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1. Introduction

The model of random interlacements is introduced in Sznitman (2010) to understand the trace of simple
random walks as well as percolation with long-range correlations. Apart from its percolative proper-
ties (see in particular Sznitman (2010); Sidoravicius and Sznitman (2009)), the large deviation prop-
erties of the model along with the trace of simple random walk, is also a central object of study; see
Sznitman (2017); Li and Sznitman (2014); Li (2017); Sznitman (2019a,b); Nitzschner and Sznitman
(2020); Chiarini and Nitzschner (2020a); Sznitman (2021a,b) for recent progresses in this direction.

In this article, we consider the intersection of two independent interlacements. Percolative properties
of the intersection set (and its complement) are considered by the second author in Zhuang (2021).
In order to better characterize the intersection set, we calculate the asymptotic probability it leaves a
macroscopic hole in the space. In doing so we also show that the optimal strategy for two interlacements
to avoid each other is to force the one with smaller intensity to be almost empty in the box in terms of
capacity, which falls within the scope of the entropic repulsion phenomenon for interlacements. (This
phenomenon in the setup of Gaussian free fields is first studied in Bolthausen, Deuschel and Zeitouni
(1995); Deuschel and Giacomin (1999) and then on interlacements recently in Chiarini and Nitzschner
(2020a).) In the course of the proof, an important step is to compute the large deviation rate for the
probability that the capacity of the interlacement set in a macroscopic box is much smaller than that
of the box. This rate function turns out to be given by a constraint problem on capacity, which is of
independent interest.

We now describe our results in more detail. Consider Z¢ and R? with d > 3, and two independent
interlacements Z;"*, 75 on Z? with intensity parameters u1, ug respectively. We will omit the sub-
scripts and write Z% when only one of them is considered. We write IP for the probability measure
governing these objects, and I& for the corresponding expectation. Let B(x,r) (resp. B(z,r)) denote
the closed 1°°-norm box in Z? (resp. RY) centered at - and of radius r. We denote by cap(A) for
A cc Z% the discrete capacity, and cap(A) for A C R? the Brownian capacity. We call a set A ¢ R?
nice if it is the union of a finite number of boxes. For A > 0, let f(\) be the solution of the following
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constraint problem:

\) = inf cap(B(0,1)\A). 1.1
V=, omd | GR(B0.1\A) (0
See Proposition 4.1 for basic properties of f,
Our first result is on the large deviation rate for the probability that the interlacement set in a macro-
scopic box has small capacity.

Theorem 1.1. Foranyu>0and0 <\ < éé&f)(ﬁ(o, 1)),

. 1 _ U
lim mlogIP[cap(B(O,N)ﬁIu)<)\Nd 2| =),

N—oo

Here, N2 appears twice for it is the order of the discrete capacity of B(0, N) (it also appears
in related problems for Gaussian free fields, e.g., Bolthausen and Deuschel (1993); Sznitman (2015);
Chiarini and Nitzschner (2020b)). The dimension d appears in the rate function because the Brownian
capacity is approximately d times the discrete capacity, see Lemmas 2.2 and 2.3 for a more precise
statement.

Our next result gives the large deviation rate for the probability that two independent interlacements
have no intersections in a macroscopic box, and shows that conditioned on this event the one with
smaller intensity parameter will be negligible in terms of capacity.

Theorem 1.2. Consider two independent random interlacements qul and I;Lz.
(1). Forany ui,u >0,

min{uy,us}

. 1

N—o0

cap(B(0,1)).
(2). Foranyui >wug >0ande >0,

lim P [cap (B(0,N) NT4?) < eN2|71 N T}2 1 BO,N) = 0] = 1.,

N—oo

In Theorem 1.1 and Theorem 1.2, we only write down the case of B(0,N), which is the blow-
up of B (0,1), but analogous results should also hold for more general sets (with some regularity
assumptions). We can also show that the one with smaller intensity parameter is negligible in the box in
terms of local time. When w1 = us, itis possible to prove that with asymptotically equal probability one
of these interlacements sets is negligible in terms of local time. However, this proof requires another
approach, which we will not include in this paper for brevity. See Remark 5.2 for more discussions.

Theorem 1.2 is an example of the entropic repulsion phenomenon for random interlacements. This
phenomenon suggests that conditional on some rare results (such as disconnecting a box from far
away Sznitman (2017); Nitzschner and Sznitman (2020); Chiarini and Nitzschner (2020a), exceed-
ing expected values in a box Sznitman (2019b, 2021a,b), or having macroscopic holes Sznitman
(2019a)), random interlacements should stick to the configuration with the lowest energy; namely
tilted interlacements with some non-homogeneous density. (Tilted interlacements are first introduced
in Li and Sznitman (2014) and plays a major role in both the aforementioned work and Li (2017)
for the asymptotic lower bounds for disconnection probability.) This phenomenon is also conjectured
to exist for simple random walks which can be seen as interlacements with intensity zero. However,
only a few rigorous results have been proved for random interlacements or simple random walks; see
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Chiarini and Nitzschner (2020a); Sznitman (2019a), and there are still many open problems. Similar
phenomenon for Gaussian free fields is better understood since it possesses a nice domain Markov
property which is absent in interlacements. Another important issue is that upper and lower bounds
involving percolative properties of interlacements are usually given through differently defined crit-
ical thresholds, while the sharpness of phase transition is still open for interlacements (however,
this is no longer a problem for Gaussian free fields as sharpness in this case has been verified in
Duminil-Copin et al. (2020)).

We briefly describe the proof strategy of Theorem 1.1 and Theorem 1.2.

The lower bound of Theorem 1.1 follows directly from the definition of f. The interlacements can
be forced to stay within the blow-up of the set which solves the constraint problem, and then the lower
bound of the rate function is given by the Brownian capacity of this set.

We now turn to the upper bound. Heuristically speaking, similar to the decomposition of Gaussian
free fields, we can also decompose interlacements into a local part and a global part. Since the local part
is approximately independent, it is more difficult to be tilted than the global part which has long-range
correlations. Therefore, when considering the probability of some rare events, we can assume that the
local part remains unchanged and only the global part is tilted. In this case, the rare event corresponds
to some tilting of the global part. Since the global part has an integrable structure, the cost of this tilting
can be calculated and leads to an upper bound on the large deviation rate function.

To make this intuition rigorous, we apply the coarse-graining procedure introduced in Sznitman
(2015, 2017). More specifically, we partition the macroscopic box into mesoscopic boxes whose
side length is chosen appropriately. By the soft local time technique in Popov and Teixeira (2015);
Comets et al. (2013), we can show that with super-exponential probability, interlacements will behave
regularly in most boxes, e.g., the fraction of occupied points is consistent with the local time profile
(not necessarily the intensity parameter). This corresponds to the intuition that the local part is much
harder to be tilted. In our case, we call the interlacement set in a mesoscopic box good if it either has a
small average local time or is “visible” for simple random walks, i.e., has capacity comparable to that
of the box, see (3.1) and (3.2). Under the constraint that most boxes are good, we can replace the event
that the interlacement set in the macroscopic box has small capacity by a collection of events in each
of which the interlacement set has a small average local time in many mesoscopic boxes and the total
capacity of these boxes is above a certain value. The probability of each of these events can be bounded
above through the Laplace transform of local times (see Proposition 2.4). Adding all these inequalities
together, we can obtain an upper bound for the large deviation probability which matches the lower
bound in the principle order.

Theorem 1.2 is a direct corollary of Theorem 1.1 by observing that

P[1 NT" N B(O,N) = 0] =E [e7treap@NBON) ] (1.2)

In what follows, we list some of these open problems (and difficulties therein) concerning the en-
tropic repulsion phenomenon for interlacements and related models.

The fundamental problem is to properly describe “the convergence of some random set towards
tilted interlacements”. In this paper, we prove convergence in terms of capacity and discussed the
convergence in terms of local times. It would be great if they could be improved to convergence in
terms of local (or mesoscopic) distributions, although both are still far from enough to fully characterize
tilted interlacements.

The next problem is to tilt interlacements downwards. As mentioned in Remark 5.5 of Sznitman
(2019b), when studying large deviation problems in which the optimal strategy involves tilting inter-
lacements downwards, one will encounter difficulties in estimating the rate function, especially in the
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case where the optimal strategy cannot be solved explicitly. Fortunately, in our case, this problem does
not arise, as the optimal strategy of the problem we are considering is very simple.

We now discuss the independence under conditioning. For two independent interlacements, under
the conditioning we discuss in this work they should behave like two tilted interlacements and more
importantly remain asymptotically independent (analogous results should also hold for multiple inde-
pendent interlacements). In this paper, we partially prove an example of this argument, but can one say
more about it? To get a satisfactory result, it seems necessary to answer the first problem (since it is
also not clear how to say several large random sets are asymptotically independent).

Finally, a word on the entropic repulsion for the trace of simple random walks. To our knowl-
edge, few rigorous results have been obtained for simple random walks in this direction. Even the
rate function is unknown in some cases. One classical question on the large deviations of sim-
ple random walks (which is also relevant to polymer models) is what happens when the range
of simple random walks is much smaller than expected. The large deviation rate function is ob-
tained in van den Berg, Bolthausen and den Hollander (2001); Phetpradap (2011), and the authors
of van den Berg, Bolthausen and den Hollander (2001) call the optimal strategy the “Swiss cheese”,
meaning that the range covered by the random walk looks like Swiss cheese (or more precisely Em-
mentaler cheese), viz. covering a positive fraction (but not all) of points in the space. It is conjectured
that the “Swiss cheese” strategy actually forces the simple random walk to behave like tilted interlace-
ments around some point; see Asselah and Schapira (2017, 2020) for some recent progresses.

This work is organized as follows. In Section 2, we introduce our notation and setup, and recall a
few useful results. Section 3 is dedicated to the coarse-graining strategy, which is a necessary step in
obtaining the upper bound in Theorem 1.1. We discuss the constraint problem and Brownian capacities
in Section 4. Finally, we wrap up the proof of both theorems and briefly remark an alternative approach
in Section 5.

Finally, let us explain our convention concerning constants. Constants like ¢, ¢’, C, ¢’ may change
from place to place, while constants with subscripts like c¢1, C7 are kept fixed throughout the article.
All constants may depend on d implicitly. The dependence on additional variables will be marked at
the first occurrence of each constant.

2. Notation and some useful results

In this section, we review definitions of simple random walks, Brownian motions and random inter-
lacements, and collect some useful results about capacities and local times.

We begin with some notation. We consider 7% and R? with d > 3. For a real value a, let |a]| denote
the largest integer not greater than a. Let | - |1 (resp. | - |oo) denote the I'-norms (resp. [°°-norms) in
both Z% and R¥. In what follows, we will add a tilde “~ above objects in the continuum to distinguish
them from their discrete counterparts. We write B(x,7) = {y € Z% : |z — y|oo < 7} for the closed
[%-ball in Z? centered at and of radius 7. Given A C 7%, we write 9; A for its inner boundary and
0A for its outer boundary. Let B(a: r) ={y € R%: |z — y|oo < r} denote the closed [*°-ball in RY
centered at z and of radius 7. Let A(z,7, R) = {y € R%: 7 < |z — y|so < R} denote the [°°-annulus in
R? centered at z, of inner radius 7 and outer radius R. Given A C R?, we write A for its boundary.
Here we slightly abuse the notation | - |1, | - |0 and 8 in Z% and R (and hopefully they will be clear
in the context). For A C Zd let A denote its R%- -filling (which contains all the [°°-balls centered at the
vertices in A with radius 1/2 in R%). For a set B in R and any integer N > 1, let B stand for the
blow-up of B in the discrete: By = {z € Z%; infyenp |z —yloo < 1}.

We continue with continuous-time simple random walks in Z®. Let P, denote the law of a
continuous-time simple random walk {X¢};>0 on Z? with jump rate 1 started at a vertex x. Given
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ACC Zd, let H4 denote the first time that X; hits A and T’y denote the first time that X; leaves
A. We write ey for the equilibrium measure of A, €4 for the normalized equilibrium measure and
cap(A) =" ea(x) for the discrete capacity of A. We write g(z,y) for the Green function with re-
spect to simple random walks.

We now review some notation in R% about standard Brownian motions. In this paper, all sets we
consider in R? are open or closed sets. We use | - | to denote the volume (d-dimensional Lebesgue
measure) of these sets. Let W, denote the law of a standard Brownian motion {W3};>¢ in R? started

at a point z. Given A C RY, let H 4 denote the entrance time of A and TA denote the exit time from A.
We write € 4 for the equilibrium measure of A and cap(A) for the Brownian capacity of A. We write
g(z,y) for the Green function with respect to Brownian motions. We call a set regular if its closure
and interior have the same Brownian capacity. We call a set A C R nice if it is the union of a finite
number of boxes.

From now on, let N > 100% denote the side length of the macroscopic box and L = L(N) denote
the size of the mesoscopic boxes, viz. L-boxes defined below. When a large NV is given, we choose L
as

L= [NQ/d(logN)l/dJ . 2.1

Let 0 > 0 be a constant governing all the errors which tends to zero in the end and pick a large integer
K = K () > 100 (the choice of K is given in (5.1)).

We call an [*°-ball B(z,r) in Z¢ an L-box if r = L, z € (2K + 1)LZ% and B(z,r) C B(0, N).
For z € (2K + 1) LZ?, we further write B, short for B(z, L) and D, short for B(z, K L). Then, D,
are disjoint from each other. We will write C for the union of a collection of L-boxes and use Card(C)
to denote the number of L-boxes it contains (note that this is different from the common usage of
Card(-)). We sometimes also view it as a set in R%.

The following lemma is part of Proposition 2.5 in Sznitman (2017). It states that when K is large
(equivalently L-boxes are far apart from each other), the relative equilibrium measure defined on C is
close to the equilibrium measure defined on each L-box. We omit the proof.

Lemma 2.1. If L >1and K > ¢1(9), then for any C which is the union of a collection of L-boxes,
any L-box B contained in C and any x € B

(1 - dep) < € < (14 sep),

where ec(B) = ZyEB ec(y).

The next lemma is collected from Proposition A.1 in Nitzschner and Sznitman (2020). It states that
the discrete capacity of C is close to d fraction of the Brownian capacity of C when L (equivalently V)
and K are both large. We also omit the proof.

Lemma 2.2. [IfL > co(d) and K > ¢3(9), then for any C which is the union of a collection of L-boxes
and its R%-filling C

(1 —8)cap(C) <d-cap(C) < (1+d)cap(C).

The next lemma is a classical fact that relates the Brownian capacity and the discrete capacity of
its blow-up. It follows from estimates through variational characterizations of both types of capacity.
See e.g., Lemma 2.2 in Bolthausen and Deuschel (1993) for the corresponding bounds. Although the
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original proof works for nice sets, it can also be extended to general regular sets by Proposition 1.13 in
Port and Stone (1978).

Lemma 2.3. Suppose A is a regular set in RY. Then,

. 1 1__
ngnoo Wcap(AN) = Ecap(A) :

In the rest of this section, we will briefly introduce the (continuous-time) random interlacements
on Z®. We refer readers to Drewitz, Réth and Sapozhnikov (2014) for a detailed introduction of the
model, and to e.g. Li and Sznitman (2014) for the construction of the continuous-time interlacements.
Let W denote the space of continuous-time doubly-infinite ll-neighbor paths in 7%, and let W* denote
the quotient space of W modulo time shift. We write = for the quotient map from W to W*. We can
define a Poisson point measure 1 on W* characterized by the following property. Given A CC 7%, let
W’ denote the paths in W* that pass through A and p 4 denote the restriction of 1 on W7 . Then, we
have

i A
HA = Z 57r(XZ) ) 22
=1

where N4 ~ Poisson(u - cap(A)), and {X}};cr are doubly-infinite paths on Z? in which Xiisa
random point in A sampled according to the equilibrium probability measure € 4. Given X é, the process
{X}}>0 from time 0 is a continuous-time simple random walk, and the reversed process { X/ };<¢ is a
continuous time simple random walk conditional that { H 4 = oo} and independent of the process from
time 0. Moreover, conditional on NV 4, all these NV 4 paths are independent. The set of vertices occupied
by at least one of these paths is called the interlacement set at level u, denoted by 7.

For x € Zd, let L"(x) denote the local time of Z* at the vertex x. Given two functions f, h : 74 — R,
we write (f,h) =3 cza f(x)h(x) for their inner product. The following lemma gives the Laplace
transform of (L", e 4) which helps to bound the local time of interlacements.

Lemma24. For AcCcZeands<1,

E |:88<LuveA>} = exp <_us '1Cif;(A)) .

Proof. For |s| < 1, we can obtain this formula by taking V'(x) = se 4 () in (2.40) of Sznitman (2017).
It can be extended to s € (—oo, —1] by analytic extension. O

3. The coarse-graining procedure

In this section, we introduce the coarse-graining procedure in Sznitman (2015) and the coupling of
excursions in Popov and Teixeira (2015); Comets et al. (2013).

First, we define good boxes which are important objects in the coarse-graining arguments. We call
an L-box B; good if either of the following two conditions holds. In particular, we will call it
Type-I good if

max P, [Hzuqp, =00] <9, (3.1
2€0; By
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Type-II good if
(L",ep,) < ou, (3.2)

and bad otherwise. The definition is similar in spirit to (3.11)-(3.13) in Sznitman (2015). Roughly
speaking, a good box is one in which the behavior of random interlacements matches its density (not
necessarily equal to the intensity parameter). For a typical L-box, if the average value of L“ in it is
small, the condition (3.1) holds. Otherwise, the average value of L“ is not too small, and then the
random interlacements will occupy a positive fraction of points and thus the condition (3.2) holds with
high probability.

For p > 0, define the event A by

A = {there are at most p(N/L)d bad boxes in B(0, N)}. (3.3)

In the next proposition, we will prove that for any p > 0, with overwhelmingly high probability A
happens (or equivalently, most L-boxes are good).

Proposition 3.1. Forall §,p > 0 and K > 100

. 1

N—oo

Before giving the proof, we need some preparations.

Let @ denote the law of a series of Poisson point processes indexed by « € (2K + 1)LZd. Given
z € (2K 4+ 1)LZ%, let (X%);>1 be i.i.d. distributed excursions from 9; B, to D, with the law of a
simple random walk started from a point in 0; B, sampled according to g and ending upon leaving
the box D, Let n(t) denote the counting measure of the Poisson process whose intensity is cap(Bz).
An important feature is that (X i)izl and n(t) are independent triples among different ’s.

Given z € (2K + 1)LZ% N B(0,N), let Y, ..., YN denote the excursions from 9; B to dD,
induced by Z% where NV, is the number of excursions (one can see (2.29), (2.41) and (2.42) in Sznitman
(2015) for more precise definition). These excursions depend on the vertex x, but we omit it in the
notation for simplicity. We write

0 =0(L) = cap(By)

for short. We know that there exists @ > 1 such that for all y € 9; Bz and z € (D,)¢
1_ _
—ep, <P [Hp, = Hy|Hp, <oo| <aép, .

By the soft local technique (see Lemma 2.1 in Comets et al. (2013) and Section 5 in Sznitman (2015)
for the specific case of interlacements), we can find a coupling of I and @ (which will be denoted as
@) such that

. Ifn(g—g) > %@ and NV, < i—g@, we have
(v yNeycxt, .. xnou/ay (3.5)
. Ifn(%f) < %@ and N, > %@, we have

(v, yNey o (xt L xn@u/a)y (3.6)



We are now ready to prove Proposition 3.1.

Proof. Forz € (2K + 1)LZd N B(0,N), let AL denote the event that all of the following inequalities
hold:

Since E[n(t)] = Ot, it is easy to see from Hoeffding’s inequality and the fact that © > C'L4~2 that
Q[(AL)] <exp(—cL?72). (3.8)
If the event A}c happens, we know from (3.5) and (3.6) that when V,, < %@
(vly? vyNey cxt x2, . x%u0)
while when Ny, > 240
(Y1, v2 . yNey 5 (X1, X2, .., x%u/a%)
We write M = %@. Note that M > cL%~2. Let A2 denote the event that

max PZ[H(XlLJXZU...UXNI)ﬁBx = OO] < 4.

ZE@@B;C
Then,
Q[(A%)C] < Q [Pz [H(X1UX2U...UXM)OBZ = OO} 2 5}
ze(’)in
1
< 5Q®Pz [H(XluXQU...UXM)ﬂBz :OO}
ze(’)in
1
- SQ@)PZ[Zﬂ(XluXZU...UXM)ﬁBIZ(Z)]
ze(’)in

PlZnX'nB,=0M < CL P [Zn X1 N By = 0] 7.

|
(]

2€0; By

Here, Z is the trajectory of a simple random walk starting from z. By Theorem 3.3.2 in Lawler (1991),
PZNX'NBy=0] <1-cifd=3;1- &y ifd=4and 1 — LU= D/2if d> 5. So,

: 1 PAYS
Lh_)moomlogQ[(Aw) ] =—o0. 3.9)

Let R = Ju©. We consider R independent simple random walk trajectories X 1 .., X" and their local
times L'(-),..., LE(-). Let A3 denote the event that

R

Z<Li,éBz> < ou.

i=1
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Now, we will show that

log(L) log Q[(A3)] = —c0. (3.10)

This can be derived directly from the fact that <Li, ep, ) is dominated by an exponential random vari-
able with mean smaller than one.
With (3.8), (3.9) and (3.10) in hand, we now turn to (3.4). Note that

B, is good on the event AL N A2 N A3

There are two cases.

« If Ny, < 240, then by (3.5) and (3.7)

TN B, c X'u.. .uxmou/a) - x1y yxE

Together with the definition of A2, we know that in this case (L%, ép,_ ) < du.
« If Ny, > 240, then by (3.6) and (3.7)

TUNBy DX U, ux™eu/e®) 5 xly yxM,

Together with the definition of A2, we know that in this case max,ep, B, P[HrunB, = 00] < 6.

Now, Proposition 3.1 just follows from (3.8), (3.9), (3.10) and the fact that the behavior of L-boxes
are independent under the law @ (here we will also need the fact that NV 2 logL > cL% from (2.1). O

4. Basic properties of f and Brownian capacity

In this section, we study the properties of f from the constraint problem (recall (1.1) for its defini-
tion) and prove Proposition 4.3 which relates the Brownian capacity of the coarse-grained sets to their
discrete capacity, which is important in the proof of Theorem 1.1.

In the following proposition, we collect some basic properties of the function f.

Proposition 4.1. The function f defined in (1.1) has the following properties:

(1. f(A) is decreasing.
2). f(0) =cap(B(0,1)), and () =0 for all \ > cap(B(0,1)).

(0) 5
3). fg gzcap( (0,1)) = A forall 0 < X < cap(B(0,1)).

@). f(N) is continuous.

Proof. Claims (1) and (2) are direct from the definition. Claim (3) follows from the sub-additivity of
the Brownian capacity. Next, we prove Claim (4). Since f is decreasing, (here we hold the convention
that f(\) = cap(B(0,1)) when A < 0), it suffices to show that for any A > 0, there exists € = ¢(A) > 0
such that for all A > 0

f) > f(A—¢) —A. 4.1)
Fix A~ > 0 and a constant € to be chosen. For all A > 0, by the definition of f, there exists a nice set
A C B(0,1) such that

cap(A) <A and cap(B(0,1)\A) < f(\) + 5
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In order to prove (4.1), it suffices to find a nice set A’ C A such that

cap(A) < (A—e)¢ and cap(B(0,1)\A) < f(N) +A. 4.2)

If f(A\)+ A >cap(B(0,1)), we can take A" = () and then (4.2) holds. From now on, we assume that

f(A) + A < cap(B(0,1)). There exists a large integer N = N (A) such that

 For all %-box E, we have cap(F) < %
« If |k N E| > |B] for all &-box E on the boundary of B(0,1) (viz. E C B(0,1) and E N
0B(0,1) # ), then cap(K) > cap(B(0,1)) — 5.

The first claim follows form the scaling property of cap(-) and the second claim follows from a
Wiener-type argument, see e.g. Theorem 2.2.5 in Lawler (1991). Since cap(B(0,1)\A4) < f(\) + % <
cap(B(0,1)) — %, we can find a %-box E on the boundary of B(0, 1) such that

- 1
(B0, ]\A) N B| < 5| B,
and so [AN E| > 1|E|. Take A’ = A\ E. Then,

cap(B(0,1)\A') < cap(B(0, 1)\A) +cap(E) < f(\) + A

and there exists € = ¢(A) > 0 such that

wap(d) = /meaé(o,z) Waltia <50 %

V

_/ B (Wx[fIAr <00]+Wx[ﬁAnE<0°vﬁA’:°O]) gE(o 9) 0
2€0B(0,2) ’

>cap(A') +e.

The first equation is by Theorem 1.10 in Port and Stone (1978). The last inequality is because |AN E| >
%|E| implies that the Brownian motion starting from 9B(0, 2) has a (uniform) positive probability to

hit E(O, 1) at the set AN E and then escape to infinity without ever hitting A’. In other words, there
exists a constant ¢(A) > 0 such that

inf Wi[Hang < 00, Har = 00] > ¢(A),
2z€0B(0,2)

enabling us to pick € as ¢(A) - cap(B(0,2)). Therefore, A’ satisfies (4.2) and Claim (4) holds. O

Remark 4.2. By the continuity of f, the infimum in (1.1) can also be taken over all the sets in RY
with ¢ boundary. Finding the minimizer set A (if it exists, which we believe is the case) in (1.1) is
an interesting question in itself. To the best knowledge of the authors there is neither a back-of-the-
envelop quick solution, nor a ready answer in the literature. We hope experts in variational analysis
could answer it. It is equally interesting consider more general sets rather than B(0, 1). We note that
except in very special cases, e.g., the union of two touching balls with a specifically chosen A, there
seems to be no trivial answer either.

‘We now turn to the Brownian capacity. The next proposition is important in the proof of Theorem 1.1.
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Proposition 4.3. Given § > 0 and K > 1, there exist c4(6,K) and c5(6,K) such that if L >
c1(0,K),p < ¢5(0,K),t > 0, then for any C1 and Ca which are two disjoint collections of L-boxes

in B(0, N) satisfying Card(Cy) + Card(Cy) > (1 — p)(%)d and cap(C1) < tN%=2, we have

cap(Cz) > (f(t) — 5)NI~2. 43)

Proof. Let € = ¢(6,K) > 0 be a constant to be chosen. By similar arguments as Corollary 6.5.9 of
Lawler and Limic (2010), we can choose N and p such that

forall z € B(0,N), either Wgc[lf]c1 =o0] < €or Wx[l?]c2 =o0| <e.
We now consider
Ci=CrU{zeB(0,N): Wy[He, =o0] <€} and Cy=CoU{x € B(0,N): Wy[He, = 0] < e}

Then, we have C} U Ch = B(0, N). By Theorem 1.10 in Port and Stone (1978),

can(ch) = |

- Wy [ﬁci < oo
z€dB(0,N)

gE(O,N) (d:v)

_ /x . (WalHe, < o0) + Wi Hey < 00, He, = o0] ) 50 ) ()

< B We[He, < oo]+ Wa|Hpr < oo] sup Wy[He, = o0 | €5 (dx)
/:BEBB(O,N) < v v peer VG B(o,N)

<cap(Cy) +€-cap(Cy) <tN"2 + ecap(B(0,N)).
Similarly, we have
cap(Ch) < cap(Ca) + ecap(B(0, N)).

The set Ci can be approximated below by a sequence of nice sets { Dy, } and we can apply the capacity

lower bound obtained from the function f to {B(0,1)\ Dy} (and in a similar fashion for C}). By the
continuity of f, i.e. Claim (4) in Proposition 4.1, we can choose € such that (4.3) is satisfied. [l

5. Proof of Theorems 1.1 and 1.2

In this section, we will prove Theorem 1.1. The lower bound can be derived from the definition of f
because we can force the interlacements to stay within the blow-up of the minimizer of the constraint
problem in (1.1) and the probability matches the large deviation rate. For the upper bound, we need to
use the coarse-graining procedure introduced in Section 3 and enumerate on all possible collections of
type-1I good boxes. We will consider a quantity /1 defined in (5.2) which encapsulates the information
of the local time in type-II good boxes. The upper bound then follows from controls on H, in particular
the Laplace transform in Lemma 2.4.
We begin with the lower bound.

Proof of the lower bound in Theorem 1.1. Fix A\ > 0and « > f(d\). By Claim (4) in Proposition 4.1,
we can choose a nice set A such that

cap(A) <d\ and cap(B(0,1)\A) < a.
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Let B = B(0,1)\A. Recall that Ay and By stand for the blow-up of A and B respectively. Then,
Any UBN D B(0,N). By Lemma 2.3,

. 1 1 __ . 1 1 __ «
ngnoo mcap(AN) = acap(A) <A, and ngnoo mcap(BN) = acap(B) <37
So,
1
l}vnif?of Nz log P[cap(B(0, N) N Z%) < AN9~2] > l}vnligf Nz logP[Z¥N B(0,N) C An]
> liminf ! log P[Z% N By = 0] = liminf LI [exp(—u - cap(By))] > e
imin =0] =liminf —— xp(—u - —

~ Nooo Nd—2 & N N—oo Nd—2 8 1oxP PLEN d

This holds for any o > f(d\) and thus
1
lim inf —7— log Pleap(B(0, N) N ") < AN*~?] —%f(d)\) .

This finishes the proof of the lower bound. O

We now turn to the upper bound. Recall (3.3) that A represents the event that there are at most
p(N/L)? bad boxes in B(0, N). We write

B = {cap[Z% N B(0,N)] < AN9~2}.
Fix 0 < 0 < 1. Pick a large N (and recall (2.1) for its relation with ), K and some p such that
K>c(d)Ves(d); L>e@)VedK); 0<p<cs(8K). 5.1)

We now define a quantity which is abnormally small under the event A N 5. Let C; denote the union
of Type-I good boxes and Ca denote the union of Type-II good boxes (recall (3.1) and (3.2) for the
definition). Define H as

H=(L"ec,). (5.2)

Lemma 5.1. On the event AN B, we have

1-9 dA
cap(Ca) > y (f (1 25) — 5) N2 and H< 2udcap(Ca). (5.3)
Proof. Suppose that the events A and 3 both happen. Define a set S as

Then,

cap(C1) = Z ep(o,N) (@) Pr[He, < o]
2€9; B(0,N)

> epon (@)

2€0; B(0,N)

Px[HS < OO]
min,ec, Pr[Hg < 0]

IN

(by strong Markov property)

(3.1) 1 1 O\ _
< Z €B(0,N)(I)1_6Pm[HS<OO]: cap(§) < ——=N2.
2€8; B(0,N)
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where we use Lemma 1.12 in Drewitz, Rdth and Sapozhnikov (2014) for the equality marked with
* and use the definition of the event 3 for the inequality marked with %x. We write C; and Co for
R%fillings of C1 and Cy respectively. By Lemma 2.2 and the fact that L > ¢2(3), K > ¢3(0),

cap(Cy) < cap(Cy) <

-9 1-26

By A, we have that Card(C;) + Card(C2) > (1 — )((21{2%) ) Hence, by Proposition 4.3 and the
fact that L > c4(9, K), p < ¢5(9, K), we have

p(Ca) > <f <%> - 5) N2

Thus, by Lemma 2.4,

1-6 _ ~ 1-0 dA\ _
conlCa) > 1 2@ = 1 (1 (155 ) —a) 2, (5.4)

We now turn to the upper bound of H. By Lemma 2.1 and K > ¢;(d), we have

H = > L“)ec,(x) < Y L"(x)(1+8)ep(z)ec,(B)

2€Cs z€Co
= (146) Y ec,(B) Y L%
BeCa reEB
(3.2)
< (1+0) > ec,(B)ou < 20ucap(Cy).
BeCa
This finishes the proof. (|

We now come back to the proof of Theorem 1.1.

Proof of the upper bound in Theorem 1.1. By Lemma 2.4, for each choice of Ca, if A N B happens

1

P[H < 20ucap(Ca)] < 2uvdeap(C2) g {e_%H} =exp (QU\/gcap(Cg) - J—\/gcap(CQ)) :

This together with (5.3) gives

PIANB] <Y PANBN{C2 = E}]
E

< Q(ﬁyexp (u [2\/5— 1:\/3] 1;5 <f<1f/\25> —5> N‘H) .

where we sum over all possible choices of Cz, We know from (2.1) that (N/L)% = o(N9~2). This
combined with Proposition 3.1 shows that

A

1 1 1-46 dX
. < — - .
lﬁ\rfnj:op Na=2 logIP[B] <u {2\/3 1+ \/5} d (f (1 — 25) 6)
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Let § tend to zero. By Claim (4) in Proposition 4.1, i.e., the continuity of f

. 1 u
lim sup Na=2 logP[B] < _Ef(d/\) .

N—o0

This finishes the proof. (|

Proof of Theorem 1.2. Noting (1.2), Theorem 1.2 follows from Theorem 1.1 and Varadhan’s lemma
(see e.g. Theorem 4.3.1 of Dembo and Zeitouni (2010)). (I

Remark 5.2. 1) We can also prove Claim (1) in Theorem 1.2 through the approach in Sznitman
(2019b). (Although both approaches are based on coarse-graining strategies, the definitions of good
boxes are different, leading to different types of estimates.) Furthermore, we can also prove an entropic
repulsion result in terms of local time. For z € Z%, let LL (resp. L2) be the local time of interlacements
I"fl (resp. I;Lz) at the vertex x. Then, we can show that for w1 > ug > 0 and all € > 0,

. 1 2
Jm Pl X i
x€B(0,N)

sl ngmB(o,N):@} —1. (5.5)

We briefly discuss the proof strategy of (5.5). In this case, we call an L-box good if one of the two
interlacements has a small averaged local time, or they have a positive fraction of intersection points.
Under this definition, most L-boxes are still good with super-exponential probability. Then, under the
non-intersection conditioning, we know that forcing the interlacements with smaller intensity to have
small averaged local time is the strategy with the highest probability. Together with some calculations
similar to those in Section 5, we obtain (5.5) as desired.

We can also give a global characterization of local times under this conditioning. Define the local
time profile Z]{,, 92”]% by

1 1
1 _ Z s . 2 _ Z 25
N Nd Ladgs 2N Nd Lok
zE€Z? z€Z?

For w1 > ug > 0 and any R > 1, we can show that

. 1
Jim B[dp(ZY ) A1

T N T2 N B0,N) = 0] =0, and

(5.6)
. 2 = 2
ngnoolE[dR(fN 5501y (1) A 1‘1}“ N3 N B(0,N) =] =0,
where dp is the 1-Wasserstein distance confined in the box B (0, R). These entropic repulsion results
can be obtained through the approach in Chiarini and Nitzschner (2020b). For brevity, we will not
include the proof here. One last comment is that Claim (2) in Theorem 1.2 and (5.5) cannot imply each
other, and we choose to include the proof of the former since it naively follows from Theorem 1.1 and
does not require extra calculations.
2) We now discuss the case where u1 = uo. Claim (1) in Theorem 1.2 still holds in this case, but we
cannot get the entropic repulsion result, i.e. Claim (2), naively from Theorem 1.1. However, similar to
(5.5) we can show that one of the interlacements will have small local time densities in the macroscopic
box and by symmetry we know that this probability is asymptotically one half, i.e., for u; = ug and all
€>0,

: 1 2 1 2 _ _ l
leloolp[m Y L2<drin ﬁB(O,N)_(Z)} =3 (5.7)
2€B(0,N)
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