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Log-Sobolev inequality for the ¢3 and ¢3 measures

Roland Bauerschmidt* Benoit Dagallier

Abstract

The continuum ¢j3 and ¢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 3 and i 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 p3 and (3 measures obtained using skeleton inequalities.

1 The ¢} measure

Let d =2 or d =3, and let A, = LT?NeZ? (and always assume L is a multiple of €). For A > 0
and p € R, the lattice regularised (continuum) cpé measure is defined as the probability measure

p+as(A)

5 o2 | de,

1 A
(1.1) Vf\:i(dcp) x exp |—e? Z [§@x(—A€cp)$ + Zpi +
IGAE,L

where dp denotes the Lebesgue measure on R*=Z, the lattice Laplacian A° is:

(1.2) Yo € RA=L, (A%yp), = g2 Z [cpy — cpx],

y~zx

and a®(\) is a dimension-dependent divergent counterterm which ensures that the ¢ — 0 limit
of the measure (on a suitable space of generalised functions on LT?) 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 1+ a®(\) into a finite mass term g (which plays the role of a temperature
of the model) and a divergent counterterm a®(\) is only determined up to an additive bounded
constant. Explicitly, for an arbitrary fixed m? > 0, which we will usually take to be m? = 1, one
can take a®()\) = a®(\, m?) with

(1.3) a*(A,m?) = =3A( = A"+ m?)71(0,0) + 6X%]| (= A%+ m?) (0,2,

In this definition and subsequently, the matrix elements of (—A® + m?)~! are normalised with
respect to the inner product (u, v). = % > wen. , w(@)v(z) so that (—A+m?)~L(x,y) converges to
its continuum counterpart, and L? norms are defined by || f||}, = Hf”i?(&ﬂ = ¢4 ZmeAE,L |f(x)[P.
This implies the following scaling (with dimension-dependent constants ¢; > 0):

. o —eiXlog(e™?) + Oz 0 (1) (d=2)
(1.4) as(A,m”) = {_Cl)\g_l + c2A?log(e72) 4+ Op20(1)  (d=3)

)
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Note that when d = 2 the A? counterterm in (L3) is bounded and part of O,,2 y(1) in (L),
and could thus be dropped, but we will keep it to unify the presentation of both dimensions.
Moreover, as discussed already, any value of m? > 0 can be used, and for this reason, we often

do not explicitly mention m? in the notation I/i’ﬁ. Different choices of m? only correspond to a

different choice of origin for p. Expectation with respect to (L)) is denoted by ( - >f\i
L )

The Glauber dynamics with invariant measure l/i’ e also known as the dynamical @3 model,

is the solution to the systems of SDEs
(1.5) deor = (A%pr — M} — (pu+ a*(N))r) dt + V2d W

where de’L is space-time white noise on Ry x A, 1, i.e., We L is a Brownian motion on L? (Ae,r)
(or, in other words, the Wf’L(x) are independent Brownian motions of variance e~ for z € Acr).
For d = 3, the pathwise existence of the € — 0 limit is a main result of Hairer’s theory of regularity
structures [20H22]; 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
(LCH) determines a Markov process with Dirichlet form given by

(1.6) D)= 3 <<8F)2>
TEAe L

e, L

8SO$ >\7M.

Our main result is a log-Sobolev inequality for the cpé measures, stated in Theorem [L1] below.
We formulate it for € > 0 with uniform e 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 (L)) is the largest constant v = v (), u) such that

(1.7) VF:RML SR, Ent(F) < =D(VF),

=2 | o

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

(1.8) Ent(F) = (Flog F)5;, — (F)55 log(F)3 .
The log-Sobolev inequality has many general implications, see the references [IL[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 gpzll measures, the log-Sobolev inequality was conjectured in [34]. Spectral
gap inequalities (quantifying the relaxation in L? norm with respect to the invariant measure) and
exponential ergodicity (in total variation) for the gofl 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
e — 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 € > 0 and L < oo, the regularised cpé measure is convex at infinity
and standard techniques (see, e.g., [25]) show that v*Z (X, 1) > 0, but the bound obtained in this
way tends to 0 (extremely quickly) as e — 0 or L — o0, as the counterterms (L3)—(T4) make
the microscopic measure very non-convex as € — 0 (for any A > 0 and p € R).

Theorem 1.1. Let d=2 ord=3 and e > 0. Let L > 1 assumed to be a multiple of € > 0.
(i) Let A > 0, p € R, and assume that there is a constant x € (0,00) such that

L _
(1.9) X m) = Y (popa)i < X
‘TGAE,L



Then the log-Sobolev constant v**(\, i) of (L) is bounded below by a positive constant 5 =
YA, i, X) uniformly in € and the bound depends only on (A, u,X) and not directly on L (or€):

(1.10) Y O 1) = Y 1, %)

(11) For any A, ;> 0, there are pu(d, X), X(d, ;) > 0 such that if the counterterms in (L3])-(L4)
are chosen with m? = p instead of m? = 1, and if either u > u(d,\) or X € [0, \(d, )], then the
log-Sobolev constant satisfies, uniformly in € and L,

(1.11) Clu <y™H (A p) < O

The choice m? = i instead of m? = 1 in item (ii) amounts to a different choice of origin for y,
and (L.IT]) states that this choice ensures that the log-Sobolev constant is comparable to the mass
term . Equivalently, this statement could be formulated in terms of m? = 1 when replacing
in (LIT)) on both sides by u + a®(\, ) — a®(A, 1), where a®(A, ) — a®(A, ) converges as € — 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(yp) = e?L~%/? > we. ; Px and observing that Var(F) = x&F (A, p) and
D(F) =1, the general fact that the spectral gép is bounded below by the log-Sobolev constant
implies that the optimal log-Sobolev constant v5(\, u) of (ILT)) satisfies

1
XSE(A )

Together with Theorem [LT] (i) this shows that v (), 1) is bounded below if and only if (X, p)
is bounded above.

The boundedness of the susceptibility x**(\, i) in both & and L provides a standard definition
of the critical temperature p.(A). Thus, in other words, Theorem [L1] (i) shows that the log-
Sobolev constant of the <pfl measure is bounded below throughout the high temperature phase
i > pe(A). For background, we summarise the following known properties of the susceptibility of
¢4 models (d = 2,3), say with the counterterms (L3) defined with m? = 1:

(1.12) () <

(i) For any A > 0 and p € R, the finite volume susceptibility x*" (), i) is bounded in ¢ for any
fixed L < co. For example, this can be shown using the methods of the recent works [2L[17].

(ii) For any A > 0, there is up(A) € R such that for g > pg(\), the susceptibility is also bounded
both in € 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 [}

(iii) For any A > 0, there is p1(\) € R such that for pu < (), 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 p for any fixed A > 0,
provided the counterterms are defined in terms of m? independent of u, e.g., m? = 1. Thus
with this choice (i) and (iii) determine a unique p.(\) € R that separates the p 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 p | () is explicit in terms of the susceptibility but far from
the expected truth. For large u, item (ii) of Theorem [[.T] determines the log-Sobolev constant up
to multiplicative constants.

For general background on the gp% measures, see the textbooks [15,30], and for g0§ 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 [26H28)].



Our proof of Theorem [IT] 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 gpzll 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 ¢* model is bounded below uniformly in the volume up to the critical point
(see Section B]). 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 ¢* measures.
The criterion is first stated for * measures in a general setting (thus applying in particular to any
graph and any dimension), in Theorem [ZJ] and then specialised to the continuum @3 measure
(CI) in Theorem 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 A be a finite set, let A = (Azy)zyer C R a symmetric matrix, let ¢ > 0 and v € R, and
consider the general p* measure with external field h € R? on A:

1
(2.1) H o (de) o< exp | = 5 (12, Aw) = Valp) + ()| deo

with (u,v) =3, p g0y for u,v € R (there is no ¢ here), and V; the potential:

1 1

A _ oy, 1 4
(2.2) Vo € RY, %(cﬂ)—weZA(LLg%Jrwa)-

Since the set A is fixed in the following, we omit it and write ,uﬁl g.v instead of ,uﬁ’z ,» and < . >Z g

for the associated expectation. Also, when h = 0, we simply write p4 4, and < . > Aoy I this

)

setting, the log-Sobolev constant of (2] is the best constant v = v(A, g,v) such that:

2
(2.3) VF:RM 5 R,,  Ent(F)< ;D(\/Z?),

with:

(2.4) Ent(F) = (Flog F)a gy — (F)agvlog(F)agy,  DF)=>_ <( gj >2>A9 .
TEA z 7

For ¢ > 0, consider the measure (14 4,11/ with additional mass 1/¢, and write Sy = Sy 4,41/, for
its two-point correlation function:

(25) vmay € A7 St(x7y) = <(p$(py>A7g,V+1/t'
Introduce also the susceptibility x: = X4,g,041/+:
(2:6) xe = max y | Si(z,y).

yeA

In particular, when A is a torus and A, , = Ag z—y for all z,y € A, then S; is translation invariant
as well, and y is the usual susceptibility. Define then:

Xt

(2.7) o=y

S

W



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:

1 00 t
(2.8) — < / exp [— 2/ s ds] dt.
v 0 0

Remark 2.2. The proof only uses that y; is an upper bound on the spectral radius of the
covariance matrix (S¢(«,y))syea and one could therefore instead define y; in this way for a
slightly more general statement.

The proof of Theorem 2. T 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 (Cy). We will make the particular choice (known as Pauli-Villars regularisation):

(2.9) Ci=(A+1/t)"" (t>0), Cop=0,

and recall that the matrix A is positive definite. We write C’t, é’t for the first and second derivatives
of C;. Let E¢, denote expectation under the Gaussian measure with covariance Cy, and introduce
a renormalised potential V; by:

(2.10) Vo eRY,  Vi(p) = —logEc, [e%@ﬂ].

Equivalently, V; satisfies the Polchinski (renormalisation group) equation

oV, 1 1
(2.11) 2 =~ 38V 5 (VVE,

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 v = (A, g,v) for the measure
HA,g s bounded in terms of Vi as follows:

1 o] t .
(2.12) — < / exp [— 2/ Ly ds} dt,
Y 0 0
where, fort >0, by is any real number such that, for all ¢ € R:
. ) 1 .. ..
(213) Ct Hess Vt(go)Ct — 50,5 = EtCt.

Thus we need to show that ¢, may be chosen to be &;. To this end, observe that V; defined in
(2I0) can be expressed, by changing variables from ¢ to ¢ — ¢, as

Vi(p) + const = — log/e%(c’cfloevo(‘ﬁo d¢
(2.14) = %(% C; o) —log / e 360710 V(0 (G e0) g

and hence the Hessian of V; is given by:

(2.15) Hess Vi () = C;7' — C7 1 8(0) O Y,
where

. \Cile
(2.16) Si(p) = <<Ca:a Cy>ATg7y+1/t) el



with the expectation < . > here acting on the field ¢ and the following notation for the covariance:

h

—(F G FG:RMN SR, heRM
A,g,v <>h <>h A A

(2.17) (F;G) A9 \T ) A0

h
- <FG>A,g,1/
The second ingredient of the proof of Theorem 2.]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 ¢* models as
follows (the proof of this extension is exactly as the extension of the other correlation inequalities
from Ising models to ¢* models in [31]).

Proposition 2.4. Let g > 0, v € R, and let A be a matriz with nonpositive offdiagonal coeffi-
cients. For any h € R®, then

(2.18) v,y €A, 0<(pnioy)y,, <P en),, = (PrPy A

To use this inequality to bound the Hessian in (2.I5]) 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 V;
in (2.15]) through Proposition 2.4l The combination of the last two ingredients culminates in the
following proposition from which Theorem 2] follows immediately.

Proposition 2.5. For each t > 0, one can take by = iy in 2I3), where ky is defined by (271).

Proof of Proposition[2Z4. Fix t > 0, take X € R?, and using the expression (ZI5)) for the Hessian
notice that

(2.19) XTHess Vi(o)X > XTCTIX — ||CTIX |3 sup YIS (p)Y.
[¥ll2=1

The correlation matrix ¥;(¢) has nonnegative entries, as correlations under '“ﬁl, g,» ar€ nonnegative
for any h € R 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 Yy = Yj(¢) with nonnegative entries. The pointwise correlation bound of Proposition 2:4]
thus implies:

(2.20) sup YT Si(0)Y = Y{ Si(9)Yo < Y5 Be(0)Yo < [IZe(0)] = sup YTE,(0)Y.
¥]l2=1 ¥ l=1

The spectral radius [|X|| of a matrix ¥ is a lower bound for any matrix norm. For a matrix %
with nonnegative entries, this implies:

(2.21) 1= < mBXsz,y.
y
For ¥ = ¥,(0) given by (2Z.I6]), 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 V;:
(2.22) XTHess(Vy) ()X > XT(C; 1 — xiC?) X.

To conclude the proof of Proposition [Z.5] notice that, for each ¢ > 0:

= (A 2 _ O = 2 A(A -3
C=mA+1/)7=—, G=-3AA4+1/1)

(2.23) = —%Actc't.



Injecting these expressions in the criterion (2I3]) for the log-Sobolev inequality concludes the
proof of Proposition (Ct, Cy, Cy, and A all commute):

. . 1. C,, _o C
CiHess(V;)(p)Cy — §Ct > [Tt (Ct 1_ xtCy Q)Tt

(L a)a-X)e

+ %Act} o)

t
1 i .
(2.24) - [; _ %} Cy = i

O

Proof of Theorem [Zl As already mentioned, the proof of the theorem is immediate from Propo-
sitions [2.3] and O

Finally, we consider the special choice of A, A, g, v corresponding to the continuum gpzll measure
Vi’ﬁ defined in (), with an arbitrary m? > 0 to define the counterterms (L3)). To emphasise the

. L
value of m? > 0 used to define the counterterms, we write ok 2 and < . >€’

, for the measure
. . . . . A A, p,m
and its expectation. This choice is:

(2.25) A=A, A:Ed(—Ae—l—m?), g=c\, v=clu—m>+a"(\,m?)).

The factors of €¢ result from the fact that we did not include factors ¢ in ([2.2) and the use of
the standard inner product (u,v) =) u,v, in this section. In the application to the continuum
model, it makes sense to normalise the scale parameter ¢ in continuum scaling also, i.e., to rescale
t by €?. This means that we consider the measures Vi:i 1 /tm? and the correspondingly normalised
susceptibility:

&L AR d &L _d e,L
(2.26) Xe' (A pym”) = cor € Z <(‘O$(‘Oy>)\,u+1/t,m2 =€ Z <(‘00(‘0$>)\7M+1/t7m2’
e yeAE,L xeAE,L

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

1 5P pm?)

&L Xt y My

(2.27) e T

Theorem 2.1] then takes the following form. The log-Sobolev constant in its statement is nor-
malised as in (L7) with respect to the continuum normalised Dirichlet form (L.6). Note that A

in ([2.25)) is indeed positive definite with nonpositive offdiagonal entries.

Theorem 2.6. Let A > 0 and p € R. The log-Sobolev constant v*F(\, u,m?) of (1) normalised
as in (L) and with counterterms defined in terms of mass m? > 0 satisfies the bound:

1 [e'e) t
2.28 —— < [— 2 'E’Ld } dt.
(2:28) EOupm?) /o P /0 ™ ds

3 Simple application: Log-Sobolev inequality for lattice ©* mod-
els

To illustrate the criterion for the log-Sobolev inequality from Theorem 2.1l we give a simple
proof that the log-Sobolev constant of the lattice ¢* spin model in any dimension is bounded
uniformly in the volume throughout its entire high temperature phase. For unbounded spin
systems including the lattice ¢* measure, the existence of a spectral gap uniformly in the volume
was previously known only away from the critical temperature [5,2533].



Fix a dimension d > 1. For simplicity of the exposition, we assume that A C Z% is a hypercube
with periodic boundary conditions, i.e., a discrete torus, although Dirichlet boundary conditions
could be considered with essentially no change. For ¢ > 0, v € R, recall that the lattice ¢* model
on A is defined by

(31) M;\y(d@) = 6_%(‘P7_A<P)_ZIQA(%9<P4+V<p2)’
where A is the lattice Laplacian on A, and its susceptibility is defined by

(3.2) XMg,v) =D (popa)g-

TzEA

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

(3.3) ve(g) = inf{v € R : sup x*(g,v) < +o0},
A

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

Example 3.1. The log-Sobolev constant v = ’yﬁy of the measure (3.]) satisfies

1 e?
- <
v o241

(3.4) + 2y + 1)32 2@ N aw) < oo,

Thus for any g > 0 and v € R such that x*(g, ) is bounded uniformly in A, the log-Sobolev
constant v is bounded below uniformly in A. 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 [L]), 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 v < 0; otherwise the potential is convex and one could
use the Bakry—Emery criterion to show the log-Sobolev inequality. In bounding the susceptibility
Xt, let us separately treat the small and large t cases as follows.

In the small ¢ case given by ¢ < 1/(2|v| + 1), the measure j,, 1/ is of the form e V@) do,
where U = 1 (i, (=A + v+ 1/t)¢) + convex is a strictly convex potential, with Hessian bounded
below by (1/t + v)id > 0id. Therefore the Brascamp-Lieb inequality [6, Theorem 4.1] implies

(3.5) v=Var, ((01) < 1= ‘A‘Lm(l,...,n.

g vr1/t = % + y’

Recalling that &; = 1/t — x;/t? is the quantity appearing in the bound of the log-Sobolev constant
in Theorem [2.1], one has:

1 1 v
3.6 VE<T/2 +1),  F ;-(1— ): .
(3.6) /@ +1) it t 1+ tv 1+ tv

Consider now the large ¢ case where t > 1/(2|v| 4 1). Since x*(g,v) is decreasing in v € R by
the second Griffiths inequality,

o1 xMav+1/t) 1 XM,
3.7 vVt >0 > o /s 4 B
(3.7) 0 Rz 2 ¢ 2

Using this bound on #; for ¢ > 1/(2|v| + 1) and the small ¢ bound [B.6]) for ¢t < 1/(2]v| + 1):
¢ tAL/(2l]+1) /@) | A
vVt >0, Kt ::/ /%sds>/ (—2|l/|)dt—|—/ (——L‘Z’V))dt
0 0 1@+t t

(3.8) Z =14+ Lim1/0p+1) [log(t/(%/\ +1)) = 2lvl + D)x (g,v)|-



This implies:
_ 21+ 1) s+ 15 (g
(3.9) Vit > 0, e~ 2t L o2 L1/l + (HT)BZ(ZI I+1)x(g, )1t>1/(2|u\+1) .

Therefore, by Theorem 2], the log-Sobolev constant satisfies

1 2

w S ey

(3.10)

as needed. O

4 Bound on the susceptibility of the continuum gpﬁ model

In dimensions d € {2,3}, consider the continuum <pfl measure ([I) with parameters A > 0 and

p € R. In this section, we will make the dependence on the mass m? of the counterterms (L3
e, L

explicit. The measure (L)) is thus denoted by Vizimg, and the associated expectation by (-) M2

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

our goal in this section is to estimate, for ¢ > 0, the susceptibility Xf’L()\, w, m?) of the gpzll measure
with mass p + 1/t (and counterterm defined in terms of m? > 0), defined by

L o d L
(41) Xf ()":U’amQ) =€ Z <Soogpm>i,,u+l/t,m2'
$6AE,L

The parameter ¢ is the scale parameter in the Polchinski (renormalisation group) equation (2.1T]).
Informally, we speak of large scale when ¢ is large, and of small scale when ¢ is small.
For ¢ > 0, further introduce the notation:

,L
(4'2) St(x) = <90080$>i“u+1/t,m2’ HAS Az—:,L,

1\ -1
(4.3) Cilw) = (= A +m? + ;) (0,2), z€A.p,
and note that both functions are positive (e.g., by the FKG inequality). Define also the shorthand:
2 2 1
(4.4) mi = m” + 7
and recall the definition of the norms || - ||zs, || - || L= norms for p > 1:

1/
@5 W= (" X H@P) T Il = max f@), f e R

xeAE,L
Finally, introduce for ¢ > 0 the differences 1;,7; between counterterms defined at masses m? and
m? (recall the definition (T3] of the counterterm a®(\,m?)):
(4.6) = Coo(0) = Ci(0) 20, % = ||l — 1G]l 2 = 0.
2

In the following ¢ > 0 denotes a constant that is independent from the parameters €, L, A\, u, m
of the model and may change from line to line. To express dependence on a parameter, say u,
we write c(u).

Since Xf’L()\,,u,mz) = ||S¢|l;1 and ||Cy|l 2 = m;? the desired estimates on the susceptibility
Xf’L()\, u,m?) will be seen to be a direct consequence of the following propositions.



Proposition 4.1 (Small scale, all couplings). Let d € {2,3}, A > 0, u € R, and m? > 0. Then
there is to = to(d, \, u,m?) > 0 and a polynomial Pt um2(A) i A of degree independent of the
parameters, with coefficients functions of ng, i, b, m? times positive powers of m; ! (in particular
independent of €, L), such that:

(4.7) vt € (0, o], 1St = Cill 11 < Patpm(N),
and t — t™2pg m(N) is integrable on (0, to).

When p > 0, one can make the special choice m? = i as in the statement of Theorem [LT] (ii).
In this case, the results of Proposition [A1] are valid for large ¢ (i.e., large scale) provided either A
is small enough, or u = m? is large enough.

Proposition 4.2 (All scales, one small coupling). Let d € {2,3}, A >0, u > 0, and set m? := p.
There are then A(d, p), pu(d, N) > 0 and a polynomial pqy, (M) in A, again of degree independent
of the parameters and with coefficients functions of ng, v, pu times positive powers of m; ! (but
independent of e, L), such that the following holds: if either A € [0, \(d, u))] or u = p(d,\), then:

(48) Yt > O, ”St — CtHLl < ﬁd,t,,u,()\)7

the function t — t_Qﬁd,t#()\) is integrable on (0,00), and the integral is independent of \ and p
if either A € [0, A\(d, )] or p = u(d,X). Under the same conditions,

(4.9) limsup pa.(A) = o(p™).

t—00 H—00

4.2. Skeleton inequalities. To prove Propositions . IHZ2] the starting point is a bound on
correlations presented in Proposition 3] below, obtained by Brydges, Frohlich, and Sokal [§],
using the method of skeleton inequalities [9] (which is based on the random walk representation
[7]). To state it, let x denote the convolution:

(4.10) (frg)@)=c* > fle—ygly), fgeRr

yEAs,L

For a function f € RAL write also:

(4.11) (151)(z) := e 14— f(0).

The following inequalities are exact upper and lower bounds on the two-point function S of the
gpzll 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 ¢ measure (L)) with parameters
p+1/t €R (in place of u), A >0, and m* > 0. Then, for each x € A 1.

Si(z) — Cy(z) = —3AS(0)(Cy % Sp)(x) + 6A2(Cy % S2 % Sp) ()
(4.12) — 54N} (Cy % Qy S (z) — (a°(A\,m?) + 1 — m?) (Sy x Cy) (),

and:

Si(z) — Cy(z) < —3AS(0)(Cy % Sp) () + 6A2(Cy % S3 % Sy) ()

(4.13) — (a*(\,m?) + . — m?) (S * Cy) (),
where:
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By writing the counterterms a®(\, m?) from (L3)) in terms of Cuo(x) = (=A% + m?)~1(0, 2),
the last proposition implies:
|Si(z) — Ci(x)] < 3A|S1(0) — Coo(0)](Cy * Sp) () + 6X*|(Cyx (S7 — 15|CS [111) * Si) ()|
(415) +54)\3(Ct*Qt*St)(x) + ‘,LL — m2\(Ct*St)(x).

Equation (£I5]) is the starting point for the proof of Propositions ETHA2] which takes the rest
of Section @l We use the short-hands:

(4.16) C:=C;y, S:=5, Q:=Q¢y FE:=85-C.

When using (4.15) to prove Proposition 4. IHA.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 u+1/t, and
the counterterms are defined at mass m? > 0. In contrast, the counterterms in [§] are defined at
the same mass m? > 0 as the one defining the massive Gaussian measure to which the ¢* 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 m?, not m? = m?+1/t.
Secondly, the resulting bounds on ||S; — C4||;1 need to be integrable with respect to t~2 dt since
we are after an estimate on the susceptibility ||.S¢||;1 in order to estimate the log-Sobolev constant
using Theorem

Due to the above observations, it is convenient to split the the differences S(0) — C(0) and
53 —15]|C2, || as follows:

5(0) — Coo(0) = S(0) = C(0) + C(0) — Co(0) =: S(0) — C(0) —
(4.17) §* = 15CL I = (57 =€) + (€ = 15[ C¥I 1) — Lim,
where we recall:
(4.18) M =Co(0) = C(0) >0, 5% =]C3 s —[|C*||p2 >0.

Let us lastly remark that, while proving Proposition [£.IH4.2] ultimately requires bounding
IE|lz1, due to the term S(0) — C(0) in (@IH), |E||;1 can be bounded through (£I5]) only in
terms of both ||E||;1 and || E||fe. To prove Propositions [Z.IHL2] we thus first estimate:

(4.19) 1Bl iaree = 1Bl + [|E]| e

The resulting bound on ||E||;1qz~ of course implies a bound on ||E||;1, but the ¢-dependence of
this bound turns out to be neither optimal, nor sufficient for our purposes. However, using that
|E||z is already controlled as input, we improve the bound by rerunning the argument in the
L' norm only, which then yields the claim of both propositions.

4.3. Estimate in || - |14 norm. We separately compute the terms related to each power
of X appearing in (£.I0]). The next lemma gathers useful properties and estimates. The bounds
on moments of C are proven in Appendix [Al

Lemma 4.4. (i) Fort > 0, recall the shorthand m? := m? + 1/t and C := Cy. One has:

1 c c
4.20 Clp: = — C?|lpr < —1geg + —14-3.
(4.20) €l = 7z €% < Jglama+ Loy

(i) If f,g € RA<L | then:
(421)  |f*gllp <IFllpellglie,  1f *glleee <WFllz2llglizz, 1 *gllee <NFllrllglzoe-

In fact [|fx gl = | fllellgll when f,9 > 0.

11



4.3.1. Order 0 term. The only term independent of A in the bound (£I5]) is:
(4.22) Tyo == |u—m?|C %S =|u—m?(CxC+Cx*E).
Using Lemma [£4] its || - ||,1 and || - ||z norms satisfy:

1Tl < o= m2 (ICH | Bll oo + IC)3: )

FEl|1 c c

(4.23) < |y —m?| < ” H; +—51lg=2 + —1d=3)7
m; m; My
and:
Bl | 1
4.24 Tyl < | — m? (H—+—>
( ) ” AOHLl ’M ‘ m% m?
As a result,
E oo 1 c c

(4.25 Tl < b —m?|[IEL20E= 4 Ly S0 L)

m; my o m; my

4.3.2. Order 1 term. The first order term is defined by:
(4.26) Ty :=3X[S(0) — C(0) + C(0) — Cso(0)] S+ C = 3A[S(0) — C(0) — 1] S * C,

where 7; is the difference (ZI8]) between counterterms with mass m? and m2. It is computed in
Lemmal[A.3l As for T)o, the || - ||~ norm of the first order term T) reads:

73l < 3A(IE N +m) (IC L Il + [C13 )

| E|| Lo c c
4.27 <3\ Bl (7 1 —1:),
( ) (77t+H ”L) m% +mfd2+mtd3
In contrast, its || - |1 norm is simply:
3A(ne + | Bl e 1
428) Il <3+ L) IO xS < DOEIE) (g Ly,

t t

We conclude on the first order term:
429 e < Al 1B ) [FPUERE 1 1)
4.3.8. Order 2 terms. The second order contribution Th2 corresponds to the following terms:
(4.30) Ty :=6)? [C* (S — C%) % S+ Cx (15]|C3| 11 — 15| C[|11) * S + c*zp*s},
where v is the function:
(4.31) = C° = 15[|C? 1.
To compute the term involving S3 — C3, write:
(4.32) C* (8% - C*) xS =CxE(3C?+3EC + E*) x (E+ C).
The || - ||z norm of this term then reads:

|C % (5% = C?) % S| < 3| B Lo |C * C* % C|l oo + 3| E|| 7 (HC*C*CHLoo + HC*C?HL1>
(4.33) + A Blf7 [ClI70 + N Ell7ee [ Bl 1€l -
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Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and Lemma [£4] yield an estimate of the terms involving C:

1 < if d =2,

(4.34) |C*CxCllp <NICHL[CI2 = —5 4 ™
mi & ifd=3,
< if d =2,

(4.35) |C % C? % Ol < IC % Clle | C¥lps < C%30 <4 ™

ﬁ if d =3,
1 < if d=2,

(4.36) 1C2 x Cllgs = C* 2| s < -4 ™
mi £ ifd=3

It follows that (£33]) becomes:

1 1 1 1
HC*(S?’—CS)*SHLOO CHEHLoo (_]-d 2+ 21d 3) +CHEHL°°< ]-d 2+ —% 1d 3)
my my t
s (A Bl
(4.37) +\|E||Lm(—4 — ).
my my

Similarly, we find for the || - |1 norm:
|C % (8% = C3) % 8|11 < ||C %S| 11]|E(3C? +3EC + E?|| 11

1 1
< — (=5 + 1Bl ) (B1EI= 1C2 s + 3IE3 [Cll s + | B3 | Bl 1)
my \my

1 1 1 1 3
4.3 < —5 (=5 + 1Bl ) [el Bl (=5 Tams + ——Lams) + [ B3 (5 + 1 Bl ) |
(4.38) 2 (o 1B ) e e (i + Laca) + I (25 + 121
We conclude on the || - ||z1qze norm of C % (S% — C3) x S:
s 11 11
1€+ (8% = 0% % Sllsrzee < el Ellpinps | (5 + =5 ) Lama + (=5 + —5 ) Las]
my My my My
1 1

1
+C||EH%10L°O( 6 + 1d 2+—1d >

c||E . cl|lE -
(4.39) + I HL;mL + I ”L;mL .
mt mt

Another A\? term is C % (15]|C3|| 11 — 15]|C2,|| 1) * S, which simply reads:

* (1G11C% |2 — L5NC 1) * S = (ICP | r — |C2 )| 1)C * S
(4.40) — —7C %S,
with
(4.41) 0< < i =2
' SIS clog(l%—ﬁ) ifd =3,

and the bound on ~; obtained in Lemma[A3l Thus, for the | E| L~ norm:

| x@sic?in - 13iclin) « S|, <w(ICh Bl +IC13)
_ Bl
- 2

t
Bl {m if d =2,

+’YtHCH%2

4.42 <
(4.42) m? < ifd=3.
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Similarly, the || - |1 norm reads:

(1.43) |Cx AIC 1 = 151C% 1) * S|

Vi ( 1 )
< —|(||F — |,
Lt m? 1Bl + m?
so that:

Vel Bl e < 1 c )
{ ——————— — 4+ —140= —14-3).
LiNnLe m2 e mf}_}—m2 d 2+mt =3

(4.44) [|C* (FIC3 N — 151C% 1) =S|
t t

The last A\? term is C ¢ % S, with:
(4.45) b= (C* = 13IC% ).
One then has:
(4.46) |Cx xS 1n 00 S CH Y| I Elprane + [|C* 1+ C|| 11y poe-
In Lemma [A.] the norms of the above quantities are estimated. Indeed, in dimension d = 2, one
has [|9|[1 < ¢/m7, giving
c c c

(4.47) ICxllp < —, [ICxp*Cllpinpe <Yl l|C* Cllpinze < —3 + —5-

My my My
In dimension d = 3, Lemma [A.1] shows that

C C

[Cx 9l < 7 + 52
my my
& C
ICx o x Cllpr < CIC ¥l € —575 + —75
my my
C
(4.48) [C %+ Cllpee < ||C|l2]|C * |12 < —

As a result, we find:

1 1 1
HC*?,Z)*SHleLOO < A E|lpare [;?1d2 + <W + W) 1d:3]
t t

(4.49) +(1+1)1 +<1+1)1
. C\ — —= — C\ — —= —3.

For future reference, note also the following better bound on ||C %t * S||11:

1 1 1 1
(4.50) |Cx xS < C(m_§1d2 + (W + W)ld?)) <||EHL1 + ;%)

4.8.4. Order 3 terms. The only remaining term is the A3 term:
(4.51) Tya :==54N CxQ* S, Q= 5(5%*S?).
Notice first:
1T e < 54X (IC* Q% Cllzee + 1C1 1 1R £t 1 Bll i + QU 1IC * S0 )

EHleLoo 1
4.52 < 54N3 ( C|? Hi —)
(452 Qs (HOIEe + T o

It is therefore enough to estimate ||Q|;1. Writing S = C + E, it reads:

(4.53) 10 < H(C + E)[(C? +2BC + E?) + (C? + 2BC + E?)| Hu'
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Bounding E" by |E|||E|}=" for each n > 1, one finds:

1@l < IC(C2 % )l + | Elleee (I1C?3: +4IC(C * CP)llps )
+ 1Bl (61C2 2 [ Cllps + 4IC(C )10 )
+ 1B (2Bl 1C21 e + SIEl = | C1 )

+ 5| B[ < I Bl 1O
(4.54) + | Bl | BNl -

The first term on the right-hand side of (£54)) is estimated in Lemma [A.2] as:

C C
(4.55) HC(02 *02)||L1 < —7li=2 + —14=s.
my mt

The inequality C(z)C(y) < 3C(2)? + 1C(y)? is enough to also obtain:

c c
mldzz + Wld:fﬂa
t t
c c
IC(C )1 < NIC?IlICNl 11 € —gLa=2 + —5La=s.
my my

Plugging (4.55)—(456) into the bound ([@54]) on ||Q||;1 yields:

|C(Cx G2 < ||IC%)13: <
(4.56)

C C C C
1Qlzr € —31la=2 + —1li=s + [|El[L1nLe> (—41d=2 + _21d:3)
9 c c
+ 1Bl 71 ALe (m—?ldzz + E?ld::%)

c c 8
F B oo (o lama + - lams + )
1Bz 1nL m3 - mi

S Bl 7100
(4.57) + —— 0L B e
my

Injecting the bound (£57) into the bound ([@.52]) for T)s, one finds that there is a polynomial P;
of degree 6, with no constant term, such that:

11 11
4.58 T v < A?’[(— —>1: <— —>1: Pi(I|E oo].
(4.58) 1 Ths||inLe~ < c = +m§ d=2 + - +m§, i=3 + P3([|E| 1)

Moreover, P53 has coefficients given by sums of negative powers of m;, the lowest power in absolute
value being 1 (if d = 3) or 2 (if d = 2).

4.3.5. Conclusion on ||E||f1qp~. Putting together the estimates of Ty (0 < ¢ < 3) obtained in
the previous sections, one finds for ||E|| 1qpe:

1 1 1
1B e < c(Ane + N+ | — mQD (_21d:2 +—14-3+ _4)
my my my

3
Cc E 1 0o 7 %
(4.59) + ””% (N + N2+ = m?)) + ¢S MR (| Ellpipee).
t i=1

where, for ¢ € {1,2, 3}, Rgi) is a polynomial with positive coefficients given by sums of negative
powers of m; and with no constant term. The coefficient of the RIEZ) with the lowest power of my
in absolute value is proportional to m, 2 in dimension d = 3, and to m; 2 in dimension d = 2.

The bound ([£359)) yields the following estimates of || E|;1q7,0-
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Lemma 4.5. Let d € {2,3}, A >0, u € R, and m? > 0.

(i) (Small scale). There is to(d, A, u,m?) > 0 (independent of €,L) and a numerical constant
¢ > 0 such that:

(4.60) Vvt € (0,to(d, A, 1, m?)], |E||1nne < e

(ii) (All scales, one small coupling). If u > 0 and with the special choice m?> = p, there are
parameters A(d, p), u(d, ) > 0 (independent of €, L) with the following property. If either
A€ [0, A(d, p)] or u = u(d,\), then there is c(pu) > 0 with:
(4.61) Yt > 0, IE| 1AL < c(p)A, lim ¢(p) = 0.
H—00
In the proof of the lemma, we will use the following qualitative properties of ¢t — F = FEj,
which hold for any fixed € > 0 and L < co:
t € (0,00) = ||E||1qLe~ Is continuous;

4.62 .
(4.62) lim | iz = 0.
—0

Indeed, since € > 0 and L < oo are fixed, the above continuity follows from the continuity of
t — S(x) and t — C(x) for each z € A, 1. Similarly, the t — 0 limit follows from lim;_,o C(z) =
lim;_0 S(x) = 0 for each x € A. 1. This is clear for C(x) = (A +m? + 1/t)71(0,z), and for
S(z) it follows, for example, from the Brascamp-Lieb inequality which shows S(z) < S(0) <
(=A% 4+ a®(A\,m?) + p+ 1/t)71(0,0) provided a®(\,m?) + p + 1/t > 0 (similarly to (BH)).

Proof. Let d € {2,3}, and let f) , .2, be the polynomial such that (£59) corresponds to:

CAN
(4.63) £l LA < Eld:?, + Fapm2t (1Bl iapee )

The reason why the first term is taken out is due to (A.66]) below.

Consider first item (i). The difference of the counterterms n;,7; are estimated in Lemma[A 3}

1 1
e < clog (1+ @)1#2 + CT”(\/ I+~ 1,
(4.64)

c 1
1y_o + clog (1 n —2> 1y s.
m=t

< .
e m?(m?t 4+ 1)

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

(4.65) sup i < ldzgc(m2) + colg—3 with lim c(m2) =0,
t>0 Tt m—r00
and:
(4.66) limsup 2 < 01y + colys,  lim L& = 0.
tlo Mg tl0 My

On the other hand, note the following elementary property:
(4.67) mi = m? + E = limm; = 400
. t t t\LO t .

It follows from the above that the (positive) coefficients of the polynomial f) , .2, tend to 0
as t | 0. In particular, there is a largest value to(d, \, t, m?) > 0 such that:

oA

(4.68) vt € (0,to(d, A, 1, m?)], Prum24(2€0A) < =7,
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where g is the constant from (EB5H) (and we assume c¢(m?) < ¢p in d = 2). Note also that
T+ fy um2,(7) is increasing in z > 0 (the coefficients of f) , 2, are positive). Sincet € (0,00)
|E¢|| 1AL is continuous and limy—,« || Et||p1qr0c = 0, both by ([@62]), it follows that ||E||f1iqp~ <
2coX on (0,tg(d, \, 1, m?)]. Indeed, suppose the contrary, and take t, € (0,to(d, \, n, m?)] with

| B |l z1nzee > 2coA. Then (LG8 and the definition (L63]) of f) , 2, yield a contradiction:
300)\
(4.69) 2c0\ < ”Et* HLlﬁLoo < oA+ f)x,u,mQ,t* (200)\) < T < 2¢coA.

This concludes the proof of item (i).

For item (ii), the reasoning is similar, so we only give a sketch. As y = m?, the right-hand
side of (£59) only contains linear combinations of the following terms:

1 1 _
C()\T]t + )\Z’yt) (—2 1d=2 + _1d=3)7 C()\T]t + )‘Q’Yt)mt a’ a > 2,
my mye
(4.70) and cA"m;“, a>0,n¢€{l1,2,3}.

As for item (i), none of these terms depend on € or L, and cA"m; ® is bounded by cA\"m™% =
eX" =2 for each a,n. To see what happens for large u or small A, recall from (#55) the bound:

(4.71) sup e <c(pu)lgeg +¢o with  lim c(u) =0,
t>0 My K00

and from (4.64]) the corresponding bound for :

(4.72) sup% <d(p) with  lim ¢(u) =0.

t>0 M K00
It follows that the right-hand side of (£59) is bounded uniformly in ¢ by ¢(u)A (for a different ¢(u)
that nonetheless vanishes when p is large), provided either A is smaller than some A(d, 1) > 0 or
w larger than some p(d, \) > 0. Thus one has an analogue of (LG8]) with ¢y = 400 and repeating
the argument of item (i) concludes the proof of item (ii) and of the lemma. O

4.4. Estimate of the susceptibility. Fix a dimension d € {2,3}, let A > 0, u € R, m? > 0,
and t > 0. We now obtain the bound of Proposition [4.1] on the norm || E||;:1. The starting point
is again the formula (@I5) with the splitting (Z17):

1S(z) — C(z)| < 3\(m + | B[ ) (C x S)(z) + 612 (C % (S* — 15| C3,||11) % S) ()|
(4.73) +54X3(C x Q * S) () + | — m?|(C * §) ().
The quantity ||E|r~ is estimated by Lemma The || - || norm of E then reads:

3A (i + | Bllaes -+ | — m?
wry el < 2 : ) (150 +

my

1
=) + el + 1Ty 2.
my

Lemma 4.6. There are polynomials Pt(z) pY

d,t,,m?2, || B[ oo with i € {1,2,3}, of degree at most 3

and with no constant term, such that:

BA(me + 1B L + |p — m?])

E|lp <
1E]| 1 -
A2 B~ + [|E|2 1 1 1
+C_4[%+H o S NBNLe  1 +< ) L)
my my m; Mt m,
3
C C
(4.75) +>\3[—+(—+ )1d 3] + 1B e
(5 > AR (151
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The coefficients of the polynomials Pt(i) are nonnegative and of the following form.:

_ 2
MmO e B em®, ca> 0 n e {0,1,2,3).
my my

(4.76)
The lowest value of a is 2 in dimension 2, and 1/2 in dimension 3.

Proof. The norms ||T)z2||;1 and || Tys||z1 have been estimated in Sections [AL.3.3H4.3.4] respectively
Precisely, || Th2| 1 is estimated in (Z38)-(@Z3)-(@&50) and, bounding E™ by |E||E||7=!, it reads:

_ C C E oo +1 E oo 1 1 oo
PR = WO L = WA S U L
my my my my my my
El|7% Fllp~ +1 1 1 FEl 1~
+CHE”L |: 4 H ||£ 4 (H ”L4 )1d=2+< 7 4 57 + ” H?I; >1 :}
my my my m, m; my
| E|)?
(4.77) + H !Ll.
my
On the other hand, for || Tys||;1 = 54)\3HC*SHL1HQH1, one has:
(4.78) ATl < (||E\|L1 + )HQIILI
Recalling the bound (£54)) on ||Q|| ;1 concludes the proof of Lemma 4.6}
El}w  c(1+Elze + [|E|7 El=  |E|}s
ol < VBl y OB By L B 1By
m; m; my m; m}
@ty Bl [P B (St + S 10)] + 1B 1B,
. L m% L m% = my =3 L Lt

Lemma is sufficient to conclude the proof of Propositions 4.1H4.2]

Proof of Proposition [{.1. Let to(d, \, 1, m?) > 0 be the scale defined in Lemma L5 such that,
for some numerical constant c:

(480) vt e (O,tO(d,AaM’mz)]’ HEHLIOL‘X’ < e

Henceforth ¢ € (0, to(d, A, i, m?)]. Let Gy pm2(A) + 3 )\iPCEit)M 2 o (IIE|[L1) denote the right-
hand side of the bound in Lemma [£.6] with ||F||p~ replaced by cA:

(4.81) IEl 1 < Gagpm2(N) + ZypfwmQ (1Bl ).

Using the already established bound ||F||;1 < ¢\ on the right-hand side would give a bound
on ||E|/;1 in which each term has a factor m; ® ~ t%/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=2dt near t = 0. On the other hand, the term in G 4.t ,m2 (A) with the most singular ¢-dependence
as t — 0 is mym; * which is integrable with respect to t~2dt. (Indeed, recall m; * ~ t2, that (Z.64)
shows that n; diverges as logt™! in d = 2 and as t~%/2 in d = 3, and that -, is bounded in d = 2
whereas ; diverges as logt~! in d = 3). In addition:

(4.82) sup G m2(N) < c(d, A, p,m?).
£>0
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Therefore, since the P do not have constant terms, by iterating the bound (£RT]) a finite number
of times, and using the bound || E||;1 < ¢\ from (£R0) at the last iteration, it follows that

(483) HE’HL1 < Pdt,u,m? (A),

with the right-hand side above a polynomial in A of degree independent of the parameters
A, i, m?, e, L, and coefficients functions of 1, v, |t — m?| times powers of m;1 such that

A
(4.84) t— pdt“tigﬁ() is integrable around ¢ = 0.
This concludes the proof of Proposition .11 O

Proof of Proposition [{.3. Fix u = m?, and consider either A\ € [0, A\(d, )], or p > u(d, \), where
these quantities are defined in item (ii) of Lemma Then:

(4.85) vt >0, IE|inne < e(p)A, lim ¢(u) = 0.

U—>00

The argument is then identical to the above proof of Proposition 4] replacing || E||z~ by c(u)A
for each t > 0 and writing the right-hand side of the bound in Lemma as:

3
(4.86) 1Bl < GaruW) + Y NP, s (1ElL):
i=1

Then, again by iteration, for each ¢ > O:

(4.87) 1Bl < Pt (D),

with ¢ — t_zﬁdi,u()\) integrable around 0. Using the bound of Lemma together with the
estimates on the differences of counterterms from Lemma [A.3] it also follows that pg ,(\) has
coefficients bounded uniformly on t. It is therefore integrable at oo with respect to t~2dt, and
thus on the whole of (0,00). Moreover, since each term appearing in pgy,(A) vanishes when
A — 0 or u — oo, one has, up to decreasing A\(d, ) or increasing u(d, \):

P A P A
(4.88) sup sup / pd’t’i‘;() dt < oo, sup  sup / pd’t’i‘;() dt < 0.
A>0 p=p(d,N\) J0 t >0 Ae[0,\(dy)] J0 t

The final claim limsup;_,, Pat,u(A) = o(p™?!) is also clear from the above (recall that the differ-
ences 1,y of the counterterms at time ¢ and oo vanish by definition in the limit ¢ — oo, so only
the inverse powers of m; in pgy , matter in the limit). O

5 Proof of Theorem [1.1]

Proof of Theorem [I1] (i). Fix m? = 1 (though the value of m? is irrelevant). Let y € (0, +oc0)
and assume that € and L are such that

(5.1) X =t D {popa)in <X
:BEA&L

By Theorem 2.6 the log-Sobolev constant v = v5£()\, 1) of the continuum ¢} measure (L) is
bounded by

1 [ t 1
(5.2) — < / exp [— 2/ fEk ds] dt, /L;?L = — Xt_2
Y 0 0 t t
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To bound -y, we estimate the susceptibility for small scale ¢ and large scale t in a different way.
For ¢ smaller than the ¢ := to(d, A, u, m? = 1) > 0 of Proposition E1], one has:

1

L
(53) X? < 1 +pd,t,u7m2:1()‘)7 /
1+ 1 0

to

Patpu, 2_1(N)
% dt < cqg(\, p,m? = 1),

where the (1+1/¢t)7! term is simply the Gaussian susceptibility ||Cy||;1 with mass m? = 1. This

gives:

: 1 1 1 Pd,tpm2=1(A)
5.4 vt € (0,¢ el - —— ) = _ Pdtp, .
( ) € ( ’ 0]’ Ky t t2 (1 + 1/t +pd,t,,u,m2_1( )) t+ 1 t2

and
t

(5.5) / 5P ds > log(t + 1) — eg(\, p,m? = 1).
0

On the other hand, the second Griffiths inequality implies that X‘;’L is decreasing in 1/t i.e.,
increasing in ¢t. For large scales t > t(, one thus has X‘;’L < XE’OL < x by (BJ), so that:

oL o1 X
This bound implies:
¢
(5.7) Yt > 1o, / (5T ds > logt — logtg — x/to = log(t/to) — C(\, i, X).
to

Combined, (5.5]) and (&.7) give for each t > 0:

t toAt t
exp [—2/ koL ds] < exp [—2/ koL ds} exp [—2/ koL ds]
0 0 toAt

(5.8) < (EAto+1)72(1V t/tg) 2e2eahmm?=)+2C(A )
which is integrable on (0, 00) with a bound that depends only on (\, u, x). O

Proof of Theorem [l (ii). Under the assumptions of (ii) (m? > 0, u = m? and either A\ €
[0, A\(d, u)] or u > p(d, \)), we can directly apply Proposition for all ¢ > 0. As in the proof of
(i), this gives

m? Dd,t 2()‘)
5.9 k> — otm
(5.9) | 2
and
> p A
(5.10) mi’L > log(m?t +1) — ¢, c:= / pdt%;()
0

Recall from Proposition that ¢ is independent of A, 1 under the assumptions of (ii). The
log-Sobolev constant v = &%(\, 1) thus satisfies:

1 [eS) t 00 1 eC
(5.11) - < / exp [—2/ rEL ds} dt < ec/ s At = —.
7 Jo 0 o (m*t+1) m
Thus v > e “m? = e “u. Since x5\, 1) = [|Soollzr and [|Seollpr = p~t + o(u™!) by the last

item of Proposition 4.2] the bound on ~ in the other direction was established just below the
statement of Theorem [Tl This concludes the proof of item (ii) of Theorem [Tl O
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A Bounds on diagrams
A.1. Moments of Gaussian covariance. In this section, m? > 0 is fixed and we consider:
(A1) Comy = (= A% +m?) 7,

with the matrix elements of the inverse normalised with respect to the inner product (u,v). =
g? > e, w(@)v(z). In other words, C(,,) is given by:

(A.2) Ve € Aer,  Cum)(@) := Cny (0,2) = 73 Z

2 - o0k
= m +0 (k)
Above, A* is the set:
2T a4 . m m
. *:: —_— N oo - P < —
(A.3) A {keLZ Vie{l,...,d}, 6<kl\6},

and A° is the Laplacian on the torus A. j, defined in (I.2)), with eigenvalues 6 given by:

3
(A.4) O(k) =3 0(k),  O(ki):= 2 sin? (%) ke A*,
k=1

For later use, recall that convexity of the sine function on [0, 7/2] yields, for each 0 < u < 7/2:

2 4u?
(A.5) = <sin(u) <u = % sin?(+u) < u?
7T m
In particular:
1 1
(A.6) Vk € A¥,

5 <
m?+0(k) 2 4 4||k||z
Lemma A.1. Let ¢ be given by:
(A.7) ¥ = Oy = LlCh Il
where Cy,y is the Gaussian covariance (Ad), and 1§ := e~ 4. In dimension d = 2, one has:
(A8) lls < —-

When instead d = 3, for each k € A*, the Fourier transform @(k) of ¥ satisfies:

p 2|kl
<
(A.9) (k)| < clog (14+=22),
and
c c c
(A.10) HC(m) * Y| < 2 + o2’ HC(m) * |2 < pecyoR

Proof. Let us start with the bound on |[¢|/;1 in dimension d = 2, which is easiest. Indeed, one
has in that case:

(A.11) Wl < Cly +15ICE e = [0l <2(CE, I
One has then:

1 1 1
A.12 = . .
(4.12) HC(’”)HLI L2d Z m2+0(p) m2+60(q) m>+0(p+q)

k,peA*

21



Using convexity to bound the sines in the definition (A.4]) of § and comparing sums to integrals
yields:

1 1
16 < / dpdg - -
[-T-1,T]4 m2 + 4|lf>2||§ m2 + 4|Lfl2||§ m2 + 4||p;r2q||§
4
1 1 1
(A.13) < W—Q/ dpdg ;- ;- S <=,
16m? Jga L+pllz 1T+1gllz T+Ip+als ~m

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 |||/ 71 in the d = 2 case.

Consider now d = 3. The Fourier transform v (k) reads, for each k € A* (defined in (A.3)):

1

. 1 1 1 !
H ﬁp,;\* m?+0(p) m?+6(q) [m2 +0(k—p—q) m? +9(—P—Q)}

1 1 1 1
—faky |
6 2 2
0 L p,qEA*m +60(p) m?+0(q)

- ; ki—pi—a; ki—pi—a;
dre ' T3, sin <w> cos (W)

[m? +0(ak —p— q)]2

(A.14)

In the following it is convenient to extend the above definition to k € R3. Using convexity to
bound the sines and comparing sums to integrals, then bounding these integrals by integrals on
R? and changing variables p,q — 2p/mm, 2q/mn as before, we find that (k) satisfies:

(A.15) VEe R, |[0(k)| < cf (2k/mm),
with:
. 1 1 1 llak —p — ql|2
(A.16) k) = Hng/ da/ dpdq - - .
o Jre L+pl3 L+ llall3 [1+ ok —p—q)2]”

Let us estimate f . We claim that, for each k € R3,

1 % = pll2 1 [Pl c
(Al?) / 1 2 ~ 9 2 7Y :/ > 2 2 2 P X 712"
rs L [IpI% [1 4 ||k — p||2)] ' 1+ [lk +pl2 [1+ |Ip)13] 1+ |[&l3

Indeed, to see this, split the integral between the regions {||p[l2 < ||IE:H2/2}, {lIpllz = 3|Ik2/2},
and the complement of these. In the first two regions, ||k + p[l2 > [|k[|2/2. In the complement,
bound ||p||2 by ||k]|2 to find:

[ ! ble o HE_ L,
~ - g 2 ~ ~ 2 ~
IEll2/2<Ipll2<3lkll2/2 1 + [[E + ]2 [1 + [|p||3] [T+ [1&[13]" J1/2 L+ [|%]5u?

C

(A.18) < ——
1+ [1Kl13
Using the above bound with k=ak—q yields:
Foy <l [ do [ o
XxC 2 Q : q
o Jes1+lal3 1+llak—ql3

1
(A.19) — [1k]ls /O do T(ak).
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For each a € [0, 1], I(ak) reads:

I(ak) —c/ / dsld52/ exp | = s1(1+ lgll3) = s2(1+ llak - ql13)| dg
soak |2 5152||ak:\|%
d d e N H N H N d
/ / 1 asze /Rgexp[ (514 s2)]Ja 81 + s9 112 51+ S2 ] 1

—51—S2 _ 8182”04]?“%
(A.20) / / dsy d52 )3/2 exp [ ot ]

Changing variable from s; to s = s1/s9 yields:

SH ||2 1
/ / exp — 59 + s +1>}\/§<S+1)3/2d8d52

/ ds
S G DY+ 02T skl
C

A2l < —
( ) 1+HO¢]€H2
using
(A.22) \/(s+1) +sllakll3 > s + 1+ Vs|lakll2 > Vs(1 + [lakl2).
Thus:

¢ 5 2|k
(A.23) Flh) < clo(1+ k) = (k)| < clog (1+ 202

We now prove the bound on ||C(,) x ¥ p1qr2. One has, first for the L? norm:
1 2|k |2 V2o
. < — < —.
(A.24) 1C oy * 12 C(/Rs s T log (1 e ) dk —

By similar computations as in the bound on ), one can prove [9%¢) (k)| < cam |0“(1 + 4”k”2) ld/2
for any multi-index o € N3 and any & € R3. In addition, for each j € {1,. d} and each
F e RAer,

/ § 3 - i s
L? [1 — cos <27TL:E])]F($) = 1 ek (k) {2 _elrer _ B—QTej.a:}

2L
keA*
_ 2Ld ;A: eFo L2 | (k+ fe]) + (k- Q%e]) —2F(k)|.
(A.25) == Z / (1—a)2F 4 j) da.
keA*

where, for the last line above, the Fourier transform F is extended from A* to R? as in (A19)
for ¢. Letting U(z) := L*(d — Z;lzl cos(2mx;/L)) for x € A. 1, noticing that [|[U~!||z2 < ¢ and
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using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, this implies

1Cm) * Bllzr < NUTH |2 |U - Cpomy * I 2

<10~ (£ 2/ C(m)w)<k+zme])da>z]m

keA*

1 1 2||k[l2\2
<ol [, oo g (v (14 2

1 1 1/2
*Jo oy G )™

c c c_ . ¢ c
ml/2 - m3/2 + ma/2 S /2 + mb/2’

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

(A.26)

Lemma A.2. The term ||C(,)(C? ) % C(Qm))HU satisfies:

(m)
& &
(A27) HC(m (C(m) * C )HLl B 4 1d:2 + Rld:B.

Proof. The proof is similar to that of Lemma [A1l so we only give a sketch. Using the Fourier
representation, one has:

1 1 1 1 2
A2 == > :
(A28) G (Chay * Clus = 75 e EENTELVE EA: IR )

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

ad dk 1 1 2
A.29 Cy(C2 % C2 )l < 22 / dp .
(4.29) 1Ctom) (Comy * oy ler < S0 Rd1+HkH§( Rd 1+HPH§1+H/€—pH3)

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) < C/(1+ ||k||2) in dimension 3. The same arguments also work in dimension 2, which
concludes the proof. O

A.2. Differences of the counterterms. In this section (and as in Section M), C; is the co-
variance C; = (—A° +m? +1/t)7! for t > 0.

Lemma A.3. In dimension d € {2,3}, the difference of the counterterms at parameters t > 0
and 400 satisfies:

1 1
0 < Coo(0) — Cy(0) =: 1 < clog (1 +— >1d:2 ¥ cm(m +— - 1) 1y_s,

3 3 . c 1
0 <0l =108 3= < sy i + elog (14 - ) Lass
Proof. The proof is similar to and uses notations of the proof of Lemma [A]] The key argument
consists in passing from discrete sums to integrals, using the relation f(1) fo

For C(0) — C¢(0), one has:

1
Coo(0) — Gl Ld/g/\:* [m2+9 m2—|—%—|—9(kz)}

1/1 1 1

=3 ),

t pene (m? 4+ ¢ +9(k‘))
C

A.31 Cl

(A.31) t/ O‘/Rd (m? + +4||k||2)
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Changing variables from k to p = 2k(m+/m?2 + a/t)~! yields:

1 1 1
COO(O)—C(O)g/ —dax/ S —
! 0 t(m2+%)2*% ra (1+ [|p[13)?

1 1
<c/ —2dd0z
o t(m? 4-7)"

1 1
(A.32) — clog <1 n m) Ty + cm< 14+ — — 1) 1ys.

tm

For the C? counterterm -y;, one has similarly:

1 1 1
3 OB —
ICoollzr = Il L2dp;\* [m2+9( Ym2 +60(q) m2 +0(p + q)
1 1 1 }
m?2+1+0(p)m?+1+0(Qm>+1+0(p+q)
3! 1 1 1
A.33 /da = .
( ) ~t L2dp%\*m2+ +0(p )(m2+%+9(q))2m2+?+9(p—|—q)

Bounding 6 by convexity and comparing discrete sums to integrals, then changing variables from

P, q to 2p(my/m?2 + a/t)~1 and 2q(m/m? + a/t) ! yields:

3¢ 1 1 1
18 — O3 < / da / dpdq
o0 t t 0 R2d m2 + % _|_ 4”:2”% (m2 + % _|_ 4|L‘—12”%) m2 + _|_ 4||p+q||2
1 2d
3 1 1 1
(A.34) = / do Ul y— / 5 5 dpdgq.
o t(m2+9) ro L+ [Pl (1+|g)2)* L+ llp +all3

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

1
1
IC% s = 168 < [~y da
¢ 0 t(m2+%)4 d
c 1
A. <— 1, log (1+—)1
( 35) m2(m2t+1) d2+00g< + )d3
0
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