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SCALING LIMITS FOR FRACTIONAL POLYHARMONIC GAUSSIAN FIELDS

NICOLA DE NITTI AND FLORIAN SCHWEIGER

ABsTrRACT. This work is concerned with fractional Gaussian fields, i.e. Gaussian fields whose covari-
ance operator is given by the inverse fractional Laplacian (—A)~*% (where, in particular, we include
the case s > 1). We define a lattice discretization of these fields and show that their scaling lim-
its — with respect to the optimal Besov space topology (up to an endpoint case) — are the original
continuous fields. As a byproduct, in dimension d < 2s, we prove the convergence in distribution of
the maximum of the fields. A key tool in the proof is a sharp error estimate for the natural finite
difference scheme for (—A)® under minimal regularity assumptions, which is also of independent

interest.
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1. INTRODUCTION

SEIEEIEE S EEEEEIEEIELE

1.1. Fractional Gaussian Fields. Fractional Gaussian fields form a natural one-parameter family
of Gaussian interface models. For a fixed parameter s > 0, the s-fractional Gaussian field is the
Gaussian field whose covariance operator is (—A)~*, the inverse of the fractional Laplacian of order
s. We emphasize right away that we do not assume s € [0,1], and in fact our main interest is in the
polyharmonic case s > 1. A purely formal and non-rigorous way to define the s-fractional Gaussian

field on some domain Q C R? is to set

(L.1) P(d) = + exp (—§ JRECIENE dm) dg.
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(p) s=1.5 (E) s =2 (membrane model)
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FI1GURE 1.1. Surface plots of discrete fractional polyharmonic Gaussian fields on 2 :=
0,1)2N WZ2 with zero boundary conditions. These discrete random functions are
linearly interpolated. See also [I7, Fig. 1.1] for further numerical experiments.

This cannot be taken as a rigorous definition, as de refers to the Lebesgue measure on the infinite-
dimensional space R, which does not exist.

There are also other issues with (L.1): namely, one needs to decide how to define (—A)* for functions
v: Q@ — R and (closely related to that issue) one needs to decide on boundary values of ¢. For these
questions, we have a clear answer, though. We take 0 boundary values (i.e., we take ¢ to be extended
by 0 to the whole R?), and we let (—A)® be the fractional Laplacian on the full space RY, which is
defined by using the Fourier transfornﬂ That is, for any ¢ € RY,

F(=A)*u] (€) = [€[** Flul(€)
with
Flul(€) = /]Rd ey (x) da.

These choices are natural from a probabilistic point of view, as we will explain in Remark 2.2} and
they can be implemented to provide a rigorous meaning to (1.1}, for example, as a probability measure

1An equivalent hypersingular integral formulation of the polyharmonic fractional operator of order s € (0,m), for
any m € N, is given by

S P17 () utat i)
()" u(e) = Cans [ | M dy,

where

-1
225T'(d/2 + s) 2m \ | .
% (Z( 1)/ ( j> 323> if s € (0,m)\N,
-1
22°1(d/2 + s)s! m o\ ge. . .
(,{T (Z( 1)’ < _j> 5 lng> if s € (0,m) NN.

We refer to [I] and references therein for further information on the theory of higher-order fractional Laplacians.

Ccl,m,s =
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on the space of tempered distributions. This is discussed in detail in the excellent survey [I7] and in
Section [2.1] we recall the points which are important for us.

The main goal of the present work is to define a discrete version ¢y, of the s-fractional Gaussian field
@ on a lattice ), = QN AZ? and to study its properties. It is not immediately obvious how one should
define this discrete version, but we will argue that our definition is quite natural. Certainly, one would
expect that in the limit A — 0 the discrete s-fractional Gaussian field converges in law, with respect
to a suitable topology, to the (continuous) s-fractional Gaussian field. Our main result is that, with
our definition of a s-fractional Gaussian field, this convergence holds in a rather strong sense, namely
in law with respect to the topology of Besov spaces for the optimal range of parameters.

Similar problems have been studied before for specific values of s. If s = 1, the field is the Gaussian
free field and the convergence of the discrete Gaussian free field to its continuous variant is folklore
(see |23, Section 4] for related results). The proof relies on the fact that covariances of the discrete
Gaussian free field can be represented using simple random walk, which in the scaling limit becomes
Brownian motion. The case 0 < s < 1 is addressed in [I7, Section 12E|, and the proof of the scaling
limit follows a similar strategy as for the case s = 1, just with the 2s-stable Lévy process taking the
place of Brownian motion.

These results for s < 1 all rely on some form of a random walk representation. For s > 1 and for our
choice of boundary values, there is no such random walk representation and so proofs become much
more difficult. However, if one one uses another definition of the FGF in terms of spectral powers of the
ordinary Laplacian (the so-called eigenfunction FGF from [I7, Section 9]), one retains a random walk
representations and it is comparably easy to establish a scaling limit. On the torus, the eigenfunction
FGF agrees with the ordinary FGF, and for the discrete FGF on the torus results similar to ours have
been shown in [6, [9] and very recently and independently in [2T]. One can also study the eigenfunction
FGF on domains with boundary where it is genuinely different from the ordinary FGF. In fact, in [2],
this is done not in the lattice case, but in the more complicated case of a Sierpinski gasket.

Let us emphasize again, though, that in our setting in the regime s > 1 the presence of the zero
boundary values adds genuine new difficulties. The only existing result in this regime is for s = 2,
where the s-fractional Gaussian field is the so-called membrane model. In [8], it was proven that this
field is the scaling limit of its discrete version. The main ingredient in the proof were estimates for
finite difference schemes for (—A)? from [25], and estimates for its Green’s function from [I8§].

Thus, previous work was restricted to s € [0,1] U {2}, while our results cover the entire range
s € [0,00). Even in the case s € [0, 1] U {2}, our results improve upon the previous work. Namely, the
convergence in [I7, Section 12] is with respect to the topology of distributions and the convergence in
[8] is with respect to the topology of some negative Sobolev space (for non-optimal parameters). As
an easy corollary of our result with respect to the Besov-space topology, one obtains convergence with
respect to the Sobolev-topology and also with respect to the Holder topology (both with the optimal
range of parameters).

Our method of proof uses estimates for finite difference schemes like [§], but of a different flavor. In-
stead of the estimate from [25] used in [§] (that needs C*-regularity of the function to be approximated
by the scheme), we establish an estimate that needs only minimal regularity assumptions (essentially
just H5*e-regularity for some € > 0). This is the main technical result of the paper and we will discuss
it and its context next.

1.2. Finite difference schemes for fractional operators. There is a close relation between discrete
versions of Gaussian fields and finite difference approximations of the corresponding operator. Indeed,
if we want to define a lattice version of that is suitably close to itself, then we need a lattice
approximation of (—A)®; the better this approximation, the closer the resulting lattice field will be to
its continuous version.

2There7 a definition of the discrete FGF that is slightly different from ours is used; the proof, however, should apply
to all reasonable discretizations including ours.
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Before discussing finite difference schemes, let us mention that there has been work on finite element
approaches to the fractional Laplacian (at least for s < 1). We cannot cover the whole body of relevant
literature here, but we refer to the very recent survey [3].

Let us now turn to finite difference schemes. The subject of finite difference schemes for the fractional
Laplacian (—A)?® has been studied before and various schemes have been proposed. However, the main
focus has been on the case s < 1 and often also d = 1. We refer to the survey [I5] and the references
therein for an overview. The main challenge when constructing a finite difference scheme for the
fractional Laplacian is that it is given by convolution with a singular integral kernel, and a naive
discretization of this kernel might not capture its behavior near the singularity.

Our preferred way to construct a finite difference scheme arises naturally when working in Fourier
space. Let us consider first the usual Laplacian, i.e. the case s = 1. Its symbol is |£|? and its standard
finite difference approximation (the 2d + 1-point stencil in dimension d) has symbol

d

(1.2) M (€)? := %snﬁ (%h) .

So, for the fractional Laplacian (—A)* with symbol |£[?*, a natural way to define a finite difference
scheme is to take the finite difference operator with symbol Mj,(£)?¢. That is, we define

Fn [(=2n)un] (€) = Mu(€)* Falun)(€)
with
Fulun](€) =h? > e uy(x).
TzERZ
We can also use Mp,(£)?® as a continuous Fourier multiplier and thereby understand (—Aj)*® also as a
continuous operator. This is consistent with the previous definitions, as pointed out in Lemma [A1]

This scheme for s < 1 (but general d) has already been studied in [I4] (and the special case d = 1
already in [I5] Section 4.2] and, in more detail, in [7]) and has many desirable properties. First of all,
for s € N, we recover the standard schemes for polyharmonic Laplacians. We also have the property
that (—ApR)*(=AR)*¥ = (=Ap)*+s". Moreover, while for other schemes the accuracy often degenerates
as s /1, our scheme has accuracy h? uniformly in s (as follows from Theorem . In Remark
below, we comment on how this scheme might work in practice.

Now that we have chosen our scheme, let us discuss rigorous estimates for its approximation quality.
In the literature on finite difference schemes, it is common to derive pointwise estimates on the error
under a strong regularity assumption (C* or C¥ for a large enough k). In fact, for d € {1,2} and
s < 1, there are two such results in the literature: in [7], pointwise estimates for the approximation
error for functions in Hélder spaces (at least C%25%¢) are shown and, in [14], such pointwise estimates
are shown under the assumption that the 2s+ e-th derivative has integrable Fourier transform (which,
roughly speaking, again corresponds to C25+¢),

However, as already mentioned in the previous subsection, our interest is more in estimates under
low-regularity assumptions, i.e. in a Sobolev scale. To the best of our knowledge, such estimates are
new (even in the case d = 1, s < 1). For the case of the Laplacian or Bilaplacian, though, such results
are classical (see the textbook [16] or a recent refinement for the Bilaplacian in [22]), and our result is
inspired by the latter. However, the proof is quite different. Namely, the proof of [22, Theorem 2.3]
relied on the Bramble-Hilbert lemma and thereby used that s € N. In our general setting, we use a
different approach, based on the Poisson summation formula and a lengthy estimate of various error
terms in Fourier space.

1.3. Main results. Let us now state our main results more precisely. We consider the discrete FGF
n and the continuous FGF ¢, as introduced informally in Section As the rigorous definitions are
quite technical, we postpone them to Sections [2.2] and respectively.

We claim that the scaling limit of ¢} in an appropriate sense is ¢. However, ¢, is defined only
on hZ%, so we need to interpolate it to a function on R? first. For that purpose, we fix a compactly
supported function © € S(R?) with [, ©(z)dz = 1 and define ©4(z) = 50 ().
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Using Oy, we can define the interpolated field

Ingn(x) == > h'en(y)On(z —y)

yELZ

as a random element of S'(R%).

Some of the results below also hold if © is just a tempered distribution (and, in fact, in [8] only the
choice © = §y was used). However, if we hope to find a scaling limit in some Banach space of optimal
regularity, we need to consider more regular © (as otherwise Ijp; might not even be an element of
the Banach space in question); so, to avoid unneccessarily complicated notations, we directly assume
that © is a measurable function.

As a first result, we claim that, for any © chosen as above, the interpolated fields I converge in
the sense of distributions. Note that our definition of ¢} is made in such a way that we do not need
to rescale it with some power of h to obtain a scaling limit. Indeed, we have the following result.

Theorem 1.1 (Scaling limit in the space of distributions). Let Q C R? be a bounded domain with
Lipschitz boundary, and let s > 0.

Let © be a compactly supported function with integral 1. Then Ippp converges in law with respect to
the topology of S'(R) to ¢. That is, for any f € S(R?), the random variable (I, [ L2 (hzay converges

in law to (@, f) L2 we)-

In Theorem [I.T] we established a scaling limit in the space of distributions. However, as we discuss
in detail in Section 2] the continuous FGF is defined not just as a distribution-valued random variable,
but actually has a certain Besov-, Sobolev- and Holder-regularity. Hence, it is natural that we can
take the scaling limit of the ¢, also in these spaces. In order to do so, however, we need some further
assumptions on the regularization © (otherwise the interpolated field I, might not even be an
element of the space). The result now is the following.

Theorem 1.2 (Scaling limits in Sobolev and Holder Spaces). Let Q C R? be a bounded domain with
Lipschitz boundary and let s > 0. Let © be a compactly supported function with integral 1, and suppose
that there is some k with k > s + % such that

(3 sin®(&;))*/2

(1.3) [FOE)<C €

or all €.
g Let f’ < s— g, p,q € [1,00]. Then the interpolated fields Inpp converge in law with respect to the
topology of B;:Q(Rd) to .

Moreover, for any fized bounded domain Q with Lipschitz boundary such that 1 € Q, Inep are
supported in Q for h sufficiently small. For any s’ < s — %, the interpolated fields Ipppn converge in
law with respect to the topology of HSI(Q) to p. In addition, if H := s — % >0, m=[H| -1, and
0 < a< H—m, then Ipp, converges in law with respect to the topology of C™(RY) to ¢.

Here, B;:q(Rd) is, up to a minor technicality that we again discuss in Section equal to the standard
Besov space B;:q(]Rd).

Several remarks are in order. First of all, a convenient example of a function satisfying for
some k € N is given by the centered B-spline of order k (see, e.g., [16, Section 1.9.4] for a summary of
their properties).

Next, the range of parameters is basically optimal. Indeed, the continuous FGF is not in B;:q for
any s’ > s — % and any p, ¢ with the only possible exception s’ = s — g, p < oo and ¢ = oo (cf. [2§]
where the case s = 0 is studied in detail; the general case should be similar). In view of this, Theorem
is optimal apart from the fact that it does not cover the endpoint case s’ = s — %, p < oo and
q = 0.
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Regarding the convergence in Sobolev spaces, we cannot expect convergence with respect to the
topology of H SI(Q) for the simple reason that, because of the mollification, I}, need not have zero
boundary values outside of ).

A fundamental step in the proof of the results above is establishing the following error estimate for
a fractional Poisson equation (which is of interest in itself). Our goal is to compare the solutions of
(=A)*u = f and of (—Ap)*up = f and we will estimate the error u — uy, in the (discrete) energy norm
Il 1] B As we work under minimal regularity assumptions on u, the precise result is somewhat more
technical. Namely, in general v and f might not be continuous functions and so it is not clear how to
restrict them to the lattice. We circumvent this by introducing two additional mollifiers.

The result then takes the following shape.

Theorem 1.3 (Error estimate on the discrete approximation). Let @ C R? be an open bounded set
with Lipschitz boundary. Let ©: R* = R and 0: R* — R be mollifiers that are compactly supported,
symmetric around 0, and have integral 1. Furthermore, let us assume that there exist k,1 > 0 such
that

(37 sin®(&;))*/2
e ’

l[Fe@l<C

1

OO < C g

and define O (z) = 120 (%), On(z) = 756 (¥).
Let 0 < s <t and let u € HY(R?) be the solution of

(=A)u(z) = f(z), zel,
u(z) =0, zeR\ Q,

for some f € H'=25(R?%), and uy,: hZ¢ — R be the solution of

(—=AR)*up(z) = O x f(z), = €hZiNQ,
up(z) =0, x € hZ4\ Q.

Then, if h <1, k>s, k> %+23—t, > % —t, and t — s < 2, we have the estimate
10 * u — “h”H;(th) < Cht_SHUHHt(Rd)’
where C' > 0 does not depend on h.

Here (as in the rest of the paper) C' denotes some generic constant that might change from line to
line, but is always independent of h.

Let us give some explanations regarding the linear constraints on the parameters in this result. The
most important constraint is t — s < 2. It arises from the fact that the proposed finite difference
scheme is of second order (see [I5, Section 5.2]), so that the accurary of our scheme saturates at h2.
The condition k > % + 2s — t is needed in order for O x f to be continuous (so that it has a well-
defined restriction to the lattice). Similarly, the condition { > % —t is needed in order for 6}, * u to be
continuous.

As mentioned in Section this is the first rigorous estimate for a finite difference scheme for
(=A)® under low regularity assumptions. For finite elements, a result that is similar in spirit can
be found in [3, Theorem 2.6]. There an estimate for piecewise linear finite elements is shown that is
similar to our result (albeit with the additional restriction t — s < % instead of ¢t — s < 2). The method
of proof is very different.

1.4. Future work. The most well-studied discrete Gaussian interface model is certainly the discrete
Gaussian free field (corresponding to s = 1 in our notation). In recent years there has been a lot
of activity to extend results known for the discrete Gaussian free field to other discrete (Gaussian or
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non-Gaussian) interface models, and this work is a first step to include the discrete FGFs in the latter
class.

Let us highlight one such question, namely regarding the maximum of the field. In case of the
discrete Gaussian free field, this is well-understood. In the subcritical dimension (d = 1), the field
is nothing but a random walk bridge, so it is easy to see that the rescaled maximum converges to a
non-degenerate random variable. In supercritical dimensions (d > 3), correlations decay so rapidly
that the maximum behaves as if the field values were independent [5]. The most interesting case is the
critical case, d = 2, where the field is log-correlated and obtains the typical second-order correction
[4].

These results have already been extended to the case of the membrane model (corresponding to
s = 2). The subcritical case (d < 3) was studied in [§] using results from [18], the supercritical case
in [B], and finally the critical case in [22]. An important tool in the latter proof was an estimate for
finite difference schemes very similar to the one in Theorem

For general s, it is very likely that similar results hold true. In fact, in the subcritical case d < 2s,
convergence of the rescaled maximum is a straightforward corollary of Theorem

Corollary 1.4 (Convergence of the maximum for d < 2s). Let d < 2s, Q C R? be a fized bounded
domain with Lipschitz boundary, and consider the family o5, of s-FGF on Q;, = QNhZ?* as h — 0. Then
the random variables max,cq, ¢n(x) converge in distribution to a non-degenerate random variable.

While this corollary covers the subcritical case, the critical case (d = 2s) and the supercritical case
(d > 2s) remain open, and we hope to address them in the future. In particular, a study of the
critical case would be very interesting, as most existing examples of discrete log-correlated fields in the
literature are in d = 2 or some other even dimension while the %—discrete FGPF, for instance, would be
a natural example of a log-correlated field in odd dimensions.

2. FRACTIONAL POLYHARMONIC (GAUSSIAN FIELDS

In this section, we give precise definitions for the continuous and discrete FGF. For the continuous
FGF, we follow [17]. The major difference is that we only require Lipschitz continuity of the boundary
of our domain  (and hence our results cover in particular the important special case Q = (0,1)%).
Because of this, several functional-analytic statements require extra attention and we give precise
references for the results we use.

2.1. The (continuous) fractional Gaussian field. We first fix our conventions for the Fourier
transform, and then use it to define some relevant function spaces.
For a function u: R? — R, we let Flu](¢): R? — R, defined by

Flul(€) = / e~y (z) da,

Rd
be its continuous Fourier transform. Then, we have the Fourier inversion formula,

! e Flu
[ e Ft e

u(@) = F [ Flul(x) = 2

and Plancherel’s theorem,
1

| @l e = o [ 7@ R

We can also define the Sobolev norms

e TGl
ey = [ 1+ PP de,

where |¢]? is the Fourier multiplier of the Laplacian —A.
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Let Q C R be a bounded domain with Lipschitz boundary and let S’(R%) be the space of tempered
distributions on R?. In what follows, we collect some results on fractional Sobolev spaces on Q. If
has a smooth boundary, all of them are well-known (and [26] Chapter 4] is a comprehensive reference).
If 2 has merely Lipschitz boundary, the situation is slightly more complicated and we rely on the
reference [27]. A brief version of some of these results is also contained in [I7, Section 4.1], but some
of them are not made explicit there.

For s > 0, let H*() be the closure of C2°(Q) with respect to the norm || - | s (e and let H—5(Q)

be its dual space. The space H ~%(Q) can alternatively be described as follows. Let

Ul s = inf |z _
L Ly [ P
u=v in Q

for u € S(R?). Then if S(Q) is the quotient of § (R%) under the equivalence relation that identifies
functions when they agree in €, we have that H () is the closure of S(2) with respect to the norm

|+ lz7-+(q) (this follows from [27, Theorem 3.5 (i)] upon observing that our spaces H*(Q), for s > 0,
and H~°(), for s < 0, are equal to Triebel’s B3 ,(2) by [27, Proposition 3.1]).

From the Lax-Milgram lemma (and the fact that C2°(€2) is dense in Jig (©)) we also obtain that
(—A)* is an isometry from fIS(Q) to H™5(€).

For convenience (and with a slight abuse of notation) we define

fo(a) = H5(Q) if s >0,
O\ H5Q) ifs<O.

This scale of Hilbert spaces has various desirable properties. For any s < ¢, the embedding from H tHQ)
to H*(Q) is compact (cf. [27, Theorem 2.7]). Even more importantly, the spaces form an interpolation
scale with respect to complex (or equivalently real) interpolation (cf. [27, Theorem 3.5 (iv)]).

In [I7, Section 4.2|, the continuous FGF is defined as a probability measure P on S'(R%). More
precisely, it is defined such that when ¢ is distributed according to P, then for every Schwartz function
f € S(R%) we have that (p, f) is a centered Gaussian with variance ||f|\i-l_s(m. By [17, Theorem 2.3

and Proposition 2.4], this property defines P as a probability measure on S’(R?) uniquely.

Let us remark that one can one alternatively define the FGF as a random sum of eigenfunctions of
(=A)*. We give details on this in Appendix

The regularity of ¢ is best measured in Besov spaces. For 8" € R, p,q € [1,00], we let || - || gor (ga)

P,q

be the usual Besov norm (defined, e.g., via Littlewood-Paley decomposition or via wavelets; see,
for example, |26, Chapter 2]) and let B;:q(Rd) be the closure of C2°(R?) with respect to the norm
I sy ey @

Then we have the following regularity results for .

Proposition 2.1 (Regularity of the FGF). Let Q C R? be a bounded domain with Lipschitz boundary
and let s > 0. For any s’ < s — g and p,q € [1,00], the FGF on Q is P-almost surely an element of
B3 (RY).
In particular, for any s’ < s — g the FGF on Q is P-almost surely an element of H* ().
Moreover, if H := s — % > 0, then the FGF on ) is also P-almost surely an element of Cf:c’o‘(Rd)
form=[H]—-1and any0 < a < H—m.

3In [I7] this space is denoted H{(Q). However, more commonly H (1) is defined as the closure of C2°(Q) with respect
to the norm || - ”HS(Q)7 while our space H*(f2) is equal to the Lions-Magenes space (which is also denoted byHSO(Q)).
The two spaces are different whenever s € N + % Our notation is based on the one in [26], Chapter 4].

4Note that the Besov space Bf,:q (R%) commonly defined as the set of all tempered distributions for which || - ll gs (RY)
p,q

is finite. Clearly B’;:q (RY) C B;:q(Rd), and the inclusion is strict if p = co or ¢ = oco.
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Proof. The Besov regularity could be shown using the tightness criterion in Lemma [£.1] below applied
to the constant sequence (™) = ¢. However, according to Theorem [1.2 we have the much stronger
statement that the FGF is the limit (with respect to the B s’ J(RY)- topology) of the discrete fractional
Gaussian fields, suitably interpolated; so we do not give detalls for the proof of the Besov regularity
here.

It is well-known that B ,(R?) = H* (R?) and B3, . (R?) < C*'(R?), where C* (R?) is the Holder-
Zygmund space, which embeds into the classical Holder space CL"1<"=1s"] for any 0 < s < & (see
[27, Section 2.1]). These results together with the fact that the FGF is supported in  easily imply
the Sobolev and Holder regularity results in the proposition.

Let us remark that the Sobolev regularity alternatively follows from the fact the random series defin-

ing ¢ converges in H S/(Q) almost surely, while the Holder regularity also follows from [I7), Proposition
6.2 and Theorem 8.3E O

2.2. The (discrete) fractional Gaussian field. Our definition of the discrete FGF follows the one
of the continuous FGF as closely as possibly. Let us again begin by fixing our conventions for discrete

Fourier transforms and discrete function spaces.
For a function uy,: hZ? — R, we let Fp[up](€): R? — R, defined by

Fulun)(§) = h* D e Pup (@
zERZY

be its discrete Fourier transform (note that this function is %—periodic). Then we have the discrete
Fourier inversion formula,

un(z) = Fy [Fulun])(z) = ﬁ /( T [y (€) de,

and Plancherel’s theorem,

h S unle)? = g /( Pl

xERZA

We can define the discrete Sobolev norms

2 — 2s 2
o /(_;’WM;L@) Filus) ) de,

funlgon = [ (0 M) PilunlF de

h>h

where M, (€)? := ijl & sin® (%) is the discrete Fourier multiplier of the discrete Laplacian.

Let €2 be as before and let €2, = QN hZ%. Similarly as in the continuous setting, we define the

space H* (921,) as the space of functions hZ? — R that vanish outside of Q, (equipped with the norm
induced by || - HH;’(th)) We let H=%(2),) be its dual space, and define

Hi () if s < 0.

We define the discrete FGF as a probability measure on H? (Q1). More precisely, we consider the
measure

Pu(don) = 7-exp (~gllonlen ) IT den) T on(aonto)

zEQy, T€hZA\Qy,

5N.B. There is a typo in the statement of [I7, Proposition 6.2]: it should read H — k instead of H — [H].
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- (5 Z wamaram) T ane 11w

zEQy, z€Qp ZEth\Qh

This is a well-defined Gaussian measure with mean 0, and variance
(2.1) En(on )2 g = Wl
for any fj,: hZ% — R.

Remark 2.2 (Boundary values). Let us comment on our choice of boundary values. The main advantage
of our definition is the fact that it is consistent with projections. Namely, let Q C ) be open sets
and consider the discrete FGF ¢;, on Qh. Then, the restriction of @, to € is equal in distribution to
the sum of the (—Ay)*-harmonic extension of ¢, from hz- \ 5, to Qp, and of an independent discrete
FGF ¢}, on Qhél In particular, even if we had started with a field without boundary values (i.e., with
Q= R?), then looking at the field on a subset naturally leads to consider fields with zero boundary
values outside that subset.

3. RIGOROUS ESTIMATES FOR THE FINITE DIFFERENCE SCHEME

In this section, we present the proof of Theorem [I.3] As mentioned in Section [I.2] the proof of
the analogous statement for s = 2 in [22] Theorem 2.3] was based on the Bramble-Hilbert lemma to
estimate various error terms. Thus it relied on the fact that (—Aj)? (and hence the finite difference
scheme) is local in that case.

In the generic case s € N, however, (—Ay)? is not local, and so this proof strategy can no longer
be applied. Instead, we use the fact that both (—A)® and (—Ap)® are defined via Fourier multipliers
and directly estimate all relevant error terms in Fourier space. However, this requires extra care as we
need to switch from discrete Fourier space to continuous Fourier space at some point. In fact, we need
a way to compare Fj; and F. Fortunately, the following Poisson-type summation formula enables us
to do so easily.

Lemma 3.1 (Poisson-type summation formula). Suppose that g: R — R is a Schwartz function.
Then we have the identity
= 2 Flale+0).

¢e3rzd

Proof. By the Poisson summation formula (see, e.g., [20, Chapter 4.4]), for any Schwartz function f

we have
RN f@)y =Y FIAE)

wEhZd ¢e2rzd
Applying this to f(x) = e %g(z), we find
he Z e Tg(z) = Z Fle g Z Flgl€+Q),
xE€hZA4 ¢e2rzd ¢cedzzad

which implies the claim. O
Using Lemma we can now turn to the proof of our estimate on finite difference schemes.

Proof of Theorem[I.3 By density, we can assume that u is smooth; then, in particular, u is a Schwartz
function and F[u] is a Schwartz function as well. Therefore, all integrals and sums below will be well-
defined.

61f s = 1, this reduces to the familiar domain Markov property for the discrete Gaussian free field: the field in a
subdomain is equal in distribution to the harmonic extension of its boundary values plus an independent zero-boundary
field.
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Representation of the error. From the definitions we have

=l e nzay = 1(=BR)*On x w = un)l| g+ (q,) = inf [onll -+ (hzay-

vp s hZ4 =R
vp=(—Ap)*(Op*u—up) in Qp

Using Lemma [A71] we can also rewrite, for z € Q,

(_

Ap)° (O *u —up)(x)

= (=Ap)*(On xu)(z) — Op * f(z)
= (—Ap)*(On * u)(x) — Op x (—A)*u(x)

where

We can cho

1

& s 1 i&-x | |28
= G IO (O~ g [ PO F€)

I +1y +Is + 1y + Is,

Do) = g [ I (Gl e) — Flo =€)
() :(2;WLAZdndeﬁfﬂaxsfscrwh*qu)—Jﬁ@(@)d@
fﬂw)::@iwué_ﬂzye“xu-—fKnMa>Mm@P%quada
u@>@;¢42$yﬁmm@m — €12%) FlOn] (€)Flul(€) d,
) = gt [ oS FOOF € ae

ose v, = I1 + Is + Is + I + I5 in (3.1), and so it suffices to show that

151 1= ey < CH ™ ull ey

holds for each j € {1,2,3,4,5}. The cases j € {2,3,4} are easier and we begin with those.

Step 2: Estimate of Is. Directly from the definition, we see that
FulL2)(€) = Mn(€)** (Fl0n * ul(€) — Fu)()) = Mn(€)** (FI0n](€) — 1) FLul(€)-
As F[0,](&) = F[0](h€), our assumption on @ implies that F[0](§) < w < Cfor £ € (-7, %)d.
Therefore
15 hy)‘éﬂwfﬂh@Y%fMM@Wdf
=/’ﬂwgw<VSfmma—uﬂfM@Vdg
<c/‘wﬂ|a%f ul(©)? g
SC% S P dg
< CR) ully, g
Step 3: Estimate of I3. The estimate of I3 is quite similar: again, we have that

FulIs](€) = (1 = FIOR](€)) My (€)* Flu](€)-
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The assumptions on © imply that F[©](0) = 1 and VF[B](0) = 1. Furthermore, F[O] is a Schwartz
function. So, by Taylor’s theorem, there is a constant C' such that |1 — F[©](£)| < C[¢|?. This implies
|1 — F[O,](€)] < Ch%|€%. We can now estimate

Il = [ O AL de

E)d
'R

_ /( M (€)% (1 — F[O4](€))?| Fu) (&) de

™ I)d
RoR

<c[ e O P

“h'R

=3

h’'h

<c /( PRI de
< OO a2,
where we used that ¢t —s < 2. Step 4: Estimate of I,. The argument for I, is very similar to that for

Is: we use that | M (€)% — [£[**] < Ch?|¢|* and proceed as for I3.
Step 5: Estimate of I;. Here we will need to compare F and F},. Fortunately we can use Lemma

for that purpose.
From the definition and Lemma we have that

Fu[1)(€) = Mu(€)* (Fal6n +u](€) = Flon + ul(€))
=M >0 Flonxul€+Q)
CeFFZ\{0}
=My(©* D FOE+OFWE+0).
ceFrzi\{o}

The Cauchy-Schwarz inequality then yields

10y ey = /( L M OTIR e

2
= [ Mo X FBE+OFle+ )| de
(=7:-%) ce3zza\{0}
</ th@)?S( > |f+<2t|f[u]<f+<>|2>( > W) .
(=7:%) ¢eZEza\{0} ceFzza\{0}

We know that F[0,](§ + ¢) < % As 2(t +1) > d, we can bound

F10n](€ +¢) 1
o T < P 2 T e

¢e(—%.%)" cezzza\ {0} ¢e(-%.7)" ce2zza\ {0}

1
<C Z h2l|c|2(t+l)

= 220!
§0h2t
and deduce
2 1 2t 2t 2
IRy < O™ [ X e PR + O de
(%) cezzza(oy

<one [ e F ) ag
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< OR) ),

Step 6: Estimate of Is. The argument is similar to the previous step. We see that
FIIRJ() = 167 FIOEFI) X £ y2(6)
. - . N d
where x 4 is the indicator function of the set A. Lemma then implies that, for £ € (—%, %) ,
Fulls](§) = Y Fllsl(€+¢)
¢e3rzd

= D [+ PFOME+ OFuExga (5,5 (€ + )

¢e3rzd

= D A EFONE+ QFE+ O
ceFFz\{0}
and therefore (recalling that My (£) is 2X-periodic)
||I5||2H;S(hzd)

B /< gy MO IR d¢

= O F el RO as

ceFFzN\{0}

2

>N
~—
LY

2

> et Flenle+ ot o ae
cezrzavfoy "

2 2 |F[On](€ + Q)I?
) (< >, le+d |f[u]<§+c>|)< ) Mh(HC)%'HC'Q(t_Qs)) dg.

eFFza\{0} ceFFz\{0}

A

=3

—
a

BBl
=3

d gin? \WWk/2 d gin? \\1/2
Note that F[0,](£) = F[O](h€) and so | F[0,](¢)| < c% moreover, % <

Ch. Since k > s, My, (€ +¢)?® is controlled by the sin-terms from |F[04](£ + ¢)|? and so we can bound

|F[On] (€ + Q) h2s
sup E — < (C  sup E
M, 2s 2t—4s 2k 2(t+k—2s)
ee(-£.8)" cesan oy M ETOTIEHC ee(-5.7)" cextamioy " T ¢

1
<C Z h2(k—s)|€|2(t+k}—2s)

CeFFZN{0}
< thQ(it—s)7

where we used the fact that 2(¢t + k — 2s) > d. Hence,
05 By < CO [ ST e (PR + OF d
(-%8)" cezzza\(0)
<ont= [ e AP de
< ORIl -

This completes the proof. O
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Remark 3.2 (Usage of the finite difference scheme). So far we have not said much regarding the
practical applications of the finite difference scheme in Theorem [I.3] It would go beyond the scope of
this work to report on some practical experiments, but let us make a few comments.

In order to use the scheme to approximate a solution of (—A)*u = f, a first challenge is to compute
the entries of ((—Ar)®)zyeq,. Even using the translation-invariance of (—Ay)®, we need to compute
O (%) entries, where each is given as a singular integral. This is quite costly, but avoids introduction
of additional error. In fact, the pictures in Figure were computed using this method.

If one is willing to accept an additional error term, then a more efficient way to compute an

approximation to the entries of ((—Ap)®)z yeq, Was suggested in [I4]: choose a parameter b’ < h, and
approximate the integral over (—7, %)d appearing in the definition of (—Ap)® by a Riemann sum on

a lattice of width % The advantage is that this Riemann sum can be computed very efficiently using

the fast Fourier transform. Moreover, in [I4, Section 4.2], it is suggested that this should lead to an
additional error of order O (%) In other words, if we choose b’ < h(2512)/(2s+d) the error should

be of order h? and thus not bigger than the error in Theorem [1.3] While the error estimate in [14}
Section 4.2] is not rigorous, it should be possible to give a full proof.

4. PROOFS OF THE SCALING LIMITS

4.1. Scaling limit in the space of distributions. With Theorem [I.3] in hand, we are ready to
prove that ¢ is indeed the scaling limit of the . First, we study the scaling limit in the space of
distributions, Theorem (1.1

Proof of Theorem[I.1} Step 1: Characterization of the convergence. Let us consider some f € S(R?).
Both (Ingn, f)r2re) and (@, f)2(ray are centered Gaussian random variables and so it suffices to
prove that their variances converge. We have that

En(Inen, f)* = En /Rd > heon()On(e —y) f(w) de

yELZ

(1) =B | 3 W) [ One =)@y

yehzd
= En(pn, On * f)QL;"l(th)
= 100 % F1y o)
and so we only need to prove that

. 2 _ 2
(4.2) 105 15—, = 11— )

Step 2: Representation of the error. For each h > 0, let uy,: hZ% — R be the solution of

(—Ap)*up(z) = O+ f(x), =e€hZinQ,
up(z) =0, x € hZ\ Q

and let u € H*(R%) be the solution of

(=A)u(z) = f(z), ze€Q,
u(z) =0, r € R4\ Q.

Moreover, let ©, 60 be functions satisfying the assumptions of Theorem with k& := max (g + s, s)
and [ := max (% — s, O); for example, let us take O to be a B-spline of order [k] and 9 any smooth
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mollifier. Then, let us define O, and ), as before and let 4y, : hZ% — R be the solution of

(—Ap)an(x) = O f(z), x€hZinQ,
ap(z) =0, x € hZ4\ Q.

Then, we can write

O * inI;S(Qh) - ”f”%{—s(g) = (On = f, uh)L,zl(th (fiu )LZ(Rd

(4.3)
=1+ Jo+J3+Js+ Js5,

where

O * f, Uh)L2(th —(On = f, ﬂh)L,{(thy
@h *f,uh)Lz(th (@h*f,éh *U)Li(hzd),

= (
= (
Js == (O * f, 9h * U)L2 (hzZd) - (f, tLjh * U)Li(hzd)a
(f *U) 12 (nzay — ([ O * 1) 2 (Ray,
(f,

J5 U)Lz(Rd) - (f, U)Lz(Rd).

We need to show that J; — 0 as h — 0. This implies , as required. The most important term is
Ja, for which we shall need to use Theorem the other terms will be straightforward to control.

Step 3: Estimate of Jo. Let t > s be a constant to be chosen later. Our choices of k,[ ensure that
the assumptions of Theorem [I.3] are all satisfied. Theorem [I.3] and the discrete Poincaré inequality
(see Lemma then imply that

Jy = (O * f,1p — O, * U) L2 (hzt)
< |NOn * fllzz (hza) ltn — O, ull 2 (nza)
< Cl©n = fllL2 (nzayllan — O * ull iz (nzay
< Ol fllpoe @ayh' = lull gre (gay-
For t—s small enough (depending on s and ), Lemmaimplies that we have H¢-regularity-estimates
on  and hence in particular [|ul| z:ga) < oo. Thus Jo — 0 as b — 0.
Step 3: Estimate of J1, J3, J4, J5. For Ji, using again the discrete Poincaré inequality, we estimate
J1 = (O« fup — ah)Li(th)
< |©n * fllLz (nzyallun — @nll L2 (nza)
< Ol fllpee ey llun = nll g )
< O||fllpoe ey O * f — On i@
< O fll@nll®n * f = On * fllz2 )
< Ch”fHLoo(le)||Vf||Loo(Rd);

where the right-hand side tends to 0 as h — 0. The same argument also applies to Js.
For Js, it suffices to observe that 6, * u tends to u in L?(R). Finally, for .J;, we use the fact that
0y, * u is continuous (and thus f - (6, * u) is continuous), and so

}Lig%(f, O, w) 2 (nzay = (f,0) L2 (Ra)

as a Riemann sum.
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4.2. Scaling limit in Besov, Sobolev and Hdélder spaces. We now turn to the proof of the scaling
limit in Besov spaces (which then implies the result in Sobolev and Holder spaces as well). As we have
already established convergence of the fields in the space of distributions, the main challenge is to
prove tightness in Besov spaces. To this end, we use a very convenient criterion from [II]. As in our
case we do not need to worry about boundary issues, we do not the full generality of that criterion.
Let us state the version that we will use.

Lemma 4.1 (Tightness criterion). Let v € N and let Q0 € R? be an open bounded set. Then there
exist functions f, (gj)2 '€ CT(RY) such that, for any multi-index m € N% with |m| < r and any

Jj=1
je{1,...,2¢ — 1}, we have

(4.4) /Rd z™gi(z)dz =0

and such that the following statement holds. Let (¢ )nen be a family of random linear forms on CT(R%)
with support in Q. Let t,t' € R with t <, |t|,|t'| <r and let p € [1,00), g € [1,00]. Let us suppose
that there exists a constant C such that

(4.5) limsup sup (E |[(¢n, f(- — 2))[")"/? < o0

n—oo gcRd

and

C
4.6 li E (¢, g;(29(- — 2)))[P)P < .
(4.6) msup Sup Sup | max LB Wbn, 052 =2 < o

Then the family (¢n)nen is tight in B;),q(IR ). Ift <t/ — %, it is also tight in B&7Q(Rd).

Proof. This is essentially [1T, Theorem 2.30]. There a local version of the theorem is given. The global
version presented here is obtained by choosing U = R?, ) c K; C K5 C ... such that already K is far
larger than Q, k1 = ko = ... = 0 and observing that, for functions with uniformly compact support,
the local and global Besov spaces agree.

We also used limsup,,_, ., instead of sup,cy in and , but this clearly does not make a
difference. Finally, the assertion that [p, z™g;(2) da = 0 is stated in [11, Equation (2.2)]. O

Proof of Theorem[I.3 Step 1: Simplifications. It suffices to prove tightness of Iy in the corre-
sponding spaces; the convergence then follows easily from Theorem [I.1] by the same argument as in
[8, Proof of Theorem 3.11]. In order to prove tightness, we will apply Lemma E We fix some open
bounded set ©  Q and note that for h small enough Inpp is supported in Q. Let us fix some r € N

with r > |s — 7‘ and let f, (g;) be as in the lemma. We claim that, for any p’ < oo,
(4.7) limsup sup Ej ’(Ihgoh, [ =) o (gay| <00,
h—0 xcRd4
a v c
(4.8) hgl_b)})lp sup sup | wmax En |(Inpn, 952 = 2))) oo @e)| < Gagaras -

Once we have verified this, Lemma (with ¢/ = s — %) directly implies tightness in B;:Q(Rd) for any
p € [1,00), q € [1,00], and choosing p’ sufficiently large such that s < t' — 5 we cover the case p = oo
as well. Once we know tightness in Besov spaces, the tightness in Sobolev- and Hélder spaces follows
directly from Besov embedding.

Regarding and , we can make some immediate simplifications. First of all, it suffices to
check the two estimates for p’ € 2N (the result for other p’ then follows from Jensen’s inequality).
In addition, as ¢y is a Gaussian random variable, all even functions of linear functionals of ;, are
controlled by its second moment. This means that we only need to consider p’ = 2. That is, we
actually only need to verify that

. 2
(4.9) lim sup sup Ej, }(Ihgoh, f(= l‘))L2(Rd)| < 00,
h—0 zeR4
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a 2 C C
(410)  Timsup sup sup | ma  En |(Ihen, 0, (2 — oDzl < gmtamey = e

The estimate (4.10) is the crucial one. So we give its proof in detail, and then explain how to prove

as well.
Step 2: Proof of (4.10). Let us ﬁx some h < 1,a € N, z € R?, and abbreviate g( )( ) = g;(—2%)).

A computation similar to the one in shows that

En |(Tnn, 9;(2°( = 2))) g2y |* = En / > hlon(2)0n(y — 2)g; (2°(y — x)) dy
YER?  Cpza

=En| ) hd@h(Z)/ Only — 2) [ (x — y) dy
(4.11) zehzZe yeRr?

2
= Ea (W’“ (©n+3,")(w - ))L% (@)

= 1@ * &)@ =y
< 11O # 35) (@ = My 70

We estimate the right-hand side of (4.11)) by arguing in Fourier space (similarly as in the proof of
Theorem [1.3). Namely, using Lemma and the fact that the Fourier transform of a convolution is
the product of the Fourier transforms, we compute

En |(Inn, 95 (2°(- = @) p2as) |
: /(m)d My(€)™**|Ful(On * g, ) = ))(€)* d

:/(_" l)th(f)_gs ST FlOn 5@ - e+ Q)| de

cezrza

:/(W E)th(ﬁ)f% 37 FlOn(z — (€ + OF[G (x — €+ )| de.

¢e3rzd

Next, we fix some t with % < t < k — s and use the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality (as in the proof of

Theorem [1.3) to rewrite this as

(4.12)
En |(Tnspn, 9;(2°(- — x)))L2(Rd)|2

<o | B (frlerd) e+ 0P -l O

%7%)d Ce’%rzd
1
X Z 2
cezmga (5 +1€+C)

Observing that

1 h2t
su — < C < (Ch*
P2 750 2 e S

ce(—1,x)° ce2zzd (E + \§+<|) ce2rzd
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as well as the fact that My () is 2Z-periodic, we can rewrite (4.12)) as
(4.13)

2
En |(Ingns 95(2°(- = 7)) 2 (ra) |

2t
<Ch2t/( )th(£+c>—2s > (2+|§+<|) [F(On(x = )€+ OPIFIE" (@ = )€+ ) dé

PR (S % 2 d
h’h s
cery

o [ > (3 +161) 7o - NOPF @ - P de

Rd
After all these manipulations, we have rewritten the term to be estimated as an integral involving the
absolute values of the Fourier transforms of ©p, gj(f”. To complete the proof, we use our assumptions

on Oy, §'") to bound these Fourier transf
hy g; to bound these Fourier transforms.
Regarding Oy, we know that F[0,](§) = F[O](h&); so assumption (1.3) implies that |F[©,](§)| <

_, sin”(h k/2
C(Z hk|§(\k§ ) and

sin?(h&;))k/?
(4.14) | F[On(z)]1(O)] SC(Z] 1hk|§(|k€)) '

J
know that F[g;] is smooth and decays at least like ﬁ as £ = oo. On the other hand, the moments of

g;j up to order r — 1 vanish by (4.4) and so V" F[g;](0) = 0 for any m < r — 1 By Taylor’s theorem,
this implies [F[g;](§)| < C|€|". Altogether, we conclude that |F[g;](§)] < Crtia=

T

Regarding ', we first note that f[gﬁa)](é) = Flg;(—2")](§) = 522 Flg;] (—2%) As g; € CT(RY), we

1+\E\ Y and thus also

3

2a

1

FlEONe)] < 0t cler

92ad ( c )QT = 2a(d+r)(1 +2—a‘£|)2r
2{1
and
~(a) clglr
4.1 \ _. <
(4.15) |]:[gj (=) < 2a(d+r)(1+2—a|€|)2r
Returning to (4.13)), we obtain that
(4.16)
En |(Znon: 95(2° (- — 2))) p2qus) |
2
<op B2 (1+ Bl | (5o sin® (k)2 €l e
T e s BEE[F 2000 (1 + 2 e}
coln | (L4 MR )
220 R0 L+ 2e[el)*

In particular, the integrand decays like W and so our assumptions t < k— s and r > |s — %| >

4 _ s ensure its integrability.

2
We distinguish the two cases whether h < 27% or h > 27%. In the former case, we can bound the
integral on the right-hand side of (4.16]) as

/ (1+ hlg) (325, sin®(hg;))F—* d
Rd |€[2R=r) (1 + 27 lg])4r
<C L (RIEPE o L (R (hlE)™

€[2(=r) 1

_l’_
|€]<2a sacle|<i/n [E[PRTT) - (27alg))4r lej>1/n [€[2F=m) (27a|g])4r

d¢
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< CQadh2 (k— 5)22a(r s) +C 24arh2 (k— s)h2(r+s) +C 24arh2th2(k+r t)
< (2¢ (d+2r—2s) h2(k75) (1 + 2a(2r+257d) h27’+2sfd + 2a(2r+257d) h2r+2sfd)
< C2a(d+27'—23)h2(k—s)’

where in the last step we used that 2°h < 1 and 2r + 2s —d > 0. In case h > 27, we can similarly
estimate the integral by
/ (1 + hlED> (o5, sin®(hg;))F—
Rd €12+ (1 4 27 ¢ )4
L (hlg))>*—

(hlE))* -1 / (hlE))** -1
T 0/ ey 7 +C dg
iej<i/n €121 1/h<|g|<2a €27 -1 le]>20 [E[2R—T)(27al¢])4r

< C%hZ(k—s) h2(s—r) + C2adh2t22a(—k+r+t) + C2ad24arh2t22a(—k—r+t)

d¢

<C

< Cza(d+2r—2$)h2(k—s) (2a(—d—2r+23)h—d—2r+2s + 22a(—k‘+s+t)h2(—k+s+t + 22a(—k+s+t)h2(—k+s+t))
< CQa(d+2r72s)h2(k75).

Thus, in any case, the integral on the right-hand side of is bounded by (C20(d+2r=2s)p2(k—s)
Using this, implies .

Step 3: Proof of . The proof of is similar. One difference is that we no longer need to
prove decay of the term in question, only boundedness. On the other hand, the function f does not
satisfy a moment bound like and so we have less control over the behavior of F[f] near 0. To
deal with the latter problem, we will use the Poincaré inequality on a suitable bounded domain
right in the beginning of the argument to replace the term o (15)25 with T Mi(§)2)s and thereby make
sure there is no singularity at 0.

In more detall let us fix some bounded domain Q 3 2 such that supp(f(z — ) € Q whenever
z € ). Then vanishes for = ¢ Q, and we can restrict attention to z € Q Let us fix yet another

bounded domain {2 such that supp(f(z —-)) C ) when z € Q, and let Qh QN hzd.
We also abbreviate f(y) = f(—y). Arguing as for (4.10) we find that, for z € Q and h < 1,

By [(Tnpn, (= )zagan* < 1@+ D@ =3 g, < 1O Ha =g -

Since supp(f(z—-))*Q, C Q we use Poincaré’s inequality on Qh to deduce that the ||| , —s(§,,) oTm

is bounded by a multlple of the [|- ||, -norm. Using this, we can now continue with a calculation

H;7* Q)
similar as the one for ) to obtain

En |(Ingn, f(2 (- = 2)))2ae)|”

<@+ e =N

1@n* P& =2

IN

> FlOnla = )€+ OFf@—)E+¢)| de

g 4 2w 7 d
Roh 2n 7d
ce2rz

Il
=
=
5

2t
<o [ @) (5 +16) 1FOwe - ORI - IR de
Using the bound for F[©y] as well as the estimate

Fli—©) < —2

(1 +[E)r



20 N. DE NITTI AND F. SCHWEIGER

(the analogue of (4.15))), we obtain that

. ) o (1+ RIE[)2H (0, sin®(hg;)*
Eh ’(IhQDh)f(Q ( — J?)))LZ(]Rd)‘ S Ch (s—Fk) /Rd (h2 n (Z?:1 Sinz(hfj))2)5|f|2k(]— + |£D2r

and (splitting the integral into three integrals over |{| < 1, 1 < |¢] < 1/h, and 1/h < |€]) we see as
before that the right-hand side is indeed bounded by a constant.

d¢

O

Finally, let us give the argument for convergence of the maximum of the subcritical discrete FGF.
Some technicalities arise because Theorem applies to I, while we are interested in oy, itself. So
we need to argue that the regularity of Iy implies that ¢y, is necessarily close to I, ¢p.

Proof of Corollary[1.4. Step 1: Consequences of Theorem . Let k=d>s+ % and take © to be a
product of one-dimensional B-splines of order k, i.e.

T (5O
Flele =11
o 13
j_
This © is a compactly supported non-negative mollifier that satisfies the assumptions of Theorem
Moreover, let us fix some a with 0 < a < min (s - g, 1). Theorem implies that Ijy, converges to
¢ in law with respect to the topology of C%®(R%). This directly implies that the maximum of I; ¢y
converges in distribution to the maximum of . Therefore, it suffices to prove that the maximum of

op is close enough to the maximum of Iy, in the sense that
4.17 ma; r) — max I, —0
(4.17) max on(w) = max Inpn(y)

in probability as h — 0.
Step 2: Regularity of ¢p. In order to prove (4.17), we need to quantify the regularity of ¢,. The
idea here is that if ¢, oscillates a lot, then also Ij ¢y, oscillates a lot and hence have large C%*-norm,

which is unlikely. In making this rigorous, we use our choice of ©, which simplifies some calculations.

. . d . . . .
The function O} has support precisely (,M M) and is piecewise a polynomial of degree at most

22
k — 1 in each variable.

Let us take z € hZ? and consider an arbitrary f),: hZ? — R. Then I}, f;, [24(0,h/2)? is @ polynomial of
degree at most k—1 in each variable, which depends precisely on the values of f} in z+ (— %, — @) N
hZ4.

The space of polynomials of degree at most k£ — 1 in each variable is an R-vector space of dimension
exactly kd. The same holds true for the space of functions from x + (—%, —w N hZ? to R.
This means that Iy f;, induces a linear map between two finite-dimensional vector spaces of the same
dimension. By standard properties of B-splines, this map is surjective and hence, in fact, bijective.

As all norms on a finite-dimensional R-vector space are equivalent, we conclude that

max <C max I z
yea+(— bk, 2D Y74 fnly) < zE€x+(0,h/2)4 nfu(z)

and (quotienting out constant functions) also

max |fu(y) = fn(y)]
NhZd

yvy/€z+(,%77%) ,

<C I _ 7 N < ChellT (n )
=Y et o2y nfn(2) = Infu(2') < Ch* | Infullco.e @+ 0,n/2)0)

The constant in the latter estimate is independent of x. This means that we actually obtain

(4.18) max |fn(y) = fu(y')| < CR|| I frll co.e may-
Y,y

' enz?
[y=v'|yoo <kh
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We know that Iy, converges in C%®(R%) and so it is, in particular, tight in that space. This means
that, if we define

En = {[Inpnlco.oms < M},
then limps o0 limy,—o P(Epr) = 1. On the other hand, (4.18]) implies that, on the event £y, we have
(4.19) max - |on(y) — on(y’)| < CMA®.

yy'€ 74
Y=y |yoo <kh

This is the desired regularity estimate for ¢,.
Step 3: Completion of the proof. Our specific choice of © has the property that ) ;. h?ey,(y —
x) = 1 for any y € R%. This means that I}y (y) is a convex combination of the ¢y, (x) with |z —y|s <
%, and so we have
wEQh
which implies the lower bound in . For the upper bound we need to use . As Thon(y) is
a convex combination of the ¢, (z) with 2 — yloo < 2, implies that on the event £y we have

lon(x) — Inp(z)| < CMh® for any = € hZ?. Therefore, on the event £, we have
< 1 CMh™ < 1 CMh~.
max oy (x) < max Ipon () + < max Tnipn(y) +

max p,(r) > max Iy en(y),
yERd

Putting these considerations together, we conclude that

lim lim P I < < max 1, CMh® ) =1
Jimlim ({fé%}i npn(y) < mas on(x) < max Ipn(y) + )

which yields (4.17). O
APPENDIX A. TECHNICAL LEMMAS

In this appendix, we provide the proof of several technical results that have been used throughout
the paper.

A.1. Discretization and restriction. We start by proving that the applications of restricting to
hZ? and applying (—Ap)® commute.

Lemma A.1 (Discretization and restriction). Letu: R? — R be a Schwartz function. Then, restricting
to hZ? and applying (—Ap)* commute: i.e.,

((=An)*u) Thza= (=An)” (ulhza) -

This allows us to be rather careless about when we restrict functions to hZ?. In fact, we will omit
writing [,z when (because of Lemma [A.1)) there is no ambiguity.

Proof. The crucial fact here is that M () is 2—’T—periodic. Using this, we compute that, for 2 € hZ<,
(') = [ M Flule) de
> /f A R+ ) de
- /( MO 3 Fe+ods

¢e2rzd

Using Lemma we can rewrite this as
((=An)*u) (z) = My (€)* Fu[u](¢) A€
/(—::7:)

:( )S( hzd)
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which is what we wanted to show. O

A.2. Discrete inequalities. Let us state the discrete Poincaré inequality that we used in the proof.

Lemma A.2. Let Q C R? be a bounded domain with Lipschitz boundary and let s > 0. Then, there
exists a constant C' such that, for any uy,: hZ% — R that vanishes outside of Qy,, we have

lunll L2, < CHuhHH;(Q)'

Proof. We shall present a discrete version of the proof in [I0, Theorem 3.7]. The key idea is to use
Plancherel’s theorem and split low and high frequencies as follows:

funlBe = [ 1P de + [ Frun (O d¢
Be(0) (=m/h,®/h)*\ B (0)
= Il + 127

where € > 0 is to be fixed later on.
Step 1. Low-frequencies. For the low-frequency part, I, Holder’s inequality yields

|Fnun ()] < lunllpin) < QY202 unllr2(0,).

where |2y,| denotes the cardinality of Qg and

%
lunllLr @) == <Z hduh|p> , pE[l,+00).

TEQY,
Therefore, we have
Iy < B0 hun72 (g, )-
Step 2. High-frequencies. For the high-frequency part, Is, we compute
M, (&) | Frun(é)
Frun(©) d€ = |
(=n/h,m/h)4\ B. (0) My (€)2s

< 5728”(*Ah)S/QUhHQL;L(W)-

2
d¢

/(—W/h»ﬂ/h)d\Be(O)

Step 3. Conclusion. Choosing 0 < & < (|Q24|h4|B1(0)])~'/%, we conclude

—8

3
1 — e[ [h] B (0)]

lunllzz(0,) < Y, wnll zs (@)

By considering a square of side L > diam(2) (containing ), we deduce that || < & (note that
is holds even if A > diam(f2)). This means that |[Q;|h?|B1(0)| < C, and so we can make a choice of
€ > 0 independent of h. This concludes the proof. O

Remark A.3 (Generalized Poincaré inequality). Let s > ¢ > 0. Arguing as in [10, Theorem 1.5],
Lemma also implies that, for u € H*(Q), there exists a constant ¢ = ¢(d, 2, s) > 0 such that

1(=An)"2unll2@,) < ell(=AR)*unllL2(q,))-
Indeed,
57“
(=20 2unllz0) = llunll g oy < llunllmg ) < lunllmg @) <275 (lunllz2in) + lunlli o))
s+l s s
<275 (cll(=An)*Punll 2, + (A1) *unllL2(0,))

= CH(—Ah)S/ZuhHm(Qh).

We also used the fact that solutions of the Dirichlet problem for (—A)® have a little bit of additional
regularity.
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Lemma A.4. Let Q C R? be a bounded domain with Lipschitz boundary and let s > 0. Then, there
erists ko > 0 with the following property. If 0 < r < ko, then, for each f € H™5TH(Q), there exists
a unique u € HTR(Q) such that (—A)*u = f in the sense of distributions; moreover, we have the
estimate

Hu||HS+'f(Q) < Cn”fHHfsM(Q)

for a constant C,, depending only on k.

Let us remark that according to [3, Theorem 2.3| one can take any kg < % here. The argument,
however, is rather complicated; so we prefer to present an easy perturbative argument that gives
existence of some k¢ > 0 (which is enough for our purposes).

Proof. We adapt the argument used in [22] Theorem 3.3] for the biharmonic operator to the fractional
case.

We first show that the claimed estimate holds for x = 0. To do so, we test the equation with u and
deduce

||(—A)s/2u||2L2(Q) = (u, (_A)SU)L2(Q) = (u, flr2(@) < \|U||Hs(n)||fHH—s(Q)-

Using Poincaré’s inequality, we see that indeed

lull =) < Crllfll -2 (q)

To show that we also can take some x > 0, we use a stability result for analytic families
of operators on Banach spaces: The spaces H #(Q) form an interpolation family with respect to
complex interpolation; thus, by [24, Proposition 4.1], the set of those a for which the operator
(=A)* : H*(Q) — H* 25(Q) has a bounded inverse is open. We have seen that this set contains
s, so the existence of kg as in the statement of the theorem follows. O

APPENDIX B. FRACTIONAL (GAUSSIAN FIELDS VIA EIGENFUNCTIONS

In this appendix, we shall present an alternate description of the continuous FGF. As remarked in
Section (—A)? is an isometry from H*(Q) to H*(Q). Its inverse, restricted to L?(£2), is a positive-
definitive compact operator on L?(£2); so, by the spectral theorem, there exists an orthonormal basis
(v1,v2,...) of L?(Q) consisting of eigenfunctions of (—A)® with associated eigenvalues 0 < \; < Ag <

Let X; be a collection of independent standard Gaussians, and let ¢ be the random variable
~ 0o X
p= Zj:l T;»jvj'

According to Lemma below, this sum converges almost surely in H Sl(Q) c HY (R4) for any
s’ < s — 4. Therefore, $ is a well-defined random variable on H $'(Q) ¢ H¥ (RY). Every element of
H*' (R%) induces an element of S’'(R%) and so we can think of ¢ as a random element of S'(R?). Again,
according to Lemma for any f € S(R?) we have that (, f) is a centered Gaussian with variance
||f||H—s(Q)- This means that ¢ has the law P on S'(R?%) and so we can identify ¢ and .

Let us present the aforementioned lemma.

Lemma B.1. Let Q C R? be a bounded domain with Lipschitz boundary. Let s >0 and s’ < s — % be
arbitrary.

(i) The series

XA
J ,Uj
Aj

¢::§f

converges almost surely in H* ().
(i) For any f € S(RY), we have
B, £)? = 1713

For the proof, we need a sharp estimate on the eigenfunction expansion of a function.
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Lemma B.2. Let Q Cc R? be a bounded domain with Lipschitz boundary. Let s > 0 and s < s be
arbitrary. Then, for any f € H* (Q), we have

(B.1) 113 0y < C DX (Frv0) e .

j=1
Note that we make no claim about the H S,—regularity for s’ > s.

Proof. For s’ € {—s,0,s} the estimate (B.1) follows directly from the definition. We next claim that
(B.1)) holds whenever —s < s’ < s. To see this, we adapt the argument in [19, Corollary 1]. Namely

take first 0 < s/ < s. Consider (—A)® restricted to functions in H*(€2) and let ((—A)S)j\//s be its

(spectral) s _th power. Explicitly,

(AP F = 20X () ey
j=1
Note that, if we define H* () to be the space of functions in L?(2) such that this quantity is finite,
then the domain of ((fA)S)fV/ * is exactly H* (). According to the theory of interpolation of fractional
powers of self-adjoint operators (see, e.g., |26, Section 1.18.10]), the Hilbert spaces He (Q) form an
interpolation scale. However, we know that the same holds true for the Hilbert spaces H s (Q), and

moreover H*' (Q) = H* (Q) (with equivalent norms) for s’ € {0, s}, and so we have actually have this
equality for any s’ with 0 < s’ < 5. So, for 0 < s’ < s, there is some C > 0 such that

1 o0 , o] ,
o ;Aj (v iaay < Mgy < czng " (00 e ray
j= j=
By duality, the same holds true for —s < s’ < 0. Putting these considerations together, we obtain a
statement even stronger than .
It remains to study the case that s’ < —s. We proceed inductively. Let us suppose that we know

that holds for s’ > —(2k — 1)s, for some k € N, and let us consider some s with —(2k 4+ 1)s <
s’ < —(2k — 1)s. We have that

1y = f gl g
R (R)
f=gin Q
Let u be such that
(=A)*u(z) = f(z), =€,
u(x) = 0, rERI\ Q.
We can choose g = (—A)*u and obtain, using the induction hypothesis, that
||f||2 s’(Q) S ||(_A)SU||2 s’(]Rd)

< ||u||ils’+28(Rd)

< CZ /\5'8 +28)/S(u, Uj)%Z(Rd)

j=1
oo , ZA)u, 2

_ Cz/\gs +2s)/s (U, ( ) ’Uj>
j=1 Aj L2(R?)

=CY (= A) )Ty
j=1

s'/s 2
= CZ/\]' / (favj)L2(]Rd)-

j=1
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This completes the induction step.
O

Proof of Lemma[B} Claim (i). By the Hilbert-space-valued version of Kolmogorov’s two series the-
orem (see e.g. [I3, Corollary on p. 386]), the series

i iy,
j=1 VA

converges almost surely in H* () if
2

| 1
)
T VA ¥ ()
From Lemma [B:2] we know in particular that
2 '/
||UJ'HH5’(Q) < Aj %

Moreover, by Weyl’s law for the operator (—A)*® restricted to H*(Q) (as follows, e.g., from the main

result of [12]), we have that
Aj = jQS/d.
Therefore,

2 o

3o

H(Q)  j=1

(C])Ze/d (s'/s—1) < CZ]Q(@ —s)/d
j=1

(o]
j=1

8

=

<

and this sum is indeed convergent if s’ — s < —g.

Claim (ii). Let f € S(R?). The functions v; are by definition orthonormal in L?(Q), and the X;
are independent. So we can calculate that
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