arXiv:2212.14821v3 [math.PR] 11 Jan 2024

IMPROVED DISCREPANCY FOR THE PLANAR COULOMB GAS AT LOW TEMPERATURES

FELIPE MARCECA AND JOSÉ LUIS ROMERO

Abstract. We study the planar Coulomb gas in the regime where the inverse temperature β_n grows at least logarithmically with respect to the number of particles n (freezing regime, β_n ≳ log n). We show that, almost surely for large n, the discrepancy between the number of particles in any microscopic region and their expected value (given with adequate precision by the equilibrium measure) is, up to log factors, of the order of the perimeter of the observation window. The estimates are valid throughout the whole droplet (the region where the particles accumulate), and are particularly interesting near the boundary, while in the bulk they offer technical improvements over known results.

Our work builds on recent results on equidistribution at low temperatures and improves on them by providing refined spectral asymptotics for certain Toeplitz operators on the range of the erfc-kernel (sometimes called Faddeeva or plasma dispersion kernel).

1. Introduction

We study the planar Coulomb gas with respect to an external potential Q and inverse temperature β > 0. The potential is a lower semicontinuous function Q : C → R ∪ {+∞} that is finite on some set of positive capacity and satisfies

lim inf z→∞ Q(z) 2 log |z| > 1. (1.1)

To a point configuration {z_j}^n_{j=1} we associate the Hamiltonian

H_n = ∑ j≠k log 1 |z_j − z_k| + n n∑ j=1 Q(z_j ), (1.2)

and consider the Boltzmann-Gibbs probability measure on C^n

dP^β_n = 1 Z^βn e^{−βHn} dA(z_1) . . . dA(z_n), (1.3)

where Z^β_n is a normalizing constant and dA(z_j ) denotes the Lebesgue on C divided by π.

2020 Mathematics Subject Classification. 60K35, 82B26, 31C20, 47A75, 94A20. Key words and phrases. Planar Coulomb gas; external potential; low temperature; freezing regime; discrepancy; erfc-kernel, Faddeeva kernel, plasma dispersion kernel, Toeplitz operator.

J. L. R. and F. M. gratefully acknowledge support from the Austrian Science Fund (FWF): 10.55776/Y1199. F. M. was also supported by the EPSRC: NIA EP/V002449/1. 1

We think of a random configuration {z_j }^n_{j=1} drawn from (1.3) as consisting of identical repelling point charges, which are prevented from dispersion by the presence of the rescaled field nQ. In the formal zero temperature limit β = ∞ we let {z_j }^n_{j=1} minimize H_n and speak of a Fekete configuration. We shall be interested in large but finite β.

The equilibrium measure μ associated with Q [47] is the unique compactly supported Borel probability measure minimizing the logarithmic Q-energy given by

I_Q(ν) = ∫ C^2 log 1 |z − w| dν(z)dν(w) + ∫ C Q(z)dν(z). The support S of μ is known as the droplet. Provided that Q is C^2 on a neighborhood of S, the equilibrium measure is dμ = χ_S ΔQdA, (1.4)

where Δ = 1/4(∂_{xx} + ∂_{yy}) is one quarter of the standard Laplacian.

Point configurations {z_j }^n_{j=1} drawn from P^β_n tend to follow the equilibrium measure. To make this statement precise, for {z_j }^n_{j=1} and Ω ⊆ C we write #[Ω] = #(Ω ∩ {z_j }^n_{j=1}) and define the 1-point intensity R^β_n at z ∈ C by

R^β_n(z) = lim_{ε→0}

E^β_n ( #[B(z, ε)] ) ε^2 . (1.5)

The first intensity R^β_n(z) describes the expected number of particles per unit area at z and satisfies 1 n R^β_ndA^{n→∞}−−−→ dμ, in the weak sense of measures, even for n-dependent inverse temperatures β = β_n as soon as they are bounded below — see [5, Appendix A] and [35, 29, 46].

We will be concerned with the low temperature regime, where inverse temperatures grow with the number of particles n as β = β_n ≥ c log n, (1.6)

with c > 0 a constant. In this regime, introduced in [4] and further studied in [15, 13], particles are expected to follow μ in a much more rigid way than that indicated by the first order statistic (1.5). We investigate this at the microscopic scale, of order n^{−1/2}.

We shall make the following assumptions on Q, which are essentially the same as in [15]:

(i) Q : C → R ∪ {+∞} is lower semicontinuous, finite on some set of positive capacity and satisfies (1.1);

(ii) Q is real-analytic in a neighborhood of S; (iii) ΔQ > 0 in a neighborhood of S; (iv) The boundary ∂S has no singularities;

(v) S^∗ = S where S^∗ is the coincidence set for the obstacle problem associated with Q.

Concretely, this means that for z ∈ S^c, Q(z) > sup{f(z) : f ∈ F_Q}, where F_Q denotes the class of subharmonic functions on C that are everywhere ≤ Q and satisfy f(z) ≤ log |z|^2 + O(1) as |z| → ∞.

(vi) S is connected.

The assumptions make sense in light of Sakai’s regularity theory [48]. While Conditions (i), (ii) and (iii) imply that ∂S is composed of finitely many real-analytic simple curves with at most finitely many singular points, Condition (iv) asserts that such singularities do not occur. (See [8, Lemma 3.1] for Sakai’s theory adapted to the current setting, and also [12, 40, 30] for additional background.) In contrast, potentials that are merely C^∞ could give rise to highly irregular droplets [26, Theorem 11.1]. Condition (v) is somehow technical; in the parlance of [29] it means that Q has no shallow points. Such assumption could be avoided by redefining the potential Q to be +∞ outside a small enough neighborhood of the droplet. We refer the reader to [12] for a discussion on these topics, and many literature references.

To formulate our results, we consider a sequence of inverse temperatures β_n > 0 and a family of point configurations {z^{(n)}_j : 1 ≤ j ≤ n, n ∈ N} ⊆ C drawn from the product measure P = ∏ n∈N P^{βn}_n . Almost sure events are also understood with respect to P. To alleviate the notation, we write z_j instead of z^{(n)}_j .

As in [14, 15], we investigate the microscopy statistics of the sample {z_j}^n_{j=1} by means of a sequence {p_n}^∞_{n=1} ⊂ C of zooming points, with p_n → p_∗. Specifically, [15] investigates the Beurling-Landau densities

lim sup L→∞ lim sup n→∞ # [B(p_n, L/ √ n)] L^2

, lim inf_{L→∞} lim inf_{n→∞} # [B(p_n, L/ √ n)] L^2 , (1.7)

and shows that under (1.6), they approach the equilibrium density — which is ΔQ(p_∗) if {p_n}_n zooms into the so-called bulk and^1_2 ΔQ(p_∗) near the boundary. These statements hold almost surely and simultaneously for all suitable choices of zooming points [15]. The goal of this article is to refine such statements, specially in the boundary case. On the other hand, if (1.6) does not hold (for large n), then we do not expect the Beurling-Landau densities (1.7) to be almost surely positive and finite — and, indeed, in dimension 1 and for the classical Gaussian potential such intuition was confirmed in [13] by resorting to [39, 33, 50].

1.1. Discrepancies near the boundary. In the low temperature regime (1.6), the Coulomb gas is almost surely equidistributed in a technical sense measured by Beurling-Landau densities (1.7) [15]. The proof of that result provides the following discrepancy estimate near the boundary of the droplet. Under (1.6) and Conditions (i) . . . (vi), [15, Proposition 1.3] shows that the following holds almost surely: if p_n → p_∗ is a sequence of zooming points approaching the boundary as

lim sup n→∞ √ n d(p_n, ∂S) ≤ M < ∞, with M ≥ 1, then

lim sup n→∞ | # [ B(p_n, L/ √ n) ] −^1_2 ΔQ(p_∗)L^2 | ≤ CML^{5/3} log L. (1.8)

Here C is a constant that depends on the potential Q and the constant c in (1.6).^1

As a main result, we show that in the above situation the following bound holds:

lim sup n→∞ | |# [B(p_n, L/√n)] −^1_2 ΔQ(p_∗)L^2 | | ≤ CML √ log L log log L.

(1.9)

This in turn follows from the following result concerning general compact observation domains Ω ⊆ C in lieu of disks. We denote the usual Lebesgue measure by | · | and the 1-dimensional Hausdorff measure by H^1.

Theorem 1.1. Assume that Q satisfies Conditions (i) to (vi), β_n ≥ c log n with c > 0, and Ω ⊆ C is a compact domain with measure |Ω| ≥ 2 and connected boundary. Then there exists a deterministic constant C = C(c, Q) such that almost surely,

(1.10) lim sup_{n→∞} sup_{p∈C} | |# [p + Ω/√n] −^n_π ΔQ(p) | |(p + Ω/√n) ∩ S | | | | ≤ CH^1(∂Ω) √ log |Ω| log(1 + log |Ω|).

(Here, although ΔQ is only defined in a neighborhood U given by Condition (ii), for p ∈ U^c we interpret ΔQ(p)|(p + Ω/ √ n) ∩ S| as 0.)

Equivalently, as the events in question are independent for different values of n, by the Borel-Cantelli lemma, the almost sure validity of (1.10) means that the failure probabilities

p_n := P [ sup_{p∈C} | |# [p + Ω/√n] −^n_π ΔQ(p) | |(p + Ω/√n) ∩ S | | | | > CH^1(∂Ω) √ log |Ω| log(1 + log |Ω|) ] are summable: ∑ n≥1 p_n < ∞. Some remarks are in order. First, π^{−1}ΔQ(p)|(p + Ω/ √ n) ∩ S| is an approximation of μ((p + Ω/ √ n) ∩ S), so interpreting it as 0 when p is away from a neighborhood of S makes sense since in this case (p + Ω/ √ n) ∩ S = ∅ for all sufficiently large n.

Second, we note that (1.10) is trivial when p is microscopically far away from S in the sense that d(p, S) ≥ M/ √ n for sufficiently large M, since in this case the observation window finds no points with high probability [5] and therefore the magnitudes being compared in the left-hand side of (1.10) are both eventually 0.

1In [15] the dependence on M is left implicit, while here, for the sake of comparison, we quote the dependence that follows from the proof.

Third, as an estimate concerning general observation windows Ω, the discrepancy bound (1.10) is, up to logarithmic factors, probably optimal, since it almost matches the discrepancies of lattices measured on cubes. On the other hand, it is conceivable that for particular observation domains even stronger estimates may hold, as is the case with lattice configurations and disks [28]. In Section 4 we provide a version of Theorem 1.1 for possibly non-connected observation windows.

While Theorem 1.1 estimates the microscopic deviations of point statistics, it is also interesting to have a comparison with a limiting quantity as in (1.9). To include non-circular observation windows, we first introduce the signed distance of p ∈ C to ∂S: d^±(p, ∂S) = { d(p, ∂S) if p ∈ S −d(p, ∂S) if p /∈ S . (1.11)

If p_n → p ∈ ∂S, e^{iθ} is the outer unit normal of p at ∂S and l = lim_{n→∞} √ n · d^±(p_n, ∂S), then, as n grows, the set (p_n + Ω/ √ n) ∩ S approaches p + (Ω ∩ {z : Re(ze^{−iθ}) ≤ l})/ √ n. Hence, as an application of Theorem 1.1:

(1.12) lim sup_{n→∞} | | |# [p_n + Ω/√n] − ΔQ(p)|Ω ∩ {z : Re(ze^{−iθ}) ≤ l}| π | | | ≤ CH^1(∂Ω) √ log |Ω| log(1 + log |Ω|).

See Theorem 4.4 for details.

We remark that, although not discussed explicitly, all results hold also for the formal limit β_n = ∞ (Fekete sets) where particles are chosen as minimizers of the Hamiltonian (1.2).

1.2. Discrepancies in the bulk. While Theorem 1.1 concerns the whole droplet, our main motivation is to study discrepancies near its boundary. As we now discuss, slightly stronger estimates hold away from the boundary. For simplicity, in this case we assume that Q is finite and C^2 on the whole complex plane (denoted Q ∈ C^2).

Bulk discrepancy estimates for arbitrary inverse temperatures β, general dimension, and point statistics computed on cubes are proved in [16]. When applied to the planar case and the low temperature regime (1.6), [16, Theorem 1] combined with a covering argument gives the following: there are constants M = M(Q) and C = C(c, Q) such that almost surely, if {p_n}^∞_{n=1} ⊂ C satisfies the bulk regime condition d(p_n, S^c) ≥ Mn^{−1/4}, (1.13)

then

lim sup n→∞ | | |# [ Q(p_n, L/ √ n) ] − ΔQ(p_∗) L^2 π | | | ≤ CL, (1.14) where Q(x, r) is a square of center x and length r. With respect to disks of radius L, and other general observation windows dilated by a factor of L, a Whitney decomposition argument can be combined with [16, Theorem 1] to obtain a bound similar to (1.14) with an extra log L factor on the right-hand side. Similar estimates for Fekete sets (β = ∞) go back to [45].

On the other hand, as a technical step towards the equidistribution result for Beurling densities, [15, Proposition 1.3] implies that under the less stringent bulk assumption

lim_{n→∞} n^{1/2}d(p_n, S^c) = ∞

a bound similar to (1.14) holds with L^{5/3} in lieu of L (and point statistics computed on disks.)

In this article we prove that O(L) bulk discrepancy, as in (1.14), holds under the rather weak bulk assumption d(p_n, S^c) ≥ Mn^{−1/2} log n, for large M, and for general observation windows.

Theorem 1.2. Assume that Q ∈ C^2 and satisfies Conditions (i) to (v), β_n ≥ c log n with c > 0, and Ω ⊆ C is a compact domain with measure |Ω| ≥ 1 and connected boundary. Then there exist deterministic constants M = M(Q) and C = C(c, Q) such that, almost surely,

lim sup n→∞ sup_{p∈S,} d(p,S^c)≥Mn^{−1/2} log n | | | |# [ p + Ω/ √ n ] − ΔQ(p) |Ω| π | | | | ≤ CH^1(∂Ω). (1.15)

We also provide a more quantitative version of Theorem 1.2 which also concerns more general observation windows in Theorem 5.5.

Let us mention that the recent remarkable overcrowding estimates from [49] (valid for general dimension and temperature) have certain consequences for discrepancy statistics, which are moderately related to Theorem 1.2. Specifically, [49, Theorem 5] implies a semidiscrepancy estimate #[B(p_∗, L/ √ n)] − Δ(Q)(p_∗)L^2 ≤ CL^{4/3} log L

(1.16)

valid for each p_∗ ∈ C with high probability (note the absence of absolute values in (1.16)). As opposed to [16, Theorem 1], failure probabilities in [49, Theorem 5] do not depend on n and β, and thus do not exhibit a gain in the low temperature regime (1.6) that would lead to a uniform almost sure bound as in Theorem 1.2. Note also that even if the probability bounds in [49, Theorem 5] could be improved to exhibit such a gain in the low temperature regime (and we suspect they can), the estimate would only be meaningful as a semi-discrepancy under the (quite sharp) bulk assumption n^{1/2}d(p, S^c) ≳ 1. Outside this regime (1.8) — or Theorem 1.1 — shows that for large L the left-hand side of (1.16) is with high probability a negative number of order L^2, as, indeed,^1_2 ΔQ(p_∗)L^2 is a more accurate approximation of the point statistic in question. A similar discussion applies to the discrepancy estimates in [49, Theorem 6], which are of the order L^{6/5} log L and valid under the bulk condition (1.13).

Finally, we mention that the regularity assumptions on Q are excessive for the bulk regime, while [16, 49] require minimal regularity. The results we rely on are however known to admit regularity improvements at the cost of more technical formulations [10, Appendix A.2], specially since we do not use them in their full force. Similarly, the assumption that Q ∈ C^2 in Theorem 1.2 can be dropped, as regularity is only needed near the droplet; see Remark 5.2.

1.3. Technical overview and methods. Our proof of Theorem 1.1 elaborates on the equidistribution result in [15] and, as we now discuss, refines a key step to obtain the announced discrepancy estimates. The outset of the argument uses ideas from sampling theory, which also play a similar role in [14, 23, 41, 13], and we now briefly review. The basic intuition goes back to the theory of orthogonal polynomials on the real line: as β → ∞, Coulomb samples are expected to approach Fekete configurations, which provide quadrature rules for weighted polynomials [43, 34].

In our case, the central object is the space of planar weighted polynomials,

W_n = { f = qe^{−nQ(z)/2} : deg q ≤ n − 1 } ⊆ L^2(C , dA), and its reproducing kernel K_n, which represents the orthognal projection P^{(n)} : L^2(C , dA) → W_n. As shown in [15, Theorem 5.1], under Conditions (i) to (vi), a random sample of the Coulomb gas, taken in the low temperature regime (1.6), solves the following sampling and interpolation problems:

(i) : (‘Sampling’). For 0 < ρ < 1, ∫ S+B_{M/}^√_n(0) |f|^2 dA ≤ C n(1 − ρ)^2 n∑ j=1 |f(ζ_j)|^2, f ∈ W_{ρn}. (1.17)

(ii) : (‘Interpolation’). For ρ > 1, given {a_j}^n_{j=1} ⊂ C , there exists f ∈ W_{ρn} such that f(z_j) = a_j, j = 1, . . . , n, and ∫ C |f|^2 dA ≤ C n(ρ − 1)^2 n∑ j=1 |a_j|^2. (1.18)

Here C and M are deterministic constants, ρn is assumed to be an integer, and the properties hold for all sufficiently large n, depending on the allowed failure probability. It is important to note that the estimate (1.17) holds on the subspace W_{ρn} ⊂ W_n with ρ < 1 while (1.18) provides an interpolant f belonging to the larger space W_{ρn} ⊃ W_n with ρ > 1.

The sampling and interpolation estimates allow us to invoke and aptly adapt a general principle going back to Landau’s work on bandlimited functions with disconnected spectra [37]: Under (1.17) or (1.18), the point statistic #Ω_n, associated with a microscopic observation domain Ω_n = Ω/ √ n+p_n scanning the boundary of the droplet, can be asymptotically compared to the eigenvalue counting function of the concentration operator P^{(ρn)}M_{Ωn} : W_{ρn} → W_{ρn}, f → P^{(ρn)}(fχ_{Ωn} ). More precisely, for a carefully chosen spectral threshold δ ∈ (0,^1_2 ), #Ω_n ≥ #{λ ∈ σ(P^{(ρn)}M_{Ωn} ) : λ > 1 − δ} + E_{δ,ρ,n}, ρ < 1, #Ω_n ≤ #{λ ∈ σ(P^{(ρn)}M_{Ωn} ) : λ > δ} + E_{δ,ρ,n}, ρ > 1, (1.19)

where E_{δ,ρ,n} are suitably bounded error terms. The choice of the spectral threshold δ is dictated by the bounds (stability margins) in the sampling (1.17) and interpolation inequalities (1.18). The adequate choice satisfies δ ≍ |1 − ρ|^2 ∈ (0, 1/2). (1.20)

The concentration operator P^{(ρn)}M_{Ωn} is a Toeplitz operator with an indicator function as symbol, and, by (1.19), its limiting spectral profile tightly describes the point statistic #Ω_n. As n → ∞, the microscopic rescaling of the reproducing kernel K_n converges to a translated erfc-kernel (also known as Faddeeva or plasma dispersion kernel) [32]: F_l(z, w) = G(z, w)F (z + w − 2l), (1.21) where G(z, w) = e^{zw−|z|2/2−|w|2/2}, (1.22)

F (z) = 1 2 erfc ( z √ 2 ) = 1 √ 2π ∫_0 −∞ e^{−(z−t)2/2}dt. (1.23)

This key fact is leveraged to take a limit on (1.19). In the limit, the error terms E_{δ,ρ,n} can be dominated by the observation perimeter H^1(∂Ω).

On the other hand, the limit of the eigenvalue counting function in (1.19) is the eigenvalue counting function of a concentration operator acting on the range-space of an erfc-kernel (1.21): T_ρf(z) = ∫ √ ρΩ̃ f(w)F_l(z, w) dA(w), (1.24)

where l = l(ρ) and the limiting domain Ω̃ is obtained from Ω after rescaling near p_n. The equidistribution estimates in [15] are proved by using the following crude spectral asymptotics for the operator (1.24), #{λ ∈ σ(T_ρ) : λ > δ} = ρ · |Ω̃| + H^1(∂Ω̃) · 1 δ · O(1), (1.25)

which follow by comparing the first two moments of T_ρ (trace and Hilbert-Schmidt norm). Indeed, the calculation of the Beurling-Landau densities (1.7) in [15] follows by letting Ω be a disk of growing radius, and letting ρ → 1 at an adequate speed dictated by (1.20). Moreover, choosing ρ as an adequate function of |Ω̃| and H^1(∂Ω̃) one obtains the discrepancy bound (1.8).

To obtain the announced discrepancy bound (1.10) we shall improve (1.25) to #{λ ∈ σ(T_ρ) : λ > δ} = ρ · |Ω̃| + H^1(∂Ω̃) · √ log(^1_δ ) · log log(^1_δ ) · O(1).

(1.26)

Our recent work [42] provides similar spectral estimates for concentration operators on the range of the Ginibre kernel (1.22) and other rapidly decaying kernels. While these do not directly apply to the slowly decaying erfc-kernel, we develop an approximation argument based on the Bargmann transform [17]. This transformation maps “signals” in L^2(R) into their “phase-space representations” in the range-space of the Ginibre kernel (the weighted Bargmann-Fock space of analytic functions). Under this correspondence, the action of the erfc-kernel translates into the cut-off operation L^2(R) ∋ f → f · χ_{(−∞,0)} ∈ L^2((−∞, 0)). This insight, which also plays a role in [11], is exploited here to approximately compare the erfc Toeplitz operator (1.24) to a Ginibre concentration operator with a suitably modified domain.

Some remarks are in order. First, spectral estimates such as (1.26) are classical in operator theory and usually studied in more generality. What is special of (1.26) is the quality of the O(1) term, which is independent of the spectral threshold δ, and allows us to choose it as a function of the geometry of the domain Ω. In contrast, more classical asymptotics for dilated domains [38] provide more precise spectral expansions than (1.26) at the cost of requiring that δ be kept fixed (which would preclude the application intended here).

Second, we remark that the use of general observation domains is demanded by our proof strategy. Even if we were only interested in computing discrepancies on cubes or disks, the geometry of the droplet and the procedure to compare erfc and Ginibre Toeplitz operators lead to more general domains. Thus, while the eigenvalues of Ginibre Toeplitz operators associated with disks can be computed in terms of certain special functions [24], we rely essentially on the more general results from [42].

Third, we mention our recent work on separation and discrepancy of β-ensembles on the real line [13], which follows a similar strategy as here, though with substantial technical differences in its implementation. In particular, [13] relies on eigenvalue estimates for sinc kernels proved in [19, 36], while the technical work in this article is in the relation between erfc and Ginibre Toeplitz operators, and the particulars of two-dimensional geometry.

Finally, we comment on the bulk regime. Away from the boundary of the droplet, simpler arguments are possible because of the fast decay of the reproducing kernel, which can be precisely estimated also for finite n [18, 9, 3]. To prove Theorem 1.2 we follow and slightly adapt the argument of [41] to bound the discrepancy of Fekete points on general fiber bundles (with no droplet). While the argument of [41] is inspired by Landau’s method [37], and particularly by [44], it does not explicitly refer to sampling (1.17) and interpolation (1.18) and avoids the need for the auxiliary parameter ρ. This leads to the discrepancy estimate (1.15), which, in contrast to (1.10), has no log factors, and also to a more precise estimate applicable to finite n; see Theorem 5.5.

1.4. Further remarks. Our work relies on the convergence of the reproducing kernel of the space of weighted polynomials towards the erfc-kernel, under microscopic rescalings near the boundary [31]. Similar results are available for other model ensembles of contemporary interest besides the ones studied here, including those of [7], which concern radially symmetric potentials and droplets with ring-shaped spectral gaps, and the lemniscate ensembles from [21]. Our results extend suitably to these settings.

Similarly, the method considered in this article may be also useful in the weakly non- Hermitian regime (also known as almost-Hermitian) that addresses the interface between dimensions 1 and 2. There the limiting kernels in the bulk interpolate between the sinekernel and the Ginibre kernel [27, 2, 6]. Their structure is similar to (1.21), taking the form: ~K(z, w) = G(z, w) ~F (−i(z − w)), where for some a > 0, ~F (z) = 1√ 2π ∫_a −a e^{−(z−t)2 /2}dt. We expect that the spectral estimates presented here can be adapted to the Toeplitz operators associated with such kernels.

Finally, although not explicitly discussed, all our results apply also to the formal limit β = ∞ (Fekete configurations), as our analysis is based on the sampling and interpolation properties described in Section 1.3, and these also hold for Fekete points [14, 15]. In fact, samples of the Coulomb gas at low temperature can be considered easier to manufacture proxies for Fekete configurations, that yet retain similar desirable properties. To the best of our knowledge, Theorem 1.1 and other results concerning the boundary are novel even in the Fekete case, and thus improve on corresponding results in [14, 45].

Organization. The connection of our problem to sampling theory, and the details on Landau’s method described above can be found in [15] and will not be repeated here. Rather, we quote certain technical results from [15] and build on them. This paper is organized as follows.

In Section 2 we establish notation and provide some auxiliary results.

In Section 3 we derive spectral estimates for concentration operators associated with the erfc-kernel.

In Section 4 we prove our main result, Theorem 1.1, and Theorem 4.4, which gives (1.12).

In Section 5 we prove the discrepancy result in the bulk, Theorem 1.2, together with a more general version, Theorem 5.5.

Acknowledgment. The authors are very grateful to Yacin Ameur for his insightful comments.

2. Preliminaries

2.1. Notation and basic facts. We write a ≲ b whenever there is a constant C > 0 depending possibly on Q and c (recall that β_n ≥ c log n) but not on other parameters, such that a ≤ Cb.

Recall that dA(z) is the differential of the area measure divided by π. To shorten expressions we sometimes write dA(z_1, . . . , z_n) instead of dA(z_1) . . . dA(z_n). We also let | · | denote the usual Lebesgue measure and H^1 the 1-dimensional Hausdorff measure.

We will work with the reproducing kernel K_n(z, w) of the space of weighted polynomials W_n = {f = qe^{−nQ(z)/2} : deg q ≤ n − 1} ⊆ L^2(C , dA). It is worth mentioning that this is the canonical correlation kernel for the determinantal case β = 1 [25].

2.2. Scaling limits.

Definition 2.1 (Microscopic direction and position). Let {p_n : n ≥ 1} ⊂ C with p_n → p ∈ S.

• If p_n → p ∈ ∂S, let θ ∈ [0, 2π) be such that e^{iθ} is the outer unit normal of ∂S at p.

Furthermore, note that for sufficiently large n, there is a unique q_n ∈ ∂S that is closest to p_n. Let θ_n ∈ [0, 2π) be such that e^{iθn} is the outer unit normal of ∂S at q_n. Define also the microscopic position relative to the boundary as l = lim_{n→∞} √ nd^±(p_n, ∂S) = lim_{n→∞} √ n(q_n − p_n)e^{−iθn} , (2.1)

provided that the limit exists.

• For p_n → p ∈ S^∘, set l = ∞ and θ_n = θ = 0.

In the definition above, when p ∈ S^∘, the parameters θ_n, θ play no important role; they serve the purpose of treating the bulk and boundary regimes together.

Lemma 2.2. Any sequence p_{nk} → p ∈ S with √ n_kd^±(p_{nk} , ∂S) → l and e^{iθn}k → e^{iθ} as in Definiton 2.1, can be extended to p_n → p ∈ S with √ nd^±(p_n, ∂S) → l and e^{iθn} → e^{iθ}. Proof. First assume that p ∈ ∂S. For k ∈ N consider q_{nk} as in Definiton 2.1 and for every n_k < n < n_{k+1} define p_n = q_{nk} − e^{iθnk} √_{nk} n d^±(p_{nk} , ∂S). Notice that p_n is the unique point in the segment [p_{nk} , q_{nk} ] such that √ nd^±(p_n, ∂S) = √ n_kd^±(p_{nk} , ∂S). Moreover, θ_n = θ_{nk} and the conclusion follows.

On the other hand, if p ∈ S^∘, we can simply take p_n = p_{nk} and θ_n = 0 for every n_k < n < n_{k+1}. It is easy to check that for this choice, √ nd^±(p_n, ∂S) → ∞. □ For p_n → p ∈ S, define the zooming map Γ : C → C similarly as in (2.1) by

Γ(z) = √ nΔQ(p_n)(z − p_n)e^{−iθn} , where θ_n is defined as in Definition 2.1.

The following fundamental result, which follows from [32, 31] and [12, Lemma 2], describes the scaling limits of the reproducing kernels K_n up to so-called cocycle factors.

Lemma 2.3. Suppose that Q is real-analytic and strictly subharmonic in a neighborhood of the droplet. There exists a sequence of continuous functions g_n : C → S^1 (cocycles) so that the following statements hold.

(i) (‘Bulk regime’): If p_n → p ∈ S satisfies √ n d(p_n, S^c) → ∞, then for every z, w ∈ C ,

lim_{n→∞} g_n(z)g_n(w)

K_n(Γ^{−1}(z), Γ^{−1}(w)) nΔQ(p_n) = G(z, w). (ii) (‘Boundary regime’): If S is connected, the boundary ∂S is everywhere smooth, p_n → p ∈ ∂S, and lim sup n→∞ √ n d(p_n, ∂S) < ∞, and the limit l given by (2.1) exists, then for every z, w ∈ C ,

lim_{n→∞} g_n(z)g_n(w)

K_n(Γ^{−1}(z), Γ^{−1}(w)) nΔQ(p_n) = F√_{ΔQ(p)·l}(z, w). Moreover, in both cases the convergence is uniform on compact subsets of C^2 .

While [31] provides higher order asymptotics for orthogonal polynomials, Lemma 2.3 only needs first order ones, for which [8, Section 5] can provide a shorter route. For more on scaling limits, we refer to [20, Section 5.4] and the references therein.

2.3. Boundary regularity. We will work with compact domains whose boundary satisfies the following geometric condition with respect to the one-dimensional Hausdorff measure H^1.

Definition 2.4. An H^1-measurable set E ⊆ R^2 or C is said to be lower Ahlfors 1-regular (regular for short) at scale η > 0 if there exists a constant κ > 0 such that H^1 ( E ∩ B_r(z) ) ≥ κ · r, 0 < r ≤ η, z ∈ E. In this case, the largest possible constant κ is denoted κ_{E,η} = inf_{0<r≤η} inf_{z∈E} 1 r · H^1 ( E ∩ B_r(z) ) . Note that if H^1(E) > 0, by differentiation around a point of positive H^1-density, we always have κ_{E,η} ≤ 2. (2.2)

Before proceeding with the study of discrepancy, we mention a few properties of regularity. Unlike in the high-dimensional case, regularity is a fairly general property in two dimensions. For completeness we include a proof of the following well-known fact.

Lemma 2.5. Let E ⊆ C be a compact connected set with more than one point. Then, E is regular at scale η = H^1(E) and 1 ≤ κ_{E,η} ≤ 2.

Proof. For z ∈ E, let w ∈ E be a point at maximum distance from z. Notice that 0 < d(z, w) ≤ H^1(E) since E is connected and has more than one point. If d(z, w) < r ≤ H^1(E), then E ⊆ B_r(z) and H^1(E ∩ B_r(z)) = H^1(E) ≥ r.

On the other hand, assume 0 < r ≤ d(z, w). Since E is connected, E ∩ ∂B_s(z) ≠ ∅ for every 0 < s ≤ d(z, w). Therefore, we have that F (E ∩ B_r(z)) = [0, r) where F (u) := d(z, u) has Lipschitz constant 1. So we also get H^1(E ∩ B_r(z)) ≥ r. In conclusion, E is regular at scale η = H^1(E) and 1 ≤ κ_{E,η}. Finally, since H^1(E) > 0 we have (2.2). □

The following technical lemma will help us circumvent the fact that regularity of the boundary of a domain can be lost when cutting the domain with a half-plane.

Lemma 2.6. If a compact set Ω ⊆ C has regular boundary at scale η > 0 with parameter κ_{∂Ω,η}, then the set (Ω ∩ {z : Re z ≤ 0}) ∪ ∂Ω has regular boundary at scale η > 0 with parameter κ ≥ κ_{∂Ω,η}/2.

Proof. An easy computation shows that E := ∂ ( (Ω ∩ {z : Re z ≤ 0}) ∪ ∂Ω ) = ∂Ω ∪ (Ω^∘ ∩ {z : Re z = 0}).

Choose w ∈ E and let us prove the regularity condition with the desired parameters. The case w ∈ ∂Ω is obvious, so assume w ∈ Ω^∘ ∩ {z : Re z = 0}. If 0 < r ≤ 2d(w, ∂Ω), then H^1(E ∩ B_r(w)) ≥ H^1({z : Re z = 0} ∩ B_{r/2}(w)) = r ≥ rκ_{∂Ω,η}/2,

where in the last step we used (2.2).

On the other hand, take 2d(w, ∂Ω) ≤ r ≤ η (if η ≤ 2d(w, ∂Ω) we would be done, so we assume otherwise). So, there exists u ∈ ∂Ω such that 2d(w, u) ≤ r and therefore, H^1(E ∩ B_r(w)) ≥ H^1(∂Ω ∩ B_{r/2}(u)) = rκ_{∂Ω,η}/2. □ We also need the following special case of [22, Theorems 5 and 6].

Proposition 2.7. There exists a universal constant C > 0 such that for every compact set E ⊆ C that is regular at scale η > 0,

H^1 ( {z : d(z, E) = r} ) ≤ C κ_{E,η} · H^1(E) · ( 1 + r η ) , for almost every r > 0. In addition, |∇d(z, E)| = 1, for almost every z ∈ C .

Corollary 2.8. There exists a universal constant C > 0 such that for every compact set E ⊆ C that is regular at scale η > 0 and every r > 0, |E + B_r(0)| ≤ C κ_{E,η} · H^1(E) · ( r + r^2 η ) . Proof. From Proposition 2.7 and the coarea formula it follows that

|E + B_r(0)| = ∫ R^2 χ_{[0,r]}(d(x, E))dx = ∫ R^2 χ_{[0,r]}(d(x, E))|∇d(x, E)|dx = ∫_r 0 H^1 ( {x : d(x, E) = t} ) dt ≤ C κ_{E,η} H^1(E) ∫_r 0 ( 1 + t η ) dt ≤ C κ_{E,η} H^1(E) ( r + r^2 η ) . □ 3. The spectrum of erfc Toeplitz operators

3.1. The Bargmann transform. The weighted Bargmann-Fock space [17] is

F^2(C ) = { fe^{−|z|2/2} : f entire and ‖fe^{−|z|2/2}‖_L2_{(C ,dA)} < ∞ } ⊆ L^2(C , dA). (3.1)

For convenience, we consider weighted entire functions with respect to the area measure, though it is more common to consider analytic functions with respect to the Gaussian measure. The reproducing kernel of F^2(C ) is the Ginibre kernel (1.22), and thus provides an integral kernel for the orthogonal projection P : L^2(C , dA) → F^2(C ).

The weighted Bargmann transform is the unitary operator B : L^2(R) → F^2(C ) ⊆ L^2(C , dA) given by Bφ(z) = ( 2 π )_{1/4} ∫ R φ(t)e^{2tz−t2−z2/2−|z|2/2}dt, z ∈ C , φ ∈ L^2(R), or, with notation z = z_1 + iz_2 ∈ C , Bφ(z) = ( 2 π )_{1/4} ∫ R φ(t)e^{−(z1−t)2} e^{2itz2 −iz1z2} dt. (3.2)

The adjoint transformation B^∗ : L^2(C , dA) → L^2(R) is given by B^∗f(t) = ( 2 π )_{1/4} ∫ C f(z)e^{2tz−t2−z2/2−|z|2/2}dA(z), t ∈ R, f ∈ L^2(C , dA). The relevance of the Bargmann transform for us is that the integral kernel of BB^∗ : L^2(C , dA) → L^2(C , dA) is precisely the Ginibre kernel (1.22). In other words, P := P_∞ = BB^∗.

We now extend these observations to the translated erfc-kernel F_l (1.21); see [11] for closely related facts. The operator with integral kernel F_l will be denoted P_l : L^2(C , dA) → L^2(C , dA).

Lemma 3.1. For every l ∈ (−∞, ∞], we have that P_l = BM_{(−∞,l)}B^∗. Proof. The discussion above gives the case l = ∞. Let l ∈ R and note that F_l(z, w) = e^{zw−|z|2/2−|w|2/2} 1 √ 2π ∫_0 −∞ e^{−(z+w−2l−t)2 /2}dt = √ 2 π e^{zw−|z|2/2−|w|2/2} ∫_l −∞ e^{−(z+w−2s)2/2}ds = √ 2 π ∫_l −∞ e^{2sz−s2−|z|2/2−z2/2}e^{2sw−s2−|w|2/2−w2/2}ds. With this at hand, for f ∈ L^2(C , dA) and z ∈ C , P_lf(z) = ∫ C f(w)F_l(z, w)dA(w) = ∫ C f(w) √ 2 π ∫_l −∞ e^{2sz−s2−|z|2/2−z2/2}e^{2sw−s2−|w|2/2−w2/2}dsdA(w) = √ 2 π ∫_l −∞ ∫ C f(w)e^{2sw−s2−|w|2/2−w2/2}dA(w)e^{2sz−s2−|z|2/2−z2/2}ds = ( 2 π )_{1/4} ∫ l −∞ B^∗f(s)e^{2sz−s2−|z|2/2−z2/2}ds = BM_{(−∞,l)}B^∗f(z). □ We also note the following covariance property, that will allow us to eliminate the parameter l. Lemma 3.2. For every l ∈ R, let U : L^2(C ) → L^2(C ) be the unitary operator Uf(z_1 + iz_2) = e^{−ilz2} f(z_1 + l + iz_2).

Then P_lM_ΩP_l = U^{−1}P_0M_{Ω−l}P_0U.

In particular, both operators share the same spectrum.

Proof. For a ∈ R, define the translation operator T_a : L^2(R) → L^2(R) given by T_aφ(t) = φ(t + a), φ ∈ L^2(R). From (3.2), for φ ∈ L^2(R), UBφ(z) = e^{−ilz2} ( 2 π )_{1/4} ∫ R φ(t)e^{−(z1+l−t)2} e^{2itz2−i(z1+l)z2} dt = ( 2 π )_{1/4} ∫ R φ(t)e^{−(z1+l−t)2} e^{2i(t−l)z2 −iz1z2} dt = ( 2 π )_{1/4} ∫ R φ(t + l)e^{−(z1−t)2} e^{2itz2−iz1z2} dt = BT_lφ(z).

So we get UB = BT_l and taking adjoints, B^∗U^{−1} = T_{−l}B^∗. By Lemma 3.1, UP_lU^{−1} = UBM_{(−∞,l)}B^∗U^{−1} = BT_lM_{(−∞,l)}T_{−l}B^∗ = BM_{(−∞,0)}B^∗ = P_0, where the second-to-last equality follows from the fact that, T_lM_{(−∞,l)}T_{−l}φ(t) = T_l(χ_{(−∞,l)}(t)φ(t − l)) = χ_{(−∞,l)}(t + l)φ(t) = M_{(−∞,0)}φ(t). Therefore, UP_lM_ΩP_lU^{−1} = P_0UM_ΩU^{−1}P_0 = P_0M_{Ω−l}P_0, where the last equality follows from the fact that, UM_ΩU^{−1}f(z) = U(χ_Ω(z)e^{ilz2} f(z − l)) = χ_Ω(z + l)f(z) = M_{Ω−l}f(z). □

3.2. Comparing erfc and Bargmann concentration operators. With Lemma 3.2 at hand, we focus on studying P_0M_ΩP_0. For a positive compact operator T we arrange its eigenvalues in decreasing order and denote them by λ_n(T ). We start with the following observation.

Lemma 3.3. For every compact domain Ω ⊆ C and n ∈ N, 0 ≤ λ_n(P_0M_ΩP_0) ≤ λ_n(P M_ΩP ).

In particular, for every 0 < α < 1, #{n ∈ N : λ_n(P_0M_ΩP_0) > α} ≤ # { n ∈ N : λ_n(P M_ΩP ) > α } . Proof. Since B^∗ = IB^∗ = B^∗BB^∗ = B^∗P and B = BI = BB^∗B = P B, the operator P_0M_ΩP_0 = P_0P M_ΩP P_0 is a compression of the concentration operator P M_ΩP , and thus has smaller singular values. □ Next we look into estimating λ_n(P_0M_ΩP_0) from below in terms of P M_ΩP , by quantifying how much compression by P_0 affects the spectrum. Inspecting (3.2), we see that if a function φ ∈ L^2(R) is supported in (−∞, 0), then its Bargmann transform Bφ should be concentrated near the half-plane {z ∈ C : z_1 ≤ 0}. Similarly, P_0 should not significantly alter functions supported well inside {z ∈ C : z_1 ≤ 0}. We now formalize this intuition. Recall that F denotes the complementary error function (1.23).

Lemma 3.4. Let a ≥ 0 and Ω ⊆ C be a compact domain such that |Ω∩{z ∈ C : z_1 > a}| = 0. For every n ∈ N, λ_n(P_0M_ΩP_0)^{1/2} ≥ λ_n(P M_ΩP )^{1/2} − (_{F (−2a)} F (2a) )_{1/2} (1 − λ_n(P M_ΩP ))^{1/2}.

(3.3) As a consequence, for 0 < α < 1, (3.4) #{n ∈ N : λ_n(P_0M_ΩP_0) > 1 − α} ≥ # { n ∈ N : λ_n(P M_ΩP ) > 1 −^{F (2a)}_{4F (−2a)} α^2 } .

Proof. We first note that P M_ΩP regarded as an operator F^2(C ) → F^2(C ) is unitary conjugate to B^∗M_ΩB via the Bargmann transform B. In particular, both operators share the same spectrum. On the other hand, considering P M_ΩP as an operator in L^2(C , dA) only adds zero eigenvalues. Thus, λ_n(P M_ΩP ) = λ_n(B^∗M_ΩB) for every n ∈ N. Arguing similarly with M_{(−∞,0)}B^∗M_ΩBM_{(−∞,0)} and P_0M_ΩP_0, we conclude that we can work with B^∗M_ΩB and M_{(−∞,0)}B^∗M_ΩBM_{(−∞,0)} instead of P M_ΩP and P_0M_ΩP_0 respectively.

Fix n ∈ N, write λ_k = λ_k(B^∗M_ΩB), and consider {ψ_k}_k an associated orthonormal basis of eigenvectors. By the Fisher-Courant formula for eigenvalues, λ_n(M_{(−∞,0)}B^∗M_ΩBM_{(−∞,0)}) = max_{U,dim U≤n} min_{ψ∈U,‖ψ‖=1}⟨M_{(−∞,0)}B^∗M_ΩBM_{(−∞,0)}ψ, ψ⟩ ≥ min ψ∈⟨ψ_k ⟩^n_{k=1},‖ψ‖=1 ⟨M_{(−∞,0)}B^∗M_ΩBM_{(−∞,0)}ψ, ψ⟩. (3.5)

Fix ψ ∈ ⟨ψ_k⟩^n_{k=1} such that ‖ψ‖ = 1. We have, ψ = n∑ k=1 a_kψ_k, with n∑ k=1 |a_k|^2 = 1.

Note that ⟨M_{(−∞,0)}B^∗M_ΩBM_{(−∞,0)}ψ, ψ⟩^{1/2} = ( ∫ Ω |B(χ_{(−∞,0)}ψ)|^2 )_{1/2} (3.6) ≥ ( ∫ Ω |B(ψ)|^2 )_{1/2} − ( ∫ Ω |B(χ_{(0,∞)}ψ)|^2 )_{1/2} . We study both integrals separately. First,

λ := ∫ Ω |Bψ|^2 = ⟨B^∗M_ΩBψ, ψ⟩ = n∑ k=1 |a_k|^2λ_k ≥ λ_n. (3.7)

Secondly, using (3.2) and Plancherel’s identity, ∫ Ω |B(χ_{(0,∞)}ψ)|^2dA ≤ π^{−1} ∫_a −∞ ∫ R |B(χ_{(0,∞)}ψ)(z)|^2dz_2dz_1 (3.8) = √ 2π^{−3/2} ∫_a −∞ ∫ R | | | ∫ R χ_{(0,∞)}(t)ψ(t)e^{−(z1−t)2} e^{2i(t−z1 )z2} dt | | |^2dz2dz1 = √ 2 π ∫_a −∞ ∫ R | | | ∫ R χ_{(0,∞)}(t)ψ(t)e^{−(z1−t)2} e^{−2πitx}dt | | |^2dxdz1 = √ 2 π ∫_a −∞ ∫_∞ 0 |ψ(t)e^{−(z1−t)2} |^2dtdz_1 = √ 2 π ∫_∞ 0 |ψ(t)|^2 ∫_0 −∞ e^{−2(s−t+a)2} dsdt = ∫_∞ 0 |ψ(t)|^2F (2t − 2a)dt ≤ F (−2a) ∫_∞ 0 |ψ(t)|^2dt.

Similarly,

1 − λ = ∫ Ω^c |Bψ|^2dA ≥ π^{−1} ∫_∞ a ∫ R |Bψ(z)|^2dz_2dz_1 = √ 2 π ∫_∞ a ∫ R | | ∫ R ψ(t)e^{−(z1−t)2} e^{−2πitx}dt | |^2dxdz1 = √ 2 π ∫_∞ a ∫ R |ψ(t)|^2e^{−2(z1−t)2} dtdz_1 = ∫ R |ψ(t)|^2F (−2t + 2a)dt ≥ F (2a) ∫_∞ 0 |ψ(t)|^2dt. Combining this with (3.6), (3.7) and (3.8) we obtain ⟨M_{(−∞,0)}B^∗M_ΩBM_{(−∞,0)}ψ, ψ⟩^{1/2} ≥ λ^{1/2} − (F (−2a)(1 − λ) F (2a) )_{1/2}

≥ λ^{1/2}_n − (F (−2a)(1 − λ_n) F (2a) )_{1/2} , (3.9)

where in the last step we used that the functions √ x and − √ (1 − x) are increasing in (0, 1).

Combining (3.5) and (3.9) yields (3.3).

In addition, if λ_n > 1 − F (2a) 4F (−2a) α^2, with 0 < α < 1,

then, since F (2a) ≤ F (−2a),

λ_n(M_{(−∞,0)}B^∗M_ΩBM_{(−∞,0)})^{1/2} ≥ ( 1 − α^2 4 )_{1/2} − α 2 . Since the right-hand side of the last equation is positive,

λ_n(M_{(−∞,0)}B^∗M_ΩBM_{(−∞,0)}) ≥ 1 − α^2 4 − 2 α 2 ( 1 − α^2 4 )_{1/2} + α^2 4 > 1 − α, which proves (3.4). □

3.3. Spectral deviation for Bargmann concentration operators. We now give the following spectral deviation estimates for concentration operators on the Bargmann-Fock space, taken from [42].

Theorem 3.5. Let Ω ⊆ C be a compact set with regular boundary at scale η > 0. For α ∈ (0, 1) set τ = max

{_1 α ,^1_{1−α} } . Then, there is a universal constant C such that, | | |#{k ∈ N : λk(P MΩP ) > α} − |Ω| π | | | ≤ CH^1(∂Ω) (√ log τ + log τ η ) log [ 1 + log(τ) ] κ_{∂Ω,η} . (3.10)

Proof. The results in [42] concern concentration operators on certain Hilbert spaces, one of which can be identified with the weighted Bargmann-Fock space (3.1) after a change of variables. More precisely, the short-time Fourier transform of a function f ∈ L^2(R) with respect to the window function g(t) = e^{−t2} (2/π)^{1/4} is a function V_gf ∈ L^2(R^2 ) related to the weighted Bargmann transform by Bf(z) = e^{−iz1z2} V_gf(z_1, −z_2/π), z ∈ C , f ∈ L^2(R). As explained in [42, Remark 1.2], the Gaussian window function g belongs to Gelfand-Shilov space with parameter β = 1/2. Therefore, Theorem 1.1 in [42] (with d = 1 and Gelfand-Shilov type condition with parameter β = 1/2) provides a spectral estimate analogous to (3.10) for concentration operators on the range space V_gL^2(R). The change of variables (x, y) → x−iπy then yields (3.10). □

3.4. Spectral deviation for erfc concentration operators. We finally combine all parts of our previous analysis.

Theorem 3.6. Let Ω ⊆ C be a compact domain with regular boundary at scale η > 0 and l ∈ (−∞, ∞]. There is a universal constant C such that the following statements hold.

(i) For every 0 < α < 1/2, #{k ∈ N : λ_k(P_lM_ΩP_l) > α} ≤ |Ω| π + C κ_{∂Ω,η} H^1(∂Ω) (√ log α^{−1} + log α^{−1} η ) log(1 + log α^{−1}).

(ii) Let a ∈ R be such that |Ω ∩ {Re(z) > a + l}| = 0. Then for 0 < α < 1/2, #{k ∈ N : λ_k(P_lM_ΩP_l) > 1−α} ≥ |Ω| π − Ch(a) κ_{∂Ω,η} H^1(∂Ω) (√ log α^{−1} + log α^{−1} η ) log(1+log α^{−1}),

where h(x) = { 1 if x ≤ 2 x^2 log x if x > 2 . Proof. If l = ∞ we can apply Theorem 3.5 directly, so we assume l ∈ R. By Lemmas 3.2 and 3.3 we have #{k ∈ N : λ_k(P_lM_ΩP_l) > α} = #{k ∈ N : λ_k(P_0M_{Ω−l}P_0) > α} ≤ #{k ∈ N : λ_k(P M_{Ω−l}P ) > α}. Part (i) now follows from Theorem 3.5.

Regarding part (ii), notice that the case a = 0 implies the case a < 0, so we assume that a ≥ 0 without loss of generality. The set Ω − l satisfies the hypothesis of Lemma 3.4 since |(Ω − l) ∩ {Re(z) > a}| = |Ω ∩ {Re(z) > a + l}| = 0.

Hence, by Lemmas 3.2 and 3.4,

#{n ∈ N : λ_n(P_lM_ΩP_l) > 1 − α} = #{n ∈ N : λ_n(P_0M_{Ω−l}P_0) > 1 − α} ≥ # { n ∈ N : λ_n(P M_{Ω−l}P ) > 1 − F (2a) 4F (−2a) α^2 } . Notice that since a ≥ 0, F (2a) ≤ F (−2a) and therefore, F (2a) 4F (−2a) α^2 ≤ 1 2 . So, applying Theorem 3.5, #{n ∈ N : λ_n(P_lM_ΩP_l) > 1 − α} ≥ |Ω| π − C κ_{∂Ω,η} H^1(∂Ω) (√ log τ + log τ η ) log(1 + log τ),

where τ = 4F (−2a) F (2a)α^2 . Since α < 1/2 we get #{n ∈ N : λ_n(P_lM_ΩP_l) > 1−α} ≥ |Ω| π −C g(a) κ_{∂Ω,η} H^1(∂Ω) (√ log α^{−1}+ log α^{−1} η ) log(1+log α^{−1}),

where g(x) = max { 1, log(F (2x)^{−1}) log[1 + log(F (2x)^{−1})] } . The estimate involving the function h now follows from a straightforward computation using that, for x ≥ 0,

F (2x) = 1 √ 2π ∫_0 −∞ e^{−(2x−t)2 /2}dt = √ 2 π ∫_∞ x e^{−2s2} ds ≥ √ 2 π ∫_{x+1} x e^{−2s2} ds ≥ √ 2 π e^{−2(x+1)2} ≥ √ 2 π e^{−4(x2+1)}. □

4. Discrepancy at the boundary

4.1. Landau’s method. The main goal in this section is to prove Theorem 1.1. We assume throughout that Q satisfies the conditions (i) to (vi), and let S denote the associated droplet.

We first collect some consequences of [15]. Throughout this section we use the following notation: for a compact domain Ω, s > 0, and a sequence of zooming points {p_n}^∞_{n=1} ⊂ C we write Ω_n = p_n +^{1√}_n Ω;

Ω^+_n = p_n +^{1√}_n {z ∈ C : d(z, Ω) < s}; Ω^−_n = p_n +^{1√}_n {z ∈ Ω : d(z, ∂Ω) > s}.

The number of random samples of the Coulomb gas in these domains are denoted

N_n = #[Ω_n], N^±_n = #[Ω^±_n ].

(4.1)

In the low temperature regime (1.6), these quantities can be estimated by means of the following lemma, which is the starting point of our proofs.

Lemma 4.1. Under the assumptions of Theorem 1.1, let δ ∈ (0, 1) be a failure probability and γ ∈ (0, 1). Then there exist positive constants s, C, M depending only on c and Q, and n_0 = n_0(c, δ, γ) such that, with probability at least 1 − δ, the following hold simultaneously for all n ≥ n_0.

(i) The points {z_j }_j are s/ √ n-separated, √ n min 1≤j≠k≤n |z_j − z_k| ≥ s, and contained in S_M = S + B_{M/}^√_n(0), where S is the droplet.

(ii) The counting functions (4.1) satisfy

N^+_n − N^−_n ≲

1 + 1/η κ_{∂Ω,η} · H^1(∂Ω),

(4.2)

where the implied constant depends on c and Q.

(iii) Let ρ > 0. Then the spectrum of the concentration operator T_{ρ,n} : L^2(C , dA) → L^2(C , dA), T_{ρ,n}f = P_{W⌊ρn⌋} (χ_{Ωn∩SM+s} P_{W⌊ρn⌋} f), (4.3)

satisfies, for γ ∈ (0, 1), N^+_n ≥ #{k ∈ N : λ_k(T_{1−γ,n}) > 1 − γ^2/C}, N^−_n ≤ #{k ∈ N : λ_k(T_{1+γ,n}) > γ^2/C}. (4.4)

Proof. The separation claim in (i) is proved in [15], while the containment follows from the more general “localization theorem” in [5]; for a definite citation, Theorem 5.1 in [15] contains both statements exactly as quoted.

Since the points {z_j}_j are s/ √ n-separated, we can invoke Corollary 2.8 and estimate N^+_n − N^−_n ≲ s^{−2}|{z ∈ C : d(z, ∂Ω) ≤ s}| ≲ H^1(∂Ω) κ_{∂Ω,η} s^{−2}(s + s^2/η).

Since s depends only on c and Q, this proves (ii).

Finally, the estimates in (iii) are contained in the proof of [15, Theorem 1.2]; specifically, see Equations (6.8) and (6.13) in [15]. □

4.2. Convergence of spectra. The following lemma helps describe the limiting spectral profile of concentration operators T_{ρ,n} on spaces of weighted polynomials under the scaling discussed in Section 2.2.

Lemma 4.2. Let p_n → p ∈ S with parameters θ ∈ [0, 2π) and l ∈ (−∞, ∞] as in Definition 2.1, ρ ∈ (0, 2) and write m = √ ρΔQ(p). Let Ω ⊂ C be compact, s, M > 0, define T_{ρ,n} by (4.3) and set ~Ω = m(e^{−iθ}Ω ∩ {z : Re(z) ≤ M + s + l}) and T_ρ = P_{ml}M_{~Ω}P_{ml}.

(4.5)

Then for α ∈ (0, 1) ∖ {λ_k(T_ρ)}_k, we have, lim_{n→∞} #{k ∈ N : λ_k(T_{ρ,n}) > α} = #{k ∈ N : λ_k(T_ρ) > α}. Proof. Without loss of generality, we assume that for all n ∈ N, p_n belongs to the neighborhood of S referred to in the assumptions on the potential Q.

Fix g_n as in Lemma 2.3. We write the zooming map Γ : C → C for ρn, Γ(z) = √ ⌊ρn⌋ΔQ(p_n)(z − p_n)e^{−iθn} , and define its associated pull-back Γ^′ : L^2(C , dA) → L^2(C , dA), Γ^′f = f ∘ Γ. Consider the operators ~T_n = M^{−1}_{g⌊ρn⌋} Γ^{′−1}T_{ρ,n}Γ^′M_{g⌊ρn⌋} , and R_n = ~T_n − T_ρ. By the Courant-Fisher characterization of eigenvalues of self-adjoint operators, |λ_k(T_ρ + R_n) − λ_k(T_ρ)| ≤ ‖R_n‖. Therefore, it suffices to show that ‖R_n‖ → 0, since in that case, for every α ∈ (0, 1)∖{λ_k(T )}_k, #{k ∈ N : λ_k(T_{ρ,n}) > α} = #{k ∈ N : λ_k(T_ρ + R_n) > α} → #{k ∈ N : λ_k(T_ρ) > α}. Let us show that ‖R_n‖ → 0. First, a direct computation shows that ~T_n has integral kernel K_{~Tn} (z, w) = ∫ Γ(Ω_n∩S_{M+s}) K_n(z, u)K_n(u, w) dA(u), (4.6)

where K_n(z, w) = g_{⌊ρn⌋}(z)g_{⌊ρn⌋}(w) K_{⌊ρn⌋}(Γ^{−1}(z), Γ^{−1}(w)) ⌊ρn⌋ΔQ(p_n) . In addition, Γ(Ω_n ∩ S_{M+s}) = √_{⌊ρn⌋} n ΔQ(p_n)e^{−iθn} (Ω ∩ √ n(S_{M+s} − p_n)) is uniformly bounded. Due to the assumed regularity of ∂S, 1_{Γ(Ωn ∩SM+s)}^{L2}−→ 1_{~Ω};

see [15, Lemma 6.2] for details.

On the other hand, Lemma 2.3 provides a uniform limit for the integrand on the right-hand side of (4.6). Thus, we have the pointwise limit: K_{~Tn} (z, w)^{n→∞}−−−→ K_{Tρ} (z, w) := ∫ ~Ω F_{ml}(z, u)F_{ml}(u, w) dA(u), z, w ∈ C , (4.7)

which is the integral kernel of T_ρ. To fully justify the use of Lemma 2.3, we indicate how to sort out the technicalities concerning integer parts. Consider first the set of numbers I := {⌊ρn⌋ : n ∈ N} enumerated as {n_k : k ≥ 1}. For each k ∈ N, we select one n ∈ N such that n_k = ⌊ρn⌋ and define p̃_{nk} := p_n. Using Lemma 2.2, we extend this sequence to a full sequence {p̃_n : n ≥ 1} whose microscopic position relative to the boundary is √ ρ · l. We then invoke Lemma 2.3 with p̃_n and pass to the subsequence indexed by n_k. If ρ ≥ 1 we are done, since (p̃_{nk} )_{k∈N} = (p_n)_{n∈N} . If ρ < 1 however, (p̃_{nk} )_{k∈N} covers only some of the p_n. To obtain (4.7) for the full sequence we note that for each n_k ∈ I, the number of possible choices satisfies #{n ∈ N : ⌊ρn⌋ = n_k} ≤ ⌈ρ^{−1}⌉, so we can cover them all repeating the previous argument ⌈ρ^{−1}⌉ times.

Similarly,

trace( ~T^2_n ) = ∫ Γ(Ω_n∩S_{M+s}) ∫ Γ(Ω_n∩S_{M+s}) |K_n(z, w)|^2 dA(z)dA(w) n→∞ −−−→ ∫ ~Ω ∫ ~Ω |F_{ml}(z, w)|^2 dA(z)dA(w) = trace(T^2_ρ ).

(4.8)

The pointwise convergence of the kernels (4.7) together with the convergence of the L^2-norms (4.8) ensures, by the Brezis–Lieb lemma, that the kernels K_{~Tn} converge in L^2(C ×C , dA×dA) to K_{Tρ} , the integral kernel of T_ρ. Finally, by Cauchy-Schwartz, ‖R_nf‖_2 = ‖( ~T_n − T_ρ)f‖_2 ≤ ‖K_{~Tn} − K_{Tρ} ‖_L2_{(C ×C ,dA×dA)} ‖f‖_2, f ∈ L^2(C , dA). Thus, we conclude that ‖R_n‖ → 0. □

We aim to apply our spectral bounds to the Toeplitz operator in (4.5); as a first step, we provide the following estimate for the area of the corresponding concentration domain.

Lemma 4.3. With assumptions and notation of Lemma 4.2, the following holds: | | ||~Ω| − ΔQ(p)|Ω ∩ {z : Re(ze^{−iθ}) ≤ l}| | | | ≤ |ρ − 1|ΔQ(p)|Ω| + 2ΔQ(p)(M + s)H^1(∂Ω). Proof. Note that, |~Ω| = m^2(|Ω ∩ {z : Re(ze^{−iθ}) ≤ l}| + |Ω ∩ {z : l ≤ Re(ze^{−iθ}) ≤ M + s + l}|) = ρΔQ(p)(|Ω ∩ {z : Re(ze^{−iθ}) ≤ l}| + |Ω ∩ {z : l ≤ Re(ze^{−iθ}) ≤ M + s + l}|). In addition, since Ω is bounded, {Im(z) : z ∈ Ω} = {Im(z) : z ∈ ∂Ω}.

Since the projection z → Im(z) is contractive, the (length) measure of the projected set {Im(z) : z ∈ Ω} is thus bounded by H^1(∂Ω). Hence, |Ω ∩ {z : l ≤ Re(ze^{−iθ}) ≤ M + s + l}| ≤ H^1(∂Ω)(M + s). Combining the previous estimates, | ||~Ω| − ΔQ(p)|Ω ∩ {z : Re(ze^{−iθ}) ≤ l}| | | ≤ |ρ − 1|ΔQ(p)|Ω ∩ {z : Re(ze^{−iθ}) ≤ l}| + 2ΔQ(p)|Ω ∩ {z : l ≤ Re(ze^{−iθ}) ≤ M + s + l}| ≤ |ρ − 1|ΔQ(p)|Ω| + 2ΔQ(p)(M + s)H^1(∂Ω). □ 4.3. Discrepancy. Theorem 1.1 will be deduced from the following more general result for compact observation windows with regular boundary.

Theorem 4.4. Assume Q satisfies the conditions (i) to (vi), β_n ≥ c log n and Ω ⊆ C is a compact domain with |Ω| ≥ 2 and regular boundary at scale η > 0. Then there exists a deterministic constant C = C(c, Q) such that, almost surely, for every p_n → p ∈ S with parameters θ ∈ [0, 2π) and l ∈ (−∞, ∞] as in Definition 2.1,

lim sup n→∞ | | |# [p_n + Ω/√n] − ΔQ(p)|Ω ∩ {z : Re(ze^{−iθ}) ≤ l}| π | | |

≤ CH^1(∂Ω) √ log |Ω|

(1 + √ log |Ω|/η) κ_{∂Ω,η} log(1 + log |Ω|).

(4.9)

Proof. Fix a failure probability δ ∈ (0, 1), 0 < γ ≤ 1/2 and invoke Lemma 4.1 to obtain a suitable n_0 ∈ N. By taking n_0 large enough, we can assume that ΔQ is bounded above and below on S_M . We use C, D to denote constants depending only on c and Q that may change from line to line. Note that, in particular, M and s are considered constants.

We apply Lemma 4.2 with ρ = 1 ± γ ∈ [^1_2 ,^3_2 ], and adopt the notation of the lemma. From (4.4) we get

lim inf n→∞ N^+_n ≥ #{k ∈ N : λ_k(T_{1−γ} ) > 1 − γ^2/C}, lim sup n→∞ N^−_n ≤ #{k ∈ N : λ_k(T_{1+γ} ) > γ^2/C}, (4.10)

while m = √ ρΔQ(p) ≍ 1. (4.11)

In order to apply Theorem 3.6, we first carry out a minor surgery to meet the hypothesis. We shall replace the set ~Ω defined in (4.5) with Σ = ~Ω ∪ me^{−iθ}∂Ω. Since we added a null area set, the Toeplitz operator T_ρ defined in (4.5) is unaffected by this replacement. On the other hand, by Lemma 2.6, Σ has regular boundary at scale mη with parameter κ ≥ κ_{∂Ω,η}/2.

Note that

H^1(∂Σ) ≤ H^1(∂ ~Ω) + mH^1(∂Ω) = 2mH^1(∂Ω) ≤ 4 √ ΔQ(p)H^1(∂Ω), while, by Lemma 4.3 with ρ = 1 ± γ, | ||Σ| − ΔQ(p)|Ω ∩ {z : Re(ze^{−iθ}) ≤ l}| | | ≤ γΔQ(p)|Ω| + 2ΔQ(p)(M + s)H^1(∂Ω). (4.12) Combining this with (4.2) and (4.10),

lim sup n→∞ [ N_n − ΔQ(p)π^{−1}|Ω ∩ {z : Re(ze^{−iθ}) ≤ l}| ] ≤ lim sup n→∞ N^−_n − π^{−1}|Σ| + lim sup_{n→∞} (N^+_n − N^−_n ) + π^{−1}(|Σ| − ΔQ(p)|Ω ∩ {z : Re(ze^{−iθ}) ≤ l}|) ≤#{k ∈ N : λ_k(T_{1+γ} ) > γ^2/C} − π^{−1}|Σ| + D H^1(∂Ω) κ_{∂Ω,η} (1 + 1/η)

+ γΔQ(p)π^{−1}|Ω| + ΔQ(p)(M + s)H^1(∂Ω).

Since γ ≤ 1/2, and assuming without loss of generality that C ≥ 1, we have γ^2/C < 1/2. Applying Theorem 3.6 to T_{1+γ} = P_{ml}M_ΣP_{ml},

(4.13) lim sup_{n→∞} [ N_n − ΔQ(p)π^{−1}|Ω ∩ {z : Re(ze^{−iθ}) ≤ l}| ]

≤D √ ΔQ(p) H^1(∂Ω) κ_{∂Ω,η} (√ log(Cγ^{−2}) + log(Cγ^{−2}) mη ) log(1 + log(Cγ^{−2})) + D H^1(∂Ω) κ_{∂Ω,η} (1 + 1/η) + γΔQ(p)π^{−1}|Ω| + ΔQ(p)(M + s)H^1(∂Ω) ≲γ|Ω| + H^1(∂Ω) κ_{∂Ω,η} (√ log γ^{−1} + log γ^{−1} η ) log(1 + log γ^{−1}).

(Here we used (4.11), and the fact that γ ≤ 1/2 to eliminate the constant C from the logs, absorbing the contribution into the implied multiplicative constant.)

Analogously, from (4.2), (4.10) and (4.12),

lim sup n→∞ [ ΔQ(p)π^{−1}|Ω ∩ {z : Re(ze^{−iθ}) ≤ l}| − N_n ]

≤π^{−1}|Σ| − #{k ∈ N : λ_k(T_{1−γ} ) > 1 − γ^2/C} + D H^1(∂Ω) κ_{∂Ω,η} (1 + 1/η)

+ γΔQ(p)π^{−1}|Ω| + ΔQ(p)(M + s)H^1(∂Ω).

Since γ^2/C < 1/2, applying Theorem 3.6 to T_{1−γ} with a = M + s, we get

lim sup n→∞ [ ΔQ(p)π^{−1}|Ω ∩ {z : Re(ze^{−iθ}) ≤ l}| − N_n ]

≲ γ|Ω| + H^1(∂Ω) κ_{∂Ω,η} (√ log γ^{−1} + log γ^{−1} η ) log(1 + log γ^{−1}).

Combining this with (4.13), we conclude that

lim sup n→∞ | |N_n − ΔQ(p)π_{−1}|Ω ∩ {z : Re(ze_{−iθ}) ≤ l}| | |

≲ γ|Ω| + H^1(∂Ω) κ_{∂Ω,η} (√ log γ^{−1} + log γ^{−1} η ) log(1 + log γ^{−1}).

(4.14)

The result now follows by choosing γ = 1 |Ω| , which indeed satisfies γ ≤ 1/2 because |Ω| ≥ 2. The first term in (4.14), γ|Ω| = 1, can be absorbed into the second one because, by the isoperimetric inequality,

H^1(∂Ω) ≥ 2 √ π|Ω| ≥ 1, (4.15)

while κ_{∂Ω,η} ≤ 2 — c.f., (2.2).

(It is important to note that throughout the proof the implied constants do not depend on the failure probability δ.) □

Proof of Theorem 1.1. Let us exclude the null probability event where the estimates of Theorem 4.4 fail. Similarly, by part (i) of Lemma 4.1 the event that lim sup_n √ n max_j d(z_j , S) = ∞ has null probability, and we exclude it. Fix a sample of the Coulomb gas outside the excluded events, and let

M := lim sup_n √ n max 1≤j≤n d(z_j , S). For n ∈ N and p ∈ C , denote A_{n,p} = | | |# [ p + Ω/ √ n ] − n π ΔQ(p)|(p + Ω/ √ n) ∩ S| | | | , and, A_n = sup_{p∈C} A_{n,p}. Let ε_n → 0 and choose p_n ∈ C so that A_{n,pn} ≥ A_n − ε_n and take a subsequence p_{nk} such that lim_{k→∞} A_{nk,pnk} = lim sup_{n→∞} A_n. Case I: (Exterior regime). First, suppose that lim inf_k √ n_k d^±(p_{nk} ∂S) = −∞, where d^± is the signed distance from (1.11). Passing to a further subsequence, we assume that l_{nk} = √ n_k d^±(p_{nk} , ∂S) → −∞. Then, for sufficiently large k,

(p_{nk} + Ω/ √ n_k) ∩ S_M = ∅

and, consequently, lim_{k→∞} # [p_{nk} + Ω/ √ n_k] = 0.

Hence, lim sup n→∞ A_n = lim_{k→∞} A_{nk,pnk} = 0, and the desired estimate holds trivially.

Case II: (Interior or boundary regime).

We assume that lim inf k→∞ √ n_k d^±(p_{nk} , ∂S) > −∞, and, in particular, lim_{k→∞} d(p_{nk} , S) = 0. We take a subsequence (still denoted p_{nk} ) such that p_{nk} → p_∗ ∈ S, e^{iθn}k → e^{iθ∗} and l_{nk} → l_∗ ∈ (−∞, ∞], with the parameters θ_{nk} , θ_∗ as in Definition 2.1. Applying Lemma 2.2, for n ≠ n_k we redefine p_n so that p_n → p_∗, e^{iθn} → e^{iθ∗} and l_n → l_∗; cf. Definition 2.1. Note that, we still have

lim sup n→∞ A_{n,pn} = lim sup_{n→∞} A_n.

(4.16)

From the continuity of ΔQ and the regularity of ∂S we get | | |n π ΔQ(p_n)|(p_n + Ω/ √ n) ∩ S| − ΔQ(p_∗) |Ω ∩ {z : Re(ze^{−iθ∗} ) ≤ l_∗}| π | | | = | | | |ΔQ(p^n) |Ω ∩ √ n(S − p_n)| π − ΔQ(p_∗) |Ω ∩ {z : Re(ze^{−iθ∗} ) ≤ l_∗}| π | | | |^{n→∞} −−−→ 0. Thus,

lim sup n→∞ A_{n,pn} = lim sup_{n→∞} | | | |# [ p_n + Ω/ √ n ] − ΔQ(p_∗) |Ω ∩ {z : Re(ze^{−iθ∗} ) ≤ l_∗}| π | | | | . Now we use Theorem 4.4. By Lemma 2.5, as the boundary of Ω is connected, Ω has regular boundary at scale η = H^1(∂Ω) and 1 ≤ κ_{∂Ω,η} ≤ 2. Therefore, we can apply Theorem 4.4. We now inspect (4.9) and argue that the term (1 + √ log |Ω|/η)/κ_{∂Ω,η} can be dropped. To see this, note that κ^{−1}_{∂Ω,η} ≤ 1, as well as the fact that using (4.15) and |Ω| ≥ 2 we get √ log |Ω| η = √ log |Ω| H^1(∂Ω) ≲ √ log |Ω| |Ω| ≲ 1. Thus, we conclude that

lim sup n→∞ A_{n,pn} ≤ CH^1(∂Ω) √ log |Ω| log(1 + log |Ω|).

Combining this with (4.16) yields (1.10). □

5. Discrepancy in the bulk

5.1. Collecting facts. We will use the off-diagonal estimate for K_n from [9, Corollary 8.2]. To avoid introducing more notation, we state the following weaker version tailored to our needs.

Lemma 5.1. Assume Q is C^2 and satisfies Conditions (i) and (iii). There exist constants ε, C, D, n_0 > 0 and h ∈ L^1(C ) depending on Q such that for z ∈ S and w ∈ C and n ≥ n_0,

|K_n(z, w)| ≤ Cne^{−ε√n|z−w|} if |z − w| ≤ d(z, S^c) Cne^{−ε√nd(z,Sc)} if |w| ≤ D, and |z − w| ≥ d(z, S^c) h(w) n if |w| ≥ D .

Remark 5.2. We mention that [9, Corollary 8.2] is stated for Q ≥ 1. As explained in [9], this assumption is made to quantify certain dependencies, that are left implicit in our formulation. Thus the assumption is not necessary in Lemma 5.1.

Second, for |w| ≥ D, the following bound holds: |K_n(z, w)| ≤ Cn|w|^{−γn}, for certain sufficiently small γ > 0 depending on Q. The rather artificial bound h(w)/n is formulated for technical reasons that concern our application.

In addition, inspection of the proof in [9] and the results it relies on shows that Q only needs to be assumed to be C^2 near the droplet S, which is already implied by Condition (ii).

The following lemma is a particular case of [10, Theorem 4.2] (see also [3, Theorem 2.1]) and provides a pointwise comparison between the equilibrium measure and the kernel K_n at the diagonal.

Lemma 5.3. Assume Q satisfies Conditions (i) to (iii). There exist C, M, n_0 > 0 depending on Q such that for every n ≥ n_0 and every z ∈ C with d(z, S^c) ≥ Mn^{−1/2} log n, |K_n(z, z) − nΔQ(z)| ≤ C. We mention that [10, Theorem 4.2] is stated for d(z, S^c) ≥ n^{−1/2} log^2 n, but the proof only uses d(z, S^c) ≥ Mn^{−1/2} log n for some sufficiently large M > 0, depending only on Q. Moreover, [3, Theorem 2.1] allows to relax this condition to d(z, S^c) ≥ M √ log n/n for a potential Q that is C^∞ on {Q < ∞}. We also point out that the argument can be extended to potentials Q that are C^∞ near the droplet (see [10, Appendix A.2]), although we will not invoke this fact.

Finally, given a point configuration {z_j}^n_{j=1} we define the weighted Lagrange polynomials for 1 ≤ j ≤ n by

ℓ_j(z) = ∏ k≠j z − z_k z_j − z_k e^{−n(Q(z)−Q(zj ))/2}. (5.1)

We will use the following variant of Lemma 4.1, which follows by inspecting the proofs of [5, Theorem 3] and [15, Theorems 1.1 and 5.1]; see also [15, Section 3, Remark].

Lemma 5.4. Assume that Q satisfies Conditions (i) to (v) and β_n ≥ c log n and fix a neighborhood U of S where (iii) is satisfied. Then there exist positive constants A = A(c, Q) and n_0 = n_0(c, Q) such that for any k ∈ N and every n ≥ n_0 the following hold with probability ≥ 1 − n^{−k}: (i) The points {z_j }_j are contained in U and A^{−k}/ √ n-separated: √ n min 1≤j≠k≤n |z_j − z_k| ≥ A^{−k}. (5.2)

(ii) The Lagrange polynomials (5.1) are bounded as follows: max 1≤j≤n ‖ℓ_j‖_∞ ≤ A^k. (5.3)

5.2. Discrepancy. Theorem 1.2 will be deduced from the following more general result for compact observation windows with regular boundary. Recall the notation for the equilibrium measure (1.4).

Theorem 5.5. Assume Q ∈ C^2 and satisfies Conditions (i) to (v), β_n ≥ c log n and Ω ⊆ C is a compact domain with regular boundary at scale η > 0. Then there exist deterministic constants M = M(Q), n_0 = n_0(c, Q) and C = C(c, Q) such that for every n ≥ n_0 and k ∈ N, the following holds with P^{βn}_n probability ≥ 1 − n^{−k}: For every p_n ∈ S with

d(p_n + Ω/ √ n, S^c) ≥ Mn^{−1/2} log n (5.4)

we have | |# [p_n + Ω/√n] − n μ(p_n + Ω/√n) | | ≤ C^k · H^1(∂Ω) κ_{∂Ω,η} · ( 1 + 1 η ) , (5.5)

where μ is the equilibrium measure associated with Q, cf. (1.4).

Proof. Fix a compact domain Ω and write

Ω_n = p_n +^{1√}_n Ω and N_n = #[Ω_n].

Since the left-hand side of (5.5) is ≲ n, we can assume that n ≥ H^1(∂Ω) – cf. (2.2). In particular, from this assumption and the isoperimetric inequality,

|Ω_n| = |Ω| n ≲ H^1(∂Ω)^2 n ≲ H^1(∂Ω).

(5.6)

We invoke Lemma 5.4 and adopt its notation. We fix a sample of the Coulomb gas {z_j }^n_1 ⊂ U satisfying (5.2) and (5.3). We also set

s := min { 1, √ n min 1≤j≠k≤n |z_j − z_k| } , which satisfies s ≥ A^{−k} by (5.2), assuming, as we may, that A ≥ 1. Taking n_0 large, we can further assume that B_{s/}^√_n(z_j ) ⊆ U and Ω_n ⊂ S.

Consider the concentration operator T_n : W_n → W_n by T_nf = P_{Wn} (χ_{Ωn} f), and estimate |N_n − n μ(Ω_n)| ≤ |N_n − trace(T_n)| + | trace(T_n) − n μ(Ω_n)|.

(5.7) Regarding the second term on the right-hand side, note that trace(T_n) − n μ(Ω_n) = ∫ Ω_n K_n(z, z) − nΔQ(z) dA(z) By Lemma 5.3, (5.4) and increasing n_0 if necessary, |K_n(z, z) − nΔQ(z)| ≲ 1, z ∈ Ω_n, n ≥ n_0. So, by (5.6) and (2.2), | trace(T_n) − n μ(Ω_n)| ≲ |Ω_n| ≲ H^1(∂Ω) ≲

H^1(∂Ω) κ_{∂Ω,η} · ( 1 + 1 η ) . (5.8)

It only remains to bound the first term in (5.7). We proceed as in the proof of [41, Theorem 1] which was in turn inspired by [44]. We first note the identity K_n(z, w) = n∑ j=1 ℓ_j(z)K_n(z_j, w), z, w ∈ C , where ℓ_j’s are the weighted Lagrange polynomials given by (5.1), and write N_n − trace(T_n) = ∑ z_j ∈Ω_n ℓ_j (z_j) − ∫ Ω_n K_n(w, w)dA(w)

= ∑ z_j ∈Ω_n ∫ C ℓ_j (w)K_n(z_j , w)dA(w) − ∫ Ω_n n∑ j=1 ℓ_j(w)K_n(z_j , w)dA(w)

= ∫ Ω^c_n ∑ z_j ∈Ω_n ℓ_j(w)K_n(z_j , w)dA(w) − ∫ Ω_n ∑ z_j ∈Ω^c_n ℓ_j (w)K_n(z_j , w)dA(w). We shall use the following estimate for weighted polynomials: |f(z_0)| ≲ n s^2 ∫ B_{s/}^√_n(z_0) |f(z)|dA(z), f ∈ W_n, B_{s/}^√_n(z_0) ⊆ U; (5.9)

which follows from the fact that Q is smooth and bounded on U [47]; see [15, Lemma 2.1] for a direct proof.

We now invoke (5.2) and (5.3), and apply (5.9) to the reproducing kernels, together with the fact that B_{s/}^√_n(z_j) ⊆ U are disjoint:

|N_n − trace(T_n)| ≲ A^k ∫ Ω^c_n ∑ z_j ∈Ω_n |K_n(z_j , w)|dA(w) + A^k ∫ Ω_n ∑ z_j ∈Ω^c_n |K_n(z_j, w)|dA(w)

≲ A^kn s^2 ( ∫ Ω^c_n ∫ Ω_n+B_{s/}^√_n(0) |K_n(z, w)|dA(z, w) + ∫ Ω_n ∫ Ω^c_n+B_{s/}^√_n(0) |K_n(z, w)|dA(z, w) )

≲ A^{3k}n ∫ Ω_n ∫ Ω^c_n |K_n(z, w)|dA(w, z) + A^{3k}n ∫ ∂Ω_n+B_{s/}^√_n(0) ∫ C |K_n(z, w)|dA(w, z). (5.10)

We treat each integral separately and start with the first one. Let ε > 0 and h ∈ L^1(C ) be as in Lemma 5.1 — and enlarge n_0 if needed to satisfy the conclusions. Since d(Ω_n, S^c) ≥ n^{−1/2}M log n, n ∫ Ω_n ∫ Ω^c_n∩{w:|z−w|≥d(z,S^c)} |K_n(z, w)|dA(w, z) ≲ n^2|Ω_n|e^{−εM log n} + |Ω_n|‖h‖_1 = |Ω_n|(e^{(2−εM) log n} + ‖h‖_1) ≲ H^1(∂Ω),

(5.11)

where in the last step we choose M > 2ε^{−1} and use (5.6).

Regarding the region where |z − w| ≤ d(z, S^c), using Lemma 5.1 again we have n ∫ Ω_n ∫ Ω^c_n∩{w:|z−w|≤d(z,S^c)} |K_n(z, w)|dA(w)dA(z) ≲ n^2 ∫ Ω_n ∫ Ω^c_n e^{−ε√n|z−w|}dA(w)dA(z) = ∫ Ω ∫ Ω^c e^{−ε|z−w|}dA(w)dA(z) ≲ H^1(∂Ω), where the last step follows from an elementary estimate; see, e.g., [1, Lemma 3.2]. Combining this with (5.11) and using (2.2), we get n ∫ Ω_n ∫ Ω^c_n |K_n(z, w)|dA(w)dA(z) ≲ H^1(∂Ω) ≲ H^1(∂Ω) κ_{∂Ω,η} · ( 1 + 1 η ) . (5.12)

For the second integral in (5.10), we proceed similarly as before. Writing E_{n,s} = ∂Ω_n + B_{s/}^√_n(0) and since d(E_{n,s}, S^c) ≥ n^{−1/2}(M log n − s),

(5.13) n ∫ E_{n,s} ∫ {w:|z−w|≥d(z,S^c)} |K_n(z, w)|dA(w)dA(z) ≲ |E_{n,s}|(n^2e^{−εM log n} + ‖h‖_1) = n^{−1}|∂Ω + B_s(0)|(e^{(2−εM) log n} + ‖h‖_1) ≲

H^1(∂Ω) κ_{∂Ω,η} ( 1 + 1 η ) , where in the last step we used Corollary 2.8 and that s ≤ 1.

Regarding the region where |z − w| ≤ d(z, S^c), n ∫ E_{n,s} ∫ {w:|z−w|≤d(z,S^c)} |K_n(z, w)|dA(w)dA(z) ≲ n^2 ∫ E_{n,s} ∫ C e^{−ε√n|z−w|}dA(w)dA(z) = ∫ ∂Ω+B_s(0) ∫ C e^{−ε|z−w|}dA(w)dA(z) ≲ |∂Ω + B_s(0)| ≲ H^1(∂Ω) κ_{∂Ω,η} ( 1 + 1 η ) , where again the last step follows from Corollary 2.8.

Combining this with (5.13), we conclude that n ∫ E_{n,s} ∫ C |K_n(z, w)|dA(w)dA(z) ≲ H^1(∂Ω) κ_{∂Ω,η} ( 1 + 1 η ) , which together with (5.10) and (5.12), gives

|N_n − trace(T_n)| ≲ A^{3k}

H^1(∂Ω) κ_{∂Ω,η} ( 1 + 1 η ) . Finally, the previous estimate, together with (5.7) and (5.8) yield (5.5). □

Proof of Theorem 1.2. Since Ω has a connected boundary, by Lemma 2.5, Ω has regular boundary at scale η = H^1(∂Ω), and 1 ≤ κ_{∂Ω,η} ≤ 2. (5.14) By the isoperimetric inequality, η = H^1(∂Ω) ≥ 2 √ π|Ω| ≥ 1. (5.15) Let p ∈ C satisfy d(p, S^c) ≥ Mn^{−1/2} log n with a constant M to be specified. Since Ω is bounded, d(p + Ω/ √ n, S^c) ≥ M 2 n^{−1/2} log n

(5.16)

for sufficiently large n. We invoke Theorem 5.5 with k = 2, and let M be twice the corresponding constant in the statement of Theorem 5.5. By (5.14) and (5.15), the factor (1+1/η)/κ_{∂Ω,η} in (5.5) is ≲ 1. We conclude that for all sufficiently large n, P^{βn}_n ({ sup_{p∈S,} d(p,S^c)≥Mn^{−1/2} log n | |# [p + Ω/√n] − n μ(p + Ω/√n) | | > CH^1(∂Ω) }) ≤ n^{−2}. By the Borell-Cantelli lemma, almost surely,

lim sup n→∞ sup_{p∈S,} d(p,S^c)≥Mn^{−1/2} log n | # [ p + Ω/ √ n ] − n μ(p + Ω/ √ n) | ≤ CH^1(∂Ω).

Finally, (1.15) follows by noting that, uniformly for p ∈ S, | | |n μ(p + Ω/√n) − ΔQ(p)|Ω| π | | | ≤ n ∫ p+Ω/ √ n |ΔQ(z) − ΔQ(p)|dA(z) ≲ n ∫ p+Ω/ √ n |z − p|dA(z) ≲ |Ω| diam(Ω) √ n n→∞ −−−→ 0, where the uniform Lipschitz estimate |ΔQ(·) − ΔQ(p)| ≲ | · −p| on p + Ω/ √ n follows from the fact p + Ω/ √ n ⊂ S for all sufficiently large n, cf. (5.16), and Q is real-analytic on a neighborhood of S. □

References

[1] L. D. Abreu, K. Gröchenig, and J. L. Romero. On accumulated spectrograms. Trans. Amer. Math. Soc., 368(5):3629–3649, 2016.

[2] G. Akemann, M. Cikovic, and M. Venker. Universality at weak and strong non-Hermiticity beyond the elliptic Ginibre ensemble. Comm. Math. Phys., 362(3):1111–1141, 2018.

[3] Y. Ameur. Near-boundary asymptotics for correlation kernels. J. Geom. Anal., 23(1):73–95, 2013. [4] Y. Ameur. Repulsion in low temperature β-ensembles. Comm. Math. Phys., 359(3):1079–1089, 2018. [5] Y. Ameur. A localization theorem for the planar Coulomb gas in an external field. Electron. J. Probab., 26:Paper No. 46, 21, 2021.

[6] Y. Ameur and S.-S. Byun. Almost-hermitian random matrices and bandlimited point processes. arXiv preprint:2101.03832.

[7] Y. Ameur, C. Charlier, and J. Cronvall. The two-dimensional Coulomb gas: fluctuations through a spectral gap. arXiv preprint:2210.13959.

[8] Y. Ameur and J. Cronvall. Szegö type asymptotics for the reproducing kernel in spaces of full-plane weighted polynomials. Commun. Math. Phys., 2022.

[9] Y. Ameur, H. Hedenmalm, and N. Makarov. Berezin transform in polynomial Bergman spaces. Comm.

Pure Appl. Math., 63(12):1533–1584, 2010.

[10] Y. Ameur, H. Hedenmalm, and N. Makarov. Random normal matrices and Ward identities. Ann. Probab., 43(3):1157–1201, 2015.

[11] Y. Ameur, N.-G. Kang, and N. Makarov. Rescaling Ward identities in the random normal matrix model.

Constr. Approx., 50(1):63–127, 2019.

[12] Y. Ameur, N.-G. Kang, N. Makarov, and A. Wennman. Scaling limits of random normal matrix processes at singular boundary points. J. Funct. Anal., 278(3):108340, 46, 2020.

[13] Y. Ameur, F. Marceca, and J. L. Romero. Gaussian beta ensembles: the perfect freezing transition and its characterization in terms of Beurling-Landau densities. arXiv preprint:2205.15054.

[14] Y. Ameur and J. Ortega-Cerdà. Beurling-Landau densities of weighted Fekete sets and correlation kernel estimates. J. Funct. Anal., 263(7):1825–1861, 2012.

[15] Y. Ameur and J. L. Romero. The planar low temperature Coulomb gas: separation and equidistribution.

Rev. Mat. Iberoam., 39(2):611–648, 2023.

[16] S. Armstrong and S. Serfaty. Local laws and rigidity for Coulomb gases at any temperature. Ann. Probab., 49(1):46–121, 2021. Corrections in ArXiv:1906.09848v3.

[17] V. Bargmann. On a Hilbert space of analytic functions and an associated integral transform. Comm.

Pure Appl. Math., 14:187–214, 1961.

[18] R. Berman, B. Berndtsson, and J. Sjöstrand. A direct approach to Bergman kernel asymptotics for positive line bundles. Ark. Mat., 46(2):197–217, 2008.

[19] A. Bonami, P. Jaming, and A. Karoui. Non-asymptotic behavior of the spectrum of the sinc-kernel operator and related applications. J. Math. Phys., 62(3):Paper No. 033511, 20, 2021.

[20] S.-S. Byun and P. J. Forrester. Progress on the study of the Ginibre ensembles I: GinUE. arXiv preprint:2211.16223.

[21] S.-S. Byun and M. Yang. Determinantal Coulomb gas ensembles with a class of discrete rotational symmetric potentials. SIAM J. Math. Anal., 55(6):6867–6897, 2023.

[22] D. G. Caraballo. Areas of level sets of distance functions induced by asymmetric norms. Pacific J. Math., 218(1):37–52, 2005.

[23] T. Carroll, J. Marzo, X. Massaneda, and J. Ortega-Cerdà. Equidistribution and β-ensembles. Ann. Fac.

Sci. Toulouse Math. (6), 27(2):377–387, 2018.

[24] I. Daubechies. Time-frequency localization operators: a geometric phase space approach. IEEE Trans.

Inform. Theory, 34(4):605–612, 1988.

[25] P. J. Forrester. Log-gases and random matrices, volume 34 of London Mathematical Society Monographs Series. Princeton University Press, Princeton, NJ, 2010.

[26] A. Friedman. Variational principles and free-boundary problems. A Wiley-Interscience Publication. John Wiley & Sons, Inc., New York, 1982.

[27] Y. V. Fyodorov, B. A. Khoruzhenko, and H.-J. Sommers. Almost Hermitian random matrices: crossover from Wigner-Dyson to Ginibre eigenvalue statistics. Phys. Rev. Lett., 79(4):557–560, 1997.

[28] G. H. Hardy. On the expression of a number as the sum of two squares. Quart. J. Math., 46:263–283, 1915.

[29] H. Hedenmalm and N. Makarov. Coulomb gas ensembles and Laplacian growth. Proc. Lond. Math. Soc.

(3), 106(4):859–907, 2013.

[30] H. Hedenmalm and S. Shimorin. Hele-Shaw flow on hyperbolic surfaces. J. Math. Pures Appl. (9), 81(3):187–222, 2002.

[31] H. Hedenmalm and A. Wennman. Off-spectral analysis of Bergman kernels. Comm. Math. Phys., 373(3):1049–1083, 2020.

[32] H. Hedenmalm and A. Wennman. Planar orthogonal polynomials and boundary universality in the random normal matrix model. Acta Math., 227(2):309–406, 2021.

[33] D. Holcomb and B. Valkó. Overcrowding asymptotics for the sine_β process. Ann. Inst. Henri Poincaré Probab. Stat., 53(3):1181–1195, 2017.

[34] M. E. H. Ismail. An electrostatics model for zeros of general orthogonal polynomials. Pacific J. Math., 193(2):355–369, 2000.

[35] K. Johansson. On fluctuations of eigenvalues of random Hermitian matrices. Duke Math. J., 91(1):151– 204, 1998.

[36] S. Karnik, J. Romberg, and M. A. Davenport. Improved bounds for the eigenvalues of prolate spheroidal wave functions and discrete prolate spheroidal sequences. Appl. Comput. Harmon. Anal., 55:97–128, 2021.

[37] H. J. Landau. Necessary density conditions for sampling and interpolation of certain entire functions.

Acta Math., 117:37–52, 1967.

[38] H. J. Landau and H. Widom. Eigenvalue distribution of time and frequency limiting. J. Math. Anal.

Appl., 77(2):469–481, 1980.

[39] M. Ledoux and B. Rider. Small deviations for beta ensembles. Electron. J. Probab., 15:no. 41, 1319–1343, 2010.

[40] S.-Y. Lee and N. G. Makarov. Topology of quadrature domains. J. Amer. Math. Soc., 29(2):333–369, 2016.

[41] N. Lev and J. Ortega-Cerdà. Equidistribution estimates for Fekete points on complex manifolds. J. Eur.

Math. Soc. (JEMS), 18(2):425–464, 2016.

[42] F. Marceca and J. L. Romero. Spectral deviation of concentration operators for the short-time Fourier transform. Studia Math., 270(2):145–173, 2023.

[43] M. L. Mehta. Random matrices, volume 142 of Pure and Applied Mathematics (Amsterdam). Elsevier/Academic Press, Amsterdam, third edition, 2004.

[44] S. Nitzan and A. Olevskii. Revisiting Landau’s density theorems for Paley-Wiener spaces. C. R. Math.

Acad. Sci. Paris, 350(9-10):509–512, 2012.

[45] S. R. Nodari and S. Serfaty. Renormalized energy equidistribution and local charge balance in 2D Coulomb systems. Int. Math. Res. Not. IMRN, (11):3035–3093, 2015.

[46] D. Petz and F. Hiai. Logarithmic energy as an entropy functional. In Advances in differential equations and mathematical physics (Atlanta, GA, 1997), volume 217 of Contemp. Math., pages 205–221. Amer. Math. Soc., Providence, RI, 1998.

[47] E. B. Saff and V. Totik. Logarithmic potentials with external fields, volume 316 of Grundlehren der mathematischen Wissenschaften [Fundamental Principles of Mathematical Sciences]. Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 1997. Appendix B by Thomas Bloom.

[48] M. Sakai. Regularity of a boundary having a Schwarz function. Acta Math., 166(3-4):263–297, 1991. [49] E. Thoma. Overcrowding and separation estimates for the Coulomb gas. arXiv preprint:2210.05902v2, 2022.

[50] B. Valkó and B. Virág. Continuum limits of random matrices and the Brownian carousel. Invent. Math., 177(3):463–508, 2009.

(F. Marceca) Department of Mathematics, King’s College London, United Kingdom

Email address: felipe.marceca@kcl.ac.uk

(J. L. Romero) Faculty of Mathematics, University of Vienna, Oskar-Morgenstern-Platz 1, A-1090 Vienna, Austria, and Acoustics Research Institute, Austrian Academy of Sciences, Dr. Ignaz Seipel-Platz 2, AT-1010 Vienna, Austria

Email address: jose.luis.romero@univie.ac.at