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Almost Quartic Lower Bound for the Fröhlich Polaron’s

Effective Mass via Gaussian Domination

Mark Sellke

Abstract

We prove the Fröhlich polaron has effective mass at least α4

(log α)6 when the coupling strength

α is large. This nearly matches the quartic growth rate C∗α
4 predicted in [LP48] and com-

plements a recent sharp upper bound of [BS22b]. Our proof works with the path integral

formulation of the problem and systematically applies the Gaussian correlation inequality to

exploit quasi-concavity of the interaction terms.

1 Introduction

The Fröhlich polaron in quantum mechanics was introduced in [Frö37] to model an electron or

other charged particle in a crystal. As the electron moves, it drags along a surrounding polarization

cloud, and these together form a polaron. In this paper we obtain new estimates for the effective

mass of a polaron using the path integral description of [Fey55].

Before giving the path integral formulation, we briefly review the original quantum mechanical

model. Here the polaron at coupling strength α ≥ 0 is described by a Hamiltonian operator H on

L2(R3) ⊗ F(L2(R3)), where the latter term is a bosonic Fock space. With x lying in the former

R3 space and k the latter, and for a†k, ak the creation and annihilation operators, H is given by

H = −∇2
x/2 +

∫

R3

a†kak dk +
√
α

∫

R3

e−ikx

|k| a†k dk +
√
α

∫

R3

eikx

|k| ak dk.

Because H commutes with the total momentum operator −i∇x +
∫
R3 ka

†
kak dk and is rotationally

invariant, it has a well-defined ground state energy E(P ) = Erad(|P |) for each momentum P ∈ R3.

It is known since [Gro72] that E(0) ≤ E(P ) for all P , and more recently from [Pol22] that Erad is

monotone increasing and strictly so at 0. Along with the overall ground state energy E(0), one of

the main quantities of interest is the effective mass meff(α) defined by

1

2meff(α)
= lim

P→0

E(P )− E(0)

|P |2 . (1.1)

See also [LS14] for an equivalent “static” definition of meff(α) involving potential wells.
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We now turn to the probabilistic path integral description which originated in [Fey55]. Let P be

the law of 3-dimensional Brownian motion and fix a coupling strength α and time horizon T > 0.

Then the polaron path measure P̂α,T on C([0, T ];R3) is given by:

dP̂α,T (B) ≡ 1

Zα,T

exp

(
α

∫ T

0

∫ T

0

e−|t−s|V (‖Bt −Bs‖) dt ds
)
dP(B), (1.2)

V (r) ≡ 1/r.

Although V (·) is singular, finiteness of Zα,T is proved in e.g. [BT17]. Later [Spo87, DS20] showed

that assuming a functional central limit theorem for P̂α,T with L2 convergence at large times T , the

original definition (1.1) of meff(α) coincides with:

meff(α) = 1/σ2(α);

σ2(α) ≡ lim
T→∞

EP̂α,T [‖BT‖2]
3T

.
(1.3)

The required functional central limit theorem for P̂α,T was subsequently shown in [MV20a, BP22b],

who in fact represented P̂α,T as a mixture of Gaussians. We note that the path integral descrip-

tion was also used much earlier by [DV83] to compute the ground state energy E(0). In par-

ticular its α → ∞ limit was expressed as an explicit Pekar variational problem analyzed in

[Lie77]. Later [LT97] gave a non-probabilistic proof for this limit, and [FS21b, FS21a, BS22a]

recently determined the second order “quantum correction” term. In the “strong coupling” regime

limT→∞ limα→∞, the short-time pathwise behavior of P̂α,T was shown in [BKM17, MV20b] to be

described by a stationary diffusion known as the Pekar process.

We will focus on the asymptotic growth of meff(α) as α → ∞. Precise predictions have

long been known in the physics literature since [LP48], who conjectured the quartic behavior

limα→∞ meff(α)/α
4 = C∗, even supplying a explicit C∗ given by Pekar’s variational formula.

However no nontrivial bounds on meff(α) were proved until much more recently. The diver-

gence limα→∞meff(α) = ∞ was first shown non-probabilistically in [LS20] and later improved

to meff(α) ≥ cα2/5 in [BP22a] using the mixture-of-Gaussians description from [MV20a, BP22b].

(See also [MS22, Theorem 2] for a rigorous lower bound in some other polaron models.) Even

more recently [BS22b] proved the sharp upper bound meff(α) ≤ C∗α
4 + O(α4−ε). Their work

uses operator techniques to study E(P ) for not-too-small momentums |P | ≥ α−1−ε, which suf-

fices thanks to a concavity result of [Pol22].

Our main result establishes the matching quartic lower bound on meff(α) up to log(α) factors.

In tandem with the upper bound of [BS22b], this almost resolves the conjecture of [LP48].

Theorem 1.1. For α ≥ 2 and an absolute constant c,

meff(α) ≥
cα4

(logα)6
.

In fact, uniformly over α ≥ 2 and T ≥ 1 we have

EP̂α,T
[
‖BT‖2

]
≤ O

(
T (logα)6

α4
+

(logα)3

α2

)
.
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Our approach stems from the following observation. Although the Radon–Nikodym derivative

dP̂α,T/dP fails to be log-concave, it is nonetheless approximated (via Riemann sums for the dou-

ble integral in the exponent of (1.2)) by finite products of origin-symmetric functions of B[0,T ].

Moreover each of these functions is quasi-concave because V (r) = 1/r is decreasing (ignoring

for the moment the singularity at V (0)). The strategy of this paper is thus to upper bound σ2(α) by

systematically applying Royen’s Gaussian correlation inequality. Indeed an infinite-dimensional,

functional version of this inequality ought to imply P̂α,T is dominated by P in that

P̂α,T [K] ≥ P[K]

for any symmetric convex set K ⊆ C([0, T ];R3).
This domination by Brownian motion was previously used in [BP22b] as a tightness condition

toward proving a functional central limit theorem. But for the effective mass itself, it implies only

that σ2(α) ≤ 1, i.e. meff(α) ≥ 1. To see how to progress further, let us imagine that P-almost

surely, the bound ‖Bs − Bt‖ ≤ R holds for all |t − s| ≤ 1. It is easily seen that V (r) + r2

2R3

is decreasing on r ∈ [0, R]; hence the Gaussian correlation inequality would show domination of

P̂α,T by a “more confined” Gaussian measure in which P is weighted by

exp

(
− α

2eR3

∫ T

0

∫ T

0

‖Bt −Bs‖2 · 1|t−s|≤1 dt ds

)
.

Analyzing this reweighted measure would then yield non-trivial lower bounds for meff(α). Al-

though ‖Bs − Bt‖ is bounded only with high probability, our argument is built around a more

precise version of this idea.

Remark 1.2. Our proof of Theorem 1.1 certainly requires the base measure P to be Gaussian, and

might become more involved if P did not have independent increments. However it is somewhat

robust to changes in the interaction term. Changing the spatial dimension to be different from

3 affects neither the argument nor the bounds obtained (so long as Zα,T < ∞). Moreover the

factor e−|t−s| in (1.2) can be replaced by any non-negative continuous bounded function of (t, s)
which is uniformly positive for |t − s| ≤ c (and decays fast enough that Zα,T is finite). Likewise

the potential V (r) = 1/r can be replaced by Vs,t(‖Bt − Bs‖) for any decreasing differentiable

functions Vs,t : (0,∞) → R such that V ′
s,t(r) ≤ −C/r2 for some uniform constant C and all

r, s, t > 0, again so long as Zα,T < ∞. Even taking a different power law V (r) = r−p for

0 < p < 2 only affects the proof numerically, and in Remark 5.2 we derive in this case the bound

m
(p)
eff (α) ≥

cp α
4

2−p

(logα)
4+2p
2−p

. (1.4)

The exponent 4
2−p

is consistent with a natural generalization [MS22, Equation (1.30)] of the Pekar

conjecture, so it is likely sharp for all 0 < p < 2. Note that [BT17] shows finiteness of Zα,T for

p < 2. If p > 2 then Zα,T = ∞ by considering the events {supt∈[0,1] ‖Bt‖ ≤ ε} for small ε.
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2 Preliminaries

In this section, after establishing some basic notations we review the crucially important Gaussian

correlation inequality. Then we explain how to truncate the potential V and discretize time, and

then outline the idea for our main proof. We end the section by highlighting some notational

conventions for various path measures.

2.1 Basic Notation

We always use µ to denote a centered Gaussian measure on a finite-dimensional real vector space

X . Throughout we say a convex set K ⊆ X is symmetric if K = −K is invariant under negation,

and similarly define symmetric probability measures and functions on X . We write dν1/dν2 for

the Radon–Nikodym derivative, and define µ×2 to be the dilated Gaussian measure with

µ×2(2A) = µ(A) (2.1)

for all Borel A ⊆ X .

We write [k] = {0, 1, 2 . . . , k − 1} for k a positive integer. We write F ≤ O(G) or F = O(G)
for non-negative F,G to indicate that F/G is at most an absolute constant, independent of any

other quantities (e.g. α, T as well as A, η defined later). We often use C to denote such absolute

constants. We write F = Θ(G) or equivalently F ≍ G if F ≤ O(G) and G ≤ O(F ). We use

the notation ∝ to indicate equivalence of positive measures up to normalizing constants, and in

particular often use it to define a probability measure as in the following Definition 1.

Definition 1. For a probability measure ν on X and non-negative function f with Eν [f ] ∈ (0,∞),
define the reweighting

dν(f)(x) ∝ f(x)dν(x),

given explicitly by

ν(f)(A) =

∫
A
f(x)dν(x)∫

X
f(x)dν(x)

.

If Q : X → R≥0 is a symmetric non-negative quadratic function, define

dν〈Q〉(x) ∝ e−Q(x)dν(x).

2.2 Gaussian Correlation Inequality

We say f : X → R≥0 is quasi-concave if the super level sets {x ∈ X : f(x) ≥ C} are convex

for all C ∈ R. We now recall Royen’s Gaussian correlation inequality, proved in the remarkable

paper [Roy14], as well as its functional form.

Theorem 2.1. Let µ be a centered Gaussian measure on X . Then the following statements hold:

1. For any symmetric convex sets K1, K2 ⊆ X ,

µ(K1)µ(K2) ≤ µ(K1 ∩K2). (2.2)
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2. For any symmetric convex sets K1, K2, . . . , Kn ⊆ X ,

µ

(
m⋂

j=1

Kj

)
· µ
(

n⋂

k=m+1

Kk

)
≤ µ

(
n⋂

i=1

Ki

)
. (2.3)

3. For any symmetric quasi-concave functions f1, f2, . . . , fn : X → R≥0,

Ex∼µ

[
m∏

j=1

fj(x)

]
· Ex∼µ

[
n∏

k=m+1

fk(x)

]
≤ Ex∼µ

[
n∏

i=1

fi(x)

]
. (2.4)

Proof. First, (2.2) is the usual statement of the Gaussian correlation inequality as proved in [Roy14]

(see also the exposition [LM17]). Next, (2.3) follows trivially from (2.2) since the intersection of

symmetric convex sets is again symmetric and convex. Finally (2.4) follows from (2.3) via Fu-

bini and multi-linearity: each fi is a positive combination of indicators of symmetric convex sets,

namely its own super-level sets.

Definition 2. For symmetric probability measures µ, ν on X ≃ Rn, we write

ν � µ

if dν/dµ is a finite product of symmetric quasi-concave functions, or a uniformly bounded a.e.

limit of such.

Corollary 2.2. Let µ, ν be symmetric probability measures on X ≃ Rn with µ Gaussian and

ν � µ. Then ν(K) ≥ µ(K) for any symmetric convex set K and Eν [f ] ≤ Eµ[f ] for any non-

negative symmetric convex function f .

Note that the relation � is transitive, and is preserved by reweighting ν by a quasi-concave

function, or by reweighting both ν and µ by the same factor. We will often use the latter fact with

weight factor exp(−Q) for a non-negative symmetric quadratic Q. Finally we record an obvious

but useful special case.

Corollary 2.3. Let µ be a centered Gaussian measure on X , and Q : X → R≥0 a symmetric

non-negative quadratic function. Then µ〈Q〉 is a Gaussian measure and µ〈Q〉 � µ.

2.3 Cutting Off the Interaction and Finite Dimensional Approximation

To remove technical issues, we will truncate the polaron interaction to be bounded and also dis-

cretize time. First, we define the cut-off potential

VA(r) =

{
2A−A2r, r ∈ [0, 1/A]
1
r
, r ∈ [1/A,∞).

(2.5)

Thus VA is a uniformly bounded approximation to V (r) = 1/r which is still decreasing and

convex. Note also that VA increases pointwise up to V as A → ∞.
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Proposition 2.4. For any A > 1/R > 0, the function VA(r) +
r2

2R3 is decreasing on [0, R].

Proof. It suffices to note that VA(r) +
r2

2R3 is convex with derivative vanishing at r = R.

Next, define the cut-off path measure P̂
(A)
α,T and weight function W

(A)
α,T : C([0, T ];R3) → R by

dP̂
(A)
α,T (B) =

W
(A)
α,T (B)dP(B)

Z
(A)
α,T

; (2.6)

W
(A)
α,T (B) = exp

(
α

∫ T

0

∫ T

0

e−|t−s|VA(‖Bs −Bt‖)
)
. (2.7)

Proposition 2.5. For any T > 0,

lim
A→∞

E
P̂
(A)
α,T [‖BT‖2] = EP̂α,T [‖BT‖2].

Proof. Given the finiteness of Zα,T as shown in [BT17], it suffices to verify the identities

lim
A→∞

EP

[
exp

(
α

∫ T

0

∫ T

0

e−|t−s|VA(‖Bt −Bs‖) dt ds
)]

= EP

[
exp

(
α

∫ T

0

∫ T

0

e−|t−s|V (‖Bt −Bs‖) dt ds
)]

,

lim
A→∞

EP

[
‖BT‖2 exp

(
α

∫ T

0

∫ T

0

e−|t−s|VA(‖Bt −Bs‖) dt ds
)]

= EP

[
‖BT‖2 exp

(
α

∫ T

0

∫ T

0

e−|t−s|V (‖Bt −Bs‖) dt ds
)]

.

Both follow immediately from the monotone convergence theorem.

We next define a time discretization into η-increments, where η−1 ∈ Z+ is always assumed.

Let P
(η)
[0,T ] be the law of the piecewise-linear process which agrees with Bt at each time t ∈ ηZ,

for B ∼ P[0,T ] a Brownian motion. We denote by C(η)([0, T ];R3) its support, which consists of

piecewise-linear functions on η-intervals. Similarly to before, let

P̂
(A,η)
α,T =

(
P
(η)
[0,T ]

)(W (A)
α,T )

be the reweighting of P
(η)
[0,T ] by W

(A)
α,T .

Proposition 2.6. Let f : C([0, T ];R3) → R≥0 be a non-negative continuous and bounded function

which is not identically zero. Then

lim
η→0

(P
(η)
[0,T ])

(f) = (P[0,T ])
(f) (2.8)

holds as probability measures on C([0, T ];R3). In addition, for any T,A we have

lim
η→0

sup
t∈[0,T ]

∣∣EP̂
(A,η)
α,T [‖Bt‖2]− EP̂

(A)
α,T [‖Bt‖2]

∣∣ = 0. (2.9)
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Proof. The case f ≡ 1 is well known. To obtain the general case of (2.8), let g : C([0, T ];R3) → R

be bounded and continuous. Then the continuous mapping theorem yields

lim
η→0

E
P
(η)
[0,T ] [f(B)g(B)] = EP[0,T ] [f(B)g(B)]

which easily implies (2.8).

For the second part, (2.8) implies the result with ‖Bt‖2 replaced by any bounded continuous

function of B[0,T ], i.e. one has weak convergence of ‖Bt‖2. Moreover note that Bt has uniformly

sub-Gaussian tails for each P
(η)
[0,T ] as t ∈ [0, T ] and η ∈ [0, 1] vary. As W

(A)
α,T is uniformly bounded

for fixed T we deduce that the expectations EP̂
(A,η)
α,T [‖Bt‖4] are uniformly bounded across t ∈ [0, T ]

and η ∈ (0, 1]. For the same reason, EP̂
(A)
α,T [‖Bt‖4] < ∞. Hence (2.9) follows.

In light of Propositions 2.5 and 2.6, Theorem 1.1 will follow if we prove that for all A ≥ α,

lim
η→0

EP̂
(A,η)
α,T [‖BT‖2] ≤

C(logα)6)T

α4
+

C(logα)3

α2
. (2.10)

Establishing the bound (2.10) will be our main goal for the remainder of the paper.

Remark 2.7. It should be possible to implement our arguments directly in continuous time. How-

ever this creates technical complications due to the important Lemma 3.1, which constructs a mea-

sure νbad1 absolutely continuous with respect to µ such that νbad1 � µ×2. It is not obvious how

to make sense of this in infinite dimensions since µ and µ×2 become singular. We believe � can

be suitably defined based on finite-dimensional marginals (for example [Bog98, Proposition 4.2.6]

shows how to approximate infinite-dimensional convex sets by convex cylinder sets in an abstract

Wiener space). However this route requires reproving many basic properties that are obvious in

finite dimension. On the other hand as we have just seen, the continuous mapping theorem suffices

as an easy bridge between discrete and continuous time.

The interaction VA(·) appears in our main argument via Proposition 2.8 below. Below we say

a function R2 → R is Z2-piecewise-constant if it is constant on each [i, i+ 1)× [j, j + 1).

Proposition 2.8. Fix A > 0. Let Q† and Q be probability measures on C(η)([0, T ];R3) such that

Q is Gaussian and Q† � Q. Suppose that for a Z2-piecewise-constant function R : R2
≥0 →

[1/A,∞) ∪ {+∞}, the bound ‖Bs −Bt‖ ≤ R(s, t) holds Q†-almost surely. Define Q̂ and Q̃ by

dQ̂(B) ∝ exp

(
α

∫ T

0

∫ T

0

e−|t−s|VA(‖Bt −Bs‖) dt ds
)
dQ†(B) ;

dQ̃(B) ∝ exp

(
−
∫ T

0

∫ T

0

F (s, t)‖Bs −Bt‖2 dt ds
)
dQ(B)

for a Z2-piecewise-constant function F satisfying

0 ≤ F (s, t) ≤ e−|t−s|α

2R(s, t)3
∀s, t ∈ R. (2.11)

Then Q̃ is a Gaussian measure and

Q̂ � Q̃ � Q.
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Proof. Corollary 2.3 implies that Q̃ is a Gaussian measure and Q̃ � Q. To show Q̂ � Q̃, note that

the Radon-Nikodym derivative is by definition

dQ̂

dQ̃
= C · exp

(∫ T

0

∫ T

0

αe−|t−s|VA(‖Bs −Bt‖) + F (s, t)‖Bs −Bt‖2 dt ds
)
· dQ

†

dQ
. (2.12)

Proposition 2.4 and the assumption (2.11) together imply that

r 7→ αe−|t−s|VA(r) + F (s, t)r2

is decreasing for r ∈ [0, R(s, t)], hence agrees on this set with a uniformly bounded, decreasing

function with domain [0,∞). Moreover the integral

∫ T

0

∫ T

0

αe−|t−s|VA(‖Bs −Bt‖) + F (s, t)‖Bs −Bt‖2 dt ds

is approximated in measure (via Riemann summation) by uniformly bounded finite sums of sym-

metric quasi-concave functions on C(η)([0, T ];R3). (The Z2-piecewise-constant conditions and the

boundedness and continuity of VA ensure there are no difficulties in this approximation.) Because

the exponential of any symmetric quasi-concave function is again symmetric quasi-concave, it fol-

lows that the exponential weight factor in (2.12) is approximated by finite products of symmetric

quasi-concave functions. This completes the proof.

2.4 Proof Outline

We now present a summary of our main argument. We begin by outlining a simplified proof which

yields the weaker bound

E
P̂
(A,η)
α,T [‖BT‖2/T ] ≤

(log(αT ))C

α2
.

Then we briefly discuss some of the arguments needed to remove the factors of log T and improve

the exponent of α.

First, we will always assume T ∈ Z+ for convenience; if not, so long as T ≥ 1 we can rescale

time slightly to make it so. We also fix A ≥ α. Define K
(η)
R,[0,T ] ⊆ C(η)([0, 1];R3) to be the

symmetric convex set

K
(η)
R,[0,T ] =

{
B ∈ C(η)([0, T ];R3) : sup

0≤i≤T−1
sup

t,s∈[i,i+1]

‖Bt −Bs‖ ≤ R

}
.

Then for R = 10
√
log(αT ), Proposition 2.8 implies that P̂

(A,η)
α,T � P

(η)
[0,T ] and so an easy union

bound over integers 0 ≤ i ≤ T − 1 implies

P̂
(A,η)
α,T [K

(η)
R,[0,T ]] ≥ P

(η)
[0,T ][K

(η)
R,[0,T ]] ≥ 1− α−10. (2.13)

Let P̂
(A,η)
α,T,R be the law of P̂

(A,η)
α,T conditioned to lie in K

(η)
R,[0,T ]. Then we have the total variation bound

‖P̂(A,η)
α,T,R − P̂

(A,η)
α,T ‖TV ≤ α−10 (2.14)

8



and by definition

P̂
(A,η)
α,T,R � P̂

(A,η)
α,T . (2.15)

Proposition 2.8 then implies

P̂
(A,η)
α,T,R � P̃

(η)
[0,T ] (2.16)

where P̃
(η)
[0,T ] is defined by

dP̃
(η)
[0,T ](B) ∝ exp

(
− α

2eR3

T−1∑

i=0

∫ i+1

i

∫ i+1

i

‖Bt −Bs‖2dtds
)
dP

(η)
[0,T ](B). (2.17)

The measure P̃
(η)
[0,T ] has independent increments on each interval [i, i + 1] (and the dimension

d = 3 has also become irrelevant). Moreover one may expect the additional quadratic weighting

in (2.17) to yield smaller variance paths under P̃
(η)
[0,T ] than for the base measure P

(η)
[0,T ]. In fact as

shown in Section 4 (see Lemma 4.4), for an absolute constant C we have

E
P̃
(η)
[i,i+1] [ sup

t∈[i,i+1]

‖Bt −Bi‖2] ≤ log(αT )

√
CR3

α
. (2.18)

Recalling (2.13), we have the simple bound

EP̂
(A,η)
α,T [‖BT‖2 · (1− 1

K
(η)
R,[0,T ]

)] ≤ EP̂
(A,η)
α,T [‖BT‖4]1/2 ·

(
1− P̂

(A,η)
α,T [K

(η)
R,[0,T ]]

)1/2

≤ E
P
(η)
[0,T ] [‖BT‖4]1/2 · α−5

≤ O(Tα−5).

Combining with the Gaussian correlation inequality and the fact that P̃ has i.i.d. increments,

E
P̂
(A,η)
α,T [‖BT‖2] ≤ E

P̂
(A,η)
α,T,R [‖BT‖2] + E

P̂
(A,η)
α,T [‖BT‖2 · (1− 1

K
(η)
R,[0,T ]

)]

(2.14)

≤ E
P̂
(A,η)
α,T,R [‖BT‖2] +O(Tα−5)

(2.16)

≤ E
P̃
(η)
[0,T ] [‖BT‖2] +O(Tα−5)

= T · EP̃
(η)
[0,1] [‖B1‖2] +O(Tα−5)

≤ T log(αT ) · O
(√

R3

α
+ α−5

)
.

(2.19)

If the logarithmic factors were not present, then (2.19) would already imply a lower bound of α1/2

for the effective mass. Moreover the exponent of α can be improved recursively. Namely it can be

deduced from (2.18) that

P̃
(η)
[0,T ][K

(η)
R2,[0,T ]] ≥ 1− α−10 (2.20)

holds for a smaller radius

R2 ≤ O

(
(logαT )O(1) · 4

√
R3

α

)
. (2.21)
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The idea here is that P̃(η) is a more confined Gaussian measure that the Brownian motion we started

with. Then by (2.16), we find that (2.20) holds also under P̂
(A,η)
α,T,R, and by (2.14) a similar bound

holds for the original measure P̂
(A,η)
α,T . This allows us to truncate further using the event K

(η)
R2,[0,T ],

then replace α
2eR3 in (2.17) by α

2eR3
2

to obtain a yet more confined Gaussian measure, and so on.

Iterating eventually yields a bound of the form

E[‖Bi+1 −Bi‖2] ≤
(logαT )O(1)

α2
, (2.22)

where the expectation is taken relative to a Gaussian measure which dominates “most of” P̂
(A,η)
α,T ,

similarly to (2.18). Like P̃
(η)
[0,T ], this Gaussian measure has independent integer increments and so

(2.19) extends to

E
P̂
(A,η)
α,T [‖BT‖2/T ] ≤

(logαT )O(1)

α2
. (2.23)

The estimate (2.23) is unsatisfactory in two ways. The first is that due to the T -dependence

of the logarithmic factors, it does not directly imply anything about the effective mass due to the

order in which the T → ∞ and α → ∞ limits are taken. In fact while dependence on logα seems

unavoidable in the argument above, the only dependence on log T came from the union bound

over 0 ≤ i ≤ T − 1 in the first step (2.13). The definition of K
(η)
R,[0,T ] can be refined to avoid this

dependence. Namely instead of treating all of [0, T ] at once, we split off the rare “bad” intervals

[i, i+ 1] with large fluctuations and apply the main argument above only to “good” intervals, with

a small fraction of intervals becoming bad at each iteration step. It is not obvious that such an

argument is possible: in using the Gaussian correlation inequality one does have to reason about

the entire path on [0, T ] at once. The first stage is carried out in Section 3 by decomposing the law

P
(η)
[0,1] of B[0,1] into a mixture

P
(η)
[0,1] = (1− δ)νgood1 + δνbad1 (2.24)

satisfying δ ≤ α−10 and

νgood1 � P
(η)
[0,1], νbad1 � (P

(η)
[0,1])

×2. (2.25)

Crucially νgood1 is supported inside an analogously defined K
(η)
R1,i

⊆ C(η)([i, i + 1];R3) for R1 ≤
O(

√
logα) now independent of T , while νbad1 has only degraded by a dilation factor of 2. Taking

the T -th power of (2.24) then yields a decomposition of P
(η)
[0,T ] into 2T product measures, each of

which is dominated by a corresponding product of the factors in (2.25). The iteration (analogous

to (2.21) and below) is implemented in Section 5 by a recursive generalization of (2.24) and only

pays log(α) factors at each stage.

The second issue with (2.23) is that the dependence on α is quadratic rather than quartic. To

improve the exponent we need to look beyond the single-time fluctuations we have considered so

far. As shown in [MV20b], even on short O(α−2) time-scales, Bt behaves as a stationary Pekar

process with fluctuations of order α−1 under the path measure P̂α,T . However the centers of these

Pekar processes are expected to vary much more slowly, see e.g. [Spo87, Section 4]. This suggests

that the increments ‖Bi+1 −Bi‖2 should be mostly “noise” from short-time fluctuations, and so

E
P̂
(A,η)
α,T [‖BT‖2/T ] ≪ E

P̂
(A,η)
α,T [‖Bi+1 −Bi‖2]. (2.26)
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Our final argument in Section 6 follows this intuition, showing a version of (2.26) for the dominat-

ing Gaussian measures. In particular, for an adjacent pair of “good” intervals [i, i+1], [i+1, i+2]
we consider the “smoothed fluctuations”

∫ i+2

i+1

Bt dt−
∫ i+1

i

Bt dt. (2.27)

We show these smoothed fluctuations indeed obey improved upper bounds, which allows us to

prove Theorem 1.1. Here and only here, it is important for the relevant Gaussian measures to also

include interactions between adjacent intervals [i, i+ 1], [i+ 1, i+ 2].
At a high level, the local fluctuation estimates on ‖Bi+1 −Bt‖2 appear as a priori bounds in

this final argument. However we emphasize that the Gaussian correlation inequality permeates

our whole proof. In particular the intermediate steps really need to be statements of Gaussian

domination; fluctuation bounds for the polaron path measure proved in a different way would not

suffice. As an illustration of the subtlety, we do not know how to deduce any effective mass lower

bound directly from an upper bound on the T = 1 variance

EP̂α,1 [‖B1‖2].

This is because while the dominating Gaussian measures have independent increments by con-

struction, the polaron path measure itself could have highly correlated increments across time.

2.5 Notations for Path Measures and More

We will consider a large number of Gaussian and non-Gaussian measures on continuous paths.

The conventions that we have aimed to follow are summarized below (though the main arguments

are intended to be unambiguous on their own). We first point out that since P always denotes a

variant of Wiener measure, we never write Pν to denote probability taken relative to a probabil-

ity measure ν. Instead, such superscripts or subscripts on P always denote different probability

measures, usually obtained by reweighting, as discussed more below. However we do write Eν

for expectations relative to ν. Note that all path measures we consider in subsequent sections are

discrete-time and supported on C(η)([a, b];R3), except in Subsection 4.1.

Recall that P[a,b] denotes the law of 3-dimensional Brownian motion Bt restricted to times

t ∈ [a, b], while P
(η)
[a,b] refers to the corresponding law on piecewise-linear processes, still denoted

Bt. It will often be useful to consider path measures such as P(η) to be product measures, using

independence of increments to write expressions of the form

P
(η)
[0,T ] =

T−1∏

i=0

P
(η)
[i,i+1].

This is a slight abuse of notation since a path sampled from P
(η)
[0,T ] is of course not drawn from a

product measure when viewed as an element of C(η)([0, T ];R3). However it makes formal sense

if we implicitly consider P
(η)
[a,b] to be a stochastic process “modulo global shift” and identify Bt

with its increments B(j+1)η −Bjη. In this way, a full path is obtained from its factors by joining

11



individual short paths on each [i, i + 1]. However we will always fix B0 = (0, 0, 0), so this point

of view is unnecessary if a = 0.

Hat notations P̂(η) always indicate the presence of the polaron interaction factor. Tilde notations

of the form P̃
(η)
[i,i+1] indicate Gaussian measures analogous to P̃

(η)
[0,T ] in the previous subsection.

Measures denoted in bold font such as P(η) or P(A,η) are always components of a mixture

distribution over C(η)([0, T ];R3), obtained by taking T -th powers of (2.24) or similar. These are

always indexed by a sequence γ of length T , so there are many distinct measures P
(η)
γ . Corre-

spondingly, P̂
(A,η)
γ denotes the reweighting of such product measures by the polaron interaction

factor, while P̃
(η)
γ is always a Gaussian measure and typically dominates the corresponding P̂

(A,η)
γ .

All our main arguments work with cut-off, discretized versions of the polaron interaction and apply

for any A ≥ α and η sufficiently small.

These measures will often be reweighted in other ways using the notation of Definition 1. In

such cases, the restriction to t ∈ [i, i + 1] always “comes first”. For example, (4.2) defines the

measure P̃
(η)
i,β as a reweighting of P

(η)
[i,i+1]. One could imagine instead reweighting P(η) by a factor

depending on values of Bt for t /∈ [i, i+ 1] and then restricting to t ∈ [i, i+ 1], thereby obtaining

a different measure. However none of the measures we assign symbols to are constructed using

this order of operations. The relative order of operations for reweighting and dilation (·)×2 can go

either way, and will always be made explicit using parentheses.

Finally, we will often reweight a decomposition of a measure by a weight function. In doing

so we simply mean that if

ν =

k∑

j=1

pjνj (2.28)

for pj ≥ 0 and
∑k

j=1 pj = 1 is a mixture representation of the probability measure ν, and if

f ∈ L1(ν) is non-negative with non-zero expectation, then

ν(f) =
k∑

j=1

qjν
(f)
j (2.29)

holds for the new weights

qj = pj ·
Eνj [f ]

Eν [f ]
. (2.30)

We will refer to (2.29) as a reweighting of (2.28). It may be intuitively helpful to view the formula

(2.30) as a version of Bayes’ rule.

Note that if (ν, f) or equivalently (ν, ν(f)) are given, then (2.28) uniquely determines (2.29). In

particular reweighting by a product of functions f1f2 . . . fk can be done in any number of steps with

the same result. Furthermore, reweighting commutes with refining or coarsening a decomposition

as stated below; the proof is omitted.

Proposition 2.9. Let S1, . . . , Sℓ be a partition of [k]. Suppose (2.28) holds and let

νSi
= p−1

Si

∑

j∈Si

pjνj

12



where pSi
=
∑

j∈Si
pj . Then for qSi

=
∑

j∈Si
qj with qj as in (2.30),

ν =
ℓ∑

i=1

pSi
νSi

, and ν(f) =
ℓ∑

i=1

qSi
ν
(f)
Si

.

3 Mixture Decomposition of the Polaron Path Measure

The next lemma is crucial for us. For any symmetric convex body K ⊆ X with high probability

relative to a Gausian measure µ, it gives a decomposition of µ into a good component supported

inside a constant dilation of K and dominated by µ, and a bad component which is still dominated

by a factor-two dilation of µ.

Lemma 3.1. There exists an absolute constant C3.1 ≥ 100 such that the following holds. Let µ
be a centered Gaussian measure on the finite-dimensional real vector space X , and K ⊆ X a

symmetric convex set with µ(K) ≥ 1− δ for some δ ≤ 0.1. There exists a decomposition

µ = (1− δ′)νgood1 + δ′νbad1

of µ into a mixture of probability measures νgood1 , νbad1 such that:

(i) δ′ ≤ δ.

(ii) supp(νgood1) ⊆ C3.1K.

(iii) νgood1 � µ

(iv) νbad1 � µ×2.

Proof. By a coordinate change, we may assume X is an inner product space such that µ is a

standard Gaussian with identity covariance IX . We write d(·, ·) below for the associated Euclidean

distance, and abbrevate d(x) = d(x,K) for the distance to K. Since K is a convex body with

positive measure, we can and do assume it is closed so that a closest point to any x ∈ X exists.

Finally we let R = C1

√
log(1/δ) for a large absolute constant C1, and define

BR(S) = {x ∈ X : d(x, S) ≤ R}, S ⊆ X.

We will choose C3.1 below depending on C1. Note that the condition C3.1 ≥ 100 is without loss

of generality.

The desired decomposition can be constructed via

dνbad1(x) ∝ e−σ(d(x))dµ(x),

dνgood1(x) ∝
(
1− e−σ(d(x))

)
dµ(x)

(3.1)

for any C2
b function σ : [0,∞] → [0, R2] satisfying:

(a) σ is non-increasing;
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(b) σ(r) = R2 for r ∈ [0, 1];

(c) σ(r) = 0 for r ≥ 3C1R;

(d) |σ′(r)| ≤ (r − 1)/C1 for all r ≥ 1;

(e) |σ′′(r)| ≤ 1/C1 for all r ≥ 0.

An explicit such σ can be constructed by convolving a C∞
c bump function with the following

joining σ̃ of two quadratics:

σ̃(r) =





R2, 0 ≤ r ≤ 1

R2 − (r−1)2

2C2
1
, 1 ≤ r ≤ C1R + 1

(2C1R−r+1)2

2C2
1

, C1R + 1 ≤ r ≤ 2C1R + 1

0, r ≥ 2C1R + 1 .

We claim that for such σ, the resulting νgood1 , νbad1 in (3.1) satisfy the conclusions of Lemma 3.1.

First, (i) holds since by choice of R the weight of νbad1 in µ is

δ′ = Ex∼µ
[
e−σ(d(x))

]
≤ e−R2

+ 1− µ[BR(K)] ≤ δ.

The latter bound holds uniformly on δ ∈ [0, 0.1] since R = C1

√
log(1/δ) for C1 a large absolute

constant. Namely we have by definition e−R2 ≤ δ/2, while the Gaussian isoperimetric inequality

and µ(K) ≥ 1/2 implies

1− µ[BR(K)] ≥ 1√
2π

∫ ∞

R

e−u2/2 du ≤ δ/2

for large C1. Also σ is decreasing, so the Radon–Nikodym derivative

dνgood1
dµ

∝ 1− e−σ(d(x))

is origin-symmetric and quasi-concave. Hence conclusion (iii) holds: νgood1 � µ.

Since µ(K) = 1 − δ ≥ 0.9 and K is symmetric convex, we next deduce the in-radius lower

bound (where 0 denotes the origin in X):

BR/C2
1
(0) ⊆ K. (3.2)

Indeed if x ∈ X\K, the Hahn–Banach theorem guarantees existence of a hyperplane H ⊆ X
containing x such that K lies entirely on one side of H . If for sake of contradiction we had

‖x‖ ≤ R/C2
1 , then we would deduce d(0, H) ≤ d(0, x) ≤ R/C2

1 . Since K is contained on one

side of H , its µ-measure can be hence bounded by the Gaussian integral

µ(K) ≤ 1√
2π

∫ R/C2
1

−∞

e−u2/2 du.
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Since R/C2
1 = C−1

1

√
log(1/δ), for C1 a large absolute constant, the latter integral is smaller than

1 − δ, uniformly in δ ∈ [0, 0.1]. (For instance, C1 = 10 clearly suffices for small enough δ, and

taking C1 large enough depending on δ0 > 0 clearly suffices uniformly on δ ∈ [δ0, 0.1].)
Together with (3.2), property (c) of σ implies that supp(νgood1) ⊆ 4C3

1K. Thus conclusion (ii)

holds for some C3.1.

It remains to verify νbad1 � µ×2. We show the stronger statement that the Radon–Nikodym

derivative
dνbad1
dµ×2 is log-concave. Since

dνbad1
dµ×2

=
dνbad1
dµ

· dµ

dµ×2

(3.1)∝ exp

(
−σ(d(x))− ‖x‖2

2
+

‖x‖2
8

)

= exp

(
−σ(d(x))− 3‖x‖2

8

)

this amounts to the convexity of x 7→ σ(d(x)) + 3x2

8
.

To verify this convexity, we let p ∈ (0, 1) and take x, z ∈ X distinct, and set y = px+(1−p)z.

Since we assumed previously that K is closed, let ky be the closest point in K to y. Then since σ
is decreasing,

σ(d(x)) ≥ σ(d(x, ky))

and similarly for z. Hence it will certainly suffice to show that

pσ(d(x, ky)) + (1− p)σ(d(z, ky))− σ(d(y, ky))
?
≥ −3

8

(
p‖x‖2 + (1− p)‖z‖2 − ‖y‖2

)

= −3p(1− p)‖x− z‖2
8

.

(3.3)

Next let a be the distance from ky to the (bi-infinite) line xz, and o the closest point to ky on this

line. Let wx, wy, wz be the signed distances from x, y, z to o with some arbitrary but consistent

choice of sign, so that wy = pwx + (1− p)wz and |wx − wz| = ‖x− z‖. Then we have

d(x, ky)
2 = a2 + w2

x,

d(y, ky)
2 = a2 + (pwx + (1− p)wz)

2,

d(z, ky)
2 = a2 + w2

z .

Hence fixing a > 0 (the case a = 0 can be obtained as a limit or treated separately), we are led to

define the function f(w) = σ(
√
a2 + w2). One readily computes:

f ′(w) =
w√

a2 + w2
· σ′(

√
a2 + w2),

f ′′(w) =
w2

a2 + w2
· σ′′(

√
a2 + w2) +

a2

(a2 + w2)3/2
· σ′(

√
a2 + w2).
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In particular, properties (d), (e) of σ imply that supw≥0 |f ′′(w)| ≤ 2/C1. Then by Taylor’s theorem

the left-hand side of (3.3) is

pf(wx) + (1− p)f(wz)− f(pwx + (1− p)wz) ≥ −p(1 − p)

2
· (wx − wz)

2 sup
w≥0

|f ′′(w)|

≥ −p(1 − p)‖x− z‖2
C1

Comparing with the right-hand side of (3.3) completes the proof for suitable C1.

We now apply Lemma 3.1 to each P
(η)
[i,i+1] as follows. For C3.1 as in Lemma 3.1 and i ∈ [T ] =

{0, 1, . . . , T − 1}, define:

K
(η)
R,i =

{
B ∈ C(η)([0, T ];R3) : sup

t,s∈[i,i+1]

‖Bt −Bs‖ ≤ R

}
,

K
(η)
R = K

(η)
R,0

R1 = C2
3.1

√
log(α), (3.4)

δ1 = 1− P
(η)
[i,i+1][K

(η)
R1/C3.1,i

].

Then taking (K, δ) = (K
(η)
R1/C3.1,i

, δ1) in Lemma 3.1 yields for each i ∈ [T ] a decomposition

P
(η)
[i,i+1] = (1− δ′1)νi,good1 + δ′1νi,bad1

with (using C3.1 ≥ 100 to obtain the first line):

δ′1 ≤ δ1 ≤ α−10,

supp(νi,good1) ⊆ K
(η)
R1,i

,

νi,good1 � P
(η)
[i,i+1],

νi,bad1 � (P
(η)
[i,i+1])

×2.

(3.5)

Of course, we may assume these decompositions are identical up to indexing as i varies. Since

P
(η)
[0,T ] has independent increments, we obtain a corresponding product decomposition

P
(η)
[0,T ] =

∑

γ∈{good1,bad1}T

wR1(γ)P
(η)
γ ; (3.6)

P(η)
γ ≡

T−1∏

i=0

νi,γi ,

wR1(γ) = (1− δ′1)
|γgood1 |(δ′1)

|γbad1 |.

Here we have used the notation

γgood
1
≡ {i ∈ [T ] : γi = good1}, γbad1

≡ {i ∈ [T ] : γi = bad1} (3.7)
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Next recalling (2.7), let

dP̂(A,η)
γ (B) ∝ W

(A)
α,T (B) dP(η)

γ (B)

be the reweighting of P
(η)
γ by the cut-off interaction factor W

(A)
α,T . Then (3.6) becomes a decompo-

sition of the polaron path measure:

P̂
(A,η)
α,T =

∑

γ∈{good1,bad1}T

ŵ
(A,η)
R1

(γ)P̂(A,η)
γ ;

ŵ
(A,η)
R1

(γ) = wR1(γ) ·
EP

(η)
γ

[
W

(A)
α,T

]

E
P
(η)
[0,T ]

[
W

(A)
α,T

] .
(3.8)

Next we show the label good1 still predominates after reweighting.

Lemma 3.2. The weights ŵ
(A,η)
R1

(·) just constructed satisfy

∑

γ∈{good1,bad1}T

ŵ
(A,η)
R1

(γ)|γgood1 | ≥ T (1− α−10).

Proof. Fix i ∈ [T ] and let

νi,good1,[0,T ] = P
(η)
[0,i] × νi,good1 × P

(η)
[i+1,T ]. (3.9)

(Here the product indicates that increments are independently joined as mentioned in Subsec-

tion 2.5.) From (3.5), we have

νi,good1,[0,T ] � P
(η)
[0,T ].

Moreover W
(A)
α,T is symmetric and quasi-concave, so

∑

γ∈{good1,bad1}T : γi=good1

ŵ
(A,η)
R1

(γ) = (1− δ′1) ·
∫
W

(A)
α,T dνi,good1,[0,T ]∫
W

(A)
α,T dP

(η)
[0,T ]

≥ (1− δ′1) ≥ 1− α−10.

Summing over 0 ≤ i ≤ T − 1 completes the proof.

4 A One-Step Estimate

We now define the Gaussian measures which will dominate the corresponding polaron component

P̂
(A,η)
γ . For each integer interval [i, i+ 1], define the quadratic form

Qi(B) ≡
∫ i+1

i

∫ i+1

i

‖Bt −Bs‖2 dt ds. (4.1)
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For each β ≥ 0, let P̃
(η)
i,β = (P

(η)
[i,i+1])

〈βQi〉, i.e.

dP̃
(η)
i,β (B) ∝ exp

(
−β

∫ i+1

i

∫ i+1

i

‖Bs −Bt‖2 dt ds
)
dP

(η)
[i,i+1](B). (4.2)

We set

β1 =
α

16e2R3
1

,

where R1 = C2
3.1

√
log(α) as in (3.4). (The factor 16e2 rather than 2e will be convenient later in

Lemma 5.5.) Then define

P̃
(η)
i,good1

= P̃
(η)
i,β1

.

The corresponding bad1 distribution is simply a dilation of the base measure:

P̃
(η)
i,bad1

≡ (P
(η)
[i,i+1])

×2.

For each γ ∈ {good1, bad1}T we consider the path measure

P̃(η)
γ =

T−1∏

i=0

P̃
(η)
i,γi

. (4.3)

Lemma 4.1. For A ≥ α and any γ ∈ {good1, bad1}T , we have

P̂(A,η)
γ � P̃(η)

γ .

In particular,

EP̂
(A,η)
γ [‖BT‖2] ≤ EP̃

(η)
γ [‖BT‖2].

Proof. We apply Proposition 2.8. Specifically, with Q
(η)
i,good1

= P
(η)
[i,i+1] and Q

(η)
i,bad1

= (P
(η)
[i,i+1])

×2,

we set:

Q = Q(η)
γ ≡

∏

i∈[T ]

Q
(η)
i,γi

,

Q† = P(η)
γ ,

Q̃ = P̃(η)
γ ,

Q̂ = P̂(A,η)
γ .

Parts (iii) and (iv) of Lemma 3.1 imply that νi,γi � Q
(η)
i,γi

for each i ∈ [T ]. Taking a product over i

then yields Q† � Q. The Radon–Nikodym derivative dQ̂/dQ† is proportional to W
(A)
α,T as required,

while dQ̃/dQ takes the required form with F (s, t) = β1 if s, t are in the same interval [i, i + 1]
and γi = good1, and F (s, t) = 0 otherwise. The condition (2.11) then holds by Lemma 3.1,

part (ii) and the definition of β1. Thus Proposition 2.8 applies, with the function R(s, t) = R1 if

s, t ∈ [i, i+ 1] for some i, and R(s, t) = +∞ otherwise. This completes the proof.
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Our next goal is to bound the variance E
P̃
(η)
0,β [‖B1‖2] on good intervals. This is done in the

following important estimate.

Lemma 4.2. There exists an absolute constant C4.2 such that the following holds. For any β ≥ 2,

if η > 0 is sufficiently small,

sup
t∈[0,1]

E
P̃
(η)
0,β [‖Bt‖2] ≤ C4.2/

√
β.

We pause to record the suboptimal bound meff(α) ≥ cα1/2

(log α)3/4
using what we have seen so far.

Corollary 4.3. There exists an absolute constant C such that the following holds. For α ≥ 2 and

A ≥ α, and with η > 0 sufficiently small,

lim
T→∞

EP̂
(η)
α,T

[‖BT‖2
T

]
≤ C(logα)3/4

α1/2
.

Proof. Using Lemma 4.2 and the independence and centeredness of increments P̃
(η)
γ on distinct

intervals [i, i+ 1], we obtain

E
P̂
(A,η)
α,T

[‖BT‖2
T

]
=

∑

γ∈{good1,bad1}T

ŵ
(A,η)
R1

(γ)EP̂
(A,η)
γ

[‖BT‖2
T

]

≤
∑

γ∈{good1,bad1}T

ŵ
(A,η)
R1

(γ)EP̃
(η)
γ

[‖BT‖2
T

]

=
∑

γ∈{good1,bad1}T

ŵ
(A,η)
R1

(γ)
T−1∑

i=0

E
P̃
(η)
i,γi

[‖Bi −Bi+1‖2
T

]

≤
∑

γ∈{good1,bad1}T

ŵ
(A,η)
R1

(γ) ·
(
C4.2

√
16e2R3

1

α
+ 12|γbad1 |

)
.

Here the last step follows by using Lemma 4.2 when γi = good1, and Lemma 3.1 part (iv) when

γi = bad1 (the value 12 = 22 ·3 comes from the factor of two dilation and the fact that the processes

live in R3). Recalling Lemma 3.2 and the definition (3.4) of R1 completes the proof.

We will verify Lemma 4.2 in the next subsection by returning to continuous time and giving an

exact series formula for EP̃0,β [‖Bt‖2]. However let us point out that is easy to guess Lemma 4.2.

Intuitively, the change of measure P(η) → P̃
(η)
0,β should be similar to reweighting Wiener measure P

by exp
(
−β
∫ 1

0
‖Bt‖2 dt

)
. It is easy to see that for ordinary Brownian motion,

P

[∫ 1

0

‖Bt‖2 dt ≤ ε

]
= e−Θ(1/ε)

by considering the behavior of Bt separately on each interval [jε, (j+1)ε]. Therefore one expects

that a P̃
(η)
0,β-typical path will satisfy

∫ 1

0
‖Bt‖2 dt ≍ β−1/2 to minimize βε + 1

ε
, which suggests the

conclusion of Lemma 4.2.
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Finally we record the following uniform-in-time bound which is easily deduced from Lemma 4.2

and is important for the iterative argument in the next section. We note that the failure probabil-

ity below is a power of β because α does not appear anywhere in the statement, but in all our

applications it will be at most α−10 as in the rest of this paper.

Lemma 4.4. There exists an absolute constant C4.4 such that the following holds. For any β ≥ 2,

for η > 0 sufficiently small:

P̃
(η)
0,β

[
sup

s,t∈[0,1]

‖Bt −Bs‖ ≥
√

C4.4 log(β)

β1/4

]
≤ β−100. (4.4)

Proof. Let Sβ = [0, 1]∩⌈β−1⌉Z. Since Bs is a centered Gaussian for each s, union bounding over

Sβ via Lemma 4.2 yields

P̃
(η)
0,β

[
sup
s∈Sβ

‖Bs‖ ≥ 100
√
C4.2 log(β)

β1/4

]
≤ β−100/2.

Moreover Corollary 2.3 implies that P̃
(η)
0,β � P

(η)
[0,1] and so with 0 ≤ t1, t2 ≤ 1 below,

P̃
(η)
0,β

[
sup

|t1−t2|≤β−1

‖Bt1 −Bt2‖ ≥ 100
√
log(β)

β1/4

]

≤ P
(η)
[0,1]

[
sup

|t1−t2|≤β−1

‖Bt1 −Bt2‖ ≥ 100
√
log(β)

β1/4

]

≤ β−100/2.

The last step follows by using the reflection principle to control the oscillation of Brownian motion

on each interval [kβ−1, (k + 2)β−1], together with a union bound over integers 0 ≤ k ≤ β.

Combining completes the proof.

4.1 Proof of Lemma 4.2

We prove Lemma 4.2 by using a result of [She66] (see also [Che03]) to write EP̃0,β [‖Bt‖2] as

an explicit infinite series given by the spectral expansion of a certain kernel.1 By Proposition 2.6

these continuous-time estimates apply also for sufficiently small η > 0. Recalling Definition 1, we

consider the law P
〈Qθ〉
[0,1] = (P[0,1])

〈Qθ〉 for a quadratic form

Qθ(B) ≡
∫ 1

0

∫ 1

0

θ(t, s) dBtdBs.

1Only the scalar case is considered in [She66], but the effect of reweighting by Qθ is independent on the d = 3
coordinates so this makes no difference.
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We will consider only cases in which θ ∈ L2([0, 1]2) satisfies θ(s, t) = θ(t, s) and Qθ is always

non-negative. To state the relevant result, we associate θ with the integral kernel operator K :
L2([0, 1]) → L2([0, 1]) given by

K[φ](x) =

∫ 1

0

θ(x, y)φ(y) dy.

With 1 the identity operator on L2([0, 1]), the resolvent kernel θ̃ ∈ L2([0, 1]2) is defined to have

associated kernel operator K̃ satisfying

K̃ = 1− (1+K)−1.

Equivalently, θ and θ̃ have orthonormal eigenfunction expansions related by:

θ(t, s) =
∑

k≥1

λkvk(t)vk(s),

θ̃(t, s) =
∑

k≥1

λk

1 + λk
vk(t)vk(s).

(4.5)

Proposition 4.5 ([She66]). For θ as above, P
〈Qθ〉
[0,1] is a centered Gaussian processBt = (B

(1)
t , B

(2)
t , B

(3)
t )

and the coordinate processes are i.i.d. with covariance

E
P
〈Qθ〉

[0,1] [B
(1)
t B(1)

s ] = min(t, s)−
∫ t

0

∫ s

0

θ̃(u, v) du dv

for all t, s ∈ [0, 1].

Proof. Proposition 2.6 implies that uniformly on t ∈ [0, 1]:

lim
η→0

E
P̃
(η)
0,β [‖Bt‖2] = EP̃0,β [‖Bt‖2].

Hence it suffices to work in continuous time and bound the right-hand side. We write Bt = B
(1)
t

throughout, and begin by expressing

∫ 1

0

∫ 1

0

(Bt − Bs)
2 dtds

as an iterated stochastic integral ∫ 1

0

∫ 1

0

θ(t, s) dBtdBs.

Since (Bt − Bs)
2 =

∫ t

s

∫ t

s
dBudBv, Fubini implies these are equal for

θ(t, s) = 2min(s, t)
(
1−max(s, t)

)
.
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Next we find the eigenfunctions of the associated kernel K, i.e. those v ∈ L2([0, 1]) satisfying

1

2

∫ 1

0

θ(t, s)v(s)ds =

∫ 1

0

min(s, t)
(
1−max(s, t)

)
v(s) ds

=

∫ t

0

s(1− t)v(s)ds+

∫ 1

t

t(1− s)v(s)ds

= λv(t)/2.

In fact since θ is the Green’s function for Brownian motion with Dirichlet boundary conditions on

[0, 1], the orthonormal eigenfunctions are simply vk(t) =
√
2 sin(πkt) for k ≥ 1, as can also be

checked directly. Including the factor β, the eigenvalue λk for vk is 2β
π2k2

. Recalling (4.5), we find

θ̃(t, s) =
∑

k≥1

2 sin(πkt) sin(πks)

1 + π2k2

2β

.

By Proposition 4.5, the process P
〈Qθ〉
[0,1] has covariance

E
P
〈Qθ〉

[0,1] [BtBs] = min(t, s)−
∫ t

0

∫ s

0

θ̃(u, v) dv du

and so in particular,

E
P
〈Qθ〉

[0,1] [B2
t ] = t− 2

∑

k≥1

(1− cos(πkt))2

π2k2
(
1 + π2k2

2β

) .

To bound this variance, we first observe that it vanishes when we formally set β = ∞. (This is

to be expected given the definition of P̃0,β.) Indeed after expanding the numerators and using the

cosine double angle formula, the identity

∑

k≥1

(1− cos(πkt))2

π2k2
= t/2, t ∈ [0, 1] (4.6)

follows from the easily verified cosine Fourier expansion

∑

k≥1

cos(πkt)

π2k2
=

t2

4
− |t|

2
+

1

6
, ∀ t ∈ [−1, 1].

We conclude that uniformly over t ∈ [0, 1],

EP̃0,β [‖Bt‖2/3] = E
P
〈Qθ〉

[0,1] [B2
t ]

= 2
∑

k≥1

(
(1− cos(πkt))2

π2k2
− (1− cos(πkt))2

π2k2
(
1 + π2k2

2β

)
)

≤ 2

π2

∑

k≥1

k−2 ·
(
1− 1

1 + π2k2

2β

)

≤
∑

k≥1

1

β + π2k2

2

≤ Cβ−1/2.
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5 Iteratively Improving the Confinement

In this section we improve our upper bounds on short-time fluctuations. The idea is that, for i ∈ [T ]
corresponding to “good” intervals, we can recurse between improved local fluctuation bounds

sup
s,t∈[i,i+1]

‖Bs −Bt‖ ≤ R

(aiming to decrease R) and improved Gaussian domination via P̃
(η)
i,β (aiming to increase β). This

strategy leads to the following recursion. With R1 = C2
3.1

√
logα and (for later convenience)

β0 = 0, we inductively define

βk =
α

16e2R3
k

, (5.1)

Rk+1 = C3.1C4.4(log βk)
1/2β

−1/4
k ≍ (logα)1/2

(
R3

k

α

)1/4

. (5.2)

The latter equivalence holds up to absolute constants since βk increases up to Θ
(

α4

(log α)6

)
. In fact

the recursion converges modulo constant factors in a small number of iterations.

Lemma 5.1. There exists C5.1 such that for all α ≥ 2, for some L ≤ C5.1 logα, we have

RL ≤ C5.1(logα)
2

α
,

C5.1α
4

(logα)6
≥ βL ≥ α4

C5.1(logα)
6
.

Proof. The estimate
C5.1α

4

(log α)6
≥ βL holds for all L ≥ 0 by induction. For the rest, note that

Rℓ+1/Rℓ ≤ 1/2 holds until the first time ℓ such that Rℓ ≤
C5.1(log α)

2

α
.

Remark 5.2. For the more general bound (1.4) with 0 < p < 2, one just replaces (5.1), (5.2) by

βk,p =
α

CpR
2+p
k,p

,

Rk+1,p = C3.1C4.4(logα)
1/2α−1/4R

2+p
4

k,p .

This recursion improves until reaching

RL,p ≍ C ′
p(logα)

2
2−p/α

1
2−p ;

βL,p ≍
α

4
2−p

C ′
p(logα)

4+2p
2−p

.

Up to constants, βL,p turns out to be the final lower bound we obtain for the effective mass as can

be seen from the end of Section 6. The rest of the proofs adapt to general p with infinitesimal

modifications (e.g. one should replace occurrences of α−10 by α−Cp).
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5.1 Inductive Decomposition of the Path Measure

Lemma 5.3 generalizes Lemma 3.1. Recall Qi(B) from (4.1).

Lemma 5.3. Fix α ≥ 2 and k ∈ Z+, and let η > 0 be sufficiently small. There exist con-

stants c1, c2, . . . , ck ∈ [0, 1] and probability measures νgood0 , νgood1 , . . . , νgoodk , νbad1, . . . , νbadk
on C(η)([0, 1];R3) with νgood0 = P

(η)
[0,1] such that for each 1 ≤ j ≤ k there is a mixture decomposi-

tion

νgoodj−1
= (1− cj)νgoodj + cjνbadj . (5.3)

Moreover this decomposition has the following properties:

1. Under the measure νgoodk , the bound sups,t∈[0,1] ‖Bt − Bs‖ ≤ Rk holds almost surely for

Rk as in (5.2).

2. νgoodk � νgoodk−1
� · · · � νgood1 � P

(η)
[0,1].

3. For each 1 ≤ j ≤ k,

(νbadj )
〈βj−1Q0〉 � (P

(η)
[0,1])

×2.

4. For each 1 ≤ j ≤ k, (5.3) is the reweighting of a decomposition

P̃
(η)
0,βj−1

= (1− δ◦j )ν
◦
goodj

+ δ◦j ν
◦
badj

. (5.4)

such that

sup
s,t∈[i,i+1]

‖Bt −Bs‖ ≤ Rj (5.5)

holds ν◦
goodj

-almost surely, and

δ◦j ≤ α−10, (5.6)

ν◦
goodj

� P̃
(η)
0,βj−1

, (5.7)

ν◦
badj

�
(
P̃
(η)
0,βj−1

)×2
. (5.8)

Proof. We induct on k, where the base case is Lemma 3.1. Consider a decomposition of the form

(5.4) with j = k. By Lemmas 4.4 and 3.1, there exists such a decomposition such that all the

properties in Hypothesis 4 hold. Indeed, Lemma 4.4 and the definition 5.2 of Rj ensure that the

symmetric convex set

K
(η)
Rj/C3.1

=

{
B[0,1] ∈ C(η)([0, 1];R3) : sup

s,t∈[0,1]

‖Bt −Bs‖ ≤ Rj/C3.1

}

satisfies the hypotheses of Lemma 3.1 with δ ≤ β−100
j−1 ≤ α−10. (The latter bound is technically

vacuous as stated for β0 = 0, but this is the base case for which we use the construction following

Lemma 3.1 directly; alternatively, Lemma 4.4 holds for all β ≥ 0 if β is replaced by β + 1 in the

right-hand side (4.4).)
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To close the induction for (5.3), we reweight (5.4) by dνgoodk−1
/dP̃

(η)
0,βk−1

and obtain

νgoodk−1
= (1− ck)νgoodk + ckνbadk . (5.9)

We now verify that the first three induction hypotheses continue to hold. Hypothesis 1 follows

from (5.5) and absolute continuity. For hypothesis 2, note that (5.7) immediately implies νgoodk �
νgoodk−1

since the relation � is unchanged by joint reweighting. Finally hypothesis 3 holds because

(νbadk)
〈βk−1Q0〉 � exp(−βk−1Q0)dνgoodk−1

dP̃
(η)
0,βk−1

·
(
P̃
(η)
0,βk−1

)×2

�
exp(−βk−1Q0)dP

(η)
[0,1]

dP̃
(η)
0,βk−1

·
(
P̃
(η)
0,βk−1

)×2

=
(
P̃
(η)
0,βk−1

)×2

� (P
(η)
[0,1])

×2.

Here the first domination relation follows from (5.8) with j = k since

dνbadk
dν◦

badk

=
dνgoodk−1

dP̃
(η)
0,βk−1

.

Meanwhile νgoodk−1
� P

(η)
[0,1] in the second step by hypothesis 2, while the last step holds because

the dilation (·)×2 preserves the relation �.

Unwrapping the decompositions (5.3) of νgoodj in Lemma 5.3, we obtain

P
(η)
[0,1] = akνgoodk +

k∑

j=1

ak,jνbadj ; (5.10)

ak =
∏

ℓ≤k

(1− cℓ), ak,j = cj

j−1∏

ℓ=1

(1− cℓ).

As in (3.6) taking a T -fold product yields

P
(η)
[0,T ] =

∑

γ(k)∈{goodk,badk,...,bad1}T

w(γ(k))P
(η)

γ(k); (5.11)

P
(η)

γ(k) ≡
T−1∏

i=0

ν
i,γ

(k)
i
,

w(γ(k)) = a
|γgoodk |

k ·
k∏

j=1

a
|γbadj |

k,j .
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Here analogously to (3.7) we write

γgoodk ≡ {i ∈ [T ] : γi = goodk}, γbadj ≡ {i ∈ [T ] : γi = badj}.

Reweighting by W
(A)
α,T , the resulting analog of (3.8) is:

P̂
(A,η)
α,T =

∑

γ(k)∈{goodk ,badk,...,bad1}

ŵ(γ(k))P̂
(A,η)

γ(k) ;

dP̂
(A,η)

γ(k) ∝ W
(A)
α,T (B) dP

(η)

γ(k)(B);

ŵ(γ(k)) = w(γ(k)) ·
E
P

(A,η)

γ(k)

[
W

(A)
α,T

]

EP
(A,η)
α,T

[
W

(A)
α,T

] .

(5.12)

Lemma 5.4. The weights ŵ(γ(k)) in (5.12) satisfy

∑

γ(k)∈{goodk,badk,...,bad1}

ŵ(γ(k)) · |γ(k)
goodk

| ≥ T (1− kα−10). (5.13)

Proof. Fix i ∈ [T ] arbitrarily and define

pi,j =
∑

γ(j)∈{goodj ,badj ,...,bad1}T : γ(j)(i)=goodj

ŵ(γ(j)) (5.14)

to be the probability that γ(j)(i) = goodj according to the decomposition (5.12) at level j. We will

show below that
pi,j+1

pi,j
≥ 1− α−10 for each j. This suffices to complete the proof: it implies

pi,j ≥ (1− α−10)k ≥ 1− kα−10

and summing over i ∈ [T ] then yields (5.13).

Similarly to (3.9), we extend ν◦
i,goodj+1

and νi,goodj+1
and P̃

(η)
i,βj

to probability measures on

C(η)([0, T ];R3) rather than C(η)([i, i+ 1];R3) via

ν◦
i,goodj+1,[0,T ] = P

(η)
[0,i] × ν◦

i,goodj+1
× P

(η)
[i+1,T ],

νi,goodj+1,[0,T ] = P
(η)
[0,i] × νi,goodj+1

× P
(η)
[i+1,T ],

P̃
(η)
i,βj ,[0,T ] = P

(η)
[0,i] × P̃

(η)
i,βj

× P
(η)
[i+1,T ].

(5.15)

The reason to define these measures is that e.g. νi,goodj+1,[0,T ] is given by summing all these com-

ponents in (5.11) (for k = j + 1) which satisfy γ
(j+1)
i = goodj+1. Hence it appears naturally in

a decomposition of P
(η)
[0,T ] with weight given by the sum in (5.14), but with ŵ(γ(j+1)) replaced by

w(γ(j+1)). We will prove (5.14) by comparing these different reweightings of the same decompo-

sition, using as usual the Gausian correlation inequality.
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To begin this argument, for each i ∈ [T ] and j we have the reweighting of (5.10) by W
(A)
α,T :

P̂
(A,η)
α,T = pi,j(νi,goodj ,[0,T ])

(W
(A)
α,T ) + (pi,j−1 − pi,j)(νi,badj ,[0,T ])

(W
(A)
α,T )+

. . .+ (1− pi,1)(νi,bad1,[0,T ])
(W

(A)
α,T ).

(5.16)

Here the weight values follow by the definition (5.14) and Proposition 2.9. In using the latter, each

Si corresponds as just discussed to a decomposition of νi,goodj ,[0,T ] (resp. νi,badℓ,[0,T ]) into the parts

P
(η)

γ(k) with γ(k)(i) = goodj (resp. γ(k)(i) = badℓ).

To estimate
pi,j+1

pi,j
, first note that we can extend (5.4) (with j+1 in place of j) to a decomposition

P̃
(η)
i,βj ,[0,T ] = (1− δ◦j+1)ν

◦
i,goodj+1,[0,T ] + δ◦j+1ν

◦
i,badj+1,[0,T ] (5.17)

by taking products withP
(η)
[0,i]×P

(η)
[i+1,T ] as in (5.15). By definition, reweighting (5.17) by exp(βjQi(B))

transforms the left-hand side into P
(η)
i,[0,T ]. Hence reweighting (5.17) by exp(βjQi(B)) · dνi,goodj,[0,T ]

dP
(η)
[0,T ]

transforms the left-hand side into νi,goodj ,[0,T ]. (Note that reweighting can be done in multiple

stages as discussed just before Proposition 2.9.)

We claim that reweighting (5.17) by

pi,jW
(A)
α,T (B) exp(βjQi(B)) ·

dνi,goodj ,[0,T ]

dP
(η)
[0,T ]

yields the decomposition (of subprobability measures):

pi,j(νi,goodj ,[0,T ])
(W

(A)
α,T ) = pi,j+1(νi,goodj+1,[0,T ])

(W
(A)
α,T ) + (pi,j − pi,j+1)(νi,badj+1,[0,T ])

(W
(A)
α,T ). (5.18)

The form of the left-hand side in (5.18) follows from the previous paragraph. Moreover, this left-

hand side is the contribution of (νi,goodj ,[0,T ])
(W

(A)
α,T ) to P̂

(A,η)
α,T in (5.16). Replacing j by j + 1 in

(5.16), we obtain the right-hand side weights in (5.18).

Given this reweighting from (5.17) to (5.18), the formula (2.30) thus implies that

pi,j+1

pi,j
= (1− δ◦j ) ·

E
ν◦
i,goodj+1,[0,T ]

[
W

(A)
α,T (B) exp(βjQi(B)) · dνi,goodj,[0,T ]

dP
(η)
[0,T ]

]

E
P̃
(η)
i,βj,[0,T ]

[
W

(A)
α,T (B) exp(βjQi(B)) · dνi,goodj,[0,T ]

dP
(η)
[0,T ]

] . (5.19)

Recalling that δ◦j ≤ α−10, to show
pi,j+1

pi,j
≥ 1− α−10 it therefore remains to prove that

E
ν◦
i,goodj+1,[0,T ]

[
W

(A)
α,T (B) exp(βjQi(B)) ·

dνi,goodj ,[0,T ]

dP
(η)
[0,T ]

]

?
≥ E

P̃
(η)
i,βj,[0,T ]

[
W

(A)
α,T (B) exp(βjQi(B)) ·

dνi,goodj ,[0,T ]

dP
(η)
[0,T ]

]
.

(5.20)
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This will follow by the Gaussian correlation inequality. Indeed since EP[f ] = EQ
[
dP
dQ

· f
]

for

mutually absolutely continuous probability measures P and Q, the left-hand side of (5.20) equals

E
P̃
(η)
i,βj,[0,T ]




dν◦

i,goodj+1,[0,T ]

dP̃
(η)
i,βj ,[0,T ]


 ·

(
W

(A)
α,T (B) exp(βjQi(B)) ·

dνi,goodj ,[0,T ]

dP
(η)
[0,T ]

)
 (5.21)

The former Radon–Nikodym derivative is symmetric-quasi-concave by (5.7). Because νi,goodj ,[0,T ]

is supported in K
(η)
Rj ,i

(recall Lemma 5.3 part 1), the remainding factor in (5.21) equals

(
W

(A)
α,T (B) exp(βjQi(B)) · 1

K
(η)
Rj,i

)
·
(
dνi,goodj ,[0,T ]

dP
(η)
[0,T ]

)
.

Thanks to the factor 1
K

(η)
Rj,i

, both of these terms are limits of products of symmetric-quasi-concave

functions (the first by Proposition 2.8). Moreover P̃
(η)
i,βj,[0,T ] is a centered Gaussian measure. There-

fore we may indeed apply the Gaussian correlation inequality to lower-bound (5.21) by

E
P̃
(η)
i,βj ,[0,T ]


dν

◦
i,goodj+1,[0,T ]

dP̃
(η)
i,βj ,[0,T ]


 · EP̃

(η)
i,βj,[0,T ]

[
W

(A)
α,T (B) exp(βjQi(B)) ·

dνi,goodj ,[0,T ]

dP
(η)
[0,T ]

]

= E
P̃
(η)
i,βj,[0,T ]

[
W

(A)
α,T (B) exp(βjQi(B)) ·

dνi,goodj ,[0,T ]

dP
(η)
[0,T ]

]
.

We conclude that (5.20) holds, which completes the proof.

The definition (4.3) extends similarly to (5.12). However for use in the next section we will

now include adjacent interval interactions in the dominating Gaussian measure. We define

P̃
(η)
i,badj

= (P
(η)
[i,i+1])

×2,

P̃
(η)
i,goodk

= P̃
(η)
i,βk

.

Further, let S◦(γ(k)) denote the set of i ∈ [T ] such that {i, i + 1} ⊆ γ
(k)
goodk

. For any subset

S ⊆ S◦(γ(k)), we set

P̃
(η)

γ(k),S
∝ exp

(
−βk

∑

i∈S

∫ i+1

i

∫ i+2

i+1

‖Bt −Bs‖2 dt ds
)

·
∏

i∈[T ]

P̃
(η)

i,γ
(k)
i

. (5.22)

Then we have the following analog of Lemma 4.1.

Lemma 5.5. For each γ(k) ∈ {goodk, badk, . . . , bad1}T and any S ⊆ S◦(γ(k)), we have

P̂
(A,η)

γ(k) � P̃
(η)

γ(k),S
.

In particular,

E
P̂

(A,η)

γ(k) [‖BT‖2] ≤ E
P̃

(η)

γ(k),S [‖BT‖2].
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Proof. We will show that Proposition 2.8 applies. Set Q
(η)
i,goodk

= P
(η)
[i,i+1] and Q

(η)
i,badj

= (P
(η)
[i,i+1])

×2.

Also define Q
†,(η)
i,goodk

= (νi,goodk)
〈βkQi〉 and Q

†,(η)
i,badj

=
(
νi,badj

)〈βj−1Qi〉
. Then we use:

Q = Q
(η)

γ(k) ≡
∏

i∈[T ]

Q
(η)

i,γ
(k)
i

,

Q† =
∏

i∈[T ]

Q
†,(η)

i,γ
(k)
i

,

Q̃ = P̃
(η)

γ(k),

Q̂ = P̂
(A,η)

γ(k) .

Lemma 5.3 implies that

Q
†,(η)

i,γ
(k)
i

� Q
(η)
i,γi

for each i. Hence taking a product over i ∈ [T ] yields Q† � Q. The Radon–Nikodym derivative

dQ̂/dQ† is proportional to W
(A)
α,T as required. Meanwhile dQ̃/dQ takes the required form with

F (s, t) =





βj−1, s, t ∈ [i, i+ 1], γi = badj ;

βk, s, t ∈ [i, i+ 1], γi = goodk;

βk, (s, t) ∈ [i, i+ 1]× [i+ 1, i+ 2], i ∈ S;

0, else.

Indeed since βk = α
2e2(2Rk)3

(recall (5.1)), the condition (2.11) applies on each interval [i, i+2] via

Lemma 5.3, part 1 (with slightly adapted constants). Thus Proposition 2.8 yields the claim.

6 Slow Oscillation on Long Time-Scales

For B ∈ C([0, T ];R3) and i ∈ [T ], define the interval average

B[i,i+1] =

∫ i+1

i

Bt dt.

Moreover for 0 ≤ a < b ≤ T , define the probability measure

P
(η)

[a,b],β ∝ exp

(
−β

b−2∑

i=a

∫ i+1

i

∫ i+2

i+1

‖Bt −Bs‖2 dt ds
)

·
b−1∏

i=a

P̃
(η)
i,β .

This is essentially the [a, b] factor in (5.22) if S contains a contiguous block {a, a+1, . . . , b−2} ⊆
S (and also a − 1, b − 1 /∈ S). In particular, note that the quadratic confining interactions occur

both within individual intervals and between adjacent intervals. We show below that the values

B[i,i+1] have smaller increments under P
(η)

[a,b],β than suggested by the single-value fluctuation bounds

of Lemma 4.2. In the following lemmas we continue to treat β ≥ 2 as arbitrary, but will set

β = βL ≍ α4

(logα)6
when using them to finally deduce Theorem 1.1.
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Lemma 6.1.

E
P
(η)
[0,2],β

[
‖B[0,1] −B[1,2]‖2

]
≤ O(1/β).

Proof. Consider the quadratic forms

Q[0,2](B) =

∫ 2

0

∫ 2

0

‖Bt −Bs‖2 dt ds;

Q[0,1],[1,2](B) = ‖B[0,1] −B[1,2]‖2.

Note that Q[0,2](B) ≥ 2Q[0,1],[1,2](B) ≥ Q[0,1],[1,2](B) for any B since

Q[0,2](B)− 2Q[0,1],[1,2](B) =

∫ 1

0

∫ 1

0

‖Bt −Bs‖2 dt ds+
∫ 2

1

∫ 2

1

‖Bt −Bs‖2 dt ds

+

∫ 1

0

‖Bt −B[0,1]‖2 dt+
∫ 2

1

‖Bt −B[1,2]‖2 dt.

In light of Corollary 2.3, it suffices to show the result with P
(η)

[0,2],β replaced by P
†,(η)
[0,2],β(B) where

for general i,

dP
†,(η)
[i,i+2],β(B) ∝ exp

(
−β · ‖B[i,i+1] −B[i+1,i+2]‖2

)
dP

(η)
[i,i+2](B). (6.1)

Finally, observe that the distribution of the difference B[0,1]−B[1,2] is already a centered Gaussian

under P
(η)
[0,2]. Therefore its reweighted distribution under P

†,(η)
[0,2],β(B) is also a centered Gaussian and

has variance O(1/β) as desired.

Lemma 6.2. For s ≥ 2ℓ,

E
P
(η)
[0,s],β



∥∥∥∥∥

ℓ−1∑

i=0

B[2i,2i+1] −B[2i+1,2i+2]

∥∥∥∥∥

2

 ≤ O(ℓ/β).

Proof. Similarly to the previous proof, Corollary 2.3 implies that it suffices to show the same

estimate under the product measure (recall (6.1))

P
†,(η)
[0,2ℓ],β ≡

ℓ−1∏

i=0

P
†,(η)
[2i,2i+2],β.

Lemma 6.1 finishes the proof as
{
B[2i,2i+1] −B[2i+1,2i+2]

}
0≤i≤ℓ−1

are P
†,(η)
[0,2ℓ],β-independent.

Lemma 6.3. For s ≥ 2ℓ− 1,

E
P
(η)
[0,s],β



∥∥∥∥∥

ℓ−1∑

i=1

B[2i−1,2i] −B[2i,2i+1]

∥∥∥∥∥

2

 ≤ O(ℓ/β).
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Proof. By Corollary 2.3, we can discard interactions outside [1, 2ℓ− 1] to obtain

P
(η)

[0,s],β � P
(η)
[0,1] × P

(η)

[1,2ℓ−1],β × P
(η)
[2ℓ−1,s].

Thus it suffices to bound the expectation under the right-hand measure, which is equivalent to

Lemma 6.2.

Lemma 6.4.

E
P
(η)
[0,s],β

[∥∥B[0,1] −B[s−1,s]

∥∥2
]
≤ O(s/β).

Proof. For s = 2ℓ this is immediate from Lemmas 6.2 and 6.3 via the identity

B[0,1] −B[2ℓ−1,2ℓ] =

(
ℓ−1∑

i=0

B[2i,2i+1] −B[2i+1,2i+2]

)
+

(
ℓ−1∑

i=1

B[2i−1,2i] −B[2i,2i+1]

)

and the fact that (a+ b)2 ≤ 2(a2 + b2). The case of s odd is analogous.

Lemma 6.5.

E
P
(η)
[0,s],β

[
‖Bs −B0‖2

]
≤ O

(
s

β
+ β−1/2

)
.

Proof. By Lemma 4.2, Corollary 2.3 and Jensen’s inequality,

E
P
(η)
[0,s],β

[∥∥B0 −B[0,1]

∥∥2
]
≤ sup

u∈[0,1]

E
P
(η)
[0,1],β

[
‖B0 −Bu‖2

]
≤ O(1/β1/2).

Similarly,

E
P
(η)
[0,s],β

[∥∥Bs −B[s−1,s]

∥∥2
]
≤ O(1/β1/2).

Combining these with Lemma 6.4 implies the result via (a+ b+ c)2 ≤ 3(a2 + b2 + c2).

Proof of Theorem 1.1. As mentioned at the start of Subsection 2.4 we assume T ≥ 1 is actually

an integer; if not, one can just rescale time by a constant factor or equivalently discretize time in

non-integer increments of T/⌊T ⌋. Recalling Lemma 5.1, we take L ≤ C5.1 logα such that

βL ≥ α4

C5.1(logα)
6
. (6.2)

Fix γ(L) ∈ {goodL, badL, . . . , bad1}T . If i /∈ γ
(L)
goodL

, call the interval [i, i + 1] bad. Call each bad

interval a bad block, and each connected component of good intervals a good block. Let b(γ(L)) be

the number of bad blocks.

Next, let S(γ(L)) ⊆ S◦(γ(L)) ⊆ [T ] consist of all i such that both [i, i+ 1] and [i+ 1, i+2] are

good intervals. We apply Lemma 5.5 with this choice to obtain

E
P̂

(A,η)

γ(L) [‖BT‖2] ≤ E
P̃

(η)

γ(L) ,S(γ(L))[‖BT‖2]. (6.3)
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Moreover P̃
(η)

γ(L),S(γ(L))
has independent increments on distinct blocks, so the right-hand side of

(6.3) is given by a sum over these blocks. Its law on each bad block [i, i + 1] is (P
(η)
[i,i+1])

×2 which

contributes O(1). Meanwhile on a good block [a, a+ s] of length s, its law is P
(η)

[a,a+s],βL
and

E
P
(η)
[a,a+s],βL

[
‖Ba+s −Ba‖2

]
≤ O

(
s

βL
+

1√
βL

)

by Lemma 6.5. Since there are b(γ(L)) bad blocks, there are at most b(γ(L)) + 1 good blocks.

Summing contributions yields

E
P̃

(η)

γ(L) ,S(γ(L)) [‖BT‖2] ≤ O

(
T

βL
+ b(γ(L)) + β

−1/2
L

)
. (6.4)

Averaging over γ(L) via (5.12), we find

EP̂
(A,η)
α,T [‖BT‖2] =

∑

γ(L)∈{goodL,badL,...,bad1}

ŵ(γ(L))E
P̂

(A,η)

γ(L) [‖BT‖2]

≤
∑

γ(L)∈{goodL,badL,...,bad1}

ŵ(γ(L))E
P̃

(η)

γ(L),S(γ(L))[‖BT‖2]

(6.4)

≤ O


 T

βL
+

∑

γ(L)∈{goodL,badL,...,bad1}

ŵ(γ(L))
(
b(γ(L)) + β

−1/2
L

)



Lem. 5.4
≤ O

(
T

βL

+ Lα−10T + β
−1/2
L

)

≤ O

(
T

βL
+ β

−1/2
L

)
.

The last line follows since Lα−10 ≤ O(α−9) ≤ β−1
L by Lemma 5.1. Recalling (6.2), we have

established (2.10) which concludes the proof of Theorem 1.1.
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polaron. arXiv preprint arXiv:2206.14425, 2022.

[Roy14] Thomas Royen. A Simple Proof of the Gaussian Correlation Conjecture Extended to

Some Multivariate Gamma Distributions. Far East Journal of Theoretical Statistics,

3:139–145, 2014.

[She66] Larry A Shepp. Radon-Nikodym derivatives of Gaussian measures. The Annals of

Mathematical Statistics, pages 321–354, 1966.

[Spo87] Herbert Spohn. Effective mass of the polaron: A functional integral approach. Annals

of Physics, 175(2):278–318, 1987.

34


	Introduction
	Preliminaries
	Basic Notation
	Gaussian Correlation Inequality
	Cutting Off the Interaction and Finite Dimensional Approximation
	Proof Outline
	Notations for Path Measures and More

	Mixture Decomposition of the Polaron Path Measure
	A One-Step Estimate
	Proof of Lemma 4.2

	Iteratively Improving the Confinement
	Inductive Decomposition of the Path Measure

	Slow Oscillation on Long Time-Scales

