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Massive SLE4, massive CLE4 and the massive planar GFF

Léonie Papon ∗

March 7, 2024

Abstract

We construct a coupling between a massive GFF and a random curve in which the curve can be interpreted

as the level line of the field and has the law of massive SLE4. This coupling is obtained by reweighting the law

of the standard coupling GFF-SLE4 and our result can be seen as a conditional version of the path-integral

formulation of the massive GFF. We then show that by reweighting the law of the coupling GFF-CLE4 in

a similar way, one obtains a coupling between a massive GFF and a random countable collection of simple

loops, that we call massive CLE4. Using this coupling, we relate massive CLE4 to the massive Brownian

loop soup with intensity 1/2, thus proving a conjecture of Camia. As the law of the massive GFF, the laws

of massive SLE4 and massive CLE4 are conformally covariant.

1 Introduction

1.1 Main results

Chordal SLEκ curves are a one-parameter family of random planar curves that can be characterized by their
conformal invariance and a certain Markov property [30]. They have a rich interplay with the Gaussian free
field (GFF), a random Markovian field defined on the plane which is conformally invariant. The prime example
of this interplay is the existence of a coupling between a GFF with appropriate boundary conditions and an
SLE4 curve [31, 9, 21]. In this coupling, the curve is measurable with respect to the field and can be seen as its
level line. This is perhaps surprising, since the GFF is too rough to be a pointwise defined function.

Recently, this coupling was shown to also hold for massive versions of these objects: a massive SLE4 curve
can be coupled with a massive Gaussian free field with appropriate boundary conditions as its level line [26]. In
[26], the massive SLE4 curve is defined via its driving function and the proof relies on the explicit expression for
this function. However, in a simply connected domain D ⊂ C and under suitable conditions on the mass, the
massive GFF with mass m is absolutely continuous with respect to the GFF with Radon-Nikodym derivative
given by

dPmGFF

dPGFF
(h) =

1

Z exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z) : h2(z) : dz

)

(1)

where Z is a normalization constant. In (1), : h2 : is the Wick square of the GFF, which is a renormalized
version of the square of the GFF. With this renormalization, the change of measure (1) can be seen as a rigorous
path-integral formulation of the massive GFF.

In view of (1), it is natural to wonder whether the law of the coupling massive GFF-massive SLE4 can
be obtained by reweighting the law of the coupling GFF-SLE4. This idea, albeit under a different form, was
already suggested in the physics literature [3, Section 4.6] and the next theorem rigorously formalizes it.

In everything that follows, we set λ :=
√

π/8, and if D ⊂ C is an open, bounded and simply connected
domain, with a, b ∈ ∂D (in the sense of prime ends), we denote by ∂D+, respectively ∂D−, the clockwise-
oriented, respectively counterclockwise-oriented, boundary arc (ab). We also define F (D,a,b) : ∂D → R to be
equal to λ on ∂D+ and −λ on ∂D−.

Theorem 1.1. Let D, a, b be as above, and let φ : D → R be the unique harmonic function in D with boundary
values F (D,a,b). Denote by P the law of the coupling (h+ φ, γ) between a GFF h+ φ with boundary conditions
φ in D and an SLE4 curve γ in D from a to b. Let m : D → R+ be of the form |ϕ′|m̂ ◦ ϕ, where ϕ : D → D̂
is a conformal isomorphism, D̂ ⊂ C is a bounded and simply connected domain and m̂ : D̂ → R+ is a bounded
and continuous function. Define a new probability measure P̃ by

dP̃

dP
((h+ φ, γ)) :=

1

Z exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z) : (h+ φ)2(z) : dz

)

(2)

where Z is a normalization constant. Then, under P̃,
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• the marginal law of h+ φ is that of a massive GFF in D with mass m and boundary conditions F (D,a,b);

• the marginal law of γ is that of a massive SLE4 curve with mass m in D from a to b, as defined in Section
2.1.2.

Moreover, let t ∈ [0,∞). Then, under P̃, conditionally on γ([0, t]), h+ φ = ht + φt where ht + φt has the law
of a massive GFF in D \ γ([0, t]) with mass m and with boundary conditions F (D\γ[0,t],γ(t),b). The same result
holds at t = ∞; with ht + φt being a sum of independent massive GFFs with mass m and boundary conditions
±λ on either side of the curve.

Theorem 1.1 implies that the law of massive SLE4 is absolutely continuous with respect to that of ordinary
SLE4, and that in the massive GFF-massive SLE4 coupling (i.e. the law of (h + φ, γ) under P̃), the curve is a
measurable function of the field.1 Observe also that by conformal invariance of SLE4 and conformal covariance
of the random variable on the right-hand side of (2), we can deduce from Theorem 1.1 that massive SLE4 is
conformally covariant, in a sense that will be made precise below.

Finally, Theorem 1.1 combined with Le Jan’s isomorphism theorem [13, 14] yield the following expression

for the Radon-Nikodym derivative of the law P
(D,a,b)
mSLE4

of massive SLE4 with respect to the law P
(D,a,b)
SLE4

of SLE4.

Corollary 1.2. Let D ⊂ C, a, b ∈ ∂D and m : D → R+ be as in Theorem 1.1. Then, for t ≥ 0,

dP
(D,a,b)
mSLE4

dP
(D,a,b)
SLE4

(γ)

∣

∣

∣

∣

σ(γ(s),s≤t)

=
1

Z exp

(

1

2
µt

(

e−〈ℓ,m2〉 + 〈ℓ,m2〉 − 1
)

− 1

2

∫

Dt

m2(z)φt(z)φ
m
t (z)dz

)

× exp

(
∫

Dt

m2(z)

4π
log

CR(z, ∂D)

CR(z, ∂Dt)
dz

)

where Z is as in the definition (2) of P̃ in Theorem 1.1. Above, Dt := D \ γ([0, t]) and φt, respectively φ
m
t , is

the harmonic, respectively massive harmonic, function in Dt with boundary conditions F (Dt,γ(t),b).

Here µt denotes the Brownian loop measure in Dt, and for a loop ℓ , 〈ℓ,m2〉 :=
∫ τ(ℓ)

0
m2(ℓ(t))dt, where

τ(ℓ) is the lifetime of ℓ. For z ∈ D, CR(z, ∂D), respectively CR(z, ∂Dt) is the conformal radius of z in D,
respectively Dt.

SLEκ curves for κ ∈ (8/3, 8) have loop versions, called conformal loop ensembles (CLE). CLEκ are a one-
parameter family of random countable collections of planar loops characterized by their conformal invariance
and a certain Markovian property [34]. There also exists a coupling between a CLE4 and a GFF with Dirichlet
boundary conditions [20, 1] in which the loops of CLE4 are in a certain sense, similarly to SLE4, level lines of
the GFF. One may wonder whether a massive version of this coupling exists. To date, no massive version of
CLE4, or of CLEκ for other values of κ, has been defined. However, using the same ideas as those motivating
Theorem 1.1, we can construct a coupling between a massive GFF and a random collection of planar loops.

Theorem 1.3. Let D ⊂ C and m : D → R+ be as in Theorem 1.1. Denote by P the law of the coupling
(h,Γ) between a GFF h in D with Dirichlet boundary conditions and a CLE4 Γ in D. Define a new probability
measure P̃ by

dP̃

dP
((h,Γ)) :=

1

Z exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z) : h2(z) : dz

)

(3)

where Z is a normalization constant. Then, under P̃, the marginal law of h is that of a massive GFF in D with
mass m and with Dirichlet boundary conditions. Moreover, under P̃, conditionally on Γ,

h =
∑

j

hj + ξj

where the sum runs over the loops (Lj)j of Γ and

• for each j, hj + ξj has the law of a massive GFF in the interior of the loop Lj with mass m and boundary
conditions ξj;

• the fields (hj + ξj)j are independent;

• the random variables (ξj)j are independent and P̃(ξj = −2λ|Γ) = P̃(ξj = 2λ|Γ) = 1/2 ∀j;
• the random variables (ξj)j are measurable with respect to the fields (hj + ξj)j .

Definition 1.4. We define massive CLE4 to be the law of the collection of loops Γ under P̃, and we denote this
law by PD

mCLE4
.

1If this measurability had already been proven in [26], then Theorem 1.1 would follow from the results of [26]. However, this
fact was not straightforward to prove in the set-up of [26].
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Again it follows from the above theorem and definition that the law of massive CLE4 is absolutely continuous
with respect to the law of CLE4 in D. In particular, massive CLE4 defines a countable collection of planar loops
in D that are almost surely simple and almost surely do not touch each other or the boundary of D. Moreover,
we can deduce from Theorem 1.3 that the law of massive CLE4 is conformally covariant.

Corollary 1.5. Let D ⊂ C and m : D → R+ be as in Theorem 1.3. Let ϕ̃ : D → D̃ be a conformal map. If Γ
has the law of massive CLE4 in D with mass m, then ϕ̃(Γ) has the law of massive CLE4 in D̃ with mass given
by, for w ∈ D̃,

m̃2(w) = |(ϕ̃−1)′(w)|2m2(ϕ̃−1(w)).

Observe also that the coupling of Theorem 1.3 can be iterated in the interiors of the loops to obtain a loop
decomposition of the massive GFF similar to that of the GFF [1]. However, in this decomposition, the loops
are not identically distributed: this is because massive CLE4 is only conformally covariant and not conformally
invariant.

As in the case of massive SLE4, a consequence of Theorem 1.3 is an explicit expression for the Radon-
Nikodym derivative of PD

mCLE4
with respect to the law PD

CLE4
of CLE4 in D.

Corollary 1.6. Let D ⊂ C and m : D → R+ be as in Theorem 1.3. Then

dPD
mCLE4

dPD
CLE4

(Γ) =
1

Z
∏

j

exp

(

1

2
µj

(

e−〈ℓ,m2〉 + 〈ℓ,m2〉 − 1
)

− 2λ2
∫

Int(Lj)

m2(z)H
(m)
j (z, Lj)dz

)

× exp

(
∫

Int(Lj)

m2(z)

4π
log

CR(z, ∂D)

CR(z, Lj)
dz

)

where Z is as in the definition (3) of P̃ in Theorem 1.3 and where the product runs over the loops (Lj)j of
Γ. For each j, µj is the Brownian loop measure in the interior Int(Lj) of the loop Lj while, for z ∈ Int(Lj),

H
(m)
j (z, Lj) is the massive harmonic measure of Lj seen from z.

Remark 1.7. In the massless case, the partition function of SLEκ can be related to the ζ-regularized determinant
of the Laplacian [9, 27]. One may wonder if massive SLE4 is related in some way to the ζ-regularized determinant
of the massive Laplacian. Using the computations of [3, Appendix A], one can relate the exponential of the
loop measure term of Corollary 1.2 and Corollary 1.6 to

(

detζ(−∆t +m2)

detζ(−∆t)

)−1/2

,

(

detζ(−∆j +m2)

detζ(−∆j)

)−1/2

where detζ denotes the ζ-regularized determinant and ∆t, respectively ∆j , is the Laplacian in Dt, respectively
the interior of the loop Lj , with Dirichlet boundary conditions.

Although Corollary 1.6 gives an explicit expression for the Radon-Nikodym derivative of PD
mCLE4

with respect

to PD
CLE4

, this does not provide a direct construction of massive CLE4. Such a construction exists in the massless
case [34]: if one first samples a Brownian loop soup with intensity 1/2 in D and keeps only the outer boundaries
of the outermost clusters of loops of the loop soup, then one obtains a collection of loops in D that has the law
of CLE4 in D. In [7], Camia introduced a massive version of the Brownian loop soup and conjectured that the
outer boundaries of its outermost clusters at intensity 1/2 are distributed as the level lines of the massive GFF.
Thanks to Theorem 1.3 which shows that the loops of massive CLE4 are the level lines of the massive GFF and
to the coupling of [29, Proposition 5], we can prove this conjecture and give an explicit construction of massive
CLE4.

Theorem 1.8. Let D ⊂ C and m : D → R+ be as in Theorem 1.1. Then a massive CLE4 Γ in D with mass
m and a massive Brownian loop soup L in D with mass m and intensity 1/2 can be coupled together in such
way that the outer boundaries of the outermost clusters of L are the loops of Γ.

Let us now give an overview of the proof of Thereom 1.1, Theorem 1.3 and Theorem 1.8. We will then
discuss questions that arise from these results and their proof.

1.2 Outline of the proof of Theorem 1.1 and Theorem 1.3

The proof of Theorem 1.1, given in Section 3, is composed of two main steps. Note that by definition, under
P̃ as defined via (2), the marginal law of h + φ is that of a massive GFF in D with mass m and boundary
conditions F (D,a,b). In the first step, we identify the conditional law under P̃ of h+ φ given γ([0, t]), for t ≥ 0.
This involves some technical arguments but the main idea is simple. It can be seen as a “conditional version” of
the path-integral formalism for the massive GFF, as we now explain. Let f be a smooth function with compact
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support and let t ≥ 0. It suffices to compute the characteristic function of (h+ φ, f) given γ([0, t]) under P̃. If
the field h+ φ were a pointwise defined function and thus no renormalization were needed to define its square,
we would have that

Ẽ[exp(i(h+ φ, f))|γ([0, t])] = 1

Zt
E[exp(i(h+ φ, f)) exp(−1

2

∫

D

m2(z)(h+ φ)2(z)dz)|γ([0, t])]

=
1

Zt
E[exp(i(ht + φt, f)) exp(−

1

2

∫

Dt

m2(z)(ht + φt)
2(z)dz)|γ([0, t])], (4)

using the fact that under P, h+φ and γ are coupled in such way that, conditionally on γ([0, t]), h+φ = ht+φt
where ht+φt is a GFF in Dt := D\γ([0, t]) with boundary conditions F (Dt,γ(t),b). This coupling will be recalled
more precisely in Section 2.3. Similarly, we would have that

Zt = E[exp(−1

2

∫

D

m2(z)(h+ φ)2(z)dz)|γ([0, t])] = E[exp(−1

2

∫

Dt

m2(z)(ht + φt)
2(z)dz)|γ([0, t])]. (5)

Now, observe that, since conditionally on γ([0, t]), ht + φt is a GFF in Dt with boundary conditions FDt,γ(t),b,
according to (1), the random variable

1

Zt
exp

(

− 1

2

∫

Dt

m2(z)(ht + φt)
2(z)dz

)

is the Radon-Nikodym derivative of the law of the massive GFF in Dt with mass m and boundary conditions
F (Dt,γ(t),b), with respect to the law of the GFF in Dt with the same boundary boundary conditions. Going
back to (4), this would complete the proof.

Of course, these computations are only formal since h is not a pointwise defined function. Nevertheless, when
introducing the renormalization of h2 mentioned in the discussion below (1), they can be made rigorous. The
equalities (4) and (5) actually hold true when considering the renormalized squares : (h+φ)2 : and : (ht+φt)

2 :
of h + φ and ht + φt, but up to a correction term due to boundary effects. This term is the same in both
equalities and thus is cancelled out.

The second step of the proof of Theorem 1.1 is devoted to the identification of the marginal law of γ under P̃.
This relies on a martingale characterization of massive SLE4 shown in [26] and on the fact that under P̃, h+ φ
and γ are coupled as described in the statement of Theorem 1.1. This fact is used to express the martingale
characterizing massive SLE4 as an observable of the field h+φ conditioned on γ([0, t]), for t ≥ 0. This is possible
thanks to the Markov property of the massive GFF and the explicit expression for its covariance.

The strategy for the proof of Theorem 1.3 is the same as that of Theorem 1.1, except that we must deal
with more technicalities. This is due to the fact that under P and when regularizing the GFF h to define its
square, conditionally on Γ, the regularized GFFs (hj,ǫ)j obtained via the decomposition of h are not supported
in the interior of the loops of Γ. This creates correlations and we must ensure that they disappear when we
remove the regularization. To identify the conditional law of the variables (ξj)j given Γ under P̃, we simply use
the symmetry of the Wick square of the GFF and of the conditional laws of (hj)j and (ξj)j given Γ under P.

Finally, to prove Theorem 1.8, we first compute the Radon-Nikodym derivative of the law of the massive
Brownian loop soup with respect to that of the Brownian loop soup. We then use this Radon-Nikodym derivative
to reweight the coupling of [29] between a CLE4, a GFF with Dirichlet boundary conditions and a Brownian
loop soup with intensity 1/2 in a similar way as in Theorem 1.3. We show that we thus obtain a coupling
between a massive CLE4, a massive GFF with Dirichlet boundary conditions and a massive Brownian loop
soup with intensity 1/2, which yields Theorem 1.8.

We will prove Theorem 1.1, Theorem 1.3 and Theorem 1.8 under the assumptions that the domain D is
bounded and that the mass m : D → R+ is a bounded and continuous function. Conformal covariance then
extends the results to the stated generality. However, our set of allowable masses is probably not the optimal
one. This will be discussed in Section 2.5.4.

1.3 Open problems

1. The path-integral formalism can be used to define other field theories than the massive GFF, called interacting
quantum field theories (QFT). In this approach, an interacting QFT with interaction potential V is formally
defined via

dPV

dPGFF
(h) =

1

ZV
exp

(

−
∫

V (h(z))dz

)

. (6)

The above definition of PV is only formal since the GFF is not defined pointwise and thus, in order to make
sense of V (h(z)), one must introduce a renormalization procedure. However, note the analogy between (1)
and (6). This raises the following question: can the same ideas as those behind Theorem 1.1 and Theorem
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1.3 be used to construct the level lines of interacting QFTs, provided that (6) can be defined rigorously by
renormalization? Examples include the sine-Gordon field in the subcritical regime β < 4π [25], the Φ4

2-theory
[35] and the exp(Φ)2-theory [12].

2. Some fields of interest, such as the sine-Gordon field with β < 6π [4] or those constructed via stochastic
quantization in the regime where the Da Prato–Debussche trick applies [28], can be decomposed as a masssive
GFF plus a more regular field, at least when these fields are defined on the torus. This more regular field is
typically non-Gaussian and coupled to the massive GFF. Can we extend the massive GFF level line coupling
to such regular perturbations?

3. In the massless case, an SLEκ curve can be coupled to a GFF with appropriate boundary conditions for
κ ∈ (0, 8) [9, 21]. Can one construct a family of massive SLEκ, κ ∈ (0, 8), that can be coupled to a massive
GFF with appropriate boundary conditions? At a formal level, for each κ, it is not difficult to obtain an
expression for the SDE satisfied by the driving function of this variant of SLEκ but one must still show that
this SDE has a unique (weak) solution. If this can be achieved, then one can ask: does this family of massive
SLEκ satisfy a large deviation principle similar to that of SLEκ, κ ∈ (0, 8) [27, 11]?

4. In a similar spirit, what are the massive CLEκ for κ 6= 4? Outermost boundaries of outermost clusters
of a massive Brownian loop soup with intensity with c(κ) ∈ (0, 1/2] give a natural candidate family for
κ ∈ (8/3, 4]. Alternatively, in analogy to the non-massive case [34], do a conformal covariance property and
a restriction property characterize a family of probability measures on loops that can be seen as massive
CLEκ, for κ ∈ (8/3, 8)? This family should be large: this is related to the fact that there is more than one
way to define the massive version of an SLEκ curve [18].

Acknowledgements. The author is indebted to Avelio Sepúlveda for pointing out that Theorem 1.3 should
yield a proof of Camia’s conjecture. The author is grateful to Ellen Powell for her guidance and her careful
reading of an earlier version of the paper. The author also thanks Tyler Helmuth for discussions at various
stages of this project.

2 Background

2.1 Schramm-Loewner evolutions

2.1.1 The Loewner equation and Schramm-Loewner evolutions

Denote by H the complex upper-half plane {z ∈ C : ℑ(z) > 0} and let γ : [0,∞) → H be a non-self-crossing
curve targeting ∞ and such that γ(0) = 0. For t ≥ 0, let Kt be the hull generated by γ([0, t]), that is H \Kt

is the unbounded connected component of H \ γ([0, t]). In the case where γ([0, t]) is non-self-touching, Kt is
simply given by γ([0, t]). For each t ≥ 0, it is easy to see that there exists a unique conformal gt : H \Kt → H

satisfying the normalization gt(∞) = ∞ and such that limz→∞(gt(z) − z) = 0. It can then be proved that gt
satisfies the asymptotic

gt(z) = z +
a1(t)

z
+O(|z|−2) as |z| → ∞.

The coefficient a1(t) is equal to hcap(Kt), the half-plane capacity of Kt, which, roughly speaking, is a measure
of the size of Kt seen from ∞. Moreover, one can show that a1(0) = 0 and that t 7→ a1(t) is continuous and
strictly increasing. Therefore, the curve γ can be reparametrized in such a way that at each time t, a1(t) = 2t.
γ is then said to be parameterized by half-plane capacity.

In this time-reparametrization and with the normalization of gt just described, it is known that there exists
a unique real-valued function t 7→ Wt, called the driving function, such that the following equation, called the
Loewner equation, is satisfied:

∂tgt(z) =
2

gt(z)−Wt
, g0(z) = z, for all z ∈ H \Kt. (7)

Indeed, it can be shown that gt extends continuously to γ(t) and settingWt = gt(γ(t)) yields the above equation,
see e.g. [16, Chapter 4] and [15, Chapter 4].

Conversely, given a continuous and real-valued function t 7→Wt, one can construct a locally growing family
of hulls (Kt)t by solving the equation (7). Under additional assumptions on the function t 7→Wt, the family of
hulls obtained using (7) is generated by a curve, in the sense explained above [19].

Schramm-Loewner evolutions, or SLE for short, are random Loewner chains introduced by Schramm [30].
For κ ≥ 0, SLEκ is the Loewner chain obtained by considering the Loewner equation (7) with driving function
Wt =

√
κBt, where (Bt, t ≥ 0) is a standard one-dimensional Brownian motion. As such, SLEκ is defined in H
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but, thanks to the conformal invariance of the Loewner equation, SLEκ can be defined in any simply connected
domain D ⊂ C with two marked boundary points a, b ∈ ∂D by considering a conformal map ϕ : D → H

with ϕ(a) = 0 and ϕ(b) = ∞ and taking the image of SLEκ in H by ϕ−1. In particular, SLEκ is conformally
invariant and it turns out that this conformal invariance property together with a certain domain Markov
property characterize the family (SLEκ, κ ≥ 0). In what follows, we will be interested in the special case κ = 4.
SLE4 can be shown to be almost surely generated by a simple and continuous curve that is transient and whose
Hausdorff dimension is 3/2. For a proof of these facts, we refer the reader to [15, Chapter 5] and references
therein.

2.1.2 Massive SLE4

Massive SLE4 is a massive version of SLE4 originally introduced in [18]. There are many possible ways to define
massive versions of SLE4 but we will use the name massive SLE4 for this particular one, as in [18].

When mapped to the upper-half plane via a conformal map, a random curve whose law is massive SLE4 can
be described via its driving function as follows. Let D ⊂ C be a bounded, open and simply connected domain
and let a, b ∈ ∂D. Denote by ∂D+, respectively ∂D−, the clockwise, respectively counterclockwise, oriented
boundary arc from a to b. Let m : D → R+ be a bounded and continuous function. Let ϕ : D → H be a
conformal map such that ϕ(a) = 0 and ϕ(b) = ∞. Then, a random curve γ has the law of massive SLE4 in D
from a to b with mass m if the driving function (Wt, t ≥ 0) of ϕ(γ), when parametrized by half-plane capacity,
satisfies the SDE

dWt = 2dBt − 2π

(
∫

Dt

m2(z)Pm
t (z)ht(z)dz

)

dt, W0 = 0, (8)

where (Bt, t ≥ 0) is a one-dimensional standard Brownian motion. Above, for z ∈ Dt, we have set

Pm
t (z) :=

1

π
ℑ
( −1

gt(ϕ(z))−Wt

)

−
∫

Dt

m2(w)
1

π
ℑ
( −1

gt(ϕ(w)) −Wt

)

Gm
t (z, w)dw

where Gm
t is the massive Green function with mass m in Dt. In (8), the function ht is the unique harmonic

function with boundary values 1/2 on ∂D− and the left side of γ([0, t]) and −1/2 on ∂D− and the right side of
γ([0, t]). It was shown in [26] that the SDE (8) has a unique weak solution whose law is absolutely continuous
with respect to that of (2Bt, t ≥ 0). This implies that the law of massive SLE4 in D from a to b with mass m
is absolutely continuous with respect to that of SLE4 in D from a to b.

Moreover, using the conformal covariance of the drift term in the SDE (8), one can extend the definition
of massive SLE4 to pairs (D̃, m̃) where D̃ ⊂ C is the image under a conformal map ϕ of a bounded, open and
simply connected domain D ⊂ C and, for w ∈ D̃, m̃(w)2 = |(ϕ−1)′(w)|2m(ϕ−1(w))2, where m : D → R is a
bounded and continuous function.

In the proof of Theorem 1.1, we will not use this explicit definition of massive SLE4 via its driving function
but rather the fact that massive SLE4 can be characterized as the unique random curve for which a certain
observable is a martingale. This characterization will be recalled in the course of the proof of Theorem 1.1, see
Section 3.1.3.

2.2 Conformal loop ensembles

Conformal loop ensembles (CLE) are a family of probability distributions on countable ensembles of non-nested
loops (closed curves) in open and simply connected domains of the complex plane [33, 34]. As in [34, Section 2.1],
we define a simple loop in the plane to be the image of the unit circle under a continuous and injective map.
With this definition, a loop ℓ with time-duration τ(ℓ) is equivalent to the loop ℓ̃ with time-duration τ(ℓ̃) if there
exists a bijective map ψ : [0, τ(ℓ)] → [0, τ(ℓ̃)] such that for any t ∈ [0, τ(ℓ)], ℓ(ψ(t)) = ℓ̃(t). This defines a space
of loops, that we denote by Loop(C), and we endow it with the σ-field Σ generated by all the events of the form
{O ⊂ Int(ℓ)}, where O spans the set of open subsets of C and for a loop ℓ, Int(ℓ) denotes its interior. Note
that Loop(C) can also be turned into a metric space, for example by equipping it with the distance induced
by the supremum norm. A countable collection Γ = (ℓj)j∈J of loops in Loop(C) can be identified with the
point-measure

µΓ =
∑

j∈J

δℓj .

The space of countable collections of loops is then naturally equipped with the σ-field generated by the sets
{Γ : µΓ(A) = k} where A ∈ Σ and k ≥ 0.

CLEκ are random countable collections of loops indexed by a parameter κ ∈ (8/3, 8). CLEκ is connected to
SLEκ via the so-called branching tree construction [33]. The geometry of the loops of a CLEκ in an open and
simply connected domain D depends on the value of κ: when κ ∈ (8/3, 4], these loops are almost surely simple
loops that do not intersect each other or the boundary of D; on the contrary, when κ ∈ (4, 8), they are almost
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surely non-simple but non-self-crossing and they may touch (but not cross) the boundary of D and each other.
Another important property of CLEκ is their conformal invariance in law: if ϕ : D → D̃ is a conformal map
between two open and simply connected domains of C and Γ is a CLEκ in D, then ϕ(Γ) has the law of a CLEκ

in D̃.

2.3 Level lines of the Gaussian free field

2.3.1 Definition of the GFF

Let D ⊂ C be an open and simply connected domain. The Gaussian free field (GFF) in D with Dirichlet
boundary conditions is a centered Gaussian process h indexed by smooth functions with compact support in D
whose covariance is given by, for f and g two such functions,

E[(h, f)(h, g)] =

∫

D×D

f(z)GD(z, w)g(w)dzdw.

Above, GD is the Green function in D: this is the inverse (in the sense of distributions) of the operator −∆ in
D with Dirichlet boundary conditions. As the Green function blows up on the diagonal, the GFF is not defined
pointwise but is instead a generalized function.

One can also define a GFF with specified boundary conditions. Let D ⊂ C be an open and simply connected
domain. Let f : ∂D → R be a bounded function and let φf be its unique harmonic extension in D. That is, φf
is the unique solution to the boundary value problem

{

−∆u(z) = 0, z ∈ D

u(z) = f(z), z ∈ ∂D.

Then, a GFF in D is said to have boundary conditions given by f if it has the same law as h+ φf where h has
the law of a GFF in D with Dirichlet boundary conditions.

2.3.2 Coupling between an SLE4 curve and a GFF

Set λ :=
√

π/8. Let D ⊂ C be an open and simply connected domain and let a, b ∈ ∂D. Denote by ∂D+,
respectively ∂D−, the clockwise-oriented, respectively counterclockwise-oriented, boundary arc (ab). Let φ :
D → R be the unique harmonic function in D with boundary conditions λ on ∂D+ and −λ on ∂D−. Then,
there exists a coupling (h + φ, γ) between a GFF h + φ in D with boundary conditions φ and an SLE4 curve
in D from a to b [9, 21]. In this coupling, for any t ≥ 0, conditionally on γ([0, t]), h+ φ = ht + φt where ht is
a GFF with Dirichlet boundary conditions in Dt := D \ γ([0, t]) and φt is the unique harmonic function in Dt

with boundary conditions λ on ∂D+ and the left side of γ([0, t]) and −λ on ∂D− and the right side of γ([0, t]).
A similar decomposition also holds when conditioning on γ([0, τ ]), where τ is a stopping time for the filtration
generated by γ.

When t = ∞, since γ([0,∞)) is almost surely a simple curve which does intersect the boundary of D except
at its endpoints, D \ γ([0,∞)) is almost surely composed of two simply connected components. Denote by D1,
respectively D2, the component on the left, respectively right, of γ([0,∞)). Then, conditionally on γ([0,∞)),
h = h1 + φ1 + h2 + φ2 where h1 and h2 are independent GFFs with Dirichlet boundary conditions in D1 and
D2 and φ1, respectively φ2 is almost surely equal to λ, respectively 0, in D1 and to 0, respectively −λ, in D2.

These decompositions for t < ∞ and t = ∞ explain why in this coupling, the curve γ is sometimes called
the level line of the field h + φ. In this coupling, it can also be shown that the curve γ is in fact measurable
with respect to the GFF h, see [21].

2.3.3 Coupling between an CLE4 and a GFF

As before, set λ :=
√

π/8. Let D ⊂ C be an open and simply connected domain. Then, there exists a coupling
(h,Γ) between a GFF h in D with Dirichlet boundary conditions and a CLE4 Γ in D [1]. In this coupling,
conditionally on Γ, h =

∑

j hj + ξj where the sum runs over the loops (Lj)j of Γ and

• (hj)j are independent GFFs with Dirichlet boundary conditions in the interiors of (Lj)j ;

• (ξj)j are independent random variables with P(ξj = 2λ|Γ) = P(ξj = −2λ|Γ) = 1/2 ∀j;

• (hj)j and (ξj)j are independent.

This decomposition of h given Γ is the reason why the loops of Γ are sometimes called the level lines of the
field h. In this coupling, it can also be shown that the CLE4 Γ, the fields (hj)j and the labels (ξj)j are in fact
measurable with respect to the GFF h [20, 1].

7



2.4 The Brownian loop measure and Le Jan’s isomorphism theorem

2.4.1 The Brownian loop measure and the Brownian loop soup

Let D ⊂ C be a bounded, open and simply connected domain. We denote by P
z,w
t the bridge probability from

z to w of length t for a two-dimensional standard Brownian motion (Bs, s ≥ 0). We also let τ∂D denote the first
hitting time of ∂D by (Bs, s ≥ 0). The rooted Brownian loop measure µR,D in D, introduced in [17], is defined
as

µR,D(·) :=
∫ ∞

0

∫

D

1

t

1

2πt
P
z,z
t (·, τ∂D > t)dzdt.

This is a measure on rooted loops. One can define an equivalence relation between such loops as follows. For
ℓ a rooted loop, denote by τ(ℓ) its lifetime. Then, for u ∈ R, θuℓ : t 7→ ℓ(u + t mod τ(ℓ)) is again a loop. We
then say that two loops ℓ and ℓ̃ are equivalent if there exists u ∈ R such that ℓ = θuℓ̃. The quotient of the
rooted loop measure µR,D under this equivalence relation is the Brownian loop measure µD in D. This measure
satisfies two important properties:

• the restriction property: if D̃ ⊂ D, then µD̃(·) = µD(·Iℓ⊂D̃);

• conformal invariance: if f : Ω → D is a conformal map, then f ◦ µΩ = µD.

For α > 0, one can then sample a Poisson point process with intensity αµD which gives rise to a countable
collection of unrooted loops in D. This process, introduced in [17], is called a Brownian loop soup in D with
intensity α. The Brownian loop soup turns out to be intimately connected to CLEκ for κ ∈ (8/3, 4]: a CLEκ

can be constructed out a Brownian loop soup with the correct intensity [34]. In particular, a CLE4 Γ can be
coupled to a Brownian loop soup L with intensity 1/2 in such way that the outer boundaries of the outermost
clusters of loops of L are the loops of Γ. Here, we say that two loops ℓ and ℓ̃ belong to the same cluster of loops
of L if there exists a sequence (ℓk)

n
k=0 of loops in L such that ℓ0 = ℓ, ℓn = ℓ̃ and for any k, ℓk ∩ ℓk+1 6= ∅.

An important observable of a Brownian loop soup L in D with intensity α > 0 is its renormalized occupation-
time field : L : which, in some sense, fully characterizes L. For z ∈ D, : L(z) : should be thought of as the total
amount of time that loops in L spend at z. However, since this quantity is in fact almost surely infinite, : L :
must be constructed via renormalization and is not defined pointwise. The construction of : L : goes as follows.
Let ǫ > 0 and set, for a bounded function f : D → R,

∫

D

: Lǫ(z) : f(z)dz :=
∑

ℓ∈L:τ(ℓ)≥ǫ

∫ τ(ℓ)

0

f(ℓ(t))dt− αµD

(

Iτ(ℓ)≥ǫ

∫ τ(ℓ)

0

f(ℓ(t))dt

)

where we note that αµD(Iτ(ℓ)≥ǫ

∫ τ(ℓ)

0 f(ℓ(t))dt) = E[
∑

ℓ∈L:τ(ℓ)≥ǫ

∫ τ(ℓ)

0 f(ℓ(t))dt]. Then, by [13, Section 10.2],

as ǫ tends to 0, 〈: Lǫ(L) :, f〉 converges in L2(P) and almost surely to a random variable that we denote by
∫

D
f(z) : L(z) : dz. One can then make sense of : L : as a random field indexed by bounded functions in D and

this field is what we call the renormalized ocupation-time field of L.

2.4.2 Wick square of the Gaussian free field

As explained in Section 2.3.1, the GFF is only a generalized function and its square is thus a priori ill-defined.
However, an interesting object that corresponds in some sense to its square can still be obtained by an ap-
propriate regularization and renormalization procedure. To describe it, let us first introduce the circle-average
approximation of the GFF. Let D ⊂ C be an open, bounded and simply connected domain and let h be a GFF
in D with Dirichlet boundary conditions. For z ∈ D and ǫ > 0, denote by B(z, ǫ) the ball of radius ǫ centered
at z and let ρzǫ be the uniform measure on ∂B(z, ǫ) seen from z. We define the random variable hǫ(z) by

hǫ(z) := (h, ρzǫ ).

Even though ρzǫ is not a smooth function, this random variable is always well-defined and the process (hǫ(z), z ∈
D, ǫ > 0) is in fact jointly Hölder continuous in (z, ǫ), see [37, Section 3.3.4].

A natural way to define the square of h would be to take the limit of hǫ(z)
2 as ǫ tends to 0. However, hǫ(z)

2

has expectation of order − log ǫ, which blows up as ǫ tends to 0. Therefore, to obtain an interesting object when
taking the limit, a divergent counterterm must be introduced. This counterterm is chosen such that the limit
field, denoted by : h2 :, is a centered field. Here, we will not need to construct the field : h2 : itself. Instead,
we must only be able to make sense of the random variable (: h2 :,m2), or more generally of (: (h+ φ)2 :,m2),
where φ will correspond to the boundary conditions of h and m2 will be the mass of the massive GFF. This is
achieved thanks to the following lemma. Below, for φ : D → R a bounded harmonic function, z ∈ D and ǫ > 0,
we use the notation

: (hǫ(z) + φǫ(z))
2 :

not
= hǫ(z)

2 + 2hǫ(z)φǫ(z) + φǫ(z)
2 − E[hǫ(z)

2] (9)
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where φǫ(z) the circle average approximation of φ(z), that is

φǫ(z) :=

∫

φ(w)ρzǫ (dw). (10)

Notice that if B(z, ǫ) ⊂ D, then, by harmonicity, φǫ(z) = φ(z). We also denote by dimH(A) the Hausdorff
dimension of the set A.

Lemma 2.1. Let D ⊂ C be a bounded, open and simply connected domain and let m : D → R+ be a bounded
and continuous function. Let h be a GFF with Dirichlet boundary conditions in D and φ : D → R be a harmonic
function bounded by some constant bφ > 0. Then

lim
ǫ→0

∫

D

m2(z) : (hǫ(z) + φǫ(z))
2 : dz =

∫

D

m2(z) : h(z)2 : dz + 2(h,m2φ) +

∫

D

m2(z)φ(z)2dz

where the limit is in L2(P). Above, (h,m2φ) denotes the GFF h tested against the function z 7→ m2(z)φ(z) and
∫

D

m2(z) : h(z)2 : dz = lim
ǫ→0

∫

D

m2(z) : hǫ(z)
2 : dz

where the limit is in L2(P). Moreover, for any b ∈ (0, 2 − dimH(∂D)), there exists C > 0 such that, for any
0 < ǫ < 1/2,

∥

∥

∥

∥

∫

D

m2(z) : (h+ φ)2(z) : dz −
∫

D

m2(z) : (hǫ(z) + φǫ(z))
2 : dz

∥

∥

∥

∥

L2(P)

≤ Cǫb. (11)

The proof of Lemma 2.1 is given in Appendix 6. The assumption that φ is a harmonic function is not really
needed but it simplifies the proof and will always be satisfied in the cases in which we will be interested. Let
us also stress that in the above statement, the notation

∫

D
m2(z) : h(z)2 : dz is only formal since : h2 : is not

defined pointwise.
For convenience, as in (11), we will sometimes use the formal notation

∫

D

m2(z) : (h+ φ)2(z) : dz :=

∫

D

m2(z) : h(z)2 : dz + 2(h,m2φ) +

∫

D

m2(z)φ(z)2dz. (12)

Also, if the function m : D → R+ is of the form |ϕ′|(m̂ ◦ ϕ) where ϕ : D → D̂ is a conformal isomorphism,
D̂ ⊂ C is an open, bounded and simply connected domain and m̂ : D̂ → R+ is a bounded and continuous
function, we set

∫

D

m2(z) : (h+ φ)2(z) : dz =

∫

D̂

m̂2(w) : (ĥ+ φ̂)2(w) : dw

with h+ φ = (ĥ+ φ̂) ◦ ϕ−1.

Remark 2.2. Thanks to the L2(P) convergence established in Lemma 2.1, the variance of (: h2 :,m2) can be
explicitly computed: as shown in Lemma 6.3 in Appendix 6,

E[(: h2 :,m2)2] = 2

∫

D

m2(z)GD(z, w)2m2(w)dzdw (13)

where, as in Section 2.3, GD is the Green function in D.

2.4.3 Le Jan’s isomorphism theorem

The Brownian loop soup in D is related to the Gaussian free field in D with Dirichlet boundary conditions via
Le Jan’s isomorphism theorem [13, 14], which relates the renormalized occupation-time field : L : of the loop
soup (see Section 2.4.1) to the Wick square of the Gaussian free field in D.

Proposition 2.3 (Le Jan’s isomorphism). The renormalized occupation-time field : L : of a Brownian loop
soup in D with intensity 1/2 has the same law as half the Wick square 1/2 : h2 : of a Gaussian free field h in
D with Dirichlet boundary conditions.

We also recall the following result, stated as Theorem 8 in [13], that will be needed for the proof of Corollary
1.2 and Corollary 1.6.

Proposition 2.4. For a bounded and continuous function m : D → R+ and a loop ℓ : [0, τ(ℓ)] → D, set

〈ℓ,m2〉 :=
∫ τ(ℓ)

0 m2(ℓ(t))dt. Then

EGFF

[

exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z) : h2(z) : dz

)]

= exp

(

1

2
µD(e−〈ℓ,m2〉 + 〈ℓ,m2〉 − 1)

)

<∞

where under EGFF, h has the law of a GFF in D with Dirichlet boundary conditions.
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Remark 2.5. In [13], Proposition 2.4 is stated under the additional assumption that the function m is smooth
and has compact support in D but the proof extends to the case where m is a bounded function and D a
bounded domain.

2.4.4 Coupling between a GFF, a CLE4 and a Brownian loop soup

In view of Le Jan’s isomorphism, the construction of CLE4 using a Brownian loop soup with intensity 1/2
explained in Section 2.4.1 and the coupling between a GFF and a CLE4 described in Section 2.3.3, it is natural
to wonder whether there exists a coupling between a GFF, a CLE4 and a Brownian loop soup with intensity
1/2 such that all these relations hold. A positive answer to this question was given in [29, Proposition 5]. As
this result is the starting point of the proof of Theorem 1.8, let us state it.

Proposition 2.6 (Qian-Werner). One can couple a Brownian loop soup L in D with intensity 1/2, a CLE4 Γ
in D and a GFF h in D with Dirichlet boundary conditions in such a way that:

• the loops of Γ are the level lines of h as in Section 2.3.3;

• the loops of Γ are the outer boundaries of the outermost clusters of L;

• the renormalized occupation-time field : L : of L is exactly 1
2 : h2 :.

2.5 The massive Gaussian free field

2.5.1 Definition of the massive GFF

Let D ⊂ C be an open, bounded and simply connected domain and let m : D → R+ be a bounded and
continuous function. The massive GFF in D with mass m and Dirichlet boundary conditions is a centered
Gaussian process h indexed by smooth functions with compact support in D whose covariance is given by, for
f and g two such functions,

E[(h, f)(h, g)] =

∫

D×D

f(z)Gm
D(z, w)g(w)dzdw.

Above, Gm
D is the massive Green function in D with mass m: this is the inverse (in the sense of distributions) of

the operator −∆+m2 in D with Dirichlet boundary conditions. Like the GFF, the massive GFF is not defined
pointwise but is instead a random generalized function.

From a statistical mechanics point of view, the massive GFF can be seen as a GFF “perturbed by a mass”.
The presence of this mass breaks the conformal invariance of the field, which is one of the main features of the
GFF: the massive GFF is not conformally invariant but only conformally covariant, in the following sense. Let
ϕ : D → D̃ be conformal map. If h is a massive GFF in D with mass m and Dirichlet boundary conditions,
then the pushforward of h via ϕ is a massive GFF in D̃ with Dirichlet boundary conditions and mass m̃ given
by, for z ∈ D̃,

m̃2(z) = |(ϕ−1)′(z)|2m2(ϕ−1(z)). (14)

This simply follows from the conformal covariance of the massive Green function Gm
D .

One can also define a massive GFF with specified boundary conditions. Let D ⊂ C be an open, bounded
and simply connected domain and let m : D → R+ be a bounded and continuous function. Let f : ∂D → R

be a bounded function and let φmf be its unique massive harmonic extension in D. That is, φmf is the unique
solution to the boundary value problem

{

(−∆+m2(z))u(z) = 0, z ∈ D

u(z) = f(z), z ∈ ∂D.

Then, a massive GFF in D with mass m is said to have boundary conditions given by f if it has the same
law as h + φmf where h has the law of a massive GFF in D with mass m and Dirichlet boundary conditions.
Note that since massive harmonic functions are conformally covariant, with the mass changing as in (14) when
conformally mapping the domain to another one, a massive GFF with specified boundary conditions is also
conformally covariant, in the same sense as for a massive GFF with Dirichlet boundary conditions.

2.5.2 Absolute continuity with respect to the GFF

Let D ⊂ C be an open, bounded and simply connected domain and let m : D → R+ be a bounded and
continuous function. Then the massive GFF in D with mass m and Dirichlet boundary conditions is absolutely
continuous with respect to the GFF in D with Dirichlet boundary conditions. The corresponding Radon-
Nikodym derivative has an explicit expression, as we now detail. Let PD

GFF, respectively PD
mGFF, denote the law
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of the GFF in D with Dirichlet boundary conditions, respectively of the massive GFF in D with mass m and
Dirichlet boundary conditions. The Radon-Nikodym derivative of PD

mGFF with respect to PD
GFF is given by

dPD
mGFF

dPD
GFF

(h) =
1

Z exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z) : h2(z) : dz

)

(15)

where Z is a normalization constant and
∫

D
m2(z) : h2(z) : dz is as defined in Section 2.4.2. See [2, Lemma 3.10]

for a detailed proof of this fact. Let us nevertheless point out that the fact that the random variable on the
right-hand side is σ(h)-measurable and almost strictly positive can be justified using Lemma 6.2 (see Lemma 6.4
in Appendix 6). Moreover, by Proposition 2.4, this random variable is in L1(PD

GFF), so Z is finite and PD
mGFF

is absolutely continuous with respect to PD
GFF .

Note also that, by Proposition 2.4 applied with f = m2,

Z = E
D
GFF

[

exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z) : h2(z) : dz

)]

= exp

(

1

2
µD

(

e−〈ℓ,m2〉 + 〈ℓ,m2〉 − 1
)

)

(16)

where, as in Section 2.4, µD is the Brownian loop measure in D.
Similarly, a massive GFF in D with mass m and specified boundary conditions is absolutely continuous with

respect to the GFF in D with the same boundary conditions. More precisely, let f : ∂D → R be a bounded
function and let φf be its unique harmonic extension in D. Then, if we define

dPD
mGFF

dPD,f
GFF

(h+ φf ) =
1

Zf
exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z) : (h+ φf )
2(z) : dz

)

(17)

where Zf is a normalization constant, the law of h+φf under PD,f
mGFF is that of a massive GFF in D with mass

m and boundary conditions f . As above, the fact that the random variable on the right-hand side of (17) is
almost surely strictly positive and measurable with respect to h+φ follows from Lemma 2.1 and Lemma 6.4 in
Appendix 6.

To prove that under the measure PD
mGFF defined via the change of measure (17), h + φf has the same law

as h+ φmf where h has the law of a massive GFF in D with mass m and Dirichlet boundary conditions and φmf
is the unique massive harmonic extension of f in D, one can compute the Laplace transform of h + φf under
PD
mGFF. Although this computation is rather straightforward, let us detail it as we could not find any reference

in the existing literature.

Proof of (17). Let g be a smooth function with compact support in D. Then, we have that

E
D,f
mGFF

[

exp((h+ φf , g))
]

=
1

Zf
E
D
GFF

[

exp

(

(h+ φf , g)−
1

2

∫

D

m2(z) : (h+ φf )
2(z) : dz

)]

=
1

Zf
exp

(
∫

D

φf (z)g(z)−
1

2
m2(z)φ(z)2dz

)

E
D
GFF

[

exp

(

(h, g −m2φf )−
1

2

∫

D

m2(z) : h2(z) : dz

)]

=
Z
Zf

exp

(
∫

D

φf (z)g(z)−
1

2
m2(z)φ(z)2dz

)

E
D
mGFF

[

exp((h, g −m2φf ))
]

. (18)

The fact that the two integrals above are finite follows from the fact that D is a bounded domain and that φf
and m are bounded functions in D. Similarly, we have that

Zf = Z exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z)φf (z)
2dz

)

E
D
mGFF

[

exp((h,m2φf ))
]

. (19)

Going back to (18), this yields that

E
D,f
mGFF

[

exp((h+ φf , g))
]

= exp

(
∫

D

g(z)

(

φf (z)−
∫

D

m2(w)φf (w)G
m
D (z, w)dw

)

dz +
1

2

∫

D×D

g(z)Gm
D(z, w)g(w)dzdw

)

= exp

(
∫

D

g(z)φmf (z)dz +
1

2

∫

D×D

g(z)Gm
D(z, w)g(w)dzdw

)

where the last equality uses Fubini theorem. This exactly the Laplace transform of (h+ φmf , g) when h has the
law of a massive GFF in D with mass m and Dirichlet boundary conditions.

For later reference, let us record the computation of the normalization constant Zf in the following lemma.
This result uses the explicit computation of the normalization constant Z given in (16).
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Lemma 2.7. Let D ⊂ C be an open, bounded and simply connected domain. Let φ : D → R be a bounded
harmonic function in D and let m : D → R+ be a bounded and continuous function. Then

Zf = E
D
GFF

[

exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z) : (h+ φf )
2(z) : dz

)]

= exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z)φf (z)φ
m
f (z)dz +

1

2
µD

(

e−〈ℓ,m2〉 + 〈ℓ,m2〉 − 1
)

)

where the integral is finite.

Proof. By (19) and using the explicit expression (16) for Z, we have that

Zf = exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z)φf (z)
2dz +

1

2
µD

(

e−〈ℓ,m2〉 + 〈ℓ,m2〉 − 1
)

)

E
D
mGFF

[

exp((h,m2φf ))
]

where

E
D
mGFF

[

exp((h,m2φf ))
]

= exp

(

1

2

∫

D×D

m2(z)φf (z)G
m
D(z, w)m2(w)φf (w)dwdz

)

= exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z)φf (z)φ
m
f (z)dz +

1

2

∫

D

m2(z)φf (z)
2dz

)

. (20)

Above, we used Fubini theorem whose application can easily be justified. Indeed, φf is a bounded function in
D and the massive Green function Gm

D is integrable in D ×D since D is a bounded domain. This yields the
expression of Lemma 2.7 for Zf . The finiteness of the two integrals in (20) simply follows from the fact that
m2, φf and φmf are bounded functions and that D is a bounded domain.

Note that the definition of the massive GFF and the changes of measure (15) and (17) can be extended to
unbounded domains, provided that in such a domain D, the mass function m : D → R+ is of the form |ϕ′|(m̂◦ϕ)
where ϕ : D → D̂ is a conformal isomorphism, D̂ is a bounded domain and m̂ : D̂ → R+ is a bounded and
continuous function.

2.5.3 Modes of convergence of the Radon-Nikodym derivative of the massive GFF with respect

to the GFF

In this section, we collect some technical results on the mode of convergence as ǫ goes to 0 of the random
variables

exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z)
(

hǫ(z)
2 − E[hǫ(z)

2]
)

dz

)

and exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z)
(

(hǫ(z) + φǫ(z))
2 − E[hǫ(z)

2]
)

dz

)

where h is a GFF with Dirichlet boundary conditions in D and φ : D → R is a bounded harmonic function.
These random variables approximate the Radon-Nikodym derivatives (15) and (17) of the massive GFF with
respect to the GFF. Their convergence in an Lp(P) sense, which is shown below, will be useful in the proof
of Theorem 1.1 and Theorem 1.3. Indeed, there, we will need to take conditional expectations of the Radon-
Nikodym derivatives (15) and (17), which will be well behaved since conditioning is a contraction in Lp.

In the statement below, for ǫ > 0, the random variable
∫

D
m2(z) : (hǫ(z) + φǫ(z))

2 : dz is defined as in (9)
and we use the notation (12) for the random variable

∫

Dm
2(z) : (h+ φ)2(z) : dz.

Lemma 2.8. Let D ⊂ C be a bounded, open and simply connected domain and let m : D → R+ be a bounded
and continuous function. Let h be a GFF with Dirichlet boundary conditions in D and let φ : D → R be a
harmonic function bounded by some constant bφ > 0. Then, for any p ∈ [1,∞),

lim
ǫ→0

exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z) : (hǫ(z) + φǫ(z))
2 : dz

)

= exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z) : (h+ φ)2(z) : dz

)

where the limit is in Lp(P).

The proof of Lemma 2.8 is given in Appendix 6. This is for the proof of this lemma that the rate of
convergence (11) obtained in Lemma 2.1 is important.

Note that by taking φ ≡ 0 in Lemma 2.8, we obtain that the random variables approximating the Radon-
Nikodym derivative (15) converge in Lp(P), for any p ∈ [1,∞).
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2.5.4 Assumptions on the mass and on the domain of definition of the massive GFF

So far, in our discussion about the massive GFF, the domain D ⊂ C and the mass m : D → R+ have always
been chosen to satisfy the assumptions of Theorem 1.1 and Theorem 1.3. However, these assumptions are not
optimal, as we now explain.

In Theorem 1.1, we will show that a massive GFF can be coupled to a random curve which has the law of
massive SLE4. Massive SLE4 is in fact well-defined and absolutely continuous with respect to SLE4 provided
that the domain D is bounded and that the mass m : D → R+ satisfies

∫

D

m2(z)dz <∞ (21)

∫

D×D

m2(z)m2(w)GD(z, w)dzdw <∞, (22)

where GD is the Green function in D. For the massive GFF to be absolutely continuous with respect to the
GFF with Radon-Nikodym derivative (15), the mass m must also be such that

∫

D×D

m2(z)m2(w)GD(z, w)2dzdw <∞. (23)

Indeed, the condition (23) ensures that the random variable
∫

D
m2(z) : h(z)2 : dz can be constructed as the

limit in L2(P) of
∫

Dm
2(z) : hǫ(z)

2 : dz as ǫ → 0. This is because if this condition is not satisfied, then the
variance of

∫

D
m2(z) : hǫ(z)

2 : dz blows up as ǫ→ 0.
Observe that the conditions (21), (22) and (23) on m are conformally invariant in the following sense. If

ϕ : D → D̃ is a conformal map and that m satisfies (21), (22) and (23), then the mass m̃ : D̃ → R defined
via, for w ∈ D̃, m̃(w)2 = |(ϕ−1)′(w)|2m(ϕ−1(w))2 also satisfies (21), (22) and (23). However, in their current
version, the proofs of Theorem 1.1 and Theorem 1.3 require stronger assumptions on the domain D ⊂ C and
the function m : D → R+. These assumptions are helpful to prove Lemma 2.8.

We remark that the question of what happens when, for example, D = H and the mass m2 is a constant
m2 > 0 is interesting. The massive GFF in H with mass m2 does exist, since the massive Green function in H

with mass m2 is symmetric and positive-definite. However, this field is only locally absolutely continuous with
respect to the GFF in H and thus we cannot define its level lines via a change of measure similar to (2) or (3).

3 Massive SLE4 via change of measure

In this section, we prove Theorem 1.1 and its corollary, Corollary 1.2. The proof of Theorem 1.1 is given
in Section 3.1. There, we first identify the conditional law of h + φ given γ([0, t]) under P̃ and then use the
knowledge of this conditional law to show that the marginal law of γ under P̃ is that of massive SLE4. We
will explain how to use these results to show Theorem 1.1. In the proof, we will assume that the domain D is
bounded and that the mass m : D → R+ is a bounded and continuous function. Conformal covariance then
enables us to extend the results to pairs (D,m) satisfying the more general assumptions of Theorem 1.1.

Finally, Section 3.2 is devoted to the proof of Corollary 1.2. Conformal covariance of massive SLE4 is also
established there.

3.1 A level line of the massive GFF

In this section, we seek to better understand the probability measure P̃ defined via the change of measure (2)
in order to prove Theorem 1.1. Let us start with some preliminary remarks. Observe first that the change of
measure (2) of Theorem 1.1 is a valid change of measure. Indeed, this is just the change of measure (17), which
extends to a change of measure on (h+ φ, γ) since γ is measurable with respect to h under PGFF. This implies
in particular that the marginal law of h+φ under P̃ is that of a massive GFF in D with mass m and boundary
conditions λ on ∂D+ and −λ on ∂D−.

To prove Theorem 1.1, we must now understand what happens to the field h+φ under P̃ when conditioning
on γ([0, t]), for t ≥ 0. Denote by S ′(R2) the space of Schwartz distributions on R2 and observe that the field
h+ φ can be seen as a random element of S ′(R2) by extending it to 0 outside of D. By definition of P̃ via the
change of measure (2), the conditional law of h+ φ under P̃ given γ is such that, for t ≥ 0 and F : S ′(R2) → R

a bounded and continuous function, almost surely,

Ẽ[F (h+ φ) | γ([0, t])] = 1

Zt
E

[

F (h+ φ) exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z) : (h+ φ)2(z) : dz

)

| γ([0, t])
]

(24)

where we have set

Zt := E

[

exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z) : (h+ φ)2(z) : dz

)

| γ([0, t])
]

. (25)
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Observe that in (24), the random partition function Zt is almost surely strictly positive: this follows from the
fact that if X is an almost surely strictly positive random variable and F is a σ-algebra, then E[X |F ] is almost
surely strictly positive. This implies in particular that the right-hand side of (24) is well-defined and thus that
also the conditional law of h+ φ given γ([0, t]) under P̃ is well-defined.

Since under P, conditionally on γ([0, t]), h+ φ = ht + φt where ht and φt are as described in Section 2.3.2,
one expects the random partition function Zt, or more generally weighted conditional expectations of the form

E

[

exp(i(h, f)) exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z) : (h+ φ)2(z) : dz

)

| γ([0, t])
]

(26)

where f : D → R is a bounded and continuous function, to have an expression in terms of the field ht and the
harmonic function φt. As a first step toward the identification of the conditional law of h + φ given γ([0, t])
under P̃, let us show that this is indeed the case.

3.1.1 The weighted conditional expectation

Here and in the rest of Section 3, if γ : [0,∞) → D is a simple and continuous curve in D that does not touch
the boundary of D except at its endpoints, we set, for t ≥ 0, Dt := D \ γ([0, t]). We also denote by ∂D+

t ,
respectively ∂D−

t , the boundary arc of Dt formed by the union of ∂D+ and the left side of γ([0, t]), respectively
the union of ∂D− and the right side of γ([0, t]). For t ≥ 0, we also let φt, respectively φmt , be the unique
harmonic function, respectively massive harmonic function with mass m, with boundary conditions λ on ∂D+

t

and −λ on ∂D−
t .

Observe that by absolute continuity of P̃ with respect to P, under P̃, the marginal law of γ is such that γ
is almost surely a simple and continuous curve that does not touch the boundary of D except at its endpoints.
Indeed, under P, the marginal law of γ is that of SLE4 in D from a to b, so that these properties are satisfied
by γ under P.

With these preliminary remarks made, let us now state and prove how to express weighted conditional
expectations of the form (26) in terms of the field ht and the harmonic function φt. We first start with the case
t ∈ (0,∞), that is when Dt is made of a single simply connected component.

Proposition 3.1. Under the same assumptions as in Theorem 1.1, let f : D → R be a bounded and continuous
function. Then, for any t ∈ (0,∞), almost surely,

E

[

exp(i(h+ φ, f)) exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z) : (h+ φ)2(z) : dz

)

| γ([0, t])
]

= E

[

exp(i(ht + φt, f)) exp

(

− 1

2

∫

Dt

m2(z) : (ht + φt)
2(z) : dz

)

|γ([0, t])
]

× exp

(
∫

Dt

m2(z)

4π
log

CR(z, ∂D)

CR(z, ∂Dt)
dz

)

where CR(z, ∂D), respectively CR(z, ∂Dt), is the conformal radius of z in D, respectively Dt. Above, the random
variable

∫

Dt
m2(z) : (ht + φt)

2(z) : dz is as defined via the notation (12).

Proof. Let f : D → R be a bounded and continuous function and let t ∈ (0,∞). By Lemma 2.8 and since
| exp(i(h+ φ, f))| ≤ 1 almost surely, we have that

exp(i(h+ φ, f)) exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z) : (h+ φ)2(z) : dz

)

= lim
ǫ→0

exp(i(h+ φ, f)) exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z)
(

(hǫ(z) + φǫ(z))
2 − E[hǫ(z)

2]
)

dz

)

where the limit in L1(P). This yields that, almost surely,

E

[

exp(i(h+ φ, f)) exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z) : (h+ φ)2(z) : dz

)

| γ([0, t])
]

= lim
ǫ→0

E

[

exp(i(h+ φ, f)) exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z)
(

(hǫ(z) + φǫ(z))
2 − E[hǫ(z)

2]
)

dz

)

|γ([0, t])
]

where the limit is in L1(P). We recall that here, hǫ(z) denotes the circle average of h as defined in Section 2.4.2
and φǫ(z) is the circle average approximation of φ(z) in the sense of (10). Let us set Et[·] := E[·|γ([0, t])]. As
explained in Section 2.3.2, under the (random) conditional law induced by Et, h+φ = ht+φt, where ht is a GFF
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with Dirichlet boundary conditions in Dt and φt is the unique harmonic function with boundary conditions −λ
on ∂D−

t and λ on ∂D+
t . Therefore, almost surely,

Et

[

exp(i(h+ φ, f)) exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z) : (h+ φ)2(z) : dz

)]

= lim
ǫ→0

Et

[

exp(i(ht + φt, f)) exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z)
(

(ht,ǫ(z) + φt,ǫ(z))
2 − E[hǫ(z)

2]
)

dz

)]

= lim
ǫ→0

Et

[

exp(i(ht + φt, f)) exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z)
(

(ht,ǫ(z) + φt,ǫ(z))
2 − Et[ht,ǫ(z)

2]
)

dz

)]

× exp

(

1

2

∫

D

m2(z)
(

E[hǫ(z)
2]− Et[ht,ǫ(z)

2]
)

dz

)

(27)

where the limit is in L1(P). Since γ([0, t]) almost surely has Lebesgue measure 0, we can rewrite the last equality
as

Et

[

exp(i(h+ φ, f)) exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z) : (h+ φ)2(z) : dz

)

] (28)

= lim
ǫ→0

Et

[

exp(i(ht + φt, f)) exp

(

− 1

2

∫

Dt

m2(z)
(

(ht,ǫ(z) + φt,ǫ(z))
2 − Et[ht,ǫ(z)

2]
)

dz

)]

× exp

(

1

2

∫

Dt

m2(z)
(

E[hǫ(z)
2]− Et[ht,ǫ(z)

2]
)

dz

)

where the limit is in L1(P). Since conditionally on γ([0, t]), ht is a GFF with Dirichlet boundary conditions and
φt is almost surely a bounded harmonic function in Dt, by Lemma 2.1, we have that, almost surely,

lim
ǫ→0

Et

[

exp(i(ht + φt, f)) exp

(

− 1

2

∫

Dt

m2(z)
(

(ht,ǫ(z) + φt,ǫ(z))
2 − Et[ht,ǫ(z)

2]
)

dz

)]

= Et

[

exp(i(ht + φt, f)) exp

(

− 1

2

∫

Dt

m2(z) : (ht + φt)
2(z) : dz

)]

. (29)

We thus see that to prove the proposition, it remains to show the following claim.

Claim 3.2. Almost surely,

lim
ǫ→0

exp

(

1

2

∫

Dt

m2(z)
(

E[hǫ(z)
2]− Et[ht,ǫ(z)

2]
)

dz

)

= exp

(
∫

Dt

m2(z)

4π
log

CR(z, ∂D)

CR(z, ∂Dt)
dz

)

.

We postpone the proof of this claim to the end and first conclude the proof of Proposition 3.1 based on it.
From (28), we deduce that Claim 3.2 together with (29) imply that, almost surely,

Et

[

exp(i(h+ φ, f)) exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z) : (h+ φ)2(z) : dz

)]

= Et

[

exp(i(ht + φt, f)) exp

(

− 1

2

∫

Dt

m2(z) : (ht + φt)
2(z) : dz

)]

exp

(
∫

Dt

m2(z)

4π
log

CR(z, ∂D)

CR(z, ∂Dt)
dz

)

.

This is exactly the statement of Proposition 3.1 and thus completes the proof.

It now remains to prove Claim 3.2.

Proof of Claim 3.2. Let ǫ > 0 and set Dt,ǫ := {z ∈ Dt : dist(z, γ([0, t])) > ǫ}. Observe that, almost surely, if
z ∈ Dt,ǫ is such that dist(z, ∂D) > ǫ, then

E[hǫ(z)
2]− Et[ht,ǫ(z)

2] =
1

2π
log

CR(z, ∂D)

CR(z, ∂Dt)
. (30)

On the other hand, it is easy to see that there exists K > 0 such that for any ǫ > 0, almost surely, for any
z ∈ Dt,ǫ with dist(z, ∂D) ≤ ǫ,

0 ≤ E[hǫ(z)
2]− Et[ht,ǫ(z)

2] ≤ E[hǫ(z)
2] ≤ K. (31)

Since almost surely for any z ∈ Dt, CR(z, ∂D) ≥ CR(z, ∂Dt) and since the function m is bounded, we obtain
from (30) and (31) that there exists C > 0 such that, almost surely, for any z ∈ Dt,ǫ,

m2(z)|E[hǫ(z)2]− Et[ht,ǫ(z)
2]| ≤ C

(

log
CR(z, ∂D)

CR(z, ∂Dt)
+ 1

)

. (32)
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Observe also that, almost surely,

lim
ǫ→0

m2(z)(E[hǫ(z)
2]− Et[ht,ǫ(z)

2])IDt,ǫ
(z) =

m2(z)

2π
log

CR(z, ∂D)

CR(z, ∂Dt)

pointwise in Dt. Moreover, the function z 7→ log(CR(z, ∂D)/CR(z, ∂Dt)) is almost surely integrable in Dt.
Therefore, using the dominated convergence theorem with the bound (32), we obtain that, almost surely,

lim
ǫ→0

∫

Dt,ǫ

m2(z)(E[hǫ(z)
2]− Et[ht,ǫ(z)

2])dz =

∫

Dt

m2(z)

2π
log

CR(z, ∂D)

CR(z, ∂Dt)
dz.

To prove Claim 3.2, it remains to show that, almost surely,

lim
ǫ→0

∫

Dt\Dt,ǫ

m2(z)(E[hǫ(z)
2]− Et[ht,ǫ(z)

2])dz = 0. (33)

For this, we simply observe that the estimate (87) shows that there exists C > 0 such that for any 0 < ǫ < 1/2
and any z ∈ Dt,

0 ≤ E[hǫ(z)
2]− Et[ht,ǫ(z)

2] ≤ sup
z∈D

E[hǫ(z)
2] ≤ C log ǫ−1.

Together with the boundedness of m, this yields that, almost surely,
∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

Dt\Dt,ǫ

m2(z)(E[hǫ(z)
2]− Et[ht,ǫ(z)

2])dz

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ m2C(log ǫ−1)Area(D \Dt,ǫ). (34)

Since γ([0, t]) almost surely has Hausdorff dimension 3/2 [5], we have that, almost surely, Area(D \ Dt,ǫ) =
O(ǫ1/2). Therefore, the inequality (34) implies the almost sure convergence (33), which completes the proof of
the claim.

Remark 3.3. The proof of Proposition 3.1 actually shows that, P-almost surely,

exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z) : (h(z) + φ(z))2 : dz

)

= exp

(

− 1

2

∫

Dt

m2(z) : (ht(z) + φt(z))
2 : dz +

∫

Dt

m2(z)

4π
log

CR(z, ∂D)

CR(z, ∂Dt)
dz

)

. (35)

Indeed, fix δ > 0. Then, denoting by Xt,ǫ the ǫ-approximation of the Wick square on the left-hand side of (29)
and Xt,0 its limit, we have that, for P-almost every γ([0, t]), Pt(|eXt,ǫ − eXt,0 | > δ) converges to 0 as ǫ tends
to 0. Therefore, by dominated convergence, eXt,ǫ converges to eXt,0 in P-probability as ǫ tends to 0. Defining
(Yt,ǫ)ǫ>0 as the random variables of Claim 3.2 and Yt,0 as their limit as ǫ tends to 0 given by this claim, we
can deduce from this and Claim 3.2 that eXt,ǫeYt,ǫ converges to eXteYt in P-probability as ǫ tends to 0. Since
eXt,ǫeYt,ǫ also converges to exp(− 1

2

∫

Dm
2(z) : (h(z) + φ(z))2 : dz) in P-probability as ǫ tends to 0, we obtain

the almost sure equality (35).

Let us now give an expression for weighted conditional expectations of the form (46) when t = ∞. In this
case, D∞ := D \ γ([0,∞)) is composed of two simply connected components. Recall that we denote by D1,
respectively D2, the component on the left, respectively right, of γ([0,∞)). Moreover, under P, conditionally
on γ([0,∞]), h+ φ = h1 + φ1 + h2 + φ2, where h1, h2, φ1 and φ2 are as described in Section 2.3.2.

Proposition 3.4. Under the same assumptions as in Theorem 1.1, let f : D → R be a bounded and continuous
function. Then, almost surely,

E

[

exp(i(h+ φ, f)) exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z) : (h+ φ)2(z) : dz

)

| γ([0,∞))

]

= E

[

exp(i(h1 + φ1, f)) exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D1

m2(z) : (h1 + φ1)
2(z) : dz

)

|γ([0,∞))

]

× E

[

exp(i(h2 + φ2, f)) exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D2

m2(z) : (h2 + φ2)
2(z) : dz

)

|γ([0,∞))

]

× exp

(
∫

D1

m2(z)

4π
log

CR(z, ∂D)

CR(z, ∂D1)
dz +

∫

D2

m2(z)

4π
log

CR(z, ∂D)

CR(z, ∂D2)

)

where CR(z, ∂D), respectively CR(z, ∂Dj), j = 1, 2, is the conformal radius of z in D, respectively Dj. Above,
for j = 1, 2, the random variable

∫

Dj
m2(z) : (hj + φj)

2(z) : dz is as defined via the notation (12).

Proof. This is left to the reader, since the proof is identical to but simpler than the proof of Proposition 4.1, or
alternatively may be obtained by taking t to ∞ in Proposition 3.1.
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3.1.2 The conditional law of h+ φ under P̃

With Proposition 3.1 in hands, let us now identify the conditional law of h+φ given γ([0, t]) under P̃, for t ≥ 0.
In this section, we keep the same notations as those adopted in Section 3.1.1 for the slit domains (Dt)t≥0, their
boundary arcs (∂D+

t )t≥0 and (∂D−
t )t≥0 and the functions (φt)t≥0 and (φmt )t≥0.

Proposition 3.5. With the same assumptions as in Theorem 1.1, let t ≥ 0. Then, under P̃, conditionally on
γ([0, t]), h + φ = ht + φt where ht + φt has the law of a massive GFF in Dt with mass m and with boundary
conditions λ on ∂D+

t and −λ on ∂D−
t . In other words, under P̃, the conditional law of h + φ given γ([0, t])

is that of hmt + φmt where hmt has the law of a massive GFF in Dt with mass m and with Dirichlet boundary
conditions and φmt is the massive harmonic function in Dt with boundary values λ on ∂D+

t and −λ on ∂D−
t .

To prove Proposition 3.5, as mentioned in the introduction, we show a rigorous conditional version of the
path-integral formalism for the massive GFF. Most of the technical work has already been done in the proof of
Proposition 3.1 and it now remains to apply the strategy developed there.

Proof of Proposition 3.5. Let t ≥ 0. To establish the proposition, we are going to compute the characteristic
function of (h + φ, f) under P̃ given γ([0, t]), where f is a smooth function with compact support in D. We
have that, almost surely,

Ẽ
[

exp(i(h+ φ, f))|γ([0, t])
]

=
1

Zt
E

[

exp(i(h+ φ, f)) exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z) : (h+ φ)2(z) : dz

)

|γ([0, t])
]

(36)

where, as before, we have set

Zt := E

[

exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z) : (h+ φ)2(z) : dz

)

|γ([0, t])
]

.

By Proposition 3.1, we have that, almost surely,

E

[

exp(i(h+ φ, f)) exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z) : (h+ φ)2(z) : dz

)

|γ([0, t])
]

= E

[

exp(i(ht + φt, f)) exp

(

− 1

2

∫

Dt

m2(z) : (ht + φt)
2(z) : dz

)

|γ([0, t])
]

exp

(
∫

Dt

m2(z)

4π
log

CR(z, ∂D)

CR(z, ∂Dt)

)

.

(37)

On the other hand, Proposition 3.1 applied with f ≡ 0 yields that, almost surely,

Zt = exp

(
∫

Dt

m2(z)

4π
log

CR(z, ∂D)

CR(z, ∂Dt)

)

Zφ,t (38)

where we have set

Zφ,t := E

[

exp

(

− 1

2

∫

Dt

m2(z) : (ht + φt)
2(z) : dz

)

|γ([0, t])
]

.

Going back to (36), we obtain from this that, almost surely,

Ẽ
[

exp(i(h+ φ, f))|γ([0, t])
]

=
1

Zφ,t
E

[

exp(i(ht + φt, f)) exp

(

− 1

2

∫

Dt

m2(z) : (ht + φt)
2(z) : dz

)

|γ([0, t])
]

. (39)

Indeed, the term involving the conformal radii in (37) cancels with the one stemming from the equality (38) for
Zt. Observe now that by (17), conditionally on γ([0, t]),

1

Zφ,t
exp

(

− 1

2

∫

Dt

m2(z) : (ht + φt)
2(z) : dz

)

is almost surely equal to the Radon-Nikodym derivative of the massive GFF in Dt with mass m and boundary
conditions λ on ∂D+

t and −λ on ∂D−
t with respect to the GFF in Dt with the same boundary conditions. We

deduce from this and the equality (39) that under P̃, conditionally on γ([0, t]), h + φ = ht + φt where ht + φt
has the law of a massive GFF with mass m in Dt and boundary conditions λ on ∂D+

t and −λ on ∂D−
t .

Let us now establish the conditional law of h + φ under P̃ conditionally on γ([0,∞)). Below, the domains
Dj and the functions φj for j = 1, 2 are as described in Section 2.3.2.
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Proposition 3.6. With the same assumptions as in Theorem 1.1, under P̃, conditionally on γ([0,∞)), h+φ =
h1 + φ1 + h2 + φ2 where for j = 1, 2, hj + φj has the law of a massive GFF in Dj with mass m and boundary

conditions φj . Moreover, under P̃, conditionally on γ([0,∞)), h1 + φ1 and h2 + φ2 are independent.

Proof. As in the proof of Proposition 3.4, we set E∞[·] := E[·|γ([0,∞)])] and denote by P∞ the (random)
conditional law induced by E∞[·]. Let f : D → R be a smooth function with compact support in D. To show
Proposition 3.6, we are going to compute the characteristic function of (h+ φ, f) under P̃ given γ([0,∞)). We
have that, almost surely,

Ẽ[exp(i(h+ φ, f))|γ([0,∞))] =
1

Z∞
E∞

[

exp(i(h+ φ, f)) exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z) : (h+ φ)2(z) : dz

)]

(40)

where we have set

Z∞ := E∞

[

exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z) : (h+ φ)2(z) : dz

)]

.

By Proposition 3.4, we have that, almost surely,

E∞

[

exp(i(h+ φ, f)) exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z) : (h+ φ)2(z) : dz

)]

=

2
∏

j=1

E∞

[

exp(i(hj + φj , f)) exp

(

− 1

2

∫

Dj

m2(z) : (hj + φj)
2(z) : dz

)]

exp

(
∫

Dj

m2(z)

4π
log

CR(z, ∂D)

CR(z, ∂Dj)
dz

)

.

(41)

On the other hand, Proposition 3.4 applied with f ≡ 0 yields that, almost surely,

Z∞ = Z1,∞Z2,∞ exp

(
∫

D1

m2(z)

4π
log

CR(z, ∂D)

CR(z, ∂D1)
dz +

∫

D2

m2(z)

4π
log

CR(z, ∂D)

CR(z, ∂D2)
dz

)

(42)

where we have set, for j = 1, 2,

Zj,∞ = E∞

[

exp

(

− 1

2

∫

Dj

m2(z) : (hj + φj)
2(z) : dz

)]

.

Going back to (40), we obtain that, almost surely,

Ẽ[exp(i(h+ φ, f))|γ([0,∞))] =

2
∏

j=1

1

Zj,∞
E∞

[

exp(i(hj + φj , f)) exp

(

− 1

2

∫

Dj

m2(z) : (hj + φj)
2(z) : dz

)]

.

This is because the term involving the conformal radii in (41) cancels with that of the product decomposition
(42) of Z∞. Observe now that by (17), conditionally on γ([0,∞)), for j = 1, 2,

1

Zj,∞
exp

(

− 1

2

∫

Dj

m2(z) : (hj + φj)
2(z) : dz

)

is almost surely equal to the Radon-Nikodym derivative of the massive GFF in Dj with mass m and boundary
conditions φj with respect to the GFF in Dj with boundary conditions φj . We deduce from this that under

P̃, conditionally on γ([0,∞)), h + φ = h1 + φ1 + h2 + φ2, where h1 + φ1 and h2 + φ2 are as described in the
statement of Proposition 3.6. This completes the proof.

3.1.3 The marginal law of γ under P̃

To conclude the proof of Theorem 1.1, we must identify the marginal of γ under P̃. This is the content of the
next proposition.

Proposition 3.7. With the same assumptions as in Theorem 1.1, under P̃, the marginal law of γ is that of
massive SLE4 with mass m in D from a to b.

The proof of Proposition 3.7 relies on the martingale characterization of massive SLE4 established in [26,
Section 5] and recalled just below. This characterization is similar in spirit to that of SLE4 via a certain
martingale observable and its proof uses the same kind of arguments. The characterization of massive SLE4

stated just below is slightly weaker than that in [26, Section 5], in the sense that the statement actually holds
if the curve is only non-self-touching, and not necessarily simple. However, since this stronger assumption is
satisfied here (by absolute continuity of P̃ with respect to P), this does not really matter.
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Proposition 3.8. Let D ⊂ C be an open, bounded and simply connected domain and let a, b ∈ ∂D. Let
γ : [0,∞) → D be a random simple curve from a to b which does not hit ∂D except at its endpoints and denote
by (Ft)t the filtration generated by γ. Let m : D → R+ be a bounded and continuous function. For z ∈ D,
define the stopping time τz for (Ft)t by τz := inf{t ≥ 0 : z ∈ γ([0, t])}. For t ≥ 0, denote also by Hm

t the unique
massive harmonic function in Dt := D \ γ([0, t]) with boundary conditions 1/2 on ∂D+

t and −1/2 on ∂D−
t .

Assume that, for any z ∈ D, (Hm
t (z), 0 ≤ t ≤ τz) is a martingale with respect to the filtration (Ft)t. Then,

when appropriately time-parametrized, γ has the law of a massive SLE4 curve in D from a to b with mass m.

Before turning to the proof of Proposition 3.7 via the above characterization of massive SLE4, we remark
that Proposition 3.7 could also be proved by using Girsanov’s theorem to compute the the driving function
under P̃ of the curve γ conformally mapped to the complex upper-half plane H. This would show that under
P̃, γ conformally mapped to H has the same driving function as a massive SLE4 curve conformally mapped to
H, thus proving Theorem 1.1. However, a lot of computations are necessary for this strategy to be successful
and this is why we use instead the martingale characterization of massive SLE4 given by Proposition 3.8.

Proof of Proposition 3.7. To show Proposition 3.7, we wish to use the martingale characterization of massive
SLE4 given by Proposition 3.8. Observe first that since P̃ is absolutely continuous with respect to P, under P̃,
the marginal law of γ is such that γ is almost surely a simple and continuous curve that almost surely does
not touch ∂D except at its endpoints. This follows from the fact that the marginal law of γ under P is that of
SLE4 in D from a to b and that these properties are satisfied by SLE4. Thus, the marginal law of γ under P̃

is such that γ is a random curve satisfying the first part of the assumptions of Proposition 3.8. To apply this
proposition, it remains show that for any z ∈ D, (Hm

t (z), 0 ≤ t ≤ τz) is a martingale under P̃, where Hm
t is

defined as in Proposition 3.8. To establish this, we are going to use the fact stated above as Proposition 3.5
that P̃ gives rise to a coupling between γ and h + φ, where, under P̃, the marginal law of h + φ is that of a
massive GFF in D with boundary conditions λ on ∂D+ and −λ on ∂D−. For z ∈ D and ǫ > 0, set

Tǫ(z) := inf{t ≥ 0 : dist(z, γ([0, t])) ≤ ǫ}.

Tǫ(z) is a stopping time for the filtration generated by γ. We denote by ρmz,ǫ the massive harmonic measure

with mass m of ∂B(z, ǫ) seen from z. That is, for any ∂̃ ⊂ ∂B(z, ǫ),
∫

∂̃

ρmz,ǫ(dw) = E
(m)
z [Iτ∗>τǫIBτǫ∈∂̃ ]

where under E
(m)
z , B has the law of a massive (killed) Brownian motion with mass (killing rate) m started

at z, τ∗ denotes its killing time and τǫ its first hitting time of ∂B(z, ǫ). Moreover, by definition, if a function
f : D → R is a bounded massive harmonic function in D, then for any ǫ > 0 and any z ∈ D such that
dist(z, ∂D) > ǫ,

∫

f(w)ρmz,ǫ(dw) = f(z).

Going back to the setting of Proposition 3.7, observe that, almost surely, for any t ≥ 0 and any z ∈ Dt,

Hm
t (z) =

1

2λ
φmt (z).

Indeed, the functions on each side of the equality are massive harmonic in Dt with the same boundary values
and therefore, they are equal. Now, let z ∈ D and ǫ > 0. To show that (Hm

t (z), 0 ≤ t ≤ τz) is a martingale
under P̃, we are going to look at the ”massive circle average” of the massive GFF h+ φ. This will allow us to
express Hm

t (z) as an observable of the field h+ φ conditioned on γ([0, t]) under P̃.
This massive circle average is defined in a similar way as the circle average of the GFF (see Section 2.4.2):

this is the random variable (h+φ, ρmz,ǫ). Even though ρmz,ǫ is not a smooth function, this is a well-defined random
variable for the same reasons as in the case of the circle average of the GFF. Note also that (h + φ, ρmz,ǫ) has

expectation (φm, ρmz,ǫ) with respect to P̃ since, under P̃, by Proposition 3.5, the marginal law of h + φ is that
of a massive GFF in D with boundary conditions λ on ∂D+ and −λ on ∂D−. Moreover, (φm, ρmz,ǫ) is equal to
φm(z) if dist(z, ∂D) > ǫ since φm is a massive harmonic function.

We can then deduce from the above discussion and Proposition 3.5 that, almost surely,

Ẽ
[

(h+ φ, ρmz,ǫ)|γ([0, t])
]

It<Tǫ(z) = Ẽ
[

(ht + φt, ρ
m
z,ǫ)|γ([0, t])

]

It<Tǫ(z) = (φmt , ρ
m
z,ǫ)It<Tǫ(z) = φmt (z)It<Tǫ(z).

The second equality follows from Proposition 3.5 which shows that under P̃, conditionally on γ([0, t]), h+ φ =
hmt + φmt where hmt has the law of a massive GFF in Dt with mass m and Dirichlet boundary conditions. This
implies that, almost surely,

Hm
t (z)I{t<Tǫ(z)} =

1

2λ
Ẽ
[

(h+ φ, ρmz,ǫ)|γ([0, t])
]

I{t<Tǫ(z)}.
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Taking ǫ→ 0, it follows that (Hm
t (z), 0 ≤ t ≤ τz) is a martingale with respect to (Ft)t under P̃, where (Ft)t is

the filtration generated by γ. By Proposition 3.8, this shows that under P̃, the marginal law of γ is that of a
massive SLE4 with mass m in D from a to b.

We can now conclude the proof of Theorem 1.1.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. P̃ is a well-defined probability measure which is absolutely continuous with respect to
P. Moreover, by definition, the marginal law of h under P̃ is that of a massive GFF in D with mass m and
boundary conditions λ on ∂D+ and −λ on ∂D−. Proposition 3.5 establishes that the conditional law under P̃
of h+ φ given γ([0, t]), for t ∈ (0,∞), is as claimed in the statement of Theorem 1.1. Proposition 3.6 shows the
part of the statement about the conditional law of h+ φ given γ([0,∞)) under P̃. Finally, the fact that, under
P̃, the marginal law of γ is that of massive SLE4 with mass m in D from a to b follows from Proposition 3.7.
This concludes the proof of Theorem 1.1.

3.2 Some properties of massive SLE4

In this section, we use Theorem 1.1 to show two properties of massive SLE4. The first one, stated as Corollary
1.2 in the introduction, is an expression for the Radon-Nikodym derivative of the law of massive SLE4 with
respect to that of SLE4. We keep here the same notations as in the introduction and Section 2.1.

Proof of Corollary 1.2. By definition of P̃, we have that, for t ≥ 0,

dP̃

dP
((h+ φ, γ))

∣

∣

∣

∣

σ(γ(s),s≤t)

=
1

ZE

[

exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z) : (h+ φ)2(z) : dz

)

|γ([0, t])
]

=
Zt

Z

where Z is as in the statement of Theorem 1.1 and where, as before, we have set

Zt := E

[

exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z) : (h+ φ)2(z) : dz

)

|γ([0, t])
]

.

In other words, for any random variable Y which is σ(γ(s), s ≤ t)-measurable, Ẽ[Y ] = E[Zt/Z]. Since under P,
the marginal law of γ is that of SLE4 in D from a to b, see Section 2.3.2, while, by Theorem 1.1, under P̃, the
marginal law of γ is that of massive SLE4 in D from a to b with mass m, this implies that, almost surely,

dP
(D,a,b)
mSLE4

dP
(D,a,b)
SLE4

∣

∣

∣

∣

σ(γ(s),s≤t)

=
Zt

Z . (43)

By Proposition 3.1 applied with f ≡ 0, we have that, almost surely,

Zt = exp

(
∫

Dt

m2(z)

4π
log

CR(z, ∂D)

CR(z, ∂Dt)
dz

)

E

[

exp

(

− 1

2

∫

Dt

m2(z) : (ht + φt)
2(z) : dz

)

|γ([0, t])
]

.

To compute the conditional expectation in the above equality, since under P, conditionally on γ([0, t]), ht + φt
is a GFF with boundary conditions φt in Dt, we can use Lemma 2.7 in the domain Dt. This yields that, almost
surely,

Zt =exp

(

− 1

2

∫

Dt

m2(z)φt(z)φ
m
t (z)dz +

∫

Dt

m2(z)

4π
log

CR(z, ∂D)

CR(z, ∂Dt)
dz

)

exp

(

1

2
µt(e

−〈ℓ,m2〉 + 〈ℓ,m2〉 − 1)

)

.

The statement of the corollary then follows from this equality and (43).

The second property of massive SLE4 which follows from Theorem 1.1 is its conformal covariance. This
property was already shown in [26] by using the explicit expression of the driving function of massive SLE4,
when the curve is conformally mapped to the complex upper-half plane.

Lemma 3.9. Let D ⊂ C be a bounded, open and simply connected domain and let a, b ∈ ∂D. Let m : D → R+

be a bounded and continuous function. Let ϕ : D → D̃ be a conformal map. If a curve γ has the law of massive
SLE4 in D from a to b with mass m, then ϕ(γ) has the law of massive SLE4 in D̃ from ϕ(a) to ϕ(b) with mass
m given by, for w ∈ D̃,

m̃2(w) = |(ϕ−1)′(w)|2m2(ϕ−1(w)).
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Proof. This follows from a change of variables. One can either make this change of variables at scale ǫ > 0 in

1

Z E

[

exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z)
(

(hǫ(z) + φǫ(z))
2 − E[hǫ(z)

2]
)

dz

)

|γ([0, t])
]

and then take a limit as ǫ to 0 or use the expression for the Radon-Nikodym derivative of P
(D,a,b)
mSLE4

with respect

to P
(D,a,b)
SLE4

given by Corollary 1.2. Since SLE4 is conformally invariant, if this Radon-Nikodym transforms as
claimed in the statement of the lemma under the action of a conformal map, then the conformal covariance of
massive SLE4 in the sense stated in the lemma follows. We choose this second strategy here as it is more direct.
By conformal invariance of the Brownian loop measure, see Section 2.4.1, it is easy to see that, for t ≥ 0, almost
surely,

µt

(

e−〈ℓ,m2〉 + 〈ℓ,m2〉 − 1
)

= µ̃D̃t

(

e−〈ℓ,m̃2〉 + 〈ℓ, m̃2〉 − 1
)

where we have set D̃t = ϕ(Dt) and m̃ is as in the statement of Lemma 3.9. By conformal invariance of harmonic
functions and conformal covariance of massive harmonic functions, we also have that, for t ≥ 0, almost surely,

∫

Dt

m2(z)φt(z)φ
m
t (z)dz =

∫

D̃t

|(ϕ−1)′(w)|2m2(ϕ−1(w))φ̃t(w)φ̃
m̃
t (w)dw =

∫

D̃t

m̃2(w)φ̃t(w)φ̃
m̃
t (w)dw

where φ̃t, respectively φ̃
m̃
t , the harmonic function, respectively massive harmonic function with mass m̃, with

boundary values λ on ∂D̃+
t and −λ on ∂D̃−

t . Moreover, we have that, for t ≥ 0, almost surely,

∫

Dt

m2(z) log
CR(z, ∂D)

CR(z, ∂Dt)
dz =

∫

D̃t

m̃2(w) log
CR(w, ∂D̃)

CR(w, ∂D̃t)
dw.

Note that taking t = 0 in the above equalities gives the behavior of the partition function Z of Corollary 1.2
under the action of the conformal map ϕ. By Corollary 1.2 and conformal invariance of SLE4, this completes
the proof of the lemma.

4 Massive CLE4 via change of measure

In this section, we prove Theorem 1.3 and its corollaries, Corollary 1.6 and Corollary 1.5. Theorem 1.3 is
established in Section 4.1. There, we first identify the conditional law under P̃ of the random variables (ξj)j
given Γ. Then, we turn to the identification of the conditional law under P̃ of the fields (hj + ξj)j given Γ.
We will explain how to use these results to prove Theorem 1.3. In the proof, we will assume that the domain
D is bounded and that the mass m : D → R+ is a bounded and continuous function. Conformal covariance
then enables us to extend the results to pairs (D,m) satisfying the more general assumptions of Theorem 1.3.
Finally, in Section 4.2, we establish Corollary 1.6 and Corollary 1.5.

4.1 Level lines of the massive GFF

In this section, to prove Theorem 1.3, we investigate how the change of measure (3) defining the probability
measure P̃ in Theorem 1.3 affects the law of the field h. We first observe that the change of measure (3) is
well-defined. Indeed, this is just the change of measure (15), which extends to a change of measure on (h,Γ)
since Γ is measurable with respect to h under PGFF. This implies in particular that the marginal law of h under
P̃ is that of a massive GFF in D with mass m and Dirichlet boundary conditions.

The next step to prove Theorem 1.3 is to understand how the field h behaves under P̃ when conditioning on
Γ. By definition of P̃ via the change of measure (3), the conditional law of h under P̃ given Γ is such that, for
F : S ′(R2) → R a bounded and continuous function, almost surely,

Ẽ[F (h)|Γ] = 1

Z(Γ)
E

[

F (h) exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z) : h2(z) : dz

)

|Γ
]

(44)

where we have set

Z(Γ) := E

[

exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z) : h2(z) : dz

)

|Γ
]

. (45)

Note that the random partition function Z(Γ) is almost surely strictly positive: this again follows from the fact
that if X is an almost surely strictly positive random variable and F is a σ-algebra, then E[X |F ] is almost surely
strictly positive. This implies that the right-hand side of (44) is well-defined and thus that also the conditional
law of h given Γ under P̃ is well-defined.
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Since under P, conditionally on Γ, h =
∑

j hj + ξj where (hj)j and (ξj)j are as described in Section 2.3.3,
the random partition function Z(Γ), or more generally weighted conditional expectations of the form

E

[

exp(i(h, f)) exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z) : h2(z) : dz

)

|Γ
]

(46)

where f : D → R is a bounded and continuous function, should have an expression in terms of the fields (hj)j
and the labels (ξj)j . As a first step toward the identification of the conditional law of h given Γ under P̃, let us
establish such an expression.

4.1.1 The weighted conditional expectation

Observe that by absolute continuity of P̃ with respect to P, under P̃, the marginal law of Γ is such that Γ is
almost surely a countable collection of planar simple loops which do not touch each other or the boundary of
D. Indeed, under P, the marginal law of Γ is that of a CLE4 in D, so that these properties are satisfied by Γ
under P.

With these preliminary remarks made, let us now show how to express the weighted conditional expectations
of the form (46) in terms of the fields (hj)j and the labels (ξj)j .

Proposition 4.1. Under the same assumptions as in Theorem 1.3 and with the same notations, let f : D → R

be a bounded and continuous function. Then, almost surely,

E

[

exp(i(h, f)) exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z) : h2(z) : dz

)

|Γ
]

=
∏

j

E

[

exp(i(hj + ξj , f)) exp

(

− 1

2

∫

Int(Lj)

m2(z) : (hj + ξj)
2(z) : dz

)

|Γ
]

× exp

(
∫

Int(Lj)

m2(z)

4π
log

CR(z, ∂D)

CR(z, Lj)
dz

)

where the product runs over the loops (Lj)j of Γ and CR(z, ∂D), respectively CR(z, Lj), denotes the conformal
radius of z in D, respectively in Int(Lj). Above, the fields (hj)j and the random variables (ξj)j are as described
in Section 2.3.3 and the random variables (

∫

Int(Lj)
m2(z) : (hj + ξj)

2(z) : dz)j are as defined via the notation

(12).

Proof. Let f : D → R be a bounded and continuous function. By Lemma 2.8 and since almost surely
| exp(i(h, f))| ≤ 1, we have that

exp(i(h, f)) exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z) : h(z)2 : dz

)

= lim
ǫ→0

exp(i(h, f)) exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z)
(

hǫ(z)
2 − E[hǫ(z)

2]
)

dz

)

where the limit is in L1(P). This yields that, almost surely,

E

[

exp(i(h, f)) exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z) : h(z)2 : dz

)

|Γ
]

= lim
ǫ→0

E

[

exp(i(h, f)) exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z)
(

hǫ(z)
2 − E[hǫ(z)

2]
)

dz

)

|Γ
]

where again the limit is in L1(P). Using the fact that, as explained in Section 2.3.3, under P, conditionally on
Γ, h =

∑

j hj + ξj with (hj)j and (ξj)j as described there, we obtain that, almost surely,

E

[

exp(i(h, f)) exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z) : h(z)2 : dz

)

|Γ
]

= lim
ǫ→0

E

[

exp(i(
∑

j

hj + ξj , f)) exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z)

((

∑

j

hj,ǫ(z) + ξj,ǫ(z)

)2

−
∑

j

E[hj,ǫ(z)
2|Γ]

)

dz

)

|Γ
]

× exp

(

1

2

∫

D

m2(z)

(

E[hǫ(z)
2]−

∑

j

E[hj,ǫ(z)
2|Γ]

)

dz

)

,

(47)

where the limit is in L1(P). Above, for ǫ > 0, z ∈ D and any j, we have set

ξj,ǫ(z) := ξj(IInt(Lj), ρ
z
ǫ ) =

ξj
2πǫ

L
(

∂B(z, ǫ) ∩ Int(Lj)
)

(48)
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where L denotes the length with respect to the arc-length measure. As before, for any j, hj,ǫ(z) stands for the
random variable (hj , ρ

z
ǫ ). Now, for ǫ > 0, let us define

Iǫ := −1

2

∫

D

m2(z)

((

∑

j

hj,ǫ(z) + ξj,ǫ(z)

)2

−
∑

j

E[hj,ǫ(z)
2|Γ]

)

dz,

Jǫ :=
1

2

∫

D

m2(z)

(

E[hǫ(z)
2]−

∑

j

E[hj,ǫ(z)
2|Γ]

)

dz.

To prove Proposition 4.1, we must control the limit of Iǫ and Jǫ as ǫ tends to 0. We claim the following. Below,
we denote by PΓ the (random) conditional law induced by EΓ[·] := E[·|Γ].
Claim 4.2. For P-almost every Γ,

lim
ǫ→0

Iǫ = −1

2

∑

j

∫

Int(Lj)

m2(z) : (hj + ξj)
2(z) : dz

where the limit is in L2(PΓ).

Claim 4.3. Almost surely,

lim
ǫ→0

Jǫ =
∑

j

∫

Int(Lj)

m2(z)

4π
log

CR(z, ∂D)

CR(z, Lj)
dz

where the sum on the right-hand side is almost surely finite.

We postpone the proof of these claims to the end and show how to prove Proposition 4.1 based on them.
On the one hand, we know that eIǫeJǫ converges to exp(− 1

2

∫

D
m2(z) : h(z)2 : dz) in P-probabilty as ǫ tends

to 0. On the other hand, for any fixed δ > 0 and for P-almost every Γ, PΓ(|eIǫ − eI0 | > δ) converges to 0 as ǫ
tends to 0, where I0 denotes the limiting random variable in Claim 4.2. By dominated convergence, this implies
that eIǫ converges to eI0 in P-probability as ǫ tends to 0. Together with Claim 4.3, this in turn yields that
eIǫeJǫ converges to eI0eJ0 in P-probability as ǫ tends to 0, where J0 is the limiting random variable in Claim
4.3. Combining this with our first observation, we obtain that, P-almost surely,

exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z) : h(z)2 : dz

)

= eI0eJ0 .

Proposition 4.1 then follows from this and the independence of (hj)j and (ξj)j under PΓ.

It now remains to prove Claim 4.2 and Claim 4.3.

Proof of Claim 4.2. We first observe that, almost surely,

Iǫ = −1

2

(
∫

D

m2(z)
∑

j

(hj,ǫ(z)
2 − E[hj,ǫ(z)

2|Γ])dz + 2

∫

D

m2(z)
∑

j

hj,ǫ(z)ξj,ǫ(z)dz

+

∫

D

m2(z)
∑

j

ξj,ǫ(z)
2dz + 2

∫

D

m2(z)
∑

j

hj,ǫ(z)
∑

k:k 6=j

hk,ǫ(z)dz

+ 2

∫

D

m2(z)
∑

j

hj,ǫ(z)
∑

k:k 6=j

ξj,ǫ(z)dz +

∫

D

m2(z)
∑

j

∑

k:k 6=j

ξj,ǫ(z)ξk,ǫ(z)dz

)

.

Conditionally on Γ, the first term should give rise to a collection of Wick squares of the GFFs (hj)j in the
interiors of the loops (Lj)j while the second term should yield a collection of GFFs tested against the function
z 7→ m2(z)ξj inside each loop. The third term should in turn give rise to a collection of random variables
(ξ2j (m

2, IInt(Lj)))j , one for each loop. Moreover, intuitively, the three last terms should all converge to 0 since in
the limit as ǫ tends to 0, we should obtain random functions/distributions supported on the interior of different
loops. Making these rigorous is the content of the following claims.

Claim 4.4. For P-almost every Γ,

lim
ǫ→0

∫

D

m2(z)
(

∑

j

hj,ǫ(z)
2 − EΓ[hj,ǫ(z)

2]
)

dz =
∑

j

(: h2j :,m2)

where the limit is in L2(PΓ).
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Claim 4.5. For P-almost every Γ,

lim
ǫ→0

∫

D

m2(z)
∑

j

hj,ǫ(z)ξj,ǫ(z)dz =
∑

j

ξj(hj ,m
2)

where the limit is in L2(PΓ).

Claim 4.6. For P-almost every Γ,

lim
ǫ→0

∫

D

m2(z)
∑

j

hj,ǫ(z)
∑

k:k 6=j

ξk,ǫ(z)dz = 0

where the limit is in L2(PΓ).

Claim 4.7. For P-almost every Γ,

lim
ǫ→0

∫

D

m2(z)
∑

j

hj,ǫ(z)
∑

k:k 6=j

hk,ǫ(z)dz = 0

where the limit is in L2(PΓ).

Claim 4.8. For P-almost every Γ,

lim
ǫ→0

∫

D

m2(z)
∑

j

ξj,ǫ(z)
2dz =

∑

j

ξ2j

∫

Int(Lj)

m2(z)dz

where the limit is in L2(PΓ).

Claim 4.9. For P-almost every Γ,

lim
ǫ→0

∫

D

m2(z)
∑

j

ξj,ǫ(z)
∑

k:k 6=j

ξk,ǫ(z)dz = 0

where the limit is in L2(PΓ).

Claim 4.2 straightforwardly follows from these claims (recall the notation (12)).

Proof of Claim 4.4. Let ǫ > 0. Since Γ almost surely has Lebesgue measure 0, the integral over the domain D
can be decomposed as a sum integrals over the interiors (Int(Lj))j of the loops (Lj)j of Γ. This yields that,
almost surely,

∫

D

m2(z)
(

∑

j

hj,ǫ(z)
2 − EΓ[hj,ǫ(z)

2]
)

dz

=
∑

j

∫

Int(Lj)

m2(z)
(

hj,ǫ(z)
2 − EΓ[hj,ǫ(z)

2]
)

dz +

∫

D

m2(z)
∑

k:k 6=j(z)

hk,ǫ(z)
2 − EΓ[hk,ǫ(z)

2]dz

where for z ∈ D, j(z) denotes the index of the loop of Γ surrounding z, which exists for almost every z.
Therefore, using the inequality (a+ b)2 ≤ 2a2 + 2b2, we have that, almost surely,

EΓ

[(
∫

D

m2(z)
(

∑

j

hj,ǫ(z)
2 − EΓ[hj,ǫ(z)

2]
)

dz −
∑

j

(: h2j :,m2)

)2]

≤ 2EΓ

[(

∑

j

∫

Int(Lj)

m2(z)
(

hj,ǫ(z)
2 − EΓ[hj,ǫ(z)

2]
)

dz −
∑

j

(: h2j :,m2)

)2]

+ 2EΓ

[(
∫

D

m2(z)
∑

k:k 6=j(z)

hk,ǫ(z)
2 − EΓ[hk,ǫ(z)

2]dz

)2]

. (49)

Let us show that the two conditional expectations on the right-hand side of this inequality almost surely converge
to 0 as ǫ tends to 0. We start with the first one. We have that, almost surely,

EΓ

[(

∑

j

∫

Int(Lj)

m2(z)
(

hj,ǫ(z)
2 − EΓ[hj,ǫ(z)

2]
)

dz − (: h2j :,m2)

)2]

=
∑

j

EΓ

[(
∫

Int(Lj)

m2(z)
(

hj,ǫ(z)
2 − EΓ[hj,ǫ(z)

2]
)

dz − (: h2j :,m2)

)2]

(50)
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since the cross-terms vanish due to the conditional independence of the fields (hj)j . Now, observe that, almost
surely, for any j,

lim
ǫ→0

EΓ

[(
∫

Int(Lj)

m2(z)
(

hj,ǫ(z)
2 − EΓ[hj,ǫ(z)

2]
)

dz − (: h2j :,m2)

)2]

= 0.

This follows from the fact that, under PΓ, hj is a GFF with Dirichlet boundary conditions in Int(Lj) and Lemma
2.1. So, by the dominated convergence theorem, to prove that the conditional expectation on the last line of
(50) almost surely converges to 0 as ǫ→ 0, it suffices to show that this conditional expectation is almost surely
uniformly bounded in ǫ. Using (13) for the fields (hj)j under PΓ, we have that almost surely, for any j,

EΓ

[(
∫

Int(Lj)

m2(z)
(

hj,ǫ(z)
2 − EΓ[hj,ǫ(z)

2]
)

dz − (: h2j :,m2)

)2]

≤ 2

∫

Int(Lj)×Int(Lj)

m2(z)m2(w)G̃j,ǫ(z, w)dzdw + 4

∫

Int(Lj)×Int(Lj)

m2(z)m2(w)Gj(z, w)
2dzdw

where G̃j,ǫ denotes the covariance of the field h
2
j,ǫ−EΓ[hj,ǫ(·)2] under PΓ and Gj is the Green function in Int(Lj).

One can easily check that, almost surely, for any z, w ∈ D, G̃j,ǫ(z, w) = 2E[hj,ǫ(z)hj,ǫ(w)]
2. This implies that,

almost surely, for any z, w ∈ D,

G̃j,ǫ(z, w) ≤ 2Gj(z, w)
2 +O(1) ≤ 2GD(z, w)2 +O(1),

where the implied constant is deterministic and independent of j. We deduce from this that, almost surely,

∑

j

EΓ

[(
∫

Int(Lj)

m2(z)
(

hj,ǫ(z)
2 − EΓ[hj,ǫ(z)

2]
)

dz − (: h2j :,m2)

)2]

≤ 8

∫

D×D

m2(z)m2(w)(2GD(z, w)2 +O(1))dzdw. (51)

The final inequality follows from the fact that Gj(z, w) = 0 if j(z) 6= j(w) and GD(z, w)2 ≥ Gj(z, w)
2 if

j(z) = j(w). We also used the fact that, almost surely,
∑

j Area(Int(Lj))
2 ≤ Area(D)2. As explained above,

this shows that the first conditional expectation on the right-hand side of the inequality (49) almost surely
converges to 0 as ǫ tends to 0. Let us now show that the second conditional expectation on the right-hand side
of (49) also almost surely converges to 0. For ǫ > 0, define the set

Gǫ := {z ∈ D : dist(z, L(z)) ≤ ǫ} (52)

where for z ∈ D, L(z) denotes the loop of Γ surrounding z, which almost surely exists. We then have that,
almost surely,

EΓ

[(
∫

D

m2(z)
∑

k:k 6=j(z)

hk,ǫ(z)
2 − EΓ[hk,ǫ(z)

2]dz

)2]

= EΓ

[(
∫

Gǫ

m2(z)
∑

k:k 6=j(z)

hk,ǫ(z)
2 − EΓ[hk,ǫ(z)

2]dz

)2]

.

Indeed, for z ∈ D \Gǫ, the integrand inside the conditional expectation is almost surely equal to 0 as the fields
(hk)k 6=j(z) are almost surely equal to 0 in Int(L(z)). Note also that the set of points not surrounded by any loop
of Γ almost surely has Lebesgue measure 0, so we can ignore it when integrating. Pursuing our computations,
we then have that, almost surely,

EΓ

[(
∫

D

m2(z)
∑

k:k 6=j(z)

hk,ǫ(z)
2 − EΓ[hk,ǫ(z)

2]dz

)2]

= EΓ

[
∫

Gǫ×Gǫ

m2(z)m2(w)
∑

k:k 6=j(z)
p:p6=j(w)

(hk,ǫ(z)
2 − EΓ[hk,ǫ(z)

2])(hp,ǫ(w)
2 − EΓ[hp,ǫ(w)

2])dzdw

]

=

∫

Gǫ×Gǫ

m2(z)m2(w)
∑

k:k 6=j(z)
p:p6=j(w)

EΓ

[

(hk,ǫ(z)
2 − EΓ[hk,ǫ(z)

2])(hp,ǫ(w)
2 − EΓ[hp,ǫ(w)

2])
]

dzdw,
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where the last equality follows from Fubini theorem applied term by term. In the sum above, by conditional
independence of hk and hp given Γ, only the terms k = p contribute. This yields that, almost surely,

EΓ

[(
∫

D

m2(z)
∑

k:k 6=j(z)

hk,ǫ(z)
2 − EΓ[hk,ǫ(z)

2]dz

)2]

=

∫

Gǫ×Gǫ

m2(z)m2(w)
∑

k:k 6=j(z),j(w)

EΓ

[

(hk,ǫ(z)
2 − EΓ[hk,ǫ(z)

2])(hk,ǫ(w)
2 − EΓ[hk,ǫ(w)

2])
]

dzdw.

Since conditionally on Γ, for each k, hk is a GFF with Dirichlet boundary conditions in Int(Lk), we obtain from
this equality that, almost surely,

EΓ

[(
∫

D

m2(z)
∑

k:k 6=j(z)

hk,ǫ(z)
2 − EΓ[hk,ǫ(z)

2]dz

)2]

=

∫

Gǫ×Gǫ

m2(z)m2(w)
∑

k:k 6=j(z),k 6=j(w)

G̃k,ǫ(z, w)dzdw

where, as before, for each k, G̃k,ǫ denotes the covariance function of the field h2k,ǫ − EΓ[hk,ǫ(·)2] under PΓ. For
the same reasons as those in the first part of the proof, we get that, almost surely,

EΓ

[(
∫

D

m2(z)
∑

k:k 6=j(z)

hk,ǫ(z)
2 − EΓ[hk,ǫ(z)

2]dz

)2]

≤
∫

Gǫ×Gǫ

m2(z)m2(w)(2GD(z, w)2 +O(1))dzdw.

Since the function z, w 7→ GD(z, w)2 is integrable in D × D and Area(Gǫ) almost surely converges to 0 as ǫ
tends to 0, the right-hand side of the above inequality almost surely converges to 0 as ǫ tends to 0. Going back
to (49) and combining this with the first part of the proof, we deduce the claim.

Proof of Claim 4.5. Let ǫ > 0. Since Γ almost surely has Lebesgue measure 0, the integral over D can be
written as a sum of integrals over the interiors of the loops of Γ. We then have that, almost surely,

EΓ

[(
∫

D

m2(z)
∑

j

hj,ǫ(z)ξj,ǫ(z)dz −
∑

j

ξj(hj ,m
2)

)2]

= EΓ

[(

∑

j

∫

Int(Lj)

m2(z)hj,ǫ(z)ξj,ǫ(z)dz −
∑

j

ξj(hj ,m
2) +

∑

j

∫

Int(Lj)

m2(z)
∑

k:k 6=j

hk,ǫ(z)ξk,ǫ(z)dz

)2]

≤ 2EΓ

[(

∑

j

∫

Int(Lj)

m2(z)hj,ǫ(z)ξj,ǫ(z)dz −
∑

j

ξj(hj ,m
2)

)2]

+ 2EΓ

[(

∑

j

∫

Int(Lj)

m2(z)
∑

k:k 6=j

hk,ǫ(z)ξk,ǫ(z)dz

)2]

. (53)

Moreover, we have that, almost surely,

EΓ

[(

∑

j

∫

Int(Lj)

m2(z)hj,ǫ(z)ξj,ǫ(z)dz −
∑

j

ξj(hj ,m
2)

)2]

=
∑

j

EΓ

[(
∫

Int(Lj)

m2(z)hj,ǫ(z)ξj,ǫ(z)dz − ξj(hj ,m
2)

)2]

.

Indeed, by conditional independence of (hj)j and (ξj)j given Γ, the cross-terms vanish. Going back to (53),
this shows that, almost surely,

EΓ

[(
∫

D

m2(z)
∑

j

hj,ǫ(z)ξj,ǫ(z)dz −
∑

j

ξj(hj ,m
2)

)2]

≤ 2
∑

j

EΓ

[(
∫

Int(Lj)

m2(z)hj,ǫ(z)ξj,ǫ(z)dz − ξj(hj ,m
2)

)2]

+ 2EΓ

[(

∑

j

∫

Int(Lj)

m2(z)
∑

k:k 6=j

hk,ǫ(z)ξk,ǫ(z)dz

)2]

. (54)
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Let us now show that each of these conditional expectations almost surely converges to 0 as ǫ→ 0. For the first
one, observe that for any j, almost surely,

lim
ǫ→0

EΓ

[(
∫

Int(Lj)

m2(z)hj,ǫ(z)ξj,ǫ(z)dz − ξj(hj ,m
2)

)2]

= 0.

This follows from the fact that under P, conditionally on Γ, hj is a GFF with Dirichlet boundary conditions in
the interior Int(Lj) of the loop Lj. Therefore, by the dominated convergence theorem, to prove that the first
conditional expectation on the right-hand side of (54) almost surely converges to 0 as ǫ→ 0, it suffices to show
that this conditional expectation is almost surely uniformly bounded in ǫ. To this end, observe that, almost
surely,

EΓ

[(
∫

Int(Lj)

m2(z)hj,ǫ(z)ξj,ǫ(z)dz − ξj(hj ,m
2)

)2]

≤ 8λ2
∫

Int(Lj)

m2(z)m2(w)Gj,ǫ(z, w)dzdw + 8λ2
∫

Int(Lj)

m2(z)m2(w)Gj(z, w)dzdw (55)

where Gj,ǫ denotes the covariance of the field hj,ǫ when conditioning on Γ (recall that under P, conditionally
on Γ, hj is a GFF in Int(Lj) with Dirichlet boundary conditions) and Gj is the Green function in Int(Lj). To
obtain this inequality, we also used the fact that under P, almost surely, for any j, ξ2j = 4λ2, which implies

that for any z ∈ D, almost surely, ξ2j,ǫ(z) ≤ 4λ2. Moreover, almost surely, for any z, w ∈ D, we have that
Gj,ǫ(z, w) ≤ Gj(z, w) + O(1) ≤ GD(z, w) + O(1), where the implied constant is deterministic and independent
of j. This yields that, almost surely,

∑

j

EΓ

[(
∫

Int(Lj)

m2(z)hj,ǫ(z)ξj,ǫ(z)dz − ξj(hj ,m
2)

)2]

≤ 16λ2
∫

D×D

m2(z)m2(w)(GD(z, w) +O(1))dzdw,

since, almost surely, Gj(z, w) = 0 if j(z) 6= j(w) and GD(z, w) ≥ Gj(z, w) if j(z) = j(w). This establishes the
convergence to 0 as ǫ→ 0 of the first expectation on the right-hand side of (54). Let us now turn to the second
expectation on the right-hand side of (54). Let us define, for ǫ > 0, the set Gǫ as in (52). Observe that, almost
surely,

EΓ

[(

∑

j

∫

Int(Lj)

m2(z)
∑

k:k 6=j

hk,ǫ(z)ξk,ǫ(z)dz

)2]

= EΓ

[(
∫

D

m2(z)
∑

j:z /∈Int(Lj)

hj,ǫ(z)ξj,ǫ(z)dz

)2]

= EΓ

[(
∫

Gǫ

m2(z)
∑

j:z /∈Int(Lj)

hj,ǫ(z)ξj,ǫ(z)dz

)2]

.

The last equality follows from the fact that if z ∈ D\Gǫ, then almost surely
∑

j:z /∈Int(Lj)
hj,ǫ(z)ξj,ǫ(z) = 0. This

is because hj is almost surely 0 outside of Int(Lj) and ξj,ǫ(z) is almost surely 0 if dist(z, Int(Lj)) > ǫ. Using
the conditional independence of (hj)j and (ξj)j together with the fact that conditionally on Γ, these random
variables are centered, it then follows that, almost surely,

EΓ

[(
∫

Gǫ

m2(z)
∑

j:z /∈Int(Lj)

hj,ǫ(z)ξj,ǫ(z)dz

)2]

=

∫

Gǫ×Gǫ

m2(z)m2(w)
∑

j:z,w/∈Int(Lj)

EΓ[hj,ǫ(z)hj,ǫ(w)]EΓ[ξj,ǫ(z)ξj,ǫ(w)]dzdw.

Notice that almost surely, for any z, w ∈ D, EΓ[ξj,ǫ(z)ξj,ǫ(w)] ≤ 4λ2. This implies that, almost surely,

EΓ

[(
∫

Gǫ

m2(z)
∑

j:z /∈Int(Lj)

hj,ǫ(z)ξj,ǫ(z)dz

)2]

≤ 4λ2m4

∫

Gǫ×Gǫ

∑

j:z,w/∈Int(Lj)

EΓ[hj,ǫ(z)hj,ǫ(w)]dzdw. (56)

Moreover, almost surely, for any z, w ∈ D,
∑

j:z,w/∈Int(Lj)

EΓ[hj,ǫ(z)hj,ǫ(w)] ≤ E[hǫ(z)hǫ(w)] ≤ O(− log ǫ), (57)

where the right-most inequality follows from Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the estimate (87). The inequality
(57) applied to the right-hand side of (56) yields that, almost surely,

EΓ

[(

∑

j

∫

Int(Lj)

m2(z)
∑

k:k 6=j

hk,ǫ(z)ξk,ǫ(z)dz

)2 ]

≤ O(− log ǫ)Area(Gǫ)
2. (58)
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By [32, 22], almost surely Area(Gǫ) = O(ǫ2−
15
8 ) = O(ǫ1/8), which implies that O(− log ǫ)Area(Gǫ)

2 almost
surely converges to 0 as ǫ→ 0. This establishes the almost sure convergence to 0 of the conditional expectation
on the left-hand side of (58) as ǫ tends to 0 and completes the proof of the claim.

Proof of Claim 4.6. Let ǫ > 0. For Gǫ defined as in (52), notice that conditionally on Γ, if z ∈ D \ Gǫ, then,
almost surely,

∑

j 6=k hj,ǫ(z)ξk,ǫ(z) = 0. Indeed, since we are summing over indices j 6= k, conditionally on Γ,
for z ∈ D \Gǫ, if z ∈ Int(Lj), then

∑

k:k 6=j ξk,ǫ(z) and
∑

k:k 6=j hk,ǫ(z) are almost surely equal to 0. Therefore,
it follows that, almost surely,

EΓ

[(
∫

D

m2(z)
∑

j 6=k

hj,ǫ(z)ξk,ǫ(z)dz

)2]

= EΓ

[(
∫

Gǫ

m2(z)
∑

j 6=k

hj,ǫ(z)ξk,ǫ(z)dz

)2]

. (59)

Let us now exhibit an almost sure upper bound for this conditional expectation. We have that, almost surely,

EΓ

[(
∫

Gǫ

m2(z)
∑

j 6=k

hj,ǫ(z)ξk,ǫ(z)dz

)2]

= EΓ

[
∫

Gǫ×Gǫ

m2(z)m2(w)

(

∑

j 6=k

hj,ǫ(z)ξk,ǫ(z)

)(

∑

j 6=k

hj,ǫ(w)ξk,ǫ(w)

)

dzdw

]

=

∫

Gǫ×Gǫ

m2(z)m2(w)EΓ

[(

∑

j 6=k

hj,ǫ(z)ξk,ǫ(z)

)(

∑

j 6=k

hj,ǫ(w)ξk,ǫ(w)

)]

dzdw

=

(

4

2

)
∫

Gǫ×Gǫ

m2(z)m2(w)EΓ

[

∑

j 6=k

hj,ǫ(z)hj,ǫ(w)ξk,ǫ(z)ξk,ǫ(w)

]

dzdw.

The last equality relies on the fact that the fields (hj)j and the labels (ξj)j are conditionally independent given Γ
and that all these random variables have mean 0 conditionally on Γ. Using again this conditional independence
property, we then obtain that, almost surely,

EΓ

[(
∫

Gǫ

m2(z)
∑

j 6=k

hj,ǫ(z)ξk,ǫ(z)dz

)2]

≤ C

∫

Gǫ×Gǫ

∑

j 6=k

EΓ[hj,ǫ(z)hj,ǫ(w)]EΓ[ξk,ǫ(z)ξk,ǫ(w)]dzdw, (60)

where C > 0 is a (non-random) constant depending only on m2. Observe that, for the same reasons as in (57),
for any z, w ∈ Gǫ, almost surely,

∑

j

EΓ[hj,ǫ(z)hj,ǫ(w)] ≤ E[hǫ(z)hǫ(w)] = O(− log ǫ)

with constant independent of z and w. Moreover, we have that, almost surely,

EΓ[ξk,ǫ(z)ξk,ǫ(w)] = 4λ2EΓ[(IInt(Lk), ρ
z
ǫ )(IInt(Lk), ρ

w
ǫ )] =

4λ2

4π2ǫ2
L(∂B(z, ǫ) ∩ Int(Lk))L(∂B(w, ǫ) ∩ Int(Lk)),

(61)

where as in (48), L denote the arc-length measure. Observe also that almost surely, for any k and any w,
(1/2πǫ) Length(∂B(w, ǫ) ∩ Int(Lk)) ≤ 1. Moreover, it is easy to see that, since the loops of Γ are almost surely
disjoint, we have that, almost surely, 1

2πǫ

∑

k L(∂B(z, ǫ)∩ Int(Lk)) ≤ 1. From (61) and these facts, we therefore
obtain that, almost surely,

∑

k

EΓ[ξk,ǫ(z)ξk,ǫ(w)] =
4λ2

4π2ǫ2

∑

k

L(∂B(z, ǫ) ∩ Int(Lk))L(∂B(w, ǫ) ∩ Int(Lk))

≤ 4λ2

2πǫ

∑

k

L(∂B(z, ǫ) ∩ Int(Lk)) ≤ 4λ2.

In view of the inequality (60), this yields that, almost surely,

EΓ

[(
∫

Gǫ

m2(z)
∑

j 6=k

hj,ǫ(z)ξk,ǫ(z)dz

)2]

≤
∫

Gǫ×Gǫ

O(− log ǫ)dzdw.

By [32, 22], Area(Gǫ) = O(ǫ2−
15
8 ) almost surely and therefore, the right-hand side of the above inequality almost

surely converges to 0 as ǫ→ 0, which completes the proof of the claim.

28



Proof of Claim 4.7. Let ǫ > 0. With Gǫ as in (52), observe that if z ∈ D\Gǫ, then
∑

j hj,ǫ(z)
∑

k:k 6=j hk,ǫ(z) = 0
almost surely. This is because for any j, the field hj is 0 outside Int(Lj). Therefore, almost surely,

EΓ

[(
∫

D

m2(z)
∑

j

hj,ǫ(z)
∑

k:k 6=j

hk,ǫ(z)dz

)2]

= EΓ

[(
∫

Gǫ

m2(z)
∑

j

hj,ǫ(z)
∑

k:k 6=j

hk,ǫ(z)dz

)2]

= EΓ

[
∫

Gǫ×Gǫ

m2(z)m2(w)

(

∑

j

hj,ǫ(z)
∑

k:k 6=j

hk,ǫ(z)

)(

∑

j

hj,ǫ(w)
∑

k:k 6=j

hk,ǫ(w)

)

dzdw

]

=

∫

Gǫ×Gǫ

m2(z)m2(w)EΓ

[(

∑

j

hj,ǫ(z)
∑

k:k 6=j

hk,ǫ(z)

)(

∑

j

hj,ǫ(w)
∑

k:k 6=j

hk,ǫ(w)

)]

dzdw. (62)

Observe that since the fields (hj)j are centered and conditionally independent given Γ, almost surely,

EΓ

[(

∑

j

hj,ǫ(z)
∑

k:k 6=j

hk,ǫ(z)

)(

∑

j

hj,ǫ(w)
∑

k:k 6=j

hk,ǫ(w)

)]

=
∑

j 6=k

EΓ[hj,ǫ(z)hj,ǫ(w)]EΓ[hk,ǫ(z)hk,ǫ(w)].

Under PΓ, for each j, hj is a GFF in Int(Lj) with Dirichlet boundary conditions and therefore, for the same
reasons as in (57), we have that, almost surely, for any j,

∑

k:k 6=j

EΓ[hk,ǫ(z)hk,ǫ(w)] ≤ E[hǫ(z)hǫ(w)] ≤ O(− log ǫ).

This yields that, almost surely,

EΓ

[(
∫

D

m2(z)
∑

j

hj,ǫ(z)
∑

k:k 6=j

hk,ǫ(z)dz

)2]

≤ O(log(ǫ)2)Area(Gǫ)
2. (63)

By [32, 22], Area(Gǫ) = O(ǫ2−
15
8 ) almost surely and therefore, log(ǫ)2Area(Gǫ)

2 almost surely converges to 0
as ǫ tends to 0. By the inequality (63), this completes the proof of the claim.

Proof of Claim 4.8. Observe first that since D \ Γ almost surely has Lebesgue measure 0, we have that, almost
surely

EΓ

[(
∫

D

m2(z)
∑

j

ξj,ǫ(z)
2dz −

∑

j

ξ2j

∫

Int(Lj)

m2(z)dz

)2]

= EΓ

[(
∫

D

m2(z)
∑

j

ξj,ǫ(z)
2dz −

∫

D

4λ2m2(z)dz

)2]

,

where we have also used the fact that under PΓ, for any j, ξ
2
j = 4λ2. Moreover, under PΓ, for z ∈ D \Gǫ, where

Gǫ is defined as in (52), ξj,ǫ(z)
2 = 0 unless Lj = L(z), in which case ξj,ǫ(z)

2 = 4λ2. Here, as in the proof of
Claim 4.5, for z ∈ D, we have denoted by L(z) the loop of Γ that surrounds z. Using Fubini-Tonelli theorem,
this implies that, almost surely,

EΓ

[(
∫

D

m2(z)
∑

j

ξj,ǫ(z)
2dz −

∑

j

ξ2j

∫

Int(Lj)

m2(z)dz

)2]

= EΓ

[(
∫

Gǫ

m2(z)
∑

j

ξj,ǫ(z)
2 − 4λ2m2(z)dz

)2]

.

By Hölder’s inequality, we then have that, almost surely,

EΓ

[(
∫

D

m2(z)
∑

j

ξj,ǫ(z)
2dz −

∑

j

ξ2j

∫

Int(Lj)

m2(z)dz

)2]

≤ Area(D)EΓ

[
∫

Gǫ

m4(z)
(

∑

j

ξj,ǫ(z)
2 − 4λ2

)2
dz

]

.

Using the inequality (a − b)2 ≤ 2a2 + 2b2 together with the boundedness of m, we then obtain that, almost
surely,

EΓ

[(
∫

D

m2(z)
∑

j

ξj,ǫ(z)
2dz −

∑

j

ξ2j

∫

Int(Lj)

m2(z)dz

)2]

≤ m4Area(D)EΓ

[
∫

Gǫ

2

(

∑

j

ξj,ǫ(z)
2

)2

+ 32λ4dz

]

= m4Area(D)

∫

Gǫ

2EΓ

[(

∑

j

ξj,ǫ(z)
2

)2]

+ 32λ4dz, (64)
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where the last equality follows from Fubini-Tonelli theorem. Notice that almost surely, for any z ∈ D,

ξj,ǫ(z) = ξj(IInt(Lj), ρ
z
ǫ ) =

ξj
2πǫ

L(∂B(z, ǫ) ∩ Int(Lj)),

where as in (48), L denotes the length with respect to the arc-length measure. Moreover, as the loops are almost
surely disjoint, we have that, almost surely, for any z ∈ D,

1

2πǫ

∑

j

L(∂B(z, ǫ) ∩ Int(Lj)) ≤ 1. (65)

This inequality implies that, almost surely, for any z ∈ Gǫ,

EΓ

[(

∑

j

ξj,ǫ(z)
2

)2]

= 16λ4EΓ

[(

1

2πǫ

∑

j

L(∂B(z, ǫ) ∩ Int(Lj))

)2]

≤ 16λ4.

Using this in (64) yields that, almost surely,

EΓ

[(
∫

D

m2(z)
∑

j

ξj,ǫ(z)
2dz −

∑

j

ξ2j

∫

Int(Lj)

m2(z)dz

)2]

≤ CArea(Gǫ)

where C > 0 is a deterministic constant depending only on D, m2 and λ2. By [32, 22], Area(Gǫ) = O(ǫ1/8).
Therefore, we can deduce Claim 4.8 from the above inequality.

Proof of Claim 4.9. Let ǫ > 0. Observe that, under PΓ, for j 6= k and z ∈ D \ Gǫ, where Gǫ is defined as in
(52), ξj,ǫ(z)ξk,ǫ(z) = 0. This implies that, almost surely,

EΓ

[(
∫

D

m2(z)
∑

j

ξj,ǫ(z)
∑

k:k 6=j

ξj,ǫ(z)dz

)2]

= EΓ

[(
∫

Gǫ

m2(z)
∑

j

ξj,ǫ(z)
∑

k:k 6=j

ξj,ǫ(z)dz

)2]

.

Using Hölder inequality’s and the boundedness of m, we then obtain that, almost surely,

EΓ

[(
∫

D

m2(z)
∑

j

ξj,ǫ(z)
∑

k:k 6=j

ξj,ǫ(z)dz

)2]

≤ m4Area(D)EΓ

[
∫

Gǫ

(

∑

j

ξj,ǫ(z)
∑

k:k 6=j

ξj,ǫ(z)

)2

dz

]

= m4Area(D)

∫

Gǫ

EΓ

[(

∑

j

ξj,ǫ(z)
∑

k:k 6=j

ξj,ǫ(z)

)2]

dz (66)

where the last equality follows from Fubini-Tonelli theorem. Next, observe that, by the inequality (65) in the
proof of Claim 4.8, almost surely, for any z ∈ Gǫ,

EΓ

[(

∑

j,k

ξj,ǫ(z)ξk,ǫ(z)

)2]

= EΓ

[(

∑

j

ξj,ǫ(z)
∑

k

ξk
2πǫ

L
(

∂B(z, ǫ) ∩ Int(Lk)
)

)2]

≤ EΓ

[(

∑

j

2λ|ξj,ǫ(z)|
∑

k

1

2πǫ
L
(

∂B(z, ǫ) ∩ Int(Lk)
)

)2]

≤ EΓ

[(

∑

j

2λ
|ξj |
2πǫ

L(∂B(z, ǫ) ∩ Int(Lj))

)2]

≤ (4λ2)2.

Using this in (66) yields that, almost surely,

EΓ

[(
∫

D

m2(z)
∑

j

ξj,ǫ(z)
∑

k:k 6=j

ξj,ǫ(z)dz

)2]

≤ 16λ4m4Area(D)Area(Gǫ).

By [32, 22], Area(Gǫ) = O(ǫ1/8) and therefore the claim follows from the above inequality.

Let us now establish Claim 4.3.

Proof of Claim 4.3. Let ǫ > 0. We first observe that if z ∈ D is such that dist(z, L(z)) > ǫ where as in the
proof of Claim 4.5, L(z) denotes the loop of Γ surrounding z, then, almost surely,

E[hǫ(z)
2]−

∑

j

EΓ[hj,ǫ(z)
2] = E[hǫ(z)

2]− EΓ[hj(z),ǫ(z)
2] =

1

2π
log

CR(z, ∂D)

CR(z, L(z))
,
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where hj(z) denotes the field in the loop L(z). This equality follows from the fact that under P, conditionally
on Γ, for any j 6= j(z), hj,ǫ(z) = 0 almost surely since for j 6= j(z), hj is almost surely equal to 0 in Int(L(z)).
For ǫ > 0, define the set Gǫ as in (52). Since the set {z ∈ D : z is not surrounded by a loop of Γ} almost surely
has Lebesgue measure 0, we then have that, almost surely,

∫

D

m2(z)(E[hǫ(z)
2]−

∑

j

E[hj,ǫ(z)
2|Γ])dz

=

∫

D\Gǫ

m2(z)

2π
log

CR(z, ∂D)

CR(z, L(z))
dz +

∫

Gǫ

m2(z)(E[hǫ(z)
2]−

∑

j

EΓ[hj,ǫ(z)
2])dz. (67)

The second term in this sum almost surely converges to 0 as ǫ tends to 0. Indeed, almost surely,

0 ≤
∫

Gǫ

m2(z)(E[hǫ(z)
2]−

∑

j

EΓ[hj,ǫ(z)
2])dz ≤ m2

∫

Gǫ

E[hǫ(z)
2]dz. (68)

Above, the inequality on the left-hand side simply follows from the fact that, almost surely, for any z ∈ D,
E[hǫ(z)

2]−∑

j EΓ[hj,ǫ(z)
2] ≥ 0. Moreover, the estimate (87) shows that there exists C > 0 such that, for any

z ∈ D, E[hǫ(z)
2] ≤ C log(ǫ−1). Using this and the boundedness of m in (68) yields that, almost surely,

0 ≤
∫

Gǫ

m2(z)(E[hǫ(z)
2]−

∑

j

EΓ[hj,ǫ(z)
2])dz ≤ O(− log ǫ)Area(Gǫ),

Since by [32, 22], Area(Gǫ) = O(ǫ2−
15
8 ) almost surely, we have that (− log ǫ)Area(Gǫ) almost surely converges

to 0. This shows that the second term in the sum (67) indeed almost surely converges to 0. For the first term
in the sum (67), by the monotone convergence theorem, almost surely,

lim
ǫ→0

∫

D\Gǫ

m2(z)

2π
log

CR(z, ∂D)

CR(z, L(z))
dz =

∫

D

m2(z)

2π
log

CR(z, ∂D)

CR(z, L(z))
dz.

The random variable on the right-hand side is almost surely finite. Indeed, by [1, Proposition 20], for each
z ∈ D, logCR(z, ∂D) − logCR(z, L(z)) has the law of τ−π,π, the first hitting time of {−π, π} by a standard
one-dimensional Brownian motion started at 0. Moreover, for any z ∈ D, logCR(z, ∂D) − logCR(z, L(z)) is
almost surely non-negative. Therefore, denoting by T−π,π the expectation of τ−π,π and using Fubini-Tonelli
theorem, we have that

0 ≤ E

[
∫

D

m2(z)

2π
log

CR(z, ∂D)

CR(z, L(z))
dz

]

=

∫

D

m2(z)

2π
T−π,πdz <∞.

This implies that, almost surely,
∫

D

m2(z)

2π
log

CR(z, ∂D)

CR(z, L(z))
dz <∞.

Since D \Γ almost surely has Lebesgue measure 0 and since the loops of Γ are almost surely disjoint, the above
integral over D can be written as a sum of integrals over the interiors of the loops of Γ. This yields that, almost
surely,

∫

D

m2(z)

2π
log

CR(z, ∂D)

CR(z, L(z))
dz =

∑

j

∫

Int(Lj)

m2(z)

2π
log

CR(z, ∂D)

CR(z, Lj)
dz.

Going back to (67), this completes the proof of the claim.

4.1.2 The conditional law of (ξj)j under P̃

Let us now show that under P̃, conditionally on Γ, the random variables (ξj)j are independent and Rademacher
distributed on {−2λ, 2λ}.

Proposition 4.10. With the same assumptions as in Theorem 1.3, under P̃, conditionally on Γ, the random
variables (ξj)j are independent and almost surely, for any j,

P̃(ξj = −2λ|Γ) = P̃(ξj = 2λ|Γ) = 1

2
.
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Proof. Observe that under P, almost surely, for any j, ξj takes values in {−2λ, 2λ}. Since P̃ is absolutely

continuous with respect to P, this also holds under P̃. To identify the law of (ξj)j given Γ under P̃, it thus
suffices to show that for any a ∈ R, almost surely,

Ẽ[eiaξj |Γ] = Ẽ[e−iaξj |Γ]. (69)

Indeed, it follows from this equality and the fact that almost surely ξj ∈ {−2λ, 2λ} that, almost surely,

P̃(ξj = −2λ|Γ) = P̃(ξj = 2λ|Γ) = 1

2
.

Thus, let a ∈ R. To establish (69), we are going to make use of the symmetry properties of the Wick square
and of the conditional laws of (hj)j and (ξj)j conditionally on Γ under P. We first observe that, almost surely,

Ẽ[e−iaξj |Γ] = 1

Z(Γ)
E

[

e−iaξj exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z) : h2(z) : dz

)

|Γ
]

where, as before, we have set

Z(Γ) := E

[

exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z) : h2(z) : dz

)

|Γ
]

.

Proposition 4.1 applied with f ≡ 0 shows that, almost surely,

Z(Γ) =
∏

j

Zj(Γ) exp

(
∫

Int(Lj)

m2(z)

4π
log

CR(z, ∂D)

CR(z, Lj)
dz

)

(70)

where the random variables (Zj(Γ))j are defined as

Zj(Γ) := E

[

exp

(

− 1

2

∫

Int(Lj)

m2(z) : (hj + ξj)
2(z) : dz

)

|Γ
]

.

On the other hand, one can argue as in the proof of Proposition 4.1 to show that, almost surely,

E

[

e−iaξj exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z) : h2(z) : dz|Γ
]

= lim
ǫ→0

E

[

e−iaξj exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z) : h2ǫ(z) : dz

)

|Γ
]

= exp

(

∑

j

∫

Int(Lj)

m2(z)

4π
log

CR(z, ∂D)

CR(z, Lj)
dz

)

× E

[

e−iaξj exp

(

− 1

2

∫

Int(Lj)

m2(z) : (h+ ξj)
2(z) : dz

)

|Γ
]

∏

k:k 6=j

Zj(Γ).

(71)

This yields that, almost surely,

Ẽ[e−iaξj |Γ] = 1

Zj(Γ)
E

[

e−iaξj exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z) : (hj + ξj)
2(z) : dz

)

|Γ
]

. (72)

Indeed, the terms involving the conformal radii stemming from the product decomposition (70) of Z(Γ) cancel
those appearing in (71). Since under P, conditionally on Γ, ξj has the same law as −ξj , we then obtain that,
almost surely,

Ẽ[e−iaξj |Γ] = 1

Zj(Γ)
E

[

eiaξj exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z) : (hj − ξj)
2(z) : dz

)

|Γ
]

.

It is also easy to see that if h is a GFF with Dirichlet boundary conditions and c ∈ R, then
∫

D

m2(z) : (h− c)2(z) : dz
law
=

∫

D

m2(z) : (−h+ c)2(z) : dz.

This simply follows from the fact that −h has the same law as h and that we can write
∫

D

m2(z) : (h− c)2(z) : dz = lim
ǫ→0

∫

D

m2(z)((hǫ(z)− c)2 − E[hǫ(z)
2])dz

= lim
ǫ→0

∫

D

m2(z)((−hǫ(z) + c)2 − E[hǫ(z)
2])dz =

∫

D

m2(z) : (−h+ c)2(z) : dz

32



where the limit is in L2(P). Therefore, we have that, almost surely,

Ẽ[e−iaξj |Γ] = 1

Zj(Γ)
E

[

eiaξj exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z) : (−hj + ξj)
2(z) : dz

)

|Γ
]

.

Moreover, under P̃, conditionally on Γ, hj has the same law as −hj . This implies that, almost surely,

Ẽ[e−iaξj |Γ] = 1

Zj(Γ)
E

[

eiaξj exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z) : (hj + ξj)
2(z) : dz

)

|Γ
]

. (73)

On the other hand, the same arguments as those used to prove (72) show that, almost surely,

Ẽ[eiaξj |Γ] = 1

Zj(Γ)
E

[

eiaξj exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z) : (hj + ξj)
2(z) : dz

)

|Γ
]

. (74)

We can deduce from this equality and (73) that (69) holds, thus identifying the conditional law of ξj given Γ

under P̃.
Let us now show that under P̃, the random variables (ξj)j are conditionally independent given Γ. To this

end, conditionally on Γ, let (aj)j be a collection of real numbers, one for each loop. We then have that, almost
surely,

Ẽ
[

∏

j

exp(iajξj)|Γ
]

=
1

Z(Γ)
E

[

(

∏

j

exp(iajξj)
)

exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z) : h2(z) : dz

)

|Γ
]

where, as before, Z(Γ) is defined as in (76). Arguing as in the proof of Proposition 4.1 and using the conditional
independence of (ξj)j given Γ under P, we obtain that, almost surely,

Ẽ
[

∏

j

exp(iajξj)|Γ
]

= lim
ǫ→0

1

Z(Γ)
E

[

(

∏

j

exp(iajξj)
)

exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z)
(

hǫ(z)
2 − E[hǫ(z)

2]
)

dz

)

|Γ
]

=
1

Z(Γ)

∏

j

E

[

eiajξj exp

(

− 1

2

∫

Int(Lj)

m2(z) : (h+ ξj)
2(z) : dz

)

|Γ
]

× exp

(
∫

Int(Lj)

m2(z)

4π
log

CR(z, ∂D)

CR(z, Lj)
dz

)

where in the second equality, the limit is in L1(P). The product decomposition (70) of Z(Γ) then yields that,
almost surely,

Ẽ
[

∏

j

exp(iajξj)|Γ
]

=
∏

j

1

Zj(Γ)
E

[

eiajξj exp

(

− 1

2

∫

Int(Lj)

m2(z) : (h+ ξj)
2(z) : dz

)

|Γ
]

.

Together with (74), this implies that, almost surely, Ẽ
[
∏

j exp(iajξj)|Γ
]

=
∏

j Ẽ
[

exp(iajξj)|Γ
]

, which shows

that under P̃, the random variables (ξj) are conditionally independent given Γ.

4.1.3 The conditional law of h under P̃

Having identified the conditional law given Γ of the random variables (ξj)j under P̃, let us now show that under

P̃, conditionally on Γ, the field h can be decomposed as claimed in Theorem 1.3. We will then establish Theorem
1.3.

Proposition 4.11. With the same assumptions as in Theorem 1.3, under P̃, conditionally on Γ,

h =
∑

j

hj + ξj

where the sum runs over the loops (Lj)j of Γ and the fields (hj + ξj)j are independent fields whose law is, for
each j, that of a massive GFF with mass m and boundary conditions ξj in the interior of the loop Lj.

To prove Proposition 4.11, as discussed in the introduction, we use a rigorous conditional version of the
path-integral formalism for the massive GFF. This strategy involves a lot of technicalities but most of them
have been taken care of in the proof of Proposition 4.1.
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Proof of Proposition 4.11. To establish the conditional law of h given Γ under P̃, we are going to compute its
characteristic function. To this end, let f be a smooth function with compact support in D. We have that,
almost surely,

Ẽ
[

exp(i(h, f))|Γ
]

=
1

Z(Γ)
E

[

exp(i(h, f)) exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z) : h2(z) : dz

)

|Γ
]

, (75)

where, as before, we have set

Z(Γ) := E

[

exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z) : h2(z) : dz

)

|Γ
]

. (76)

By Proposition 4.1, almost surely,

E

[

exp(i(h, f)) exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z) : h2(z) : dz

)

|Γ
]

=
∏

j

E

[

exp(i(hj + ξj , f) exp

(

− 1

2

∫

Int(Lj)

m2(z) : (hj + ξj)
2(z) : dz

)

|Γ
]

× exp

(
∫

Int(Lj)

m2(z)

4π
log

CR(z, ∂D)

CR(z, Lj)
dz

)

.

(77)

On the other hand, Proposition 4.1 applied with f ≡ 0 shows that, almost surely,

Z(Γ) =
∏

j

Zj(Γ) exp

(
∫

Int(Lj)

m2(z)

4π
log

CR(z, ∂D)

CR(z, Lj)
dz

)

(78)

where we have set

Zj(Γ) = E

[

exp

(

− 1

2

∫

Int(Lj)

m2(z) : (hj + ξj)
2(z) : dz

)

|Γ
]

. (79)

In view of (75), we deduce from this that, almost surely,

Ẽ
[

exp(i(h, f))|Γ
]

=
∏

j

1

Zj(Γ)
E

[

exp(i(hj + ξj , f) exp

(

− 1

2

∫

Int(Lj)

m2(z) : (hj + ξj)
2(z) : dz

)

|Γ
]

.

Indeed, the terms involving the conformal radii in the product decomposition (78) of Z(Γ) cancel with those
appearing in (77). Now, observe that by (17), conditionally on Γ, for any j,

1

Zj(Γ)
exp

(

− 1

2

∫

Int(Lj)

m2(z) : (hj + ξj)
2(z) : dz

)

is almost surely equal to the Radon-Nikodym derivative of the massive GFF with mass m and boundary
conditions ξj in Int(Lj) with respect to the GFF with boundary conditions ξj in Int(Lj). Going back to (75),

this implies that under P̃, conditionally on Γ, h =
∑

j hj + ξj where hj + ξj is a massive GFF in Int(Lj) with
boundary conditions ξj .

Let us now establish the conditional independence of the fields (hj + ξj)j given Γ under P̃. To this end,

under P̃, conditionally on Γ, let (fj)j be a collection of smooth functions such that for each j, fj has compact
support in Int(Lj). We then have that, almost surely,

Ẽ
[

∏

j

exp(i(hj + ξj , fj))|Γ
]

=
1

Z(Γ)
E

[

(

∏

j

exp(i(hj + ξj , fj))
)

exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z) : h2(z) : dz

)

|Γ
]

where Z(Γ) is as in (76). Since, almost surely, |∏j exp(i(hj + ξj , fj))| ≤ 1, for the same reasons as those
explained in the first part of the proof, we have that, almost surely,

Ẽ
[

∏

j

exp(i(hj + ξj , fj))|Γ
]

=
∏

j

1

Zj(Γ)
E

[

exp(i(hj + ξj , fj)) exp

(

− 1

2

∫

Int(Lj)

m2(z) : (hj + ξj)
2(z) : dz

)

|Γ
]

.

On the other hand, using once again the same reasoning as in the first part of the proof, it is easy to see that
almost surely, for any j,

Ẽ
[

exp(i(hj + ξj , fj))|Γ
]

=
1

Zj(Γ)
E

[

exp(i(hj + ξj , fj)) exp

(

− 1

2

∫

Int(Lj)

m2(z) : (hj + ξj)
2(z) : dz

)

|Γ
]

. (80)

Using this equality, we can then deduce from (80) that under P̃, conditionally on Γ, the fields (hj + ξj)j are
independent. This completes the proof of Proposition 4.11.
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We can now conclude the proof of Theorem 1.3.

Proof of Theorem 1.3. P̃ defined via the Radon-Nikodym derivative (3) is a well-defined probability measure
which is absolutely continuous with respect to P. Moreover, by definition, the marginal law under P̃ of h is that
of a massive GFF in D with mass m and Dirichlet boundary conditions. Proposition 4.11 and Proposition 4.10
show the first three bullet points of the statement of Theorem 1.3 regarding the conditional law of h given Γ
under P̃. To conclude the proof of Theorem 1.3, it remains to prove the last bullet point. This simply follows
from the fact that under P, conditionally on Γ, for each j, ξj is almost surely measurable with respect to hj+ξj.

Since P̃ is absolutely continuous with respect to P, the same holds true under P̃. This gives the joint law of
(hj + ξj , ξj) under P̃ conditionally on Γ. This also concludes the proof of Theorem 1.3.

4.2 Some properties of massive CLE4

In this section, we show two properties of massive CLE4 that can be established thanks to Theorem 1.3. The
first one, stated as Corollary 1.6 in the introduction, is an expression for the Radon-Nikodym derivative of the
law massive CLE4 with respect to that of CLE4.

Proof of Corollary 1.6. The proof is very similar to that of Corollary 1.2, using that under P, conditionally on
Γ, (hj)j and (ξj) are independent. We leave the details to the reader.

The second property of massive CLE4 that follows from Theorem 1.3 is its conformal covariance, as stated
in Corollary 1.5 and shown below.

Proof of Corollary 1.5. The proof of this corollary follows the same strategy as that of Lemma 3.9 and we leave
the details to the reader.

5 Massive CLE4, the massive Brownian loop soup and the massive

GFF

In this section, we prove Theorem 1.8. In Section 5.1, we first define the massive Brownian loop soup and show
that its law is absolutely continuous with respect to that of the Brownian loop soup. Then, in Section 5.2, we
use this result together with Theorem 1.3 to deduce Theorem 1.8.

5.1 The massive Brownian loop soup

The massive Brownian loop soup is a massive version of the Brownian loop soup introduced by Camia in [7, 8].

To define it, one first defines a massive version µ
(m)
D of the Brownian loop measure, called the massive Brownian

loop measure, via the following change of measure:

µ
(m)
D (dℓ) := exp

(

−
∫ τ(ℓ)

0

m2(ℓ(t))dt

)

µD(dℓ).

Here, we assume that the domain D and the mass function m satify the assumptions of Theorem 1.8 and we

recall that µD was defined in Section 2.4.1. The measure µ
(m)
D is then a measure on unrooted loops in D and

it enjoys the same restriction property as µD. However, the presence of a mass breaks the conformal invariance

of the measure: µ
(m)
D is conformally covariant, in the following sense. If f : D → Ω is a conformal map, then

µ
(m̃)
Ω = f ◦ µ(m)

D where, for z ∈ Ω, m̃2(z) = |(f−1)′(z)|2m2(f−1(z)).
The massive Brownian loop soup in D with mass m and intensity α > 0 is then defined analogously to the

Brownian loop soup in D with intensity α (see Section 2.4.1): this is the Poisson point process with intensity

measure αµ
(m)
D . The massive Brownian loop soup is actually absolutely continuous with respect to the Brownian

loop soup and the corresponding Radon-Nikodym can be explicitly computed, as shown below.

Lemma 5.1. Let D ⊂ C and m : D → R+ be as in Theorem 1.8. Let α > 0 and denote by Pα, respectively

P
(m)
α , the law of the Brownian loop soup, respectively massive Brownian loop soup with mass m, in D with

intensity α. Then

dP
(m)
α

dPα
(L) = 1

Z exp

(

−
∫

D

m2(z) : L(z) : dz

)

(81)

where Z is a normalization constant and, under Pα, : L : is the renormalized occupation-time field of L (see
Section 2.4.1).
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Proof. The proof goes along the same lines as that of the ”if” part of the main theorem of [36]. Let α > 0. As
a preliminary remark, observe that the change of measure (81) is well-defined. Indeed,

∫

D
m2(z) : L(z) : dz is

a limit in L2(Pα) and is therefore measurable with respect to L while finiteness of the normalization constant
Z is shown in [13, Theorem 8].

Let us denote by X (D) the space of unrooted loops contained in D. We turn X (D) into a metric space by
endowing with the metric dX induced by the norm, for ℓ ∈ X (D),

‖ℓ‖X := τ(ℓ) + sup
t∈[0,τ(ℓ)]

|ℓ(t)|

where τ(ℓ) is the lifetime of the loop ℓ. See [16, Section 5.1] for more details about these definitions. Let
f : X (D) → R+ be a nonnegative function with compact support in X (D). To prove Lemma 5.1, we must show
that

E
(m)
α [exp(−〈L, f〉)] = exp

(

− α

∫

(1− e−f(ℓ))µm
D(dℓ)

)

(82)

or, in words, that the Laplace transform of L under P
(m)
α is the same as that of a massive Brownian loop in D

with mass m and intensity α. Above, the random variable 〈L, f〉 is defined as 〈L, f〉 := ∑

ℓ∈L f(ℓ). For ease of
notations, let us set

φ(ℓ) := exp

(

−
∫ τ(ℓ)

0

m2(ℓ(t))dt

)

and note that µm
D(dℓ) = φ(ℓ)µD(dℓ). Next, we observe that in the integral on the right-hand side of (82), the

integrand is 0 outside the support of f . We are going to use this to decompose this integral as a sum over
well-chosen compact sets of loops. To this end, let us define the sets of loops, for n ≥ 1,

Kn := {ℓ ∈ X (D) : ℓ ⊂ D, τ(ℓ) ∈ [2−n, 2n]}.
Observe that the set (Kn)n are such that Kn ⊂ Int(Kn+1) and X (D) = ∪nKn. Moreover, we claim the
following.

Claim 5.2. The sets (Kn)n are compact sets of (X (D), dX ).

We postpone the proof of Claim 5.2 to the end and continue the proof of the equality (82). By [10,
Exercise 3.8.C], Claim 5.2 and the covering property of the sets (Kn) imply that (X (D), dX ) is hemicompact:
for any compact set K ⊂ X (D), there exists n ∈ N such that K ⊂ Kn, see for example [38, Section 17.I].
Therefore, since f has compact support, for n large enough,

∫

(1 − e−f(ℓ))µm
D(dℓ) =

∫

Kn

(1− e−f(ℓ))φ(ℓ)µD(dℓ).

Note that this integral is finite since loops in Kn have lifetime at least 2−n (the divergence of the total mass of
µD is only due to short loops). For n ≥ 1, let us further set Bn = {ℓ ∈ X (D) : ℓ ⊂ D, τ(ℓ) ≥ 2−n} and observe
that Kn ⊂ Bn. Using the fact that f is compactly supported in Kn ⊂ Bn,

exp

(

− α

∫

Kn

(1− e−f(ℓ))φ(ℓ)µD(dℓ)

)

= exp

(

− α

∫

Bn

(1− e−f(ℓ))φ(ℓ)µD(dℓ)

)

= Eα

[

exp(−〈LBn
, f〉+ Yn(L))

]

(83)

where for a set B and a function g, 〈LB , g〉 :=
∑

ℓ∈L:ℓ∈B g(ℓ) and where we have set, for n ≥ 1,

Yn(L) := 〈LBn
, logφ〉 + α

∫

Bn

(1− φ(ℓ))µD(dℓ).

Note that in this definition, the integral
∫

Bn
(1 − φ(ℓ))µD(dℓ) is finite since it is bounded above by 2µD(Bn),

which is finite because loops in Bn have lifetime at least 2−n. The equality (83) implies that to establish (82),
it suffices to show that the random variable exp(−〈LBn

, f〉 + Yn(L)) on the right-hand side of (83) converges
in L1(Pα) as n → ∞ to exp(−〈L, f〉)R(L) where R(L) denotes the random variable on the right-hand side of
(81) (with the normalization constant Z included).

To this end, observe that exp(−〈LBn
, f〉) almost surely converges to exp(−〈L, f〉) and moreover, since f

is non-negative, almost surely, for any n, exp(−〈LBn
, f〉) ≤ 1. By dominated convergence, this implies that

exp(−〈LBn
, f〉) converges in L1(Pα) to exp(−〈L, f〉). Therefore, using once again that, almost surely, for any n,

exp(−〈LB̃n
, f〉) ≤ 1, the following claim then yields convergence of exp(−〈LBn

, f〉+Yn(L)) to exp(−〈L, f〉)R(L)
in L1(Pα), and thus concludes the proof of Lemma 5.1.
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Claim 5.3. The random variables (exp(Yn(L)))n converge in L1(Pα) to the random variable on the right-hand
side of (81).

We now turn to the proof of Claim 5.2 and Claim 5.3.

Proof of Claim 5.2. Let n ≥ 1 and let (ℓk)k be a sequence of loops in Kn. To show that Kn is compact
in (X (D), dX ), we are going to show that there exists a subsequence (k(p))p such that (ℓk(p))p converges in
(X (D), dX ) to a limit ℓ∗ with ℓ∗ ∈ Kn. To this end, observe that, for any k, since ℓk ∈ Kn and ℓk is contained
in the bounded domain D,

2−n ≤ ‖ℓk‖X = τ(ℓk) + sup
t

|ℓ(t)| ≤ 2n + CD

where CD > 0 is a finite constant that depends only on D. Therefore, (ℓk)k is bounded in (X (D), dX ), which
implies that there exists a subsequence (k(p))p such (ℓk(p))p converges in (X (D), dX ) to a limit ℓ∗. To see that
ℓ∗ belongs to Kn, observe first that the function τ : ℓ 7→ τ(ℓ) is continuous in (X (D), dX ) and therefore, the
fact that for any p, 2−n ≤ τ(ℓk(p)) ≤ 2n implies that 2−n ≤ τ(ℓ∗) ≤ 2n. Moreover, we have that ℓ∗ ⊂ D since

for any p, ℓk(p) belongs to X (D) and hence ℓ
∗ ⊂ D.

Proof of Claim 5.3. Let us set, for n ≥ 1,

Ỹn(L) := 〈LBn
, logφ〉 − αµD(IBn

logφ).

Note that, in this definition, the loop measure term is finite. Indeed, we have that

µD(| logφ|IBn
) = µD

(

Iℓ∈Bn

∫ τ(ℓ)

0

m2(ℓ(t))dt

)

≤
∫ ∞

2−n

∫

D

m2(z)pt(z, z)dzdt <∞ (84)

as D is bounded (here, pt is the heat kernel in D with Dirichlet boundary conditions on ∂D). Now, observe
that, almost surely,

exp(Yn(L)) = exp(Ỹn(L)) exp
(

α

∫

Bn

(1− φ(ℓ) + logφ(ℓ))µD(dℓ)

)

where finiteness of the integral
∫

Bn
(1 − φ(ℓ) + logφ(ℓ))µD(dℓ) follows from (84) and the fact that, for any ℓ,

|1− φ(ℓ) + logφ(ℓ)| ≤ 2| logφ(ℓ)|. Therefore, to prove the claim, it suffices to show that

lim
n→∞

exp(Ỹn(L)) exp
(

α

∫

B̃n

(1− φ(ℓ) + logφ(ℓ))µD(dℓ)

)

=
1

Z exp

(

−
∫

D

m2(z) : L(z) : dz

)

(85)

where the limit is in L1(Pα). To establish this, we first show that (exp(Yn(L)))n is a bounded martingale in
L1(Pα), which implies that it has a limit in L1(Pα). To identify this limit with the random variable on the
right-hand side of (85), we then prove that (exp(Yn(L)))n almost surely converges to this random variable.

The fact that (exp(Yn(L)))n is a martingale follows from the Poissonian nature of L, as we now explain. For
n ≥ 2, let us set B′

1 = B1 and B′
n = Bn \Bn−1. We then have that, for any n ≥ 2, almost surely,

Eα[exp(Yn(L))| exp(Yn−1(L))]
= exp(Yn−1(L))Eα[exp(Yn(L) − Yn−1(L))| exp(Yn−1(L))]

= exp(Yn−1(L)) exp
(

α

∫

B′

n

(1− φ(ℓ))µD(dℓ)

)

Eα[exp(〈LB′

n
, logφ〉)| exp(Yn−1(L))]

= exp(Yn−1(L)) exp
(

α

∫

B′

n

(1− φ(ℓ))µD(dℓ)

)

Eα[exp(〈LB′

n
, logφ〉)]

= exp(Yn−1(L))

where in the penultimate equality, we used the fact that exp(〈LB′

n
, logφ〉) = exp(〈LBn

, logφ〉−〈LBn−1
, logφ〉) is

independent of exp(Yn−1(L)) since L is a Poisson point process. This shows that (exp(Yn(L)))n is a martingale.
Boundedness in L1(Pα) is straightforward to see since for each n, exp(Yn(L)) is almost surely a non-negative
random variable and

Eα[exp(Yn(L))] = exp

(

α

∫

Bn

(1− φ(ℓ))µD(dℓ)

)

Eα[exp(〈LBn
, logφ〉)] = 1.
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Having established that (exp(Yn(L))n converges in L1(Pα), let us now show that it also converges almost surely
to the random variable on the right-hand side of (85). To this end, we first apply the dominated convergence
theorem to the loop measure term. Observe that, µD-almost everywhere,

lim
n→∞

IBn
(1− φ(ℓ) + logφ(ℓ)) = 1− φ(ℓ) + logφ(ℓ).

Moreover, there exists a constant C > 0 such that, for any loop ℓ with φ(ℓ) ≥ 1/2, |1 − φ(ℓ) + logφ(ℓ)| ≤
C(

√

φ(ℓ) − 1)2. Therefore, setting E := {ℓ ∈ X (D) : φ(ℓ) ≤ 1/2}, we have that, for any n ≥ 1, µD-almost
everywhere,

IBn\E |1− φ(ℓ) + logφ(ℓ)| ≤ IBn\EC(
√

φ(ℓ)− 1)2.

Moreover, it is easy to see that for a loop ℓ, (
√

φ(ℓ)−1)2 ≤ (log φ(ℓ))2/4 and µD((log φ(ℓ))2) = µD(〈m2, ℓ〉2) <∞
by [13, Lemma 2] since D is a bounded domain. This shows that, for any n ≥ 1, µD-almost everywhere,

IBn
|1− φ(ℓ) + log φ(ℓ)| ≤ IBn\EC(

√

φ(ℓ)− 1)2 + IE |1− φ(ℓ) + logφ(ℓ)|
≤ C(log φ(ℓ))2 + IE |1− φ(ℓ) + logφ(ℓ)|

and the right-hand side is µD-integrable (loops in E have lifetime at leastm−2 log(2)). Therefore, by dominated
convergence, we obtain that

lim
n→∞

exp

(

α

∫

Bn

(1− φ(ℓ) + log φ(ℓ))µD(dℓ))

)

= exp(αµD(1− φ(ℓ) + logφ(ℓ))) =
1

Z

where the rightmost equality follows from [13, Theorem 8]. On the other hand, as recalled in Section 2.4.1, we
have that Ỹn(L) converges Pα-almost surely to −

∫

Dm
2(z) : L(z) : dz as n → ∞. Therefore, by continuity of

x 7→ ex, we have that, Pα-almost surely,

lim
n→∞

exp(Ỹn(L)) = exp

(

−
∫

D

m2(z) : L(z) : dz

)

.

As explained above, this yields (85) and concludes the proof of Claim 5.3.

5.2 Construction of massive CLE4 via a massive Brownian loop soup

We now turn to the proof of Theorem 1.8. This theorem is in fact a consequence of the following result, which
we show below.

Proposition 5.4. Let D ⊂ C and m : D → R+ be as in Theorem 1.8. Denote by P the law of the coupling
(h,L,Γ) of Proposition 2.6 between a GFF h in D with Dirichlet boundary conditions, a Brownian loop soup L
in D with intensity 1/2 and a CLE4 Γ in D. Define a new probability measure P̃ via

dP̃

dP
((h,L,Γ)) := 1

Z exp

(

−
∫

D

m2(z) : L(z) : dz

)

(86)

where, under P,
∫

D
m2(z) : L(z) : dz is the renormalized occupation-time field of L tested against the function

m2 and Z is a normalization constant. Then, under P̃,

• the marginal law of h is that of a massive GFF in D with mass m and Dirichlet boundary conditions;

• the marginal law of Γ is that of a massive CLE4 in D with mass m;

• the loops of Γ are the level lines of h as in Theorem 1.3;

• the marginal law of L is that of a massive Brownian loop soup in D with mass m and intensity 1/2;

• the loops of Γ are almost surely equal to the outer boundaries of the outermost clusters of L.

Proof. As noted in the proof of Lemma 5.1, the change of measure (86) is well-defined. The first, second and
third items in the statement of Proposition 5.4 are consequences of the definition of P̃ and Theorem 1.3. Indeed,
under P, 1

2

∫

D
m2(z) : h(z)2 : dz =

∫

D
m2(z) : L(z) : dz and therefore, by Theorem 1.3, (h,Γ) has the required

joint law under P̃. The fourth item is in turn a direct consequnece of Lemma 5.1. The final item follows by
absolute continuity, since the equality holds almost surely under P.
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6 Appendix

In this section, we prove Lemma 2.1 and Lemma 2.8. We also show the almost sure strict positiveness of the
random variables on the right-hand side of (15) and (17).

In what comes next, we will repeatedly make use of the following estimate. Let D ⊂ C be a bounded and
simply connected domain and let h be a GFF in D with Dirichlet boundary conditions. Then, there exists
C > 0 such that for any 0 < ǫ < 1/2,

sup
z∈D

E[hǫ(z)
2] ≤ C log(ǫ−1). (87)

This inequality follows from [6, Lemma 3.5].
Let us now turn to the proof of Lemma 2.1. To prove this result, we first show the following auxiliary lemma.

Lemma 6.1. Let D ⊂ C be a bounded and simply connected domain and let h be a GFF in D with Dirichlet
boundary conditions. Let 0 < δ < ǫ < 1/2. Then, for any z, w ∈ D such that max(dist(z, ∂D), dist(w, ∂D)) > ǫ
and |z − w| > 2ǫ,

E[(: hǫ(z)
2 : − : hδ(z)

2 :)(: hǫ(w)
2 : − : hδ(w)

2 :)] = 0. (88)

Moreover, there exists K > 0 such that for any 0 < δ < ǫ < 1/2 and any z, w ∈ D,

E[(: hǫ(z)
2 : − : hδ(z)

2 :)(: hǫ(w)
2 : − : hδ(w)

2 :)] ≤ K(log δ)2. (89)

Proof. Let us first prove (88). Let 0 < δ < ǫ < 1/2 and let z, w ∈ D be such that |z − w| > 2ǫ and assume
without loss of generality that dist(z, ∂D) > ǫ. Applying the Markov property in the ball B(z, 2ǫ) and using
that

(Wr)r≥0 := (h2ǫe−r (z)− h2ǫ(z))r≥0

is a Brownian motion, we see that for some centered random variables X, X̃ (not independent but independent
of W ),

(: hǫ(z)
2 : − : hδ(z)

2 :)(: hǫ(w)
2 : − : hδ(w)

2 :) =
(

(Wt − t2)− (Ws − s2) + 2X(Wt −Ws)
)

X̃.

Taking expectation and using independence, we get zero, which completes the proof of (88).
Let us now prove the estimate (89). Let 0 < δ < ǫ < 1/2 and let z, w ∈ D. Observe first that

E[(: hǫ(z)
2 : − : hδ(z)

2 :)2] ≤ 2E[(: hǫ(z)
2 :)2] + 2E[(: hδ(z)

2 :)2]. (90)

Moreover, since hǫ(z) is a Gaussian random variable, we have that E[(: hǫ(z)
2 :)2] = E[hǫ(z)

4] − 2E[hǫ(z)
2]2 +

E[hǫ(z)
2]2 = 2E[hǫ(z)

2]2. Going back to (90), we deduce from this and the estimate (87) that

E[(: hǫ(z)
2 : − : hδ(z)

2 :)2] ≤ 4C2 log(δ)2.

The estimate (89) then simply follows from this bound and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality.

With Lemma 6.1 at hands, let us now prove Lemma 2.1. We first deal with the convergence in L2(P) of
∫

Dm
2(z) : hǫ(z)

2 : dz, that is with the case φ ≡ 0.

Lemma 6.2. Let D ⊂ C be a bounded, open and simply connected domain and let m : D → R+ be a bounded
and continuous function. Let h be a GFF with Dirichlet boundary conditions in D. Then, as ǫ→ 0, the random
variable

∫

D

m2(z) : hǫ(z)
2 : dz

converges in L2(P) to a limit denoted by
∫

Dm
2(z) : h(z)2 : dz. Moreover, for any b ∈ (0, 2− dimH(∂D)), there

exists C > 0 such that for any 0 < ǫ < 1/2,

∥

∥

∥

∥

∫

D

m2(z) : h(z)2 : dz −
∫

D

m2(z) : hǫ(z)
2 : dz

∥

∥

∥

∥

L2(P)

≤ Cǫb. (91)

Proof of Lemma 6.2. For conciseness, let us set α := 2− dimH(∂D). We are going to show that the sequence

(
∫

D

m2(z) : hǫ(z)
2 : dz, ǫ > 0

)
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is a Cauchy sequence in L2(P) and thus has a limit in L2(P) as ǫ tends to 0. To this end, let 0 < δ < ǫ < 1/2.
Then, by Fubini-Tonelli theorem, we have that

E

[∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

D

m2(z) : hǫ(z)
2 : dz −

∫

D

m2(z) : hδ(z)
2 : dz

∣

∣

∣

∣

2]

=

∫

D×D

m2(z)m2(w)E[(: hǫ(z)
2 : − : hδ(z)

2 :)(: hǫ(w)
2 : − : hδ(w)

2 :)]dwdz. (92)

Indeed, when we expand the product of the difference of the Wick squares, we obtain a sum of non-negative
terms and we can apply Fubini-Tonelli theorem to each of these terms separately. With Dǫ := {z ∈ D :
dist(z, ∂D) ≥ ǫ}, we decompose the region of integration into D×Dǫ, Dǫ×D and (D \Dǫ)× (Dǫ \Dǫ). For the
integral over D ×Dǫ, Lemma 6.1 shows that only the points z, w ∈ D ×Dǫ such that |z − w| ≤ 2ǫ contribute.
Using the estimate (89) of Lemma 6.1, this yields that

∫

D

m2(z)

∫

B(z,2ǫ)∩Dǫ

m2(w)E[(: hǫ(z)
2 : − : hδ(z)

2 :)(: hǫ(w)
2 : − : hδ(w)

2 :)]dwdz

≤
∫

D

m2(z)

∫

B(z,2ǫ)∩Dǫ

m2(w)K(log δ)2dwdz

≤ O(ǫ2(log δ)2) (93)

where the implied constant depends only on D and m2. The integral over Dǫ ×D can be bounded in a similar
way. We are now left to control the integral over (D \Dǫ)× (D \Dǫ). To do so, we can simply use the estimate
(89) of Lemma 6.1 to obtain the bound

∫

(D\Dǫ)×(D\Dǫ)

m2(z)m2(w)E[(: hǫ(z)
2 : − : hδ(z)

2 :)(: hǫ(w)
2 : − : hδ(w)

2 :)]dwdz ≤ O(ǫ2α log(δ)2).

Going back to (92), since α ∈ (0, 1], this bound together with the bound (93) imply that

E

[∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

D

m2(z) : hǫ(z)
2 : dz −

∫

D

m2(z) : hδ(z)
2 : dz

∣

∣

∣

∣

2]

≤ O(ǫ2α(log δ)2). (94)

This shows that (
∫

Dm
2(z) : hǫ(z)

2 : dz, ǫ > 0) is a Cauchy sequence in L2(P) and therefore has a limit in L2(P),
that we denote by

∫

D
m2(z) : h(z)2 : dz.

It now remains to prove the claim about the rate of convergence of
∫

Dm2(z) : hǫ(z)
2 : dz to

∫

Dm
2(z) :

h(z)2 : dz. Let 0 < ǫ < 1/2 and let k ∈ N be such that ǫ ∈ [2−(k+1), 2−k). For n ∈ N, set an = 2−n. Using the
triangle inequality and the inequality (94), we have that, for some constant C > 0,

∥

∥

∥

∥

∫

D

m2(z) : h(z)2 : dz −
∫

D

m2(z) : hǫ(z)
2 : dz

∥

∥

∥

∥

L2(P)

≤
∥

∥

∥

∥

∫

D

m2(z) : hak+1
(z)2 : dz −

∫

D

m2(z) : hǫ(z)
2 : dz

∥

∥

∥

∥

L2(P)

+

∞
∑

n=k+1

∥

∥

∥

∥

∫

D

m2(z) : han+1
(z)2 : dz −

∫

D

m2(z) : han
(z)2 : dz

∥

∥

∥

∥

L2(P)

≤ C2−kα(k + 1) + C

∞
∑

n=k+1

(a2αn (log(an+1)
2))1/2.

Let η ∈ (0, α). Then, we have that

∞
∑

n=k

2−nα(n+ 1) ≤ 2−(α−η)k
∞
∑

n=k

2−nη(n+ 1) ≤ 2(α−η)ǫ(α−η)
∞
∑

n=0

2−nη(n+ 1)

where the sum on the right-hand side is finite. This concludes the proof of (91) and thus of the lemma.

Let us now turn to the proof of Lemma 2.1.

Proof of Lemma 2.1. For conciseness, let us set α := 2 − dimH(∂D) ∈ (0, 1]. Observe first that, almost surely,
for any 0 < ǫ < 1/2,

∫

D

m2(z) : (hǫ(z) + φǫ(z))
2 : dz =

∫

D

m2(z) : hǫ(z)
2 : dz +

∫

D

2m2(z)hǫ(z)φǫ(z)dz +

∫

D

m2(z)φǫ(z)
2dz.
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Therefore, by Lemma 6.2, it suffices to prove that

lim
ǫ→0

∫

D

m2(z)hǫ(z)φǫ(z)dz = (h,m2φ) (95)

where the limit is in L2(P) and that

lim
ǫ→0

∫

D

m2(z)φǫ(z)
2dz =

∫

D

m2(z)φ(z)2dz. (96)

Let us start with (96). We note that, by harmonicity of φ,
∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

D

m2(z)φ(z)2dz −
∫

D

m2(z)φǫ(z)
2dz

∣

∣

∣

∣

=

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

D\Dǫ

m2(z)(φ(z)2 − φǫ(z)
2)dz

∣

∣

∣

∣

.

By assumption on φ and dimH(∂D), this yields that, for any b ∈ (0, α],
∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

D

m2(z)φ(z)2dz −
∫

D

m2(z)φǫ(z)
2dz

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ 2b2φ

∫

D\Dǫ

m2(z)dz ≤ O(ǫb), (97)

from which (96) follows. Let us now turn to (95). One could argue directly because for each ǫ > 0, we have a
Gaussian random variable. However, since we also want to prove the rate of decay (11), we are in fact going to
show that, for any b ∈ (0, α), there exists C1 > 0 such that for any 0 < ǫ < 1/2,

∥

∥

∥

∥

2(h,m2φ) − 2

∫

D

m2(z)hǫ(z)φǫ(z)dz

∥

∥

∥

∥

L2(P)

≤ C1ǫ
b. (98)

Let 0 < ǫ < 1/2 and let k ∈ N be such that ǫ ∈ [2−(k+1), 2−k). As before, for n ∈ N, set an = 2−n. By the
triangular inequality, we have that

∥

∥

∥

∥

2(h,m2φ)− 2

∫

D

m2(z)hǫ(z)φǫ(z)dz

∥

∥

∥

∥

L2(P)

≤ 2

∥

∥

∥

∥

∫

D

m2(z)hak+1
(z)φak+1

(z)dz −
∫

D

m2(z)hǫ(z)φǫ(z)dz

∥

∥

∥

∥

L2(P)

+ 2

∞
∑

n=k+1

∥

∥

∥

∥

∫

D

m2(z)han+1
(z)φan+1

(z)dz −
∫

D

m2(z)han
(z)φan

(z)dz

∥

∥

∥

∥

L2(P)

. (99)

To show (98), we are going to upper bound each term in the above sum. To this end, let n ≥ k. We have that
∥

∥

∥

∥

∫

D

m2(z)han+1
(z)φan+1

(z)dz −
∫

D

m2(z)han
(z)φan

(z)dz

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

L2(P)

= E

[
∫

D×D

m2(z)m2(w)(han+1
(z)φan+1

(z)− han
(z)φan

(z))(han+1
(w)φan+1

(w) − han
(w)φan

(w))dwdz

]

.

Set Dn := {z ∈ D : dist(z, ∂D) > an} and observe that, by harmonicity of φ, for any z ∈ Dn, φan
(z) = φ(z) =

φan+1
(z). We decompose the region of integration into Dn ×D, D ×Dn and (D \Dn)× (D \Dn). To bound

the integral over Dn ×D, if (z, w) ∈ Dn ×D are such that |z−w| > 2an, then we can use the Markov property
in B(z, 2an) and the harmonicity of φ to obtain that

E[(han+1
(z)φan+1

(z)− han
(z)φan

(z))(han+1
(w)φan+1

(w)− han
(w)φan

(w))]

= φ(z)E[(han+1
(z)− han

(z))(han+1
(w)φan+1

(w) − han
(w)φan

(w))] = 0.

Therefore, only points z, w such that |z − w| ≤ 2an contribute to the integral over Dn ×D. Note also that, by
harmonicity, for any n ∈ N and any z ∈ D, |φan

(z)| ≤ bφ. Therefore, using the estimate (87), Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality and the boundedness of m, we obtain that
∫

Dn×D

m2(z)m2(w)φ(z)E[(han+1
(z)− han

(z))(han+1
(w)φan+1

(w)− han
(w)φan

(w))]dwdz ≤ O(a2n log a−1
n+1).

The integral over D × Dn can be treated similarly. To control the integral over (D \ Dn) × (D \ Dn), we
simply use the estimate (87), Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, the uniform boundedness of φan

in n and z and the
boundedness of m and D to get that
∫

(D\Dn)×(D\Dn)

m2(z)m2(w)E[(han+1
(z)φan+1

(z)− han
(z)φǫp(z))(han+1

(w)φan+1
(w) − han

(w)φan
(w))]dwdz

≤ O(a2αn log(a−1
n+1)).
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Going back to (99), we can deduce from the above bounds that for some constant C > 0,

∥

∥

∥

∥

2(h,m2φ)− 2

∫

D

m2(z)hǫ(z)φǫ(z)dz

∥

∥

∥

∥

L2(P)

≤ 2C2−kα
√
k + 1 + 2C

∞
∑

n=k+1

aαn

√

(log(a−1
n+1)).

For the same reasons as those explained in the proof of Lemma 6.2, this bound yields the inequality (98).
Moreover, by the triangular inequality, the statement of the lemma about the rate of convergence in L2(P)
follows from Lemma 6.2, (98) and (97).

As a corollary of Lemma 6.2, we obtain an explicit expression for the variance of the Wick square of the
GFF. This expression is as mentioned in Remark 2.2.

Lemma 6.3. Under the same assumptions as in Lemma 6.2,

E

[(
∫

D

m2(z) : h(z)2 : dz

)2]

= 2

∫

D×D

m2(z)m2(w)GD(z, w)2dwdz.

Proof. From the L2(P) convergence result established in Lemma 6.2, we have that

E

[(
∫

D

m2(z) : h(z)2 : dz

)2]

= lim
ǫ→0

E

[(
∫

D

m2(z) : hǫ(z)
2 : dz

)2]

= lim
ǫ→0

∫

D×D

m2(z)m2(w)E[: hǫ(z)
2 :: hǫ(w)

2 :]dwdz

where in the last equality, the application of Fubini theorem can be justified as in the proof of Lemma 6.2.
Writing, for z ∈ D,

: hǫ(z)
2 := E[hǫ(z)

2]H2

(

hǫ(z)

E[hǫ(z)2]1/2

)

where H2(x) = x2 − 1 is the Hermite polynomial of degree 2, [35, Theorem I.3] shows that E[: hǫ(z)
2 :: hǫ(w)

2 :
] = 2E[hǫ(z)hǫ(w)]

2. This yields that

E

[(
∫

D

m2(z) : h(z)2 : dz

)2]

= lim
ǫ→0

∫

D×D

m2(z)m2(w)2E[hǫ(z)hǫ(w)]
2dwdz.

Moreover, it is easy to see that the integral on the above right-hand side converges to

∫

D×D

m2(z)m2(w)2GD(z, w)2dwdz,

which completes the proof the lemma.

Let us now establish Lemma 2.8. The main idea behind the proof is similar to [24, 23], which show finiteness
of the partition function of the P (Φ)2-theory, see also [35, Chapter V]. Here, we must adapt these ideas to
approximations of the GFF by circle-averages and consider the fact that we are dealing with a massless GFF
in a domain with boundary instead of a massive GFF on the plane (with the interaction term being restricted
to a finite subset).

Proof of Lemma 2.8. Fix p ∈ [1,∞). To show the lemma, we are first going to show that

lim
ǫ→0

exp

(

− p

2

∫

D

m2(z) : (hǫ(z) + φǫ(z))
2 : dz

)

= exp

(

− p

2

∫

D

m2(z) : (h+ φ)2(z) : dz

)

(100)

in probability. Then, we will prove that there exists M > 0 such that for any 0 < ǫ < 1/2,

E

[(

exp

(

− p

2

∫

D

m2(z) : (hǫ(z) + φǫ(z))
2 : dz

))2]

≤M. (101)

The lemma follows from these two facts: indeed, the upper bound (101) establishes that the sequence

(

exp

(

− p

2

∫

D

m2(z) : (hǫ(z) + φǫ(z))
2 : dz

)

, 0 < ǫ < 1/2

)
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is uniformly integrable and therefore that it converges in L1(P) to its limit in probability, which is given by
(100). Noting that

E

[

exp

(

− p

2

∫

D

m2(z) : (hǫ(z) + φǫ(z))
2 : dz

)]

= E

[(

exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z)(hǫ(z) + φǫ(z))
2 : dz

))p]

and similarly for exp(−
∫

Dm
2(z) : (h+ φ)2(z) : dz), we then obtain the lemma.

The fact that (100) holds is a consequence of Lemma 2.1. Indeed, if we consider the mass z 7→ (p/2)m2(z),
then this lemma shows that

lim
ǫ→0

p

2

∫

D

m2(z) : (hǫ(z) + φǫ(z))
2 : dz =

p

2

∫

D

m2(z) : (h+ φ)2(z) : dz

where the limit is in L2(P). From this and the continuity of the function x 7→ e−x, we then easily deduce (100).
Let us now show the uniform bound (101). Let 0 < ǫ < 1/2 and for conciseness, set

Yǫ := p

∫

D

m2(z) : (hǫ(z) + φǫ(z))
2 : dz, Y := p

∫

D

m2(z) : (h+ φ)2(z) : dz.

We first observe that for that almost surely, for any 0 < ǫ < 1/2 and any z ∈ D,

hǫ(z)
2 + 2hǫ(z)φǫ(z) ≥ hǫ(z)

2 − 2|hǫ(z)|bφ ≥ −b2φ.

The rightmost inequality is obtained by noting that the minimal value of the polynomial x 7→ x2 − 2|x|bφ is
−b2φ (reached at x = ±bφ). It follows from this that, almost surely, for any ǫ > 0,

∫

D

m2(z) : (hǫ(z) + φǫ(z))
2 : dz ≥ −2b2φ

∫

D

m2(z)dz −
∫

D

m2(z)E[hǫ(z)
2]dz.

Together with the estimate (87), this yields that there exists K > 0 such that, almost surely, for any 0 < ǫ < 1/2,

∫

D

m2(z) : (hǫ(z) + φǫ(z))
2 : dz ≥ −K log(ǫ−1).

Above, the constant K depends only on D, m2 and bφ. Using this almost sure lower bound, we then have that,

for some constant C̃ > 0,

E

[(

exp

(

− p

2

∫

D

m2(z) : (hǫ(z) + φǫ(z))
2 : dz

))2]

= E
[

exp
(

− (Yǫ − Y )
)

exp
(

− Y
)

I{Yǫ−Y >−1}

]

+ E
[

exp
(

− (Yǫ − Y )
)

exp
(

− Y
)

I{Yǫ−Y≤−1}

]

≤ exp(1)E[exp(−Y )] + exp
(

C̃‖m2‖L1(D) log(ǫ
−1)

)

P(Yǫ − Y ≤ −1)

≤ exp(1)E[exp(−Y )] + exp
(

C̃‖m2‖L1(D) log(ǫ
−1)

)

P(|Yǫ − Y | ≥ 1), (102)

where E[exp(−Y )] is finite by [13]. We thus see that to prove the uniform bound (101), we must show that the
probability P(|Yǫ − Y | ≥ 1) decays fast enough as ǫ → 0. This will be achieved thanks to Lemma 2.1. Indeed,
by Markov inequality, for any q ∈ [2,∞),

P(|Yǫ − Y | ≥ 1) ≤ E[|Yǫ − Y |q].

Moreover, as both Yǫ and Y are random variables in Γ0(H)⊕ Γ1(H)⊕ Γ2(H) where H is the Gaussian Hilbert
space corresponding to the GFF h, by [35, Theorem I.22], we have that

‖Yǫ − Y ‖Lq(P) ≤ (q − 1)‖Yǫ − Y ‖L2(P).

Together with Lemma 2.1, this yields that, for any b ∈ (0, α), there exists a constant C > 0 such that for any
0 < ǫ < 1/2,

P(|Yǫ − Y | ≥ 1) ≤ (q − 1)qE[|Yǫ − Y |2]q/2 ≤ Cq(q − 1)qǫqb.

We are now going to choose q in a ǫ-dependent way. Namely, set

q = ǫ−b/3.

Then, (q − 1)q ≤ qq = ǫ−qb/3. Moreover, there exists ǫ̃1 > 0 such that for any 0 < ǫ < ǫ̃1, C
q ≤ ǫ−qb/3.

Therefore, for any 0 < ǫ < ǫ̃1,
P(|Yǫ − Y | ≥ 1) ≤ ǫ−qb/3ǫ−qb/3ǫbq = ǫqb/3.
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Thanks to our choice of q, it then easy to see that there exists ǫ̃2 > 0 such that for any 0 < ǫ < ǫ̃2,

P(|Yǫ − Y | ≥ 1) ≤ exp(−ǫ−b/3).

Going back to (102), we obtain that for any 0 < ǫ < ǫ̃2,

E[exp(−Yǫ)] ≤ exp(1)E[exp(−Y )] + exp
(

C̃‖m2‖L1(D) log(ǫ
−1)

)

exp(−ǫ−b/3).

Since b > 0, the second summand on the right-hand side of the above inequality converges to 0 as ǫ→ 0 and is
therefore bounded by some constant C > 0 independent of ǫ. This shows that, for any 0 < ǫ < ǫ̃2,

E[exp(−Yǫ)] ≤ exp(1)E[exp(−Y )] + C.

We deduce from this the uniform bound (101), which as explained above, concludes the proof of the lemma.

Finally, let us show the almost sure strict positiveness of the random variable on the right-hand side of (17).
Note that by taking φ ≡ 0, the lemma below implies that the random variable on the right-hand side of (15) is
also almost surely strictly positive.

Lemma 6.4. Almost surely,

exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z) : (h+ φ)2(z) : dz

)

> 0.

Proof. This lemma follows from the fact that

P

(

exp

(

− 1

2

∫

D

m2(z) : (h+ φ)2(z) : dz

)

> 0

)

= P

(

1

2

∫

D

m2(z) : (h+ φ)2(z) : dz <∞
)

= 0

since the random variable
∫

D
m2(z) : (h+ φ)2(z) : dz is in L2(P).
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