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Log-Sobolev inequality for the ϕ4
2 and ϕ

4
3 measures

Roland Bauerschmidt∗ Benoit Dagallier†

Abstract

The continuum ϕ4

2
and ϕ4

3
measures are shown to satisfy a log-Sobolev inequality uniformly

in the lattice regularisation under the optimal assumption that their susceptibility is bounded.
In particular, this applies to all coupling constants in any finite volume, and uniformly in the
volume in the entire high temperature phases of the ϕ4

2
and ϕ4

3
models.

The proof uses a general criterion for the log-Sobolev inequality in terms of the Polchin-
ski (renormalisation group) equation, a recently proved remarkable correlation inequality for
Ising models with general external fields, the Perron–Frobenius theorem, and bounds on the
susceptibilities of the ϕ4

2
and ϕ4

3
measures obtained using skeleton inequalities.

1 The ϕ
4
d measure

Let d = 2 or d = 3, and let Λε,L = LTd∩ εZd (and always assume L is a multiple of ε). For λ > 0
and µ ∈ R, the lattice regularised (continuum) ϕ4

d measure is defined as the probability measure

(1.1) νε,Lλ,µ(dϕ) ∝ exp



−εd
∑

x∈Λε,L

[

1

2
ϕx(−∆εϕ)x +

λ

4
ϕ4
x +

µ+ aε(λ)

2
ϕ2
x

]



 dϕ,

where dϕ denotes the Lebesgue measure on R
Λε,L , the lattice Laplacian ∆ε is:

(1.2) ∀ϕ ∈ R
Λε,L , (∆εϕ)x = ε−2

∑

y∼x

[

ϕy − ϕx

]

,

and aε(λ) is a dimension-dependent divergent counterterm which ensures that the ε → 0 limit
of the measure (on a suitable space of generalised functions on LTd) exists and is non-Gaussian.
The construction of the limiting measures has a long history, and we give some references further
below. The division of µ+ aε(λ) into a finite mass term µ (which plays the role of a temperature
of the model) and a divergent counterterm aε(λ) is only determined up to an additive bounded
constant. Explicitly, for an arbitrary fixed m2 > 0, which we will usually take to be m2 = 1, one
can take aε(λ) = aε(λ,m2) with

(1.3) aε(λ,m2) := −3λ
(

−∆ε +m2)−1(0, 0) + 6λ2
∥

∥

(

−∆ε +m2
)−1

(0, ·)
∥

∥

3

L3 .

In this definition and subsequently, the matrix elements of (−∆ε +m2)−1 are normalised with
respect to the inner product (u, v)ε = εd

∑

x∈Λε,L
u(x)v(x) so that (−∆ε+m2)−1(x, y) converges to

its continuum counterpart, and Lp norms are defined by ‖f‖pLp = ‖f‖pLp(Λε,L)
= εd

∑

x∈Λε,L
|f(x)|p.

This implies the following scaling (with dimension-dependent constants ci > 0):

aε(λ,m2) =

{

−c1λ log(ε−2) +Om2,λ(1) (d = 2),

−c1λε−1 + c2λ
2 log(ε−2) +Om2,λ(1) (d = 3).

(1.4)
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Note that when d = 2 the λ2 counterterm in (1.3) is bounded and part of Om2,λ(1) in (1.4),
and could thus be dropped, but we will keep it to unify the presentation of both dimensions.
Moreover, as discussed already, any value of m2 > 0 can be used, and for this reason, we often
do not explicitly mention m2 in the notation νε,Lλ,µ. Different choices of m2 only correspond to a

different choice of origin for µ. Expectation with respect to (1.1) is denoted by
〈

·
〉ε,L

λ,µ
.

The Glauber dynamics with invariant measure νε,Lλ,µ, also known as the dynamical ϕ4
d model,

is the solution to the systems of SDEs

(1.5) dϕt = (∆εϕt − λϕ3
t − (µ+ aε(λ))ϕt) dt+

√
2dW ε,L

t

where dW ε,L
t is space-time white noise on R+×Λε,L, i.e., W

ε,L is a Brownian motion on L2(Λε,L)

(or, in other words, theW ε,L
t (x) are independent Brownian motions of variance ε−d for x ∈ Λε,L).

For d = 3, the pathwise existence of the ε→ 0 limit is a main result of Hairer’s theory of regularity
structures [20–22]; for d = 2 this existence is simpler [12]; for d = 3 see also [10, 18, 36] and [24]
for alternative approaches to the pathwise limit. By standard results for SDEs, the solution to
(1.5) determines a Markov process with Dirichlet form given by

(1.6) D(F ) = ε−d
∑

x∈Λε,L

〈( ∂F

∂ϕx

)2〉ε,L

λ,µ
.

Our main result is a log-Sobolev inequality for the ϕ4
d measures, stated in Theorem 1.1 below.

We formulate it for ε > 0 with uniform ε dependence (and also uniform L dependence when the
susceptiblity is bounded). All constants that appear in its statement could be made explicit. The
log-Sobolev constant of (1.1) is the largest constant γ = γε,L(λ, µ) such that

(1.7) ∀F : RΛε,L → R+, Ent(F ) 6
2

γ
D(

√
F ),

where, for F nonnegative, the relative entropy is defined by

(1.8) Ent(F ) = 〈F log F 〉ε,Lλ,µ − 〈F 〉ε,Lλ,µ log〈F 〉
ε,L
λ,µ.

The log-Sobolev inequality has many general implications, see the references [1,19] for reviews of
these. In particular, it is equivalent to the hypercontractivity of the Markov semigroup associated
with the Dirichlet form, and to its exponential relaxation to equilibrium in relative entropy sense
for initial conditions of finite relative entropy.

For the continuum ϕ4
d measures, the log-Sobolev inequality was conjectured in [34]. Spectral

gap inequalities (quantifying the relaxation in L2 norm with respect to the invariant measure) and
exponential ergodicity (in total variation) for the ϕ4

d measures in finite volume have been proven
in [32] for d = 2 and extended to d = 3 in [23]. These results apply directly in the continuum limit
ε→ 0. The Dirichlet form in the continuum limit was identified in [35]. A main ingredient of the
proof of the above spectral gap inequalities is a qualitative support theorem for the continuum
SPDEs and a compactness argument. In particular, the spectral gap obtained this way is not
uniform in L and not explicit, and the validity of the log-Sobolev inequality also remained open.

We remark that, for any ε > 0 and L < ∞, the regularised ϕ4
d measure is convex at infinity

and standard techniques (see, e.g., [25]) show that γε,L(λ, µ) > 0, but the bound obtained in this
way tends to 0 (extremely quickly) as ε → 0 or L → ∞, as the counterterms (1.3)–(1.4) make
the microscopic measure very non-convex as ε→ 0 (for any λ > 0 and µ ∈ R).

Theorem 1.1. Let d = 2 or d = 3 and ε > 0. Let L > 1 assumed to be a multiple of ε > 0.
(i) Let λ > 0, µ ∈ R, and assume that there is a constant χ̄ ∈ (0,∞) such that

(1.9) χε,L(λ, µ) := εd
∑

x∈Λε,L

〈ϕ0ϕx〉ε,Lλ,µ 6 χ̄.

2



Then the log-Sobolev constant γε,L(λ, µ) of (1.1) is bounded below by a positive constant γ̄ =
γ̄(λ, µ, χ̄) uniformly in ε and the bound depends only on (λ, µ, χ̄) and not directly on L (or ε):

(1.10) γε,L(λ, µ) > γ̄(λ, µ, χ̄).

(ii) For any λ, µ > 0, there are µ(d, λ), λ(d, µ) > 0 such that if the counterterms in (1.3)–(1.4)
are chosen with m2 = µ instead of m2 = 1, and if either µ > µ(d, λ) or λ ∈ [0, λ(d, µ)], then the
log-Sobolev constant satisfies, uniformly in ε and L,

(1.11) C−1µ 6 γε,L(λ, µ) 6 Cµ.

The choice m2 = µ instead of m2 = 1 in item (ii) amounts to a different choice of origin for µ,
and (1.11) states that this choice ensures that the log-Sobolev constant is comparable to the mass
term µ. Equivalently, this statement could be formulated in terms of m2 = 1 when replacing µ
in (1.11) on both sides by µ+ aε(λ, µ)− aε(λ, 1), where aε(λ, µ)− aε(λ, µ) converges as ε→ 0.

Item (i) says that the log-Sobolev constant is bounded below as soon as the susceptibility is
bounded above. This condition is optimal, in the sense that the converse implication also holds,
i.e., the susceptibility is bounded above if the log-Sobolev constant is bounded below. Indeed, by
using the trial function F (ϕ) = εdL−d/2

∑

x∈Λε,L
ϕx and observing that Var(F ) = χε,L(λ, µ) and

D(F ) = 1, the general fact that the spectral gap is bounded below by the log-Sobolev constant
implies that the optimal log-Sobolev constant γε,L(λ, µ) of (1.1) satisfies

(1.12) γε,L(λ, µ) 6
1

χε,L(λ, µ)
.

Together with Theorem 1.1 (i) this shows that γε,L(λ, µ) is bounded below if and only if χε,L(λ, µ)
is bounded above.

The boundedness of the susceptibility χε,L(λ, µ) in both ε and L provides a standard definition
of the critical temperature µc(λ). Thus, in other words, Theorem 1.1 (i) shows that the log-
Sobolev constant of the ϕ4

d measure is bounded below throughout the high temperature phase
µ > µc(λ). For background, we summarise the following known properties of the susceptibility of
ϕ4
d models (d = 2, 3), say with the counterterms (1.3) defined with m2 = 1:

(i) For any λ > 0 and µ ∈ R, the finite volume susceptibility χε,L(λ, µ) is bounded in ε for any
fixed L <∞. For example, this can be shown using the methods of the recent works [2,17].

(ii) For any λ > 0, there is µ0(λ) ∈ R such that for µ > µ0(λ), the susceptibility is also bounded
both in ε and L. For example, a very simple proof of this was given in [8] whose method of
skeleton inequalities we also apply as an ingredient; see Section 4.

(iii) For any λ > 0, there is µ1(λ) ∈ R such that for µ < µ1(λ), the susceptibility is not bounded
in L. For d = 2, see [16], and for d = 3, see [14] and the recent work [11].

(iv) By the second Griffiths inequality, the susceptibility is decreasing in µ for any fixed λ > 0,
provided the counterterms are defined in terms of m2 independent of µ, e.g., m2 = 1. Thus
with this choice (ii) and (iii) determine a unique µc(λ) ∈ R that separates the µ for which
the susceptibility is bounded or unbounded.

While the above shows that the log-Sobolev constant is positive throughout the high temper-
ature phase, the bound obtained as µ ↓ µc(λ) is explicit in terms of the susceptibility but far from
the expected truth. For large µ, item (ii) of Theorem 1.1 determines the log-Sobolev constant up
to multiplicative constants.

For general background on the ϕ4
2 measures, see the textbooks [15,30], and for ϕ4

3 the discus-
sions of the existing references in the introductions of [8, 17]. Aside from the references already
mentioned above, recent progress of the SPDE perspective include [26–28].
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Our proof of Theorem 1.1 relies on four main ingredients: the criterion for the log-Sobolev
inequality in terms of the Polchinski (renormalisation group) equation from [3], the recently
proved correlation inequality for the Ising model with general external fields from [13], the Perron–
Frobenius theorem, and improvements of the estimates for the ϕ4

d measures from [8]. As a simple
application of the first part of the proof, we also show (the also new result) that the log-Sobolev
constant of the lattice ϕ4 model is bounded below uniformly in the volume up to the critical point
(see Section 3). In [4], we apply related methods to the Ising model.

2 Criterion for the log-Sobolev inequality

In this section, we formulate a sufficient criterion for a log-Sobolev inequality for ϕ4 measures.
The criterion is first stated for ϕ4 measures in a general setting (thus applying in particular to any
graph and any dimension), in Theorem 2.1, and then specialised to the continuum ϕ4

d measure
(1.1) in Theorem 2.6. The criterion could be further extended to more general spin systems in the
Griffiths–Simon class [31]. We do not pursue this generalisation explicitly, but in [4], we present
a variant of the criterion for the Ising model (with an additional ingredient needed to pass from
continuous to discrete spins).

Let Λ be a finite set, let A = (Ax,y)x,y∈Λ ⊂ R a symmetric matrix, let g > 0 and ν ∈ R, and
consider the general ϕ4 measure with external field h ∈ R

Λ on Λ:

(2.1) µΛ,hA,g,ν(dϕ) ∝ exp
[

− 1

2

(

ϕ,Aϕ
)

− V0(ϕ) + (h, ϕ)
]

dϕ,

with (u, v) =
∑

x∈Λ uxvx for u, v ∈ R
Λ (there is no ε here), and V0 the potential:

(2.2) ∀ϕ ∈ R
Λ, V0(ϕ) =

∑

x∈Λ

(
1

4
gϕ4

x +
1

2
νϕ2

x).

Since the set Λ is fixed in the following, we omit it and write µhA,g,ν instead of µΛ,hA,g,ν, and
〈

·
〉h

A,g,ν

for the associated expectation. Also, when h = 0, we simply write µA,g,ν and
〈

·
〉

A,g,ν
. In this

setting, the log-Sobolev constant of (2.1) is the best constant γ = γ(A, g, ν) such that:

(2.3) ∀F : RΛ → R+, Ent(F ) 6
2

γ
D(

√
F ),

with:

(2.4) Ent(F ) = 〈F logF 〉A,g,ν − 〈F 〉A,g,ν log〈F 〉A,g,ν , D(F ) =
∑

x∈Λ

〈( ∂F

∂ϕx

)2〉

A,g,ν
.

For t > 0, consider the measure µA,g,ν+1/t with additional mass 1/t, and write St = SA,g,ν+1/t for
its two-point correlation function:

(2.5) ∀x, y ∈ Λ, St(x, y) :=
〈

ϕxϕy

〉

A,g,ν+1/t
.

Introduce also the susceptibility χt = χA,g,ν+1/t:

(2.6) χt := max
x∈Λ

∑

y∈Λ

St(x, y).

In particular, when Λ is a torus and Ax,y = A0,x−y for all x, y ∈ Λ, then St is translation invariant
as well, and χt is the usual susceptibility. Define then:

(2.7) κ̇t =
1

t
− χt

t2
.
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Theorem 2.1. Assume that A is positive definite, and that offdiagonal coefficients of A are
nonpositive. The log-Sobolev constant is then bounded by:

(2.8)
1

γ
6

∫ ∞

0
exp

[

− 2

∫ t

0
κ̇s ds

]

dt.

Remark 2.2. The proof only uses that χt is an upper bound on the spectral radius of the
covariance matrix (St(x, y))x,y∈Λ and one could therefore instead define χt in this way for a
slightly more general statement.

The proof of Theorem 2.1 has several ingredients. The starting point is the general criterion for
the log-Sobolev inequality derived from the Polchinski (renormalisation group) equation in [3]. Let
us recall this general criterion. In [3, Section 2], this criterion is formulated for a general covariance
decomposition (Ct). We will make the particular choice (known as Pauli–Villars regularisation):

(2.9) Ct = (A+ 1/t)−1 (t > 0), C0 = 0,

and recall that the matrix A is positive definite. We write Ċt, C̈t for the first and second derivatives
of Ct. Let ECt denote expectation under the Gaussian measure with covariance Ct, and introduce
a renormalised potential Vt by:

(2.10) ∀ϕ ∈ R
Λ, Vt(ϕ) = − logECt

[

e−V0(ϕ+·)
]

.

Equivalently, Vt satisfies the Polchinski (renormalisation group) equation

(2.11)
∂Vt
∂t

=
1

2
∆Ċt

Vt −
1

2
(∇Vt)2Ċt

,

see [3] for notation and discussion of this equation, and [29] for its original use. The Polchinski
equation is not used directly in this paper, but it underlies the following proposition.

Proposition 2.3 (Theorem 2.5 in [3]). The log-Sobolev constant γ = γ(A, g, ν) for the measure
µA,g,ν is bounded in terms of Vt as follows:

(2.12)
1

γ
6

∫ ∞

0
exp

[

− 2

∫ t

0
ℓ̇s ds

]

dt,

where, for t > 0, ℓ̇t is any real number such that, for all ϕ ∈ R
Λ:

(2.13) ĊtHessVt(ϕ)Ċt −
1

2
C̈t > ℓ̇tĊt.

Thus we need to show that ℓ̇t may be chosen to be κ̇t. To this end, observe that Vt defined in
(2.10) can be expressed, by changing variables from ζ to ζ − ϕ, as

Vt(ϕ) + const = − log

∫

e−
1
2
(ζ,C−1

t ζ)e−V0(ϕ+ζ) dζ

=
1

2
(ϕ,C−1

t ϕ)− log

∫

e−
1
2
(ζ,C−1

t ζ)e−V0(ζ)e(C
−1
t ϕ,ζ) dζ,(2.14)

and hence the Hessian of Vt is given by:

(2.15) HessVt(ϕ) = C−1
t − C−1

t Σt(ϕ)C
−1
t ,

where

(2.16) Σt(ϕ) =
(

〈

ζx; ζy
〉C−1

t ϕ

A,g,ν+1/t

)

x,y∈Λ
,

5



with the expectation
〈

·
〉

here acting on the field ζ and the following notation for the covariance:

(2.17)
〈

F ;G
〉h

A,g,ν
=

〈

FG
〉h

A,g,ν
−

〈

F
〉h

A,g,ν

〈

G
〉h

A,g,ν
, F,G : RΛ → R, h ∈ R

Λ.

The second ingredient of the proof of Theorem 2.1 is the remarkable correlation inequality [13,
Corollary 1.3] which shows that the truncated two-point function of ferromagnetic Ising models
with general external field is maximised pointwise when the external field is 0, recently proved by
Ding–Song–Sun. By the Griffiths–Simon construction [31], this inequality extends to ϕ4 models as
follows (the proof of this extension is exactly as the extension of the other correlation inequalities
from Ising models to ϕ4 models in [31]).

Proposition 2.4. Let g > 0, ν ∈ R, and let A be a matrix with nonpositive offdiagonal coeffi-
cients. For any h ∈ R

Λ, then

(2.18) ∀x, y ∈ Λ, 0 6
〈

ϕx;ϕy

〉h

A,g,ν
6

〈

ϕx;ϕy

〉0

A,g,ν
=

〈

ϕxϕy

〉0

A,g,ν
.

To use this inequality to bound the Hessian in (2.15) requires a third additional ingredient, as a
quadratic form instead of pointwise bound is needed. This ingredient in the proof of Theorem 2.1
is the Perron–Frobenius theorem, which enables us to bound the eigenvalues of the Hessian of Vt
in (2.15) through Proposition 2.4. The combination of the last two ingredients culminates in the
following proposition from which Theorem 2.1 follows immediately.

Proposition 2.5. For each t > 0, one can take ℓ̇t = κ̇t in (2.13), where κ̇t is defined by (2.7).

Proof of Proposition 2.5. Fix t > 0, take X ∈ R
Λ, and using the expression (2.15) for the Hessian

notice that

XT HessVt(ϕ)X > XTC−1
t X − ‖C−1

t X‖22 sup
‖Y ‖2=1

Y TΣt(ϕ)Y.(2.19)

The correlation matrix Σt(ϕ) has nonnegative entries, as correlations under µ
h
A,g,ν are nonnegative

for any h ∈ R
Λ by the FKG inequality. By the Perron–Frobenius theorem, the spectral radius of

the correlation matrix is therefore an eigenvalue, and there is an associated (normalised) eigen-
vector Y0 = Y0(ϕ) with nonnegative entries. The pointwise correlation bound of Proposition 2.4
thus implies:

(2.20) sup
‖Y ‖2=1

Y TΣt(ϕ)Y = Y T
0 Σt(ϕ)Y0 6 Y T

0 Σt(0)Y0 6 ‖Σt(0)‖ = sup
‖Y ‖2=1

Y TΣt(0)Y.

The spectral radius ‖Σ‖ of a matrix Σ is a lower bound for any matrix norm. For a matrix Σ
with nonnegative entries, this implies:

(2.21) ‖Σ‖ 6 max
x

∑

y

Σx,y.

For Σ = Σt(0) given by (2.16), the right-hand side of (2.21) is precisely the susceptibility (2.6).
This and (2.19) imply the following bound on the lowest eigenvalue of the Hessian of Vt:

XTHess(Vt)(ϕ)X > XT
(

C−1
t − χtC

−2
t

)

X.(2.22)

To conclude the proof of Proposition 2.5, notice that, for each t > 0:

Ċt =
1

t2
(A+ 1/t)−2 =

C2
t

t2
, C̈t = − 2

t3
A(A+ 1/t)−3

= −2

t
ACtĊt.(2.23)

6



Injecting these expressions in the criterion (2.13) for the log-Sobolev inequality concludes the
proof of Proposition 2.5 (Ct, Ċt, C̈t, and A all commute):

ĊtHess(Vt)(ϕ)Ċt −
1

2
C̈t >

[Ct

t

(

C−1
t − χtC

−2
t

)Ct

t
+

1

t
ACt

]

Ċt

=
[1

t

(1

t
+A

)

Ct −
χt

t2

]

Ċt

=
[1

t
− χt

t2

]

Ċt = κ̇tĊt.(2.24)

Proof of Theorem 2.1. As already mentioned, the proof of the theorem is immediate from Propo-
sitions 2.3 and 2.5.

Finally, we consider the special choice of Λ, A, g, ν corresponding to the continuum ϕ4
d measure

νε,Lλ,µ defined in (1.1), with an arbitrary m2 > 0 to define the counterterms (1.3). To emphasise the

value of m2 > 0 used to define the counterterms, we write νε,L
λ,µ,m2 and

〈

·
〉ε,L

λ,µ,m2 for the measure
and its expectation. This choice is:

(2.25) Λ = Λε,L, A = εd
(

−∆ε +m2
)

, g = εdλ, ν = εd(µ−m2 + aε(λ,m2)).

The factors of εd result from the fact that we did not include factors εd in (2.2) and the use of
the standard inner product (u, v) =

∑

x uxvx in this section. In the application to the continuum
model, it makes sense to normalise the scale parameter t in continuum scaling also, i.e., to rescale
t by εd. This means that we consider the measures νε,L

λ,µ+1/t,m2 and the correspondingly normalised

susceptibility:

(2.26) χε,L
t (λ, µ,m2) := max

x∈Λε,L

εd
∑

y∈Λε,L

〈

ϕxϕy

〉ε,L

λ,µ+1/t,m2 = εd
∑

x∈Λε,L

〈

ϕ0ϕx

〉ε,L

λ,µ+1/t,m2 ,

where the last equality is by translation invariance, and we set:

(2.27) κ̇ε,Lt :=
1

t
− χε,L

t (λ, µ,m2)

t2
.

Theorem 2.1 then takes the following form. The log-Sobolev constant in its statement is nor-
malised as in (1.7) with respect to the continuum normalised Dirichlet form (1.6). Note that A
in (2.25) is indeed positive definite with nonpositive offdiagonal entries.

Theorem 2.6. Let λ > 0 and µ ∈ R. The log-Sobolev constant γε,L(λ, µ,m2) of (1.1) normalised
as in (1.7) and with counterterms defined in terms of mass m2 > 0 satisfies the bound:

(2.28)
1

γε,L(λ, µ,m2)
6

∫ ∞

0
exp

[

− 2

∫ t

0
κ̇ε,Ls ds

]

dt.

3 Simple application: Log-Sobolev inequality for lattice ϕ
4 mod-

els

To illustrate the criterion for the log-Sobolev inequality from Theorem 2.1, we give a simple
proof that the log-Sobolev constant of the lattice ϕ4 spin model in any dimension is bounded
uniformly in the volume throughout its entire high temperature phase. For unbounded spin
systems including the lattice ϕ4 measure, the existence of a spectral gap uniformly in the volume
was previously known only away from the critical temperature [5, 25,33].
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Fix a dimension d > 1. For simplicity of the exposition, we assume that Λ ⊂ Z
d is a hypercube

with periodic boundary conditions, i.e., a discrete torus, although Dirichlet boundary conditions
could be considered with essentially no change. For g > 0, ν ∈ R, recall that the lattice ϕ4 model
on Λ is defined by

(3.1) µΛg,ν(dϕ) = e−
1
2
(ϕ,−∆ϕ)−

∑
x∈Λ(

1
4
gϕ4+νϕ2),

where ∆ is the lattice Laplacian on Λ, and its susceptibility is defined by

(3.2) χΛ(g, ν) =
∑

x∈Λ

〈ϕ0ϕx〉g,ν .

The critical value of the d-dimensional lattice ϕ4 model can be defined by

(3.3) νc(g) = inf{ν ∈ R : sup
Λ
χΛ(g, ν) < +∞},

where the supremum is over all d-dimensional discrete tori. In fact, νc(g) < 0 for g > 0.

Example 3.1. The log-Sobolev constant γ = γΛg,ν of the measure (3.1) satisfies

(3.4)
1

γ
6

e2

2|ν|+ 1
+ (2|ν|+ 1)3e2+2(2|ν|+1)χΛ(g,ν) <∞.

Thus for any g > 0 and ν ∈ R such that χΛ(g, ν) is bounded uniformly in Λ, the log-Sobolev
constant γ is bounded below uniformly in Λ. Since on the other hand the lower boundedness
of the log-Sobolev constant also implies that the susceptibility is bounded (analogously to the
discussion below Theorem 1.1), it thus follows that the log-Sobolev constant is bounded below if
and only if the susceptibility is bounded.

Proof. Note that the interesting case is ν 6 0; otherwise the potential is convex and one could
use the Bakry–Emery criterion to show the log-Sobolev inequality. In bounding the susceptibility
χt, let us separately treat the small and large t cases as follows.

In the small t case given by t 6 1/(2|ν| + 1), the measure µg,ν+1/t is of the form e−U(ϕ) dϕ,

where U = 1
2(ϕ, (−∆+ ν + 1/t)ϕ) + convex is a strictly convex potential, with Hessian bounded

below by (1/t+ ν) id > 0id. Therefore the Brascamp–Lieb inequality [6, Theorem 4.1] implies

(3.5) χt = VarµΛ
g,ν+1/t

(

(ϕ,1)
)

6
1

1
t + ν

, 1 :=
1

|Λ|1/2 (1, . . . , 1).

Recalling that κ̇t = 1/t−χt/t
2 is the quantity appearing in the bound of the log-Sobolev constant

in Theorem 2.1, one has:

(3.6) ∀t 6 1/(2|ν| + 1), κ̇t >
1

t

(

1− 1

1 + tν

)

=
ν

1 + tν
.

Consider now the large t case where t > 1/(2|ν| + 1). Since χΛ(g, ν) is decreasing in ν ∈ R by
the second Griffiths inequality,

(3.7) ∀t > 0, κ̇t >
1

t
− χΛ(g, ν + 1/t)

t2
>

1

t
− χΛ(g, ν)

t2
.

Using this bound on κ̇t for t > 1/(2|ν| + 1) and the small t bound (3.6) for t 6 1/(2|ν| + 1):

∀t > 0, κt :=

∫ t

0
κ̇s ds >

∫ t∧1/(2|ν|+1)

0
(−2|ν|) dt +

∫ t∨1/(2|ν|+1)

1/(2|ν|+1)
(
1

t
− χΛ(g, ν)

t2
) dt

> −1 + 1t>1/(2|ν|+1)

[

log(t/(2|ν| + 1))− (2|ν| + 1)χΛ(g, ν)
]

.(3.8)
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This implies:

(3.9) ∀t > 0, e−2κt 6 e2
[

1t61/(2|ν|+1) +
(2|ν|+ 1)2

t2
e2(2|ν|+1)χΛ(g,ν)1t>1/(2|ν|+1)

]

.

Therefore, by Theorem 2.1, the log-Sobolev constant satisfies

(3.10)
1

γΛ
6

e2

2|ν|+ 1
+ (2|ν|+ 1)3e2+2(2|ν|+1)χΛ(g,ν)

as needed.

4 Bound on the susceptibility of the continuum ϕ
4
d model

In dimensions d ∈ {2, 3}, consider the continuum ϕ4
d measure (1.1) with parameters λ > 0 and

µ ∈ R. In this section, we will make the dependence on the mass m2 of the counterterms (1.3)

explicit. The measure (1.1) is thus denoted by νε,L
λ,µ,m2 , and the associated expectation by

〈

·
〉ε,L

λ,µ,m2 .

4.1. Statement of the result. In order to apply Theorem 2.6, which will be done in Section 5,

our goal in this section is to estimate, for t > 0, the susceptibility χε,L
t (λ, µ,m2) of the ϕ4

d measure
with mass µ+ 1/t (and counterterm defined in terms of m2 > 0), defined by

(4.1) χε,L
t (λ, µ,m2) := εd

∑

x∈Λε,L

〈

ϕ0ϕx

〉ε,L

λ,µ+1/t,m2 .

The parameter t is the scale parameter in the Polchinski (renormalisation group) equation (2.11).
Informally, we speak of large scale when t is large, and of small scale when t is small.

For t > 0, further introduce the notation:

St(x) :=
〈

ϕ0ϕx

〉ε,L

λ,µ+1/t,m2 , x ∈ Λε,L,(4.2)

Ct(x) :=
(

−∆ε +m2 +
1

t

)−1
(0, x), x ∈ Λε,L,(4.3)

and note that both functions are positive (e.g., by the FKG inequality). Define also the shorthand:

(4.4) m2
t := m2 +

1

t
,

and recall the definition of the norms ‖ · ‖Lp , ‖ · ‖L∞ norms for p > 1:

(4.5) ‖f‖Lp :=
(

εd
∑

x∈Λε,L

|f(x)|p
)1/p

, ‖f‖L∞ := max
x∈Λε,L

|f(x)|, f ∈ R
Λε,L .

Finally, introduce for t > 0 the differences ηt, γt between counterterms defined at masses m2 and
m2

t (recall the definition (1.3) of the counterterm aε(λ,m2)):

(4.6) ηt = C∞(0) − Ct(0) > 0, γt = ‖C3
∞‖L1 − ‖C3

t ‖L1 > 0.

In the following c > 0 denotes a constant that is independent from the parameters ε, L, λ, µ,m2

of the model and may change from line to line. To express dependence on a parameter, say µ,
we write c(µ).

Since χε,L
t (λ, µ,m2) = ‖St‖L1 and ‖Ct‖L1 = m−2

t the desired estimates on the susceptibility

χε,L
t (λ, µ,m2) will be seen to be a direct consequence of the following propositions.
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Proposition 4.1 (Small scale, all couplings). Let d ∈ {2, 3}, λ > 0, µ ∈ R, and m2 > 0. Then
there is t0 = t0(d, λ, µ,m

2) > 0 and a polynomial pd,t,µ,m2(λ) in λ of degree independent of the

parameters, with coefficients functions of ηt, γt, µ,m
2 times positive powers of m−1

t (in particular
independent of ε, L), such that:

(4.7) ∀t ∈ (0, t0], ‖St − Ct‖L1 6 pd,t,µ,m(λ),

and t 7→ t−2pd,t,µ,m(λ) is integrable on (0, t0].

When µ > 0, one can make the special choice m2 = µ as in the statement of Theorem 1.1 (ii).
In this case, the results of Proposition 4.1 are valid for large t (i.e., large scale) provided either λ
is small enough, or µ = m2 is large enough.

Proposition 4.2 (All scales, one small coupling). Let d ∈ {2, 3}, λ > 0, µ > 0, and set m2 := µ.
There are then λ(d, µ), µ(d, λ) > 0 and a polynomial p̃d,t,µ(λ) in λ, again of degree independent
of the parameters and with coefficients functions of ηt, γt, µ times positive powers of m−1

t (but
independent of ε, L), such that the following holds: if either λ ∈ [0, λ(d, µ))] or µ > µ(d, λ), then:

(4.8) ∀t > 0, ‖St − Ct‖L1 6 p̃d,t,µ(λ),

the function t 7→ t−2p̃d,t,µ(λ) is integrable on (0,∞), and the integral is independent of λ and µ
if either λ ∈ [0, λ(d, µ)] or µ > µ(d, λ). Under the same conditions,

(4.9) lim sup
t→∞

p̃d,t,µ(λ) =
µ→∞

o(µ−1).

4.2. Skeleton inequalities. To prove Propositions 4.1–4.2, the starting point is a bound on
correlations presented in Proposition 4.3 below, obtained by Brydges, Fröhlich, and Sokal [8],
using the method of skeleton inequalities [9] (which is based on the random walk representation
[7]). To state it, let ⋆ denote the convolution:

(4.10) (f ⋆ g)(x) = εd
∑

y∈Λε,L

f(x− y)g(y), f, g ∈ R
Λε,L .

For a function f ∈ R
Λε,L , write also:

(4.11) (1ε0f)(x) := ε−d1x=0f(0).

The following inequalities are exact upper and lower bounds on the two-point function S of the
ϕ4
d model, consistent with naive perturbation theory except that the right-hand sides also involve

the interacting two-point function (or propagator) S rather than only the noninteracting one C.

Proposition 4.3 (Equations (5.12)–(5.13) in [8]). Consider the ϕ4
d measure (1.1) with parameters

µ+ 1/t ∈ R (in place of µ), λ > 0, and m2 > 0. Then, for each x ∈ Λε,L:

St(x)− Ct(x) > −3λSt(0)(Ct ⋆ St)(x) + 6λ2(Ct ⋆ S
3
t ⋆ St)(x)

− 54λ3(Ct ⋆ Qt ⋆ St)(x)−
(

aε(λ,m2) + µ−m2
)

(St ⋆ Ct)(x),(4.12)

and:

St(x)−Ct(x) 6 −3λSt(0)(Ct ⋆ St)(x) + 6λ2(Ct ⋆ S
3
t ⋆ St)(x)

−
(

aε(λ,m2) + µ−m2
)

(St ⋆ Ct)(x),(4.13)

where:

(4.14) Qt := St
(

S2
t ⋆ S

2
t

)

.
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By writing the counterterms aε(λ,m2) from (1.3) in terms of C∞(x) = (−∆ε +m2)−1(0, x),
the last proposition implies:

∣

∣St(x)− Ct(x)
∣

∣ 6 3λ|St(0)− C∞(0)|(Ct ⋆ St)(x) + 6λ2
∣

∣(Ct ⋆
(

S3
t − 1ε0‖C3

∞‖L1

)

⋆ St)(x)
∣

∣

+ 54λ3(Ct ⋆ Qt ⋆ St)(x) + |µ−m2|
(

Ct ⋆ St
)

(x).(4.15)

Equation (4.15) is the starting point for the proof of Propositions 4.1–4.2, which takes the rest
of Section 4. We use the short-hands:

(4.16) C := Ct, S := St, Q := Qt, E := S − C.

When using (4.15) to prove Proposition 4.1–4.2, there are two main differences to the computa-
tions done in [8]. The first (minor) difference is that we allow a possibly negative mass µ+1/t, and
the counterterms are defined at mass m2 > 0. In contrast, the counterterms in [8] are defined at
the same mass m2 > 0 as the one defining the massive Gaussian measure to which the ϕ4 measure
is compared to. The second (more significant) difference is that we need to pay attention to the
t-dependence in all bounds: Firstly, the counterterms are defined at mass m2, not m2

t = m2+1/t.
Secondly, the resulting bounds on ‖St − Ct‖L1 need to be integrable with respect to t−2 dt since
we are after an estimate on the susceptibility ‖St‖L1 in order to estimate the log-Sobolev constant
using Theorem 2.6.

Due to the above observations, it is convenient to split the the differences S(0) − C∞(0) and
S3 − 1ε0‖C3

∞‖L1 as follows:

S(0)− C∞(0) = S(0)− C(0) + C(0)− C∞(0) =: S(0)− C(0)− ηt

S3 − 1ε0‖C3
∞‖L1 =

(

S3 − C3
)

+
(

C3 − 1ε0‖C3‖L1

)

− 1ε0γt,(4.17)

where we recall:

(4.18) ηt = C∞(0)− C(0) > 0, γt = ‖C3
∞‖L1 − ‖C3‖L1 > 0.

Let us lastly remark that, while proving Proposition 4.1–4.2 ultimately requires bounding
‖E‖L1 , due to the term S(0) − C∞(0) in (4.15), ‖E‖L1 can be bounded through (4.15) only in
terms of both ‖E‖L1 and ‖E‖L∞ . To prove Propositions 4.1–4.2, we thus first estimate:

(4.19) ‖E‖L1∩L∞ := ‖E‖L1 + ‖E‖L∞ .

The resulting bound on ‖E‖L1∩L∞ of course implies a bound on ‖E‖L1 , but the t-dependence of
this bound turns out to be neither optimal, nor sufficient for our purposes. However, using that
‖E‖L∞ is already controlled as input, we improve the bound by rerunning the argument in the
L1 norm only, which then yields the claim of both propositions.

4.3. Estimate in ‖ · ‖L1∩L∞ norm. We separately compute the terms related to each power
of λ appearing in (4.15). The next lemma gathers useful properties and estimates. The bounds
on moments of C are proven in Appendix A.

Lemma 4.4. (i) For t > 0, recall the shorthand m2
t := m2 + 1/t and C := Ct. One has:

(4.20) ‖C‖L1 =
1

m2
t

, ‖C2‖L1 6
c

m2
t

1d=2 +
c

mt
1d=3.

(ii) If f, g ∈ R
Λε,L , then:

(4.21) ‖f ⋆ g‖L1 6 ‖f‖L1‖g‖L1 , ‖f ⋆ g‖L∞ 6 ‖f‖L2‖g‖L2 , ‖f ⋆ g‖L∞ 6 ‖f‖L1‖g‖L∞ .

In fact ‖f ⋆ g‖L1 = ‖f‖L1‖g‖L1 when f, g > 0.
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4.3.1. Order 0 term. The only term independent of λ in the bound (4.15) is:

(4.22) Tλ0 := |µ−m2|C ⋆ S = |µ −m2|
(

C ⋆ C + C ⋆ E
)

.

Using Lemma 4.4, its ‖ · ‖L1 and ‖ · ‖L∞ norms satisfy:

‖Tλ0‖L∞ 6 |µ−m2|
(

‖C‖L1‖E‖L∞ + ‖C‖2L2

)

6 |µ−m2|
(‖E‖L∞

m2
t

+
c

m2
t

1d=2 +
c

mt
1d=3

)

,(4.23)

and:

‖Tλ0‖L1 6 |µ −m2|
(‖E‖L1

m2
t

+
1

m4
t

)

.(4.24)

As a result,

(4.25) ‖Tλ0‖L1∩L∞ 6 |µ −m2|
[‖E‖L1∩L∞

m2
t

+
1

m4
t

+
c

m2
t

1d=2 +
c

mt
1d=3

]

.

4.3.2. Order 1 term. The first order term is defined by:

(4.26) Tλ := 3λ
[

S(0) − C(0) + C(0)− C∞(0)
]

S ⋆ C = 3λ
[

S(0)− C(0)− ηt
]

S ⋆ C,

where ηt is the difference (4.18) between counterterms with mass m2 and m2
t . It is computed in

Lemma A.3. As for Tλ0 , the ‖ · ‖L∞ norm of the first order term Tλ reads:

∥

∥Tλ‖L∞ 6 3λ
(

‖E‖L∞ + ηt
)

(

‖C‖L1‖E‖L∞ + ‖C‖2L2

)

6 3λ
(

ηt + ‖E‖L∞

)

(‖E‖L∞

m2
t

+
c

m2
t

1d=2 +
c

mt
1d=3

)

,(4.27)

In contrast, its ‖ · ‖L1 norm is simply:

(4.28) ‖Tλ‖L1 6 3λ
(

ηt + ‖E‖L∞

)

‖C ⋆ S‖L1 6
3λ

(

ηt + ‖E‖L∞

)

m2
t

(

‖E‖L1 +
1

m2
t

)

.

We conclude on the first order term:

(4.29) ‖Tλ‖L1∩L∞ 6 cλ
(

ηt + ‖E‖L1∩L∞)
[‖E‖L1∩L∞

m2
t

+
1

m4
t

+
1

m2
t

1d=2 +
1

mt
1d=3

]

.

4.3.3. Order 2 terms. The second order contribution Tλ2 corresponds to the following terms:

Tλ2 := 6λ2
[

C ⋆
(

S3 − C3
)

⋆ S + C ⋆
(

1ε0‖C3‖L1 − 1ε0‖C3
∞‖L1

)

⋆ S + C ⋆ ψ ⋆ S
]

,(4.30)

where ψ is the function:

(4.31) ψ := C3 − 1ε0‖C3‖L1 .

To compute the term involving S3 − C3, write:

C ⋆
(

S3 − C3
)

⋆ S = C ⋆ E
(

3C2 + 3EC + E2
)

⋆ (E + C).(4.32)

The ‖ · ‖L∞ norm of this term then reads:

∥

∥C ⋆
(

S3 − C3
)

⋆ S‖L∞ 6 3‖E‖L∞‖C ⋆ C2 ⋆ C‖L∞ + 3‖E‖2L∞

(

‖C ⋆ C ⋆ C‖L∞ + ‖C ⋆ C2‖L1

)

+ 4‖E‖3L∞‖C‖2L1 + ‖E‖3L∞‖E‖L1‖C‖L1 .(4.33)
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Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and Lemma 4.4 yield an estimate of the terms involving C:

‖C ⋆ C ⋆ C‖L∞ 6 ‖C‖L1‖C‖2L2 =
1

m2
t

·
{

c
m2

t
if d = 2,

c
mt

if d = 3,
(4.34)

‖C ⋆ C2 ⋆ C‖L∞ 6 ‖C ⋆ C‖L∞‖C2‖L1 6 ‖C2‖2L1 6







c
m4

t
if d = 2,

c
m2

t
if d = 3,

(4.35)

‖C2 ⋆ C‖L1 = ‖C2‖L1‖C‖L1 6
1

m2
t

·
{

c
m2

t
if d = 2,

c
mt

if d = 3.
(4.36)

It follows that (4.33) becomes:

∥

∥C ⋆
(

S3 − C3
)

⋆ S‖L∞ 6 c‖E‖L∞

( 1

m4
t

1d=2 +
1

m2
t

1d=3

)

+ c‖E‖2L∞

( 1

m4
t

1d=2 +
1

m3
t

1d=3

)

+ ‖E‖3L∞

( 4

m4
t

+
‖E‖L1

m2
t

)

.(4.37)

Similarly, we find for the ‖ · ‖L1 norm:

‖C ⋆ (S3 − C3) ⋆ S‖L1 6 ‖C ⋆ S‖L1‖E(3C2 + 3EC +E2‖L1

6
1

m2
t

( 1

m2
t

+ ‖E‖L1

)(

3‖E‖L∞‖C2‖L1 + 3‖E‖2L∞‖C‖L1 + ‖E‖2L∞‖E‖L1

)

6
1

m2
t

( 1

m2
t

+ ‖E‖L1

)[

c‖E‖L∞

( 1

m2
t

1d=2 +
1

mt
1d=3

)

+ ‖E‖2L∞

( 3

m2
t

+ ‖E‖L1

)]

.(4.38)

We conclude on the ‖ · ‖L1∩L∞ norm of C ⋆ (S3 − C3) ⋆ S:

‖C ⋆ (S3 − C3) ⋆ S‖L1∩L∞ 6 c‖E‖L1∩L∞

[( 1

m4
t

+
1

m6
t

)

1d=2 +
( 1

m2
t

+
1

m5
t

)

1d=3

]

+ c‖E‖2L1∩L∞

( 1

m6
t

+
1

m4
t

1d=2 +
1

m3
t

1d=3

)

+
c‖E‖3L1∩L∞

m4
t

+
c‖E‖4L1∩L∞

m2
t

.(4.39)

Another λ2 term is C ⋆ (1ε0‖C3‖L1 − 1ε0‖C3
∞‖L1) ⋆ S, which simply reads:

C ⋆ (1ε0‖C3‖L1 − 1ε0‖C3
∞‖L1) ⋆ S =

(

‖C3‖L1 − ‖C3
∞‖L1

)

C ⋆ S

=: −γtC ⋆ S,(4.40)

with

(4.41) 0 6 γt 6







1
tm2m2

t
if d = 2,

c log
(

1 + 1
m2t

)

if d = 3,

and the bound on γt obtained in Lemma A.3. Thus, for the ‖E‖L∞ norm:
∥

∥

∥
C ⋆ (1ε0‖C3‖L1 − 1ε0‖C3

∞‖L1) ⋆ S
∥

∥

∥

L∞

6 γt
(

‖C‖L1‖E‖L∞ + ‖C‖2L2

)

=
γt‖E‖L∞

m2
t

+ γt‖C‖2L2

6
γt‖E‖L∞

m2
t

+ γt ·
{

c
m2

t
if d = 2,

c
mt

if d = 3.
(4.42)
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Similarly, the ‖ · ‖L1 norm reads:

∥

∥

∥
C ⋆ (1ε0‖C3‖L1 − 1ε0‖C3

∞‖L1) ⋆ S
∥

∥

∥

L1
6

γt
m2

t

(

‖E‖L1 +
1

m2
t

)

,(4.43)

so that:

(4.44)
∥

∥

∥
C ⋆ (1ε0‖C3‖L1 −1ε0‖C3

∞‖L1) ⋆S
∥

∥

∥

L1∩L∞

6
γt‖E‖L1∩L∞

m2
t

+ γt

( 1

m4
t

+
c

m2
t

1d=2 +
c

mt
1d=3

)

.

The last λ2 term is C ⋆ ψ ⋆ S, with:

ψ := (C3 − 1ε0‖C3‖L1).(4.45)

One then has:

∥

∥C ⋆ ψ ⋆ S
∥

∥

L1∩L∞
6

∥

∥C ⋆ ψ
∥

∥

L1‖E‖L1∩L∞ +
∥

∥C ⋆ ψ ⋆ C
∥

∥

L1∩L∞
.(4.46)

In Lemma A.1, the norms of the above quantities are estimated. Indeed, in dimension d = 2, one
has ‖ψ‖L1 6 c/m2

t , giving

(4.47) ‖C ⋆ ψ‖L1 6
c

m4
t

, ‖C ⋆ ψ ⋆ C‖L1∩L∞ 6 ‖ψ‖L1‖C ⋆ C‖L1∩L∞ 6
c

m4
t

+
c

m6
t

.

In dimension d = 3, Lemma A.1 shows that

‖C ⋆ ψ‖L1 6
c

m
1/2
t

+
c

m
5/2
t

,

‖C ⋆ ψ ⋆ C‖L1 6 ‖C‖L1‖C ⋆ ψ‖L1 6
c

m
5/2
t

+
c

m
9/2
t

,

‖C ⋆ ψ ⋆ C‖L∞ 6 ‖C‖L2‖C ⋆ ψ‖L2 6
c

mt
.(4.48)

As a result, we find:

∥

∥C ⋆ ψ ⋆ S
∥

∥

L1∩L∞
6 c‖E‖L1∩L∞

[ 1

m4
t

1d=2 +
( 1

m
1/2
t

+
1

m
5/2
t

)

1d=3

]

+ c
( 1

m4
t

+
1

m6
t

)

1d=2 + c
( 1

mt
+

1

m
9/2
t

)

1d=3.(4.49)

For future reference, note also the following better bound on ‖C ⋆ ψ ⋆ S‖L1 :

∥

∥C ⋆ ψ ⋆ S
∥

∥

L1 6 c
( 1

m4
t

1d=2 +
( 1

m
1/2
t

+
1

m
5/2
t

)

1d=3

)(

‖E‖L1 +
1

m2
t

)

.(4.50)

4.3.4. Order 3 terms. The only remaining term is the λ3 term:

(4.51) Tλ3 := 54λ3 C ⋆ Q ⋆ S, Q := S
(

S2 ⋆ S2
)

.

Notice first:

‖Tλ3‖L1∩L∞ 6 54λ3
(

‖C ⋆ Q ⋆ C‖L∞ + ‖C‖L1‖Q‖L1‖E‖L∞ + ‖Q‖L1‖C ⋆ S‖L1

)

6 54λ3‖Q‖L1

(

‖C‖2L2 +
‖E‖L1∩L∞

m2
t

+
1

m4
t

)

.(4.52)

It is therefore enough to estimate ‖Q‖L1 . Writing S = C + E, it reads:

(4.53) ‖Q‖L1 6

∥

∥

∥
(C +E)

[

(

C2 + 2EC + E2
)

⋆
(

C2 + 2EC + E2
)

]∥

∥

∥

L1
.
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Bounding En by |E|‖E‖n−1
L∞ for each n > 1, one finds:

‖Q‖L1 6 ‖C(C2 ⋆ C2)‖L1 + ‖E‖L∞

(

‖C2‖2L1 + 4‖C(C ⋆ C2)‖L1

)

+ ‖E‖2L∞

(

6‖C2‖L1‖C‖L1 + 4‖C(C ⋆ C)‖L1

)

+ ‖E‖2L∞

(

2‖E‖L1‖C2‖L1 + 8‖E‖L∞‖C‖2L1

)

+ 5‖E‖3L∞‖E‖L1‖C‖L1

+ ‖E‖3L∞‖E‖2L1 .(4.54)

The first term on the right-hand side of (4.54) is estimated in Lemma A.2 as:

(4.55) ‖C(C2 ⋆ C2)‖L1 6
c

m4
t

1d=2 +
c

mt
1d=3.

The inequality C(x)C(y) 6 1
2C(x)2 + 1

2C(y)2 is enough to also obtain:

‖C(C ⋆ C2)‖L1 6 ‖C2‖2L1 6
c

m4
t

1d=2 +
c

m2
t

1d=3,

‖C(C ⋆ C)‖L1 6 ‖C2‖L1‖C‖L1 6
c

m4
t

1d=2 +
c

m3
t

1d=3.
(4.56)

Plugging (4.55)–(4.56) into the bound (4.54) on ‖Q‖L1 yields:

‖Q‖L1 6
c

m4
t

1d=2 +
c

mt
1d=3 + ‖E‖L1∩L∞

( c

m4
t

1d=2 +
c

m2
t

1d=3

)

+ ‖E‖2L1∩L∞

( c

m4
t

1d=2 +
c

m3
t

1d=3

)

+ ‖E‖3L1∩L∞

( c

m2
t

1d=2 +
c

mt
1d=3 +

8

m4
t

)

+
5‖E‖4L1∩L∞

m2
t

+ ‖E‖5L1∩L∞ .(4.57)

Injecting the bound (4.57) into the bound (4.52) for Tλ3 , one finds that there is a polynomial P3

of degree 6, with no constant term, such that:

‖Tλ3‖L1∩L∞ 6 cλ3
[( 1

m6
t

+
1

m8
t

)

1d=2 +
( 1

m2
t

+
1

m5
t

)

1d=3 + P3

(

‖E‖L1∩L∞

)

]

.(4.58)

Moreover, P3 has coefficients given by sums of negative powers of mt, the lowest power in absolute
value being 1 (if d = 3) or 2 (if d = 2).

4.3.5. Conclusion on ‖E‖L1∩L∞. Putting together the estimates of Tλi (0 6 i 6 3) obtained in
the previous sections, one finds for ‖E‖L1∩L∞ :

‖E‖L1∩L∞ 6 c
(

ληt + λ2γt + |µ−m2|
)

( 1

m2
t

1d=2 +
1

mt
1d=3 +

1

m4
t

)

+
c‖E‖L1∩L∞

m2
t

(

ληt + λ2γt + |µ −m2|
)

+ c
3

∑

i=1

λiR
(i)
t

(

‖E‖L1∩L∞

)

,(4.59)

where, for i ∈ {1, 2, 3}, R(i)
t is a polynomial with positive coefficients given by sums of negative

powers of mt and with no constant term. The coefficient of the R
(i)
t with the lowest power of mt

in absolute value is proportional to m
−1/2
t in dimension d = 3, and to m−2

t in dimension d = 2.

The bound (4.59) yields the following estimates of ‖E‖L1∩L∞ .
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Lemma 4.5. Let d ∈ {2, 3}, λ > 0, µ ∈ R, and m2 > 0.

(i) (Small scale). There is t0(d, λ, µ,m
2) > 0 (independent of ε, L) and a numerical constant

c > 0 such that:

(4.60) ∀t ∈ (0, t0(d, λ, µ,m
2)], ‖E‖L1∩L∞ 6 cλ.

(ii) (All scales, one small coupling). If µ > 0 and with the special choice m2 = µ, there are
parameters λ(d, µ), µ(d, λ) > 0 (independent of ε, L) with the following property. If either
λ ∈ [0, λ(d, µ)] or µ > µ(d, λ), then there is c(µ) > 0 with:

(4.61) ∀t > 0, ‖E‖L1∩L∞ 6 c(µ)λ, lim
µ→∞

c(µ) = 0.

In the proof of the lemma, we will use the following qualitative properties of t 7→ E = Et,
which hold for any fixed ε > 0 and L <∞:

t ∈ (0,∞) 7→ ‖E‖L1∩L∞ is continuous;

lim
t→0

‖E‖L1∩L∞ = 0.
(4.62)

Indeed, since ε > 0 and L < ∞ are fixed, the above continuity follows from the continuity of
t 7→ S(x) and t 7→ C(x) for each x ∈ Λε,L. Similarly, the t → 0 limit follows from limt→0 C(x) =
limt→0 S(x) = 0 for each x ∈ Λε,L. This is clear for C(x) = (−∆ε +m2 + 1/t)−1(0, x), and for
S(x) it follows, for example, from the Brascamp–Lieb inequality which shows S(x) 6 S(0) 6

(−∆ε + aε(λ,m2) + µ+ 1/t)−1(0, 0) provided aε(λ,m2) + µ+ 1/t > 0 (similarly to (3.5)).

Proof. Let d ∈ {2, 3}, and let fλ,µ,m2,t be the polynomial such that (4.59) corresponds to:

(4.63) ‖E‖L1∩L∞ 6
cληt
mt

1d=3 + fλ,µ,m2,t

(

‖E‖L1∩L∞).

The reason why the first term is taken out is due to (4.66) below.

Consider first item (i). The difference of the counterterms ηt, γt are estimated in Lemma A.3:

ηt 6 c log
(

1 +
1

m2t

)

1d=2 + cm
(

√

1 +
1

tm2
− 1

)

1d=3,

γt 6
c

m2(m2t+ 1)
1d=2 + c log

(

1 +
1

m2t

)

1d=3.

(4.64)

In particular, they satisfy, for a numerical constant c0 > 0:

sup
t>0

cηt
mt

6 1d=2c(m
2) + c01d=3 with lim

m→∞
c(m2) = 0,(4.65)

and:

(4.66) lim sup
t↓0

cηt
mt

6 01d=2 + c01d=3, lim
t↓0

γt
mt

= 0.

On the other hand, note the following elementary property:

(4.67) m2
t := m2 +

1

t
⇒ lim

t↓0
mt = +∞.

It follows from the above that the (positive) coefficients of the polynomial fλ,µ,m2,t tend to 0
as t ↓ 0. In particular, there is a largest value t0(d, λ, µ,m

2) > 0 such that:

(4.68) ∀t ∈ (0, t0(d, λ, µ,m
2)], fλ,µ,m2,t(2c0λ) 6

c0λ

2
,
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where c0 is the constant from (4.65) (and we assume c(m2) 6 c0 in d = 2). Note also that
x 7→ fλ,µ,m2,t(x) is increasing in x > 0 (the coefficients of fλ,µ,m2,t are positive). Since t ∈ (0,∞) 7→
‖Et‖L1∩L∞ is continuous and limt→∞ ‖Et‖L1∩L∞ = 0, both by (4.62), it follows that ‖E‖L1∩L∞ 6

2c0λ on (0, t0(d, λ, µ,m
2)]. Indeed, suppose the contrary, and take t∗ ∈ (0, t0(d, λ, µ,m

2)] with
‖Et∗‖L1∩L∞ > 2c0λ. Then (4.68) and the definition (4.63) of fλ,µ,m2,t yield a contradiction:

(4.69) 2c0λ < ‖Et∗‖L1∩L∞ 6 c0λ+ fλ,µ,m2,t∗(2c0λ) 6
3c0λ

2
< 2c0λ.

This concludes the proof of item (i).

For item (ii), the reasoning is similar, so we only give a sketch. As µ = m2, the right-hand
side of (4.59) only contains linear combinations of the following terms:

c(ληt + λ2γt)
( 1

m2
t

1d=2 +
1

mt
1d=3

)

, c(ληt + λ2γt)m
−a
t , a > 2,

and cλnm−a
t , a > 0, n ∈ {1, 2, 3}.(4.70)

As for item (i), none of these terms depend on ε or L, and cλnm−a
t is bounded by cλnm−a =

cλnµ−a/2 for each a, n. To see what happens for large µ or small λ, recall from (4.65) the bound:

(4.71) sup
t>0

cηt
mt

6 c(µ)1d=2 + c0 with lim
µ→∞

c(µ) = 0,

and from (4.64) the corresponding bound for γt:

(4.72) sup
t>0

cγt
mt

6 c′(µ) with lim
µ→∞

c′(µ) = 0.

It follows that the right-hand side of (4.59) is bounded uniformly in t by c(µ)λ (for a different c(µ)
that nonetheless vanishes when µ is large), provided either λ is smaller than some λ(d, µ) > 0 or
µ larger than some µ(d, λ) > 0. Thus one has an analogue of (4.68) with t0 = +∞ and repeating
the argument of item (i) concludes the proof of item (ii) and of the lemma.

4.4. Estimate of the susceptibility. Fix a dimension d ∈ {2, 3}, let λ > 0, µ ∈ R, m2 > 0,
and t > 0. We now obtain the bound of Proposition 4.1 on the norm ‖E‖L1 . The starting point
is again the formula (4.15) with the splitting (4.17):

∣

∣S(x)− C(x)
∣

∣ 6 3λ
(

ηt + ‖E‖L∞

)

(C ⋆ S)(x) + 6λ2
∣

∣

(

C ⋆
(

S3 − 1ε0‖C3
∞‖L1

)

⋆ S
)

(x)
∣

∣

+ 54λ3(C ⋆ Q ⋆ S)(x) + |µ−m2|
(

C ⋆ S
)

(x).(4.73)

The quantity ‖E‖L∞ is estimated by Lemma 4.5. The ‖ · ‖L1 norm of E then reads:

‖E‖L1 6
3λ

(

ηt + ‖E‖L∞ + |µ −m2|
)

m2
t

(

‖E‖L1 +
1

m2
t

)

+ ‖Tλ2‖L1 + ‖Tλ3‖L1 .(4.74)

Lemma 4.6. There are polynomials P
(i)
t = P

(i)
d,t,µ,m2,‖E‖L∞

with i ∈ {1, 2, 3}, of degree at most 3

and with no constant term, such that:

‖E‖L1 6
3λ

(

ηt + ‖E‖L∞ + |µ −m2|
)

m4
t

+
cλ2

m4
t

[

γt +
‖E‖L∞ + ‖E‖2L∞

m2
t

+
1

m2
t

1d=2 +
( 1

mt
+

1

m
1/2
t

)

1d=3

]

+ λ3
[ c

m8
t

+
( c

m7
t

+
c

m5
t

)

1d=3

]

+

3
∑

i=1

λiP
(i)
t

(

‖E‖L1

)

.(4.75)
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The coefficients of the polynomials P
(i)
t are nonnegative and of the following form:

(4.76) c
ηt + |µ−m2|

m4
t

or c
γt
m2

t

or c‖E‖nL∞m−a
t , c, a > 0; n ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3}.

The lowest value of a is 2 in dimension 2, and 1/2 in dimension 3.

Proof. The norms ‖Tλ2‖L1 and ‖Tλ3‖L1 have been estimated in Sections 4.3.3–4.3.4 respectively.
Precisely, ‖Tλ2‖L1 is estimated in (4.38)–(4.43)–(4.50) and, bounding En by |E|‖E‖n−1

L∞ , it reads:

λ−2‖Tλ2‖L1 6
cγt
m4

t

+
c(‖E‖L∞ + 1)

m6
t

1d=2 + c
(‖E‖L∞

m5
t

+
1

m
5/2
t

+
1

m
9/2
t

)

1d=3 +
‖E‖2L∞

m6
t

+ c‖E‖L1

[ γt
m2

t

+
‖E‖2L∞

m4
t

+
(‖E‖L∞ + 1)

m4
t

1d=2 +
( 1

m
1/2
t

+
1

m
5/2
t

+
‖E‖L∞

m3
t

)

1d=3

]

+
c‖E‖2L1

m2
t

.(4.77)

On the other hand, for ‖Tλ3‖L1 = 54λ3‖C ⋆ S‖L1‖Q‖1, one has:

(4.78) λ−3‖Tλ3‖L1 6
54

m2
t

(

‖E‖L1 +
1

m2
t

)

‖Q‖L1 .

Recalling the bound (4.54) on ‖Q‖L1 concludes the proof of Lemma 4.6:

‖Q‖L1 6
‖E‖3L∞

m4
t

+
c
(

1 + ‖E‖L∞ + ‖E‖2L∞

)

m4
t

1d=2 + c
( 1

mt
+

‖E‖L∞

m2
t

+
‖E‖2L∞

m3
t

)

1d=3

+ c‖E‖L1

[‖E‖3L∞

m2
t

+ ‖E‖2L∞

( 1

m2
t

1d=2 +
c

mt
1d=3

)]

+ ‖E‖3L∞‖E‖2L1 .(4.79)

Lemma 4.6 is sufficient to conclude the proof of Propositions 4.1–4.2.

Proof of Proposition 4.1. Let t0(d, λ, µ,m
2) > 0 be the scale defined in Lemma 4.5, such that,

for some numerical constant c:

(4.80) ∀t ∈ (0, t0(d, λ, µ,m
2)], ‖E‖L1∩L∞ 6 cλ.

Henceforth t ∈ (0, t0(d, λ, µ,m
2)]. Let Gd,t,µ,m2(λ)+

∑3
i=1 λ

iP
(i)
d,t,µ,m2,cλ

(

‖E‖L1

)

denote the right-

hand side of the bound in Lemma 4.6 with ‖E‖L∞ replaced by cλ:

(4.81) ‖E‖L1 6 Gd,t,µ,m2(λ) +

3
∑

i=1

λiP
(i)
d,t,µ,m2,cλ

(

‖E‖L1

)

.

Using the already established bound ‖E‖L1 6 cλ on the right-hand side would give a bound
on ‖E‖L1 in which each term has a factor m−a

t ∼ ta/2 as t → 0. However, the smallest powers
obtained in this way (for example, a = 1/2 in dimension 3) are not integrable with respect to
t−2 dt near t = 0. On the other hand, the term in Gd,t,µ,m2(λ) with the most singular t-dependence

as t→ 0 is ηtm
−4
t which is integrable with respect to t−2 dt. (Indeed, recall m−4

t ∼ t2, that (4.64)
shows that ηt diverges as log t

−1 in d = 2 and as t−1/2 in d = 3, and that γt is bounded in d = 2
whereas γt diverges as log t

−1 in d = 3). In addition:

(4.82) sup
t>0

Gd,t,µ,m2(λ) 6 c(d, λ, µ,m2).
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Therefore, since the P (i) do not have constant terms, by iterating the bound (4.81) a finite number
of times, and using the bound ‖E‖L1 6 cλ from (4.80) at the last iteration, it follows that

(4.83) ‖E‖L1 6 pd,t,µ,m2(λ),

with the right-hand side above a polynomial in λ of degree independent of the parameters
λ, µ,m2, ε, L, and coefficients functions of ηt, γt, |µ−m2| times powers of m−1

t such that

(4.84) t 7→ pd,t,µ,m2(λ)

t2
is integrable around t = 0.

This concludes the proof of Proposition 4.1.

Proof of Proposition 4.2. Fix µ = m2, and consider either λ ∈ [0, λ(d, µ)], or µ > µ(d, λ), where
these quantities are defined in item (ii) of Lemma 4.5. Then:

(4.85) ∀t > 0, ‖E‖L1∩L∞ 6 c(µ)λ, lim
µ→∞

c(µ) = 0.

The argument is then identical to the above proof of Proposition 4.1, replacing ‖E‖L∞ by c(µ)λ
for each t > 0 and writing the right-hand side of the bound in Lemma 4.6 as:

(4.86) ‖E‖L1 6 G̃d,t,µ(λ) +

3
∑

i=1

λiP
(i)
d,t,µ,µ,c(µ)λ

(

‖E‖L1

)

.

Then, again by iteration, for each t > 0:

(4.87) ‖E‖L1 6 p̃d,t,µ(λ),

with t 7→ t−2p̃d,t,µ(λ) integrable around 0. Using the bound of Lemma 4.6 together with the
estimates on the differences of counterterms from Lemma A.3, it also follows that p̃d,t,µ(λ) has
coefficients bounded uniformly on t. It is therefore integrable at ∞ with respect to t−2 dt, and
thus on the whole of (0,∞). Moreover, since each term appearing in p̃d,t,µ(λ) vanishes when
λ→ 0 or µ → ∞, one has, up to decreasing λ(d, µ) or increasing µ(d, λ):

(4.88) sup
λ>0

sup
µ>µ(d,λ)

∫ ∞

0

p̃d,t,µ(λ)

t2
dt <∞, sup

µ>0
sup

λ∈[0,λ(d,µ)]

∫ ∞

0

p̃d,t,µ(λ)

t2
dt <∞.

The final claim lim supt→∞ p̃d,t,µ(λ) = o(µ−1) is also clear from the above (recall that the differ-
ences ηt, γt of the counterterms at time t and ∞ vanish by definition in the limit t→ ∞, so only
the inverse powers of mt in p̃d,t,µ matter in the limit).

5 Proof of Theorem 1.1

Proof of Theorem 1.1 (i). Fix m2 = 1 (though the value of m2 is irrelevant). Let χ̄ ∈ (0,+∞)
and assume that ε and L are such that

(5.1) χε,L
∞ := εd

∑

x∈Λε,L

〈

ϕ0ϕx

〉ε,L

λ,µ
6 χ̄.

By Theorem 2.6, the log-Sobolev constant γ = γε,L(λ, µ) of the continuum ϕ4
d measure (1.1) is

bounded by

(5.2)
1

γ
6

∫ ∞

0
exp

[

− 2

∫ t

0
κ̇ε,Ls ds

]

dt, κ̇ε,Lt :=
1

t
− χε,L

t

t2
.
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To bound γ, we estimate the susceptibility for small scale t and large scale t in a different way.
For t smaller than the t0 := t0(d, λ, µ,m

2 = 1) > 0 of Proposition 4.1, one has:

(5.3) χε,L
t 6

1

1 + 1
t

+ pd,t,µ,m2=1(λ),

∫ t0

0

pd,t,µ,m2=1(λ)

t2
dt 6 cd(λ, µ,m

2 = 1),

where the (1+ 1/t)−1 term is simply the Gaussian susceptibility ‖Ct‖L1 with mass m2 = 1. This
gives:

(5.4) ∀t ∈ (0, t0], κ̇ε,Lt >
1

t
− 1

t2

(

1

1 + 1/t
+ pd,t,µ,m2=1(λ)

)

=
1

t+ 1
− pd,t,µ,m2=1(λ)

t2
.

and

(5.5)

∫ t

0
κ̇ε,Ls ds > log(t+ 1)− cd(λ, µ,m

2 = 1).

On the other hand, the second Griffiths inequality implies that χε,L
t is decreasing in 1/t, i.e.,

increasing in t. For large scales t > t0, one thus has χε,L
t 6 χε,L

∞ 6 χ̄ by (5.1), so that:

(5.6) ∀t > t0, κ̇ε,Lt >
1

t
− χ̄

t2
.

This bound implies:

(5.7) ∀t > t0,

∫ t

t0

κ̇ε,Ls ds > log t− log t0 − χ̄/t0 = log(t/t0)− C(λ, µ, χ̄).

Combined, (5.5) and (5.7) give for each t > 0:

exp

[

−2

∫ t

0
κε,Ls ds

]

6 exp

[

−2

∫ t0∧t

0
κε,Ls ds

]

exp

[

−2

∫ t

t0∧t
κε,Ls ds

]

6 (t ∧ t0 + 1)−2(1 ∨ t/t0)−2e2cd(λ,µ,m
2=1)+2C(λ,µ,χ̄)(5.8)

which is integrable on (0,∞) with a bound that depends only on (λ, µ, χ̄).

Proof of Theorem 1.1 (ii). Under the assumptions of (ii) (m2 > 0, µ = m2 and either λ ∈
[0, λ(d, µ)] or µ > µ(d, λ)), we can directly apply Proposition 4.2 for all t > 0. As in the proof of
(i), this gives

(5.9) κ̇ε,Lt >
m2

m2t+ 1
− p̃d,t,m2(λ)

t2

and

(5.10) κε,Lt > log(m2t+ 1)− c, c :=

∫ ∞

0

p̃d,t,m2(λ)

t2
.

Recall from Proposition 4.2 that c is independent of λ, µ under the assumptions of (ii). The
log-Sobolev constant γ = γε,L(λ, µ) thus satisfies:

(5.11)
1

γ
6

∫ ∞

0
exp

[

−2

∫ t

0
κε,Ls ds

]

dt 6 ec
∫ ∞

0

1

(m2t+ 1)2
dt =

ec

m2
.

Thus γ > e−cm2 = e−cµ. Since χε,L(λ, µ) = ‖S∞‖L1 and ‖S∞‖L1 = µ−1 + o(µ−1) by the last
item of Proposition 4.2, the bound on γ in the other direction was established just below the
statement of Theorem 1.1. This concludes the proof of item (ii) of Theorem 1.1.
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A Bounds on diagrams

A.1. Moments of Gaussian covariance. In this section, m2 > 0 is fixed and we consider:

(A.1) C(m) :=
(

−∆ε +m2
)−1

,

with the matrix elements of the inverse normalised with respect to the inner product (u, v)ε =
εd

∑

x∈Λε,L
u(x)v(x). In other words, C(m) is given by:

(A.2) ∀x ∈ Λε,L, C(m)(x) := C(m)(0, x) =
1

Ld

∑

k∈Λ∗

eik·x
1

m2 + θ(k)
.

Above, Λ∗ is the set:

(A.3) Λ∗ :=
{

k ∈ 2π

L
Z
d : ∀i ∈ {1, . . . , d}, −π

ε
< ki 6

π

ε

}

,

and ∆ε is the Laplacian on the torus Λε,L defined in (1.2), with eigenvalues θ given by:

(A.4) θ(k) :=

3
∑

k=1

θ(ki), θ(ki) :=
4

ε2
sin2

(kiε

2

)

, k ∈ Λ∗.

For later use, recall that convexity of the sine function on [0, π/2] yields, for each 0 6 u 6 π/2:

(A.5)
2u

π
6 sin(u) 6 u ⇒ 4u2

π2
6 sin2(±u) 6 u2.

In particular:

(A.6) ∀k ∈ Λ∗,
1

m2 + θ(k)
6

1

m2 +
4‖k‖22
π2

.

Lemma A.1. Let ψ be given by:

(A.7) ψ = C3
(m) − 1ε0‖C3

(m)‖L1 ,

where C(m) is the Gaussian covariance (A.1), and 1ε0 := ε−d10. In dimension d = 2, one has:

(A.8) ‖ψ‖L1 6
c

m2
.

When instead d = 3, for each k ∈ Λ∗, the Fourier transform ψ̂(k) of ψ satisfies:

(A.9) |ψ̂(k)| 6 c log
(

1 +
2‖k‖2
mπ

)

,

and

(A.10) ‖C(m) ⋆ ψ‖L1 6
c

m1/2
+

c

m5/2
, ‖C(m) ⋆ ψ‖L2 6

c

m1/2
.

Proof. Let us start with the bound on ‖ψ‖L1 in dimension d = 2, which is easiest. Indeed, one
has in that case:

(A.11) |ψ| 6 C3
(m) + 1ε0‖C3

(m)‖L1 ⇒ ‖ψ‖L1 6 2‖C3
(m)‖L1 .

One has then:

‖C3
(m)‖L1 =

1

L2d

∑

k,p∈Λ∗

1

m2 + θ(p)
· 1

m2 + θ(q)
· 1

m2 + θ(p+ q)
.(A.12)
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Using convexity to bound the sines in the definition (A.4) of θ and comparing sums to integrals
yields:

‖C3‖L1 6

∫

[−π
ε
−1,π

ε
]4
dp dq

1

m2 +
4‖p‖22
π2

· 1

m2 +
4‖q‖22
π2

· 1

m2 +
4‖p+q‖22

π2

6
π4

16m2

∫

R4

dp dq
1

1 + ‖p‖22
· 1

1 + ‖q‖22
· 1

1 + ‖p + q‖22
6

c

m2
,(A.13)

where we used that the integral on the last line is finite which follows, e.g., from the Cauchy-
Schwarz inequality. This concludes the estimate of ‖ψ‖L1 in the d = 2 case.

Consider now d = 3. The Fourier transform ψ̂(k) reads, for each k ∈ Λ∗ (defined in (A.3)):

ψ̂(k) =
1

L6

∑

p,q∈Λ∗

1

m2 + θ(p)
· 1

m2 + θ(q)
·
[ 1

m2 + θ(k − p− q)
− 1

m2 + θ(−p− q)

]

= −
∫ 1

0
dα

1

L6

∑

p,q∈Λ∗

1

m2 + θ(p)
· 1

m2 + θ(q)

·
4πε−1

∑3
i=1 ki sin

(

πε(αki−pi−qi)
2

)

cos
(

πε(αki−pi−qi)
2

)

[

m2 + θ(αk − p− q)
]2 .(A.14)

In the following it is convenient to extend the above definition to k ∈ R
3. Using convexity to

bound the sines and comparing sums to integrals, then bounding these integrals by integrals on
R
d and changing variables p, q → 2p/mπ, 2q/mπ as before, we find that ψ̂(k) satisfies:

(A.15) ∀k ∈ R
3, |ψ̂(k)| 6 cf̂(2k/mπ),

with:

(A.16) f̂(k) := ‖k‖2
∫ 1

0
dα

∫

R6

dp dq
1

1 + ‖p‖22
· 1

1 + ‖q‖22
· ‖αk − p− q‖2
[

1 + ‖αk − p− q‖22
]2 .

Let us estimate f̂ . We claim that, for each k̃ ∈ R
3,

(A.17)

∫

R3

1

1 + ‖p‖2
‖k̃ − p‖2

[

1 + ‖k̃ − p‖22
]2 dp =

∫

R3

1

1 + ‖k̃ + p‖2
‖p‖2

[

1 + ‖p‖22
]2 dp 6

c

1 + ‖k̃‖22
.

Indeed, to see this, split the integral between the regions {‖p‖2 6 ‖k̃‖2/2}, {‖p‖2 > 3‖k̃‖2/2},
and the complement of these. In the first two regions, ‖k̃ + p‖2 > ‖k̃‖2/2. In the complement,
bound ‖p‖2 by ‖k̃‖2 to find:

∫

‖k̃‖2/26‖p‖263‖k̃‖2/2

1

1 + ‖k̃ + p‖2
‖p‖2

[

1 + ‖p‖22
]2 dp 6

c‖k̃‖32
[

1 + ‖k̃‖22
]2

∫ 3/2

1/2

1

1 + ‖k̃‖22u2
du

6
c

1 + ‖k̃‖22
.(A.18)

Using the above bound with k̃ = αk − q yields:

f̂(k) 6 c‖k‖2
∫ 1

0
dα

∫

R3

1

1 + ‖q‖22
· 1

1 + ‖αk − q‖22
dq

=: ‖k‖2
∫ 1

0
dα I(αk).(A.19)
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For each α ∈ [0, 1], I(αk) reads:

I(αk) = c

∫ ∞

0

∫ ∞

0
ds1 ds2

∫

R3

exp
[

− s1
(

1 + ‖q‖22
)

− s2
(

1 + ‖αk − q‖22
)

]

dq

6 c

∫ ∞

0

∫ ∞

0
ds1 ds2 e

−s1−s2

∫

R3

exp
[

− (s1 + s2)
∥

∥

∥
q − s2αk

s1 + s2

∥

∥

∥

2

2
− s1s2‖αk‖22

s1 + s2

]

dq

6 c

∫ ∞

0

∫ ∞

0
ds1 ds2

1

(s1 + s2)3/2
e−s1−s2 exp

[

− s1s2‖αk‖22
s1 + s2

]

.(A.20)

Changing variable from s1 to s = s1/s2 yields:

I(αk) 6 c

∫ ∞

0

∫ ∞

0
exp

[

− s2

(s‖αk‖22
s+ 1

+ s+ 1
)] 1

√
s2(s+ 1)3/2

ds ds2

6 c

∫ ∞

0

ds

(s+ 1)
√

(s+ 1)2 + s‖αk‖22
6

c

1 + ‖αk‖2
(A.21)

using

(A.22)
√

(s+ 1)2 + s‖αk‖22 > s+ 1 +
√
s‖αk‖2 >

√
s(1 + ‖αk‖2).

Thus:

(A.23) f̂(k) 6 c log(1 + ‖k‖2) ⇒ |ψ̂(k)| 6 c log
(

1 +
2‖k‖2
mπ

)

.

We now prove the bound on ‖C(m) ⋆ ψ‖L1∩L2 . One has, first for the L2 norm:

(A.24) ‖C(m) ⋆ ψ‖L2 6 c

(
∫

R3

1
(

m2 +
4‖k‖2

2

π2

)2
log

(

1 +
2‖k‖2
mπ

)2
dk

)1/2

6
c

m1/2
.

By similar computations as in the bound on ψ̂, one can prove |∂αψ̂(k)| 6 cαm
−|α|(1+

4‖k‖22
m2π2 )

−|α|/2

for any multi-index α ∈ N
3 and any k ∈ R

3. In addition, for each j ∈ {1, . . . , d} and each
F ∈ R

Λε,L ,

L2
[

1− cos
(2πxj

L

)]

F (x) =
L2

2Ld

∑

k∈Λ∗

eik·xF̂ (k)
[

2− e
2iπ
L

ej ·x − e−
2iπ
L

ej ·x
]

= − 1

2Ld

∑

k∈Λ∗

eik·xL2
[

F̂
(

k +
2π

L
ej

)

+ F̂
(

k − 2π

L
ej

)

− 2F̂ (k)
]

.

= − 1

Ld

∑

k∈Λ∗

eik·x
∫ 1

0
(1− α)∂2j F̂

(

k +
2πα

L
ej

)

dα.(A.25)

where, for the last line above, the Fourier transform F̂ is extended from Λ∗ to R
3 as in (A.14)

for ψ̂. Letting U(x) := L2
(

d −∑d
j=1 cos(2πxj/L)

)

for x ∈ Λε,L, noticing that ‖U−1‖L2 6 c and
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using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, this implies

‖C(m) ⋆ ψ‖L1 6 ‖U−1‖L2‖U · C(m) ⋆ ψ‖L2

6 ‖U−1‖L2

[(

1

Ld

∑

k∈Λ∗

∫ 1

0
∆
(

Ĉ(m)ψ̂
)

(

k +
2παej
L

)

dα

)2 ]1/2

6 c

[
∫

R3

( 1
(

m2 +
4‖k‖22
π2

)2
+

1
(

m2 +
4‖k‖22
π2

)3

)(

1 + log
(

1 +
2‖k‖2
mπ

)2)

dk

+

∫

R3

( 1
(

m2 +
4‖k‖22
π2

)3
+

1
(

m2 +
4‖k‖22
π2

)4

)

dk

]1/2

6
c

m1/2
+

c

m3/2
+

c

m5/2
6

c

m1/2
+

c

m5/2
,(A.26)

where the Laplace operator ∆ on the second line above acts on the Fourier variable.

Lemma A.2. The term ‖C(m)(C
2
(m) ⋆ C

2
(m))‖L1 satisfies:

(A.27) ‖C(m)(C
2
(m) ⋆ C

2
(m))‖L1 6

c

m4
1d=2 +

c

m
1d=3.

Proof. The proof is similar to that of Lemma A.1, so we only give a sketch. Using the Fourier
representation, one has:

(A.28) ‖C(m)(C
2
(m) ⋆ C

2
(m))‖L1 =

1

Ld

∑

k∈Λ∗

1

m2 + θ(k)

( 1

Ld

∑

p∈Λ∗

1

m2 + θ(p)

1

m2 + θ(k − p)

)2
.

The idea is again to compare sums to integrals, and then change variables to factor out the mass
dependence:

(A.29) ‖C(m)(C
2
(m) ⋆ C

2
(m))‖L1 6

cm3d

m10

∫

Rd

dk

1 + ‖k‖22

(

∫

Rd

dp
1

1 + ‖p‖22
1

1 + ‖k − p‖22

)2
.

It remains to check that the last integral is finite. Notice however that the integral in the square
above is exactly I(k), as defined in (A.19) in the three-dimensional case. It follows from (A.21)
that I(k) 6 C/(1 + ‖k‖2) in dimension 3. The same arguments also work in dimension 2, which
concludes the proof.

A.2. Differences of the counterterms. In this section (and as in Section 4), Ct is the co-
variance Ct = (−∆ε +m2 + 1/t)−1 for t > 0.

Lemma A.3. In dimension d ∈ {2, 3}, the difference of the counterterms at parameters t > 0
and +∞ satisfies:

0 6 C∞(0)− Ct(0) =: ηt 6 c log
(

1 +
1

m2t

)

1d=2 + cm
(

√

1 +
1

tm2
− 1

)

1d=3,

0 6 ‖C3
∞‖L1 − ‖C3

t ‖L1 := γt 6
c

m2(m2t+ 1)
1d=2 + c log

(

1 +
1

m2t

)

1d=3.

(A.30)

Proof. The proof is similar to and uses notations of the proof of Lemma A.1. The key argument
consists in passing from discrete sums to integrals, using the relation f(1) − f(0) =

∫ 1
0 f

′(t) dt.
For C∞(0)− Ct(0), one has:

C∞(0)− Ct(0) =
1

Ld

∑

k∈Λ∗

[ 1

m2 + θ(k)
− 1

m2 + 1
t + θ(k)

]

=
1

t

∫ 1

0
dα

1

Ld

∑

k∈Λ∗

1
(

m2 + α
t + θ(k)

)2

6
c

t

∫ 1

0
dα

∫

Rd

dk
(

m2 + α
t +

4‖k‖22
π2

)2
.(A.31)
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Changing variables from k to p = 2k(π
√

m2 + α/t)−1 yields:

C∞(0) − Ct(0) 6

∫ 1

0

1

t
(

m2 + α
t

)2− d
2

dα×
∫

Rd

1

(1 + ‖p‖22)2
dp

6 c

∫ 1

0

1

t
(

m2 + α
t

)2− d
2

dα

= c log
(

1 +
1

m2t

)

1d=2 + cm
(

√

1 +
1

tm2
− 1

)

1d=3.(A.32)

For the C3 counterterm γt, one has similarly:

‖C3
∞‖L1 − ‖C3

t ‖L1 =
1

L2d

∑

p,q∈Λ∗

[

1

m2 + θ(p)

1

m2 + θ(q)

1

m2 + θ(p+ q)

− 1

m2 + 1
t + θ(p)

1

m2 + 1
t + θ(q)

1

m2 + 1
t + θ(p+ q)

]

=
3

t

∫ 1

0
dα

1

L2d

∑

p,q∈Λ∗

1

m2 + α
t + θ(p)

1
(

m2 + α
t + θ(q)

)2

1

m2 + α
t + θ(p+ q)

.(A.33)

Bounding θ by convexity and comparing discrete sums to integrals, then changing variables from
p, q to 2p(π

√

m2 + α/t)−1 and 2q(π
√

m2 + α/t)−1 yields:

‖C3
∞‖L1 − ‖C3

t ‖L1 6
3c

t

∫ 1

0
dα

∫

R2d

1

m2 + α
t +

4‖p‖22
π2

1
(

m2 + α
t +

4‖q‖22
π2

)2

1

m2 + α
t +

4‖p+q‖22
π2

dp dq

=

∫ 1

0
dα

3cπ2d

t
(

m2 + α
t

)4−d

∫

R6

1

1 + ‖p‖22
1

(

1 + ‖q‖22
)2

1

1 + ‖p+ q‖22
dp dq.(A.34)

Since the integral over p, q is bounded, therefore:

‖C3
∞‖L1 − ‖C3

t ‖L1 6 c

∫ 1

0

1

t
(

m2 + α
t

)4−d
dα

6
c

m2(m2t+ 1)
1d=2 + c log

(

1 +
1

m2t

)

1d=3.(A.35)
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[33] N. Yoshida. The log-Sobolev inequality for weakly coupled lattice fields. Probab. Theory
Related Fields, 115(1):1–40, 1999.

[34] B. Zegarlinski. The strong decay to equilibrium for the stochastic dynamics of unbounded
spin systems on a lattice. Commun. Math. Phys., 175(2):401–432, 1996.

[35] R. Zhu and X. Zhu. Dirichlet form associated with the Φ4
3 model. Electron. J. Probab.,

23:Paper No. 78, 31, 2018.

[36] R. Zhu and X. Zhu. Lattice approximation to the dynamical Φ4
3 model. Ann. Probab.,

46(1):397–455, 2018.

27


	1 The 4d measure
	2 Criterion for the log-Sobolev inequality
	3 Simple application: Log-Sobolev inequality for lattice 4 models
	4 Bound on the susceptibility of the continuum 4d model
	4.1 Statement of the result
	4.2 Skeleton inequalities
	4.3 Estimate in L1L norm
	4.3.1 Order 0 term
	4.3.2 Order 1 term
	4.3.3 Order 2 terms
	4.3.4 Order 3 terms
	4.3.5 Conclusion on EL1L

	4.4 Estimate of the susceptibility

	5 Proof of Theorem 1.1
	A Bounds on diagrams
	A.1 Moments of Gaussian covariance
	A.2 Differences of the counterterms


