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Abstract
Consider two critical Liouville quantum gravity surfaces (i.e., v-LQG for v = 2), each with the

topology of H and with infinite boundary length. We prove that there a.s. exists a conformal welding of
the two surfaces, when the boundaries are identified according to quantum boundary length. This results
in a critical LQG surface decorated by an independent SLE4. Combined with the proof of uniqueness for
such a welding, recently established by McEnteggart, Miller, and Qian (2018), this shows that the welding
operation is well-defined. Our result is a critical analogue of Sheffield’s quantum gravity zipper theorem
(2016), which shows that a similar conformal welding for subcritical LQG (i.e., v-LQG for v € (0,2)) is
well-defined.
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evolutions, quantum zipper.

1 Introduction

Let I; and Dy be two copies of the unit disk D, and suppose that ¢ : dD; — 0D is a homeomorphism.
Then ¢ provides a way to identify the boundaries of D; and D5, and hence produce a topological sphere. The
classical conformal welding problem is to endow this topological sphere with a natural conformal structure.
When the sphere is uniformised (i.e., when it is conformally mapped to S?) we get a simple loop 1 on S?,
which is the image of the unit circle. Equivalently, the conformal welding problem consists of finding a triple
{m,1,%2}, where 7 is a simple loop on S?, and ¢; and v are conformal transformations taking D; and Dy,
respectively, to the two components of S? \ 7, such that ¢ = 15 Lo 4py. If such a triple exists and is uniquely
determined by ¢ (up to Mobius transformations of the sphere) then one says that the conformal welding
(associated to ¢) is well-defined.

The extension of this problem to the setting of random homeomorphisms has received much attention in
recent years; in particular, when the random curves and homeomorphisms are related to natural conformally
invariant objects such as Schramm-Loewner evolutions (SLE) and Liouville quantum gravity (LQG). This
will be the focus of the present paper. In particular, we consider the case of critical (7 = 2) LQG, which is
associated with SLE.

Roughly speaking, LQG is a theory of random fractal surfaces obtained by distorting the Euclidean
metric by the exponential of a real parameter 7 times a Gaussian free field (GFF). Such random surfaces
give rise to random conformal welding problems, for instance, when the homeomorphism ¢ corresponds
to gluing the boundaries of two discs according to their LQG-boundary lengths. Weldings of this type
have been studied in several recent works [3, 4], 28] 11, 20]. In particular, for a class of homeomorphisms
defined in terms subcritical LQG measures (v-LQG for v € (0, 2)) existence and uniqueness of the conformal
welding was established by Sheffield [2§], and the interface n was proven to have the law of an SLE, with
k = % € (0,4). Uniqueness of a random conformal welding where the interface 1 has the law of an SLE4
was recently established by McEnteggart, Miller, and Qian [20].

Let us now make the set-up more precise. Given a parameter v € (0,2], a simply connected domain
D C C, and an instance h of (some variant of) a GFF on D, one would heuristically like to define the v-LQG
“surface” associated with (D, h) to be the 2d Riemannian manifold with metric tensor e’ (dz? 4 dy?) on D.
This definition does not make rigorous sense since h is a distribution and not a function, but one can prove
by regularising the field ([17, 25 14, [7]) that h induces a so-called “y-LQG area measure” p) in D (with



formal definition e?"(*) dzdy) and a “y-LQG boundary length measure” v, along 0D (with formal definition
e(7/2)h(z) ds). The case v = 2 is known as critical, because the regularisation procedure used when « € (0, 2)
breaks down at this point, and defining the critical measure requires a different strategy.

Given two pairs (D1,h;) and (Dz,hy), such that 0 < v} (9D;) = v} (0D2) < oo one may define the
homeomorphism ¢ that identifies D7 and 9 D5 according to these boundary lengths. That is, ¢ : D1 — 0Ds
is such that for all A C 9Dy, v} (A) = v} (¢(A)). One can then ask if the conformal welding associated to
¢, as described above, is well-defined.

In fact, it is more convenient to consider this problem in the setting where (D;,h;) for ¢ = 1,2 have
infinite boundary length. To explain the interpretation of the conformal welding problem in this framework,
and to state our main theorem, we need the following definition. For a simply connected domain D C C let
Hil(D) denote the space of generalised functions h on D such that for any open set U with U € D, the

loc

distribution h|y is in the Sobolev space H~1(U).

Definition 1.1 Let v € (0,2]. A 5-Liouville quantum gravity (LQG) surface is an equivalence class of
pairs (D, h), where D C C is a simply connected domain and h € ngcl(D) is a distribution (or generalised
function) on D. Two pairs (D1,h1) and (Da, hs) are defined to be equivalent if there is a conformal map
1 Do — Dy such that

he = hy 01/)+Q710g|1/11|» (1.1)
where Qy =2/ —|—7/2E|

It follows from the regularisation procedure used to define the LQG measures that if h; and ho are related
as in (L.1)), then the push-forward of py, (resp., v} ) by ¢ is equal to p) ~(vesp., v ).

In this paper the distribution h will always be a Gaussian free field or a related kind of distribution. We
think of two equivalent pairs (D1, h;) and (Ds, ho) as two different parametrisations of the same v-LQG
surface; indeed, the previous paragraph implies that they describe equivalent LQG measures. We will often
abuse notation and refer to (D,h) as a v-LQG surface, i.e., we identify (D,h) with its equivalence class.
If we introduce a v-LQG surface & by writing S = (D,h) we mean that S is a 4-LQG surface (i.e., an
equivalence class) while (D, h) is a particular parametrisation of this surface. Recall that by the Riemann
mapping theorem, a quantum surface comes equipped with a well-defined notion of topology: either that of
H (equivalently, some other bounded simply connected domain), C, or S.

We also consider marked quantum surfaces; these are tuples (D, h, z1,...,2;) for k € Nand z,...,2; €
D UJD. In order for two marked quantum surfaces (Di,hq,z21,...,2;) and (Da, he,w,...,wy) to be
equivalent we require that there exists a ¥ as in Definition which also satisfies 21 = ¥(w1),...,2r =
Y (wg).

Let us now come back to conformal welding: we will consider the following alternative version of the
problem. Suppose that H;, Hy are two copies of the upper half-plane and ¢ is a homeomorphism from R
to R_. The problem is to find a triple {7, 1,12}, where 7 is a simple curve in H from 0 to oo and 1,19
are conformal transformations taking H; and Hy to the two components of H \ 7, such that ¢ = ¢3! o 1;.
If such a triple exists and is unique then we say that the conformal welding associated to ¢ is well-defined.

Given two doubly-marked 7-quantum surfaces with the topology of H, parametrised by (hy,H, 0, 00)
and (hg,H,0,00), and such that v (Ry) = oo, v} (R_) = oo, but v} , v, give finite and positive mass
to bounded intervals of positive length, we can define the homeomorphism ¢ that identifies R, and R_
according to v , v, boundary length. That is, v} ([0,a]) = v} ([¢(a),0]) for all a € [0, 00). The main result
of this paper is that for certain critical (v = 2) quantum surfaces known as quantum wedges (see Section
, this conformal welding problem has a solution. See Figure [1| for an illustration.

Theorem 1.2 Let S = (H, h,0,00) be a (2,1)-quantum wedge, and let n be an SLEy from 0 to oo which is
independent of h. Let D¥ C H (resp., D® C H) be the points of H lying strictly to the left (resp., right) of
n, and define the 2-LQG surfaces S© = (D", h|pr,0,00) and S® = (D®, h|pr, 0, 00).

Then S* and S® are independent 2-LQG surfaces, and each surface has the law of a (2,2)-quantum
wedge. Furthermore, the quantum boundary lengths along 1 as defined by S and S® agree.

INote that this equivalence relation depends on v. Also note that hy € ngcl(Dl) if and only if hy € lecl(DQ).
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Figure 1: Illustration of the conformal welding problem. We get a topological half-plane by welding together
the two surfaces ST and S®. By Corollary if S¥ and S® are independent (2, 2)-quantum wedges and the
welding is defined in terms of 2-LQG boundary length, then the resulting surface (a (2, 1)-quantum wedge)
has an a.s. uniquely defined conformal structure, and the interface n has the law of an SLE,.
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Figure 2: Consider a (2,1)-quantum wedge (H, h, 0, c0) decorated by an independent SLE4 7. The quantum
zipper identifies segments [0, X (¢)] and [Y (¢), 0], each of quantum length ¢ > 0. This gives a new surface/curve
pair (h, 1¢) with the same law as before. By Theorem the processes of zipping up and zipping down are
measurable with respect to (h, 7).

We remark that independence of the 2-LQG surfaces S* and S® in Theorem does not mean that the
fields h|pr and h|pr are independent; these two fields are dependent e.g. since they induce the same quantum
length measure along 7. Instead, we have independence of the two surfaces viewed as equivalence classes.
This means that if we embed the two surfaces in some standard form then the fields in this embedding are
independent. Explicitly, if (H, A", 0, 00) is an embedding of S* such that (say) the unit half-circle has unit
mass, and (H, ER, 0,00) is defined similarly for S®, then the fields At and AR are independent.

By Theorem we have a quantum length measure along 7 which is defined by considering the LQG
boundary measure of the surfaces S* and S®. We remark that this length measure along 7 can be defined
equivalently in a more intrinsic way by considering e”dm, where m is the measure supported on 7 given by
its 3/2-dimensional Minkowski content. This equivalence was proved for the subcritical zipper in [5] and the
critical case follows by the same argument.

The following uniqueness result concerning the conformal welding problem of Theorem was recently
established in [20, Theorem 2].

Theorem 1.3 (McEnteggart-Miller-Qian 18) Let n be an SLE, in H from 0 to co. Suppose that ¢ :
H — H is a homeomorphism which is conformal in H \ n and such that ¢(n) has the same law as n. Then
@ 15 a.s. a conformal automorphism of H.

Hence, if {n, 1,12} and {n/,¢¥],¥4} are two solutions to the conformal welding problem associated with
the same homeomorphism ¢, and 7, ’ both have the law of SLE4, then applying the above theorem to the
map ¢ which is set equal to 9} o 1/)2—1 on the left of 7 and ¥} o wl_l on the right, it follows that ¢ must be a
conformal automorphism of H. Theorems [I.2] and [I.3] together therefore imply that the conformal welding
operation for critical LQG is well-defined.

Corollary 1.4 Consider two (2, 2)-quantum wedges S* = (H, h",0, 00) and S® = (H, h®,0, c0), and identify
the boundary arc [0,00) of ST and the boundary arc (—00,0] of S® according to 2-LQG boundary length.



This a.s. gives a uniquely defined conformal welding of the two 2-LQG surfaces such that the interface n
between the surfaces has the law of a chordal SLE,.

Observe that the conformal welding in this corollary is not proven to be the unique conformal welding among
all possible conformal weldings; since it is assumed in Theorem that the curves ¢(n) and 7 both have the
law of SLE, curves, we only obtain uniqueness among the weldings for which the interface has this law. The
uniqueness result can be strengthened to curves a.s. satisfying certain deterministic geometric properties by
using the stronger variant of Theorem found in [20, Theorem 2].

We also obtain a dynamic version of the critical conformal welding, analogous to Sheffield’s quantum
gravity zipper [28, Theorem 1.8] in the case v € (0,2). See Figure [2| for an illustration.

Theorem 1.5 Let (H, hg,0,00) be the equivalence class representative of a (2,1)-quantum wedge with the
last exit parametrization (see Definition E| Let ng be an SLE4 from 0 to oo in H which is independent of
ho. Then for every t > 0 there exists a conformal map f; defined on H, which is measurable with respect to
hg, such that:

o (hy,m) has the same law as (ho, o), wher hi = hoo f; t +2log |(f7 )| and n; is the union of fi(no))
and H\ f,(H);

o if (X(s))o<s<t and (Y(s))o<s<t are such that vy, ([0, X(s)]) = vi, ([Y(5),0]) = s for every s € [0,1],
then fi maps [0, X ()] and [Y(t),0] to the right- and left-hand sides of n \ fi(no), respectively, and for
every s < t, X(s) and Y (s) are mapped to the same point on n: \ f+(no).

This gives rise to a bi-infinite process (hy,my)ier, such that:

o (he,mt)ter is measurable with respect to (he,,me,) for any to € R; and

o (hi,mi)ier is stationary, i.e., for any tog € R the two processes (hiy, My )ter and (Rig+t, Mg+t )ter are
equal in law.

As described in [28] we can think of the operation (hg,n9) — (he,n:) for ¢ > 0 as zipping up the surfaces
ho|pt, ho|pr to the left and right of g by ¢ units of quantum boundary length. Similarly, we think of the
operation (hg,no) — (he, ) for t < 0 as zipping down.

1.1 Related works

Conformal weldings related to LQG were first studied in [3 4], where it was proven that the conformal
welding of a subcritical LQG surface to a Euclidean disk according to boundary length is a.s. well-defined
(see [29] for the case of critical LQG). In Sheflield’s breakthrough work [28] it is shown that the conformal
welding of two subcritical LQG surfaces is a.s. well-defined, and that the interface is given by an SLE,; curve.
More precisely, the following is proved.

Theorem 1.6 (Sheffield ’16) Consider two (7, v)-quantum wedges S = (H, h%,0,00) and S® = (H, h%,0, ),
with v € (0,2), and identify the boundary arc [0,00) of S¥ to the boundary arc (—oo,0] of S® according to
v-LQG boundary length. This a.s. gives a uniquely defined conformal welding of the two v-LQG surfaces. In
this conformal welding, the interface 1 between the surfaces has the law of a chordal SLE.», and the combined
surfaccﬂ has the law of a (y,y — 2/7v)-quantum wedge that is independent of 0.

The existence part of Theorem is established by studying a certain coupling between a GFF and a reverse
SLE,, where the law of the GFF is invariant under zipping up and down the SLE,. The uniqueness part
follows from [I6], where Jones and Smirnov proved that the boundaries of Holder domains are conformally
removable, and [26], where Rohde and Schramm proved that the complement of an SLE, for x € (0,4) is
a.s. a Holder domain. For an overview of the proof, we recommend the notes [6].

Remark 1.7 The analogue of Theorem is also proved in [28, Theorem 1.8] in the case v € (0,2). That
is, starting with the curve and combined surface described at the end of Theorem[1.6 (let us call them (ho,m0))
we get a bi-infinite stationary process (hy,nt)ier that is measurable with respect to (ho,no).

2The theorem is still true if we let (H, ho,0,00) be some other equivalence class representative of a (2, 1)-quantum wedge,
provided the field hg is measurable with respect to the LQG surface, i.e., the equivalence class representative is chosen in a
measurable way relative to the surface.

31t can be shown that hy € H~!(H) is well-defined independently of its definition on n¢ \ ft(n0).

4That is, the surface parametrised by (H, h, 0, c0) where h is set equal to the image (after welding) of k™ on the left of n and
of h® on the right of . The field h is a well-defined element of H~1(H) regardless of how h is defined on 7 itself.



Duplantier, Miller, and Sheffield [T1] have also studied problems closely related to conformal welding. In
particular, they proved that if one considers an SLE,, 1 on an independent v-LQG surface S, where xv? = 16,
then 7 is measurable with respect to a pair of so-called forested wedges. These wedges are the restrictions of
S to the components of the complement of 7 — one consisting of components traced anti-clockwise by 7, and
the other consisting of components traced clockwise — along with topological information (encoded by a pair
of Lévy processes) about how these components are glued together. A number of other measurability results
concerning welding of general LQG surfaces are established in the same paper. We note however that these
measurability results are of a weaker kind than, for example, the result in [28]. For instance, uniqueness of
the “gluing” of forested wedges described above is only proved under the assumption that the resulting field
h and curve n have a particular joint law.

As already mentioned, McEnteggart, Miller, and Qian in the recent paper [20], have also proved unique-
ness of conformal weldings in certain settings. More precisely, they prove that if 7 is a curve in H and
¥ : H — H is a homeomorphism which is conformal on H \ 7, then % is in fact conformal as soon as 1 and
¥(n) satisfy certain geometric regularity conditions. These conditions are in particular satisfied a.s. if n and
1(n) both have the law of an SLE, for x € (0,8). Their result is new for x € [4,8), while it follows from
conformal removability for x € (0,4).

1.2 Outline

The rest of the article is structured as follows. We begin in Section [2| by collecting relevant definitions: of
the Gaussian free field and its variants; LQG surfaces and their parametrisations; and the specific quantum
surfaces known as quantum wedges that will be particularly important in this paper. Here we also describe
the construction of boundary LQG measures, and discuss some properties of these measures that are needed
in what follows. In particular we will make use of a connection between subcritical and critical measures, that
is a consequence of [2]. We conclude the preliminaries by briefly introducing Schramm-Loewner evolutions,
and proving some basic convergence results that will be useful later on.

Sections [3| and [4] provide the key ingredients (Propositions and respectively) for the proofs of
Theorems[I.2and [I.5 In Section[3]it is shown that if one observes a 2-LQG surface in a small neighbourhood
of a critical LQG-measure typical boundary point, then it closely resembles a (2,2)-quantum wedge. This
gives the critical LQG analogue of |28 Proposition 1.6], justifies why the (2, 2)-quantum wedge is a natural
quantum surface (to our knowledge this is the first time that this surface is defined in the literature), and is
important to identify the laws and establish independence of the quantum surfaces S“ and S® in the proof
of Theorem

In Section {4 we prove that Sheffield’s subcritical quantum gravity zipper (defined for v € (0,2)), has
a limit in a strong sense as v T 2. This is shown by proving and combining various convergence results
concerning reverse SLE,_.2 and 7-LQG measures as v T 2. The proof requires a careful study of quantum
wedges and their associated measures in a neighbourhood of the origin, and analysis of the Loewner equation
for points on the real line. As a consequence of this section, we obtain Theorem [I.5] Finally, in Section
we show how the main results of the previous sections allow us to deduce Theorem [T.2}

It is also worth taking a moment now to discuss why the proof in [28] does not generalise straightforwardly
to the critical case. At a very high level, the key difficulties are: (a) lack of first moments for critical LQG-
measures; and (b) non-Gaussian conditioning for the law of the field around “quantum typical points”.
To explain this in more detail, we first need to describe the general strategy of [28] (for a more complete
overview, the reader should consult [28] or [6]). As in the present paper, the fundamental object to construct
is the quantum gravity zipper: a dynamic coupling between a (7,7 — 2/7)-quantum wedge and an SLE, _.»
analogous to the coupling described in Theorem From this, the analogue of Theorem follows fairly
easily.

In order to construct the subcritical quantum gravity zipper, Sheffield first describes a different dynamic
coupling, this time between an SLE, and a Neumann GFF plus a log singularity, that he calls the “capacity
zipper”. The existence of this coupling is straightforward to prove using a martingale argument. From here,
roughly speaking, the “quantum zipper” can be obtained by “zooming in” at the origin of the capacity
zipper. One key tool that is made use of (see, for example, [28, Proposition 1.6]) is a nice description of the
field plus a y-quantum typical point, when the field is weighted by v-LQG boundary length. The difficulty
with this in the critical case is that, in contrast to the subcritical setting, critical LQG measures assign mass



with infinite expectation to finite intervals. Although this issue is actually possible to circumvent for many
purposes — we will do exactly this using a truncation argument in Section [3| - it causes significant problems
if we want to say anything precise about the joint law of the curve and the surface in the critical analogue
of the capacity zipper, at a time when a critical quantum typical point is “zipped up” to the origin. An
additional technical difficulty is created by the fact that critical measures need to be defined using a different
approximation procedure to subcritical measures (see Section . This means that the law of the field
around a quantum-typical point is no longer described in terms of its original law via a simple Girsanov
shift, and makes it difficult to describe how the law of the curve changes in the context mentioned above.
For example, it is unclear if it will simply add a drift to the reverse SLE driving function, as is the case when
v € (0,2).

Although it may be possible to obtain the results of this paper by adapting the method of [2§8] in some
way, for the sake of avoiding significant additional technicalities we have chosen the approximation approach.
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2 Preliminaries

2.1 Gaussian free field

Let D C C be a domain with harmonically non-trivial boundary, i.e., such that a Brownian motion started
at some point in D hits 9D a.s. Let C§°(D) denote the space of infinitely differentiable functions on D with
compact support. For f,g € C5°(D) define the Dirichlet inner product of f and g by

(f.g)v = /D V- Vgddy.

Let Hy(D) denote the Hilbert space closure (with respect to this inner product) of the subspace of functions
feCg (D) with ||fllv :=={f, fiv < ooE| Let f1, f2,... be a (-, )v-orthonormal basis for Hyo(D). The zero
boundary Gaussian free field (GFF) h is then defined by setting

h= Z a; f;, where aq,ag, - ~ N (0,1) are independent. (2.1)
j=1

The convergence of (2.1)) does not hold in Hy(D) itself, but rather in a space of generalised functions. More
precisely, let H (D) be the dual space of Hq(D), equipped with the norm

1kllzz-2(py = sup (k,9) (2.2)
gEH(D):[lgllv=1
where we use the notation (k, ) for the action of K € H=*(D) on H'(D). Note that an element of H~1(D)
defines a distribution on D with action f ~ (k, f), since C§°(D) C HY(D). We further define the space
ngcl (D) to be the subspace of generalised functions h on D such that for any open set U with U € D, the
restriction of h to U is in the space H1(U). We say that h, — h in H ;. (D) if and only if h,|y — hly in
H~1(D) for any such U.

Then the series (2.1)) converges a.s. in H, . (D) and the Gaussian free field & is defined as an element of
this space a.s. In particular, h is a.s. a random distribution; as above, we write (h, f) for the action of h on
f € C§°(D). We note that when D is bounded, the series actually converges a.s. in H~(D) and so h is a.s.
an element of this space.

Finally, we mention that for f € C§°(D),

var((h, f)) = (AT f, A7 )y = (£, A7 f) (2.3)

5Note that Ho(D) is the Sobolev space which is often denoted by H} (D) or WOI’Q(D) in the literature. Similarly, the space
H (D) defined below is the Sobolev space H!(D) = W12(D).




and so (h, f) actually makes sense (as an a.s. limit) for any f such that (f — f,,, A=*(f — f»)) — 0 for some
sequence f,, € C§°(D). When is D is bounded, for instance, this is exactly the set of functions f in H~1(D).

For any given bounded and measurable p : 9D — R the GFF with Dirichlet boundary condition p is
defined to be a random distribution with the law of h + p, where p is the harmonic extension of p to the
interior of D.

To define a mized boundary condition GFF, assume that 9D is divided into two boundary arcs dp and
Or, and that a function p : 9D — R satisfying p|s, = 0 is given. Write p for the harmonic extension of p to
D and let Hpy 9. (D) be the Hilbert space closure of the subspace of functions f € C°°(D) with || f|lv < oo
and fls, = 0. The mized boundary GFF with Dirichlet boundary data p on Op, is then defined to be a
random distribution with the law of h + p, where h is now defined by with f1, f2,... an orthonormal
basis for Hay, o, (D).

To define the free boundary GFF (equivalently, the Neumann GFF), consider the subspace of functions
f € C=(D) with || f||v < oo. Notice that (-, )y is degenerate on this subspace of functions, in the sense that
(fc,g9)v = 0 for any g if fo = C € R. However, (-, )y defines a positive definite inner product as soon as we
quotient the space by identifying functions that differ by an additive constant. Write H (D) for the Hilbert
space closure of this quotient space with respect to the inner product (-,-)v. The free boundary GFF h is
then defined by , where fi, fa,... is now an orthonormal basis for H(D). Again the convergence of the
defining sum does not take place in H(D) itself, but in the quotient space of ngcl (D) under the equivalence
relation that identifies elements differing by an additive constant. We therefore define the free boundary
GFF as an element of ngi (D), modulo an additive constant, i.e., h and h + C are identified for any C' € R.
One may fix the additive constant in various ways, for example by requiring that the average of h over some
fixed set is 0.

When D = H, by [1I, Lemma 4.2], H(H) = H;(H) & H>(H) is an orthogonal decomposition of H (H),
where Hy(H) is the subspace of functions f € H(H) that are radially symmetric about the origin (considered
modulo an additive constant), and Hy(H) is the subspace of functions f € H(H) that have average zero on
all semi-circles centred at the origin. This induces a decomposition of H, ! (H): any h € H, ! (H) can be
uniquely written as h = hyad + Reire, Where (Arad, f)v = 0 for any f € Hy(H) and (heire, f)v = 0 for any
f € Hi(H). In the following we will often make a slight abuse of notation and talk about the “projection”
of an element of H,_ ! (H) onto H;(H) or Ho(H): by this we mean the corresponding projection in H, ! (H).

loc

Remark 2.1 To reiterate; in the spaces {H' (D), H. (D), Ho, . (D), Ho(D), Ho(H)} functions that differ

» 7 loc

by an additive constant are not identified, while in {H (D), H(H)} they are identified.

Finally, we mention that if f € H(D) and h is a Neumann GFF in D, then the law of h+ f is absolutely
continuous with respect to the law of h. Indeed by standard theory of Gaussian processes, the Radon—
Nikodym derivative of the former with respect to the latter is proportional to e/} where (h, fiv ==

hmn—>oo<2?:1 ajfja f>v

2.2 Quantum wedges

Recall the definition of a 7-LQG surface from the introduction (Definition [I.1]).

Quantum wedges are a particular family of doubly-marked LQG surfaces which were originally introduced
in [28] (see also [11]). We will parametrise these surfaces by (H, h,0, c0) throughout most of the paper, but
also sometimes by the strip S = R x [0, 7] with marked points at +00. These will be related by the conformal
map ¢ : S — H defined by

¢(2) = exp(—2), (2.4)

which sends oo (resp., —00) to 0 (resp., co). When we discuss quantum wedges, there will be two parameters
of interest. The first parameter «y specifies how we are defining equivalence classes of quantum surfaces (i.e.,
it plays the role of the parameter v in Definition and the second parameter « specifies the weight of a
logarithmic singularity that we are placing at the origin. We refer to the surface as a (v, @)-quantum wedge.
In this paper we will actually only consider (v, — 2/7)-quantum wedges and (v, v)-quantum wedges for
v € (0,2]. The case v = 2 has not been considered in earlier papers, but the definition from [28] [TT] extends
in a natural way to this case. Before we state the formal definition of the (v, @)-quantum wedge we need to
introduce some notation.



Since a doubly-marked quantum surface actually refers to an equivalence class, and since for any a > 0
the map z — az defines a conformal map from (H,0,00) to (H,0,00), there are several different fields h
that describe the same quantum surface (H, h,0,00). It is therefore convenient to decide on a canonical
way to choose h from the set of possible fields, or a “canonical parametrisation”. We will consider the
last exit parametrisation in most of this paper, since this parametrisation leads to the cleanest definition of
(2,2)-quantum wedges. Note that this is different from the unit circle parametrisation considered in [11].

Definition 2.2 The last exit (resp., unit circle) parametrisation of a doubly-marked ~y-quantum surface
S with the topology of H, is defined to be the representative (H,h,0,00) of S such that if heaa(r) is the
average of h on the semi-circle of radius r around 0 (i.e., hiaq is the projection of h onto Hi(H)), then
s hyaa(e7?°) — Qys hits O for the last (resp., first) time at s = 0.

If the last exit parametrisation of a surface exists (i.e., if hyaa(r) + Q~logr # 0 for all » > 0 small enough)
it can easily be seen to be unique, by mapping the surface to the strip S with the map ¢ from . Let
heire = h — hraq be the projection of h onto Ho(H), and write hngF for the law of thls field when h is a
Neumann GFF on H. Observe that this describes the law of a well-defined element of H,_!(H) (i.e., not only

loc
an element up to an additive constant).

Definition 2.3 Let v € (0,2] and a < Q. Then the (7, o)-quantum wedge is the doubly-marked ~-quantum
surface whose last exit parametrisation (H, h,0,00) can be described as follows:

o (hraa(e77)))s>0 has the law of (Bas + as)s>0 conditioned to stay below (Q5)s>o for all time, where B

is a standard Brownian motion with By = 0.

o (hrada(e7%))s<o has the law of (B 25 + @s)s<0, where B is a standard Brownian motion with BO =0.

® heire is equal in law to hGEF.

o heire, (hrad(€7%))s>0, and (hraa(e™*®))s<o are independent.
Remark 2.4 In [28, [T1] the (v, a)-quantum wedge is defined to be the vy-quantum surface whose unit circle
parametrisation is given by (H, h,0,00), where: h = heire + Rrad; Peire 18 as in Definition ' heive and hypag
are independent; and hyaq(e™*%) is equal to Bas + as for s > 0, and to E,gs + as conditioned to stay above
s+ Qys for s <0.

We show in Lemma [2.8 below that this definition is equivalent to Definition [2.3

In Definition we require o to be strictly smaller than (), and one can check that this is satisfied for
a =~y when 7y € (0,2). However, we are also interested in the case v = 2, where we have @, = 2 = v. Thus,
we need to give a definition of the following surface, which arises as a limit of a (v, v)-quantum wedge when

v 12

Definition 2.5 We define the (2,2)-quantum wedge to be the doubly-marked 2-quantum surface whose last
exit parametrisation (H, h,0,00) can be described as follows:
o (hrad(e™%))s>0 has the law of (—Bas + 2s)s>0, where B is a 3-dimensional Bessel process started from

=]

o (h md( ~%))s<o has the law of (E_gs + 25)s>0, where B is a Brownian motion started from 0.
® hcire 18 equal in law to
o hg

cire, (Prada(€7%))s>0, and (hrada(e7%))s<0) are independent.

The (7,7)-quantum wedges are of particular interest since they may be obtained by sampling a point
from the boundary v-LQG measure and then “zooming in” near this point. This was established in [28] for
v € (0,2), and Proposition below is a variant of this result for v = 2.

Remark 2.6 The last exit parametrization is more convenient than the unit circle parametrization for the
(2,2)-quantum wedge since with the unit circle parametrization any neighborhood of zero has infinite mass
a.s. This can be seen by using that with the unit circle parametrization, the field (hraa(e™%))s>0 has the law
of (Bas + 25)s>0 for B a standard Brownian motion started from 0.

6More precisely, if h is the field of a (2, 2)-quantum wedge in the last exit parametrisation, and for v € (0, 2), h is the field
of a (v,7)-quantum wedge in the last exit parametrisation, then h, — h in law as v 1 2. To see this, it is easiest to map the
surfaces to the strip S with marked points at +oo.



In some of our proofs it will be convenient to parametrise the quantum wedges by the strip S instead
of the upper half-plane H. Recall that H(S) denotes the Hilbert space closure of the subspace of functions
f e C>=(S) with ||f|lv := (f, f)v < oo, defined modulo additive constant. By [II, Lemma 4.2], H(S) =
H,(S) ® Hy(S) is an orthogonal decomposition of H(S), where H;(S) is the subspace of functions f € H(S)
that are constant on all line segments {z} x [0, 7] for z € R (considered modulo an additive constant), and
H5(S) is the subspace of functions f € H(S) that have mean zero on all such line segments. Let hg’ch S
denote a field with the law of a Neumann GFF on S projected onto Hz2(S) (as in the case of H, this is
a well-defined element of H, !(S)). The strip is convenient to work with since the term Q. log |<;5’ | in the
coordinate change formula is equal to zero for conformal transformations of the kind z — z + a for
a € R (these are precisely the conformal maps from S to itself that map 400 to +00 and —oo to —oo, and
correspond after conformal mapping to dilations of H). Furthermore, as the following remark illustrates for
the case of the (2,2)-quantum wedge, the quantum wedges defined above have a somewhat nicer description
when parametrised by the strip.

Remark 2.7 The surface (S, h, 00, —00) with h 4 hSrFCF S 4 hrad has the law of a (2,2)-quantum wedge, if
hrad € H1(S) (viewed as a distribution modulo an additive constant) and the following hold:

o (hrad(s))s>0 has the law of —Bas where B is a 3-dimensional Bessel process starting from 0.

o (hrad(8))s<o has the law of B_o,, where B is a standard Brownian motion starting from 0.
hGFF S

ore s (Prad)s>0, and (hyad(s))s<o) are independent.

Lemma 2.8 For v € (0,2) the definition of a (v, «)-quantum wedge in Definition is equivalent to the
definition given in [11, Definition 4.5] (see Remark[2.4).

Proof. Let (H, hy, —00,00) be the [11] definition of a quantum wedge, as in Remark Let (H, hy, —00, 00)
be a (v, a)- quantum wedge with the last exit parametrization as in Definition Also let ¢ : S — H be
defined by (2.4), and observe that {0} x [0, 7] is mapped to the unit semi-circle under this map.

Define hu = hy o ¢+ Q,logl|¢’| and hg = hyo ¢ + Q4 log|¢’|, and let hu = hu rad + hu circ and h/ =
?Lg rad + hg cire be the orthogonal decompositions of these fields. Then hM1rC and hgcirc are both equal in

distribution to hSrFCF 8. For B a standard Brownian motion, (hgyrad(s))szo has the law of (Bas+ (a—Q)$)s>0

conditioned to be negative for s > 0, and (h[ﬁrad( ))s<o has the law of (B_2s + (o — Q)s)s<o. Furthermore,
(hu,rad(8))s>0 has the law of (Bas + (o — Q)$)s>0, and (hu rad(8))s<o has the law of (B_2s + (o — Q)s)s<0
conditioned to be positive for s < 0. Let ¢ = inf{t <0 : hg rad(t) < 0}. We conclude by observing that if

we apply the change of coordinates z — z — a to the field hg, we get a field with the law of hu, this can e.g.
be deduced from the last assertion of [24] Lemma 3.4] and [24, Remark 3.5], which refers to [30]. O

2.3 Gaussian multiplicative chaos and the Liouville measures

In this section, we give a proper definition of the boundary Liouville quantum gravity measures described in
the introduction. For a much more complete survey, including the case of bulk LQG measures, we refer the
reader to [25], (T4 [7] for the subcritical case and to [23], 12, [13], 22] for the critical case.
In the following, when we refer to the topology of local weak convergence for measures on R, we mean
the topology such that p, — p iff pun|[— g r) — 1l|—r,r) Weakly as measures on [~R, R] for every R > 0.
The following statement comes from [14] when v € (0,2), and from [22] when v = 2 (with a trivial
adaptation of the argument from the bulk to the boundary measure).

Lemma 2.9 Suppose that v € (0,2] and let h be a Neumann GFF in H with some fixed choice of additive
constant, or a GFF with mized boundary conditions on DT = DNH (free on ODT NR, and Dirichlet with
some p on ODT\R). Let h. denote the € semi-circle average field of h on Rﬂ let dz denote Lebesgue measure
on R, and set

vp (dz) = exp (%hg(z))572/4 dz ~v € (0,2), (2.5)

Vne(dz) = ( - % +log(1 /5)) exp(he(2))e d= N =2. (2.6)

"That is, he(2) = (h, pZ) where p? is uniform measure on the semi-circle (contained in H) of radius e around z.



Then v} _ converges in probability to a limiting measure v, (resp., vy o converges in probability to a limiting
measure v, when v = 2) as € — 0. These convergences are with respect to the topology of local weak
convergence of measures on R.

Lemma 2.10 The result of Lemma also holds when h is the field of a (7', a)-quantum wedge in the last
exit parametrisation, with 2> ~" >~ and a < Q < Q.

Note that we do not require v = « here. We need to work in this set-up in, for example, Lemma [2.13

Proof. For notational simplicity we work in the case v € (0,2), but the argument when « = 2 is the same.
Without loss of generality, it suffices to show that 1/,;775 converges in probability, as a measure on [—1, 1], as
¢ — 0. To show this, we will explain how to obtain h|p from a field A’ that is absolutely continuous with
respect to a Neumann GFF (by re-centring around a v®-typical point). The result then follows from Lemma
23

More precisely, we consider the following construction. Let P denote the law of a Neumann GFF on H,
with additive constant fixed so that its average on the unit semi-circle is equal to 0, and write (h/, z) for a
pair with joint law

1e-1apvh (d2)
Eelvg (-1, 1))

Let h be the field i’ after re-centring around the point z, i.e., h = h/(- + 2).
Then it follows from [I4, §6.3] that if hyaq is the projection of h onto Hi(H) (and hraqa(s) denotes

its common value on the semi-circle of radius e=* around 0) then (hrad(s) — hraa(0 ))5>0 has the law of

(Bzg +as) s>0, where B is a standard Brownian motion. Moreover, by scale invariance of hGFF the projection

GFF
circ *

P(dh/).

circ

heire Of h onto Hy(H) is equal in law to h>

Now, let M = sup>g raa(s) — Q~s, and let T' be the time at which this maximum is achieved (these are

both ﬁmte a.s. since a < Q7 by assumption). Then by scale invariance of hGEF, if ¢z : H — H is the map
2+ e Tz, the field h:=ho 11 — M restricted to DT has the same law as h restricted to DT.

From here we can conclude, by observing that the law of I’ is absolutely continuous with respect to that

of a Neumann GFF in H. Therefore, since all that is done to get from A’ to h is to re-centre around a random

point, rescale by a random amount, and subtract a random constant, Lemma implies that I/A _ converges

in probability as a measure on [—1,1]. By the previous paragraph, the same thmg then holds for h. (Il

Remark 2.11 The measures v}, vy, defined in Lemmas |2.9 and |2.10) are a.s. atomless and give strictly
positive mass to every interval of strictly positive length a.s. (see, for example, [T, [1Z)]).

Remark 2.12 The measures v}, (resp., v) can be defined using the same reqularisation procedure whenever

N =ho¢+ Qylogl|d'| (resp., B = ho ¢+ 2log|¢’| ) for h as in Lemma or and some conformal
map ¢. Equivalently, v}, (resp., vp) can be defined as the push-forward of v (resp., vy) by ¢~ 1.

The following lemma will be important when we construct the critical quantum zipper by taking a limit
of subcritical quantum zippers.

Lemma 2.13 Let vy, 12 asn — oo, and h be a (2,1)-quantum wedge in the last exit parametrisation. Then

In

in probability as n — oo, with respect to the topology of local weak convergence of measures on R.

Proof. This was shown in [2, §4.1.1-2] when h is either one of the fields in the statement of Lemma
It extends to the case when h is a (2, 1)-quantum wedge by the same proof as for Lemma (using that it

holds for the Neumann boundary condition GFF and then re-centring the field around a v}-typical point).
d
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2.4 Schramm-—Loewner evolutions

We assume the reader is familiar with the basic theory of Schramm-Loewner evolutions (SLE): for an
introduction, see e.g. [19, [I8]. In this section we simply fix some notation and discuss a few points that will
be relevant later on.

In this article, we will consider chordal SLE,, with € (0,4]. SLE, in H from 0 to oo is defined to be
the Loewner evolution in H with random driving function (W;);>0 = (v/kB¢)i>0, where B is a standard
Brownian motion. When x € (0,4] an SLE, is a.s. a simple curve that does not touch the real line. We
usually parametrise an SLE, curve n by half-plane capacity; that is, we choose the parametrisation of 7 such
that for every ¢ > 0, the unique conformal map g; : H\ n([0,#]) — H with g;(2) = z + a;/z + O(|2|72) as
|z| = oo for some a; > 0, satisfies a; = 2t. We use the notation g, for the centred Loewner map g, = g, — Wi,
that sends 7n(t) to 0.

A curve n between boundary points a and b in a domain D is said to be an SLE, from a to b if it is the
image of an SLE, in H from 0 to oo, under a conformal map from H to D mapping 0 to a and co to b.

Definition 2.14 (Reverse SLE,) A reverse Loewner evolution with continuous driving function Wy :

[0,00) = R is a solution f(t,z) = fi(z) to the following differential equation for every z € H:

Ofi(z) = ——2 fol2) = =

Rz W,

In fact for every z € H (see e.g. [18, Lemma 4.9]), a solution exists for all t > 0, so that each i defines a
map H — f,(H).

A reverse SLE, flow is the reverse Loewner evolution (ft)tzo driven by Wy = /kdB;, where B is a
standard Brownian motion. One can also consider the centred reverse SLE,; flow, defined by fi(z) = ft(z +

W) for all z,t. Then (fi)i>o satisfies the following SDE for all z € H:

dfs(z) = %)

Moreover, there a.s. exists a continuous curve 1 such that for each t we have H\ f;(H) = n([0,1]).

dt —dWy  fo(2) = 2. (2.7)

Due to the time-reversal property of Brownian motion, if (f;)¢>0 is a centred reverse SLE, and (g:);>0 is a
centred forward SLE,, both parametrised by half-plane capacity, then for any fized t > 0, ft_1 is equal in
law to ¢;. In other words, if ¢t > 0 is fixed, n([0,t]) is a forward SLE, run until it has half-plane capacity ¢
and 1/([0,t]) is a reverse SLE,; run until it has half-plane capacity ¢, then ([0, t]) is equal in law to #’([0, t]).

Let us now provide a notion of convergence for Loewner evolutions; this will be particularly important in
our construction of the critical conformal welding. Note that when considering sequences ( f,,)nen O (gn)neN
of Loewner evolutions, we move the time parameter ¢ into a superscript.

Definition 2.15 Suppose that (f!)i>0 for n € N and (f*)i>0 are centred, reverse Loewner evolutions in H
from 0 to co, parametrised by half-plane capacity. Let o, : R — [0,00) be defined by setting o, (x) = inf{t >
0: ft(x) =0} for each x € R,n € N, and define o in the corresponding way for f. Then we say that f, — f
in the Carathéodory+ topology if

o for every T < oo and € > 0, f, converges to f uniformly on [0,T] x {H+ ic}; and

e 0, — o uniformly on compacts of R.

Remark 2.16 Note that this is stronger than the usual notion of Carathéodory convergence for Loewner
evolutions. For forward Loewner evolutions, Carathéodory convergence is characterised by the requirement
that, if gn, g are the flows in question, we have g, ' — g=% uniformly on [0,T] x {H + ie} for every T,e > 0
(see [19, §4.7]). The motivation for working with this stronger topology should be clear from the nature of
the conformal welding problem that we are considering.

In the sequel we make the following slight abuse of notation. Suppose we have (9, ),en and 7, a collection
of simple, continuous, transient curves starting from 0 in H. Then we will say that n,, — 7 in the Carathéodory
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topology, if the corresponding forward (half-plane capacity parametrised) Loewner evolutions converge in
the Carathéodory sense.
The convergence results that will be important in this article are the following.

Lemma 2.17 Suppose that £, T4 as n — 0o, that n, has the law of an SLE,, curve in H from 0 to oo for
each n € N, and that n has the law of an SLEy in H from 0 to co. Then n, — n in distribution as n — oo,
with respect to the Carathéodory topology.

Proof. See [18, Lemma 6.2] O

Lemma 2.18 Suppose that £, T 4 as n — oo, and that f, is a centred, reverse SLE,_ in H from 0 to oo
for each n. Let f be a centred, reverse SLE4 in H from 0 to co. Then f, converges to f in distribution, with
respect to the Carathéodory+ topology.

Proof. For the proof we couple together ((fy)nen, f), by setting their driving functions equal to ((\/kn B)nen, 2B),
where B is a single standard Brownian motion. Then by [I8] Proposition 6.1] we have that f,, — f uniformly
a.s. on [0,T] x {H +ie}, for any T, e > 0.

To show the convergence of o, (as in Definition , we define (hf(z))i>0 = ((@)_1]%(\/%737)%20
for each n and « € R so that

dht () = 250 dt —2dW; for all t < o (2); R (z) =
" hi, (@) ' - " ’
dfy(z) = % dt —2dW,  forall t < o(x); fo(z) = =, (2.8)

where o (z) := an(T‘/'Ta:)

We will first show that o) — o uniformly a.s. on compacts of time. Observe that the coupled equations
imply that for any fixed = € R, ¢ (x) is a.s. increasing in n and bounded above by o(x), so has some
a.s. limit 0*(z) < o(z). In fact, it holds that o*(z) = o(x) a.s. To see this, without loss of generality assume
that « > 0 and suppose for contradiction that o(z) > o*(x). This means that for some ¢ > 0 we have
fi(z) > € for all t < o*(z). Define o2 (z) to be the first time that hf (x) < e/2 for each n, so that:

o of(z) <o)(x) < o*(x) for all n; and

o hl(z), fi(x) >¢e/2 for all t < of(x) and all n.

Then (2.8), plus Grénwall’s inequality applied to the function hf, — f*, implies that \h;i(x) (z)—fon @) (z)] = 0
as n — oo. This is a contradiction, since the first term in the difference is equal to /2 by definition, and
the second should always be greater than .

For any K > 0, this argument then gives the existence of a probability one event €y, on which we have
ok (q) = o(q) for all ¢ € Q N [0, K 4 1]. Since o and (0, )nen are defined from reverse SLE,; curves, we may
also assume that o and (o, )nen are continuous on g. So now, suppose we are working on €2y, and take any
z €[0,K]. Let g T2 and ¢ |  with ¢f € QN [0, K + 1] for every k, so that o7 (g, ) < o (x) < o7 (g;}) for
every n, and o}(q; ) T o(qy ), 0(g) 1T o(g}) as n — oo for every k. This means that o7;(z) is a bounded
sequence, and any converging subsequence has limit lying between (g, ) and U(qu) for every k. Since o is
continuous, this implies that any such subsequential limit must be equal to o(z), and so in fact, it must be
that o} (z) — o(x). To summarise, on this event €y of probability one, we have that: ¢} — o pointwise on
[0, K; o7 () is increasing in n for every z € [0, K]; and the functions ¢ and (07;),en are continuous. These
are exactly the conditions of Dini’s theorem, and so we may deduce that o} — ¢ uniformly on [0, K] a.s.

To finish the proof, it is enough to show that for K arbitrary, the quantity sup,co g/ lon(z) — o(2)|
converges to 0 a.s. as n — o0o. Suppose without loss of generality that x, > 2 for all n. Then setting
K = 2K’ in the previous paragraph, one deduces the existence of a probability one event Q1, on which
Supyeo,2x] 195 (y) — o(y)| — 0 as n — oo and o is continuous. Then we have

sup |on(z) —o(z)| = sup o3 ((2/Vkn)x) —o()]

z€[0,K’] z€[0,K"]
< es[})u;('} 00 ((2/VEn) 2) — 0((2/V/En) 2)| + [0((2/VER) ) — o(2)]
< sup |op(y) —o(y)|+ sup [0((2/VEn)z) —o(2)],
y€[0,2K"] z€[0,K’]
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and on 7, the final expression goes to 0. This completes the proof. O

3 The (2,2)-wedge via “zooming in” at quantum-typical point

The main goal of this section is to prove Proposition below. This proposition illustrates why the (2,2)-
quantum wedge is a particularly natural quantum surface, and will also be important in our proof of Theorem
Before we state this proposition, we briefly define the relevant notion of convergence for v-LQG surfaces.
Let S, for n € N and § be doubly-marked y-quantum surfaces with the topology of H. We say that S,
converges to S in the sense of doubly-marked y-quantum surfaces if we can find parametrisations (D, h,,, a, b)
and (D, h,a,b) of S, and S, respectively, with D C C and a,b € D, such that for any open and bounded
U C D, hy|u converges to hly in H_I(U)ﬁ

Proposition 3.1 Let D C H be a simply connected domain such that 0D NR contains an interval of positive
length. Furthermore, assume there exists a conformal map ¢ : D — H such that the derivative ¢’ extends
continuously to 9D NR and is non-zero on DU{ID NR}. Let h be an instance of the GFF with continuous
Dirichlet boundary conditions on 0D \ R and free boundary conditions on 0D NR. Let I = (a,b) C 0D NR
be a bounded interval, and let zy be an arbitrary fixed point of D \ I. Finally, sample z uniformly from vy,
restricted to I (renormalised to be a probability measure).

Then as C' — oo, conditioned on the location of z and on vy ([a, 2]), vi([2,b]), the random quantum surface
(D,h+ C,z,z) converges in law with probability one with respect to z,vp([a, 2]), vn([z,b]) ? (in the sense of
doubly-marked 2-quantum surfaces) to a (2,2)-quantum wedge.

Remark 3.2 Note that the above is a statement about the law of a quantum surface conditionally on several
quantities. The same statement holds unconditionally, but we need the stronger statement for the proof of
Theorem[1.9. Let us now briefly explain why.

Theorem says that when we cut a (2,1)-quantum wedge with an independent SLEy, the surfaces on
either side are independent (2,2)-quantum wedges. For the proof the idea is to make use of the stationary
critical zipper, Theorem . This can be used (by “zipping down” the SLE, some amount of quantum length)
to say that the law of two surfaces in question are the same as the law as the surfaces lime s oo (H, h+C, X, 00)
and lime_ oo (H, h + C, Y, 00) where X,Y are two quantum-typical points at equal quantum distance to the
right and left of 0. See Proposition[5.1] and the proof of Theorem[1.9 below. In particular X and Y depend
on one another via the quantum boundary length measure. It is therefore important to know that the local
convergence to a quantum wedge described in Proposition [3.1] holds even given this information.

We first prove a lemma that says, roughly speaking, that convergence of the type considered in Proposition
only depends on the local behaviour of the field h around the point z. This will be useful several places
in what follows.

Lemma 3.3 Consider the setting of Proposition but now with arbitrary h € ngcl(f)), where D C H is
a simply connected domain containing D. Assume further that the boundary measure vy is well-defined on
I (as in Lemma , and a.s. assigns positive and finite mass to every subinterval of I with strictly positive
length. Finally, let Zy be an arbitrary fized point on oD \ I. Then the following statements are equivalent:
(i) conditioned on the location of z, and on vy ([a, z]), vn([2,b]), the random quantum surface
(D,h|p + C, z,z9) converges in law to a (2,2)-quantum wedge as C' — 00;
(i) conditioned on the location of z, and on vp([a, 2]), vh([2,b]), the random quantum surface
(ZA), h+ C,z,%y) converges in law to a (2,2)-quantum wedge as C — oo.

8We remark that convergence of quantum surfaces is defined somewhat differently in [28] and [I1] than in the current paper.
In [28] one embeds the surfaces such that the field h, gives unit mass to the unit half-disk for all n, and the surfaces are said
to converge if, restricted to any bounded subset of H, the area measures ,uz" associated with the h, converge weakly to the
area measure /‘Z associated with h. In [I1] one embeds the surfaces with the unit circle embedding and requires that the fields
hy, converge as distributions to h. However, the exact notion of convergence considered does not play an important role in this
paper, and the convergence results we prove also hold for the alternative notions of convergence considered in [28] and [11].
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Proof. We may assume without loss of generality that h € H_l(ﬁ) (rather than h € H, ! (ﬁ)) since the
field of a (2,2)-quantum wedge restricted to any bounded set is in H’l(ﬁ), so the considered fields must be
in H=1(U) for some neighbourhood U around z in order for the assumed convergence to hold. We may also
assume without loss of generality that D = H and Zzp = 0o. Consider a conformal map ¢ : H — D sending
0 — z and oo — zg. Without loss of generality, upon replacing ¢ by ¢(c-) for an appropriate ¢ > 0, we may
assume that ¢’(0) = 1. We only prove that (ii) implies (i), since the other direction can be verified by a
similar argument. B

Suppose that (ii) holds, and write h for a random element of H~!(H), with the law of h(-+z) conditionally
on (z,vn([a, 2]), vn([2,0])). Then for every C' > 1 there exists a random conformal map ¢¢ : H — H of the
form w — rcw for re > 0, such that h o ve + 2log |Y6] + C converges in law in H~(H) as C — oo, to the
field described in Definition 2.5] Note that rc — 0 as C' — oo since when C' — oo the measure assigned to
any fixed boundary segment by h o ¥ + 2log || + C goes to infinity, while the measure assigned to (say)
[—1,1] by the field in Definition is of order 1.

By the definition of convergence for doubly-marked 2-LQG surfaces, in order to prove (i) it is sufficient
to show convergence of the following quantum surface to a (2, 2)-quantum wedge:

(H,ho ¢+ 2log|¢/| + C,0,00),

where we note that the field depends only on the restriction of h to D). Equivalently, letting Nwedge denote

the field in Definition it is sufficient to show the existence of maps QZC : H — H of the same form as ¢
such that the convergence in law

EOQSOJC+2log|q{)/oizc|+2log|1zlc|+02>hwedge. (3.1)

holds in H~(H) as C' — co. We will show that this in fact holds with ¢¢ = ¥¢.
To do this, we set he := h oo + 2log || + C and rewrite the left-hand side of (3.1) as

he oGt o ¢ oo + 2logld o e,

where we can immediately note (since ¢’(0) = 1, ¢’ is continuous, and rc — 0) that the second term
converges to 0 in distribution as C' — oo. Furthermore, h¢ is equal in distribution to Awedge + gc Where

gc = 0in H-'(H) as C — co. Defining ¢ = V5! o ¢ ote, in order to conclude the proof it is therefore
sufficient to show that _ _
(Z) hwcdgc o ¢C = hwcdgca (”) gc ° ¢)C = 07

as C' — 0o, whenever (Rwedge, 50) and (gc, 5@) are coupled such that the marginal laws of Awedge, 9o and

50 are as in the discussion above. Observe that ¢ — z and its first derivatives converge to 0 in probability,
uniformly on compact subsets of HUR as C' — oc.

Let F := {f € Ho(H) : ||f|lv = 1} and recall that for an arbitrary g € H~'(H), its H~!(H) norm is
defined by

9l @) = sup{(g, f) = feF}
To prove (ii), first note that

£ 0dct e = [10a(F 0 GNP + 0,17 0 550 = [0 +0) + 0,171+ 60)
for some functions i, {z converging to 0 in probability, uniformly on compact sets as C' — oo. Therefore the
inequality ||f o ¢5'||v < 2|/ f||v holds with probability converging to 1 as C' — oo, uniformly on F. We now
get (ii), since ||gc|lg-1m) = 0 as C — oo, and

Sup (9c o b, fiv = Sup (9o, fodc')v < sup lgcllm—qm - If o ¢t lIv < 2llgellm-

with probability converging to 1 as C' — oo.
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We also have that for some functions &1, £&s converging uniformly to zero in probability as C' — oo,

If0da! — fliv = / 10,1261 + [0, /P,

and this therefore converges to 0 in probability as C' — oo, uniformly in f € F. From this (i) follows since,
uniformly in f € F and as C' — oo,

<hwedgc o ac - hwcdgc,f>v = <hwcdgc»f © 551 - f>V < ||hwcdgC||H—1(H) ! Hf o 561 - f“V = 0.

For z € I and € > 0, define the semi-disk §(z,5) and ¢, € (0,1] by

~ ~

B(z,¢) :== B(z,¢e) N H, e, =sup{e € (0,1] : B(z,e) C D}.

Unless otherwise stated we assume throughout the section that I is bounded away from H\ D and, to simplify
notation slightly, that
inf{e, : z €I} > 1. (3.2)

Let h be a random generalised function with the law described in Proposition [3.1} in the sequel, we
denote the law of h by P. For ¢ € (0,¢,) let h.(z) denote the average of h on the semi-circle dB(z,e) N H,
and for 8 > 1 and ¢ € (0, 1], define the measure df . on I by

dj o(dz) = ( Rl | yog(1ge) + 5) ohe(2) 1y

5 1.crde. (3.3)

25(2) Clog(1/8)+8Voele 1]}
These measures played an important role in [12 3] 22], and they are closely related to the derivative
martingale for the branching random walk ([9]). The key point is that dg’e is a good approximation to the
measure v, . from Lemma when f is large. It is however more convenient to work with, since its total
mass is uniformly integrable in € (which is not the case for v, o). More precisely, we have the following.

Lemma 3.4 For any A C I the family (dgyg(A))se(o,l] is uniformly integrable (under P).

Lemma 3.5 Denote by Cg the event {sup,; hSQ(Z) <log(1/6)+p; V5 €1[0,1]}. ThenP(Cg) — 1 as 8 — oo.

The version of Lemma when the measures dﬁ . are defined in the bulk comes from [22], and the proof
goes through in exactly the same way for the boundary measures ((3.3)). Lemma is a consequence of [I].

Remark 3.6 On the event Cg it holds that df’a(dz) = vpo(d2) + Beeh<(2) dz. Moreover, (see [23]) the
measure ¢ e"=(?) dz converges to 0 a.s. as e — 0.

By uniform integrability of dﬁ, .(I), we have the following.

Lemma 3.7 Let B be fixred. Then the sequence (h,dfg) is tight in €, with respect to the product topology

formed from the topology of ngg(D) in the first coordinate and the weak topology for measures on D in the
second coordinate.

Let us take a subsequence of € along which
(hdy, ;) = (h,d?),

and denote by P, the law of the limiting pair. Note that the P, marginal law of i must be equal to its P
law (as in Proposition . Also write dfj for the P, conditional law of d? given h, which is a measurable
function of h by definition (although we will not need it, the proof of Lemma below actually shows that
this function does not depend on the chosen subsequence). In fact, it should be the case that under P, d?

is measurable with respect to h (and so d” and df are equal a.s.). However, for us it suffices to simply work
with d}.
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Remark 3.8 Observe that by Remark on the event Cg the convergence dg,s — vy, holds in probability
as e — 0 (i.e., along any subsequence). Thus d° = df = vy, on this event.

The following elementary lemma will be used in the proof of Proposition It is straightforward to
verify using Girsanov’s theorem, the Markov property of Brownian motion, the reflection principle, and the
fact that a 3-dimensional Bessel process started from a positive value is equal in law to a 1-dimensional
Brownian motion started from that value and conditioned to stay positive. See, for example, [21] Example
3.

Lemma 3.9 Let (B;)¢>0 be a Brownian motion started from a possibly random position By and let o :=
Var(B; — By) (so the Brownian motion has speed /o). Let 5,v > 0. Assume P[By < 8] > 0 and
E[|Bole"B0] < oo. Then the following process (My)i>o is a martingale (with respect to the natural filtra-
tion of B):
2
My := (=B + vyt + B)L{_B, tyautp>0 vucogr€ " Tot,

For t > 0 let Py denote the probability measure for which the Radon-Nikodym derivative relative to P is
proportional to M. Define X,, := —B,, + vau + 3 for v > 0. Under Py, the process (X,)u<: has the
following law.

e X, has the law of —Bgy + 8 reweighted by My = (—Bg —|—,8)1{_BO+B>0}6'YB°.

e Conditioned on Xo, (Xu)uelo,) has the law of (Bas)uelo,), where B is a 3-dimensional Bessel process

started from Xy.
o Conditioned on (Xu)uejo,, the process (Xuis — X¢)u>o has the law of (By — Bo)u>o-

Lemma 3.10 Let h and ﬂ be as in Lemma . Let Q denote the law of h reweighted by df([), and define
g(2) == Q[(=h1(2) + B)e" 1{h1(2)<5}] Note that under Q, dﬁ([) is a.s. strictly positive. Then (i) and
(ii) below give two equwalent procedures to sample a pair

(h,z) with z € I and h € H"*(B(z,1)). (3.4)

(i) Sample h according to Q, then sample z from dﬁ (normalised to be a probability measure), and set

= h|§(z 1)

(ii) Sample z from I with denszty proportional to 0 g relative to Lebesgue measure, and then set h= Ecirc +
hrad, where hc1rc and hrad are independent, hmc has the law of the projection of h onto Hs (E(z, 1)),
and hrad( ) = A_1og |a—=2| for a process (As)s>o such that:

— Ao has the law of hi(2), reweighted by (—h1(2) + B)e™ 1, 1)<pys
— conditioned on Ay, (As)s>0 s equal in distribution to (—Bzs + 25 + [)s>0 for (Bs)s>o a 3-
dimensional Bessel process started from —Ag + 5.

The proof of Lemma goes via an argument in the style of [27].

Proof. Let Q. be the law of h reweighted by d; _(I). By Lemmal3.9|and the definition of ] _, (') and
(ii’) below give two equivalent procedures to sample a pair (h, z) as in (3.4)).
(i’) Sample h according to Q., then sample z from dg . (normalised to be a probability measure), and set

h = h|§(z 1)

(i) Sample z from I with densfny proportional to 0 g relative to Lebesgue measure, and then set h= ﬁcirc +
hmd, where hmc and hmd are independent, hc1rc has the law of the projection of h onto Ho (é(z, 1)),
and hrad( ) = A_1og |z—| for a process (As)s>o such that:

— Ap has the law of hq(z), reweighted by (—hq(z) + ﬁ)ehl(z)l{hl(z)gﬂ};

— conditioned on Ay, (As)sefo,log -1 15 equal in distribution to (—Bas+25+8)se[0,10g 1] for (Bs)s>0
a 3-dimensional Bessel process started from —Ag + f3;

— conditioned on (As)se[o,log e~1]» (As)sefloge—1,00) 15 €qual in distribution to (Ba(s—1og 1)+ Alog e —1)sefloge—1,00)
for (Bs)s>0 a standard Brownian motion started from 0.
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It is clear that the law in (ii’) converges to the law in (ii) as ¢ — 0. Now we will argue that, along the
subsequence that was used to define dg, the law in (i’) also converges to the law in (i). Let F' be a continuous
bounded functional on H; !(H) and let A C I be a Borel set. By uniform integrability of dh ., along the

loc
considered subsequence,

P(d, (A)F(h) P (d?(A)F(h) P(di(A)F(h))

P(dy, (1)) TP (@P(D) P(d? ()

where we slightly abuse notation and also use P, P, to denote expectation relative to the probability measures
P, P. Since the left-hand side is equal to the expectation of F'(h)1{.cay for (h,z) sampled as in (i’) and
the right-hand side is equal to the same expectation for (h,z) sampled as in (i), we can conclude that the
law in (i’) converges to the law in (i). Clearly the equivalence of (i’) and (ii’) for every ¢, together with the
convergence (i’) = (i) and (ii’) = (ii) implies the equivalence of (i) and (ii). O

Lemma 3.11 Let (ﬁ, z) have the law described in (i) of Lemma . Then as C — oo and conditioned on
z, the surface (B(z,1),h+ C,z,z + i) converges in law to a (2,2)-quantum wedge.

Proof. One can check that the proof of Lemma [3.3| works identically if we condition only on z in (i) and (ii)
rather than on (z,vy([a, 2]), va([2,b]). By this variant of Lemma proving Lemma is equivalent to
showing that conditioned on z, the quantum surface (H, h+ C,z, oo) with h viewed as a distribution on Hi,
(i.e., we set 1 equal to 0 outside of B(z 1)) converges in law to a (2, 2) quantum wedge. Write B = B(z,1)
to snrnphfy notation. Decompose h = hmc + hrad, where hClrc € Hy(B ) and hrad € Hy (B) By the Markov
property, both the mixed GFF in D and the Neumann GFF in H, when restricted to B can be written as
the sum of a mixed GFF in B (with free boundary conditions on 9B N R and zero boundary conditions on
oB \ R) plus a harmonic function that extends continuously to OB NR. Therefore ﬁmc and hGFF

are | can be
coupled together so they differ by a random function which extends continuously to BNR. In particular,

heire and ASEF| 5 can be coupled 5o that Reire(c-) — hSEF| 5(¢-) converges a.s. to a random constant as ¢ — 0.

circe
It is therefore sufficient to show that if AGEF i

in law to a (2,2)-quantum wedge as C' — oo.

By Lemma|3.10 /f;rad can be coupled together with A in (ii) of that lemma such that ﬁmd(m) =A_log|o—z|
Recall that A can be coupled together with a 3-dimensional Bessel process (B;)s>o started from —Ag + 3
such that A, = —Bss + 2s + 8. For C > 1 define

is independent of Brad then (H, hGEF + hmd +C, z,00) converges

» "Peire

TL =inf{s >0 : By, = C + 3}, T =sup{s >0 : By, = C + B},

T2 = argmin By, 0 =inf{Bo, : s € (T4, TE]} = Bar,
s€[TE,TE)

Note that (BH_QTé)tZO has the law of a Bessel process started from C' + 8. By [30, Theorem 3.5], 6 has the
law of a uniform random variable on [0, C' + 8], and, conditioned on 6,

(i) the process (B, a1z — (C' + f))s>0 has the law of a Bessel process started from 0, and

(ii) (B_S+2Tg)se[072Tg,2Té] has the law of a Brownian motion started from C + 3 and stopped at the first

time it reaches 6.

It follows that as C' — oo the process (B, 73 — (C' + B3))scr converges in law to the negative of the process
considered in Remark [2.7|on any compact interval. Therefore (—B, vor + (C+ B) +2s)ser converges in law
to the process (hpad(e™*))ser in Definition which concludes the proof. O

Lemma 3.12 Assume the same set-up as in Lemma |3.11], except now without the assumption that I is
bounded away from H\D and the assumption (3.2)). Then as C — oo and conditioned on (z, dﬁ([m z]), df([z, b)),

the surface (B(z, 1),71 + C, 2,z +1) converges in law to a (2,2)-quantum wedge (where T is identically equal
to 0 on B(z,1)\ D).
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Proof. First we will argue that di is atomless a.s. Notice that die(dz) < he(dz) + Beeh<(*) dz (with
equality on the event Cg; see Remark . Since fee™<(*) converges a.s. to 0 and Upe(dz) converges a.s. to
the non-atomic measure v, as € — 0, this implies that di is atomless a.s.

Now observe that the proof of Lemma above carries through just as before if we replace the 1 on
the right side of with some other constant r € (0,1). Then we see that Lemma also holds if I is
not bounded away from H \ D, since any interval contained in 0D NR can be approximated arbitrarily well
by an interval satisfying for some r € (0,1). This implies, since dﬁ is atomless, that the point z in the
former case converges in total variation distance to the point z in the latter case when r — 0.

From Lemma (without the assumption that I is bounded away from H \ D), and by proceeding
exactly as in the proof of [28, Proposition 5.5], we get that Lemma also holds if we condition on
d)([a, z]) and d} ([z, b)) O

Lemma 3.13 Let (X,,,Y,) forn € N and (X,Y") be random variables such that the vectors (X,,,Yy) converge
in total variation distance to (X,Y) as n — oo. Assume Y,,Y are vectors in RN for some N € N, while
X, X take values in some Borel space (S,S). Then there exists a set A C RN such that P[Y € A] =1, and
such that for any a € A the law of X,, given Y,, = a converges to the law of X given Y = aﬂ

Proof. Let € > 0. It is clearly sufficient to prove the lemma under the weaker requirement that A satisfies
PlY € Al > 1—(2-12¥ +1)e. For this, it suffices to show that for an arbitrary function F : S — {0, 1}, any
a € A, and all sufficiently large n,

IP[F(X)=1|Y = a] = P[F(X,) =1|Y, = a]| < 3e. (3.5)

Choose n sufficiently large such that the total variation distance between (X,,Y,) and (X,Y) is smaller
than €2. We will work with such a fixed choice of n in the remainder of the proof, and will prove that
is satisfied.

Choose § > 0 sufficiently small such that for all a in a set Ay C R satisfying P[Y € Ag] > 1 — /2 the
following hold:

[P[F(X)=1|Y =a] —P[F(X) =1]]]Y —all <d]| <&

(3.6)
|P[F(X,) =1]Y, =a] —P[F(X,) =1|[Y, —all~ < d]| <=

Let K C Ap be a compact set such that P[Y € K| > 1 —¢. For any a € RY define N'(a) = {z € RV :
Iz — alloo < &}. Say that a point a € K is bad if P[Y € N(a)] =0, P[Y,, € N(a)] =0, or the total variation
distance between (X,,,Y,,) and (X,Y) conditioned on Y,, € N'(a) and Y € N (a), respectively, is at least e.
A point in K which is not bad is good. Let B C K denote the set of bad points. We will prove that

PlY € B] <2-127e. (3.7)

Taking A = K \ B and applying then completes the proof.

Choose points ay, . ..,ap € B for some M € N using the following rule. Given aq, ..., a, let a1 € B be
chosen such that N (a,,+1) is disjoint from N(aq), ..., N (am), and such that P[Y € N(an,+1)] is maximized.
Let M be the smallest m such that there is no possible way to choose a1 (i.e., all points in B have || - ||co
distance less than § from N(ay) U - UN(an,)). Define m =P[Y € M(a1)] + -+ P[Y € NM(ap)].

The idea for the proof of is that m has to be small because the total variation distance between
(X,,Y,) and (X,Y) is assumed to be small, and that by the definition of the {N (a;)};, P(Y € B) is of order
O(m).

Proceeding with the details, since N(ay),...,N(ap) are disjoint, we can bound the total variation
distance between (X,,,Y,,) and (X,Y) from below by summing the contribution from each set A (a,,). More
precisely, for arbitrary Borel (not necessarily probability) measures o, 0y defined on RY, define

diy(01,02) = sup |o1(A) —02(A)],
ACRN

9The conditional law of X (resp. Xp) given Y = a (resp. Y;, = a) exists for almost all a sampled from the law of Y (resp.
Y.) by e.g. [15, Section 5.1.3]. Proceeding as in e.g. [I0, Exercise 33.16] one can argue that P(X € - |Y = a) = lims_,o P(X €
Il — a|loc < 8) for almost all a, and the same statement holds for X,,, Y, instead of X,Y.
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and note that this defines a metric on the set of Borel measures on RY. Let o, (resp. o) denote the law
of (Xp,Yy) (resp. (X,Y)), and let 0] = 0nlnr(a,,) and 0™ = 0|rr(a,,)- For an arbitrary measure o let ||

denote its total mass. By the triangle inequality and since di, (07", %a;”) = |lop| = |o™|| < dev (0™, 07",
o™ ol 1 |o™]
dtv<|a-m" ‘0-7n|) = |0m|dtv( "on') + de(aﬁ‘, WJZZ) ~ o m|dtv( "on).
n n

Using m = Z%zl |o™| we now get

M
1
£ 32 5l (0 o) < Zdw ) < du(0,00) < 2,

which gives m < 2e. Using this, we get (3.7) if we can prove the following

l\D\H

PlY € B] < 12Vm. (3.8)

Let M(a,,) be the box of side length 66 centred at a,,, minus the union of M(ay),... M(am—1). To prove
(3-8) it is sufficient to show that: (i) P[Y € BN M(a,,)] < 12NP[Y € N(ay)], and (ii) B € M(ay)U---U
M(apr), since then we have

M M
Py € BJ< ) P[Y € BN M(an)] < > 12VP[Y € N(apm)] = 12Vm
m=1

m=1

Assertion (i) follows upon dividing the box of side length 6 centred at a,, (which contains M(a,,)) into
12V boxes b of side length §/2, and using that, by the definition of a,,, if b N M(a,) N B # 0 then
PY € b] < P[Y € N(ay,)]. Assertion (ii) follows by using the definition of M and since (by the definition
of M(a1),...,M(ap)) points in the complement of M(aq) U --- U M(apr) have distance at least 2 from
N(a1)U---UN(aps). We conclude that and both hold. O

Proof of Proposition . Consider the law on (z,h) that can be sampled from as follows. First sample
h from P (i.e., as in Proposition . Then, on the event 4’ »(I) > 0 sample z from di normalised to be a
probability measure, and 0therw1se sample z from Lebesgue measure on I. R

Write h for h restricted to B(z,1). Observe that on the event {dﬁ (I) > 0}, the conditional law of h
given (z,df([a,z]),d,ﬂl([z,b])) is exactly the same as the conditional law of % given (z,di([a,z]),dﬁ([z,b]))
in Lemma |3.12} This is because we have conditioned on the Radon—Nikodym derivative between the two
different laws on h. Hence, under the law on (z, k) just defined, on the event that di([ ) > 0 and conditionally

on (2, dy ([a, 21), dj ([, 8])),
(B(2,1),h + C, 2,z + i) converges in law to a (2,2)-quantum wedge as C' — oo.

Finally, by Lemma [3.5] Remark [.8] and Lemma [3.13] letting # — oo, we can conclude that if we sample
h from P, then sample z from vy, and let h be h restricted to B(z 1) then we have that conditionally
on (z,vn([a, 2]), vn([2,b])), (B(z, l)ﬁ + C, z,z + 1) converges in law to a (2, 2)-quantum wedge as C' — oo.
Proposition now follows upon application of Lemma O

4 The critical quantum zipper via subcritical approximation

The goal of this section is to prove Proposition [£.4] below. In this proposition it is shown that given a
(2, 1)-quantum wedge (H, h,0,00), one can conformally weld together the intervals to the left and right of
the origin with quantum boundary length one. Concretely, it provides the existence of a conformal map f
(measurable with respect to h) from H to H \ 7, where 7] is a section of a simple curve starting from 0, such
that any two points to the left and right of 0 with equal v, boundary length (less than one) are mapped to
the same point on 7. Moreover, if one also starts with a curve n on (H, h,0, c0), that is independent of h
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Figure 3: Illustration of objects defined in Section[d] Our strategy is to construct the critical quantum zipper
(lower row) by taking the n — oo limit of the subcritical quantum zipper (upper row). The convergence in
law indicated by the two vertical arrows is joint as n — oo.

and has the law of an SLE, from 0 to co, then the new field/curve pair defined by f(h) and 77U f(n) has the
same law as (h,7).

The strategy is to use the fact that such an operation exists [28] in the subcritical case v € (0,2), i.e.,
when the SLEy is replaced by an SLE,2, the (2,1)-quantum wedge is replaced by a (7,7 — 2/7)-quantum
wedge, and critical boundary length is replaced by v-LQG boundary length. See Figure [3|for an illustration.
We will show that a number of limits can be taken as v 1 2, using, for example, the fact that critical LQG
measures can be obtained as a limit of subcritical measures (Lemma . Combining these convergence
statements provides the existence of the welding operation. Making use of Theorem we can prove that
the conformal map f is measurable with respect to 7.

Let (7, )nen be a sequence in (0,2) with v, 12 as n — 0o, and set x,, = v2. We will always denote by h,,
a random element of H_!(H) with the law of a (v,, v, — 2/79n)-quantum wedge, as in Definition That
is, (H, hy,,0,00) has the distribution of the equivalence class representative of a (v, v, — 2/7n)-quantum
wedge in the last exit parameterisation. Given such an h,, we denote by v, = (4 — nyn)’ll/z:, the associated
(renormalised) 7,-Liouville boundary measure on R (as in Lemma. For ¢ € Q :=Qn0,1], we denote

Xn(q) =inf{z > 0: v,([0,2]) > q}; Yu(g) = —inf{y > 0: vu([~y,0]) > q}; (4.1)

so that (X, (q),Yn(q)) is a pair of points to the right and left, respectively, of 0, with v, ([Y,(g),0]) =
vn ([0, Xn(9)]) = ¢

Similarly, & will always denote an element of H,_! (H) with the law of a (2, 1)-quantum wedge (in the last
exit parameterisation) and v, =: v will be the critical boundary measure associated to h (as in Lemma.
For ¢ € Q we define (X(q), Y (¢)) corresponding to v as in (4.1, so that (X(q),Y (¢)) € [0,00) X (—o0, 0] and

v([0, X(9)]) = v([¥(9), 0]) = ¢-
Lemma 4.1 There exists a coupling of ((hn)nen, h) such that a.s. as n — oo,
(hpn,vn) — (h,v).

This is with respect to the topology of ngcl (H) in the first coordinate, and the local weak topology for measures
on R in the second.

Proof. By the Skorokhod representation theorem, it is sufficient to show that (h,,v,) converges in
distribution to (h,v) as n — oo. The idea is that away from 0 and the unit circle, h,, is arbitrarily close to h
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in total variation distance for large n, so we can essentially just apply Lemma|2.13]in these regions. We then

deal with neighbourhoods of 0 and the unit circle separately; showing that as the size of the neighbourhoods

goes to 0 the behaviour of (h,,v,) restricted to these neighbourhoods can be neglected (uniformly in n).
To carry out this idea, when = € R and r > s > 0 we write

B(z,r):=={weH: |w—x| <r}and A(z,r,s) := B(z,r)\ B(z,s).

First, we observe that for any (7"1-)?:1 such that r4 > r3 > 1 > ro > r; > 0 there exists a sequence of
couplings (hy,, h), such that P(h,, = h on A\(O,’/‘4,T3) U A\(O,Tg, r1)) tends to 1 as n — oco. Indeed, since we
can couple the fields to have the same circular part, this just follows because setting:
e £, to be the law of a double sided Brownian motion plus drift (2 — 2/7,,), restricted to some interval
[—M, M] and conditioned to stay below the curve s — @, s for all positive time; and
e L to be the law of a double sided Brownian motion with drift 1, restricted to [-M, M] and conditioned
to stay below the curve s +— 2s for all positive time,
then £,, — £ with respect to total variation distance as n — oo. Hence, by Lemma [2.13] it suffices to show
that

v([=6,+0]U[-14+6,-1=8JU[1+8,1-3]) = 0; Ay B0sy =0 IPlg1(A011s1-0) =0 (42)
in probability (equivalently, in distribution) as § — 0, and
P(vn([—6,0] U [-1+8,-1=6] U [14+4,1—6]) >n) =0 (4.3)

P(lhnll -2 0.5y > 1) = 05 P(lnll -2 30,1551-5)) > 1) = 0 (4.4)

for any n > 0, uniformly in n, as § — 0.

The first statement of holds because v is a.s. atomless (Remark [2.11). Moreover, and the
last two statements of follow by decomposing h and (h,,),en into their projections onto H;(H) and
Ho(H). Indeed, the projections onto Hy(H) all have the same law — that of hGEF — and it can be verified

Circ

by a direct computation that the H~'(B(0,8) U A(0,1 + 8,1 — §)) norm of hGEF goes to 0 in probability as

d — 0. The projections onto Hy(H), when restricted to B (0,14 4), can also all be stochastically dominated
(for example) by the random function

L c(0,1461); B21og |2 — 2log(z]),

where B is a standard Brownian motion. One can casily check that this function has L2(B(0,8) U A(0,1 +
d,1 —¢)) norm going to 0 in probability as 6 — 0, which is more than we need.

For (£.3)), first fix n > 0. We will deal with the neighbourhood [—4, §] of 0, and the intervals [+1—6, +1+4]
around +1, separately. To show that P(v,([—6,0] > 1) — 0 uniformly in n as § — 0, we observe (as in
the proof of Lemma that if / is a Neumann GFF with additive constant fixed so that its average on

~

0B(0,1) is equal to 0, then for every n there exists a random constant ¢,, such that

—Va/2 n _ 44 _
0 VR a2 tog o (760 €n0]) = (4 = 290 )vn([=4,8])-

Moreover, the probability that ¢, is greater than M goes to 0 uniformly in n as M — oo, since, by the

proof of Lemma [2.8] ¢,, has the law of the exponential of minus the last time that a Brownian motion with

negative drift By — (Q~,, — Vn + 2/ )t is greater than or equal to 0. Hence it suffices to show that

5
(4 —27y,) 71 / |z|*<vi*4>ugn(dz) -0 (4.5)
-5

in probability (or, equivalently, in distribution) as n — co. However, it follows from [2] Lemmas 3.1 and 3.2]
(with straightforward adaptation to the boundary case) that the integral in has (1 — v,/2)"® moment
converging to 0 with &, uniformly in n. Since (4 — 27,)=77/2) — 1 as n — oo, the result then follows by
Markov’s inequality.

To show that P(v, ([£1 -6, £146] > 1) — 0 uniformly in n as § — 0, we first note that (by Lemma|2.13))
this would hold if the fields h,, were all replaced by a Neumann GFF in H, with additive constant fixed so
that its average on 0B(0,1) is 0. Then, since
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GFF

e such a Neumann GFF can be written as the sum of g, plus a random function whose supremum in

E(il,%) goes to 0 as 0 — 0, and
e h, can be written as the sum hGEF
for any fixed a > 0,

the result follows. O

+ F,, where }P(supg(il,%) F, >a) — 0 as § — 0 uniformly in n

Lemma 4.2 There exists a coupling of ((hn,Mn)nen, by 1) such that:

o (hp,nn) for each n has the marginal law of a (Y, Yo —2/7n)-quantum wedge and an independent SLE,;
from 0 to oo in H (k, =~2);

e (h,n) has the marginal law of a (2,1)-quantum wedge and an independent SLE4 from 0 to oo in H;

o (ons My (Xn(@))ge0, (Yn(a))qea) converges to (h,n,(X(q))qeq, (Y(q))qeq) in probability as n — oo,
with respect to ngi (H) convergence in the first coordinate, Carathéodory convergence in the second
coordinate, and the product topology on R in the third and fourth coordz'nates

Proof. First, by Lemma [2.17] it is possible to couple a sequence of SLE,, curves and an SLE4 such
that one has convergence with respect to the Carathéodory topology in probability as n — oo. Next, since
the curves can be sampled independently of everything else in the statement, it is enough to show that
with the coupling of Lemma we have (X, (¢))qeco converging to (X (g))qeo and (Y,(¢))qeco converging
to (Y(q))4eq in probability as n — oo (with respect to the product topology on R<¢). We will show the
statement for X; the corresponding statement for Y follows by the same argument.

Let F, : [0,00) — [0,00) and F' : [0,00) — [0, 00) describe the cumulative mass of the measures v, and v,
ie., F,(z) = 1v,,([0,2]) and F(z) = v([0, z]) for all z, and note that a.s. by Remark[2.11] both are continuous
and strictly increasing. This means that F),, converges pointwise to F' a.s. as n — 0o, and hence also that
the generalised inverses
Fl(s) =inf{z € [0,00) : F,(x) > s} (4.6)

n

converge pointwise to the generalised inverse F~! (defined analogously) a.s. as k — oo. In particular, this im-
plies that (X,,(q))4eo converges to (X (q))geg a.s. asn — oo, with respect to the product topology on R€. [

For what follows, we need to recall the definition of Sheflield’s capacity quantum zipper [28] for v € (0,2).

Definition 4.3 Let v € (0,2) and (H,Tlo,o,oo) be an equivalence class representative of a (v,y — 2/7)-
quantum wedge. Let K = 2, and let 7y be an independent SLE, in H from 0 to co. Then the capacity
quantum zipper is a centered, reverse Loewner flow (fi)i>o coupled with (ho,7o), such that:

° (J?t)tzo is measurable with respect to ﬁo;
e the marginal law of (J/c;)tzo s a centered, reverse SLE, flow parameterised by half-plane capacity;
o foranyt and x € N\ ﬁ(ﬁo), denoting by n and n} the left- and right-hand sides of n up to x, the 1/%0
length of the intervals ﬁ_l(n];) and ﬁ_l(ng) agree.
This induces a dynamic R R R R
(hey ) == (ho o fi ™+ Q~ log [(fi ), fu(7o))

on (ﬁo,ﬁo) which is stationary when observed at quantum typical times. More precisely, for any l > 0, if
X, =inf{z > 0:v) (0,x) =1} and T} = inf{t > 0: fi(X;) = 0},

then (ﬁTl,?]Tl) 18 equal in distribution, as a quantum surface, to (/Ho,ﬁo)

10Here (Xn(q), Yn(q))nen,qe0, (X(q),Y(q))qco are defined with respect to ((hn)nen, k) as in the introduction to this section.
1By this we mean that (H, h¢,0,00), up to the equivalence described in Deﬁnition is a (7,7 — 2/7v)-quantum wedge, and
7 is an SLE, that is independent of hy.

22



This flow thus represents a dynamic welding of [0,00) to (—o0,0], according to the v-LQG boundary
length. It is essentially the same as the dynamic defined in the (subcritical version of) Theorem but
with a different time parameterisation.

Now, assume that ((hy,, 7 )nen, b, 1) are coupled together as in Lemma and that (X,,(¢), Y, (¢))nengeo
and (X(q),Y(q))qeco are defined as in with respect to (hp)nen and h, respectively. For each n € N,

~

let (f})i>0 be the centered reverse flow in Definition when (ho, 7o) are replaced by (hn,n,). For ¢ € Q
we let 7,(¢) be the time at which (X, (q),Y,(q)) are mapped to 0 by f,. For t > 0, let h, = fi(h,) =
By o (f1)71 + Qn, log [((f1)1)| and nf, = fL(n,). As in footnote {4 although hf is only defined on the slit
domain H \ f!(n,) we can view it as an element of H,_!(H). Then by the properties described in Definition
[43] it follows that for any ¢ € Q:

o n;n(q)

o 777 has the law of an SLE,, from 0 to oo; and

and h:l"(Q) are independent;

o W@ g (equivalent as a doubly-marked v,-quantum surface to) a (Vn,¥n — 2/7n)-quantum wedge.
We also define r,, := f™(X,,(2)) for each n, where the definition of X, (q) for ¢ € Q is extended in the
obvious way to X, (2). Let ¢, denote the scaling map z +— r,,z on H.

This next proposition provides, by approximation, the existence of a local conformal welding of [0, c0) to
(—00,0] for a (2,1)-quantum wedge.

Proposition 4.4 Suppose that ((hn, M )nen, hyn) are coupled together as in Lemma on some probability
space (Q, F,P). Then there exists a conformal map f:H — H and a pair (h',n') with

— T, T - T P
(s sy - 0 7D BT D 0 4y + @y, Log [, by, (™M) — (B, £, 0 1) (4.7)

as n — oo where the convergence is with respect to ngi (H) in the first and fourth coordinates, with respect
to Carathéodory convergence in the second and fifth coordinates, and with respect to uniform convergence on
{H +ie} for every e > 0 in the third coordinate. Furthermore, we have that:

(a) (H,h',0,00) (viewed as a doubly-marked 2-quantum surface) has the law of a (2,1)-quantum wedge,

and vy ([0,1]) = 1;

(b) ' has the law of an SLE4 from 0 to oo in H;

(c) b and v are independent;

(d) 7" = f(n) and K = f(h) :=ho f~t+2log|(f~1)| a.s.

(e) F(X(1)=fY(Q)) =0, and f(X(q)) = f(Y(q)) for every ¢ € Q a.s. and finally

(f) (f,1,n') is measurable with respect to o({h,n}).

The set-up for the proof is as follows. Consider the joint law of the tuple, for n € N:

(hn7 Tns (Xn(q))qéQa (Yn(q))qegv (f:L)tZO7 Tn(l)v h:zn(l) ° 11[}” + Q"/n IOg |Tn‘7 1/’771(775"(1))7 Tn) . (48)

We consider the topology of ngi (H) in the 1st and 7th coordinates, Carathéodory convergence in the 2nd
and 8th coordinates, pointwise convergence (i.e., with respect to product topology on R<) in the 3rd and
4th coordinates, convergence on R in the 6th and 9th coordinates, and Carathéodory+ convergence in the
5th coordinate.

Lemma 4.5 With respect to product topology above, the tuple (4.8)) is tight. Furthermore, if (h,n, X, Y, (f")i0, 7, 0,0, 7)
denotes a subsequential limit, then (a) and (b) of Lemma are satisfied and v’ is a.s. strictly positive.

Proof. First observe that by Lemma[f.2] we have joint convergence in distribution of the first four coordinates.
It remains to prove tightness of the remaining five coordinates, and verify the asserted properties of the
subsequential limit. The sequence ((f%)i>0)nen is tight, since by Lemma we have convergence in
distribution to a reverse SLE, with respect to the Carathéodory+ topology. It is also immediate that the
sequence (nﬁ"(l))neN is tight and that n’ satisfies (b), since by stationarity of the subcritical quantum zipper,
the law of 7" is that of an SLE,, curve from 0 to oo in H, and the map v, is independent of M,

To see that the sequence (7,(1))nen is tight, first observe that P(X,,(1) > M) — 0 as M — oo, uniformly
in n (since we already know that X,,(1) converges in probability). Therefore, we need only show that for
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fixed M, if o, is the first time M hits 0 under a reverse SLE,;, flow, then P(0,,(M) > K) — 0 as K —
uniformly in n. This follows directly from the proof of Lemma [2.18

Finally, by stationarity of the subcritical quantum zipper and definition of r,, we know that for every n:

. (H,hﬁ"(l),o,oo) is equal in law to a (Vn,Yn — 2/7n)-quantum wedge (when viewed as a quantum

surface); and

o (4- 2'Yn>_1VZ:n<1)([O’Tn]) =1L
It therefore follows from Lemmauthat h;"(l) o0y + Qp log |7, | converges in distribution to the equivalence
class representative of a (2,1)-quantum wedge in H, with marked points at 0 and oo, that gives critical
boundary length 1 to the interval [0, 1]. In particular, (a) holds and (hz;"(l) 0y + Qnlog|ry|)nen is tight.

To prove tightness of (r,)nen, and the assertion about positivity of any subsequential limit, we will show
that

P(r,, ¢ [1/M,M]) — 0 as M — oo, uniformly in n. (4.9)

For this we use the fact [8, Proposition 4.11] that |X,,(2) — X,,(1)| < ry,, and if &, is the driving function of
fn, then X, (2) = |(f;”(1))_1(rn)| >r, — |£7TL”(1)\. Then (4.9) follows because (X, (1) — X,,(2)) converges in

probability to something a.s. positive (by the same reasoning as in Lemma [4.2)), 7,,(1) is tight (as explained
above), and &, is a Brownian motion run at speed /K. (I

With Lemma in hand, let us take a subsequence (ng)ren such that along this subsequence (4.8))
converges in distribution to a limit

(hn, X, Y, (f) im0, 7, 10 ). (4.10)

Note that by Lemma [.2] the joint law of this tuple must be such that [0, X (¢)] and [Y(¢),0] for ¢ € Q have
critical vi-boundary length equal to g. We further claim the following.

Lemma 4.6 The joint law of (4.10)) is such that if 1, is the scaling map z — 7z and f' = o f7, then
(h,n, 0, ') satisfies conditions (a)-(e).

We first show how to conclude the proof of Proposition [4.4] using Lemma [4.6] and then turn to the proof
of the lemma itself.

Proof of Proposition[{.4} Letting (h,n, f,h’,n’) be as in Lemma it follows from [20] that (f,h',n’)
must be measurable with respect to h and n’. Indeed, if (h,n, f1,h],n1, f2,h5,n5) is a coupling such that
(h,m, fi, hl,ni) satisfies (a)-(e) for ¢ = 1,2 then it follows from Theorem that f, o fy ! is a conformal
automorphism of H that fixes {0, 0o}, and moreover by (a) and (d), that f1(h) and fo(h) give the same critical
boundary length to the interval [0, 1]. This implies that f; = fs a.s. and so (f;, hi,m:) = (fi, fi(R), fi(n)) are
equal for i = 1,2 a.s. Since (hy,,n,) converges in probability to (h,n) as n — oo, and (¢, * o ;"(1), h;"(l) o
n + Q-, log |rn\,¢;1(n:{‘(l))) is also measurable with respect to (hy,n,) for each n, this implies that the
convergence

(s s 67 0 £ 1 W 0+ Qo og a0 (07 M)) = (o, £1 )

along the subsequence (n)ken is actually a limit in probability, and by uniqueness, that it holds along the
whole sequence n — oo. O

Proof of Lemmal[{.6 By Lemma properties (a) and (b) are satisfied. Property (c) is satisfied because
™ o4, + Qlog|ry,| and ;1 (n™ 1) are independent for every n.

To show that property (d) is satisfied, let us via Skorokhod embedding assume that we have joint
convergence of the whole tuple a.s. along the subsequence (ny)gen. Then since a.s.

Tny = 7 € (0,00); T (1) = 7 < 005 (ff )e=0 — (f*)e=0 uniformly on compacts of time and space,

it follows that (¢;k1 o 7::’“(1)) converges to f uniformly on compacts of H a.s. From this, because

Tnk(l))

_ — Tn (1)
M — 0 and ¥ (g™ ) = (P} g

Nk O Jny )(Unk) — 77/ a.s.,
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we see that with probability one ' = f(n).

To verify that h' = f(h) (since n’ is independent of ' and the Lebesgue measure of the e-neighborhood
of the ' restricted to any compact set goes to zero as € — 0) we only need to check that for any test function
p with compact support in H, we have

(1 =210 [(F Y], 11 2(p0 f71) = (k) as.,

where, by definition,
(h,p) = (f(h) = 21og [(f )| [f'1*(p o f71)) (4.11)

. . ny (1 .
However, since the support of p is compact and we have seen above that (1, ! o ;k’f( )) — f uniformly on

Nk
compacts of H a.s., the sequence

!/

(i) = (™ 0 n, = Qs tog (1051 0 £ ()7 1) s 1wt 0 £ ) P2 (00 ()t 0 £ ) 7))
converges to (' — 2log|(f~1)|,|f'|72po f~!) a.s. as k — oo. On the other hand, because h,,, converges to
h, we have (hy,,p) — (h,p) a.s. as k — co. This implies the result.

Finally, we need to show property (e). For this, recall the definitions of o,, and o from the definition of
Carathéodory+ convergence, and note that o, (X, (1)) = 7,(1) for each n. Since (fn,, Xny, Yo Tn, (1)) =
(f, X,Y, ) by assumption, and since convergence in the first coordinate is with respect to the Carathéodory+
topologyE we have that (o, (Xn, (1)), 00, (Yn, (1)), T, (1)) = (6(X(1)),0(Y(1)),7) as k — oo. On the
other hand, the left-hand side is actually equal to (7, (1), 7n, (1), s, (1)) for every k, and we clearly have
(Tny (1), Ty (1), 7, (1)) = (7,7, 7). Hence it must be the case that o(X (1)) =7 = (Y (1)) with probability
one, and since f7(*)(x) = 0 for every = (by definition of ¢), this implies that

fH(X@) = fr(Y (1) =0 as.

Since f =1t o f7, the same holds a.s. if f7 is replaced with f.

For ¢ < 1 we observe that the sequence 7,(¢q) is also tight in n, and so we may pass to a fur-
ther subsequence along which the tuple formed by appending 7,,(q) to converges in distribution to
(hyn, X, Y, (fY)¢>0,7,h7,n7, 7, 7). Then repeating the same argument as above with 1 replaced by ¢, we see
that f7 (X(q)) = f7 (Y(g)) = 0 a.s. Moreover, since 7,,(¢) < 7, (1) for every n we have 7/ < 7 a.s.These two
facts together (and using that (f*);>0 is a centred, reverse Loewner flow) imply that f7(X(q)) = f7(Y(q))
with probability one. Again, this still holds a.s. if f7 is replaced with f. |

Remark 4.7 Observe that if (h,n, f,h',n') are as in Proposition[{.4] then by applying a scaling that puts b’
in the last exit parametrisation, we obtain the map from the statement of Theorem [1.5 with t = 1.

5 Proof of main results

In this section we conclude the proof of Theorems [I.2] and [I.5] by combining results of Sections [3] and [4

Proof of Theorem[I.5 The theorem follows immediately from Remark noting that everything gen-
eralises trivially if the special value 1 in Section [ is replaced with any other ¢ > 0. (]

Proposition 5.1 Let (h,n,X,Y) be such that (H, h, 0, 00) is a (2, 1)-quantum wedge in the last exit parametri-
sation, n is an independent chordal SLEy in H from 0 to oo, and X,Y € R are sampled by choosing X from
the uniform distribution on [0, 1] and then letting Y < 0 be such that v([),0]) = v([0, X]). Let D, C H (resp.,
Dr C H) be the domain which is to the left (resp., right) of n. Then the pair of doubly-marked 2-quantum
surfaces (Dy,,h+ C,Y,00), (Dgr,h + C, X, 00) converge as C — oo to a pair of independent (2,2)-quantum
wedges.

12Recall that this topology requires uniform convergence of the functions oy,.
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Proof. The R-unit circle embedding is defined just as the unit circle embedding (Deﬁmitiom7 except that
$ > hraa(€7%) — Q2s hits R (rather than 0) for the first time at s = 0. For a given R > 1 make a change
of coordinates z — rz via (with r random and depending on R) such that the field h has the R-unit
circle embedding. Let v denote the corresponding boundary length measure, and let X=rXandY =r) be
the images of X and ) respectively under the change of coordinates. Since v([—1,0]) and v(]0, 1]) converge
in law to oo as R — oo, we see that with probability converging to 1 as R — oo, we have X € (0,1) and
Y e (-1,0).

Notice that h restricted to the unit semi-disk D™ C H has the law of a free boundary GFF in D™ plus
z — —log |z|, with additive constant chosen such that the field restricted to the unit semi-circle has average
R. Let F denote the o-algebra generated by h restricted to the parts of the imaginary axis and the unit
circle that are contained in H. Let Ug (resp., Uy,) denote the unit disc restricted to the first (resp., second)
quadrant. Then h|y, and h|y, are independent conditioned on F, and h|y, (resp., hly, ) has the law of
a mixed boundary GFF with continuous Dirichlet boundary conditions on 9Ug NH (resp., 0Uy, N H) and
free boundary conditions on OUg N R (resp., UL, N R). The proposition now follows from Proposition
and Lemma |3.3| applied with Uy, Ur, Dr,, and Dy, when we condition on the g-algebra generated by F in
addition to v([-1,))]), v([¥,0]), v([0, X]), and v([X,1]). O

Proof of Theorem . Consider the “critical zipper” (h¢,n:)ier of Theorem and let X and ) be as
in Proposition [5.1] with respect to (ho,n0). Define s = v([0, X]) and “zip up” by time 7(s) = 7, i.e., consider
(hr,n:), and add a constant C' to the field. By Lemma as C' — oo the surfaces to the left and to the right
of n, (both with marked points at 0 and oo) converge to independent (2, 2)-quantum wedges. Furthermore,
the law of the pair (h,,7;,) is that of a (2,1)-quantum wedge, which is invariant under adding any constant
C to the field. Thus, taking a limit as C — oo proves the first statement of the theorem. The statement
concerning boundary lengths follows directly from Theorem [1.5 ]
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