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ABSTRACT. We study the diagonal heat-kernel decay for the four-dsimeral nearest-neighbor
random walk (orZ?#) among i.i.d. random conductances that are positive, beaifrdm above but
can have arbitrarily heavy tails at zero. It has been knovan tthe quenched return probability
P2M(0,0) after 2h steps is at most(w)n~2logn, but the best lower bound till now has been
C(w)n—2. Here we will show that the lagterm marks a real phenomenon by constructing an
environment, for each sequentg— oo, such that

PZ(0,0) > C(a)log(n)n"2/An,

with C(w) > 0 a.s., along a deterministic subsequence'®f Notably, this holds simultaneously
with a (non-degenerate) quenched invariance principlfoAthed > 5 cases studied earlier, the
source of the anomalous decay is a trapping phenomenorughtthe contribution is in this case
collected from a whole range of spatial scales.

1. INTRODUCTION AND RESULTS

Recent years have witnessed remarkable progress in thestantiting of a class of reversible
random walks in random environments that go under the namdd®a Conductance Model. The
setting of a typical instance of this problem is as followsn€ider thed-dimensional hypercubic
lattice Z¢ and letBY denote the set of unordered nearest-neighbor pairs. Fonfigamtion
W= (W) pepd € (O,oo)Bd, define the Markov chaiX = (Xn)n>o with state spac&? and transition
probability

Ly (x,y) € B¢
Po(Xy) = { X’ ? ’ 1.1
w(X) {O, otherwise, (1.1)
where
T(X) = z Wxy- (1.2)
y: (xy)eBd

Sometimes eveny, = 0 is permitted; the state space is then jist 17,(x) > 0} or, when such
exists, an infinite connected component thereof. Retenote the distribution oX subject to
PX(Xo = X) = 1. The principal items of interest are various asymptotiah® law of X underP%
in the situation whemo is a sample from a probability distributidh
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Much of the early effort by probabilists concerned the vgfliebf the (functional) Central
Limit Theorem. In a sequence of papers (Kipnis and Varad@a [De Masi, Ferarri, Gold-
stein and Wick[[1B]_20], Sidoravicius and Sznitman![34], d&rand Biskup|[9], Mathieu and
Piatnitski [31], Mathieu[[30], Biskup and Prescott [13],ri8&v and Deuschel |5], Andres, Bar-
low, Deuschel and Hambly [1]), it has gradually been estéklil that, ag — «, the law of
t= Xy /v/N underP? scales to a non-degenerate Brownian motion for almost esmriyon-
mentw, provided that certain conditions are met by the lavewoffori.i.d. lawsP concentrated
on [O,w)Bd, ind > 2 these conditions are

E(wp) <o and P(w, > 0) > pe(d), (1.3)

whereE denotes the expectation hand pc(d) is the critical threshold for bond percolation
onZ4. Ind =1 the second condition needs to be replace@:magl) < oo; independence is not
required (e.g., Biskup and Prescaott/[13]). The same canditas ind = 1 are sufficient to imply
the quenched CLT id = 2 for general ergodic environments (Biskup![11]).

While the proof of the functional CLT is remarkably soft fdretlaw on path space that is
averaged over the environment — the so calledealedor averagedaw — the almost-sure or
guenchedaw generally requires also the heat kernel upper bound,

PLOGY) < otz e T = N(@woxy) 1.4

This is conceptually wrong as the CLT seems to requilecal-CLT type of estimate. Notwith-
standing, for environments possessing some form of unifatipticity, these heat-kernel upper
bounds can be obtained. Indeed, they are the results of quesee of papers by Delmotie [18],
Benjamini and Mossel [8], Heicklen and Hoffmén [26], Mathiand Remy[[32] culminating in
Barlow’s work [3] for the simple random walk on the supemitpercolation cluster. (We regard
this case as uniformly elliptic too although on a spatiatiiftomogeneous graph.) However, in
the environments with heavy tails at zero, it was in fact @isced that[(1}4) may fail (Fontes
and Mathieu([2B], Berger, Biskup, Hoffman and Kozral [10]§l ancoarse-graining procedure
was required to overcome this difficulty and derive the ghedcfunctional CLT (Mathieu [30],
Biskup and Prescott [13]). We note that when the left coaditn (1.3) fails, the scaling limit
of X may be not be diffusive at all (Barlow ar@erny [4], Barlow and Zheng [7ferny [17]).

The study[[10] presents two types of results. First, fod.i.environment laws bounded from
above, it restricts the diagonal heat-kernel decay by thewWing estimates

n-9/2, d=23,
P"(0,0) < C(w) { n~2logn, d=4, (1.5)
n-2, d>5,

whereC(w) < o almost surely, with the additional observation,
n’P21(0,00 — 0 P-a.s.  ind >5. (1.6)
n—oo
Second, for any sequengdg 1 o, an i.i.d. environment law is constructed so that

C(w)
PZ%(0,0) >
w ( ) )— Anknﬁ’

k>1, (1.7)
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along a deterministic sequenng— o, whereC(w) > 0 almost surely. Since the Central Limit
Theorem forX, holds, we also have

(1.8)

cf, e.g., [13, Remark 2.2].

Putting the bits and pieces together we conclude that tlenr@robability P20(0,0) always
decays diffusively in spatial dimensionk= 2,3, while, in dimensiongl > 5, it can decay as
slow aso(n2). (Ind = 1, the decay can be arbitrarily slow.) Further progress kas imade by
Boukhadral[14, 15] who showed that the transition from regdecayn—?/2 to anomalous decay
n-2+91) in d > 5 actually occurs in the class of power-law tails — with the@xenty = d/2in
P(0< awy < S) ~ & being presumably the critical for the anomaly to appead In5 this meshes
nicely with the annealed estimates obtained by Fontes anbiéa[23].

The combined results of [10, 14,115] provide definitive ansae all spatial dimensions except
d = 4, where [(1.b) and (11.7) differ by a logarithmic factor. Cargtions for time-dependent
environments (cf. Theorem 5.3 6f [10]) suggested thai (. pyesumably the one closer to the
truth, but any feasible method of proof seemed to requirdrabof off-diagonal heat-kernel
lower bounds. This would seem in turn to demand — in order to avelitous reasoning —
running a complicated induction along scales. We are theaseld to report on a conceptually
straightforward, albeit still technically complicatedppf of the following theorem:

Theorem 1.1 Assume @& 4. For every sequenc\, } with A, 1 oo, there exists an i.i.d. environ-
ment lawP with P(0 < ay, < 1) = 1, a random variable Cw) with P(C > 0) = 1 and a sequence
nk — oo such that for every & {ny},
logn
P21(0,0) > C(w)+—. 1.9
2(0.0)>Clw)5 o (19)

The conclusion is that the possibility of anomalous heatddedecay in the random conduc-
tance model extends to all dimensiath$> 4; yet ind = 4 the correction to diffusive behavior
is only logarithmic. We actually believe, although cannaoive, that similarly tad > 5 the up-
per bound in[(1)5) can be approached arbitrarily closelyvlitnot be attained in any given
environment. We formulate this as a conjecture:

Conjecture 1.2 Assume @& 4. For every i.i.d. environmeri with P(0 < a, < 1) =1,

n2 2n
me (0,0) — 0, P-as. (1.10)
We point out that the proof of the asymptofic (1.6)ir 5 does not seem to carry over to this
case and so presumably a new idea is needed h&vdate in revised versionThe conjecture
has in the meantime been proved in an upcoming preprint biuBjsLouidor, Rozinov and
Vandenberg-Rodes [12]. A novel input is the use of the Doteimh&rgodic Theorem.

Here is the main idea underlying the proof of Theofem 1.1.rtfeoto ensure that the chain
returns to its starting point at a required time, we can eitbeit arrive there more or less by
accident (the dominating strategydn= 2,3) or make it fall into (and hide inside) a specific trap
nearby which makes a later return to the starting point camably less difficult (the dominating
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strategy ind > 5). However, ind = 4 the difference between the two strategies is so subtle that
we can no longer force which trap the chain falls into; it reetmlfind one by itself. This puts us

in the class of ideas underlying the approach taken by Badrighd4,[15] to control thel > 5
anomaly in the class of power-law tails.

Remarks 1.3 (1) Should one desire to hae ({1.9) without a random constlaistcan be done
by making the range df's random.

(2) We did not try to optimize the tails of the distribution af, for which the anomalous
behavior occurs il = 4 although we think it is unlikely to occur in the class of poveaaw tails.
On the other hand, our method of proof — being closer to theaguh of [14) 15] — could
conceivably be adapted to yield a proof of a sharp thresholtié exponents that would yield
anomalous behavior id > 5.

(3) As in [10], we made no attempt to derive off-diagonalresties on the heat kernel. Thus,
in all casesd > 4, a question remains how one can reconcile the subdiffasagonal heat-kernel
decay with the standard heat-kernel decay that should eesatidity (at least on average) at the
diffusive space-time scale (by the CLT).

(4) The proof of the upper bounds_(I1.5) in [10] applies evendo-i.i.d. environments that
possess a “strong” component almost surely. (This can begiged by requiring that the law is
dominated from below by an i.i.d. law in which edges with pi@eiconductances percolate.) On
the other hand, it is not hard to construct correlated enwirents that would make the heat kernel
decay arbitrarily slowly (in ang > 1). A question remains whether there are some robust (e.g.,
moment) conditions that would imply a “standard” diffusivecay regardless of correlations.

(5) An interesting question is what strategy dominates e Xo, = 0 = Xp} when anoma-
lous decay occurs. In particular, does the walk visit at masttrap during its run or a sequence
of traps (with various “strengths” of trapping), ettpdate in revised versiorThis question has
also been resolved in the aforementioned preprint [12]p#th does spend a majority of its time
in a few very localized places.

(6) It would be interesting to see whether and how sddiffusivity of the random walk
among random conductances manifests itself in the behaVits loop-erasure Here we note
that, for instance, il = 2 the scaling limit of the loop-erasure of the simple randoaikvwon
the supercritical percolation cluster coincides with tfa@tthe ordinary simple random walk
— namely SLE (Yadin and Yehudayoff[[35]). The question is thus whethee can extend
this remarkable result to other dimensions (obviouslyhvaitdifferent scaling limit) and other
conductance laws.

The plan of the remainder of this paper is as follows. In tha section we collect the ideas
entering the proof and structure the main steps into prapanias and propositions. The proof
of the main theorem then can be given subject to a Key Lemmanitha&f 2.6) that controls the
number of traps the chain typically sees along its path. Teg lkemma is then subsequently
reduced to moment bounds on the corresponding humber faraesgrained chain; this is done
in SectionB. In Sectiohl4 we then invoke certain techniceisfabout the heat kernel for the
coarse-grained chain, and also the trap density, to justédfge moment bounds. These technical
facts are then proved in Sectibh 5 (trap density bounds) astdd®d @-V (heat-kernel estimates).
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2. KEY STEPS OF THE PROOF

A distinguished feature of the four-dimensional problemg dhe reason why the heat-kernel
anomaly is manifested only by logarithmic corrections hitithe leading contribution to return
probability may come from a whole range of spatial scalesticfpating some form of scale

invariance, we partitiofZ? into a sequence of (disjoint) annuli

Be:={x€2z%: 21— 1< |x. <2}, k>0. (2.1)

Let |Bx| denote the cardinality dBx. An opening step of the proof is the following version of a
standard (deterministic) Cauchy-Schwarz estimate.

Lemma 2.1 Suppose thad < w, < 1for all b. Then

M(0) < P9(%n € By)?

P21(0,0) >
w( ) = 2d & |Bk|

(2.2)

Proof. By the Markov property and reversibility
P2(0,0)= Y PL(0,X)P(x0)

xezd

(2.3)

_ n 2 Tw(0)
_XEZZU P%,(0,Xx) TR

Boundingg,(x) < 2d and using thafBy }x>1 form a partition ofZ9, we get

P?un 0,0) > T(0) in 0, 2 2.4
00257 5 5 PL0x @4)

>0X
By Cauchy-Schwarz, the sum oveexceedsBy| 1P (X, € By)?. O
In order to motivate our next step, we recall a classic argune, e.g., [13, Remark 2.2])

that shows how the CLT implie§ (1.8). Indeed, for= |3log,(n)| andn > 1 we have that
diam(By) ~ y/n and so thejuenchedCLT gives

PO(X,€By) >Ci(w) >0, P-as. (2.5)
Retaining only the corresponding term in the sum, fi@ < C'n%/2 we get

CG(w)  C(w)

2n
> —
Pu(0,0) 2 nd/2 d—4 n2

, (2.6)

whereC, > 0 a.s. This is the standard diffusive decay. The key ideanyidg our work is that,
in d = 4 there are environments for which order-togtherk’s contribute a comparable amount
to (2.2) — thus producing a lagmultiplicative term.

In order to state the requisite lower bound B\ X, € By) in dimension-independent form,
consider the abbreviation

t:=2% k>0, (2.7)
and note that this is the diffusive time scale associatel thigé spatial scale .
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Proposition 2.2 Letd> 4 and consider an i.i.d. laW satisfyingP(0 < w, < 1) = 1 for which
there exists a sequence - o such that the quantity

Pn =P > Vo) P (Yn < @y < Zp) ™2 (2.8)
obeys
Pn, logn, —— oo, (2.9)
{—s00

There are random variables;C=C; (w) and N = N3 (w), with C;(w) > 0and N (w) < « P-a.s.,
such that for all ne {n,},>1 with n> N;(w) and all k> 1 satisfying

(loglogn)® ¢ n
e <t < ogn (2.10)
we have ‘
P3(Xn € Bi) > Ca(@)pn—. (2.11)

Remark 2.3 Note that the fact thap, is summable om — which is seen, e.g., from the bound
Pn < P(¥n < an < 2,) — forces us to work with subsequences [in(2.9). On the othedha
the requirement of subpolynomial decaygpfis convenient, albeit perhaps unnecessary, for our
proofs. (Specifically, this assumption is used in Lemmakah@ 4.5 and also in the proof of
(B.17) from Lemmabk_414-4.5.) All of these steps will needeadevaluated when studying the
question for what tails does the anomaly start to occurin4. (Ind > 5, this question has been
addressed by Boukhadra [14) 15].)

Propositior 2.2 permits us to finish the proof of our main ltedtis important to note that in
(and only in)d = 4 we have that? ~ |By| which puts all terms in the sum ii_{2.2) on the same
order of magnitude.

Proof of Theoren 1]1 from Propositign P.Abbreviate6 := 1/[2(4d — 2)] and supposé = 4.
We may assume without loss of generality thatends to infinity so slowly that

A "2logn — . (2.12)
— 00

Let {n/}~1 be an increasing sequence of integers wijth- 1 and such that
1
A0 <2 (2.13)

We then define the environment Ia&&vo be an i.i.d. measure whose one-dimensional marginals
are concentrated ofL} U {n, *},>1 with probabilities

Plap=n;") =A%  £>1, (2.14)
and
P(owyp = 1) ::1—; Al (2.15)
>1
Note that, for this environment,
1
P = Pan=17P(wp=n, )" 2 > 22,1 =1, (2.16)

and so[(2.9) is implied for the subsequerece} by (2.12) and[(2.16).
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Now pick n € {n;},>1 with n > N;(w), whereN; as in Propositiol 22, and introduce the
shorthand?’(n) := {k € N: &logloan? < t, < n/log(n)}. LemmdZ1 and Propositién 2.2 imply

P2n 0.0 TQU(O) P(?)(Xn € Bk)z
©(0,0) > —5 PN Bl
> @cl(w)z(%)zz“!f(nﬂ, (2.17)

where we used thag/|Bi| > 274. Forn>> 1, we have Z'(n)| > 3log,n > Zlogn. Hence, for
n € {n;},>1 sufficiently large,

1(0)C1(w)? logn
512 Ann2’

This and the fact tha®2"(0,0) > 0 for all n > 1 imply the claim. O

It remains to construct the proof of Proposition]2.2. As iae éxamples showing anomalous
decay ind > 5, a mechanism that could makg(X, € Bx) large even whem > t (which is
outside the central-limiting scaling) is to let the wall fato atrap. In analogy with[[10, 14, 15],
we adopt the following (somewhat arbitrary) definition:

P21(0,0) > (2.18)

Definition 2.4 A trap at scalen is an edgéb = (y,z) such thatw, > Y» and such that for any
edgely # b incident with either or z,

1 2
<y <= 2.19
S S Wy s (2.19)
Let o7, (x) be the event on the space of environments xhata vertexneighboringa trap edge
at scalen. Let us abbreviate
By = {xeZ%: 21+ 2 < X < 2~ 3} (2.20)

and note thaB; C By and, in fact, digBg, By) > 3. In particular, ife/x(x) occurs forx € By, then
the corresponding trap(s) and the edges incident theralitie in B,. The effect of trapping is
captured by the next estimate:

Lemma 2.5 Letd> 1. Thereis an absolute constant< c;(d) > 0 such that for all nk > 1,
1 n/2-1
P2 (Xn € By) > - Eq ( ; 1{)([65?}1%()(4)) : (2.21)
/=0

Proof. For x € Z9 such thatez,(x) occurs, lety, z) be the trap edge that makes(x) occur. (In
the presence of more such edges next, tave pick the one that is smallest in a fixed complete
order onBY.) We assume that this edge is labeled so ttaidy are neighbors iZ.d. For¢ > 0,

we useDy(x, ¢) to denote the event

Da(x ) i= {X =X} 1 X1 =y}1 (] {Xme (12}}. (2.22)

m=/(+1
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First we note that

n/2-1
X eBt> |J U Dax0). (2.23)
xeBy (=0
on(X) oceurs

Indeed, orD(x,¢) (with x and? in the unions above) the walk at tinngs at one of the endpoints
of the trap, which are both By by the restrictiorx € By.

Next we claim that the unions iR (Z123) are disjoint, ils(x,¢) NDn(X,¢") = 0 for any pairs
of indices(x,¢) # (X ,¢') contributing to[(2.2B). This is because BR(x, ¢), the walk spends more
than half of its time crossing a single (trap) edge — nam@ly) in (2.22). This walk must have
entered the trap from vertexat time/ and so if(X, ') is distinct from(x, ¢), it cannot belong to
Dn(X,¢"). We conclude

n/2—-1
POXn €B) > Y Loy ; P2 (Dn(x,£)). (2.24)
/=0

0
xeBy,

The Markov property and a simple calculation imply

{—n
P9 (Dn(x,£)) > PS(X, = x)i <1+ @) : (2.25)

The last two terms are at mast/n for ¢; := (2d)~le~42d-1 . Once[[2.25) is used for all terms
in (2.24), the sums combine into the desired expectation. O

The proof of Proposition 212 is now reduced to the followingyd_.emma:

Lemma 2.6 (Key Lemma) Let d> 4. For any i.i.d. lawP satisfyingP(0 < a, < 1) =1 and
(2.9) for a sequencén,},>1, there areP-a.s. finite and positive random variables G Cy(w)
and N, = N;(w) such that for all ne {n,},>1 with n> N; and all k obeying2.10)we have

n/2—1
Eq ( /ZJ 1{X/EB§}1%(XZ)> > Co(w)pnti. (2.26)

Proof of Propositio 2.2 from Key LemniBhe conditions ok andn are identical, and combining

(2.26) with [2.21) we gef(2.11) wit; (w) := ¢1Co(w). O

3. PROOF OFKEY LEMMA

Our proof of the Key Lemma will require introduction of songehnical tools that we will first
try to motivate by giving a heuristic argument wiy (2.26) gldhold true.

Recall the notatior, from (2.4). By reducing the sum ih (226) to< ¢ < 2ty — which is
allowed becaust < n by the assumption$ (2.1.0) — the expectatior{in (2.26) pesttn paths
of the random walk on temporal scdleand spatial scal¢/tc. This is a diffusive scaling so one
might expect that the law of, will be already close to the stationary distribution, andstimore
or less uniformly distributed, oves,. The expectation of each term in the (reduced) sum should
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therefore be bounded below by a constant tifies;,(0)). As
P(n(0)) > pn, (3.1)

and as there are ordirterms in the (reduced) sum, this would yidld (2.26).

A fundamental problem with this reasoning is that, due tqulesence of very weak bonds, the
law of X, in By for tx < ¢ < 2t will notbe close to the stationary distribution at the requiredlleve
After all, the sole purpose of this note is to demonstratefdiiere of a local-CLT scaling! As
in [13,[10,/30/ 14, 15], we will circumvent this problem by ebgng the walk only on @&trong
componentnamely, the connected component of edigesth w, > a for some small enougtr
to be chosen momentarily. This walk already has good mixnogerties but, unfortunately, the
reduction of the expectation i (Z]26) to this walk involheesme change that will now need to be
controlled as well. And as this happens on the backgrouna ekpectation of a (large) random
variable, we will have to control moments of this random ahlé as well.

We now begin to formulate the aforementioned technical @sparecisely. Following up on
earlier work [13[ 10, 14, 15], we will introduce a cutaffand examine the connectivity properties
of the graphG,, with verticesZ® and edgegb: w, > a}. The key facts we will need are as
follows:

Proposition 3.1 Assume d> 2. Then there is p= po(d) € (0,1) such that whenevef(cw, >
a) > po, then the following hold®-a.s.:

(1) The graphG,, contains a unique infinite connected comporént = 6w o (W).

(2) The complemerid \ €»,a has only finite connected components.

If % denotes the connected componerZ®f Gw,a CONtaining x (with%y, = 0 for x € 6w o) and
dist,(x,y) is the shortest-path distance measureddyy, then also:

(3) Almost surely or{0 € Gwq},
lim sudeSt“’(o’ X <

X500 X|

(3.2)

(4) If diamy,(.%) denotes the maximum dfst,(y,2) over all pairs ofZ9-neighbors yz €
Go,a Of F, thendiam,(%#p) has all moments. (Naturallgiam,(0) = 0.)

Finally, let%, denote the union af#, for y running through neighbors of x . LetG/, denote
the graph obtained frora:, o by adding an edge between any ¥ 4. o with 4%,N%, # 0 and let
d,(x,y) denote the graph-theoretical distance measuredgn Then:

(5) For someg > 0,

Iimsupi Iog]P’(O,x € Gooq &d7,(0,X) < E]x\) <0. (3.3)

oo |X

Here and henceforthx| denotes the Euclidean norm of x.

Proof (Sketch)First note that all properties (2-5) are properly stocleafif monotone ira. (An
exception is the uniqueness 6%, ; which holds for alla by an argument of, e.g., Burton and
Keane[[16].) Our proof is best explained by running a cogrséning argument: Consider bond
percolation orZd with parametemp and call a unit cube of®vertices inZ® occupiedif all of its
edges are occupied. Two cubes are cafldfhcentif they share a side. By the result of Liggett,
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Stacey and Schonmarin [28], the fact that the cubes more ibimamck one apart are independent

permits us dominate the process of occupied cubes from bigyosite percolation orZ¢ with

a parameten (p), wheren(p) T 1 whenp 1 1. In particular, there igo € (0,1) such that for

all p > po, the occupied cubes percolate and the removal of the (ague)ninfinite component

of occupied cubes results only in finite components whosaeliars have an exponential tail.
Properties (1,2) now follow immediately by standard fadisut percolation orZ® while (4)

is the consequence of the fact that disi¥fx) will be bounded by the number of unit cubes

adjacent to the finite component of the cube-process (natdig$sontaining%y. Property (3) is a

consequence of Theorem 1.1 [of [2] while property (5) is aatestent of Lemma 3.1 df [13].0J

Now let us fixpg as in Proposition 3]1 and pidk € (0,1) by
P(wp > do) > Po. (3.4)

We will keep ag fixed throughout the rest of the paper. Note that the pragse(ti-5) in Proposi-
tion[3.1 apply to all cutoffer € (0, ap|.

Consider now a path of the Markov chaih For anyw with 0 € 4., «, Wwe define a sequence
To:=0,T1,Tp,... via

Tj+1 = inf{é > To—i—"'—l—Tj Xy € %oo.g} — (T0+"'+Tj) (3.5)
and
X = XT1+---+Tg7 £>0. (36)

The sequencéX,) -1 records the successive visits ) to the strong componefi., 5. Note
that we havelj < o for all j >0, Pg-a.s. In fact, there is a (deterministic) moment bound on the
time the walk can “hide” in a component @f' \ € o

Lemma 3.2 (Hidding time estimate) For x € Z9, let % = %(w) be as in Proposition_3]1.
Set ¢ := 4da 2. Then for allw € (0, 1],

El(T1) < co|%. (3.7)

Proof. This is a restatement of Lemma 3.8 from|[10]. d

A fundamental concept in the study of random walks in randawirenments is the “point of
view of the particle.” The idea is that instead of recordihg position of the walk relative to a
given environment, we follow the sequence of environmemas the walker sees along its path.
Explicitly, let 14 denote the “shift by’ which is formally defined by

(TxW)yz = Wyixz4x Xe Zda (y,2) € B, (3.8)

Given a trajectoryX = (X)n=0 of the coarse-grained random walk in environmenwith 0 ¢
Cw,a(W), the sequencéry w)n>o is itself a Markov chain on the space of environments with
stationary measure

Qa(=) =Q(—[0€ Cua), (3.9)

where
Q(dw) := @P(dw) for Z:=Em,(0). (3.10)
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Furthermore, sincE is ergodic with respect t(ry),.z4, abstract considerations (cf [9, Section 3])
imply thatQq is ergodic with respect to the Markov shift— 1y w, whereX, is sampled fronP?
andw from Q. Introduce also the shorthand

Po(—) 1= P(—|0 € Gua) (3.11)

and note thatQ, ~ P, for all a € (0,a0]. A direct consequence of these constructions and
Lemmd3.2 is that the time scales of the wlland the walkX are commensurate:

Lemma 3.3 For eacha € (0, ap] there isf3 = 3(d,a) € (0,) such that forP4-a.e.w,

F’B(i Tz>l3n> ——0. (3.12)
=1

Proof. Fix a € (0, ap] and letB be such that

B > Eq, (EQ(Th)). (3.13)

Such a choice is possible because the expectation on thégighite by Lemma 312, the bounds
m,(0) < 2d andP(0 € 4w «) > 0 and the fact thak|%| < «, as implied by Proposition_3.1(4).
The ergodicity of the Markov shift on the space of environtaémplies that, foiP4-a.e.w,

1 n
- ngg —— Eg,(Eg(T),  Pyas. (3.14)
The right-hand side is strictly less th@nand so the claim follows. O

As alluded to before, the reduction to the coarse-graindd,\@ad the resulting time change,
will need to be performed inside the expectation of randorratses

2y
Rk = ; Lono Lseryy (3.15)
=

which — as we will demonstrate soon — will serve as a lower loooim the sum in[(2.26). We
will need estimates on the first two momentsRak:

Proposition 3.4 (Moment bounds) Let d > 4 and suppose, obeys(2.9) for some sequence
{n¢}e>1. Leta € (0,ap]. Then there ar®,-a.s. finite and positive random variables € C3(w),
Cs =Cy(w) and N = Np(w) such that for all ne {n;},~1 with n> N, and all k satisfying(2.10)
we have
E2 (Ruk) > Ca(w)pntk (3.16)
and
2
EQ(R2k) < Ca(w) (onti) " (3.17)

The proof of these bounds is deferred to Sectidhs 4-7. Wenaill show how the ingredients
assemble in the proof of the Key Lemma:

Proof of Key Lemma from Proposition B.4&.is clear that it suffices to prove the statement for
Py-a.e.w and alla > 0 sufficiently small, because the supportfofan be covered by the union
of supports of?,, for somea, | 0. We will assume throughout thate {n,},>1.
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Let a € (0,a0] and letw be such that there is a unique infinite connected compaddgpt
whose complement has only finite connected components3 kef3(a,d) be as in LemmAa3l3
and supposé (3.112) is valid for this Assume also thaZs(w), C4(w) andN,(w) from Proposi-
tion[3.4 are finite and positive. Consider the event

2
&= {/Z T < ZBtk}. (3.18)
(=1

Now defineC, andN; as follows: LetCy(w) := 3Cs(w) and letNy(w) denote the least inte-
gern’ > Np(w) v € such that

t > e0909M" o Cy(0) > 4y /Ca(w)PY(EY). (3.19)

Clearly,N;(w) < « becausé(&°) — 0 ask — oo holds forw.

Having made the necessary definitions, we can now get to tbhalasgument. A starting point
is to notice that, for the paths of the random wiAlkelonging tasi andk such that Bty <n,>—1,
the sum in[(2.26) can be bounded belowRyy,

n/2-1
1g, ;0 Lixery Lonx) = Rokls. (3.20)

The upper bound i (Z.10) shows thét2 < "> — 1 oncen > €%, and so fom > N, it suffices to
derive the desired lower bound fBf,(Ryk14,) instead. For this we introduce

Fnk = {Rmk < Mpntk}7 (3.21)
whereM > 0 is a number to be determined momentarily, and write
EJ(Rukls) > EQ(Ruklans)
= Eg(Rnk) — EQ(RakLgenzny) — Eo(Raklze, ),

where we also used thRh i > 0.
It remains to estimate the three terms on the right-hand &id8.22). From the definition
of #nx we immediately have

EQ(Ruklsenzn,) < Mpntic PS(£S). (3.23)

For the last term in(3.22), sinae> Nj(w) > Na(w) andk obeys [(2.1D), the Markov inequality
and Proposition_314 yield

1 Cs(w
B9 (Roxls,) < o EQ(RE) < e

Along with (3.16) this shows that all three terms on the rilghand side of((3.22) are of the same
order. This permits us to turb (3122) into

(3.22)

EO (Ruxls) > (cg(w) ~ MP2(£°) — C4|\(/|w) ) Orti. (3.25)

Now setM := [C4(w)/Pg(c£‘;f)]l/2 and note that, by (3.19) and our choice@f w), the term in
the parenthesis multiplyingntk is at leasCy(w). O
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4. MOMENT BOUNDS ONRqk

At this point, the proof of our main result has been reducetiéganoment estimates from Propo-
sition[3.4. There are generally two types of technical idgmets we will need to invoke in
both cases: appropriate heat-kernel bounds and estimatie alensity of points € By N € o
where.o7,(X) occurs. To demonstrate the underlying reason for invokirege facts, let us again
begin by a heuristic argument that explains why the bounB(R, k) should hold true.

Consider the coarse-grained walkand letP,, denote its transition probability Gt . EX-
plicitly, using the notation(3]5) we have:

Pu(Xy) = PX(Xr, =), XY € G (W). (4.1)
Then we can write
2tk

ES(Rok) = ﬁUQ@>kmm (4.2)

XEBNGo <k'_tk
Since the temporal scatg and the spatial scale & are related by diffusive scaling, and the
chainX has good mixing properties, it is noguite reasonable to expect th&t is in the time
ranget, < ¢ < 2ty more or less evenly distributed oMBf N €% . In particular, the sum overin
@.2) is at least of ordeui_d/z, uniformly inx € By N %x,q. The bound[(3.16) is thus reduced to
estimating the lower density of}, in By N e q.

Unfortunately, the desired lower bound é@(o, X) does not seem to be presently available in
the literature and so we will have to state and prove it here:

Lemma 4.1 Let d> 2. For eacha € (0,dp] there is a constantz> 0 and aPg4-a.s. finite
random variable N = N4(w) such that

2tkA
S PL(0,%) > caty @2 (4.3)

=ty
holds for all xe Bx N 6w o Wheneverg> Na(w).
(We note that our proof of this lemma produces directly a ldoon the sum, not on the in-

dividual terms.) As already alluded to above, we will need¢ambine this with the following
bound on the density of occurrencesdf in the seBxN G o:

Lemma4.2 Letd> 4 and suppose thg2.9) holds for some sequene,},~1. Leta € (0, ag).
There is a constantsc= c4(d, a) < « and aP4-a.s. finite random variable \= Ns(w) such that
for all n € {n;},>1 with n> Ns(w) and all k with > logn,

L(x) > Capn|By- (4.4)

XEBy NG
Deferring the proof of these lemmas to the next sections,hgerve that the bound on the first
moment ofR, k is now reduced to two lines:

Proof of (3.16) from Lemmad_4]2.The rewrite [(4.2) and the bounds_(4.3) ahd {(4.4) imply the
desired estimate wit@3(w) := czcqinfy \Bk]tk_d/z and, e.9.Na(w) := (@) v N5 (). O
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Next we turn our attention to the second momenigf. It is not unreasonable to expect that
here we will need some form ofpperbounds on the heat kernel anpperbounds on the density
of vertices where, occurs. Some version of the former is already available:

Lemma 4.3 Letd> 2. For eacha € (0, ap], there is aP4-a.s. finite random variable £=
Cs(w) such that forP4-a.e.w,

Ce(w)

sup PL(0,x) < . 0>1 (4.5)
XEGew,q (W) © 0472
Proof. This is a restatement of Lemma 3.2 frdm][10]. O

WeAWiII need to boost this into an estimate on the Green’'stfancassociated with random
walk X. Forx,y € ¢ o this function is defined by

Go(%,Y) 12%%(&)/) = (1-Pw) H(xy). (4.6)

In order to ease the notation, for amyand anyf,g: Z4 — R with finite supports, let

(900 = ; F(x)g(x) (4.7)

denote the inner product with respect to the counting measufs., . (A more natural inner
product to consider would be that with respect to measyyeestricted tos., . However, the
above is what naturally comes up in our calculations; caiwas to other inner products will be
the subject of Lemma 6.3.) We will then need:

Lemma 4.4 Letd>4anda € (0,a0]. There are g < 0, n < » and aP4-a.s. finite random
variable N; = Ns(w) such that for all > Ns(w) and all k with § > logn, the function

fk(X) 1= Logx LixeBen G a) (4.8)
obeys
. Lop La(y)
(fi, G i), < Cs{ (log n)”tE/er o oa3 (- (4.9
w X7y68;%?a 14 |x—y|d-2
[x—y|>logn

The proof of Lemma& 414 will require some non-trivial mangidns withoff-diagonalheat-
kernel bounds and is therefore also deferred to the nexbsesctin order to estimate the sum on
the right-hand side, we will also need to prove:

Lemma 4.5 Letd> 3 and suppose thal2.9) holds for some sequende,},~1. Then there is
a constant g < « and alP-a.s. finite random variable §\= Ng(w) such that, for all ne {n;}¢>1
and all k with § > logn,

Lo Lon(y) 2,1+0/2
IR ZhY) < e p2id /2, (4.10)
XYEB NG a l+|x—y|d ? )
[x—y|>logn
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As we will see in the next section, this will be easy to proveewe have a uniform bound
on the density of#, in large rectangular subsetsBf. We will now show how these ingredients
combine into the upper bound &§,(R2,)

Proof of (8.17)from Lemmabk 4]4=4.5hroughout, let us assume that {n,},~1. Note that, by
(2.10), the conditiorty > logn from Lemmag 44415 is satisfied. Rechll{4.8). Writlﬁi;< as
the sum offy(X;) fu(Xy) over pairst, ¢’ with ty < ¢,¢' < 2t, the positivity of all terms permits us
to estimate the sum as twice the same sum withnow obeying, < ¢ < ¢’ < 2tx. Applying the
Markov property and reparametrizing by means of ¢ — ¢ yields

<2y % S PL0)PL(6Y) () f(y), (4.12)

>t XYECw,a

where we also extended the summation rangésamids to infinity. Plugging [(4.5) forﬁﬁ,(o, X),
the sum ove¥ can be estimated by an integral with the result

D (R2)) < 2Cs(®) g o (b — 1™ V21, G i), @12)

Lemmad 4.4 an 4.5 now tell us that, foe> Ns(w) V Ng(w) andty > logn, the inner product
is bounded bycspn(log n)”ts/ 24 c5csp§t|i+d/ 2. Now, by [Z.I0) we in fact havélogn)1+2 < t,

for n>> 1 and so, bynlogn > 1 (as implied by[(2.9)),

d/2 d/2

(logn)t,'“ < p2(logn)™+2, <p2t1+d/2 (4.13)

oncen exceeds some finitey. Summarizing,
(tc— 1) V2(f, G i), < 205(1+ Cs) PAt7 (4.14)

is valid oncen > ny andty obeys[(2.1D). The desired claim thus follows for the choldgsv) :
N3(w) V Ns(w) V ng andCy(w) := 2¢5Cq(w)[1+ Cs).

o

5. DENSITY ESTIMATES

The goal of this section is to derive the necessary estintateserning the density of occurrences
of eventar, in ByN % o and thus establish Lemmasi4.2 4.5. Both of these lemnianakie
use of the following claim:

Lemma5.1 For numberst, € (0,1), let Zy1,Zn2,... be i.i.d. Bernoulli random variables with
parameterB,. If {nc}i>1 is a sequence with, logny — c as k— o, then for anye > 0,

nd S ]P(enl

ne{nc: k>1}  m>e(logn)?

S 7 ¢(1/2,2)> < oo, (5.1)
=1

Proof. By the exponential Chebyshev inequality,

P(i g Zj & (Y2 z)) < 2e ¢mbn (5.2)
BnmJ:]_ N ) = )
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where{ := min{3—e,%; — e 1}. The sum ovem is dominated by its lowest term which, by
6,logn — oo, tends to zero faster than any polynomiahin O

We begin with the proof of the upper bound which is easier beeshere one can immediately
drop the restriction that the points be contained in theiiaficluster.

Proof of Lemm&Z]5Supposel > 3. Let/Ay(x) = x+ [£,£]9N Z% and abbreviaté\, := A,(0).
First we claim that, for somB,-a.s. finite random variable’ = N'(w),

1
Sup max max —— 1,02 <2 (5.3)
ne{n X€Mn Zlogn<¢<n PAlA| ze/\Z(x) @
n>N'(w) '

wherep/, := P(.<%,(0)). To see this, partitioZ® into 6-translates 0f6Z)% and label these b,
i=1,...,69. Clearly, it suffices to show the above by (x) replaced by\,(x) := Ay(x) N Z¢
— including the normalization — for eadh Note that the events#(z), z € Aj(x), are i.i.d.
with probability pj. Now fix n € {n;},>1, set, := p, m:= |A}| and observe thah > (logn)?
when/ > %Iog n. The probability that the maxima oveiand/ in (5.3) exceed 2 is then bounded
by then-th term in [5.1). The Borel-Cantelli lemma and (5.1) imghat this will occur only for
finitely manyn € {n;}/>1, Pg-a.s., thus provind (5 3).

Now pickn > N'(w), useD := {2™: m > 0} to denote the set of dyadic integers and consider
the sum in the statement of the lemma. We have

Lo Lony) Loaw Lon(y)
e a3 S — (5.4)
X.)gBk 1+‘X_y‘d 2 Mgl[) X.;k 1+Md 2
|x—y|>logn llogn<M< /i M<|x—y|<2M

For a fixedx, we extend the sum ovgrtoy € Ay (x); sinceM > % logn, the sum of the indicator
of o (y) is then less than@|Aam| < 2p,(4M 4 1)9. The summation range afcan subsequently
be extended td\s with s:= /t, which containsy. Invoking (5.3), this yields

(4M +1)¢

rh.s. of B#< 4(p))*(2vEk+1)" T (5.5)
N MeD
5 logn<M</
It is now easy to check that the right-hand side is of o;mﬁiﬁd/z. O

Proof of Lemm&a4]2Supposal > 4. For the lower bound we will invoke some more sophisticated
facts about percolation id > 3. Letp:=P(w, > o) and letM be a dyadic integer such that the
bond percolation with parameterin the slab

Hum(0) :={6,0+1,... . 0+M—1} x 7971 (5.6)

of width M contains an infinite cluster almost surely. The existenceuch anM is guaranteed
by Grimmett and Marstrand [25]. In particular, by the uninegs of the infinite component in the
slab (e.g., via Burton and Kearie [16]) the restrictiorghf, to Hy(¢) contains a unique infinite
connected componefi, o (¢) P-a.s. Note tha%., o (¢) is independent of the edges with at least
one endpoint outsidBy (¢).

AbbreviateSy 1= {X = (x,...,%) € (3Z)9: x; € 3MZ} and let.#!(x) denote the subset
of @,(x) containing the configurations such that a trap occussveith the trap edgéy,z) such
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thaty := x— & andz:=x—2&,. (Here & := (1,0,...,0).) Clearly,
Lopw = Y Yoo lixetu a3} (5.7)

XEBLNGe a €7 X€BNSm
A key point of the construction is that, conditional on alfimite clusters{%w. (3/M): ¢ € Z},
the event o7, (X): X € Uyez €w.a (3¢M) NS} are i.i.d. with probabilityp;, := (.2, (0)).
To estimate the right-hand side 6f (5.7), 18t denote theg-algebra generated by the restric-
tion of w to the union of slabg),.; Hu(3¢(M) and introduce thefu-measurable) quantity

Q= ; Y Llxetua@m))- (5.8)
(€7, XEBNSMm
LemmdX5.1 and the aforementioned independence yield
1 1
]P’< Loy Lixetna(3m)} < —‘%) < oo, (5.9)
ne%j} ‘. tgogn prllegerB;stM () XG0 a(BM)} = 5

Q> (logn)?

Therefore, in light of the restrictioy > logn, there existdN, = N.(w) such that
nZNé>n€{nj}> 1

imply Ly > 5Pk (5.10)

t > logn, Q¢ > (logn)? xeB‘;Zm%,,g =2

But the Spatial Ergodic Theorem yiel@&/|B;| — ¢ € (0,1), wherey is (1/3)9~2 of the (non-
random) density o%%, 4 (0) in the hyperplangx € Z: x; = 0}. Hence, there iBl = NZ(w) such
thatn > N andt, > logn forcesQy > %w|Bk| and (byd > 2) alsoQx > (logn)2. Noting that
Pn < 2dp},, the claim follows withNs := N& v NZ andcs := Fy/(2d). O

6. HEAT-KERNEL INPUT: UPPER BOUND

Here we establish the first part of the claims involving heankl bounds that are needed in
the proof of Proposition_3l4. Specifically, we will give theopf of Lemma 4.4. The strategy
is to convert this to the same problem for the simple randork wa the supercritical percola-
tion cluster. For this random walk we can apply existing issobtained earlier by Biskup and
Prescott[[13] and Barlow and Hambly [6].

Givena < (0, ap), let us regaré., 4 as a graph with edge set inherited fréme BY: w, > a}.
Let Isa,w denote the transition probability for the simple randomknai %%, o (w) which is the
Markov chain for the conductances that are set to one forsenigé.,, , and to zero otherwise.

Let a(w(x, y) = (1— Isa@)*l(x,y) be the Green’s function for the transition kerﬁ@,{w.

Lemma6.1 Letd>3anda € (0,ag]. Then forPy-a.e.w,

~ ¢ :
Ga,w(X,y) < m it [x—y|>&AS, (6.1)
where{S(w): X € ¢ q } are random variables satisfying
P(Sc>T|XEGma) <€, 1>0, (6.2)

for some constant§;,€,, 0 € (0,).
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Proof. This is a restatement of the upper bound from Theorem 1.2 déBand Hambly[[6]. [
In addition we will need to make the following observation:

Lemma6.2 Letd>3anda € (0,ap]. Then
EqGe.a(0,0) < co. (6.3)

Proof. We will plug into explicit expressions derived in [13]. Let use

dw(X) = Z 1{0%120(} (64)
yily—x=1
to denote the degree gfin the graphés o (w). Let
~ 1 th L~
Xy)i=——9Y —e "PL(x, 6.5
qt( y) dw(Y) n; nl w( y) ( )

denote the continuous-time heat kernel associated witlsithple random walk or%, 5. We
claim that the random variable

Ki(w) = supt¥/%g;(0,0) (6.6)

t>1

satisfiesEK; < . This is seen as follows: By way of our assumptidd)P(w, > o) < 1itis
not hard to check that the random variafiig,(0)~* defined in [13, Eq. (6.5)] has a stretched
exponential tail and thus has all positive moments. [By [¥8pBsition 6.1],K;(w) is bounded
by a constant timeSiso(0) ¢ and soK1(w) has all moments as well. The observation

Goa(0.0)=do(0) [ G(0,0)ct < 1+ 2dKy(e) [ 197t 6.7)
0 1

now proves the claim. a
We will use this in conjunction with the following comparisstatement:

Lemma 6.3 Suppose & 3and leta € (0, ap]. Then forP4-a.e.w and any (positive!) function
f! Gewa(w) — [0,0) with finite support,

(1,Gut), < (%)zﬁ,éa,www. (6.8)

Proof. Informally, the comparison between the quadratic form&if)(is a consequence of the
fact that the Green'’s function, being the inverse of the ggtoe of the Markov chain, is non-
increasing, as an operator, in the conductances. Nonsthe&le the stationary measures for the
two chains are different, the only way we can see how to emhiisyobservation rigorously is
by way of introducing an intermediate Markov chain.

Recall our notatior,,(x) for the degree ok in 4. o (w) and consider the following transition
kernel on%, 4:

%(X)_lal{wxyZa}, if |X_y| = 17
Pu(X,Y) i= { 1— 1my(X)~adg,(x), if x=y, (6.9)
0, otherwise
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The distinction compared to the Markov chain describedlsta,yis that this chain is delayed
at eachx for a time that is geometrically distributed with parametet,,(x)1,(x) 1. As the
Green'’s function counts the expected number of visits tozargpoint, the Green’s functio@,,
corresponding t®,, satisfies

To(Y)
ady(y)

(This can be also checked directly frgi—P ) (X,y) = adg(X) @,(x)*l(l— Pw)(x,y) as implied

by 6.9).) The reason for consideration Bf, is that, unlikeP,,, this chain is stationary and
reversible with respect tm,,. As a consequence of the easy operator bound

1-P,>1-P, ON L2 (G, Thy), (6.11)

Go(X,Y) = Ga.w(X,Y) (6.10)

we thus have,, < G, on 0?(Gw.a, ). Using(f,g)n, to abbreviate the canonical inner product
in £2(%%w q, ), for positive functionsf we now get

- 1 A 1, =
(1.Guf)y < 2 (F.6af)y < —(£.Gof)y

2d,, ~ 2d\2,, ~
< (18wl < (5) (FGa0f), (6.12)
where we usedr < 11, < 2d, d,(x) > 1 and [6.10) to get the first, third and last inequalities and
(6.11) to get the second inequality. O

We are now ready to assemble the ingredients in the uppedimuiB),(R? ,):

Proof of Lemma4l4First we note that the random variable%) from Lemmd 6.1 satisfy an a.s.
estimate. Indeed, a Borel-Cantelli argument shows thaarfigrd > 1/ there is aPy-a.s. finite
random variabl&k = K(w) such that

max S(@) < [logtd?,  t>K(w). (6.13)

XEBYNGoo

Assuming (without loss of generalityj > 1 and substituting (611) whex—y| > [log n® into
the definition ofG4 (,(X,y) we thus get

~ 1o01les
L D W v v =2 (6.14)
; XYEB NG a
[x-y|>(logn]® \x—y\kzlogn

for some absolute constag = cs(d). For the pairgx,y) with |x—y| < [logn|®, here we drop
the indicators ofez,(x) and.e7,(y) and invoke the standard fact

Ga.0(Y) < Ga.w(%X) " Ga,w(y:Y) " (6.15)
Now we apply Cauchy-Schwarz (still under the restrictior y| < [logn]®) to get
W) Y)GawdY < Y Gaw(xX). (6.16)
X,YEB N0 o

x—y|<[logn]? |x—y|<[logn)®
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Summing ovey yields a multiplicative term of ordetogn]?¢ definingn := d@. The sum ovek
is then estimated using the Pointwise Spatial Ergodic Téraoand the bound on the Green's

function from Lemma_6)2 by a constant timééz, providedty is sufficiently large. Combining
(©.14) and[(6.16), the claim follows. O

7. HEAT-KERNEL INPUT. LOWER BOUND

Our final task in this paper is to establish the lower boundemimd 4.11. Unable to directly plug
into estimates that exist in the literature, we will havedproduce the corresponding argument
leading to Proposition 5.1 of Barlow![3] which is itself bdsen ideas adapted from Fabes and
Stroock [22] and Nash [33]. A slight drawback of this routehat we have to work with the
continuous time version of the chak o

Fix w with 0 € %, o and consider the (constant-speed) Markov pro2ess(X;)t>0 0N €w. q
with generatot%; , that is defined by

(Lawf)(X) = ; I5w(x,y) [ fy)— f(x)]> X € Co,q- (7.1)
Y€ bw,a

Alternatively, X; 1= >A(Nt, whereN; is the rate-one Poisson process at timieet g;(x,y) denote the
associated heat kernel,

PX(X% =)
Th(Y)

where, abusing the notation slight®, denotes the law of with PX(Xo = x) = 1. (The normal-
ization ensures; (x,y) = q:(Y,x).) We will need the following estimate:

Qt(x,y) = 3 X,y e (500.(17 (72)

Proposition 7.1 Letd>2anda € (0,ap]. There are constants,c> 0 andé > 0 and alP4-a.s.
finite random variable R= Ry(w) such that folP,-a.e.w and all all R> Ry(w),
min q(0,x) > c,e {R° R4 >R (7.3)

XEGw.a
[X[<R

Before we delve into the proof of this claim, let us see howniplies Lemma 4]1:

Proof of Lemma&4l1Consider the quantities

5t n
&wﬁj/wdé*i- (7.4)

= n!

Then, sinceX; has the law oK, atn := Poissorit),

To(X) 3tkdtqt(O,x) - lenw(o,x)amk. (7.5)

4
3k n

By Propositior 7. witlR := /i, the integral on the left is ordei_d/2 uniformly in x € ByN
Gw,a- Sinceank < 1, P7)(0,x) <1 andrg,(x) > a, it suffices to show

ank<e S k>1, (7.6)
N tic, 2tk
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for somec > 0. LetZ;,7Z,,... be i.i.d. exponential with parameter one. Tragn is the proba-
bility that Y, := Z1 + - - + Zny1 € [5t, 3t]. But the mean o¥, is n+ 1 andZ; has exponential
moments. So, by Cramér's theorem (cf, e.g., den Hollar2fer Theorem 1.4]) this probability
is exponentially small in the distance ofo [3t, 3t], which is at least./3. O

The remainder of this section will be spent on proving Prdjmrs[Z.1. In order to appreciate
better the forthcoming definitions, it is instructive to ckéhow the desired lower bound is de-
rived for continuous diffusions in uniformly elliptic emanments — i.e., diffusions oRY with
generator(Lf)(xt) := ¥ ; 4 (aj(x,t)d; f)(x,t), whered; is the partial derivative with respect
tox;, i =1,...,d, and where the coefficients= (a;j) are uniformly elliptic in the sense that, for
someA < (0,1), allx € RY and allt > 0,

d
ATHEP< S aj(x &g <A[EP &R (7.7)
ij=1
Here Fabes and Stroock (cf[22, Section 2]) invoke an argtiofédash [33] that goes as follows:
Lety— M4(t,x,y) denote the transition density for the above diffusion sthetx and observed
at timet. Setting

Ha(t) := /dye‘my|2 logla(t,zy) (7.8)

one then shows, via a differential inequality fors H,(t), thatH,(t) > ¢/(A) uniformly for all
t € [0,1], all ze RY with |z] < 1 and alla as above (cf[22, Lemma 2.1]). Invoking the Chapman-
Kolmogorov equations,

Fa(2,0,x) > /dze‘"1Z|2 Fa(1,0,2)la(1,2X). (7.9)

But M4(1,z,x) = I5(1,0,x— z) for & denoting the map o& under a linear transformation (shift
and reflection) ofR? and so by taking logs and applying Jensen’s inequality ferptobability
measure €2°dz (cf [22, Lemma 2.6]) we get

logla(2,0,x) > 2c/(A). (7.10)

By virtue of shifts and scaling (recall thBt, is aspatialdensity and the heat equation is invariant
under the diffusive scaling of space and time), the factttiatholdsuniformlyin a implies the
desired claint 5(2t,x,y) > € Mt=92 for [x—y| < VA.

There are several technical obstacles that prevent a dipptication of this argument to our
present setting. The three most important ones are as fallow

(1) Our spatial variables are discrete, so the diffusivéirsg@&annot be used.

(2) Our environment is not uniformly elliptic on all scales, we have to truncate the integral
in (Z.8) to “good” regions.

(3) The derivation of the differential inequality for— H(t) in [22] does not carry directly
over to the discrete setting.

Fortunately, all of these obstacles have already been ssketteby Barlow in his derivation of
a uniform lower bound on the heat-kernel for the random walkhe supercritical percolation
cluster; cf[3, Proposition 5.1]. So we just need to adaptddéds reasoning while paying special
attention only to the steps that require modifications dwee (&ightly) more general setting.
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Supposew is such that 0= 4. o and recall that digf(x,y) stands for the graph-theoretical
distance or., o betweenx andy — i.e., the length of the shortest path fronto y over edges
with w-conductance at least. ForR > 1, let

KR 1= {X € Gw,q: disty(0,X) < R}. (7.11)
Introduce the function
P(x) = <—RAdiS‘;;<X’ K@)z (7.12)
and consider the weighted measure- v, defined by
V(X) 1= Vi 1 (X) T (X), (7.13)

whereVr 1= 5, ¢ (X)Th,(X). This v will be the analogue of the probability measuréﬂéﬂzdy in
the continuum setting. Fixe Kgr and abbreviate

Wat (y) = IOg(Vth (Zv y))v (714)
wherey — Vrat(zy) is the analogue of the transition dendity. Finally, let
Hz(t) :== Ey (Wz7t(’)) (7.15)

play the role of the quantity in (7.8). A starting point of ttierivation of a differential inequality
for t — Hy(t) is the following bound:

Lemma 7.2 Abbreviatedy, := T,(X)Pw (X, y). Then for any = Kg,

VegtHe) = 3 5 @(900 A 90) Wer0) ~ Wer(y)]
X,YERR

) ’
“2,2 % om0 (7.16)

Proof. This is proved by literally following the calculation thagdins at the bottom of page 3070
and ends on line (5.9) on page 3071/[df [3]. The fact that we distg instead of (perhaps more
natural) d,-distance is immaterial for the calculation. O

Next we will estimate the terms on the right-hand side[of @y.. INotice that, by[(3]2), the
graph-theoretical distance djg0,x) and the/>-metric |x| are commensurate i, . In partic-
ular, Kg is contained and contairfs-balls of radius of ordeR and, by ergodicity of the infinite
cluster,Vg thus grows proportionally t& asR — .

Lemma 7.3 There is g < « and aP4-a.s. finite random variable R= R;(w) such that

- (00— 9(¥)?

X.y;way BTAB() <cVRRZ, R Ry(w). (7.17)
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Proof. Let x,y € Kr and setk := dist,(x, Kg) A dist,(y,Kg) ands := dist,(x,y). Then|¢(x) —
¢ (y)| < (2ks+s?)R2 and so, sincé& > 1,

(d(x)— 9 (y))? 2ks+\2_ —2 4
o006 (y) §( ” ) R™“ < 9R “dist,(x,y)". (7.18)
Therefore,
L.h.s. of [ZIT)K 9R 2 § hy o T(w). (7.19)
where "
ha (@) = Lj0ce, o} G 2 dist,(0,2)%. (7.20)

Bounding dis, (0, z) < diam, (%) for cx, > 0, using that diay(%) has all moments by Propo-
sition[3.1(4) and noting that the sum oue&s, equalsr,(0) < 2d, we haveEh, (w) < . Since
(3.2) permits us to dominate the sum oxef Kg by that over a cube of side proportiorial the
Spatial Ergodic Theorem shows that the suni_in (7.19) is bedity a constant timeég onceR
exceeds a random quanti(w). O

Lemma 7.4 There is a constantge< 0 and alP4-a.s. finite random variable R= Ry(w) such
that for all z,

PRI (LZE%) <GVRR2  R>Ry(w). (7.21)
XeKryeKE )

Proof. Since dist,(x, Kg) < dist,(x,y) whenevex € Kr andy € K§, we can dominate

¢ (x) < R2disty(x,y)? < R 2dist,(x,y)* (7.22)
for each pai, y contributing to the sum. Dropping the ratio of teterms, the result is estimated
by the right-hand side of (7.1.9). O

Corollary 7.5 For R> Ri(w) vV Ry(w) and all ze Kg, the function
1
t— Hy(t) +Z(C3+09)R_2t (7.23)
is non-decreasing ofD, ).

Proof. Let h(t) := H,(t) + 7(Cs + Co)R~2t and note that, by Lemmas .37V (t) exceeds the
first term on the right-hand side ¢f(7]16). In particuldct) > 0. O

The bounds on the last two terms|fin (7.16) suggest that psriap the first term should be at
least of ordeR 2. This is indeed the case thanks to:

Lemma 7.6 (Weighted Poincaré inequality)For any a € (0, ap], there is a constantig =
cio(a,d) > 0 and aP4-a.s. finite random variable 2= Rs(w) such that

VLS @ (0() A1) [ F(x) — F()]* > croR 2 Vary (f) (7.24)
Xy

holds for any R> Rz and any function f €% o (w) — R with support in k.
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Proof. We will reduce this to the corresponding statement_in [3,0Fém 4.8]. Consider the
collection of conductancegu,y) defined by

By = Ly g1 Lwgza) Lixeua)y XY € 2%, (7.25)

and letk () := Vg ' (X) Lxez, ,}dw(X), Where we recall the notation (6.4) and wh¥feis the
number that makes a probability measure. By Theorem 4.8 and the fact tpais “very good”
(in the language of [3]) oncR exceeds a random quanti®(w), we have

V'S @y (9 (9 A0 (y)) [F(x)— F()]* > &R Vary(f) (7.26)
Xy

for some constard,™ 0, provided thaR > R3(w). (Here is where it is essential thixtis defined
using the distance measured on the percolation graph.) The boundd,(x) > (2d) 17z, (x)
for X € 6w,q yields

Var (f) = ZK(X)[f(X)—EK(f)]Z

X

Vk 1 Vr 1
z\i%;v(x)[f(x)—EK(f)]zz\7—2%Varv(f), (7.27)

where we noted that the second sum is further decreased B is replaced byE,(f).
(Namely,ar E((Z—a)?) is minimized bya=EZ.) Sincewyy < a~1dyy, (Z.26-£7.2V) now yield
the claim withcyg := a(2d)~1¢,. O

The core part of the calculation is now finished by noting tikfving fact:
Lemma 7.7 Let=¢&(T,R 2) be defined b¥(T,R,2) := sup.t Sup,qt(z y)Vr. Then
[log€— H(1)}?

o¢
holds for allt> T and all z€ €« q.

var, (Wy) > (P(f,(distw(z,)?() <2R) - 9e2+Hz(t>> (7.28)

Proof. This is justified by following the calculation in displays.85.9) of [3] just stopping short
of substituting the explicit bound (5.2) at the very laspste O

Now we are ready to start constructing the proof of the loveema ong; (0, x). Supposel > 2.
First we notice that we do not need to prove the desired claimalft > R2 and|x| <R; it suffices
to prove it fort a constant multiple larger ang| a constant multiple smaller than is dictated by
these bounds. (We will find it is easier to prove this usfpgdistances; hence the formulation
using those).

Lemma 7.8 Leta € (0,ap]. There exists &4-a.s. finite random variable )= Rg(w) and
a constant c=c(d,a) € (0,1) such that the following is true: If for some decreasing fiorct
s— B(s) € (0,1), a constant € (0,%) and all integers R> R,

min - min q(xy) >BIR?) R t>R/n, (7.29)

XECw,a YEbwo,a
Xl <R [y—Xo<nR
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then for all R> 4Rs/n,
min - min q(xy) > [cn®BIRYYVTRY >R (7.30)

XECwa YECwa
Xl <NR [y—X=<R
It is worth noting that this does not follow by a simple resoglof R. Indeed, to reduce the
lower bound on the range bbne has to also reduce the separation betwesaTdy.

Proof of Lemmd_ 7]8.Abbreviate/An(x) := X+ [-N/2,N/2/9NZ% and setp := P(0 € Gwq).
By the Spatial Ergodic Theorem, there exists a random Merigp= R;(w) such that, for all
N > R, every box/An(x) with x € (NZ) and |x| < 4N/n, will contain at least; pN® vertices
of Gwa. SetRs 1= 4R;/N, pick R> R and note thaN := [nR/3| > R;. Now pick X,y € G o
with X/ < NRand|y— x| < Rand letz, ..., zn € (NZ)¢ be a path such that

|Zlo <R and |zi1—7lo=N, i=1...m-1 (7.31)
and

IX— 2l <N and |y—2zniifo <N. (7.32)

It is not hard to check that such a path exists fon K m < 4/n — 1. By Chapman-Kolmogorov
and the fact thatg,(-) > o 0N %w.q,

m-1
m

dme(X,y) > o (7.33)

|'!)qt(>q,m1)
XLEAN(ZD)NGwog  XmEAN(Zm)NGuwa 1=
wherexg := x andxm, 1 := Y. Since
X —Xis1fo <X —Zlo 42— Ziafo + [Xir1—Zi1|o <3N <NR, (7.34)

we are permitted to apply the lower boud (7.29) to each tertheé product. Along with the
bound| A (zm) N Ge,a| > 3PNY, this yields

am(xy) > (3apN)"(BER2R™ 1> R/n. (7.35)
Writing t for mt, invoking the monotonicity of — B(tR~2) and the bounds/lj < m+1< 4/n
the claim follows withc := Ja p3~9. O

Our task is thus to establish the premise (I7.29) of the pusviemma. We begin by recalling
the following bounds from [13]: There isi,-a.s. finite random variablg = to(w) and constants
5,86 < o such that fofPy-a.e.w and allt > to(w),

sup sup qi(z,x) < &t~9/? (7.36)
€Kt XECw o

and N
SUpEg, dist,(z, %) < GeV1. (7.37)
zeKy

These are implied by [13, Propositions 6.1,6.2] via the gt (6.33-6.37) in [13] and also the
fact that the graph-theoretical distance, the Euclideatadce and also the distance associated
with the Markov chainX on %w.a are commensurate; cf Proposition]3.1(3-5). Incidentakig,
latter also yields

Vr < &R, R> Ry(w), (7.38)
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for some constant;"< o« and aP-a.s. finite random variablg; = Ry(w).
Introduce the constants:= &¢&7(246)% and¢ := 3¢10(144¢)~* and define

& 2
y:=(2|log€]) Vv (2+1og36) v (24§6) \/\/CBLCQ. (7.39)

Lemma 7.9 There is aP4-a.s. finite random variable R= R;(w) such that for all R> Rz(w)
and T:= R?/(24¢)?,

Then we have:

sup Hg(t) > —v, ze Ko (7.40)
T<t<2T

Proof. SettingRs(w) :=sup{R>0: T <tp(w)}, defineRs(w) := max_;  sR(w). First we
note that, fort € [to(w),2T] andz € Kg,, (Z.37) implies

_ . _ - _6vf 1
P (dist,(z %) > 5R) < P5(disty(z %) > 3R) < cﬁ% <5 (7.41)
By (7.36), Lemm&7]7 holds for our choicesofandc, and [7.28) then becomes
[log€—H(t)]* / 1 +Hy(t)
> 2 (=— z .
Var, (Wyy) > - ( ¢ ) (7.42)

provided thaR > R4V Rs, z€ Kg/» andt < [T, 2T].

Suppose now that the supremum[in (7.40) is less thgrior somez € Kg/,. Then (byy <
2+log36) we would have %+t < Y36 and, by way of the fact thata— h)? > :h? holds
wheneveh < —2|a|, also[log¢ — H,(t)]2 > H,(t)2. The right-hand side of {7.42) would then be
at least(144¢) ~1H,(t)? for all t € [T, 2T]. If R> Ry, Lemmas 7.1, 73, 7.4, 7.6 then give

1
HA(t) > 26 R™2H,(t)% — 2(03+09)R’2 > &R 2H,(t)%,  te|T,2T]. (7.43)

But integrating ovet [T, 2T] (and using thaH,(t) 2 stays bounded throughout by the assump-
tion that the supremum in_(7.40) is less thap) yields

Hy(T) 1> &TR 24+ H,(2T) 1 > TR ?— %/ >0, (7.44)
thus contradicting the assumption thtt) < —y < 0 for allt € [T, 2T]. O

Proof of Proposition_ZI1.As in the continuous setting, a key part of the proof is to stzow
(linear) lower bound om,(t). Let R, := Ry VRx VR4V Ry, abbreviate] := %(Cg—l— Cg) and recall
our notation forT above. By Lemma719, there istac [T,2T] for which H,(t') > —y. The
monotonicity oft — H,(t) + {R~?t (cf Corollary(7.5) shows

Hy(t) > H(t') - {R2(t—-t),  t>t, (7.45)
and so

H,(t) > —y— JtR2 (7.46)

holds for allR> Ry(w), allt > 2T and allz € Kg/».
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To see how this implies the desired claim, we invoke the Magkoperty, reversibility and the
fact that¢ (x) < 1 to get

VRaz(X,Y) = 3 Vrat(X,2) Vrat (¥,2) v(Y)- (7.47)

Taking logs and applying Jensen’s inequality, this becomes
IOg(Vqut(X,y)) > HX(t) + HY(t) > _2y_ ZZR_Ztv X,y e KR/Zv (748)

whenevett > 2T andR > R;,. By the domination dig§(x,y) < d|X— Y|, the ballKg/, contains
all verticesx € 6w o With x| < R/(2d). A simple rescaling oR then yields[(7.29) witlB(s) :=

& Y(2d)-9e {5/ :— 3662 /d? andRs := Ry/(2d). Invoking Lemmd 78 (if) < 1) and
the comparisorx| < |X|., the claim follows. O
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