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Abstract. We show the integrated density of states for a variety of Jacobi operators on graphs,
such as the Anderson model and random hopping models on graphs with Gaussian heat kernel
bounds, can be estimated from above and below in terms of the localization landscape counting
function. Specific examples of these graphs include stacked and decorated lattices, graphs
corresponding to band matrices, and aperiodic tiling graphs. The upper bound part of the
landscape law also applies to the fractal Sierpinski gasket graph. As a consequence of the
landscape law, we obtain landscape-based proofs of the Lifshitz tails in several models including
random band matrix models, certain bond percolation Hamiltonians on Zd, and Jacobi operators
on certain stacks of graphs. We also present intriguing numerical simulations exploring the
behavior of the landscape counting function across various models.
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1. Introduction

The structure and dynamics of quantum systems for electrons are generally described using
a Hamiltonian operator. The simplified non-interacting Hamiltonian H of a crystalline solid
can often be modeled by a graph operator H = −∆+ V , which is a weighted graph Laplacian
perturbed by an on-site potential. The integrated density of states (IDS) of H is one of the main
quantities encoding the energy levels of the system. It describes the number of energy levels per
unit volume below a certain energy level. In the present work, we establish bounds on the IDS
of H via the counting function of the so-called localization landscape [14]. Such a Landscape
Law approach was first established in [9] for the standard Schrödinger operator on Rd, and later
extended to Zd in [1, 10].

The goal of the present paper is to establish the landscape law for more general graph operators
with both on-site potential and bond interactions. This extension is in two directions: First,
by moving to graphs, we lose the regular structure of Rd and Zd used in [9, 1] to perform
partition and translation arguments. Second, by allowing for disordered bond interactions, we
extend the class of operators to include random hopping and Jacobi operators, which may have
degenerate off-diagonal hopping amplitudes. The resulting landscape law will apply to a range
of models, including Jacobi operators on graphs roughly isometric to Zd (or more generally,
graphs with Gaussian heat kernel bounds), which includes stacked and decorated lattices, graphs
corresponding to banded matrices, and aperiodic tiling graphs. We also obtain a landscape law
upper bound for the Sierpinski gasket graph, which is not roughly isometric to any Zd and has
non-Gaussian (specifically, sub-Gaussian) heat kernel bounds.

After establishing the landscape law, the general method described in [9, 1] will allow us
to recover Lifshitz tail estimates for several of the random hopping models on Zd, including
random band matrices, bond percolation Hamiltonians with certain boundary conditions, and
discrete acoustic operators divA·∇. This provides alternate proofs, using the landscape function,
for Lifshitz tails in these models (cf. [24, 31, 30, 25, 37]). The landscape law method here also
suggests an avenue to obtain Lifshitz tails for non-regular graphs, if one proves certain geometric
properties of the graphs.

We now introduce some definitions in order to state our main results. We consider an (un-
weighted) graph Γ = (V, E), where the vertex set V is countably infinite. We write x ∼ y to
mean {x, y} ∈ E , and in this case say that y is a neighbor of x. The natural graph metric,
denoted d0(·, ·), gives the length n ∈ N0 of the shortest path between two points. Define balls
in Γ with respect to d0 as

Bd0(x, r) = {y ∈ V : d0(x, y) ≤ r, x ∈ V, r ≥ 0}.

We may omit the superscript dependence d0 and write B(x, r) = Bd0(x, r), unless another
metric is also being considered. Since the metric d0 is integer valued, we allow r to be real
and B(x, r) = B(x, ⌊r⌋), where ⌊·⌋ is the floor function. For any subset S ⊂ V, we denote by
|S| = #{x : x ∈ S} the cardinality of S.
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As described below in Assumption 1, in this article we will always work with graphs with
the following polynomial volume growth. This property is also called “Ahlfors α-regular” in [8],
where the exponent α is the graph analog of the Hausdorff dimension.

Assumption 1. We will always assume Γ is connected and satisfies the following volume control
property with parameter α (“Ahlfors α-regular”): There are α ≥ 1, c1, c2 > 0 such that for any
x ∈ V and r ≥ 1,

c1r
α ≤ |B(x, r)| ≤ c2r

α. (1.1)

Note this also implies bounded geometry: Letting deg(x) = #{y : x ∼ y} be the degree of a
vertex x ∈ V, then

sup
x∈V

deg(x) :=MΓ <∞. (1.2)

We now consider the Jacobi operator H on H := ℓ2(V) defined as

Hf(x) =
∑
y:y∼x

(
f(x)− µxyf(y)

)
+ Vxf(x), x ∈ V, (1.3)

which has an on-site non-negative potential {Vx ≥ 0}x∈V, and bond strengths {0 ≤ µxy = µyx ≤
1}x∼y∈V.

Remark 1.1. The placement of the bond strengths µxy in (1.3) on only f(y), and not as
µxy(f(x) − f(y)), may at first appear unusual. However, the bond strength placement in (1.3)
corresponds to tight-binding hopping models commonly encountered in the physics literature,
for which (1.3) may be written in the form,

H = −
∑
⟨x,y⟩

txy(|x⟩⟨y|+ |y⟩⟨x|) +
∑
x

Vx|x⟩⟨x|+
∑
x

deg(x)|x⟩⟨x|.

The last diagonal term involving deg(x) is not usually present, but it is just a constant shift in
energy for regular graphs like Zd.

As another reason for considering the operator (1.3), we note that when there is no diagonal
disorder (Vx ≡ 0), then (1.3) becomes a random hopping model like in [11, 21, 40]. For this
random hopping model (1.3) on Zd with Vx ≡ 0, there are still the Lifshitz tails for the integrated

density of states (cf. Section 1.2). However, for the different model H̃f(x) =
∑

y:y∼x µxy(f(x)−
f(y)), the tail behavior of the integrated density of states and the spectrum at low energies can
be completely different, for example instead exhibiting van Hove asymptotics similar to that of
the non-disordered Laplacian [30].

If one strongly desires the specific term µxy(f(x) − f(y)) to appear, so as to match the
combinatorial Laplacian of a weighted graph with edge weights µxy, then the difference can be
adjusted by changing the deg(x) part of the diagonal term to deg(x)−µx, where µx =

∑
y:y∼x µxy.

In order to define the integrated density of states (IDS) and landscape counting function, we
first restrict to finite volume sets. Let A ⊂ V be a finite subset of vertices and ΓA ⊂ Γ the
subgraph induced by A. We denote by HA : ℓ2(A) → ℓ2(A) the restriction of H to A with
Dirichlet boundary conditions:

HAf(x) = deg(x)f(x)−
∑

y∈A:y∼x

µxyf(y) + Vxf(x). (1.4)

The integrated density of states (IDS) of HA is then

NA(E) :=
1

|A|
#{eigenvalues E′ of HA such that E′ ≤ E}. (1.5)
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Next we define the localization landscape function. Since A is finite, HA is a strictly pos-
itive, bounded self-adjoint operator on ℓ2(A), with a nonegative Green’s function, GA(x, y) =
(HA)−1(x, y) ≥ 0, ∀x, y ∈ A. A direct consequence is that there is a unique vector uA ∈ C+(A) =
RA
+ = {f : A→ R>0}, called the landscape function of HA, solving HAuA(x) = 1, ∀x ∈ A.
The concept of the landscape function was introduced by Filoche and Mayboroda in [14] for

studying localization in elliptic operators on Rd. This approach has led to a number of results and
applications in quantum and semiconductor physics; see for example [2] for an overview of the
landscape method and applications. Additionally, other mathematical results and applications
of localization landscape theory have recently been developed in e.g. [4, 5, 19, 29, 33, 34, 38].
The use of the landscape function as an “effective potential” in place of the original potential
V allows one to work in a non-asymptotic regime, in some sense to bring the ideas behind the
classical Weyl law, as well as the volume-counting of the Uncertainty Principle of Fefferman and
Phong [12], to various models without restrictions on the potential or the pertinent eigenvalues.

In this article, we will use the landscape counting function to estimate the true IDS (1.5)
for operators on graphs. The landscape counting function was defined and used to estimate
the IDS for operators on Rd in [9], and extended to operators on Zd in [1]. In both of these
previous cases, the landscape counting function involved counting cleanly partitioned cubes Q
where minQ

1
u ≤ E. For graphs, we lack the periodicity and will have to make do without

a partition, and instead use rougher coverings by (graph distance) balls. Given R ≥ 0, we
call P = P(R) = {B(zi, R) : zi ∈ V}i≥1 a countable covering of Γ with centers {zi}i≥1 if⋃

i≥1B(zi, R) = V and {zi}i≥1 is countable. We denote by P|A = {B ∈ P : B ∩A ̸= ∅} (or PA)
the restriction of P on A ⊂ Γ. We can then define the landscape counting function with respect
to this cover P as follows.

Definition 1. The landscape counting function for the covering P = P(R) and region A is
defined for E > 0 as

NP,A
u (E) =

1

|A|
#

{
B ∈ P|A : min

x∈B∩A

1

u(x)
≤ E

}
. (1.6)

For the landscape law, we will take the radius of the balls in the partition P to be proportional
to E−1/2. As we show in Lemma 2.6, landscape counting functions defined by different covers
P(R) and P ′(R′) are comparable to each other as long as the radii R,R′ are comparable in
the sense c ≤ R′/R ≤ C, and the covers satisfy a finite covering property (2.3). We will thus
frequently omit the superscripts P, A and simply denote the landscape counting function with
balls of radius R = E−1/2 for the region A as

Nu(E) = NP(E−1/2),A
u (E), (1.7)

with the understanding that the notation Nu(E) is only meant to be defined up to a constant

pre-factor, and is always to be taken with a covering of balls of radius R = E−1/2 satisfying the
finite covering property (for a fixed constant) in (2.2).

1.1. Main results. Our first result is the landscape law for a general class of graphs, essentially
those with the so-called Gaussian heat kernel bounds. The landscape law will demonstrate that
the landscape counting function defined in (1.6) can be used to bound the actual integrated
density of states for HA from above and below. Afterwards, we give conditions with which one
can use the landscape law to obtain Lifshitz tails for the integrated density of states. The as-
sumptions listed in the following theorems are defined precisely in Section 2.2. For the landscape
law, one specific example to keep in mind is graphs Γ that are roughly isometric to Zd, which
will satisfy the required conditions. We provide the precise definition in Section 2.3, but for now
we note that rough isometries (or quasi-isometries [16]) are maps that capture the large-scale,
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global structure of the graphs. For obtaining Lifshitz tails, we will additionally require technical
conditions on the graph Γ involving the harmonic weight of balls, which will be described in
Assumption 2 in Section 2.2.

Theorem 1.1 (Landscape Law for graphs). Let HA be as in (1.4) with any µxy ∈ [0, 1] and
Vx ≥ 0. Suppose Γ satisfies Assumption 1 and a weak Poincaré inequality (WPI) as described in
Section 2.2. In particular, graphs roughly isometric to Zd, or more generally those with Gaussian
heat kernel estimates (2.11), meet these requirements. Then we have the following landscape law
bounds.

(i) Upper bound:

N(E) ≤ Nu(CE), for all E > 0, (1.8)

where C depends on Γ, and in particular, is independent of A, µxy and Vx.
(ii) Lower bound: There are constants ci, c

′
i, c

∗, depending only on Γ, such that for any
0 < κ < 1/4,

N(E) ≥ c1κ
αNu(c3κ

α+2E)− c2Nu(c4κ
α+4E), for E ≤ c∗κ−4, (1.9)

and

N(E) ≥ c′1Nu(c
′
3κ

2E)− c′2Nu(c
′
4κ

4E), for E > c∗κ−4. (1.10)

The above Landscape Law as given by (1.8), (1.9), and (1.10) holds for any µxy ∈ [0, 1] and
Vx ≥ 0, requiring no additional assumptions on µxy or Vx. Below, we will discuss the disordered
model where {µxy} and {Vx} are each sets of independent, identically distributed (i.i.d.) random
variables. We see that in this case, under additional assumptions on the graph, the lower bound
in (1.9) and (1.10) can be improved by removing the negative term on the right hand side,
leading to Lifshitz tail estimates for both the landscape counting function and actual IDS in
terms of the cumulative distribution functions (CDFs) of µxy and Vx.

In what follows, let σxy = 1− µxy ∈ [0, 1] be i.i.d. random variables with a common CDF

Fµ(E) = P(1− µxy ≤ E), (1.11)

and let Vx ≥ 0 be i.i.d. random variables with a common CDF

FV (E) = P(Vx ≤ E). (1.12)

Remark 1.2. We will need only at least one of FV or Fµ to be non-trivial. As an allowable
example, if FV (0) = 1, so that Vx is identically zero for all x, then H is free of potential and
there are only off-diagonal disorder terms µxy.

We start with the general lower bound of the landscape counting function Nu in terms of F ,
which gives a Lifshitz tail lower bound.

Theorem 1.2 (Landscape Lifshitz tails). Suppose Γ satisfies Assumption 1 and a weak Poincaré
inequality (as described in Definition 3 in Section 2.2). Let FV and Fµ both have zero as the
infimum of their essential support1, and satisfy FV (0)Fµ(0) < 1. For any finite set A ⊂ Γ with
“sufficient overlap with balls”, i.e. there is c > 0 so that for any x ∈ A and 0 ≤ r ≤ C diamA,
where diamA := supx,y∈A d0(x, y) and C ≥ 1 is Γ-dependent constant,

|A ∩B(x, r)| ≥ crα, (1.13)

then we have the following bounds on the landscape counting function.

1E belongs to the essential support of a distribution function F iff dF (E − ε, E + ε) > 0 for any ε > 0. Since
0 is the essential support of FV , Fµ, FV (0)Fµ(0) < 1 implies that there is E0 > 0 such that FV (E)Fµ(E) ≤
FV (E0)Fµ(E0) < 1 for all E ≤ E0.
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(i) Lower bound: There are constants ci, E0 only depending on Γ such that

ENu(E) ≥ c1E
α/2
(
Fµ(c2E)

)c3E−α/2(
FV (c4E)

)c5E−α/2

(1.14)

for all c0(diamA)
−2 ≤ E ≤ E0.

(ii) Upper bound: With the additional harmonic weight assumptions in Assumption 2, there
are constants ci, E1 only depending on Γ such that

ENu(E) ≤ c6E
α/2
(
Fµ(c7E)FV (c7E)

)c8E−α/2

(1.15)

for all E < E1.

As a consequence of Theorems 1.1 and 1.2, the methods from [9, 1] then provide Lifshitz tail
estimates for the actual integrated density of states (IDS).

Corollary 1.3 (Landscape Law for randommodels). Retain the assumptions in Theorem 1.2(ii).
Then there are constants ci only depending on Γ such that for all E > 0,

c1ENu(c2E) ≤ EN(E) ≤ c3ENu(c4E), (1.16)

so that the Lifshitz tail estimates (1.14) and (1.15) hold for EN(E).

Throughout this article, we work with the finite volume IDS (eigenvalue counting per unit
volume) and do not directly consider the thermodynamic limit as A ↗ V. In general, such
limit may not exist unless the operator is in some sense uniform in the underlying graph (e.g.,
a periodic or random Schrödinger operator defined on a vertex transitive graph). When the
infinite volume IDS cannot be defined for general operators, one can consider the lim inf or
lim sup instead, which always exist, and provide lower and upper bounds for the infinite volume
one when it exists. Noting that the Lifshitz tail estimates (1.14), (1.15) (the constants therein)
for N• = N,Nu are independent of A, this allows us to take lim inf / lim sup (for any fixed E
small) and obtain

c1E
α/2
(
Fµ(c2E)

)c3E−α/2(
FV (c4E)

)c5E−α/2

≤ lim inf
A↗V

EN•(E)

≤ lim sup
A↗V

EN•(E) ≤ c6E
α/2
(
Fµ(c7E)FV (c7E)

)c8E−α/2

, E < E0.

One can check that the double-log limit (in energy E) of the limit in A does always exist as long
as FV Fµ is not ‘too thin’ near the bottom, e.g., if FV (E)Fµ(E) ≳ Ec for some c > 0, then

lim
E↘0

lim
A↗V

log
∣∣ logEN•(E)

∣∣
logE

= −α
2
,

where α
2 is usually referred as the Lifshitz tail exponent. We obtain such Lifshitz tail estimates

as a by-product of the landscape method. We refer readers to the extensive literature for more
details and background about Lifshitz tails, see e.g. [23, 26].

One may also notice that the Lifshitz tail exponent α
2 coincides with the volume control

parameter α in (1.1) divided by the (weak) Poincaré inequality parameter 2 in (2.5). These
two parameters together appear in the Heat Kernel Bound HK(α, 2), a property for the free
(probabilistic) Laplacian on the graph, which we describe further in Propositions 2.7. We
discuss the relation between more general heat kernel bound parameters on a general graph and
the Lifshitz tails exponent in Section 5.3, where we consider the fractal Sierpinski gasket graph.

In the following subsections, we describe applications of Theorem 1.1 or Corollary 1.3 to
various models.
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1.2. Bond percolation and discrete divA · ∇ on Zd. Bernoulli bond percolation graphs are
random graphs formed from a graph G = (V, E) by assigning independent Bernoulli(p) random
variables (ωxy)xy to the edges {x, y} ∈ E , and considering the graph G′ = (V, E ′) with new edge
set E ′ = {{x, y} ∈ E : ωxy = 1}. There has been much interest concerning the spectral properties
of such random graphs; see for example the overview [31] on percolation Hamiltonians.

The “adjacency” or “pseudo-Dirichlet” Laplacian ∆PD on Zd considered in [24, 30] corresponds
to the Jacobi operator (1.3) with no potential (Vx ≡ 0), and with i.i.d. µxy ∼ Bernoulli(p).
There it was shown that ∆PD has Lifshitz tails at the bottom and top of the spectrum, for
any 0 < p < 1. By applying Corollary 1.3, we obtain an alternative proof of the adjacency
Laplacian Lifshitz tails result via the landscape law method. (Since the underlying lattice is just
Zd, Assumption 2 required for Corollary 1.3 always holds.)

We note that the landscape law method also applies to i.i.d. µxy with distributions other
than Bernoulli, providing a landscape-law based proof for Lifshitz tails for these models as well.
The Lifshitz tails upper bound for such models was proved earlier in [25] by comparison to
on-diagonal disorder models.

By a duality/symmetry argument [24], the bottom of the spectrum of bond percolation Hamil-
tonians can be used to study the top of the spectrum for the discrete version of divA · ∇ on Zd.
Such operators describe acoustic waves in a medium [13]. Let H = ∇†A∇ on Zd, where A(x)
is a real symmetric semidefinite d × d matrix for each x ∈ Zd. When A(x) is a non-negative
diagonal matrix, each diagonal entry of the d × d matrix A(x) can be associated with one of
the 2d edges in the graph Zd involving the node x. The operator ∇†A∇ then just becomes the
weighted nearest neighbor combinatorial Laplacian,

Hf(x) ≡ (∇†A∇f)(x) =
∑

y∈Zd:y∼x

a(x, y)(f(x)− f(y)), (1.17)

where a(x, y) = a(y, x) is the corresponding entry from one of the matrices A(x). When a(x, y)
are i.i.d. Bernoulli(p) random variables, then H is the “Neumann Laplacian” from [24, 30], and
can have different behavior at the top vs bottom of the spectrum. The top of the spectrum always
exhibits Lifshitz tails, but the bottom of the spectrum can also exhibit “van Hove singularities”
[30]. As we do not specialize to the precise operator dual to H, the duality/symmetry argument
applied with Corollary 1.3 or [25] yields the Lifshitz tails upper bound for 1−N(E) for discrete
divA · ∇ at the top of the spectrum. This also applies for non-Bernoulli i.i.d. disorder a(x, y),
and one could investigate if the matching lower bound can be obtained by applying the landscape
law method to the precise dual operator.

1.3. Graphs roughly isometric to Zd. While we have not yet defined rough isometries be-
tween graphs (we will do so in Section 2.3), we provide a few brief examples here of graphs
roughly isometric to Zd, to which Theorem 1.1 applies. Roughly speaking, roughly isometric
will mean that there is a map between the graphs that preserves distances up to some error.

We first give the example of the vertex graph ΓP of the Penrose rhomb tiling of the plane (see
for example the textbook [3]), shown in Figure 1. The tiling involves two kinds of rhombuses, a
wide rhombus with angles 72◦ and 108◦, and a narrow rhombus with angles 36◦ and 144◦. This
Penrose tiling possesses a five-fold rotational symmetry, but is aperiodic, with no translational
symmetry. While the vertex graph ΓP is also nonregular, it is roughly isometric to Z2 (see
Section 2.3), so that Theorem 1.1 implies the Landscape Law for Jacobi operators on the Penrose
tiling graph ΓP .

Next, we consider lattices and some of their variations. Lattices such as the triangular and
hexagonal lattices are readily seen to be roughly isometric to Z2. Local perturbations of lattices,
such as adding decorations to sites, also remain roughly isometric. Stacked lattices, obtained by
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Figure 1. A section of the Penrose tiling with the vertices of ΓP drawn.

taking Γ × ZM for a fixed M and adding edges between identical sites in adjacent layers, also
remain roughly isometric. The landscape law Theorem 1.1 then holds for all these graphs.

Figure 2. Stacked lattices illustration.

1.4. Lifshitz tails for stacked graphs. For a graph Γ = (V, E), construct the stacked graph
Γ × ZM as follows, similarly as described for stacked lattices in the previous subsection. The
vertices of Γ × ZM are (x, j), for x ∈ V and j ∈ {1, . . . ,M}, and the edges are those in each
copy of Γ ((x, j) ∼ (y, j) if x ∼ y in Γ), along with new edges between identical sites in adjacent
copies of Γ, (x, j) ∼ (x, k) if |j − k| = 1. This is easiest to visualize when Γ is e.g. a 2D lattice
or tiling graph such as in Figure 2.

If the properties in Assumption 2 (defined below in Section 2.2) hold with the natural metric dΓ
and harmonic weight (2.14) for a graph Γ, then as we verify in Section 5.2, the required properties

also hold for the described Γ × ZM with metric d̃((x, j), (y, k)) := dΓ(x, y) +
1
21(x=y)∧(j ̸=k) and

“bad set” XR × ZM . Thus if Γ also satisfies the other hypotheses for Theorem 1.2, then this
implies that Lifshitz tails for both Γ and the stacked model Γ × ZM follow from Corollary 1.3
in this situation.

1.5. Sierpinski gasket graph. We briefly discuss the Sierpinski gasket graph (Figure 3), which
is a fractal graph. It is not roughly isometric to any Zd, but it satisfies a similar type of heat
kernel bounds, called sub-Gaussian heat kernel bounds (for Zd, one has Gaussian heat kernel
bounds). The sub-Gaussian heat kernel bounds allow us to obtain the Landscape Law upper
bound Theorem 1.2(ii), for Jacobi operators on the Sierpinski gasket graph. (Section 5.3.)
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0

Figure 3. Sierpinski gasket graph. This is a graph embedded in R2 whose
edges are essentially the edges of triangles in a Sierpinski triangle. The bottom
left corner is 0, each edge is length 1, and the graph grows unboundedly in the
positive x and y directions.

1.6. Random band models. In this part, we discuss the graph induced by a band matrix on
Zd, for which we will see all assumptions required for the Lifshitz tails (1.16) in Corollary 1.3
hold. More precisely, let Γd,W = (Zd, EW ) be a (naturally weighted) graph with the vertex set

Zd. For a positive integer W , the edge set EW is defined as follows:

EW = {(x, y) ∈ Zd × Zd : 0 < ∥x− y∥ ≤W}, (1.18)

where the norm ∥ · ∥ can be the 1-norm ∥ · ∥ℓ1(Zd) (induced by the shortest path metric d0 on

Zd), or the ∞-norm ∥ · ∥ℓ∞(Zd), or the Euclidean-norm ∥ · ∥ℓ2(Zd), or any other norm which is

equivalent to these norms. For x, y ∈ Zd, we then write x ∼ y iff 0 < ∥x− y∥ ≤W . The Jacobi
operator in (1.3) is denoted as Hd,W and acts on functions on Γd,W as

Hd,W f(x) =
∑
y:y∼x

(
f(x)− µxyf(y)

)
+ Vxf(x). (1.19)

The (negative) Laplacian on Γd,W , denoted as −∆d,W , is given by setting µxy = 1 and Vx = 0
in Hd,W . An example of the graph for W = 2, d = 1 is shown in Figure 4, where the matrix

representation of the negative Dirichlet sub-graph Laplacian −∆I
1,2, I = J1, 7K is

−∆I
1,2 =



4 −1 −1 0 0 0 0
−1 4 −1 −1 0 0 0
−1 −1 4 −1 −1 0 0
0 −1 −1 4 −1 −1 0
0 0 −1 −1 4 −1 −1
0 0 0 −1 −1 4 −1
0 0 0 0 −1 −1 4


.

The random operator Hd,W in matrix form corresponds to adding the potential Vx to the diag-
onal, and replacing off-diagonal −1s with the appropriate −µxy.

For general d andW , the band graph Γd,W is a notable example where all assumptions required
in Theorems 1.1 and 1.2 hold. We will prove this later in Section 5.1. As a consequence, we
obtain both the landscape law and the Lifshitz tails,

Corollary 1.4 (application to random band matrices). Let A ⊂ Zd and HA
d,W be the restriction

of Hd,W on A. Then the Landscape Law (1.8), (1.9), and (1.10) holds with α = d, where all
constants ci depend only on d,W .
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0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Figure 4. The graph Γ1,2 = (Z, E2) consists of vertices Z and edges E2 = {(i, j) ∈
Z2 : 0 < |i− j| ≤ 2}.

If {µxy} and {Vx} are sets of i.i.d. random variables with the same assumptions in Theo-
rem 1.2, and A satisfies (1.13), then there are constants ci, E0 only depending on d and W such
that

c1ENu(c2E) ≤ EN(E) ≤ c3ENu(c4E) (1.20)

for all E > 0. Additionally,

c5E
d/2
(
F (c6E)

)c7E−d/2

≤ ENu(E),EN(E) ≤ c8E
d/2
(
F (c9E)

)c10E−d/2

, (1.21)

for all c0(diamA)
−2 ≤ E ≤ E0.

Lifshitz tails for random band matrices were also proved in [37], using different methods (a
variational argument and comparison with a diagonal model).

For other graphs such as the Penrose tiling or Sierpinski gasket graph, we do not have a
complete understanding of the geometric properties that would be required to obtain all of the
desired results as in Corollary 1.4, though we do obtain some of the results as discussed in
previous sections. Instead, in Section 6, we numerically study the landscape law on some of
these models, providing strong evidence that the landscape counting functions can be used to
establish effective upper and lower bounds for the IDS across various models. Additionally,
the numerics demonstrate the advantage of the landscape counting function in productively
reflecting the Lifshitz tails through appropriate scalings.

1.7. Outline. The rest of this article is organized as follows.

• In Section 2, we introduce background and preliminaries concerning operators on graphs,
the landscape function and landscape counting function, and rough isometries of graphs.
We provide precise definitions for all terms and assumptions mentioned for the main
results.

• In Section 3, we prove Theorem 1.1, first the upper bound part (i), and then the lower
bound part (ii).

• In Section 4, we prove Theorem 1.2 on the landscape law Lifshitz tails.
• In Section 5, we finish the proofs for applying the main results to the specific examples
in Sections 1.4–1.6.

• Finally, in Section 6, we provide numerical results for Anderson models on the Penrose
tiling and Sierpinski gasket, and for random band models with bond disorders.

Throughout the paper, constants such as C, c, and ci may change from line to line. We will
use the notation X ≲ Y to mean X ≤ cY , and X ≳ Y to mean X ≥ cY , for some constant c
depending only on Γ. If X ≲ Y ≲ X, we may also write X ≈ Y .

2. Preliminaries

In this section, we introduce graph operators and the landscape function, followed by the
precise assumptions on the graphs and discussion concerning rough isometries.



LANDSCAPE ESTIMATES OF THE IDS FOR JACOBI OPERATORS ON GRAPHS 11

2.1. Operators on graphs and the landscape function. For convenience, we collect several
useful facts from graph operator theory and landscape function theory in this section. More
background and details can be found in [1, §2], [36, §2], and the references therein.

We consider functions on the vertices of the graph, which will be denoted by the function
space C(V) := RV = {f : V → R}. We denote by 1 ∈ C(V) the function which is identically 1,
and by 1A the indicator function of A ⊂ V. The space ℓ2(V) is defined via the ℓ2 norm induced
by the usual (non-weighted) inner product ⟨f, g⟩ :=

∑
x∈V f(x)g(x). The subspaces ℓ2(A) and

ℓ∞(A) are defined accordingly for any finite subset A ⊂ V.
For HA as defined in (1.4), the corresponding quadratic form is

⟨f,HAf⟩ =
∑
x∈A

(deg(x) + Vx)f(x)
2 −

∑
x,y∈A
y∼x

µxyf(x)f(y),

which can also be written as

⟨f,HAf⟩ = 1

2

∑
x,y∈A
y∼x

µxy
(
f(x)− f(y)

)2
+
∑
x∈A

(deg(x)− µAx + Vx)f(x)
2,

where µAx =
∑

y∈A:y∼x µxy.
The following maximum principle will be useful in obtaining bounds on the landscape function.

Definition 2. For A ⊂ V, we say HA : ℓ2(A) → ℓ2(A) satisfies the (weak) maximum principle
if infx∈A(H

Af)(x) ≥ 0 implies infx∈A f(x) ≥ 0 .

Lemma 2.1 (Lemma 2.1, [36]). Let A ⊂ V be a finite subset. If HA is strictly positive and satis-
fies the (weak) maximum principle, then

〈
x |(HA)−1| y

〉
≥ 0 for all x, y ∈ A. As a consequence,

the landscape function uA(x) = (HA)−1
1(x) > 0 for all x ∈ A.

The (weak) maximum principle holds widely, including for H (and its restriction HA) given
in (1.3).

Lemma 2.2 (Lemma 2.2, [36]). Let H be as in (1.3), and let HA be its restriction on ℓ2(A) for
some finite subset A ⊂ V. Assume that 0 ≤ µxy = µyx ≤ 1 and Vx ≥ 0 for all x, y ∈ A. Then
HA is self-adjoint and has positive spectrum, and satisfies the (weak) maximum principle as in
Definition 2.

Lemma 2.3 (Landscape uncertainty principle). There is a unique u = uA ∈ HA := ℓ2(A) such
that HAu = 1A. In addition, for f ∈ HA,

⟨f,HAf⟩ = 1

2

∑
x,y∈A:
y∼x

µxyu(x)u(y)

(
f(x)

u(x)
− f(y)

u(y)

)2

+
∑
x∈A

f2(x)

u(x)
. (2.1)

2.2. Graph properties and assumptions. Roughly speaking, we will want to work on graphs
that are amenable to tools from harmonic analysis. This will allow us to adapt tools and methods
from [9, 1]. Our first obstruction in moving from Rd or Zd to graphs comes from the non-regular
geometry. For the landscape laws in [9, 1], the periodic structure of Rd and Zd was used to
construct perfect partitions of cubes and perform arguments utilizing the resulting translation
invariance. For graphs, we have no such possibilities and instead must work with coverings rather
than partitions, and with certain collections of coverings rather than translation invariance. To
this end, we will need certain geometric covering properties. We have the following covering
results which are consequences of the volume control assumption (1.1).

Proposition 2.4 (covering properties). Assume volume control (1.1). Then the following prop-
erties hold.
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(a) Finite overlap: Then there is a constant bΓ > 0 such that for any R ≥ 1, there is a
covering P(R) = {B(zi, R), zi ∈ V}i≥1 such that

sup
y∈V

#{B ∈ P(R) : y ∈ B} ≤ bΓ <∞. (2.2)

(b) Translation replacement: There are constants C and b so that for any 0 < κ < 1 and

R ≥ 1, there is a collection of at most Cκ−α covers P(j)(R) = {B(z
(j)
i , R)}i, all with

finite covering constant b, so that
⋃

j

⋃
iB(z

(j)
i , κR) is a covering (not necessarily with

any particular covering constant) of Γ.

Proof of Proposition 2.4. (a) Follows from [7, Lemma 6.2].

(b) First, we can cover a ball B(z,R) with ≤ CΓκ
−α smaller balls {B(x(j), κR)}j , where

x(j) ∈ B(z,R), using a similar volume comparison argument as in [7, Lemma 6.2]. Take a

maximal set of points x(j) ∈ B(z,R) so that B(x(j), κR/2) are disjoint, and letM be the number

of such points. Then
⋃M

j=1B(x(j), κR) covers B(z,R) by maximality, and
⋃M

j=1B(x(j), κR/2) is

a disjoint union contained in the larger ball B(z, 3R/2). Thus

CU (3/2)
αRα ≥ |B(z, 3R/2)| ≥

∣∣∣∣∣∣
M⋃
j=1

B(x(j), κR/2)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ =
M∑
j=1

|B(x(j), κR/2)| ≥MC̃L2
−ακαRα,

where C̃L := min(CL, 1), so that M ≤ CU

C̃L
3ακ−α.

Next, let P(R/2) = {B(zi, R/2)}i be a covering with finite overlap constant bΓ as in (2.2).

For each ball B(zi, R/2), cover it by the Mi smaller balls Ci = {B(x
(j)
i , κR/2)}Mi

j=1 as described

above (with radius R/2). We form the covers P(j)(R) by taking one center x
(j)
i from each Ci.

By repeating the elements of Ci, we can ensure there are M = ⌊CU

C̃L
3ακ−α⌋ elements in Ci. Then

for j = 1, . . . ,M , define

P(j)(R) = {B(x
(j)
i , R)}i,

which covers Γ since B(x
(j)
i , R) ⊃ B(zi, R/2). By construction,

⋃
i

⋃M
j=1B(x

(j)
i , κR) covers Γ

(even with radii κR/2 instead). Finally, each P(j)(R) has finite overlap covering constant

#{i : y ∈ B(x
(j)
i , R)} ≤ #{i : y ∈ B(zi, 2R)} ≤ CU

CL
8αbΓ,

using (2.3) in Lemma 2.5 for the last inequality. □

Example 1. For the standard Zd lattice, we can consider different balls, such as a cube (ℓ∞

ball), Euclidean ℓ2 ball, or ℓ1 (graph/natural metric) ball, and construct explicit coverings that
satisfy Proposition 2.4. For example, the finite overlap property in part (a) is clear for cubes, and
follows for the other balls, for example by embedding a cube within each ball and considering a
covering with those cubes.

For part (b), we can use the fact that Zd does have translation invariance. Given a cover

P(R) = {B(zi, R)}i with finite overlap constant as in (a), consider its translation P(j)(R) =
{B(T jzi, R)}i where T j is a translation (affine map) mapping the center zi to T

jzi ∈ B(zi, R).
Then for r < R, considering cubes or cubes embedded in the other balls, we only need at most
C(R/r)d many T j so that {B(T jzi, r)}j covers B(zi, R) for any fixed i, and then ∪i∪jB(T jzi, r)

covers Zd.

Under the finite overlap covering property in (2.3), we prove the following two lemmas, first
that one also obtains a finite overlap property for larger balls with the same centers, and second,
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that the landscape counting function Nu defined in (1.6) is comparable (up to a constant factor)
across different choices of coverings P.

Lemma 2.5 (Scaled finite overlap covering property). Under the volume control Vol(B(x, r)) ≍
rα from (1.1), the finite overlap condition (2.2) for a partition P(r) = {B(zi, r)}i∈I implies that
for any λ ≥ 1,

sup
y∈V

#{zi : y ∈ B(zi, λr)} ≤ 2αCU

CL
λαbΓ. (2.3)

Proof. This is a volume comparison. In what follows, zi will always denote a center of a ball
in the given covering P(r). First, the set {zi : y ∈ B(zi, λr)} = {zi : d(y, zi) ≤ λr} is the
set {zi : zi ∈ B(y, λr)}. Let S =

⋃
zi∈B(y,λr)B(zi, r), which is contained in B(y, λr + r). By

equation (2.2), each point x ∈ S can appear in at most bΓ of the balls B(zi, r), so that∑
zi∈B(y,λr)

|B(zi, r)| =
∑
x∈S

#{B(zi, r) : x ∈ B(zi, r)}

≤ bΓ|B(y, λr + r)|.

Since |B(zi, r)| ≥ CLr
α and |B(y, λr + r)| ≤ CU (λ+ 1)αrα, this yields,

#{zi : zi ∈ B(y, λr)} =
∑

zi∈B(y,λr)

1 ≤ bΓ
CU (λ+ 1)αrα

CLrα
=
CU

CL
(λ+ 1)αbΓ.

□

If we consider different coverings with similar radii R and R′, the corresponding landscape
counting functions differ only by a constant pre-factor depending on Γ. This allows us to work
with any specific choice of partition P satisfying the finite overlap property (2.2), since the
resulting landscape counting functions are equivalent up to the constant factor.

Lemma 2.6 (partition comparison). Suppose Γ has volume growth control (1.1). Let P be a
covering of balls of radius R, and P ′ a covering of balls of radius R′. Suppose that R′ ≤ C0R
and that P has cover overlap constant bΓ in (2.2). Then for any region A and energy E,

NP(R),A
u (E) ≤ (1 + C0)

αCΓbΓN
P ′(R′),A
u (E).

Proof. Let P|A = {B ∈ P : B ∩A ̸= ∅}. Note that since any point x ∈ B ∩A with 1
u(x) ≤ E is

also contained in some B′ ∈ P ′|A, we have

{B ∈ P|A : min
x∈B∩A

1

u(x)
≤ E} ⊆ {B ∈ P|A : B overlaps some B′ ∈ P ′|A with min

x∈B′∩A

1

u(x)
≤ E}

=
⋃

B′∈P ′|A
minB′∩A

1
u(x)

≤E

{B ∈ P|A : B overlaps B′}. (2.4)

If B = B(z,R) and B′ = B(z′, R′) overlap, we must have d(z, z′) ≤ R + R′ ≤ (1 + C0)R.
By (2.3) in Lemma 2.5 applied to z′, there can be at most (1 + C0)

αCΓbΓ balls B ∈ P with
centers satisfying d(z, z′) ≤ (1 + C0)R. Thus the cardinality of (2.4) is bounded above by

N
P ′(R′),A
u (E)(1 + C0)

αCΓbΓ. □

Next, we discuss several traditional concepts from harmonic analysis that are known to carry
over to the discrete setting on graphs.
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Definition 3. The graph Γ satisfies a (weak) Poincaré inequality (PI) if there exist CP and
λ ≥ 1 such that, for all x ∈ V, r ≥ 1, if B = B(x, r), B∗ = B(x, λr) and f : B∗ → R, then∑

x∈B

(
f(x)− f̄B

)2 ≤ CP r
2

∑
x,y∈B∗:x∼y

(
f(x)− f(y)

)2
(2.5)

where

f̄B =
1

deg(B)

∑
x∈B

f(x) deg(x), deg(x) =
∑

y∈V:y∼x

1, deg(B) =
∑
x

deg(x). (2.6)

It is well-known that the standard Zd graph satisfies the weak PI (2.5), see e.g. [7, Cor.
3.30]. Note also that by embedding different balls within each other, if the graph Γ satisfies the
weak PI with one particular metric for defining the balls, then it also satisfies the weak PI (with
possibly different scaling constant λ) with any strongly equivalent metric.

Remark 2.1. In general, one can consider a β-Poincaré inequality for any β ≥ 2, with the power
rβ rather than r2 in (2.5). Under a β-Poincaré inequality, if one revises the definition of Nu(E)

in (1.6) using covers P(E−1/β) of radius E−1/β rather than E−1/2, then one can still obtain the
landscape law upper bound (1.8). We will discuss this further for the Sierpinski gasket graph in
Section 5.3.

The weak PI is known to be connected to several other notions concerning random walks and
harmonic analysis on graphs. For any Br = B(x0, r) ⊂ V, let ∆Br be the Dirichlet Laplacian
on B(x0, r),

(∆Brf)(x) =
∑

y∈Br(x0):y∼x

(
f(y)− f(x)

)
, (2.7)

and let Gr(x, y) = (−∆Br)−1(x, y) be the Green’s function on such a ball B̄(x0, r).

Proposition 2.7. If Γ satisfies the weak PI (2.5) and volume control (1.1) with parameter
α ≥ 1, then it also satisfies the following properties.

(i) Moser–Harnack inequality for subharmonic functions: There exists a constant CH such
that for any x ∈ V, r > 0 and non-negative subharmonic function f(x) (that is, f(x) ≥ 0
and −∆f(x) ≤ 0), then

sup
y∈B(x,r)

f(y)2 ≤ CH

|B(x, 2r)|
∑

y∈B(x,2r)

f(y)2. (2.8)

(ii) Free landscape/exit time upper bound: There is a positive constant c such that for x ∈ V,
r ≥ 1, and B = B(x, r),

(−∆B)−1
1B(x) ≤ cr2. (2.9)

(Additionally, by the maximum principle Lemma 2.2, the inequality also holds for the
landscape function uB ≤ (−∆B)−1

1B.)
(iii) Green’s function estimates: For any x ∈ BR(x0), let r = d(x0, x). There are constants

C1, C2 depending only on α and the ratio R
r > 1, such that

C1r
2−α ≤ GR(x0, x) ≤ C2r

2−α, x ∈ ∂Br ∪ ∂iBr. (2.10)

(iv) Gaussian heat kernel bounds HKC(α, 2). (In fact, one has equivalence.) These are
defined in terms of the natural graph metric d0 and continuous time heat kernel qt(x, y) =
Px(Yt = y)/ deg(y), where Yt is the continuous time simple random walk on Γ, as

c3

tα/2
exp

(
−c4d0(x, y)2/t

)
≤ qt(x, y) ≤

c1

tα/2
exp

(
−c2d0(x, y)2/t

)
, (2.11)
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for t ≥ max(1, d0(x, y)).

Proofs and references for the above results can be found in the textbook [7], particularly
Theorems 6.19 and 7.18, and Lemma 4.21. We make two brief remarks concerning the proofs:

(1) First, for property (i), Theorem 7.18 in [7] states the elliptic Harnack inequality (EHI)
for harmonic functions. The Moser–Harnack inequality (2.8) for subharmonic functions
can be derived from the harmonic version via standard elliptic PDE techniques. We
include details for the discrete case in Appendix C for the reader’s convenience.

(2) Second, while we do not directly work with the probabilistic Laplacian as in [7], the
results still follow since the Laplacian (2.7) differs only by multiplication by the diagonal
matrix of vertex degrees, which has bounded, nonzero entries by the bounded geometry
and connectedness properties.

The properties (i)–(iii) in Proposition 2.7 will be utilized in the landscape law proofs. We will
see in Section 2.3 that Assumption 1 and the weak Poincaré inequality, which are required for
the Landscape Law, will be preserved under rough isometry between graphs. Since the required
properties hold for Zd, then the landscape law Theorem 1.1 will hold for all graphs roughly
isometric to Zd as well. While these examples have integer values of α = d, Ref. [8] constructed
graphs satisfying heat kernel bounds HK(α, β) for any real α ≥ 1 and 2 ≤ β ≤ 1 + α.

In order to apply the Moser–Harnack inequality in the proof of Theorem 1.1(ii), we will use
the following corollary, which uses that the landscape function uA always satisfies −∆uA(y) ≤ 1
for y ∈ Γ.

Corollary 2.8 (Moser–Harnack for landscape). Let r ≥ 1. Suppose Γ satisfies the exit time
upper bound (2.9), and that f ≥ 0 satisfies −∆f(y) ≤ 1 for all y ∈ B(x, 2r). Then the Moser–
Harnack inequality (2.8) implies∑

y∈B(x,2r)

f(y)2 ≥ (2CH)−1|B(x, 2r)|

(
sup

B(x,r)
f(y)2 − c2r

4

)
. (2.12)

Proof. Let B∗ := B(x, 2r), and let uB
∗

0 be the free landscape function uB
∗

0 = −∆−1
B∗1B∗ . Set

g := f − uB
∗

0 + ∥uB∗
0 ∥∞, which then satisfies g ≥ 0 and for x ∈ B∗, −∆g(x) ≤ 0. Applying the

Moser–Harnack inequality and the exit time bound (2.9) for uB
∗

0 then yields (2.12). □

In order to obtain the Lifshitz tail upper bound in Theorem 1.2(ii) for Nu, we will also
require control on the lower bound of a “harmonic weight” on balls. Most of the time, we work
on the natural balls given by the graph or chemical metric d0(x, y) (shortest-path distance) on Γ.
However, for specific applications, it may be more convenient to consider other distance functions
d(x, y) which are (strongly) equivalent to d0, in the sense that c1d0(x, y) ≤ d(x, y) ≤ c2d0(x, y)
for some universal constants c1, c2 > 0 depending only on Γ. We thus state Assumption 2 in
terms of a more general metric function, since it may be easier to verify the required properties
for a different metric. We will denote by Bd

R = Bd(ξ,R) the ball of radius of R with respect to

the metric d, and by BR = Bd0
R the natural metric ball. Immediately, there is c > 0 so that for

any ξ ∈ V and r ≥ 0,

B(ξ, r/c) ⊂ Bd(ξ, r) ⊂ B(ξ, cr). (2.13)

The mean value property of a harmonic function f on Rd (on Euclidean balls) states that
f(ξ) = 1

Vol(B(ξ,R))

∫
B(ξ,R) f(y)dy. The integral weight for such an Rd-harmonic function is thus

the constant function 1
Vol(B(ξ,R)) . A similar mean value property holds for harmonic functions

on graphs, but with a general “harmonic weight” function (cf. (2.16)), which also depends on
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the metric on the graph. In general, the harmonic weight is not unique, and not necessarily a
constant (with respect to the volume of the ball), as it is for Rd.

For the natural graph metric d0, we have ∂B(ξ, ρ) = B(ξ, ρ+1)\B(ξ, ρ), which gives a filtered

structure B(ξ,R) = {ξ} ∪
⋃R−1

ρ=0 ∂B(ξ, ρ). There is then the following natural way to define a

harmonic weight and the volume average on B(ξ,R), explicitly through the Poisson kernel or
random walk hitting measure on each layer. Letting Yn be a discrete-time simple random walk
and τA := min{n ≥ 0 : Yn ̸∈ A} the exit time from a region A, one can take a harmonic weight
hB(ξ,R) : B(ξ,R) → [0, 1] for the ball B(ξ,R) to be

hB(ξ,R)(y) =
1

R+ 1
Px[YτB(ξ,r)

= y; τB(ξ,r) <∞], where r := d0(ξ, y). (2.14)

This corresponds to values of the Poisson kernel of the ball B(ξ, r), normalized by R + 1 since
we will average over R + 1 layers. More precisely, the Poisson kernel HA : A× ∂A → [0, 1] of a
region A is defined as HA(x, y) = Px[YτA = y]. For f harmonic in A with boundary values f(y),
y ∈ ∂A, then

f(x) = Ex[f(YτA)] =
∑
y∈∂A

HA(x, y)f(y). (2.15)

Thus for f harmonic at points in B(ξ,R− 1), we have

f(ξ) =
1

R+ 1

R∑
r=0

∑
y∈∂B(ξ,r−1)

HB(ξ,r)(ξ, y)f(y) =
∑

y∈B(ξ,R)

hB(ξ,R)(y)f(y),

where the r = 0 term corresponds to just y = ξ and hB(ξ,0)(ξ, ξ) = 1/(R + 1). For further
background and details, see Appendix A and [27, §6.2], [7, Thm. 2.5].

For a general metric d, the boundary of a ball ∂Bd(x, r) may not relate nicely to larger balls.
One can still introduce a harmonic weight in a similar spirit as the above, but which is technically
more involved.

We are most interested in the case when there is a harmonic weight that is uniformly bounded
from below on most parts of the ball.

Assumption 2. There is a metric d on Γ, strongly equivalent to the natural metric d0, such
that the following hold. Given R > 0, ξ ∈ V, and Bd

R(ξ) = Bd(ξ,R), there exists a function (the

harmonic weight) hBd
R(ξ)(y) : B

d
R(ξ) → [0, 1] satisfying

• Submean property: if f is ∆-subharmonic in the sense −∆f ≤ 0 (on a set containing
Bd

R(ξ) ∪ ∂Bd
R(ξ)), then

f(ξ) ≤
∑

y∈Bd
R(ξ)

hBd
R(ξ)(y)f(y), (2.16)

and the equality holds if ∆f = 0.
• Uniform lower bound: there is a constant c > 0, depending only on Γ, and a ‘bad’ subset
XR(ξ) ⊆ Bd

R(ξ) such that

hBd
R(ξ)(y) ≥

c

|Bd
R(ξ)|

, y ∈ Bd
R(ξ)\XR(ξ), and lim

R→∞

|XR(ξ)|
|Bd

R(ξ)|
= 0. (2.17)

From the preceding discussion, we see the continuous analogue of both properties holds im-
mediately on Rd with XR = ∅. In [1], a statement similar to (2.17) was obtained for Zd cubes
(ℓ∞-balls), based on explicit formulas of the Green’s function and Poisson kernel on cubes (see
Lemma 4.3 of [1]). More generally, for the band graph Γd,W (1.18), we will prove in Section 5.1

that such a harmonic weight exists with respect to the Euclidean metric on Zd, based on surface
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area control and Poisson kernel estimates in e.g. [27]. We are curious about such properties on
general graphs, in particular:

Question 1. What properties of a graph Γ guarantee the existence of a harmonic weight hBd
R

such that Assumption 2 holds?

2.3. Rough isometries and properties preserved under them. Here we finally formally
define rough isometries between (unweighted) graphs and summarize several key properties
preserved under them. We refer readers to [7] for further details.

Definition 4 (rough isometry).

• Let (X1, d1) and (X2, d2) be metric spaces. A map φ : X1 → X2 is a rough isometry if
there exists constants C1, C2 such that

C−1
1

(
d1(x, y)− C2

)
≤ d2(φ(x), φ(y)) ≤ C1

(
d1(x, y) + C2

)
,⋃

x∈X1

Bd2(φ(x), C2) = X2.

If there exists a rough isometry between two spaces then they are roughly isometric, and
this is an equivalence relation.

• Let Γ1 and Γ2 be connected graphs whose vertices have uniformly bounded degrees. A
map φ : V1 → V2 is a rough isometry if:
(1) φ is a rough isometry between the metric spaces (V1, dΓ1) and (V2, dΓ2) with con-

stants C1 and C2.
(2) there exists C3 <∞ such that for all x ∈ V1,

C−1
3 deg(x) ≤ deg(φ(x)) ≤ C3 deg(x).

Two graphs are roughly isometric if there is a rough isometry between them, and this is
an equivalence relation.

Example 2. The band graph Γd,W in (1.18) is roughly isometric to Zd, see e.g. [36, §3.2.1].

Example 3. We revisit the Penrose tiling vertex graph ΓP from Section 1.3, which we now
view as embedded in R2 with edges of length 1, to provide details demonstrating it is roughly
isometric to Z2. Like in [39], which considered another graph derived from the Penrose tiling
(the tile graph rather than vertex graph), we start by comparing ΓP to εZ2 for a small ε > 0.
Letting ψ : ΓP → εZ2 be the map defined by taking x ∈ ΓP ⊂ R2 to a closest point ψ(x) ∈ εZ2,
we obtain for x ̸= y and sufficiently small ε (which ensures that ψ is injective),

√
2dΓP

(x, y) ≥
√
2∥x− y∥2 ≥ ∥x− y∥1 ≥ ∥ψ(x)− ψ(y)∥1 − ∥x− ψ(x)∥1 − ∥y − ψ(y)∥1

≥ c∥ψ(x)− ψ(y)∥1,

since ∥x − ψ(x)∥1 and ∥y − ψ(y)∥1 are both of order ε, while ∥ψ(x) − ψ(y)∥1 ≥ c0 − O(ε) is
lower-bounded using the minimum distance between two corners of the rhombi. Then defining
φ : ΓP → Z2 via φ(x) = ε−1ψ(x), we obtain for x ̸= y in ΓP ,

√
2dΓP

(x, y) ≥ cε∥φ(x)− φ(y)∥1 = cεdZ2(φ(x), φ(y)).

Additionally, dΓP
(x, y) ≤ C1dZ2(φ(x), φ(y))+C2 for sufficiently small ε > 0: One can consider

the set of rhombi R in the tiling that intersect the straight line segment L between x and y
(including intersections on edges and corners). This set R allows for a path in ΓP between x
and y of length at most twice the cardinality of R. The number #R of such rhombi scales with
the length |L| = ∥x − y∥2 by area considerations (take for example the rectangle around L of
five units in each direction, which covers R), and so dΓP

(x, y) ≤ C1,εdZ2(φ(x), φ(y)) + C2,ε.
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Finally, there is a numerical constant C (based on the maximum distance between corners of
rhombi) so that

⋃
x∈ΓP

BZ2(φ(x), Cε−1) = Z2.

As is readily seen, rough isometry preserves bounded geometry (1.2) and (as can be seen
with more work) volume control (1.1) (cf. [7, Exercise 4.16]), so that Assumption 1 is preserved
under rough isometry. The next proposition states that Proposition 2.4 and the weak Poincaré
inequality are also preserved under rough isometry.

Proposition 2.9. Assume volume control (1.1). The following properties are preserved under
rough isometries.

(i) Finite overlap property in Proposition 2.4(a) (with a possibly different constant bΓ, de-
pending on the rough isometry constants).

(ii) Translation-type property in Proposition 2.4(b).
(iii) The weak Poincaré inequality (Definition 3).
(iv) Gaussian heat kernel estimates HKC(α, 2) as in (2.11).

Note that Proposition 2.9(iii) combined with Proposition 2.7 implies that if a graph Γ with
volume control satisfies the weak Poincaré inequality, then it and any graph roughly isometric
to it also satisfy the Moser–Harnack inequality and exit time upper bound (2.9). For the proofs
of Proposition 2.9(iii,iv), see [7, Thms. 3.33, 6.19]. Parts (i) and (ii) follow automatically from
Proposition 2.4 since volume control (1.1) is preserved by rough isometry.

3. Proof of the Landscape Law for graphs and random hopping models

In this section, we prove the Landscape Law for graphs and Jacobi/random hopping models
as stated in Theorem 1.1. In the upper bound, the main differences from the Rd or Zd case
are that we repeatedly use the finite covering property in Proposition 2.4(a) to make up for not
having a clean partition into cubes, and that since the bond weights µxy can become arbitrarily
close to (or equal to) zero, we must separately truncate and bound these small bond weights
using leftover diagonal terms (Lemma 3.1). We must also consider boundary terms coming from
inner and outer boundaries of graph balls, as well as the relation to the non-regular shape of A,
carefully throughout.

In the lower bound, the main difference from Rd or Zd is to utilize Proposition 2.4(b) to make
up for not having a clean partition or translation invariance. Combined with Proposition 2.4(a)
and scaling in Lemma 2.6, this will allow us to handle comparisons with overlapping covers.
Additionally, by allowing for overlapping covers and graph-dependent constants, the proof we
give actually provides a simpler proof of the Zd case from [1].

3.1. Proof of the Landscape Law upper bound, Theorem 1.1(i). Let r(E) = E−1/2 be
the covering radius for the partition, and define the set

F =

{
B ∈ PA(r(E)) : min

x∈B

1

u(x)
≤ E

}
,

so that the landscape landscape counting function (1.6) is Nu(E) = #F
|A| .

Case I: We first consider r(E) = E−1/2 ≥ 1. The other case r(E) = E−1/2 < 1 (large
E) corresponds to balls consisting only of a single point, and follows immediately from the
landscape uncertainty principle as described in Case II near the end of this subsection.

Let

S =

{
f ∈ ℓ2(A) : f̄B ≡ 1

deg(B)

∑
x∈B

f(x) deg(x) = 0, B ∈ F

}
,
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where f̄B is the weighted average of f (w.r.t. the natural weight) on B and deg(x) is the degree
in the graph Γ, as in the weak PI (2.6). We will show that for f ∈ S, that ⟨f,HAf⟩ ≥ C1E⟨f, f⟩,
so that N(C1E) ≤ codimS. For any set B, let vB ∈ C(V) be the vector with elements deg(x) for
x ∈ B and 0 otherwise. Then the space S is the orthogonal complement of span({vB : B ∈ F}).
The balls B in F may not be disjoint, but this does not matter, since we just need an upper
bound on codim(S) = dim(span({vB : B ∈ F})) ≤ #F . Hence,

codimS ≤ #F ,

and the main work is to bound ⟨f,HAf⟩ from below for f ∈ S, which will lead to an upper
bound on the number of eigenvalues below an energy E in terms of codimS.

In order to obtain a bound like C1E⟨f, f⟩ ≤ ⟨f,HAf⟩, we consider coordinates x ∈ A in the
sum ⟨f, f⟩ =

∑
x∈A f(x)

2 according to whether they are in a ball B ∈ PA \F or in a ball B ∈ F .
Coordinates x ∈ A may be in both types of balls, but due to the finite covering property in
Proposition 2.4, such overcounting is allowable. We start with balls B ∈ PA \ F . In this case,
the property minx∈B

1
u(x) ≥ E implies that

E
∑
B ̸∈F

∑
x∈B∩A

f(x)2 ≤
∑
B ̸∈F

∑
x∈B∩A

1

u(x)
f(x)2 ≤ bΓ

∑
x∈A

1

u(x)
f(x)2 ≤ bΓ⟨f,HAf⟩, (3.1)

where we used the finite covering property (2.3) followed by the landscape uncertainty principle
(2.1) for the last two inequalities.

For B ∈ F , we first apply the weak Poincaré inequality (2.5) to f ∈ S with f̄B = 0 to obtain,∑
x∈B

f(x)2 =
∑
x∈B

(
f(x)− f̄B

)2 ≤ CP r
2

∑
x,y∈B∗:x∼y

(
f(x)− f(y)

)2
, (3.2)

where B = B(zi, r) and B∗ = B(zi, λr) are given as in (2.5). It remains to bound the right
hand side of (3.2) from above by ⟨f,HAf⟩. Note that the kinetic energy term (non-potential
term) in the Hamiltonian HA defined in (1.4) has a weight µxy ∈ [0, 1], which may take the
degenerate value zero. If we had µxy ≥ ε > 0 for all µxy, then (3.2) is readily bounded using the
kinetic term in (1.4) and the finite-overlap property. In the general case where µxy takes values
arbitrarily close (or equal to) 0, we first must truncate the weight µxy and compare the resulting
kinetic energy to an additional diagonal term which can be eventually absorbed into ⟨f,HAf⟩.
The following truncation lemma allows us to compare the kinetic term in ⟨f,HAf⟩, which may
have degenerate weights µxy, to the right hand side of (3.2). The proof of the lemma is given
at the end of this section.

Lemma 3.1 (ε-cutoff). For µxy ∈ [0, 1] and any ε > 0, let µεxy = max{ε, µxy}. Then for any
region R ⊆ Γ,

1

2

∑
x,y∈R
x∼y

µεxy(f(x)−f(y))2 ≤
1

2

∑
x,y∈R
x∼y

µxy(f(x)−f(y))2+4ε(1−ε)−1
∑
x∈R

(degR x−µRx )f(x)2. (3.3)

As a consequence, by choosing ε = 1
5 ,∑

x,y∈R
x∼y

(f(x)− f(y))2 ≤ 10

(
1

2

∑
x,y∈R
x∼y

µxy(f(x)− f(y))2 +
∑
x∈R

(degR x− µRx )f(x)
2

)
. (3.4)
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Applying the above equation (3.4) to B∗ in (3.2), and recalling that r2 = E−1, we obtain for
f ∈ S,∑

x∈B
f(x)2 ≤ 10CPE

−1

(
1

2

∑
x,y∈B∗
x∼y

µxy(f(x)− f(y))2 +
∑
x∈B∗

(degB
∗
x− µB

∗
x )f(x)2

)
. (3.5)

For showing the right side of (3.5) is bounded by a factor of ⟨f,HAf⟩, one complication is that
B∗ may contain points outside A. This will be handled using the deg(x)− µAx term in ⟨f,HAf⟩
as follows. Using that f is zero outside A and that µxy = µyx, we can estimate

1

2

∑
x,y∈B∗
x∼y

µxy(f(x)− f(y))2 +
∑
x∈B∗

(degB
∗
x− µB

∗
x )f(x)2

≤
∑

x∈B∗∩A
(degB

∗
x− µB

∗
x )f(x)2 +

1

2

∑
x∈B∗∩A

∑
y∈A
y∼x

µxy(f(x)− f(y))2 +
∑

x∈B∗∩A

∑
y∈B∗,y ̸∈A

y∼x

µxyf(x)
2

=
∑

x∈B∗∩A
(degB

∗
x− µB

∗∩A
x )f(x)2 +

1

2

∑
x∈B∗∩A

∑
y∈A
y∼x

µxy(f(x)− f(y))2. (3.6)

The diagonal term can be bounded using degB
∗
x− µB

∗∩A
x ≤ deg(x)− µAx , and the kinetic term

using that by (2.3), for any function g ≥ 0 on A,∑
B∈PA

∑
x∈B∗∩A

g(x) =
∑
x∈A

g(x)#{B ∈ PA : x ∈ B∗} ≤ CλαbΓ
∑
x∈A

g(x).

Applying these bounds in (3.6) and summing over B ∈ F then yields∑
B∈F

[
1

2

∑
x,y∈B∗
x∼y

µxy(f(x)− f(y))2 +
∑
x∈B∗

(degB
∗
x− µB

∗
x )f(x)2

]

≤ CλαbΓ
∑
x∈A

[
1

2

∑
y∈A
y∼x

µxy(f(x)− f(y))2 + (deg(x)− µAx )f(x)
2

]
.

As the latter is exactly CλαbΓ⟨f,HAf⟩, combining with (3.1) and (3.5) then yields

E
∑
x∈A

f(x)2 ≤ E
∑

B∈PA

∑
x∈B

f(x)2 ≤ C1⟨f,HAf⟩,

for C1 = (10CPCλ
α+1)bΓ. Therefore, the number of eigenvalues of HA below C−1

1 E is bounded
from above by the codimension of the subspace S, that is, for E ≤ 1,

N(C−1
1 E) ≤ #F

|A|
= Nu(E). (3.7)

By rescaling the energy as Ẽ = C1E ≤ 1, we obtain that for E ≤ C−1
1 ,

N(E) ≤ Nu(C1E). (3.8)

Case II: r(E) = E−1/2 < 1. In this case, we just have

F =

{
x ∈ A :

1

u(x)
≤ E

}
, and S =

{
f ∈ ℓ2(A) : f(x) = 0, if x ∈ F

}
.
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For f ∈ S, the landscape uncertainty principle (2.1) then implies

⟨f,HAf⟩ ≥
∑
x∈A

f(x)2

u(x)
=
∑
x ̸∈F

f2(x)

u(x)
≥ E

∑
x∈A

f(x)2,

which completes the proof of Theorem 1.1(i). □

Proof of Lemma 3.1 (ε-cutoff). Start by writing

1

2

∑
x,y∈R
x∼y

µεxy(f(x)− f(y))2 =
1

2

∑
x,y∈R
µxy≥ε

µxy(f(x)− f(y))2 +
1

2

∑
x,y∈R
x∼y

µxy<ε

ε(f(x)− f(y))2.

We upper bound the last term by comparing it to a sum involving degR x−µRx . Since µxy = µyx,
then ∑

x,y∈R
x∼y

µxy<ε

ε(f(x)− f(y))2 ≤ 2ε
∑
x,y∈R
µxy<ε

(f(x)2 + f(y)2)

= 4ε
∑
x∈R

f(x)2 ·#{y ∈ R : µxy < ε}.

If #{y ∈ R : µxy < ε} is large, then so is degR x− µRx : Using µ
R
x =

∑
y∈R µxy, then

µRx =
∑
y∈R

µxy ≤
∑

y∈R:µxy<ε

ε+
∑

y∈R:µxy≥ε

1

= ε#{y ∈ R : µxy < ε}+ degR x−#{y ∈ R : µxy < ε},

and so

(1− ε)#{y ∈ R : µxy < ε} ≤ degR x− µRx .

Thus ∑
x,y∈R
µxy<ε

ε(f(x)− f(y))2 ≤ 4ε(1− ε)−1
∑
x∈R

(degR x− µRx )f(x)
2,

which gives (3.3). □

3.2. Proof of the Landscape Law lower bound, Theorem 1.1(ii). Similar to the landscape
law upper bound, if we can bound ⟨f,HAf⟩ from above by E on some subspace S ′ ⊂ ℓ2(A),
then the eigenvalue counting function at E will be at least the dimension of S ′. In what follows,
we will consider 0 < κ < 1/4.

Case I: First we consider E ≤ c2 for 0 < c < 1 to be determined later. In view of the
constants inside the argument of Nu in (1.9), we pre-preemptively take the partition radius

R = (cκ−1)E−1/2. As we will be using the Moser–Harnack inequality (2.12), we will need to
work with smaller balls, say of radius r = κR for 0 < κ < 1/4. With the condition E < c2, then
r ≥ 1 and R ≥ 4.

For a ball B = B(z,R), denote by qB := B(z, r) the smaller ball with the same center z, and
set

F ′ =

{
B ∈ P(R) : min

x∈ qB

1

u(x)
≤ E and min

x∈B

1

u(x)
≥ κ2E

}
.
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First we define a preliminary set S0 as

S0 = span
{
uχB : B = B(z,R) ∈ F ′} ,

where χB(z,R) denotes a cut-off function supported on B(z,R) defined via

χB(z,R)(x) =


1, x ∈ B(z,R/2)

0, x ̸∈ B(z,R)

1− 2
R(d(z, x)−R/2), R/2 ≤ d(z, x) ≤ R

. (3.9)

Note that for adjacent x ∼ y ∈ B(z,R/2), that

|χB(z,R)(x)− χB(z,R)(y)| ≤
4

R
.

The functions in S0 need not be orthogonal or linearly independent due to the overlap allowed
in the covering. To remedy this, we construct F ′′ and S ′ as follows: To choose a set of disjoint
balls F ′′ = {B(z,R)} from F ′, go through the balls in F ′, and for each ball B(z,R) still
remaining, remove all other balls that overlap with B(z,R). Let F ′′ be the set of remaining
balls. If two balls overlap, then their centers satisfy d(z, zi) ≤ 2R, and so by the finite cover
property (2.3), there can only be CΓbΓ balls that overlap B(z,R). So for each ball we kept for F ′′,
we only removed at most CΓbΓ−1 balls from F ′. Since #F ′ = #F ′′+#{removed} ≤ #F ′′CΓbΓ,
then we must have

#F ′′ ≥ 1

CΓbΓ
#F ′.

Now take

S ′ = span
{
uχB : B = B(z,R) ∈ F ′′} .

Since such uχB have disjoint supports, they are linearly independent and dimS ′ = #F ′′. Ad-
ditionally, their supports are separated from each other by distance at least R ≥ 4, so that
⟨uχB, H

A(uχB′)⟩ = 0 for different balls B,B′ ∈ F ′′.

Now we want to bound
⟨uχB, H

A(uχB)⟩
⟨uχB, uχB⟩

from above for each uχB ∈ S ′. First, by the

landscape uncertainty principle (2.1) and using that maxx∈B u(x) ≤ κ−2E−1 by the definition
of F ′, we can bound the numerator as

⟨uχB, H
A(uχB)⟩ =

1

2

∑
x,y∈A
x∼y

µxyu(x)u(y) (χB(x)− χB(y))
2 +

∑
x∈A

u(x)χB(x)
2

≤ CMΓ|B(z,R+ 1)|(κ−4E−2)

(
2

R

)2

+ |B(z,R)|(κ−2E−1)

≤ c1R
α−2κ−4E−2 + c1R

ακ−2E−1. (3.10)

For the denominator, using χB(z,R)(x) = 1 for x ∈ B(z,R/2) which includes B(z, 2r), followed
by the Moser–Harnack inequality (2.12) yields for r ≥ 1,

⟨uχB, uχB⟩ ≥
∑

x∈B(z,2r)

u(x)2 ≥ c′H |B(z, 2r)|

(
sup

y∈B(z,r)
u(y)2 − c2r

4

)
. (3.11)

Using that maxy∈B(z,r) u(y) ≥ E−1 by the definition of F ′ and that r = κR = cE−1/2, then
(3.11) becomes

⟨uχB, uχB⟩ ≥ CκαRαE−2(1− c2c
4) ≥ c3κ

αRαE−2, (3.12)

provided that c is chosen small enough that c2c
4 < 1.
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Combining (3.12) and (3.10) and using R = κ−1cE−1/2 then yields

⟨uχB, H
A(uχB)⟩

⟨uχB, uχB⟩
≤ c′1κ

−α−4R−2 + c′2κ
−α−2E

= C2κ
−α−2E. (3.13)

Since the uχB for B ∈ F ′′ have disjoint supports separated from each other by distance at least
R ≥ 4, the bound (3.13) holds for all linear combinations f ∈ S ′, and we obtain

N(C2κ
−α−2E) ≥ 1

|A|
dimS ′ ≥ 1

|A|CΓbΓ
#F ′.

Now to compare #F ′ favorably to N(E), we will need to make use of Proposition 2.4(b).

From this property, there are covers P(j)(R) = {B(z
(j)
i , R)}i, for j = 1, . . . , Cκ−α, all with a

finite covering constant bΓ, and such that
⋃

j

⋃
iB(z

(j)
i , κR) is also a cover (not necessarily with

a particular covering constant), say P̃ (r). Applying the preceding argument to any P(j)(R), we
have

N(C2κ
−α−2E) ≥ 1

|A|CΓbΓ

(
#{B(z

(j)
i , R) ∈ P(j) : min

B(z
(j)
i ,r)

1

u
≤ E}−

−#{B(z
(j)
i , R) : min

B(z
(j)
i ,R)

1

u
≤ κ2E}

)
. (3.14)

The negative term |A|−1#{B(z
(j)
i , R) : min

B(z
(j)
i ,R)

1
u ≤ κ2E} is already N

P(j)(R)
u (κ2E). For the

first term, we apply (3.14) to each cover P(j)(R), j = 1, . . . , Cκ−α, and take the sum, which

results in the landscape counting function N
P̃ (r)
u (E) for the covering P̃ (r) with smaller radius

r = κR = cE−1/2. With the summation, we obtain

N(C2κ
−α−2E) ≥ (CΓbΓ)

−1C−1καN P̃ (r)
u (E)− cΓN

P(R)
u (κ2E), (3.15)

where the N
P(R)
u (κ2E) term is for any partition P(R) with finite overlap constant bΓ, and is

comparable to Nu(κ
2E). While P̃ (r) may not have a particular covering constant, we only need

to note that N
P̃ (r)
u upper bounds Nu (up to the geometric constant in Lemma 2.6).

Case II: E > c2. In this case r = cE−1/2 < 1, so that qB = B(z, r) = {z}. Retaining the
definitions of F ′ and F ′′ from before, then for any B(z,R) in F ′ or F ′′, we have u(z)2 ≥ E−2.

If R = cκ−1E−1/2 ≥ 4, corresponding to c2 < E ≤ c2(4κ)−2, then the numerator upper bound
(3.10) still holds. A lower bound

⟨uχB, uχB⟩ ≥ u(z)2 ≥ E−2

is immediate, and so using E > c2 we obtain

⟨uχB, H
AuχB⟩

⟨uχB, uχB⟩
≤ c1R

α−2κ−4E−2 + c1R
ακ−2E−1

E−2
≤ C3κ

−α−2E,

which is the same scaling of κ as in (3.13), leading to the same form as (3.15).
If instead 0 < R < 4, so that E > c2(4κ)−2, then we make an adjustment to S ′ to ensure

the supports are far enough apart. Define F ′ as before, and form F ′′ by going through each
ball B(z,R) in F ′, and removing all other balls whose centers zi are within distance 2 of z. By
volume control (1.1), there are at most CU2

α points within distance 2 of z, so

#F ′′ ≥ 1

CU2α
#F .
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Then take S ′ = span{1z : z ∈ F ′′}. Since E > c2(4κ)−2, the landscape uncertainty principle
implies for any z ∈ F ′′,

⟨1z, HA
1z⟩ ≤MΓκ

−4 + κ−2E ≤ C4κ
−2E,

which leads to

N(C4κ
−2E) ≥ 1

|A|
dimS ′ ≥ 1

CU2α|A|
#F ′,

and a similar lower bound as (3.15), except the bound is for N(C4κ
−2E).

Rescaling: With new constants c1, c2 and applying Lemma 2.6 (noting that the constants that

arise from having R = (cκ−1)E−1/2 can be taken independent of κ since κ < 1/4), Cases I and
II in summary imply,

N(C2κ
−α−2E) ≥ c1κ

αNu(E)− c2Nu(κ
2E), for E ≤ c2,

N(C3κ
−α−2E) ≥ c1κ

αNu(E)− c2Nu(κ
2E), for c2 < E ≤ c2(4κ)−2,

N(C4κ
−2E) ≥ c1Nu(E)− c2Nu(κ

2E), for E > c2(4κ)−2.

Rescaling and using that N(E) is (non-strictly) increasing in E, we obtain for a constant c∗,
that

N(E) ≥ c1κ
αNu(c3κ

α+2E)− c2Nu(c4κ
α+4E), for E ≤ c∗κ−4,

N(E) ≥ c′1Nu(c
′
3κ

2E)− c′2Nu(c
′
4κ

4E), for E > c∗κ−4,

which completes the proof of Theorem 1.1(ii). □
Note that when E is small, the above argument requires the domain to contain at least one

small ball of radius r ≈ E−1/2, leading to the condition diamA ≳ E−1/2. The restrictions on
diamA can however be removed easily. If diamA ≲ E−1/2, then maxA u ≲ (diamA)2 ≲ E−1.
Hence, Nu(cE) vanishes for some constant c depending only on Γ, leading to N(E) ≥ 0 =
Nu(cE). In other words, the landscape law lower bound (1.9) holds (neglecting the negative
term on the right hand side) trivially when diamA is small.

4. Lifshitz tails for the landscape counting function

In this section, we prove Theorem 1.2 on Lifshitz tails for the landscape counting function
for Jacobi operators on graphs. The process of establishing Lifshitz tails behavior of Nu was
done in [9] for Rd and then extended to Zd in [1]. In those settings, only cubes with periodic
boundary conditions and diagonal disorder were considered for simplicity. In the current paper,
we work on a general domain A with Dirichlet boundary conditions and consider both diagonal
and off-diagonal disorder. The argument follows the general approach of the Rd and Zd cases,
though requires additional consideration for the general graph structure and shape of balls, lack
of exact formulas, and metric in Assumption 2. One example where these assumptions are
satisfied is the graph induced by a random band model, which we will discuss in Section 5.1.

Recall we are interested in a Jacobi operator of the form (1.3) where {µxy} and {Vx} are each
sets of i.i.d. random variables, and that such an operator can be written in the form

Hf(x) =
∑
y:y∼x

µxy
(
f(x)− f(y)

)
+ (σx + Vx)f(x),

where

σxy = 1− µxy, σx =
∑
y:y∼x

σxy = deg(x)− µx.
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The corresponding quadratic form is

⟨f,Hf⟩ = 1

2

∑
x,y:y∼x

µxy
(
f(x)− f(y)

)2
+
∑
x

(σx + Vx)f(x)
2.

For a finite A ⊂ Γ, the Dirichlet restriction of H is

HAf(x) =
∑

y∈A:y∼x

µxy
(
f(x)− f(y)

)
+ (σAx + Vx)f(x)

and

⟨f,HAf⟩ = 1

2

∑
x,y∈A
y∼x

µxy
(
f(x)− f(y)

)2
+
∑
x∈A

(σAx + Vx)f(x)
2, (4.1)

where σAx =
∑

y∈A
y∼x

σxy = deg(x)− µAx .

The Lifshitz tail lower bound proof follows the same method as for Rd or Zd, but accounts
for the random hopping terms and uses the “sufficient overlap with balls” property to make up
for not having a partition into cubes. The upper bound proof will require more adaptation, in
particular dealing with the different metrics in Assumption 2, and the lack of exact formulas for
e.g. the Green’s function and Poisson kernel which were utilized in the Rd and Zd cases.

4.1. Lifshitz tails lower bound: proof of Theorem 1.2(i). For E > 0, let R = mE−1/2

for an m to be specified later depending only on Γ, and let P = {B(zi, R)}i be a cover of Γ. We
will require R ≥ 1, i.e. E ≤ m2 := E0, so that we may later apply volume control (1.1).

From the landscape counting function definition, we have

ENP
u (E) =

1

|A|
∑

B∈P|A

P
[

min
x∈B∩A

1

u(x)
≤ E

]
, (4.2)

so to prove the lower bound (1.14), we will want to bound P
[
minx∈B∩A

1
u(x) ≤ E

]
from below

in terms of the CDF F .
Denote by kB the scaled ball B(z, kR), and let 0 ≤ χB ≤ 1 be the discrete cut-off function

supported on 2B defined as

χB(x) =


1, x ∈ B

0, x ̸∈ 2B

1− E1/2

m (d(z, x)−mE−1/2), mE−1/2 ≤ d(z, x) ≤ 2mE−1/2

.

Note for x ∼ y ∈ 2B, that |χB(x)− χB(y)| ≤ E1/2

m .
Applying the landscape uncertainty principle (2.1) along with (4.1) implies∑
x∈2B

χ2
B(x)

u(x)
≤ ⟨χB, H

AχB⟩ ≤
1

2

∑
x,y∈A
y∼x

(
χB(x)− χB(y)

)2
+
∑
x∈A

(σAx + Vx)χB(x)
2

≤MΓ|B(z, 2R+ 1)| E
m2

+ |2B|
(
MΓ max

x,y∈3B
y∼x

σxy + max
x∈2B

Vx
)
. (4.3)

Since

min
x∈B∩A

1

u(x)
≤ 1

|B ∩A|
∑

x∈B∩A

1

u(x)
≤ 1

|B ∩A|
∑
x∈2B

χ2
B(x)

u(x)
,
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we then obtain using (4.3), the volume control (1.1), and the condition (1.13) that |A∩B(x,R)| ≳
Rα for R ≤ C diamA and x ∈ A, that

min
x∈B∩A

1

u(x)
≤ c1

E

m2
+ c2 max

x,y∈3B
y∼x

σxy + c2 max
x∈2B

Vx.

Choosing m2 = 2c1 and using independence of the random variables then yields

P
[

min
x∈B∩A

1

u(x)
≤ E

]
≥ P

[
c2 max

x,y∈3B
y∼x

σxy + c2 max
x∈2B

Vx ≤ 1

2
E

]

≥ P
[
c2 max

x,y∈3B
y∼x

σxy ≤ 1

4
E

]
P
[
c2 max

x∈2B
Vx ≤ 1

4
E

]
≥
(
Fµ(c3E)

)c4E−α/2(
FV (c5E)

)c6E−α/2

.

Thus with (4.2), we obtain

ENP
u (E) ≥ #{B ∈ P ′, B ∩A ̸= ∅}

|A|
(
Fµ(c3E)

)c4E−α/2(
FV (c5E)

)c6E−α/2

.

Since P is a covering of A, we must have

#{B ∈ P, B ∩A ̸= ∅} ≥ |A|
|B|

≥ cmEα/2|A|,

which completes the proof of (1.14). □

4.2. Lifshitz tails upper bound: proof of Theorem 1.2(ii). For E > 0, set R = c0E
−1/2

for c0 to be determined later (cf. Lemma 4.1), and set P = {B(zi, R)}i be a covering of Γ
satisfying (2.3) with a finite overlap constant bΓ. Using (4.2), then

ENP
u (E) ≤ #{B ∈ P|A}

|A|
max
B∈P|A

P
[

min
x∈B∩A

1

u(x)
≤ E

]
, (4.4)

and so we must bound P
[
minx∈B∩A

1
u(x) ≤ E

]
from above for each B ∈ P. This is achieved by

the following lemma.

Lemma 4.1. Under the assumptions in Theorem 1.2(ii), there is 0 < E∗ < 1 and ci > 0 such
that for E < E∗ and any x0,

P
[

min
x∈B(x0,c0E−1/2)

1

u(x)
≤ E

]
≤ c1 (F (c2E))c3E

−α/2

. (4.5)

Assuming this lemma, we then have

Proof of Theorem 1.2(ii). By the finite covering assumption with constant bΓ, and sufficient
overlap of A with balls of radius R ≤ diamA, observe that

#{B ∈ P|A}
|A|

≤ cEα/2,

and so (1.15) follows immediately from (4.4) and (4.5). □

The key ingredient to prove Lemma 4.1 is the following deterministic result for the growth of
the landscape function u.
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Lemma 4.2 (landscape growth). Let u = uA be the landscape function for HA. Choose r > 0
and x0 ∈ Γ with B(x0, r) ∩A ̸= ∅, and let

Jr = Jr,x0 =
{
x ∈ B(x0, r) ∩A : Vx ≥ mr−2 or

∑
y∈B(x0,r)∩A

y∼x

(1− µxy) ≥ mr−2
}
, (4.6)

for a constant m > 0 to be chosen later. Then under the assumptions in Theorem 1.2(ii), for
any 0 < λ < 1, there are ε < 1, M,m, r∗ > 1, depending only on α and λ, such that if the
following two conditions hold for r∗ ≤ r ≤ 2 diamA:

(i) there is ξ ∈ B(x0, r) such that

u(ξ) ≥Mr2, (4.7)

(ii) there is the lower bound on the size of Jr,∣∣Jr∣∣ ≥ λ
∣∣B(x0, r) ∩A

∣∣, (4.8)

then for R = (1 + ε)r, there is ξ′ ∈ B(ξ, CR) ∩A such that

u(ξ′) ≥ (1 + 3ε)u(ξ) ≥MR2, (4.9)

where C = 2c2 with the constant c > 0 given in (2.13).

One of the key ingredients of the proof of Lemma 4.2 is that the landscape function u is
superharmonic. We will use submean properties of u, together with conditions on µxy, Vx in
(4.8), to obtain the growth of u on a larger ball. Recall that due to Assumption 2, we will work
with assumptions on a general metric d rather than on the natural metric d0. Balls with respect
to the metric d will always be denoted with a superscript, such as Bd

ρ or Bd(ξ, ρ), while balls
with respect to the natural metric d0 will either not have the superscript or will be identified
with a superscript d0.

Proof of Lemma 4.2. Let ξ ∈ B(x0, r) satisfy u(ξ) ≥Mr2 as in (4.7). Let the d-metric ball Bd
R

and a harmonic weight hBd
R
be given as in Assumption 2, satisfying (2.16) and (2.17).

Before starting with the main cases of the proof, we introduce several useful quantities. We
will need to consider weighted averages of the landscape function u on balls and spheres, with
respect to the metric d and the associated harmonic weight hBd

R
. To that end, denote by adρ the

weighted surface average of u on the exterior boundary ∂Bd(ξ, ρ),

adρ =
∑

y∈∂Bd(ξ,ρ)

PBd
ρ
(ξ, y)u(y), ρ ≥ 0,

where PBd
ρ
is the Poisson kernel (centered at ξ, with respect to ∆) defined as in (A.1) on

∂Bd(ξ, ρ).
Next, denote by Ad

ρ the weighted volume average of u on Bd(ξ, ρ), with respect to hBd
R
, defined

as

Ad
ρ =

∑
y∈Bd(ξ,ρ)

hBd
ρ
(ξ, y)u(y), (4.10)

One can verify the following by taking a constant function in the integration by parts formula
(A.3), ∑

y∈∂Bd(ξ,ρ)

PBd
ρ
(ξ, y) = 1, and

∑
y∈Bd(ξ,ρ)

hBd
ρ
(ξ, y) = 1.
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The key properties of adρ and Ad
ρ we will need are the following, which follow from submean

properties of ∆ using that −∆u ≤ 1 pointwise on Bd(x, ρ):

adρ ≥ u(ξ)− c0ρ
2, (4.11)

Ad
ρ ≥ u(ξ)− c0ρ

2. (4.12)

• For (4.11), let u′ be the solution to −∆u′ = 1 on Bd(ξ, ρ) with Dirichlet boundary
conditions on ∂Bd(ξ, ρ). By Proposition 2.7 and equivalence of the metric d with the
natural metric, u′ satisfies 0 ≤ u′(ξ) ≤ c0ρ

2. Let w be harmonic with boundary data
w(y) = u(y) for y ∈ ∂Bd(ξ, ρ). By (A.2) then w(ξ) = adρ. Set f := w + u′ − u, so

−∆f ≥ 0 and f = 0 on the boundary ∂Bd(ξ, ρ). Then f = w + u′ − u ≥ 0 by the
maximum principle, which yields

u(ξ) ≤ u′(ξ) + w(ξ) ≤ c0ρ
2 + aρ.

• Let u′ be as above. Then −∆(u−u′) ≤ 0. For (4.12), using the submean property (2.16)
and the non-negativity of hBd

ρ
and u′, we obtain

u(ξ)− u′(ξ) ≤
∑
y∈Bd

ρ

hBd
ρ

[
u(y)− u′(y)

]
≤
∑
y∈Bd

ρ

hBd
ρ
u(y) = Ad

ρ,

which yields (4.12).

Given ξ ∈ B(x0, r), we will work on enlarged balls centered at ξ containing B(x0, r) (with
slightly larger radius under the different metric). In particular, let c > 0 be the scaling constant
between the metric d0 and d in (2.13), so that

B(x0, r) ⊂ B(ξ, 2r) ⊂ Bd(ξ, 2cr) ⊂ B(ξ, 2c2r). (4.13)

Let Ad
2cr be the weighted average of u on the d-metric ball Bd(ξ, 2cr) of radius 2cr, as given in

the definition (4.10). Then (4.12) yields

Ad
2cr ≥ u(ξ)− c1r

2.

Now let Jr be given in (4.6) where m will be picked later, and satisfying (4.8). By the
conditions |B(z, r) ∩A| ≥ c2r

α for r < C diamA, (4.8), and r ≤ C diamA, we have

|Jr| ≥ λ
∣∣B(x0, r) ∩A

∣∣ ≥ c2λr
α. (4.14)

Let

Ir = {x ∈ Jr : u(x) <
1

2
Ad

2cr }, (4.15)

which describes x ∈ Jr where u(x) takes small values, and let

S1 =
∑
y∈Ir

hBd
2cr

(y), S2 =
∑

y∈Bd(ξ,2cr)\Ir

hBd
2cr

(y) = 1− S1.

Now we are ready to look for ξ′ satisfying (4.9) by considering the following two cases:

Case I: |Ir| ≥ 1
2 |Jr|. In this case, we have many points x where u(x) is much smaller than the

weighted average Ad
2cr. As a consequence, the remaining values u(x) must be large to compensate

for those in Ir. More precisely, summing over the complement of Ir, the definition of Ir implies∑
y∈Bd(ξ,2cr)\Ir hBd

2cr
(y)u(y)∑

y∈Bd(ξ,2cr)\Ir hBd
2cr

(y)
≥

1− 1
2S1

1− S1
Ad

2cr ≥
(
1 +

1

2
S1

)
Ad

2cr.
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If S1 ≥ 4c3 for some c3 > 0 (depends only on Γ and λ), then we will be done, since then there
is some ξ′ ∈ Bd(ξ, 2cr) \ Ir with u(ξ′) ≥ (1 + 2c3)A

d
2cr. Using (4.12) and u(ξ) ≥ Mr2 with a

sufficiently large M then implies

u(ξ′) ≥ (1 + 2c3)
(
u(ξ)− c1r

2
)
≥ (1 + 2c3)

(
1− c1/M

)
u(ξ) ≥ (1 + c3)u(ξ),

provided M ≥ (1 + 2c3)c1/c3.
To show we have S1 ≥ 4c3, first apply Assumption 2 to obtain a c4 > 0 and subset Xr ⊂

Bd(ξ, 2cr) such that

hBd
2cr

(y) ≥ c4
|Bd(ξ, 2cr)|

, y ∈ Bd(ξ, 2cr)\Xr, and lim
r→∞

|Xr|
|Bd(ξ, 2cr)|

= 0. (4.16)

The lower bound on |Jr| from (4.14) and of hBd
2cr

from (4.16) imply for sufficiently large r > r∗(λ),

S1 =
∑

y∈Ir\Xr

hBd
2cr

(y) +
∑

y∈Ir∩Xr

hBd
2cr

(y) ≥ c4
|Bd(ξ, 2cr)|

|Ir\Xr|

≥ c5
rα

(1
2
|Jr| − o(|Bd(ξ, 2cr)|)

)
≥ c5
rα

(c2
2
λrα − c2

4
λrα

)
≥ 1

4
c2c5λ := 4c3.

Then it is enough to pick 3ε ≤ c3 =
1
16c2c5λ so that (4.9) holds for ξ′ ∈ Bd(ξ, 2cr) ⊂ B(ξ, 2c2r) ⊂

B(ξ, 2c2R). Since u(x) = 0 for x ̸∈ A, it is clear that ξ′ ∈ A ∩B(ξ, 2c2R).

Case II: |Ir| < 1
2 |Jr|. Take R = (1 + ε)r for some ε ≤ 1, which gives R2 − r2 ≤ 3εr2.

Let a2r, a2R and G2r, G2R be the surface averages of u and the Green’s functions on B2r =
B(ξ, 2r), B2R = B(ξ, 2R), with respect to the natural metric d0 (we omit the superscript d0
on the balls for simplicity), respectively. Applying the discrete Green’s identity (integration by
parts formula) (A.2) to both B2r and B2R yields

a2R − a2r =
∑

x∈B2R\B2r

G2R(ξ, y)∆u(x) +
∑

x∈B2r

(G2R(ξ, x)−G2r(ξ, x)) ∆u(x). (4.17)

With the relation ∆u(x) = −1 +
∑

y∈A:y∼x σxyu(y) + V (x)u(x), and defining

bx =

{∑
y∈A:y∼x σxyu(y) + V (x)u(x), x ∈ A

1, x ̸∈ A
, (4.18)

equation (4.17) then implies

a2R − a2r ≥ −
∑

x∈B2R\B2r

G2R(ξ, x)−
∑

x∈B2r

(
G2R(ξ, x)−G2r(ξ, x)

)
+

+
∑

x∈B2r

(
G2R(ξ, x)−G2r(ξ, x)

)
bx. (4.19)

We next make two uses of the maximum principle for harmonic functions (see e.g. [36,
Lemma 2.2]).

• Since G2R(ξ, x) is ∆-harmonic in B2R\B2r, the maximum principle implies

max
y∈B2R\B2r

G2R(ξ, x) ≤ max
x∈∂(B2R\B2r)

G2R(ξ, x) = max
x∈∂(i)B2r

G2R(ξ, x),

with the last inequality because G2R(ξ, x) = 0 for x ∈ ∂B2R.
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• On the other hand, G2R(ξ, x) − G2r(ξ, x) is ∆-harmonic in B2r and equal to G2R(ξ, ·)
on ∂B2r(ξ), so the maximum principle implies for x ∈ B2r,

min
y∈∂B2r

G2R(ξ, y) ≤ G2R(ξ, x)−G2r(ξ, x) ≤ max
y∈∂B2r

G2R(ξ, y).

Next, by Proposition 2.7, if x ∈ ∂B2r ∪ ∂(i)B2r, there are the Green’s function bounds

c′1r
2−α ≤ G2R(ξ, x) ≤ c′2r

2−α,

where c′1, c
′
2 only depend on α and the ratio 2R

2r = 1 + ε. Therefore, continuing from (4.19),

a2R − a2r ≥− c′2r
2−α|B2R\B2r| − c′2r

2−α|B2r|+ c′1r
2−α

∑
x∈B2r

bx

≥− c′3r
2 + c′1r

2−α

( ∑
x∈B2r∩A

∑
y∈B2r∩A:

y∼x

σxyu(y) +
∑

x∈B2r∩A
Vxu(x)

)

≥− c′3r
2 + c′1r

2−α
∑

x∈Jr\Ir

( ∑
y∈B(x0,r)∩A:

y∼x

σxy + Vx

)
u(x), (4.20)

where in the last line we used that Jr ⊂ B(x0, r)∩A ⊂ B(ξ, 2r)∩A. Recall that by the definition
(4.6) of Jr, for all x ∈ Jr,

Vx +
∑

y∈B(x0,r)∩A:y∼x

(1− µxy) ≥ mr−2,

and that by the definition of Ir in (4.15), for all x ∈ Jr\Ir, u(x) ≥ 1
2A

d
2cr. Therefore, the last

sum in (4.20) can be bounded from below as∑
x∈Jr\Ir

( ∑
y∈B(x0,r)∩A:y∼x

σxy + Vx

)
u(x) ≥ mr−2

(1
2
Ad

2cr

)
|Jr\Ir|

≥ mr−2
(1
2
Ad

2cr

)(1
2
|Jr|
)
≥ 1

4
c2mr

α−2λAd
2cr,

where we have now made use of the Case II condition that |Ir| < |Jr|/2, and also applied the
bound |Jr| ≥ c2λr

α in (4.14). Putting everything together, we thus obtain

a2R − a2r ≥ −c′3r2 + c′1r
2−α 1

4
c2mr

α−2λAd
2cr ≥ −c′3r2 + 4εAd

2cr,

provided m ≥ 16ε/(c′1c2λ).
Finally, applying the lower bounds of a2r and Ad

2cr in (4.11) and (4.12), and the condition
r2 ≤ u(ξ)/M in (4.7), we obtain

a2R ≥ u(ξ)− c0r
2 − c′3r

2 + 4ε
(
u(ξ)− c0r

2
)
≥ (1 + 3ε)u(ξ),

provided M ≥ (c0 + c′3 + 4εc0)/ε. Since a2R =
∑

∂B2R
PR(ξ, x)u(x) and

∑
∂B2R

PR(ξ, x) = 1,

there is therefore ξ′ ∈ ∂B(ξ, 2R) ⊂ B(ξ, CR) such that

u(ξ′) ≥ (1 + 3ε)u(ξ),

where C = 2c2 > 2 is the radius scaling constant given in (4.13). Just as in case I, u(x) = 0 for
x ̸∈ A implies that ξ′ ∈ A ∩B(ξ, CR), which completes the proof of Lemma 4.2. □
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Once Lemma 4.2 is established, if u(ξ) ≥ E−1 = Mr20, then one can attempt to apply the
lemma inductively to construct a sequence of balls with growing radii rk+1 = (1+ε)rk satisfying
(4.9), until one exhausts the region A. Because the outcome (4.9) is inputted into the next
application of Lemma 4.2, the only remaining condition we need to check each time to apply the
lemma is (4.8). The probability that (4.8) holds in each step of the induction can be estimated
in terms of the cumulative probability distribution function FV and Fµ, leading to:

Proof of Lemma 4.1. For E > 0, let r0 = (ME)−1/2 be the initial scale to be used for Lemma 4.2,
and let P = {B(zi, r0)} be a cover of Γ with the finite overlap property (2.3). For any ball
B(x0, r0) ∈ P, we will bound the probability

P
{
min
ξ∈B

1

u(ξ)
≤ E

}
= P

{
∃ξ ∈ B(x0, r0) : u(ξ) ≥ E−1 =Mr20

}
(4.21)

from above. Considering the event u(ξ) ≥Mr20, we will apply Lemma 4.2 repeatedly, assuming
(4.8) holds, on each scale rk = (1+ε)rk−1, for k = 1, . . . ,K, until rK > diamA/2. At this point,
the conclusion (4.9) will no longer hold if we start with ξ∞ where u obtains its maximum, and
so somewhere along the way (for some k = 1, . . . ,K), the condition (4.8) must have failed. The
gives an upper bound for (4.21) in terms of probabilities of events of the form (4.8), which can
in turn be bounded in terms of the CDFs FV and Fµ.

For the first step, we start with the event u(ξ0) ≥ Mr20 for some ξ0 ∈ B(x0, r0). We suppose
the following event also holds

E0 :=
{∣∣Jr0∣∣ ≥ λ

∣∣B(x0, r0) ∩A
∣∣},

where Jr0 = Jr0,x0 is defined as in (4.6). Then Lemma 4.2 guarantees a point ξ1 ∈ B(ξ, Cr1)∩A
such that u(ξ1) ≥Mr21. Note ξ1 is contained in B(x0, Cr0 + Cr1) ∩A since

d(x0, ξ1) ≤ d(x0, ξ0) + d(ξ0, ξ1) ≤ r0 + Cr1 ≤ C(r0 + r1).

As in the argument in the proof of Proposition 2.4(b), we only need at most N1 ≤ c( r0+r1
r1

)α

many balls of radius r1 to cover B(x0, Cr0+Cr1), where c depends only on the overlap constant
bΓ in (2.3), and the volume control constants (and α) in (1.1). Then ξ1 must be located in one
of these balls, which we call B(x01, r1). We denote by B(xi1, r1), for i = 1, 2, . . . , N1 − 1 the rest
of the balls of the same radius r1 that we used to cover B(x0, Cr0 +Cr1). To apply Lemma 4.2
again, we will assume the following event holds,

E1 :=
N1−1⋂
i=0

{∣∣Jr1,xi
1

∣∣ ≥ λ
∣∣B(xi1, r1) ∩A

∣∣},
where Jr1,xi

1
, i = 0, 1, . . . , N1 − 1 are defined as in (4.6) on different balls B(xi1, r1).

Inductively, suppose we have ξk ∈ B(ξk−1, Crk)∩A such that u(ξk) ≥Mr2k. We can check ξk
is contained in B(x0, 2Crk/ε) ∩A since

d(x0, ξk) ≤ C(r0 + r1 + · · ·+ rk) ≤ Crk
1

1− (1 + ε)−1
≤ 2Crk

ε
.

We only need at most Nk ≤ cε−α many balls of radius rk to cover B(x0, 2Crk/ε), where c again
only depends on the overlap constant bΓ in (2.3) and volume control constants (and α) in (1.1).
Proceeding as before, the new event we need to assume to hold is

Ek :=

Nk−1⋂
i=0

{∣∣Jrk,xi
k

∣∣ ≥ λ
∣∣B(xik, rk) ∩A

∣∣},
where B(xik, rk), i = 0, 1, · · · are all the balls of radius rk that we used to cover B(x0, 2Crk/ε).
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When we reach the first radius such that rK > diamA/2 with u(ξK) ≥ Mr2K for some
ξK ∈ B(x0, 2CrK/ε) ∩A, we then consider ξ∞ ∈ A where the maximum of u is attained. Since
u(ξ∞) is the maximum, then u(ξ∞) ≥ u(ξK) ≥ Mr2K . To apply Lemma 4.2, since diamA/2 ≤
rK ≤ diamA, we only need NK ≤ C

(
diamA
rK

)α
≤ (2C)α ≲ ε−α many balls B(xiK , rK) to cover

the entire domain A. The corresponding event we need to assume holds is

EK :=

NK−1⋂
i=0

{∣∣JrK ,xi
K

∣∣ ≥ λ
∣∣B(xiK , rK) ∩A

∣∣}.
Lemma 4.2 then produces a point ξ′ ∈ A such that u(ξ′) ≥ (1 + 3ε)u(ξ∞) > u(ξ∞), which
contradicts the maximality of u(ξ∞). Thus{

∃ξ ∈ B(x0, r0) : u(ξ) ≥Mr20
}
⊂
(
E0 ∩ E1 · · · ∩ EK

)C
= EC

0 ∪ EC
1 ∪ · · · ∪ EC

K ,

and

P
{

min
ξ∈B(x0,r0)

1

u(ξ)
≤ E

}
≤ P(EC

0 ) + · · ·+ P(EC
K). (4.22)

Finally, it remains to estimate the probabilities of the events EC
k in terms of the CDFs FV

and Fµ. For any of the xk = xik, recall the definition of Jrk = Jrk,xk
in (4.6) and rewrite

Jrk = JV
rk

∪ Jµ
rk , where

JV
rk

=
{
x ∈ B(xk, rk) ∩A : Vx ≥ mr−2

k

}
,

Jµ
rk

=
{
x ∈ B(xk, rk) ∩A :

∑
y∈B(xk,rk)∩A:y∼x

(1− µxy) ≥ mr−2
k

}
.

Because counting Jµ
rk involves dependent variables, first bound its size in terms of the indepen-

dent variables σxy = 1− µxy,

|Jµ
rk
| ≥ 1

2MΓ

∣∣{σxy ≥ mr−2
k : x, y ∈ B(xk, rk) ∩A, x ∼ y}

∣∣ .
Applying the Chernoff bound to the binomial random variables |JV

rk
| and |{σxy ≥ mr−2

k }| with
the optimal parameter (cf. [1, Lemma 4.5]), there are r∗ and λ∗ such that if rk ≥ r∗ and λ ≤ λ∗,
then

P{|JV
rk
| ≤ λ|B(xk, rk) ∩A|} ≤ FV (mr

−2
k )|B(xk,rk)∩A|/2 ≤ FV (mr

−2
k )cr

α
k , (4.23)

P{|Jµ
rk
| ≤ λ|B(xk, rk) ∩A|} ≤ Fµ(mr

−2
k )|B(xk,rk)∩A|/2 ≤ Fµ(mr

−2
k )cr

α
k , (4.24)

where in the last inequalities we used the lower bound |B(xk, rk) ∩ A| ≥ crαk from (1.13) and

that FV , Fµ ≤ 1. Since Jrk = JV
rk

∪ Jµ
rk , then using independence of the µxy and Vx,

P
{∣∣Jrk ∣∣ ≤ λ

∣∣B(xk, rk) ∩A
∣∣} ≤P{|JV

rk
| ≤ λ|B(xk, rk) ∩A|}P{|Jµ

rk
| ≤ λ|B(xk, rk) ∩A|}

≤
(
FV (mr

−2
k )Fµ(mr

−2
k )
)crαk

.

As the above argument does not depend on the particular center xk, (4.23), (4.24) and (4.25)
hold for all Jrk,xi

k
on the different balls B(xik, rk). Since there are at most Nk ≤ cε−α many balls

for each k ∈ {0, · · · ,K}, then

P(EC
k ) ≤

Nk−1∑
i=0

P
{∣∣Jrk,xi

k

∣∣ ≤ λ
∣∣B(xik, rk) ∩A

∣∣}
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≤ cε−α
(
FV (mr

−2
k )Fµ(mr

−2
k )
)crαk ≤ cε−α

(
FV (mr

−2
0 )Fµ(mr

−2
0 )
)crαk

, (4.25)

where for the last inequality we used that FV (E), Fµ(E) > 0 are non-decreasing for E ≤ E0, and

that mr−2
k ≤ mr−2

0 . Furthermore, rk = (1 + ε)kr0 implies rαk ≥ (1 + εαk)rα0 ≥ rα0 + k provided
r0 ≥ r∗(ε, α). Combined with the assumption FV (E)Fµ(E) < 1 for all E < E0, we obtain

P(EC
k ) ≤ cε−α

(
FV (mr

−2
0 )Fµ(mr

−2
0 )
)crα0 +ck

, k = 0, 1, · · · ,K.

Putting all these estimates together with (4.22) and setting F∗ = FV (E∗)Fµ(E∗) < 1 with
E∗ = min{E0, 1/(Mr2∗)}, yields

P
{

min
ξ∈B(x0,r0)

1

u(ξ)
≤ E

}
≤ 2cε−α

1− F c
∗

(
FV (mr

−2
0 )Fµ(mr

−2
0 )
)crα0

= C
(
FV (mME)Fµ(mME)

)cM−α/2E−α/2

,

which proves the landscape Lifshitz tail upper bound (1.15).

Note the above induction starts with the initial scale cE−1/2 = r0 < diamA/2. For diamA/2 ≤
r0, we can do the following instead: Since maxu ≲ (diamA)2 by Proposition 2.7(ii), then
Nu(E) = 0 for E ≤ c1/(diamA)

2 (equivalently, r0 ≥ C diamA), and the Lifshitz tail upper
bound (1.15) holds trivially. For c1/(diamA)

2 ≤ E ≤ c2/(diamA)
2, with constants c1, c2 corre-

sponding to the regime diamA/2 ≤ r0 ≤ CdiamA, we can take rK = r0 and jump to the last
step directly. Note the C ≥ 1 here is the one that can be taken in (1.13). Hence, there is no
restriction on the diameter of A as in the Lifshitz tails lower bound. □

As a consequence of Theorem 1.2, we obtain the landscape law for random models in Corol-
lary 1.3. We do not prove Corollary 1.3 directly, as previous work [9, 1] reduced the proof of
Corollary 1.3 to the Landscape Law bounds (1.8), (1.9), (1.10) and Lifshitz tail bounds (1.14),
(1.15) for Nu. In particular, the landscape law for random models in (1.16) follows from The-
orems 1.1 and 1.2 using the argument of [9, Thm. 3.56]. See also [1, §4.2] for an axiomatic
version of this method.

5. Details for applications to specific models

In this section, we provide details for applications to random band models (Section 5.1),
stacked graphs (Section 5.2), and the Sierpinski gasket graph (Section 5.3).

5.1. Random band model Hd,W and proof of Corollary 1.4. Recall the standard Zd lattice
satisfies Assumption 1 and a (weak) Poincaré inequality (2.5), see e.g. Example 1 and [7]. Retain
the definitions of the band graph Γd,W in (1.18). As mentioned in Example 2 in Section 2.3, Γd,W

is roughly isometric to Zd. As a consequence of Proposition 2.9, all aforementioned properties of
Zd will be preserved on Γd,W by the rough isometry. Hence, Theorem 1.1 can be applied to Hd,W

on Γd,W since all requirements are met. The (weak) Poincaré inequality (2.5) also guarantees
the Lifshitz tails lower bound (1.14) for Hd,W as long as the domain A satisfies (1.13). In order
to obtain the Lifshitz tails upper bound (1.15), it remains to explicitly construct a harmonic
weight as required in Assumption 2 for Γd,W . This will then complete the proof of Corollary 1.4.

Denote by d(x, y) =
√∑

1≤i≤d(xi − yi)2 the usual Euclidean distance for x, y ∈ Zd. For

ξ ∈ Zd, let Bd
R(ξ) = {x : d(ξ, x) ≤ R} be Euclidean ball of radius R. Recall on Γd,W , that x ∼ y

iff d(x, y) ≤W . The exterior boundary Bd
R(ξ), with respect to this metric, is

∂Bd
R(ξ) =

{
x ̸∈ Bd

R(ξ) : ∃y ∈ Bd
R(ξ) such that d(x, y) ≤W

}
.
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Let PBd
ρ
(ξ, y) be the Poisson kernel on ∂Bd(ξ, ρ) in Γd,W , defined as in (A.4). We will use

PBd
ρ
(ξ, y) to construct the desired harmonic weight hBd

R
on the Euclidean ball Bd

R(ξ). Intuitively,

we want to define the harmonic weight layer by layer using the Poisson kernel, but the graph
structure for W > 1 complicates the boundary regions. We will thus first need the following
technical lemma, which says that “spherical shells” in Zd can be covered by thin layers of exterior
boundaries in Γd,W .

Lemma 5.1. There is ρ0(d,W ) > 0 so that for any ρ ≥ ρ0(d,W ),

Bd(ξ, ρ+ 1)\Bd(ξ, ρ) ⊂
k∗⋃
k=1

∂Bd(ξ, ρ+ ak),

where k∗ := ⌊2
√
d

W ⌋, ak = 1− k W
2
√
d
for k = 0, 1 · · · , k∗ − 1, and ak∗ = 0.

We note that if W > 2
√
d, then Bd(ξ, ρ + 1)\Bd(ξ, ρ) ⊂ ∂B(0, ρ), and we do not need the

extra thin layers in between. Also note that ak−1 − ak = W
2
√
d
for k = 1 · · · , k∗ − 1, and that

ak∗−1 − ak∗ = 1−
(⌊2√d

W

⌋
− 1
) W

2
√
d
= 1−

⌊2√d
W

⌋ W

2
√
d
+

W

2
√
d
≥ W

2
√
d
. (5.1)

We will now use Lemma 5.1 to explicitly construct the harmonic weight and prove Corol-
lary 1.4. The proof of the lemma is left to the end of this section. Let ρ0 and ai be as in
Lemma 5.1. Then applying Lemma 5.1 several times, for e.g. R ≥ 2W ,

Bd(ξ,R−W )\Bd(ξ, ρ0) =
R−W−1⋃
ρ=ρ0

Bd(ξ, ρ+ 1)\Bd(ξ, ρ) ⊂
R−W−1⋃
ρ=ρ0

k∗⋃
k=1

∂Bd(ξ, ρ+ ak).

We rearrange the above radii {ρ+ak}ρ,ak in increasing order and denote them by ρi ∈ [ρ0, ρi∗ ], i =

0, · · · , i∗, so that ρi+1 − ρi ≥ W
2
√
d
, and ρi∗ = R−W − W

2
√
d
. The covering can then be rewritten

as

Bd(ξ,R−W )\Bd(ξ, ρ0) ⊂
i∗⋃
i=0

∂Bd(ξ, ρi) := YR.

We define XR := Bd(ξ,R)\YR, which will be the “bad set” in Assumption 2. Note that∣∣XR

∣∣ = ∣∣B(ξ,R)\YR
∣∣ ≤ ∣∣Bd(ξ, ρ0)

∣∣+ ∣∣Bd(ξ,R)\Bd(ξ,R−W )
∣∣ ≤ C, (5.2)

for some constant C depending only on d,W , so that |XR|/|Bd(ξ,R)| → 0 as R → ∞. Overall,
Lemma 5.1 thus allows us to cover a large portion of Bd(ξ,R) using thin exterior boundaries of
Euclidean balls. With such a filtration, we can define the associated harmonic weight hBd

R
(ξ, y)

on Bd(ξ,R) layer by layer.

For y ∈ YR = ∪i∗
i=0∂B

d(ξ, ρi), we then set

hBd
R(ξ)(y) =

1∣∣Bd
R−W \Bd

ρ0

∣∣ i∗∑
i=0

∣∣Bd
ρi+1

\Bd
ρi

∣∣ · PBd
ρi
(ξ, y) · 1{y∈∂Bd

ρi
}, (5.3)

and for y ∈ XR, set hBd
R
(ξ, y) = 0.

We first verify that hBd
R
is a harmonic weight satisfying (2.16) from Assumption 2. Suppose

−∆f(x) ≤ 0 (for x ∈ Ω ⊃ Bd
R ∪ ∂Bd

R). Then by the surface submean property (A.5), for any
ρi ≤ R−W ,

f(ξ) ≤
∑

y∈∂Bd(ξ,ρi)

PBd
ρi
(ξ, y)f(y).
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Multiply the equation both sides by the volume (cardinality) of
∣∣Bd(ξ, ρi+1)\Bd(ξ, ρi)

∣∣ and then
sum all the equations from i = 0 to i = i∗ (setting ρi∗+1 = R−W ) to obtain

i∗∑
i=0

∣∣Bd
ρi+1

\Bd
ρi

∣∣f(ξ) ≤ i∗∑
i=0

∑
y∈∂Bd(ξ,ρi)

∣∣Bd
ρi+1

\Bd
ρi

∣∣PBd
ρi
(ξ, y)f(y),

which implies

f(ξ) ≤ 1∣∣Bd
R−W \Bd

ρ0

∣∣ i∗∑
i=0

∑
y∈∂Bd(ξ,ρi)

∣∣Bd
ρi+1

\Bd
ρi

∣∣PBd
ρi
(ξ, y)f(y)

=
∑
y∈YR

hBd
R(ξ)(y)f(y),

where hBd
R
is given as in (5.3). Putting together the definition hBd

R
(ξ, y) = 0 for y ∈ XR, one

concludes that for −∆f(x) ≤ 0,

f(ξ) ≤
∑

y∈Bd(ξ,y)

hBd
R(ξ)(y)f(y),

which verifies (2.16). Clearly, the equality holds if f is harmonic (∆f = 0).
We already verified the ‘bad’ set XR is small in (5.2). It thus remains to show that hBd

R
has

the desired lower bound in (2.17) on YR. For this, we will need the following Poisson kernel
bounds.

Proposition 5.2 (Lemma 6.3.7 in [27]). There are constants c1, c2 > 0 depending only on d,W
such that

c1ρ
1−d ≤ PBd

ρ
(ξ, y) ≤ c2ρ

1−d, ξ ∈ Zd, y ∈ ∂Bd
ρ(ξ). (5.4)

From classical results, as s→ ∞ the standard Euclidean ball Bd(ξ, s) contains ωds
d+ o(sd−1)

lattice points, where ωd is the volume of the unit Euclidean ball in Rd; see e.g. [41, 17, 20] for
further references and more precise error estimates. Thus there is c3 > 0 so that for a fixed
a > 0 and all s ≥ 1,

|Bd(ξ, s)| − |Bd(ξ, s− a)| = dωdas
d−1(1 + o(1)) ≥ c3as

d−1.

Using this lower bound between the layers ρi+1 − ρi ≥ W
2
√
d
in (5.1), we have

∣∣Bd(ξ, ρi+1)\Bd(ξ, ρi)
∣∣ ≥ c3

W

2
√
d
ρd−1
i , i = 0, · · · , i∗.

Combined with the lower bound in (5.4), this implies for y ∈ ∂Bd
ρi(ξ),∣∣Bd(ξ, ρi+1)\Bd(ξ, ρi)

∣∣PBd
ρi
(ξ, y) ≥ c1c3

W

2
√
d
.

Since for y ∈ YR =
⋃i∗

i=0 ∂B
d
ρi(ξ), the sum (5.3) contains at least one (non-zero) term. Hence,

hBd
R(ξ)(y) ≥

1∣∣Bd(ξ,R−W )\Bd(ξ, ρ0)
∣∣c1c3 W

2
√
d
≥ c5∣∣Bd(ξ,R)

∣∣ , y ∈ YR,

which verifies (2.17) in Assumption 2.
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Proof of Lemma 5.1. Since the annulus is symmetric and Zd-translation invariant, it is enough
to consider x = (x1, · · · , xd) ∈ Bd(0, ρ+ 1)\Bd(0, ρ) where x1 ≥ 0, and x1 ≥ xi, i = 2, · · · , d. In
this region, x satisfies

ρ2 <
d∑

i=1

x2i ≤ (ρ+ 1)2 =⇒ x1 ≥
ρ√
d
.

Since x1 is the maximal direction, consider the point x′ = x−We1, which is a neighbor x′ ∼ x
in Γd,W . We will see that if W is relatively large (compared to

√
d), then x′ ∈ B(0, ρ) so that

x ∈ ∂B(0, ρ). Otherwise, we will need intermediate layers of thickness W
2
√
d
to reach the entire

annulus. Direct computation using ∥x∥22 ≤ (ρ+ 1)2 and x1 ≥ ρ/
√
d shows

∥x′∥22 = (x1 −W )2 +
d∑

i=2

x2i ≤ ρ2 + 2
(
1− W

2
√
d

)
ρ− W√

d
ρ+W 2 + 1.

Hence, if W ≥ 2
√
d, then for ρ > ρ0 :=

√
d(W + 1/W ), ∥x′∥22 ≤ ρ2 − W√

d
ρ +W 2 + 1 ≤ ρ2, so

that x′ = x−We1 ∈ Bd(0, ρ) and x ∈ ∂Bd(0, ρ).

If W < 2
√
d, set

ak = 1− k
W

2
√
d
, k = 0, 1 · · · ,

⌊2√d
W

⌋
− 1.

For each k = 1, · · · ,
⌊
2
√
d

W

⌋
− 1, if x ∈ B(0, ρ+ ak−1)\B(0, ρ+ ak), then ∥x∥22 ≤ (ρ+ ak−1)

2 and

x1 ≥ ρ/
√
d imply

∥x′∥22 = (x1 −W )2 +
d∑

i=2

x2i ≤ ρ2 + 2
(
ak−1 −

W√
d

)
ρ+W 2 + a2k−1 ≤ (ρ+ ak)

2,

for ρ ≥ (W 2 + 1)/(W√
d
) > (W 2 + a2k−1 − a2k)/(

W√
d
). This shows x′ ∈ B(0, ρ + ak), hence x ∈

∂B(0, ρ+ ak) since x ̸∈ B(0, ρ+ ak).

The above works for all k ≤ k∗ − 1. In the last layer when k = k∗ = ⌊2
√
d

W ⌋ ≤ 2
√
d

W , we have

ak∗−1 = 1− (k∗ − 1)
W

2
√
d
≥ 1−

(2√d
W

− 1
) W

2
√
d
=

W

2
√
d
,

and similarly as before,

∥x′∥22 ≤ ρ2 + 2
(
ak∗−1 −

W

2
√
d

)
ρ− W√

d
ρ+W 2 + a2k∗−1

= ρ2 −
(
k∗ + 1− 2

√
d

W

)W√
d
ρ+W 2 + a2k∗−1 ≤ ρ2,

provided ρ > (W 2 + a2k∗−1)/(c
W√
d
), where c = ⌊2

√
d

W ⌋ + 1 − 2
√
d

W > 0. Hence, d(0, x′) ≤ ρ and

x ∈ ∂B(0, ρ) = ∂B(0, ρ+ ak∗), where we set ak∗ = 0. □

5.2. Stacked graphs. In this section, we provide details for the application to stacks of graphs
in Section 1.4. In particular, we verify that if Assumption 2 holds for a graph Γ with the natural
metric dΓ, then the required properties also hold for the stacked graph Γ× ZM with the metric
d̃((x, j), (y, k)) := dΓ(x, y)+

1
21(x=y)∧(j ̸=k). Since the weak Poincaré inequality is preserved under

rough isometry, this together allows for obtaining Lifshitz tails for Γ× ZM via Corollary 1.3.
First, the metric d̃ is strongly equivalent to the natural metric on Γ × ZM . The balls under

the metric d̃ are simpler however. For R ≥ 1/2, the ball is Bd
Γ×ZM

((ξ, j), R) = BΓ(ξ,R) × ZM .

For R < 1/2, the ball centered at (ξ, j) is the singleton set {(ξ, j)}.
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To define the harmonic weight hBd
R((ξ,j))((y, k)), we use the random walk formulation of the

Poisson kernel for the ball Bd((ξ, j), R). Letting HA((ξ, j), (y, k)) = P(ξ,j)[YτA = (y, k)] be the
Poisson kernel for a region A, we will take

hBd
R((ξ,j))((y, k)) =


0, (y, k) ∈ {ξ} × ZM
1
RHBd

r−1((ξ,j))
((ξ, j), (y, k)), r = d((ξ, j), (y, k)) ≥ 2

1
RHBd

1/2
((ξ,j))((ξ, j), (y, k)), r = d((ξ, j), (y, k)) = 1

. (5.5)

We can then check the required properties in Assumption 2.

• Submean property: For R > 3/2 and f harmonic at points in Bd(ξ,R− 1), then for any
3/2 ≤ r ≤ R, the Poisson kernel property (2.15) implies

f((ξ, j)) =
∑

(y,k)∈∂Bd
r−1((ξ,j))

HBd
r−1((ξ,j))

((ξ, j), (y, k))f((y, k)). (5.6)

Averaging over r ∈ {3/2} ∪ {2, 3, . . . , R}, then

f((ξ, j)) =
∑

(y,k)∈Bd
R((ξ,j)

hBd
R((ξ,j))((y, k))f((y, k)). (5.7)

The required inequality (2.16) then follows for subharmonic functions from (5.6). If
R ≤ 3/2 then we can simply take the “trivial” harmonic weight hBd

R((ξ,j)) = δ(ξ,j), since

the second property in Assumption 2 only matters as R→ ∞.
• Bad set: The plan is to compare hBd

R((ξ,j)) for Γ × ZM to the harmonic weight for Γ,

using the random walk relation and Laplace equation properties of the Poisson kernel.
We claim that if XR(ξ) is the “bad set” for Bd(ξ,R) in Γ, then (XR(ξ)×ZM )∪({ξ}×ZM )
can be taken as the “bad set” for Γ× ZM .

Since we added the entire stack of M points {ξ}×ZM to the bad set, we can ignore it
and only consider the Poisson kernel at points (ξ, j) and (y, k) with r = d((ξ, j), (y, k)) ≥
1, i.e. y ̸= ξ. Assuming r ≥ 1, we first show that for k = 1, . . . ,M ,

HBd
r ((ξ,j))

((ξ, j), (y, k)) = P(ξ,j)[YτBd((ξ,j),r)
= (y, k)]

are all comparable. For a path S = (v0, . . . , vn) of length n = τBd((ξ,j),r) exiting at

vn = (y, k) ∈ ∂Bd((ξ, j), r), we can construct a path S′ of length n + |k − ℓ| exiting
at (y, ℓ) instead, by following S up to vn−1 and then moving vertically to the ℓth layer
before exiting. Since the maximum degree in Γ×ZM is bounded by MΓ+2, this implies

P(ξ,j)[YτBd((ξ,j),r)
= (y, k)] ≥ 1

(MΓ + 2)M
P(ξ,j)[YτBd((ξ,j),r)

= (y, ℓ)], (5.8)

for any k, ℓ ∈ {1, . . . ,M}.
Averaging (5.8) over ℓ ∈ {1, . . . ,M} yields for r ≥ 1/2,

P(ξ,j)[YτBd((ξ,j),r)
= (y, k)] ≥ 1

M(MΓ + 2)M

M∑
ℓ=1

P(ξ,j)[YτBd((ξ,j),r)
= (y, ℓ)]

=
1

M(MΓ + 2)M
Pξ[ỸτB(ξ,r)

= y], (5.9)

where Ỹn is simple random walk on Γ. The last equality follows using the Poisson
kernel formula for solving Laplace’s equation: For a finite region Λ ⊂ Γ, let HΛ(x, y)
be the Poisson kernel on Γ and HΛ×ZM

((x, j), (y, ℓ)) be the Poisson kernel on Γ × ZM .
If f : Γ → R is harmonic on Λ ⊂ Γ with boundary values f(y) for y ∈ ∂Λ, then
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f̃ : Γ× ZM → R defined as f̃((x, j)) = f(x) is also harmonic on Λ× ZM with boundary

values f̃((y, ℓ)) = f(y) for (y, ℓ) ∈ ∂Λ× ZM . Then

f(x) = Ex[f(YτΛ)] =
∑
y∈∂Λ

HΛ(x, y)f(y),

and also

f(x) = f̃((x, j)) =
∑

(y,ℓ)∈∂(Λ×ZM )

HΛ×ZM
((x, j), (y, ℓ))f̃(y, ℓ)

=
∑
y∈∂Λ

(
M∑
ℓ=1

HΛ×ZM
((x, j), (y, ℓ))

)
f(y).

By considering boundary values δy, this implies we must have

HΛ(x, y) =

M∑
ℓ=1

HΛ×ZM
((x, j), (y, ℓ)). (5.10)

Taking Λ = B(ξ, r) yields (5.9).

5.3. Sierpinski gasket graph. In this part, we discuss the landscape law and Lifshitz tails
for Jacobi operators on the Sierpinski gasket graph ΓSG, drawn in Figure 3. The Sierpinski
gasket graph is a fractal-like graph, and is not roughly isometric to any Zd. Let K0 be the
unit triangle on R2 with vertices V0 = {(0, 0), (1, 0), (1/2,

√
3/2)} = {a1, a2, a3}. Then ΓSG is

constructed using the images of V0 (as vertices) by the iteration of Ψ. Let Vℓ = 2ℓΨℓ(V0) be
the set of vertices of the triangles of side length 1 in 2ℓΨℓ(K0). Let V = ∪ℓ≥0Vℓ. The edge set
E = {x ∼ y : x, y ∈ V} is defined by the relation x ∼ y iff x, y belongs to a triangle in 2ℓΨℓ(K0)
for some ℓ. The Sierpinski gasket graph is then ΓSG = (V, E).

A key feature of ΓSG is that it satisfies sub-Gaussian heat kernel bound HKC(α, β); for
t ≥ max(1, d0(x, y)),

c3

tα/2
exp

(
−c4

(
d0(x, y)

β/t)
1

β−1

)
≤ qt(x, y) ≤

c1

tα/2
exp

(
−c2

(
d0(x, y)

β/t)
1

β−1

)
,

where qt(x, y) is the (continuous time) heat kernel as in (2.11), α = log 3/ log 2 is the volume
growth parameter as in (1.1), and β = log 5/ log 2 is the sub-Gaussian parameter. (See e.g.
[7, Cor. 6.11].) Since the volume control property (1.1) holds, we have the covering of balls
provided by Proposition 2.4. As mentioned in Remark 2.1, the parameter β is equivalent to
the parameter used in (weak) Poincaré inequalities. In the previous sections of this paper, we
focused on the case β = 2 and assumed the corresponding weak Poincaré inequality (2.5). On
ΓSG, as a result of the sub-Gaussian heat kernel bounds, a β-version of (2.5) holds [7, §6], with
rβ rather than r2 in the Poincaré inequality, i.e.,∑

x∈B

(
f(x)− f̄B

)2 ≤ CP r
β

∑
x,y∈B∗:x∼y

(
f(x)− f(y)

)2
,

with the same average f̄B, and the ball scaling as in (2.5). This suggests to consider a slightly
different landscape counting function Nu,β, which depends on the parameter β > 2. More

precisely, unlike coverings of radius R = E−1/2 used in (1.7), instead, we consider coverings of

radius R = E−1/β. The associated landscape counting function is defined as

Nu,β(E) = NP(E−1/β),A
u (E). (5.11)
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Following the proof in Section 3.1, replacing the use of Poincaré inequality (2.5) by its β-
version, one can obtain the landscape law upper bound

N(E) ≤ Nu,β(CE), for all E > 0, (5.12)

where C depends on α, β.
Unfortunately, the argument for the landscape lower bounds (1.9), (1.10) does not go through

for ΓSG. Additionally, we do not verify Assumption 2 for the gasket graph, which prevents using
the landscape law argument to obtain a β version of the Lifshitz tails property.

Recently, authors in [6] established the Lifshitz tails singularity of the integrated density of
states for certain random operators on (continuous) nested fractals, including the continuous
Anderson model on the planar Sierpinski gasket set; see also earlier related work in [32, 35, 22].
In particular, for (infinite volume) IDS N∞(E) of a random Schrödinger operator (under mild
condition on the hopping and the random distribution) on the planar Sierpinski gasket set,
Ref. [6] showed that

lim
E↘0

log
∣∣ logN∞(E)

∣∣
logE

= −α
β
. (5.13)

To the best of our knowledge, there is no such result for the (combinatorial) Sierpinski gasket
graph. In upcoming work (in preparation), we prove (5.13) for the Anderson model on ΓSG, via
a modified Neumann–Dirichlet method close to the spirit of the work in [35].

6. Numerical cases

In this section, we introduce and discuss a series of detailed numerical simulations aimed at
investigating the behavior of the landscape counting function Nu(E). These simulations identify
more precise behavior (such as explicit numerically determined scalings) governed by our general
results Theorems 1.1 and 1.2, and also provide evidence for a landscape law or Lifshitz tails in
models where we lack an analytical proof. To comprehensively explore the applicability of the
landscape law, we will consider a variety of cases, including random band models, and the
Anderson model on the Sierpinski gasket graph and Penrose tiling.

6.1. Random band models. Let’s first recall some of the notations to be used in this section.
Let Γd,W = (Zd, EW ) be the graph defined in Section 1.6, where the vertex set is Zd and the edge
set EW has the “W -step band structure” in (1.18). Our results in Section 1.6 apply to Jacobi
operators Hd,W (1.19) with both onsite and bond disorders. In the numerical simulations, we
will focus only on the bond disorder, i.e., operators in the form

Hd,W f(x) =
∑
y∈Zd

∥x−y∥≤W

(
f(x)− µxyf(y)

)
.

We will consider the above operator Hd,W in the cases d = 1, 2 (see Γ1,W in Figure 4 and Γ2,W

in Figure 5) for different choices of bandwidth W . For the Γ2,W cases, the graph is induced by a
band matrix on Z2. Specifically, we employ the ℓ1-norm to define EW . As a point of comparison
with Figure 4, Figure 5 provides an illustrative example that displays all nodes connected to the
central node within a bandwidth of W = 2.

In Figure 6, the top row shows an example in 1D with |A| = 20000 and W = 10, where
the bond interactions will be modeled using a uniform distribution over the interval [0,1]. The
bottom row shows a 2D example using a Bernoulli distribution taking values in {0,1} with half
and half probabilities, where |A| = 1002 and W = 2. Furthermore, the on-site non-negative
potential is set to be 0. It is important to note that the simulations presented are based on a
single random realization, rather than on the average of multiple realizations.
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Figure 5. All nodes and edges corresponding to the centering node (in orange)
in the graph Γ2,2 = (Z2, E2)

Building upon the previously discussed configurations, we globally get the control of the IDS
from above and below through the landscape counting functions. Besides, beyond the global
bounds from above and below, the landscape counting function, upon appropriate scaling, can
serve as a good approximation for the Lifshitz tail of the IDS. The examples shown in Figure 6(b)
and (e) are also to show how the suitably scaled landscape counting function closely mirrors the
behavior of the Lifshitz tail (1.21) under varying conditions:

6.2. Sierpinski gasket. Next, we consider the Anderson model (without the bond disorder)

Hf(x) =
∑

y∈V:y∼x

(
f(x)− f(y)

)
+ Vxf(x)

on Sierpinski gasket graph ΓSG = (V, E) discussed in Section 5.3 (see Figure 3, a fractal structure
composed of interconnected equilateral triangles). For the landscape counting function, we
specifically employ equilateral triangular boxes for the counting process. Figure 7 illustrates one
such example, demonstrating the methodology employed to compute the landscape counting
function Nu,β in (5.11).

Given that the Sierpinski gasket possesses a volume growth parameter α = log 3
log 2 , we define

the box size using r = E
− 1

β , where β = log 5
log 2 . As discussed in Section 5.3, we are only able to

prove the landscape law upper bound (5.12) on the Sierpinski gasket. We expect a landscape
law lower bound should also hold. We will next illustrate the application of the landscape
law. Note that in this example, we consider only the on-site non-negative potential V , without
implementing any bond interaction. The subsequent figure presents the landscape law, with V
selected uniformly at random between 0 and 10, and |A| = 9843.

6.3. Penrose tiling. Lastly, we present an example illustrating the Lifshitz tail for the Ander-
son model on the Penrose tiling in Section 1.3 (see Figure 1), employing Neumann boundary
conditions. The on-site non-negative potential V is randomly assigned values from a uniform
distribution [0, 4]. As discussed in Example 3, the Penrose tiling is roughly isometric to Z2.
Hence, Theorem 1.1 can be applied to the Anderson model on it with α = 2. As we do not
verify the harmonic weight assumption in Assumption 2 for the Penrose tiling, we do not ob-
tain the Lifshitz tails results through Corollary 1.3, though here we provide numerical evidence
supporting the behavior. In Figure 9(c), we display the low energy regime of the IDS, fitted by
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Figure 6. The landscape law for random band models in 1D (top row (a), (b),
(c)) and 2D (bottom row (d), (e), (f)) cases. (a), (d): the global control from
above and below. (b), (e): the scaled landscape counting c1Nu(c2E) effectively
approximates the Lifshitz tail of N(E) following appropriate scaling adjustments.
Specifically, in (b) c1 = 3, c2 =

1
1.19 ; in (e): c1 =

1
2 , c2 =

1
1.35 . (c), (f): the log-log

view.

an exponential function. Additionally, a scaled landscape counting function is presented, which
is calculated over the lattice of equilateral triangles as illustrated in Figure 7. For comparative
purposes, we also calculate the IDS for the free Laplacian over the same tiling in Figure 9(b).
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Figure 7. Triangular boxes used for computing the landscape counting function.
In the equilateral triangles lattice, only those boxes that include at least one
vertex of the gasket (highlighted in gray) are considered in the counting process.
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Figure 8. Landscape Law and Lifshitz tail behavior for the Anderson model
on the Sierpinski gasket graph. Left: the control of the IDS from above and
below. Right: an expanded view of the lower energy spectrum, modeled by
an exponential function with constants m1 = 419.4,m2 = −19.2. The scaled
landscape counting function employs c1 = 0.7, c2 =

1
1.4 .
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Figure 9. (a) The Penrose tiling used for calculation. (b) The IDS: the uniform
disorder case (black) and the free Laplacian case (red). (c) Enlarged view of the
Lifshitz tail behavior of the IDS with its exponential fitting (m1 = 4.7,m2 =
−9.1) and scaled landscape counting function (c1 = 0.14, c2 =

1
1.3).

Appendix A. Green’s function and Poisson kernel for a Dirichlet Laplacian on
a ball

We summarize some facts about Green’s function and Poisson kernel on graphs. These are
standard results and can be found in e.g. [7, 27].

Let Γ = (V, E) be a graph, equipped with some distance function d(x, y) : V×V → R≥0. Note
that this distance function and the results in this section are not limited to the natural graph
metric (shortest-path distance). The graph Laplacian is

∆f(x) =
∑

y∈V:y∼x

(
f(y)− f(x)

)
.
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For a ball Br(ξ) = {y ∈ V : d(x, y) ≤ r}, the Dirichlet Laplacian on Br(ξ) is:

(∆Brf)(x) =
∑

y∈Br(ξ):y∼x

(
f(y)− f(x)

)
, x ∈ Br(ξ).

The exterior boundary of Br is ∂Br = {x ̸∈ Br : ∃y ∈ Br with x ∼ y}, and the interior
boundary is defined as ∂iBr = ∂(V\Br). Denote by B̄r = Br ∪ ∂Br the discrete closure of Br.
Let Gr(x, y) = GBr(x, y) = (−∆Br)−1(x, y) : B̄r×B̄r → [0, 1] be the Green’s function associated
with −∆Br . And denote by PBr(x, y) : B̄r × ∂Br → [0, 1] the associated Poisson kernel. Recall
that GBr and PBr are the unique solutions to the following systems: for any y ∈ Br,{

∆GBr(x, y) = δy(x), x ∈ Br

GBr(x, y) = 0, x ∈ ∂Br
,

and for any y ∈ ∂Br, {
∆PBr(x, y) = 0, x ∈ Br

PBr(x, y) = δy(x), x ∈ ∂Br
. (A.1)

One can verify the following integration by parts formula for g supported on Br = B(ξ, r)
and any f , ∑

w∈B(ξ,r)

−∆g(w)f(w) =
∑

w∈B(ξ,r)

−∆f(w)g(w) +
∑

w∈∂(i)B(ξ,r)

g(w)
∑

y:y∼w
y ̸∈B(ξ,r)

f(y).

By taking g = GBr(ξ, ·), then we see

f(ξ) =
∑

w∈Br(ξ)

−∆f(w)GBr(ξ, w) +
∑

w∈∂iBr(ξ)

GBr(ξ, w)
∑

y:y∼w
y ̸∈Br(ξ)

f(y) (A.2)

=
∑

w∈Br(ξ)

−∆f(w)GBr(ξ, w) +
∑

y∈∂Br(ξ)

PBr(ξ, y)f(y), (A.3)

where the second line follows from the relation between the Green’s function and the associated
Poisson’s kernel

PBr(ξ, x) =
∑

y∈Br:y∼x

GBr(ξ, y), x ∈ ∂Br. (A.4)

Taking f ≡ 1 in (A.3) also shows ∑
y∈∂Br(ξ)

PBr(ξ, y) = 1.

If f is subharmonic (−∆f ≤ 0), then (A.3) implies the surface submean property

f(ξ) ≤
∑

y∈∂Br(ξ)

PBr(ξ, y)f(y), (A.5)

and the equality holds if ∆f = 0.
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Appendix B. An explicit proof of Poisson kernel estimates for the 1D random
band model

To obtain the general Lifshitz tails lower bound, one needs the control on the Poisson kernel
Pr = PBr as in Proposition 5.2, which provides the harmonic weight as required by Assumption 2.
One notable example where we have such estimates is the graph Γd,W (1.18) induced by the band
model.

The above general case is obtained in [27] by the method of random walk. Below, we give a
direct proof of the case d = 1,W ≥ 1 with explicit constants depending on the band width W .
Recall on Γ1,W = (Z, EW ), EW = {∼: x ∼ y if |x− y| ≤W}. The associated graph Laplacian is

∆W f(x) =
∑

y∈Z:|x−y|≤W

(
f(y)− f(x)

)
.

In this part, we use the natural graph metric (shortest path) d0(x, y) = ⌈W−1|x − y|⌉. Then
the ball centered at ξ of radius r is Br(ξ) = B(ξ, r) = {x ∈ Z : |x − ξ| ≤ rW}, with exterior
boundary ∂Br = {x : rW < |x− ξ| ≤ (r+1)W}, and interior boundary ∂iBr = {x : (r− 1)W <
|x − ξ| ≤ rW}. (For 1D, it is enough to consider integer valued radius r only.) We denote

by Gr = GBr and Pr = PBr the Green’s function and the Poisson’s kernel of −∆Br
W on Br,

respectively.

Lemma B.1. For all x ∈ Br(ξ),

1

2W 3
(rW + 1− |x− ξ|) ≤ Gr(ξ, x) ≤

1

W 2
(W + rW − |x− ξ|). (B.1)

For all x ∈ ∂Br(ξ),

1

2W 3
≤ Pr(ξ, x) ≤ 1. (B.2)

Proof of (B.1). Without loss of generality, we assume ξ = 0 and only consider Br = B(0, r).
The following estimates hold for any center ξ ∈ AK by translation. It is clear that B(0, r) =
J−L,LK : with L = rW , and ∂Br = ∂lBr + ∂rBr with ∂rBr = JrW + 1, (r + 1)W K and
∂lBr = J−(r + 1)W,−rW − 1K.

Notice that Gr(x, y) = Gr(y, x). Let g(x) = Gr(x, 0), |x| ≤ L be the centric (0th) column of

Gr. Since Gr is the inverse of −∆Br
W , then −∆Br

W g(x) = δ0(x). To estimate g(x) from above, we
choose a test function

f(x) =

{
W + L− |x|, |x| ≤ L

0, |x| > L

f(x) =W + L− |x| for any x. Direct computation shows that

−∆Br
W f(x)


=W 2 +W, x = 0,

≥ 0, 0 < |x| ≤ L−W,

= 0, L−W < |x| ≤ L.

Hence, −∆Br
W f(x) ≥ W 2δ0(x) = −∆Br

W

(
W 2g(x)

)
for all x ∈ Br. By the maximum principle of

−∆Br
W , one obtains g(x) ≤ 1

W 2 f(x) for all |x| ≤ L. In particular, for x ∈ ∂iBr = {x : |x| ≥
L−W},

Gr(0, x) = Gr(x, 0) ≤
1

W 2
f(x) =

1

W 2
(W + L− |x|) ≤ 2

W
. (B.3)
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Next, we get a lower bound of g(x) = Gr(0, x) through the test function

p(x) =


L+ 1 +W (W − 1), x = 0

L− |x|+ 1, 0 < |x| ≤ L

0, |x| > L

.

Direct computation shows

−∆Br
W p(x) =


=W (2W 2 −W + 1), x = 0,

≤ 0, 0 < |x| < W,

= 0, W ≤ x ≤ L,

leading to −∆Br
W p(x) ≤ 2W 3δ0(x) = −∆Br

W

(
2W 3g(x)

)
for all x ∈ Br. By the maximum principle

again, g(x) ≥ p(x)/(2W 3) for all |x| ≤ L. In particular, for x ∈ ∂iBr = {x : L−W ≤ |x| ≤ L},
one has

Gr(0, x) = Gr(x, 0) = g(x) ≥ (L− |x|+ 1)/(2W 3) ≥ 1/(2W 3).

Together with (B.3), we have that for x ∈ ∂iBr = {x : L−W ≤ |x| ≤ L},
1

2W 3
≤ Gr(0, x) ≤

1

W
. (B.4)

Recall the relation between Pr and Gr in (A.4),

Pr(0, x) =
∑

y∈Br:y∼x

Gr(0, y), x ∈ ∂Br.

Clearly, for x ∈ ∂Br, ∅ ̸= {y ∈ Br : y ∼ x} ⊂ ∂iBr. As a consequence of (B.4),

1

2W 3
≤

∑
y∈Br:y∼x

Gr(0, y) = Pr(0, x) ≤
∑

y∈∂iBr

Gr(0, y) ≤W/W = 1,

which completes the proof of (B.2). □

Notice in this 1D model with the natural metric d0, ∂Bρ−1 = ∂iBρ = Bρ\Bρ−1 for all ρ. To
construct the harmonic weight, we do not need the filtration lemma Claim 5.1. One can define
directly

hBr(ξ, y) =
1

|Br|

{
|∂Bρ|Pρ(ξ, y), y ∈ ∂Bρ, ρ = 0, · · · , r − 1

1, y = ξ.

Since |∂Bρ| = 2W , then (B.2) implies hBr(ξ, y) ≥ 1
|Br|W 2 for all y ∈ Br, which gives an

explicit bound required by Assumption 2.

Appendix C. Moser–Harnack inequality for subharmonic functions

We say a graph Γ satisfies an elliptic Harnack inequality (EHI), given x0 ∈ V,τ > 1, and
R ≥ 2/(τ − 1), if there exists a constant CH depending only on τ and Γ, such that for h ≥ 0 on
B(x0, τR) and harmonic (∆h = 0) in B(x0, τR), then

sup
B(x0,R)

h ≤ CH inf
B(x0,R)

h. (C.1)

Under the volume control assumption (1.1), EHI is equivalent to the (weak) Poincaré inequal-
ity (2.5) or the Gaussian heat kernel estimates HKC(α, 2) (2.11); for more discussion see the
textbook [7], particularly Theorems 6.19 and 7.18, and Lemma 4.21.
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Clearly, (EHI) implies the Moser–Harnack inequality

sup
y∈B(x,R)

h(y)2 ≤ CH

|B(x,CR)|
∑

y∈B(x,CR)

h(y)2, (C.2)

for a positive harmonic function h and any scaling constant C ≥ 1. The version (2.8) that
we need for a subharmonic function −∆f ≤ 0 essentially follows from the harmonic version,
combined with the discrete Caccioppoli (“reverse Poincaré”) inequality and Poincaré inequality
with Dirichlet boundary conditions. The authors in [28] proved a Moser–Harnack inequality for
subharmonic functions on general graphs without the volume control assumptions (1.1), where
the Moser–Harnack constant depends exponentially large on the radius of the ball. We did not
find a radius-independent version of [28, Theorem 1.2] in the literature, and so we sketch the
proof of (2.8) here for completeness.

Throughout, we write BR = B(x0, R) for a ball centered at x0 ∈ V of radius R. Let S ⊂ V
be a finite set. Define the Dirichlet energy subject to the boundary condition on ∂S to be

I(f, S) :=
∑
x∈S

∑
y∈V
y∼x

(
f(y)− f(x)

)2
. (C.3)

Note that in some literature, the concept ‘Dirichlet form’ may refer to the energy with the zero
boundary condition on ∂S, see e.g. [7, §1.4], that is:

ES(f, f) =
∑
x∈S

∑
y∈S
y∼x

(
f(y)− f(x)

)2 ≤ I(f, S).

The equality holds only if f = 0 on the exterior boundary ∂S.
The following is the discrete version of the well-known energy minimizing property of a har-

monic function.

Lemma C.1 (Energy minimizer, [18, Theorem 3.5]). If h is harmonic on S̄ = S ∪ ∂S, then h
is a minimizer of I(f, s) among functions in S̄ with the same values on ∂S. More precisely, if
∆h = 0, x ∈ S, then for any f satisfying f = h on ∂S,

I(h, S) ≤ I(f, S). (C.4)

Lemma C.2 (discrete Caccioppoli inequality, see e.g. [28, Lemma 2.4]). Let x0 ∈ V, R ≥ 1
and τ < 2. Suppose f is a nonnegative and subharmonic function on B2R = B(x0, 2R). Then
we have

I(f,BτR) ≤
C

R2

∑
x∈B2R

f(x)2, (C.5)

where C depends only on τ and MΓ = supx∈V deg(x) from (1.2).

This follows the proof of the Caccioppoli inequality for functions on Rd, see e.g. [15, §4.1].

Proof. Let 0 ≤ χ(x) ≤ 1 the cut-off function constructed (in a similar manner) as in (3.9),
satisfying χ(x) = 1 on B(x0, τR), χ(x) = 0 for x /∈ B(x0, 2R− 1), and |χ(x)−χ(y)| ≤ cτ

R for all
x ∼ y.

Since −∆f(x) ≤ 0 for x ∈ B2R, then for the test function φ(x) = f(x)χ2(x) ≥ 0, the discrete
Gauss–Green Theorem (integration by parts, see e.g. [7, Theorem 1.24]) implies

0 ≥ ⟨φ,−∆f⟩ = 1

2

∑
x,y∈B2R

x∼y

χ2(x)
(
f(x)− f(y)

)2
+

1

2

∑
x,y∈B2R

x∼y

f(y)
(
χ2(x)− χ2(y)

)(
f(x)− f(y)

)
,

(C.6)



48 L. SHOU, W. WANG, S. ZHANG

where we used that φ(x) − φ(y) = (f(x) − f(y))χ2(x) + f(y)(χ2(x) − χ2(y)). Therefore (C.6),
with Cauchy–Schwarz and properties of χ, implies∑

x,y∈B2R
x∼y

χ2(x)
(
f(x)− f(y)

)2
≤

∑
x,y∈B2R

x∼y

(χ(x) + χ(y))|f(x)− f(y)|f(y)|χ(x)− χ(y)|

≤ 2

( ∑
x,y∈B2R

x∼y

χ2(x)(f(x)− f(y))2
)1/2( ∑

x,y∈B2R
x∼y

f(y)2(χ(x)− χ(y))2
)1/2

≤ 2

( ∑
x,y∈B2R

x∼y

χ2(x)(f(x)− f(y))2
)1/2 cτ

R

( ∑
y∈B2R

f(y)2
)1/2

M
1/2
Γ .

Dividing both sides by the square root of the left hand side, and using that χ(x) = 1 on
B(x0, τR), yields∑

x∈BτR

∑
y:y∼x

(
f(x)− f(y)

)2 ≤ ∑
x,y∈B2R

x∼y

χ2(x)
(
f(x)− f(y)

)2 ≤ 4c2τMΓ

R2

∑
y∈B2R

f(y)2. (C.7)

□

Next, we will need that the weak (or “mean”) Poincaré inequality (2.5) implies the following
zero-boundary Poincaré inequality. We do not actually directly use the weak PI formulation
(2.5), but just that the exit time bound in Proposition 2.7(ii) holds.

Lemma C.3 (Poincaré inequality with the Dirichlet boundary condition). Suppose volume
control (1.1) and the weak Poincaré inequality (2.5) hold. Let x0 ∈ V and R > 0. For f
vanishing on the exterior boundary ∂B(x0, R), then one has∑

x∈B(x0,R)

f(x)2 ≤ CR2
∑

x∈B(x0,R)

∑
y:y∼x

(
f(y)− f(x)

)2
, (C.8)

where C depends only on Γ.

Proof. Let BR = B(x0, R) and ∆BR be the Dirichlet Laplacian on BR. Let E1 be the smallest
eigenvalue of −∆BR . By Proposition 2.7(ii), there is the bound ∥(−∆BR

)−1
1BR

∥∞ ≤ cR2. Since
in general E1∥(−∆BR

)−1
1BR

∥∞ ≥ 1 (see e.g. [36, Lemma 2.1]), then for some C depending only
on Γ,

E1 ≥
C

R2
.

Notice that when f = 0 on ∂BR, the Dirichlet energy I(f,BR) in (C.3) equals the Dirichlet
energy ES(f, f) subject to the zero boundary condition:

I(f,BR) ≡
∑
x∈BR

∑
y∈V
y∼x

(
f(y)− f(x)

)2
=
∑
x∈BR

∑
y∈BR
x∼y

(
f(y)− f(x)

)2
.

Then (C.8) follows directly from the definition of the ground state energy E1 by minimizing
the zero-boundary Dirichlet energy (among functions not identically zero) on the right hand
side. □
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Proof of (2.8). The idea follows from the outline of the proof of [28, Theorem 1.2]. However,
we must consider the (in)dependence of the radius more carefully using (C.5) and (C.8). Let
f ≥ 0 be a subharmonic function on B̄2R = B̄(x0, 2R). Let h be a harmonic function on
on B̄3R/2 = B̄(x0, 3R/2) which agrees f on the (exterior) boundary of B3R/2, i.e., h satisfies
∆h = 0, x ∈ B3R/2 and h(x) = f(x) for x ∈ ∂B3R/2. By the maximum principle, f ≤ h on
B3R/2. Then the Moser–Harnack property (C.2) (with τ = 3/2) for h implies

sup
BR

f2 ≤ sup
BR

h2 ≤ CH

|BτR|
∑
BτR

h2 ≤ 2CH

|BτR|
∑
BτR

(h− f)2 +
2CH

|BτR|
∑
BτR

f2. (C.9)

The second term is readily bounded by a constant times the average of f2 on B2R using the
volume control (1.1). For the first sum, since w := h−f = 0 on ∂BτR, by the Poincaré inequality
(C.8), ∑

x∈BτR

w(x)2 ≤CR2
∑

x∈BτR

∑
y∼x

(
w(y)− w(x)

)2
≤2CR2

∑
x∈BτR

∑
y∼x

(
h(y)− h(x)

)2
+ 2CR2

∑
x∈BτR

∑
y∼x

(
f(y)− f(x)

)2
≤4CR2

∑
x∈BτR

∑
y∼x

(
f(y)− f(x)

)2
, (C.10)

where in the last line we used (C.4), that the harmonic function h is a minimizer of the energy
I(BτR, f). Then the Caccioppoli inequality (C.5) implies the sum in (C.10) is bounded as∑

x∈BτR

∑
y∼x

(
f(y)− f(x)

)2 ≤ C

R2

∑
B2R

f2,

leading to
∑

x∈BτR
w(x)2 ≤ C ′∑

B2R
f2 for some constant C ′ independent of R. Using this in

(C.9), we obtain

sup
BR

f2 ≤ 2CH

|BτR|
∑
BτR

w2 +
2CH

|BτR|
∑
BτR

f2 ≤ C

|B2R|
∑
B2R

f2.

□
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Panor. Synthèses, pages 1–119. Soc. Math. France, Paris, 2008. With an appendix by Frédéric Klopp.

[24] W. Kirsch and P. Müller. Spectral properties of the Laplacian on bond-percolation graphs. Math. Z.,
252(4):899–916, 2006.

[25] F. Klopp and S. Nakamura. A note on Anderson localization for the random hopping model. J. Math. Phys.,
44(11):4975–4980, 2003.

[26] W. König. The parabolic Anderson model. Pathways in Mathematics. Birkhäuser/Springer, [Cham], 2016.
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