C is good, one can find for each 2 < j < dy—1
a sequence of boxes { B ;}’s in C; joining x;_; and z; such that each B;; has distance at least %e*scj
from OC; \ (Aj—1 UA;). Let {B1;} be an arbitrary sequence of boxes in C; joining v and x1, and
define similarly {Bg,;}. To ensure connectivity, the boxes in C; whose closures contain z;_1 or x;
are all collected in B;;’s. Now it suffices to check the requirement of conditional law for the sequence
U;{Bj,}. Note on &, s+, one has sc; > §Cme thus sp;,; log 1_ - L

1
W= (e*)Qscj log GIEr < g€ sc;-
Combined with the fact that C is good, this implies that

the construction of Vs does not explore the white noise (66)
X X SB;
appearing in {n; " (z) : &' < sB,,, 7 € (Bji)large}

completing the proof. O
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The main task for the rest of the section is to prove Lemma We will employ a percolation-
type analysis of the same flavor as in the proof of Lemma and Proposition However, the
percolation argument employed here is substantially more involved as we are required to control
the ratios for the sizes of neighboring cells in the short path we find (by deforming the geodesic).

Definition 3.14 (&5 ). Let B denote a dyadic box and fix 6 > 0. We define the event Esp to be
the following: there exists a sequence of neighboring boxes By, ... Bq C Blarge \ B enclosing B such
that

e B; € B(B,€") for each 1 <i < d, where B(B,€*) is as in Definition [5.6
o My sy (Bi) < 52 for each 1 <1 <d.

Remark 3.15. We note that the sequence By, ..., By does not necessarily consists of cells in V.
However, each of the B;s must be contained in a (possibly larger) cell, which intersects Biarge \ B.

Lemma 3.16. The following holds for large enough 0 < o < o™ = a*(v): for each dyadic box B
with side length s = sp =27, 1 < m < Cyc log, 5L, we have

P({M,s(B) < 6*°} N Eso NES ) < §10CmeT10, (67)
Furthermore,
P({M, o(B) < 6%} N Es.q N {My.e-s(B') > 6% for some B' € B(B,e*)}) < e Vi ' (g8)
(Note that a* enters in the statement of Lemma through the definition of €*, see (64).)

Proof. The proof resembles that for Lemma Let € = (a1logd—1)~! be dyadic with a; € [1, 2],
and assume in what follows that o > max(2, g, 4Cmc), see Lemma Let ¢ = €*. Recall
that B(B,€) denotes the partition of Biage into small boxes B;’s of side length es, and that B, =

Bs(Bi,t/e) denotes the boxes of side length €*s whose closures intersect 0B;.
-1
Replacing nis in the proof of Lemma with nfj/ log s , we obtain

b

es/(log s 1 2 es/(logs™
My eos(B) < §2e210/lond M logloga™ (o2 m(2 157 Heg) = Var(rZ 227 Dieg)) (69)

where cz denotes the center of Be B(B,€*) UBy(Biarge, €). Analogously, for appropriate choices
-1

of a, a*, we have that s open = {maxgp nfj/(logs )(cé) < 1.5logt~ !} satisfies (46]) with p = ¢*-1

and k = 2, and

({M'y,s(B) < 52} N 55,(1 N EBg,open) - {M’Y,SG* (B) < 52 : B € B;}v

(recall ) Then, the percolation argument in Lemma yields (67)).
It remains to prove . By a union bound, we see that

es/(logs™ 1
P(max 700 Dep) < (14 = + Dlog(1/e) > 1— ()80, (70)
BEB(B,e*) v 4

where the choice of 1+ % + 7 is so that 1+ % +7>2and y(1+ % +3) <2+ g Combining this
with completes the proof of . O
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Proof of Lemma[3.13. We work on the event &, since by Lemma [3.4] it occurs with high prob-
ability. Applying to all dyadic boxes B with Bjarge containing u or v, and with side length
sp > 09me (s0 in total we apply O(log d—1) times), we see that u and v are good with probability

at least 1—O(log d _l)e_m. Also, by and a union bound, we see that with high probability
&s.c holds for each C € V5. Recalling Remark we then get that with high probability

there exists a sequence of neighboring cells with side length at least ¢*sc (71)
which encloses C and which has all cells intersecting with Ciarge \ C for each C € V5.

Let Cyp = (Cy,...,Cq4,) be the geodesics in D;,é joining u and v. We will show that and the
assumption that u and v are good imply that & o+ 4, holds, that is that

one can find a good sequence of cells joining u and v with length at most doellos ahoe, (72)

Since & o+ 4, is increasing in a*, one can adjust o such that it is larger than og, completing the
proof of the lemma.

It remains to prove , assuming that &, holds, u and v are good, and . For a sequence
of neighboring cells C, we let 1/(C) be the collection of cells C € C which have a neighboring cell in C
with side length less than €*sc (that is to say, C is a not a good cell in C as in Deﬁnition which
we refer to as a bad cell). Let ¢(C) be the side length of the largest cell in ¢ (C). For C,C" € C, we
denote by [C, C']¢ the path in C connecting C and C’; and by (C,C)¢ the interior of [C,C']¢ (i.e.,
excluding C and C’). Similarly, we have [C,C’)¢ and (C, C']c.

For ¢ > 0, we will employ the following iterative construction, constructing C; 11 from C;. If C; is
not good, we pick the largest C € ¥(C;). Since u and v are good, we see that u,v ¢ Cjarge and thus
C; will have to enter from outside and also exit from dCjarge — here naturally C should implicitly
depend on ¢, but we have suppressed it in the notation for simplicity. Let Cepter be the last cell in
C; before C which intersects 0Ciarge and let Ceyit be the next cell in C; after C that intersects OCjarge-

We claim that there always exists a sequence of neighboring cells C; replace (Which is a segment
of ) joining C;1 € [Center, C) and C; 2 € (C, Cexi¢) such that if we construct C;1; by replacing
[Ci,1, Ci2le, in C; with C; replace, then either of the following occurs:

(1) [¥(Cit1)] < (Ci)| = 15
(i) [¥(Ciy1)| < [9(Ci)| and q(Ciy1) > 2q(C;).

Provided with this claim, we can then construct iteratively C; 11, and we see that in every Cpe logy 6+
steps the number of bad cells has to decrease by at least 1 (this is because the second scenario can-
not occur continuously for more than Cy,logy d~! steps due to the fact that all cells have size
between §“me and 1). Thus, the iterative procedure will stop after at most dy X Cpe logy 671 steps
and end up with a good sequence. Also, in every step, the number of cells increases by at most
4(e*)~2. Therefore, in the end, we obtain a good sequence of neighboring cells with length at most
do X (€*)72Cpclogy 671 < dpe°8971)"° " ag required. That is, holds.

It remains to justify the above claim. We first prove it in the harder case when Cjarge € V°. As
shown in (a) of Figure [1} let By, By, Bip, B, be the four dyadic boxes with side length 2s¢ whose
closures have non-empty intersection with the closure of C; here, the subscript 1t means “left-top’
and rb means “right-bottom”, etc. (Note that By, By, Bip, By, are not necessarily cells in Vs.) We
suppose without loss of generality that C C By, (so that all cells in By, have side length at most sc).
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\

(a) (b) Case 1 Case 2 Case 3

Figure 1: (a) The smallest (red) box is C, the intermediate (black) boxes are By, etc, and the largest
(blue) box is Cp. (b) lack of connectivity by Cy, and Cy, where the small (black) solid boxes are
Center and Ceyit. In Case 1, the small (red) solid boxes are C; ; and C; 2, the thin (red) curve stands
for [C;1,C; 2] and the thick (blue) curve stands for C; ;eplace- In Case 2, the small bottom (purple)
solid box stands for the neighbor of C; 1 = Cy, in C; replace; Which may have side length less than
€°5C; ;-

If By is not partitioned, then denote by Cj; the cell containing By, (otherwise we define Cy, = ) —
similarly for 1b,rt,rb. Let €parents = {Cit, Cit, Cib}, noting Cp, = (. Note that it is possible that
Cparents = {0}. By there exists a sequence C; cross Of neighboring cells with side length at least
€*sc, which encloses C and has all cells intersecting with Ciarge \ C. Suppose that C; cross intersects
[Center, Cexit)e; at C;1 and Cj 2. Then, C; cross can be split two segments, with respective ending cells
C@l and C/L'72.

We first show that the interior of one of the segments does not intersect Cparents- Suppose this
does not hold. If Cj; lies in the interior of a segment, neither Cj, nor C;; lie in the interior of the
other segment, because they are neighbors of Cy;. Then, Cy, and C; respectively lie in the interior
of different segments, as shown in (b) of Figure [l By connectivity, this implies that one of them
is contained in (C; 1,Ci2)c; € (Center, Cexit)c;, arriving at a contradiction to the definitions of Cepter
and Cexit‘

Next, we prove our claim in the following separate cases, as shown in Figure
Case 1: C;1,C;2 € Cparents- In this case we can just let C;eplace be the segment which does not
contain any cell in €y arents. By our assumption, we see that all cells in C; replace have side lengths
in [e*s, s]. Therefore, ¥(C; yeplace) = 0. In addition, C & C; yeplace- Thus, we have justified (i) of the
claim.

Case 2: |{C;1,Ci2} N Cpharents| = 1. In this case, we repeat the procedure as in Case 1. However,
(supposing Ci1 € €parents) it is now possible that (C; replace) = © or ¥(C; replace) = {Ci1}. The
former case shows (i); in the latter case, we have (ii), where ¢(Ciy1) = sc;, > 2sc = 2¢(C;).

Case 3: {C;1,Ci2} C Cparents. In this case, we also have C; 1 = Cepter and C; o = Cexit (or with the
ordering switched), and thus both C; ; and C; 2 are neighboring to (in the sequence C;) cells of side
length at most sc. By maximality of C in ¢(C;), we see that C;; and C; 2 have side lengths at most
sc/€* (and at least 2sc since they are in €parents). If C;1 and C; o are diagonal to each other (then
they must be both neighboring C), we let C; replace be the sequence C;1,C, C;o; if C;1 and C; o are
neighboring to each other, then we let C; replace be the sequence C; 1, C; 2. In both cases, we have

w(ci,replace) = @, jllStiinIlg (1)
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We next consider the easier case that C intersects V. In this case, Cparents contains at most one
cell in V and we are either in Case 1 or Case 2. Following similar (and slightly simpler) analysis
to the one above then yields the proof of the claim in this case. Altogether, this completes the
verification of the claim, and thus completes the proof of the lemma. O

3.3 Concentration of the distances

In this section we show the following concentration result on the Liouville graph distance. Recall
the constant Cy. specified in Lemma [3.1

Proposition 3.17. For any fized 0 < { < Cnie/3 there exists a constant ¢ = c(y,&) so that for any
sequence of £-admissible pairs (As, Bs) we have that for any ¢ € (0,1),

| log :cefgliynGB5 Dy s(z,y) — Elog xez}l?iyneBL; D, 5(z,y)| < tlogd! with ¢ - (2-high probability. (73)

In addition, with probability at least 1 — e_(1°g571)0'7, we have that
1 i D —El i D < (log §~1)0-95 4
log _min = Dyg(ey)—Elog min D s(x,y)l < (logé™) (74)

Furthermore, and hold with D, s replaced with D~ s, .

Proof. We first give a detailed proof of and then sketch the necessary minor adaptations needed
in order to obtain . For both and , we will only provide a proof in the case of A = {u}
and B = {v}, as the general case follows by the same proof with minimal change — the assumption
of admissible pairs is required only in order to be able to apply Proposition [3.2] and Lemma [3.5
Also, provided with and , the fact that and hold with D, s replaced with D, s,
follows from Lemma Corollary and Lemma

Proof of . It is obvious from Proposition and Corollary that is equivalent to the
statement that with ¢ - ¢2-high probability

log D! <(u,v) log D! <(u,v)
DA R
E <.
| log 61 log 61 < (75)

Thus, it suffices to prove the concentration for either of the two distances. The natural attempt to
prove Proposition is to verify the Lipschitz condition for the Liouville graph distance (viewed
as a function on a Gaussian process) and then apply a Gaussian concentration inequality. However,
while the Lipschitz condition for the Liouville graph distance can be verified, the maximal individ-
ual variance for the Gaussian variables involved in the definition of the Liouville graph distance is
infinite. On the other hand, while the maximal individual variance for the Gaussian variables in-
volved in the definition of the approximate Liouville graph distance can be controlled, the Lipschitz
condition does not hold in an obvious way. In order to see the failing of the Lipschitz condition,
note that one can perturb the Gaussian process such that in constructing Vs, a cell that was not
further partitioned in the original environment would now be further partitioned. Once this extra
partitioning occurs, it is possible (but unlikely) that these sub-cells would be further partitioned
into arbitrarily small Euclidean squares. (Indeed, the decision concerning further partitioning de-
pends on random variables which are independent from those determining the original partition.)
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In order to address this issue, we will employ the Lipschitz condition for the Liouville graph dis-
tance and the control on the maximal individual variance for the Gaussian variables involved in
the approximate Liouville graph distance, and use Proposition to make a connection between
these two distances.

We consider the Gaussian space generated by the collection {(1s(v), hs(v)) }oev 550, SCO and
([13). For § > 0, let X denote the subspace spanned by {(n.(v), he(v)) : v € V, € > §Cme}, Let Ys
denote the subspace orthogonal to Xs, and note that it is generated by the white noise W (dw, ds)
for s < §2Cme). For §' < §%m we write the orthogonal decomposition

(16 (-), g (1)) = (M50me (), gome (-)) + (M350 (), R () =2 X5 + Vs,

where Vs 5 (-) is measurable on Y. (Possible configurations of X and Y will be denoted by x and y.
We use x5 and ys s as convenient shorthand notation, and we further use ys to denote the collection
yss for o' < §Cme ) Denote by M, x5 the LQG measure of the GFF on the realization (x5, Ys). We
apply a similar convention for M, s, D sx,(u,v), etc. We note that, by definition, D! 5(u,v) =
D! s x,(u,v). Furthermore, D/ 5 (u v) is a real number if each cell has side length 1arger than

§Cme | since then D’ -y does not depend on )s. Next, we are going to show that log D’ (u,v) —

log Dvéx (u,v) is bounded by O(1)||x5 — x|, see (76]) below.
Let Aj be such that {X; € As} = {each cell in Vs has side length at least §¢m<}. Let ¢ be an

arbitrarily small positive number and a > 0, and let £, , = {(Xs5,Vs) € €%, ,} be the event such
that

¥,0,Xs

log D, 5 (u,v) log Di, s (u,v) 1 _
; - : < 1/4 for all '/ < ¢ 5" < §'7ve,
| log 51 log o1 | < /4 for a <8<

It will be convenient in what follows to write

Exvaxs = 175 1 (X6,¥5) € E5u0)-

By Proposition [3.2] and Lemmas [3.1] and we can choose an « > 0 depending only on ~, such
that for any arbitrarily small ¢ > 0, £, , occurs with c--high probability. As a result, we see that
there exists a set A C A such that

P(E5,.o | X5) > 0.9 on the event X5 € A, which occurs with ¢ - t-high probability .

In particular, for x5,x5 € A, £, xs [ 5§L ax! is non-empty.
s, A

Let £ = ||x5 — X}||cc. We see from Lemmathat as long as ¢ < {5 = ”C;i‘s we have
D, s1-va x, (4, 0) < Dy 550 (u,0) < D, s10/a i, (0, 0)

(Note that the above is an inequality between random variables that depend on Ys, which holds

for almost all configurations ys.) Consequently, on the event )5 € Esvaxs N ‘%kmxg we have
[1og D, 557 (u; v) —log Dy s.x;(u, )| < 21log 6! and thus,
Hoqu/(Sx ( ) logD'y(Sx(;(u?U)‘ Sblog(sil' (76)

Recall that, for all xg, Diﬁ 5xs does not depend on Vs. Then, we have deduced that holds for
all x5,xj5 € A satisfying ¢ < (5.
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At this point, we are ready to deduce our concentration result. Let d;, , be the minimal number
such that
P(Xs € A') >1/2, where A’ = {xs € A: D u,v) < d, ,}.

Note that the above is well deﬁned since when x5 € A, we have that D’
function of x;. Recalling (76)), we see that for ¢ = ¢(v) >0

"{5){5(

" 6.xs (s v) IS & measurable

P(log D’75(u,v) >logd., , +tlogd™) <P(X5 & A) +P( mif}1 |5 — x5]loo0 > £s) < 5e’ (77)
) ’ X%E !’

where in the last step we have used Lemma as well as the fact that maximal individual variance
of the random variables in X5 is O¢,,, (logd~1).
By a similar reasoning, we can also get that

P(log D, 5(u,v) < logd,,,, — tlog s < 5 . (78)

Due to the uniform square 1ntegrab1hty of log D s(u,v)/ log(l /6), which follows from |D/ s <

|Vs| and the reasoning in Lemma we conclude from (77) and (78) that [Elog D! 5(u,v) —
logd,, ,| < 2tlog d~1. Combined with 1ﬁ| and ( . this completes the proof of . (we adJust the
value of ¢+ appropriately).

Proof of . We now sketch the necessary modifications in order to prove . For simplicity
of exposition, in what follows we will repeatedly use higher powers of log §~! to absorb error terms

with lower powers of log§~!. It is obvious from Proposition and Corollary - 3.3| that . can be
deduced from the statement that with probability at least 1 — e(1°g5 e ,

|log D, 5(u, v) — Elog D), 5(u,v)| < (log 6~1)". (79)
To prove , we follow the proof of , but in place of 53‘7 Lo We define 53‘7 ., to be the event that

| log D, 5 (u,v) log D’ su(u,v) |
log 61 log 61

By Proposition [3.2] and Lemmas [3.1] and [3.5, we can choose an o > 0 depending only on v, such
that P(} ) > 1— 6% Asa result we see that there exists a set A C A such that

S (log 571)70.09 for all (5670‘71(10g571)0'9 S 5/,5// S 560‘71(1(@571)0'9

P(Efo | X5) > 0.9 on the event X5 € A, and P(X;5 € A) > 1 — 67 .
At this point, we can repeat the analysis as for and deduce that for £5 = (log §—1)%9

P(log D) 5(u,v) > log di,,+(log ™)) < P(Xs ¢ A)+P(min |[X5—xjle0 > £5) < ¢80,
’ ’ xGEA

where in the last step we again have used Lemma as well as the fact that the maximal individual
variance of the random variables in Xj is Oc,,, (logd~!). The proof of the lower deviation in
is similar, leading to and thus completing the proof of . O

4 Liouville heat kernel

In this section, we relate the Liouville heat kernel to the Liouville graph distance.

30



4.1 Lower bound

In this section, we provide a lower bound on the Liouville heat kernel in terms of the Liouville
graph distance. For u,v € V, we denote

Elog D
xiF, = limsup 2208 T3\, Y) W’i(% v) )
’ §—0 logo—!

Recalling Lemma we see that 0 < x;f, < 1. We will show that there exists a finite random
variable C' > 0 (measurable with respect to the GFF, and depending on wu,v) such that for all
t € (0,1],

Xiv
7;_—}—0(1)} (80)

P (u,v) = Coxp { — ¢ i
In order to prove , it suffices to show that there exists a ¢y > 0 (deterministic) so that for any
arbitrarily small and fixed + > 0, there exists a small positive random variable ¢ = ¢y 40, > 0,
measurable on the GFF, such that for all ¢ € (0, ty], the following holds: with probability at least
1 _ e*(logtfl)oa’

Xu,v

— —t
pY(u,v) > cexp{ —t X } for all t <s <2t. (81)

Indeed, yields for t <ty by an application of the Borel-Cantelli lemma for times ¢; = 27°.
On the other hand, holds for ¢ > ty by the Markov property and multiple applications of |25,
Corollary 5.20].

To show , fix an arbitrarily small ¢+ > 0 and let § = $1/(2=xio)+e, Also, throughout the
section, we use C to denote a cell in Vg, while C will stand for the boxes {B;} in Lemma

A natural approach to proving is to show that with not too small probability, the Liouville
Brownian motion can cross each cell in V5 without accumulating too much “Liouville time” (i.e.,
the PCAF as defined in (|1))), provided with which one can then force the SBM to travel along the
geodesic between v and v in V5. However, there is a substantial obstacle due to the the possibility
that two neighboring cells along the geodesic may have side lengths differing by a factor as large as
a power in d. This is further complicated by a technical challenge: for a cell Ce Vs, the Liouville
time accumulated during traveling through C depends on the starting and ending points, and we
do not expect uniform bounds on that.

We now discuss how to address these challenges; a crucial role is played by Lemma We
work on the event £ defined as

& = 55,04* N 55,04*,u,v N { hOldS} ) (82)

where Esqo+ and &5+, are defined in and , respectively. Note that P(&) > 1 —
e*(log‘s_l)o‘m, by Lemmas and the discussion above . We next will extract a sequence
of neighboring boxes using Lemma [3.13] To ensure more desirable properties of this sequence of
boxes, we will work on a more restricted event than £. By Propositions and we see that
with ¢ - ¢>-high probability, Dgﬁ(u,v) < § X =5 (2x0) Setting

&y = &1 N{Dj,(u,v) < 67X "5 27X} A {the event in (B4}, (83)
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we deduce, using arguments similar to those employed in the proof of Lemma [3.4] that with high
probability we have

max max |, (@) < (logd™!)", (84)
CeVs 2€VNCiarge ¢

0.23

and therefore, P(E;) > 1 — ¢~ (logd™")

We work on & in what follows. Denote the sequence {B;} provided in Lemma by C =
(Cy,...,Cq); recall that this sequence is measurable with respect to Vs, and joins u to v. Then,
d < 5_%”’_%(2_@7“)2", and each C; satisfies M, . (C;) < §2e0((ogd™1)"%)  (pecall and that
sc; = (e*)QSCi, where CZ is the cell containing C;, see Lemma . Furthermore, the law of
{ng,ci (x) : 8" < sc;, @ € (Ci)large for some C; € C} conditioned on Vs coincides with its unconditional
version. (Here, we abuse notation by using C; to denote a dyadic box which is not necessarily a
cell. The abuse of notation is justified by the fact that M, s (C;) < §2e0((og6™1%%) and thus
the C;’s will essentially play the role of cells.) For i = 1,... ,alL 1, denote for brevity s; := s,
and write A; = 9C; N 9C;4+1. We emphasize that the A;’s are measurable with respect to V5. As
discussed above, we will force the SBM to travel through Ci,...,Cy sequentially, and will show
that this occurs with high enough probability. To this end, we will crucially use the fact C is a
good sequence, and thus

ﬁl(Ai), L1 (A(ifl)\ﬂ) >e's;for1 <i<d. (85)

Here £, is the 1-dimensional Lebesgue measure, and €* is defined in (64)).
Consider 2 <i < d—1. For C; € C and z € C;, we say that z is a fast point (with respect to
C;) if for any A C A; such that £1(A) > 0.1£1(A;) one has

P.(F(0y) < 6°Cy) > exp{— exp{(log 6 ")**}} =: prast (= exp{—(1/5)"V}), (86)
where oy is the first time when the SBM hits A and
Cs = exp{(log 6~1)09 (= (1/6)°). (87)

Note that we allow z € 9C;, however the fact that being fast involves considering all possible A
makes the notion non-trivial even for a point z € 9C;, since we need to consider sets A with z & A.
We say that C; is fast if

L1(Ai—1gast) = 0.1L1(Aj—1) where Aj_1 a5t = {2 € Ni—1 : 2 is fast with respect to C;} . (88)

A crucial ingredient for the proof of is the proof that with high probability all the C;’s are fast
simultaneously. To this end, we now estimate the probability that a particular C; is fast. (We will
later apply a union bound.)

Lemma 4.1. There exists a 69 > 0 such that for all 6 < g there exists an event E3 of high
probability such that the following holds. For each 2 <i < d —1 there exists an event Ec, such that

P(&, | Vs) > 1 — exp{—2V g™ 4nd (Ec, N&3) C {C; is fast}.

(The event &3 is defined in below.)
We begin our preparation for the proof of Lemma Since our goal is to show that with very
high probability C; € C is fast, a first (or second) moment computation will not be enough. Instead,
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we will use a simple multi-scale analysis and employ a percolation argument. We first introduce
some definitions. Set k = [(logd~1)%%!| and K = 2¥. Take C € C and partition it into K2 many
dyadic squares with side length sc/K. Denote the collection of these boxes by B¢, and denote by
Blarge (respectively, Brarge) the boxes concentric with B but with double (respectively, triple) side
length. For a fixed B € B¢ and z € B, we say that z is a pre-fast point with respect to the box B
if for any A C OB with £1(A) > 107°sc/K one has

P.(F(op) < 0*°CsK 404 < 09By,,,.) > exp{—(log §Hy1/10y (89)

Note that the notions of pre-fast and fast are related, but one does not necessarily imply the other.
We say that B is pre-fast if the subset of pre-fast points with respect to B on 0B has 1-dimensional
Lebesgue measure at least (1 — 107°)£1(0B). By definition, the property of boxes being pre-fast
has long range correlation, though we expect that the correlation decays quickly.

rk4-
1

[ ]

Figure 2: In the left picture, the (black) boxes stand for (a piece of) the sequence of good cells
joining u and v. The (red) line stands for the good sequence of boxes {B;} in Lemma which
are denoted by {C;} now. The right picture is a zoom in, where the big (red) box is C = C;, and
the small (blue) boxes form Bc.

In order to control the correlation, we define a field 78 := {nB *(2):€,z} by
ﬁs,sc(z) — { ﬁfVX((ef)z’sg)pBLarge(8/2;z,w)W(dw,ds), if z € B.large and € < sc, (90)
, otherwise,

where Py e (s/2; z,w) is the transition density for SBM truncated upon exiting the box Brarge. A
derivation similar to yields that with high probability we have

max  max |n “(2) =niF(2)] = O(/logd71). (91)

CeC BEBC,zeBlargc €' <sc, log2 €el
With & as in , let £3 be defined by

&3 = & N {the event in holds }. (92)

Since P(&;) > 1 — e~ (logd” , we have that P(£3) > 1 — e~ (10897 in the sequel, we work on
&3. For a SBM X. started at a point z in B, define

1)0.23

2
Folr) = Tim [ exp{ase (X,) — L Var(8e (X,0) ' (93)

n—o0 0
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where the existence of the limit follows from the same martingale argument yielding the existence
of the original PCAF (see [20]). On the event & we work on, for any stopping time 7 so that
X, € Blarge for all 0 < r < 7, we have

F(r) < Fa(r)6%s2 exp{(log ™)1} (94)

We note that Fg(r) is measurable with respect to the SBM X. and the field 78, for which
Lemma is also valid (see and note that Bage C Clarge). The following lemma is the
key to the proof of Lemmal[4.1] It in particular implies that the events that geometrically separated
boxes are pre-fast stochastically dominate a sequence of i.i.d. Bernoulli indicators. In what follows,
we denote for brevity B; := Bc,.

Lemma 4.2. For B € B;, there exists an event g prefast Which is measurable with respect to the
field 7B, such that

P(EB prefast | Vs) > 1 — O(K_2) and (Eg prefast N E3) C {B is pre-fast} .

Proof. Let Bgman denote the box concentric with B, of half the side length. Let ogp_,_,, (respectively
08B\, ) D€ the hitting time of OBgpman (respectively, OBjarge) by the SBM. Let 7 be the first hitting
time of OB after ogg_,_,,. Define & = {osB,,., < O0Barger T < S?K ~2}. From standard properties of
the SBM we have that that P(€) > 10~% and that

P (X, eA[E)>10717, (95)

for any 2 € 9B and A C B with 1-dimensional Lebesgue measure £1(A) > 1075s;/K. Write F for
Fg. A straightforward computation yields that

E(E.(F(1)| &) | Vs5) < 10*E.R(F(s2K72) | V5) < 1077 K2

where we used Lemma for 7B in the second inequality. Therefore, by Markov’s inequality, we
see that 3
P(P.(F(r) = 87| €) 2 107 | V5) < O(K2).

Combining the preceding inequality with and using the fact that
P (F(1)<s?,X; € N\E) > P.(E)(P.X; €N | E) — P(F(1) > 52 | £)),
we get that for any A C 9B with £1(A) > 107%s;/K
P(P,(F(1) < s2, X, € A,E) > 107 | V5) > 1 - O(K7?).
Combined with , this yields that
P(E; fast | V5) > 1 — O(K*Q) and (&, fast N E3) C {z is pre-fast}, (96)

where &, fast 1= {PZ(F(T) < s?,XT € A,E) > 1071%} is measurable with respect to the field 7B.
Another application of Markov’s inequality concludes the proof of the lemma. O
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Proof of Lemma[{.1. In what follows, we work conditionally on Vs. Fix i. Recall that B; denotes
the partition of C; into K2 boxes of side length sc,/K, where K = 2lloga=1)*51 ] Correspondingly,
dC; is partitioned into 4K segments, whose collection is denoted by BS. For L € BS, let B denote
the unique box in B; containing L. Set BS; 4 = {L € BS: L C A} for all A C 0C,.

For any A C A; with £1(A) > 0.1£;(A;), we define

L=01Ly:={LeBSix :Li(LNA)>10"7s;/K}, (97)
and set

L'=L)=
{L € BS; A, , : L is connected to (some segment in) L by a path of neighboring pre-fast boxes}.

Let A’ = Uper/ L, and introduce the event
.A == {ﬁl(A/) Z 0.2,61(1\1',1) for any A g Al with El (A) Z 01£1(A1)}

The event A ensures that any not-so-small subset A of A; is connected with a not-so-small subset
(i.e. A’) of A;—1 by pre-fast boxes. The heart of the proof of the lemma consists of showing the

following statement:

P(AVs) > 1— e 2"

We postpone the proof of and complete the proof of the lemma, assuming its validity. Take

(98)

A otast = Ure{z € L : 2 is pre-fast with respect to BL}.
Note that on A,
L1(Mlperast) = L1(A) = L1(Uper{z € L : z is not pre-fast with respect to BL})
> 0.2L1(Ai1) — Y 107°L1(0B") > 0.1L1(Ai 1), (99)
Lel/

where we have used the fact that B% is pre-fast for all L € L. In addition, for each L € " we denote
by B, ..., B, with £ < K2 the sequence of pre-fast boxes in B; with from L to L. Forall1 < j < ¢—1,
we let A;; denote the collection of all pre-fast points with respect to B, lying on the common
boundary of B; and Bj;1. We also set A;, = B, N A, which has 1-dimensional Lebesgue measure
larger than 10~°s;/K by (97). Note that £1(A;;) > s;/(2K) for each 1 < j < ¢ — 1. Consequently,
L1(Aij) > 107%s;/K for all j, by the definition of pre-fast boxes and the construction of Ajj’s.
Define g9 = 0 and recursively for 1 < j </,

0j = min{r > 0j-1 : X, € A@j} .

Applying repeatedly and using the strong Markov property of SBM together with the definition
of K, we obtain that (86) holds for z € A/ that is, A/ C A1 ase- Since Lq(A] ) >

prefast? prefast = prefast/ =
0.1£1(A;—1), this completes the proof of the lemma, except for the proof of . to which we turn

next. Indeed, we will check that P(A¢|Vs) < W
Suppose that A does not occur. Then there exists a A such that £1(A) > 0.1£1(A;) and moreover
L1(UpegL) = 0.8L1(Ai-1), where L = BS; A, , \ L'. By the definition of L, £1(A \ UrerL) <
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10_5,~C1(A2‘), thus £ (ULGJLL) > Ly (A) — 10_551(1\,') > 00551(1\2) Recalling , it follows that
IL|,|L| > 0.05€¢*s; x K/s; > L%Ke*J =: /. Note that L is not connected with L. by pre-fast boxes,
by the defintion of . It follows that on A€,

there exist Bi,l - BS@AZ, and BLQ - BSi,A with ‘Bi71‘, |B¢72| = f, that

are not connected by a sequence of neighboring pre-fast boxes in C;.

1—1

(100)

Provided with Lemma the desired upper bound on P(A°|V;s) follows from a Peierls argument
concerning very subcritical percolation with local dependencies. For completeness, we provide a
proof. By planar duality there exist (Bil, ng) C By, for all 1 < j <r and some r < ¢ such that
(here Bac, is the collection of boxes in B; which intersects with 9C;)

e For each j, there exists a sequence of *-connected boxes B; j separate  Bi which starts at B

and ends at Bg 5 (two boxes are x-connected as long as their intersection is non-empty);
e The union of B; j separate’s separates B; 1 from B; o.
e Each box in B; jseparate for 1 < j < r is not pre-fast.

e Each box in B jseparate for 1 < j <1 is of f-distance at most 4|B; j separate|si/ K away from
some B; jseparate € Bia; U Bia, , where B; j separate’s are distinct from each other — this is
because each *-connected path (together with Bc,) is supposed to separate at least one box
in B; A, UB; A,_, which are not separated otherwise.

o L:=37"_ | Lj>{, where Lj = |B; jseparate-

Therefore, when the total number of boxes is L, the number of valid choices for B; jseparate’s is at

most
l r
Ny=) > <2f> []L;)?s8" (101)

r=13"_, L;j=L j=1

where (2f) bounds the number of choices for B; jseparate S, (4Lj)2 bounds the number of choices for
B‘Z’l and Bg}Q, and 8% bounds the number of choices for the rest of B; jseparate- A straightforward
computation then gives that N; < C for some constant C' > 0. In addition, the number of choices

for B;1 and B; 2 is at most (IZ )2. Furthermore, since we can choose at least L/25 many boxes
from U;B; j separate Whose {oo-distance are at least 2s;/K. Note that the construction of 7B does
not explore the white noise outside the spatial box Brarge. By Lemmas and 4.2} we see that
for each such choice the probability for all these boxes in U;B; j separate to be not prefast is at most
(C'K~2)L/25 for some absolute constant ¢’ > 0. Summing over L > /£, we see that the probability
for the existence of such B; 1 and B; 2 is bounded by

2
<I€{> ZNL(C/K72)L/25 S (103/6*)2£ZCL(C/K72)L/25 S 27f
L>¢ L>¢

for 6 < &g where 6y > 0 is a small absolute constant (we used the fact that K et > eV0ogd™t iy

the last inequality). Thus, P(A°[Vs) < 27° Since £ = |55Ke*| > /logé~1, this yields and
completes the proof of the lemma. O
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The next lemma controls the behavior of the Liouville Brownian motion near v and u. Recall
the event & from . Recall the notation in the paragraph below , and the definitions of pgagt
and Cj, see and , and recall that § = ¢1/C=Xi0)+e,

Lemma 4.3. Assume 6 < §g. For any ¢ > 0 small enough and 8 > 0 fized large enough, there exist
events Ey tast (measurable with respect to {n3(x) : 0" < sq,x € (Cq)large}) and Egfasy having v-high
probability with respect to P(-|Vs), such that the following holds.

(1) On Eqfas, N Es, there exists Agfast C Ng—1 with L£1(Aggast) > 0.1L1(Ag—1) such that
P.(F(0y5) < 8274C5) > t** for all 2 € Aggast (102)
where o, g is the hitting time of B(v, (t/4)?).

(i) On Ey ast N E3, for any (possibly random, but measurable with respect to {nji(x) : &' < s;,x €
(Ci)largeai = 1, e ,d}) Al,u Q 8C1 with [,1(/\1,“) Z 0.1£1(A1), we have

PU(F(UAl,u) S 62_LC§) Z Prast » (103)
where oy, , is the hitting time of Ay .

Proof. Let osc d1arge D€ the hitting time of 9Cqarge by SBM, where Cgiarge is a box concentric
with Cg4 but of doubled side length. Consider the field 7%, which equals 7o (z) for € < sq and
z € Cqlarge, and vanishes for z & Cgjarge. Note that s, 5 > séd/e* > sq for all z € Cgjarge (recall
Definition and (65])), where Cq is the cell containing C4. Let F' be the PCAF with respect to
7%, We call z a good point if P, (F(s?l) < s2574/Cs | 5) > 1, where € := {0, 5 < 52 < T9C 4 targe ) -
Let Eqfast be the event that £1(good points in Ag—1) > 0.1£1(Ag—1), which has P(:|Vs)-probability
larger than 1 — ¢* by Markov’s inequality. On &gt N €3, any good point z € Ag_ satisfies that
P.(F(o,p) < §°7'Cs) > 3 P.(€) > t?1 (compare with (94)), thereby establishing (102).

The proof of ([103)) follows a similar argument, noting that P, (o4, , < 87 < 0ac, ,,,.) = Q(€*) >
2Dpast- We omit further details. ]

Proof of . It is enough to prove the claim for § < &g, as this will determined %y through the
relation § = 1/(2=xu)+t, Using Lemma

P(C; is not fast for some i) < P(E5) 4+ EP(U;EE, | Vs).

From the lemma, we conclude that the event that all Cy,..., Cy are fast occurs with high probability
on the event £3. Similarly, by Lemma and hold with ¢-high probability on the event
&3. We work on the intersections of these events with £, which occurs with probability at least
1 — e (osg ‘571)0'21, see . Note that with our choice of parameters we have for sufficiently small
0 > 0 that

52 -Cs - 5_XI,11_%(2—X1T,U)2'L < t/4 (104)

In addition, note that
6274Cs < t/4 for fixed ¢ small enough. (105)
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Define 0y = 0 and recursively o; = min{r > 0;_1 : X;, € A, pat} for i = 1,...,d. By our assumption
that the C;’s are fast (see and (88)), (103) and the strong Markov property of the SBM, we
see, recalling (104)) and ((105)), that

P (F(SLi0) < /2) 2 (pst)

Combined with ([102)), we obtain that

+
Xu,v —92

P, (|Ys —v| < (t/4)? for some s < 3t/4) > (ppast)? - 21 > exp{—ti"’*xtv },

where in the last estimate we used that Xj; » < 1. Combined with [25, Corollary 5.20] (with an
appropriately chosen large § in part (i) of Lemma , this completes the proof of . O

4.2 Upper bound

In this section, we will provide an upper bound on the Liouville heat kernel based on the Liouville
graph distance. For u,v € V, we denote

Recalling Lemma we see that 0 < x;, < 1. We will show that there exists a finite random
variable C' > 0 (measurable with respect to the GFF) such that for all ¢ € (0, 1],

Y _2?7’:) +o(1)
p/ (u,v) < Cexp { —t X } . (106)

(As we discuss below, the restriction to ¢ € (0, 1] is possible because of Lemma [2.11}) In order to

prove (106]), the key is to show that there exists a small positive constant ¢ = ¢, > 0 such that,
for all small ¢ > 0, it holds with probability at least 1 — te that

Xu,v

Lt
P,(Y, € B(v, %) for some r < t) < exp{ —t ?xuw L} . (107)

In analogy with the proof of (81), in order to show (107) we will show that for any cell in
Vs, with not too small probability the Liouville Brownian motion will accumulate not too small
1

Liouville time when crossing it (here, we will choose § ~ t*~Xw. ). Throughout, we continue to work
on &1, see , and recall the notation €* from and Cy from . For a cell C € Vs and z € C,
we say that z is a slow point if

P.(F(oac) > 62/C5) > Qglow » (108)

where agow > 0 is a constant depending only on ~, which is determined in Lemma below. We
note that a point can be both fast and slow according to our definition. We say that a cell C is
slow if the (two-dimensional) Lebesgue measure of slow points in C is at least aslows%.

Lemma 4.4. There exists a constant agow > 0 depending only on v such that the following holds.
For each C € Vs, we have that

P(C is slow | V5) > 1 — ¢ %stow? st
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Proof. We set k = |\/logd—1] and K = 2¥. We remark that k, K are different from those used in
the course of the proof of the lower bound.

Partition C into K2 many dyadic squares with side length sc /K, and denote by B¢ the collection
of these boxes. For B € B¢ and z € B, we say z is a very-slow point (with respect to the box B) if

PZ(F(UaBlarge) 2 52/06) 2 aSlOW? (109)

where we recall that Bjage is defined to be the box concentric with B with doubled side length.
Note that a point = away from 0C (more precisely, if ||z — 0C||sc > 2sc/K) is slow if it is very slow.

We will work with the field 78 := {ﬁEB,’E*SC (z) : €, 2}, defined by replacing sc with e*sc in (90)),
i.e.

~B7€*8C<Z) _ ﬁfVX((e,)27(e*8C)2)pBlarge(3/2;z,w)W(dw,ds), if 2 € Blarge and € < €*sc,
et ' 0, otherwise.

Analogously to &1, we have that with high probability,

max  max max |ﬁ5’€*sc (2) — njsc (z)| = O(y/log 6—1). (110)

CeVs,BEBC 2E€B arge €/ <€*sc,log, €' €Z

Set now
&l = Es o+ N{(52) holds} N {the event in (110) holds}, (111)

and note that & occurs with high probability. Let F = Fj be defined as in with 7B replaced
by #B. We have on &{ the following estimate for the SBM X. started at z € B and any stopping
time 7 so that X, € Bjarge for all 0 <r < 7:

F(1) > F(1)0%sc? exp{(—log 6~ ")*9'} . (112)

We will restrict our discussion to B at least at distance 4sc/K away from OC, for the reason that
for such B,

the white noise that determines /% has not explored in constructing V. (113)

For z € B, we claim that there is an event &, g, measurable with respect to the field ﬁB, such
that
P(E. stow | V5) > o and (&, giow N &) C {z is very-slow}, (114)

where a* > 0 is a constant depending only on . We will first complete the proof of the lemma
assuming ((114). We take a sub-collection of boxes B* C B¢ such that

e All boxes in B* are at least 4s¢/K distance away from 0C;
e The pairwise distance of two boxes in B* is at least 4sc/K;;
o |B*| > 1074K2.

For each B € B*, let Lgow(B) be the Lebesgue measure of very-slow points in B. Then by ([114)) and
our assumption on B*, we see that, on &7, we have {Low(B) : B € B*} dominates a sequence of
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i.i.d. random variables {£/,_(B) : B € B*} such that EL/, (B) > o*s2K 2 and L], ,(B) < s2K 2.

slow slow

Therefore, P(Ll, (B) > a*s2K~2/2) > o*/2. We deduce that
P Ly, ®2s2k2ar/oy = 107 arK?) 21— 7107 H KT,
BeB*

completing the proof of the lemma, except for the proof of (114)), to which we turn next.
Let tc = S%K*?’. We will show below that for all z € B € B,

]P’(PZ(F(tC) > S%K_4) > a1 | Vs) > a1, where a; > 0 is an absolute constant. (115)

Since 0pB,,,,. = tc occurs with probability tending to 1 as 6 — 0, we can deduce from (115) that
for sufficiently small 6,

P(P.(00g,,,,. > tc, Fltc) > s¢K ™) > a1/2| Vs) > oy

Combined with (112)), this implies (114]) with an appropriate choice of the absolute constant agjoy >
0.

We finally turn to the proof of (115). Fix 1 < p < 4/~%. We follow the arguments in [20]
Appendix B| to show that EE.(F(tc))? < O(tf). (The proof in [20] applies to any log-correlated
Gaussian field, and thus carries over to the field 7® with no essential change.) With the moment
estimate at hand, we can apply Holder’s inequality and get that for any x > 0

EE.(F(tc)) < wtc + EE(F(t0)] (puopzmc)) < wtc + O (e (B(P-(F(rc) > mﬁc)))l_l/p) :

tc
Combined with the fact that EE, (F(tc)) = tc and an appropriate choice of k > 0 (a small constant
depending only on 7), we deduce that E(P,(F(tc) > rtc)) is lower bounded by a positive constant
depending only on . Combined with (L13]), this then implies (115)), as desired. O

S,
Proof of (107). Fix an arbitrarily small ¢ > 0. Let 6 = ¢* *w» . By Propositions and [3.17, we
see that with (c-2)-high probability for some d > §XuwtBt/2 ayery sequence of neighboring cells
in Vs connecting u to v contains at least d cells, where 5 = %(2 — X;,U)Z- On &] from (111)), all the

cells have side length at least §¢™¢, and therefore the number of neighboring cells connecting u to
B(v,6%n<) is at least d — 2. Define o = 0 and for i > 1 define

o; = {r >0,.1: X, € 8CXJi71,large}v

where we recall that C, j,,4e denotes a box concentric with C, 5, the cell containing z, with doubled
side length. On &, the event & o+ from holds, and therefore in order to hit B(v,3%=<), the
Liouville Brownian motion has to go through d — 2 cells and every time it exits Cjarge from C (for
some C € V) it crosses at most 6 ~7*/2 many cells. Thus,

dsP
{Y; € B(v,69™) for some r <t} C{> (F(0;) — F(oi-1)) < t}. (116)
=1

By Lemma [4.4] the event that all cells are slow has high probability. On this event,

Px,  (F(oi) = F(oi-1) > §2/Cs) > Py, (X hits a slow point in Cx,  before 0;)asjow ,
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which is bounded below by a constant o, > 0 depending only on <. By the strong Markov
property of the SBM, we conclude that (F(o;) — F(0;-1))'s dominates a sequence of i.i.d. non-
negative random variables which take value 62/Cs with probability Al > 0. At this point, a
simple large deviation estimates yields that for sufficiently small ¢,

dsb Xu,v
‘L L _7’_"1‘4%
Py( E (F(0i) = F(oi—1)) <t) < e~ UDBTE < od* < exp{—t *Xuwv }
=1

where the three inequallities hold respectively because the exponent of % (with respect to 1/t)

is strictly less than that of d6%*, because 5 < 2, and because Xuoy < 1. Combined with (116) and
the fact that we considered a high probability event, this completes the proof of ((107)). ]

Proof of (106]). Since the event {Y; € B(v, %) for some r < t} is increasing in ¢, we can apply
a union bound over all ¢ of the form ¢ = 277, use (107) and the Borel-Cantelli lemma to conclude
that for any ¢ > 0, there exists a random variable C' > 0 such that for all ¢ > 0,

Xu,v

P, (Y, € B(v, %) for some r < t) < Cexp{ —C7t CL} .

Applying Lemma [2.11| with o = 2?;‘5 , Qg = —# + %c -+ and a corresponding choice of as,
this completes the proof of (106)). ’ ‘ 0

5 Existence of the Liouville graph distance exponent

In this section, we will show that the exponent for the Liouville graph distance exists, and that the
exponent does not depend on the choice of starting or ending points. Recall that V& = {v € V :
lv—oV| > ¢}

Proposition 5.1. For any v € (0,2), there exists x = x(v) such that for any u,v € V\ 9V,

lim Elog D, s(u,v) _
50 log§—1

Furthermore, the x(7) here is the same as that in Lemma .

Our proof of Proposition [5.1] is based on subadditivity; however, some preparations are needed
before subadditivity can be invoked. We begin by setting a few notations. Let V (respectively, \7)
be a box concentric with V and of side length 1/20 (respectively, 1/5). For u,v € V and A > 0,
let V,  denote the box centered at u and of side length A, let ﬁ’u,v denote the translated and

rotated box centered at “;r”, of side length 2|u — v|, and with two sides parallel to the line segment

joining w and v. In particular, for all u,v € V we have \71“, C V. Furthermore, for all v € V in

the definition for ng(v) as in , the truncation for the transition kernel upon exiting V becomes
redundant since B(v,4~'s?|logs™! A 1071) C V for all s > 0. Therefore, for u,v,u,v" € V with
|u —v| = |’ — |, denoting by # an isometry which maps from V,,, to Vs, we have that

law

{ng(az) cx €V} = {77§(9x) cx€V,,} forall0 <§<d < oo (117)
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For u,v € V and 6, we define D‘;" s(u,v) to be the minimal number of Euclidean balls with rational
center and radius, contained in A with LQG measure at most 62, whose union contains a path
from u to v. Denote D. s(u,v) = DX%’”(U, v) and D:’g\(u,v) = DX%’)‘(U,U) for brevity. We also
define the tilde-approximate Liouville graph distance, similar to the approximate Liouville graph
distance. That is, we repeatedly and dyadically partition Vlw until all cells have approximate
Liouville quantum gravity measure (as defined in ) at most 62, and we denote by Vs, , the
resulting partition. Let Di/ s(u,v) be the graph distance between the two cells containing u and v

in Vs, (note that, of course, all cells are contained in @'uv)
By (117)), we see that for u,v € V,

the law of D’%é(u, v) or D., 5.,(u,v) depends on u,v only through |u — v|. (118)

The translation invariance property in ([118]) will be useful below when setting up the sub-additive
argument.

Remark 5.2. One can verify that our proofs for Propositions Lemmas and
Corollary extend automatically to the tilde-Liouville graph distance and the approximate tilde-
Liouville graph distance. As a result, in this section we often apply these results to the tilde-version
of these statements (formally, replacing D by D and replacing D’ by D').

The next two lemmas are the key ingredients for the proof of Proposition |5.1].

Lemma 5.3. For any v € (0,2), there exists x = x(7) such that for any u,v €V,

Elog D%(;m(u, v) ~ Elog bg’g(u, v)
= J11m  -——- =
5—0 logd—1 5—0 logd—1

Lemma 5.4. Let x be as in Lemma . For anyu eV, A= %,

. ~ w22
Elog(mingepy, , D5 (U 7))

lim

5—0 logd—1 - X

Proof of Propositz'on (assuming Lemmas and . We first prove that for an arbitrarily
small ¢ > 0
Elog D s, (u,v) < (x +¢)logd ™! as § — 0. (119)

To this end, let y; = u + i(v — ), i = 0,...,0 with | = min{¢ € Z : 27 < min{ 2:¢, 351},
where ¢ = 1 min{|u— V|, |[v — V| }. Pick 4,0 € V with |@ —9|o = 1/20. Applying Lemma
to each pair (qu’ﬁ,@yhyi+1) so that ¢ has the same law as the 7-process on WN/QM, and (@ has the
same law as the n-process on V,, ,. +1> as well as using Lemma (note that we can choose some

constant by = by(u,v) as in the assumption of Lemma , we see that with high probability
Dy s Winyiet) S DS iogs 0y (8:0) (120)

Combined with Lemmas [5.3] B.10} Corollary 3.9 and Proposition [3.17, we see that with high
probability,

D’y,5,77(yi7yi+1) < d X" for i = ]-7 ey l? (121)
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implying that D, (u,v) < [ x §7X7* by triangle inequality. This yields (119)) (recall Proposi-

tion |3.17)).

Next, we prove the lower bound, i.e., we prove that for arbitrarily small ¢ > 0,
Elog D., 5., (u,v) > (x —¢)logd ! as § — 0. (122)

To this end, let A = min{%f, %|u — v, %}, and we see that v ¢ V, \ C V¢. Similarly to the

derivation of (120)), we apply Lemma to the pair (V_ L , V1), combine with Lemma and
720
get that with high probability,

. U2\ . = _
min D7 u,x)> min D U
€IV A 7’674(2)( ’ ) T zedV_ 1 y,6eV1og =L (1)

where () has the same law as the n-process on V. 1, and ¢ (2) has the same law as the n-process
720

on V,, . With high probability, balls intersecting both 9V, x and 9V, o) have LQG measure larger
than 262, implying

. o Au2A
9661%1%};A Dy sn(u,x) = xelgl%}i’k Df;y(m(u7 x). (123)
It follows that
E min D, s,(u,x) > (x —t)logd . (124)
zE@V%A
Since D s, (u,v) > mingegy, , Dvs,(u, ) for v ¢ V, , we get (122) as required.
Combining (119)), (122)) and Lemma we complete the proof of the proposition. O

Next, we prove Lemma employing a sub-additive argument. As in the proof of ,
Lemma plays a crucial role.

Proof of Lemma[5.3 For u,v € V, let w; = u + é\u — | so that V'r,y C Qu,v for all z,y € %N/wifhwi,
1=1,...,9 (vye made such choices so that later the paths we build to join w; and w;4; will be all
contained in V,,,). Fix 6 > 0.

Definition 5.5 (5$a*,u,u)' Let & uw denote the following event: there exists a good sequence
as in Definition of neighboring dyadic boxes C = Cy,...,Cq, contained in U?:lvwiq,wi and
measurable with respect to F* = 0(U_1Vsw,_ ;) joining u to v, such that

1)0.7

) S e(bg o Z?:l d@ with dl = ny’a(wi,l, wi);

e Fach C; satisfies M,Y,sCi(Ci) < (5260((10g5—1)o.8);

e The law of {nglci () : 0" < sc;; @ € (Ci)large, Ci € C} conditioned on F* coincides with its
unconditional version.

Note that here as in Section we have abused the notation by denoting by C; a dyadic box
which is not necessarily a cell. The abuse of notation is justified by the fact that chi(cz’) <

5200571 and thus the C;’s will essentially play the role of cells.
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Following the discussions after (83| (with a crucial application of Lemma ) we see that

P(Eé’a*’um) > 1 — g (logd=H)*2 . By Proposition H Lemmas E ! . Corol ary 3.9/ and (120)),

with high probablhty,

d; < 18" DU (4, v) < 080D exp{Elog D5, (u, )},

where D( ) (s v) is a copy of Dv s5n(u,v) and is coupled with d;. Thus,

1)0.22

P(D;) > 1 — ¢~ (logd™ where D; := {logd < (log6~1)%% + Elog b%(;,n(u, v)}. (125)

In order to set a sub-additivity argument, we need to further relate d to ]_N)7 55 77(u, v) for 6> 90.
To this end, we let z; € A; = 0C; NOC;4+1 for each i =1,...,d — 1, to be chosen later depending on
the GFF (for convenience we write g = u and x4 = v). By the triangle inequality, we see that

d—
- Vu v
D, 5., (u Z (i wis). (126)
i=0
We claim that with probability at least 1 — e <08 1 5)0'51, there exists a choice of z1,...,x4_1 such
that forall 0 <¢<d—-1
log D:],;gm(xi’ zit1) < Elog D%&n(u, v) + 4(log 671)0-%8 (127)

Assuming ([127)), we can complete the proof of the lemma, as follows. Denote the event in (127]) by
Dy and let D = D1 N Dy. We obtain from (125)), (126]) and (127) that

E(1p log D%dS,n(u’ v)) < Elog D%&n(u, v) + Elog [D%S’n(u, v) +5 x (logd~1)98, (128)
On the other hand, using an analogue of , we have by an application of Jensen’s inequality that
~ 1. —1y0.1
E(1pelog D, 55, (u,v)) < (logd e~ (logd™)

Elog ﬁ%(;m(u,v)

Togs-T and combining the last display with (128]), we obtain

Setting x5 =

log 61 log 6!
X5 +
log 61 + log 61 log 6=1 4+ log 6~ X

Xs5 < + (log 6~ 1)~00L,

Applying [22] (see also [1I, Lemma 6.4.10]), this yields that ys converges to some constant x as
§ — 0 over a sequence §; = 2% and then by continuity the convergence extends to arbitrary
d — 0. By Proposition Lemmas and Corollary x does not depend on wu,v.
Combined with Corollary and Lemma this yields Lemma

It remains to prove (127)). The proof follows the proof strategy for (81)). Set k = [(logd—1)%"!]
and K = 2. Partition C; into K? many dyadic squares with side length s;/K, and we denote the
collection of such squares as B;, where s; = sc,. For each B € B;, we say B is open if for any A C 0B
with £1(A) > 107%s;/K there exists A’ C 9B with £1(A’) > (1 —107°)s;/K such that

Izl’éljr\l log D - 65.m(% Z') <Elog [?%Sm(u,v) + (log 671998 for each 2/ € A’.
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Recall the definitions of €* from (64)). Let 7 B be defined as in with Biarge and Brarge respectively
replaced by B* = {z : ||z — OBHOO § 231/K} and B = {z: ||z — 0B||s < 3s;/K}, i.e.

B (2) VT Jys(en2, ) Pger (5/2, 2, W)W (dw, ds), if z € B* and ¢ < s;,
/7 (3 2) =
Tle 0, otherwise.

Similarly to , we have

max max max |7]B "(z) =i (2)] = O(v/log6~1), with high probability.
C,€C BeB;,zeB* €/ <s¢,log, €/ €Z

Let
E4 1= Esar N E5 o p N {the above event holds} N {(52) holds},

and we work on &. For each B € B;, we claim that there is an event &g open Which is measurable
with respect to the field 778 so that

P(E.open | F*) > 1 — O(K %) and (Eg open N E1) C {B is open} . (129)

(We remark that this is very similar to ) We now verify (129)). On the event we work on, we
have that for any Borel set A C B € B;,

M,(A) < 62572 M (A) exp{(log 6~1)"1} (130)

(this is similar to (94])) where MgB (A) is defined as in with (. replaced by 7%. Consider
2,2 € OB. It would be simple to proceed if the process {775’8" (x) : € < sj,x € sz’} had the same
law as {nqe (07) : € < 55,2 € Vz 2}, where 0(x) = ab’(z) for an appropriate a > 0 and an isometry
0" such that # maps VZ 2 to Vuv (we see that a is of the same order as s; K and so a! < Si).
While such desired identity in law does not hold precisely, we claim that there exists a coupling of
{178 filr):€ < sp,x € @Z,Z/} and {nge (0z) : € < 84,2 € vz,z/} such that with high probability with
respect to P(- | F*)

B,s; —1,0.92
ma; ma; H(x) — nyga-n(0z)] < (logd . 131
oy R 1er>< 7752 () = g2 (0z)] < (log6™") (131)

We postpone the proof of (131]) and proceed with the proof of (129)). Since (by a straightforward
computation) |Var(77l233;( )) — Var(nyo-»(0z))| = O(1)(log 6= )%C for all z € V, » and 27" < a1,
we see that on the event that (130) and (131)) hold we have that

-B _ _ _ _ _
M (4) < exp{(log 5~1)*%}a 2M(0A) < exp{(log5~1) 2} 2MI(94),
recalling a=! < s;. Combined with (I30]), it follows that
D%(;Sm(z,z’) < DW,Sexp{f(logé‘l)o‘%}m(u’ v).
We now combine the preceding inequality with Corollary and Proposition and deduce that

P(log D%égm( 2') > Elog Dvén( v) + (log 61297 | F*) < O(K™%).
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Write A, = {2/ € 0B : logf)%égm(z,z’) > ElogD,Mn( v) + (log6=1)%97}. The preceding
inequality implies that

P (L1(Asgar) > K 1L1(0B) | F*) = O(K ™) for each z € 0B.
Therefore, we get that
P(L1({z € 9B : L1(Asgar) > K 'L1(0B)}) > K™ '1L1(0B) | F*) = O(K?).

This implies that ((129) holds (up to the proof of (131]), which is still postponed).
Having established ((129)), we proceed with the percolation argument. We say C; is desirable if
for any A; ena € A with £1(Ajend) > 0.1L£1(A;) (here it is useful to recall . there exists

Ai7start = Ai,start(Ai,end) C A1 with £ (Ai,start) > 0.1£4 (Ai—l) (132)

such that the following holds for each = € A; start:

. o / o —1,0.98
Z,g/l\liind log DV 55 (z,2") <Elog D, 5 (u,v) + 2(logd™ )" (133)
In words, C; is desirable if any not-so-small subset of A; is connected with a not-so-small subset
of A;_1 by open boxes. Similar to , we obtain that each cell C; is desirable with probability
1 _ 679(2\/1‘%571)
probability.

We also need to consider the cells containing v and v. Consider C; = Cs,. Using a similar
but simpler argument, we can show that with probability tending to 1 there exists A, C Ay
with £1(Ay,) > 0.99£1(A1) such that for z € A, we have log ﬁj’;’gﬁ(u,x) < logEDvgn(u,v) +
(log 6~ 1)%98. When this occurs, we say that u is desirable. As before, with high probability, we
have that v is desirable, i.e., there exists Ay C Ag—q with £1(Ay) > 0.99L£71(Ag—1) such that for each
z € A, we have log D “fn(v z) < logED 5 (V) + (log 6—1)0-98,

We now work on the event that u,v are desirable and that Co,...,Cy_1 are desirable, and we
describe in what follows how to choose x; € A; so that | - ) holds. We let A} ; = A, and for
i =d—2,...1 we recursively let A} = Aji1start(A] ;) (Where the set Ajiistare(-) is defined as
in (132))). Therefore, we see that A} C A; and £1(A}) > 0.1£;(A;). Next, we set xp = u and
sequentially set fori=1,...,d—1

and thus a union bound verifies that all cells Co, ..., C4_1 are desirable with high

xT; = arg xﬂéljr\l* D7 531 (zi_1,2).
It remains to verify (127 - for our choices of z;’s. Since Ay NAy # () (this comes from the lower
bounds on their Lebesgue measures), we see - ) holds for i« = 0. By (133 , ) holds for
1 <i <d— 2. Finally, - ) holds for i = d — 1 by our choice of A} | = A,.

We finally return to the proof of , which is similar to that of Lemma ~ Recall that
6(x) = ab'(x) for appropriate a > 0 and an isometry ¢’ is a bijective mapping from V, .+ to V,,,
Thus, a is of the same order as s IK' and so a™! < s;. Recall the definition of iL—process as in .
By an argument similar to that in the proof of and , we have that with high probability,

a a hi o5 a a hEo . (02) — nyg-n(02)] < (log §~ )09
Ry L L (@) — 7,20 (= )ngzx,nzofgzz{@' a2-n (02) = 1g2-n (02)] < (log6™")

(134)
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Next we need to control ﬁ;in (x) — }Alg:; (x) = iALZi_l (x). Let € be a maximal collection of points in
V... such that the pairwise distance is at least a~!. Then, |€| < O(a?). By and Lemma
we have that Emax,, |<iq-1 |ﬁ211(x) - iALZil(y)] = 0(1), for all z € €. Thus, by Lemma we
have that with high probability,

7 8i 78 —1,10.90
max A [hota (@) = Rl (y)] < (log )™

In addition, since Var(ﬁiil(x)) < O(1)logd~! for all z € €, a union bound gives that with high
probability maxzegmzi_l(xﬂ < (log6=1)%9,  Altogether, this gives that with high probability

max, . g \izzl_l(x)] < 2(log 6~ 1)%9°. Combined with (134)), we have that with high probability
max max |iz§:,11 () — f]QBLS,f ()] + max  max |fz;2,n(0x) — Nga—n ()] < (log s~ 1091,

IEE@Z o n>0,2""<a~1 mevz ot n>0,a27"<1

Combined with the translation invariance and scaling invariance property of fb—process, we finally
conclude the proof of (131)). O

Finally, we prove Lemma where we will crucially used Proposition [3.17 and Lemma [5.3

/ A zooming in picture of the rectangle

T

The crossing through a rectangle is formed
by a constant (the constant depends on

u Y = v the aspect ratio of the rectangle, which in
turn can be chosen as say 4) number of
point to point geodesics between the red
/ W . points in the above picture.

<l
2
<

Figure 3: On the left, the big box is V and the inside is an illustration of how we join u and v using
geodesics from u, v to L as well as an annulus enclosing L. On the right is an illustration for the
crossing in the small rectangle.

Proof of Lemma/5.4, Fix an arbitrarily small 0 < ¢ < Ce /6. Let u, v be the left bottom and right
bottom corners of V, respectively (such choice of u, v is somewhat arbitrary). By Lemma there
exists dp depending on (v, ¢) such that for all 6 < &y

(x — ¢/10)1og 6! < Elog D, 5., (u,v) < (x +¢/10)logd " (135)

47



Recall A = 2%. We denote V,, = Vo, and ngi‘] by D%&n for brevity. We claim that for any line

segment Ls C 9V, with length in [§%:/2, "], we have

Elog miLn Dy sp(u, ) > (x —2¢)logd . (136)
xrELs

Suppose does not hold. We assume without loss (by symmetry) that there exists an Ls on
the right vertical boundary of V,, so that fails. Then, we give an upper bound on the distance
between u and v by gluing the geodesics from u to L, v to Ls as well as four short crossings through
four rectangles (with dimension 10|Ls| x 40|Ls|) which altogether form a contour enclosing Ls (see
Figure |3| for an geometric illustration) — we remark that each of the four rectangle crossings can
be formed by a constant number of point to point geodesics thanks to the restriction to @x,y in
the definition of 13%5’77(35, y). With high probability, the balls intersecting both 9V, y and 9V, 2y
(respectively, OV, y and 0V, 7)) have LQG measure larger than 262 (and thus similar equalities to
hold). On this event, one has

> I L A0,2) ~
Dy v) < 10in Dy 5p(u, ) + min D5 (0,2) + > Dysyla,y),
(z,y)

where in the third term on the right hand side, the sum is over all pairs of neighboring red points
on the right hand side of Figure [3| (for each such pair (x,y) we have |z — y| < 10|Ls|). Thus by
(135)) and a similar scaling argument as in the proof of (129)) we have that with probability tending
tolasd —0 3

D,y sn(z,y) < 67X for all such (z,y).

Combined with our assumption that (136 fails for Ls, we then deduce that D%M(u, v) < §xt/2
with probability tending to 1 as 6 — 0, contradicting with (135]) and Proposition Thus, we
have shown that (136]) holds.
Next, note that

min D w,x) = min min D U, T),

s s (U, ) Ls w€Ls s (U, )
where the minimization is over 4672 many disjoint segments L of length §%*. Combined with
Proposition 3.1? ( note that {(u, Ls)} forms a sequence of admissible pairs as required for applying
Proposition [3.17)), this implies that

E log( maip Dy sp(u,x)) > (x — 20 — CiM?)log 67t
€V,

for some constant C' > 0. Since we can choose ¢ > 0 arbitrarily small, this completes the proof of
the lemma. O

6 Appendix

In this appendix, we record, for use in subsequent work, a few lemmas that can be readily deduced

from the techniques employed in this paper; these lemmas are not used in the paper. Let A = -

& 20
as in Lemma Denote V, =V, y and V, o =V, o for a € (0,1).
Lemma 6.1. Fiz o € (0,1). Let x be as in Lemma . Then, for any u €V,
. Elog(minxeam,a,yeam D, s5(z,y)) . Elog(minxeaﬂlu,a,yeam Doy sn(z,y))
lim = lim =x. (137
5—0 logd—1 50 logd—1
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Proof. The first equality holds due to Lemma[3.10]and the main task is to prove the second equality.
By Lemma and a similar derivation to ([124]), we get that for any k > 0, v € V

Elog( min D s,(v,y)) = (x +o(1))logé . (138)
YyEINVy
Thus it suffices to prove a lower bound in ([137)). The proof is similar to that of Lemma [5.4] B
By Proposition it suffices to show that for any fixed ¢« > 0 and any segment Ls C 0V, 4
with length in [6%*/2, 6*] we have

Elog( min _ D, s,(7,y)) > (x — 20)logé*.
r€Ls,ycdV,

Suppose the preceding statement fails for some Ls. Let vz, be an arbitrary point on Ls. As shown
in Figure [3| employed in the proof of Lemma [5.4] we can construct four short crossings through
four rectangles (with dimension 10|Ls| x 40|Ls|) which altogether form a contour enclosing Ls.
Consequently, the union of these short crossings, the geodesic between Ls and 9V, as well as the
geodesic between vr; and 0V, contains a path between vrs and 0V,. Therefore, by the same
argument as in Lemma [5.4] we get that

Elog( min Dy sy(vis,y)) < (x —t)logd™".
yeV,,

This contradicts with ((138)). Thus, we complete the proof of the lemma by contradiction. O

Fix & > 0 through out the appendix. For any Euclidean ball B, we denote by 2B a Euclidean
ball concentric with B, whose radius is double that of B. For § > 0 and any two distinct points

()

u,v € V¢, we define a variation of Liouville graph distance D% 5e (u,v) to be the minimal d such that
there exist Euclidean balls By, ..., By C V¢ with rational centers and M,(2B;) < 8% for 1 <i<d,
whose union contains a path from u to v.

For an Euclidean ball B with radius r centered at z, we define its circle-average-approximate-
LQG measure by MJ(B) = P2t/ 2e7he(2) compare with . For § > 0 and any two distinct points
u,v € V&, we define another variation of Liouville graph distance D?% M(u, v) to be the minimal d
such that there exist Euclidean balls By, ..., By C V¢ with rational centers and M3(B;) < 6 for
1 <i < d, whose union contains a path from u to v.

We define Df% 5’£(x,y) to be a version of the approximate Liouville graph distance where we
restrict to cells in V¢. One can verify that our proofs for Lemmas and Corollary
as well as Proposition extend automatically to D’% s Recall Cye as specified in Lemma

Proposition 6.2. For any fived 0 < £ < C\ie/3 there exists a constant ¢ = ¢(v,§) so that for any
fized © > 0 and any sequence of §-admissible pairs (As, Bs),

min D, s(z,y)-6' <  min foi);’g(x,y) < min _ D,s(z,y)- 67",

x€As,yEB;s T x€As,yEBs r€As,yEB;s

with (c - 1?)-high probability. The preceding statement remains true if we replace D,(ngg by Di’&é.
Proof. By Lemma and Proposition we have that with (c - ¢?)-high probability

. /
min D,y

z€As,yeBs 5(1">y) . 5L S min D{y757€(l‘, y) é min D;’é(m’y) . 5_L .

’ r€As,yE€Bs r€As, yEBs
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Combined with Proposition it implies that Proposition follows provided that with (c-¢)-high
probability
. . 2 : _
min D) sc(z,y)-0° < min Dg’g’g(x,y) < min D! se(x,y) -0,

rE€As,yEBs r€As,yEBs r€As,yEB;s (139)

oS, Drs(@y) 0S| min Dise(@y) < min  Dige(e,y)- 07"

The proof of is similar to that of Proposition Thus, we only briefly discuss how to adapt
the proof of Proposition

For D' ()55, since D2 ) €2 D7 5,6, it remains to bound D(z) by 7 5e from above. We repeat the
proof of Prop081tion but With the following change: We Will now define a new version of ®p s
(similar to that in Deﬁnition to be the minimal number of Euclidean balls B with M, (2B) < 52
that covers OB. (The only difference is that we used M, (2B) in the preceding definition as opposed
to M,(B) as in Definition ) One can then just repeat the arguments with this version of ®p 5
to conclude the proof on the upper bound — the only place that needs to be changed is in the
proof of and , where the required change is noting but enlarging a few constants which
have been absorbed by much larger terms in the earlier proof.

Next, we consider ny, se By [13, Proposition 3.2] (which states that the circle average process

and our iz—process are close to each other) and Lemma we get that with high probability

max  max|ny—;(x) — ho—j(z)| = O(y/logd—1).

ji2— ]>6Crnc+lo zeVeé

This, together with Lemma implies that with high probability

. / . o . /
min D _ T < min D T < min D _ x .
vedy yeBs  vdelioss 1)0.675( y) < v s yEBs 7,5,5( ,y) < vedsyeBs s (ogd 1)0.675( ' Y)

Combining Lemma we complete the proof of (139), and thus the proof of the proposition. [
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