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Abstract
The goal of these lecture notes is to present recent results regarding the large-scale
behaviour of critical and super-critical non-linear stochastic PDEs, that fall outside
the realm of the theory of Regularity Structures. These include the two-dimensional
Anisotropic KPZ equation, the stochastic Burgers equation in dimension d ≥ 2
and the stochastic Navier-Stokes equation with divergence-free noise in dimension
d = 2. Rather than providing complete proofs, we try to emphasise the main
ideas, and some crucial aspects of our approach: the role of the generator equation
and of the fluctuation-dissipation theorem to identify the limit process; Wiener
chaos decomposition with respect to the stationary measure and its truncation;
and the so-called Replacement Lemma, which controls the weak coupling limit of
the equations in the critical dimension and identifies the limiting diffusivity. For
pedagogical reasons, we will focus exclusively on the stochastic Burgers equation.
The notes are based on works in collaboration with Dirk Erhard and Massimiliano
Gubinelli.
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1 Introduction

The study of (singular) Stochastic Partial Differential Equations (SPDEs) has known
tremendous advances in recent years. Thanks to the groundbreaking theory of
regularity structures [Hai14], paracontrolled calculus [GIP15] or renormalization
group techniques [Kup14], a local solution theory can be shown to hold for a large
family of SPDEs in the so-called sub-critical dimensions (see [Hai14] for the notion
of sub-criticality in this context). In contrast, SPDEs in the critical and super-critical
dimensions are, from a mathematical viewpoint, much less explored and still poorly
understood.

In a series of works in collaboration with Dirk Erhard and Massimiliano
Gubinelli (in various combinations), we rigorously determined the large-scale
(Gaussian) fluctuations for a class of SPDEs at and above criticality under (suitable)
diffusive scaling. As detailed below, the class of equations to which our approach
applies include the two-dimensional Anisotropic KPZ equation [Wol91, CES21],
the stochastic Burgers equation in dimension d ≥ 2 [vBKS85] and the stochastic
Navier-Stokes equation with divergence-free noise in dimension d = 2. Moreover,
the methods we established have proven versatile enough to study the large-scale
limit of critical, singular SDEs, such as the diffusion in the curl of the 2-d GFF
[TV12, CHST22], as well as the self-repelling Brownian polymer [TV12, CG24]
(works [CHST22, CG24] in collaboration with Levi Haunschmid-Sibitz and Harry
Giles, respectively). The aim of these lecture notes is to give an account of these
recent developments focusing on the main ideas, heuristics and novel technical tools
rather than to provide the complete the proofs, for which we address the interested
reader to the corresponding papers.

Before delving into the details, let us informally introduce the type of S(P)DEs
which can be analysed thanks to the methods presented in these notes and provide
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an overview of the main results we obtained. From Section 2 on, we will focus on a
specific example, the Stochastic Burgers Equation (SBE) in dimension d ≥ 2.

1.1 The equations
The stochastic Burgers Equation

The stochastic Burgers equation (SBE) is a SPDE which, in any spatial dimension
d ≥ 1, can (formally) be written as

∂tη = 1
2∆η +w · ∇η2 + div ξ (1.1)

where the scalar field η = η(x, t) depends on t ≥ 0 and x ∈ Rd with d ≥ 1, w ∈ Rd
is a fixed vector and ξ = (ξ1, . . . , ξd) is a d-dimensional space-time white noise
on R+ × Rd, i.e. a centred d-dimensional Gaussian process whose covariance is
formally given by E[ξi(t, x)ξj(s, y)] = δ(t− s)δ(x− y)1i=j .

The SBE in (1.1) was introduced by van Beijeren, Kutner and Spohn in [vBKS85]
as an approximation of the fluctuations of general driven diffusion systems with
one conserved quantity, e.g. the Asymmetric Simple Exclusion Process (ASEP) on
Zd. The nonlinear term expresses the fact that the velocity at which the fluctuation
density travels depends on its magnitude. In the context of ASEP, this comes from
the gradient of the current and is due to its asymmetry, so that in particular the
vector w models how the ASEP under consideration is asymmetric in the different
spatial directions. In the sub-critical dimension d = 1, (1.1) reduces to the (spatial
derivative of the) celebrated Kardar–Parisi–Zhang (KPZ) equation [KPZ86] whose
local solution theory is by now well-understood [Hai13, GP17, GJ14, GP18] and
whose large-scale statistics have been recently determined [QS23, Vir20]. In higher
dimensions the only available results prior to our recent work [CGT24] were in the
discrete setting. For d ≥ 3, corresponding to the super-critical case, ASEP has
been shown to be diffusive at large scales [EMY94, LY97] – its fluctuations are
Gaussian and given by the solution of a Stochastic Heat equation (SHE) with additive
noise, see [CLO01, LOY04] and [KLO12] for a review. The critical dimension
d = 2 is more subtle. Only qualitative information is available and no scaling
limit had been obtained before [CGT24], either in the discrete or continuous setting.
The most important result in this respect is that of [Yau04], which states that the
two-dimensional ASEP is logarithmically superdiffusive, meaning that the bulk
diffusion coefficient Dbulk(t) (see Section 1.3.1 below) satisfies Dbulk(t) ∼ (log t)2/3

for t large.1

The Anisotropic KPZ equation

The so-called Anisotropic two-dimensional KPZ equation (or just AKPZ for short)
is formally written as

∂th =
1

2
∆h+ λ∇h ·Q∇h+ ξ (1.2)

1The diffusivity measures how the correlations of a process grow in space as a function of time so
that, denoting by ℓ(t) the correlation length, it formally satisfies ℓ(t) ∼

√
tDbulk(t).
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where h = h(x, t) is a scalar field, x ∈ R2, λ ∈ R is a coupling parameter,
Q = QAKPZ is the 2 × 2 symmetric diagonal matrix with diagonal entries 1 and
−1 (so that the nonlinearity is (∂1h)2 − (∂2h)2), and ξ is a space-time white noise,
E[ξ(t, x)ξ(s, y)] = δ(t− s)δ(x− y). Note that, in contrast to (1.1), the noise is not
conservative i.e., it is not in divergence form.

Introduced in the work of Wolf [Wol91] for generic Q, (1.2) was originally
derived as a description of the fluctuations of general (2 + 1)-dimensional (with
“2” the spatial and “1” the time dimension) stochastic growth: the Laplacian is a
smoothing term that overall flattens the interface, the noise models the microscopic
local randomness, while the non-linear term encodes the slope-dependence of the
growth mechanism. Indeed, at a heuristic level, the connection between a specific
(microscopic) growth model and (1.2) is that Q is proportional to the Hessian D2v
of the average speed of growth v of the microscopic model, seen as a function of the
average interface slope.

The (spatial) dimension d = 2 is critical, in that (1.2) is formally scale invari-
ant under diffusive scaling, and finer features of the equation, and in particular
the nature of the slope dependence determined by the matrix Q, are expected
to influence its properties. Via non-rigorous one-loop Renormalisation Group
computations, [Wol91] conjectured that its large scale behaviour will depend on the
sign of detQ - in the Isotropic case, corresponding to detQ > 0, Dbulk(t) ∼ tβ

for some universal β > 0 (known only numerically), while in the Anisotropic case,
corresponding to detQ ≤ 0, Dbulk(t) ∼ tβ for β = 0. There are by now several
mathematically rigorous results which support Wolf’s conjecture regarding the
different nature of isotropic and anisotropic cases, but it is only for the specific
choice of Q = QAKPZ as above that the asymptotic behaviour of Dbulk(t) has been
characterised: in our work [CET23a], it is shown that Dbulk(t) ∼ (log t)1/2 for t
large.

Let us mention that there are several microscopic (2 + 1)-dimensional growth
models that are known to belong to the AKPZ universality class, in the sense that
their speed of growth satisfies det(D2v) ≤ 0. These include the Gates-Westcott
model [PS97, Ler20], certain two-dimensional arrays of interlaced particle systems
[BF14] and the domino shuffling algorithm [CTar] just to mention a few (other
growth processes like the 6-vertex dynamics of [BB17] and the q-Whittaker particle
system [BC14] should belong to this class, but an explicit computation of v is not
possible since their stationary measures are non-determinantal; see also [Ton18] for
further references). Even though several results have been obtained in the discrete
setting, the large-scale diffusivity (or super-diffusivity) properties of these models is
currently unknown and we believe it would be extremely interesting to study.

The stochastic Navier–Stokes equation

The incompressible stochastic Navier–Stokes equation (SNS) of interest for us is

∂tv = 1
2∆v − λv · ∇v +∇p− f , ∇ · v = 0 , (1.3)
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where the velocity field v = v(t, x) ∈ R2, t ≥ 0, x ∈ Rd, is subject to the
incompressibility condition (second equation in the display above), i.e. it is
divergence-free, λ ∈ R is the coupling constant which tunes the strength of
the nonlinearity, p is the pressure which ensures that dynamics preserves the
incompressibility condition, f = ∇⊥ξ for∇⊥ def

= (∂2,−∂1) and ξ a two-dimensional
space-time white noise.

For generic f , the SNS equation describes the motion of an incompressible
fluid subject to an external random forcing and it has been studied under a variety
of assumptions on f . Most of the literature focuses on the case of trace-class
noise, for which existence, uniqueness of solutions and ergodicity were proved
(see e.g. [FG95, DPD03, HM06, FR08, RZZ14] and references therein). The case
of even rougher noises, e.g. space-time white noise and its derivatives, which is
relevant in the description of motion of turbulent fluids [MR04], was first considered
in d = 2 in [DPD02], and later in dimension three [ZZ15] (see also [HZZ23] for a
global existence result in this latter case).

The interest in our choice of noise is that the dynamics formally leaves the
energy measure, i.e. the law of a vector-valued incompressible white noise, invariant
and the equation is, once again, formally scale invariant under diffusive scaling. In
particular, this is precisely the point at which the work [GT20] breaks (they consider
a fractional version of (1.3) in which the Laplacian is replaced by −(−∆)θ and the
noise by (−∆)

θ−1
2 ξ, and their well-posedness result holds for θ > 1).

Beyond SPDEs: (self-)interacting diffusions

If we move away from the SPDE setting, there are interesting models of (self-
)interacting diffusions which can be analysed in our framework. The first example is
the so-called Diffusion in the Curl of the 2d-GFF (DCGFF) [TV12], that is, the SDE

dXt = ω(Xt)dt+ dBt, X0 = 0 (1.4)

where X = (X (1), X (2)) is a two-dimensional process, B is a standard Brownian
motion on R2 and ω(·) = (ω1(·), ω2(·)) is a quenched, ergodic random vector field,
given by the curl of the two-dimensional Gaussian Free Field, i.e. ω = ∇⊥ξ with ξ
the centered Gaussian field with covariance given by the Green’s function of the
2-dimensional Laplacian. The DCGFF is a toy model for the motion of a tracer
particle in a two-dimensional turbulent, incompressible fluid, a role played by ω that
indeed satisfies divω = 0.

Yet another example is the so-called Self-repelling Brownian polymer (SRBP)
[APP83, TV12], described by the two-dimensional SDE

dXt = −∇Lt(Xt)dt+ dBt, (1.5)

where Lt is the occupation measure of (Xs)s≤t up to time t. What (1.5) says, is that
the tracer is repelled by its previous trajectory, in that the drift is minus the gradient
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of the occupation measure (hence the name “self-repelling Brownian polymer”).
Note that the SRBP has long memory and is not Markovian.

As discussed below, both models are conjectured (and in the first instance proved)
to be logarithmically superdiffusive, i.e. the mean-square displacement is expected
to grow as t

√
log t for t large. For further references on DCGFF and SRBP, see the

introductions of [CHST22, CG24].

1.2 Common features and stationary measures
The equations discussed in the previous sections are very different in nature and
are used to describe a variety of unrelated phenomena. Yet, our techniques are
applicable in each of these cases. It is therefore natural to ask what are the features
they share and which among those ensure that our approach is viable.

Singularity and (super-)criticality

First of all, they are all ill-posed (singular): for the SPDEs, the noise is merely a
distribution and it is too irregular for the nonlinearity to be analytically defined (it is
not allowed to square a generalised function). Similarly, for the SDEs, the drift is
too singular as, not only it is unclear how to evaluate it on a (Brownian path), but its
spatial regularity is even below the threshold identified in [CC18, DD16]2. That
said, what is expected to be universal about the equations above is not their solutions
but its large-scale behaviour. As a consequence, we are lead to study a regularised
(or microscopic) version of them. In the case of the SDEs, this is very natural and
amounts to convolve the drift with a smooth compactly supported function. For
the SPDEs instead, the regularisation can be done various ways and we choose to
smoothen the non-linearity so that the solution is still rough but the dynamics is
well-posed. (An alternative option would be to smoothen the noise via a convolution
with a smooth kernel, so that the resulting solution would also be smooth.) For
instance, for the Burgers equation, we replace the formal expression η2 in (1.1) by

Π1[(Π1η)2], (1.6)

where Πa denotes the projection over the Fourier modes with |k| ≤ a (the choice of
the constant a = 1 is arbitrary). Similarly, for AKPZ one replaces the non-linearity
by

λΠ1[∇Π1h ·QAKPZ∇Π1h]. (1.7)

Let us remark that there is nothing special about the Fourier projection Π1: we
could have replaced every instance of it by the convolution in space with any
sufficiently regular radial mollifier. What is technically important though is that the
regularisation preserves the symmetries of the stationary measure (see next item).

2To witness, for the DCGFF, the 2d GFF is in Cα, α < 0, the latter being the space of Hölder
distributions with regularityα (see [CC18] for the definition), so thatω ∈ Cα−1. In the aforementioned
works, the threshold regularity is −2/3 so that (1.4) falls indeed out of their scope.
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We are now in possession of a microscopic well-defined object, and our goal is to
move to large scales. As will be apparent in Section 2, when we rescale the equation
diffusively, i.e. (x, t) → (x/ε, t/ε2), the cut-off parameter is automatically removed
in the limit ε → 0. Furthermore, the reader can readily check that, in dimension
d = 2, such rescaling has no effect on the coefficients of the equations above (for
the DCGFF, the key observation is that the GFF is itself scale invariant; for the
SRBP, see [CG24, Eq. (1.4)]), which means that the equations are critical. The SBE
in dimension d > 2 is instead super-critical since, under diffusive rescaling, the
coefficient of the nonlinearity gets multiplied by εd/2−1, which vanishes as ε→ 0
(see (2.3)-(2.5) below).

Stationarity

All the stochastic processes described in the previous section have a Gaussian
stationary measure (with the regularisation we choose, the measure is actually
independent of the value of the cut-off parameter) and, in fact, all our results
consider the stationary process. This will allow to use tools from Wiener chaos
decomposition of Gaussian Hilbert spaces. In particular, the stationary measure of
the SBE is the space white noise, for AKPZ it is the Gaussian Free Field on the
plane and for SNS, the curl of the Gaussian Free Field. As for the SDEs (1.4) and
(1.5), we cannot expect the solution itself to be stationary. Instead, we need to look
at the environment seen from the particle (which in turn solves a SPDE of transport
type) and the latter admits a Gaussian stationary measure.

One way to guess whether or not the SPDE at hand has a Gaussian stationary
measure (or to consider a noise for which this is the case) is to see if there exists a
Hilbert space H such that the non-linearity tested against the solution is 0. H would
then be the Cameron-Martin space associated to the Gaussian measure of interest.
In the case of the SBE for example, this amounts to verify (see (3.19)) that for any
a > 0 we have

⟨w ·Πa[∇(Πaη)2], η⟩L2 = 0 .

This suggests that the invariant measure for the process is a space white noise since
H = L2 is the Cameron-Martin space associated to it.

Let us emphasise that, while the law of all these processes at any fixed time is
Gaussian, the law of the processes in space-time is not Gaussian. Another important
remark is that, if the cut-off function did not respect the symmetries of the stationary
measure, we would lose stationarity and it is not clear at present how to adjust our
techniques to still recover the same results.

Nature of the nonlinearity

At the more technical level, another common feature of these stochastic processes is
that they have a quadratic non-linearity. While this is obvious for AKPZ, SBE and
SNS, for the two self-interacting diffusions introduced above, this can be seen by
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looking at the SPDE solved by them (see e.g. [CG24, Eq. (1.12)]). Even though we
do not expect such aspect to be essential for our approach, it is not obvious what
happens when considering more general non-linearities. That said, in the critical
dimension progress has been made [CKnt].

1.3 The results: an overview
In this section, we give an informal overview of the results, following a logical
rather than chronological order. From that point on, we will focus exclusively on the
scaling limit results of Sections 1.3.2 and 1.3.3, in the case of the SBE.

1.3.1 Super-diffusivity in the critical dimension

A way to quantify the (super)-diffusivity of an interacting particle system, or, in the
continuum, of a SPDE like (1.1) or (1.2), is via the so-called bulk diffusion coefficient
Dbulk (or bulk diffusion matrix, for models that are not rotationally invariant). For
its notion in the framework of interacting lattice gases such as the ASEP, we refer
to [Spo12, Ch. II.2] but we only mention that it can be defined either as the mean
square displacement of a second-class particle, or as the space-time integral of the
correlations of the current associated to the conserved quantity of the process (for
ASEP, this is the particle density). The analog in the continuum, for SBE, formally
reads

Dbulk(t) =
1

2t

∫
R2

|x|2E[η(t, x)η(0, 0)]dx (1.8)

where E denotes expectation with respect to the space-time law of the stationary
process η, while for AKPZ it would be the same but with (−∆)

1
2h in place of

η. Clearly, the expression in (1.8) is purely formal as both η and (−∆)
1
2h are

distributions and therefore cannot be evaluated at points. That said, as [CET23a,
App. A] heuristically shows, there is an intimate relation between (1.8) and the
growth of the non-linearity, which is expressed in terms of a Green-Kubo formula.
To be precise, the notion of bulk diffusion coefficient we work with is

Dbulk(t) def
= 1 +

2λ2

t

∫ t

0
ds

∫ s

0
dr

∫
dxE[N(r, x)N(0, 0)], (1.9)

where N the (Fourier regularized version of the) non-linearity (∂x1h)2 − (∂x2h)2,
cf. (1.2). Note that thanks to the regularisation in (1.7), the above quantity is
well-defined. In the case of Burgers instead, we set (see [DGHSnt])

Dbulk(t) def
= (1.10)

1+
2|w|2

t

∫ t

0
ds

∫ s

0
dr

∫
dxE

[
: Π1[(Π1η)2] : (r, x) : Π1[(Π1η)2] : (0, 0)

]
,

where Π1((Π1η)2) denotes the Fourier regularisation of η2 (see (1.6)) and this time,
since the square in the non-linearity is not centred, we replaced the usual product
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with the Wick one, i.e. : Π1[(Π1η)2] :def
= Π1[(Π1η)2] − E(Π1[(Π1η)2]) with E the

expectation with respect to the invariant measure.

The bulk diffusion coefficient is particularly useful as it provides qualitative
information regarding the behaviour of our process. Indeed, by (1.9) and (1.10), it
is immediate to see that for the linear equations obtained by setting w and λ to 0
in (1.1) and (1.2) respectively, Dbulk(t) ≡ 1 for all t ≥ 0. In the following result, we
quantify the corrections to the diffusivity and show that this is the case for neither
AKPZ nor SBE, thus proving that the non-linearity is (marginally) relevant at large
scales.

Theorem 1.1 [CET23a] For the stationary AKPZ equation (1.2) (with non-linearity
regularized in Fourier space), the Laplace transform

Dbulk(µ) def
=

∫ ∞

0
e−µt tDbulk(t)dt

of the bulk diffusion coefficient in (1.9) satisfies the bounds

c−(δ)(log | logµ|)−5−δ ≤ µ2 Dbulk(µ)√
| logµ|

≤ c+(δ)(log | logµ|)5+δ (1.11)

as µ→ 0, for any δ > 0, where c±(δ) are finite positive constants.

Translated into real time, Theorem 1.1 morally says that Dbulk(t) is of order√
log t for t → ∞, up to possible sub leading multiplicative corrections that are

polynomial in log log t. We believe such corrections to be spurious. It is interesting
that such behaviour had not been anticipated in the Mathematics literature (where
it was implicitly believed that AKPZ would be diffusive at large scales), and no
predictions in this sense had been made in the Physics literature, either.

The result analogous to Theorem 1.1 was proven shortly afterwards in [CHST22]
(and later refined in [CMOW23]) for the DCGFF. In this case, the diffusion coefficient
Dbulk(t) is defined simply in terms of the mean square displacement of the particle

Dbulk(t) def
=

E[|Xt|2]
t

,

with E the joint expectation with respect the randomness of the Brownian noise and
of the random vector field ω. The behaviour of D(µ) turns out to be still of order
µ−2

√
| logµ| for µ small. This had been conjectured in [TV12], where only the

bounds log | logµ| ≤ µ2D(µ) ≤ | logµ| were obtained.

For the SBE in dimension d = 2, Dbulk(t) was predicted by van Beijeren, Kutner
and Spohn [vBKS85] to grow logarithmically, but this time with exponent 2/3
instead of 1/2, i.e. Dbulk(t) ≈ (log t)2/3. This was proven in [Yau04] by H.-T. Yau
in the discrete setting for the two-dimensional ASEP, while in the continuum this is
the main result of the very recent work [DGHSnt], which we now state.
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Theorem 1.2 [DGHSnt] For the stationary stochastic Burgers equation in dimen-
sion d = 2, one has

c−(δ)(log log | logµ|)−3−δ ≤ µ2 Dbulk(µ)
| logµ|2/3

≤ c+(δ)(log log | logµ|)3+δ (1.12)

as µ→ 0.

1.3.2 Scaling limits: the critical dimension

The logarithmic divergence (as t → ∞) of the diffusion coefficient for AKPZ
(resp. SBE) in dimension d = 2 implies that, if we rescale diffusively the process,
by setting hε(x, t) = h(x/ε, t/ε2) (resp. ηε(x, t) = ε−1η(x/ε, t/ε2)), then the
diffusion coefficient of the rescaled equation will diverge like

√
| log ε| (resp.

| log ε|2/3). In other words, there is no hope for the rescaled equation to have a
meaningful limit as ε → 0. Let us stress that hε and ηε simply solve the same
AKPZ or SBE equations as above, with the “only” difference that the Fourier cut-off
parameter is not 1 but 1/ε (i.e., in (1.6) and (1.7), Π1 is replaced by Π1/ε).

In order to obtain meaningful scaling limits, two ways are in principle possible.
One possibility is to rescale space-time differently: according to the above theorems,
the scaling should be as (x, t) → (x/ε, t/(ε2| log ε|γ) with γ = 1/2 for AKPZ and
γ = 2/3 for SBE. It would be then extremely interesting (and probably very hard)
to determine the non-trivial scaling limit of the process. The second way is to insist
on the diffusive scaling (x, t) → (x/ε, t/ε2) and tame the growth caused by the
non-linearity, by suitably scaling it to zero as ε→ 0. The correct rescaling turns out
to be, for both equations, of order 1/

√
| log ε|.

Theorem 1.3 [CET23b] Let hε denote the stationary solution of the AKPZ equation
in the weak coupling scaling limit, i.e.

∂th
ε =

1

2
∆hε +

λ̂√
| log ε|

Π1/ε[∇(Π1/εh
ε) ·QAKPZ∇(Π1/εh

ε)] + ξ. (1.13)

Here, hε = hε(x, t) with x belonging to the two-dimensional unit torus T2 and the
initial condition is a mean-zero Gaussian Free Field on T2. Then, for each T > 0,
as ε→ 0 the process hε converges in distribution in C([0, T ],S′(T2) to the solution
h of

∂th =
νeff(λ̂)

2
∆h+

√
νeff(λ̂)ξ, νeff(λ̂) =

√
2

π
λ̂2 + 1. (1.14)

The fact that the limit equation is (up to a non-trivial renormalization, from 1
to νeff(λ̂), of the diffusion coefficient) the same as the linear equation obtained by
setting λ̂ = 0 in (1.13) is due to the fact that AKPZ is invariant under rotations. In
more general cases, the Laplacian and the covariance structure of the noise in the
scaling limit might not be rotationally invariant and, therefore, genuinely different
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from those of the starting linear equation. This is the case for instance for the
two-dimensional Burgers equation: in absence of non-linearity (w = 0) the equation
is rotationally invariant, but not so for w ̸= 0. In fact, the limit process obtained in
the weak coupling limit does feel the anisotropy: see Theorem 2.3 below.

Further, note that Theorem 1.3 is compatible with Theorem 1.1. In fact, formally
setting λ̂ =

√
| log ε| in the expression for ν(λ̂), which corresponds to choosing the

coupling constant of order 1, one would get a diffusion coefficient of order
√
| log ε|.

Let us also mention that, very recently, the first author, together with Harry
Giles, has proven [CG24] a weak coupling scaling limit for the SRBP. The limiting
process is a Brownian motion, with non-trivially renormalised diffusion constant.

1.3.3 Scaling limits: the supercritical case

Super-critical SPDEs are characterised by the fact that, under scaling, the non-
linearity is irrelevant at large scales. For instance, rescaling the stochastic Burgers
equation diffusively, the non-linearity is multiplied by εd/2−1, which formally
vanishes in the large-scale limit. Therefore, it is expected that the large-scale
limit of the equation is diffusive, without having to scale to zero “by hand” the
non-linearity, as is done in dimension d = 2 in the weak-coupling limit. In the
context of interacting particle systems and of diffusions in divergence-free random
environment, Gaussian scaling limits in dimension d ≥ 3 have been proven in a
series of works, see e.g. [CLO01, LOY04, HTV12], see also [KLO12] for further
references. On the other hand, analogous results were not known in the SPDE setting.
Our work [CGT24] fills in part this gap, by proving that the SBE in dimension
d ≥ 3 converges on large scales, under diffusive rescaling, to the stochastic heat
equation with additive noise, with non-trivially renormalized Laplacian and noise.
See Theorem 2.3 below for a precise statement. In particular, the limit Laplacian is
not rotationally invariant, since it contains a term (w · ∇)2 that preserves a trace
of the non-linearity of the SBE. In other words, while formally the non-linearity
vanishes proportionally to εd/2−1, it survives in the limit ε → 0, in the form of a
finite correction to the linear part of the equation.

1.4 Some related works
Let us mention that the study of large-scale Gaussian fluctuations of space-time
random fields with local, non-linear, random dynamics is not restricted the context
of SPDEs but is a classical topic in probability theory and mathematical physics.
From the more general point of view of theoretical physics, large-scale Gaussian
fluctuations are expected for equilibrium diffusive systems above their critical
dimension and this belief is informally explained via (non-rigorous) Renormalization
Group (RG) arguments and effective dynamical field theories.

On the other hand, establishing large-scale Gaussian fluctuations for dynamical
problems has proven to be challenging and we are not aware of general results
in this direction. A lot of attention has been recently devoted to the (Isotropic)
KPZ equation in dimension d ≥ 2, with non-linearity |∇h|2, corresponding to the
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matrix Q discussed after (1.2) being the d× d identity. The specific choice Q = I
plays a crucial role. Indeed, in this case one can use the Cole–Hopf transformation
to linearise the SPDE and turn it into a linear multiplicative stochastic heat
equation or the associated directed-polymer model. The latter model possesses an
“explicit” representation (via, e.g., Feynman-Kac formula) and one can then leverage
Malliavin calculus tools to derive the scaling limit (see [DGRZ21, GRZ18b] for the
multiplicative stochastic heat equation and [GRZ18a, CCM20, LZ22, CNN20] for
KPZ). In this context, let us mention the recent striking results on the fluctuations of
KPZ at the critical dimension d = 2 in the weak coupling scaling (or the intermediate
disorder regime) starting with [CD20, CSZ20, Gu20] (for KPZ) and culminating
with the characterisation of the stochastic heat flow [CSZ23]. Let us mention also
the recent [DG22], that studies the weak coupling limit of a non-linear multiplicative
stochastic heat equation. An alternative approach is that used in [MU18], which is
based on re-expressing the SPDE as a functional integral via the Martin–Siggia–Rose
formalism (essentially a Girsanov transformation, which again is only possible in
view of the specific form of the equation) and then leveraging constructive quantum
field theory techniques and RG ideas to control the large scale fluctuations in the
regime of small non-linearity.

Organization of the lecture notes
In Section 2 we will precisely formulate the stochastic Burgers equation, state the
main result from [CGT24] (Gaussian large-scale limit in dimension d ≥ 3 and in
dimension d = 2 in the weak coupling scaling) and outline the ideas behind our
arguments. Section 3 introduces the main general tools we need: Wiener-chaos
analysis, the Itô trick, apriori estimates. Section 4 explains the high-level structure
of the proof of the scaling limits (tightness and identification of the limit), and
reduces the main statement to the proof of the so-called Fluctuation-Dissipation
Theorem (FDT). Finally, Section 5 gives the main ideas behind the proof of the FDT:
the so-called Replacement Lemma for d = 2 and the path expansion of the resolvent
for d ≥ 3. Some open problems are discussed in Section 2.1.

2 The equation and main result

As already mentioned, we will focus on the d ≥ 2-dimensional Burgers equation
from now on. As written, the SPDE (1.1) is meaningless as the noise is too
irregular for the non-linearity to be well-defined. Nonetheless, as we are interested
in the large-scale behaviour, we regularise it, so to have a well-defined field at
the microscopic level, and our goal then becomes to control its fluctuations while
zooming out at the correct scale. We choose the regularisation in such a way to
retain a fundamental property of the solution, namely its (formal) invariant measure.
This amounts to smoothening the quadratic term via a Fourier cut-off as follows

∂tη =
1

2
∆η +w ·Π1∇(Π1η)2 + (−∆)

1
2 ξ, (2.1)
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where for a > 0, Πa acts in Fourier space as

Π̂aη(k) = η̂(k)1|k|≤a . (2.2)

Without loss of generality, we also replaced div ξ in (1.1) with (−∆)
1
2 ξ for ξ a

space-time white noise (see (2.16) for the definition of the fractional Laplacian),
since the two can be easily seen to have the same law. In order to avoid technicalities
related to infinite volume issues, we restrict (2.1) to the d-dimensional torus Tdε of
side-length 2π/ε. Here, ε is the “scale” parameter which will later be sent to 0.

Remark 2.1 In principle, the results below can be shown to hold using the same
techniques of the present paper, even if instead of the Fourier cut-off we used a
more general mollifier. This would correspond to taking the nonlinearity in (2.1) as
w · ϱ ∗ ∇(ϱ ∗ η)2, for ϱ (smooth) radially symmetric function decaying at infinity
sufficiently fast, which means replacing the indicator function in (2.2) with ϱ̂. For
definiteness, we stick to Π1. In [CGT24], to simplify some (minor but annoying)
technical points, it was further assumed that

• for d ≥ 3, 1/ε ∈ N+ 1
2 and that the norm in (2.2) is the sup-norm | · |∞,

• for d = 2, the norm in (2.2) is the Euclidean norm | · | (no further assumption
on ε is made).

In the present informal lecture notes, these details will play no role.

Note that via the diffusive rescaling

ηε(x, t) def
= ε−

d
2 η

(
x/ε, t/ε2

)
, (2.3)

equation (2.1) becomes

∂tη
ε =

1

2
∆ηε + λεw ·Π1/ε∇(Π1/εη

ε)2 + (−∆)
1
2 ξ (2.4)

where now the spatial variable takes values in the d-dimensional torus Td def
= Td1 of

side-length 2π, and ξ is a space-time white noise on R+ × Td. The coefficient λε
depends on the dimension and is defined as

λε
def
=


1√

log ε−2
if d = 2

ε
d
2
−1 if d ≥ 3.

(2.5)

While in the super-critical case d ≥ 3, λε is directly determined by (2.3), for
d = 2, (1.1) is formally scale invariant under the diffusive scaling (another reason
why such dimension is critical) so that one would have λε = 1. The choice made
in (2.5) corresponds to the so-called weak coupling scaling alluded to earlier and we
will comment more on it after we state the main result. Before doing so, let us give
the notion of solution for (2.4) we will be working with.
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Definition 2.2 We say that ηε is a stationary solution to (2.4) with coupling constant
λε if ηε solves (2.4) and its initial condition is η(0, ·) def

= µ, for µ a spatial white noise
on Td, i.e. a mean zero Gaussian distribution on Td such that

E[µ(φ)µ(ψ)] = ⟨φ,ψ⟩L2 , for all real φ, ψ ∈ L2
0(Td) (2.6)

where ⟨·, ·⟩L2 is the usual scalar product in L2(Td) and L2
0(Td) is the space of

zero-average square integrable functions on Td. We will denote by P the law of µ
and by E the corresponding expectation.

The reason why the solution ηε of (2.4) started from a spatial white noise is
called stationary is that P is its invariant measure and, as we will prove in Lemma
3.3 below, this holds irrespective of the choice of w, ε. Instead, the law P (with
corresponding expectation E) of a stationary solution to (2.4) clearly depends on
w, ε.

For T > 0, let us denote by C([0, T ],S′(Td)) the space of continuous functions
with values in the space of distributions S′(Td) and by F the Fourier transform on
S′(Td) (see (2.13) for a definition). We are now ready to state the main result of the
paper.

Theorem 2.3 Let w ∈ Rd \ {0} and T > 0. For ε > 0, let λε be defined according
to (2.5) and ηε be the stationary solution of (2.4) started from a spatial white noise
µ. Then, there exists a constant DSHE > 0, depending only on the dimension d and
the norm |w| of w, such that, as ε→ 0, ηε converges in law in C([0, T ],S′(Td)) to
the unique stationary solution η of

∂tη = 1
2 (∆+DSHE(w ·∇)2)η+ (−∆−DSHE(w ·∇)2)

1
2 ξ , η(0, ·) = µ , (2.7)

where (w·∇)2 is the linear operator defined as F((w·∇)2φ)(k) def
= −(w·k)2F(φ)(k),

for φ ∈ S′(Td) and k ∈ Zd.
In the case d = 2, DSHE is explicit and given by the formula

DSHE =
1

|w|2

[(
3|w|2

2π
+ 1

) 2
3

− 1

]
, (2.8)

|w| being the Euclidean norm of w.

We will let

Lw
0

def
=

1

2
(w · ∇)2, D

def
= DSHEL

w
0 . (2.9)

Before proceeding to the proof of the above theorem, let us make a few comments
on its statement and on the choice of λε in (2.5). Notice that in any dimension
d ≥ 2, the constant DSHE appearing in the limiting equation is strictly positive.
Hence, despite the presence of the vanishing factor λε in front of the nonlinearity,
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not only the quadratic term does not go to 0 but actually produces a new “Laplacian”
and a new noise. Further, this new Laplacian (and noise), in a sense, “feels” the
small-scale behaviour of the field η in (2.1) as it depends on the vector w, which in
turn describes its microscopic dynamics. A similar phenomenon has already been
observed for other critical and super-critical SPDEs, even though we are not aware
of examples in which a Laplacian of the form above was derived.

We have already pointed out that in d = 2 (1.1) is formally scale invariant. That
said, the above mentioned result in [Yau04] for ASEP suggests that also (2.1) is
logarithmically superdiffusive and the additional diffusivity can only come from
the non-linear term. What the previous theorem shows is that the choice in (2.5)
guarantees that the nonlinearity ultimately gives a non-vanishing order 1 contribution.
What might appear puzzling is that, by translating the result of Yau to (2.4), the
diffusivity Dε(t) of the scaled process grows as | log ε|2/3 so that one might be led
to think that λε should be chosen accordingly as | log ε|−2/3. While this is not the
case, the expression in (2.8) formally implies the result of Yau, as can be seen by
taking w = wε such that |wε|

def
= λ−1

ε , so that

DSHE(w · ∇)2 ≈
(
3| log ε|

2π

)2/3

(ŵ · ∇)2

and ŵ is the unit vector parallel to w.
Furthermore, a similar scaling has been considered in the critical dimension

d = 2 in the context of the KPZ equation [CD20, CSZ20, Gu20, CSZ23], of the
Anisotropic KPZ equation [CES21, CET23b] and of the stochastic Navier–Stokes
equation [CK23]. What is interesting is that, even though these latter examples in
principle have different large scale diffusivity, i.e.,D(t) ∼ tβ for some β > 0 [FT90]
for KPZ, D(t) ∼

√
log t for AKPZ and Navier–Stokes [CET23a, WAG71], they all

display non-trivial (in that the non-linearity nontrivially contributes to the limit)
Gaussian fluctuations under the same weak coupling scaling λε = | log ε|−

1
2 , thus

suggesting some sort of universality for it. This is to be compared with the one-
dimensional case, in which, setting λε

def
=

√
ε, one recovers the so-called weakly

asymmetric scaling under which convergence of ASEP to the one-dimensional KPZ
equation was first shown in [BG97] and since then for a wide variety of models.

2.1 Open problems
Our results raise several interesting questions, as

• obtain Gaussian fluctuations for (1.1) in the case of more general non-linearity,
i.e. w · ∇η2 replaced by w · ∇F (η), for instance for polynomial F . The main
difficulty is to obtain operator estimates similar to those of Lemma 3.8, which
though seem highly non-trivial.

• Prove the analog of Theorem 2.3 (for d = 2) for ASEP on Z2 in the same
limit of weak asymmetry.

• In dimension d = 2, define η̃ε(x, t) = ε−1η(x/ε, t/(ε2τ (ε))) (to be compared
with (2.3)) and find the right correction τ (ε) to the diffusive scaling so that a
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non-trivial scaling limit as ε→ 0 exists. This corresponds to a strong coupling
regime. On the basis of [Yau04], the natural guess is τ (ε) = | log ε|2/3 but
the identification of the limit is hard as the regularising properties of the
Laplacian vanish.

More challenging will be to move towards models for which the invariant
measure is non-Gaussian or non-explicit. One guiding heuristic could be that the
limiting Gaussian fluctuations and associated Gaussian stationary distribution could
still provide a good setting for the analysis.

2.2 Idea of the proof
The idea of the proof finds its roots in the approach detailed in [KLO12] in the
context of interacting particle systems. To summarise it and see how it translates
to the present context, let us consider the weak formulation of (2.4) started from a
spatial white noise µ, which, for a given test function φ, reads

ηεt (φ) − µ(φ) − 1
2

∫ t

0
ηεs(∆φ)ds−

∫ t

0
Nε
φ (ηεs)ds =Mt(φ) (2.10)

where Nε
φ stands for the nonlinearity tested against φ and M is the martingale

associated to the space-time white noise ξ. Now, upon assuming the sequence
{ηε}ε to be tight in the space C([0, T ]S′(Td)), we see that all the terms in the
above expression converge (at least along subsequences) but we have no information
concerning the nonlinearity. For Theorem 2.3 to be true, we need this latter term
to produce both a dissipation term of the form η(Dφ), with D= 1

2DSHE(w · ∇)2

defined in (2.9), and a fluctuation part which should encode the additional noise
in (2.7). (See Theorem 4.4 below about the well-posedness of the martingale
problem associated to the limit equation (2.7)). In other words, the problem is to
identify a fluctuation-dissipation relation [LY97], i.e. to determine DSHE > 0 and
Wε such that

Nε
φ (ηε) = −LεWε(ηε) + ηε(Dφ) (2.11)

where Lε is the generator of ηε. Indeed, since by Dynkin’s formula, there exists a
martingale Mε(Wε) such that

Wε(ηεt ) − Wε(µ) −
∫ t

0
LεWε(ηεs)ds = Mε

t (W
ε),

given (2.11), we could rewrite the nonlinear term in (2.10) as∫ t

0
Nε
φ (ηεs)ds =

∫ t

0
ηεs(Dφ)ds−Mε

t (W
ε) + o(1) , (2.12)

where o(1) is a vanishing summand which contains the boundary terms. The
advantage of the above is that we have expressed the nonlinearity in terms of a
drift which captures the additional diffusivity and a martingale part which instead
encodes the extra noise. At this point, tightness would ensure convergence of the
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former and we would be left to prove that the sequence Mε(Wε) converges to a
martingale with the correct quadratic variation.

The (hardest) problem is clearly the derivation of the fluctuation-dissipation
relation and this is the point from which our analysis departs from that in [KLO12].
Even though, as we will see, it is enough to determine (2.11) approximately (i.e.
that the difference of left and right hand side is small in a suitable sense), in the
equation there are two unknowns, DSHE which is not apriori given to us, and Wε

which, even if we were given the previous, is the solution of an infinite dimensional
equation. To separate the two issues, we introduce a suitable truncation which
removes the second summand from the right hand side of (2.11), so that we can first
solve for Wε and then project back and determine D= DSHEL

w
0 . This is done in

d ≥ 3 and d = 2 in very different ways. In the former case, we will control Wε

similarly to [LY97], as we can show it satisfies a graded sector condition in the spirit
of [KLO12, Section 2.7.4]. Nonetheless, their functional analytic approach does
not apply in our setting and in particular, for the identification of DSHE and Lw

0 ,
we devise a new method which is detailed in Section 5.2. For d = 2 instead, we
introduce a novel Ansatz which is based on the idea that at large scales the generator
of ηε should approximate a modulated version of the generator of (2.7). This Ansatz
simplifies dramatically the (iterative) analysis performed in [CET23b] and is heavily
based on the Replacement Lemma in Section 5.1.

Notations and function spaces
We let Td be the d-dimensional torus of side length 2π. We denote by {ek}k∈Zd

the Fourier basis defined via ek(x) def
= 1

(2π)d/2 e
ik·x which, for all j, k ∈ Zd, satisfies

⟨ek, ej⟩L2 = 1k=j , where the scalar product at the right hand side is the usual
complex scalar product.

The Fourier transform of a function φ ∈ L2(Td) will be denoted by F(φ) or φ̂
and, for k ∈ Zd, is given by the formula

F(φ)(k) = φ̂(k) def
= ⟨φ, ek⟩L2 =

∫
Td

φ(x)e−k(x)dx , (2.13)

so that in particular

φ =
∑
k∈Zd

φ̂(k)ek , in L2(Td). (2.14)

Let S(Td) be the space of smooth real-valued functions on Td and S′(Td) the space
of real-valued distributions given by the dual of S(Td). For any η ∈ S′(Td) and
k ∈ Zd, we will denote its Fourier transform by

η̂(k) def
= η(e−k) = η(Re(e−k)) + ιη(Im(e−k)) . (2.15)

Note that η̂(k) = η̂(−k). Since the zero mode η̂(0) of the solution of the Burgers
equation is constant in time we will set it to be 0, and therefore we will only care
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about η̂(k) for k ∈ Zd0
def
= Zd \ {0}. Moreover, we recall that the Laplacian ∆ on

Td has eigenfunctions {ek}k∈Zd with eigenvalues {−|k|2 : k ∈ Zd}, so that the
operator (−∆)

1
2 is defined by its action on the basis elements

(−∆)
1
2 ek

def
= |k|ek , k ∈ Zd . (2.16)

In particular, (−∆)
1
2 is an invertible linear bijection on distributions with null 0-th

Fourier mode. We denote by H1(Td) the space of mean-zero functions φ such that
the norm

∥φ∥2H1
def
= ∥(−∆)

1
2φ∥2L2

def
=

∑
k∈Zd

0

|k|2|φ̂(k)|2

is finite.
Throughout the notes, we will write a ≲ b if there exists a constant C > 0 such

that a ≤ Cb. We will adopt the previous notations only in case in which the hidden
constants do not depend on any quantity which is relevant for the result. When we
write ≲T for some quantity T , it means that the constant C implicit in the bound
depends on T .

3 The main tools: Chaos decomposition and the generator

In this section, we introduce the main technical tools we will use in our analysis. More
specifically, we will first recall a few elements of Wiener-space analysis following
the classical book of Nualart [Nua06]. Then, we will derive the generator of (2.4)
and provide some preliminary estimates on its action over suitable observables.

3.1 A primer on Wiener-chaos analysis
Let (Ω,F,P) be a complete probability space and η be a mean-zero spatial white
noise on the d-dimensional torus Td, i.e. η is a Gaussian field with covariance

E[η(φ)η(ψ)] = ⟨φ,ψ⟩L2 (3.1)

where φ,ψ ∈ H
def
= L2

0(Td), the space of square-integrable functions with 0 total
mass, and ⟨·, ·⟩L2 is the usual scalar product in L2(Td).

Wiener-chaos decomposition. In the language of [Nua06, Ch. 1], the process
η = {η(φ) : φ ∈ H} is an isonormal Gaussian process. One of the advantages of
working with isonormal Gaussian processes is that the space of square integrable
random variables with respect to their law P, i.e. the space L2(Ω) def

= L2(Ω,F,P),
admits an orthogonal decomposition in terms of the so-called homogeneous Wiener
chaoses (Hn)n∈N. For n ∈ N, Hn is the closed linear subspace of L2(Ω) generated
by the random variables {Hn(η(φ)) : φ ∈ H} where Hn is the Hermite polynomial
of order n defined according to

Hn(x) def
= (−1)ne

x2

2
dn

dxn
e−

x2

2 .
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As can be readily checked, the Hermite polynomials and the corresponding homoge-
neous chaoses for n = 0, 1, 2 are

n = 0 H0(x) = 1 , H0 = R
n = 1 H1(x) = x , H1 = span{η(φ) : φ ∈ H}
n = 2 H2(x) = x2 − 1 , H2 = span{η(φ)2 − ∥φ∥2 : φ ∈ H} .

(3.2)

What [Nua06, Theorem 1.1.1] tells us is that whenever m ̸= n, Hn and Hm are
orthogonal, i.e. if X ∈ Hm and Y ∈ Hm then E[XY ] = 0, and

L2(Ω) =
⊕
n∈N

Hn .

Gaussian Hypercontractivity. There is another property which makes the Wiener-
chaos analysis particularly convenient, namely Gaussian hypercontractivity. It states
that, for random variables in a fixed chaos, all moments are equivalent, which is
to say that Hn ⊂ ∩p∈(0,∞)L

p(Ω). More precisely, (see [Jan97, Theorem 5.10]),
for every p, q ∈ (0,∞) there exists a constant C = C(p, q) > 0 such that for all
X ∈ Hn we have

E[|X|q]
1
q ≤ CnE[|X|p]

1
p . (3.3)

We will use (3.3) in the form of a reversed Jensen’s inequality, i.e. for q ≤ p. In other
words, Gaussian hypercontractivity allows to bound higher moments of random
variables in a given chaos in terms of its lower ones, thus being an extremely useful
tool when it comes to apply Kolmogorov’s type criterion (and consequently prove
tightness), see Sections 3.4 and 4.1. Clearly, for this to be possible there is a price to
pay, namely the constant Cn appearing at the right hand side. According to [Jan97,
Remark 5.11], C(2, q) =

√
q − 1 so that for q > 2 the bound worsens exponentially

in n. That said, we will mainly use (3.3) at fixed n.

From Wiener-chaos to Fock spaces. From the expressions at the right hand
side (3.2), it is then not hard to believe that we can be associate each element in
Hn to an element in the n-th Fock space ΓL2

n
def
= L2

sym((Td)n), the latter being the
space of functions in L2

0(Tdn) which are symmetric with respect to permutation of
variables. To continue with the example in (3.2), we have

n = 0 ΓL2
0 = R

n = 1 ΓL2
1 = span{φ : φ ∈ H} = H

n = 2 ΓL2
2 = span{φ⊗ φ− ∥φ∥2L2 : φ ∈ H} .

(3.4)

Setting ΓL2 def
=

⊕
n≥0 ΓL

2
n, it can be rigorously shown (see [Nua06, Eq. (1.9)]) that

there exists an isomorphism I : ΓL2 → L2(Ω) whose restriction In to ΓL2
n is itself

an isomorphism onto Hn. By [Nua06, Theorem 1.1.2], for every F ∈ L2(Ω) there
exists a family of kernels (fn)n∈N ∈ ΓL2 such that F =

∑
n≥0 In(fn) and

E[F 2] def
= ∥F∥2 =

∑
n≥0

n!∥fn∥2L2
n

(3.5)
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where L2
n

def
= L2((Td)n), and we take the right hand side as the definition of the

scalar product on ΓL2, i.e.

⟨f, g⟩ =
∑
n≥0

⟨fn, gn⟩
def
=

∑
n≥0

n!⟨fn, gn⟩L2
n
. (3.6)

In particular, (3.5) shows that I (and In) is an isometry between (ΓL2, ⟨·, ·⟩) (resp.
(ΓL2

n, ⟨·, ·⟩)) and (L2(Ω),E[·]) (resp. (Hn,E[·])).

Remark 3.1 In view of the isometry between ΓL2 and L2(Ω), throughout the paper,
we will abuse notation and denote with the same symbol operators acting on ΓL2

and their composition with the isometry I , which is an operator acting on L2(Ω).
More precisely, if Hn ∋ Fn = In(fn) and O = (On)n≥0 is an operator on L2(Ω)
with On : Hn → ΓL2, then we will write OF = OnIn(fn) = I(Onfn).

Malliavin Derivative. Let us introduce the notion of Malliavin derivative [Nua06,
Definition 1.2.1]. LetF be a cylinder random variable, i.e. F (η) = f (η(φ1), . . . , η(φn))
with f : Rn → R smooth and growing at most polynomially at infinity, and
φ1, . . . , φn ∈ H . We define the Malliavin derivative of F as the element
DF ∈ L2(Ω, H) given by

DF (η)(·) def
=

n∑
i=1

∂if (η(φ1), . . . , η(φn))φi(·) (3.7)

and, for k ∈ Zd0, denote its Fourier transform by

DkF (v) def
= F(DF (v))(k) = ⟨DF, ek⟩L2 . (3.8)

Note that by definition, if F ∈ Hn then DF ∈ Hn−1.

Remark 3.2 In what follows we will often use the Malliavin derivative on random
variables which depend explicitly on finitely many Fourier modes of η, i.e. on finite
subsets of {η̂(k) = η(e−k) : k ∈ Zd0} (see (2.15)). For F = f (η̂(k1), . . . , η̂(kn)),
one should think of DkF as

DkF = (∂xkf )(η̂(k1), . . . , η̂(kn)) . (3.9)

To see this, let us consider for example F = η̂(k1)η̂(k2) − 1k1 ̸=−k2 . Assume
for simplicity that k1 ̸= −k2 so that 1k1 ̸=−k2 = 0. From (2.15), upon writing
ek(x) = cos(k · x) + ι sin(k · x) = ck(x) + ιsk(x), we have

F = η(c−k1)η(c−k2) − η(s−k1)η(s−k2) + ι(η(c−k1)η(s−k2) + η(s−k1)η(c−k2))

which means that, extending D by linearity, DF is given by
DF =η(c−k2)c−k1 + η(c−k1)c−k2 − η(s−k2)s−k1 − η(s−k1)s−k2

+ ι[η(s−k2)c−k1 + η(c−k1)s−k2 + η(c−k2)s−k1 + η(s−k1)c−k2]

=η(c−k2)e−k1 + η(c−k1)e−k2 + ι[η(s−k2)e−k1 + η(s−k1)e−k2]

=η(e−k2)e−k1 + η(e−k1)e−k2 = η̂(k2)e−k1 + η̂(k1)e−k2

(3.10)

from which the claim follows upon computing DkF as in (3.8).
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Integration by Parts. We conclude this section by recalling the following integration
by parts formula on Wiener space. Thanks to [Nua06, Lemma 1.2.2], this is

E[GDkF ] = E[G⟨DF, ek⟩L2] = E[−FDkG+ FGη̂(k)] . (3.11)

As an illustration of how to apply it, consider F = f (η(φ1), . . . , η(φn)) as above
and G = η̂(k1)η̂(k2) − 1k1=−k2 , with k1, k2 ∈ Zd0 (so that G ∈ H2). Assume, as
above, that k1 ̸= −k2. Then

E[η̂(k1)η̂(k2)D−k1−k2F (η)] = E[GD−k1−k2F ]

= E[−FD−k1−k2G+ FGη̂(−k1 − k2)]

= E[−FD−k1−k2 η̂(k1)η̂(k2) + F η̂(k1)η̂(k2)η̂(−k1 − k2)]

= E[F η̂(k1)η̂(k2)η̂(−k1 − k2)]

(3.12)

where in the last step we used that neither k1 nor k2 equals k1 + k2, so that by (3.10)
D−k1−k2G = D−k1−k2 η̂(k1)η̂(k2) = 0.

3.2 The equation, its generator
In this section, we want to derive a number of properties of the solution to the
(rescaled) Burgers equation, such as its Markovianity, the structure of its generator
and how the latter acts on the Fock space ΓL2. Let us first write (2.4) in its weak
formulation. For φ ∈ S(Td) and t ≥ 0, it reads

ηεt (φ) − ηε0(φ) =
1

2

∫ t

0
ηεs(∆φ)ds+

∫ t

0
Nε
φ (ηεs)ds+

∫ t

0
ξ(ds, (−∆)

1
2φ) (3.13)

where ηε0 is the initial condition, ξ is a space-time white noise so that

ξ(dt, (−∆)
1
2φ) =

∑
k∈Zd

0

|k|φ̂(k)dBt(k) (3.14)

for B(k) =
∫ t
0 ξ(ds, e−k) complex valued Brownian motions satisfying B(k) =

B(−k) and E[Bt(k)Bs(ℓ)] = (t ∧ s)⟨ek, e−ℓ⟩L2 = (t ∧ s)1k=−ℓ, and Nε
φ (η) is the

nonlinearity tested against φ, i.e.

Nε
φ (η) def

= λεw ·Π1/ε∇(Π1/εη)2(φ)

=
ι

(2π)
d
2

λε
∑
ℓ,m

Jεℓ,mw · (ℓ+m)φ̂(−ℓ−m)η̂(ℓ)η̂(m) (3.15)

with ι =
√
−1 and

Jεℓ,m = 1{0 < ε|ℓ|∞ ≤ 1, 0 < ε|m|∞ ≤ 1, 0 < ε|ℓ+m|∞ ≤ 1} . (3.16)

In accordance with Remark 2.1, for d = 2 the sup-norm | · |∞ in (3.16) is replaced
by the Euclidean norm | · | instead.
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Lemma 3.3 For every deterministic initial condition η0, the solution t 7→ ηεt of
(3.13) is a strong Markov process which exists globally in time. The generator Lε

of ηε can be written as Lε = L0 + Aε where the action of L0 and Aε on smooth
cylinder functions F is given by

(L0F )(η) def
=

1

2

∑
k∈Zd

0

|k|2(−η̂(−k)Dk +D−kDk)F (η) (3.17)

(AεF )(η) def
=

ι

(2π)d/2
λε

∑
m,ℓ∈Zd

0

Jεℓ,mw · (ℓ+m)η̂(m)η̂(ℓ)D−m−ℓF (η). (3.18)

Moreover, the law P of the average-zero space white noise is stationary for ηε and
L0 and Aε are respectively symmetric and skew-symmetric with respect to P.

Proof. Very similar arguments were provided in a number of references for equations
which share features similar to those of (3.13), e.g. [CES21, GJ13] and, more
comprehensively, [Gub19], so we will limit ourselves to sketch some of the proofs.

Strong Markov property and global in time existence. Concerning the strong Markov
property, note that, by writing the time derivative of (3.13) in Fourier variables, i.e.
taking φ = e−k, we obtain

dη̂εt (k) =
(
− 1

2 |k|
2η̂εt (k) +Nε

e−k
(ηεt )

)
dt+ |k|dBt(k) .

Note that, thanks to the regularisation Jε·,· in (3.16), Nε
e−k

(ηε) = 0 for every
|k| ≥ ε−1, so that {η̂ε(k) : |k| ≥ ε−1}, evolve like independent (and ε-independent)
Ornstein-Uhlenbeck processes, which are clearly strong Markov and exist for all
times. Instead, {η̂εt (k) : |k| < ε−1} forms a finite dimensional system of SDEs,
which are strong Markov up to a possibly random explosion time τ . To see that
τ = ∞, one can argue as in [GJ13, Section 4] (see also [GP15, Section 2.7]). This
amounts to apply Itô’s formula to the L2(Td) norm of {η̂εt (k) : |k| < ε−1} given by
Aε(t) def

=
∑

|k|<ε−1 |η̂εt (k)|2, and get

dAε(t) =
(
−

∑
|k|≤ε−1

|k|2|η̂εt (k)|2 +
∑

|k|≤ε−1

Nε
e−k

(ηεt )η̂εt (−k) + Cε

)
dt

+
∑

|k|≤ε−1

|k|η̂εt (k)dBt(k)

where Cε
def
= 1

2

∑
|k|≤ε−1 |k|2 ≤ ε−2−d. Now, the first term on the right hand side is

non-positive, and, more importantly, the second vanishes since for any η ∈ S′(Td)∑
|k|≤ε−1

Nε
e−k

(η)η̂(−k) = Nε
η (η) = λε⟨w · ∇(Π1/εη)2, (Π1/εη)⟩

=
λε
3
⟨w · ∇(Π1/εη)3, 1⟩ = 0 .

(3.19)
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Therefore,

Aε(t)2 ≲ Aε(0)2 + C2
ε t

2 +M ε(t)2, M ε(t) def
=

∫ t

0

∑
|k|≤ε−1

|k|η̂εs(k)dBs(k).

Moreover, M ε
· is a martingale so that, by definition of quadratic variation, we obtain

E
[

sup
t∈[0,T ]

Aε(t)2
]
≲ E[Aε(0)2] + T 2C2

ε + E
[
⟨M ε(·)⟩t

]
= E[Aε(0)2] + T 2C2

ε + E
[ ∫ T

0

∑
|k|≤ε−1

|k|2|η̂εt (k)|2dt
]

≤ T 2C2
ε + ε−2

∫ T

0
E
[

sup
s∈[0,t]

Aε(s)
]
dt

≤ T 2C2
ε + ε−2

∫ T

0
E
[
1 + sup

s∈[0,t]
Aε(s)2

]
dt .

An application of Gronwall’s lemma then gives the result.

The generator. The formulas (3.17) and (3.18) can be easily deduced by applying
Itô’s formula to a cylinder random variable F (ηt) = f (ηt(φ1), . . . , ηt(φn)), singling
out the drift part and writing the resulting expressions in Fourier variables. A similar
procedure can be found in [GP20, Section 2.1] (or, for L0, in [Gub19, Section 2.3])
for the one-dimensional version of (1.1).

Invariance and Symmetry. According to Echeverrı́a’s criterion in [Ech82], invariance
of P follows provided we can show that E[LεF ] = 0 for all cylinder F which In
turn is implied by the symmetry properties of LN

0 and Aε. Indeed, Assume L0

is symmetric and Aε skew-symmetric. Then, setting 1 to be the random variable
constantly equal to 1, we have

E[LεF ] = E[1LεF ] = E[1L0F ] + E[1AεF ] = E[FL01] − E[FAε1]

and since L01 = 0 = Aε1 as D1 = 0, the claim follows. Therefore we are left
to prove that L0 is symmetric and Aε skew-symmetric. Let F and G be cylinder
functions. By Gaussian Integration by parts (3.11), we immediately have

E[D−kDkF (η)G(η)] = E[DkF (η)G(η)η−k] − E[DkF (η)D−kG(η)] (3.20)

from which we deduce

E[L0F (η)G(η)] = −1

2

∑
k∈Z2

|k|2E[DkF (η)D−kG(η)],

and the latter is clearly symmetric. For Aε instead, we apply once again (3.11)
(see (3.12) for the case in which G = 1) and get

E[GAεF ] =− E[FAεG]
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+
ιλε

(2π)d/2
∑

m,ℓ∈Zd
0

Jεℓ,mw · (ℓ+m)E
[
η̂(−ℓ−m)η̂(m)η̂(ℓ)F (η)G(η)

]
=− E[FAεG] + E

[
Nε
η (η)F (η)G(η)

]
= −E[FAεG]

where the last step follows by (3.15). Hence, the proof is completed.

Remark 3.4 There is also an intuitive explanation as to why the law of the white
noise is stationary for the stochastic Burgers equation. In fact, recall that for the
Asymmetric Simple Exclusion Process, the product Bernoulli measure ⊗x∈Zdπx(ϱ)
is stationary for any particle density ϱ, and its scaling limit (after recentering) is just
white noise.

Next, we want to determine the action of L0 and Aε on the Fock space ΓL2. To
lighten notations, for a set of integers I , we will denote by kI the vector (ki)i∈I and

|kI |2
def
=

∑
i∈I

|ki|2 and k1:n
def
= k{1:n} , (3.21)

where {1 : n} def
= {1, . . . , n}.

Lemma 3.5 Let ε > 0, L0 and Aε be the operators defined according to (3.17)
and (3.18) respectively. Then, Aε can be written as

Aε = Aε+ + Aε−, with Aε− = −(Aε+)∗ . (3.22)

For any n ∈ N, the action of the operators L0,A
ε
−,A

ε
+ on f ∈ ΓL2

n is given by

F(L0f )(k1:n) =− 1
2 |k1:n|

2f̂ (k1:n)

F(Aε+f )(k1:n+1) =− 2ι

(2π)d/2
λε

n+ 1
× (3.23)

×
∑

1≤i<j≤n+1

[w · (ki + kj)]Jεki,kj f̂ (ki + kj , k{1:n+1}\{i,j})

F(Aε−f )(k1:n−1) =− 2ι

(2π)d/2
nλε

n−1∑
j=1

(w · kj)
∑

ℓ+m=kj

Jεℓ,mf̂ (ℓ,m, k{1:n−1}\{j}) ,

and, if n = 1, then Aε−f is identically 0. Moreover, for any i = 1, . . . , d, the mo-
mentum operator Mi, defined for f ∈ ΓL2

n as F(Mif )(k1:n) = (
∑n

j=1 k
i
j)f̂ (k1:n),

with kij the ith component of the vector kj , commutes with L0,A
ε
+ and Aε−, i.e. i.e.

[Lε,Mi]
def
= LεMi −MiL

ε = 0 , i = 1, . . . , n . (3.24)

Proof. Regarding (3.24), this is immediate from (3.23) while the proof of the latter
is identical to that of [CES21, Lemma 3.5], to which we refer the reader interested in
the details. In words, it consists of showing that (3.23) holds for elements f ∈ ΓL2

n of
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the form f = ⊗nφ, the latter being the tensor product of φwith itself n times, which
is enough by the definition of ΓL2

n in Section (3.1). To do so, one applies (3.17)
and (3.18) to random variables F = In(f ), with f as above, and singles out the
resulting kernel. While for L0 this is quite straightforward, for Aε one further
needs the product rule for Hermite polynomials [Nua06, Proposition 1.1.3]. The
decomposition Aε = Aε+ + Aε− with Aε+ (resp. Aε−) increasing (resp. decreasing)
the chaos by 1 comes exactly from this: the Malliavin derivative decreases the chaos
by 1 so that D−ℓ−mF ∈ Hn−1; D−ℓ−mF is then multiplied by an element in the
second chaos, i.e. η̂(ℓ)η̂(m); in its chaos component the product is made of three
summands, one in Hn+1, one in Hn−1 and one in Hn−3. As it turns out, the latter
vanishes because of (3.19), while the others respectively produce Aε+ and Aε−.

Before moving on, let us briefly comment on the operators in (3.23) and provide
an example of how they act on specific functions.

Aε+ and Aε− are referred to as the creation and annihilation operators respectively.
The reason for this terminology is that if we feed Aε± with a random variable in the
n-th Wiener chaos (resp. a function in ΓL2

n) they produce a random variable (resp.
function) in the (n+ 1)-th chaos (resp. in ΓL2

n+1). More pictorially, if we interpret
the Fourier mode of the space white noise, η̂(k), as a particle with momentum k, Aε+
destroys the particle η̂(k) and creates two new particles η̂(ℓ), η̂(m) whose momenta
sum up to k. To see this, let us apply Aε to η̂(k). By the definition of Aε in (3.18),
the fact that Aε−↾ΓL2

1 ≡ 0 and since D−ℓ−mη̂(k) = 1ℓ+m=−k (see (3.9)), we have

Aε+η̂(k) = Aεη̂(k) =
ι

(2π)d/2
λε

∑
m,ℓ∈Zd

0

Jεℓ,mw · (ℓ+m)η̂(m)η̂(ℓ)D−m−ℓη̂(k)

= − ι

(2π)d/2
λε

∑
ℓ+m=k

Jεℓ,mw · (ℓ+m)η̂(m)η̂(ℓ) = I2(Aε+ek) .
(3.25)

In the second line, we plastically see what was described before, namely the particle
η̂(k) to which we applied Aε has disappeared and was replaced by η̂(m) and η̂(ℓ).

The operator Aε− instead acts in the opposite way, it annihilates two particles
with momenta ℓ and m, say, and replaces them by one whose momentum is given by
ℓ+m. As an example, for k1 ̸= −k2, |k1|, |k2| ≤ ε−1 take F = η̂(k1)η̂(k2) ∈ H2,
whose kernel is f = 1

2 (e−k1 ⊗ e−k2 + e−k2 ⊗ e−k1). Then

F(Aε−f )(k) = − 2ι

(2π)d/2
2λε (w · k)

∑
ℓ+m=k

Jεℓ,mf̂ (ℓ,m)

= − 2ιλε

(2π)d/2
(w · k)

∑
ℓ+m=k

Jεℓ,m
(
1ℓ=−k11m=−k2 + 1ℓ=−k21m=−k1

)
= − 4ιλε

(2π)d/2
(w · k)1k=k1+k2 (3.26)

which means that

Aε−η̂(k1)η̂(k2) = Aε−F = − 4ιλε

(2π)d/2
η̂(k1 + k2) .
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Remark 3.6 The example (3.25) also shows why the operator Aε+ is particularly
singular. Indeed, as can be checked from (3.15), the second line corresponds to the
k-th Fouerier mode of the nonlinearity and we have

E[(Nε
e−k

(η))2] = ∥Aε+ek∥2 = λ2ε
∑

ℓ+m=k

Jεℓ,m(w · (ℓ+m))2 ≈ λ2εε
−2−d

which, by (2.5), explodes as ε−4 in any dimension. In other words, even though the
function we applied it to, i.e. ek, is as smooth as it gets, Aε+ gives back a function
whose L2 norm diverges as ε → 0. The problem lies in the fact that we have no
control over the momenta of the newly created particles, i.e. k = ℓ+m can be O(1)
but ℓ and m can be arbitrarily large.

On the other hand, when applied to a smooth function independent of ε, Aε−
is very well-behaved. To witness, if in the example 3.26 k1 and k2 are fixed and
independent of ε, we have

∥Aε−F∥2 =
∑
k

16λ2ε
(2π)d

(w · k)21k=k1+k2 =
16λ2ε
(2π)d

(w · (k1 + k2))2 (3.27)

which converges to 0 as ε→ 0.

3.3 Estimates on the antisymmetric part of the generator
In this section we present an important estimate on Aε and derive the so-called
graded sector condition in the setting of the SBE. To introduce it and discuss its
importance, let us define the number operator.

Definition 3.7 We define the number operator N: ΓL2 → ΓL2 to be the linear
operator acting on ψ = (ψn)n ∈ ΓL2 as (Nψ)n

def
= nψn.

The graded sector condition (GSC) is a condition on the antisymmetric part of
the generator which originally appeared in [SVY00] in the context of the asymmetric
simple exclusion process. It requires that the growth in the number operator induced
by Aε+ is (strictly) sublinear, i.e. ∥(−L0)−

1
2Aε+(−L0)−

1
2 ∥ΓL2→ΓL2 ≲ Nβ , for some

β ∈ [0, 1). As we state in the next lemma, the previous bound holds in the context
of SBE with β = 1

2 .

Lemma 3.8 (Graded Sector Condition) For d ≥ 2 here exist a constant C =
C(d) > 0 such that for every ψ ∈ ΓL2 the following estimate holds

∥(−L0)−
1
2Aεσψ∥ ≤ C∥

√
N(−L0)

1
2ψ∥ , (3.28)

for σ ∈ {+,−}. In particular, for σ ∈ {+,−}, it implies

∥(−L0)−
1
2Aεσ(−L0)−

1
2ψ∥ ≤ C∥

√
Nψ∥ . (3.29)
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As shown in [KLO12, Section 2.7.4], the GSC is very powerful in that it generally
implies a central limit theorem for additive functionals of the (non-reversible) Markov
processes for which it holds. That said, our setting is very different and the proof
of the implication in the above-mentioned reference fails. Indeed, in all the works
which have exploited the GSC thus far, the operator was scale-independent (i.e. there
was no explicit dependence on ε) and the stationary measure was either discrete and
in product form or supported on smooth functions. This is not the case here and this
will have important repercussions on our analysis.

Before proceeding, let us prove Lemma 3.8.

Proof. Clearly, once we establish (3.28), (3.29) follows immediately by choosing ψ
to be (−L0)−

1
2 ϱ for ϱ ∈ ΓL2.

For (3.28), we claim that we only need to prove that for any ψ ∈ ΓL2
n and

ϱ ∈ ΓL2
n+1, we have

|⟨ϱ,Aε+ψ⟩| ≲
√
n
(
γ∥(−L0)

1
2ψ∥2 + 1

γ
∥(−L0)

1
2 ϱ∥2

)
. (3.30)

We will show (3.30) at the end. Assuming it holds, we first derive (3.28) for Aε+.
The variational characterisation of the (−L0)−

1
2ΓL2-norm gives

∥(−L0)−
1
2Aε+ψ∥2 = sup

ϱ∈ΓL2
n+1

(
2⟨ϱ,Aε+ψ⟩ − ∥(−L0)

1
2 ϱ∥2

)
≤ sup

ϱ∈ΓL2
n+1

(
2C0

√
n
(
γ∥(−L0)

1
2ψ∥2 + 1

γ
∥(−L0)

1
2 ϱ∥2

)
− ∥(−L0)

1
2 ϱ∥2

)
≲ n∥(−L0)

1
2ψ∥2 = ∥

√
N(−L0)

1
2ψ∥2

where in the first step we used (3.30) (and C0 is the universal constant implicit in
that inequality) while in the last we chose γ def

= 2C0
√
n.

For Aε− instead, we use that, by (3.22), Aε− = −(Aε+)∗. Invoking again the
variational formula above, we deduce

∥(−L0)−
1
2Aε−ψ∥2 = sup

ϱ∈ΓL2
n−1

(
2⟨ϱ,Aε−ψ⟩ − ∥(−L0)

1
2 ϱ∥2

)
= sup

ϱ∈ΓL2
n−1

(
−2⟨Aε+ϱ, ψ⟩ − ∥(−L0)

1
2 ϱ∥2

)
≤ sup

ϱ∈ΓL2
n−1

(
2C0

√
n
(
γ∥(−L0)

1
2 ϱ∥2 + 1

γ
∥(−L0)

1
2ψ∥2

)
− ∥(−L0)

1
2 ϱ∥2

)
≲ n∥(−L0)

1
2ψ∥2 = ∥

√
N(−L0)

1
2ψ∥2

where this time we chose γ def
= 1/(2C0

√
n).

It remains to prove (3.30). By definition of Aε+, we have

|⟨ϱ,Aε+ψ⟩| =n!
2

(2π)
d
2

λε

∣∣∣ ∑
k1:n+1

ϱ̂(−k1:n+1) ×



The main tools: Chaos decomposition and the generator 28

×
∑

1≤i<j≤n+1

[w · (ki + kj)]Jεki,kj ψ̂(ki + kj , k{1:n+1}\{i,j})
∣∣∣

=
(n+ 1)!n

(2π)
d
2

λε

∣∣∣ ∑
k1:n+1

ϱ̂(−k1:n+1)[w · (k1 + k2)]Jεk1,k2ψ̂(k1 + k2, k3:n+1)
∣∣∣ .

Let us look at the sum over k1, k2. This equals∣∣∣∑
k1:2

ϱ̂(−k1:n+1)[w · (k1 + k2)]Jεk1,k2ψ̂(k1 + k2, k3:n+1)
∣∣∣

=
∣∣∣∑

q

(w · q)ψ̂(q, k3:n+1)
∑

k1+k2=q

Jεk1,k2 ϱ̂(−k1:n+1)
∣∣∣

≲
(∑

q

(w · q)2|ψ̂(q, k3:n+1)|2
) 1

2
(∑

q

∣∣∣ ∑
k1+k2=q

Jεk1,k2 ϱ̂(−k1:n+1)
∣∣∣2) 1

2

=: A× (I) . (3.31)

We leave A as it stands and focus on (I). Note that this can be bounded by

(I) =
(∑

q

∣∣∣ ∑
k1+k2=q

Jεk1,k2 ϱ̂(−k1:n+1)
∣∣∣2) 1

2

≤
(∑

q

∑
k1+k2=q

|k1:2|2|ϱ̂(−k1:n+1)|2
∑

k1+k2=q

Jεk1,k2
|k1:2|2

) 1
2

≲ λ−1
ε

(∑
q

∑
k1+k2=q

|k1:2|2|ϱ̂(k1:n+1)|2
) 1

2
=: λ−1

ε B (3.32)

where we used that for d = 2, λ2ε = (log ε−2)−1 and

λ2ε
∑

k1+k2=q

Jεk1,k2
|k1:2|2

≤ ε2

log ε−2

∑
ε<|εk1|≤1

1

|εk1|2
≲

1

log ε−2

∫
|x|∈[ε,1]

dx
|x|2

≲ 1

(3.33)
while for d ≥ 3, λ2ε = εd−2 and

εd−2
∑

k1+k2=q

Jεk1,k2
|k1:2|2

≤ εd
∑

|εk1|≤1

1

|εk1|2
≲

∫
|x|≤1

dx
|x|2

≲ 1 . (3.34)

As a consequence, for any γ > 0, we have

|⟨ϱ,Aε+ψ⟩| ≲ (n+ 1)!n
∑
k3:n+1

AB ≤ (n+ 1)!n
( γ√

n

∑
k3:n+1

A2 +

√
n

γ

∑
k3:n+1

B2
)

≤ (n+ 1)!n
( 1

n!

γ

n3/2
∥(−L0)

1
2ψ∥2 + 1

(n+ 1)!
n−

1
2

γ
∥(−L0)

1
2 ϱ∥2

)
≤

√
nγ∥(−L0)

1
2ψ∥2 +

√
n

γ
∥(−L0)

1
2 ϱ∥2 (3.35)
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where we used that, by the definition of A and B in (3.31) and (3.32) respectively,
we have ∑

k3:n+1

A2 ≲
∑
k1:n

|k1|2|ψ̂(k1:n)|2 ≤ n−1

n!
∥(−L0)

1
2ψ∥2

and similarly for B. Then, (3.30) follows.

3.4 The Itô trick
Another crucial tool in our analysis is the so-called Itô trick, which first appeared
in [GJ13] and has later been used in various forms in several different contexts
(see e.g. [GJ13, DGP17, GT20, CES21, CG24]). It represents a refined version of
the celebrated Kipnis-Varadhan lemma (see [KLO12, Lemma 2.4]), as it allows to
estimate arbitrary moments of additive functionals of Markov processes. Let us
recall its statement.

Lemma 3.9 (Itô trick) Let d ≥ 2, ηε be the stationary solution to (2.4) with λε
given as in (2.5). For any p ≥ 2, T > 0 and F ∈ L2(Ω) with finite chaos expansion,
i.e. F ∈

⊕n
j=1 Hj for some n ∈ N, there exists a constant C = C(p, n) > 0 such

that

E

[
sup

t∈[0,T ]

∣∣∣∣∫ t

0
F (ηεs)ds

∣∣∣∣p
]1/p

≤ CT
1
2 ∥(−L0)−

1
2F∥ . (3.36)

For p = 2 the constant C is independent of n.

Notice that, while the expectation at the left hand side of (3.36) is with respect
to the law of the whole process (ηεt )t≥0, the quantity at the right hand side is an
expectation only with respect to the law of ηε at a fixed time. In other words, the Itô
trick allows to reduce the problem of controlling complicated functionals of ηε at
multiple times to equilibrium estimates which are generally easier to obtain. This
will be crucial not only in obtaining tightness for ηε but also to identify the limit
point.

Proof. Let F be as in the statement and G to be the solution of −L0G = F . Notice
that, since F has no component in H0 and has finite chaos expansion, such G exists,
is unique and lives in

⊕n
j=1 Hj . Its explicit expression can be found by exploiting

the form of L0 in (3.23).
Thanks to Itô’s formula, we can write

G(ηεt ) −G(ηε0) =
∫ t

0
(L0 + Aε)G (ηεs) ds+Mt(G), (3.37)

where M·(G) is the martingale whose quadratic variation is

d⟨M (F )⟩t = E(G)(ηεt )dt def
=

∑
k∈Zd

0

|k|2|DkG(ηεt )|2 dt . (3.38)
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For fixed T > 0, the backward process η̄εt
def
= ηεT−t is itself Markov and its generator

is given by the adjoint of Lε, i.e. (Lε)∗ = L0 − Aε. In particular, applying again
Itô’s formula, but this time to G(η̄εt ), we get

G(η̄εT ) −G(η̄εT−t) =
∫ T

T−t
(L0 − Aε)G (η̄εs) ds+ M̄T (G) − M̄T−t(G) , (3.39)

where M̄ (G) is a martingale with respect to the backward filtration, generated by
the process η̄ε, and its quadratic variation is that in (3.38) but with η̄ε replacing ηε.
By a simple change of variables, and using the fact that η̄ε is the time-reversed ηε,
we see that (3.39) becomes

G(ηε0) −G(ηεt ) =
∫ t

0
(L0 − Aε)G (ηεs) ds+ M̄T (G) − M̄T−t(G) . (3.40)

Hence, adding up (3.37) and (3.40), we obtain

2

∫ t

0
L0G (ηεs) ds = −Mt(G) − M̄T (G) + M̄T−t(G) .

Therefore, applying Burkholder-Davis-Gundy inequality to the right hand side of
the previous, we immediately obtain that there exists an absolute constant C > 0
(which might change from line to line) such that

E

[
sup
t≤T

∣∣∣ ∫ t

0
F (ηεs)ds

∣∣∣p] 1
p

= E

[
sup
t≤T

∣∣∣ ∫ t

0
L0G(ηεs)ds

∣∣∣p] 1
p

≤ CE
[
⟨M (G)⟩

p
2
T

] 1
p
.

For the last term, we use (3.38) so that

E
[
⟨M (G)⟩

p
2
T

] 1
p
= E

[(∫ T

0
E(G)(ηεt )dt

) p
2

] 1
p

≤
(∫ T

0
E
[
|E(G)(ηεt )|

p
2

] 2
p dt

) 1
2
.

Notice that the argument of the expectation depends only on ηε at a given time, so
that since ηε is stationary we get(∫ T

0
E
[
|E(G)(ηεt )|

p
2

] 2
p dt

) 1
2
= T

1
2E

[
|E(G)|

p
2

] 1
p
≲ T

1
2E

[
E(G)

] 1
2

where in the last step we used Gaussian hypercontractivity (3.3) and therefore the
hidden constant depends on both n and p, unless p = 2.

To conclude, we are left to analyse the expectation of E(G). For this, notice that,
by taking F = G in (3.20) and using that, for G real-valued, D−kG = DkG, we get

E[G(η)D−kDkG(η)] = E[G(η)η̂(−k)DkG(η)] − E
[
|DkG(η)|2

]
so that, by (3.17), we deduce

∥(−L0)−
1
2F∥2 = ∥(−L0)

1
2G∥2 = E[G(η)(−L0)G(η)]
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=
1

2

∑
k

|k|2E[G(η)(η−kDkG(η) −D−kDkG(η))]

=
1

2

∑
k

|k|2E
[
|DkG(η)|2

]
= E

[
E(G)

]
,

and the proof is completed.

4 The approach

As the title suggests, in this section we present the approach we follow in order to
establish Theorem 2.3. It consists of three steps

1. show tightness for the sequence ηε (Section 4.1),
2. derive a suitable characterisation of the law of the conjectured limit, i.e. the

solution of (2.7) (Section 4.2),
3. prove that the law of every limit point of ηε is that identified in the previous

point.

While the proof of the first item follows by an easy application of the Itô trick
(Lemma 3.9) and the second is classical, the third point is delicate and requires a
refined analysis. This is where the novelty of our approach lies, so we will motivate
it carefully providing several heuristics that, we hope, will help the reader navigating
the details.

4.1 Tightness
As mentioned above, our first goal is to show that the sequence ηε is tight in the
(weakest) space in which we expect the limit to live, i.e. the space of continuous
functions in time with values in the space of distributions.

Theorem 4.1 The sequence {ηε}ε is tight in C([0, T ],S′(Td)).

Proof. By Mitoma’s criterion [Mit83, Theorem 3.1], the sequence {ηε}ε is tight in
C([0, T ],S′(Td)) if and only if {ηε(φ)}ε is tight in C([0, T ],R) for all φ ∈ S(Td).
Therefore, let φ ∈ S(Td) be fixed and consider t 7→ ηεt (φ). A convenient way to
prove tightness is Kolmogorov’s criterion [Kal21, Theorem 23.7] which requires a
uniform control over the moments of the time increments of ηε(φ). The Markov
property and stationarity imply that for all 0 ≤ r < t ≤ T

E|ηεt (φ) − ηεr(φ)|p = E[E[|ηεt (φ) − ηεr(φ)|p|Gr]] (4.1)
= E

[
Eη

ε
r (φ)[|ηεt−r(φ) − ηε0(φ)|p

]]
= E|ηεt−r(φ) − ηε0(φ)|p

where {Gr}r is the filtration generated by ηε, so that we can reduce to the case of
r = 0. By (3.13), we have

E[|ηεt (φ) − ηε0(φ)|p]
1
p
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≤ E
[∣∣∣ ∫ t

0
ηεs(∆φ)ds

∣∣∣p] 1
p
+ E

[∣∣∣ ∫ t

0
Nε
φ (ηεs)ds

∣∣∣p] 1
p
+ E

[∣∣∣ ∫ t

0
ξ(ds, (−∆)

1
2φ)

∣∣∣p] 1
p

and we will separately analyse each of the summands at the right hand side starting
with the last as it is the easiest. Indeed, since the space-time white noise ξ is
Gaussian, an immediate application of Gaussian hypercontractivity (3.3) gives

E
[∣∣∣ ∫ t

0
ξ(ds, (−∆)

1
2φ)

∣∣∣p] 1
p
≲p E

[∣∣∣ ∫ t

0
ξ(ds, (−∆)

1
2φ)

∣∣∣2] 1
2

= t
1
2 ∥(−∆)

1
2φ∥L2(Td) = t

1
2 ∥φ∥H1(Td)

(4.2)

where in the last step we used (3.14) and Itô isometry.
We now turn to the other two summands in (4.1). As announced, we use

Lemma 3.9 and obtain, for the first,

E
[(∫ t

0
ηεs(∆φ)ds

)p] 1
p

≲ t
1
2 ∥(−L0)−

1
2 (∆φ)∥ = t

1
2 ∥φ∥H1(Td) (4.3)

where we further exploited the definition of L0 in (3.23), while for the second

E
[(∫ t

0
Nε
φ (ηεs)ds

)p] 1
p

≲ t
1
2 ∥(−L0)−

1
2Aε+φ∥

≲ t
1
2 ∥(−L0)

1
2φ∥ = t

1
2 ∥φ∥H1(Td)

(4.4)

where we used that the kernel of Nε
φ (ηε) is Aε+φ as can be seen by (3.25), and (3.28).

By putting together (4.3), (4.4) and (4.2) the assumption of Kolmogorov’s criterion
are satisfied and the statement follows at once.

Remark 4.2 Let us make a couple of comments regarding the space in which
tightness is obtained. First, as it is standard in the applications of Kolmogorov’s
criterion, the proof above shows that tightness holds in the space of α-Hölder
continuous functions in time with values in S′(Td), for any α < 1

2 . Furthermore, a
slightly more involved argument could upgrade the space of Schwarz distributions
to a Besov space of (optimal) negative regularity. This is what was done in [CES21,
Theorem 4.5] and, with minor adjustments, could have been done here as well. Since
we will not need any of these results, we refrained from following this route in these
notes.

4.2 A martingale formulation for the limit
Theorem 4.1 implies that the sequence {ηε}ε converges along subsequences. Our
goal is then to show that all the limit points have the same law and, to do so, it is
convenient to have an independent characterisation of the law of the expected limit,
which is the linear stochastic heat equation (SHE) given by

∂tη = 1
2 (∆+DSHE(w ·∇)2)η+ (−∆−DSHE(w ·∇)2)

1
2 ξ , η(0, ·) = µ , (4.5)
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where DSHE > 0 and (w · ∇)2 are given as in Theorem 2.3 and µ is a space white
noise. The characterisation which best fits into our framework is in terms of a
martingale problem. Before stating it, let us set Lw

0 and D be the operators on
L2(Ω) whose action on f ∈ ΓL2

n is given by

F(Lw
0 f )(k1:n) def

= −1

2
(w · k)21:n

def
= −1

2

n∑
i=1

(w · ki)2f̂ (k1:n) , and

D
def
= DSHEL

w
0 ,

(4.6)

so that, in particular, Lw
0 = 1

2 (w · ∇)2 on ΓL2
1.

Definition 4.3 Let T > 0, Ω = C([0, T ],S′(Td)) and B the canonical Borel σ-
algebra on C([0, T ],S′(Td)). Let µ be a zero-average space white noise on Td and
D the operator in (2.9). We say that a probability measure P on (Ω,B) solves
the martingale problem for Leff def

= L0 + D with initial distribution µ, if for all
φ ∈ S(Td), the canonical process η under P is such that

Mt(Fj)
def
= Fj(ηt) − Fj(µ) −

∫ t

0
LeffFj(ηs)ds , j = 1, 2 (4.7)

is a local martingale, where F1(η) def
= η(φ) and F2(η) def

= η(φ)2 − ∥φ∥2
L2(Td).

Crucially, the martingale problem stated above is well-posed and indeed uniquely
characterises the law of (4.5).

Theorem 4.4 The martingale problem for Leff with initial distribution µ in Defini-
tion 4.3 has a unique solution and uniquely characterises the law of the solution
to (4.5) on C([0, T ],S′(Td)).

The proof of the above statement is rather classical and therefore omitted. A good
reference for it is [MW17, Appendix D] together with the proof of [CGT24, Theorem
3.4]. In general, when dealing with the well-posedness of martingale problems
(see e.g. [EK86, Chapter 4]), the challenge is to identify a sufficiently large class of
observables F for which the fact that the right hand side of (4.7) is a martingale
suffices to characterise uniquely the probability measure P. Now, (4.5) admits a
unique analytically weak and probabilistically strong (and therefore probabilistically
weak) solution, which means that given a probability space which supports both a
space white noise µ and space-time white noise ξ, there exists a unique η such that
for all φ ∈ S(Td)

ηt(φ) − µ(φ) −
∫ t

0
Leffηs(φ)ds (4.8)

is not just some martingale, but it is precisely the martingale given by

Mt(φ) =
∫ t

0
ξ(ds, (−∆−DSHE(w · ∇)2)

1
2φ) .
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The martingale above is 0 at time 0, continuous and Gaussian, and therefore its law
is uniquely characterised by its quadratic variation. Getting back to the martingale
problem in Definition 4.3, we can now understand the reason why we only need
observables F which are either linear or quadratic: the former ensure that (4.8) is
indeed a martingale while the latter uniquely characterise its quadratic variation and
thus its law (see the proof of [CGT24, Theorem 3.4], for the connection between
quadratic variation and quadratic functionals).

4.3 The Fluctuation-Dissipation theorem
Once we have tightness, we would like to use the martingale problem in Definition 4.3
to identify the limit. Since by Theorem 4.4 the latter has a unique solution, we only
need to prove that every limit point satisfies (4.7). Note that, for φ ∈ S(Td) and
F1(η) = η(φ), F2(η) = η(φ)2 − ∥φ∥2

L2(TD), Dynkin’s formula gives that

Fj(ηεt ) − Fj(µ) −
∫ t

0
L0Fj(ηεs)ds−

∫ t

0
Aε−Fj(η

ε
s)ds−

∫ t

0
Aε+Fj(η

ε
s)ds (4.9)

is a martingale. Since we have tightness inC([0, T ],S′(Td)), the first three terms can
be immediately seen to converge to Fj(ηt), Fj(µ) and

∫ t
0 L0Fj(ηs)ds respectively,

where η is any limit point of the sequence {ηε}ε. In light of Remark 3.6 (see in
particular (3.27)), the fourth instead vanishes as Fj is smooth (see (4.30) below for
the proof).

The analysis of the last summand is more delicate, as it should, since, e.g. for
j = 1, (3.25) morally shows that Aε+F1(η) is nothing but the nonlinearity Nε

φ (η)
in (3.15), which is precisely what we need to make sense of! According to the
discussion in Section 2.2, one expects this term to converge to

∫ t
0 DFj(ηs)ds plus a

martingale. By taking conditional expectation with respect to the initial condition
η0 (so to remove the martingale contribution), we should have

E
[ ∫ t

0
Aε+Fj(η

ε
s)ds

∣∣∣η0]− E
[ ∫ t

0
DFj(ηεs)ds

∣∣∣η0]≈0 (4.10)

where we recall that D is the operator in (2.9) and the approximation is to be
understood in the sense that the left-hand side, as a function of the initial condition
η0, is small in L2(P) as ε→ 0. The problem is that (4.10) is all but trivial. Indeed,
a naive application of the Itô trick simply gives

E
[∣∣∣ ∫ t

0
(Aε+Fj − DFj)(ηεs)ds

∣∣∣2] ≲ t∥(−L0)−
1
2 (Aε+fj − Dfj)∥2

= ∥(−L0)−
1
2Aε+fj∥2 + ∥(−L0)−

1
2 Dfj∥2

where we denoted by fj ∈ ΓL2
j the kernel associated to Fj ∈ Hj , and the last is

an equality since Aε+fj ∈ ΓL2
j+1 and Dfj ∈ ΓL2

j live in different chaoses and are
therefore orthogonal. The right hand side is the sum of positive quantities, the
second of which does not even depend on ε, and therefore cannot be small in ε.



The approach 35

What the above suggests is that the observables Fj’s are not rich enough to
capture the complexity of Aε+Fj and a larger class of observables is needed in order
to describe its large scale-behaviour. The next theorem, which we will refer to as
the Fluctuation-Dissipation relation, identifies such class and states the conditions
its elements need to satisfy to conclude the proof of Theorem 2.3.

Theorem 4.5 Let φ,ψ ∈ S(Td) be fixed and, for j = 1, 2, fj ∈ ΓL2
j be given by

f1
def
= φ and f2

def
= [φ⊗ ψ]sym

def
=
φ⊗ ψ + ψ ⊗ φ

2
. (4.11)

Then, for every i ∈ {2, 3} and any n ∈ N, there exists wε,n ∈ ⊕n
j=iΓL

2
j such that

∥(−L0)
1
2wε,n∥ is bounded uniformly in ε and n, and the following limits hold

lim
n→∞

limsup
ε→0

∥wε,n∥ = 0 , (4.12)

lim
n→∞

limsup
ε→0

∥(−L0)−
1
2 (−Lεwε,n − Aε+fi−1 + Aε−w

ε,n
i )∥ = 0 , (4.13)

lim
n→∞

limsup
ε→0

∥(−L0)−
1
2 [Aε−w

ε,n
i − Dfi−1∥ = 0 , (4.14)

where D is defined in (2.9).

In the rest of the section, we will show how Theorem 4.5 implies Theorem 2.3 but
before that we want to give a heuristic which explains how to choose the functions
wε,n and why the conditions (4.12)-(4.14) are needed.

As pointed out at the beginning of this subsection, the goal is to show (4.10).
Taking a Laplace transform with respect to t, and ignoring the issue of exchanging
the limit in ε and the integral in t, the validity of (4.10) for every t > 0 is essentially
equivalent to proving that, for every µ > 0,

0 ≈ E
[ ∫ +∞

0
Aε+Fj(η

ε
s) e−µsds

∣∣∣η0]− E
[ ∫ +∞

0
DFj(ηεs) e−µsds

∣∣∣η0]
= (µ−Lε)−1Aε+Fj(η0) − (µ−Lε)−1DFj(η0)

the last equality being a consequence of E(G(ηεs)|η0) = [eL
εsG](η0). To be

consistent with the statement above, denote, for i ∈ {2, 3}, by fi−1 the kernel
associated to Fi−1 so that in the language of Fock spaces the previous condition
reads

(µ−Lε)−1Aε+fi−1 − (µ−Lε)−1Dfi−1 ≈ 0 (4.15)

where this time the left-hand side is an element of ΓL2 and the approximation
means that its norm is small as ε → 0. Since (4.15) cannot be a consequence
Aε+fi−1 ≈ Dfi−1 (right and left hand side are orthogonal and the right-hand side is
not small), we introduce the operator Lε

≥i = P≥iL
εP≥i, with P≥i the orthogonal

projection onto ⊕j≥iΓL
2
j , and define

wε
def
= (µ−Lε

≥i)
−1Aε+fi−1, (4.16)
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which belongs to ⊕j≥iΓL
2
j as Aε+fi−1 ∈ ΓL2

i . Note that (4.16) implies

(µ−Lε)wε = Aε+fi−1 − Aε−w
ε
i , (4.17)

so that, inverting (µ−Lε) and adding and subtracting (µ−Lε)−1Dfi−1, we obtain

(µ−Lε)−1Aε+fi−1 − (µ−Lε)−1Dfi−1 = wε + (µ−Lε)−1[Aε−w
ε
i − Dfi−1] .

In other words, we have re-expressed the left-hand side of (4.15) in terms of the
solution to (4.16), thus showing that (4.15) is equivalent to proving

lim
ε→0

∥wε∥2 = 0 , (4.18)

lim
ε→0

∥(µ−Lε)−1[Aε−w
ε
i − Dfi−1]∥2 = 0 . (4.19)

The limit (4.18) clearly corresponds to (4.12), while to see that (4.19) is implied
by (4.14), it suffices to note that, for any ψ,

∥(µ−Lε)−1ψ∥ ≲ ∥(L0)−
1
2ψ∥ . (4.20)

Indeed, by positivity of L0, we have

∥(µ−Lε)−1ψ∥ = ∥(−µ−Lε)−1(µ−L0)
1
2 (µ−L0)−

1
2ψ∥

≤ µ−
1
2 ∥(−µ−L0)

1
2 (µ−Lε)−1(µ−L0)

1
2 (µ−L0)−

1
2ψ∥

≤ µ−
1
2 ∥(µ−L0)−

1
2ψ∥

where in the last step we used that

(−µ−L0)
1
2 (µ−Lε)−1(µ−L0)

1
2 = (−µ−L0)

1
2 (µ−L0 − Aε)−1(µ−L0)

1
2

= (I − (µ−L0)−
1
2Aε(µ−L0)−

1
2 )−1

and this operator is bounded by 1 in norm, since (µ − L0)−
1
2Aε(µ − L0)−

1
2 is

antisymmetric and hence has purely imaginary spectrum.

The above heuristics not only motivates (4.12) and (4.14) but suggests that our
family of observables should be taken as the elements of ΓL2 defined according
to (4.16). The problem is that, when written in its chaos components, the latter is an
infinite system of equations and it is not even a priori clear whether or not it admits
a solution. This is the reason why we will have to further truncate the system in n,
which in turn will cause (4.17) not to be an equality thus giving condition (4.13).

4.4 Proof of the main result
In this section, we will rigorously prove Gaussian fluctuations for the Burgers
equation assuming Theorem 4.5.
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Proof of Theorem 2.3. By Theorem 4.1, we know that the sequence {ηε}ε is tight in
C([0, T ],S′(Td)), hence it converges along subsequences. If we prove that any limit
point is a solution of the martingale problem in Definition 4.3 then the statement
follows by Theorem 4.4.

Let η ∈ C([0, T ],S′(Td)) be a limit point. To verify that η satisfies the martingale
problem, we need to show that for every given φ ∈ S(Td) the processes M(fi−1),
i = 2, 3, defined according to (4.7) with f1 = η(φ) and f2 = η(φ)2 − ∥φ∥2

L2(Td),
are local martingales. In turn, this follows if we prove that for every s ∈ [0, T ] and
G : C([0, T ],S′(Td)) → R bounded continuous we have

E[δs,tM·(fi−1)G(η↾[0,s])] = 0 , (4.21)

where we introduced a convenient notation for the time increment, i.e. δs,tf
def
=

f (t) − f (s). Now, by the definition of M(fi−1), we deduce that

E[(Mt(fi−1) − Ms(fi−1))G(η↾[0,s])]

= E
[(
fi−1(ηt) − fi−1(ηs) −

∫ t

s
Lefffi−1(ηr)dr

)
G(η↾[0,s])

]
= lim

ε→0
E
[(
fi−1(ηεt ) − fi−1(ηεs) −

∫ t

s
Lefffi−1(ηεr)dr

)
G(ηε↾[0,s])

](4.22)

where we used that ηε converges in law to η inC([0, T ],S′(Td)) together with [CET23b,
Eq. (5.11)] to approximate the first factor in the expectation with bounded continuous
functionals. To analyse this latter term, let us write the equation for ηε in such a way
that we can identify the elements which are relevant to the limit.

By Dynkin’s formula and the weak formulation of (2.4) in (3.13), we have

fi−1(ηεt ) − fi−1(ηεs) −
∫ t

s
L0fi−1(ηεr)dr −

∫ t

s
Aεfi−1(ηεr)dr = δs,tM

ε
· (fi−1)

(4.23)
where M ε(fi−1) is the martingale whose quadratic variation is given by

⟨M ε
· (f )⟩t =

∫ t

0

∑
k

|k|2|[Dkf ](ηεs)|2ds (4.24)

and Dk is the Malliavin derivative in (3.8).
The term which is responsible for creating the new noise and the new Laplacian,

is that containing Aε+fi−1. In order to describe it, notice that the kernel of f1 in
ΓL2 is f1 = φ, while that of f2 is φ⊗ φ. Then, we consider the random variable
Wε,n ∈ L2(P), for n ∈ N, whose kernel is wε,n in the statement. By Dynkin’s
formula applied to Wε,n, we have

Wε,n(ηεt ) − Wε,n(ηεs) −
∫ t

s
LεWε,n(ηεr)dr = δs,tM

ε
· (Wε,n) (4.25)
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where M ε(Wε,n) is the martingale whose quadratic variation is the same as (4.24)
with fi−1 replaced by Wε,n. We now go back to (4.23) which we rewrite as

fi−1(ηεt )−fi−1(ηεs)−
∫ t

s
Lefffi−1(ηεr)dr = δs,t(M ε

· (fi−1)+M ε
· (Wε,n))+δs,tRε,n

(4.26)
for Rε,n def

=
∑4

j=1R
ε,n
j and the Rε,nj ’s are defined as

Rε,n1 (t) def
= Wε,n(µ) − Wε,n(ηεt ) ,

Rε,n2 (t) def
=

∫ t

0

(
LεWε,n + Aε+fi−1 − Aε−W

ε,n
i

)
(ηεs)ds ,

Rε,n3 (t) def
=

∫ t

0

(
Aε−W

ε,n
i (ηεs) − Dfi−1(ηεs)

)
ds ,

Rε,n4 (t) def
=

∫ t

0
Aε−fi−1(ηεs)ds .

We now get back to (4.22), which, in view of (4.25) equals

lim
n→∞

lim
ε→0

E
[(
δs,t(M ε

· (fi−1) +M ε
· (Wε,n)) + δs,tR

ε,n
)
G(ηε↾[0,s])

]
.

Since M ε(fi−1) and M ε(Wε,n) are martingales, for every n and every ε we have

E
[
δs,t(M ε

· (fi−1) +M ε
· (Wε,n))G(ηε↾[0,s])

]
= 0 . (4.27)

For the other term instead, we apply Cauchy-Schwarz and exploit the boundedness
of G, from which we obtain

E
[
δs,tR

ε,nG(ηε↾[0,s])
]
≤ ∥G∥∞E

[
|δs,tRε,n|2

] 1
2 ≤ ∥G∥∞

4∑
j=1

E
[
|δs,tRε,nj |2

] 1
2
,

so that we are left to show that each of the summands at the right hand side converges
to 0. Let us begin with the first, which can be controlled as

E
[
|δs,tRε,n1 |2

] 1
2
= E

[
|Wε,n(ηεt ) − Wε,n(ηεs)|2

] 1
2

≤ E
[
|Wε,n(ηεt )|2

] 1
2
+ E

[
|Wε,n(ηεs)|2

] 1
2
= 2∥wε,n∥

and the right hand side converges to 0 as ε goes to 0 by (4.12). For the others, we
apply the Itô trick, Lemma 3.9, which gives

E
[
(δs,tR

ε,n
2 )2

] 1
2 ≤ Ct

1
2 ∥(−L0)−

1
2 (−Lεwε,n − Aε+fi−1 + Aε−w

ε,n
i )∥ ,(4.28)

E
[
(δs,tR

ε,n
3 )2

] 1
2 ≤ Ct

1
2 ∥(−L0)−

1
2 [Aε−w

ε,n
i − Dfi−1]∥ , (4.29)
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E
[
(δs,tR

ε,n
4 )2

] 1
2 ≤ Ct

1
2 ∥(−L0)−

1
2Aε−fi−1∥ , (4.30)

with C independent of n. Now, (4.28) and (4.29) converge to 0 in the double limit
as ε→ 0 first and n→ ∞ then, by (4.13) and (4.14). Concerning (4.30), for i = 2,
Aε−f1 = 0, while for i = 3 we leverage the smoothness of f2. Indeed,

∥(−L0)−
1
2Aε−f2∥2 ≤

∑
k

(w · k)2

|k|2
λ2ε

( ∑
ℓ+m=k

Jεℓ,mf̂2(ℓ,m)
)2

≲
(
λ2ε

∑
|ℓ|<ε−1

1

|ℓ|2α
)∑
ℓ,m

(|ℓ|2 + |m|2)α|f̂2(ℓ,m)|2

=
(
λ2ε

∑
ℓ

1

|ℓ|2α
)
∥(−L0)α/2f2∥2

for α > 1. The last norm is finite and it is not hard to see that the quantity in
parenthesis is converging to 0, thus implying that the ε→ 0 limit of (4.30) is 0.

Collecting the results above together with (4.22) and (4.27), (4.21) follows at
once so that the proof of the theorem is complete.

As it should be clear by now, the bulk of our work is to establish the existence
of functions {wε,n}n,ε satisfying conditions (4.12)- (4.14) in Theorem 4.5. This
is quite subtle and we will adopt different strategies for d = 2 and d ≥ 3. In both
cases, the rationale behind the search for wε,n is dictated by (4.16).

5 Characterisation of limit points: the Fluctuation-Dissipation relation

According to the heuristic provided in the previous section, we would like to choose
wε as in (4.16) but without the mass µ. Taking a (slightly) more general perspective,
we consider, for i ∈ N, uε solving

−Lε
≥iu

ε = g , (5.1)

where we recall that Lε
≥i = P≥iL

εP≥i, with P≥i the orthogonal projection onto
⊕j≥iΓL

2
j , and g is an arbitrary element of

⊕
j≥i ΓL

2
j . Later on we will mostly

consider the case of g = Aε+fi−1 for fi−1 as in (4.11). When decomposed in its
chaos components (5.1) becomes an infinite system

...
−L0u

ε
n − Aε−u

ε
n+1 − Aε+u

ε
n−1 = gn

−L0u
ε
n−1 − Aε−u

ε
n − Aε+u

ε
n−2 = gn−1

...
−L0u

ε
i+1 − Aε−u

ε
i+2 − Aε+u

ε
i = gi+1

−L0u
ε
i − Aε−u

ε
i+1 = gi .

(5.2)



Characterisation of limit points: the Fluctuation-Dissipation relation 40

Note the absence of Aε+uεi−1 from the last equation due to the projection. As we
mentioned, it is not a priori clear that the (5.2) admits a solution, not even if g is
regular and with finite chaos decomposition. Therefore, we are lead to introduce a
second truncation which removes all high chaoses. To be precise, for i,m ∈ N, let
g ∈

⊕m
j=i ΓL

2
j and i ≤ m ≤ n. Define uε,n as the unique solution of the truncated

generator equation which is defined as

−Lε
i,nu

ε,n = g , (5.3)

where, analogously to the above, Lε
i,n = Pi,nL

εPi,n, with Pi,n the orthogonal
projection onto

⊕n
j=i ΓL

2
j . In other words, uε,n solves the finite system of equations

given by

−L0u
ε,n
n − Aε+u

ε,n
n−1 = 0

−L0u
ε,n
n−1 − Aε−u

ε,n
n − Aε+u

ε,n
n−2 = 0

...
−L0u

ε,n
m − Aε−u

ε,n
m+1 − Aε+u

ε,n
m−1 = gm

...
−L0u

ε,n
i+1 − Aε−u

ε,n
i+2 − Aε+u

ε,n
i = gi+1

−L0u
ε,n
i − Aε−u

ε,n
i+1 = gi .

(5.4)

Our first result, we obtain a weighted a priori estimate which ensures that uniformly
in ε the high chaoses of uε,n decay polynomially in the number operator.

Proposition 5.1 Let m ∈ N, i < m and g ∈
⊕m

j=i+1 ΓL
2
j . For n ∈ N, n ≥ m, let

uε,n be the solution of the truncated generator equation in (5.3) in any dimension
d ≥ 2. Then, there exists a positive constant C = C(m, k) independent of n, ε and
g, such that

∥Nk(−L0)
1
2uε,n∥ ≤ C∥(−L0)−

1
2 g∥ , (5.5)

where N is the number operator in Definition 3.7.

Proof. The proof follows closely that of [LY97, Lemma 2.5] (see also [CGT24,
Proposition 2.8]) and crucially uses the antisymmetry of the operator Aε in (3.18),
its decomposition Aε± in (3.23) and the fact that it maps ΓL2

j into ΓL2
j+1 ⊕ ΓL2

j−1.
For the sake of completeness, we provide the details below.

As n and ε are fixed throughout, we will write u and uj , j = 1, . . . , n in place
of uε,n and uε,nj , respectively. Also, by convention, we let un+1 = 0 = ui−1 =
· · · = u1. To denote constants which do not depend on ε, n or g we will use C, and
such C might change from line to line.

Let us test the j-th component, j ≥ i, with Lεu, which, since by Lemma 3.5
(Aε+)∗ = −Aε−, gives

⟨uj ,Lεu⟩ = ⟨uj ,L0uj⟩+ ⟨uj ,Aε+uj−1⟩+ ⟨uj ,Aε−uj+1⟩
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= ⟨uj ,L0uj⟩ −
[
⟨uj+1,A

ε
+uj⟩ − ⟨uj ,Aε+uj−1⟩

]
.

Via a summation by parts, for any a > 0, we have
n∑
j=i

(a+ j2k)⟨uj , (−L0)uj⟩ =
n∑
j=i

(a+ j2k)⟨uj , (−Lε)u⟩

+
n∑
j=i

(j2k − (j − 1)2k)⟨uj ,Aε+uj−1⟩.

Next, note that −Lεu = g−Aε+un−Aε−ui so that, by orthogonality of Fock spaces
with different indices,

|⟨uj , (−Lε)u⟩| = |⟨uj , gj⟩| ≤
1

2
⟨uj , (−L0)uj⟩+

1

2
⟨gj , (−L0)−1gj⟩.

As a consequence, there exists some finite strictly positive constant C = C(m, k),
which might change from line to line, such that

n∑
j=i

(a+ j2k)⟨uj , (−L0)uj⟩

≤ C
(
∥(−L0)−

1
2 g∥2 +

n∑
j=i

(j2k − (j − 1)2k)⟨uj ,Aε+uj−1⟩
)

≤ C
(
∥(−L0)−

1
2 g∥2 +

n∑
j=i

j2k−1⟨uj ,Aε+uj−1⟩
)

(5.6)

where the constant C = C(k) was chosen in such a way that (j2k − (j − 1)2k)
√
j ≤

Cj2k−
1
2 . To handle the last sum, we bound

|⟨uj ,Aε+uj−1⟩| ≤ ∥(−L0)
1
2uj∥∥(−L0)−

1
2Aε+uj−1∥

≤ C
√
j∥(−L0)

1
2uj∥∥(−L0)

1
2uj−1∥

≤ C
√
j
(1
2
∥(−L0)

1
2uj∥2 +

1

2
∥(−L0)

1
2uj−1∥2

) (5.7)

where in the second bound we used (3.28) in Lemma 3.8. We now plug the result
into (5.6) and rearrange the terms, so that we conclude

n∑
j=i

j2k
(
1 +

a

j2k
− C√

j

)
⟨uj , (−L0)uj⟩ ≤ C(1 + ∥(−L0)−

1
2 g∥2) . (5.8)

Choosing a sufficiently large, in such a way that (1 + a
j2k

− C√
j
) ≥ 1/2 for every

j ≥ 2, (5.5) follows.

At this point, we want to gather further properties of the solution to (5.1) but for
this we will adopt very different strategies in d = 2 and d ≥ 3.
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5.1 The critical dimension d = 2: the Replacement Lemma
To analyse the critical dimension, we take a closer look at (5.4) and elaborate on the
observation made in [LQSY04, Section 2] which we now explain.

For simplicity, assume g ∈ ΓL2
i . As L0 is invertible on ΓL2

j for all j ≥ 1, uε,nn
can be written in terms of uε,nn−1 as

uε,nn = (−L0)−1Aε+u
ε,n
n−1 = (−L0 + Hε

0 )−1Aε+u
ε,n
n−1 ,

where Hε
0 is the operator identically equal to 0. Upon plugging the above expression

into the projection of (5.3) on ΓL2
n−1, we get

−L0u
ε,n
n−1−Aε−(−L0 + Hε

0 )−1Aε+u
ε,n
n−1 = Aε+u

ε,n
n−2 .

Now, the operator evidenced in blue is non-negative, self-adjoint and maps each
ΓL2

j to itself (i.e. its diagonal in the chaos), since by Lemma 3.5, for any ψ ∈ ΓL2
j ,

we have

⟨−Aε−(−L0 + Hε
0 )−1Aε+ψ,ψ⟩ = ⟨ψ,−Aε−(−L0 + Hε

0 )−1Aε+ψ⟩

= ∥(−L0 − Hε
0 )−

1
2Aε+ψ∥2 ≥ 0 .

As a consequence, −L0 − Aε−(−L0 + Hε
0 )−1Aε+ is invertible itself and we can

express uε,nn−1 via

uε,nn−1 = (−L0 − Aε−(−L0 + Hε
0 )−1Aε+)−1Aε+u

ε,n
n−2 = (−L0 + Hε

1 )−1Aε+u
ε,n
n−2 .

By iterating the above procedure, we obtain the recursive expression for the
components of uε,n given by{

uε,nj = (−L0 + Hε
n−j)

−1Aε+u
ε,n
j−1 , for j = i+ 1, . . . , n

uε,ni = (−L0 + Hε
n−i)

−1g
(5.9)

where the operators Hε
j are non-negative, self-adjoint and diagonal in the chaos

(see [CET23b, Lemma 3.2]), and are inductively defined according to Hε
0 ≡ 0 and

for j ≥ 1
Hε
j+1

def
= −Aε−(−L0 − Hε

j )−1Aε+ . (5.10)

Formally, one expects that, by taking n→ ∞, for every j ∈ N, uε,nj converges
to the j-th component of the solution uε to (5.1). The latter should, heuristically,
have the same structure as the right hand side of (5.9) but with the operator Hε

n−j
replaced by the operator Hε given by the fixed point of the relation in (5.10), i.e.
Hε should satisfy

Hε = −Aε−(L0 + Hε)−1Aε+ . (5.11)

Indeed, if such Hε existed, were non-negative, self-adjoint and diagonal in chaos,
then zε ∈ ⊕j≥iΓL

2
j given by

zε = (−L0 + Hε)−1Aε+z
ε + (−L0 + Hε)−1g (5.12)
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would be a solution to (5.1) (actually, the solution since the equation is linear). To
see this, note first that, since Aε+ increases the chaos by 1, zε is defined recursively
and therefore it is well-defined. Then,

−Lε
≥iz

ε =
[
(−L0 − Hε)zε − Aε+z

ε
]
− P≥iA

ε
−P≥iz

ε + Hεzε

= g − Aε−P≥i+1

[
(−L0 + Hε)−1Aε+z

ε + (−L0 + Hε)−1g
]
+ Hεzε

= g +
[
− Aε−(−L0 + Hε)−1Aε+ + Hε

]
zε = g

where in the first step we used (5.12), in the second that g ∈ ΓL2
i and in the

last (5.11), so that the claim follows.

That said, it is difficult to directly study Hε and, in particular, to accurately
describe its behaviour for ε small. The idea then, is to derive an approximate fixed
point for (5.11) and use the latter to define our family of observables. This is the
content of the next subsection.

5.1.1 The Replacement Lemma and Equation

The existence and properties of such an approximate fixed point are detailed in the
so-called Replacement Lemma, which is one of the main contributions of our work.
Before stating it, we need to introduce some notation. For ε > 0, let Lε be the
function defined on [12 ,∞) as

Lε(x) def
= λ2ε log

(
1 +

1

ε2x

)
. (5.13)

Further, let G be the function

G(x) def
=

1

|w|2

[(
3|w|2

2π
x+ 1

) 2
3

− 1

]
, (5.14)

and Gε be the operator on ΓL2 given by

Gε
def
= G(Lε(−L0)) (5.15)

which means that for ψ ∈ ΓL2
n, n ∈ N, the action of Gε on ψ is

F(Gεψ)(k1:n) def
= G(Lε(12 |k1:n|

2))ψ̂(k1:n) , k1:n ∈ Z2n
0 .

Lemma 5.2 (Replacement Lemma) There exists a constant C > 0 such that for
every ψ1, ψ2 ∈ ΓL2 we have

|⟨[− Aε−(−L0 −Lw
0 Gε)−1Aε+ +Lw

0 Gε]ψ1, ψ2⟩| (5.16)

≤ Cλ2ε∥N(−L0)
1
2ψ1∥∥N(−L0)

1
2ψ2∥

where Gε and Lw
0 are the operators defined respectively according to (5.15)

and (2.9).
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Before proving the statement, let us make a few remarks and see how to
use the Replacement Lemma to define a family of observables which satisfy
conditions (4.12)-(4.14) in Theorem 4.5.

An immediate corollary of (5.16) is that

∥(−L0)−
1
2
[
−Aε−(−L0 −Lw

0 Gε)−1Aε+ +Lw
0 Gε

]
(−L0)−

1
2 ∥2ΓL2

n→ΓL2
n
≲ λ2εn

which, since we assume λε to be chosen according to weak coupling, i.e. as in (2.5),
implies that for n fixed, the left hand side vanishes as ε → 0. In other words, on
any given chaos, Lw

0 Gε is an approximate fixed point to (5.11) uniformly over ε.
As we will see, this is enough for our purposes and, in line with the heuristic zε
in (5.12) (but with the choice of g = Aε+f ), we can give the definition of the family
of observables we will be considering hereafter.

Definition 5.3 (Replacement Equation) For ε > 0, i ≤ n ∈ N and f ∈ ΓL2
i−1,

we define vε,n ∈
⊕n

j=i ΓL
2
j to be the solution of the replacement equation with

input f , which is given by

vε,n = (−L0 −Lw
0 Gε)−1Aε+P

n−1
i vε,n + (−L0 −Lw

0 Gε)−1Aε+f , (5.17)

with the convention that for all j ≤ i, vε,nj = 0.

The equation (5.17) morally corresponds to a truncated version of (5.12) but in
which the mysterious operator Hε is replaced by a fully explicit one, i.e. −Lw

0 Gε.
Further, the equation admits a unique solution since it is triangular and can be
explicitly solved starting from vε,n1 = · · · = vε,ni−1 = 0, and then inductively setting

vε,nj
def
= (−L0 −Lw

0 Gε)−1Aε+v
ε,n
j−1 + (−L0 −Lw

0 Gε)−1Aε+f , j ≥ i .

Our goal in the next subsection is to prove that indeed the solution to the replacement
equation (5.17) satisfies (4.12)-(4.14) but before that we want to sketch the proof of
Lemma 5.2.

Proof of Lemma 5.2 (Sketch and derivation of G). The proof of the Replacement
Lemma is mainly technical and can be found in [CGT24, Lemma 2.5]. For the
sake of these notes, we will present the main ideas behind it and provide a heuristic
justification as to where the specific G in (5.14) comes about.

Notice first that, for any n ∈ N, the operator Aε−(−L0 − Lw
0 Gε)−1Aε+ maps

ΓL2
n into itself, so that, to establish (5.16), it suffices to consider ψ1, ψ2 ∈ ΓL2

n. For
simplicity, let us take ψ1 = ψ2 = ψ, and consider

⟨−Aε−(−L0 −Lw
0 Gε)−1Aε+ψ,ψ⟩ = ∥(−L0 −Lw

0 Gε)−
1
2Aε+ψ∥2 . (5.18)

Let Sε def
= (−L0 −Lw

0 Gε)−1 and denote by σε = (σεn)n≥1 its Fourier multiplier, i.e.
for ψ ∈ ΓL2

n F(Sεψ)(k1:n) = σεn(k1:n)ψ̂(k1:n) where

σεn(k1:n) =
2

|k1:n|2 + (w · k)21:nG(Lε(12 |k1:n|2))
, (5.19)
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and G,Lε are as in (5.13) and (5.14) respectively. From (3.23), we deduce that the
right hand side of (5.18) equals

(n+ 1)!
∑
k1:n+1

σεn+1(k1:n+1) ×

× λ2ε
π2(n+ 1)2

∣∣∣ ∑
1≤i<j≤n+1

[w · (ki + kj)]Jεki,kj ψ̂(ki + kj , k{1:n+1}\{i,j})
∣∣∣2 .

Now, expanding the square we obtain a sum over 4 indices, i, j, i′ and j′ with
i < j and i′ < j′, which we split into a diagonal part, corresponding to the choice
i = i′ and j = j′, and an off-diagonal part, in which instead the cardinality of
{i, j} ∩ {i′, j′} is less or equal to 1. We will neglect the off-diagonal part as, via
a clever Cauchy-Schwarz inequality (see the proof of Lemma 2.5 in [CGT24]), it
can be shown to be bounded precisely by the right hand side of (5.16) and is that
responsible for the growth in the number operator. The diagonal part instead is
given by

(n+ 1)!
∑
k1:n+1

σεn+1(k1:n+1) ×

× λ2ε
π2(n+ 1)2

∑
1≤i<j≤n+1

[w · (ki + kj)]2Jεki,kj |ψ̂(ki + kj , k{1:n+1}\{i,j})|2

= n!n
∑
k1:n

1

2
(w · k1)2|ψ̂(k1:n)|2

λ2ε
π2

∑
ℓ+m=k1

Jεℓ,mσεn+1(ℓ,m, k2:n)

 (5.20)

where we applied a simple change of variables. What we immediately see is that
the quantity in square brackets is a given function of k1:n independent of ψ̂. Let us
denote it by Ψε, i.e.

Ψε(k1:n) def
=
λ2ε
π2

∑
ℓ+m=k1

Jεℓ,mσεn+1(ℓ,m, k2:n) . (5.21)

Before proceeding, notice also that the second term at the left hand side of (5.16) is

⟨Lw
0 Gεψ,ψ⟩ = n!

∑
k1:n

1

2
(w · k)21:nG(Lε(12 |k1:n|

2))|ψ̂(k1:n)|2

= n!n
∑
k1:n

1

2
(w · k1)2G(Lε(12 |k1:n|

2))|ψ̂(k1:n)|2 (5.22)

where we used the symmetry of both ψ̂ and k1:n 7→ G(Lε(12 |k1:n|
2)). By compar-

ing (5.20) and (5.22), we deduce that these two terms are close provided that

sup
k1:n

|Ψε(k1:n) −G(Lε(12 |k1:n|
2))| ≲ λ2ε , (5.23)
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whose proof is given in detail in [CGT24, Appendix A].
We do not want to repeat here the whole argument since it is mainly technical.

The idea is to perform a series of approximations of Ψε making sure that the error
made is of order λ2ε , and thus vanishes as ε→ 0. We will split the rest of the proof in
two steps. The first provides some insight over the type of approximations required
and which make no use of the explicit form of the function G. The second instead is
devoted to the derivation G, whose expression results from the solution of an ODE.
For simplicity, we take n in (5.21) to be equal to 1.

Step 1: Approximation. Consider

Ψε(k) =
λ2ε
π2

∑
ℓ+m=k

Jεℓ,mσε2(ℓ,m)

=
λ2ε
π2

∑
ℓ+m=k

Jεℓ,m
|ℓ|2+|m|2

2 + (w·ℓ)2+(w·m)2
2 G(Lε( |ℓ|

2+|m|2
2 ))

,

and note that

Ψε(k) ≈ λ2ε
π2

∑
ℓ+m=k

Jεℓ,m
|ℓ|2 + |k|2

2 + (w · ℓ)2G(Lε(|ℓ|2 + |k|2
2 ))

≈ λ2ε
π2

∑
ε≤|εℓ|≤1

ε2
1

|εℓ|2 + |εk|2
2 + (w · (εℓ))2G(Lε(ε−2(|εℓ|2 + |εk|2

2 ))

≈ λ2ε
π2

∫
|x|≤1

dx

|x|2 + |εk|2
2 + (w · x)2G(Lε(ε−2(|x|2 + |εk|2

2 ))

where in the first step we replaced 1
2 (|ℓ|2 + |m|2) 7→ |ℓ|2 + 1

2 |k|
2, 1

2 ((w · ℓ)2 +
(w ·m)2) 7→ (w · ℓ)2 + 1

2 (w · k)2 7→ (w · ℓ)2, in the second we removed Jεℓ,m and
added the condition 1 ≤ |ℓ| ≤ ε−1 and in the last we performed a Riemann-sum
approximation. At this point, set αε

def
= 1

2 |εk|
2 and pass to polar coordinates, i.e.

define x = rvθx and w = |w|vθw for vθ = (cos θ, sin θ), which gives

λ2ε
π2

∫ 2π

0
dθ

∫ 1

0

rdr
r2 + αε + r2(w · vθ)2G(Lε(ε−2(r2 + αε)))

=
λ2ε
2π2

∫ 2π

0
dθ

∫ 1

0

dr
r + αε + r(w · vθ)2G(Lε(ε−2(r + αε)))

=
λ2ε
2π2

∫ 2π

0
dθ

∫ 1

0

dr
r + αε + r|w|2 cos2(θ − θw)G(Lε(ε−2(r + αε)))

=
λ2ε
π2

∫ 1

0
dr

∫ π

0

dθ
r + αε + r|w|2 cos2(θ)G(Lε(ε−2(r + αε)))

≈ λ2ε
π2

∫ 1

0

∫ π

0

dθdr
(r + αε)(r + αε + 1)[1 + |w|2 cos2(θ)G(Lε(ε−2(r + αε)))]
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the second to last step being a consequence of the periodicity of the integrand in
θ. We are left with analysing the last integral for which we perform the change of
variables

y = Lε(ε−2(r + αε)) = λ2ε log
(
1 +

1

r + αε

)
,

dr
(r + αε)(1 + r + αε)

= −λ−2
ε dy

and conclude that it equals

1

π2

∫ π

0
dθ

∫ Lε( 1
2
|k|2)

Lε(ε−2+ 1
2
|k|2)

dy
1 + |w|2 cos2(θ)G(y)

≈ 1

π2

∫ π

0
dθ

∫ Lε( 1
2
|k|2)

0

dy
1 + |w|2 cos2(θ)G(y)

=
1

π

∫ Lε( 1
2
|k|2)

0

dy√
1 + |w|2G(y)

where in the last step we computed the integral in θ exactly.

Step 2: An ODE for G. Summarising, in the previous step we have shown that

Ψε(k) ≈ 1

π

∫ Lε( 1
2
|k|2)

0

dy√
1 + |w|2G(y)

.

For (5.23) to hold, we need to control

|Ψε(k) −G(Lε(12 |k|
2))| ≈

∣∣∣ 1
π

∫ Lε( 1
2
|k|2)

0

dy√
1 + |w|2G(y)

−G(Lε(12 |k|
2))

∣∣∣
uniformly over |k|. Both summands are functions of Lε(12 |k|

2) which is bounded
below by 0 and above by 1, uniformly over k and ε. Therefore, (5.23) follows if we
choose G such that, for all t ∈ [0, 1],

G(t) =
1

π

∫ t

0

dy√
1 + |w|2G(y)

which is equivalent to

Ġ =
1

π(1 + |w|2G)
, G(0) = 0 . (5.24)

The ODE in (5.24) has an explicit solution given by (5.14). Hence, the choice of G
is justified and the proof of the statement is concluded.

5.1.2 Estimates on the Replacement Equation

We now collect all the estimates needed to show that (4.12), (4.13) and (4.14) hold
for vε,n, and conclude the section by proving Theorem 4.5. Let us begin with the first
two, for which we will first need to specialise the a priori estimates in Proposition 5.1
to vε,n.
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Lemma 5.4 For i ∈ {2, 3}, f ∈ ΓL2
i−1 and n ∈ N, n ≥ 3, let vε,n be the solution

of the replacement equation with input f as in Definition 5.3. Then, for any k ∈ N
there exists a constant C > 0 and ε(n, k) > 0, both independent of f , such that for
every ε < ε(n, k)

∥Nk(−L0)
1
2 vε,n∥ ≤ C∥(−L0)

1
2 f∥ . (5.25)

Proof. Throughout the proof i is fixed.
We first prove the result for k = 0. Let us look at the way in which the generator

Lε acts on vε,n. We have

−Lεvε,n =(−L0 −Lw
0 Gε)vε,n − Aε+v

ε,n − Aε−v
ε,n +Lw

0 Gεvε,n

=Aε+f − Aε−(−L0 −Lw
0 Gε)−1Aε+f − Aε+v

ε,n
n +Lw

0 Gεvε,nn

+ [− Aε−(−L0 −Lw
0 Gε)−1Aε+ +Lw

0 Gε]Pn−1
i vε,n (5.26)

where in the last step we used (5.17). Now, Aε+v
ε,n
n ∈ ΓL2

n+1, so that, since
vε,n ∈ ⊕n

j=iΓL
2
j , the two are orthogonal. For the same reason, also vε,n and

Aε−(−L0 − Lw
0 Gε)−1Aε+f ∈ ΓL2

i−1 are orthogonal. Therefore, by testing both
sides of (5.26) by vε,n, we obtain

∥(−L0)
1
2 vε,n∥2 = ⟨vε,n,Aε+f⟩+ ⟨vε,nn ,Lw

0 Gεvε,nn ⟩ (5.27)
+ ⟨vε,n, [− Aε−(−L0 −Lw

0 Gε)−1Aε+ +Lw
0 Gε]Pn−1

i vε,n⟩ .

Now, we bound the first term by Cauchy-Schwarz and neglect the second since it is
negative, i.e.

⟨vε,n,Aε+f⟩ ≤ 1
2∥(−L0)

1
2 vε,n∥2 + 1

2∥(−L0)−
1
2Aε+f∥2

⟨vε,nn ,Lw
0 Gεvε,nn ⟩ = −∥(−Lw

0 Gε)
1
2 vε,nn ∥2 ≤ 0 .

For the third, we use the Replacement Lemma 5.2, so that, overall (5.27) becomes

∥(−L0)
1
2 vε,n∥2 ≤ 1

2∥(−L0)−
1
2Aε+f∥2 + (12 + Cn2λ2ε)∥(−L0)

1
2 vε,n∥2

≤ C ′∥|(−L0)
1
2 f∥2 + (12 + Cn2λ2ε)∥(−L0)

1
2 vε,n∥2

where in the last step we used (3.28) with σ = +. At this point, (5.25) for k = 0
follows upon choosing ε(n, 0) in such a way that Cn2λ2ε(n,0) <

1
2 .

We now turn to k > 0. Let vε,n be the solution to (5.3) with ψ def
= Aε+f . Then,

∥Nk(−L0)
1
2 vε,n∥ ≤ nk∥(−L0)

1
2 (vε,n − vε,n)∥+ ∥Nk(−L0)

1
2 vε,n∥ . (5.28)

In view of Proposition 5.1, the second summand is bounded by (a constant times)
∥(−L0)−

1
2Aε+f∥ which, by (3.28), is controlled by ∥(−L0)

1
2 f∥. For the first, we

claim that for any j there exists C > 0 such that for ε small enough, we have

∥(−L0)
1
2 (vε,n − vε,n)∥2 ≤ C(n−j + n2λ2ε)∥(−L0)

1
2 f∥2 . (5.29)
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Assuming the claim, the proof is concluded as it suffices to choose in (5.29) j = k
and ε2(n, k) > 0 such that nk+2λε2(n,k) < 1, to ensure that also the first summand
in (5.28) is bounded.

We now prove (5.29). To shorten the notation, set ψ♯ε
def
= (−L0−Lw

0 Gε)−1Aε+f .
We begin by evaluating −Lε on vε,n − vε,n. To do so, we exploit (5.26) and the
fact that, as noted in the proof of Proposition 5.1, since vε,n solves (5.3), we have

−Lεvε,n − Aε+f + Aε−v
ε,n
i = −Aε+v

ε,n
n .

This means that

−Lε(vε,n − vε,n) =− Aε−(ψ♯ε − vε,ni ) − Aε+(vε,nn − vε,nn ) +Lw
0 Gεvε,nn (5.30)

+ [− Aε−(−L0 −Lw
0 Gε)−1Aε+ +Lw

0 Gε]Pn−1
i vε,n .

Now, since ψ♯ε ∈ ΓL2
2, Aε−(ψ♯ε − vε,ni ) ∈ ΓL2

i and Aε+(vε,nn − vε,nn ) ∈ ΓL2
n+1, they

are orthogonal to both vε,n and vε,n as these belong to ⊕n
j=iΓL

2
j . Hence, testing

both sides of (5.30) by vε,n − vε,n, we obtain

∥(−L0)
1
2 (vε,n − vε,n)∥2 = ⟨vε,n − vε,n,Lw

0 Gεvε,nn ⟩ (5.31)
+ ⟨vε,n − vε,n, [− Aε−(−L0 −Lw

0 Gε)−1Aε+ +Lw
0 Gε]Pn−1

i vε,n⟩ .

Let us analyse the two terms at the right hand side separately. For the first, note that
the operator Lw

0 Gε is negative, so that

⟨vε,n − vε,n,Lw
0 Gεvε,nn ⟩ = ⟨vε,nn ,Lw

0 Gεvε,nn ⟩ − ⟨vε,nn , (−Lw
0 Gε)vε,nn ⟩

≤ ⟨−vε,nn , (−Lw
0 Gε)vε,nn ⟩

≲ ∥(−L0)
1
2 vε,nn ∥∥(−L0)

1
2 vε,nn ∥

and in the last bound we used that −Lw
0 Gε ≲ −L0 and that L0,L

w
0 and Gε

commute. Now, the a priori estimates in Proposition 5.1 and Lemma 5.4 for k = 0
allow to upper bound the previous by

n−k∥(−L0)
1
2 vε,n∥∥Nk(−L0)

1
2 vε,nn ∥ ≲ n−k∥(−L0)−

1
2Aε+f∥2

≲ n−k∥(−L0)
1
2 f∥2

where, once again, the last step follows by (3.28). For the second term in (5.31), we
apply the Replacement Lemma 5.2 first and the same a priori estimates as above,
thus getting

⟨vε,n − vε,n,[Aε−(−L0 −Lw
0 Gε)−1Aε+ +Lw

0 Gε]Pn−1
i vε,n⟩

≤ Cλ2εn
2∥(−L0)

1
2 (vε,n − vε,n)∥∥(−L0)

1
2 vε,n∥

≤ 1
2Cλ

2
εn

2
(
∥(−L0)

1
2 (vε,n − vε,n)∥2 + ∥(−L0)

1
2 vε,n∥2

)
≤ 1

2Cλ
2
εn

2
(
∥(−L0)

1
2 (vε,n − vε,n)∥2 + ∥(−L0)−

1
2Aε+f∥2

)
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≤ 1
2Cλ

2
εn

2
(
∥(−L0)

1
2 (vε,n − vε,n)∥2 + ∥(−L0)

1
2 f∥2

)
,

where the constantC changed in the last two lines. Now, by using that for ε < ε(n, k),
Cn2λ2ε < 1, we see that (5.31) is bounded by

∥(−L0)
1
2 (vε,n − vε,n)∥2 ≤ 1

2Cλ
2
εn

2∥(−L0)
1
2 (vε,n − vε,n)∥2 + C ′∥(−L0)

1
2 f∥2

for some constant C ′ > 0, from which (5.29) follows at once.

We are now ready to state and prove the proposition from which we will
deduce (4.13) and (4.12).

Proposition 5.5 For i ∈ {2, 3}, f ∈ ΓL2
i−1 and n ∈ N, n ≥ 3, let vε,n be the

solution of the replacement equation with input f as in Definition 5.3. Then, for any
k ∈ N, there exists a constant C > 0, depending only on k, and ε(n, k) > 0 such
that for any ε < ε(n, k) the following estimates hold

∥(−L0)−
1
2 (−Lεvε,n − Aε+f + Aε−v

ε,n
i )∥ ≤ C

nk
∥(−L0)

1
2 f∥ , (5.32)

and
∥vε,n∥ ≤ Cλε∥(−L0)

1
2 f∥ . (5.33)

Proof. Let us begin with (5.32). Notice that, by the recursive definition of vε,n,
vε,ni−1 = 0 and therefore

vε,ni = (−L0 −Lw
0 Gε)−1Aε+f .

Hence, by (5.26), we see that

−Lεvε,n − Aε+f + Aε−v
ε,n
i =−Lεvε,n − Aε+f + Aε−(−L0 −Lw

0 Gε)−1Aε+f

=− Aε+v
ε,n
n +Lw

0 Gεvε,nn

+ [− Aε−(−L0 −Lw
0 Gε)−1Aε+ +Lw

0 Gε]Pn−1
i vε,n .

Now, for the first two terms we use Lemma 3.8 and −Lw
0 Gε ≲ −L0, to obtain

∥(−L0)−
1
2 [−Aε+v

ε,n
n +Lw

0 Gεvε,nn ]∥ ≲
√
n∥(−L0)

1
2 vε,nn ∥

≲ n−k∥(−L0)
1
2 f∥

where the last step follows by Lemma 5.4. For the third term, we note that the
ΓL2-norm satisfies a variational formulation, i.e.

∥(−L0)−
1
2 [− Aε−(−L0 −Lw

0 Gε)−1Aε+ +Lw
0 Gε]Pn−1

i vε,n∥

= sup
∥ψ∥=1

⟨ψ, (−L0)−
1
2 [− Aε−(−L0 −Lw

0 Gε)−1Aε+ +Lw
0 Gε]Pn−1

i vε,n⟩
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= sup
∥ψ∥=1

⟨(−L0)−
1
2ψ, [− Aε−(−L0 −Lw

0 Gε)−1Aε+ +Lw
0 Gε]Pn−1

i vε,n⟩

≲ Cλ2ε sup
∥ψ∥=1

∥ψ∥∥N2(−L0)
1
2 vε,n∥ = Cλ2ε∥N2(−L0)

1
2 vε,n∥

≤ Cλ2εn
2∥(−L0)

1
2 f∥ (5.34)

where in the third step we used the Replacement Lemma 5.2 and in the last,
Lemma 5.4. By choosing ε(n, k) > 0 such that λ2ε2(n,k)n

2+k < 1, (4.13) follows at
once.

We now turn to (5.33). Note that for any j ∈ N and ψ ∈ ΓL2
j ,

∥(−L0−Lw
0 Gε)−1Aε+ψ∥2

≲ j2λ2ε
∑
k1:j+1

Jεk1,k2(w · (k1 + k2))2|ψ̂(k1 + k2, k3:j+1)|2

[12 |k1:j+1|2 + 1
2 (w · k)21:j+1G(Lε(12 |k1:j+1|2))]2

≲ j2λ2ε
∑
k1:j

(w · k1)2|ψ̂(k1:j)|2
∑

ℓ+m=k1

Jεℓ,m
(|ℓ|2 + |m|2)2

(5.35)

Now, the inner sum is clearly finite, and therefore we deduce

∥(−L0 −Lw
0 Gε)−1Aε+ψ∥2 ≲ λ2ε∥N(−L0)

1
2ψ∥2 . (5.36)

We apply the previous estimate to the definition of vε,n, so that we obtain

∥vε,n∥2 ≤ ∥(−L0 −Lw
0 Gε)−1Aε+[vε,n + f ]∥2 ≲ λ2ε∥N(−L0)

1
2 [vε,n + f ]∥2 .

(5.37)
By the weighted a priori estimate on vε,n in Lemma 5.4, we see that the norm at the
right hand side of (5.37) is bounded uniformly in ε so that (5.33) is proven.

We can now turn to the proof of (4.14), which is a very easy consequence of the
replacement lemma.

Proposition 5.6 For i ∈ {2, 3}, f ∈ ΓL2
i−1 and n ∈ N, n ≥ 3, let vε,n be

the solution of the replacement equation with input f as in Definition 5.3. Let
D= DSHEL

w
0 be the operator in (2.9) with DSHE given by

DSHE
def
= G(1) , (5.38)

and G the function in (5.14). Then,

lim
ε→0

∥(−L0)−
1
2 [Aε−v

ε,n
i − Df ]∥ = 0 . (5.39)

Proof. The recursive definition of vε,n ensures that

Aε−v
ε,n
i = Aε−(−L0 −Lw

0 Gε)−1Aε+f ,
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hence we can write

∥(−L0)−
1
2 [Aε−v

ε,n
i − Df∥

≤∥(−L0)−
1
2 [Aε−(−L0 −Lw

0 Gε)−1Aε+ −Lw
0 Gε]f∥

+ ∥(−L0)−
1
2 [Lw

0 Gε − D]f∥ .

For the first term at the right hand side, we use the same variational principle as
in (5.34) so that

∥(−L0)−
1
2 [− Aε−(−L0 −Lw

0 Gε)−1Aε+ +Lw
0 Gε]f∥

= sup
∥ψ∥=1

⟨ψ, (−L0)−
1
2 [− Aε−(−L0 −Lw

0 Gε)−1Aε+ +Lw
0 Gε]f⟩

≲ λ2ε sup
∥ψ∥=1

∥ψ∥∥(−L0)
1
2 f∥ = λ2ε∥(−L0)

1
2 f∥

where in the last step we used the Replacement Lemma 5.2. For the second, we use
the explicit expression of Lw

0 , Gε and D, which give

∥(−L0)−
1
2 [Lw

0 Gε − D]f∥2 = 1
2

∑
k

(w · k)4

|k|2
[
G(Lε(12 |k|

2)) −DSHE

]2
|φ̂(k)|2 .

Since for both i = 1 and 2, f is smooth we can take the limit in ε inside the sum
and, provided we take DSHE as in (5.38), the right hand side goes to 0. Hence, the
proof of (5.39) is completed.

At last, we collect the results above and complete the proof of Theorem 4.5 for
d = 2.

Proof of Theorem 4.5 for d = 2. Forφ,ψ ∈ S(T2), let f be either f1 or f2 in (4.11).
We choose wε,n to be vε,n, the solution of the replacement equation with input f
as in Definition 5.3. Then, (5.33) and (5.32) in Proposition 5.5 respectively imply
that (4.12) and (4.13) hold. The limit in (4.14) instead follows immediately by (5.39)
in Proposition 5.6. Therefore the proof is concluded.

5.2 The super-critical case: d ≥ 3

In this section, we focus on Theorem 4.5 in the super-critical dimensions d ≥ 3.
Recall our goal: given the smooth test functions φ,ψ we define the functions
fj ∈ ΓL2

j , j = 1, 2 according to (4.11), i.e. as f1
def
= φ, f2

def
= [φ ⊗ ψ]sym, and

for i = 2, 3, we want to show the existence of a function wε,n ∈ ⊕n
j=iΓL

2
j (the

inhomogeneous Fock space of index running from i to n) such that (4.12), (4.13)
and (4.14) hold, for a suitable choice of the constant DSHE in the definition (2.9) of
the operator D.

For this purpose, we let w = wε,n to be the solution of the truncated generator
equation

−Lε
i,nw

ε,n = Aε+fi−1 (5.40)
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where we recall that Lε
i,n = L0 +Aεi,n and Aεi,n

def
= Pi,nA

εPi,n is the antisymmetric
part of the generator, projected on the chaos components from i to n. This choice is
dictated by the heuristic argument in Section 4.3, and in particular by (4.16). Clearly,
wε,n depends also on the choice of i = 2, 3, but we do not add an index i, because
we reserve the notation wε,ni for the component of wε,n in the Fock space ΓL2

i .
The proof of (4.13) is quite simple and is a consequence of the general estimates

that we have given above. We note first of all that

−Lεwε,n − Aε+fi−1 + Aε−w
ε,n
i = −Aε+w

ε,n
n , (5.41)

which simply comes from the definition (5.40) of wε,n and of Aεi,n. In fact,

Aε = Aεi,n − P̄i,nA
εP̄i,n + P̄i,nA

ε + AεP̄i,n

with P̄i,n = 1− Pi,n, i.e., the orthogonal projection on ⊕a̸∈{i,...,n}ΓL
2
a, so that for

i ≤ j ≤ n

Aεwε,nj = Aεi,nw
ε,n
j + Aε+w

ε,n
j 1j=i + Aε−w

ε,n
j 1j=n .

By Lemma 3.8,

∥(−L0)−
1
2Aε+w

ε,n
n ∥ ≲

√
n∥(−L0)

1
2wε,nn ∥ ≤ n

1
2
−k∥Nk(−L0)

1
2wε,nn ∥.

At this point we apply the apriori estimate of Proposition 5.1, which implies that the
right hand side of the previous formula is upper bounded by a constant dependent
only on k, times

n
1
2
−k∥(−L0)−

1
2Aε+fi−1∥ ≲ n

1
2
−k∥(−L0)

1
2 fi−1∥,

where in the last step we applied again Lemma 3.8. Since fi−1 is smooth, the last
norm is finite (and independent of n, ε) and therefore, taking k > 1

2 and letting n
tend to infinity, (4.13) follows.

The proof of (4.12) and (4.14) is more subtle but also much more interesting.
Here, we give rather a heuristic approach, that allows to introduce the main tools
that are used in the actual proof, and in Section 5.2.1 we explain how the rigorous
proof (that can be found in full detail in [CGT24, Sections 2.3 and 2.4]) works.

Let us start by looking at the ΓL2-norm of wε,n. By definition,

wε,n = (−L0 − Aεi,n)−1Aε+fi−1. (5.42)

It is convenient to define

T ε±
def
= (−L0)−

1
2Aε±(−L0)−

1
2

T εi,n
def
= (−L0)−

1
2Aεi,n(−L0)−

1
2

T ε,±i,n
def
= (−L0)−

1
2Pi,nA

ε
±Pi,n(−L0)−

1
2 .

(5.43)
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Now, pretend that the inverse that appears in the definition (5.42) can be expanded
in power series as

(−L0 − Aεi,n)−1 = (−L0)−
1
2 (I − T εi,n)−1(−L0)−

1
2

=
∑
j≥0

(−L0)−
1
2 (T εi,n)j(−L0)−

1
2 . (5.44)

The first is a rigorous identity but the second is only formal. Indeed, Aεi,n is not
negligible with respect to L0 as an operator, uniformly in ε and n, not even when the
vector w ∈ Rd in the definition of the non-linearity has very small norm. In Section
5.2.1, we will explain how to derive a expansion which can be mathematically
justified. Let us look first at the 0-th term in the expansion for wε,n, i.e.

(−L0)−1Aε+fi−1 (5.45)

and let us convince ourselves that this is small (as ε → 0). The computation is
analogous to that in (5.35) without Lw

0 Gε, and for any ψ ∈ ΓL2
j with generic j, we

get

∥(−L0)−1Aε+ψ∥2 ≲ j!j2
∑
k1:j

|k1:j |2|ψ̂(k1:r)|2λ2ε
∑

|ℓ|≤ε−1

1

(|ℓ|2 + |m|2)2

where the constant implicit in the bound is independent of ε, ψ,m. The latter sum
is finite in dimension d = 3, diverges like | log ε| in dimension d = 4 and as ε4−d in
dimension d ≥ 5. Therefore,

∥(−L0)−1Aε+ψ∥2 ≲ ∥
√
N(−L0)

1
2ψ∥2 ×


ε if d = 3 ,

ε2| log ε| if d = 4 ,

ε2 if d ≥ 5.

(5.46)

As a consequence of (5.46) applied with fi−1 in place of ψ, the norm of (5.45)
converges to zero as ε→ 0.

Remark 5.7 The inequality (5.46) should be compared with (3.28): while the norm
of (−L0)−

1
2Aε±ψ is at most of the order of ∥

√
N(−L0)

1
2ψ∥, that of (−L0)−1Aε+ψ

is negligible with respect it.

Next, let us look at the j-th order term in the expansion for wε,n, with j > 0. This
is given by

(−L0)−
1
2 (T εi,n)j(−L0)−

1
2Aε+fi−1 , (5.47)

whose norm is

⟨(T εi,n)j(−L0)−
1
2Aε+fi−1, (−L0)−1(T εi,n)j(−L0)−

1
2Aε+fi−1⟩ . (5.48)

Proving that this norm tends to zero as ε → 0 is far less trivial than for j = 0
and it requires giving a more careful look at the action of the operators Aε and
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T εi,n. For definiteness, consider the case i = 2, so that fi−1 = f1 = φ belongs to
the homogeneous Fock space ΓL2

1, and for simplicity assume that φ has a single
Fourier mode, i.e. φ = ek for some fixed k ∈ Zd0. That is, the Fourier transform φ̂
is zero except when the momentum equals k, in which case it equals 1. In this case,
(−L0)

1
2φ = |k|√

2
ek and the scalar product in (5.48) can be rewritten as

|k|2

2
⟨(T εi,n)jT ε+ek, (−L0)−1(T εi,n)jT ε+ek⟩ (5.49)

with the notations (5.43).
To get a grip on (5.49), it is useful to introduce an intuitive representation in

terms of paths. First of all, expand

(T εi,n)jT ε+ = (T ε,+i,n + T ε,−i,n )jT ε+

into a sum of 2j terms. Each such term is a product of j + 1 operators T ε,σi,n , σ ∈
{−1,+1}, whose structure can be encoded via a “path” p = (p0, p1, . . . , pj+1) with
j + 1 steps, where by convention p0 = 1 and pr − pr−1 = ±. These increments
correspond to the signs σ of operators appearing in the product, read from right
to left. For instance, for j = 3 the product T ε,+i,n T

ε,−
i,n T

ε,+
i,n T

ε
+ would correspond

to the path p = (p0, p1, p2, p3, p4) = (1, 2, 3, 2, 3) because p1 − p0 = p2 − p1 =
+1, p3 − p2 = −1, p4 − p3 = +1.

Since we are applying such products to ek that belongs to ΓL2
1, the effect of

the projectors P2,n in the definition of T ε,±2,n is to select only paths that never reach
height 1 (except at its starting point) or height n+ 1. Note that, necessarily, p1 = 2,
because the rightmost operator in the product is T ε+, and also p2 = 3, otherwise one
would have p2 = 1. Call Π(n)

j+1 the (finite) set of such paths of length j + 1 that
reach neither height 1 (except at the starting point and possibly at the endpoint) nor
n+ 1, and call Π(n)

j+1,a the subsets of those paths in Π(n)
j+1 that end at height a, i.e.

such that pj+1 = a. Finally, for p ∈ Π(n)
j+1, let

Tε
p = T εpj+1−pj . . . T

ε
p2−p1 T

ε
+. (5.50)

Plugging this (finite) expansion into (5.49), we can rewrite it as

|k|2

2

∑
2≤a≤n

∑
p(1),p(2)∈Πj+1,a

⟨Tε
p(1)ek, (−L0)−1Tε

p(2)ek⟩ . (5.51)

The reason why both paths belong to Π(n)
j+1,a with the same value of a is that the

scalar product would be zero otherwise, since Tε
p ek ∈ ΓL2

a. Since the sum over
paths is finite (for every given j), we are left with proving that each scalar product
in the last expression individually tends to zero as ε→ 0.

For pedagogical reasons, let us look at a concrete example, with j = 1 and
p(1) = p(2) = p := (1, 2, 3), corresponding to Tε

p = T ε+T
ε
+. That is, we look at the

norm
⟨Tε
p ek, (−L0)−1Tε

p ek⟩ = ⟨T ε+T ε+ek, (−L0)−1T ε+T
ε
+ek⟩. (5.52)
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Recalling how T ε± are defined in terms of Aε± and how Aε± act on each Fock subspace,
the scalar product in (5.52) can be written as a multiple Fourier sums. Let us work
this out step by step. First of all, recalling that φ = ek,

F(T ε+φ)(k1:2) = −

√
2

|k1|2 + |k2|2
ιλε

(2π)d/2
w · (k1 + k2)Jεk1,k2

√
2

|k|
φ̂(k1 + k2)

= C1λε
w · k

|k| |k1:2|
Jεk1,k21k1+k2=k, (5.53)

with C1
def
= 2ι/(2π)d/2. In the first equality, the first square root comes from

the leftmost (−L0)−
1
2 in the definition of T ε+, while the ratio

√
2/|k| from the

rightmost one, and in the second equality we used the fact that for our choice of
φ, φ̂(m) = 1m=k. When we apply T ε+ for a second time we get something more
complicated, because the output belongs to ΓL2

3, so that there are three possible
choices of (i, j) in the formula (3.23) for Aε+. Namely, the reader can easily check
that

F(T ε+T
ε
+φ)(k1:3) = C2λ

2
ε

w · k
|k|

1k1+k2+k3=k

|k1:3|
[(I) + (II) + (III)], (5.54)

where C2
def
= 2

3 (C1)2 and

(I) =
w · (k1 + k2)

|k1 + k2|2 + |k3|2
Jεk1,k2J

ε
k1+k2,k3 ,

while the term denoted (II) (resp. (III)) is defined like (I), except that (k1, k2, k3)
is replaced by (k1, k3, k2) (resp. by (k2, k3, k1)). Note in particular the indicator
function that imposes that the total sum of the momenta is k. This is a general
fact, that holds for every choice of path p, and is a consequence of translation
invariance (in law) of the Burgers equation (see (3.24) for how it translates to the
generator). The occurrence of the prefactor (w · k)/|k| is also general and is due to
the action of the rightmost (−L0)−

1
2 (that produces 1/|k| when acting on ek) and of

the term w · (k1 + k2) from the rightmost Aε+, since at the first application one has
k1 + k2 = k by conservation of momentum. See also the left drawing in Fig. 1.

At last we can compute the norm in (5.52). When squaring, we obtain both
“direct terms” like (I)2, or “cross terms” like (I)×(II), see again Fig. 1 for a schematic
illustration. By symmetry, all direct terms give the same result, as do all cross terms.
Altogether, the contribution of the direct terms is

3C2
2λ

4
ε

(
w · k
|k|

)2∑
k1:3

1k1+k2+k3=k
(w · (k1 + k2))2Jεk1,k2J

ε
k1+k2,k3

|k1:3|4 (|k1 + k2|2 + |k3|2)2
. (5.55)

The contribution from the cross terms is similar, and actually for the present purposes
we can simply bound it above by (5.55), using Cauchy-Schwarz.
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k

k1

k2

k3 = k − k1 − k2

k1 + k2

kk

k3 = k − k1 − k2

k1 + k2

k1

k2
k1 + k2

k3 = k − k1 − k2

k

k
k1 + k2

k1

k2

k − k1

Figure 1: Left drawing: a schematic representation of term (I) in (T ε+T
ε
+ek)(k1:3).

The drawing should be read from right to left: each branching corresponds to the
application of Aε+ (or equivalently T ε+), the labels next to the lines denote the Fourier
variable (momentum) and at each branching, the sum of outgoing momenta equals
the incoming momentum. Center and right drawings: a schematic representation of
the direct term (I)2 and of the cross term (I)×(II).

Let us make a few comments about (5.55). The sum on k1:3 runs over (Zd\{0})3,
but because of the indicator function, it is actually only on k1, k2. Secondly, the
terms Jε·,· restrict summed momenta to be at most of order ε−1. Finally, observe that
λ4ε = ε2d−4. Therefore, we can rewrite the sum (including the prefactor λ4ε) in the
more evocative form

ε2 × ε2d
∑
k1,k2

J1εk1,εk2J
1
ε(k1+k2),ε(k−k1−k2) × (5.56)

× (w · (εk1 + εk2))2

(|εk1|2 + |εk2|2 + |ε(k − k1 − k2)|2)2
1

(|ε(k1 + k2)|2 + |ε(k − k1 − k2)|2)2
.

As ε tends to zero, the sum (including the factor ε2d) is a Riemann sum approximation
and the whole expression approximately equals

ε2 ×
∫
R2d

dqdp1ε≤|p|,|q|,|p+q|≤1
(w · (p+ q))2

(|q|2 + |p|2 + |p+ q|2)2
× 1

4|p+ q|4
, (5.57)

where the indicator function comes from the fact that, for instance, J1εk1,εk2 = Jεk1,k2
imposes 0 ≤ |k1|, |k2|, |k1 + k2| ≤ ε−1. To analyse this integral, it is convenient to
make a dyadic scale decomposition into regions where 2−a−1 ≤ |p| ≤ 2−a, 2−b−1 ≤
|p+ q| ≤ 2−b with 0 ≤ a, b ≲ | log2 ε|. In each such region Da,b the integrand is
approximately constant, and the integral restricted to Da,b is of order

2−d(a+b)

2−2b2−4min(a,b) ,

where the numerator estimates the size of Da,b and the denominator estimates
the integral (we used the obvious bound |w · (p + q)| ≲ |p + q|). The sum over
a, b ≲ | log2 ε| is bounded uniformly in ε for d > 3 and it is of order | log ε| for
d = 3. In either case, the expression (5.57) tends to zero as ε→ 0. We emphasize
that the presence of the inverse (−L0)−1 in (5.52) is crucial: otherwise, the exponent
4 in (5.55) would be 2 and the prefactor ε2 in (5.56) would not be there.
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The argument just given proves that one particular term in the sum (5.51),
corresponding to a specific j and a specific choice of p(1), p(2), converges to zero
as desired. In principle, to prove the convergence (4.12), one might try to treat
the generic term in the same way and prove that each individually converges to
zero. As the reader can easily imagine, however, expressions like (5.54) and the
corresponding integrals become unmanageable as soon as j grows. This problem is
solved in a systematic way in [CGT24, Lemma 2.19], where the generalisation of
formula (5.54) to the case of a generic path p ∈ Π(n)

j+1,a is derived via an inductive
procedure, the induction being with respect to the length of the path p. Without
writing here the full result, let us point out its main features. If p ∈ Π(n)

j+1,a, then
Tε
p ek ∈ ΓL2

a. The expression for F(Tε
p ek)(k1:a) has several points in common with

(5.54):

1. it is proportional to λj+1
ε (because the product Tε

p contains j + 1 operators,
each bringing a factor λε),

2. it is proportional to (w · k)/|k| (coming from the rightmost T ε+), to 1/|k1:a|
(coming from the leftmost (−L0)−

1
2 ) and to 1k1+···+ka=k (from translation

invariance),

3. it contains the sum over r “momenta” in Zd0, where r is the number of operators
T ε− that appear in Tε

p (in the example (5.54), r = 0). The sums come from
that over ℓ,m that appears in the definition (3.23) of Aε−.

4. just as (5.54) involves the sum of the three terms (I), (II), (III) coming from
the three possible choices of 1 ≤ i < j < 3 from the application of Aε+
to a function in ΓL2

2, the general formula involves a large but finite sum of
terms, each coming from a choice of 1 ≤ i < j ≤ n+ 1 or 1 ≤ j ≤ n− 1
from the repeated applications of Aε±, see (3.18). Each term is a product of
indicator functions Jε·,·, multiplied by a ratio of two homogeneous polynomials
of k1:a. The polynomials in the numerator originates from the w · (ℓ +m)
or w · (ki + kj) in (3.23), while those in the denominator come from the
(−L0)−

1
2 involved in the definition of T ε±.

A simple power counting based on the degree of homogeneity of the polynomials
mentioned in item 4 above then shows that the scalar product in (5.51) is in the form
a product between ε2 and the Riemann sum approximation of an integral of j + 1
variables in Rd, where the integrand is a linear combination of ratios of homogeneous
polynomials whose variables are constrained to be of norm at most 1. It would be
extremely laborious to analyse by hand the convergence of such integrals, as we did
for the simple case of (5.57) above. The way out devised in [CGT24] is based on the
following observations. First, as noted above, there is an extra (−L0)−1, in the sense
that even without it the scalar product in (5.49) would be bounded. Second, the main
contribution to the norm of T ε± comes from momenta whose size diverges with ε
(see the informal discussion after Lemma 3.5 or the precise formulation of [CGT24,
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Lemma 2.15]), i.e. the Fourier modes ℓ,m produced by Aε+ (or those annihilated by
Aε−) need to be such that |ℓ|, |m| ≳ ε−γ for some γ ∈ (0, 1). As a consequence, we
can (formally) bound the extra (−L0)−1 ≲ ε2γ , which vanishes, and be left with
something which is O(1) (see [CGT24, Lemma 2.16] for the details).

Let us now turn to (the heuristics of) the proof of (4.14). Again, we consider
i = 2 and the special case f1 = φ = ek (the function φ is the single Fourier mode
k). At the end of this section, we will comment on the case i = 3, which is not a
simple extension of i = 2 and requires some new ideas. Again we choose wε,n as in
(5.40) and our goal is to prove that, in the double limit as ε→ 0 first and n→ ∞
afterwards,

(−L0)−
1
2Aε−w

ε,n
2 ≈ (−L0)−

1
2 Df1 = −DSHE

(w · k)2√
2|k|

ek (5.58)

for a suitable constant DSHE > 0. Let us start by rewriting the l.h.s. of (5.58) as

(−L0)−
1
2Aε−w

ε,n
2 = (−L0)−

1
2P1A

ε
−(−L0 − Aε2,n)−1Aε+φ

= (−L0)−
1
2P1A

ε
−(−L0)−

1
2 (I − T ε2,n)−1(−L0)−

1
2Aε+φ

=
|k|√
2
P1T

ε
−(I − T ε2,n)−1T ε+φ,

with P1 the projection on ΓL2
1. Again, let us proceed heuristically and expand the

inverse in power series:

(−L0)−
1
2Aε−w

ε,n
2 =

|k|√
2
P1T

ε
−

∞∑
j=0

(T ε2,n)jT ε+φ

=
|k|√
2

∞∑
j=0

P1T
ε
−(T ε,+2,n + T ε,−2,n )jT ε+φ

=
|k|√
2

∞∑
j=0

∑
p∈Π(n)

j+2,1

Tε
p φ.

(5.59)

where, in the last step, we expanded the power (T ε,+2,n +T ε,−2,n )j and used the fact that,
due to the presence of the projector P1, each resulting paths p belongs to Π(n)

j+2,1, i.e.
p has to end at height 1. Note that the first (resp. last) step of the path is necessarily
upward (resp. downward), due to the rightmost T ε+ (resp. to the leftmost T ε−).

What we would like to see is that for each path p ∈ Π(n)
j+2,1,

|k|√
2
Tε
p φ

ε→0−→ −D(p)
(w · k)2√

2|k|
ek (5.60)

for some D(p), so that (morally) the constant DSHE in (5.58) would be given by

DSHE
def
= lim

n→∞

∑
j

∑
p∈Π(n)

j+2,1

D(p) .
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For concreteness, let us look at a concrete example, namely take p = (1, 2, 1),
that belongs to Π(n)

j+2,1 with j = 0, corresponding to Tε
p = T ε−T

ε
+. (It would

probably be more convincing for the reader if we worked out an example with j > 0,
but Π(n)

j+2,1 is empty unless j is even and for j = 2, Tε
p involves the product of four

operators T εε , leading to a cumbersome and unreadable expression for Tε
p ek.) Let

us then write down the explicit expression for (T ε−T
ε
+ek)(k′). To do this, we start

from (5.53) and we apply T ε−, with the result

|k|√
2
F(T ε−T

ε
+ek)(k′) = − |k|√

2
C3λ

2
ε

(w · k)
|k|

(w · k′)
|k′|

∑
ℓ+m=k′

Jεℓ,m
|ℓ|2 + |m|2

1ℓ+m=k

= −C3λ
2
ε

(w · k)2√
2|k|

1k=k′
∑

ℓ+m=k

Jεℓ,m
|ℓ|2 + |m|2

(5.61)

with C3
def
= −4(C1)2 > 0 and C1 as in (5.53). Next, note that

λ2ε
∑

ℓ+m=k

Jεℓ,m
|ℓ|2 + |m|2

= εd
∑

ℓ+m=k

Jεℓ,m
ε2|ℓ|2 + ε2|m|2

= εd
∑
x∈εZd

10<|x|,|x−εk|≤1

|x|2 + |εk − x|2
:

as ε→ 0, the latter sum converges to the integral

I
def
=

∫
Rd

1|x|≤1

2|x|2
dx > 0 (5.62)

which is both finite (because d ≥ 3) and independent of k. Since the function
k′ 7→ 1k′=k is exactly the kernel of φ = ek, we have proven that (for this particular
choice of path p) (5.60) holds, withD(p) = I×C3 > 0. Obviously, for generic path
p there is no simple way of writing down explicitly the kernel of Tε

p ek. However,
using the recursive expression mentioned above (see [CGT24, Lemma 2.19]), it is
not difficult to convince oneself that indeed each of these kernels is proportional to
(w · k)21k′=k times a Riemann sum, whose summand is a finite linear combination
of ratios of polynomials. Next, an a priori estimate of “uniform summability” type,
on the operators on the operators T ε±, (or rather on a modified version of them,
called T ε,δ± there, see [CGT24, Lemma 2.14]) allow to prove that indeed the sums
converge to the corresponding integrals, and that these are finite. The integrals are
independent of k since, before the limit ε is taken, k appears in the sums only in the
combination ε× k. We refer to [CGT24, Lemma 2.20] for all details.

Finally, we want to explain why formula (4.14) holds also for i = 3, i.e. when the
function fi−1 = f2 belongs to the second Wiener chaosΓL2

2. Recall that for the proof
of Theorem 4.5 we want to take f2 of the form f2 = [φ⊗ψ]sym = [φ⊗ψ+ψ⊗φ]/2
for some smooth test functions φ,ψ. For simplicity, consider here the case
φ = ψ = ek, so that Fourier transform of f2 (as function of two momenta k1, k2) is
just 1k1:2=(k,k).

What we need to prove is that, in the limit where ε→ 0 first and then n→ ∞,

(−L0)−
1
2Aε−w

ε,n
3 ≈ (−L0)−

1
2 Df2 = − 1

|k|
DSHE(w · k)2ek ⊗ ek, (5.63)
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where ≈ means that the difference of the two expressions should have small ΓL2-
norm as ε → 0. We emphasise that there are two non-trivial points here. First,
DSHE should not just be “a constant”, but the same constant as in (5.58). Secondly,
by translation invariance, it is clear that the right hand side of (5.63) should be a
linear combination of [em ⊗ eℓ]sym, with ℓ +m = 2k. What (5.63) is saying is
much stronger: not only the total momentum, but (at least in the limit ε→ 0) the
two individual momenta are conserved!

To see why this happens, let us proceed exactly as in the case i = 2 but, this
time, take, according to (5.40),

wε,n = (−L0 − Aε3,n)−1Aε+f2 .

Now, a formal power series expansion of (−L0 − Aε3,n)−1 leads to (the reader is
invited to check!)

(−L0)−
1
2Aε−w

ε,n
3 (k1:2) = |k|P2T

ε
−

∞∑
j=0

(T ε2,n)jT ε+[ek ⊗ ek](k1:2)

= |k|
∞∑
j=0

∑
p∈Π(n)

j+2,1

Tε
p [ek ⊗ ek](k1:2) .

Note that, like in (5.59), the paths p end at height 1: however, since [ek⊗ ek] ∈ ΓL2
2,

the right-hand side is correctly an element of ΓL2
2. Let us choose the same

p = (1, 2, 1) and Tε
p = T ε−T

ε
+ as above, and let us see whether, indeed,

|k|Tε
p [ek ⊗ ek] ≈ − 1

|k|
D(p)(w · k)2[ek ⊗ ek], (5.64)

with the same D(p) = I × C3. This is a bit laborious but very instructive. First of
all, using the definition of Aε+, note that

|k|F(T ε+ek ⊗ ek)(k1:3) = C1
λε
3

√
2

|k1:3|
(w · k)[(I′) + (II′) + (III′)] (5.65)

where (I′) def
= Jεk1,k21k1+k2=k3=k, while (II’) (resp. (III’)) is defined like (I’), except

that (k1, k2, k3) is replaced by (k1, k3, k2) (resp. (k2, k3, k1)), and the constant C1

is the same as in (5.53). See Fig. 2 for a schematic representation of (I’)-(III’).
Next, we apply T ε−. Because it acts on a function in ΓL2

3, in the definition
(3.23) of Aε−, we have two possible choices for j, i.e. j = 1 or 2. Therefore
|k|F(T ε−T

ε
+[ek ⊗ ek])(k1:2) is the sum of six terms: two of them are referred to

as “the diagonal diagrams” and the other four as the “off-diagonal diagrams”. The
term “diagram” is chosen because of the analogy with Feynman diagrams arising
in perturbative analysis of field theories. See Fig. 3 for an explanation of this
nomenclature.
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Figure 2: A schematic representation of the terms (I’), (II’), (III’). When T ε+ acts on
ek ⊗ ek, the first momentum k is split into two momenta ki, kj with three possible
choices for 1 ≤ i < j ≤ 3. By conservation of momentum, ki + kj = k, and the
third outgoing momentum also equals k.

Taking carefully into account the prefactors in the definitions of Aε±, the reader
can check that the sum of the two diagonal diagrams in |k|T ε−T ε+[ek ⊗ ek](k1:2)
equals

2× (C1)2
(w · k)(w · k1)

|k1:2|
2
√
2λ2ε

∑
ℓ+m=k1

Jεℓ,m
|ℓ|2 + |m|2 + |k|2

1ℓ+m=k2=k

= −C3
(w · k)2

|k|
1k1=k2=kλ

2
ε

∑
ℓ+m=k

Jεℓ,m
1

|ℓ|2 + |m|2 + |k|2
,

with C3 the same constant as in (5.61), and the factor 2 at the beginning of the
first line comes from the fact that there are 2 diagonal diagrams. Finally, note
that 1k1=k2=k = F([ek ⊗ ek])(k1:2) and that the sum, including the prefactor λ2ε,
converges as ε → 0 to the same finite integral I as in (5.62). In other words, the
diagonal diagrams in |k|Tε

p [ek ⊗ ek](k1:2) are non-zero only if k1:2 = (k, k), in
which case they tend exactly to the r.h.s. of (5.64) computed at k1:2 = (k, k).

Hopefully, the contribution of the off-diagonal diagrams to |k|Tε
p [ek ⊗ ek](k1:2)

is negligible in the limit. Let us compute them. Applying again the definition of T ε−
one sees that, for instance, the diagram in the middle of Fig. 3 is proportional to

λ2ε
(w · k)(w · k1)

|k1:2|
∑

ℓ+m=k1

Jεℓ,m
|ℓ|2 + |m|2 + |k2|2

1ℓ+k2=m=k.

Note that, because of the indicator functions, the whole expression is zero unless
k1 + k2 = 2k and the only possible value of ℓ is k1 − k = k − k2. Therefore, the
previous sum is upper bounded by

λ2ε
(w · k)(w · k1)√
|k1|2 + |2k − k1|2

1|k1|≤ε−1

|k − k1|2 + |k|2 + |2k − k1|2
1k1+k2=2k

≲ εd−2|k|
10<|k1|≤ε−1

|k1|2
1k1+k2=2k .
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Figure 3: A schematic, graphical, representation of the three contributions that are
obtained by applying T ε− (with the choice j = 1 in the definition (3.23) of Aε−)
to the three terms (I’), (II’), (III’) defining T ε+[ek ⊗ ek]. The left-most drawing
corresponds to a diagonal diagram (a similar one is obtained with the choice j = 2)
while the second and third are two of the four off-diagonal diagrams (again, the
remaining two are obtained with the choice j = 2). As the drawing indicates, in
diagonal diagrams the action of T ε− merges exactly the two momenta that have
been generated by the application of T ε+, which splits one incoming momentum k.
In off-diagonal diagrams, instead, one of the two merged momenta has not been
modified by the action of T ε+. Note that because of momentum conservation, in the
two off-diagonal diagrams, ℓ is forced to be equal to k1 − k = k − k2 (recall that
k1 + k2 = 2k also because of momentum conservation), while in the diagonal one
ℓ free and will be summed over.

The last expression, as a function of k1:2, has an L2 norm that vanishes as ε→ 0,
for every dimension d ≥ 3. More precisely, the squared norm vanishes as εd for
d ≥ 5, as ε4| log ε| for d = 4 and as ε2 for d = 3, which implies that (5.64) holds.

We emphasise that (see Fig. 3) what distinguishes graphically a diagonal from an
off-diagonal diagram are the following two properties, namely the graph associated
to a diagonal diagram (i) is disconnected and (ii) it has a line flowing from one of
the two incoming to one of the two outgoing momenta, without undergoing any
branching or merging. A systematic analysis of Tε

p [ek ⊗ ek], and more generally of
Tε
p f2, for general path p ∈ Π(n)

j+2,1 and f2 ∈ ΓL2
2, shows that the only diagrams that

contribute as ε→ 0 are those that satisfy properties (i)-(ii) (see [CGT24, Lemma
2.17]). See also Fig. 4 for a pictorial example.

5.2.1 Avoiding the power series expansion

The argument sketched in the previous section has an obvious weak point: the power
series expansion (5.44) is not justified. In fact, what (3.29) says is that the norm of
T εσ , when acting on ΓL2

j , is bounded by a constant C times
√
j. Following the proof

of (3.29) one easily sees that the constantC can be (artificially) made small choosing
the vector w that defines the nonlinearity to have a small norm. However, the factor√
j grows with the chaos label, so that the operator T ε2,n cannot be expected to be

bounded in norm by anything better than
√
n. Hence, the power series expansion of

(I − T ε2,n)−1 around T ε2,n = 0 has no chance of converging.



Characterisation of limit points: the Fluctuation-Dissipation relation 64

k

k

k

k k k

k k k

k

`

k − `

`′

`− `′
`

k − `

`′

k − `′

k − k1

k1

k1

k2
`

2k − k1 − `

Figure 4: A schematic representation of three diagrams arising in the expression
of Tε

p [ek ⊗ ek] for paths belonging to Π(n)
j+2,1, j = 2. The left-most one satisfies

properties (i)-(ii) and it gives a non-vanishing contribution as ε → 0. The two
others do not, either because they are not disconnected, or because both connected
components involve branching and merging.

Let us present the way to avoid it that we learned from [GP]. We will specialise
to the case of (4.12), since the argument for (4.14) works similarly (see the proof
of [CGT24, Proposition 2.12] for the details). The key point is to note that, while
T ε2,n is not small, it is antisymmetric, so that, in particular, its spectrum is purely
imaginary. As a consequence, the inverse (I − T ε2,n)−1 is well-defined and can be
expressed as

(I − T ε2,n)−1 =

∫ ∞

0
e−sesT

ε
2,nds (5.66)

and the integral converges since the exponential is bounded by 1 thanks to the
mentioned purely imaginary nature of the spectrum of T ε2,n. Therefore, the L2 norm
of wε,n is given as

∥wε,n∥2 = −|k|2

2
⟨ek, T ε−(I + T ε2,n)−1(−L0)−1(I − T ε2,n)−1T ε+ ek⟩ (5.67)

= −|k|2

2
⟨ek, T ε−

∫ ∞

0
e−se−sT

ε
2,nds(−L0)−1

∫ ∞

0
e−re+rT

ε
2,ndrT ε+ek⟩.

Since the exponentials are bounded by 1, we can apply Fubini’s theorem to exchange
integration with the scalar product and, dominated convergence, to exchange it with
the limit ε→ 0, thus obtaining

lim
ε→0

∥wε,n∥2 = −|k|2

2

∫ ∞

0
dsdre−r−s lim

ε→0
⟨ek, T ε−e

−sT ε
2,n(−L0)−1e+rT

ε
2,nT ε+ek⟩.

(5.68)
At this point, since T ε2,n is bounded (for fixed n, thanks to Lemma 3.8), we can
expand the exponentials in power series and exchange limit and summation

lim
ε→0

∥wε,n∥2 = −|k|2

2

∫ ∞

0
dsdr e−r−s ×

×
∑

a≥0,b≥0

(−s)a

a!

rb

b!
lim
ε→0

⟨ek, T ε−(T ε2,n)a(−L0)−1(T ε2,n)bT ε+ek⟩
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(this is allowed for fixed values of r and s; note, however, that we cannot exchange
the order of summation and integration at this point!). Now we are in a situation
similar to that where we got after the non-rigorous step (5.44), except that this time
all expansions and exchanges of limits are justified. Hence, we reduced the problem
to the analysis of a scalar product which has the form of that in (5.49) and we can
proceed as we did in the previous section.
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[HZZ23] M. Hofmanová, R. Zhu, and X. Zhu. Global existence and non-uniqueness
for 3D Navier-Stokes equations with space-time white noise. Arch. Ra-
tion. Mech. Anal. 247, no. 3, (2023), Paper No. 46, 70. doi:10.1007/
s00205-023-01872-x.

[Jan97] S. Janson. Gaussian Hilbert spaces, vol. 129 of Cambridge Tracts in
Mathematics. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1997. doi:10.1017/
CBO9780511526169.

[Kal21] O. Kallenberg. Foundations of Modern Probability, vol. 99 of Probability
Theory and Stochastic Modelling. Springer International Publishing, Cham,
2021. doi:10.1007/978-3-030-61871-1.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00220-016-2788-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1090/jams/889
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00220-018-3202-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00220-018-3202-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00220-018-3202-0
http://arxiv.org/abs/https://doi.org/10.1142/S0219493720400055
http://dx.doi.org/10.1142/S0219493720400055
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s40072-019-00144-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s40072-019-00144-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-29545-5_2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-29545-5_2
http://dx.doi.org/10.4007/annals.2013.178.2.4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00222-014-0505-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00205-023-01872-x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00205-023-01872-x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511526169
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511526169
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-61871-1


Characterisation of limit points: the Fluctuation-Dissipation relation 69

[KLO12] T. Komorowski, C. Landim, and S. Olla. Fluctuations in Markov processes,
vol. 345 of Grundlehren der Mathematischen Wissenschaften [Fundamental
Principles of Mathematical Sciences]. Springer, Heidelberg, 2012. Time sym-
metry and martingale approximation. doi:10.1007/978-3-642-29880-6.

[KPZ86] M. Kardar, G. Parisi, and Y. Zhang. Dynamic scaling of growing interfaces.
Physical Review Letters 56, no. 9, (1986), 889–892.

[Kup14] A. Kupiainen. Renormalization group and stochastic PDEs. Annales Henri
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