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Anderson Hamiltonians with singular potentials

Toyomu Matsuda* Willem van Zuijlen’

Abstract

We construct random Schrédinger operators, called Anderson Hamiltonians, with
Dirichlet and Neumann boundary conditions for a fairly general class of singular ran-
dom potentials on bounded domains. Furthermore, we construct the integrated density
of states of these Anderson Hamiltonians, and we relate the Lifschitz tails (the asymp-
totics of the left tails of the integrated density of states) to the left tails of the principal
eigenvalues.
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1 Introduction

In this paper, we consider random Schrédinger operators of the form

—A—¢&, ey

where A = Zle 0? is the Laplacian on R? and ¢ is a random potential. Such operators are
also called Anderson Hamiltonians. This name is due to the influential work by Anderson
[3]. We consider the construction of such operators for irregular potentials ¢ (also called
singular potentials) that do not need to be functions, hence there is —a priori— no obvious
interpretation of (1).

After constructing the Anderson Hamiltonian it is natural to investigate its spectral prop-
erties. One of the most studied objects in the theory of random Schroédinger operators is the
integrated density of states (IDS), see for example [18, Chapter VI] and [43] for overviews.
The IDS is a nonrandom, increasing and right-continuous function on R and is often char-
acterized as the vague limit of the normalized eigenvalue counting functions. The left tail
asymptotics of the IDS are called Lifschitz tails, which capture disorder effect in the oper-
ator (1). Relating the Lifschitz tails to the tail asymptotics of the principal eigenvalue is a
classical result, see for example Kirsch and Martinelli [42] and Simon [65].

The rest of our introduction is split as follows. In Section 1.1 we discuss the previous
works on the construction of Anderson Hamiltonians with singular potentials and how our
construction relates to these works regarding the assumptions and techniques. In Section 1.2
we discuss the study of the spectral properties of the Anderson Hamiltonians. In Section 1.3
we describe our assumptions for our main results, which are presented in Section 1.4. In
Section 1.5 we discuss the strategies and techniques that we use to derive our results. In
Section 1.6 we describe the outline of the rest of the paper and in Section 1.7 we give an
overview of some notation that is used throughout the paper.

1.1 Construction of Anderson Hamiltonians with singular potentials

The mathematical study of Anderson Hamiltonians with singular potentials dates back to
the work [29] by Fukushima and Nakao. They constructed the Anderson Hamiltonian with
a white noise potential and with Dirichlet boundary conditions on the one dimensional
domain (—L, L), as the self-adjoint operator associated to the closed symmetric form on



H}((—L, L)), (formally) given by

(u,v) — / Vu- Vv — / Euv.
(-L,L) (-L,L)

For ¢ being the white noise one has to make sense of the term f(f L) ¢uv. To do so,
Fukushima and Nakao replaced it by

/ (uv' + vu')B,
(_L7L)

where B is the Brownian motion on (— L, L) (as ¢ is the derivative of B, this is an integration
by parts identity). In general, for a bounded open set U in R? and a potential V of regularity
greater than —1, it is possible to make sense of

/ Vauv
U

for u,v € H}(U) (we show this in Theorem 4.6 (a)). Therefore, in that case, one can
construct the Anderson Hamiltonian by considering the associated symmetric form.

However, this approach fails to work if the regularity of £ is below —1. The treatment of
such singular £ became possible only after the advent of the theory on singular stochastic
partial differential equations (singular SPDEs), most notably the theory of regularity struc-
tures by Hairer [34] and the theory of paracontrolled distributions by Gubinelli, Imkeller
and Perkowski [33].

Motivated by the theory of paracontrolled distributions, Allez and Chouk [2] constructed
the Anderson Hamiltonian with white noise on the 2D torus as the limit of

—A _£€+C€7

where &, is a regularized potential and c. is a suitably chosen number such that c. 1 oo as e |
0. They obtained an explicit domain of the operator and its action. Subsequently, Gubinelli,
Ugurcan and Zachhuber [32] constructed the Anderson Hamiltonian with white noise on the
2D and 3D torus and studied SPDEs whose linear part is given by the Anderson Hamiltonian
(1). Chouk and van Zuijlen [20] constructed the Anderson Hamiltonian with white noise
and with either Dirichlet or Neumann boundary conditions on 2D boxes. Mouzard [57]
constructed the Anderson Hamiltonian with white noise on 2D compact manifolds, using
the theory of higher order paracontrolled distributions [9]. This paper can also be viewed as
a generalisation of [2]. Additionally, he proved a Weyl law for the Anderson Hamiltonian.
We also prove such a Weyl law in Proposition 5.29. Ugurcan [72] constructed the Anderson
Hamiltonian on R? using the methods of paracontrolled distributions.

The works [20, 32, 57, 72] mentioned above use the techniques of the theory of para-
controlled distributions [33]. Labbé [48] used the theory of regularity structures to construct
the Anderson Hamiltonian with white noise on a d-dimensional box (d < 3) with Dirichlet
or periodic boundary conditions. Instead of directly constructing the operator itself, he con-
structed the resolvent operators G, = (a — A — &)~ with Dirichlet boundary conditions for
large a > 0 and defined the Anderson Hamiltonian by G, ! — a. Although this approach is
robust, the construction is abstract and the domain of the operator is implicit.

In this work we consider a fairly general class of irregular potentials under the mini-
mal assumption on the regularity of the potential £, which means that we assume that the

3



regularity of £ is —2 + ¢ for some o > 0. Typical examples of potentials that are within
this regularity regime include the white noise, namely the centered Gaussian field with delta
correlation, in d-dimensions with d € {1,2,3}. However we can go beyound white noise,
as we can treat a Gaussian noise £ whose covariance is formally given by

El¢(x)é(y)] = clz —y|™®, ¢ € (0,00), a € (0, min{d,4}).

Moreover, instead of working on a box, we consider a bounded domain U in R and con-
struct the Anderson Hamiltonian on U with both Dirichlet as well as Neumann boundary
conditions. For the latter, besides that the domain needs also to be Lipschitz, we have to im-
pose more restrictive assumptions on the potential. For example, these assumptions do not
allow us to construct the Anderson Hamiltonian with Neumann boundary conditions for a
white noise potential on a three dimensional domain. In order to construct this operator one
expects — due to the work of Hairer and Gerencsér [30] for the parabolic Anderson model —
the need to perform an additional renormalisation, but then only on the boundary.

Instead of directly constructing on the operators themselves, we construct the corre-
sponding symmetric forms. In fact, we are inspired by Gubinelli, Ugurcan and Zachhuber
[32], where they figured out that the form domain of the Anderson Hamiltonian for a white
noise potential on the 2D or 3D torus is quite simple. The work [47] by Kuwae and Shioya
is important for us as it provides a correct notion of convergence of symmetric forms that
are bounded from below. Besides the theory of symmetric forms, we use the theory of reg-
ularity structures to be able to consider the whole subcritical range of singular potentials as
mentioned before. This theory is initiated by Hairer [34] and developed by Bruned, Hairer
and Zambotti [13] and Chandra and Hairer [19].

To construct the symmetric forms, we combine an exponential transformation with an
integration by parts formulae, see Section 1.5 for a heuristic description. The exponential
transformation is now a well-known technique in singular SPDEs. The most notable one
is the Cole-Hopf transform of the KPZ equation as used by Bertini and Giacomin [10].
Hairer and Labbé [35] used the exponential transformation to simplify the 2D parabolic
Anderson model. Gubinelli, Ugurcan and Zachhuber [32] used it to construct the Anderson
Hamiltonian with 3D white noise. Recently, Jagannath and Perkowski [40] applied it to
simplify the construction of the dynamical 5 model and Zachhuber [73] applied it to prove
global well-posedness of multiplicative stochastic wave equations. It is interesting to note
that, unlike previous works, we can apply the trick of exponential transformation for the
entire subcritical regime. A major drawback of the exponential transformation is the lack
of robustness. For instance, it does not work if we replace the Laplacian with a fractional
Laplacian.

1.2 Spectral properties of Anderson Hamiltonians

Fukushima and Nakao [29] studied the integrated density of states (IDS) for the Anderson
Hamiltonian with white noise potential on one dimensional intervals and derived the explicit
formula that was predicted by physicists. The IDS for the Anderson Hamiltonian with white
noise potential on two dimensional boxes was constructed by Matsuda in [52].

Besides the study of the IDS, quite related are the studies of the asymptotics of the
eigenvalues. Chouk and van Zuijlen [20] showed the asymptotics of the eigenvalues in two
dimensions for a white noise potential and Labbé and Hsu [38] extended this to three dimen-
sions. The asymptotics of the eigenvalues plays an important role in the mass asymptotics
of the parabolic Anderson model [44, 45, 31]. Most recently, Bailleul, Dang and Mouzard
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[5] studied different properties of the Anderson Hamiltonian and its spectrum, for example
the corresponding heat kernel and heat kernel estimates are studied, estimates of the norms
of the eigenfunctions in terms of the size of their corresponding eigenvalues are given and a
lower estimate on the spectral gap is given.

We remark that in one dimension with white noise, beyond the asymptotics of the eigen-
values and the study of the IDS, more is known about the spectrum properties.

Namely, McKean [53] showed that appropriately shifted and rescaled principal eigen-
values converge, as the segment size grows to infinity, to the Gumbel distribution in law.
Cambronero and McKean [15] and Cambronero, Ramirez and Rider [16] derived precise
tail asymptotics of the principal eigenvalue on the fixed torus. Dumaz and Labbé investi-
gated the detailed statistics of the eigenvalues and the eigenfunctions in a series of works
[26, 27, 25, 24]. No analogous results are known for singular potentials other than the white
noise in one dimension (see the conjectures in the introduction of [38]).

In this work we construct the IDS of the Anderson Hamiltonian with a singular potential
and we relate its left tail to those of the principal eigenvalues. In particular, by applying the
work [38] by Hsu and Labbé, we derive the precise tail behaviour of the IDS for the white
noise in d dimensions, for d € {2, 3}.

1.3 Assumptions
The following will be assumed throughout the paper.

Assumption. We fix the dimension d € N\ {1}. We let Q := S'(R?), P a probability
measure on the Borel-o-algebra on (2 that is translation invariant. The random variable
€ is defined by {(w) := w. There exists a 6 € (0, 1) such that for all & € (0,00) one
has P(¢ € C721%7(R%)) = 1, where C~27%7(R?) is a weighted Besov-Holder space, see
Definition 2.2. A smooth, symmetric function p € S(R?) with [ p = 1 is given and we set

pe(x) :==e"ple”'w) and & i=p.*&.

Besides the above assumptions, the following three assumptions will appear in our main
results. As these assumptions are rather technical, lengthy and because Assumption I relies
on definitions from regularity structures given in Section C, we restrict to only giving a
(heuristic) description.

I Assumption I (see 3.10) guarantees the convergence of the BPHZ models associated
to the regularity structure of the generalized parabolic Anderson model

d d
Ou = Au + Z gi.;(w)Oud;u + Z hi(w)Oyu + k(u) + f(u)é.
i=1

ij=1

In principle, we assume this convergence to hold throughout the paper. However, since
its precise formulation requires a labour, it will be stated at the end of Section 3.1.

II Assumption II (see 5.7), stated in Section 5.3, is necessary to construct the Neumann
Anderson Hamiltonians by our approach (but not necessary for the Dirichlet Anderson
Hamiltonian). This assumption allows the 2D white noise but excludes the 3D white
noise.

IIT Assumption III (see 5.22), stated in Section 5.4, supposes that the probability mea-
sure [P is ergodic under the action of translations. This assumption is very natural to
construct the integrated density of states.
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Remark 1.1 (Alternative assumption I). Assumption I is used to derive the existence of
certain X and Yy for N € N with certain properties, see Theorem 3.3. The theory of
regularity structures is used in this paper only to derive this theorem. The construction of
the Anderson Hamiltonian is build on the existence of these X and Yy and so alternatively
to Assumption I one may assume that X, Y are as in the statement of Theorem 3.3.

Remark 1.2. We do not allow d to be equal to one, since for d = 1 the Green function is
not singular and we need a different treatment. However, the interesting potentials for d = 1
are given by the derivative of fractional Brownian motions, whose regularity is greater than
—1. Hence, they can be easily treated in the classical framework of symmetric forms, see
Theorem 4.6 (a).

1.4 Main results

Now we state our three main results of the paper. The first result concerns the construction
of Anderson Hamiltonians on bounded domains, with Dirichlet boundary conditions. By
“domain” we mean a nonempty open subset of R¢ (remember we assume d € N\ {1}).

Definition 1.3. Assume I (see Assumption 3.10). Let ¢ > 0 and c. be the constant defined
as in (88).

(a) For a bounded domain U we define H2'U to be the self-adjoint operator on L?(U),
—A - ge + Ce (2)

with Dirichlet boundary conditions.

(b) For a bounded Lipschitz domain U we define HXV to be the self-adjoint operator (2)
on L?(U) with Neumann boundary conditions.

Remark 1.4. Actually, in Section 5 we first define the operators H>Y and HYV as those
that correspond to symmetric forms given in terms of the stochastic terms that we introduce
in Section 3. Then we show that these equal (2).

Definition 1.5. [60, Definition p. 284] Let A, Ay, Ay, ... be self-adjoint operators on a
Banach space X. We say that the sequence (A, ),cn converges in norm resolvent sense and
write

NR

A, —

n—r00 A
if
Jim [+ A2) ™ = (4 A) xox =0,

A sequence converges in norm resolvent sense if and only if the above convergence holds
with “i” replaced by “\” for any A € C \ R [60, Theorem VIIL.19].

Theorem 1.6 (Theorem 5.4). Assume I (see Assumption 3.10). Let U be a bounded domain.
There exists a self-adjoint operator H>Y on L*(U) such that

HOU X8 o HOV in probability.
Furthermore, each of the operators has a countable spectrum of eigenvalues and the eigen-
values of H>V converge in probability to those of H™Y. Moreover, there exist a choices of
eigenfunctions of H>V and H™Y such that one also has convergence of these eigenfunctions
in probability.
The limit H™V is independent of the mollifier p.
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The second main result concerns Anderson Hamiltonians on bounded Lipschitz domains
with Neumann boundary conditions.

Theorem 1.7 (Theorem 5.17). Assume I and II (see Assumptions 3.10 and 5.7). Let U be a
bounded Lipschitz domain. There exists a self-adjoint operator H¥Y on L*(U) such that

HYY E)gw HYY in probability.

Furthermore, each of the operators has a countable spectrum of eigenvalues and the eigen-
values of HMY converge in probability to those of H™V. Moreover, there exist a choices of
eigenfunctions of >V and H™'Y such that one also has convergence of these eigenfunctions
in probability.

The limit H™'Y is independent of the mollifier p.

Remark 1.8. The statement of Theorem 5.4 is actually slightly more general. Convergence
in probability implies that there exists a subsequence and a set {2; C () of probability one
such that the subsequence converges everywhere on 2. For the convergence of the Dirichlet
operators, this set {2; can be chosen independently from the choice of bounded domain U.

The last main result concerns the integrated density of states (IDS) of Anderson Hamil-
tonians. For example, we show that the notion of the IDS for Anderson Hamiltonians with
smooth potentials can be extended to irregular potentials.

For a bounded domain U and L € [1, 00) we write |U| for the Lebesgue measure of U
and

Up,:=LU={reR*| L'z € U}.

We recall that for the Anderson Hamiltonian with a smooth ergodic potential V' the inte-
grated density of states [Ny is given by the right-continuous and increasing function R — R
with limy_, o, N'y(A\) = 0 for which, with (A} (U))ren being the eigenvalues of —A — V
with Dirichlet boundary conditions on U (counting multiplicities), for any bounded domain
U and continuity point A of Ny,

li !
1M
L—o0 |UL|

Z ]1{,\,€V(UL)§,\} = NV(A)'
keN

Theorem 1.9 (Theorem 5.38, Theorem 5.41 and Theorem 5.42).
Assume I and Il (see Assumptions 3.10 and 5.22). There exists a (deterministic) right-
continuous and increasing function N : R — R with

lim N(\) =0,

A——00

such that the following holds:

(@) For (A2(U))ren being the eigenvalues of H™Y as in Theorem 1.6 (counting multiplici-
ties), almost surely, one has for every bounded domain U and every continuity point A

of N

1
lim ——
LI—I};o |UL|

> Lpewn<ny = N(Y.

keN

(NN is called the integrated density of states of the Anderson Hamiltonian with potential
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(b) Let N. be the integrated density of states of the Anderson Hamiltonian with potential
& — c., where c. is the constant defined by (88).

Then, IN . converges vaguely to IN (see Definition 5.33).
(¢c) One has limy_, )\_%N()\) = %.

(d) For any bounded domain U and o € (0, 00), the following identities hold in [—oc, 0]:

limsup(—\)"*log N (A) = limsup(—\)"*log P(A}(U) <)),

A——00 A——00
liminf(—X\)"%log N (A) = iminf(—X)"*log P(A}(U) < ).
A——00 A——00

(e) Assume furthermore Il (see Assumption 5.7). For (A} (U))ren being the eigenvalues of
HNY as in Theorem 1.7, for every bounded Lipschitz domain U and every continuity
point \ of N,

L—oo

1
lim —— Z Lowwoy<ay = IN(X),  almost surely.
LeN UL =l

With the above theorem in combination with [38] we obtain the precise tail behaviour of
the IDS for the Anderson Hamiltonian with white noise potential in d dimensions.

Corollary 1.10. Let d € {2, 3} and £ be the d-dimensional white noise. Then,

8 —4
Ky,

. _4=d
)\l_1>r_noo(—)\) 2 log N(A) = _dd/2(4 _ d)Z—d/Q

where K4 is the best constant of the Gagliardo-Nirenberg inequality

d/4 1—d/4
1fllsay < CNV £l o |1 oy
Proof. This follows from Theorem 5.42 and [38, Theorem 2]. ]

Remark 1.11. The case d = 1 is of course known, see [29]. The case d = 2 was proved in
[52]. In physics literature, these tail behaviours have been already expected (e.g., [17, 12]).

1.5 About the strategies and techniques

In this section we give the general ideas behind the construction of the Anderson Hamil-
tonian with Dirichlet boundary conditions, as in Theorem 1.6, and discuss the techniques
that we use to study the IDS, i.e., how we derive Theorem 1.9 and Corollary 1.10. The
construction of the Anderson Hamiltonian with Neumann boundary conditions is a bit more
involved, see the beginning of Section 4 for the general strategy behind the construction.

General ideas behind the construction. As mentioned, instead of constructing the oper-
ators, we construct the corresponding symmetric forms. The following elementary lemma
(which proof follows by integration by parts, see also Lemma 4.5) plays a key role for this
construction.

Lemma 1.12. Let U be a bounded domain, (,w € C>®(U) and u € C*(U). Set v’ :=
e " u. Then, one has

/(\Vu|2 —(u?) = / 2|V’ )? — / e (¢ + |Vw|? + Aw)(u”)*. 3)
U U U
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As Lemma 1.12 suggests, to make sense of the symmetric form

(u,v) — /U(Vu - Vv — &uv),

for the singular potential £, one hopes to find smooth functions w. such that the sequence of
functions
(& + [Vuwe|* + Aw) )

converges to some limit  of sufficient regularity such that (yu”, v”) makes sense for u”, v’ €
H}(U). It turns out that this is possible, when we replace &, in (4) by & — c. for some
constants c. that diverge as € | 0.

Let us present the heuristic idea on how to choose these w., by forgetting for the moment
about the regularization parameter “c”: Namely, we are going to construct a I/ such that
£+ |VW]? + AW is sufficiently regular. Our strategy is to first neglect the |VIV|? term
(as its degree deg(|VW|?) is greater than deg(AW)) and try to find a TV such that ATV
compensates the irregularity of £. The most natural choice for this is W = (—A)~'£. Then,

E4+ VWP + AW = |[V(=A) ¢ = .

Now let us introduce a formal notion of degree deg (which coincides with || as in Defini-
tion B.6). We set deg(¢) = —2 + 4, deg(d;0) = deg(o) — 1, (—A)"'o = deg(o) + 2 and
deg(oq - 09) = deg(oq) + deg(oz). The degree deg(c) more or less reflects the regularity of
0.

Observe that deg(m;) = —2 + 20, which is greater than deg(§) = —2 + 4. If the degree
—2 + 26 is too small to our taste, then we instead set

W= (=A)"(E+ 7).
For this W we obtain

E+ VWP +AW =2V(=A)7'¢ - V(=A)"'n +|V(=A) ' %,

where deg(7y) = —2 + 30 and deg(73) = —2 + 46 are both greater than —2 + 2§. One can
repeat this argument until one obtains a sum of terms for £ + |VW|* + AW such that each
term has sufficiently large degree. (As Theorem 4.6 (a) shows, “sufficiently large” means
that the degree is greater than —1.)

The above arguments are not yet mathematically rigorous, as for instance, the term
|V(—A)~1€|?, that is the inner product of V(—A)~!¢ with itself, a priori does not make
sense since V(—A)~1¢ is not a function in general. Moreover, it turns out that |V (—A) 71, |?
itself does not converge as ¢ | 0, but if we take a “renormalization” of it, namely

[V(=A) & = B[ V(=A) & (0)],

then it does converge in probability. Then, we take the limit of it as our definition of 7
(instead of the nonrigorous definition |V (—A)~£|? above). The theory of regularity struc-
tures, which aims to solve singular stochastic partial differential equations, provides a cor-
rect framework for this operation of renormalization.



Remark 1.13. Let us elaborate more on the specific example of the 2D white noise, in
which case we have 6 = 1 — & for any x € (0, 1/2). The above discussion suggests that we
construct 7, = |V(—A)~1¢]2. For the rigorous treatment, it is necessary to replace (—A)™*
by (1 — A)~L. Then, 7; can be obtained as the limit

lglfél (|V(1 — A)_1§6|2 - EHV(I - A)_1§8|2(0)]) )

whose existence is obtained in previous works, see e.g., [2, 20] and [46, Lemma 2.17]. Since
the degree of 7, is —2k, which is already greater than —1, we can set W := (1—-A)~L1(&+7).

The techniques to treat the IDS. There are two standard approaches to construct the IDS:
the path integral approach [18, Section VI.1.2] and the functional analytic approach [18,
Section VI.1.3]. In our framework, we cannot use the path integral approach. Indeed, it
was shown in [52] that the 2D white noise is critical for this approach in that the Laplace
transform of the IDS is finite only for small parameters. Therefore, if the regularity of the
potential £ is lower than that of the 2D white noise, we expect the blow-up of the Laplace
transform of the IDS for any parameter. Hence, in this paper we adopt the functional analytic
approach. This approach, introduced by Kirsch and Martinelli [42], is based on the super-
(sub-)additivity of the Dirichlet (Neumann) eigenvalue counting functions and the ergodic
theorem by Akcoglu and Krengel [1]. There is one significant problem in our situation. That
is, without Assumption 5.7, we do not have Neumann Anderson Hamiltonians. To solve this
problem, we introduce artificial Neumann Anderson Hamiltonians (see Definition 5.19). For
this to be possible, it is crucial that we have a rather explicit representation of the symmetric
form associated to the Anderson Hamiltonian. Many technical estimates here are inspired
by Doi, Iwatsuka and Mine [23].

1.6 Outline

In Section 2, we introduce some notation related to the function spaces that we use. Tech-
nical estimates related to the objects introduced in Section 2 are postponed to Appendix A.
In Section 3, we describe a theorem (Theorem 3.3) to construct some continuous functions
Wy and some distributions Yy that are required to define the symmetric forms associated
to the Anderson Hamiltonians. We postpone the proof of this theorem to Appendix C: This
is done because it requires the full-fledged theory of regularity structures [13], which will
be reviewed in Appendix B. In Section 4, we cover some theory on (deterministic) symmet-
ric forms that will be relevant to our problems. In Section 5, we give the definition of the
Anderson Hamiltonians and prove the main theorems.

1.7 Notation

We set N := {1,2,3,...} and Ny := {0} UN. We call a subset of R? a domain if it is an
open subset of R%, We denote by U the closure of a subset U of R?. Given a subset U of
R%, L € (0,00) and z € RY, we set

Up:=LU ={ycR*| L'y c U},

d(z,U) :=inf{|lr —y| |y € U}, BUR) :={y € R |d(y,U) < R} and B(x, R) :=
B({z}, R). We denote by |U| the Lebesgue measure of a measurable set U.
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We denote by S(R?) the space of Schwartz functions equipped with the locally convex
topology generated by the Schwartz seminorms, and, by S’ (IR¢) the space of tempered distri-
butions, that is, the dual space of S(R?). We denote by supp( f) the support of a distribution
or a continuous function f in R% Let k € N U {oo}. For a domain U, we write C*(U)
for the k times continuously differentiable functions on U and C*(U) for those functions
in C*(U) with compact support. For a closed set V' C R? (we will consider U and OU for
domains U), we define

CHV) == {flv: [ € C*RM}.
For a subset U of RY, either open or closed, we define
| fllerwy := sup Z 0% f(x)| ifk < oo
TV N1 <k

We denote by LP(U), p € [1, 00|, the usual Lebesgue LP-space on U. We denote by (F' f)
the dual pairing of ' € &'(RY) and f € S(R?) and the dual pairing of Besov spaces [63,
Theorem 2.17]. We denote by f * g the convolution of f and g. By duality, the convolution
f*gfor f € S(R?Y) and g € S'(R?) is defined and represents a smooth function.

Let A, X besetsand f, g : Ax X — [0, 00]. We write f(a,x) <, g(a, z) if there exists a
constant C' € (0, oo| (possibly) depending on a —for which we also write either C' = C'(a) or
C = C,—suchthat f(a,z) < Cg(a,x) for all z. We will not explicitly write the dependence

29

; ) . AR .
on the dimension d, i.e., we write “<,” instead of “<;,”.

2 Function spaces

2.1 Besov spaces on R?

Here we describe definitions and important properties of Besov spaces on R?. Technical
estimates related to Besov spaces will be given in Section A.1.

Definition 2.1. The Fourier transform of f is defined by
Fiw) = | fle)e?vda
R4

for f € S(RY). We define F f for f € &'(R%) by duality: (Ff,g) := (f, Fg) for g € S(R?).

Definition 2.2. Let Y, y be smooth radial functions with values in [0, 1] on R? with the
following properties:

* supp(x) € B(0, %), supp(y) C {zr € R? | % < |z| < %}
* X(2)+ 22 x(277x) = 1forz € RYand )° ., x(2772) = 1 forz € R*\ {0}.

The existence of such y and Y is guaranteed by [4, Proposition 2.10]. For f € S'(R%) we
set

Aaf=F'XFf), Af=F'(x@7)Ff), jeN.
Let p,q € [1,00| and r € R. For o € R, we set
we(x) = (14 |z|*)%.
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The weighted nonhomogeneous Besov space B;:Z(Rd) consists of those distributions f in
S'(R?) such that || f|| gr.o rey < 0o, where

Iz = | (27 Nwo 2 flznes)

—1llea

Let us mention that the norm actually depends on the choice of x and Y, though the space
does not. See for example [4, Corollary 2.70]. [4, Lemma 2.69] implies that different
choices of y and x as above give equivalent norms.

We set C"7(R?) := BL7 (R?) and write C"(R?) := C"°(R?), By (R?) = B;o(R?).

2.2 Sobolev-Slobodeckij spaces on bounded domains

Recall that a bounded domain U of R¢ is called a bounded Lipschitz domain if its bound-
ary can be locally approximated by Lipschitz functions (for the precise definition see [71,
Definition 4.3]).

Definition 2.3. Let U be a domain in R%. Let p € [1,00] and 7 > 0.

(a) The space W/ (U) is the completion of {f|; | f € C~(U), | flollwy@) < oo} with
respect to the norm

flwgeor = > 10 llwwy+ D, 0yt

aeNg ol <r aeNd Jal=1r)
where [glwow) = 0 and for s € (0, 1),

)P
— (fUXU lx— y|giyps‘ d[[’dy) p < oo, .

lg(z)—g(¥)| _
SUPg yeU,|lz—y|<1 gy » P = OO

[Q]Wg(U) :

We set H"(U) = W3 (U). We denote by W} ,(U) the completion of C°(U) with
respect to the norm ||-[|yyr ra) (not |[-|[wr ) and we set Hy(U) := Wy, (U).

(b) Let U be a bounded Lipschitz domain and r € (0,1). The space W (9U) is the
completion of C*°(0U) with respect to the norm

||g|8U||WZ§(8U) = ||g||LT’(8U) -+ [Q]W;;(aU)
where
[ ls@ =90 .- 4 e
[g]WT(aU) = AU XU |x—y|d—1+pr Yy P ’
’ T
SUPz,yedu|e—y|<1 % p = Q.

Remark 2.4 (Equivalent definitions). For a bounded domain U, let Wg (U) be the space
of f € LP(U) such that the distributional derivatives 0 f for |o| < r are in LP(U) and
1 lwy o) < oo i

Then W ((U) is the closure of C°(U) in W} (U) and if U is a bounded Lipschitz do-
main, then W (U) = W) (U), see for example [58, Theorem 1.2] or [55].

Definition 2.5. For U a domain in R? and r > 0 we also write C"(U) = W/ (U) and
1A ller@) = 1 Fllwz@)

12



The following lemma relates the Sobolev—Slobodeckij spaces W, (and C") for U = R4
to the Besov spaces.

Lemma 2.6. Let s € (0,00) \ Nand p € [1,00]. Then Wi(R?) = B (R?), C*(R?) =
C*(RY) and the norms [[[wsmay and ||| ps | (way are equivalent (hence ||-|| csway and [|-[|csza)
are equivalent).

Proof. This follows by [70, p.90]: For p € [1, 00) one has W (R?) = B; (R?) with equiva-
lent norms, see [70, p. 90 and p.113] (W*?(R?) is written instead of W?(R?) and it is shown
that W$(RY) = A3 (RY) = Bs_(R?)), for C*(R?) = C*(R?) = B, . (R?) with equivalent
norms, see [70, p.90 (9), (6) and p.113] (actually, in [70] CS(Rd) is defined differently but
shown to be the same as B, (R)). O

Lemma 2.7. Let U be a bounded Lipschitz domain.
(a) Set D := Upef1,00)rco,00) Wy (U). There exists an extension operator . : D — S'(R?)
such that
* u(f) = f as distributions on U for f € D,
* NelHllwy@ay Svpr 1 fllwy@) for every p € [1,00], 7 € [0,00) and f € D,
L(f) € C=(RY) forall f € C=(T).

(b) Letp € (1,00) and r € ( 1+ ) Then, the map C*(U) — C=(0U), f — flov

po1
extends uniquely to a bounded linear operator T = Ty : W, (U) — W, 7(9U).
Furthermore, there exists a bounded linear operator that is the right inverse of T .

Proof. For (a) see [67, Chapter 6] in combination with [69, Section 4], or, for r € [0, 1),
[22, Theorem 5.4]. For (b), see [50, Theorem 3]. ]

Definition 2.8. An extension operator ¢ as in Lemma 2.7 (a) is called a universal extension
operator from U to R?. The operator 7 as in Lemma 2.7 (b) is called the trace operator.

3 Stochastic terms for the Anderson Hamiltonian

As we motivated below Lemma 1.12, for a singular random potential &, in this section, see
Theorem 3.3, we derive random functions W¢ and scalars ¢, such that

V(& — o + [VWE + AWE)

converges to some random Y of sufficient regularity.

In the rest of the section, i.e., in Section 3.1, we discuss the necessary definitions of the
theory of regularity structures such that we can describe our main assumption: Assump-
tion 3.10. The proof of Theorem 3.3 needs the full-fledged theory of regularity structures
and is therefore postponed to Appendix C.

Due to technical reasons, it is convenient to define W€ in terms of a convolution with the
Fourier cutoff of size N of the Green’s function. We tune this N (randomly) in such a way
that we can get desired bounds on W*. Therefore, we first introduce some notation on the
Green’s function and its Fourier cutoff of size V.

13



Let G be the Green’s function of —A on R (d > 2), which means that —AG x f = f
for f € S(RY). That is, G is the distribution which is represented by the function defined

for x # 0 by
L log|z| ! d=2
G(ZL‘) — 2 o ’
{d(d12)wd 272 d >3,

where w, is the volume of the unit ball in R? (for d > 3,G = F (|27 - |72)).
Definition 3.1. Let Y be the function introduced in Definition 2.2. For N € Nj, we set
Gy =F (L —x@"))2m ).

Remark 3.2. Let ¢ € C°°(RY) be such that ¢/ is a Schwartz function for all ) € S(R?)
(equivalently, ¢ and all its derivatives are of at most polynomial growth). If ¢ is a tempered
distribution, i.e., g € S'(R?), then the product ¢g is defined by

(69, 0) = (g, 9v), € SRY).

The function ¢ = (1 — x(27+))| - |72 is such a smooth function. Therefore we can define
its Fourier multiplier, for which we use same notation as the convolution (as it generalises
the convolution), i.e., we write G * f = F~1((1 — x(27V))| - | 2Ff).

Recall from Assumption 3.10 that we fix a § € (0, 1) such that & € C~2+%7(R?) for all
o> 0.

Theorem 3.3. Under Assumption 3.10 stated below, for ¢ € (0,1) and N € Ny there exist
random variables X¢ and Y5 in C*°(RY), X in S'(R?) and Yy in S'(R) with the following
properties:

s For every o € (0,00), X is almost surely in C~*7%°(R?) and Yy is almost surely in
C~ 199 (RY), and for all p € [1, 00)

1;{61”)(€ _ XHLP(]RC*%H?,J(Rd)) =0,

IIE)IHYK; — YNHL})(P,C—I-Q»&,U(Rd)) = 0, N c N
€

Furthermore, for all p € [1,00), X — £ is an element of LP(P,C~2727(R)),

lslig”XE _ f& - (X — §)|’L7’(P,C—2+25,U(Rd)) — 0’

and there exists a (deterministic) integer b = b(0) € N, independent of o and p such
that
a = Cl(é, (7) = sup 2_bN”YN”C—1+6,a(Rd) S LP(P) &)
NeN

The limits X and Yy are independent of the mollifier p.

e For N € Ny, set W5, = Gy * X® and Wy = Gn = X, where Gy is as in Defini-
tion 3.1. Let U be a bounded domain.

If M and € are random variables (depending on U) with values in Ny and (0, 00),
respectively, such that ||Wy|| @) < 1 and |W5; — Way||pe @y < 1 almost surely,
then one has

VW52 + AWE + e 2ViYs = —¢ +c.  on U almost surely,
for some scalars c. that are defined in (88).

Proof. Tt follows from Proposition C.28 and Corollary C.37. L
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3.1 A brief discussion on regularity structures

The theory of regularity structures was first introduced by the seminal work [34] and de-
veloped by [13, 19, 14]. It provides a general framework to solve singular stochastic partial
differential equations. There are other theories to solve singular stochastic partial differential
equations, most notably the theory of paracontrolled calculus [33, 9, 7, 8]. In this paper, we
use a regularity structure (A, .7, G) for the generalized Parabolic Anderson model (SPAM)

d d
ou = Au + Z gi;(w)0;udju + Z hi(uw)Oju + k(u) + f(u)g,
i=1

ij=1

as constructed in [13]. In what follows, we simply say that .7 is the regularity structure for
the gPAM instead of the triplet. The vector space .7 is equipped with Hopf algebras

(g+7‘%e7+71+7A+71/+7'27+> and (’9;7'%:7_7177A771L7‘277>

(written in the following order: vector space, product, unit, coproduct, counit and antipode)
and coactions

AL T 77, and AT =T ®T.

For the precise definitions of them, see Definition B.26. In the terminology of [6], the
pair (7, .7,) is a concrete regularity structure and the pair (.7, 7_) is a renormalization
structure.

A decorated forest is a 5-tuple (F), F N, o, ¢) equipped with a type map ¢, see Defini-
tion B.3 for the precise definition. If F' is a tree, we call it a decorated tree. We write
(F, F')¥° for brevity. The vector space .7 has a canonical basis B(.7) = B(HZE) (see Defi-
nition B.22), whose elements are decorated trees. The symbol =, which represents the noise
&, 1s identified with the decorated tree

a
0= Ie (6)
P

with F(p) = F(a) = F(e) = N(p) = N(a) = o(p) = 0(a) = e(e) = 0 and t(e) = Z. This
decorated tree belongs to B(.7"). The polynomial X* is identified with the decorated tree ®
with F'(e) = 0, N(e) = k and o(e) = 0, which belongs to B(.7). We write 1 := X°.

A grading ||, (see Definition B.6) is assigned to each element 7 of B(.7) and one
has a graded decomposition .7 = @3.73, where .7; is the subspace generated by {7 €
B(T) | |r|+ = B}. In fact, the index set A of the regularity structure is identified with
{|7|+ |7 € B(T)}. We have |=|; = —2 + 4. One has integration operators .# := .9, .9 :
T — T for k € N with |k| = 1 (see Definition B.5). We often write .7; := .7,,, where e;
is the ith unit vector of R

3.1.1 Models

Recall the notion of models & = (II,T") from [34, Definition 2.17]. In our situation, the
scaling s is uniform: s = (1,1,...,1). We also need the functional |||-|||.x and the pseudo-
metric |||; -, from [34, (2.16) and (2.17)].

Definition 3.4. A smooth map K : R?\ {0} — R with supp K C B(0, 1) is called an
admissible kernel if it satisfies [34, Assumption 5.1] with K (z,y) := K(x — y) and with
B =2andif [, 2"K(z)dx =0 for |k < 1.
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Definition 3.5 ([34, Definition 5.9]). Given an admissible kernel X', a model (II, ") for .7
is said to realize K if one has

AV
I, %7 ="K I, — Z C—a) -':1:)

0K s T (o)

FENG: || +2—[j|—[k]>0

for every 7 € B(.7), k € Nd with |[k| < 1 and » € R The space .Z (.7, K) of all
K'-admissible models is endowed with the topology induced by the collection of pseudo-
metrics (||-;-|ll,,x)~, k- In fact, the space . (7, K) is a complete metric space.

Definition 3.6 ([13, Definition 6.9]). We call alinear map IT : .7 — S'(R?) a (¢-)realization
if
I11 =1, ==, II(X*r)=aTIr forevery T € B(.7).

A realization is called smooth if its image is a subset of C*°(R%). Given an admissible kernel
K, arealization 11 is called K -admissible if it additionally satisfies

MM.7,(7) =0"K 7 forevery 7 € B(7) and k € NI with |k| < 1.

Definition 3.7 ([13, Definition 6.8]). Let K be an admissible kernel. To a smooth K-
admissible realization I1, one can associate a model

Z(IT) = (IL,T)
realizing K as in [13, Definition 6.8]. We denote by .# (.7, K) the closure in .# (.7, K) of
{Z(IT) | IT is a smooth K -admissible realization}.

Definition 3.8 ([13, Proposition 6.12]). A (K-)canonical realization I1°™¢ for &, is the
smooth K'-admissible & -realization characterized by the identities

Trcane (7_0_) — Jpeane (T)Hcan,s (O’), TIcane (c@cﬂ-) — Hcan,eT’
where %, is obtained from 7 = (F, F')° by resetting F'(p,,) = 1 and o(7) = a. We set

greane . (1—[can,57 Fcan) = g(ncan,e)l

3.1.2 BPHZ renormalization

In this section, we fix an admissible kernel K : R?\ {0} — R such that the function K — G
on R?\ {0} extends to a smooth function on R? and K = K (—-). The existence of such K
is guaranteed by [34, Lemma 5.5]. All models below are supposed to realize this /.

In the situation of our interest, the model 27°*™¢ does not converge as € | 0. To ob-
tain a limit, one has to “twist” the realization II°*™. This operation of twisting is called
renormalization. The most natural renormalization is called the BPHZ renormalization, as
introduced in [13].

Definition 3.9 ([13, Theorem 6.16)). The BPHZ realization II®YH%< is a unique &, -realization
characterized by the following properties:

o TIBPHZE = (g @ TI°°)A° for some algebraic map g : 7 — R;

* Forevery 7 € 7 with |7|; < 0, one has E[TIPPH%e7(0)] = 0.
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We set

gyBPHZe . _ (HBPHZ,sjl-xBPHZ,e) — Qp(HBPHZ,e)_

Now we can state our important assumption of the noise . Heuristically, it claims the
convergence of Z°BPHZe in [P(P).

Assumption 3.10 (Assumption I). As ¢ | 0, the family of models (ZP"%). . ) con-
verges to some model 2°BPHZ = ([IBPHZ T'BPHZ) 'ipdependent of the mollifier p, in .#Z (7, K)
in probability. Furthermore, there exists a ' € (0, 1) with the following property. For every
p € 2N, there exist constants C’*"'* € (0, 00) and a map """ : (0,1) — (0, 0o) such that

p
lim. o €7 (g) = 0 and the estimates

E[|(IIBPHZE ) [P] < CBPHZ \pli7l++4)
z P T — P )
E[|(TIBPH27 — TIBFPHAr g2y|p] < eBPHE () \p(irl )

hold forallz € R%, X € (0,1), ¢ € C*(R?) with [|¢||c2re) < 1 and withsupp(¢) C B(0,1)
and 7 = (T,0)° € T with |7|, < 0. Here we write ¢ := A" 2p(\71(- — x)).

Remark 3.11. The work [19], see especially Theorem 2.31 and Theorem 2.34 therein, gives
conditions of the noise £ under which Assumption 3.10 holds. It is worth observing that
Assumption 3.10 holds for the 2D and the 3D white noise, and the Gaussian noise & whose
covariance is formally given by

E[§(x)¢(y)] = v(z —y),

where v : R?\ {0} — [0, 00) is smooth and bounded away from 0 and for some & € (0, 1)
we have

sup  sup [0 (a) o " < oo,
keNg, zeB(0,1)\{0}
|k|<6d

see [19, Theorem 2.15]. For example one could take ~y to be given by

1(e) = clal

for some ¢ € (0,00) and @ € (0, min{d, 4}).

4 Analysis of symmetric forms

It is common practice in the theory of rough paths [49] to first show the existence of suf-
ficiently many stochastic objects and then apply deterministic analysis to derive results. In
this section we consider the (deterministic) analysis of symmetric forms, which we use in
Section 5 in combination with Theorem 3.3 to construct the Anderson Hamiltonian and
derive its spectral properties.

First we recall the definition of a symmetric form and some related definitions in Defi-
nition 4.1, then we describe the symmetric forms 55{,7 ~ (in Definition 4.2) that we will study
in Sections 4.2 and 4.3. We motivate the study of SVI{L ~ from the viewpoint of the Anderson
Hamiltonian, before we turn to the examples of bounded symmetric forms in Section 4.1,
basic spectral properties of the symmetric forms and their associated self adjoint operators
in Section 4.2 and finally consider estimates of eigenvalues in Section 4.3.

We recall some definitions of symmetric forms.
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Definition 4.1. Let H be a Hilbert space over R. A bilinear map Q : D(Q) x D(Q) —
with D(Q) a dense subspace of H, is called a symmetric form on H if Q(u,v) =
for all u,v € D(Q). Let Q be a symmetric form on H. We write

Qg := sup |Q(u, u)l. (7)

ueD(Q),[lullz=1

v, U)

If [Q]g < oo, then we call Q a bounded symmetric form. In that case, without loss of
generality we assume D(Q) = H. The set of bounded symmetric forms is a Banach space
under the norm [-] 5. Then, a sequence (Z,,),cn of bounded symmetric forms converges to
a bounded symmetric form Z if

Let M > 0. A symmetric form Q is called M -bounded from below if Q(u, u)~+ M|u||% > 0
for all u € D(Q). It is called bounded from below if it is M-bounded from below for some
M > 0. If Q is M-bounded from below and (D(Q), Q + M(-,-)y) is a Hilbert space
for some M > 0, then Q is said to be closed. If Q is a closed symmetric form and M is
as above, then a subset of D(Q) is called a core for Q if it is dense in the Hilbert space
(D(Q). Q + M{-,)y).

Observe that a symmetric form is determined by its values on the diagonal of H x H,
ie., Q(u,v) = 3[Q(u+v,u+v) — Q(u,u) — Q(v,v)]. For this reason we often only define
symmetric forms on the diagonal.

Definition 4.2. Let U be a bounded domain, W € L*°(U) and Z be a bounded symmetric
form on H*(U) for some s € [0,1). We define the symmetric form £ = £f}, ; on " H'(U)

as follows: for u = e’ with v’ € H'(U), we set

E(u,u) ==& z(u,u) == / A\ ()2 da 4 Z(u, ).
U

Let us turn to the motivation of studying the symmetric forms of the form 5{{,7 ~ as above,
by extending the motivation given below Lemma 1.12. As we also want to motivate the con-
struction of the Anderson Hamiltonian with Neumann boundary conditions, in Lemma 4.5
we prove a generalisation of Lemma 1.12 that allows to consider smooth functions up to
the boundary. For that we first recall an integration by parts formula on bounded Lipschitz
domains.

Lemma 4.3 ([28, Theorem 5.6]). Let U be a bounded Lipschitz domain. Then, the outer
unit normal v exists a.e. on OU and we have

/U Vf(x) - Vg(a) de = - / f@Ag@)dr+ | f@)Vig@)ase) @

forevery f € HY(U) and g € C*(U), where S is the (d — 1)-dimensional Lebesgue measure
on OU and for x € OU

V.g(x) = lim gla + hV(Zf)) —9(z)

If U is not necessarily Lipschitz, then
[ Vi@ Vo de =~ [ f)agla) s
U U
for every f € H'(R?) and g € C*(U).
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Definition 4.4. Let U be a bounded Lipschitz domain and v be the outer unit normal on U ..
For measurable functions f and ¢ such that g is continuously differentiable, and fV,g is
integrable on QU (with respect to S, see Lemma 4.3) we write

/ fVg-dS = fV,gdS.
ou ou

Lemma 4.5. Let U be a bounded Lipschitz domain, (,w € C®°(U) and u € C>®(U). Set

u’ := e "u. Then, one has

[ vuk = ¢t

= / |V’ |2 —/eQw(CJr |Vw|2+Aw)(ub)2+/ e (u’)?Vw - dS.
U U

au
Proof. One has

/em\vub\?:/ 2|V (e "y /\Vw\2u2+/|Vu\2 /wv@
U U U

and by integration by parts (Lemma 4.3) one has

/UVw-V(UQ):/aUuQVw- ds—/U(Aw)u?. O

By this lemma (or Lemma 1.12) and by Theorem 3.3 (with the notation as therein) we
see that the Anderson Hamiltonian with potential £, — c.,

—A—& +oe., ®)

on U with Dirichlet boundary conditions, corresponds' to the symmetric form on Hj(U)
given by (writing v’ = e~ Wiry)

J1vul = (& = e = [ v+ 25 0)
U U
- g‘l/{/ﬁpzid (u’ u)’
where, due to the identity
£ —co + VW52 + AWS, = —e Wiy s,

the symmetric form Zj, is given by

Zjﬂ(v,v):/Y]@v?
U

When we instead consider (9) on U with Neumann boundary conditions, we additionally
have a boundary term, in the sense that the corresponding symmetric form on H*(U) is

ivenby £V _ _.. where
(=4 Z il
M~ M

Zy (v,v) = Z5,(v,v) +/ Wip?VWE, - dS.
ouU

'For a discussion on the correspondence between operators with Dirichlet (Neumann) boundary conditions
and symmetric forms on H{§ (on H?), we refer to [21, Section 6 and 7].
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The latter integral over the boundary QU will be decomposed into a few different terms. Let
us recall from Theorem 3.3 that W}, = G * X°. Then

/ 62WE4U2VW]‘\€4 . dS = Z~K4(U7'U) + 2;4(07 U)7
ouU

where

]M’U GO b S g‘g) * 7

AWtV (G + (X — &) - dS

0=
0=

/ AV (G — Go) x &2) - dS
ou

In order to study the convergence of the Anderson Hamiltonian with potential . — c. with
Dirichlet and with Neumann boundary conditions in the resolvent sense, as we will show
in the present section (see Lemma 4.15 and Theorem 4.17), it suffices to consider a certain
continuity of £, ; as a function of W and Z.

Before we turn to that more general setting, let us elaborate on this a bit more for the
limits we want to consider. By Theorem A.3, for all ¢ € (0, 00) we have £, — £ in C~2+9¢
almost surely (as Assumption 3.10 actually guarantees that & € C~2F9%7 for some x > 0),
and by Theorem 3.3 we have almost surely

Y, — Yy in CT1O(RY), (10)
X° = XinC 7 RY), X —¢& — X —£inC 2200 (RY),

Therefore, by Corollary A.10 and Lemma A.6 we have the following convergences almost
surely

W — Wy in % (RY), (11)
V(Go* &) = V(Go x ) in 109 (RY), (12)
V(G * (XE =€) = V(G * (X = 6)) in C711207(RY), (13)
V(G — Go) x &) = V((Gar — Go) % €) in C>7(RY). (14)

For the convergence of the Anderson Hamiltonian with potential £. — c. on U with Dirichlet
boundary conditions, (11) and (10) suffice (the latter convergence implies the convergence
of the symmetric form Z3,).

If we instead consider Neumann boundary conditions, we additionally need Z5, and ZAjd
to converge. The convergence of ZA@ is guaranteed by (14) and by (13) if we assume o > %,
as then both convergences imply convergence of the restricted function to QU in L (0U).
In order to deal with the convergence of Z¢,, the convergence (12) does not seem to suffice,
due to the integration over the d — 1 dimensional boundary OU. Let us elaborate on this.
We can write 25, = (YV, e?Virv?), where Y.V is the distribution ¢ — [, V(G * &) dS.
The distribution ?;.U could be formally interpreted as the product of V(G * &) with the
distribution d,s, given by ¢ — |, ory @ dS. The distribution dgy; is of regularity —1 (e.g., for
F =10,1]""' x {0}, d is the tensor product of 1, jja-1 and dy, which are in C°(R*"!) and
C~(R), respectively; hence the tensor product is in C~1(R?), see [64]). Hence the product
of these two, and thus ?EU, converges only in the space of regularity —2+9. Under additional
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assumptions (Assumptions 5.7) on £, we will basically show the latter for 6 > % This turns
out to be sufficient; and we do not need to have regularity > —1 but only > —%. This is due
to the following identity

Zi(v,0) = (Y2, R(VHT (0)%).

The allowance of % less regularity is due to the use of the trace operator 7 and the operator

‘R (which is the composition of the right inverse trace operator and the extension operator);

observe that v + v? forms a map Wy, (U) — W/~*(R%) whereas v  R|[(Tv)?] forms a
6+i75

map Wg(U) — Wy (RY).
4.1 Main examples of bounded symmetric forms

Recall the notation [-] from (7) and the constants in Definition A.11.

Theorem 4.6. Let 6 € (0,1), 0 € (0,00) and s € (1 —4,1).

(@) Let Y € C~1%9(R%). For any bounded domain U and ¢ € C>°(R?) such that ¢ = 1
on a neighborhood of U, the formula

ZY(v,v) = (oY, 1yv?)

defines a bounded symmetric form on H3(U) and if U is moreover Lipschitz, it also
defines a bounded symmetric form on H*(U). The symmetric form ZY is independent
of the choice of ¢. Moreover, for L > 1

[2v Va0 Soew LN lle-voo(me), (15)
and if U is a bounded Lipschitz domain, then

120 ] ms s Ssev L7NY [le-vese ray.- (16)

(b) Let U be a bounded Lipschitz domain. Suppose that § € (3,1) and s € (3 — 6, 1). Let
e€(0,6—1),pe(2,00)andqe (1,2) besuchthat%—i— % = 1and

1 1 d
<5 2-b+e-+-<s (17)

B:=2—0+¢ec—
q 2p

| =

LetY € B2 (R) with supp(Y) C U, ||Y- —?||B;127+6(Rd) AN 0 for some Y. given

by ¢ 1= Joy e dS for fo € L}(0U), and V€ CX(U). Then, with T =T arsy -
W,, 21U

R : W=(0U) — W2 °(U) a right inverse of Tyz-s (1) and v a universal extension
operator from U to R as in Lemma 2.7,

Z(v,v) = ZYU,V(U’ v) = (Y, 10 R[V(Tv)?])

defines a bounded symmetric form on H*(U) that is independent of the choice of R
and L.

IfY; € B;g”(Rd) with supp(Yy) C OUL, and V;, € C°(Uy) for L > 1, then

. .
(257 L) Ssewv LENVillosw) IVl grzes may. (18)
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(¢) Let U be a bounded Lipschitz domain. Suppose § € (0,1) and s € (3,1). Let

Y € C1o0(RY) and V € C°(R?). Then, with T = Tys(vr) as in Lemma 2.7 (for the
notation see Definition 4.4),

Z/,’\gy(v,v) = /{)U V(Tv)?VY - dS

defines a bounded symmetric form on H*(U) for every s € (%,1). Moreover, for

29
L>1 R R
[[ngv]]Hs(UL) Ssov L7V icswp) 1Y [ler+so wa).- (19)

Proof. (a) Let us first consider U to be a bounded Lipschitz domain and v € H*(U}).
We comment on how to obtain (15) afterwards. Let ¢ be as in the statement. It is rather
straightforward to check that the definition of ZY does not depend on ¢. Observe that
therefore ZU" (v,v) = (¢(L~1)Y, 1y, %) for all L > 0. Choose a p € [1,00] and an
e € (0,0) suchthat 1 — 0 + ¢ + % < s and po > d. By the duality of Besov spaces [63,
Theorem 2.17], for ¢ € [1, oo] such that % + % = 1, we have

[{p(L7H)Y, Ly, v A< Sep lo(L™ )YHB,;;“(Rd)||1ULU2||BC};;‘(Rd)-
By Lemma A.4 and Lemma A.1 (more specifically, (61) using that pc > d) we have
||¢(L_1')Y||B;;,+5(Rd) 5p,6,a,¢ LZJHYHB;;H’%(W) Sp,é,a LQUHYHC—H&U(ROI)-
Then by Lemma 2.6 (see Definition A.11 for Clypyy; and Cpyoq)
U _
10, 0%l 155 ey o 10020l (ey < Crriae Wy N0 =50,
Cl\lilﬁlt [Wl 6]CgrLod [Wl ot Wl 6] ||U||W1 5+E (Ur)"

Now we apply the embedding estimate (see Definition A.11 for Cgpeq) and the estimate
NV [ ul msuy) (@s 1 — 0+¢e+ % < s), we have

HuHHl_HH%(UL)

U 1-6 2 —
IWllw=s+<(u,) Ssew Crmpea H 2% = Wy *]|Jv|

HS(UL)'

Hence

(215 wy) Ssepo LQUCI\[/]IﬁIt[quié]CgrLod [HPHE - Wllfé]

X CEUélbed [H® — W21q75+€] 1Y [|c-1+60 (Ra)-

Therefore (16) follows by Lemma A.15. If U is not necessarily Lipschitz butv € H§(U),
in the above estimates, we can replace the constant Cﬁult[W(}_‘s] by 1 and the estimate (15)
follows similarly.

(b) First, observe that the requirements for the existence of 7 and R as in Lemma 2.7 are
satisfied. Indeed, 3 + o . € (o L1+ ) or equivalently, § € (0,1),and2 — 6 € (%, 1+ %):
On the one hand we have 2 — 5 € ( ) c (%, 1+ %) and because % € (3,1), on the other
handwehave6:2—5+e—é>2—5—1:1—5>0and6§ %byassumption.

Again by the duality, we have

(V100 RIVTo)] S 1V L5280 100 RIVIT0) ] 525 gy (20)
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Again, by using Lemma 2.6 (in particular because R is a bounded linear operator Wqﬁ*E (0U) —
WQ—(S(U))
q 2

oo RIVIT0) M g2 ety S Ielhw-s0yswz-sea IRIIV T ey @D

Now we estimate ||V (T v)?||
set ¢ := (Tv)?, then

Vi :
Vs oy < /BU /8U| ‘:C_y'd 1)+|q|¢(5>)| as(x) dS(y))
U(x V(x L
0 e
S IV llwe w) /8U /8U |z — |d 1 e dS(z) dS(?J))E + HVHLOO(U)W]Wf-E(aU)

dS(y) 7
55,5 ”V”C(S(Rd) (1 + sup /BU 4‘;5 — y|d—1—q5> 4 ”wHWf_g(aU)’

zedU

wi—=(ou- Recall the notation -] from Definition 2.3 (b). If we

where we used [|V|y5 iy V [VIze@) S IV IIws @) = [V lies@) which holds because
B<4 <6

Therefore, by observing

||(TU) ||WB E(aU) < CProd[WZq — WB €]||Tv||wﬁ (oU)
< CRalWay = W ITIP ol

Wit
2q
+5 .
and [|v]| 5., )< ChimbealH® = Way “||v]l1+(v), we obtain
2q
. B s Bt
[Z]15 ) Ssep CoroalWhy = Wi 1 Cllppea H® = Wy, *PCRU W]

dS(y) e )
x(l—i—sup/ —)CXWq_ Ry - T s
B R e Ext W sl Ry -2 o) Il ijw(m”

X ||V||06(U)||Y||B;§+5(Rd)-

Let us now check that Z is independent of the choice of R and ¢. For ¢ € C=(U)N wr(U)
and V € C*(U) the function ¢ o R[V(T¢)? is equal to V? on OU and thus for ¢ > 0

J(LoRV(Te)?])dS = [ f.Ve*dS.

U U

By the above estimates we have already seen that Z’YU V(v) is continuous as a function of Y,
V and v. As C*°(U) N W/ (U) is dense in W (U), V is the limit of smooth functions in

C>=(U) and Y is the limit of Y., it therefore follows that Z is independent of the choice of
R and ¢.
Therefore, by (20) and (21) (as we may take the infimum over ¢ and R),

Y, o RIV(TO) D] Sop 1Y 1l 5249 gty Csa[Wa_s IV (T0)? Ly -
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With this (18) follows from Lemma A.15 (for the estimate on the Cgppeq We use the
second inequality in (17)) and because

dS(y) i1 dS(y) e dS(y)
d—1 _ L d—1 =L d—1 )
ouy, |z —ylimE oU |Lx — Ly|d-1-¢ ou | —yli-imeE

ds : ds :
sup (1 +/ —(dy_)l_ ) < LF sup (1 +/ —(dy_)l_ ) .
zedly, ouy, |7 — Yl a z€dU ou 1T — Y a

dy

so that

The latter supremum is finite: f oU Iyldiqu is finite for all z € QU due to the fact that U is

a Lipschitz domain, so that by the compactness of QU it follows that the supremum is finite
as well. The other L° factor comes from Cgiﬁl[W{q Wir=e] Spew L7, see Lemma A.15.
(c) First, observe that (for v being the outer normal on 8U )

2

Secondly, use || 70|20y < || Tv||

v)| = /w V(TU)QVu?dS' < Vi@ I VY Nl @0 | TolIZ 200

wed oy < Tas@) vl zs@ys IV Iz=@vy < IV IIesw)

and [|[VY || e ovy) < [|9(L71)VY [[pee ey S I(LTH)VY [lesray Soos LY llersoe e,
where the last inequality is due to Lemma A.4. (19) then follows by Lemma A.15 (observe
that we use that s > £ in order to have sup -, || Tr=(v,)|] < 00). ]

4.2 Basic spectral properties

In this section we study the spectral properties of the Dirichlet and Neumann operator cor-
responding to £, which are introduced in Definition 4.9.

Assumptions for this section 4.7. In this section, U is a bounded domain.

Definition 4.8. Let Q be a symmetric form on a Hilbert space H. Let D be the set of
u € D(Q) such that there exists a & € H such that Q(u,v) = (u,v)y for all v € D(Q).
For such u the element % is unique, and we will write Au = 4. Then A on D forms a linear
operator on H, called the operator associated with Q.

Definition 4.9. If Z is a bounded symmetric form on H}(U), then we write 55{/2{5 for £, -
(recall Definition 4.2) with D(;;%) = eV HH(U) and let H® = HY = Hy;', be the
operator associated with 53/% on L*(U).

If Z is a bounded symmetric form on H'(U), then we write &y for Ely, z with D(SSV%) =
eWHY(U) and let HY = HMY = HNWUZ be the operator associated w1th 511}/% on L*(U).

Definition 4.10. Let U be a bounded Lipschitz domain and s € (0, 1). We define

s L/ ez
CLIH] ==  sup ( i
feH (U)\{0} HfHL2 U)Hf”Hl(U)

If U is a bounded domain that is not necessarily Lipschitz, we define C5,[H*] similarly as
above by replacing “H*(U)” by “H{(U)” for a being either s or 1.
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Lemma 4.11. Let s € (0,1). Let Z be a bounded symmetric form on H3(U). Then, for any
6 € (0,1)and v € HL(U), we have

200 <5 [ (9o + (646 ORI 121550 ) 0l

If Z is a bounded symmetric form on H*(U), then the above statement holds with Hj re-
placed by H*.

Proof. We only prove the claim for a bounded Lipschitz domain. One has |Z(v,v)| <
[Z] s V] %,S(U). By interpolation and Young’s inequality (using that a*b'=* < a + b),

s s 2(1-s s __s_
Yoy < CRIH TP I3 o oI35 < CRIET(llvl 3 + 77T

[v] |U||%2(U))

for any ) € (0, c0). Therefore,
1Z(v,0)] < 0lZ2]a=@)C [H Pl @y + 17 = [2] i) O [H P[0 22y

We can choose 77 so that § = n[Z]ys@)Cfp[H°]* and use that [[v]|[7) = [[v][Z2) +
Jo Vo2, O
Proposition 4.12. Let W € L>°(U) and Z be a bounded symmetric form on H3(U) for some
s € (0,1). Then 53,% is closed and "V C>°(U) is a core. Consequently, HP is self-adjoint.

If Z instead is a bounded symmetric form on H*(U), then 5;/% is closed and "V C>= (U )
is a core. Consequently, H" is self-adjoint.

Proof. In view of Lemma 4.11 and the symmetric form version of the Kato-Rellich theorem

[41, Theorem 1.33 in Chapter VI], we can assume Z = (. Observe that for u = eVaub,

w € HY(U)
e Wl gy o(u’, u”) < Ewolu, u) < W= gy 5w’ ).

Therefore the claim follows as & is closed and C2°(U) is a core for &£ .
The self-adjointness of the corresponding operators follows as they are closed densely
defined and symmetric, cf. [21, Section 4.4]). O

By applying a standard result from the spectral theory, we can easily show that the
spectrum of H" on a bounded domain and that of H" on a bounded Lipschitz domain are
discrete and that the min-max formula (also known as the Courant-Fischer formula) holds
for the eigenvalues.

Proposition 4.13. The spectrum of HP is given by a sequence of eigenvalues (\})52., (count-
ing multiplicities), such that (with the notation  for “is a linear subspace of ) \} < \§ <

=X (U W, 2) ::ngl(gin) Slelg (HPu, u) r2u,

dim L=k [|ufl .2 1y =1
= inf sup  E(u,u),
LceWH(U)

u
dim L=k ”u”LQ(U):l
= inf sup  E(u,u)

LCeVoR(U)  wel
dim L=k ||u||L2(U):1

and limy,_, o, \? = oc. In particular, (A — H) ™ is a compact operator for all \ that are not
in the spectrum of HP. If U is a bounded Lipschitz domain, an analogous statement for HN
holds if H}(U) and C2°(U) are replaced by H*(U) and C*(U).
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Proof. By well-known results of spectral theory (see e.g., [21, Corollary 4.2.3, Theorem
4.5.2, Theorem 4.5.3] in combination with Proposition 4.12), it suffices to show that the form
domain is compactly embedded in L?(U), which follows from the compact embeddings of
Sobolev spaces (see [11, Theorem 8.11.2] for the fact that the embedding H} (U) — L*(U)
is compact for any bounded domain U [11, Theorem 8.11.4] for the fact that the embedding
H'(U) < L*(U) is compact for any bounded Lipschitz domain U). O

We show continuous dependence of the spectral structure with respect to W and Z. This
follows from the result of [47].

Definition 4.14. Let H be a Hilbert space and M > 0. Let (Q,),en and Q be closed
symmetric forms that are M/-bounded from below. We use the following convention: if
u ¢ D(Q), then we set Q(u, u) := oo.

(a) [47, Definition 2.8] We say the sequence (Q,,)nen ['-converges to Q, if the following
hold:

(i) If the sequence (u,,),en converges to u in H, then

Q(u,u) < liminf Q,, (up, uy). (22)

n—oo
(ii) For any u € D(Q), there exists a sequence (u,,),en in H such that

u, »uin H and lim Q,(un,u,) = Q(u,u).

n—oo
(b) [47, Definition 2.12] The sequence (Q,, )nen is said to be compact if the condition

sup Qn(unaun> + (M + 1)”“"”% <0
neN

implies (u, )nen is precompact in H, that is the sequence has a converges subsequence
in H.

(c) [47, Definition 2.13] We say the sequence (Q,,)nen converges compactly to Q if
(Qn)nen I'-converges to Q and if (Q,, ),en is compact. In that case, we write

compact

Lemma 4.15. Let H be a Hilbert space and M > 0. Suppose that (Q,,)nen is a sequence
of closed quadratic forms on H that are M-bounded from below and converges compactly
to Q. Let A, (resp. A) be the self-adjoint operator associated with Q,, (resp. Q).

(a) [47, Theorem 2.4 and Theorem 2.5] For any bounded continuous function f on R, we
have || f(An) — f(A)||lg—m — 0. In particular, A, I osoo A (see Definition 1.5).

(b) [47, Corollary 2.5] Let Ay, ,, (resp. i) be the k-th eigenvalue of A,, (resp. A), counting
multiplicities. Then, we have lim,,_,o A\, = A, for any k. Moreover, for any k there
exist (a choice of the) k-th eigenfunctions ¢y, ,, (resp. ¢i) of A, (resp. A) such that
®rn converges to ¢y, in H.

Remark 4.16. In the proof of the following theorem we use the following elementary fact.
If (a,,)nen is a sequence in R and lim inf,,_,, a,, < 0o, then there exists a strictly increasing
function ¢ : N — N such that lim inf,, , a,(n) = liminf,, . a, and sup,,cy apmn) < 0.
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In the following theorem we consider the compact convergence for the symmetric forms
Dy 2. on Hy(U) and the symmetric forms Dy ; on H*(U) as defined in Definition 4.9.

Theorem 4.17. Let s € [0,1). Suppose that W,, — W in C(U).
e [f[[Z Z]]Hs —> 0, then

gD,U compact gD,U
WnyZn n—oo YW .z

* If U is a bounded Lipschitz domain and [ Z,, — Z] ysu) 2720, then

NU compact
5 n—00 SW z-

Proof. We only prove the second statement. We first show that (£}, = )nen is compact.
Suppose sup,ey E, z, (tn; ) + (M + 1)||uy|[72y < 00. We set w), := e "ru,. By

Lemma 4.11, we have sup,,cy||¢), || 117y < 0o because for any & € (0, 1),

sup Ew,, z, (Un, uy) = sup/ VIV 12+ 2, (un, )
U

neN neN
> supe-2IWilli= (1 /|vun|2 (5+ 0 S (200 oo,
neN

and thus sup,,cy||tn || gy < oo as W, — W in C(U). Since the embedding H'(U) —
L?(U) is compact, the sequence (u,,) ey is also precompact in L?(U).

Next we show that (£, = )nen ['-converges to &y, 5. Since (ii) of Definition 4.14 (a) is
trivial, we focus on showmg (1) Definition 4.14 (a).

Suppose that (u,),en converges to w in L*(U). As we want to show (22), we may
assume liminf,, EII:II}ZZn (tn,u,) < oo and by Remark 4.16 we may as well assume

Sup,,en ES}U 2z, (Un, u,) < 00 (by possibly considering a subsequence), so that by the above
sup, el || 1oy < oo. It suffices to show

/ V|V’ < lim inf / V|V |2, (23)
U U
lim 2, (W, w’) = Z(u’, ). (24)

Since the sequence (u’,),cy is uniformly bounded in H'(U) and converges to u’ in L?(U),
by interpolation it converges to u” in H*(U) from which (24) follows. For v € C>(U),

(Vui, U)LQ(U) <U VU>L2 U) — — <U V’U>L2(U <VU ’U>L2(U)7

which implies that (Vu? )2, converges weakly to Vu’ in L?(U). Therefore, (e""Vu?)
converges weakly to ¢V Vu’ in L?(U) and this implies (23) (this follows for example by the
dual representation of the norm on L?(U)). O

4.3 Estimates of eigenvalues

In this section, we give deterministic estimates of the eigenvalues and the eigenvalue count-
ing functions of the operators constructed in Section 4.2. The motivation comes from the
study of the integrated density of states in Section 5.4.
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Assumptions for this section 4.18. We assume the following throughout this section:

W is a continuous function defined on R,
* s€[0,1),U is the collection of bounded Lipschitz domains.

 ZY is a bounded symmetric form on H*(U) for all U € U.

ForeachU € U, welet EV = 55{/ v be the symmetric form defined in Definition 4.2. Recall

the notations #™Y and H"V from Definition 4.9 and A} (U), A2(U) from Proposition 4.13.

Remark 4.19. For Dirichlet boundary conditions we do not necessarily need to consider
Lipschitz domains. Indeed, if ¢/ would instead be the collection of all bounded domains and
ZY abounded symmetric form on H(U) for all U € U, then the statements of Lemma 4.21,
Lemma 4.27 (a) and Lemma 4.31 (a) remain valid.

Definition 4.20. For # € {N,D} and U € U, we define the eigenvalue counting functions
N#(U, \) for A € R by

# _
N#(U,)\) NWZU)‘ —E :]I{Ak#UWZ<>\}
k=1

Weset N7 (U, \) :i= N 5% o(U, \), which is the eigenvalue counting function of the Neumann
or the Dirichlet Laplacian on U.
For L > R > 0 we set

UR .= U, NB(OUL,R), C(U,,R):={zeUy,|dx0dU,)=R}. (25

(Observe C'(0UL, R) = OUf \ 9UL.) We denote by H,, »(Uf') the closure in H'(Uf') with
respect to H*-norm of the set

{¢ € C=(UE) | ¢ = 0 on a neighborhood of C'(dUy, R)}.

Let NJ(UE, ) be the eigenvalue counting function of the operator associated with the
symmetric form (u, u) — [;,z|Vu|* with the domain H ,(Uf).
L )

Lemma 4.21. Let U, U, Uy € U, Uy C Uy and \ € R. Then

NP(U,\) < NX(U, \),
N°(Up, \) < N°(Us, A).

Proof. Since H}(U) C H'(U), the min-max formula (Lemma 4.13) implies \P(U) >
AN(U) for all k, and thus the first inequality. The second also follows by the min-max
formula, as H} (U;) C HL(Us). O

Lemma 4.22. Let U € U, s € (0,1), 0 € (0,00) and A € R. We set
AW, Z) i= (1 £ 0)e W= (X £ Ay),

where

9 - is s
A= ALY ::0+<1i9) ORI T e

DIW oo 0 [[Z]]}?;(U)

Then, one has

NB(U, A5, (W, 2)) < N°(U,\) < N*(U, \) < NX(U, AL(W, 2)).
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Proof. We only prove N™(U,\) < Ng(U,A;,(U,W, Z)); the other inequality follows
similarly. By setting § := %e_QHWIIwa), Lemma 4.11 yields

u,u)| < U +€ v u’)”.
|Z( b b)| <5/|v b|2+A e 2||W oo )/( b)2
U U

One has [, eV |Vu’|? > e 2IWli=w) [ |Vu’|. Therefore, by Proposition 4.13,

AM(U) = inf sup /UeQW\Vub\Q + Z(u’ )

LEHI(U) u GL
dim L=k fegw ) -1
- . e 2lWllLee ) /‘ A+€—2||W”L°°(U>/(ub)2
~LCHYWU),  pep, 140 v
dln’lL k feQW(u) =1
e 2lWllLee ) b
> 7{ inf Sup /|VU|
146 LEHYU),  pep,
dln’lL k feQW(u
We compute
inf sup / IVu’[> = inf sup / [V’ [?
LCHY(U), ueL LcH!(U), €L,
dlmL k [e2W( dim L=F eV (u)2<1
> inf sup / [V’ [?
L;Hl(U)v ubeL7 U
dim L=k f(ub)QSefm\WllLoo(U)
= ¢ AWl \N(U7; 0, 0). (26)
Therefore,
Ny e~ HIW oo ) (U A
>- -0.0) —
and the claimed inequality follows. L

As Lemma 4.22 suggests, we need estimates of [N # (U, \). The following lemma is
sufficient for our purpose.

Lemma 4.23. Let U be a bounded Lipschitz domain.
(a) Then, there exist Cyy, Ry > 0 such that
NT(UE,\) < CyR 1+ )2 L%
forevery L > 1, A\ > 0and R > Ry.
(b) [62, Theorem 3.1 and Theorem 3.2] There exists a C{; > 0 such that

[B(0,1)

R ‘|U|A— — CLAT log A < N2(U, N

71) 7 1
(2m)7 | \)\ + Cy )\ og A

< Ny(U,A) <
for every \ > 2.
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Proof. The claim (a) follows from the proof of [23, Theorem 6.2]. Indeed, we can combine
the estimates (6.20), (6.23), (6.24) and (6.25) therein. L]

Definition 4.24. Let Q; and Q> be closed symmetric forms on Hilbert spaces H; and H,
that are bounded from below. We write Q; < O, if there exists an isometry ¢ : Hy — H;

such that ®(D(Q3)) C D(Q;) and Q1 (P(f), P(f)) < Qa(f, f) forevery f € D(Qs).

Lemma 4.25. Let Q1, Q5 be as in Definition 4.24 and let A, and A, be the associated self-
adjoint operators. Suppose that the spectrum of Ay and that of Ay are discrete. We denote
them by (ur(A1))7, and (ug(A2))32,, respectively. Then, Q) < Qy implies p(A;) <
i (Asz) for every k.

Proof. This follows from the min-max formula. U

In order to compare the eigenvalue counting functions on different domains, it will be
convenient to introduce the following symmetric forms.

Definition 4.26. Let /J € N. Let £ be a symmetric form on a Hilbert space H; for
j € {1,...,J}. We define the symmetric form EB‘.],l &; on the Hilbert space P H; by

DD, &) = DL, D(E) and for v = B, v; with v; € D(E)), (B, &)(v,0) =
> &0, 05)-

Observe that if A; is the operator associated with &; for all j, then the operator @;’:1 A,
defined by @;}:1 A = @;}:1 Ajvj forv = @;.]:1 v; € @;}:1 D(A)) =: D(@;}:l A;)is
the operator associated with @;’:1 &;. In particular, the principal eigenvalue of @;’:1 A;is
given by min‘],1 A (A;), where A\ (A;) is the principal eigenvalue of A; for all j.

Moreover, if A; has a countable spectrum for all j, then one has N S Z -1 Neg;,
where N g is the eigenvalue counting function corresponding to the operator assoc1ated with

Q.
Observe that using this notation, one also has IN ,0443(A) = Ng(
symmetric form J(v,v) = |[v||%. Moreover, Q; < Q, implies N g, > NQ2

2=b) where J is the

Lemma 4.27. Let U, Uy, ..., Uy €U, U = U U; with U; N Uy, = OU; N OUy for j # k.

(a) If
ZYi(v,v) = Z%(v,v), ve Hy(Uy),j€{1,...,J}, (27)
then
J J
A(U) < min A(U;) and NP(U,\) Z A). (28)
() If
J
ZU(U7U) = ZZUj<U‘Uj7U|Uj)7 (S Hl(U)a (29)
j=1
then
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Proof. (a) follows from the fact that &7_, H; (U;) € Hy(U).

(b) As L*(U) and @;}:1 L*(U;) are isometric, H'(U) € @/_H'(U;) and Y (u,u) =
Z}]:1 EY(uly,,uly,) foru € eV H'(U), we have &7_,ENYi < E%V. Now both inequalities
follow from Lemma 4.25 (see also the comments in Definition 4.26). U

Remark 4.28. Observe that (27) and (29) hold for U, Uy, ...,U; as in Lemma 4.31 (a)
if § € (0,1), 0 € [0,00), Y € C'(R?) and ZY is given by ZV for U € U as in
Theorem 4.6 (a); orif Y € C*(R?) and ZY is given for U € U by

ZY(v,v) ::/ v’VY - dS,
ouU

or if it is a linear combination of the above examples.

We can give a “reversed” inequality of (28). First we present an auxiliary lemma which
is based on the IMS formula, see [66].

Lemma 4.29. Let J € Nand U,Uy,...,U; € U. Let 1n,...,n; be smooth functions
R? — [0, 1] such that there exists an A > 0 such that

J
| > 1ome
j=1

J
<A, je{l,...,J}, Z?]?zlonU.
j=1

Loo(RY)

Then
J
Eo(u,u) > &L o(nju, nju) — Allnjullz2, v e H'(U).
j=1

Proof. Observe that Z}]:1 V(n?) =0.Letu = e"u’ withw’ € H*(U). Then
IV = |V ()| — [V P (u*)? = V (0F) -0’V

and therefore

J
/€2W|vub|222/62wnj2|vub|2
U = Ju
>3 { [ 19 - Al

j=1
]

Remark 4.30. So far we have only considered the Anderson Hamiltonians on bounded
domains, which means bounded open subsets of R¢. However, whether one considers U or
U, does not intrinsically make a difference. In the following lemma and further on we will
consider the Anderson Hamiltonian on closed boxes of the form [0, L]¢ for example. One
may read (0, L)? instead in order to align with the rest of the text, though we write [0, L] as
this is more common in the literature.

Lemma 4.31. Let Z € C~'°(R?) with § € (0,1) and suppose ZV = Z¥ as in Theo-
rem 4.6 (a) for every Lipschitz domain U.
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(a) There exists a K > 0 (which depends only on d) such that for allU € U, all [, L > 0
with L > 2l andn € N,

K
A([0,nL)Y) > min N(EL+[-1,L+1]%) - =

 kezdn[—1,n+1)d 2’

K
N(0.nZ) )< Y N” (k;L T U T?)

kezin[—1,n+1]¢

(b) There exists a K > 0 (depending only on d) such that for allU € U and s € (1 —6,1)
there exist Cs iy, Ry > 0 such that forall L > 1, A € Rand R > Ry,

NYUp,\) < N°(Up, A+ KR™?)

3—2s

_ - = 4
+ Cop RIL = W= wn) (1 4 max{\, 0} + [2] 1.7 %

Proof. (a) According to [20, Lemma 8.2], there exists a smooth function n : R¢ — [0, 1]
and a K > 0, such thatp = 1on [0, L — 21), supp(n) € [~21, L], | V77w (ey < 50 and

Z n(x+kL)>=1 forz e R

kezd

We set == n(-+(1,1,...,1)+ Lk) for k € Z¢. Observe that supp(n) C kL+[—1, L+1]%,
and,

K

Lo®d) — 12

IN

> ow=tonlonryt, || Y (vmP

ke[—1,n+1]dNZ4 ke[—1,n+1]9nZ4

Therefore, the map

O:LX(0,nL]) — P LAEL+[-LL+1Y, e () etz

ke[—-1,n+1]9nzd

is an isometry and ®(e" H} ([0, nL]?)) C Spe—1 pp1jarzae” Hy (kKL + [—1, L +1]%).
Observe that for u € H}([0,nL]?), for ¢ € C>°(R?) such that ¢ = 1 on a neighborhood
of [0,nL]?,

n d
Z0rH (y,u) = (42, Liompjau’) = Z (07, Lpnrjerisu’)

ke[—-1,n+1]9nzd

= Z ZSLH_Z’LHW (i, nru).
ke[-1,n+1]dnZd

Therefore, by Lemma 4.29,
glonL)? S grLA-LLAY K 9
W,2Z (u,u) > Z W,2Z (s ) — l_g”nku”LQ(kLJr[fl,LJrl]d) :
ke[—1,n+1]9nZ4

and thus S‘L[O,:ZL]d = Drelo1n1)anze [5%;[_Z’L+”d — 457] (where J is as in Definition 4.26),

from which we conclude the estimates (use the discussion in Definition 4.26).
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(b) As given in [23, Proposition 4.3], there exist smooth functions a; and a5 on R and
a K > 0 (only depending on d) such that

supp(aq) C U \ B(9UL, &), supp(az) € B(dUL, R),

< KR
LOO(Rd)

2
o? + a2 = 1 on a neighborhood of U7, H Z|Vozj|2
j=1

Recall the definitions of Uff and H,, »(Uf*) from Definition 4.20. The map
LU — LA(UL) @ LA(UF), ur aju® asu

is an isometry and ®(e" H'(Uy)) C eV Hj(U) @ eV Hy, p(UT).
Observe that ZUL (apu, apu) = ZVL (au, au) as supp ap N U, C UE. Therefore, by
Lemma 4.29, for u € H(U;),

2
EVE(u,u) > EVE (oqu, aqu) + 5U§(a2u, aou) — Z KR_2||aju||%z(UL).
j=1

*2||WHLOO(UL)

By applying Lemma 4.11 with § = £ 5 , wWe obtain

6*2||W||L0<>(UL)

R b
EvL (aqu, agu) > 5 /UR‘V(OQU )|2 - AHO‘2uHi2(Uf)v
L

where
e 2WllLeowy) .

A= ———+427
5 =+

Therefore, £Vt = (EPVE — K R™27) + (E™RVL — (KR™2+ A)J), where E™RUE is the re-
striction of EVUL to Hy, p(UF), and thus, by Lemma 4.25 (the additional factor 2! llz=wy)
is explained similarly as in (26)),

1
Fer s IVl o O ()75 [2] iy

NY(UL,\) < N°(Up, A+ KR + NMNUE 26MWleewn) (N 4+ KR™2 + A)).
By Lemma 4.23 (a), for R > Ry,
NNUE, 26 Wl (X + KR + A))
Sp RALTH Wl (1 4+ max{), 0} + KR~ + A)}%.

It remains to apply Lemma A.15, more specifically (67): C’IZ{DL [H*] <sv L. U

S The Anderson Hamiltonian with Dirichlet and Neumann boundary
conditions

Based on the results obtained in Section 3 and in Section 4, we can give the definition of the
Anderson Hamiltonian —A — ¢ with Dirichlet- and with Neumann boundary conditions, and
show that it is the limit of the operators —A — &, + ¢., where the constants c. are defined in
(88).

The construction of the Dirichlet Anderson Hamiltonian is given in Section 5.1.
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For Neumann boundary conditions we have to deal with the additional boundary term
(see the beginning of Section 4). We impose another assumption (Assumption 5.7) in order
to deal with these boundary terms. More precisely, we are able to handle this by means of
Theorem 4.6 (b) by showing that the terms ?EU (as mentioned in the beginning of Section 4)
converge. Let us indicate that the 3D white noise does not satisfy the conditions of Assump-
tion 5.7, though the 2D white noise does. The additional assumption and the convergence
of the terms Y.V are considered in Section 5.2.

The construction of the Neumann Anderson Hamiltonian is given in Section 5.3. Fi-
nally, in Section 5.4 we consider the integrated density of states associated to the Anderson
Hamiltonian.

Let us now introduce the random variable A/ with values in N such that the conditions
of the second part of Theorem 3.3 are satisfied. For that we first observe the following:

Lemma 5.1. Assume 3.10. Let U be a bounded domain, o € (0,00) and §_ € (0,6). Then
for L > 1 and n € Ny

HWn”C‘S* (Ur) 5U,5_,5,0 LUQ?(éié_)n”XHC_Q-HS,U(Rd).

Consequently, almost surely 1im,,_, oo || W, || s @) = 0.

Proof. This follows by Lemma A.5 and Corollary A.10, because W,, = G, x X. The
consequence follows because X € C~2+%7(R?) almost surely. O

5.1 The Dirichlet Anderson Hamiltonian
Assumptions for this section 5.2. In this section we assume 3.10.

Definition 5.3. Let U be a bounded domain and let » € (1 — 0, 1). Using the notation of
Theorem 4.6, for N € N, we define the following symmetric forms on H(U):

ZNU) = 2y, Z5[U) = 2y (30)
For 6_ € (0,¢] and v € (0, 00), we set
M(U,é-;7) == nf{N € N[ |[Wpl[es_ () <7 foralln > N}. (31)

Recalling the notation from Definition 4.9, for M = M (U, 6; 1) (which attains its values in
Ny by Lemma 5.1), we set

. U ._ 4/DU U ._ a/DU
HP = H"Y = Hyyr zuv) HY = HDY = HWipZiﬂU]'
Recalling Proposition 4.13, we set
MUY = AU Wi, Zu[U]), - A (U) i= XU Wiy, 24 [U]).
Theorem 5.4. Fore € (0, 1),
HY = —A— & +c.. (32)

Let (¢,)nen be a sequence in (0,1) such that €,, — 0. Then, there exist a subsequence
(En,,)2°_, and a subset 2 C 2 of P-probability 1 such that on Q) the following holds: for
any bounded domain U, one has

HOU 25 e HOY, (33)
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forallk € N
lim A% (U) = M(U),

m—0o0

and there exist an eigenfunction ¢y, of H™Y corresponding to Ag;gnm and eigenfunctions ¢y, ,,
of H?ng corresponding to X}, (U) for all m € N such that

m—r0o0

P ——= ¢y, in L*(U).

Proof. (32) follows by our choice of M (see (31)) and by Lemma 1.12 (see also Lemma 4.5)
and Theorem 3.3.

Let 0 € (0,1). By Theorem 3.3, there exist a subsequence (&, )°_; and a subset
Q1 C Q of P-probability 1 such that on §2,, for every N € Ny,

n11—1>rcl>o||X€nm - X”Cé,a(Rd) = 0, nll—rgo”Y]%nm - YN||C—1+6,J(Rd).

Observe that by Lemma A.5 and Corollary A.10, like in the proof of Lemma 5.1, for all
e €(0,1),
IWir = Whtlles ) Svso X5 = Xlle-2450ray,

~Y

and that by Theorem 4.6 (a), for r € (1 — 4, 1),

123 — 2]y ) Sepv 1Y = Yarlle-1+5.0 ray.-
Therefore, the claim follows from Theorem 4.17 and Lemma 4.15. O

Remark 5.5. Let 9t be a random variable with values in Ny such that 9t > M(U, §;1).
Then, almost surely, H"(U) = Hyy, . 5 17(U), because H%%7Z%[U](U) =-A-&+e=
HZ(U) and similarly as in Theorem 5.4, Hy, > »(U) is the limit (in the sense of (33)) of
HEVS%NZ%{[U] (U). We will apply this in Section 5.4 with 9t = M (U, 6; ) for v € (0, 1].

As will be needed in Section 5.4, we give estimates on M (U, 6_; ) and Z);.

Lemma 5.6. Let U be a bounded domain, 0 < 6_ < 6 and o € (0,00). Then, there exists a
C=C(U,é_,0) € (0,00) such that for all L > 1 and v € (0, 00) one has

M(Up,6-;7) < 1+ (0 —0-) " ogy (Cy 'L X |lg-2+50ma ). (34)
Moreover, forr € (1—9_,1), v € (0,00) and L > 1, one has for My, 5 ~ := MU, 0_;7)

—(6—6,)*1bL(2+b(6—6,)*1)aHX”(é*é_)*lb a (35)

[Zmys ULz Svs-s0 Y G250 (i) O-

Proof. (34) is a direct consequence of Lemma 5.1.
(35) follows by Theorem 4.6 (a) (see (15)) since by definition of b and a (see (5)),

IYnllg-roo-ogay < 2°Va, (36)

and by using (34). ]
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5.2 Stochastic terms for the Neumann Anderson Hamiltonian

Assumption 5.7 (Assumption II). We assume 6 € (3, 1) and that there exists a 0’ € (0,1)
such that, for each p € (1, 00), there exist a constant C? € (0,00) and a map &7 : (0,1)% x
R? — (0, co) with the following properties.

(i) One has
sup sg(sl, E9; A\, ) < 00 (37)
€1,62,A€(0,1),z€R
and for each fixed A € (0,1) and 2 € R, one has lim., ., 0 €9 (1, €2; A, ) = 0.

(ii) For every e1,e5, A € (0,1), p € (1,00), bounded Lipschitz domain U, x € B(U, 1)
and ¢ € C?*(R?) with ||¢[|c2rey < 1 and supp(¢) € B(0,1), one has (for ¢} see
Assumption 3.10)

E[[(&,, Lugp)[7] < CATrorer (38)

E[[(€, — &ear Ludd) 7] < €9(e1, 05 X, 2)A2HIHP, (39)

Furthermore, for every bounded domain U, we assume that, as € | 0, the distributions 1.
converge to some limit that is independent of the mollifier p, in S’'(R?) in probability.

Remark 5.8. In the proof of the Lemma 5.9 we will use the following facts, which are
straightforward to check. For functions f, g, ¢ : R? — R (for which the following expres-
sions make sense)

(f * &, 9) r2may = (f, o(—) * 9) L2(R4),
(f xd(N), 9) 2may = A~ 2<f(§)*<257 ( N2y, A>0,
(fxg)( —w)=[f( —w)]*g «[g(-—w)], weR’,

(fxo(- —w), g) 2wy = (f(- —w) x ¢ >L2(Rd = (%0, 9(- +w))i2re), wE R?.

Lemma 5.9. Let £ be a centered Gaussian noise whose covariance is given by

E[(&, o) (&, 0)] = (v * 0, ) pogay, ¢, ¥ € CZ(RY).

Suppose one has a bound

IV <f+g (40)
where g € L™ (R?) and f satisfies f(\x) = A\~ f(x) with o < 3 for every \ € (0, 00) and
x € Re Furthermore, suppose f is locally integrable. Then, ¢ satisfies Assumption 5.7.

Proof. As ¢ is Gaussian, so is for example (£, 1y} )ga. As for Gaussian random vari-

ables Z one has E[|Z|F] = EHZ\Q]%EHXV’], for X a standard normal random variable, it is
sufficient to consider p = 2.

Let U be a bounded Lipschitz domain and ¢ be as in Assumption 5.7. Observe that
(similarly to the first equality in Remark 5.8, using that p is symmetric)

<§61 - §62777Z)> = <€*P51 - *p627w> = <£* (p€1 —,052),1/1> = <£7 (p81 _p62) *W

Therefore, for any A € (0,1) and z € R,

E[<§51 - 5527 1U¢2>2] = <7 * (p€1 - p62) * (ILUQ%)? (p61 - p€2) * (1U¢2)>L2(Rd)'
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We set

8(29(51752; )\,l‘) = )\a“,}/ * (p61 - p€2) * (]lUgb;:\)v (p€1 - p62) * (1U¢;\)>L2(Rd)}
One has

511130(7 * p€1 x (HU(b;\)? p€2 * (HU(b;\))LQ(Rd) = <"}/ * (HU(b;\)u (HU¢;\)>L2(Rd)7

and hence lim,, .,10€9(¢1,9; A, 2) = 0. To prove the bound (37) and (38), it suffices to
show

sup )\Q}W * Pe * (]lUQb;\)a Pe * (1U¢;)>L2(Rd)’ < 0.
€€(0,1),Ae(0,1),zeR?

Let us write

Ur= "YU —2). (41)

T

By Remark 5.8 and (40),

sup [ (v # pe * (1y @), pe * (Lud})) 12(ra)|

zERI

= sup [{(Y(A) * (Lpad) * peja, (Lpa @) * peya)|

r€R
S AT [0 [peyal, [0 * pepal) + (g(A) 0] * [pe/al, |01+ |pesal)-
Since, using Young’s inequality one can bound the second term by
HQHLOO(Rd)WH%l(Rd) HPH%l(Rd)v

it comes down to showing

sup (f * [@] * [pul, [@] * [pul) < o0.
e (0,00)

e Suppose 1 < 1. Let o > d. By the weighted Young’s inequality, Theorem A.2, one has
(f = 1oul = lpul, 1ou] = pul) So llwe @ llw-oe @l 72 @ [w-cpull L ga)-

As ¢ is a continuous function with compact support, we have ||w_,¢||;2gae) < 0o. Since f
is locally integrable and satisfies the scaling property,

|Wo f | L1 (re) = / |f(z)] dS(x)/ ri (1 41?72 dr < 0.
9B(0,1)

0

Then, we observe, as u < 1,

le0—opull 1 ey = / (14 pRlaf) ol (@) da < / (1 [ F (@) da < oc.
R R
e Now suppose 1 > 1. By change of variables, see Remark 5.8,

(f [0l * [puls 10+ [oul) = w=(f * @] % |pl, [dp=1|  |p])

Therefore, it reduces to the case p < 1.
As Lemma 5.12 below shows, the estimate (39) implies the convergence of 1&.. To see
the independence of the mollifier p, we note that the limit £V is a centered Gaussian and

E[(€”, 6)?) = / e = )0()oly) dedy, O
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Remark 5.10. An example of a +y that satisfies the conditions of Lemma 5.9 is the following.
Letn € {1,...,d} and dy,...,d,, € Nbesuchthatd = d; +---+d,. Letay,...,q, €
(0, 00) are such that o; < d; forall j and oy + ... + «a,, < 3. Then, for z = (z1,...,2,) €
R% x ... x R we set

For this example, f = ~ and ¢ = 0. Observe that for the local integrability of f, the
condition o; < d; for all j is necessary.

Remark 5.11. The 2D white noise £2P does not satisfy the conditions of Lemma 5.9. How-
ever, one has

E[(€2) — €2 1ud2)*] = A2 (Lua @) * (peryn — Peapp) |2 ey
where U is as in (41). Therefore, the 2D white noise satisfies Assumption 5.7 as well.

Lemma 5.12. Assume 5.7(i). If the estimate (39) holds, then there exists a £V with values in
C~2H9(RY) such that the distributions 1€, converge as follows, for all p € (% + 1, 00),

. U _
|| L€ — &7 | 20y = 0.

If, furthermore, also the estimate (38) holds, then there exists r € (0, 00) such that for all
p e (% + ]‘7 OO))
E[HgUHIC)f%&(Rd)] Sp,é |B(U, T)|C§' (42)

Proof. Letdy € (0,0 + ¢’). We need the wavelet characterization of Besov spaces given in
Proposition C.31. Using the notation therein, we have

E[H ILU£€1 - ]1U£€2 H;—z+5+]
PP

Spay 2RI N E[|(E — &y, 102U ]

n€Np Ged™ meZd

Since 1; and 1), are compactly supported, there exists an r € (0, co) such that the sum with
respect to m is over Z¢ N 2" B(U, r). Therefore, by (39), as 3, con gy S 2" B(U, )],

E[” ILU§e1 - ]]-U§6||I;72+6+]
p,p

§p75+ Z 27n(5+5’75+)27nd Z €a<€1’€2’ 9= n 2 max{n— 10}m) (43)
n€Ng me2n B(U,r)
Because Y, 2 "0 02 d N s wn 1 S 1BU) ey, 2 20+ =0+) "in view

of 5.7(i), the dominated convergence theorem ylelds that the right-hand side (and thus left-
hand side) of (43) converges to 0. Now the convergence of 1;&. follows by the Besov
embedding (60) of Lemma A.1 (we may choose ~ > 0 small enough such that % + K <

— 0). By using (38), one can similarly prove the estimate (42). O

Recall the notation Gy (N € Ny) from Definition 3.1.
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Proposition 5.13. Assume 5.7. Let U be a bounded Lipschitz domain, o € (0, 00) and
p € (dfo+2,00).

Let f@U be the distribution (see Definition 4.4 for the notation)

e | pV(Go*E)- dS.
oUu

Then there exists a YV in By 2*°(RY) such that |YY — YY|| B2+ (R % 0 in probability.
Furthermore, for every m € (0, 00), uniformly over L > 1 one has

E[HY/UL”ZLP—JQ)‘F%Rd)] Sp,(;,g,U,m LzmoE[HéH?—Q-M,o(Rd)] + deran

Proof. By the integration by parts formula (Lemma 4.3),
Uy, UL UL

We first consider the first term. Let ¢ be a smooth function on R? such that ¢ = 1 on a
neighborhood U. The map
SR =R, @ {1y, Ve, 6(L7)V(Go £)) (45)

is well-defined, is independent of ¢ and is an element of B, 2™(R?). Indeed, if ¢ € (1, o0)
is such that p~! + ¢~ = 1, by the duality [63, Theorem 2.17],

(Lo, Vo, (L) V(Go * €))| < 1T, Veoll grs gy [0(L )V (Go * )l g 145 sy
By Lemma A.6 and Lemma A.15 (see Definition A.11 for Cypyy), as 1 — 6§ < % <1-— i = %,

U _
HI[ULV‘P”B;j(Rd) Sao CMﬁlt[qu 6]HV<P”B;;15(Rd) SaoU HQOHB(?;Z‘S(]Rd)'

By Lemma A.1 (remember that we have po > d) and Lemma A .4,

(L™ )V (Go * )l p1+5(may Spoo LNV (Go * &) llc-1+50 (ray.
By Lemma A.6 and Corollary A.10,

IV(Go * &) llc-1450 ey Sso [I€llc-2450(Ra)-

Therefore, the distribution defined by (45) belongs to the dual space of Bg? (R%), which is
identified with B, >*°(R?), and its norm in B, >**(R?) is bounded by

Cp75707UL20 |’£|’C_2+6’U(Rd) *

Now it is easy to see that this distribution is the limit of the first term of the right-hand side
of (44) (as [|&c — &|lc-2+6.0 ey — 0).
Now we consider the second term of the right-hand side of (44). Note

/ PAG) * & = —/ e +/ P[A(Go — G)] +&..
U U U
The second term converges to
[ #8(Go- G e,
U

as [A(Gg — G)] = £ is a smooth function. The convergence and an estimate of the first term
is provided by Lemma 5.12. L
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5.3 The Neumann Anderson Hamiltonian

As described in the beginning of Section 4 (below Lemma 4.5), the boundary term will be
dealt with by the decomposition into symmetric forms Z and Z. Let us first consider the
ingredients for the latter symmetric form.

Definition 5.14. Let U be a bounded Lipschitz domain. For N € N we define
Vi 1= Gy # (X = &) + (Gy — Go) %,
Vi =Gy (X°— &)+ (Gy—Go) x&,  £€(0,1).
Lemma 5.15. Let U be a bounded Lipschitz domain. Then for 0 € (%, 1) and N € Ny
IYnllrrse Sus 1X = Elle-2vzs0 @ay + 2V [[€]lc-2450 ).

In particular, Y5 |lci+s0 converges in probability to 0.

Proof. The estimate and a similar one for ||Yy — Y||¢i+s- from which the convergence
follows by Theorem 3.3, follow from Corollary A.10. L

Definition 5.16. Assume 3.10 and 5.7, let U be a bounded Lipschitz domain. Let € (1 —
J,1). Using the notation of Theorem 4.6 and of Proposition 5.13, we define the following
symmetric forms on H"(U), for N € Ny

ZN[U) == 280wy, 25U —ng 2w,
Ny —z;; oy ZulU] —ng g,

We furthermore make abuse of notation (compared to the symmetric forms on Hj(U) as in
(30)) and define the following symmetric forms on H"(U),

ZyU] =2y, Z3[U) = 2y.. (46)
Then we define
ZN[U] = Zn[U] + Zn[U] + ZAN[UL
ZNFIU) = Z5[U) + Z5[U) + Z5[U], €€ (0,1).

Recalling the notations from Definition 4.9 and Proposition 4.13, for M = M (U, §;1) (see
(31)) we set

H =1 =y o N (U) = N (U; W, 2N [U)),
Hy =M = HI;VJ@, ZyFop Aee(U) == A(U; Wir, 237 [U)).
Theorem 5.17. Assume 3.10 and 5.7. Let U be a bounded Lipschitz domain. For ¢ € (0, 1),
Hi=-A-C+e (47)
Then, one has (see Definition 1.5 for « MR, ”)
HY —>€w HY in probability,
AL (U) 25 N¥(U) in probability, k€ N.

and for all k € N there exist an eigenfunction ¢y, of H™V corresponding to \¥(U) and
eigenfunctions ¢y, of HYY corresponding to M (U) for all & > 0 such that
m—0o0

rom —— ¢y, in L*(U) in probability.
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Proof. (47) follows by Theorem 3.3 and Lemma 4.5.
The rest of the proof is similar to that of Theorem 5.4 and uses Proposition 5.13 and
Lemma 5.15. [

Lemma 5.18. Assume 3.10. Let U be a bounded Lipschitz domain and

1
§<5,<(5.

Letr € (1 —0_,1). Fory € (0,00), we define My, s -~ := MU, 6_;7).
(a) Then, for every o € (0,00), L > 1 and~ € (0,00),

—(6=6-)""b 7 (24+b(6-0-)" 1)0”)("(5 6-)"'e

[Zmy s JNULer @) Svs-s0 Y c 2+5U(Rd)

(b) Additionally, assume 5.7. Suppose that v € (3 —6_,1), e € (0,6 — 3), p € (2,00)
and q € (1,2) are such that % + % = 1 and (17) holds for s = r. Then, for every
€ (0,00), L > 1and~ € (0,1],

[[ZML 5 [ULH]H”"(UL)
SUs- soe 7—(5—5,)*1bL(2+(5—5,)*1b)a||X||(C<5 26+6>0( ay (@ =+ [[€llc-2+00 ra))

+ LQ&HY/UL ||B;§+5(Rd) + L7)| X - §||C—2+25’0(]Rd)-

Proof. (a) follows as in the proof of Lemma 5.6 by (36) and (34).
For (b) we use (a) and estimate ZML [Ur] and ZML’ [Ur]. By Theorem 4.6 (b) and (c)
we have

2f;ML,7 [UL) Ssepv L* I MLy I Co(UL) I YU I B, 219 (Rd)s

~Y,y

2, UL) Ssov L7 || s sl Yap , ller+se may-

~Y

As forany z,y € R,
e —e¥| = €|l — eV 7| < Cely — x| < Ce™ |y — 1,

by definition of M}, ., we have [|e”" 2 |cs () < 27e? < 2¢.

Therefore, we obtain the desired inequality by the estimate of H}/}Mm|]cl+a,a(Rd) from
Lemma 5.15 and (34). U

Without Assumption 5.7, we can still construct an artificial Neumann Anderson Hamil-
tonian, which will be used in Section 5.4 as a technical tool.

Definition 5.19. Assume 3.10 and let U be a bounded Lipschitz domain and r € (1 — 6, 1).
For M = M(U, d; 1), we set

N,U

AN, N
HT =y oo M(U) = N (U Wiy, 2u[U)).

Remark 5.20. Similar to Remark 5.5, for ) being a random variable with values in Ny
such that 9t > M (U, 6, 1), one has, almost surely, ﬁN’U = WJVZ zy[v] @nd, under Assump-
tion 5.7, H¥U = HU .

Waon,Zom[U]
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Remark 5.21. To construct the natural Neumann Anderson Hamiltonian without Assump-
tion 5.7, we conjecture that “boundary renormalisation” is necessary. For instance, if £ is the
3D white noise, the recent work [30] suggests that the operators associated to the symmetric
forms

(u,v)n—>/Vu~Vv—(§€—c€)uv+c;/ uvdS
U

U
converge, where the constants ¢. diverge logarithmically.
5.4 Integrated density of states

The aim of this section is to construct the integrated density of states associated to the
Anderson Hamiltonian with potential £. For this sake, we need the following assumption.

Assumption 5.22 (Assumption III). Recall that our probability space 2 is the space S’'(R?)
of tempered distributions. Then, we have maps 7, : Q@ — Q (z € R?) of translations
w — w(- —x). We assume the probability measure P to be ergodic with respect to (7)) ,cpd-

Lemma 5.23 ([61, Proposition 6.1]). Let & be a centered Gaussian field such that
lim E[£(0)¢§(2)] = 0.
Then, Assumption 5.22 holds.

Assumption 5.24. (Assumptions for this section) Throughout this section, we assume 3.10
and 5.22. We fix 6_, 6,7 € (0,1) and p € (2, 00) such that 6_ < ¢ and (17) is satisfied for
q € (1,2) such that ; + o = L and some e € (0,0 — 3). Wealso fix o € (0, ;) satisfying

(240 —06.)"B(0))do <1 —r. (48)
We set
&N == 1+ | Xlc-2+00 may + @ + | X = &lle-2+200(may,
a® = ae(d, o') = sup 27bN||Y]6||071+5,0(Rd) S Lp(]P)),
NeN
&l = 1+ 1 X" le-2+s0ma) + @° + | X° = &clle-2+200 ey, € > 0.

Whenever we assume 5.7, we implicitly also assume J_ > %; and for any bounded Lipshitz
domain U, we set (with YV as in Proposition 5.13)

1.5 1~
€llov == iléIN)L Y sy MlEllov = ilégL Y g eey &> 0.

Remark 5.25. By Theorem 3.3, ||€|| € L9(P) for every ¢ € [1,00) and under Assump-
tion 5.7, by Proposition 5.13, ||¢||lsv € L%(P) for every ¢ € [1,00). By Lemma 5.6,
Lemma 5.18 and the condition on o, (48), there exists an m € N such that for all bounded
Lipschitz domains U, for all L > 1 and ~y € (0, 1], for M, = M (Up,d_,7),

—(6—4-) lbL

(49)
(H\EH\m + |I€[lorr)  under Assumption 5.7. (50)

[[ZMM [UL”]HT(UL) Su Y
(25, U],y Sv SRR A

(For (50) observe that ¢ < 1%[ and that we may choose € > 0 as in Lemma 5.18 (b) such
that 2e < 1;’" .) In (49) one may replace “Z” and “£” by “Z°” and “£_” and in (50) one may
replace (‘ZN”, (‘E” and (‘é‘” by ‘(ZN7€”, (‘EE” and (‘é‘e”.
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Definition 5.26. Recall the notation from Definition 4.20. For a bounded domain U, A € R
ande > 0,weset N” := Ny, - and N_ := Ny 5. ,ie,
154 M M*ZM

A) = Z Lo @y<ays NZ(U,\) Z Lo (w)<ay-

keN keN

. C . ~N . AN N . AN .
If U is a bounded Lipshitz domain, we set N := Ny, > and N_ 1= Ny 5, ie.,

—=N
N=) Ievmey N (UAN =) gy o

keN keN

: N .__ N N . N
and under Assumption 5.7 we set N™ := Ny, =x and IV_ NW]EM s ie.,

)= Togoon,  NYUN =D Loy <y
keN keN

Remark 5.27. In most of the following we restrict our statements to N°, N and NV,

However, by ‘adding some ¢’s’ the statements are also valid by replacing the occurrences of
—N —=N

“ND”, “N ” “NN”, “€’9 and “579, and by “N&.D”, “Na i3] “Ng”, “EE” and “55”-

Lemma 5.28. Let U be a bounded Lipschitz domain. Then, for any 6 € (0,1), there exist
Avg, Cugr € (0,00) and an integer | € N such that for every X > Xy i/

[B(0, 1)

(2m)4
B(0,1)

(2m)4

In particular, E[N" (U, \)™] < oo for everym € (0,00) and A € R.
If we furthermore assume 5.7, then

N°(U,\) > (1 — 022U |{\ + 0 + Cug, I€llI'} 2, G

Ny < 1+0 P m0000 4 e ien. (52)

1B(0,1)
(2m)

Proof. The proof of (51) and (53) are similar to (52), hence we only give the proof of
the latter. Remember that N and N are the eigenvalue counting functions of —A with
Dirichlet and Neumann boundary conditions, respectively. By Lemma 4.23 (b), there exists
a Ay > 0 such that for A > A9 we have

d
2

NY(UA) < (1+06) ||U|{A+<9+CU97«(IH€H\ +[lElllov)'} 2. (53)

NNU,N) < (1+0)%%|U|A%.

Let ¢ € (0,00),7 € (0,1]. By Lemma4.22, and Remark 5.20, with AY , := A, (W, Zu1,)
where M., is the random variable M (U, 6; y) (see (31)), one has

1[B(0,1)]
(2m)4

Recalling the definition of A} ,,, one observes that there exists a constant Cl.gr. such that

d
2

N(U.N) < (1+0)2 U(ASg)>-

1

Ny < (1+6)e =) A+ + Cl [ 20, HT(U))
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Therefore, if v := (2 + =) 'log(1 + ¢') and 6 := (1 + f)2a —1 € (0,6), and Cpg, =
Clrg '@ 2 (see (48)), using (49), one has

Ay < (L +0)i(A+0+ Cug, €N,
which yields (52). O

By Lemma 4.22 we derive N°(U, ) < N (U, \) and similarly - by using that Z [U] =
Zn[U] on H{ (which follows due to the fact that 7 equals zero on H{(U), see Lemma 2.7)
- N°(U,\) < NY(U,\). Therefore, as a direct consequence of Lemma 5.28 we obtain
the following asymptotics. These asymptotics agree with the asymptotics of the eigenvalue
counting function for the Laplacian operator, as proven by Weyl (also called Weyl’s law) and
later generalised for a class of Schrodinger operators by Kirsch and Martinelli [42, Propo-
sition 2.3] (observe that our results agree with the work of Mouzard on two dimensional
manifolds, see [57]).

Proposition 5.29. Let U be a bounded Lipschitz domain, then

LGN

D . 7d_
Jim AN = i NIV = o
and under Assumption 5.7,
B(0,1
lim A~ 2NN(U A) = |B(0, )|\U\
A—00 (271’)

Proposition 5.30. There exist (deterministic) functions R — [0, c0), N and N' ™, such that
forall X € R and y € R%, P-almost surely and in L*(P), with Q = y + [—%, ]9,

272

L—oo

NP() = Jim %ND(@L, ».
N = i (@)

LEQ,L—00 Ld

exist. Moreover,
—E[N®(Qr, )] = NP(\)
<N'() = inf B[N (Qu, V)] (54)

L>0

Under Assumption 5.7, one may simultaneously replace N by N~ and N : by N~ in the
above definition and inequality.

Proof. This follows by the ergodic theorem by Akcoglu and Krengel [1], see [42, Section 3]
for more details, for which applicability we use Assumption 5.22 and check the following.
By Lemma 4.27 and Remark 4.28 Q — N"(Q, \) is superadditive and Q — NN(Q, A) is
subadditive. Furthermore, if ) C [—1,1]¢, Lemma 4.21 implies

N(Q.3) < N°([=1,1]%, %) < NY([=1,1]%. %),
and N ([—1,1]%, \) is in L*(P) by Lemma 5.28. O
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Remark 5.31. The cube () in Proposition 5.30 does not need to be centered at the origin.
This is important in the proof of Theorem 5.38.

Definition 5.32. We define (deterministic) functions N, N :R—=R by

N®(A) := inf N”(X) and NY(\) = inf N ().

Note that they are right-continuous functions that satisfy lim,_,_.. N7 ()\) = 0 for # de-
noting either D or N.

Definition 5.33. A sequence (f,,)nen Of increasing functions R — [0, 00), is said to con-
verge vaguely to some function f : R — [0,00) if f,,(A) — f(A) for all A € R that are
continuity points of f.

Remark 5.34. If ) is a continuity point of IN"()), then N”()\) = NP ()).

Remark 5.35. Observe that by Lemma 4.31 (b) and (49) for v = 1, for all x > 0 and
bounded Lipschitz domains U, there exists a Cy;,, > 0 such that

N°(U, \) <N (U, \)
< NP(Up, A+ ) + Cu,e L2 1+ maxc{, 0} + [I€]]72,
and under Assumption 5.7,
NP(Ug,\) < N(Up, \)
< N°(Up, A+ ) + Cye L2 [1+ max{ A, 03 + (€™ + [[€]lv) ]

d
2 .

Proposition 5.36. N° = N and, under Assumption 5.7, N° = N*,
Proof. Let \ be a continuity point of both N" and N By Remark 5.35 applied to
U = [—1 1] by Proposition 5.30, because N°(A) = N°(\) and N (\) = N ()),

272
see Remark 5.34, we have for all > 0,

N°(\) < N(\) < N°(\ + p),
so that the equality follows as both N" and N _are right-continuous. Under Assumption 5.7
we can argue similarly with “N™ instead of “IN " L

Definition 5.37. Thanks to Proposition 5.36, we may simply write

N

N := N” =N (= N~ under Assumption 5.7).
We call N the integrated density of states for the Anderson Hamiltonian with potential &.

Theorem 5.38. Let U be a bounded domain. Then, almost surely,

1
lim —N”(U, ) =N vaguely. (55)
L—oo |UL|

If U is a bounded Lipschitz domain, then

li 1
LGNI,EHHOO |UL|

N (U,) =N vaguely. (56)

Under Assumption 5.7, one can replace N by N~ in (56).
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Proof. Firstly, observe that we may assume U to be a bounded Lipschitz domain due to the
monotonicity of N"(U, \) as a function of U. By Remark 5.35 it suffices to prove (55) (also
for N™ under Assumption 5.7).

Let A € R be a continuity point of IN. We set

L={keZk+[0,1]2C2"U}, J,:={kecZ'|(k+10,1]Y)N(2"V) # @}.
By Lemma 4.21 and Lemma 4.27,

> NP Lk +[0,1]%),0) < N°(Up,A) < > N (27" Lk +[0,1]%), \).

kel, k€Jn

Therefore, by Proposition 5.30 and Remark 5.34,

#1y,
2dn|U|

#Jn NN
N (A
gy V)

NP()\) < liminf LND(UL, A) < limsup LND(UL, A) <

L—o0 | L| L—00 | L|

By Proposition 5.36, one has N = N" = N'. Thus, the proof is complete by letting
n — oo. ]

Remark 5.39. Recall Remark 5.27. Let ¢ € (0,1). There exist functions N, N, and

€

NY such that analogues statements as in Proposition 5.30 hold. Then we define N2 ()\) :=
infy~, N2(N) and similarly N? and Y. By analogous arguments as in Theorem 5.38 we

also have N” = N (= N under Assumption 5.7). In this case N, := N is called the
integrated density of states for the Anderson Hamiltonian with potential £, — c.

For the convergence of IN. to N as in Theorem 5.41, we introduce the following auxil-
iary lemma.

Lemma 5.40. Let # denote either D or N. Forall L > 0, A € R and p > 0,

lim inf B[N (Qc, V)] 2 EIN*(Qu, A — ).

Proof. First we observe that as )\k#;e(Q 1) = A¥(Qy) in probability for all k (by Theorem 5.4
and Theorem 5.17), the following holds: For all (g,,),en in (0, 00) with €, | 0 as n — oo,
there exists a subsequence (€n,, )men and a ; C € of P-probability 1, such that on €,
(Qr) — A\ (Qy) for all k, and therefore for all 11 > 0

ken

limi%nf N#(Qp,\) > N*(Qp,\ — 1)

(indeed, if f11,, < pom < --- and pg,, — p in R as m — oo, for all £ € N, then
Hminf,, oo Doy Liupmsny = 2ot Lpp<u—ey forall g € Rand € > 0). Therefore, for all
(€n)nen in (0, 00) with &, | 0 as n — oo, there exists a subsequence (&, )men such that by
Fatou’s lemma

liminf B[N, (Qr, )] > Eliminf N7 (Qr,N)] = EIN*(Qr, A — p)].

m—0o0

From this the inequality follows. L

Theorem 5.41. N. — N vaguely.
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Proof. Let Q := [—1/2,1/2]%, L € Nand pu € (0,1). Let A\ € R be a continuity point of
IN. By (54) (see also Remark 5.34)

N = N.() < EN"(Qu. A) ~ N2(Q1, V)]

By Lemma 5.40, forall L > 1 and . > 0,

. 1

A= limsup{N () = N.(\)} < B[N (Qr, A) = N”(Qr, A — ).
el0

Therefore, by (54), taking the infimum over L > 1 in the above inequality, we obtain A <

N(A) — N(X — p) for all 4 > 0. As \ is a continuity point of IV, it follows that A < 0.

Similarly, one can show

lim nf{N(}) - N.(\)} > 0. O

Theorem 5.42. One has the following tail estimates of the IDS.

(a) One has limy oo A N () = 12001

(b) For every bounded domain U and every a € (0, c0), one has

limsup(—A)"%log N (A\) = limsup(—A)"*log P(A\}(U) <)), (57)

A——00 A——00

l}i\m inf(—X\)"*log N(\) = l}i\m inf(—A)"*1log P(AT(U) < A). (58)
——00 ——00

Proof. (a) Let Q := [0, 1]%. By applying Fatou’s lemma and the first inequality of (54), we
obtain
Efliminf A"2 NP(Q, \)] < liminf A"2N(\) < limsup A" 2N ().
A—00 A—00 A—s00
Since limy_ oo A7 2 N P(Q,\) = ‘? 0)1)‘ by Proposition 5.29, the lower bound is obtained. To
obtain the upper bound, by the last inequality of (54) and the estimate (52) from Lemma 5.28,
for any 0 € (0, 1) we have

lim sup )\_%N()\) < limsup A~ 2E[ Q. N)]

< timsup A1+ 6) 2 B+ 0.+ Ca Il
B(0.1)
<(1+ H)W.

Now the identity in (a) follows.
(b) Let A < 0. Thanks to the monotonicity of A} (see Proposition 4.13), we may and do
assume U = [0, L]? for some L € (0, 00). By (54) (see also Remark 5.34),

P(AY(U) < \) <E[N"(U,\)] < LIN(N).

Therefore, we establish that the left-hand sides are greater or equal to the right-hand sides
of (57) and (58). By Lemma 4.31 (a), for [ € (0, L/2) and n € N, one has

N°(U,, A< Y. N (k+[-LL+0" X+ KI™?)

kezin[—1,n+1]¢
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and hence

1 (n+2)?

—E[N®(U,,\)] < E[N"([0, L + 2%, A + K17%)).

nd
Letting n — oo, for p, ¢ € (1,00) with p~! + ¢~! = 1, one obtains
N(\) <E[N®([0, L +20)* A+ KI72)]
=E[N"([0, L+ 20, X + Kl*z)]l{xn([o L) <A+ Ki-2}]
< E[NP([0, L + 2004, K172« P(AY([0, L + 21)%) < X + K172)».

where we applied Holder’s inequality in the second inequality. Note that
E[NP([0, L + 20]%, K172)1] < oo

by Lemma 4.22 and Lemma 4.23 (b). Therefore, for U = [0, L+ 2I]%, the left-hand sides are
less or equal to the right-hand sides of (57) and (58). As L and | € (0, L/2) can be chosen
arbitrarily, the equalities follow. U

A Estimates related to function spaces

A.1 Estimates in Besov spaces

This subsection gives estimates in weighted Besov spaces (see Definition 2.2).

Lemma A.l. Let p,q € [1,00], 7 € Rand 01,05 € [0,00). Then

<
||f||C”""’1(Rd) ~P,T501 HfHB;ZO%’Ol(Rd)’ (59)
1f llerer vty Sparmon Lf HB;;gﬁ,al(Rd), k> 0. (60)
If poy > d, then
£l groiter @ay Spamoron [1flleror@a. (61)

Proof. By [71, Theorem 6.5], one has || f||gyc®t) ~paro [wofl sy re). Therefore (59)
and (60) follow by the (unweighted) Besov embeddmg, see [70, Sectlon 2.7.1]. For (61),
the product estimate in the Besov space (see [51, Corollary 2.1.35], which follows also from
[59, Lemma 2.1]) yields

<

Hf”B”""1+02(Rd) ~ID,q5T,01,02 ”wo'Q” +3 Hf”C“’l(Rd)-

Byy' % (Re)
<

: (&) |
Since |8mwa2| Simsoz Wog—|m]s we have || wa, ||

Now [|wg, | e \+2(Rd ) S ||wg2||W\ +1ga) (by Lemma 2.6).

S ol ey Was [, 1r1+4

(

Wl Ray < 00 if poy > d. ]

Theorem A.2 (Weighted Young’s inequality). Let p,q,r € [1,00], + +1 = % + % and
o € [0,00). Then

lwo (f * 9)llir So llw—of |z llwogllLe-
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Proof. Using that w,(z) S, we(z—y)w_,(y), one can estimate w, (x)| f*g|(z) < [(| flw—s)*
(lglw,)](z), see also [56, Theorem 2.4]. The rest follows by Young’s inequality, [4, Theo-
rem 1.4].

Theorem A.3. Let v € Rand o € [0,00]. Let ¢ € S(RY) and [ = 1 and o.(z) =
e~dp(e~tx). Then, for alln € C™°(R%),§ > 0,
el0
e *n — n”CT—&UH(Rd) — 0.

Proof. In this proof we refrain from writing “(R?)”. Let § > 0 and p € (%,00). By
Lemma A.1, (61), 7 is an element of B;’,?L‘S. As by Lemma A.1, (59),

e %0 = nller-sarszs) S e 0 = nll gravs = D 27 [wors(pe * A — D)o
j=—1

It suffices to show for all 7 that ||w,s(¢: * A — Ajn)|| e % 0 and

[wos(pe * g = Ag)lle S [[worsAnll e (62)

As . x Ajn converges to A;n almost everywhere (as it does at every Lebesgue point, see
[39, Proposition 2.3.8]), the converges follows from (62) by Lebesgue’s dominated con-
vergence theorem. By the weighted Young inequality, we have ||wyi5(¢: * Ain)|lr So
[w—(o18)Pc |1 [[worsDjnllLe.  As w_(o1e)(e7) < w_(o15)(2) for e € (0,1), we have
|w_(o48)Pellzt < [[w_(s1+5)¢l|r1 Which is finite because ¢ € S(R?). This proves (62). [
Lemma A4, Let p,q € [1,00], r € Rand 0 € [0,00). Let Z € By7(R?) and ¢ € S(R?).
Then, one has

lo(L™) 2] By ) Sparos L7112 g ey L>1.
Proof. By the product estimate in the Besov space [63, Theorem 4.37], we have

16(L™1) Z | 5y () Spar H(b([’il')w*UHc\TH%(Rd)HwUZ”Bg’q(Rd)'

Since 11, Z | ;s pner |1Z155a0) by (71, Theorem 6.5 and: |- ey < 1] oy <
[[[Iyr1+1 by Lemma 2.6, it suffices to show
(L0151 gy S L
For this, it suffices to show
10™ [ (L™ )] Lo ety Somo L7
for every m € N{. By the Leibniz rule,
" w_pp(L7)] =D (77) L7Im=Ughy_,omlg(L71).
1=0
Since |0'w_y(2)| Sou (1+ |2]2)72 ", we obtain
m — . m —|m— 2l o —
sup o7 1oL S - () 27 sup 1+ o) oL o)
r€R4 =0 [ r€R4
- m —|m— oIl Am—
= ( z )L =l sup (1+ [ Laf?) 73 07 ()
1=0 z€R?
Smoe L. ]
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Lemma A.5. Let U be a bounded domain, r € Rand o € (0,00). Then for for Z € C™7 (R?)
1 Z]lcrwy) Sve LN Z]|cro®ay, L>1.
Proof. Let ¢ € C°(R?) be 1 on a neighborhood of U. Then || Z||cr 7, = ||¢(L) Z]|cr ) <
(L) Z||crway- By Lemma 2.6,
[o(L) Z | ormey Sr [|9(L) Z]|or ey
Therefore, we obtain the desired estimate by an application of Lemma A.4. L
Lemma A.6. Let p,q € [1,00], r € R, 0 € [0,00), m € Nl and a € R.
(@) One has |0™ f | gr—imio gay Sparom |1f || yg @)

(b) Let X be a smooth function on R? such that Y = 0 in a neighborhood of 0 and all
the derivatives are bounded. Then, one has || F~'[|27-|** Y F f] | pr-20e ey Spasroax

1155 s
Proof. We only prove (a), as the proof of (b) is similar. We use the notations from Defi-
nition 2.2. Let v be a compactly supported smooth function on R? such that ¢) = 1 on a
neighborhood of supp() and set ¢; := ¢)(277-). Because A;0™ f = FHx (277 )] x A, f
for 7 € Ny, by Theorem A.2 we have
[wo (A0 F)l oy < NJw—oF M (=270)" 5] || 1 ey w00 B f 1| Lo eey- (63)
It remains to observe that for all j € Ny
27w FH (=210 )™yl 1 ey = o F (=277 i)™ (277 )| 1 oy

= || 27w, (277 ) [F[(—2mi-) ™ (2j')|’L1(Rd)

< ||w—a[]:_1[(—2m‘)m@/}]||L1(Rd),
as w_,(277-) < w_,. For j = —1 a similar estimate as (63) holds for a Y € C°(R?) with
¥ =1 on supp(X). O
Definition A.7. For J € Ny or J = —1 we write

J oo
Agf=D N, Dssf =) A
=

j=—1
Remark A.8. Observe that by definition of y and y (Definition 2.2), for N € N
(1-0@N2) =)

x(27z),  xeR’
j=N

and therefore
Bonf =F (A= VVFS), Danf=F(x2V)FS).

Lemma A.9. Let p,q € [1,00], r,s € Rwithr < s, 0 € [0,00) and N € Ny. Then, one
has (observe the difference of the positions of r and s)

1A N fll By gy Ssere 277N ]
[A<n f]

Bpg (RY)>

@) Ssoro 257NN fllapg ey
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Proof. We first observe by Remark A.8 that AsyA;f = [2V4F (1 — x)(2":) = f. Thus,
by [56, Theorem 2.4 and Lemma 2.6], one has

HwU(AjAZNf)”LP(Rd) S lws (A f) HLP(Rd)

Therefore,

e}

18n Flsggme = (D 27 lwo(A580n )

j=N-1

Q[

(e o]

1
<23 2 (A8 )

1
Somra 270 (O 2 (35 )

j=N-1
< 27NE £

Bplg (RY)-
The second inequality can be proven similarly. L

Recall the definition of an admissible kernel and of GG, see Definition 3.4 and Defini-
tion 3.1.

Corollary A.10. Let p,q € [1,00], r,s € Rwithr < s, 0 € [0,00) and N € Ny. Let K be
an admissible kernel. Set Hy := G — K. Then, one has

G % Fllggsoe ) Spamsr 2V 1 llpgg
| H oy * fHB;jf"’(Rd) Spaairse 2077 N”JCHB”;(Rd
H(GN - GO) * fHB;jf"’(Rd) Sp,qms,o 2(3 " N”f”BQZ(W)-
Proof. Suppose 1 € C>°(R?) is 0 in a neighborhood of 0 and is equal to 1 on supp(1—x). If
we set g := F |27 | 2 F f], then G x f = Asyg. Therefore, the first claimed inequality
follows from Lemma A.6 (b) and Lemma A.9.

To prove the second claimed inequality, recall that one has Hy = (Gny—Go)+(Go—K).
By Lemma C.4 below, Gy — K belongs to S(R?). Therefore,

(Go — K) * f|

On the other hand, one has (Gnx — Go) * f = (Asny — Asp)g = (A<ny-—1 — A_1)g. Hence,
by Lemma A.6 (b) and by Lemma A.9, the third inequality and thus the second follow. []

Bih2 (RY) Sparso ||f||B;;Z(]Rd)-

A.2 Estimates of constants of functional inequalities on bounded domains

In Definition 4.10 we have introduced the smallest constant that appears in interpolation
inequalities. In this section we introduce also other constants that appear in functional in-
equalities and study their behaviour (also under scaling of the underlying domain).

Definition A.11. Let U be a bounded domain and p, p1,ps € [1,00], r1,72,5 € [0, 00),
r € (0,00)and 0 € (0,7). We set

1/ w20
Chumbed Wyt — W] = sup
few, L (U)N\{0} Hf”W”
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||f2||WT*5(U)

ClroaWs, = W, = sup

rod
FEWS,(U)\ N\{0} ”fHW2 )

Similarly, we set C¥ .4 [W,1 o — W,2], . .. by replacing the function spaces “I¥,” to those

with zero boundary conditions “W,”. If U is a bounded Lipschitz domain, for a universal
extension operator ¢ from U to Rd as in Lemma 2.7, we set

CExt [ng, WTQ] = inf{HLHwﬂ1 (U)—Wpi (RY) + [|e ||W,§§ U)—W,y2 (RY)
|t is an universal extension operator },
Cr’ (W) = inf{||R]|

.1 | Risaright inverse of T T+1 1,
Wy @U) =W, P () P(U)
_ ||f ||WT*‘S U
C(Prod [WQTp — W;: 5] = sup 2—17()’
rews,onioy 1F g ooy
Lo fllwy ey
CMult[Wp] = —

rewrongoy I fllwr
and CExt[Wr] CExt [W1:7 W;]

Lemma A.12. Let U be a domain.
(a) Letp1,ps € (1, oo) with py < pyandry,ry € [0,00) withre = r; — d(pi1 — p%) Then,

one hclljs ClabeaWaio = WoZol Sp pon 1. If U is a bounded Lipschitz domain, one
has Cpeq [Wn WTQ] ~p1,p2,T1 CExt [Wprll]

(b) Let s € (0,1). Then, one has CFL[HS] Ss 1. If U is a bounded Lipschitz domain, one
has CRLIH®) <o CYL[L?, HY.

Proof. We only prove the claim for a bounded Lipschitz domain U.
(a) Let ¢ be a universal extension operator from U to R?. Then, by using the Sobolev
embedding in R? [11, Theorem 8.12.6] for the second inequality,

Hf”WTQ(U < ” ( )"ng(Rd) gpl,pz,m ”L(f)HW;}(Rd < H HW”(U - Wl (R?) Hf”w”

and thus || fllwr2 1) Sprpars Chxtena Wil lwzi o)
(b) We can prove the claim similarly by using the inequality [4, Proposition 2.22]

1 ey S 11 2y 1 12 - H

Lemma A.13. Let U be a bounded domain, p € [1,00), r € (0,1) and € € (0,r). Then we
have
CProd[WZpO = Woofl Spe 1,

and if U is a bounded Lipschitz domain

CProd[ng - W]r_a] Sp,t? ]'7

. rﬁ dy o
CProd[WQp - Wp 6] 5?75 1+ Seuél:l)] </8U |ZL‘ _ y|d—1—2p€> p'
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Proof. We only prove the first inequality. Since

71 d
w1 JEre=a) 4S50

one has

@ = FWP

|z — y|dtr(r—e)

175y Soe 15200+ |

lz—y|<1
Observe that || f*|| rra) < || |72 (ga)- Furthermore, observe that

f (@) — f)*)” _ (\f(ﬂ?) + f(y)l)p<\f($) - f(y)\)p’

|z — y|dtp(r—e)

R T

so that, by Holder’s inequality

|f(@)? = f(y)?] / |f(x) + f(y)|* L
de dy < || fllwg dzdy) ™.
/x—yﬁl |z — y|dtptr=e) = ”fHWQ”(Rd)< ooyl<1 T — ylTE y)

Now the latter integral can be estimated by || f|| .2» times the following integral over the unit
ball that can be estimated as follows

/ dx </1 dr 1 0
N Ll e S R e S o)

Lemma A.14 ([68, Proposition 5.3]). Let p € (1,00), r € (0, %) and let U be a bounded
Lipschitz domain. Then, the map

T d T d
Bp,p<R ) — Bp,p<R )7 f = f]lU
is a bounded linear operator.

Lemma A.15. Let U be a bounded Lipschitz domain. Then, we have

sngl) CEU)ft[W;j, Wizl < oo, p1,p2 € [1,00], 71,72 € [0,00), (64)
sLliE)HTWg(UL)H <00, pe(l,00),re(141), (65)

sLli_fl) cov W] < oo, pe(l,00),7€(0,1), (66)
R GO
sLliIi CHFIH ) <00 s€(0,1), (68)

sgy;bﬁﬁlt[wg] <00, péeE(l,00),re€(0, %), (69)

up CEL V5, — W] < o0 pe[1,00),7€ (0,1),2 € (0,7), (70)

sup L~ ngiﬁ[W” — W] < oo, pell,o0),re(0,1),cc(0,r). (71)

L>1

If U is a bounded domain (that is not necessarily Lipschitz), then (67) and (70) hold by
replacing the occurrences of the form “W™ by “W,".
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Proof. Let ¢ be a universal extension operator from U to R? (Definition 2.8). For L > 1,
we define a universal extension operator ¢;, from Uy, to RY by ¢, (f) == «(f(L-))(L71).
By change of variables, and using that 0“¢(f) = ¢(0f) it is straightforward to check that
leLllwr @) —swr@ey < [lellwy@)—wy@a)- This implies (64). The two (65) and (66) estimates
can be proven similarly.

(67) and (68) follow by Lemma A.12 and by (64).

(69) First observe r € (0,1). Set F' := v (f) for f € W] (UL). Then, 1y, f =
Ly, F and thus ||1y, f|lwy@ey < [|Fllze + [Lv, Flwy@a)- By change of variables, one has

d_g
[9(L™ " )wsway = L7 [g]w; ey and thus

g*’r‘
[ILULF]W;;(Rd) = Lv [HUF(L')]Wg(Rd)-
By Lemma A.14 and Lemma 2.6, one has

(Lo F(L)lwyway < (Lo F (L) lwyray Svpe 1F (L) |oay + [F(L)]wy re)
_d _d,
= L7 ||[F|leo@ey + L7 " [Flwy me).-

The claim follows because || Fllywzze) < [lez lwy w1 lwews) < lellwyo 1/l
(70) and (71) follow from Lemma A.13.

B A regularity structure for the gPAM

In this appendix, we consider a regularity structure for the generalized Parabolic Anderson
model

d d
ou = Au + Z gi;(w)0;udju + Z hi(uw)Oyu + k(u) + f(u)g,

ij=1 i=1

based on the abstract theory by Bruned, Hairer and Zambotti [13]. See [6] as well.

B.1 Terminologies

Here we review some terminologies from [13].

Definition B.1. We fix a rype set £ := {Z,.#}. The symbol = represents the noise £ and
the symbol .# represents an abstract integration operator.

Definition B.2. We define the following notions regarding graphs.

(a) A rooted tree is a finite connected simple graph without cycles, with a distinguished
vertex called the root. We do not allow for an empty tree but we allow for a trivial
tree ® which consists of only one vertex. Vertices will be called nodes. Given a rooted
tree T', the set of nodes and that of edges are denoted by N = Np and by £ = Ep
respectively. We denote by pr the root of 7". Nodes of a rooted tree are endowed with
a partial order < by their distances from the root. We orient edges (z,y) € FE so that
z < y.

(b) A forest is a finite simple graph without cycles. We say a forest is rooted if every
component of the forest is a rooted tree. We allow for an empty rooted forest. Given
a rooted forest F', the set of nodes and that of edges are denoted by N = N and by
E = Ef respectively.
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(c) A tree or a forest is called ryped if it is endowed with a map t : £ — £ where F is the
set of edges.

(d) We say A is a subforest of a forest F', and write A C F,if Ny C Nrand E4 C Er and
if (x,y) € E4 implies {z,y} C N4. We note that a subtree of a rooted tree is again a
rooted tree whose root is the unique vertex which is closest to the root of the original
rooted tree. Therefore, a subforest of a rooted forest is again a rooted forest. If a forest
is typed, a subforest inherits types by restriction. If A and B are (rooted, typed) forests,
we denote by A U B the disjoint union of A and B with types naturally inherited.

Definition B.3. In this paper, a typed forest [ is often equipped with a colouring F and
decorations N, 0, ¢ as follows.

(a) A pair (F, F) is called a colourful forest if the following hold:

* F'=(Ep, Np, 1) is a typed rooted forest.
» One has ' : Er U Np — {0, 1,2} such that if F'((z,y)) =i > 0 for (z,y) € Ep
then F(x) = F(y) = 1.
(b) If (F, F') is a colourful forest and
e N: Np — Ng,
« 0: Np — Z & Z[£] with supp(o) C U=l (i),
* ¢: Ep — N?and supp(e) C Ep \ supp(F),
then the 5-tuple (F), F.n,o, ¢), also written (F, F )X°, is called a decorated forest. We
denote by § the set of decorated forests.
(c) Forx,y € Np, we write x ~ y if they are connected in UZ->0F*1(2').

(d) Given a decoreted forest (F, F.N,o, ¢), we view a subforest A C F' as a decorated
forest by restricting the associated maps (F', N, 0, ¢).

(e) We write ™ for the decorated tree (e,2,m,0,0).
Many examples of colourful forests can be found in [13, Section 2.2].
Definition B.4. Two notions of product for forests are defined as follows.
(a) For decorated forests 7; = (F;, Fi N;, 05, ¢;) (i = 1,2), we define the forest product by
T - Ty o= (Fy U Fy, Fy + Fy, Ny + Ng, 01 + 09, ¢1 + ¢3)
where, for i # j, (F,, N;, 0;,¢;) are set to 0 on F.

(b) For a decorated forest 7 = (F, ', N, 0, ¢), we denote by _# () the decorated tree

(7 (F), [F],[N], [o], e),
where ¢ (F') is the tree obtained by gluing all the roots of F,

~ ~ ~

[F)ppmy) = max  F(y), [Fl(x)=F(x) forz# p s

y is a root of F'

and [N] and [o] are defined at the new root by summing the values at the roots of £, and
are equal to N and o elsewhere, respectively. The tree product is defined by

Ty = _F (1 To).
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Definition B.5 ([13, Section 4.3]). For a decorated tree 7 = (T, 7)° and k € N¢, we write
(1) for a decorated tree o = (5, 5’)1:" obtained by connecting the old root p, to a new
root p, with a new edge e = (py, p,) and by defining S, N, & and ¢ as an extension of T, N,
o and e such that

S(ps) =N(py) =0(p,) =0, t(e)=.7, S(e)=0, ¢(e)=Ek,
Fori € {1,...,d}, we write .%(7) := #,,(7), where e; is the ith standard basis of R

Definition B.6 ([13, Definition 5.3]). Let ¢’ be the constant appearing in Assumption 3.10
and we fix a small k € (0, ") such that 6 + & is irrational. We assign the degree |-| to the

types by?
2= 2454k |7]=2 (72)

We extend the degree to (k,v) € Z @ Z[£] by
d
(B, v)| =Y ki + a|Z| + b7
i=1
where v = aZ= + b.#. For a decorated tree 7 = (F), F.N,o, ¢), we set
EAZ' = Fﬁl(i)ﬂEf@ E = E1UE2, NZ = Fﬁl(l)mNF

and we define two notions of degrees || and ||+ by

Tl- = Y (o)l —e(e) + Y N(x)

eEEF\E rENp
mly= D (e —ee)+ > N@) + > o).
EEEF\EQ Z‘ENF :I,‘ENF\NQ

Remark B.7. Since Schauder’s estimate does not hold for integer exponents, we assume
that § + k is irrational.

B.2 Hopf algebras on forests and trees

In this section, we introduce Hopf algebra structures on some spaces of forests and those of
trees. For this purpose, we begin with introducing contraction operators.

Definition B.8 ([13, Definition 3.18]). We set
H(F, F) = (HF, )N
where

» X3 F is the quotient forest '/ ~, where the equivalent relation ~ is in the sense of
Definition B.3-(c);

* F and [e] are natural “restrictions”;

* one has [N|(z) == >, N(y);

*In Section 3, we set |Z| := —2 + §, but the new definition (72) is more convenient in Section C.6.
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e one has

Pl(x) = oly)+ D te), Elz):={(y,2) € E|y~z~u}.

y~w e€E(x)

For a decorated forest 7 and 7 € N, one has a unique decomposition 7 = p - v such
that on v the map Fis equal to ¢ and on each component of ;4 the map F'is not equal to ¢
everywhere.

Definition B.9. Then, we set

ki(v) = {(0,2’, > een, N(2),0,0) if >0 N(z) >0

%) otherwise

and

(1) = () - ki(v).

In addition, we denote by J;(7) the decorated forest that is obtained from .%;(7) by setting
oto0on F1(4).

Remark B.10. v is allowed to be an empty forest & and k;(@) = @.

With these operators, one can write Hopf algebras associated to regularity structures and
renormalization structures.

Definition B.11. We define vector spaces H;, H, as follows.
(a) We denote by H; the free vector space generated by

B(H) = {(F,F)I° | F <1, A(F) = F}.
(b) We denote by H, the free vector space generated by B(H,), where 7 € B(H,) if and
only if
e risatreeand F' < 1; o H(1T)=T1
Definition B.12 ([13, Definition 3.3]). Given a decorated forest 7 = (F, F)}°, we denote

by 6 (7) the set of all subforests of F' which contains F~1(1) and subforests of F' that are
disjoint from F'~1(2). We set

A=) > Y F'< )A7F‘A7NA+7T€§70‘NA76|EA)

A€l (1) NA:NASN gl

X (F,FU1 A,N—NA,O+NA+7T(€Z—€ILA),€]1EF\EA +€£),

(73)

where
o &l runs over all maps Fr — N¢ supported on the (outgoing) boundary

8(147 F) = {(64”67) S EF \ EA ‘ et € NA}7
o fore: Er — N¢ one defines e : Np — Z¢ by

me(x) 1= Z e(z);

eeEp
e=(z,y) for some y
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e FU; Ais the map defined by
. . 1 ifre A
. F(x) otherwise.
Some of the main results from [13] are the following.

Proposition B.13 ([13, Proposition 4.11]). The vector space H, is a Hopf algebra with
multiplication

M(m ® 1) = T (11 - T2),
with unit &, with coproduct (V€] ® J61)A1 and with counit
Ui, (F F)Y) o= Ly (F, F)Y),
The Hopf algebra H, is graded with respect to |-| _.

Proposition B.14 ([ 13, Proposition 4.14]). The vector space H, is a left comodule over the
Hopf algebra H, with coaction

(%@%)AllHO%Hl(X)HO.

B.3 Rule

We set R R
T :={(F,F,N,0,¢e) €§ | Fisatree, F =0, 0 =0}.

The set T is a monoid with the tree product and with the trivial tree as unit. We simply write
TY for (7,0,N,0,¢) € T.

Definition B.15. Given a decorated tree 7,' € ‘T, we associate to each x € Ny a node type

Nr(x) = A (x) 1= ((ter), e(er)), -, (t(en), elen)),

where (ey,...,e,) are the edges leaving the node z, namely, for each j one can find a
y; € Ny such thate; = (x,y;).

Definition B.16. Let (£ x Ny)"™/ ~,, be the set of unordered n-tuples valued in £ x Ny and
let PN be the power set of U,en, (£ x Ng)"/ ~,,. We define the rule R : £ — PN by

R(E) =10},
R(I) = {([Z]n), (I, £0), (Fns i, F5), ([ ]n, B)in € Noy i, 5 € {1, .., d} },

where we write [.#],, for the n-tuple of (.#,0) and write .#; for (., e;), where e; is the ith
unit vector in R¢,

It is not difficult to show that the rule R is subcritical in the sense of [13, Definition 5.14]
and complete in the sense of [13, Definition 5.20].

Definition B.17 ([13, Definition 5.8]). Let 7 = T¥ € T.
(a) We say 7 conforms to the rule R at the node  if the following hold:

* if x is the root, then A4 (x) € R(E) or A (x) € R(5);
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* otherwise, one has .4 (z) € R(t(e)), where e is the edge such that e = (y, z) for
some node y.

(b) We say 7 conforms to the rule R if 7 conforms to R at every node, except possibly the
root.

(c) We say 7 strongly conforms to the rule R if 7 conforms to R at every node.

Definition B.18 ([13, Definition 5.13]). We define sets T, (¢ € {o, 1, —}) as follows.
(a) We denote by T, C T the set of trees which strongly conform to R.

(b) We denote by T; C § the smallest submonoid under the forest product which contains
%s.

(c) We denote by T_ C T, the set of trees 7" with the following properties:

* one has |7|_ < 0 and N(pr) = 0;

* if there exists only one edge containing pr, then

[

TN = I . N(pr) = e(e) = 0, t(e) =
pr

(74)

B.4 Definition of the regularity structure

The content of this section is parallel to [13, Section 5.5]. Our goal here is to construct
subspaces of H, (¢ € {1, o}) which provide a correct framework for the theory of regularity
structures. Since we desire that elements of those spaces conform to the rule R, one might
want to consider a subspace spanned by T,,. However, ¥, is not closed under the coproduct
of H,. Therefore, we introduce the following definition.

Definition B.19. Recall the notation introduced in Definition B.12. For ¢ € {1,0}, we
denote by B(HS) C B(H.,) the set consisting of

HG(F, F Uy AN — N, Ny + 7(ef — el a), el pia + ) (75)

for 7 = (F, F)¥ € T,, A € $4;(7), N4 < N with supp(N4) C N and €% : Ep — N¢ with
supp(ef) C 9(A, F). We denote by HS the free vector space generated by B(HY).

Remark B.20. By choosing A = & one observes T, C B(HY) for o € {1,0}. In fact, as
Lemma B.21 below shows, H 10 is the smallest subbialgebra of H, both containing T, and
closed under the coactions.

Lemma B.21. The subspace H is a subbialgebra of H,. Furthermore, the statements of
Proposition B.14 remain valid if one replaces (Hy, H,) by (HY, HY).

Proof. This is essentially proven in [13, Lemma 5.25 and Lemma 5.28]. U

Definition B.22. For ¢ € {1, 0} we denote by H the free vector space generated by

B(H) = {(F, F)Y° € BUH) | (F.F1p,)00 € To}.
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Definition B.23. We denote by .7] the free vector space generated by
B(F) = {r € B(H") | (F,0)} € T_ for every connected component ( F, F')™° of 7}
and by 7 the free vector space generated by B(.%), where 7 € B(.%) if and only if
Ha[ Ty (1) -+ I, (1) 0™

forn € Ny, ki,...,k,,m € N&and 7q,...,7, € HE such that | Ik, (75)|+ > 0O for every
j =1,...,n. We denote by p¢ : HY — 7] the natural projection. We note that .7] is an
algebra under the forest product and .% is an algebra under the tree product.

Proposition B.24 ([13, Proposition 5.35]). The linear map
Ay = (] @p)) (A @ A T = T @S

defines a coproduct over the algebra J, (with the forest product as multiplication). With
this coproduct and the counit as in Proposition B.13, 7, is a Hopf algebra. Furthermore,
the vector space H is a right comodule over F; with coaction

A° = (p¢ @ 1d)( @ #)A, : HE - 7 @ HE.

Remark B.25. As shown in [13, Proposition 5.34], one can view .7 as a Hopf algebra with
grade |-|; and one can define a coaction AY : HE — HE ® 7, of which we do not need
the precise definition here but will only use the recursive formula [13, Proposition 4.17].

Definition B.26. We set
T =HE 7 =% I =7,

Then, in the language of [6], the pair (.7, .7, ) is a concrete regularity structure and the pair
(Z_,.7) is arenormalization structure for the generalized PAM. For ¢ € {—, +}, we denote

* by A, the coproduct of .7, * by 1/ the counit of .7, and
* by 1, the unit of .7, * by o7, the antipode of 7.

Recall that the product .#_ of 7 _ is the forest product while the product .# of .7, is
the tree product. We write 1 € .7 for . For o € {—, +}, the Hopf algebra .7, is graded
with |-|,. The vector space .7 is graded both with |-|_ and with |-| .

Definition B.27. As shown in [13, Proposition 5.39], if
A=Ay |7 € B(T)},

and we denote by G the character group of .7, the triplet (A, 7, ) is a regularity structure
in the sense of [34, Definition 2.1]. We have the graded decomposition

T = ®enTy 7= spanfr € B(2) | [rls =1}
We write p_ s for the natural projection from .7 to I3 := ®,3.7,.

Definition B.28. If 7,0 € B(.7) are such that 70 € B(.7), we write 7 x 0 := T70. We
extend the product x bilineary. Note that the product * is not defined for all pairs (7, 7).
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The following lemma essentially states that the product « is regular in the sense of [34,
Definition 4.6].

Lemma B.29 ([13, Proposition 3.11]). If 7,0 € B(.7) are such that To € B(.7), then
A% (T x o) = AL (T)A (0).

Definition B.30. Let V' be the subspace of .7 generated by
() I(Tn), TlyeooyTn € .

Fori € {1,...,d}, we define the linear map &, : V' — 7, called a derivative, by

d

DI () I ()] =D Iim) [ ()

=1 k£

Proposition B.31 ([13, Section 6.1]). Leti_ : 9 — H f?/ be the natural projection. Then,
there exists a unique algebra morphism </ : 7 — HI such that

My (- @1d; ) @ H) A =1 (g, on T,
where My, is the product in H;.

Definition B.32. We call «7_ a negative twisted antipode.

As for o7, we only use the following property. As shown in [13, Proposition 6.6], one
has the following recursive formula:

AT = =My, (- @Tdyr) (AT —T® 1), (76)

where A_ == (p¢ ® ldyr) (S ® 1) Ay

List of symbols from Appendix B

<7, antipode of the Hopf algebra .7, 53

o negative twisted antipode 53

B basis 49

£ contraction operator for decorated trees 49

|| degree or simply absolute value 48

& abstract symbol for integration 47

# joining trees at their roots 48

p.s the natural projection from .7 to ®,3.7, 53
(7,7,) concrete regularity structure for the gPAM 52
(J_,7) renormalization structure for the gPAM 52

T setof trees (7,0)™° 50

T_  set of trees which conform to R and have negative homogeneity 51
%, setof trees which strongly conform to R 51

t type map:E — £ 47

£ typeset {=, .7} 47

1, counit of .7, 53

%, free monoid generated by T, 51

1, wunitof 7, 53

61



e the decorated tree (e,2,m,0,0) 48

Er edge set of F'47

(F,F) colourful forest 47

(F, F.n,o, ¢) decorated forest 48

H, vector space of trees invariant under % 49

H, Hopf algebra of forests invariant under .%; 49
HS  subspace of H, which contains T, and is closed under coproducts 52
HI  subspace of HS whoses basis belongs to T, 52
9; derivative in .7 53

Nr node set of ' 47

R rule 51

Nr(x) node type of T at x 51

A°  coaction I — T ® T 52

A, coproduct 7, - T, ® Z, 53

= abstract symbol for a noise 47

pr rootof atree T' 47

71 - T forest product of 7; and 7, 48

7175 tree product of 7, and 7, 48

C Proof of Theorem 3.3

Based on the framework discussed in Appendix B, here we provide the details to prove
Theorem 3.3.

C.1 Modelled distributions

An important concept in the theory of regularity structures is the modelled distribution ([34,
Definition 3.1]). We denote by D(.7, %) = D7 (%) the space of modelled distributions
with respect to the model 2 whose images are in 7., = @z, 7. We set

DT, Z) ={feD(T,Z)| fis Ba<p<y Jp-valued}.
We will use the norm ||-||. given by [34, (3.1)].

Definition C.1. Let 2 be a model over .7 and let 7,] > 0. By [34, Theorem 3.10], there
exists a unique continuous linear operator R = R? : DV(7, %) — CRnA(RY) with the
following property: there exists a C' = C(v,[,.7) > 0 such that for every compact set
ACRY

(Rf =T f(2)(¢2)] < CNNZ ol flley,  where ¢ = A6 (A7 (- — x)),
(77)
uniformly over ¢ € C*(B(0,1)) with ||¢[|crgay < 1, A € (0,1), f € DV(T, Z) and z € R.
The operator ‘R is called the reconstruction operator.

Proposition C.2 ([34, Theorem 4.7]). Let V; and Vy be subspaces of 7 closed under the
action of the structure group. Suppose the product T, x T is well-defined for every 7, € V;
and Ty € V,. Let 2 be a model for 7 and let f; € D) (V;, Z) for i = 1,2. Then, if we set
v :=min{y; + g, Y2+ a1}, one has p,(f1 * f2) € D), (T, Z). Moreover, there exists
a constant C' € (0, 0o) which depends only on 7 such that

o< (fixfollss < COAHNZ Mo 1r00)* I rllsisll folloin - for every compact ser & € R
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Definition C.3. Let /' € C°(RY) and let V be a subspace of {7 € F | po7 = 0} that is
closed under the product x and under the action of the structure group. We define the map
F*:V —Vby

. DFF(7 ok -
F*(1) = Z k!( )(T — 7). Fi=poT.
keNp
According to [34, Theorem 4.16], if v > 0 and f € D7(V, Z), then one has

FX(f)(@) == pey P (f(2)) € DUV, 2).

Furthermore, there exist a constant C' € (0, 00) and an integer & € N, which depend only
on .7, I and ~, such that

o< F(f)lllsss < OO+ 12 s + 1/ ll2:0)"  for every compact set & C R?. (78)

C.2 Operations with kernels

In the rest, we fix an admissible kernel K as in Section 3.1.2. Recall the notation G5 from
Definition 3.1 and we set Hy := Gy — K.

Lemma C.4. For every N € Ny, the function Hy belongs to S(R?).

Proof. Since the Fourier transform of Gy — G has a compact support, we observe that
Hy = (Gy — G) + (G — K) is smooth. Thus, it comes down to showing that H decays
rapidly or equivalently, as K is supported on B(0, 1), to showing that G decays rapidly.
For m € Ng, one has

"Gy = F (1= x)2 )2 (2mi)"]
for some polynomial P,,. Then, forn = (nq,...,ng) € Ng,
"Gy = 2mi)"F (1 = x)27V)9" (|| *Pn)] + R,

where R € S(R?). Therefore, if ni, ..., ng are sufficiently large, 9" (|-|~2P,,) is integrable.
This means 2"0™G y is bounded and hence G y decays rapidly. U

Remark C.5. Thanks to Lemma C.4, the convolution H y * f is well-defined for f € S’ and
the distribution Hy * f represents a smooth function.

Definition C.6. For f € S'(R?), N € Ny, we set
[AGN = G * f=F @™ )]+ f.
By considering their Fourier transforms, one observes
(AGN)* f=—f+[AGy — Q)| = f (79)
We recall operations of kernels on modelled distributions from [34, Section 5].

Definition C.7. Let 2° = (II, ') be a model realizing K in the sense of [34, Definition 5.9].
(a) We set

y X*
T (@)1 :=TJ% (2)1 = Z - [DFK «I,7(z)], = €RY

k| <|7]++2

for 7 € B(.7) and extend it linearly for 7 € 7.
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(b) Lety € (0,00) \Nand f € D'(.T,Z). We set

Ni@) = NZf@)= Y S« (R?fILf@)@) 80

|k|<vy+2

and

Kf(x) = K2 f(x) i= ( + T (@) f(x) + N (). 81)

By [34, Theorem 5.12], K maps D?(7, %) to D'**(7, %) and one has RKf =
K xR f. More precisely, one has

I F ys2s Sz (1A 12 Mar2im08.0)*1F lmes.n- (82)

uniformly over 2 € .#(7,K), f € D(7, %) and compact sets & C R?. See [36,
Theorem 5.1].

(c) For a smooth function /" on R? and 3 € (0, o), we set

ch
RgF(x):= ) HD’“F(a;), x € R%

|k|<B

Then [34, Lemma 2.12] implies RzF € D?(7, Z).

Definition C.8. Suppose that the model 2 realizes K. Fory € (0,00)\N, f € D' (7, %)
and NV € Ny, we set

G f(2) =G5, f(x) = KT f(2) + Rypo[ Hy * Rf](2).
Note that one has R? G f = G * R? f. For the meaning of the parameter N, see Remark
C.16 below.

C.3 Definition of modelled distributions

Definition C.9. We define 7,7_ C .7 and B(T ), B(7_) C B(7) as follows.
(2) For 7,7 € 7 we write “V.7 (1)) - V.7 (1) instead of “}"7_, .%;(11).7(72)".
(b) We denote by 7 the smallest subset of .7 with the following properties:
* Z2€7 and
e ifr,m €T, thenVI (1) VI(rn) €T.

Furthermore, we associate ¢(7) € N to each 7 € T by setting ¢(Z) := 1 and by
inductively setting for 7,75 € T

20(7'1)0(7'2) if T1 # T2,
c(n)e(ra)  ifm=m.

(VI (n) VI (1)) = {

(c) One defines B(7) C B(.7) as the minimal subset with the following properties:

e Z€B(T)and
b ile,TQ c %(T) and: € {1, .. .,d},then %(Tl)eﬂi(Tg) < %(T)
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(d) Weset T_:={r €T |||+ <0}and B(T_) := {7 € B(T) |||+ <0}

Remark C.10. After Lemma 1.12, we have discussed the algorithm to obtain the tree ex-
pansion (71, 72, 73, . . .) for W. The constant ¢(7) represents the coefficient of the tree 7 in
that expansion.

Definition C.11. Given a model 2 realizing K, we associate 7° = 7% € D" (T, %) to
each 7 € 7_ by setting Z° := = and by inductively setting

d
Vr = min{Vﬁ +1+ |T2‘+77T2 +1+ ‘Tl‘Jr}u TIC = Z “@Z[ICT{C] * QZ[ICTéc]
i=1

forT = V. () - V.Z(73). The exponent -z is choosen so that v, > 2 for every 7 € 7_.
Remark C.12. Thanks to Proposition C.2 and [34, Theorem 5.12], indeed one has ™% e
D77, Furthermore, for 7 = V. (1) - V. (72) and a compact set K, one has

s

K% K2
I{ka 2 S7 (L N2, 40m, 2860 ° 717 Mey 8@ 0 72 llmysB02,0)-

Therefore, there exist a constant v, C' € (0, 00) and integers &, € N, which depend only on
7, such that
17 s < CA+ N Zsmen)" (83)

uniformly over 7 € T_, 2 € .# (7, Z) and compact sets & C R%.

Definition C.13. Let F' € C°(R) be such that F/(x) = —e** if |z| < 2. Given N € N and
a model Z realizing K, we set

X =X7 = Z e(r)r?
TET_

Wy =W =pGi,X?

d
=P [F*(W}?;) * { Z Z c()e(m2) D, []CEZ’T{C,EZ’] D, [Kz’Tf,f’]
T1,2E€T—, =1
|71| 44| T2 +>—2

+23° AKX 7] % Ro[0,{Hy * (Rffof)}]H .

i=1

Proposition C.14. Suppose that a model % realizes K. Let N € N. Then, one has W, €
DT, Z)and Y5 € D?, 5(T,Z). More precisely, there exist constants v, C € (0, 00)
and integers k., € N such that the following estimates hold uniformly over N € N, %, % €
M (T, K) and convex compact sets & C R%:

X2 < CQA+ 12 lysmsn)"s
Wz < CLA+ 12N + [Hy * (RTX )| e2e )
1Y % lls.s < CL+ 12 mwn + 1 Hy * (RT X7l c2(m)",

65



and furthermore
I1X 7 X% lzis < O+ 121 msn 12 M m8.0) 1125 Z Ml
W3 Willaw < CO+ 12 lsan + W2 M) 1125 Z s
+[Hy * (RFX? = RZX7)||ca)
1YY T e < € (14 12 sy + 12 smeen

17 7 OF <, OF k
+ 1 Hy % (R X?)|lca) + | Ha # (RTXT) e
< (12 Zlllvin + 1Hy * (RT X = RZ X7 )|z ()
Proof. The estimate for X Z follows from (83). As for the estimate of W?VJ, the Schauder

estimate (82) gives the estimate for X Z. The estimate for Ry[Hy * (RZ X )] follows
from the estimate

IIRo[Hy 5 (R XNl < Y 0™ [Hy % (R X )| oo (),

m:|m|<2

where the convexity of £ is used. The estimate for Y% follows from Proposition C.2, the
estimate (78) and the Schauder estimate (82).

For the estimates of the differences, let us just mention that for differences there exist
analogue estimates to those in Proposition C.2, the estimate (78) and (82), see [34, Proposi-
tion 4.10], [37, Proposition 3.11] and [34, Theorem 5.12] respectively. Using them, we can
prove the last three inequalities of the differences similarly. L

Definition C.15. Given a model £ realizing K and N € N, we set
X =X? =R?’X?, Wy =WZ =R*W$
and
Yo = Y = R2YE + FOVE){[VIHy « (X)) + MGy - G))x X7 ).

Remark C.16. The parameter NV will be used to ensure Wy is bounded on a given bounded
domain. Therefore, /V will be random and will depend on the domain. The idea of introduc-
ing such parameter is also used in [57]. As noted in Definition C.8, one has Wy = Gy * X.

Lemma C.17. Let ¢ € (0,1). To simplify notation, we write X" := X2 here for
instance. Then, one has the following identity:
|vw]%an 2 + Awﬁfan —_ _55
D elm)elm) VK xRS V(K 5 RO

T1,T2€T_,
71+ +[72|+>—2

+2VIK % X - V[Hy # (X + [V[Hy = (X" + [A(Gy — G)] + X

Proof. One has W™ = K * X" + Hy * X" and

|VI/VN|2 — Z C(Tl)C(TQ)V[K % RcanT{C,can] . V[K % RcanTQIC,can]

T1,T2E€T—

66



+ 2V[K * X . V[Hy * X + |VHy * X |2
Furthermore,
AWy = — Z c(r)Re e L IA(Gy — G)] x X,
TET-
Now it remains to observe

D eln)e(m) VK # RO VK « ROy — Y~ c(m) R

T1,T2ET— TeT-

= _fg + Z 0(71)0(7-2)V(K * RcanT{C,can) . V(K * RcanTéC,can). 0

T1,m2€T_,
71|+ +[T2]4>—2

C.4 BPHZ renormalization for X

The goal of this section is to show X 27 % = X2 _¢_ (Proposition C.25). To this end,
our first goal is to obtain the basis expansion for modelled distributions 72 € 7., which
will be given in Lemma C.20.

Lemma C.18. For every 71,79 € T_ with ||+, 72|+ < —landi,j € {1,...,d}, one has
ALlAi(n)] = Fi(n) © 1y, AL[F(n)I5(72)] = [Fi(n) ()| @ 1.

In particular, the constant map x v %(11).%;(12) belongs to D%\ .(F, Z) for any
model & = (II,T") and

R[Zi(11)I(72)] = e[ Si(11) F(72)],
where the right-hand side is independent of x.

Proof. In view of the recursive formula [13, Proposition 4.17], one can prove the claim
by induction on |-|;. Indeed, suppose one is going to prove A7 = 7 ® 1, where 7 =
Si(11)Fj(12) and AS7, = 7, ® 1. By Lemma B.29, AS7 = AS [7(1)]AS[F(2)].
Therefore, it suffices to show A% [.7;(1)] = [#(71)] ® 1. By [13, Proposition 4.17], one
has
X* .
AL Fi(n) = (Z 1A+ ) 7 @ Letr(T1).
k:|T|++1—|k|>0

It remains to observe that (.%; ® Id)Ar = [.;(71)] ® 11 by hypothesis of the induction and
that the set over which k ranges is empty. L

Definition C.19. We use some notations from Section B.1. Let 7 € B(7 ) and let e be an
edge of 7 with t(e) = .#. By removing the edge e, we obtain a decorated forest with two
connected components. We denote by

Remove(T;e)

the component containing the root of 7, with decoration inherited from 7. For instance,

Remove( ; | ) = ;
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where O represents the noise (6). We set

Remove(B(T)) := {Remove(r;e) | 7 € B(T),e € E, with t(e) = .7},
Remove"(B(T)) := {(T,0)™" | (T,0)%° € Remove(B(T))}.
Lemma C.20. Suppose 2 = (II,T") is a model realizing K. Then, one has a claim for
T € T_ as follows.
(@) IfT=Zor7=VI(r) - VI(r)with ||y, ||, < =1, then ™% = 7.

(b) If T =V I (1) VI (o) with |1 | > —1 and || < —1, then one has the expansion

™ () =71+ Z affa(x)a, (84)
)

oeW(r
with the following properties:

* U(7) is a finite subset of Remove"(B(T)) that is independent of %,

e one has

az, (@)

J€{1,...,d},n€No,peT_, k=1
11,0l €NG,01,...,0n ERemove™ (B(T)),
log|++2—1x>0,—1<|p|+-<|T|+

+ >o @ RPE < (RN g (@)]()
nENo,pET_,
Lit,...ln€NS,o1,...,0nERemove™ (B(T)),
lok|+4-2—1x >0, 1< |p|+ <|7|+

are independent of Z.
Proof. To see the claim (a), if |7|, < —1, thanks to Lemma C.18, the identity (81) becomes
Kr=J47+(Kx*Rt)(z)1

and hence ;K = 7. The claim (b) seems complicated but can be proven easily by
induction. Suppose that one has 7 = V. (1) - V. (72) such that 7; has the expansions
of the form (84) and 75 = 7. Furthermore, one has —1 < |r |, < 0 since |7|, < 0.
Therefore, one has

™™ =m+ Z U0, Ty =T (85)
c€Remove" (B(T))

where a, has the desired property. By the definition (81) of I, one has

DK (2) = Fim + > o (2)Ii(0) + [0; K * T,m)(x)1

o€Remove" (B(T))
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X! X!

+ > ag(x)[ae”lK*Hma](x)T—i— > [8ei+lK*(RT{C—HmT{C)](:L’)7,

oERemove” (B(T)),lENG T U<y +1 ’
|o|+1—]1|>0

where 7, is chosen so that 7i° € D" (T, %), see Remark C.12. Since Z,K7 = 77, as
shown in the part (a), one has

I5(0).I(13), X' 7 (15) € Remove™(B(T)).
Since |7 |4 < |7|+, we complete the induction. O

We recall an explicit formula of the BPHZ realization.

Definition C.21 ([13, Theorem 6.18]). Let .7 be the free algebra generated by .7 under
the forest product. (In fact, recalling H{ from Definition B.22, we have .7 = HFE.) We
define the algebra homomorphism g_ : .7_ — R characterized by

9 (io7) = E[II*"*7(0)],
where i, : I — _is the natural injection. Then, we have
TIBPHZe _ (g;ﬁfl ® Hcan,EAo_). (86)

In view of the identity (86) and Lemma C.20, we need to understand (g_ A QII™=)A° 1
for7 € 7_and 7 € Remove"(B(7T)). As one can easily guess from the definition of ¢_, it
is necessary to estimate E[IT®¢7(0)] for such 7. The following simple lemma is a conse-
quence of the symmetry of the noise £.

Lemma C.22. For 7 € Remove(*B(T)), one has E[II***¢7(0)] = 0.

Proof. Let 7 = (T,0)%° € Remove(B(T)). Let IT™™ be the canonical realization for
&(—-). Since & 4 £(—-), one has I 4 Mg for every o € 7. If we set

n(T) = #{e € Er | tle) = S},

by using the identity
K« [f(=)] = =0 K * fl(—),

where the fact K = K(—-) is used, one has IT™"s7 = (—1)""II®¢7 However, since
7 € Remove(B(T)), n(T) is odd. Therefore, one has

. d .
Hl’l’lll’luST — Hcan,sT and HII]IIIUST — _Hcan,eT’

and concludes E[ITI®™¢7(0)] = 0. O

Lemma C.23. For 7 = (F, )™ € B(T) U Remove"(B(T)) and = € RY, one has

A°T=7®1+1_®7+ker(g] & @ 1) Nker(g o/ @ II).
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Proof. Recall from Definition B.2-(a) that edges are oriented. We call an edge e = (a, b)
a leaf if b is not followed by any edge. We call a node a of F' true if there exists an edge
e = (a,b) such that t(e) = .#. We denote by N'"™ the set of all true nodes of F. For a
subforest GG of F', we set

N7, :={a € Ng N N"™® | there exist exactly j outgoing edges in G at a}.

Recalling the coproduct formula (73), one has
AT =7R -, 1+1_®7T

ng+ﬂ'€G, nfngﬂr(ef;fe]lg)
+ ). SF,( )GO) ® H (F,La)y, o740,

GCFG#@ ng#n, gG G

where %, is defined in Definition 3.8. However, note that IT*™*%,1 = I1™*1. We fix
G # @, ng # nand €5 and set

L ng+mek,0 L n—nG,n(aF—elg)
= (G, 0), @7 = H(F, ]]_G)E]IEF\EGieg
We will prove (97«7 ® [1%"¢)(1; @ 75) = 0 by considering various cases, which will
complete the proof. When a case is studied, we exclude all cases considered before.

1. Suppose that G # F and that a connected component 7' of G satisfies N2 = & and
N} = NN Ng. Then, the forest 7, contains a leaf (a, pr) of edge type .# and hence
Hcan,eT — Hcan,a,r =0.

2. Suppose G contains a leaf of edge type .#. Then, in view of the recursive formula (76),
this is also the case for each forest appearing in /7, and hence 9 o 7 =0.

3. Suppose NQ # @. If the case 2 is excluded, then a connected component of 7 is of the
form ™Y and hence 7; = 0 (as an element of 7).

4. Suppose 7; contains a connected component 73 = (7,0)™° such that #N} > 2. Let
a € Nj.

* If a is the root of T', then 73 = .%;(74) and hence 7; = 0 (as an element of 7).

* If a is not the root of 7', one can merge two consecutive edges (a1, a) and (a, as)
into a single edge (a1, az) to obtain a new tree 75 € ¥, with |73|_ = |75|_ + 1. Since
lo|- > —2+ ¢ for every o € %, if #(N} \ {pr}) > 2, then |73/ > 0 and hence
71 = 0 (as an element of 7).

5. Suppose that 7y contains a connected component 75 = (g, 0)7¢° such that N3, = Ny, =
@. Then, Ty = Tg = F and 7 € B(T). However, this implies n = ng = 0, which is
excluded.

6. Therefore, it remains to consider the case where every connected component 7, = (T, 0)"7
of 7 satisfies #N;, = 1 and Ny, = @ and all leaves of 7; are of type =, namely
77 € Remove"(B(T)). If n; # 0 on Nr, then |77|_ > 0. Thus, we suppose n; = 0.
We will show g /7 = 0, which implies g o/ = 0 since the character 9 o is
multiplicative. To apply the recursive formula (76), consider the expansion

A,T7—T7®1, = 1®T7+ZCT87'8®T9.

78
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Then, one has

gz A 7 = —E[II7(0)] = Y ery x (97 4/-75) x E[II*"*75(0)].

By the same reasoning as before, one can suppose that every component 719 = (79, 0)%°

of 73 belongs to Remove(*B(7)). However, since T3, has a strictly smaller number of

edges than 7% does, one can assume g_ .7 7g = 0 by induction. Therefore, it remains to
show E[IT®™"¢7,(0)] = 0. But this was shown in Lemma C.22. O

Corollary C.24. If 7 € Remove(B(T)), then g-.o/ 7 = 0. If T € T_, then
g AT = —E[II*7(0)].
Proof. The claim for 7 € Remove(*8(7)) is proved in the proof of Lemma C.23, see the
case 6. If 7 € 7_, by Lemma C.23 one has
HBPHZ,aT — [Ier 4 gs_sZ/T.

However, since |7|_ < 0, one has E[ITP*H2<7(0)] = 0 by definition, which completes the
proof. L

Proposition C.25. For T € T_, one has
Hf’BPHZ’ST’C73)BPHZ’E (x) _ Hifcan,sTK7ycan,s (l‘) . E[Hcan’E’T(O)]’ T e Rd’ (87)
REZBPHZ,sTK,QwBPHZ,s _ Rg’can,sT’C7fg’can,s . E[Hcan’eT(O)].

In particular,

oBPHZ,e gycan,e
X =X*" —c..

where

¢ = Y o(m)E[*™7(0)]. (88)
TET_

BPHZ, . .
RBPHZ .— RZ™""° here, for instance. Since

Proof. To simplify notation, we write
R¥TH# (1) = TF 7% (2)](x), # € {can, BPHZ},
it suffices to prove (87). By Lemma C.20, one has the expansion
T’C’BPHZ(x) =7+ Z aTB’EHZ(x)U.

: BPHZ
In the expression of a;’,

Therefore, one can assume a
C.24,

AiTK’BPHZ(x) =7T1+1_7+ Z al(z)1-® o + ker(g;,fzf_ ® [I5™).

given in Lemma C.20, every p in the sum satisfies |p|; < |7];.
BPHZ — gcn by induction. By Lemma C.23 and Corollary

o

Furthermore, by [13, Theorem 6.16], one has
P = (9o o @ TEM)A?.

Therefore,
HEPHZT’C’BPHZ (.T) _ g;éMiT + H;an,r + Z a(cjan(l,>H;anO_
— _E[Hcan,s,r(())] 4 H;anTIC,can (SL’) ’
where we applied Corollary C.24 to get the last equality. L
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C.5 BPHZ renormalization for Y

. . . gpcan,e arBPHZ,e . . .
The goal of this section is to compare Y% and Y 3 , as we did for X in the previous
section. Again, we need to obtain the basis expansion for Y .

Lemma C.26. Let 1,75 € T_,i € {1,...,d} and N € N. Let & be a model realizing K.
Assume |11 |y + |72|y > —2. Then, for x € RY, one has

bes{ F(W3) (@) x 2K )(x) . ferk? ()
—poof 30 ZEULO) (57 ) s gien )« f o)}

keNg TET_

and
P { FIWR)(2) x 2K X7 (x) x Ro[0{ Hy + (R* X 7)}] () }

:M{Z%ﬁw)aw cXN@) (X o) w2 X))}

keNp TET_

Proof. By Lemma C.20, one has

Wi(e) =Y Ir+Wy5 ()1 +Wit(),
TET_

where W2 () € ®4>1.7,. Recalling Definition C.3, one has

k z T
Fw)m) = 3 PEUNE) (5 )

keNy TET_

*k

Since Lemma C.20 implies that
D )(w) * Dilory ) ()

iS @a>_1+57a-valued, one can ignore the contribution from W%”L(x) when the projection
ps 1s applied. This observation proves the claimed identities. U

Lemma C.27. Let N € N. Then, one has

7?/"ZK’BPHZ EY;ZBPHZ ,E _ F(WJBPHZ E)
<4 > e(m)e(m) V(I + R?™ 72 ™) Y (I RY ™ 2

71,72 €T, |71 [+ +[ 2|+ >—2

FOVIK X2 V[ Hy # Xcanvf]}

fé‘PBPHZ,S

o here, for instance. One has

Proof. To simplify notation, we write [1BFHZ< .= T]
REFIEY RPIES (1) — [IEPHEY PO (1) (),
In view of Lemma C.20, Proposition C.25 and Lemma C.26, it suffices to show

LA () - I (1) Ii(Tain)] = TENE[I (1) - - I (1) T
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TIBPHZE [ 7 (1) oo (1) Ii(Tps ) I (Tpsn)] = I [ (1) - - - J(rn)%(rnﬂ)%(m%)g]a)

for 71,...,Tn, Tny1 € T and 7,12 € Remove(B(7T)). We only prove the second identity
of (89). We set

T = (F,0)° = I(n) - I (1) Fi(Tus1) Fi(Tny2), (FJGO)E’O =T
The proof of (89) follows the argument in the proof of Lemma C.23. We claim
ANr=1@r+ Y [FAEa)][[2@)] @ [Flr) [[2 )]
JC{1,...n} jeJ JEJ

+ Y )i [[ 2@ @ [[2(). 90)

JC{1,...n} jed i

Indeed, let 0 ® ¢’ be a basis appearing in the coproduct formula (73) for A° 7. If we set
(G,0)80 := o and 0}, := (G N F},0)™, by repeating the argument in the proof of Lemma
C.23, the forest oy, is either &, 73, or Remove(py; ex) for some py, and ey.

* If o, = @, then o = 0in .7_ unless (pr, pr,,) ¢ E,.
* If oy = 7y, then o’ has a leaf of type .# unless (pr, pr,,) € E,.

* If 0, = Remove(py; e ), then |o|, > 0 and hence 0 = 0 in J_.
Therefore, the claimed identity (90) is established. It remains to show
g;«QfA— [%(Tnﬂ) H f(Tj)] =0, 9;«5271 [%(%H)%(an) H f(Tj)] = 0. oD
jeJ jeJ
Without loss of generality, we can suppose J = {1, ..., n}. The proof is based on induction.

We only consider the first identity of (91). As for the case n = 0, the first identity of (91) is
shown in Lemma C.22. Similarly to (90), one can show

Ar=1or+ Y [FAEo)][7@e][72@)
JC{1,...,n} jedJ Jgd
In view of the recursive formula (76) and the hypothesis of the induction, it remains to show
E[II**7(0)] = 0.
However, this can be proved as in Lemma C.22, since 7 has an odd number of edges e such
that t(e) = .# and |e(e)| = 1. ]

Proposition C.28. Let U be a bounded domain.
Suppose that M and ¢ are random variables (depending on U) with values in Ny and

(0, 00), respectively, such that |WZ""""°| < 2 on U and |Wi;" — Wit =@y < 1 almost
everywhere.
Then,
7 € & e BPHZ,e P -

|VW]_\{BPHZ, 9 n AW;\{BPHZ, I B_QWﬁﬂZ‘ YA{BPHZ, _ —55 Ye on U, (92)
where the constant c. is defined in (88).
Proof. By Proposition C.25, one has W2 " = WZ“"°. Therefore, by Lemma C.17 and
Lemma C.27, the left-hand side of (92) is equal to

& — [A(Gy — Q)] xcc = =&+ ce.. O
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C.6 Stochastic estimates and Besov regularity

Proposition C.14 gives pathwise estimates for the modelled distributions X, Wy and Y .
Here we give stochastic estimates for X and Yy in suitable Besov spaces. To this end, we
will need a wavelet characterization of weighted Besov spaces.

Theorem C.29 ([54], [71, Theorem 1.61]). For any k € N, there exist 1;, by, € C*(R) with
the following properties.

* Forn € Ny, if we denote by V,, the subspace of L*(R) spanned by
{y(2" - —m) | m € Z},

then the inclusions Vo CV; C --- CV,, C V,uy C -+ hold and L*(R) is the closure
OfUHENQVn'

* The set
{;(- —=m) | m e Z} U{tpn(- —m) |m € Z}
forms an orthonormal basis of V. Therefore, the set

{s(- —m) |m € Z} U{224n(2" - —m) | n € N, m € Z}
forms an orthonormal basis of L*(R).
* One has [, #'tn(z)dz = 0 foreveryl € {1,2, ... k}.
One can build an orthonormal basis of L?(R%) as follows.

Proposition C.30 ([71, Proposition 1.53]). Let k € N and let ¢,y € C*(R?) be as in
Theorem C.29. For n € Ny, we define the sets of d-tuples by

SO (R ifn =0,
T (G-, Ga) € {fm} | T st Gy =m) ifn > 1.

Forn € Ny, G € 8", m € Z% and x € R%, we set

d
dmax{n—1,0} max{n—
grl(g)=2— 2 I I Y, (2710 g —my), ©3)

=1
The set {U™C | n € Ny, G € &", m € Z%} forms an orthonormal basis of L*(R?).

With the expansion by the basis {U™¢ | n € Ny, G € &",m € Z%}, one can give a
wavelet characterization of weighted Besov spaces.

Proposition C.31 ([71, Theorem 6.15]). Let p,q € [1,00], r € Rand o € (0, 00). Suppose

2d d
k>max{r,—+——r}
P 2

and let {U™C | n € Ny, G € 8™, m € Z} be as in Proposition C.30. Then, there exists a
constant C' € (0,00) such that for every f € By7(R?) one has

c! 1 f1l 2 (me)
1/
(2n(rfd/P) ( Z wJ(gfnm)p‘Qnd/%f’ \I,an> ‘p> p)

Ge®n mezd

<

n€Ng

< Ol fll g ray-

17(No)
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We fix k£ € N such that & > %d + 2, and we consider the orthonormal basis { U™} given
by (93). We set ¥ := \1;87(1‘ ----- N

Definition C.32. Let 2 = (II,T), Z = (II,T) € .# (7, K). Given a compact set & C R,
we set

[Z]s = sup sup  sup 2" |(TT7, 2740 (27(- — 2)))gal,
T=(T,0)0°€B(7)NT<o "EN z€RN27 LA
12, Z]a = sup sup  sup 2" |7 — T,7, 20 (2"(- — x)))pal-

T=(T,0)°€B(7)N Ty "EN z€RN2—NZA

Lemma C.33. For each v € R, there exist a constant C € (0,00) and an integer k € N
such that the following estimates hold uniformly over &, % € # (7, K) and compact sets
A CRY:

1Z]ls < CA+[2]0)" 1125 Zlllyis < OO+ [2]0)" (125 Z]s + [25 Z])-

Proof. Using the recursive formula [13, Proposition 4.17], one can prove the claim as in
[48, Lemma 2.3]. ]

Lemma C.34. Let L € [1,00) and set Qp, = [—L,L|%. Let p € 2N. Under Assumption
3.10, if pd’ > d + 1, one has

E[[[QpBPHZ]]}éL] S CI])BPHZLd, E[[[f&pBPHZ; ‘QPBPHZ&HZL] S EI]?PHZ (E)Ld.
Proof. The proof is essentially the repetition of [48, Lemma 4.11]. Set
Bo(7) = {1 = (T,00:" € B(T) | |7]; <0}.
If we write U2 := \=4W(\71(- — x)), one has

E[[ZP"7]% 1=E[ sup sup sup  2"7HPNIL7, U2 " )pal?]
TEBo(T) neEN zcQN2—"7Zd

< Z ZZ"deQ"‘T”pEH(HoT,‘1’37”>Rd|p],
TE€Bo(7) neN

where the stationarity of the noise £ and the estimate #(Q; N2 "Z%) < 2" [4 are used. By
Assumption 3.10,
E[[(Tor, 2 " Ygal?] Sy, CEPIZ2-mp(Irl48),

Therefore,
E[[[ffBPHZ]]p L] 5 CEPHZLd|%O(9)|(2p5 —d __ 1)—1'

The estimate for the second claimed inequality is similar. L

Lemma C.35. Let & C R? be a compact set and o € (0,00). Then, there exists a constant
C € (0, 00) such that for all N € N

”HN * X"CQ(R) S 023N”XHC—2,U(R¢1).
Proof. Let ¢ € C>°(R?) be such that ¢ = 1 on &. By Lemma A.4, one has
[Hy * Xlleomy S N|0(Hn * X)le2ey So [[Hi * Xl|e2e (re).

It remains to apply Corollary A.10. U
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Recall from Definition B.6 that we have, for instance, |=|, = —2 + § + & for some
k€ (0,0).

Proposition C.36. Under Assumption 3.10, there exist a deterministic integer k = k(5_) €
N such that for all o € (0,00), p € 2N withp > (d+ 1)/ min{d’ — k,0} and N € N we
have the following:

| < BPHZ
72+6+n/2,0(Rd) ~6,8 k0,0 “kp )
p.p

BPHZ
EfIX 2"

E[HY]?»BPHZ HI; CEpPHZQkpN

;;+§+H/2,U(Rd):| 5676,7"@70—717
and
2BPHZ 2BPHZ,
E[HXJ - XJ E ||Z;§+6+K/Q,U(Rd)] Sé,é’,m,a,p Cl?pPHZ [€E§HZ (5) + €z]>3PHZ (5)]7

BPHZ BPHZ,
BIYY ™ =Y stnsan o] So5nszon Cip 2V [l (E) + €7 )],

Proof. Set & := Z’BPHZ_In the proof, we drop superscripts for BPHZ. Natural numbers
k,l,~ depend only on .7 and they vary from line to line. We will not write down the
dependence on .7, §,5_, p, o. Recall the notation U™ from (93).

Suppose we are given a modelled distribution f € D)(.7, %) witha < 0 < 7. We
decompose

<Rf, 2nd/2\1121’G>]Rd
= (Rf — My f(27"m), 272U ps 4 (T f(27"m), 2720

Using (77), the first term is bounded by a constant times

27N s erm 2l @-rm.p -

To estimate the second term, consider the basis expansion
fl@) = a,(x)o.
o

One has [a,(27"m)| < || f|l,;p@-nm,) and
|<H2_”m07 2nd/2\Il:Lr£G>Rd‘ Sx 27”0[‘”‘%‘”’7;3(2_””’747[)'

Therefore,
(R, Qnd/QII’Z{G>Rd| S 2_na|||f|||’Y;B(2‘”7”fL,l)|||'=@€|||'V;B(2‘”7”ﬂ,l)' 94)
Applying the estimate (94) to X and Y y, by Proposition C.31, we get

”XHZ;?HK/Q,G(W)

S 27N w27 XN, oy 12 nmy

n€Np GeGn,mezd

||YN ||Z;;+6+~/2,U(Rd)
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D DE A WM b0 1 P 4 H—"

n€Np GeGn meZa

To estimate || X || j—2+5+x/2.0 we use Lemma C.14 and stationarity to obtain
p,p

(R4)

BIXI sesirn ) S 30 27765D 3T w2 m B+ 12 nini0a))

neNg GeGn,mezd

Since
S w2 my S / (14 1272) % do = 2w |2 g
mezZd Re

and by Lemma C.33 and by Lemma C.34
E[(l + |||g|||7;3(071))kp] 5 Cl]cg’zleZ
for some k' € N, we conclude

EUIX I sriensne ) S OB

(Re)' ~ kP

The estimate of Y}y is similar by using Lemma C.35. The estimates of the differences can
be proved similarly by using [34, (3.4)]. L

Corollary C.37. Under Assumption 3.10, let o € (0,00), p € [1,00) and N € N. Then, as
el 0, (XffBPHZ’E)Ee(O 1) converges in LP(IP) to X2 inCc-2+99(RY), and (Y]?BPHZ’S)EE(OJ)
converges in LP(P) to Y;¢ P in C~11%9(RY). Furtheremore, there exists a deterministic
k = k(0) € N, independent of o and N, such that

sup 275NV oo (ray € LP(P). (95)
NeN

Proof. The claim on the convergence follows from Proposition C.36 and by applying Besov
embeddings. To show (95), let ¢ € 2N be such that d/q < k/2 and ¢ > p. By Proposition
C.36 and the Besov embedding, for some £’ € N,

s BPHZ BPHZ /
E[HYJ Hg—1+6,o(Rd)] 5(175,0 E[”Y]?} ”fol+J+d/q,0(Rd)] 5(175%,0 wN,
q.9
Therefore, if k > K/,
BPHZ
S 2 VBV ) < o0 a

NeN
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