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Abstract

The invariant measure of a one-dimensional Allen-Cahn equation with an additive space-
time white noise is studied. This measure is absolutely continuous with respect to a Brownian
bridge with a density which can be interpreted as a potential energy term. We consider the
sharp interface limit in this setup. In the right scaling this corresponds to a Gibbs type
measure on a growing interval with decreasing temperature. Our main result is that in the
limit we still see exponential convergence towards a curve of minimizers of the energy if the
interval does not grow too fast. In the original scaling the limit measure is concentrated on
configurations with precisely one jump. This jump is distributed uniformly.
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1 Introduction

Reaction-diffusion equations can be used to model phase separation and boundary evolutions in
various physical contexts. Typically behavior of boundaries or geometric evolution laws are studied
with the help of such equations. Often in such models one includes an extra noise term. This may
happen for various reasons — the noise may be a simplified model for effect of additional degrees of
freedom that are not reflected in the reaction-diffusion equation. From a numerical point of view
noise may improve stability in the simulations. In some systems there is even a justification for
an extra noise term from a scaling limit of microscopic particle systems.

1. Setup and first main result

The system considered here is the case of a symmetric bistable potential with two wells of
equal depths. To be more precise, for a small parameter € > 0 we are interested in the equation

dyu(x,t) = Au(z,t) — e Y VF (u(x, 1) + e11/20,0,W (x, ) (x,t) € (—-1,1) x Ry

(1.1)
u(—1,t) = -1 u(l,t) =1 teRy.

Here F is supposed to be a smooth (at least C3) symmetric double-well potential i.e. we assume
that F' satisfies the following properties:

(a) F(u)>0 and F(u)=0 iff u==1,
(b) F’ admits exactly three zeros {£1,0} and F"(0) < 0, F"(£1) > 0, (1.2)
(¢) Fis symmetric, Vu >0 F(u) = F(—u).

A typical example is F(u) = %(u? —1)%. The expression 9,0, W (z,t) is a formal expression
denoting space-time white noise. Such equation can be given rigorous sense in various ways, for
example in the sense of mild solutions ([Iw8T7, [dPZ92]) or using Dirichlet forms [AR90]. We are
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Figure 1: The function —1{_1 ¢[ + 1¢ 1.

interested in the behavior of the system in the sharp interface limit € | 0. The parameter v > 0
is a scaling factor. Our result will be valid for y < 2.

We study the behavior of the invariant measure of (ILT)). This measure can be described quite
explicitly as follows ([dPZ96, [RV05]): Let ¢ be the law of a rescaled Brownian bridge on [—1, 1]
with boundary points +1. More precisely ¢ is the law of a Gaussian process (a(s),s € [—1,1])
with expectations E [a(s)] = s Vs € [~1,1] and covariance Cov(a(s),@(s')) =7 (sAs’ +1 —
M . Another equivalent way to characterize ¢ is to say that it is a Gaussum measure on
L3[- 1 1] with expectation function s — s and covariance operator ' 7 (—A)~! where A denotes
the one-dimensional Dirichlet Laplacian. Even another equivalent way is to say that a(s) is the

solution to the stochastic differential equation (SDE)
di(s) =¢ 2 dB(s)  i(—1)=—1

with some Brownian motion B(s) conditionned on @(1) = 1. Then the invariant measure ji° of
(T is absolutely continuous with respect to 7 and is given as

(i) = o exp(~ / F(i(3)) ds )7 (dl). (1.3)

Here Z° = fexp(—ElL+7 I F(ﬂ(s))ds) 7¢(da) is the appropriate normalization constant. The
first main result of this work is the following;:

Theorem 1.1. Assume 0 < v < % Then the measures if(du) converge weakly for € | 0 as
measures on L2[—1,1] towards a limit measure fi. This measure [i can be described as follows: If

u ~ [i is a random function distributed according to [i, then @ can almost surely be written as
a(s) = —Li-1el + L
where & is random, uniformly distributed in [—1,1].

Note that by Schilder’s theorem together with an exponential tilting argument (such as [dHOO]
Theorem III.17 on page 34), in the case where v = 0 the measures pu° concentrate exponentially
fast around the unique minimizer of

u /11 {M + F(u(s))]| ds,



under the appropriate boundary conditions. In particular the weak limit is a Dirac measure on
this minimizer. Furthermore the minimizer is not a step function.

One can remark that by an application of Girsanov’s theorem also the measure fi° can be
considered as distribution of the solution of a SDE which is conditioned on the right boundary
values (see [RY99] Chapter VIII §3 and also [HSV07, [RV05]). It could be possible to obtain similar
results by studying this SDE with help of large deviation theory (see for example [S95]). We do
not follow such an approach but conclude from Theorem which is obtained essentially by a
discretization argument.

The reader might consider it unusual to work with ¥ as measure on L?[—1,1] instead of
C[—1,1] or the space of cadlag functions D[—1,1]. But all the estimates are given in the Hilbert-
space setting. Also the class of continuous processes is closed under weak convergence of measures
on D[—1,1]. So certainly no similar result can be expected on this space.

2. Feynman Heuristic and second main result

Often important intuition on a measure on path space can be gained from considering Feyn-
man’s heuristic interpretation. In our context this heuristic interpretation states that 7°(da) is

proportional to a measure
L[t as)
exp| — ds)dﬂ
p( p— / 2

where du is a flat reference measure on path space. Of course this picture is non-rigorous: Such a
measure du does not exist and the quantity fil ﬂ,(;)z ds is almost surely not finite under 7¢(da).
Nontheless it is rigorous on the level of finite dimensional distributions, and various classical
statements about Brownian motion such as Schilder’s theorem or Girsanov theorem have an in-
terpretation in terms of this heuristic picture. The measure f°(du) can then be interpreted as

proportional to
1 . L[ EGP g
exp(—gl—Jﬂ/F(u(s))ds— 6177/ 5 ds)du.

-1

As one wants to observe an effect which results from the interaction of the potential term

~1 ()2
—+ [ F(u(s)) ds and the kinetic energy type term —— [, g5 it seems reasonable to trans-

form the system in a way that guarantees that these terms scale with the same power of €. This
transformation is given by stretching the random functions onto a growing interval [—e~7,e77].
More precisely consider the operators

T¢: L?[-1,1] = L*[—e ", T%u(s) = u(e"s).

Then consider the pushforward measures pu° = T7%/i°. These measures are again absolutely con-
tinuous with respect to Gaussian measures: v is the Gaussian measure on L?*[—e~7,e77] with
expectation function s — £7s and covariance operator e(—A)~!. The other equivalent characteri-
zations for 7¢ can be adapted with the right powers of . The measure u° is then given as

pf(du) = % exp(ﬂ?*l /11 F(u(s)) ds) ve(du).

Note that the normalization constant Z¢ is the same as above. In the Feynman picture this
suggests that p°(du) is proportional to

exP(l/ﬂ [@+F(u(s))} ds) du.

€ ) _cn



Figure 2: The instanton shape mg.

This motivates to study the energy functional appearing in the exponent: For functions u: R —
R defined on the whole line with boundary conditions u(4+00) = %1 consider the energy functional

Hu) = /_O; [W + Flu(s))| ds— C..

Here C, is a constant chosen in a way to guarantee that the minimizers of H with the right
boundary conditions verify H(u) = 0. This is the one-dimensional version of the well known real
Ginzburg-Landau energy functional. There is a unique minimizer m of H subject to the condition
m(0) = 0 and all the other minimizers are obtains via translation of m. More details on the
energy functional and the minimizers can be found in Section 2l Denote by M the set of all these
minimizers and by m + L?*(R) := {u: R — R,u —m € L?>(R)} and m + H*(R) := {u: R —
R,u —m € H'(R)} the spaces of functions with the right boundary values. Note that every
random function distributed according to uf(du) can be considered as function in m + L?(R) by
trivial extension with £1 outside of [-e~7,¢77]. In this way p°(du) can be interpreted as measure
on m + L?(R). We can now state the second main result of this work:

Theorem 1.2. Assume 0 < v < % Then there exist positive constants co and &y such that for
every 0 < § < &g one has

limsupslogua{disth (u, M) > 5} < —cod?. (1.4)
el0

In particular the measures pu° concentrate around the set of minimizers exponentially fast.

The crucial step in the proof is to find a lower bound on the exponential decay of the normal-
ization constant Z¢. This lower bound can be found in Section [

The same result also holds using the L°°-norm:

Theorem 1.3. Assume 0 < v < % Then there exist positive constants ¢o and &y such that for
every 0 < § < 50 one has

limsupslogug{distLoo(u,M) > 5} < — G2, (1.5)
el0



3. Motivation and related works

The Allen-Cahn equation without noise has been introduced in [ACT9] to model the dynamics
of interfaces between different domains of different lattice structure in crystals and has been studied
since in various contexts. In the one-dimensional case the dynamics of the deterministic equation
are well-understood [OR0O7] and can be described as follows: If one starts with
arbitrary initial data, solutions will quickly tend to configurations which are locally constant close
to 1 possibly with many transition layers that roughly look like the instanton shapes m introduced
above. Then these interfaces move extremely slowly until eventually some two transition layers
meet and annihilate each other. After that the dynamics continue very slowly with less interfaces.

In the higher dimensional case no such metastable behavior occurs. Also here solutions tend
very quickly towards configurations which are locally constant with interfaces of width . Then
on a slower scale these interfaces evolve according to motion by mean curvature (see [[[93] and the
references therein).

Stochastic systems which are very similar to (L) have been studied in the ninetees by Funaki
[Fu95] and Brasecco, de Masi, Presutti [BMP95|. They study the one-dimensional equation in the
case where the initial data is close to the instanton shape and show that in an appropriate scaling
the solution will stay close to such a shape. Then due to the random perturbation a dynamic along
the one-parameter family of such shapes can be observed on a much faster time scale than in the
deterministic case. Our result Theorem [[T]says that one can also pass to the sharp interface limit
on the level of invariant measures.

If the process does not start in a configuration with a single interface, it is believed that
these different interfaces also follow a random induced dynamic which is much quicker than in the
deterministic case. Different interfaces should annihilate when they meet [FV03]. More recently
there were also investigations of the same system on a much bigger space interval where due to
entropic effects noise induced nucleation should occur. This phenomenon has been studied on the
level of invariant measures [RV05]. The limiting process should be related to the Brownian web
which has recently been investigated e.g. in [FINRO6].

From a point of view of statistical physics Theorem can be interpreted as quite natural. In
fact the Feynman picture suggests to view u° as a Gibbs measure with energy H and decreasing
temperature . On a fixed interval the result of Theorem would therefore simply state that
with decreasing temperature the Gibbs measure concentrates around the energy minimizers expo-
nentially fast. On a rigorous level such results follow from standard Large Deviation Theory (see
e.g. [dHOO, [DS89]). Our result states that the entropic effects which originate from considering
growing intervals do not change this picture. In fact also this is not very suprising - analysis of
similar spin systems suggests that even on intervals that grow exponentially in ¢~! one should
not observe more than one jump. But it is not clear if one can say anything about the shape of
the interface in this settings. Our approach is limited to intervals growing like e7 due to the
L?-Hilbert space structure employed.

4. Structure of the paper

In Section 2l results about the energy landscape of the Ginzburg-Landau energy functional are
summarized. In particular we discuss in some detail the minimizers of H and introduce tubular
coordinates close to the curve of minimizers. The energy landscape is studied in terms of these
tubular coordinates. In Section[Blsome necessary Gaussian concentration inequalities are discussed.
In particular the discretization of the measure ¢ is given and some error bounds are proved. The
proof of Theorem [[.2] can then be found in Section @l Finally the proof of Theorem [[Tlis finished
in Section Bl We will follow the convention that C' denotes a generic constant which may change
from line to line. Constants that appear several times will be numbered ¢y, ca, . . ..



2 The Energy Functional

In this section we discuss properties of the Ginzburg-Landau energy functional. We introduce the
one parameter family of minimizers which we think of as a one-dimensional submanifold of the
infinite-dimensional space of possible configurations. Then we discuss tubular coordinates of a
neighborhood of this curve as well as a Taylor expansion of the energy landscape in these tubular
coordinates. These ideas are mostly classical and go back to [CP89] [Fu95, [OR07]. Finally we give
a discretized version of the minimizers and proof some error bounds.

For a function u defined on the whole real line consider the following energy functional:

H(u) = /R {%|u'(s)|2 + F(u(s)) ds — C,,

where the constant C is chosen in a way to guarantee that the minimum of H on the set of
functions with the right boundary conditions is 0. In fact let m be the standing wave solution of
the Allen-Cahn equation:

m”(s) — F'(m(s)) =0  VseR, m(+s) — +1 for s — oo. (2.1)

As (27 is invariant under translations one can assume m(0) = 0. Then the solution can be found
by solving the system

m'(s) — v/2F(m(s)) =0 Vs € R, m(0) =0 m(+oo) = £1. (2.2)

Note that the assumptions (LZ) on F imply that v/F is C! such that the solution to (32 is
unique. The translations of m will be denoted by me(s) = m(s —§). Note that the m¢ are not
the only solutions to (Z1) but that all the other solutions are either periodic or diverge such that
the m¢ are the only nonconstant critical points of H with finite energy. In fact the m¢ are global
minimizers of H subject to its boundary conditions. One has simply by completing the squares:

/RBIU’(S)I“F(U(S))} P /_O;%(u'(s)— 2F(u(s)))2+ 2F (u(s))u'(s) ds

- | A du.

u(—00)

(2.3)

The term in the bracket is nonnegative and it vanishes if and only if u solves (Z2). In the sequel
we will write

M ={me, ¢ € R} and C, = /]R% [lm(s)[> + F (m(s))] ds.

For notational convenience we introduce the function G(u) = [ \/2F (u)du. Then equation (Z.3)
states that [ $]u’(s)[* + F(u(s))ds > G(u(o0)) — G(u(—00)). Note that the assumption (L2) on
F imply that G is a strictly increasing C* function with G(0) = 0. In the case of the standard
double-well potential F(u) = i (u? — 1)2 a calculation yields

2
4
m(s) = tanh(s) and Cy = 3

Equation (22) shows that in general m can be given implicitly as

s:/o \/ﬁdrh.



By expanding F' around 1 one obtains exponential convergence to £1 for s — +1. To be more
precise there exist positive constants ¢; and ¢y such that

|1 Fm(+£s)| < ¢1exp(—cas) s>0
[m/(£s)| < c1e2 exp(—c2s) 520 (2.5)
|m” (£5)| < 163 exp(—cas) s>0.

Recall that m + L*(R) = {u: u — m € L*(R)}. Note that for all £ due to Z3) m —me € L*(R)
such that it does not matter which £ one takes for the definition of this space.

We now introduce the concept of Fermi coordinates which was first used in this context in
[Fu95]: Recall that for a function u € m + L*(R) we write distyz(u, M) := infeer |lu —
me| p2wy. If distp2(u, M) is small enough there exists a unique £ € R such that dist(u, M) =
lu — mel|L2(r) and one has

(u— me, mé>L2(]R) =0. (2.6)
In fact the last equality (Z6]) can easily be seen by differentiating & — |ju — m5||2L2(]R). This has a

simple geometric interpretation. The function m’§ can be seen as tangent vector to the curve M
in m¢ and the relation (2.6) can be interpreted as v := u — m¢ being normal to the tangent space
in m¢. We will denote the space

Ne = {v € L*(R) : (v,m) 2 (m) = 0}
and interpret it as the normal space to M in me. For u = m¢ + v with v € N¢ we will call the

pair (¢, v) Fermi or tubular coordinates of u.

One obtains information about the behavior of the energy functional close to M by considering
the linearized Schrodinger type operators

Ag = —A+ F'(mg).

with domain of definition H?(R) C L*(R). The operator A is selfadjoint and nonnegative (see e.g.
[Fu95]) and the unique the eigenspace corresponding to the eigenvalue 0 is spanned by the function
m/. This can be understood quite easily: The fact that the operator is nonnegative corresponds
to the functional H attaining its minimum at me¢ and the fact that m; is a eigenfunction to
the eigenvalue 0 corresponds to the translational invariance of . The following more detailed
description of the spectral behavior of A¢ is taken from [OR0T7] Proposition 3.2 on page 391:

Lemma 2.1. There exists a constant c3 > 0 such that if u € H'(R) satisfies

(i) w(&) =0 or (i7) /Ru(s) mg(s)ds = 0,
then

esllullFzg) < /]R[UI(S)2+F”(TI’L5(S)) u(s)?] ds. (2.7)

This can be used to obtain the following description of the energy landscape. Similar results

were already obtained in [Fu95] and [OROT7]:

Proposition 2.2. (i) There exist non-negative constants co,cyq,01 such that for u with Fermi
coordinates u = mg +v and ||[v|| g1 (r) < 01 one has:

collvll my < H(u) < callvlfn g)- (2.8)
(i) There exists a 6o > 0 such that for 6 < &g the relation disty:(u, M) > 6 implies

H(u) > cod”. (2.9)



Here dist 1 (u, M) = infecr ||u — me| g1 (ry- Statement (i) will be used as a local description
of the energy landscape close to the curve of minimizers whereas the statement (ii) will be useful
as a rough lower bound for the energy away from the curve. For the proof of Proposition 2.2 one
needs the following lemma:

Lemma 2.3. For every ¢ > 0 there exists § > 0 such that if u € m+ L? with H(u) < & then there
exists £ € R such that
||’LL — m5||Lao(]R) S e.

Furthermore & can be chosen in a such a way that u(¢) = 0.

Proof. For a small 6 > 0 assume H(u) < §. We want to find a £ € R such that by choosing &
sufficiently small we can deduce that ||u — me¢|| ) becomes arbitrarily small. As H(u) < oo we
have u € m + H' and therefore in particular « € CY(R) N L>(R). Note that a similar calculation
as ([Z3) implies that H(u) > (G(sup,eg u(s)) — G(infser u(s))) — (G(1) — G(—1)). Therefore by
the properties of G' by choosing ¢ sufficiently small, one can assume that [|ul|z®) < 2. By the
assumptions (L2 on F there exists a C' such that for u € [-2,2] one has

F(u) > Cmin (ju — 1], |u+ 1])%,

and in particular we know that for every interval I the H'-norm of min (ju — 1|, |u + 1|) can be
controlled by the energy. As w is continuous and converges to +1 as s goes to +o0o, there exist a
¢ with u(€) = 0. Without loss of generality one can assume that £ = 0. We will show that in this
case ||u —m|| L~ (gr) can be made arbitrarily small.

According to ([Z3) for every e > 0 there exists T such that for s > T one has |u(s) — 1| < e

and for s > T it holds that |u(s) + 1| < e. We will first give a bound on v —m in [-T,T]. We
consider only the case s > 0 the other one being similar. Note that as according to (23]

H(u) = /R% (u'(s) - 2F(u))2ds,

one can write

u'(s) = \/F(u(s)) +r(s) (2.10)

u(0) =0
where fOT r(s)?ds < 26 and therefore using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality

T
/ [r(s)|ds < V2T6.
0
Thus using ([2.2) one obtains for v =u —m
v'(s) = \/F(u(s)) — \/F(m(s)) +7r(s) < Cuo(s) +r(s) (2.11)

where the constant C' is given by C' = sup,¢_s 9 % (\/F(u)) Thus Gronwall’s Lemma implies

lo(s)| < / P()eCE dg,
0

and therefore sup,c(o 77 [v(s)| < 2T5e“T. Thus by choosing § small enough one can assure that
SUPse(0,T] lu(s)| < 5.



Now let us focus on the case s € [-T,T1]°. We will again only focus on s > T. Note that by
the above calculations and the choice of T one has u(—7) < 1 —¢ and u(T) > 1 — . Therefore
using

/T we)” +F(u(s))ds+/T w(e)” +F(u(s))ds+/oo w(e)” + F(u(s))ds < G(1) = G(—1) + 4,

o 2 _r 2 T 2
as well as
T u/(S)Q
S+ Flu(s))ds > G(T) = G(-T),
-7
we get

/OO “'(23)2 + F(u(s))ds < (G(1) — G(T)) — (G(~1) = G(~T)) +§ < C= +4,

where C' = 2sup,¢|_ 9 F(u).Thus by using the fact that [ O S) + F(u(s)) controls the H!-
norm and therefore the L> of min (Ju — 1|, |u+ 1|) on [T, c0), one can conclude, that possibly
by choosing a smaller ¢ one obtains sup,¢p; ) v(s) < Ce. Thus by redefining € one obtains the
desired result. O

Proof. (Of Proposition 2:2): (i) First of all remark that for v € N¢ one has
llvllFnmy < (0, Acv) L2r) < Eallv[|Fn my- (2.12)
In fact Lemma 2] (ii) implies that
esl|vlZa ) < (v, Acv)r2m)- (2.13)
To get the lower bound in (Z12) write
(vt} = 9y + [ P () (s)ds

> [vllFn @y = (es + Dllvll7 2wy,

(2.14)

where c5 = max|, <1 /" (v). Then 2I2) follows with ¢y = L. In fact if [[v]z2 < [Jv]lm % CS+CO
one can use (ZI4) and one can use ([ZI3) else. The upper bound in ([ZI2) is immediate noting
that sup,e;_1 417 [F"(u)| < oo,

In order to obtain (2]) one writes:

M) = 3(Aev0) + [ Vs, (2.15)
R
where

Ul(s, & v) = F(me(s) +v(s)) + F(me(s)) — F'(me(s))v(s) — %F”(ma(S))v(S)Q-

Here equation (2.1)) is used. Using that by Sobolev embedding ||v|| (k) < C||v|| g1 (r) one obtains
by Taylor formula

1
[u]<5 s P @Il < Clolomlelae < Clol e (2.16)
R [v]<Cé1+1

This implies the inequality (2.8]).
(ii) To show the second statement, first note that there exists a 6 > 0 such that if H(u) < 6o
there exists a £ such that



Figure 3: The approximated waveshapes function mg and mév e,

In fact choosing ¢ as in Lemma 223 and noting that if one uses the case (i) of Lemma 2] instead
(ii) one sees that inequalities (Z.12)) and (2ZI6]) remain valid for v = w—m,. Then by using the L™
bound on v from Lemma instead of Sobolev embedding in the last step of (22I6]) one obtains
the above statement. In order to obtain (Z3) choose dp = g—g and assume dist 1 (u, M) > ¢ for a
§ < 6. TIf H(u) > &g the bound ([ZJ) holds automatically. Otherwhise (ZI7) holds and gives the
desired estimate. O

We now pass to some bounds on approximated wave shapes. To this end fix 71 < ~. This
parameter will be fixed throughout the paper. Denote by m® the profile m cut off outside of
[-e771, &7 7]. More precisely assume that m® is a smooth monotone function that coincides with
m on [—e~ 7, e 7] and that verifies m®(s) = £1 for s > ¢~ + 1. Assume furthermore that
on the intervals [e=7, e~ 4 1] (respectively [—e~7 — 1, —e~"]) one has u(s) < u(s) <1 (resp.
u(s) > uf(s) > —1). Due to (Z3) one can also assume that |(uf)’(s)| < 2c1c2e=>° " on both of
these intermediate intervals. Then define mg(s) = m®(s — ).

Furthermore for N € IN and k € {~N, —(N —1),...,(N —1),N} set s, ° = ¥ and define

N
e e JNie _
M) = {mg(s) ifs=s"fork=—(N-1),...,(N—-1)

me (2.18)

the linear interpolation between these points,
One then gets the following bound:
Lemma 2.4. For e small enough and § € [—e™ 7 + e 41,677 —e™" — 1] one has

(i) ||me — mZHLQ(R) < Cexp(—coe™ ) and ||(me) — (mZ)IHLZ(IR) < Cexp(—coe™ ™).

(i) |lme = m¢ |2y < Ce™ /< and [|(me)' — (m ) |2y < Ce™ /255

Proof. To see (i) write

e =l < [ (mts) (o) as-+ [ T (o) e
< 2/:1 2 exp(—2cz5)ds < Cexp(—2coe ™)
and
i~ )y < [ (0~ @) st [ (w00~ n) )

< Cexp(—2cee™ ).

10



Here one uses the inequalities (Z.3) as well as the properties of m*.
To see (ii) write
N, N,
lme = (mg ) N2y < llme — (M) Iz ) + (mg)" — (mg %) | 2wy (2.19)

To bound the second term assume without loss of generality that & = 0 and write

1m) = (™) [3aqmy = Z / 9 — (mVY () ds

Z/ o ((me)'(S) - (mN’E)’(s))st. (2.20)

N,e
k=—N
In the second equality N® = (5’71%]. Here we use the fact that «® is constant outside of
[-e771,e77] and therefore coincides with its piecewise linearization. The integrals can be bounded
using Poincaré inequality:

() Y ) s < e [ e < e ) )P (221
N?7 N N°72 ser

N,e
Sk

Plugging this into (ZI9) one gets:

—2
N, _ &

1m=) = (™) |72 < &7 55— sup |(m =) (s)]*.

Due to (i) the term involving [mg — (mg)’| can be absorbed in the constant for ¢ small enough.

This yields the second estimate in (ii). For the bound on |[m; — (mg)'[|2(r) one proceeds in the

same manner with another use of Poincaré inequality. The details are left to the reader. O

3 Gaussian estimates

In this section concentration properties of some discretized Gaussian measure are discussed and
the bounds which are needed in Section @ are provided. To this end we recall a classical Gaussian
concentration inequality. Then we introduce the discretized version of the Gaussian reference
measure v and give an error bound. We also study another discretized measure which can be
viewed as a discretized massive Gaussian free field.

Let E be a separable Banach space equipped with its Borel-o-field F and norm || - ||. Recall
that a probability measure p on (F,F) is called Gaussian if for every n in the dual space X* the
pushforward measure 74 is Gaussian. For the moment all Gaussian measures are assumed to be
centered i.e. for all n € X* it holds [(n, 2)u(dz) = 0. Denote by

1/2
o= sup (/(n,$>2u(dw)) :
neX=,[Inllx~ <1

Note that o is finite [Le96]. Then one has the following classical concentration inequality (see
[Le96] page 203):
M(y; lyll > /||:c||u(dz) +r) < e T/20%

In fact there are several ways to prove this, among them the Gaussian isoperimetric inequality.
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The difficulty in applying this inequality to concrete examples is to evaluate the quantities o
and [ ||z||p(dz). This is easier in the case where E is a Hilbert space. Then a centered Gaussian
measure 4 is uniquely characterized by the covariance operator ¥ which satisfies

/ (m,2) (12,2) p(dz) = (0, Sm)  Vn,z € B

It is known |[dPZ92] that ¥ must be a nonnegative symmetric trace class operator. Then o2 is the
spectral radius of ¥ and using Jensen’s inequality one obtains

/ ol u(de) < ( / ] ()2 = (Te )2,

Therefore one can write

Lemma 3.1. Let i be a centered Gaussian measure on a Hilbert space E with covariance operator
3. Then one has s Y
plas o) > (Tes) 2 7)) <er?/2”, (3.1)

We now want to use this inequality to study the behavior or the measure v under discretization.
To this end fix an integer N and consider piecewise affine functions u € L?[—e~7, —¢77] of the
following type

+1 for x =47
u(x) = < arbitrary for == sst k=—(N-1),...,(N—-1) (3.2)
the linear interpolation between those points,
and denote by H™¢ the affine space of all such functions. Recall that s,]cv’8 = % The space

HN# can canonically be identified with R?N 1. In particular typical finite dimensional objects
such as Lebesgue- and Hausdorff measures make sense on H~>¢. On the other hand also the infinite
dimensional observations from SectionPcan be applied to elements of HV¢. The interplay between
infinite and finite dimensional ideas is crucial in the proof of Theorem Denote by £V the
Lebesgue measure on HY2.

Recall that v is the distribution of a Gaussian process (u(s), s € [—e~7,e77]) with Efu(s)] =
e¥s and Cov(u(s),u(s")) = 5(3 ANs +e 7 — (SHQ#) According to the Kolmogorov-
Chentsov Theorem we can assume that u has continuous paths. Consider now the piecewise
linearization of vV of u:

+1 for s=+e77
u™(s) = { u(s) for z=s5"° k=—(N-1),...,(N-1)
the linear interpolation between those points.

Lemma 3.2. (i) The distribution of u” is absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue
measure LN on HYN¢. The density is given by

Ef’Y

! (ﬁ)N (2e=7)"/? exp(s%l)exp(%/ |Vu(s)|2ds). (3.3)

(2m)2N-T \e—7 —

(ii) The random function u — u” consists of 2N independent rescaled Brownian bridges. To be
more precise for each k € {—N,...(N — 1)} the process (u(s) —u®(s): s € [siv “ skN:l]) is a

centered Gaussian process with covariance

Cov(u(s) — u™ (s),u(s") —u(s")) = 5(3 As' —sp — (s =5 )(S sk )) (3.4)

N

These processes are mutually independent and independent of u™¥

12



Proof. (i) The measure v° can be considered as the distribution of a rescaled Brownian v motion
on [—e~ 7,7 7] starting at u(—e~7) = —1 and conditioned on u(e~7) = 1. Therefore the finite
dimensional distributions can be obtained by finite dimensional conditioning;:

e (u(s]j(f\,il)) cdr_(n_1),--- ,u(s%fl) € d:c(N_l))

(N-1) 1 (g1 — 2:)? i 1 (1) »
— iZUN Nl exp(— *255 ) ( T exp( pr—— ))
N WfS_N%_” eXP(EV—l)exp(_%E ifz—:l 5(961+157;$z)2)

Here 6 = % and x4y = +1. By noting that the Riemann sum appearing in the last line is equal
to the integral of the squared derivative of the piecewise linearization one obtains the result.

(ii) Denote for i = —N,...,(N — 1) and s € [0,6] by @(s) = u(t; +s) — u™N(t; +s) =
u(t; +s) — (1 - %)u(tz) — Su(tiy1). We want to show that the processes (i;(s),s € [0, d]) posses

the right covariances and are mutually independent and independent of «”. To this end calculate
for s,s' € [0,6] and i =—N,..., (N —1):

Cov(t;(s), ui(s")) =

Cov [u(ti +s) - (1 - %)u(ti) - %u(tiﬂ),u(ti ts) - (1 - %)u(ti) ~ Zultis)

By plugging in the explicit expression for the covariances of the u(s) and some tedious but ele-
mentary calculations one obtains the desired expression. In a similar way one can see that for
i # j one has

Cov(iij(s),@i(s')) =0 and  Cov(i;(s),u™ (t)) =0
for all s,s" € [0,0] and t € [-e~7,e77]. O

Denote the Gaussian normalization constant
1 ( N

Z{V’E: = ——
(2m)2N-1 \e~7

N
) 2e Texp(e77Y)

Note that by viewing V¢ as finite dimensional measure with covariance given by the inverse of

the negative Dirichlet Laplacian restricted to H"** which we denote by —Ay one sees that

1/2

ZYE = 1 exp(e”1)(det(—An)) (3.5)

(27T)2N71

We now want to apply the Gaussian concentration inequality to obtain a bound on the prob-
ability of large v — u™:

Lemma 3.3. The following bounds hold:

1. L?-bound on the whole line:

e~y r’m?N?
Ve (u lu—uN | pejemn v > 1€ SN + 7“) < exp (—ﬁ) (3.6)

2. L%-bound on the short intervals:

ko Skt

5—27/ T27T2N2
I/E (Hu(s) — uN(S)HL?[sN’E ,N,s] Z €6N2 + T> S exXp <ﬁ> . (37)

13



3. L>-bound on the whole line:

5 N T'QN
v (HU(S) —u (S)”L‘X’[—E*V,E*V] > T) < 4NeXp _86‘1—77 . (38)

Proof. Let us consider (0) first. Note that u — u’V is a centered Gaussian process such that
Lemma B0l can be applied. The expected L?-norm can be calculated as follows:

N—-1 s
k+1
A=y o] = 3 Ul = X [ vt
k=—N k=—N "5k
s s —s0° ’ 2
Z /k“ - ds = 2Nz <€7)
5—sn o = = .
k=N N 6\ N

Here for the third equality equation (B.4]) is used.

To get information about the spectral radius of the covariance operator X calculate for f,g €
L2[—e77,e77]:

<fvzg> =" [<fau7uN><gau7uN>]

:Ei@f{wy—( f‘%)y@mw&

Here in the last step the independence of the different bridges is used as well as formula (B.3)).
Note that the integral kernel in the last line is the Green function of the negative Dirichlet-Laplace
operator on the interval [s; . s le] Denoting this operator by (—Ar, ) ™! one can therefore write

N—-1

(f,Eg> = Z <fa5(_ATk)_1g>L2(Tk)'

k=—N

The spectral decomposition of the inverse Dirichlet-Laplace operator on intervals of length 7' is
well known. In fact on L?[0,T] the smallest eigenvalue \g and the according eigenfunction eq(x)
are given as:

eo(s) = sin(?) and Ay = -

The spectral radius of e( — AT,C)_1 is thus given as

2 e~
o, = E(NW)Q'
Therefore one can write
N-1
o = sup (£,5f)= sup > (fre(Ap) 7 g)ramy)
LlflI=1 FIFI=1 2"y

N—1 577 2
< sup onlf, fram) =¢ <—) sup
f,nfn:lk;N * TN ) g fl=1

On the other hand by taking f as a linear combination of the eigenfunctions on the shorter intervals
one obtains
N 2
2= |
™N )

14



Thus equation ([B) gives the desired result. The proof of ([B.7) proceeds in the same manner.

To prove the third statement ([B.8) note that by Lemma B2] the deviations of a the random
function u from the piecewise linearizations u’ between the points sfcv ¢ are independent Brownian
bridges. Therefore such a process (u(si\’8 +s)— uN(siV’E +35),0<s< %) has the same distri-

sN
e

bution as £2 (BS — B.—~ ) for a Brownian motion B defined on a probability space (Q, F, P).
N

Therefore one can write

N-1
v (fu(s) — u (S)lpmperem =) € S o [ max Jus) —uN ()] 27
k=N sk TSs<as

< 2N ]P( max

-
0<s< =%

r

0<s<<t
Using the exponential version of the maximal inequality for martingales (see Proposition 1.8 in

Chapter IT in [RY99]) one can see that

£ N T2N
v (luls) = u (s)ll e e ey 2 7) S 4Nexp | o= )

O

We will denote the distribution on of u? as v™:¢. Note that the last statement can also be

interpreted as a statement on a coupling of v* and vV:¢. In fact let AN>% be the joint distribution
of u and its discretization v”V. Then Lemma [33] states that

27 22 N2
)\N,E {(u,u/); ||’(,L7ul||L2(]R) > 3 3N +T} < exp (ﬁ) s (39)

and an analogous result for the L°° norm.

We now want to study the properties of another discrete Gaussian measure. In fact denote by
Hév  the space of affine functions defined as in with the only change that they are assumed
to possess zero boundary conditions. The Lebesgue measure on this space is defined in the same
manner. For a fixed constant x consider the centered probability measure ¢™° whose density with
respect to £V is proportional to

-
L )P [Vu(s)? ds
2e

exp

In fact this measure is a variant of what is known in the literature as discrete massive free field,
discrete Ornstein-Uhlenbeck bridge or pinned V¢ surface model [S07, [HSV05|. Denote the nor-
malization constant

LNE(du).

-
N / Joes ()P + [Vu(s)? ds
Zy "= [exp|—k e

15



Lemma 3.4. (i) Z2° is given as

1

Recall that the operator Ay denotes the discretized Laplace operator introduced above equa-
tion [Z3).
(ii) We have the following bound: For r >0

(2N —1)e

g{u: [l g2 > —|—7°} < exp (—kr?/2e). (3.11)

Proof. (i) To see this one only has to note that Ay + Id is the inverse covariance matrix of this
finite dimensional Gaussian measure.

(ii) To see (BI1]) write with a finite dimensional change of variables:

! lull2: ) on
o{u: [lullgr > 7} = / exp <n— £N4(du)
ZQN’E {u: |u||l g1 2>r} 2e
N—1 2

__ T
M) der_n...dey_1.

= L €
Eliaaaes———— X
2N -1 N-1 o5 PR 2¢e
(257‘(‘) {2 —nTizr}

In fact here one uses the standart linear transformation that transforms a gaussian random variable
on a finite dimensional space to a gaussian random variable with Id covariance matrix. We have
thus have to consider a vector of 2/V — 1 independent centered Gaussian random variables X, with
variance ©. The expectation

N-1
2Ne
E X2 ==——
¥ x| -2
k=—N
and the spectral radius
-
0= —
K
are calculated easily such that ([B.) gives the desired result. O

4 Concentration around a curve in infinite dimensional space

In this section we give the proof of Theorem To this end we consider the finite dimensional

measure
-

1 1 [¢
pNE(du) = 7Nz eXP <_E /_677 F(u(s))ds) oV (du),

with the normalization constant ZN¢ = [exp (=2 [ F(u(s))ds) v"*(du). Note that although
vN+¢ is given by the finite-dimensional marginals of ¢, the measure V¢ does not coincide with
the finite dimensional distribution of . The strategy is now as follows: In Proposition a
lower bound on the discrete normalization constant Z~+¢ is given. This is achieved by calculating
the integral in a tubular neighborhood of the set of minimizers M. Then in Proposition the
rough energy bound given in Proposition is used to conclude concentration of the discretized
measure ;~V'¢ around the curve of minimizers. Finally Lemma 12 gives a bound on the quotient
ZZTZ which allows to finish the proof of concentration around the curve of minimizers also in the
continuous case with the help of a coupling argument.

Recall the following version of the coarea formula:
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Lemma 4.1. Let f be a Lipschitz function f : A C E — I C R, where E is a n-dimensional
Euclidean space and A is an open subset and I some interval. Denote by \*, \' and H"! the
Lebesgue measure on E, on R and the (n — 1)-dimensional Hausdorff measure on E respectively.
Suppose that the gradient (which exists \"*-a.e.) Df does not vanish A\ a.e. in A. Then for every
nonnegative measurable test function ¢ : A — R one has the following formula:

1 n—1 1 T
[ e@nan = [3ae [ 9w g (41)

In order to apply this formula Tl to 1~*¢ one needs the following:

Lemma 4.2. Consider the function f : A — I, where Ay := {x € m + L?: distz2(x, M) < B} is
the open set in which the Fermi coordinates are defined and [ = [—e™ 7 +e~ 7, &7 —e~ "], defined
by

f(@) = f(me +s) =¢,

where © = m¢ + s are the Fermi coordinates of x. Then f is Fréchet differentiable and one has

Df()[h] = Df(me + )] = —or e (42)
e m§ S | 7 .

me|? — (s,m¢)

Proof. The differentiability follows from the implicit function theorem. To calculate the derivative
at x = mg¢ + s in direction h consider the function

P (v,w) = (mg — my, + s+ vh,m.,),

defined in an environment of (0,£) € R?. Noting that one has ®(v, f(mg + s + vh)) = 0 one can
write
0=0,2(v, f(me + s+ vh)) + 0u®(v, f(me + s+ vh))D f(me + s)[h].
Observing that
0v® (v, f(me + s+ vh)) = (h,mg)
and
Ow® (v, f(me + s+ vh)) = —(m’g,m@ + (s,mg)

concludes the proof. O

We want to apply the coarea formula to the function f just defined, restricted to H™V:¢. There is
a slight inconvenience which originates from the fact that the norm of the gradient which appears

in [41] is the norm in the finite dimensional space E whereas the gradient of the function f is a
function in L?(R). To resolve this is the content of the next lemma:

Lemma 4.3. Let g : m+ L*(R) — R be a Fréchet differentiable function and denote by Vg(x) its
L2-gradient at point . Consider then the function g _defined on R2N=1 obtained by composition
of the embedding R*N~1 — HN¢ and g. Denote by Vg its gradient. Then one has the following

inequality:
~ e~
[9gllmev—r < 24/ S 19922

Proof. We calculate the derivative of g in direction é; = (0,...,0,1,0,...0) with the 1 on k-th
position. Embedding é;, into H™¢ gives the hat-function

0 N for s ¢ [sfcvj, s,lcvfl]
5855 N, _N,
en(s) =4 =1 for s €]s;,"5, ), ] (4.3)
SN’]!—S N,e N,
AL for s €]s; 2%, 5, "]
N
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Therefore one obtains

(Vi) = /]Rek(s)Vg(s)ds = /:c:l er(s)Vg(s)ds.

Applying Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and using |lex|lcc < 1 one gets:

: N P N el
||V§||]2R2N71 = Z (/N . ek(S)Vg(S)dS> < QT Z N (Vg(s))Q ds
k=—(N-1) \” 51 k=—(N—1) " %k1 (4.4)

<25 9|vgl2
S22 1Vallz2w)-

Now we are ready to derive a lower bound on the normalization constant Z™¢ of the finite
dimensional approximation of x°. Recall that ;¢(du) = 4~ exp ( ! f;jw F(u(s))ds) e (du)

e
N,e

where v™"¢ is a discretized Brownian bridge. One gets the following bound:

Proposition 4.4. If one chooses N = N(g) in a way that % 10 as e |0, then the following
bound holds for € small enough and a small but fized §:

C 1 e 1/2 e~ e~r—m/2
Ne > il o (e~ | I R — _ N
Z _eXp( 5 )eXp ((755 )exp( Ce ( N ) N exp( 20( N ))04

(4.5)
In particular if one chooses N = N(g) growing like e~ and v; small enough such that
-1 —7/24+72>0 (4.6)
Y =m/2+72>0 (4.7)
Y2 <1, (4.8)
one obtains
liminf e log Z™V¢ > —C.. (4.9)
eJl0
Proof. Using the definition of "*¢ one can write
15
zNe :/ exp(——/ F(u(s))ds)uN’E(du)
HN,e g —e—
1 C 1o 11 C
- = - F(u(s))ds — = Sl (s)2as + =) £ (a
een(=2) [ eo(2 [ P2 [ Sprass et
1 C. 1 N
= S exp(—?) /HN’E exp(—gﬂ(u))ﬁ < (du).
(4.10)

Recall that Z; ¢ = [ exp(—% ffﬂ : |u’(s)|2ds) AN#(du) is the normalization constant of the dis-

e~ 2
cretized Brownian bridge and £V is the Lebesgue measure on the finite dimensional space HN:=.
In order to find a lower bound on Z~*¢ we can restrict the integration to a tubular neighborhood
of M. More precisely set I, := [—e™7 477,77 — e "] and

Ay :={ue HNS:u = mg 4 v: (v,mg) 2y = 0 for some & € I. and [Jv]| g1y < 6},

for some § to be determined later. For the moment we will only assume ¢ to be small enough in
order to be able to apply Funaki’s estimate (2.8) on the energy landscape. Furthermore denote by

A¢ ={ue HY 1 u=m¢ +v: (v,mg) =0 and [|[v g1 (r) < 6} .

18



Using Funaki’s estimate (28] for u = m¢ + v € A one can write

exp(~2H(m)) 2 exp (~ Lol )

Note the v is not an element of the discretized space H™¢ but a general function in L?(R)
that needs not vanish outside of [—77,e77]. But v can be well approximated by a function
oNoE =y — 5 ‘e HN ¢, In fact using Lemma 2.4 one gets

e —m
1™ = vl gy = llme ™ = mellm e < O™

Putting this together one gets:

C c
N, * 4 R
ZNJ:‘Z1 Eexp(?) > /Aexp (_?H’UH%JI(]R)) KNE(d’U,)

—y—="1/2 2
> exp (20 (—N)) [ e (ﬂnv“n%p(m) £V (du).

Let us concentrate on the integral term in equation 411l Using the coarea formula [£1] one gets:

2c4 Nej2 N,e / / 1 C4 2 N,e
o ’ L) L7 (du) > d — - 2 )HYE(duw). 4.12
/AGXP( - o™ 1% ) (du) > . § e 7] exp( - llvl|7; ) (du) ( )

where HN¢ is the codimension one Hausdorff measure on H™V. Using Lemma and the
observation from Lemma one knows:

1 1 |m§|L2 ’U mg>L2(]R)
Vi T 2Ver ng”L?(]R '

By choosing a smaller ¢ if necessary this can be bounded uniformly from below on A by a C4/ 8%
such that one gets:

/exp( ||’UNE||2 ]R)> LN (du) >C\/ / d¢ ; exp (——||UN8||H1(]R)HN8(du)
¢

(4.13)

(4.11)

Let us focus on the last integral. By a linear change of coordinates one can write
2¢4 2c4
[ e (20N ) 1) = [ e (< ZE ol ) WY@, (@)
¢ Be

where By = {’U e H) < (v, mg) 2wy = (Mme — mév’e,m@Lz(]R) and ||v||g1(r) < 5}. In order to
conclude, we need the following elementary lemma:

Lemma 4.5. Let E be a finite dimensional Euclidean space with Lebesgue measure L and codi-
mension 1 Hausdorff measure H. Let a* = (a,-) € E* be a linear form and z — (z,Xz) be a
symmetric, positive bilinear form. Furthermore write for b € R

Bb:{xEE:a:C:band<:E,Zx) <%},

Furthermore set d> = inf 5 (z, ) and let n be a Y-unit normal vector on By, i.e. (n,%x) =0
for all z € By and (n,%n) = 1. Then one has for every b

/ exp (—(z, Xz)) L(dx) < 20 exp (d?) / exp (—(z, X)) H(dz). (4.15)
(z,Bx)<52 By

1
(n,n)
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Furthermore d and (n,n) can be given as follows:

b2
d? = ———— and (a,%7'a)= sup (a,7), (4.16)
<a’ﬂ Eila’> n: (n,Xn)=1

and

((n,n))* = sup  (n,n).
n: (n,Xn)=1

Proof. (Of Lemma[3): Using the Coarea formula one can write:

)
/ exp (— (z, X)) £(dz) g/ / exp (—((y + An), S(y + An))) H(dy)dx
(z,Xx)<262—d? -5 J By

)
< ,/ﬁ/a/é exp (—(y, Xy)) H(dy)dA

= 25‘/<T1n>/1;0 exp (—(y, Xy)) H(dy)
1 2
=26 [ exn () [ exp (=((y+ dn). 2y + dn))) ()

=25 ﬁ exp (d2) /Bb exp (—(y, By)) H(dy).

1
(n,n)

(4.17)
The other assertions are elementary. O

In order to apply this Lemma to the case E = HN¢ a*(v) = <v,m’£>Lz(R) b = (me —
mé\f’a’m{é)Lz(R) and (v,Xv) = H’UH%P(]R) one needs to evaluate the constants d and (n,n) in this
context. This is subject of the next Lemma:

Lemma 4.6. One has:

e 2

(i) (me —mS mi) o) < Ce™ Mgy,

(ii) d* < Ce~m (8];”)1/2,

(iii) (n,n) = (a,X"ta) > C %%

Proof. (Of Lemma [£8) (i) Applying Cauchy-Schwarz inequality one gets

e

N, N, _
(me —mg " mg) oy < llme — mg || aqwyllmel| L2 < Ce™ /2 T

Here Lemma [24] was used. (ii) In order to evaluate d note first that the Euclidean coordinates
ap k=—(N—-1),...,(N —1) of the vector associated to the linear form a* are given as

ap — <€k, mé>L2(]R).

Here the hat functions ej are defined like in ([@3]). In order to get a lower bound on (a, Xa) we
use the variational principle given in ([£I6). Choose as a testfunction n = feg. One has

9 _2e77 N
lex 7 r) = 3N + '
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e~
such that one has to chose 7 = QEB,W% in order to guarantee that [[n||z1(r) = 1. Note
N2

~

that as 5~ | 0 for ¢ | 0 one can bound ¢ uniformly from below by C'y/5F. Now set ¢z =

N
inf,e_2,9/m¢(s) > 0 and chose k such that [ngp sivfl] C [£ —2,& + 2], which is always possible

for € small enough. Then one gets

- 5_'7

19
(n,a) = &lex,mg) > crbllex|l iy > Cy/ ~N N

Therefore using (i) one gets
—
> <Ce™m | — .

The statement (iii) follows immediately. O

End of proof of Proposition [{-f: Applying Lemma 5] and .6 to equation (A.I4) one gets:
2cy 2 N,e
exp | ——[[vllz ) | H(dv)
Be €
- - _n 172
1 eV e (€ v 2¢o
>3 [ oS e (—05 (%) >exp (<2210 ) @) g
— _N 172
e~ e _ e
= TT exp (—CE m (T) ) Zév’go (H’UH%{I(R) < (S) .

where B = {v € H) % s. th. |[v]l g < 6}. Recall that o is the Gaussian measure discussed in

Lemma B4l According to Lemma B4 for e small enough o (||v]|%.]| < 6) > 4. Therefore the

following lemma concludes the proof. O

Lemma 4.7. The Gaussian normalization constants va’s and Zév’s satisfy the following:

e (4.19)

_ N N,e
2677\ _ 2 N
- <

-N
) (1 + 7Nz S
1

Proof. By definition
7% = 2m)NeNeg N det(1 — Ay )2,

where Ay . is the Dirichlet Laplacian on [—e~7,e77] restricted to H"¢ and
Z° = (2m)NeN det(—An )72

By Poincaré inequality one has

277
~Ane £ (1= Ana) < (14 5= ) (Ao,
in the sense of selfadjoint operators. This implies
2e™7

2N
det(iANﬁg) < det(l — AN@) < (1 + ) det(iANﬁg),

and therefore

_ N N,e
277 o’
(10 57) <G sa
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As a next step an upper bound on p¥¢(A¢) is derived:

Proposition 4.8. Choosing v1 and 2 as in (4-0),(4-7) and {{-8) one has for 6 < dy:

lim supElog(ZN"E,uN’6 (distg1 (u, M) > 5)) < C. + cpd>. (4.20)
el0

Proof. Denote by A% := {u: distg:(u, M) > 6}. Then one has

ZNe N (A8) = exp(%)# /A 5 exp(%%(u))wvf(du)
< eXp(—C*%CO(SQ) Z{l\”s /Aa exp(—é (H(u) — 0052)))\Na8(du). (4.21)
Note that by Lemma 283 H(u) — co62 > 0 on A°. So on this set one gets
exp((~2 (M) ~ c08?)) < exp(~ ()~ c08?) ).
Therefore one gets
/AS exp(—% (H(u) —0062)))\N’8(du) < /AS eXp(— (H(u) —0062)))\N’8(du) -
. 4122

g/ Za exp (/ —F(u(s)) ds + 0052) v (du),
AS —e 7

where vV is the discretized Brownian Bridge without rescaling and

e 7 1
Zév’sz/exp(f/ ) §|u'(s)|2 ds) HNE (du)

is the appropriate normalization constant. Using the positivity of F' the last term in ([@22) can
therefore be bounded by

Zév’s exp (0052) .
Plugging this into (£21)) yields
Ci +cod?y 1
ZN,EMN,E(Aé) < eXp(*%) P ZéV,E exp (6052).
1

This finishes the proof together with the following bound on the normalization constants va © and
zZaVe. O

Lemma 4.9. One has

N,e
Zl

N,e
Z3 -N

Proof. This is a direct consequence of the fact that for matrices A € R"*" and £ € R
det(§A) = £ det(A),
as well as the explicit formula for the Gaussian normalization constants. O

One can now summarize the finite dimensional calculation in the following:
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Corollary 4.10. Choosing the constants v1 and 2 as in {({-0),({-7), (4-8) one obtains for § < do:
limsup e log ("¢ (dist g1 (u, M) > §)) < co6>.
el0

Note that such a choice is possible for all v < 1.

Proof. Dividing and using the estimates from above yields the result. O

Using again the continuous embedding of H' into L> one gets:
Corollary 4.11. Choosing the constants v1 and 2 as in {{.0),[({-71), (£.3) one obtains for § < dy:

lim sup ¢ log (;LN’E(distLoo(u, M) >6)) < cod”.
el0

Such a choice is possible for all v < 1.

As a last step in this section we need to control the deviations from the discretized measure
with the help of the Gaussian estimates derived in the last section. To this end one has to estimate
the deviations of the normalization constant Z¢ from Z~:¢. In order to proof the following Lemma,
we will need an additional assumption on the double well potential F'.

Assumption:

|F'(u)| is bounded for u € R . (4.23)

In fact one can simply modify the potential F' by cutting it off outside of some compact set,
such that it satisfies ([@23]). We will proceed now by proving Theorem under the additional
assumption [23). The general case will then follow as a Corollary.

Proposition 4.12. Assume that F' satisfies [{-23). Furthermore suppose v < % Then one has

the following bound:
1im£)nf510g Z° > —C,. (4.24)
£

Proof. Denote as above by u”V the piecewise linearization of the function u. Note that we work
with the continuous version of u such that this is an a.s. well defined operation. Then one can
write:

Ef’Y

7° = / exp< ! /_ B F(u(s))ds) v (du)
1

Y2 v I
T 5 :\
mm NCD m

M w

ko] o
/\/\/\

exp

o

o

e
( 1/2 (N-1)

Ve 1/2
——||F'||oo —”) 3 (/N’“j;u<s)—ufv<s>fds> V4 (du).

k=—N

Now one can use the independence of the discretized Brownian bridge and the intermediate bridges
to write the last term as:

(N-1) 1 e 1/2 ki1 2 12
2o 71 [ oo =201 (57) (/ u(s) = w5 ds) (). (4.29)
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Let us calculate the integrals: Using the formula
Ele P =1— ﬂ/ e PP [X > 2] dx,
0

which holds for every non-negative random variable and every 8 > 0 one obtains:

1 o 1/2 skNﬁ N , 1/2
/H exp *EHFIHOO (W) /NE lu(s) —u(s)|" ds Ve (du) =
Sy’
N 1/2 oo N 1/2
1 e 1 e
1= 2 F o [ = _2F . [ = 4.26
1F 1 () /Oexp<€| I () ) (4.26)
N, 1/2
Sk41
X V° (/ " |u(s)uN(s)‘2ds> >z | da.

Using the inequality (1) one can bound the term in ([@26)) from below by

£

—y\ 1/2 =2y _\ 172
1 e 7 6N?2 1 e~
1- E”FIHoo (T) /o exp <—g||F1||oo (T) x) dx
—v\ 1/2 _N 172 —
1 e 1 e~ e—27

0o —y\ 1/2 22772
1, e -z N

The second term in (E27) yields:

_ 1/2 _
1 e e~y
I —exp <E|F/|°° (T) €6N2>'

Using the elementary inequality

/0 e—ae’ =Bz g, < %exp <§ (g + 2>> ,

for «v, f > 0 which can be obtained by completing the squares and applying the standard estimate

f°° e—%dgg < Le=% one can bound the third term by:
¥y v
_N 172 -
1 e e~
exp (g”F/”oo <—N ) €6N2> X
N 1)2 —\ /2 s _2p72\ 1
1 e 1 e " TN
L (L || - 2 .
xexp< 45” | (N) <45| | <N) <€1—27> + ))

Noting that the last exponential converges to zero as ¢ | 0 it can in particular be bounded by %
such that in total the expression in (£23]) can be bounded from below by:

_ 1/2 _
1 1 e~ e~y
S22 exp | = || F'|ooN | == = ).
2 eXp( IE (N) €6N2>

In particular the exponent scales like

3 1 1
- E N

so by choosing ~; such that —3v 4141 > 0 one obtains the desired result together with Lemma
418 Note that such a choice is possible for every v < % O
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Now one can conclude

Proposition 4.13. The statement of Theorem and Theorem hold under the additional

assumption ([{.23).

Proof. Let A*(du,dv) be the joint distribution of the rescaled Brownian bridge on [—e~7,e77] and
its discretization. In particular A° is a coupling of v and vV:°. We had seen above in Lemma [3.3]
that

r2m2 N2
/\(||u — vl ey > 5/2) < exp <ﬁ> . (4.28)

Define a new measure \; on E' x E by

A (du, dv) = ZJlVE e (- E /F ) exp ( - é/F(v(s)) ds) A(du, do).

The measure \; is a coupling of x° and V. Then one can estimate
1 (distL2 (u, M) > 5) — (disth (u, M) > 5)

< A (distra (u, M) = 63 o = ull 2qey > 8) + A5 (distra(u, M) = 65l = ull 2y < 6)

=1, + .
(4.29)

The second term I> can be estimated
I, < v™Ne(dist 2 (u, m) > 26),

which can be bounded using (@I0). The first term can be bounded by

I < )\1(||v7u||L2(R) > 5) —/\€(||vfu||L2(]R) 25),

ZNE 7€

which converges to zero by (£28) as well as Lemma together with Lemma Note that
for this one needs v, > ~. This finishes the proof for the L?-norm. To the see analogue result for
the L>°-norm repeat the same reasoning with ([I0) replaced by [@II) and the L? bound (B.7)
replaced by the L*°-bound (ZS). O

Proof. (Of Theorem and [[3] in the general case): Denote by dist either distzz or distye.
Assume that F' only satisfies assumptions ([L.2). By cutting F off outside of [—2,2] one can chose
a function F that coincides with F on [—2, 2] that satisfies (I.2)) and ([@23)) as well as

F(u) < F(u)  forueR.
Then one can write
f{dist(u,M)z(i} eXP( -1 f_a 5 (s ds) < (du)
feXp(*Efl ffs,7 F(u(s))ds) ve (du)
-
- f{dist(u,M)ZJ} eXP(*571 fjgﬂ F(u(s dS) ve(du)
B ot <23 eXP( et 7] dS)V‘f(du)

The denominator of this fraction coincides with

u® (dist(u, M) > ) =

(4.30)

-

/{nuumm)g} exp(—! /_ F(u(s))ds ) v (du)
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and the nominator is bounded from above by

-

/{dist(u,M)>5} eXp(_571 / F(U(S))ds) Ve (du),

—e—

such that one can write

u® (dist(u, M) > 6) < X

J exp(—f—f1 fj;w F(u(s))ds) ve(du)
J exp(—f—f1 fj;w F(u(s))ds) ve(du)
f{”u”LwQ} exp(—s_1 ff;v F(u(s))ds) ua(du).

Now applying Proposion .13 shows that the second factor can be bounded by 2 for e small enough
and thus applying Proposion to the first factor yields the desired result. O

(4.31)

X

With a similar reasoning one can see that the statement of Proposition [£.12 holds also without
assumption [A23):

Corollary 4.14. Suppose v < % Then one has the following bound:
liminfelog Z° > —C,. (4.32)
el0

5 Conclusion

This last section is devoted to the proof of Theorem [[L1l First of all the tightness of the measures
¢ is shown. Then a spatial homogeneity property of the measures ji° is used to characterize the
limit measure pu.

Proposition 5.1. The family of measures i° is tight. All points of accumulation are concentrated
on functions of the type

me(s) = —11_1,¢(s) + Lgqy(s). (5.1)
Proof. Denote by M = {r: ¢ € [~1,1]} and dist(@, M) = infeei_q 1) [|& — el p2[—1,1). Further-
more denote by mg(s) = m (%) Note that for all { € [—1,1] mg converges to mg¢ in L?. Now
choose § > 0 and e such that ||mg — g2 < g for all £ < g. Then implies that

s o~ . - R ) . .- )
f (dista (. 11) > 8) < f (ugfnu gl 2 5) <u (dlsth(T (i, M) > 2—) L0, (52)

This is sufficient to show the tightness of the measures {i°}. In fact fix a small constant x > 0.
Let us construct a precompact set K such that i°(K¢) < x. For a fixed N € IN due to (5.2) there
exists eV such that for all e <&V

o 1 K

In particular there exist finitely many ¢¥ € [-1,1] i = 1,...,iy such that for all e <&V

- 1 K

Furthermore due to tightness of the measures (u°, ¢ > ex) there exist finitely many balls BIN of

radius % such that for all £ > ey one has

K

,Ltg (UzBl) Z 1-— 2_N
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Set KN = (UZ BZ-) U (UiB(ﬁzgfv, %)) and K = NyK". Then K is precompact and for all ¢

has measure > 1 — k. This shows tightness. The concentration follows from (&.2)). O

Proof. (of Theorem [[LT) The finite dimensional distributions of the random function @ under the
measure j° are given explicitly as

P51+1(7]‘ﬂ zl)PS2*51 (3517352) e Pl*Sn (xnv 1)
P_l,l(—l, 1)

pe(u(sy) € day ... u(sy) € dzy) = dzy...dz, (5.3)
with a transition semigroup P; that can be given explicitly. (See e.g. [RY99] Proposition 3.1 in
§VIII). Fix an integer N and subdivide [~1,1] in N and set for k = 1,..., N —1 that sy = % —1.
Fix furthermore a small constant § > 0 and set A) = {u: u(s)) € [-1—8,—-146],...u(s)) €
[-1—6,—1+ 6], u(spq) €1 —0,1+0]...u(sN_;) € [1 — 8,1+ 6]}. Applying the explicit shape
for these probabilities given in one sees that for a fixed N all these sets AY have the same
probability. But this property does not pass to the limit under weak convergence of measures on L2.

Therefore one has to smear out the random function @ around the points s§ . To this end for a fix N
. N
fix a 0 < 75 and consider the random vector whose entries are given as a(sy) = 5= [} +; u(s)ds.
N
Again formula (52) implies that for fixed N and e the quantities

m(a(s{V) €[-1-6,-1+40],...,a(sp) € [-1—8,—1+4],a(sp,,) € [L—6,1+6],...

La(sN_,) € [1_5,1+5])

coincide for different k. This property passes to the limit under weak convergence of L? valued
measures, giving the desired characterization of the distribution of the phase separation point
£. O
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