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FLUCTUATIONS IN THE LOGARITHMIC ENERGY FOR ZEROS OF

RANDOM POLYNOMIALS ON THE SPHERE

MARCUS MICHELEN AND OREN YAKIR

Abstract. Smale’s Seventh Problem asks for an efficient algorithm to generate a configuration
of n points on the sphere that nearly minimizes the logarithmic energy. As a candidate starting
configuration for this problem, Armentano, Beltrán and Shub considered the set of points given
by the stereographic projection of the roots of the random elliptic polynomial of degree n and
computed the expected logarithmic energy. We study the fluctuations of the logarithmic energy
associated to this random configuration and prove a central limit theorem. Our approach shows
that all cumulants of the logarithmic energy are asymptotically linear in n, and hence the energy
is well-concentrated on the scale of

√

n.

1. Introduction

Consider the random polynomial of degree n > 1 defined by

fn(z) =

n∑

j=0

aj

√(
n

j

)
zj , z ∈ C (1)

where a0, . . . , an are i.i.d. standard complex Gaussian random variables. This model for random
polynomials, usually referred to as elliptic polynomials, Kostlan polynomials or the SU(2) model,
was introduced in the physics literature by works of Bogomolny, Bohigas, Leboeuf [10, 11] and
Hannay [18], and from the mathematical point of view by Kostlan [20] and Shub, Smale [31]. A
remarkable feature of this model is that the random point process on the sphere

S
2 = {x ∈ R

3 : ‖x‖ = 1}
given by the stereographic projection of the zero set of fn has a distribution which is invariant
under isometries of S2, see Figure 1. In fact, it is the unique Gaussian analytic function with this
invariance property, see [33] or [7, Theorem 2.5.2].

Figure 1. Realization of the zero set of the random elliptic polynomial of degree
n = 300 (left) and its stereographic projection (right).
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1.1. Logarithmic energy. Given a collection of points x1, . . . , xn ∈ S
2 ⊂ R

3 the discrete loga-
rithmic energy is given by

En(x1, . . . , xn) =
∑

i 6=j

log
1

‖xi − xj‖
.

The asymptotic behavior of the minimum of this energy has been extensively studied, see for
example the survey paper [13]. Smale’s Seventh Problem [32] asks whether one can find an efficient
algorithm which generates configurations of points on the sphere whose logarithmic energy is close
to the minimum. By relating the discrete minimization problem to a continuous variational problem
in the n = ∞ limit, Bétermin and Sandier [8] showed that there exists a constant Cmin so that

min
x1...,xn∈S2

En(x1, . . . , xn) =
(1

2
− log 2

)
n2 − 1

2
n log n+ Cminn+ o(n) . (2)

as n→ ∞. The exact value of Cmin is not known, with the best-known current bounds giving

−0.0569... 6 Cmin 6 2 log 2 +
1

2
log

2

3
+ 3 log

√
π

Γ(1/3)
= −0.0556...

see [22, 36]. It is conjectured that the upper bound on Cmin is in fact its true value, see [8, 13].
Points x1, . . . , xn ∈ S

2 which achieve the minimum in (2) are called elliptic Fekete points.
Motivated by constructing near minima to the minimization problem (2), it is natural to study

random configurations of points on the sphere which are expected to have small logarithmic energy.
If we put n independent, uniformly distributed points on the sphere then it is easy to check that
the expected logarithmic energy is

(1

2
− log 2

)
n2 −

(1

2
− log 2

)
n

which agrees with the minimal value (2) up to a Θ(n log n) term. One downside to using uniformly
distributed points on the sphere is that there will be many pairs of points that are quite close to each
other; this has the effect of introducing an extra term of order n log n over the minimum possible
energy. In order to obtain a random configuration of points with smaller expected logarithmic
energy, one route is to look at a distribution of points that experiences repulsion between points.

An idea introduced by Armentano, Beltrán and Shub [3] is to consider the stereographic projec-
tion of the zeros of the random elliptic polynomial given by (1). As the zeros of random functions
tend to repel each other, the points are unlikely to clump and hence the energy is expected to be
small. Indeed, Armentano, Beltrán and Shub [3] proved that the expected logarithmic energy for
this model is given by (1

2
− log 2

)
n2 − 1

2
n log n−

(1

2
− log 2

)
n .

That is, the expected logarithmic energy for the elliptic zeros agrees with the minimal value (2) up
to a Θ(n) term.

1.2. Main result. Throughout this paper, we identify the Riemann sphere S
2 with the extended

complex plane Ĉ = C ∪ {∞} via the stereographic projection. The spherical distance on Ĉ is the
three-dimensional Euclidean distance after stereographic projection and is given explicitly by

dS2(z, w) =
2|z − w|√

1 + |z|2
√

1 + |w|2
, z, w ∈ C (3)

and

dS2(z,∞) =
2√

1 + |z|2
.
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Denote by Z = {ζ1, . . . , ζn} the zero set of the random polynomial fn given by (1), and consider
the corresponding logarithmic energy

En = En(ζ1, . . . , ζn) = −
∑

i 6=j

log dS2(ζi, ζj) . (4)

The main result of [3] (see also Lemma 2.6 below) states that

E
[
En
]

=
(1

2
− log 2

)
n2 − 1

2
n log n−

(1

2
− log 2

)
n . (5)

In this paper, we prove that the logarithmic energy is well concentrated around its mean by proving
a central limit theorem for En at the scale

√
n. Our main result is the following.

Theorem 1.1. Let En be the logarithmic energy (4) of the roots of the random polynomial fn given
by (1). There exists a constant c∗ > 0 such that

Var
[
En
]

= c∗n
(
1 + o(1)

)

as n→ ∞. Furthermore, the sequence of random variables

En − E[En]√
c∗ n

converges in distribution as n→ ∞ to the standard (real) Gaussian law.

The constant c∗ is somewhat explicit and is given as a sum of several integrals, see Section 6
(and, in particular, see (76)) for more details. Numerical computations of these integrals show that

c∗ ≈ 0.0907056 .

The proof of Theorem 1.1 will follow the method of moments, and in fact we will prove that for all
k > 1 we have

lim
n→∞

E
[
(En − E[En])2k

]

nk
=

(2k)!

2kk!
ck∗ .

By Chebyshev’s inequality, this proves concentration of En.

Corollary 1.2. For each A > 0 there exists a constant CA so that for all T > 0 and n > 1 we have

P

(∣∣En − E[En]
∣∣ > T

√
n
)
6 CAT

−A .

Conversely, the central limit theorem of Theorem 1.1 shows a limiting probability for fluctuations
on the scale

√
n, namely that for each fixed T we have

lim
n→∞

P

(
En − E

[
En
]
< −T

√
n
)

=
1√

2πc∗

∫ −T

−∞
e−t2/(2c∗) dt .

In the context of Smale’s Seventh Problem, Armentano, Beltrán and Shub [3] introduced the idea
of using random polynomials to construct near-minimizers for the logarithmic energy; they outline
the strategy of starting with a configuration generated by the roots of fn and subsequently per-
forming gradient descent in order to further minimize the energy. The recent book of Borodachov,
Hardin and Saff [12] contains descriptions of many other point configurations on the sphere and
numerically compares their logarithmic energy, all of which are deterministic aside from uniformly
random points. Notably, all of the point configurations they consider appear to have logarith-
mic energy varying by Ω(n) from the suspected minimizer (see [12, Figure 7.16]), as is the case
for the configuration considered here. One potential benefit of starting with a random configura-
tion of points, such as the configuration generated by random polynomials, is that the function
En : (S2)n → R appears to have exponentially many local minima in n (see the discussion in [5]).
One possibility is that a random configuration such as one provided by random polynomials may
provide a good starting point for a subsequent algorithm such as gradient descent.
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1.3. Related Works. As mentioned above, the expectation of En was already computed by Ar-
mentano, Beltrán and Shub in [3]. Recently, de la Torre and Marzo [15] gave a different approach for
computing the expectation which allowed them, among other things, to study the expected Riesz
energies for the random elliptic zeros; this amounts to replacing the logarithm in the definition of
En with a function of the form z 7→ zs. Another possible generalization is to consider the analogous
expected energies for random sections of any positive line bundle over compact Kähler manifolds,
see Feng and Zelditch [16].

A natural question is to study the logarithmic energy for other point processes on the sphere
which exhibits repulsion, with the hope of finding an example with energy closer to the minimum
in (2). A natural candidate is the spherical ensemble, where one lets An and Bn be independent
random matrices with i.i.d. standard complex Gaussian entries and stereographically projects the
eigenvalues of A−1

n Bn onto the sphere. Krishnapur [21] showed that this ensemble is in fact a
determinantal point process on the sphere, and so many computations become tractable. Indeed,
Alishahi and Zamani [1] computed the asymptotic expected energies (both logarithmic and Riesz)
as the number of points in the process tends to infinity. Interestingly, the expected logarithmic
energy for the spherical ensemble is asymptotically larger than that of the elliptic zeros, which
hints that the random zeros are closer to being elliptic Fekete points. An advantage for working
with the spherical ensemble is that it generalizes to any dimension, and indeed Beltrán, Marzo
and Ortega-Cerdà [6] computed the asymptotic for the expected logarithmic energy in arbitrary
dimension.

In terms of computing the variance or proving central limit theorems for these types of energies,
not much seems to be known. In the context of independent uniform points on the sphere, the
logarithmic (or Riesz) energy is a special case of a more general framework of studying U-statistics,
see [19, Chap. 6]. Indeed, a central limit theorem for U-statistics of a Poisson point process (in a
general measure space) was proved by Reitzner and Schulte in [28]. Another work in this direction
is by B laszczyszyn, Yogeshwaran and Yukich [9] which proved, among other things, a central limit
theorem for local score functions for general stationary point processes in R

d. As the logarithmic
energy is not a local quantity (the work [9] requires the interaction to decay exponentially with
distance), their result do not apply in our case. Perhaps more relevant to our work is the Wiener
chaos expansion (sometimes referred to as the Hermite-Itô expansion); an orthogonal decomposition
of non-linear functionals of some underlying Gaussian processes, see [19, Chap. 2]. In the context of
Gaussian analytic functions the chaos technique was used, either implicitly or explicitly, in [14, 26,
34] to prove normal fluctuations for linear statistics of the zeros. The main difference between the
logarithmic energy (studied in this paper) and the previous works is that the logarithmic energy is
not a linear statistic of the roots but rather a singular function of the distinct pairs. Nevertheless,
we will use the Wiener chaos framework to obtain a simpler form for the limiting variance, see
Section 6.

1.4. Outline of the proof. The proof of Theorem 1.1 begins by finding an expression for the
logarithmic energy En that reflects the spherical symmetry inherent in the problem. This takes the
form of Lemma 2.1, in which we write

En −
(1

2
− log 2

)
n2 +

n log n

2
− (log 2)n = n

∫

C

log |f̂n(z)|dµ(z) −
∑

ζ∈Zn
log |Df̂n(ζ)| (6)

where Zn is the zero set of fn and f̂n,Df̂n are given as

f̂n(z) =
fn(z)

(1 + |z|2)n/2
, Df̂n(z) =

f ′n(z)√
n(1 + |z|2)n/2−1

.
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Here and everywhere, m is the Lebesgue measure and

dµ(z) =
dm(z)

π(1 + |z|2)2
(7)

is the uniform (probability) measure on Ĉ. From here, we see that the two terms on the right-hand
side of (6) both have distribution which is invariant under spherical isometries of the Riemann
sphere. To get a feel for why a central limit should hold, note that a simple calculation shows that
the Gaussian process fn decorrelates on the scale of 1/

√
n with respect to the spherical metric. This

means that for points w, z with dS2(w, z) ≫ n−1/2, we expect fn to behave roughly independently
when evaluated at z and w. The two terms on the right-hand side (6) may each be understood as
similar to sums of n nearly independent random variables. Another key observation, is that the
contribution to the right-hand side of (6) coming from spherical caps of radius ∼ n−1/2 contribute
a random quantity with fluctuations of constant order. The heuristics above suggests that the total
fluctuations should be of order

√
n.

1.4.1. The Gaussian Entire Function. One way to understand the scaling factor 1/
√
n is to see

that the rescaled function

fn

( z√
n

)
=

n∑

j=0

aj

√
n−j

(
n

j

)
zj (8)

has a non-degenerate limit as n → ∞. Indeed, recall that the Gaussian Entire Function (G.E.F.)
is defined by the random Taylor series

g(z) =

∞∑

j=0

aj
zj√
j!
, z ∈ C (9)

where, as before, {aj} is an i.i.d. sequence of standard complex Gaussian random variables. A
remarkable feature of the random zeros of the G.E.F. is its distribution invariance with respect to
isometries of the plane C, see [27, 34]. It is not difficult to check (see Claim 3.1 below), that the
sequence of Gaussian processes fn(·/√n) converges as n → ∞ to the G.E.F. in some appropriate
sense. Using this observation, we will show that as n becomes large the local contributions to the
right-hand side of (6) is close to a similar contribution coming from the zeros of the G.E.F., with
the later contribution having typical fluctuations of constant order. We note that our analysis could
be made to work without making use of the G.E.F. as the scaling limit, and that the use of this
scaling limit is for convenience and motivation for certain calculations.

1.4.2. Intensity functions. The k-point functions for k > 1 express correlations within k points
from the zero set Zn. It is the symmetric function

ρ = ρk :
{
Z = (z1, . . . , zk) ∈ C

k : zi 6= zj for i 6= j
}
→ R>0

defined via the relation

E

[ k∏

j=1

#(Zn ∩Bj)
]

=

∫

B1×...×Bk

ρ(z1, . . . , zk) dm(z1) · · · dm(zk) ,

where B1, . . . , Bk ⊂ C is any family of disjoint Borel sets. For each fixed k > 1, the k-point
function for Zn exists for all n large enough, see for example [7, Corrolary 3.4.2]. To justify the
almost independence argument suggested in Section 1.4, we will prove a (strong) clustering property
for the intensity functions of the random zero set Z = Zn, which may be of independent interest.
The clustering property is a quantitative manifestation of near independence for points from the
process at large distances, see [29, §4.4], in the sense that the correlations decay with the distance.
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1.4.3. Clustering of the random zeros. Let I = {i1, . . . , iℓ} ⊂ {1, . . . , k} be a non-trivial subset, set
J = {1, . . . , k} \ I and let ZI = {zi1 , . . . , ziℓ} and define ZJ analogously. We denote

d(ZI , ZJ) = inf
i∈I,j∈J

dS2(zi, zj) .

Theorem 1.3. For all k > 2 there exists constants ck, Ck,Dk > 0 such that the following holds.
For any non-trivial partition {1, . . . , k} = I ⊔ J such that d(ZI , ZJ ) > Dk/

√
n we have

∣∣ρ(Z) − ρ(ZI)ρ(ZJ )
∣∣ 6 Ck n

ke−cknd(ZI ,ZJ )
2

for all n > 1 large enough.

In fact, due to the non-linear nature of the logarithmic energy En, we will need to prove this
clustering property for more complicated densities (like the ones defined in Definition 2.4 below),
and the clustering property for the k-point function is a special case of the more general result we
will prove, see remark after Theorem 2.9. In [25] Nazarov and Sodin proved, among other things,
the clustering property holds for the zero set of the G.E.F. Our proof for the clustering property for
Zn follows their ideas at certain steps, modulo some technicalities which come from the different
nature of the densities we consider, see Section 4 for more details. Additionally, a necessary feature
of our approach shows that the clustering property holds quantitatively as n tends to infinity, and
not only in the limiting case of the G.E.F.

1.4.4. Degeneracy near the diagonal. When working with the k-point functions of Zn, we will
need to understand their behavior near the diagonal. To illustrate the technical problem, we will
focus here just on the case k = 2. The classical Kac-Rice formula (sometimes also attributed to
Hammersley) reads that for z 6= w,

ρ2(z, w) =
E
[
|f ′n(z)|2 |f ′n(w)|2 | fn(z) = fn(w) = 0

]

π2 det
[

Cov(fn(z), fn(w))
] (10)

see [7, Corollary 3.4.2] or [4, Theorem 6.3]. The issue now becomes apparent: if z and w are
close then the Gaussian vector

(
fn(z), fn(w)

)
becomes nearly-degenerate and both the numerator

and the denominator in (10) tend to zero. To handle this issue of degeneracy, we will consider
divided differences of our polynomial fn. For instance, in our example, if z and w are very close to
each other, rather than considering the nearly-degenerate Gaussian vector

(
fn(z), fn(w)

)
, we will

consider instead (
fn(z),

fn(w) − fn(z)

w − z

)

which we will show is uniformly non-degenerate provided z and w are not too far apart. Bounds on
the Kac-Rice density will follow from rewriting the density entirely in terms of these non-degenerate
divided differences, and showing that the singularities in the denominator are canceled out by a
similar term in the numerator.

The use of divided differences to study random polynomials has been developed in recent years,
pioneered in the works by Ancona-Letendre [2] and then further developed by Gass [17] (see also
Michelen-Sahasrabudhe [23] for another instance). One benefit of this more combinatorial approach
is that it allows one to control all moments of the logarithmic energy, providing concentration of
the form of Corollary 1.2 in addition to a limit theorem. It is also worth mentioning that in [25],
Nazarov and Sodin also dealt with a similar degeneracy of the intensity functions (of the random
zeros of Gaussian analytic functions) near the diagonal using simple tools from complex analysis.
As we will work with a representation of the divided differences using Cauchy integrals of rational
functions (see (34) below), our approach can be thought of as a unification of the approaches
considered above.
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Organization of the paper. Section 2 contains some preliminary results and the breakdown of
the proof of Theorem 1.1 as described in the outline. To deal with the joint moments (or rather,
the joint cumulants) of the two terms of the right-hand side of (6) we will introduce Kac-Rice type
densities, similar to the one described in (10) but adapted to the logarithmic nature of En. The
bulk of the argument is to show that these densities satisfy an upper bound (Theorem 2.7) and

approximately factor when evaluated on two collections of points of spherical distance ≫ n−1/2

apart (Theorem 2.9). Section 3 is devoted to the proof of Theorem 2.7 and in Section 4 we prove
Theorem 2.9. With these two statements in mind, a combinatorial argument which is carried out
in Section 5 shows that each cumulant of En is asymptotically linear in n. From here, to conclude
the desired central limit theorem we just need to show that the variance is not o(n), and this is
indeed shown in Section 6.

Notation. We end the introduction by listing some notations that we will use across sections of
the paper:

• C, R the complex plane and the real line; Ĉ the Riemann sphere; R>0 the non-negative
reals;

• C
m
6= the set of all m-tuples of distinct complex numbers for m > 1;

• dS2(z, w) the spherical distance between z, w ∈ Ĉ, defined via (3);
• Z the zero set of the random polynomial fn given by (1);
• En the logarithmic energy of the roots defined via (4);
• K(z, w) = (1 + zw)n the covariance kernel of fn;

• m the Lebesgue measure on C; µ the uniform probability measure on Ĉ, defined in (7);

• f̂n and Df̂n denote normalized versions of fn and f ′n, defined by (12) and (13);
• E,Cov,Var the expectation, covariance and variance with respect to the underlying proba-

bility space;
• Cov(Z) the covariance matrix of a Gaussian random vector Z;

We will use freely the Landau notations O(·),Ω(·) and Θ(·) to denote inequalities up to non-
asymptotic constants, and similarly right a . b if a = O(b). We also recall that a standard complex

Gaussian is a random variable taking values in C with the density 1
πe

−|z|2 with respect to the
Lebesgue measure m.

2. Preliminaries

Recall that fn is the random polynomial given by (1) with zero set Z. In fact, fn is the mean-zero
(complex) Gaussian process on C, with the covariance kernel

K(z, w)
def
= E

[
fn(z)fn(w)

]
=

n∑

j=0

(
n

j

)
(zw)j =

(
1 + zw

)n
. (11)

In view of (11), it is natural to consider the following normalization

f̂n(z)
def
=

fn(z)

(1 + |z|2)n/2
. (12)

We will also normalize the corresponding derivative as

Df̂n(z)
def
=

f ′n(z)√
n(1 + |z|2)n/2−1

. (13)

We will see in Section 2.2 that this scaling allows us to see the spherical symmetry underlying
the function fn.
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2.1. Rewriting the logarithmic energy. The first key step towards proving Theorem 1.1 will
be rewriting the logarithmic energy (4) in a way that reveals the spherical symmetry. Denote by

In def
= n

∫

C

log |f̂n(z)|dµ(z) (14)

Sn
def
=
∑

ζ∈Z
log |Df̂n(ζ)| . (15)

Lemma 2.1. Let En be the logarithmic energy (4) and let In and Sn be given by (14) and (15),
respectively. Then

En =
(1

2
− log 2

)
n2 − n log n

2
+ In − Sn + (log 2)n .

Proof. Write Z = {ζ1, . . . , ζn} and expand

En = −
∑

i 6=j

log
2|ζi − ζj|√

1 + |ζi|2
√

1 + |ζj|2

= 2(n − 1)

n∑

j=1

log
√

1 + |ζj |2 −
∑

i 6=j

log |ζi − ζj| − log(2)n(n − 1) .

Noting that for each fixed j we have |f ′(ζj)| = |an|
∏

i 6=j |ζj − ζi| yields

En = 2(n − 1)

n∑

j=1

log
√

1 + |ζj |2 − (log 2)n(n− 1) −
n∑

j=1

log |f ′(ζj)| + n log |an| . (16)

This equality appears as [3, Proposition 1], with an extra factor log 2 due to different normalization
of the spherical metric. The lemma follows from the elementary calculation

∫

C

log |fn(z)|dµ(z) = log |an| +

n∑

j=1

log
√

1 + |ζj|2 . (17)

Indeed, by plugging (17) into (16) we get that

En+ log(2)n(n − 1)

= (n− 2)

n∑

j=1

log
√

1 + |ζj |2 −
n∑

j=1

log |f ′(ζj)| + n

∫

C

log |f(z)|dµ(z)

= n

∫

C

log

( |f(z)|
(1 + |z|2)n/2

)
dµ(z) +

n2

2

∫

C

log
(
1 + |z|2

)
dµ(z) −

n∑

j=1

log

( |f ′(ζj)|
(1 + |ζj |2)n/2−1

)

=
n2

2
− n log n

2
+ In − Sn ,

where in the last equality we used
∫

C

log
(
1 + |z|2

)
dµ(z) =

∫ ∞

0
2t

log(1 + t2)

(1 + t2)2
dt = 1 .

To conclude the proof of the lemma, it remains to prove (17). Since fn is a polynomial, it is enough
if we prove that for all ζ ∈ C

∫

C

log |z − ζ|dµ(z) =
1

2
log
(
1 + |ζ|2

)
.
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Recalling Jensen’s formula

1

2π

∫ 2π

0
log |teiθ − ζ|dθ =

{
log |ζ| t < |ζ| ,
log t t > |ζ| ;

we can compute in polar coordinates and get
∫

C

log |z − ζ|dµ(z) =

∫ ∞

0

2t

(1 + t2)2

(
1

2π

∫ 2π

0
log |teiθ − ζ|dθ

)
dt

= log |ζ|
∫ |ζ|

0

2t

(1 + t2)2
dt+

∫ ∞

|ζ|
log(t)

2t

(1 + t2)2
dt

= log |ζ| |ζ|2
1 + |ζ|2 +

1

2
log(1 + |ζ|2) − log |ζ| +

log |ζ|
1 + |ζ|2

= log(1 + |ζ|2) .
This proves (17) and we are done. �

In view of Lemma 2.1, the central limit theorem for En will follow if we can prove that
(
In,Sn

)
,

after proper normalization, converges in distribution as n → ∞ to a non-trivial Gaussian vector
in R

2. We prove the latter statement by computing the joint cumulants of In and Sn, which will
be possible through some “Kac-Rice type” densities described in Section 2.3 below. The limiting
variance follows from this computation, and for pedagogical reasons we record this limit as a
separate theorem.

Theorem 2.2. There exist constants c1, c2, c3 > 0 such that

lim
n→∞

Var [In]

n
= c1 , lim

n→∞
Var [Sn]

n
= c2 , lim

n→∞
Cov [In,Sn]

n
= c3 .

Furthermore, we have the relation c∗ = c1 + c2 − 2c3 > 0, where c∗ is the limiting constant from
Theorem 1.1.

The proof of Theorem 2.2 is given in Section 6, where we also give some integral expression of the
limiting constant c∗. The fact that the limiting constant is positive is then proved in Appendix B.
For the completeness of this paper and the reader’s convenience, we also provide the computation
for the expectation (the main result from [3]), see Lemma 2.6 below.

2.2. Spherical symmetry. Recall that the law of the random zero set Z is invariant under rota-
tions of the Riemann sphere. We wish to establish the same property also for the joint law of the

random variables (14) and (15). Every isometry of Ĉ is of the form

τ(z) =
αz + β

α− βz
(18)

where α, β ∈ C satisfy |α|2 + |β|2 = 1. Given such an isometry τ , we set

uτ (z)
def
=

(
α− βz

|α− βz|

)n

.

Recalling that fn is the random polynomial given by (1), it is straightforward to check that the
random function f τn defined by

f τn(z)
def
= uτ (z)−1

(
1 + |z|2

1 + |τ(z)|2
)n/2

fn(τ(z)) , (19)

has the same law as fn, (see [7, §2.3]). In particular, f τn is a polynomial.
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Suppose that Z = (Z1, Z2) ∈ C
a+b is a mean-zero complex Gaussian random vector with Z1 ∈ C

a

and Z2 ∈ C
b, a, b > 1. The covariance matrix can be partitioned in the obvious way

Cov(Z1, Z2) =

[
Σ11 Σ12

Σ∗
12 Σ22

]
.

We will frequently use the basic fact that on the event {Z1 = 0}, where 0 = (0, . . . , 0) ∈ C
a,

the conditional law of Z2 is also complex Gaussian in C
b with mean-zero and covariance matrix

Σ22 − Σ∗
12Σ−1

11 Σ12 , (see for instance [7, Ex. 2.1.3] or [30, §2.13, Theorem 2]).

Lemma 2.3. Let ℓ,m ∈ Z>0 and suppose w1, . . . , wℓ, z1, . . . , zm ∈ C. Then the law of the random
vector (

|f̂n(w1)|, . . . , |f̂n(wℓ)|, |Df̂n(z1)|, . . . , |Df̂n(zm)|
)

conditioned on the event
{
f(z1) = . . . = f(zm) = 0

}
is rotation invariant. That is, for any isometry

τ of the form (18), the above law does not change if z1, . . . , zm are replaced by τ(z1), . . . , τ(zm) and
w1, . . . , wℓ are replaced by τ(w1), . . . τ(wℓ).

Proof. Let τ be an isometry of the form (18). Recall that our random polynomial fn has the same
law as f τn which is given by (19). Therefore, conditioned on the event

{
f(z1) = . . . = f(zm) = 0

}
,

the Gaussian random vector
(
f(w1), . . . , f(wℓ), f

′(z1), . . . , f ′(zm)
)

has the same law as the Gaussian vector
(
f τn(w1), . . . , f τn(wℓ), (f

τ
n )′(z1), . . . , (f τn)′(zm)

)

conditioned on the event
{
fn(τ(z1)) = . . . = fn(τ(zm)) = 0

}
. If fn(ζ) = 0 for some point ζ ∈ C,

then

(f τn)′(ζ) = uτ (ζ)−1

(
1 + |ζ|2

1 + |τ(ζ)|2
)n/2

f ′n(τ(ζ)) τ ′(ζ) .

Direct computation shows that

τ ′(z) =
1

(
α− βz

)2 , |τ ′(z)| =
1 + |τ(z)|2

1 + |z|2 .

Since |uτ (z)| = 1 for all z ∈ C, we conclude that the random vector
(
|f(w1)|, . . . , |f(wℓ)|, |f ′(z1)|, . . . , |f ′(zm)|

)

conditioned on the event
{
f(z1) = . . . = f(zm) = 0

}
have the same law as the random vector

(
|f τn(w1)|, . . . , |f τn(wℓ)|,

(
1 + |z1|2

1 + |τ(z1)|2
)n/2−1

|f ′n(τ(z1))|, . . . ,
(

1 + |zm|2
1 + |τ(zm)|2

)n/2−1

|f ′n(τ(zm))|
)

conditioned on the event {fn(τ(z1)) = . . . = fn(τ(zm)) = 0}. Recalling the definitions of f̂n and

Df̂n concludes the proof of the lemma. �

2.3. Kac-Rice type densities. Recall that Z is the zero set of our random polynomial fn. For
m ∈ N, we denote by Zm the set of distinct m-tuples of zeros from Z, with the agreement that
Z1 = Z.

We denote by P(k,m) the collection of all unordered partitions of the set [k] = {1, . . . , k} into m
non-empty blocks, and by P(k) the collection of all partitions of [k]. For π ∈ P(k,m), we denote
the blocks by {π1, . . . , πm} and let |πℓ| be the size of the ℓ’th block. For π ∈ P(k,m), we set

S(π)
n

def
=

∑

(ζ1,...,ζm)∈Z|π|

log|π1| |Df̂n(ζ1)| · · · log|πm| |Df̂n(ζm)| . (20)
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The sums of the form (20) appear when considering the moments of Sn, since

(Sn)k =
∑

π∈P(k)

S(π)
n .

It is evident that S(π)
n , as a function of π ∈ P(k,m), depends only on the numbers {|π1|, . . . , |πm|},

which leads us to consider densities of the following form.

Definition 2.4. For m, ℓ ∈ Z>0 and p = (p1, . . . , pm) ∈ Z
m
>0, we consider the function ρℓ,m,p :

C
ℓ
6= × C

m
6= → R given by

ρℓ,m,p(w, z)
def
= nℓ+m Λℓ,m,p(w, z)

det
[

Cov
(
f̂n(zj)

)m
j=1

] , (21)

where w = (w1, . . . , wℓ), z = (z1, . . . , zm) and

Λℓ,m,p(w, z)
def
= E

[ ℓ∏

t=1

log |f̂n(wt)| ·
m∏

j=1

(
logpj |Df̂n(zj)| · |Df̂n(zj)|2

) ∣∣∣ fn(zj) = 0, ∀j ∈ [m]

]
.

The family of functions given by (21) will allow us to compute the joint moments of In and Sn.
We note that by plugging ℓ = 0 and p1 = . . . = pm = 0 in the above definition we recover the usual

m-point function for the point process Z on the sphere Ĉ described in the introduction, see [7,
§3.3].

Proposition 2.5. For all ℓ, k ∈ Z>0 and π ∈ P(k,m) we have

E
[
(In)ℓ S(π)

n

]
=

∫

Cℓ

∫

Cm

ρℓ,m,p(w, z) dµ⊗m(z) dµ⊗ℓ(w)

where pj = |πj | for 1 6 j 6 m, and ρℓ,m,p is given by Definition 2.4.

The proof of Proposition 2.5 is quite standard and follows the same scheme as in the usual Kac-
Rice type results. As such, we defer the proof to Appendix A. With Proposition 2.5 at our disposal,
we can already recover the main result from [3], that is, compute the expectation of En. Although
it will not play a role in what follows, we provide this computation for the sake of completeness.

Lemma 2.6. Let En be the logarithmic energy (4). We have

E
[
En
]

=
(1

2
− log 2

)
n2 − 1

2
n log n−

(1

2
− log 2

)
n .

Proof. Let Z be a standard complex Gaussian. We have

E
[

log |Z|
]

=

∫

C

log |z| e−|z|2 dm(z)

π
=

1

2

∫ ∞

0
(log t)e−t dt =

1

2
Γ′(1) = −γ

2

where Γ is the Gamma function and γ is Euler’s constant. Furthermore, as E
∣∣ log |Z|

∣∣ <∞, we can
apply Fubini’s theorem and get

E
[
In
]

= n

∫

C

E
[

log |f̂n(z)|
]

dµ(z) = −nγ
2
. (22)

To compute E[Sn] we will use Proposition 2.5 with ℓ = 0 and k = 1. For all z ∈ C the Gaussian

vector
(
f̂n(z),Df̂n(z)

)
has mean zero and covariance matrix

(
1 z

√
n

z
√
n 1 + n|z|2

)
.
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Therefore, the distribution of Df̂n(z) conditioned on the event that {fn(z) = 0} is that of a standard
complex Gaussian. For Λ which is given by (21), we conclude that

Λ0,1,1(z) = E

[
log |Df̂(z)| · |Df̂(z)|2

∣∣ f(z) = 0
]

=
1

π

∫

C

(log |z|) |z|2 e−|z|2dm(z)

=
1

2

∫ ∞

0
log(t) t e−t dt =

1 − γ

2
.

Proposition 2.5 now gives

E
[
Sn

]
= n

1 − γ

2

∫

C

dµ(z) = n
1 − γ

2
. (23)

By linearity of the expectation, we combine (22) and (23) together with Lemma 2.1 and get the
desired formula for the expected energy. �

To give effective bounds on the cumulants of En, we will need to bound from above expectations
of the form which appear in Proposition 2.5. This, in turn, will follow from the clustering property
of the densities ρℓ,m,p, as described in the introduction.

2.4. Local bounds and clustering. Throughout this section, we fix ℓ, k ∈ Z>0 and π ∈ P(k,m).
As before, we denote the length of the blocks of π as pj = |πj | for 1 6 j 6 m, and let ρℓ,m,p be the
density given by (21). The first ingredient we will need is the following local bound, at the scale of
n−1/2.

Theorem 2.7. Let n > 2 and let K ⊂ C be a compact set. There exist a constant C = C(k, ℓ,K)
such that for all configurations of pairwise distinct points (w, z) ∈ Kℓ+m we have

∣∣∣ρℓ,m,p

( w√
n
,

z√
n

)∣∣∣ 6 Cnℓ+m

( ∏

16j6m

∆j| logpj(∆j)|
)
·
( ∏

16t6ℓ

| log(∆′
t)|
)

where

∆j
def
=

∏

16j′6m
j′ 6=j

|zj − zj′ |2 and ∆′
t
def
=

∏

16j6m

max
{
|wt − zj |2,

1

2

}
, (24)

for j ∈ {1, . . . ,m} and t ∈ {1, . . . , ℓ}.
Remark 2.8. As will be clear from the proof of Theorem 2.7, a slightly stronger statement is true;
one may replace in the definition of ρℓ,m,p all appearances of log with | log | and the same bound
(as stated in Theorem 2.7) still holds. We will use this remark in Section 4.

To proceed with the clustering, we need to introduce several notations. Let z = (z1, . . . , zm) and
w = (w1, . . . , wℓ) be vectors in C

m
6= and C

ℓ
6=, which will serve as the variables in the density ρℓ,m,p

given by (21). For a non-empty subset I = {i1, . . . , ij} ⊂ [m], we set zI = {zi1 , . . . , zij} and pI =
{pi1 , . . . , pij}. Similarly, for a non-empty subset I ′ = {i′1, . . . , i′t} ⊂ [ℓ], we set wI′ = {wi′1

, . . . , wi′t
}.

For any two vectors A = (A1, . . . , Am) and B = (B1, . . . , Bℓ) with complex entries we define the
spherical distance between them as

dist{A,B} def
= min {dS2(ai, bj) | i ∈ [m], j ∈ [ℓ]} . (25)

Theorem 2.9. For all ℓ,m ∈ Z>0 there exist constants C,D, c > 0 so that the following holds.

Let (w, z) be any configuration in C
ℓ+m
6= and suppose we can partition [m] and [ℓ] into non-empty

subsets I ⊔ J = [m] and I ′ ⊔ J ′ = [ℓ] such that

d
def
= dist

{(
wI′√
n
,
zI√
n

)
,

(
wJ ′√
n
,
zJ√
n

)}
>

D√
n
.
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Then
∣∣∣ρℓ,m,p

( w√
n
,

z√
n

)
− ρ|I′|,|I|,pI

(wI′√
n
,
zI√
n

)
ρ|J ′|,|J |,pJ

(wJ ′√
n
,
zJ√
n

)∣∣∣ 6 Cnℓ+m

( ∏

16t6ℓ

| log(∆′
t)|
)
e−cnd2 .

Remark. By looking at the special case of Theorem 2.9 with ℓ = 0, m > 1 and p = (0, . . . , 0), we
get the (quantitative) clustering property for the usual m-point function of the point process of
zeros Z as described in the introduction, see Theorem 1.3. Proving this special case follows along
the same lines of the proof of Theorem 2.9, which is provided in Section 4, and is in fact easier as
some technical issues arising from logarithmic terms can be avoided.

2.5. Cumulants. Recall that for a real random variable X, the kth cumulant sk(X) is defined1

via the formal relation

logE
[
etX
]

=
∑

k>1

sk(X)

k!
tk .

For random variables X1, . . . ,XN we define their (simple) joint cumulant as

s(X1, . . . ,XN )
def
=

∑

π∈P(N)

(|π| − 1)! (−1)|π|−1

(∏

I∈π
E

[∏

i∈I
Xi

])
(26)

provided that the right hand-side is finite (here |π| is the number of blocks in the partition π). In
fact, (26) is just the homogeneous coefficient of degree 1 in the Taylor expansion of the function

(t1, . . . , tN ) 7→ logE
[
et1X1+...+tNXN

]
(27)

around the origin, see [30, Chapter II, §12]. The inverse formula is

E [X1 · · ·XN ] =
∑

π∈P(N)

∏

I∈π
s ({Xi}i∈I) . (28)

The proof of Theorem 1.1 is based on bounds on the cumulants of En, which in turn is based on
bounds on the joint cumulants of In and Sn. For a, b ∈ Z>0 we set

γn(a, b)
def
= s

(
Sn, . . . ,Sn︸ ︷︷ ︸

a times

, In, . . . ,In︸ ︷︷ ︸
b times

)
(29)

where the joint cumulant is given by (26). Using Proposition 2.5 and the clustering properties for
ρℓ,m,p given by Theorems 2.7 and 2.9, we will prove the following theorem in Section 5.

Theorem 2.10. For a, b ∈ Z>0 and γn(a, b) given by (29) there is a constant ca,b ∈ R so that

lim
n→∞

γn(a, b)

n
= ca,b .

The proof of Theorem 2.10 in fact provides an expression for the constants ca,b (see Remark 5.8).
Combining Theorems 2.2 and 2.10, proves Theorem 1.1.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. Since

Var
[
In − Sn

]
= Var

[
In
]

+ Var
[
Sn

]
− 2Cov

[
In,Sn

]
,

we can combine Lemma 2.1 with Theorem 2.2 and get that

lim
n→∞

Var
[
En
]

n
= c∗ > 0 .

1For this definition of cumulants, one must assume that the variable has a finite exponential moment; one may
define the kth cumulant assuming the variable only has a finite kth moment via (26).
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For all k > 2, (27) implies a binomial identity for cumulants

sk
(
En
)

= sk
(
In − Sn

)
=

k∑

j=0

(
k

j

)
(−1)jγn

(
j, k − j

)

where γn is given by (29). Theorem 2.10 implies that

lim
n→∞

sk
(
En
)

n

exists and is finite for all k > 2. By the scaling relation sk
(
n−1/2En

)
= n−k/2sk

(
En
)
, we see that

for all k > 3
lim
n→∞

sk
(
n−1/2En

)
= 0 .

By the method of moments, we conclude that the sequence
(
En − E

[
En
])
/
√
n converges in distri-

bution to the Gaussian law of mean 0 and variance c∗ as n→ ∞ and the proof is complete. �

3. Local bounds on the density. Proof of Theorem 2.7

3.1. Local limit: Understanding the G.E.F. Recall that the Gaussian Entire Function (ab-
breviated G.E.F.) is the random Taylor series given by

g(z)
def
=
∑

j>0

aj√
j!
zj , (30)

where {aj} are i.i.d. standard complex Gaussians. First, we show the standard fact that g(·) is the
limit of f(·/√n) in a suitable sense.

Claim 3.1. For each k, ℓ ∈ Z>0 and z, w ∈ C we have

lim
n→∞

n−(k+ℓ)/2
E

[
f (k)n

( z√
n

)
f
(ℓ)
n

( w√
n

)]
= E

[
g(k)(z)g(ℓ)(w)

]
.

Furthermore, the above convergence is uniform for z, w in a compact set.

Proof. We have

E

[
fn

( z√
n

)
fn

( w√
n

)]
= Kn

( z√
n
,
w√
n

)
(11)
=
(

1 +
zw

n

)n n→∞−−−→ ezw

uniformly for z, w in a compact set. It remains to note that E
[
g(z)g(w)

]
= exp(zw), which is evident

from (30), to establish the case k = ℓ = 0 of the claim. Note that both Kn(z, w) and exp(zw) are
holomorphic in z and anti-holomorphic in w, and thus a simple application of Cauchy’s theorem
gives the desired statement for k, ℓ ∈ Z>0. �

In view of Claim 3.1, to prove the local bounds on the density ρ = ρℓ,m,p, it will be sufficient
to prove the analogous statement for the G.E.F. replacing our original polynomial. We denote by

ĝ(z) = e−|z|2/2g(z) and Dĝ(z) = e−|z|2/2g′(z).

Definition 3.2. For m, ℓ ∈ Z>0 and p = (p1, . . . , pm) ∈ N
m, let

ρGℓ,m,p(w, z) =
ΛG
ℓ,m,p(w, z)

det
[

Cov
(
ĝ(zj)

)m
j=1

] , (31)

where w = (w1, . . . , wℓ), z = (z1, . . . , zm) and

Λℓ,m,p(w, z)
def
= E

[ ℓ∏

t=1

log |ĝ(wt)|
m∏

j=1

(
logpj |Dĝ(zj)| |Dĝ(zj)|2

) ∣∣∣ g(zj) = 0, ∀j ∈ [m]

]
.
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The main result of this section, Theorem 2.7, will follow easily from the analogous statement for
the G.E.F.

Theorem 3.3. Let K ⊂ C be a compact set. There exist a constant C = C(m, ℓ, p,K) such that
for all configurations of pairwise distinct point (w, z) ∈ Kℓ+m we have

|ρGℓ,m,p(w, z)| 6 C

( ∏

16j6m

∆j | logpj(∆j)|
)
·
( ∏

16t6ℓ

| log(∆′
t)|
)
.

where ρGℓ,m,p is given by (31) and ∆j,∆
′
t are given by (24).

3.2. Divided differences. For an entire function f : C → C and a collection of distinct points
z = (z1, . . . , zm) define the divided difference of f with respect to z via

f [z1, . . . , zm]
def
=

m∑

j=1

f(zj)∏
j′ 6=j(zj − zj′)

. (32)

The divided difference of f are in fact the coefficients in Newton’s form for polynomial interpolation,
see [24] for basic facts on the divided difference.

It will be convenient for us later on to write (32) in a matrix form. Indeed, for distinct z1, . . . , zm ∈
C we consider the lower triangular m×m matrix

M(z)
def
=

( i−1∏

j=1

(zj − zi)

)

16i,j6m

with the agreement that the empty product is equal to 1. It is not hard to check that (32) can be
written as the matrix product




f(z1)
f(z2)

...
f(zm)


 = M(z)




f [z1]
f [z1, z2]

...
f [z1, . . . , zm]


 (33)

see for instance [17, Lemma 2.13]. Since M(z) is lower triangular, we have

detM(z) =
∏

i<j

(zj − zi) .

Suppose now that z1, . . . , zm ∈ K where K ⊂ C is a compact set and let γ be a simple closed
contour that bounds a simply connected domain containing K. A simple residue computation
shows that

f [z1, . . . , zm] =
1

2πi

∫

γ

f(z)

(z − z1) · · · (z − zm)
dz . (34)

Using (34), we extend by continuity the definition (32) of f [z1, . . . , zm] to non-distinct tuples.
Namely, for a tuple of points z1, . . . , zm ∈ K with zj appearing nj times for j = 1, . . . ,m, we have

f [z1, . . . , zm] =
1

2πi

∫

γ

f(z)

(z − z1)n1 · · · (z − zm)nm
dz .

Note that the mapping (z1, . . . , zm) 7→ f [z1, . . . , zm] is smooth and that

f [z, . . . , z︸ ︷︷ ︸
m times

] =
f (m−1)(z)

(m− 1)!
.
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Claim 3.4. Let K ⊂ C be a compact set. For any z1, . . . , zm, w1, . . . , wℓ ∈ K we have

lim
n→∞

n−(m+ℓ−2)/2
E

[
fn

[ z1√
n
, . . . ,

zm√
n

]
fn

[ w1√
n
, . . . ,

wℓ√
n

]]
= E

[
g[z1, . . . , zk]g[w1, . . . , wℓ]

]

where the convergence is uniform in K.

Proof. Let γ be a simple closed contour whose interior contain K. We have

fn

[ z1√
n
, . . . ,

zm√
n

]
=
n(m−1)/2

2πi

∫

γ
fn

( z√
n

) dz∏
j(z − zj)

.

By writing a similar expression for the divided difference along (wj/
√
n) and applying Claim 3.1

we get the desired claim �

To rewrite the densities in terms of the divided differences, we need to understand the effect
of the conditioning on the divided differences. This understanding is made clear by the following
simple Lemma 3.5. We note that a similar statement also appears in Gass [17, Lemma 2.11].

Lemma 3.5. Let f : C → C be an entire function and let z1, . . . , zm, y ∈ C. Suppose that
f(z1) = f(z2) = . . . = f(zm) = 0, then

f(y) = f [z1, . . . , zm, y]

m∏

ℓ=1

(y − zℓ) and f ′(z1) = f [z1, . . . , zm, z1]

m∏

ℓ=2

(z1 − zℓ) .

Proof. When the points z1, . . . , zm, y are distinct, the first equality follows immediately from (32).
When the points z1, . . . , zm are not distinct, then the equality follows from continuity of f [z1, . . . , zm, y]
as seen from (34). To see the second equality, simply apply the first with y = z1 +h for some h 6= 0,
divide both sides by h and then take h→ 0. �

Our next observation, which is the key step in proving Theorem 3.3, is that the Gaussian vector
of divided differences for the G.E.F. is uniformly non-singular and of bounded variance.

Lemma 3.6. Let K ⊂ C be a compact set and let g given by (30). There exist constants c =
c(K,m) > 0 and C = C(K,m) such that for all points z1, . . . , zm ∈ K we have

det

[
Cov

(
g[z1, . . . , zj ]

)m
j=1

]
> c , E|g[z1, . . . , zm]|2 6 C (35)

and for all n we have

det

[
Cov

(
fn

[
z1√
n
, . . . ,

zj√
n

])m

j=1

]
> cnm(m−1)/2 , E

∣∣∣∣fn
[
z1√
n
, . . . ,

zm√
n

]∣∣∣∣
2

6 Cnm−1 (36)

Proof. Note that assuming the bounds in (35) hold for some constant c the bounds in (36) hold for
some smaller constant c by Claim 3.4. Thus we focus our attention on (35).

For the latter bound in (35), choose the contour γ in (34) to be of distance, say, at least 1 from
K and apply the triangle inequality. To prove the former bound, seeking a contradiction assume
there exist z1, . . . , zm ∈ K such that

det

[
Cov

(
g[z1, . . . , zj ]

)m
j=1

]
= 0 .

Thus, there exist complex numbers α1, . . . , αm, not all of which are zero, such that
m∑

ℓ=1

αℓ g[z1, . . . , zℓ] = 0 almost surely.
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That is,

∫

γ
g(z) r(z) dz = 0, where

r(z)
def
=

1

2πi

m∑

j=1

αj

(z − z1) · · · (z − zj)
.

The definition (30) of g implies that
∫

γ
zj r(z) dz = 0 for all j > 0 , (37)

but since r(z) is a non-trivial rational function that vanishes at infinity we get a contradiction. The
fact that we can choose a uniform lower bound throughout K follows from the fact that

(z1, . . . , zm) 7→ det

[
Cov

(
g[z1, . . . , zj ]

)m
j=1

]

is continuous. �

3.3. Proof of Theorem 2.7. We are now ready to prove Theorem 2.7. The idea is to rewrite all
terms in ρ in terms of appropriately normalized divided differences of fn and then use Lemma 3.6
to handle the resulting quantities.

Proof of Theorem 2.7. Throughout this proof, for a complex number z we write ẑ for z/
√
n, and

extend this notation to vectors. We also note that for z ∈ K we have (1 + |ẑ|2)n = Θ(1), and so we
will safely ignore these corrective multiplicative terms and only lose a constant depending on K.
Starting with the denominator, the multiplicativity of the determinant together with (33) implies
that

det
[
Cov (fn(ẑj))

m
j=1

]
& |det [M(ẑ)]|2 det

[
Cov (fn[ẑ1, . . . , ẑj ])

m
j=1

]
.

We also note that

|det[M(ẑ)]| = n−m(m−1)/4|det[M(z)]| (38)

and so, Lemma 3.6 gives the bound

|ρℓ,m,p (ŵ, ẑ)|
nm+ℓ

.
E

[∏ℓ
t=1

∣∣ log |f̂n(ŵt)|
∣∣∏m

j=1

(∣∣ logpj |Df̂n(ẑj)|
∣∣|Df̂n(ẑj)|2

) ∣∣ fn(ẑj) = 0
]

|det[M(z)]|2
(39)

By Lemma 3.5, conditioned on the event that
{
fn(zj) = 0, ∀j ∈ [m]

}
, we have that

m∏

j=1

|Df̂n(ẑj)|2 . n−m
m∏

j=1

|f ′n(ẑj)|2 = n−m
m∏

j=1

(
|fn[ẑ1, . . . , ẑm, ẑj ]|2

∏

j′ 6=j

|ẑj − ẑj′ |2
)

= n−m |det[M(ẑ)]|4
m∏

j=1

|fn[ẑ1, . . . , ẑm, ẑj ]|2

= |det[M(z)]|4
m∏

j=1

∣∣∣∣
fn[ẑ1, . . . , ẑm, ẑj ]

nm/2

∣∣∣∣
2

. (40)
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Furthermore, on the event that
{
fn(ẑj) = 0, ∀j ∈ [m]

}
, Lemma 3.5 also gives that

log |f̂n(ŵt)| = log

∣∣∣∣
fn[ẑ1, . . . , ẑm, ŵt]

nm/2

∣∣∣∣+ log

m∏

j=1

|wt − zj | + Θ(1)

logpj |Df̂n(ẑj)| =

(
log

∣∣∣∣
fn[ẑ1, . . . , ẑm, ẑj ]

nm/2

∣∣∣∣+ log
∏

j′ 6=j

|zj − zj′ | + Θ(1)

)pj

.

Combining the above with (40) with the elementary inequality (|α| + |β|)p 6 2p−1(|α|p + |β|p) for
all p > 1 yields

E

[ ℓ∏

t=1

∣∣∣log |f̂n(ŵt)|
∣∣∣

m∏

j=1

(∣∣ logpj |Df̂n(ẑj)|
∣∣ |Df̂n(ẑj)|2

) ∣∣ fn(ẑj) = 0

]

6 2p1+...+pm |det[M(z)]|4 E

[
ℓ∏

t=1

(∣∣∣ log
∣∣∣fn[z, wt]

nm/2

∣∣∣
∣∣∣+ | log(∆′

t)| + Θ(1)

)

×
m∏

j=1

((∣∣∣ logpj
∣∣∣fn[z, zj ]

nm/2

∣∣∣
∣∣∣+ |logpj (∆j)| + Θ(1)

) ∣∣∣∣
fn[z, zj ]

nm/2

∣∣∣∣
2
) ∣∣∣ fn(zj) = 0, ∀j

]
,

where we used the notation fn[z, y]
def
= fn[z1, . . . , zm, y] for y ∈ C. Finally, by Lemma 3.6, we know

that the Gaussian vector of divided differences is uniformly non-degenerate in a compact set; we
can thus expand out the product and bound each term by Hölder’s inequality. This yields the
existence of a constant C = C(K, ℓ,m, p) > 0 so that

E

[ ℓ∏

t=1

∣∣ log |f̂n(ŵt)|
∣∣

m∏

j=1

(∣∣ logpj |Df̂n(ẑj)|
∣∣ |Df̂n(ẑj)|2

) ∣∣∣ fn(ẑj) = 0

]

6 C |det[M(z)]|4
( ∏

16j6m

| logpj(∆j)|
)
·
( ∏

16t6ℓ

| log(∆′
t)|
)
.

Plugging the above inequality into (39), we get that

|ρℓ,m,p(w, z)| 6 C |det[M(z)]|2
( ∏

16j6m

| logpj(∆j)|
)
·
( ∏

16t6ℓ

| log(∆′
t)|
)

= C

( ∏

16j6m

∆j | logpj(∆j)|
)
·
( ∏

16t6ℓ

| log(∆′
t)|
)

as desired. �

4. Clustering of the densities. Proof of Theorem 2.9

The starting point is to write the density (21) in a slightly more convenient form. Denote by
ϕn : C2m+ℓ → R>0 the joint density for the complex Gaussian random variables

f̂n

( z1√
n

)
, . . . , f̂n

( zm√
n

)
, Df̂n

( z1√
n

)
, . . . ,Df̂n

( zm√
n

)
, f̂n

( w1√
n

)
, . . . , f̂n

( wℓ√
n

)
, (41)

that is

ϕn(η1, η2, η
′) =

1

π2m+ℓ det Γn
exp

(
−
〈
Γ−1
n η̃, η̃

〉 )
(42)



FLUCTUATIONS IN THE LOGARITHMIC ENERGY 19

where η̃ = (η1, η2, η
′)T ∈ C

2m+ℓ with η1, η2 ∈ C
m, η′ ∈ C

ℓ and Γn is the covariance matrix of the
(complex) Gaussian variables (41). The density (21) is then given by

ρℓ,m,p

( w√
n
,

z√
n

)
= nℓ+m

∫

Cm+ℓ

ϕn(0, η, η′)
( ℓ∏

t=1

log |η′t|
)( m∏

j=1

|ηj |2 logpj |ηj |
)

dm(η, η′) , (43)

where 0 = (0, . . . , 0) and m is the Lebesgue measure on C
m+ℓ. The goal of this section is to prove

that whenever the points w, z can be split into two separated sets, then the Gaussian density (42)
approximately factors, in the precise technical sense as stated in Theorem 2.9. To achieve this, we
start by proving that the covariance matrix Γn = Γn(w, z) factors in the operator sense.

4.1. Preliminaries. Fix for the moment a configuration of points z ∈ C
m
6= and w ∈ C

ℓ
6=. For

α = (α1, α2, α′)T ∈ C
2m+ℓ we consider the random variable

Ln = Ln(α)
def
=

m∑

j=1

[
α1
j f̂n

( zj√
n

)
+ α2

j Df̂n

( zj√
n

)]
+

ℓ∑

t=1

α′
t f̂n

( wt√
n

)
. (44)

The relevance of these random variables becomes clear by the following simple claim.

Claim 4.1. For all α ∈ C
2m+ℓ we have 〈Γn α,α〉 = E|Ln(α)|2 .

Proof. This follows simply from the fact that Γn is the covariance matrix of (41) and a direct
inspection of E|Ln(α)|2. �

Since f̂(·/√n) converges to the normalized G.E.F. as n→ ∞, we are led to consider the limiting
random variable

L∞(α)
def
=

m∑

j=1

[
α1
j ĝ(zj) + α2

j Dĝ(zj)
]

+

ℓ∑

t=1

α′
t ĝ(wt) (45)

where, as before, ĝ = e−|z|2/2g(z) and Dĝ(z) = e−|z|2/2g′(z) with g given by (30).

Claim 4.2. We have lim
n→∞

E|Ln(α)|2 = E|L∞(α)|2, with uniform convergence for (w, z) inside a

compact set.

Proof. By Claim 4.1 it suffices to prove that

lim
n→∞

〈Γn α,α〉 = 〈Γ∞ α,α〉 ,

where Γ∞ is the covariance matrix for the Gaussian variables

ĝ(z1), . . . , ĝ(zm), Dĝ(z1), . . . ,Dĝ(zm), ĝ(w1), . . . , ĝ(wℓ). (46)

(That is, the limit for the random vector (41) as n → ∞.) The later fact follows easily from
Claim 3.1. �

For r > 0 we denote by rD = {|z| 6 r} and rT = {|z| = r}. Suppose that the vector (w, z)
which participates in the definition of (44) has all its coordinates inside rD. Then, by Cauchy’s
theorem, we have that

Ln(α) =
1

2πi

∫

2rT
fn

( z√
n

)
Rα

n(z) dz (47)
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where

Rα
n(z)

def
=

m∑

j=1

[ α1
j

(1 + |zj |2/n)n/2
1

z − zj
+

α2
j

(1 + |zj |2/n)n/2−1

1

(z − zj)2

]

+

ℓ∑

t=1

α′
t

(1 + |wt|2/n)n/2
1

z − wt
. (48)

Lemma 4.3. There exist a positive constant C = C(m, ℓ, r) such that for large enough n and for
all (w, z) ∈ (rD)ℓ+m we have

max
|z|=2r

|Rα
n(z)| 6 C E|Ln(α)|2 .

Remark. In fact, it is easy to see from (47) that the complementary inequality E|Ln|2 . max
|z|=2r

|Rα
n(z)|

also holds, but we will not use this fact in what follows.

Proof of Lemma 4.3. We start with the observation that, as n → ∞, the rational function Rα
n

converges to

Rα(z) =

m∑

j=1

e−|zj |2/2
[ α1

j

z − zj
+

α2
j

(z − zj)2

]
+

ℓ∑

t=1

e−|wt|2/2 α′
t

z − wt
, (49)

where this convergence occurs uniformly inside a compact set which contains 2rT. By Claim 4.2,
the desired inequality will follow once we prove that

max
|z|=2r

|Rα(z)|2 6 C E|L∞(α)|2 (50)

where L∞(α) is given by (45). We also note the simple relation

L∞(α) =
1

2πi

∫

2rT
g(z)Rα(z) dz . (51)

The upper bound (50) follows from [25, Claim 2.1], we sketch the argument here for the sake of
completeness. Let R denote the set of all rational functions of degree at most (2m + ℓ) vanishing
at infinity and having all of their poles in rD, and note that the function Rα given by (49) belongs
to this class. Then it is easy to check (see [25, Claim 2.2]) that any sequence {Rk} ⊂ R with
max|z|=2r |Rk(z)| 6 1 has a subsequence that converges uniformly on {|z| = 2r} to R ∈ R.

Assume by contradiction that (50) does not hold. Then there exists a sequence of random
variables {Lk

∞}k>1 all of the form (45), along with the corresponding sequence of rational functions
{Rk}k>1 of the form (49) with

max
|z|=2r

|Rk(z)| = 1 , lim
k→∞

E|Lk
∞|2 = 0 .

By the previous paragraph, we can choose a subsequence such that Rk converge uniformly on 2rT
to a non-zero rational function R ∈ R. Setting

L =
1

2πi

∫

2rT
g(z)R(z) dz ,

we see from (51) that

lim
k→∞

E
∣∣L− Lk

∞
∣∣2 6 (2πr)2 ·

∫

2rT
E|g(z)|2 |dz| · lim

k→∞

(
max
|z|=2r

|R(z) −Rk(z)|2
)

= 0 .

That is, L = 0 almost surely. In view of (37), we get that R must be the constant zero function
and this is a contradiction. �
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4.2. Identifying the scale. For the random polynomial fn as defined by (1) and ξ ∈ C, define
the random function Tξfn by

Tξ fn(z)
def
= fn

(
z + ξ

1 − zξ

)
(1 − zξ)n

(1 + |ξ|2)n/2
.

This is a special case of composing our polynomial fn with the isometries of the Riemann sphere of
the form (18), and normalizing to have the same distribution, similar as we did in (19). Geomet-
rically, the function Tξ fn can be interpreted as considering our polynomial fn in a new coordinate
system, with ξ being rotated to the origin. Indeed, a direct computation shows that

E

[
Tξ fn(z)Tξ fn(w)

]
= Kn(z, w) , ∀z, w ∈ C

where Kn is given by (11). Since Tξ fn is a Gaussian process on C, we conclude that it has the
same distribution as fn.

For the vector (w, z) ∈ (rD)ℓ+m, recall the random variable Ln = Ln(α) of the form (44). For
ξ ∈ C we set

Tξ(Ln)
def
=

1

2πi

∫

2rT
Tξ fn

( z√
n

)
Rα

n(z) dz (52)

where Rα
n is the rational function given by (48). Note that, in view of (47), the random variables

Ln and Tξ(Ln) have the same distribution. Let L1
n and L2

n be random variables of the form (44).

We start by estimating E

[
Tξ1(L1

n)Tξ2(L2
n)
]

when the spherical distance between ξ1, ξ2 ∈ C is large.

We note that this comes down to upper bounding E

[
Tξ1fn(λ1)Tξ2fn(λ2)

]
for ξ1, ξ2, λ1, λ2 ∈ C; if

we had ξ1 = 0 for instance, then this would decay in terms of the spherical distance between 0 and
ξ2 provided λ1, λ2 are in some compact ball on the scale of 1/

√
n. The computation in this lemma

shows that this holds for arbitrary ξ1, ξ2 as well.

Lemma 4.4. Let m, ℓ ∈ Z>0, r > 0 and suppose that dS2(ξ1, ξ2) > 100r/
√
n. Suppose that L1

n(α)
and L2

n(β) are random variables of the form (44), and suppose that the corresponding rational

functions Rα
n,1 and Rβ

n,2 given by (48) have all their poles inside rD. Then

∣∣∣E
[
Tξ1(L1

n)Tξ2(L2
n)
]∣∣∣ 6 C(r,m, ℓ) exp

(
− n

16
dS2(ξ1, ξ2)2

)(
E
∣∣L1

n

∣∣2 + E
∣∣L2

n

∣∣2
)
, (53)

for all n > 2 large enough.

Proof. Using the representation (52), we see that
∣∣∣E
[
Tξ1(L1

n)Tξ2(L2
n)
]∣∣∣

=

∣∣∣∣
x

2rT×2rT

Rα
n,1(z1)Rβ

n,2(z2)E

[
Tξ1 fn

(
z1√
n

)
Tξ2 fn

(
z2√
n

)]
dz1dz2

∣∣∣∣

. max
|z1|=|z2|=2r

∣∣∣∣E
[
Tξ1 fn

( z1√
n

)
Tξ2 fn

( z2√
n

)]∣∣∣∣
(

max
|z|=2r

|Rα
n,1(z)|2 + max

|z|=2r
|Rβ

n,2(z)|2
)
,

and by Lemma 4.3 we get that

∣∣∣E
[
Tξ1(L1

n)Tξ2(L2
n)
]∣∣∣ . max

z1,z2∈2rT

∣∣∣∣E
[
Tξ1 fn

( z1√
n

)
Tξ2 fn

( z2√
n

)]∣∣∣∣
(
E
∣∣L1

n(α)
∣∣2 + E

∣∣L2
n(β)

∣∣2
)
. (54)
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A computation shows that for all λ1, λ2, ξ1, ξ2 ∈ C we have

E

[
Tξ1 fn(λ1)Tξ2 fn(λ2)

]
=

((
1 − λ1ξ1

)(
1 − λ2ξ2

)
√

1 + |ξ1|2
√

1 + |ξ2|2

(
1 +

( λ1 + ξ1

1 − λ1ξ1

)( λ2 + ξ2
1 − λ2ξ2

)))n

=

((
1 − λ1ξ1

)(
1 − λ2ξ2

)
+
(
λ1 + ξ1

)(
λ2 + ξ2

)
√

1 + |ξ1|2
√

1 + |ξ2|2

)n

=

(
1 + ξ1ξ2 + λ1λ2

(
1 + ξ1ξ2

)
− λ1

(
ξ1 − ξ2

)
+ λ2

(
ξ1 − ξ2

)
√

1 + |ξ1|2
√

1 + |ξ2|2

)n

.

We also note that

|1 + ξ1ξ2|√
1 + |ξ1|2

√
1 + |ξ2|2

=

(
1 − dS2(ξ1, ξ2)

2

4

)1/2

.

Therefore, by the triangle inequality, we obtain that

max
|z1|=|z2|=2r

∣∣∣∣E
[
Tξ1 fn

( z1√
n

)
Tξ2 fn

( z2√
n

)]∣∣∣∣ 6
((

1 − dS2(ξ1, ξ2)2

4

)1/2(
1 +

4r2

n

)
+

2r√
n
dS2(ξ1, ξ2)

)n

6 exp
(
− n

16
dS2(ξ1, ξ2)2

)

provided that dS2(ξ1, ξ2) > 100r/
√
n. Plugging into (54), we get the lemma. �

We will also use the following simple claim, the argument being borrowed from [25, Claim 3.2]
and adapted to the spherical metric. For y ∈ C and r > 0, we denote by

D(y, r)
def
= {x ∈ Ĉ | dS2(y, x) 6 r}

the (closed) spherical cap of radius r centered at y.

Claim 4.5. Suppose we are given x1, . . . , xℓ+m ∈ C and ψ : (0,∞) → (0,∞) some increasing
function. Then for all large enough n, there exist r > 0 and y1, . . . , yN ∈ C (with N 6 ℓ+m) such
that the collection of spherical caps {D(yi,

r√
n

)}16i6N cover x1, . . . , xℓ+m and

dS2(yi, yi′) >
ψ(r)√
n

for all i 6= i′.

Furthermore, r is bounded from above by a constant depending only on m, ℓ and ψ (and not on n).

Proof. We start the procedure by taking r1 = 1 and yi = xi for all i = 1, . . . , ℓ +m. If all pairwise
distances dS2(yi, yi′) > ψ(r1)/

√
n then we are done. If not, choose a pair of centers yi and yi′ for

which dS2(yi, yi′) < ψ(r1)/
√
n and replace them by one center ỹ ∈ C, which is the unique point

that satisfies

dS2(ỹ, yi)
2 = dS2(ỹ, yi′)

2 = 2 −
√

4 − dS2(yi, yi′)2 .

(The point ỹ is the midpoint of the geodesic2 which connects yi and yi′ .) By increasing the radii of
the spherical caps to

r2 = r1 +

√
2 −

√
4 − ψ(r1)2/n

we get a new configuration which still covers x1, . . . , xℓ+m. If in the resulting configuration all
distances between centers of spherical caps is at least ψ(r2)/

√
n then we are done. Otherwise, we

2On the sphere, geodesics between points are unique unless the points are antipodal; in the case of antipodal
points, choose a ỹ to be an arbitrary midpoint.
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continue with our procedure and replace two close centers by a single one, while increasing the radii
to

r3 = r2 +

√
2 −

√
4 − ψ(r2)2/n .

We repeat this process until we obtain the desired configuration, and the final radius is bounded
from above by the (ℓ +m)-th term in the recursive sequence

rj = rj−1 +

√
2 −

√
4 − ψ(rj−1)2/n

which is clearly bounded from above by a constant which does not depend on n (in fact, it is
monotonically decreasing in n). �

Fix for a moment (w, z) ∈ C
ℓ+m and a random variable Ln = Ln(α) of the form (44). Given a

non-trivial subset of indices I ⊂ [m] and I ′ ⊂ [ℓ], we set

LI
n

def
=
∑

j∈I

[
α1
j f̂n

(
zj√
n

)
+ α2

j Df̂n

(
zj√
n

)]
+
∑

t∈I′
α′
t f̂n

(
wt√
n

)
. (55)

Clearly, if [m] = I ⊔ J and [ℓ] = I ′ ⊔ J ′ is some partition of the indices, we have

Ln = LI
n + LJ

n

where LI
n and LJ

n are given by (55). We conclude this section with a quantitative estimate on how
LI
n and LJ

n decorrelate, once the spherical distance between (wI′ , zI) and (wJ ′ , zJ) becomes large.

Lemma 4.6. For all ℓ,m ∈ Z>0 there exist constants C,D > 0 with the following property. Let
(w, z) ∈ C

ℓ+m, and suppose we can partition [m] and [ℓ] into non-empty subsets I ⊔ J = [m] and
I ′ ⊔ J ′ = [ℓ] such that

d = dist

{(wI′√
n
,
zI√
n

)
,
(wJ ′√

n
,
zJ√
n

)}
>

D√
n
,

where dist is defined via (25). Then
∣∣∣E
[
LI
n L

J
n

]∣∣∣ 6 Ce−nd2/16
(
E
∣∣LI

n

∣∣2 + E
∣∣LJ

n

∣∣2
)
,

where LI
n and LJ

n are given by (55).

Proof. We apply the construction of Claim 4.5 to the point (x1, . . . , xℓ+m) = 1√
n

(w, z) ∈ C
ℓ+m

with

ψ(r) = 100 r +
√

16 log
(
10C(r) (m + ℓ)

)

where C(r) = C(r,m, ℓ) is the constant appearing in (53). We obtain r > 1 and y1, . . . , yN ∈
C such that {D(ys,

r√
n

)}16s6N cover the entries of the vector n−1/2(w, z). Furthermore, r 6

r0(ℓ,m,ψ) with r0 independent of the points x1, . . . , xℓ+m and the degree n. We can now take
D = 102 r0(ℓ,m,ψ) and check that the inequality stated in the lemma holds.

First, we note that the partitions [m] = I ⊔J and [ℓ] = I ′⊔J ′ induce a partition [ℓ+m] = Ĩ ⊔ J̃ ,
which in turn splits the complex numbers x1, . . . , xℓ+m into two disjoint sets

x
Ĩ

def
= {xi : i ∈ Ĩ} and x

J̃

def
= {xj : j ∈ J̃} ,

with dist{xĨ ,xJ̃} > D/
√
n. By our choice of D, we deduce that no spherical cap D(ys,

r√
n

)

contains two points xi and xj with i ∈ Ĩ and j ∈ J̃ . As we can always assume that each spherical
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cap contains at least one point from x1, . . . , xℓ+m, we conclude that the partition [ℓ + m] = Ĩ ⊔ J̃
induces a partition [N ] = I ⊔ J of the spherical caps. For 1 6 s 6 N , we set

Ln,s
def
=

∑

j: zj∈D(ys,
r√
n
)

[
α1
j f̂n

( zj√
n

)
+ α2

j Df̂n

( zj√
n

)]
+

∑

t:wt∈D(ys,
r√
n
)

α′
t f̂n

( wt√
n

)
,

and note that, in view of (55) we have

LI
n =

∑

s∈I
Ln,s .

Expanding the second moment, we see that

E
∣∣LI

n

∣∣2 =
∑

s∈I
E
∣∣Ln,s

∣∣2 +
∑

s 6=s′

s,s′∈I

E
[
Ln,sLn,s′

]
.

Since ψ(r) > 100r, we can apply Lemma 4.4 and obtain that for s 6= s′

∣∣E
[
Ln,sLn,s′

]∣∣ 6 C(r)e−
ψ(r)2

16

(
E|Ln,s|2 + E|Ln,s′|2

)
6

1

10(m + ℓ)

(
E|Ln,s|2 + E|Ln,s′|2

)
.

We obtain that

E
∣∣LI

n

∣∣2 > 1

2

∑

s∈I
E
∣∣Ln,s

∣∣2 ,

and similarly

E
∣∣LJ

n

∣∣2 > 1

2

∑

s∈J
E
∣∣Ln,s

∣∣2 .

On the other hand, for s ∈ I and s′ ∈ J, we have
√
n dS2(ys, ys′) > D − 2r > 100r

and we can apply Lemma 4.4 once more to get
∣∣E
[
LI
n L

J
n

]∣∣ 6
∑

s∈I
s′∈J

∣∣E
[
Ln,sLn,s′

]∣∣

.
∑

s∈I
s′∈J

exp
(
− n

16
dS2(ys, ys′)

2
)(

E|Ln,s|2 + E|Ln,s′|2
)

. exp
(
− n

16
d2
)(

E
∣∣LI

n

∣∣2 + E
∣∣LJ

n

∣∣2
)

as desired. �

4.3. Proof of Theorem 2.9. We are ready to prove the main result of Section 4. To simplify our
notation, we denote by

ε = ε(m, ℓ, d, n)
def
= C exp

(
−nd2/16

)

where C = C(m, ℓ) is the positive constant from Lemma 4.6. Recall that Γ = Γn(w, z) is the
covariance matrix for the Gaussian random variables given by (41). For a partition on the vector
(w, z) as given in the statement of Theorem 2.9, we denote by ΓI,J the covariance matrix of
the Gaussian random variables (41), when we set the correlations between the points (wI′ , zI) and
(wJ ′ , zJ ) to be zero (this corresponds to sampling two independent copies of the random polynomial
fn for the different tuples). With this notation in mind, Claim 4.1 together with Lemma 4.6 implies
that

(1 − ε) ΓI,J 6 Γ 6 (1 + ε) ΓI,J (56)
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where the inequality in understood in the operator sense.
Recall the formula (43) for the density ρℓ,m,p, which reads

ρℓ,m,p(w, z) = nℓ+m

∫

Cm+ℓ

ϕn(0, η, η′)
( ℓ∏

t=1

log |η′t|
)( m∏

j=1

|ηj |2 logpj |ηj |
)

dm(η, η′) ,

where ϕn is the density of a complex Gaussian vector with covariance matrix Γ. Similarly, we

denote by ϕI,J
n to be the density of a complex Gaussian vector with covariance matrix ΓI,J , that is

ϕI,J
n (η1, η2, η

′) =
1

π2m+ℓ det
(
ΓI,J

) exp
(
−
〈
(ΓI,J)−1 η̃, η̃

〉 )
,

where η̃ = (η1, η2, η
′)T ∈ C

2m+ℓ. In view of (43), we have the simple relation

ρ|I′|,|I|,pI

(wI′√
n
,
zI√
n

)
ρ|J ′|,|J |,pJ

(wJ ′√
n
,
zJ√
n

)
(57)

= nℓ+m

∫

Cm+ℓ

ϕI,J
n (0, η, η′)

( ℓ∏

t=1

log |η′t|
)( m∏

j=1

|ηj|2 logpj |ηj |
)

dm(η, η′) .

In view of (43) and (57), the proof of Theorem 2.9 will follow from quantitative estimates of

(ϕn − ϕI,J
n ), which is based on (56).

Proof of Theorem 2.9. We first observe that, in view of (56), we have

(1 − ε)2m+ℓ det
(
ΓI,J

)
6 det (Γ) 6 (1 + ε)2m+ℓ det

(
ΓI,J

)
. (58)

We also need to compare the integrals against the Gaussian function, and we start with the upper
bound. Let

Υm+ℓ
def
=
{
σ | σ : [m+ ℓ] → {±1}

}

We denote by D
+1 def

= D and D
−1 def

= C \ D, which make the following identity obvious

C
ℓ+m =

⋃

σ∈Υm+ℓ

D
σ(1) × . . . × D

σ(m+ℓ) .

Fix for a moment some σ ∈ Υm+ℓ and let Aσ = D
σ(1) × . . . × D

σ(m+ℓ). On each domain Aσ the
function

(η′, η) 7→
( ℓ∏

t=1

log |η′t|
)( m∏

j=1

|ηj |2 logpj |ηj |
)
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does not change sign. In view of (56), there exist a sign τ = τ(σ) ∈ {−1,+1} such that, if we let
η̃ = (0, η, η′),

∫

Aσ

( ℓ∏

t=1

log |η′t|
)( m∏

j=1

|ηj |2 logpj |ηj |
)
e−〈Γ−1 η̃,η̃〉 dm(η, η′)

6

∫

Aσ

( ℓ∏

t=1

log |η′t|
)( m∏

j=1

|ηj |2 logpj |ηj |
)
e−(1+τε)−1〈(ΓI,J )−1 η̃,η̃〉 dm(η, η′)

= (1 + τε)2m+ℓ

∫

(1+τε)Aσ

( ℓ∏

t=1

log |(1 + τε)η′t|
)( m∏

j=1

logpj |(1 + τε)ηj |
)

×
( m∏

j=1

|ηj |2
)
e−〈(ΓI,J )−1 η̃,η̃〉 dm(η, η′) . (59)

We make a few simple observations. For any τ ∈ {−1, 1} we have
∣∣ log

(
(1 + τε)x

)
− log x

∣∣ . ε

uniformly in x > 0. We also have the relation
∣∣∣1 −

(
1 + ε

)2m+ℓ
∣∣∣ . ε .

Finally, as | log(1 + x)| . ε uniformly in x ∈ [1 − ε, 1 + ε] we can also deduce that

∫

(1+τε)Aσ△Aσ

( ℓ∏

t=1

| log |η′t||
)( m∏

j=1

| logpj |ηj||
)( m∏

j=1

|ηj |2
)
e−〈(ΓI,J )−1 η̃,η̃〉 dm(η, η′)

. εm+ℓ

∫

(1+τε)Aσ△Aσ

( m∏

j=1

|ηj |2
)
e−〈(ΓI,J )−1 η̃,η̃〉 dm(η, η′) .

Combining this observations with (58), we can sum the inequality (59) over σ ∈ Υm+ℓ and obtain
that

ρℓ,m,p

( w√
n
,

z√
n

)
− ρ|I′|,|I|,pI

(wI′√
n
,
zI√
n

)
ρ|J ′|,|J |,pJ

(wJ ′√
n
,
zJ√
n

)

= nℓ+m
∑

σ∈Υm+ℓ

∫

Aσ

(
ϕn(η̃) − ϕI,J

n (η̃)
)( ℓ∏

t=1

log |η′t|
)( m∏

j=1

|ηj |2 logpj |ηj |
)

dm(η, η′)

. εnℓ+m max
~p

∫

Cm+ℓ

ϕI,J
n (η̃)

( ℓ∏

t=1

∣∣ log |η′t|
∣∣
)( m∏

j=1

|ηj |2
∣∣ logpj |ηj |

∣∣
)

dm(η, η′) ,

where the maximum runs over all integer vectors ~p = (p1, . . . ,pm) with pj 6 pj for all j = 1, . . . ,m.
In view of Theorem 2.7 (and Remark 2.8), the above maximum is bounded by

( ∏

16t6ℓ

| log(∆′
t)|
)

and this gives the desired upper bound. The lower bound follows in a symmetric way by repeating
the same argument with τ(σ) replaced by −τ(σ) for all σ ∈ Υm+ℓ. Combining both lower and
upper bounds proves Theorem 2.9. �



FLUCTUATIONS IN THE LOGARITHMIC ENERGY 27

5. Cumulants densities and bounds. Proof of Theorem 2.10

In this section we will use the clustering property for the Kac-Rice densities ρℓ,m,p to establish
the existence of limits for the cumulants of the logarithmic energy En. We refer the reader to [30,
Chapter II, §12] for basic properties of the cumulants of random variables and their relation to the
moments. For a finite set A, let P(A) denote all partitions of A into non-trivial blocks, and recall
that P(k) = P([k]). We denote by |π| the number of blocks in the partition π. We start this section
by recording two simple claims on the relation between the moments and the cumulants that follow
from applying the Möbius inversion formula on the lattice of set partitions (see [35, §3]).

Claim 5.1 ([35]). For k > 1, let (mJ)J⊂[k] and (sJ )J⊂[k] be two collections of real numbers indexed
by subsets of [k] = {1, . . . , k}. Then the following two identities are equivalent:

∀J ⊂ [k], mJ =
∑

π∈P(J)

∏

I∈π
sI

∀J ⊂ [k], sJ =
∑

π∈P(J)

(−1)|π|−1
(
|π| − 1

)
!
∏

I∈π
mI . (60)

Furthermore, if there exists a partition π ∈ P(k) with |π| > 2 so that

∀J ⊂ [k] , mJ =
∏

I∈π
mI∩J

then (60) implies that s[k] = 0.

If we assume that the “moments” (mJ)J⊂[k] approximately factor, then we will get a quantitative
bound for the “cumulant” s[k].

Claim 5.2. For each k > 1 there exist a constant C = C(k) > 0 so that the following holds. For
0 < ε 6 1 6M , let (mJ)J⊂[k] be a collection of real numbers, all in the interval [−M,M ]. Suppose
there exists a partition π ∈ P(k) with |π| > 2 so that for all J ⊂ [k] we have

∣∣∣mJ −
∏

I∈π
mI∩J

∣∣∣ 6 ε ,

then ∣∣∣∣
∑

λ∈P(k)

(−1)|λ|−1
(
|λ| − 1

)
!
∏

J∈λ
mJ

∣∣∣∣ 6 CMk−1ε .

Proof. Put m̃J
def
=
∏

I∈π mJ∩I for J ⊂ [k]. By Claim 5.1 we have that
∑

λ∈P(k)

(−1)|λ|−1(|λ| − 1)!
∏

J∈λ
m̃J = 0 .

We thus obtain∣∣∣∣
∑

λ∈P(k)

(−1)|λ|−1
(
|λ| − 1

)
!
∏

J∈λ
mJ

∣∣∣∣ 6
∑

λ∈P(k)

(
|λ| − 1

)
!
∣∣∣
∏

J∈λ
mJ −

∏

J∈λ
m̃J

∣∣∣

6
∑

λ∈P(k)

(
|λ| − 1

)
!(2M)|λ|−1ε

.Mk−1ε .

�
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5.1. Cumulant densities. Let a, b ∈ Z>0 be fixed throughout. Recall that γn(a, b) given by (29),
is the joint cumulant for In and Sn of order (a, b). The goal of this section is to express this joint
cumulant in term of the moments given by Proposition 2.5. To do so, we will need to introduce
some more combinatorial notation. Recall that P(a,m) is the set of all partitions π ∈ P(a) with
|π| = m. We always think of P(0) as the empty set. We shall construct partitions of P(a + b) by
first partitioning [a], and then completing the partition adding elements of [b], either to existing
blocks or by constructing new blocks. The following definition becomes relevant.

Definition 5.3. For integers m, b ∈ Z>0, we denote by Pb(m) as the set of all partitions of
{x1, . . . , xm, y1, . . . , yb} such that the xj’s are in distinct blocks. For π ∈ Pb(m), let |π| be the
total number of blocks, and note that |π| > m. We further denote by Pb(m, t) to be the set of all
partitions in Pb(m) with |π| = t. Finally, we denote by ℓj(π), 1 6 j 6 t, as the number of y-terms
in the j’th block for π ∈ Pb(m, t). We will always enumerate the blocks of π ∈ Pb(m, t) so that the
first block contains x1, the second block contains x2 and so forth, while the rest of the t−m blocks
are enumerated arbitrarily.

With this definition in mind, we can write the following formula for bivariate cumulants.

Claim 5.4. Let X,Y be random variables with all moments being finite. Then

s
(
X, . . . ,X︸ ︷︷ ︸

a times

, Y, . . . , Y︸ ︷︷ ︸
b times

)
=

a∑

m=1

∑

λ∈P(a,m)

m+b∑

t=m

∑

π∈Pb(m,t)

(−1)t−1(t− 1)!
t∏

j=1

E
[
X |λj |Y ℓj(π)

]

where we interpret λj = ∅ for j > |λ|.
Proof. By (26), we have

s(X, . . . ,X︸ ︷︷ ︸
a times

, Y, . . . , Y︸ ︷︷ ︸
b times

) =
∑

σ∈P(a+b)

(|σ| − 1)! (−1)|σ|−1

(
∏

I∈σ
E

[
XxIY |I|−xI

])
(61)

where xI is the number of indices from [a] which appear in the block I ∈ σ. To construct a
partition σ ∈ P(a+ b), we start with a partition λ ∈ P(a,m) and label its blocks as {λ1, . . . , λm} =
{x1, . . . , xm}. We now need to add this partition the elements {a + 1, . . . , a + b} = {y1, . . . , yb},
which amounts to considering a partition π ∈ Pb(m). Every partition σ ∈ P(a+ b) can be uniquely
decomposed in this way, with |σ| = |π| and with |λj | being the number of indices from [a] appearing
in the j’th block. Partitioning the sum in (61) and summing over all possible lengths of λ and π
yields the desired claim. �

For partitions σ, λ ∈ P(a), we say that σ is a refinement of λ and denote by σ � λ, if all blocks of
σ are contained in blocks of λ. Whenever σ � λ = {λ1, . . . , λm}, we will denote by λj(σ) ∈ P(|λj |)
the unique partition on [|λj |] induced by σ, simply by collecting the corresponding blocks of σ
inside the block λj.

Recall that for all k > 0

(Sn)k =
∑

π∈P(k)

S(π)
n . (62)

where S(π)
n is given by (20).

Lemma 5.5. For γn(a, b) given by (29) we have

γn(a, b) =
∑

σ∈P(a)

∑

λ∈P(a)
σ�λ

∑

π∈Pb(|λ|)
(|π| − 1)!(−1)|π|−1

|π|∏

j=1

E

[
S(λj(σ))
n Iℓj(π)

n

]
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where, as before, we interpret λj = ∅ for j > |λ| and S(∅)
n = 1.

Proof. Applying Claim 5.4 with X = Sn and Y = In yields the formula

γn(a, b) =

a∑

m=1

∑

λ∈P(a,m)

m+b∑

t=m

∑

π∈Pb(m,t)

(−1)t−1(t− 1)!

t∏

j=1

E
[
S |λj |
n Iℓj(π)

n

]

=

a∑

m=1

∑

λ∈P(a,m)

m+b∑

t=m

∑

π∈Pb(m,t)

(−1)t−1(t− 1)!

t∏

j=1

( ∑

σj∈P(|λj |)
E
[
S(σj)
n Iℓj(π)

n

])
, (63)

where the last equality is (62) together with the linearity of the expectation. Taken together, the
collection {σj}16j6m is a partition σ ∈ P(a) such that σ � λ. Equivalently, λ can be thought of
a partition of [|σ|], and under this new description we have σj = λj(σ). Expanding the brackets
gives

t∏

j=1

( ∑

σj∈P(|λj |)
E
[
S(σj )
n Iℓj(π)

n

])
=

∑

σ1∈P(|λ1|)
· · ·

∑

σm∈P(|λm|)

t∏

j=1

E
[
S(σj)
n Iℓj(π)

n

]

=
∑

σ∈P(a)
σ�λ

t∏

j=1

E
[
S(λj(σ))
n Iℓj(π)

n

]
.

Plugging this into (63), we can change the order of summation and get

γn(a, b) =
∑

λ∈P(a)

∑

π∈Pb(|λ|)

∑

σ∈P(a)
σ�λ

(|π| − 1)!(−1)|π|−1

|π|∏

j=1

E

[
S(λj(σ))
n Iℓj(π)

n

]

=
∑

σ∈P(a)

∑

λ∈P(a)
σ�λ

∑

π∈Pb(|λ|)
(|π| − 1)!(−1)|π|−1

|π|∏

j=1

E

[
S(λj(σ))
n Iℓj(π)

n

]

which finishes the proof. �

We are now ready to define our Kac-Rice cumulants density. For a, b ∈ Z>0 and a partition

σ ∈ P(a), we define the cumulant Kac-Rice density Fb,σ : Cb+|σ| → R by

Fb,σ(w, z)
def
=

∑

λ∈P(a)
σ�λ

∑

π∈Pb(|λ|)
(|π| − 1)!(−1)|π|−1

|π|∏

j=1

ρℓj(π),|λj |,λj(σ)(wℓj(π), z|λj |) (64)

where ρℓj(π),|λj |,λj(σ) is given by (21). Combining Proposition 2.5, Lemma 5.5 we see that

γn(a, b) =

a∑

m=1

∑

σ∈P(a,m)

∫

Cb

∫

Cm

Fb,σ(w, z) dµ⊗m(z) dµ⊗b(w) , (65)

where Fb,σ is given by (64).
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5.2. Convergence of cumulant densities. The goal of this section is to give the proof of The-
orem 2.10. In view of (65), the desired limit would follow if we can show that

lim
n→∞

1

n

∫

Cb

∫

Cm

Fb,σ(w, z) dµ⊗m(z) dµ⊗b(w) (66)

exists and is finite, for all a, b ∈ Z>0 and σ ∈ P(a) fixed. To establish this limit, we record two
simple claims that will help us to justify an application of the dominated convergence theorem.

Claim 5.6. Let a > 1 and σ ∈ P(a,m). There exist a constants C, c > 0, which depend only on a
and b, such that for all (w, z) ∈ C

b+m we have
∣∣Fb,σ(w, z)

∣∣

6 Cnm+b
( b∑

i=1

m∑

j=1

| log(n|wi − zj |2)|C
)
e−cn

∑m
j=2 dS2(z1,zj)

2−cn
∑b
i=1 dS2 (z1,wi)

2

.

Furthermore, for a = 0, we have the similar upper bound
∣∣Fb,∅(w)

∣∣ 6 Cnbe−cn
∑b
i=2 dS2 (w1,wi)2 .

Proof. We will focus on the case where a > 1, as the other case is easier and follows from the same
argument. We first argue there exist partitions of w = (wI′ ,wJ ′) and z = (zI , zJ) such that

dist

{(
w′

I , zI
)
,
(
w′

J , zJ
)}2

> c

( m∑

j=2

dS2(z1, zj)
2 +

b∑

i=1

dS2(z1, wi)
2

)
(67)

where dist is defined by (25) and c = c(m, b) > 0 is some constant. Indeed, let X be the set of all
coordinates in (w, z) (so the cardinality of X is m+ b) and let ζ ∈ X be such that

dS2(z1, ζ) = max
x∈X\{z1}

dS2(z1, x) .

By the pigeonhole principle, we can partition the set X = XI ⊔XJ so that

dist
{
XI ,XJ

}
>

1

m+ b
dS2(z1, ζ) .

This, together with the bound

dS2(z1, ζ)2 >
1

m+ b

( m∑

j=2

dS2(z1, zj)
2 +

b∑

i=1

dS2(z1, wi)
2

)

yields (67). Furthermore, we note that the sum
∑

σ�λ

∑
π∈Pb(|λ|) in the definition (64) of Fb,σ runs

in fact over all partitions π̃ ∈ P(m + b), by first partitioning the m blocks of σ (this partition is
dictated by λ) and then adding to each block the elements from {m + 1, . . . ,m + b}. With this
identification we have |π̃| = |π|, and so we can apply Claim 5.2 together with M being the bound
in Theorem 2.7 and ε the bound from Theorem 2.9, applied with the partition (67). We get

∣∣Fb,σ(w, z)
∣∣ . nm+b

∏

16i6b

| log(n∆′
i)|m+b exp

(
− cn

( m∑

j=2

dS2(z1, zj)
2 +

b∑

i=1

dS2(z1, wi)
2
))

,

where ∆′
i is given by (24). The desired bound now follows from the triangle inequality, which shows

that

| log |n∆′
i|| .

m∑

j=1

| log(n|wi − zj |2)|

and the proof is complete. �
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Claim 5.7. For any (w, z) ∈ C
b+m
6= we have the pointwise limits

lim
n→∞

n−b−mFb,σ

( w√
n
,

z√
n

)
= FG

b,σ(w, z) ,

where FG
b,σ is defined via the relation (64) with ρ replaced by ρG given by (31) (the limiting density

of the G.E.F.).

Proof. In view of the definition (64) of Fb,σ, the desired limit will follow once we show that for all

(w, z) ∈ C
ℓ+m
6= fixed we have

lim
n→∞

n−ℓ−mρℓ,m,p

(
w√
n
,

z√
n

)
= ρGℓ,m,p(w, z) . (68)

Indeed, we recall relation (43), which states that

n−ℓ−mρℓ,m,p

( w√
n
,

z√
n

)
=

∫

Cm+ℓ

ϕn(0, η, η′)
( ℓ∏

t=1

log |η′t|
)( m∏

j=1

|ηj |2 logpj |ηj |
)

dm(η, η′)

where ϕn is the density (42) of the Gaussian random variables with covariance matrix Γn (which
corresponds to the Gaussian random variables given by (41)). By Claim 4.2, we know that the
sequence of matrices Γn converges, as n → ∞, to a limiting matrix Γ∞ which is the covariance
matrix of the Gaussian random variables which correspond to the G.E.F. (given by (46)). Finally,

Lemma 4.3 implies that for each fixed (w, z) ∈ C
ℓ+m
6= , the matrices Γn and Γ∞ are uniformly non-

singular as a sequence in n, and hence (68) follows from a simple application of the dominated
convergence theorem. �

Proof of Theorem 2.10. The desired result will follow once we establish the limit (66). By applying
the obvious scaling, it is equivalent to showing that

lim
n→∞

1

nm+b+1

∫

Cm

∫

Cb

Fb,σ

( w√
n
,

z√
n

) m∏

j=1

dm(zj)

π(1 + |zj |2/n)2

b∏

i=1

dm(wi)

π(1 + |wi|2/n)2

exists and is finite. Assuming that m > 1, we use the rotation invariance of Fb,σ, guaranteed by
Lemma 2.3, and rotate the vector (w, z) so that z1 = 0. If m = 0, we rotate w so that w1 = 0 and
argue in the same way. Since

∫

C

dm(z1)

π(1 + |z1|2/n)2
= n ,

we see that existence of the limit (66) is equivalent to existence of the limit

lim
n→∞

1

nm+b

∫

Cm−1

∫

Cb

Fb,σ

( w√
n
,
z′√
n

) m∏

j=2

dm(zj)

π(1 + |zj |2/n)2

b∏

i=1

dm(wi)

π(1 + |wi|2/n)2
, (69)

where z′
def
= (0, z2, . . . , zm). The convergence claimed in (69) will follow from an application of the

dominated convergence theorem which we now justify. Let

gn,σ,b(w, z
′)

def
= n−b−mFb,σ

( w√
n
,
z′√
n

) m∏

j=2

1

π(1 + |zj |2/n)2

b∏

i=1

1

π(1 + |wi|2/n)2
.
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As we have the pointwise convergence of gn,σ,b (Claim 5.7) it is enough to find an integrable
majorant. By Claim 5.6, we have the upper bound

|gn,σ,b(w, z′)| .
( b∑

i=1

m∑

j=1

| log |wi − zj ||C
) m∏

j=2

e−c|zj |2/(1+|zj |2/n)

(1 + |zj |2/n)2

b∏

i=1

e−c|wi|2/(1+|wi|2/n)

(1 + |wi|2/n)2
. (70)

It is evident that exp(−cx) . (1 + x)−2 for all x > 0. Applying this simple observation with
x = t

1+t/n , we see that

e−ct/(1+t/n)

(1 + t/n)2
.

1
(
(1 + t/n)(1 + t

1+t/n)
)2 .

1

(1 + t)2

uniformly in n > 1. Plugging t = |zj |2 and t = |wi|2 in the above inequality and applying it to the
bound (70), we see that

|gn,σ,b(w, z′)| .
( b∑

i=1

m∑

j=1

| log |wi − zj||C
) m∏

j=2

1

(1 + |zj |2)2

b∏

i=1

1

(1 + |wi|2)2
.

As the right hand side of the above is integrable on C
m−1×C

b (with respect to the usual Lebesgue
measure), we can apply the dominated convergence theorem and see that the limit (69) exists and
is equal to

∫

Cm−1

∫

Cb

FG
b,σ(w, z′)

m∏

j=2

dm(zj)

b∏

i=1

dm(wi)

which is finite. As a consequence, we proved that the limit (66) exists and, in view of (65), this
proves Theorem 2.10. �

Remark 5.8. We note that en route to proving Theorem 2.10, we also identified the limits for the
joint cumulants. We proved that for all a > 1 and b ∈ Z>0 we have

lim
n→∞

γn(a, b)

n
=

∑

σ∈P(a)

1

π|σ|+b−1

∫

C|σ|−1

∫

Cb

FG
b,σ(w, z′)

|σ|∏

j=2

dm(zj)

b∏

i=1

dm(wi) (71)

where FG
b,σ is the limiting cumulant density for the G.E.F. (the scaling limit for our polynomial).

Furthermore, in the case a = 0 and b > 1, we have a similar expression

lim
n→∞

γn(0, b)

n
=

1

πb−1

∫

Cb−1

FG
b,∅(0, w2, . . . , wb)

b∏

i=2

dm(wi) (72)

In Section 6 we simplify (71) in the case where a+ b = 2, and with that give some explicit integral
expressions for the limiting variance of the logarithmic energy. In particular, we prove that it is
non-degenerate.

6. Asymptotic of the variance. Proof of Theorem 2.2

In this section we compute the limiting variance of the logarithmic energy (the expectation was
computed in Lemma 2.6 above). The strategy for the proof, as mentioned in the statement of
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Theorem 2.2, is to compute separately the limits:

c1
def
= lim

n→∞
Var
[
In
]

n
= lim

n→∞
γn(0, 2)

n
, (73)

c2
def
= lim

n→∞
Var
[
Sn

]

n
= lim

n→∞
γn(2, 0)

n
, (74)

c3
def
= lim

n→∞
Cov

[
In,Sn

]

n
= lim

n→∞
γn(1, 1)

n
. (75)

The limiting variance for the logarithmic energy En will then follow with the aid of Lemma 2.1.
The computations performed below combined with numerical integration shows that

c1 =
ζ(3)

4
≈ 0.300514

c2 =
1

4

(
ζ(2) + γ(γ − 2) + I1 + I2 + I3

)
≈ 0.476091

c3 =
1

4

(
ζ(2) − J1

)
≈ 0.34295

where I1, I2, I3 and J1 are explicit integrals given by (82) and (80) and ζ(·) is the Riemann zeta
function. As indicated in Theorem 2.2, we have the relation

c∗ = c1 + c2 − 2c3 ≈ 0.0907056 . (76)

Finally, we prove in Appendix B that the limiting variance is indeed positive, by showing that
c1 6= c2 without using computer aided computations. Note that the existence of the limits (73), (74)
and (75) is guaranteed by Theorem 2.10. Furthermore, the limits are the corresponding integrals
of the cumulant densities for the limiting G.E.F., see the remark at the end of Section 5. This
observation is the starting point for the computations we perform in this section.

6.1. Wiener chaos decomposition. The basic tool which allows us to compute the limits above
is an orthogonal decomposition scheme, which is valid in general Gaussian Hilbert spaces and is
commonly known as Wiener chaos, see [19, Chap. 2]. We record below the basic facts that we will
use. First, we find the coefficients in the orthogonal expansion of the functions log x and x log x in
the Hilbert space L2(R>0, e

−x dx). The Laguerre polynomials

Lj(x)
def
=

ex

j!

∂j

∂xj
(
xje−x

)
,

for m > 0, form an orthonormal basis in this Hilbert space. The relevance of these polynomials
becomes evident from the following simple observation: if (Z1, Z2) ∈ C

2 a mean-zero random
complex Gaussian vector with E|Z1|2 = E|Z2|2 = 1 and E[Z1Z2] = θ, then

E
[
Lm(|Z1|2)Lk(|Z2|2)

]
=

{
|θ|2m m = k,

0 m 6= k,
(77)

see for instance [7, Lemma 3.5.2] or [19, Theorem 3.9]. Throughout this section, we use γ for the
Euler-Mascheroni constant.

Claim 6.1. Let α0 = −γ and αj = −1
j for j > 1, then

log x =
∑

j>0

αjLj(x) (78)
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in the L2(R>0, e
−x dx) sense. Similarly, if we set β0 = 1− γ, β1 = γ− 2 and βj = 1

j(j−1) for j > 2,

then

x log x =
∑

j>0

βjLj(x) (79)

in the L2(R>0, e
−x dx) sense.

Proof. We will only compute the expansion (79), as the expansion (78) follows in a similar way (it
also exists in the proof of [7, Lemma 3.5.2]). For j > 2 we integrate by parts and see that

βj =

∫ ∞

0
(x log x)Lj(x)e−x dx

=
1

j!

∫ ∞

0
(x log x)

∂j

∂xj
(
xje−x

)
dx

=
(−1)j

j!

∫ ∞

0

∂j(x log x)

∂xj
xje−x dx =

(j − 2)!

j!

∫ ∞

0
xe−x dx =

1

j(j − 1)
.

The values of β0 and β1 follow from direct integration and the claim follows. �

6.2. Computations. Recall that the G.E.F. is given by

g(z) =
∑

j>0

aj
zj√
j!

where the {aj} are i.i.d. standard complex Gaussians, and that ĝ(z) = e−|z|2/2g(z).

Lemma 6.2. Let c1 be given by (73). Then

c1 =
ζ(3)

4
,

where ζ(·) is the Riemann zeta function.

Proof. By (72), we see that

c1 =
1

π

∫

C

E
[
(log |ĝ(0)| − α0/2)(log |ĝ(z)| − α0/2)

]
dm(z) =

1

π

∫

C

Cov
[

log |ĝ(0)|, log |ĝ(z)|
]

dm(z)

where α0 = −γ = E log |Z|2 with Z being a standard complex Gaussian. It is straightforward to
check that

E
[
ĝ(0)ĝ(z)

]
= e−|z|2/2 ,

and so, by combining (77) with the expansion (78) we see that

c1 =
1

4π

∫

C

Cov
[

log |ĝ(0)|2, log |ĝ(z)|2
]

dm(z)

=
1

4π

∫

C

(∑

j>1

α2
je

−j|z|2
)

dm(z)

=
∑

j>1

1

4j2

(
1

π

∫

C

e−j|z|2 dm(z)

)
=
∑

j>1

1

4j3
=
ζ(3)

4
.

�
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We continue our computations and simplify the expression for the limiting covariance between
In and Sn. Set

J1
def
=

∫ ∞

0
Ψ
( s

es − 1

)
ds , (80)

with Ψ(x) =
∞∑

j=2

xj

j2(j − 1)
for x ∈ [0, 1].

Lemma 6.3. Let c3 be given as in (75). Then

c3 =
π2

24
− 1

4
J1 ,

where J1 is given by (80).

Before proving Lemma 6.5, we will need the following simple claim.

Claim 6.4. Let (Z1, Z2) be a complex Gaussian vector with E|Z1|2 = 1, E|Z2| = σ2 and E
[
Z1Z2

]
=

θ. Then

E
[
|Z1|2 log |Z1|2 log |Z2|2

]
=

∞∑

j=0

αjβj |θ/σ|2j + β0 log σ2 ,

where {αj} and {βj} are as in Claim 6.1.

Proof. Let Z = Z1 and W = Z2/σ. Using Claim 6.1 and the orthogonality relation (77), we see
that

E
[
|Z1|2 log |Z1|2 log |Z2|2

]
= E

[
|Z|2 log |Z|2 log |W |2

]
+ E

[
|Z|2 log |Z|2

]
log σ2

=
∑

j>0

αjβj |θ/σ|2j + β0 log σ2

as desired. �

Proof of Lemma 6.3. By relation (71) with a = b = 1, we see that

c3 =
1

4π

∫

C

(
E

[
|Dĝ(0)|2 log |Dĝ(0)|2 log |ĝ(z)|2 | g(0) = 0

]
− α0β0

)
dm(z) (81)

with α0 = E
[

log |Z|2
]

and β0 = E
[
|Z|2 log |Z|2

]
. A straightforward inspection yields that

Cov
(
ĝ(0),Dĝ(0), ĝ(z)

)
=




1 0 e−|z|2/2

0 1 ze−|z|2/2

e−|z|2/2 ze−|z|2/2 1


 .

Therefore, conditioned on the event {g(0) = 0}, the vector
(
Dĝ(0), ĝ(z)

)
has a complex Gaussian

law with the covariance matrix [
1 ze−|z|2/2

ze−|z|2/2 1 − e−|z|2

]
.

We apply Claim 6.4 with Z1 = Dĝ(0) and Z2 = ĝ(z), conditioned on the event {g(0) = 0}, and see
that

E

[
|Dĝ(0)|2 log |Dĝ(0)|2 log |ĝ(z)|2 | g(0) = 0

]
− α0β0 =

∞∑

m=1

αmβm

( |z|2
e|z|2 − 1

)m

+ β0 log
(
1 − e−|z|2) .



36 MARCUS MICHELEN AND OREN YAKIR

Plugging this relation into (81) and integrating we see that

c3 =
1

4π

∫

C

( ∞∑

j=1

αjβj

( |z|2
e|z|2 − 1

)j

+ β0 log
(
1 − e−|z|2)

)
dm(z)

=
1

4

(∫ ∞

0

∞∑

j=1

αjβj

(
s

es − 1

)j

ds+ β0

∫ ∞

0
log
(
1 − e−s

)
ds

)
.

By solving the elementary integrals
∫ ∞

0
log
(
1 − e−s

)
ds = −

∑

j>1

∫ ∞

0

e−sj

j
ds = −

∞∑

j=1

1

j2
= −π

2

6
,

and ∫ ∞

0

s

es − 1
ds =

∑

j>0

∫ ∞

0
se−s(j+1) ds =

∞∑

j=0

1

(j + 1)2
=
π2

6
,

we see that

c3 =
1

4

(
− π2

6

(
β0 + β1

)
+

∫ ∞

0

∞∑

j=2

αjβj

(
s

es − 1

)j

ds

)

=
π2

24
− 1

4

∫ ∞

0

∞∑

j=2

1

j2(j − 1)

(
s

es − 1

)j

ds

and the lemma follows. �

At last, we are ready to give an expression for the limiting variance of Sn. It will be given in
term of these explicit integrals:

I1 =

∫ ∞

0

[(
1 − e−s

)−1
(

1 − s

es − 1

)2(
β0 + log

(
1 − s

es − 1

))2
− β20

]
ds ; (82)

I2 =

∫ ∞

0

(
1 − e−s

)−1
(

1 − s

es − 1

)2(
β1 − log

(
1 − s

es − 1

))2(e−s/2(1 − s− e−s)

1 − (s+ 1)e−s

)2

ds ;

I3 =

∫ ∞

0

(
1 − e−s

)−1
(

1 − s

es − 1

)2
( ∞∑

j=2

β2j

(
e−s/2(1 − s− e−s)

1 − (s+ 1)e−s

)2j
)

ds .

It is easy to see that all three integrals are absolutely convergent. Furthermore, numerical integra-
tion gives the approximations:

I1 ≈ −0.570754

I2 ≈ 1.53694

I3 ≈ 0.114499

In Appendix B we give some rigorous bounds on these integrals, which are not computer aided.

Lemma 6.5. Let c2 be given as (74). Then

c2 =
1

4

(
π2

6
+ γ(γ − 2) + I1 + I2 + I3

)

where I1, I2, I3 are given by (82).

Similarly to the proof of Lemma 6.3, we record the relevant correlation computation as a separate
claim.
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Claim 6.6. Let (Z1, Z2) be a complex Gaussian vector with E|Z1|2 = E|Z2| = σ2 and E
[
Z1Z2

]
=

θ σ2. Then

E
[
|Z1|2 log |Z1|2 |Z2|2 log |Z2|2

]
= σ4


(β0 + log σ2

)2
+
(
β1 − log σ2

)2 |θ|2 +

∞∑

j=2

β2j |θ|2j

 .

Proof. Put W1 = Z1/σ and W2 = Z2/σ, then

E
[
|Z1|2 log |Z1|2 |Z2|2 log |Z2|2

]
= σ4 E

[
|W1|2

(
log |W1|2 + log σ2

)
|W2|2

(
log |W2|2 + log σ2

)]

= σ4
(

(log σ2)2 E
[
|W1|2|W2|2

]
+ 2(log σ2)E

[
|W1|2 log |W1|2|W2|2

]

+ E
[
|W1|2 log |W1|2|W2|2 log |W2|2

])
. (83)

We expand in the basis of Laguerre polynomials with (79) and x = L0(x) − L1(x) and apply the
orthogonality relation (77). This yields

E
[
|W1|2|W2|2

]
= 1 + |θ|2 ;

E
[
|W1|2 log |W1|2|W2|2

]
= β0 − β1|θ|2 ;

E
[
|W1|2 log |W1|2|W2|2 log |W2|2

]
=

∞∑

j=0

β2j |θ|2j ,

and plugging into (83) gives the claim. �

Proof of Lemma 6.5. By the case a = 2 and b = 0 of the limit (71) (note that in this case there are
two possible partitions), we see that

c2 = c′2 + c′′2 , (84)

where

c′2
def
= E

[
(log |Dĝ(0)|)2 |Dĝ(0)|2 | g(0) = 0

]
;

c′′2
def
=

1

4π

∫

C

(
E
[

log |Dĝ(0)|2|Dĝ(0)|2 log |Dĝ(z)|2|Dĝ(z)|2 | g(0) = g(z) = 0
]

det
[

Cov
(
ĝ(0), ĝ(z)

)] − β20

)
dm(z) .

Starting with the term c′2, we note that ĝ(0) and Dĝ(0) are independent, with E|Dĝ(0)|2 = 1. A
routine computation gives

c′2 = E

[
(log |Dĝ(0)|)2 |Dĝ(0)|2

]
=

1

π

∫

C

log2 |z| |z|2 e−|z|2 dm(z) =
1

4

∫ ∞

0
log2(s) s e−s ds

=
1

4

∫ ∞

0
e−s
(

log2(s) + 2 log s
)

ds =
1

4

(
Γ′′(1) + 2Γ′(1)

)
=

1

4

(
γ2 − 2γ + ζ(2)

)
.

To deal with the integral term in (84) we need to do some linear algebra. For z ∈ C we have

Cov
(
ĝ(0), ĝ(z),Dĝ(0),Dĝ(z)

)
=




1 e−|z|2/2 0 0

e−|z|2/2 1 ze−|z|2/2 z

0 ze−|z|2/2 1 e−|z|2/2

0 z e−|z|2/2 1 + |z|2


 .
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Thus, conditioned on the event {g(0) = g(z) = 0}, the vector
(
Dĝ(0),Dĝ(z)

)
has a Gaussian law

with mean zero and covariance matrix


1−(1+|z|2) e−|z|2

1−e−|z|2
e−|z|2/2

(
1−|z|2−e−|z|2

)

1−e−|z|2

e−|z|2/2
(
1−|z|2−e−|z|2

)

1−e−|z|2
1−(1+|z|2) e−|z|2

1−e−|z|2


 .

Claim 6.6 shows that

E

[
log |Dĝ(0)|2|Dĝ(0)|2 log |Dĝ(z)|2|Dĝ(z)|2 | g(0) = g(z) = 0

]

= σ4

(
(
β0 + log σ2

)2
+
(
β1 − log σ2

)2|θ|2 +

∞∑

j=2

β2j |θ|2j
)
,

with

σ2 =
1 − (1 + |z|2) e−|z|2

1 − e−|z|2 and θ =
e−|z|2/2(1 − |z|2 − e−|z|2)

1 − (1 + |z|2)e−|z|2 .

Finally, we observe that

det
[

Cov
(
ĝ(0), ĝ(z)

)]
= 1 − e−|z|2

and plug everything into the definition (84) of c′′2 to get

c′′2 =
1

4π

∫

C

σ4

1 − e−|z|2

((
β0 + log σ2

)2 − β20 +
(
β1 − log σ2

)2|θ|2 +

∞∑

j=2

β2j |θ|2j
)

dm(z)

=
1

4

(
I1 + I2 + I3

)
,

with I1, I2, I3 given by (82). Plugging this into (84) gives what we wanted. �

Proof of Theorem 2.2. The proof follows immediately by combining Lemma 6.2, Lemma 6.5 and
Lemma 6.3. �
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Appendix A. Proof of Proposition 2.5

The starting point is a sufficiently general version for the Kac-Rice formula, given by the following
theorem from [4].

Theorem A.1. [4, Theorem 6.4] Let Z : U → R
d be a Gaussian random field with U ⊂ R

d open.
Assume that:

• the function t 7→ Z(t) is almost surely smooth;
• for each t ∈ U we have det Cov(Z(t)) 6= 0;
• P
(
∃t ∈ U,Z(t) = 0,det(Z ′(t)) = 0

)
= 0.

Suppose further that one has another random field Y t : U × R
ℓ → R

m satisfying the following
conditions:

• Y t is measurable and almost surely (t, w) 7→ Y t(w) is continuous;
• for each t the random process (s,w) 7→ (Z(s), Y t(w)) is (real) Gaussian.

Let H : U×C(Rℓ,Rm) → R be a bounded and continuous function, where the topology on C(Rℓ,Rm)
is the topology of uniform convergence on compact sets. Then, for each compact I ⊂ U , we have

E




∑

t∈I,Z(t)=0

H(t, Y t)


 =

∫

I
E
(
|det(Z ′(t))|H(t, Y t) | Z(t) = 0

)
pZ(t)(0) dt

where pZ(t)(0) is the density of the random vector Z(t) evaluated at 0.

With Theorem A.1 at our disposal, we can prove the following version of it for Gaussian analytic
functions, which will take us most of the way towards Proposition 2.5.

Lemma A.2. Let f be a Gaussian analytic function so that for any k distinct points w1, . . . , wk

we have det
[

Cov(f(w1), . . . , f(wk))
]
6= 0. For a compact set K ⊂ C, let Zk(K) denote the set

of distinct k-tuples of zeros of f in K. Then for bounded and continuous functions hj : C2 → R,
1 6 j 6 k + ℓ, we have

E

[(∫

Kℓ

ℓ∏

i=1

hk+i(f(zi), zi) dm(z)

) ∑

(y1,...,yk)∈Zk(K)

k∏

j=1

hj(f
′(yj), yj)

]

=

∫

Kℓ

∫

Kk

Λ(u, z;h, f)

πk det
[

Cov
(
(f(uj))

k
j=1

)] dm(u) dm(z) ,

where

Λ(u, z;h, f)
def
= E

[( k∏

j=1

|f ′(uj)|2hj(f ′(uj), uj)
)( ℓ∏

i=1

hk+i(f(zi), zi)
) ∣∣∣ f(uj) = 0, ∀j ∈ [k]

]
.

Proof. We can assume without loss of generality that the hj ’s are non-negative. Let δ > 0 and
consider the set

Uδ
def
=
{

(y1, . . . , yk) ∈ Kk : |yi − yj| > δ, ∀i 6= j
}
⊂ C

k .

We define Z : Uδ → C
k by

Z(u)
def
=
(
f(u1), . . . , f(uk)

)

and note that Z is a smooth Gaussian process. It is straightforward to check that

|det
(
Z ′(u)

)
| =

k∏

j=1

|f ′(uk)| ,
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and so, if t ∈ Uδ is such that Z(t) = detZ ′(t) = 0 we must have a z ∈ K with f(z) = f ′(z) = 0.
By [7, Lemma 2.4.2], this event has probability zero.

Define Y u : Uδ × C
ℓ → C

ℓ+k by

Y u(z)
def
=
(
f ′(u1), . . . f ′(uk), f(z1), . . . , f(zℓ)

)

and note that Y u is measurable, continuous and Gaussian. Finally, we set

H(u, Y u)
def
=

( k∏

j=1

hj(f
′(uj), uj)

)(∫

Kℓ

ℓ∏

i=1

hk+i(f(zi), zi) dm(z)

)

and note that H is bounded and continuous. By the above, we may apply Theorem A.1 and see
that

E



(∫

Kℓ

ℓ∏

i=1

hk+i(f(zi), zi) dm(z)

)
∑

(y1,...,yk)∈Zk(K)∩Uδ

k∏

j=1

hj(f
′(yj), yj)




=

∫

Uδ

E

[
|det[Z ′(u)]|H(u, Y u) | Z(z) = 0

]
pZ(z)(0) dm(u) .

where pZ(z) is the density function of the Gaussian vector
(
f(u1), . . . , f(uk)

)
, and hence

pZ(z)(0)−1 = πk det
[

Cov
(
(f(uj))

k
j=1

)]
.

Since we assumed that the hj ’s are non-negative, we can send δ ↓ 0 and apply the monotone
convergence theorem, which implies the lemma. �

Proof of Proposition 2.5. Let {ψm} be a sequence of continuous functions so that |ψm| 6 |ψm+1|
and ψm(s)

m→∞−−−−→ log s for all s > 0. For a compact set K ⊂ C we apply Lemma A.2 and observe
that

n−a
E



(∫

Kb

ℓ∏

i=1

ψm(|f̂(zi)|) dµ(z)

)
∑

(y1,...,ya)∈Za(K)

a∏

j=1

ψm(|Df̂(yj)|)pj

 (85)

= n−a

∫

Kb

∫

Ka

E

[(∏a
j=1 |f ′(uj)|2ψm(|Df̂(uj)|)pj

)(∏b
i=1 ψm(|f(zi)|)

)
| f(uj) = 0∀j

]

πa det Cov
(

(f(uj))aj=1

) dm(u) dµ⊗b(z)

=

∫

Kb

∫

Ka

E

[(∏a
j=1 |Df̂(uj)|2ψm(|Df̂(uj)|)pj

)(∏b
i=1 ψm(|f(zi)|)

)
| f(uj) = 0∀j

]

det Cov
(

(f̂(uj))aj=1

) dµ⊗a(u) dµ⊗b(z)

where f = fn is our random polynomial (1). We claim that

E



(∫

Cb

b∏

i=1

| log |f̂(zi)||dµ⊗b(z)

)
∑

(y1,...,ya)∈Za(C)

a∏

j=1

| log |Df̂(yj)||pj

 <∞ . (86)

Assuming that (86) holds, we can finish the proof of the proposition. Simply take K ↑ C andm→ ∞
in (85) and apply the dominated convergence theorem, which is justified by (86). To prove (86),
simply apply Lemma A.2 as in (85), but with |ψm| instead of ψm. As both sides are non-decreasing
when m increase and as K exhaust C, we can apply the monotone convergence theorem to obtain
equality of the limits. Finally, by the assumption of Proposition 2.5, the right-hand-side is finite,
and hence (86) holds and we are done. �
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Appendix B. Positivity of the variance

In order to show that the limiting variance is non-trivial, it is sufficient to prove that c1 6= c2. In
particular, we will prove

Fact B.1. We have c2 − c1 > 0.025.

We will tackle I1 and I2 separately, beginning with I1.

Fact B.2. I2 > 1.348.

Proof. Note that for s > 1 we have |β1| >
∣∣∣log(1 − s

es−1)
∣∣∣ and have

(
β1 − log

(
1 − s

es − 1

))2

>

(
β1 +

3

2

s

es − 1

)2

. (87)

In particular, we have

I2 >

∫ ∞

1

(
1 − e−s

)−1
(

1 − s

es − 1

)2(
β1 +

3

2

s

es − 1

)2(e−s/2(1 − s− e−s)

1 − (s + 1)e−s

)2

ds .

Letting h2 denote the integrand appearing on the right-hand side, we note that h2 is monotone
increasing for s ∈ [0, 1] and so we may bound

I2 >

∫ ∞

0
h2(s) ds− h2(1) . (88)

Exact computation gives
∫ ∞

0
h2(s) ds =

π2

2

(
1

12
+
π2

10
− γ

3
(1 − γ)

)
− 3ζ(3)

(
1

4
+ γ

)
− γ

2
(3 − γ) − 19

16
> 1.408

h2(1) =
(2γe− 4d− 2γ + 7)2

4(e− 1)5
6 .06 .

�

To handle I1 we first simplify slightly.

Fact B.3.

I1 = −(1 − γ)2

2

(
1 +

π2

3

)
+ I ′1 > −.384 + I ′1

where

I ′1 =

∫ ∞

0

(
1 − e−s

)−1
(

1 − s

es − 1

)2[
2β0 log

(
1 − s

es − 1

)
+ log2

(
1 − s

es − 1

)]
ds

Proof. This follows from computing
∫ ∞

0

[
1 −

(
1 − e−s

)−1
(

1 − s

es − 1

)2]
ds =

1

2
+
π2

6

along with recalling that β0 = 1 − γ. �

We now similarly lower bound I ′1 in a similar fashion to I2.

Fact B.4. I ′1 > −.472
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Proof. Note that the integrand of I ′1 is positive for s ∈ [0, 1]. For s > 1 we may bound

I ′1 >
∫ ∞

1
(1 − e−s)−1

(
1 − s

es − 1

)2
(
−2β0 ·

(
s

es − 1
+

(
s

es − 1

)2
)

+

(
s

es − 1

)2
)

ds .

Letting h1 denote the integrand on the right-hand side we see that h1 6 0 and so we may bound

I ′1 >
∫ ∞

0
h1(s) ds− |h1(1)| .

Exact computation again gives
∫ ∞

0
h1(s) ds = π2

(
1

2
− 2γ

3
+
π2

15
(1 − 2γ)

)
+ ζ(3)(18γ − 11) − γ

2
+

5

12
> −.472

�

Proof of Fact B.1. Write

4(c2 − c1) = I1 + I2 + I3 +
π2

6
+ γ(γ − 2) − ζ(3)

> −0.384 − 0.472 + 1.348 +
π2

6
+ γ(γ − 2) − ζ(3)

> 0.1

where on the first inequality we used I3 > 0 and Facts B.2, B.3, and B.4. �
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