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Abstract

Liouville first passage percolation (LFPP) with parameter ξ > 0 is the family of random
distance functions (metrics) (Dϵ

h)ϵ>0 on C obtained heuristically by integrating eξh along paths,
where h is a variant of the Gaussian free field. There is a critical value ξcrit ≈ 0.41 such that
for ξ ∈ (0, ξcrit), appropriately rescaled LFPP converges in probability uniformly on compact
subsets of C to a limiting metric Dh on γ-Liouville quantum gravity with γ = γ(ξ) ∈ (0, 2). We
show that the convergence is almost sure, giving an affirmative answer to a question posed by
Gwynne and Miller (2019).

Contents
1 Introduction 1

1.1 Axioms of LQG Metrics . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3
1.2 Outline of Main Results . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4

2 Preliminaries 5
2.1 Notation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5
2.2 Independence Across Concentric Annuli . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5
2.3 Localized Approximation of LFPP . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6

3 Setup for Theorem 1.1 7
3.1 Choosing the Parameters in Definition 3.2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9
3.2 Proof of Proposition 3.1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14
3.3 Choosing Good Scaling Ratios . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17

4 Proof of Theorem 1.1 20
4.1 LFPP Scaling Constants . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 26
4.2 LQG Scaling Formula . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27

1 Introduction
A Liouville quantum gravity (LQG) surface is a random 2-dimensional Riemannian manifold with
Riemannian metric eγh(dx2 + dy2), where γ ∈ (0, 2) is a parameter, where h is a version of the
Gaussian free field (GFF), and where dx2 + dy2 is the Euclidean metric tensor. The motivation
is that 2-dimensional Riemannian manifolds admit isothermal coordinates in a neighbourhood
of each point, and taking h to be a “Gaussian random function” should give rise to a “natural”
model of random surfaces. This definition does not make sense without regularization since the
GFF is only a random generalized function (distribution). We will give a brief exposition about
how to make rigorous sense of this definition below, but see [Gwy19], [She22], and [BP21] for a
more detailed introduction.

We will consider the case that our surface has the topology of the plane C. To make the
heuristic definition more precise, we define a random area measure and random distance function
(metric) on C. Let pt(z) := 1

2πt
e−|z|2/2t. A random distribution h on C is a whole-plane GFF plus
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a (bounded) continuous function if there is a coupling of h with a random (bounded) continuous
function f : C → R such that h − f has the law of a whole-plane GFF. Given a whole-plane
GFF plus a bounded continuous function, define an area measure as the almost sure weak limit
[RV14] [Ber17]

µ := lim
ϵ→0

ϵγ
2/2eγh

∗
ϵ (z) dz, (1)

where dz is Lebesgue measure, and where

h∗
ϵ (z) := (h ∗ pϵ2/2)(z) =

∫
C

h(w)pϵ2/2(z − w) dw,

where the integral is interpreted in the sense of distributional pairing.
Keeping with the heuristic definition, the distance Dh(z, w) between two points should be

defined as the infimum over lengths of paths between z and w, where paths are weighted by eξh.
Here, ξ = ξ(γ) := γ/dγ where dγ > 0 is the Hausdorff dimension of the LQG metric1. More
precisely, define the ϵ-Liouville first passage percolation (LFPP) metric with parameter ξ by

Dϵ
h(z, w) := inf

P : z→w

1∫
0

eξh
∗
ϵ (P (t))|P ′(t)| dt,

where the infimum is over all piecewise differentiable paths P : [0, 1] → C from z to w. To obtain
a nontrivial limit as ϵ→ 0, we renormalize by

aϵ := median of inf

{∫ 1

0

eξh
∗
ϵ (P (t))|P ′(t)|

}
.

where the infimum is over all piecewise differentiable paths P : [0, 1] → [0, 1]2 with P (0) ∈
{0}× [0, 1] and P (1) ∈ {1}× [0, 1]. The exact value of aϵ is not known, but it is shown in [DG22a,
Proposition 1.1] that

aϵ = ϵ1−ξQ+oϵ(1) as ϵ→ 0

for some (nonexplicit) exponent Q = Q(ξ) > 0. The γ-LQG metric is then defined by the limit

Dh(z, w) := lim
ϵ→0

a−1
ϵ Dϵ

h(z, w). (2)

We remark that this definition makes sense for arbitrary ξ > 0, but a phase transition
occurs at a certain value ξ = ξcrit (see [DG22a] and [GM21b]). When ξ ∈ (0, ξcrit], there is a
corresponding γ ∈ (0, 2] such that ξ = γ/dγ , but when ξ > ξcrit, the corresponding γ is complex.
The subcritical regime ξ ∈ (0, ξcrit) will be the main focus of this paper.

To make sense of the limit (2) in the subcritical regime, we equip the space of continuous
functions C × C → R with the topology of uniform convergence on compact sets, then the
convergence a−1

ϵ Dϵ
h → Dh is known in probability. The limit also exists in probability when

ξ ≥ ξcrit, but one needs to work with a topology on the space of lower semicontinuous functions
introduced in [Bee82]. The proof of the limit (2) when ξ ≥ ξcrit was carried out in [DG22b],
building on [DG22a] and [Pfe21].

Let us now breifly outline how the limit (2) was shown in the subcritical phase ξ ∈ (0, ξcrit).
In [Din+20], the authors show that the laws of a−1

ϵ Dϵ
h are tight with respect to the topology of

local uniform convergence. A list of axioms which one should expect “the Riemannian distance
function associated to eγh(dx2 + dy2)” to satisfy are given in [GM21b] and [Dub+20] (we will
state these axioms below in Section 1.1). It is shown in [Dub+20] that subsequential limits
of a−1

ϵ Dϵ
h satisfy these axioms; in particular, using [GM20b, Corollary 1.8], the authors verify

that for any subsequential limit (h,D) of (h, a−1
ϵ Dϵ

h), the metric D is a measurable function of
h. By an elementary probabilistic lemma (see [SS12, Lemma 4.5]), since the limiting metric
is a measurable function of h, it follows that a−1

ϵ Dϵ
h admits subsequential limits in probability,

not just in law. In [GM21b], the axioms are shown to uniquely characterize the metric up to

1The more precise definition of dγ is found in [DG20]. It is shown to agree with the Hausdorff dimension of the
associated γ-LQG metric in [GP19].
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multiplicative constant. It follows that subsequential limits of a−1
ϵ Dϵ

h are unique, and hence the
limit (2) exists in probability along the continuum index ϵ. In addition to [Din+20], [GM20b],
and [Dub+20], the proof of uniqueness in [GM21b] relies on the results of [GM20a].

This approach to showing convergence in probability has the unfortunate consequence of
not obtaining quantitative estimates for the rate of convergence, so almost sure convergence
doesn’t easily follow. In contrast, the almost sure limit (1) has several known proofs in the case
of the dyadic sequence ϵ = 2−n [Kah85] [RV14] [DS08] [Sha16], and along the continuum index
in [SW16] when one replaces h∗

ϵ (z) by the circle average process hϵ(z). Determining whether
the limit in (2) is almost sure is Problem 7.7 in the list of open problems from [GM21b], and
the main result of our paper is to give an affirmative answer.

Theorem 1.1. Almost surely, a−1
ϵ Dϵ

h → Dh uniformly on compacts.

One important corollary of Theorem 1.1 is Theorem 1.4 below, which says that the spatial scale
invariance property of the LQG metric (see axiom IV below) holds for all scalings simultaneously.
This allows one to consider random affine coordinate changes, something which otherwise requires
ad hoc arguments such as those of Section 2.4.1 of [GS22] to deal with. The analogous spatial
scaling property for the area measure (1) was previously shown in [SW16] (actually, [SW16]
proves the stronger result that the coordinate change formula for the area measure on subdomains
of C holds for all conformal transformations simultaneously).

Remark 1.2. It is worth noting that the reason to define LFPP using h∗
ϵ (z) instead of some

other continuous approximation of h is that this is the version for which tightness of a−1
ϵ Dϵ

h was
shown in [Din+20]. As noted in Remark 1.1 of [Dub+20], if tightness is shown for a different
approximation, then the arguments of [Dub+20] should apply to said approximation as well,
and the same is true for the arguments in the present work.

Acknowledgements We thank Jian Ding, Ewain Gwynne, and Jinwoo Sung for helpful discus-
sions. The author was partially supported by NSF grant DMS-2245832.

1.1 Axioms of LQG Metrics
A natural question is whether there could be multiple different metrics which match the heuristic
definition of the LQG metric as the “Riemannian distance function associated to eγh(dx2+dy2)”.
The authors of [GM21b] address this question by stating a list of axioms which one should
expect any reasonable notion of a γ-LQG metric to satisfy, then show that these axioms uniquely
characterize the γ-LQG metric up to multiplicative constant. Moreover, the limit (2) satisfies
these axioms, making it correct to call this limit the γ-LQG metric. As these axioms will be
used throughout this paper, we will state them after recalling some terminology from metric
space theory.

Let (X,D) be a metric space. If A,B ⊂ X, define

D(A,B) := inf
x∈A
y∈B

D(x, y).

A curve in X is a continuous function P : [a, b] → X, and its D-length is

Len(P ;D) := sup
T

#T∑
i=1

D(P (ti), P (ti−1)),

where the supremum is over all finite partitions T = {a = t0 < t1 < · · · < t#T = b} of [a, b].
If Y ⊂ X, the internal metric of D on Y is

D(x, y;Y ) := inf
P

Len(P ;D), ∀x, y ∈ Y,

where the infimum is over all curves in Y from x to y. Then D(·, ·;Y ) is a metric on Y , but is
allowed to take the value ∞.

We say (X,D) is a length space if for each x, y ∈ X and each ϵ > 0, there is a curve from x
to y with D-length at most D(x, y) + ϵ.

We will call a metric D on an open subset U ⊂ C continuous if the identity mapping
(C, | · |) → (C, D) is a homeomorphism. Equip the space of continuous metrics on U with the
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topology of local uniform convergence on functions U × U → [0,∞) with its associated Borel
σ-algebra.

In the case U is disconnected, we allow D(x, y) = ∞ when x and y are in different connected
components of U . If Dn is a sequence of continuous metrics on U , then to have Dn → D locally
uniformly, we additionally require that for all n sufficiently large, Dn(x, y) = ∞ if and only if
D(x, y) = ∞.

Equip the space D′(C) of distributions on C with the weak topology. If γ ∈ (0, 2), a γ-
Liouville quantum gravity metric is a measurable function h 7→ Dh from D′(C) to the space
of continuous metrics on C satisfying the following whenever h is a whole-plane GFF plus a
continuous function.

I Length space. Almost surely, (C, Dh) is a length space.

II Locality. If U ⊂ C is a deterministic open set, then the internal metric Dh(·, ·;U) is
almost surely determined by h|U .

III Weyl scaling. For each continuous function f : C → R, define

(
eξf ·Dh

)
(z, w) := inf

P : z→w

Len(P ;Dh)∫
0

eξf(P (t)) dt, ∀z, w ∈ C,

where the infimum is over all curves P from z to w parameterized by Dh-length. Then
almost surely, eξf ·Dh = Dh+f for all continuous functions f : C → R.

IV Coordinate change for translation and scaling. For each deterministic a ∈ C\{0}and
b ∈ C, almost surely

Dh(az + b, aw + b) = Dh(a·+b)+Q log |a|(z, w) ∀z, w ∈ C.

For a discussion regarding why these axioms are natural, see [GM21b, Section 1.2]. It is
worth emphasizing that axiom III holds for all continuous functions simultaneously almost surely,
whereas axiom IV only holds for each fixed a and b almost surely.

1.2 Outline of Main Results
Unless stated otherwise, we will assume ξ ∈ (0, ξcrit). Our main result is Theorem 1.1. The
proof relies on the main result of [DG23], which says, roughly, that a−1

ϵ Dϵ
h and Dh are Lipschitz

equivalent when one considers distances between Euclidean balls instead of points. For a more
precise statement, see Proposition 2.3 below. Our proof will show that the Lipschitz constant
can be taken to be 1+δ with high probability for any δ > 0. Then Borel-Cantelli and elementary
estimates for h∗

ϵ will imply almost sure convergence along the sequence ϵ = n−a for a > 0 large
enough, and continuity estimates for h∗

ϵ will yield the same convergence along the continuum
index ϵ.

The strategy to prove the Lipschitz constant can be made close to 1 is inspired by the
argument in Section 3.2 of [GM21a]. The idea is that if we are given a Dh-geodesic P and some
δ > 0, then the convergence in probability of a−1

ϵ Dϵ
h to Dh together with a local independence

property for events determined by the GFF on disjoint concentric annuli (see Lemma 2.1 below)
imply there are many “good” times s and t such that a−1

ϵ Dϵ
h(P (s), P (t)) ≤ C(ϵ)Dh(P (s), P (t)),

where C(ϵ) is ϵ-dependent, but should be thought of as close to 1+ δ when ϵ is very small. More
precisely, we will show that the segments of P between these “good” times make up a positive
proportion 1

A+1
∈ (0, 1) of P . Here, A > 0 is a universal constant. From this, it follows that if

a−1
ϵ Dϵ

h and Dh satisfy a Lipschitz condition with some Lipschitz constant C0, then they also
satisfy a Lipschitz condition with an ϵ-dependent Lipschitz constant C1(ϵ) :=

A
A+1

C0 +
1

A+1
C(ϵ)

(we will actually allow C0 to depend on ϵ as well). Since A is universal, we can iterate this
argument, taking Cn(ϵ) in place of C0, to obtain a Lipschitz constant Cn+1(ϵ) for each n ≥ 0.
By taking n large enough, we can make Cn(ϵ) as close to C(ϵ) as we wish.

It remains to make precise the idea that C(ϵ) is close to 1 + δ when ϵ is small. The actual
definition of C(ϵ) is 1 + δ times a term involving ratios of the form ra−1

ϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

, which arise from

the spatial scaling property of LFPP. It is known that for each fixed r > 0, limϵ→0
ra−1

ϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

= 1

[GM21b, Corollary 1.11], however this result is insufficient for our purposes since we will end
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up taking r = r(ϵ) ≈ ϵ1−ζ for some ζ ∈ (0, 1). So we need to argue that we can choose “good”
values of r ≈ ϵ1−ζ for which ra−1

ϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

is close to 1 for all ϵ small enough (see Lemma 3.11 below

for a precise statement).
A corollary of the existence of many “good” values of r for which ra−1

ϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

is close to 1 is a

stronger estimate for the renormalization constants aϵ than the current state of the art.

Theorem 1.3. For each ξ ∈ (0, ξcrit) and each b > 0, there is a constant C = C(ξ, b) > 0 such
that for all ϵ ∈ (0, e−1),

C−1ϵ1−ξQ (log ϵ−1)−b ≤ aϵ ≤ Cϵ1−ξQ (log ϵ−1)b . (3)

The proof of Theorem 1.3 is similar to the proof of [DG23, Theorem 1.11], which says the
same thing as Theorem 1.3, but with b = b(ξ) depending on ξ. The main difference is that
Lemma 3.11 will allow us to replace the constant A in the proof of [DG23, Theorem 1.11] with
1 + δ for any fixed δ > 0. Since b in [DG23, Theorem 1.11] is roughly logA, this will prove
Theorem 1.3.

As a corollary of Theorem 1.1, we will show that axiom IV holds for all scalings and
translations simultaneously.

Theorem 1.4. There is a version of (Dh(a·+b)+Q log |a|)a∈C\{0},b∈C such that almost surely, for
all a ∈ C \ {0} and all b ∈ C,

Dh (a ·+b, a ·+b) = Dh(a·+b)+Q log |a|(·, ·).

We emphasize that the difference between Theorem 1.4 and axiom IV is that the order of
quantifiers is swapped. That is, axiom IV holds for each fixed deterministic a and b, but Theorem
1.4 holds for all a and b simultaneously. The proof is a consequence of the exact scale invariance
of LFPP.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Notation
If z ∈ C and r > 0, then Br(z) := {w ∈ C : |z − w| < r}.
More generally, if U ⊂ C and r > 0, then Br(U) :=

⋃
z∈U Br(z).

If z ∈ C and 0 < r1 < r2, then Ar1,r2(z) := Br2(z) \Br1(z).
If f : (0,∞) → R and g : (0,∞) → (0,∞) are functions, we say f(ϵ) = Oϵ(g(ϵ)) (resp. f(ϵ) =
oϵ(g(ϵ))) if f(ϵ)/g(ϵ) remains bounded (resp. converges to 0) as ϵ → 0. Define Oϵ and oϵ
analogously when ϵ→ ∞.
If D is a metric on an open subset U ⊂ C, and if A ⊂ U is a region with the topology of an
annulus, D(around A) is the infimum over all D-lengths of curves in A which disconnect the
inner and outer boundaries.

2.2 Independence Across Concentric Annuli
The iterative argument used in the proof of Theorem 1.1 involves comparing LFPP and LQG
lengths of paths in small annuli. The following lemma, which is a special case of [GM20b, Lemma
3.1], will be used to show that there are a large number of “good annuli” on which LFPP and
LQG lengths are comparable.

Lemma 2.1. Fix 0 < s1 < s2 < 1. Let (rk)
∞
k=1 be a decreasing sequence of positive num-

bers such that rk+1/rk ≤ s1 for each k, and let (Erk)
∞
k=1 be events such that Erk ∈ σ{(h −

hrk(0))|As1rk,s2rk
(0)} for each k. Then for each a > 0, there exists p = p(a, s1, s2) ∈ (0, 1) and

c = c(a, s1, s2) > 0 such that if P[Erk ] ≥ p for all n ∈ N, then

P {Erk occurs for at least one k ≤ K} ≥ 1− ce−aK ∀K ∈ N.
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2.3 Localized Approximation of LFPP
To apply Lemma 2.1, the events Erk need to depend only on the field h restricted to small
annuli. However, h∗

ϵ does not depend locally on the field due to the heat kernel being nonzero
on all of C. So instead, we use a truncation ĥ∗

ϵ of h∗
ϵ that does depend locally on the field. In

particular, we will use the truncation introduced in [DG23], which has a range of dependence
smaller than ϵ1−ζ for any ζ ∈ (0, 1).

For each ϵ > 0, choose a deterministic, smooth, radially symmetric bump function ψϵ : C →
[0, 1] which is identically equal to 1 on B 1

2
ϵ log ϵ−1(0) and vanishes outside Bϵ log ϵ−1(0). We can

and do choose ψϵ so that (z, ϵ) 7→ ψϵ(z) is smooth. Define

ĥ∗
ϵ (z) := Z−1

ϵ

∫
C

ψϵ(z − w)h(w)pϵ2/2(z − w) dw,

where the integral is in the sense of distributions, and where

Zϵ :=

∫
C

ψϵ(w)pϵ2/2(w) dw.

Define the localized ϵ-LFPP metric with parameter ξ by

D̂ϵ
h (z, w) := inf

P : z→w

1∫
0

eξĥ
∗
ϵ (P (t))|P ′(t)| dt,

where the infimum is over all piecewise differentiable curves P from z to w.
The following lemma summarizes the properties of ĥ∗

ϵ and D̂ϵ
h which will be relevant to the

present work.

Lemma 2.2.

1. If c ∈ R is a random variable, then ̂(h+ c)
∗

ϵ (z) = ĥ∗
ϵ (z) + c for all z ∈ C.

2. ĥ∗
ϵ (z) is almost surely determined by h|B

ϵ log ϵ−1 (z). Consequently, for any deterministic

open set U ⊂ C, the internal metric D̂ϵ
h(·, ·;U) is almost surely determined by h|B

ϵ log ϵ−1 (U).

3. ĥ∗
ϵ (z) has a modification which is jointly continuous in z and ϵ. We will always assume we

are working with such a modification.

4. Let U ⊂ C be a connected, bounded, open set. Almost surely,

lim
ϵ→0

sup
z∈U

∣∣∣h∗
ϵ (z)− ĥ∗

ϵ (z)
∣∣∣ = 0,

and

lim
ϵ→0

D̂ϵ
h(z, w;V )

Dϵ
h(z, w;V )

= 1, uniformly over all z, w ∈ V with z ̸= w and all connected V ⊂ U.

5. If b ∈ C and if H(z) := h(z + b), then

a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h(z + b, z + w) = a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

H(z, w) ∀(z, w) ∈ C.

6. a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h → Dh locally uniformly in probability.

Proof. 1 follows from the normalization constant Zϵ in the definition of ĥ∗
ϵ (z). 2 follows from

the fact that ψϵ vanishes outside Bϵ log ϵ−1(0). For 3 and 4, see [DG23, Lemma 2.2]. The proof of
5 follows from a change of variables to show that ĥ∗

ϵ (z + b) = Ĥ∗
ϵ (z). To see 6, apply 5 with an

increasing sequence of connected bounded open sets whose union is C to deduce a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h → Dh

from a−1
ϵ Dϵ

h → Dh.

As mentioned earlier, the starting point for the present work is the approximate Lipschitz
equivalence between a−1

ϵ Dϵ
h and Dh proven in [DG23]. This result holds with a−1

ϵ D̂ϵ
h in place

of a−1
ϵ Dϵ

h as well (in fact, the proof in [DG23] deduces the result for a−1
ϵ Dϵ

h from the result for
a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h), so since we will be working with a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h for many of our proofs, it is worth stating the
Lipschitz equivalence for both a−1

ϵ Dϵ
h and a−1

ϵ D̂ϵ
h. For details, see Theorem 1.8 and Proposition

3.6 in [DG23].
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Proposition 2.3. For each ζ ∈ (0, 1) there exists β > 0 and C0 > 0 depending only on ζ and
the law of Dh such that the following is true. Let U ⊂ C be a deterministic, connected, bounded
open set. With probability at least 1−Oϵ(ϵ

β) as ϵ→ 0,

a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h (Bϵ1−ζ (z), Bϵ1−ζ (w);Bϵ1−ζ (U)) ≤ C0Dh (z, w;U) ∀z, w ∈ U, (4)

Dh (Bϵ1−ζ (z), Bϵ1−ζ (w);Bϵ1−ζ (U)) ≤ C0a
−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h (z, w;U) ∀z, w ∈ U, (5)

a−1
ϵ Dϵ

h (Bϵ1−ζ (z), Bϵ1−ζ (w);Bϵ1−ζ (U)) ≤ C0Dh (u, v;U) ∀z, w ∈ U, (6)

Dh (Bϵ1−ζ (z), Bϵ1−ζ (w);Bϵ1−ζ (U)) ≤ C0a
−1
ϵ Dϵ

h (z, w;U) ∀z, w ∈ U, (7)

where the big-O constant depends on U .
We remark that although the statement of Theorem 1.8 in [DG23] only says “with probability

tending to 1 as ϵ→ 0”, the proof shows that the assertion holds with probability 1−Oϵ(ϵ
β) for

some β > 0 (this is the case for Proposition 3.6, and Theorem 1.8 is deduced from the former
by means of the almost sure uniform comparison of a−1

ϵ Dϵ
h and a−1

ϵ D̂ϵ
h).

3 Setup for Theorem 1.1
For each R, ϵ > 0, define

V (R) :=
{
(z, w) ∈ C2 : ∃Dh-geodesic from z to w contained in BR(0)

}
,

V̂ϵ(R) :=
{
(z, w) ∈ C2 : ∃D̂ϵ

h-geodesic from z to w contained in BR(0)
}
,

The goal of this section is to prove the following.
Proposition 3.1. There is a constant A > 0 such that the following is true. Assume there exist
0 < R < ∞, ζ− ∈ (0, 1), β > 0, and C0(ϵ), C

′
0(ϵ) > 0 such that with probability 1 − Oϵ(ϵ

β) as
ϵ→ 0,

a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h

(
B

4ϵ
1−ζ− (u), B

4ϵ
1−ζ− (v)

)
≤ C0(ϵ)Dh (u, v) ∀(u, v) ∈ V (R), (8)

Dh

(
B

4ϵ
1−ζ− (u), B

4ϵ
1−ζ− (v)

)
≤ C′

0(ϵ)a
−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h(u, v) ∀(u, v) ∈ V̂ϵ(R). (9)

Choose δ, ζ, ζ+ ∈ (0, 1) such that ζ− < ζ < ζ+ and 1− ζ+ < 1
2
(1− ζ). For each ϵ ∈ (0, 1), choose

Rϵ ⊂ (ϵ1−ζ , ϵ1−ζ+) ∩ {8j}j∈Z with #Rϵ >
1
3
#((ϵ1−ζ , ϵ1−ζ+) ∩ {8j}j∈Z). Then with probability

1−Oϵ(ϵ
β∧2(1−ζ)) as ϵ→ 0,

a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h

(
B

4ϵ
1−ζ+ (u), B

4ϵ
1−ζ+ (v)

)
≤ C1(ϵ)Dh (u, v) ∀(u, v) ∈ V (R), (10)

Dh

(
B

4ϵ
1−ζ+ (u), B

4ϵ
1−ζ+ (v)

)
≤ C′

1(ϵ)a
−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h(u, v) ∀(u, v) ∈ V̂ϵ(R). (11)

where

C1(ϵ) :=
A

A+ 1

[
sup
r∈Rϵ

ra−1
ϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

∨ C0(ϵ)

]
+

[
1 + δ

A+ 1
+ 2δ

]
sup
r∈Rϵ

ra−1
ϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

, (12)

C′
1(ϵ) :=

A

A+ 1

[
sup
r∈Rϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

ra−1
ϵ

∨ C′
0(ϵ)

]
+

[
1 + δ

A+ 1
+ 2δ

]
sup
r∈Rϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

ra−1
ϵ

. (13)

Before proceeding, let us comment on how we will use Proposition 3.1. The key idea is
that the constant A in Proposition 3.1 does not depend on any of the other parameters, and in
particular doesn’t depend on ζ−, ζ, and ζ+. So after applying the proposition with some choice
of ζ−, ζ, ζ+, equations (10) and (11) imply we can apply the proposition again, this time with
ζ+ in place of ζ− and (C1(ϵ), C

′
1(ϵ)) in place of (C0(ϵ), C

′
0(ϵ)). As long as the supr∈Rϵ

ra−1
ϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

and supr∈Rϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

ra−1
ϵ

terms can be made close to 1, then the Lipschitz constants from iteratively
applying Proposition 3.1 in this manner will eventually become close to 1.

The proof of Proposition 3.1 is similar to the argument given in Section 3.2 of [GM21a].
The idea is to argue that for a given Dh-geodesic or a−1

ϵ D̂ϵ
h-geodesic from u to v, a positive

proportion of it lies in annuli on which a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h and Dh are Lipschitz equivalent with Lipschitz

constant (1 + δ)
ra−1

ϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

or (1 + δ)
rξQa−1

ϵ/r

ra−1
ϵ

. To find such annuli, we will apply Lemma 2.1 to the

following events.

7



Definition 3.2. For each z ∈ C, ϵ, ζ−, δ ∈ (0, 1), α ∈ (7/8, 1), A > 1, and r ∈ (ϵ, 1), let
Er,ϵ(z) = Er,ϵ(z;α, δ, ζ−, A) be the interesection of the events E(j)

r,ϵ (z) with j ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}
defined by

1. E(1)
r,ϵ (z) = E

(1)
r,ϵ (z;α, δ): For each u ∈ ∂Bαr(z) and each v ∈ ∂Br(z) such that there is a

Dh-geodesic (resp. D̂ϵ
h-geodesic) from u to v contained in Aαr,r(z), we have respectively

a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h(u, v) ≤ ra−1
ϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

(1 + δ)Dh(u, v;Ar/2,2r(z)),

Dh(u, v) ≤
rξQa−1

ϵ/r

ra−1
ϵ

(1 + δ)a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h(u, v;Ar/2+ϵ log ϵ−1,2r−ϵ log ϵ−1(z)).

2. E(2)
r,ϵ (z) = E

(2)
r,ϵ (z;α): If u ∈ ∂Bαr(z) and v ∈ ∂Br(z), then

• Dh(u, v;Aαr,r(z)) = Dh(u, v;Ar/2,2r(z)) implies v is contained in the open a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h-
geodesic ball of radius a−1

ϵ D̂ϵ
h(u; ∂Ar/2+ϵ log ϵ−1,2r−ϵ log ϵ−1(z)) centered at u;

• a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h(u, v;Aαr,r(z)) = a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h(u, v;Ar/2+ϵ log ϵ−1,2r−ϵ log ϵ−1(z)) implies that v is con-
tained in the open Dh-geodesic ball with radius Dh(u, ∂Ar/2,2r(z)) centered at u.

3. E(3)
r,ϵ (z) = E

(3)
r,ϵ (z;α,A):

Dh(around Aαr,r(z)) < ADh(∂Bαr(z), ∂Br(z)),

a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h(around Aαr,r(z)) < Aa−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h(∂Bαr(z), ∂Br(z)).

4. E(4)
r,ϵ (z) = E

(4)
r,ϵ (z;α, δ, ζ−): For all u ∈ Aαr,r(z) and v ∈ B

4ϵ
1−ζ− (u), we have

a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h

(
u, v;Ar/2+ϵ log ϵ−1,2r−ϵ log ϵ−1(z)

)
≤ δ

ra−1
ϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

Dh (∂Bαr(z), ∂Br(z)) ,

Dh

(
u, v;Ar/2,2r(z)

)
≤ δ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

ra−1
ϵ

a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h (∂Bαr(z), ∂Br(z)) .

The strategy to prove Proposition 3.1 will be to use Lemma 2.1 to prove that with high
probability, for every point z in a fine lattice, there is some radius r such that Er,ϵ(z) occurs.
We will then break up a (Dh- or D̂ϵ

h-) geodesic into segments which cross between the inner
and outer boundaries of one of the annuli Aαr,r(z), and the segments between consecutive
crossings. The former are “good segments” since condition 1 in Definition 3.2 says that the Dh

and a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h distances between the endpoints of these segments are comparable with Lipschitz

constant (1 + δ)
ra−1

ϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

or (1 + δ)
rξQa−1

ϵ/r

ra−1
ϵ

. The segments between consecutive annulus crossings

are “bad segments”, and to bound these, we will use the Lipschitz constant C0(ϵ) from (8) or
C′

0(ϵ) from (9). Since (8) and (9) only hold when the left-hand side is distances between balls
rather than distances between points, condition 4 is needed to say that the error terms from
estimating point-to-point distances using ball-to-ball distances is small.

The point of condition 3 is to ensure that a positive proportion (roughly a 1
A+1

-proportion)

of a given geodesic is comprised of the “good segments”. This is where the 1+δ
A+1

supr∈Rϵ

ra−1
ϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

and 1+δ
A+1

supr∈Rϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

ra−1
ϵ

come from in (12) and (13). The purpose of condition 2 is to ensure
that Er,ϵ(z) is determined by the field on Ar/2,2r(z), which is needed to apply Lemma 2.1.

Once we have proven Proposition 3.1, the idea will be to apply it repeatedly to an increasing
sequence of ζ−’s, ζ’s, and ζ+’s to gradually improve the Lipschitz constant. For this, it is crucial
that A is a universal constant independent of all other parameters in the proposition; if A were
to depend on ζ−, ζ, and/or ζ+, then the proportion of “good segments” could approach 0 rapidly
enough that the Lipschitz constants don’t approach 1 in the limit, and the remaining arguments
of this paper completely fall apart.

Finally, let us comment on why the ratios ra−1
ϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

and
rξQa−1

ϵ/r

ra−1
ϵ

appear throughout Proposition

3.1 and Definition 3.2. The idea is that we need to choose the parameters in Definition 3.2 to
make Er,ϵ(z) occur with high probability for each ϵ sufficiently small and for a large enough

8



∂Br/2(z)

z

∂Bαr(z)

∂Br(z)

∂B2r(z)

u

v

Figure 1: Illustration of Definition 3.2. Condition 1 says that if the red path is a Dh-geodesic, then
a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h(u, v) ≤ ra−1
ϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

(1 + δ)Dh(u, v;Ar/2,2r(z)), and analogously with Dh and a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h swapped.

Condition 2 says that if the Dh-distance from u to v is larger than the Dh-distance from u to the
boundary of the gray annulus, then the red path cannot be a a−1

ϵ D̂ϵ
h-geodesic, and analogously with

Dh and a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h swapped. Condition 3 says there is a path (shown in orange) around the cyan annulus
with Dh-length at most A times the Dh-distance across said annulus, and analogously with Dh and
a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h swapped.

collection of r’s to apply Lemma 2.1. We would like to choose said parameters for r = 1, then
rescale space so the same parameters work for other values of r. Since a−1

ϵ D̂ϵ
h isn’t scale invariant,

we instead need to use 4 from Lemma 2.2 and exact scale invariance of a−1
ϵ Dϵ

h. Since this exact
scale invariance is used repeatedly throughout the following arguments, it is worth stating. If
a ∈ C \ {0} and z, w ∈ C, then

a−1
ϵ Dϵ

h (az, aw) =
|a|a−1

ϵ

|a|ξQa−1
ϵ/|a|

a−1
ϵ/|a|D

ϵ/|a|
h(a·)+Q log |a|(z, w). (14)

3.1 Choosing the Parameters in Definition 3.2
In this section, we use Lemma 2.1 to prove the following.

Lemma 3.3. There are universal constants c, A > 0 and α ∈ (7/8, 1) such that the following is
true. Let 0 < ζ− < ζ < ζ+ < 1 with 1− ζ+ < 1

2
(1− ζ). Let δ ∈ (0, 1), and for each ϵ ∈ (0, 1), let

Rϵ ⊂ (ϵ1−ζ , ϵ1−ζ+) ∩ {8j}j∈Z with #Rϵ >
1
3
#((ϵ1−ζ , ϵ1−ζ+) ∩ {8j}j∈Z). There exists ϵ0 ∈ (0, 1)

such that for each z ∈ C and each ϵ ∈ (0, ϵ0),

P {Er,ϵ(z) occurs for some r ∈ Rϵ} ≥ 1− cϵ4(1−ζ).

We will start by proving the events Er,ϵ(z) are determined by the field restricted to a small
annulus.

9



Lemma 3.4. For each z ∈ C, α ∈ (7/8, 1), ϵ ∈ (0, 1), r ∈ (4ϵ log ϵ−1+16ϵ1−ζ− ,∞), α ∈ (7/8, 1),
A > 1, δ ∈ (0, 1), and ζ− ∈ (0, 1),

Er,ϵ(z) ∈ σ{(h− h4r(z))|Ar/2,2r(z)
}.

Proof. This proof is the same as the proof of [GM21a, Lemma 3.8], but we include it for
completeness. The constraint r ∈ (4ϵ log ϵ−1 + 16ϵ1−ζ− ,∞) ensures each condition in Definition
3.2 makes sense. Subtracting h4r(z) from h scales both Dh and a−1

ϵ D̂ϵ
h by e−ξh4r(z), which

doesn’t affect the occurrence of any of the conditions in Definition 3.2. So we may assume
h4r(z) = 0.

E
(3)
r,ϵ (z) is determined by the internal metrics of Dh and a−1

ϵ D̂ϵ
h on Aαr,r(z). Since r >

4ϵ log ϵ−1, axiom II and 2 from Lemma 2.2 imply these internal metrics are determined by
h|Ar/2,2r(z)

.
The internal metrics of Dh and a−1

ϵ D̂ϵ
h on Aαr,r(z) and of Dh on Ar/2,2r(z) and a−1

ϵ D̂ϵ
h

on Ar/2+ϵ log ϵ−1,2r−ϵ log ϵ−1(z) are measurable with respect to h|Ar/2,2r(z)
by axiom II and 2

from Lemma 2.2. So for every u ∈ ∂Bαr(z), both a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h(u, ∂Ar/2+ϵ log ϵ−1,2r−ϵ log ϵ−1(z)) and
Dh(u, ∂Ar/2,2r(z)), which are determined by said internal metrics, are also measurable with
respect to h|Ar/2,2r(z)

. Moreover, the open Dh-geodesic ball of radius Dh(u, ∂Ar/2,2r(z)) centered
at u and the open a−1

ϵ D̂ϵ
h-geodesic ball of radius a−1

ϵ D̂ϵ
h(u, ∂Ar/2+ϵ log ϵ−1,2r−ϵ log ϵ−1(z)) centered

at u are, by definition, contained in Ar/2,2r(z) and Ar/2+ϵ log ϵ−1,2r−ϵ log ϵ−1(z) respectively. It
follows that E(2)

r,ϵ (z) is measurable with respect to h|Ar/2,2r(z)
.

All of the quantities involved in the definition of E(4)
r,ϵ are determined by the internal metrics

of Dh on Ar/2,2r(z) and of a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h on Ar/2+ϵ log ϵ−1,2r−ϵ log ϵ−1(z), so E(4)
r,ϵ (z) ∈ σ{h|Ar/2,2r(z)

}.
It is not true that E(1)

r,ϵ (z) ∈ σ{h|Ar/2,2r(z)
}, but we can still show that E(1)

r,ϵ (z) ∩ E(2)
r,ϵ (z) ∈

σ{h|Ar/2,2r(z)
}. Let E(1′)

r,ϵ (z) be the event that for each u ∈ ∂Bαr(z) and each v ∈ ∂Br(z) such
that there is a Dh(·, ·;Ar/2,2r(z))-geodesic (resp a−1

ϵ D̂ϵ
h(·, ·;Ar/2+ϵ log ϵ−1,2r−ϵ log ϵ−1(z))-geodesic)

from u to v contained in Aαr,r(z), we have respectively

a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h

(
u, v;Ar/2+ϵ log ϵ−1,2r−ϵ log ϵ−1(z)

)
≤ ra−1

ϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

(1 + δ)Dh

(
u, v;Ar/2,2r(z)

)
,

Dh

(
u, v;Ar/2,2r(z)

)
≤

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

ra−1
ϵ

(1 + δ)a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h(u, v;Ar/2+ϵ log ϵ−1,2r−ϵ log ϵ−1(z)).

We claim that E(1)
r,ϵ (z) ∩ E(2)

r,ϵ (z) = E
(1′)
r,ϵ (z) ∩ E(2)

r,ϵ (z).
Assume E(1)

r,ϵ (z)∩E(2)
r,ϵ (z) occurs, and assume u ∈ ∂Bαr(z) and v ∈ ∂Br(z) are such that there

is a Dh(·, ·;Ar/2,2r(z))-geodesic from u to v contained in Aαr,r(z). Then Dh(u, v;Ar/2,2r(z)) =

Dh(u, v;Aαr,r(z)), so the occurrence of E(2)
r,ϵ (z) implies

a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h(u, v) = a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h(u, v;Ar/2+ϵ log ϵ−1,2r−ϵ log ϵ−1(z)).

Then since E(1)
r,ϵ (z) occurs,

a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h

(
u, v;Ar/2+ϵ log ϵ−1,2r−ϵ log ϵ−1(z)

)
= a−1

ϵ D̂ϵ
h(u, v) ≤

ra−1
ϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

(1 + δ)Dh(u, v;Ar/2,2r(z)).

Likewise, if there is a a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h(·, ·;Ar/2+ϵ log ϵ−1,2r−ϵ log ϵ−1(z))-geodesic from u to v contained
in Aαr,r(z), then a−1

ϵ D̂ϵ
h(u, v;Ar/2+ϵ log ϵ−1,2r−ϵ log ϵ−1(z)) = a−1

ϵ D̂ϵ
h(u, v;Aαr,r(z)), hence the

occurrence of E(2)
r,ϵ (z) implies Dh(u, v) = Dh(u, v;Ar/2,2r(z)). Since E(1)

r,ϵ (z) occurs,

Dh

(
u, v;Ar/2,2r(z)

)
= Dh(u, v) ≤

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

ra−1
ϵ

(1 + δ)a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h

(
u, v;Ar/2+ϵ log ϵ−1,2r−ϵ log ϵ−1(z)

)
Thus, E(1)

r,ϵ (z) ∩ E(2)
r,ϵ (z) ⊂ E

(1′)
r,ϵ (z) ∩ E(2)

r,ϵ (z).
Conversely, assuming E(1′)

r,ϵ (z) ∩ E(2)
r,ϵ (z) occurs and that u ∈ ∂Bαr(z) and v ∈ ∂Br(z) are

such that there is a Dh-geodesic from u to v contained in Aαr,r(z), then this geodesic is also a
Dh(·, ·;Ar/2,2r(z))-geodesic, so since E(1′)

r,ϵ (z) occurs,

a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h (u, v) ≤ a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h

(
u, v;Ar/2+ϵ log ϵ−1,2r−ϵ log ϵ−1(z)

)
10



≤ ra−1
ϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

(1 + δ)Dh

(
u, v;Ar/2,2r(z)

)
.

If instead there is a a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h-geodesic from u to v contained in Aαr,r(z), this geodesic is also a
a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h(·, ·;Ar/2+ϵ log ϵ−1,2r−ϵ log ϵ−1(z))-geodesic, so assuming E(1′)
r,ϵ (z) occurs, we get

Dh (u, v) ≤ Dh

(
u, v;Ar/2,2r(z)

)
≤

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

ra−1
ϵ

(1 + δ)a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h

(
u, v;Ar/2+ϵ log ϵ−1,2r−ϵ log ϵ−1(z)

)
.

Since E(1′)
r,ϵ (z) is determined by the internal metrics of Dh on Ar/2,2r(z) and of a−1

ϵ D̂ϵ
h on

Ar/2+ϵ log ϵ−1,2r−ϵ log ϵ−1(z), we have E(1′)
r,ϵ (z) ∈ σ{h|Ar/2,2r(z)

}. It follows that E(1)
r,ϵ (z)∩E(2)

r,ϵ (z) =

E
(1′)
r,ϵ (z) ∩ E(2)

r,ϵ (z) ∈ σ{h|Ar/2,2r(z)
}.

Lemma 3.5. Fix δ, p ∈ (0, 1), α ∈ (7/8, 1), and ζ− ∈ (0, 1). There exists ϵ0 = ϵ0(δ, p, α, ζ−) ∈
(0, 1) such that for each z ∈ C, each ϵ ∈ (0, ϵ0), and each r ∈ (ϵ1−ζ− , 1), E(1)

r,ϵ (z) occurs with
probability at least p.

Proof. By 5 in Lemma 2.2, axiom IV, and translation invariance of the law of a whole-plane GFF
modulo additive constants, it will suffice to prove the claim when z = 0. Using the convergence
in probability of a−1

ϵ Dϵ
h and a−1

ϵ D̂ϵ
h to Dh, we can choose R > 0 and ϵ0 ∈ (0, 1) such that for

each ϵ ∈ (0, ϵ0), it holds with probability at least 1− (1− p)/3 that

a−1
ϵ Dϵ

h (u, v) = a−1
ϵ Dϵ

h (u, v;BR(0)) ∀u, v ∈ B1(0), (15)

a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h (u, v) = a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h (u, v;BR(0)) ∀u, v ∈ B1(0). (16)

Fix δ′ ∈ (0, 1) with 1 + δ′ <
√
1 + δ. Apply 4 from Lemma 2.2 to decrease ϵ0 so that for each

ϵ ∈ (0, ϵ0), it holds with probability at least 1− (1− p)/3 that

1

1 + δ′
Dϵ

h(u, v;BR(0)) ≤ D̂ϵ
h(u, v;BR(0)) ≤

(
1 + δ′

)
Dϵ

h(u, v;BR(0)) ∀u, v ∈ BR(0) (17)

Use the convergence in probability of a−1
ϵ Dϵ

h and Dh to shrink ϵ0 further so that for each
ϵ ∈ (0, ϵ

ζ−
0 ), it holds with probability at least 1− (1− p)/3 that

1

1 + δ′
a−1
ϵ Dϵ

h (u, v) ≤ Dh(z, w) ≤ (1 + δ′)a−1
ϵ Dϵ

h (u, v) ∀u ∈ ∂Bα(0), v ∈ ∂B1(0). (18)

If ϵ ∈ (0, ϵ0) and r ∈ (ϵ1−ζ− , 1), then with probability at least p, for all u ∈ ∂Bαr(0) and
v ∈ ∂Br(0),

a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h(u, v) ≤
(
1 + δ′

)
a−1
ϵ Dϵ

h(u, v) (by (15), (16), (17))

=
(
1 + δ′

)
rξQeξhr(0) ra−1

ϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

a−1
ϵ/rD

ϵ/r

h(r·)−hr(0)
(u/r, v/r) (by (14))

≤ (1 + δ) rξQeξhr(0) ra−1
ϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

Dh(r·)−hr(0)(u/r, v/r) (by (18))

= (1 + δ)
ra−1

ϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

Dh(u, v) (by axioms III and IV).

Likewise,

Dh(u, v) = rξQeξhr(0)Dh(r·)−hr(0)(u/r, v/r) (by axioms III and IV)

≤ (1 + δ′)rξQeξhr(0)a−1
ϵ/rD

ϵ/r

h(r·)−hr(0)
(u/r, v/r) (by (18))

= (1 + δ′)
rξQa−1

ϵ/r

ra−1
ϵ

a−1
ϵ Dϵ

h(u, v) (by (14))

≤ (1 + δ)
rξQa−1

ϵ/r

ra−1
ϵ

a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h(u, v) (by (17)).
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Lemma 3.6. For each p, ζ ∈ (0, 1), there exists α = α(p) ∈ (7/8, 1) and ϵ0 = ϵ0(α, p, ζ) ∈ (0, 1)

such that for each z ∈ C, each ϵ ∈ (0, ϵ0), and each r ∈ (ϵ1−ζ , 1), P [E
(2)
r,ϵ (z)] ≥ p.

To prove Lemma 3.6, we will need the following, which is an extension of [GM21b, Lemma
2.11].

Lemma 3.7. If D and D̃ are metrics on C, s > 0, α ∈ (1/2, 1), z ∈ C, and r ∈ (0, 1], define

I(D, D̃, s, α, r, z) := inf
{
D(u, v;Aαr,r(z)) : u ∈ ∂Bαr(z), v ∈ ∂Br(z), D̃(u, v) > s

}
.

Then for each 0 < s < S and each p, ζ ∈ (0, 1), there exists α∗ = α∗(s, S, p) ∈ (1/2, 1) such
that for each α ∈ [α∗, 1), there exists ϵ0 = ϵ0(α, ζ, p) ∈ (0, 1) such that for each z ∈ C, each
r ∈ (ϵ1−ζ , 1), and each ϵ ∈ (0, ϵ0), with probability at least p,

I(a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h, Dh, sr
ξQeξhr(z), α, r, z) ≥ S

ra−1
ϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

rξQeξhr(z), (19)

I

(
Dh, a

−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h, s
ra−1

ϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

rξQeξhr(z), α, r, z

)
≥ SrξQeξhr(z). (20)

Proof. Lemma 2.11 from [GM21b] guarantees the existence of α∗∗ = α∗∗(s, S, p) ∈ (1/2, 1) such
that for each α ∈ [α∗∗, 1), each z ∈ C, and each r ∈ (0, 1], it holds with probability at least p
that

I(Dh, Dh, sr
ξQeξhr(z), α, r, z) ≥ SrξQeξhr(z). (21)

We can then take α∗(s, S, p) := α∗∗(s/8, 8S, 1− (1− p)/3) (in particular, not depending on ζ),
and deduce (19) and (20) by means of 4 from Lemma 2.2, the convergence in probability of
a−1
ϵ Dϵ

h and a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h to Dh, and the exact scaling relation (14) for LFPP. Use of (14) is why the
ra−1

ϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

terms in (19) and (20) appear.

Proof of Lemma 3.6. By translation invariance, it will suffice to prove the claim when z = 0.
By continuity and scaling invariance, there exist 0 < s < S such that for each r > 0, it holds
with probability at least 1− (1− p)/4 that

Dh

(
∂A3r/4,r(0), ∂Ar/2,2r(0)

)
≥ srξQeξhr(0),

sup
u,v∈A3r/4,r(0)

Dh

(
u, v;Ar/2,2r(0)

)
< SrξQeξhr(0).

Using Lemma 2.2 and the definitions of Dϵ
h and D̂ϵ

h, we can find ϵ0 ∈ (0, 1) such that for
each ϵ ∈ (0, ϵ0), it holds with probability at least 1 − (1 − p)/4 that for all r ∈ (0, 1] and all
u, v ∈ A3r/4,5r/4(0),

1

2
a−1
ϵ Dϵ

h

(
u, v;A3r/4,5r/4(0)

)
≤ a−1

ϵ D̂ϵ
h

(
u, v;A3r/4,5r/4(0)

)
≤ 2a−1

ϵ Dϵ
h

(
u, v;A3r/4,5r/4(0)

)
.

Using the convergence in probability of a−1
ϵ Dϵ

h to Dh, we can decrease ϵ0 further, decrease s,
and increase S so that for each ϵ ∈ (0, ϵζ0), it holds with probability at least 1− (1− p)/4 that

a−1
ϵ Dϵ

h

(
∂A7/8,1(0), ∂A3/4,5/4(0)

)
≥ 2s,

sup
u,v∈A7/8,1(0)

a−1
ϵ Dϵ

h

(
u, v;A3/4,5/4(0)

)
<

S

2
.

Choose α∗ ∈ (7/8, 1) and shrink ϵ0 according to Lemma 3.7 with 1− (1− p)/4 in place of p. Fix
α ∈ [α∗, 1), r ∈ (ϵ1−ζ , 1), and z ∈ C. With probability at least p, if u ∈ ∂Bαr(z) and v ∈ ∂Br(z)
satisfy Dh(u, v) > Dh(u, ∂Ar/2,2r(z)), then

Dh (u, v) > Dh

(
∂A3r/4,r(z), ∂Ar/2,2r(z)

)
≥ srξQeξhr(z),

so

a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h

(
u, v;Aαr,r(z)

)
≥ S

ra−1
ϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

rξQeξhr(z) > a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h

(
u, v;Ar/2+ϵ log ϵ−1,2r−ϵ log ϵ−1(z)

)
.
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If u ∈ ∂Bαr(z) and v ∈ ∂Br(z) satisfy a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h(u, v) > a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h(u, ∂Ar/2+ϵ log ϵ−1,2r−ϵ log ϵ−1(z)),
then

a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h (u, v) > a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h

(
∂A7r/8,r(z), ∂A3r/4,5r/4(z)

)
≥ s

ra−1
ϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

rξQeξhr(z),

so

Dh

(
u, v;Aαr,r(z)

)
≥ SrξQeξhr(z) > Dh

(
u, v;Ar/2,2r(z)

)
.

Lemma 3.8. Fix p ∈ (0, 1) and α ∈ (7/8, 1). There exists A = A(p, α) > 0 and ϵ0 = ϵ0(p) ∈
(0, 1) such that for each z ∈ C, each ϵ ∈ (0, ϵ0), and each r ∈ [ϵ, 1], E(3)

r,ϵ (z) occurs with probability
at least p.

Proof. We’ll first prove the claim for Dh, in which case axiom IV implies it will be enough to
choose A so that with probability at least p, Dh(around Aα,1(0)) < ADh(∂Bα(0), ∂B1(0)). This
is true because Dh(∂Bα(0), ∂B1(0)) > 0 and Dh(around Aα,1(0)) <∞ almost surely.

To prove the claim for a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h, it is enough by 5 from Lemma 2.2 to consider the case z = 0.
Convergence in probability of a−1

ϵ Dϵ
h to Dh and the fact that Dh induces the Euclidean topology

imply C can be chosen large enough that for each ϵ ∈ (0, 1], it holds with probability at least
1− (1− p)/2 that

a−1
ϵ Dϵ

h (around Aα,1(0)) ≤ C,

a−1
ϵ Dϵ

h (∂Bα(0), ∂B1(0)) ≥ C−1.

By (14) and scale invariance of the GFF, for each ϵ ∈ (0, 1) and each r ∈ [ϵ, 1], it holds with
probability at least 1− (1− p)/2 that

a−1
ϵ Dϵ

h (around Aαr,r(0)) ≤ C
ra−1

ϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

rξQeξhr(0),

a−1
ϵ Dϵ

h (∂Bαr(0), ∂Br(0)) ≥ C−1 ra−1
ϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

rξQeξhr(0).

Use 4 from Lemma 2.2 to choose ϵ0 ∈ (0, 1) such that for each ϵ ∈ (0, ϵ0), it holds with probability
at least 1− (1− p)/2 that

1

2
Dϵ

h(u, v;B1(0)) ≤ D̂ϵ
h(u, v;B1(0)) ≤ 2Dϵ

h(u, v;B1(0)) ∀u, v ∈ B1(0).

The claim follows by taking any A ≥ 4C2.

Lemma 3.9. Fix α ∈ (7/8, 1), δ, p ∈ (0, 1), and 0 < ζ− < ζ < 1. There exists ϵ0 ∈ (0, 1) such
that for every ϵ ∈ (0, ϵ0), every r ∈ (ϵ1−ζ , 1), and every z ∈ C, E(4)

r,ϵ (z) occurs with probability at
least p.

Proof. By axiom IV and 5 from Lemma 2.2, it will suffice to chose ϵ0 so that the claim holds
with z = 0. Using the convergence in probability of a−1

ϵ Dϵ
h and a−1

ϵ D̂ϵ
h to Dh, we can find R > 0

and ϵ0 ∈ (0, 1) such that for each ϵ ∈ (0, ϵ0), it holds with probability at least 1− (1− p)/3 that

Dϵ
h (u, v) = Dϵ

h (u, v;BR(0)) ∀u, v ∈ B1(0), (22)

D̂ϵ
h (u, v) = D̂ϵ

h (u, v;BR(0)) ∀u, v ∈ B1(0). (23)

By 4 from Lemma 2.2, we can decrease ϵ0 so that for each ϵ ∈ (0, ϵ0), it holds with probability
at least 1− (1− p)/3 that

1

2
a−1
ϵ Dϵ

h(u, v;BR(0)) ≤ a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h(u, v;BR(0)) ≤ 2a−1
ϵ Dϵ

h(u, v;BR(0)) ∀u, v ∈ BR(0). (24)

Using the convergence in probability of a−1
ϵ Dϵ

h to Dh, we can shrink ϵ0 so that for each ϵ ∈ (0, ϵζ0),
it holds with probability at least 1− (1− p)/3 that

a−1
ϵ Dϵ

h (u, v) ≤ δ

2
Dh (∂Bα(0), ∂B1(0)) ∀u, v ∈ B2(0), |u− v| ≤ 4ϵ

ζ−ζ−
0 , (25)
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Dh(u, v) ≤ δ

2
a−1
ϵ Dϵ

h (∂Bα(0), ∂B1(0)) ∀u, v ∈ B2(0), |u− v| ≤ 4ϵ
ζ−ζ−
0 . (26)

Now if ϵ ∈ (0, ϵ0) and r ∈ (ϵ1−ζ , 1), then ϵ/r ∈ (0, ϵζ0), so with probability at least p, for all
u ∈ Aαr,r(0) and v ∈ B

4ϵ
1−ζ− (u),

a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h(u, v) ≤ 2a−1
ϵ Dϵ

h(u, v) (by (22), (23), (24))

= 2
ra−1

ϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

rξQeξhr(0)a−1
ϵ/rD

ϵ/r

h(r·)−hr(0)
(u/r, v/r) (by (14))

≤ δ
ra−1

ϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

rξQeξhr(0)Dh(r·)−hr(0) (∂Bα(0), ∂B1(0)) (by (25))

= δ
ra−1

ϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

Dh (∂Bαr(0), ∂Br(0)) (by axioms III and IV).

Likewise,

Dh (u, v) = rξQeξhr(0)Dh(r·)−hr(0) (u/r, v/r) (by axioms III and IV)

≤ δ

2
rξQeξhr(0)a−1

ϵ/rD
ϵ/r

h(r·)−hr(0)
(∂Bα(0), ∂B1(0)) (by (26))

=
δ

2

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

ra−1
ϵ

a−1
ϵ Dϵ

h (∂Bαr(0), ∂Br(0)) (by (14))

≤ δ
rξQa−1

ϵ/r

ra−1
ϵ

a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h (∂Bαr(0), ∂Br(0)) (by (22), (23), (24)).

Proof of Lemma 3.3. Choose p and c according to Lemma 2.1 using the parameters a = 24 log 8,
s1 = 1/8, and s2 = 1/2. Choose A, α, and ϵ0 according to Lemmas 3.5, 3.6, 3.8, and 3.9,
with 1 − (1 − p)/4 in place of p, so P [Er,ϵ(z)] ≥ p for every r ∈ (ϵ1−ζ , ϵ1−ζ+) ∩ {8j}j∈Z, every
ϵ ∈ (0, ϵ0), and every z ∈ C. In particular, A depends on p and α, and α depends only
on p, so A depends only on p. For each ϵ ∈ (0, 1), fix Rϵ ⊂ (ϵ1−ζ , ϵ1−ζ+) ∩ {8j}j∈Z with
#Rϵ > #((ϵ1−ζ , ϵ1−ζ+) ∩ {8j}j∈Z).

Fix ϵ ∈ (0, ϵ0) and z ∈ C. In the notation of Lemma 2.1, take the sequence (rk/4)
∞
k=1 to be

the elements of Rϵ ∪ ((0, ϵ1−ζ) ∩ {8j}j∈Z), and the events Erk to be Erk/4,ϵ(z) when rk/4 ∈ Rϵ

and Erk the trivial event otherwise, so

P {Er,ϵ(z) occurs for at least one r ∈ Rϵ} ≥ 1− ce−24 log(8)#Rϵ .

The condition 1− ζ+ < 1
2
(1− ζ) implies

#Rϵ >
1

3
#
((
ϵ1−ζ , ϵ1−ζ+

)
∩ {8j}j∈Z

)
≥ 1− ζ

6 log 8
log ϵ−1 − 1

3
,

so

P {Er,ϵ(z) occurs for at least one r ∈ Rϵ} ≥ 1− cϵ4(1−ζ),

where we have absorbed the e8 log(8) into the constant c.

3.2 Proof of Proposition 3.1
Before turning to the proof of Proposition 3.1, we remind the reader that V (R) and V̂ϵ(R) denote
the sets of pairs (z, w) ∈ C2 such that there is a Dh- (resp. D̂ϵ

h-) geodesic from z to w contained
within BR(0).

Choose A, α, and ϵ0 according to Lemma 3.3. Let Hϵ denote the event that for every
w ∈ BR+1(0) ∩ ϵ1−ζ

4
Z2, there exists r ∈ Rϵ such that Er,ϵ(w) occurs. Then by a union bound,

P [Hϵ] = 1 − Oϵ(ϵ
2(1−ζ)), where the big-O constant depends only on R and ζ. It follows that

if Fϵ is the event that (8) holds, then P [Fϵ ∩Hϵ] = 1− Oϵ(ϵ
β∧2(1−ζ)). We will now show that

on Fϵ ∩Hϵ, (10) holds ((11) follows by swapping the roles of Dh and a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h). We may assume
C0(ϵ) ≥ supr∈Rϵ

ra−1
ϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

.
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Fix (z, w) ∈ V (R) and let P : [0, Dh(z, w)] → BR(0) be a Dh-geodesic from z to w pa-
rameterized by Dh-length and contained in BR(0). Using the fact that {Bϵ1−ζ/2(x) : x ∈
Lϵ(ζ)∩BR+1(0)} covers BR(0), we can break P into segments as follows. Let t0 := 0 and choose
some x0 ∈ BR+1(0) ∩ ϵ1−ζ

4
Z2 and r0 ∈ Rϵ such that z ∈ Br0/2(x0) and Er0,ϵ(x0) occurs. Then

inductively define tj to be the first time after tj−1 that P leaves Brj−1(xj−1), and choose some
xj ∈ BR+1(0) ∩ ϵ1−ζ

4
Z2 and some rj ∈ Rϵ such that P (tj) ∈ Brj/2(xj) and Erj ,ϵ(xj) occurs. If

no such time exists, instead let tj := Dh(z, w) and leave xj undefined. If such a time tj does
exist, let sj be the last time before tj that P exits Bαrj−1(xj−1). Define

J := max

{
j ≥ 1 : |z − P (tj−1)| ≤

3ϵ1−ζ+

2

}
,

J := min

{
j ≥ 0 : |w − P (tj+1)| ≤

3ϵ1−ζ+

2

}
.

Note that if t0 < tj ≤ Dh(z, w), then P (tj) ∈ Brj−1(xj−1) and P (tj−1) ∈ Brj−1/2(xj−1), so

|P (tj)− P (tj−1)| ≤ 3ϵ1−ζ+

2
.

It follows that

|P (tJ)− z| ≤ |P (tJ)− P (tJ−1)|+ |P (tJ−1)− z| ≤ 3ϵ1−ζ+ , (27)

|P (tJ)− w| ≤
∣∣P (tJ)− P (tJ+1)

∣∣+ ∣∣P (tJ+1)− w
∣∣ ≤ 3ϵ1−ζ+ , (28)

∂Brj−1/2(xj−1)

xj−1

∂Bαrj−1
(xj−1)

∂Brj−1
(xj−1)

P (tj−1)

P (sj)
P (tj)

P

Figure 2: Illustration of the proof of Proposition 3.1. Pictured is one of the annuli Aαrj−1,rj−1(xj−1)
such that Erj−1,ϵ(xj−1) occurs. The path in red is the Dh-geodesic P . Time tj is the first time after
time tj−1 that P exits Brj−1

(xj−1), and sj is the last time before tj that P leaves Bαrj−1
(xj−1).

The segment P |[sj ,tj ] is a Dh-geodesic in Aαrj−1,rj−1
(xj−1), so condition 1 in Definition 3.2 says

a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h(P (sj), P (tj)) ≤ rj−1a
−1
ϵ

rξQj−1a
−1
ϵ/rj−1

(1 + δ)(tj − sj). The orange path is from condition 3 in Definition

3.2, and has Dh-length at most ADh(∂Bαrj−1
(xj−1), ∂Brj−1

(xj−1)) ≤ A(tj − sj). Since P crosses
the orange path before time tj−1 and after time sj , it follows that sj − tj−1 ≤ A(tj − sj). We use
the latter to show that a positive proportion of P is comprised of the segments P |[sj ,tj ].

If j ∈ [J + 1, J ] ∩ Z, then P |[sj ,tj ] is a Dh-geodesic contained in Aαrj−1,rj−1(xj−1), so using
condition 1 in Definition 3.2,

a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h(P (sj), P (tj)) ≤ ra−1
ϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

(1 + δ) (tj − sj) . (29)
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If j ∈ [J, J − 1] ∩ Z, then we can bound a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h(P (tj), P (sj+1)) using (8) and condition 4 in
Definition 3.2:

a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h(P (tj), P (sj+1)) ≤ a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h

(
B

4ϵ
1−ζ− (P (tj)), B4ϵ

1−ζ− (P (sj+1))
)

+ sup
u∈Aαrj−1,rj−1

(xj−1)

sup
v∈B

4ϵ
1−ζ− (u)

a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h(u, v)

+ sup
u∈Aαrj,rj

(xj)

sup
v∈B

4ϵ
1−ζ− (u)

a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h(u, v)

≤ C0(ϵ)(sj+1 − tj)

+ δ
ra−1

ϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

Dh

(
∂Bαrj−1(xj−1), ∂Brj−1(xj−1)

)
+ δ

ra−1
ϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

Dh

(
∂Bαrj (xj), ∂Brj (xj)

)
.

For each j ∈ [J − 1, J − 1] ∩ Z, P crosses Aαrj ,rj (xj) at least once between time tj and tj+1, so

Dh(∂Bαrj (xj), ∂Brj (xj)) ≤ tj+1 − tj .

Thus, for all j ∈ [J, J − 1] ∩ Z,

a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h (P (tj), P (sj+1)) ≤ C0(ϵ) (sj+1 − tj) + δ
ra−1

ϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

(tj − tj−1) + δ
ra−1

ϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

(tj+1 − tj) (30)

Summing over j ∈ [J, J − 1] ∩ Z, we obtain

a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h(P (tJ), P (tJ)) ≤
J−1∑
j=J

a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h (P (tj), P (sj+1)) + a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h (P (sj+1), P (tj+1))

≤ sup
r∈Rϵ

ra−1
ϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

(1 + δ)
J∑

j=J+1

tj − sj (by (29))

+ C0(ϵ)

J∑
j=J+1

sj − tj−1 + 2δ sup
r∈Rϵ

ra−1
ϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

J∑
j=J

tj+1 − tj (by (30))

= sup
r∈Rϵ

ra−1
ϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

(1 + δ)

J∑
j=J+1

tj − tj−1

+

[
C0(ϵ)− sup

r∈Rϵ

ra−1
ϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

(1 + δ)

]
J∑

j=J+1

sj − tj−1

+ 2δ sup
r∈Rϵ

ra−1
ϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

J∑
j=J

tj+1 − tj . (31)

If j ∈ [J + 1, J ] ∩ Z, then |P (tj−1) − z| > 3rj−1/2 and |P (tj−1) − xj−1| < rj−1/2, so
|z− xj−1| > rj−1. Likewise, |w− xj−1| > rj−1. So P must cross Aαrj−1,rj−1(xj−1) at least once
before time tj−1 and at least once after time sj . Condition 3 in Definition 3.2 then implies

sj − tj−1 ≤ ADh

(
∂Bαrj−1(xj−1), ∂Brj−1(xj−1)

)
≤ A (tj − sj) .

Adding A(sj − tj−1) to both sides, then dividing through by A+ 1 yields

sj − tj−1 ≤ A

A+ 1
(tj − tj−1) .

Combining this estimate with (31), (27), and (28) yields

a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h

(
B

4ϵ
1−ζ+ (z), B

4ϵ
1−ζ+ (w)

)
≤ sup

r∈Rϵ

ra−1
ϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

(1 + δ) (tJ − tJ)
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+
A

A+ 1

[
C0(ϵ)− sup

r∈Rϵ

ra−1
ϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

(1 + δ)

]
(tJ − tJ)

+ 2δ sup
r∈Rϵ

ra−1
ϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

(
tJ+1 − tJ

)
≤

[
A

A+ 1
C0(ϵ) +

(
1 + δ

A+ 1
+ 2δ

)
sup
r∈Rϵ

ra−1
ϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

]
Dh(z, w).

3.3 Choosing Good Scaling Ratios
Our next goal is to iterate Proposition 3.1 to prove the following.

Proposition 3.10. Fix δ ∈ (0, 1). There exists β = β(δ) > 0 and ζ = ζ(δ) ∈ (0, 1) such that
with probability 1−Oϵ(ϵ

β) as ϵ→ 0,

a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h (B4ϵ1−ζ (u), B4ϵ1−ζ (v)) ≤ (1 + δ)Dh (u, v) ∀(u, v) ∈ V (R), (32)

Dh (B4ϵ1−ζ (u), B4ϵ1−ζ (v)) ≤ (1 + δ) a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h (u, v) ∀(u, v) ∈ V̂ϵ(R). (33)

We remark that when δ is very small, β and 1 − ζ will both be very close to 0. The main
obstacle in deducing Proposition 3.10 from Proposition 3.1 is that, a priori, the supr∈Rϵ

ra−1
ϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

and supr∈Rϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

ra−1
ϵ

terms could be quite far from 1. So we will show that the proportion of

“bad” radii where these terms are far from 1 is no larger than 2
3
.

Lemma 3.11. Let A be as in Proposition 3.1. Choose a sequence 0 < ζ+(0) = ζ−(1) < ζ(1) <
ζ+(1) = ζ−(2) < ζ(2) < ζ+(2) = ζ−(3) < · · · < 1 with 1− ζ+(n) <

1
2
(1− ζ(n)) for all n. Let C0

be as in Proposition 2.3 with ζ = ζ+(0). Let

S(n)
ϵ :=

{
R ⊂ (ϵ1−ζ(n), ϵ1−ζ+(n)) ∩ {8j}j∈Z : #R ≥ 1

3
#((ϵ1−ζ(n), ϵ1−ζ+(n)) ∩ {8j}j∈Z)

}
,

and define

X(n)
ϵ := min

R∈S(n)
ϵ

sup
r∈R

ra−1
ϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

,

Y (n)
ϵ := min

R∈S(n)
ϵ

sup
r∈R

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

ra−1
ϵ

.

Fix δ ∈ (0, 1/2) and choose N = N(δ) large enough that ( A
A+1

)NC0 < δ2/2. There exists
ϵN ∈ (0, 1) such that for all ϵ ∈ (0, ϵN ),

#
{
1 ≤ n ≤ 3N : X(n)

ϵ > 1− δ
}
> 2N,

#
{
1 ≤ n ≤ 3N : Y (n)

ϵ > 1− δ
}
> 2N.

Proof. The idea of the proof is that if there is a sequence of ϵ’s tending to 0 along which at
least N of the X(n)

ϵ are ≤ 1− δ, then there is a subset S ⊂ {1, 2, . . . , 3N} with #S ≥ N and a
subsequence of ϵ’s along which X

(n)
ϵ ≤ 1 − δ for all n ∈ S. Applying Proposition 3.1 N times

with the exponents {ζ+(n) : n ∈ S} will then show that along the given subsequence, a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h

and Dh satisfy a Lipschitz condition with Lipschitz constant strictly less than 1, contradicting
convergence in probability. The proof is similar for X(n)

ϵ and Y (n)
ϵ , so we will do the Y (n)

ϵ case.
Assume there is a sequence E = E(N) of ϵ’s tending to 0 along which #{1 ≤ n ≤ N : Y

(n)
ϵ ≤

1− δ} ≥ N . For each set S ⊂ {1, 2, . . . , 3N} with #S ≥ N , let

ES :=
{
ϵ ∈ E : S ⊂ {1 ≤ n ≤ 3N : Y (n)

ϵ ≤ 1− δ}
}
.

For each ϵ ∈ E , we have ϵ ∈ ES for S = {1 ≤ n ≤ 3N : Y
(n)
ϵ ≤ 1− δ}. So E is the union of the

ES over all S with #S ≥ N . It follows that there exists S with #S ≥ N such that #ES = ∞.
Enumerate the first N elements of S as j1 < j2 < · · · < jN , and put j0 := 0.
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For each ϵ ∈ ES , we have Y (jk)
ϵ ≤ 1− δ for all 1 ≤ k ≤ N . Now iteratively apply Proposition

3.1 with (ζ−, ζ, ζ+) = (ζ+(jk−1), ζ(jk), ζ+(jk)) with k ∈ {1, 2, 3, . . . , N}, with the radii sets R(k)
ϵ

equal to the minimizers of Y (jk)
ϵ , with the initial Lipschitz constant C0(ϵ) = C0, with

δ′ :=
δ

1 + 2(A+ 1)

in place of δ, and with R to be chosen later. It follows that for each k ∈ {1, 2, . . . , N}, there
exists some βk > 0 such that with probability at least 1−Oϵ(ϵ

βk ) as ϵ→ 0,

Dh

(
B

4ϵ
1−ζ+(jk)(u), B

4ϵ
1−ζ+(jk)(v)

)
≤ Ck(ϵ)a

−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h (u, v) ∀(u, v) ∈ V̂ϵ(R), (34)

where Ck(ϵ) is inductively defined by C0(ϵ) = C0 and

Ck+1(ϵ) :=
A

A+ 1

[
Y

(jk+1)
ϵ ∨ Ck(ϵ)

]
+

[
1 + δ′

A+ 1
+ 2δ′

]
Y

(jk+1)
ϵ .

We claim there exists n ∈ {0, 1, 2, . . . , N} such that Cn(ϵ) ≤ 1− δ2/2 for all ϵ ∈ ES . Indeed,
first note that if Ck(ϵ) ≤ 1− δ2/2 for some k ∈ {0, 1, 2, . . . , N − 1} and some ϵ ∈ ES , then

Ck+1(ϵ) ≤ A

A+ 1

(
1− δ2

2

)
+

[
1 + δ′

A+ 1
+ 2δ′

]
(1− δ) (Y

(jk+1)
ϵ ≤ 1− δ)

=
A

A+ 1

(
1− δ2

2

)
+

1− δ

A+ 1
+ δ′(1− δ)

1 + 2(A+ 1)

A+ 1

=
A

A+ 1

(
1− δ2

2

)
+

1− δ

A+ 1
+
δ(1− δ)

A+ 1

(
δ′ =

δ

1 + 2(A+ 1)

)
≤ 1− δ2

2
.

So it will be enough to show that for every ϵ ∈ ES , there exists n ∈ {0, 1, 2, . . . , N} with
Cn(ϵ) ≤ 1− δ2/2. If Cn(ϵ) ≤ 1− δ for some n, then this n will suffice. Assuming Cn(ϵ) > 1− δ

for all n ∈ {0, 1, 2, . . . N}, then Y (jn+1)
ϵ ∨Cn(ϵ) = Cn(ϵ) for all n ∈ {0, 1, 2, . . . , N} and hence by

induction

CN (ϵ) =

(
A

A+ 1

)N

C0 +

N−1∑
k=0

(
A

A+ 1

)k [
1 + δ′

A+ 1
+ 2δ′

]
Y

(jN−k)
ϵ

≤
(

A

A+ 1

)N

C0 + (A+ 1)

[
1 + δ′

A+ 1
+ 2δ′

]
(1− δ) (Y jk

ϵ ≤ 1− δ)

=

(
A

A+ 1

)N

C0 + (1− δ) + δ′ [1 + 2(A+ 1)] (1− δ)

≤ δ2

2
+ (1− δ) + δ(1− δ)

(
δ′ =

δ

1 + 2(A+ 1)

)
= 1− δ2

2
.

It now follows from (34) with k = n (using the fact that Cn(ϵ) ≤ 1 − δ2/2) that on
{(0, i) ∈ V̂ϵ(R)}, except on an event of probability Oϵ(ϵ

βn) as ϵ→ 0 through ES ,

δ2

2
a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h(0, i) ≤
[
a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h

(
B

4ϵ
1−ζ+(jn)(0), B

4ϵ
1−ζ+(jn)(i)

)
−Dh

(
B

4ϵ
1−ζ+(jn)(0), B

4ϵ
1−ζ+(jn)(i)

)]
+
[
a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h(0, i)− a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h

(
B

4ϵ
1−ζ+(jn)(0), B

4ϵ
1−ζ+(jn)(i)

)]
.

The first term on the right-hand side converges to 0 in probability, while the second term on the
right-hand side is at most

sup
u∈B

4ϵ
1−ζ+(n) (0)

a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h (0, u) + sup
v∈B

4ϵ
1−ζ+(n) (i)

a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h (v, i) ,

which also converges to 0 in probability. But the left-hand side converges in probability to
the positive random variable δ2

2
Dh(0, i). We obtain a contradiction by choosing R > 0 and

ϵ0, p ∈ (0, 1) such that P{(0, i) ∈ V̂ϵ(R)} ≥ p for all ϵ ∈ (0, ϵ0), which can be arranged using the
convergence in probability of a−1

ϵ D̂ϵ
h to Dh.
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Proof of Proposition 3.10. Choose a sequence 0 < ζ+(0) = ζ−(1) < ζ(1) < ζ+(1) = ζ−(2) <
ζ(2) < ζ+(2) = ζ−(3) < · · · < 1 with 1 − ζ+(n) <

1
2
(1 − ζ(n)) for all n. Let A be as in

Proposition 3.1, and let C0 be as in Proposition 2.3 with ζ = ζ+(0). Choose N large enough that
( A
A+1

)NC0 < δ2, and let ϵN be as in Lemma 3.11 with δ
1+δ

in place of δ, so for every ϵ ∈ (0, ϵN ),
the sets

Uϵ :=

{
1 ≤ n ≤ 3N : X(n)

ϵ >
1

1 + δ

}
,

Lϵ :=

{
1 ≤ n ≤ 3N : Y (n)

ϵ >
1

1 + δ

}
have size at least 2N , hence #(Uϵ ∩Lϵ) ≥ N . For each set S ⊂ {1, 2, . . . , 3N} with #S ≥ N , let

ES := {ϵ ∈ (0, ϵN ) : S ⊂ Uϵ ∩ Lϵ} ,

and note that because ϵ ∈ EUϵ∩Lϵ for all ϵ ∈ (0, ϵN ), the interval (0, ϵN ) is the union of the ES

over all subsets S ⊂ {1, 2, . . . , 3N} with #S ≥ N .
Fix S ⊂ {1, 2, . . . , 3N} with #S ≥ N such that ES has 0 as a limit point. For each n ∈ S

and each ϵ ∈ ES , the set

R :=

{
r ∈ (ϵ1−ζ(n), ϵ1−ζ+(n)) ∩ {8j}j∈Z :

1

1 + δ
≤ ra−1

ϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

≤ 1 + δ

}
(35)

has size ≥ 1
3
#((ϵ1−ζ(n), ϵ1−ζ+(n)) ∩ {8j}j∈Z). Indeed, if this were not true, then one of the sets

L :=

{
r ∈ (ϵ1−ζ(n), ϵ1−ζ+(n)) ∩ {8j}j∈Z :

ra−1
ϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

<
1

1 + δ

}
,

U :=

{
r ∈ (ϵ1−ζ(n), ϵ1−ζ+(n)) ∩ {8j}j∈Z :

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

ra−1
ϵ

<
1

1 + δ

}

must have size ≥ 1
3
#((ϵ1−ζ(n), ϵ1−ζ+(n)) ∩ {8j}j∈Z). But if, say, #L ≥ 1

3
#((ϵ1−ζ(n), ϵ1−ζ+(n)) ∩

{8j}j∈Z), then

1

1 + δ
< X(n)

ϵ ≤ sup
r∈L

ra−1
ϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

≤ 1

1 + δ
,

a contradiction.
Now enumerate the first N elements of S as j1 < j2 < · · · < jN . Iteratively apply Proposition

3.1 using the initial Lipschitz constant C0, with (ζ−, ζ, ζ+) = (ζ−(jk), ζ(jk), ζ+(jk)) for k ∈
{1, 2, . . . , N}, with R(k)

ϵ ⊂ (ϵ1−ζ(jk), ϵ1−ζ+(jk)) ∩ {8j}j∈Z defined as in (35) with n = jk, and
with δ′ := δ

1+2(A+1)
in place of δ, to get that for some β = β(S) > 0, with probability 1−Oϵ(ϵ

β)
as ϵ→ 0,

a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h

(
B

4ϵ
1−ζ+(jN )(u), B

4ϵ
1−ζ+(jN )(v)

)
≤ CN (ϵ)Dh (u, v) ∀(u, v) ∈ V (R),

Dh

(
B

4ϵ
1−ζ+(jN )(u), B

4ϵ
1−ζ+(jN )(v)

)
≤ C′

N (ϵ)a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h (u, v) ∀(u, v) ∈ V̂ϵ(R),

where Ck(ϵ) and C′
k(ϵ) are defined inductively by C0(ϵ) := C0, C′

0(ϵ) := C0, and

Ck+1(ϵ) :=
A

A+ 1

[
sup

r∈R(k+1)
ϵ

ra−1
ϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

∨ Ck(ϵ)

]
+

[
1 + δ′

A+ 1
+ 2δ′

]
sup

r∈R(k+1)
ϵ

ra−1
ϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

,

C′
k+1(ϵ) :=

A

A+ 1

[
sup

r∈R(k+1)
ϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

ra−1
ϵ

∨ C′
k(ϵ)

]
+

[
1 + δ′

A+ 1
+ 2δ′

]
sup

r∈R(k+1)
ϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

ra−1
ϵ

.

Note that CN (ϵ) ∨ C′
N (ϵ) ≤ (1 + δ)2 for all ϵ ∈ ES . Indeed, if for some ϵ ∈ ES and some

k ∈ {0, 1, 2, . . . , N}, we have Ck(ϵ) ≤ (1 + δ)2, then

Ck+1(ϵ) ≤ A

A+ 1
(1 + δ)2 +

[
1 + δ′

A+ 1
+ 2δ′

]
(1 + δ)

19



=
A

A+ 1
(1 + δ)2 +

1 + δ

A+ 1
+ δ′

1 + 2(A+ 1)

A+ 1
(1 + δ)

=
A

A+ 1
(1 + δ)2 +

1 + δ

A+ 1
+
δ(1 + δ)

A+ 1

= (1 + δ)2 .

and likewise C′
k+1(ϵ) ≤ (1 + δ)2. So it is enough to show that for every ϵ ∈ ES , there are some

k, ℓ ∈ {1, 2, . . . , N} with Ck(ϵ) ∨ C′
ℓ(ϵ) ≤ (1 + δ)2. If Ck(ϵ) ∨ C′

ℓ(ϵ) ≤ 1 + δ for some k, ℓ ∈
{1, 2, . . . , N}, then we can take these k and ℓ. Assuming Ck(ϵ) > 1 + δ for all k ∈ {1, 2, . . . , N},

CN (ϵ) =

(
A

A+ 1

)N

C0 +

N−1∑
k=0

(
A

A+ 1

)k [
1 + δ′

A+ 1
+ 2δ′

]
sup

r∈R(k)
ϵ

ra−1
ϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

≤
(

A

A+ 1

)N

C0 +

N−1∑
k=0

(
A

A+ 1

)k [
1 + δ′

A+ 1
+ 2δ′

]
(1 + δ)

≤ δ2 + (A+ 1)

[
1 + δ′

A+ 1
+ 2δ′

]
(1 + δ)

= δ2 + (1 + δ) + δ′ (1 + 2(A+ 1))

= (1 + δ)2 .

Likewise, if C′
ℓ(ϵ) > 1 + δ for all ℓ ∈ {1, 2, . . . , N}, then C′

N (ϵ) ≤ (1 + δ)2.
Summarizing, we have shown that as ϵ→ 0 along ES , it holds with probability 1−Oϵ(ϵ

β(S))
that

a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h

(
B

4ϵ
1−ζ+(jN )(u), B

4ϵ
1−ζ+(jN )(v)

)
≤ (1 + δ)2Dh (u, v) ∀(u, v) ∈ V (R),

Dh

(
B

4ϵ
1−ζ+(jN )(u), B

4ϵ
1−ζ+(jN )(v)

)
≤ (1 + δ)2 a−1

ϵ D̂ϵ
h (u, v) ∀(u, v) ∈ V̂ϵ(R).

Repeat this for all finitely many S ⊂ {1, 2, . . . , 3N} with #S ≥ N and inf ES = 0, then let β be
the smallest of the β(S) while letting ζ be the largest of the ζ+(jN ) to get (32) and (33) with
(1 + δ)2 in place of 1 + δ.

4 Proof of Theorem 1.1
The goal of this section is to deduce Theorem 1.1 from Proposition 3.10. The strategy of the
proof is roughly the following. By Borel-Cantelli applied to the sequence (n−a)∞n=1 with a large
enough, (32) and (33) will almost surely hold for ϵ = n−a for all n sufficiently large. This is
enough to show that for all (u, v) ∈ V (R) ∩ V̂ϵ(R),∣∣∣a−1

n−aD̂
n−a

h (u, v)−Dh(u, v)
∣∣∣ ≤ δ

(
Dh(u, v) ∨ a−1

n−aD̂
n−a

h (u, v)
)
+ on(1), (36)

where the on(1) is the error from removing the 4ϵ1−ζ balls in (32) and (33). This error converges
to 0 in probability as n → ∞, but we will argue that it actually converges to 0 almost surely.
We would like to now send δ → 0 and R → ∞ to get almost sure convergence along the sequence
(n−a)∞n=1, then use a continuity argument to extend the convergence to the continuum index
ϵ. However, a depends on δ (because the exponent β in Proposition 3.10 depends on δ), so we
actually need to do the continuity argument first to show (36) holds along the continuum index
ϵ, then send δ → 0 and R → ∞.

Before making this reasoning precise, we will need a few more lemmas. The first two are the
continuity estimates needed to pass from the discrete index n−a to the continuum.

Lemma 4.1. Fix a > 0. For each ϵ ∈ (0, 1), let n = n(ϵ) be the unique integer with ϵ ∈(
(n+ 1)−a, n−a

]
. Then

lim
ϵ→0

aϵ
an(ϵ)−a

= 1.

Proof. By [GM21b, Corollary 1.11], ϵ 7→ aϵ is regularly varying with exponent 1 − ξQ. So
limϵ→0

aCϵ
aϵ

= C1−ξQ uniformly over all C in the interval [1/2, 2]. Since ϵ
n(ϵ)−a ∈ [1/2, 2] for all
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ϵ sufficiently small,∣∣∣∣ aϵ
an(ϵ)−a

− 1

∣∣∣∣ ≤

∣∣∣∣∣a ϵ
n(ϵ)−a n(ϵ)−a

an(ϵ)−a

−
(

ϵ

n(ϵ)−a

)1−ξQ
∣∣∣∣∣+
∣∣∣∣∣
(

ϵ

n(ϵ)−a

)1−ξQ

− 1

∣∣∣∣∣ → 0.

Lemma 4.2. Fix a > 0 and a compact set K ⊂ C. Almost surely,

lim
n→∞

sup
z∈K

sup
ϵ,δ∈[(n+1)−a,n−a]

|h∗
ϵ (z)− h∗

δ(z)| ∨
∣∣∣ĥ∗

ϵ (z)− ĥ∗
δ(z)

∣∣∣ = 0.

Proof. It will suffice by Lemma 2.2 to prove

lim
n→∞

sup
z∈K

sup
ϵ,δ∈[(n+1)−a,n−a]

|h∗
ϵ (z)− h∗

δ(z)| = 0.

Write h∗
ϵ (z) and h∗

δ(z) in polar coordinates, then use the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality to get

|h∗
ϵ (z)− h∗

δ(z)| ≤
∞∫
0

r|hr(z)|
∣∣∣∣ 2ϵ2 e−r2/ϵ2 − 2

δ2
e−r2/δ2

∣∣∣∣ dr
=

2

δ2

∞∫
0

r|hr(z)|e−r2/δ2
∣∣∣∣δ2ϵ2 (e−r2/δ2

)δ2/ϵ2−1

− 1

∣∣∣∣ dr
≤ 2

δ2

(∫ ∞

0

r2|hr(z)|2e−r2/δ2 dr

)1/2

·

(∫ ∞

0

e−r2/δ2
∣∣∣∣δ2ϵ2 (e−r2/δ2

)δ2/ϵ2−1

− 1

∣∣∣∣2 dr

)1/2

.

For the first integral, use the bound |hr(z)| ≤ Cmax{log(1/r), log r, 1} for all z ∈ K and all
r > 0, where C is some K-dependent random variable (see [Dub+20, Lemma 2.2]), to get

∞∫
0

r2|hr(z)|2e−r2/δ2 dr ≤ C2

1∫
0

r2(1− log r)2e−r2/δ2 dr + C2

∞∫
1

r2(1 + log r)2e−r2/δ2 dr

= C2

1/δ∫
0

δ3u2 (1− log δ − log u)2 e−u2

du

+ C2

∞∫
1/δ

δ3u2(1 + log δ + log u)2e−u2

du

≤ Cδ3
(
log δ−1)2

where we have absorbed constants in to C. For the second integral, change variables r = δu to
get

∞∫
0

e−r2/δ

∣∣∣∣δ2ϵ2 (e−r2/δ2
)δ2/ϵ2−1

− 1

∣∣∣∣2 dr = δ

∞∫
0

(
δ4

ϵ4
e−u2(2δ2/ϵ2−1) − 2

δ2

ϵ2
e−u2δ2/ϵ2 + e−u2

)
du

=

√
π

2
δ

(
δ4

ϵ4
1√

2δ2/ϵ2 − 1
− 2

δ

ϵ
+ 1

)
.

Writing s = δ/ϵ, Taylor expanding around s = 1 shows that there is a constant c > 0 such that
if, say, s ∈ [0.9, 1.1],

δ4

ϵ4
1√

2δ2/ϵ2 − 1
− 2

δ

ϵ
+ 1 =

s4√
2s2 − 1

− 2s+ 1

≤
(
1 + 2(s− 1) + c(s− 1)2

)
− 2s+ 1
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= c(s− 1)2.

Combining, we obtain

|h∗
ϵ (z)− h∗

δ(z)| ≤ C log(δ−1)

(
δ

ϵ
− 1

)
for another random variable C. When δ, ϵ ∈ [(n+ 1)−a, n−a] with ϵ ≤ δ, this becomes

|h∗
ϵ (z)− h∗

δ(z)| ≤ Ca log(n+ 1)

((
n+ 1

n

)a

− 1

)
,

which converges to 0 as n→ ∞.

The next lemma shows that the errors from replacing balls by points in (32) and (33)
converges to 0 almost surely. For our purposes, we will apply this with 1− ζ very close to 0, in
which case the trivial bound for the a−1

ϵ Dϵ
h- or a−1

ϵ D̂ϵ
h-length of a line segment isn’t sufficient.

Lemma 4.3. Fix ζ ∈ (0, 1). There exists a∗ = a∗(ζ) > 0 such that for each a ≥ a∗ and each
compact K ⊂ C, almost surely

lim
n→∞

sup
z,w∈K

|z−w|≤4n−a(1−ζ)

a−1
n−aD

n−a

h (z, w) ∨ a−1
n−aD̂

n−a

h (z, w) = 0. (37)

Proof. The idea of the proof is that if 1−ζ is very close to 1, then (37) will hold by a trivial upper
bound on the a−1

ϵ Dϵ
h-length or a−1

ϵ D̂ϵ
h-length of a line segment of Euclidean length ≤ 4n−a(1−ζ).

However, the claim of Lemma 4.3 is that this holds even when 1 − ζ is close to 0. To obtain
the latter, we can use Proposition 2.3 with some ζ′ close to 0 to upper bound the left-hand side
of (37) by the Dh-length of a segment of Euclidean length ≤ 4n−a(1−ζ), plus the left-hand side
of (37) with ζ′ in place of ζ. As long as ζ′ is close enough to 0 for the trivial estimate to hold,
Lemma 4.3 will follow from the continuity of Dh.

Fix η ∈ (0, 1) and R > 0. We will first prove that there is a random variable C > 0 such that
almost surely, for all sufficiently small ϵ and all z ∈ BR(0),

|h∗
ϵ (z)| ∨

∣∣∣ĥ∗
ϵ (z)

∣∣∣ ≤ (1 + η)(2 + η) log ϵ−1 + C. (38)

Indeed, elementary estimates for the circle average process (see [Dub+20, Lemma 2.3] and
[HMP10, Lemma 3.1]) imply

lim
r→∞

sup
z∈BR(0)

|hr(z)|
log r

= 0,

lim sup
r→0

sup
z∈BR(0)

|hr(z)|
log(1/r)

≤ 2.

Writing Zϵĥ
∗
ϵ (z) in polar coordinates, we get for all z ∈ BR(0),

∣∣∣Zϵĥ
∗
ϵ (z)

∣∣∣ ≤ 2

ϵ2

∞∫
0

r|hr(z)|ψϵ(r)e
−r2/ϵ2 dr

≤ 2(2 + η)

ϵ2

r1∫
0

r log(1/r)e−r2/ϵ2 dr +
2C

ϵ2

r2∫
r1

re−r2/ϵ2 dr +
2

ϵ2

∞∫
r2

r log re−r2/ϵ2 dr

≤ (2 + η) log(1/ϵ) + C

for random variables 0 < r1 < 1 < r2 < ∞ and C > 0. A similar calculation shows |h∗
ϵ (z)| ≤

(2 + η) log(1/ϵ) + C. Since Zϵ ≤
∫
C pϵ2/2(w) dw = 1 and

1− Zϵ =
2

ϵ2

∞∫
0

r(1− ψϵ(r))e
−r2/ϵ2 dr ≤ 2

ϵ2

∞∫
ϵ log ϵ−1/2

re−r2/ϵ2 dr = e−[log ϵ−1]2/4,
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it follows that ∣∣∣ĥ∗
ϵ (z)

∣∣∣ ≤ 1

1− e−[log ϵ−1]2/4
(2 + η) log(1/ϵ) +

C

1− e−[log ϵ−1]2/4
.

Equation (38) now follows for all ϵ small enough that 1− e−[log ϵ−1]2/4 > (1 + η)−1.
Now to prove (37), it will suffice to prove that there exists a∗ such that for each a ≥ a∗ and

each R > 0, almost surely

lim
n→∞

sup
z,w∈BR(0)

|z−w|≤4n−a(1−ζ)

a−1
n−aD

n−a

h (z, w) ∨ a−1
n−aD̂

n−a

h (z, w) = 0.

Equation (38) and [DG23, Theorem 1.11] imply there exist b > 0 and random C > 0 that for
each ϵ sufficiently small and for all z, w ∈ BR(0),

a−1
ϵ Dϵ

h(z, w) ∨ a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h(z, w) ≤ C|z − w|ϵ−ξ(1+η)(2+η)ϵξQ−1 (log ϵ−1)b
Choose η, ζ′ ∈ (0, 1) such that ζ′ < ζ and ξ(Q− (1 + η)(2 + η))− ζ′ > 0 (here, we are using the
fact that Q > 2), so then almost surely,

sup
z,w∈BR(0)

|z−w|≤4ϵ1−ζ′

a−1
ϵ Dϵ

h(z, w) ∨ a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h(z, w) ≤ Cϵξ(Q−(1+η)(2+η))−ζ′ (log ϵ−1)b → 0.

Finally, note that

sup
z,w∈BR(0)

|z−w|≤4ϵ1−ζ

a−1
ϵ Dϵ

h(z, w) ∨ a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h(z, w)

≤ 2 sup
z,w∈BR+1(0)

|z−w|≤4ϵ1−ζ′

a−1
ϵ Dϵ

h(z, w) ∨ a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h(z, w) (39)

+ sup
z,w∈BR(0)

4ϵ1−ζ′<|z−w|≤4ϵ1−ζ

a−1
ϵ Dϵ

h

(
Bϵ1−ζ′ (z), Bϵ1−ζ′ (w)

)
∨ a−1

ϵ D̂ϵ
h

(
Bϵ1−ζ′ (z), Bϵ1−ζ′ (w)

)
.

The first term on the right-hand side of (39) converges to 0 almost surely by the preceding
argument. For the second term, use Proposition 2.3 to find C0, β > 0 depending only on ζ′ such
that with probability 1−O(ϵβ) as ϵ→ 0,

a−1
ϵ Dϵ

h

(
Bϵ1−ζ′ (z), Bϵ1−ζ′ (w)

)
≤ C0Dh (z, w;BR+1(0)) ∀z, w ∈ BR+1(0),

a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h

(
Bϵ1−ζ′ (z), Bϵ1−ζ′ (w)

)
≤ C0Dh (z, w;BR+1(0)) ∀z, w ∈ BR+1(0).

Choose a∗ large enough that a∗β > 1, so then if a ≥ a∗, the Borel-Cantelli Lemma implies that
almost surely, for all n sufficiently large,

a−1
n−aD̂

n−a

h

(
B

n−a(1−ζ′)(z), Bn−a(1−ζ′)(w)
)

≤ C0Dh (z, w;BR+1(0)) ∀z, w ∈ BR+1(0),

a−1
n−aD

n−a

h

(
B

n−a(1−ζ′)(z), Bn−a(1−ζ′)(w)
)

≤ C0Dh (z, w;BR+1(0)) ∀z, w ∈ BR+1(0),

and hence that the second term on the right-hand side of (39) with ϵ = n−a is bounded above
by

sup
z,w∈BR(0)

|z−w|≤4n−a(1−ζ)

C0Dh (z, w;BR+1(0)) .

By uniform continuity of Dh(·, ·;BR+1(0)) on BR(0)×BR(0), this converges to 0 almost surely
as n→ ∞.

For our final lemma, it is an easy to see that for a fixed compact set K ⊂ R, P{K2 ⊂⋃
R>0 V̂ϵ(R)} = 1 for all ϵ. When we send R → ∞ in the proof of Theorem 1.1, we would like

for this event to not depend on ϵ. In analogy with the definitions of V (R) and V̂ϵ(R), define

Vϵ(R) :=
{
(z, w) ∈ C2 : ∃Dϵ

h-geodesic from z to w contained in BR(0)
}
.
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Lemma 4.4. Fix a compact set K ⊂ C. Almost surely, there exists R0 > 0 and ϵ0 ∈ (0, 1) such
that for every R ≥ R0 and every ϵ ∈ (0, ϵ0), K2 ⊂ V (R) ∩ Vϵ(R) ∩ V̂ϵ(R).

Proof. The result for V (R) holds by [Dub+20, Lemma 3.8], so we just need to prove the result
for Vϵ(R) and V̂ϵ(R). The idea is to use Borel-Cantelli to show that almost surely, (4), (5), (6),
and (7) hold with ϵ = n−a for all n large enough, then use a continuity estimate to show that
the same holds for all ϵ sufficiently small. Then the result follows from the fact that K2 ⊂ V (R)
for all R sufficiently large.

Fix p, ζ ∈ (0, 1). Choose β,C0 > 0 according to Proposition 2.3. Choose R > 1 such that
B1(K) ⊂ BR−1(0), and the event A that

sup
u,v∈K

Dh(u, v) < C−2
0 Dh

(
B1(K), ∂BR−1(0)

)
− C−1

0 (40)

occurs with probability at least p. Choose a > 0 according to Lemma 4.3 such that aβ > 1.
Let Hϵ be the event that (4), (5), (6), and (7) all hold with BR+1(0) in place of U . Then on
A ∩

⋃∞
k=1

⋂∞
n=kHn−a , for all n sufficiently large,

sup
u,v∈K

a−1
n−aD̂

n−a

h (u, v) ≤ sup
u,v∈K

a−1
n−aD̂

n−a

h (B4n−a(1−ζ)(u), B4n−a(1−ζ)(v))

+ 2 sup
u∈K

sup
v∈∂B

4n−a(1−ζ) (u)

a−1
n−aD̂

n−a

h (u, v)

≤ C0 sup
u,v∈K

Dh (u, v) + 2 sup
u∈K

sup
v∈∂B

4n−a(1−ζ) (u)

a−1
n−aD̂

n−a

h (u, v) (by (4))

≤ C−1
0 Dh

(
B1(K), ∂BR−1(0)

)
(by (40))

− 1 + 2 sup
u∈K

sup
v∈∂B

4n−a(1−ζ) (u)

a−1
n−aD̂

n−a

h (u, v)

≤ C−1
0 Dh (Bn−a(1−ζ)(K), Bn−a(1−ζ)(∂BR(0)))

− 1 + 2 sup
u∈K

sup
v∈∂B

4n−a(1−ζ) (u)

a−1
n−aD̂

n−a

h (u, v)

≤ a−1
n−aD̂

n−a

h (K, ∂BR(0)) (by (5))

− 1 + 2 sup
u∈K

sup
v∈∂B

4n−a(1−ζ) (u)

a−1
n−aD̂

n−a

h (u, v),

and likewise with Dϵ
h in place of D̂ϵ

h. By Lemma 4.3, the event A′ that the last term converges
to 0 occurs with probability 1. So on A ∩A′ ∩

⋃∞
k=1

⋂∞
n=kHn−a , for all n sufficiently large,

sup
u,v∈K

a−1
n−aD̂

n−a

h (u, v) < a−1
n−aD̂

n−a

h (K, ∂BR(0))−
1

2
,

and likewise with Dϵ
h in place of D̂ϵ

h. In particular, K2 ⊂ Vn−a(R)∩ V̂n−a(R), so by Lemma 4.2,
almost surely on A∩A′∩

⋃∞
k=1

⋂∞
n=kHn−a , for all n sufficiently large and all ϵ ∈ [(n+1)−a, n−a],

sup
u,v∈K

a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h(u, v) ≤ eoϵ(1) sup
u,v∈K

a−1
n−aD̂

n−a

h (u, v),

a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h (K, ∂BR(0)) ≥ e−oϵ(1)a−1
n−aD̂

n−a

h (K, ∂BR(0))

for some R-dependent random error oϵ(1) tending to 0 almost surely as ϵ→ 0. The same is true
with Dϵ

h in place of D̂ϵ
h. It follows that K2 ⊂ Vϵ(R) ∩ V̂ϵ(R) for all ϵ sufficiently small. Sending

p→ 1 proves the claim.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. Fix δ ∈ (0, 1), choose ζ and β according to Proposition 3.10, and let Hϵ

be the event that (32) and (33) hold. Choose a > a∗ ∨ 1/β, where a∗(ζ) is as in Lemma 4.3.
Now fix a compact set K ⊂ C and a parameter R > 0 which will eventually be sent to ∞.

First note that on
⋃∞

k=1

⋂∞
n=kHn−a ,

lim sup
n→∞

sup
(u,v)∈K2∩V (R)

a−1
n−aD̂

n−a

h (u, v) ≤ 2 lim sup
n→∞

sup
z∈K

sup
w∈C

|w−z|≤4n−a(1−ζ)

a−1
n−aD̂

n−a

h (z, w)
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+ (1 + δ) sup
u,v∈K

Dh(u, v).

The first term on the right-hand side is 0 by Lemma 4.3, so

lim sup
n→∞

sup
(u,v)∈K2∩V (R)

a−1
n−aD̂

n−a

h (u, v) ≤ (1 + δ) sup
u,v∈K

Dh(u, v) < ∞ a.s. (41)

Now for each ϵ ∈ (0, 1), write n = n(ϵ) for the integer with ϵ ∈
(
(n+ 1)−a, n−a

]
. Lemma 4.2

implies that for all u, v ∈ K with u ̸= v and (u, v) ∈ V̂ϵ(R) ∩ V̂n−a(R),

aϵ
an−a

e−oϵ(1) ≤ a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h(u, v)

a−1
n−aD̂

n−a

h (u, v)
≤ aϵ

an−a

eoϵ(1), (42)

where the oϵ(1) converges to 0 almost surely as ϵ→ 0.
Now assume

⋃∞
k=1

⋂∞
m=kHm−a occurs, so

lim sup
ϵ→0

sup
(u,v)∈K2∩V (R)∩V̂ϵ(R)∩V̂

n−a (R)

[
a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h(u, v)−Dh(u, v)
]

≤ lim sup
ϵ→0

sup
(u,v)∈K2∩V (R)∩V̂ϵ(R)∩V̂

n−a (R)

[
a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h(u, v)− a−1
n−aD̂

n−a

h (u, v)
]

+ 2 lim sup
ϵ→0

sup
z∈K

sup
w∈C

|w−z|≤∈4n−a(1−ζ)

a−1
n−aD̂

n−a

h (u, v) + δ sup
u,v∈K

Dh(u, v).

The second term on the right-hand side is 0 by Lemma 4.3. To see that the first is 0 almost
surely, combine (41), (42), and Lemma 4.1 to see that

lim sup
ϵ→0

sup
(u,v)∈K2∩V (R)∩V̂ϵ(R)∩V̂

n−a (R)

[
a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h(u, v)− a−1
n−aD̂

n−a

h (u, v)
]

≤ lim
ϵ→0

sup
(u,v)∈K2∩V̂ϵ(R)∩V̂

n−a (R)

u̸=v

∣∣∣∣∣ a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h(u, v)

a−1
n−aD̂

n−a

h (u, v)
− 1

∣∣∣∣∣ (1 + δ) sup
u,v∈K

Dh(u, v) = 0.

Thus, we get almost surely on
⋃∞

k=1

⋂∞
m=kHm−a ,

lim sup
ϵ→0

sup
(u,v)∈K2∩V (R)∩V̂ϵ(R)∩V̂

n−a (R)

[
a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h(u, v)−Dh(u, v)
]

≤ δ sup
u,v∈K

Dh(u, v).

By Lemma 4.4, we can send R → ∞ and then δ → 0 to get

lim sup
ϵ→0

sup
u,v∈K

[
a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h(u, v)−Dh(u, v)
]

≤ 0 a.s.

The lower bound that

lim inf
ϵ→0

inf
u,v∈K

[
a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h(u, v)−Dh(u, v)
]

≥ 0 a.s.

is done analogously.
We have now shown that a−1

ϵ D̂ϵ
h → Dh almost surely, and it remains to prove that a−1

ϵ Dϵ
h →

Dh almost surely. For this, choose an increasing collection of connected bounded open sets
(Uk)

∞
k=1 such that Uk ⊂ Uk+1 for all k and C =

⋃∞
k=1 Uk. By Lemma 2.2, the event

A :=

∞⋂
k=1

{
lim
ϵ→0

D̂ϵ
h(z, w;Uk)

Dϵ
h(z, w;Uk)

= 1 uniformly over all z, w ∈ Uk with z ̸= w

}

occurs with probability 1. Now fix a compact set K ⊂ C, so

lim sup
ϵ→0

sup
u,v∈K

∣∣a−1
ϵ Dϵ

h(u, v)−Dh(u, v)
∣∣

≤ lim sup
ϵ→0

sup
u,v∈K
u̸=v

∣∣∣∣∣Dϵ
h(u, v)

D̂ϵ
h(u, v)

− 1

∣∣∣∣∣ lim sup
ϵ→0

sup
u,v∈K

a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h(u, v)
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+ lim sup
ϵ→0

sup
u,v∈K

∣∣∣a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h(u, v)−Dh(u, v)
∣∣∣ .

The second term is 0 almost surely, while lim supϵ→0 supu,v∈K a−1
ϵ D̂ϵ

h(u, v) = supu,v∈K Dh(u, v)
is almost surely finite. By Lemma 4.4, almost surely there exists R > 0 and ϵ0 > 0 such that
K2 ⊂ Vϵ(R) ∩ V̂ϵ(R) for all ϵ ∈ (0, ϵ0). It follows that with probability one,

lim sup
ϵ→0

sup
u,v∈K
u̸=v

∣∣∣∣∣Dϵ
h(u, v)

D̂ϵ
h(u, v)

− 1

∣∣∣∣∣ = 0.

4.1 LFPP Scaling Constants
We now turn to the proof of Theorem 1.3.

Proof of Theorem 1.3. Fix δ ∈ (0, 1) and we will prove the claim for b := log(1 + δ). Since
ϵ 7→ aϵ is bounded above and below by positive ξ-dependent constants on any given compact
subinterval of (0,∞), it will suffice to find ϵ̃ ∈ (0, 1) and C = C(ξ, b) > 0 such that (3) holds for
all ϵ ∈ (0, ϵ̃). The idea of the proof is to choose ϵ̃ to be ϵN from Lemma 3.11, so then for each
ϵ ∈ (0, ϵ̃), there are many values of r for which

(1 + δ)−1 rξQ−1 ≤
aϵ/r
aϵ

≤ (1 + δ) rξQ−1. (43)

Starting with an arbitrary ϵ0 ∈ (0, ϵ̃), we will choose r1. such that (43) holds with ϵ = ϵ0 and
r = r1. Then if ϵ1 := ϵ0/r1 is still smaller than ϵ̃, we will choose r2 so that (43) holds with ϵ = ϵ1
and r = r2. Repeating in this manner, then multiplying the inequalities (43) with ϵ = ϵk and
r = rk+1 together and rearranging will yield the theorem.

For n ≥ 1, let ζ+(n) := 1− 1
3n+1 and ζ(n) := 1− 1

3n
so that 1− ζ+(n) <

1
2
(1− ζ(n)) for all

n ≥ 1. Let, say, ζ+(0) := 1
3
. Choose N(δ) as in the statement of Lemma 3.11 with δ/(1 + δ) in

place of δ. Applying Lemma 3.11 as in (35), there is some ϵ̃ = ϵ̃(N) ∈ (0, 1) such that for each
ϵ ∈ (0, ϵ̃), there is some 1 ≤ n ≤ 3N such that

R(n)
ϵ :=

{
r ∈ (ϵ1−ζ(n), ϵ1−ζ+(n)) ∩ {8j}j∈Z :

1

1 + δ
<

ra−1
ϵ

rξQa−1
ϵ/r

< 1 + δ

}

has size ≥ 1
3
#((ϵ1−ζ(n), ϵ1−ζ+(n)) ∩ {8j}j∈Z).

Fix ϵ0 ∈ (0, ϵ̃) and inductively define ϵk for k ≥ 1 as follows. If ϵk−1 ≥ ϵ̃, then let ϵk := ϵk−1. If
ϵk−1 ∈ (0, ϵ̃), then choose 1 ≤ nk ≤ 3N such that #R(nk)

ϵk−1 ≥ 1
3
#((ϵ

1−ζ(nk)
k−1 , ϵ

1−ζ+(nk)

k−1 )∩{8j}j∈Z),
fix rk ∈ R(nk)

ϵk−1 , and put ϵk := ϵk−1/rk. Let K := inf{k ≥ 1 : ϵk ≥ ϵ̃}, so then for all 1 ≤ k ≤ K,

(1 + δ)−1 rξQ−1
k ≤ aϵk

aϵk−1

≤ (1 + δ) rξQ−1
k .

Multiply over all 1 ≤ k ≤ K, then rearrange to get

aϵK (1 + δ)−K

(
K∏

k=1

rk

)1−ξQ

≤ aϵ0 ≤ aϵK (1 + δ)K
(

K∏
k=1

rk

)1−ξQ

. (44)

Now note that for 1 ≤ k ≤ K,

ϵk > ϵ
ζ+(n1)···ζ+(nk)
0 > ϵ

ζ+(3N)k

0 .

So

K ≤ inf
{
k ≥: ϵ

ζ+(3N)k

0 ≥ ϵ̃
}

≤ log log ϵ−1
0 − log log ϵ̃−1

log ζ+(3N)−1
+ 1.

Therefore,

(1 + δ)K ≤ exp

{
log(1 + δ)

(
log log ϵ−1

0 − log log ϵ̃−1

log ζ+(3N)−1
+ 1

)}
≤ C

(
log ϵ−1

0

) log(1+δ)

log ζ+(3N)−1
,

(45)
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where

C := exp

{
− log(1 + δ) log log ϵ̃−1

log ζ+(3N)−1
+ log(1 + δ)

}
is a δ-dependent constant. Furthermore, since

ϵK =
ϵK−1

rK
=

ϵK−2

rK−1rK
= · · · =

ϵ0
r1r2 · · · rK

,

and also

ϵ̃ ≤ ϵK ≤ ϵ
ζ(nK−1)

K−1 < ϵ̃ζ(nK−1) < 1, (46)

it follows that (
K∏

k=1

rk

)1−ξQ

=

(
ϵ0
ϵK

)1−ξQ

∈
[
ϵ1−ξQ
0 , ϵ̃ξQ−1ϵ1−ξQ

0

]
. (47)

Combining (44), (45), and (47), we arrive at

aϵKC
−1 (log ϵ−1

0

)− log(1+δ)

log ζ+(3N)−1
ϵ1−ξQ
0 ≤ aϵ0 ≤ aϵKC

(
log ϵ−1

0

) log(1+δ)

log ζ+(3N)−1
ϵ1−ξQ
0 ϵ̃ξQ−1.

Note that log(1+δ)

log ζ+(3N)−1 ≤ b. Since ϵ̃ depends only on δ = eb − 1, ϵ 7→ aϵ is bounded above and
below by positive (ξ, b)-dependent constants on [ϵ̃, 1]. Since ϵK ∈ [ϵ̃, 1] by (46), we get

C̃−1 (log ϵ−1
0

)−b
ϵ1−ξQ
0 ≤ aϵ0 ≤ C̃

(
log ϵ−1

0

)b
ϵ1−ξQ
0

for some (ξ, b)-dependent constant C̃ > 0.

4.2 LQG Scaling Formula
We will conclude by using the exact scaling formula (14) to deduce Theorem 1.4.

Proof of Theorem 1.4. By (14),

a−1
ϵ Dϵ

h(az + b, aw + b) =
|a|a−1

ϵ

|a|ξQa−1
ϵ/|a|

a−1
ϵ/|a|D

ϵ/|a|
h(a·+b)+Q log |a|(z, w). (48)

Now let A be the almost sure event that a−1
ϵ Dϵ

h → Dh locally uniformly. Corollary 1.11 from
[GM21b] together with (48) implies that on A, a−1

ϵ/|a|D
ϵ/|a|
h(a·+b)+Q log |a| also converges locally

uniformly with limit Dh(az + b, aw + b) for every a ∈ C \ {0} and b ∈ C. So we can define
Dh(a·+b)+Q log |a| to equal Dh(a ·+b, a ·+b) on A, and define it arbitrarily on Ac.
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