arXiv:2408.07928v1 [math.PR] 15 Aug 2024

Time correlations in the inverse-gamma polymer

with flat initial condition

Xiao Shen^∗

Abstract

Temporal correlations in the KPZ universality class have gained significant attention, following the conjectures in [16]. Building on prior work in the zero temperature setting [5], we address the time correlation problem with flat initial conditions in the positive temperature regime. Our study focuses on the inverse-gamma polymer, where we establish an upper bound for the correlation between two free energies whose endpoints are far apart in time. In contrast to the previous work [5], our work not only extends the result to positive temperatures but also eliminates the reliance on integrable probability inputs related to the Airy process. This advancement allows us to address local scales, where the short time remains fixed while the large time grows arbitrarily, a scenario beyond the reach of the Airy scaling limit.

1 Introduction

The study of universality has long been a central theme in probability theory. A classic example is the central limit theorem (CLT), which asserts that under mild moment assumptions, the largescale behavior of the sum of independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) random variables is universal, converging to the Gaussian distribution after appropriate scaling. In this sense, the random growth characterized by the sum of i.i.d. random variables can be considered a member of the Gaussian universality class.

In 1986, Kardar, Parisi, and Zhang introduced a distinct universality class now known as the KPZ universality class [17]. This class includes models with complex spatial correlations and is very rich, encompassing percolation models, directed polymers, interacting particle systems, certain stochastic partial differential equations, and more. Unlike the Gaussian universality class, where the scaling limit converges to the Gaussian distribution, the KPZ class is expected to have a scaling limit that converges to various Tracy-Widom distributions from Random Matrix Theory.

Proving that a given model belongs to the KPZ universality class has been a formidable challenge over the past 38 years. This process is reminiscent of the progress made in proving the CLT, which evolved from Bernoulli distributions in the 1700s to general distributions in the early 1900s. Only a few exactly solvable models with specific weight distributions have been rigorously verified to belong to the KPZ class, similar to the role of Bernoulli distribution in proving the CLT. Establishing KPZ universality for models with general weight distributions remains a great challenge.

The remarkable structure of exactly solvable models facilitates the use of algebraic tools, enabling the derivation of explicit formulas for one-point and multi-point distributions of growth

∗Department of Mathematics, University of Utah, Utah, USA. xiao.shen@utah.edu Date: September 6, 2024 2020 Mathematics Subject Classification. 60K35, 60K37 Key words and phrases: correlation, coupling, directed polymer, Kardar-Parisi-Zhang, random growth model.

profiles in these models. This approach, particularly successful as recognized in [2], is known as integrable probability. While integrable probability is a powerful tool, it has a drawback: adapting this approach to general models remains unclear, as the methods rely heavily on specific formulas of weight distributions. With the eventual goal of extending results beyond exactly solvable cases, researchers have developed several alternative approaches for these exactly solvable models based on broadly applicable probabilistic techniques and geometric arguments.

A notable technique in this area involves using black-box integrable probability inputs combined with probabilistic and geometric arguments. These integrable inputs help extract detailed information about the geodesic geometry, leading to a better understanding of the space-time profile. This approach was significantly advanced by Basu, Sidoravicius, and Sly, who used it to solve the celebrated slow bond conjecture [8].

Another important method involves coupling two random growth processes: one with a specific initial condition and another with a stationary initial condition, which is often easier to analyze. By controlling the differences between these two systems, one can draw conclusions about the growth process with the specific initial condition of interest. This technique was first introduced in the context of KPZ models by Seppäläinen in the 1990s through a series of works on interacting particle systems. It was later employed in the influential work [9] to obtain KPZ exponents. More recently, this approach was further refined in [12], leading to the development of quantitatively optimal bounds.

As alluded to above, there has been significant interest in revisiting old results and removing the reliance on integrable probability techniques when analyzing exactly solvable models [3, 11, 12, 13, 18, 19, 20, 21]. In line with this, we investigate the time correlation in the inverse-gamma polymer model with flat initial conditions. Our study builds on previous work [5], which explored this time correlation problem in the zero temperature setting, namely, the exponential last-passage percolation. Here, we eliminate the need for integrable inputs related to the Airy process in the upper bound analysis. Additionally, the extension to positive temperatures requires different and additional estimates, which we will discuss after presenting our main result (Theorem 1.1) in the next section.

1.1 Main result

While the spatial statistics of the height function in exactly solvable models are fairly well understood, temporal correlations remain more challenging to characterize. Following the experimental and numerical studies by physicists [23, 24], the precise conjectures were formulated by Ferrari and Spohn in [16]. Since then, a series of works have addressed these temporal correlation problems across different models and initial conditions [4, 5, 6, 7, 10, 14, 15, 16]. We will not delve into a detailed discussion of the existing literature here; instead, we refer interested readers to the introduction of [6] for a comprehensive overview.

We work with a representative positive temperature model known as the inverse-gamma polymer. To define this model, recall that a random variable X has the inverse-gamma distribution with shape parameter μ ∈ (0, ∞), denoted as X ∼ Ga^{−1}(μ), if X^{−1} has the gamma distribution with the shape parameter μ. To define the inverse-gamma polymer on Z^2, let {Y_z}_{z∈Z}2 be i.i.d. inverse-gamma distributed random variables with a fixed shape parameter μ ∈ (0, ∞). For two coordinatewiseordered vertices u and v of Z^2, let X_{u,v} denote the collection of up-right paths with unit steps between them, and the point-to-point partition function (which excludes the weight at the end point) is defined by Z_{u,v} = 1 Y_v ∑ γ∈X_{u,v} ∏ z∈γ Y_z,

We use the convention Z_{u,v} = 0 if u ≤ v fails. Moreover, the point-to-point free energy is defined as log Z_{u,v}.

To define the polymer model with the flat initial condition (or the line-to-point model), let us denote the anti-diagonal line through the origin by L_0. For any vertex v above L_0, we define the line-to-point partition function as follows

Z_{L0,v} = ∑ k∈Z Z_{(k,−k),v}. And similarly, the line-to-point free energy will be log Z_{L0,v}. With these definitions, we are ready to state the result of our paper.

Theorem 1.1. There exist positive constants C_1, c_0, n_0 such that, whenever n ≥ n_0 and c_0 ≤ r ≤ n/2, it holds that

C ov ( log Z_{L0,(r,r)}, log Z_{L0,(n,n)} ) ≤ C_1 r^{4/3} n^{2/3} log^{100}(n/r).

The upper bound is expected to be of order r^{4/3}/n^{2/3}, with the logarithmic expression arising as an error term from our analysis. Compared to the zero temperature case in [5], which employs geometric arguments with integrable probability inputs, our proof avoids relying on such inputs related to the Airy process. This refinement enables us to extend the upper bound to local scales, broadening the range from δn ≤ r ≤ n in [5] to c_0 ≤ r ≤ n. Furthermore, we have slightly reduced the error term in the upper bound, improving it from exp(C log^{5/6}(n/r)) in [5] to log^{100}(n/r).

We also note that transitioning from zero temperature to positive temperature results in several of our estimates that differ from those in [5]. Specifically, in the zero temperature setting, one estimate used throughout the upper bound proof in [5] is that the difference between the last-passage value and the last-passage value restricted to a wide parallelogram is zero with high probability. This estimate is particularly useful when the difference term appears within a product of several other terms, quickly leading to an upper bound of zero for the product. In the positive temperature setting, however, this approach no longer applies, necessitating detailed tail estimates for all the terms and the development of new arguments.

Lastly, regarding the lower bound of the covariance in Theorem 1.1, an optimal lower bound of order r^{4/3}/n^{2/3} was established in [5] for the exponential last-passage percolation. With the recent convergence of the inverse-gamma free energy profile to the Airy process [1], we anticipate that a similar result could be obtained for the inverse-gamma polymer. However, replacing the dependence on the Airy process and extending these results to cover the local scale will be part of our future work. Additionally, for the case when both n and r are large, i.e., n/2 ≤ r ≤ n − c_0, both upper and lower bounds have been established in Theorem 1.1 of [7].

Acknowledgements. The author sincerely thanks Riddhipratim Basu for insightful discussions regarding his work in [5]. The author acknowledges partial support from the Wylie Research Fund at the University of Utah.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Notation

Fix u ∈ Z^2, let us denote the anti-diagonal line through u as L_u = {u + (j, −j) : j ∈ Z}. For k ∈ R_{≥0} , define L^k_u to be the line segment {x ∈ L_u : |x − u|_∞ ≤ k}. For two coordinatewise-ordered points u ≤ v and k ∈ R_{≥0} , R^k_{u,v} denotes the parallelogram spanned by the four corners u ± (k, −k) and v ± (k, −k).

Integer points on the diagonal or the anti-diagonal are abbreviated as a = (a, a) and a = (a, −a) when they occur as subscripts. Common occurrences of this include L_{(r,r)} = L_r, Z_{L(r,r),(n,n)} = Z_{Lr,n}, Z_{p,(N+k,N−k)} = Z_{p,N+k}, and R^k_{(a,a),(b,b)} = R^k_{a,b}. For the polymer partition functions, in our paper, we will use the following: Z^{in,Rhc,d} A,B = the partition function with paths from A to B contained inside R^h_{c,d} Z^{out,Rhc,d} A,B = the partition function with paths from A to B contained outside R^h_{c,d} Z^{exit,Rhc,d} A,B = the partition function with paths from A to B that exit diagonal sides of R^h_{c,d} Z^{touch,Rhc,d} A,B = the partition function with paths from A to B that intersect R^h_{c,d}

To simplify notation, when the subscripts of the partition function match those of the parallelogram appearing in the superscript, we use the abbreviation Z^{⋆,k}_Ls_{1a ,L}s_{2b} for Z^{⋆,Rka,b}_Ls_{1a ,L}s_{2b} , where ⋆ represents “in,” “out,” “exit,” or “touch.”

We adopt two conventions for clarity regarding constants and integer rounding. First, generic positive constants will be denoted by C, C^′, etc., throughout the calculations and proofs, with the understanding that these constants may vary from line to line without a change in notation. Second, we simplify expressions by omitting the integer floor function. For instance, if the line segment from (0, 0) to (N, N) is divided into 5 equal parts, we denote the free energy of the first segment by log Z_{0,N/5}, even if N/5 is not an integer.

2.2 Estimates for the polymer model

In this section, we will restate several estimates from [6, 7]. Recall the shape function which represents the law of large numbers limit of the point-to-point free energy. It is a deterministic continuous function Λ : R^2_{≥0} → R that satisfies

lim_{n→∞} sup_{|z|} 1≥n | log Z_{0,z} − Λ(z)| |z|_1 = 0 P-almost surely. (2.1)

For simplicity, let us abbreviate Λ ( (n, n) ) as Λ_n.

Our first two propositions give the upper bounds for the right and left tails of the free energy.

Proposition 2.1. There exist positive constants C_1, C_2, n_0 such that for each n ≥ n_0, t ≥ 1 and 1 ≤ h ≤ e^{C1min{t3/2 ,tn1/3}}, P ( log Z_{Lhn}2/3_{0 ,Ln} − Λ_n ≥ tn^{1/3} ) ≤ e^{−C2 min{t3/2 ,tn1/3}}. Proposition 2.2. There exist positive constants C_1, n_0 such that for each n ≥ n_0, t ≥ 1 , we have P(log Z_{0,n} − Λ_n ≤ −tn^{1/3}) ≤ e^{−C1 min{t3/2 ,tn1/3}}. A direct consequence of the two tail estimates above is the following variance bound for the point-to-line free energy.

Proposition 2.3. There exist positive constants C_1, n_0 such that for each n ≥ n_0, we have Var ( log Z_{L0,n} ) ≤ Cn^{2/3}.

The next two propositions summarize the loss of free energy for paths with too much transversal fluctuation. While the original estimates do not include the s parameter below, the same proof can be adapted, and we omit the details. The constant c^∗ will appear later in our proofs, so we introduce this special notation.

Proposition 2.4. There exist positive constants c^∗, C_1, n_0 such that for each n ≥ n_0, h ≥ 0, t ≥ 1 and s ≥ 0 we have P ( log Z_{Lhn2/30 ,Ln\L(h+t)n}2/3 n − Λ_n ≥ (−c^∗t^2 + s)n^{1/3} ) ≤ e^{−C1(t+s)}. The next proposition generalizes the loss of free energy to paths with high transversal fluctuation somewhere along their entire length. Recall Z^{exit,k}_Ls_{1a ,L}s_{2b} is the partition function that sums over directed

paths from L^{s1}_a to L^{s2}_b that exit diagonal sides of R^k_{a,b}.

Proposition 2.5. There exist positive constants c^∗, C_1, n_0 such that for each n ≥ n_0, s ≥ 0, 1 ≤ t ≤ n^{1/3} and 0 < h < e^t, we have P ( log Z^{exit,(h+t)n2/3} L^{hn2/3} 0 ,L^{hn2/3}_n − Λ_N ≥ (−c^∗t^2 + s)n^{1/3} ) ≤ e^{−C1 (t+s)}. Lastly, the proposition below shows when we constrain our paths to a parallelogram that obeys the KPZ scale, the free energy will not be too small. Recall Z^{in,k}_Ls_{1a ,L}s_{2b} is the partition function that

sums over directed paths from L^{s1}_a to L^{s2}_b that are contained inside of R^k_{a,b}.

Proposition 2.6. There exist positive constants C_1, t_0 such that for each 0 < θ ≤ 100, there exists a positive constant n_0 such that for each n ≥ n_0, t ≥ t_0 and p ∈ L^{θn2/3}_n , we have P ( log Z^{in,θn2/3} 0,p − Λ_n ≤ −tn^{1/3} ) ≤ √ t θ e^{−Cθt}. 3 Proof of the theorem

We follow the geometric approach outlined in the zero temperature work in [5], with heuristics tracing back to [16]. However, several of our estimates will differ from those in [5] due to the lack of geodesics.

First, to start the proof, we may assume that r/n ≤ ℓ_0 for some absolute constant 0 < ℓ_0 < 1, because otherwise by Cauchy-Schwartz inequality,

C ov ( log Z_{L0,(r,r)}, log Z_{L0,(n,n)} ) ≤ Var ( log Z_{L0,(r,r)} )_{1/2} Var ( log Z_{L0,(n,n)} )_{1/2} ≤ Cr^{1/3}n^{1/3} by Proposition 2.3

≤ Cℓ^{−1}_0 r^{2/3} ≤ Cℓ^{−2}_0 r^{4/3} n^{2/3} . Thus, in our proof, we may assume that the value ℓ_0 is sufficiently small whenever needed.

Next, let u^{max}_r denote the unique maximizer of max { log Z_{u,n} : u ∈ L_r } . Fix j_0 such that 10^9j_0r^{2/3} = n. For j = 1, 2, . . . , j_0, let us define the event

A_j = {| |u^{max}_r · e1 − u^{max}_r · e2 | | ∈ [10_9(j − 1)r_{2/3}, 10_9jr_{2/3})}.

(r, r) (n, n) u^{max}_r r^{2/3}r^{2/3} (n, n)

Figure 3.1: The heuristic suggests that with high probability close to 1 − (r/n)^{2/3}, the “optimal paths” for the two free energies log Z_{L0,r} and log Z_{L0,n} are disjoint (illustrated on the left), resulting in no contribution to the covariance C ov ( log Z_{L0,r}, log Z_{L0,n} ) . However, in the rare event with a probability of order (r/n)^{2/3}, the “optimal paths” will significantly overlap (illustrated on the right). This overlap leads to the desired order of covariance (r/n)^{2/3} · r^{2/3}, where the term r^{2/3} comes from the variance of log Z_{L0,r}. Finally, in the analysis, part of the free energy log Z_{L0,n} is approximated by the line-to-point free energy log Z_{Lr,n}, with the maximizer labeled as u^{max}_r on the left. This maximizer is expected to be of order n^{2/3} away from the diagonal.

Let ~j = 1 ∨ ⌊log^{10} j⌋, and note that ~j + 100 ≤ 10^9j for j = 1, . . . , j_0. Now, define B_j ⊂ A_j to be the event that in addition, the following inequality holds

log Z_umax_{r ,n} − max u∈L^{5~jr2/3} r log Z_{u,n} ≥ ~j^{1/2}r^{1/3}.

Finally, let C_j = A_j \ B_j.

Let F_r to denote the σ-algebra generated by weights Y_z for z that lie on or above the antidiagonal line L_r. By independence, we have that

C ov ( log Z_{L0,r}, log Z_{L0,n} ) = E [ log Z_{L0,r} log Z_{L0,n} ] − E [ log Z_{L0,r} ] E [ log Z_{L0,n} ]

= E [ E [ log Z_{L0,r} log Z_{L0,n} − E [ log Z_{L0,r} | F_r ] E [ log Z_{L0,n} | F_r ]| |Fr ]]

= E [ C ov_{Fr} (log Z_{L0,r}, log Z_{L0,n}) ] . where C ov_{Fr} denotes the conditional covariance with respect to F_r.

We now decompose the expectation above according to the disjoint events B_j and C_j , in particular, we note that all B_j and C_j are F_r-measurable. Now, to conclude the proof, it suffices for us to bound

E [C ov_{Fr} (log Z_{L0,r}, log Z_{L0,n})] =

j_0∑

j=1 E [ 1_{Bj} C ov_{Fr} (log Z_{L0,r}, log Z_{L0,n}) ] (3.1)

+ j_0∑

j=1 E [ 1_{Cj} C ov_{Fr} (log Z_{L0,r}, log Z_{L0,n}) ] (3.2)

First, we will look at the expectation inside the sum from (3.1). Recall the restricted free

energies log Z^{in,R} ~jr2/3 0,r L_0,• and log Z out,R^{~jr2/3}_{0,r} L_0,• , which are defined in Section 2.1. We have the following

equality E [ 1_{Bj} C ov_{Fr} (log Z_{L0,r}, log Z_{L0,n}) ]

= E [ 1_{Bj} C ov_{Fr} ( log Z_{L0,r} − log Z^{in,~jr2/3}_{L0,r} , log Z_{L0,n} − Z^{out,R} ~jr2/3 0,r L_0,n )] (3.3) + E [ 1_{Bj} C ov_{Fr} ( log Z^{in,~jr2/3} L_0,r , log ZL0,n − Z out,R^{~jr2/3}_{0,r} L_0,n )] (3.4) + E [ 1_{Bj} C ov_{Fr} ( log Z_{L0,r} − log Z^{in,~jr2/3}_{L0,r} , log Z^{out,R} ~jr2/3 0,r L_0,n )] (3.5)

We will be bounding each of the three lines above using several estimates, and these estimates will be proven in the next section.

We start with (3.3) and (3.4), which uses the following result.

Proposition 3.1. There exist positive constant C_1, C_2, r_0 such that for each r ≥ r_0 and j = 1, . . . , j_0, the following estimates hold:

(i) Var ( log Z^{in,~jr2/3} L_0,r )_{1/2} ≤ C_1r^{1/3}

(ii) E [( log Z_{L0,r} − log Z^{in,~jr2/3}_{L0,r} )_{10}] ≤ e^{−C2~j}r^{10/3}

(iii) E [ 1_{Bj} E [( log Z_{L0,n} − Z^{out,R} ~jr2/3 0,r L_0,n )_2 | | Fr ]_{1/2}] ≤ C_1e^{−C2~j r}_{n2/3} log^{100}(n/r)

Then, by Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, the fact that Var(X) ≤ E [X^2 ], and the random variable log Z_{L0,r} − log Z^{in,~jr2/3}_{L0,r} is independent of F_r, we obtain

(3.3) ≤ E [( log Z_{L0,r} − log Z^{in,~jr2/3}_{L0,r} )_2]_{1/2} · E [ 1_{Bj} E [( log Z_{L0,n} − Z^{out,R} ~jr2/3 0,r L_0,n )_2 | | Fr ]_{1/2}]

≤ C_1e^{−C2~j} r^{4/3} n^{2/3} log^{100}(n/r) by Proposition 3.1 (ii) and (iii)

(3.4) ≤ Var ( log Z^{in,~jr2/3} L_0,r )_{1/2} · E [ 1_{Bj} E [( log Z_{L0,n} − Z^{out,R} ~jr2/3 0,r L_0,n )_2 | | Fr ]_{1/2}]

≤ C_1e^{−C2~j} r^{4/3} n^{2/3} log^{100}(n/r) by Proposition 3.1 (i) and (iii)

The estimate for (3.5) is different. Note that because log Z_{L0,r} − log Z^{in,~jr2/3}_{L0,r} ≥ 0 by definition, then

(3.5) ≤ E [ 1_{Bj} ( log Z_{L0,r} − log Z^{in,~jr2/3}_{L0,r} )| | log Z^{out,R} ~jr2/3 0,r L_0,n − E [ log Z^{out,R} ~jr2/3 0,r L_0,n | | | Fr ]| | ]

≤ ∫ [0,∞) P ( 1_{Bj} ( log Z_{L0,r} − log Z^{in,~jr2/3}_{L0,r} )| | log Z^{out,R} ~jr2/3 0,r L_0,n − E [ log Z^{out,R} ~jr2/3 0,r L_0,n | | Fr ]| | ≥ x ) dx ≤ r^{2/3} log^2(n/r) ∫ [0,∞) P ( 1_{Bj} ( log Z_{L0,r} − log Z^{in,~jr2/3}_{L0,r} )

| | | log Z^{out,R} ~jr2/3 0,r L_0,n − E [ log Z^{out,R} ~jr2/3 0,r L_0,n | | | Fr ]| | ≥ tr^{2/3} log^2(n/r) ) dt ≤ r^{2/3} log^2(n/r) ∫ [0,∞) P ( B_j ∩ { log Z_{L0,r} − log Z^{in,~jr2/3}_{L0,r} ≥ ~j^{−10} √ tr^{1/3} log(n/r) }) (3.6) + E [ 1_{Bj} P (| | log Z^{out,R} ~jr2/3 0,r L_0,n − E [ log Z^{out,R} ~jr2/3 0,r L_0,n | | Fr ]| | ≥ ~j^{10} √ tr^{1/3} log(n/r) ) | | Fr )] dt. (3.7)

Now we will bound the probability and the expectation in (3.6) and (3.7) respectively. In the process, we will also make use of the following results.

Proposition 3.2. There exist positive constants C_1, r_0 such that for each r ≥ r_0 and j = 1, . . . , j_0, the following estimate holds P(B_j ) ≤ C_1j(r/n)^{2/3} log^{20}(n/r).

Proposition 3.3. There exist positive constants r_0, t_0 such that for each r ≥ r_0 and t ≥ t_0, there exists an F_r-measurable event G_t with P(G_t) ≥ 1 − e^{−√t} and the following holds, 1_{Gt∩Bj} P (| | log Z^{out,R} ~jr2/3 0,r L_0,n − E [ log Z^{out,R} ~jr2/3 0,r L_0,n | | F_r] | | ≥ tr_{1/3} log(n/r) | | F_r) ≤ e_−^√_t. Coming back to the estimates, note that by independence, Markov inequality and Proposition 3.1 (ii)

the probability in (3.6) = P(B_j )P ( log Z_{L0,r} − log Z^{in,~jr2/3}_{L0,r} ≥ ~j^{−10} √ tr^{1/3} log(n/r) )

≤ min { P(B_j ), P(B_j ) E [( log Z_{L0,r} − log Z^{in,~jr2/3}_{L0,r} )_{10}] (~j^{−10} √ tr^{1/3} log(n/r))^{10} }

≤ min { P(B_j ), P(B_j ) C_1e^{−C2~j}~j^{100} t^5 } . By setting the variable t in Proposition 3.3 to be ~j^{10} √ t, we have

the expectation in (3.7) ≤ P(B_j ∩ G_{~j10}^√_t)e^{−~jt1/5} + P(B_j ∩ G^c_{~j10}^√_t).

Now to continue the calculation with (3.6) and (3.7) from before, it holds that

(3.6) and (3.7) ≤ C_1r^{2/3} log^2(n/r) ∫ [0,∞) min { P(B_j ), P(B_j ) ~j^{100}e^{−C}2^{~j} t^5 }

+ P(B_j ∩ G_{~j10}^√_t)e^{−~jt1/5} + P(B_j ∩ G^c_{~j10}^√_t)dt ≤ C_1r^{2/3} log^2(n/r) ( ~j^{100}e^{−C}2^{~j}P(B_j ) + ∫ [0,∞) P(B_j )e^{−~jt1/5} dt + ∫ [0,log^{10} P(B_j)) P(B_j )dt + ∫ [log^{10} P(B_j),∞) e^{−~jt1/5} dt )

≤ C_1e^{−C2~j}~j^{200}j r^{4/3} n^{2/3} log^{30}(n/r) by Proposition 3.2.

With this, we have completed the estimates for (3.3), (3.4), and (3.5). Recall ~j = 1 ∨ ⌊log^{10} j⌋, then it holds that

(3.1) ≤

j_0∑

j=1 C_1~j^{200}je^{−C2~j} r^{4/3} n^{2/3} log^{100}(n/r) ≤ C r^{4/3} n^{2/3} log^{100}(n/r).

Next, we turn to the estimate for (3.2). Again, we will look at the expectation term inside the sum, and we have that E [ 1_{Cj} C ov_{Fr} (log Z_{L0,r}, log Z_{L0,n}) ]

≤ E [ 1_{Cj} | log Z_{L0,r} − E [log Z_{L0,r}]| | | log Z_{L0,n} − E[ log Z_{L0,n} | | F_r] | |] ≤ ∫ [0,∞) P ( 1_{Cj} | log Z_{L0,r} − E[log Z_{L0,r}]| | | log Z_{L0,n} − E [ log Z_{L0,n} | | F_r] | | ≥ x)dx

≤ r^{2/3} log^2(n/r) ∫ [0,∞) P ( 1_{Cj} | log Z_{L0,r} − E[log Z_{L0,r}]| | | log ZL_0,n − E [ log Z_{L0,n} | | Fr ]| | ≥ tr^{2/3} log^2(n/r) ) dt ≤ r^{2/3} log^2(n/r) ∫ [0,∞) P ( C_j ∩ { | log Z_{L0,r} − E [log Z_{L0,r}]| ≥ √ tr^{1/3} log(n/r) }) (3.8) + E [ 1_{Cj} P (| | log ZL_0,n − E [ log Z_{L0,n} | | Fr ]| | ≥ √ tr^{1/3} log(n/r) ) | | Fr )] dt. (3.9) Note that the probability in (3.8) is upper bounded by P(C_j )e^{−C√t} by independence, Proposition 2.1 and Proposition 2.2. And the expectation in (3.9) is similar to (3.7), which utilizes the following proposition.

Proposition 3.4. There exist constants r_0, t_0 such that for each r ≥ r_0 and t ≥ t_0, there exists an F_r-measurable event G_t with P(G_t) ≥ 1 − e^{−√t} and the following holds, 1_{Gt} P (| | log ZL_0,n − E [ log Z_{L0,n} | | | Fr ]| | ≥ tr^{1/3} log(n/r) | | | Fr ) ≤ e^− √ t. Then, the expectation in (3.9) is upper bounded by P(C_j ∩G^√_t)e^{−t1/5} +P(C_j ∩G^{c√}_t). Combining these and continue the estimates for (3.8) and (3.9),

(3.8) and (3.9) ≤ r^{2/3} log^2(n/r) ∫ [0,∞) P(C_j )e^{−C} √ t + P(C_j ∩ G^√_t)e^{−t1/5} + P(C_j ∩ G^{c√}_t)dt ≤ r^{2/3} log^2(n/r) ( CP(C_j ) + ∫ [0,log^{10} P(C_j)) P(C_j )dt + ∫ [log^{10} P(C_j),∞) e^{−t1/5} dt )

≤ Cr^{2/3} log^2(n/r)P(C_j ) log^{10} P(C_j ).

The next proposition gives the estimate needed to continue, and we recall that the events C_j are disjoint by definition.

Proposition 3.5. The following estimate hold: ∑_{j0} j=1 P(C_j ) ≤ C^{r2/3}_{n2/3} log^{20}(n/r)

Then, it holds that

(3.2) ≤

j_0∑

j=1 Cr^{2/3} log^2(n/r)P(C_j ) log^{10} P(C_j ) ≤ Cr^{2/3} log^{20}(n/r)

j_0∑

j=1 P(C_j ) ≤ C r^{4/3} n^{2/3} log^{100}(n/r).

Now, we have shown the desired estimates for (3.1) and (3.2) and completed the proof of the theorem.

4 Proof of the estimates

In this section, we prove the propositions from the previous section.

4.1 Proof of Proposition 3.2 and Proposition 3.5

To remove the calculation from the Airy process, we will utilize estimate (5.25) from [22] which essentially states that for n^{−2/3} < δ ≤ δ_0 and |m| ≤ | log δ|n^{2/3}, it holds that P ( max |i|≤2| log δ|n^{2/3} [ log Z_{0,n+i} ] − max |j|≤δn^{2/3} [ log Z_{0,n+m+j)} ] ≤ | log δ|^2 √ δn^{1/3} ) ≤ C| log δ|^{10}δ. (4.1)

We will start by considering Proposition 3.5, and recall that j_0 =^n_{109r2/3} . We will divide the

argument into two cases based on whether (_n r )_2

is less than or greater than or equal to j_0. We begin with the first case. First, consider j = (_n r )_2

, . . . , j_0. Note that in this case, jr^{2/3} ≥ (_n r )_2 r^{2/3} = (_n r )_{4/3} n^{2/3}, which is large on the time scale n^{2/3}. We can then proceed with the following estimates:

j_0∑

j=(n/r)^2 P(C_j ) ≤ P (^j0⋃ j=(n/r)^2 A_j )

≤ P ( max u∈L_r\L^{(n/r)2r2/3} r log Z_{u,n} = max_{u∈Lr} Z_{u,n} )

≤ P ( max u∈L_r\L^{(n/r)2r2/3} r log Z_{u,n} − Λ_{n−r} ≥ −c^∗(n/r)n^{1/3} )

+ ( max u∈L_r log Z_{u,n} − Λ_{n−r} ≤ −c^∗(n/r)n^{1/3} )

≤ e^{−C(n/r)} ≤ r/n by Proposition 2.4 and Proposition 2.2.

Now, for j = 1, . . . , (n/r)^2, the union ⋃_{(n/r)}2 j=1 C_j is contained inside the following event { log Z_umax_{r ,n} − max

u∈L^{100 log10(n/r)r2/3} r log Z_{u,n} < 10 log^5(n/r)r^{1/3} } .

This can be upper bounded via (4.1) by setting m = 0 and δ = 100 log^{10}(n/r)(r/n)^{2/3} ≤ δ_0 provided that r/n is fixed sufficiently small.

In the second case when j_0 ≤ (n/r)^2, the union ⋃_{j0} j=1 C_j is contained inside the following event { log Z_umax_{r ,n} − max

u∈L^{100 log10 j0r2/3} r log Z_{u,n} < 10 log^5 j_0r^{1/3} } .

This can be again upper bounded via (4.1) by setting m = 0 and δ = 100 log^5 j_0(r/n)^{2/3} ≤ 200 log^5(n/r)(r/n)^{2/3} ≤ δ_0 provided that r/n is fixed sufficiently small. With this, we have finished the proof of Proposition 3.5.

Turn to Proposition 3.2, note that when j_0 ≥ (n/r)^{2/3}, then for j = (n/r)^{2/3}, . . . , j_0, P(B_j ) can be upper bounded trivially as we have

Cj(r/n)^{2/3} log^{20}(n/r) ≥ C log^{20}(n/r) ≥ 1 ≥ P(B_j ) provided that n/r is fixed sufficiently large. Then, for the values of j = 1, . . . , (n/r)^{2/3} ∧ j_0, let δ = (r/n)^{2/3}, and we have the following estimate

P(B_j ) ≤ P(A_j ) ≤ 100j∑

|m|=100(j−1) P ( max |i|≤2| log δ|n^{2/3} [ log Z_{0,n+i} ] = max |j|≤δn^{2/3} [ log Z_{0,n+mr}2/3_{+j)} ])

≤ Cj(r/n)^{2/3} log^{20}(n/r) by (4.1).

With this, we finish the proof of Proposition 3.2.

4.2 Proof of Proposition 3.1

To start, note that the free energy log Z^{in,~jr2/3}_{L0,r} in (i) can be bounded from above and below as

log Z^{in,r2/3} 0,r ≤ log Z^{in,~jr2/3}_{L0,r} ≤ log Z_{L0,r}. Then, from the right and left tail bounds from Proposition 2.1 and Proposition 2.6, we have | |E [ log Zin,~jr^{2/3} L_0,r ] − Λ_r | | ≤ Cr_{1/3} and E [( log Zin,~jr^{2/3}_{L0,r} − Λ_r)^2] ≤ Cr_{2/3}. This directly implies the

variance bound in Proposition 3.1 (i).

For (ii), we will recall the estimate (4.7) from the arXiv version of [7], which states that for some constants C_1 and C_2, P ( log Z_{L0,r} − log Z^{in,~jr2/3}_{L0,r} ≥ e^{−C1~j2r1/3} ) ≤ e^{−C2~j3} . (4.2) Now, let us define the event A = { log Z_{L0,r} − log Z^{in,~jr2/3}_{L0,r} ≥ e^{−C1~j2r1/3} } , and the following estimate holds E [( log Z_{L0,r} − log Z^{in,~jr2/3}_{L0,r} )_{10}]

= E [( log Z_{L0,r} − log Z^{in,~jr2/3}_{L0,r} )_{10}

1_Ac ] + E [( log Z_{L0,r} − log Z^{in,~jr2/3}_{L0,r} )_{10}

1_A ]

≤ e^{−C~j} + E [( log Z_{L0,r} − log Z^{in,~jr2/3}_{L0,r} )_{20}]_{1/2} P(A)^{1/2} ≤ e^{−C~j} + Cr^{10/3}e^{−C′~j} where the expectation bound in the last inequality follows again from Proposition 2.1 and Proposition 2.6, while the probability bound follows from (4.2). With this, we complete the proof for Proposition 3.1 (ii).

In the remainder of this section, we will prove the following proposition, which, when combined with Proposition 3.2, implies Proposition 3.1 (iii).

Proposition 4.1. There exist positive constants C_1 and t_0 such that for each j = 1, . . . , j_0 and t ≥ t_0, let ~j = 1 ∨ ⌊log^{10} j⌋ and the following inequality holds almost surely 1_{Bj} P ( log Z_{L0,n} − Z^{out,R} ~jr2/3 0,r L_0,n > tr 1/3 | | | Fr ) ≤ e^{−C1(~j1/2+t)}.

Proof. To start, note that by definition P(B_1) = 0, thus for the rest of the proof, we will assume that j ≥ 2.

Recall log Z^{touch,R} ~jr2/3 0,r L_0,n to denote the free energy between L0 and (n, n) with paths that all

intersect the parallelogram R^{~jr2/3}_{0,r} , and by definition,

log Z_{L0,n} ≤ max { log Z^{touch,R} ~jr2/3 0,r L_0,n , log Z out,R^{~jr2/3}_{0,r} L_0,n } + log 2.

To prove the estimate in our proposition, it suffices for us to show the following estimate 1_{Bj} P ( log Z^{touch,R} ~jr2/3 0,r L_0,n − log Z out,R^{~jr2/3}_{0,r} L_0,n > tr 1/3 | | F_r) ≤ e_{−C(}~_j^{1/2}_{+t)}.

To start, we could replace the term log Z^{touch,R} ~jr2/3 0,r L_0,n from our estimate above by max p∈L_r { log Z^{touch,R} ~jr2/3 0,r L_0,p + log Zp,n } . (4.3)

because (4.3) ≤ log Z^{touch,R} ~jr2/3 0,r L_0,n ≤ (4.3) + 100 log r as the directed paths from p must touch the

parallelogram R^{~jr2/3}_{0,r} . Let p^∗ denote the unique maximizer of (4.3). We will separately work on

two disjoint events, H = { p^∗ ∈ L^{4~jr2/3}_r } and H^c.

Starting with the event H, in our estimate below, we use the fact that for j ≥ 2, if v ∈ L_r satisfies |v · e_1 − v · e_2| ∈ [10^9(j − 1)r^{2/3}, 10^9jr^{2/3}), then the parallelograms R^{~jr2/3}_{0,r} and R^{~jr2/3}_{v−(r,r),v} are disjoint,

1_{H1} 1_{Bj} P ( log Z^{touch,R} ~jr2/3 0,r L_0,n − Z out,R^{~jr2/3}_{0,r} L_0,n > 2tr 1/3 | | F_r) ≤ 1_{H1} 1_{Bj} P ([ max u∈L^{4~jr2/3} r log Z_{L0,u} + max v∈L^{4~jr2/3} r log Z_{v,n} ] (4.4)

− [ Z^{in,R} ~jr2/3 umax r −(r,r),u max r L_0,u^{max}_r + log Zu^{max}r ,n ] > tr^{1/3} | | F_r). (4.5) Now, because we are on the event B_j, it holds that max v∈L^{4~jr2/3} r log Z_{v,n} < log Z_umax_{r ,n} − ~j^{1/2}r^{1/3},

and plugging this into (4.5) and continue the estimate,

(4.5) ≤ 1_{H1} 1_{Bj} P ( max u∈L^{4~jr2/3} r log Z_{L0,u} − Z^{in,R} ~jr2/3 umax r −(r,r),u max r L_0,u^{max}_r > (~j

1/2 + t)r^{1/3} | | F_r)

≤ P ( max u∈L^{4~jr2/3} r log Z_{L0,u} − Λ_r >^1_2 (~j^{1/2} + t)r^{1/3} )

+ P ( Z^{in,~jr2/3} L_0,r − Λr < − 1 2 (~j^{1/2} + t)r^{1/3} )

≤ 2e^{−C(~j1/2+t)} by Proposition 2.1 and Proposition 2.6.

Next, let us look at the estimate on H^c,

1_Hc 1_{Bj} P ( log Z^{touch,R} ~jr2/3 0,r L_0,n − Z out,R^{~jr2/3}_{0,r} L_0,n > 2tr 1/3 | | Fr )

≤ 1_Hc 1_{Bj} P ([ log Z^{touch,R} ~jr2/3 0,r L_0,p^∗ + log Zp^∗,n ] − [ Z^{in,R} ~jr2/3 umax r −(r,r),u max r L_0,u^{max}_r + log Zu^{max}r ,n ] > tr^{1/3} | | F_r)

≤ 1_Hc 1_{Bj} P ( max u∈L_r \L^{4~jr1/3} r log Z^{touch,R} ~jr2/3 0,r L_0,u − Z in,R^{~jr2/3} umax r −(r,r),u max r L_0,u^{max}_r > tr 1/3 | | F_r)

≤ P ( max u∈L_r\L^{4~jr2/3} r log Z^{touch,R} ~jr2/3 0,r L_0,u − (Λr − ϵ0~jr 1/3) >^1_2 tr^{1/3} ) (4.6) + P ( Z^{in,~jr2/3} L_0,r − (Λr − ϵ0~jr 1/3) < −^1_2 tr^{1/3} ) (4.7)

where ϵ_0 is a small absolute constant which we will fix below (4.10). Note that (4.7) is bounded by e^{−C(~j1/2+t)} by Proposition 2.6, thus to complete the proof, we will upper bound (4.6).

To start, we may restrict our attention to paths between L^{20~jr}_0 and L^{20~jr}_r \ L^{4~jr2/3}_r and for ~j ≤ 10r^{1/3}, because the paths are directed and all must touch the parallelogram R^{~jr2/3}_{0,r} . Then, it suffices to show for P ( max u∈L^{20~jr}_r \L^{4~jr2/3}_r log Z^{touch,R} ~jr2/3 0,r L^{20~jr}_0 ,u

− Λ_r > (−ϵ_0~j +^1_2 t)r^{1/3} ) ≤ e^{−C(~j+t)}. (4.8)

For values of ~j less than any absolute constant (independent of r and n), this can be upper bounded by Proposition 2.1 and changing the constant C on the right side of (4.8). Thus from now on, we may assume that ~j is large.

We will make a decomposition of the segments L^{20~jr}_0 and L^{20~jr}_r \ L^{4~jr2/3}_r . For odd integers u and v satisfy |u| ≤ 20r^{1/3} and 5 ≤ |v| ≤ 20r^{1/3}, let us define I_u = L^{~jr2/3}_{u~jr2/3} and J_v = (r, r) + L^{~jr2/3}_{v~jr2/3} . We will start by controlling the free energy between each pair of I_u and J_v, showing that P ( log Z^{touch,R} ~jr2/3 0,r I_u,J_v − Λr > (−ϵ0~j + 1 2 t)r^{1/3} ) ≤ e^{−C(~j+t)+(|u|+|v|)1/10} . (4.9) First, if u and v have different signs, then the paths from I_u to J_v must have a large transversal fluctuation of order at least^1_{10} (|u| + |v|)~jr^{2/3}. Recall the constant c^∗ from Proposition 2.4, the expression (−ϵ_0~j +^1_2 t)r^{1/3} from (4.9) can be written as

(−ϵ_0~j^{1/2} +^1_2 t)r^{1/3} = ( −^{c∗}_{10} (|u| + |v|)~j + (_{c∗} 10 (|u| + |v|) − ϵ_0 )~ j +^1_2 t ) r^{1/3} (4.10)

and we can fix ϵ_0 sufficiently small so that^{c∗}_{10} (|u| + |v|)~j − ϵ_0 > 0. Then, (4.9) holds due to Proposition 2.4.

Now, we look at the case when u and v are both positive, and we will split the estimate into two cases:

(1) When |u−v| ≥ max{3,^1_{10} (u+v)}, the paths between them must have a transversal fluctuation of order at least^1_{10} (u + v)~jr^{2/3}. Then again, (4.9) follows from Proposition 2.4.

(2) When |u − v| ≤ max{2,^1_{10} (u + v)}, note we must have u ≥ 3 since v ≥ 5 by definition.

Because the paths between I_u and J_v must touch R^{~jr2/3}_{0,r} , they again will have a transversal fluctuation of order at least^1_{10} (u + v)~jr^{2/3}. In this case, (4.9) follows from Proposition 2.5. In our application of Proposition 2.5, let q = max{2,^2_{10} (u + v)~j} and we are bounding the probability P ( log Z^{exit,qr2/3} L^{2qr2/3} u~jr2/3 ,(r,r)+L^{2qr2/3} u~jr2/3 − Λ_r > (−c^∗qr^{1/3} + (c^∗q − ϵ_0~j) +^1_2 t)r^{1/3} )

which upper bounds (4.9).

Once we have shown (4.9), by a union bound,

(4.8) ≤ ∑ u,v P ( log Z^{touch,R} ~jr2/3 0,r I_u,J_v − Λr > (−ϵ0~j + 1 2 t)r^{1/3} − 100(log r + log ~j) )

≤ ∑ u,v e^{−C(~j+t)+(|u|+|v|)1/10} ≤ e^{−C(~j1/2+t)}. This finishes the argument on the event H^c and completes the proof of the proposition.

4.3 Proof of Proposition 3.3 and Proposition 3.4

We will start with two results that upper bounds the right and left tails of log Z_{L0,n} −log Z_{Lr,n} −Λ_r, given by Proposition 4.2 and Proposition 4.3 respectively. We will work with a slightly less optimal order r^{1/3} log(n/r), instead of the optimal order r^{1/3}.

Proposition 4.2. There exist constants r_0, t_0 such that for each r ≥ r_0 and t ≥ t_0, there exists an F_r-measurable event G_t with P(G_t) ≥ 1 − e^{−√t} such that for each s ≥ t, the following holds, 1_{Gt} P ( log Z_{L0,n} − log Z_{Lr,n} − Λ_r ≥ sr^{1/3} log(n/r) | | Fr ) ≤ e^{−√s}. (4.11) Consequently, by monotonicity, for each j = 1, . . . , j_0, 1_{Gt} P ( log Z^{out,R} ~jr2/3 0,r L_0,n − log ZLr,n − Λr ≥ sr 1/3 log(n/r) | | F_r) ≤ e_−^√_s. (4.12)

Proof. To start, note that (4.11) implies (4.12) as log Z^{out,R} ~jr2/3 0,r L_0,n ≤ log ZL0,n. Thus, we will just

need to prove (4.11). And to show (4.11), it suffices for us to establish the estimate by replacing log Z_{L0,n} with max p∈L_r { log Z_{L0,p} + log Z_{p,n} } , since log Z_{L0,n} ≤ max_{p∈Lr} { log Z_{L0,p} + log Z_{p,n} } + 2 log n, and log n ≤ 10r^{1/3} log(n/r).

Let p^∗ denote the unique maximizer above, and we will split the estimate into two cases, according to the events H = {p^∗ ∈ L^{tn2/3}_r } and H^c. Starting with the event H, P ({ log Z_{L0,p}∗ + log Z_p∗_{,n} − log Z_{Lr,n} − Λ_r ≥ sr^{1/3} log(n/r) } ⋂ H | | Fr )

≤ P ( max u∈L^{tn2/3} r log Z_{L0,u} − Λ_r ≥ sr^{1/3} log(n/r) ) ≤ e^{−Cs log(n/r)} ≤ e^{−√s} where the second last inequality follows from Proposition 2.1. In its application, we note that the variable h appearing in Proposition 2.1 is set to be t(n/r)^{2/3} and the upper bound assumption on h in Proposition 2.1 is satisfied provided that t_0 is fixed sufficiently large. This finishes the argument on the event H.

On the event H^c, we start by decomposing the line segment L_r \ L^{tn2/3}_r into smaller segments of length 2n^{2/3}. For integers u with t ≤ |u| ≤ n^{1/3}, let I_u = L^{n2/3}_{(r,r)+un2/3} . Then, for a small fixed constant c_1, let us define the F_r-measurable event G_t to be

G_t = ⋂ t≤|u|≤n^{1/3} { log Z_{Iu,n} − log Z_{Lr,n} ≤ −c_1u^2n^{1/3} } . (4.13)

For c_1 sufficiently small, by Proposition 2.2 and Proposition 2.4, P(G^c_t ) ≤ ∑ t≤|u|≤n^{1/3} P ( log Z_{Iu,n} − log Z_{Lr ,n} ≥ −c_1u^2n^{1/3} )

≤ ∑ t≤|u|≤n^{1/3} [ P ( log Z_{Iu,n} − Λ_{n−r} ≥ −^1_2 2c_1u^2n^{1/3} ) + P ( log Z_{Lr,n} − Λ_{n−r} ≤ −^1_2 c_1u^2n^{1/3} )]

≤ ∑ t≤|u|≤n^{1/3} e^{−Cu2} ≤ e^− √ t.

Now, on this event G_t, the following inequality holds 1_{Gt} P ({ log Z_{L0,p}∗ + log Z_p∗_{,n} − log Z_{Lr,n} − Λ_r ≥ sr^{1/3} log(n/r) } ⋂ H^c | | F_r) ≤ ∑ t≤|u|≤n^{1/3} 1_{Gt} P ( log Z_{L0,Iu} + log Z_{Iu,n} − log Z_{Lr,n} − Λ_r ≥ sr^{1/3} log(n/r) | | F_r)

≤ ∑ t≤|u|≤n^{1/3} P ( log Z_{L0,Iu} − Λ_r ≥ sr^{1/3} log(n/r) + c_1u^2 n^{1/3} r^{1/3} r^{1/3} )

≤ ∑ |u|≥t e^{−C(s+u2(n/r)1/3 )} ≤ e^{−√s}

where the first inequality on the last line again follows from Proposition 2.1. With this, we have finished the proof of the proposition.

In addition to the upper tail estimate, we will now present the lower tail estimates.

Proposition 4.3. There exist constants r_0, t_0 such that for each r ≥ r_0 and t ≥ t_0, the following holds, P ( log Z_{L0,n} − log Z_{Lr,n} − Λ_r ≤ −tr^{1/3} log(n/r) | | F_r) ≤ e_−^√_t. In addition, for each j = 1, . . . , j_0, it holds that 1_{Bj} P ( log Z^{out,R} ~jr2/3 0,r L_0,n − log ZLr,n − Λr ≤ −tr 1/3 log(n/r) | | F_r) ≤ e_−^√_t.

Proof. For the first estimate, we may replace log Z_{Lr,n} by max_{u∈Lr} log Z_{u,n}, since log Z_{Lr,n} ≤ max_{u∈Lr} log Z_{u,n} + 2 log n and log n ≤ 10r^{1/3} log(n/r) provided that r and n are large.

Recall that u^{max}_r is the unique maximizer of max_{u∈Lr} log Z_{u,n} which is F_r-measurable, then it holds that P ( log Z_{L0,n} − max_{u∈Lr} log Z_{u,n} − Λ_r ≤ −tr^{1/3} log(n/r) | | Fr )

≤ P ( log Z_{L0,u}max_r + log Z_umax_{r ,n} − max_{u∈Lr} log Z_{u,n} − Λ_r ≤ −tr^{1/3} log(n/r) | | | Fr )

= P ( log Z_{L0,r} − Λ_r ≤ −tr^{1/3} log(n/r) ) ≤ e^− √ t by Proposition 2.2.

The second estimate is similar. Note that on the event B_j, u^{max}_r contained inside L_r \ L^{10~jr2/3}_r , then 1_{Bj} P ( log Z^{out,R} ~jr2/3 0,r L_0,n − maxu∈L_r log Zu,n − Λr ≤ −tr 1/3 log(n/r) | | Fr )

≤ 1_{Bj} P ( log Z^{in,R} ~jr2/3 umax r −(r,r),u max r L_0,u^{max}_r + log Zu^{max}r ,n − maxu∈L_r log Zu,n − Λr ≤ −tr 1/3 log(n/r) | | | Fr )

≤ P ( log Z^{in,~jr2/3} L_0,r − Λr ≤ −tr 1/3 log(n/r) )

≤ P ( log Z^{in,r2/3} L_0,r − Λr ≤ −tr 1/3 log(n/r) ) ≤ e^− √ t by Proposition 2.6.

This finishes the proof of the proposition.

Finally, we address Proposition 3.3 and Proposition 3.4, starting with Proposition 3.4.

Proof of Proposition 3.4. Let G_t be defined as in (4.13). Utilizing Proposition 4.2 and Proposition 4.3, we obtain that for t ≥ t_0 and s ≥ t, it holds that 1_{Gt} P (| | log ZL_0,n − log ZL_r,n − Λr | | ≥ sr_{1/3} log(n/r) | | F_r) ≤ e_−^√_s. (4.14) Now with this, we will give an upper bound for the following conditional expectation 1_{Gt} E [| | log ZL_0,n − log ZL_r ,n − Λr | | | | F_r] = 1_{Gt} ∫ [0,∞) P (| | log ZL_0,n − log ZL_r ,n − Λr | | ≥ x | | F_r)dx

≤ r^{1/3} log(n/r) ∫ [0,∞) 1_{Gt} P (| | log ZL_0,n − log ZL_r,n − Λr | | ≥ sr_{1/3} log(n/r) | | F_r)ds

≤ r^{1/3} log(n/r) [ t + ∫ [t,∞) 1_{Gt} P (| | log ZL_0,n − log ZL_r,n − Λr | | ≥ sr_{1/3} log(n/r) | | F_r)ds

≤ r^{1/3} log(n/r) [ t + ∫ [t,∞) e^{−√s}ds ] by (4.14) ≤ 2tr^{1/3} log(n/r). Then using this, the following estimate would conclude our proof of the proposition 1_{Gt} P (| | log ZL_0,n − E [ log Z_{L0,n} | | Fr ]| | ≥ 4tr^{1/3} log(n/r) | | Fr )

≤ 1_{Gt} P (| | log ZL_0,n − log ZL_r,n − Λr | | + | |E [ log Z_{L0,n} − log Z_{Lr,n} − Λ_r | | Fr ]| | ≥ 4tr^{1/3} log(n/r) | | Fr )

≤ 1_{Gt} P (| | log ZL_0,n − log ZL_r,n − Λr | | + 2tr^{1/3} log(n/r) ≥ 4tr^{1/3} log(n/r) | | Fr )

= 1_{Gt} P (| | log ZL_0,n − log ZL_r,n − Λr | | ≥ 2tr^{1/3} log(n/r) | | Fr )

≤ e √ t by (4.14).

This finishes the proof of the proposition.

In the argument above, the only input required is (4.14). From Proposition 4.2 and Proposition 4.3, we can also derive that 1_{Gt∩Bj} P (| | log Z^{out,R} ~jr2/3 0,r L_0,n − log ZLr,n − Λr | | | ≥ sr^{1/3} log(n/r) | | | Fr ) ≤ e^{−√s}. (4.15) By replacing the estimate (4.14) in the proof of Proposition 4.3 with (4.15), the same calculation leads directly to Proposition 4.2. Therefore, we omit this repeated argument.

References

[1] Amol Aggarwal and Jiaoyang Huang, Strong characterization for the airy line ensemble, 2023,

arXiv:2308.11908.

[2] Jinho Baik, Percy Deift, and Kurt Johansson, On the distribution of the length of the longest increasing subsequence of random permutations, J. Amer. Math. Soc. 12 (1999), no. 4, 1119– 1178. MR 1682248 (2000e:05006)

[3] Márton Balázs, Ofer Busani, and Timo Seppäläinen, Non-existence of bi-infinite geodesics in the exponential corner growth model, Forum Math. Sigma 8 (2020), Paper No. e46, 34. MR 4176750

[4] Riddhipratim Basu and Shirshendu Ganguly, Time correlation exponents in last passage percolation, In and out of equilibrium 3. Celebrating Vladas Sidoravicius, Progr. Probab., vol. 77, Birkhäuser/Springer, Cham, [2021] ©2021, pp. 101–123. MR 4237265

[5] Riddhipratim Basu, Shirshendu Ganguly, and Lingfu Zhang, Temporal correlation in last passage percolation with flat initial condition via Brownian comparison, Comm. Math. Phys. 383 (2021), no. 3, 1805–1888. MR 4244262

[6] Riddhipratim Basu, Timo Seppäläinen, and Xiao Shen, Temporal Correlation in the Inverse- Gamma Polymer, Comm. Math. Phys. 405 (2024), no. 7, Paper No. 163. MR 4768533

[7] Riddhipratim Basu and Xiao Shen, Time correlations in KPZ models with diffusive initial conditions, 2024, arXiv:2308.03473.

[8] Riddhipratim Basu, Vladas Sidoravicius, and Allan Sly, Last passage percolation with a defect line and the solution of the slow bond problem, 2014, arXiv:1408.3464.

[9] Eric Cator and Piet Groeneboom, Second class particles and cube root asymptotics for Hammersley’s process, Ann. Probab. 34 (2006), no. 4, 1273–1295. MR 2257647 (2008e:60021)

[10] Ivan Corwin, Promit Ghosal, and Alan Hammond, KPZ equation correlations in time, Ann.

Probab. 49 (2021), no. 2, 832–876. MR 4255132

[11] Elnur Emrah, Nicos Georgiou, and Janosch Ortmann, Coupling derivation of optimal-order central moment bounds in exponential last-passage percolation, 2022, arXiv:2204.06613.

[12] Elnur Emrah, Chris Janjigian, and Timo Seppäläinen, Right-tail moderate deviations in the exponential last-passage percolation, 2020, arXiv:2004.04285.

[13] Elnur Emrah, Christopher Janjigian, and Timo Seppäläinen, Optimal-order exit point bounds in exponential last-passage percolation via the coupling technique, Probab. Math. Phys. 4 (2023), no. 3, 609–666. MR 4620410

[14] P. L. Ferrari and A. Occelli, Time-time covariance for last passage percolation with generic initial profile, Math. Phys. Anal. Geom. 22 (2019), no. 1, Paper No. 1, 33. MR 3895778

[15] Patrik L. Ferrari and Alessandra Occelli, Time-time covariance for last passage percolation in half-space, 2022, arXiv:2204.06782.

[16] Patrik L. Ferrari and Herbert Spohn, On time correlations for KPZ growth in one dimension, SIGMA Symmetry Integrability Geom. Methods Appl. 12 (2016), Paper No. 074, 23. MR 3529743

[17] Mehran Kardar, Giorgio Parisi, and Yi-Cheng Zhang, Dynamic scaling of growing interfaces, Phys. Rev. Lett. 56 (1986), 889–892.

[18] Benjamin Landon and Philippe Sosoe, Upper tail bounds for stationary KPZ models, Comm.

Math. Phys. 401 (2023), no. 2, 1311–1335. MR 4610276

[19] , Tail bounds for the O’Connell-Yor polymer, Electron. J. Probab. 29 (2024), Paper No. 1. MR 4771973

[20] Timo Seppäläinen, Existence, uniqueness and coalescence of directed planar geodesics: proof via the increment-stationary growth process, Ann. Inst. Henri Poincaré Probab. Stat. 56 (2020), no. 3, 1775–1791. MR 4116707

[21] Timo Seppäläinen and Xiao Shen, Coalescence estimates for the corner growth model with exponential weights, Electron. J. Probab. 25 (2020), 31 pp., Corrected version available at

arXiv:1911.03792.

[22] Xiao Shen, Independence property of the busemann function in exactly solvable KPZ models, 2023, arXiv:2308.11347.

[23] Kazumasa A Takeuchi, Statistics of circular interface fluctuations in an off-lattice Eden model, Journal of Statistical Mechanics: Theory and Experiment 2012 (2012), no. 05, P05007.

[24] Kazumasa A. Takeuchi and Masaki Sano, Evidence for geometry-dependent universal fluctuations of the Kardar-Parisi-Zhang interfaces in liquid-crystal turbulence, Journal of Statistical Physics 147 (2012), no. 5, 853–890.