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Abstract: The metric associated with the Liouville quantum gravity (LQG) surface has
been constructed through a series of recent works and several properties of its associated
geodesics have been studied. In the current article we confirm the folklore conjecture that
the Euclidean Hausdorff dimension of LQG geodesics is stirctly greater than 1 for all values
of the so-called Liouville first passage percolation (LFPP) parameter £. We deduce this from
a general criterion due to Aizenman and Burchard [AB99] which in our case amounts to
near-geometric bounds on the probabilities of certain crossing events for LQG geodesics
in the number of crossings. We obtain such bounds using the axiomatic characterization
of the LQG metric after proving a special regularity property for the Gaussian free field
(GFF). We also prove an analogous result for the LFPP geodesics.
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1. Introduction
1.1. Background and motivation

Liouville quantum gravity (LQG) is a one-parameter family of random fractal surfaces that was
first studied by physicists in the 1980 as a class of canonical models of random two-dimensional
Riemannian manifolds [Pol81, Dav88, DK89]. We refer the reader to [Gwy20, BP21] for a math-
ematical introduction to this topic.

Formally speaking, a 7-Liouville quantum gravity (7-LQG) surface is a random “Riemannian
manifold” with Riemannian metric tensor €?"ds? where h is a variant of the Gaussian free field
(GFF) on some domain U < C and v € (0,2] is the underlying parameter. This is of course
not well-defined as the GFF is a random Schwartz distribution (see, e.g., [She07, BP21, PW20)]
for a comprehensive introduction to the GFF). Rigorous mathematical investigation into this
surface as a random metric measure space was set off with the construction of the associated
volume measure in [DS11] which is a special instance of the Gaussian multiplicative chaos (GMC)
developed by Kahane in 1985 [Kah85] (see [RV14] for a current introduction to this subject).

On the metric side, Miller and Sheffield constructed the 4/8/3-LQG metric through a series
of papers [MS20, MS21a, MS21b] where they established a deep link with the Brownian map.
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For a general v € (0,2) (the so-called subcritical phase), the metric was recently constructed
as a culmination of several works due to Ding, Dubédat, Dunlap, Falconet, Gwynne, Miller,
Pfeffer and Sun [DDDF20, DFG*20, GM21a, GM21b]. Their construction starts by producing
candidate distance functions which are obtained as subsequential limits [DDDF20] of a family
of random metrics known as the Liouwville first passage percolation (LFPP). The limiting metric
is then shown to be unique in two stages. Firstly, every possible subsequential limit is shown
to be a measurable function of the GFF h satisfying a list of axioms motivated by the natural
properties and scaling behavior of the LFPP metrics [DFG™20]. Subsequently these axioms are
shown to uniquely characterize a random metric [GM21a, GM21b] on the plane. See the ICM
article by Ding, Dubédat and Gwynne [DDG21] for a detailed overview of the construction of
LQG using LFPP.

Associated with the LFPP metric is a parameter £ = £(v) which gives a reparametrization
of the LQG metric although its explicit dependence on « is currently unknown (see [DG20a,
DDG21]). There is yet another parametrization of LQG which is perhaps more popular in the
physics community, namely the matter central charge cyp. The subcritical phase (i.e., v € (0,2))
corresponds to ¢y € (—o0, 1) whereas the critical (v = 2) and the supercritical phases (y complex,
|7| = 2) correspond to ¢y = 1 and ¢y € (1, 25) respectively. See [DDG21] and [DG21, Section 1]
to get a better understanding of the interplay between these different parameters. Of these three
phases, the supercritical phase is the most mysterious, not least because ~ is complex. However,
one can still assign a LFPP parameter £ > 0 to such v [DG20b] and consider subsequential
limits of LFPP metrics like before. This program was carried out in a series of works by Ding,
Gwynne and Pfeffer [DG20b, Pfe21, DG21] and hence the LQG metric is now defined for all
values of £ € (0,00).

In parallel to these works, many properties of the LQG metric and its associated geodesics
(which are known to exist, see Section 2 below) have been studied and discovered in recent
times; see [DDG21] for an overview. Of particular relevance to the current article is the paper
[GPS22] where it was proved (see Theorem 1.8), amongst several other results, that there is a
deterministic constant Ageo = Ageo(y) > 0 for any v € (0,2) (equivalently & € (0,&qi = £(2)))
such that a.s. the Euclidean Hausdorff dimension of every v-LQG geodesic started from 0 is
equal to Ageo. Let us note at this point that the dimension of a geodesic is always equal to 1
w.r.t. the metric for which it is a geodesic, i.e., the LQG metric in this case. Not much is known
about the precise value of Agq, except for an upper bound given in [GP19a, Corollary 1.10].

As to the lower bound on the dimension, it is expected “...that it is strictly greater than
1” where the quoted text is from Ding, Dubédat and Gwynne’s ICM paper [DDG21] (see Sec-
tion 3.3). A closely related question was addressed in a work by Ding and Zhang [DZ19] where
they showed under a positivity assumption on the distance exponent for a variant of LFPP
that the Fuclidean length of any LFPP-geodesic joining two macroscopically separated points
diverges, with high probability, as a (negative) power of € as ¢ — 0 where ¢ is the “regulariza-
tion” parameter for LEPP (see, e.g., [DDG21] and Section 1.3 below for a precise definition).
But this property of the exponent is currently known to hold only for very small values of &
from [DG19] and for £ € (0.266...,1/4/2) from [GP19a, Theorem 2.3]. In the present article we
confirm this conjecture for the LQG geodesics corresponding to any value of £ € (0,00). We also
extend the result of Ding and Zhang to all values of £ for a variant of LFPP.
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1.2. Lower bound on the dimension of LQG geodesics

Based on the discussion in the previous subsection, we know that the LQG metric is a measurable
function of the underlying field h which we will refer to as Dy in the sequel while keeping its
dependence on the LEFPP parameter £ implicit. Whenever we speak of “a D-geodesic” for some
metric D in this paper, we mean a geodesic associated with D connecting two points z,w € C
(see Section 2 below for a definition). We can now state our main result on LQG geodesics.

Theorem 1.1. Let h be the whole-plane GFF and Dy, be the associated £-LQG metric. Then for
each & > 0, with probability 1, the Fuclidean Hausdorff dimension of any Dy -geodesic is strictly
greater than 1.

Remark 1.2 (Other variants of GFF). Although we stated Theorem 1.1 for the whole-plane GFF
only, the result also holds for zero boundary GFF on proper subdomains of C by local absolute
continuity. See Section 2 below.

Broadly speaking, the identifying characteristic of a rough random curve is its propensity to
deviate from a straight line segment in multiple scales. This can be manifested, for example,
in the rapid decay of simultaneous crossing probabilities of thin rectangles (or annuli) by the
curve. Aizenman and Burchard showed in their celebrated work [AB99] that a geometric decay
of such crossing probabilities in the number of rectangles (see [AB99, display (1.15)]) is sufficient
for the (Euclidean) Hausdorff dimension to be greater than 1. Unfortunately, we can not prove
this condition for LQG geodesics in full generality and it is not clear to us whether this is even
true. However, it turns out that the proof of the lower bound on Hausdorff dimension involves
some specific configurations of rectangles (or annuli) for which we can establish a near-geometric
decay. To this end let us introduce:

Definition 1.3. A collection of disks {A;}7_; is said to be (A, v)-balanced for some A\, v > 1 if
the following three conditions are satisfied.

C1 For any j # j', d(A;, Aj) > max(diam(A;), diam(A;/)) where d(-,-) denotes the Euclidean
distance.

C2 There exists a sequence of non-negative integers ky < ko < --- < k;;, and Ly > 0 such that
each diam(4;) € [LoA™%1/100, 100LoA %] =: I; for some i € [1,m].

C3 |{j : diam(A4;) € I;}| € [v/100,100 v] for all i € [1,m].

As we will see below, such families of disks arise naturally when we subdivide a path into
smaller crossings in a certain hierarchical fashion. We just need a few more definitions before we
can resume our discussion on Theorem 1.1. If A is the (open) Euclidean disk B(z,r) centered
at z with radius r, we abbreviate the (Euclidean) annulus A(z,7/2,r) = B(z,7)\B(z,1/2) as
A,. We say that a path P crosses A, if it has a segment that is contained in A, has its both
endpoints on 0A and intersects the circle 0B(z,r/2).

We can now state the main ingredient of our proof of Theorem 1.1.

Proposition 1.4. Let h be as in the statement of Theorem 1.1. Then for any Ag > 1 and £ > 0,
there exist p = p(Xo, &) € (0,1) and a positive absolute constant C' such that the following holds.
For any collection of disks {Aj};-‘zl that is (A, v)-balanced for some A = \g and v > 1, one has

mA/v
P[a Djp,-geodesic crosses A; . for all j| < Cpleer. (1.1)
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Theorem 1.1 follows from Proposition 1.4 by a similar argument as in [AB99] with some
adjustments along the way. For sake of completeness, we present the essential parts of the
argument below. Let us start by recalling the notion of straight runs from [AB99]. For a A > 1
which we fix at the outset, a path P in R? is said to exhibit a straight run at scale L if
it traverses some rectangle of length L and cross-sectional diameter (9/+/A)L in the “length”
direction, joining the centers of the corresponding sides. Two straight runs are nested if one of
the defining rectangles contains the other.

The straight runs of P are (A, ky)-sparse if P does not exhibit any nested collection of straight
runs on a sequence of scales Ly, > --- > Ly with Ly, := LoA™" and m > %max{km, ko} = %km.
We have the following deterministic result from [AB99].

Theorem 1.5. [AB99, Theorem 5.1] If the straight runs of a given path P are (X, ko)-sparse for
some ko > 0, then the Hausdorff dimension of P is at least s with s given by A\* = /p(p + 1)
and p an integer strictly smaller than X.

We can now finish the

Proof of Theorem 1.1. It suffices to show that there exist p < oo such that for every A > p and
K cc R?,

P[straight runs of Dj-geodesics are (A, kg)-sparse in K| > 1 — Cg27 k0 (1.2)

where Ck depends only K and Ly = 1. Indeed, using Borel-Cantelli lemma we can conclude
from (1.2) that there exists, almost surely, kg = ko(w) < o0 such that all the Dp-geodesics in K
are (A, ko)-sparse. Taking A close enough to p, we then get from Theorem 1.5 that the Hausdorff
dimension of any Dp-geodesic in K is strictly greater than 1. Theorem 1.1 now follows by letting
K 1 R2

Let us now return to the proof of (1.2). To this end we first compute the probability that
there is a nested sequence of straight runs at scales L, , ..., Lg,, . If a path crosses a rectangle R
of length L and width (9/v/A)L in the long direction, then it also crosses a rectangle R’ of width
(10/+/A)L and length L/2 centered at a line segment joining discretized points in L'Z?, provided
that L' < L/X is picked in a suitable way. Furthermore if L = L, and R contains a smaller
rectangle with length L, and the same aspect ratio for some k' > k, then R’ can be chosen
so that it contains the smaller rectangle as well. Therefore the number of possible locations of
the m nested rectangles obtained in this manner from the straight runs at scales Ly, ,..., L
is bounded by

CK)\4k1 Nk2=k1)  \Alkm—km—1) < CK)\4km. (1.3)

Let us now fix a sequence R;,i = 1,...,m of nested rectangles of length Ly, /2 and width
(10/v/A)Ly,. In the sequel we will call a collection S of subsets of the plane as well-separated
if the distance between any S € S and the rest is at least as large as the diameter of S (recall
the first condition in Definition 1.3). Now split each of the rectangles R; to get v/A/40 shorter
rectangles of aspect ratio 2. Since R;,1 intersects at most two of the shorter rectangles obtained
by subdividing R;, the number of rectangles in a maximal well-separated collection is at least
m(v/A/80 —2). Let us call these new rectangles {R}}7_,. Now observe that any path that crosses
R also crosses A, (cf. (1.1)) where A; is the disk centered at the line joining the midpoints
of the shorter sides of R;-. Hence the probability of a geodesic crossing all the R;’s is bounded
above by the probability of crossing A;. for all j € [1,n]. It also follows from the definition of
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R’ and Aj; that the family of disks {A;}7_; is (v/X, v/ A)-balanced for any A satisfying /A > 800.
Therefore using Proposition 1.4 we get for any such A

mal/4

P[Ry,..., Ry, are crossed by a Dj-geodesic] < Cp losx

where p = p(§) € (0,1). Combined with (1.3) this yields that for all A larger than some fixed
number and k,, satisfying m > k,,/2,

there exists a ‘nested sequence of starigbt runs of < CjelClogA+log A4 /log \ym
a Dy-geodesic at scales Ly, ..., Ly, inside K

where C' is an absolute constant. Now choosing p > (800)? large enough so that
C'log A + log pAY*/log A < —4,

for all A > p and summing over all the sequences k1 < --- < ky, satisfying m < k,, < 2m, we
get

there exists a nested sequence of staright runs of a Dj-geodesic " —dm —m
< < .

P [ at (log-)scales ki, ...,k inside K with m < k,, <2m Crd"e Crd
Finally, summing over m > %0 yields (1.2). O

1.3. Lower bound on the length of LFPP geodesics

Let us first give a definition of the Liouwville first passage percolation (LFPP) that is standard in
recent literature. Soon we will give another definition which is equivalent to the former one in
the limiting sense (i.e., they both converge to the LQG metric) and is more convenient to work
with for our purpose. In the remainder of this section, A is a whole-plane GFF with the additive
constant chosen so that its average over the unit circle is 0. The starting point in all definitions
of LFPP is a family of continuous functions which approximate h. For € > 0, consider a mollified
version of h by

() = (o paa)() = | hw)piap(s —w)du, VzeC

2
where pg(2) = % exp ( — %) is the heat kernel and the integration is in the sense of distribu-
tional pairing.
Now we define the Liouville first passage percolation (LFPP) with parameter £ as the family

of random metrics {Dj }.~o defined by

1
D5 (z,w) = inf j RPN P/ (1)|dt, Vz,weC (1.4)

P:z—w Jo

where the infimum is over all piecewise C'-paths P : [0,1] — C from z to w. To get a non-trivial
limit of the metrics Dj in some suitable topology, one needs to re-normalize them. The standard,
although somewhat arbitrary, choice for the normalizing factor is

1
ae := median of inf {j She(P@)| P! (t)|dt - P is a left-right crossing of [0, 1]2} . (1.5)
0
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The tightness of the rescaled metrics {a;'D5}.~o was established in [DDDF20] and [DG20b]
for subcritical and general £ respectively albeit in different topologies. See [DDG21] for more
details.

Since the function h} is continuous, the geodesics associated with Dj are (locally) rectifiable
and hence their Hausdorff dimension is 1. Therefore we can instead look at the (Euclidean)
lengths of geodesics and ask whether they diverge as ¢ — 0 with high probability. Ding and
Zhang [DZ19] proved a power law divergence for the length when the LFPP distance is defined
using the discrete Gaussian free field (DGFF) under the assumption that, with high probability,
maximum LFPP distance (appropriately scaled) between any points in a compact set is at most
e for some ¢ > 0. As already mentioned in Section 1.1, this condition is currently known to
hold only for very small values of & [DG19] and ¢ € (0.266...,1/4/2) [GP19a]. Using similar
ideas as involved in the proof of Theorem 1.1, we can deduce the power law lower bound on the
length of LFPP geodesics for all values of £&. We state this result for a slightly different choice
of mollification as described below.

In several situations like in ours, it turns out to be more convenient to work with mollifications
that depend locally on h unlike h%(-) above. To this end, let us consider

B (2) = fc B(e V2 (2 — w)) h(w) peao(z — w) dw, VzeC, (1.6)

where 1 : C — [0, 1] is a deterministic, smooth, radially symmetric bump function supported in

B(0,1) that is identically equal to 1 on B(1/2,0). We can define a LFPP metric Dj similarly

as Dj with h: playing the role of h? (recall (1.4)). It was proved in [DFG'20, Lemma 2.1]

. D5 (203U
that a.s. lim._, 71);58 ng
v ) )

U < C where d(+,-;U) is the internal metric of d on U (see Definition 2.1 below). Consequently,
the families of metrics {a- D5 }.~¢ and {aZ1D5}.~0 have the same (weak) subsequential limits

= 1 uniformly over all z,w € U (2 # w) for each bounded open set

[Pfe21, Lemma 2.15]. We now state our result on the (Euclidean) lengths of ﬁi—geodesics. Below
and in rest of the article, two points z, w € C are said to be k-separated if their Euclidean distance
is at least k.

Theorem 1.6. For each § € (0,0), there exists o = a(§) > 0 such that for every k € (0,1) and
K < R? compact,

lir% P[the length of any ﬁ,i geodesic connecting two any k-separated points in K > & ] = 1.
E—>

Remark 1.7 (Relationship between Theorem 1.1 and Theorem 1.6). The results given by The-
orem 1.1 and Theorem 1.6 are independent a priori since neither implies the other even if one
assumes that the LFPP geodesics converge in Hausdorff distance to the LQG geodesics. Al-
though the ideas behind their proofs are similar, the arguments involved vary significantly in
their details.

Remark 1.8 (Quantitative lower bounds on the dimension and the length exponent). It is possible
to extract quantitative lower bounds on the (Euclidean) Hausdorff dimension and the length
exponent for LQG and LFPP geodesics respectively from our proofs. In fact, it can be shown
that the lower bound on the Hausdorff dimension is asymptotic to 1 + e 0" as ¢ — 0 along
with an analogous lower bound for the length exponent a. However, we do not expect these
bounds to be optimal.
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We now briefly describe the organization of this article. In Section 2 we review the axiomatic
characterization as well as some basic properties of the LQG metric which we will need in our
proof. Section 3 is devoted to proving Proposition 1.4 which comprises several intermediate
lemmas including a certain regularity estimate for the harmonic extensions of GFF inside a
collection of disks that is (A, v)-balanced (Lemma 3.3). Finally, in Section 4 we give the proof
of Theorem 1.6.

Our convention regarding constants is the following. Throughout, ¢,d,C,C’, ... denote pos-
itive constants that may change from place to place. Numbered constants are defined the first
time they appear and remain fixed thereafter. Unless mentioned otherwise, all the constants
are assumed to be absolute. Their dependence on other parameters, if any, will always be made
explicit.

Acknowledgements. S.G.’s research was supported by the SERB grant SRG/2021,/000032 and
in part by a grant from the Infosys Foundation as a member of the Infosys-Chandrasekharan
virtual center for Random Geometry. We are grateful to Jian Ding for introducing the problem
to us as well as many helpful discussions. We especially thank Ewain Gwynne for giving many
valuable comments on an earlier draft of the paper.

2. Definition and some properties of the LQG metric

In this section, we review the definition and some basic properties of the £-LQG metric. Let us
start by recalling some basic notions from metric geometry.

Definition 2.1. Let (X, d) be a metric space, with d allowed to take on infinite values.

e For a path P : [a,b] — X, the d-length of P is defined by

#T

len(P;d) = Sl%p Z d(P(t;), P(ti-1))
i=1

where the supremum is over all partitions 7" : a = tg < --- < typ = b of [a,b]. Note that
the d-length of a path may be infinite.

e We say that (X, d) is a length space if for each z,y € X and each ¢ > 0, there exists a path
of d-length at most d(z,y) + ¢ from x to y. If d(z,y) < o0 a path from z to y of d-length
exactly d(z,y) is called a geodesic.

e For Y c X, the internal metric of d on Y is defined by

d(z,y;Y) = lglclf;/len(P; d),Yz,yeY

where the infimum is over all paths P in Y from x to y. Note that d(-,-;Y") is a metric on
Y, except that it is allowed to take infinite values.

o If X c C we say that d is a lower semicontinuous metric if the function (x,y) — d(z,y)
is lower semicontinuous w.r.t. the Euclidean topology. We equip the set of lower semicon-
tinuous metrics on X with the following topology (the so-called Beer topology [Bee82]) on
lower semicontinuous functions on X x X and the associated Borel o-algebra. A sequence
of functions {f, }nen converges in this topology to another function f if and only if
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(i) Whenever (z,,w,) € X xX with (z,,w,) — (z,w), we have f(z,w) < lim iololf fn(zn,wp).

(ii) For each (z,w) € X x X, there exists a sequence (z,,w,) — (z,w) such that

fn(zn,wp) — f(z,w).

We would like to emphasize at this point for the sake of clarity that all the paths we consider
in the sequel are Fuclidean paths, i.e., paths in the Euclidean topology.

We now define the LQG metric with paramater £ > 0. The following axiomatic characteriza-

tion of the LQG metric is taken from [DG21] which covers all the phases of LQG. Also see the
earlier works [MQ20, GM21b] for closely related formulations. The definition involves an addi-
tional parameter @) = Q(£) > 0 whose exact functional dependence on ¢ is currently unknown.
We refer the reader to [DG21, Section 1.2] and [DDG21, Section 2.3.1] for a detailed discussion
on the relationship of this parameter with the coupling constant v and the matter central charge
CM-
Definition 2.2. Let D’ be the space of distributions (generalized functions) on C equipped with
the usual weak topology. For £ > 0, an LQG metric with parameter £ is a measurable function
h — Dy, from to the space of lower semicontinuous metrics on C with the following properties’.
Let h be a GFF plus a continuous function on C: i.e., h is a random distribution on C which
can be coupled with a random continuous function f in such a way that h — f has the law of
the whole-plane GFF. Then the associated metric D), = D,(f) satisfies the following axioms.

I Length space. Almost surely, (C, D},) is a length space.

IT Locality. Let U < C be a deterministic open set. The Dp-internal metric Dy (-, -;U) is a.s.
given by a measurable function of h|y (see, e.g., [DG21, Section 2.2] for a precise meaning
of this).

IIT Weyl scaling. For a continuous function f: C +— R, define
len(P;Dy)
(e - Dp)(z,w) == inf J PO gt vz, we C, (2.1)
P:z-w Jg

where the infimum is over all Dy-rectifiable paths from z to w in C parametrized by Dy-
length (we use the convention that inf @ = o0). Then a.s. e&f - D, = Dy, ¢ for every
continuous function f: C — R.

IV Affine coordinate change. There is a specific choice of Q = Q(&) > 0 such that for each
fixed deterministic » > 0 and z € C, a.s.

Dp(ru + 2,70 + 2) = Dpry2)+Qlogr (W 0),  Vu,v e C. (2.2)

V Finiteness. Let U < C be a deterministic, open, connected set and let Ky, Ko < U be

disjoint, deterministic, compact, connected sets which are not singletons. Almost surely,
Dh(Kly Ko; U) < 0.

The following theorem [DG21] (see also [GM21b]) asserts that the LQG metric as defined in
Definition 2.2 exists and is unique.

!The definition of D on any zero measure subset of D’ w.r.t. the law of any whole-plane GFF plus a continuous
function is inconsequential to us.
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Theorem 2.3. For each £ > 0 there exists an LQG metric D with parameter & satisfying the
axioms of Definition 2.2. This metric is unique in the following sense. If D and D are two LQG
metrics with parameter &, then there is a deterministic constant C > 0 such that a.s. l~)h = CDy,
whenever h is a whole-plane GFF plus a continuous function.

In view of Theorem 2.3, we can refer to the unique metric satisfying Definition 2.2 as the LQG
metric (with parameter £). To be precise, the metric is unique only up to a global deterministic
multiplicative constant. When referring to the LQG metric, we fix the constant in some arbitrary
way. For example, we could require that the median distance between the left and right sides of
[0,1]? is 1 when h is a whole-plane GFF normalized so that its average over the unit circle is
zero. It is clear that the geodesics underlying the metric, whenever they exist, remain invariant
with respect to the choice of this constant.

Please note that the metric Dy given by Theorem 2.3 implicitly depends on our particular
choice for the normalization of h. Indeed, it follows from the Weyl scaling (Axiom III) that the
metric corresponding to any other choice of normalization (say, we set the average of h to be 0
on a different circle) is related to Dj, by a random positive prefactor.

The LQG metric associated with variants of GFF on other domains (like the zero-boundary
GFF on a proper subdomain of C) can be constructed from Dy, via restriction and / or local
absolute continuity in view of locality (Axiom IT) and the Weyl scaling; see [GM21b, Remark 1.5].

Of special interest are two types of Dj-distances which we now introduce:

Definition 2.4. For an annulus A ¢ C, we define Dy (across A) to be the Dj-distance between
the inner and outer boundaries of A. We define Dy (around A) to be the infimum of the Dj-
lengths of paths in A which separate the inner and outer boundaries of A.

These two types of (random) distances and the events comparing them play a crucial role in
the study of LQG metric (see [DDG21] and the references therein) as they are going to do in
our work as well. Notice that these distances are determined by the internal metric of Dj on A.
It is a.s. the case that Dp(across A) and Djp(around A) are finite and positive (see [Pfe21] for
more explicit tail bounds and also the discussion following [DG21, Lemma 2.6]).

Finally, we come to the question of existence of geodesics. In the supercritical case £ > &t
the limiting metric in Theorem 2.3 does not induce the Euclidean topology on C. Rather, there
exists an uncountable, Euclidean-dense set of singular points z € C such that Dp(z,w) = o0
for all w € C\{z} [DG21, (1.8)]. However, for each fixed z € C, a.s. z is a non-singular point
and hence the set of singular points has zero Lebesgue measure [DG21]. On the subspace of
non-singular points, we have the following result from [Pfe21, Proposition 1.12].

Proposition 2.5 ([Pfe2l]). Almost surely, the metric Dy is complete and finite-valued on
C\{singular points}. Moreover, every pair of points in C\{singular points} can be joined by a
Dy,-geodesic

Furthermore, the geodesics connecting two given points (which exsist almost surely) is also a.s.
unique. In fact, we have the following slightly more general statement from [DG21, Lemma 2.7].

Lemma 2.6 ([DG21]). Let K1, Ko < C be deterministic disjoint Euclidean-compact sets. Almost
surely, there is a unique Dy-geodesic from Ky to K.
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3. Simultaneous crossings of annuli

In this section we will prove Proposition 1.4. Let us start with the simplest scenario where there
is only one disk, i.e., n = 1 in which case Proposition 1.4 is implied by the following result.

Lemma 3.1. For any z € C and r > 0, let F,, := {a Dy-geodesic crosses A(z,r/2,7)}. Then
there exists ¢/ (€) € (0,1) such that

P[a Dj,-geodesic crosses A(z,r/2,r)] < ' (€). (3.1)

Proof. The argument presented below is similar to the one given in the proof of [MQ20, Lemma 4.3]
and will be used as a reference for our later arguments. We will bound P[F | by invoking a
new event G, which involves a comparison between two special types of Dj-distances. To this
end let us define

G = {Dp(around A(z,3r/4,7r/8)) < Dy(across A(z,1/2,5r/8))}.

and observe that G, FZT. Indeed, on the event G ,, we can reroute any path P cross-
ing A(z,r/2,r) through a path separating A(z,3r/4,7r/8) such that the resulting path P’ has
(strictly) smaller Dj-length. In particular no geodesic can cross A(z,7/2,7) on the event G ,.

As we now explain, probability of the event G, is independent of z and r, ie., P[G,,]| =
P[Gp,1]. To see this notice that due to the Weyl scaling (Axiom III) adding a (random) constant
to h only changes the metric Dy, by a multiplicative constant and consequently the event G, is
a.s. determined by h — h,(z) where h,(z) is the average of h over the circle 0B(z,r) (see [DS11,
Section 3.1] for an introduction to the circle average processes). Since the whole-plane GFF
satisfies, for any z € C and r > 0,

h(r - +2) — he(2) "= h — hy (0) (3.2)

(see, e.g. [DDG21, Section 2.2.3]), we can immediately deduce P[G. ] = P[Gp1].

Hence it suffices to show that P[Gp1] > 0. To this end let us recall from the previous sec-
tion that both Dy (around A(3/4,7/8)) and Dy (across A(1/2,5/8)) are finite, positive random
variables and hence there exists C' = C'(£) = 1 such that

P[Dy,(around A(3/4,7/8)) < CDy(across A(1/2,5/8))] > % (3.3)

where A(r, R) :== A(0,7, R). Now consider a non-negative, radially symmetric (bump) function
¢ € CF(C) supported in B(0,3/4) which is equal to 1 on B(0,5/8). As (C, D},) is a length space
(Axiom I), Dy (across A) is determined by the internal metric of Dy, on A and so is Dy, (around A)
by definition. Hence, with C' as in the last display, we get for the metric Dj_¢110g ¢

P[Dj,4e-110g cp(around A(3/4,7/8)) < Djpe-1105 c(across A(1/2,5/8))] > %

Indeed, by the Weyl scaling, the Dy 1105 cg-internal metric is e8¢ 1080 — (' times the Dj-
internal metric inside A(1/2,5/8) whereas it is same as the Dp-internal metric in A(3/4,7/8)
which yields the above bound in view of (3.3). However, the laws of h and h + ¢ are mutually
absolutely continuous (see, e.g., [MS16] for a proof) and consequently there exists ¢/(£) < 1 such
that

P[Go1] = P[G,] =1 (€)

which gives us P[F} ] < (), i.e., (3.1). O
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Now we come to main part of the proof where we have to deal with multiple disks. To this
end let us consider the collection of disks {A4;}7_; = {B(z;,7;)}}_; that is (A, v)-balanced for
some A = A\g > 1 and v > 1. In order to obtain a near-geometric decay as in (1.1), we will
produce two collections of events {H, _, and {F i b "_1 satisfying the following properties
for all j € [1,n].

VR

Pl F,, cF, . UH,,,.
P2 l?’zj,rj is independent of the o-algebra generated by ({H.,,,}/" 1, {I*N”Zln}#y)

P3 There exists ¢(£) € (0,1) such that P[ zﬁ]] < d(8).

Assuming that two families of events exist satisfying P1-P3, we can immediately write with
={je[l,n]: H , occurs} < [1,n],

[ ﬁ ZJ7TJ] [ﬂ ﬁ‘zjﬂ‘j] P2£P3 E[C/(f)‘s‘] (3.4)

jes

where in the second step we also used the fact that the random set S is determined by the events
{H,r;}7_1. This leads to the bound

[ﬁ | < C©F + B8] < K] (3.5)

for any K € [1,n] which yields Proposition 1.4 provided we also have

m/7
P[|S| < en] < Ce ) toger (3.6)

(recall m and also that n = mwv/100 from Definition 1.3).

Having laid out the basic strategy, we now proceed to defining the events {ﬁzhm }?:1 and
{H, };-‘:1 to which end we will use the Markov decomposition of h as stated below (see, e.g.,
[She07, PW20, BP21] and [Shel6, Section 3.2] for a brief review on the whole-plane GFF in
particular).

For any z € C and r > 0, h can be decomposed as
h=Thep+hor

where %Z,r is a GFF on B(z,r) with zero boundary condition and iALZ,T, is a distribution modulo
absolute constant that is harmonic on B(z,r) and agrees with h in C\B(z,r). Furthermore, h,
is independent of F., — the o-algebra generated by h|c\p(.,) (see, e.g., [DG21, (2.2)] for a

precise definition). Note that ﬁz,r is measurable w.r.t. F ,.

At this point we would like to draw the reader’s attention to the fact that A is treated in this
decomposition as a distribution modulo additive constant, i.e., without any particular choice
of normalization. In order to use the aforementioned independence between F, , and lNLZm after
normalizing h so that hs(w) = 0 for some s > 0 and w € C (recall that s = 1 and w = 0 in
our preexisting choice), we would need B(z,r) to be disjoint from 0B (w, s). However, changing
the normalization to hs(w) = 0 only amounts to subtracting the (random) constant hg(w) from
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h and hence, by the Weyl scaling, changes Dj, by the (random) factor e¢hs(W) This does not
affect the relative distances nor the geodesics and hence the events I, and G, are invariant
w.r.t. the choice of the circle on which we normalize h. Therefore, in the rest of the paper we
assume that 0B(w,s) is disjoint from the union of B(zj,7;);j € [1,n] so that we can use the
Markov property inside each B(zj,r;) with h normalized in this manner.

Now for some M > 0 whose precise value would be chosen in Lemma 3.3 below, let us define
the events F, , = F, ,.pr and H, . = H, ,.ps as follows:

ﬁ = {D~ (around A(z,3r/4,7r/8)) = 75MD;LZ’T(aCI"OSS A(z,7/2,57/8))}, and

H,, { sup |hz7r(u) — ?Lzr(v)\ > M}
u,veB(z,7r/8)

(3.7)

where Dj is the LQG metric on B(z,r) associated with 71277, (recall the discussion from Sec-
tion 2). We then have:

Lemma 3.2. Consider a collection of disjoint disks {B(z],r]) . Then the families of events
{szﬂ“j }j=1 and {HZ

i ti=1 defined as in (3.7) satisfy properties P17P3 with ¢ depending only
on & and M.

Proof. We verify each of the properties P1-P3 below for the collections {ﬁzﬂ Vi1 and {H, 11y

Property P1. It immediately follows from (3.7) and the Weyl scaling that F » N HS

Z,r = cm,r
(recall the argument previously given for G, < F, % in the proof of Lemma 3.1).

Property P2. Since F % is determined by %Z,r and the disks B(zj,7;)’s are disjoint, we get that
the events {H., r,}i_1, {F%, r }i=; are measurable relative to JF, ;.. The Markov property then
gives us the required independence between F %,y and ({H R L {13 Zi,Ti}i7éj) for all j € [1,n].

Property P3. For the upper bound on the probability of F >, first notice that due to the scale and
translation invariance of h (recall (3.2)) as well as the Weyl scaling we have P[F L] = ]P’[ﬁo,l]. It
is known from [MQ20, Lemma 4.1] that the laws of h|p(o,7/8)—h1(0) and %0 1/B(0,7/8) are mutually
absolutely continous and hence both Dj,  (around A(3/4,7/8)) and Dj,  (across A(1/2,5/8)) are

finite and positive random variables (note that they are both determlned by the internal metric
of Dy on B(0,7/8)). Given this fact, we can deduce an upper bound on ]P’[Fo,l] (and hence

]P’[l?’ ~r]) depending only on ¢ and M by the exact same argument as that for the upper bound
on P[Go,l]. O

Finally, it remains to check whether (3.6) also holds for these events.

Lemma 3.3. Suppose {B(zj,7;)}}_y is (A, v)-balanced for some A = Ao > 1 and v > 1 and the
events {H, ;. }7_; are defined by (3.7). Then there exists an absolute constant M > 0 such that
with S defined as in (3.4), we have

ﬂ

P[|S| < n/2] < CePiger (3.8)

Combined with (3.5) and Lemma 3.2, this finishes the proof of Proposition 1.4. The proof of
Lemma 3.3 will be given in the next subsection. O
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3.1. Proof of Lemma 3.3

Notice that Lemma 3.3 is essentially a statement about the regularity of harmonic extensions.
In the case when the sets A;’s concentric annuli, such estimates have been used many times in
the LQG literature; see, e.g., [MQ20, Proposition 4.3]. However, our situation is quite different
from theirs and necessitates a different approach. One key ingredient in the proof is the following
variance estimate.

Lemma 3.4. Let z€ C, r >0 and s € (0,1). Then there exists C = C(s) > 0 such that for any
two points u,v € B(z, sr),

El(h. (u) — b)) < (1Y (39

Estimates of this flavor are prevalent in the literature; see, e.g., [BDZ16, Lemma 3.10] for the
analogous result in the context of a discrete GFF on a box and also [PW20, Section 4.1] which
gives a weaker bound for the zero-boundary GFF on a proper subdomain of C. Using it we can
now finish the

Proof of Lemma 3.3. Let A, ,(u,v) denote the difference lAzzr(u) —lAzzvr(fu). In view of the variance
bound (3.9), it follows from the Fernique’s inequality [Fer75] (see also [BDZ16, Lemma 3.5]) that

E[ sup AL, (uwv)]<C. (3.10)
u,veB(z,7r/8)

This implies in particular,

p=E[ sup A (uj,v5)] =E|[ sup Az (ug,v5)]
(“jo)EB(Zj’?Tj/E;)%: S ;(Ujvvj)GB(Zﬂ"j/f‘) T (3.11)

!
<Cn<C'mv

where in the final step we used the bound n < 100mv as a consequence of the definition of
(A, v)-balanced sets. Now suppose that we also have, for any choice of pairs of points (u;,v;) €
B<Zj7 7Tj/8)7
v := Var | Z Ay (ug,05)] < C'(Ao)mv*? log ev. (3.12)
J
Then, using the Borell-Tsirelson inequality [Bor75, SC74] (see, e.g., [AT07, Theorem 2.1.1]) we

get

Ce(ng) okt
P| sup A (uj,0)) =+ k] < e F20 <o 00 ST e (3.13)
§ (uj,v5) €B(z5,7r;/8)

for all k > 0. Setting M = 4C where C is from (3.11), we can deduce from this:

P[|S| < n/2] = ]P’[#{j : sup Z Ay (uj,v5) = 4C} > n/2]
(uj,v5) €B(z5,7r;/8) =
(M) 7
<P [Z sup A (ujv5) =20+ Cn) <e O A oger < o ¢ M0) 1o

7 (Uj,vj)GB(Zj,7Tj/8)

where in the last step used the lower bound n > mv/100 as implied by Definition 1.3.

imsart-generic ver. 2014/02/20 file: LQG_geodesic_dimension_submitl.tex date: May 12, 2022



14

Let us now verify the bound in (3.12) to which end we start by expanding
Var ZAZJ' ri uj,vj)]

ZVar 2y (Uj, )] + 2 Z Z Z Z |Cov[A 2 (U, 05), Ay (g, )| (3.14)

1€[1,m] j€S; £=i keS,,
k#j

where S; == {j : 2r; € [LoA™*1/100, 100LoA~*]} (recall Definition 1.3). It follows from (3.9) that
Var[A; r; (uj,v5)] < C. (3.15)

For the covariance terms first observe that due to the well-separatedness of B(zj,7;)’s, we have
2d; = |zj — 2| = 2(rj v 1) whenever j # k and hence the two disjoint disks B(zj,d; ) and
B(zy,dj ) contain B(zj,7;) and B(z, 1) respectively. Therefore we can write

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~

Azj,T’j (uj7 Uj) = hzjﬂ“j (u]) - hzj,T’j (Uj) = (hzj,dj,k (U’J) - thdj,k (Uj)) + (hzjydj,kndj (u]) - hzj,dj,k;Tj (Uj))

where hzj, dj vy

hz;d;, at ww.r.t. the circle 0B(zj,7;) with P, (-, ) being the Poisson kernel for the disk B(z,r)
and o, (-) being the uniform distribution on the circle dB(z,r). Similar decomposition holds for
Ay, r,. (ug, vi) as well. These averages are well-defined just as the circle averages by the continuity
of Poisson kernel. Now notice that the random variable A, ,.(u,v) is a difference of two averages
involving h and hence is well-defined without any normalization, see, e.g., [Shel6, Section 3.2]).
Hence, by the independence between lNLZm and F, ,, we get in view of this decomposition

(w) = SaB (2575) %zj,dj WPz v (0, y)0 2, . (dy) is the harmonic average of the field

~ ~ ~

COV[AZjﬂ“j (uj7 Uj)v Azkﬂ’k (ukv Uk)] = COV[th,dj,k (UJ) - hzj,dj,k (Uj)v hzjydj,k (uk) - hzjydj,k (Uk)]

Bounding this by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and subsequently the resulting variance terms
by Lemma 3.4 yields us

| Cov[As, 1, (uj,v5), Ay (i, v)] | < O (3.16)

We now go back to (3.14) and consider, for some j € S; and ¢ > ¢, the sum of the (absolute)
covariance terms

Z |C0V[Azj7rj(uj,vj),Azk,rk Uk, Vk) ] Z Z |COV 2 (W5, V5), Azk,rk(uk,vk)ﬂ
keSy teN> o k)ETtJ ¢

where T} j o == {k € S¢ : A(zj,7j + (t — 1) LoA™*¢, 1 + tLoA™") N B(2x, 1) # &}. Since the disks
B(z,ri)’s are disjoint; and j € S; and k € Sy, it follows that

(7’]' + tLQ)\ka)Lo)\fkl
L2\ %

Tyl < C < C (N hi 4, (3.17)

As to Cov[A,; r; (uj,v5), Az . (ur, vg)], using the same bounds on r; and rg, we get from (3.16)

Ak)g k
kg%“?fe | COV[Azj,rj (uj, Uj), A v (ug, vg)] | Cm .
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Since this bound is decreasing in ¢ and |Sy| < 100v by Definition 1.3, we can write in view of
(3.17),

Z Z ‘ COV[AZjﬂ“j (uj7 Uj)v Azkﬂ’k (wk, Uk)] ‘

teN>o keTy ;.

X (3.18)

ty ko—Fk;
. _ AR g
ke—k ke—k v
< 4 % < 4 i
< CA tEIW [ < CA log

)\k‘e—k‘i

where t,, is the smallest integer satisfying C1 32 | (\F¢=F 1) > 100w provided Cy(\e—Fi +1) <
100v. On the other hand, when C; (A% + 1) > 100v, we can instead use the naive bound

)\k)g—k)i B L
Z Z | Cov[Az, r, (us,v5), Ay (g, v)] | < Cum < O~k (3.19)

teN= o kGTt’j’[

Let us further analyze the bound in (3.18). It is clear from the definition of ¢, that Oy Y72 | (\Fe=ki 4
t) < 200v and hence A¥~*it, < Cv. Consequently, we obtain from (3.18):

Z Z |COV[Azj,rj (uj,05); Agy e (U, VR ] |
teN>o keTy ;. (3.20)
< ONFekijog(1 4+ Cua—2keki)y < opa—(kehi)
where in the final step we bounded log(1 + z) by x. Notice that this bound is good as soon as
A 2ke=ki) < 1 ie., v < A2ke—ki) and we can bound the log term by loger otherwise. Using

these bounds in different ‘regimes” based on the value of k;, we get (we suppress the constant
prefactor C' by using “<” instead of “<” in all steps)

Z Z | Cov[Azﬂj (u,v5), Ay e (ks Uk ] |

1>i keS,
< Z Nee=Fi Jog ev + Z vA~Remk) < O (Xg)/v log ev
)\Z(klfki)<y Vg)\Q(k:gfki)
(recall that A = A\g > 1). Plugging this as well as (3.15) into (3.14), we can conclude (3.11) in
view of the bound |S;| < [cv, Cv] as implied by Definition 1.3. O

Finally we give

Proof of Lemma 3.4. Due to the scale and translation invariance of h (see (3.2)), it suffices to
prove the estimate for z = 0 and = 1 which will drop from all the notations below. Since h(-)
is harmonic in B(0,1), we can write in the notations we introduced in the previous proof (see
the discussion after (3.15)):

~

h(u) — h(v) = f h(y)(P(u,y) — P(v,y))o(dy).
2B(0,1)

As already noted, this average is well-defined even without any normalization and hence we have
the following expression from the defining properties of the whole-plane GFF (see, e.g. [Shel6,
display (3.4)]):

E[(7(u) — h(v))?] = f (P(u,z) — P(v,2))G(z,y)(P(u,y) — P(v,y))o(dz)o(dy)
0B(0,1)x0B(0,1)

where G(z,y) = —log | —y|. From this we can immediately deduce (3.9) owing to the continuity
of the Poisson kernel on B(0,1) x dB(0,1) (see, e.g., [MP10, Theorem 3.44]). O
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4. Length of LFPP geodesics

In this section we will prove Theorem 1.6. Like in the case of Theorem 1.1, the principal tool is
the following analogue of Proposition 1.4.

Proposition 1.4'. For any Ao > 1 and £ > 0, there exist p = p(No,&),e0 = €0(&) € (0,1) and
a positive absolute constant C' such that the following holds. For any collection of disks {A; }?:1

that is (A, v)-balanced for some A = \g and v > 1 and has maximum and minimum radius in
[32¢/2,1], one has

A~ m+/v
Pla Dj -geodesic crosses Ajo for all j] < Cploeer (4.1)
whenever € € (0,ep).

In order to deduce Theorem 1.6 from Proposition 1.4", we will need a “finite-length” analogue
of Theorem 1.5 which we now state. Let us recall the notion of straight runs and (), kg )-sparsity
from Section 1.2. We call the straight runs of a path P as (A, ko)-sparse down to scale ¢ if P
does not exhibit any nested collection of straight runs on a sequence of scales Ly, > --- > Ly
with Ly, := LoA™*, Ly, = § and m > %max{kzm, ko} = %k‘m

Lemma 4.2. Let the distance between the endpoints of a given path P be at least Lgy. Also
suppose that its straight runs are (X, ko)-sparse down to scale 6 for some 6 € (0, Lg) and ko > 0.
Then there exist s = s(\) > 0 and ¢ = ¢(\, Ly) > 0 such that the Euclidean length of P is at
least cd~*5.

Proof. Choose p € [A/2,A] such that g = 4/p(p + 1) is strictly larger than A\. Now using the
same algorithmic construction as given in the proof of [AB99, Lemma 5.2], we get a nested
sequence [y, ...,y of collections of segments of P such that:

max

e each I'; is a collection of segments of diameter at least Ly;

e in each generation (as defined by k), distinct segments are at distances at least eLj with
e=(\p) -1

e cach segment of 'y (k > 1) is contained in one of the segments of I'y_1, with the number
of immediate descendants thus contained in a given element of I'y_; at least p and is at
least p + 1 unless it exhibits a straight run at the scale Ly

(here kmax == max{k : Ly, > 0}). Now, for points « € Uyer, 7, define ny(x) to be the number of
immediate descendants of the set containing = within I'y_; [AB99, Lemma 5.4]. Then, using the
identity [AB99, display (5.19)], we can write

Kmax kmax

1= Y TImm < Do (in [[njm) "

el’y
nerkmax ]=1 n kmax ]=1

where the number n;(n) is the constant value that n;(x) takes for z € n. However, since the
straight runs of P are (), kg)-sparse down to scale 4, it follows from the aforementioned items
that H?ﬁ‘f‘ n;(x) = BFmax (see also the proof of Theorem 5.1 in [AB99]). Therefore, the previous

display gives us |I'y,... | = #*m>. From this we can deduce,

kmax
P12 Mol L = (5) ™ Lo = 0., L)~
with s = clog(8/A)/log(A) > 0 for some suitable absolute constant ¢ > 0 upon noting that
Lj oo <O O
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We can now finish the

Proof of Theorem 1.6. The proof follows in essentially the same fashion from Proposition 1.4’
and Lemma 4.2 as did the proof of Theorem 1.1 from Proposition 1.4 and Theorem 1.5 by
controlling the probability of the sparsity of straight runs in LFPP geodesics down to scale
32¢1/2. O

Finally, it remains to give the:

Proof of Proposition 1.4 . Let us consider the following redefinition of the events in (3.7) for
some M > 0 which will be later set to an absolute constant:

F., = {Af (around A(z,3r/4,7r/8)) = efEMlA?% (across A(z,7/2,5r/8))}, and
{ ’ ’ (4.2)

sup VAlzr(u) - /ﬁzr(vﬂ > M}
u,veB(z,15r/16)

where ﬁ% is the LFPP metric constructed from %Z,r in the same way as ﬁi was constructed

zZ,T

from h (reycall (1.6)). We will follow this convention of denoting LFPP metrics in the sequel.
Similarly we redefine the event F. , from the statement of Lemma 3.1 (see also P1) to involve
ﬁi-geodesics instead of Dj-geodesics. In view of (3.5), Lemma 3.2 and Lemma 3.3 (with H, ,
redefined as above for which the proof given in the previous section works similarly for a possibly
new choice of the absolute constant M), it suffices to verify the properties P1-P3 for {13 s };-‘:1
and {H, ,, }?:1 which we do in the remainder of the proof. A crucial observation to make here
— which will be used repeatedly in the sequel often without any explicit reference — is that the
random variable iAL;(z) is a radially symmetric integral of (and therefore is measurable relative
t0) h|p(,.1/2) for all z € C. This is the main reason why we chose to work with A7 instead of A.

Property P1. This follows from the same reasoning as given in the proof of Lemma 3.2 for the
same property except that in place of Weyl scaling, we can directly use the definition of the
metric as given by (1.4) (with A7 in place of h}). For this last part of the argument, it is crucial
that I, be measurable relative to h|p(; 15./16) Which is true if r > 32¢1/2

Property P2. Again the same argument as in the proof of Lemma 3.2 works in view of the lower
bound on the minimum radius of the disks.

Property P3. This part requires a delicate argument since, unlike in the case of Lemma 3.2, we do
not have P[F. o] = IP’[]EOJ]. The way to get around this is to use the tightness of the (re-scaled)
LFPP metrics [DG20b]. However, to the best of our knowledge, there is no “readily available”
tighness results for a_ 113% (across/around A(z,-,-)) (¢ € (0,1)) in particular (see Section 1.3 for

a.) and some work is necessary to transfer the tightness bounds from aZ ! D§ (across/around A)
to these random variables. Consequently, in the course of our proof, we will switch between
and compare events similar to ﬁ’z,r defined for several LFPP metrics and hence it would be
convenient to have a generic notation for such events. To this end let us define, for any random,
intrinsic metric D defined on B(z,r) and prefactor C > 0,

ﬁ’z,r(D,C) = {D(around A(z,3r/4,7r/8)) = C D(across A(z,r/2,5r/8))}

(cf. the definition of ﬁ’z,r in (4.2)).
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Now suppose for the moment being that we also have,
SN 1
P[F, (D5 L Ca9)] <5 (43)

for all r € (32c1/2,1), € € (0, ¢(£)) and some Cy(¢) > 1. In order to verify P3, we need to obtain a
non-trivial upper bound (depending only on &) for the probability of ﬁz,r ( f)i%z K e &M ) To this
end, let us consider a non-negative, radially symmetric (bump) function ¢ € Cgé((C) supported in
B(0,23/32) which is identically equal to 1 on B(0,21/32). Then using similar argument as that
for the upper bound on P[Gy 1] in the proof of Lemma 3.1 and the fact that h?(z) is determined
by h| B(z,e1/2) for any distribution h (provided all the distributional pairings are well-defined),
we get a constant C3 = C3(Cq, M) > 0 such that

A Ne —EMY _ 18 Ne
For(D5, ™) = For(D5 ey @) (44)

whenever r > 32¢1/2. Denoting by P and P the laws of Ttw and 712774—03 ¢(r~1(- — 2) respectively,
let us recall the following fact which is a consequence of Jensen’s inequality, see e.g. the discussion
following (2.7) in [BDZ95] for a proof. For any event A with positive P-probability, one has

P[A] > P[A]e- /PIADHPIP)+1/e) (4.5)

where H(P|P) := E [log %] is the relative entropy of P with respect to P. The Radon-Nikodym

derivative g—g, in this case, is given by the formula (see, e.g. [MS16, Proposition 3.4])

dP
P = €xXp <(h, ¢Z,T)V - %(qbzﬂ‘? ¢277)V>

where (f,g)v = §o Vf-Vgd?®z is the Dirchlet inner product and ¢.,(-) == C5o(r~1(- — 2)).
From this we can now compute the relative entropy in terms of (¢, ,, ¢, ,)v as follows:

H(f)|P) = E[(ha ¢Z,T)V - %(gbz,ra ¢Z,T‘)V] = E[(h + ¢z,r, gbz,r)v - %(Qsz,r, gbz,r)V] = %(Qsz,ra ¢z,7“)V

(this is a special case of the famous Cameron-Martin theorem, see, e.g. [Jan97, Theorem 14.1]).
By standard change of variable one gets that (¢, ., ¢.,)v = C3 (¢, ¢)v and hence applying (4.5)
to the event F .(Dy, C2)¢, we obtain from (4.3) and (4.4)

P[E.,

)

(D5, e )] < el <1

which yields P3.

Let us now show (4.3) for which we again start with an intermediate statement. So suppose

that
1

PLE. (D, Ca(©)] < 5 (4.6)

for some Cy(§) > 0, all r € (g,1) and ¢ € (0,¢(¢)). From this, (4.3) immediately follows by
controlling the fluctuation of the harmonic field h,, on B(z,15r/16) using Lemma 3.4, (3.10)
and the Borell-Tsierlson inequality (see (3.13)). So we focus on (4.6) in the remaining part of
the proof.
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Continuing in the same vein, we first note that

P (DF, C5(9)] < 5 (.7

for some C5(§) > 0 and all > ¢ as the the random variables

angi(around A(3/4,7/8)) and (angZ(across 14(1/2,5/8)))_1
are tight for 6 € (0,1) [DG20b, Proposition 4.1]. Let us explain the connection between these
two in more detail. It follows from the definition of Dj that

Dj(rz,rw) = rDE"

h(r')(z,w), Vz,weC

([DFG*20, Lemma 2.6]). Combined with the scale and translation invariance of h (3.2), this
yields (4.7) in view of the above-mentioned tightness of D} over § € (0,1) (see also [Pfe2l,
Definition 1.6 — Axiom V]).

Let us now finish the proof of (4.6) which follows immediately from (4.7) and the following
(local) uniform comparison result proved in [DFG*20, Lemma 2.1]:

l)i(z,uul?(O,l))

Almost surely, lims_,o DS oo BO.D) — 1 uniformly over all z,w € B(0,1) (z # w). O
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