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CHRISTOPHE GARBAN AND VINCENT VARGAS

Abstract. In this paper, we initiate the harmonic analysis of Gauss-
ian multiplicative chaos (GMC) on the circle, i.e. the study of its Fourier
coefficients. In particular, we show that almost surely GMC is a so-called
Rajchman measure which means that its Fourier coefficients converge to
0 when the frequency goes to infinity. We supplement this result with a
convergence in law result for the rescaled Fourier coefficients.

1 Introduction

1.1 Introduction and state of the art. Given a Radon measure ν(dθ)
on the standard unit cercle [0, 2π), it can be a notoriously difficult problem to
study the asymptotics of cn :=

∫ 2π
0 einθν(dθ) as n goes to infinity, especially

when ν lives on a fractal set F (i.e. a set of Hausdorff dimension strictly less
than 1). In this context, ν(dθ) is a so-called Rajchman measure if cn goes to
0 as n goes to infinity. The importance of this property is intimitaly related
to the concept of set of uniqueness whose definition goes back to Cantor
during the 19th century1 and later studied by Lebesgue among others: see
[Lyo20, Kör92, Lyo85] for a very nice account on this and a precise definition
of a set of uniqueness. Roughly speaking, a set of uniqueness is a set which
is “small” from the point of view of Fourier analysis. Rajchman’s property is
intimately linked to sets of uniqueness as follows. If F is a closed fractal set
which may be equipped with a Rajchman measure ν supported on F , then F
is not a set of uniqueness (in which case F is called a set of multiplicity). The
main purpose of this article is precisely to prove that a canonical multifractal
(random) measure called Gaussian multiplicative chaos (GMC) is a.s. a
Rajchman measure. We expect our methodology can be adapted to other
natural multifractal measures on the circle like the ones studied in [AM23].

Gaussian multiplicative chaos (GMC), introduced in the pioneering work
of Kahane [Kah85], is a theory of random measures which has received a lot
of attention recently in probability theory, due to its relation to finance, tur-
bulence, conformal field theory and Schramm-Loewner evolution/conformal
loop ensembles. In dimension d and for a real parameter γ ≥ 0, GMC
measures are formally defined on an open set O ⊂ Rd as

(1.1) Mγ(dx) = eγX(x)− γ2
2 E[X(x)2]dx

1Cantor’s study of sets of uniqueness highly inspired his introduction of set theory.
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where dx is the Lebesgue measure and X(x) is a centered Gaussian field
which is log-correlated

E[X(x)X(y)] = log 1
|x − y|

+ f(x, y)

where f is some smooth function on O × O. The covariance kernel thus
possesses a singularity along the diagonal and it is clear that making sense of
(1.1) is not straightforward since X is not defined pointwise but rather lives
with probability 1 in the space of distributions (in the sense of Schwartz).
The standard approach consists in applying an ultraviolet regularization to
the distribution X in order to get rid of the singularity of the covariance
kernel. The regularization usually depends on a small parameter, call it
ε, that stands for the extent to which the field has been regularized. The
measure (1.1) is naturally understood as the limit of the random measures:

(1.2) Mγ,ε(A) =
∫

A
eγXε(x)− γ2

2 E[X2
ε (x)]dx

when the regularization parameter ε goes to 0. It is known since the work
of Kahane [Kah85] that this produces non trivial limiting objects when the
real parameter γ is strictly less than the critical value γc =

√
2d.

The simplest and most symmetrical model of GMC is undoubtedly the
GMC built from the Gaussian Free Field (GFF) φ on the standard unit circle
[0, 2π) with covariance kernel

E[φ(θ)φ(θ′)] = ln 1
|eiθ − eiθ′ |

.

From now on, we will consider this case of GMC in the sequel. We will
work with the cut-off

φε := 1
2

∫ 1

−1
φ(θ + εv)dv

with covariance given by

E[φε(θ)φε(θ′)] = 1
4

∫ 1

−1

∫ 1

−1
ln 1

|ei(θ+εv) − ei(θ′+εv′)|
dvdv′

which converges to ln 1
|eiθ−eiθ′ | when ε goes to 0 and such that E[φε(θ)2] =

ln 1
ε + C + o(1) for some constant C.
The GMC measure is defined as the limit in probability in the space of

Radon measures (see [Ber17] for an elegant approach)

(1.3) Mγ(dθ) := eγφ(θ)− γ2
2 E[φ(θ)2]dθ := e− γ2

2 C lim
ε→0

εγ2/2eγφε(θ)dθ

In the sequel, we suppose that γ belongs to [0,
√

2) since for γ ≥ 2 the
limiting measure Mγ(dθ) is 0. We will also set Mγ,ε(dθ) = εγ2/2eγφε(θ)dθ.
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Since the GMC Mγ lives on the circle, one can define its Fourier coefficients

(1.4) cn = cn(Mγ) =
∫ 2π

0
einθeγφ(θ)− γ2

2 E[φ(θ)2]dθ

In addition to the fact that it is very natural to study the coefficients cn within
the framework of harmonic analysis, they are also an essential ingredient in
the construction of the Virasoro algebra of Liouville conformal field theory
[BGK+] where they appear as potential terms reflecting the interacting
nature of the theory (as compared to Gaussian Free Field theory). Moreover,
we expect that the sequence cn exhibits the same behaviour as a wide range
of natural complex valued partial sums of random multiplicative products:
see below for a discussion on the expected relation between the cn and the
other settings which appear in number theory or random matrix theory. Also
in relation with the study of random matrix theory and closely related to our
framework is the work [CN] where the authors study and derive the explicit
law of the so-called Verblunsky coefficients of Mγ . These coefficients appear
in the theory of orthogonal polynomials associated to Mγ and are closely
related to the Fourier coefficients cn. However, it appears that this relation
is not sufficiently explicit to deduce our results from their results.

It is well known that Mγ is a multifractal measure, i.e. it is not scale
invariant but rather possesses a continuum spectrum of scaling behaviors and
lives on a set Eγ of Hausdorff dimension 1 − γ2

2 : see [RV14] for instance for
an account on this. In fact, Mγ is exactly of dimension 1 − γ2

2 since Mγ(dθ)
almost everywhere

lim
r→0

Mγ [θ − r, θ + r]
ln r

= 1 − γ2

2
One can choose Eγ as the set of points θ with the above behaviour and this
also implies that the Hausdorff dimension dimH(Mγ) of the measure is 1− γ2

2
(which means that all sets of dimension striclty less than 1− γ2

2 do not charge
Mγ : see [Fal97]).

As mentioned in the beginning of the introduction, a very natural question
is the behaviour of cn as n goes to infinity and in particular if Mγ is a
Rajchman measure, i.e. does cn go to 0 as n goes to infinty? This has been a
long standing question on the measure Mγ and the main result of this paper
is to settle this question in the affirmative.

1.2 The main results and perspectives

1.2.1 Main results. The first main result of the paper is the fact that Mγ is
a Rajchman measure:

Theorem 1.1. For all γ <
√

2, the sequence cn goes to 0 almost surely as n
goes to infinity.
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Remark 1. One may also consider GMC on the standard d torus [0, 2π)d

for any d ≥ 1. In the case d = 2 (of particular importance), one considers
the exponential of the GFF whose covariance is given also by the Green
function on the torus. In the general case, one considers the exponential of
the field X defined via the following series which converges a.s. in the space
of distributions

X(θ) =
∑

n=(n1,··· ,nd)∈Nd\{0}

ein·θεn

|n|d/2 , θ ∈ [0, 2π)d

where |n| :=
√

n2
1 + · · · n2

d, n · θ denotes the standard scalar product and
(εn) is an i.i.d. sequence of standard complex Gaussian variables. One can
then define the Fourier coefficients cn as cn = int[0,2π)deinθeγφ(θ)− γ2

2 E[φ(θ)2]dθ
where dθ denotes the standard Lebesgue measure, which is defined via the
theory of GMC (see ) and is non trivial for γ2 < 2d. Our methods are robust
in the sense that with minor modifications one can show that for γ2 < 2d,
the sequence cn goes to 0 when |n| goes to infinity. An analogue of Theorem
1.2 and of Theorem 1.3 can also be proved under the condition γ <

√
d
2 .

To the best of our knowledge, the only instance where such a result is
proved on a (random) multifractal measure is the paper [FJ19] where such a
property is proved for a 2d version of GMC for small values of γ (roughly
they consider the case γ < 0.25). In this case one can even find a (non
explicit) bound for the Fourier dimension of the 2d measure considered.
Recall that the Fourier dimension of Mγ is by definition the maximal s such
that |cn| = O( 1

ns/2 ) as n goes to infinity. When γ < 1√
2 , one can reinforce

Theorem 1.1 by a simple method of moments and get (clearly non optimal)
bounds on the Fourier dimension:

Theorem 1.2. For all γ < 1√
2 , for all β ∈ (0, 1−2γ2

4 ) there exists a random
constant C such that almost surely

|cn| ≤ C

nβ

Therefore the Fourier dimension is bounded below in this case by 1−2γ2

2 .
As mentioned above, we do not expect Theorem 1.2 to be optimal: see the
discussion below where we would rather expect that the Fourier dimension
is 1 − γ2 for γ < 1√

2 .
In view of Theorem 1.1, it is natural to seek for a renormalization of cn

such that convergence to a non trivial variable holds. This will be the object
of the next theorem for the case γ < 1√

2 . First, for any γ < 1, let us define

κ = κ(γ) :=
∫
R

ei2πv

|v|γ2 dv
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We have the following convergence in law:

Theorem 1.3. For γ < 1√
2 we have

n(1−γ2)/2cn
(d)→

n→∞

√
κ

2 WM2γ [0,2π]

where M2γ is the GMC of parameter twice γ and W is a complex Brownian
motion independent of M2γ.

1.2.2 Perspectives and conjectures. The above results bring a few comments
and natural open questions. Our first remark deals with the generality of
the methodology behind the above results:

Remark 2. The scaling in theorem Theorem 1.3 can be understood from the
point of view of capacity estimates of Mγ . Recall the following result from
[LRV15]

(1.5)
∫

[0,2π]×[0,2π]

Mγ(dθ)Mγ(dθ′)
|eiθ − eiθ′ |s

< ∞, a.s.

if and only if 2 s < s⋆(γ) := 1 − γ2 if γ < 1√
2 .

s < s⋆(γ) := (
√

2 − γ)2 if γ ≥ 1√
2 .

A standard capacity computation, which can be obtained by developing
Mγ along the Fourier basis, yields the following bound for all s ∈ (0, 1)

(1.6) cs

∑
n∈Z

ns−1|cn|2 ≤
∫

[0,2π]×[0,2π]

Mγ(dθ)Mγ(dθ′)
|eiθ − eiθ′ |s

≤ Cs

∑
n∈Z

ns−1|cn|2

where cs, Cs > 0 are two deterministic constants which depend only on
s (and not on Mγ). Clearly in view of the above discussion the Fourier
dimension of Mγ is smaller than s⋆(γ) and strictly smaller than the Hausdorff
dimension dimH(Mγ) since in this setting one can notice the strict inequality
s⋆(γ) < dimH(Mγ) (the fact that s⋆(γ) ≤ dimH(Mγ) is a general property of
Radon measures). Hence it is very natural to ask: is the Fourier dimension
of Mγ given by s⋆(γ) (in which case Mγ is a so-called Salem measure)?

Remark 3. Finally, it is possible to define Mγ for γ = γc =
√

2 by using a
slightly different limiting procedure: this is the so-called derivative martingale
which lives on a set of Hausdorff dimension 0 but has no atoms. See for
example [Pow20, APS19] and references therein. Our method is not applicable
to this case and it would be very interesting to prove that Mγc for γc =

√
2

is also almost surely a Rajchman measure, which would then have Fourier
dimension 0: see [Kör92] for statements on such measures which satisfy the
Rajchman property.

2The exponent s used here corresponds to β2 in [LRV15].
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In conclusion, to summarize the above discussion, here is a list of open
problems which seem interesting:
Open problems.

• Show the optimal asymptotic of cn in the almost sure sense. (Theorem
1.3 only gives a strong hint of what this a.s. optimal asymptotic
should be when γ < 1√

2).
• When are the convolutions of Mγ Hölder functions?
• How can one prove Rajchman’s property for the critical case γc =

√
2?

(This question looks particularly interesting to us as our present
technique would somehow require to consider an infinite convolution
M∗∞

γc
which is of course ill-defined).

• Is it the case that the Fourier dimension of Mγ is a.s. given by s⋆(γ)?
(Already for γ < 1√

2 , this question is open).

1.2.3 Relation to other models and results. To the best of our knowledge,
Theorem (1.1) is the first proof of the Rajchman property for a (random)
multifractal measure except for the work [FJ19] which considers small values
of γ for a 2d GMC. Let us note that in [SS18], the authors prove such a
property for a monofractal random measure which roughly corresponds to
replacing the normal field X by a random variable taking values in a set of
cardinality two; in this case, they even determine the exact rate of decay.
However, though the methods of [SS18] could perhaps be adapted to handle
certain multifractal measures, the setting of this paper seems out of reach
of the techniques developed in [SS18]. In particular, in this monofractal
setting the Fourier dimension coincides with the Hausdorff dimension of the
measures whereas by the above discussions we know that this not true for
Mγ .

We first discuss two related models which have already been mentioned
above (namely Verblunsky coefficients and Liouville conformal field theory)
and will discuss further below two other related models respectively in analytic
number theory and random matrix theory.

• In [CN], the authors analyse the so-called circular β ensemble as the
zeros of random orthogonal polynomials specified by an explicit law
on their Verblunsky coefficients. The random measure corresponding
to these Verblunsky coefficients corresponds to a GMC like measure
on the circle. The relationship with our work reads as follows: if
µ is a measure on the circle T1 which is a small perturbation of
the Lebesgue measure (µ(dx) = dx + εν), then its jth Verblunsky
coefficient αj is related to the jth Fourier coefficient via

αj(µ) ≈ εcj(µ) .

One may then hope that an explicit law on the Verblunsky coefficients
could shed light on the law of our Fourier coefficients of the GMC.
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The difficulty here is that the above relationship between the two is
only valid in a perturbative way.

• The construction of the Virasoro algebra of Liouville conformal field
theory (see [BGK+]), is based on the operators Ln which generate
the Virasoro algebra. Their relationship with the operators L0

n in
the non-interacting case (the free field case) has the following simple
expression:

Ln = L0
n + eγc

∫ 2π

0
einθeγφ(θ)dθ, γ ∈ (0, 2) .(1.7)

As such, our main Theorem says that in the regime γ <
√

2, the
operators Ln are asymptotically close (as n → ∞) to the free-field
operators L0

n. This may prove being useful for the analysis of Ln. In
the regime γ ∈ [

√
2, 2) the potential term eγc

∫ 2π
0 einθeγφ(θ)dθ in (1.7)

is no longer defined via GMC theory but via the theory of Dirichlet
forms.

Motivated by analytic number theory and random matrix theory, there
has been recently some active research around two random sequences which
are expected to exhibit the same kind of behaviour as the Fourier coefficients
cn studied in this paper. In the aforementioned models, the n-th term in
the sequence implies a finite number of independent variables and hence is
closely related to a cut-off version of cn. More specifically, let εn = 1

n and
consider the n-th Fourier coefficient c̃n of the measure eγφεn (θ)dθ which (up
to scaling) approximates Mγ

c̃n =
∫ 2π

0
einθeγφεn (θ)dθ

By the convergence result (1.3), it is natural to expect that c̃n ≈ n
γ2
2 cn for

all γ. Now, the sequence c̃n is expected to display the same behaviour as the
following two models:

• Holomorphic multiplicative chaos: in this setting, one studies
the following Fourier coefficients of a complex valued GMC

an =
∫ 2π

0
einθe

√
αX(eiθ)dθ

where α > 0 and X is a holomorphic log-correlated field, i.e. the real
part and imaginary part are log-correlated fields which are correlated
(in contrast with the case studied in [LRV15] where the real part and
imaginary part are log-correlated fields which are independent). The
field X is defined via the following sum

X(z) =
∞∑

k=1

Xk√
k

zk

where Xk are i.i.d. standard complex Gaussian variables. The an

exhibit the same behaviour as c̃n for the value α = 2γ2. In this
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setting, by exploiting the fact that X is holomorphic, one can see
that the coefficients an are polynomials in the variables X1, · · · , Xn

which makes the analysis simpler than the cn studied in this paper;
in particular the an have moments of all order. Now, Theorem 1.4
in [PNS23] is the exact analogue of the capacity estimate (1.5) of
[LRV15] thanks to (1.6) (see also [Ger22] where the author shows the
following refined result: for all ε > 0 the bound |an| = O((ln n)

1
4 −ε)

can not hold almost surely for γ = 1√
2). In [PNS23], the authors

also prove in Theorem 1.8 the exact analogue of Theorem 1.3 for
the values γ < 1

2 ; we are able to derive the convergence in law in
Theorem 1.3 to the optimal bound γ < 1√

2 hence answering Question
1.13 in [PNS23] within the framework of this paper, i.e. the study of
cn (for γ ≥ 1√

2 a different behaviour is expected).
• Random multiplicative functions: in this setting one studies

partial sums of the form

bn = 1√
en

en∑
k=1

f(k)

where f is a random multiplicative function such that (f(p))P are
i.i.d. where P denotes the prime numbers. One can consider different
distributions for f(p); when f(p) is uniformly distributed on the circle
then bn exhibits the same behaviour as an (hence c̃n) for the value
γ = 1√

2 as argued in [SZ21] where they prove that E[|an|] is of the
order 1

(ln n)
1
4

; the fact that E[|bn|] is of the order 1
(ln n)

1
4

was proved in

[Har20]. In the pioneering work [Har21], the author shows that the
bound |bn| = O((ln n)

1
4 −ε) can not hold almost surely. Finally, the

fact that for all ε > 0 the bound |bn| = O((ln n)
1
4 +ε) holds almost

surely was proved in [Cai]. The analogue of the results of [Har21, Cai]
in our setting is an open problem.
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2 Proof of the Rajchman property

The proof is based on the following simple observation: for d ≥ 1 an
integer, the Fourier coefficient of the d-fold convolution ∗dMγ is cd

n. Since
the convergence to 0 of cn is equivalent to the convergence to 0 of cd

n it is
sufficient to study the latter quantity for some suitable choice of d. We will
in fact show the following: let d ≥ 1 be some integer, then for γ <

√
2(d−1)

d ,
the d-fold convolution ∗dMγ is a.s. an L1 function. Therefore, by the
Riemann-Lebesgue lemma, cd

n converges to 0.
Consider the function fε = ∗dε

γ2
2 eγφε We want to show that there exists

α > 0 such that

(2.1) lim
ε,ε′→0

E[
(∫ 2π

0
|fε(u) − fε′(u)|du

)α

] = 0

Indeed this will ensure that along a subsequence fε converges in L1 which
then ensures that the measure ∗dMγ is an L1 function.

The proof is divided into two parts. In order to show (2.1), we will rely
on the definition of fε as a d-fold integral
(2.2)

fε(u) =
∫

[0,2π)d−1
εdγ2/2eγ(φε(θ1)+···+φε(θd−1)+φε(u−θ1−···θd−1))dθ1 · · · dθd−1

Then we split the above integral into two pieces, one where the points are
close |θi − θj | ≤ δ for some i, j (or |θi − u +

∑d−1
j=1 θj | ≤ δ) and one where

the points are all far apart. The first integral can be shown to be small
by leveraging capacity estimates obtained on [LRV15]. The second integral
involves far away points and therefore on this event, the GFFs φε(θi) can
be seen as roughly independent of each other, hence rendering the elegant
approach from [Ber17] adaptable.

For δ > 0 and any given u ∈ [0, 2π), we introduce the following subspace
of [0, 2π)d−1 which corresponds to the two-body singularities in the above
integral, namely

Kδ,d(u) :=
⋃

−d≤m≤d

 ⋃
1≤i<j≤d−1

{|θi − θj + 2πm| ≤ δ} ∪
d−1⋃
i=1

{|2θi +
∑
j ̸=i

θj − u + 2πm| ≤ δ}


Notice that Kδ,d(u) is made of d(d − 1)/2 “slices” corresponding to m = 0

plus their 2π translates. These slices intersect each other and are equal, up
to affine change of variables to {|θ1 − θ2| < δ}. We shall often rely on union
bounds to reduce the analysis only to one such slice, modulo a multiplicative
combinatorial error of O(d2). We set

Fε(u, θ1, . . . , θd−1) = εdγ2/2eγ(φε(θ1)+···+φε(θd−1)+φε(u−θ1−···θd−1))
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For any α ∈ (0, 1) (whose value will be fixed later), we have

E[
(∫ 2π

0
|fε(u) − fε′(u)|du

)α

]

= E[
(∫ 2π

0
|
∫

εdγ2/2eγ(φε(θ1)+···+φε(θd−1)+φε(u−θ1−···θd−1)) − (ε′)dγ2/2 · · · dθ1 · · · dθd−1|du

)α

]

= E
[(∫ 2π

0
|
∫

Fε(u, θ1, . . . , θd−1) − Fε′(u, θ1, . . . , θd−1)dθ1 · · · dθd−1|du

)α]
≤ E

[(∫ 2π

0

∫
Kδ,d(u)

Fε(u, θ1, . . . , θd−1)dθ1 · · · dθd−1du

)α]
+ E

[(∫ 2π

0

∫
Kδ,d(u)

Fε′(u, θ1, . . . , θd−1)dθ1 · · · dθd−1du

)α]

+ E
[(∫ 2π

0
|
∫

Kδ,d(u)c
Fε(u, θ1, . . . , θd−1) − Fε′(u, θ1, . . . , θd−1)dθ1 · · · dθd−1|du

)α]
,

(2.3)

where we used the sub-additivity of xα.
Before we turn to the more problematic third term in (2.3), let us explain

why by taking α sufficiently small, one can control the first two terms by a
capacity estimate.

The capacity estimate.
We now claim that by suitable change of variables, the first term of (2.3)

can be upper bounded by

O(d2)E[
(∫ 2π

0

∫
|θ1−θ2|≤δ

εdγ2/2eγ(φε(θ1)+···+φε(u−θ1−···θd−1))dθ1 · · · dθd−1du

)α

] .

And similarly with ε′-cutoff for the second turn. We now have

E[
(∫ 2π

0

∫
|θ1−θ2|≤δ

εdγ2/2eγ(φε(θ1)+···+φε(u−θ1−···θd−1))dθ1 · · · dθd−1du

)α

]

≤ E
[(∫

|θ−θ′|≤δ
Mγ,ε(dθ)Mγ,ε(dθ′)

)α

Mγ,ε[0, 2π]α(d−2)
]

≤ E

(∫
|θ−θ′|≤δ

Mγ,ε(dθ)Mγ,ε(dθ′)
)2α

1/2

E[Mγ,ε[0, 2π]2α(d−2)]1/2.

≤ δsαE
[(∫ 2π

0

∫ 2π

0

Mγ,ε(dθ)Mγ,ε(dθ′)
|eiθ − eiθ′ |s

)2α
]1/2

E[Mγ,ε[0, 2π]2α(d−2)]1/2

≤ Cδsα

where the last inequality is valid for α and s sufficiently small by using
[LRV15].
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The L1 convergence
Hence we may now restrict to the third term in (2.3), i.e. to the convolution

of points which are all at distance at least δ from each other. (δ should be
thought as a small but a fixed parameter and ε, ε′ → 0). Our first step will
be to get rid of the fractional moment α > 0. Indeed this is needed only to
handle the singularities which arise within Kδ,d(u). We may thus write by
using Jensen,

E
[(∫ 2π

0
|
∫

Kδ,d(u)c
Fε(u, θ1, . . . , θd−1) − Fε′(u, θ1, . . . , θd−1)dθ1 · · · dθd−1|du

)α]
≤
(∫ 2π

0
E
[
|
∫

Kδ,d(u)c
Fε(u, θ1, . . . , θd−1) − Fε′(u, θ1, . . . , θd−1)dθ1 · · · dθd−1|

]
du

)α

,

Let us state the following Lemma.

Lemma 2.1. For any d ≥ 2, any fixed u ∈ [0, 2π) and any γ < γd(:=√
2d−1

d ), along a sufficiently fast subsequence (εk)k (which does not depend
on the choice of u but may depend on the power of convolution d),∫

Kδ,d(u)c
Fεk

(u, θ1, . . . , θd−1)dθ1 · · · dθd−1

converges in L1 as εk → 0.

For simplicity let us only stick to the case u = 0 (the analysis for u ̸=
0 is very similar as we restrict the integral over θ1, · · · , θd−1 to Kδ,d(u)
thus avoiding any collapse between the exponentials of the GFF which
are involved). From now on, we will write Kδ,d for Kδ,d(u = 0). We
may in fact pave Kδ,d by a finite number of disjoint events which have
the following property: there exists intervals Ai for i = 1 · · · d that are
at distance δ/2 > 0 (we evaluate the distances modulo 2π here, i.e. using
|θ−θ′|[2π] := infm∈Z{|θ−θ′ +2πm|}). and such that θi ∈ Ai for i = 1 · · · d−1
and −

∑d−1
j=1 θj [2π] ∈ Ad. This is clearly possible and will be used in the

sequel. For simplicity we will set θd = −
∑d−1

j=1 θj .
We shall proceed as in [Ber17], namely we want to define for any α > γ a

notion of α-good points in such a way that∫
(θ1,··· ,θd)∈A1×···Ad

Fε(0, θ1, . . . , θd−1)1the point (θ1,...,θd−1) is α-gooddθ1 · · · dθd−1

converges in fact in L2 as ε → 0, yet containing most of the L1 mass.
The random variable we are interested in is∫

Kc
δ,d

εdγ2/2eγ(φε(θ1)+...+φε(θd−1)+φε(−(θ1+...+θd−1)))dθ1 . . . dθd−1
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First of all, Girsanov is telling us what is the suitable notion of typical
points. If a point Θ := (θ1, . . . , θd−1) is sampled in A1 ×· · · Ad−1 (and in such
a way that θd ∈ Ad) according to the above GMC measure, then conditioned
on Θ, by Girsanov, the conditional law of the GFF is given (more or less if
we disregard quantities controlled by δ) by a GFF on [0, 2π) shifted by the
deterministic function

θ 7→ γ log 1
|eiθ1 − eiθ|

+ . . . + γ log 1
|eiθd−1 − eiθ|

+ γ log 1
|eiθd − eiθ|

This leads us to the following definition of α-good d − 1-tuple of points.

Definition 2.2. For any α > γ and any ε > 0, a (d − 1)-tuple Θ =
(θ1, . . . , θd−1) in Kc

δ,d is called α-good at scale ε if the following event is
satisfied

Gα
ε (Θ) :={for any r1, . . . , rd in [ε, δ],

φr1(θ1) ≤ α log 1
r1

, . . . , φrd−1(θd−1) ≤ α log 1
rd−1

and φrd
(θd) ≤ α log 1

rd
}

(N.B. Notice that this definition involves all the scales ri which are between
ε and the separation distance δ which controls the punctures).

Let us now prove that for any γ < γd(:=
√

2d−1
d ), any δ > 0 and any

α > γ sufficiently close to γ, we have

lim sup
ε→0

E
[
εdγ2

(∫
A1×···Ad−1

eγ(φε(θ1)+...+φε(θd−1)+φε(−(θ1+...+θd−1)))1Gα
ε (Θ)dθ1 · · · dθd−1

)2]
< ∞

In [Ber17], proving such an L2 estimate is the main technical step to prove
L1 convergence of approximations to a standard GMC: we will thus prove
such an L2 estimate and refer to [Ber17] to promote this estimate to the
desired L1 convergence in Lemma 2.1. We denote the (d − 1)-tuples of angles:

Θ := (θ1, . . . , θd−1) and Θ′ := (θ′
1, . . . , θ′

d−1)

On the event Gα
ε (Θ) ∩ Gα

ε (Θ′), the following d events are necessarily satisfied:
Er1 := {φr1(θ1) ≤ α log 1

r1
}

. . .

Erd−1 := {φrd−1(θd−1) ≤ α log 1
rd−1

}
Erd

:= {φrd
(−(θ1 + . . . + θd−1)) ≤ α log 1

rd
}

(2.4)

Under the probability measure

Qε(dφ) := eγ(φε(θ1)+...+φε(θd−1)+φε(−(θ1+...+θd−1))+φε(θ′1)+...+φε(θ′d−1)+φε(−(θ′1+...+θ′d−1)))

E
[
eγ(φε(θ1)+...+φε(θd−1)+φε(−(θ1+...+θd−1))+φε(θ′1)+...+φε(θ′

d−1)+φε(−(θ′1+...+θ′
d−1)))] ,
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by Girsanov one has for any 1 ≤ i ≤ d (modulo some armless δ-correcting
terms),

φri(θi)
∼ N (Cov

[
φri(θi), γ[φε(θ1) + . . . + φε(θd−1) + φε(θd)+

φε(θ′
1) + . . . + φε(θ′

d−1) + φε(θ′
d)]
]
, log 1

r1
)

≈ N (γ log 1
ri

+ γ log 1
ri + ε + |eiθi − eiθ′i |

, log 1
ri

) .

A crucial observation here is that these d variables are almost uncorrelated
from each other (modulo some log 1

δ correlations which we ignore here). This
is because we organised the angles in such a way that for each i, both θi and
θ′

i are in the same interval Ai and we assumed Ai and Aj to be at least at
distance δ/2 when i ̸= j. This allows us to obtain the following bound for
ri = ε + |eiθi − eiθ′i |:

Qε[Er1 ∩ . . . ∩ Erd−1 ∩ Erd
] ≤ Oδ,d(1)

d∏
i=1

(ε + |eiθi − eiθ′i |)
(2γ−α)2

2

This leads to

E
[
εdγ2

(∫
A1×···Ad−1

eγ(φε(θ1)+...+φε(θd−1)+φε(−(θ1+...+θd−1)))1Gα
ε (Θ)dθ1 · · · dθd−1

)2]
=
∫

A1×···Ad−1×A1×···Ad−1
εdγ2

E
[
eγ(φε(θ1)+φε(θ2)+...)1Gα

ε (Θ)1Gα
ε (Θ′)

]
dΘdΘ′

≤
∫

A1×···Ad−1×A1×···Ad−1
εdγ2

E
[
eγ(φε(θ1)+φε(θ2)+...)]Qε[Er1 ∩ . . . ∩ Erd−1 ∩ Erd

]dΘdΘ′

≤ Oδ,d(1)
∫

(A1×···Ad−1)2

d∏
i=1

1
(ε + |eiθi − eiθ′i |)γ2

d∏
i=1

(ε + |eiθi − eiθ′i |)
(2γ−α)2

2 dΘdΘ′

≤ Oδ,d(1)
∫

(A1×···Ad−1)2

d∏
i=1

1

(ε + |eiθi − eiθ′i |)γ2− (2γ−α)2
2

dΘdΘ′ .

Now let us choose α > γ close enough to γ so that the exponent above
satisfies

γ2 − (2γ − α)2

2 <
d − 1

d

(Recall we assumed γ2 < 2d−1
d ). To conclude the proof of Theorem 1.1,

note that by applying in the above integral the following change of variables:
xi := θi − θ′

i, yi = θi + θ′
i, and using the integral estimate below from Lemma

2.3, we obtain that the above L2 estimate indeed remains finite as ε ↘ 0,
which thus concludes the proof. 2
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Lemma 2.3. Let d ≥ 1 be an integer. For all A > 0 and u < d−1
d , the

following holds

(2.5)
∫

[−A,A]d−1

(
d−1∏
i=1

1
|xi|u

)
1

|
∑d−1

i=1 xi|u
dx1 · · · dxd−1 < ∞

Proof. First suppose that |x1| < · · · < |xd−1| < |
∑d−1

i=1 xi|. Then we have

∫
|x1|<···<|xd−1|<|

∑d−1
i=1 xi|

(
d−1∏
i=1

1
|xi|u

)
1

|
∑d−1

i=1 xi|u
dx1 · · · dxd−1

≤
∫

|x1|<···<|xd−1|

1
|x1|u

· · · 1
|xd−2|u

1
|xd−1|2u

dx1 · · · dxd−1

≤ C

∫
|x1|<···<|xd−2|

1
|x1|u

· · · 1
|xd−2|3u−1 dx1 · · · dxd−2

≤ C

∫
|x1|<A

1
|x1|du−(d−2) dx1

≤ C

Now suppose that the maximum of |x1|, · · · , |xd−1|, |
∑d−1

i=1 xi| is achieved
say at x1. Then we perform the change of variable x1 =

∑d−1
i=1 vi and

x2 = −v2, · · · xd−1 = −vd−1, in which case
∑d−1

i=1 xi = v1 and we are back to
the previous case.

2

3 Proof of Theorem 1.2 via L4 moments

Proof of Theorem 1.2.
By a simple computation on integrals and using Fubini, we get

E[|cn|4]

=
∫

[−π,π]4
ein(θ1−θ2+θ3−θ4) ∏

j<k

1
|eiθj − eiθk |γ2 dθ1dθ2dθ3dθ4

≤ C

∫
[− π

2 , π
2 ]4

ein(θ1−θ2+θ3−θ4) ∏
j<k

1
|eiθj − eiθk |γ2 dθ1dθ2dθ3dθ4 .

By reducing the analysis to the smaller cube [−π
2 , π

2 ]4, this allows us to use
the lower bound:

|eiθj − eiθk | ≥ c|θj − θk|

for any j < k for some small enough constant c > 0. This gives us
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E[|cn|4]

≤ O(1)
n4−6γ2

∫
[−n

π
2 ,n

π
2 ]

ei(θ1−θ2+θ3−θ4) ∏
j<k

1
|θj − θk|γ2 dθ1dθ2dθ3dθ4

= O(1)
n4−6γ2

∫ n
π
2

−n
π
2

∫ n
π
2

−n
π
2

∫ n
π
2

−n
π
2

ei(θ3−θ4)∏
2≤i<j |θi − θj |γ2

(∫ n
π
2

−n π
2

ei(θ1−θ2)∏
1<j |θ1 − θj |γ2 dθ1

)
dθ2dθ3dθ4

≤ O(1)
n4−6γ2

∫ n
π
2

−n
π
2

∫ n
π
2

−n
π
2

∫ n
π
2

−n
π
2

ei(θ3−θ4)∏
2≤i<j |θi − θj |γ2 F (θ2, θ3, θ4)dθ2dθ3dθ4 ,

where
F (θ2, θ3, θ4) =

∫
R

eiv

|v|γ2 |v + θ2 − θ3|γ2 |v + θ2 − θ4|γ2 dv .

Then integrating with respect to θ3 we get
E[|an|4]

≤ O(1)
n4−6γ2

∫ n
π
2

−n
π
2

∫ n
π
2

−n
π
2

∫ n
π
2

−n
π
2

ei(θ3−θ4)∏
2≤i<j |θi − θj |γ2 F (θ2, θ3, θ4)dθ2dθ3dθ4

≤ O(1)
n4−6γ2

∫ n
π
2

−n
π
2

∫ n
π
2

−n
π
2

1
|θ2 − θ4|γ2

(∫ ∞

−∞

eiw

|w|γ2 |w + θ4 − θ2|γ2 F (θ2, w + θ4, θ4)dw

)
dθ2dθ4

Now, when |θ2 − θ4| is large then∫ ∞

−∞

eiw

|w|γ2 |w + θ4 − θ2|γ2 F (θ2, w + θ4, θ4)dw ∼ κ2

|θ2 − θ4|3γ2

hence one has

E[|an|4] ≤ O(1)
n4−6γ2

∫ n
π
2

−n
π
2

∫ n
π
2

−n
π
2

1
|θ2 − θ4|4γ2 dθ2dθ4

≤ O(1)
n2−2γ2

∫ π
2

− π
2

∫ π
2

− π
2

1
|v − v′|4γ2 dvdv′ .

When γ2 < 1
2 , this leads us to the upper bound uniformly on n ≥ 1,

E[|cn|4] ≤ C

n2(1−γ2) .

Therefore if β < 1−2γ2

4 , one gets that E[
∑

n≥1(|cn|nβ)4] < ∞ and in
particular almost surely |cn|nβ converges to 0 when n goes to infinity.

2
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Remark 4. The method of moments to prove Theorem 1.2 can easily be
adapted to the case of [FJ19] where it is likely to produce more optimal
bounds than their Corollary 2.6 on the Fourier decay of the 2d GMC measure.

4 Convergence in law (Theorem 1.3)

Our second main theorem (Theorem 1.3) deals with the convergence in
law of the (suitably rescaled) Fourier coefficients

cn = cn(Mγ) =
∫ 2π

0
eγφ(θ)− γ2

2 E[φ(θ)2]einθdθ

where we recall that φ is the GFF on the circle S1 with covariance

E[φ(θ)φ(θ′)] = ln 1
|eiθ − eiθ′ |

The proof of Theorem 1.3 will rely on the independence properties of a
certain “white-noise” decomposition of the Gaussian field φ on the circle S1

as constructed in [JS17]. This white-noise decomposition, though very nice,
is slightly frightening at first sight. To make the main ideas more transparent
we will prove a convergence in law for a log-correlated field on [0, 1] = R/Z
whose white-noise decomposition is easier to handle and goes back to [BM03].
We will then only shortly explain in Section 4.2 how to adapt the proof to
the case of the circle.

4.1 Convergence in law for a “toy-model” on [0, 1].
We consider the following Gaussian log-correlated field X on the unit

interval [0, 1] (where the positions are not viewed modulo 1):

E[X(x)X(y)] = ln 1
|x − y|

(in particular the distance |x − y| is not computed modulo 1).
For each n ∈ Z, we let Zn be the nth Fourier coefficient of the γ-GMC

induced by X and viewed as a 1-periodic measure. Namely,

Zn :=
∫ 1

0
eγX(x)− γ2

2 E
[
X(x)2

]
e2iπnxdx .

We introduce σ via the following formula

(4.1) σ2 = σ2(X) :=
(∫

R

ei2πu

|u|γ2 du

)∫
[0,1]

e2γX(x)−2γ2E[X(x)]dx

Our main theorem on the convergence in law in this “toy-model” case reads
as follows:

Theorem 4.1. For any γ2 < 1
3 , the complex random variable n

1−γ2
2 Zn

converges in law to σ√
2N where N is a standard complex variable independent

from σ.
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We will rely extensively in the proof on the following important fact: as
observed in [BM03], there exists a very convenient white-noise decomposition
of the field X which for any t > 1, induces a “t-regularization” Xt of X with
explicit covariance structure

(4.2)
{

E[Xt(x)Xt(y)] = ln 1
|x−y| if |x − y| > 1

t

E[Xt(x)Xt(y)] = ln t + 1 − t|x − y| if |x − y| ≤ 1
t .

Furthermore, Xt is a random field with independent increments (as t grows).
Proof of Theorem 4.1.

Let A > 0 be fixed and let us write
Zn = Zn − E[Zn|F n

A
] + E[Zn|F n

A
] .

We have the following

E[Zn|F n
A

] =
∫ 1

0
e

γX n
A

(x)− γ2
2 E[X n

A
(x)2]

ei2πnxdx

(N.B. This martingale property is a very convenient feature of this particular
regularisation of the log-correlated field X). Furthemore with K n

A
(|x−y|) :=

E
[
X(x)X(y)

]
− E

[
Xn/A(x)Xn/A(y)

]
, i.e. K n

A
(|x − y|) := ln A

n|x−y| − 1 + n|x−y|
A if |x − y| ≤ A

n

K n
A

(|x − y|) := 0 otherwise

we get

E[|Zn − E[Zn|F n
A

]|2|F n
A

]

=
∫

[0,1]2
e

γX n
A

(x)+γX n
A

(y)−γ2(ln n
A

+1)
ei2πn(x−y)

(
e

γ2K n
A

(|x−y|) − 1
)

dxdy

=
∫

x∈[0,1],|x−y|≤A/n
e

γX n
A

(x)+γX n
A

(y)−γ2(ln n
A

+1)
ei2πn(x−y)

(
e

γ2K n
A

(|x−y|) − 1
)

dxdy

= (n/A)γ2
eγ2 1

n

∫
x∈[0,1],|u|≤A

e
γX n

A
(x)+γX n

A
(x+ 1

n
u)−2γ2(ln n

A
+1)

× e2iπu

Aγ2
e−γ2+γ2 |u|

A

|u|γ2 − 1

 dxdu

= nγ2−1
∫

x∈[0,1],|u|≤A
e

γX n
A

(x)+γX n
A

(x+ 1
n

u)−2γ2(ln n
A

+1)
e2iπu

eγ2 |u|
A

|u|γ2 − eγ2

Aγ2

 dxdu

= nγ2−1
∫

x∈[0,1],|u|≤A
e

γ(X n
A

(x)+X n
A

(x+ 1
n

u))− γ2
2 E[(X n

A
(x)+X n

A
(x+ 1

n
u))2]

e2iπu

 1
|u|γ2 − eγ2

e−γ2 |u|
A

Aγ2

 , dxdu
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where in the last line, we absorbed the term eγ2 |u|
A in order to renormalize

by the variance γ2

2 E[(X n
A

(x) + X n
A

(x + 1
nu))2] instead of 2γ2(ln n

A + 1).
From now on, we set

σ2
A,n := n1−γ2E[

∣∣∣Zn − E[Zn|F n
A

]
∣∣∣2 |F n

A
]

σ2
A,n,R := n1−γ2E[Re

(
Zn − E[Zn|F n

A
]
)2

|F n
A

]

σ2
A,n,iR := n1−γ2E[Im

(
Zn − E[Zn|F n

A
]
)2

|F n
A

]

Now, we have the following lemma

Lemma 4.2. The coupled random variables (σ2
A,n,R, σ2

A,n,iR) converge in law
as n goes to infinity to zero, to the random variable

1
2(σ2

A, σ2
A) ,

where

σ2
A =

∫
|u|≤A

ei2πu

 1
|u|γ2 − eγ2

e−γ2 |u|
A

Aγ2

 du

∫
[0,1]

e2γX(x)−2γ2E[X(x)]dx

Remark 5. We expect that a convergence in probability should hold here.
This may follow by applying the techniques from [Sha16] (while [RV10]
focuses on the uniqueness for the convergence in law).

Proof. One writes

σ2
A,n

=
∫

[0,1],|u|≤A
e

γ(X n
A

(x)+X n
A

(x+ 1
n

u))− γ2
2 E[(X n

A
(x)+X n

A
(x+ 1

n
u))2]

ei2πu

 1
|u|γ2 − eγ2

e−γ2 |u|
A

Aγ2

 dxdu

Now we have the following property: the quantity

lim sup
n→∞

sup
|x−y|> C

n
,|u|,|v|≤A

|E[(X n
A

(x)+X n
A

(x+ 1
n

u)(X n
A

(y)+X n
A

(y+ 1
n

v)]−4E[(X n
A

(x)X n
A

(y)]|

goes to 0 as C goes to infinity and the quantity

lim sup
n→∞

sup
x,y∈[0,1]2,|u|,|v|≤A

|E[(X n
A

(x)+X n
A

(x+ 1
n

u)(X n
A

(y)+X n
A

(y+ 1
n

v)]−4E[(X n
A

(x)X n
A

(y)]|

is bounded. The desired result can then be obtained by an adaptation of
the work [RV10] by Robert and the second author. See in particular Lemma
4.3 as well as the arguments below which prove that GMC measures do not
depend on the chosen mollifier kernel θ.

Now let us discuss briefly how to handle σ2
A,n,R and σ2

A,n,iR. The idea is to
show that the fluctuations are asymptotically equally split on the real and
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imaginary parts. To see this, let us write

σ2
A,n,R = n1−γ2

∫
[0,1]2

e
γX n

A
(x)+γX n

A
(y)−γ2(ln n

A
+1) cos(2πnx) cos(2πny)

×
(

e
γ2K n

A
(|x−y|) − 1

)
dxdy .

Now using the identity

cos(2πnx) cos(2πny) = 1
2 cos(2πn(x − y)) + 1

2 cos(2πn(x + y)) ,

we readily see that the integral corresponding to the part 1
2 cos(2πn(x − y))

will converge in law as in the above case to 1
2σ2

A, while the second part
corresponding to 1

2 cos(2πn(x + y)) will converge instead in probability to
zero because the high oscillating mode n is not cancelled out by the scaling
window |x − y| ≤ A

n .
2

Now, if X = X n
A

+ X>
n
A

is the decomposition of X in two independent
fields (recall that K n

A
is the covariance of X>

n
A

), by Theorem 2.6 in [CS04],
applied to

Yi,R := n
1−γ2

2

σA,n,R

∫ iA
n

(i−1)A
n

e
γX n

A
(x)− γ2

2 E[X n
A

(x)2] cos(2πnx)(e
γX>

n
A

(x)− γ2
2 E[X>

n
A

(x)2]
−1)dx

under the measure P(.|F n
A

), for all η ∈ (0, 1) we get the existence of an
absolute constant C > 0 such that

sup
z∈R

|P(Re (Zn−E[Zn|F n
A

]) ≤ z n
γ2−1

2 |F n
A

)−P(σA,n,RN ≤ z|F n
A

)| ≤ C

n
A∑

i=1
E[|Yi,R|2+η|F n

A
]

where N is a Gaussian independent from everything. Let us fix z ̸= 0, say
z < 0 (the other case z > 0 can be dealt similarly). For all ε > 0, we have

|P(Re (Zn − E[Zn|F n
A

]) ≤ z n
γ2−1

2 ) − P(σA,n,RN ≤ z)|

≤ E[|P(Re (Zn − E[Zn|F n
A

]) ≤ z n
γ2−1

2 |F n
A

) − P(σA,n,RN ≤ z|F n
A

)|]

≤ E[|P(Re (Zn − E[Zn|F n
A

]) ≤ z n
γ2−1

2 |F n
A

) − P(σA,n,RN ≤ z|F n
A

)|1σA,n,R≤ε]

+ E[|P(Re (Zn − E[Zn|F n
A

]) ≤ z n
γ2−1

2 |F n
A

) − P(σA,n,RN ≤ z|F n
A

)|1σA,n,R>ε]

≤ 2ε2

z2 + C

ε2+η

n∑
i=1

E[Ȳ 2+η
i ]

where we have used Markov to bound the first term and

Ȳi := n
1−γ2

2

∫ iA
n

(i−1)A
n

e
γX n

A
(x)− γ2

2 E[X n
A

(x)2](e
γX>

n
A

(x)− γ2
2 E[X>

n
A

(x)2]
+ 1)dx
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Recall the classical estimate (see [RV14])

E[Ȳ 2+η
i ] ≤ C

n
(2+η)(1−γ2)

2

nζ(2+η)

where ζ(q) = (1 + γ2

2 )q − γ2

2 q2. Therefore nE[Ȳ 3
i ] converges to 0 for γ2 < 1

2
and η sufficiently small since 1 + (2+η)(1−γ2)

2 − ζ(2 + η) = η(γ2 − 1
2) + O(η2).

In conclusion, for all z ̸= 0 and ε > 0

lim
n→∞

|P(Re (Zn − E[Zn|F n
A

]) ≤ zn
γ2−1

2 ) − P(σA,n,RN ≤ z)| ≤ 2ε2

z2

and therefore n
1−γ2

2 Re (Zn −E[Zn|F n
A

]) converges in law as n goes to infinity
to σA√

2N .

Finally, we can conclude for the convergence of n
1−γ2

2 Re(Zn) by registering
the two following facts:

(1) σ2
A converges a.s. as A → ∞ to σ2

(2) lim
n→∞

n1−γ2
E[|E[Zn|F n

A
]|2] →

A→∞
0

The first fact is just a consequence of the deterministic convergence

∫
|u|≤A

ei2πu

 1
|u|γ2 − eγ2

e−γ2 |u|
A

Aγ2

 du −→
A→∞

κ(γ) =
∫
R

ei2πu 1
|u|γ2 du .

The second fact, i.e. the convergence to 0 is not straightforward and is
the object of the following lemma:

Lemma 4.3.

lim sup n1−γ2
E
[
|E
[
Zn

∣∣ Fn/A

]
|2
]

−→
A→∞

0

Proof. We have

n1−γ2
E
[
|E
[
Zn

∣∣ Fn/A

]
|2
]

= n1−γ2
E
[∫

[0,1]2
ein2π(y−x)eγ(Xn/A(x)+Xn/A(y))−γ2(log n

A
+1)dxdy

]
= n1−γ2

∫
|x−y|≤ A

n

ein2π(y−x)eγ2(ln n
A

+1− n
A

|x−y|)dxdy

+ n1−γ2
∫

|x−y|> A
n

ein2π(y−x) 1
|x − y|γ2 dxdy

= 1
Aγ2

∫
|u|≤A

ei2πueγ2(1− |u|
A

)du +
∫

|u|>A

eiu

|u|γ2 du

which converges to 0 as A goes to infinity.
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We obtain in the exact same fashion the convergence in law of the imaginary
part:

n
1−γ2

2 Im (Zn)

The only property, we still need to justify is the fact that (n
1−γ2

2 Re (Zn)), n
1−γ2

2 Im (Zn))
is asymptotically (in law) a Gaussian vector under the conditional measure
P (·|F n

A
) with covariance matrix σ2

2 I2 (where I2 is the identity matrix on R2).
To show that the limiting vector is Gaussian, one can run the same analysis, i.e.
under P (·|F n

A
), on linear combinations λRn

1−γ2
2 Re (Zn) + λiRn

1−γ2
2 Im (Zn).

And finally, to identify the correct covariance matrix, we are left with proving
that in law,

n1−γ2
E
[
Re (Zn)Im (Zn)

∣∣ F n
A

]
→ 0 .

As above, instead of working with Zn, the main step is to work instead with
Zn − E

[
Zn

∣∣ F n
A

]
and to identify that, in law,

n1−γ2
E
[
Re (Zn − E

[
Zn

∣∣ F n
A

]
)Im (Zn − E

[
Zn

∣∣ F n
A

] ∣∣ F n
A

]
→ 0

As previously, note that this conditional covariance may be written as:

n1−γ2
∫

[0,1]2
e

γX n
A

(x)+γX n
A

(y)−γ2(ln n
A

+1) cos(2πnx) sin(2πny)

×
(

e
γ2K n

A
(|x−y|) − 1

)
dxdy .

The reason why real and imaginary parts are asymptotically uncorrelated is
due to the trigonometric identity

cos(2πnx) sin(2πny) = 1
2 sin(4πn(x + y)) ,

which produces cancelling high modes in the rescaled window |x − y| ≤ A/n
(as opposed to the cos(2πn(x−y)) terms that we handled for the asymptotics
of E

[
n1−γ2

Re (Zn)2]). 2

4.2 The case of the GMC on the unit circle.
The proof of Theorem 1.3 follows exactly the same lines as the proof of

Theorem 4.1, except a more tedious white-noise type decomposition with
same martingale property (i.e. from F n

A
to F) needs to be used.

It turns out that the white-noise type decomposition p24 of [JS17] (to
which we refer for details) has the analogous covariance as the covariance (4.2)
we used above. Once one relies on this decomposition, the above proof applies
as well to the case of the GMC on the circle.
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