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A UNIVERSALITY RESULT FOR SUBCRITICAL COMPLEX
GAUSSIAN MULTIPLICATIVE CHAOS

HUBERT LACOIN

ABSTRACT. In the present paper, we show that (under some minor technical assumption)
Complex Gaussian Multiplicative Chaos defined as the complex exponential of a log-
correlated Gaussian field can be obtained by taking the limit of the exponential of the
field convoluted with a smoothing kernel. We consider two types of chaos: e for a log
correlated field X and v = a + i8, o, 8 € R and e**+*#Y for X and Y two independent
fields with a, 8 € R. Our result is valid in the range

Pon := {a” + 52 < d} U {|a] € (v/d/2,V2d) and || < V2d — |al},

which, up to boundary, is conjectured to be optimal.
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. Real Gaussian Multiplicative Chaos and the question of universality. The
theory of Gaussian multiplicative chaos (GMC) developped was developped by Kahane
[16] with the objective of giving a rigourous meaning to random measures of the type

X @)= FEX@)] () (1.1)

where X is a log-correlated Gaussian field, that is, a Gaussian field with a covariance
function of the form )

K(z,y) = log T ] + L(z,y) (1.2)
where L is continuous function and v is a finite measure, both defined on a bounded
measurable set D < R? and ~ is a positive real number. For the sake of simplicity, we
assume in our discussion that v is absolutely continuous with respect to Lebesgue and with
bounded density (v(dx) = o(x)dz where g is a positive bounded function and dx denotes
Lebesgue measure). Motivations to define a random distribution corresponding to (I.1))
are plenty and come from various fields such as fluid mechanics (study of turbulence),
quantitative finance and mathematical physics (Conformal Field Theory). We refer to
[25] for a detailed account of applications.

Let us quickly expose the reasons why giving a meaning to (LI]) poses a mathematical
challenge. As the kernel K diverges on the diagonal, the field X can be defined only as a
random distribution (see Section 2] below): the quantity X (z) is not well defined, and
one can only make sense of X integrated along suitable test functions. To give a meaning
to (L), a possibility (and this is the original idea of Kahane’s construction in [16]) is
to consider a sequence (X, (z))zep of functional approximations converging to X and to

consider the limit ,
lim e“’X”(m)f%E[(X”(m)ml/(dx)a (1.3)
n—00
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as the definition of GMC.

In [16] this approximation approach is sucessfully applied with the additional assump-
tion that K can be written in the form K (x,y) = > 5 Qk(z,y) where Qi is a sequence of
bounded positive definite function satisfying Qx(x,y) = 0 for every z,y. This assumption
allows in particular to approximate X by a martingale sequence, by defining X,, = >, Y%
where Y}, is a sequence of independent fields, with respective covariance kernels Qg (z,y).
Under this assumption, it is shown in [I6] that the limit (L3]) exists for all v € R, is
nontrivial when v € (—+v/2d,+/2d) (this range of parameter has been referred to as the
subcritical phase of the GMC) and is equal to 0 when |y| = v/2d. The result of Kahane
yields a couple of natural questions:

(A) Is the limit obtained a function of X or does it depend on the extra information
which is present in the sequence (X, )n>17

(B) Would one obtain the same limit for some other kind of approximation of X (e.g.
considering convolution of X by a smooth kernel)?

A positive answer to both questions is necessary to establish without a doubt that the
construction in [16] as the natural definition of (LI).

Let us focus on (B) which is the question of universality and has been the object of
studies through several decades (an extensive account on this is given in [4]). A statement
concerning universality in law was proved in [26]. More precisely, it was shown that if one
approximates X with convolution by a smooth kernel, then the sequence (I.I]) converges
in law and that the law of the limiting object is independent of the convolution kernel
used in the proceedure.

More recent works [4, 28] (see also [11]) gave a full answer to the universality question.
In [28], an axiomatic definition of Gaussian Multiplicative Chaos which allows to uniquely
define (II)) without the need of an approximation is given (in a setup which is much
more general than the one considered here), and it is furthermore shown that for any
reasonable notion of approximating sequence (X,,), the sequence random measures in
Equation (L.3]) converges in probability to the object given by this axiomatic definition.
In [4], it is established via elementary computations that every convolution approximation
of the field yields the same limit in probability and that this limit is identical to the one
obtained with the martingale approximation by Kahane.

Note that this positive answer to (B) also entails that the Gaussian multiplicative chaos
is indeed only a function of X, thus providing an answer to (A).

1.2. Complex Gaussian Multiplicative Chaos. More recently, Gaussian Multiplica-
tive Chaos has been considered in a complex setup, the idea being to give a rigourous

2
meaning to e“’X(m)fwT]E[(X(””))z]l/(dx) for complex values of v [1l, 3, 13] (see also [2| [7], 8, 9]
where hierarchical versions of the model are considered). A variant of this problem [I8]
is to consider two independent log-correlated Gaussian fields X and Y and consider the
measure

(X (@) +iBY ()= B(X@)*)+ S ELY @)*) (). (1.4)

Complex Gaussian Multiplicative Chaos found applications in random geometry [24], in
the study of log-gases [19]. It also has connections with the Ising model [14], the Riemann
Zeta function and random matrices [27]. We refer to the references mentionned above for
further details and motivation.
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The main objective of this work is to establish a result similar to the one in [4] for
complex GMC. In the case of complex v it has been shown in [I3] under some regularity
assumption for L in (2] (more details are given below) that the real GMC admits an
analytic continuation in an open domain which includes the real segment (—\/ﬁ, \/ﬁ)
The domain is explicit (given by (2.13)) see also Figure[Il) and is optimal, in the sense that
there are very strong heuristic evidences that convergence to a non trival limit cannot hold
outside of the closure of this open set. What we establish in the present paper is that
under the same assumption, the approximation obtained by convoluting the field with a
smooth kernel converges to this universal object.

Concerning the case of independent real and imaginary part (I.4]), the existence of the
limit has been proved for some martingale approximation under some restriction on the
kernel K (existence of an integral decomposition, see [18]). In the present work, we prove
convergence of the approximation by convolution with no additional assumption on K
besides the fact that it is log-correlated.

Before introducing our results in more details, we provide a short and comprehensive
technical introduction to GMC in the real and complex setup.
2. SETUP AND RESULTS

2.1. Log-correlated fields and their regular convolutions. Given an open set D
R?. Consider K a positive definite kernel defined on D? of the form

1
K(z,y) =log—— + L(zx,y 2.1
() = log [ + L{z.y) (21)
where L is continuous function on D. By positive definite, we mean that
|, K@@ sty > 0 (2.2

for every continuous f with compact support. Using the same formalism as in [4], we
define the field X with covariance function K as a random process indexed by a set of
signed measure. We define Mf{{ to be the set of positive borel measures on D such that

| K@ ity < (2.3
and let Mg be the space of signed measure spanned by ./\/l}r{
Mg = {py —p— : py,p € M}, (2.4)
We define K as the following quadratic form on Mg
K (') = L2 K (z,y)pu(dz) ' (dy). (2.5)

The assumption (2.2)) ensures that K is positive definite, in the sense that for any finite
collection of measures (u;)¥_; in M, K (s, 14 )1<i,j<k is a positive definite matrix. Finally
let X = ((X, 1)) uem, be the centered Gaussian process indexed by Mg with covariance
function given by K. Note that from 1)), Mg contains all compactly supported con-
tinuous functions. With some abuse of notation we identify the measure m(z)dx with
function m(z) and write

f X (z)m(z)dz := (X, m) (2.6)
D
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We want to consider now an approximation of X obtained by convolution with a smooth
kernel. Consider 6 a non-negative C* function whose compact support is included in the
Euclidean ball of radius one, and such that SB(O,l) O(x)dxr = 1. We define for ¢ € (0, 1],
0 = 6%9({—:_1'), and
D.:={xeD : min |y—zx|> 2} (2.7)
yeRIA\D

(or D, = R% is D = R?). We introduce the convoluted field X, indexed by D, by setting

X () = LX@)W ~y)dy. (2.8)

With this definition on can check that X.(z) is a centered Gaussian field indexed by
D :={U.e(,17{e} x De with covariance function

Kee(@,y) := E[Xc(2) Xo ()] = J(Rd)Q Oc(x — 21)0c (y — 22) K (21, 22)dz1dze. - (2.9)
We simply write K, when € = ¢/, and K.(z) when « = y. Finally K, ./(z,y) is sufficiently
regular (that is, both Holder continuous in x and ¢) to apply Kolmogorov criterion (see
e.g. [20, Theorem 2.9]). Thus, in particular, there exists a version of the field which is
jointly continuous in € and z. In what follows we will always be considering this continuous
version of the field.

2.2. Gaussian multiplicative chaos in the complex case. Given K satisfying (2.]),
we consider X a Gaussian field with covariance K, we consider (X (7)) z)ep @ continuous
version in € and « of the mollified field, and v a locally finite Borel measure on D. We define
the e-mollified Gaussian Multiplicative chaos associated with X , v and vy = a +i8 € C
by (recall that with our notation K.(z) = E[(X.(x))?]) as follows: For any function
f € C.(D) (continuous on D with compact support) we set

2

MO)(f) = f e Xe@=F K@) (1) (da). (2.10)
The restriction to D. not only ensures that X, (x) is well defined, but also avoids boundary
effects to ensure integrability: X.(z) and K (z) are uniformly bounded on D.. When the
support of f is included in D, we will, with a small abuse of notation, write (2Z.I0) as an
integral over D. A variant of the model with independent real and imaginary parts of the
field in the exponential can also be considered. Given « and S two real numbers, X and

Y two independent fields with covariance K we set for f € C.(D)
MEA(f) = f XTIV LI (). (2.11)

€

We are interested in the limit when € tends to zero of the quantities defined above. More
specifically we want to show that, within some range for the parameters o and 3, M.
converges to a non-trivial limit which does not depend on the convolution kernel 6. As
mentionned above in the introduction, such a result has been proved in the real case (when

B = 0 since v = «a simply write Mg(a)). Let us mention this result as it is found in [4].
For the remainder of the paper we will assume that v(dz) = o(z)dx where g is a bounded
measurable function on D (note that [4] allows for some flexibility on the choice of the
measure v(dz) but we have chosen to keep the setup as simple as possible here).
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Theorem A. Let o € (—v/2d,+/2d) be a real number. Then for M) (f) defined as in
[2I0) we have the following convergence in probability and in 1Ly for every f € C.(D)

tim ML) (f) = Mi™ (). (2.12)

where Méa) (f) > 0 almost surely if f is non-negative and non uniformly zero. Furthermore
the limit does not depend on the choice of the smoothing kernel 6.

Note that the range of parameter a considered above is optimal since it is known that
when |a| = v/2d we have lim. M = 0, in probability (see e.g. [26], Proposition 3.1]).
In the complex setup, we are focusing on the so-called subcritical phase which corresponds
to the following range for the parameter o and

Pawb = {a? + 82 < d} U {|a] € (/d/2,v/2d) and | B8] < v2d — |a]}. (2.13)

In words, Psyp is the convex envelope of the union of the ball of radius v/d and the segment
(—v2d,v/2d) x {0} (see Figure[). Our aim is to extend Theorem [Al to the complex setup,
in the subcritical case.

FIGURE 1. The domain Psy,. The green (dark) region o 4+ 8% < d corresponds to
the L2 region for which the proof of convergence is relatively straighforward (see Section
B)). The yellow (lighter) region corresponds to the zone where a more advanced proof is
required (and presented in Sections [] and [

Let us mention that when («, ) € Psyp, (and under some additional assumption on the
kernel K') the existence of a random distribution corresponding the formal expressions

) 2_,2 2
OX@HBY @)+ TS TEIX @)y (dg)  and X @)% EX@)],(dg) (2.14)

was established in in [I8] and [I3] respectively. In both cases, the construction relies on
a martingale approximation of the field X similar to Kahane’s construction. What we
establish in the present paper is that any convolution approximation of the field yields the
same object in the limit.

2.3. Results.
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Convergence of Ma(a’ﬁ)(f).

Theorem 2.1. If (o, 8) € Psub, f € Ce(D) and Mg(a’ﬁ)(f) is defined as in (2.11), then the
following limit exists in probability and in Ly

tim MO () = Mg™ (), (2.15)
Furthermore the limit does not depend on the choice of the smoothing kernel 6.

Note that the convergence in IL; implies that

E| M5 ()| = tim E | M (5)| = f f(x)o(x)dz, (2.16)
e—0 D
which indicates that the limit is non trivial.

Convergence of ME(V)( f). In the case of a single complex parameter -, we require and
extra regularity assumption on K (which comes from [I3]). More specifically we are going
to assume that K can be written in the form (2] where the function L belong to the
local Sobolev space Hf (D x D) for some s > d. For k > 1, the Sobolev space H*(R¥) is
the Hilbert space associated with the norm

1/2
ol o= ([ 01+ ePrIp@Pag <o) (217)
where ¢ denotes the Fourier transform of ¢ defined for smooth functions by
o(§) = ka ST p(z)de. (2.18)

For an open set U < R¥, H? (U) denotes the set function which belongs to H*(R*) after

multiplication by an arbitrary smooth function with compact support
HipoU) i= {¢ : U > R| ¥pe CE(U), ppe H'RM)}, (2.19)
where with some abuse of notation, py is identified with its extension by zero on R¥.

Theorem 2.2. Assuming that K is of the form 21l for a function L € Hj} (D x D),

s>d. If (,8) € Paps 7 = a +iB, f € Co(D) and M (f) is defined as in (IT), the
following limit exists in probability and in Ly

tim MO(f) = M (). (2.20)
Furthermore the limit does not depend on the choice of the smoothing kernel 6.

Convergence as distributions. Theorem and 2.1l concerns the convergence of the chaos
integrated over a function f considered as a random variable. It is possible to go further

and prove that Me(a’ﬁ ) and Mg(ﬁ’) converge towards a limiting random distribution. The
convergence holds in a Sobolev space of negative index, and in particular this means that

a priori not every continuous function can be integrated against the limit Méﬁf).

Theorem 2.3. If the assumptions of Theorem[2.1 or[2.2 are satisfied then for any u > d/2,
ME(O"B ) and Ma(w converge in the local Sobolev space H, (D) towards respective limiting

distribution Méa’ﬁ) and Méﬁf). These convergences holds in probability.
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Remark 2.4. While in [13], the complexr GMC' is not obtained using smoothing kernels,
it 1s worthwhile mentionning that the limit defined above coincides with the complex GMC
constructed in [13]. This follows from the uniqueness of the limit on the real line and
analyticity in v (we refer to [13] for details on how to prove analyticity). In the same
manner, the limit presented in Theorem [21 coincides with the one defined [18, Theorem
3.1]. Some details about this last point are given in Section [].3.

Remark 2.5. While most examples of log-correlated fields considered in the litterature
satisfy it, the assumption L € HP (D) for some s > d is a genuine restriction. There exist
positive kernels of the form (L2), for which L ¢ H{ (D) for any s > d/2. This is the case
of the kernel K defined by

K(zy) = Looa - (et |z — y])dt.

with x as in (5.4]).

2.4. Possible extensions of the result, open problems and related work. We
have chosen to keep the setup as simple as can be for the ease of the exposition but let us
mention here some small extension that can be obtained with only minor modifications in
the proof.

Correlated real and imaginary part. In [8], [0 [15] the case of multiplicative cascades with
correlated real and imaginary part is also considered. In our context this corresponds to
considering X and Y with covariance K and such that the covariance between X and Y
is given by pK for some fixed p € (—1,1). That is

E[(X, XY, 1) :=p f K (z,y)du(dz)dy (dy).

In that case, the tecniques we develop for the proof of Theorem (in Section [l fully
adapts (without any need for change) under the same assumption for K (that is L €
H;}: (D) for some s > d). In fact we do not require X and Y to have the same marginal
law. The most general case that can be treated without substancial modification to the
proof is covariance of the form

E[X (2)X (3)] = K1(z,y) = log —— + Ly(z,y),

|z —y|
E[Y (2)Y (y)] = Ka(a, y) = log ﬁ + Lo(e.y), (2.21)
E[X(2)Y ()] = Ka(z,y) = plog Tim T Ly(z,y).

with Ly, Ly and L3 in Hy (D)

, p€ (—1,1) and the adequate positive definiteness assump-
tion that is for f and ¢ in C.(D)

LQ (K1 (2, 9) f(2) f(y) + Ka(2,y)g9(x)g(y) + K3(z,y) f(x)g(y)] dedy = 0. (2.22)

The important point to check in that case is that we can have a martingale decompositions
like the one introduced in Section B3 for X and Y with a common filtration. This can be
deduced from Proposition (.31.
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More general reference measures v. We restricted our study to measures which are ab-
solutely continuous with respect to Lebesgue. This assumption can be relaxed, and
we can adapt our proof to a setup as general as the one considered in the real case
[4]. More precisely, considering d’ € (0,d] and assuming that the measure v satisfies

Spxp my(dx)l/(dy) < o0, then we have convergence of Mg(a’ﬁ) and Ma(w as soon as

o+ B2<d or |ale(Wd/2,vV2d) and |B| < V2d' — |al.

Regularity of M) as a distribution. In [12], the authors investigated the regularity of
MO as a distribution, and proved that the distribution M (") is in fact more regular than

the Sobolev regularity given Theorem [2.3] - that is, Méa’ﬁ ), Méw both belong to H ! for
u > d/2. The results [I2, Theorems 3 and 4] establishes a finer Besov regularity, with

parameters which depend on the value of . It is natural to expect that Mg(ﬁ’) should also
converge in these Besov functional space but this is out of the focus of the present paper.

Remainder of the phase diagram. The domain Pg,p, corresponds to the subcritical regime
of the Complex Gaussian Multiplicative Chaos (also called phase I in [I§]). This is one
of three phases which appear in the phase diagram of the model (this diagram appears
for several related models e.g. [7, [, [I5, 18]). When ~ belongs to another phase, it is

conjectured that Mg(ﬁ’) requires to be renormalized by a power of € in order to converge
to a non-trivial limit. Furthermore, in this case, the convergence only holds in the distri-
butionnal sense and there is no almost sure convergence. In [17], the case of the so-called
third phase

Puri={a+if :a,BeR, |a| <A/d/2, o® + 3 > d} (2.23)

. . . 1|%—d . .
is treated and it is shown in that case that ¢ 2 Mg(ﬁ’) converges in law (but not in prob-

ability) to a complex Gaussian white noise with a random intensity, which is given by the

real multiplicative chaos Mé2a). The remaining part of the phase diagramm corrresponds
to Pr1 which is also refered to as the glassy phase

P = {OH—Z'B ol + 18] > V2d ; |o| > d/z}.

In this regime, it is conjectured that (log 1/5)37a€ma_dM€(ﬁ/) converges (also only in law)
to a non-trivial limit. The limit should be purely atomic (i.e. be a weighted sum of Dirac
masse). A result has been proved in this direction when v € R (that is 3 = 0, |a| > v/2d)
in [23] although not for the convolution approximation of the field. This phase has also
been investigated in [8, 22] for the related Branching Brownian Motion energy model.

Convergence on a part of the boundary of Psyb. As mentionned in the introduction, the
range of parameter Py, is almost optimal for the convergence problem. Indeed, the phase
diagramm presented in [18] (which was discovered earlier in [7] for the hierachical version

of the model, see also [I5][9]) indicates that the limit of Med (and by analogy also M)
does not exist or is degenerate on the complement of the closure of Pg,,. The boundary

case is more delicate but [I8] indicates that Me(a’ﬁ ) and Me(w should converge to a non-
trivial limit only when when |8| = v2d — |al, |a| € (/d/2,+/d), the other boundary cases
require an other scaling and have a limit of a different nature. Proving this rigourously
and in full generality remains a challenging task.
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Non Gaussian Chaos. Multiplicative chaos has been studied beyond the Gaussian setup
(see e.g. [3]). In [I0] the author investigated the complex exponential of Nongaussian
fields with a log correlated structure, such as Fourrier series with Nongaussian random
coefficients, and established the convergence of a martingale approximation in a complex
domain which contains the segment (—+/2d,+/2d). The fields can also be approximated
by convolution and it remains an open question whether the convolution approximation
converges and yields the same limit. The method presented here cannot operate outside of
Gaussian setups since it heavily relies on the Cameron-Martin formula. Another interesting
question is whether these Nongaussian chaos remain convergent in the full domain Pgyy,.

2.5. Organization of the paper. In the short Section [Bl we expose the argument which
entails convergence in the case a? + 32 < d (the so called Ly region). The argument is not
new, but we include it since it is very short and yield some information about the proof
strategy in the other cases. In Section [, we prove Theorem 2.1 and in Section [l we prove
Theorem The two proof are are partially inspired by the method used in [4], though
they present significant novelty. The proof of Theorem [2.1] and that of Theorem share
some common ideas, but the case of complex v requires some more advanced strategy.
These sections are placed in increasing order of technical difficulty and should be read in

that order. Finally In Section 6] we prove Theorem [2.3] for the sequence (Me(w)po (the
case Ma(a’ﬁ ) can be treated similarly).

Notational convention: Throughout the paper, many inequalities are valid up to
an additive or multiplicative constant. We use the generic letter C for these constants and
the value of C is allowed to vary from one equation to another. The set D, the covariance
kernel K and the smoothing convolution kernel 8 are considered fixed once and for all, and
the constants denoted by C are allowed to depend on these parameters. To simplify the
notation, we assume that v is simply the Lebesgue measure, but the case v(z) = o(z)dx
with ¢ bounded does not require any modification.

3. THE Ly CONVERGENCE WHEN || < V/d

Let us display in this section the full proof of the convergence of M (f), feC.D)

when |y| < v/d (the same proof also applies to Ml (f) in the same range of parameters).
While this is not a new result (or proof), we have not seen it written up in details elsewhere
in this context, and it may provide to the reader some insight for the techniques used in
the next sections.

Proposition 3.1. If v € C satisfies |y| < V/d, then the following limit exists in Ly

tim MO (f) = Mg (f). (3.1)
Furthermore the limit does not depend on the choice of the smoothing kernel 6.

Our proof is going to rely on an estimate for the correlation kernel K, .(z,y) (recall
the definition (2Z.9). The proof is standard and left to the reader (note that since L is
continuous and thus bounded on the considered set , it is sufficent to prove (B.2]) for

K(ry) = o8 ;5).
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Lemma 3.2. With the setup described above, given n > 0 and R > 0 there exists a positive
constant Cp g > 0 such that for any ,€" € (0,n] and any z,y € D,y v B(0, R)

1

K, . —log———| <, 3.2
£,€ ($7y) 0og |3§‘ _ y| VEV 6/ n,R ( )

and we have furthermore if v,y € D and x # y
EEEOKE,a’<x7y) = K(‘Tay)- (33)

Proof of Proposition[31. Since f and 7 is fixed, with a small abuse of notation, we simply
write M, for MY (f) It is sufficient to prove that the sequence is Cauchy in Ly. We have

E[|M. — Mo} E[|M*] + E[|M.*] —E[M.M.] —E[M.M.]. (3.4)

Hence it is sufficient to show that E [Mgﬁgx] converges when ¢ and & both go to zero
(this implies that the four terms in the r.h.s. of ([B:4]) cancel out in the limit). Assuming
that e and &' are sufficiently small so that the support of f is included in D, . (recall

7)) we have

E[M..] = Lﬂ

7W2K5(1)+72K51(y)

E |:e'yX5(IE)+’*/XE(y) f] f(z) f(y)dazdy

= | PR e fy)ady. (39
’D2

From Lemma [3.2] we have eNPKeer(@y) < Clx — y|_Mz when z and y are in the support
of f and thus we obtain by dominated convergence

lim eleZKE,EI(w,y)f(x)f(y)dxdy_f elvlzK(m)f(x)f(y)dxdy' (3.6)
€,e'—0 Jp2 D2
O

4. PROOF OF THEOREM [2.1]

4.1. The strategy of proof. In this section we prove Theorem 2.1l The proof builds
on the ideas developped in [4] to prove Theorem [A] the main one being to consider a

“truncated” version of Ma(a’ﬁ ) (f) by discarding the contribution of excessively high values
of X.. However, there is a key difference here. In [4], it is shown that the difference
between the truncated partition function and the original one is small in ;. This is not
possible to show this in the complex case and we have to make sure that our truncated
partition function exactly coincides with the original one with a probability which tends
to one when the truncation level goes to infinity. Our result is proved by showing that:
(A) The truncated version of the partition function converges in Lo,
(B) With a large probability the truncated and non-truncated version of the partition
function coincide.
Note that without loss of generality we can assume that o and 8 are both non-negative.
Let us assume that (a, 3) € Py, with a € (1/d/2,v/2d) and § > 0 (the other case can be
treated with the Lo method as in Proposition B.1]). We fix A > 0 that satisfies
(2a — \)?
2
The reader can check that the existence of such a A\ follows from our assumptions. For
k > 1 we define (with some minor abuse of notation) X := X, where ¢ = e *. For

V2d <A <2x and d+ > ao? + B2 (4.1)
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any integer ¢ such that the support of f, satisfies Supp(f) < D., (we let go(f) denote
the smallest such integer) we define for ¢ > qo(f) the events, A, (x) for z € D, ) and

-Aq,A(f) as
Aga() == {Vk > q, Xp(z) < kA},

Aga(f) = ﬂ Aga(z) = {sz > q, sup  Xp(z) < k‘)\}, (4.2)

zeSupp(f) zeSupp(f)

Now we define Me(,oé’ﬁ ) (f) (we will omit the dependence in @ and S most of the time to
alleviate the notation) by

52—a2

MO (f) ::J XTIV @ISRy f () da, (4.3)

1>

The convergence of Mg(a’ﬁ ) is deduced from the two following statements.

Proposition 4.1. Given f € C.(D), q = qo(f) the sequence (Mgz’ﬁ)(f))ae(o,l] is Cauchy
in Lo. In particular the following limit exists

lim M) (f) == M (). (4.4)

e—0

Furthermore the limit does not depend on the choice of .
Proposition 4.2. If A > +/2d then we have

lim P4 ()] = 1 (4.5)

The proof of Proposition 1] is detailed in the next subsection. The asymptotic of

the maximum of log-correlated Gaussian fields is a much studied topic and results that

are much more precise that Proposition have been proved for related models (see for

instance [21], 6, 5]). We could not find a reference that matches the setup considered in
the present paper, and for this reason, we include a proof in Appendix [Al

Proof of Theorem [21] from Proposition [{.1] and[{.2 Let q be the smallest integer value of
q such that A, » holds. Proposition implies that q is finite almost surely. We have for
every &, Ma(a’ﬁ)(f) = Mg(i;’ﬁ)(f), and thus as consequence of Proposition [4.1] Ma(a’ﬁ)(f)
converges in probability towards Méi;’ﬁ )( f) = MO(Q’B )( f) (g is a random variable but the
convergence in probability can be obtained by decomposing on all its possible values since
there are only countably many). d

4.2. Proof of Proposition [4.I1 We first prove the convergence result for a fixed 6 and
discuss the dependence in 6 (which turns out to be direct consequence of the proof) in
Section A3l For the same reason as in (3.4]), we only need to prove the convergence of

E [Ma(z’ﬁ )( f )Mi?if)( f )] towards a finite limit. We omit the dependence in f, a and /5 in

the computation. Let us assume that ¢/ < ¢ and that the support of f is included in D,
(recall (2710)). Averaging first we respect to Y, and setting A,(z,y) = Aga(z) N Aga(y)
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we obtain
= [M&QME'#I]
_ LQ K ) {ea(xswnng )5 K@ W)y, (w)] SOy (g
= | B (Al ) @) (),
where Iﬁmxmy is defined by its density with respect to P which is equal to
dPe e,y 0 Xe (@)X (y)~ 5 [Ke(0)+ KL () 2K, s (2.9)] (4.7)

dP
We conclude from (4.6 using dominated convergence theorem and the following estimate
for B. o 2y (Ag (2, 7))
Lemma 4.3. The following domination and convergence results hold.
(A) There exists a constant Cy > 0 such that for every x,y € D, if ¢’ < e we have

(2a—))2

Pecrny(Ag(2,9)) < Cyllz —y| ve) ™ 2 (4.8)
(B) We have hme,e’ﬁo Iﬁe,s’,m,y(Aq (l‘, y)) = ]P)[Zq(l‘, y)]) where
Ay(z,y) = ﬂ {Xk(z) < kA — aHg(z,y) ; Xi(y) < kA — aHg(y,2)},

k>q
and Hy(z,y) := K. o(x,2) + K., 0(y,®) (ex = e7* and K. is defined by (23)).
By Lemma and Lemma [£.3] the integrand in the r.h.s. of (4.0)) satisfies

2 DK, ~ (ga,,\)27 2 2
ple?+BH)K, (w,y)PE’a,’x’ﬂAq(%y)) <Clle—y|~ 7 - (@®+6%)
for some constant positive constant C’[’], and thus is integrable due to the assumption (4.1]).

Hence using dominated convergence we obtain that

lim E[M. M. | = f 2 e HINE@P[A, (2, y)]dedy < 0. (4.9)
D

e,e’—0

O

Proof of Lemma[].3 The change of measure given by (L7 is simply a Cameron-Martin
shift. It does not change the variance of the field X but it modifies its mean, we have

Ee o 2y Xk(2)] = (Kek,g(z,:n) + ng,al(z,y)) =: e (K, 2). (4.10)
Hence we have
Peovy(Ag(2,y)) = P[Vk = ¢,V2 € {z,y}, Xp(2) < kX —ado(k,2)]. (4.11)
To obtain the domination (4.8]) it is sufficient to evaluate the probability
P [ Xko(2) < koA — oz o (Ko, 2)] (4.12)

with ko(e, z,y) := log (4) We have from (B.2) for some adequate constant C

lz—y[ve
Ja,al(k‘,x) 2k0 - C/a,

=
4.1
Var(Xy, (z)) < ko + C, (4.13)



UNIVERSALITY FOR SUBCRITICAL COMPLEX GAUSSIAN MULTIPLICATIVE CHAOS 13

Assuming that ko(A — 2a) 4+ C' is negative and that kg = ¢ (which we can, all other cases
can be treated by taking C, large since a probability is always smaller than one) the
probability (4.I2]) is smaller than

(kg(2a=2)—C)? (20—)2

P [ Xk (2) < koA —20) + C] < 2e 2Rt < C'(lz—y|ve) 2 (4.14)

where we have used (£I3]) and the following simple Gaussian bound valid for all u > 0

1 o0 12 u2
e 202dx < 2e o2, (4.15)
2o Jy

The convergence for fixed distinct values of x and y is simply a consequence of the con-
vergence of J. (k,z) and J. o~ (k,y) to Hy(z,y) and Hy(y,x) respectively. Some care is
needed here since we are dealing with countably many Xj’s. Let us define for any integer
t>=q

35(575/) = {Vk € [[%ﬂ])vz € {x,y}, Xk(z) < kA - aJs,e’(k7 Z)} )

4.16
C’g(e,e') ={3k = 0+1,3z € {z,y}, Xi(2) > kX — .o (k,2)}. (4.16)

We use the notation BS(0) for the event corresponding to ,’ = 0. We have from (@II)
P. ot vy (Ag(2,y)) = P[Bl(e,e")] — P[Bl(e,&') n Ch(e, )] (4.17)

Hence we have

@Je,s’,m,y (Aq (l‘, y)) - ]P)[Zq (l‘, y)]|
< |P[Bi(e, )] — P[BL(0)]| + [P[BL(0)] — P[Ay(z, y)]| + P[Ch(e, )], (4.18)

Let us fix § > 0. We are first going to show that for ¢ = ¢y(J, x,y) sufficiently large, each
of the two last terms are smaller than 6/3, and then conclude using the fact that since for
a fixed £y we have

lim P [Bgo (e,e')] — P[B(0)],

e,e’—0

so that the first term can also be made smaller than 0/3 by choosing € and &’ small. Since

N g>qB§(O) = Ay(z,y), the second term is indeed small if ¢y sufficiently large. Now from
B2) we have for every e,&" and z € {z,y}

1
Jeer(k,2) <k +log—— +C.
[z -yl
Using the Gaussian bound (d.I5]) and making the value of ¢y large if necessary, this implies
that for some constant C’ (allowed to depend on z and y)

P[CL(e,e")] < P[3k = £y + 1,3z € {y, 2}, Xi(2) > k(A — a) — C"].

The above probability can be bounded from above by something arbitrarily small if £, is
large by using a union bound and the Gaussian tail bound (4.I5]) (here we are using that
a < A and the fact that the variance of X}, is of order k).

O
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4.3. The limit does not depend on 6. Given #" another smoothing kernel we let X/
be the regularized field obtained by convolution with 6. and Mé@ be the corresponding
truncated partition function (based on the event A;’ , defined as in ([#2]) with X replaced

by X'). We show that lim._oE[|M,. — M/ _|*] = 0 by showing that
limy B[| M, o[?] = lim B[|M) . [*] = lim E[M, .77, ]
e—0 e—0 ’ e—0 ’
= | e IR, o)) (o) ()dady. (419)

The two first convergence statements are special cases of (4.9]). For IE[MWM:LE], we just
have to prove a variant of Lemma 3] for the adequate tilting measure, which can be done
without difficulty by reproducing the exact same proof.

About Remark In [I8], instead of being approximated by convolutions, X is given
a martingale approximation (see [I8, Equation (2.2)]) which we denote here by X.. If
similarly to what is done above, we replace M, . by Mq,a which is defined by replacing X
by X in every definition, we can also prove in the same manner (and under the assumption
of regularity given in [I8] for the covariance kernel of )Nfs) that

lim B[ My o — My.[*] = 0,

and hence that our limit coincides with the chaos defined in [I§].

5. PROOF OoF THEOREM [2.1]

To prove the main result of this section, we partly adapt the strategy used in Section
M but we need to introduce some refinement to it because the real and imaginary part
of the field cannot be treated separately anymore. Our method requires some additional
technical assumption on the covariance function, which ensures that the field X can be
written as a sum of independent functional increments. It has been recently proved in [13]
that this decomposition assumption is satisfied locally as soon as our function L in (2.))
is sufficiently regular.

5.1. The result for kernels admitting a nice decomposition. We are going to prove
the result with an additional assumption on the covariance kernel. We assume that K can
be written in the form

e ¢]
K(z,y) = Qo(z,y) + Y Qul(x,y), (5.1)
n=1
where Qo(z,y) is positive definite (in the sense (2.2))) and Hoélder continuous (in both
variable z and y). The functions (Q,),>1 are continuous positive definite function on D
satisfying
Qn(z,y) =0,
Qn(z,z) =1,
Qn(gj)y) =0 if |3§‘—y| 26—717
|Qn(z,y) = Qu(@’, )| < Ce™ (o — 2’| + [y — )

for every x,2',y,y/ € D. It is not difficult to check that these assumptions imply in

(5.2)

particular that (5.1 hold. Our main task is to prove convergence of Mg(ﬁ’) in this setup.
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Proposition 5.1. Let us assume that K satisfies assumption (5.10)- (52). If (a, 8) € Psub,

v =a+if and Ma(y)(f) is defined as in (2.10)), then the following limit exists in probability
and in Ly

tim MO(f) = M (). (5.3)
Furthermore the limit does not depend on the choice of the smoothing kernel 6.

Remark 5.2. Our assumptions on Q) are not all necessary. For instance the assumptions
Qn(z,y) = 0 could be suppressed. Some mild assumptions on the decay of correlation could
replace the one about compact support and Qn(z,x) = 1 could be replaced by |Qn(z,x) —
1] < r(n) for a summable function n. As we felt that this would not present a significant
extension of Theorem in any case, we preferred to keep stronger assumptions in order
to keep the proof as readable as possible.

5.2. Deducing Theorem from the decomposable case. To prove Theorem
building on the case of decomposable kernels, we crucially rely on a result in [I3] which
implies that if L € HY (DxD), s > d, then our kernel K admits a decomposition satisfying

GEI)-6G2).
We present only a simple consequence of this result which is sufficient to our purpose. We
start with a function x : Ry — R, satisfying the following assumptions:

(i) & is Lipshitz-continuous and non-negative,
(ii) k(0) =1, k(r) =0 for r > 1.
(iii) (x,y) — k(| — y|) defines a positive definite function on R% x R¢.
One possibility is to define

1B(0,1) n B(2rer, 1)

K(r) := (5.4)

[B(0,1)]
where B(z, R) denote the open Euclidean ball of radius R and e; is the vector (1,0, ...,0),
and | - | is used for Lebesgue measure. The following proposition is a particular case of

[13, Theorem 4.5].

Proposition 5.3. If K is of the form 1) with L € H{ (D x D), s > d, and k is as
above, then for any z € D there exists 6(z) > 0 and to(z) > 0 which are such that the
function (extended by continuity on the diagonal)

0

Qula) == Lay) = | w(elle gt +log = (5.5)

is a positive definite function on B(z,0(z)).

Deducing Theorem from Propositions [51] and [5.3. Note that from Sobolev and Mor-
rey’s inequality, the assumption L € Hf (D x D) , s > d, implies that L(x,y) is locally

Hélder continuous and thus so is @ (the reader can check that Q¢ — L is Lipshitz). Now

defining for n > 1
to+n+1

Quly) = f w(el — yl)dt, (5.6)

to+n
it is easy to check that conditions (B.I)-(5.2) are satisfied on B(z,d(z)). Now since the
support of f is compact, we can cover it by a finite collection of balls B(z;, 51-)?:1 obtained
with Proposition 5.3l Using a partition of unity we can write f as a sum f = Zle fi
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where each f; has a support included in B(z;, 52) . Then we establish the convergence
of

k
MO (f) = Y MO (f:) (5.7)

simply using Proposition [5.1] for each term of the sum.
0

5.3. Extending the probability space and truncating the partition function. To
prove Proposition Bl we are going to work in an extended probability space. Together
with the Gaussian process X indexed by Mg (recall Section 21]) we define a process
(Yo (2))n>1,0ep such that (X,Y) is jointly Gaussian and centered. The covariance function
of Y is given by

E [V (2) Yo (y)] = Z Qr(@,y) =t Knam(@,y), (5.8)
and the covariance with X is given by E[ W)X, ] = §5 Kn (2, 2)p(dz), for pe Mg.

In particular we have for y € D. (recall (2.71))
Kpe(z,y) =E[Y, f Kp(x,2)0:(z — z)dz. (5.9)

We consider for every n a continuous version of the field Y, (-) (which exists since K,
is Lipshitz). The existence (and uniqueness in distribution) of such a Gaussian process
(X, o uemye, (Yo (2))n=1,2ep) follows simply from Kolmogorov’s extension Theorem after
checking that for finite dimensional marginals, the covariance matrices given by (2.3)), (5.8)
and (5.9) are positive definite.

We assume (without loss of generality) that both o and § are positive, that («, ) € Psup
with a > 1/d/2 (the other cases belong to the Ly region), and consider A satisfying (@I).
We can now introduce a truncated version of the partition function, similar to the one
considered in the previous section, but with X,—» replaced by Y;. We recycle the notation
of the previous section, and redefine the events A, x(x), Aq \ by setting

Aga(@) = {Vk = ¢, Yi(z) < kM),

Aga(f) = ﬂ Aga(z {Vk: > q, sup  Yi(z) < k;A}, (5.10)

2€Supp(f) xeSupp(f)

and then set .
z)— L Ke(x
MO) = L) X)), F()de (5.11)
Then we proceed as inl Firs we show that Mg(;f]) converges for every value of q.

Proposition 5.4. For every q = 1 the sequence (M;Z))EE(OJ] is Cauchy in Lo. In partic-
ular we the existence of the following limit

lim M) (f) = Mg (£). (5.12)

Furthermore the limit does not depend on the choice of 0.

Then we prove that for large q, M, (q) coincides with M; ) with high probability, which
is a consequence of the following result.
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Proposition 5.5. We have for any A > +/2d
Jim P[Aga] = 1. (5.13)

5.4. Reducing the proof of Proposition [5.4] to a domination statement. As in

previous cases, we only need to prove that E [Ma(zz) (f )Mg)q
when both € and ¢’ go to zero (the fact that the limit does not depend on 6 follows from
the argument developed in Section 3] which also applies to the present case). Again we

drop the dependence in v and f in the notation. We further always assume that (recall

1)

(f )] converges to a finite limit

Supp(f) < De. (5.14)
For all results in the remainder of this section, the constant C are allowed to depend on
K, v, q, Supp(f) and @, but not on z, y, € and €. Setting A,(z,y) := Agr(z) N Agr(v)
and interpreting the real part of the exponential tilt as a change of measure (we use the
definition (A7) for @5,51@7@,), we have

— — V2 Ke(2)+72 K s (v)
E [MsME’] = J;ﬂ E |:€7X5(m)+ﬁfxsl(y) 2 1Aq(m,y):| f(x)f(y)d:ndy
2 2 .
) f easz’sz(ac,y)Jr(%*mﬁ>Ks(w)Jr(%erﬁ)Kgl(y) (5.15)
D2

X INELy’e’E, [eiB(Xs(x)—Xs(y))1Aq(x7y)] f(@)f(y)dzdy
As noticed before, under ]T”E,el,x,y, the mean of the field is shifted and its covariance is
preserved. More precisely we have for any n € {¢,¢'}, n > 1 and z € D,
Es,e’,m,y[Xn(z)] = (Ks,n($a z) + Ks’,n(ﬂf, Z)) )
Ee e ay[Yn(2)] = @ (Kne(z,0) + Knor(2,9)) -

We introduce the functions L,, . and L, defined by (these functions depend also on x
and y but we want to keep the notation as light as possible)

Lypceo(2) = Kpe(z,2) + Ky o(2,y) and Ly(2) = Kp(z,2) + Kp(2,9). (5.17)
Then setting

(5.16)

gqva,al(x,y) = {Vn > q,Vze{x,y}, Yo(z) < In— OéLn7E7€I<Z)} (5.18)
we deduce from (5.15]) and (5.16) that
E[M.M.] = f P +BIK, (xR [: eiB(Xe(x)=Xor(y) . 1 ]f(x)f(y)da:dy,
D2 q,e,e’ xvy)
(5.19)
where we have used the Wick exponential notation for a centered Gaussian variable Z

w2
Lt = el B2 (5.20)

To conclude we use the following result, which is analogous to Lemma [£.3] and use domi-
nated convergence.

Proposition 5.6. There exists a constant C > 0 such that for every & < e and x,y €

Supp(f),
(20— )2

’E [: GB(Xe(2) =X (y) . 1 (m,y)” <Oz —y| ve)™s (5.21)
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Furthermore the above expectation admits a limit when € and €' both go to zero.

2
From (5.2I) the integrand in (5.19) is dominated by C|f(z)f(y)||lz — y|(2a?) ~(@?+5?)
which is integrable given our assumption on the value of A (£1]). The proof of Proposition
is slightly more involved than that of Lemma 3] and requires a new method. We
develop it in the following subsection.

5.5. Proof of Proposition Our main idea is to decompose 1 3 () into an alge-
q,€,€ ’
braic sum of indicator functions of events in F,, for some finite n where F,, := o(Y%(-), k <

n). To underline the advantage of dealing with events in F,, let us perform a few Gaussian
computations. Note that we have for n € {¢,¢'} and z € D,

E[X,(2) | Fn] = L) 0n(z — 21)Yn(21)d21 =: Y, 5(2) (5.22)

hence using the fact that in a Gaussian space the conditional expectation of the Wick
exponential coincides with the Wick exponential of the conditional expectation, if B, . .- €
Frn we have

E [: eB(Xe(@)=Xor(y) . 1Bn,5,5/] - F [: eiB(Yn,s(:v)*YmE/(y)) . 1Bn757€/] 7 (5.23)

and since lim. oY, . = Y}, the convergence of the right hand side can be proved using
dominations argument provided B, . . is suitably chosen. We set

] and  ni(x,y) = [log;]. (5.24)

7’L0(€,$,y) = [IOg |$ — y|

lz—ylve

We let Aﬁff) denote the event that the upper bound constraint in gq,m’ is satisfied for
all n < ng

ASO’E') = {Vn € [q,n0],Vz € {x,y}, Y,(z) <nA— oan@e/(z)} . (5.25)

Now for n > ng + 1, we define B,gf’f/) (resp. BS’;/)) the events that ASO’E/) is satisfied and
that n is the first index for which Y, (x) (resp. Y,(y)) violates the upper constraint in
Aq,e,s’

B(E’fl) = ASO’E/) N {inf{ m=ng : Yiy(z) >m\— ol ()} = n} ,

n,

| | (5.26)
BES) = AG) A {inf{ m = ny : Yiu(y) > mA—aL,..(y)} = n}.

)

Finally we define C,(f;,il) =B (E’f/) A B The reader can then quickly check that

n, m,2

13, = aee = > <1BLf1€’>+1Bfi’;')>+ > 1ogeen- (5.27)

n=ng+1 n,m=no+1

Note that the events remain well defined in the limit when ¢, &’ tend to 0. We let A:l(*)’ B;; j

and Cy, ,, (for n,m > ng + 1) denote the event obtained in the €,&" — 0 limit, replacing
ng by ng and L,, .. by L,. We are going to deduce Proposition from the following
estimates.

Proposition 5.7. The following statement holds for a sufficiently large constant C'
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(A) We have
‘E [; GB(Xe(@) X)) . 1%5,)} <Clz—y|ve) ™ (528)
and
lpm B !; (B~ Xa W) 1Ai§f”] _E [; R 10 A;;)]' (5.20)

(B) We have for everyn =ng+1 and j = 1,2

iB(Xe (1)~ Xo (y)) (2022 1((\—a)2+52](n—no)
E [: P\ 2e W e || <C(lz—ylve) 7 ez o), (5.30)

n,j

and for n = ng + 1 we have

lim E {: eB(Xe@) =X W) . 1B(5,5’):| =K [: eB¥n@)=Yay)) 13;17],] . (5.31)

g,e'—0 n,j

(C) We have for every n,m

‘E [: eiﬁ(Xs(fE)*Xs/(y)) . 1Cn,m:H < C(|$ _ y| v 6)%(2047)\)26%[()\fa)2+ﬁ2](nvmfno)‘ (532)
and for n,m = ng + 1 we have

lim E [; ePXe(@)=Xa () . 10(5,5/)] =E [: eBVnvm(@)=Yuvm(y) . 1057,”]. (5.33)

6,&‘/—>0 n,m

Proof of Proposition [5.8. Looking at (5.27]) and using the triangle inequality we deduce

from (5.28),([530) and (5:32) that

‘E [; PB(Xe(@)=X:(v)) . 1%&5@@)”

242 24 g2
<C(lz—vy|lv 6)%(20{7)‘)2 (1 + Z e e Z e ("+m2"°)> . (5.34)

n=zno+1 n,m=no+1

Moreover, by dominated convergence (for the sum in n and m) and the convergence results

(5.29),([531) and (5-33) we have
i B Xe(2)—Xe(y) . 1 .
E,I&‘IIIEEOE |: € ’ 1Aq,s,s’(x7y):|
=F [: eiﬁ(%a(z)—yng(w) 1y } + E [ B @) ~Ya W) . 1. ]
"o n=ng+1 "
j=1,2
+ E [: BYnvm(@)Ynvm()) . 1c,:,m] . (5.35)
n,m=no+1

0
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5.6. Proof of Proposition 5.7l The proof of convergence statement is the easier part
and is identical for (5.29),([5.31)), (5.33])(recall that ng = nf when ¢ and ¢’ are sufficiently
small). Let us fully detail the case (5.33]) for the sake of completeness. Since the event

C,(f;,il) is Fy,m measurable we have from (5.23])
E [: B (Xe(@)=Xe(y)) . 1

07(5;761’)] =K [: e (Yne (@) =Yoo W) . 107(5;751')] . (5.36)

and we can conclude (using dominated convergence) by observing that the quantity inside
the expectation converges in probability towards : e#¥n(@)=Yn()) . 1cy . and is bounded

2
above by 7 Kne@)+Kn e (0)—Kne(2y) < n (from the definitions, (5.9), we have for all
and y, K, .(z) < n for all z and K, (x,y) > 0).

To prove the domination part, we are going to rely on the following probability estimates
for the events involved in the expectation. The proof of these estimates is postponed to
the end of the section.

Lemma 5.8. There exists a positive constant C' such that the following inequalites are
valid for all x,y € Supp(f), ¢ <e, neng+1,|log1/e|] and m € [ng + 1, [log 1/¢]]:

PIAG] < C(lz — y| v e) 3@V, (5.37)
(e¢") 12a-2)? ~ T (A—a)?
P[B, '] <C(lz —y| ve)? e 2 : (5.38)
1 — 2 _(n+m72n0) —a 2 .
ploee] < | Cle—yl2Pe e e R i eyl <, (5.39)
o O3 a2 o= 50 (A-a)? if |z —y| > e.

We are also going to rely on an estimate for the covariance of Y, .. We set

Ky.o(z,y) = E[Yn,a (x)Yn,E’ ()]

The following estimate follows from assumption (B.2]) (we include a proof in Appendix [B]
for completeness).

Lemma 5.9. There exists a positive constant C > 0 such that for any z,y € D anyn > 1
if €' < e we have

1 1
‘Kn,m/(az,y) — min (log m,log g,n>‘ <C. (5.40)

We now have all the ingredients to prove the domination statements

Proof of (5:28)). By Jensen’s inequality, we have

‘E |:: eiﬁ(%o,s(x)—YnO,gz(y)> . 1A(€y€’):|

no

< egvar(yno,smfyno,y(y))P[ AE, (5.41)

no

As a consequence of (5.40]), and of the choice for ng, the variance

Var (Yo, ,e (%) =Yg e/ (y) = Kngee(T,2) + Kng et e (Y, y) — 2Kng e (2, )

is uniformly bounded in z,y,e and ¢’ and we can conclude using (5.37). O

Proof of (530) and (5.32]). The idea is the same for (5.30]) and (5.32)). We treat only the

latter, which is the more delicate, in details. The inequality we prove differs according to
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the value of e. When |z — y| > ¢ we prove (5.32) while if |z — y| < & we prove the stricter
inequality

‘E[ B(Xe(2)= X (y)) . 1cn,m” < COlz - ‘ (20-3)% ;— 1 [(A—a)?+82] (n+m—2n) (5.42)

The reader can check here that simply repeating the proof of (B.28]) replacing ny by
n v m (case (C)), does not yield a satisfactory result (we obtain a factor 4?2 instead of the
desired 32/2 in the exponential). We need thus some refinement in the conditioning. For
simplicity, let us assume that n < m (strictly speaking, since we already assumed & < &/,
there is a loss of generality here but this is of no consequence). We define the o-algebra

Gn,m as

Gnom = Gnm(z,y) = Fpvo(Yi(y),le[n+1,m]). (5.43)
Clearly we have Cf(f}f,,l) € Gpnm. Hence similarly to (5.:23]) we have
‘E [: PB(Xe(2)= X () 107(15;5)” - ‘E[ (E[X: (@)~ X (3) | Gum]) | 10’(5;2,)”
< AV B @)X ) | G (O (5.44)

We can conclude using (5.39]), provided that one can show that

n +m — 2ny, %f lx —y| <e (5.45)
m — ng, if |z —y| > e.

Var (E [Xe(2) = X (y) | Gnm]) < {

We perform a decomposition of E [ X, (z) — X (y) | Gnm] into a sum of orthogonal Gauss-
ian variables. We let Z,, := Y,,—Y,,_1 denote the n-th increment of Y;,. Using independence
of the increments we obtain

E[Xe(2) = Xo(y) | Gum] = Yau(2) =Yoo (y)+ Y E[Xe(z) = Xe(y) | Zi(y)]. (5.46)

k=n+1
We have
Var(Yyo(2) = Y50 (y) = Knpee(2,2) + Kner o (Y, y) — 2Ky 00 (2, y) (5.47)
and thus, as a consequence of (G.40]) we have
n—mng+C if |x —y| > e,

(5.48)

V. Yn - Yn ! < i
ar( 75(33) & () {2(71—710) +C if|lz—y|l<e

On the other hand, a simple Gaussian computation yields

Var (B [X. () = Xo(y) | Zx()]) = E[(Xe(2) = Xo (W) Ze(W)E[ZE ()] (5.49)
Similarly to (5:22]) we have for n € {e,¢'} and z € D,

E [(Xn(z) ‘ (Zk(zl))zlep] = f@n(zl — z)Zk(zl)dzl).

This allow to compute the covariance and we have

E[(Xe(y) — Xe(2)) Ze(y)] = L) (0= (y — 2) = O-(2 = 2)) Qu(2,y)dz. (5.50)

Now since 0 < Qr(z,y) <1 we have

f By — =) — Bu( — 2)) Qu(2 )
D

<1 (5.51)
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and thus (recall that E[Z2(y)] = Qk(y,y) = 1])

Var ( Z E [Xa(x) - Xa’<y) | Zn<y)]> sm—mn, (5’52)

k=n+1

which together with (5.45]) concludes the proof of (5.48]). The case (5.30) is dealt with
similarly but with a conditioning with respect to G, n(y,z) (for j = 1) or Gy, n(x,y) (for
j=2). O

Proof of Lemma[5.8. The proof of (5.37) is identical to that of (£8) in Lemma 3] It is
sufficient to observe that

P (AG)) < P(Yay(2) < Ano + ALy er(2)) < P(Yag(2) < A= 2a)0p +C). (5.53)

For (5.38)-(%.39) we use the same idea and restrict the event to a single inequality. Let us
give the details for (5.39), the case (5.38]) being similar but simpler. We assume here also

for simplicity that m > n. Let us start with the case |x — y| < . Note that if C,(f;,il) is
satisfied then we have

Yoon (z) + Yio,m ()
> An+m—2ng) —o[(Lyee — Lngee) (@) + (Limee — Lngeer)(y)] (5.54)

where we used the short-hand notation Yy, , := Yy, — Yy,. If we let CA‘,(fni’) denote the
event in (5.54)), as ér(fni) is independent from F,,, and hence of ASO’E) (since Yy, and

Yy,,m are), with the bound already proved for Asfo’al), we only need to show that

2
 (« 2>\) (

6,5’)) <e A n+mf2n0). (555)

Hence we need an upper bound on the variance of Y;,; n(x) + Yy m(y) and on (Ly . o —
Lno,&e’)(x) + (Lm,s,e’ - Lno@g’)(y). We have
Var (Ynom(‘r) + Yno,m(y)) =n+m — 2ng,

5.56
(Ln,a,a’ - Lno,a,a’)(x) + (Lm,a,a’ - Lno,a,a’)(y) sn+m-— 2nO + C7 ( )

where the first line comes from the fact Y;,, »(x) and Y;,, (y) are independent with respec-
tive variance n — ng and m — ng (due to Assumption (5.2]) and the fact that |z — y| < €).
The second line comes from Lemma 5.9l Then (5.55) is a consequence of (E15]) and (5.50]).

When |z — y| < € we observe that Cr(f;il) implies

Yaom(y) > A(m —no) — (Limeer — Lngee)(y), (5.57)
and we conclude similarly using (AI5]) together with the following estimates

Var (Yg,m(y)) = m —no,

5.58
(Lm,s,e’ - Lno,s,e’)<y) <m-—ng+C. ( )

0
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6. PROOF OF THEOREM [2.3]

To prove that (M (*))ee(0,1] converges in probability for the H, (D) topology, we need
to check that for any p € CX(D), (MZ(p -))ee(o,1] converges in H—*(R%) when & goes to 0.
Using Proposition (5.3), and repeating the argument used to prove Theorem using a
partition of unity we can reduce to the case where the kernel K is of the form (5.1). We
are going to work on the extended probability space described at the beginning of Section

B3l

Let us consider the Fourier transform of M\ (p ) which we denote by MO (&) and
prove that M. converges (in probability) in L2(R%, (1 + [£]?)7¢d¢). We assume first
that a > 4/d/2 - the Ly case is only simpler, we discuss it at the end of the proof. We

fix A € (vV2d,2a) and define a truncated version MLrP) (&) of the Fourier transform by
setting

—~ ) 2
SIOPO(g) = | X E )1, o (6.1)
where A, (z) is defined as in (5I0). The key point of the proof is the following convergence
i | || [F009(6) ~ ST7#0 (P + 6 vae | = (6:2)
€,6'— Rd

Before giving a proof of (6.2)) (which mostly follows from the work done in Section [) let
us show how to use it to conclude. By completeness of L*(Q @ RY, P ® (1 + |€[>)~¥dE),

(6.2) implies that
lim M\E(%p,q) — M\é%pvq)'

e—0
exists P-a.s. in L2(R%, (1 + |¢]?)7%d¢). In particular we have

lim | [MIPD(E) — My QP (1L + [¢) g = 0. (6.3)
E—> R4

in L; (and hence in probability). Using Proposition (5.5]), applied to A, z(p), there exists

a random value q > 1 which is such that MOPD &) = MoP (&) for every ¢ = q. This
together with (G.3]) implies that, in the sense of convergence in probability we have

lim | [MOPE) = My ()1 + [€?) Mg = 0, (6.4)
E—> Rd

which is to say that M"*) converges in probability in L2 (RY, (1 + |€]2)7ud¢).

It remains to prove (6.2). We need to check the two following assumptions

sup E [U\/je(%p,q)(g) _ ]\/je(y,p,q)(gﬂz] <o,
£,e’e(0,1]
¢eR? (6.5)
lim E [|M\€(%p,q) (&) — M\E(I%p,q) (§)|2] —0,
e,e’'—0
and use dominated convergence - here we are using that constants are integrable w.r.t.
(14]€|?)~*d¢, which is true only when u > d/2. The second line of (6.5)) simply corresponds
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to Proposition 5.4l Concerning the first line of (6.5]), we simply observe that Equation
(519) provides a bound which is independent of &, more specifically we have

E [\M\a(%pvq) (&) — Ma(y,p,q) (§)|2]
a? 2 (T 3 (x)—X_s .
< 4fD2 o +BK i (xy) ‘E [: B (Xe(2) =X () . 1,1(17575/(1‘4/)] ‘ p(z)p(y)dady. (6.6)

Proposition then ensures that the r.h.s. above is bounded uniformly in € and &’. When

a < 4/d/2 then |y|> < d, and we can apply the same proceedure but without the need to

use the truncated version of M\g(%p ),

d
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APPENDIX A. PROOF OF PROPOSITIONS [4.215.5]

The proof is almost identical for the two results so let us give the full details for the field
X, and explain briefly how to adapt the argument for Y. We let D denote the topological
support of f. We are going to prove that there exists ¢ > 0 such that for all k sufficiently
large

P(By,) := P (sup Xp(z) > Ak) <leer (A1)
xeD &
Given n > 0, let us consider a small enlargement of D

Dt =DS:={zeD : JyeD, [z—y| <n}

We assume that 7 is sufficiently small so that D" < D, (recall ([2.7])), and consider in the
remainder of the proof that k& = log %

Let us fix § > 0 such that 2d(1+6) < A\2. We first prove give a bound for the maximum
on a dyadic grid of mesh e~(1+9¥ gimply by using a union bound. Then we show that local
fluctuation within a distance e~(1*9* are very small in amplitude. This second step of the
proof is simply based on a quantitative version of the argument used to prove continuity
of Gaussian processes from Kolmogorov-Chentsov criterion (see e.g. [20, Section 2.2] for
the classic proof of continuity of Brownian Motion). Let us consider for p > 1, D, the set
of points in DT whose coordinates are integer multiple of 277 (for large values of p the
cardinality of D, is of order 2%) . We set

(k) ._ E(1+9) A9
W= [ (A2
From (3.2)) the variance of Xj(z) is larger than k — C for every x € Dy and we have thus
from Gaussian tail bound (@15, for some constant C’

P [max Xp(z) = Mk — 1| < 2|Dp,le” 2= < C'e™ 2 . (A.3)

(Ak—1)2 k[AZ—2d(1+6)]
x€Dp,,
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Note that for every point in z € D and p > pg there exists a sequence (zp)p=p,, converging
to x which satifies

Vp=po, p€D, and |z, — x| < Va2 P, (A.4)

What we are going to show is that provided that k is sufficiently large, with probability
larger that 1 — e™* we have

1
2w+ 1zeDy {ly—2l< Vi) = {X) - X < -

|

and we can conclude using continuity that

1
bo

| X () = Xp(zp)l = | D) Xilwp) = Xp(wp1)| < — < 1.

p=po+1

In order to control local fluctuation, first note that a simple computation allows to deduce
from (Z3)) that the Lipshitz constant of K.(z,y) is at most Ce~!|loge| (and hence CkeF
for ;). Hence the variance of (X (x) — Xi(y)) is at most CkeF|z — y|. Now taking into
account that the number of pair of close-by vertices below is of order 2P, we have

1
P max Xi(x) — X < ——
z,yeD, ‘ k( ) k(y)| p(p + 1)

|z—y|</d2~P

P 1
< C2pe 2Cdkek(p+1)2 < C2p eXp <_Ee(§p/2> , (A.G)

where in the last inequality we simply used the definition of p(()k) (recall (A.2). Summing
over p = pg, we obtain that for k sufficiently large

1
P | 3p = po, max | Xp(z) — Xi(y)| < » <e (A7)

z,yeDy, (p + 1)
|z—y|<v/d2~P

The field Y} possesses the same kind of regularity as X so that the argument exposed
above adapts verbatim to that case. O

APPENDIX B. PROOF OF LEMMA [5.9]

Let us start with the case €, = 0 and prove

1
‘Kn(:n,y) — min (n,log m)’ < C. (B.1)

The assumptions Qu(z,y) = 0 if [¢ — g > e~ and Qu(x.y) < /Qlz. 2)v/Q(y,9) = 1
immediately yields the upper bound. For the lower bound, we have, using the positivity
and Lipshitz constant for Q.

min(n,log(ﬁ)) min(n,log ‘ziy‘»

Kawy)z Y Q=Y Qe -cla—yl], (B2)
k=1 =1

=
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log( 55 : .
and conclude from the fact that Zk:g y‘> ¢*|z — y| is bounded. From the definition of
Y, in Equation (5.22]) we have

Kn,a,e’(fpa y) = j . Kn(z1,22)0:(21 — 2)0e (22 — y)dz1d2o. (B.3)
R

From (B.I]) we can replace K, (z1,22) by min <n, log +) and the results then follows

[21—22]
from standard computations.
O
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