arXiv:2406.02397v1 [math.PR] 4 Jun 2024

ONE-ARM PROBABILITIES FOR METRIC GRAPH GAUSSIAN FREE FIELDS BELOW AND AT THE CRITICAL DIMENSION

ZHENHAO CAI^1 AND JIAN DING^1

Abstract. For the critical level-set of the Gaussian free field on the metric graph of Z^d, we consider the one-arm probability θ_d(N), i.e., the probability that the boundary of a box of side length 2N is connected to the center. We prove that θ_d(N) is O(N^{− d2 +1}) for 3 ≤ d ≤ 5, and is N^{−2+o(1)} for d = 6. Our upper bounds match the lower bounds in a previous work by Ding and Wirth up to a constant factor for 3 ≤ d ≤ 5, and match the exponent therein for d = 6. Combined with our previous result that θ_d(N) ≍ N^{−2} for d > 6, this seems to present the first percolation model whose one-arm probabilities are essentially completely understood in all dimensions. In particular, these results fully confirm Werner’s conjectures (2021) on the one-arm exponents:

(1) for 3 ≤ d < d_c = 6, θ_d(N) = N^{− d2 +o(1)}; (2) for d > d_c, θ_d(N) = N^{−2+o(1)}.

Prior to our work, Drewitz, Prévost and Rodriguez obtained upper bounds for d ∈ {3, 4}, which are very sharp although lose some diverging factors. In the same work, they conjectured that θ_{dc} (N) = N^{−2+o(1)}, which is now established. In addition, in a recent concurrent work, Drewitz, Prévost and Rodriguez independently obtained the up-to-constant upper bound for d = 3.

1. Introduction

In this paper, we study the Gaussian free field (GFF) on the metric graph ~Z^d, where we assume d ≥ 3 unless stated otherwise. Specifically, for each adjacent pair x ∼ y on the integer lattice Z^d, consider a compact interval I_{{x,y}} of length d with two endpoints identical to x and y respectively. Then the metric graph ~Z^d is defined as the union of all these intervals. The GFF on ~Z^d, denoted by {~ϕ_v}_{v∈~Zd}, can be constructed by the following two steps:

(1) Sample a discrete Gaussian free field {ϕ_x}_{x∈Z}d, which is a mean-zero Gaussian field on the lattice Z^d, whose covariance is given by E ( ϕ_xϕ_y ) = G(x, y), ∀x, y ∈ Z^d. The Green’s function G(x, y) is the average number of visits at y by a simple random walk on Z^d starting from x.

1School of Mathematical Sciences, Peking University. 1

(2) For any x ∼ y ∈ Z^d, the values of ~ϕ_v for v ∈ I_{{x,y}} are given by an independent Brownian bridge on I_{{x,y}} with variance 2 at time 1, conditioned on the boundary values ϕ_x at x and ϕ_y at y.

Percolation for the level-set ~E^{≥h} := { v ∈ ~Z^d : ~ϕ_v ≥ h } (h ∈ R) has been widely studied. Notably, it was proved in [25] that the critical level ~h_∗ of ~E^{≥·} exactly equals to 0 for all d ≥ 3. Precisely, for any h < 0, ~E^{≥h} almost surely percolates (i.e. contains an infinite connected component). At the critical level h = ~h_∗ = 0, [25, Proposition 5.2] shows that the two-point function satisfies

(1.1) P ( x^{~E≥0}←−→ y ) ≍ |x − y|^{2−d}, ∀x ≠ y ∈ Z^d, where { A_1^{~E≥0}←−→ A_2 } represents the event that A_1 and A_2 are connected by ~E^{≥0} (i.e. there exists a path on ~Z^d in ~E^{≥0} connecting A_1 and A_2), “f ≍ g” means cg ≤ f ≤ Cg for some constants C > c > 0 depending only on d, and | · | is the Euclidean norm. As shown in the proof of [25, Theorem 2], (1.1) and the uniqueness of the infinite cluster imply that ~E^{≥0} does not percolate. Consequently, the one-arm probability

(1.2) θ_d(N) := P [ 0^{~E≥0}←−→ ∂B(N) ] → 0 as N → ∞, where 0 is the origin of Z^d, ∂A := {x ∈ A : ∃y ∈ Z^d \ A such that y ∼ x} and B(N) := [−N, N]^d ∩ Z^d. There is a series of articles that have estimated the decay rate of θ_d(N). In [8], polynomial bounds for all dimensions were established using a martingale argument:

• When d = 3, cN^{− 1}2 ≤ θ_3(N) ≤ CN^{− 1}2 ln^{12} (N); • When d ≥ 4, cN^{− d}2^{+1} ≤ θ_d(N) ≤ CN^{− 1}2 .

After that, these estimates were generalized to a broad class of transient graphs by [10]. Later, inspired by [22, 33], the authors proved that in high dimensions (i.e. d ≥ 7), the metric graph GFF falls into the mean-field regime. I.e., for d ≥ 7,

(1.3) cN^{−2} ≤ θ_d(N) ≤ CN^{−2}.

In three and four dimensions, more accurate estimates were obtained in [12]:

• When d = 3, θ_3(N) ≤ CN^{− 1}2 ln ln(N); • When d = 4, θ_4(N) ≤ CN^{−1} ln^2(N)[ln ln(N)]^2.

However, in addition to the findings already established, some fundamental questions regarding θ_d(N) in low dimensions (i.e. 3 ≤ d ≤ 6) remain unresolved. For d ∈ {3, 4}, while it was known that θ_d(N) = N^{− d}2^{+1+o(1)}, there remains a logarithmic disparity between the upper and lower bounds. In fact, as discussed in [8, Section 1.4], these logarithmic factors hide important information about the geometry of critical clusters. To this end, here comes the first question.

Question 1: What is the exact order of θ_d(N) for d ∈ {3, 4}? For d ∈ {5, 6}, even the exponent of θ_d(N) is unknown. In [33], it was predicted through the dimensions of critical clusters that θ_d(N) = N^{− d}2^{+1+o(1)} for 3 ≤ d ≤ 5 (more details can be found in Remark 1.5). This prediction was later reiterated and extended to d = 6 by [12]. Overall, the second question arises as follows.

Question 2: What is the exponent of θ_d(N) for d ∈ {5, 6}? Our main result in this paper solves these two questions. Precisely, we prove Theorem 1.1. For d ∈ {3, 4, 5}, there exists C_1 > 0 such that for all N ≥ 1,

(1.4) θ_d(N) ≤ C_1N^{− d2 +1}.

When d = 6, there exists C_2 > 0 such that for all sufficiently large N ≥ 1, (1.5) θ_6(N) ≤ C_2N^{−2}exp ( ln^{12} (N) ln ln(N) ) = N^{−2+o(1)}.

Remark 1.2. A week prior to our manuscript, Drewitz, Prévost and Rodriguez posted a very nice paper [11] which proved (1.4) for d = 3. We would like to express our thanks to Drewitz, Prévost and Rodriguez for pointing out the independence between our manuscript and [11].

As a natural extension of the one-arm probability θ_d(N), the crossing probability for an annulus is also of interest. Namely, for any N ≥ n ≥ 1, we consider

(1.6) ρ_d(n, N) := P [ B(n)^{~E≥0}←−→ ∂B(N) ] . Our second result reveals the exact order of ρ_d(n, N) for all dimensions except the critical dimension 6. Additionally, we derive a bound which yields the exponent of ρ_6(n, N) but with a subpolynomial disparity as in (1.5).

Theorem 1.3. For any d ∈ {3, 4, 5}, there exist C_3 > c_1 > 0 such that for all N ≥ n ≥ 1, (1.7) c_1 ( n N ) d_{2 −1} ≤ ρ_d(n, N) ≤ C_3 ( n N ) d_{2 −1} . When d = 6, there exist C_4 > c_2 > 0 such that for all sufficiently large N ≥ n ≥ 1,

(1.8) c_2 ( n N )_2 ≤ ρ_6(n, N) ≤ C_4 ( n N )_2 exp ( ln^{12} (N) ln ln(N) ) . For any d ≥ 7, there exist C_5(d), c_3(d) > 0 such that for all N ≥ n ≥ 1,

(1.9) c_3 ( 1 + n^{4−d}N^2 )_{−1} ≤ ρ_d(n, N) ≤ C_5n^{d−4}N^{−2}. Remark 1.4 (critical loop soup). [25, Proposition 2.1] introduced a coupling between the GFF and the loop soup at the critical intensity^1_2 (the criticality of^1_2 was proved by [6]) on the metric graph. Under this coupling, every GFF sign cluster (i.e. maximal connected subgraph on which ~ϕ_· has the same sign) is exactly a loop 3

soup cluster. Thus, by the symmetry of GFF, the analogues of Theorems 1.1 and 1.3 are valid for the critical loop soup on ~Z^d.

Remark 1.5 (Werner’s conjectures). (1) It was first predicted in [33, Conjectures A and C] that for d ∈ {3, 4, 5}, the scaling limit of critical clusters (for either metric graph GFF or critical loop soup) exists and has the fractal dimension^d_2 +1. In fact, this conjecture implies that in a box of side length O(N), the number of vertices included in some macroscopic cluster should be approximately N^d2^{+1+o(1)}, which intuitively suggests that for d ∈ {3, 4, 5} and any constant C > 0,

(1.10) θ_d(N) = |B(CN)|^{−1}E [ ∑ x∈B(CN) 1_x←→_{∂Bx(N)} ] = N^{− d2 +1+o(1)},

where B_x(N) := x + B(N). By Theorem 1.1, (1.10) is now fully confirmed. We hope Theorem 1.1 can in turn facilitate the proof of [33, Conjectures A and C].

(2) For the high-dimensional cases (i.e. d > 6), it was conjectured in [33, Section 5] that unlike in low dimensions, sign clusters for the metric graph GFF (or loop clusters for the critical loop soup) become asymptotically independent and thus behave similarly to Bernoulli percolation. Notably, in high dimensions the meanfield behaviors have been established for the critical Bernoulli percolation:

• Let P_p represent the law of Bernoulli percolation with parameter p ∈ [0, 1], and let p_c(d) be the critical percolation probability on Z^d. The analogue of the two-point function estimate (1.1), i.e., (1.11) P_{pc} (x ←→ y) ≍ |x − y|^{2−d}, ∀x ≠ y ∈ Z^d, was established for d ≥ 19 in [20], and later extended to d ≥ 11 in [17].

• In [1], it was proved that assuming the triangle condition, i.e., ∑ x,y∈Z^d P p_c (0 ↔ x)Pp_c (x ↔ y)Pp_c (y ↔ 0) < ∞, the decay rate of the critical cluster volume satifies P_{pc} (| |{x ∈ Z^d : x ←→ 0} | | ≥ M ) ≍ M^{− 12} .

• It was proved in [22] that for d > 6, assuming the two-point function (1.11), the one-arm probability satisfies P_{pc} [ 0 ←→ ∂B(N) ] ≍ N^{−2}.

To sum up, the aforementioned conjectures in [33] proposed that 6 is the critical dimension d_c such that below d_c the exponent of θ_d(N) relies on the dimension, and above d_c it remains constant. Considering that our previous result in [4] (see (1.3)) demonstrates the mean-field behavior for ~ϕ in high dimensions, and that (1.10) is established by Theorem 1.1, now we can confirm that d_c = 6.

(3) Although the case in the critical dimension (i.e. when d = 6) is deliberately not mentioned in [33] (see the end of [33, Section 3]), our Theorem 1.1 shows that θ_6(N) = N^{−2+o(1)}, where the exponent matches the rules both below and above d_c (since^d_2 − 1 = 2 when d = 6), as expected by [12]. 4

Remark 1.6. (conjecture on the order of θ_6(N)) Inspired by a discussion with Tom Hutchcroft, the following seems to be a reasonable conjecture for the one-arm probability in the critical dimension 6: there exist constants c, C, δ > 0 such that

(1.12) cN^{−2} ln^δ(N) ≤ θ_6(N) ≤ CN^{−2} ln^δ(N), ∀N > 1.

This conjecture is mainly based on similar behaviors of several other models. E.g., the critical two-point function of the weakly self-avoiding walk [2], and the decay rate of the critical cluster volume in hierarchical percolation [21].

1.1. Related literature. In this subsection, we review some previous results related to level-sets of Gaussian free fields, both on lattices and on metric graphs.

Discrete GFF. The level-set E^{≥h} := {x ∈ Z^d : ϕ_x ≥ h} (h ∈ R) of the discrete GFF has been widely studied. It was proved in [3, 31] that for any d ≥ 3, E^{≥h} exhibits a non-trivial percolation phase transition and the critical level h_∗(d) is non-negative. Using the metric graph GFF as an auxiliary model, [9] further proved that h_∗(d) is strictly positive for all d ≥ 3. It was established in [14] that the asymptotic value of h_∗(d) (as d → ∞) is √ 2G(0, 0) ln(d). Notably, the phase transition of E^{≥h} was proved to be sharp in [16]. I.e., for any h > h_∗(d), the radius of the cluster of E^{≥h} decays exponentially; for any h < h_∗(d), with high probability E^{≥h} ∩ B(N) includes a macroscopic cluster (i.e. a cluster with radius of order N) and moreover, every two macroscopic clusters are connected by E^{≥h} ∩ B(2N). [13] established the shape theorem for the supercritical level-set of discrete GFF. Furthermore, different versions of the so-called decoupling inequality, which is a powerful tool to handle the correlation of GFF, were presented in [29, 30]. For the subcritical level-set of discrete GFF, numerous estimates for the decay rate of the cluster radius were established in [19]. Moreover, for the discrete GFFs on regular trees, many bounds on critical and near-critical quantities were proved in [5].

Metric graph GFF. Several types of dimensions for the incipient infinite cluster of the metric graph GFF on ~Z^d in high dimensions were calculated in [18]. Moreover, a variant of the metric graph GFF named the “gauge-twisted GFF” was introduced and studied in [26]. Notably, as an interesting application of the metric graph GFF, [15] employed the metric graph GFF as an auxiliary model to prove that every graph with isoperimetric dimension > 4 exhibits a non-trivial percolation phase transition.

1.2. Statements about constants. We use notations C and c for the constants whose values change according to the context. The numbered notations C_1, C_2, c_1, c_2, ... are used for the constants fixed throughout the paper. We use the upper-case letter C (possibly with some superscript or subscript) to represent large constants, and lower-case letter c to denote small ones. When a constant depends on some parameter or variable, we will point it out in brackets. A constant without additional specification can only depend on the dimension d. 5

1.3. Outline of the proof of Theorem 1.1. Thanks to [25], the two-point connecting probability for the critical GFF level-set on the metric graph can be computed exactly. Thus, the main difficulty in computing the one-arm probability is to enhance a point-to-point estimate to a point-to-set estimate. For d > 6, this was carried out in [4] following the framework of [22]. The main challenge in [4] stems from the strong correlation for the GFF, due to which many arguments in [22] cannot be simply adapted. It turns out that for d > 6, despite being strong, the correlation can be controlled and in the conceptual level this leads to the mean-field behavior; in the technical level, the manipulation of the correlation used many properties for the GFF including a powerful coupling with the critical loop soup introduced in [25]. For d ≤ 6, however, even in the conceptual level the correlation is sufficiently strong to lead to a different behavior. In a sense, it is for the reason that the GFF has very nice structural properties that allow for deriving one-arm probabilities. For instance, thanks to the Markovian property and the harmonicity of the GFF, the authors in [27] proposed an exploration martingale which was then further developed in [8] to derive the one-arm exponent for d = 3. The main obstacle for more precise estimates is that a priori there was no control on the quadratic variation of such exploration martingales. After [8], much progress was made in [10, 12, 11] which includes a careful study on the capacity of the critical level-set cluster (and this is closely related to the quadratic variation of the exploration martingale). In particular, [12] used a clever interplay between the GFF and the loop soup to control the capacity for d ∈ {3, 4}, thereby improving [8].

In this paper, our main contribution is to develop a new method to control the quadratic variation for the exploration martingale. While we will also use the coupling between the GFF and the loop soup, our primary strategy lies in exploring the intrinsic property of the GFF. In fact, the starting point of our proof can be seen as a result in [27], which gives an explicit formula for the set-to-set connecting probability conditioned on positive values for all vertices in both sets. This then motivates us to first explore the negative cluster from the boundary (and thus after the exploration we effectively have positive boundary conditions, though on a random set) and then investigate quantities in the explicit formula of [27]. Then, the following observation on two fighting forces is the key to our proof strategy. On the one hand, if the negative cluster is big, then the conditional expectation at the origin given what has been explored (this can be seen as the final value of our exploration martingale) has to be small. On the other hand, by symmetry, if the negative cluster is big, then the exploration process is “long”, and thus the quadratic variation of the exploration martingale has to be big which then implies that the final value of the martingale has a good chance of being big. Of course, putting the preceding heuristics into a rigorous mathematical proof is by all means non-trivial, and in the rest of this subsection we elaborate our proof outline in a more precise (and thus inevitably more technical) manner.

The rest of this subsection consists of the following three parts. In the first part, we present the heuristic for our proof of Theorem 1.1 in the case of d = 3, which also includes the backbone of our proof for higher dimensions (i.e. 4 ≤ d ≤ 6). In the second part, we point out why the heuristic provided in the first part is insufficient for 4 ≤ d ≤ 6 and then depict how we use further techniques to extend it. As demonstrated later, the critical dimension d_c = 6 naturally emerges along with our computations since numerous crucial steps hold true for d < 6 but fail exactly at d = 6 due to the simultaneous vanishing of some leading terms in certain estimates. In the third part, we explain why the current method is inadequate for proving θ_6(N) ≤ CN^{−2} and how it implies the upper bound in (1.5) with the subpolynomial factor. (Warning: for convenience of exposition, the notations and definitions in this subsection are not necessarily consistent with the formal proof in later sections.)

1.3.1. heuristic of the proof for d = 3. Our proof strategy is based on proof by contradiction. We take a sufficiently large constant λ > 0 and assume that θ_3(N) ≤ λN^{− 1}2 does not hold for all N ≥ 1. Let N_∗ be the smallest integer satisfying θ_3(N_∗) > λN^{− 12}_∗ (see Definitions 4.1 and 4.2). Our proof is then based on the analysis of harmonic averages in scales comparable to N_∗ and our proof naturally takes advantage of the minimality of N_∗ as assumed. Precisely, for any x ∈ ~Z^d, the harmonic average at x, denoted by H^∗_x (see (4.12)), is the conditional expectation of ~ϕ_x given the values of ~ϕ_· on C^−_{∂Bx(N∗/2)}, where B_x(N_∗/2) is the Euclidean ball with center x and radius N_∗/2, and C^−_{∂Bx(N∗/2)} is the union of ∂B_x(N_∗/2) and all negative clusters of ~ϕ_· intersecting B_x(N_∗/2). The contradiction arises from the following two ingredients.

(1) With the assumption on the existence of N_∗, we are able to construct an event F with a reasonably significant probability (measurable with respect to ~ϕ) on which an independent random walk starting from 0 will hit C^−_{∂B(N∗/4)} before reaching ∂B(0.01N_∗) with high probability (see Lemma 5.14). As a result, we establish that the harmonic averages on ∂B(^{3N∗}_{16} ) may reach an unexpectedly high level with a significant probability (see Proposition 4.8).

(2) Through an analysis of the conditional distribution of the average of ~ϕ_· on ∂B(^{3N∗}_{16} ), we establish an upper bound for the probability that the sum of harmonic averages on ∂B(^{3N∗}_{16} ) takes a large value (see Proposition 4.9), which leads to a contradiction with the result stated in Item (1).

In what follows, we provide a sketch for the most crucial components of this paper, namely, the construction of the event F and the analysis of the random walk as mentioned in Item (1). First of all, using the assumption that θ_3(N_∗) > λN^{− 12}_∗ and the formula in [27] for the connecting probability of ~E^{≥0} (see Lemma 2.5), we 7

show that there exists an integer k_∗ ≥ 1 such that for each x ∈ Z^d, the harmonic average H^∗_x is at least λN^{− d2 +1}_∗ k^{−C}_∗ 2^{−k∗} with probability at least 2^{−k∗} (see Lemma 4.5). Moreover, applying the exploration martingale argument (see Section 2.7), we know that H^∗_x ≥ λN^{− d2 +1}_∗ k^{−C}_∗ 2^{−k∗} (if this happens, we call x a good point; see Definition 5.1) indeed indicates that there exists an integer j ≥ 1 such that an independent random walk will hit C^−_{∂Bx(N∗/2)} before exiting B(2^{−j}k^{−C}_∗ 2^{−0.5k∗} N_∗) with probability at least p_j := j^{−2}2^{−j(d−2)}λ^2k^{−C}_∗ 2^{( 6−d}2^{)k∗} (if this happens, we call x a j-nice point; see (5.51)). (Note that here the natural requirement that p_j ≤ 1 in fact poses a constraint on j, but we will ignore such technical complications in our discussion since such a constraint is in our favor anyway.) Since the probability of having a good point is at least 2^{−k∗} , typically a box of size N_∗ should contain a fraction 2^{−k∗} of good points (we call it a good box if this happens; see Definition 5.2). Through a second moment method (see Lemma 5.6), we show that a good box must contain a sub-box from which an independent random walk will visit at least k^{−C}_∗ 2^{−k∗} N^2_∗ good points before escaping faraway from this sub-box with probability k^{−C}_∗ (we call this sub-box an excellent box; see Definition 5.4). In fact, given the random walk visits k^{−C}_∗ 2^{−k∗} N^2_∗ good points, it hits the negative clusters with high probability. To see this, recall that every good point must be j-nice for some j ≥ 1. As a result, there exists some j ≥ 1 such that among these k^{−C}_∗ 2^{−k∗} N^2_∗ good points, more than n^{(1)}_j := j^{−2}k^{−C}_∗ 2^{−k∗} N^2_∗ points are j-nice. Every time when the random walk starts from a j-nice point, with probability p_j it will hit the negative clusters before exiting B(2^{−j}k^{−C}_∗ 2^{−0.5k∗} N_∗), which typically takes n^{(2)}_j := 2^{−2j}k^{−C}_∗ 2^{−k∗} N^2_∗ steps. Therefore, the number of such exiting is at least n^{(3)}_j := n^{(1)}_j /n^{(2)}_j = j^{−2}2^{2j} k^{−C}_∗ and thus, by the strong Markov property, the probability that the random walk does not hit the negative clusters after visiting k^{−C}_∗ 2^{−k∗} N^2_∗ good points can be bounded from above by (recalling that p_j := j^{−2}2^{−j(d−2)}λ^2k^{−C}_∗ 2^{( d−2}2^{)k∗} )

(1.13) (1 − p_j )^{n(3)j} ≤ exp ( − p_j n^{(3)}_j ) ≤ exp ( − j^{−4}2^{(4−d)j} λ^2k^{−C}_∗ 2^{( 6−d2 )k∗} ) . When d = 3, since j^{−4}2^{(4−d)j} = j^{−4}2^j ≥ c and k^{−C}_∗ 2^{( 6−d}2^{)k∗} = k^{−C}_∗ 2^32^{k∗} ≥ c2^{k∗} for all j, k_∗ ≥ 1, the right-hand side of (1.13) is at most e^{−cλ22k∗} . In conclusion, by taking a sufficiently large λ, the random walk starting from an excellent box will hit the negative clusters before escaping faraway with probability at least k^{−C}_∗ − e^{−cλ22k∗} ≤ k^{−C′}_∗ . Thus, by defining F as the event that 0 is surrounded by k^{10C′}_∗ layers of excellent boxes (see (5.35)), we obtain the desired property for the random walk on F. I.e., hitting the negative clusters with high probability.

1.3.2. Extension to higher dimensions. For d ≥ 4, since j^{−4}2^{(4−d)j} ≥ c does not hold for all j ≥ 1, it is no longer straightforward to conclude that the right-hand side of (1.13) is small. Therefore, we need additional restriction on the scale j 8

in (1.13). To achieve this, we establish an a priori upper bound for the crossing probability of ~E^{≥0} (see Proposition 3.1), which is then used to exclude cases where j is too large. Precisely, by adding an additional criterion to the definition of a good point x, stating that x has to be somewhat faraway from C^−_{∂Bx(N∗/2)} (see Definition 5.1), we can further require that j satisfies (see (5.2))

(1.14) 2^j ≤ k^C_∗ 2^{( 6−d2(d−2) )k∗} λ^{4d−2} .

Combined with (1.13), it implies that the escaping probability for the random walk starting from an excellent box is upper-bounded by (see (5.61))

(1.15) exp ( − ck^{−C}_∗ 2^{( 2(6−d)d−2 )k∗} λ^{2(6−d)d−2} log^{−C}_2 (λ) ) . For d ∈ {4, 5}, since 2^{( 2(6−d)d−2 )k∗} ≫ k^C_∗ and λ^{2(6−d)d−2} ≫ log^C_2 (λ), we can derive the same bound as in Section 1.3.1 from (1.15), and thus conclude the desired property for the event F.

When d = 6, all the leading factors in (1.15), namely 2^{( 2(6−d)d−2 )k∗} and λ^{2(6−d)d−2} , vanish simultaneously. Consequently, regardless of any restrictions imposed on j and k_∗, there is no hope to conclude that the right-hand side is small. At this stage, it is readily seen that these computations provide a manifestation (in the technical level) on the emergence of the critical dimension d_c = 6.

1.3.3. Upper bound for d = 6. To derive the upper bound for θ_6(N), we assume that λ(N) ≥ 1 is now a non-decreasing function depending on N, as opposed to being a constant as in previous cases. Then the estimates (1.13) and (1.14) are respectively updated to

(1.16) (1 − p_j )^{n(3)j} ≤ exp ( − j^{−4}2^{−2j}λ^2(N_∗)k^{−C}_∗ ) , (1.17) 2^{j∗} ≤ k^C_∗ λ(N_∗) [ λ( qN_∗) ]_{−1} , where qN_∗ ≤ [λ(N_∗)2^{−k∗} ]^{− 1}d N_∗. By (1.16) and (1.17), the escaping probability for the random walk starting from an excellent box is at most

(1.18) exp ( − k^C_∗ λ(N_∗) [ λ ( [λ(N_∗)]^{− 12} 2^{− 12 k∗} N_∗ )]_{−1} log^{−C}_2 (λ(N_∗)) ) . By selecting the function λ(N) = exp ( ln^{12} (N) ln ln(N) ) (the reason behind this choice is detailed in Remark 4.4), we ensure that (1.18) is small and thus establish the upper bound in Theorem 1.1 for θ_6(N).

1.4. Organization of the paper. In Section 2, we fix some necessary notations and review some useful results. Section 3 establishes an upper bound for the crossing probability (Proposition 3.1), which not only plays a crucial role in the proof of Theorem 1.1 but also provides a conditional proof for the upper bounds in Theorem 1.3 assuming Theorem 1.1. In Section 4, we provide the two main ingredients 9

in the proof of Theorem 1.1 (Propositions 4.8 and 4.9) and then demonstrate Theorem 1.1 assuming them. We also verify Proposition 4.9 in Section 4. Subsequently, Proposition 4.8 is established in Section 5. Finally, Section 6 presents the proof of the lower bounds in Theorem 1.3.

2. Preliminaries

In order to facilitate the exposition, in this section we collect some necessary notations and useful results for the Brownian motion and the Gaussian free field on the metric graph ~Z^d.

2.1. Basic notations for graphs.

• For any x ∈ Z^d and N ≥ 0, we denote the box B_x(N) := x + [−N, N]^d.

We also denote the Euclidean ball B_x(N) := {y ∈ Z^d : |y − x| ≤ N} and the continuous box (i.e., the metric graph of the box)

(2.1) ~B_x(N) := ⋃ y_1∼y_2∈B_x(N):{y_1,y_2}∩B_x(N−1)≠∅ I_{{y1,y2}}. We need the Euclidean ball mainly because its exiting distribution for a simple random walk is comparable to the uniform distribution on the boundary (see e.g. [24, Lemma 6.3.7]). Note that

(2.2) B_x(d^{− 12} N) ⊂ B_x(N) ⊂ B_x(N).

When x = 0, we abbreviate

B(N) := B_0(N), B(N) := B_0(N) and ~B(N) := ~B_0(N). • Recall that ∂A := {x ∈ A : ∃y ∈ Z^d \ A such that y ∼ x} for all A ⊂ Z^d.

We also denote by ∂^eA := {x ∈ Z^d \ A : ∃y ∈ A such that y ∼ x} the external boundary of A.

• For any v_1, v_2 ∈ ~Z^d, we denote by ‖v_1 − v_2‖ the graph distance between v_1 and v_2 on the metric graph.

• For any U_1, U_2 ⊂ ~Z^d, let dist(U_1, U_2) := inf_{v1∈U1,v2∈U2} ‖v_1 − v_2‖. • For any U ⊂ ~Z^d, let U := {v ∈ ~Z^d : dist({v}, U) = 0} be the closure of U.

Let U^∘ := {v ∈ ~Z^d : dist({v}, ~Z^d \ U) > 0} be the interior of U. We denote the boundary of U in ~Z^d by ~∂U := U \ U^∘.

• In this paper, we use D (possibly with superscript or subscript) to represent a subset of ~Z^d consisting of finitely many compact connected components.

2.2. Brownian motion { ~ S_t } t≥0 on ~Z^d. A Brownian motion { ~ S_t } t≥0 can be defined on the metric graph ~Z^d as follows. In the interior of some interval I_e, ~S_t behaves as a one-dimensional standard Brownian motion. When visiting a lattice point x ∈ Z^d, ~S_t uniformly chooses an interval from {I_{{x,y}}}_{y∼x} and behaves as a Brownian excursion from x in this interval. Once there is an excursion hitting 10

a point y adjacent to x, the next step continues as the same process from the new starting point y. The total local time of all Brownian excursions at x in this single step (i.e. the part of ~S_t from x to y) is an independent exponential random variable with rate 1. For any v ∈ ~Z^d, we denote by ~P_v the law of { ~ S_t } t≥0 starting from v and denote by ~E_v the expectation under ~P_v . As mentioned in [25, Section 2] (see also [4, Section 2.5]), for x ∈ Z^d, the projection of { ~ S_t } t≥0 ∼ ~P_x on Z^d is exactly a simple random walk { S_n } n≥0 on Z^d with starting point x.

Hitting times. For any D ⊂ ~Z^d, let τ_D := inf{t ≥ 0 : ~S_t ∈ D} be the first time when ~S_t intersects D (we set inf ∅ = +∞ for completeness). Especially, when D = {v} for some v ∈ ~Z^d, we may omit the brackets and write τ_v := τ_{{v}}. Moreover, when D = ∅, one has τ_∅ = inf ∅ = +∞.

2.3. Green’s function (for a set). For D ⊂ ~Z^d, the Green’s function for D is

(2.3) ~G_D(x, y) := ∫_∞ 0 { ~q_t(x, y) − ~E_x [ ~q_{t−τD} ( ~S_{τD} , y) · 1_{τD <t} ]} dt, ∀x, y ∈ ~Z^d \ D, where ~q_t(·, ·) is the transition density of the Brownian motion on ~Z^d relative to the Lebesgue measure on ~Z^d. Note that ~G_D(·, ·) is decreasing with respect to D. For D = ∅, we abbreviate ~G(·, ·) := ~G_∅(·, ·). Also note that restricted to Z^d, ~G(·, ·) exactly equals to G(·, ·), implying that there exist C_6(d) > c_4(d) > 0 such that (for brevity, we set 0^{−a} := 1 for all a > 0 throughout this paper) (2.4) c_4|v − w|^{2−d} ≤ ~G(v, w) ≤ C_6|v − w|^{2−d}, ∀v, w ∈ ~Z^d. As stated in [25, Section 3], ~G_D(·, ·) is finite, symmetric, continuous and extends continuously to ~∂D by taking value 0 on the boundary. In addition, the GFF on ~Zd \ D∘ (with zero boundary condition) is exactly the Gaussian field on ~Zd \ D∘, where the covariance between ~ϕ_v and ~ϕ_w equals ~G_D(v, w) for all v, w ∈ ~Z^d \ D^∘. We denote its law and the corresponding expectation by P^D and E^D respectively.

Lemma 2.1. For any d ≥ 3, there exists C(d) > 0 such that for any D ⊂ ~Z^d and x ∼ y ∈ Z^d \ D such that D ∩ I^∘_{{x,y}} = ∅, (2.5) ~G_D(x, x) ≤ C~P_x(τ_D > τ_y). Proof. Let z :=^1_2 (x + y) be the midpoint of I_{{x,y}}. By the strong Markov property and the symmetry of the Green’s function, we have (2.6) ~G_D(x, x) =^{~GD(x,z)}_{~Pz(τD >τx)} =^{~GD(z,z)}_{~Pz(τD >τx)} · ~P_x(τ_D > τ_z). Since x ∼ y and D ∩ I^∘_{{x,y}} = ∅, one has

(2.7) ~P_z (τ_D > τ_x) ≥ ~P_z (τ_y > τ_x)^{(by symmetry)}=^1_2 . 11

Meanwhile, by the strong Markov property,

(2.8) ~P_x(τ_D > τ_y) ≥ ~P_x(τ_D > τ_z)~P_z (τ_x > τ_y)^{(by symmetry)}=^1_2 ~P_x(τ_D > τ_z ). Combining (2.6), (2.7) and (2.8), we get (2.9) ~G_D(x, x) ≤ 4 ~G_D(z, z)~P_x(τ_D > τ_y). Noting that ~G_D(z, z) ≤ ~G(z, z) ≤ C_6 (by (2.4)), we derive (2.5) from (2.9). □ 2.4. Strong Markov property for the GFF. The strong Markov property is a fundamental property of ~ϕ. To be precise, we introduce the following notations. Definition 2.2 (harmonic average). For any D_1 ⊂ D_2 ⊂ ~Z^d and v ∈ ~Z^d, suppose that all values of ~ϕ on D_2 are given. Then we define the average of the boundary condition with respect to the harmonic measure of D_2 (i.e. the hitting distribution on D_2 of the Brownian motion) restricted to D_1 as follows:

(2.10) H_v(D_1, D_2) := { 0 if v ∈ D^∘_2; ∑ w∈~∂D_1 ~Pv ( τ_{D2} = τ_w < ∞ )~ ϕ_w otherwise.

Note that ~∂D_1 is countable since D_1 is composed of finitely many connected components and ~Z^d is locally one-dimensional. Especially, when D_1 = D_2 = D, we abbreviate H_v(D) := H_v(D, D).

Lemma 2.3 ([8, Theorem 8]). Suppose that A ⊂ ~Z^d is a random compact set measuable with respect to {~ϕ_v}_{v∈~Zd} such that for any open set U ⊂ ~Z^d, the event {A ⊂ U} is measurable with respect to F_U (i.e. the σ-field generated by {~ϕ_v}_{v∈U} ). Then conditioning on F_A (i.e. the σ-field generated by the configuration of A and all values of ~ϕ on A), on the event {A = D} (for some D ⊂ ~Z^d), {~ϕ_v}_{v∈~Zd\D} has the same distribution as {~ϕ^′_v + H_v(D)}_{v∈~Zd\D}, where {~ϕ^′_v}_{v∈~Zd\D} is an independent GFF with law P^D .

For the sake of brevity, we abbreviate “^{~E≥0}←−→” as “^{≥0}←→”. We also denote by “A_1^{≤0}←→ A_2” the event that A_1 and A_2 are connected by the negative level-set ~E≤0 := {v ∈ ~Zd : ~ϕ_v ≤ 0}. Note that A_1^{≥0}←→ A_2 and A_1^{≤0}←→ A_2 occur if A_1 intersects A_2.

Example 2.4 (negative cluster). For any non-empty A ⊂ Z^d, we denote

(2.11) C^−_A := { y ∈ ~Z^d : y^{≤0}←→ A } . Note that A ⊂ C^−_A . Moreover, by the continuity of {~ϕ_v}_{v∈~Zd}, we have ~ϕ_y = 0 for all y ∈ ~∂C^−_A \ A, which implies H_v(C^−_A ) = H_v(A, C^−_A ). Thus, since C^−_A satisfies the condition for A in Lemma 2.3, we have: conditioning on F_C−_A , on {C^−_A = D} (for 12

some D ⊂ ~Z^d), {~ϕ_v}_{v∈~Zd\D} has the same distribution as {~ϕ^′_v + H_v(A, D)}_{v∈~Zd\D}, where {~ϕ^′_v}_{v∈~Zd\D} is an independent GFF with law P^D .

2.5. Connecting probability. In this subsection, we review a useful formula in [27] for the connecting probability between two sets, and then provide some applications. For any D ⊂ ~Z^d and v, w ∈ ~∂D, we denote by K_D (v, w) the effective equivalent conductance between v and w in the metric graph ~Z^d \ D^∘. Note that in [27] K_D is written as C^{eff}_D , and we changed the notation because the letter “C” is already used to represent a constant. As presented in [27, Section 2.2], K_D can be considered as the boundary excursion kernel. I.e.,

(2.12) K_D (v, w) := lim_{ϵ→0+} ϵ^{−1} ∑ v^′∈~Z^d:‖v^′−v‖=ϵ ~P_{v′} (τ_D = τ_w < ∞). Lemma 2.5 ([27, Equation (18)]). For any disjoint D_1, D_2 ⊂ ~Z^d, suppose that the values of ~ϕ on D_1 ∪ D_2 are given and are non-negative. Then the conditional probability of the event {D_1^{≥0}←→ D_2} is exactly

(2.13) 1 − e^{−2} ∑ z1∈ ~∂D1,z2∈ ~∂D2 K D1 ∪D2 (z1,z2) ~ϕ_{z1} ~ϕ_{z2} . By applying Lemma 2.5, we are able to relate the connecting probability and the harmonic average as follows.

Lemma 2.6. For any non-empty, disjoint A_1, A_2 ⊂ Z^d,

(2.14) P [ A_1^{≥0}←→ A_2 ] = E [ 1 − e^{−4 ∑y∈A1 pHy(A2,C−A}1^{∪A}2^{)~ϕy} ] , where for any D_1 ⊂ D_2 ⊂ ~Z^d,

(2.15) pH_y(D_1, D_2) := (2d)^{−1} ∑ z∼y:I^∘_{{y,z}}∩D_2=∅ H z(D_1, D_2).

Proof. By Lemmas 2.3 and 2.5 (taking D_1 = C^−_{A1} and D_2 = C^−_{A2} ) and the fact that ~ϕ_y = 0 for all i ∈ {1, 2} and y ∈ ~∂C^−_{Ai} \ A_i, P [ A_1^{≥0}←→ A_2 ] =E { P [ A_1^{≥0}←→ A_2 | F_C−_{A2} ]}

=E [ 1 − e^{−2} ∑ y1∈A1,y2∈A2 K C− A1 ∪A2 (y_1,y_2)~ϕ_{y1} ~ϕ_{y2} ] . (2.16)

It follows from (2.12) that

(2.17) K_C−_{A1 ∪A2} (y_1, y_2) = lim_{ϵ→0+} ϵ^{−1} ∑ z∼y_1 ~P_{y′1 (z,ϵ)} ( τ_C−_{A1 ∪A2} = τ_{y2} < ∞ ) , 13

where y^′_1(z, ϵ) is the point in I_{{y1,z}} with ‖y^′_1 − y_1‖ = ϵ. For any z ∼ y_1 and small enough ϵ > 0, since the Brownian motion from y^′_1(z, ϵ) must reach z before A_2, ~P_{y′1 (z,ϵ)} ( τ_C−_{A1∪A2} = τ_{y2} < ∞ )

=~P_y′_{1 (z,ϵ)} ( τ_C−_{A1∪A2} > τ_z ) ~P_z ( τ_C−_{A1∪A2} = τ_{y2} < ∞ ) . (2.18)

Moreover, if I^∘_{{z,y1}} ∩ C^−_{A1∪A2} ≠ ∅, then for all sufficiently small ϵ > 0, we have ~P_{y′1 (z,ϵ)}(τ_{C−A1∪A2} > τ_z) = 0 since within I_{{y1,z}} there must be some point in C^−_{A1∪A2}

between y^′_1(z, ϵ) and z. Otherwise (i.e. I^∘_{{z,y1}} ∩ C^−_{A1 ∪A2} = ∅), applying the optional stopping theorem, we have

(2.19) ~P_y′_{1 (z,ϵ)} ( τ_C−_{A1∪A2} > τ_z ) = ~P_y′_{1 (z,ϵ)} ( τ_{y1} > τ_z ) = d^{−1}ϵ. Combining (2.17), (2.18) and (2.19), we have

K_C−_{A1 ∪A2} (y_1, y_2) = d^{−1} ∑ z∼y_1:I^∘_{{z,y1}}∩C^−_{A1∪A2} =∅ ~P_z ( τ_C−_{A1 ∪A2} = τ_{y2} < ∞ ) , which implies that ∑ y_2∈A_2 K C^{−A}1^{∪A}2 (y

1, y_2)~ϕ_{y2} =d^{−1} ∑ y_2∈A_2 ∑ z∼y_1:I^∘_{{z,y1}}∩C^−_{A1∪A2} =∅ ~P_z ( τ_C−_{A1 ∪A2} = τ_{y2} < ∞ ) ~ϕ_{y2} (2.10)

= d^{−1} ∑ z∼y_1:I^∘_{{z,y1}}∩C^−_{A1∪A2} =∅ H z(A_2, C^−_{A1∪A2} )^{(2.15)}= 2 pH_{y1} (A_2, C^−_{A1∪A2} ).

Combined with (2.16), it concludes this lemma. □

2.6. Loop soup and isomorphism theorem. The loop soup is a useful tool in the study of percolation for the metric graph GFF (see [4, 12, 25]). Specifically, the loop soup on ~Z^d of intensity α > 0 (denoted by ~L_α) is a Poisson point process of rooted loops (i.e. continuous paths that start and end at the same point) on ~Z^d with intensity measure α~μ, where ~μ is defined as (see [12, Equation (3.1)])

(2.20) ~μ(·) := ∫ ~Zd dm(v) ∫_∞ 0 dt t ~q_t(v, v)~P^t_{v,v} (·), where m(·) is the Lebesgue measure on ~Z^d and ~P^t_{v,v} is the law of the Brownian bridge on ~Z^d conditioning on ~S_0 = ~S_t = v. By forgetting the roots of all rooted loops, ~μ can also be considered as a measure on the equivalence classes of rooted loops under time-shift (we maintain this understanding throughout this paper). Readers may refer to [25, Section 2] or [4, Section 2.6] for an equivalent construction for ~μ based on the discrete loop soup. For any D ⊂ ~Z^d, let ~μ^D be the restriction of ~μ to the space of loops contained in ~Z^d \D. Note that ~L^D_α := ~L_α ·1_{~ℓ is contained in ~Zd\D} is a Poisson point process with intensity measure α~μ^D. 14

By Lupu’s isomorphism theorem [25, Proposition 2.1], we have the following coupling between the GFF {~ϕ_v}_{v∈~Zd\D} ∼ P^D and the occupation field { pL^{D,v}_{1/2} }_{v∈~Zd}, where pL^{D,v}_{1/2} is the total local time at v of all loops in ~L^D_{1/2}. Especially, when D = ∅, we abbreviate pL^v_{1/2} := pL^{∅,v}_{1/2}.

Lemma 2.7. For any D ⊂ ~Z^d, there is a coupling between the loop soup ~L^D_{1/2} and the GFF {~ϕ_v}_{v∈~Zd\D} ∼ P^D such that

• for any v ∈ ~Z^d \ D, pL^{D,v}_{1/2} =^1_2 ~ϕ^2_v;

• the clusters composed of loops in ~L^D_{1/2} are exactly the sign clusters of ~ϕ_·.

We denote the union of ranges of loops in a point measure L by ∪L.

Corollary 2.8. (1) For any D, U_1, U_2 ⊂ ~Z^d,

(2.21) P^D ( U_1^{≥0}←→ U_2 ) = P^D ( U_1^{≤0}←→ U_2 ) = 2P ( U_1^∪ ~LD_{1/2} ←−−→ U_2 ) . (2) For any D_1 ⊂ D_2 ⊂ ~Z^d, U ⊂ ~Z^d and v ∈ ~Z^d \ U,

(2.22) E^{D1} ( ~ϕ_v · 1_{v ≥0} ←→U ) ≥ E^{D2} ( ~ϕ_v · 1_{v ≥0} ←→U ) . Proof. Item (1) is a direct consequence of Lemma 2.7 and the symmetry of GFF.

For Item (2), by Lemma 2.7 and the symmetry of GFF,

(2.23) E^D ( ~ϕ_v · 1_{v ≥0} ←→U ) = 2^{− 12} E (√ pL^{D,v}_{1/2} · 1_{v and U are connected by ∪ ~LD1/2} ) . Note that the random variable on the right-hand side of (2.23) is increasing with respect to the collection of loops. Thus, since ~L^{D1}_{1/2} ≥ ~L^{D2}_{1/2}, we get Item (2). □

We also review some concepts about loop soups presented in [4]. Glued loops. The loops in ~L_{1/2} can be divided into the following types:

• fundamental loop: a loop that visits at least two lattice points; • point loop: a loop that visits exactly one lattice point;

• edge loop: a loop that is contained by a single interval I_e and visits no lattice point.

Correspondingly, three types of glued loops, each of which is the union of ranges of specific loops, are defined as follows.

• For any connected A ⊂ Z^d containing at least two lattice points, the glued fundamental loop supported on A is the union of ranges of fundamental loops in ~L_{1/2} that visit every point in A and do not visit any other lattice point.

• For any x ∈ Z^d, the glued point loop supported on x is the union of ranges of point loops in ~L_{1/2} including x. 15

• For any x ∼ y ∈ Z^d, the glued edge loop supported on I_{{x,y}} is the union of ranges of edge loops in ~L_{1/2} contained in I_{{x,y}}.

van den Berg-Kesten-Reimer (BKR) inequality. For two events A and B, let A ∘ B be the event that there exist two disjoint collections of glued loops such that one collection certifies A, and the other certifies B. Note that in this context, “two disjoint collections” implies that the collections do not contain any glued loops with matching types and supports, but it does not necessarily mean that every glued loop in one collection does not intersect any glued loop in the other collection.

We say an event A is a connecting event if there exist two finite subsets A_1, A_2 ⊂

Z^d such that A = {A_1^{∪ ~L1/2}←−−→ A_2}.

Lemma 2.9 (BKR inequality; [4, Corollary 3.4]). If events A_1, A_2, ..., A_j (j ≥ 2) are connecting events, then we have

(2.24) P ( A_1 ∘ A_2 ∘ ... ∘ A_j ) ≤ j∏ i=1 P ( A_j ) . 2.7. Exploration martingale. In this subsection, we review a useful tool called “exploration martingale”, which in our context went back to [27] and was further developed in [8]. We first record some necessary notations as follows.

• For any non-empty A ⊂ Z^d and t ≥ 0, let I^{A,+}_t (resp. I^{A,−}_t ) be the collection of points v ∈ ~E^{≥0} (resp. v ∈ ~E^{≤0}) such that dist(v, A) ≤ t. We denote I^{A,±}_t := I^{A,+}_t ∪ I^{A,−}_t . • For any non-empty A ⊂ Z^d and x ∈ Z^d \ A, we consider the martingales (2.25) M^{A,ζ}_{x,t} = E ( ~ ϕ_x | F_IA,ζ_t ) , ∀ζ ∈ {+, −, ±}. We denote the quadratic variation of M^{A,ζ}_{x,t} by ⟨M^{A,ζ}_x ⟩_t.

The martingale M^{A,+}_{x,t} was discussed in details in [8, 27]. For any ζ ∈ {+, −, ±}, the quadratic variation ⟨M^{A,ζ}_x ⟩_t can be written as ⟨M^{A,ζ}_x ⟩_t = ~G(x, x) − ~G_IA,ζ_t (x, x) = { 0 if x ∈ I^{A,ζ}_t , ∑ v∈I^{A,ζ}_t ~Px ( τ_IA,ζ_t = τ_v < ∞ ) ~ G(x, v) otherwise.

(2.26)

In addition, the following process is a Brownian motion stopped at time ⟨M^{A,ζ}_x ⟩_∞:

(2.27) W^{A,ζ}_{x,t} := { M^{A,ζ}_{x,Tt} − M^{A,ζ}_{x,0} ∀0 ≤ t < ⟨M^{A,ζ}_x ⟩_∞; M^{A,ζ}_{x,∞} − M^{A,ζ}_{x,0} ∀t ≥ ⟨M^{A,ζ}_x ⟩_∞, where T_t := inf{s ≥ 0 : ⟨M^{A,ζ}_x ⟩_s > t}. (2.26) and (2.27) were proved for ζ = + in [8, Section 2], and the analogues for ζ ∈ {−, ±} follow similarly. 16

Lemma 2.10. For any ζ ∈ {+, −, ±} and t, T > 0,

(2.28) P ( M^{A,ζ}_{x,∞} − M^{A,ζ}_{x,0} ≥ t, ⟨M^{A,ζ}_x ⟩_∞ ≤ T | F_IA,ζ_0 ) ≤ P ( |X| ≥^{t√}_T ) , where X is a standard normal random variable.

Proof. Let {W_t}_{t≥0} be a standard Brownian motion. By (2.27) one has P ( M^{A,ζ}_{x,∞} − M^{A,ζ}_{x,0} ≥ t, ⟨M^{A,ζ}_x ⟩_∞ ≤ T | F_IA,ζ_0 ) ≤P ( inf{s ≥ 0 : W_s = t} ≤ T ) . (2.29)

In addition, by the reflection principle, we have (2.30) P ( inf{s ≥ 0 : W_s = t} ≤ T ) = 2P ( W_T ≥ t ) = P ( |X| ≥^{t√}_T ) . Combining (2.29) and (2.30), we obtain the inequality (2.28). □

2.8. Average of GFF values. The following estimate for the normal distribution will be used multiple times in this papar. Readers may refer to e.g. [32, Proposition 2.1.2] for a detailed proof.

Lemma 2.11. For any δ > 0, the normal random variable X ∼ N(0, δ^2) satisfies

(2.31) P(X ≥ t) ≤ (2π)^{− 12} δt^{−1}e^{− t2}2δ^2 , ∀t > 0.

Applying Lemma 2.11, we derive the following bound for the tail probability of the average of GFF values.

Lemma 2.12. For any d ≥ 3, there exist constants C_7(d), c_5(d) > 0 such that for all D ⊂ ~Z^d, N ≥ 1 and s ≥ 1,

(2.32) P^D ( |∂^eB(N)|^{−1} ∑ x∈[∂^eB(N)]\D ~ϕ_x ≥ sN^{− d}2^{+1} ) ≤ C_7e^{−c5s2} ,

(2.33) P^D ( ∑ x∈[∂^eB(N)]\D ~P_0(τ_{∂eB(N)} = τ_x)~ϕ_x ≥ sN^{− d}2^{+1} ) ≤ C_7e^{−c5s2} . Proof. We first prove (2.32). Note that |∂^eB(N)|^{−1} ∑ x∈[∂^eB(N)]\D ~ϕ_x (where ~ϕ_· ∼ PD )

is a mean-zero normal random variable, whose variance is given by

σ^2 := |∂^eB(N)|^{−2} ∑ x,y∈[∂^eB(N)]\D ~G_D(x, y). (2.34)

Meanwhile, by (2.4) one has ~G_D(x, y) ≤ ~G(x, y) ≤ C_6|x − y|^{2−d}. Therefore, since |∂^eB(N) ∩ ∂B_x(l)| ≤ C(l + 1)^{d−2} · 1_{0≤l≤4N} for all x ∈ ∂^eB(N) and l ≥ 0, we have

σ^2 ≤|∂^eB(N)|^{−1} max_{x∈∂eB(N)} ∑ y∈[∂^eB(N)]\D ~G_D(x, y)

≤CN^{−(d−1)} 4N∑ l=0 (l + 1)^{d−2} · l^{2−d} ≤ C^′N^{2−d}.

(2.35) 17

By Lemma 2.11 and (2.35), we obtain (2.32).

For (2.33), by [24, Lemma 6.3.7], we have

(2.36) ~P_0 ( τ_∂e_{B(N)} = τ_x ) ≍ N^{1−d} ≍ |∂^eB(N)|^{−1}, ∀x ∈ ∂^eB(N). By (2.36), we know that the variance of ∑ x∈[∂^eB(N)]\D ~P0 ( τ_∂e_{B(N)} = τ_x )~ ϕ_x is of the same order as σ^2 in (2.34), and therefore, is O(N^{2−d}) (by (2.35)). Thus, applying Lemma 2.11, we also obtain (2.33). □

3. Bound the crossing probability by one-arm probabilities

The aim of this section is to establish the following proposition, which bounds the crossing probability from above by a product of one-arm probabilities. Recall that ρ_d(n, N) = P [ B(n)^{≥0}←→ ∂B(N) ] in (1.6).

Proposition 3.1. For d ≥ 3, there exists C_8(d) ≥ 1 such that for any N ≥ n ≥ 1,

(3.1) ρ_d(n, N) ≤ C_8n^{d−2}θ_d(n)θ_d(N/4).

Remark 3.2. The upper bounds in Theorem 1.3 directly follow from Proposition 3.1, Theorem 1.1 and the upper bound in (1.3).

To prove Proposition 3.1, we need some preparations as follows. To begin with, we show that given a point z is connected to a set by ~E^{≥0}, the expected value of ~ϕ_z is still uniformly bounded.

Lemma 3.3. For any d ≥ 3, there exists C_9(d) > 0 such that for any A ⊂ Z^d and z ∈ Z^d \ A, we have

(3.2) E ( ~ϕ_z · 1_{z ≥0} ←→A ) ≤ C_9P ( z^{≥0}←→ A ) . Proof. To derive (3.2), what we need to prove is indeed a Van den berg-Kesten- Reimer type inequality (note that the FKG inequality yields an inequality in the opposite direction). Usually the idea of establishing such an inequality is to decompose the random variable into two independent (or approximately independent) parts. In general, compared to random fields, achieving such a decomposition is much simpler in the context of Poisson point processes, which motivates us to employ the isomorphism theorem (i.e. Lemma 2.7) to transfer the problem to that for the loop soup.

Let L_z be the point measure composed of loops in ~L_{1/2} intersecting z. Note that pL^z_{1/2} is measurable with respect to L_z. For any y ∈ Z^d, we denote the event

A_y := { y^{∪( ~L1/2−Lz)} ←−−−−−→ A } . Let A^{(1)}z := ∪_{y∼z} A_y and A^{(2)}z = { z^{∪ ~L1/2} ←−−→ A } ∩ [ A^{(1)}z ]_c . By (2.23), the left-hand side of (3.2) can be written as

(3.3) E ( ~ϕ_z · 1_{z ≥0} ←→A ) = 2^{− 12} E (√ pLv_{1/2} · 1 z ∪ ~L1/2 ←−−→A ) . 18

Meanwhile, note that A^{(1)}z is independent of L_z. Therefore, by Lemma 2.7, E (√ pLv_{1/2} · 1_{A(1)z} ) =E (√ pLv_{1/2} ) P ( A^{(1)}_z )

=2^{− 12} E ( |~ϕ_z| ) P ( A^{(1)}_z ) ≤ C ∑ y∼z P ( y^{∪ ~L1/2} ←−−→ A ) . (3.4)

Moreover, by the FKG inequality, for each y ∼ z, P ( z^{∪ ~L1/2} ←−−→ A ) ≥P ( y^{∪ ~L1/2} ←−−→ A, y^{∪ ~L1/2}←−−→ z )

≥P ( y^{∪ ~L1/2} ←−−→ A ) P ( y^{∪ ~L1/2} ←−−→ z ) ≥ cP ( y^{∪ ~L1/2} ←−−→ A ) . (3.5)

Combining (3.4) and (3.5), we get

(3.6) E (√ pLz_{1/2} · 1_{A(1)z} ) ≤ CP ( z^{∪ ~L1/2} ←−−→ A ) . Next, we estimate the term E (√ pLz_{1/2} · 1_{A(2)z} ) . First, we present a decomposition

for loops in L^′_z := L_z · 1_{~ℓ intersects z and ~∂ ~Bz (1)} (note that ~∂ ~B_z(1) = {w ∈ Z^d : w ∼ z} by (2.1)). Specifically, for any ~ℓ ∈ L^′_z (recall that we consider ~ℓ as an equivalence class of rooted loops under time-shift), arbitrarily take a rooted loop ~ϱ : [0, T ] → ~Z^d in ~ℓ satisfying the following: • ~ϱ(0) = z; • ∃t ∈ (0, T ) such that ~ϱ(t) ∈ ~∂ ~B_z(1) and ~ϱ(t^′) ≠ z for all t^′ ∈ (t, T ).

Then we define a sequence of stopping time for ~ϱ as follows:

(1) ~τ_0 := 0;

(2) for integer k ≥ 0, ~τ_{2k+1} := inf{t > ~τ_{2k} : ~ϱ(t) ∈ ~∂ ~B_z(1)}; (3) for integer k ≥ 0, ~τ_{2k+2} := inf{t > ~τ_{2k+1} : ~ϱ(t) = z}.

Let κ be the unique integer such that ~τ_{2κ} = T . For each 1 ≤ i ≤ κ, we define the i-th forward crossing path of ~ϱ as the sub-path ~η^F_i : [0, ~τ_{2i−1} − ~τ_{2i−2}] → ~Z^d with ~η^F_i (s) = ~ϱ(~τ_{2i−2} + s), and define the i-th backward crossing path of ~ϱ as the sub-path ~η^B_i : [0, ~τ_{2i} − ~τ_{2i−1}] → ~Z^d with ~η^B_i (s) = ~ϱ(~τ_{2i−1} + s). Note that κ, {~η^F_i }^κ_{i=1} and {~η^B_i }^κ_{i=1} do not depend on the way of choosing ~ϱ ∈ ~ℓ. A general version of this decomposition can be found in [4, Section 2.6.3]. We denote by L^F_z (resp. L^B_z ) the collection of forward (resp. backward) crossing paths of all loops in L^′_z. Here are some useful properties of L^F_z and L^B_z :

(a) Every path in L^F_z is contained in ~B_z(1);

(b) pL^z_{1/2} is measuable with respect to L^F_z and L_z − L^′_z since every path in L^B_z has zero local time at z;

(c) By the spatial Markov property of loop soups (see [4, Lemma 2.3]), conditioning on L^F_z = {~η_i}^{κ̂}_{i=1} (let y_i be the last point of ~η_i), the backward 19

crossing paths ~η^′_i ∈ L^B_z for 1 ≤ i ≤ κ̂(L^F_z ) are distributed as independent Brownian motions on ~Z^d with law ~P_{yi} ( { ~S_t}_{0≤t≤τz} ∈ · | τ_z < ∞ ) . On the event A^{(2)}z , there exists ~η^′ ∈ L^B_z such that ~η^′ is connected to A by ∪( ~L_{1/2} − L_z). This is because on [ A^{(1)}z ]_c we have that ~B_z(1) is not connected to A by ∪( ~L_{1/2} −L_z ), and in addition all paths in L^F_z and loops in L_z −L^′_z are contained in ~B_z(1) (by Property (a)). Thus, by Properties (b), (c) and the fact that L^B_z is independent of L_z − L^′_z, E (√ pLz_{1/2} · 1_{A(2)z} ) =E (√ pLz_{1/2} · P[A^{(2)}_z | L^F_z , L_z − L^′_z] )

≤E (√ pLz_{1/2} · P [ ∃ ~η^′ ∈ L^B_z with ~η^{′ ∪( ~L1/2−Lz)} ←−−−−−→ A | L^F_z ]) . (3.7)

For any non-empty configuration of L^F_z , say {~η_i}^{κ̂}_{i=1} (recall that y_i denotes the last point of ~η_i), let ~η^′_i be the backward crossing path right after ~η_i. Then we have P ( ∃ ~η^′ ∈ L^B_z with ~η^{′ ∪( ~L1/2−Lz )} ←−−−−−→ A | L^F_z = {~η_i}^{κ̂}_{i=1} )

≤ κ̂∑ i=1 P ( ~η^′_i^{∪( ~L1/2−Lz)} ←−−−−−→ A | L^F_z = {~η_i}^{κ̂}_{i=1} ) . (3.8)

Note that L^F_z is measurable with respect to L_z and thus is independent of ~L_{1/2} −L_z. Let ~η^{′′}_i ∼ ~P_{yi} ( { ~S_t}_{0≤t≤τz} ∈ · | τ_z < ∞ ) be an independent Brownian motion. By Property (c), conditioning on { L^F_z = {~η_i}^{κ̂}_{i=1} } , ~η^′_i has the same distribution as ~η^{′′}_i .

As a result, for each 1 ≤ i ≤ κ̂, we have

(3.9) P ( ~η^′_i^{∪( ~L1/2−Lz)} ←−−−−−→ A | L^F_z = {~η_i}^{κ̂}_{i=1} ) = P ( ~η^{′′}_i^{∪( ~L1/2−Lz )} ←−−−−−→ A ) . Since L_{z,yi} := L_z · 1_{~ℓ intersects yi} is independent of ~L_{1/2} − L_z and since ~η^{′′}_i is stochastically dominated by ∪L_{z,yi} when L_{z,yi} ≠ ∅ happens, one has P ( ~η^{′′}_i^{∪( ~L1/2−Lz)} ←−−−−−→ A, L_{z,yi} ≠ ∅ ) ≤ P ( ∪ L_{z,yi}^{∪( ~L1/2−Lz)} ←−−−−−→ A ) ≤ P ( z^{∪ ~L1/2} ←−−→ A ) . (3.10)

Note that L_{z,yi} is also independent of ~η^{′′}_i . Thus, since P(L_{z,yi} ≠ ∅) ≥ c(d) > 0, P ( ~η^{′′}_i^{∪( ~L1/2−Lz )} ←−−−−−→ A, L_{z,yi} ≠ ∅ )

=P ( ~η^{′′}_i^{∪( ~L1/2−Lz )} ←−−−−−→ A ) P ( L_{z,yi} ≠ ∅ ) ≥ cP ( ~η^{′′}_i^{∪( ~L1/2−Lz)} ←−−−−−→ A ) . (3.11)

Combining (3.9), (3.10) and (3.11), we have

(3.12) P ( ~η^′_i^{∪( ~L1/2−Lz)} ←−−−−−→ A | L^F_z = {~η_i}^{κ̂}_{i=1} ) ≤ CP ( z^{∪ ~L1/2} ←−−→ A ) .

By (3.8) and (3.12), we obtain P ( ∃ ~η^′ ∈ L^B_z with ~η^{′ ∪( ~L1/2−Lz )} ←−−−−−→ A | L^F_z = {~η_i}^{κ̂}_{i=1} ) ≤ Cκ̂P ( z^{∪ ~L1/2} ←−−→ A ) , which together with (3.7) implies that

(3.13) E (√ pLz_{1/2} · 1_{A(2)z} ) ≤ CP ( z^{∪ ~L1/2} ←−−→ A ) E (√ pLz_{1/2} · κ̂ ) . In fact, the spatial Markov property of loop soups implies that given κ̂ (i.e. the cardinality of L^F_z ), the paths in L^F_z are independent Brownian motions on ~Z^d with law ~P_z ( { ~S_t}_{0≤t≤τ ~∂ ~Bz (1)} ∈ · ) , whose local times at z are independnet exponential random variables with rate 1. As a result, one has E (√ pLz_{1/2} · κ̂ ) ≤ CE ( κ̂^{32} ) and E ( κ̂^2 ) ≤ CE [( pL^z_{1/2})^2 ] . Thus, by Hölder’s inequality and Lemma 2.7, E (√ pLz_{1/2} · κ̂ ) ≤ C { E [( pL^z_{1/2})^2

]} 4_3

= 2^{− 83} C [ E ( ~ ϕ^4_z

)]^4_3 ≤ C^′ < ∞. Combined with (3.13), it implies that

(3.14) E (√ pLz_{1/2} · 1_{A(2)z} ) ≤ CP ( z^{∪ ~L1/2} ←−−→ A ) . Since { z^{∪ ~L1/2} ←−−→ A } = A^{(1)}z ∪ A^{(2)}z , it follows from (3.6) and (3.14) that

(3.15) E (√ pLz_{1/2} · 1 {z ∪ ~L1/2 ←−−→A} ) ≤ CP ( z^{∪ ~L1/2} ←−−→ A )_{(2.21)} = 2CP ( z^{≥0}←→ A ) . Combining (3.3) and (3.15), we conclude this lemma. □

The subsequent lemma, taking Lemma 3.3 as an input, shows that the expected values of harmonic averages can be bounded from above by one-arm probabilities.

Lemma 3.4. For any non-empty A ⊂ Z^d and y ∈ Z^d \ A, we have

(3.16) E [ H_y(A, C^−_A ) ] ≤ C(d)P ( y^{≥0}←→ A ) . Proof. Conditioning on F_C−_A , if y ∈ (C^−_A )^∘ happens (i.e. y^{≤0}←→ A), then we have

H_y(A, C^−_A ) = 0. Otherwise (i.e. {y^{≤0}←→ A}^c), by Lemma 2.3, we know that the conditional expectation of ~ϕ_y equals to H_y(A, C^−_A ). Therefore, we have

(3.17) E [ H_y(A, C^−_A ) ] = E ( ~ϕ_y · 1_{{y ≤0} ←→A}^c ) . In addition, by the symmetry of ~ϕ, one has E ( ~ϕ_y · 1_{{y ≤0} ←→A}^c ) = E ( ~ϕ_y ) − E ( ~ϕ_y · 1_{y ≤0} ←→A ) = E ( ~ϕ_y · 1_{y ≥0} ←→A ) . 21

Combined with Lemma 3.3 and (3.17), it implies the desired bound (3.16). □ For any N, n ≥ 1 with N ≥ 100dn, we denote C^−_{n,N} := C^−_{∂B(n)} ∪ C^−_{∂B(N)} and

(3.18) H^{in} = |∂B(4dn)|^{−1} ∑ z∈∂B(4dn) H z ( ∂B(n), C^−_{n,N} ) , (3.19) H^{out} = |∂^eB(5N/8)|^{−1} ∑ z∈∂^eB(5N/8) H z ( ∂B(N), C^−_{n,N} ) . Lemma 3.5. Recall pH_· in (2.15). Then we have (3.20) ∑ y∈∂B(n) pH_y(∂B(N), C^−_{n,N} )~ϕ_y ≤ C(d)n^{d−2}H^{in}H^{out}. Proof. For any y ∈ ∂B(n), y^′ ∼ y with I^∘_{{y,y}′_} ∩ C^−_{n,N} = ∅, and z ∈ ∂B(N), by the last-exit decomposition for the Brownian motion (see e.g. [28, Section 8.2]), ~P_{y′} (τ_{C−n,N} = τ_z) ≤C ∑ z_1∈∂B(4dn) ~G_{C−n,N} (y^′, z_1) ∑ z^′_1∈∂^eB(4dn):z^′_1∼z_1 ~P_{z′1} (τ_{C−n,N ∪B(4dn)} = τ_z ). (3.21)

Moreover, by the strong Markov property, we have ~P_{z′1} (τ_{C−n,N ∪B(4dn)} = τ_z) ≤ ∑ z_2∈∂^eB(5N/8) ~P_{z′1} (τ_{B(4dn)} > τ_{∂eB(5N/8)} = τ_{z2} )~P_{z2} (τ_{C−n,N} = τ_z). (3.22)

In addition, by the strong Markov property and [24, Lemmas 6.3.4 and 6.3.7] (recalling that the projection of ~S_· on Z^d is a simple random walk), we have: for any z^′_1 ∈ ∂^eB(4dn) with z^′_1 ∼ z_1,

~P_{z′1} (τ_{B(4dn)} > τ_{∂eB(5N/8)} = τ_{z2} )

≤~P_z′_1 (τ_{B(4dn)} > τ_∂e_{B(8dn)}) max_{w∈∂eB(8dn)} ~P_w (τ_∂e_{B(5N/8)} = τ_{z2} ) ≤ Cn^{−1}N^{−d+1}.

(3.23)

Recall that all points in C^−_{n,N} with positive harmonic measures have non-negative GFF values. Thus, combining (3.21), (3.22) and (3.23), we get H_y′ ( ∂B(N), C^−_{n,N} ) ≤Cn^{−1}N^{−d+1} ∑ z_1∈∂B(4dn) ~G_{C−n,N} (y^′, z_1) ∑ z_2∈∂^eB(5N/8) H_{z2} ( ∂B(N), C^−_{n,N} )

≤Cn^{−1}H^{out} ∑ z_1∈∂B(4dn) ~G_{C−n,N} (y^′, z_1), (3.24)

where the last inequality follows from |∂^eB(5N/8)| ≍ N^{d−1} and (3.19). Recall that I^∘_{{y,y}′_} ∩ C^−_{n,N} = ∅. Thus, by Lemma 2.1 (taking x = y^′, y = y and D = C^−_{n,N} ), (3.25) ~G_C−_{n,N} (y^′, y^′) ≤ C~P_y′ ( τ_C−_{n,N} = τ_y ) 22

By ~G_C−_{n,N} (y^′, z_1) = ~P_{z1} ( τ_C−_{n,N} > τ_y′ ) ~ G_C−_{n,N} (y^′, y^′) and (3.25), one has ~P_{z1} (τ_{C−n,N} = τ_y) ≥~P_{z1} (τ_{C−n,N} > τ_{y′} )~P_{y′} (τ_{C−n,N} = τ_y) = ~P_{y′} (_τ C−n,N =τy ) ~G_{C−} n,N (y^′,y^′) · ~G_{C−n,N} (y^′, z_1) ≥ c ~G_{C−n,N} (y^′, z_1). Combined with (3.24) (recall pH_· in (2.15) and H^{in} in (3.18)), it concludes (3.20): ∑ y∈∂B(n) pH_y(∂B(N), C^−_{n,N} )~ϕ_y ≤Cn^{−1}H^{out} ∑ z_1∈∂B(4dn) ∑ y∈∂B(n) ~P_{z1} (τ_{C−n,N} = τ_y)~ϕ_y ≤C^′n^{d−2}H^{out}H^{in}. □

Next, we present a uniform upper bound for the hitting distribution on a ball.

Lemma 3.6. For d ≥ 3, there exists C(d) > 0 such that for any n ≥ 1, y ∈ ∂B(n), any z ∈ Z^d \ B(10n),

(3.26) ~P_z ( τ_{∂B(n)} = τ_y < ∞ ) ≤ Cn^{−1}|z|^{2−d}. Proof. For any y ∈ ∂B(n), y^′ ∈ ∂^eB(n) with y^′ ∼ y, and z ∈ Z^d \ B(10n), by the symmetry of the Green’s function, we have ~P_z (τ_{y′} < τ_{B(n)}, τ_{y′} < ∞) = ~G_{B(n)}(z, y^′)[ ~G_{B(n)}(y^′, y^′)]^{−1} =^{~GB(n)(z,z)} ~G_{B(n)}(y′,y′) · ~Py^′ ( τ_z < τ_{B(n)}, τ_z < ∞ ) ≤C~P_y′ ( τ_z < τ_{B(n)}, τ_z < ∞ ) . (3.27)

Note that for the Brownian motion starting from y^′, it must intersect ∂^eB(2n) before z. Thus, by the strong Markov property and [24, Lemmas 6.3.4 and 6.4.2] (recalling that the projection of ~S_· is a simple random walk on Z^d), ~P_{y′} (τ_z < τ_{B(n)}, τ_z < ∞) ≤~P_y′ ( τ_∂e_{B(2n)} < τ_{B(n)} ) max w∈∂^eB(2n) ~P_w (τ_z < ∞) ≤ Cn^{−1}|z|^{2−d}. Combined with (3.27), this implies that

(3.28) ~P_z ( τ_y′ < τ_{B(n)}, τ_y′ < ∞ ) ≤ Cn^{−1}|z|^{2−d}. Note that if the Brownian motion starts from z and first hits ∂B(n) at y, then it must intersect some y^′ ∈ ∂^eB(n) with y^′ ∼ y before B(n). Therefore, by (3.28), we obtain the desired bound: ~P_z (τ_{∂B(n)} = τ_y < ∞) ≤ ∑ y^′∈∂^eB(n):y^′∼y ~P_z (τ_{y′} < τ_{B(n)}, τ_{y′} < ∞) ≤ Cn^{−1}|z|^{2−d}. □ 23

The following lemma is crucial for the proof of Proposition 3.1, which helps us handle the correlation between H^{in} and H^{out}. We denote

(3.29) qH^{in} := |∂B(4dn)|^{−1} ∑ z∈∂B(4dn) H z ( ∂B(n), C^−_{∂B(n)} ) . Note that qH^{in} can be obtained from H^{in} by replacing C^−_{n,N} with C^−_{∂B(n)}. Moreover,

since C^−_{∂B(n)} ⊂ C^−_{n,N} and ~ϕ_z ≥ 0 for all z ∈ ∂B(n) ∩ ~∂C^−_{∂B(n)}, we have H^{in} ≤ qH^{in}.

Lemma 3.7. For any z ∈ ∂^eB(5N/8), we have

(3.30) E [ H_z ( ∂B(N), C^−_{n,N} ) | F_C−_{B(n)} ] ≤ C(d) [ θ_d(N/4) + (n/N)^{d−2} qH^{in} ] . Proof. When z ∈ C^−_{B(n)}, we have H_z ( ∂B(N), C^−_{n,N} ) = 0 and thus (3.30) holds.

When z /∈ C^−_{B(n)}, similar to (3.17), we have E [ H_z ( ∂B(N), C^−_{n,N} ) | F_C−_{B(n)} ] =E [ ~ϕ_z · 1_{{z ≤0} ←→∂B(N)}^c | F_C−_{B(n)} ] . (3.31)

By Lemma 2.3, conditioning on F_C−_{B(n)} , we have that {~ϕ_v}_{v∈ ~B(N)\C}−_{B(n)} is distributed

as {~ϕ^′_v + H^′_v}_{v∈ ~B(N)\C}−_{B(n)} , where ~ϕ^′_· ∼ P^{C−B(n)} and H^′_v := H_v ( ∂B(n), C^−_{∂B(n)} ) . As a

result, the right-hand side of (3.31) can be written as E^{C−∂B(n)} [( ~ϕ^′_z + H^′_z) · 1{ z^{≤−H} ′ · ←−−→∂B(N) }_c | F_C−_{B(n)} ] (~ϕ_v ≤ 0 ⇐⇒ ~ϕ^′_v ≤ −H^′_v) =H^′_z − E^{C−∂B(n)} [( ~ϕ^′_z + H^′_z) · 1 z^{≤−H} ′ · ←−−→∂B(N) ] (by E^{C−∂B(n)} (~ϕ^′_z) = 0) =H^′_z + E^{C−∂B(n)} [( ~ϕ^′_z − H^′_z) · 1 z^{≥H} ′ ·←−→∂B(N) ] (by the symmetry of ~ϕ),

(3.32)

where “^{≤−H′·}←−−→” (resp. “^{≥H′·}←−→”) means there exists a path connecting v and ∂B(N) on which the values of ~ϕ^′_· is at most −H^′_· (resp. is at least H^′_·). Since H^′_v ≥ 0 for all v ∈ ~B(N) \ C^−_{B(n)}, we have E^{C−∂B(n)} [( ~ϕ^′_z − H^′_z) · 1 z^{≥H} ′ ·←−→∂B(N) ]

≤E^{C−∂B(n)} [ ~ϕ^′_z · 1_{z ≥0} ←→∂B(N) ]

≤E [ ~ϕ^′_z · 1_{z ≥0} ←→∂B(N) ] (by Item (2) of Corollary 2.8) ≤CP [ z^{≥0}←→ ∂B(N) ] ≤ Cθ_d(N/4) (by Lemma 3.3 and z ∈ ∂^eB(5N/8)).

(3.33)

By (3.31), (3.32) and (3.33), we obtain E [ H_z ( ∂B(N), C^−_{n,N} ) | F_C−_{B(n)} ] ≤H^′_z + Cθ_d(N/4). (3.34)

For z ∈ ∂^eB(5N/8), by the strong Markov property and Lemma 3.6, H^′_z ≤ ∑ y∈∂B(4dn) ~P_z (τ_{∂B(4dn)} = τ_y < ∞)H^′_y ≤Cn^{−1}N^{2−d} ∑ y∈∂B(4dn) H ′ y (by Lemma 3.6)

≤C(n/N)^{d−2} qH^{in} (by |∂B(4dn)| ≍ n^{d−1} and (3.29)).

Combined with (3.34), it concludes this lemma. □

By Lemma 3.7, we have that (recalling H^{out} in (3.19))

(3.35) H^{out} ≤ C [ θ_d(N/4) + (n/N)^{d−2} qH^{in} ] . With these preparations, we are ready to prove Proposition 3.1.

Proof of Proposition 3.1. Since θ_d(k) ≥ ck^{− d}2^{+1} (by [8, Theorem 5]), we have n^{d−2}θ_d(n)θ_d(N/4) ≥ c(n/N)^{d2 −1}. Thus, it suffices to prove this lemma in the case when N/n is sufficiently large (otherwise, we can take a large enough C_8 such that the right-hand side of (3.1) exceeds 1).

By Lemmas 2.6 and 3.5, and the inequality that 1 − e^{−a} ≤ a ∧ 1 for all a > 0, ρ_d(n, N) = E [ 1 − e^{−2 ∑y∈∂B(n) pHy (∂B(N),C−n,N )~ϕy} ] ≤ CE [( n^{d−2}H^{out}H^{in} ) ∧ 1 ] . (3.36)

Recall that H^{in} ≤ qH^{in} below (3.29). Also note that qH^{in} is measurable with respect to F_C−_{B(n)} . Thus, by Jensen’s inequality (i.e. E (Y ∧ 1) ≤ E (Y ) ∧ 1) and Lemma 3.7, E [( n^{d−2}H^{out}H^{in} ) ∧ 1 ] (H^{in}≤ qH^{in}) ≤ E { E [( n^{d−2}H^{out} qH^{in} ) ∧ 1 | F_C−_{B(n)} ]} (Jensen’s ineq) ≤ E {( E [ H^{out} | F_C−_{B(n)} ] n^{d−2} qH^{in} ) ∧ 1 } (3.35) ≤ Cn^{d−2}E {([ θ_d(N/4) + (n/N)^{d−2} qH^{in} ] ∧ [ n^{2−d} ( q H^{in} )_{−1}]) q H^{in} } .

(3.37)

Using the inequalities that (a + a^′) ∧ b ≤ a + a^′ ∧ b and that a ∧ b ≤ √ ab for all a, b > 0, we have E {([ θ_d(N/4) + (n/N)^{d−2} qH^{in} ] ∧ [ n^{2−d} ( q H^{in} )_{−1}]) q H^{in} }

≤θ_d(N/4)E ( q H^{in} ) + E {([ (n/N)^{d−2} qH^{in} ] ∧ [ n^{2−d} ( q H^{in} )_{−1}]) q H^{in} } ≤θ_d(N/4)E ( q H^{in} ) + N^{− d2 +1}E ( q H^{in} ) ≤Cθ_d(N/4)E ( q H^{in} ) (since θ_d(k) ≥ ck^{− d2 +1} for all k ≥ 1).

(3.38)

25

It follows from (3.37) and (3.38) that E [( n^{d−2}H^{out}H^{in} ) ∧ 1 ] ≤ Cn^{d−2}θ_d(N/4)E ( q H^{in} ) . (3.39)

Moreover, for any z ∈ ∂B(4dn), by Lemma 3.4 one has E [ H_z ( ∂B(n), C^−_{∂B(n)} )] ≤ CP [ z^{≥0}←→ ∂B(n) ] ≤ Cθ_d(n), which implies E ( q H^{in} ) ≤ Cθ_d(n). Combined with (3.36) and (3.39), it completes the proof of this lemma. □

4. Proof of Theorem 1.1

In this section, we present the proof of Theorem 1.1. Before showing the proof details, we first provide an overview as follows. As explained in Section 1.3.1, our proof strategy is based on proof by contradiction. As described in Definitions 4.1 and 4.1 below, we take a sufficiently large function λ and consider the first scale N_∗ such that θ_d(N_∗) > λ(N_∗)N^{− d2 +1}_∗ . Assuming that N_∗ < ∞, we establish in Lemma 4.5 that there exists a scale k_∗ ≥ 1 such that for any v ∈ Z^d, with probability at least 2^{−k∗} the harmonic average H^∗_v (see (4.12)) satisfies H^∗_v ≥ λ(N_∗)N^{− d2 +1}_∗ k^{−C}_∗ 2^{k∗} . Based on this property, we prove in Propsition 4.8 that with probability at least 2^{−k40d∗} , the average of harmonic averages on ∂^eB(N_∗/4), denoted by H_∗ (see (4.29)), is at least e^{k5∗} λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ . The proof of Propsition 4.8, which is the core of this paper, will be implemented in Section 5. Meanwhile, by analyzing the conditional distribution of the average of ~ϕ_· on ∂^eB(^{3N∗}_{16} ), in Proposition 4.9 we show that

the probability for H_∗ to reach e^{k5∗} λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ is at most Ce^{−cλ(N∗)e2k5∗} , which then causes a contradiction with the lower bound in Proposition 4.8 and thus concludes Theorem 1.1.

4.1. Exceeding size. In order to establish upper bounds for θ_d(·), we introduce the so-called exceeding size, which is the first exponential scale such that θ_d exceeds a predetermined threshold.

We take a sufficiently small constant c_6(d) ∈ (0, (10d)^{−100d}) such that

(4.1) (2π)^{− 12} [G(0, 0)]^{12} log^{−1}_2 (1/ϵ)e^{− log} 2 2(1/ϵ) 2G(0,0) < ϵ, ∀ϵ ≤ c6, (4.2)^1_2 e^{log52(1/c6)} > C_{15} (defined below Equation (4.36)),

(4.3) log^{−1}_2 (1/c_6) ≤ min{c^{(1)}_† , c^{(2)}_† , c^{(3)}_† } (defined in the proof of Lemma 5.6).

We also take a sufficiently large constant C_{10}(d) > (10d)^{100d} such that for N ≥ C_{10},

(4.4) θ_d(N) < (10d)^{−1}c_6 (recall that lim_{N→∞} θ_d(N) = 0),

(4.5) 32[c_6 log^2(c_6)]^{−1} log^2 ( N^{d2 −1} ln^{10}(N) ) < ln^5(N), 26

(4.6)^1_8 N^{− d2 +1}e^{ln2(N)} > C_{12} (defined in Lemma 4.6),

(4.7) Inequality (4.10) holds for C(d) = C_{16}, K_1 = d^{−1} and K_2 = 2000d,

where the constant C_{16} is defined in Section 5.

Definition 4.1 (exceeding size). For any d ≥ 3 and any non-decreasing function λ : (0, ∞) → (1, ∞), we define

(4.8) n_∗ = n_∗(d, λ) := min { integer n ≥ 10 log_2(C_{10}) : θ_d(2^n) ≥ λ(2^n) · (2^n)^{− d2 +1} } , where we set min ∅ = +∞ for completeness.

We also consider functions that have finite exceeding sizes.

Definition 4.2 (admissible function). For any d ≥ 3, let X_d be the collection of non-decreasing functions λ : (0, ∞) → (1, ∞) such that n_∗(d, λ) < ∞. Moreover, for any λ ∈ X_d, we denote N_∗ := 2^{n∗} and λ_∗ := λ(N_∗).

Remark 4.3 (A sufficient condition for Theorem 1.1). It follows from Definitions 4.1 and 4.2 that for any non-decreasing function λ : (0, ∞) → (1, ∞) with λ /∈ X_d, (4.9) θ_d(N) ≤ C(d)λ(N)N^{− d2 +1}, ∀N ≥ 1. Thus, in order to establish Theorem 1.1, it suffices to prove that there exists a sufficiently large constant C(d) > 0 satisfying the following:

(1) For any d ∈ {3, 4, 5}, X_d does not contain the constant function λ(N) = C. (2) For d = 6, X_6 does not contain the function λ(N) = Cexp ( ln^{12} (N) ln ln(N) ) (for convenience, we set ln(a) := 0 for a < 1 throughout this paper).

Remark 4.4. In the case when d = 6, the reason why we pick the function λ(N) := C(d)exp ( ln^{12} (N) ln ln(N) ) (= C(d)exp ( ln^{12 + ln ln ln(N)}

ln ln(N) (N))) in Proposition 4.8 is that

λ(N) has the following property. For any fixed K_1, K_2 > 0 and any M ∈ [1, N^d] (where M may depend on N), the following inequality holds for all N ≥ C^′ (where the constant C^′ only depends on d, K_1 and K_2),

(4.10) λ(N) λ ( N[λ(N)M]^{−K1} ) ≥ ln^{K2} ( λ(N)M ) . Next, we prove (4.10) separately in two cases. When N[λ(N)M]^{−K1} ≤ 100, to get (4.10), it is sufficient to have

(4.11) λ(N) ≥ λ(100) ln^{K2} ( λ(N)M ) , which holds true for all N ≥ C^{′′}(d, K_2) since M ≤ N^d. 27

When N[λ(N)M]^{−K1} ≥ 100, let ξ(N) :=^{ln ln ln(N)}_{ln ln(N)} and t_N := ln(N). For (4.10), it suffices to have

t^{12 +ξ(N)} N − [ t_N − K_1(t^{12 +ξ(N)}_N + ln(CM))

] 1_{2 +ξ(N)} ≥ K_2 ln ( t^{12 +ξ(N)}

N + ln(CM) )

⇐ t^{12 +ξ(N)} N { 1 − [ 1 − K_1 ( t^{− 12 +ξ(N)}

N + t^{−1}_N ln(CM)

)] 1_{2 +ξ(N)}} ≥ K_2 ln ( t^{12 +ξ(N)}

N + ln(CM) )

⇐^1_4 K_1 [ t^{2ξ(N)}_N + t^{−1}_N ln(CM) ] ≥ K_2 [ 2 ln ln(N) + t^{−2}_N ln(CM) ] ⇐ t^{2ξ(N)}_N ≥ 8K^{−1}_1 K_2 ln ln(N) and ln(N) ≥ 4K^{−1}_1 K_2

⇐ ξ(N) ≥^{ln ln ln(N)+ln}(^{8K−11 K2})

2 ln ln(N) and ln(N) ≥ 4K −1 1 K_2 ⇐ N ≥ max { e^{4K−11 K2} , exp ( e^{8K−11 K2} )} . In conclusion, we now establish (4.10).

4.2. Effective scale. The key idea for the proof of Theorem 1.1 relies on a coarsegraining method, which shows that with significant probability, the negative cluster C^−_{∂eB(N∗/4)} is so dense that an independent Brownian motion on ~Z^d from 0 will intersect C^−_{∂eB(N∗/4)} before reaching ∂B(0.01N_∗) with high probability (see Lemma 5.14). As a notable difference from most of the classical coarse-graining methods used in the study of percolation models, in our proof the involved scale is not predetermined, but chosen in a rather implicit manner depending on certain intrinsic properties of the model. Specifically, we present the following lemma to ensure the existence of such an effective scale (that is, a scale k_∗ such that (4.12) holds).

We denote C_{11} := 16[c_6 log^2(1/c_6)]^{−1} (note that C_{11} > 100). For any λ ∈ X_d and v ∈ Z^d, we define (recalling H_v in Definition 2.2)

(4.12) H^∗_v = H^∗_v(d, λ) := H_v ( ∂^eB_v(N_∗/2), C^−_{∂eBv (N∗/2)} ) . Lemma 4.5. For any d ≥ 3 and λ ∈ X_d, there exists an integer k_∗(d, λ) > 0 with

(4.13) λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ ln^{−10}(N_∗) ≤ 2^{−k∗} ≤ c_6

such that for any v ∈ Z^d,

(4.14) P ( H^∗_v ≥ C^{−1}_{11} λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ k^{−3}_∗ 2^{k∗} ) ≥ 2^{−k∗} . Before proving Lemma 4.5, we need some estimates for ~ϕ_0H^∗_0 as follows.

Lemma 4.6. For any d ≥ 3, there exists C_{12}(d) > 0 such that for all λ ∈ X_d,

(4.15) P ( ~ϕ_0H^∗_0 ≥ ln^5(N_∗) ) ≤ C_{12}e^{− ln2(N∗)}.

Proof. Since H^∗_0 ≥ 0, we have

(4.16) P ( ~ϕ_0H^∗_0 ≥ ln^4(N_∗) ) ≤ P ( ~ϕ_0 ≥ ln^2(N_∗) ) + P ( H^∗_0 ≥ ln^3(N_∗) ) .

For the first term on the right-hand side of (4.16), by Lemma 2.11 one has

(4.17) P ( ~ϕ_0 ≥ ln^2(N_∗) ) ≤ (2π)^{− 12} [G(0, 0)]^{12} ln^{−2}(N_∗)e^{− ln} 4(N∗) 2G(0,0) . For the second term, since H^∗_0 ≤ max_{y∈∂}e_{Bv (N∗/2)} ~ϕ_y, we have

(4.18) P ( H^∗_0 ≥ ln^3(N_∗) ) ≤ P ( max y∈∂^eB_v (N_∗/2)

~ϕ_y ≥ ln^3(N_∗) ) . In addition, it is known that max_{y∈∂}e_{Bv (N∗/2)} ~ϕ_y concentrates in the order of ln(N_∗). Specifically, by [7, Theorem1.1] we have

(4.19) P ( max y∈∂^eB_v (N_∗/2)

~ϕ_y ≥ ln^3(N_∗) ) ≤ Ce^{− ln2(N∗)}. Combining (4.16)-(4.19), we obtain the desired bound (4.15). □

Lemma 4.7. For any d ≥ 3 and λ ∈ X_d, we have

(4.20) E [( 1 − e^{−2~ϕ0H∗0} ) · 1_{~ϕ0≥0} ] ≥^1_2 θ_d(N_∗).

Proof. By the symmetry of GFF and (4.4), we have P [ ~B(1)^{≤0}←→ ∂^eB_v (N_∗/2) ] ≤ 2dθ_d(^{N∗}_{2d} ) ≤ 0.2c_6 <^1_2 .

Thus, by the FKG inequality and Lemma 2.6 (recalling pH_· in (2.15)), 1 2 θ_d(N_∗)^{(FKG)}≤ P [ 0^{≥0}←→ ∂^eB_v(N_∗/2), { ~ B(1)^{≤0}←→ ∂^eB_v(N_∗/2) }_c] (Lemma 2.6) = E {[ 1 − e^{−2~ϕ0 pH0(∂} eB_v ( N_∗ 2 ),C^−_{{0}∪∂}e_{Bv(}^N∗_{2 )})]1 ~ϕ_0≥0,C^−_{∂eB} v ( N∗ 2 ) ∩ ~B(1)=∅ } . (4.21)

On the event {~ ϕ_0 ≥ 0, C^−_{∂eBv (N∗/2)} ∩ ~B(1) = ∅ } , one has pH_0(∂^eB_v (N_∗/2), C^−_{{0}∪∂eBv (N∗/2)}) (2.15) = 1 2d ∑ z∼0 H_z ( ∂^eB_v(N_∗/2), C^−_{{0}∪∂eBv (N∗/2)} )

≤ 1 2d ∑ z∼0 H_z ( ∂^eB_v(N_∗/2), C^−_{∂eBv (N∗/2)} ) = H^∗_0.

(4.22)

Combining (4.21) and (4.22), we obtain (4.20). □

Now we are ready to prove Lemma 4.5.

Proof of Lemma 4.5. Without loss of generality, we take v = 0.

We claim that there exists ϵ ∈ ( 2λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ ln^{−10}(N_∗), c_6 ) such that

(4.23) P [ ~ϕ_0H^∗_0 ≥ 2C^{−1}_{11} λ_∗N^{− d}2^{+1}_∗ ϵ^{−1} log^{−2}_2 (1/ϵ) ] ≥ 2ϵ.

We first prove the lemma assuming (4.23). By Lemma 2.11, we have

(4.24) P [ ~ϕ_0 ≥ log_2(1/ϵ) ] ≤ (2π)^{− 12} [G(0, 0)]^{12} log^{−1}_2 (1/ϵ)e^{− log} 2 2(1/ϵ) 2G(0,0)

(4.1) ≤ ϵ. Since H^∗_0 ≥ 0, by (4.23) and (4.24), we get P [ H^∗_0 ≥ 2C^{−1}_{11} λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ ϵ^{−1} log^{−3}_2 (1/ϵ) ]

≥P [ ~ϕ_0H^∗_0 ≥ 2C^{−1}_{11} λ_∗N^{− d}2^{+1}_∗ ϵ^{−1} log^{−2}_2 (1/ϵ) ] − P [ ~ϕ_0 ≥ log_2(1/ϵ) ] ≥ ϵ. Thus, by taking k_∗ := ⌈log_2(1/ϵ)⌉, we conclude this lemma.

In what follows, we prove (4.23) by contradiction. To this end, we suppose that

(4.23) does not hold. I.e., we suppose that for any ϵ ∈ ( 2λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ ln^{−10}(N_∗), c_6 ) , (4.25) P [ ~ϕ_0H^∗_0 ≥ f(ϵ) ] := P [ ~ϕ_0H^∗_0 ≥ 2C^{−1}_{11} λ_∗N^{− d}2^{+1}_∗ ϵ^{−1} log^{−2}_2 (1/ϵ) ] < 2ϵ. Note that f(·) is strictly decreasing on (0, e^{−2}) ⊃ (0, c_6), and satisfies that

f(c_6) =^1_8 λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ and f ( 2λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ ln^{−10}(N)

) (4.5)

≥ 2 ln^5(N).

As a result, for any t ∈

[_1 8 λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ , 2 ln^5(N) ] , there exists a unique number ν(t) in ( 2λ_∗N^{− d2 +0.9} ∗ , c_6 ) such that f(ν(t)) = t. Since ν(t) ≤ c_6 <^1_2 ,

ν(t) = 2C^{−1}_{11} λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ t^{−1} log^{−2}_2 (1/ν(t)) ≤ 2C^{−1}_{11} λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ t^{−1}

and therefore,

(4.26) ν(t) ≤ 2C^{−1}_{11} λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ t^{−1} log^{−2}_2 (^1_2 C_{11}λ^{−1}_∗ N^{d2 −1}_∗ t).

Let k > 0 be the integer such that t ∈ [2^{k−3}λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ , 2^{k−2}λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ ]. Then we have

2C^{−1}_{11} λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ t^{−1} ≤ 2^{−k−2} (by C_{11} > 100) and thus log_2(^1_2 C_{11}λ^{−1}_∗ N^{d2 −1}_∗ t) ≥ k + 2. Combined with (4.26), it yields that

(4.27) ν(t) ≤ (k + 2)^{−2}2^{−k−2}. 30

By (4.25) and (4.27), E ( ~ϕ_0H∗_0 · 1_{~ϕ}

0H^∗_0∈

[_1

8 λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}

∗ ,ln^5(N) ] ) is bounded from above by

∫_{ln}5_{(N)} 1 8 λ_∗N^{− d2 +1} ∗ P ( ~ϕ_0H^∗_0 ≥ t ) dt

≤ ∑ k≥0:2^{k−3}λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ ≤ln^5(N)

∫_2k−2_{λ∗N}^{− d}2^{+1}_∗

2^{k−3}λ_∗N^{− d2 +1} ∗ P ( ~ϕ_0H^∗_0 ≥ t ) dt

≤ ∞∑ k=0 2^{k−3}λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ · (k + 2)^{−2}2^{−k−1} <^1_8 λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ .

(4.28)

By (4.6), Lemma 4.6, (4.28) and the fact that H^∗_0 ≥ 0, we obtain E [( 1 − e^{−2~ϕ0H∗0} ) · 1_{~ϕ0≥0} ] (H^∗_0≥0)

≤^1_4 λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ + E ( ~ϕ_0H^∗_0 · 1_{~ϕ}

0H^∗_0∈[^1_8 λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ ,ln^5(N)] ) + P ( ~ϕ_0H^∗_0 ≥ ln^5(N) ) (4.28)

<^3_8 λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ + P ( ~ϕ_0H^∗_0 ≥ ln^5(N) ) (Lemma 4.6)

≤^3_8 λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ + C_{12}e^{− ln2(N∗) (4.6)}<^1_2 λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ ,

which is contradictory with Lemma 4.7 since θ_d(N_∗) ≥ λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ . This completes the proof of (4.23) and thus the proof of the lemma. □

4.3. Strategy of proving Theorem 1.1. In this subsection, we present the two main ingredients for the proof of Theorem 1.1, and then demonstrate how they imply Theorem 1.1. The first ingredient implies that the harmonic average may reach an unexpectedly high level with a significant probability.

For any d ≥ 3 and λ ∈ X_d, we recall k_∗(d, λ) in Lemma 4.5 and define

(4.29) H_∗ = H_∗(d, λ) := | |∂^eB(^{3N}∗_{16} ) | |^{−1} ∑ x∈∂^eB( 3N^∗16 ) H x ( ∂^eB(N_∗/4), C^−_{∂eB(N∗/4)} ) . Proposition 4.8. There exists a constant C_{13} > 0 such that the following holds. When d ∈ {3, 4, 5}, if X_d contains the constant function λ(N) = C_{13}, then

(4.30) P ( H_∗ ≥ e^{k5∗} λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ ) ≥ 2^{−k40d∗} . When d = 6, (4.30) holds if X_d contains λ(N) = C_{13}exp ( ln^{12} (N) ln ln(N) ) . To prove Proposition 4.8, we first contruct a specific event F (see (5.35)) with P(F) ≥ 2^{−k30d∗} (see (5.36)) on which the harmonic average H^∗_0 (recalling (4.12))

is at least of order λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ . Subsequently, we establish that on F, with high probability an independent Brownian motion on ~Z^d from 0 will intersect C^−_{∂eB(N∗/4)} 31

before reaching ∂B(0.01N_∗) (see Lemma 5.14). Combined with the harmonicity of the harmonic average H^∗_· , this indeed implies that typically H_∗ is much larger than H^∗_0 and thus takes an exceedingly large value, as presented in Proposition 4.8. The proof of Proposition 4.8 is postponed to Section 5.

For the second ingredient, through an analysis of the conditional distribution of the average of ~ϕ_· on ∂^eB(^{3N∗}_{16} ), we establish an upper bound for the probability that H_∗ takes a large value.

Proposition 4.9. For any d ≥ 3, there exists C_{14}(d) > 0 and c_7(d) > 0 such that for all λ ∈ X_d,

(4.31) P ( H_∗ ≥ e^{k5∗} λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ ) ≤ C_{14}e^{−c7λ2∗e2k5∗} . The proof of Proposition 4.9 will be presented in Section 4.4.

Proof of Theorem 1.1 assuming Propositions 4.8 and 4.9. Note that (4.13) implies k_∗ ≥ log_2(1/c_6). We take a large enough constant C_†(d) ≥ C_{13} such that

(4.32) C_{14}e^{−c7C2† e2k5} < 2^{−k40d} , ∀k ≥ log_2(1/c_6).

Combining Propositions 4.8 and 4.9 and (4.32), we confirm the sufficient condition in Remark 4.3 for Theorem 1.1 (with C = C_†), and thus conclude Theorem 1.1. □

4.4. Proof of Proposition 4.9. For any d ≥ 3 and λ ∈ X_d, we define

(4.33) Φ_∗ := | |∂^eB(^{3N}∗_{16} ) | |^{−1} ∑ x∈∂^eB( 3N^∗16 ) ~ϕ_x,

(4.34) Φ^−_∗ := | ∂^eB(^{3N∗}_{16} ) |_{−1} ∑ x∈∂^eB( 3N^∗16 ) ~ϕ_x · 1_{x ≤0} ←→∂^eB(^{N∗}_4 ) . Recall the notation H_∗ in (4.29). Note that

(4.35) ~ϕ_x ≤ 0 if x^{≤0}←→ ∂^eB(^{N∗}_4 ) happens. We also denote that

(4.36) G_1 := { H_∗ ≥ e^{k5∗} λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ } and G_2 := { Φ^−_∗ ≥ −C_{15}λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ } , where C_{15}(d) := 2^52^{d−4}d^d2^{−1}C_9(d) (recalling C_9 in Lemma 3.3). Note that G_1 is an increasing event since H_∗ is increasing with respect to ~ϕ. Meanwhile, G_2 is also an increasing event because of the following obervations:

• If we increase the value of ~ϕ_· on ~Z^d \C^−_{∂eB(N∗/4)}, then Φ^−_∗ remains unchanged. • If we increase the value of ~ϕ_· on C^−_{∂eB(N∗/4)}, then we have

– for any x ∈ ∂^eB(^{3N∗}_{16} ), ~ϕ_x can only increase; – C^−_{∂eB(N∗/4)} can only shrink and hence, 1_x ≤0 ←→∂^eB(^{N∗}_4 ) may vanish for some

x ∈ ∂^eB(^{3N∗}_{16} ), which will only enlarge Φ^−_∗ according to (4.35).

For any x ∈ ∂^eB(^{3N∗}_{16} ), by the symmetry of ~ϕ_· and Lemma 3.3, we have E [ ~ϕ_x · 1_{x ≤0} ←→∂^eB(N∗/4) ] = − E [ ~ϕ_x · 1_{x ≥0} ←→∂^eB(N∗/4) ]

≥ − C_9θ_d(^{N∗}_{32d} ) ≥ −^1_2 C_{15}λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ ,

which implies that E (Φ^−_∗ ) ≥ −^1_2 C_{15}λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ . Therefore, since Φ^−_∗ ≤ 0 (according to (4.35)), by Markov’s inequality (i.e. P(X ≤ −a) ≤^{E(X)}_{−a} for any random variable X ≤ 0 and real number a > 0) we have

(4.37) P ( Φ^−_∗ ≤ −C_{15}λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ ) ≤ E (Φ^−_∗ )

−C_{15}λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ ≤ 1 2 . It follows from (4.37) that P(G_2) ≥^1_2 . As a result, by the FKG inequality,

(4.38) P(G_1 ∩ G_2) ≥^1_2 P(G_1).

Note that Φ^−_∗ is measurable with respect to F_C−_{∂eB(N∗/4)} . Meanwhile, by Lemma

2.3, conditioning on F_C−_{∂eB(N∗/4)} , for each x ∈ ∂^eB(^{3N∗}_{16} ) with { x^{≤0}←→ ∂^eB(^{N∗}_4 ) }_c , ~ϕ_x is distributed as a normal random variable with mean H_x ( ∂^eB(N_∗/4), C^−_{∂eB(N∗/4)} ) , and thus Φ_∗ − Φ^−_∗ follows a normal distribution with mean H_∗. Therefore, since

Φ^−_∗ + H_∗ ≥ ( e^{k5∗} − C_{15} ) λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗^{(4.2)}≥^1_2 e^{k5∗} λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ holds on the event G_1 ∩ G_2, P ( Φ_∗ ≥^1_2 e^{k5∗} λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ ) ≥E [ P ( Φ_∗ ≥^1_2 e^{k5∗} λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ | F_C−_{∂eB(N∗/4)} ) · 1_{G1∩G2} ]

≥^1_2 P(G_1 ∩ G_2)^{(4.38)}≥^1_4 P(G_1).

(4.39)

Moreover, it follows from (2.32) (taking D = ∅) that P ( Φ_∗ ≥^1_2 e^{k5∗} λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ ) ≤ Ce^{−cλ2∗e2k5∗} . (4.40)

Combining (4.39) and (4.40), we conclude Proposition 4.9. □

5. Block the Brownian motion by negative clusters

The aim of this section is to establish Proposition 4.8, which is achieved through the following three subsections.

• Section 5.1. We introduce several types of points and boxes concerning harmonic averages and negative clusters of the GFF ~ϕ, and then establish some useful properties of them. Based on these definitions and properties, we construct a crucial event F and estimate its probability.

• Section 5.2. We analyse the Brownian motion on the event F. Specifically, we estimate how likely an independent Brownian motion can reach a certain distance without hitting certain negative clusters of ~ϕ. 33

• Section 5.3. We prove Proposition 4.8 using properties of the event F.

Let C_{16}(d) > 2C^{12}_6 C_{11} be a sufficiently large constant, which will be determined later. For any d ∈ {3, 4, 5, 6} and λ ∈ X_d, throughout this section we assume that

• when d ∈ {3, 4, 5}, λ = C_{16}; • when d = 6, λ(N) = C_{16}exp ( ln^{12} (N) ln ln(N) ) . 5.1. Construction of the event F. As a key component of the proof, we first introduce the definitions of good points and good boxes, and then we present some intuitions and properties for these concepts.

For any d ≥ 3, recall H^∗_· and k_∗ in (4.12) and Lemma 4.5 respectively. We denote pN_∗ = pN_∗(d, λ) := k^{−100}_∗ N_∗ and qN_∗ = qN_∗(d, λ) := k^{100d}_∗ 2^{−0.5k∗} N_∗. For any j ≥ 0, let qN_j = qN_j (d, λ) := 2^{−j} qN_∗. We define (recall C_8 in Proposition 3.1)

(5.1) j_∗ = j_∗(d, λ) := min { j ∈ N : C_8λ( qN_j)λ(N_∗) ( 8d qN_jN^{−1}_∗ ) d_{2 −1} ≤ 2^{−k∗−1} } . We now establish the following bounds for later use. For any 0 ≤ j < j_∗, since j does not satisfy the condition in (5.1), we have

C_8λ( qN_j )λ_∗ · ( 8d qN_jN^{−1}_∗ ) d_{2 −1} > 2^{−k∗−1}, which implies that (using qN_j = k^{100d}_∗ 2^{−j−0.5k∗} N_∗)

(5.2) 2^j < C^2_8 k^{200d}_∗ 2^{( 6−d2(d−2) )k∗} [ λ( qN_j)λ_∗ ] 2_{d−2} , and thus,

(5.3) j ≤ C_8k^2_∗ log_2(λ_∗).

Definition 5.1 (Good point). For any d ≥ 3 and y ∈ Z^d, we say y is a good point if H^∗_y ≥ C^{−1}_{11} λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ k^{−3}_∗ 2^{k∗} and { B_y( qN_{j∗} )^{≤0}←→ ∂^eB_y(^{N∗}_2 ) }_c both hold.

When qN_{j∗} < 1, we have B_y( qN_{j∗} ) = {y} and thus { B_y( qN_{j∗} )^{≤0}←→ ∂^eB_y(^{N∗}_2 ) }_c = { y^{≤0}←→ ∂^eB_y(^{N∗}_2 ) }_c , which is contain in { H^∗_y ≥ C^{−1}_{11} λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ k^{−3}_∗ 2^{k∗} } . Thus, when

j is excessively large, in Definition 5.1 { B_y( qN_{j∗} )^{≤0}←→ ∂^eB_y(^{N∗}_2 ) }_c does not provide any extra restriction. Thus, in this case (i.e. qN_{j∗} < 1), by Lemma 4.5 we have: for any y ∈ Z^d,

P(y is a good point) = P ( H^∗_y ≥ C^{−1}_{11} λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ k^{−3}_∗ 2^{k∗}

) (Lemma 4.5) ≥ 2^{−k∗} . 34

Otherwise (i.e. qN_{j∗} ≥ 1), by Lemma 4.5, (2.2), Proposition 3.1 and (5.1),

P(y is a good point)

(Lemma 4.5) ≥ 2^{−k∗} − P [ B_y( qN_{j∗} )^{≤0}←→ ∂^eB_y(^{N∗}_2 ) ] (2.2) ≥ 2^{−k∗} − P [ B( qN_{j∗} )^{≤0}←→ ∂B(^{N∗}_{2d} ) ] (Proposition 3.1)

≥ 2^{−k∗} − C_8λ( qN_{j∗} )λ(N_∗) ( 8d qN_{j∗} N^{−1}_∗ ) d_{2 −1} (5.1) ≥ 2^{−k∗−1}. To sum up, in both cases we have

(5.4) P(y is a good point) ≥ 2^{−k∗−1}, ∀y ∈ Z^d.

Definition 5.2 (Good box). For any x ∈ Z^d, we say B_x( pN_∗) is a good box if the proportion of good points in B_x( pN_∗) is at least 2^{−k∗−2}.

For any x ∈ Z^d, it follows from (5.4) that 2^{−k∗−1}|B_x( pN_∗)| ≤E (| |{y ∈ B_x( pN_∗) : y is a good point} | | )

≤P [ B_x( pN_∗) is a good box ] · | |B_x( pN_∗) | | + 2^{−k}∗^{−2} | |B_x( pN_∗) | |, which implies that

(5.5) P [ B_x( pN_∗) is a good box ] ≥ 2^{−k∗−2}. Note that for any x ∈ Z^d, {x is a good point} and { B_x( pN_∗) is a good box } are both increasing events.

Remark 5.3. For a good point y ∈ Z^d, the harmonic average at y is required to be large. In fact, according to the exploration martingale (see (2.26) and Lemma 2.10), this requirement implies that with high probability, the Green’s function at y will be decreased significantly if a killing boundary condition is posed on the negative cluster C^−_{∂eBv (N∗/2)}. In other words, the Brownian starting from y will hit C^−_{∂eBv (N∗/2)} with a considerable probability. In addition, we need the second

requirement { B_y( qN_{j∗} )^{≤0}←→ ∂^eB_y(N_∗/2) }_c to avoid the scenario that C^−_{∂eBv (N∗/2)} gets too close to y for convenience of our further estimates (because the Green’s function at y is too sensitive to exploration near y).

In an earlier version of the notion of good points (during the course of research), we directly required that C^−_{∂eBv (N∗/2)} is sufficiently large such that the Brownian starting from y has a considerable probability of hitting it. However, such a requirement constitutes a decreasing event. As a result, we cannot use it to construct a monotonic event F (we require monotonicity for the FKG inequality) where the harmonic average at some point is large, since the harmonic average is an increasing random varlable. To address this problem, we maintain the requirement on 35

harmonic averages in defining good points, and additionally, introduce the concept of suitable points and suitable boxes (see Definitions 5.7 and 5.8) to achieve the transformation from high harmonic averages to high hitting probabilities for the negative clusters.

The following lemma includes a key observation: Given a sufficient number of good points within a box, it is feasible to select a sub-box of considerable size such that starting from any point in this sub-box, a Brownian motion on ~Z^d (or equivalently, a random walk) will visit numerous good points with a significant probability before escaping faraway from this sub-box.

Definition 5.4 (Excellent box). We say a box B is excellent if the subset A := {y ∈ B : y is good} satisfies that for any A^′ obtained from A by removing at most 2^{−k60d∗} | |B( pN_∗) | | points, we have

(5.6) ~P_z ( ν ≥ k^{−3}_∗ 2^{−k∗} pN^2_∗ ) ≥ k^{−3}_∗ , ∀z ∈ B, where ν is the number of points in A^′ visited by ~S_· before exiting 20B (which is a concentric box of B whose size is 20 times that of B).

Remark 5.5. Recalling (4.12) and the translation invariance of the GFF, the collection of good points is translation invariant in distribution. As a result, the probability for a box to be good or excellent is also translation invariant.

Lemma 5.6. On the event {B( pN_∗) is a good box}, there exists a (random) integer l ≥ 0 with 2^{−l} ≥ k^{−2}_∗ 2^{−0.5k∗} and a (random) point w ∈ [2^{−l−10} pN_∗ · Z^d] ∩ B( pN_∗) such that the box B_w(2^{−l} pN_∗) is excellent.

Proof. The proof is based on the second moment method, with a careful choice for l and w. For illustration, let us consider an extreme case where all good points form a sub-box B^′ ⊂ B( pN_∗). Then naturally (for the second moment method to work) we should choose B^′ as the desired sub-box (which is excellent). A moment of thinking leads to a choice of w such that a random walk from w will have the maximal expected number of visits to good points, and a choice of l such that this expectation has a significant contribution from good points restricted to B_w(2^{−l} pN_∗). We next carry out the proof where the preceding heuristic will be slightly modified.

Let A be the collection of good points in B( pN_∗). Then, (5.7) |A| ≥ 2^{−k∗−2} | |B( pN_∗) | | ≥ 2^{−k}∗ pN^d_∗ . Let x_† be the point x ∈ A maxmizing ∑ y∈A |x − y|^{2−d} (recall that we set 0^{−a} = 1 for a > 0). Since A ⊂ B_{x†} (2 pN_∗) = ∪_{l≥1}[B_{x†} (2^{2−l} pN_∗) \ B_{x†} (2^{1−l} pN_∗)] ∪ {x_†} and ∑ l≥1 l^{−2} < 2, there exists an integer l_† ≥ 1 such that ∑ y∈A_† |x_† − y|^{2−d} ≥^1_2 l^{−2}_† ∑ y∈A\{x_†} |x_† − y|^{2−d}, (5.8) 36

where A_† := (A ∩ [B_{x†} (2^{2−l†} pN_∗) \ B_{x†} (2^{1−l†} pN_∗)]). In fact, l_† cannot be too large. To see this, on the one hand, by (5.7) and A ⊂ B_{x†} (2 pN_∗) ⊂ B_{x†} (2d^12 pN_∗),

(5.9) ∑ y∈A\{x_†} |x † − y|^{2−d} ≥ (2d^{12} pN_∗)^{2−d}(|A| − 1) ≥ d^{−2d}2^{−k∗} pN^2_∗ .

On the other hand, for any r ≥ 1 and z ∈ ∂B(r), one has |∂B(r)| ≤ 3^ddr^{d−1} and |z| ≥ r, which implies that ∑ y∈A_† |x † − y|^{2−d} ≤ ∑ y∈B_{x†} (2^{2−l†} pN_∗) |x † − y|^{2−d}

≤3^dd 2^{2−l†} pN_∗ ∑ r=1 r^{d−1} · r^{2−d} ≤ d^{4d}2^{−2l†} pN^2_∗ .

(5.10)

Combining (5.9) and (5.10), we have 2^{−k∗} ≤ d^{6d}l^2_† 2^{1−2l†} . Therefore, recalling that k_∗ ≥ log_2(1/c_6) ≥ 10d log_2(10d), one has

(5.11) 2^{−l†} ≥ d^{−4d}k^{−1}_∗ 2^{−0.5k∗} .

Note that (5.11) implies l_† ≤ k_∗. By (5.8), (5.9) and l_† ≤ k_∗, we get

(5.12) ∑ y∈A_† |x † − y|^{2−d} ≥^1_2 d^{−2d}k^{−2}_∗ 2^{−k∗} pN^2_∗ .

Let A^′_† be an arbitrary set obtained from A_† by removing at most 2^{−k60d∗} | |B( pN_∗) | | points. Since |A_† \ A^′_†| ≤ 2^{−k60d∗} | |B( pN_∗) | | ≤ 2−k^{60d}∗ pN d_∗ , we have ∑ y∈A_†\A^′_† |x † − y|^{2−d} ≤ 2^{−k60d∗} pN^d_∗ (d^{− 12} pN_∗)^{2−d} ≤ 2^{−k55d∗} pN^2_∗ .

Combined with (5.12), it yields that ∑ y∈A^′_† |x † − y|^{2−d} ≥ ∑ y∈A_† |x † − y|^{2−d} − 2^{−k55d∗} pN^2_∗ (5.12) ≥ ( 1 − 2^{−k50d∗} ) ∑ y∈A_† |x † − y|^{2−d} ≥ 1 2 ∑ y∈A_† |x † − y|^{2−d}. (5.13)

For any y ∈ A^′_†, we denote A_y := { τ_y < τ_{∂Bx† (2}4−l_{† pN∗)} } . Let X := ∑ y∈A^′_† 1Ay . For

any x, y ∈ B_{x†} (2^{2−l†} pN_∗), by [23, Proposition 1.5.10] one has

(5.14) ~P_x ( A_y ) ≍ |x − y|^{2−d}. 37

Combining (5.12), (5.13) and (5.14), we get

~E_{x†} (X)^{(5.14)}≥ c ∑ y∈A^′_† |x † − y|^{2−d} (5.13) ≥ c 2 ∑ y∈A_† |x † − y|^{2−d (5.12)}≥ c^′k^{−2}_∗ 2^{−k∗} pN^2_∗ .

(5.15)

In addition, by (4.13), the right-hand side of (5.15) is bounded from below by

(5.16) I_d := ck^{−2}_∗ λ_∗N^{6−d2}_∗ ln^{−10}(N_∗).

In fact, we have I_d ≥ c ln^{10}(N_∗) for all 3 ≤ d ≤ 6. To see this, note that (4.13) implies ln(N_∗) ≥ ck_∗. When 3 ≤ d ≤ 5, combining ln(N_∗) ≥ ck_∗, λ_∗ ≥ 1 and N^{6−d2}_∗ ≥ ln^{30}(N_∗), we have I_d ≥ c ln^{10}(N_∗). When d = 6, recalling that λ_∗ = C_{16}exp ( ln^{12} (N_∗) ln ln(N_∗) ) ≥ ln^{30}(N_∗), we also get I_6 ≥ c ln^{10}(N_∗). In conclusion, (5.17) ~E_{x†} (X) ≥ c ln^{10}(N_∗).

Now we estimate ~E_{x†} (X^2). For any y_1, y_2 ∈ A^′_†, by the strong Markov property and (5.14), we have ~P_{x†} (A_{y1} ∩ A_{y2} ) ≤ ∑ i∈{1,2} ~P_{x†} (A_{yi} )~P_{yi} (A_{y2−i} ) ≤C|y_1 − y_2|^{2−d} ∑ i∈{1,2} ~P_{x†} (A_{yi} ). (5.18)

Therefore, we obtain the following estimate for ~E_{x†} (X^2): ~E_{x†} (X^2) = ∑ y_1,y_2∈A^′_† ~P_{x†} (A_{y1} ∩ A_{y2} )

(5.18) ≤ 2C ∑ y_1∈A^′_† ~P_{x†} (A_{y1} ) ∑ y_2∈A^′_† |y 1 − y_2|^{2−d}

(maximality of x_†) ≤ 2C ~E_{x†} (X) ( ∑ y∈A\{x_†} |x † − y|^{2−d} + 1 ) (5.8),l_†≤k_∗ ≤ 4Ck^2_∗ ~E_{x†} (X) ( ∑ y∈A_† |x † − y|^{2−d} + 1 ) (5.13)

≤ 8Ck^2_∗ ~E_{x†} (X) ( ∑ y∈A^′_† |x † − y|^{2−d} + 1 ) (5.14) ≤ C^′k^2_∗ [ ~E_{x†} (X) + 1

]_{2 (5.17)} ≤ C^{′′}k^2_∗ (~ E_{x†} X

)_2

(5.19)

By (5.15), (5.19) and the Paley–Zygmund inequality, one has

~P_{x†} (X ≥ ck^{−2}_∗ 2^{−k}∗ pN^2_∗ )^{(5.15)}≥ ~P_{x†} ( X ≥^1_2 ~E_{x†} X ) (Paley–Zygmund ineq)

≥ 4^{−1} (~ E_{x†} X

)_2 /~E_{x†} ( X^2

) (5.19) ≥ c^′k^{−2}_∗ . (5.20) 38

When 1 ≤ l_† ≤ 3, we take l = 0 and w = 0. Otherwise (i.e. l_† ≥ 4), we take l = l_† − 3 and let w be the closest point in [2^{−l−10} pN_∗ · Z^d] ∩ B( pN_∗) to x_† (we break the tie in some predetermined manner). For any z ∈ B_w(2^{−l} pN_∗), by the invariance principle, we have

(5.21) ~P_z [ τ_{Bx† (2}−l_{† pN∗)} < τ_{∂Bw (2−l+1 pN∗)} ] ≥ c. Meanwhile, by the Harnack’s inequality (see e.g. [24, Theorem 6.3.9]), we have

(5.22) ~P_z′ ( X ≥ ck^{−2}_∗ 2^{−k∗} pN^2_∗ ) ≍ ~P_{x†} ( X ≥ ck^{−2}_∗ 2^{−k∗} pN^2_∗ ) , ∀z^′ ∈ B_{x†} (2^{−l†} pN_∗). Let ν^′_{w,l} be the numebr of points in A^′_† visited by the Browinian motion before exiting B_w(20 · 2^{−l} pN_∗). By the strong Markov property, (5.20), (5.21) and (5.22), we get: for any z ∈ B_w(2^{−l} pN_∗), ~P_z (ν^′_{w,l} ≥ ck^{−2}_∗ 2^{−k}∗ pN^2_∗ ) (5.21) ≥ c · min_{z′∈Bx† (2}−l_{† pN∗)} ~P_z′ ( X ≥ ck^{−2}_∗ 2^{−k∗} pN^2_∗ ) (5.22) ≥ c^′~P_{x†} ( X ≥ ck^{−2}_∗ 2^{−k∗} pN^2_∗

) (5.20) ≥ c^{′′}k^{−2}_∗ . (5.23)

In conclusion, by (5.11) and (5.23), there exist constants c^{(1)}_† , c^{(2)}_† , c^{(3)}_† > 0 such that 2^{−l} ≥ c^{(1)}_† k^{−1}_∗ 2^{−0.5k∗} and ~P_z ( ν^′_{w,l} ≥ c^{(2)}_† k^{−2}_∗ 2^{−k∗} pN^2_∗ ) ≥ c^{(3)}_† k^{−2}_∗ for all z ∈ B_w(2^{−l} pN_∗).

Recall that k^{−1}_∗ ≤ log^{−1}_2 (1/c_6) ≤ min{c^{(1)}_† , c^{(2)}_† , c^{(3)}_† } in (4.3). Thus, we obtain that 2^{−l} ≥ k^{−2}_∗ 2^{−0.5k∗} , and that B_w(2^{−l} pN_∗) is an excellent box. □

By applying the union bound, we derive from Lemma 5.6 and (5.5) that ∑ l≥0:2^{−l}≥k^{−2}_∗ 2^{−0.5k∗} ∑ w∈[2^{−l−10} pN_∗·Z^d]∩B( pN_∗) P [ B_w(2^{−l} pN_∗) is excellent ]

(Lemma 5.6) ≥ P [ B( pN_∗) is good

] (5.5) ≥ 2^{−k∗−2}. Combined with that facts that l ≤ k_∗ and | |[2−l−10 pN_∗ · Zd] ∩ B( pN_∗) | | ≤ 2dk∗ (both of which follow from 2^{−l} ≥ k^{−2}_∗ 2^{−0.5k∗} ), it implies that there exist a (deterministic) integer l_⋄ ≥ 0 with 2^{−l⋄} ≥ k^{−2}_∗ 2^{−0.5k∗} and a (deterministic) point w_⋄ ∈ Z^d satisfying

(5.24) P [ B_{w⋄} (2^{−l⋄} pN_∗) is excellent ] ≥ 2^{−2dk∗} . Let N_⋄ := 2^{−l⋄} pN_∗. By (5.24) and the translation invariance of the excellent box (see Remark 5.5), we have

(5.25) P(D_y ) := P [ B_y(N_⋄) is excellent ] ≥ 2^{−2dk∗} , ∀y ∈ Z^d. 39

Note that D_y is an increasing event. We also define the event

(5.26) D := ⋂ y∈[−k^{10}_∗ ,k^{10}_∗ ]^d∩Z^d

D_{N⋄·y} ∩ {0 is a good point}.

By the FKG inequality, (5.4) and (5.25), we have

(5.27) P(D) ≥ 2^{−k20d∗} .

As mentioned in Remark 5.3, we next introduce the definitions of suitable points and suitable boxes in order to facilitate the proof that the Brownian motion on ~Z^d is likely to be blocked by negative clusters when crossing excellent boxes.

For any v ∈ Z^d, we denote

(5.28) K^∗_v = K^∗_v(d, λ) := ∑ x∈∂^eB_v (N_∗/2) ~P_v (τ_{∂eBv (N∗/2)} = τ_x)~ϕ_x. Recall M^{A,−}_{x,t} and ⟨M^{A,−}_x ⟩_t in Section 2.7, and recall H^∗_v in (4.12). Let M^{∗,−}_{x,t} := M^{∂eBv (N∗/2),−} x,t and ⟨M^{∗,−}_x ⟩_t := ⟨M^{∂eBv (N∗/2),−} x ⟩_t. Definition 5.7 (suitable point). We say x ∈ Z^d is unsuitable if the event A^K_x ∪ A^H_x happens, where

(5.29) A^K_x := { K^∗_x ≥^1_2 C^{−1}_{11} λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ k^{−3}_∗ 2^{k∗} } , (5.30) A^H_x := { H^∗_x ≥ C^{−1}_{11} λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ k^{−3}_∗ 2^{k∗} , ⟨M^{∗,−}_x ⟩_∞ ≤ C^{−2}_{11} λ^2_∗N^{−d+2}_∗ k^{−40d}_∗ 2^{2k∗} } . We also say v is suitable if it is not unsuitable.

Recall that we assume λ_∗ ≥ C_{16} throughout this section. By (2.33) and λ_∗ ≥ C_{16}, we have: for any x ∈ Z^d,

(5.31) P ( A^K_x ) ≤ C_7e^{−c52−dC−211 λ2∗k−6∗ 22k∗} ≤ C_7e^{−c52−dC−211 C216k−6∗ 22k∗} ≤ 2^{−k70d∗} , where we require C_{16}(d) to be sufficiently large to ensure the last inequality. Meanwhile, since M^{∗,−}_{x,0} = K^∗_x and M^{∗,−}_{x,∞} = H^∗_x, by Lemma 2.10 one has P [ A^H_x ∩ ( A^K_x )_c] ≤P [ M^{∗,−}_{x,∞} − M^{∗,−}_{x,0} ≥^1_2 C^{−1}_{11} λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ k^{−3}_∗ 2^{k∗} ,

⟨M^{∗,−}_x ⟩_∞ ≤ C^{−2}_{11} λ^2_∗N^{−d+2}_∗ k^{−40d}_∗ 2^{2k∗} ] ≤ 2^{−k70d∗} . (5.32)

Combining (5.31) and (5.32), we obtain

(5.33) P ( x is unsuitable ) ≤ 2^{−k70d∗ +1}. Definition 5.8 (Suitable box). For any x ∈ Z^d, we say a box B_x(N_⋄) is suitable if the proportion of unsuitable points in B_x(N_⋄) is at most 2^{−k60d∗} . Note that 2^{−k60d∗} is also the maximal proportion of removed points in Definition 5.4. 40

For any x ∈ Z^d, it follows from (5.33) that P [ B_x(N_⋄) is not suitable ] ≤ E (| {y ∈ B_x(N_⋄) : y is unsuitable} | |) 2^{−k60d∗} |B_x(N_⋄)| ≤ 2^{−k70d∗ +1}|B_x(N_⋄)| 2^{−k60d∗} |B_x(N_⋄)| ≤ 2^{−k50d∗} . (5.34)

Definition 5.9 (Nice box). For any x ∈ Z^d, we say the box B_x(N_⋄) is nice if it is excellent and suitable.

As promised at the beginning, we define the event

(5.35) F := ⋂ y∈[−k^{10}_∗ ,k^{10}_∗ ]^d∩Z^d { B_{N⋄·y}(N_⋄) is nice } ∩ {0 is a good point}.

Therefore, by (5.27) and (5.34), we have

(5.36) P ( F ) ≥ 2^{−k20d∗} − | |[−k^{10}_∗ , k^{10}_∗ ]^d ∩ Z^d | | · 2^{−k50d}∗ ≥ 2^{−k30d}∗ . 5.2. Brownian motions on the event F. The core of proving Proposition 4.8 is to show that on the event F, with high probability, an independent Brownian motion on ~Z^d starting from 0 will intersect C^−_{∂B(N∗/4)} before exiting B(^{3N∗}_{16} ) (see Lemma 5.14). To achieve this, we need to show that when crossing a nice box, the Brownian motion on ~Z^d hits the negative clusters with a considerable probability.

Lemma 5.10. For any d ∈ {3, 4, 5, 6}, suppose that λ ∈ X_d satisfies the conditions given at the beginning of this section. Then on the event {B(N_⋄) is nice},

(5.37) ~P_z [ τ_∂e_{B(40N⋄)} > τ_C−_{∂eB(3N∗/8)} ] ≥ k^{−4}_∗ , ∀z ∈ B(N_⋄). Before proving Lemma 5.10, we need some preparations as follows. Recall that qN_∗ = k100d_∗ 2−0.5k∗ N_∗ and qN_j = 2−j qN_∗ for j ≥ 0. Also recall j_∗ in (5.1).

For each good and suitable point x, it follows from Definitions 5.1 and 5.7 that the following happen:

(5.38) { B_x( qN_{j∗} )^{≤0}←→ ∂^eB_x(N_∗/2) }_c , ⟨M^{∗,−}_x ⟩_∞^{(2.26)}= ∑ v∈C^−_{∂eBx(N∗/2)} ~P_x [ τ_C−_{∂eBx(N∗/2)} = τ_v < ∞ ] ~G(v, x)

≥C^{−2}_{11} λ^2_∗N^{−d+2}_∗ k^{−40d}_∗ 2^{2k∗} .

(5.39)

In fact, ⟨M^{∗,−}_x ⟩_∞ can be decomposed as follows: ⟨M^{∗,−}_x ⟩_∞ = ∑ j≥0 ⟨M^{∗,−}_x ⟩^j_∞, (5.40) 41

where we define

⟨M^{∗,−}_x ⟩^0_∞ := ∑ v∈C^−_{∂e Bx(N∗/2)}\ ~B_x( qN_∗) ~P_x [ τ_C−_{∂eBx(N∗/2)} = τ_v < ∞ ] ~G(v, x),

and for each j ≥ 1, ⟨M^{∗,−}_x ⟩^j_∞ := ∑ v∈C^−_{∂eBx(N∗/2)}∩[ ~B_x( qN_{j−1})\ ~B_x( qN_j )] ~P_x [ τ_C−_{∂eBx(N∗/2)} = τ_v < ∞ ] ~G(v, x).

Note that (5.38) implies that (5.41) ⟨M^{∗,−}_x ⟩^j_∞ = 0 ∀j ≥ j_∗ + 1.

Lemma 5.11. When 3 ≤ d ≤ 6, for any good and suitable point x ∈ Z^d, there exists a (random) integer j ∈ [1, j_∗] such that ⟨M^{∗,−}_x ⟩^j_∞ ≥^1_4 j^{−2}C^{−2}_{11} λ^2_∗N^{−d+2}_∗ k^{−40d}_∗ 2^{2k∗} .

(5.42) Proof. By (2.4), λ_∗ ≥ C_{16} ≥ 2C^{12}_6 C_{11} and d ≤ 6, we have

⟨M^{∗,−}_x ⟩^0_∞ ≤ C_6(k^{100d}_∗ 2^{−0.5k∗} N_∗ + 1)^{2−d} ≤^1_2 C^{−2}_{11} λ^2_∗N^{−d+2}_∗ k^{−40d}_∗ 2^{2k∗} . Combined with (5.39) and (5.41), it yields that ∑ 1≤j≤j_∗ ⟨M ∗,− x ⟩^j_∞ ≥^1_2 C^{−2}_{11} λ^2_∗N^{−d+2}_∗ k^{−40d}_∗ 2^{2k∗} .

As a result, by ∑ n≥1 n^{−2} < 2 there exists j ∈ [1, j_∗] such that (5.42) holds. □ We denote the event G := { ~S_· visits at least k^{−3}_∗ 2^{−k}∗ pN^2_∗ good and suitable points before τ_{∂eB(20N⋄)} } . Recalling Definitions 5.4 and 5.8, we know that on {B(N_⋄) is a nice box}, (5.43) ~P_z ( G ) ≥ k^{−3}_∗ , ∀z ∈ B(N_⋄). We say x is j-nice if (5.42) holds. By Lemma 5.11, each good and suitable point is j-nice for some j ∈ [1, j_∗]. As a result, we have (5.44) G ⊂ ∪_{1≤j≤j∗} G_j , where we define (5.45) G_j := { ~S_· visits at least^1_2 j^{−2}k^{−3}_∗ 2^{−k}∗ pN^2_∗ j-nice points before τ_{∂eB(20N⋄)} } . By (5.43) and (5.44), to get (5.37), it remains to upper-bound the probabilities ~P_z (G_j , τ_{∂eB(40N⋄)} < τ_{C−∂eB(3N∗/8)} ) for all z ∈ B(N_⋄) and 1 ≤ j ≤ j_∗. To achieve this, we need the following lemma. 42

Lemma 5.12. For any d ≥ 3, there exists c_8(d) > 0 such that for any R ≥ 1 and D ⊂ ~B(2R) \ ~B(R), (5.46) ~P_0 [ τ_D < τ_{∂B(4R)} ] ≥ c_8~P_0 [ τ_D < ∞ ] . Proof. By the strong Markov property, we have ~P_0[τ_D < τ_{∂B(4R)}] ≥~P_0 [ τ_D > τ_{∂B(3R)} ] min y∈∂B(3R) ~P_y [τ_D < τ_{∂B(4R)}] + ~P_0[τ_D < τ_{∂B(3R)}], (5.47) ~P_0[τ_D < ∞] ≤ ~P_0[τ_D > τ_{∂B(3R)}] max_{y∈∂B(3R)} ~P_y [τ_D < ∞] + ~P_0[τ_D < τ_{∂B(3R)}]. (5.48)

According to the potential theory of random walk (see e.g. [24, Proposition 6.5.1]), we know that for any y ∈ ∂B(3R), both ~P_y [ τ_D < τ_{∂B(4R)} ] and ~P_y [ τ_D < ∞ ] are of the same order as the product of R^{2−d} and the capacity of D. Thereofore, there exists a constant c(d) ∈ (0, 1) such that min y∈∂B(3R) ~P_y [τ_D < τ_{∂B(4R)}] ≥ c max_{y∈∂B(3R)} ~P_y [τ_D < ∞]. Combined with (5.47) and (5.48), it concludes this lemma. □

We present further preparations as follows. Suppose that x ∈ B(N_⋄) is a j-nice point for some j ∈ [1, j_∗]. We abbreviate

(5.49) qC^j_x := C^−_{∂eBx(N∗/2)} ∩ [ ~B_x( qN_{j−1}) \ ~B_x( qN_j )].

By (2.4) and Lemma 5.12, one has ⟨M^{∗,−}_x ⟩^j_∞ ≤C_6 ( q N_j + 1 )_{2−d} ~ P_x ( τ_{qC}j_x < ∞ ) ≤C_6c^{−1}_8 ( q N_j + 1 )_{2−d}~ P_x ( τ_{qC}j_x < τ_{∂Bx(2 qNj−1 )} ) . (5.50)

Combined with (5.42), it yields that (recalling that qN_j = k^{100d}_∗ 2^{−j−0.5k∗} N_∗)

(5.51) ~P_x ( τ_{qC}j_x < τ_{∂Bx(2 qNj−1 )} ) ≥ qI_j := c_9j^{−2}2^{−j(d−2)}λ^2_∗k^{60d}_∗ 2^{( 6−d2 )k∗} ,

where c_9 := 2^{−d}C^{−1}_6 c_8C^{−2}_{11} . For sufficiently small j ≥ 1, qI_j could potentially be larger than 1, thereby violating (5.51). However, in the context of our proof, such a “contradiction” will provide further restriction on j and thus facilitate the proof. Precisely, it follows from qI_j ≤ 1 that j^22^{j(d−2)} ≥ c_9λ^2_∗k^{60d}_∗ 2^{( 6−d}2^{)k∗} and thus,

(5.52) qN_j = 2^{−j}k^{100d}_∗ 2^{−0.5k∗} N_∗ ≤ (λ^{−1}_∗ 2^{−k∗} )^{1/d}N_∗.

Meanwhile, applying [24, Proposition 2.4.5], we know that there exists a sufficiently large constant C_{17} > 0 satisfying

(5.53) ~P_x ( τ_{∂Bx(2 qNj−1)} ≥ C_{17}j^2k^2_∗ qN^2_j ) ≤ e^{−j2k2∗} . The following lemma is crucial for this section. 43

Lemma 5.13. Recall the event G_j in (5.45). For any z ∈ B(N_⋄),

(5.54) j_∗∑

j=1 ~P_z (G_j, τ_{∂eB(40N⋄)} < τ_{C−∂eB(3N∗/8)} ) ≤ e^{−k}∗ .

Proof. We arbitrarily take j ∈ [1, j_∗]. Let { ~S_t}_{t≥0} be a Brownian motion on ~Z^d, which starts from z and is independent of the GFF ~ϕ. We define a sequence of stopping times as follows. We set τ^−_0 := 0. For any l ≥ 1, we define • τ^+_l := inf { t ≥ τ^−_{l−1} : ~S_t is j-nice } and let x_l := ~S_τ +_l ;

• τ^−_l := inf { t ≥ τ^+_l : ~S_t − x_l ∈ ∂B_{xl} (2 qN_{j−1}) } . Let l_‡ be the smallest l ≥ 1 such that τ^+_l < τ_{qC}j_x < τ^−_l . We claim that

(5.55) G_j ∩ { τ_∂e_{B(40N⋄)} < τ_C−_{∂eB(3N∗/8)} } ⊂ { l_‡ ≥ J_∗ } ∪ A_∗, where J_∗ := C^{−1}_{17} j^{−4}2^{2j} k^{−300d}_∗ and A_∗ := ⋃_{J∗} l=1 { τ^−_l − τ^+_l ≥ C_{17}j^2k^2_∗ qN^2_j } . In fact, on G_j ∩ { τ_∂e_{B(40N⋄)} < τ_C−_{∂eB(3N∗/8)} } ∩ A^c_∗, the number of j-nice points visited by ~S_t for

0 ≤ t ≤ τ^−_{J∗} is at most (recall that qN_j = k^{100d}_∗ 2^{−j−0.5k∗} N_∗ and pN_∗ = k^{−100}_∗ N_∗) J_∗∑

l=1 (τ^−_l − τ^+_l ) ≤ C^{−1}_{17} j^{−4}2^{2j}k^{−300d}_∗ · C_{17}j^2k^2_∗ qN^2_j <^1_2 j^{−2}k^{−3}_∗ 2^{−k∗} pN^2_∗ .

(5.56)

However, since G_j ∩ { τ_∂e_{B(40N⋄)} < τ_C−_{∂eB(3N∗/8)} } happens, we know that ~S_t will

visit at least^1_2 j^{−2}k^{−3}_∗ 2^{−k∗} pN^2_∗ j-nice point before hitting C^−_{∂eB(3N∗/8)}. Combined with (5.56), this implies that for every 1 ≤ l ≤ J_∗, ~S_t for τ^+_l ≤ t ≤ τ^−_l does not intersect C^−_{∂eB(3N∗/8)}, and thus does not intersect τ_{qC}j_{xl} (otherwise, since

B_{xl} ( qN_{j−1}) ⊂ B(0.1N_∗), which follows from x_l ∈ B(N_⋄), we know that qC^j_{xl} ⊂ C^−_{∂eBx(N∗/2)} ∩ ~B_x( qN_{j−1}) ⊂ C^−_{∂eB(3N∗/8)} and hence ~S_t must intersect C^−_{∂eB(3N∗/8)}). In conclusion, we obtain that

(5.57) G_j ∩ { τ_∂e_{B(40N⋄)} < τ_C−_{∂eB(3N∗/8)} } ∩ A^c_∗ ⊂ { l_‡ ≥ J_∗ } , which implies our claim (5.55).

By (5.53), (5.55) and J_∗ ≤ 2^{2j} < 2^12^{j2k2∗} , we have ~P_z (G_j , τ_{∂eB(40N⋄)} < τ_{C−∂eB(3N∗/8)} ) ≤ ~P_z (l_‡ ≥ J_∗) + e^{− 1}2^{j2k2}∗ . (5.58)

Moreover, on the event {l_‡ ≥ J_∗}, for any 1 ≤ l ≤ J_∗, we know that the Brownian motion ~S_t from x_l does not intersect qC^j_{xl} before ∂B_{xl} (2 qN_{j−1}). Thus, by the strong Markov property, (5.51), we have: for any 1 ≤ j ≤ j_∗,

(5.59) ~P_z (l_‡ ≥ J_∗) ≤ ( 1 − qI_j )_{J∗} ≤ e^{−qIjJ∗} , 44

where qI_jJ_∗ = c_9C^{−1}_{17} j^{−6}2^{j(4−d)}k^{−240d}_∗ 2^{( 6−d}2^{)k}∗ λ^2_∗.

In what follows, we discuss the lower bounds for qI_jJ_∗ separately for the cases when d ∈ {3, 4}, d = 5 and d = 6. Let c_{10} := (c_9C^{−1}_8 C^{−1}_{17} )^{10d}.

When d ∈ {3, 4}: In this case, since 2^{j(4−d)} ≥ 1 and 2^{( 6−d}2^{)k∗} ≥ k^{300d}_∗ , we derive from (5.2) and (5.3) that (5.60) qI_jJ_∗ ≥ c_{10}j^2k^{10}_∗ log^{10}_2 (λ_∗).

When d = 5: For d ∈ {5, 6}, by (5.2) and (5.3), we have 2^{j(4−d)}j^{−6}_∗ k^{−240d}_∗ 2^{( 6−d2 )k∗} λ^2_∗ ≥C^{−2d}_8 j^2k^{−1000d}_∗ 2^{( 6−dd−2 )k∗} λ 2(6−d) d−2 ∗ [ λ_∗ λ( qN_{j∗−1}) ]^{2(d−4)}_{d−2} log^{−8}_2 (λ_∗).

(5.61)

In the particular case for d = 5, since 2^{( 6−dd−2 )k∗} ≥ k^{2000d}_∗ and λ_∗ ≥ λ( qN_{j∗−1}), we have (5.62) qI_jJ_∗ ≥ c_{10}j^2k^{10}_∗ λ^{23}_∗ ≥ c_{10}j^2k^{10}_∗ log^{10}_2 (λ_∗).

When d = 6: By (5.52) and (5.61), we have (5.63) qI_jJ_∗ ≥ c_{10}j^2k^{−1000d}_∗ [λ(λ^{−1}_∗ 2^{−k∗} N_∗)]^{−1}λ_∗ log^{−8}_2 (λ_∗). Meanwhile, by (4.7) and (4.10) one has (5.64) [λ(λ^{−1}_∗ 2^{−k∗} N_∗)]^{−1}λ_∗ ≥ log^{2000d}_2 (λ_∗2^{k∗} ). Combining (5.63) and (5.64), we obtain that (5.65) qI_jJ_∗ ≥ c_{10}j^2k^{10}_∗ log^{10}_2 (λ_∗).

In conclusion, by (5.60), (5.62) and (5.65), we have qI_jJ_∗ ≥ c_{10}j^2k^{10}_∗ log^{10}_2 (λ_∗) for all 1 ≤ j ≤ j_∗. Combined with (5.59), it yields that (5.66) ~P_z (l_‡ ≥ J_∗) ≤ e^{−c10j2k10∗ log102 (λ∗)}. By (5.58), (5.66) and λ_∗ ≥ C_{16}, we have ∑ 1≤j≤j_∗ ~P_z (G_j, τ_{∂eB(40N⋄)} < τ_{C−∂eB(3N∗/8)} ) (5.58),(5.66) ≤ ∑ j≥1 e^{−c10j2k10∗ log102 (λ∗)} + e^{− 12 j2k2∗}

(λ_∗≥C_{16})

≤ 10 ( e^{−c10k10∗ log102 (C16)} + e^{− 12 k2∗} ) < e^{−k∗} , (5.67)

where we require C_{16} to be large enough to ensure the last inequality. □ Based on Lemma 5.13, it is now straightforward to prove Lemma 5.10. 45

Proof of Lemma 5.10. For any z ∈ B(N_⋄), by (5.44), we have ~P_z (τ_{∂eB(40N⋄)} > τ_{C−∂eB(3N∗/8)} ) ≥~P_z ( G ) − j_∗∑

j=1 ~P_z (G_j, τ_{∂eB(40 qN⋄)} > τ_{C−∂eB(3N∗/8)} ). (5.68)

Combined with (5.43) and Lemma 5.13, it concludes the desired bound: ~P_z (τ_{∂eB(40N⋄)} > τ_{C−∂e B(3N∗/8)} ) ≥ k^{−3}_∗ − e^{−k}∗ > k^{−4}_∗ . □ Lemma 5.14. With the same condition as in Lemma 5.10, on the event F,

(5.69) ~P_0 [ τ_{∂B(0.01N∗)} < τ_C−_{∂eB(N∗/4)} ] ≤ e^{−k5.5∗} . Proof. We define a sequence of stopping times as follows. For any l ≥ 1, let

(5.70) τ^+_l := inf { t ≥ 0 : ~S_t ∈ ∂B(2lk^{0.1}_∗ N_⋄) } , (5.71) τ^−_l := inf { t ≥ τ^+_l : ~S_t ∈ ∂B ( (2l − 1)k^{0.1}_∗ N_⋄ ) ∪ ∂B ( (2l + 1)k^{0.1}_∗ N_⋄ )} . For the Brownian motion ~S_· ∼ ~P_0, one has

0 < τ^+_1 < τ^−_1 < τ^+_2 < τ^−_2 < ... < τ^+_{k9.8∗} < τ^−_{k9.8∗} < τ_{∂B(0.01N∗)}.

This implies that on the event { τ_{∂B(0.1N∗)} < τ_C−_{∂B(N∗/4)} } , the Brownian motion ~S_·

cannot intersect τ_C−_{∂B(N∗/4)} during every time interval [τ^+_l , τ^−_l ] for 1 ≤ l ≤ k^{9.8}_∗ . As a result, by the strong Markov property, we have ~P_0 [ τ_{∂B(0.1N∗)} < τ_C−_{∂B(N∗/4)} ] ≤ k^{9.8}_∗∏

l=1 max x∈∂B(2lk^{0.1}_∗ N_⋄) ~P_x [ τ_{∂Bx(200N⋄)} < τ_C−_{∂B(N∗/4)} ] . (5.72)

On the event F (recalling (5.35)), for any 1 ≤ l ≤ k^{9.8}_∗ and x ∈ ∂B(2lk^{0.1}_∗ N_⋄), there exists x^′ ∈ Z^d such that B_x′ (N_⋄) is a nice box and contains x. Since x ∈ B(0.1N_∗) and |x − x^′| ≤ d^12 N_⋄, we have: for any v ∈ B(N_∗/4), { v^{≤0}←→ ∂^eB_x′ (3N_∗/8) } ⊂ { v^{≤0}←→ ∂^eB(N_∗/4) } , which implies the following inclusion: (5.73) C^−_{∂eBx′ (3N∗/8)} ∩ B(N_∗/4) ⊂ C^−_{∂eB(N∗/4)}. Therefore, by B_x′ (40N_⋄) ⊂ B_x(200N_⋄), (5.73) and Lemma 5.10, we get ~P_x [ τ_{∂Bx(200N⋄)} < τ_C−_{∂eB(N∗/4)} ]

≤~P_x [ τ_∂e_{Bx′ (40N⋄)} < τ_C−_{∂eBx′ (3N∗/8)} ] (by B_x′ (40N_⋄) ⊂ B_x(200N_⋄) and (5.73))

≤1 − k^{−4}_∗ . (by Lemma 5.10). 46

Combined with (5.72), it concludes this lemma: ~P_0 [ τ_{∂B(0.01N∗ )} < τ_C−_{∂eB(N∗/4)} ] ≤ (1 − k^{−4}_∗ )^{k9.8∗} ≤ e^{−k5.5∗} . □ 5.3. Proof of Proposition 4.8. For any v ∈ Z^d, we abbreviate that

(5.74) H^′_v := H_v ( ∂^eB(N_∗/2), C^−_{∂eB(N∗/2)} ) , (5.75) H^{′′}_v := H_v ( ∂^eB(N_∗/4), C^−_{∂eB(N∗/4)} ) . For any 1 ≤ n ≤^{N∗}_4 , we denote

(5.76) H^′_n := |∂^eB(n)|^{−1} ∑ v∈∂^eB(n) H^′_v and H^{′′}_n := |∂^eB(n)|^{−1} ∑ v∈∂^e B(n) H^{′′}_v .

On the event F (recall (5.35)), 0 is a good point. I.e., H^′_0 ≥ C^{−1}_{11} λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ k^{−3}_∗ 2^{k∗} . Meanwhile, by the Markov property and Lemma 5.14, we have

H^′_0 ≤~P_0 [ τ_{∂B(0.01N∗)} < τ_C−_{∂eB(N∗/4)} ] max x∈∂B(0.01N_∗) ∑ y∈∂^eB(^{3N∗}_{16} ) ~P_x [ τ_∂e_{B(} 3N∗_{16 )} = τ_y ] H^′_y ≤e^{−k5.4∗} H^′3N_{∗16} (by Lemma 5.14 and [24, Lemma 6.3.7]).

Combined with the fact that 2^{k∗} ≥ c^{−1}_6 ≥ C^{12}_{10}, it yields the following inclusion:

(5.77) F ⊂ { H^′3N_{∗16} ≥ e^{k5.3∗} λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ } . The inclusion (5.77) implies (recalling that H_∗ = H^{′′}_{3N∗16} in (4.29)) P ( H_∗ ≥ e^{k5∗} λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ )

≥P ( F ) − P ( H^′3N_{∗16} ≥ e^{k5.3∗} λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ , H^{′′}3N_{∗16} ≤ e^{k5∗} λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ ) . (5.78)

For any 1 ≤ n ≤^{N∗}_4 , we define

(5.79) Φ^′_n := |∂^eB(n)|^{−1} ∑ z∈∂^eB(n) ~ϕ_z · 1{_{z ≤0} ←→∂^eB(N∗/2) }_c ,

(5.80) Φ^{′′}_n := |∂^eB(n)|^{−1} ∑ z∈∂^eB(n) ~ϕ_z · 1{_{z ≤0} ←→∂^eB(N∗/4) }_c . 47

Since z^{≤0}←→ ∂^eB(N_∗/4) implies ~ϕ_z ≤ 0, one has Φ^{′′}_n ≥ Φ^′_n. Thus, P ( H^′3N_{∗16} ≥ e^{k5.3∗} λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ , H^{′′}3N_{∗16} ≤ e^{k5∗} λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ )

≤P ( H^′3N_{∗16} ≥ e^{k5.3∗} λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ , Φ^′3N_{∗16} ≤ e^{k5.2∗} λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ )

+ P ( H^{′′}3N_{∗16} ≤ e^{k5∗} λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ , Φ^{′′}3N_{∗16} ≥ e^{k5.2∗} λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ ) . (5.81)

By Lemma 2.3, conditioning on F_C−_{∂eB(N∗/2)} , {~ϕ_z}_{z∈B(N∗/2)\C}−_{∂e B(N∗/2)} has the same

distribution as {~ϕ^′_z + H^′_z}_{z∈B(N∗/2)\C}−_{∂e B(N∗/2)} , where ~ϕ^′_· ∼ P^{C−∂e B(N∗/2)} . By (2.32), we

have (letting pΦ^′_{3N∗16} := |∂^eB(^{3N∗}_{16} )|^{−1} ∑ z∈∂^eB(^{3N∗}_{16} ) ~ϕ ′ z) P ( H^′3N_{∗16} ≥ e^{k5.3∗} λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ , Φ^′3N_{∗16} ≤ e^{k5.2∗} λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ )

≤E [ P^{C−∂e B(N∗/2)} ( pΦ^′_{3N∗16} ≤ (e^{k5.2}∗ − e^{k5.3}∗ )λ_∗N^{− d}2^{+1}_∗

)]_{(2.32)} ≤ e^{−ek5∗} . (5.82)

Similarly, conditioning on F_C−_{∂eB(N∗/4)} , {~ϕ_z}_{z∈B(N∗/4)\C}−_{∂e B(N∗/4)} has the same distri-

bution as {~ϕ^{′′}_z + H^{′′}_z }_{z∈B(N∗/4)\C}−_{∂e B(N∗/4)} , where ~ϕ^{′′}_· ∼ P^{C−∂e B(N∗/4)} . Thus, for the same reason as proving (5.82), we also have P ( H^{′′}3N_{∗16} ≤ e^{k5∗} λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ , Φ^{′′}3N_{∗16} ≥ e^{k5.2∗} λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ ) ≤ e^{−ek5∗} . (5.83)

Combining (5.81), (5.82) and (5.83), we get

(5.84) P ( H^′3N_{∗16} ≥ e^{k5.3∗} λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ , H^{′′}3N_{∗16} ≤ e^{k5∗} λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ ) ≤ 2e^{−ek5∗} . By (5.36), (5.78) and (5.84), we conclude Proposition 4.8:

(5.85) P ( H_∗ ≥ e^{k5∗} λ_∗N^{− d2 +1}_∗ ) ≥ 2^{−k30d∗} − 2e^{−ek5∗} ≥ 2^{−k40d∗} . 6. Proof of Theorem 1.3

As mentioned in Remark 3.2, all upper bounds in Theorem 1.3 are now confirmed since Theorem 1.1 and Proposition 3.1 have been established. To prove the lower bounds in Theorem 1.3, in the low dimensional cases (i.e. 3 ≤ d ≤ 6), we use the exploration martingale (recall Section 2.7). As for the high dimensional cases (i.e. d ≥ 7), we employ the tree expansion argument presented in [4, Section 3.4].

6.1. Proof for low dimensions. Note that the proof in this section holds for all d ≥ 3. For any N ≥ 1, we denote the normal random variable

(6.1) Q_N := ∑ z∈∂B(N) ~P_0(τ_{∂B(N)} = τ_z )~ϕ_z. 48

Since E (~ϕ_{z1} ~ϕ_{z2} ) = ~G(z_1, z_2), the variance of Q_N can be written as

(6.2) I_N := ∑ z_1,z_2∈∂B(N) ~P_0(τ_{∂B(N)} = τ_{z1} )~P_0(τ_{∂B(N)} = τ_{z2} ) ~G(z_1, z_2).

Since ∑ z∈∂B(N) ~P0 ( τ_{∂B(N)} = τ_z ) = 1, there exists c_{11}(d) > 0 such that

(6.3) I_N ≥ min_{z1,z2∈∂B(N)} ~G(z_1, z_2) ≥ c_{11}N^{2−d}.

We consider the exploration process I^{∂B(N),±}_t and the corresponding martin- gale M^{∂B(N),±} 0,t (recall Section 2.7). For any A ⊂ Z^d, we denote the sign cluster containing A by

(6.4) C^±_A := { y ∈ ~Z^d : y^{≤0}←→ A or y^{≥0}←→ A } . Note that I^{∂B(N),±}

0 = ∂B(N), I^{∂B(N),±}∞ = C^±_{∂B(N)}, M^{∂B(N),±}_{0,0} = Q_N (by (6.1)) and

(6.5) { C^±_{∂B(N)} ∩ B(n) ≠ ∅ } = { B(n)^{≥0}←→ ∂B(N) } ∪ { B(n)^{≤0}←→ ∂B(N) } . On the event {C^±_{∂B(N)} ∩ B(n) = ∅}, we know that the exploration process I^{∂B(N),±}_t

stops before intersecting B(n) and thus, we have that M^{∂B(N),±}_{0,0} −M^{∂B(N),±}_{0,∞} = Q_N (since M^{∂B(N),±} 0,∞ = 0) and that ⟨M^{∂B(N),±} 0 ⟩_∞^{(2.26)}≤ max_{z∈∂B(n)} ~G(0, z)^{(2.4)}≤ C_6(n + 1)^{2−d}.

Therefore, by Lemma 2.10, we have P [ C^±_{∂B(N)} ∩ B(n) = ∅ | F_{∂B(N)} ] ≤P [ M^{∂B(N),±} 0,0 − M^{∂B(N),±} 0,∞ = Q_N , ⟨M^{∂B(N),±}_0 ⟩_∞ ≤ C_6(n + 1)^{2−d} | F_{∂B(N)} ] ≤P ( |X| ≥ C^{− 12}_6 (n + 1)^{d2 −1}|Q_N | ) , (6.6)

where X ∼ N(0, 1) is independent of Q_N . Recall that Q_N is a mean-zero normal random variable with variance I_N ≥ c_{11}N^{2−d} (by (6.3)). Thus, by taking the integral on the both sides of (6.6) (with respect to Q_N ), we get P [ C^±_{∂B(N)} ∩ B(n) = ∅ ] ≤ P [ |XY^{−1}| ≥ C^{− 12}_6 c^{12}_{11} (n + 1 N ) d_{2 −1}] , (6.7)

where Y ∼ N(0, 1) is independent of X. Since Z := XY^{−1} has the the cauchy distribution with density function π^{−1}(1 + t^2)^{−1}, we have P [ C^±_{∂B(N)} ∩ B(n) ≠ ∅ ] ≥P [ |Z| ≤ C^{− 12}_6 c^{12}_{11} (n + 1 N ) d_{2 −1}]

≥2π^{−1} ∫ 0≤t≤C^{− 12}_6 c^{12}_{11}

(_{n+1} N ) d_{2 −1} (1 + t^2)^{−1}dt ≥c(n/N)^{d2 −1}. (6.8)

49

By the symmetry of ~ϕ, (6.5) and (6.8), we conclude the lower bounds in Theorem 1.3 for 3 ≤ d ≤ 6: P [ B(n)^{≥0}←→ ∂B(N) ] ≥^1_2 P [ B(n)^{≥0}←→ ∂B(N) or B(n)^{≤0}←→ ∂B(N) ] (6.5)

≥^1_2 P [ C^±_{∂B(N)} ∩ B(n) ≠ ∅ ]_{(6.8)} ≥ c(n/N)^{d2 −1}. 6.2. Proof for high dimensions. When N ≥ n ≥ 1 and n/N ≥ 0.1, according to Section 6.1, there exists c_‡(d) ∈ (0, 1) such that P [ B(n)^{≥0}←→ ∂B(N) ] ≥ c_‡. As a result, in this case, in order to have (1.9) it suffices to take C_5 = 0.01(c_‡ − 1).

Now we assume that N ≥ n ≥ 1 and n/N ≤ 0.1. Let X := ∑ x∈∂B(n) 1x^{≥0}←→∂B(N). By the Paley–Zygmund inequality, we have

(6.9) P [ B(n)^{≥0}←→ ∂B(N) ] = P [ X > 0 ] ≥ (E X)^2 E (X^2 ) . By (1.3), we have E (X) ≥ cn^{d−1}N^{−2}. Thus, to obtain the upper bounds in Theorem 1.3 for d ≥ 7, it remains to upper-bound

(6.10) E (X^2 ) = ∑ x,y∈∂B(n) P [ x^{≥0}←→ ∂B(N), y^{≥0}←→ ∂B(N) ] . By the isomorphism theorem (see Lemma 2.7), we have P [ x^{≥0}←→ ∂B(N), y^{≥0}←→ ∂B(N) ] = 1 2 P [ x^{∪ ~L1/2} ←−−→ ∂B(N), y^{∪ ~L1/2}←−−→ ∂B(N) ] . (6.11)

In this subsection, we abbreviate^{∪ ~L1/2}←−−→ as “←→”. Recall the definitions of glued loops and the BKR inequality (see Lemma 2.9) in Section 2.6. Applying the tree expansion for loop soups (see [4, Lemma 3.5]), we know that on the event { x ←→ ∂B(N), y ←→ ∂B(N) } , there exists a glued loop γ_∗ and three loop clusters {C_i}^3_{i=1} composed of different collections of loops such that x ∈ C_1, y ∈ C_2, C_3 ∩ ∂B(n) ≠ ∅ and γ_∗ ∩ C_i ≠ ∅ for all i ∈ {1, 2, 3}. In what follows, we present some estimates for the probability of { x ←→ ∂B(N), y ←→ ∂B(N) } with different restrictions on γ_∗ and {C_i}^3_{i=1}.

(1) When C_1 or C_2 intersects ∂B(N/3): Without loss of generality, we assume C_1 ∩ ∂B(N/3) ≠ ∅, which implies x^{C1}←→ ∂B(N/3). Combined with the fact that C_2 ∪ C_3 ∪ γ_∗ connects y and ∂B(N) and contains a different collection 50

of glued loops from C_1, it yields that {x ←→ ∂B(N/3)} ∘ {y ←→ ∂B(N)} happens, whose probability is at most (using the BKR inequality) P [ x ←→ ∂B(N/3) ] P [ y ←→ ∂B(N/3) ]_{(n/N≤0.1)} ≤ θ^2_d(N/5)^{(1.3)}≤ CN^{−4}.

(6.12)

(2) When C_1 ∪ C_2 ⊂ ~B(N/3) and C_3 ∩ γ_∗ ⊂ ~B(2N/3): For each i ∈ {1, 2, 3}, there exists z_i ∈ C_i ∩Z^d such that dist(z_i, C_i ∩γ_∗) ≤ d (since C_i is continuous and the length of every interval I_e is d). Then we have z_1^{C1}←→ x, z_2^{C2}←→ y, z_3^{C3}←→ ∂B(N) and γ_∗ intersects ~B_{zi} (1) for all i ∈ {1, 2, 3} (these four events happens disjointly), whose probability can be upper-bounded by (using the BKR inequality and the fact that the loop measure of loops intersecting ~B_{zi} (1) for i ∈ {1, 2, 3} is at most C|z_1 − z_2|2−d|z_2 − z_3|2−d|z_3 − z_1|2−d; see [4, Equation (4.20)]) C ∑ z_1,z_2∈B(N/3),z_3 ∈B(^{2N}_3 +1)

|z_1 − z_2|^{2−d}|z_2 − z_3|^{2−d}|z_3 − z_1|^{2−d} · |z_1 − x|^{2−d}|z_2 − y|^{2−d}P [ z_3 ←→ ∂B(N) ] (1.3) ≤ C^′N^{−2} ∑ z_1,z_2∈B(N/3),z_3 ∈B(^{2N}_3 +1)

|z_1 − z_2|^{2−d}|z_2 − z_3|^{2−d}|z_3 − z_1|^{2−d} · |z_1 − x|^{2−d}|z_2 − y|^{2−d} ≤C^{′′}N^{−2}|x − y|^{4−d}

(6.13)

where we used [4, Equation (4.12)] in the last inequality.

(3) When C_1 ∪ C_2 ⊂ ~B(N/3) and C_3 ∩ γ_∗ ⊄ ~B(2N/3): We keep the notations z_1, z_2 as in Case (2). If γ_∗ ∩ ∂B(N) = ∅, we define z_3 as in Case (2); otherwise, there exists some lattice point z_3 ∈ γ_∗ ∩ ∂B(N). Meanwhile, note that C_3 ∩ γ_∗ ⊄ ~B(2N/3) implies z_3 ∈ B(N) \ B(^{2N}_3 − 1). Similar to Case (2), we have z_1^{C1}←→ x, z_2^{C2}←→ y and γ_∗ intersects ~B_{zi} (1) for all i ∈ {1, 2, 3}, whose probability can be bounded from above by I := C ∑ z_1,z_2∈B(N/3),z_3 ∈B(N)\B(^{2N}_3 −1)

|z_1 − z_2|^{2−d}|z_2 − z_3|^{2−d}|z_3 − z_1|^{2−d} · |z_1 − x|^{2−d}|z_2 − y|^{2−d}P [ z_3 ←→ ∂B(N) ] . (6.14)

For the sum in (6.14), restricted to z_3 ∈ ∂B(k) (where^{2N}_3 − 1 ≤ k ≤ N), we have P [ z_3 ←→ ∂B(N) ] ≤ C(N − k)^{−2} (by (1.3)) and min{|z_2 − z_3|, |z_3 − 51

z_1|} ≥ cN (since z_1, z_2 ∈ B(N/3)). As a result, for any^{2N}_3 − 1 ≤ k ≤ N, ∑ z_1,z_2∈B(N/3),z_3 ∈∂B(k) |z_1 − z_2|^{2−d}|z_2 − z_3|^{2−d}|z_3 − z_1|^{2−d} · |z_1 − x|^{2−d}|z_2 − y|^{2−d}P [ z_3 ←→ ∂B(N) ] (|∂B(k)|≍N^{d−1} ) ≤ CN^{3−d}(N − k)^{−2} ∑ z_1,z_2∈B(N/3) |z_1 − z_2|^{2−d}|z_1 − x|^{2−d}|z_2 − y|^{2−d} ≤C^′N^{3−d}(N − k)^{−2} ∑ z_2∈B(N/3) |z_2 − x|^{4−d}|z_2 − y|^{2−d} ≤C^{′′}N^{3−d}(N − k)^{−2}|x − y|^{6−d},

(6.15)

where we used [4, Lemma 4.3 and Equation (4.10)] respectively in the last two inequalities. Combining (6.15) and ∑_{2N} 3 −1≤k≤N (N − k) −2 ≤ C < ∞, we have (recalling I in (6.14)) (6.16) I ≤ CN^{3−d}|x − y|^{6−d}. In conclusion, we obtain that P [ x ←→ ∂B(N), y ←→ ∂B(N) ] ≤C ( N^{−4} + N^{−2}|x − y|^{4−d} + N^{3−d}|x − y|^{6−d} ) . (6.17)

Moreover, [4, Equation (4.4)] shows that for any a < d − 1, max_{x∈Z}d ∑ y∈∂B(n) |x − y| −a ≤ Cn^{d−1−a}. Combined with |∂B(n)| ≍ n^{d−1}, it implies

(6.18) ∑ x,y∈∂B(n) |x − y|^{4−d} ≤ Cn^{d−1} max_{x∈Zd} ∑ y∈∂B(n) |x − y|^{4−d} ≤ C^′n^{d+2},

(6.19) ∑ x,y∈∂B(n) |x − y|^{6−d} ≤ Cn^{d−1} max_{x∈Zd} ∑ y∈∂B(n) |x − y|^{6−d} ≤ C^′n^{d+4}. Combining (6.17), (6.18) and (6.19), we have

(6.20) E (X^2 ) ≤ C ( n^{2d−2}N^{−4}+n^{d+2}N^{−2}+n^{d+4}N^{3−d} ) ≤ C^′ ( n^{2d−2}N^{−4}+n^{d+2}N^{−2} ) , where in the last inequality we used^{nd+2N −2}_{nd+4N 3−d} = N^{d−5}n^{−2} ≥ 1 for d ≥ 7 .

By (6.9), E (X) ≥ cn^{d−1}N^{−2} and (6.20), we conclude Theorem 1.3 for d ≥ 7: P [ B(n)^{≥0}←→ ∂B(N) ] ≥ c(n^{d−1}N^{−2})^2 n^{2d−2}N^{−4} + n^{d+2}N^{−2} = c ( 1 + n^{4−d}N^2 )_{−1} . (6.21) 52

Acknowledgments

We warmly thank Tom Hutchcroft and Gady Kozma for helpful discussions. J. Ding is partially supported by NSFC Key Program Project No. 12231002 and the Xplorer prize.

References

[1] D. J. Barsky and M. Aizenman. Percolation critical exponents under the triangle condition.

The Annals of Probability, pages 1520–1536, 1991.

[2] R. Bauerschmidt, D. C. Brydges, and G. Slade. Critical two-point function of the 4- dimensional weakly self-avoiding walk. Communications in Mathematical Physics, 338:169– 193, 2015.

[3] J. Bricmont, J. L. Lebowitz, and C. Maes. Percolation in strongly correlated systems: the massless gaussian field. Journal of statistical physics, 48:1249–1268, 1987.

[4] Z. Cai and J. Ding. One-arm exponent of critical level-set for metric graph gaussian free field in high dimensions. arXiv preprint arXiv:2307.04434, 2023.

[5] J. Černỳ and R. Locher. Critical and near-critical level-set percolation of the gaussian free field on regular trees. arXiv preprint arXiv:2302.02753, 2023.

[6] Y. Chang, H. Du, and X. Li. Percolation threshold for brownian loop soup on metric graphs.

arXiv preprint arXiv:2304.08225, 2023.

[7] A. Cipriani, A. Chiarini , and R. S. Hazra. Extremes of the supercritical gaussian free field.

Alea, 13(2):711–724, 2016.

[8] J. Ding and M. Wirth. Percolation for level-sets of gaussian free fields on metric graphs.

The Annals of Probability, 48(3):1411–1435, 2020.

[9] A. Drewitz, A. Prévost, and P.-F. Rodriguez. The sign clusters of the massless gaussian free field percolate on Z^d, d ≥ 3 (and more). Communications in Mathematical Physics, 362:513–546, 2018.

[10] A. Drewitz, A. Prévost, and P.-F. Rodriguez. Critical exponents for a percolation model on transient graphs. Inventiones mathematicae, 232(1):229–299, 2023.

[11] A. Drewitz, A. Prévost, and P.-F. Rodriguez. Critical one-arm probability for the metric gaussian free field in low dimensions. arXiv preprint arXiv:2405.17417, 2024.

[12] A. Drewitz, A. Prévost, and P.F. Rodriguez. Arm exponent for the gaussian free field on metric graphs in intermediate dimensions. arXiv preprint arXiv:2312.10030, 2023.

[13] A. Drewitz, B. Ráth, and A. Sapozhnikov. On chemical distances and shape theorems in percolation models with long-range correlations. Journal of Mathematical Physics, 55(8), 2014.

[14] A. Drewitz and P.-F. Rodriguez. High-dimensional asymptotics for percolation of gaussian free field level sets. Electron. J. Probab, 20(47):1–39, 2015.

[15] H. Duminil-Copin, S. Goswami, A. Raoufi, F. Severo, and A. Yadin. Existence of phase transition for percolation using the gaussian free field. Duke Mathematical Journal, 169(18):3539–3563, 2020.

[16] H. Duminil-Copin, S. Goswami, P.-F. Rodriguez, and F. Severo. Equality of critical parameters for percolation of gaussian free field level sets. Duke Mathematical Journal, 172(5):839– 913, 2023.

[17] R. Fitzner and R. van der Hofstad. Mean-field behavior for nearest-neighbor percolation in d > 10. Electronic Journal of Probability, 22:43, 2017.

[18] S. Ganguly and K. Nam. The ant on loops: Alexander-orbach conjecture for the critical level set of the gaussian free field. arXiv preprint arXiv:2403.02318, 2024. 53

[19] S. Goswami, P.-F. Rodriguez, and F. Severo. On the radius of gaussian free field excursion clusters. The Annals of Probability, 50(5):1675–1724, 2022.

[20] T. Hara and G. Slade. Mean-field critical behaviour for percolation in high dimensions.

Communications in Mathematical Physics, 128(2):333–391, 1990.

[21] T. Hutchcroft. Critical cluster volumes in hierarchical percolation. arXiv preprint arXiv:2211.05686, 2022.

[22] G. Kozma and A. Nachmias. Arm exponents in high dimensional percolation. Journal of the American Mathematical Society, 24(2):375–409, 2011.

[23] G. Lawler. Intersections of random walks. Springer Science & Business Media, 2013. [24] G. Lawler and V. Limic. Random walk: a modern introduction, volume 123. Cambridge University Press, 2010.

[25] T. Lupu. From loop clusters and random interlacements to the free field. Annals of Probability, 44(3):2117–2146, 2016.

[26] T. Lupu. An equivalence between gauge-twisted and topologically conditioned scalar gaussian free fields. arXiv preprint arXiv:2209.07901, 2022.

[27] T. Lupu and W. Werner. The random pseudo-metric on a graph defined via the zero-set of the gaussian free field on its metric graph. Probability Theory and Related Fields, 171:775– 818, 2018.

[28] P. Mörters and Y. Peres. Brownian motion, volume 30. Cambridge University Press, 2010. [29] S. Popov and B. Ráth. On decoupling inequalities and percolation of excursion sets of the gaussian free field. Journal of Statistical Physics, 159(2):312–320, 2015.

[30] S. Popov and A. Teixeira. Soft local times and decoupling of random interlacements. Journal of the European Mathematical Society, 17(10):2545–2593, 2015.

[31] P.-F. Rodriguez and A.-S. Sznitman. Phase transition and level-set percolation for the gaussian free field. Communications in Mathematical Physics, 320:571–601, 2013.

[32] R. Vershynin. High-dimensional probability. University of California, Irvine, 10:11, 2020. [33] W. Werner. On clusters of brownian loops in d dimensions. In and Out of Equilibrium 3:

Celebrating Vladas Sidoravicius, pages 797–817, 2021.

(Zhenhao Cai) School of Mathematical Sciences, Peking University Email address: caizhenhao@pku.edu.cn

(Jian Ding) School of Mathematical Sciences, Peking University Email address: dingjian@math.pku.edu.cn