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Abstract. This article investigates the behavior of the continuous-time simple random walk
on Zd, d ≥ 3. We derive an asymptotic lower bound on the principal exponential rate of
decay for the probability that the average value over a large box of some non-decreasing local
function of the field of occupation times of the walk exceeds a given positive value. This
bound matches at leading order the corresponding upper bound derived by Sznitman in [35],
and is given in terms of a certain constrained minimum of the Dirichlet energy of functions
on Rd decaying at infinity. Our proof utilizes a version of tilted random walks, a model
originally constructed by Li in [21] to derive lower bounds on the probability of the event
that the trace of a simple random walk disconnects a macroscopic set from an enclosing box.

1. Introduction

In this article, we study large-deviation type asymptotics related to the occupation-time
field of a continuous-time simple random walk on Zd, d ≥ 3. As a main result, we derive a
lower bound on the principal exponential rate of decay for the probability that the average in
a large box of a certain non-decreasing local function of the occupation-time field of the simple
random walk exceeds a strictly positive fraction ν. These lower bounds on the rate match
the corresponding upper bounds found in [35], [33], and [36]. As one particular example, our
result gives insight into the question of how costly it is for a simple random walk to cover a
macroscopic fraction of a given box, and provides a near-optimal strategy to obtain such a
largely deviant behavior for the walk.

The investigation of similar large-deviation type events for random walks, and the related
model of random interlacements, has received much attention recently, see in particular [9,
13, 21, 22, 23, 24, 26, 31, 32], as well as the aforementioned works [33, 35, 36]. The central
task in deriving asymptotic lower bounds is the implementation of a suitable strategy to
enforce the largely deviant event under consideration, which in our set-up brings into play a
modified version of tilted random walks. The latter were introduced in [21] in the context of
proving asymptotic lower bounds on the probability that the simple random walk disconnects
a (regular) macroscopic set from an enclosing box, and used in [32] to produce similar lower
bounds concerning macroscopic holes in the connected component of the vacant set of a
simple random walk in a large box. The lower bounds on the exponential rates of decay for
the bulk-deviation events studied here are given in terms of certain constrained minima for
the Dirichlet energy of functions on Rd decaying at infinity. A remarkable feature is that
these rates intrinsically involve the expectation of a local function of random interlacements.
The underlying mechanism for this is a local coupling of the tilted random walk in mesoscopic
boxes with a sequence of excursions having essentially the same law as those generated by
random interlacements at a (locally) constant level, which varies in space in a way governed by
the square of the minimizer of the corresponding Dirichlet problem. Our findings also relate
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to the “Swiss cheese” picture proposed in [7] to study moderate deviations of the volume
of the Wiener sausage, see also [27] for the adaptation to random walks, and may moreover
be compared to the (non-asymptotic) bounds obtained for similar questions concerning the
deviant behavior of the range of random walks, see [1, 2, 3, 4, 16]. We refer to Remark 6.4
for a more thorough discussion of this viewpoint.

We will now describe the set-up and our results in a more detailed fashion. We consider
the continuous-time simple random walk (Xt)t≥0 on the integer lattice Zd, d ≥ 3, started
at a point x ∈ Zd, and we denote the governing canonical law by Px. The occupation-time
field of the walk corresponds to the total time spent by the random walk in each point of the
lattice, and is denoted by (Lx)x∈Zd . Moreover, we will also need the occupation-time field
of continuous-time random interlacements Iu at level u ≥ 0, denoted by (Lu

x)x∈Zd , and we
let P stand for the governing probability measure and E for the corresponding expectation.
The model of random interlacements was introduced in [28], and we refer to Section 2 for
details on the construction relevant to our investigation, as well as to [8, 12] for a thorough
introduction to this model.

Similarly as in [35], we are interested in the behavior of local functions of the occupation-

time field. Here, a local function is defined as a map F : [0,∞)B(0,r) → [0,∞) with some
non-negative integer r (and B(0, r) denoting the closed sup-norm ball of radius r around the
origin) satisfying certain regularity conditions (3.1). Essentially, these conditions require F to
be non-decreasing, F (0) = 0, non-constant, and to admit sub-linear growth. We then consider
a set D ⊆ Rd such that D is either the closure of a smooth, bounded domain containing the
origin, or the closure of an open sup-norm ball in Rd containing the origin, and let

DN = (ND) ∩ Zd, N ≥ 1 (1.1)

stand for its discrete blow-up. The set D will act as a model shape, and may for the purposes
of this introduction be fixed to D = [−1, 1]d. Our primary interest lies in a class of excess-type
events, defined for fixed ν > 0 and a given local function F by

AN (F ) =
{ ∑

x∈DN

F
(
(Lx+y)y∈B(0,r)

)
> ν|DN |

}
, N ≥ 1. (1.2)

To give some pertinent examples that our result applies to, one may consider

F1(ℓ) = ℓ (with r = 0),

F2(ℓ) = 1{ℓ>0} (with r = 0),

F3(ℓ) = 1{any path in B(0, r) from 0 to S(0, r) meets some y with ℓy > 0} (with r ≥ 1),

(1.3)

where S(0, r) is the sphere of sites at sup-norm distance r from the origin. With these choices,
the corresponding events AN (F1), AN (F2), and AN (F3) respectively stand for the occurence
of an excessive (volume-like) occupation time of the walk within DN , the occurence of an
excessive presence of the range within DN , or the occurence of an excessive number of points
disconnected from the boundary of enclosing boxes by the trace of the walk within DN .

Our main result gives asymptotic lower bounds on the principal decay rate of the probability
of the event AN (F ) in (1.2). To state these bounds requires another definition, which crucially
brings into play the occupation-time field of random interlacements, namely the function

ϑ : [0,∞)→ [0,∞), u 7→ E
[
F
(
(Lu

y)y∈B(0,r)

)]
(1.4)
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(where the requirements (3.1) on F ensure that ϑ is finite, non-decreasing, fulfills ϑ(0) = 0,
and is Lipschitz continuous, see Lemma 3.1).

As our main result, we will prove in Theorem 6.1 that for any local function F fulfilling (3.1)
and ν ∈ (0, ϑ∞), where ϑ∞ = limu→∞ ϑ(u), and any y ∈ Zd, it holds that

lim inf
N→∞

1

Nd−2
logPy[AN (F )]

≥ − inf

{
1

2d

ˆ
Rd

|∇ϕ|2 dx : ϕ ∈ C∞
0 (Rd) ,

 
D
ϑ(ϕ2) dx > ν

}
= −min

{
1

2d

ˆ
Rd

|∇ϕ|2 dx : ϕ ∈ D1,2(Rd) ,

 
D
ϑ(ϕ2) dx = ν

} (1.5)

(where
ffl
D(...)dx stands for the integral 1

|D|
´
(...)dx, |D| is the Lebesgue measure of D, and

D1,2(Rd) is the space of locally integrable functions ϕ such that ∇ϕ, interpreted in a distri-
butional sense, is square integrable and ϕ is vanishing at infinity, as in Chapter 8 §2 of [25]).
Let us also point out that when d ≥ 5, one may replace D1,2(Rd) above by the traditional
Sobolev space H1(Rd), see Remark 5.10 in [35].

This result complements a corresponding asymptotic upper bound on the principal rate
of decay of Py[AN (F )], which was obtained in Corollary 5.11 of [35] when F is bounded,
viewing the simple random walk as the “singular limit as u→ 0” of random interlacements Iu

at level u > 0 and using a coupling argument. In particular, our main result confirms upon
combination with the latter that for ν ∈ (0, ϑ∞), for bounded F , and any y ∈ Zd,

lim
N→∞

1

Nd−2
logPy[AN (F )]

= − inf

{
1

2d

ˆ
Rd

|∇ϕ|2 dx : ϕ ∈ C∞
0 (Rd) ,

 
D
ϑ(ϕ2) dx > ν

}
= −min

{
1

2d

ˆ
Rd

|∇ϕ|2 dx : ϕ ∈ D1,2(Rd) ,

 
D
ϑ(ϕ2) dx = ν

}
,

(1.6)

meaning that the constrained minimization problems on the right-hand side of (1.5) (or (1.6))
indeed give the correct principal decay rate for the probability of AN (F ), as discussed in
Remark 5.12 of [35]. This method of obtaining upper bounds on largely deviant events for the
random walk upon using random interlacements already appeared in the context of studying
disconnection events in [30] and later in [26, 31] as well as when studying the appearance
of large macroscopic holes in the connected component of the vacant set left by the trace
of a random walk in [32]. Remarkably, finding corresponding lower bounds for the random
walk is often not straightforward from results for random interlacements, and relies instead
on introducing a well-chosen “tilting” of the walk that typically enforces the event under
consideration at an (appropriately low) entropic cost. The construction of these tilted walks,
which will be recalled in detail in Section 2 below and plays a key role in this article, was first
given in [21].

To provide a specific application of our main result, we consider the choice F = F2 in (1.3).
In this case, we see that

ϑ(u)
(1.4)
= E

[
1{Lu

0>0}
]
= P[0 ∈ Iu] = 1− exp

(
− u

g(0, 0)

)
, u ≥ 0, (1.7)
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where g(0, 0) is the value of the Green function of the simple random walk at two equal sites
(see (2.8) below), with the second equality following from the explicit characterization of the
law of the interlacement set in finite subsets of Zd (see (2.25) below). Specializing (1.6) to
this case, we see that for every ν ∈ (0, 1) and any y ∈ Zd,

lim
N→∞

1

Nd−2
logPy

[
|DN ∩ {Xt : t ≥ 0}| > ν|DN |

]
= − inf

{
1

2d

ˆ
Rd

|∇ϕ|2 dx : ϕ ∈ C∞
0 (Rd) ,

 
D
(1− e−ϕ2/g(0,0)) dx > ν

}
= −min

{
1

2d

ˆ
Rd

|∇ϕ|2 dx : ϕ ∈ D1,2(Rd) ,

 
D
(1− e−ϕ2/g(0,0)) dx = ν

}
,

(1.8)

where we remark that the upper bound follows from [35, Corollary 5.11]. In (1.8), by providing
a matching lower bound we obtain the precise leading-order decay rate for the probability of
the covering event under the probability on the left-hand side of (1.8). Similar questions were
studied recently in [2], where the authors obtained non-asymptotic upper bounds on related
covering-type probabilities. In essence, the method used in the proof of the lower bound
in (1.8) yields special significance for the model of tilted walks, and the (near-)minimizer
(denoted by φ) in the variational problem above, see Remark 6.4 for more on this.

Let us now briefly comment on the proof of (1.5). The fundamental challenge is to

introduce an appropriate family of probability measures P̃y,N corresponding to the tilted
walks. These walks essentially evolve as recurrent walks with a generator given by LNg(x) =
1
2d

∑
|x′−x|=1

φN (x′)
φN (x) (g(x

′) − g(x)) (with | · | the Euclidean norm), until some deterministic

time SN of order O(Nd), and are then “released” to behave as simple random walks, where
φN = φ(·/N) and the choice of the function φ corresponds to a (near-)minimizer of the vari-
ational problem on the right-hand side of (1.5). One then has to argue that this choice of

tilted walks renders AN (F ) a “typical event”, in the sense that P̃y,N [AN (F )]→ 1 as N tends
to infinity, and that this is achieved at a (near) minimal entropic cost. The former is done by
devising a chain of “local couplings” of the occupation times of the tilted walk in mesoscopic
boxes of size M ≈ N r1 (with r1 < 1) with the occupation times generated by a Poisson
process of independent excursions of simple random walks started at the boundaries of these
boxes, with an intensity measure proportional to φ2(·/N). Roughly speaking, the occupation
time field of the tilted walk in any mesoscopic box of sizeM will dominate (up to a sufficiently
small error probability) the occupation time field of random interlacements at level φ2(·/N).
In previous works using a similar approach, see in particular [21] and [32], it was enough to
show that the traces of these interlacements “locally create a fence” around some macroscopic
set. In our case however, we need a finer version of such a local coupling attached to an (es-
sentially arbitrary) non-negative function φ with sufficient regularity properties involving also
the occupation times. This can be viewed as the central step in this article, and improves
on previous couplings of traces of random walks and random interlacements as in [6, 21, 38].
In essence, the chain of couplings constructed in Section 5 provides a generic mechanism to
show that the occupation time field of tilted walks advantageously dominates that of random
interlacements at a locally constant level. We expand on this point in Remark 5.6.

This article is organized as follows. In Section 2, we introduce further notation and recall
useful facts about the simple random walk and tilted walks, potential theory, random inter-
lacements, the change of probability method, and a classical coupling result. In Section 3, we
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establish important properties of the function ϑ (defined in (1.4)) in Lemma 3.1 and derive
pivotal regularity properties of a (near-)minimizer φ attached to the variational problem on
the right hand side of (1.5), see Proposition 3.7. In Section 4, we state estimates concern-
ing the quasi-stationary distribution of the tilted random walk in Propositions 4.4 and 4.10,
which are roughly analogues of the corresponding Propositions 4.5 and 4.7 in [21], with an
extension to a more general framework using the (near-)minimizers from the previous section.
In Section 5, we obtain a pivotal series of local couplings of the occupation times of the tilted
walk with that of simple random walk excursions (with an intensity measure corresponding
essentially to that of random interlacements at a locally constant level). This is done in
Propositions 5.2 and 5.4 and Theorem 5.5. Finally, in Section 6, we prove our main result in
Theorem 6.1.

We conclude the introduction by stating our convention regarding constants. We denote
by C, c, c′, . . . positive constants changing from place to place. Numbered constants c1, c2, . . .
will refer to the value corresponding to their first appearance in the text. Dependence on
additional parameters is indicated in the notation. All constants may depend implicitly on
the dimension.

2. Preliminaries

In this section we introduce more notation and state some results concerning (continuous-
time) random walks, potential theory, random interlacements, as well as some background on
tilted walks. We also state a classical inequality involving relative entropy, which is instru-
mental in obtaining the lower bound in our main Theorem 6.1, as well as a result concerning
coupling that will be helpful in Proposition 5.2. Throughout the article, we will always assume
that d ≥ 3.

We start with some more notation. We let N = {0, 1, 2, ...} stand for the set of natural
numbers. For real numbers s, t, we let s ∧ t and s ∨ t stand for the minimum and maximum
of s and t, respectively, and we denote by ⌊s⌋ the integer part of s, when s is non-negative.
Moreover, we let | · | and | · |∞ stand for the Euclidean and ℓ∞-norms on Rd, respectively.
For x ∈ Zd and r ≥ 0, we write B(x, r) = {y ∈ Zd : |x − y|∞ ≤ r} ⊆ Zd for the (closed)
ℓ∞-ball of radius r ≥ 0 and center x ∈ Zd. We denote by Br(x) ⊆ Rd the Euclidean open
ball of center x ∈ Rd and radius r ≥ 0 and set Br = Br(0). If x, y ∈ Zd fulfill |x − y| = 1,
we call them neighbors and write x ∼ y. A function γ : {0, . . . , N} → Zd is called a nearest-
neighbor path (of length N ≥ 1) if γ(i) ∼ γ(i + 1) for all 0 ≤ i ≤ N − 1. For K ⊆ Zd, we
let |K| stand for the cardinality of K, and we write K ⊂⊂ Zd if |K| < ∞. Moreover, we
write ∂K = {y ∈ Zd \ K : y ∼ x for some x ∈ K} for the external boundary of K, and
∂intK = {y ∈ K : y ∼ x for some x ∈ Zd \ K} for the internal boundary of K. For non-
empty K,L ⊆ Zd, we let d∞(K,L) = inf{|x− y|∞ : x ∈ K, y ∈ L} stand for the ℓ∞-distance
between K and L, and we also set d∞(x, L) = d∞({x}, L) for x ∈ Zd. For a set D ⊆ Rd we
denote for δ > 0 by Dδ be the closed δ-neighborhood of D and we denote the closure of D by
D. For a set U ⊆ Zd, a measure β : U → [0,∞), which we identify with its mass function,
and functions f, g : U → R, we define ⟨f, g⟩ℓ2(U,β) =

∑
x∈U f(x)g(x)β(x), whenever the sum

converges absolutely. We also write ∥f∥ℓ2(U,β) = ⟨f, f⟩1/2
ℓ2(U,β)

= (
∑

x∈Zd f(x)2β(x))1/2, and

we call ℓ2(U, β) the set of all such functions on U for which ∥f∥ℓ2(U,β) < ∞. When β is the

counting measure on U , we write ∥f∥ℓ2(U) and ℓ
2(U) as shorthand notation for ∥f∥ℓ2(U,β) and

ℓ2(U, β). We also denote by suppf = {x ∈ Zd : f(x) ̸= 0} the support of f : Zd → R,
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and write f ∈ C0(Zd) if suppf ⊂⊂ Zd. For ∅ ̸= U ⊆ Rd open we denote by Ck(U), k ≥ 1
(resp. C∞(U)) the space of functions that have continuous partial derivatives up to order k
(resp. the space of smooth functions on U). The set C∞

0 (U) is the space of smooth functions
on U that vanish outside of a compact set contained in U . We write C∞(U) for the subset of
functions in C∞(U) such that all partial derivatives can be continuously extended to U . We
will use the notation ∇q(x) ∈ Rd (resp. ∆q(x) ∈ R) for the standard gradient (resp. Laplace
operator) at x ∈ U , for functions q ∈ C1(U) (resp. q ∈ C2(U)). We denote by Lk(U), k ≥ 1,
the space of functions q : U → Rd for which |q|k has a finite Lebesgue-integral.

We now turn to some definitions of path spaces, the continuous-time simple random walk

and its potential theory, and continuous-time random interlacements. We let Ŵ+ (resp. Ŵ )
stand for the space of infinite (resp. bi-infinite) Zd × (0,∞)-valued sequences, in which the
sequence of first coordinates forms an infinite nearest-neighbor path which spends a finite
number of steps in every finite set, and the sequence of the second coordinates has an infi-

nite sum. We let Ŵ+ stand for the σ-algebra generated by the first and second coordinate

maps, which we denote by Zn and ζn (with n ∈ N), respectively (the σ-algebra Ŵ on Ŵ is

defined analogously). The measure Px is the law on (Ŵ+, Ŵ+) under which the sequence of
first coordinates (Zn)n≥0 has the law of a discrete-time simple random walk on Zd, starting
from x ∈ Zd, and the sequence of second coordinates (ζn)n≥0 consists of i.i.d. exponentially
distributed random variables with parameter 1, independent of (Zn)n≥0. We denote the ex-
pectation under Px by Ex. If β is a measure on Zd, we denote by Pβ and Eβ the measure∑

x∈Zd β(x)Px on (Ŵ+, Ŵ+) and its corresponding integral. We associate to ŵ ∈ Ŵ+ a
continuous-time trajectory (Xt(ŵ))t≥0, the continuous-time random walk with constant jump
rate 1, by setting

Xt(ŵ) = Zn(ŵ), for t ≥ 0, when
n−1∑
ℓ=0

ζℓ(ŵ) ≤ t <
n∑

ℓ=0

ζℓ(ŵ), (2.1)

(where we understand the sum
∑n−1

ℓ=0 ζℓ(ŵ) as zero, when n = 0). Given a subset K ⊆ Zd

and a trajectory ŵ ∈ Ŵ+, we write HK(ŵ) = inf{t ≥ 0 : Xt(ŵ) ∈ K}, H̃K(ŵ) = inf{t ≥
ζ1 : Xt(ŵ) ∈ K}, and TK(ŵ) = inf{t ≥ 0 : Xt(ŵ) /∈ K} for the entrance, hitting, and exit

times of K, respectively (where we understand inf ∅ = ∞), and write Hx, H̃x, and Tx as a

shorthand notation for H{x}, H̃{x} and T{x}, respectively, when x ∈ Zd. We let Γ(K) stand for
the set of right-continuous, piecewise constant functions from [0,∞) to K that have finitely
many jumps in every compact interval. For A ⊆ [0,∞), we define XA = {Xt : t ∈ A}. The
occupation-time field of the random walk is denoted by (Lx)x∈Zd , where

Lx(ŵ) =
∑
n∈N

ζn(ŵ)1{Zn(ŵ)=x}, x ∈ Zd, (2.2)

records the total time spent in x by the continuous-time random walk.

We now recall some facts concerning potential theory associated with the simple random
walk. For ∅ ̸= K ⊂⊂ Zd, we let

eK(x) = Px[H̃K =∞]1K(x), x ∈ Zd, (2.3)

stand for the equilibrium measure of the set K, and we call its total mass

Cap(K) =
∑
x∈K

eK(x), (2.4)
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the capacity of K. We also define the normalized equilibrium measure of K by

ẽK(x) =
eK(x)

Cap(K)
, x ∈ K. (2.5)

Both eK and ẽK are supported on ∂intK. Asymptotics of the capacity and equilibrium measure
on boxes are well-known, and we will use the bounds (see, e.g., [18, Section 2.2])

cNd−2 ≤ Cap(B(0, N)) ≤ CNd−2, N ≥ 1, (2.6)

and

eB(0,N)(x) ≥
c

N
, x ∈ ∂intB(0, N), N ≥ 1. (2.7)

Moreover, we define the Green function of the simple random walk by g(·, ·), namely

g(x, y) = Ex

[ˆ ∞

0
1{Xt=y}dt

]
, x, y ∈ Zd, (2.8)

which is symmetric, non-negative and finite (due to transience), and we record the classical
formula for ∅ ̸= A ⊂⊂ Zd,

Px[HA <∞] =
∑
y∈A

g(x, y)eA(y), x ∈ Zd, (2.9)

see, e.g., [18, Lemma 2.1.1]. Furthermore, one has the following asymptotic behavior of the
Green function,

g(x, y) ∼ cg
|x− y|d−2

, as |x− y| → ∞, (2.10)

with the constant cg = d
2Γ(d/2−1)π

−d/2 (see [18, Theorem 1.5.4]). For a function h : Zd → R,
we denote its discrete Laplacian at x ∈ Zd by

∆Zdh(x) =
1

2d

∑
y : y∼x

(
h(y)− h(x)

)
. (2.11)

For later use, we define the discrete Dirichlet form of h : Zd → R by

EZd(h, h) =
1

2

∑
x,y∈Zd,x∼y

1

2d

(
h(y)− h(x)

)2
, (2.12)

(which may be infinite for general h, but is finite if h ∈ C0(Zd)). We note that for h ∈ C0(Zd),
one has the discrete Gauss-Green identity (see, e.g., [5, Theorem 1.24])

EZd(h, h) = −
∑
x∈Zd

h(x)∆Zdh(x). (2.13)

We also define the Dirichlet form associated with Brownian motion, which is the continuum
counterpart of (2.12), defined for functions g ∈ H1(Rd) (the usual Sobolev space over Rd) by

ERd(g, g) =
1

2

ˆ
Rd

|∇g(x)|2dx. (2.14)

The capacity of a set ∅ ̸= K ⊂⊂ Zd can be expressed as (see, e.g., [5, Proposition 7.9])

Cap(K) = inf
{
EZd(h, h) : h ∈ C0(Zd), h(x) = 1 for all x ∈ K

}
. (2.15)
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We now turn to the definition of the tilted random walk, introduced in [21]. Let R > 0 be an
integer and UN = (NBR) ∩ Zd. For a function f : Zd → [0,∞) fulfilling

i) f(x) > 0 if and only if x ∈ UN ,
ii) f2 defines a probability measure, i.e.

∑
x∈Zd f2(x) = 1

(2.16)

(both R and f will be chosen later appropriately), we can then consider the stochastic process

Mt =
f(Xt∧TN

)

f(x)
exp

(ˆ t∧TN

0
v(Xs)ds

)
, t ≥ 0, (2.17)

where TN = TUN and

v(x) = −∆Zdf(x)

f(x)
, x ∈ UN . (2.18)

For any given T ≥ 0, we can then define the non-negative measure on (Ŵ+, Ŵ+) given by

P̂x,T =MTPx, x ∈ UN (2.19)

(i.e. MT is the Radon-Nikodým density of P̂x,T with respect to Px). It can be shown using

classical methods (see, e.g., [21, Lemma 2.5] and the references therein) that P̂x,T is a proba-

bility measure and under P̂x,T , the process (Xt)t≥0 up to time T is a Markov chain such that

its semigroup in ℓ2(UN , π) with

π(x) = f2(x), x ∈ Zd, (2.20)

has the generator

Lfg(x) =
1

2d

∑
y∈UN : y∼x

f(y)

f(x)
(g(y)− g(x)), x ∈ Zd. (2.21)

The measure π is a reversible measure on UN of a Markov chain (P x)x∈UN with genera-
tor (2.21), called the confined walk. The laws of the tilted walks are then defined by

P̃y,N = P̂y,SN
, y ∈ UN , N ≥ 1, (2.22)

with an increasing sequence of positive real numbers (SN )N≥1. The times SN will later
be chosen to be approximately ∥φ( ·

N )∥2
ℓ2(Zd)

, where φ is a (near-)minimizer of the varia-

tional problem in the right-hand side of (1.5) constructed in Proposition 3.7, and therefore
will turn out to be of order O(Nd). The function f appearing above will be chosen as
φ( ·

N )/∥φ( ·
N )∥ℓ2(Zd). We refer to (4.3) for the specific choices. Intuitively, one can view the

tilted walk as a continuous-time random walk on UN with variable speed, whose discrete
skeleton is a random walk on UN (with the nearest-neighbor structure inherited from Zd)
equipped with conductances

(
1
2dφ(

x
N )φ( y

N )
)
x,y∈UN ,x∼y

and with a variable jump rate, up to

time SN , which is “released” after SN and moves like a simple random walk afterwards (see
also Remark 4.5, as well as [21, Remark 2.7] and the discussion below [22, (1.49)]). Note that
for every y ∈ UN , we have that

up to time SN , P̃y,N coincides with P y, (2.23)

which follows by considering the finite-time marginals and by observing that both processes
have the same generator.

We now introduce some notation concerning continuous-time random interlacements. The
precise definition of the process is not relevant for our application, but can for instance be
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found in Section 1 of [29] or Section 2 of [9]. We also refer to [8, 12] for more details on
(discrete-time) random interlacements. In the construction, one considers the space of bi-

infinite trajectories under time-shift, denoted by Ŵ ∗, that is Ŵ ∗ = Ŵ/ ∼ where ŵ ∼ ŵ′ if

there is a k ∈ Z such that ŵ = ŵ′(·+k). Moreover, we denote by π∗ : Ŵ → Ŵ ∗ the canonical

projection and endow Ŵ ∗ with the push-forward σ-algebra of Ŵ under π∗. We then define the
continuous-time random interlacements as a Poisson point process, defined on some canonical
probability space (Ω,A,P) (with the corresponding expectation denoted by E) with values on

Ŵ ∗ ×R+, and intensity measure ν̂(dŵ∗)⊗ du, where ν̂ is a certain σ-finite measure (see [29,
(1.7)]). For a realization ω =

∑
i≥0 δ(ŵ∗

i ,ui) of this process and u ≥ 0, we define the random

interlacement set at level u as the random subset of Zd given by

Iu(ω) =
⋃

i:ui≤u

Range(ŵ∗
i ), (2.24)

where for ŵ∗ ∈ Ŵ ∗, Range(ŵ∗) denotes the set of points in Zd visited by the first coordinate

sequence associated to an arbitrary ŵ ∈ Ŵ such that π∗(ŵ) = ŵ∗. Note that for any
∅ ̸= K ⊂⊂ Zd and u ≥ 0, we have (see, e.g., [28, Proposition 1.5])

P[Iu ∩K = ∅] = e−uCap(K). (2.25)

We then define the occupation time at site x and level u of random interlacements, denoted
by Lu

x(ω), as the total time spent at x by all trajectories ŵ∗
i with label ui ≤ u in the cloud

ω =
∑

i≥0 δ(ŵ∗
i ,ui). Formally, we write:

Lu
x(ω) =

∑
i≥0

∑
n∈Z

ζn(ŵi)1{Zn(ŵi)=x,ui≤u}, for x ∈ Zd, u ≥ 0,

for ω =
∑
i≥0

δ(ŵ∗
i ,ui) ∈ Ω, and π∗(ŵi) = ŵ∗

i for any i ≥ 0.
(2.26)

We also record that

E[Lu
x] = u, x ∈ Zd, u ≥ 0. (2.27)

In the proof of the main result in Section 6, we will make use of a classical change of probability

method using the notion of relative entropy. Let Q̃ and Q be two probability measures on

some measurable space (O0,F0) such that Q̃ is absolutely continuous with respect to Q. The

relative entropy of Q̃ with respect to Q is then defined as

H(Q̃|Q) = E
Q̃

[
log

dQ̃

dQ

]
= EQ

[
dQ̃

dQ
log

dQ̃

dQ

]
∈ [0,∞], (2.28)

where dQ̃
dQ is the Radon-Nikodým derivative of Q̃ with respect to Q and E

Q̃
and EQ stand for

the expectations under Q̃ and Q, respectively. Then, for any event A ∈ F0 with Q̃[A] > 0,
we have

logQ[A] ≥ log Q̃[A]− 1

Q̃[A]

{
H(Q̃|Q) +

1

e

}
, (2.29)

see, e.g., [11, p. 76].

Finally, will need to utilize a standard device relating the total variation distance of proba-
bility measures to couplings (which will be instrumental in the proof of Proposition 5.2). Let
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Q1, Q2 be two probability measures on some measurable space (Ω̂, 2Ω̂) with Ω̂ finite (and 2Ω̂

denoting the power set of Ω̂), then

∥Q1 −Q2∥TV
def
= max

A⊆Ω̂

∣∣Q1[A]−Q2[A]
∣∣

=
1

2

∑
x∈Ω̂

|Q1(x)−Q2(x)|

= inf
{
Q[X1 ̸= X2] : (X1, X2) is a coupling of Q1 and Q2]

}
,

(2.30)

where a coupling consists of a probability measure Q on some measurable space (Ω̃, G̃) and

random variables X1, X2 with values in Ω̂ such that the laws of X1 and X2 under Q are Q1

and Q2, respectively (see [20, Proposition 4.7, p. 50]).

3. On the variational problem

The main aim of this section is to analyze the variational problem on the right-hand side
of (1.5), which is stated as (3.10) below, and to construct a smooth, compactly supported
quasi-minimizer for it in Proposition 3.7. We start by introducing some conditions on the local
function F : [0,∞)B(0,r) → [0,∞) and by recalling the definition of the function ϑ from (1.4).
We will then prove some regularity properties of the latter that we will need in the sequel.

Throughout the remainder of this article, we assume that there exists an integer r ≥ 0 and
a measurable function F : [0,∞)B(0,r) → [0,∞) such that

i) F (0) = 0, and F is not identically equal to 0;
ii) F is non-decreasing in each of its arguments;

iii) There exists a constant c1 = c1(F ) > 0 such that for all ℓ, ℓ′ ∈ [0,∞)B(0,r),

F (ℓ+ ℓ′) ≤ F (ℓ) + c1

(
1{ℓ′ ̸=0} +

∑
|x|∞≤r

ℓ′x

)
.

(3.1)

We observe that (3.1), iii), is automatically satisfied when F is bounded.

We recall the definition of ϑ : [0,∞)→ [0,∞) from (1.4),

ϑ(u) = E
[
F
(
(Lu

y)y∈B(0,r)

)]
, (3.2)

where F fulfills (3.1).

Lemma 3.1. The function ϑ defined by (3.2) with F satisfying i), ii), iii) in (3.1) has the
following properties:

i) ϑ(0) = 0;
ii) ϑ is non-decreasing, Lipschitz continuous, and there exists a constant c2 = c2(F, r) > 0

such that for all 0 ≤ u ≤ u′

ϑ(u′ − u)e−uCap(B(0,r)) ≤ ϑ(u′)− ϑ(u) ≤ c2(u′ − u); (3.3)

iii) ϑ is strictly increasing on [0,∞).
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Proof. The proof of i) is immediate from the property (3.1), i) for F . We now show that ii)
holds. Let u ∈ [0,∞) and h > 0. First we observe that since F is non-decreasing in each of
its arguments by (3.1), ii):

ϑ(u+ h) = E
[
F
(
(Lu+h

y )y∈B(0,r)

)]
≥ E

[
F
(
(Lu

y)y∈B(0,r)

)]
= ϑ(u), (3.4)

showing that ϑ is non-decreasing. Furthermore, from assumption (3.1), iii) on F and the fact

that Lu+h = Lu + L̂h with L̂h equal in law to Lh, we have

ϑ(u+ h) = E
[
F
(
(Lu

y)y∈B(0,r) + (L̂h
y)y∈B(0,r)

)]
≤ E

[
F
(
(Lu

y)y∈B(0,r)

)]
+ c1

(
P[Ih ∩B(0, r) ̸= ∅] + |B(0, r)|E[Lh

0 ]
)

(2.25),(2.27)
= ϑ(u) + c1

(
1− exp(−hCap(B(0, r))) + |B(0, r)|h

)
.

(3.5)

Owing to the inequality 1− e−x ≤ x for all x ≥ 0 we thus obtain

ϑ(u+ h)− ϑ(u) ≤ c1(Cap(B(0, r)) + |B(0, r)|)h def
= c2h. (3.6)

For the lower bound we observe that for u ∈ [0,∞) and h > 0

ϑ(u+ h) = E
[
F
(
(Lu+h

y )y∈B(0,r)

)]
≥ ϑ(u) + E

[
F
(
(Lu+h

y )y∈B(0,r)

)
; Lu

y = 0, ∀y ∈ B(0, r)
]

= ϑ(u) + ϑ(h)P[Iu ∩B(0, r) = ∅],

(3.7)

and the lower bound follows again upon using (2.25).
We now proceed with the proof of iii). Since F is non-decreasing in all of its arguments,

and we additionally assume that it is not identically zero, then there must be some a, b > 0
such that if ℓy ≥ a for all y ∈ B(0, r), then F (ℓ) ≥ b. With this in mind, we consider an
arbitrary h > 0 and note that

ϑ(h) = E
[
F
(
(Lh

y)y∈B(0,r)

)]
≥ bP[Lh

y ≥ a,∀y ∈ B(0, r)] > 0.
(3.8)

Since h > 0 above is arbitrary, (3.8) together with ii) imply that ϑ is strictly increasing. □

By Lemma 3.1, we see that ϑ is strictly increasing and therefore

ϑ∞ = lim
u→∞

ϑ(u) ∈ (0,∞] (3.9)

exists. Moreover, if F is bounded, then ϑ∞ < ∞. In the remainder of this section, we let
ν ∈ (0, ϑ∞) be fixed and study the following variational problem,

minimize
ϕ∈D1,2(Rd)

1

2d

ˆ
Rd

|∇ϕ|2 dx, subject to

 
D
ϑ(ϕ2) dx ≥ ν, (3.10)

whereD1,2(Rd) is the space of locally integrable functions u on Rd with finite Dirichlet integral´
Rd |∇u|2dx < ∞ and vanishing at infinity in the sense that |{|u| > a}| < ∞ for all a > 0
(with | · | denoting the Lebesgue measure), see [25, Chapter 8 §2]. By means of the lower semi-
continuity of the Dirichlet energy and the Lipschitz continuity of ϑ there exists a minimizer
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φmin ∈ D1,2(Rd) in the variational problem in (3.10), such that (recall that D is defined
above (1.1))

ID(ν)
def
=

1

2d

ˆ
Rd

|∇φmin|2 dx,
 
D
ϑ(φmin) dx = ν. (3.11)

Remark 3.2. We note that the operation φmin 7→ |φmin| only reduces the Dirichlet energy
without violating the constraint in (3.10). It follows that φmin can be chosen to be non-
negative. Furthermore, by means of standard first variation arguments we can see that φmin

is harmonic in Rd \D. In particular, by the maximum principle, and setting rD = sup{|x| :
x ∈ D}, one has for all |x| ≥ 2rD(

2rD
|x|

)d−2

min
|z|=2rD

φmin ≤ φmin(x) ≤
(
2rD
|x|

)d−2

max
|z|=2rD

φmin. (3.12)

It follows that when d ≥ 5, φmin ∈ L2(Rd).

Remark 3.3. It is not hard to show that for any ν ∈ [0,∞)

ID(ν) = inf

{
1

2d

ˆ
Rd

|∇ϕ|2 dx : ϕ ∈ C∞
0 (Rd) ,

 
D
ϑ(ϕ2) dx > ν

}
, (3.13)

with the convention that inf ∅ =∞ (see for instance [35, Corollary 5.9]).

Remark 3.4. We note that since ϑ is Lipschitz continuous, it is differentiable almost every-
where and sub-linear. In many interesting situations ϑ is in fact smooth even if F is discontin-
uous. As an example consider F2(ℓ) = 1{ℓ>0}, (r = 0), for which ϑ(u) = 1− exp(−u/g(0, 0)).
In the case where the function η, with η(a)

def
= ϑ(a2) for a ∈ R, fulfills η ∈ C2

b (R) (i.e. the
subspace of functions in C2(R) which have bounded derivatives) we can observe as in [35,
Remark 5.10, 3)] that non-negative minimizers φmin ∈ D1,2(Rd) of (3.10) satisfy the following
semilinear partial differential equation in the weak sense

−∆φmin = λφminϑ
′(φ2

min)1D, (3.14)

for a suitable Lagrange multiplier λ. In particular, in view of (3.12) we can even say that a
minimizer satisfies

φmin = λG
[
φminϑ

′(φ2
min)1D

]
, (3.15)

for a suitable λ > 0, where G = (−∆)−1 is the convolution with the Green function associated
with a Brownian motion.

Proposition 3.5. The map ν ∈ [0, ϑ∞) 7→ ID(ν) ∈ [0,∞) is an increasing homeomorphism.

Proof. It is immediate that the map is non-decreasing and right-continuous. Furthermore
it is straightforward that ID(0) = 0. We now argue that the map is left-continuous. Let
ν ∈ (0, ϑ∞) be fixed and consider a sequence (εn)n≥1 of positive real numbers with εn →
0 and φn ≥ 0, φn ∈ C∞

0 (Rd) such that
ffl
D ϑ(φ

2
n) dx > ν − εn with 1

2d

´
Rd |∇φn|2dx →

limε↓0 ID(ν − ε) ≤ ID(ν) < ∞. By Theorem 8.6 of [25] we can extract a subsequence, still

denoted by φn that converges a.e. and in L2
loc(Rd) to a function ϕ ∈ D1,2(Rd). By the

lower semi-continuity of the Dirichlet energy we have 1
2d

´
Rd |∇ϕ|2 dx ≤ limε↓0 ID(ν − ε), and

furthermore by the Lebesgue dominated convergence theorem and the Lipschitz continuity of
ϑ we have

ffl
D ϑ(ϕ

2) dx ≥ ν. It follows that ID(ν) ≤ limε↓0 ID(ν − ε) and the left-continuity
follows.
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We now show that ID(ν) is strictly increasing. Let ν < ν ′ and φ′ a minimizer for ID(ν
′).

Then φ′ is not the null function so that for some a ∈ [0, 1) we have 
D
ϑ((aφ′)2) dx ≥ ν, =⇒ ID(ν) ≤

a2

2d

ˆ
Rd

|∇φ′|2 dx < ID(ν
′). (3.16)

We finish the proof by showing that limν↑ϑ∞ ID(ν) =∞. We start with the case ϑ∞ <∞. As
in the proof of the left-continuity, if limν↑ϑ∞ ID(ν) would be finite we could find a function

ϕ ∈ D1,2(Rd), ϕ ≥ 0 such that
ffl
D ϑ(ϕ

2) dx = ϑ∞. This is impossible since ϑ(φ2) < ϑ∞ a.e. in
D. Finally, if ϑ∞ =∞, the same argument as before, but choosing a sequence νn ↑ ∞, would
allow us to find ϕ ∈ D1,2(Rd), ϕ ≥ 0 such that

ffl
D ϑ(ϕ

2) dx = ∞, this is impossible since it

would imply, owing to the Lipschitz continuity of ϑ, that ϕ /∈ L2(D). □

Our main purpose in the Proposition 3.7 below is to construct a quasi-minimizer supported
on a ball of a large enough radius that is smooth. We start with a lemma that allows us to
restrict the minimization problem to a ball of a large enough radius. In the following, we
denote for an open set U ⊆ Rd by H1

0 (U) the closure of C∞
0 (U) in the standard H1 (Sobolev)

norm, see, e.g., [25, p. 174].

Lemma 3.6. Consider for ν ∈ (0, ϑ∞) and any r > rD
def
= sup{|x| : x ∈ D} the minimization

problem

minimize
ϕ∈H1

0 (Br)

1

2d

ˆ
Br

|∇ϕ|2 dx, subject to

 
D
ϑ(ϕ2) dx ≥ ν, (3.17)

and denote by ID,r(ν) the minimum of the above problem. Then,

ID,r(ν) ↓ ID(ν), as r ↑ ∞. (3.18)

Furthermore, there exists φ ∈ H1
0 (Br), with φ ≥ 0 and

ffl
D ϑ(φ

2) dx = ν, such that ID,r(ν) =
1
2d

´
Rd |∇φ|2 dx, and φ is harmonic on Br \D.

Proof. It is a standard first variation argument that the minimizer φ of (3.17) is harmonic
on Br \ D, that it can be chosen to be non-negative, and that it saturates the constraintffl
D ϑ(φ

2) dx = ν, in view of the Lipschitz continuity of ϑ. Furthermore, it is immediate from
the setting of the problem that ID,r(ν) is decreasing in r > 2rD and that ID,r(ν) ≥ ID(ν)
for all r > 2rD. Note that if φmin is the minimizer for ID(ν), we can consider ψφmin, where
ψ is a smooth cutoff with values in [0, 1] that is supported on Br, it is equal to one on

Br/2, and is such that ∥∇ψ∥∞
def
= sup{|∇ψ(x)| : x ∈ R} ≤ c/r. Note that ψφ ∈ H1

0 (Br),ffl
D ϑ((ψφ)

2) dx = ν and

1

2d

ˆ
Rd

|∇(ψφmin)|2 dx ≤
1

2d

ˆ
Rd

|∇φmin|2 dx+
c

r2

ˆ
Br\Br/2

φ2
min dx. (3.19)

Since φmin is harmonic on Rd \D and vanishing at infinity we have

c

r2

ˆ
Br\Br/2

φ2
min dx ≤ max

|x|=r/2
|φmin(x)|2

c

r2

ˆ r

r/2
s3−d ds→ 0, as r →∞. (3.20)

We deduce from (3.19) and (3.20) that limr→∞ ID,r(ν) ≤ ID(ν) and the proof is complete. □

Proposition 3.7. Fix ν ∈ (0, ϑ∞), recall rD = sup{|x| : x ∈ D}, and consider a fixed
0 < δ < 1 ∧ (rD/2). Then, for all r > 4rD large enough there exists φ : Rd → R such that:

i) φ ∈ C∞(Br), suppφ = Br, and φ > 0 on Br;
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ii) φ is harmonic on Br \Dδ. In particular for all s ∈ [rD + δ, r) and x ∈ Br \Bs

r2−d − |x|2−d

r2−d − s2−d

(
min
|z|=s

φ(z)
)
≤ φ(x) ≤ r2−d − |x|2−d

r2−d − s2−d

(
max
|z|=s

φ(z)
)
; (3.21)

iii) It holds that

ν(1 + δ) ≤
 
D
ϑ(φ2) dx ≤ ν(1 + 2δ), ID(ν + δ) ≤ 1

2d

ˆ
Rd

|∇φ|2 dx ≤ ID(ν + 2δ). (3.22)

Proof. In view of Lemma 3.6, we can take r > 4rD large enough such that ID,r(ν + 3δ/2) <
ID(ν + 2δ) and we let ψ be a minimizer for ID,r(ν + 3δ/2) as in Lemma 3.6. Fix some
ϵ = ϵ(δ) ∈ (0, δ) to be chosen small enough and consider a smooth probability density ρϵ
supported in Bϵ. We define (with ∗ denoting the usual convolution operator):

φϵ =

{
(ψ + ϵhD,r) ∗ ρϵ on BrD+δ,

(ψ + ϵhD,r) otherwise,
(3.23)

where hD,r(x) = Wx[HD < TBr ], with Wx denoting the standard Wiener measure starting

from x ∈ Rd, and HD and TBr standing for the entrance time into D and the exit time from
TBr for Brownian motion, respectively. We need to show that φϵ satisfies i), ii) and iii).

We start with i). The fact that suppφϵ = Br and φϵ > 0 on Br is clear from the definition.
Moreover, φϵ is infinitely often differentiable in BrD+δ by definition, and, since ψ + ϵhD,r is
harmonic in Br \ D, by the mean value property of harmonic functions, we also have that
φϵ ≡ ψ + ϵhD,r on Br \Dδ and thus φϵ ∈ C∞(Br).

The harmonicity of φϵ in Br \Dδ and the maximum principle readily imply ii).
We are now left showing iii). Owing to the fact that ϑ is Lipschitz continuous, we have that

the map ϕ ∈ L2(D) 7→
ffl
D ϑ(ϕ

2) dx ∈ [0,∞) is continuous. Therefore, using that φϵ → ψr in

L2(D) as ϵ→ 0, there exists ϵ small enough such that

ν(1 + δ) ≤
 
D
ϑ(φ2

ϵ ) dx ≤ ν(1 + 2δ). (3.24)

In particular, by construction, 1
2d

´
Rd |∇φϵ|2 dx ≥ ID(ν + δ). We are left noticing that that

lim sup
ϵ→0

1

2d

ˆ
Rd

|∇φϵ|2 dx ≤ ID,r(ν + 3δ/2) < ID(ν + 2δ). (3.25)

Therefore, choosing ϵ small enough we can guarantee that 1
2d

´
Rd |∇φϵ|2 dx ≤ ID(ν +2δ). □

4. The tilted walk and estimates

In this section we introduce a near-optimal strategy to realize the event AN (F ) introduced
in (1.2). To that end, we first introduce a “potential” φN = φ(·/N) that will govern the
behavior of the tilted random walk up to a time SN ≈ ∥φN∥2ℓ2(Zd)

where we let φ be a

near-minimizer of the variational problem appearing on the right-hand side of (1.5). More
precisely, we fix a choice

δ ∈ (0, 1 ∧ (rD/2)) and R ∈ (4rD,∞) ∩ Z, fulfilling the conditions of Proposition 3.7 (4.1)

(i.e. R is an integer choice of the radius r > 4rD appearing in Proposition 3.7). With this,
we make the standing assumption throughout Sections 4, 5 and 6:

φ is a near-minimizer constructed in Proposition 3.7 with δ,R as in (4.1). (4.2)
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All constants appearing throughout this section may implicitly depend on δ,R, and φ. Then
we define for integer N ≥ 1

φN (x)
def
= φ

( x
N

)
, and f(x)

def
=

φN (x)

∥φN∥ℓ2(Zd)

, x ∈ Zd, (4.3)

with UN = (NBR) ∩ Zd as above (2.16) (with the choice R = R). Our goal is now to use the
tilted walk in (2.22) with the choice f as in (4.3). For later use, we will also consider for a
fixed η ∈ (0,R/100) the set

(Uη)
N = (NBR−η) ∩ Zd. (4.4)

This will be convenient, since
c3(η) = min

z∈BR−η

φ(z) > 0, (4.5)

by Proposition 3.7, i). We also set for a given ε ∈ (0, 1)

SN = (1 + ε)∥φN∥2ℓ2(Zd). (4.6)

It is immediate to see that as a consequence of Proposition 3.7, for large enough N , the
function f in (4.3) fulfills the conditions (2.16). Indeed, (2.16), i) follows from the fact that
φ > 0 on BR and φ|Bc

R
= 0, so that φN (x) > 0 if and only if |x| < NR, and (2.16), ii) follows

immediately from the definition (4.3). We also recall the definition of the reversible measure
π in (2.20), in which we fix f as in (4.3).

In the remainder of this section, we derive pivotal controls on φN , f , π, as well as on
properties associated with the tilted walk under this choice of f (and SN ). Roughly speaking,

the near-minimizer φ plays the role of h̃ constructed in [21, Lemma 2.1] (with φN , f , and

π replacing hN = h̃(·/N), f = hN/∥hN∥ℓ2(Zd), in (2.15) and (2.38) of the same reference,

respectively). In the sequel, we will adapt the arguments in [21, Sections 2–4] to our context
(in particular, Propositions 4.4 and 4.10 below). Some of these modifications are straight-
forward, and we explain only significant changes in the proof in order to keep the exposition
concise. However, a major technical obstruction comes from the fact that we need to derive
controls on the tilted walk in essentially all mesoscopic sub-boxes of UN intersecting DN ,
whereas in [21], precise controls on hitting distributions were only needed for certain sub-

sets of UN where the corresponding near-minimizer h̃ of the variational problem attached
to the capacity is constant (and equal to one). In order to deal with this, we also develop
some comparisons between the equilibrium measure for a simple random walk and that of
(an appropriately defined version of) the “tilted walk in a mesoscopic box” in Proposition 4.8
below. Roughly speaking, we will heavily rely on the smoothness and boundedness of the
near-minimizer φ, as well as its harmonicity on BR \Dδ for δ as in (4.1) (which implies good
quantitative controls on its decay, see (3.21)). These allow us on one hand to conclude that
the conductances associated to the discrete skeleton of the tilted (or confined) walk can be
treated as “essentially constant” in mesoscopic boxes of size M ≪ N (with a quantitative
decay rate on their oscillation, see (4.64)). On the other hand, this also allows us to leverage
standard heat-kernel bounds to obtain good controls on exit times, see Lemma 4.6.

We start with this program by subsuming in the next lemma several technical properties
of φN , f , and SN from Lemmas 2.3, 2.10, 2.11 of [21].

Lemma 4.1. Let R be as in (4.1) and consider the fixed near-minimizer φ as in (4.2). For
φN , f , π and SN as in (4.3), (2.20), and (4.6), respectively, we have the following properties
for N large enough:
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i) The function φN fulfills

cN−2 ≤ φN (x) ≤ C for all x ∈ UN ,

φN (x) ≤ cN−1 for all x ∈ ∂intUN ,

φN (x) ≥ cN−1 for all x ∈ ON ,

cNd ≤ ∥φN∥2ℓ2(Zd) ≤ CN
d,

(4.7)

where we define ON as

ON =
(
UN \ (∂intUN ∪BNR/2)

)
∪ {x ∈ ∂intUN : |y| = NR for all y ∼ x, y /∈ UN}.

(4.8)

ii) The measure π ( = f2) fulfills

cN−d−4 ≤ π(x) ≤ CN−d for all x ∈ UN . (4.9)

iii) Define vφ as the function v in (2.18) with f chosen as in (4.3), namely

vφ(x) = −
∆Zdf(x)

f(x)

(
= −∆ZdφN (x)

φN (x)

)
, x ∈ UN . (4.10)

Then the function vφ fulfills

−cN2 ≤ vφ(x) ≤
c′

N2
, x ∈ UN , and

vφ(x) ≥ −
c(η)

N2
, x ∈ (Uη)

N .

(4.11)

iv) The time SN fulfills

cNd ≤ SN ≤ CNd. (4.12)

Proof. We start with i). The upper bound on φN in the first line of (4.7) is immediate by
choosing C = maxz∈BR

φ(z), which is finite by Proposition 3.7, i). The lower bound in the

first line follows as in the proof of claim 1 of [21, Lemma 2.3], using the fact that R is integer,
and employing the lower bound in (3.21) of Proposition 3.7, ii). Analogously, the proof of
the second and third lines of (4.7) follow similarly as in the proof of claims 2 and 3 of [21,
Lemma 2.3]. The last line in (4.7) is again immediate from the definition of φN and the fact
that φ ∈ C∞(BR) and φ > 0 on BR, see Proposition 3.7, i).

Item ii) follows upon using the definition of f in (4.3) and of π in (2.20) and combining
the first and last line of (4.7).

We now turn to iii). The proof of the first line in (4.11) corresponds to that of [21, Lemma
2.11], and we briefly explain the changes in our set-up. The lower bound in the first line
follows directly upon combining the lower and upper bounds of (4.7) and using the fact that
φN ≥ 0, and we now turn to the upper bound. We can use that

φ(x) ≥ min
z∈BR/2

φ(z) = c (> 0), x ∈ BR/2, (4.13)

since φ is smooth and strictly positive on BR by Proposition 3.7, i). Moreover, the function

φ (which replaces h̃ in the proof of [21, Lemma 2.11]) is still C∞(BR), and [17, Lemma 6.37,
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p. 136] also applies to φ. Thus, one can first obtain (using a standard second order Taylor
formula) that

∆ZdφN (x) ≥ 1

N2

(
1

2d
∆φ

( x
N

)
− c

N

)
, x ∈ (UN \ ∂intUN ) ∪ON , (4.14)

The proof can then be concluded in the same way, using the fact that φN (y) = 0 if y /∈ UN

by Proposition 3.7, i), and the first and third lines of (4.7), the fact that ∆φ(x/N) = 0 when
x ∈ ON , by Proposition 3.7, ii), as well as the fact that the outer normal derivative on of

φ, defined by ∂φ
∂n (z) = ∇φ(z) · n(z) with n(z) the outer normal vector of ∂BR at z ∈ ∂BR

and a · b denoting the standard Euclidean scalar product of a, b ∈ Rd, fulfills ∂φ
∂n (z) < −c for

z ∈ ∂BR. The existence of this derivative follows from Proposition 3.7, i), and the claimed
upper bound follows from (3.21) since φ is bounded from above and below by two functions
with constant negative outer normal derivatives on ∂BR (see [21, (2.49)] and the discussion
above it for a similar argument). For the second line of (4.11), it suffices to bound (in the
same way as (4.14))

∆ZdφN (x) ≤ 1

N2

(
1

2d
∆φ

( x
N

)
+

c

N

)
, x ∈ (Uη)

N , (4.15)

and by (4.5), we see that

−∆ZdφN (x)

φN (x)
≥ −

∆φ
(
x
N

)
+ c

N

φ
(
x
N

)
N2

≥ −c(η)
N2

. (4.16)

Finally, we see that iv) follows immediately from the definition (4.6) of SN and the fourth
line of (4.7). □

We will frequently make use of the regeneration time of the confined walk defined by

t⋆ = N2 log2N. (4.17)

In essence, the confined walk on UN at time t⋆ will be distributed according to the reversible
distribution π up to a super-polynomially decaying error term. More precisely, we have the
following.

Lemma 4.2. For t ≥ t⋆, we have

sup
x,y∈UN

|P x[Xt = y]− π(y)| ≤ e−c log2 N . (4.18)

Proof. This follows from Proposition 4.1, ii), upon adapting [21, Proposition 2.12] to our
context. Precisely, we need to show that the spectral gap λ of the confined walk (by which
we mean the smallest strictly positive eigenvalue of −Lf defined in (2.21) with the choice of

f as in (4.3), viewed as a self-adjoint operator on ℓ2(UN , π)) can be bounded below by cN−2.
We can follow the method of canonical paths exactly as in the proof of [21, Proposition 2.12],
where we only need to show that

For x, y ∈ UN , |x| ≤ |y| implies π(x) ≥ cπ(y). (4.19)

To establish (4.19), note that by (3.21), one has

φ(z) ≥ c′φ(w) for z, w ∈ Rd with |z| ≤ |w| ≤ R. (4.20)

Indeed, we can choose the constant c′ as C
min|z|=s φ(z)

max|z|=s φ(z)
for a fixed s ∈ [rD + δ,R). □
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With these preparations, we can state the following upper bound on the relative entropy
of the tilted walk with respect to the simple random walk, which will play a central role in
the proof of the main result of this article in Theorem 6.1.

Proposition 4.3. One has that for all y ∈ Zd that

lim sup
N→∞

1

Nd−2
H(P̃y,N |Py) ≤ (1 + ε)ERd(φ,φ) (4.21)

(note that the right-hand side is well-defined since φ ∈ C∞
0 (Rd) by Proposition 3.7, i)).

Proof. Note that for N large enough, we can guarantee that y ∈ UN (= (NBR) ∩ Zd), which
we assume throughout the remainder of the proof. By the definition (2.28), we obtain for any
y ∈ Zd

H(P̃y,N |Py)
(2.19),(2.22)

= Ẽy,N [logMSN
]

(2.17),(2.23)
= Ey

[ˆ t⋆

0
vφ(Xs)ds

]
+ Ey

[ˆ SN

t⋆

vφ(Xs)

]
+ Ey [log f(XSN

)− log f(X0)] ,

(4.22)

where Ẽy,N and Ey denote the expectations under P̃y,N and P y, respectively, and we recall
that vφ and f are defined in (4.10) and (4.3). We bound the three summands in (4.22) sep-
arately. Importantly, we stress that the main contribution comes from the second summand
and will crucially use that SN = (1+ ε)∥φN∥2ℓ2(Zd)

. By (4.11), we find that for the first term,

Ey

[ˆ t⋆

0
vφ(Xs)ds

]
≤ t⋆ sup

x∈UN

vφ(x) ≤ c log2N. (4.23)

To bound the second term, we use Lemma 4.2 to write∣∣∣∣Ey

[ˆ SN

t⋆

vφ(Xs)ds− (SN − t⋆)
∑
z∈UN

vφ(z)π(z)

]∣∣∣∣
≤ SN · sup

t∈[t⋆,SN ],x,z∈UN

∣∣∣∣P z[Xt = z]−
∑

z′∈UN

vφ(z
′)π(z′)

∣∣∣∣ · max
z∈UN

|vφ(z)|

≤ e−c′ log2 N ,

(4.24)

using also (4.11) and the fact that SN ≤ CNd, see (4.12). The third term on the right-hand
side of (4.22) can be bounded as follows:

Ey [log f(XSN
)]− Ey [log f(X0)] ≤ log max

z∈UN
f(z)− log min

z∈UN
f(z)

≤ c logN,
(4.25)

by Lemma 4.1, ii). We now calculate the contribution coming from the stationary measure.
To that end, note that due to (4.6), we have∑

z∈UN

vφ(z)π(z)
(2.20),(4.10)

= −1 + ε

SN

∑
z∈Zd

φN (z)∆ZdφN (z)

(2.13)
=

1 + ε

SN
EZd(φN , φN ).

(4.26)
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Upon combining (4.23), (4.24) and (4.25), we therefore see that

H(P̃y,N |Py) ≤ c log2N + e−c′ log2 N +
∑
z∈UN

vφ(z)π(z) + c logN

(4.26)

≤ (1 + ε)EZd(φN , φN ) + C log2N,

(4.27)

for large enough N . By a standard Riemann sum argument (recall that φ is smooth and has
compact support, see Proposition 3.7, i)), we find that

lim sup
N→∞

1

Nd−2
EZd(φN , φN ) ≤ 1

d
ERd(φ,φ). (4.28)

The claim then immediately follows from (4.27). □

We now turn to the definition of the quasi-stationary distribution for the confined walk
on UN and state some fundamental estimates relating it to the distribution of the confined
walk conditioned on avoiding a certain set for long enough times. To this end, we first need
to introduce some further notation. We consider

x0 ∈ Dδ
N

def
= (NDδ) ∩ Zd, with δ as in (4.1). (4.29)

We then introduce real numbers rj , 1 ≤ j ≤ 5, with

rj ∈ (0, 14), for 1 ≤ j ≤ 5, rj−1 < rj , for 2 ≤ j ≤ 5,

r1 · (d− 2) + r5 < 1, and

r1 <
d− 2

d− 1
r2,

(4.30)

as well as the concentric boxes given by

Aj = B(x0, ⌊N rj⌋), for 1 ≤ j ≤ 5, A6 = B
(
x0,
⌊

δ̃
100N

⌋)
, (4.31)

for some sufficiently small δ̃ > 0 guaranteeing that A6 ⊆ (Uη)
N for all N ≥ 1. The expo-

nents (rj)1≤j≤5 and the parameter δ̃ will be fixed throughout this article, and we suppress
dependence of constants on these quantities in the notation. We define the semigroup of the
confined walk (P x)x∈UN killed upon entering A2 by setting

H
UN\A2

t g(x) = Ex

[
g(Xt)1{HA2

>t}
]
, t ≥ 0, g : UN → R, (4.32)

and let LUN\A2 stand for its generator. For a function g : UN \A2 → R, one has

LUN\A2g(x) = Lf g̃(x), x ∈ UN \A2, (4.33)

where g̃ denotes the the extension by 0 in A2 of the function g, i.e.

g̃(x) = g(x)1Ac
2
(x), x ∈ UN , (4.34)

and Lf is defined in (2.21) (with f as in (4.3)). We also set πU
N\A2 = π|UN\A2

, the restriction

of the measure π to UN \A2. Both H
UN\A2

t , t ≥ 0, and LUN\A2 are self-adjoint operators on

ℓ2(UN \A2, π
UN\A2), and one has

H
UN\A2

t = exp
(
tLUN\A2

)
, t ≥ 0. (4.35)
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Moreover, since UN \A2 is connected, by the Perron-Frobenius theorem, we can associate to

the smallest eigenvalue λ
UN\A2

1 of the positive definite operator −LUN\A2 an eigenfunction
f1 : UN \ A2 → [0,∞) (i.e. with non-negative values). We then define, with 1 denoting the
function that is constant and equal to one in every point and δy = 1{y},

σ(y) =
⟨f1, δy⟩ℓ2(UN\A2,πUN\A2 )

⟨f1,1⟩ℓ2(UN\A2,πUN\A2 )

(
=

f1(y)π(y)∑
z∈UN\A2

f1(z)π(z)

)
, y ∈ UN \A2, (4.36)

which we call the quasi-stationary distribution of (P x)x∈UN\A2
on UN \A2.

The following is an adaptation of [21, Proposition 4.5] to our framework, and relates the
quasi-stationary distribution of the confined walk quantitatively to its distribution at time t⋆
(see (4.17)) starting from x ∈ UN \ A2, conditioned on the event that it has not entered A2

before this time.

Proposition 4.4. For N large enough, we have that

sup
x,y∈UN\A2

∣∣P x[Xt⋆ = y|HA2 > t⋆]− σ(y)
∣∣ ≤ exp

(
− c log2N

)
. (4.37)

The proof is given in the Appendix A.

We will now derive important comparisons between the simple random walk and a random
walk among non-constant conductances, which may be thought of as a version of the con-
ductances a confined walk sees within A5, extended to the entire lattice by periodicity. This
will allow us to effectively compare the local behavior of the confined walk (on a mesoscopic
scale N r5 ≪ N) with that of a simple random walk. To this end, we introduce some further
notation. Let (µx,y)x,y∈Zd,x∼y be symmetric weights on the edges on Zd, d ≥ 3 (denoted by

Ed), with

λ ≤ µx,y = µy,x ≤ Λ, for some 0 < λ < Λ <∞. (4.38)

For a given measure ν : Zd → (c, C), we let Pµ;ν
x denote the law of the (variable speed)

continuous-time random walk on (Zd,Ed, µ) with speed measure ν, i.e. the continuous-time
Markov process starting at x with generator

Lµ;νg(x) =
∑
z∼x

µx,y
νx

(
g(z)− g(x)), (4.39)

for functions g : Zd → R. Under Pµ;ν
x , the Markov chain (Xt)t≥0 corresponds to a random

walk starting in x with jump probabilities given by
µy,z

My
, where

My =
∑
z:z∼y

µy,z, y ∈ Zd, (4.40)

which waits at a point z ∈ Zd for an exponential time with mean νz/Mz (see [5, Remark 5.7,
p. 137–138] for more details on this). We also define the corresponding heat kernel by

qµ;νt (x, y) =
Pµ;ν
t [Xt = y]

νy
, t ≥ 0, x, y ∈ Zd, (4.41)

as well as the Green function by

gµ;ν(x, y) = Eµ;ν

[ˆ ∞

0
1{Xt=y}dt

]
· 1
νy

=

ˆ ∞

0
qµ;νt (x, y)dt. (4.42)
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For x0 ∈ Dδ
N , and φN as in (4.3), we consider the (2⌊N r5⌋+ 3)-periodic extension

φper
N (x) = φN (x), x ∈ B(x0, ⌊N r5⌋+ 1), extended periodically to Zd (4.43)

(i.e. φN is specified on all points y ∈ Zd with d∞(y,A5) ≤ 1). With this, we can consider the
specific choice of weights

µx,y =
1

2d
φper
N (x)φper

N (y), for x ∼ y, x, y ∈ Zd, (4.44)

and the speed measure
νx = (φper

N )2(x), x ∈ Zd (4.45)

(we suppress the additional dependence of µx,y on φ, N , and x0). Note that for any x0 as
in (4.29), the conductances (4.44) fulfill (4.38) with constants λ,Λ not depending on N , upon
using (4.5) and the first line of (4.7). Moreover, the speed measure ν in (4.45) is bounded
uniformly from above and below by constants that do not depend on N . Importantly, we
have that

the laws of (Xt∧TAj
)t≥0, 1 ≤ j ≤ 5, under P x and under Pµ;ν

x with x ∈ A5 coincide, (4.46)

which follows immediately by verifying that the value of the generator Lµ;νg coincides with
Lfg for functions g : UN → R that vanish outside of A5. Since we primarily work with

the choice (4.45), we use Pµ
x (resp. qµt (x, y), g

µ(x, y)) as a shorthand notation for Pµ;ν
x

(resp. qµ;νt (x, y), gµ;ν(x, y)) for any x, y ∈ Zd, t ≥ 0.

Remark 4.5. Let us briefly comment on our choices of the conductances (4.44) and the speed
measure (4.45). An alternative choice would be to set

µ(f)x,y =
1

2d
fper(x)fper(y) for x ∼ y, x, y ∈ Zd,

ν(f)x = (fper)2(x), for x ∈ Zd,
(4.47)

with f(x) = φN (x)/∥φN∥ℓ2(Zd) in (4.3) specified for x ∈ B(x0, 2⌊N r5⌋+1) and fper its periodic

extension to Zd (similarly as in (4.43)). Inserting these choices into the definition (4.39) yields
the same generator as we obtain by using (4.44) and (4.45). However, this choice is slightly

less convenient, since both (µ
(f)
x,y)x,y and ν(f) have non-trivial scaling as N increases (see

Proposition 4.1).

With the choices as in (4.44) and (4.45) above, we can introduce several potential-theoretic

quantities attached to the laws (Pµ
x )x∈Zd , which can be seen as analogues to the quantities

introduced for the simple random walk in Section 2, and we refer to [5, Chapter 7] for more
details on this. We introduce for ∅ ̸= K ⊂⊂ Zd the tilted equilibrium measure of K,

eK(x) = Pµ
x [H̃K =∞]φper

N (x)

(
1

2d

∑
y:y∼x

φper
N (y)

)
1K(x), x ∈ Zd. (4.48)

Its total mass
Cap(K) =

∑
x∈K

eK(x), (4.49)

is called the tilted capacity of K. We also define the normalized tilted equilibrium measure
of K as

ẽK(x) =
eK(x)

Cap(K)
, x ∈ Zd. (4.50)
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These definitions are in analogy to (2.3), (2.4), and (2.5), using the conductances (4.44) and
we will derive controls that allow us to compare these “tilted” quantities (up to polynomially
decaying error terms) to the respective ones for the simple random walk. To facilitate this, we
need a result concerning deviations of the time TA2 , which brings into play standard Gaussian
heat kernel estimates. We use the abbreviation

E =
{
TA2 ≤ N2α

}
, N ≥ 1. (4.51)

We now establish that the event E is exponentially unlikely both for the simple random walk
as well as for the walk with conductances µ and speed measure ν, both started in x ∈ A1.

Lemma 4.6. Let α ∈ (r2, 1). Then, for every N ≥ 1,

sup
x∈A1

Pµ
x [E

c] ≤ C4 exp
(
− C5N

c6
)
,

sup
x∈A1

Px[E
c] ≤ C ′

4 exp
(
− C ′

5N
c′6
)
.

(4.52)

(with constants depending on α).

Before proving Lemma 4.6, we establish that the continuous-time random walk defined by

(Pµ
x )x∈Zd fulfills standard Gaussian heat kernel estimates.

Lemma 4.7. For large enough N , one has

c ≤ ν(x) ≤ C, x ∈ Zd, (4.53)

as well as

c

td/2
e−c′ |x−y|2

t ≤ qµt (x, y) ≤
C

td/2
e−C′ |x−y|2

t , t ≥ 1 ∨ c̃|x− y|, x, y ∈ Zd, (4.54)

with constants that may depend on φ but do not depend on N .

Proof. The first claim (4.53) is immediate by the definition (4.45), (4.5), and (4.7). We now
turn to the proof of (4.54). By [5, Theorem 6.28], the discrete heat kernel associated with
conductances satisfying (4.38) admits standard Gaussian heat-kernel bounds. Note that the
conductances µx,y are indeed uniformly elliptic in the sense of (4.38) due to (4.5) and (4.7)
with constants λ,Λ not depending on N . With the choice (4.44), the corresponding measure
M coincides with

Mx
def
=

1

2d
φper
N (x)

∑
y:y∼x

φper
N (y), x ∈ Zd, (4.55)

where φper
N is defined in (4.43). Note that for all x ∈ Zd,∣∣∣∣ Mx

(φper
N )2(x)

− 1

∣∣∣∣ =
∣∣∣∣∣

1
2d

∑
y:y∼x φ

per
N (y)− φper

N (x)

φper
N (x)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ CN r5−1. (4.56)

Now, (Xt)t≥0 under Pµ
x corresponds to a continuous-time random walk with variable jump

rates given by (νx/Mx)x∈Zd (see also the discussion below (4.39)), which are bounded above
and below by (4.56). We can conclude that (4.54) holds from the discrete heat kernel bounds,
by using standard bounds on large deviations of Poisson processes with rates bounded above
and below (see, e.g., [5, Section 5]). □

We will now prove Lemma 4.6.
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Proof of Lemma 4.6. Set A(z,K) = B(z, 2K) \ B(z,K) for z ∈ Zd and K ≥ 1. We consider
a set-up of a general heat kernel qµ;νt (·, ·) and a speed measure ν ≥ c such that

qµ;νt (x, y) ≥ c

td/2
e−c′ |x−y|2

t , t ≥ 1 ∨ c̃|x− y|, x, y ∈ Zd. (4.57)

Using the lower bound in (4.57), we see that for any x ∈ A2, we have

Pµ;ν
x [XN2r2 ∈ A(x0, 20N

r2)] ≥ |A(x0, 20N
r2)| · inf

y∈A(x0,20Nr2 )
qµ;ν
N2r2

(x, y)ν(y)

≥ c (> 0),
(4.58)

Now note that

{TA2 > N2α} ⊆
⌊N2(α−r2)⌋⋂

j=1

{XjN2r2 /∈ A(x0, 20N
r2), X(j−1)N2r2 ∈ A2}. (4.59)

Using the simple Markov property repeatedly at times jN2r2 , j = 1, ..., ⌊N2(α−r2)⌋ − 1, we
obtain that

Pµ;ν
x [TA2 > N2α]

(4.58)

≤ (1− c)⌊N2(α−r2)⌋, x ∈ A2. (4.60)

The first line of the claim (4.52) follows from the above by choosing the conductances µ as
in (4.44), the speed measure ν as in (4.45), and using Lemma 4.7. To prove the claim in the
second line of (4.52), note that Px with x ∈ A2, corresponds to the simple random walk with
conductances µx,y = 1

2d for every x ∼ y, x, y ∼ Zd, and νx =Mx = 1 for x ∈ Zd, which fulfills
the lower bound (4.57) again by [5, Theorem 6.28]. □

The following estimates will be pivotal in dealing with the aforementioned issue that we
need to compare the tilted walk which induces non-constant conductances everywhere with
the simple random walk.

Proposition 4.8. For large enough N , we have

sup
x∈∂intA1

∣∣∣∣∣Pµ
x [H̃A1 =∞]

eA1(x)
− 1

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ c

N c′
, (4.61)

as well as

|φ2
N (x0)Cap(A1)− Cap(A1)| ≤

c

N c′
. (4.62)

Proof. We first prove (4.62). To that end, note that we can also write

Cap(A1) = inf

{
1

2

∑
x∼y

µx,y

(
g(x)− g(y)

)2
: g ∈ C0(Zd), g(x) = 1 for x ∈ A1

}
, (4.63)

in analogy to (2.15), see, e.g., [5, Proposition 7.9]. By the definition of µx,y in (4.44), we see

that for every x, y ∈ Zd, x ∼ y, we have

φ2
N (x0)

2d

(
1− c

N1−r5

)
≤ µx,y ≤

φ2
N (x0)

2d

(
1 +

C

N1−r5

)
, (4.64)

using the smoothness of φ (see Proposition 3.7, i)). We also have the a-priori bounds for N
large enough,

cN r1(d−2) ≤ Cap(A1) ≤ CN r1(d−2), c′N r1(d−2) ≤ Cap(A1) ≤ C ′N r1(d−2), (4.65)
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which follow from (2.6) and the bounds in (4.64). The claim (4.62) then follows by combining
these bounds with (2.15), (4.63), (4.64), and using the second line of (4.30).

Let us now turn to the proof of (4.61), which is more involved. As a first step, we derive
a comparison between the laws P x and Px for x ∈ A1 conditioned on the event E, defined
in (4.51), which is typical under both measures by Lemma 4.6 (and (4.46)). We derive a
bound on the quotient between P x[A|E] and Px[A|E] for any A ⊆ Γ(UN ) measurable that
only depends on X·∧TA2

. We claim that for large enough N and any such A,

sup
x∈A1

∣∣∣∣P x[A|E]
Px[A|E]

− 1

∣∣∣∣ ≤ c7(α)

N1−r2
. (4.66)

(where we define the quotient on the left-hand side as 1 if Px[A|E] = P x[A|E] = 0). Indeed,
we observe that for x ∈ A1 and measurable A ⊆ Γ(UN ) as above,

P x[A ∩ E] = Ex[1A∩E]
(2.17)
= Ex

[
1A1E ·

φN (XTA2
)

φN (x)
exp

(ˆ TA2

0
vφ(Xs)ds

)]
, (4.67)

where vφ(y) = −
∆ZdφN (y)

φN (y) (recall (2.18)). On the event E, by definition TA2 ≤ N2α. Moreover,

since |XTA2
− x| ≤ cN r2 , Px-a.s. for x ∈ A1 we obtain using the smoothness of φ (see

Proposition 3.7, i)) that, Px-a.s.,∣∣∣∣φN (XTA2
)

φN (x)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ 1 +
c

N1−r2
, x ∈ A1. (4.68)

Using (4.52) and (4.67), it follows that the quotient of conditional probabilities can be bounded
above as follows

P x[A|E]
Px[A|E]

≤
(
1 +

c

N1−r2

)
exp

(
c̃

N2(1−α)

)(
1 + C exp

(
− C ′N c6∧c′6

))
, (4.69)

where we also used that vφ(y) ≤ cN−2 for every y ∈ UN , see (4.11) of Lemma 4.1, iii).
Similarly, we obtain a lower bound

P x[A|E]
Px[A|E]

≥
(
1− c

N1−r2

)
exp

(
c̃

N2(1−α)

)(
1− C exp

(
− C ′N c6∧c′6

))
, (4.70)

where we used that vφ(y) ≥ −c′N−2, for every y ∈ (Uη)
N , see again (4.11) of Lemma 4.1,

iii). Combining (4.69) and (4.70), we find that (4.66) holds. Next, we show that returning
to A1 from the boundary ∂A2 is unlikely for both the simple random walk and the random
walk with conductances µ.

To that end will use that for large enough N ,

Px[HA1 <∞]
(2.9)
=

∑
y∈A1

g(x, y)eA1(y)

(2.10)

≤ c

N r2(d−2)
Cap(A1)

(4.65)

≤ cN (d−2)(r1−r2), x ∈ ∂A2.

(4.71)

Moreover, we also have

Pµ
x [HA1 <∞] = Pµ;M

x [HA1 <∞] =
∑
y∈A1

gµ;M (x, y)eA1(y), x ∈ ∂A2, (4.72)



25

(recall the definition of M in (4.55)) in analogy to (2.9), see, e.g., [5, Corollary 7.4], using

also in the first line the fact that the random walk under Pµ
x is a (random) time-change of

the random walk under Pµ;M
x , see the discussion below (4.40). Moreover, the Green function

gµ;M is defined in (4.42), and we also have an upper bound

gµ;M (x, y) ≤ C

(|x− y| ∨ 1)d−2
, x, y ∈ Zd (4.73)

(see, e.g., [5, Theorem 4.26]). Thus, by inserting (4.73) in (4.72) and using (4.65), one can
conclude similarly as for (4.71) that

Pµ
x [HA1 <∞] ≤ cN (d−2)(r1−r2), x ∈ ∂A2. (4.74)

We now have the required preparations to prove (4.61). Let x ∈ ∂intA1, then∣∣∣∣∣Pµ
x [H̃A1 =∞]

eA1(x)
− 1

∣∣∣∣∣ = |Pµ
x [H̃A1 =∞]− Px[H̃A1 =∞]|

Px[H̃A1 =∞]

≤ |P
µ
x [H̃A1 > TA2 ]− Px[H̃A1 > TA2 ]|

Px[H̃A1 =∞]

+
supz∈∂A2

Pµ
z [H̃A1 <∞] + supz∈∂A2

Pz[H̃A1 <∞]

Px[H̃A1 =∞]

(2.7),(4.71),(4.74)

≤ |Pµ
x [H̃A1 > TA2 ]− Px[H̃A1 > TA2 ]|

Px[H̃A1 =∞]

+
cN (d−2)(r1−r2)

N−r1

(4.30)

≤ |Pµ
x [H̃A1 > TA2 ]− Px[H̃A1 > TA2 ]|

Px[H̃A1 =∞]
+

c

N c′
,

(4.75)

using also the strong Markov property at time TA2 (< ∞, Px-a.s. and Pµ
x -a.s. due to tran-

sience) in the first bound. We now turn to the remaining term in the last line of (4.75)
and note that the events under the probability only depend on X·∧TA2

. We can therefore for

x ∈ ∂intA1 (recall (4.46)) use

|Pµ
x [H̃A1 > TA2 ]− Px[H̃A1 > TA2 ]|

Px[H̃A1 =∞]

≤ |P
µ
x [H̃A1 > TA2 |E] · P

µ
x [E]− Px[H̃A1 > TA2 |E] · Px[E]|

Px[H̃A1 =∞]
+
Pµ
x [Ec] + Px[E

c]

Px[H̃A1 =∞]

≤ |P
µ
x [H̃A1 > TA2 |E]− Px[H̃A1 > TA2 |E]|

Px[H̃A1 =∞]
+ 2

Pµ
x [Ec] + Px[E

c]

Px[H̃A1 =∞]

(2.7),(4.52)

≤ |Pµ
x [H̃A1 > TA2 |E]− Px[H̃A1 > TA2 |E]|

Px[H̃A1 =∞]
+
Ce−cNc′

N−r1

(2.7),(4.66)

≤ c · c7(α)
N1−r2 ·N−r1

+ CN−r1e−cNc′
,

(4.76)
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where we used in the second step that Px[H̃A1 > TA2 |E]·Px[E] = Px[H̃A1 > TA2 |E]−Px[H̃A1 >
TA2 |E] · Px[E

c], with the second term being bounded above by Px[E
c] in absolute value (and

the same argument applies to Pµ
x in place of Px). By (4.30), we have r1+r2 <

1
2 , and therefore

the claim follows by combining the terms on the right-hand side of (4.75) and (4.76). □

One can combine the two statements in Proposition 4.8 to obtain a control on the normal-
ized equilibrium measures.

Corollary 4.9. For large enough N , we have

sup
x∈∂intA1

∣∣∣∣∣ ẽA1(x)

ẽA1(x)
− 1

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ C

N c
. (4.77)

Proof. We take x ∈ ∂intA1. We recall the definition (4.55) of Mx, x ∈ Zd, and note that
by (4.64), we have

sup
x∈Zd

∣∣Mx − φ2
N (x0)

∣∣ ≤ C

N1−r5
. (4.78)

Thus, for large enough N ,∣∣∣∣∣ ẽA1(x)

ẽA1(x)
− 1

∣∣∣∣∣ (4.48)=
1

Cap(A1)

∣∣∣∣∣MxP
µ
x [H̃A1 =∞]

eA1(x)
· Cap(A1)− Cap(A1)

∣∣∣∣∣
≤ MxCap(A1)

Cap(A1)
·

∣∣∣∣∣Pµ
x [H̃A1 =∞]

eA1(x)
− 1

∣∣∣∣∣
+

1

Cap(A1)
·
∣∣MxCap(A1)− Cap(A1)

∣∣
(4.65),(4.78)

≤ C ·

∣∣∣∣∣Pµ
x [H̃A1 =∞]

eA1(x)
− 1

∣∣∣∣∣+ C

N1−r5

+
1

Cap(A1)
·
∣∣φ2

N (x0)Cap(A1)− Cap(A1)
∣∣ (4.61),(4.62),(4.65)≤ C

N c
,

(4.79)

which concludes the proof. □

We will now show a uniform comparison between the hitting distribution of A1 from the
quasi-stationary distribution σ on UN \ A2 and ẽA1 , the normalized equilibrium measure of
the simple random walk. The statement is that of [21, Proposition 4.7], which itself is roughly
an adaptation of [38, Lemma 3.10] to the case of the confined walk. However, special care is
needed in our case since the confined walk attached to the minimizer φN does not necessarily
admit areas in which the conductances are constant.

Proposition 4.10. For large N , we have

sup
x∈∂intA1

∣∣∣∣∣P σ[XHA1
= x]

ẽA1(x)
− 1

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ 1

N c
. (4.80)

Proof. It suffices to show that

sup
x∈∂intA1

∣∣∣∣∣P σ[XHA1
= x]

ẽA1(x)
− 1

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ 1

N c
. (4.81)
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Indeed, suppose that (4.81) holds and let x ∈ A1. Then, for N large enough,∣∣∣∣∣P σ[XHA1
= x]

ẽA1(x)
− 1

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
∣∣∣∣∣P σ[XHA1

= x]

ẽA1(x)
− 1

∣∣∣∣∣+ P σ[XHA1
= x]

ẽA1(x)
·

∣∣∣∣∣ ẽA1(x)

ẽA1(x)
− 1

∣∣∣∣∣
(4.77),(4.81)

≤ 1

N c
+

(
1 +

1

N c

)
· C
N c′

,

(4.82)

and the claim follows.

We are left with proving (4.81). To this end, we first establish that for N large enough,
x ∈ UN \A2, and the stopping time

V = inf{t ≥ t⋆ : X[t−t⋆,t] ∩A2 = ∅}, (4.83)

we have the bound ∣∣∣∣∣ P x[V < H̃A1 ]∑
y∈∂intA1

P y[V < H̃A1 ]̃eA1(x)
− 1

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ 1

N c
, (4.84)

which follows in the same way as [21, (4.56)]. Indeed, one first uses (A.1) in place of (3.11)
and (A.2) in place of (3.12) of the same reference, giving the bounds(

1− 1

N c

)
eA1(y)

My

≤ P y[V < H̃A1 ] ≤
(
1 +

1

N c′

)
eA1(y)

My

, y ∈ ∂intA1. (4.85)

Using the smoothness of φ (see Proposition 3.7, i)) to replace Mx by My uniformly for

x, y ∈ ∂intA1 up to an error bounded by N−c′′ , and then summing over y ∈ ∂intA1 yields the
comparison, for large enough N ,

Cap(A1) ∈

(1− 1

N c

)
Mx

∑
y∈∂intA1

P y[V < H̃A1 ],

(
1 +

1

N c′

)
Mx

∑
y∈∂intA1

P y[V < H̃A1 ]

 ,
(4.86)

and the claim (4.84) follows upon using the definition of the normalized equilibrium mea-
sure (4.50) and combining (4.85) and (4.86).

To conclude the proof of (4.81), it now suffices to prove that for every x ∈ ∂intA1 and N
large enough ∣∣∣∣∣∣P x[V < H̃A1 ]− P σ[XHA1

= x]
∑

y∈∂intA1

P y[V < H̃A1 ]

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ C

N1−r1
. (4.87)

We admit (4.87) for the time being and explain how the proof proceeds given this. First note
that upon combining (2.7), (4.61), and (4.86), we obtain for every x ∈ ∂intA1 and N large
enough (and using also that c ≤Mx ≤ C by the definition (4.55), (4.5), and (4.7)),

∑
y∈∂intA1

P y[V < H̃A1 ]̃eA1(x)
(4.86)

≥ C eA1(x)(
1 + 1

Nc

) (4.61)

≥ C ′
(
1− 1

N c′

)
eA1(x)

(2.7)

≥ C ′′

N r1
. (4.88)
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One can therefore divide, for large enough N , the inequality (4.87) by
∑

y∈∂intA1
P y[V <

H̃A1 ]̃eA1(x) and infer that∣∣∣∣∣ P x[V < H̃A1 ]∑
y∈∂intA1

P y[V < H̃A1 ]̃eA1(x)
−
P σ[XHA1

= x]

ẽA1(x)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ C

N1−2r1

(4.30)

≤ C

N c′
,

(4.89)

and combining this with (4.84) establishes (4.81) and therefore the main statement.

To show (4.87), we will argue as in [21, Appendix], but some care is required due to the
fact that π is not constant on ∂intA1. Crucially, we have that∑

y∈∂intA1\{x}

π(y)

π(x)
P x[V < H̃A1 , XH̃A1

= y] =
∑

y∈∂intA1\{x}

P y[V < H̃A1 , XH̃A1
= x], (4.90)

for all y ∈ ∂intA1, replacing [21, (A.2)] (in our context, we have the extra factor π(y)
π(x) appearing,

which was equal to 1 in [21, Appendix]). However, upon using the smoothness of φ again, we
see that for large enough N ,

sup
x,y∈∂intA1

∣∣∣∣π(y)π(x)
− 1

∣∣∣∣ ≤ c

N1−r1
, (4.91)

and therefore∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

y∈∂intA1\{x}

π(y)

π(x)
P x[V < H̃A1 , XH̃A1

= y]−
∑

y∈∂intA1\{x}

P x[V < H̃A1 , XH̃A1
= y]

∣∣∣∣∣∣
(4.91)

≤ c

N1−r1
.

(4.92)

We can then directly follow [21, (A.4) – (A.8)], using (4.37) to obtain for every x′, y′ ∈ ∂intA1

that ∣∣∣P x′ [V < H̃A1 , XH̃A1
= y′]− P x′ [V < H̃A1 ]P σ[XH̃A1

= y′]
∣∣∣ ≤ e−c log2 N . (4.93)

We therefore obtain (recall that |A1| ≤ cN r1d) for large enough N∣∣∣∣∣∣P x[V < H̃A1 ]P σ[XH̃A1
̸= x]−

∑
y∈∂intA1\{x}

P y[V < H̃A1 ]P σ[XH̃A1
= x]

∣∣∣∣∣∣
(4.93)

≤

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

y∈∂intA1\{x}

P x[V < H̃A1 , XH̃A1
= y]−

∑
y∈∂intA1\{x}

P y[V < H̃A1 , XH̃A1
= x]

∣∣∣∣∣∣
+ e−c′ log2 N

(4.90),(4.92)

≤ c

N1−r1
.

(4.94)

The claim (4.87) then follows by adding and subtracting the term P x[V < H̃A1 ]P σ[XH̃A1
= x]

under the absolute value on the right-hand side of (4.94). □
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5. Coupling of the occupation times of excursions

The purpose of this section is to introduce a pivotal series of (local) couplings for the occu-
pation times of the tilted walk with the occupation times of a random number of independent
simple random walk excursions in certain mesoscopic boxes. This series of couplings will

be instrumental in Section 6 to demonstrate that under the tilted measure P̃y,N , y ∈ Zd,
the probability of the event AN (F ) tends to one, as N tends to infinity. Similar couplings
for the trace of the tilted walk with the traces of random interlacements have been devised
in [21], adapting a previous coupling for the trace of the simple random walk on the torus
with random interlacements of a similar type in [38]. For our purposes, we need to adapt the
framework of [21] further, in particular by coupling the occupation time field instead of the
trace of the tilted walk.

Throughout this section, we work again with a fixed near-minimizer φ as in (4.2) and fixed
δ,R as in (4.1), and all constants may depend implicitly on these choices. We also recall the
definitions of the boxes Aj , 1 ≤ j ≤ 6 in (4.31). To start with, we define successive entrance

times into the box A1 centered at x0 ∈ Dδ
N (see (4.29)), which are separated by intervals in

which the tilted walk spends a substantial time outside A2. Specifically, recall the definition
of the regeneration time in (4.17) and the stopping time V in (4.83). These are now used to
define the aforementioned successive entrance times Rk and stopping times Vk as follows:

R1 = HA1 , V1 = R1 + V ◦ ϑR1 ,

Rj = Vj−1 +HA1 ◦ ϑVj−1 , Vj = Rj + V ◦ ϑRj , for j ≥ 2.
(5.1)

The values of the (tilted) walk within the time intervals [Rj , Vj) will be called “long excur-
sions”.

A2

V1V2

Figure 1. An illustration the first two (long) excursions of the tilted walk in
and out of A1.

We define the quantity
J =

⌊
(1 + ε

2)φ
2
N (x0)Cap(A1)

⌋
, (5.2)

where ε is defined in (4.6) and φN is defined as in (4.3). We remark that by (4.62), the value
φ2
N (x0)Cap(A1) is close to Cap(A1) for N large. The number J will be used to control the
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number of (long) excursions to A1 that the tilted walk typically performs before time SN .
This is the content of the following statement.

Proposition 5.1. For large enough N , and y ∈ UN , one has

P y[RJ ≥ SN ] ≤ exp(−N c). (5.3)

Proof. We follow the proof in [21, Appendix] (see also the proof of [38, Lemma 4.3]). Observe
that P y-a.s.

{RJ ≥ SN} ⊆
{
HA1 +HA1 ◦ ϑV1 + . . .+HA1 ◦ ϑVJ−1

≥
(
1− ε

100

)
SN

}
∪
{
V ◦ ϑR1 + . . .+ V ◦ ϑRJ−1

≥ ε

100
SN

}
.

(5.4)

We want to give now an upper bound on the respective probabilities. We start defining the
quantity

tN = sup
y∈UN

Ey[HA1 ], (5.5)

i.e. the maximum of the expected time to enter A1 starting from any y ∈ UN . By means of
a repeated use of the strong Markov property and the exponential Chebyshev inequality (at
times V1, . . . , VJ−1 and R1, . . . , RJ−1) we have for any ϑ > 0

P y[RJ ≥ SN ] ≤ P y

[
HA1 +HA1 ◦ ϑV1 + . . .+HA1 ◦ ϑVJ−1

≥
(
1− ε

100

)
SN

]
+ P y

[
V ◦ ϑR1 + . . .+ V ◦ ϑRJ−1

≥ ε

100
SN

]
≤ exp

(
− ϑ

(
1− ε

100

SN
tN

))(
sup
z∈UN

Ez

[
exp

(
ϑ
HA1

tN

)])J
+ exp

(
− ε

100

SN
tN

)(
sup
z∈A1

Ez

[
exp

( V
tN

)])J
.

(5.6)

The first term will be handled by means of Khas’minskii’s inequality, which implies that for
any B ⊆ UN

sup
z∈UN

Ez

[
Hn

B

]
≤ n! sup

z∈UN

Ez[HB]
n, n ≥ 1. (5.7)

This implies that for ϑ ∈ (0, 12), one has

sup
z∈UN

Ez

[
exp

(
ϑ
HA1

tN

)]
≤

∞∑
j=0

ϑj

j!tjN
sup
z∈UN

Ez

[
Hj

A1

] (5.7)

≤
∞∑
j=0

ϑj =
1

1− ϑ
. (5.8)

We now bound the second term on the right-hand side of (5.6). Proceeding as in [21, (A.16)–
(A.17)] or [38, (4.17)] and the display above, we have for N large enough

sup
z∈A2

Ez

[
exp

( V
tN

)]
≤ sup

z∈A2

Ez

[
e

TA3
+t⋆

tN

](
1 + sup

z∈UN\A3

P z[HA2 ≤ t⋆] sup
z∈A2

Ez

[
e

V
tN

])
(A.1)

≤ sup
z∈A2

Ez

[
e

TA3
+t⋆

tN

](
1 +

1

N c
sup
z∈A2

Ez

[
e

V
tN

])
.

(5.9)
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We then have, for N large enough,

1

tN
≤ 1

Eπ[HA1 ]

(A.15)

≤ 1

Nd−(d−2)r1
. (5.10)

Also, for every x ∈ A3,

Ex[TA3 ]
(4.46)
= Eµ

x [TA3 ] ≤ cN2r3 , (5.11)

which follows from [5, Lemmas 5.20, 5.22], since we have the Gaussian heat kernel bounds
from Lemma 4.6. Therefore, we find for N large enough,

supx∈A3
Ex[TA3 ]

tN
≤ c

Nd−2r3+(d−2)r1
≤ 1

N c′
, (5.12)

and another application of Khas’minskii’s inequality (5.7) gives

sup
x∈A2

Ex

[
exp

(
TA3

tN

)]
≤ 1

1−N−c′
. (5.13)

Proceeding as in [21, (A.21)–(A.23)] or [38, (4.19)] then gives (since t⋆
tN
≤ cN−c′) that, for N

large enough,

sup
x∈A2

Ex

[
exp

(
V

tN

)]
≤ exp

(
1

N c

)
. (5.14)

Inserting (5.8) and (5.14) into (5.6) and bounding (1− ϑ)−1 ≤ eϑ+2ϑ2
for ϑ ∈ (0, 12), we find

that

P y[RJ ≥ SN ] ≤ exp

(
−ϑ
(
1− ε

100

) SN
tN

+ (ϑ+ 2ϑ2)J

)
+ exp

(
− ε

100

SN
tN

+
J

N c

)
(5.15)

By using (A.17) of Lemma A.2, we see that for N large enough,

Ex[HA1 ]

Eπ[HA1 ]

(A.16)
= 1− fA1(x) ≤ 1 +

1

N c
≤ 1

1− ε/100
, x ∈ UN . (5.16)

It follows that, for large enough N ,

SN
tN
≥
(
1− ε

100

) SN

Eπ[HA1 ]

(A.14)

≥
(
1− ε

50

)
(1 + ε)φ2

N (x0)Cap(A1). (5.17)

One can then choose ϑ sufficiently small to ensure that for large enough N

−ϑ
(
1− ε

100

) SN
tN

+ (ϑ+ 2ϑ2)J ≤ −N c (5.18)

(recalling the definition of J in (5.2)). It also holds that, for large enough N

− ε

100

SN
tN

+
J

N
≤ −N c′ , (5.19)

and inserting (5.18) and (5.19) into (5.15) shows the claim. □

We now start with the construction of the first coupling. Roughly speaking, we will demon-
strate that the field of occupation times corresponding to the first J − 1 long excursions of
the tilted walk in A2 dominates (with overwhelming probability) a field of occupation times
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created by J − 1 independent long excursions, each one started from the quasi-stationary
distribution σ. We let

Lj
x =

ˆ Vj

Rj

1{Xt=x}dt, j ≥ 1, x ∈ A2, (5.20)

stand for the occupation times obtained by considering the excursions X[Rj ,Vj) ∩ A2 of the

trajectory of a random walk (Xt)t≥0 in A2. The statement of the following result is similar
to [21, Proposition 5.2], itself based on an argument in [38, Lemma 4.2], however for our
purposes a coupling of the local times is necessary, whereas in [21], a coupling of the traces
was sufficient.

Proposition 5.2. For large N , and y ∈ UN , there exists a probability space (O1,F1, Q1) on

which we can define two random fields (Kx)x∈A2 and (K̃x)x∈A2 with values in [0,∞)A2, such

that (Kx)x∈A2 has the same law as
(∑J

j=2 L
j
x

)
x∈A2

under P y, and (K̃x)x∈A2 has the same

law as
(∑J

j=2 L̃
j
x

)
x∈A2

, where for j ≥ 2, the fields (L̃j
x)x∈A2 are distributed as i.i.d. copies of(ˆ V1

R1

1{Yt=x}dt

)
x∈A2

, (5.21)

with Y having the same law as X under P σ, such that

Q1

[
(Kx)x∈A2 ̸= (K̃x)x∈A2

]
≤ exp

(
−c log2N

)
. (5.22)

Proof. Let z ∈ UN \ A2. By (2.30) and Proposition 4.4, there exists a coupling pz of two
random variables Γ and Σ such that under pz, Γ and Σ have the laws of Xt∗ under P z[ · |HA2 >
t∗] and σ on UN \A2, respectively, and

max
z∈UN\A2

pz[Γ ̸= Σ] ≤ exp
(
−c log2N

)
. (5.23)

We then introduce the index M of the last step of a path in A2 before time V , which is given
by

M = sup

{
n ≥ 0 :

n−1∑
ℓ=0

ζℓ ≤ V and Zn ∈ A2

}
(5.24)

(see above (2.1) for the definitions of ζℓ and Zn). For the long excursions of the path, we
define the subsequent indices of the corresponding “last steps” of the j-th long excursion in
A2 as

Mj =M ◦ ϑRj + nj , where

nj−1∑
ℓ=0

ζℓ = Rj , j ≥ 1. (5.25)

We choose x+1 ∈ ∂A2 with the law P y[ZM1+1 = ·]. For j ≥ 1, once x+j is chosen, we choose

points xj+1 and x̃j+1 in UN \A2 according to the joint law of (Γ,Σ) under px+
j
, i.e. according

to px+
j
[Γ = ·,Σ = ·]. The proof now differs from that of [21, Proposition 5.2]. If xj+1 and

x̃j+1 coincide (which is typical due to (5.23)), we choose Jj+1 = J̃j+1 ∈ [0,∞)A2 as well

as x+j+1 = x̃+j+1 ∈ ∂A2 according to P xj+1 [(L
1
x)x∈A2 ∈ ·, ZM1+1 = ·] (this is a probability

measure on the space [0,∞)A2 × ∂A2, equipped with the σ-algebra B([0,∞))⊗A2 ⊗ P(∂A2)).
Otherwise, namely if xj+1 and x̃j+1 differ (which is the atypical case, and can be interpreted as
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the coupling failing at step j+1), we choose (Jj+1, x
+
j+1) and (J̃j+1, x̃

+
j+1) independently from

each other, and according to the laws P xi+1 [(L
1
x)x∈A2 ∈ ·, ZM1+1 = ·] and P x̃i+1

[(L1
x)x∈A2 ∈

·, ZM1+1 = ·], respectively. Formally, we can write Q1 as in the proof of [38, Lemma 4.2]
(setting x = (x2, x

+
2 , . . . , xJ , x

+
J ) and x̃ = (x̃2, x̃

+
2 , . . . , x̃J , x̃

+
J ) ∈ ((UN \ A2) × ∂A2)

J−1),

defining further two ((UN \A2)× ∂A2)
J−1-valued random variables X and X̃ as

Q1

[
Jj ∈ Uj , J̃j ∈ Ũj , for 2 ≤ j ≤ J,X = x, X̃ = x̃

]
=

∑
x+
1 ∈∂A2

P y[ZM1+1 = x+1 ]
J−1∏
j=1

(
px+

j
[Γ = xj+1,Σ = x̃j+1]

×
(
1{xj+1=x̃j+1}P xj+1

[
(L1

x)x∈A2 ∈ Uj+1, ZM1+1 = x+j+1

]
1{x+

j+1=x̃+
j+1,Jj+1=J̃j+1}

+ 1{xj+1 ̸=x̃j+1}P xj+1

[
(L1

x)x∈A2 ∈ Uj+1, ZM1+1 = x+j+1

]
× P x̃j+1

[
(L1

x)x∈A2 ∈ Ũj+1, ZM1+1 = x̃+j+1

] ))
,

(5.26)

for any U2 × Ũ2 × . . .×UJ × ŨJ ∈ (B([0,∞))⊗A2)⊗2(J−1). The fields (Kx)x∈A2 and (K̃x)x∈A2

are then defined as

Kx =

J∑
j=2

(Jj)x, K̃x =

J∑
j=2

(J̃j)x, x ∈ A2. (5.27)

One can then check inductively (similarly as in the proof of [38, Lemma 4.2]) that Q1 defines

a coupling as required such that (Kx)x∈A2 and (K̃x)x∈A2 have the required laws, and that the
probability that the coupling does not succeed can be bounded above as

Q1

[
(Kx)x∈A2 ̸= (K̃x)x∈A2

]
≤ (J − 1) max

x∈UN\A2

px[Γ ̸= Σ]

(2.6),(4.7),(5.2)

≤ cNd−2e−c log2 N ≤ e−c′ log2 N ,

(5.28)

giving us the claim. □

As a next crucial step, to continue with the series of couplings, we aim at replacing the
trajectories of (independent) excursions of tilted walks started from σ by (independent) ex-
cursions of simple random walk trajectories started from ẽA1 . It will be convenient to only
consider the part of any given excursion before the first exit time of A2 subsequent to the
entrance into A1. To this end, we define

W = HA1 + TA2 ◦ ϑHA1
, (5.29)

namely the first exit time of the walk from the box A2 after entering A1, as well as

κ1 = the law of the stopped process X(HA1
+ · )∧W under P σ (5.30)

on the space Γ(UN ), that is the aforementioned law of an “(short) excursion of the tilted
walk” started from σ (and recorded after the first entrance time into A1), and

κ2 = the law of the stopped process X · ∧TA2
under PẽA1

, (5.31)
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on the space Γ(UN ), which is the law of a “(short) excursion of the simple random walk”
started from ẽA1 (recall (2.5)). Instead of directly comparing κ1 and κ2, we will devise below
a domination in terms a modified version of κ2 that assigns zero mass to excursions leaving
A2 only after an excessive time. We define the measures on Γ(UN )

κ̃j = κj [ · |E], j ∈ {1, 2},
κ2 = κ2[ · ∩ E]

(5.32)

(recall the definition of the event E in (4.51)). Note that κ2 is not a probability measure. The
next proposition shows that κ1 almost dominates κ2, and will make crucial use of Lemma 4.6.

Proposition 5.3. For large enough N , one has

κ1 ≥
(
1− 1

N c

)
κ2. (5.33)

Proof. Let α ∈ (r2, 1). We consider the following auxiliary measures on the space of trajec-
tories Γ(UN )

γ = the law of the stopped process X · ∧TA2
under P ẽA1

,

γ̃ = γ[ · |E].
(5.34)

Importantly, the trajectories under γ have the same starting distribution ẽA1 as under κ2 but
a different generator corresponding to the confined walk. By Lemma 4.6, we have for any
measurable A ⊆ Γ(UN ) depending on X·∧TA2

,

γ[A] = γ̃[A] · γ[E]

= γ̃[A]

1−
∑

x∈∂intA1

ẽA1(x)P x[E
c]


(4.52)

≥ γ̃[A]
(
1− C4 exp

(
− C5N

c6
))

.

(5.35)

We will now compare the measures γ̃ and κ̃2. To that end, note that

γ̃[A] =
∑
x∈A1

ẽA1(x)P x[A|E]
(4.66)

≥
∑
x∈A1

ẽA1(x)

(
1− c7(α)

N1−r2

)
Px[A|E]

=

(
1− c7(α)

N1−r2

)
κ̃2[A].

(5.36)

We can directly compare the measures γ and κ1, as we now explain. Indeed, by the strong
Markov property applied at time HA1 , we have that

dκ1
dγ

= Φ(X0), where Φ(x) =
P σ[XHA1

= x]

ẽA1(x)
1∂intA1(x). (5.37)

By Proposition 4.10, we find that, for large N ,

d(κ1 − γ)
dγ

= Φ(X0)− 1 ≥ − 1

N c
. (5.38)
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We therefore have that for A ⊆ Γ(UN ) measurable depending on X·∧TA2
, that for large N ,

κ1[A] ≥
(
1− 1

N c

)
γ[A]

(5.35)

≥
(
1− 1

N c

)(
1− C4 exp

(
− C5N

c6
))

γ̃[A]

(5.36)

≥
(
1− 1

N c′

)
κ̃2[A],

(5.39)

for some appropriate c′ > 0. Finally, note that

κ̃2[A] =
κ2[A ∩ E]

κ2[E]

κ2[E]≤1

≥ κ2[A ∩ E] = κ2[A],

and the claim follows. □

We will now use the results of Propositions 5.2 and 5.3 to produce further couplings to
ultimately (in Theorem 5.5) compare the occupation-time field in A2 of the confined walk with
the one produced by a Poisson point process of simple random walk trajectories started from

ẽA1 . To that end, consider an auxiliary probability space (Õ, F̃, Q̃), on which two independent
Poisson point processes η1, η2 with values in Γ(UN ) are defined such that

the intensity measure of η1 is given by (1 + ε
3)φ

2
N (x0)Cap(A1)κ1,

the intensity measure of η2 is given by (1 + ε
4)φ

2
N (x0)Cap(A1)κ2

(5.40)

(see (5.30) and (5.31) for the definitions of κ1 and κ2, respectively). We define the random
fields (L

ηj
x )x∈A2 , j ∈ {1, 2}, as

L
ηj
x = the total time spent in x by trajectories in ηj , j ∈ {1, 2}. (5.41)

In the next proposition, we provide a Poissonization of “shortened versions” the J − 1 inde-
pendent trajectories obtained from the previous Proposition 5.2.

Proposition 5.4. For large N , there exists a probability space (O2,F2, Q2) on which we can
define two random fields (K ′

x)x∈A2 and (K ′′
x)x∈A2, with values in [0,∞)A2, such that (K ′

x)x∈A2

has the same law as as
(∑J

j=2 L
j
x

)
x∈A2

, where for j ≥ 2, the fields (L
j
x)x∈A2 are distributed

as i.i.d. copies of (ˆ W

HA1

1{Yt=x}dt

)
x∈A2

, (5.42)

with Y having the same law as X under P σ, and (K ′′
x)x∈A2 has the same law as (Lη1

x )x∈A2

in (5.41) under Q̃, and

Q2

[
(K ′

x)x∈A2 ≥ (K ′′
x)x∈A2

]
≥ 1− e−Nc

. (5.43)

Proof. Let ξ ∼ Poisson((1+ ε
3)φ

2
N (x0)Cap(A1)) and let (X̂(j))j∈N be a sequence of i.i.d. con-

fined walks with the same law as X under P σ, independent of ξ. We set

L̂j
x = the total time spent in x by X̂

(j)
[HA1

,W ), j ≥ 2. (5.44)

We then define

K ′
x =

J∑
j=2

L̂j
x, K ′′

x =

ξ+1∑
j=2

L̂j
x, x ∈ A2, (5.45)
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which clearly have the respective required laws. By a standard estimate on concentration of
Poisson random variables, we see that

Q2

[
(K ′

x)x∈A2 ≥ (K ′′
x)x∈A2

]
≥ Q2[J ≥ ξ + 1] ≥ 1− e−Nc

, (5.46)

and the claim follows. □

In the following theorem, we will develop the pivotal last coupling needed, which compares
the occupation time fields (Lη1

x )x∈A2 and (Lη2
x )x∈A2 , where we make use of Proposition 5.3.

Theorem 5.5. For large N , there exists a probability space (O3,F3, Q3) on which we can

define two random fields (Mx)x∈A2 and (M̃x)x∈A2 with values in [0,∞)A2 such that (Mx)x∈A2

has the same law as the field (Lη1
x )x∈A2 under Q̃ and (M̃x)x∈A2 has the same law as (Lη2

x )x∈A2

under Q̃, such that

Q3

[
(Mx)x∈A2 ≥ (M̃x)x∈A2

]
≥ 1− e−Nc

. (5.47)

Proof. We consider for N large enough a probability space (O3,F3, Q3) on which we can define
three independent Poisson point processes θ, α, and β on Γ(UN ) such that

the intensity measure of θ is given by (1 + ε
4)φ

2
N (x0)Cap(A1)κ2,

the intensity measure of α is given by φ2
N (x0)Cap(A1)((1 +

ε
3)κ1 − (1 + ε

4)κ2),

the intensity measure of β is given by (1 + ε
4)φ

2
N (x0)Cap(A1)(κ2 − κ2).

(5.48)

Here, for N large enough, Proposition 5.3 guarantees that the signed measure (1 + ε
3)κ1 −

(1 + ε
4)κ2 and hence also the intensity measure of α is non-negative (the measure κ2 − κ2 is

non-negative by definition, see (5.32)). Denoting for x ∈ A2,

Lθ
x = the total time spent in x by trajectories in θ,

Lα
x = the total time spent in x by trajectories in α,

Lβ
x = the total time spent in x by trajectories in β,

(5.49)

we observe that the field (Mx)x∈A2 with Mx
def
= Lθ

x + Lα
x under Q3 has the same law as

(Lη1
x )x∈A2 under Q̃, whereas the field (M̃x)x∈A2 with M̃x

def
= Lθ

x + Lβ
x under Q3 has the same

law as (Lη2
x )x∈A2 under Q̃, as required.

Furthermore, note that we have (analogously to the calculation in (5.35))

PẽA1
[Ec]

(4.52)

≤ C ′
4 exp

(
− C ′

5N
c′6
)
. (5.50)

Therefore, we obtain

Q3

[
(Mx)x∈A2 ≥ (M̃x)x∈A2

]
≥ Q3[L

β
x = 0 for x ∈ A1] ≥ Q3[β(Γ(U

N )) = 0]

= e−(1+ε/4)φ2
N (x0)Cap(A1)(κ2[Γ(UN )]−κ2[Γ(UN )])

= e
−(1+ε/4)φ2

N (x0)Cap(A1)PẽA1
[Ec] ≥ 1− e−Nc

,

(5.51)

using also (2.6), the fact that φN (x0) is bounded above, see (4.7), and e−x ≥ 1 − x for
x ≥ 0. □
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Remark 5.6. The results in this section can be interpreted as follows: Given a function φ
fulfilling the properties i) and ii) in Proposition 3.7, in any mesoscopic box A1 = B(x0,M),
where x0 ∈ Dδ

N and M = ⌊N r1⌋ (with r1 as in (4.30)) the occupation time field of the tilted

random walk dominates (up to an error term of size at most exp(−c log2N)) the occupation
times generated by a Poisson point process of trajectories with intensity measure roughly
φ2(x0/N)Cap(A1)ẽB(x0,M), and which are stopped at the first exit time of A2. One can
show (see Proposition 6.3 below, which adapts [35, Proposition 2.2, Lemma 2.3], see also [6,
Proposition 5.4, Section 9]) that these dominate the occupation times of continuous-time
random interlacements at a locally constant level, roughly equal to φ2(x0/N). Importantly,
this coupling is uniform over all mesoscopic boxes centered at such x0.

6. Lower bound

In this section, we state and prove in Theorem 6.1 below our main result concerning the
asymptotic lower bound on the probability of the event AN (F ), see (1.2). As pivotal steps, we
will utilize the coupling results in Section 5, as well as the calculation of the relative entropy in
Proposition 4.3. We also need a (Poisson) concentration result (see Proposition 6.3), showing
that for a carefully chosen Poisson point process of simple random walk trajectories on a
mesoscopic scale, a downward deviation from its expectation is unlikely.

We recall the definition of the function ϑ(·) from (3.2) as well as that of the energy ID(·)
of the minimizer from (3.11), and now state the main result of the present article.

Theorem 6.1. Suppose that the local function F fulfills (3.1) and fix a set D as above (1.1).
Then, for every y ∈ Zd and every ν ∈ (0, ϑ∞), where ϑ∞ = limu→∞ ϑ(u), one has

lim inf
N→∞

1

Nd−2
logPy[AN (F )] ≥ −ID(ν)(

= − inf

{
1

2d

ˆ
Rd

|∇ϕ|2 dx : ϕ ∈ C∞
0 (Rd) ,

 
D
ϑ(ϕ2) dx > ν

})
.

(6.1)

Remark 6.2. If in addition to (3.1), the function F is bounded (which implies in particular
that ϑ∞ < ∞), one has a matching asymptotic upper bound to (6.1) from [35, Corollary
5.11], which is in fact obtained by a similar result for random interlacements in the “singular
limit u→ 0”. Thus, we obtain that for bounded F fulfilling (3.1), for every y ∈ Zd and every
ν ∈ (0, ϑ∞), one has

lim
N→∞

1

Nd−2
logPy[AN (F )] = −ID(ν)(

= − inf

{
1

2d

ˆ
Rd

|∇ϕ|2 dx : ϕ ∈ C∞
0 (Rd) ,

 
D
ϑ(ϕ2) dx > ν

})
.

(6.2)

Before starting the proof of Theorem 6.1, we state the following proposition which is a
simpler case of [35, Proposition 2.2]. We give the proof in the Appendix for the reader’s
convenience.

Proposition 6.3. Let B = B(z,N) and U = B(z,Nγ), for z ∈ Zd and γ > 1. Let η be a
Poisson point process defined on some probability space (O,F, Q) with values in Γ(Zd) and
with intensity measure given by a(1 + ∆)Cap(B)κ, where a,∆ > 0, and κ denotes the law of
the stopped process X·∧TU

under PẽB . Assume that F satisfies assumptions (3.1). Then for
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all N large enough,

Q
[ 1

|B|
∑
x∈B

F ((Lη
x+y)y∈B(0,r)) ≤ ϑ(a)

]
≤ C exp(−N c(a ∧ 1/a)), where

Lη
x = the total time spent in x by trajectories in η.

(6.3)

Proof of Theorem 6.1. Let us fix δ > 0, R > 0 as in (4.1) and consider φ ∈ C∞
0 (Rd) as

constructed in Proposition 3.7. We recall the tilted measure P̃y,N for N large enough (such

that y ∈ UN ), defined in (2.22) where we choose f as in (4.3). An application of the entropy
lower bound (2.29), yields

logPy[AN (F )] ≥ log P̃y,N [AN (F )]− 1

P̃y,N [AN (F )]

{
H(P̃y,N |Py) +

1

e

}
. (6.4)

We now claim that

lim
N→∞

P̃y,N [AN (F )] = 1. (6.5)

We admit (6.5) for the time being and explain how the proof of (6.1) is then concluded. By
Proposition 4.3, we have that

lim sup
N→∞

1

Nd−2
H(P̃y,N |Py) ≤ (1 + ε)ERd(φ,φ)

Proposition 3.7 iii), (3.22)

≤ (1 + ε)ID(ν + 2δ). (6.6)

Upon dividing (6.4) by Nd−2 and applying (6.6) and (6.5), we readily find that

lim inf
N→∞

1

Nd−2
logPy[AN (F )] ≥ −(1 + ε)ID(ν + 2δ). (6.7)

Theorem 6.1 now follows by letting δ ↓ 0, ε ↓ 0, and by using the continuity of the rate
function ID(·) established in Proposition 3.5.

We are left with proving (6.5). To that end, we introduce an intermediate scaleM = ⌊N r1⌋
with r1 ∈ (0, 14) as in (4.30) and consider M -boxes

Bx
def
= B(x,M)(= x+ [−M,M ]d ∩ Zd), with centers x ∈ (2M + 1)Zd. (6.8)

For an M -box B, we denote by xB the unique point in (2M + 1)Zd such that B = BxB .
Importantly, by taking N large enough, a box B intersecting DN can be identified with the
box A1 with center x0 = xB (see (4.31)), where we can assume that xB ∈ Dδ

N as well as

A6 ⊆ Dδ
N (see (4.29)). In view of the the smoothness of φ (see Proposition 3.7), the Lipschitz

continuity of ϑ (see Lemma 3.1), (3.22), and recalling the notation φN (·) = φ(·/N), it follows
from a Riemann sum approximation argument that for any N large enough

ν(1 + δ) ≤
 
D
ϑ(φ2) dx ≤ (1 + δ)1/2

∑
B:B∩DN ̸=∅

|B|
|DN |

ϑ(φN (xB)
2), (6.9)
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where the sum is over all boxes M -boxes B intersecting DN . Therefore, for all N sufficiently
large{ 1

|DN |
∑

x∈DN

F
(
(Lx+y)y∈B(0,r)

)
≤ ν

}
⊆
{ 1

|DN |
∑

x∈DN

F
(
(Lx+y)y∈B(0,r)

)
≤ (1 + δ)−1

 
D
ϑ(φ2) dx

}
⊆
{ ∑

x∈DN

F
(
(Lx+y)y∈B(0,r)

)
≤ (1 + δ)−1/2

∑
B:B∩DN ̸=∅

|B|ϑ(φN (xB)
2)
}

⊆
⋃

B:B∩DN ̸=∅

{ 1

|B|
∑
x∈B

F
(
(Lx+y)y∈B(0,r)

)
≤ ϑ(φN (xB)

2)

(1 + δ)1/2

}
.

(6.10)

As a consequence, with a union bound, we obtain the following estimate for N large enough

P̃y,N [AN (F )c]

≤ CNd(1−r1) sup
B:B∩DN ̸=∅

P̃y,N

[
1

|B|
∑
x∈B

F
(
(Lx+y)y∈B(0,r)

)
≤ ϑ(φN (xB)

2)

(1 + δ)1/2

]
.

(6.11)

We will now estimate the probabilities on the right hand side of (6.11) uniformly on the M -
boxes B such that B ∩DN ̸= ∅. To that end we fix an arbitrary such box A1 = B centered

at x0 = xB. We then choose η ∈ (0,R/100) and δ̃ sufficiently small to guarantee that for N

large enough, Dδ ⊆ BR−η and A6 ⊆ Dδ
N hold, and all results of Section 5 can be applied with

constants that are uniform in xB. Moreover, we will repeatedly use that for N large enough
(since A2 = B(x0, ⌊N r2⌋) with r2 > r1, see (4.30) and r is constant),

x ∈ A1, y ∈ B(0, r) implies x+ y ∈ A2. (6.12)

We now see that (recalling again that B = A1), for large enough N ,

P̃y,N

[
1

|A1|
∑
x∈A1

F
(
(Lx+y)y∈B(0,r)

)
≤ ϑ(φN (x0)

2)

(1 + δ)1/2

]
(2.23)

≤ P y

[
1

|A1|
∑
x∈A1

F
((ˆ SN

R2

1{Xt=x+y}dt
)
y∈B(0,r)

)
≤ ϑ(φN (x0)

2)

(1 + δ)1/2

]
,

(6.13)

where we used that F is increasing. By writing P J
2 =

⊗J
j=2 P σ the law of J − 1 independent

copies of P σ, we now see that (using again that F is increasing)

P y

[
1

|A1|
∑
x∈A1

F
((ˆ SN

R2

1{Xt=x+y}dt
)
y∈B(0,r)

)
≤ ϑ(φN (x0)

2)

(1 + δ)1/2

]
(5.3),(5.22)

≤ P J
2

[
1

|A1|
∑
x∈A1

F
(( J∑

j=2

L̃j
x+y

)
y∈B(0,r)

)
≤ ϑ(φN (x0)

2)

(1 + δ)1/2

]
+ e−c log2 N ,

(6.14)
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where the independent fields (L̃j
x)x∈A2 are defined in Proposition 5.2. Finally, we see upon

using Proposition 5.4 and Theorem 5.5 (and the fact that F is increasing) that

P J
2

[
1

|A1|
∑
x∈A1

F
(( J∑

j=2

L̃j
x+y

)
y∈B(0,r)

)
≤ ϑ(φN (x0)

2)

(1 + δ)1/2

]
V1≥W
≤ Q′

[
1

|A1|
∑
x∈A1

F
(( J∑

j=2

L
j
x+y

)
y∈B(0,r)

)
≤ ϑ(φN (x0)

2)

(1 + δ)1/2

]
+ e−Nc

,

(5.43),(5.47)

≤ Q̃

[
1

|A1|
∑
x∈A1

F
((
Lη2
x+y

)
y∈B(0,r)

)
≤ ϑ(φN (x0)

2)

(1 + δ)1/2

]
+ e−Nc

,

(6.15)

where the i.i.d. fields (L
j
x)x∈A2 are defined in Proposition 5.4 (on some auxiliary probability

space (O′,F′, Q′)), and (Lη2
x )x∈A2 is defined above (5.40). By Proposition 6.3 (with z = x0,

B = A1, U = A2, γ = r2/r1 > 1) the probability in the last display is bounded above by

e−Nc′
. Combining this with (6.13), (6.14), and (6.15), insertion into (6.11) shows that

P̃y,N [AN (F )c] ≤ CNd(1−r1)(e−Nc
+ e−c′ log2 N ), (6.16)

which implies (6.5) and therefore finishes the proof. □

To conclude, we give some applications of our main result.

Remark 6.4. 1) As one pertinent example that our result applies to, one can consider the
case F = F2 in (1.3), namely the (bounded) function F2(ℓ) = 1{ℓ0>0}. With this choice, (6.2)

yields that for every y ∈ Zd and ν ∈ (0, 1),

lim
N→∞

1

Nd−2
logPy

[
|DN ∩ {Xt : t ≥ 0}| > ν|DN |

]
= −min

{
1

2d

ˆ
Rd

|∇ϕ|2 dx : ϕ ∈ D1,2(Rd) ,

 
D
(1− e−ϕ2/g(0,0)) dx = ν

}
,

(6.17)

and the minimizer φmin in the second line of (6.17) can be chosen to be non-negative, see
Remark 3.2. Remarkably, the strategy used to obtain the lower bound in (6.17) involving
the tilted walk suggests that in order to cover a macroscopic fraction of a box D = [−1, 1]d,
the random walk tends to create on mesoscopic scales M ≪ N an occupation-time profile
roughly coinciding with that of random interlacements at a locally constant level (given by
φ2
min(·/N)), and therefore the occupation-time profile is potentially positive also (far) away

from DN .

2) Largely motivated by the study of downwards moderate deviations for the volume of the
Wiener sausage in [7] (see also its adaptation to the case of the random walk in [27]), similar
questions concerning the deviant behavior of the range of random walks as studied in the
present article have appeared, see [1, 2, 3, 4, 16]. It is plausible that the lower bounds derived
in this work might give insight into the “folding behavior” exhibited by the (discrete-time)
simple random walk up to a finite time horizon, see, e.g., Theorem 1.4 and Proposition 5.1
in [2]. In a similar direction, it is also natural to study fine properties of the minimizer on
the right-hand side of (6.17), in particular its uniqueness (we refer to [16] for a uniqueness
property concerning the aforementioned moderate deviations for the volume of the range
of the simple random walk up to a finite time horizon). In our context, insight into the
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uniqueness roughly would address whether there are different “near-optimal” strategies to
enforce the covering event under the probability on the left-hand side of (6.17).

3) We now explain a different application of our main result relating to the question of the
excessive presence of points in a box that are disconnected from the boundary of an enclosing
box, a problem that was addressed for random interlacements in [35, 33, 36]. To that end,
define for u ≥ 0 the function

ϑ0(u) = P[0
Vu

↚→ ∞], (6.18)

where the event under the probability refers to the absence of arbitrarily long nearest-neighbor

paths of pairwise distinct vertices starting in 0 that remain in the vacant set Vu def
= Zd \ Iu

of random interlacements. The function ϑ0 is known to be non-decreasing, left-continuous,
and identically equal to 1 on (u∗,∞), where u∗ is the critical level for the phase transition
of Vu, and in fact continuous away from u∗ (with a possible but not expected jump at u∗),
see [37]. We also denote by ϑ0 the right-continuous modification of ϑ0, and let for N ≥ 1
(with S(y, r) = {x ∈ Zd : |x− y|∞ = r} for r ≥ 0),

CN = the connected component in S(0, N) in S(0, N) ∪ (Zd \ {Xt : t ≥ 0}) (6.19)

(note that S(0, N) ⊆ CN by definition). As we now explain, the results obtained in the present
work imply that for ν ∈ (0, 1),

lim inf
N→∞

1

Nd−2
logP[|B(0, N) \ CN | ≥ ν|B(0, N)|] ≥

− inf

{
1

2d

ˆ
Rd

|∇ϕ|2 dx : ϕ ∈ C∞
0 (Rd) ,

 
D
ϑ0(ϕ

2) dx > ν

}
.

(6.20)

Indeed, one can for r ≥ 1 consider the case F = F3 in (1.3), for which ϑr(u) = P[0
Vu

↚→ S(0, r)]
(with hopefully obvious notation) depends analytically on u (see, e.g., [35, (2.8)]), and denote

Dr = {x ∈ Zd : every path between x and S(x, r) visits {Xt : t ≥ 0}}, (6.21)

i.e. the sites disconnected by the range of the simple random walk within sup-distance r. With
these definitions, one can then use (6.1) (with the choice F = F3 as mentioned previously) to
find that for every ν ∈ (0, 1),

lim inf
N→∞

1

Nd−2
logPy[|Dr ∩DN | > ν|DN |] ≥ −K0,r(ν)

def
= − inf

{
1

2d

ˆ
Rd

|∇ϕ|2 dx : ϕ ∈ C∞
0 (Rd) ,

 
D
ϑr(ϕ

2) dx > ν

}
.

(6.22)

One can then repeat the steps in [35, Remark 6.6, 2)] in combination with [34, Theorem 2]
to obtain (6.20). The lower bound so obtained matches the upper bound in [36, Corollary
5.3] upon combination with the recently obtained sharpness of the phase transition for the
vacant set of random interlacements, in the series of works [13, 14, 15], (see in particular [15,
(1.21)]), see also [36, Remark 5.4].

Acknowledgements. Parts of this project were carried out within the framework of an
Oberwolfach Research Fellowship in October 2022 (OWRF, proposal number R2212). The
authors would like to thank the institute for its support and hospitality. While this work was
written, A. C. was associated to INdAM (Istituto Nazionale di Alta Matematica “Francesco
Severi”) and GNAMPA.



42 ALBERTO CHIARINI AND MAXIMILIAN NITZSCHNER

Appendix A. Proofs of Propositions 4.4 and 6.3

In this appendix, we provide proofs for technical results used throughout the article. No-
tably, we provide the main steps of the proof of Proposition 4.4, as well as some technical
lemmas used both in its proof as well as in the proof of Propositions 4.8 and 5.1. We also
prove Proposition 6.3 that was used in Section 6.

We consider a fixed near-minimizer φ as in (4.2) and fixed δ,R as in (4.1), and all constants
may depend implicitly on these choices. Moreover, we also use the definitions of the boxes
Aj , 1 ≤ j ≤ 6 as in (4.31). We first collect some hitting time estimates for the confined walk

(P x)x∈UN , where throughout the Appendix, we let f be given as in (4.3) and let Pµ
x , x ∈ Zd

stand for the measure governing the random walk with conductances given by µ in (4.44) and
speed measure (4.45).

Lemma A.1. For large N , one has

P x[HA1 < t⋆] ≤
1

N c
, x ∈ UN \A2,

P x[HA2 < t⋆] ≤
1

N c′
, x ∈ UN \A3.

(A.1)

Moreover, uniformly for x ∈ ∂intA1, we have

eA1(x)

Mx

≤ Pµ
x [TA3 < H̃A1 ] ≤ Pµ

x [TA2 < H̃A1 ] ≤
eA1(x)

Mx

(
1 +

1

N c′′

)
. (A.2)

Proof. The statement of the lemma is the same as that of [21, Lemma 3.3], but with eA1/M
in place of eA1 for (A.2). We first establish (A.1). We aim at following the steps of the

proof in [21, (3.13)–(3.25)]. To this end, we will consider a slight modification of Pµ
x which is

tailor-made to allow to study the confined walk “up to time TA6”. We let

φA6
N (x) = φN (x) x ∈ B(x0, ⌊ δ̃

100N⌋+ 1), extended periodically to Zd, (A.3)

and set

µ̂x,y =
1

2d
φA6
N (x)φA6

N (y), for x ∼ y, x, y ∈ Zd. (A.4)

We also define the speed measure

ν̂x = (φA6
N )2(x), x ∈ Zd. (A.5)

With this, one can consider the random walk P µ̂;ν̂
x using the generator Lµ̂;ν̂ , see (4.39) and

below it. We abbreviate P̂x = P µ̂;ν̂
x for x ∈ Zd. To start with, note that the conductances (A.4)

fulfill, for large enough N ,

c(δ̃)φ2
N (x0) ≤ µ̂x,y ≤ C(δ̃)φ2

N (x0), (A.6)

and the speed measure is bounded from above and below, ν̂ ∈ [c(δ̃), C(δ̃)]. It follows that we
have the Gaussian heat kernel bounds

c

td/2
e−

c′|x−y|2
t ≤ qµ̂t (x, y) ≤

C

td/2
e−

C′|x−y|2
t , t ≥ 1 ∨ c̃|x− y|, x, y ∈ Zd (A.7)

(with constants depending on δ̃ and φ), which follows in the same way as Lemma 4.7.

As in [21, (3.13)–(3.25)], to show (A.1) we only need to establish that, for large enough N ,

sup
x∈∂A2

P̂x[HA1 < TA6 ] ≤
1

N c
, (A.8)
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as well as, for large enough N ,

sup
x∈∂A2

P̂x[TA6 ≤ N2/ logN ] ≤ 1

N c
. (A.9)

We first show (A.8), which can be seen by decomposing

P̂x[HA1 < TA6 ] = P̂x[HA1 <∞]− Êx

[
P̂XTA6

[HA1 <∞]
]
, (A.10)

where we used the strong Markov property at time TA6 (<∞, P̂x-a.s.). Since d∞(A1, ∂A6) ≥
cN and d∞(x,A1) > cN r2 for large enough N , we can apply a modification of (4.72) and
the arguments below it to show the required polynomial decay. We now argue for (A.9). Let
x ∈ ∂A2, then by [5, Lemma 5.22, Lemma 5.21 and proof], we have in view of the Gaussian
heat kernel bounds (A.7)

P̂x[TA6 ≤ N2/ logN ] ≤ C exp

−c(1− δ̃

100

)2
N2

(N2/ logN)

 ≤ 1

N c
, (A.11)

for N large enough, which yields the claim.

We now turn to the proof of (A.2), where the only non-trivial part of the statement is the
last inequality. To this end, we adapt the arguments below [38, (3.25)] to the framework of
the random walk among conductances µ. We first recall (4.74), so for large enough N also

Pµ
y [HA1 =∞] ≥ c(> 0) when y ∈ ∂A2. We then see that

Pµ
x [TA2 < H̃A1 , H̃A1 <∞]

(4.74)

≤ N−cPµ
x [TA2 < H̃A1 ]

≤ N−cPµ
x [TA2 < H̃A1 ] inf

y∈∂A2

Pµ
y [HA1 =∞]

c

≤ N−cP
µ
x [H̃A1 =∞]

c
=

1

cN c

eA1(x)

Mx

, x ∈ ∂intA1.

(A.12)

Therefore, we easily conclude that for N large enough,

Pµ
x [TA2 < H̃A1 ] = Pµ

x [H̃A1 =∞] + Pµ
x [TA2 < H̃A1 <∞]

≤
(
1 +

1

N c′′

)
eA1(x)

Mx

, x ∈ ∂intA1,
(A.13)

giving us the required bounds. □

We state some further hitting time estimates that involve the stationary distribution π
(see (2.20)) of the confined walk on UN (recall that f and φN is chosen as in (4.3)).

Lemma A.2. For large enough N , we have the following estimates:(
1− 1

N c

)
(1 + ε)Cap(A1)

SN
φ2
N (x0) ≤

1

Eπ[HA1 ]

≤
(
1 +

1

N c′

)
(1 + ε)Cap(A1)

SN
φ2
N (x0),

(A.14)

and
1

Eπ[HAj ]
≤ 1

Nd−(d−2)rj
, j ∈ {1, 2}. (A.15)
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Moreover, if we let fA1 stand for the function

fA1(x) = 1− Ex[HA1 ]

Eπ[HA1 ]
, x ∈ A2, (A.16)

then we have for N large enough that

fA1(x) ≥ −
1

N c
, x ∈ UN . (A.17)

Proof. The arguments are exactly as in the proofs of [21, Propositions 3.5 and 3.7, Lemma
3.6], and we explain the necessary changes to adapt the proofs to our context.

We use the Dirichlet form of the confined walk given by

E(g, g) =
1

2

∑
x,y∈UN ,x∼y

f(x)f(y)

2d

(
g(x)− g(y)

)2
, g : UN → R. (A.18)

Inserting the function

gA1,A2(x) = P x[HA1 < TA2 ] = Pµ
x [HA1 < TA2 ], x ∈ UN , (A.19)

which is (−Lµ)-harmonic in A2 \ A1, equal to 1 on A1 and equal to 0 outside of A2, a
straightforward adaptation of the proof of [21, Proposition 3.4] yields(

1− c

N

) (1 + ε)φ2
N (x0)

SN

∑
x∈∂intA1

Pµ
x [TA2 < H̃A1 ] ≤ E(gA1,A2 , gA1,A2)

≤
(
1 +

c′

N

)
(1 + ε)φ2

N (x0)

SN

∑
x∈∂intA1

Pµ
x [TA2 < H̃A1 ],

(A.20)

where we used that by (4.6), SN = (1 + ε)∥φN∥2ℓ2(Zd)
and the smoothness of φ (see Proposi-

tion 3.7 i)). We then use (A.2), (4.78), and the bounds (4.62) to obtain(
1− 1

N c

)
(1 + ε)Cap(A1)

SN
φ2
N (x0) ≤ E(gA1,A2 , gA1,A2) ≤

(
1 +

1

N c′

)
(1 + ε)Cap(A1)

SN
φ2
N (x0).

(A.21)
The second inequality of (A.14) and (A.15) then follow exactly as in the proof of [21, Propo-
sition 3.5] (where we use (4.12) in place of [21, (2.20) 5.]).

The proof of (A.17) follows line by line as that of the same statement in [21, Lemma 3.6],
using the second inequality of (A.14) in place of [21, (3.32)], the relaxation estimate (4.2)

in place of [21, (2.64)], and the estimate 1
2d

√
π(x)π(y) ∈ (cN−(4+d), 1], which follows from

Lemma 4.1, ii) and the argument in [21, (2.59)].

Finally, the first inequality of (A.14) is a straightforward adaptation of the proof of [21,
Proposition 3.7], using (A.21), (A.17) in place of [21, (3.36)], as well as (A.1) (in place of [21,
(3.10)]) and (A.15) in place of [21, (3.33)]. □

We now turn to the proof of Proposition 4.4, which follows that of [21, Proposition 4.5]
(see also [38, Lemma 3.9]).

Proof of Proposition 4.4. We need some controls on spectral quantities attached to the gener-

ator LUN\A2 and the semigroup (H
UN\A2

t )t≥0, see (4.32) and below, which we simply denote
by L and the semigroup (Ht)t≥0 in this section. The eigenvalues of −L are denoted by

0 ≤ λi ≤ λi+1, 1 ≤ i ≤ |UN \A2|, (A.22)
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and we let (fi)1≤i≤|UN\A2| stand for an ⟨·, ·⟩
ℓ2(UN\A2,πUN\A2 )

-orthonormal basis of eigenfunc-

tions associated with (λi)1≤i≤|UN\A2| (so λ1 = λ
UN\A2

1 in the notation above (4.36)). We also

recall the definition of the quasi-stationary distribution σ from (4.36). In what follows, we
need to establish the control for large enough N ,

min
x∈UN\A2

σ(x) ≥ 1

N c,
(A.23)

as well as the polynomial bounds

1

N c′
≤ min

x∈UN\A2

f1(x) ≤ max
x∈UN\A2

f1(x) ≤ N c′′ . (A.24)

These controls are analogues of [21, (4.20)–(4.21)], and we only point out the relevant changes
in our set-up due to the choice of a different tilting function φN . It suffices to show that for
all x, x′ ∈ UN \A2, for large enough N

P x[Hx′ < HA2 ] ≥
1

N c
. (A.25)

The claim will then follow by using the fact that

σ(y) ≥ 1

N c
P y[Hx < HA2 ]σ(x), x, y ∈ UN \A2, (A.26)

which is exactly [21, Lemma 4.1] (and its proof remains unchanged, since we can apply
Lemma 4.1, ii) in the same way). As in [21], we decompose the proof of (A.25) into two cases:

Case I: x′ ∈ A4 \A2. One can first see that by using (4.72), for large enough N ,

P x[H∂A5 < HA2 ] ≥
1

N c
. (A.27)

One can then introduce

l(x) = P x[Hx′ < HA2 ], (A.28)

and use the strong Markov property at H∂A5 to show that

l(x) ≥ 1

N c
min
y∈∂A5

l(y), x ∈ UN \A2. (A.29)

Next, we proceed as in [21, (4.27)–(4.28)], but noting that l is (−L)-harmonic in UN \
(A2 ∪ {x′}) and by employing the Harnack inequality on the weighted graph (Zd,Ed, µ) with
uniformly elliptic weights given in (4.44) (see, e.g., [10, Théorème 1]), which implies that

min
z∈∂A5

l(z) ≥ c′ max
z∈∂A5

l(z), (A.30)

since ∂A5 ⊆ B(x0, 2N
r5) \ B(x0,

1
2N

r5) ⊆ UN \ A2 for N large enough. Therefore the proof
is reduced to showing that

P y′ [XTB
= x′] ≥ CN−c, (A.31)

for B = B(y′, |y′ − x′|∞ − 1) and y′ ∈ ∂A5 is a point of least distance in ℓ∞-norm to x′,
sharing (d− 1) common coordinates with x′ (so x′ ∈ ∂B). The validity of (A.31) can then be
shown by a similar argument as for the case of constant conductances (see, e.g., [19, Lemma
6.3.7, p. 158–159]). This concludes the proof for Case I.



46 ALBERTO CHIARINI AND MAXIMILIAN NITZSCHNER

Case II: x′ ∈ UN \A4. The proof carries over without any changes, as long as

max
y∈∂A3

P y[Hx < HA2 ] ≥
1

N c
(A.32)

holds for large enough N , which itself can be proved as in [21, Lemma 4.2].

Finally, we point out that the proof of (A.24) is a repetition of [21, (4.34)–(4.38)], using
|UN \A2| ≤ cNd, as well as Lemma 4.1 ii) and (A.23) in place of (2.38)4. and (4.20) of [21].

With these preparations at hand, we now prove (4.37). To this end, we write

P x[Xt⋆ = y|HA2 > t∗] =
(Ht⋆δy)(x)

(Ht⋆1)(x)
, x, y ∈ UN \A2. (A.33)

see also [21, (4.47)] (or [38, (A.8)] for a similar argument). Upon decomposing δy into its
components with respect to the orthonormal basis (fi)1≤i≤|UN\A2|, we see that

(Ht⋆δy)(x) = e−λ1t⋆

f1(x)f1(y)πUN\A2(y) +

|UN\A2|∑
i=2

e(λ1−λi)t∗fi(x)fi(y)π
UN\A2(y)

 .

(A.34)
On one hand, we have that for large enough N

f1(x)f1(y)π
UN\A2(y)

Lemma 4.1, ii),(A.24)

≥ 1

N c
. (A.35)

We now explain that the terms in the sum (A.34) are negligible. This will follow immediately
once we show that for large N ,

λ2 − λ1 ≥ cN2. (A.36)

Indeed, admitting (A.36) we can follow the proof of as [21, (4.51)–(4.54)] to see that for large
enough N∣∣∣∣∣∣

|UN\A2|∑
i=2

e(λ1−λ2)t∗fi(x)fi(y)π
UN\A2(y)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ cNde−c log2 N |fi(x)fi(y)πU
N\A2(y)|

Lemma 4.1, ii),(A.24)

≤ c′Nd+2c′′e−c log2 N ≤ e−c̃ log2 N ,
(A.37)

which in turn implies that for large enough N ,∣∣∣∣ (Ht⋆δy)(x)

e−λ1t⋆f1(x)f1(y)πU
N\A2(y)

− 1

∣∣∣∣ ≤ e−c log2 N , x, y ∈ UN \A2, (A.38)

where we used (A.35). By the same arguments one shows that∣∣∣∣∣ (Ht⋆1)(x)

e−λ1t⋆f1(x)⟨f1,1⟩ℓ2(UN\A2,πUN\A2 )

− 1

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ e−c log2 N , x ∈ UN \A2. (A.39)

Using (A.33), we obtain

|P x[Xt⋆ = y|HA2 > t∗]− σ(y)| =
∣∣∣∣(Ht⋆δy)(x)

(Ht⋆1)(x)
− σ(y)

∣∣∣∣
≤ e−c log2 Nσ(y) ≤ e−c log2 N , x, y ∈ UN \A2.

(A.40)
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It remains to show (A.36). However, this is exactly the statement of [21, Lemma 4.4], and its
proof carries over to our framework without any changes (using (A.15) in the process). □

Proof of Proposition 6.3. First of all, by Poisson concentration, we have,

Q[η(Γ(Zd)) < a(1 + ∆/2)Cap(B)] ≤ 2 exp(−ca∆2Cap(B)). (A.41)

Let us set m
def
= ⌊a(1 + ∆/2)Cap(B)]⌋, and an i.i.d. sequence of independent excursions

(Zℓ)ℓ≥1 ∈ Γ(Zd) sampled according to κ. Denote the joint law by Q. We denote for n =
0, . . . ,m and all x ∈ Br = {x+ z : x ∈ B, |z|∞ ≤ r},

Ln
x

def
=

n∑
ℓ=1

Lx(Z
ℓ), Lx(Z

ℓ)
def
=

ˆ TU (Zℓ)

0
1{Zℓ

t=x} dt,

Fn
def
=
∑
x∈B

F ((Ln
x+z)z∈B(0,r)),

(A.42)

where it is understood that the empty sum is equal to zero. We also introduce a truncation
of the excursions, and for that we define for ℓ ≥ 1 the stopping times

σℓ = inf
{
s ≥ 0 : |Zℓ

[0,s] ∩B
r| ≥ N2+ 1

4 or

ˆ s∧TU (Zℓ)

0
1{Zℓ

t∈Br} dt ≥ N
2+ 1

4

}
, (A.43)

(where Zℓ
[0,s] = {Z

ℓ
t : t ∈ [0, s]} is the range of Zℓ) and the truncated quantities

L̃n
x

def
=

n∑
ℓ=1

L̃x(Z
ℓ), L̃x(Z

ℓ)
def
=

ˆ TU (Zℓ)∧σℓ

0
1{Zℓ

t=x} dt,

F̃n
def
=
∑
x∈B

F ((L̃n
x+y)y∈B(0,r)).

(A.44)

The same martingale argument as in [35, (2.49)–(2.53)] using the Azuma-Hoeffding inequality
for bounded martingale differences shows that

Q
[
|F̃m − EQ[F̃m]| ≥ Nd− 1

10

]
≤ 2 exp

(
− c(F )

a(1 + ∆/2)
N

1
4

)
, N ≥ 1. (A.45)

To conclude the proof, we establish the following controls on the expectation of F̃m and
Fm under Q.

Lemma A.3. For any β > 0, we have for N large enough,

0 ≤ EQ[F⌊βCap(B)⌋]− EQ[F̃⌊βCap(B)⌋] ≤ cβe−c′N
1
4 , and (A.46)

lim
N→∞

1

|B|
EQ[F⌊βCap(B)⌋] = ϑ(β) (A.47)

(recall the definition of ϑ from (3.2)).

Proof. This follows from a straightforward adaptation of the proof of [35, Lemma 2.3] to our
purposes, as we now briefly explain. Indeed, (A.46) follows from [35, (2.56)–(2.61)], which
actually yields an upper bound of the form

EQ[F⌊βCap(B)⌋]−EQ[F̃⌊βCap(B)⌋] ≤ CβCap(B)(N+r)2e
− cN

2+1
4

(N+r)2 +C ′β(N+r)de
− c′N2+1

4

(N+r)2 . (A.48)
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The claim (A.47) follows in the same way as the argument in [35, (2.63)–(2.68)], noting
that the quantity a in (2.67) of the same reference can in fact be bounded above by c(1 +

r)d−2/Nγ(d−2). □

We now explain how the proof of Proposition 6.3 can be concluded. Indeed, we observe
that by (A.41), it follows that

Q
[ 1

|B|
∑
x∈B

F ((Lη
x+y)y∈B(0,r)) ≤ ϑ(a)

]
≤ Q

[
Fm ≤ ϑ(a)|B|

]
+ 2 exp(−ac∆2Cap(B)) (A.49)

(by decomposing into the events that the number of trajectories is either smaller than or
larger or equal to a(1 + ∆/2)Cap(B)). The proof then follows by combining (A.45), (A.46),
and (A.47). □
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