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LIMIT THEOREMS FOR THE NUMBER OF SIGN AND LEVEL-SET
CLUSTERS OF THE GAUSSIAN FREE FIELD

MICHAEL MCAULEY! AND STEPHEN MUIRHEAD?

ABSTRACT. We study the limiting fluctuations of the number of sign and level-set clusters
of the Gaussian free field on Z%, d > 3, that are contained in a large domain. In dimension
d > 4 we prove that the fluctuations are Gaussian at all non-critical levels, while in dimension
d = 3 we show that fluctuations may be Gaussian or non-Gaussian depending on the level.
We also show that the sign clusters experience a form of Berry cancellation in all dimensions,
that is, the fluctuations of the sign cluster count is suppressed compared to generic levels.

Our proof is based on controlling the Weiner-Ité chaos expansion of the cluster count
using percolation theoretic inputs; to our knowledge this is the first time that chaos expan-
sion techniques have been applied to analyse a non-local functional of a strongly correlated
Gaussian field.

1. INTRODUCTION

The Gaussian free field (GFF) on Z9, d > 3, is the centred stationary Gaussian field f on
7% with covariance kernel

(1.1) E[f(2)f(y)] = G(z —y),
where G(z) = >0 P[Xk = 2| Xo = 0] is the Green’s function for the simple random walk

(Xk)k>0 on Z%. The GFF is a central object in probability theory and mathematical physics;
see [Bis20l, WP22] for recent introductions. One of its characteristic features is the presence
of strong non-integrable correlations decaying as G(x) ~ cql|z|?>~% as |z| — occ.

The sign clusters of the GFF are the connected components of the sets {f > 0} := {z € Z¢ :
f(x) >0} and {f < 0} := {z € Z?: f(z) < 0}; equivalently, neighbouring vertices z,y € Z%
are in the same sign cluster if and only if f(x)f(y) > 0. More generally, the level-set clusters
at level ¢ € R are the connected components of the excursion sets {f > ¢} and {f < ¢}.

The sign clusters of the GFF exhibit deep connections to the simple random walk and
related objects via the isomorphism theorems of Dynkin-BFS and Le Jan (see [Lupl6] for an
overview). The geometry of the sign and level-set clusters of the GFF has been the object of
extensive study over the last 40 years [LS86, BLMS&7]. [RS13, DPRI18|] have established the
existence of a phase transition in the connectivity of level-set clusters, namely that there exists
a critical level L. € (0,00) such that, if £ > £, all components of { f > ¢} are bounded, whereas
if ¢ < £, then almost surely {f > ¢} contains a (unique) unbounded component. [Sznl5,[PR15]
Nit18) [Szn19l [CN20, [(GRS22] have studied fine properties of the so-called strongly subcritical
and supercritical phases. Recently [DGRS23] has confirmed a long-standing prediction that
the phase transition is sharp, meaning that the boundaries of the strongly subcritical and
supercritical phases coincide: as a consequence, if ¢ # f. then all bounded components of
{f > ¢} have ‘small diameter’ (see Section for a precise statement).

In this paper we consider the number of bounded sign and level-set clusters of the field
that are contained inside a large domain (the cluster count). Precisely, we define N (¢) (resp.
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Ny (£)) to be the number of connected components of {f > ¢} (resp. {f < £}) that intersect
Ag but not dAg, where Ag = [-R,R]*NZ% and 0D = {x € D: 3y ¢ D,x ~ y} denotes the
inner boundary of D C Z%. The cluster count is Ng(¢) = N} (¢) + Ny (£). See Section
for comments on our choice of boundary conditions. Note that Nr(¢) and Nr(—¥¢) have the
same distribution by symmetry.

It is straightforward to establish (see Proposition [13)) that Ng(¢) satisfies a law of large

numbers: as R — oo,
Ngr(¥
(1.2) #j\;) — u(0) a.s. and in L',

where u(¢) € (0,1) is the cluster density at level £. The fluctuations of the cluster count
turn out to be more subtle. Our main result establishes the limiting distribution at all non-
critical levels; perhaps surprisingly, the limiting fluctuations may be Gaussian or non-Gaussian
depending on the dimension and the level.

1.1. Limit theorems for the cluster count. Our first result shows that, in dimensions
d > 4, the cluster count has asymptotically Gaussian fluctuations at all non-critical levels.
Let Z denote a standard Gaussian random variable, and = convergence in law.

Theorem 1.1. Let d >4 and £ ¢ {—{.,¢.}. Then as R — oo,
Na(6) — E[Na(0)

Var[Ngr(¢)]
In particular (L3]) holds for sign clusters.

(1.3) Z.

In dimension d = 3, the limiting fluctuations exhibit a more complicated behaviour: two
distinct limiting distributions are possible depending on the level. Recall that p(¢) denotes the
cluster density defined in (L2]). Recently it was shown [PS22] that ¢ — () is real-analytic on
R\ {—4.,¢.} (in Proposition [4.1] we give an alternative proof of smoothness on R\ {—¢.,¢.},
and also establish continuous differentiability at ¢.). We then define

(1.4) Ci={leR\{—L,Ll}:p/({) =0} and C':={leC:pu"(t)#0}
to be respectively the set of critical points and non-degenerate critical points of p.

Theorem 1.2. Let d =3 and £ ¢ {—{.,l.}. Then as R — oo,

Nr() —ENr(O)] _. )2 ifteR\C,
Var[Ng ()] zZ' ifted,

where Z' has a non-Gaussian order-2 Hermite distribution associated to the measure with

density p(\) = |A\|72 (see Definition [B).

In Lemma we show that C’ C C is bounded, and hence by analyticity is finite outside a
neighbourhood of {—/,, £.}. It is natural to expect that C’ is non-empty, and that C' = C, but
we are unable to confirm this. Also by symmetry we must have p/(0) = 0, but we are unable
to rule out that x”(0) = 0, so we do not know which case the sign clusters fall into.

Questions 1.3. In dimension d = 3, is Z or Z' the limiting distribution of Ng(0) after
centering and rescaling? Is C' non-empty? What is the limiting distribution of Ng(¢.)?

1.2. Order of the fluctuations. In contrast to the limiting distribution, there are several
possibilities for the order of the fluctuations in all dimensions. Recall that G(z) = G4(z)
is the covariance kernel (L)) of the GFF, and satisfies G(x) > 0 and G(z) ~ cq|z|?>~? as
|z| = oco. For k >0, let 841 > 0 be constants defined as

k
(1.5) Bak = lim Layers G1@ 7 Y)
’ dk - R—oco Rmax{2d—k(d—2),d} (log R)nk:d/(d—2) ’

These exist by Lemma (see also Remark [C.2)), and could be computed explicitly.
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Theorem 1.4. Let £ ¢ {—{.,{.}. Recall the set C' from ([L4), and define

C" = {0 € R\ {—Lo £} 1 1(€) = 1" (€) = 0, 4" (£) # 0}.
Then there exist constants o = 044 > 0 such that, as R — oo:

(1) Ifd > 5,
N2 pA+2 i
wnm%wn~{fﬁg”@)R ez
(@) fd=1,
B (i (£)*R° if W) #0,
Var[Np(0)] ~ § 22207 OF pi(og ) if 0 C,
o’R* else;
3) Ifd =3,
BAGOPE 0 £0
3,21 4 : !
VarlNa(O] ~ § il o e o
= R (log R)  if £ € C,
o’R? else.

In particular if d > 5 the sign clusters satisfy Var[Ng(0)] ~ 02R® for some o = o4 > 0.

A consequence of Theorem [[4] is that the cluster count at levels at which p/(¢) = 0 has
suppressed fluctuations compared to generic levels at which p/(¢) # 0. In particular, since
@' (0) = 0 by symmetry, fluctuation suppression occurs for the sign clusters. This is an
analogue of the fluctuation suppression (‘Berry cancellation’) known to occur for certain other
geometric functionals of nodal sets of Gaussian fields, as first observed for the nodal length
of random wave models by Berry [Ber02], and later confirmed rigorously [Wigl0, MKW13].

As in Theorem [[2] the case p/(¢) # 0 in Theorem [[.4] occurs at all sufficiently high levels,
and the remaining cases occur at a (non-zero) finite number of levels except for possible
accumulation points at {—/., ¢.}. We believe, but cannot prove, that only the first two cases
in Theorem [[4] occur in dimensions d € {3,4}, and so in particular the sign clusters fall into
the second case.

In Proposition B-I] we show that the constants ;™) appearing in Theorem [ can also be
expressed as sums over certain m-point ‘pivotal intensities’. An expression for the constants
o¢,q > 0 appearing in the final cases of Theorem [[4]is given in (6.6]); this includes a non-
negligible boundary contribution in all dimensions (see Remark [6.1]).

Question 1.5. Is C' = C so that only the first two cases in Theorem [1.7] occur?

In the critical case £ = £. we establish bounds on the variance which match the orders of
the extremal cases of Theorem [I.4t

Theorem 1.6. Let d > 3. Then there exist c¢1,co > 0 such that, for all R > 1,

(1.6) c1RY < Var[Ng(l.)] < caRI2.
Moreover, if u'(£.) # 0 then, as R — oo,
(1.7) Var[Ng(€e)] > Bai (1 (£e))* R7(1 + o(1)).

Theorem is much simpler to prove than Theorem [[L4l The upper bound in (LG essen-
tially follows from (a simplified version of) arguments developed in [BMM24b] in the setting of
smooth Gaussian fields. We refer to the volume-order lower bound in (L6) as the extensivity
of the variance, and here we give a new proof of this that is valid at every level. This is also
an importance ingredient in the proof of our stronger results for non-critical levels in the case
that Var[Ng(£)] ~ 0?R?. The bound (L7) follows from the same arguments used to establish
the case p/(£) # 0 of Theorem [[L4] (see [BMM22] for an alternative approach).

Questions 1.7. Is p/(£.) # 0% Is the lower bound in (LT)) asymptotically tight?
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1.3. Related work. While to our knowledge the fluctuations of the cluster count of the GFF
have not been considered in the literature, several works have studied the analogous problem
for closely related models.

For an i.i.d. Gaussian field on Z% the cluster count is equivalent, up to re-parameterisation,
to the count of percolation clusters in classical Bernoulli site percolation. In this case the
limiting fluctuations are known to be Gaussian, first shown for non-critical levels [CG84]
and later at criticality [Pen01l [ZhaOl]. In [BMM?24a] the martingale method of [Pen01] was
extended to a class of weakly-dependent smooth Gaussian fields on R?. Since the methods
of [CG84, [Pen01l, [Zha01l, BMM24a] only produce Gaussian fluctuations, one cannot hope to
fully characterise the limiting distributions of fields with strong correlations, such as the GFF,
using such methods.

For general Gaussian fields, including those with strong correlations, weaker results have
previously been shown. The seminal work of Nazarov-Sodin [NS09) INS16| established the law
of large numbers (2] for essentially all stationary Gaussian fields. Recently [NS20, BMM22
BMM?24b] have given upper and lower bounds on the variance. Translated to the setting of
the GFF, [BMM24b] showed that, at all levels,

(1.8) Var[Ng(¢)] < ¢; R4,
and [BMM?22] showed that, if p/(¢) # 0,
(1.9) Var[Ng(¢)] > ¢ R4

for some c1,cy > 0. [NS20] gave the weaker lower bound Var[Ng(£)] > c3R? at all levels for
a general class of two-dimensional fields, where 6 > 0 is non-explicit but small. Note that
although [NS09, NS16, NS20, BMM22| BMM24b] studied smooth Gaussian fields, the proofs
can be adapted to the (simpler) setting of discrete fields without much difficulty.

1.4. Strategy of the proof.

1.4.1. Limit theory for local additive functionals. Our proofs are inspired by the analysis
of local additive functionals of strongly-correlated stationary Gaussian fields. The classical
setting is the following. Let f be a centred stationary Gaussian field on Z¢ with covariance
kernel K (z) = E[f(0)f(x)] satisfying K > 0 and K (x) ~ c|z|~* as |z| — oo for some ¢, o > 0.
Let ¥ : R — R be a function such that Var[¥(Z)] € (0,00), where Z is a standard Gaussian
random variable; such a function admits a Hermite expansion

Ao,
(1.10) U(z)=ho+ » i Hn(z), hi €R
m>k )

into Hermite polynomials H,, of order m > k, where k > 1 is the Hermite rank of ¥ (meaning
that hy # 0). An alternative expression for the coefficients is

dm)
(1.11) hm =E[Hn(2)¥(Z)] = WE[\I/(Z + 0)].
We consider the local additive functional
~ Vg — E[WR]
Up = U(f(x)), Upi= "~ —— —
Rm S W), e M

rEAR

The possible limiting distributions of Up as R — oo were first determined by Dobrushin-
Major [DMT79] and Breuer-Major [BM83]. To analyse these, one can consider the Weiner-Ito
chaos expansion (see Section 2] for details)

(1.12) Vg =E[Wr]+ Y Qu[Vr|

m>1
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which decomposes Vg into the uncorrelated components
1
(1.13) Qm[\I’R] = E Z hmHm(f(x))
rEAR

Using the diagram formula (Theorem 2.1]) one can show that

(11) VarlQu (i) = 2 S gy

and so in particular (c.f. (LH))), as R — oo

Var[Qm[\I’RH ]lmZkh?n
Rmax{2d—ma,d} (log R)]lm:d/a m)!

(1.15) CKm

where ¢, > 0 (recall that K (z) ~ c|z|~*). Moreover one can show that, provided m > k
and h,, # 0, as R — o0

Qm[YR] Z  if either m =1 or m > d/«,
Var[Q, [V r]] zZ!, if2<m<d/a,
where Z/, has an order-m Hermite distribution (see Definition [B.4]). In the case m > d/a,
the convergence in (I.I6) may be established by appealing to the method of moments [BMS&3]
(or its refinement: the fourth moment theorem [NP05]), and in the case 2 < m < d/a by
exploiting self-similarity.

Combining (LI2)-(LI6) (and using the fact that Y, h2,m! < oo for any Hermite expansion
to control the variance of the tail in (I.I2])) one can conclude that, as R — oo,

(1.17) ‘I’R Z, %f either k =1 or k > d/a,
Z, if2<k<dfo

(1.16)

These arguments can be extended to more general correlation structures. However to
conclude ([I7)) it can sometimes be necessary to independently verify that many chaotic
components do not vanish simultaneously; this is often done by showing that the variance is
extensive (Var[Ug] > cRY).

In recent decades there has been a substantial development of chaos expansion theory to
study other local additive functionals of stationary Gaussian fields, starting from the work of
Slud on the level-crossings of Gaussian processes [SIu91) [SIu94]. These methods have proved
extremely flexible; without attempting to be exhaustive, let us mention applications to the
level set geometry of smooth Gaussian fields with weak [EL16] and oscillating correlations
MWT1l, MPRW16, NPR19, MRW20|, and the zeros of Gaussian analytic functions [BN22].
In particular the impact of the asymptotic vanishing of lower order chaoses on the limit theory
of geometric functionals has been well understood [MWT11, MPRW16, NPR19, MRW20].

To our knowledge, outside the special case of quadratic forms [FT87, [TT90], this method
has never been successfully implemented to study non-local functionals such as the cluster
count. Although one can generically decompose any L? functional of a Gaussian field into
chaotic components, the difficulty lies in finding a tractable expression for asymptotic analysis.

1.4.2. Our contributions. Our work develops this theory in several ways:

Chaos expansion for smooth functionals. For a generic smooth (non-local) functional ® :
RAR — R, we show (Proposition 2:2)) that the m-th chaotic component can be expressed as

(118) Quie(N] = - S Eldhy 0, B S ) )
’ L1, EmEAR

where :f(z1)... f(x;,): denotes the Wick product of f(x1)... f(xy) (see Section [ZT] for the
definition). Observe that for the local functional ® = Wp only the diagonal 1 = -+ = zy,
contributes to (LI8]), so by passing the derivative through the expectation in (L.11]) and using
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that :Z™: = H,,(Z) for a standard Gaussian variable Z the above expression simplifies to
(CI3). While it is straight-forward to derive (L.If]), to our knowledge this expression has not
appeared before in the literature (c.f. Remark 2.3]).

Chaos expansion for level-set functionals. We extend the previous expression to (non-smooth,
non-local) level-set functionals Z(f) (i.e. functionals that depends only on the excursion set
{f > ¢}), showing that (Theorem [2.9))

QuEN = S Plenmn) ) flan):
T x1,.TmEAR
where P is the (multi-point) pivotal intensity of Z given in Definition In the case of
distinct (z;);, P(x1,...,Ty) is the expectation of d, ...d,, = conditionally on f taking the
value ¢ at x1,...,2,,, where d,= is the discrete derivative of Z at x € Ag (i.e. the change
to E upon adding the point = to the excursion set). Repeated points are handled by passing

derivatives onto a Gaussian density.

—

Semi-localisation of the cluster count. When Z is the cluster count Ng, we use percolation
theoretic inputs to show that the pivotal intensities decay rapidly away from the diagonal
(Lemma[3.I8]). This is based on the observation that, for d,Z to be non-zero, all of the points
Z1,..., T, must be connected by bounded clusters of the upper/lower excursion sets (for the
conditioned field).

It has recently been shown that, for the unconditioned field at non-critical levels, such
truncated arm events exhibit rapid probability decay as the diameter of the cluster increases
[DGRS23|]. We extend this to the conditioned field using a ‘de-pinning’ argument (Section B3.2]).
Similar methods show that the pivotal intensities Pr are well-approximated by stationary
counterparts Po, for large R (Lemma [B.I7)). The upshot of these arguments is that the
chaotic components of the cluster count are semi-local.

Limit theory for semi-local chaotic components. We extend the classical limit theory for
chaotic components of local functionals (outlined in (LI4])-(TI6)) to the semi-local case (Ap-
pendix [B)). In particular, for ma < d (with the GFF corresponding to o = d — 2) we show
that, as R — oo

VarlQuEA) ~ —en (D0 Pl03a, ) ) RHT

where ¢, is the same constant given in (LI5]) for K = G. We give a separate argument that
the sum in brackets above is equal to (—1)m,u(m) (£), explaining why fluctuation suppression
occurs at levels for which the first derivatives of p vanish.

We prove corresponding variance asymptotics for the higher order chaotic components (i.e.
ma > d), although the expressions for the leading constants are less simple. We also establish
limiting distributions (i.e. the analogue of (ILI6])) in all cases. The arguments are similar
to in the classical theory of local functionals, albeit with extra technicalities (including non-
negligible boundary effects in some cases).

Controlling the tail of the chaos expansion. To prove limit theorems for the cluster count we
also require control over the tail of the chaos expansion

(1.19) > QulE()].

m/'>m

For this we use an iterated interpolation formula to express the variance of (LI9) in terms
of certain (joint) pivotal intensities of fized order m (Proposition [Z16]). This is crucial since,
on the one hand the percolation theoretic inputs do not afford us sufficient uniform control
on the higher chaoses directly, and on the other hand we cannot use classical tail inequalities
(such as in [HPA95]) due to the lack of differentiability of level-set functionals.
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Ezxtensivity of fluctuations. We give a separate argument to establish the extensivity of fluc-
tuations at all levels (Theorem [[.6]), which confirms that not all chaotic components have
asymptotically vanishing variance.

Although we focus on the cluster count, our approach is of independent interest and paves
the way to study other non-local functionals of strongly correlated Gaussian fields.

1.5. Discussion and extensions.

1.5.1. Excursion set counts, boundary conditions. Our proof extends in a straightforward way
in several directions.

First, our proof applies to the functionals N (¢) and Ny (¢) which count the components
of the excursion sets {f > ¢} and {f < ¢}. In this case all of our results remain true if the
density p(¢) defined in (2] is replaced by its analogue for N}%(f). In fact, for N (£) (resp.
N2 (£)) our conclusions hold also at the level /. (resp. —¢.) which is not critical with respect
to this excursion set.

Second, we could modify the boundary conditions in the definition of the functional Ng
without significant change to the proof; possible alternatives are: (1) counting all the level-set
clusters of the field f restricted to Ag, or (2) counting all level-set clusters of the field f
which intersect Ar. Note however that if the variance has volume-order growth (i.e. the final
cases of Theorem [[4]), the leading constant may be different for each of these choices (see
Remark [6.1]). Note also that, with the latter choice, the functional is not measurable with
respect to the field on Ag, but one could handle this difference by working inside a larger box
Asp and using the percolation theoretic inputs to argue that there are very few clusters that
intersect both A and 0Asg.

Another natural choice would be to impose either Dirichlet or periodic boundary conditions
on the GFF restricted to Ar (in the latter case one considers the ‘zero-averaged’” GFF),
however extra work would be required to adapt our arguments to these settings.

1.5.2. Other semi-local level-set functionals. We believe our analysis could eventually be ex-
tended to cover other functionals of the level/excursion sets which are ‘semi-local’. One
important example is the density of the unbounded component of {f > ¢} for supercritical
levels £ < £,:

Or(€) = Vol(Ar NUy)

where U, denotes the (unique) unbounded component of {f > ¢}. While we expect a variant
of our proof to apply to this functional, there are also some important differences, for instance
since O (¢) is monotone in ¢ we would only expect Gaussian limits.

1.5.3. A more general class of fields. While we focus our study on the GFF, our arguments

make use of only a relatively small subset of its properties. Suppose f is a stationary Gaussian
field on Z¢ with covariance kernel K (z) = E[f(0)f(x)].

Assumption 1.8. There exists o € (0,d) and ¢ > 0 such that

(1.20) K(z) ~ clz|~* + O(|z[~*7?)

as |x| — co. Moreover K > 0 and K is invariant under coordinate reflection and permutation.
Assumption 1.9. There exists a decomposition

(1.21) fERF+

where k > 0, f is an i.i.d. field of standard Gaussian random variables, and f s an indepen-
dent centred Gaussian field.



8 LIMIT THEOREMS FOR THE CLUSTER COUNT OF THE GFF

Assumption [[L9]is equivalent to the spectral measure p = F[K] having a density p satisfying
inf,cra p(x) > 0, where F denotes the Fourier transform and T¢ the torus. It is standard
that Assumptions [[.§ and [[L9 hold true for the GFF (see [LL12, Theorem 4.3.1] for the error

bound in (20))).

In fact we believe that only (L20) is crucial to the results, and even then this could likely
be weakened to an appropriate condition on the singularity of & at the origin, and/or we could
include slowly varying factors. Note that we only use the error bound in (I.20]) to handle the
case p/(¢) = 0. Assumption [L9 plays an important technical role in our proof (e.g. in the
‘de-pinning’ arguments in Section [3.2]) and it would be interesting to remove it, especially as
a step towards adapting the arguments to smooth fields.

Next we introduce the notion of truncated arm decay from percolation theory. For a random
subset E C Z% let Armp(E) be the event that E contains a component which is bounded and
includes a path connecting a neighbour of 0 and dAg. For £ € R, let Ty be the property that
both {f > ¢} and {f < ¢} have (super-polynomial) truncated arm decay in the sense that

. —logP[Armp(E)]
lim = 00
R—oc log R
for both £ = {f > ¢} and E = {f < ¢}. It is known that, for a wide-class of fields, Ty holds
for all sufficiently large |¢| (see, e.g., [MS24]), and it is expected that in general T; holds for
all £ ¢ {—{., (.}, although so far this has only been shown for the GFF [DGRS23].

Theorem 1.10. Suppose f satisfies Assumption[.8 for o« = d—2 and Assumption[I.d. Then
the conclusions of Theorems [LIUIL.2 and Theorem hold at all levels £ € L, where L C R
s any open subset in which Ty holds uniformly. Moreover the first item of Theorem holds
at every level, and the second item of Theorem [L.@ holds at every level for which u'(€) # 0.
In general the measure associated to the Hermite distribution appearing as a limit in The-

orem [L.Z will depend on f (see Definition [B.4).

Most of the proof actually goes through at any level satisfying Ty; uniformity is only needed
in the proof of Proposition [£.J1 Without assuming uniformity, the conclusions of Theorems
L1 and [[L4 would hold with p/(¢) replaced by the expression on the r.h.s. of (@I).

If f satisfies Assumption [[.§ for o € (0,d) different from d — 2, then we believe that
broadly analogous results will hold. However for a@ < d — 2 certain extra effects may appear
compared to the @ > d — 2 case: in general we expect that Hermite distributions of all orders
2 < m < d/a may appear as possible limits, and additional boundary effects will appear in
the limit for small enough a. We leave the investigation of such limits for future work.

1.6. Outline of the paper. In Section 2] we develop the theory of chaos expansions for
level-set functionals such as the cluster count. In Section [Blwe show how percolation theoretic
inputs imply that the components of the chaos expansion of the cluster count can be semi-
localised. In Section ] we study properties of the cluster density functional p(¢), and connect
its derivatives to the asymptotics of the chaotic components. In Section [§] we give general
variance bounds that hold at all levels. In Section [l we complete the proof of the main
results. Appendix[Alestablishes basic properties of Gaussian vectors and multivariate Hermite
polynomials that are used in Sections 2 and B, Appendix [B] extends the classical theory of
local additive functionals of stationary Gaussian fields to semi-local additive functionals, and
Appendix [C] contains computations used in Sections [l and 6 and Appendix [Bl .
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literature on chaos expansions for geometric functionals of Gaussian fields.
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2. CHAOS EXPANSION FOR THE CLUSTER COUNT

In this section we derive our expression for the chaos expansion of the cluster count. Rather
than restrict our attention to the GFF, we shall generalise the set-up by working with arbitrary
centred Gaussian vectors.

For the remainder of the section we fix a finite subset D C Z¢ and a non-degenerate centred
Gaussian vector f on D with covariance matrix K, and we drop these from our notation.

2.1. Preliminaries: Chaos expansions, Wick products, diagram formula. We begin
by recalling some fundamental facts about chaos expansions and Wick products which can
be found in [Jan97, Chapters 1-3]. Let H be a real Gaussian Hilbert space defined on a
probability space (2, F,P). For m > 0, let P,,(H) be the set of random variables that can
be expressed as a real polynomial of degree at most m in finitely many elements of H. The
m-th homogeneous chaos of H, denoted H™ | is defined as the projection of Py, (H) onto the
orthogonal complement of P, 1(H), where * denotes the closure in L?(P). The Wiener-Ito
chaos expansion states that any square-integrable function that is measurable with respect to

H has a unique expansion in terms of elements of the homogeneous chaoses:
o
@ H™ = L*(Q,0(H),P)
m=0

where o(H) denotes the o-algebra generated by H. In other words, if @, denotes projection
in L?(IP) onto H*™, then for all X € L?(Q,0(H),P)

m=0

where convergence occurs in L2, In particular Qo[X] = E[X], E[Q,,[X]] = 0 for every m > 1,

and Var[X] =3 -, Var[Q,[X]].
Given (centred) Gaussian variables Xi,...,X,, € H, we define the Wick product

X1 X = QX - X

It can be shown that : Xy --- X,,: is a polynomial of order n in the variables Xi,..., Xy;
e.g. :X1X2:: X1X2 - E[XlXQ] and :X1X2X3:: X1X2X3 - E[XlXQ]Xg - E[Xng]XQ —
E[X2X3]X; — E[X; X2 X3]. By definition of the homogeneous chaoses, if m # n then

E[: Xy - X, Y- Y] =0.

More generally, the moments of Wick products can be computed by means of a diagram
formula which we now describe.

A complete Feynman diagram labelled by a collection of random variables Xy,..., X, is
a graph with n vertices (the i-th vertex is identified with X;) such that each vertex is the
end-point of precisely one edge. Clearly a complete Feynman diagram can only exist if n is
even. Suppose that a complete Feynman diagram v has edges {X;,, X, } for k=1,...,n/2.
Then the value of v is

k?

n/2
v(y) == [ ] BIXi, X5,
k=1

Theorem 2.1 (Diagram formula [Jan97, Theorem 3.12]). Let k,I € N and for each i =
..., let X; = :X;1-- X, 0 where {X;;};i; are centred jointly Gaussian variables. Then

E[X ... X =) v(v)

where the sum is taken over all complete Feynman diagrams v labelled by {X; j}i; such that
no edge joins any X;, j, and X;, j, where i1 = is.
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For example, in the case that I = 2, if Xy,..., X, Y1,..., Y are centred jointly Gaussian
variables, then

k
E[:X;- Xp: Y- V] = Z HE (XY, ]
€S i=1
where Sj, denotes the group of permutations of {1,...,k} (see Figure [T).

Xl,ll Xl,zl X1,3I X1,4I Xl,ll X1,QI X13e—X14
Xo1¢ Xoge Xozé Xoy Xg1¢ Xood Xgge—eXoy
FIGURE 1. Two complete Feynman diagrams on the vertices {X; ;} in the case
I =2,k = 4; only the first diagram contributes to the diagram formula.

2.2. Chaos expansion for smooth functionals. We begin by establishing a chaos expan-
sion for smooth functionals; this expansion is in terms of Wick products, and is different to
previous approaches in the literature (see Remark [Z3]).

Proposition 2.2 (Chaos expansion for smooth functionals). Let ® : RP? — R be a smooth
function such that ® and its derivatives of all orders have at most polynomial growth at
infinity. Then ® has the chaos expansion

O(f) =E[@()] + > Qml®(f)]

where convergence occurs in L? and
(21) Quid(f = S f@) - @) B, ... 00, 9(f)]

T om!
T1,...,Em €D

Proof. Let Q,[®(f)] denote the right-hand side of (ZI). By definition of the Wick product,
it is clear that Q,,[®(f)] is in the m-th homogeneous chaos of the Gaussian Hilbert space
generated by f. Since the products :f(x1)--- f(zy): for x1,...,2, € D form a total set for
this chaos, it is enough to show that

(2.2) E[®(f) :f (1) f@m): | = E[Qm[@(f)] +f (@1) - f(am): ]
for all m € N and all z1,...,z,,, € D.

Let K'/2 be the symmetric square root of K and let (Z,)zep be a standard Gaussian
random vector such that f = K%/2Z. By linearity of the Wick product

E[®(f) :f(x1) - flam): ] = > (H(Kl/ml,yl)m@(f):Zyl---Zym:]-

Y1, ymE€D \I=1

The term :Z,, ...Z, : can be identified as a product of univariate Hermite polynomials
evaluated at Z [Jan97, Theorem 3.21]. Then using an integration by parts property of Hermite
polynomials [NP12l Definitions 1.2.2 and 1.4.1] and linearity once more

) 9
0Zy, " 07,

.S <H<K1/2>wl,yl> E O - ().

w1,...wm €D \l=1

E[®(K'?Z) 2y, ... Z,,:] =E [

Zy, @(Kl/ZZ)}

Substituting this into the previous equation and using symmetry of K'/2, we have

(2.3) E[@(f):f (1) flam):] = D <Hle,wl>E[am---awm‘1>(f)]-

w1,...wmE€D \l=1
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Turning to the right hand side of (2.2), by the diagram formula (Theorem [2])

E[ém[q)(f)] :f(xl) e f(xm) ] = % Z Z <H le,wa(z)> E[alm cee 8wm(b(f)]'

TESm Wi,....,wmED \l=1

Since wq, . .., w,, are summed over all indices, we see that the sum above takes the same value
for each o € S, and hence the overall expression matches that of ([2.3]). This verifies (2.2)
and so proves the proposition. O

Remark 2.3. This chaos expansion can alternatively be expressed in terms of multvariate
Hermite polynomials for correlated Gaussian vectors [Rahl7]. For a centred Gaussian vector
X with non-degenerate covariance matrix K, and a multi-index «, the multivariate Hermite
polynomial of order « is defined as

o] 9%¢x (2)
px())

where px(x) denotes the density of X. Then the m-th term of the chaos expansion for ®(f)
has the alternative expression

(2.5) Qule(f)] = — > Y. E[@e(f)] (Hsz,yl> H{" (f)

m!
xly---7mm€Dy17--'7ym€D =1

(2.4) Hy(z) = Hi () = (=1)

where o denotes the multi-index corresponding to = (21, ...,y ). To derive this, one can
write f = K'/2Z, compute the chaos expansion of ® in terms of the orthogonal variables Z
using ordinary (univariate) Hermite polynomials, and then use the chain rule to convert back
to derivatives with respect to f. However (2.35]) seems to be of little use for our purposes:
the inner product of multivariate Hermite polynomials has a complicated expression, and
moreover at every point it depends on the covariance of the entire vector.

2.3. Chaos expansion for level-set functionals. Since the cluster count is not a smooth
functional, we will not be able to apply Proposition directly. As such, we next provide an
appropriate interpretation of the derivatives appearing in (2] for functionals that depend
only on the excursion set {f < ¢}. For this we introduce the notion of pivotal intensities.

Let Z: P(D) — R be a function defined on the subsets of D, and let Z(f) = Z({f > 0}).
In particular, if D = A and E is the sum of the number of components of E and D \ E that
do not intersect 0D, then Z(f — £) = Ng(¥).

2.3.1. Pivotal events and intensities. For y € D, the discrete derivative of E at y is the
function dy=: P(D) — R given by

dyZ(E) = E(EU{y}) — Z(E\ {y}).
For y € D™, we let y denote the subvector of distinct elements (y},...,y;,), and write d, to

denote the iterated derivative d,/ ...d,, . Note that dy only depends on £\ {y}, and does not
depend on the order in which the derivatives are applied.

Definition 2.4. (Pivotal events) For y € D™ and o € R, we say that a configuration £ C D
is o-pivotal at y if

dy=(E) = o.

We define Piv(y,o) to be the set of all such configurations. We emphasise that Piv(y,o) is
empty for all but finitely many values of (y, o). See Figure 2 for an illustration in the case of
the cluster count.

In a slight abuse of notation, given a function g : D — R we write d,=(g) to abbreviate
dy=({g > 0}) and g € Piv(y, o) to mean that {g > 0} € Piv(y,0). -
~ We next define the pivotal intensities. These will depend on an arbitrary fixed vector
v : D — R; we will mostly consider the case that v = ¢. For y = (y1,...,ym) € D™, let
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FIGURE 2. Illustration of pivotal configurations for the cluster count in A (i.e.
E(FE) is the sum of the number of components of E and Ar \ E that do not
intersect dA R, where E are the black vertices). Left: The configuration is (—1)-
pivotal at y;, 1-pivotal at yo, and not pivotal at y3. Right: The configuration
is 1-pivotal at (y1,y2).

a¥ € NP be its associated multi-index, and let & be defined by &/ = max{a! — 1,0}. We
extend our definition of d,Z(f — v) to include repeated points:

(2.6) dy=(f —v) = dyE(f — v)HF (f)
where H is the multivariate Hermite polynomial defined in (2.4). This coincides with the
previous definition since if y1, ...,y are distinct then &Y = 0 and HJ?‘y =1

Definition 2.5 (Pivotal intensities). For y € D™, the pivotal intensity at y (with respect to
level v) is

P(y) = P(v;y) =E [d,Z(f — )| f(y) = v(y)] 5 (1))
(2.7) —ZaE [nf vepiiwnHE' (D7) = v(®)] @50 (@)
o#£0

where ¢y, denotes the density of f(y). When v = ¢, we denote this intensity as P(t;y).

We emphasise that in (Z7]) the Hermite polynomial H}i‘y is defined with respect to (the co-
variance matrix of) the unconditioned field f, but its argument has the law of the conditioned

field f|f(y) =

Remark 2.6. Since H}S‘y is a polynomial in |D| variables, it can be challenging to directly
analyse its limiting behaviour as the domain size increases. A useful equivalent expression for
the pivotal intensity is

(28)  Py) =E[dE( — )Hf 000 (f®) = EU @I )| @) = v@)] ¢50) W)
where y© = D\ {y}. This can be further simplified by observing that, by Gaussian regression,
E[f () ()] = Byoye Ty f(5°)

where Y x_,y denotes the covariance matrix between X and Y. Note that H FW)l F(ye)=0 is a

polynomial in |y| variables (although its argument in (2.8)) depends on f everywhere). The
equivalence of ([2.7))—(2.8) is since, again by Gaussian regression,

a¥y c c &Y| aa? ¢
H{) 1)@ 20 5) sy (@ 7) = (=1)I10% 050 50 (2, 7€)
= (=D)*10% 1) pye)=0(2 = Syosye By 7)1 (2°)
= H(y) pye)=0(& = Byosye By 2)05(y), ey (&, 7).

Our interest in pivotal intensities lies in their interpretation as the derivatives of E[Z(f —¢)].
We prove the following result later in the section:
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Proposition 2.7. For yi,...,ym € D,
P(viyr, ..., ym) = Oy, -+ 0y, E[E(f — v)]

For later use we state a bound on the pivotal intensities that is uniform in the size of the
domain D. Let ||dZ||« := maxy gcp |dy=(F)|, and let Apin > 0 denote the smallest eigenvalue
of K. We denote by |y| the cardinality of y (viewed as a subset of D).

Lemma 2.8. Foryy,...,ym € D,
[dyE(E)| < 2" N dE oo and |P(yi,...,ym)| < ||dZ]|sce™Vm!
where ¢ > 0 depends only on Auin, Y, |V|lco, and || K||oo.

Proof. Defining a,, as the supremum of |d,Z(E)| over distinct y1,...,ym € D and E C D, by
the triangle inequality

Amt1 < sup s%p |dy, ... dy, Z(E U {Yms1})| + |dy, - dy,, Z(E\{ym+1})| < 2am,
YL oo Ymt1

and iterating we obtain |d,Z(FE)| < 2™ !|dE||o. We also have

(2.9) 1) (¥) < (det Cov|[f(y)])

where we used that the smallest eigenvalue of Cov|[f(y)] is at least Ayin (see Lemma [A.T]).
Combining these observations with Remark [2.6] it remains to show that

(2.10) “HO‘” F ()= o(f( ) — Dy sye Dy Sf(ye ”f =v _)} < e1™/ml

~1/2 m/2

in

<A

where ¢; > 0 depends only on Ayin, Y/, [|V]loc, and [ K||so-
Abbreviate k& = |y|. Applying the pointwise bound on Hermite polynomials in Proposi-
tion [A4] and since |a¥| < m, the left-hand side of (210) is bounded by

L2 T« B {ecz\/W(uYqu)}

where Y is the k-dimensional Gaussian vector f(y) — Xy E;cl f(y©) conditioned on {f(y) =
y(g)}, and ¢y > 0 depends only on Anpi,. Since we have, for any s > 0

E[eflV12] < E[eskmaxi I¥il] < ZE[BSMYA] < 2k max eSHEill+(s?k? /2)Var[Y]]
- 7
(2
it remains to bound |[E[Y;]| and Var[Y;] by constants.
By Gaussian regression

E[Y;] = v; — Syosye S S0

y—y° E;l v(y).

Moreover, by positive definiteness of the Schur complement of a covariance matrix, the product
of the first three matrices above is dominated by ¥,, and hence the above expression is
bounded by a constant depending only on Amin, |y, [|[¥|lec, and ||K||c. Finally, again by
Gaussian regression and Lemma [A]] a

Var[Vi] < Var[Sy ye Syl f(5°)] = Sy ye B Ty e < IR A G
which completes the proof. O

2.3.2. Chaos expansion. We can now formulate the chaos expansion for a level-set functional:

Theorem 2.9 (Chaos expansion for level-set functionals). The functional E(f — v) has the
chaos expansion

E(f —v) =EE(S - )]+ > QulE(f —v)]
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where convergence occurs in L2,
_ 1
QmlE(f - )] = — > if@) - flam): Pz, am),
’ T1,y...,EmED
and P(v;x1,...,2Tm) s as in Definition [2.5.

Comparing to Proposition 2.2, and given Proposition 2.7] the proof of Theorem [2.9] essen-
tially consists of justifying the formal exchange of expectation and derivatives

B[y, -+ 0y, E(f —v)] = 0y, -+~ 0y, BIE(f — V)]
for level-set functionals. We do this by working with a suitable smooth approximation:
Lemma 2.10. There exists a collection (Z)¢~q of smooth functions =t : RP — R such that
Ef —v) = Z(f —v) in L? ast — 0, and, for any multi-index o € N,

E[0“E!(f — v)] = O°E[E(f —v)] < 00, t>0,
and

lim 0°E[Z'(f — v)] = 0°E[=(f — v)].

t—0

Proof. Since Z(f) is a finite linear combination of indicators of quadrants, it is enough to
prove the lemma for one quadrant, e.g., the case Z(f) = lcg, where Q@ = Nyep{s € RP .
s(x) < v(x)}. Then we can define, e.g. = : s+ P[s+tZ € Q] where Z = (Z;)zep is an i.i.d.
Gaussian vector, and the claims follow. O

Proof of Theorem[Z.9. Recall that Q,, denotes projection onto the m-th homogeneous chaos
(of the Gaussian Hilbert space generated by f). Fixing ¢ > 0, we apply Proposition to
EY(f — v) and find that

OmEH(f — )] = % S @) f ) Bl 0, B — ).
Then by Lemma 2.10]
Q)= S i) fem): Oy e, BE(S — )

T1,.TmED

in L? as t — 0. Since Z(f —v) = Z(f —v) in L? as t — 0 and Q,, is just projection onto a
closed subspace of L?, we conclude that as t — 0

—t 2 —_
QmE(f —v)] = QulE(f —V)].
Combining these observations with Proposition 2.7 proves the result. O
2.3.3. Pivotal intensities as derivatives. Towards proving Proposition 7] we consider the
effect on E[Z(f — )] of an arbitrary perturbation of the field:
Lemma 2.11. Forg: D — R,
d - -
— | E[E(f—v+tg)] =Y 9WELES —v)If(y) = v»)] v (V).

dt|,_, =

Proof. For y € D and t > 0 we define the events

_JHF=v)y) <0< (f—v+tg(y)} ifgly) >0, _
= {{(f— sty <0< (-} e <o, T AW

Aly) =Alyn [ AG), Ar= U 4w

zeD\{y} yeD
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Since = depends only on the excursion set of the field, we observe that Z(f —v+tg) # E(f —v)
implies that A; occurs. We also note that since f is non-degenerate, for any z # y

P(A A P(A: \ Af
lim (A:y) O Au(z)) =0 and hence lim 7( 1\ 47) = 0.
N0 t N0 t
Using these two observations, and the fact that = is bounded, we have
d _ N S -
a t:OE [E(f —v+tg)] = }l\f_‘% ;E[(:(f —v+tg) —E(f —v))la,]
N S -
(2.11) = lim “E[E(f —v +t9) —E(f —v)l4;]
N B -
= lim ;E[(:(f—l/—i—tg) —:(f—y))]lA;(y)].
yeD N0

By definition of Af(y)
E(f —v+tg) = E(f = v)Layy) = sgngdy=(f — v)Lay)

where sgn, ) denotes the sign of g(y). Therefore conditioning on the value of f(y), and
assuming ¢(y) > 0, we have

.1 - =
%l\n% “E|E(f—v+t9) —E(f - V))]lA:(y)}
1 _
- e 450 )
1 _
= lim Ssgny) B [d,2(f = )La,)]

1 v(y)
= lim —sgn / Eld,2(f —v)|fly) =v(y)] ¢ v(y)) du
li ooy [ EIE = 0) = v s ()

= gWE[d,E(f —v)|f(y) = vyl ere (v (Y)).

In the case that g(y) < 0, the above calculation is valid provided we integrate over the
interval [v(y), (v — tg)(y)] instead. Substituting this into (2.II)) and summing over y yields
the statement of the lemma. O
Proof of Proposition[2.7. In the case that yi,...,yn are distinct, we argue by induction. Let
Yool = (Y1,---,Ym—1), and let P be the probability measure on f under the conditioning
fly, ) = v(y, ,)- Then by Lemma 211 applied to dy E (viewed as a function on
P(D\y, ) and the inductive assumption, we have

Dys -+ Oy EE(S = )] = By i1, Y

d| - -
- Eldy, E(f-vily,)]er, 0

dt|,_,
= E[4,E(f )| (um) = v(ym)]

X P ym)|f(y,,
= E[4,2(f = )| Fw) = v()] 10 ((®)
=Py1,.- -, Ym)-

To extend to the general case, we have
Oy -0y, BIE(f = )] = 0% (B [d,2(f - v)|1(9) = v(®)] w0 (v (@)

_ (_1)\dy|agy< / dyE(z — v(y)Ps), fe) (U 2) ‘@)

Y. )

YW ym)lv (Y, Nery WY, 1)

u:u(g) ’
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On the other hand, by the definition of Hermite polynomials
P(iy,. . ym) i=E [d2(F = H (N1 @) = v(®)] @50 ()
= / dy=(z — v(y) Hyy) 1) V©): 2)0 50, 10 (v (), ) dez
1)’ /dga(i —v(Y N ory). o) (v (), z) dz.

It remains to justify passing the derivative 9" through the integral sign. For any multi-index
B, 0%p¢(v(y), z) is equal to a polynomial in (v(y),z) times

Pr) ) (v (Y), ) < creml@ ol

where c¢1,co > 0 depend only on f. Since this product is integrable in z uniformly over
compacts in ¢, the passage is justified by the measure-theoretic Leibniz rule. O

2.4. An integrated formula for the tail. We end this section by deriving an ‘integrated’
formula for the variance of the tail of the chaos expansion that depends only on deriva-
tives/pivotal intensities of a fized order. This is proven by iterating an interpolation formula
for the covariance between smooth functionals of Gaussian vectors [Cha(8].

Let f : D — R be an independent copy of f. For t € [0, 1] we define the interpolated vector

(2.12) fl=tf+1—t2f
which has the same distribution as f.

1], and let @ : R? — R be m-times continuously

Proposition 2.12. Let m > 1, t € [0,1
5] < oo for every k < m. Then

differentiable such that E[||VF®(f)]|3

Cov| 3 Quie(N), Y- Qule()] =

m/>m m/>m
t1 tm—1
S ke [ [ [ B 000,005ttt
z,yeD™ i=1

Proof. The classical interpolation formula for the covariance (see [Cha08, Lemma 3.4]) states
that, provided ® is continuously differentiable and E[®(f)% + [|[V®(f)||3] < oo, for every
t e [0,1]

(2.13) Cov[®( -3 xy/ 10,(£)9,®(f*)] ds.

z,yeD

(The cited result is stated only for the case t = 1 and uses a different parameterisation of the
interpolation f!, but the proof immediately yields this statement.) We then claim that, for
every M > 1,

M-1 m
Corfo(F). ()] = 3 o S0 T] Ky B0, (1 ELD, (1)
m=1 " xyeD™ i=1
(2.14) " fy 1
n Ka,y, E [0,®(£)0,®(f)] dta ..
PRICEYAY!

This follows from applying ([213]) iteratively to
E[0,®(f)0,®(f")] = E[0:®(f)|E[0,®(f")] + Cov[d,D(f)0,P(f")]
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using the fact that E[0,®(f!)] = E[0,®(f)]. From the chaos expansions for ®(f) and ®(f*)
(Proposition 2.2]) and the diagram formula for Wick polynomials (Theorem 2.1]) we have

Cor[@uie (). @ul@( ) = o S (3 [T K, )B0LDIER,2(0)

T, yeD™  oE€Sy, i=1

:g > (1 Koo ) El02(NIED, ()

z,yeD™ =1

where S,,, denotes the set of permutations of {1,...,m}, and the second equality uses com-
mutativity of partial derivatives. Since the different chaoses are orthogonal, we conclude that

the final term in ([2.I4) must be the covariance of Y, <,/ Qm[®(f)] and Y, <1 Qm([®(fY)]
yielding the statement of the proposition. B - O

To apply this formula to a level-set functional = : P(D) — R we need a ‘joint’ variant of
the pivotal intensities P with respect to a level £ € R:

Definition 2.13 (Joint pivotal intensities). For ¢ € [0,1) and x,y € D™, the m + m joint
piwotal intensity at (z,y) (with respect to level £ € R) is

Pt(x; y) =K [d%yE(f, ft){f(ﬁ) = 67 ft(g) = E] (Pf(z),ft(g)(& 6)
where

doyB(f, 1) 1= dE(f = OdE(f* = OHT (1),

As in the case of a single pivotal intensity, these can be interpreted as derivatives of the
moments of the level-set functional:

Proposition 2.14. Let m € N, z,y € D™ and t € [0,1) then
OF ONE[E(f — OZ(f' — 0)] = P'(azy).

Proof. This follows from Proposition [2.7] applied to the level-set functional Z(f — £)Z(ft — /)
of the non-degenerate Gaussian field (f, f!) on D x D O

We observe some basic properties of these joint intensities:

Lemma 2.15. The map t — P'(x;y) is continuous on [0,1). Moreover

to tm—2
/ / / |Pim=t(2: )| dtp_1 ... dtg < 0.

Proof. For the continuity, observe that for ¢ € [0,1) the vector (f, f!) is a non-degenerate
Gaussian with covariance that varies continuously in ¢. Hence by Gaussian regression the
same is true of the conditional distributions in the above intensity. Then since d; ,Z(f, f*)
is bounded by a polynomial (with coefficients depending continuously on t) an application of
the dominated convergence theorem proves the claimed continuity.

For the integrability, appealing to Proposition we have

\/IE [(HEEE G ) |1 @) = 1) = s pra (6 0) < ey (1 — )75 F80 V2 larulr2,
Since d,= is bounded, and

& +a!| + [z Nyl = (m—|z|) + (m—[y)) +zNy| =2m — [z Uy < 2m — 1,

applying the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality to the definition of P! we see that
[P a59)] < epaga(l— )72

It remains to observe that

1 to tm—2 1
m = e dty—1 ... dt
Il e e
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is finite. This holds since, svvapping the order of integration,

Tm—/Vol dsg/lwds:/lé =7/2 < 0
(1- S) (1—s)m=172 o (1—s)m=1/2 o (1—s)t/2
where
Es={zo,...,5m—2 €[0,1] : o € [5,1], 31 € [5,20],...,Tm—2 € [5,Tm—3] }. O
We can now state the desired formula:

Proposition 2.16. For every m > 1,

var| 3 QuiEG -0l = Y HK%%/ /to /tm " P (23) dbn s - dfo
m/'>m

z,yeD™ =1
Proof. Let Z = (Z;)zep be an ii.d. standard Gaussian vector which is independent of f. For
¢ > 0 and deterministic h : RP? — R, define Z¢(h) = E[Z(h+ ¢Z)]. By Proposition 2.7 applied
to h + €Z, =€ is smooth and for any x1,...,z, € D
e Do B (h =) = Bl Z(h =+ 2z €~ i)
= E[dZE(h — {+ eZ)] eZ(x) = h@))ﬂﬂeZ(z) (¢ — h(z))

where we have used the independence of Z(z) and Z(x¢) along with the fact that d,= does not
depend on the values of its argument at x. Since d;= and ¢z () are bounded, we conclude that

(2.15)

the above random variable is bounded by a polynomial in h(z) and hence E [[|V*Z¢(f)|13] < oo
for all £ € N. We may therefore apply Proposition for any ¢ € [0,1] and € > 0 to obtain

COV[ZQm"E F=01 Y QuiEs —)]}:

m/'>m m'>m

> [ / /tl /%I =4(f ~ DO E ("~ 0] dt . dt.

z,yeD™ i=1

(2.16)

By Lemma 210l (or, more precisely, its proof) applied to Z(f —)Z(f* —¢) viewed as a function
of (f, ft), and Proposition .14l we see that for any s < 1

(217)  E[0F E(f - 00 E(f* — 0] = 0F OfE[E(f — OZ(* — 0)] = P*(x3)

as € \( 0. We next claim that the left hand side of this expression is uniformly bounded over
s € ]0,t] for any given t < 1. Assuming the claim, we may apply the dominated convergence
theorem to the right hand side of (2.I6]) and use the L? convergence of Z€ as € — 0 to conclude
that

Cov| D QulE(F =0l Y QulE( - 0)] =

m'>m m’'>m
m t t1 tm—1
Z HK(mZ—yl)/ / / P (x5 y) dty, ... dty.
zyeDm i=1 070 0

Taking ¢t — 1, proves the statement of the lemma since Z(f!) — Z(f) in L? and P'" is
integrable over [0, 1] by Lemma

It remains to prove the claim. Let Z be an independent copy of Z and define f. = f + eZ
and f2 = f%+ ¢Z. By Lemma 210, Fubini’s theorem and Proposition 27, the left hand side

of (2I7) is equal to
OF OXE[E(f — O (f° —0)]
= 0F ONE[E(f — L+ eZ)E(f* — L+ €e2)]
= E[dQE(fE - K)dgE(f: - K)Hi,}os[y fe7 {fe (y) 6] Pre(z),f2(y) (6, 6)
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By Gaussian regression, the definition of the Hermite polynomials, and the fact that discrete
derivatives of Z of a given order are bounded, this expression is continuous in (s,€) € [0,1) x
[0,1]. Hence it is bounded uniformly over (s, ¢€) € [0,t] x [0, 1], proving the claim. O

Remark 2.17. As for Theorem [2.9] it is likely that a version of Proposition 2.16] remains true
if £ is replaced by an arbitrary vector v € R, but we do not need such an extension.

3. LOCALISING THE CHAOTIC COMPONENTS

In this section we consider the chaos expansion of the cluster count of the GFF. Specialising
our notation from the previous section, for D C Z¢ a finite subset we let Zp(E) be the sum
of the number of connected components of £ and D \ E that do not intersect 0D, so that
Eag(f —¥) = Ng(¢). We then write

(3.1) Nr(€) = E[Nr(0)] + Y _ Qu[Nr(0)]
m>1
for the chaos expansion of the cluster count.

The main result of this section is that each component of (3] can be approximated by a
‘semi-local’ counterpart whose coefficients P, are stationary and rapidly decaying away from
the diagonal:

Proposition 3.1. Let £ ¢ {—(., L.} and m > 1. Then there exists a function Ps, : (ZH)™ — R
such that, as R — oo
(3.2)

Var |Qum[Nr(0)] - % S ) fam): Poo(ml,...,xm)] :{

T1,-TmEAR

O(RY) ifm=1,
o(RY)  ifm > 2.

Moreover Py, is stationary, i.e.
Po(z1 4y, ..., &m +y) = Po(x1,...,2m), VyecZd

permutation invariant, symmetric in the sense that Ps(z) = Pso(—x), and for all m > 2
there exist c1,co, p > 0 such that,

‘Poo(.%'h oo 7xm)‘ < Cleic2diam0°(§)p
where diamy, denotes diameter with respect to the uniform distance dso

In the case m = 1 we refine the approximation in (3.2)) by including boundary effects, and
also give a qualitative version of ([B.2]) valid at critical levels:

Proposition 3.2. Let ¢ ¢ {—{.,{.}. Then there exists a function PZ : N — R such that, as
R — o0,

Var |Q1[Ngr(¢ Z f(z (x,@AR))] = o(R%).

rEAR
Moreover the function P satisfies

|PL(k) = Poo(0)] < cre™ 2",
where c1,co,p > 0 are constants and P, is as in Proposition [3].

Proposition 3.3. There ezists P, (0) € R such that, as R — oo,
Var [Q1[Nr(£,) 0> f ] o(RH+2).

rEAR

The implicit constants in (3.2) are not uniform in the chaos order m. To control the tail
of the chaos expansion we use an alternate ‘semi-localisation’ which arises by considering a
truncation of the component count. Define my = max{2,7—d}, i.e. mg is the smallest positive
integer such that mg(d —2) > d.
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Proposition 3.4. Let ¢ ¢ {—{c, L.} and € > 0. Then there exists r,M > 0, and for each
m > mg a function Pa.<, : (Z)™ — R, such that as R — oo eventually

Var| 3 QulNa(l)] = Y Qu(Rr)] <eR

m>mo mo<m<M
where 1
Q. (R,T) = — flxr) .. flem): Pooi<r(z1, ..oy 2).
m)!
’ 1’1,...,1’n€AR
Moreover the functions Px.<, are stationary, permutation invariant, symmetric, supported on
the set {x € (ZH)™ : diameo(z) < 7 + 2}, and satisfy |Poo,<,(z)| < e™Vm! for ¢ = cyp, > 0.

The remainder of the section is devoted to proving Propositions B.IH3.41

3.1. Stationary pivotal intensities. In this section we define the functions P, Py and
P.<, appearing in Propositions B.IH3.4l We emphasise that these definitions are valid at
every level, including criticality.

3.1.1. Stationary pivotal events and intensities. Let Pivr(y,o) and Pg be respectively the
pivotal events and intensities for the functional Ng(¢) = ZEp,(f — £) given in Definitions 2.4]
and We shall define P, to be the stationary analogue of Pg; for this we first need a
stationary version of the pivotal events:

Definition 3.5 (Stationary pivotal events). For y € (Z)™ and E € P(Z?) define
dyEoc(E) = limsup dy=Ep , (E).

R—o0

For o € R, we say that a configuration F C Z¢ is stationary-o-pivotal at y if
dyE(E) =0

and define Pivo(y, o) to be the set of all such configurations.

We next give a stationary extension of the iterated derivatives defined in ([2:6]). For y €
(Zm, let y© = Z4\ {y} and let (f(y)|f(y°) = 0) be defined as the projection of f(y) onto
the orthogonal complement of the subspace of L? spanned by f(y¢). Since f has an i.i.d.
component, so will the previous projection and hence (f(y)|f(y°) = 0) is a non-degenerate
Gaussian vector. In particular the Hermite polynomial H¢' is well-defined, where &Y

FWIf(y)=0
is as in (Z.6). Then we define
dyZoo(f — 1) = dgEoo(f - E)H}i(yg)\f(yc):o (f(ﬂ) - E[f(g)|f(yc)])

Note that this corresponds to the equivalent formulation of the Hermite polynomial from
Remark 2.6} this is necessary since the Hermite polynomial H g, r(,e) is not well-defined for
an infinite vector. -

We can now define the stationary pivotal intensities appearing in Proposition B.TH3.3l

Definition 3.6 (Stationary pivotal intensities). For y € (Z%)™, the stationary pivotal intensity
at y is
Poo(y) =E [dyEoo(f - 5)‘f(y) = 6] @f(g)(g)'

Next we confirm that P, is indeed stationarity, permutation invariant, and symmetric.
For this we provide a ‘stabilisation’ characterisation of the stationary pivotal events: for
large enough domains the discrete derivative is eventually constant. Intuitively this holds
because we are only interested in bounded clusters touching the pivotal points, which must
be determined on some bounded domain.

Lemma 3.7 (Stabilisation). Let E C Z¢, m > 1, and y € (Z})™. Let D C 7% be a finite
subset such that every bounded cluster of E'\y and E°\y which intersects a neighbour of some
yi is contained in D\ OD. Then dyZ(E) = dy=p(E).
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In particular, this implies that the limit superior in the definition of dyZ,, can be replaced
by a genuine limit.

Proof. Let D C 7% satisfy the conditions of the lemma and let D’ D D. It is enough to show
that dy=p/(E) = d,Ep(E). By definition of the cluster count,

(3.3) Ep(E) = Ep(E) + 27(E) + E7(E°)

where Zt(E) denotes the number of clusters of E which are contained in intD’ := D'\ oD’
and intersect D \ intD.

By definition of the discrete derivative, dy§+(E) can be expressed as a linear combination
of terms of the form -

ENEU{y:}) —ET(E\ {y:})
for some ¢ = 1,...,m and some F that agrees with E except possibly at the pivotal points
(that is, FAE C y). We will show that all such terms are zero and hence that d,=*(E) = 0.

Observe that if we add y; to E \ {y;} this point can either join an existing cluster, make a
connection between multiple existing clusters or form a new single-point cluster at y;. In all
cases we see that =1 cannot increase, so

ENEU{yi}) <ENEN\ {ui)).

Now consider any cluster of E \ {y;} contained in intD’ which intersects D’ \ intD. By the
first condition in the statement of the lemma, this cluster cannot intersect any neighbour of
y; and so it must also form a cluster in £ U {y;}. By taking the union over all such clusters,
we have

ENE\{y:}) <EVNEU{y}).
Combined with the previous equation and the earlier observation, we conclude that dyéJr (E) =

0. A near-identical argument, using the second condition in the statement of the lemma, shows
that dgE‘F(EC) = 0. Thus applying dy to ([B.3)) completes the proof of the lemma. O

Lemma 3.8. The pivotal intensities Py, are stationary, permutation invariant, and symmet-
TiC.

Proof. From the definition, we see that Py (y) depends only on y, which is invariant under
permutations of y. The symmetry of P, (y) follows from the symmetry of the field f.

To prove stationarity, let £ C Z%, y € (Z%)™, and = € Z%. By definition of the cluster
count and Lemma B.7]
dyt2Z.0(E+12) = ng{l)o dy+2Zp5(E +7) = ngr;o dyZpp—a(E) = dyZEoc(E).

Then by inspecting the definition of P,,, and using the fact that f is stationary, it is clear
that P (y) = Pxo(y + ). O

3.1.2. Half-space pivotal intensities. In the case m = 1 we will also need ‘half-space’ analogues
of the stationary pivotal events and intensity. Let Zi = {r = (x1,...,1q) € Z¢: 21 > 0}
denote the upper half-space.

Definition 3.9 (Half-space pivotal events). For y € Z% and E € P(Z%), define

d,ER (E) = limsupd,=,  za (E).

VA
R—o0 BT+

For o € R we say that a configuration E C Z% is half-space-o-pivotal at y if
d,ZR(E) = 0.

We define Pivil(y, o) to be the set of all such configurations.
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Definition 3.10 (Half-space pivotal intensity). For k € Ny, the half-space pivotal intensity at
height k is

Po(k) =E [dE(f = O|F(y) = €] ¢ (0),
where y denotes the point (k,0,...,0).

3.1.3. Truncated pivotal intensities. The function Py.<, in Proposition 3.4l is defined as the
analogue of Py, for a truncated cluster count. More precisely, we let Ng.<(¢) denote the sum
of the number of clusters of {f > ¢} and of {f < ¢} in Ar which are of diameter at most r
(and do not intersect dAg). We define Ng.~,(¢) analogously for clusters of diameter strictly
larger than 7. We then define Pr.<, (resp. Ppr,>,) and Puo.<, (resp. Px.>,) in the same way
as Pr and Py with the functionals Ng.<,(¢) (resp. Ng.>r(¢)) in place of Ng(¢).

Lemma 3.11. For every r,R > 1, Py.<, is stationary, permutation invariant, symmetric,
and both Pr.<, and Ps.<, are supported on the set {x € (Z4)™ : diamy(z) < 7+ 2}.

Proof. The proofs of stationarity, permutation invariance, and symmetry are identical to that
of Lemma 3.8 so we omit the details. For the final claim, by the definition of stationary pivotal
intensities (Definitions and [3.6)) it is enough to show that for any E C Z4

dgEﬁ; ~(BE)=0

whenever diams(y) > r 4+ 2. Given a configuration £ C Z¢ and a point y; € Z¢, we
observe that every cluster of E'\ {y;} must satisfy (at least) one of the following conditions:
have diameter greater than r, not contain a neighbour of y;, or be contained in y; + Ayy1.
If we add the point y; to our configuration, then clearly only clusters satisfying the third
condition can contribute to a change in EE; <,- This means that dylEE; <-(£) depends only on
y1 + Ary2 (in other words if £y and Fs are two configurations which ag_ree on y1 + A,19, then
dylEE;Sr(El) = dylEE;Sr(Eg)). Hence for any point y2 ¢ y1 + A,12 and any E C Z? we have
dyzdwEJ}:z;gr(E) =0. Ify = (y1,...,¥m) € (Z9)™ has diameter greater than r + 2, then we
can find y; and y; at distance greater than r +2. Then by definition of the discrete derivative,
Wwe can express dyEE; <,(E) as a linear combination of terms of the form dy,d,, EE; < (E") for
different configurations E’. Since each of these are zero, we have proven the desired conditions
for Z7. The argument for =~ is entirely analogous. O

An advantage of the truncated intensities is that they admit a uniform bound:

Lemma 3.12. Let £ € R and r > 1. Then there exists ¢ = cqg, > 0 such that, for all
m,R>1, and y € (Ag)™,

max {|Pri<r(y)], | Poci<r (y)| } < €™ Vml.

Proof. For any R > 0, y € Agr, and E C Ap, since y has at most 2d neighbours, we have
|dyZa,(E)| < 2d. The bound then follows from Lemma [Z8 and the observations that (i)
by Lemma BIIl Pgr.<,(y) and Ps.<,(y) are supported on configurations y for which y has
bounded cardinality, and (ii) the covariance matrix of any subset of the GFF has smallest
eigenvalue bounded below by a constant, which follows from considering the i.i.d. component

(Assumption [L9]). O

3.2. Truncated arm estimates. Our control of the pivotal intensities hinges on truncated
arm decay estimates. For a subset E C Z9, recall the truncated arm event Armpg(E) that E
contains a component which is (i) bounded, and (ii) includes a path connecting 0 and OARg.
It is clear from the definition that for every ¢ € R, as R — oo,

(3.4) P[Armg({f > (})] = 0.

In the off-critical regimes a much stronger statement is true:
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Theorem 3.13 (Truncated arm decay; [DGRS23|). For every { # {., there exists c,p > 0
such that, for every R > 1,
(3.5) P[Armp({f > £})] < e .
The constants ¢, p > 0 can be chosen uniformly over compact subsets of R\ {£.}.

A ‘two-arm’ version of (B.4]) also holds for non-truncated arm events: for every ¢ € R, as
R — o0,

(3.6) P[TwoArmg({f > ¢})] = 0

where TwoArmp(F) is the event that (ENAg)\ {0} contains two distinct components which
each include a path connecting a neighbour of 0 and dAg. As is well-known, (3.6]) follows from
the a.s. uniqueness of the unbounded component of {f > ¢} and the ‘finite-energy’ property
of fields with an i.i.d. component (see [HJ06, Definition 12.1 and Theorem 12.2]).

We shall need ‘pinned’ variants of ([B.4])—(3.6]) for the GFF conditioned at pivotal points.
For EC Z%and y = (y1,...,ym) € (ZHY)™, let ﬁnr;y(E) denote the event that E'\ y contains
a component which is (i) bounded, and (i) includes, for at least one 1 < i < 7;1, a path
connecting a neighbour of y; to y; + dA,.. For later use we note that

37  {Amy,({f>MIn{fm < = (JU{+Am({f >0}

=1 2~y

where z + A denotes the occurrence of A for the shifted field f(- — z). For t € [0,1], let % be
the interpolated field defined in (212]), that is

fr=tf+V1-2f
where f is an independent copy of the GFF.

Proposition 3.14 (Pinned truncated arm decay).
(1) For every £ € R and m > 1, as r — 00

sup ]P’[A;r/nr;g({f > )| fly) = €] — 0.

Y1yeeeYym €L

(2) For £ # L., there exists ¢, p > 0 such that, for yi,...,ym € Z% and r > 1,
P[Army, ({f > )] f(y) = € <™.

(3) For £ # (., there exists c,p > 0 such that, for x1,...,Tm, Y1, Ym € Z¢, v > 1, and
te€l0,1),

P[Am,({f > )|/ (@) = ') =] < 1) e ",
The constants ¢, p > 0 can be chosen uniformly over compact subsets of R\ {£.}.
Proposition 3.15 (Pinned two-arm decay). For every £ € R, as r — oo
P[TwoArm, ({f > £})[f(0) = £] — 0
Propositions B.14] and will follow from (B:4)—(30]) and the following estimate:

Proposition 3.16 (De-pinning). Let (X,Y) be an (n + m)-dimensional centred Gaussian
vector of unit variance such that Y is non-degenerate, and let X be its covariance matriz.
Then for every £ and every event A that depends only on X,

PIA|Y = fpy (£) < comA P max {1, (log 1 /P)m/Q}
where P :=P[A,Y < (] and Amin is the smallest eigenvalue of . The constant ¢, > 0 can
be chosen uniformly for £ in compact subsets of R.
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Proof. Let Apin(Y') be the smallest eigenvalue of the covariance matrix Xy of Y. We note
that Apin < Amin(Y) < Var(Y;) = 1 (see Lemma[A]l). For s > 0, consider the function

h(s) := IP’[A‘Y =(—s].
We claim that for every s,T > 0,

(3.8) h(s) > e_zm/\r;ilr{%Th(O) —e T2,

Assuming (3.8]), let us complete the proof of the proposition. Fix a § € (0,1]. Then

(3.9) inf h(s) <P[A|Y €[t—60] = PlAY elL-5.0] < — o nP .
5€[0,0] ]P’[Y el—y, E]] mingcp—s.4 ¢y (v)

We also have

610)  min er(u)/er() 2 min eI eI 2 o

and

(3.11) oy (0) < Aail?.

Combining (B.8))-B.I1) we have
h(0)py (£) < e2hmin 0T <em6A;%n(f+1/2>5—mP FA 2T 2).

We may assume that P < 1/e otherwise the result is immediate. Then setting T = 2v/— log P
and 0 = Apin/+v/— log P we have

RO)py (€) < b (D00 P(log 1/P)™/2 4 AT/ P?)
< 2emHID \—m p(log 1/ P)™/?,
which gives the result.
Towards proving (3.8]) we consider the vector

k(i) =Yx,5y Sy Ly, i=1,...,n,

where 1,, = (1,...,1) is the vector of ones. We claim that
~1/2
(3.12) o= [k, 0)ll ) < 2mAgal” < oo
where H(X,Y') denotes the RKHS of the vector (X,Y’). To prove this, consider that
_ ~1/2 ~1/2
|Exy 2y L, L) vy = mllnery = 155" Lmlle < Vimagil?,
and moreover, for every j =1,...,m,
_ ~1/2
10,0 =) iy = 15720, 025) 22 < A
Hence by the triangle inequality
~1/2
p <k Tn)loyy + D 10Ty llmeoy) < (Vi +m)Ag

j:17"'7m
as required. This yields the decomposition
(3.13) (X,Y) £ (Z/K)(k,0) + (X, V),

where Z is a standard Gaussian random variable, and (X,Y) is an independent Gaussian
vector. Then for every s > 0 we have, by Gaussian regression,

h(s) ::IP’[XGA{Yzﬂ—S]
=P[X —ske A|Y =/
=P[(X,Y) —s(k,0) € A|Y =/
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where the final equality is since A does not depend on Y. Then using (3.13)), the independence
of Z and (X,Y), and a change of measure

h(s) = P[(Z — k) (k,0)+ (X, V) € A

~
I
s,

P(Z + sk) >
= E[Wﬂzﬁ_l(k,0)+(x,§7)€,4 ‘ Y = 4

52K2 —Z4SK \/
=e /21[‘3{6 2 1 (,0)+ (X, 7) e A ‘ Y = f]-
Then for every T' > 0 we have
B(s) > e TP |27 (k,0) + (X,V) € A ( V=i - Pz >1T]

> e 5TrRp(0) — e_TQ/z,

which, combined with ([BI2]), completes the proof of (B3.8]). O
Proof of Proposition[3.17). Let £ € R, r > 2, m > 1, and y = (y1,...,Ym) be given. Since
the GFF has an i.i.d. component (Assumption [[L9), it satisfies ¢,y (€) > cq,¢m for a constant
cd,e,m > 0 that can be chosen uniformly for £ in a compact subset of R, and also Amin(f(x)) >

cq > 0 uniformly over any subset z C Z%. Then applying Proposition 316 (rescaling the GFF
by a constant before applying the proposition)

P[f € Armyy({f > (D] f(y) = €] < cagpP max {1,log(1/P)™/2},

where P = P[f € jirvmr;y({f > (}), f(y) < ¢]. Combining with () and the union bound,
we further have
P < 2dmP[Arm,_1({f > ¢})
and so the first two items of the proposition follow immediately from (B.4]) and (B.5]).
For the third item we argue similarly, except we use the estimates

Amin(f(@), f1(y)) > cal —1)  and  @(s(e) () (€) = Caem
which follow respectively from the first and third items of Proposition [A.3l O

Proof of Proposition [14. Similarly to the proof of Proposition 314, applying Proposition B.16]
we have

P[f € TwoArm,({f > E})‘f(()) = (] < cqP max {1,log(1/P)1/2},
where P = P[f € TwoArm,({f > ¢})]. Combining with (3.6]), this gives the result. O

3.3. Convergence and decay of the pivotal intensities. We now use the estimates in
the previous section to deduce convergence and decay properties of the pivotal intensities. For
0<i<d-—1,let F}% denote the union of the i-dimensional boundary faces of Ag, so that in
particular 0Ar = Fgfl.

Lemma 3.17 (Convergence). For every { € R and m > 1 the following hold:
o There exists a function v satisfying v(r) — 0 as r — oo such that, for every R > 1
and y € (Ag)™,
|Pr(y) — Poo(y)| < 7(doo(y, OAR)),
and if m=1
|Pr(y) — P (doo(y, OAR))| < v(doo(y. Fi 2)).

Moreover if £ ¢ {—{., L.}, v can be taken as y(r) = c1e~2"" for some c1,ca,p > 0
which can be chosen uniformly over compact subsets of R\ {—£., (.}
e For every R,r > 1 andy € (Ar)™,

|PR§ST(y) - POO;ST(y)| < Cm,d]ldoo(g,aAR)SrJrZ
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For ¢t € [0,1), let Pf._, (z;y) be the joint pivotal intensity given in Definition 2I3] with
respect to Np.s,(£).

Lemma 3.18 (Decay). For everyf € R, m > 1, and 0 > 0, there exists a function vy satisfying
v(r) = 0 as r — oo such that, for every R,r > 1, x,y € (Ag)™, and t € [0,1)

max{|Pr(y)], [P (y)[} < 7(diamss(y))
and
|P}§;>r(x; y) < (1-— t)7m+1/2+57( max {r, max diame(2) }).

2=TY
Moreover if £ & {—(le, L.}, v can be taken as v(r) = c1e"" for some c1,ca,p > 0 which can

be chosen uniformly over compact subsets of R\ {—{¢, 0.}.

Remark 3.19. Although the constants ¢y, cs, p > 0 in the definition of + in Lemmas [3.I7] and
BI8 may depend on ¢, m, and §, this will not matter for our later arguments.

Proof of Lemma[3.17. We first show the pointwise convergence Pr(y) — Px(y) as R — o0
for every y € (Z?)™, which is equivalent to the existence of a y(r) — 0 as in the first statement
of the lemma. Let y € (Z4)™ be given, and assume R is sufficiently large so that y C Ar. We
recall the alternate expression for the pivotal intensity given in Remark

Pr(y) = E[dgEAR(f - E)H?(yg)\f(AR\g):o(XR)‘f(g) = 5} Pfy) (€)

where Xp := f(y) —E[f ()|f (Ar\y)]- Let fr:= (fIf(y) = 0) and Xoo := f(y) —E[f (W)If (°)]-

We now make the following claims:

- 2
3.14 sup sup E[ HS' _ (X ‘ :4 < 00,
(3.14) R>1ye(zd)m ( fulsanp=ol R)) 1)
(3.15) dyEnp (fr—10) — dQEoo(TZ — () almost surely as R — oo,
(3.16) H?(yg)\f(AR\g)zo — H?(yg)‘f(yc)zo pointwise as R — oo, and
(3.17) (XrIf(y) =€) = (Xeo|f(y) =€) almost surely as R — oo.

By ([B.14) and the fact that |dy=a,| < 2™d, we see that the integrands in the definition of Pg
are uniformly integrable. Then by (BI5)—(B.I7) and Vitali’s convergence theorem, as R — oo

Pr(y) = EldyZoc(f = OHJ() ye1—0(f @) — ELFWIF WD (@) = s (£) = Poc(y).

We now verify the four claims. Claim (3.14]) was established in the proof of Lemma [2.8]
(specifically in (2I0)). The latter equation actually bounded the first absolute moment of
the Hermite polynomial in (B.14]), but since the arguments are Gaussian this is equivalent to
bounding the second moment up to some constant depending only on m.

The stabilisation property of the cluster count (Lemma [B.7)) immediately yields (B.13]).
Turning to (3.I6), we note that (f(y)|f(Ar \ y) = 0) is simply the L? projection of f(y)
onto the orthogonal complement of the closed linear span of f(Agr\y). Since this subspace is
decreasing in R, a standard Hilbert space argument shows that B

(FWIf(Ar\y) = 0) = (F(WIf(¥°) = 0)

in L? as R — oo. In particular the covariance matrices of the former converge to that of the
latter, which is non-degenerate by Assumption [[L9 This yields pointwise convergence of the
corresponding Hermite polynomials as stated in (3.16]).

For (3I7), by Gaussian regression and martingale convergence

(Xr|f(y) =€) = Xr + Cov[Xg, f(y)]Cov[f(y)] ' (£ - f(y))
— Xoo + Cov[Xeo, fW)ICov[f(y)] (€ = f(y) = Xeclf(y) = 0).

This completes the proof of the claims.
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We now establish the quantitative bound on . By Proposition 2.7

|Poc(y) — Pr(y)| < sup|Ps(y) — Pr(y)| = sup|0y, ... 0y, E[Ers — Eng]|
S>R S>R

where we have suppressed the argument f — ¢ from these level set functionals to ease notation
(and will continue to do so below). By definition of the cluster count, we can express

EAs = EAr T EA\Ag_y T EAs,0A

where the last term above is defined to be the number of clusters contained in Ag which inter-
sect OAR (and do not intersect dAg). Since =, s\Ag_, does not depend on flAg_,, combining
the last two equations and applying Proposition 2.7] once more shows that

|Poc(y) — Pr(y)| < sup|dy, ... 0y, E[Exg 0ng]| = sup|E[dyEng 0011 (y) = lese,) ().
S>R S>R -

Using the alternative expression for pivotal intensities given in Remark 2.6] the Cauchy-
Schwarz inequality, and (B.14]), the latter expression is at most

1/2

(3.18) Ctm SUD E [(dyEns,000)°|F (@) = €] 05 (0).

We observe that if d,Zx¢ 9n,; 7# 0 then there must exist a bounded cluster of {f > £} \ y (or
{f < £} \y) connecting a neighbourhood of some y; to dAg. Hence, since |dyEnq a1 ,| < Cm.a;

E[(dyZnsonn)?| (@) = 0] < ema(P [Arma om0 (F > DI @) =]
+P [ Armg g onp (U < DDIf) = ¢] ).

The first statement of the lemma now follows from pinned truncated arm decay (Proposi-
tion [3.14) and boundedness of ¢, (¢) (see (Z.9)).

The statement in the case m = 1 follows from a very similar argument, so we will only
highlight the points of difference. Given y € Ag, we relabel our coordinate axes so that one of
the (d—1)-dimensional boundary faces of A which y is closest to lies in [~ R, —R+1] x Z4~!
(by Assumption [[.§ this relabelling does not affect the distribution of f). Then by stationarity

of f
Pr(y) = Eldyt Rey Eap+Re; (f — O f (v + Rer) = gy (£)
where e; denotes the unit vector in the positive direction of the first axis. We note that

Ar+ Re; C Zi and that the first coordinate of y + Rej is doo(y, OAR). The remainder of the
argument proceeds as before; we express

Pg(doo(y, OAs)) = SILH;OE[derRqEASnLSel (f=O|f(y+ Ser) = E]@f(y) (o),

decompose Z ¢4 5¢, into different cluster counts and use pinned truncated arm decay to control
the derivative of the expected difference.

Finally we consider the pivotal intensities for the truncated cluster count. We let = "<T
denote the analogue of Zp for which we count only the clusters of diameter at most r. By an
analogous argument to that given for Pg,

|Pri<r(y) — Poo;<r(y)| < sup |0y, ... 0y, E [EJS\;,E)AR] :
S>R

Since = A OAp COunts only clusters which intersect dAr and have diameter at most r, it does
not depend on the value of f at points of distance greater than r + 2 from JAg. In particular
if doo(y,0AR) > r+2 then :[%T A does not depend on at least one of the y; and so the above

expression is zero. Since dy= AT is bounded by a constant depending only on m and d, the
same is true of Pp.<, and Poo,§r7 which gives the last statement. O
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Proof of Lemma[3.18 Since Pr(y) — Px(y) as R — oo, we have
max{|Pr(y)], | Poo (y)[} < EE%E[dgEASH?ZAS (AN () = ey (0)

1/2
< i S E [ (4,200)°| (@) = ¢
S>R

where the second inequality follows from Cauchy-Schwarz and (3.14]).
We next claim that

dQEAS 7& 0 implies Armdlamoo(y)/(m-i-l) y({f > E}) U Arm(hamoo(y)/ m+1); ({f < E})
Assuming the claim, the first statement of the lemma follows from pinned truncated arm
decay (Proposition B.14)) and the fact that |d,Z4| < 2™d.

We now prove the claim. Fixing S, let = denote the number of clusters of {f >} in A,
which do not intersect dAg. Suppose d,Z% # 0, we first argue that each y; is in the same
cluster of {f > ¢} Uy. If this were not the case, then we could partition {f > ¢} Uy into
Ch and C5 where d (Cl,C'g) > 1 and (after possibly relabelling our indices) y; € Cy and
y2 € Cy. Then for any E C {f >/} Uy

d d?JQ“ ( ) = dy2dy15+(cl a E) + dyldy2E+(C2 N E) =0
where the first equality follows because C; and Cs are separated and the second uses the fact
that dy,,E7(Cy N E) is unaffected by adding/removing points in Cs. Since we can expand
dys - . . dy,, ET into a linear combination of terms of the form Z*(E) for E C {f > {} Uy, the
above equality implies that d,= =+ = 0, yielding a contradiction. Let C' denote the cluster of
{f > ¢} Uy containing each y;. There exists a path in C' (without self-intersections) with
diameter at least diameg (y) which intersects y. If we remove the points y1, ...,y from the

path we are left with at most m + 1 paths in_{ f > £}, each of which is adjacent to some y;.
One of these paths must have diameter at least diamq(y)/(m + 1) and so

Armdlamoo(y )/ (m+1);y ({f > 6})

holds. The same argument applies to =7, the number of clusters of {f < ¢}. Since = =
Et +E7, if dyE # 0 then the same must be true of 2% or Z~. Combining these observations
completes the proof of the claim.

Turning to the joint pivotal intensity, applying Holder’s inequality to Definition 2.13]

Phor (@9} < (EldaZronl) (B0, )

(B [5G ) (P @) 7 @)’ )é@f(x),ft@(w)

where Ef denotes expectation conditioning on f(z) = ¢ and fiy) = ¢ If 2Ny = 0 then

(3.19)

(f(z), f*(y)) is non-degenerate, uniformly in z, y and ¢. In this case a straightforward ar-
gument using pointwise bounds on Hermite polynomials (Proposition [A4]) and Gaussian re-
gression shows that the last line of (BI9]) is bounded by a constant depending only on m,
¢ and the distribution of f (which is uniform over £ in any compact interval). If z Ny # (Z),
then Proposition [A5] states that the second line of ([FI9) is bounded by ¢(1 —t)~™+1/2 where
¢ > 0 depends only on m and the distribution of f. Since |dyZEpg;>,| < 2™d, we then have for
any 0 < 1/2 -

L ~
Pl (09)] < came (B (s £ 0) ™ (BdyZhor £ 0))

From the argument given earlier in the proof, if d,Zg.~, # 0, then one of the points in z
must be the origin of an arm event of length at least dlamoo( ) / (m+1). Since we count only
(finite) clusters of length at least r, a near-identical argument shows that

dmuR >r # 0 implies Armr\/dlamoo(:v)/(erl ({f >£})UArmr\/d1amoo( )/ (m+1)sy ({f < E})
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A similar property holds for dyE';%,w and so applying Proposition B.14] completes the proof
of the second statement of the lemma. (Note that this proposition also applies to arm events
for f! if we simply swap the roles of the fields f and f used in the interpolation.) O

3.4. Localisation of the components. We now complete the proof of Propositions B.IH3.4}
Proof of Proposition[F1. The claimed properties of P, follow from Lemma 3.8 and the first
item of Lemma B.I§] so it remains to prove ([B.2)). Abbreviate

(3200 B ::Qm[NR(e)]—% ST (@) fEm): Paolwn, et

Z1,..TmEAR

:% Z f(xy) - f(xm): Tr(T1, ..o )
' Z‘l,...7$mEAR

where I'p(z) = Pr(z) — Ps(x). By the diagram formula (Theorem 2.7])

Var[E,,| = (ml!)2 Z ( Z HG(% - ya(z‘))>FR($)FR(?/)

x,yE(AR)m o€Sm 1=1

~ LS (1I66 - w)rat@rem)

where the second equality is by the permutation invariance of I'g. By the first items of

Lemmas 317 and BI8] for every =1 € Agr
> ITr()] < Y(doo(w1,0AR))

x2,..,mEAR

where v(k) = c;e~®2". Then by essentially elementary arguments (formalised in Lemma

and the second item of Lemma [C.G]), we have that
Var[E,,] = O(R™42(@-1D-m(d=2)d-1} 15 R)lm(a-2)=i-1)
which gives the result. O
Proof of Proposition[3.2. The fact that
P2 (k) = P (0)] < cre™2

follows by setting y = (—R + k,0,...,0) in the first item of Lemma B.I7 and taking R — oo.
Abbreviate

E{' = Qi[Nr(0)] = > f(@)PL(doo(z,AR)) = Y f(@)Tr(x)

z€EAR z€AR
where T'g(x) = Pr(z) — P2 (ds(x, AR)). By the first item of Lemma B.18]
Tr(@)] < 1(do (o, F2))
k" Applying the second item of Lemma [C.6] we have that
Var[E{'] = O(R*?(log R))

Cc2

where v(k) = cre”

as required. O

Proof of Proposition [3.3. Let Ey and I'g be defined as in (8.20). By the first item of Lemma[3.17],
ICr(z)| < (k) for a function v satisfying v(k) — 0. Applying the first item of Lemma
gives the result. O

Before proving Proposition B.4] we need a tail estimate for the chaos expansion of the
truncated cluster count:
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Lemma 3.20. Let € > 0 and r > 1 be given. Then for sufficiently large M € N,

lim sup Rdear[ Z Qm [NR;ST(E)H <e.

R—o00 moM

Proof. Given R > r > 1 and x € AR, we define
1
em = em(R7r) == 1a z,r,R
1C,] (z,mR)

where Cy is the cluster of {f > ¢} or {f < ¢} which contains = and A(x,r, R) is the event
that C, does not intersect OAr and has diameter at most r. Note that ©, is determined
by fleta,..- Observe also that the identity Ng.<,(£) = > ©, holds by definition, from
which we have

TEAR

Var [Qm[NR;Sr(e)H = Z Cov [Qm[@x]a Qm[@y]]-
lB,yGAR
We will control separately the diagonal and off-diagonal contributions to this sum.
For the diagonal contribution, fixing a large parameter L > 1 to be specified later, we have

(3.21) > D Cov|[QmlOa], Qm[Oy)] < > 1 < cq(r + L)R
z,y€ARNAR—r_ 1 M>M z,YyEAR\AR—r—L—1
lz—y|<L lz—y|<L

since sup,, Var[0,] < 1. We also have

Z Z Cov [Qm ©2], Qm [@y]]

{z,y}NAR_r_p_1ADm>M

(322) |z—y|<L

<@R+1DY2L+1)* sup Var

TEAR_r_1

> QmlO.]

m>M

Since ©, is determined by f|s4a,.,, for © € Ag_,_; the distribution of ©, does not depend
on R. By stationarity of f, this distribution also does not depend on zx, and so

> Qml6.] > Qul60]

m>M m>M

(3.23) sup Var

TEAR—r—1

= Var <em

where epy — 0 as M — oo uniformly over R.
For the off-diagonal contribution, using the chaos expansion for each ©, (Theorem [2.9]) and
the diagram formula, we have

(3.24)
1 m
S Y i@l = Y Y LY mwrwTew - w
Ix,yEI/;RL m>M ‘aﬁ,ye‘/\;},l m>M " uweEAR i=1
T—y T—y

where P,(u) denotes the pivotal intensity associated with ©,. Since ©, is determined by
f|m+ArJrl and discrete derivatives commute, we have dy, ...dy, O, = 0 if doo (u;, ) > r+1 for
any i. Hence by definition of the pivotal intensities, P, is supported in x + A,.11. Then since
|G(z)| < ¢qlz|(®?), and by the bound on pivotal intensities in Lemma 28, for every p > 0
B24)) is bounded above by

m —(d—2
Crom m Cd|ui_vi| ( )
D SID SR | C
z,yeAR m>M uex+(Ary1)™ i=1
lz—y|>L veY+(Aps1)™
Choosing
1
P et and L > 4r

= ——c¢
2’Ar+1‘2
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the above sum is bounded by

_ = —(d=2)\m
RS (Cd(|$ yl—2(r+1)) ) <9 MR pax (camelyl@2)™

P m>M

m>M z,yEAR
|z—y|>L

ly|>L

for some c4,¢ > 0. By choosing L sufficiently large (depending only on d,r,¢), the sum in
the above expression can be bounded by 1. Combining this with (32I)-(B.23]) proves the
statement of the lemma. O

Proof of Proposition [3.]. The claimed properties of Ps.<, are given in Lemmas B.I1T]and 3.12]
so it remains to prove the variance bound. Fix a truncation parameter » > 1 and ¢ € (0,1/2).
Recalling that Ng.~, and Ng.<, denote the number of level clusters of diameter greater than
r and at most r respectively, by linearity of projection onto each chaos

(3.25) Y QuINr@] = Y. QuRr)=h+L+I;
m>mg mo<m<M

where

=Y QuNe<r (0], L= Y Qu[Nas(0)

m>M m>mg

and

I3 := Z Qm[Nr;<r (0] _ém(RaT)-

mo<m<M

The variance of I is controlled by Lemma [B:220] so it remains to bound I and I3.
Applying Proposition to Ng.>r(¢), and by the first item of Lemma B.T§],

Varlle < 7mgs > (TG = 0))IPr(@)|Ca(y)
1=1

$7ye(‘/\R)Wlo

where, as in the proof of Lemma 215,

1 to tm0—2 5
Tmo,6 :=/ / / (1 = tg—1) 0240 g0y dty
0 JO 0
1

1
< s — prng
_/0 (1—5)1/2+5 ds = cs < 00
and
|FR(x)| <c min {67027*?, 6*02(311&1’1’100(2)0}.
Note also that
fR(xl) = Z |FR(x1,$2,...,$m0)| S C37ﬂd(m071)eic2rﬁ < Q.
xg,...,meE(AR)mO_l
Recalling that mg(d — 2) > d, applying Lemma [CH gives that
(3.26) lim sup R*dVar[Iﬂ <e,

R—o0

for some ¢, — 0 as r — oo.
Next, using the chaos expansion for level-set functionals (Theorem [2.9) and the diagram
formula (Theorem 2.1]), Var[I3] equals

S S (TG0~ 1) (P (s) — Prise )P () — Prisr ()

mo<m<M z,yeNy =1



32 LIMIT THEOREMS FOR THE CLUSTER COUNT OF THE GFF

By the second items of Lemmas [3.17 and [B.I8] the terms in the innermost sum will be zero
unless each point of x and y is within distance r of A and the diameters of = and y are at
most r. Hence

(3.27) Var[I3] < Z Cm.d Z 2r + 12 ((jz1 — y1| —2r) Vv 1) —md=2) o s pd-1

mo<m<M x1,22€EAR_2p

where ¢ > 0 may depend on M, d and r and we have used the fact that my(d —2) > d.
Combining ([B.25)—(B.27)) and Lemma [3.20] choosing first » > 1 and then M € N sufficiently
large yields the result. O

4. ON THE CLUSTER DENSITY FUNCTIONAL

In this section we study the cluster density functional p(¢) defined by the law of large
numbers (L2) (and proved to exist in Proposition 3] below). Recall that [PS22] has shown
that ¢ — u(¢) is real-analytic on R\ {—4.,¢.}. Our main result gives an expression for the
derivatives of u in terms of the stationary pivotal intensities Py, introduced in Section 3l This
also constitutes an alternative proof that p is smooth on R\ {—¢., ¢.}.

Proposition 4.1. The function p is smooth on R\ {—£., 0.} and continuously differentiable
on R. Moreover if either (i) m > 1 and £ € R\ {—{., L.}, or (ii) m =1 and £ = £,

T2,...,Tm EZI

where Ps, is the stationary pivotal intensity at level £ in Definition [30.
Using this expression, we will establish an important qualitative feature of p/(¢):

Lemma 4.2. There exists £y > 0 such that for all || > Co, p'(£) # 0. In particular, the
number of critical points of u outside a neighbourhood of {—{., 0.} is finite.

We take up the notation Zp and Pg introduced in Section[3] and for simplicity we abbreviate
ZRr = Za,- It will also be convenient to adjust our notation for Pgr by including an argument
indicating the level, that is, writing Pr(¢; 1, ..., %) instead of Pg(x1,...,zy), and similarly
for Ps.

4.1. Existence of the cluster density. For completeness we first confirm the existence
of p1, which follows from classical arguments for Bernoulli percolation (see also [NS16] for an
extension to smooth Gaussian fields).

Proposition 4.3. Let f : Z¢ — R be a stationary ergodic Gaussian field. Define
(4.2) p(€) = E[|Co(0)] ™ Ly (0) <o) € [0,1]

where |Co(€)| denotes the cardinality of the level-set cluster containing the origin. Then for
each £ € R

. Ng(f)
A T MO

almost surely and in L'. Moreover if f is non-degenerate on Ay then u(f) € (0,1).
The same statement holds if we replace Nr(€) with Ng(f) and () with

1E(0) == E[|Co ()] iy (6| <00 Lsgn(f(0)—0)=+1) -

Proof. The proof of convergence is identical to that given in [Gri99, Theorem (4.2)]. To verify
the second statement, if f is non-degenerate on A; there is a positive probability that f > ¢
at the origin but f < ¢ at each of its neighbours, so that |Cy(¢)| = 1, and also a positive
probability that f|r, > ¢, so that |Cy(¢)| > 2. Given (£2]) this completes the proof. O
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4.2. Proof of Proposition [4.3. We consider non-critical and critical levels separately.
Non-critical levels. By Proposition 2.7 the function

(tm)xEAR = E[NR (f — 0+ Z tm]lm)}
TEAR
is smooth on RA%, and hence by the chain rule and Proposition 27 for m € N

%E[NRU ~0l=(> %)mﬂ«: (N (==Y t1,)]

zEAR

=)™ > Pr(a1,...,wm).

T1,-TmEAR

Given a function h : R — R and € > 0, we define
D.h(€) = h(€+ €) — h(¥).
Then by iterating the fundamental theorem of calculus, we have for €1,..., ¢, >0

D, ...D., E[Ngr(f —¥)]

:(_1)7”/051"./057” Z PR(E—}—ilei;xl,...,xm) dSp, ... dsy.

$1,...,xm€AR

tr=0Vz

We now assume that ¢ # 4/, and let 6 € (0,1). Using the facts that the pivotal intensities
are bounded (Lemma B.I8)) and converge to their stationary counterparts (Lemma [3.17]), the
previous expression is equal to

€1 €m

(_1)771/ / Z Z Pm<€+zsl,$1,,$m> dSm...d81+ER

0 0 $16AR—2R5 xg,...,meAR_R(;
where the error Er satisfies
|ER| S Cd,ﬁ,m < H Ei) (Rd—1+(5 + Rdme—cR5ﬂ)
%

and ¢, p > 0 are taken from Lemma BI7 Let > 5 := >
is stationary

. Since P,
T1EAL_ops ng,...,xmeAR_R(; S oo

1 *
sup |— P (€+t;m1,...,x >— P <€+t;0,x2,...,x >‘
tel0,>-; &l |Ar_2ps| ZR > " m__%;lezd - "
< sup ‘P {+t:0,20,... 2 ‘
N D DI L m)

$27---773m§éAR5

By Lemma [BI8] the latter expression decays to zero as R — oo provided that ) ¢ is
sufficiently small. Combining the last four displayed equations, we have

lim

—D,,...D._E|N -/
Jim 1 De - Do, EINa(S — )

€1 €Em
=(-1) /0 /0 Z Pm<€+23i;0,x2,...,xm)dsm...dsl.

2,...,xm EZI

We now claim that the integrand above is continuous in the level. Assuming this claim, we
have

My =1 lim ——
pri () = tim i

= (=)™ ) P02, .., 7m)

T2,y T, €LY

D¢, ...D., E[Ngr(f —20)]

completing the proof of the lemma.



34 LIMIT THEOREMS FOR THE CLUSTER COUNT OF THE GFF

It remains to prove the claim. By Lemma[3.18], the pivotal intensities are bounded uniformly
in the level by an expression that is summable over z,...,z, € Z% Hence by dominated
convergence, it is enough to show that for any fixed € (Z%)™, the pivotal intensity Pa(;2)
is continuous in £ on R\ {—¢.,¢.}. For fixed x and R > 1, by applying Gaussian regression
to the definition of the pivotal intensity, it follows that ¢ — Pg(¢;x) is continuous. Since
P (¢, x) can be approximated by Pg(¢; ) uniformly over ¢ on compacts subsets of R\{—/., ¢.}
(LemmaB.I7) it follows that ¢ — P (¢; x) is continuous away from +/., completing the proof.

Critical levels. To prove differentiability of u at +¢, we require some additional inputs:

Claim 4.4. The following functions are continuous on R:

(1) € p(0);
(2) £ Py (£;0).

The first point will follow from elementary considerations, while the second is be a conse-
quence of the (pinned) two-arm decay in Proposition B.13] (itself related to the uniqueness of
the infinite cluster).

Let us complete the proof assuming this claim. Since p(¢) = pu(—¥), it suffices to consider
¢ ={.. Given € > 0 sufficiently small, we know that p is continuous on [(., ¢, + €] (Claim [4.4))
and differentiable on (., ¢.+¢€) (by the the non-critical case above). Hence by the mean-value
theorem, for some € € (0, ¢)

M(gc + 6) B :U'(gc)

= (le + €) = =P (le + €0).

Since ¢ — P, (¢;0) is continuous, taking € to zero shows that the right derivative of p at £,
is Py (£:;0). An analogous argument shows that the left derivative is the same, and hence
W' (£e) = Pso(£e;0), which is continuous (Claim [4]) as required.

Proof of Claim[{.4] For the first item, given R > 1 we choose some ordering < of the points
in Ag. For £ € R and € > 0, we will decompose Nr(f — ¢ —¢€) — Ng(f — £) by sequentially
considering the change at each point in turn. Specifically for z € Ar we define

Ey ={f>0(+e;U{y=a:f(y)>¢} and E,:={f>l+eU{y=x: f(y) >/}
Then letting A, = Zg(E.) — Zr(FE,) we have

Ne(f=t—¢) = Nr(f=0) = ) A,

TEAR

Since [Ag| < 2d1 p(2)e[e,04¢ We have

(€ +€) = pu(0)] < Jim (2R)~ Y ElA[] < 2d P(f(0) € [£,£ +€])

Z‘EAR

which yields continuity of u.

For the second item we use arguments similar to those which appear in [AKNS&T7], which
studied related questions for independent percolation models. Recall that for E C Z¢, EE(E)
and Z(E) denote the number of clusters in £ and E° respectively that are contained in
Ar \ OAR. We let Pg and PZ denote the pivotal intensities for these functionals. Since
Er = E} +Z5x, we have Py, = P + P and so it suffices to prove continuity of PSS and Py.

We first argue that PIJ{ (¢;0) is non-increasing in R (for fixed £). Given E C Z% and R > 1,
we let ip and br be the number of clusters of ENAg\ {0} which contain a neighbour of 0 and
do or do not intersect AR respectively. We call these ‘R-interior clusters’ and ‘R-boundary
clusters’. Then by definition of EE

—ip+1 ifbg =0,
—ip i b > 1.

(4.3) doER(E) = {
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For any S > R, the R-interior clusters must also be S-interior clusters and so ig > ig.
Therefore if bp = 0 or bg > 1, [@3) implies that dy= (E) < doE4(E). On the other hand,
if bg > 1 and bg = 0 then there must be an R-boundary cluster which is contained in an
S-interior cluster and so ig > ig + 1. Once again by ([@3)), we have =& (E) < do=4(E).
Since E is arbitrary, we conclude that P7(¢,0) = E[dZ5(f — €)[f(0) = lps)(¢) is non-
increasing in R, as required. For a fixed R > 1, P} (¢;0) is continuous in ¢ (this follows from
applying a simple dominated convergence argument along with Gaussian regression) and so
P (¢;0) = limp_,oo P} (¢;0), as a decreasing pointwise limit of continuous functions, must be
upper semi-continuous

Given E C 74, let EE(E) denote the number of clusters of £ N Ag. This can be thought of
as the cluster count on A when assuming ‘free’ boundary conditions whereas =7, R is the cluster
count (mlnus one) assuming ‘wired’ boundary conditions. We can define the pivotal intensities
Pg and P, for this functional analogously to those for Z*. The argument of the previous
paragraph can be adapted to show that PJr (4;0) is non-decreasing in R; in fact the argument
is somewhat easier in this case as dOEE(E ) is one minus the number of clusters of ENAgr\ {0}
which contain a neighbourhood of 0 and the latter quantity is clearly non-increasing in R.
Hence P (4;0) is a non-decreasing limit of continuous functions and therefore lower semi-
continuous. To complete the proof of the claim, we need only show that P (¢;0) = 1332 (4;0)
for every /.

Using convergence of the pivotal intensities to their stationary counterparts and the reverse
Fatou lemma

[PL(6:0) = P£(£:0)| < B[ limsup |57 — €) = doZh( = 0] | £0) = ] 5000

By the pinned two-arm decay given in Proposition B.I5] conditional on f(0) = ¢ there is at
most one infinite cluster of { f > ¢} which contains a neighbour of 0. Fixing such a realisation,
we let Coo C Z% denote this cluster (which may be empty) and C1,...,C;, for some i < 2d,
denote the other clusters of {f > ¢} which contain a neighbour of 0. If R is sufficiently large
so that C1,...,C; C Ar_1, then by definition of =T and =+

o —i4+1 ifCx=0 T
=p(f 6)_{—2' if Coo £ 0 = D=g(f = 0.

Hence the right-hand side of the previous displayed equation is zero, which completes the
proof of continuity for P{. The proof for PL is near-identical, up to changes of sign. O

4.3. Proof of Lemma Since pu(f) = p(—~) we assume that ¢ > 0. By Proposition 4.1
1 (€) = —Ps(0) = — thgo EldoZr(f — O)|f(0) = L) (£)-

If f(y) < ?forall y € A\ {0}, then doZr(f — ¢) = 1. Then since |dy=gr| < 2d, by the union

bound we have

W0 < (= P(Oyerngoy 1) < IO =0) +2d 3" P(Fy) > L0) = )40 (0):
yeA1\{0}
By Gaussian regression (f(y)|f(0) = ¢) is normally distributed with mean (G(y)/G(0))¢ and
variance that depends only on y. Since G(y) < G(0) for every y # 0 (a general property
of stationary ergodic Gaussian fields on Z%), we have P(f(y) < ¢|f(0) = £) — 1 as £ — oc.
Hence lim supy_, o, #£'(€) /(o) (£) < —1 which proves the lemma.

5. GENERAL BOUNDS ON THE VARIANCE

In this section we prove general bounds on the variance which hold at all levels (Propositions
E1 and £2). The arguments are similar to (but much simpler than) those appearing in
[BMM?22] and [BMM24a] in the setting of smooth Gaussian fields.
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Proposition 5.1 (Extensivity of the variance). For every £ € R there exists ¢ > 0 such thalt,
for every R > 1

Var[Ng(¢)] > ¢R%.
Proof. Let cg be such that [0A,| < c¢gr®~! for all r > 1. Fix r large enough so that

(5.1) E[N,(0)] > @ 4> 2cqr! +3

which is possible by the law of large numbers for the cluster count and the fact that p(¢) >0

(Proposition £3]). For R > r, let (z;)1<i<n be n > ¢, R% points in Z¢ that have mutual deg
distance at least 3r and let A* = x; + A,_1. Recalling (I.2]]), one can decompose f as

FEF+Y k2,

i<n

where k > 0, Z; are i.i.d. standard Gaussian vectors supported on A?, and f’ is an independent

Gaussian field. Denote M; := E[Ng(£)|Z1,...,Z;]. Then using successively the law of total
variance, orthogonality of martingale increments, the conditional Jensen inequality, and the
tower property

Var[Ng(0)] > Var[M,] = Y E [(M; — M;_1)?]
=1

> f: E [(E[Mi - Mi—1|2i])2]
=1

n

= Y E[(EMIZ] - EM,))?] = 3 Var[E[NR()1Zi])

i=1 i=1

(This is an instance of the reverse Efron-Stein inequality.) Hence it suffices to show that
(5.2) Var[E[Ng(0)|Z;]] > foralll1<i<n

where ¢ > 0 is independent of R.
Let A’y = x; + A,, then by definition of the cluster count,

(5.3) NR(£) = Expni(f =0 +Ep: (f =€) + Epponi (f = 0)

where we recall that Zp is the cluster count in D, and = A, O is the number of clus-

ters contained in Ar which intersect 8Ai+. Since Ep\p¢ Is independent of Z;, we have
E[Erai1Zi] = E[Epnai]. Then using the fact that ‘EAR,aAi’ < |OAL| < cqr?!, taking

conditional and unconditional expectations of (5.3]) yields
EINR()|Z] ~ E[N&()] = B[Ey, |Z] - B2y ] + e,

where |e,| < 2cgr?!. Now given s > 0 we define the event A; = {||f'[5illc < s} and the
event By that every entry of Z; exceeds (£ + s)/k. On Ag N By, f|pi > £ and so EAL € {0,1}.

Moreover by stationarity and (5.1]), E[EA; (f = 0)] = E[N,(0)] > p(€)r?/2. Therefore on the
event B

E[Ngr(0)|Zi] — E[Nr(0)] <14 (2r + 1)9P(AS) — @rd + 2cqr?t < -1

where the final inequality is guaranteed by choosing s sufficiently large (since P(AS) — 0
as s — o0) and using (5.1]) again. Since P(Bj) is positive and independent of R, we have
verified (5.2)). O
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Proposition 5.2 (General upper bound). For every { € R,

. Var[Ng(0)] d?Ba1
lim su < 2
R—)oop Rd+2 N G(O)

where Bq 1 > 0 is defined in (LH).
Proof. Applying Proposition (2.I6]), we have

Var[Ngr(¢)] = G(z — / Ph(x;9)d
7y€AR

where P}, (z;y) denotes the 1+ 1 joint pivotal intensity in Definition 213 applied to Ng(¢).
Since |dyNgr(¢)| < 2d we have

(2d)? 1 - 2d°? 1
 2mG(0) \/1 - 2Corr(f(z), fly) ~ 7G(0) VI —12
Since fol(l —1?)71/2dt = /2, we have

|Ph (5 )| < (2d)%@ () 510 (4 0) <

2
Var[Ng(0)] < Gd Z G(z —y),

and we conclude by combining with (L3]). O

6. PROOF OF THE MAIN RESULTS

In this section we complete the proof of Theorems [T}, L2, 4 and Recall the chaos
expansion Ng(£) = E[Ng(€)] +3_,,>; Qm[Nr(£)] of the cluster count. Abbreviate
Ng(f) — E[Nr(0)] Oy — Qm[Nr(0)]
Var[N(0)] v Var[Qum [Nr(0)]]

We say that Ng(f) is asymptotically dominated by Qm if Var[Qm[Nr(0)]] ~ Var[Ng(¢)] as
R — oo. This implies in particular that N R( ) — Qm — 0 in probability.

Ng(l) =

Recall that Z denotes a standard Gaussian variable, and = denotes convergence in law.

Proof of Theorems [, [[.2 and[1.7} We divide the analysis into four cases:
E g E ; = 0 and either (i) d =4 and p”(¢) # 0, or (ii) d = 3, p”(¢) = 0, and p"(¢) # 0;
(3) d=3, M(f)—O and p"(€) # 0;
(4) all remaining cases.
In the first, second, and third cases we will show that N, r({) is asymptotlcally dominated by,
respectively, Ql, Q6 4, and Q2 In the fourth case we show that all terms Qm may contribute
non-negligibly to Ng(¥).

For m € N, let P denote the function P, in Proposition Bl (given in Definition B.10]) for
this choice of m, and abbreviate ) P := Zazg,...,mmeld P (0,z2,...,%m,). Since we assume
¢ # {—L., L.}, we shall use without further mention that Proposition E.1] identifies > P2 as
(=)™l (2).

Recall that mg = max{2,7 — d} is the smallest positive integer such that mo(d — 2) > d.
Case (1). By Proposition Bl as R — oo

Var[Q1 [Nr(O]] = Po(0)* Y Gz —y) + O(R?) ~ 4,1 Py (0)° R + O(R?).
xvyeAR
Since PL(0) = —p/(¢) # 0 by assumption, we have

Yl Ol _, g, 6y
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We next argue that the chaoses of order m # 1 have smaller order. For 2 < m <
combining Proposition B.J] with either Proposition [B.A (if m(d —2) < d and > gg #
Proposition [B.2] (if m(d —2) = d and > P2 # 0), or Proposition Bl (if m(d —2) < d
> P =0), we have

(6.1) Var[Qm[Ng(0)]] = o(RT2).

Note that our application of Proposition [B] used that m(d —2) > d — 2 for m > 2, and that
the Green’s function G satisfies (B.2) up to a normalising constant.
To analyse the chaoses of order m > my, fix € > 0 and recall that

(6.2) QulBer) = — S i) fom): Prosrlan, )

m!
Z1,..,TmEAR

where Py.<, is as in Proposition 3.4l Choosing r, M > 0 depending on € as in Proposition [3.4]
as R — oo eventually

(6.3) Var[ 3 QulNr(O)] - Y @m(R,r)} < eRd.

m>mo mo<m<M

By Proposition [B.3] (recall also that || Peo;<y|lcc < Vmlefdtr™ by Lemma [3.12))

(6.4) Var{ Z Gm(R,r)} < Z e“m R4

mo<m<M mo<m<M

where ¢ > 0 depends only on d, ¢ and e. Combining with (6.I]) this shows that, as R — oo

T Var[Q2[Ng(4)]]

Rt — 0.

m>2

Hence N r(¢) is asymptotically dominated by Q1, which completes the proof since Q1[Ng(¢)]
is Gaussian by definition.
Case (2). Recall that d € {3,4}, and let m’ =mo—1=6—d € {2,3}. Since m'(d —2) =d
and ° P7 = (—=1)™ (™) % 0 by assumption, combining Propositions B and gives that,
as R — oo
Var[Quy [NR(O]] | Pam (2 PR)?
Ri(log R) (m/)!

We next argue that the chaoses of order m # m’ are negligible. As before we have
Var[Q1[Ng(£)] = Ba1 P (0)*R™? + O(RY).
Since PL(0) = —u/(¢) = 0 by assumption,

Var[Q1[Nr(0)]]
Ri(log R)

and ém/ = Z.

If d = 3, so that m’ > 2, we have to analyse the second chaos separately. In that case, since
S P2 = 1/"(¢) = 0, combining Propositions Bl and [B.1] as R — oo

Var[Qz[Nr(¢)]]
Ri(log R)

Finally, we bound the chaoses of order m > my in the same way as in (6.3))—(6.4]). Together,

— 0.

this shows that N r(¢) is asymptotically dominated by @m/, concluding the proof.
Case (3). This is similar to the previous case. Since > P2 = u”(¢) by assumption, combining
Propositions 3] and gives that, as R — oo

Var[Qo[Nr(O] , Bs2(X PX)’

iz 5 and ég = 7',
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where Z’ has order-2 Hermite distribution associated to the measure with density p(\) = || ~2.
On the other hand, as in the previous case we have, as R — oo

3 Var[Qm[Nr(€)]]

—0
4 )
m#2 R
and so N r(¢) is asymptotically dominated by Q-.
Case (4). By Proposition B2 as R — oo
Var|Qi[Na(0)] - Y fa (@, 00R))| = o(R)

z€EAR

where, since PL (0) = —u/(¢) = 0 by assumption, |PZ (k)| < cje™**". Applying Lemma [C.4]
as R — oo
Var[Q1[NR(0)]] ~ of R,

ol = CdEd,d—2<ZP£(k)>2 € [0, 00),

k>0
and where ¢ > 0 is such that G(x) ~ ¢4|z|>7¢, and Eg, € (0,00) is defined in ([CI3).
For 2 < m < myg, note that 3. P? = (=1)"u(™ = 0 by assumption. Then combining
Propositions B and Bl as R — oo
Var[Qm[Nr(0)]] ~ 02, R? and  Qm[Nr(0)]/RY? = 0,nZ

for constants o2, € [0, 00).

We now consider the higher orders m > mg. Given € > 0, we choose r,M > 0 as in
Proposition B4l Recalling the definition of Q,,(R,r) in (6.2)), by Proposition [B.1] for every
m > mg, as R — oo

Var[@,,(R,7)] Qn(R,7)
T % Um,r al’ld W

for some o2, . > 0. Given our choices of M = M, and r = r,, we define

where

(65) - Um,rZ

~ (e)
Nl(*?e)(g) = Z Qm[Nr(?)] + Z Q.n(R,T) and Ng)(ﬁ) - NR—(@.
2<m<myg mo<m<M Var[Ng) (f)]

Then since component-wise normal convergence is equivalent to joint convergence for se-
quences of finite vectors of elements of fixed chaoses ([NP12| Theorem 6.2.3]), we deduce that
as R — oo

Var [N (0)] NE(©)

2 _. 2
T—} Z Oy = O¢ and R/ = 0 4.
1<m<M

Using the fact that different order chaoses are orthogonal and Proposition [3.4]
lim SUp g ‘Var Ng(¢)] — Var[Np N (0)]| <e.

R—o0
Since € > 0 was arbitrary, combining the last two equations shows that Var[Ng(¢)]/R? is
Cauchy and hence convergent to a limit which we denote by o?. Moreover it follows that
lim¢ oo = 0. Convergence in distribution follows from an elementary argument: for any

x € R and dp > 0 by the triangle inequality
(P(NR(E) <) - ®(z) P(NO(0) <z +6) — Bla+ 5)\ F®B(x) — Bz + )]

< sup
18] <do

+P (‘NR(E) . Kr};’(m‘ =

where ¢ denotes the standard normal CDF. Choosing dy > 0 and then € > 0 sufficiently small
and applying Chebyshev’s inequality to the final term shows that this expression can be made
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arbitrarily small by taking R — co. Hence N r({) = 0Z as required. To conclude we observe
that o > 0 by the extensivity of the variance (Proposition G.1). O

Remark 6.1. It follows from the above proof that

(6.6) o = cilaaa( Y PEK) + 3 % € [0.50)
k>0 m>2

where 02, := lim, o0 afmr. This expression includes a (possibly) non-negligible boundary

effect since the value of ), PH (k) may depend on the choice of boundary conditions (see
Definition B.10).

Proof of Theorem[1.8. The first statement is a combination of Propositions [5.1] and To
prove the second statement, observe that by Propositions B3] and A1l as R — oo,

Var[Ng(£e)] > Var[Q[Ng(le)]] ~ Baa (1 (€c))*R4T2. O

APPENDIX A. GAUSSIAN VECTORS AND MULTIVARIATE HERMITE POLYNOMIALS

In this appendix we establish basic properties of Gaussian vectors and multivariate Hermite
polynomials that were used in Sections [2] and [Bl

A.1. Gaussian vectors. For a non-degenerate Gaussian vector X, recall that X x and ¢x
denote its covariance matrix and density respectively. Let Apin(X) and Apax(X) denote the
smallest and largest eigenvalue of ¥ x respectively. For a set of indices I C N, let X1 = (X} )er.
For t € [0,1], let X! = tX 4+ /1 — t2X, where X is an independent copy of X.

Lemma A.1. For a non-degenerate Gaussian vector (X,Y),

(A-l) Amin(Xa Y) < )‘min(X|Y) < )‘min(X) < HE)_(lngol ) )‘maX(X) < dim(X)HZXHOO,
and for every t € [0,1],

(A.2) Amin(X,Y) < Amin (X, Y7).

Proof. By Gaussian regression, Y is independent of X — X XﬁyE;lY, which has the same
covariance as XY, and so Apin(X) is equal to
min Var[o? X] = min Var[v? (X — Zx_,y2,1Y)] + Var[v! Sx vy 251V > Apin(X[Y).

lv|=1 lv|=1
Using similar reasoning

Amin(X,Y) = min  Varfu?! X +07Y]

[ul+[v[?=1
(A.3) = Prﬁir‘g lVar[uT(X — Sxoy Dy V)] + Var[(uT Sx Ly Syt + 0T Y.
u v|c=

Let vpyin be a unit eigenvector associated with Apin(X|Y) and define w = vgﬁnE XﬁyE;l.

Choosing
Umin —w

CVIERP VT
which satisfies |u|?> + |[v]? = 1 and v’ Zx_,y Xy + 07 = 0, and inserting these into (A.3) we
see that A\pin(X,Y) < [uAmin(X]Y) < Amin(X|Y). Finally, if Z denotes a Gaussian vector
with variance matrix ¥z = X5, then

)\min(X)71 = Amax(Z2) = gl‘aslc\/ar[vTZ] > 12200

Along with the classical bound (Apax(X))? < Zivj(zx)ij, this completes the proof of (A.T)).
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To prove ([A.2), if (u,v) is a unit eigenvector associated with Apin (X, Y?) then
Amin (X, Y") = Varful X + toTY] + Var[ﬂvT}}]
> (|[ull + ¢*[[0]13) Amin (X, Y) + (1 = %) [0[3Amin (V)
> Amin(X,Y)
where the final step used that Apin(Y) > Amin(X,Y). O

Lemma A.2. For a non-degenerate Gaussian vector (X,Y), let U be orthogonal and D
diagonal such that UTSxU = D, and let V be the orthogonal matriz

5 )

1+t)D 0 >

Then

T _ [
v EXX”‘( 0 (1—t)D

g1 _ 1 ¥y -ty
XXt o\ oy )

Sy oxxn Sy = SyoxUDTIUT,0) = (Zyx 2y, 0).
Proof. Using that

and

Sx 1Y
Byoxn = Byox Byox)and - By e = <t2))(( Ej)

the claims follow from straightforward computation. O
Proposition A.3. For a non-degenerate Gaussian vector X, indices I,J C {1,...,dim(X)}
and t € [0,1):

(1) Amin(X7, X5) > (1 = ) Amin (X).

(2) H@X;,X}(xax/)uoo < C|[|7|J‘(1 . t)f|IﬂJ|/2)\min(X)*|I|/2*\J|/2_

(3) FOT g e R, SDXIvAXt](E’E) Z C|I|7|J‘HEXHgou‘_IJ‘e—2£2(‘1‘+|‘]‘)2)\mm(x)71

Proof.
(1). By Lemma [AT] Apin(X7, X5) > Anin(X, X?) and the result follows from Lemma [A2]

(2). Let K = INJ, and abbreviate Z = Xg, 2" = X}, Y = X\ g, and YV’ = Xf]\K, and

similarly z = x|k, 2’ = 2'|k, ¥y = |pk, and y' = 2| p\ . Then

@XI,Xg(x7x,) = ‘PZ,Zf(Za Z’)@Y,Y'\Z,Zt(%y,\% Z,)-

We bound these terms separately.
For the first term, observe that, using Lemma and then (AJ]),

[S7,2¢) = (1= ) K222 > (1= ) K Ain(2)215) > (1 = ) F i (X)),

and hence g7, (2, ) < [y 70|72 < (1= #) 7K1/ (%) 7K1,
Similarly for the second term we have

(A-4) )‘min(Ya Y/|Z, Zt) = Amin(X(IuJ)\K|Z, Zt) = )‘min(X(IUJ)\K|X|K) > )‘min(X)

where the first inequality is by (A.2) applied to X|;usyx conditional on (Z, Z*) = 0, and the
second inequality is by (A.J). In particular

ovyz,z2t(Y, Y]z, 2) < |EY,Y’|Z,Z’5|_1/2 < Ain (X)) TITDINEL2,

Combining these bounds with the identity 2| K|+ [(IUJ)\ K| = |I|+ |J]| gives the statement.
(3). With the notation from the proof of the previous item, we have

YXr1, X1 (€,0) = Pz .zt (€7€)¢Y,Y’\Z,Zt(€a€w7 l).
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Applying Lemma [A.2] and then (A.T]) we have
202
14¢

e, 0rs?

Zzt(g’g) =

Y. (E2i S 2PIKPIZZ oo < 261K PAmin(X) 7Y
1<i,j<|K]|
and also
22,20 = (1= )22 < A (D)5 < e |2 125
Similarly we have
(6 OTET 50 .70 (0 6) <2611 U )\ K[PAin(Y, Y2, 2%) 7
< 2CY(TU )\ K [P Amin(X) 71
where the final step used (A.4]), and also
1Eyvyz,2t) < Amax(Y,Y'|Z, Z!)HUIOD\E]

< Sy, z,ze [N < gy 12 x| [BL TN

where we used that [|Xy.y/7 zt[leo < |By,y7lloo < [|Ex|lco by Gaussian regression. Hence

_ 02 —1
QDZZt(E E) > C|I| |J‘H2X|| |K‘ 4 |K‘ Amln(X)

and
— _p2 2 . —1
ey 2,200 0] > gl Ex [ o TV e = TOINET Amin ()

Combining with the inequality |K|+ [(I U J) \ K| < |I]| + |J| gives the result. O
A.2. Hermite polynomials. We next establish two bounds (Propositions [A.4] and [A.5]) on

multivariate Hermite polynomials; see (2.4]) for the definition of these polynomials. The first
is an elementary pointwise estimate:

Proposition A.4. For a non-degenerate Gaussian vector X, multi-inder o € Ndlm(X)

= Rd1m(X)
|HS ()| < dim(X)//2/JaflecvIelllizlatD)
where ¢ > 0 depends only on Apin(X).

, and

Proof. We shall deduce the estimate from a classical bound for univariate Hermite polynomials
[EM90, Eq.(1.2)]:

(A.5) [Ho(y)| < VnleY™H,

Abbreviate k = dim(X), let U be a k x k orthogonal matrix such that U7 xU is diagonal,
and let Y = UTX. Let 0% = 9;, ...9;, where p = |a|. By the definition of the multi-variate
Hermite polynomials and the chain rule

o (py UT
HX( ) QOY UTI' Z Z UZly]l vajp (8J1 T 8Jp(py)(UTx)/(pY(UT$)
Ji=1 Jp=1

Since U is orthogonal, the L' norm of any column is at most vk and so by the triangle
inequality

(A.6) |HS (z)] < kP72 sup |HY (U z)].
=p

Since the components of Y are independent for any 3 € N&
HI(UT2) HH@ UTz) HVar “Bi2Hg, (Var[Ys] " V2(UT x),).

Then using (A5 and the fact that Var[Y; ] < Amin(X), we have
[HY (UT2)] < Amin((X)7P/2/plevPhonX)7HE 25 (U2,
Since >, [(UTx);| < ||z||2, combining this with (A6) completes the proof. O
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The second bound is tailored to our application (see the proofs of Lemmas 215 and B.IS):

Proposition A.5. For a non-degenerate Gaussian vector X, indices I, J C{1,...,dim(X)},
multi-indices oy € N} and oy € N, t € [0,1), and £ € R,

07,0,0 ;
D ¢E[(H§§,§J37XIC,X3C (6. X1e, X5))? | X1 = 6,X5 = o, xy (0,0)
< cx 1 (1 — t)1a1/2=10T172
where & = ar + oy € N7 and

] —1) 2+
ex 111 jal = €))7, ja max { 1 | x [loo } ' max {1, Amin (X) 7 }

for a constant c|q |10 > 0.
We build towards the proof of Proposition [A.5 beginning with the following:

Proposition A.6. For a non-degenerate Gaussian vector (Xr,Yy), multi-indices ar, o) € Né
and ay, oy € NJ, and z € R,

(A8)  E[HES (@ Yo HY S (@,Y0) | X1 =a]

-1 0
_ (O‘I)!(O‘J)!(O/I)!(af])! (EXLYJ) e
= > “anla —a) Z ! %, (@)-
) - (ar —ap)l(ofy — a))! 0!
alﬁahallﬁalp ocM: [ ]
|Gy +a|=|a)+a) | Maray
where & := ay — &y + oy — &, M?[;”aj is the set of all (|I|+|J|) x (|I| 4+ |J|) matrices of non-
negative integers whose row sum is (G, ;) and whose column sum is (&, a’;), A% = [, j Aflj’
for a matriz A, 6! = HMHM!, and < denotes pointwise ordering over multi-indices. In
particular,

(A.9) E[(H)O‘(“O{/(x Y))) (Xl_g;} < max (mn(Xp,Yy)) 0t | HE 7070 (),
ar,&p<ay
lar|=|&;

where ¢ > 0 depends only on |ay| and |ay|.

Proof. We adapt the proof of [Rah17, Proposition 8] which gives a similar formula for uncon-
ditioned Hermite polynomials. To reduce notation we abbreviate X = X; and Y = Y. For
(s,5), (t, ') € R consider the expression

(410 / e TRy @)= 3 () Ty (T ) =3 Gy 6 g () dy
/ - , 1
N C )TEX,lY(t,t )~ / %OX,Y($ sty — s — t/) dy
px(z)
(A.11) _ )T ey ex (@ = s 1)
ex(z)
By a Taylor expansion
e(w,w/)TE;_(,lY($7y)*%(w,w/)T2;(}Y(w,w) oxy(r—w,y— w') Z XY (z y) 7w/)a’a,.

pxy(2,9) P

Now setting (w,w’) = (s,5'),(¢,t') and substituting this expansion into (A.I0) we see that

([A.8) is equal to
(A.12) c(an) (o) (o) (a))!
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where c is the coefficient of (s, s',t,t’) of order (ar, s, &, a/;) in the expansion of (A1) (or
equivalently of (A.I1])). Similarly, we can expand

px(z—s—t) g~ (s+1)° HE " (2)
0 T (@ =2

«a a,a
Moreover, according to [Rah17, Eq.(15)] we also have the convergent expansion

—1 \6
e(s,s/)TE;(}y(t,t’) _ Z Z %(S, Sl)dx,dy (t, t/)d’x,éz’y.

ata/

Gx-+ay |=la+ag | ) afsl,
ax,ay

Combining the previous two displays, and recalling that @ := ay — & + o/f — &/}, we see that
the coefficient of (s, s',t,t’) of order (ay, oy, @), ¢/;) in the expansion of (A1) is equal to

(Sxy)’ Hy ()
Z Z 0! (Oq—OAq)!(O/I—dII)!.

rSardi<al, ot
lar+a|= \a1+a \

ar,ag
Since this must be equal to the coefficient ¢ in (A12)), this establishes (A.g]). The bound (A.9)
follows immediately from (A.8)) and the third inequality in (A). O

Proposition A.7. For a non-degenerate Gaussian vector X, indices I,J C{1,...,dim(X)},
multi-indices oy € N} and ay € N{, t € [0,1), and (z,2') € RIFV such that z1ny, 25, =
e R,

HY 5 (2, x (2, 2)

|5|+|1nJ]
2

< ejp e max{ L, [ Sx oo (1 = ) min{1, Amin (X)} 211
where & = ay + ay.
Proof. Let K = IN.J, and abbreviate Z = Xg, Z' = X[, Y = X\ g, and Y/ = Xf]\K, and

similarly z = 2|k, 2 = 2|k, y = #|pk, and y' = 2’|\ . We let ¢ = ¢z, 5| be a constant
that may change from line to line.
Then we write

|HaI7OéJ (m T )|Q0XI,XL’5]('IVII) — ‘aa[,anprX.t](x,x/)‘
= ‘3”’0” (‘PZ,Zt(Za Neoyyz,z20, 92 Z/)) ‘

<c max
o, :ato'=(ar,0z)

0072220 vz 2w /12, ) |

We then claim that
(A13) 3 wzzt(z Z) ‘ < c‘” ‘JH ‘(1 _t) ‘04|/2 ‘K|/2 mll’l{l )\mln( )} |Oé‘ |K‘/2

and
(A14)  [0%yyrz.2¢ .Y 12, 2)| < et fog max{L, B [loo ' Amin (X) 21 ITUDE/2
which together establish the statement of the proposition.

To prove (A13), let V and D be defined as in Lemma [A.2] applied to Z. Let W de-

note the Gaussian vector W ~ N(0, V1Y z,7tV') which has independent components. Then
oz70(2,2) = ow(VT(2,2")) = I1; ew,((VT(2,2'));), and so by the chain rule

|a|

‘aa@Z,Zt(ZaZ/)‘Z7Z/:g‘ :‘ Z (Hvﬁiyai>aﬁng(u)‘u:VT£
B1=lal " i=1

(A'15) < C|I|,|J\,\a|HVH!>Oc[>‘ H |aﬁj90Wj (u)‘u:(vT@j
J
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where £ is the vector with all elements equal to £. Letting ); denote the variance of Wj, it is
easily verified that

B/2-1/2
Cﬁ>\] B even, and  sup |8ﬁSDW] (u)| < Cﬁ)\;ﬁil/?

8 =
(A.16) 0% w; (0)] {0 3 odd, ueR

There are then two cases to consider:
e j > |K|: Recalling Lemma [A2] in this case A\; > (1 — t)Amin(Z) > (1 — ) Amin(X),
and (VT¢); = 0. Hence

‘8ﬁjg0wj (u)|u:(VTg) = ‘aﬁj@Wj (0)‘ < Cﬁj((l _ t))\min(X))_Bj/Q—l/Q‘

J

e j < |K|[: In this case A\j > Apin(Z) > Amin(X), and so

0% ow, (W) —yrg), < €8, Amin(X) W72,

j
Combining these bounds with (AT5]), and using that ||Vl < 1, we prove (AI3]).
To prove ([A.14]) we similarly let U be orthogonal such that U TEKY/‘ 7.7¢U is diagonal, and

let W denote the Gaussian vector W ~ N(O,UTEY7yl‘Z7ztU). Notice that, by (A.4]), the
components of W have variance bounded below by Apin(X). Then

ovyz,zt(Y, Y2, 2") = ow (U ((y,9) — E(Y,Y’)a(Z,Z’f)EE}Zt('Z, Z)))
and so, recalling (A.16]), by the chain rule
‘aa@Y,Y’\Z,Zt(yay/‘Z7 Z,)’ < C|1|,|J\,\a|C|a‘ sup |0%pw (u)|
u
< 117170 €Dy (X) 1 -(TTHAKD2

where
C := max {|U o0, ‘|UTE(Y,Y/)~>(Z,Zt)EE,1zt||OO}'
Since ||Ulloo < 1, and by Lemma [A.2] and (A1)

Iy —z.2957 7l < e 1alIEx oo 127 oo < eyl Zx llooAmin (X) 7,
we deduce (A14)). O
We are now ready to complete the proof of Proposition

Proof of Proposition [A.3. Applying Proposition [A.6] specifically (A.9]), with the substitutions
Xr— (X1, X%), Yy = (Xpe,X%), ar — (ar,ay) and ay — 0, the left-hand side of (A7) is
bounded above by

i max Amin (X, Xt —lar+ay|/2 % \/HZQI—&I—d}72a,1—&J—df, 0.0 0,0).
|& G1,6<ardy <oy ( ) ’ X1, X5 ( )")OXI,XS( )
|6 +éug|=|a]+a |
Since Amin(X, X?) = (1 — )Amin(X), and applying Propositions [A:3] and [A7, the above is
bounded by

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ !
_lartay| 2ap—dp—ay| [205-dy-&5| |InJ]|
2 1 1 2

a
cmax{l,HEXHOO}‘ |A ~ max (1—1)
ar,&p<ar,é 5,8 <oy
|ar+a|=|a]+ak]|
A p+a A . I)+]J
fi‘aﬂgaﬂ7\2041701170/1\f|2anaJ7a/J\77‘ ‘;r‘ |

x min{1, Apin (X)}

which implies the result. O
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APPENDIX B. SEMI-LOCAL ADDITIVE FUNCTIONALS OF STATIONARY (GAUSSIAN FIELDS

In this appendix we extend the classical theory of local additive functionals of stationary
Gaussian fields [DM79, BM83]| to semi-local additive functions. Let f be a stationary Gaussian
field on Z? with covariance kernel K (z — y) = E[f(z)f(y)] satisfying K (x) ~ |z|~® for a > 0
and K > 0. We consider functionals of the form

Qr = % > ) f(@1) - flam): Px1,. .., 2m)
T1,..,TmENR

where m > 1 and P : (Z%)™ — R is a signed kernel which is stationary, permutation invari-
ant, symmetric in the sense that P(z) = P(—x), and integrable in the sense that > |P| :=
> ze(ayn—1 |[P(0,2)] < oco. This reduces to the ‘local’ case considered in [DMT9, BM83] if
P(xy,...,xm) =1 =g, -

By definition Qr is an element of the m-th homogeneous chaos of the Gaussian Hilbert
space generated by f. In parallel to the results in [DM79, BMS83|, the limit theory of Qr
depends on whether ma > d (central limit) or 2 < ma < d (non-central limit). As we show,
if 2 < ma < d the limit theory also depends on whether

o p= > POz
Z‘E(Zd)m71
vanishes; the case > P = 0 exhibits new behaviour compared to the local setting.

For our results we will assume that P has rapid off-diagonal decay in the sense that there
exists a kK > d such that as R — oo

(B.1) I(R) := > |P(0,22,...,2m)| = O(R™").

Z2,yeeyTm €Z%max; ||Ti]oc >R

B.1. Central limit. The following are generalisations of [BM83, Theorems 1 and 1’] which
treated the local case. For part of the result we refine our assumption that K (z) ~ |z|~* by
supposing that, as |z| — oo,

(B.2) K(z)=|z|7%+ O(|ac|*°‘*2).

Recall that Z denotes a standard Gaussian random variable, and = convergence in law.
Proposition B.1. Suppose either: (i) ma > d and (BI) holds for some k > 3d; or (ii)

ma>d—2,5 P =0, (BI) holds for every k, and (B2)) holds. Then there exists a constant
T =Tg,p € [0,00) such that, as R — co

Var[QR| Qr

a7 and T2

Proposition B.2. Suppose ma =d, > P # 0, and (B.) holds for some k > 3d. Then there
exists a constant ¢ = c¢q > 0 such that, as R — oo

Var|Qr| Qr
—c P and _—
Rd(log R)Lma=a ¢ Z Var[@QRg]

In the case ma > d, we also provide a uniform bound on the variance:

— 717

Proposition B.3. There exists a constant cg > 0 such that, for every ma >d and R > 1
Var[Qr] < cm(z 7)) R
In particular if P is supported on {x € (Zd)m diameo(z) < r} then
VarlQr] < e PR

where ¢ > 0 depends only on K and r.
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Proof of Proposition [B.1. We follow the approach of [NP12], which streamlined the ‘method of
moments’ analysis of [BM83]. To compute the variance, by the diagram formula (Theorem [2.)
and permutation invariance

(B.3) VarlQel = — 3 T K~ ) Pa)Ply).

Applying the third item of Lemma we have Var[Qgr] ~ T7R? Again by the diagram
formula and the third item of Lemma we also have

E[Q%] ~ 3r*R*.

Since Qg is an element of a chaos of fixed order, by the fourth moment theorem [NPI12|
Theorem 5.1.7] this implies the Gaussian limit. (]

Proof of Proposition [B.2. This is the same as for Proposition [B.I] except applying the second
item of Lemma in place of the third item. O

Proof of Proposition [B.3. By (B.3) and Lemma [C.5]
1 d 2 _
Var[Qr] < EcmR <Z \P\) Z max{1, |z}~
x€Z4
for a constant ¢ = cx > 0, and the result follows. O
B.2. Non-central limit. We now consider the non-central limit theory in the case 2 < ma <

d, following closely the approach of [DM79]. Let u denote the spectral measure of f, i.e. the
finite measure on [—7, 7] C R? such that

K(@) = Flul() = [ V()
By [DM79, Proposition 1] there exists a locally finite non-atomic measure o on R? such that
(B.4) po(-) = lim pp():= lim R*u(R™")
R—o0 R—o0
in the sense of weak convergence on compact sets.

Definition B.4 (Hermite distributions). For 2 < m < d/a, the m-th order Hermite distribution
(associated to pgp) is the distribution of

(B.5) 7 :c/ Sy AW (A1) - Wi ()

(Rd)m
where W, is the (complex) white noise on the space Lgym(l/) of Hermitian functions h such that
[|h?dv < 0o, [ denotes the multiple Weiner-Ito integral with respect to W, (see [Dob79] for
the definition and basic properties), Sy = 27¢F []1[—171}‘1]’ and ¢ = ¢, > 0 is a normalising

constant chosen so that Var[Z’] = 1. The Weiner-It6 integral is well-defined since, as verified
in [DMT79],

/( " ’SO()\l + -+ )\m)‘zlu,o(d)\l) .- 'MO(d)\m) < 0.
R m

In the case that K is the Green’s function G, pg(d\) has density proportional to |A\|*~¢,
and so (B.) is equivalent in law to

W(d\1) - - - W(dAm)
|A|(d=a)/2.. ) |(d=a)/27

Z':c’/ So(A 4+ Am)
(Reym

where W is the standard white noise in L2 (R?).

sym

The following is a generalisation of [DM79, Theorem 1’|, which treated the local case:
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Proposition B.5. Suppose 2 < ma < d, >, P # 0, and (B.J) holds for some k > d. Then
there exists a constant Eq,,q > 0 such that, as R — oo,

2
Vf;l;l[_QR] Ed,ma(;P) and _ Qr — 7
R ma m) VaI‘[QR]

where Z' has the m-th order Hermite distribution associated to pg. The constant Eyq is
defined for o < d as

(B.6) Faa = | o=yl dedy = [ Sulw)lal " ds € (0.50),
$7y€[—171}d R

where Sg = (1_y 1ja * L[_y 1) with % denoting convolution, and the second equality in (B.G)
is by the identity [ f(g*h) = [(f * g)h.

Proof. The variance asymptotics follow from (B.3]) and the first item of Lemmal[CIl To prove
the convergence in distribution, we closely follow the proof of [DM79, Theorem 1’]. Recall the
measure pp defined in (B.4]). Noting that

S o) 2 /GRd)m AT A DY (dD) - W (dAn)

we have

LR Y P@) [ e e I @) W ()
(R)m

:—/(d) SR - Am)Wyp (dA1) -+ W (dAy)
Rd)ym

where )
SR()‘la e ,Am) = Ridz P Z p(x)eﬁﬂm,A1>+---+<mm,>\m)).
IE(AR)m
[IDM79), Lemma 3| states that the desired convergence in distribution holds provided that the
following two conditions are satisfied:

(1) As R — o
(B.7) SR s Am) = So(A1 4+ -+ 4+ Am)

uniformly over compact sets;
(2) Uniformly over R > 1

(B.8) lim ISROAL, -, Am) P dup( M) - - - dup( M) = 0.
A=o0 J(Reym\([-A,4]1)™

To verify (B.), we first observe that So(A1 + ... + Ap,) is the Fourier transform of the
probability measure 79 that is uniformly distributed on {z € ([~1,1]9)" : 2y = 29 = ... 2},
which can be seen from the change of coordinates (z1,...,%m) — (T1,T2 — T1,..., Ty — T1).
By splitting P into its positive and negative parts, we may also assume that P > 0. Then
since the measures )

nr = R_dﬁ > P@)dur
z€(AR)™

converge weakly to 19, we conclude by using the standard fact that weak convergence of

probability measures implies local uniform convergence of their Fourier transforms.
To verify (B.8) define the measures

fr(A) = [SrROL, - Am) P dir(AN) - - dpr( M)
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and

fio(A) == [So(A1 + -+ + ) [Pdpo (A1) -+ dpto(Am)-
By (B.1) we know that fig — fip in the sense of weak convergence on compact sets, and it
suffices to show that in fact fir converges weakly. For ¢t € (R%)™ define

prlt) = [ RUmAY G TAD S0y, ) () diin(Ov).
(Rd)m

Expanding out Sg, one see that

onlt) = ey 2 LK~ ) PWPG)

7ye AR)m i=1

By the first item of Lemma [C.T]

vr(t) = Egq(t)
uniformly, where EJ" (t) is defined in (C.IJ). Since E7' (t) is continuous ([DM79, Lemma 1J),
this implies the weak convergence of fir to the Fourier transform of E7,(t) (IDMT79, Lemma
2]) which must therefore be py. O

APPENDIX C. SEMI-LOCAL EXTENSIONS OF STANDARD KERNEL COMPUTATIONS

In this appendix we give semi-local extensions of some computations involving sums over a
stationary kernel K : Z¢ — R satisfying K (z) = K(—z), K > 0, and K () ~ |z|~® as |2| — oo
for some « > 0. These results were used extensively in Sections Bl and [6] and Appendix [Bl

C.1. Stationary asymptotics. We first study asymptotics when K is weighted by a signed
kernel P : (Z4)™ — R which is stationary, permutation invariant, symmetric, and integrable
(in the sense of Appendix [B]).

Recall the decay assumptions (B.I) and (B.2) on P and K respectively from Appendix [B]
and the constant E;, from (B.6). We extend (B.6) by defining, for ma < d, the function
Ep, : (RT)™ — (0, 00)

Ef. (1) ;:/ 2 —y+t]| "% |z — Y+ | dady
ye[—1,1]4

(C.1) :/de(x)|x+t1|a---|x—i—tm|adx
R

so that Eqme = E7,(0). In [DM79, Lemma 1] it is shown that ¢ — E* (t) is continuous. We
also extend E, . by setting

Dpeng 2177
Egg:= lim =222 € (0,00).
b e logR (0,00)
For m > 1 and 4m vertices labelled x1,...,Zm, Y1, - s Ym, UL, .-, Uy and vV1,..., Uy, &

valid diagram -y is a perfect matching of the vertices such that no edge has both endpoints
with label having the same letter (these are precisely the Feynman diagrams used to compute
the expected product of four Wick polynomials: see Theorem 2.1]). Let ©,,, denote the set of
all such valid diagrams. For v € ©,,, and points x,y,u,v € (Zd)m, the value vy (x,y,u,v) of v
is [[oe, Ke where Ko = K(a — b) for each edge e = (a,b) in v (identifying the point z; € R?
with the vertex z; in the natural way).

Let [t] € Z¢ denote the integer part of t € R,

Lemma C.1.
(1) Suppose ma < d, > P # 0, and (BI) holds for some k > d. Then as R — oo

(©2) S LK G- i+ R P@PW) ~ B (3 P) B2

z,y€(Ag)™ i=1
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uniformly over t € (RY)™. In particular, setting P(z) = 14=...—y,, and t =0,
Z K(I‘ o y)m ~ Ed,maRZd_ma-

T, YyEAR
(2) Suppose ma=d, Y P #0, and (B.I) holds for some k > d. Then as R — oo
< 2
(©3) > TIKG - wP@PG) ~ Eaal ¥ PR 08 B)

zy€(Ap)™ i=1
and if (B.J) holds for some k > 3d,

4
(C.4) m, — > > oy y,u,0)P@)Py)P(u)P(v) ~ 3B 4( ) P) R*(log R)*.
YEDm z,y,u,vE(AR)™
(3) Suppose either (i) ma > d and (BI) holds for some x > d, or (ii) ma > d — 2,
SP =0, (BI) holds for every k, and (B.2) holds. Then there exists a constant
T =Tg,p € [0,00) such that, as R — oo

(C.5) > H K(z (z)P(y) ~ TR?
z,ye(Ar)™i=1
and if (IEI) also holds for some k > 3d,
(C.6) m' — Z Z vy (2, y,u,v) P(x) P(y) P(u)P(v) ~ 312 R*.

YEDm z,y,u,vE(AR)™
Remark C.2. Comparing Lemma with (L5]), we see that
Byx = CdEd,k(d—Q) if k?(d — 2) < d,
caBaa i k(d—2) = d,
where cg is such that G(x) ~ cg|z|?>~%.

Remark C.3. Among the statements (C.2)-(C.G]), the permutation invariance of P is only
used to prove (C4) and (C.6), and symmetry only for the cases > P = 0 of (C.H)—(C.4).

Proof of Lemma [C1. We will use z[; ) to denote the vector (@i .y xj).
(1). For R € N, writing ;1 = [uR] and y; = [vR], by stationarity the left-hand side of
(C2) can be expressed as

RZd—ma / RaK([UR] — [’UR] + [th]) Z FR(u7 v, t[Z,m]7w7 Z) dudv
u,we[—1,1+1/R]4

w,z€(Zd)m—1
where Fgr(u,v,t ), w, 2) equals

m—1

Loy gyseamm-t || BOK (21— y1 + wi — 2 + [tiR]) P(0,w) P(0, 2).
=1

Define the set
Ap(u,0,6) = {(1,2) € (Z" 5 [l |2loo < min [[R] - [R] + [ R/}

where § € (0,1) is such that (B holds for k > d + 0. Since K(z) ~ |z|~, there exists a
constant ¢; > 0 depending only on K such that, for all u,v,t,

(w,z) € Ap(u,v,t) = RO‘K(wi —zitr1—y1 + [tiR]) < cimax{l,|u—v+t;|} <.
Moreover for fixed u,v,t such that u — v +1¢; #0, as R — o
R"‘K(wi —Zit+xT1—y1+ [tzR]) — |u — v+ ti|_a

uniformly on Ag(u,v,t).
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Fix truncation parameters ,7 > 0. Define
Ego(t;e) 3:/ v —y+ |7 |z —y + t| " dady.
zy€[=L1% l—y+tif oo >e

Since ma < d, an application of Holder’s inequality shows that EZLa(t; £) — EY, (t)ase =0
uniformly over ¢. Moreover define - P =3, . P(0,z) which satisfies }°_, P — > P
as r — 00.

We first consider the contribution from the set ||u — v + ti]|coc > € Vi, and [|w/||oo, ||Z|lcc < 7

Note that there exists Ry > 0 depending only on e, such that, if R > Ry, then (w,z) €
Ag(u,v,t) holds on this set. Then by boundedness and compactness, we have that

ﬁ,ve[l,lJrl/R}d RYK([uR] — [vR] + [t1R)]) Z Fr(u, v, m), w, z) dudv
lu—v+t;]| oo >e w,z€(Z4)m—1
l[wlloos[|2]loo<r
converges to Ey, (t;€)(3_<, P)? as R — oo, uniformly over ¢. Since this limit converges to
B, ()2 P)? as ¢ — 0 and r — oo, uniformly over ¢, it remains to show the negligibility
of the contribution from the sets (i) Ji s.t. [|[u — v + t|| < ¢ and (w,2) € Agr(u,v,t), (ii)
max{||w||co, |2||cc} > 7 and (w, z) € Ar(u,v,t), and (iii) (w, z) ¢ Ar(u,v,t).
Let ¢; > 0 be constants independent of R and ¢ that may change from line to line. Since P
is bounded and ma < d, the contribution from the first set is bounded by

we[-2.2] RYK([uR] — [vR] + [t1R)]) Z T Ap(uw,t) |FR(u, U, 2, m]> W, z)| dudv
i s.t. |Ju—vtti||<e w,z€(Zd)m=1
< 02/ max{l,|u — v+ t;|} """ dudv < c.
Ji st [Ju—vtt;[|<e T
for some c¢. — 0 as € — 0, independent of R and ¢.
Similarly the contribution from the second set is bounded by

/ i R*K([uR] — [vR] + [t1 R)) Z LA uo) | FrR(U, 0, 2 ) w, z)| dudv
u,ve[—2,2

w,z€(Z3)m1

max{||lwlloo, [|2]loc }>7

< CQ(Z\P\)F(T)/ Hmax{l,]u—v—kti\}*ma dudv

u,ve[—2,2]4 i
< C3F('I“).
Finally, since K and P are bounded, and recalling that (B.I]) holds for x > d + §, we have
[ KR R R Y L
u,ve|—2,

w,z€(Z4)ym=1

Fr(u, v, m), w, z)‘ dudv
< cszo‘/ I'((csRmin [ju — v + tiHoo)l_‘s/(Qd)) dudv
u,v€[—2,2]¢ ?

ma
<R / ]]-mini [lu—v+t;]|co<1/(c3R)
u,v€[—2,2]¢

+ (R min [ = v+ tilloo) ™ T i, ot oo 31 (e ) dudv

< csR™ ( / du + / (R)||w||)~(4+o/4) du> < cgR™ 4,
lul|<1/(c3 R) [l >1/(cs R)

Taking € — 0 and 7 — oo completes the proof.
(2). Let 7 € (0, R) and define the set

Bry = {(z,y) € (AR)™ : 21 € Ag—p, Zg.m) € (21 + A"y € (21 + A)™ )
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By stationarity, the contribution to (C.3) from Bpg, is equal to 7,|Ap_,| where

(C.7) Ty = Z K(yy HK P(0 x[Qm]) ()

$[2,m]e(A7")m717ye(A7")

On the other hand, the contribution outside Bg, is at most

e2r|AR \ Ar—r| + (e2r — €;)|AR|

where
(C.8) ey 1= Z K () l_IK(a:Z — i) | P(0, 2m)|IP@)]-
Ti2,m) €(Ar) ™ Lye(Ar)™ i=2

Let ¢4 > 0 be defined as
Cq = hm (log R)™ Z |z~

rEAR

Then we claim that as r — oo

(C.9) Trwcd(ZP)zlogr and erwcd(Z|P|)210gr.

Now fix € € (0,1) and set r = eR. Given (CJI), the left-hand side of (C3) is asymptotic to
cd(ZP)QlAR_aR\(log eR) +0(1) (\AR \ Ap—cr|(log 2R) + |Ag|(log(2R) — log(sR))),

which gives (C3) by sending € — 0.
To show (C9), for y; € Z¢ define the set

Alyr) = {(z.y) € 2™ s max{|lzlloo, [y lloc} < llyall3c VY
where § € (0,1) is such that (B holds for kK > d + §. Observe that, as |y;| — oo
ROK (x5 — (y1 + yi)) ~ |1~
uniformly for (z(g ), Yj2,m)) € A(y1). Then

m

Z K(yl) H K(xz - (yl + yz))P(O’ x[Q,m])P(O’ y[2,m}])
Y1€A/2,(T(2,m],Y2,m] ) EA(Y1) =2
(C.10) ~ >l
yleAr/Q
where
p) = > P(0, 2(g,m))-

x[Q’m]e(AHylués‘Wd))m
Since P, — > P as |y1| — oo, (CI0) is asymptotic to
2 _ 2
(ZP) Z ly1] d . cd(ZP) log r.
yleAr/Q
On the other hand, the difference between 7, and (C.10) is at most
2 — &
(21PN D2 Il X Tl )
Y1€A\A /2 y1EA,

which is bounded. This shows that 7, satisfies (C.9]), and the proof for e, is identical.
We now turn to (C4]). We say that a valid diagram v € @, is regular if the endpoint labels
partition {x,y, u,v}. For example the valid diagram with edges {(z1,y1), (%2, y2), (u1,v1), (uz,v2)}
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is regular, but the one with edges {(z1,y1), (2, u2), (y2,v2), (u1,v1)} is not. Letting R,,, C D,
be the subset of regular valid diagrams, by permutation invariance of P we have

wE Y X »EnudP@P@PWPE)

YERm x,y,u,vE(AR)™

m m

=3 > JIE@ —w) ][] & —v)P)Py)Pu)P).
z,y,u,vE(Ag)™ i=1 =1

Combining with (C.3]), to complete the proof of (C.4) it suffices to show that the contribution

to (C4) from every non-regular valid diagram is of negligible order o( R?¢(log R)?).

If m = 1 all valid diagrams are regular so we suppose that m > 2 and fix a non-regular
valid diagram . Let 2,y € (Ag)™ and suppose that max{|[z[2) — T1|lco; [[Y[2,m] — Y1llec} <
|lz1 — y1]lco/4. Then every edge in v of the form (z;,y;) contributes a factor of at most
clz; — yi| ™ to vy(x,y,u,v). Arguing similarly for all pairs, and using that (B.I) holds for
k > 3d, the contribution to (C.4)) from x1,y1,u1,v1 € A is at most

(w1,21)

where the sum is over all six of the ordered pairs of {z1,y1,u1,v1}, c4 > 0 depends only on
K and P, and k,, . > 0 is the number of edges in the diagram whose endpoints have labels w
and z, and hence k,, , sum to 2m and satisfy k; , + kg + kzo = m. It remains to show that
>y mern WL Y1, u1,01) = o(R%*(log R)?), which is similar to computations carried
out in, e.g., [BM83| p. 435] and [NP12, p. 132]. To give the main idea, by repeatedly using
the inequality s%® < max{s?*t tat0} < 590 4 49+t which holds for s,t,a,b > 0, one sees
that

(C.11) Z W (w1, y1,u1,v1) < es R Z ET Z |u| ™4 Z v~
x1,Y1,u1,v1€EAR xENAR u€Nhap vEAR

for some ¢, > 0 and ¢ + r = m. Moreover since 7 is non-regular, one has ¢, > 0. To
conclude, recalling that ma = d > max{qa,ra}, (CI1) is bounded by

cgR(log R)R™ 1R = O(R*!(log R)).
(3). We first consider the case ma > d, which is similar to the previous item. Let 7, and

er be defined as in (C1) and (CJ). We will prove that the following limits exist

(C.12) Too = lim 7, and €oo 1= lim e,.
T—00 r—00

Given (C.I2)), fixing r > 0 and arguing as in the previous item shows that, as R — oo, the
left-hand side of (C.H) is

T |Ar—r| + O(|AR \ Ar—+]) + O((e2r — €r)|AR]).
Sending r — oo gives (CH) for 7 = 7o (we must have 7 > 0 since (C.2)) is non-negative by

B.3))-

It is sufficient to show (CI2) for e, since this implies absolute convergence of the series
defining 7,. For y; € Z¢ define the set

Alyr) = {z,y € (@)™ - max{||z]l oo, [ylloe} < llynlloe/4}-
Since K (z) ~ |z|™®, there exists a ¢; > 0 such that, for all y,
(Ti2,m)» Yizm)) € Aly1) = K(zi — (y1 + i) < comin{l, [y}
Since P is bounded, and recalling (B.1l),
e <2 D (mindLlyn |7+ Tl llo/4))

y1E€Z4

is finite, as required.
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The proof of (C.6) is essentially the same as that of (C.4), except since we assume ma > d,
(C.11)) is bounded instead by

chdRmax{O,d—qoz} (log R)ﬂqa:dRmax{O,d—roz} (log R)ﬂya:d _ O(de)

as required.

We turn to the case in which ma > d —2, > P = 0, (B.I)) holds for all x, and (B.2]) holds.
Let 6 > 0 be such that o +2 — 2§ > d, let § € (0,1) be such that 5(d + 1 + 2mdd) < 1, and
let » = RA. Define the set

Br = {x,y € (AR)™ :x1 € Ap—or,y1 € xl‘i‘Ar,x[Q’m} € (x1+AT5)m_1,y[2,m} € (y1+Ara)m_1}.
By stationarity, the contribution to (CH) from By is equal to 7.|Ap_2,| where

Tr = Z Z K(y1) H K('IZ — (1 + yl))P(Oa x[Q,m})P(Oa y[Z,m]])
=2

Y1E€Ar T[9 ) Y2, m] €(A,.5)™ 1

On the other hand, since K and P are bounded, the contribution outside Br is at most
FE1 + Es + E3 where

E, = ‘ Z K(x1 —y1) HK(xl —y1+x; — yi)P(07x[2,m])P(07y[2,m])‘
(z,y)€BYR 1=2
with
B;{ = {x,y € (Zd)m 1T, Y1 € ARa ||?/1 - iElHOo > Tax[Q,m},y[Q,m} € (Ar‘s)m_l}’
By < c1|Ag[T(r°) = o(R?),
and

E3 < calAp \ Ap—arl|Ar||As ™ = o(RY),
where to bound E5 and E3 we used respectively (B.I]) and our choice of 8. By (B.2)),

o —o{Ti— YT — e
K(xi—yp+xi—y) =t —wn| %+ <|;1_;1|a+2 >+O((7“5)2|331—y1| “ 2)

uniformly for every (x,y) € By, and so K (x1 —y1) [[2g K (z1 —y1 + 25 — ;) is

—a ) o (mi = yi 11 — Y1)
|71 — y1|?

Pairing up each z[p,, with —x[,, to eliminate the first order correction, F; is at most a

constant times )
\ARR(ZP_PM)) FIARIP? S a2,
x€ZI\A,
Since we assume » P = 0 and (B.]) holds for all , and since o + 2 — d > 24, we have
Ey = o(RY).
To complete the proof of (C.3]) it remains to show that 7, — 7o < oo. Using that K and
P are bounded we have

|1 =y + + O(r25|x1 — y1|*°‘*2).

i1 = 7o < Ba 4 O(|Ar 11 |T(r%))
where, using (B.2) as above

E4 = ‘ Z Z K(yl) 1:12:[((96@ — (y1 + yi))P(O, x[lm])P(O, y[2,m}])

Y1€IAr 1 2 (2 ] Y[2,m) E(A,5)™ T
2
< cqrd-1 (ZP _ F(r5)) + cgr? Z ly1 |92 = O(rd—1-a—2+28),
yleaAr+l

By (B.), and since a4+ 2 — d > 2§, we conclude that 7, is a Cauchy sequence.
The proof of (C.0)) is similar to in previous cases and we omit the details. U
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C.2. Boundary asymptotics. We next study a boundary variant of the first item of Lemmal[C.1]
for which we need a stronger decay assumption on the kernel. If o < d — 1, define

(C.13) Eio = / |z —y|™ € (0, 00).
z,y€d[—

Lemma C.4. Suppose a < d — 1 and let y(k) : Ng — R be such that v(k)k" — 0 for every
k> 0. Then as R — oo,

©1) S K= ) {dee(e, 00m)1 (doly, 00m)) ~ T 3 7) R4V,

Proof. Fix § > 0 such that 62 +dé <d—1—a. Fori=0,...,d—1, recall that F]i2 is the union
of the i-dimensional boundary faces of Ar. Define the subset Dr = {x € Ar : doo(x,0AR) <

doo(x,Fg_Z)‘s}. Each z € Dpg can be uniquely projected onto its nearest boundary point
mr(z) € OAR. Define

Br = {(x,y) € Df : max{|z — 7r(x)], ly — 7o)} < |z —y|°}.
Writing 27 = [uR] and y; = [vR], the contribution to (CI4)) from (z,y) € Bg can be
expressed as
RQ(d_l)_O‘/ Fr(u,v) dudv
u,ved[—1,1]4
where Fr(u,v) equals
> ROK (x = y)y(le = w1l)v(ly — i)
(z,y)eBRr:mRr(z)=21,7R(Y)=Y1
Since K (x) ~ |z|~¢, there exists a constant ¢; > 0 such that, for all u, v,
RK(x —y) <cimax{l,|Ju —v|}7* and R°K(z—y)~ |u—ov["“

uniformly on {(z,y) € Br : mr(x) = z1,7r(y) = y1}. Since Y |v| < oo and |u — v|~¢ is
integrable on u,v € 9[—1,1]%, by dominated convergence

/ o Fr(u,v)dudv — E44 ( Z 7)2

as & — oo.
On the other hand, the contribution to (C.14) from (z,y) ¢ Bgr is bounded by E; + Es

where

Er < 2[1lo > K(z —y) sup |y(k)| = o(1)
2,YEA pidoo (3,0 R) > RP? =
and, using that K and « are bounded,
EQ < CK Z ]ldoo(Ly)SRts < c/l(ﬁRdflRéQRdé _ 0(R2(d71)*a)

2,y {wEA R:doo (w,0AR) <R}
by our choice of §. O
C.3. General bounds. Finally we establish general bounds on some related quantities. For
simplicity, in this section we work with the kernel K, (z) = max{1,|z|~*}.

For R > 1and m > 1, let I'r : (Ag)™ — R be permutation invariant. First we give a
reduction to the m = 1 case:

Lemma C.5. For m > 2 and x1 € Ag define

Tr(z1)= Y [Tr(z1,72,...,2m)].

x2,..,mEAR
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Then
m
> Tl Ka(wi—y)Tr@Trly) <m > Kpalz —y)Tr(z)TR(Y).
z,y€(ARr)™ 1=1 z,yEAR
Proof. This follows from the inequality [[;~, s; < max; si* <> ™ s for s1,...,8, > 0. O
Next we consider bounds in the case m = 1. For¢ =0,...,d—1 recall that F;'% is the union of

the i-dimensional boundary faces of Ag, and let ;(k) be such that 0 < T'r(z) < 7i(doo(z, F)).

Lemma C.6.

(1) Ifi=d—1 and v4-1(k) = 0 as k — oo, then as R — o0

S Ka(e — )T a(@)Caly) = o R1{2-0d) (1og Ryla=s),

(2) If > 1>0 Yi(k)k?=1 < oo, then there exists ¢ = cx; > 0 such that

Z Ky(z —y)Tr(x)Tr(y) < c( Z%-(k)kd—z‘—1)QRmax{Qi—a,i}(log R)to=i.

z,YEAR k>0

Proof. (1). Fix ¢ > 0 and let » = r. > 0 be such that |y(k)| < ¢ if & > r. Then
S vonn Kol — )Cr(e)T(y) is at most

17113 > Koz —y)+eltlle Y Kalz—y)

z,y€{w:doo (w,0AR)<r} z,y€AR
< cdﬁ(erfl + eR%) Z K, (x)

rENAR
< (/R 4+ £ RO g Ry,

and taking € — 0 gives the result. ‘
(2). Let W, denote the subset of Ag such that do(x, Ff) = k. Then

R
Y Kol —y)Tr@Try) < > vilk)vilk) Y,  Kalz—vy).
T, yEAR k1,ko=0 l‘EWk17y€Wk2

Since |[Wy| < cd7iRikd*i*1, and by the monotonicity of K,

Z Ky(x—y) < c&JRikf*i*lkg*i*l Z K. (y).
rEW),, ,yeWy, yEAarN(Z* x {0}d—1%)
Combining we have
° N2
> Kalo—y)Te@Taly) < (Yo w®r =) R Y Kaly)
z,yEAR k=0 yEA2RN(Zi x{0}4~7)

and we conclude since

> Ko(y) < exi R0 (log R)Le=i, O
YyEAopN(Zi x{0}4—7)
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