arXiv:2403.06730v1 [math.PR] 11 Mar 2024

An invariance principle for the 2d weakly self-repelling Brownian polymer

March 12, 2024

Giuseppe Cannizzaro, Harry Giles

University of Warwick, CV4 7AL, UK Email: giuseppe.cannizzaro@warwick.ac.uk,

harry.giles@warwick.ac.uk

Abstract We investigate the large-scale behaviour of the Self-Repelling Brownian Polymer (SRBP) in the critical dimension d = 2. The SRBP is a model of self-repelling motion, which is formally given by the solution a stochastic differential equation driven by a standard Brownian motion and with a drift given by the negative gradient of its own local time. As with its discrete counterpart, the “true” selfavoiding walk (TSAW) of [D.J. Amit, G. Parisi, & L. Peliti, Asymptotic behaviour of the “true” self-avoiding walk, Phys. Rev. B, 1983], it is conjectured to be logarithmically superdiffusive, i.e. to be such that its mean-square displacement grows as t(log t)^β for t large and some currently unknown β ∈ (0, 1).

The main result of the paper is an invariance principle for the SRBP under the weak coupling scaling, which corresponds to scaling the SRBP diffusively and simultaneously tuning down the strength of the self-interaction in a scaledependent way. The diffusivity for the limiting Brownian motion is explicit and its expression provides compelling evidence that the β above should be 1/2. Further, we derive the scaling limit of the so-called environment seen by the particle process, which formally solves a non-linear singular stochastic PDE of transport-type, and prove this is given by the solution of a stochastic linear transport equation with enhanced diffusivity.

Contents

1 Introduction and main results 2 1.1 Introduction and related works . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 1.2 The model and main results . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 1.3 Structure of the paper . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9

2 From the environment seen by the particle to the invariance principle 11 2.1 The SRBP and the environment seen by the particle . . . . . . . . . . . . 11 2.2 The Itô trick and tightness . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13 2.3 Beyond the classical conditions: Theorem 2.9 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15

Introduction and main results 2

3 A good family of observables 20 3.1 An (alternative) graded sector condition . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21 3.2 The replacement lemma and the family {v^{n,λ}}_{n,λ} . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24

4 Estimates for the approximate solutions 27 4.1 Controlling the nuisance region N . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28 4.2 A priori estimates . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 34 4.3 Proof of Proposition 4.1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36

5 The invariance principle 37 5.1 Limiting diffusivity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 38 5.2 Variance bounds for the quadratic variation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 40 5.3 Proof of Theorem 1.2, the invariance principle . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 42 5.4 A comparison to the classical Fluctuation theory for Markov Processes . . 42

6 Convergence of the environment 45 6.1 The H^∗-valued Itô trick and tightness . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 46 6.2 The martingale problem for the stochastic linear transport equation . . . . 48 6.3 Proof of Theorem 1.4, convergence to SLTE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 50

A Integral estimates 54 A.1 Basic Estimates . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 54 A.2 Estimates for the replacement lemma . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 56 A.3 Estimates for the nuisance region . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 58

B Triangular martingale central limit theorem 61

C Well posedness of the martingale problem 64

D The role of the Nuisance region and the DCGFF 66

1 Introduction and main results

1.1 Introduction and related works We study a model of self-avoiding motion known as the self-repelling Brownian polymer (SRBP) in the critical dimension, d = 2. For general dimension d, the SRBP is a R^d -valued continuous stochastic process (X_t)_{t≥0} driven by Brownian motion and repelled by its own local time. In other words, (X_t)_{t≥0} has a drift which pushes the process away from regions of space it has previously occupied.

Ideally, one would like to define the SRBP according to

dX_t = dB_t − γ^2∇L_t(X_t)dt, X_0 = 0 , (1.1)

where (L_t)_{t≥0} is the occupation measure of (X_t)_{t≥0} defined by

L_t(x) = ∫_t 0 δ_0(x − X_s)ds, t ≥ 0, x ∈ R^d for δ_0 : R^d → R the Dirac delta at zero, and the coupling constant γ > 0 which controls the strength of the self-interaction. As written, (1.1) is meaningless, and one is led to consider a regularised version which is given by the following SDE

dX_t = dB_t − γ^2 (∫_t 0 ∇V (X_t − X_s)ds ) dt, X_0 = 0 (1.2)

where V : R^d → R is a smooth mollifier. The drift term may be rewritten in terms of the mollified occupation field V ∗ L_t(X_t), and with this in mind, the selfinteraction can be described as follows: over an infinitesimal time-step [t, t + dt], the particle updates the occupation measure by adding mass at its current location, and the occupation measure influences the particle by providing a (dynamic) scalar potential which induces the drift.

The first instances of self repelling motion date back to the early eighties [APP83], when physicists introduced the “true” self-avoiding walk (TSAW) as a model capturing the statistics of a growing polymer. In short, this is the random walk governed by the non-Markovian transitions given by, for y a neighbour of X_n P(X_{n+1} = y| ⃗X_n) ∝ e^{−β}{^{ℓ(y; ⃗Xn)−ℓ(Xn; ⃗Xn)}} where ⃗X_n = (X_0, ..., X_n) is the history of the process and ℓ is the occupation time, ℓ(y; ⃗x_n)^{def}= ∑_n m=0 1_{xm} (y). The TSAW is a discrete cousin of the SRBP, which was independently introduced by probabilists shortly thereafter [NRW87, DR92]. These, and other models of self-avoiding motion [Kes63, Law80] are notoriously difficult to study because of their self-interaction and long-term memory, in particular they are not Markovian.

A first question regards the large-scale behaviour for the mean squared displacement of (X_t)_{t≥0}. Heuristically, one might expect diffusive behaviour in higher dimensions, where the self-avoiding “constraint” is less restrictive, leaving only the influence of the Brownian motion. Non-rigorous scaling [AW67, AW70, FNS77] (see also the appendix of [TV12]) and renormalization group [APP83] arguments lead to the following dimension dependent predictions

E[|X_t |^2] ∼ t^{4/3} d = 1 t(log t)^β d = 2 t d ≥ 3 (1.3)

for some β ∈ (0, 1). In particular, the process is conjectured to be diffusive in high dimensions d ≥ 3, and superdiffusive in low dimensions d ∈ {1, 2}.

It is in the case d ≥ 3 where the most is known. Diffusive behaviour was rigorously shown in [HTV12], and a central limit theorem for the scaled motion derived. More precisely, the authors prove that for every given t ≥ 0, as ε goes to 0, X^ε_t^{def}= εX_{t/ε}2 converges to a Gaussian random variable whose variance σ^2 ≥ 1 is only given implicitly. Even though not explicitly verified in the above-mentioned reference, we believe that the variational method of [TV12] can be used to show that σ^2 > 1, implying that the self-interaction term still has an influence on the scaling limit.

In dimension d = 1, bounds on the superdiffusivity of SRBP are given in [TTV12], but a rigorous proof of the exact rates remain open. Moreover, non- Gaussian fluctuations are expected at large scales: it is conjectured that under the correct superdiffusive scaling, ε^{4/3}X_{t/ε}2 , the process will converge to the true selfrepelling motion [TW98]. For the SRBP the conjecture is not yet settled but there are a few results in this direction for TSAW (see e.g. [Tot95, TV11, NR06]).

Dimension d = 2 is the critical dimension as (1.1) is formally scale invariant, and very little is known both for the TSAW and the SRBP. In [TV12], superdiffusive bounds are established to the effect of t log log t ≲ E [|X_t |^2] ≲ t log t, which is far from identifying the precise value of β in (1.3). In fact, even in the physics literature there is no consensus over what β should be [OP83, PP87], although the argument outlined in the appendix of [TV12] (which we find most convincing) predicts β =^1_2 .

The influence of the dimension d can already be seen at the level of (1.2). To wit, the diffusively rescaled process (X^ε_t )_{t≥0} satisfies dX^ε_t = dB^ε_t − γ^2ε^{d−2} (∫_t 0 ∇V^ε(X^ε_t − X^ε_s )ds ) dt, X^ε_0 = 0 (1.4)

where B^ε_t^{def}= εB_{t/ε}2 is simply another Brownian motion, and V^ε(x)^{def}= ε^{−d}V (ε^{−1}x) corresponds to the “sharpening” of the function V . This calculation reveals d = 2 as the critical dimension: the self-interaction term is scale invariant, and naively appears to be living at the same scale as the noise (B^ε_t )_{t≥0}. Let us also stress that, since V^ε → δ_0 as ε → 0, if X^ε_t can be shown to converge, then the limiting object would be a natural candidate solution to (1.1).

Of course, the superdiffusivity results of [HTV12] imply that the process will not converge under diffusive scaling. To tame the polymer’s growth due to the self-interaction, we consider the so-called weak coupling scaling which amounts to diffusively rescaling X as in (1.4), but simultaneously tuning down the coupling constant with ε > 0 as γ = γ(ε) ∼ 1/ √ log |ε| (see (1.7) below for the precise definition). In this context, the choice of γ balances the logarithmic blow up of the Green’s function in dimension d = 2, see Lemma 2.7, and the same choice of coupling has been used in a whole host of other problems [CSZ17, CSZ20, Gu20, CET23, DG22, CGT23, CSZ23].

The main result of this paper is that, in the weak coupling regime, the SRBP behaves diffusively and satisfies an (annealed) invariance principle, with a limiting Brownian motion having an explicit variance ς^2 > 1. Moreover, the way in which ς^2 depends on the coupling constant γ^2 is consistent with t √ log t superdiffusivity, thus providing compelling evidence that the logarithmic correction of (1.3) is β =^1_2 .

The conditions exploited in dimensions d ≥ 3 break down for d = 2, and as such we must introduce new techniques. In fact, the classical Kipnis-Varadhan theory cannot cover d = 2 because the solutions (u^λ) of Poisson’s equation do not have a limit point in the Sobolev space H, only a limiting norm (see the discussion following Theorem 1.2). We expect that the methods exposed in the present work apply more generally, a first example being to the diffusion in the curl of the Gaussian free field (DCGFF) studied in [TV12, CHT22, CMOW23], albeit in the weak coupling regime (see Section D). In particular, let us point out that the non- Markovianity of the SRBP makes it unclear whether the techniques of [CMOW23] can be applied to the present context.

1.2 The model and main results Let us first state the precise assumption, which will be in place hereafter, on the mollifying function V in (1.2).

Assumption 1.1 The function V : R^d → R is a smooth function, decaying at infinity faster than any polynomial and such that ∫ V (x)dx = 1. Furthermore, V is rotationally invariant and positive semi-definite, i.e. for any matrix U ∈ SO(2), V = V ∘U^{−1}, and for any x_1, . . . , x_n ∈ R^d , the matrix (V (x_i −x_j ))^n_{i,j=1} is positive semi-definite.

Let (E, E, (E_t )_{t≥0}, P) be a filtered probability space and (B_t)_{t≥0} a Brownian motion on it. We define the self-repelling Brownian Polymer as the unique solution of the SDE

dX_t = dB_t − γω(X_t)dt − γ^2 ( ∫ t 0 ∇V (X_t − X_s)ds ) dt , X_0 = 0 (1.5)

where γ > 0 is the coupling constant and ω : R^d → R^d is a smooth gradient (i.e. rotation free) vector field which grows at most linearly at infinity. We leave the dependence of (X_t)_{t≥0} on γ and ω implicit.

The vector field ω plays the role of an environment and in what follows we will choose it at random, so that (1.5) defines an SRBP in random environment. One may regard ω as a random non-zero initial condition for the local time field, V ∗ L_0 = ω. Upon setting Ω to be the space smooth gradient vector fields which grow at most linearly at infinity, endowed with the cylindrical σ-algebra F (see (1.15) for its rigorous definition), we take the law π of ω ∈ Ω to be that of ∇ξ where ξ^{def}= √ V ∗ Φ for Φ a two-dimensional Gaussian Free Field (GFF) and √ V such that √ V ∗ √ V = V (which is well-defined in view of the positive semidefiniteness in Assumption 1.1). In other words, π is the law of a centred Gaussian field whose covariance function is given by ∫ ω_i(x)ω_j(y)π(dω)^{def}= −∂^2_{ij}V ∗ G(x − y) x, y ∈ R^d (1.6)

for G the Green’s function of the two-dimensional Laplacian, i.e. G(x)^{def}= −(2π)^{−1} log |x|.

The reason to introduce the environment ω in the definition of the SRBP is mainly technical (see below), and is standard in this context (see [TV12, HTV12, TTV12]). That said, we believe that the results stated below also hold for ω = 0.

In the present work, we focus on the case of d = 2 and consider the large-scale behaviour of the SRBP in the so-called weak coupling regime. That is, for ε > 0, setting X^ε_t^{def}= εX_{t/ε}2 to be the diffusively rescaled solution of (1.5), we choose the coupling constant γ to be given by

γ = γ(ε)^{def}= α √ log(1 + ε^{−2})

(1.7)

where α is a strictly positive constant.

We define the annealed measure P^{def}= π ⊗ P on the product space (Ω, F)^{def}= (Ω × E, F⊗ E). We are now ready to state the first main result of the present work.

Theorem 1.2 Under the weak coupling in (1.7), the finite dimensional distributions of (X^ε_t )_{t≥0} converge in probability with respect to π to those of an isotropic Brownian motion with diffusivity ς^2(α)^{def}= 1+σ^2(α), where σ^2(α) is given explicitly by σ^2(α)^{def}= √ 4πα^2 + 1 − 1. (1.8)

Moreover, for T ≥ 0, with respect to the annealed measure P, we have an invariance principle on C([0, T ], R^2 )

(X^ε_t )_{t∈[0,T ]}^d→ ς(α)(W_t)_{t≥0}

where (W_t)_{t≥0} is a standard two-dimensional Brownian motion.

Remark 1.3 By convergence in probability with respect to π in the statement of Theorem 1.2, it is meant that for all θ_1, ..., θ_n ∈ R^2 , and for all times 0 ≤ t_0 ≤ ... ≤ t_n, it holds that as ε → 0 ∫ | | |E [ e^ι ∑_n k=1 θ_k·(X^ε_{tk} −X^ε_{tk−1} )] − e−^1_2 ς^2(α) ∑^n_{k=1} |θ_k|^2(t_k −t_{k−1})|

|π(dω) → 0 . (1.9)

Consequently, the convergence of the marginals takes place in distribution with respect to the annealed measure P.

We briefly discuss the significance of this result and its proof. In contrast to the d ≥ 3 setting [HTV12], Theorem 1.2 yields an explicit expression for the limiting diffusivity. Since σ^2(α) > 0 for all α > 0, the choice of weak coupling in (1.7) is meaningful because, although γ(ε) → 0 as ε → 0, the self-interaction term does not vanish but has a non-trivial influence on the limit process. Specifically, as may be seen in the proof of Theorem 2.9, in the limiting diffusivity ς^2 = 1 + σ^2(α), the unit comes from the original Brownian term in (1.5), while the additional diffusivity σ^2(α) is a consequence of the drift.

The form taken by σ^2(α) is also interesting, most notably because of what it suggests regarding the logarithmic correction for the superdiffusivity in (1.3). Indeed, formally “undoing” the weak coupling by setting α = α(ε) = √ log(1 + ε^{−2}) (corresponding to the so-called strong coupling regime γ = O(1)) and substituting it into (1.8) gives σ^2(α) ∼ √ | log ε|. This suggests that for large times t, E [|X_t |^2] ≈ t √ log t, providing strong evidence for the conjectured rate of β = 1/2.

We emphasise that the square root appearing in the limiting diffusivity σ^2(α) is not “the same” square root appearing in the definition of γ(ε) in (1.7). Generally speaking, one expects the choice of γ(ε) to be somewhat universal, whereas the limiting diffusivity σ^2(α) to be problem specific. For example, in the recent work [CGT23], the coupling constant is chosen as in (1.7), but the limiting diffusivity obeys a 2/3-power law, which is consistent with the log^{2/3}(t) result of [Yau04]. We believe our methods would deliver the same 2/3-power law in the case of the anisotropic version of the SRBP, as conjectured in [TV12].

Even though the present setting is very different from that of a diffusion in a random environment (the SRBP is not even Markovian) the techniques we exploit have a similar flavour. We introduce a process (η_t )_{t≥0}, referred to as the environment seen by the particle (see [KLO12, Chapter 9] or [HTV12]). Its state space is Ω, and the process is defined, for t ≥ 0 and x ∈ R^2 , according to

η_t(x) = ω(x + X_t) + γ (∫_t 0 ∇V (x + X_t − X_s)ds ) . (1.10)

The advantage of working with (η_t)_{t≥0} is that it is a Markov process on Ω, which has π(dω) in (1.6) as an invariant measure (see Lemma 2.1). The reason for introducing ω in (1.10) is that it gives rise to the initial condition η_0 = ω, and therefore with respect to the annealed measure P, (η_t)_{t≥0} is stationary. The environment process plays a central role in the proof of Theorem 1.2 in view of its connection to the SRBP, given by

X_t = B_t − γ ∫_t 0 η_s(0)ds . (1.11)

In other words, the drift term γ ∫_t 0 η_s(0)ds is an additive functional of the environment, so that we are in the setting of the Kipnis-Varadhan theory [KV86] of martingale approximation (see [KLO12] for a comprehensive study). However, our application goes beyond the classical case (see Section 5.4). A self-contained exposition of the way in which we use martingale approximation and of where and how we generalise their technique is given in Theorem 2.9.

Our second main theorem focuses on the environment process itself and determines its large scale behaviour. To the best of the authors’ knowledge, this is the first time a result of this type is derived and its interest goes beyond the specific setting of this paper, also in view of its relation to singular stochastic PDEs.

Indeed, in the formal setting of SRBP in (1.1), with V replaced by the Dirac delta at 0, η solves

dη_t = ∇η_t ∘ dB_t − γ(∇η_t · η_t(0) − ∇δ_0)dt (1.12)

where ∘dB_t denotes Stratonovich integration. Due to the presence of ∇δ_0, one expects t → η_t to be distribution valued, so that neither the quadratic term nor the point-evaluation at the right hand side make sense. Morally speaking, our goal is to give a meaning to (1.12) in the stationary weak coupling regime. Indeed, the process (η_t)_{t≥0} in (1.10) is well-defined and satisfies a regularised version of (1.12) (see (2.3) below). Analogous to the SRBP case, passing to the diffusive scaling corresponds to removing the regularisation so that the equation solved by the scaled process formally approaches (1.12).

To that end, let (η^ε_t )_{t≥0} be the Ω-valued process defined according to η^ε_t (x) = ε^{−1}η_{t/ε}2 (ε^{−1}x). Since we expect the limit to be only a generalised function, we embed Ω into a Hilbert space H^∗ of distributions, whose precise definition will be given in Section 6, with canonical embedding given by ω → (g → ∫ R^2 ω(x) ·

g(x)dx). We shall reserve bold symbols for H^∗-valued elements, e.g. η^ε_t denotes the macroscopic environment η^ε_t when viewed as a distribution under the canonical embedding.

The limiting process for (η^ε_t )_{t≥0} is the solution (η_t)_{t≥0} of the following stochastic linear transport equation (SLTE)

dη_t = ς∇η_t ∘ dB_t, η_0 ∼ π, (1.13)

where ς > 1 is defined as in Theorem 1.2, and π is the law of ∇Φ, for Φ a GFF (see Definition 6.1), and is sampled independently from the Brownian motion (B_t)_{t≥0}. The equation (1.13) is to be interpreted as an infinite dimensional stochastic equation in the Hilbert space H^∗, in the sense of [DPZ14]. Even though we believe it to be classical, we will discuss existence and uniqueness in Appendix C. We refer to the law of (η_t)_{t≥0} as the Brownian transportation of the gradient of the GFF. Such terminology is justified as the process (η_t)_{t∈[0,T ]} is formally given by

η_t(x) = η_0(x + σB_t) , (1.14)

an expression which will be made sense of in Lemma C.4 below.

We are ready to state the second main result of this paper.

Theorem 1.4 Let α, T > 0. Under the weak coupling in (1.7), the scaled environment seen by the particle process η^ε converges in law on C([0, T ], H^∗) to the solution of η of (1.13), with ς as in Theorem 1.2.

In view of the definition given in (1.10), and the convergence result of Theorem 1.2, it is not surprising to see η_t as the large scale description of η_t. As shown in the proof of Theorem 1.4, the enhanced diffusivity σ^2(α) is produced by the singular part of (1.12). While our two results are consistent, it is not clear how to go from one to the other. Indeed, although at macroscopic scale, the SRBP is essentially an observable of the environment η^ε, this observable doesn’t make sense for the limit η_t, because it would involve evaluating a distribution at a point (see (1.11)).

At last let us mention that, even though Theorem 1.4 is very different from Theorem 1.2, we prove them both with similar techniques. On the one hand, martingales may be used to approximate the SRBP, and on the other they may be related to the environment through the martingale problem associated to the limiting SPDE. It should be possible to use our methods to derive the limiting environment also for other models, for example the case of diffusions in divergence free Gaussian vector fields at and above the critical dimension.

1.3 Structure of the paper We divide the proof of Theorem 1.2 in two: firstly we deal with the martingale approximation, and then we perform a detailed analysis on the generator L of (η_t)_{t≥0}. Section 2 is devoted to the first part, which is wrapped up in Theorem 2.9. Section 3 and 4 instead deal with the second: we analyse L and derive estimates which are needed for both Theorems 1.2 and 1.4. In Sections 5 and 6, we exploit such estimates and determine the invariance principle for the SRBP (Section 5) and the scaling limit for the environment process in the second (Section 6). At last, we have appendices. In Appendix A, we collect bounds and integral computations which are used throughout. In Appendix B, we give a triangular central limit theorem for martingales, which is crucial in the proof of Theorem 2.9. Appendix C is dedicated to the well-posedness statement for the stochastic linear transport equation. Finally, in Appendix D we provide some insight as to why we were forced to separately consider the so-called nuisance region together with a short comparison between the SRBP and the DCGFF.

Notation and Wiener space analysis Let us introduce some notation that we shall be using throughout the article. For elements x_1, ..., x_n ∈ R^d , we write x_{1:n} for the vector x_{1:n}^{def}= (x_1, ..., x_n) and we extend the notation to any ordered set of indices A ⊂ {1, ..., n}, so that, for example, x_{1:n\i}^{def}= (x_1, ...,x_i, ..., x_n), i ∈ {1, . . . , n}. For A ⊂ {1, . . . , n}, we denote by x_{[A]} the sum ∑ i∈A x_i. Moreover, for x ∈ R^d and j ∈ {1, ..., d}, we write e_j x for the j’th coordinate, i.e. e_jx^{def}= e_j · x for · the usual scalar product in R^d and e_j the j’th element of the standard basis of R^d .

For a Schwartz function f : R^d → R we define the Fourier transform f by

f̂(p)^{def}= 1 (2π)^{d/2} ∫ R^d e^{−ιp·x}f(x)dx , for all p ∈ R^d .

We now rigorously define the random environment ω for the SRBP. Let Ω be the space of smooth vector fields on R^2 of sub-polynomial growth, i.e.

Ω^{def}= { ω ∈ C^∞(R^2 , R^2 ) : rot ω = 0, ‖ω‖_{k,i,m} < ∞, ∀k, i, m } (1.15)

where rot ω^{def}= ∇×ω, and the indices k, i, m respectively range over N^2 , {1, 2}, N, and the seminorms above are defined as ‖ω‖_{k,i,m}^{def}= sup_x(1 + |x|)^{−1/m}|∂^kω_i(x)|. The topology generated by these seminorms turns Ω into a Fréchet space which we endow with the cylindrical σ-algebra F^{def}= σ(ω(x) : x ∈ R^2 ). Let π be the law of the gradient of the smoothed out Gaussian free field, i.e. the probability measure on (Ω, F) under which (ω(x) : x ∈ R^2 ) is a Gaussian process with covariance given in (1.6) (see [HTV12] for more on π).

According to [Jan97, Theorem 2.6], L^2(π) = ⊕^∞_{n=0}H_n, where the subspaces {H_n}_n are mutually orthogonal and, for every n, H_n is the so-called n-th homogeneous Wiener chaos, while H_{≤n}^{def}= ⊕^n_{j=1} H_j is the n-th inhomogeneous Wiener chaos modulo H_0. The chaos H_n is the closure in L^2(π) of elements of the form X = ∑ i_1,...,i_n∈{1,2} ∫ (R^2 )^n

f_{i1:n} (x_{1:n}) : ω_{i1} (x_1) . . . ω_{in} (x_n) : dx_{1:n} (1.16)

where : ω_{i1} (x_1) . . . ω_{in} (x_n) : denotes the Wick product of the Gaussian variables ω_{i1} (x_1), . . . , ω_{in} (x_n) and {f_{i1,...,in} : i_1, ..., i_n ∈ {1, 2}} is a family of Schwartz functions such that f_{iσ(1:n)} (x_{1:n}) = f_{i1:n} (x_σ−1_{(1:n)}) for all permutation σ ∈ S_n.

In order to work with a more manageable version of the Wiener chaoses, notice that the definition of the covariance in (1.6), Wick’s rule [Jan97, Theorem 3.12] and Plancherel’s identity ensure that if X, Y ∈ H_n admit the representation in (1.16) with respect to the families of kernels {f_{i1,...,in} : i_1, ..., i_n ∈ {1, 2}} and {g_{i1,...,in} : i_1, ..., i_n ∈ {1, 2}}, then ∫ X(ω)Y (ω)π(ω) = ∫ f(p_{1:n})g(p_{1:n})μ_n(dp_{1:n}) (1.17)

where f (and similarly g) is given by1

f(p_{1:n}) = (−ι)^n ∑ i_1,...,i_n∈{1,2} e_{i1} p_1...e_{in} p_nf̂_{i1,...,in} (p_{1:n}) (1.18) and μ_n is defined according to

μ_n(dp_{1:n})^{def}= n! (_n ∏ i=1 V̂ (p_i) |p_i|^2 ) dp_{1:n} . (1.19)

We define ⟨·, ·⟩ to be the scalar product defined by the right hand side of (1.17), and we write ‖·‖ for the corresponding norm. What (1.17) shows is that the space H_n is isometric to the Fock space ΓL^2_n given by

ΓL^2_n^{def}= cl{f ∈ L^2_C (μ_n): f(p_{1:n}) = f(p_{σ(1:n)}), f(−p) = f(p)} (1.20)

where the closure is taken with respect to ‖·‖. We shall set ΓL^2_{≤n}^{def}= ⊕^n_{j=1}ΓL^2_j so as to omit the constants ΓL^2_0.

Since most of our analysis will be based on operators acting on ΓL^{2 def}= ⊕_nΓL^2_n, let us single out a class of them which will play an important role for us.

Definition 1.5 An operator T on ΓL^2 is said to be diagonal with multiplier τ if, for all n ∈ N, T (ΓL^2_n) ⊂ ΓL^2_n and τ : R^2 → R is such that for all ψ ∈ ΓL^2_n

Tψ(p_{1:n}) = τ(p_{[1:n]})ψ(p_{1:n}) , p_1, . . . , p_n ∈ R^2 .

We further say that the operator is non-negative when τ ≥ 0.

1so that f is the Fourier transform of the function (−1)^n ∑ i1,...in ∂i1 . . . ∂in fi1 ,...,in but we omit the “hat” denoting Fourier transforms to lighten the notation.

We write a ≲ b or a = O(b) to mean that there exists a constant C > 0, such that a ≤ Cb. If we want to emphasise the dependence of C on a specific quantity v, we write a ≲_v b or a = O_v(b).

2 From the environment seen by the particle to the invariance princi- ple The goal of this section is to identify a set of conditions which imply the central limit theorem as well as the invariance principle for the SRBP, as stated in Theorem 1.2. These conditions are given in Theorem 2.9 and are different (and for most part strictly weaker) than those formulated in [KLO12, Section 2.6] but, as we will see, still sufficient for the result to hold. In order to formulate them, we will first present some preliminary results concerning the SRBP in (1.5) and introduce the generator associated to the environment seen by the particle process.

2.1 The SRBP and the environment seen by the particle In the setting of Section 1.2, let (E, E, (E_t)_{t≥0}, P) be a filtered probability space and (B_t)_{t≥0} a Brownian motion on it. Let us recall that, for γ > 0, the SRBP in the environment ω ∈ Ω is given by

dX_t = dB_t − γω(X_t)dt − γ^2 ( ∫ t 0 ∇V (X_t − X_s)ds ) dt , X_0 = 0 . (2.1)

It is classical to see that for any smooth vector-field ω, the SDE is indeed well-posed. Associated to it and crucial in the study of its fluctuations, is the environment seen by the particle process η, whose definition was given in (1.10),

η_t(x) = ω(x + X_t) + γ (∫_t 0 ∇V (x + X_t − X_s)ds ) , x ∈ R^2 , t ≥ 0 . (2.2)

Before detailing the connection between η and X, let us summarise some of the properties of η in the following lemmas.

Lemma 2.1 The environment process (η_t)_{t≥0} in (2.2) is an Ω-valued Markov process which solves the vector valued SPDE

dη_t(x) =^1_2 Δη_t(x)dt − γ

(_2 ∑ i=1 ∂_iη_t(x)η^i_t(0) − ∇V (x) ) dt + 2∑ i=1 ∂_iη_t(x)dB^i_t η_0(x) = ω(x) , (2.3)

for x ∈ R^2 and t ≥ 0. Furthermore, the law π in (1.6) is an invariant measure for η. Proof. The first part of the statement is an easy consequence of Itô’s formula and a stochastic Fubini’s theorem [DPZ14, Theorem 4.33]. The second instead follows arguments similar to those in [HTV12, Section 3.3].

Remark 2.2 Let us briefly comment on the right hand side of the SPDE in (2.3). The Laplacian is simply an Itô correction term. It is best considered grouped with the noise as, together, they produce the transport term in Stratonovich form (see (1.12)) which comes from the Brownian shift. The nonlinear term in parenthesis combines the contribution from the drift of (X_t)_{t≥0} with the growth of the dynamic profile from the occupation over an infinitesimal time step. As can be seen by a direct computation, the correction −∇V corresponds to the Wick renormalization of the nonlinearity with respect to the measure π. The SPDE is singular because the solution is distribution valued at large scales (see Section 6), in which case the RHS becomes ill defined, both due to the nonlinearity, and because we evaluate the distribution at the origin.

Since the process η is Markov, it has an infinitesimal generator L whose action on cylinder functions can be obtained by applying Itô’s formula, using (2.3) and singling out the drift (and martingale) part. In the next lemma, we see how this action translates to an action on the L^2 space associated to π, and more precisely on the Fock space ΓL^2 in (1.20).

Lemma 2.3 The generator L of the environment seen by the particle process η in (2.2), viewed as an unbounded operator on L^2(π) ∼= ΓL^2, can be decomposed as L = −S+ (A_+ + A_−), where, for any n ≥ 1, S, A_± respectively map ΓL^2_n to ΓL^2_n, ΓL^2_{n±1}. For ψ ∈ ΓL^2_n, they are defined as

Sψ(p_{1:n}) =^1_2 |p_{[1:n]}|^2ψ(p_{1:n}) ,

A_+ψ(p_{1:n+1}) = γ n + 1 n+1∑ i=1 p_i · p_{[1:(n+1)\i]} ψ(p_{1:(n+1)\i}) ,

A_−ψ(p_{1:n−1}) = γn ∫^ V (q) |q|^2 q · p_{[1:n−1]}ψ(q, p_{1:n−1})dq , (2.4)

and satisfy S|_{H0} = A_+|_{H0} = A_−|_{H0⊕H1} = 0. The operator S is self-adjoint while (A_±)^∗ = −A_∓ so that, in particular, A^{def}= A_+ + A_− is skew self-adjoint.

Moreover, upon defining the operator ∇_i : ΓL^2 → ΓL^2, i = 1, 2, to be the (Fourier transform of the) usual derivative operator in the i-th direction, i.e. ∇_iψ(p_{1:n}) = ι(e_ip_1 + ... + e_ip_n)ψ(p_{1:n}) for ψ ∈ ΓL^2_n, the following integration by parts formula holds 2∑ i=1 ∫ (∇_iu(ω))^2π(dω) = 2⟨u, Su⟩ . (2.5)

Proof. The statement follows Wiener chaos computations analogous to those performed in [HTV12, Section 3.3].

Remark 2.4 There are two differences to note when comparing our setting with [HTV12]. First, in our case, although we do not write it explicitly, the generator

L = L^γ depends on the coupling constant γ. Second, for d ≥ 3 it makes sense to exploit more significantly the gradient nature of the potential ω, i.e. the fact that ω = ∇ξ, by choosing, as environment profile, the process (η̃_t)_{t≥0} defined according to η̃_t(x) = ξ(x + X_t) + γ (∫_t 0 V (x + X_t − X_s)ds )

This is the approach of [HTV12] and corresponds to the potential as seen by the particle, the relation with the above being η_t = ∇η̃_t. Notice that we cannot take this approach as, even if smoothed out, for the field ξ = √ V ∗ Φ with Φ a twodimensional GFF, pointwise evaluation is meaningless, i.e. η̃ is not well-defined in d = 2.

As a consequence of the previous statements, with respect to the annealed measure P^{def}= π ⊗ P on the product space (Ω, F)^{def}= (Ω × E, F ⊗ E), η is a stationary Markov process corresponding to the natural filtration (F_t)_{t≥0}, where F_t = σ(η_s : s ≤ t). Moreover, as mentioned in the introduction, we can write the drift of the SRBP X in (2.1) as an additive functional of η. More precisely, we have

X_t = B_t − γ ∫_t 0 f(η_s)ds (2.6)

for f = (f_1, f_2): Ω → R^2 given by

f_i(ω) = ω_i(0) , i = 1, 2 , (2.7)

so that in particular, f_i ∈ H_1 and its kernel in ΓL^2_1 equals f_i(p) = −ιe_ip/(2π).

The representation in (2.6) is essential for our work. As a first application, we will see how to use it to show tightness of the SRBP under the weak coupling scaling.

2.2 The Itô trick and tightness The main tool to determine tightness is the so-called Itô trick, first appeared in [GJ13], and since then applied in a variety of other contexts. We recall here its statement adapted to the current setting. A complete proof of a slightly more general formulation is given in Lemma 6.3.

Lemma 2.5 (Itô trick) Let n ∈ N and h ∈ H_{≤n} be an element of the n-th inhomogeneous chaos. Then, for any T > 0, p ≥ 1, λ > 0, it holds that E [ sup t∈[0,T ] | | | ∫_t 0 h(η_s)ds | | |^p ] 1_p ≲_{n,p} (T^{12} + λ^{12} T )‖(λ + S)^{− 12} h‖ . (2.8)

Moreover, for p = 2, the estimate is uniform in n ∈ N.

We are now ready to state and prove the main result of this subsection.

Proposition 2.6 Let (X_t)_{t≥0} be the SRBP, i.e. the solution to (2.1). For t ≥ 0, set X^ε_t^{def}= εX_{t/ε}2 and take γ = γ(ε) as in (1.7). Then, under the annealed measure P, for any T > 0 fixed, the sequence {(X^ε_t )_{t∈[0,T ]} : ε ∈ (0, 1)} is tight in the space C([0, T ], R^2 ).

The main step in the proof is a control over the drift at the right hand side of (2.6), which, in light of the Itô trick, reduces to a regularity estimate of the functional f in (2.7). As the next lemma states, this is precisely the point at which the weak coupling scaling enters our analysis.

Lemma 2.7 Let f be the functional in (2.7). For λ > 0, let γ = γ(λ) be defined as γ = α √ log(1 + λ^{−1})

(2.9)

for α > 0. Then, for i = 1, 2, uniformly over λ, the following estimate holds

‖(λ + S)^{− 12} γf_i‖^2 ≲ 1 . (2.10)

Proof. For i = 1, 2, by (1.17) and the definition of f in (2.7), the norm at the left hand side of (2.9) equals

‖(λ + S)^{− 12} γf_i‖^2 = ∫^ V (p) |p|^2 | − ιγe_ip|^2 λ +^1_2 |p|^2 dp ≤ γ^2 ∫ R^2 V̂ (p) λ +^1_2 |p|^2 dp We split the integral over the regions |p| ≤ 1 and its complement. For the latter, since V̂ is integrable, we obtain a bound of order γ^2. For the former, we have

γ^2 ∫ |p|≤1 V̂ (p) λ +^1_2 |p|^2 dp ≲ γ^2 ∫_1 0 r λ +^1_2 r^2 dr = γ^2 log(1 +^1_λ ) = α^2 , (2.11)

where in the last step we used the definition of γ in (2.9).

Remark 2.8 Notice that the standard H_{−1} bound in [KLO12, Theorem 2.7] (see also [KT17]) does not hold in the present setting. Indeed, it is not hard to see that ‖S^{− 1}2 γf_i‖^2 = ∞ for i = 1, 2. This is precisely the reason why the coupling constant γ was chosen as in (2.9).

Proof of Proposition 2.6. To prove the result, we will use Kolmogorov’s criterion [Kal21, Theorem 23.7], which requires us to control the p-th moment of the increments (X^ε_t )_{t≥0} for some p > 2. By stationarity, it is enough to show that the p-th moment of |X^ε_t | is controlled by t^{p/2} for every t ∈ [0, T ] and some p > 2. Notice that

E|X^ε_t |^p ≲_p E|B^ε_t |^p + E | |ε ∫_{t/ε}2 0 γf(η_s)ds | |^p =: E|B_{εt} |_p + E|F_{εt} |_p , (2.12) where B^ε_t^{def}= εB_{t/ε}2 and F^ε is defined via the left hand side. Now, the first term is clearly bounded by t^{p/2}. For the other, upon choosing λ = ε^2, the Itô trick in Lemma 2.5 gives

E|F^ε_t |^p ≲_{T,p} t^{p/2}‖(ε^2 + S)^{− 12} γf_i‖^p ≲ t^{p/2} ,

where the last step follows by Lemma 2.7.

2.3 Beyond the classical conditions: Theorem 2.9 The representation in (2.6) suggests that the central limit theorem and the invariance principle for the SRBP in (2.1) stated in Theorem 1.2 follow once we show they hold for the (additive) functional of the environment η in (2.2) given by γ ∫_t 0 f(η_s)ds . (2.13)

There is a large body of work on the Kipnis-Varadhan program for obtaining such type of results for quantities as those in (2.13) (see [KLO12] for an overview). Heuristically, the idea is to consider the observable given by the solution to the Poisson equation −Lu = γf and note that, by Itô’s formula we have

u(η_t) − u(η_0) − ∫_t 0 Lu(η_s)ds = M_t(u) (2.14)

where (M_t(u))_t is the martingale given by

M_t(u) = 2∑ i=1 ∫_t 0 ∇_iu(η_s)dB^i_s , ⟨M(u)⟩_t = 2∑ i=1 ∫_t 0 (∇_iu(η_s))^2ds (2.15)

and ∇_i is the operator defined in Lemma 2.3. Since u solves the Poisson equation, (2.14) provides an alternative representation for (2.13) in terms of boundary terms, which one expects to be negligible in the diffusive rescaling, and the martingale M(u). In other words, such representation reduces the proof of Theorem 1.2 to that of proving an analogous statement for the martingale M(u).

The problem with the above strategy is that it is hard to determine a solution for the Poisson equation since wthe generator L is an unbounded operator which is not self-adjoint (and is not invertible!). Therefore, instead, it is natural to consider the above argument with u^λ in place of u, where u^λ solves the resolvent equation (λ − L)u^λ = γf. As explored in [KLO12, Chapter 2], one wishes to identify suitable conditions for the family u^λ in the limit λ → 0 such that this approximation argument succeeds. In the case of the SRBP in dimension d ≥ 3, the condition exploited is the so-called graded sector condition of [SVY00] which fails at criticality, i.e. for d = 2 (see Section 3.1, below for its precise definition). The novelty of our approach is to introduce an alternative family of approximate solutions and identify a new set of conditions which still ensure that the invariance principle holds.

While the construction of the family of approximate solutions is detailed in the following sections and represents the bulk of the paper, in the next theorem we state the conditions mentioned above and prove that indeed they are sufficient for Theorem 1.2 to hold.

Theorem 2.9 Let V = {v^{λ,n} : λ ∈ (0, 1), n ∈ N} ⊂ dom(L) be a family of observables such that for every n ∈ N, {v^{λ,n} : λ ∈ (0, 1)} ⊂ ΓL^2_{≤n}. For λ ∈ (0, 1) and n ∈ N, define σ^2_{λ,n} > 0 and the random variable q^{λ,n} according to

q^{λ,n}(ω)^{def}= 2∑ i=1 (∇_iv^{λ,n}(ω))^2 , σ^2_{λ,n}^{def}= E_π [q^{λ,n}] = 2‖S^{12} v^{λ,n}‖^2 . (2.16)

If the family V satisfies

lim_{λ→0} λ‖v^{λ,n}‖^2 = 0, ∀n ∈ N, (2.17)

lim_{n→∞} lim sup λ→0 ‖(λ + S)^{− 12} [(λ − L)v^{λ,n} − γf_1]‖^2 = 0 , (2.18)

as well as

lim_{n→∞} lim sup λ→0 |σ^2_{λ,n} − σ^2(α)| = 0 , (2.19)

lim_{λ→0} λ‖(λ + S)^{− 12} (q^{λ,n} − σ^2_{λ,n})‖^2 = 0, ∀n ∈ N, (2.20)

then the conclusions of Theorem 1.2 hold.

Remark 2.10 We note the choice of f_1 in (2.18) is just a convention used to minimise the number of different notations, and could have been replaced by f_2 or any other linear combination of the two. The reason why in this context the first coordinate suffices, is that the model is isotropic so that the joint law of the two coordinates can be deduced from either of the two.

We will shortly give the proof of the previous statement, but first let us briefly comment on the meaning of the quantities in (2.16) and the conditions (2.17)-(2.20). As can be immediately deduced from (2.15), q^{λ,n} is the integrand of the martingale in (2.14) associated to v^{λ,n} while σ^2_{λ,n} satisfies

E[M_t(v^{λ,n})^2] = tσ^2_{λ,n} = 2t‖S^{12} v^{λ,n}‖^2

where the second equality is a consequence of the integration by parts formula in (2.5). In light of this, it is clear that (2.20) ensures that the variance of the quadratic variation of the martingales M_t(v^{λ,n}) is going to zero, so that Martingale CLT is indeed applicable, while (2.19) identifies the limiting diffusivity. As for (2.17) and (2.18), they respectively ensure that the boundary terms in (2.14) vanish in the diffusive scaling and that the martingales M_t(v^{λ,n}) represent a good approximation for (2.13).

Remark 2.11 There are relevant differences between ours and the setting of the SRBP in d ≥ 3, or other more standard examples in which the Kipnis-Varadhan program has been applied. In these contexts, one usually considers a fixed generator L and a fixed functional, while we must handle a family of generators and functionals which depend on the scaling parameter ε ∈ (0, 1). This prevents us from using certain functional analytical arguments, such as Mazur’s theorem [KLO12, Lemma 2.16] which ensures the existence of a strong limit point u ∈ L^2(π) satisfying lim_{λ→0}‖S^12 (u^λ − u)‖ = 0. The problem here is not merely technical, but substantial and it reflects the different nature of the problem at hand. Indeed, as we will detail in Section 5.4, a strong limit point simply does not exist but this is not needed for the invariance principle.

We will now give the proof Theorem 2.9. After that, in Section 3 we will construct the family {v^{λ,n}}_{λ,n} and then verify that it satisfies conditions (2.17)– (2.20) in Sections 4 and 5.

Proof of Theorem 2.9. For brevity, throughout the proof we write ς^2 = 1 + σ^2(α). Let (Ω, F, (F_t)_{t≥0}, P) be the annealed filtered space defined above (2.6).

We split the proof in four steps. In the first, we determine the one-time semiquenched CLT for the first coordinate of the SRBP. This is the step in which all the conditions (2.17)-(2.20) are exploited. The second extends the CLT to the second coordinate while the third to multiple times. At last, as a consequence of the above and tightness, we obtain the annealed invariance principle.

Step 1. Let X be the SRBP in (2.1) and fix t ≥ 0. By definition, the semi-quenched CLT for the first coordinate follows once we show that for all θ ∈ R

lim_{ε→0} E | |E[e^{ιθe1Xεt} |F0] − e^{− 12 ς2θ2t} | | = 0 . (2.21)

where X^ε is the diffusively rescaled SRBP, i.e. X^ε_t^{def}= εX_{t/ε}2 , and e_1X^ε_t denotes its first coordinate.

Fix n ∈ N and consider the Dynkin martingale M(v^{ε2,n}) in (2.14) associated to the observable v^{λ,n} ∈ dom(L) in the statement, with λ = ε^2. Let ς^2_ε^{def}= E[(M_1(v^{ε2,n}) + e_1B_1)^2] and denote the diffusively rescaled martingale and Brownian motion as M^ε_t^{def}= εM_{t/ε}2 (v^{ε2,n}), B^{ε def}= εB_{t/ε}2 . Then, we can bound E | |E[e^{ιθe1Xεt} |F0] − e^{− 12 ς2θ2t} | | ≤ (I) + (II) + (III)

where (I), (II), (III) are defined according to

(I)^{def}= E | |e^{ιθe1Xεt} − e^{ιθ(M εt +e1Bεt )} | | , (II)^{def}= E | |E[e^{ιθ(M εt +e1Bεt )}|F0] − e^{− 12 ς2ε θ2t} | | , (III)^{def}= | | |e^{− 12 ς2ε θ2t} − e^{− 12 ς2θ2t} | | | , and we will treat each of them separately.

First, we control (I). With F^ε_t = ε ∫_{t/ε}2 0 γf(η_s)ds as defined in 2.12, we have e_1X^ε_t = e_1F^ε_t + e_1B^ε_t . Then,

(I) ≤ θ(E[(M^ε_t − e_1F^ε_t )^2])^{12}

and it suffices to show that the right hand side converges to 0 in the double limit for ε → 0 first and n → ∞ after. Applying Dynkin’s formula to the observable v^{ε2,n}, we deduce that

M^ε_t − e_1F^ε_t = εv^{ε2,n}(η_{t/ε}2 ) − εv^{ε2,n}(η_0) − ε^3 ∫_{t/ε}2 0 v^{ε2,n}(η_s)ds +ε ∫_{t/ε}2 0 ((ε^2 − L)v^{ε2,n}(η_s) − γf_1)ds .

(2.22)

For the first three terms at the right hand side, we use stationarity, (1.17) and Jensen’s inequality, so that E | |εv_ε^2_{,n}(η_{t/ε2} ) − εv_ε^2_{,n}(η_0) − ε_3 ∫_{t/ε}2 0 v^{ε2,n}(η_s)ds | |^2 ≲ (1 + t_2) ε_2‖v_ε^2_{,n}‖_2

which vanishes thanks to (2.17). For the other term, we apply the Itô trick (2.8) with p = 2 and λ = ε^2, which gives E | |ε ∫_{t/ε}2 0 [(ε^2 − L)v^{ε2,n}(η_s) − γf_1]ds | |^2

≲ (t + t^2)‖(ε^2 + S)^{− 12} [(ε^2 − L)v^{ε2,n} − γf_1]‖^2

whose convergence to 0 is guaranteed by (2.18).

For (II), we apply the triangular version of the Martingale CLT given in Theorem B.1 to the martingale M^{(ε)} = M(v^{ε2,n}) + e_1B, whose scaled version is M^{ε def}= εM^{(ε)}_{t/ε2} = M^ε + e_1B^ε, for which we need to verify conditions (B.1)-(B.3). Notice first that, by (2.15) and Itô’s isometry, the quadratic variation of M^{(ε)} is given by

⟨M^{(ε)}⟩_t = ∫_t 0 q^{ε2,n}(η_s)ds + 2 ∫_t 0 ∇_1v^{ε2,n}(η_s)ds + t ,

E[⟨M^{(ε)}⟩_t] = tσ^2_ε2_{,n} + t

(2.23)

where we used that E_π [∇_1v^{ε2,n}] = 0. Since σ^2_{ε2,n} is bounded uniformly in ε, n in view of (2.19), (B.1) holds. To check (B.2), we brutally estimate

E[⟨M^{(ε)}⟩^2_1] ≲ E[⟨M(v^{ε2,n})⟩^2_1] + 1 ≲ E [ ∫ 1 0 (q^{ε2,n}(η_s))^2ds ] + 1 ≲_n E_π [q^{ε2,n}] + 1 = σ^2_ε2_{,n} + 1 where in the second step we used Jensen’s inequality, in the third stationarity and in the last Gaussian hypercontractivity [Jan97, Theorem 5.10]. Hence, (B.2) follows once again by (2.19). For (B.3), by (2.23) and (2.8) we have sup s≤t/ε^2 ε^4Var⟨M^{(ε)}⟩_s = sup_{s≤t/ε2} ε^4E | | ∫_s 0 [q^{ε2,n}(η_r) − σ^2_ε2_{,n}]dr + 2 ∫_s 0 ∇_1v^{ε2,n}(η_r)dr | |^2

≲ tε^2 ( ‖(ε^2 + S)^{− 12} (q^{ε2,n} − σ^2_ε2_{,n})‖^2 + ‖(ε^2 + S)^{− 12} ∇_1v^{ε2,n}‖^2 ) ≤ tε^2‖(ε^2 + S)^{− 12} (q^{ε2,n} − σ^2_ε2_{,n})‖^2 + tε^2‖v^{ε2,n}‖^2

and the right hand side converges to 0 thanks to (2.20) and (2.17).

At last, we are left with (III) which in turn is a consequence of (2.23) and (2.19).

Step 2. Here, we use isotropy to translate the result of step 1 to the joint coordinate process in R^2 . More precisely, for any rotation matrix U ∈ SO(2), if X solves (2.1) in the environment ω and with driver B, then X̃^{def}= UX solves again (2.1) but with (ω̃, B̃)^{def}= (Uω ∘ U^{−1}, UB) in place of (ω, B). Hence, for θ = (θ_1, θ_2) ∈ R^2 , letting U ∈ SO(2) be a matrix sending the canonical basis element e_1 ∈ R^2 to (θ_1/θ, θ_2/θ), we obtain E[e^{ιθ·Xεt} |F_0] = E[e^{ι|θ|e1U −1X̃εt} |F_0]^{law}= E[e^{ι|θ|e1Xεt} |F_0] where in the last step, we used rotational invariance of both ω and B. We can therefore use the previous step to conclude

lim_{ε→0} E|E[e^{ιθ·Xεt} |F_0] − e^{− 12 ς2|θ|2t}| = 0 . (2.24)

Step 3. We show semi-quenched convergence for the finite dimensional distributions, which is an easy consequence of the following claim. Let θ ∈ R^2 , 0 ≤ s ≤ t and {Y^ε}_{ε>0} a collection of random variables such that for every ε > 0, Y^ε is F_{s/ε}2 - measurable, then lim_{ε→0} E|E[e^{iY ε} (e^{ιθ·(Xεt −Xεs )} − e^{− 12 ς2|θ|2(t−s)})|F_0]| = 0 . (2.25) Indeed, we have E|E[e^{iY ε} (e^{ιθ·(Xεt −Xεs )} − e^{− 12 ς2|θ|2(t−s)})|F_0]| = E|E[E[e^{iY ε} (e^{ιθ·(Xεt −Xεs )} − e^{− 12 ς2|θ|2(t−s)})|F_{s/ε}2 ]|F_0]| ≤ E|E[(e^{ιθ·(Xεt −Xεs )} − e^{− 12 ς2|θ|2(t−s)})|F_{s/ε}2 ]| . By stationarity of (η_t)_{t≥0} and independence of (B^ε_t − B^ε_s )_{t≥s} and F_{s/ε}2 , under the annealed law P we have E[(e^{ιθ·(Xεt −Xεs )} − e^{− 12 ς2|θ|2(t−s)})|F_{s/ε}2 ]^{law}= E[(e^{ιθ·Xεt−s} − e^{− 12 ς2|θ|2(t−s)})|F_0] so that (2.25) follows from (2.24).

Now, to prove (1.9) we proceed by induction on the number of increments n. For n = 1, the result is a consequence of (2.25) under the choice Y^ε = 0. For the general case, let θ_1, . . . , θ_n ∈ R^2 and 0 ≤ t_0 ≤ · · · ≤ t_n and note that the left hand side of (1.9) equals e^{− 12 ς2|θn|2(tn−tn−1 )} ∫ | |E [eι^{∑n−1}_{k=1} θk·(X^ε_{tk} −X^ε_{tk−1} )] − e_−^1_{2 ς}^{2 ∑n−1}_{k=1 |θk|}^2_{(tk−tk−1)} | |π(dω) + ∫ | |E [eι^{∑n−1}_{k=1} θk·(X^ε_{tk} −X^ε_{tk−1} )(eιθn·(X^ε_{tn} −X^ε_{tn−1} ) − e^1_{2 ς}^2_{|θn|}^2_{(tn−tn−1 )})] | |π(dω) . Therefore, in the limit ε → 0, the first summand vanishes by the induction hypothesis, while the second by (2.25).

Step 4. At last, the semi-quenched convergence of the finite dimensional distributions proved in the previous step implies convergence of the finite dimensional distributions with respect to the annealed measure P. Combining this with the tightness proved in Proposition 2.6, the invariance principle follows.

3 A good family of observables

The goal of this section is to introduce the family of observables {v^{λ,n}}_{λ,n} in Theorem 2.9. To motivate it, let ψ ∈ ΓL^2_1 be given, and recall that, for the Kipnis- Varadhan program, one would like to consider the solution u^λ of the resolvent equation, (λ − L)u^λ = ψ. In order to derive its properties, the approach followed in [KLO12] consists of truncating the generator at a given chaos n ∈ N sufficiently high, obtaining estimates which are uniform in n, and then passing to the limit. To be precise, for fixed n, one looks at the solution u^{λ,n} ∈ ΓL^2_{≤n} of

(λ − Π_nLΠ_n)u^{λ,n} = ψ (3.1)

where Π_n : ΓL^2 → ΓL^2_{≤n} is the canonical projection operator. Upon writing it in its chaos components, (3.1) reduces to a finite system of n linear equations and its solution is given by u^{λ,n} = ∑_n j=0 u^{λ,n}_j ∈ ΓL^2_{≤n}, where we set u^{λ,n}_0 = 0. The j-th component u^{λ,n}_j can be computed recursively according to

u^{λ,n}_j = (λ + S+ T^λ_{n−j})^{−1}(A_+u^{λ,n}_{j−1} + Π_j ψ) (3.2)

where Π_j ψ = 0 for all j ≠ 1, and the operators T^λ_j are defined according to

T_0 ≡ 0 , and T^λ_{j+1} = −A_−(λ + S+ T^λ_j )^{−1} A_+ . (3.3)

Formally, one expects that, by taking n → ∞, for every j ∈ N, u^{λ,n}_j converges to the j-th component of the solution u^λ to the resolvent equation, and the latter should, heuristically, have the same structure as the right hand side of (3.2) but with the operator T^λ_{n−j} replaced by the operator T^λ given by the fixed point of the relation in (3.3), i.e. T^λ should satisfy

T^λ = −A_−(λ + S+ T^λ)^{−1} A_+ . (3.4)

The idea, first explored in [CGT23] in the context of the Stochastic Burgers Equation in the critical dimension d = 2, is that, even though it might be difficult to directly study T^λ and, in particular, its behaviour for λ small, it is possible to derive an approximate fixed point for (3.4) which can then be used to define the family {v^{λ,n}}_{λ,n} (see Definition 3.4). The existence and properties of such an approximate fixed point are the content of the so-called replacement lemma, that we will shortly state and prove. That said, compared to [CGT23], in the present context we face an additional difficulty. Indeed, the replacement only holds for the operators A_± restricted to a (sufficiently large) region, which we will call the bulk region. The residual region, which will be referred to as the nuisance region, needs to be handled in an entirely different way and turns out to be small only because of a non-trivial cancellation of terms.

While the analysis of the nuisance region is deferred to the next section, the rest of this section is organised as follows. At first, we derive some preliminary estimates on the operators A_± (a generalised version of the so-called graded sector condition), then rigorously introduce bulk and nuisance region, state and prove the replacement lemma and conclude with the definition of the family {v^{λ,n}}_{λ,n}.

3.1 An (alternative) graded sector condition The bulk of the work in [HTV12] for d ≥ 3, and the reason why the Kipnis-Varadhan program can be directly applied, is the verification of the so-called graded sector condition [SVY00] which requires that, when restricted to ΓL^2_n, the operator A_+ satisfies ‖S^{− 1}2 A_+S^{− 1}2 ‖_{ΓL}2_{n→ΓL}2_{n+1} ≤ c(n + 1)^β , for some β ∈ (0, 1) (in [HTV12], β = 1/2). As can be directly checked, in dimension d = 2, the graded sector condition fails in that the operator norm is simply unbounded. To bypass the problem, we introduce a mass λ > 0 and look at ‖(λ + S)^{− 1}2 A_+S^{− 1}2 ‖_{ΓL}2_{n→ΓL}2_{n+1} . Our goal is to prove that, upon choosing γ as in (2.9), the previous is indeed bounded and satisfies the same bound as in d ≥ 3. We will formulate a more general version of this result, but to do so, we need to introduce a “local” version A^R of A.

Let R be a measurable subset of (R^2 )^2 and, throughout the paper, we will denote by R(p, q), p, q ∈ R^2 , the characteristic function associated to R, i.e.

R(p, q)^{def}= 1_R(p, q) , p, q ∈ R^2 . (3.5)

We define the operator A^{R def}= A^R_+ + A^R_−, where A^R_+, A^R_− are such that A^R_+|_{H0} =

A^R_−|_{H0⊕H1} = 0 and act on ψ ∈ ΓL^2_n according to

A^R_+ψ(p_{1:n+1})^{def}= γ n + 1 n+1∑ i=1 R(p_i, p_{[1:(n+1)\i]}) p_i · p_{[1:(n+1)\i]} ψ(p_{1:(n+1)\i}) ,

A^R_−ψ(p_{1:n−1})^{def}= γn ∫^ V (q) |q|^2 R(q, p_{[1:n−1]}) q · p_{[1:n−1]} ψ(q, p_{1:n−1})dq . (3.6)

These operators satisfy the same adjoint relationship as before, i.e. (A^R_±)^∗ = −A^R_∓, and coincide with A_± in (2.4) provided R = (R^2 )^2. One should think of the regional restriction as a mean for redefining the scalar product p · q as (p · q)R(p, q) and we shall later choose the region R in such a way that the adjusted scalar product has an improved behaviour.

We further split the operator A_+ into its constituent parts, a procedure whose crucial role in our analysis will become clearer in the next section. Notice first that the definition of the operators in (3.6) naturally extend to elements in L^2_C (μ_n) that are not necessarily symmetric with respect to permutation of their variables. Slightly abusing notations, we will still write ‖·‖, ⟨·, ·⟩ for the norm and inner product on the larger space L^2_C (μ)^{def}= ⊕^∞_{n=0}L^2_C (μ_n). For ψ ∈ L^2_C (μ_n), the action of A^R_+ on ψ can be decomposed as A^R_+ψ = ∑_{n+1} i=1 A^R_+[i]ψ where A^R_+[i] corresponds to the i’th constituent in the sum for A^R_+, i.e.

A^R_+[i]ψ^{def}= γ n + 1 p_i · p_{[1:(n+1)\i]}R(p_i, p_{[1:(n+1)\i]})ψ(p_{1:(n+1)\i}) . (3.7)

The function A^R_+[i]ψ is not in general symmetric, even in the case where ψ is.

Lemma 3.1 Let T be the extension to L^2_C (μ) of a non-negative diagonal operator with multiplier τ (see Definition 1.5). Let R be a measurable subset of (R^2 )^2 and, for λ > 0, n ∈ N and ψ ∈ ΓL^2_n, set φ^{R def}= (λ + S+ T)^{− 1}2 A^R_+S^{− 1}2 ψ and

φ^R[i]^{def}= (λ + S+ T)^{− 12} A^R_+[i]S^{− 12} ψ , i = 1, . . . , n + 1 . (3.8)

Then, the norm of φ^R can be decomposed as ‖φ^R‖^2 = ⟨ψ, M^λψ⟩ + n+1∑ i≠i^′=1 ⟨φ^R[i], φ^R[i^′]⟩ , (3.9)

where the second sum will be referred to as the off-diagonal term, while the first, as the diagonal. In the above, M^λ is the diagonal non-negative operator on L^2_C (μ) with multiplier m^λ given by

m^λ(q) = 2γ^2 ∫ R^2 V̂ (p) cos2(θ)R(p, q) λ +^1_2 |p + q|^2 + τ(p + q) dp (3.10)

where for p ∈ R^d , we write θ = θ(p, q) for the angle between p and q.

Proof. Thanks to the notations introduced above, φ^R can be written as φ^R = ∑_{n+1} i=1 φ^R[i], which implies that

‖φ^R‖^2 = n+1∑ i=1 ‖φ^R[i]‖^2 + n+1∑ i≠i^′=1 ⟨φ^R[i], φ^R[i^′]⟩ . While the second summand corresponds to the off-diagonal term, for the first note that φ^R[i] can be explicitly written as

φ^R[i](p_{1:n+1}) = √ 2γ n + 1 p_i · p_{[1:n+1\i]}R(p_i, p_{[1:n+1\i]})ψ(p_{1:n+1\i}) (λ +^1_2 |p_{[1:n+1]}|^2 + τ(p_{[1:n+1]}))^12 |p_{[1:n+1\i]}|

. (3.11)

A simple change of variables shows that ‖φ^R[i]‖^2 is independent of i, so that the diagonal term equals n+1∑ i=1 ‖φ^R[i]‖^2 = (n + 1)‖φ^R[n + 1]‖^2 = 2γ^2 n + 1 ∫ |p_{n+1} · p_{[1:n]}|^2R(p_{n+1}, p_{[1:n]})|ψ(p_{1:n})|^2 (λ +^1_2 |p_{[1:(n+1)]}|^2 + τ(p_{[1:(n+1)]}))|p_{[1:n]}|^2 μ_{n+1}(dp_{1:n+1}) = ∫ μ_n(dp_{1:n})|ψ(p_{1:n})|^2 ( 2γ^2 ∫ dp V̂ (p) cos2(θ)R(p, p_{[1:n]}) λ +^1_2 |p + p_{[1:n]}|^2 + τ(p + p_{[1:n]}) )

where in the last step we expanded the scalar product, set θ = θ(p, p_{[1:n]}), and replaced μ_{n+1} with μ_n (see (1.19)). Since the quantity in parenthesis equals m^λ(p_{[1:n]}), the proof is concluded.

We are now ready to give our generalised version of the graded sector condition.

Lemma 3.2 (The Graded Sector Condition) In the same setting of Lemma 3.1, upon choosing γ according to (2.9), the following bounds hold uniformly over λ ∈ (0, 1),

‖(λ + S+ T)^{− 12} A^R_+S^{− 12} ‖^2_{ΓL2n→ΓL}2_{n+1} ≲ n + 1 , (3.12)

‖S^{− 12} A^R_−(λ + S+ T)^{− 12} ‖^2_{ΓL}2_{n+1→ΓL2n} ≲ n + 1 . (3.13)

Proof. In order to establish (3.12), we look at (3.9) and apply Cauchy-Schwarz to the off-diagonal term, from which we deduce

‖(λ + S+ T)^{− 12} A^R_+S^{− 12} ψ‖^2 ≤ (n + 1)⟨ψ, M^λψ⟩

where M^λ is the non-negative diagonal operator with multiplier m^λ given in (3.10). Bounding the indicator function R(·, ·) and the cosine by 1 and using that τ is nonnegative, we obtain ⟨ψ, M^λψ⟩ ≲ ∫ μ_n(dp_{1:n})|ψ(p_{1:n})|^2 ( γ^2 ∫ dp V̂ (p) λ +^1_2 |p_{[1:n]} + p|^2 ) .

An argument similar to that in (2.11) shows that uniformly in q ∈ R^2 and λ ∈ (0, 1), we have γ^2 ∫ dp V̂ (p) λ +^1_2 |q + p|^2

≲ 1 (3.14)

so that (3.12) follows at once. To conclude the proof it remains to show (3.13), which in turn can be deduced from (3.12) by duality.

3.2 The replacement lemma and the family {v^{n,λ}}_{n,λ} As we are interested in the large scales of the environment (and of the SRBP), it is no surprise that the relevant behaviour comes from small Fourier modes and, more specifically, from those modes at which Sis small, i.e. |p_{[1:n]}| = | ∑ p_i| ≈ 0. There are two ways in which this quantity can be small, either all the modes are small (bulk region) or they are order one but cancel each others out (nuisance region).

More precisely, for κ ∈ (0, 1), we define the bulk region B^κ and its complement, the nuisance region, N^κ as

B^{κ def}= {(p, q) ∈ (R^2 )^2 : |p + q| ≥ κ|q|} and N^{κ def}= (B^κ)^c . (3.15)

Note that these regions are not symmetric in p and q, and that, by triangle inequality, we have B^κ ⊆ {(p, q): |p + q| ≥ max{κ|q|,^κ_{1+κ} |p|}} N^κ ⊆ {(p, q): |p + q| < min{κ|q|,^κ_{1−κ} |p|},^1_{1+κ} |p| < |q| <^1_{1−κ} |p|} (3.16)

In particular, in the nuisance region, |p+q| ≲_κ min{|p|, |q|} and in the bulk region, |p + q| ≳_κ max{|p|, |q|}. As a convention, we mostly consider κ =^1_3 , and we write B, N for B^13 , N^13 respectively.

Before stating the replacement lemma, we need to introduce the approximate fixed point operator of (3.4) which is a diagonal operator (see Definition 1.5) given by an order one perturbation of S. To do so, let g and ℓ^λ be the functions on [0, ∞) defined according to

g(y)^{def}= √ 4πy + 1 − 1 , and ℓ^λ(y)^{def}= γ^2 log ( 1 + 1 λ + y ) . (3.17)

Then, we set G^λ to be operator on ΓL^2 given by

G^{λ def}= g(ℓ^λ(S)) (3.18)

so that in particular G^λ is non-negative and diagonal with multiplier g^λ(p)^{def}= g ∘ ℓ^λ(^1_2 |p|^2), p ∈ R^2 .

Lemma 3.3 (Replacement Lemma) Let G^λ be the non-negative diagonal operator on ΓL^2 given by (3.18) with multiplier g^λ. Then, there exists a constant C > 0 such that for all λ ∈ (0, 1), n ∈ N and ψ_1, ψ_2 ∈ ΓL^2_n, we have

|⟨ψ_1, S^{− 12} R_λS^{− 12} ψ_2⟩| ≤ Cγ^2n‖ψ_1‖‖ψ_2‖ (3.19) where R_λ is the operator given by

R_λ^{def}= −A^B_−(λ + S+ SG^λ)^{−1}A^B_+ − SG^λ (3.20)

and B is the bulk region defined in (3.15).

Before proving the statement, let us make a few remarks and see how to use it to define the family of observables {v^{λ,n}}_{λ,n}. An immediate corollary of (3.19) is that the operator norm of R_λ in (3.20) on ΓL^2_n satisfies

‖S^{− 12} R_λS^{− 12} ‖^2_{ΓL}2_{n→ΓL}2_n ≲ γ^2n (3.21)

which, since we assume γ to be chosen according to weak coupling, i.e. as in (2.9), implies that for n fixed, the left hand side vanishes as λ → 0. In other words, on any given chaos, SG^λ is an approximate fixed point to (3.4) uniformly over λ, at least when replacing A_± with A^B_±. As we will see, this is enough for our purposes and, in line with the heuristic provided at the beginning of the section, we can give the definition of the family of observables we will be considering hereafter.

Definition 3.4 (Replacement Equation) For λ ∈ (0, 1), m ≤ n ∈ N and f ∈ ΓL^2_m, we define v^{λ,n} = ∑_n j=m v^{λ,n}_j ∈ ΓL^2_{≤n} to be the solution of the replacement equation with input f, which is given by

v^{λ,n}_j = (λ + S+ SG^λ)^{−1}(A^B_+v^{λ,n}_{j−1} + Π_j f) , j = m, . . . , n (3.22)

with the convention that v^λ_{m−1} = 0.

We now turn to the proof of Lemma 3.3 which crucially relies on the fact that, in the bulk region, the off-diagonal terms in (3.9) are small. This is the content of the next result.

Lemma 3.5 Let T be a non-negative diagonal operator with multiplier τ. For n ∈ N, ψ_1, ψ_2 ∈ ΓL^2_n and i, j = 1, . . . , n + 1, define φ^B_1 [i], φ^B_2 [j] according to (3.8) with ψ replaced by ψ_1 and ψ_2 respectively and with the choice R = B. Then, uniformly over λ ∈ (0, 1), we have | | | ∑ i≠j ⟨φ^B_1 [i], φ^B_2 [j]⟩ | | | ≲ γ^2n‖ψ1‖‖ψ2‖ . Proof. A simple change of variables shows that the scalar product in the sum does not depend on the specific values of i and j, as long as they are different. Hence, ∑ i≠j ⟨φ^B_1 [i], φ^B_2 [j]⟩ = n(n + 1)⟨φ^B_1 [1], φ^B_2 [2]⟩

and we are left to control the absolute value of the right hand side. Thanks to the explicit expression in (3.11), we have

n(n + 1)|⟨φ^B_1 [1], φ^B_2 [2]⟩| ≤ 2γ^2 ∫ Φ_1[1](p_{1:n+1})Φ_2[2](p_{1:n+1})μ_{n+1}(dp_{1:n+1})

≤ 2γ^2 ∏ ℓ=1,2 ( ∫ |p_{[1:n+1\ℓ]}| |p_{[1:n+1\({1,2}\ℓ)]}| Φ_ℓ[ℓ]^2μ_{n+1}(dp_{1:n+1}) )_{1/2}

where, in the second step we applied Cauchy-Schwarz, and in the first the functions Φ_ℓ[i] for ℓ = 1, 2 and i = 1, . . . , n + 1 are given by

Φ_ℓ[i](p_{1:n+1})^{def}= |p_i|B(p_i, p_{[1:n+1\i]}) (λ + |p_{1:n+1}|^2)^12 |ψ_ℓ(p_{1:n+1\i})| . Since the two factors above can be treated in exactly the same way, we consider only the case ℓ = 1. Note that if (p_1, p_{[2:n+1]}) ∈ (R^2 )^2 are such that B(p_1, p_{[2:n+1]}) = 1 then necessarily |p_{[1:n+1]}|^2 ≳ |p_1|^2 + |p_{[2:(n+1)]}|^2.

Therefore, we get ∫ |p_{[2:n+1]}| |p_{[1:n+1\2]}|

Φ_1[1](p_{1:n+1})^2μ_{n+1}(dp_{1:n+1}) ≲ ∫ |p_{[2:n+1]}| |p_{[1:n+1\2]}|

|p_1|^2|ψ_1(p_{2:(n+1)})|^2 λ + |p_1|^2 + |p_{[2:n+1]}|^2 μ_{n+1}(dp_{1:n+1})

= (n + 1) ∫ μ_n(dp_{2:n+1})|ψ_1(p_{2:n+1})|^2 ∫^ V (p_1)|p_{[2:n+1]}|dp_1 |p_{[1:n+1\2]}|(λ + |p_1|^2 + |p_{[2:(n+1)]}|^2)

and, by Lemma A.1, it follows that the inner integral is uniformly bounded in λ and p_{[2:n+1]}, from which the statement follows at once.

Proof of Lemma 3.3. For ℓ = 1, 2 and i = 1, ..., n + 1, let φ^B_ℓ [i] ∈ ΓL^2_{n+1} be as in the proof of Lemma 3.5 with T = SG^λ. Notice that, since (A^B_+)^∗ = −A^B_−, the left-hand side of (3.19) is given by

|⟨ψ_1, S^{− 12} R_λS^{− 12} ψ_2⟩| = |⟨ψ_1, [ − S^{− 12} A^B_−(λ + S+ SG^λ)^{−1} A^B_+S^{− 12} − G^λ]ψ_2⟩| = |⟨φ^B_1 , φ^B_2 ⟩ − ⟨ψ_1, G^λψ_2⟩| ≤ |⟨ψ_1, M^λψ_2⟩ − ⟨ψ_1, G^λψ_2⟩| + ∑ i≠j |⟨φ^B_1 [i], φ^B_2 [j]⟩| where in the second step we used that A_− = −A^∗_+ and the definition of φ^B in Lemma 3.1 with T = G^λ and R being the bulk region B = B^13 in (3.15), while in the last, (3.9) for M^λ the diagonal operator with multiplier m^λ defined as in (3.10) with τ given by τ(p) =^1_2 |p|^2 g^λ(p), p ∈ R^2 (see (3.18)). Now, Lemma 3.5 implies that the off-diagonal term is bounded above by the right hand side of (3.19). For the other, it suffices to show that

sup_p |m^λ(p) − g^λ(p)| ≲ γ^2 (3.23)

which in turn is proven in Lemma A.4. Therefore, the proof of the replacement lemma is concluded.

4 Estimates for the approximate solutions

In this section, we derive crucial estimates on the solution to the replacement equation v^{λ,n} given in Definition 3.4 with generic input f ∈ ΓL^2_m, m ∈ N. These estimates are essential not only to verify conditions (2.17) and (2.18) of Theorem 2.9, where the family (v^{λ,n} : λ ∈ (0, 1), n ∈ N) corresponds to the choice f = γf_1, but also in the proof of Theorem 1.4, for which a more general f will be needed.

More precisely, our goal is to prove the following proposition. We say that a function f ∈ ΓL^2_m satisfies the reverse triangle inequality with respect to c ∈ (0,^1_2 ), when it holds that supp{f} ⊆ {| | m∑ j=1 p_j | | ≥ c m∑ j=1 |p_j| } . (4.1)

Proposition 4.1 For m ∈ N, c ∈ (0,^1_2 ) and n ≥ m, there exists a constant C = C(n) > 0 and λ̄ = λ̄(c, n) ∈ (0, 1) such that for all λ ∈ (0, λ̄) and for all f ∈ ΓL^2_m satisfying the reverse triangle inequality with respect to c, it holds that

λ‖v^{λ,n} − (λ + S+ SG^λ)^{−1}f‖^2 ≲ γ^2n‖(λ + S)^{− 12} f‖^2 (4.2)

‖(λ + S)^{− 12} [(λ − L)v^{λ,n} − f]‖^2 ≲ n|||f|||^2 + ( 1 n + γ^2C ) ‖(λ + S)^{− 12} f‖^2 (4.3)

where v^{λ,n} is the solution of the replacement equation in Definition 3.4 with input f, and the seminorm on the right hand side is defined as

|||f|||^{2 def}=‖(λ + S)^{− 12} A^N (λ + S+ SG^λ)^{−1}f‖^2

+ ‖(λ + S)^{− 12} A^B_−(λ + S+ SG^λ)^{−1}f‖^2.

(4.4)

Before delving into the details, let us make a few comments. As we will see in Section 4.3, the derivation of (4.2) is significantly simpler as it is a direct consequence of (3.22) and the explicit Fourier representation of the approximate fixed point operator SG^λ (see Lemma 4.7 below). On the other hand, (4.3) requires a much finer control. To see this, note that

(λ − L)v^{λ,n} − f = − A^B_−(λ + S+ SG^λ)^{−1}f + R_λv^{λ,n−1} − (SG^λ + A^B_+)v^{λ,n}_n − A^N v^{λ,n}

(4.5)

where R_λ is given by (3.20). While the first term at the right hand side only depends on f (and is thus inserted in the norm (4.4)) the others require a special treatment. To control R_λv^{λ,n−1}, we use the Replacement Lemma 3.3. In view of the graded sector condition (3.12), (SG^λ + A^B_+)v^{λ,n}_n is bounded but to see its smallness we need to leverage the fact that v^{λ,n}_n ∈ ΓL^2_n, i.e. show that its norm decays (at least polynomially) with n.

The term which creates the most difficulties though is A^N v^{λ,n}, whose analysis requires a deeper understanding of how A restricted to the nuisance region N acts on v^{λ,n}. In the language of Lemma 3.1, it is not the case that the off-diagonal terms are lower order. Contrary to what happens for A^B, diagonal and off-diagonals have the same order (see Appendix D). That said, we will show that ‖(λ + S)^{−1/2}A^N φ‖ is indeed negligible due to cancellation of these terms, but only if φ has a suitable structure which ultimately lead us to impose condition (4.1) on f.

The rest of the section is organised as follows. In Section 4.1, we study the nuisance region and derive a suitable bound on A^N v^{λ,n}. This is then used in Section 4.2 to obtain weighted a priori estimates on the norms of v^{λ,n}. At last, in Section 4.3, we put together the results in the previous sections and complete the proof of Proposition 4.1.

4.1 Controlling the nuisance region N The main result of this section is the following, which we shall later apply to the case ψ = S^12 v^{λ,n}_j .

Lemma 4.2 Let λ ∈ (0, 1) and n ∈ N, n ≥ 2. Assume ψ ∈ ΓL^2_{n−1} satisfies (4.1) with respect to some c ∈ (0,^1_2 ). Let φ^B = (λ + S + SG^λ)^{− 1}2 A^B_+S^{− 1}2 ψ be as in Lemma 3.1 under the choice R = B and T = SG^λ. Then, for σ ∈ {+, −} it holds that

‖(λ + S)^{− 12} A^N_σ (λ + S+ SG^λ)^{− 12} φ^B ‖^2 ≲ γ^2n^2c^{−4}‖ψ‖^2 . (4.6)

The bound in (4.6) resembles a double application of the Graded Sector Condition Lemma 3.2 (hence the quadratic term n^2 at the right hand side), but with one crucial difference: we have gained a factor depending on the vanishing coupling constant γ which ensures that the contribution is indeed negligible.

The reverse triangle inequality condition is not restrictive since, as we will see in Corollary 4.4, for v^{λ,n} this is naturally induced via the repeated restriction to the bulk region B in its recursive definition (see (3.22)) and the corresponding assumption placed on f.

Proof of Lemma 4.2 for σ = +. Let χ^{N def}= (λ + S)^{− 1}2 A^N_+ (λ + S + SG^λ)^{− 1}2 φ^B . We now expand both A^N_+ and A^B_+, in the definition of φ^B , in terms of their constituents. More precisely, we write χ^N = ∑ i,j χ^N [i, j], the sum running over i ≠ j ∈ {1, . . . , n + 1}, with χ^N [i, j] the term in which p_i was created by A^N_+ and p_j by A^B_+ and defined according to

χ^N [i, j]^{def}= (λ + S)^{− 12} A^N_+ [i](λ + S+ SG^λ)^{− 12} φ^B [j_i] (4.7)

where j_i^{def}= j if i > j and j_i^{def}= j − 1 if i ≤ j, and φ^B [·] given by (3.8). For later use, note that χ^N [i, j] and φ^B [j_i] have an explicit representation, which is

χ^N [i, j](p_{1:n+1}) = γ n + 1

N(p_i, p_{[1:n+1\i]})(p_i · p_{[1:n+1\i]})φ^B [j_i](p_{1:n+1\i}) (λ +^1_2 |p_{[1:n+1]}|^2)^12 (λ +^1_2 |p_{[1:n+1\i]}|^2[1 + g^λ])^12 (4.8)

φ^B [j_i](p_{1:n+1\i}) = √ 2γ n B(p_j, p_{[1:n+1\i,j]})(p_j · p_{[1:n+1\i,j]})ψ(p_{1:n+1\i,j} ) (λ +^1_2 |p_{[1:n+1\i]}|^2[1 + g^λ])^12 |p_{[1:n+1\i,j]}|

(4.9)

where, to shorten the notation, we omitted the argument of g^λ. Furthermore, the following basic bounds, which will be used throughout the proof, hold |χ^N [i, j](p_{1:n+1})| ≲ γ n + 1 N(p_i, p_{[1:n+1\i]})|p_i||φ^B [j_i](p_{1:n+1\i})| (λ + |p_{[1:n+1]}|^2)^12

, (4.10) |φ^B [j_i](p_{1:n+1\i})| ≲ γ n B(p_j, p_{[1:n+1\i,j]})|p_j ||ψ(p_{1:n+1\i,j} )| (λ + |p_j|^2 + |p_{[1:n+1\i,j]}|^2)^12

. (4.11)

where (4.11) follows from invoking the bulk region B.

Our goal is to estimate the norm of χ^N . By a simple change of variables, we have ‖χ^N ‖^2 = n(n + 1)[(I) + (II) + (III) + (IV)] (4.12) where

(I) = n+1∑ j=3 ⟨χ^N [1, 2], χ^N [1, j]⟩ , (II) = n+1∑ j=3 ⟨χ^N [1, 2], χ^N [2, j]⟩ ,

(III) = n+1∑ j=3 n+1∑ k≠j,k=1 ⟨χ^N [1, 2], χ^N [j, k]⟩ , (IV) = ⟨χ^N [1, 2], χ^N [1, 2] + χ^N [2, 1]⟩.

We will bound each of the terms (I)−(IV) separately and ultimately deduce that (4.6) holds for A^N_+ .

Bound on (I) and (II). We claim that, uniformly over λ ∈ (0, 1) and n ∈ N, we have

(I) ∨ (II) ≲ γ^2 n ‖ψ‖^2 . (4.13)

To see (4.13) for (I), we bound χ^N [1, 2] and χ^N [1, j] in their inner product by (4.10) and the indicator of the nuisance region by 1, thus obtaining |⟨χ^N [1, 2], χ^N [1, j]⟩| ≲ γ^2 (n + 1)^2 ∫ |p_1|^2|φ^B [1](p_{2:n+1})φ^B [j − 1](p_{2:n+1})| (λ + |p_{[1:n+1]}|^2) μ_{n+1}(dp_{1:n+1}) , ≤ 1 (n + 1) ∫ |φ^B [1](p_{2:n+1})φ^B [j − 1](p_{2:n+1})|μ_n(dp_{1:n}) where we used the definition of μ_n in (1.19), and bounded the integral over p_1 as in (3.14). Since j > 2, the last expression can be bounded as the off-diagonal term in Lemma 3.5 and (4.13) easily follows upon summing up over j.

We now turn to (II). Let R ⊂ R^{2(n+1)} be the region in which both N(p_1 , p_{[2:n+1]}) and N(p_2, p_{[1:n+1\2]}) are 1. Then, applying (4.10) and (4.11) to χ^N [1, 2] and χ^N [2, j] we see that their scalar product is bounded by

γ^4 n^2(n + 1)^2 ∫ R |p_{[3:n+1]}||p_{[1:n+1\2,j]}| λ + |p_{[1:n+1]}|^2

Φ(p_{1:n+1})Φ^′(p_{1:n+1})μ_{n+1}(dp_{1:n+1})

where Φ and Φ^′ are given by

Φ(p_{1:n+1})^{def}= |p_1||p_2||ψ(p_{3:n+1})| |p_{[1:n+1\2,j]}|(λ + |p_2|^2 + |p_{[3:n+1]}|^2)^12 ,

Φ^′(p_{1:n+1})^{def}= |p_2||p_j||ψ(p_{1:n+1\2,j} )| |p_{[3:n+1]}|(λ + |p_j |^2 + |p_{[1:n+1\2,j]}|^2)^12 . By Cauchy-Schwartz, we obtain two terms. The square of the term associated to Φ^′ is

γ^4 n^2(n + 1)^2 ∫ R |p_2|^2|p_j|^2|p_{[1:n+1\2,j]}||ψ(p_{1:n+1\2,j} )|^2μ_{n+1}(dp_{1:n+1}) (λ + |p_{[1:n+1]}|^2)|p_{[3:n+1]}|(λ + |p_j |^2 + |p_{[1:n+1\2,j]}|^2) ≲ γ^2 n(n + 1) ∫ |ψ(p_{1:n−1})|^2μ_{n−1}(dp_{1:n−1}) ∫ |p_{[1:n−1]}|V̂ (q)dq |q + r|(λ + |q|^2 + |p_{[1:n−1]}|^2) ≲ γ^2 n^2

‖ψ‖^2 (4.14)

where in the first step, we used the definition of μ_n in (1.19), applied (3.14) to the integral over p_2 and then changed variables (p_j → q and p_{1:n+1\2,j} → p_{1:n−1}) and, to shorten the notation, set r = p_{[2:n−1]}, while in the second we applied Lemma A.1 to the inner integral.

The square of the term involving Φ is given by

γ^4 n^2(n + 1)^2 ∫ R |p_1|^2|p_2|^2|p_{[3:n+1]}||ψ(p_{3:n+1})|^2μ_{n+1}(dp_{1:n+1}) (λ + |p_{[1:n+1]}|^2)|p_{[1:n+1\2,j]}|(λ + |p_2|^2 + |p_{[3:n+1]}|^2)

. (4.15)

To bound it we would like to lowerbound |p_2|^2 + |p_{[3:n+1]}|^2 ≳ |p_1|^2 + |p_{[3:n+1]}|^2 so as to give an upper bound for the last denominator. This is clearly possible for |p_{[3:n+1]}| >^1_3 |p_1|. If instead |p_{[3:n+1]}| ≤^1_3 |p_1|, we can use the fact that, by definition, N(p_1, p_{2:n+1}) = 1 on R, which guarantees that |p_1 + p_2| − |p_{[3:n+1]}| ≤ 1 2 |p_1|, from which we deduce ||p_1 |−|p_2|| ≤^5_6 |p_1| and therefore conclude |p_2 | ≳ |p_1|. As a consequence, (4.15) is bounded above by a constant times

γ^4 n^2(n + 1)^2 ∫ R |p_1|^2|p_2|^2|p_{[3:n+1]}||ψ(p_{3:n+1})|^2μ_{n+1}(dp_{1:n+1}) (λ + |p_{[1:n+1]}|^2)|p_{[1:n+1\2,j]}|(λ + |p_1|^2 + |p_{[3:n+1]}|^2) .

First, we integrate in p_2, using (3.14), and then over p_1, arguing as in (4.14). Putting these bounds together, we have shown that also (II) satisfies (4.13). Bound on (III). We claim that, uniformly over λ ∈ (0, 1) and n ∈ N, we have

(III) ≲ c^{−4}γ^2‖ψ‖^2 , (4.16)

where c is the constant for which (4.1) holds. Thanks to (4.10) and (4.11), we can upper bound the scalar product between χ^N [1, 2] and χ^N [j, k], for j ∈ {3, . . . , n + 1} and k ∈ {1, . . . , n + 1} \ {j}, via ⟨χ^N [1, 2], χ^N [j, k]⟩ ≲ γ^4 n^2(n + 1)^2 ∫ R∩R^′ Φ(p_{1:n+1})Φ^′(p_{1:n+1}) λ + |p_{[1:n+1]}|^2 μ_{n+1}(dp_{1:n+1})

where R ⊂ R^{2(n+1)} is the region in which

N(p_1, p_{[2:n+1]})B(p_2, p_{[3:n+1]})1_{{|p[3:n+1]|≥c}^∑n+1_{i=3 |pi|}} ≡ 1 (4.17)

with R^′ defined analogously, and Φ is defined as

Φ(p_{1:n+1}) = |p_1||p_2||ψ(p_{3:n+1})| (λ + |p_2|^2 + |p_{[3:n+1]}|^2)^12

while Φ^′ has the same expression as Φ but with 1, 2 replaced by j, k and [3 : n+1] by [1 : n + 1 \ j, k]. Note that our choice of R is justified thanks to the reverse triangle inequality assumption placed on ψ. Using 2ΦΦ^′ ≤ Φ^2 + (Φ^′)^2, we obtain two terms which can be similarly bounded, so we will only focus on the one depending on Φ. This is

γ^4 n(n + 1) ∫ R∩R^′ |ψ(p_{3:n+1})|^2V̂ (p_2)V̂ (p_1)dp_1dp_2μ_{n−1}(dp_{3:n+1}) (λ + |p_{[1:n+1]}|^2)(λ + |p_2|^2 + |p_{[3:n+1]}|^2)

. (4.18)

On R, the reverse triangular inequality ensures that |p_{[3:n+1]}| ≥ c|p_j |, and similarly, on R^′, c|p_2| ≤ |p_{[1:n+1\j,k]}| ≲ |p_{[1:n+1\j]}| ≤ |p_{[1:n+1]}| + |p_j|. Since further, N(p_j, p_{[1:n+1\j]}) = 1, we deduce that |p_2| ≲ c^{−1}|p_j |. Therefore, (4.18) can be bounded above by

γ^4 n(n + 1) ∫ 1_{{|p2|≲c−1|pj |}} λ + c^2|p_j|^2

|ψ(p_{3:n+1})|^2V̂ (p_2)V̂ (p_1)dp_1dp_2μ_{n−1}(dp_{3:n+1}) (λ + |p_{[1:n+1]}|^2) ≲ γ^2 n(n + 1) ∫ |ψ(p_{3:n+1})|^2 λ + c^2|p_j |^2 ( ∫ |p_2|≲c^{−1}|p_j | dp_2 ) μ_{n−1}(dp_{3:n+1}) ≲ c^{−4} γ^2 n^2 ‖ψ‖^2 where we first integrated in p_1 using (3.14). Hence, (4.16) easily follows. Bound on (IV). Among those treated so far, this is the most interesting term since it is the one where a non-trivial cancellation takes place and therefore a finer analysis, which uses the explicit form of χ^N [1, 2] and χ^N [2, 1] is needed. By (4.8), (4.9) and the explicit expression for the measure μ^N in (1.19), we can write

(IV) ≲ γ^2 n(n + 1) ∫ μ_{n−1}(dp_{3:n+1})|ψ(p_{3:n+1})|^2 I(p_{3:n+1}) (4.19)

where I(p_{3:n+1}) is defined according to

I(p_{3:n+1})^{def}= γ^2 ∫ dp_{1:2}

V̂ (p_1)V̂ (p_2) |p_1||p_2||p_{[3:n+1]}| N(p_1, p_{[2:n+1]})B(p_2, p_{[3:n+1]}) (λ + |p_{[1:n+1]}|^2)(λ + |p_2|^2 + |p_{[3:n+1]}|^2)^12 × | | N(p1, p[2:n+1])B(p2, p[3:n+1])(p1 · p[2:n+1])(p2 · p[3:n+1]) λ +^1_2 |p_{[2:n+1]}|^2[1 + g^λ(p_{[2:n+1]})] + N(p_2, p_{[1:n+1\2]})B(p_1, p_{[3:n+1]})(p_2 · p_{[1:n+1\2]})(p_1 · p_{[3:n+1]}) λ +^1_2 |p_{[1:n+1\2]}|^2[1 + g^λ(p_{[1:n+1\2]})] | | (4.20)

and (4.19) follows by applying (4.10) and (4.11) to the first χ^N [1, 2]. As a consequence of Lemma A.5 in Appendix A.3, I is bounded uniformly over p_{3:n+1} ∈ R^{2(n+1)} , which then implies that

(IV) ≲ γ^2 n^2

‖ψ‖^2 . (4.21)

Conclusion. By collecting the bounds obtained in (4.13), (4.16) and (4.21), and plugging them into (4.12), (4.6) for σ = + follows at once.

Before proving Lemma 4.2 for σ = −, we show the following basic lemma, which ensures that the reverse triangle inequality is propagated by the operator A^B_+.

Lemma 4.3 If ψ ∈ ΓL^2_{n−1} satisfies the reverse triangle with respect to c ∈ (0,^1_2 ) (see (4.1)), then so does φ^B with respect to^c_6 .

Proof. Recall the definition of φ^B in Lemma 3.1, and the fact that φ^B = ∑_n j=1 φ^B [j], with φ^B [j] as in (3.8) and the bulk region in (3.15) with κ =^1_3 . Then, for each j we have supp{φ^B [j]} ⊆ { |p_{[1:n]}| ≥^1_6 |p_{[1:n\j]}| +^1_8 |p_j| , |p_{[1:n\j]}| ≥ c n∑ i=1,i≠j |p_i| }

so that, by the triangle inequality and the fact that^c_6 ≤^1_8 , the statement follows.

Proof of Lemma 4.2 for σ = −. By definition of A^N_− in (3.6), we have the bound

|(λ + S)^{− 12} A^N_− (λ + S+ SG^λ)^{− 12} φ^B (p_{1:n−1})| ≲ γn ∫ R V̂ (q) |q|^2 |q||φ^B (q, p_{1:n−1})| |q + p_{[1:n−1]}| dq where, thanks to Lemma 4.3, we can take R ⊂ R^{2n} as the region in which N(q, p_{[1:n−1]}) = 1 intersected with {|q+p_{[1:n−1]} | ≥^c_6 (|q|+ ∑_{n−1} j=1 |p_j |)}. Defining R^′ analogously to R, we get

‖(λ + S)^{− 12} A^N_− (λ + S+ SG^λ)^{− 12} φ^B ‖^2 (4.22)

≤ γ^2n^2 ∫ R∩R^′ μ_{n−1}(p_{1:n−1}) |φ^B (q^′, p_{1:n−1})| |q + p_{[1:n−1]}||q^′| |φ^B (q, p_{1:n−1})| |q^′ + p_{[1:n−1]}||q| V̂ (q)V̂ (q^′)dqdq^′ ≲ γ^2n^2 ∫ μ_{n−1}(p_{1:n−1}) ∫ R V̂ (q)dq |q + p_{[1:n−1]}|^2 ∫ R^′ |φ^B (q^′, p_{1:n−1})|^2 V̂ (q′)dq′ |q^′|^2 where in the last step we used 2ab ≤ a^2 + b^2. Now, thanks to the region R, the integral over q can be estimated as ∫ R V̂ (q)dq |q + p_{[1:n−1]}|^2 ≲ 1 c^2 ( ∑_{n−1} i=1 |p_i| )_2 ∫ {|q+p_{[1:n−1]}|≤ 13 |p_{[1:n−1]}|} dq ≲ c^{−2} .

From this and the definition of μ_n in (1.19), we deduce that (4.22) is bounded above by c^{−2}γ^2n‖φ^B ‖ ≲ c^{−2}γ^2n^2‖ψ‖^2 where the last step is a consequence of (3.13).

We conclude this subsection by showing that the solution of the replacement equation v^{λ,n} in Definition 3.4 satisfies the assumptions of Lemma 4.2.

Corollary 4.4 Let m ∈ N, f ∈ ΓL^2_m and, for λ ∈ (0, 1) and n ≥ m, let v^{λ,n} be the solution to the replacement equation in Definition 3.4. If f satisfies (4.1) for some c ∈ (0,^1_2 ), then so does v^{λ,n}_j , for every j = m, . . . , n, with c replaced by c 6^{m−j} .

In particular, there exists a constant C_N = C_N (c, n) > 0 such that

‖(λ + S)^{− 12} A^N v^{λ,n}‖^2 ≤ C_N γ^2‖S^{12} v^{λ,n}‖^2 + |||f|||^2 (4.23)

where the norm on f at the right hand side is that in (4.4). The C_N above satisfies C_N ≲ c^{−4}n^26^{4n}.

Proof. The proof follows by induction over j. By (3.22), for j = m, we clearly have supp{v^{λ,n}_m } = supp{f}. Assume the result holds for all m ≤ i ≤ j. Set ψ^{def}= S^12 v^{λ,n}_j and note that the definition of φ^B in Lemma 3.1 implies that

(λ + S+ SG^λ)^{12} v^{λ,n}_{j+1} = φ^B . (4.24)

Now, λ + S+ SG^λ is a diagonal operator, hence it is does not alter the support of the functions to which it is applied. Therefore, supp{v^{λ,n}_{j+1}} = supp{φ^B } and the reverse triangle inequality is then implied by Lemma 4.3.

Concerning (4.23), we apply Lemma 4.2 to each of the v^{λ,n}_j . The term |||f||| covers the case j = m. For j > m, using the notation in (4.24) we have

‖(λ + S)^{− 12} A^N v^{λ,n}_{j+1}‖ = ‖(λ + S)^{− 12} A^N (λ + S+ SG^λ)^{− 12} φ^B ‖

≲ γ^2j^2c^{−4}6^{4(m−j)}‖S^{12} v^{λ,n}_j ‖ ≤ C_N γ^2‖S^{12} v^{λ,n}_j ‖

so that, adding the above bounds over j, (4.23) follows at once.

4.2 A priori estimates In order to prove Proposition 4.1, we need a priori estimates on the solution v^{λ,n} which guarantee a polynomial decay in the chaos. These estimates are better expressed in terms of the so-called number operator N : ΓL^2 → ΓL^2 which is defined as Nψ = nψ for ψ ∈ ΓL^2_n.

First we state the desired property for the solution u^{λ,n} of the truncated resolvent equation in (3.1). The proof of the next lemma is completely analogous to that in [CGT23, Proposition 2.8] and therefore omitted.

Lemma 4.5 For m, k ∈ N there exists a constant C = C(m, k) > 0 such that for all λ ∈ (0, 1), f ∈ ΓL^2_m, and n ≥ m it holds that

‖N^k(λ + S)^{12} u^{λ,n}‖^2 ≤ C‖(λ + S)^{− 12} f‖^2 . (4.25)

where u^{λ,n} is the solution of the truncated resolvent equation in (3.1) with input f.

In the next lemma, we port over the estimate of Lemma 4.5 from u^{λ,n} to the solution v^{λ,n} of the replacement equation in Definition 3.4.

Lemma 4.6 For m, k ∈ N there exists a constant C = C(m, k) > 0 such that for all n ≥ m, c ∈ (0, 1) there exists λ̄ = λ̄(k, n, c) ∈ (0, 1), such that for every λ < λ̄, and for every f ∈ ΓL^2_m satisfying the assumptions of Corollary 4.4, it holds that

‖N^k(λ + S)^{12} v^{λ,n}‖^2 ≲ C(‖(λ + S)^{− 12} f‖^2 + (n^{2k} − 1)|||f|||^2) , (4.26)

where v^{λ,n} be the solution of the replacement equation in Definition 3.4 with input f, and ||| · ||| is defined in (4.4).

Proof. We begin by showing (4.26) holds if k = 0. Testing both sides of (4.5) with v^{λ,n} and using the Replacement Lemma 3.3 with ψ_i = S^12 v^{λ,n−1}, i = 1, 2, we obtain ‖(λ + S)^{12} v^{λ,n}‖^2 ≤ ⟨v^{λ,n}, f⟩ + Cnγ^2‖S^{12} v^{λ,n−1}‖^2 . (4.27) The above bound holds since by orthogonality of Fock spaces with different indices, ⟨v^{λ,n}_n , R_λv^{λ,n−1}⟩, ⟨v^{λ,n}, A^B_+ v^{λ,n}_n ⟩, ⟨v^{λ,n}, A^B_+v^{λ,n}_n ⟩ vanish, while ⟨v^{λ,n}, A^N v^{λ,n}⟩ = 0 since A^N is antisymmetric and ⟨v^{λ,n}, SG^λv^{λ,n}_n ⟩ = ⟨v^{λ,n}_n , SG^λv^{λ,n}_n ⟩ ≥ 0.

For the first summand at the right hand side of (4.27), we apply Cauchy-Schwarz so that |⟨v^{λ,n}, f⟩| ≤ 1 2 ‖(λ + S)^{12} v^{λ,n}‖^2 + 1 2 ‖(λ + S)^{− 12} f‖^2 .

For the other, we bound ‖S^12 v^{λ,n−1}‖ ≤ ‖(λ + S)^12 v^{λ,n}‖ and then choose λ sufficiently small so that Cnγ^2 < 1/2. In this way, we can reabsorb it into the left hand side and derive (4.26) for k = 0.

We turn to the case k > 0. Let u^{λ,n} be the solution of the truncated resolvent equation in (3.1) with input f. We first want to control ‖(λ + S)^12 (v^{λ,n} − u^{λ,n})‖^2. Using (4.5), we compute

(λ − L)(v^{λ,n} − u^{λ,n}) = − A^B_−(λ + S+ SG^λ)^{−1}f + R_λv^{λ,n−1} − SG^λv^{λ,n}_n − A_+(v^{λ,n}_n − u^{λ,n}_n ) − A^N v^{λ,n−1} so that, by testing both sides by v^{λ,n} − u^{λ,n} and using orthogonality of Fock spaces with different indices, we get

‖(λ + S)^{12} (v^{λ,n} − u^{λ,n})‖^2 ≤⟨u^{λ,n}_{m−1}, A^B_−(λ + S+ SG^λ)^{−1}f⟩ + ⟨v^{λ,n} − u^{λ,n}, R_λv^{λ,n−1}⟩ − ⟨v^{λ,n} − u^{λ,n}, SG^λv^{λ,n}_n ⟩ + ⟨v^{λ,n} − u^{λ,n}, A^N v^{λ,n−1}⟩ (4.28)

and we separately bound each of the terms at the right hand side. For the first, we apply Cauchy-Schwarz and obtain a bound of the form

‖(λ + S)^{12} u^{λ,n}‖‖(λ + S)^{− 12} A^B_−(λ + S+ SG^λ)^{−1}f‖ ≲ ‖(λ + S)^{− 12} f‖|||f||| (4.29)

where we applied (4.25) and the definition of the norm in (4.4). Thanks to the Replacement Lemma 3.3, the second is bounded by

Cγ^2n‖(λ + S)^{12} (v^{λ,n} − u^{λ,n})‖‖(λ + S)^{12} v^{λ,n}‖

≲ γ^2n(‖(λ + S)^{12} (v^{λ,n} − u^{λ,n})‖^2 + ‖(λ + S)^{12} f‖^2) (4.30)

where, in the last inequality, we used (4.26) with k = 0. The third term satisfies −⟨v^{λ,n} − u^{λ,n}, SG^λv^{λ,n}_n ⟩ ≤ |⟨u^{λ,n}, SG^λv^{λ,n}_n ⟩| ≲ ‖(λ + S)^{12} u^λ_n‖‖(λ + S)^{12} v^{λ,n}_n ‖ ≲_k n^{−2k}‖(λ + S)^{12} f‖^2 (4.31)

where the last line comes from invoking both (4.26) with k = 0 and Lemma 4.5. Finally, the fourth term is bounded above by 1 16 ‖(λ + S)^{12} (v^{λ,n} − u^{λ,n})‖^2 + 4‖(λ + S)^{− 12} A^N v^{λ,n}‖^2 .

To control the second summand, we apply first (4.23) and then (4.26) with k = 0, so that ‖(λ + S)^{− 12} A^N v^{λ,n}‖^2 ≤ C_N γ^2‖(λ + S)^{12} v^{λ,n}‖^2 + |||f|||^2 ≤ C_N γ^2‖(λ + S)^{− 12} f‖^2 + |||f|||^2 .

(4.32)

Therefore, the fourth term is bounded by 1 16 ‖(λ + S)^{12} (v^{λ,n} − u^{λ,n})‖^2 + C_N γ^2‖(λ + S)^{− 12} f‖ + |||f|||^2 . (4.33)

By plugging (4.29), (4.30), (4.31) and (4.33) into (4.28), and taking λ sufficiently small so to reabsorb all the terms containing ‖(λ+S)^12 (v^{λ,n} −u^{λ,n})‖^2, we conclude that the latter satisfies

‖(λ+S)^{12} (v^{λ,n} − u^{λ,n})‖^2 ≲ (n^{−2k} + C_N γ^2)‖(λ + S)^{12} f‖^2 + |||f|||^2 + ‖(λ + S)^{12} f‖|||f||| .

(4.34)

Simply bounding

‖N^k(λ + S)^{12} v^{λ,n}‖^2 ≤ ‖N^k(λ + S)^{12} (v^{λ,n} − u^{λ,n})‖^2 + ‖N^k(λ + S)^{12} u^{λ,n}‖^2 , using (4.25) and (4.34) together with choosing λ sufficiently small depending on n, (4.26) follows.

4.3 Proof of Proposition 4.1 We are now ready to collect the estimates obtained so far and prove Proposition 4.1. First, we state the next lemma which will immediately imply the bound (4.2).

Lemma 4.7 For λ ∈ (0, 1), n ∈ N and ψ ∈ ΓL^2_n it holds that ‖ √ λ(λ + S+ SG^λ)^{− 12} φ^B ‖^2 ≲ nγ^2‖ψ‖^2 . (4.35) where φ^B is as in Lemma 3.1 under the choice R = B and T = SG^λ. Proof. Consider the decomposition φ^B = ∑_{n+1} j=1 φ^B [j], with φ^B [j] as in (3.8).

Applying Cauchy-Schwarz to the off-diagonal terms, we see that ‖ √ λ(λ + S+ SG^λ)^{− 12} φ^B ‖^2 ≲ n^2‖ √ λ(λ + S+ SG^λ)^{− 12} φ^B [n + 1]‖^2 where we also used that, by a simple change of variables ‖ √ λ(λ+S+SG^λ)^{− 1}2 φ^B [j]‖ is independent of j. Using the definition of φ^B [n + 1] in (3.11) and μ_{n+1} in (1.19), and the fact that SG^λ ≥ 0, we obtain

n^2‖ √ λ(λ + S+ SG^λ)^{− 12} φ^B [n + 1]‖^2 ≲ nγ^2 ∫ μ_n(dp_{1:n})|ψ(p_{1:n})|^2 ( λ ∫ dp_{n+1}

V (p_{n+1}) (λ + |p_{[1:n+1]}|^2)^2 ) ≲ nγ^2‖ψ‖^2 the last bound being a consequence of the fact that the quantity in parenthesis is bounded uniformly over λ.

We are now ready to complete the proof of Proposition 4.1.

Proof of Proposition 4.1. Let us begin by showing (4.2). For this, notice that, by (3.22), v^{λ,n}_m = (λ + S+ SG^λ)^{−1}f (4.36) so that we only need to focus on v^{λ,n}_j for j > m. As in the proof of Corollary 4.4, upon setting ψ^{def}= S^12 v^{λ,n}_j , (4.24) holds. Therefore, λ‖v^{λ,n}_{j+1}‖^2 = ‖ √ λ(λ + S+ SG^λ)^{− 12} φ^B ‖^2 ≲ jγ^2‖ψ‖^2 = jγ^2‖S^{12} v^{λ,n}_j ‖^2 where the bound in the middle follows by Lemma 4.7. Summing both sides over j = m, ..., n − 1 we get λ‖v^{λ,n} − (λ + S+ SG^λ)^{−1}f‖^2 ≲ γ^2n‖(λ + S)^{12} v^{λ,n}‖^2 ≲ γ^2n‖(λ + S)^{− 12} f‖^2 the last step being due to (4.26) with k = 0. Hence, (4.2) is established.

We now turn to (4.3). By (4.5) and (4.32), we immediately have ‖(λ + S)^{− 12} [(λ − L)v^{λ,n} − f]‖^2 ≲ |||f|||^2 + C_N γ^2‖(λ + S)^{− 12} f‖^2 + ‖(λ + S)^{− 12} R_λv^{λ,n−1}‖^2 + ‖(λ + S)^{− 12} (SG^λ + A^B_+)v^λ_n‖^2 .

Thanks to Lemma 3.2 and the fact that G^λ is a bounded operator, the final term is bounded above by

‖(λ + S)^{− 12} (SG^λ + A^B_+)v^{λ,n}_n ‖^2 ≲ (n + 1)‖(λ + S)^{12} v^{λ,n}_n ‖^2 ≲ 1 n ‖(λ + S)^{− 12} f‖^2 + (n + 1)|||f|||^2

where in the last line we used (4.26) with k = 1. For the penultimate term we use (3.21), so that

‖(λ + S)^{− 12} R_λv^{n−1}‖ ≲ γ^2n‖S^{12} v^{n−1}‖ ≲ γ^2n‖(λ + S)^{− 12} f‖ where the last step comes from (4.26) with k = 0. It is then immediate to see that, by collecting all the bounds, (4.3) follows. 5 The invariance principle The aim of this section is to prove Theorem 1.2, i.e. the invariance principle for the weakly self-repelling Brownian polymer in (1.5) with the choice of γ in (1.7), for which we will appeal to Theorem 2.9. Throughout the section, the family of observables (v^{λ,n} : λ ∈ (0, 1), n ∈ N) we consider is given by the solution of the replacement equation in Definition 3.4 with input function f^{def}= γf_1, the latter being defined in (2.7).

In the next subsections we verify conditions (2.17)–(2.19) by deriving suitable bounds on the right hand sides of (4.2) and (4.3). Then we verify (2.20), for which some additional control is needed. We will put these elements together and complete the proof of the main result of the paper. At last, we provide some insights as to how (some of) the above mentioned conditions are weaker then those in [KLO12, Theorem 2.7].

5.1 Limiting diffusivity First, we must control the seminorms in (4.4) of γf_1.

Lemma 5.1 For λ ∈ (0, 1), and f = γf_1, it holds that ( λ‖(λ + S+ SG^λ)^{−1}f‖^2 ) ∨ |||f|||^2 ≲ γ^2 , (5.1)

where the norm ||| · ||| is defined according to (4.4).

Proof. Let us begin by controlling the first term in the maximum. A simple computation gives that

λ‖(λ + S+ SG^λ)^{−1}f‖^2 ≲ γ^2λ ∫^ V (p) |p|^2 |p|^2 (λ +^1_2 |p|^2)^2 dp ≲ γ^2 .

Turning to the second term, note that since f ∈ ΓL^2_1, Lemma 2.3 and the definition of A^R_− in (3.6) imply that A^R_−(λ + S + SG^λ)^{−1}f = 0. Hence, we only need to control

|||f|||^2 = ‖(λ + S)^{− 12} A^N_+ (λ + S+ SG^λ)^{−1}f‖^2 (5.2) ≲ γ^2 ∫ dp_{1:2}V̂ (p_1)V̂ (p_2) λ +^1_2 |p_1 + p_2|^2 | | N(p_1, p_2)f(p_2) λ +^1_2 |p_2|^2[1 + g^λ(p_2)] + N(p_2, p_1)f(p_1) λ +^1_2 |p_1|^2[1 + g^λ(p_1)] | |^2 .

We want to replace N(p_2, p_1) with N(p_1, p_2). For this, we add and subtract the corresponding term inside the modulus in the previous expression and bound

γ^2 ∫^ V (p_1)V̂ (p_2) λ +^1_2 |p_1 + p_2|^2

Ñ(p_1, p_2)|f(p_1)|2 (λ +^1_2 |p_1|^2[1 + g^λ(p_1)])^2 dp_{1:2} ≲ γ^4 ∫^ V (p_1)V̂ (p_2) λ +^1_2 |p_1 + p_2|^2

Ñ(p_1, p_2)|p_1|2 (λ +^1_2 |p_1|^2)^2 dp_{1:2}

(5.3)

where Ñ(p_1, p_2) = |N(p_2, p_1) − N(p_1, p_2)|. Notice that Ñ(p_1, p_2) = 1 provided that p_1, p_2 either belong to R_1^{def}=^1_3 |p_1| ≤ |p_1 + p_2| <^1_3 |p_2| or R_2^{def}=^1_3 |p_1| ≤ |p_1 +p_2| <^1_3 |p_2|. We will split the above integral in these two regions, but since the argument is the same, we will only explicitly treat the first. On R_1, |p_1 + p_2| ≳ |p_1| and, by triangle inequality |p_2| <^3_2 |p_1|, hence (5.3) is bounded above by

γ^4 ∫ dp_1

V̂ (p_1) (λ +^1_2 |p_1|^2)^2 ∫ |p_2|≲|p_1| dp_2V̂ (p_2) ≲ γ^2 .

As a consequence, we are left with, writing N = N(p_1, p_2),

γ^2 ∫ N dp_{1:2}V̂ (p_1)V̂ (p_2) λ +^1_2 |p_1 + p_2|^2 | | f(p_2) λ +^1_2 |p_2|^2[1 + g^λ(p_2)] + f(p_1) λ +^1_2 |p_1|^2[1 + g^λ(p_1)] | |^2

= γ^2 ∫ N dp_{1:2}V̂ (p_1)V̂ (p_2) λ +^1_2 |p_1 + p_2|^2 | | f(p2) λ +^1_2 |p_2|^2[1 + g^λ(p_2)] − f(−p_1) λ +^1_2 |p_1|^2[1 + g^λ(p_1)] | |^2

where we used that f is odd. The map p → f(p)/(λ +^1_2 |p|^2[1 + g^λ(p)]) has a gradient that can be easily seen to be bounded in modulus by γ(λ + |p|^2)^{−1}, which, by mean value theorem implies | | f(p2) λ +^1_2 |p_2|^2[1 + g^λ(p_2)] − f(−p_1) λ +^1_2 | − p_1|^2[1 + g^λ(−p_1)] | | ≲ γ|p1 + p2| λ + |p_2|^2 . and we further exploited the fact that for every p in the segment connecting p_2 and −p_1, we have ||p| − |p_2|| <^1_3 |p_2|. In conclusion, we have shown that |||f|||^2 ≲ γ^4 ∫ N V̂ (p_1)V̂ (p_2) (λ +^1_2 |p_2|^2)^2 dp_{1:2} ≤ γ^4 ∫ dp_2

V̂ (p_2) (λ +^1_2 |p_2|^2)^2 ∫ |p_1|≲|p_2| V̂ (p_1)dp_1

and the last integral is O(γ^2), from which the statement follows at once.

Next, we focus on the diffusivity.

Lemma 5.2 There exists λ̄ = λ̄(n) ∈ (0, 1) such that for every λ < λ̄

|‖S^{12} v^{λ,n}‖^2 −^1_2 σ^2(α)| ≲ γ^2n + n^{−2} .

Proof. At first we want to bound the difference between ‖S^12 v^{λ,n}‖^2 and ⟨f, v^{λ,n}⟩. For this, recall that f ∈ ΓL^2_1 so that A^R_−(λ + S+ SG^λ)^{−1}f = 0. Hence, testing both sides of (4.5) by v^{λ,n} and arguing as in (4.27), we deduce |‖S^{12} v^{λ,n}‖^2 − ⟨f, v^{λ,n}⟩| ≤ λ‖v^{λ,n}‖^2 + Cnγ^2‖S^{12} v^{λ,n}‖ + |⟨v^{λ,n}_n , SG^λv^{λ,n}_n ⟩| ≲ γ^2 + nγ^2 + ‖S^{12} v^{λ,n}_n ‖^2 ≲ nγ^2 + 1 n^2

(5.4)

where to bound the first term at the right hand side of the first line we used (4.2) first and both (5.1) and (2.10) after, for the second (4.26) with k = 0, while for the last first the fact that G^λ is bounded, then (4.26) with k = 1 and at last both (5.1) and (2.10). As a consequence, we only need to focus on the scalar product ⟨f, v^{λ,n}⟩. Notice that by orthogonality of Fock spaces with different indices and the definition of v^{λ,n}_1 in (3.22), we have

⟨f, v^{λ,n}⟩ = ⟨f, v^{λ,n}_1 ⟩ = ‖(λ + S+ SG^λ)^{− 12} f‖^2 (5.5) and the last term can be explicitly computed

‖(λ + S+ SG^λ)^{− 12} f‖^2 = γ^2 ∫^ V (p) |p|^2 | − ιe_1p|^2 λ +^1_2 |p|^2[1 + g^λ(^1_2 |p|^2)] dp = γ^2 2 ∫^ V (p) λ +^1_2 |p|^2[1 + g^λ(^1_2 |p|^2)] dp = γ^2 2 ∫ |p|≤1 V̂ (p) λ +^1_2 |p|^2(1 + g^λ(^1_2 |p|^2)) dp + O(γ^2) = γ^2 2 ∫ |p|≤1 1 λ +^1_2 |p|^2(1 + g^λ(^1_2 |p|^2)) dp + O(γ^2)

= πγ^2

∫ 1_2 0 1 λ + ϱ(1 + g^λ(ϱ)) dp + O(γ^2)

= πγ^2

∫ 1_2 0 1 (λ + ϱ)(λ + ϱ + 1)(1 + g^λ(ϱ)) dp + O(γ^2) = 1 2 σ^2(α) + O(γ^2)

where in the various steps above we used that uniformly on |p| ≤ 1 by the mean value theorem, |V̂ (p) − 1| ≲ |p|, passed to polar coordinates, and argued as in the proof of Lemma A.4. The last step is a consequence of (1.8) together with the fact that σ^2(α) = g(ℓ^λ(0)). The statement then follows by the above, (5.5) and (5.4).

5.2 Variance bounds for the quadratic variation In this section, we derive the bound which is necessary to verify (2.20).

Proposition 5.3 For n ∈ N and λ ∈ (0, 1), let q^{λ,n} ∈ ΓL^2_{≤2n} and σ^2_{λ,n} > 0 be defined according to (2.16). Then, there exists λ̄ = λ̄(n) ∈ (0, 1) and a constant C = C(n) > 0 such that for all λ < λ̄, we have

λ‖(λ + S)^{− 12} (q^{λ,n} − σ^2_{λ,n})‖^2 ≤ Cγ^2 . (5.6)

Proof. We write q^{λ,n} in terms of its chaos decomposition q^{λ,n} = ∑_{2n} m=0 q^{λ,n}_m and note that q^{λ,n}_0 = σ^2_{λ,n}. Therefore it is enough to show that each component q^{λ,n}_m , with m ≠ 0, is such that λ‖(λ + S)^{− 1}2 q^{λ,n}_m ‖^2 is bounded by the right hand side of (5.6). To that end, let m ∈ {1, . . . , 2n} and write q^{λ,n}_m = 2∑ l=1 n∑ j,k=1 Π_m ( (∇_lv^{λ,n}_j )(∇_lv^{λ,n}_k ) ) =: 2∑ l=1 n∑ j,k=1 h_{m,ℓ,j,k} . By triangle inequality, the statement follows once we prove that for each given m ∈ {1, . . . , 2n}, l ∈ {1, 2}, j, k ∈ {1, . . . , n} we have λ‖(λ + S)^{− 12} h_{m,ℓ,j,k}‖^2 ≤ Cγ^2 (5.7) for some constant C > 0 which might depend on m, l, j, k. Therefore, let ℓ, m, j, k be fixed once and for all, assume, without loss of generality, j ≥ k and drop the corresponding subscripts from h_{m,ℓ,j,k}, i.e. set h = h_{m,ℓ,j,k}. By [Jan97, Theorem 3.15] h is non-zero only if m = j + k − 2r for some r ∈ {1, ..., j}, in which case it is given by the symmetrisation of the function h̃ defined according to

h̃(p_{1:m})^{def}= C_{j,k,r} ∫ ∇_lv_j (q_{1:r}, p_{1:j−r})∇_lv_k(q_{1:r}, p_{j−r+1:m})μ_r(dq_{1:r}) (5.8)

where v = v^{λ,n}, and C_{j,k,r} is an explicit combinatorial constant. Moreover, since j ≥ k and m ≠ 0, it holds that r < j. Then,

λ‖(λ + S)^{− 12} h‖^2 = λ ∫ h(p_{1:m})^2 λ + |p_{[1:m]}|^2 μ_m(dp) ≲ λ ∫~ h(p_{1:m})^2 λ + |p_{[1:m]}|^2 μ_m(dp) ≲ λ ∫ 1 λ + |p_{[1:m]}|^2

∇_lv_j(q_{1:r}, p_{1:j−r}) ∇_lv_k(q_{1:r}, p_{j−r+1:m}) (5.9)

× ∇_lv_j (q^′_{1:r}, p_{1:j−r}) ∇_lv_k(q^′_{1:r}, p_{j−r+1:m}))μ_m(dp_{1:m})μ_r(dq_{1:r})μ_r(dq^′_{1:r}) ≲ λ ∫ |S^12 v_j(q_{1:r}, p_{1:j−r})|^2|S^12 v_k(q^′_{1:r}, p_{j−r+1:m})|^2 λ + |p_{[1:m]}|^2 μ_m(dp_{1:m})μ_r(dq_{1:r})μ_r(dq^′_{1:r})

where we omit the dependence on m, l, j, k and, in the last step, we used 2ab ≤ a^2 + b^2, the fact that, upon changing variables the two summands are the same and that, by the definition of ∇_l and S in Lemma 2.3 |∇_lv_j | ≤ |S^{1/2}v_j |.

Modulo a constant depending only on m, j and r, we can write the product of the measures μ_m(dp_{1:m})μ_r(dq_{1:r})μ_r(dq^′_{1:r}) as μ_j (dq_{1:r}dp_{1:j−r})μ_k(dq^′_{1:r}dp_{j−r+1:m}) and consider first the integral in μ_j. This in turn is controlled via Lemma (5.4), so that (5.9) is bounded above by

γ^2 ∫ |S^{12} v_j(q^′_{1:r}, p_{j−r+1:m})|^2μ_k(dq^′_{1:r}dp_{j−r+1:m}) = γ^2‖S^{12} v_j ‖^2 (5.10)

and, thanks to 4.26 with k = 0 and (2.10), the norm at right hand side is uniformly bounded, so that the proof of the statement is concluded.

Lemma 5.4 In the setting of Proposition 5.3, for any n ∈ N, j ∈ {1, ..., n}, r ∈ {0, ..., j − 1}, for λ sufficiently small, it holds that λ ∫ |S^1_2 vλ,n_j (p_{1:j})|2

λ + |p_{[1:j−r]} + p^′|^2 μ_j (dp_{1:j} ) ≲ γ^2 (5.11)

uniformly over p^′ ∈ R^2 .

Proof. To lighten the notation, we set v = v^{λ,n} throughout the proof. We prove the result by induction on j. For j = 1, r = 0. Therefore, by (3.22), we get λ ∫ |S^12 v_1(p)|^2 λ + |p + p^′|^2 μ_1(dp) ≲ λ ∫^ V (p) |p|^2 γ^2|p|^4 (λ + |p + p^′|^2)(λ + |p|^2)^2 dp ≲ γ^2 where the last bound follows by Lemma A.3. Assume now (5.11) holds for j − 1, and, for ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , j}, define v_j [ℓ] as the right hand side of (3.22) but with A^B_+ replaced by A^B_+[ℓ], the latter being given in (3.7). Clearly, it suffices to show (5.11) with v_j [ℓ] in place of v_j . Then, λ ∫ |S^12 v_j [ℓ](p_{1:j} )|^2 λ + |p_{[1:j−r]} + p^′|^2 μ_j(dp_{1:j} ) ≲ γ^2 ∫ μ_{j−1}(dp_{1:j\ℓ})|S^{12} v_{j−1}(p_{1:j\ℓ})|^2 ( λ ∫^ V (p_ℓ)dp_ℓ (λ + |p_{[1:j−r]} + p^′|^2)(λ + |p_{[1:j]}|^2) )

which holds since g^λ is non-negative. For ℓ ∈ {1, ..., j − r}, we can upper bound the quantity in parenthesis via Lemma A.3 and then argue as in (5.10). For ℓ ∈ {j − r + 1, j}, we instead bound the integral over p_ℓ as in (2.11), so that we are left with λ ∫ |S1_2 v_{j−1}(p_{1:j\ℓ})|2

λ + |p_{[1:j−r]} + p^′|^2 μ_{j−1}(dp_{1:j\ℓ}) and the bound follows by the induction hypothesis.

5.3 Proof of Theorem 1.2, the invariance principle We can now complete the proof of Theorem 1.2, for which we only need to collect the bounds in the previous subsections.

Proof of Theorem 1.2. The family (v^{λ,n} : λ ∈ (0, 1), n ∈ N) in Definition 3.4 with input function f = γf_1 satisfies the conditions of Theorem 2.9, which then imply the result. Indeed, (2.17) and (2.18) follow respectively by (4.2) and (4.3) in Proposition 4.1 (note that f = γf_1 trivially satisfies (4.1)) together with (5.1) and (2.10). Condition (2.19) is a consequence of Lemma 5.2 while (2.20) can be deduced by Proposition 5.3.

5.4 A comparison to the classical Fluctuation theory for Markov Processes This subsection is meant to highlight the novelty of our approach with respect to the classical theory presented in [KLO12] and complement the discussion in Section 2.3. In particular, our goal is to show that the conditions (2.17) and (2.18) imposed on the family (v^{λ,n} : λ ∈ (0, 1), n ∈ N) do not imply the assumptions of [KLO12, Theorem 2.7]. The main assumption required therein is [KLO12, eq. (2.23)], which in the language of the present paper, reads

lim_{λ→0} λ‖u^λ‖^2 = 0 and lim_{λ→0} ‖S^{12} (u^λ − u)‖ = 0 (5.12)

for some some u ∈ H^{def}= {ψ ∈ ΓL^2 : ‖ψ‖_H^{def}= ‖S^{1/2}ψ‖ < ∞}, where u^λ is the solution of the resolvent equation (λ − L)u^λ = γf_1, with f_1 given by (2.7). In the next proposition, we show that only the former among the two limits holds in our setting, while the latter does not.

Proposition 5.5 For λ ∈ (0, 1), let u^λ be the solution of the resolvent equation (λ − L)u^λ = γf_1 with f_1 defined as in (2.7). Then, the first of the two limits in (5.12) holds but there exists no u ∈ H for which the second does.

The proof of the previous is based on the following lemma which shows that, for n large enough and λ sufficiently small, the solution of the replacement equation provides a good approximation.

Lemma 5.6 For λ ∈ (0, 1) and n ∈ N, let v^{λ,n} be the solution of the replacement equation in Definition 3.4 both with input f^{def}= γf_1. Then, there exists a constant C > 0 and λ̄ = λ̄(n) ∈ (0, 1) such that for all λ < λ̄, we have

‖(λ + S)^{12} (u^λ − v^{λ,n})‖^2 ≤ C(n^{− 12} + C_N γ) (5.13) where C_N > 0 is a constant for which (4.23) holds.

Proof. Let u^{λ,n} be the solution of the truncated generator equation (3.1) with input f^{def}= γf_1. At first, we show that we can approximate u^λ with u^{λ,n}. By definition of u^λ and u^{λ,n}, we have (λ − L)(u^λ − u^{λ,n}) = A_+u^{λ,n}_n , so that testing both sides by u^λ − u^{λ,n} we obtain

‖(λ + S)^{12} (u^λ − u^{λ,n})‖^2 = ⟨u^λ − u^{λ,n}, A_+u^{λ,n}_n ⟩ ≤ ‖(λ + S)^{12} (u^λ − u^{λ,n})‖‖(λ + S)^{− 12} A_+u^{λ,n}_n ‖ .

Now, by (3.12) with T ≡ 0, we get

‖(λ + S)^{− 12} A_+u^{λ,n}_n ‖ ≲ √ n‖S^{12} u^{λ,n}_n ‖ ≲ n^{− 12} ‖N(λ + S)^{12} u^{λ,n}‖ ≲ n^{− 12} the last step being a consequence of (4.25) with k = 1, and (2.10). Therefore, we obtain

‖(λ + S)^{12} (u^λ − u^{λ,n})‖ ≲ 1 √ n . Further using (4.34), (2.10) and (5.1), we conclude that

‖(λ + S)^{12} (u^λ − v^{λ,n})‖^2 ≲ ‖(λ + S)^{12} (u^λ − u^{λ,n})‖^2 + ‖(λ + S)^{12} (u^{λ,n} − v^{λ,n})‖^2 ≲ n^{− 12} + (n^{−2} + C_N γ^2) + |||f||| ≲ n^{− 12} + C_N γ which concludes the proof.

Proof of Proposition 5.5. Thanks to (5.13), we immediately obtain

lim sup λ→0 λ‖u^λ‖^2 ≲ lim sup_{λ→0} λ‖u^λ −v^{λ,n}‖^2 +λ‖v^{λ,n}‖^2 ≲ n^{− 12} +lim sup_{λ→0} λ‖v^{λ,n}‖^2 . (5.14)

Since the left hand side is independent of n, we can pass to the limit as n → ∞, so that the first limit in (5.12) follows by (2.17). To show that the other limit does not hold, it suffices to prove that, as λ goes to 0, ‖u^λ‖^2_H converges to^1_2 σ^2(α) > 0 while u^λ converges to 0 weakly in H. For the first, by (5.13), we have

lim sup λ→0 |‖S^{12} u^λ‖^2 −^1_2 σ^2(α)|

≲ lim sup λ→0 ‖S^{12} (u^λ − v^{λ,n})‖^2 + |‖S^{12} v^{λ,n}‖^2 −^1_2 σ^2(α)|

≲ n^{− 12} + lim sup_{λ→0} |‖S^{12} v^{λ,n}‖^2 −^1_2 σ^2(α)|

(5.15)

and, arguing as for (5.14) and using (2.19), we see that the left hand side exists as a limit and such limit is 0. Concerning the weak convergence, by density, it suffices to show that for every given m ∈ N and ψ ∈ ΓL^2_m ∩ H, the scalar product in H of u^λ and ψ vanishes. Fixing m and ψ as above, let Ψ^{def}= S^12 ψ. For δ > 0, let κ > 0 be such that ‖Ψ1_S1_{2 ≤κ}‖ ≤ δ. We write

⟨u^λ, ψ⟩_H = ⟨S^{12} u^λ, Ψ⟩ = ⟨S^{12} u^λ, 1_S1_{2 ≤κ}Ψ⟩ + ⟨S^{12} u^λ, 1_S1_{2 >κ}Ψ⟩ . For the first summand, we have ⟨S^{12} u^λ, 1_S1_{2 ≤κ}Ψ⟩ ≤ ‖S^{12} u^λ‖‖1_S1_{2 ≤κ}Ψ‖ ≲ δσ(α) (5.16) where we used (5.15) to control the norm of u^λ. For the second instead, we notice first that, by orthogonality of Fock spaces with different indices, we can replace u^λ with u^λ_m and then we bound lim sup λ→0 |⟨S^{12} u^λ_m, 1_S1_{2 >κ}Ψ⟩| ≤ ‖Ψ‖ lim sup_{λ→0} ‖1_S1_{2 >κ}S^{12} u^λ_m‖

≤ ‖Ψ‖ lim sup_{λ→0} (‖S^{12} (u^λ − v^{λ,n})‖ + ‖1_S1_{2 >κ}S^{12} v^{λ,n}_m ‖)

≲ ‖Ψ‖(n^{− 12} + lim sup_{λ→0} ‖1_S1_{2 >κ}S^{12} v^{λ,n}_m ‖)

where we used (5.13) once again. At this point, by (3.22) and the fact that G^λ is non-negative, we get

‖1_S1_{2 >κ}S^{12} v^{λ,n}_m ‖^2 = ‖1_S1_{2 >κ}S^{12} (λ + S+ SG^λ)^{−1}A^B_+v^{λ,n}_{m−1}‖^2 ≲ nγ^2 ∫ μ_{m−1}(dp_{2:m})|p_{[2:m]}|^2|u^λ_{m−1}(p_{2:m})|^2 ∫ dp_1

V̂ (p_1)1_{|p[1:m]|>}√_{2κ} λ + |p_{[1:m]}|^2 ≲ n γ^2 κ^2

‖S^{12} v^{λ,n}_{m−1}‖^2 ≲ n γ^2 κ^2 where, in the last step we used (4.26) with k = 0, and (2.10). Since this last term converges to 0 as λ goes to 0, we conclude that lim sup λ→0 |⟨u^λ, ψ⟩_H| ≲ δσ(α) + n^{− 12} ‖ψ‖_H . As the left hand side is independent of both δ and n, the proof is concluded.

6 Convergence of the environment

The goal of this section is to prove Theorem 1.4, i.e. that the rescaled environment process η^ε converges to the solution of the stochastic linear transport equation (SLTE) (1.13). As mentioned in the introduction, the structure of the argument is similar to that of the proof of Theorem 1.2, namely, we will prove tightness via the Itô trick (see Section 6.1) and then identify the limit by using a martingale characterisation of the solution of SLTE in Definition 6.4, for which in turn we will need the results in Section 4. That said, since the solution of the SLTE is a distribution, we begin by introducing some preliminary tools and definitions better tailored to rigorously determine the convergence in this setting.

At first we need a Hilbert space H whose embedding into the classical Sobolev space H^k(R^2 , R^2 ), k = 0, 1, 2, is Hilbert-Schmidt. For this, let H = H^{50}_w (R^2 , R^2 ) be the weighted Sobolev space of R^2 -valued functions g on R^2 such that

‖g‖^2_H^{def}= ∫ R^2

(1 + |x|^2)^2((1 − Δ)^{25}g(x) · (1 − Δ)^{25}g(x))dx < ∞ (6.1)

endowed with the scalar product induced by the above norm, and let H^∗ be its dual. Let (g^i)_{i∈N} be an orthonormal basis of H, which, without loss of generality we can take be given by g^i = (1 − Δ)^{−25}(1 + |x|^2)^{−1}f^i with (f^i)_{i∈N} Schwarz functions forming an orthonormal basis of L^2(R^2 , R^2 ). Clearly, we have ∞∑ i=1 ‖g^i‖^2_{Hk (R2 ,R2)} < ∞ k ∈ {0, 1, 2} . (6.2) We also have the natural embedding H → ΓL^2_1 given by H ∋ g → g ∈ ΓL^2_1 for g as in (1.18) with n = 1. Let L^2(π) be the space of H^∗-valued random variables h on Ω such that

‖h‖^2_L2_{(π)} = E_π [‖h(ω)‖^2_H∗ ] = ∞∑ i=1 E_π [ |h(ω)[g^i]|^2 ] < ∞ , (6.3)

and, for n ∈ N, let H_n be the set of h ∈ L^2(π) for which h[g] ∈ H_n for all g ∈ H, and let H_{≤n} be ⊕^n_{j=1}H_j . With a slight abuse of notation, we will denote with the same symbol operators on L^2(π) and L^2(π), i.e. if T : L^2(π) → L^2(π) then its action on L^2(π) is defined according to T h(ω)[g] = T (h[g])(ω) for every g ∈ H and h ∈ L^2(π) such that h[g] ∈ dom(T ).

In what follows, we want to study the diffusively rescaled environment process given by η^ε_t (x)^{def}= ε^{−1}η_{t/ε}2 (x/ε) for ε > 0. To prove its convergence, we need to interpret η^ε as a generalised function, which we will denote by η^ε_t = g^ε(η_{t/ε}2 ) where g^ε is the element of H_1 defined according to

g^ε(ω)[g]^{def}= ∫ ω(x) · g^ε(x)dx , for g ∈ H and g^ε(x)^{def}= εg(εx). (6.4)

As a last remark, notice that g^ε ∈ L^2(π) is bounded uniformly over ε. Indeed, slightly more is true since, for δ ∈ [0, 2], we have

‖ε^{−δ} S^{δ2} g^ε‖^2_L2_{(π)} = ∞∑ i=1 E_π [|ε^{−δ} S^{δ2} (ω[g^{i,ε}])|^2] ≲ ∞∑ i=1 ‖g^i‖^2_{Hδ (R2 ,R2)} (6.5)

and the right hand side is bounded by (6.2). The estimate in the third step is a consequence of (1.17). Indeed, setting g^i ∈ ΓL^2_1 to be given as in (1.18) with g^i in place of f and n = 1, and g^{i,ε}(p)^{def}= g(ε^{−1}p), we have

E_π [|ε^{−δ}S^{δ2} (ω[g^{i,ε}])|^2] = ‖ε^{−δ} S^{δ2} g^{i,ε}‖^2 = 1 2^δ ∫^ V (p) |p|^2 |p/ε|^{2δ} |e_1pĝ^i_1(ε^{−1}p) + e_2pĝ^i_2(ε^{−1}p)|^2 dp ε^2 ≲ ∫ |p|^{2δ}ĝ^i(p) · ĝ^i(p)dp = ‖g^i‖^2_{Hδ (R2,R2)} . (6.6)

6.1 The H^∗-valued Itô trick and tightness In this section, we will prove convergence of the initial condition and tightness of the environment process η^ε in the space C_T H^{∗ def}= C([0, T ], H^∗) for any T > 0. To do so, let us first define the limit law of the former which, as argued in the introduction, is given by that of the gradient of a two-dimensional GFF.

Definition 6.1 Let π be the probability measure on H^∗ under which {h[g] : g ∈ H} is a Gaussian process with covariance ∫ h[g_1]h[g_2]π(dh) = ∫ R^2 ∫ R^2

div(g_1)(x) div(g_2)(y)G(x − y)dxdy

where G is the Green’s function given in (1.6).

We are now ready to state the main result of this section.

Proposition 6.2 Let (η_t)_{t≥0} be the environment seen by the particle process defined in (2.2), η^ε be its diffusively rescaled version for ε > 0, and η^ε the associated generalised function. Then, under the annealed measure P, the law of η^ε_0 converges in H^∗ as ε → 0 to π in Definition 6.1 and, for any T > 0, the sequence {(η^ε_t )_{t∈[0,T ]} : ε ∈ (0, 1)} is tight in C_T H^∗.

As in the case of the SRBP, tightness is an immediate consequence of the Itô trick which we now state in its H^∗-valued version.

Lemma 6.3 (H^∗-valued Itô trick) For n ∈ N, h ∈ H_{≤n}, T > 0, p ≥ 1, λ > 0, it holds that E [ sup t∈[0,T ] ‖ ‖ ∫_t 0 h(η_s)ds ‖ ‖^p H^∗ ] 1_p ≲_{n,p} (T^{12} + λ^{12} T )‖(λ + S)^{− 12} h‖_L2_{(π)}

Moreover, in the case p = 2, the estimate is uniform in n ∈ N.

Central to the proof of the previous statements as well as that of Theorem 1.4, are H^∗-valued Dynkin martingales, analogous to those in (2.14). That is, for nice enough u ∈ L^2(π), by applying Itô’s formula, it holds that

M_t(u) = u(η_t) − u(η_0) − ∫_t 0 Lu(η_s)ds (6.7)

is the H^∗-valued martingale given by

M_t(u) = 2∑ i=1 ∫_t 0 ∇_iu(η_s)dB^i_s , ⟨⟨M(u)⟩⟩_t = 2∑ i=1 ∫_t 0 (∇_iu(η_s))(∇_iu(η_s))^∗ds .

(6.8) For a thorough introduction on H^∗ -valued martingales, we refer the reader to [DPZ14, Chapter 3]. We will now first briefly sketch the proof of the Itô trick and then turn to Proposition 6.2.

Proof of Lemma 6.3. For T > 0 fixed, let (η̂_t)_{t∈[0,T ]} be the reversed process defined by η̂_t^{def}= η_{T −t}. It is a standard fact that η̂ is again a Markov process with stationary measure π and generator L̂ = (L)^∗ = S − A. In particular, for nice enough u ∈ L^2(π), the process (M̂_t(u))_{t∈[0,T ]} defined according to the right hand side of (6.7) but with η̂ and L̂ in place of η and L respectively, is a martingale with quadratic variation as in (6.8).

For λ ∈ (0, 1) and h as in the statement, set w^λ = (λ + S)^{−1}h ∈ H_{≤n}. By adding up w^λ(η_t) + w^λ(η̂_T ) − w^λ(η̂_{T −t}) in the corresponding formulas (6.7), we obtain ∫_t 0 h(η_s)ds = λ ∫_t 0 w^λ(η_s)ds + 1 2 ( M_t(w^λ) + M̂_T (w^λ) − M̂_{T −t}(w^λ) ) . For the martingale part, the three terms can be estimated similarly, so we focus on the first. The infinite dimensional version of Burkholder-Davis-Gundy inequality [MR16, Theorem 1.1] implies E [ sup t∈[0,T ] ‖M_t(w^λ)‖^p_H∗ ] ≲_p E [ Tr⟨⟨M⟩⟩^{p/2}_T ]

= E [(^2∑ i=1 ∫_T 0 ‖∇_iw^λ(η_s)‖^2_H∗ ds )_{p/2}] ≲_p T^{p/2} 2∑ i=1 E_π [‖∇_iw^λ(ω)‖^p_H∗ ]

≲_n T^{p/2} 2∑ i=1 ‖∇_iw^λ(ω)‖^p_{L2(π)} ≲ T^{p/2}‖(λ + S)^{− 12} h‖^p_{L2(π)}

where we used Jensen’s inequality, stationarity, Gaussian hypercontractivity [Jan97, Theorem 5.10], (6.3) and the definition of w^λ. Concerning the finite variation term, we follow similar steps and get E [ sup t∈[0,T ] ‖λ ∫_t 0 w^λ(η_s)ds‖^p_H∗ ] ≤ λ^pT^pE [( 1 T ∫_T 0 ‖w^λ(η_s)ds‖_H∗ )_p]

= λ^pT^pE_π [‖w^λ(ω)‖^p_H∗ ] ≲_n λ^pT^p‖w^λ‖^p_{L2(π)} ≲ λ^{p/2}T^p‖(λ + S)^{− 12} h‖^p_{L2(π)} .

As for the statement concerning the case p = 2, we don’t need to use hypercontractivity and therefore there is no dependence in n.

Proof of Proposition 6.2. Convergence (and therefore tightness) of the initial distribution is standard and therefore omitted. Concerning the process, we use Kolmogorov’s criterion [Kal21, Theorem 23.7], according to which, and thanks to stationarity, we only need to control the p-th moment of ‖η^ε_t − η^ε_0‖_H∗ for some p > 2. Recalling the definition of g^ε in (6.4) and using (6.7) and (6.8), we have

g^ε(η_{t/ε}2 ) − g^ε(η_0) = ∫_{t/ε}2 0 Lg^ε(η_s)ds + 2∑ i=1 ∫_{t/ε}2 0 ∇_ig^ε(η_t)dB^i_t . (6.9)

and we will control each term at the right hand side separately. For the first, we use the Itô trick in Lemma 6.3, which is applicable since Lg^ε ∈ H_{≤2}, and take λ = ε^2, so that E ‖ ‖ ∫_{t/ε}2 0 Lg^ε(η_s)ds ‖ ‖^p H^∗ ≲ t^{p2} ‖(ε^2 + S)^{− 12} ε^{−1}Lg^ε‖^p_{L2(π)} ≲ t^{p2} ‖ε^{−1}S^{12} g^ε‖^p_{L2(π)}

and the right hand side is bounded above by t^p2 by (6.5). In the last step above, we decomposed L into S and A, bounded (ε^2 + S)^{− 1}2 S by S^12 and, for the term containing A, used that, as in (6.5), we have

‖(ε^2+S)^{− 12} ε^{−1} Ag^ε‖^2_L2_{(π)} = ∞∑ i=1 E_π [| | ( ε^{−1}(ε^2 + S)^{− 12} Ag^ε(ω) ) [g^i] | |^2 ]

= ∞∑ i=1 ‖ε^{−1}(ε^2 + S)^{− 12} Ag^{i,ε}‖^2 ≲ ∞∑ i=1 ‖ε^{−1}S^{12} g^{i,ε}‖^2 = ‖ε^{−1}S^{12} g^ε‖^2_L2_{(π)}

where we further exploited Lemma 3.2. Concerning the martingale, we apply Burkholder-Davis-Gundy inequality [MR16, Theorem 1.1], and get E ‖ ‖ 2∑ i=1 ∫_{t/ε}2 0 ∇_ig^ε(η_t)dB^i_t ‖ ‖^p_{H∗} ≲p,T t^{p2} ‖ε^{−1}S^{12} g^ε‖^p_{L2(π)} ≲ t^{p2}

where again we have invoked (6.5). Therefore, the proof is concluded.

6.2 The martingale problem for the stochastic linear transport equation Given the tightness obtained in the previous section, we are left to uniquely identify the limit points. For this, we derive a martingale problem characterisation of the law of the SLTE in (1.13) initialised by the gradient of the GFF.

Definition 6.4 Let π be the measure on H^∗ in Definition 6.1 and T > 0. We say that the probability measure P on (C_T H^∗, B), with B the canonical Borel σ-algebra, solves the martingale problem for the stochastic linear transport equation (1.13) on [0, T ] with initial distribution π and diffusivity ς^2 > 0, if the canonical process (η_t)_{t≥0} under P satisfies

1. the law of η_0 under P is π.

2. P-a.s. for all t ∈ [0, T ], η_t ∈ dom(Δ) and E [ ∫ T 0 ‖Δη_t‖_H∗ dt ] ∨ E [ ∫ T 0 ‖∂_iη_t‖^2_H∗ dt ] < ∞, ∀i ∈ {1, 2} where Δ, ∂_i for i ∈ {1, 2} are defined on H^∗ by duality.

3. The H^∗-valued process M_t^{def}= η_t − η_0 − ς^2 2 ∫_t 0 Δη_sds (6.10) is a continuous martingale with respect to the natural filtration of η, and its quadratic variation is ⟨⟨M⟩⟩_t = ς^2 2∑ i=1 ∫_t 0 (∂_iη_s)(∂_iη_s)^∗ds . (6.11)

The requirement on the quadratic variation in (6.11) can be replaced by a control over quadratic functionals, as the next lemma shows.

Lemma 6.5 The quadratic variation condition (6.11) is equivalent to requiring that for any fixed g_1, g_2 ∈ H

U_t^{def}= η_t ⊗ η_t[g_1 ⊗ g_2] − ς^2 2 ∫_t 0 η_r ⊗ η_r[Δ(g_1 ⊗ g_2)]dr (6.12) is a martingale with respect to the natural filtration of η.

Proof. By definition of quadratic variation for H^∗-valued martingales [DPZ14, Proposition 3.13], the formula at the right hand side of (6.11) is the quadratic variation of M if and only if for every g_1, g_2 ∈ H the process

V_t^{def}= M_t[g_1]M_t[g_2] − ς^2 2∑ i=1 ∫_t 0 ∂_iη_s[g_1]∂_iη_s[g_2]ds

is a martingale. Therefore, the proof is completed provided that U_t − V_t is a martingale. This in turn can be argued as in the proof of [CGT23, Theorem 3.4].

The following tells us that the martingale problem for SLTE is well posed. Proposition 6.6 For every T > 0, the martingale problem in Definition 6.4 is wellposed, i.e. there exists a unique probability measure P on (C_T H^∗, B) satisfying items 1-3.

We believe the proof of the above proposition is classical and follows from standard arguments (see e.g. [DPZ14]). That said, we were unable to find a specific reference and therefore we provide a proof in Appendix C.

6.3 Proof of Theorem 1.4, convergence to SLTE The goal of this section is to complete the proof of Theorem 1.4. As done for the SRBP with Theorem 2.9, we will first identify a set of conditions under which the statement holds (Theorem 6.7) and then focus on the main result.

In the following, for a sequence of (not necessarily basis) elements (g_i)^m_{i=1} ⊂ H \ {0}, m ∈ N, and for ε > 0, define h^ε ∈ ΓL^2_m as

h^ε(p_{1:m}) = h^ε_{g1,...,gm} (p_{1:m})^{def}= 1 m! ∑ σ∈S_m g^ε_1(p_{σ(1)}) . . . g^ε_m(p_{σ(m)}) (6.13)

where g_i ∈ ΓL^2_1 is the element associated to g_i via the embedding H → ΓL^2_1 (see (1.18) with n = 1) and, as above, g^ε_i (·) = g_i(ε^{−1}·). Since we will need to invoke the estimates on the nuisance region, Proposition 4.1, for c ∈ (0,^1_2 ), we also define h^{ε,c}(p_{1:m})^{def}= h^ε(p_{1:m})1_{{|}^∑m_{i=1 pi|≥c}^∑m_{i=1 |pi|}} , (6.14)

if m ≥ 2, and h^{ε,c} = h^ε = g^ε_1 if m = 1.

Theorem 6.7 Suppose that for each m ∈ N and h ∈ ΓL^2_m, there exists a collection of elements {v^{λ,n} : λ ∈ (0, 1), n ∈ N} ⊂ dom(L) such that for each λ ∈ (0, 1), n ∈ N, the map h → v^{λ,n}[h] is linear from ΓL^2_m → ΓL^2_{≤n}.

Assume further that for all c ∈ (0,^1_2 ), m ∈ {1, 2}, we have

lim_{n→∞} lim sup λ→0 sup g_1,...,g_m ‖v^{λ,n} − h‖^2 = 0 , (6.15)

lim_{n→∞} lim sup λ→0 sup g_1,...,g_m λ^{−1}‖(λ + S)^{− 12} [ − Lv^{λ,n} − (1 + σ^2(α))Sh]‖^2 = 0 (6.16)

where, for g_1, . . . , g_m ∈ H, h = ( ∏_m i=1‖g_i‖_H2_{(R}2_{,R}2_))^{−1}h^{√λ,c} with h^{√λ,c} = h √ λ,c g_1,...g_m given as in (6.14) and (6.13), v

λ,n = v^{λ,n}[h] and σ^2 (α) is defined according to (1.8). Then the conclusion of Theorem 1.4 holds.

Proof. By tightness, Lemma 6.2, there exists a subsequence of {η^ε}_ε (which, by a slight abuse of notation we will still denote by η^ε) which converges almost surely in C_T H^∗. Let η be the limit and P its law. Thanks to Proposition 6.6, it suffices to show that P solves the martingale problem in Definition 6.4 with ς^2 = 1 + σ^2(α). Item 1 is verified in Lemma 6.2, while Item 2 follows immediately by the fact that, since η^ε → η in C_T H^∗ and η^ε is stationary, so is η and law(η) = π. Hence, for j = 0, 1, 2 and i = 1, 2, E [ ∫ T 0 ‖∂^j_i η_t‖^2_H∗ dt ] = ∫_T 0 E‖∂^j_i η_t‖^2_H∗ dt ≲ T ∑ k ‖g^k‖^2_Hj_{(R}2_{,R}2_) < ∞

the last step being a consequence of (6.2). For Item 3, we set ς^2 = 1 + σ^2(α) and decompose its verification into two steps.

Step 1. The martingale property. To see that the process in (6.10) is a martingale we are required to show that for any 0 ≤ s ≤ t ≤ T and G : C([0, s], H^∗) → R bounded and continuous, we have E [( η_t − η_s − ς^2 2 ∫_t s Δη_rdr ) G((η_r)_{r∈[0,s]}) ] = 0 ,

which in turn follows upon proving that

lim sup ε→0 E [‖ ‖(η^ε_t − η^ε_s − ς^2 2 ∫_t s Δη^ε_r dr)G((η^ε_r )_{r∈[0,s]}) ‖ ‖^2 H^∗ ] < ∞ (6.17)

lim_{ε→0} ‖ ‖E [( η^ε_t − η^ε_s − ς^2 2 ∫_t s Δη^ε_r dr ) G((η^ε_r )_{r∈[0,s]}) ]‖ ‖_{H∗} = 0 . (6.18)

The former follows by boundedness of G together with stationarity of η^ε and (6.5). Concerning the latter, define, for n ∈ N, λ ∈ (0, 1), v^{λ,n} ∈ L^2(π) according to v^{λ,n}[g] = v^{λ,n}[g^{√λ}], g ∈ H. Let (M_t)_{t≥0} be the H^∗-valued Dynkin martingale associated to v^{ε2,n} as given in (6.7) and set M^ε_t = M_{t/ε}2 , which is a martingale adapted to (F^ε_t )_{t∈[0,T ]}, where F^ε_t = F_{t/ε}2 .

Since M^ε is a martingale, (6.18) is implied by

lim_{n→∞} lim sup_{ε→0} E ‖ ‖M_{εt} − M_{εs} − (η_{εt} − η_{εs} − ς^2 2 ∫_t s Δη^ε_r dr )‖ ‖^2_{H∗} = 0 (6.19)

By (6.4) stationarity and Lemma 6.3 with the choice p = 2, λ = ε^2, we obtain E ‖ ‖M_{εt} − M_{εs} − (g_ε(η_{εt} ) − g_ε(η_{εs} ) − ς^2 2 ∫_t s Δg^ε(η^ε_r )dr )‖ ‖^2_{H∗} ≲_{s,t} ‖v^{ε2,n} − g^ε‖^2_L2_{(π)} + ε^{−2}‖(ε^2 + S)^{− 12} ( − Lv^{ε2,n} − ς^2Sg^ε)‖^2_L2_{(π)} = ∞∑ i=1 (‖v^{λ,n}[g^{i,ε}] − g^{i,ε}‖^2 + ε^{−2}‖(ε^2 + S)^{− 12} ( − Lv^{λ,n}[g^{i,ε}] − ς^2Sg^{i,ε})‖^2)

Conditions (6.15) and (6.16) imply that, for each i, the i-th summand is bounded above by ‖g_i‖^2_{H2(R2 ,R2)}, which is summable by (6.2). Hence, by dominated convergence, the same conditions also imply (6.19) from which we conclude that the right hand side of (6.10) is a martingale.

Step 2. Quadratic variation. In view of Lemma 6.5, we are required to show that U in (6.12) is a martingale. Arguing as in the step above, this follows provided that for all 0 ≤ s ≤ t ≤ T and G : C([0, s], H^∗) → R bounded continuous we have

lim sup ε→0 E|(U^ε_t − U^ε_s )G((η^ε_r )_{r∈[0,s]})|^2 < ∞ (6.20)

lim sup ε→0 |E[(U^ε_t − U^ε_s )G((η^ε_r )_{r∈[0,s]})]| = 0 (6.21) where U^ε is defined as U but with η^ε replacing η. Note that U^ε_t = U_{t/ε}2 , where U_t is given by U_t = h^ε(η_t) − h^ε(η_0) + ς^2 ∫_t 0 Sh^ε(η_r)dr (6.22)

for h^ε as in (6.13) and more specifically, h^ε(η_{t/ε}2 ) = η^ε_t ⊗ η^ε_t [g_1 ⊗ g_2] − ⟨g^ε_1, g^ε_2⟩ = η^ε_t [g_1]η^ε_t [g_2] − ⟨g^ε_1, g^ε_2⟩.

Now, the verification of (6.20) follows the same steps as those for (6.17), and is therefore omitted. For (6.21), define (U^c_t )_{t≥0} as in (6.22) but with h^{ε,c} replacing h^ε, and (U^{ε,c}_t )_{t≥0} according to U^{ε,c}_t = U^c_{t/ε2} . We are therefore reduced to show that for all c ∈ (0,^1_2 ),

lim_{c→0} lim sup ε→0 E|(U^ε_t − U^ε_s ) − (U^{ε,c}_t − U^{ε,c}_s )|^2 = 0 , (6.23)

lim sup ε→0 |E(U^{ε,c}_t − U^{ε,c}_s )G((η^ε_r )_{r∈[0,s]})| = 0 . (6.24)

Let us begin with the latter. For n ∈ N and c ∈ (0,^1_2 ), let M^c be the Dynkin martingale as in (2.14) associated to v^{ε2,n}[h^{ε,c}] and M^{ε,c}_t^{def}= M_{t/ε}2 . By stationarity and Lemma 2.5, we have E|(M^{ε,c}_t −M^{ε,c}_s ) − (U^{ε,c}_t − U^{ε,c}_s )|^2 ≲_{s,t} ‖v^{ε2,n} − h^{ε,c}‖^2 + ε^{−2}‖(ε^2 + S)^{− 12} ( − Lv^{ε2,n} − ς^2Sh^{ε,c})‖^2

and the right hand side converges to 0 in view of (6.15) and (6.16). Hence, (6.24) follows.

For (6.23), we need to control both the boundary terms and the time integral, for which we will use Lemma 6.3. Summarising, we need to control

‖h^ε − h^{ε,c}‖^2 ≲ ∫ |p_1+p_2|≤c(|p_1|+|p_2|) |ĝ_1(p_1)|^2|ĝ_2(p_2)|^2dp_{1:2}

ε^{−2}‖S^{12} (h^ε − h^{ε,c})‖^2 ≲ ∫ |p_1+p_2|≤c(|p_1|+|p_2|) |p_1 + p_2|^2|ĝ_1(p_1)|^2|ĝ_2(p_2)|^2dp_{1:2}

where the bounds above are uniform in ε and converge to 0 as c → 0 by dominated convergence. Therefore, the proof of (6.23), and consequently that of the theorem, is concluded.

We are now ready to complete the proof of Theorem 1.4.

Proof of Theorem 1.4. In view of Theorem 6.7, all we have to do is to identify a family of observables for which (6.15) and (6.16) hold. For m = 1, 2, h ∈ ΓL^2_m, these will be given by the solution of the replacement equation v^{λ,n} = v^{λ,n}[h] in Definition 3.4 corresponding to f = (λ + S+ SG^λ)h ∈ ΓL^2_m. For c ∈ (0,^1_2 ) and g_1, . . . , g_m ∈ H, set f^{√λ,c def}= (λ + S + SG^λ)h^{√λ,c} with h^{√λ,c} defined according to (6.13) and (6.14).

By construction, f^{√λ,c} satisfies the reverse triangle inequality with respect to c, therefore we may invoke Proposition 4.1, according to which, for λ ∈ (0, λ̄), we have ‖v^{λ,n} − h √ λ,c‖ ≲ √ nγλ^{− 12} ‖(λ + S)^{12} h √ λ,c‖ (6.25) and λ^{− 12} ‖(λ + S)^{− 12} [ − Lv^{λ,n} − (1 + σ^2(α))Sh √ λ,c]‖ ≲‖v^{λ,n} − h √ λ,c‖ + λ^{− 12} ‖(λ + S)^{− 12} S[G^λ − σ^2(α)]h √ λ,c‖ + λ^{− 12} ‖(λ + S)^{− 12} [(λ − L)v^{λ,n} − f √ λ,c]‖ ≲λ^{− 12} ‖S^{12} [ G^λ − σ^2(α)]h √ λ,c‖ + √ nλ^{− 12} |||f √ λ,c||| + λ^{− 12} ( 1 √ n + γC ) ‖(λ + S)^{12} h √ λ,c‖

(6.26)

where we further used (6.25) and the seminorm ||| · ||| was defined in (4.4). To conclude, we need to control the right hand sides of (6.25) and (6.26) in terms of the H^2-norms of g_1, . . . , g_m, and a constant which vanishes in the double limit λ → 0 first and n → ∞ after. We will focus on the case m = 2 as the case m = 1 follows similar steps and is simpler. Arguing as in (6.6), we have

λ^{−1}‖(λ + S)^{12} h √ λ,c‖^2 ≲ λ^{−1} ∫ λ + |p_{[1:2]}|^2 |p_1|^2|p_2|^2 |g √ λ 1 (p_1)g √ λ 2 (p_2)|^2dp_{1:2} = ∫ 1 + |p_{[1:2]}|^2 |p_1|^2|p_2|^2

|g_1(p_1)g_2(p_2)|^2dp_{1:2} ≲ ‖g_1‖^2_H1_{(R}2_{,R}2_)‖g_2‖^2_H1_{(R}2_{,R}2_) .

The explicit form of the operator G^λ in (3.18) gives

λ^{−1}‖S^{12} [G^λ − σ^2(α)]h √ λ,c‖^2 ≲ λ^{−1} ∫ |p_{[1:2]}|^2

|g(ℓ^λ(^1_2 |p_{[1:2]}|^2)) − σ^2(α)| |p_1|^2|p_2|^2 |g √ λ 1 (p_1)g √ λ 2 (p_2)|^2dp_{1:2} = ∫ |p_{[1:2]}|^2

|g(ℓ^λ(^λ_2 |p_{[1:2]}|^2)) − σ^2(α)| |p_1|^2|p_2|^2

|g_1(p_1)g_2(p_2)|^2dp_{1:2} ≲ γ^2 ∫ |p_{[1:2]}|^4 |p_1|^2|p_2|^2

|g_1(p_1)g_2(p_2)|^2dp_{1:2} ≲ γ^2‖g_1‖^2_H2_{(R}2_{,R}2_)‖g_2‖^2_H2_{(R}2_{,R}2_)

where we applied mean value theorem and (A.5) in the third step. Therefore, we are left to consider λ^{− 1}2 |||f^{√λ,c}||| for which the result follows from the claim λ^{−1} ( ‖(λ + S)^{− 12} A^N_+ h √ λ,c‖^2 ∨ ‖(λ + S)^{− 12} A_−h √ λ,c‖^2 ) ≲ γ^2 2∏ i=1 ‖g_j ‖^2_H1_{(R}2_{,R}2_) .

The term containing A^N_+ can be treated using the decomposition (3.7), bounding the off-diagonal terms with the diagonal terms, we obtain the upper bound

γ^2λ^{−2} ∫ |p_{[1:2]}|^2|g √ λ 1 (p_1)|^2|g √ λ 2 (p_2)|^2( ∫ N(p_3, p_{[1:2]})dp_3)μ_2(dp_{1:2}) .

where we have invoked the bound (λ + S)^{−1} ≤ λ^{−1}. Performing the inner integral in p_3 produces an additional factor of |p_{[1:2]}|^2, and the bound γ^2

∏_2 i=1‖g_j ‖^2_{H1 (R2,R2)} follows from a computation analogous to (6.6) in the case δ = 2. For the other term, by (2.4), we have

‖(λ + S)^{− 12} A_−h √ λ,c‖^2 ≲ γ^2 ∫ |p_2||p_3||g √ λ 1 (p_1)|^2|g √ λ 2 (p_2)||g √ λ 2 (p_3)|μ_3(dp_{1:3})

where we omitted the symmetric term obtained by swapping 1 and 2 at the right hand side as it can be similarly bounded. We rewrite the above in terms of Φ = (λ + |p_2|2 λ + |p_3|^2 ) |p_3||g √ λ 2 (p_2)|, Φ^′ = (λ + |p_3|2 λ + |p_2|^2 ) |p_2||g √ λ 2 (p_3)|

and estimate their product via 2ΦΦ^′ ≤ (Φ)^2 + (Φ^′)^2. The two summands we obtain are the same, and can be bounded by

γ^2 ∫ |g √ λ 1 (p_1)|^2|g √ λ 2 (p_2)|^2 (λ + |p_2|2 λ + |p_3|^2

)_2

|p_3|^2μ_3(dp_{1:3}) ≲ γ^2λ 2∏ i=1 ‖g_j ‖^2_H2_{(R}2_{,R}2_)

where in the last line we have used Lemma A.3 with q = r = 0. The statement then follows by collecting the bounds obtained so far.

Appendix A Integral estimates

In this appendix, we collect estimates and integral computations which are used throughout the paper.

A.1 Basic Estimates The following lemma is a simplified version of what can be found in the appendix of [CHT22, Lemma A.3].

Lemma A.1 Uniformly over p, r ∈ R^2 , we have |p| ∫ R^2 V̂ (q) |q + r|(λ + |q|^2 + |p|^2) dq ≲ 1 . Proof. We split the integral in three regions, R_1 = {|q + r| < |p|}, R_2 := {|q| < |p|} ∩ {|q + r| ≥ |p|} and the complement of their union, and we treat each of them separately. For the first, we have |p| ∫ R_1 V̂ (q) |q + r|(λ + |q|^2 + |p|^2) dq ≤ 1 |p| ∫ R_1 1 |q + r| dq ≲ 1 . For R_2 instead, |p| ∫ R_2 V̂ (q) |q + r|(λ + |q|^2 + |p|^2) dq ≤ 1 |p|^2 ∫ R_2 V̂ (q)dq ≲ 1 .

At last notice that (R_1 ∪ R_2)^c = {|q + r| ≥ |p|} ∩ {|q| ≥ |p|}, so that Holder’s inequality with exponents (^1_3 ,^2_3 ) gives |p| ∫ (R_1∪R_2)^c V̂ (q) |q + r|(λ + |q|^2 + |p|^2) dq ≤ |p| ( ∫ {|q+r|≥|p|} V̂ (q) |q + r|^3 dq ) 1_3 ( ∫ {|q|≥|p|} V̂ (q) (λ + |q|^2)^32 dq ) 2_3 ≲ 1 .

Lemma A.2 Let κ ∈ (0, 1) be fixed, N^κ be the nuisance region in (3.15) and γ be given by (2.9). Then, uniformly over λ ∈ (0, 1) and r ∈ R^2 , we have

γ^2 ∫^ V (p)V̂ (q)N^κ(q, p)|p + q| (λ + |p + q + r|^2)(λ + |q|^2 + |r|^2)^32 dpdq ≲ 1 . (A.1)

Proof. Recall that, by (3.16), if N^κ(p, q) = 1, then |p+q| ≲ |p| and |q| ≳ |p|. Now, consider first the restriction of the integral in (A.1) to the region {|p + q + r| ≥ 1}. This is bounded above by

γ^2 ∫ dpV̂ (p)|p| ∫ |q|≳|p| dq (λ + |q|^2)^32

≲ γ^2 .

Instead, on {|p + q + r| ≤ 1}, we apply the change of variables p + q → p and get

γ^2 ∫ |p+r|≤1 |p|dq (λ + |p + r|^2) ∫ |q|≳|p| dp (λ + |q|^2)^32 ≲ 1 , from which (A.1) follows at once.

Lemma A.3 Uniformly over λ ∈ (0, 1), q, r ∈ R^2 , we have λ ∫^ V (p) (λ + |p + q|^2)(λ + |p + r|^2) dp ≲ 1 . (A.2)

Proof. Applying Cauchy-Schwarz to (A.2), the integral is bounded by λ ( ∫ V̂ (p) (λ + |p + q|^2)^2 dp ) 1_2 ( ∫ V̂ (p) (λ + |p + r|^2)^2 dp ) 1_2 . The two factors can be treated similarly, and can be controlled by ∫^ V (p) (λ + |p + q|^2)^2 dp ≲ 1 + ∫ |p+q|≤1 1 (λ + |p + q|^2)^2 dp ≲ 1 + 1 λ .

A.2 Estimates for the replacement lemma The goal of this appendix is to show the crucial estimate in the proof of the Replacement Lemma 3.3, i.e. (3.23). For the reader’s convenience, let us recall some notation. Let g^λ be the multiplier associated to the operator G^λ in (3.18), and m_λ be given as in (3.10) with τ(p) =^1_2 |p|^2 g^λ(p), p ∈ R^2 (see (3.18)) and R replaced by the bulk region B = B^13 in (3.15). More explicitly, for p ∈ R^2 , we have

g^λ(p)^{def}= g(ℓ^λ(^1_2 |p|^2)) = √ 4πγ^2 log ( 1 + 1 λ +^1_2 |p|^2 ) + 1 − 1 (A.3)

m^λ(p)^{def}= 2γ^2 ∫ R^2 V̂ (q)B(q, p) cos2 θ λ +^1_2 |p + q|^2[1 + g^λ(p + q)] dq (A.4)

where g and ℓ^λ are defined according to (3.17).

We are now ready to state and prove the next proposition. The proof follows closely that of similar results as [CGT23, Lemma 2.6] and we therefore limit ourselves to outline the main steps.

Lemma A.4 For λ ∈ (0, 1) and γ as in (2.9), let g^λ and m^λ be as in (A.3) and (A.4) respectively. Then (3.23) holds, i.e.

sup_p |m^λ(p) − g^λ(p)| ≲ γ^2 .

Proof. Since γ is given according to weak coupling, the following properties of g^λ, which will be used throughout, hold uniformly over λ ∈ (0, 1),

0 ≤ g^λ(p) ≤ g^λ(0) = √ 4πα^2 + 1 − 1 , for all p ∈ R^2 |∂_ϱg(ℓ^λ(ϱ))| ≲ γ^2 (λ + ϱ)(1 + g(ℓ^λ(ϱ))) for all ϱ ≥ 0 .

(A.5)

The proof consists of massaging the expression for m^λ by successive replacements until we obtain a consistency relation with g^λ, and more specifically with g. All the replacements will be such that the error made in the difference is bounded by γ^2, uniformly in p ∈ R^2 and λ ∈ (0, 1). First, we claim that (A.4) can be substituted, up to an error of order γ^2, with

2γ^2 ∫^ V (q)B(q, p) cos^2 θ λ +^1_2 (|p|^2 + |q|^2)[1 + g^λ(p + q)] dq . (A.6)

Indeed, their difference is bounded above by

γ^2 ∫^ V (q)B(q, p)|p||q|[1 + g^λ(p + q)] (λ + (|p|^2 + |q|^2)[1 + g^λ(p + q)])(λ + |p + q|^2[1 + g^λ(p + q)]) dq

≤ γ^2 ∫^ V (q)B(q, p)|p||q| (λ + |p|^2 + |q|^2)|p + q|^2 dq ≲ γ^2 ∫^ V (q)|p| |p + q|(λ + |p|^2 + |q|^2) dq ≲ γ^2 where we used that g^λ is non-negative, that on B, |p + q| ≳ |q|, and Lemma A.1.

Second, we replace (A.6), up to an error of order O(γ^4), with

2γ^2 ∫^ V (q)B(q, p) cos^2 θ λ +^1_2 (|p|^2 + |q|^2)[1 + g(ℓ^λ(^1_2 (|p|^2 + |q|^2)))] dq (A.7)

where g and ℓ^λ are defined according to (3.17). The difference can be controlled by

γ^2 ∫^ V (q)B(q, p)|g(ℓ^λ(^1_2 (|p| + |q|^2))) − g(ℓ^λ(^1_2 |p + q|^2))| λ + |p|^2 + |q|^2 dq ≲ γ^4 ∫^ V (q)|p||q| (λ + |p|^2 + |q|^2)^2 dq ≲ γ^4|p| ∫^ V (q) |q|(λ + |p|^2 + |q|^2) dq ≲ γ^4 .

where in the last step we used Lemma A.1, while in the first, we applied the mean value theorem and (A.5), which give |g(ℓ^λ( 1 2 (|p| + |q|^2))) − g(ℓ^λ( 1 2 |p + q|^2))| ≲ |p||q| sup_{ϱ∈Ip,q} γ^2 (λ + ϱ)(1 + g(ℓ^λ(ϱ)))

for I_{p,q}^{def}= [^1_2 |p + q|^2 ∧^1_2 (|p|^2 + |q|^2),^1_2 |p + q|^2 ∨^1_2 (|p|^2 + |q|^2)]. Now, since on B, |p + q|^2 ≳ |p|^2 + |q|^2, the stated bound follows.

Third, we remove the indicator function of the bulk region in (A.7). By definition, the difference of the two has the same expression but with the nuisance region in place of the bulk one, and can be bounded by

γ^2 ∫^ V (q)N(q, p) λ + |p|^2 + |q|^2 dq ≲ γ^2 |p|^2 ∫ V̂ (q)N(q, p)dq ≲ γ^2 . Moreover, it is not hard to see that, again up to an error of order γ^2, we can restrict the integral to |q| ≤ 1.

Fourth, we first restrict the integral to |q| ≤ 1 and then remove V̂ , which is possible since, by Assumption 1.1, V̂ is smooth and therefore satisfies |V̂ (q) − 1| ≲ |q| uniformly withing |q| ≤ 1. Both operations can be easily seen to produce an error of order γ^2. In this way, we obtained

2γ^2 ∫ |q|≤1 cos^2 θ λ +^1_2 (|p|^2 + |q|^2)[1 + g(ℓ^λ(^1_2 (|p|^2 + |q|^2)))] dq = 2γ^2 ∫_{2π} 0 cos^2 θdθ

∫_1 0 rdr λ +^1_2 (|p|^2 + r^2)[1 + g(ℓ^λ(^1_2 (|p|^2 + r^2)))]

= 2πγ^2

∫ 1_{2 (1+|p|}2_) 1 2 |p|^2 dϱ λ + ϱ[1 + g(ℓ^λ(ϱ))] .

Fifth, we replace the previous with 2πγ^2 ∫ 1_{2 (1+|p|}2_) 1 2 |p|^2 dϱ (λ + ϱ)(λ + ϱ + 1)[1 + g(ℓ^λ(ϱ))]

(A.8)

which is allowed since the difference is bounded by

γ^2

( ∫^1_2 (1+|p|^2) 1 2 |p|^2 1 λ + ϱ + 1 dϱ + λ ∫ 1_{2 (1+|p|}2_) 1 2 |p|^2 1 (λ + ϱ)^2(λ + ϱ + 1) dϱ ) ≲ γ^2 .

At last, we extend the integral to the interval [^1_2 |p|^2, ∞), which is possible since

γ^2 ∫_∞ 1 2 (1+|p|^2) dϱ (λ + ϱ)(λ + ϱ + 1)[1 + g(ℓ^λ(ϱ))] ≤ γ^2 ∫ 1 2 dϱ ϱ^2

≲ γ^2 .

Upon performing the additional change of variables y^{def}= ℓ^λ(ϱ), we have shown

sup_p | | |m^λ(p) − 2π ∫_ℓλ_( 1_{2 |p|}2_) 0 dy 1 + g(y) | | | ≲ γ^2 so that the conclusion follows since g satisfies ∂g = 2π/(1 + g).

A.3 Estimates for the nuisance region The goal of this subsection is to complete the proof of Lemma 4.2 for σ = + and show that the function Iin (4.20) on R^{2(n−1)} has bounded sup-norm. Let us recall its definition

I(p_{3:n+1})^{def}=γ^2 ∫ dp_{1:2}

V̂ (p_1)V̂ (p_2) |p_1||p_2||p_{[3:n+1]}| N(p_1, p_{[2:n+1]})B(p_2, p_{[3:n+1]}) (λ + |p_{[1:n+1]}|^2)(λ + |p_2|^2 + |p_{[3:n+1]}|^2)^12 × | | (p_1 · p_{[2:n+1]})(p_2 · p_{[3:n+1]}) λ +^1_2 |p_{[2:n+1]}|^2[1 + g^λ(p_{[2:n+1]})] + N(p_2, p_{[1:n+1\2]})B(p_1, p_{[3:n+1]})(p_2 · p_{[1:n+1\2]})(p_1 · p_{[3:n+1]}) λ +^1_2 |p_{[1:n+1\2]}|^2[1 + g^λ(p_{[1:n+1\2]})] | | | (A.9)

where p_{3:n+1} ∈ R^{2(n−1)} , λ ∈ (0, 1) and g^λ is given by (A.3). Note that we removed the product of nuisance and bulk region in the second line since this is already present in the first.

Lemma A.5 Let Ibe defined according to (A.9). Then, uniformly over λ ∈ (0, 1), we have sup p_{3:n+1}∈R^{2(n−1)}

I(p_{3:n+1}) ≲ 1 .

Proof. As in the proof of Lemma A.4, we will massage the expression in (A.9) so to ultimately see a cancellation between the terms in the absolute value. Our first goal is to show that the difference between I and I_{fin} given by

I_{fin}(p_{3:n+1})^{def}= γ^2 ∫ dp_{1:2}

V̂ (p_1)V̂ (p_2) |p_1||p_2||p_{[3:n+1]}| × N(p_1, p_{[2:n+1]})B ∩ G(p_2, p_{[3:n+1]}) (λ + |p_{[1:n+1]}|^2)(λ + |p_2|^2 + |p_{[3:n+1]}|^2)^12 | | | (p_1 · p_2)([p_1 + p_2] · p_{[3:n+1]}) λ +^1_2 |p_{[2:n+1]}|^2[1 + g^λ(p_{[2:n+1]})] | | | (A.10)

is order 1, where B ∩ G(p_2, p_{[3:n+1]})^{def}= B(p_2, p_{[3:n+1]})G(p_2, p_{[3:n+1]}) and the second factor is the indicator function on (R^2 )^2 of the set G^{def}= {(p, q): |q| ≤ 1 16 |p|} ⊂ (R^2 )^2. This will be achieved by subsequently (inserting or) replacing certain terms and controlling the error made at each step.

Recall the definition of the bulk B = B^13 and nuisance N = N^13 regions from (3.15) and notice that, by triangle inequality, for any i, j ∈ {1, 2}, i ≠ j, we have N(p_i, p_{[1:n+1\i]})B(p_j, p_{[1:n+1\i,j]}) ≤ 1_{ 1_{6 |pj |<|pi|}} . (A.11) Step 1. We want to insert the function G(p_2, p_{[3:n+1]}) in the first line at the right hand side of (A.9). Bounding each summand in the absolute value separately, using that g^λ is non-negative and the bulk region in each case, we see that the difference can be controlled by

γ^2 ∫ dp_{1:2}V̂ (p_1)V̂ (p_2)

N(p_1, p_{[2:n+1]})B(p_2, p_{[3:n+1]})(1 − G(p_2, p_{[3:n+1]})) (λ + |p_{[1:n+1]}|^2)(λ + |p_2|^2 + |p_{[3:n+1]}|^2)^12

(A.12) × ( |p_{[2:n+1]}|

λ + |p_2|^2 + |p_{[3:n+1]}|^2 + N(p_2, p_{[1:n+1\2]})B(p_1, p_{[3:n+1]})|p_{[1:n+1\2]}| λ + |p_1|^2 + |p_{[3:n+1]}|^2 ) . We argue that thanks to the regions under consideration, both of the terms |p_{[2:n+1]}|, |p_{[1:n+1\2]}| appearing in the the second line in (A.12) can be bounded by a constant times |p_{[3:n+1]}|. For the first term, we have 1 − G(p_2, p_{[3:n+1]}) = 1_{{ 116 |p2|<|p[3:n+1]|}}, therefore |p_{[2:n+1]}| ≤ |p_2| + |p_{[3:n+1]}| ≲ |p_{[3:n+1]}|. For the second, by (A.11), we deduce that ∏ (i,j)=(1,2),(2,1) N(p_i, p_{[1:n+1\i]})B(p_j, p_{[3:n+1]}) ≤ 1_{ 1_{6 |p1|<|p2|<6|p1|}} and therefore, we also have |p_{[1:n+1\2]}| ≤ |p_1| + |p_{[3:n+1]}| ≲ |p_{[3:n+1]}|. As a consequence, (A.12) is bounded above by

γ^2|p_{[3:n+1]}| ∫^ V (p_1)V̂ (p_2)dp_{1:2} (λ + |p_{[1:n+1]}|^2)(λ + |p_2|^2 + |p_{[3:n+1]}|^2)^32

≲ 1 (A.13)

where, in the last step, we first integrated in p_1 and then applied Lemma A.1 to the integral in p_2.

Before proceeding, let us point out that the insertion of the indicator function of G ensures that

N(p_1, p_{[2:n+1]})B ∩ G(p_2, p_{[3:n+1]}) ≤ N^{512} (p_1, p_2) (A.14)

so that, in particular, p_1 and p_2 are comparable.

Step 2. We want to replace both scalar products p_1 · p_{[2:n+1]} and p_2 · p_{[1:n+1\2]}, with p_1 · p_2. To do so, we add and subtract the corresponding terms inside the absolute value and use triangle inequality. By (A.14), it is not hard to see that the error terms are bounded by (A.13).

Step 3. In this and the next step, we focus on the second summand in the absolute value in (A.9). At first we want to replace its denominator with the denominator of the first summand, i.e. with λ +^1_2 |p_{[2:n+1]}|^2[1 + g^λ(p_{[2:n+1]})], for which we add and subtract the corresponding term in the absolute value and bound the error. To do so, let f be the map on R^2 given by f(p)^{def}= (λ +^1_2 |p|^2[1 + g^λ(p)])^{−1} and note that |∇f(p)| ≲ (λ + |p|^2)^{3/2}. Hence, by mean value theorem, we get | |f(p_{[1:n+1\2]}) − f(−p[2:n+1]) | | ≲ |p_{[1:n+1\2]} + p[2:n+1]| sup_{p∈I} 1 (λ + |p|^2)^32

where I ⊂ R^2 is the segment connecting p_{[1:n+1\2]} and −p_{[2:n+1]}. Thanks to the presence of the indicator function B(p_2, p_{[3:n+1]}) we know that |p_{[2:n+1]}|^2 ≳ |p_2|^2 + |p_{[3:n+1]}|^2, while B(p_1, p_{[3:n+1]}) and (A.14) give |p_{[1:n+1\2]}| ≳ |p_1|^2 + |p_{[3:n+1]}|^2 ≳ |p_2|^2 + |p_{[3:n+1]}|^2. As a consequence, for any p ∈ I, we have |p|^2 ≳ |p_2|^2 + |p_{[3:n+1]}|^2, which ultimately delivers a bound on the error term of the form

γ^2 ∫ dp_{1:2}

V̂ (p_1)V̂ (p_2)N(p_1, p_{[2:n+1]})B ∩ G(p_2, p_{[3:n+1]})|p_1||p_{[1:n+1\2]} + p_{[2:n+1]}| (λ + |p_{[1:n+1]}|^2)(λ + |p_2|^2 + |p_{[3:n+1]}|^2)^2 ≲ γ^2 ∫ dp_{1:2}

V̂ (p_1)V̂ (p_2)N^5_{12} (p_1, p_2)(|p_1 + p_2| + |p_{[3:n+1]}|) (λ + |p_{[1:n+1]}|^2)(λ + |p_2|^2 + |p_{[3:n+1]}|^2)^{3/2}

where we used (A.14) once again. At this point we estimate the term containing |p_1 + p_2| with Lemma A.2, while that with |p_{3:n+1}| with Lemma A.1. Step 4. We want to remove the indicator functions B(p_1, p_{[3:n+1]}), N(p_2, p_{[1:n+1\2]}) from the second summand, starting with the former. Notice that in both cases, we need to estimate a quantity of the form ∫ dp_{1:2}

V̂ (p_1)V̂ (p_2)N(p_1, p_{[2:n+1]})B ∩ G(p_2, p_{[3:n+1]})F|p_1|

(λ + |p_{[1:n+1]}|^2)(λ + |p_2|^2 + |p_{[3:n+1]}|^2)^32

(A.15)

where, to first remove B(p_1, p_{[3:n+1]}), we take F = F_1 = N(p_2, p_{[1:n+1\2]}) N(p_1, p_{[3:n+1]}), while to then remove N(p_2 , p_{[1:n+1\2]}), F = F_2 = B(p_2, p_{[1:n+1\2]}).

In the first case, if F_1 = 1 then N(p_1, p_{[3:n+1]}) = 1, which implies that |p_1| ≲ |p_{[3:n+1]}| (see (3.16)). Hence, (A.15) is bounded above by (A.13).

On the other hand, for F_2 N(p_1, p_{[2:n+1]})B ∩ G(p_2, p_{[3:n+1]}) = 1, both F_2 and G(p_2, p_{[3:n+1]}) must be equal to 1, therefore^1_3 |p_2| ≤ |p_{[1:n+1]}| ≤ |p_1 + p_2| + |p_{[3:n+1]}| ≤ |p_1+p_2|+^1_{16} |p_2|, so that |p_2| ≲ |p_1+p_2| and by (A.14), |p_1| ≲ |p_1+p_2|. As a consequence, (A.15) can be controlled via Lemma A.2.

Conclusion. Thanks to Steps 1-4, we showed that the difference between Iin (A.9) and I_{fin} (A.10) is uniformly bounded, so that to conclude, it suffices to show that the latter is also uniformly bounded. For this, we use first the indicator function of the bulk region B(p_2, p_{[3:n+1]}), and then (A.14), to get

|I_{fin}(p_{3:n+1})| ≲ γ^2 ∫ dp_{1:2}

V̂ (p_1)V̂ (p_2)N^5_{12} (p_1, p_2)|p_1 + p_2|

(λ + |p_{[1:n+1]}|^2)(λ + |p_2|^2 + |p_{[3:n+1]}|^2)^32 ≲ 1 where the last step follows by Lemma A.2. Hence, the proof is concluded.

Appendix B Triangular martingale central limit theorem

The following is a simple adaptation of the standard martingale central limit theorem to the case where the sequence of martingales depends on the scaling parameter (and therefore we refer to it as ‘triangular’). In the statement, to distinguish between microscopic and macroscopic scales, we use parentheses in the superscript.

Theorem B.1 Let {(M^{(ε)}_t )_{t≥0} : ε ∈ (0, 1)} be a family of real valued mean zero martingales with stationary increments on a common filtered probability space (Ω, F, F_t, P). Let ς^2_ε^{def}= E[⟨M^{(ε)}⟩_1] and suppose that for all t ≥ 0

lim sup ε→0 ς^2_ε ≲ 1 , (B.1)

lim sup ε→0 E[⟨M^{(ε)}⟩^2_1] ≲ 1 , (B.2)

lim_{ε→0} sup s∈[0,t/ε^2] ε^4Var⟨M^{(ε)}⟩_s = 0 . (B.3)

For ε ∈ (0, 1), define the scaled family of martingales {(M^ε_t )_{t≥0} : ε ∈ (0, 1)} according to the diffusive rescaling M^ε_t^{def}= εM^{(ε)}_{t/ε2} . Then for all θ ∈ R it holds that

lim_{ε→0} E|E[e^{ιθMεt} | F_0] − e^{− 12 θ2ς2ε t}| → 0 (B.4)

Our proof follows closely that of [KLO12, Theorem 2.1], but the dependence on ε of M^{(ε)} makes their result not directly applicable so, for completeness we detail the argument below. For simplicity, we ask for a uniform control over the variance of the quadratic variation (B.3), which is easy to get in the context of the SRBP, but could be weakened. Let us also point out that we are not assuming

ς^2 = lim_{ε→0} ς^2_ε (B.5) so that, strictly speaking, the above is not a semi quenched central limit theorem but it would be upon replacing (B.1) with (B.5).

Proof. To lighten the notation, let E_0[·] denote the conditional expectation E[· | F_0]. Choose ε ∈ (0, 1) small enough so that (B.1)-(B.2) hold. Set β_ε =^1_2 θ^2ς^2_ε , which is uniformly bounded by (B.1). It is sufficient to show

lim_{ε→0} E|e^{βε} E_0[e^{ιθεM(ε)1/ε2} ] − 1| = 0 (B.6)

Indeed, (B.4) follows from applying Equation (B.6) in the case M^{(ε)} := M^{(ε√t)}, θ := θ √ t and changing variables ε := ε/ √ t. Note that, letting N^{def}= ⌊1/ε^2⌋, the previous condition is implied by the analogous condition in which the martingale M^{(ε)} is evaluated at time N ∈ N instead of 1/ε^2. Indeed, since for any a, b ∈ R, |e^{ιa} − e^{ιb}| ≤ |a − b| and the martingales are mean 0, we have E | |e^{βε} E0 [ e^{ιθεM(ε)1/ε2} ] − 1 | | ≲ E | |e^{βε} E0 [ e^{ιθεM(ε)N} ] − 1 | | + θ^2ε^2e^{βε} E[(M^{(ε)}_{1/ε2} − M^{(ε)}_N )^2]

and E[⟨M^{(ε)}⟩_{1/ε}2 − ⟨M^{(ε)}⟩_N ] = (ε^{−2} − N)ς^2_ε ≲ 1 so that the second summand vanishes. We now rewrite the expectation as a telescopic sum. To do so, for j = 0, . . . , N − 1 set X_j^{def}= e^{βε j+1N} E_0 [ e^{ιθεM(ε)j+1} ] − e^{βε jN} E_0 [ e^{ιθεM(ε)j} ] , and Z^{(ε)}_j^{def}= M^{(ε)}_{j+1} − M^{(ε)}_j ,

so that E | |e_{βε} E_0[e_{ιθεM}^{(ε)}_N ] − 1 | | = E | |^{N−1}∑ j=1 X_j | | ≤^4∑ i=1 E | |^{N−1}∑ j=1 X^{(i)}_j | | (B.7)

where

X^{(1)}_j = e^{βε j+1N} (1 − β_ε^1_N − e^{−βε 1N} )E_0 [ e^{ιθεM(ε)j} ] , X^{(2)}_j = e^{βε j+1N} (β_ε^1_N − β_εε^2)E_0 [ e^{ιθεM(ε)j} ] , X^{(3)}_j = e^{βε j+1N} E_0 [ r(θεZ^{(ε)}_j )e^{ιθεM(ε)j} ] , X^{(4)}_j = e^{βε j+1N} E_0 [( −^{θ2ε2}_2 (Z^{(ε)}_j )^2 + β_εε^2 ) e^{ιθεM(ε)j} ] . in which we used that e^{ιa} = e^{ιb} + ι(a − b) − (a − b)^2/2 + r(a − b), for r such that |r(x)| ≲ |x|^3, and any a, b ∈ R. Now, in the three summands at the right hand side of (B.7) corresponding to i = 1, 2, 3, we bound the complex exponential by 1, and respectively use that |1 − x − e^{−x}| ≲ x^2, |N^{−1} − ε^2| ≲ N^{−2} and Burkholder- Davis-Gundy inequality which gives E|Z^{(ε)}_j |^3 = E|Z^{(ε)}_1 |^3 ≲ E[⟨M^{(ε)}⟩^{3/2}_1 ] ≲ 1, the last step being due to (B.2). Therefore, we obtain 3∑ i=1 E | |^{N−1}∑ j=1 X^{(i)}_j | | ≲^{N−1}∑ i=1 ( 2 β^2_ε N^2

+ θ^3ε^3 ) ≲ 1 N + ε^3N and the right hand side converges to 0 as ε → 0 since N = ⌊1/ε^2⌋.

At last we turn to the fourth summand in (B.7). Let V_ε^{def}= sup_{s≤ε}−2 ε^4Var⟨M^{(ε)}⟩_s, which, by (B.3), vanishes, and, for α <^1_2 , define K^{def}= ⌊V^α_ε N⌋. Partition {0, ..., N − 1} into L^{def}= ⌊N/K⌋ groups I_k of K or K + 1 consecutive numbers in such a way that {0, ..., N − 1} = ∪^L_{k=1}I_k.

Upon defining Y^{(ε)}_j^{def}= ⟨M^{(ε)}⟩_{j+1} − ⟨M^{(ε)}⟩_j, we have E[(Z^{(ε)}_j )^2 | F_j] = E[Y^{(ε)}_j | F_j ], so that the quantity we need to bound is E | |^{N−1}∑ j=0 X^{(4)}_j | | =_θ2_2 E | |ε_2^ℓ∑ k=1 ∑ j∈I_k e^{βε j+1N} E_0 [( Y^{(ε)}_j − ς^2_ε ) e^{ιθεM(ε)j} ]| | (B.8)

where we also used that β_ε =^1_2 θ^2ς^2_ε . Let j_k^{def}= min I_k. We want to replace the j’s appearing at the exponentials with j_k. To do so, notice that | |eβ_ε^{j+1}_N +ιθεM^{(ε)}_j −eβε^{jk+1}_N +ιθεM^{(ε)}_{jk} | | ≲ β_ε |j − jk| N + ε|M^{(ε)}_j − M^{(ε)}_{jk} | ≲ β_ε K N + ε|M^{(ε)}_j − M^{(ε)}_{jk} | ≲ β_εV^α_ε + ε|M^{(ε)}_j − M^{(ε)}_{jk} | .

(B.9)

As a consequence, (B.8) is bounded above by

θ^2 2 E | |ε^2 L∑ k=1 e^{βε jk +1N} E_0 [ e^{ιθεM(ε)j}k ∑ j∈I_k ( Y^{(ε)}_j − ς^2_ε )]| | + Rε , (B.10)

where, thanks to (B.9), R_ε is controlled by

ε^2 L∑ k=1 ∑ j∈I_k E ( |Y^{(ε)}_j − ς^2_ε |(β_εV^α_ε + ε|M^{(ε)}_j − M^{(ε)}_{jk} |) )

≲ ε^2 L∑ k=1 ∑ j∈I_k E[|Y^{(ε)}_j − ς^2_ε |^2]^{12} ( β_εV^α_ε + εE[(M^{(ε)}_j − M^{(ε)}_{jk} )^2]^{12} )

≲ V^α_ε + ε √ K ≲ V^α_ε + V^{α2}_ε

and we used that the expectation involving Y^{(ε)}_j is bounded thanks to (B.1) and (B.2), stationary of the increments of M^{(ε)} to control the corresponding term, and the definition of K and N. Since R_ε vanishes, we are left to consider the first summand in (B.10), which equals

θ^2 2 E | |ε_2^L∑ k=1 e^{βε jk+1N} E_0 [ e^{ιθεM(ε)j}k ( ⟨M^{(ε)}⟩_K − Kς^2_ε )]| | ≲ LV^{12}ε ≲ V^{12 −α}ε where we applied Cauchy-Schwarz and the definition of V_ε. Recall that we chose α < 1/2 and V_ε → 0, hence the right hand side goes to 0 and the proof of the theorem is concluded.

Appendix C Well posedness of the martingale problem

Let H be the weighted Sobolev space in (6.1) and H^∗ its dual. For z ∈ R^2 , we define the translation map τ_z : H → H according to τ_zφ(x)^{def}= φ(x + z), and its dual T_z which acts on H^∗. The next lemma states some easy properties of the translation map.

Lemma C.1 For z ∈ R^2 , we have the operator bound

‖T_z‖^2 ≲ 1 + |z|^4 (C.1)

Moreover, for fixed h ∈ H^∗, the map T_·h : R^2 → H^∗ is Lipschitz-continuous.

Proof. For (C.1), by duality it suffices to show ‖τ_{−z}‖^2 ≲ 1 + |z|^4, which in turn is an immediate consequence of the weights in the definition of the norm on H (see (6.1)). To show that T_·h is Lipschitz-continuous, a density argument together with the operator bound (C.1) ensure that we can reduce to the case in which there is h ∈ S(R^2 , R^2 ) such that h = ⟨h, ·⟩_H . Then,

‖T_yh − T_zh‖^2 ≤ ∫ (1 + |x|^2)^{−2}|(1 − Δ)^{−25}(τ_yh − τ_zh)(x)|^2dx ≲_h |z − y|^2

where we used that τ_y commutes with (1 − Δ)^{−25} and mean-value theorem. Hence, the proof is concluded.

We now turn to the main object of this appendix and begin by defining what it means to be an (analytically weak) solution of the stochastic linear transport equation in (1.13).

Definition C.2 Let (E, E, P) be a probability space with a normal filtration (E_t)_{t≥0} carrying a Brownian motion (B_t )_{t≥0} and π be an arbitrary measure on H^∗ . For fixed T > 0, we say that (η_t)_{t≥0} is an (analytically weak) solution of the stochastic linear transport equation (SLTE) in (1.13) with diffusivity ς^2 > 0 and initial distribution π if (η_t)_{t≥0} is a continuous adapted H^∗-valued process such that η_0 is independent from B and has law π, and for all g ∈ S(R^2 , R^2 ), P-a.s. for all t ∈ [0, T ]

η_t[g] − η_0[g] = ς ∫_t 0 η_s[−∇g]dB^i_s + 1 2 ς^2 ∫_t 0 η_s[Δg]ds . (C.2)

We split existence and uniqueness for SLTE in the following two lemmas.

Lemma C.3 Let π be a probability measure on H^∗ for which ∫ ‖h‖^2_H∗ π(dh) < ∞. Then, for all ς^2 > 0 and T > 0, there exists a solution to SLTE with diffusivity ς^2 > 0 and initial distribution π given according to Definition C.2.

Proof. Let (E, E, P) be an arbitrary probability space supporting η_0 with law π, and an independent Brownian motion (B_t)_{t≥0}, and (E_t)_{t≥0} be the usual augmented filtration. Fix T > 0 and let (η_t)_{t∈[0,T ]} be the H^∗-valued process defined by

η_t^{def}= T_{ςBt} η_0 .

Our goal is to show that η solves SLTE. Clearly, (η_t)_{t∈[0,T ]} is adapted, continuous (by Lemma C.1 and the continuity of Brownian motion) and η_0 is distributed according to π. It remains to verify (C.2).

Let g ∈ S(R^2 , R^2 ), and note that, by definition, η_t[g] = η_0[τ_{−ςBt} g]. Itô’s formula gives that for each x ∈ R^2 , up to P-indistinguishability, for all t ∈ [0, T ] we have τ_{−ςBt} g(x) = g(x) − ς ∫_t 0 ∇g(x − ςB_s) · dB_s + 1 2 ς^2 ∫_t 0 Δg(x − ςB_s)ds . (C.3)

Let us now consider a regularised version of η_0 , given by η^{(m)}_0 (x)^{def}= ∑_m i=1 η_0[g^i]g^i(x), for (g^i)_{i∈N} the basis of H introduced at the beginning of Section 6 and m ∈ N. Denote by η^{(m)}_0 the element in H^∗ corresponding to η^{(m)}. We multiply both sides of (C.3) by η^{(m)}_0 (x), which is E_0-measurable, and integrate in x. To swap the integral in x and the stochastic integral, we invoke stochastic version of Fubini’s theorem [DPZ14, Theorem 4.33], which is applicable since ∫ ( E [ ∫ T 0 |η^{(m)}_0 (x)∇g(x − ςB_t)|^2dt ]) 1_2 dx ≲_{T,m,g} ( ∫ ‖h‖^2_H∗ π(dh)

) 1_2 < ∞ where we used that we chose the elements of the basis of H to decay at ∞ faster than any polynomial. Therefore we conclude that, up to P-indistinguishability, for all t ∈ [0, T ]

T_{ςBt} η^{(m)}_0 [g] − η^{(m)}_0 [g] = −ς ∫_t 0 T_{ςBs} η^{(m)}_0 [∇g] · dB_s + ς^2 2 ∫_t 0 T_{ςBs} η^{(m)}_0 [Δg]ds.

Since by dominated convergence, E‖η_0 − η^{(m)}_0 ‖^2 converges to 0 as m → ∞, Doob’s and Jensen’s inequalities and (C.1) ensure that we can take the limit as m → ∞ in the previous equality, thus deducing (C.2) and therefore concluding the proof.

Lemma C.4 Fix an initial distribution π on H^∗, and ς^2, T > 0, and let (η_t)_{t≥0} be a solution to SLTE as given in Definition C.2. Then, (η_t)_{t∈[0,T ]} satisfies η_t = T_{ςBt} η_0. In particular, solutions to SLTE are unique in law on C_T H^∗.

Proof. By continuity, it is enough to show that for fixed t ∈ [0, T ], T_{−ςBt} η_t = η_0 P-a.s.. It can be easily checked that this is equivalent to show that

η^δ_t (x − ςB_t) = η^δ_0(x) (C.4) where we set η^δ(x)^{def}= ϱ^δ ∗ η(x) = η[ϱ^δ_x] for ϱ ∈ S(R^2 , R^2 ) whose components are non-negative, compactly supported and of mass one, and ϱ^δ_x(y) = δ^{−2}ϱ((y − x)/δ). Using (C.2) with g = ϱ^δ_x, and integration by parts, we deduce that, for x ∈ R^2 ,

η^δ_t (x) = η^δ_0(x) + ς ∫_t 0 ∇η^δ_s (x) · dB_s + 1 2 ς^2 ∫_t 0 Δη^δ_s (x)ds . Since η^δ(x) solves the above, we can apply the generalised Itô’s formula, [Kun90, Theorem 3.3.1], to t → η^δ_t (x − ςB_t) and immediately see that it agrees with the right hand side of (C.4).

Finally, we may put these pieces together and prove Proposition 6.6.

Proof of Proposition 6.6. Existence follows easily by Lemma C.3 and a standard approximation procedure. For uniqueness, let P be as in Definition 6.4. The representation theorem of [DPZ14, Theorem 8.2] implies that on an augmented probability space, there exists a standard Brownian motion (B_t)_{t∈[0,T ]} such that

M_t = ς ∫_t 0 ∇η_s · dB_s . This means that η is a solution of SLTE as given in Definition C.2 whose law is uniquely determined by Lemma C.4 and is given by the Brownian transportation of the GFF.

Appendix D The role of the Nuisance region and the DCGFF

The goal of this section is to provide some insight regarding how we were lead (and why it is necessary) to distinguish between bulk and nuisance region and why in the context of diffusions in divergence free vector fields this is not necessary. Our analysis finds its roots in the work of Tóth and Valkó [TV12], where the authors determine superdiffusive bounds not only for the SRBP but also for a model called Diffusion in the Curl of the Gaussian Free Field (DCGFF). Despite the similarities of the two models, which we will shortly discuss, the study of the SRBP is already seen therein to be more challenging in that a prototype of our bulk/nuisance (B/N) split is needed, whereas when treating the DCGFF this is not the case.

The DCGFF is defined as

dX̃_t = dB_t + γω̃(X̃_t)dt , X̃_0 = 0 (D.1)

where B is a two-dimensional Brownian motion and ω̃ is an element of Ω̃, which is a space of divergence free (as opposed to Ω, whose elements are rotation free) smooth vector fields. We consider the probability measure π̃(dω̃) on Ω̃, which is the law of ∇ × ( √ V ∗ Φ) for Φ a 2d GFF. Even though seemingly unrelated, it turns out that the generator of the environment process η̃ associated to the DCGFF is exactly the same as that for the SRBP as given in (2.4) but for a crucial difference, namely, the scalar products in the definition of A_± is replaced by the cross products [CHT22, eq. (3.10)] From a technical viewpoint, this is the reason why the off-diagonal terms are lower order in one case but not on the other. Let us verify the previous statement in a simple but informative example concerning the function f_1 defined in (2.7).

Proposition D.1 Let φ = (λ + S)^{− 1}2 A_+S^{− 1}2 ψ, where ψ = γ(λ + S)^{−1/2}f_1 and f_1 ∈ ΓL^2_1 be given as

SRBP: f_1^{def}= − ι 2π e_1p_2 , DCGFF: f_1^{def}= − ι 2π e_2p_2 .

Consider the decomposition φ = φ[1] + φ[2] as given in (3.8) with T ≡ 0 and R = R^2 . Then it holds that

SRBP: ⟨φ[1], φ[2]⟩ = − 1 32 + O(γ^2) , (D.2)

DCGFF: ⟨φ[1], φ[2]⟩ = O(γ^2) . (D.3) Proof. We begin with (D.2). By definition, we have ⟨φ[1], φ[2]⟩ = γ^4 32π^2 ∫ (p_1 · p_2)^2e_1p_1e_1p_2μ_2(dp_{1:2}) (λ +^1_2 |p_1 + p_2|^2)(λ +^1_2 |p_1|^2)^12 (λ +^1_2 |p_2|^2)^12 |p_1||p_2| = γ^4 64π^2 ∫ (p_1 · p_2)^3μ_2(dp_{1:2}) (λ +^1_2 |p_1 + p_2|^2)(λ +^1_2 |p_1|^2)^12 (λ +^1_2 |p_2|^2)^12 |p_1||p_2| where the last step is a consequence of the fact that, by rotating both variables p_1, p_2 by π/2, the integrand in the previous line is the same but with e_2p_1e_2p_2 in place of e_1p_1e_1p_2. Then, it is not hard to see that, by Lemma A.1, the previous is equal, up to O(γ^2), to

γ^4 64π^2 ∫ (p_1 · p_2)^3N(p_2, p_1)μ_2(dp_{1:2}) (λ +^1_2 |p_1 + p_2|^2)(λ +^1_2 |p_1|^2)^12 (λ +^1_2 |p_2|^2)^12 |p_1||p_2|

+ O(γ^2) . (D.4)

Moreover, a sequence of basic computations utilising both the properties of V as stated in Assumption 1.1 and the fact that in the nuisance region p_1 ≈ −p_2, show that (D.4) reduces to

γ^4 64π^2 ∫ (p_1 · p_2)^3N(p_2, p_1) (λ +^1_2 |p_1 + p_2|^2)(λ +^1_2 |p_1|^2)|p_1|^2 μ_2(dp_{1:2}) + O(γ^2) = − γ^4 64π^2 ∫ |p_1|^4|p_2|^2N(p_2, p_1) (λ +^1_2 |p_1 + p_2|^2)(λ +^1_2 |p_1|^2)|p_1|^2 μ_2(dp_{1:2}) + O(γ^2) = − γ^4 64π^2 ∫^ V (p_1)^2 λ +^1_2 |p_1|^2 ∫ N(p_2,p_1) 1 λ +^1_2 |p_1 + p_2|^2 dp_2 ) dp_1 + O(γ^2) = − γ^4 32π ∫^ V (p_1)^2 λ +^1_2 |p_1|^2 ( log(λ +^1_9 |p_1|^2) − log λ ) dp_1 + O(γ^2) = − γ^4 16 ∫_1 0 1 λ + ϱ ( log(λ + ϱ) − log λ ) dϱ + O(γ^2) = − 1 32 + O(γ^2) which implies the result for the SRBP.

Turning to (D.3), we may adapt the proof of Lemma 3.5 to the case of DCGFF, simply using the bound |p × q| ≤ |p||q| instead of the bound |p · q| ≤ |p||q|, and we obtain ⟨φ^B [1], φ^B [2]⟩ = O(γ^2), where we have also invoked Lemma 2.7. Moreover, the cross terms ⟨φ^B [1], φ^N [2]⟩, ⟨φ^B [2], φ^N [1]⟩ are seen to be negligible, for example, swapping the nuisance regions, similarly to what was done in (5.3) |⟨φ^B [1], φ^N [2]⟩| ≤ γ^4 ∫ (p_1 × p_2)^2B(p_1, p_2)N(p_2, p_1) (λ + |p_1 + p_2|^2)(λ + |p_1|^2)^12 (λ + |p_2|^2)^12 μ_2(dp_{1:2})

= γ^4 ∫ (p_1 × p_2)^2B(p_1, p_2)N(p_1, p_2) (λ + |p_1 + p_2|^2)(λ + |p_1|^2)^12 (λ + |p_2|^2)^12 μ_2(dp_{1:2}) + O(γ^2)

and this final term is zero because B(p_1, p_2)N(p_1, p_2) = 0.

Therefore, it remains to consider |⟨φ^N [1], φ^N [2]⟩| ≤ γ^4 ∫ (p_1 × p_2)^2N(p_1, p_2)N(p_2, p_1) (λ + |p_1 + p_2|^2)(λ + |p_1|^2)^12 (λ + |p_2|^2)^12 μ_2(dp_{1:2}) .

We have (p_1 × p_2)^2 = |p_1|^2|p_2|^2 sin^2(θ) where θ is the angle between p_1 and p_2 and sin^2(θ) ≤ |p_1 + p_2|^2/|p_1|^2. By symmetry, we can restrict to |p_1| ≤ |p_2|, in which case we obtain the upper bound

γ^4 ∫^ V (p_1) (λ + |p_1|^2)|p_1|^2 ( ∫ |p_1+p_2|<^1_3 |p_1|

V̂ (p_2)|p_1 + p_2|2 λ + |p_1 + p_2|^2 dp_2 ) dp_1 = O(γ^2)

and the proof of (D.3) is completed.

What the previous statement together with the observations made above concerning the DCGFF hints at, is that the nuisance region is not relevant for the dynamics of DCGFF, while it is for that of the SRBP. Therefore, we expect not only that our techniques would work for (D.1) but further, that it would be much simpler to obtain the analogue of Theorem 1.2 (and Theorem 1.4) in that setting, since the whole of Section 4.1 could be avoided.

Acknowledgements

The authors would like to thank B. Tòth for elucidating discussions concerning the SRBP and his work on it, and M. Maurelli for explaining the solution theory for stochastic linear transport equation. G. C. gratefully acknowledges financial support via the UKRI FL fellowship “Large-scale universal behaviour of Random Interfaces and Stochastic Operators” MR/W008246/1.

References

[APP83] D. J. Amit, G. Parisi, and L. Peliti. Asymptotic behavior of the “true” self-avoiding walk. Physical Review B 27, no. 3, (1983), 1635–1645. doi:10.1103/PhysRevB.27.1635.

The role of the Nuisance region and the DCGFF 69

[AW67] B. J. Alder and T. E. Wainwright. Velocity Autocorrelations for Hard Spheres. Physical Review Letters 18, no. 23, (1967), 988–990. doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.18.988.

[AW70] B. J. Alder and T. E. Wainwright. Decay of the Velocity Autocorrelation Function. Physical Review A 1, no. 1, (1970), 18–21. doi:10.1103/PhysRevA.1.18.

[CET23] G. Cannizzaro, D. Erhard, and F. Toninelli. Weak coupling limit of the Anisotropic KPZ equation. Duke Mathematical Journal 172, no. 16, (2023), 3013–3104. doi:10.1215/00127094-2022-0094.

[CGT23] G. Cannizzaro, M. Gubinelli, and F. Toninelli. Gaussian Fluctuations for the stochastic Burgers equation in dimension d ≥ 2. Communications in Mathematical Physics (to appear) (2023). arXiv:2304.05730.

[CHT22] G. Cannizzaro, L. Haunschmid-Sibitz, and F. Toninelli. √ log t- Superdiffusivity for a Brownian particle in the curl of the 2d GFF. The Annals of Probability 50, no. 6, (2022), 2475–2498. doi:10.1214/22-AOP1589.

[CMOW23] G. Chatzigeorgiou, P. Morfe, F. Otto, and L. Wang. The Gaussian freefield as a stream function: Asymptotics of effective diffusivity in infra-red cut-off, 2023. arXiv:2212.14244.

[CSZ17] F. Caravenna, R. Sun, and N. Zygouras. Universality in marginally relevant disordered systems. Ann. Appl. Probab. 27, no. 5, (2017), 3050–3112. doi:10.1214/17-AAP1276.

[CSZ20] F. Caravenna, R. Sun, and N. Zygouras. The two-dimensional KPZ equation in the entire subcritical regime. Ann. Probab. 48, no. 3, (2020), 1086– 1127. doi:10.1214/19-AOP1383.

[CSZ23] F. Caravenna, R. Sun, and N. Zygouras. The critical 2d Stochastic Heat Flow. Inventiones mathematicae 233, no. 1, (2023), 325–460. doi:10.1007/s00222-023-01184-7.

[DG22] A. Dunlap and Y. Gu. A forward-backward SDE from the 2D nonlinear stochastic heat equation. Ann. Probab. 50, no. 3, (2022), 1204–1253. doi:10.1214/21-aop1563.

[DPZ14] G. Da Prato and J. Zabczyk. Stochastic Equations in Infinite Dimensions. Cambridge University Press, 2 ed., 2014. doi:10.1017/CBO9781107295513.

[DR92] R. T. Durrett and L. C. G. Rogers. Asymptotic behavior of Brownian polymers. Probability Theory and Related Fields 92, no. 3, (1992), 337–349. doi:10.1007/BF01300560.

[FNS77] D. Forster, D. R. Nelson, and M. J. Stephen. Large-distance and long-time properties of a randomly stirred fluid. Physical Review A 16, no. 2, (1977), 732–749. doi:10.1103/PhysRevA.16.732.

[GJ13] M. Gubinelli and M. Jara. Regularization by noise and stochastic Burgers equations. Stochastic Partial Differential Equations: Analysis and Computations 1, no. 2, (2013), 325–350. doi:10.1007/s40072-013-0011-5.

[Gu20] Y. Gu. Gaussian fluctuations from the 2D KPZ equation. Stoch. Partial Differ. Equ. Anal. Comput. 8, no. 1, (2020), 150–185. doi:10.1007/s40072-019-00144-8.

The role of the Nuisance region and the DCGFF 70

[HTV12] I. Horváth, B. Tóth, and B. Vető. Diffusive limits for “true” (or myopic) self-avoiding random walks and self-repellent Brownian polymers in d ≥ 3. Probability Theory and Related Fields 153, no. 3-4, (2012), 691–726. doi:10.1007/s00440-011-0358-3.

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

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

[Kes63] H. Kesten. On the Number of Self-Avoiding Walks. Journal of Mathematical Physics 4, no. 7, (1963), 960–969. doi:10.1063/1.1704022.

[KLO12] T. Komorowski, C. Landim, and S. Olla. Fluctuations in Markov Processes: Time Symmetry and Martingale Approximation, vol. 345 of Grundlehren Der Mathematischen Wissenschaften. Springer Berlin Heidelberg, Berlin, Heidelberg, 2012. doi:10.1007/978-3-642-29880-6.

[KT17] G. Kozma and B. Tóth. Central limit theorem for random walks in doubly stochastic random environment: H-1 suffices. Annals of Probability 45, no. 6, (2017), 4307–4347. doi:10.1214/16-AOP1166.

[Kun90] H. Kunita. Stochastic Flows and Stochastic Differential Equations. Cambridge University Press, 1990.

[KV86] C. Kipnis and S. R. S. Varadhan. Central limit theorem for additive functionals of reversible Markov processes and applications to simple exclusions. Communications in Mathematical Physics 104, no. 1, (1986), 1–19. doi:10.1007/BF01210789.

[Law80] G. F. Lawler. A self-avoiding random walk. Duke Mathematical Journal 47, no. 3(1980). doi:10.1215/S0012-7094-80-04741-9.

[MR16] C. Marinelli and M. Röckner. On the maximal inequalities of Burkholder, Davis and Gundy. Expositiones Mathematicae 34, no. 1, (2016), 1–26. doi:10.1016/j.exmath.2015.01.002.

[NR06] C. Newman and K. Ravishankar. Convergence of the Toth lattice filling curve to the Toth-Werner plane filling curve. ALEA-Latin American Journal of Probability and Mathematical Statistics (2006).

[NRW87] J. R. Norris, L. C. G. Rogers, and D. Williams. Self-avoiding random walk: A Brownian motion model with local time drift. Probability Theory and Related Fields 74, no. 2, (1987), 271–287. doi:10.1007/BF00569993.

[OP83] S. P. Obukhov and L. Peliti. Renormalisation of the ‘true’ self-avoiding walk. Journal of Physics A: Mathematical and General 16, no. 5, (1983), L147. doi:10.1088/0305-4470/16/5/004.

[PP87] L. Peliti and L. Pietronero. Random walks with memory. La Rivista del Nuovo Cimento (1978-1999) 10, no. 6, (1987), 1–33. doi:10.1007/BF02742985.

[SVY00] S. Sethuraman, S. R. S. Varadhan, and H.-T. Yau. Diffusive limit of a tagged particle in asymmetric simple exclusion processes. Communi-

The role of the Nuisance region and the DCGFF 71

cations on Pure and Applied Mathematics 53, no. 8, (2000), 972–1006. doi:10.1002/1097-0312(200008)53:8⟨972::AID-CPA2⟩3.0.CO;2-#.

[Tot95] B. Toth. The “True” Self-Avoiding Walk with Bond Repulsion on Z: Limit Theorems. The Annals of Probability 23, no. 4, (1995), 1523–1556. doi:10.1214/aop/1176987793.

[TTV12] P. Tarrès, B. Tóth, and B. Valkó. Diffusivity bounds for 1D Brownian polymers. The Annals of Probability 40, no. 2(2012). doi:10.1214/10-AOP630.

[TV11] B. Tóth and B. Vető. Continuous time ‘true’ self-avoiding random walk on Z. ALEA. Latin American Journal of Probability and Mathematical Statistics 8, (2011), 59–75.

[TV12] B. Tóth and B. Valkó. Superdiffusive Bounds on Self-repellent Brownian Polymers and Diffusion in the Curl of the Gaussian Free Field in d=2. Journal of Statistical Physics 147, no. 1, (2012), 113–131. doi:10.1007/s10955-012-0462-5.

[TW98] B. Tóth and W. Werner. The true self-repelling motion. Probability Theory and Related Fields 111, no. 3, (1998), 375–452. doi:10.1007/s004400050172.

[Yau04] H.-T. Yau. (logt)^{2/3} law of the two dimensional asymmetric simple exclusion process. Annals of Mathematics 159, no. 1, (2004), 377–405. doi:10.4007/annals.2004.159.377.