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Abstract

We consider the Gaussian free field ¢ on Z? for d > 3 and study the level sets {¢ > h}
in the percolating regime. We prove upper and lower bounds for the probability that the
chemical distance is much larger than Euclidean distance. Our proof uses a renormalization
scheme combined with a bootstrap argument.
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1. Introduction

Percolation is one of the central topics in probability theory and over the past two decades there
has been active research in such models which have long-range correlation. In this article we
study a canonical example, the level-sets of the Gaussian free field (GFF) on Z? for d > 3. This
subject was first studied in [2], and later reintroduced in [9]. Since then, there has been much
progress in understanding its percolation properties.

Denote {p, : © € Z} to be the GFF on Z?, whose distribution we denote by P. More
concretely, this is the centered Gaussian field such that E[p,p,] = g(z,y), where g is the
Green’s function of the simple random walk on Z¢, see for the definition. For a fixed height
h € R, we are interested in the set

Ezh:{xEZd:gonh},

which we consider as a subgraph of Z?. Let {0 PN oo} denote the event there exists an infinite
connected subset of EZ" which contains the origin, and define the critical height

hy = hy(d) = inf{h € R : P[0 <25 00] = 01.
Rodriguez and Sznitman in [9] showed that this parameter is critical in the following sense:

— for h < hy, P-a.s. EZ" contains a unique infinite connected component,

— for h > h,, P-a.s. EZ" consists only of finite connected components.

Today much is known about h,, including that h, € (0,00), see [3, 9], and h.(d) ~ \/2logd as
d — o0, see [B]. Furthermore, from [6] [7] we have that the level sets are in a strongly supercritical
regime when h < h,, and in a strongly subcritical regime when h > h,: for all h # h,

e~ <N/log N for d =3
e~ N ford >4’

P[0 &4 i {
[0 E5 0By, 0 < 00] < (1.1)
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where the event refers to the origin lying in a finite connected component of EZ" which intersects
the boundary of By = {x € Z¢ : |z < N}.

This article is interested in the graph distance on the level sets in the supercritical regime
h < h,. We define the chemical distance of x,y € Ezh as

pn(z,y) =inf{n € N:3z1,...,2, € EZ" st 2501 — 2zil1 = 1,21 = @, 20, = 4},

where we use the convention inf @ = co. For h < hy, let Sy (h) be the vertices in E2" which are
in connected components with | - |s-diameter greater than N. The chemical distance of E=",
as well as for many other percolation models, was first studied in [4]. The authors showed that
with very high probability the chemical distance of the GFF is comparable to the Euclidean
norm: for h < h, there exists constants A = A(d,h) > 0, C = C(d,h) > 0 and ¢ = ¢(d,h) >0
such that

P[Hz,y € Sn(h) N By, pa(z,y) > CN] < exp (—c(log N)H'A) . (1.2)

Their proof is a multiscale argument which is robust enough to apply to many percolation models
with long-range correlation. However, the stretched exponential bound is a byproduct of their
methods and is not expected to be sharp for our case.

Theorem 1.1. For d > 3 and h < hy, there exists ¢ = c¢(d,h) > 0 and C = C(d,h) > 0 such
that

P3z,y € Sn(h) N By, pr(x,y) > CN] < exp (_chfZ/d) .

We also provide complementary lower bounds.

Theorem 1.2. For h < hy and o > 1, there exists ¢ = c¢(d, h,a) > 0 such that

e~¢N/log N for 4 =3
Pldx,y € Sn(h) N By, ,Y) > aN| > .
32,y € Sn(h) N By, pu(@,y) > al] {e_CN for d >4

The upper bound improves on , however there remains a gap between the upper and
lower bounds. We give intuition on the exponents in both theorems and for the discrepancy
between them. Following the proof of Theorem one sees that the upper bound is dominated
by the event the chemical distance is larger than N in a box of radius N/¢, which has exponential
cost N1=2/¢. On the other hand, the lower bound is derived by forcing the path between two
vertices to make a large detour of size N, which has exponential cost N/log N and N for d = 3
and d > 4, respectively. As a point of comparison, for Bernoulli percolation the probability of
the chemical distance being larger than Euclidean distance decays exponentially, see [1].

The technical contribution of this work is to use a renormalization scheme from [10] in order
to bootstrap the estimate . We will partition By into boxes U of side-length L, which we
will eventually take to infinity, and check the local connectivity of the level sets inside each box.
To decouple the field, we will use the Markov property of the GFF: ¢ = ¢V 4 ¢V, where 9V is
a local independent GFF, and ¢V is a harmonic average field. We define a box U being good if
the local field Y has typical chemical distance, and that the harmonic average £V is not too
small inside the box. By construction, the chemical distance p; behaves typically inside a box
which is good with respect to ¥V and ¢V. Using and the independence of the fields Y,
we can show that most boxes are good with respect to the local field. In order to estimate the
number of good boxes with respect to the harmonic average, we will use a Gaussian estimate
from [I0], see Lemma On the event the number of bad boxes is not too large, we will be
able to bound the chemical distance between any two connected points in By .



The article is organized in the following way. In Section [2, we introduce notation and pre-
liminary results for the level sets of GFF. In Section [3|, we set up a renormalization scheme. We
define notions of good and bad boxes, and prove bounds on the probability of having many bad
boxes. In Section 4] we show that on the event of having few bad boxes, the chemical distance
in EZ" behaves well. In Section [5| we gather all of the results to prove Theorem and in
Section [6] we prove Theorem

Throughout the rest of this text, we denote ¢,¢/,C,C’,... to be generic numbers in (0, 00)
which change from line to line, while numbered constants ci, co, ... will be fixed throughout the
text. We will note if they depend on parameters, with the exception of the dimension d. Lastly,
some of our inequalities will only hold for large N and L.

2. Preliminaries

2.1. Notation. For a field x : Z¢ — R, we write {x > h} = {z € Z¢: x, > h}. For two sets
U,V C 7% we define {U RELN V'} to be the event there exists a nearest-neighbor path in {x > h}
starting in U and ending in V. For shorthand, we sometimes write {U PN Vi={U P V1.

h L . e
For x € Z% we denote {z PN oo} to be the event x lies in the unique infinite connected
component of E=". We also define the complement of these events

>h >h 2h >h
{U+AV={U~=V}° {x+f oo} ={x+— 0}

Denote | - |, for p € {1,2,00} to be the usual £, norm on Z¢. Define By(z) = {y € Z¢ :
|2 — Y|loo < N} and By = By(0). For finite U C Z¢, we define its boundary U = {x € U° :
JyeU,|xr—yh =1}

For positive sequences a,, and b,, we write a, < b, if lim, ;- an/bp, = 0, a, = O(by,) if
lim sup,,_,o an/bn < 00 and a,, < by, if 0 < liminf,_, a, /b, < limsup,,_,. an /by < 0.

Let {X,, : n € N} denote the simple random walk on Z¢, and let P* denote its law conditioned
on starting at = € Z¢. For d > 3, let

o
glx,y) =>_ P*[X,=y] fora,yez (2.1)
n=0

denote its Green’s function. We recall the well known fact
gz, y) = |z =y as |z — ylo = oo (2.2)

For U C Z4, let Ty = inf{n > 0, X,, € U} denote the exit time of U, and let Hy = inf{n > 1:
X, € U} be the hitting time of U. Define the Green’s function killed outside of U

o

gU(xay):ZPI(Xn:y7n<TU) forxayezd‘

n=0

For U cC Z%, define the equilibrium measure of U

ey(x) = P°[Hy = oo] for z € 74,



and the capacity of U

Cap(U) = Y eu().

zelU

For K CC U, define the equilibrium measure of K relative to U
exu(r) = P°[Hg > Ty] for x € 7%,

and the capacity of K relative to U
Capy(K) = Z exu(T).

zeK
We observe that Capga(K) = Cap(K).

2.2. Covariance Structure. A central element of our proof is the Gibbs-Markov decompo-
sition which is expressed in the following lemma, see for instance [10].

Proposition 2.1. For finite U C Z%, we have
0o =05 + &
where
o U is a centered Gaussian field with covariance gy (-,-), independent of o(p, : z € U°).
o ¢V is the unique harmonic function on U with boundary condition &|ye = @|ye:

galcj = Ex[(pXTU] = Z Px[XTU = Z/](Py-
yeZd

In particular, ¥V and €Y are independent of each other.

We introduce integers L > 1 and K > 100. We will eventually let L go to infinity and let K
be some large fixed constant. Define the lattice

L= LZ%
For z € L, define the boxes
C.=z2+[0,L)'c D, =2+ [-3L4L) ' CcU, =24 [-KL+1,L+ KL—-1)%
Given a subset C C L, the next two lemmas will be used to decouple the fields ¢V, £V= for 2 € C.

Lemma 2.2 ([I0, Lemma 4.1]). Let C C L be a collection of sites with mutual | - | -distance at
least (2K + 1)L. Then the fields 1)V, z € C, are independent.

Lemma 2.3 ([10, Corollary 4.4]). For all K > 100 and a > 0, there exist constants ¢ = ¢(K)
and ¢ = d(K) such that

lim sup sup ¢ logP { inf V= < —a }
sup su M ;

eD
zeC yETe

2
C
+d (a —c- Ca’p(’E)> Cap(X) p <0
+

where ¥ = J,c¢ C-, and the supremum runs over all C C L with mutual | - |« -distance at least
(2K +1)L. We also have for every z € 7%

2
Ui > < 7 d—2( _ c ) .
PLSEULI)DZ [3 |_a] _2exp< dL o Taan),
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2.3. Connectivity Estimates. We recall connective properties of the percolation of the level
sets of .

Definition 2.4. Denote x to be either ¢V or . For L > 1 and hy, hy € R such that hy < ha,
define LocUniq(y, z, h1, ha) as the intersection of the events

there exists a connected component in
Exist(yx, z, ha) =
{x > ha} N C, with diameter at least L/10

and

for any x € L with |z — z|; = L , any connected clusters in
Unique(x, z, h1, ha) = ¢ {x > ho} N Cy and {x > hao} N C, having diameter at least L/10

are connected to each other in {x > h;} N D,

Lemma 2.5 ([4],[6]). For hq < hy < hy, there exists constants ¢; = c1(hi, h2) and ¢ = c¢(hy, ha)
such that for any z € 74

P[LocUniq(p, 2, h, ha)] > 1 — e E.

The next result, which was already mentioned in the introduction, will be our initial estimate
for controlling the chemical distance.

Lemma 2.6 ([4],[6]). For h1 < hg < hs, there exists C1 = Cy(h1,h2), ¢ = c(hi,hs), and
ca = ca(hy, ha) such that for any z € 7%

PVz,y € Sp0(h2) N Dz, ppy (z,y) < C1L] > 1 — gcllog L)"Fe2

3. Renormalization

In this section, we setup a renormalization argument, which we will use to prove the upper
bound in Theorem [I.1]

3.1. Good and Bad Boxes. We define notion of good and bad vertices in L.

Definition 3.1. For € > 0, we say z € L is é-good at level ¢ if

inf €= > —e.
z€D,

Else, we say z is £-bad at level e.

Denote Sg’(h) to be connected components in {x € Z¢ : U= > h} with diameter at least
L/10. We define the chemical distance with respect to the field ¥V=: for z,y € {w € Z%¢ : U= >

h},
Nep(x,y) =inf{n e N:3z1,...,2, € Sj’(h) st |zit1 — zil1 = 1,21 =z, 2, = Y}
Definition 3.2. For h; < hg, we say z € L is ¢-good at level (hy, he) if the event
LocUniq(dJUz,z, hi,he) N{Vz,y € S;Z’(hg) ND., nyp (x,y) < C1L}
occurs. Else, we say z is ¢-bad at level (hq, ha).

Finally, we will define a notion of a vertex being bad with respect to both the independent
field and the harmonic part.

Definition 3.3. We say z € L is good at level (e, hy, h) if it is both {-good at level ¢ and
-good at level (hq, he). Else, we say it is bad at level (g, hy, ha).



3.2. Bounding the number of bad boxes. The main result of this section is the following
proposition, which estimates the number of bad vertices in a large box. We let N € N, which we
will eventually take to infinity, and fix h; < he < hy, and € > 0. Denote By = By (g, h1, ha) =
{r e LN By : xis (&, h1, h2)-bad}.

Proposition 3.4. There exist constants ¢ = ¢(K), ¢ = ¢(K) and C = C(K) such that for
L < N and m € N satisfying mQ/d/Ld*2 < €2, we have
P[|Bx (e, k1, he)| > m] < exp(Cmlog N — em(log L)1) 4 exp(Cmlog N — ce?m!~2/4[4-2),

To prove this proposition, we will first estimate the probability of any fixed configuration of
vertices in IL are either ¥-bad or £-bad.

Lemma 3.5. Suppose C C L is a set of points with mutual distance at least (2K + 1)L. There
exists ¢ = c(e, h) independent of C such that

P[Vz € C, 2 is 1-bad at level (h1,h2)] < exp (—c - |C|(log L)' T2).

Proof. By Lemma and the definition of being v-bad, the events {z is ¥-bad at level (hy, h2)}
for z € C are independent. By the union bound,
Pz is 1p-bad at level (hy, hy)] < P[LocUniq(1)V=, 2, hy, ho)€]

(3.1)
+P3z,y € S¥(he) N D, o, (z,y) > C1 L],

and so we need to bound both terms on the right hand side. By translation invariance of P, we
only need to consider the case where z is the origin. Let

(h2 — hl) AN (h* — hg)
4 )

)=
which satisfies
hi 46 < ha — 0, ha 46 < hy. (3.2)
We make the following observation: on the event

As = {sup |, — %] < 6},
z€Dg

we have for any ' € R
{xeDy:@,>h +6}c{zeDy:¢% >n}c{xeDy:p,>h" -5} (3.3)

We bound the first term on the right hand side of (3.1)). From the union bound and Lemma

we have

P[LocUniq(yY°, 0, hy, ho)€] < P[Exist(14Y°, 0, hy, ho)®, As]
+ P[Unique(¥™°, 0, hy, ha)®, Ag] (3.4)
+ exp (—cézLdQ) .
Since Exist(x, 0, ha) is decreasing in hg, by we have
P[Exist(1Y°, 0, hy)¢, As] < P[Exist(e,0, hy + 6)°] < e ¢!

where the last inequality follows from Lemma and (3.2).



To bound the second term on the right hand side of (3.4), observe that on As, the first
inclusion in (3.3]) implies that for =,y € Z¢

{x 2 ) g 22020y (3.5)
while the second inclusion implies Sg) (h2) C Spj10(he — 6). Hence on the event As
Unique(p, 0, h1 + 9, he —§) C Unique(@Z)UO,O, hi, he),
and so by Lemma and we have
P[Unique(y)Y°, 0, hy, ho)¢] < e,

Thus P[LocUniq(¢p%°, 0, hy, hy)?] < e™<L.
We now bound the second term on the right hand side of (3.1). On the event As we have
Mo,k (%, Y) < pry1s(z,y) by (3.5)), and also Sép(hg) C Sr/10(h2 — d). Hence on As we have

{Ela:,y € Séb(hQ) N DOanO,hl (‘T;ay) > ClL} C {HZII,y € SL/IO(h2 - 5) N Dmaph1+(5(x7y) > ClL}
and so

P[3z,y € 8¢ (h2) N Dy, Npp, (2, y) > C1L]

< P[SUE oy — 0| > 6] + PBa,y € Spj10(ha — 6) N Co, pry4s(x,y) > C1LL].
y&elo

By Lemmas and and (3.2) we have
P[Ex,y € Sp10(ha — 6) N Cay ppyrs(x,y) > C1L] < exp(—eL™?) + exp(—c(log L)),
which finishes the proof. O

Before we prove the equivalent result for the harmonic components, we will need the following
lower bound on the capacity of separated boxes.

Lemma 3.6. Let m € N, and suppose {z1,...,zm} C L is a subset of points at mutual distance
at least (2K + 1)L. Then there exists cs = c3(K) independent of L and m such that

Cap (UL, Cs,) > ¢z -m!' /90972,
Proof. Let U =U,C.,. From [7, (2.6)], we have

U]

Cap(U) > ;
U2 s Sy 9@ )

and so we need to bound max;c; ZyEU g(z,y). By (2.2)), without loss of generality we can

assume U C B ¢,,1/ay,(2) for some z € Z% and large C.
For any z € U, we have the bound

dogley)=> > glzy)

yeU r=0 yeD,(x)



where D, (z) = UN{y € Z¢: Lr < |z —y|oo < L(r+1)} for L = (14 2K)L. Since |2 — 2j[oc > L
for i # j, we have

{z1,...,2m}N{z € 2% : Lr < |z — x|oo < L(r+1)} < Cré-L.

In particular, we have |D, NU| < Cr?=1L%. Since |z — y|oo > Lr for y € D, by (2.2) we have
g(z,y) < C(rL)>=?. Hence

Lclml/dJ
doglzy) < Y COrLTHTIL < omPiL,
yeU r=0

and we conclude that

emL? _ _
Cap(U) Z W :C'ml 2/dl/d 2.
]

Lemma 3.7. Suppose C is a subset of L of points at mutual distance at least (2K + 1)L.
There exist ¢ = ¢(K) and ¢ = J(K) such that for every € > 0 and m,L € N satisfying
m?/4) =2 < de?, and any {z1,...,2m} CC,

P[z; is &-bad at level € fori=1,...,m] < exp (—ce* Cap(U/2,C.,)) .
Proof. We apply Lemma [2.3
P[z; is {-bad at level € for i =1,...,m]

:IP’[ inf §gzi < —g,fori= 1,...,m]
xeDzi

2
m
<exp | —¢ <6 —cy /m> Cap(U2,Cy,) | -
( Cap(UL,C=) / '

Combining Lemma with the assumption m?/? < ¢e2L%2, we have

m m de?

< —_—.
Cap(U,C.,) ~ ezm!=2/d[d=2 = ¢3

Hence for small enough ¢/, we have
P[z; is &-bad at level € for i = 1,...,m] < exp (—cezCap(Ug’llCzi)) .
This finishes the proof. O
With Lemmas and we will prove in a straightforward manner Proposition
Proof of Proposition|3.4). Define the events
E={321,...,2ms2) ELN BN : 21,...,2m/2) are Y-bad at level (h1, ha)}

and
F={321,...,2ms2 €ELN BN :21,...,2m/2) are {-bad at level €},



so that by the union bound
P[[Bn (e, hi, he)| > m] < PIE] + P[F].

Define Ay = [{z € L : C, N By # @}|, and note that Ay < CN?/L%. We bound the first
term on the right hand side. We observe that if there are |m/2]| boxes, we can choose in some
fixed deterministic way a subset of m’ = Cm/(2K + 1)? boxes which are (2K + 1)L separated.
We thus have

P[€] < (AN;L> sup Pz, ..., zm are ¢-bad at level (hy, hs)),

m {21,021 }

where the supremum is over all {z1, ..., z,y} C LN By with mutual distance at least (2K +1)L.
Applying Lemma (3.5 and the bounds (}) < n* and m’ < Cm/(2K + 1) yields us

P[€] < exp(C'm(logm + log N') — em(log L)' )

for C' = C/(2K + 1)¢. We now bound the second term. The previous separation argument,
combined with Lemmas and implies

P&l < <AN;L) exp(—ce?m!"Y4L172) < exp(C'mlog N — ce?m!~#/414-2),
m
This finishes the proof. O

4. Connectivity

In this section, we will construct a deterministic path between any two points in the same
connected component based on arguments from [I, Section 3]. First, we show that we can
construct a path in EZ" along a sequence of good boxes.

Proposition 4.1. If {z1,...,2,} C L is a sequence of nearest-neighbor points in L. which are
all good at level (g, hi, ha), then there exists a path in

B¢ A (UL, D.,)
starting at C,, and ending in C,, whose length is bounded by C1L - n.

Proof. Suppose z; and zj41 are nearest-neighbor points in L. Since they are both -good at
level (h1, hg), this implies both C,; and C.,_, contain connected components of {pY% > hy} and
{1/1sz+1 > hao}, respectively, with diameter greater than L/10. Furthermore, they are connected
in {yU= > b} N D,; and the chemical distance 7,; p, between any two points in any of these
connected components in D,; is bounded by CiL. Since z; and zj41 are both §-good at level
€, these connectivity properties extend to (D, U D, )N EZM=¢_ Using induction finishes the

proof. O
We introduce more notation. We say v C L is a *-connected path if v = (z1,...,2,) and
|2j41 — 2jloc = L for j =1,...,n — 1. We say a set U C L is *-connected if for any z,y € U,

there exists a *-connected path between x and y contained in U. Denote % to be the collection
of *-connected components of {z € L : z is (e, hi, he) bad}. For z € L, denote C, to be the
element of % containing z. If z is good, denote C, = @ and dC, = {z}. For 2 € Z%, let £(z) € LL
be the unique point such that z € Cy,). The following result follows from [T, Proposition 3.1].



Proposition 4.2 ([I, Proposition 3.1]). Fizxz,y € Z¢ and a *-connected path o = (o1, ...,0,) C

L with o1 = 4(x) and o, = (y). On the event {x ahs y}, there exists a self-avoiding path

v C EZM=¢ connecting x and y such that

n

’yCW:U U D,

Jj=1 zeégj

where Cy; = Cy, U C,,

Remark 4.3. This proposition follows from the proof of [1, Proposition 3.1]. While their setting
is Bernoulli bond percolation, their proof is a deterministic construction of amending a nearest-
neighbor path inside a bond percolation cluster such that it lies in the boundary and interior of
a cluster of bad boxes. Their proof does not rely on the distribution of the cluster, rather on the
macroscopic properties of good boxes, which they denote as a ‘white boxes’. Their definition of
a good box, see [Il, (2.9)], is not the same as ours. However, the only property the authors use
of good boxes is [I, (2.13)], which we can replace with Proposition

5. Proof of Theorem 1.1

Fix h < hy, € € (0,(hse —h)/4) and N € N. Let hy = h+¢e < hy, and hg = h+ 2¢ < h,. Let
M > C/e? for some large C, and let

_ N1-2/d B iy » o
= logN |’ Ly = |M(N/my)"/¢| = [M(N*"log N)"/].

Note that by our choice mNLﬁlV = N.

Lemma 5.1. Fix x,y € By. On the event

h
{z &5 g} 0 {|Ban (e b ho)| < i)
there exists Co = Co(h,€) such that
pr(e,y) < C2N.

Proof. Let x,y € By in the same cluster, and let 0 = (01,...,0,) be a x-connected path of
vertices in L such that o1 = ¢(z) and o, = {(y). Since x,y € By, we can assume n < CN/Ly.
By Proposition there exists a path v € EZ"1~¢ = EZ" connecting = and y such that v C W,
where

'yCW:O U D,.

Jj=1 zeégj

Since x,y € By and Bay has at most my (g, hy, ha)-bad boxes, we infer that the diameter
of égj is at most TuyLy for j = 1,...,n. Since TunyLy < N, we conclude that W C Bay.
Since Bsy contains W and has at most my bad boxes, this implies that W intersects at most
(2¢ +1)my boxes which are either (e, hy, he)-bad or *-neighbors of one. Hence the path crosses
at most ON/Ly + (2% + 1)my good boxes, and at most my bad boxes. By Proposition the

10
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Figure 1: The red boxes represent bad boxes, while the blue line represents a connected subset of
the level sets that connects the origin to Nei. Crossing a bad box, which is unavoidable in this
example, incurs a cost of O(LY), whereas avoiding bad boxes costs O(L).

chemical distance inside a good box is bounded by C1 Ly, while for a bad box a trivial upper
bound for the chemical distance is C’ Lﬁl\, for some C’. We thus get

| < Z Z max pn(w,y) < (ON/Ly + (27 4+ 1)my) x C1L +my x C'L* < CyN,
Jj= 1z€C

for some Cy = Cy(h, ) since myL%, < N. O
Proof of upper bound in Theorem [I.1. We first decompose our probability
>h

To bound the first term, we make a few observations. First, if {z /=" y} occurs, then
necessarily either x or y does not lie in the infinite connected component. Second, if z is in
a connected component of diameter at least N/10, then it is connected to the boundary of
B(z,N/10). Hence we have

>h >h
{3z,y € SN(h) N By, x </ y} C {3z € Sy(h) N By, x /> oo}
>h =
C {3z € By s.t. x < 9B(x,N/10),x </ oo}.
From (1.1)), a union bound, and translation invariance, we have for d > 3
>h 2h
P[3z € By s.t. x <— 0B(z, N/10),z </ oo] < exp(—cN/log N)

which implies

>h
P[3z,y € Sn(h) N By, ¢ y) < o= N/ 1B N,

11



We bound the second term. By Lemma [5.1} we get

>h
PEz,y € Sn(h) N By, <y, pr(z,y) > CoN] < P[[Ban (g, ha, ho)| > my].
By our choice of my and Ly we have
m%d m%d
L]d\z_z - MlogN -m

2/d o(1),
N

and so we can apply Proposition We then get

P[|Ban (g, R)| > my] < exp(Cmylog N — empy(log L) ™) + exp(Cmpy log N — cs2m}V_2/dL§1V_2)

< exp(—eNT2/4(log N)) + exp(—ce? N1 =%/4)
< 2exp(—ce? N2/

for large enough N, where the second inequality follows from 52m}\[_2/ dL‘]iV_2 > Cmpylog N by

our choice of my and Ly. We thus have
P[Ez,y € Sn(h) N By, pu(x,y) > CoN] < exp(—cN/log N) + 2exp(—ce* N'~2/4)

which finishes the proof. O

6. Proof of Theorem

In this section we will prove the lower bounds using techniques from [7]. We will need the
following general result for lower bounds for the GFF. For U C Z%, denote P to be the law of
YU, Given A € B(RX), K ¢ Z%, and h € R, we define

Al = {p|x — h € A} (6.1)
where ¢|x — h refers to the field restricted to K shifted by —h coordinate-wise.

Lemma 6.1 ([7, Lemma 3.2]). Let Uy CC Vi C Z% be subsets with Capy, (Un) — oco. Let
An € B(RYN) and I C R be an interval such that, for every h' € I,

IP>VN [A%] — L

Then for every h & I,

1 1
liminf ————log Py, [A%] > —=d(h, I)?.
N—oo CapVN(UN) & VN[ N] - 2 ( )

Our strategy to prove the lower bound will be to create a long path between the two points
inside £=" which is insulated by {¢ < h}. To decouple the increasing event the points are
connected, and the decreasing event the path is insulated, we will use the Gibbs-Markov decom-
position.

Proof of Theorem [I.3. We first consider the more involved case d = 3. For r > 0 and n € N,
define the r-neighborhood of the line segment connecting 0 to ney

P — [—r,n 4 7] x [-r,r]¥ 1N Z2

n,r

12



Figure 2: The event Dy(h) creates a long path (in blue) inside Uy N EZ", while the event Fy (h)
insulates (in red) the path, forcing the chemical distance to be at least aN.
and the r-neighborhood of the line segment connecting 0 to nes

P,g%? = [—r,7] x [-r,n+7] x [-r,r]9" 2N 24

We fix a, N € N and define the set

P, = P(N,a) = P& U(aNes + P{)) U (Nep + P ).

We fix € > 0 and define the sets Uy CVy C Wy by Uy = PLNEJ, Vy = PLN25J and Wy = PLN3€J-
For a field x : Z% — R, define the events

Dn(x,h) = {B|nes2)(0) and B| ye/2 | (Ne1) are connected by a path in {x > h} N Un}

and
>h
FN(]’L) = {8VN <7L> WN}.
Since
>h €
Dy NEx(yc | U ey mley) = a+1)N -2 N/},
xeaBLNa/QJ (0) yeaBLNs/%(Nel)
we have

Dy(h) N Fn(h) C {32,y € Sn(h) N By, pr(z,y) > aN}

for large enough N.
To derive a lower bound for P[Dx(h) N Fx(h)], fix § > 0 and define the event

13



Since Dy is an increasing event, and by Proposition [2.1] we have
P[Dn (¢, h) N En(h,8) N Fx(h)] > P[Dn (4", b+ 8) N En(R) N Fy ()]
= P[Dn ("N, b + 6)[P[En (h, 6) N F(h)].

We will now derive lower bounds for both terms. We first claim that for h € (hs, hye + 9),
P[En(h,0) N Fx(h)] — 1 as N — co. From (|1.1)), we have for R € N and h > h,

P[0 <5 9Bpg| < Ce R/ R,

Applying a union bound and translation invariance with this estimate for R = [ N3] — | N2,
we have P[Fy(h)] — 1 for h > hy. To bound P[Ex(h,d)], we first bound the variance of &Y~ for
x € Uy. Following the computation from [7], see the equation below (3.15), we have

E[(&XN)2] <C- diSt(:C, Vﬁ[)_(d_Q) < CN—2e(d—2)‘

Using Gaussian tail estimates and a union bound implies

]P’[inf f;/NZ—(h*—h—l—(S)] —1
yeUn

for h € (hy, hi +6). We conclude that P[Exn(h,0) N Fx(h)] — 1 for h € (hy, hs +J) . Note that
the events En(h,d) and Fy(h) take the form in the assumption for Lemma For En(h,0),
this is because we can write

. VN > L= _ . Y _ _ > _(h,
{ e &> = —ne o)} = np 5 Pl = e ) ~(h +0)
zEVN

Hence we can apply Lemma with Vy = Z% and Uy = Wy and conclude that for h < h, and
6>0

P[EN(h, ) N Fr(h)] = exp(—c Cap(Wn)).
To derive an upper bound for Cap(Wy), recall that for A, B C Z¢
Cap(AU B) < Cap(A) + Cap(B),
see [8, Proposition 2.2.1]. From [7, Lemmas 2.2, 2.5], we have that for any ¢ > 0 and i € {1, 2},

Cap(P](\f?LNEJ) < CN/logN.

We conclude that
Cap(Wn) < 2cap(P§[2’LN3£J) + Ca’p(Po(i\)]’LNSSJ) < CNlogN,
which implies

P[Ex(h) N Fy(h)] > e~¢N/1os N,

Next we bound P[Dy (1", h, +6)]. We first claim that for h < h., P[Dy (¢, h)] — 1 as N — oo.
From [10], we have for h < h, and R € N

>h d—2
P[Bg </ 0Bsg] < Ce R,
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Applying a union bound and translation invariance with this estimate for R = |N e/ 2] proves
the claim. We then have for h < hy and 6 < (h, —h)/2

P[Dn (4", h)] = P[Dn(p,h+3), sup €V < 8] > P[Dn(p,h+3)] — P[sup £~ > ).

zeUn zeUn

Since h + § < hs, we have P[Dn (o, h + 0)] = 1 by the earlier claim. By an earlier calculation,
we also have Plsup,cy, £V > 6] — 0. We conclude that P[Dy(¢"V, k)] — 1 for h < h,. We
can now apply Lemma [6.1] and conclude that

P[Dn (4", hy + 8)] > exp(—c Capy, (Un)).

We are left to derive an upper bound for Capy, (Uy). Since Haup < Ha, we have P* [Haup >
Ty] < P*[H4 > Ty]. This implies that for A, B C U

Capy(AUB) = Y P"[Haup >Ty]l <Y _ P"[Haup > Tyl + Y P*[Haup > Ty

r€AUB z€EA zeB
<> P[Hs>Ty]+ Y P*[Hp > Ty
€A z€B

= Capy (A) + Capy (B).
Hence we have
Capy, (Un) < Capy, (PO ne)) + Capy, (aNes + P@LN& |) + Capy, (Ney + P e ))-

Note that for K C Uy C Uz, Capy, (K) C Capy, (K), which implies

Ca‘pVN (P(Ej\)[7 LNEJ) S Ca‘pP(Q) (P(Sj\)[’ LNEJ )

aN,|N2¢ |

Applying a similar bound to the remaining terms, and using [7, Lemmas 2.2 and 2.5] we conclude
that

Capy,, (Un) < CN/log N.
To summarize, for h < h,
P[3z,y € Sn(h) N By, pu(z,y) > aN| > P[Dy(h) N Ex(h) N Fy(h)] > e~ N/ 1e N,

which finishes the proof for d = 3.
For d > 4, define the set Z,, = Py, where we use the notation from the beginning of the
proof. We define the event

Gn(h) ={Vx € Py, ¢y > h, Yy € 0Py, ¢y < h}
and observe that
Gn(h) C {0 e Ney, pp(z,y) > aN} C {3z,y € Sy(h) N By, pn(z,y) > aN}.
Rerunning the FKG-inequality argument in [7, §3.3] yields
PG (k)] = eV
for d > 4. This finishes the proof of the theorem. O

Acknowledgements. I would like to thank Ron Rosenthal for advising me throughout this
project and Pierre-Francois Rodriguez for an insightful discussion.

15



References

1]

2]

ANTAL, P., AND P1sZTORA, A. On the chemical distance for supercritical Bernoulli per-
colation. Ann. Probab. 24, 2 (1996), 1036-1048.

BricmonT, J., LEBOwITZ, J. L., AND MAES, C. Percolation in strongly correlated
systems: the massless Gaussian field. J. Statist. Phys. 48, 5-6 (1987), 1249-1268.

DREWITZ, A., PREVOST, A., AND RODRIGUEZ, P.-F. The sign clusters of the massless
Gaussian free field percolate on Z¢,d > 3 (and more). Comm. Math. Phys. 362, 2 (2018),
513-546.

DREWITZ, A., RATH, B., AND SAPOZHNIKOV, A. On chemical distances and shape
theorems in percolation models with long-range correlations. J. Math. Phys. 55, 8 (2014),
083307, 30.

DRrEwWITZ, A., AND RODRIGUEZ, P.-F. High-dimensional asymptotics for percolation of
Gaussian free field level sets. Electron. J. Probab. 20 (2015), no. 47, 39.

DuminiL-CoriN, H., GoswaMmi, S., RODRICUEZ, P.-F., AND SEVERO, F. Equality of
critical parameters for percolation of Gaussian free field level sets. Duke Math. J. 172, 5
(2023), 839-913.

GoswaMlI, S., RODRIGUEZ, P.-F., AND SEVERO, F. On the radius of Gaussian free field
excursion clusters. Ann. Probab. 50, 5 (2022), 1675-1724.

LAWLER, G. F. Intersections of random walks. Modern Birkhduser Classics.
Birkh&user /Springer, New York, 2013. Reprint of the 1996 edition.

RODRIGUEZ, P.-F., AND SzZNITMAN, A.-S. Phase transition and level-set percolation for
the Gaussian free field. Comm. Math. Phys. 320, 2 (2013), 571-601.

SZNITMAN, A.-S. Disconnection and level-set percolation for the Gaussian free field. J.
Math. Soc. Japan 67, 4 (2015), 1801-1843.

16



	Introduction
	Preliminaries
	Notation
	Covariance Structure
	Connectivity Estimates

	Renormalization
	Good and Bad Boxes
	Bounding the number of bad boxes

	Connectivity
	Proof of Theorem 1.1
	Proof of Theorem 1.2

