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WASSERSTEIN ASYMPTOTICS FOR THE EMPIRICAL MEASURE
OF FRACTIONAL BROWNIAN MOTION ON A FLAT TORUS

MARTIN HUESMANN, FRANCESCO MATTESINI, AND DARIO TREVISAN

ABSTRACT. We establish asymptotic upper and lower bounds for the Wasserstein dis-
tance of any order p > 1 between the empirical measure of a fractional Brownian motion
on a flat torus and the uniform Lebesgue measure. Our inequalities reveal an interesting
interaction between the Hurst index H and the dimension d of the state space, with a
“phase-transition” in the rates when d = 2 4+ 1/H, akin to the Ajtai-Komlds-Tusnddy
theorem for the optimal matching of i.i.d. points in two-dimensions. Our proof couples
PDE’s and probabilistic techniques, and also yields a similar result for discrete-time
approximations of the process, as well as a lower bound for the same problem on R<.

1. INTRODUCTION

The occupation measure of a process X = (X;);>0 up to a time 7" is defined as

T
py = Z Sx,s or g :/ Ox,dt,
0<t<T 0

depending on whether X is a discrete- or continuous-time process. If renormalized to a
probability measure it is also known as the empirical measure of X. It is a fundamental
object describing the distribution of the process trajectory on the state space since, given
any measurable set A in the state space of the process, one has

pi (A) =[{t € [0,T] : X¢ € A}

where | -| denotes the number of elements (in the discrete-time case) or Lebesgue measure
(in the continuous-time case). From the simplest case of a discrete-time process consist-
ing of i.i.d. random variables, to that of dependent variables, in particular for Markov
processes, the occupation measure has many applications, ranging from non-parametric
statistics, to Monte Carlo integration and mean field theory. Under natural assumptions
on X, such as stationarity and ergodicity, limit theorems can be established for the empir-
ical measure as T — oo. It is an interesting and often challenging question to determine
how fast convergence occurs in terms of a given metric on the space of measures, thus com-
plementing the qualitative convergence with useful quantitative bounds, that may reveal
otherwise hidden features, e.g. the role of dimensionality of the state space, or regularity
of the process trajectories.

If the state space of the process X is naturally endowed with a distance, a natural
family of metrics between measures u, v is provided by the so-called Wasserstein distances
of order p, Wp(p,v), defined in terms of the optimal transport problem with cost given
by the p-th power of the distance (where p > 1 is a chosen parameter). Also called
earth mover’s distance, Wy,(u,v) is then the minimum total cost of turning p, thought as
a distribution of mass, into v, by physically moving it in the ambient space. The case
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p = 1 is the classical one, dating back to Monge and Kantorovich, and Wi (u,v) has also
a natural dual formulation in terms of Lipschiz functions:

Wi(p,v) =Li§&§>gl{/fdu—/de},

but in recent years other choices, in particular p = 2, have been subject of intense inves-
tigations [2, 29, 25].

The aim of this work is to establish precise results for the empirical measure of the frac-
tional Brownian motion (fBm), which constitutes a fundamental example of a continuous
time process that is not Markov (except when it coincides with usual Brownian motion).
From an applied perspective, fBm is widely used to model real-world phenomena, in par-
ticular those exhibiting long-range dependence, and has been used in various fields, from
biology, to telecommunication engineering and finance [10, 19, 13]. Our primary motiva-
tion comes from the fact that the vast and growing literature on large-time asymptotic
results for empirical measures of stochastic processes focuses mostly on the case of i.i.d.
random variables or Markov processes, see e.g. [11, 24] for Markov chains, and examples
outside this class are quite rare, see e.g. [13] for an interesting application to random
matrix theory. Still, fBm is a Gaussian process hence it is amenable for many explicit
computations, a fact that stimulated the development of novel approaches to stochastic
analysis [1, 23].

Main result. Our main theorem can be stated as follows:

Theorem 1.1. Let BH = (BtH)t>0
H € (0,1) with values on a d-dimensional torus T¢. Then, for every p > 1, as T — o0,

be a fractional Brownian motion with Hurst index

LT TP/ ifd< 4 +2,
E [Wzﬁ’ <?/ 5B§ds,£%d>] ~ 1 (10g1;/T)p/2 ifd=%+2, (1.1)
0 T aH ifd> % +2,

where E%d denote the uniform probability (Lebesque measure) on T<.

All the definitions (of fBm with Hurst index H and Wasserstein distance W),) are pre-
cisely recalled in Section 2. Informally, the Hurst index H measures the regularity of the
process trajectories (which are slightly less than H-Holder continuous). A d-dimensional
fBm is simply given by d-independent copies of a one-dimensional fBm. We are currently
not able to deal with R? as a state space (because of lack of compactness), hence we
technically restrict to a torus T¢ = R%/Z% by projecting the process from R¢. However,
a straightforward consequence is an asymptotic lower bound in R, Corollary 4.1, whose
sharpness however is presently not clear to us.

The asymptotic rates in (1.1) depend on the values of d and H, with a “phase transition”
at the critical dimension 1/H + 2: if the dimension d is smaller, then the rate is akin to
that of a central limit case (i.e., ~ T-1/2 for W), while if d is larger, then the rate is
dimension dependent and actually suffers from a curse of dimensionality, since as d — oo
convergence is slower (keeping p and H fixed). This may suggest the use of small values
of H to explore with a fBm a large dimensional manifold, although it may be impractical
from a computational point of view. The precise asymptotics, i.e. ~ T —1/(d=1/H) can be
also intuitively interpreted with the following heuristics. Since the trajectories of fBm are
(almost) H-Holder continuous, then the support of the occupation measure will be roughly
1/H-dimensional. One may then ask what is the optimal way to choose a measure with
total mass T supported on a 1/H-dimensional set, to minimize its Wasserstein distance

lWe use the notation A < B if there exists a global constant C' > 0, which may only depend on d,p
and H, such that A < CB. We write A ~ B if both A < B and B < A.
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from Tﬁ%d — this is a generalization of the usual quantization problem [17] where the
measure must be supported on O-dimensional sets. If 1/H = h is integer, the Hausdorff
measure on the union of [0,1]" x {z;}, with z; € [0,1]" in a grid with ~ T points, so
that |z; —z;| S T—1/(@=h) gives a feasible choice with Wasserstein distance < 7'-7~1/(d=h)
which coincides with the rate in (1.1) for d > 1/H. We conjecture that, although the
above construction does not provide a minimizer, the asymptotic rate for the minimization
problem is indeed T - T—1/(@=1/H) hence the trajectories of fBm are efficient from the
asymptotic perspective, although quite different from the construction above or possibly
the actual minimizers.

In the case H = 1/2, so that fBm reduces to usual Brownian motion, our result is
a special case of those obtained by F.-Y. Wang and collaborators [33, 30, 31, 32] for
general diffusion processes on compact and even non-compact Riemannian manifolds. In
the compact case, the critical dimension is always 4 = 2+ 1/H, in line with our result.

Even more interestingly, informally in the limit H — oo (this is of course non rigorous
since H € (0,1)) the trajectories, whose dimension is 1/H, reduce to independent points.
Then, our result precisely recovers the asymptotic behaviour for d > 1 and critical dimen-
sion d = 2 of the empirical process of i.i.d. points on the torus T? as first established by
Ajtai, Komlés and Tusnéady [I] for the matching problem in [0,1]? (but their argument
would work also on T?). It would be fascinating to set this limit on more rigorous grounds.

Comments on proof technique. The overall strategy is based on the recent PDE
approach to the bipartite matching problem [3], later simplified on the torus T¢ in [5],
which made rigorous some challenging predictions from the statistical physics literature
[9]. Similar techniques, in particular related to upper bounds, have been also independently
employed in the literature, to study empirical measures of random walks on groups [0, &,
|, Kronecker sequences on the torus [26] or with applications to minimal Green energy
problems on compact manifolds [27].

The main idea is to replace W), (u,v) with a negative Sobolev norm HVA*I(,u — I/)HLP,
which is indeed quite close to it if both u and v have nice densities with respect to Lebesgue
measure. While p = Z? gives no problem, for the empirical measure, which is singular,
we introduce a smoothing step, using the heat semigroup with a small time parameter
to be carefully tuned. Finally, we estimate the negative Sobolev norms using a Fourier
expansion: this is where our approach becomes less straightforward, since we need to take
into considerations the probabilistic correlations between the various coeflicients, while
in the classical matching between i.i.d. points these are almost independent. Although
it is never made explicit, the underlying difference is that in the CLT scaling one has
convergence in law (in the space of distributions)

1 T
0

—

towards a coloured noise on T, while in the i.i.d. case = is simply white noise (which
would imply independent Fourier coefficients). The same problem would appear already
in the Brownian case, H = 1/2, but was overcome by Wang using the Markov property
and bounds for the heat kernel. We overcome instead this difficulty by relying on the local
non-determinism of fBm [34, 15], yielding a lower bound on the covariance matrix of the
time increments of the process which in turn appears in the estimate for mixed moments
of the Fourier coeflicients.

The overall approach that we employ is quite robust and can be used to establish other
asymptotic bounds, e.g. when the continuous-time process is replaced with discrete-time
approximations, e.g., with a time-step 7 = T, for some o« > 0. This is made explicit
in Theorem 5.1 and interestingly gives a more complex picture, with rates depending also
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on «. This may be relevant for applications, since numerical simulations of Brownian
motion can be exactly performed on a finite grid in an interval [0,7] (spectral methods
[12] provide an alternative for which it would be interesting to establish similar results).

Open questions. In view of our results, several open questions arise:

(1) The most relevant also for applications is whether the same bounds we have on T¢
are valid on R?, i.e., complementing Corollary 4.1 with upper bounds. The closest
problems are in the i.i.d. case, for matching of Gaussian samples, where sharp
bounds are known if p < d and for the critical p = d = 2 where rates are different
than the compact (torus or square) case [20, 21, 28]; in the Markov diffusion case,
Wang [32] established (sharp) upper bounds for non-compact manifolds with a
Gibbs measure eV with a potential V growing sufficiently fast, and here sharp
rates, for p = 2, are only known if the dimension is not too large (and in general
d<4).

(2) A second question is whether the asymptotic upper and lower bounds in (1.1) can
be made precise, showing existence of a limit, when appropriately renormalizing
the expected Wasserstein distance. Again, comparison with the i.i.d. case (e.g. on
[0,1]¢ [16]) and Markov diffusion cases (on compact manifolds) [33] suggest that
the limit should always exist, although we should point out that in the i.i.d. case
it is still an open question in the critical dimension d = 2 and p # 2, while for
Markov diffusions only the case p = 2, d < 4 is settled.

(3) A relevant case in which our PDE techniques do not seem to apply (already for
the matching problem) is that of p = co. This is also closely related to the cover
time problem, i.e., the time it takes for the process to be uniformly close to any
point in the state space, which was completely settled for Brownian motion in [11].

(4) We finally point out that our results describe only the asymptotic behaviour of
the Wasserstein distance in expectation, but stronger convergence, e.g. almost
sure, should hold. For the i.i.d. case, this is almost without effort established
using standard concentration of measure arguments, at least in the regime p < d.
For Markov chains, i.e., discrete time, one may use Marton’s arguments [22], but
already for diffusion processes concentration appears to be a challenging question,
that we leave for future investigations.

Structure of the paper. In Section 2 we introduce the notation and basic facts for fBm,
Wasserstein distance and Fourier analysis on T¢. Section 3 is devoted to the proof of our
main result, Theorem 1.1 and contains most of the technical material. Section 4 shows
Corollary 4.1 yielding a lower bound for the expected distance between two independent
fBm’s on R?. Finally, in Section 5 we show how to modify our derivations to obtain a
variant of Theorem 1.1 where fBm is sampled at discrete times.

Acknowledgements. The authors thank L. Galeati for useful discussions and suggesting
the use of the local non-determinism of fBm, which greatly simplified our initial approach.

2. NOTATION AND PRELIMINARY RESULTS

We write throughout T¢ = Rd/Zd for the d-dimensional flat torus, i.e., endowed with
the distance
dpa (2,y) = min |z —y — k|, for 2,y € T,
kezd

where |u| = /u - u denotes the Euclidean norm of u € R?. We often conveniently identify
functions and measures on T¢ with their periodic lift to R?. We write |A| for the Lebesgue
measure of a Borel set A C R or A C T?, and [ 4 [ for the Lebesgue integral of f on A.
When a measure pu is absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure (if on
R? or T¢) or the counting measure (if on a countable space, such as Z¢) we tacitly identify
it with its density. We write dg for the Dirac measure with unit mass at 0, and often treat
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it as a function (which is fully rigorous on a discrete space, otherwise it means that we
restrict Lebesgue integration accordingly).

2.1. Fourier Analysis. We first recall some basic facts of Fourier analysis on T% that
will be used below. Given a (real or possibly vector valued) function f € L'(T%) or a finite
(possibly signed) measure p on T¢, for £ € Z%, we write

f€) = [ exp(=2mic-a) fa)da, () = [ exp(<2ric-a) du(o).

for their Fourier transforms. We will use throughout Plancherel identity, for f € L?(T9),

L IrP@ar = 317k (2.1)

&ezd

as well as the following generalization to higher (even) exponents p = 2m, m > 1: for
(possibly vector valued) f € LP(T%),

[rr@de= 3 TLf6 €+t . (22

ge(zdypi=1
that can be seen formally by using the inversion formula
fla) =" exp(2mi¢ - x) f(£),
gezd

developing the p-th power |f(z)[P and using the orthogonality
/ exp (2mi€ - x) dz = 6p(§).
Td

Notice that a suitable application of Young convolution inequality on Z? to the right-hand
side of (2.2) yields a special case of the classical Hausdorff-Young inequality

1/q

([ i) ") 03

&ezd

with ¢ = p/(p—1) conjugate exponent, which in fact holds for every p > 2, not necessarily
even integer. The heat semigroup (P );>0 on T can be defined in various equivalent ways,
via convolution with respect to a Gaussian kernel

Pip=px Gy, with Gy(x) = Z exp (—|z + k|*/(2t)) (2mt) =42
kezd

or via the Fourier multiplier

Poa(€) = exp (—27°t|¢[?) fu(¢), for & € 2. (24)

We will crucially use the fact that the semigroup transforms possibly singular measures
f into smooth densities. The generator of (P,);>o is (half) the Laplacian operator $A.
We will use also the Fourier transforms of the solution to the Poisson equation —Af = p,

with j1(0) = p(R%) = 0,

~ 1 [
and its gradient
i) = =) (25)

Coom fgR
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2.2. Wasserstein distance. Let p > 1. On a metric space (X,d), we say that a Borel
measure p has finite p-th moment if

/Xd(ac,xo)p dp(x) < oo,

for some (hence any) xp € X. Given two measures i, v with same total mass p(X) = v(X),
and finite p-th moment, their p-th Wasserstein distance is given by

W, (1, v) == inf{/XXXd(x,y)p dr(z,y) : ™€ r(u,y)}l/p, (2.6)

where I'(u, v) is the set of couplings between p, v, i.e., measures on X x X whose first and
second marginals are respectively u and v. A simple application of Holder’s inequality
gives that, for 1 < p < g,

W2(,v) < p(X)P (W, v))P7. (2.7)

For every p > 1, the definition (2.6) above yields a distance, in particular the triangle
inequality holds. The Kantorovich dual formulation reads, for p = 1,

Wytu) =sup{ [ fatn=v) s Tin(h) < 1}, (28)

where the Lipschitz constant Lip(-) is given by

) s W) — f(@)]
U e

For p > 1, duality is slightly more involved but we will not need it.

In our setting X = T¢, many tools are at our disposal to bound the Wasserstein distance
in terms of (possibly) simpler quantities to analyse. In particular, we will make use of the
following result (see [5] for related bounds).

Lemma 2.1. Let p, v be measures both on T¢ with same total mass u(T%) = v(T?) and
for every e > 0 let u. € H*(T?) solve the Poisson equation

—Au, = P.(p —v).
Then, there exists C = C(d) > 0 such that
Wilp,v) < inf {Cu(THe2 + | V]| } (2.9)
e>0

and
Wae) > sup {90 — o Ve (2.10)
v su —||Vu — —||Vu . .
1M, Z M@EO M ell 2 Ve ell 14
If moreover v = u(’]l‘d)gﬂfld has constant density, then, forp > 1, there exists C = C(d,p) >
0 such that
W1, (1)) < C inf {u(THer/? 4 (T2 |V, } (2.11)
€
Proof. By a simple rescaling, we can assume that u and v are probability measures. The
triangle inequality gives
Wi (u,v) < Wi (u, P-pn) + Wi (v, Pov) + W1 (Pop, Pov) . (2.12)
Note that for any p > 1, > 0 and for any probability u, one has
W, (p, Pep) < Cel/?. (2.13)
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Indeed, since p ® P.u is an admissible candidate for the transport problem, we may write

Wy P < [ d ) du(o) dPety)
Td x T4
< [ S ey ke (~ -y - K2 29)) (2me) Y dydu(o)
']I‘dx']l‘dk 7d
< Ca_d/z/ lul? e du < Ceb.
R4
The latter and (2.12) combine to

Wi (,v) < Ce'? + Wy (Peps, Pev).
By (2.8) and integrating by parts we may write

Wi (Pep, Pev) = sup _/ fAu. = sup V fVue
Lip(f)<1 JT4 Lip(f)<1JT¢

< / Veue] < Ve 2,
']Td

where in the last line we used the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality.

Let us turn to (2.10). By [33, Lemma 5.2] for any constant M > 0 there exists an
M-Lipschitz function f™ such that

[{FY #ue}| < 4|!VuaHL4 (2.14)

By the contraction property of the heat kernel (see for instance [25, Lemma 5.2]) and

(2.8), arguing as before, we may write

Wi (u,v) > Wi (Pep, Pov)

1 M
> —
> = Tde Ve

1 1
= IVl + o7 [ (98 = V) T,
T

In view of (2.10) it remains to show that

1 C
M o (VfM — Vue) Vu, > _WHV’U@H%‘I‘ (2.15)
Note that the integral on the right hand side vanishes on the set {f™ = u.} due to
the locality of the gradient. Furthermore, by Young’s product inequality and Hélder’s

inequality

i M _ M i 2
M/{fM#us} (VI = Vue) ue) < M #u€}|+2M (FM£uc) Vel
1
3 M i ne
OALLARE IR (/{fM#UE}IVusI )
@11 ¢

S M3Hvu€HL4?
which yields (2.15).
Finally, let us turn to (2.11), by the triangle inequality, we estimate

(2.13)
W( )<W(M7 8/1')+W( ek, ) < 051/2+W( ek, )
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To estimate the second term on the right hand side, by uniformity of the second measure
we may apply [20, Theorem 2] to get (recall that v = .£4,)

Wy (Pep, 1) < pl|Vue|| e,

which yields (2.11) after taking p-th powers and using the inequality (z +y)P < 2P~ (2P +
yP) for non-negative x, y. ]

2.3. Fractional Brownian Motion. In this section we recall the definition and basic
properties of fractional Brownian motion, referring to [23] for a detailed study of such
processes and their properties.

Definition 2.2. Let H € (0,1). A (real) fractional Brownian motion with Hurst index

H is a Gaussian stochastic process B = (B{{ ) >0 With continuous paths, centered and

with covariance function
1
E[BF B =3 (32H v 312H> . (2.16)

A fractional Brownian motion with values in R is given by d independent (real) fractional
Brownian motions, all with the same Hurst index H. A fractional Brownian motion with
values in T? is the natural projection of a fractional Brownian motion with values in R

Remark 2.3. As is well-known, the case H = 1/2 reduces to a standard Brownian motion.
Notice that our definition yields Bé{ = 0, but different starting points z € R? may be
considered, introducing e.g. the process Bff + X with an independent random variable
X e RY. For simplicity, we limit ourselves to the case Béq = 0 in our results.

We now define the occupation and empirical measures of a fractional Brownian motion.

Definition 2.4 (occupation and empirical measure). Let BY be a fractional Brownian
motion taking values in T¢. For every T > 0, its occupation measure is the random

measure
T
153 ::/ Opn dt,
0 t

i.e., for every bounded Borel function f on T¢,

AdfduT:/OTﬂBﬁ)dt-

We define the empirical measure of a fractional Brownian motion B as the occupation
measure renormalized to a probability measure, i.e. the quantity pp/T.

We notice that uz(T?) = T. We also consider a discrete approximation of pr given by
L T/7]

prri= Y Oput, (2.17)
t=1

where 7 > 0 and with total mass is y, 7(T%) = |T/7]7.

In the proof of our results we need precise bounds on the (mixed) p-th moments of the
Fourier transform of the occupation measure of B. The key property that we use to
simplify our estimates is the local non-determinism of B, i.e., the lower bound on the
covariance operator, for some C'= C(H,p) > 0

Cov (Bff = B, B — B, Bff - BT} > Cdiag(jty — to*" ..., It, — t, 1),
(2.18)
for any choice 0 <tg <t; < ... <t, <T, where the inequality is in the sense of quadratic
forms. A full proof of this fact, valid for H € (0,1) is given in [34, Section 2.1], see also
[15, Section 2.4] for a simpler argument.
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3. PROOF OF THEOREM 1.1

In this section, we let d > 1, H € (0,1) and B = B be a fractional Brownian motion

with Hurst index H, with values in T? and write up = fOT 0p, ds, for T' > 0, for its
occupation measure. Given € > 0, we consider a solution u. to the Poisson PDE

—Aue = P.(ur —T). (3.1)

For clarity of exposition, we split the proof into four parts. First, we collect some useful
upper and lower bounds on moments of the Fourier transform of the empirical measure.
Next, we prove the asymptotic upper bound in the case p = 1 (Proposition 3.4), essentially
because it is a simple argument and it suggests us how to optimally choose ¢ = ¢(d, H,T')
in Lemma 2.1. Then, we prove a general bound for the expectations of the Lebesgue norms
of Vu, (Proposition 3.6). Finally, we deduce at once the asymptotic lower bound for p = 1
(and in fact for every p > 1) as well as the upper bounds for every p > 1 (Proposition 3.7).

3.1. Fourier transform moment bounds.

Lemma 3.1. For every p € N, for every T > 0 and & € (Z9)P,

p p 1
E ()| < i , T, 3.2
]Hl“T( 2 ZHM{@%%P/H } 2

ceSy j=1

Proof. By definition,
T
(&) :/0 exp (27Ti§Btj) dt;,

so that

p p
Hﬁq\“(&) = / exp | 2mi Z §iBy, | dty... dt,.
i=1 [0,T]P j=1

We split integration over [0, TP into p! simplexes, one of every o € S,
Ay :i={0<tyq) < ... <ty <T}.

We now argue only in the case o being the identity permutation, the other cases being
analogous. A summation by parts gives

p p p p p p
> 6By, =BoY &+ Y (By =By )Y &= (B, — By, &
j=1 i=1 j=1 i=j i=j

Jj=1

where we let g = 0 and we use that By = 0.
Using this identity, the Fourier transform (characteristic function) of a Gaussian random
variable and (2.18), it follows that

P PR 2
E |exp 27TiZ£jBtj < exp _EZ Z&Z It —tj,1|2H
j=1

i=1 i=j
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We then bound from above the integral

P
/ E |exp [ 27 Z §;Bt; dtq ... dt,
A ,
o j=1

C p p 2 -
S/A exp —EZ Zgl ’tj—tj_ﬂ dtl...dtp
7 J=1|i=j
2

ol -
< - g E il S5 dsi... dsy,
- /[O,T}p “P T S| 5 ! b

i=1|i=j

where we performed the change of variables s; = t; —t;_1, for j > 1, recalling that t5 = 0.
To conclude, we split into a product of p integrals that we bound separately

2
T P
C . C
/ exp | =5 Zgz S?H ds; < min 71/1{’T ,
0 i=j P&
i=j
for a (possibly different) constant C' = C(p,d, H) > 0. O

Letting p =2 and & := & = —& # 0 in (3.2) yields the upper bound

- T
E ()] < Crgir

For our purposes, we need also a companion lower bound, that can be simply obtained as
the next lemma shows.

Lemma 3.2. For T sufficiently large (depending on H and d only) it holds, for every
£et £#0,

E||7z(&)| ~ /1. (3.3)

Proof. Thanks to Lemma 3.1 we only need to prove the lower bound in (3.3). By definition
of the Fourier transform we may write

9 T ,rT
Bl@©F] = [ [ Blewn(ric- (B~ B))] dsar
T ,rT
= / / exp (—27T2|£|2|t - S|2H) dsdt
0 0
T/2 [T—s
2/ / exp (—2m?|¢[%27) dtds
0 0
T/2 T)2
> / / exp (—2772|£|2t2H) dtds
0 0

T T|g|MH /2
> C—/ exp (—2m221) dt
GRENS P )

T 12 2,2H
> C—/ exp (—27m~t dt,
O EME o b )

where the last inequality holds if 7 > 1, so that T|¢[Y/H /2 > 1/2. O
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3.2. Upper bound, case p = 1.

Lemma 3.3. Let d > 1, ¢ > 0 and define, for & € 7,

exp (—el¢f?)

Then, for every p > 1,

1 if d < p,
9llepzay ~ § [logel?  if d =p,
e=2@p=1)  irg s p.

Proof. By comparing the series with the integral and using polar coordinates we may write

_ 2 % ax (—per?
Sotep~ [ OV o TP i,

fEZd ‘5‘21 ’é“p 7417

Note that if d < p we may estimate

o o
/ exp (—perz) rd=1=P dp ~ / rd=1=Pdr ~ 1.
1 1

Otherwise, we may split the integral and write

L oo

oo 4
/ exp (—p67“2) rd=1=Pdr = /\/g exp (—p6r2) rd=1=Pdr 4 /1 exp (—p5r2) ré=1=rqr
1 1

=11 + I.

S

We first estimate the former term on the right hand side

1
Ve log e if d =p,
I N/ r P dr ~ {| ?gl(dtp) 1 P
1 €2 if d > p.

Finally, by the change of variable s = ,/per we can bound the latter term on the right
hand side by

Lgi—p) [T s d-1- —1(g—1-p)
Iy ~e72 p e s Pds ~e72 L
1

which concludes the proof. ]

Proposition 3.4. Definee =¢e(d, H,T) > 0 as follows:

T-1/2 ifd<2+ 4,
Ve = (log(T)/T)? ifd =2+, (3.4)
T~ aH ifd>2+ %,

and let ue be a solution to (3.1). Then, as T — oo,
B[ Vel 2] ~ TZ, (35)

hence, by (2.9),
E Wi (g, T)] S TVE.
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Proof. By Plancherel’s identity (see (2.1)) and Lemma 3.1 we may estimate the second
moment of Vu, by

E|IVuclz] = @m= Y E[l@©)]

gez\{0}

r oy e

|£|2+1/H

exp (—el¢|*/2)
€17

gez\{0}

2+1/H
~T Hngﬂ//H(Zd)

where C' = C(d,H) > 0 and g is as in Lemma 3.3 with ¢/(2 + 1/H) instead of €. By
Lemma 3.3 we have

1 ifd <2+ 4,
2+1/H .
”gHg2+1//H(Zd) ~ |101g6| ifd=2+ %a
em2@=2-VH) yf g 04 L
Finally taking the square root, we obtain (3.5), indeed
VT =T -T-1/2 ifd<2+ 4,
24+1/H 12 .
T gl ey ~ § VITIogel ~ T ((ogT)/T)'* if d =2+,
VTe i 2=VH) . 7777 ifd>24 L.
]

3.3. Moment bounds for Vu.. Before we move to the second part of the argument, we
need a generalized Young convolution inequality, which can be easily proved by induction.

Lemma 3.5. Let p € N, p > 2, let f1,...,fp: Z% = [0,00], Fy,..., F, : Z¢ — [0,00] be
measurable and define

P p J
Gp(ér,- &) =] Hi&) ] Fs (Z&) :
i=1 j=2 i=1
Let M\, Aj € [1,00], fori={1,...,p}, j €{2,...,p} such that
L B R
A X Ay T
1 1 (3.6)
S =1 if3<k<p.
A Ay -

Then,
P p
HGpHgl(Ztixp) < H HfiHZAi(Zd) H HF}HZAJ (z4) *
i=1 j=2

Proof. Our argument relies on an iterative application of Holder’s inequality and Young’s
convolution inequality. We argue by induction over p > 2. Let us consider the case p = 2.
Let us choose « such that

I S
« A2 7
so that by Holder’s inequality we may write
1Gallgzaxzy = [[(f1 * f2) Fall zaxay < [ f1 fallga(zay [ F2ll a2 zay - (3.7)
Note that by the assumption Ay € [1, o0] it follows that a > 1, thus we can choose a being
such that
1 1 1
T |

[0 )\1 )\2 ’
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which ensures (3.6). By Young’s convolution inequality we may estimate the first term on
the right hand side of (3.7)

11 % Follpagzey < 11 llss oty 1o lona g
The latter and (3.7) combines to
1G2ll g1 (zax2y < [ fillonazay 1 f2ll e zay 112l az zay -

Assuming that the thesis holds for p — 1 > 2, we argue similarly to obtain it for p. Note
that by definition G, = (Gp—_1 * fp)F,. Choosing \,, A, as in (3.6) we may apply Holder’s
inequality and Young’s convolution inequalities to get
HGszl(Zdw) = [[(Gp-1 % fp)FpHgl(dep)
< HprIHzl(ZdX(p—l)) ||f2Hz/\p(Zd) HFpHgAp(Zd) :
Finally, by the inductive assumption the thesis holds. O

We are now in a position to prove the key upper bound for even integral moments of

V.

Proposition 3.6. Let ¢ =¢(d, H,T) > 0 be as in (3.4) and let u. be a solution to (3.1).
Then, for every even p € N, for every T' > 0 sufficiently large,

E [[Vue|l7,] S (TVe)P. (3.8)

Proof. STEP 1. We argue that in order to control the p-th moment of Vu, it is enough to
show that there exists a constant C' such that

T Z Hexp E‘gz’ /Q)ﬁmjn %T 3o ig <C’(T\/E)p.
€1,nbp€Z\ {0} i=1 €] i=1 | S &l VH P )

(3.9)
Indeed, by (2.4), (2.5) and (2.2) it follows that

E [[|Vuell,

exp —el&] /2) P
<Cc > H &l So (> & |-
&1, Ep€ZiN{0} i=1 i=1

By Lemma 3.1, we further bound from above the right hand side by a constant times

d exp —e|&|? /2 pl 1 u
v 1l &l 2 []mi {125;1 §o(¢)!1/H’T} & <ZZ=; &> 7

£1,,EpE€ZI\{0} i=1 ! o€Sp j=1

E [H @(@)]

i=1

where the first 7' term is due to the condition > %, & = 0. Since, for every o € S,

d —el&l*/2 2rexp (—elé /2 p P
o & i (|£o<@->(|) D Z;S o ;m 7

=1 =1

we can exchange summations and reduce the problem to bound from above, for every
o€ Sy,

pexp 6|£az|/2 1 p

&1,,6p€L\{0} 1=1 j=1

but the quantity above is independent of ¢, after changing summation variables. Therefore,
we may assume that o is the identity permutation, which establishes (3.9).
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STEP 2. We argue by an induction argument that in order to prove (3.9) it is enough
to show that for every p there exists a constant C such that

* 4 eXp 5|£Z| /2 D ,
Ty ]I I&| H LIS lglyl/H <;§Z> < O(TVe), (3.10)

€1y i=1 =1

where the symbol Y°* denotes the summation restricted upon

J
&1, .., & € 24\ {0} such that Z§i7é0for every j=1,....,p—1.
i=1

Indeed, once (3.10) is established for every p € N, what remains to bound in the sum-
mation (3.9) are all the contributions due to ¢1,...,&, € Z4\ {0} such that, for some
j€{l,...,p—1}, one has > 7_, & = 0. By grouping them according to be the smallest

such index j, that we denote by ¢, we bound from above the corresponding contributions
in (3.9) as the product

ol J exp E‘gz’ /2 !
T Z H |£Z H |ZJ £Z|1/H <Z21£Z> '

£1,nEg €29\ {0} i=1 i=1

Lo (—elal?/2) T 1 ¢
.T - ST 50 i
2 I & ] min R 2 ¢

Egt1se-EpELAN{0} 1=g+1 Jj=q+1 t=q+1

< C(TVe)'C(TVe) ™

where the last inequality follows from (3.10) and the inductive assumption for the validity
of (3.9) for every p — q < p.

STEP 3. Proof of (3.10). Note that the conditions on the summation yield |¢;| >
(€] +1)/2 as well as | Zgzl &l > (] Zgzl &i|+1)/2, hence, for some constant C' = C(p) > 0

ol u exp E‘gz’ /2 -
> [l H@J (e

§1,ee56p 1=1 =1

exp 8’52‘ /2 - - )
e 2 1 6l +1 H|z 1£z|+1>1/H(S (Z&)

€1, nEp€ld =1 =1

exp (—el&? bl ex —5|z _&lP/C P
<C Z H p ’5‘/0)1_[ p< > (Z >,

€1, Ep€7d i=1 &l + 1 Jaie (IS, & +)WH

where we also used the fact that | Zgzl &2 <j Zgzl |€:]?, so that

P P p—1 J 2
[Texp (—eléil?/2) < [T exp (—el&l?/C) [T exp [ —2|D_&| /C |,
i=1 i=1 j=1 i=1

for some constant C = C(p, H) > 0. We introduce the function from Lemma 3.5 (with

¢/C instead of €)

exp (—¢¢?/C)

g(§) = g1
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so that the last line above can be rewritten, up to a constant C > 0,

S NSRS

51 ) 7§peZd i=1

o1 P2 j VH 1+1/H (3.11)
=Y gt (H g(@-)) s (Z &) g (Za) ,
£1,nrbp_1€Z2 i=2 j=2  \i=1 i=1
where we used the fact that §, = — Z’i’:—ll & and g is even (notice also that the smallest
case we need to discuss is p = 3, since p = 2 is already covered by Proposition 3.4).
We are now in a position to apply Lemma 3.5 with f; = ¢!*VH f, = ... = fp—1 =9,
F = ... =F, 9= g and F,1 = ¢!t /" To this end we analyze the different

cases separately and show that, choosing ¢ as in (3.4), (3.11) is bounded from above by
—1(T\/¢)P, which in turn would imply (3.9).

STEP 3.1. Case study.
CASE d =2+ 1/H We may choose the exponents

=1 =d, ANp=—
)‘1 ) )‘2 ) 2 d 1 3
and

d

so that (3.6) is satisfied. Hence we obtain that (3.11) is bounded from above by the

product
p—1 p—2
. (H ||gugd> IT |s"
i=2 j=2

Using repeatedly Lemma 3.3 to bound all these norms, we conclude that (3.10) holds.
Indeed, since d = 1/H + 2, then 1 +1/H =d — 1 and

I+1/H (3.12)

Hg pd/(d—1) ’g pd/(d—1)

Hg = |lglly < e 3@/ AH/H-DOTIH) — =3
Igllea < [logelM?,
Hgl/H s HgHW /o) S c—3(([d=1)/(d=2)-1)(d—2) _ 5*%, (3.13)
s P ||g||;;3+{iH)/(d < logefI-V4,

so that, collecting all the terms (3.12) is bounded from above by
S log eI/ S 70 (10g T) TR S 7TV,

CASE d > 2+ 1/H. We may choose the subcritical exponent d < d so that 1+ 1/H <

d—1<d,d(1+1/H)/(d—1) <daswell as 1/H < d—2 < d. Hence by the choice of the
exponents

M=1, X=d, Ay=
and
A\ =d, Ak:ﬁ if3<k<p-1,

(3.6) is again satisfied. Thus we can bound from above (3.11) by the product

p—1 p—2
. (H ||guga> [T s
i=2 j=2

1+1/H

Hg £d/(d-1) ’g £d/(d=1) " (3.14)
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Again using repeatedly Lemma 3.3 we can bound all these norms. Indeed, considering
them separately yields

=g H;;fl//g < o= 3(d/(+1/H)=1)(1+1/H) _ ~3(d—1-1/H)
At ~ ,

Jo
lglla S e = (@),

iy = HQHZ/I{H@,U) < o3 (Hd(d-1)/d-1)/H _ gfé(d(lfl/@fl/HX (3.15)

= ‘|1f1/H < o3 (dd-1)/(d1+1/H)~1) (141/H)
pd/(d—1) pd(1+1/H)/(d=1) ~

— —3(a(1-1/d)— 171/H)7

1/H

o

1+1/H

o

so that, collecting all the terms (3.14) is bounded from above by
5 ((p=D)(d=1/H)=p) < pp=1 p=ai/m ~ 71 (T\/g)p‘

CASE d < 2+ 1/H. We argue that there exists 1 < d < d such that
d 1 d 1
1 —— >d. 1
d—1<‘+H>>d—1H (3.16)
Indeed, the first inequality is trivial since 1 +1/H > 1/H, while the second one is always
satisfied if d < 1/H. If d > 1/H the second inequality is equivalent to d < d/(d — 1/H).

Moreover, note that since d < 2+ 1/H we have d/(d — 1/H) > d/2, thus choosing d such
that

d - 1
z < =
ax{1,2}<d<d if d I
- 1
max 1,§ <d< dl ifd>—
2 i-% H
(3.16) is satisfied. Given d satisfying (3.16), to bound (3.11) we may choose the exponents
- d
AM=1, X=d, Ap=—
1=1, A 2= 37

and

- d

so that again (3.6) is satisfied. Thus (3.11) is bounded from above by the product

p—1 p—2
. (H ||gugd) IT |s""
i=2 j=2

In this case we need to do an additional distinction between the cases d < 1+ 1/H,d =
14+1/H and 14+ 1/H < d < 2+ 1/H. Indeed the first factor of (3.17) might give a
diverging term depending on d.

If d <14 1/H an application of Lemma 3.3 yields the upper bounds

11/0 (3.17)

Is L

pd/(d—1) pd/(d-1)

1+1/H
= [lgllEY0 < 1,

L(d/d— 1)
o V/H
(/@1 Hg”ec?/(H(J—l)) S L

= gl k" 1,
¢d(1+1/H)/(d—1) ~

Jo

Hgsz Se2
1/H

o

1+1/H

Hg ¢d/(d—

so that, collecting all the terms (3. 17) is bounded from above by
e ((i71)0-2) < a((GT-1)0-2) <751 o 771 (TyE)P.
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If d > 14 1/H an application of Lemma 3.3 yields the upper bounds

pd(14+1/H)/(d—1) ~>

141/H - _1(g—1-1
Hg = llg ||gl+1//H Se 3(d-1- ),
”9”@1 Se” 3 (d/d— 1)
Hg @/ @d-1) ”g”ﬁ/(H(ri—l)) S 1
14+1/H
o] oy = gl <1

gi/(d_fl)
so that collecting all the terms (3.17) is bounded from above by
3 ((§-1)(-2)+d-1-%) < 73((§-1) (-2 +d-1-7) <T:leoT! (TVE)?,
where the last inequality is true if
d 1
=—1 -2)+d—-1—-—= -2

which is satisfied if d > 1+ 1/H.
Finally if d = 1+ 1/H an application of Lemma 3.3 yields the upper bounds

14+1/H
= gl M < loge,
/1 /

Jo
lglla S e = (@),

1/H 1/H

¢d/(d—1) - Hg”[‘i/(H(ti—l)) 5 1,

Is

1+1/H 1+1/H

¢d/(d-1) = 9l jaa e pa—y S 1

Is
so that collecting all the terms (3.17) is bounded from above by
e (i) oge < TG0 < PE-1 Ll (TVE)P,
where the last inequality is satisfied if d > d/2. O

3.4. Conclusion. We complete the proof of Theorem 1.1 with the next proposition.

Proposition 3.7. Lete = e(d, H,T) > 0 be as in (3.4). Then, for every T > 0 sufficiently
large,

E (Wi (ur, T)] 2 TVE. (3.13)
and, for every p > 1,
E [W2(ur,T)] S CT(VEY. (3.19)
Proof. By (2.10) we may write
1 C
EWi(pr,T)] 2 7B [IVue|Z2] = B E [V 74]

—

3.5),(3.8) 1

2 C 4
2 = (TVe) — —5 (TVe)".
Finally, choosing M ~ T'/e yields (3.18).

—

Let us turn to (3.19). By the Holder inequality and (2.7), it is sufficient to argue in the
case p € N even, so that we may use (2.9) and (3.8) to obtain

E Wy (ur, T)] ST (VE)" + T 7| Vel S T (VE),

which concludes the proof. ]
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4. A LOWER BOUND FOR FBM’S oN R

Our arguments presently do not follow through in the non-compact case R%, except if
heavily modified, e.g., by localizing on a large ball as T" increases, and anyway they yield
asymptotic bounds that do not seem to be sharp. However, Theorem 1.1 combined with a
convexity argument gives a straightforward lower bound for the expected distance between
the empirical measures of two independent fBm’s on R?.

Corollary 4.1. Let Bf1 = <BtH1) 0
t>

nian motions on R, with Hurst indexes Hy, Hy € (0,1) and assume that Hy > Hy. Then,
for everyp>1, as T — oo,

BH2 — (ng) . be independent fractional Brow-
t

. . T/ ifd< - +2,
E |:WI§) </0 6BSHI dsa/o 5Bf2 d5>:| Z T- (10g jﬂgjﬂ)p/2 ’lfd = HL1 + 2, (41)
T~ a1/H; ifd> g +2.

Proof. Denote by Eq [], Ea [] respectively expectation with respect to Bt and B2, so
that E[-] = Eq [E5 [-]]. Notice first that, by convexity,

T T T T
E, [Wg < /O i ds, /0 0 b2 ds>] > WP ( /0 6y ds, /O E, [5352] ds>
T T
=Wp (/ 0 g ds,/ N(0, s212) ds) )
0 s 0

Denote by pr: R* — T¢ the projection map, which is 1-Lipschitz,
dya(pr(z), pr(y)) < |z —yl,
so that, for measures u, v on R%, it holds
Wy (p,v) > W), pa(pry p1, pry v),
where pry pu(A) = p(pr~*(A)) denotes the push-forward of p by pr. We apply it to pu =

fOT 6BSHI ds, for which pry u = fOT 6pr(BsHl) ds, and v = f(;[N(O,SZHQ)ds, hence

T T T T
WI? </0 5Bfl ds,/o N(O,32H2)ds> > W;Td </0 5pr(Bfl) dS,/O prﬁN(O,sﬂﬁ)ds) 7

where W), ra denotes the Wasserstein distance on the torus T¢. We then use the triangle
inequality combined with the inequality (z + y)P < 2P~! (2P + yP), to bound

T T T
D 2H P
med (/0 5pr(Bfl) dS,/O pTy N(O, s4172) dS) pe med (/0 5pr(Bfl) ds, T>

T
- W;;)qrd </ pry N (0, 32H2)ds,T> )
’ 0

We claim that, writing ¢ = min{2,p/(p — 1)}, one has the bounds:
TP ifd<q(g+1),
T
W ( | prno.s ds,T) <7 QogTp /1 itd=q(£+1), (42
___»
T~ d/a=1/Hy ifd>q(g+1

In particular, the right hand side above is always infinitesimal with respect to that in
(4.1), therefore, taking expectation with respect to Eq [-] the thesis follows from the lower
bounds in (1.1).
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To prove (4.2), notice first that by monotonicity (2.7), we can assume that p > 2, so
that ¢ = p/p — 1 is the dual exponent. The thesis follows from an application of (2.11)

from Lemma 2.1 with p = fOT pry N'(0, s*2) ds, u(T%) = T = /i(0). For every & € Z\ {0},

T
~ _ 21¢12 2H: 1
M(é.) = A exXp (—27{' ‘g’ S 2) dS SJ W

Therefore, letting u. be the solution to the Poisson equation —Au, = P.(u—T'), by (2.5)
we have for ¢ € Z¢4,

. exp (—272¢|¢)?
|u€(£)| S ( 241 H)

(1€] + 1)1/ 5
and the Hausdorff-Young inequality (2.3) entails

1+1/H-
IV ey S Dol

where we introduce the function from Lemma 3.3 (with €/C for a suitable constant C' =
C(d,p,H) > 0 instead of ¢),

_exp (—€l¢]2/0)

T
;;)Td (/ pry N (0, 52H2) ds,T)
’ 0

It follows that

w

1 ifd<q(g+1),
ST(VE) +T' P < [logeP™! ifd=q(g;+1),
e 3(d/q=1-1/H)p if d>gq HL2_|_1
1
Letting /e = 1/T in the first case and /e =T 4/¢-1/H2 in the second and third case, we
obtain (4.2). O

5. A RESULT ON DISCRETE-TIME APPROXIMATION

We prove the following variant of Theorem 1.1 where we consider a discrete-time ap-
proximation of fBm. We limit ourselves to the case p = 1 for simplicity.

Theorem 5.1. Let BH = (B{{)t>0

H € (0,1) taking values on a d-dimensional torus T?. Let o > 0 and for T > 0, set
T~T7% Then, as T — oo,

be a fractional Brownian motion with Hurst index

T2 ifd <2,
LZ/] — min{1/2,1t2} . N
S T ’ 2<d< 42
E | W, 5BHT7 I_T/TJT ST. d e lf X H+ ,
= max{y/log T/T, T~ 4"} ifd= 4 +2,

7~ min{(d—1/H), 55} ifd> 4 +2.

The argument follows a similar path as in the previous section.

5.1. Fourier transform moment bounds. In this case, since we limit ourselves to
the Wasserstein distance of order 1, only bounds for second and fourth moments will be
needed. The following result is a generalization of Lemma 3.2.

Lemma 5.2. For T > 7 it holds, for every € € Z¢, € £ 0,
E |limn(©)P] ~ T (Je" +7) (5.1)
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Proof. We use the inequality, valid for any absolutely continuous decreasing function f,

m—1 mT mT
;ww— ) < /0 F(#)]dt < 7 (£(0) — f(mr)

that for f(z) = exp (—[¢[*2*H) yields

m—1 mT
Z exp (—]{\232H72H) T — / exp (—]{\QtQH) dt
s=0 0

We rewrite

<T (1 — exp (—]{\Q(mT)zH)) :

mr|¢[V/H

/mT exp (—\QQtQH) dt = \gll/H/ exp (—t2H) dt
0

0
In our application we have m7 > 1, hence

1/H

mr|€|
/ exp (—2H) dt ~1 and (1 — exp (—[¢[2(mr)?)) ~ 1,
0
so that L
> exp (—lgPs ) 7~ e 4
s=0

Let then n = |T/7] and write

E ||a2(©F] = Y Elexp (2 - (B - Byr))] 7
s,t=1

= Z exp (—27T2|£|2|t - s|2H7'2H) 72
s,t=1

n—1
< 2nrt Z exp (—2W2\§]232H72H) T
s=0

ST (g +7)

For the lower bound, we write instead

n

E (lim(€)] = D exp (—2m2jelt — o727 72
s,t=1

n n
> Z Zexp (—27T2|£|2|t - s|2H7'2H) 72
t=|n/2] s=t
[n/2]
> [n/2]T Z exp (—2772\5]2321{7'2[{) T,
s=0
from which we argue similarly as in the upper bound, and obtain the thesis. O

Lemma 5.3. For every p € N, for every T > 7 and & € (Z4)P,

p p 1
E|[[mze)|| < i { . " ,T}. (5:2)
jHl“ e )= 2 min (e o

0ESy j=1

Proof. Let n = |T/7| and write by definition,

n

prr(&5) = Z exp (2m’£Btﬂ) T

t1,..tp=1
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so that

p n P
Hﬁ?(&) = ZGXP QWizngth 7P,
=1 j=1

As in the proof of Lemma 3.1 we split the summation into p! simplexes, one for every
o €Sy,

Ay i={1<tyq) < ... <ty <njp.
We now argue only in the case o being the identity permutation, the other cases being
analogous. A summation by parts gives

Z@Btﬂ —BOZSH-Z B,r — By,_,» Z&—Z (Biyr — By _yr) Zsu
Jj=1 i=j

where we let ty) = 0 and we assume that By = 0. Usmg this identity, the Fourier transform
(characteristic function) of a Gaussian random variable and (2.18), it follows that

2
p
. C
E exp Zzngth Sexp __Z Zé‘l t _t_] 1’2H 2H
j=1 j=1|i=j

We then bound from above the sum
2

P
ZE exp izngth 7—P<Zexp __Z Zgl It — ;1 2H 20 | o
As J=1 7j=1|i=j

n

< Z exp ——Z Z{, S?HTQH P,

t1,..,tp=1 7=1 |i=j

where we performed the change of variables s; = t; —t;_1, for j > 1, recalling that tq = 0.
To conclude, we split into a product of p sums that we bound separately

2 —~1/H
Zexp D) Zgz S?H 7 < min Z&Z +7,T
sj=1 i=j i=j
O
5.2. Upper bound.
Proposition 5.4. Define ¢ = e(d, H,a,T) > 0 as follows:
T2 ifd<2,
T-1/2 if2<d<2++ anda>dj2 -1,
T if2<d<2+2 anda <d/2-1,
Ve = T z’fd:2+% anda<%, (5.3)
\/1(1)_%37/T ifd=2+% and a > o,
T_Tl ifd>2+%anda§di/%,
(7 = ifd>2—|—%(mdoz>d71/%,

and let ue be a solution to the PDE
—Au. = P:(prr — |T/7]7).

Then, as T — o0,
E[IVuell 2] S TV, (5.4)
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hence, by (2.9),
E Wi(prr, | T/7|7)] S TWe.

Proof. STEP 1. We argue that
2+1/H _
E [IVuela] ~ T IglZi M gy + T ol (5.5)

where the first ¢ in the sum above is as in Lemma 3.3 but with €/(2 + 1/H) instead of .
Indeed, by Plancherel’s identity (see (2.1)) and Lemma 5.2, we may estimate the second
moment of Vu, by

B[IVul] = o Y E[lmrer] S22

2
£€Zd\{0} i
exp —el¢l? /2) —1/H
~T & +7).
SGZZd\:{O} &F (| | >

2+1/H - 2
~ T gl it gy + T N9l ey -
STEP 2 Case study. We now argue by Lemma 3.3 to show that (5.4) holds with & chosen
as in (5.3).

CASE d < 2. By Lemma 3.3 the right hand side of (5.5) is ~ 7" and thus (5.4). If d = 2,
by Lemma 3.3 the first term on the right hand side of (5.5) is ~ T', while the second term
is ~ T'=%|loge|. Hence, by choosing ¢ = T~! as in (5.3), (5.4) holds.

CASE 2 < d < 2+ 1/H. By Lemma 3.3 the right hand side of (5.5) is ~ T +
Tlfaa_%(d_z), which in turns imply (5.4). Indeed, the condition oo < d/2 — 1 is equivalent
to

T2 — T1fa67%(d72),
which implies (5.4), otherwise the first term on the right hand side of (5.5) is the leading
one and (5.4) is still satisfied choosing v/ = T~1/2.

CASE d = 2+ 1/H. By Lemma 3.3 the right hand side of (5.5) is ~ T'|logT| +
Tl-ec=2(@-2) Note that if a < 1/2H by the choice /e = T~(1+2)/4 the second term of
(5.5) is the leading term. Otherwise we may choose /e = y/logT/T and (5.4) holds.

CASE d > 2+41/H. Again by Lemma 3.3 the right hand side of (5.5) is ~ Te™ 3(d—2-1/H)
T30 If o < (1/H)/(d — 1/H) we may choose \/z = T~(17®)/d g0 that the
second term in (5.5) is the leading one and (5.4) holds. Otherwise we might choose
Ve = T~Yd=1/H) 5o that the first term of (5.5) is the leading one and (5.4) holds. O
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