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SCALING LIMIT AND TAIL BOUNDS FOR A
RANDOM WALK MODEL OF SOS LEVEL LINES

MILIND HEGDE, YUJIN H. KIM, AND CHRISTIAN SERIO

ABSTRACT. This paper analyzes a random walk model for the level lines appearing in the en-
tropic repulsion phenomena of three-dimensional discrete random interfaces above a hard wall; we
are particularly motivated by the low-temperature (2+1)D solid-on-solid (SOS) model, where the
emergence of these level lines has been rigorously established. The model we consider is a line en-
semble of non-crossing random walk bridges above a wall with geometrically growing area tilts. Our
main result, which in particular resolves a question of Caputo, Ioffe, and Wachtel (2019), is an edge
1:2:3 scaling limit for this ensemble as the domain size N diverges, with a growing number of walks
(including the number of level lines of the SOS model) and high boundary conditions (covering the
maximum upper deviation of the SOS level lines). As a key input, we establish Tracy—Widom-type
upper tail bounds for each of the relevant curves in the line ensemble. An ingredient which may
be of independent interest is a ballot theorem for random walk bridges under a broader range of
boundary values than available in the literature.
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1. INTRODUCTION

In this paper, we study a random walk model of the level lines emerging from entropic repulsion
phenomena in the (241)-dimensional solid-on-solid (SOS) model above a hard wall at low temper-
ature. Similar entropic repulsion phenomena are expected to appear in a host of low-temperature
interfaces; see [IV18] for discussion. The random walk model in question was introduced by Ca-
puto, Ioffe, and Wachtel in [CIW19a]. Considering the SOS model in a box of side length N, the
level lines appear to fluctuate at scale N'/3 on intervals of length N2/3; moreover, they resemble a
line ensemble of < log N many non-crossing random walks with a floor at zero and geometrically
growing area tilts. Rigorously establishing this picture for the SOS model has been a longstanding
open problem, with the ultimate goal being to show a 1:2:8 edge scaling limit for these level lines.
Our main result (Theorem 1) is such a scaling limit for the random walk model, along with Tracy—
Widom-type upper tail bounds for the top curves (Theorem 2). Before describing our results, we
discuss the SOS model, entropic repulsion in dimension 2 + 1, the aforementioned level lines, and
the connection with line ensembles of area-tilted random walks.
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1.1. Background and motivation. The (24 1)D SOS model with zero boundary conditions and
a hard wall at height 0 is a random surface ¢ : [-N, N]?> — Z>¢, where [N, N] := [-N,N|NZ,
with the probability of a given instance of ¢ proportional to
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Here, 3 > 0 is the inverse temperature, the sum is over all pairs of adjacent sites z,y € Z2, and we
set ¢(x) = 0 for all ¢ [N, N]? (zero boundary conditions). The “hard wall” at height 0 refers
to the restriction of the values of ¢ to the nonnegative integers Z>g. The model (without a wall)
was introduced in the 1950s (see [BCF51, Temb2]) as a low-temperature (large ) approximation
of the random surface separating the macroscopic + and — phases in the 3D Ising model on a cube
with Dobrushin boundary conditions: -+ spins above the zy-plane and — spins below it.
Dimension 2 4+ 1 for the SOS model is of special importance, as it is the unique dimension in
which the no-floor model exhibits a roughening transition: as N — oo, at low temperature the
surface stays flat and localized (¢(x) = O(1) for typical x), while at high temperature the surface
becomes rough and delocalized (¢(z) diverges for typical ). These two phases were established in
[BW82] and [FS81a, FS81b] respectively; establishing the roughening transition for the 3D Ising
model remains a major open problem. See also [Lam22] showing sharpness of the phase transition.

1.1.1. Entropic repulsion in the SOS model above a hard wall. Introducing a wall at 0 in the low-
temperature setting of the (2 + 1)D SOS model results in behavior drastically different from the
flat geometry of the no-wall model, in a phenomenon known as entropic repulsion. This was first
observed by [BEMF&6], who showed that the surface raises in height so that ¢(x) is typically of
order log L for x in the bulk, due to the increased entropy of the class of such height functions.

Subsequently, a more detailed picture was obtained in [CLM 12, CLM 14, CLM " 16], described
as follows. For large enough 3, with high probability, the surface becomes rigid at a deterministic
height b, where b is either H(N) := Lﬁ log(2N)| or H(N) — 1. Moreover, the surface resembles a
wedding cake, featuring b layers of height 1 stacked on top of one another. Viewed from above, the
boundaries of the layers form a collection of concentric loops in R? which are called level lines, as
the boundary of the layer at height h € {1,...,h} delineates between macroscopic phases of height
< h and > h + 1 in the surface. The innermost level line loop encloses a (1 — eg)-fraction of sites
in [—N, N]?, where €5 | 0 as 3 1 oo. Upon scaling [—N, N]? to [—1,1]%, the level lines admit a
scaling limit consisting of a nested collection of Wulff shapes, which in particular feature four flat
facets: the Wulff shapes all coincide with the boundary of the box except near the four corners, as
illustrated in Figure 1.

1.1.2. Fluctuations of SOS level lines. We are interested in the fluctuations of the level lines away
from these flat facets. In particular, zoom in, say, around the center of the bottom boundary of
the box. The level lines restricted to this region form a stacked collection of non-crossing open
contours, so that the top contour 7; in this stack is the restriction of the innermost level line to
this region. From now on, level lines will be identified with their restriction to this region. Let ~;
denote the i*" level line from the top of this stack.

In [CLM*16], the fluctuations of 4; were shown to be, with high probability, at most N1/3+¢
above the bottom boundary, for any € > 0. In the recent work [CKL24], the fluctuations of ~;
were shown to be bounded from below by N'/3 on intervals of size N2/3. It is an interesting open
problem to prove a matching upper bound, which is complicated by the fact that the h —1 < log N
many level lines below ; have the capacity to push v; upwards. However, our results here for the
area-tilted random walk model suggest that N'/3 should indeed be the correct scale.
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FIGURE 1. Left: an illustration of the limit shape of the SOS level lines after rescaling to
[~1,1]%. The loops %fyi converge to the nested Wulff shapes shown here. The limit shape
is flat for all level lines on central (1 — dg)-portions of each side of the box (cyan), where
dp 1 0 as 81 co. Right: the effective random walk model (1.2) of the level line fluctuations
about their flat limit shape, as seen by zooming in on the blue dashed region in the figure
on the left. In this region the level lines appear as a stack of ordered open contours above a
floor. In an effective approximation one assumes these contours to be height functions with
respect to the horizontal axis (ignoring possible microscopic overhangs), as shown here.

1.1.3. SOS level lines and area tilting. The following effective “area tilt” description of the joint
law of the level lines was derived in [CLM " 16]:
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where a = ag > 0 and b = e*8 are constants (note h = log, N), A; is the region outside of 7;, and
7 A, is the partition function for a certain SOS model with no wall on A; := A;_1 \ A;. We briefly
sketch the origin of (1.1); see [CLM™ 16, Section 1.3], [CTW19a, Section 1.2] for further details.

The first term is an energy contribution that arises directly from the SOS Hamiltonian, since the
surface height jumps by height (at least) 1 across each level line. The second term is referred to as a
geometric area tilt: |A;| is the area of the region outside of the contour 7;, and the prefactor %bi_l
is geometrically increasing with the curve index. This term arises from the hard wall constraint: on
a heuristic level, as level lines get closer to the boundary, they encompass more sites, increasing the
entropy as these sites can feature pits going down towards the hard wall. Sites encompassed by level
lines of higher curve index (corresponding to lower layers of the surface) cannot feature as-large
pits, and so such level lines feel a greater reward for the area they encompass, or equivalently, a
larger penalty for the area |A4;| they do not encompass.

After removing these area terms, one is left with the no-wall factors Z A,;- Cluster expansion can
be applied to each of these, resulting in a complicated interaction term ®(vi,...,~y), which itself
is made up of terms that cause the level lines to both repel and attract. In principle, the effect
of ® should be negligible in the low-temperature regime, though rigorously showing this is highly
nontrivial. See [ISV15, CKL24] where this is shown for an SOS model with a single level line.

1.1.4. A random walk model. Per the last paragraph, we shall ignore the ZAZ- terms in (1.1) to
produce our effective random walk model. Return to the region of the box around the center of
its bottom boundary, as in Section 1.1.2, where the level lines form a stack of non-crossing open



4 MILIND HEGDE, YUJIN H. KIM, AND CHRISTIAN SERIO

contours and are asymptotically flat. Rescale the box and shift it upwards so that the bottom
boundary in this region is [-N, N] x {0}. Eq. (1.1) leads to our random walk model as follows.

If one assumes that the contours ~; are single-valued, i.e., are height functions on [—N, NJ,
then the factor exp(—/|v;|) from (1.1) is simply the probablhty that a random walk with transition
probability p(x) o exp(—/|z|) follows the trajectory ;. (Indeed, random walk behavior is a feature
of low-temperature interfaces [[V18]. In a variety of models featuring a single interface, a coarse-
graining strategy known as Ornstein—Zernike theory has been implemented to actually obtain a
coupling between the interface and a random walk; this was pioneered by Campanino, loffe, and
Velenik in [CI02, CIV03, CIV08] and implemented in the setting of the SOS model with boundary
conditions resulting in a single level line in [IV08, IST15, CKL24].) The term |A;| is then the area
enclosed between the random walk and the floor at 0.

This leads to the following random walk model for the SOS level lines; see Figure 1 for an
illustration. Fix @ > 0 and b > 1. Let P)'\, denote the law of n = n(N) — oo (for instance
n = H(N)) many independent mean zero random walk bridges Xi,...,X,, on [-N,N] with a
fixed common transition probability and suitable boundary conditions u = (u; > -+ > u, >
0),v=(vy >+ >v, >0) € R"at —N and N (for instance max(uj,v1) < N1/3+¢ in accordance
with the aforementioned upper bound on SOS level line fluctuations). We then define a new non-
crossing area-tilted line ensemble measure IP’“ b o, by the Radon-Nikodym derivative

dP;zlbuv
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where A(X;) = j:_N Xi(j) is the (discrete) area between X; and the floor at zero.

1.1.5. Candidate for the scaling limit. Though establishing an edge scaling limit (or even tightness
around N1/ 3) for the law of the SOS level lines remains a challenging open problem, one can con-
struct a candidate measure for the scaling limit. A natural candidate is the putative diffusive scaling
limit of (1.2) on compact windows as N — co. The definition (1.2) can be naturally viewed as the
prescription of a Gibbs measure. The Gibbs property is simply that for an interval [[4, k] of curve in-
dices on a spatial interval [¢,7] C [N, N], the conditional distribution of (Xj, ..., X¢)|fe,, given
{Xi(x) : (i,2) & [J, k] x [€,r]}, is that of k— j+ 1 independent random walk bridges with endpoints
prescribed by the conditioning, reweighted by the area tilt factor exp(—4 f:j b1 > = Xi(4))
and conditioned to not cross each other, X;_1, or Xj;1. Therefore, one would expect the scaling
limit of (1.2) to be an infinite-volume Gibbs measure involving Brownian paths.

Such an infinite-volume Gibbs measure 1, was constructed, and later characterized, across a
series of works [CITW19a, CIW19b, DLZ24, CG25] via a continuum Brownian analogue of the model
(1.2) with n lines on a compact interval [T, T, sending n,T" — oo. The measure fi,p thus has a
Gibbs property in terms of area-tilted, non-intersecting Brownian bridges; see Definition 2.9.

The question of convergence under 1:2:3 scaling at the edge of the area-tilted random walk
ensemble (1.2) to the Gibbs state y4, was originally posed in [CIW19b, Section 3.5.3]. The discrete,
non-Gaussian nature poses several challenges compared to the Brownian model. For instance, the
fluctuation scale N3 on intervals of length N2/3 does not appear in the above works on the
Brownian model: in a sense, diffusive scaling of the random walk model has already occurred to
obtain the Brownian model. Our main theorem, stated in Section 1.2, resolves the question of
[CIW19b]. We make a detailed comparison of our work and past works in Section 1.3.

1.2. Main results. The goal of the present paper is to establish convergence to the measure
Hap, described in Section 1.1.5, under 1:2:3 scaling for the area-tilted random walk ensemble for
a wide range of boundary conditions and number of curves. We comment on the precise range of
parameters and their significance in Remark 1.3.
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We give a slightly simplified version of our main result here, with a more general statement
given in Theorem 2.13 below. The result applies to a broad class of both lattice and nonlattice
random walks satisfying certain technical conditions, detailed in Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2. In short,
we require the increment distribution to have a log-concave probability mass/density function,
with mean 0 and finite exponential moments (in particular finite variance o2). The log-concavity
condition (Assumption 2.1) is needed for the sole purpose that it implies a stochastic monotonicity
result (Lemma 3.2); that is, we could have assumed the conclusion of Lemma 3.2 and removed
Assumption 2.1. For instance, our results also apply to the simple random walk, which satisfies
monotonicity as shown in the proof of Lemma 3.2.

Below, we make the random walk trajectories of the line ensemble continuous functions by linear
interpolation. The topology of uniform convergence on compact sets means we require convergence
of the law of any finite number of top curves on any compact interval. We let W' := {x € R" :
x1 > -+ > x, > 0} denote the nonnegative Weyl chamber in R".

Theorem 1. Fixa > 0,b > 1, and € € (0,1). For N € N, consider the line ensemble of n area-
tilted random walk bridges (X1,...,Xy) on [—N, N] with law PZ’}?{,‘;@V as given by (1.2), satisfying
Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2, and with boundary conditions u,v € W' satisfying max(uy,v;) < N17¢.
There exists 6 = d(e) > 0 such that for any sequence n = n(N) € N satisfying n — oo as
N — oo and n < N°, the law of the rescaled line ensemble (xiY,...,zN) given by xN(t) =
0_2/3N_1/3Xi(t0_2/3]\72/3) converges weakly as N — oo to the infinite-volume Gibbs state g p, in
the topology of uniform convergence on compact sets.

A crucial input for the proof of Theorem 1 is a quantitative estimate: an upper tail bound on
the top curves of the line ensemble away from N1/3 on intervals of size N2/3. This constitutes
our second main result, Theorem 2, which features the Tracy—Widom tail exponent 3/2. A more
general statement is given ahead as Theorem 2.14.

Theorem 2. Suppose the random walk increment distribution satisfies Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2.
Fiz ag > 0, bp > 1, € € (0,1), and t € R. There exist positive constants § = (¢), Ko =
Ko(ag, by, €), and ¢ = c(ag, by) such that the following holds. For any a > ag, b > by, there exists
No = No(a,b,e,t) € N so that for all N > No, n < N°, u,v € W& with max(uj,v;) < N'7¢,
j < min(n, 5logy N), and K € [Ko, N?/37¢],

]P)?L:%l;lév (Xj(th/?’) > Ka—1/3b—(j—1)/3N1/3) < e—cK3/2'
The proofs of Theorems 1 and 2 are given following the statement of Theorem 2.14.

Remark 1.1. Our arguments show that the same one-point tail bound in Theorem 2 holds for
Xj(x) at any = € [—(1 —n)N,(1 —n)N], for any n € (0,1). The bound for the top curve X;
is optimal up to the constant c¢: the matching lower bound follows from an estimate on a single
area-tilted walk, discussed in Remark 5.3. Furthermore, for each j, the fluctuation scale and 3/2
exponent in the tail decay match those obtained for the Brownian model in [CG25, Corollary
3.2] (they also obtain an explicit value for ¢ in the exponent). Lastly, for each j, the fluctuation
scale a=1/3p=(=1/3 ig also the optimal uctuation scale for a single area-tilted random walk with
parameter ab’~!, the same area tilt experienced by X ;3 see [HV04, Theorem 1.2] or Theorem 5.1.

Remark 1.2 (Parabolic decay of the random walks). Theorems 2.13 and 2.14 are the expanded
versions of Theorems 1 and 2. There, we state the results for line ensembles on intervals with
length as small as LN?/3, with L > (log N)'/3t7, and boundary conditions that may all be as
large as L% N1/3_ for arbitrarily small v, x > 0. Modulo the  factor, this implies that after 1:2:3
scaling, all curves of the line ensemble decay parabolically (on average) from high points before
reaching equilibrium (i.e., descend from L?7* to O(1) in time L). This is expected to be the
truth: for an area-titled Brownian excursion, such parabolic decay follows quickly from a Girsanov
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transformation (see Remark 1.3). Because we do not have any analogue of Girsanov for our model,
a crucial step is to develop a more robust argument to establish this roughly parabolic decay.

Remark 1.3 (Range of parameters, relevance to SOS level lines). Here, we describe how the ranges
of our parameters in Theorems 2.13 and 2.14, discussed in Remark 1.2, were chosen sufficiently wide
so as to address various features of the SOS level lines.

First, we treat boundary conditions much larger than the typical scale N'/3 due to the afore-
mentioned existing upper bound on the fluctuation of the top SOS level line being N/3+ for any
e > 0 (see Section 1.1.2, [CLM* 16, Theorem 3]). Moreover, near the corners of [N, N]2, the level
lines lie at distance O(V) from the boundary of the box. Because we handle boundary conditions
up to N'7¢ on intervals of size < N, our random walk model can describe the behavior of the level
lines as soon as one looks away from the corners (i.e., as soon as the level lines become < N).

This range of boundary conditions is nearly optimal for establishing convergence to the time-
stationary Gibbs state ji4 3, which is the result of Theorem 1. For the Brownian model on an interval
[—T,T], the recent work [BRCCG23] shows that if one pushes to the parabolic scale, there is a
two-parameter family of limiting Gibbs states uaLf corresponding to boundary conditions 72 — LT
at —T and T? — RT at T, where L + R > 0. In our setup on the interval [N, N] this corresponds
to boundary conditions N — LN?/3 and N — RN?/3. Our bound of N'~¢ shows that essentially
any boundary conditions below this scale will result in the stationary Gibbs state.

Second, the significance of considering the random walk model on intervals as small as scale!
N2/3 (as opposed to N, which is the size of the flat facets of the SOS level lines as mentioned
in Section 1.1.1, and would be easier to analyze due to the slower rate of descent required) is as
follows. With existing technology, a representation such as (1.1) for the SOS level lines as area-tilted
polymers is only valid in boxes of side length at most N2/3+% where € (0,1/10) (see [CLM™*16,
Proposition A.1]). Therefore, currently, any hope of obtaining a 1:2:3 scaling limit of the SOS level
lines by coupling with area-tilted random walks (e.g., via the Ornstein—Zernike machinery) must
occur on intervals of size < N 2/3+n_ 1t is therefore of interest to determine whether or not a 1:2:3
scaling limit (which we recall refers to vertical scaling by N'/3 and horizontal scaling by N2/3) for
the random walk model could be obtained on such small intervals, even with boundary conditions
reflecting the “worst-case scenario” of the known upper bound on the maximum deviation of the
top SOS level line (N 1/3+¢ far above the size of the vertical scaling), and a diverging number of
walks (exceeding b < logy N). Theorems 2.13 and 2.14 answer this in the affirmative.

Lastly, we mention that the restriction n < N® on the number of random walks is a result of our
proof strategy. Since n < N? is already well beyond the b =< log, N many SOS level lines, we do
not attempt to loosen this condition.

1.3. Related work. A number of works have considered idealized models of interfaces in terms of
non-crossing random walks with area tilts. The case of a single random walk conditioned to stay
above a floor at zero subject to an area tilt was considered in [HV04, ISV15] (including generalized
nonlinear area tilts). The work [HV04] established estimates on the upper tail, enclosed area,
decorrelation, and mixing. Under 1:2:3 scaling as above, [[SV15] showed weak convergence as
N — oo to a stationary diffusion on R called the Ferrari-Spohn (FS) diffusion, first constructed
in [FS05] as the scaling limit of the gap between a Brownian bridge and a parabolic floor. This
single area-tilted walk can be understood as a proxy for the interface in the 2D Ising model at
critical prewetting or in the SOS model above a hard wall with one level line. The Ising interface
was coupled with an area-tilted random walk and shown to converge under 1:2:3 scaling to the F'S
diffusion in [IOSV22]; analogous results for the single SOS level line were shown in [CKL24].

A model of multiple interacting area-tilted walks as a proxy for SOS level lines was first analyzed
in [[IVW18]. The model considered there consists of a fixed number n of non-intersecting random

1T6 be precise, we can handle intervals as small as N*/3(log N)'/3*7 for any v > 0, as laid out in (2.7).
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walks subject to a common area tilt, i.e., with b = 1 in (1.2); we refer to [[V18, FS23] for inter-
pretations of this model in terms of Ising-type interfaces without a hard wall. Weak convergence
was shown in [[VW18] to a determinantal process consisting of n non-intersecting copies of the
Ferrari-Spohn diffusion, known as the Dyson Ferrari-Spohn diffusion. It was recently shown in
[DS25] that as the number of curves n tends to oo, the Dyson FS diffusion converges after a vertical
shift to the Airy line ensemble, a fundamental object in the KPZ universality class first constructed
in [CH14]. A significant technical simplification arises from the adoption of a common area-tilt pa-
rameter (taking b = 1) in these works, as the marginal distribution of the curves (before imposing
non-intersection) is the same, which allows access to integrable tools such as the Karlin-McGregor
formula. This determinantal structure is not present in the case b > 1 considered here.

In [CTW19a, CIW19b] was proposed a model which considers geometrically growing area tilts,
albeit with Brownian motions instead of random walks, in a further idealization of the discrete
SOS level lines. Let us describe the model in more detail. Let n € N, z; > --- > z,, > 0, and
y1 > -+ > yp > 0, and fix parameters a > 0 and b > 1. Consider the probability measure given
by n independent Brownian bridges Bi,..., B, on an interval [T, T], with B; having boundary
values x; and y;, reweighed by the Radon—Nikodym derivative proportional to

exp ( —ay bilA(&)) 1B, (6)>> B (£)>0 Vte(—T,T) (1.3)
=1

where A(B;) = fTT Xi(t)dt is the area enclosed between B; and the floor at 0. These objects
are referred to in short as “Brownian polymers.” In [CIW19a], weak convergence of the Brownian
polymer law to a unique limit, namely the measure p, discussed above, was established as T\, n —
oo for the special case of zero boundary conditions. For the case of “free” boundary conditions,
tightness in 7', n was established for the model in [CIW19b], and [DLZ24] established convergence
to the same law p,p, albeit with the requirement that 7" — oo before n — oo (unlike in the SOS
model where n diverges with T'). The recent work [CG25] strengthened these results, in particular
proving convergence to pi, for free boundary conditions as T, n — oo in any order. We note that
each of these works rely in a significant way on Brownian tools, such as scaling invariance, exact
Gaussian formulas, and Girsanov transformations, which are not available in the random walk case.

Various important properties of the limit law i, were additionally proven in [CG25], including
Tracy—Widom-type upper tails with exponent 3/2, as well as strong mixing and ergodicity. That
work also proved a strong characterization of fi, 3, showing in particular that it is the unique such
infinite-volume Gibbs state which is stationary in time (up to deterministic vertical shifts). We
also mention again the recent work [BRCCG23], which establishes a complete characterization of
the class of area-tilted Brownian Gibbs states; see Remark 1.3 above.

Returning to the discrete setting, the work [Ser23a] made progress on the scaling limit for
area-tilted walks, but like [DLZ24], required N — oo before n — oo. This allowed the use of
rather strong mixing estimates adapted from [IVW18], which have complicated dependence on the
number of curves and are only effective for n fixed. By contrast, in Theorem 1 we allow n to
diverge simultaneously with N, as is expected in the SOS model, requiring a substantially more
delicate analysis. In particular, the mixing estimates used in [Ser23a] bypass the need for any other
quantitative estimates on the line ensemble with n diverging, such as our Theorem 2 here.

1.4. Proof ideas. In this section we give a brief overview of the ideas underlying the proof of
Theorem 1. Ultimately, we must establish the existence of weak subsequential limits of the ensemble
and that all such subsequential limits are (i, 5. For the latter, we make use of [CG25, Theorem 3.7]
(Theorem 2.12 here), which roughly says that 11,4 is the unique law on line ensembles of N-indexed
continuous curves with the above Brownian Gibbs property for which the j* curve converges to 0
as j — oo and for which there is uniform one-point upper tail control on the top curve.
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Thus the main points to establish are (i) that the prelimiting rescaled line ensemble is tight, and
(ii) upper tail bounds on the j** curve. Of course, (ii) is needed to establish (i), so we begin there
and outline the proof of Theorem 2.

1.4.1. Reduction to single-curve estimates via stochastic monotonicity. The basic strategy is as
follows: construct a sequence of “ceiling” functions Cl; such that, with high probability (w.h.p.),
Xj(x) < Clj(x) for all j and z. We do this recursively, via a sequence of estimates for a single
area-tilted walk. Suppose we have already shown X;;; < Clj;1 w.h.p. To show X;(z) < Clj(z)
for all x, we apply the Gibbs property and a stochastic monotonicity statement for area-tilted line
ensembles (Lemma 3.2 and Remark 3.3) to replace X;1; with a floor at Cl;;; and also remove
the top j — 1 curves, resulting in a single area-tilted walk. Thus, it suffices to prove the following:
letting \; denote the area-tilt parameter of X, a walk with area tilt A; conditioned to stay above
Clj41 is pointwise dominated by Cl; w.h.p. summable in j. This is Proposition 6.4. This stochastic
monotonicity property plays a central role in our arguments and has also been a common feature
of the majority of models of line ensembles considered in the past. The condition on the random
walk increments that we impose to ensure this property is Assumption 2.1.

The construction of the ceiling Cl; on a random walk with area tilt \; given a floor at Cl;4q is
based on the following idea: at a typical point z in the “bulk” of the interval (away from the high
boundary conditions), the walk should stay at height ~ H; + Cl;1(z), where H; := )\;1/3N1/3 is
the fluctuation scale for a random walk with area tilt A; and floor at 0. Thanks to the geometric
relation »,~; H; < CHj, one can then hope to recursively construct each Cl; on scale H;. As the
interval is much longer than H 32, atypically high fluctuations at random locations force an extra

logarithmic factor, and ultimately in the bulk we obtain Cl;(z) ~ H; log(|x|/H32)2/3. In particular,
we choose our ceilings to be non-decreasing in |z|. We now explain how we construct these ceilings.

1.4.2. High boundary conditions and dropping estimates. It is a key result requiring several inputs
that, as a consequence of the area tilt, the walk X;(z) drops as |z| — 0 just as Cl;;1(z) does. This
is far from immediate due to the lack of a Girsanov transformation, which for Brownian models
converts the area tilt into a parabolic drift like —z2. Moreover, complications arise because we
consider very high boundary conditions (far above the usual fluctuation scale H;) on relatively short
intervals, i.e., we need the dropping to occur at a certain speed. Allowing such boundary conditions
is motivated in Remark 1.2; however, it is in fact necessary to consider boundary conditions at scale
Hj;(log N )2/ 3> H j, roughly because we must perform Gibbs resampling at many random points,
which may have atypically high fluctuations as mentioned above. Treating such high boundary
conditions precludes us from directly applying existing results on area-tilted random walks.

In Lemma 4.2, the “dropping lemma,” we manifest the area tilt in a dropping effect for random
walk bridges on intervals I above a floor at zero. The lemma constructs a “drop point” z such that
X(z) lies at scale C'H; above the flat floor; however, the location of this point x is random inside
an interval of length C~!|I|, and also in our application the floor is not flat (it is Cl;41). Thus, there
is some delicacy in the application of the lemma. Using another recursive scheme, we produce a
mesh of appropriately spaced deterministic points along which the walk drops successively from its
high boundary conditions. At mesh points z(k) in the bulk, we show X;(x(k)) =~ H; + Cl;;1(z(k)).
A detailed outline of this procedure is given in Section 6.1.

We fill in the mesh using a bound on the maximum fluctuations of an area-tilted random walk
bridge (Corollary 5.2). Corollary 5.2 follows from a one-point upper tail bound of Tracy—Widom
exponent 3/2 (Theorem 5.1). Such an estimate appeared in [HV04] for a more general class of
area-tilted random walks; we adapt their proof strategy to handle the high boundary values and
short interval sizes we consider. Simplifications can be made thanks to stochastic monotonicity.

1.4.3. Partition function lower bound and ballot theorem. The key input for the proof of the drop-
ping lemma (Lemma 4.2) is a suitably precise lower bound on the partition function of a single
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area-tilted random walk on an interval I C [N, N] with tilt parameter A > 0 and boundary con-
ditions u,v > 0 (Proposition 4.1). Here we allow u and v to be as large as H := A"'N (the start
of the large deviations regime). Estimates for such partition functions appeared in [HV04, ISV15],
though with boundary conditions O(H}).

The proof relies on controlling the random walk bridge on carefully chosen subdiffusive scales so
as to force a parabolic descent. This in turn makes use of ballot theorems for random walk bridges,
i.e., upper and lower bounds on the probability that a bridge on [—N, N] with boundary values z
and y stays above 0 for its entire lifetime. In the case of the simple random walk, it is well known
that this probability behaves like zy/N. While such ballot theorems have been studied for a much
more general class of walks a number of times previously (e.g., see [ABRO8] and references therein),
they have focused on the case of diffusive boundary conditions, i.e., z,y = O(N'/2). To handle our
high boundary conditions, we require a ballot theorem for general random walk bridges that also
covers the case max(z,y) > N'/2 but 2y < N. We establish such a ballot theorem in Theorem 3.6
using monotonicity and again by analyzing the random walk bridge on a subdiffusive scale.

1.4.4. Tightness, limiting Gibbs property, and convergence. Once Theorem 2 has been proven, the
final ingredient to establish Theorem 1 is to show tightness of the rescaled line ensemble and that
all subsequential limits have the Brownian Gibbs property. Indeed, if we do so, then a result of
[CG25] (included in Theorem 2.12 here) characterizing p,j guarantees that all weak subsequential
limits are p, 5, as the above upper tail control will imply the conditions of the characterization.
For tightness, given the upper tail control outlined above and the fact that the curves are
deterministically lower bounded by 0, we only need to show a uniform modulus of continuity
bound. Given the prelimiting Gibbs property, the idea (as has been used in many previous works
on tightness of line ensembles) is to transfer the modulus of continuity estimates known for the
base measure of independent random walk bridges by controlling the Radon—Nikodym derivative
appearing in the Gibbs property. Essentially, this comes down to controlling a partition function
of the form implicitly appearing in (1.2) (though on an interval on scale N%/3 rather than N).
There are by now many arguments establishing such statements for Brownian models (e.g.
[CTW19b, CH14]) and also discrete ones [DFET21, DW21b, Ser23b]. The existing arguments in
discrete models generally have made use of a strong KMT coupling result for random walk bridges
[DW21a] (i.e., a quantitative coupling with Brownian bridge), which would require us to impose
stronger assumptions on the increment distribution (and would exclude distributions of the form
exp(—pz|) as one might heuristically expect to arise in approximations to the SOS level lines).
Here we give a shorter, more streamlined proof of tightness that relies only on monotonicity
and an invariance principle for random walk bridges, requiring very minimal assumptions on the
increment distribution. Our argument is a simplification of an argument in [ACH24|, which is
possible due to the full monotonicity property we have at our disposal (in contrast to [ACH24]).
Finally, showing that the prelimiting Gibbs property becomes the Brownian Gibbs property in
the limit is a standard application of an invariance principle for finitely many area-tilted random
walks on the diffusive scale, which we adapt from [Ser23a].

We now outline the remainder of the paper. In Section 2, we define the area-tilted line ensembles
we consider, specify the full range of parameters we address, and then state Theorems 2.13 and 2.14,
which are the expanded versions of Theorems 1 and 2, respectively. We then prove Theorem 2.13
given Theorem 2.14, tightness, and the Gibbs property for subsequential limits. In Section 3, we
develop basic results on random walks and bridges, stochastic monotonicity (Lemma 3.2), and the
ballot theorem for arbitrarily high boundary conditions (Theorem 3.6). Section 4 is devoted to the
partition function lower bound (Proposition 4.1), from which the dropping lemma (Lemma 4.2)
follows. In Section 5, we establish the one-point (Theorem 5.1) and maximum (Corollary 5.2)
upper tail bounds on the single area-tilted random walk bridge. In Sections 6 and 7, we prove
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Theorem 2.14 using the recursive scheme outlined above. In Section 8, we establish tightness
and the Gibbs property for subsequential limits. Lastly, in Appendix A we prove the stochastic
monotonicity statement Lemma 3.2.

Notational conventions. We lay out some notation that will be used throughout the paper. We
implicitly work on a fixed probability space (€2, F,P). We write E for expectation with respect
to P and 1g for the indicator of an event E € F. The complement of E is denoted —E. For
a random variable X and a probability measure QQ, we write X ~ Q to mean that X has law
Q. For a topological space Y, we let C(Y) denote the space of continuous functions ¥ — R,
which we endow with the topology of uniform convergence on compact sets and the induced Borel
o-algebra. By N we mean the set of positive integers. For two real numbers ¢ < r, we write
[,r] :={j€Z: || <j<][r]}. We denote the length of an interval I by |I|. We usually denote
vectors by boldface and their components by italics, e.g., x = (x1,...,x,). Lastly, we use C' and
¢ to denote positive constants that may change from line to line and are universal in the following
sense: neither C nor ¢ depend on N, the curve index j, a > agp, or b > by (though they may depend
on agp, by, and other parameters).
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Part of this work was completed during the workshop “Universality and Integrability in KPZ” at
Columbia University, March 2024, supported by NSF grants DMS-2400990 and DMS-1664650.

2. SETUP, GIBBS PROPERTY, AND MAIN RESULTS

Here we define the line ensembles we consider and state detailed versions of Theorems 1 and 2.

2.1. Random walk setup. We work with random walk bridges X on an interval [¢,r] with
boundary conditions u,v € R. It will be convenient to describe the random walk increments as an
exponential of a random walk Hamiltonian. Fix a function Hrw : R — R U {+oc}. For a possible
random walk bridge trajectory X = (X(£),...,X(r)) € R~ define

r—1
pes(X) = exp ( ~ Y Haw(X(+1) - X(j))) | (2.1)
=4

We consider random walk bridges of two types:

(1) (Lattice) Fix u,v € Z. The random walk bridge is supported on integer-valued trajectories
X € 2" with X (¢) = u, X(r) = v, and probability mass proportional to py.(X).

(2) (Nonlattice) The random walk bridge X has density proportional to 0,(X (¢)) - prr(X) -
8, (X (r)) with respect to Lebesgue measure on R™¢+1,

In the lattice case, Hrw need only be defined on Z. We make the following additional assumptions:

Assumption 2.1. The function Hrw : R — RU {+00} is convex. (In the lattice case, this means
that the linear interpolation of Hrw between integers is convex.)

Assumption 2.2. The random walk increment distribution has zero mean, finite variance o2 > 0,
and finite moment generating function near zero. That is,
(Lattice) Let Ziat = Y ez e v (k) - Assume Zyay € (0,00), and fort in a neighborhood of 0,

Z ke Hrw (k) — @ Zk Z ke rw(k) — 52 ¢ (0,00), and Z etbeHrw (k) < o
keZ keZ keZ
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(Nonlattice) Let Zy = [ e 8@ dz. Assume Zy € (0,00), and for t in a neighborhood of 0,
/ e @ 4y =0, 7! / e TV 4y = o2 € (0,00),  and / e V(D dz < oo
R R R

Remark 2.3. Assumption 2.1 along with the zero mean condition in Assumption 2.2 force the
support of the increment distribution to be a contiguous interval (in Z or R) containing 0. In
particular the walks are aperiodic, so there will always exist C' > 0 depending only on Hgyw so that
the bridge from (¢,u) to (r,v) is well-defined as long as |u — v| < C(r — ¢). Likewise, non-crossing
bridges with boundary conditions u, v are well-defined as long as |u; — v;| is not too large for each
1. We will always implicitly assume boundary conditions for which the bridges are well-defined.

2.2. Line ensembles and known results. Fix N € N and an interval I = [¢,r] C [-N, N],
where £,r € Z and ¢ < r. By a discrete line ensemble, we mean a collection X = (Xy,...,X,,) of
paths X; : I — R. For j € I we write X(j) = (X1(j),...,Xn(j)). These can be identified with
elements of R™!I (or Z"!l in the lattice case).

For n € N and u,v € R", we let ]P’;Ll}’ denote the law of X = (Xy,...,X,), where X; are
independent random walk bridges on I with increments satisfying Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2, X;(¢) =
u;, and X;(r) = v;. We now define the area-tilted line ensembles that are the focus of this paper.
For y € R, define the closed Weyl chamber W' by

Wy ={xeR" :x1 223> >x, 2 y}.

Definition 2.4. Fix two area tilt parameters a > 0 and b > 1 and a floor h: [ — R. Let u € W,?(g)
and v € W,?(T), recalling I = [¢,r]. Define the area under X; by

r—1
A(X) =D _[Xi(5) = h(5)], (2.2)
=t
and define the non-crossing event NC := {X(j) € Wit forall j e I }. We then define the measure
IP’ZZ}?Z’V on discrete line ensembles by the Radon—Nikodym derivative
A
— i (X)) = ——¢ bV AXY) ) Inc(X),
it 0= e (v Y
where the partition function Zzl}‘é’v is the normalizing constant necessary to make P le}‘;L’v a prob-
a, b u v

ability measure. We will use E,; to denote expectation with respect to this measure.

Note the implicit dependence of these measures on the parameter N in the area tilt, which
we omit from the notation for brevity. As above, we implicitly assume that u, v, h are such that
75V 0, for which it suffices to assume P™Y(NC) > 0. (Note that trivially Zz?zv <1)

Remark 2.5 (Notation for measures). We will simplify the above notation in various situations by
removing superfluous indices. When the interval [ is symmetric, I = [—M, M], we often write M
instead of I in the subscript, e.g., IP’“ by Mih - When n = 1, we drop the subscript of n. The parameter
b plays no role when n = 1, so we omlt it from the superscript. We usually write X instead of a
for the area tilt coefficient in this case. When A\ = 0, i.e., a bridge with floor A and no area tilt, we
omit A from the superscript. Finally, we sometimes consider random walks with no conditioning
at the endpoint; we let P} denote the law of a random walk on I started at w. (Strictly speaking
only the left endpoint of I is relevant, but as we often convert between walks and bridges we will
write the whole interval for clarity.) We summarize the notation in the table below.

We will often abuse notation slightly by writing for instance ]P’[’ ] to mean ]P’[w g in order to
slightly declutter notation. In all of these cases, we replace P with E to denote expectation and
with Z to denote the partition function.
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Notation | Meaning

Py random walk on interval I started at u

Py random walk bridge (RWB) on I from u to v

Pr RWB on I from u to v with floor h

IP?;L“’ RWB X on I from u to v with floor & and area tilt exp(—4.A(X))

PZ:Z}?}IL’V n non-crossing RWBs X; on I from u; to v; with floor h and area tilt
exp(— g Xiy ' A(X))

Remark 2.6. In previous works, the area in (2.2) has usually been taken with respect to 0 instead
of the floor h, i.e., 37, X;(j) instead of 3°;[X;(j) —h(j)]. These two choices are of course equivalent,
because the exponent is a linear function and so the term -, h(j) cancels in the normalization.
We choose to include this term as we will sometimes consider negative floors h in our arguments,
and it is convenient to keep the area term always positive so that the partition function remains
bounded above by 1 and can thus be ignored when lower bounding various probabilities.

Remark 2.7. We record here a simple observation about invariance of the line ensemble under
constant vertical shifts. If X ~ ]P’Z’I};,l;l’v and ( is a constant, then the law of X+ := (X1+¢, ..., Xn+

) is IP’Z’7I};;1}1;%V+C, where u+¢ := (u1+¢,...,up+¢) and v+¢ := (v1+¢,...,v,+¢). This property
is immediate for non-crossing random walk bridges (i.e., a = b = 0). The identity then follows by
noting that A(X; + ¢) = A(X;) + ¢|I|, and the constant (|I| cancels in the normalization.

We will now discuss line ensembles on a continuum domain. By a line ensemble, we will now
mean a random variable x taking values in C'(X x A), where ¥ = [1,n] or ¥ =Nand A C R is an
interval or A = R. Equivalently we can write x = (z;);ex where z; € C(A). Note that any discrete
line ensemble can naturally be viewed in this way by linearly interpolating between integer points
S0 as to create continuous paths, and in the remainder of the paper we will make this identification.

As discussed in Section 1.1, we aim to prove weak convergence as N — oo of the rescaling x of
X ~ PZ??{,‘?(’)V defined via
aN(t) = o 2BNTY3X (102 BN/, 1<i<n, t e [—o?BNV3 g2B3N3), (2.3)

)

We define the following continuum analog of the measures in (2.4), formalizing (1.3).

Definition 2.8. For n € N, an interval I = [{,7] C R, and u,v € R", let PE}' denote the law
of x = (x1,...,2y), where z; are independent standard Brownian bridges on I with x;(¢) = u;,
xzi(r) =v;. Forh: I — R, ue€ W’?(f)’ and v € W}?(r)v define the non-intersection event NI :=
{x(t) € Wi for all ¢ € I'}, and let PZ’I};};I’V be the measure on line ensembles x specified by

d (sz,b;.u,v n.
S () o exp ( —ay /[mi(t) (8] dt> i (x) .
dpP,’; i=1 1

We denote expectation with respect to this measure by Ezl}l}fbv

As above, when n = 1 we omit it from the subscript, and when I = [-T,T] we write T in place
of I in the subscript. See Remark 2.6 above in relation to the A term in the integral.
The measures in Definition 2.4 possess an important Gibbs property, described as follows.

Definition 2.9. The Gibbs property of the area-tilted line ensembles is the following. Consider
X ~ Pi’bj,‘,;’v, and fix a positive integer k& < n and a subinterval J = [¢/,r'] C I. Let F}, ; denote the
o-algebra generated by {X;(j) : i >k or j € I\[¢'+1,7"—1]}. Then the conditional law of X given
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Fie,y 1s PZ:?:}"Z, where w = (X1(¢), ..., Xi(¢"), z = (X1(r'),..., Xp(r')), and g = Xp11|s. This is
an immediate consequence of Definition 2.4, in particular, the linearity of the area-tilt functional.

More generally, we have the following strong Gibbs property. For two integer-valued random vari-
ables o, 7 with o < 7, we say the random interval J = [[o, 7] is a stopping domain for (Xy,..., Xy)
if for all £, € Z, the event {o < ¢, 7 > r} lies in Fi,jer]- The strong Gibbs property says
that conditional on the o-algebra generated by o, 7, and F ;, the law of X is IP’Z:?:;”Z where
W = (X1(0), ., Xk(0)), 2 = (X1(7), .., X4(r)), and g = X 1]

The proof of the fact that X ~ ]P’Z’S{;;(’)v satisfies the strong Gibbs property is a straightforward
consequence of the usual Gibbs property; see [CH14, Lemma 2.5].

As discussed in Section 1.3, we should expect any limit point in C(N x R) of xV in (2.3) to
possess the following continuum Gibbs property.

Definition 2.10. Let x be a line ensemble on NxR. For intervals I = [¢,r] C Rand ¥ = [1,k] C N,
let Fj, ; denote the o-algebra generated by {x;(j) :i ¢ ¥ or j ¢ (¢,r)}. We say that x satisfies the
Brownian Gibbs property with respect to (a,b)-area tilts, or more briefly that x is an (a, b)-tilted line
ensemble if for any bounded Borel-measurable functional F': C(3 x I) — R, we have P-a.s.

E[F(x|sx1) | Fiot] = EpYVF), (2.4)

where u = (z1(¢),...,z,({)), v=(x1(r),...,zx(r)), and h = zjq1|1.

The existence of an (a, b)-tilted line ensemble on all of N x R was established in [CIW19b], and
its uniqueness in law was shown in [CG25] under natural conditions which we now define.

Definition 2.11. A line ensemble x on N x R is said to be uniformly tight if for any ¢ > 0 there
exists M > 0 such that

su]gIP’(xl(t) > M) <e. (2.5)

We say x is asymptotically pinned to zero if for all &, T > 0 there exists j = j(T,e) € N such that

IP< sup xj(t) < 5) >1—e. (2.6)
te[-T,T)

Theorem 2.12. [CIW19b, Theorems 1.4 and 1.5]; [CG25, Theorem 3.7]. Fiza >0, b > 1. Then
there exists a unique probability measure pqp on C(N x R) that is the law of a uniformly tight,
asymptotically pinned-to-zero, (a,b)-tilted line ensemble.

2.3. Main results. We now give a more precise statement of our main results, Theorems 1 and 2
from the Introduction. We establish the convergence of the rescaled line ensemble defined in (2.3)
to the infinite-volume Gibbs measure (i, of Theorem 2.12.

The theorems will be stated for line ensembles on an interval Z with boundary conditions u, v €
W', satisfying various conditions. For parameters 7, x > 0, we will require

T = [-LN??3 LN%*3|, where L € [(logN)Y3+7 N3], (2.7)
and
max(up, v1) < L2N/3, (2.8)
Define ko := 67/(1 4+ 3v) (so that (1/3 +~v)(2 — ko) = 2/3).
Theorem 2.13. Fiza > 0,b> 1,y >0, and k € (0,kg). Let XN ~ PZ’}%,‘(‘;V with T as in (2.7),

n =n(N) a sequence tending to co as N — oo, and u,v € W§. Define the line ensemble xN on
N xR by

aN(t) =0 2BNTBXNe 2BN3), 1<i<n, to NP eT, (2.9)
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and extend to allt € R and i € N as continuous functions in an arbitrary fashion. Let uyn denote
the law of x™ on C(N x R). There exist § > 0 so that if n < N° and u,v satisfy (2.8), then uy
converges weakly as N — 00 to piayp, in the topology of uniform convergence on compact sets.

Most of the work required to prove Theorem 2.13 lies in verifying tightness. A key input is
Theorem 2.14 below, which estimates the maximum of the j* curve of the line ensemble on intervals
of size N2/3. The proof occupies the largest portion of this paper: Sections 6 and 7. We note that
the restriction on kK < kg is simply to make the upper bound on K in Theorem 2.14 diverging.

Theorem 2.14. Fix ag > 0, bg > 1, v > 0, kK € (0,K0), t € R, and T > 0. There exist positive
constants 6 = 0(k), Ko = Ko(aog,bo, k), No = No(ag,bo,v,k,t,T) € N, and ¢ = c(ap,by) such
that the following holds. For N > Ny, n < N°, a € [ag, N*/39], b € [bo,exp(%(logN)l/?’)], j <
min(n, 45 logy N), Z and L satisfying (2.7), w and v satisfying (2.8), and K € [Ko, L*~"(log N)=2/3],

. 2/3p2(—1)/3 2/3
7b7 ) . - —\J— a - 3/2
P;71}5V<35 €[-T,7): 2N (s +t) > Ka /30~ 1/3 {log <2 + W’S’ﬂ ) < e oK
The upper bounds on @ and b in the hypotheses are not optimal and are only used in technical
estimates in the proof of Theorem 6.1; note in particular that a and b may diverge with V.

Proof of Theorems 1 and 2. Take L = N'/3 and k < 3¢. Then Z = [N, N] in (2.7), and the
condition max(uy,v1) < N1~¢ implies (2.8) (the parameter 7, and thus kg, can be taken arbitrarily
large with this choice of L), so Theorem 1 follows immediately from Theorem 2.13. Moreover,
the condition K < N?/3-¢ in Theorem 2 implies K < L?>*(log N)~%/3 for N large, and as long
as k > 2¢, the condition j < {5log, N implies j < g5log, N. Taking N large enough so that
a < N%/30 and b < exp( g (log N)'/3)), Theorem 2.14 applies to our situation, and taking s = 0
yields the result. ]

Theorem 2.14 will follow from the more technical Theorem 6.1, showing that with high probability
the top curve is dominated by a deterministic “ceiling” function on the entire interval which is
roughly logarithmic in the bulk (a monotonicity argument immediately yields a similar ceiling on
the j*" curve of the line ensemble, see Remark 6.2).

The proof of our main result Theorem 2.13 will follow quickly from the above along with the
following two propositions, which we prove in Section 8.

Proposition 2.15. The sequence {un}n>1 of laws on C(N x R) is tight.

Proposition 2.16. Any subsequential limit of {un}n>1 is the law of a line ensemble satisfying
the Brownian Gibbs property with respect to (a,b)-area tilts.

Proof of Theorem 2.13. It suffices to verify that the sequence {un}n>1 is tight with respect to the
topology of uniform convergence on compact sets on C(N x R), and that any weak subsequential
limit must be the measure p, 3 of Theorem 2.12. Tightness is provided by Proposition 2.15.

Next we verify that any subsequential limit satisfies the two conditions of uniform tightness and
asymptotic pinning to zero in Definition 2.11. First, note from (2.8) that L — oo as N — oo,
so that tN2/3 € T for any ¢t € R for all large enough N. Next, note that due to the conditions
L > (log N)Y/3+7 in (2.7) and & < ko(7), the upper bound of L?~*(log N)~2/3 on K in Theorem 2.14
diverges as N — oo. Thus for any fixed M > 0, we can choose N large enough so that Theorem 2.14
with 7 =1 (and s = 0) yields

li li POV (2N (1) > M) =
i sup im sup P, 7, (951 (t) > ) 0,
which implies (2.5). To verify (2.6) we first take K > Ky Theorem 2.14 large enough in de-

pending on ¢ so that e—eK? < e, and then take j large enough depending on T,e so that

Ka™3y=G=D/3log(2 4 L2020 DR/ <
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Proposition 2.16 now yields that any subsequential limit is the law of a uniformly tight, asymptot-
ically pinned-to-zero, (a, b)-tilted line ensemble. It follows from Theorem 2.12 that py is the only
possible subsequential limit of {yin } n>1, and so in view of tightness we in fact have uy — pgp. O

3. RANDOM WALK BRIDGE TOOLS, MONOTONICITY, AND BALLOT THEOREMS

In this section we state various basic results on weak convergence (Section 3.1), stochastic mono-
tonicity (Section 3.2), and tail bounds for random walk bridges (Section 3.3) that will be used
throughout the paper. Then, in Section 3.4, we state and prove a new ballot theorem estimat-
ing the probability that a random walk bridge remains nonnegative, which allows for boundary
conditions far beyond the diffusive scale.

3.1. Invariance principle. We first state a classical version of Donsker’s invariance principle that
applies to the random walk bridges that we consider in this paper. We will use this fact throughout
the paper to obtain various estimates on random walk bridges. The result is essentially proven in
[Lig68] in the lattice case and in [Bor78] in the nonlattice case. All of the conditions in Assumption
2.2 are used here, but Assumption 2.1 is not needed.

Lemma 3.1. Fiz { < 7, u,v € R, and a € R. Assume u,v € R and {uN}n>1, {vV}ns1 are
sequences such that o~ T AN-V2yN s 4 and o= /D N=1/24N 5 4 g5 N — 0. For N > 1,

let XN denote a random walk bridge from (4N |,u™) to ([rN],vY), i.e., XV ~ P&IJVV’ZJXZ], satisfying

Assumption 2.2. Define zN(t) = o~ 1t/ N-12XN (*Nt) fort € [(,r] N~ *N~'Z, and extend
tot € [¢,7] by linear interpolation. Then the process {x™ (t) : t € [¢,7]} converges weakly as N — oo
to a standard Brownian bridge from (¢,u) to (r,v) in the uniform topology on C([¢,r]).

The exponent in the prefactor o~ (17%/2) ensures the correct covariance, as follows from a simple
calculation. For the lattice case, weak convergence of the process follows from Theorem 1 of [Lig68],
while the limit is identified as the Brownian bridge by the conditional density specified in Theorem
2. For the nonlattice case, the result follows from Theorem 1 of [Bor78]. This result is only stated
in the case [¢,r] = [0,1] and v = v = 0, but straightforward modifications of the proof extend the
result to our setup. We refer the reader to these two papers for the details of the argument.

3.2. Stochastic monotonicity. We next state a crucial monotonicity result for area-tilted random
walk bridges that we will use throughout. It will be relevant here to consider line ensembles with
ceilings (in addition to the floors already discussed), so in this section only, we use the following
modified notation. With notation as in Definition 2.4, for a function g : I — R satisfying g(¢) > u,

g(r) > v1, and g(j) > h(j) for all j € I, we use IF’Z’I};;;’;’L to denote the measure P“5™Y further
conditioned on the event {X;(j) < g(j) for all j € I}. Thus IP’Z’S;E_’ZOJL = ]P’Z’f}‘:,t’v. The proof of

Lemma 3.2 is a standard Markov chain coupling argument and is deferred to Appendix A.

Lemma 3.2. Letn, N € Nand I C [—N, N] an interval. Forx € {1,1}, let a*,b* € R, u*,v* € RY
and g*,h* : I — R be such that u] > u}, v} > v} fori € [1,n], ¢'(z) > g*(x), h'(z) > h'(x)
for all x € I, and a' < a*, b < b*. Then there exists a coupling QQ of the random variables
X* = (X)) ~ P25 for s € {1, 1} such that, if (X, X") ~ Q, then Q-a.s.,

X/ (z) > X}(x) forall i€[l,n],xcl.

at,bbut,v
n,I;g¢,ht

at bTut vl

"
is stochastically dominated by P/ Lt it

When such a coupling exists, we say that [P’

Remark 3.3. We record here a simple but very useful consequence of Lemma 3.2 which will underlie
the argument in Section 6. For X ~ P“%"Y and any j € [1, 7], consider the conditional law of X
given all curves X; with i < j. By the Gibbs property (a straightforward extension of Definition
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2.9), this conditional law is th PRSIV here ) 1= abi~l, u2 =

.9), this conditional law is the measure 10X, 00 Where Aj = a ,ust = (uy, .., up),
vZ) = (vj,...,v,) (and Xo := +00). By Lemma 3.2, this (random) measure is stochastically

pud yi

dominated by the no-ceiling measure IF’?;J_’?:L 17;‘(; . Thus, in order to upper bound the probability
of any increasing event for X, for instance the event in Theorem 2.14, we can simply remove all
curves above level j. Moreover, on the event that X1 is dominated by a deterministic function f
on I, we can further condition on all curves X; with ¢ > j, and then use monotonicity with respect

i 3 : Aj,uj,0;5
to the floor to consider instead the simpler non-random measure ]P’I.Jf K

3.3. Subexponential tail bounds. In this section we establish subexponential tail bounds on
the maximum of random walks and random walk bridges, under Assumption 2.2. The first lemma
is a standard estimate for the maximum of a random walk. Recall that Pq[“g) N denotes the law of a

random walk X on [0, N] started at w.

Lemma 3.4 (Doob’s maximal inequality). Under Assumption 2.2, there exists ¢ > 0 independent
of N such that for all x > 0,

IP’([)O’N} (021;3;%\[ | X(5)] > le/Q) < 2exp (—c(ac2 A I‘Nl/Q)) ) (3.1)
The same inequality without the prefactor of 2 holds for maxi<j<n X (j).

Proof. By Doob’s maximal inequality applied to the exponential martingale /X )/ IE([)Q N] [e0X (N )]

(see, e.g., [LL10, Theorem 12.2.5)),

Pl n) (1I<nja<)§v X(j) > mN1/2> < exp(—0xN'/?)Ef y[exp(0X (N))].

Note E?O,N] [exp(0X (N))] = Elexp(8Y)]V, where Y has the law of the increments of IF’?()’N]. Under
the finite moment generating function assumption, there exist 6y, K > 0 such that for all || < 6,
E[exp(8Y)] < exp(K6?) (see, e.g., [Wail9, Theorem 2.13]). Taking 6 = 6y A (2K)"*zN~1/2 and
adjusting the constants gives the inequality for max X. For max |X|, we do the same argument for
—X and apply a union bound, giving the prefactor of 2 on the right-hand side of (3.1). O

The next lemma is an analogous estimate for random walk bridges. Recall that Pﬁi%\/} denotes

the law of a random walk bridge on [0, N] from u to v.

Lemma 3.5. Under Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2, there exist ¢ > 0 and Ny € N such that for all u > 0
and N > Ny,

2
U, U . u
L3t <1§IJI1§%(—1X(‘7) > 2u) < 4exp ( - C(N A u))
Proof. Note that the event that max X > 2w is increasing with respect to X. Then, by stochastic
monotonicity with respect to the boundary conditions (Lemma 3.2),

Pio v (OlgnjagvX(j) > 2u> < Pjo,n <OI§1rlja§>§VX(j) >2u | X(N) > u>
PY (max0< <N X(]) > ’LL)
) . > < [0,N] EVAS

By Lemma 3.4, the numerator in the last expression is bounded by exp(—c(u?N~! A u)). By the
central limit theorem, IP’([)O N (X (N ) >0) = 1/2 as N — oo, so in particular we can choose Ny € N
so that the denominator in the last expression is at least 1/4 for all N > Ny. Combining these two

estimates proves the desired bound. O
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3.4. Ballot theorems. In this section we state a ballot theorem for the class of random walk
bridges under consideration in this article, namely those satisfying Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2. The
lower and upper bounds will be proven separately in Sections 3.5 and 3.6, respectively.

Theorem 3.6 (Ballot theorem). There exist ¢,C > 0 such that, for all z,y >0 and N € N,
. Ty ) xy
¢ - min (1 N) ]P’”FOyN](X(k) >0,k=1,...,N—1) <C-min (1,N) .
The proofs of both inequalities of the ballot theorem will use the following simple change of
measure lemma.
Lemmril 3.7. Let~N €N, z>0, and f: R — [0,00) be continuous with E[xO’N][f(X(N))] < 0.
Define P, \, and Pﬁ)’f’N] fory € R by

dIP’[0 N

dIPx[UO N]

(XD, X)) o FX(N)), B o= B (| X(N) = ). (3.2)
Then for any y € R lying in the support of the law of X (N) under P[o SE it holds that IP’FOZ’}V] = IP’[O N

Proof. We may write P 0, N]( ) = limg o P“ﬁ’),N](- | X(N) € [y —e,y+¢€]) as a weak limit. Then the

conclusion follows from the definition of I@’fo N and the assumed continuity of f. O

CorollNary 3.8. Let y € R lie in the support of the law of X (N) under PN Then IP’[O N = ]P’”FO N’
where ]P’:[Edz\,} is defined as in (3.2)with f(z) = exp(0yz), where 0, = 0,,(N) is the unique real number
such that E?QN} (X (1)e XM ]/]E [ 05X = y/N.

Proof. Given Lemma 3.7, this follows immediately from the existence and uniqueness of 6;; the
latter is standard and can be found, for instance, in [Durl0, Section 2.7]. O

In other words, Corollary 3.8 says that the random walk bridge of length IV associated to the
random walk tilted to have drift y/N (and thus mean y after N steps) is the same as the original
random walk bridge. This is useful because, for instance, under the tilted random walk measure,
the probability of lying above y after N steps is of constant order even if y > N/2.

Remark 3.9. Observe that the tilted random walk measure has increment distribution which
still satisfies Assumption 2.1 if the original increment distribution did. This is simply because the
density at z € R of the tilted increment is the same as that of the original increment at z with
an additional factor of exp(f}2), and a convex function plus a linear function remains convex. In
particular, the tilted random walk bridge measure also satisfies monotonicity by Lemma 3.2.

The argument for Theorem 3.6 will reduce the desired estimates to ballot theorems for random
walks, i.e., without the endpoint fixed. We record below some of the estimates needed for the latter
from [PP95]:

Lemma 3.10 (Ballot theorem for random walk, [PP95, Lemma 3.3]). Let the increment distribution
of the random walk under }P"”QN have mean zero and finite variance. Fiz K > 0. Then there exist
constants C,c > 0 such that, for all N € N,

(1) Bfy \j(X (k) 2 0,k =1,...,N) < CzN~'2 for all z > 0;

(2) P py(X (k) > 0,k = 1,...,N) > caN~Y/2 for all z € [0, N'/?]; and

(3) Efy j[X(N)? | X(k) >0,k =1,...,N] < CN for all z € [0, N'/?].

~— —

The third estimate is proven in [PP95] only for = 0, but the proof easily extends to = > 0, as
also noted in [ABRO8, Lemma 3].
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3.5. Upper bound. The basic idea to establish the upper bound of the ballot theorem is to look
at a scale 2 = N?/y? (where we assume without loss of generality that y > x), which is the one
where we expect the value of the random walk to be  + O(2/?); one can check that z is chosen
such that the movement of the random walk due to the drift induced by the endpoint values (i.e.,
(y —x)/N) is of the same order as the diffusive fluctuations.

For the upper bound, one can ignore the probability contribution coming from the event that
the random walk bridge stays above zero after z (which we expect to be of constant order), and
consider only the event that it stays above 0 on [0, z]. On the latter interval the endpoint values
are z and of order z'/2. Since both values are at most of order the diffusive scale on the interval
(which is of size z), one can use the ballot theorem estimates for random walks from Lemma 3.10
to obtain a bound of order zz~'/2 = z2'/2/2 = zy/N.

Proof of Theorem 3.6, upper bound. We may assume that xy < N as otherwise the statement
is trivial. We assume without loss of generality that z < y, so that z < N2, Let z =
min(3 N, N?/y?). Note that then 2 < 221/2. We observe that, by Bayes’ theorem,

P (X (k) >0,k =1,...,N = 1| X(2) < Mz1/2)

Pl (X(2) < M212 [ X (k) > 0,k =1,...,N - 1)’

(3.3)

Pl (X (k) >0,k =1,...,N—1) <

We need to lower bound the denominator by a constant order quantity. Equivalently, we want to

show that Pfd,y]v] (X(2) > M2"? | X(k) > 0,k=1,...,N —1) is bounded away from 1 uniformly in

N. Recall from Corollary 3.8 that }P’ﬁ)”yN] = I@’ﬁ)”yN}, where the latter corresponds to the underlying
random walk measure being tilted by exp(6, X (N)), where 0, = 6, (V) is chosen such that X(N)
has mean y (when started at zero). Let Y (k) = X (k) — ky/N for all k, which is a mean x random
walk under ]f”f”O,N]. Note also that z1/2 > zy/N, so M2 — zy/N > %le/2 if M > 2. We then
bound as follows:

Pl (X(2) > Mz"2 | X (k) > 0,k =1,...,N 1)
=P n(X(2) > M2"? | X(k) 20,k =1,...,N -1, X(N) =y)
<Pl n (Y(2) > SMEY2 | Y (k) > —ky/Nk=1,...,N = 1,Y(N) = 0)
<Py (Y(2) > SM2 | Y (k) 2 0,k =1,...,N = 1),
the final inequality using monotonicity (Lemma 3.2). Then, using the Gibbs property and mono-
tonicity again, the previous line can written as

S OB () et )| Y(k)>0k=1,...,N~1)
t>%le/2
Bro (V(2) € [t +1),Y (k) 20,k =1,...,N 1)

t>10M21/2 Pon (Y(k)20,k=1,....,N 1)

(3.4)

< Z ’ DT ’ ’
i B 02 05 =1 N =1

Consider the summand with index ¢ in the last line. By Lemma 3.10 (1), the second factor in the
numerator is upper bounded by C(t+1)(N —z)~'/2 < CtN~1/2 since z < N/2. Since z < N'/2, by
Lemma 3.10 (2), the denominator is lower bounded by czN~/2. The first factor in the numerator
can be written as

P (Y(2) € [tt+1) | Y(k) 20,k =1,...,2) - B (Y(k) 2 0,k=1,....2).
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The second factor here is upper bounded by Czz~1/2 again by Lemma 3.10 (1). Thus we can bound
the last line of (3.4) above by

t =~

c > ﬁ%,z] (Y(2)€[t,t+1)|Y(k)>0,k=1,...,2)
1E>%le/2
T Y(Z)
<Oy [Py a1 YR 20k =1, 2]
Using that Ef, , [Y(2)2 | Y(k) >0,k =1,...,2] < Cz by Lemma 3.10 (3), it follows that there

exists M large enough, independent of z,y, z and N, such that the previous display is at most 1/2.
Thus the denominator of (3.3) is lower bounded by 1/2, so the right-hand side of (3.3) is at most

Q.PTB?N](X(k) >0,k=1,...,N—1]|X(2) < Mz"?).

By the Gibbs property and monotonicity, this is upper bounded by

2By [PeE P (X () > 0,k =1,...,2) PERQY(X (k) 2 0,k = 2,... N = 1) | X(2) < Mz"/?]

<2 PN (X (k) 20,k =1, 2).

Again by monotonicity, this is upper bounded by
Pfﬂo,z](X(k) >0,k=1,...,2)
' (X (2) > Mz1/?)

2-Ph (X(k) = 0,k=1,...,2| X(2) > Mz'/?) <2 P

2
The denominator is lower bounded by ¢ = ¢(M) uniformly in z by the central limit theorem and the
Portmanteau theorem, and the numerator is upper bounded by Czz~1/2 = Cxy /N by Lemma 3.10

(1). This completes the proof. O

3.6. Lower bound. Here we prove the lower bound half of Theorem 3.6. The basic idea underlying
the argument is again to consider the scale z = N?/y%. However, unlike in the argument for the
upper bound, here we must lower bound the probability of the random walk bridge staying positive
on [0, z] as well as [z, N|, instead of just the former. We expect the random walk bridge to be
at height of order 2!/ at z, which means the endpoint values of Cz'/?2 = CN/y and y on [z, N]
satisfy the property that their product is equal to the interval length up to a constant. The ballot
theorem lower bound in this case is handled in Lemma 3.11, while the case that the endpoint values
are at most diffusive in the interval length (which is needed to control the probability on [0, 2]) is
addressed in Lemma 3.12. Their proofs will be given after that of the lower bound of Theorem 3.6.

Lemma 3.11. Fix § > 0. There exists € > 0 such that for all N € N and z,y > 0 such that
xy = 6N,

PRl (X(k) 20, k=1,....N~1) >e. (3.5)

Lemma 3.12. Let M > 0. There exists ¢ > 0 such that for all N € N and z,y € [0, MNI/Q],

[0,N] N

Proof of Theorem 3.6, lower bound. It suffices to assume that N > Ny for any fixed Ny. Indeed, for
1 < N < Ny, the probability on the left-hand side is lower bounded by the case of x = y = 0 (again
by monotonicity) and the minimum over 1 < N < Ny of the same probability, and, further, this
probability is positive by demanding each increment to be positive. Thus the estimate is proven in
this range of NV by adjusting ¢ appropriately. We will take Ny to be a large constant whose value
will be specified later.

We may further assume that x,y > 1. If not, there exist constants N’ and § > 0 (both depending
on the law of the underlying random walk’s increments) such that, with probability at least § > 0,

Py (X(k)zo,kzl,...,N—l)Zc~min(1,x‘y>.
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X(1),...,X(N')and X(N —N'),..., X(N) all remain positive and X (N'), X(N — N’) > 1 as long
as say Ny > 3N’ (which we may assume as observed above). By the Gibbs property we can then
apply the below argument on the interval [N/, N — N’] which now has boundary conditions lower
bounded by 1.

By monotonicity (Lemma 3.2), we may assume y < N. Next, let z = N?/y?; note that since
y < N, z > 1. It holds by the Gibbs property that, for any § > 0,

Py (X (k) 20,k =1,....N —1)

z,X (z)

> Eig'h, [P

o (X(k) > 0,k =1,...,2) - POV (X(K) > 0,k =2+ 1,0, N = 1) - Ty ]

By monotonicity (Lemma 3.2), this is lower bounded by

1/2 1/2 4

P (X(Z)>5Zl/2)Px7éz (X(k)207k2177z)P?ZZ7N] (X(k)ZO,k:z,,N) (36)

[0,N] [0,z]

Now, again by monotonicity the first term is lower bounded by the same with x = y = 0, i.e.,

IP’([)(;ON}(X (2) > 621/2). We wish to show that this is bounded away from zero uniformly. We upper

bound the complementary probability as follows, using monotonicity in the first inequality:

P v (X(2) < 02172)
0,0 1/2 0 1/2 [0,N] -
Pl (X(2) < 62172) <P vy (X(2) < 02177 | X(N) <0) < B0 o (X(N) <)

By the central limit theorem, the denominator is lower bounded by 1/4 for all large enough N.
Also by the central limit theorem, there exist 6 > 0 and zp such that the numerator is at most 1/8
(recalling that z > zp). With this choice of §, zp, and Ny, it holds that the first factor in (3.6) is
lower bounded by 1/2 as long as N > Nj.

In the second factor of (3.6), we may replace x by min(z,z'/2) by monotonicity. Then by
Lemma 3.12, the second factor of (3.6) is lower bounded by ¢min(z, 2'/2)2~1/2. By monotonicity
and since z'/2 = N/y, the third factor of (3.6) is lower bounded by the same with §z'/? replaced
by 0N/y. Thus, by Lemma 3.11 that factor is lower bounded by some constant ¢ > 0 since
6N/y-y= N > N —z. Overall, (3.6) is lower bounded by c¢min(1, zz~'/2) = ¢min(1, zy/N), using
the definition of z. This completes the proof. O

Next we give the proof of Lemma 3.11 before turning to that of Lemma 3.12.

Proof of Lemma 3.11. We assume without loss of generality that x < y. By monotonicity (Lemma 3.2),
it also suffices to assume that 6 € (0,2] (where recall zy/N = J).

Recall from Corollary 3.8 that IPE’%V} = I@ﬁf’N], where the latter corresponds to the underlying
random walk measure being tilted by exp(6, X (N)), where 0, = ¢;(N) is chosen such that X (N)
has mean y. In particular, under I@’ﬁ)’N], (X(1),...,X(N)) is a random walk with drift y/N, so
(X (i) —iy/N)N, is a i.i.d. random walk with zero drift. Further, X (i) — X (i — 1) still has a finite
exponential moment under ]f"ﬁ), N

Now, first by definition and then invoking Corollary 3.8, the probability from (3.5) that we must
lower bound equals

Pl (X(k) 20, k=1,....N = 1| X(N) =y) =B\ (X(k) 20, k=1,...,N — 1| X(N) = ).

By rearranging some terms inside the probability and invoking monotonicity (Lemma 3.2), this is
lower bounded by

IP’?QN] (X(k) —ky/N > —ky/N,k=1,...,N—1| X(N) -y <0)

> Py v (X (k) — ky/N > —ky/N, k=1,...,N = 1,X(N) -y <0). (3.7)
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Let us adopt the notation Y (k) = X (k) — ky/N, so that, under I@’f”o Ny B Y (k) is a drift
zero random walk started at z, and let Yy, = Y(¢) — Y (k) denote its increment and Y, :=
max<j<¢|Yx ;| denote its maximum increment between k and ¢. Let J = logy(NY/2z71 + 1) — 1.
Then the previous display equals IP’%N}(Y(/{) > —ky/N,k=1,...,.N —1,Y(N) < 0), which we
claim is lower bounded by
e ( Y (97 1ya2 (2541 _1)02 < p02%9/42, j=0,...,J and )
[0,N] )

(3.8)

where p = %(23/ 4 —1). To see that this lower bound holds, observe that on the above event, for
any j=1,...,J and k € [(27 — 1)22, (27! — 1)2?],

J J

Y(k) Z Tr — Z?@i,l)x27(2i+1,1)m2 Z xr — p(sz 23i/41' Z (—23j/4(5 + %(5 + 1).%',
=0 i=0

while ky/N > (29 — 1)2?y/N = (20 — 1) - 2, i.e., —ky/N < (=275 + §)z. Similarly Y, yi/2 <

x4+ 20(27H — 1)z =z + 0NY2 < (62 + L5)N'/2 (the last inequality using that zy = JN and

x < y implies x < 51/2N1/2). Since § < 2 and 21/2 +1 < 4 it follows that the event in (3.8) implies

that in (3.7).

Now, Y (9j_1)42,(2i+1-1),2 are independent across j under I@"[%’N}. By Lemma 3.4 (Doob’s maximal
inequality), for all j,

P (?(gj,l)xa(gjﬂ,l)xz > p(523j/4a;) < 2exp(—cd?27/?). (3.9)

There is some absolute constant jg below which the right-hand side in the previous display is larger
than 1. However, it follows from Donsker’s invariance principle that infy>; P(maxg<y |Y (k)| <
pN'/2) > 0: this uses the fact that since Y (k) —Y (k—1) are mean zero and have contiguous support
by Remark 2.3, they each have positive probability of lying in a small neighborhood around zero.
Combining this fact with (3.9) yields that (3.8) and thus (3.7) is lower bounded by

J
e 11 (1 — min(c, exp(—0522j/2)) ;
=0

where ¢ > 0. This expression is lower bounded by an absolute constant, completing the proof. [

Proof of Lemma 3.12. As in the proof of Proposition 4.1, we may assume N > Ny for a constant
Ny that will be set later and that z,y > 1. We may also assume z,y < N'/2 using monotonicity
(Lemma 3.2) to reduce them if they are higher and adjusting the constant ¢ at the end.

Next, let K > 0 be a large constant whose value will be set later, and assume for notational
convenience that N is even so that N/2 is an integer. We observe from the Gibbs property (in the
first line) and Lemma 3.2 (monotonicity, in the second line) that

Pl (X(k) 20, k=1,...,N —1)

T z,X(N/2 X (N/2),
= B [Pl (X (k) >0, k=1,...,N/2) - Pg DY (X (k) > 0, k = 1,...,N/2)|

z, z, KN1/2 KN/2,
2 Egiyy [P[O,N/2] (X(k) 20, k=1,...,N/2) - Pig o (X (k) 20, k =1,...,N/2) ILX(N/Z)ZKNW]

=P (X(R) >0,k =1,...,N/2) - PEN o (X (k) 20, k=1,...,N/2)

. 1/2
x Pt (X(N/2) > KNY2) .
By monotonicity, the last line is lower bounded by the same with = and y set to zero, and, by

the invariance principle Lemma 3.1, the latter is lower bounded by some 1 = n(K) > 0 for all
N > Ny, for some Ny = Ny(K). We will show that for an appropriate choice of K (which will
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be done independent of z and y), the first factor in the second to last line of the last display is
lower bounded by czN /2 for some absolute constant ¢ > 0; the same argument will show that
the second factor is lower bounded by cyN~1/2. This will complete the proof.

By monotonicity again,

IP’E%’,@(V%I{Q (X(k)>0,k=1,...,N/2)

= Plo.vyay (X(k’) >0,k=1,...,N/2| X(N/2) < KN1/2)

_Pﬁwm@ﬂwmgKNVﬂXGOEQk:L“WNﬂ)PﬁMﬂ@MﬁZQk:LUWNﬂX

P njo (X (N/2) < KN/2)

The denominator of the last line is trivially upper bounded by 1. By Lemma 3.10 (2), the second
factor in the numerator is lower bounded by czN~1/2. By considering the complement and applying
the Markov inequality using the bound on the second moment from Lemma 3.10 (3), the first factor
in the numerator is lower bounded by 1/2 for large enough K (chosen independently of x, since C
in Lemma 3.10 is independent of z). Thus the previous display is lower bounded by czN -2, O

4. PARTITION FUNCTION LOWER BOUND AND DROPPING LEMMA

In this section, we prove a lower bound on the partition function for a single random walk
bridge above a wall with area tilt. This will be used throughout the paper to upper bound various
probabilities by removing the area tilt. Recall that we use A to denote the area tilt coefficient.
Define the scale parameter

Hy := \"/3N1/3, (4.1)

The role of this parameter is that a A-area-tilted walk X on an interval with size of order Hf has
typical height of order H), i.e., behaves diffusively. This can be seen heuristically by noting that
the area tilt 2-.4(X) becomes order 1 on this scale, as Hy - Hf = A™IN.

Recall the notation laid out in Remark 2.5. In particular, IPI ‘o denotes the untilted (i.e., A = 0)
random walk bridge on an interval I from u to v with floor at 0. When the floor is removed we
omit the 0 subscript, and when the right boundary condition is removed (i.e., a random walk) we
omit the second superscript.

Proposition 4.1. There exist ¢* > 0 and Ny € N such that the following holds for all A € (0, N)
and N > Ny. For any A, B > 0 such that max(A, B) < H} and |I| > 2max(A'/?, BY/?)H3,

ZNAHNBH A B [~ FAX)) > (C*)_1exp< (Ag/z LB Hl |>>

This is a generalization of a similar lower bound obtained in [ISV15, (3.3)], which only considered
a walk with boundary condition fixed on the H) scale. It is essential here that we may take A and
B in principle growing with N, as we will apply this bound on intervals with random boundary
conditions that may be much larger than H3. In particular, when I = [N, N] and A = O(1),
we may take boundary conditions as high as O(N), much larger than the typical N 1/3 scale. The
ballot theorems in Section 3 are needed to prove the proposition in this full range of parameters.

Before giving the proof of Proposition 4.1, we state the “dropping lemma,” which follows as an
immediate consequence and is an essential tool in the proof of Theorem 2.14. The lemma states
that an area tilt of coefficient A\ quickly pulls the random walk down to a typical height Hy.

Lemma 4.2 (Dropping lemma). Recall ¢* > 0 and Ny € N from Proposition 4.1. For any e > 0,
A€ (0,N), N> Ny, A >0, u,v > 0, and interval I satisfying max(u,v) < H3 and |I| >
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Qmax(ul/g,vlp)Hi/Q, and for any I. C I such that |I.| > ¢|I|,
Asu, — * |I| *US/Q + ,03/2
]P)I;SLU(ELT el : X(LL“) < AH)\) >1— (c*) lexp(— (AE —C )Hig +c T . (42)
A
Proof. If X(x) > AH) for all x € I, then the area A(X) exceeds Ae|I|Hy. By Proposition 4.1,
I W32 4 32
e
A Hy
_ 7] ud/? 32
< (") texp ( —(Ae =)=+ C*>.
H? Hi/Q

Here we used \/N = H,®. O

UL,V *\ — u,v _
Py (A(X) > Ae|I|Hy ) < (¢*) ' exp <C >E1;’o | A x5 acin, |

Proof of Proposition 4.1. We may assume without loss of generality that the interval I is of the
form [—J, J] for some J > 0. We can also assume A = B, by raising the smaller one to equal
the other and using stochastic monotonicity, Lemma 3.2. By increasing ¢* appropriately and using
monotonicity again, we may assume A > 10. Let J4 = AY 2H3, and define the events

Left := { max X (i) <2AH), X(—J + Ja) € [O,HA]}
i€[—J,—J+Ja]

Mid := { max X(i) < QHA}
i€l T+ AT —J 4]

Right := {ie[ﬁfij);,J]X(i> <24H), X(J — Ja) € [O,H,\]} :
Finally let Drop = Left N Mid N Right. It is immediate that on the event Drop,
A(X) < (44%2 4 (JH? = 24%)) B,
Recall Hy = A"!N. With this we see that
]I-I,‘;l;{)h’AHA [67%“4()()] > exp (— {4A3/2 + (JH? — 2A1/2)D : Pﬁglk’AH*(Drop).

So it remains to lower bound }1”}455){”’411A (Drop), in particular to show that there exists ¢ > 0 such that

IP”;l;éh’AH*(Drop) > exp(—c(A%2 + JH, ?)). First we note that Left, Mid, and Right are decreasing
events since, X (i) > 0 due to the floor. Let F4 be the o-algebra generated by X (—J + J4), X (J —
J4). Then by the Gibbs property along with monotonicity,

P4 (Drop) = B> A1 [Pﬁ{;’“% (Left N Mid N Right | fA)]

= B A [PAAI (Left | o) - PP (Mid | Fa ) - PREA (Right | )]

_ mAHNAH
- EI;O

AH)X(—J+J4) , X (=J4+Ta), X (T=Ta) (1
P g0 (ie[_?_aﬁJA]X(z) < 2AHA> S AL (V1)

X(J—Ja),AH .
X IP[J(—JA,?]);O A ( max X(Z) S 2AHA> HX(—J+JA),X(J—JA)<H>\:|

ielJ—Ja,J]
AH,,AH | pAH\H . Hy,H .
o R L <ie[_5?e;mX<” : “HA) B (M)

7A >
X Bl o (m[ﬁ%}j PRAORS 2AHA> 1X(J+JA),X(JJA)§HA} (4.3)
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Now, observe that the three probabilities inside the expectation are deterministic. Taking them out
of the expectation shows that the remaining term is Pééjk’AHA (X(=J+Ja) < Hy,X(J—Ja) < H)),
which, by the Gibbs property, monotonicity, and the Harris inequality (which together can be
interpreted as a special case of the FKG inequality, though we do not establish this in full), is lower

bounded by the product of ]P”égh’AH* (X(=J+ J4) < Hy) and ]P"?;SIA’AH* (X(J —Ja) < Hy):

PHIATN (X (<] 4 Ja) < Hy, X(J — Ja) < H))
A
= Bpg A [P (X(T = Ja) < Hy | X(=J + Ja)) Ux(Capaa<m, ]

AHy,AH X(—=J+Ja),AH
= Epg 0 [BEGT (X = Ja) < B Lx(vanem,

> Eéé{A,AHx [P[)i({]_j‘;{?])ybAHA (X(J — JA) < H)\)] ]P’IA;{]{A,AH)\ (X(—J + JA) < H)\)

:]P)ﬁg[A»AHA(X(_J_f_JA) < HA)‘P?;SIX’AHA(X(J— Ja) < H)y),

where the last line follows again from the Gibbs property. Thus we have so far shown that

AHy AH AHyH . Hy H .
Pro ™ (Drop) = ]P)[—J:\—J:-JA];O <i€[—‘rln_a}(+JA} A= 2AH)\> .IP[—AJ'F?]A,J—JA];O(MId)

Hy,AH . AHy,AH
P e (ie[%%}i,J}X(z) : 2AHA> Pro v TTNX (=T + Ja) < H))

x Prg >IN (X (T = Ja) < Hy) (4.4)

The first and third probabilities on the right-hand side of (4.4) are lower bounded by some absolute
constant § > 0 by monotonicity and an invariance principle for random walk bridges conditioned to
stay positive [CC13] (which assumes no more than what we have assumed already on our random
walk bridge distributions). In more detail, the first probability is lower bounded by the same with
the second endpoint raised to AH) and the floor raised to AH) — Ji/ 2= (A — AYYYH,, which is
in turn lower bounded by a constant using the mentioned invariance principle (the floor was raised
so that the endpoints were above the floor by an amount on the diffusive scale). An analogous
argument applies to the third probability in (4.4).

Lower bounding P{iﬁ,’f}ﬁ\ g JA},O(Mid): The second probability in (4.4) is lower bounded by exp(—cJHj %).

To see this, first let F/, be the o-algebra generated by {X(—J + Ja + jH3) : 1< j < 2H;2(J —
Ja) — 1}. By the Gibbs property and monotonicity,

Hy,H .
P a0 —gap0(Mid)
Hy,Hx H,Hy ; AW . 772
= B in-ta0 [P[_J“AJ—JA];O(M'd 7)1 {1§j§2HI§l?(§JA)1X( THJat it < HAH
2H, *(J—J )
Hy,H. .
> PEEZDN <
2 Plo izt <1§‘2’§1§ X(0) < 2AHA>
x PV e max X(=J+Ja+jH?) < Hy|. (4.5)
AT 12l (T T a) -1

The first factor is lower bounded by exp(—cJ H;Q) using an invariance principle for random walk
bridges conditioned to remain positive [CC13] to obtain that Pg%é{ (maX1§i§H§ X (i) <2AH)) is
lower bounded by an absolute constant (here we use that Hy > 1 since A < N and H S=\"IN ).
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Next we turn to the second factor. Using the Gibbs property and monotonicity again, we see that
Hy,H 72
oA ) max X(—J+ Ja+ jHY) < Hy
o (s X 2
2H, *(J—Ja)—1

Hy,H )
> | G i TR (X(_J +Ja+jH?) < HA) . (4.6)

j=1

For notational simplicity we write I; = [—J +Ja + (j —1)H3, J — J4]. Now, again by monotonicity
followed by the definition of conditional probability,

I (X(=T + 4+ jHE) < Hy) > Py (X(=T + Ja+ jHE) < Hy | X(J = Ja) > H))
> Py (X(T = Ja) = Hy | X(=J + Ja+jHR) < Hy) (4.7)
x Py (X (=T + Ja + jHY) < Hy) .

Using monotonicity, we can lower bound the first factor of (4.7) by the same without a floor at 0,
i.e., X becomes a standard random walk. Then the Markov property and the central limit theorem
guarantee that the first factor of (4.7) is lower bounded by an absolute constant. Now we turn to
the second factor of (4.7). This is lower bounded by

P (X(=J + Ja+jH3) € [LHy, H)))

- IP’Z* (X(i) > 0Viel) ' (4.8)

P (X (=J + Ja+ jH}) € [JHy, Hy), X () > 0 Vi € L)

Using Lemma 3.10, the denominator is upper bounded by C’H)\/|Ij|1/2 Conditioning on X (—J +
Ja+ ]Hf) and using the Gibbs property yields that the numerator equals

Hy, X(—J+Ja+jH%)

Ef P
1; [—J+Ja+(i—-1)HE,—J+Ja+jHE]

(X() > 0Vi€ [~ +Ja+ (i~ DHE, —J + Ja+ jH3))

X(—J+Ja+jH?)

XP1j+1 (XiZOViEIj+1)]l%HASX(—J—G—JA—Q—jHE)SH)\ .

Using Lemma 3.10 again, on the event that X (—J + J4 + jH3) > %HA, the first factor is lower
bounded by an absolute constant and the second factor by cH,/|I j+1|1/ 2. The probability that
%H A < X(=J + Ja+ jH?) < Hy is also lower bounded by an absolute constant using the central
limit theorem along with the portmanteau theorem. Overall, since |1;41]/|;| is bounded away from
zero, we obtain that the left-hand side of (4.8), and in turn the left-hand side of (4.7), is lower
bounded by an absolute constant.

Returning to (4.6) and (4.5) yields that

Hy H . _
]:P)[*/\J“rc)}A,J*JA];O (Mid) > exp(—cJH, ?)

for some absolute constant ¢ > 0.

Lower bounding Pﬁé{*’AH* (X(J—Ja) < Hy): To establish the desired lower bound on IP’%{*’AH* (Drop),
it remains to lower bound the last two probabilities in (4.4). We will show that the fourth proba-
bility is lower bounded by exp(—cA3/?); a symmetric argument applied to the fifth factor will then
yield the same lower bound and complete the proof.

To prove the lower bound on ]P’;l,g]*’AH* (X(=J 4+ Ja) < H)), we will consider the event that on

each subinterval of [—.J, —J + J4] of length A~'H%, X falls by an amount of order A~Y2H,. Note
that A=1/2H) is the fluctuation scale of a random walk bridge on an interval of size A_le, so this
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(=J, AH)) .
o Al'H?
[ 2
JATV2H,
L]
L]
[ ]
.(—J"FJA,HA)
—J —J+Ja

FIGURE 2. To lower bound ]P";té{*’AH* (X (J—Ja) < Hy), we force the path to fall linearly as
depicted above. Note that across the interval of size J4 = AY2H 2, the path then falls by an
amount AH), which is not diffusive with respect to the interval length. However, the path
does fall by an on-scale amount on the smaller scale subintervals of length A~/2H,, which
allows us to make use of invariance principles. We expect that in the true behavior, the
path would fall according to a parabola with curvature A, but we do not care about getting
the sharp coeflicient in the exponent in the lower bound for the overall partition function

MAHy,BH e .
Z7, 77, and the above prescription is simpler to analyze and achieves the correct order.

event can be expected to have uniformly positive probability. Recall also that by our assumptions
on A, A7'H} > 9. Since there are A3/2 many subintervals of size A~1H? within the interval
[~J, —J + Ja] (which has length J4 = A/2H?), and since the total amount fallen will be AH)
(after adjusting the last fall appropriately), this will complete the proof.
Now we proceed to give the details. Let 04 = A=3/2(A — 1), so that A4%264 = A — 1, and let
Aj=A—(j—1)og and x; = —J + (j — 1)A"H3. Then we have that
A3/2
Prg (X (=T 4 Ja) < HY) 2P () (X (2g0) S A} | (49)
j=1
Now by a similar argument using the Gibbs property and monotonicity as in (4.3), the probability
on the right side of (4.9) is bounded below by

A3/2

AjHy AH
II P o (X(@j) < AjiaHy). (4.10)
j=1

The 5" factor in (4.10) is lower bounded by

A Hy,AH . .
P (X(ﬂfj+1) € [AjrapHa Aja ) | min, X (i) > 0)
i€z,
A jHy,AH
= ]P)[x;,J)]\ g (X(xjﬂ) € [Aj+3/2HA7Aj+1H)\])
AjH\ AH ) ,
P[IJJ-7J>]\ * (mlnie[%‘:J] X(l) > 0 ‘ X(xj—i-l) € [Aj+3/2H>\,Aj+1H>\])
A Hy AHy [ , (4.11)
}P’[wj“]] (mlnie[xﬂ] X (i) > 0)

We first lower bound the last line of (4.11) by an absolute positive constant first before returning
to the second line. First we observe that by the Gibbs property and monotonicity, the numerator
of the last line is lower bounded by

pi D Ajra/2Ha < min X (i) > 0) s/t AN ( min X (i) > O> (4.12)
i€

[@j.+41] i€[zj,2541] [@j+1,] [2j41,J]

By the invariance principle Lemma 3.1, the first factor of (4.12) is lower bounded by an absolute
positive constant independent of j. By the lower bound of the ballot theorem (Theorem 3.6), the
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second factor in (4.12) is lower bounded by
2
emin (1, Aira2AHL)

LT

By Theorem 3.6, the denominator of the last line of (4.11) is bounded above by
AjAH?

J - Zj ’
Under the assumptions on I that 2J = |I| > 2(AY2 + BY2)H?} and since z; < AY2H? and
Aj > Ajig)y for every j, we see that the last line of (4.11) is lower bounded by an absolute

constant.
Now we turn to the second line of (4.11). This requires a more detailed calculation which we

C min (1,

isolate as Lemma 4.3 ahead. Assuming that lemma, the proof is complete. O
Lemma 4.3. There exist §,p > 0 such that, for all u and I = [—J,J] such that 0 < AH) <
p(J — AV2H?), A< sHE, and |I| > 2AY2H2, it holds for all 1 < j < A3/? that
AHy AH
P[x]j,j]\ A (X(a:j+1) S [Aj+3/2H)\,Aj+1H)\]) > 4.

Proof. By definition,

A;Hy,AH
P[a:]j,ﬁ g (X(l’jJrl) € [Aj+3/2H)nAj+1H>\]>
AH
B P[x]j,ﬁ (X(xjﬂ) € [AjpaoHy, Aj1Hy\], X(J) = AHA)
B AH
]P’[I;J? (X(J) = AH))
A H)y
P X(J)=AH, | X(zj11) € [A; Hy, A; IH)‘D
AiH)y [z;,J] ( Jj+ J+3/2H N £+
=P’ X(z41) € [A; Hy,Aj 1 Hy]) - —2 .
x;,J J+1 +3/242 X, Aj414IN .
o ( y ) T () = AR

By Donsker’s invariance principle, i.e., weak convergence to Brownian motion, there exists ' > 0
such that the first factor in the last line is lower bounded by ¢ as long as A~/2H > 3 (as we have
assumed). So we must show that the second factor is also lower bounded by an absolute constant.
First, by the Gibbs property we can lower bound it by
H — 0 —
PR (X =A) B (X() = (A= w))

inf .
@fﬁ (X(J) = AHy)  weldjrapdin] Pl 5 (X(J) = (A= 4;)H))

in
wE[Ajy3/2,4;41] P

To lower bound the expression on the right, we make use of a sharp local limit theorem for ran-
dom walks from [Ric57]. Let op(z) = (2r)~ /2 exp(—22/2) be the Gaussian density (recall we are
assuming for simplicity that the walk jumps have unit variance), and w € [A;,3 /2 Ajtq]. Invoking
[Ric57, Theorems 2 and 3] respectively for continuous and discrete increment distributions (we
are able to do so because of the finite MGF condition in Assumption 2.2, along with Assumption
2.1 which forces a bounded increment density in the nonlattice case) tells us that there exists
p > 0 such that the following holds. Under the conditions 0 < (4 — w)Hy < 1p(J — zj41) and
0 < (A—Aj)H) < $p(J—x;),% there exist Ry, Ry € [~1p~', 2p!] (which may depend on (A—w)H)
and (A — A;)H)) such that

BY, | (X() = (A— w)H))

P, (X(]) = (A= 4j)H)) (4.13)

2Applying [Ric57, Theorems 2 and 3] as stated would require assuming a lower bound of (J — .Tj+1)1/2 and
(J— lej)l/Q respectively on (A—w)H and (A— A;)H), but an inspection of the proof shows that this can be dropped
at the cost of modifying the last factor in (4.13).
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A—w)H (A-—w)*HY (A—w)H)y A—w)H
(J — l’j)l/Q ¥ (W) oxp ((ijﬂ)é\ A ( J—zj1 ) 1+ Ry - ﬁ

7 _ . 12 (A—ANHY\ A AN 3 Y ' (A—A)H,
U= o (Gmn) e (UG - a (U522)) 14 R BT

where A is a power series with radius of convergence p. Since [ > 4A1/2H§, z; < A1/2H>2\ for all j,
and x; < xj41, the first ratio in the last line is bounded below by 1. Similarly by the assumptions
adopted before the previous display, the final factor is lower bounded by a positive constant.

Next we focus on the second ratio in the second line of (4.13). Write w = A; — w, so that
w e [A7V2, %A‘l/Q]. Then, also using that (1 —z)™! =1+ O(z), the second factor equals

A AP 20(A- A L, (A=A
eXp( 2= —Aimy ATy

_ (A—Aj)2 + @2+ 20(A — Aj) A2 (A—A;)?
_exp<_ 30— jH§<”O<J_xf>>+MH3>

(4— 4,247 ) <w<A ~A)
=exp|-O——"——H| -O|——H .
< ( (J — .%'j)2 A J — $j A
Since J — x; > A1/2H§ for all j, and using that @ is of order A=1/2, each term in the exponent of

the last line is bounded above by an absolute constant.
It remains to lower bound the third ratio in the second line of (4.13). Define M := supy, .1, [A'(z)| <
=3

00. We observe by Taylor’s theorem, and a calculation as in the previous display that, for some

C < oo,
A(AZH S (A-A)mY L ATVPHy | ATHA - A))HS
J—Jij_H J — Zj J — Zj (J— :L‘j)2
> (WA oy, (4.14)
J—.Tj

It is also easy to check that
(A—w)H} _ (A~ A)°H}
(J —zjp)? — (] —xj)?

and the last term is lower bounded by a constant since A < H; Let us raise M if needed so that
also sup, <1, |A(z)| < M. Then we see from the previous display and (4.14) that
=3

(A—w)*H} ((A—w)HA>>(A—Aj)3H§" ((A—Aj)H)\>

(J = @j41)° J—=xjn (J —x5)? J —

A— A ,)3H3
—OMAYVZH CMA‘lH‘l(—]’\
A (T y)?
1(A=4)%H

Since A < Hi, Al/QH)T1 < 1. Since J—x; > A1/2H§ for all 7, A’lH)T (JT)Qi < A’Q-A?’-H;2 =
J

AH; % < 1. Substituting this into the third factor in (4.13) yields that the latter is lower bounded
by an absolute constant as well. This completes the proof after relabeling p. O

5. UPPER TAIL BOUNDS FOR A SINGLE CURVE

The goal of this section is to prove upper tail bounds for a single random walk above a wall with
area tilt. We begin with the following one-point bound with characteristic Tracy—Widom-type
exponent. Recall the parameter H) from (4.1).
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Theorem 5.1. There exist universal constants ¢,C, Ng > 0 such that for any N > Ny, A € (0, N),
R € [0, H3], interval I C [—N, N| with |I| > H3, u,v < AH) with A >0, and t € I, we have

Py (X (1) > (R+ A)Hy) < Ce R,

A result of this type originally appeared in [HV04, Theorem 1.2], but with less explicit restrictions
on the ranges of the parameters A and ¢. We will require the result for essentially the full range
of parameters in the statement of the theorem, and the stochastic monotonicity statement Lemma
3.2 allows us to give a somewhat shorter argument. Moreover, it is noted in [ISV15] that there is
an error in the proof of [HV04, Theorem 1.2], and although [ISV15, Lemma 2] for a related ground-
state chain is intended as a substitute, it is not immediately suited to our setup. We therefore give
a self-contained proof of this result, following the same overall strategy as in [HV04]. A matching
lower tail bound is also given in [HV04], and a straightforward argument yields it here as well (see
Remark 5.3), though we do not need it and so we do not give the details here. We also mention
here the work [GG21], which proves analogous tail bounds for the 2D Ising interface.

As a corollary, by including an extra logarithmic factor, we obtain an upper tail bound on the
maximum of a single curve that crucially decays with the length of the interval beyond scale R'/2H %

Corollary 5.2. Under the same assumptions as Theorem 5.1, if in addition |I| > R1/2H§, R >

(2/¢)?/3, and RY?(log #2@)2/3 < H)y, then

2/3
A;u,v ’I| ‘I’
PI;O (1’?6&])( X(t) > (R ( log R]-/2_H§) + A) H)\> S C exXp <—CR3/2 ]Og _R]-/72_H§ .

Remark 5.3. A simpler argument than the one below would prove matching lower bounds on
the right-tail probabilities in Theorem 5.1 (with ¢ far enough from the boundary, say ¢ = 0) and
Corollary 5.2. The basic observation is that by monotonicity, one can obtain a lower bound by
pinning the curve to zero on the boundary of the interval 7 := [—R1/2H§,R1/2H§] N1, and it

P;?)SHA;O(X(O) > RH)). For this, one can first ignore the partition

function (since it is at most 1), and then restrict to configurations with max;cr X (t) < 2RH), so

then suffices to lower bound

that the area tilt is bounded below by e 4R, By monotonicity one can also remove the floor at
zero. It then remains to lower bound the probability of {X(0) > RH), maxicr X (t) < 2RH)} by
exp(—cR3/ 2), for an untilted random walk bridge X on Z. This can be done by the methods of
Section 4; see Figure 2, where one can instead consider a subdiffusive mesh of points ascending
from 0 at the boundary to RH) at time 0. To obtain the lower bound in Corollary 5.2, one can
divide the interval I into segments of length RY/ QH/%, pin the curve to zero at the boundary points,
and apply the previous lower bound with independence.

The idea to prove Theorem 5.1 is to consider the largest interval J around the point ¢ on which
the curve X remains uniformly above height %RH »- Either this interval J is large, which will incur
a large penalty from the area tilt, or J is small, in which case the curve has to fluctuate by at least
%RH » over a short distance. The critical scale at which these two effects balance one another leads
to the R3/2 exponent in the bound.

In order to make this argument precise, we need the following generalization of the Gibbs property
for conditioning on a random interval. For X ~ IP’;‘;S’O and R > 0, define the two random times

oc=max{s € INZ, s<t:X(s) < iRH,}, (5.1)
Ti=min{s € INZ, s >t: X(s) < SRH,}. '

The zero boundary conditions ensure that o, 7 are well-defined. In the following we let J denote
the random interval [o, 7]. Let F, , denote the o-algebra generated by events of the form AN {o =
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¢y N {r =r}, where {,r € I, { <t < r, and A lies in the o-algebra F;, generated by X(j) for
j & (¢,r). Lastly, define the domain Y := {(f,¢,r) : {,r e [, L <t <wr, f:[¢,r] = R}

Lemma 5.4. For any bounded measurable functional F': T — R,

A0, XX (0),X(T
ERy” [F(X]1,0.7) | For) = B0 O [F(X, 0,7)).

Here we are abusing notation slightly on the right-hand side, as the boundary conditions X (o), X (7)
in general lie below the floor at %RH A\, i.e., the floor constraint is applied only in the interior. It is
easy to see that the monotonicity properties of Lemma 3.2 still hold in this case.

Proof of Lemma 5.4. Let us abbreviate P}\jg’o by P; and likewise for expectations. By definition of
Fo,7, we must show that for any ¢, € I with £ <t <r and any event A € Fy,,

E; [F(X|J70a T)]lAﬂ{JZZ}ﬂ{T:r}} =E; [Eiﬁzﬁfw [F(X,0,7)] HAQ{O—Z}Q{T—T}:| : (5.2)

First note that if either £ =¢ or r = ¢, then X (¢) < %RHA and in fact £ = r = t. In this case, both

sides of (5.2) are simply equal to E;[F(X(?),t,1)Lan;xt)<Lrm,yl- 1t therefore suffices to prove
2

(5.2) for £ <t < r. Define the events

Int(,r) := {seg}f}?«u]X(S) > %RHA} , Bd(4,r) := {X(e),X(r) < %RHA}. (5.3)

Then {oc =} N{r =r}=Int(¢,r) N Bd(¢,r). So in order to prove (5.2) it suffices to show that for
each £,r € I with £/ <t <r and A € Fy,,

AN X (0),X (r
E, [F(Xhe,r],& T)ﬂAﬂlnt(z,r)]lsd(z,r)] =E; {EW]E;RH(A)[F(X% T)]]lALnt(z,r)]le(z,r)] : (5.4)

Note that Bd(¢,r) € F;,. We condition on Fy, and apply the tower property, followed by the
Gibbs property, followed by the tower property in reverse, to see that

E; {F(Xhz,r] ) DAL ng(e) le(K,r)]
=FE; [Ez [F(X![e s ) IaTing(e) | f@,r} ]le(z,r)]

[ X(T [ (X,E,T)]llnt(e,r)] ]lA]le(é,r)]
—E; |E X“" [F(X,6,7) [ Int(€,7)] Py (Int(€, ) | For) LaLgages
(&r)
N,
{ [M]( RHX [F(X, ¢ T)]ﬂAﬂlnt(fr)]le(Zr):|-

This proves (5.4). O
With this lemma, we can prove the one point bound using the strategy outlined above.

Proof of Theorem 5.1. First observe that it suffices to prove the theorem and corollary when u =
v =0, since if u,v < AH) then X ~ P;‘;u’v is stochastically dominated by Y +AH) where Y ~ ]P’}\;D’O.
In this case we can take A = 0 in the desired bound. We can also of course assume R > 1 by taking
C > e and ¢ < 1. Using Lemma 5.4 we write

Pro(X (1) > RHY) = E7g° [Erg° [Lxsru, | For|| = 7D [ijg (X (1) > RHY)| .

We now split into cases depending on the length of the interval J. Define A := KvVR H/%, where
K > 0 is a sufficiently large constant. The reason for this choice of A will become apparent in the
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argument. We then use the above along with stochastic monotonicity to bound

PROO(X (1) > RHy) = ELY [HUKAP;X;‘QIX( (X (6) > RH)
+EN {1,J|>AP§X;2 ™ (x ()>RHA)} (5.5)

N3 RHy,3RH,

;0,0
= E7o {HIJKA PJ;%RH)\

(X(t) > RHA)} +Pr0°(1 ] > A).
In the last line we used the fact that X (o), X(7) < $RH) < 3RH, by definition of o and 7.

In the remainder of the proof, we will show that there are constants ¢,C > 0 and Ny € N
depending on K so that for all N > Ny, 0 < A< N,and 0 < R < 2H§, it holds that

Py (1] > A) < Cem R, (5.6)
and
3RH\,3RH R/
1j<a Pyl riy | (X(8) > RH)) < Cem* (5.7)

Applying these bounds in (5.5) completes the proof. We will prove these estimates in two separate
steps.

Step 1: Bounding the size of J. We first prove (5.6). We will decompose the probability as
follows. Define

Ay ={(l,r)elIxI:t<t<r,r—{>A}

Recall the events Int(¢,r) and Bd(¢, r) from (5.3), and note that {|J| > A} is the disjoint union over
(¢,1) € A of Int(£,7) NBd(¢,r). Therefore, conditioning on Fy, and applying the Gibbs property
followed by monotonicity,

PRS0 > A) = >0 BRSO [BR00 (nt(e,r) N BA(L7) | Fop)]

(f T‘)GAA
— , ; X(0),X(r)
= > B [Teaen Py (it (e, 7)) (5.8)
(E T)EAA
< Y B RH*’QRH*(lnt(e,r)).
(Z T GAA
We will now bound the summands in the last line of (5.8). Note that on the event Int(¢,r), the
area tilt is bounded above by exp(—— SRH\(r—0)) = exp(—3R(r — ¢)H; ?). Therefore, bounding
above the indicator for the walk remaining nonnegative by 1,
N2 RHy,2RH) NSRH\ARHN
Plergo " (Unt(6m) < (Zppgo ) (5.9)

X exp <_%R(T —0)H, ) P[QR]HA’QRHA(IM(& )

Here we recall that ]Pﬂ“; denotes the law of a random walk bridge with no floor or area tilt. By

monotonicity and the ballot theorem (Theorem 3.6), there is a universal constant C' so that

iRH, LRH, < ( )< C
Py (Int(¢,7)) IP’[Z ] ]IEI&I}H)X( j)>0) < eyt (5.10)

uniformly in r — £ > A. By Proposition 4.1,

1 1
Z[;:f]gHA’zRHA > cexp (—C(R3/2 +(r— E)H)Tg)) . (5.11)
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Indeed, the proposition applies as long as K is large enough since since r — £ > A = KR Hf, and
%RH A < Hf since we have assumed R < %H A- Altogether, choosing K large enough depending on
¢,C, using r — £ > K+/R H?, and applying (5.10) and (5.11) in (5.9) implies that

X3 RHy, 2 RH),

P[ﬂ,r];o

(Int(£,7)) < exp (—iR(r - E)H/\_Q) .

C
r—4
Now returning to (5.8), we change variables via r = £ 4+ k where k > A, to obtain

. C C
(LY NES Y — oxp (—%R(r—ﬁ)H/\_Q) =3 > oo (—%RkH;Q)

(er)edn k>N <t<t+k
< Z Cexp (—%Rkﬂ/\d) < Cexp (—CRAH;Q) < C’exp(—cR3/2).
k>A

For the first inequality in the second line, we noted that the number of ¢ with £ <t < £+ k is at
most k. For the subsequent inequality we used a straightforward geometric sum estimate, and for
the final inequality we recalled A = K+/R H3. This proves (5.6).

Step 2: Upper tail bound for small J. We now prove (5.7). This is a straightforward applica-
tion of random walk bridge estimates from Section 2. By stochastic monotonicity, we can remove
the area tilt and shift vertically down by %RH A to estimate

.3 3 1 1
PR (x (1) > REy) < P T (X (1) > LRH))

Ji3RH),
1 1
=1 T :
I[”jRHA“RHA (minge s X(s) > 0)
For the numerator, Lemma 3.5 implies for |J| < A = Kv/R H? that
1 1 R2H?
P (X (1) > LRH,) < dexp ( - c( — A RH,\>) < 4e~R, (5.13)
-0

In the last inequality, we used t — 0 < K+vRH} to bound R2H3/(t — o) > K 'R%?2, as well
as the hypothesis R < Hf to bound RHy > K 'R3/2. On the other hand, the ballot theorem
(Theorem 3.6) implies that the denominator in (5.12) is bounded below by the minimum of ¢ > 0
and c(ARH))?/|J| > LeK~'R¥? > leK~' > 0. In combination with (5.12) and (5.13), this
proves (5.7). O

We now give the proof of the maximum bound.

Proof of Corollary 5.2. This is a direct consequence of Theorem 5.1 and a union bound. As before

we can assume v = v = 0 and A = 0. If I = [a,b], let L = L%J, t; = |a+iRY?H?| for
A

0 <i< L,and ¢t =b. Write M = R(log R1|/£|H2)2/3H)" Then by a union bound, applying the
A

Gibbs property and monotonicity,

L—-1
;0,0 2;0,0 M A M
P7lo (I?EaIXX(t) > M) < [PI;O (X(ti) > 2) + P[tiji;];o(temax X(t) > M)] (5.14)

i=1 [tivtiﬁ-l}

By Theorem 5.1, for each i we have for the first term in the summand

. M I
P;\;g,o <X(ti) > 2) < Cexp ( — cR*?log R1’/2|HQ)' (5.15)
X
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For the second term in the i summand in (5.14), we use monotonicity to remove the area tilt,
followed by Lemma 3.5 and the ballot theorem (Theorem 3.6) with ¢;41 —t; < RY/ 2H? to estimate
M M

M M P22  (max - X(t)>M
P2 ( max X(t)>M>§ “;Vf%;;]( telti bl )

[ti7ti+1}§0 telt; t; 5 .
6[ ’ +1] P[Z’ytf—l—l] (mlnte[tiyti+1] X(t) > O)

M? 3/2 7\
<Cexp| —c m/\M =Cexp|—cR log R1/2H§ .

In the last line we used the assumption RY/?(log Rl‘/IZ‘HQ )#/3 < Hy, and the condition |I| > RY/2H?
A

implies the last expression is no larger than the right-hand side of (5.15) (after possibly enlarging
(). Therefore each summand in (5.14) is bounded by the same factor on the right of (5.15). The
number of terms in the sum is L — 1 < |[I|/RY2H?, and since R3? > 2/c, this factor can be
absorbed into the exponent by replacing ¢ with ¢/2. This proves the desired bound. ]

6. GLOBAL CEILINGS FOR THE LINE ENSEMBLE

This section is dedicated to the proof of Theorem 2.14, which follows from Theorem 6.1 below.
We begin by setting up and stating Theorem 6.1, followed by the proof of Theorem 2.14. We give
an outline of the proof of Theorem 6.1 in Section 6.1, followed by the proof in Section 6.2.

We start with some notation, used throughout this section and Section 7. Fix ag > 0 and by > 1.
All results in the next two sections are stated for a > ag and b > by, where (a,b) are the area-tilt
parameters from Definition 2.4. Define

No=ab Tl Hp=ATPNYR jeN. (6.1)

That is, compared to our notation for single curves in (4.1), we write H; instead of H »; for brevity.
This will provide the fluctuation scale for the j™ curve in the line ensemble. For real numbers
p<gq, r€R, and s > 0, we will sometimes write r + s[p, q| or r + [p,q|s to denote the interval
[r 4+ ps,r + gs] for brevity. We sometimes write z V y := max(z,y).

Next, choose a constant C = C(bg) > 1 large enough so that

(j+1+C)*H;

+1 _5-1/6 :
<b for all >1 and b > bg. 6.2
(j+C)2Hj < orall j>1 and b > b (6.2)
Note the above is implied by (2 +C)2/(1 +C)? < bé/G. Define
gj = (j+0)72. (6.3)

Recall the choices of parameters from (2.7)—(2.8) in Theorem 2.14. There, the parameter L relat-
ing to the interval size was fixed, and restrictions on the maximum size of the boundary conditions
max(up,v1) and the tail-depth parameter K were given in terms of L. While this parametrization
was natural for the theorem statement, it will be convenient for the proof to reparametrize by
imposing restrictions on L in terms of the largest allowed size B of N~/3 max(uy,v;).

We consider n curves on an interval Z defined by

n=|N°|, I=[-LN?*3 LN%3|. (6.4)

Fix r € (0,2/3) and n > 0. For a constant Ky > 0 to be chosen sufficiently large, we consider
parameters K, B, L satisfying

K € [Ko,N"(log N)"2/3], B e[K(ogN)*3 N"], Le[BY*" N3], (6.5)

and boundary conditions u = (u;)j_; and v = (v;)j_; in the Weyl chamber W' satisfying
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2/3
1 |Z] 1/3
maX(U1,'U1)+K51 H1<10g I(MH?) SBN / and
1 I\
min(u;-1,vj-1) = max(uj, v;) + Ke; " Hj (10% K1/2[{2> for all j € [2,m +1], (6.6)
J
where we define the threshold
m=[(2/3—1r)logy N —logyal, sothat H, e NY"/3[1 p1/3] (6.7)

The choice of the above parameters, as well as the objects appearing in (6.8)—(6.11) below, are
motivated in the proof outline of Theorem 6.1 in Section 6.1. Define the intervals

1 1 1
_1..L Ry ._ 2/3 2/3 o
T; = [a¥, 2] = [— 2i];[j(1 — &;))LN?/3, 2i];[j(1 —&,)LN?% } and L= 7. (6.8)
Note that Z; = (1 — €;)Z;j41 for j € [1,m]. Since
i r (i+C—1)(i+C+1) C ( 1 )
1—g) = : = 1 >1/2, 6.9
i:Hl( i) g (i+C)? crillterm) Y (6.9)
we have for all j € [1,m + 1] and C > 0,
;51T  so |Tj| = 1BYPIN?S > OKV2 P2, (6.10)

where the last inequality holds for all N large enough depending on ag, bg, and C. Let 7 > 0
denote a large constant depending only on ag and by, to be specified in the course of the argument.
For j € [1,m + 1], define the j*® “ceiling function” Cl;(x) = Cl;(z; K, a,b,u,v) by

1/2\2/3 _
Ke;'Hy(log(2Te; V%)™, ] < 2T K2, 12,
2/3 _
Clj(z) == Kaj_lﬂj(log %%) , x €1y, |x| > 27'K1/2€j 1/2HJ2, (6.11)

B 2/3
max(uj, vj) + Ke; 1Hj<logK1|/i2|Hz) , x€I\I;.
J

Note Cl; is continuous on Z; and, by (6.6), non-decreasing in |z|. Eq. (6.6) also gives

7]

2/3

min(uj,vj) > max Cljti(z) = max(ujq1, vjy1) + Kej_lHj(log
The above is convenient because it will allow us to use monotonicity in the floor (Lemma 3.2) to
stochastically dominate a walk with boundary conditions u; and v; and floor at Cl;;;1 by a walk
with the same boundary conditions but floor at max,ez Clj41(z) without having to worry about
issues such as this raised floor being higher than the boundary conditions.
We derive Theorem 2.14 from Theorem 6.1 below, whose proof is in Section 6.2.

Theorem 6.1. Fiz ag > 0, bg > 1, r € (0,2/3), and n > 0. There exist positive constants
Ko(ao,bo,m), 6 = d(r), ¢ = c(ao, bo), and C = C(ag, bo,n) such that the following holds. There exists
No = No(ag, bo, 1) € N so that for all N > Ny, a € [ag, N/37/?], b e [bo, exp((2 —r)(log N3y,
n and I as in (6.4), (K,B,L) as in (6.5), and u,v € W satisfying (6.6),

IP":L:%;%’V (3:1: €Z:Xi(x) > 2CI1(:E)) < CemeK*, (6.13)

Although Theorem 6.1 is only stated for the top curve X1, in the proof of Theorem 2.14 below,
we show that allowing a to be as large as a power of N allows us to get bounds on the j*" curve
X of the ensemble. In Remark 6.2, we explain that the same idea gives a global ceiling for X
analogous to (6.13) for X;.
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Proof of Theorem 2.14. We apply Theorem 6.1 to prove Theorem 2.14 for ¢ = 0, as our ceiling
functions Cl; are defined to be non-decreasing in |z|. In light of (6.10), which implies N;Z; D 17,
we could instead use the ceilings Cl;(- —t), which are non-decreasing away from ¢, once N is large
enough so that T+ |t]| € %I . The same argument below would yield Theorem 6.1 with these ceilings
(in particular, C' and ¢ do not depend on t), Theorem 2.14 with that ¢ follows in exactly the same
way as below. We give the proof in two steps, for j = 1 and for j € [2, 55 log, N].

Step 1: j = 1. Starting from the setup of Theorem 2.14, we will use monotonicity (Lemma 3.2)
to raise the boundary conditions so that Theorem 6.1 can be applied. By similar reasoning as in
Remark 3.3, monotonicity in the floor allows us to increase n in Theorem 2.14 to n = | N?|, with,
say, zero boundary conditions for the additional curves. Next, for u,v € Wy satisfying (2.8), we
raise each u; and v; by the smallest amount such that the second condition in (6.6) is satisfied.
Call these new boundary conditions u* := (uj,...,u}),v* := (v},...,v}). Then

m B ’I‘ 2/3
max(u7,v]) < max(uy,vi) +j2::1K€j H; <log K1/2HJ2>

< (L“ + K (log N33 ( +C)2A;1/3)N1/3 < CL*“NY3 | (6.14)

j=1

where in the first inequality, we used (2.8), H; > 1 for j € [1,m] from (6.7), and |Z| < 2N from
(2.7); in the second inequality, we used the upper bound on K in the statement of Theorem 2.14.
Note C' above depends only on ag and by. Take B := CL?*™* and r := % — & in Theorem 6.1.
Recalling the bounds on L from (2.7), we see that B satisfies (6.5) for N large. The assumed upper
bound on K in the statement of Theorem 2.14 implies K satisfies (6.5) as well. Moreover, 1 can
be chosen sufficiently small with respect to & so that for all N sufficiently large, B/?*" < L. In
particular, L satisfies (6.5) as well.

K K
a,b;u* v

Thus, we see that the law IP”:L’%;(I)’V is stochastically dominated by P;’7.,"" , and the latter law
satisfies the conditions of Theorem 6.1. Fixing 7' > 0 and assuming a < N'/3-7/2 = N#/12 and
b < exp((2 —r)(log N)'/3) = exp(£(log N)/?), we may apply Theorem 6.1 (recalling the definition
of Cly from (6.11) and ¢; from (6.3)) to obtain

Prie (3o € [To N3, To 2ANY5]: X, (2) > 2K (14 C)2HEY (2)%?) < e, (6.15)

where

. . a2/3|x\ a2/3\$|
with C depending only on 7, C (which in turn depend only on ay, bp). Substituting the above into
(6.15), recalling (2.9), and setting z = so~2/3N?/3 and C = C(ag, bo) = 2(1 + C)2C?*/35=2/3 gives

a,bu,v N e —1/3n71/3 a?3g=2/3|s|\ 1%/ —cK3/?

Pre (Els €-T,T): 27 (s) > CKa "/°N [log (2 + 1(1/2)} ) < Ce .
Take Ky = Ko(ao, bp) large so that C' above can be absorbed into ¢. Replacing K with K/C’, and
then modifying ¢ = c(agp, by) so as to replace the K 1/2 in the denominator with ¢K/2, we are done.
Step 2: j € [2, 55 log, N]. Using monotonicity to remove the top j —1 curves as in Remark 3.3, we

Cpud v
stochastically dominate X; by the top curve of the line ensemble with law Piﬁ?’_‘:l JI‘(; ’ (recalling

u=? v=J from Remark 3.3). It therefore suffices to establish the bound

N baZd v N -1/3 )‘2'/3|5| 2/3 K3/2
Wi 0 (336 [=T,T]: 21 (s + 1) > KA, [log (2+ . )] )Sec . (6.16)

P CK1/2
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Eq. (6.16) will follow from applying the result we just proved in Step 1 (Theorem 2.14 for z3V) to
the above line ensemble. Observe that, compared to the line ensemble considered in Step 1, the
number of curves has been reduced from n to n — j + 1, the highest boundary conditions have
been lowered from (uy,v1) to (uj,v;), and the area-tilt parameter a has been replaced by A;. The
first two differences affect nothing; therefore, we just need to verify that the Step 1 result still
applies upon replacing a with A;. The only hypothesis on a used in Step 1 was the condition
a < NV/3=1/2 = N5/12 from Theorem 6.1, so for any j such that Aj=abl™t < N*®/12 the Step 1
result applies. Since we assumed in Theorem 2.14 that a < N%/30 and j < 56 log,, N, this condition
on ), is satisfied, and taking a = ); in the Step 1 result (Theorem 2.14 for z{) yields (6.16). [

Remark 6.2. In the above proof, the j = 1 version of Theorem 2.14 led to the full result for
N = N(a,b,k) large by considering the top curve of a line ensemble with area-tilt parameters
(Aj,b). In exactly the same way, for all N = N(a,b,r) large and for all j < 14 (3 —%)log, N —log, a

Aj bud v

3
(so A; < N1/3*"/2), Theorem 6.1 can be applied to the top curve of IPn_jHJ;OJ, yielding
Pgﬁ}g”(ax €T : X;(x) > 2Cl (x; K, Aj, b, qu,VZj)) < Qe K (6.17)

where, to clarify, Cli(+; K, \j,b,uzJ,v=7) is the right-hand side of (6.11) with j = 1, (uj,v1) =
(uj,vj), and Hy = H; (since )\;1/3N1/3 = H;). Thus, we have a ceiling on the j' curve X;.

6.1. Outline of the proof of Theorem 6.1. We now outline the main ideas underlying the proof
of Theorem 6.1. This expands on the discussion in Sections 1.4.1 and 1.4.2, where it was explained
that a recursive argument reduces the problem to showing that, w.h.p. summable in j, a single
curve X with area-tilt coefficient \; and floor at Cl;1 lies uniformly below Cl;. For curves of index
7 < m, this is Proposition 6.4, depicted in Figure 3.

For curves of index j > m, the area tilt is too large for the single-curve tail bounds or dropping
lemma to be applied, as these require Hy to not be too small (see, e.g., the hypotheses of Lemma 4.2
and Theorem 5.1, as well as Remark 7.1 below). On the other hand, the strong area tilt has the
effect of pushing these curves very low, and a crude strategy will show that they are negligible. By
monotonicity, we can bound these curves by decreasing all of their area-tilt parameters to Ap,41
and applying a similar recursive strategy. This allows us to show, in Proposition 6.3, that X,,+1 is
w.h.p. dominated by a piecewise constant ceiling F, which itself is dominated by Cl;.

We prove Proposition 6.4 in Section 7 by creating a ceiling on the random walk starting from
the boundary points of Z and working our way inwards. First, as depicted in Figure 3, note that
Cl; features a high, flat portion on Z \ Z;; inside of Z;, it resembles H;(log |x\/H]2)2/3, which is the
equilbrium behavior of the Aj;-tilted walk. This structure can be understood as follows. Because
we allow our boundary values (uj,v;) to be as large as BN/? (see (6.6), (6.5)), the walk fluctuates
around this height for some time. Moreover, since the walk must stay above Cl;;1, which features
an anomalously high portion on Z'\ Z; 1, the walk cannot drop down to its equilbrium height until
after it moves inside of Z;; 1. Hence, we have the nesting of the intervals Z; C Z;1 as in (6.8).

This equilibration is proved in Lemma 7.3, where we construct random “drop points” within
distance €|Zj41] of 0Z;41 (in particular, inside of Z; 1 \ Z;) where the walk has fallen to ~ 5;1Hj +
Clj41; that is, the walk has dropped to approximately equilbrium height above the floor. This is
depicted in Figure 4. Recall from (6.3) that &; := (j +C) 2.

The choice of €; comes from the proof of Lemma 7.3, which uses an iterative scheme driven by
the dropping lemma (Lemma 4.2). For a A-tilted random walk and for any € € (0, 1), the dropping
lemma constructs, inside any e-fraction of the interval, a random point where that the walk lies
below height e ! Hy. Essentially any sequence €j summable in j would suffice; the relevant point
is that J[;(1 —¢;) > 0 (as noted in (6.9)), so that, iterating down to j = 1, all curves drop to their
equilibrium height within a constant fraction of the interval Z; in particular, the length of Z; is a
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FIGURE 3. For j < m, Clj;; (red) features a very high portion outside Z;;, coming from
a global max bound, and a portion that grows like £ Hj 1 (log IO/‘%IL?)Q/S inside Zj 1.
The random walk bridge (orange) with area tilt A;, boundary conditions uj,v; < BNY/3,

and floor at Cl;; is shown in Proposition 6.4 to stay below Cl; (blue) with high probability.

constant fraction of |Z| = 2LN?/3 (see (6.10)). Thus, when L = B'/?*" the top curve equilibriates
from its boundary values at BNY/3 in BY/2t1N2/3 time, establishing the nearly parabolic rate of
descent mentioned in Remark 1.2. The B" factor in the length of the interval is needed for the
aforementioned iterative scheme in the proof of Lemma 7.3: see Claim 7.5 and Figure 4. The
constant C in €; serves to maintain the ordering Cl;;1(x) < Cl;(z) for all z € Z; see (6.2).

Once we have shown that the walk drops from its (potentially very high) boundary values, the
remainder of the proof of Proposition 6.4 proceeds in two steps. In Step 1, the dropping lemma
and the one-point bound Theorem 5.1 are used successively in Claim 7.6 to argue that the walk
drops to height 6;1H ; above Cljy1 at a deterministic mesh of points approaching the origin on
cither side. The mesh stops upon crossing +27 K/ 25;1/ ’H jZ’ which are the boundary points of the
interval around 0 on which Cl; is flat (6.11). The role of T is to serve as a large constant so that the
negative |I|/H3 term in the exponential in (4.2) dominates the positive terms there. In Step 2, we
“fill in” the ceiling on the random walk between mesh points using the max bound Corollary 5.2.

6.2. Proof of Theorem 6.1. The proof of Theorem 6.1 has two main inputs: Propositions 6.3
and 6.4. Before stating Proposition 6.3, we define (recalling n from (6.4) and m from (6.7))

\Z|
KPHE,,

Proposition 6.3 below shows that F serves as the ceiling function for all curves below level m.

F(z) = F(z;n,m, K) := 2n> K H,, 1 log +max(umi1, vmi1) Iz, (2), €T

Proposition 6.3. Under the same hypotheses as Theorem 6.1,

PQT;;%SW",VN" (Hx €T:X(z) > F(m)) < Cpe—cm*? K2 (6.18)
where W™ = (U1, -+, Upn) and V"™ = (Ui, ..., Up).

For curves above level m, we have the following single-curve estimate.

Proposition 6.4. Under the same hypotheses as Theorem 6.1, for j € [1,m],
]P’%Jéf;i] (H:U €T : X(z)> Clj(a:)> < Clemel*/log(i+1) (6.19)

Propositions 6.3 and 6.4 are proved in Section 7.
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Proof of Theorem 6.1. First observe that for all z € Z, we have the crude bound

|Z|

F(z) < Cl 2’ KH,,.qlog ——
(.CU) — m+1(I) + n m+1 Og K1/2H2,L+1

< Clypsr (@) + €, (6.20)

where ¢ := 2N?°K H,,,log N. Define the events
Ceilj :={Vox € T: Xj(z) < Clj(x) + (}, jel,m+1]. (6.21)
Let F; denote the o-algebra generated by X; for i # j. Applying the Gibbs property and mono-
tonicity as in Remark 3.3 to remove the top curves, for j € [1,m] we can write
7b7 ) 1 7b7 ) 7b) ) H b A’ joVj .
IP’ZJ;(‘)V(—‘CeHj) = EZ’I;%V {PZL‘(‘)V (—Ceil; | ]—“j)] <Epy Il(‘)v [IP’IZ;J,JJ:J (FxeZ:X(z)>Clj(z)+ C)}
. . jwi4Cv;
< JP’Z,’%%N(—'Ce|Ij+1) + IP’I?CT;:'IQ;L?-FC(H;U €Z:X(x)>Clj(z)+Q)
= Py (~Ceily ) + PRE " (Fu € T X(2) > Clj(x)).
In the second line, we used monotonicity first to raise the boundary conditions from (u;,v;) to

(uj + ¢,vj + ¢), and then, on the event Ceil;;, to raise the floor from X;q to Clj;1 + ¢. In the
last line we used vertical shift invariance, see Remark 2.7. Iterating over j € [1,m], we obtain

POYY (~Ceily) < PUYSY (<Ceilyny1) + Zﬂ% S (Br € T2 X () > Cly(a)). (6.22)
For the first term, monotonicity to remove the top m curves, Proposition 6.3, and (6.20) yield
P (<Ceibngn) < B3 (30 € 22 Xi0) > (@) 4+ €) < Cne 0 (6.23)

Since n = N?, we can absorb the n pre-factor on the right-hand side of (6.23) into c as follows.
Note from (6.7) that the conditions a < N/377/2 and b < exp((2 — r)(log N)/3) imply m?®/? >
[%(% —r)logy N — 1]3/2 > ( r)log N for N = N(r) large enough. Taking Ky > ¢ /3 and
d < 1/3 —r/2 then implies logn < (¢/2)m3/?K3/? and replacing ¢ with ¢/2 gives an upper bound
in (6.20) of Ce—mK*? Then applying Proposition 6.4 to (6.22) and recalling (6.21) yields

m
P (Be € T Xa(w) > Chi(w) +¢) < Cem ™I 4 37 Qe loaltl) < gpmei™?,
j=1
Finally, note that as long as § < %(é —§), for all N large depending only on r, and all x € R (using
r< %, (6.7), and our assumed upper bounds on a and b), we have

¢ <2KN¥logN -b""3H; <2KN¥log N -b'/3N-U/=m/O g, < KH, < Cly(z).
The desired bound (6.13) now follows from the last two displays. O

7. NEAR-PARABOLIC DROPPING AND CONSTRUCTION OF CEILINGS

This section is dedicated to the proofs of Propositions 6.3 and 6.4. Throughout this section,
we use the setup and notation laid out at the start of Section 6. In particular, we fix ag > 0,
bp > 1 and recall from the hypotheses of Theorem 6.1 (recall Propositions 6.3 and 6.4 share these
hypotheses) the constants ¢ = c¢(ag,by) > 0 and C = C(ag,bg,n) > 0. Below, we allow them to
change line-to-line while maintaining the same dependencies. Lastly, fix a > ag, b > bg as in the
hypotheses of Theorem 6.1 (the upper bounds on a and b there do not play a role in this section).

As in previous sections, we will repeatedly invoke the (strong) Gibbs property (Definition 2.9),
monotonicity (Lemma 3.2, Remark 3.3), and invariance under constant vertical shifts of the floor
and walk (Remark 2.7).
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The proof of Proposition 6.4 is given in the next three subsections. The proof of Proposition 6.3
is given in the last subsection, Section 7.4, as it is similar but much simpler.

Remark 7.1. In this section, we will only deal with area tilts \; = ab/~! for j < m + 1. From
(6.5)—(6.7), our boundary conditions lie below BN/3 < N/3+7 < H?. This ensures that in every
application of Lemma 4.2 that follows, the condition max(u,v) < Hy will be satisfied.

7.1. Proof of Proposition 6.4. We prove Proposition 6.4 using three inputs: Lemmas 7.2, 7.3,
and 7.4. Lemma 7.2 is a bound on the maximum height of the walk on all of Z. This immediately
gives the x € Z; portion of Cl; in Proposition 6.4. Lemma 7.3 allows us to get away from our
potentially very high boundary conditions. Lemma 7.4 considers a random walk with area tilt
Aj and “more reasonable” boundary conditions (in our proof of Proposition 6.4, such boundary
conditions will be given to us by Lemma 7.3, see Figure 4) and states that such a random walk,
with floor at Cl;;4, is bounded by Cl; everywhere with high probability.

Lemma 7.2. Under the hypotheses of Proposition 6.4, there exists Ko > 0 such that for any
j € [1,m],

2/3

Ajusi,v;4 |I’ —cjK3/2

]PI?CIIL;J:QJ <I£13%X($) > maX(’U,j,Uj) =+ KHJ(IOg W) ) S Ce cgK . (71)
J

The proof of Lemma 7.2 is short, so we give it before proceeding.

Proof of Lemma 7.2. Eq. (6.6) implies max(uj,vj) > maxgzez Cljy1. Monotonicity (Lemma 3.2)
allows us to increase the boundary conditions to max(uj,v;) and then raise the floor from Cl;;4 to
max(u;,v;). Lowering the floor and the walk by max(u;,v;) via shift invariance (Remark 2.7) then
yields that the left-hand side of (7.1) is bounded by

2/3
;0,0 T T
IP)IZO (?Q%X(x)>KHj<IOgKI/2|I{2> ) SC"E)Xp(—CK?’/2logK_1|/2|H2>7
J J

where the final inequality follows from taking R = K and A = 0 in Corollary 5.2 and Ky large; the

conditions of Corollary 5.2 are satisfied because (6.10) implies |Z| > Kl/QH]Z, and (6.5), (6.7), and
r<2/3imply K < N" < HZ , < H]2 for N = N(r) large. The bound (7.1) follows because (6.1)

and (6.10) give log(]I]/(Kl/QHJZ)) > log(2bg(j_1)/3) > ¢j for ¢ > 0 depending only on by. O
The next two lemmas are proved in Sections 7.2 and 7.3, respectively. For Lemma 7.3, recall n

and B from (6.5).

Lemma 7.3. Fizcy € (0,1). Under the hypotheses of Proposition 6.4, there exists Dy > 0 such that

forallj € 1,m+1], D € [Dy, B, e > co)\;1/6, and all y» < y® such that y® —y& > BY/2H1N2/3,

\j;BN'/3 BN1/3

Pk R (3:6 ey yt +e W~y eyt =y - yh),

max (X (z), X (') < SH]) >1-—Cexp ( — cDS/Q)\?/S) . (7.2)

The value of the exponent 1/6 in the lower bound on &’ is insignificant; it arises from Lemma 4.2.

Lemma 7.4. Recall Z; = [x?,:c?] from (6.8), and consider the hypotheses of Proposition 6./.
There exists a constant Cp > 0 large depending only on ag and by such that, letting

wh = Lol Hy + Cli (o) = e Hy + Qi (28), (7.3)

the following holds for all K satisfying (6.5) with Ko > 0 large enough and for all j € [1,m]:

. *
)\j,wj,w.

Prciy (Hx €Zj: X(x)> Clj(:r:)) < Cexp(— cK3?log(j + 1)). (7.4)
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FIGURE 4. An illustration of the application of Lemma 7.3 to Proposition 6.4 and the
proof of Lemma 7.3. The floor at Cl;; features a potentially large gap at mJ_H and mﬁ_l
The first step is to show that, within [z}, ,,2%] and [z}, 21, ], the random walk drops to
~ g ~'H; above Cl;iq(z zf ) = Clipa(2k,,) = maxgez,,, Cljyi(z) (blue). The max bound
(Lemma 7.2) is used to show X(zf,,)V X (2}, ) < BN'/3  see (7.6). Lemma 7.3 then
gives random times z%, z® € Z;j41 \ Z; where X lies roughly €; Hj above the floor (the
two innermost orange pomts in the figure). For the proof of Lemma 7.3, note the boundary

conditions at BN'/3 may be as large as N'~¢ for any ¢ > 0, much higher than the blue
line at Clj+1(:1:ﬁ_1); in particular, the dropping lemma estimate (4.2) is not sufficient to
immediately produce 2" and 2®. Thus, we apply the dropping lemma in an iterative manner
to the random walk on Z;4, with floor at Clj+1(z}4ﬂ), yielding a sequence of random drop
points at decreasing heights (A; H;);>1 (orange, see Claim 7.5) until 2" and 2™ are produced.

Now we may prove Proposition 6.4.

Proof of Proposition 6.4. First, Lemma 7.2 with K replaced by K aj_l immediately yields the desired
bound on the probability that X (z) > Cl;(x) for some « ¢ Z;. It therefore suffices to show

)\.; Lvj _ 3/2 .
PR (Fo € 2y 1 X (2) > Clj(a)) < Cemeiloslin), (7.5)
Note that Lemma 7.2 yields
Py (max (X (aky,), X (22Y))) < BNY?) > 1 - CemiK™”, (7.6)

where we have used also (6.6) to upper bound max(u;,v;) + Ksj_lHj(log |I|/(K1/2Hj2))2/3 by
BN'/3. The Gibbs property (Definition 2.9) and monotonicity then yield that, with probability
exceeding 1 — C'exp(—cjK 3/2) we can dgmlnate the restriction to Z;11 of the walk under IPIJ’C%:?

1/3
by the walk on Z;1; under IP’I]f]éH 1BN . In particular, defining the event

= {Fa" € [z}, ,2}], 2 € [}, 2] X (@) < wit, X (@) < wl*Y,
where wj* := wj — f p LH; (recall w? and C from Lemma 7.4), we find

\j;BN1/3 BN1/3
Zj4+15C 41

L (=Ptj) + Cem K2

Now, raising the floor to Cl;;( ]H) (which equals Clj+1(xJR+1) by symmetry of Clj;1), reducing
both the floor and the walk by Cl;;(x ]+1) (so that the floor is now at 0), and then applying

Lemma 7.3 with &' := ¢; = (j + C)~? (which is > co)\j_l/G for ¢y small enough depending only on
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ap and by), D := K/2Cy, y* := xi-jrl, and y® = 3:;11, we find for ¢ depending only on ag and b,

At 0 _oK3/2)2/3 732 iE3/2
P& (~PYy) < Ce AT 4 el < ek (7.7)

Now, on the event Pt;, let xL denote the leftmost 2" and x2 the rightmost 2. Observe x?, x? €

[z zR]. Applying the strong Gibbs property to the stopping domain [z%, 28], we find

Aisug,v4 *
P, <Ptj N {max (X (2}), X (21)) > w} })
(7.8)

sk

j (max {(X(}), X (2} > wj)] < Ce I KY

[mgvzﬁ];clj-Fl ($?+1)

gy KK
)\j,wj )

)\j;’U,j,”L)]'
< EI;C|j+1 ]]'Pt]' P

In the first inequality, we used monotonicity to raise X (z') and X (z&) to w3* as well as the floor

to Clj+1(:c}jr1) (since x;jrl <zl <0and 0 <2l < x?H, SO Clj+1(:1;§f+1) is indeed an upper bound

on Clj+1(+) on [z¥, 21]); in the second inequality, we lowered the floor and the walk by Cl jH(:c? 1)

inside of the expectation, and then applied Theorem 5.1 with R = A = (K/ZCl)s;l = wj —wj*.
Combining (7.7), (7.8), and the Gibbs property, and using monotonicity to raise the boundary

conditions on Z; from X (:1:?) and X (x;R) to wy yields

>\'; j Vg .
PR (3r € 2y X (2) > Cli(a))
PUTIPRS A X (25), X (2B) —ciK3/2
<EZq);) []lX(zJL)VX(m?)gw;PI;;QHJI ’ (395 €Zj: X(x) > C'j(i‘))} +Ce™

L. * *
)\J,wj wy

732
<P, (Elac €Zj: X(z) > C|j<l‘)> + Cem K"

Applying Lemma 7.4 to the probability in the last line above yields (7.5). ([l

7.2. Proof of Lemma 7.3. The proof of Lemma 7.3 follows by repeatedly applying the next claim.
(The parameter € below is not to be confused with € in Theorems 1 and 2.)

Claim 7.5. Fiz any v,c > 0. There exists Cy > 0 such that for all D € [Cy, B], € € [c)\;1/6, 1),
and all y* < y® such that y& —yL'Z CoBY*tYN2/3  the following holds. Define Ay := BN/3, and
for each i > 1 define f; := 2[(3/2)" — 1] and A; := D/e + (B'~/#* v 1). For all N large, i > 0, and
jel,m+1],

)\]7A1H],AZH]

[y R0 (ch eyt + et =y, 2 e R — (R

P R]:

—y),y

max (X (z), X (¢)) < A1 H;) > 1= Cexp (= cD¥2N/?) . (7.9)

Proof. Recall the constant ¢* from Lemma 4.2. We assume, and use repeatedly, the following:
ly® =y > CoBY*VN?3 and D > Cy > 2¢*. (7.10)

We begin with the case i = 0. Take A = Ay, I = [y y®], and u = v = BN'/3 in Lemma 4.2.

In light of Remark 7.1, the assumptions of Lemma 4.2 are satisfied. From (7.10), ¢ > c)\j_l/(j, and

]\72/3/HJ2 = )\5/3 (from (6.1)), we have for any Cy > 0,

1] 1 3/241/2 ud/? 4032 BN'/3\3/2 3/241/2
A872D7—|—CCOB/>\4 and _— =2 :23/)\‘ .
a2 = U H? j Tk ( o, ) j
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Taking Cy > 2/c, a union bound, Lemma 4.2, Eq. (7.10), and |I| > CoBY?t*N?/3 > DV/2N?/3
then bounds the left-hand side of (7.9) for ¢ = 0 from below by

I
1 - 2¢* exp < —(D- C*)LL) S 12 oxp ( - CD3/2A3/2> |
J
The proof for i > 1 is almost identical. This time, take A = A;41 and v = v = A;H; in

Lemma 4.2. Note that fj1q1 — %fl = 1. This, (7.10), B> D, and € > c)\j_l/6 as before yields

Asgg > D¥2BYAY? 4 cCoBYHY (B v v )AL
J
3/2 3/2 3/2
and vt <C [(D> / + (B3/2+(1*f¢+1)1’ Vv 1)} |I|

H]?)/2 € H2 )

where the last inequality comes from the first inequality in the display, the bound & > c)\j_l/ 6,

taking Cy > C/¢, and taking N large (depending on v, as we want to make BY large). A union
bound and Lemma 4.2 then bounds the probability in (7.9) for i > 1 by

1—2c*exp(—c(A6—c)| ‘) >1—Cexp<—cD3/2)\§/3>.
H;

The last inequality follows from (7.10) (so that Ae — ¢* > D/2) and from |I|/H2 > D1/2)\2/3 O

Proof of Lemma 7.3. Fix any v € (0,7n), and recall A; from Claim 7.5. Let rl, = mm{z € N:
1 — fiv <0}, so that A, y; = D/e+ 1 for all i > 0. Let e := r; e, o9 := y", 70 := ¥R, and
recursively define the random times

Oit1 = 1nf{:17 S [0'1‘,0'1‘ +5(Ti — Uz)] : X(:L’) < A/L'JrlHj},
Tip1 :=sup{z’ € [r, —e(r —0y), 1) : X(2') < Aip1H,}.

If 041 or 7i41 do not exist, set 041 := 0y + (1 — 0;) or Tiy1 := 7 — (1, — 0;). Also define the
events Drop, := (2 and

Dropl-_,'_1 = {EL’E € [O’i,Uz‘ + E(Ti — Uz‘)],IL’/ S [Ti — E(Ti — O'Z'),Ti] : max(X(a:),X(:r')) < Ai+1Hj}.

Observe the probability on the left of (7.2) is bounded below by

NjsAoH;, Ao H, N AoH;, Ao H, \jsAoH,, Ao H;
[yJLyyo]O "7 (Drop,, ) > IP’[yJ yo}o "7 (Drop,, | Drop,, _;) - P[yJL,y%]o "7 (Drop,, _1)
\;iAoH;,AoH;
H ]P’[y] y(;i]o "7 (Drop, | Drop;). (7.11)

For the i** factor in the product, we condition further on the o-algebra F; generated by o;, 73, and
X (z) for z ¢ (04, 7;). Note that Drop; € F;, so the tower property, the strong Gibbs property, and
monotonicity yield

AjiAoHj,AgHj Ni;AoH;,AoH; AjiAoHj,AgHj
[y]LyO}O ’ (DrOpz—H ﬁDropZ) E[yj yOR]]O 0 [HDropi [y] yo}o ’ (DrOpH_l ‘]:)}
Aj;AoHj, Ao H, N AiHj A H,
2 E[y L yRJ50 [:H-Dropl [‘7]1:7'1] ;0 (DrOPZJrl)}
2/3
Now by Claim 7.5, the probability inside the expectation is bounded below by 1 — Ce_CDB/QAJ‘ ,

uniformly over all possible values of o;,7;. Indeed, the claim applies for each i with ¢ = cor,;* (so

that € € [CA;1/6, 1)), since by assumption, 7; — oy > (1 — & )(y® — y*) > (1 — &")BY?*1N?/3 for
all i < r,, and for N large depending on n — v we have (1 —&')B""Y > (. Rearranging the last
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display and applying Bayes’ rule, we then see that all of the conditional probabilities on the right
of (7.11) are bounded below by the same expression. Thus the left-hand side of (7.11) is at most

_oD3/2)2/3\ v
(1 — Ce PN ) >1—Cryexp (—CD3/2)\]2~/3> )
Taking say v = /2 and absorbing the r, factor into C, we are done. O

7.3. Proof of Lemma 7.4. We fix j € [1, m] throughout. Fix also a universal constant
e € (0,1/8]

throughout (not to be confused with € from Theorems 1 and 2). The only properties of the interval

Z; we use below are that its length exceeds 4T K 1/ 25;1/ ’H ]2 for 7 fixed but large depending only
on ap > 0 and by > 1, and that it is centered at 0. Recall from (6.11), (6.12) that each Cl; is
symmetric about 0, non-decreasing in |z|, and continuous on Z, for all k£ < j.

The proof of the lemma proceeds in two steps, which are depicted in Figure 5. In Step 1, we
iteratively construct a mesh of appropriately-spaced points at which the walk stays below a fraction
of Cl; (Claim 7.6). The mechanism for accomplishing this is the dropping lemma (Lemma 4.2),
which can be used to construct random points 2 where the walk X (z) lies roughly sj_lH j above the
floor Clj41(z), w.h.p. (Claim 7.7). This way, X (z) falls down as x approaches 0, just as Cl;q;(z)
does. Since the dropping lemma produces random points, we use the one-point bound and strong
Gibbs property to show that at deterministic locations x(k) in between these random points, the
walk also stays below a fraction of Cl;, w.h.p. These x(k) are the aforementioned mesh points.
In Step 2, we use Corollary 5.2 to “fill in the mesh,” i.e., upper bound the walk in between mesh
points. The resulting upper bound is dominated by Cl;, concluding the proof of Lemma 7.4.

Step 1: A mesh of good points. The first step is to prove Claim 7.6 below. For C; > 1, define
D:=K/C.

Recall x?/R from (6.8) (we write L/R to indicate a statement holding for both L and R). Define

z(0) := ZL']R (so that —z(0) = x?) and 1(0) := [—2(0),z(0)] = Z;,
and for k > 1, define
(k) :=x(k—1) —¢|I(k —1)| and I(k) :== [—z(k),z(k)]. (7.12)

Observe for all k& > 0,
x(k) = %]I(k)\ , zk)=01-2)z(k—-1)=(1— 25)’“:0(0), and |I(k)| = (1 — 25)’“\](0)]. (7.13)
Define

ko= min {k € N: [I(k)] < ATK2 212} (7.14)
Combining (7.13), (7.14), and ¢ < 1/8, we have z(k) = (1 —2¢) " 'z(k - 1) > %TK1/25]~_1/2HJZ, S0

w(k) € [TKY2e; P12 2T K2 P H2) and  |I(R)| > TKY?; /B2 (7.15)
It is helpful to note (see (6.11) for the definition of Cl;)

2]
K1/2H?
(k)]
K1/2H?

2/3
Clj(z) > Kaj_lHj (log ) for all x € Z,
(7.16)

2/3
Clj(z(k)) = Kaj_lHj<log > for all k € [1,k — 1].
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Next, for all k£ > 1, define (recalling D = K/C4)

1 -1 z(k) \2/3
B; (k) = B;(k, C1) := Dej ' Hy + Clyga (w(k — 1)) + Dej ' Hy (log 5140 ) (7.17)
J

Claim 7.6 states that the walk with floor Cl;;1 is bounded by %B;(k) at each (k). Going back to the
proof outline given at the start of the subsection (c.f., Figure 5), the first two terms in (7.17) will
come from applying dropping lemma over the floor raised to Cljq(z(k—1)) (recall z(k—1) > x(k)
and Clj;1(x) is non-decreasing in |z|); the last term will follow from applying Theorem 5.1 in
between the dropped points. The following inequality shows that B;(k) is a fraction of Cl;(x(k)):
for any C7 > 1, we may take T large enough (depending on ag, by, C1) so that for all k € [1, k],

1 2/3 2/3
_ 1Hja z(k—1) (k)
%-k—D»lH[l c J (1 ) (1 )
]( ) 6] + 5] H] Og Kl/QHJ%Hl + Og D1/2Hj2

2/3 N 2/3 k 2/3
1y, ~1/6 (k) b z(k) 1/2
< De; " Hj [1—|—Clb (log /s J2 —l—log1_2E + | log —+= /9 2 +log C;

2/3

—2/15 , _ z(k —2/15

< by /PKe; lHj(log [{1/(2]){2) < by Pl (2(k)) - (7.18)
J

In the equality, we used (7.16). In the first inequality, we used (6.2), (6.1) to replace H? #i1 in the

denominator with H?, and (7. 12) In the second inequality, we bounded the second bracketed term
by using :L'(k:)/(Kl/QHQ) > Tao/ so that taking 7 large enough with respect to ag and by yields

(k) (k)

—~1/4 —1/4 2/9 z(k) 1/5
b log K1/2HJZ +b log ——— 1% < b 7 log K1/2H2 (1 + log(Ta§/3)> < by ' log K1/2HJ2 )

where C' := max,~1 2z~ /4+2/9og fi—/;g is an absolute constant. We bounded the third bracketed
term similarly, taking 7 large with respect to C7. In the third inequality, we used (7.16). We are
now ready to state Claim 7.6, the main result of “Step 1.

Claim 7.6. Under the assumptions of Lemma 7.4, the following holds for any Cy > 1:
Aj w w

P (Hk € [L,&] : max (X (—z(k)), X (z(k))) > %j(k)) < Cexp(—cK3/2 log(j + 1)).

Proof. The proof proceeds via the following inductive scheme. For k > 0, suppose we have already
shown X (—z(k))V X(x(k)) < B;(k) with high probability. Recall Figure 5, and define the event

Drop(k + 1) := {Elz{“ € —x(k) +[0,]|I(k)|, 25 € —x(k) + [2¢, 3] |1 (k)] ,
2t € (k) — [2¢,3¢)|1(k)|, 22 € x(k) — [0,¢€]|I(K)| :

e X () < Dej'Hj + Clyga ((k)) } (7.19)

Claim 7.7. Recall w} and I(k) from (7.3) and (7.12). Define B;(0) := wj. For all k € [0,k —1],

Py (Drop(k +1)) > 1 Cexp ( _ e 2l ) for allk € [1,& —1]. (7.20)
Proof of Claim 7.7. Recalling (1 —¢;)z R+ ]R z(0) from (6.8),

wj — Cli1(x(0)) = Dej ' Hy + Kej; [ Hj

x(O) 1\ 2(0) \*3
log ——— 41 —(log ——2—

—1 Lo~
< 2K€j Hj =l wj,
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Xa(k+ 1)< B,(k+1) |

[ ] I
< DElej{ i i C|j+1(33(k7))

——

Clitq | :
o) —a(k+1) 0 Sk

FIGURE 5. Step 1 involves bounding the walk X at a sequence of mesh points z(0) >
z(1) > -+ and —2(0) < —z(1) < --- by a quantity B;(k) at +2(k). Suppose we have
already shown X(—xz(k)) vV X (z(k)) < B;(k), for some k (outermost red dots). Restrict
the walk to I(k) = [—xz(k), z(k)] and raise the floor from Cl;1; (black curve) to Cl;4q(z(k))
(blue). Use the dropping lemma to produce points zF(k + 1) and 25 (k + 1) to the left and
right of z(k + 1), where the walk has dropped to < Ds}lHj above the blue floor (orange
dots). Restrict the walk to [28(k + 1),28(k + 1)] (orange, dashed), raise the boundary
conditions to Dsj_lHj + Clj41(x(k)), and use the one-point bound (Theorem 5.1) to show
X(z(k+ 1)) < B,(k+ 1) with high probability. Step 2 of the proof involves restricting
the walk to [x(k + 1), z(k)] (red, dashed), raising the boundary conditions to B;(k) (which
exceeds B, (k + 1), red dots), and then using the max bound Corollary 5.2 to show that,
w.h.p., MaX,e[z(k+1),2(k)] X () is bounded by a quantity which is less than Cl;(z(k + 1)) =
MiNge(z(k+1),2(k)] Clj (7). By symmetry, the same argument applies on the left side of 0.

where in the inequality we used (6.2), as well as (7.15) to deduce x(O)/Kl/ZHJZ_H > T and took T
large compared to 1/(1 —¢;) < 2. Raising the floor to Cl;4(2(0)), lowering the walk and floor by
Clj+1(2(0)), a union bound, and Lemma 4.2 with A := Dej_l and u = v 1= wj give

)\ww Ajww*

Frioyc11 (Prop() 2 Proy, ! ugop (Prop(1)

1(0 _
> 1 —4c* exp < — (De—:;ls — c*) |1572)| +2c" - 282K 3/2> . (7.21)
j

Take Ky large so that Dej_ls —c > CKE]-_l for K > Ky and some ¢ > 0. Eq. (7.15) gives
|1(0)|/H ]2 > TKY 253'_1/ ? o the first term in the exponential dominates the second term for 7~
large with respect to ¢ and c*. This yields (7.20) for k& = 0.

The proof for k € [1, k—1] is similar: we use monotonicity to raise the floor on I(k) to Clj;1(x(k)),
and then lower the walk and the floor by Cljii(z(k)). A union bound and Lemma 4.2 again yield

Aj5B; (k),B; (k)
Pl (Drop(k: T 1))
[1(k)| B,(k) — Clia (a(k)\*?
>1—4cexp< (Da )H2 + 2c ( i, ) )
We use B;(k) — Cljpqi(x(k)) < B;(k) < Clj(x(k)) by (7.18), so that the second term in the ex-
ponential is at most CK3/%¢> g 3/2 log(:r(k)/(Kl/ZHz)). Using z(k) = |I(k)|/2 and log(p/2) < p for
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p > 1, we see that the second term in the exponential is dominated by the first term for 7 large,
just as below (7.21). This yields (7.20). O

On Drop(k+1), let zL/R(k+1) be the leftmost such z{‘/R; similarly, let z;/R(lH—l) be the rightmost

such z;/R. Note [z {J/R(k + 1),25/R(k + 1)] each define stopping domains. Recall B;(0) := w}.
Below, we will have X (£x(0)) = 9B;(0) deterministically from the boundary conditions. For each
k € [0,k — 1], a union bound, symmetry of the random walk bridge, monotonicity in the boundary
conditions, and the strong Gibbs property on [28(i + 1), 28(i + 1)] yield

Ajsw’ w

Py C,J]’HJ (X (=2(k+1) VX (2(k+1)) > B,k + 1))

< Z Py iei "7 (X (— (i + 1)) v X (a(i + 1)) > B, (i + 1), Drop(i + 1))

T (~Drop(i 4 1), X (— (i) v X (x(i)) < B,(1))

Ajswrws [ NjiDe;  Hy+Clig (x(i));De; Hyj+Cljya (2(i)) . .
<32 B [P e O (et 1) > w6 +1)

i, (4),B, (4 .
+ P (<Drop(i + 1))

For each i, the inner probability in the first term in the *" summand above can be bounded by
raising Clj1 to Clj11(x(i)) (since z(i) > 25%(i + 1)), lowering both the floor and the walk by
Cljt1(x(7)), and then applying Theorem 5.1 with A = Ds;l and I := [z}(i + 1), 25 (i + 1)] (which
satisfies |I| > €|I(k)| by construction, so |I| > H]2 by (7.15)). Altogether, this shows

Ajswi w Xj;De YH; ,De 1 H; . _1 _1 x(z—i— 1) 2/3
2By, lp[z?uil),z;‘(#n];o (X(:”(Hl)) > Doy My Dej i\ log i
J

z(i+1)
SCexp(—cK?’/zlog 2).
D1/2Hj

Combined with Claim 7.7 and (7.13), the previous two displays yield

B (X (= (b + 1) v X (x(k + 1)) > B;(k+ 1))

k .
z(i+1) 32, x(k+1)
§C’Zexp<—cK3/210g 2)§Cexp<—cK/ log2>.
i=0 Dl/QHj Dl/gHj

A union bound over k € [0,k — 1] and again recalling (7.13) then yields

(Fk € [1,F] : max (X (—x(k)), X (2(k))) > B,(k)) < Cexp( cK3/? log lef#)

)\ww

Cla

Claim 7.6 now follows from the last display and (7.15). O

Step 2: Filling in the mesh. After Claim 7.6 and the upper bound (7.18), we have constructed

a ceiling on the walk at a mesh of points {z(k)}¥_,. The max bound Corollary 5.2 will allow us to
“fill in” the ceiling between the mesh points, completing the proof of Lemma 7.4.
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Proof of Lemma 7.4. A union bound, the Gibbs property, and monotonicity in the boundary values
yield the following:

)\ww

Clia

(Ela: €Z;: X(z) > Clix), ¥k € [1LE] : X (= 2(k)) v X (2(k)) < B;(k))

< Z { [);’]?Hk;l,z)?cfjjl (Elx € z(k+1),z(k)]: X(z) > Clj(:c))

B, (k),B; (k+1) . , (7.22)
LR BWB O (e [a(k), —alk + 1)] : X(2) > C (x))}
5B (k). (k) By (T . :.E_l _
+ }P’I(k) o (3o € [=2(R), 2(B)] : X(2) > Cli()) = > [(Dr + (1] + (D).
k=0
Note by symmetry,
(D = D)k for each k € [0,k — 1] . (7.23)

We proceed by bounding (I),. Recall B;(k) > B,(k + 1) and Cl;4 is increasing in |z|. By mono-
tonicity, we raise both boundary conditions to 8;(k) and raise the floor to Clj 1 (z(k)); decreasing
both the floor and the walk by Cl;.1(z(k)) and using minge(g(x-41),2(k) Clj(z) = Clj(z(k+1)) yields

N8 (k)—Cliq (z(k
Ok < P e (3 € [k + 1), 2(k)] « X(2) > Clj(w) — Clyg (a(k)) ) (7.24)

218 (k)—Clygr (2(k)), B, (k) —Cly 1 (2(k))
< P[ﬁ(kﬁl),)x(k)]j;gl( (3, (0= Cly e ( e[x(mﬁx(k)})((x) > Clj(z(k+1)) — Clj+1(9c(k:))> .

Recalling (7.16), k <k — 1, 2(k + 1) = (1 — 2¢)z(k), and (7.15), we can take T large so that

_1 x(F) o

2/3
— /8
K1/2H]2) = by "Clj(x(k)) .

From (7.18) and the above, we have the following for 7" and C} sufficiently large:
x(k) — z(k + 1))2/3

> by 1/8K£_1H <log

Cly(x(k +1)) — B;(k) = (b, /* — b, */"*)Cli(a(k)) = DH; <10g

I(l/Ql[IJ2
Substituting into (7.24) and applying Corollary 5.2 with I = [z(k + 1), z(k)] and R = D, we find
w(k) —x(k+1) (k)|
(D < Cexp < — ¢D*?log ZRVENE ) < Cexp ( — cK*?og K1/2H2) : (7.25)
J j

The term (III); is bounded similarly. Following the steps leading to (7.24), raise the floor to
Clj41(x(k)), then lower the walk and the floor by Cl;i1(x(k)):

(IH) P;‘w% ( )— C|j+1(1’(k))a%j(k)_oj+1(l’(k))< max X(:c) > C|j (x(E)) _ C|j+1 (x(k:))) .
(k);:0 0

From (7.18), (7.16), and x(k) = |I(k)|/2, we find the following for 7 and C; large depending on by:

Cly(x(R)) — B,(F) = (1 — b, *"*)Clj («(F))

2/3 - 2/3
) i g 101

>(1 —b52/15)K5-1Hj(10g 5
J D'/2H

KY2[H?
J
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The last two displays and Corollary 5.2 with I = I(k) and R = D yield

sj2,  1I(K)|
(II1); < Cexp ( — cK3?og KIPHE) (7.26)
Substituting (7.23), (7.25), and (7.26) into (7.22), we find

Ajsws w

Py (3o € Ty X(w) > Cly(a), ¥k € [1LE] : X (= (k) v X (2(k)) < B,(k))

[1(F)]
K23

[ 1(k)]

k
3/2
<C Z exp (—CK / log K22
J

> < Cexp (—CK3/2 log
k=0

) < Cexp (—ch/2 log 5;1/2) ,

where the last inequality follows from (7.15). Lemma 7.4 follows from the above and Claim 7.6. O

7.4. Proof of Proposition 6.3. The proof follows a recursive strategy as in the proof of Theo-
rem 6.1: we start from the bottom curve, remove all curves above it (see Remark 3.3), produce a
ceiling on this curve with high probability, and then iterate upwards using this ceiling as the floor
for the next curve. However, these curves experience extremely large area tilts for which our results
do not apply (e.g., Corollary 5.2 and Lemma 4.2, see Remark 7.1). We begin by decreasing the tilt
parameters from (Ap,+1,0) to (A1, 1) so that all curves experience the same area tilt. Next, we
raise both boundary conditions from u”™ and v=™ to w = (w1, ..., Wyp—m), where

wj = max(Um+1, Um+1) + 2, zj =2n(n —m — j)K Hy, 41 log KULZAT%H .

Altogether, we have
P (e eT: Xi(2) > F(z)) <Py™ (3o € 1 Xa(2) > F(x)). (7.27)

We define, for j € [1,n — m], the intervals

- L R 1 n—m—j+1
Zj:[yjuyj]::(l_%) 1

and the piecewise constant functions F; on 7 given by

Fj =zj—1+ max(um+1, 'Um+1>]lz\fj, j e [[1, n— m]], (728)
and Fp,_,, 41 := 0. Note that each F; is increasing in |z|, and we have trivially
A
F](l‘) — Fj+1($) > KHm+1 IOg 1/2’7|2 for all z € 7. (729)
K Hm+1

Observe in particular that F; < F for large N. This is clear from the definitions inside of fl NZp41
and outside of Z; UZ,, ;1. Since (1— )T > (1= )" — e /2> 1/2 as N — oo, we in fact have
7, D 3T = T, 41 for large N (depending only on r, as n = [N°| where § = §(r)), which verifies
that F; < F on all of Z. It follows from (7.27) and an iterative Gibbs argument with monotonicity,
similar to the one leading to (6.22), that

n—m,Z;0

Py Y (Ar e T Xa(a) > F(2)) < S0 Py (Jr e Th X(2) > Fi(). (730)
j=1

Proposition 6.3 follows from (7.30) and Claim 7.8 below, which plays the role of Proposition 6.4. [

Claim 7.8. There exist Ky, Ny > 0 such that under the assumptions of Proposition 6.3, for j €
[1,n —m],

P;:?jj_;le7wj (Elx €T:X(z) > Fj(iﬂ)) < Ce_c(m+1)3/2K3/2 '
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Proof. The argument follows the proof of Proposition 6.4; however, after applying Lemma 7.3, all
that needs to be done is a max bound. Indeed, as in the proof of Lemma 7.2, Corollary 5.2 and
(7.29) yield X (z) < Fj(x) for all z € Z \ Z; with probability exceeding

1 Ce—cK¥2(og(TI/KY2H2, )¥? < | _ cp—eclm+1)3/2K3/2

If the minimum in the definition of F; on fj in (7.28) is w;_1, then we are done.
Otherwise, one may now apply Lemma 7.3 with y" := y}jrl, Yyt = y})‘ﬂ, ji=m+1,¢&:=1/n

(which from (6.7) satisfies the condition & > co)\;LlJr/f for § and ¢g sufficiently small), D = K, and

boundary conditions w;_1, to produce a leftmost random point z € (Zi11 \ Z;) N (—00,0) and a

~ - 2/3
rightmost 2® € (Z;41 \ Z;) N (0, 00) such that with probability exceeding 1 — CeiC)‘mHK?’/?,

2/3

L/R . |I | o
(Although Lemma 7.3 is for walks with floor at 0, note F;; is constant on fj, and we can shift
the floor and the walk down by this value to apply the lemma.) For large N = N (bg,r), (6.7) gives
/\iﬁl > (m+ 1)3/ 2. 50 this error probability can be absorbed into the previous one. The proof is
finished by applying the strong Gibbs property on [z, 2], monotonicity, and Corollary 5.2 for the

)\m 5 ,'7 ’ . ~
walk with law P70 noting w', + K Hyn 1 log(|Z]/KY/2H2, 1) < Fj(x) for all « € Z;. O

[xL,zR];0

8. TIGHTNESS AND GIBBS PROPERTY

In this section we prove Propositions 2.15 and 2.16. The large majority of the work is required to
prove tightness, which will occupy the first three subsections below. The proof strategy is similar
to that of numerous previous works on Gibbsian line ensembles, in particular [ACH24]. In Section
8.4, we briefly prove the Gibbs property for subsequential limits; this is the only point where the
scaling factors of ¢=2/3 in (2.9) are relevant.

8.1. Tightness. In this subsection and the two following, we assume that the walk increments
have variance o2 = 1. This causes no loss in generality, as clearly rescaling by a constant does not
affect tightness of the process. Thus we will use the notation xv = (zfV My,

Ty, ..., T,
aN(t) := NTV3X;(¢N?/3),

7

where the law of the line ensemble X = (X7,..., X,,) will be clear from context. (The domain of
definition and number of curves may change throughout.) We will be working with the usual law
PZ’%‘?@V, with n,u, v as in the statement of Theorem 2.13. As the parameters in this law are fixed

throughout, for brevity we will just write
Py = Po,

and Ey for the corresponding expectation.
The proof of tightness will proceed by a standard Gibbs argument using the following lower
bound on the partition function.

Proposition 8.1. Let X ~ Py. Then for any € > 0, there exists n > 0 such that

a,b;z,w _
Py (Zk,TN2/3;Xk+1 >n)>1-¢,

where z = (X1(=TN?/3),..., X, (=TN?/3)), w = (X1 (TN??3),..., Xx(TN?3)), and in the sub-
script Xpy1 is implicitly restricted to [-TN?/3, TN?/3].

With this result, we are equipped to prove Proposition 2.15 on tightness.
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Proof of Proposition 2.15. We first show that the sequence {un}n>1 of laws of xN . where X ~ Py,
is tight. For k € N, T' > 0, a function f = (f1,..., fx) : [1, k] x [-T,T] — R, and § > 0, define the
modulus of continuity

w(f,d) := s,tes[lili)“,T] [max |fi(s) = fi(D)]-
|s—t|<d

By a standard Arzela—Ascoli type argument, see e.g. [DFFT21, Lemma 2.4], (and the fact that X,
is nonnegative), it suffices to prove the following two statements:

(1) For all € > 0, there exists M > 0 so that

lim sup Py (x{V(O) > M) <e.
N—o0
(2) For all k € N, T, e, p > 0, there exists 6 > 0 so that
lim sup Py (w(xN|[[17k]]X[_T7T], 9) > 6) < p.
N—oo
Statement (1) follows immediately from Theorem 2.14. In the remainder we prove (2). We adopt

the notation of Proposition 8.1. We will use the shorthand IP’I;\}T for PYiY , and Zﬁ,’T for the

k,TN2/3;X), 41
corresponding partition function. For §,e,n, M > 0, define the events

BadMod(4,¢) := {w(xN][[Lk]]X[_T,T],(S) > 5} , Fav(n, M) := {Zﬁ;T > 77} N {21,w1 < MNl/B} .
By Proposition 8.1 and Theorem 2.14, we can choose 1, M so that
lim supIP’Z’E\}l;év(Fav(n, M))>1-p/2. (8.1)

N—oo

Let Fj, r denote the o-algebra generated by z, w, and X,i\;1|[,TN2/37TN2/3]. By the Gibbs property,

Px (BadMod(d,¢) N Fav(n, M)) = En [ﬂFav(n,M) Ex []lBadMod(zS,s) \ ]:k,T”

o (8.2)
= Ex [Lrauyan Pl (BadMod(s,€))] .
On the event {Z]]f;T > n} D Fav(n, M), we have
kT i
Py" (BadMod(d,€)) < i [ Piinviss (w(yl,6) > ¢), (8.3)
i=1

where Y; ~ P70, are random walk bridges with no area tilt or floor, and yN(t) = N~V3Y,(tN?/3).
We claim that uniformly over the event {z1,w; < M N3} 5 Fav(n, M), each factor on the right of
(8.3) can be made less than v := (np/ 2)1/ k¥ by choosing 6 small and N large enough. Combining this

with (8.2), (8.3), and a union bound with (8.1) implies (2). After shifting vertically and replacing

M with 2M, we can assume z; = 0. The proof is then concluded by Lemma 8.2 below. ]
Lemma 8.2. For any v,e, T, M > 0, we can find Ng € N and § > 0 such that for all N > Ny,
sup ]P’%JZVQ/3 (w(yN,é) > 5) <. (8.4)
|2|<MN1/3

Proof. For each z € [-M, M], let B* denote a Brownian bridge on [T, 7] from 0 to z. We can
choose ¢ > 0 so that P(w(B?,d) > ¢) < v/2for all z € [-M, M]. To see this, note that B* is equal in
law to BY4-£7, where 7 is the line segment from (—T,0) to (T, z), and w(B"+¢?,§) < w(B°, 5)—1—52—]\7{.
Then take § < & small enough so that P(w(B%,6) > ¢/2) < v/2. This is possible because B is
a.s. uniformly continuous, so that w(B°,§) — 0 a.s. and hence in probability as ¢ | 0.

Next, for each fixed N, choose zy € [~MNY/3 MN/3] so that Py = P%N  (w(y™N,8) > €)

TN2/3
is within v/2 of the supremum on the left-hand side of (8.4). Then it suffices to show that any
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subsequential limit as N — oo of the sequence { Py }n>1 is less than v/2. Indeed, if the statement
of the lemma were to fail then we could find a subsequence of { Py} with all elements at least v/2,
and as the sequence is bounded by 1 this would imply a further subsequential limit of at least v/2.

Suppose P is a subsequential limit of {Py}. Since zyN~'/3 € [~ M, M], we can pass to a further

subsequence {N;}¢>1 such that {zNéNefl/g}gzl converges as ¢ — 0o to some z € [—M, M], and still

0,
Py, — P. Then by the invariance principle Lemma 3.1, the law of 4™V under IP’T]ZVNQZ/3 converges as

4
¢ — oo to that of B* above. It is easy to see that the set {f € C([-T,T]) : w(f,d) > €} is closed
in the uniform topology, so the portmanteau theorem implies
P = limsup Py, <P (w(B?,§) >¢) <v/2.
{—00

Since P was arbitrary, we are done. O

8.2. Partition function lower bound. In this section we prove Proposition 8.1. The proof strat-
egy follows that of [ACH24, Section 11], although we modify some of the arguments to avoid using
KMT coupling, which would require stronger assumptions on our walk distributions. Throughout
this subsection the area tilt parameters a and b will be fixed, so we will omit them from the notation.

We first introduce a family of auxiliary measures to be used in the proof, a trick known as
“size-biasing” Fix k € N, T > 0, an interval I = [(N?/3,rN?/3] with [-3TN%3 3TN?3 c I C
[-2T'N?/3 2T N?/3], x,y € A, and a function h : I — RT. Let I := Z NI\ [-TN?3 TN?3].
We define a measure I@z}'h by taking k independent random walk bridges X Lye-- ,)Z' i on I from x
to y, with RadoanikO(iym derivative proportional to

k

a i—1 > /-

P (_sz 2 Xilj )) LiG)> > R >h9) for jerr
=1 ]EIT

This is the usual measure but with the interaction and area tilt “turned off” on [-T'N?/3 T N?/3].

It is straightforward to observe that the Radon—Nikodym derivative between these two measures

takes the form N N
X (—TN?/3), X (TN?2/3)

X7y
de,I;h N Zk,TN2/3;h (8 5)
APEY, ey [ X(-TN2/3)X(TN2/%) '
k,I;h k,I;h[ k,TN2/3:h ]

If it can be shown that the denominator on the righthand side of (8.5) is uniformly positive for all IV,
then the identity (8.5) effectively “biases” the measure P}, away from events where the partition
function is very small, as the Radon—Nikodym derivative is small on such events. Combined with
a simple Gibbs argument, this will be sufficient to prove the high-probability lower bound on Z]]%T
of Proposition 8.1.

The following technical lemma, an analogue of [ACH24, Lemma 11.1], will provide the neces-
sary lower bound on the normalization in (8.5) under some natural separation conditions between
neighboring curves and the floor h at the boundary. The proof is illustrated in Figure 6.

Lemma 8.3. Fiz k,T,1 as above, and P, M,n > 0. Suppose h : I — R satisfies

h(tN?/3) < h(UN?/3) + (t —0)PN'3  for  te[t,0+1],

h(tN?/3) < h(rN?3) + (r —t)PN'3  for  te[r—1,r].
Assume suprh < MNY3, and x,y € W are such that min(z; — iy1,y; — yir1) > N3 for
1 <i <k where xpyq = h(€N2/3), Ypt1 = h(rN2/3). Then there exist §,¢ > 0 and Ny € N such

that for all N > Ny,
~ X (=TN2/3), X (TN2/3
Pey), (Zk77(1N2/3;h VAN S, 5) > e, (8.6)
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(N7 FN2/3

FIGURE 6. An illustration of the proof of Lemma 8.3. The two dashed lines at /N?/3 and
rN?/3 have slope PN'/3 and —PN'/3 respectively. The rectangular corridors have width
nN'/3 and Corr(n) is the event that the curves remain within these corridors. The partition
function is bounded below on this event. Assuming the slope condition and a global bound
on the bottom curve, Corr(n) occurs with positive probability by Brownian estimates.

Proof. The proof is essentially the same as in [ACH24]. For 1 < i < k define the piecewise linear
functions Corr; : [¢,7] — R to have Corr;(¢) = x;, Corr;(r) = y;, slope @Q; := (max(2M, P) + 2(k —
i))N'/3 on [a,a 4+ 1] and —Q on [b — 1,b], and constant on [a 4+ 1,b — 1]. Let Corr(n) denote the
event that | X;(tN?/3) — Corr;(t)| < %an/?’ for all t € [¢,r]. Note in particular this implies that
the curves X; are uniformly pairwise separated by at least %nN 1/ 3 hence are non-intersecting. It
is not hard to see that I?’Z’,l}éz’v(Corr(n)) > e > 0 for all N. The normalization constant for this
measure is clearly less than 1, so it can be ignored for a lower bound. Note that on Corr(n), the
top curve X is uniformly bounded by Q;N?/3 = (max(2M, P) + 2k — 2)N'/3, so the area tilt is
bounded below on this event by exp(—ab® - 2T (max(2M, P) + 2k — 2)). It remains to lower bound
the probability of independent random walk bridges satisfying the conditions of Corr(n), and this
follows from the invariance principle and straightforward Brownian tube estimates.

It is also easy to see that the partition function in (8.6) is bounded below by some § > 0 on the
event Corr(n). As already noted, the area tilt is bounded below on this event. The conditions above
imply that at £7N%/3 the curves X; are pairwise separated by at least N1/3, and again by the
invariance principle there is a positive probability that k independent random walk bridges with
such boundary conditions stay in horizontal tubes of width %Nl/?’. This yieldsa § > 0 in (8.6). O

The next lemma will establish that the conditions in Lemma 8.3 hold for some random interval
I with high probability. Fix £k € N and P > 0, and define U € [-2T, —%T] to be the first time and
V € [3T,2T) the last time such that

X1 (AN?3) < X3 ((UN?3Y 4 (t — U)PNY®  for te|U,U+1],
X1 (AN?3) < X3 | (VN3 4 (V —t)PNY3 for te[V —1,V]

If such a U does not exist we set it to —27", and if such a V' does not exist we set it to 27". Note
the interval [UN?/3, V N?/3] defines a stopping domain. For 7 > 0 define

(8.7)

— : . (enN2/3Y v 2/3 1/3
Sepy,(n) : {ter{rll}flv}lgrpglgl(Xz(tN ) = Xit1(EN77)) >N }

Lemma 8.4. Fiz k € N. For any € > 0, there exist n, P > 0 such that
Py ({—2T <U <V <2T}NSepi(n)) >1—¢c/4.

Assuming this lemma, we can prove the high-probability lower bound on the partition function.
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Proof of Proposition 8.1. For M > 0, define the event
Favi(n, M) == {—2T < U <V < 2T} NSep,(n) N{ sup Xy (tN?3) < MNV3 4.
te[—2T,2T)
Combining Lemma 8.4 with Theorem 2.14 shows that for suitable n, P, M we have
Py (Favg(n,M)) > 1 —¢/2. (8.8)

Define the interval J := [UNZ/S, VN2/3], and let F, ; denote the o-algebra generated by Xy, ..., X},
outside of J and by X; for j > k. Write x := X(UN?3), y := X(VN?/3). By the strong Gibbs
property and (8.8),

F <Z§;T = 77) < En [lFaVk(nvM)PN (Z]]if’T <7 ]'—k,J)] +¢/2
= En |Lrav ranPe,, (287 < )| +¢/2

Now recall the measures Iﬁ’zi Xiia defined at the beginning of this section. With X ~ fﬁ’zz Xpe1
7 X(=TN?/%) X(TN?/3)

(8.9)

we adopt the shorthand ZJE,T = . Using (8.5), the probability inside the last

k,TN2/3:h
expectation can be rewritten as
~ Sk, T
EY Qowr_ Zn' ]
~ k,J; X, Zot<n™ N
X,y k-’T - sy A k41 N N
BT (ZN < 77) = = : (8.10)

bl ~k7T
EZ:(,?;;Xk_‘_l [ZN ]

On the event Favg(n, M), the conditions in Lemma 8.3 are satisfied with { = U, r =V, h = Xy,
which implies that there exists p > 0 (namely p = de from the statement of the lemma) such that

=x, kT
Ei,(}ll;xkﬂ[ZN ] = p.

Inserting this into (8.10) gives an upper bound of p~'n, and so choosing n = %pe and combining
with (8.9) completes the proof. O

8.3. Proof of Lemma 8.4. We follow a similar strategy to that in [ACH24, Section 11]. The
proof of separation will proceed by induction on k. We will use the fact, proven in the previous
subsection, that if the statement of Lemma 8.3 is known for index k, then the partition function
lower bound Proposition 8.1 for index k follows. The existence of the random times U and V will
follow from a deterministic statement about continuous functions, Lemma 10.1 in [ACH24], which

we record here for reference.

Lemma 8.5. [ACH24, Lemma 10.1] Let T' > 0, 6 € (0, 3—10T), and f : [0,T] — R continuous.
Suppose M > 0 is such that sup, yeio1 |f(x) — f(y)| < M. Then with P = 3MT™!, there exists
U € [0, 3T) such that

fx) < f({U)+P(x—U) for zel[UU+4].

Proof of Lemma 8.4. See Figure 7 for an illustration of the proof. The existence of the random
times U, V satisfying the conditions of (8.7) (for any fixed £ > 0 and 7" > 30, which causes no loss
of generality) follows from Lemma 8.5. Namely, we apply this lemma with the random continuous
function f = a:]k,v 't1- By Theorem 2.14, there exists M > 0 such that with probability at least 1 —¢/2

we have sup, ;a7 277 |2q, 1 (s) — a1 (t)] < M. The lemma then guarantees, for P = 3MT !, that
Py(—2T <U <V <2T) > 1—¢/2. (8.11)

We will now show by induction on k that the event Sep,(n) holds for some 1 > 0 with probability
at least 1 — ¢/2. In fact, we will only use the measurability of the times U,V with respect to
o(Xj:j>k+1), so this argument will prove high probability separation at any such time.
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(U — §)N2/3 UN2/3 (U + §)N2/3

FIGURE 7. An illustration of the proof of Lemma 8.4. We have conditioned on the blue
ceiling Xj_1, the green floor X1, and the boundary conditions of the yellow curve Xj.
The proof amounts to arguing that for a sufficiently small > 0, at time UN?/3 the yellow
curve will remain at least some positive distance nN'/? above the green floor. On the high-
probability event Favy (v, d, M), the blue curve lies uniformly above the red dashed line at
distance vN'/3 above X}41(UN?/3). Monotonicity allows us to decrease the blue ceiling to
the red dashed line, decrease the green floor to height —N'/3 on the whole interval except
at UN?/3, and decrease the boundary conditions of X} to 0.

We may take the base case to be k = 0, in which case Sepy(n) holds trivially. Assume for some
k > 1 that we have a v > 0 such that for large N,

Py (Sepy_i(2v)) > 1 —e/4. (8.12)
Then it suffices to prove separation between Xj and X1 at U with probability at least 1 — ¢/8;
the proof of separation at V is analogous. Namely, for j < k and n > 0 define the event
Sep (1) := { X;(UN?/%) = X, (UN?/3) > nN'/3} .
We will show that there exists n > 0 such that for large enough N,

Py (—Sepf1(n) <e/8. (8.13)
For §, p > 0, define the event

Contyx_1(p,d) :=< sup (Xk_l(tN2/3) - Xk_l(UNQ/g)) > —pN'/3%
[t—Ul|<o

By the inductive hypothesis, the partition function lower bound of Proposition 8.1 holds for index

k — 1. Therefore, we can bound below the probability of Contx_1(p,d) for any p using the same

argument as in (8.3) with Lemma 8.2. In addition, the inductive hypothesis (8.12) implies a lower

bound on Sepﬁﬁ@y). Thus, defining

Favy(v,, M) := Conty_1(,8) N Sep11(2v) N1 sup  Xj_1(EN?/3) < MNY/3 5
te[—2T,27T]
we can find v, 0, M > 0 so that
limsup Py (Favg(v,6,M)) > 1 —¢/16. (8.14)

N—oo
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We will work on this event. Define Fj, 5 to be the o-algebra generated by X; for j # k, and by
X outside of the interval Iy s := (U — §)N?/3, (U + §)N?/3). By the strong Gibbs property,

Py (_‘Sep§+1(7]) N FaVk(V, 0, M)) =Ey {ﬂFavk(u,&M)EN {]lﬂsePﬁ_H(W) ’ Jrk,U,(S”
= Ex [T Pl s i, (v (0) =2 (@) < )]

where w = X,((U — §)N?/3), z := X (U + 6)N?/3), and yN(t) := N-V3Y(tN?/3) for Y ~
?gk;(:’j Xy, the single-curve law with floor X1 and ceiling X;_; as defined in Section 3.2.

We now upper bound the probability inside the last expectation using monotonicity. Note that
if we decrease w and z to height 0, and replace the floor X;,; with a floor at — N 1/3 except at the
point UN?/? where we leave the floor at height X1 (UN?/3), then the above probability increases.
In order to prove (8.14), it suffices to show that any subsequential limit of the left-hand side satisfies
the desired lower bound. Since z}', (U) < M on the event Favi(v,d, M), we can pass to a further
subsequence and assume that z}y,, (U) — z € [0, M] as N — oco. Furthermore, on Favy (v, §, M) we
have 2y (U) >z, |(U) 4+ 2v and z})_(t) > 21 (U) — v for all t € [U — 6,U + 4], which implies
that zj_1(t) > 2., (U) + v for all t € [U — §,U + 6]. Thus applying monotonicity again, we can
replace the ceiling of zj'_; in the last line of (8.16) with a ceiling of z}, (U) 4+ v. Altogether, the
probability inside the expectation in the last line of (8.15) is bounded above by

(8.15)

abkfl.
L (yN<U> — 41 (U) < \ yN(U) > 21 (U), supy™ < a4 (U) + v)

Iys
abk=1:0,0 8.16
P00 (o1 (U) < ¥ (U) < 2l (U) + ) (8.16)
— abkil; , :
IP’IU’&??V?B (yN(U) > a:]kVH(U), supy,, ; yV < xév_l(U) + 1/)

We now apply the invariance principle to bound the last expression. Recall from Definition 2.8
k—1.
that Pg_b_l 00 denotes the law of a Brownian bridge B on [—9, 6] from 0 to 0 with floor at —1 and

area tilt exp(—ab®! fi s(B(t) +1)dt). Then it is not hard to check using the invariance principle
(see Lemma 8.6 below) that the last line of (8.16) converges as N — oo to

P, (@ < BO) <z +1)
ng’f;l;0,0 (B(O) >z, Supp s B(t) <z + V) '

(8.17)

It is straightforward to see that for n > 0 sufficiently small depending on v, the ratio in (8.17) can
be made arbitrarily small uniformly over = € [0, M]. Indeed, note that we can ignore the partition
function in both numerator and denominator since it cancels. We then bound the unnormalized
denominator below by

o200 T o (@tr+1) PO (W(0) >z and — 1 < W(t) <z +v for all t € [-4,4]),

where we recall Pg’o is the law of a Brownian bridge W on [—6,4] from 0 to 0 with no floor or
area tilt. This expression is strictly positive by straightforward Brownian estimates, and is clearly
continuous as a function of z € [0, M], so it is bounded below by a positive constant for all such x.
On the other hand, the numerator in (8.17) can be bounded above by Pg,o (x < W(0) < z+mn) since
the area tilt is at most 1. Under this law, W (0) is a Gaussian with mean 0 and some variance o
depending only on ¢, so this probability is bounded by Cn for C' > 0 independent of x. This allows
us to choose 17 > 0 such that the last line of (8.16) is less than £/16 for large N uniformly over the
event Favy(v,d, M), and combining with (8.15) and (8.14) implies (8.13). Along with (8.12) this
completes the induction, and finally combining with (8.11) finishes the proof. O
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8.4. Gibbs property for subsequential limits. In this subsection we prove Proposition 2.16.
The argument is standard, so we will be brief. The idea is to exploit the discrete Gibbs property
(see Remark 2.9) along with the following invariance principle for area-tilted random walk bridges

on the diffusive scale. Recall the area-tilted Brownian Gibbs measures PZ”I}Z;’Z of Definition 2.8.

Lemma 8.6. Fiz I =[(,r], h: ] - R, uc W,’f(g), v e W;f(r). Let Iy = o~ 2/3[¢N?/3 rN?/3], and
suppose hy : Iy — R, u?V € WflfN(Z)’ vV e W]ffN(r) satisfy o~ 2/3N~=V3hn (tEN?/3) — h(t) uniformly

N N
int €I, o 2BN"3uN = u, and 0 2BN"1B3vN = v as N — oo, Let YN ~ IP’Z’I}’;,h;\‘,’ and

yN(t) = 0 2BN-V3YN(tc=2/3N?/3) for t € I. Then yN converges in law as N — oo to PZ:I}?}IL’V.

This is essentially the content of Lemma 2.1 of [Ser23a]. That lemma is stated for lattice walks
with ¢ = 1, but the proof only uses the invariance principle for lattice random walk bridges from
[Lig68], and this can be directly adapted to the non-lattice case using the result of [Bor78]; see
Lemma 3.1 with a = —2/3. [Ser23a, Lemma 2.1] is also stated only for hy = 0, but the adaptation
to the more general case here is trivial. To deal with o # 1, the analogue of the area tilt calculation
in [Ser23a] is that if y — y; uniformly on I, then we have the Riemann sum convergence

1 . — . . "
5 DY) = NS N (0N ) — [Cytyar,
jel jel
so that the limiting area tilt indeed matches that of fi, ;. This is the reason for the choice of the

—2/3

scaling 0~%/°. We refer the reader to [Ser23a] for further details of the argument.

Proof of Proposition 2.16. Let x be any weak subsequential limit of {x"}y>1, where we recall
xNV(t) = N~13X(tN?/3) with X ~ IPZ’%;(’)V. Without loss of generality we may assume that in fact
xN — x weakly. By the Skorohod representation theorem, by passing to another probability space
we can assume that x"¥ — x uniformly on compact sets almost surely.

By a monotone class argument and the definition of conditional expectation, in order to verify
(2.4) it suffices to prove the following. Fix I = [¢,r] and ¥ = [1,k]. Then for any ¥’ = [1,£'] 2 X,
I =[¢' "] D1, and any bounded continuous functional G : C((X' x I') \ (¥ x I)) — R,

E[F(x)G(x)] = E [By )X [FIG(x)] (8.18)

N P

Here we are using the shorthand F(x) = F(x|sxs) and G(x) = G(x|(s/x 1)\ (zx1)); and in the inner
expectation on the right we are implicitly restricting x4 to I and x(¢),x(r) to X.
By the a.s. uniform convergence x¥ — x and the dominated convergence theorem,

E[F(x)G(x)] = NhglooE[F(xN )G(x™)]. (8.19)

Now let J = [[Lo—2/3N?/3], |ro~2/3N?/3|], and let ‘Flé\,[J denote the o-algebra generated by {X;(j) :

. -2/ / -2/ /
i¢Xorj¢ Jb Let Y ~ IP’Z’{)]’,))(((:L AN Xiro 2N (with shorthand as above) and define

yN(t) == o 2BN-V3Y (to=2/3N?/3) for t € I. Note that G(xV) is fgj—measurable. The tower
property and the discrete Gibbs property for X, see Remark 2.9, then imply that
E[F ()G = E [E[F(xN) | 7| G(M)| = B [EIF(yM)]G(Y)] . (8.20)

Again using the a.s. uniform convergence x¥ — x, Lemma 8.6 implies that y converges in law,
a.s., to PZ:I};;;i?’lx(r) as N — oo, so that E[F(y™)] — EZ’,I;;;;(Q’IX(T) [F] a.s. Applying this fact with
dominated convergence in (8.20) yields

lim E[F(x")G(x")] = E [Ep XD [F1G(x)] .

N—o00

kyl;szrl

Combining with (8.19) proves (8.18). O
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APPENDIX A. STOCHASTIC MONOTONICITY

In this section we give the proof of Lemma 3.2. The argument is a standard application of Glauber
dynamics to construct a monotone coupling of two appropriate Markov chains. In particular, our
argument closely follows the one presented in [Wu23, Appendix B], while the idea of constructing
Markov chains to showcase monotone couplings originates goes back to [CH14, CH16]. Among the
conditions on the random walk bridges stated in Section 2, we require here only the convexity of
the random walk Hamiltonian Hgw, Assumption 2.1.

Proof. We will first construct two Markov chains on the space of trajectories whose dynamics are
coupled such that the pointwise ordering is preserved between them. This will yield a coupling
of the stationary distributions v' and v* of the constructed Markov chains which also exhibits
the pointwise ordering (assuming the Markov chains converge). We will arrange so that v* =
P, [g Tl]lg Vh*
in Section 2; the lattice case (1) is analogous and in fact simpler.

Note that the desired stationary measures v* are laws on R™!I. So as to work on a finite state
space, we first discretize. We will then return to our original state space by taking a further weak
limit of the stationary distributions of the discretized chains to obtain the desired laws.

Our discretization parameter will be €. Consider the finite space X. := eZ N [—e~ !, e7!] and the
random variable supported on X. whose probability mass function at ke, for k € [— [e72], [e72]],
is proportional to

for x € {1,1}. We present the argument only in the nonlattice random walk case (2)

eexp (—Hpw(ke)); (A.1)

it follows that the normalization constant is of unit order as a function of € and, indeed, converges to
the normalization [ exp(—Hgw (7)) dz for Prw n as € | 0. Let Py, be the transition probability
kernel of n independent random walks whose increment distribution is given by the law described
n (A.1) and Prw,, be that of n independent random walks with increment distribution having
density proportional to exp(—Hgw(z)). So, if x* — x and x' — x" as ¢ | 0, then Pﬁwm(xe, x) —
Prwn(x,x) as e | 0.

For w,z € X, with w > z, let ususethenotatlonk'awz ={xe(X)":w>x1> >z, > 2}
For ¢¢,h® : I — X, let us further define XE ’g e O be the set of trajectories @ = (Q;(x) : i €
[1,n], z € I) such that Q(z) € X . (@)h% (2) for all z € I. Writing I = [(,7], let u € A . () h ()

a,b;u® v

v e Xl 2% (1) b (1) and consider the law on X gI e given by the analogue of IP’n T-g5 e w1th the

random walk increment distribution defined by (A.1) instead of having density proportlonal to

exp(—Hgw(x)); we denote this law by P I}‘;E he - It is immediate from the portmanteau theorem

that if (u®,v®, g%, h) — (u,v,g,h) as € | 0 then this law converges weakly to IP’ZI}‘;Z, so it suffices

to prove the monotone coupling for the discretized laws. For convenience we will drop the e
superscripts for u, v g,lh in ¢/ the follovvmgr We will consider a Glauber-type discrete-time dynamics
for the measures IF’n i V nd P* It bt V'€ The strategy will be to couple these dynamics
across * € {1, 1} by usmg the same randomness and show that then the desired pointwise ordering

is maintained at every time step under the dynamics. Denote the two chains by Q" = (Q"!)en
and Q' = (Qi’t)teNv where 9%t € XL hE for all t € N and * € {T, l}-

g;9
The dynamics are as follows. Let QT 0 and Q%Y be chosen to be the same (arbitrary) deterministic
state. Let (Ui)ieny be a collection of i.i.d. random variables distributed uniformly on [0,1]. If
I = [¢,r], at every time step ¢t we choose (K, X,0) € [1,n] x[¢+1,r—1] x{£1} uniformly at random

and independent of everything else. Define Q***1 for x € {1, 1} by Q% Hl( X)= Q}t(X )+ eo and
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Q' (z) = Q' (x) for all (k,x) # (K, X). Define R} for * € {1,1} by the following:

a®,b*u*,v¥ie r Ak t41
R;‘ — "»I§9*:h* (Q )

a*,b*;u*,v*ie
P rgrns (Q7)

R, N _ (A.2)
exp (=% T () TLAQPTY) L Pay (BHFLUX 45 — 1), @H(X )

= 1]

exp (—% S, () LAQYY) oo FRwa(Q(X H = 1), QX )

For * € {1,1}, we set Q***1 = Q%1 if both R} > U, and Q%' € AL, and Q®tt! = Q*

’g
. . * bt vie . . . :
otherwise. It is an easy check that P! - giuh;v  is stationary for these dynamics, in fact reversible.

Note in the above that the dynamics of the 1t and | chains are coupled by using the same
uniform random variables for deciding acceptance. We claim that these dynamics are such that
QFf(x) < QP'(x) for alli € [1,N], = € I, t € N. We prove this by induction on t. The claim holds
at t = 0 since we adopt the same starting state for both chains; assume it holds for some ¢t > 0. In
going from t to t + 1, note that at most one location on one curve is changed in each of Q" and
Q™! (and the same site in both, if a change occurs), and the change is by +e. Thus there are two
cases where the pointwise ordering could be violated in the transition from ¢ to t + 1:

(1) (K, X,0) is chosen with o = +1, Q) (X) = Qi (X), R} < Uy < R}, and Q%"+ € AL .
for « € {1,1}, or
(2) (K,X,0) is chosen with o = —1, Q) (X) = Qi (X), Rf < U; < R}, and Q*"*1 € X0 .
for « € {1, 1}.
We argue that the first case cannot occur, by showing that R} > R} in that case; an analogous
argument shows that the second case also cannot occur. This will complete the proof.
We have by the inductive hypothesis that Q,t’t(x) < Q,Z’t(m) for all k,z. We have to compare
R} and R} as defined in (A.2). We start with the second factor there, associated with the random
walk. Recall Hgrwy is convex as a function on R, and let z := Q}gt(X ) = Qﬁt(X ). We observe that

L Pﬁw,n(é*’t—‘rl(‘x +.7 - 1)7 é*7t+1(X +]))

Phy o (Q9N(X +j = 1), Q41X + 7))

exp (—Hrw (2 + ¢ — Qi (X — 1)) — Hrw (QR(X +1) — 2 —¢))
exp (—Haw (2 = QF (X — 1)) = Haw (Q (X +1) - 2))

Jj=0

(A.3)

For any convex function f: R — R and for any z,a,b € R with @ > b and € > 0, it holds that
—flz+e—a)+ f(z—a) > —f(z+e—-b)+ f(z—b) and
—fla—z—e)+ fla—z2)>—f(b—z—¢)+ f(b—2).

Applying this inequality in (A.3) with f = Hgw, and using the inductive hypothesis that
QM (x) > Oy () for z € {X — 1, X + 1}, yields that

(A.4)

L Pay QWX +5—1), QMU (X +7)) & Phw . (Q9HH(X +5 — 1), Q4HL(X + )
PPE{W,n(QT’t(X +.7 - 1)7 QT7t<X +.7)) PPE{W,n(Q%t(X +.] - 1)7 Ql7t<X +]))
(A.5)

j=0 7=0

So far we heave dealt with the ratio of the Pgyy , factors in (A.2), and next we turn to the ratio
of the area-tilt factors. The conditions of case 1 imply @?H(X) = Q}t(X) + ¢ and é;’tﬂ(x) =



SCALING LIMIT & TAIL BOUNDS FOR A RANDOM WALK MODEL OF SOS LEVEL LINES 59
QZ’t(az) for all (k,z) # (K,X). So
* s = R 1
exp (— % LI (0) LAG))
exp (=4 i () LA(Q))

Since a' < a* and b' < b*, it holds from the previous display and (A.5) that R} > R} in case 1, as
desired. This completes the proof. O
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