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Abstract. We investigate the right tail behavior of a certain class of GMC ratios, rem-
iniscent of Hölder’s inequality. We start with a heuristic argument to justify the optimal
exponent in the tail estimate. Since Kahane’s convexity inequality [11] does not apply to
GMC ratios, implementing the heuristic in the continuous setting is nontrivial from the
viewpoint of GMC theory. We address the problem by enlarging the class of GMC ratios
considered, and deduce the upper and lower bounds for the right tail of GMC ratios.

1. Introduction

Let h be a log-correlated Gaussian field on a bounded domain Ω ⊂ Rd with covariance
kernel

E[h(x)h(y)] = − ln |x− y|+ g(x, y),

where g is continuous on Ω× Ω. For a parameter γ > 0, the Gaussian multiplicative chaos
(GMC) associated to h is a random measure on Ω, formally denoted as

Mγ,h(dx) = eγh(x)−
γ2

2
E[h(x)2] dx.

Since h is only a random distribution, the measure Mγ,h should be defined as a limit of
Mγ,hϵ where (hϵ)ϵ>0 is a suitable regularization of h.

The study of GMC theory was initiated by Kahane in the 1980s. In his seminal work [11],
Kahane established the uniqueness of the limiting measure for a special class of log-correlated
kernels and regularization schemes, and proved that Mγ,h is non-degenerate if and only if
γ2 < 2d. When hϵ is the convolution of h with some mollifier, Robert and Vargas showed
the convergence in law of Mγ,hϵ , extending Kahane’s construction to general log-correlated
kernels [17]. See also [3] for a simple and elegant treatment of the convergence issues by
Beretycki, and [18] for another viewpoint of GMC developed by Shamov. A classical result
in GMC theory states that Mγ,h(Ω) admits negative moments of all orders. This was proved
in [17] and was extended to GMC on fractal sets in [8].

Recently, the study of Liouville conformal field theory and related models in mathematical
physics has brought light to several interesting problems in GMC theory. For instance, as
an intermediate step in the proof of the KPZ relation, Duplantier and Sheffield established
an upper bound for the small tail of GMC (Lemma 4.5 in [6]): If Ω is the unit disk and h
is a zero-boundary Gaussian free field on Ω, then there exist constants C, c > 0 such that

P(Mγ,h(Ω) < x) ⩽ Ce−c(lnx)2 , ∀x ∈ (0, 1).

In particular, it implies the existence of negative moments of all orders for Mγ,h(Ω). This
estimate is optimal for generic GMC measures. Indeed, if h = h′+N where N is a standard
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2 YULAI HUANG

Gaussian variable independent of h′, then Mγ,h(Ω) can be decomposed as

Mγ,h(Ω) = expγN− γ2

2 Mγ,h′(Ω)

and the “macroscopic” term eγN dominates the small tail behavior of Mγ,h(Ω).
Using techniques in Liouville conformal field theory, Remy obtained an exact formula

for the density of the total mass Yγ of a certain GMC on the unit circle [16], answering a
conjecture of Fyodorov and Bouchaud [7]. The formula reveals a much sharper small tail
behavior for this specific GMC:

P(Yγ < x) ⩽ C exp(−cx−4/γ2

), ∀x ∈ (0, 1).

This further implies the existence of exponential moments for Y −1
γ . It turns out that the

same phenomenon holds for a general class of GMC measures. Motivated by the probabilistic
construction of quantum Mabuchi theory, Lacoin, Rhodes and Vargas studied the small tail
behavior of Mγ,h(Ω) under the assumption that the spatial average of h vanishes. More
precisely, let mh(Ω) = |Ω|−1

∫
Ω
h(x) dx, then the following holds for ζ sufficiently large [13]:

P(e−γmh(Ω)Mγ,h(Ω) < s) ⩽ 2 exp(−c| log s|−ζs−4/γ2

), ∀s > 0.

In particular, eγmh(Ω)Mγ,h(Ω)
−1 has finite exponential moments, which is essential in the

construction of the Mabuchi path integral in [13]. Further work by Barashkov, Oikarinen
and Wong has removed the | log s| term in the estimate and established a corresponding
lower bound on the torus [2]. This suggests that the exponent 4/γ2 is optimal.

In the study of Liouville conformal field theory with boundary [9], it is speculated that
the theory can still be defined when boundary cosmological constants are negative. This
amounts to establishing a sub-exponential right tail estimate for the ratio of two GMC with
parameter γ/2 and γ. We consider in this paper an analogue of this problem. For α, γ <

√
2d

distinct and for any Borel set S ⊂ Ω, define the balanced ratio of GMC associated to h by

Qh(S) =
Mα,h(S)

γ
γ−α

Mγ,h(S)
α

γ−α

.

The goal of this paper is to study the behavior of P(Qh(S) > x) as x → ∞.
Note that if h = h′ + N for some Gaussian variable N independent of h, the quotient

Qh(S)/Qh′(S) does not contain any macroscopic term of the form eβN . This explains the
terminology balanced. Moreover, for any function f on S, Hölder’s inequality gives

(1.1)
(
∫
S
eαf(x) dx)

γ
γ−α

(
∫
S
eγf(x) dx)

α
γ−α

⩽ |S|

where |S| is the Lebesgue measure of S. We can view Qh(S) as a probabilistic counterpart of
the above deterministic ratio, with function f replaced by Gaussian field h. Since E[h(x)2]
diverges, Hölder’s inequality does not give us an upper bound for Qh(S). Nevertheless, we
can establish a sub-exponential estimate for P(Qh(S) > x) (see Theorem 1.1), reminiscent
of Hölder’s inequality in the deterministic setting.

Conventions and notations. We denote by a∧ b and a∨ b the minimum and maximum of
a and b, respectively. We also write x+ = x ∨ 0 and ln+ x = (ln x) ∨ 0. We call a function
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smooth if it is infinitely differentiable (C∞). Throughout this paper, all Gaussian fields are
assumed to be centered.

1.1. Setup and main results. Let S = [0, 1]2 be a unit square. Consider a Gaussian field
h defined on a neighborhood Ω ⊂ R2 of S with covariance kernel

K(x, y) = − ln |x− y|+ g(x, y),

where g is smooth on Ω×Ω. The main result of this paper is the following upper bound for
the right tail of Qh(S).

Theorem 1.1. For any distinct α, γ ∈ (0, 2) and 0 < δ < 4
αγ
, there exists some constants

C, c > 0 such that

P(Qh(S) > x) ⩽ C exp(−cx
4
αγ

−δ), ∀x > 0.

At a formal level, the exponent 4/αγ given by the above estimate aligns with the small
deviation result for GMC and the conjectured left tail estimate for derivative GMC in [13].
In fact, we can rewrite Theorem 1.1 as

lnP(Mα,h(S)
− γ

αMγ,h(S) < x) ≲ −x− 4
γ(γ−α)

+δ as x → 0.

As α → 0 we have Mα,h(S)
1
α → emh(S). Then, the above estimate becomes

lnP(e−γmh(S)Mγ,h(S) < x) ≲ −x
− 4

γ2
+δ

as x → 0,

whose exponent matches the small deviation result mentioned earlier. Moreover, from the
elementary inequality θx+ (1− θ)y ⩾ xθy1−θ, we deduce

−α−1Qh(S) ⩽ (γ − α)−1(Mγ,h(S)−Mα,h(S)).

As α → γ, the right hand side tends to the so-called derivative martingale Mγ,h(S)
′. Then

lnP(Mγ,h(S)
′ < −x) ⩽ lim

α→γ−
lnP(Qh(S) > αx) ≲ −x

4
γ2

−δ
as x → ∞.

This matches the conjectured left tail behavior lnP(M ′
γ,h(S) < −x) ≲ −x

4
γ2 in [13]. How-

ever, the above discussions remain far from being rigorous. In the setting of branching
random walks, the conjecture is proved in [4, 5], while the general case is still open.

We also establish a lower bound for the right tail of Qh(S), which suggests that the
exponent given in Theorem 1.1 is optimal.

Theorem 1.2. Suppose that h admits a decomposition h = X + Z where X is a star-scale
invariant Gaussian field (see Section 2 for a precise definition) and Z is independent of X.
Then for any distinct α, γ ∈ (0, 2) and δ > 0, there exists C, c > 0 such that

P(Qh(S) > x) ⩾ c exp(−Cx
4
αγ

+δ), ∀x > 0.

For ease of notation, the statement of Theorem 1.2 is restricted to covariance kernels
that can be written as the sum of a star-scale invariant kernel and a smooth kernel. How-
ever, the argument is valid for more general log-correlated kernels with a nice white noise
decomposition.
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1.2. Organization of the paper. In Section 2, we introduce the notion of star-scale in-
variant kernels and provide a heuristic proof of Theorem 1.1 for these covariance kernels. In
Section 3, we show that balanced ratios admit positive moments of all orders. In Section 4,
a rigorous version of the heuristic is implemented, which results in bounds on the Laplace
transform of balanced ratios. In Section 5, we establish the main theorems using results
from the previous sections. In the Appendix, statements and proofs that deviate from the
main line of argument are included. Notably, we establish two Kahane-type inequalities for
balanced ratios which is used repeatedly in our analysis.

1.3. Acknowledgements. The author wishes to thank Rémi Rhodes for suggesting this
problem and for the instructive and fruitful discussions. The author is partially funded by
the French ANR grant ANR-21-CE40-0003 and the Simons Fondation Award SFI-MPS-PP-
00012621-04.

2. Backgrounds and heuristics

In this section, we introduce the notion of star-scale invariant kernels, a class of log-
correlated kernels which will play a particularly important role in this paper. Then we
outline a heuristic proof of Theorem 1.1 for these covariance kernels.

2.1. Star-scale invariant kernels. Let ρ : Rd → R be a positive definite function, which
is radial, smooth, supported in the unit ball and ρ(0) = 1. For example, it can be realized
as the convolution of a compactly supported smooth radial function with itself.

Definition 2.1. The covariance kernel K0(x, y) =
∫∞
0

ρ(eu(x− y)) du is called a star-scale
invariant kernel. The associated Gaussian field X is called a star-scale invariant field.

The star-scale invariant field X admits a white noise decomposition (Xt(x))t ⩾ 0,x∈R2 , that
is a smooth Gaussian field on [0,∞)× Rd with covariance kernel

E[Xt(x)Xs(y)] =

∫ t∧s

0

ρ(eu(x− y)) du.

It is straightforward to see that Xt −Xs is independent of Xs for t > s, and that the law of
Xt is invariant under translation. The lemma below explains the name star-scale invariant.

Lemma 2.2. The function g0(x, y) = K0(x, y) + ln |x− y| extends to a smooth function on
Rd × Rd. In addition, we have the following properties:

(i) There exists A > 0 such that

|E[Xt(x)Xt(y)]− t ∧ ln+ |x− y|−1| < A, ∀t ⩾ 0,∀x, y ∈ Rd.

(ii) For any t > s, we have an equality in law

(Xt(x)−Xs(x))x∈Rd
law
= (Xt−s(e

sx))x∈Rd .

(iii) For any t > s and |x− y| ⩾ e−s, Xt(x)−Xs(x) and Xt(y)−Xs(y) are independent.
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Proof. We only show the smoothness of g0. The rest of the properties are left to the readers.
Since ρ is smooth and radial, there exists a smooth function f on R such that ρ(x) = f(|x|2).
Then f(0) = 1 and supp f ⊂ (−∞, 1]. By a change of variable t = e2u|x− y|2 we obtain

g0(x, y) =

∫ 1

|x−y|2

f(t)− 1

2t
dt.

Since the integrand is smooth in t and the mapping (x, y) 7→ |x− y|2 is smooth on Rd ×Rd,
g0 extends smoothly on the diagonal. □

For the rest of the paper, fix a star-scale invariant field X and a white noise decomposition
(Xt(x))t ⩾ 0,x∈Rd . We adopt the notation

Gγ,t = Mγ,Xt , G
(s)
γ,t = Mγ,Xt−Xs .

Denote also Gγ = Mγ,X and G
(s)
γ = Mγ,X−Xs .

2.2. Cascade relation. Let S = [0, 1]d be a d-dimensional cube and α, γ ∈ (0,
√
2d). We

give here a heuristic justification of the expected tail behavior:

lnP(QX(S) > x) ≲ −x
2d
αγ as x → ∞.

First, observe that QX is subadditive on Borel sets, i.e. QX(B ∪B′) ⩽ QX(B) +QX(B
′)

for B and B′ disjoint. In fact, it is a consequence of Hölder’s inequality

(2.1) Gα(B) +Gα(B
′) ⩽ (Gγ(B) +Gγ(B

′))
α
γ (QX(B) +QX(B

′))
γ−α
γ .

Fix an even integer es. Divide S evenly into eds small cubes {S1, . . . , Seds} of side length
e−s. Notice that

Mγ,X(Si) = lim
t→∞

∫
Si

eγXt(x)− γ2

2
t dx = lim

t→∞

∫
Si

eγXs(x)− γ2

2
s G

(s)
γ,t(dx) =

∫
Si

eγXs(x)− γ2

2
s G(s)

γ (dx).

Let ϕi(x) = e−sx + ai be the affine map such that ϕi(S) = Si. Define a Gaussian field X(i)

on S by X(i) = (X − Xs) ◦ ϕi. Using the subadditivity of QX and the change of variable
xi = ϕi(x), we obtain

(2.2)

QX(S) ⩽
eds∑
i=1

QX(Si) = e
αγ
2
s

eds∑
i=1

(
∫
Si
eαXs(xi) G

(s)
α (dxi))

γ
γ−α

(
∫
Si
eγXs(xi) G

(s)
γ (dxi))

α
γ−α

= e(
αγ
2
−d)s

eds∑
i=1

(
∫
S
eαXs(ϕi(x)) Mα,X(i)(dx))

γ
γ−α

(
∫
S
eγXs(ϕi(x)) Mγ,X(i)(dx))

α
γ−α

.

To simplify the discussion we make three assumptions.

Assumption 1. Xs|Si
= Xs(xi) with xi the barycenter of Si.

Assumption 2. X(i) has the same law as X|S.

Assumption 3. X(i) are mutually independent for i = 1, . . . , eds.
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These assumptions correspond to Lemma 2.2 (i)(ii)(iii) respectively. In fact, the covariance
kernel of Xs on each cube Si satisfies |E[Xs(x)Xs(y)]−s| ⩽ A for some universal constant A
in (i). Hence, we can assume that Xs is constant on each cube Si and Assumption 1 follows.
Assumption 2 is a directly consequence of (ii). By (iii), X(i) and X(j) are independent if Si

and Sj are disjoint, which leads to Assumption 3.
Under Assumption 1, eγXs(ϕi(x)) and eαXs(ϕi(x)) on the right hand side of (2.2) cancel thanks

to the choice of exponents. Then, (2.2) becomes a stochastic dominance

QX(S) ⩽ e(
αγ
2
−d)s

eds∑
i=1

QX(i)(S)

where QX(i)(S) are mutually independent and have the same law as QX(S), thanks to
Assumption 2 and 3. We call the inequality above the cascade relation for balanced ratios,
as a similar equation holds for Mandelbrot’s multiplicative cascades [12].

Assume that QX(S) admits positive moments of all orders, we can deduce from the
cascade relation and induction that QX(S) has exponential moments. Then Cramér’s large
deviation theorem implies for θ > E[QX(s)]

lnP(QX(S) > e
αγ
2
sθ) ⩽ lnP

(
e−ds

eds∑
i=1

QXi
(S) > θ

)
≲ −e−ds.

This gives us an expected tail estimate lnP(QX(S) > x) ≲ −x
2d
αγ for star-scale invariant

kernels. For d = 2 the exponent given here matches Theorem 1.1.
It is worth pointing out that, in our problem, Assumption 1 is not very straightforward

to justify. A standard technique in GMC theory is to apply Kahane’s inequality [11] to
compare the GMC associated to Xs and that associated to Xs(xi). For balanced ratios, this
amounts to replacing Xs|Si

by

Xs(xi)± sup
x∈Si

|Xs(x)−Xs(xi)|.

However, such a replacement introduces a macroscopic factor exp(supx∈Si
|Xs(x)−Xs(xi)|)

in the cascade relation, whose tail is too heavy for our purposes.

3. Positive moments of balanced ratios

As a preliminary result, we show in this section the existence of positive moments of all
orders for balanced ratios. For this section, S = [0, 1]d is a unit cube and 0 < α < γ <

√
2d.

The main result is the following theorem.

Theorem 3.1. Let h be a Gaussian field on a neighborhood of S with covariance kernel

E[h(x)h(y)] = − ln |x− y|+ g(x, y),

where g is continuous. Then for any 0 < α < γ <
√
2d,

E[Qh(S)
n] < ∞, ∀n ⩾ 0.

We provide below an alternative formulation of the theorem, which will be useful in the
next section. Recall that Gγ,t is the GMC associated to the white noise decomposition
(Xt(x))t ⩾ 0,x∈Rd defined in Section 2.
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Proposition 3.2. For any 0 < α < γ <
√
2d, we have

sup
t ⩾ 0

E
[ Gα,t(S)

n

Gγ,t(S)
nα
γ

]
< ∞, ∀n ⩾ 0.

3.1. Scaling relations for GMC ratios. To begin with, we prove the scaling relation
for GMC ratios associated to star-scale invariant kernels. For p, q ∈ R, define the scaling
exponent

ζ(p, q) =
1

2
α2p2 − (

α2

2
+ d+ αγq)p+ (

γ2

2
+ d)q +

γ2

2
q2.

Lemma 3.3. Fix R > 0. For any Borel set B ⊂ {x ∈ Rd : |x| ⩽ R} and s < t, we have

E
[Gα,t(e

−sB)p

Gγ,t(e−sB)q

]
≍ eζ(p,q)sE

[Gα,t−s(B)p

Gγ,t−s(B)q

]
where P ≍ P ′ is used to denote C−1 ⩽ P/P ′ ⩽ C for some constant C determined by R, p, q.

Proof. We can write

Gα,t(e
−sB)p

Gγ,t(e−sB)q
=

( ∫
e−sB

eαXs−α2

2
s G

(s)
α,t(dx)

)p( ∫
e−sB

eγXs− γ2

2
s G

(s)
γ,t(dx)

)q .

By Lemma 2.2 (i), there exists A > 0 determined by R, such that

|E[Xs(x)Xs(y)]− s| ⩽ A, ∀s ⩾ 0 ∀x, y ∈ e−sB.

Applying Proposition 6.3 to Xs and a Gaussian variable N with variance s, we obtain

E
[Gα,t(e

−sB)p

Gγ,t(e−sB)q

]
≍ E

[(∫
e−sB

eαN−α2

2
s G

(s)
α,t(dx))

p

(
∫
e−sB

eγN− γ2

2
s G

(s)
γ,t(dx))

q

]
= e

1
2
(αp−γq)2s+ 1

2
(γ2q−α2p)sE

[G(s)
α,t(e

−sB)p

G
(s)
γ,t(e

−sB)q

]
.

Since Xt −Xs has the same law of Xt−s(e
s·), we have by a change of variable

E
[G(s)

α,t(e
−sB)p

G
(s)
γ,t(e

−sB)q

]
= e(q−p)dsE

[Gα,t−s(B)p

Gγ,t−s(B)q

]
.

Combining above two lines we arrive at the scaling exponent ζ(p, q). □

3.2. Proof of Proposition 3.2. Set ϵ = d
α2 + 1

2
. For n ∈ N fixed, ζ(p, nα

γ
) attains its

minimum at p = n+ ϵ and the minimum value is given by

ζn = (γ − α)(
α

2
− d

γ
)n− 1

2
(
α

2
+

d

α
)2.

Motivated by the above calculation, we show by induction that for all n ∈ N

(3.1) sup
t ⩾ 0

E
[Gα,t(S)

n+ϵ

Gγ,t(S)
nα
γ

]
< ∞.

Then Proposition 3.2 follows from Hölder’s inequality and the fact that supt ⩾ 0E[G
−ϵ
α,t] is

finite (Proposition 3.6 in [17]).
Since ϵ < 2d

α2 , the initial step n = 0 is implied by classical GMC theory. Suppose that

(3.1) holds for n− 1 where n ⩾ 1. Let es be an even integer. Divide S into eds small cubes
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of equal side length e−s. We can partition the small cubes into 2d groups S1, . . . ,S2d , such
that each group has N = 2−deds cubes, and any two cubes in the same group are separated
by a distance of at least e−s. In fact, we can associate a dyadic number of d digits to each
small cube, such that the i-th digits of two cubes differ whenever they share a common face
orthogonal to the i-th axis. Then we split these cubes into 2d groups based on the designated
dyadic number.

We have for a ⩾ 2 and x, y ⩾ 0

(x+ y)a − xa − ya = ay

∫ 1

0

(x+ ty)a−1 − (ty)a−1 dt

= a(a− 1)xy

∫ 1

0

∫ 1

0

(rx+ ty)a−2 drdt

⩽ a(a− 1)xy(x+ y)a−2

⩽ a(a− 1)2a−2(xya−1 + yxa−1).

After N iterations, there exists CN,a > 0 depending only on N, a such that

(
N∑
i=1

xi)
a ⩽

N∑
i=1

xa
i + CN,a

∑
i̸=j

xix
a−1
j , ∀x1, . . . , xN ⩾ 0.

For a group Sl = {S1, . . . , SN} of small cubes, we also use Sl to denote the disjoint union of
its elements. Since n+ ϵ > 2, we have

Gα,t(Sl)
n+ϵ ⩽

N∑
i=1

Gα,t(Si)
n+ϵ + CN,n+ϵ

∑
i̸=j

Gα,t(Si)Gα,t(Sj)
n−1+ϵ.

Consequently,

E
[Gα,t(Sl)

n+ϵ

Gγ,t(S)
nα
γ

]
⩽

N∑
i=1

E
[Gα,t(Si)

n+ϵ

Gγ,t(Si)
nα
γ

]
+ CN,n+ϵ

∑
i̸=j

E
[
Gα,t(Si)Gα,t(Sj)

n−1+ϵGγ,t(S)
−nα

γ

]
.

For diagonal terms, since the law of Xt is translation invariant, we have by Lemma 3.3

E
[Gα,t(Si)

n+ϵ

Gγ,t(Si)
nα
γ

]
= E

[Gα,t(e
−sS)n+ϵ

Gγ,t(e−sS)
nα
γ

]
⩽ Ane

ζnsE
[Gα,t−s(S)

n+ϵ

Gγ,t−s(S)
nα
γ

]
for some constant An determined by n. For off-diagonal terms, since |E[Xs(x)Xs(y)]| ⩽ s+
O(1) for x, y ∈ S, we can use Kahane-type inequality 6.3 to compare Xs with the trivial field

0, where the underlying Radon measures are G
(s)
α,t and G

(s)
γ,t. This results in the inequality

E[Gα,t(Si)Gα,t(Sj)
n−1+ϵGγ,t(S)

−nα
γ ] ⩽ Bn,sE[G

(s)
α,t(Si)G

(s)
α,t(Sj)

n−1+ϵG
(s)
γ,t(S)

−nα
γ ]

for some constant Bn,s determined by n and s. Since Si and Sj are separated by a distance
of at least e−s, the restrictions of Xt −Xs on Si and on Sj are independent. Note also that
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G
(s)
γ,t(S) ⩾ G

(s)
γ,t(Si) ∨G

(s)
γ,t(Sj). Hence,

E[Gα,t(Si)Gα,t(Sj)
n−1+ϵGγ,t(S)

−nα
γ ]

⩽ Bn,sE[G
(s)
α,t(Si)G

(s)
γ,t(Si)

−α
γ ] E[G

(s)
α,t(Sj)

n−1+ϵG
(s)
γ,t(Sj)

− (n−1)α
γ ]

= Bn,se
−d(n+ϵ−nα

γ
)s
E[Gα,t−s(S)Gγ,t−s(S)

−α
γ ] E[Gα,t−s(S)

n−1+ϵGγ,t−s(S)
− (n−1)α

γ ].

On the last line, standard GMC theory and Hölder’s inequality imply that the left term
is bounded in t − s, while the right term is bounded in t − s by induction hypothesis.
Consequently the off-diagonal terms are bounded in t.

To summary, for any t and s such that t ⩾ s, we have

E
[Gα,t(Sl)

n+ϵ

Gγ,t(S)
nα
γ

]
⩽ 2−dAne

(ζn+d)sE
[Gα,t−s(S)

n+ϵ

Gγ,t−s(S)
nα
γ

]
+ An,s.

for some constant An,s determined by n and s. Therefore

E
[Gα,t(S)

n+ϵ

Gγ,t(S)
nα
γ

]
⩽ 2d(n+ϵ)

2d∑
l=1

E
[Gα,t(Sl)

n+ϵ

Gγ,t(S)
nα
γ

]
⩽ 2d(n+ϵ−1)Ane

(ζn+d)sE
[Gα,t−s(S)

n+ϵ

Gγ,t−s(S)
nα
γ

]
+ 2d(n+ϵ)An,s.

Since 0 < α < γ <
√
2d, we have ζn + d < 0. Let s be large enough such that

2d(n+ϵ−1)Ane
(ζn+d)s < 1.

Then

sup
m∈sN

E
[Gα,m(S)

n+ϵ

Gγ,m(S)
nα
γ

]
< ∞.

For any t ⩾ 0 there exists m ∈ sN such that |t−m| ⩽ s. We have for x, y ∈ S

|E[Xt(x)Xt(y)]− E[Xm(x)Xm(y)]| ⩽ |t−m|+O(1) ⩽ s+O(1).

Using Proposition 6.3 we obtain

E
[Gα,t(S)

n+ϵ

Gγ,t(S)
nα
γ

]
⩽ C̃ E

[Gα,m(S)
n+ϵ

Gγ,m(S)
nα
γ

]
⩽ C̃ sup

m∈sN
E
[Gα,m(S)

n+ϵ

Gγ,m(S)
nα
γ

]
for some C̃ independent of t. Therefore (3.1) holds for n, which concludes the proof.

3.3. Proof of Theorem 3.1. Define hϵ(x) = ϵ−d
∫
Rd h(y)ϕ(

x−y
ϵ
) dy for some compactly

supported smooth function ϕ with
∫
Rd ϕ(x) dx = 1. Since g is continuous, we can show that

E[hϵ(x)hϵ(y)]+ ln(|x−y|∨ ϵ) is uniformly bounded in x, y ∈ S and ϵ ∈ (0, ϵ0) for some small
ϵ0. By Lemma 2.2 (i), we can find A > 0 such that

|E[Xt(x)Xt(y)]− E[he−t(x)he−t(y)]| ⩽ A, ∀x, y ∈ S, t > − ln ϵ0.

By Proposition 6.3, there exists some C > 0 depending on A such that for all t ⩾ 0,

E
[ Mα,he−t (S)

n

Mγ,he−t (S)
nα
γ

]
⩽ CE

[ Gα,t(S)
n

Gγ,t(S)
nα
γ

]
.
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Then Proposition 3.2 implies that the left hand side is uniformly bounded in t. Since
Mα,he−t (S) and Mγ,he−t (S) converge almost surely to Mα,h(S) and Mγ,h(S) respectively
[3], the proof is concluded using Fatou’s lemma.

4. Recursive moment bounds for star-scale invariant kernels

In this section, we establish some moment bounds for balanced ratios based on the cascade
relation introduced in Section 2. To avoid discussions of convergence, we always work on a
finite-scale approximation Xt rather than the star-scale invariant field X itself.
We enlarge the class of balanced ratios studied. Assume that S = [0, 1]d and α, γ ∈

(0,
√
2d) are distinct. For a C1 function f : S → R and a Borel set B ⊂ S, define a tilted

version of the balanced ratio associated to Xt by

(4.1) Lf,t(B) :=
(
∫
B
eαf(x) Mα,Xt(dx))

γ
γ−α

(
∫
B
eγf(x) Mγ,Xt(dx))

α
γ−α

.

Using Hölder’s inequality as in (2.1), we can show that Lf,t is a subadditive function on
Borel sets.

With these notations, we can rewrite (2.2) as L0,∞(S) ⩽ e(
αγ
2
−d)s

∑eds

i=1 L
(i)
Xs◦ϕi,∞(S) where

L(i) is defined by (4.1) with Xt replaced by X(i) (see Section 2 for the definition of X(i) and
ϕi). A major issue with the heuristic is that Assumption 1 does not hold exactly, so the

equality L
(i)
Xs◦ϕi,∞(S) = L

(i)
0,∞(S) obtained from it is merely tentative. Nevertheless, we can

bound the positive moments of Lf,t(S) in terms of f , as stated in the following lemma.

Lemma 4.1. For each n ∈ N there exists Cn > 0 such that

sup
t ⩾ 0

E[Lf,t(S)
n] ⩽ Cn(1 + sup

x∈S
|∇f(x)|

αγ
2
n), ∀f ∈ C1(S).

Proof. Let es be the smallest even integer larger than supx∈S |∇f(x)|. Divide S into small

cubes {S1, . . . , Seds} of equal side length e−s. Then |f(x)− f(y)| ⩽
√
d for x, y ∈ Si. Using

the subadditivity of Lf,t, we have

Lf,t(S) ⩽
eds∑
i=1

Lf,t(Si) ⩽
eds∑
i=1

e
αγ
γ−α

supx,y∈Si
|f(x)−f(y)|L0,t(Si) ⩽ C1

eds∑
i=1

L0,t(Si)

where C1 = exp
(
αγ

√
d

γ−α

)
. From Lemma 3.3, the scaling exponent of L0,t(S)

n is given by

ζ
(

nγ
γ−α

, nα
γ−α

)
=

(
αγ
2
− d

)
n, i.e. there exists some constant C2 such that

E[L0,t(Si)
n] ⩽ C2e

(αγ
2
−d)nsE[L0,t−s(S)

n], t ∈ [s,∞).

Then, we have for all t ∈ [s,∞)

E[Lf,t(S)
n] ⩽ Cn

1 e
dnsE[L0,t(S1)

n] ⩽ Cn
1C2e

αγ
2
snE[L0,t−s(S)

n] ⩽ C3e
αγ
2
ns

where C3 = Cn
1C2 supt ⩾ 0E[L0,t(S)

n] is bounded from Proposition 3.2. Since E[Lf,t(S)
n] is

monotone in t by Proposition 6.4, we have supt ⩾ 0E[Lf,t(S)
n] ⩽ C3e

αγ
2
ns. Therefore, the

lemma is concluded by es ⩽ supx∈S |∇f(x)|+ 2. □

In fact, we can establish a rigorous version of cascade relation (4.9) for Lf,t(S) and obtain
stronger moment bounds by induction. More precisely, we have the following theorem.
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Theorem 4.2. Let α, γ ∈ (0,
√
2d) be distinct and S = [0, 1]d. Suppose that there exist

p, q ∈ (0, 1) such that p− q > αγ
4

and p > αγ
2d
, then we can find A > 0 such that the following

holds for any n ∈ N

(4.2) sup
t ⩾ 0

E[Lf,t(S)
n] ⩽ An(eqn lnn sup

x∈S
|∇f(x)|

αγ
2
n + epn lnn), ∀f ∈ C1(S).

Proof. We prove the theorem by induction. Fix a large n0 ∈ N. From Lemma 4.1, there
exists A > 0 such that (4.2) holds for n = 0, 1, . . . , n0. Suppose that (4.2) holds for integers
less than n and for above A where n > n0. We show that (4.2) also holds for n and the same
A. Throughout the proof, we use the shorthand sup = supx∈S. Define for n ∈ N and t ⩾ 0

Jn,t = sup
f∈C1

E[Lf,t(S)
n](eqn lnn sup |∇f |

αγ
2
n + epn lnn)−1.

Then Jn,t is finite by Lemma 4.1 and we need to show Jn,t ⩽ An.
Fix an even integer es and let t ∈ [s,∞). Divide S into eds small cubes of side length e−s.

As in the proof of Proposition 3.2, we partition these small cubes into 2d groups S1, . . . ,S2d

such that any two cubes in the same group is separated by a distance of at least e−s. Set N =
|Sl| = 2−deds. Suppose Sl = {S1, . . . , SN}, then by subadditivity Lf,t(Sl) ⩽

∑N
j=1 Lf,t(Sj).

It follows from multinomial theorem that

E[Lf,t(Sl)
n] ⩽

∑
n1+···+nN=n

(
n

n1 · · ·nN

)
E[Lf,t(S1)

n1 · · ·Lf,t(SN)
nN ](4.3)

where n1, . . . , nN run over nonnegative integers that sum to n and(
n

n1 · · ·nN

)
=

n!

n1! · · ·nN !

is the multinomial coefficient.
We seek to control each summand Bn1,...,nN

=
(

n
n1···nN

)
E[Lf,t(S1)

n1 · · ·Lf,t(SN)
nN ]. Let

ϕi(x) = e−sx+ ai be the affine map such that ϕi(S) = Si and define X(i) = (Xt −Xs) ◦ ϕi.
Then a calculation similar to (2.2) gives

Lf,t(Si) = e(
αγ
2
−d)sL

(i)
(f+Xs)◦ϕi

(S)

where L
(i)
f (S) is defined by (4.1) with Xt replaced by X(i), i.e.

L
(i)
f (S) =

(
∫
S
eαf(x) Mα,X(i)(dx))

γ
γ−α

(
∫
S
eγf(x) Mγ,X(i)(dx))

α
γ−α

.

From Lemma 2.2, L
(i)
f (S) are mutually independent for i ∈ {1, . . . , N} and have the same

law as Lf,t−s(S). In addition, X(i) is independent of Xs. Therefore

E[Lf,t(S1)
n1 · · ·Lf,t(SN)

nN |Xs] = e(
αγ
2
−d)sn

N∏
i=1

E[L
(i)
(f+Xs)◦ϕi

(S)ni |Xs].(4.4)

It follows from the definition of Jn,t that

E[L
(i)
(f+Xs)◦ϕi

(S)ni |Xs] ⩽ (eqni lnniM(f, s)
αγ
2
ni + epni lnni)Jni,t−s,(4.5)
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where M(f, s) is a random variable defined by

M(f, s) = e−s sup
x∈S

|∇(f +Xs)(x)|.

Combining (4.4) and (4.5) and using em lnm−m ⩽ m! ⩽ em lnm for m ∈ N, we obtain

Bn1,...,nN
⩽ en lnn+ne(

αγ
2
−d)snE

[ N∏
i=1

(
e(q−1)ni lnniM(f, s)

αγ
2
ni + e(p−1)ni lnni

)] N∏
i=1

Jni,t−s.(4.6)

In the following, we use C to denote universal constants depending only on α, γ, p, q, d,
whose values may change from line to line. Expanding the product inside the expectation
in (4.6), we obtain 2N terms and each term is of the form

(4.7) M(f, s)
αγ
2
m
∏
i∈I

e(q−1)ni lnni

∏
i∈I′

e(p−1)ni lnni

where (I, I ′) is a partition of {1, 2, . . . , N} and
∑

i∈I ni = m. We now bound (4.7) over all
possible choices of (ni)i ⩽ N and (I, I ′). Denote m′ = n − m. Using the convexity of x ln x
and the assumption that p ∨ q < 1, (4.7) is smaller or equal to

M(f, s)
αγ
2
m exp

{
(q − 1)m ln

m

|I|
+ (p− 1)m′ ln

m′

|I ′|

}
and the equality holds iff ni is constant for i varying in I and in I ′. Note that |I|+ |I ′| = N .
The above expression attains its maximum when

|I| = (1− q)mN

(1− q)m+ (1− p)m′ , |I ′| = (1− p)m′N

(1− q)m+ (1− p)m′ .

Note that C−1n ⩽ (1− q)m+ (1− p)m′ ⩽ Cn. Therefore, (4.7) is bounded by

CnM(f, s)
αγ
2
m exp

{
((q − 1)m+ (p− 1)m′) ln

n

N

}
.

Finally, as a function in m, the above expression attains its maximum at m = 0 or m = n.
(4.7) is bounded by

Cn(e(p−1)n ln n
N ) ∨ (e(q−1)n ln n

N M(f, s)
αγ
2
n) ⩽ Cn(e(p−1)n ln n

N + e(q−1)n ln n
N M(f, s)

αγ
2
n)

= Cnedsn−n lnn(epn ln n
N + eqn ln n

N M(f, s)
αγ
2
n).

There are 2N terms in the expansion. Let es = 2⌈lnn⌉ where ⌈x⌉ is the least integer greater
than or equal to x. Then N = 2−deds ⩽ Cn for all n ⩾ 1. Hence,

N∏
i=1

(
e(q−1)ni lnniM(f, s)

αγ
2
ni + e(p−1)ni lnni

)
⩽ 2NCnedsn−n lnn(epn ln n

N + eqn ln n
N M(f, s)

αγ
2
n)

⩽ Cnedsn−n lnn(epn ln n
N + eqn ln n

N M(f, s)
αγ
2
n).

Then (4.6) is simplified to be

Bn1,...,nN
⩽ Cne

αγ
2
sn
(
epn ln n

N + eqn ln n
NE

[
M(f, s)

αγ
2
n
]) N∏

i=1

Jni,t−s.
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By subadditivity, Lf,t(S)
n ⩽ (

∑2d

l=1 Lf,t(Sl))
n ⩽ 2nd

∑2d

l=1 Lf,t(Sl)
n. Combining (4.3) and the

above inequality, we obtain

E[Lf,t(S)
n] ⩽ Cne

αγ
2
sn
(
epn ln n

N + eqn ln n
NE

[
M(f, s)

αγ
2
n
]) ∑

n1+···+nN=n

N∏
i=1

Jni,t−s.(4.8)

It follows from Proposition 6.8 and s = o(lnn) that

E
[
M(f, s)

αγ
2
n
]
⩽ Cn

(
E
[
(e−s sup |∇Xs|)

αγ
2
n
]
+ (e−s sup |∇f |

)αγ
2
n
)

⩽ Cn
(
e

αγ
4
n lnn + (e−s sup |∇f |)

αγ
2
n
)
.

Hence (4.8) becomes

E[Lf,t(S)
n] ⩽ Cne

αγ
2
sn
(
epn lnn−pnds + e(q+

αγ
4
)n lnn−qnds + eqn lnn−(qd+αγ

2
)sn sup |∇f |

αγ
2
n
)

×
∑

n1+···+nN=n

N∏
i=1

Jni,t−s.

Dividing both sides by eqn lnn sup |∇f |αγ
2
n + epn lnn and optimizing in f ∈ C1(S), we obtain

the following cascade relation for Lf,t:

(4.9) Jn,t ⩽ Cne
αγ
2
sn(e−pdsn + e(q−p+αγ

4
)n lnn−qdsn + e−(qd+αγ

2
)sn)

∑
n1+···+nN=n

N∏
i=1

Jni,t−s.

Since p > αγ
2d
, p− q > αγ

4
, q > 0 and s = o(lnn), there exists ϵ > 0 such that

Jn,t ⩽ Cne−ϵsn
∑

n1+···+nN=n

N∏
i=1

Jni,t−s.

From induction hypothesis we have Jm,t−s ⩽ Am for m < n. There are
(
n+N−1
N−1

)
terms in the

summation above. Since
(
n+N−1
N−1

)
⩽ Cn, we have

Jn,t ⩽ Cne−ϵsn(NJn,t−s + CnAn) ⩽ Cne−ϵsn(Jn,t−s + An).

Since s → ∞ as n → ∞, we can find n0 such that Cne−ϵsn < 1/2 for all n ⩾ n0. In this way
we obtain a recursive relation

Jn,t ⩽
1

2
(Jn,t−s + An), ∀t ∈ [s,∞).

Since Jn,0 ⩽ 1 by (1.1) and Jn,t is non-decreasing in t by Proposition 6.4, we have Jn,t ⩽ An

for all t. Hence, (4.2) holds for n and the theorem follows from induction. □

Corollary 4.3. Let α, γ ∈ (0,
√
2d) be distinct and αγ < 4. For any p ∈ (αγ

4
∨ αγ

2d
, 1) and

any δ > 1, there is some C > 0 such that

sup
t ⩾ 0

E[eµLf,t(S)] ⩽ C exp(Cµδ sup
x∈S

|∇f(x)|
αγ
2
δ + Cµ

1
1−p ), ∀µ ⩾ 0.
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Proof. It is a direct consequence of Theorem 4.2 and the following elementary inequality
∞∑
n=0

µn

n!
epn lnn ⩽ Cpe

Cpµ
1

1−p
, ∀µ ⩾ 0

where p ∈ (0, 1) and Cp is a constant. Suppose that the left hand side is smaller than 2 for
µ ∈ [0, µc). By a change of variable t → λt, we have for λ > 0∫ ∞

0

tλe−t dt = λλ+1

∫ ∞

0

(te−t)λ dt ⩾ λλ+1

∫ ∞

1

e−λt dt = eλ lnλ−λ.

Hence, for n ⩾ 0 and η = ep−p ln p we have epn lnn ⩽ ηn
∫∞
0

tpne−t dt. Then

∞∑
n=0

µn

n!
epn lnn ⩽

∫ ∞

0

∞∑
n=0

µn

n!
ηntpne−t dt =

∫ ∞

0

eηµt
p−t dt.

By a change of variable t → µ
1

1−p t, we have∫ ∞

0

eηµt
p−t dt = µ

1
1−p

∫ ∞

0

eµ
1

1−p (ηtp−t) dt ⩽ eCpµ
1

1−p

for some Cp > 2 if µ ⩾ µc. This concludes the proof. □

5. Tail estimates for balanced ratios

In this section, we prove the right tail estimates in the introduction. Recall that the results
are stated in two dimension and S = [0, 1]2. As a preparation, we show the following lemma
which translates bounds of the Laplace transform to bounds of the right tail. In the following
denote f ≲ g if there is some C > 0 such that f(r) ⩽ Cg(r) for r sufficiently large.

Lemma 5.1. Let Q be a random variable. Then for any 0 < q < p < 1, we have

lnE[eµQ] ≲ µ
1

1−p =⇒ lnP(Q > x) ≲ −x
1
p

and
µ

1
1−q ≲ lnE[eµQ] ≲ µ

1
1−p =⇒ lnP(Q > x) ≳ −x

1−q
q(1−p) .

Proof. By Chebyshev’s inequality, there exists C > 0 such that for µ sufficiently large,

lnP(Q > x) ⩽ lnE[eµQ−µx] ⩽ Cµ
1

1−p − µx.

Let µ = (2C)
p−1
p x

1−p
p . Then we have lnP(Q > x) ⩽ − C(2C)−

1
px

1
p for x sufficiently large.

For the second implication, apply Paley-Zygmund inequality to eµQ and θ ∈ (0, 1):

P(eµQ > θE[eµQ]) ⩾
(1− θ)2E[eµQ]2

E[e2µQ]
.

Since lnE[eµQ] ≳ µ
1

1−q , there exists c > 0 such that for µ sufficiently large

P(eµQ > θE[eµQ]) ⩽ P(Q > cµ
q

1−q ).

Hence
lnP(Q > cµ

q
1−q ) ⩾ 2 ln(1− θ) + 2 lnE[eµQ]− lnE[e2µQ] ≳ −µ

1
1−p ,

which implies the lower bound for lnP(Q > x). □
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5.1. Proof of Theorem 1.1. By Lemma 2.2 and the hypothesis on K, K0 −K is smooth
on a neighborhood of S×S. Then by Proposition 6.5 in the appendix, there is a C1 Gaussian
field Z defined on S, such that

E[Z(x)Z(y)] +K0(x, y)−K(x, y)

is positive definite. In other words we have an equality in law Z+X = h+Y where (Z,X) and
(h, Y ) are independent pairs. In Proposition 6.4, set λ(dx) = Mα,h(dx), ν(dx) = Mγ,h(dx)
and compare the field Y with the trivial field 0. Then for µ ⩾ 0 we have

E[eµQh(S)] ⩽ E[eµQh+Y (S)] = E[eµQX+Z(S)].

Using the notation in section 4 and the fact that E[Z(x)2] is bounded on S, we have

QXt+Z(S) =

( ∫
S
eαZ(x)−α2

2
E[Z(x)2] Mα,Xt(dx)

) γ
γ−α( ∫

S
eγZ(x)− γ2

2
E[Z(x)2] Mγ,Xt(dx)

) α
γ−α

⩽ ALZ,t(S)

for some constant A. In two dimensions the condition αγ < 4 in Corollary 4.3 is automati-
cally satisfied. Then for any αγ

4
< p < 1 and 1 < δ < 4

αγ
we have

E[eµQXt+Z(S)|Z] ⩽ C exp(Cµδ sup
x∈S

|∇Z(x)|
αγ
2
δ + Cµ

1
1−p ), ∀t, µ ⩾ 0.

Denote M = supx∈S |∇Z(x)|. From Borell-TIS inequality (see Proposition 6.6 in the appen-

dix), we can find C, c > 0 such that P(M > u) ⩽ Ce−cu2
for all u ⩾ 0. For q = αγ

2
δ < 2,

E[exp(µMq)]− 1 = qµ

∫ ∞

0

uq−1eµu
q

P(M > u) du

⩽ Cqµ

∫ ∞

0

uq−1 exp(µuq − cu2) du

= Cqµ
2

2−q

∫ ∞

0

λq−1 exp(µ
2

2−q (λq − cλ2)) dλ.

On the last line we applied a change of variable u = µ
1

2−qλ. We see from Laplace’s method

that lnE[exp(µMq)] ≲ µ
2

2−q . Hence, there is C1 > 0 such that

E[eµQXt+Z(S)] ⩽ C1 exp(C1µ
4δ

4−αγδ + C1µ
1

1−p ), ∀t, µ ⩾ 0.

In particular, eµQXt+Z(S) is uniformly integrable in t. Since QXt+Z(S) converges almost surely
to QX+Z(S), we have

E[eµQX+Z(S)] = lim
t→∞

E[eµQXt+Z(S)] ⩽ C1 exp(C1µ
4δ

4−αγδ + C1µ
1

1−p ).

Above all, lnE[eµQh(S)] ≲ µ
4δ

4−αγδ + µ
1

1−p for any αγ
4

< p < 1 and 1 < δ < 4
αγ
. Then Lemma

5.1 implies lnP(Qh(S) > x) ≲ x− 1
p for all p > αγ

4
, which concludes the proof.
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5.2. Proof of Theorem 1.2. Recall that h admits an independent decomposition h =
X + Z. As in the previous proof, E[eµQX(S)] ⩽ E[eµQh(S)] holds for all µ ⩾ 0. Moreover,
Proposition 6.4 implies that E[eµQXt (S)] is non-decreasing in t. By Corollary 4.3, eµQXt (S) is
uniformly integrable in t. Hence

E[eµQXt (S)] ⩽ lim
r→∞

E[eµQXr (S)] = E[eµQX(S)].

On the event {supS |Xt| ⩽ 1}, we have QXt(S) ⩾ δe
αγ
2
t where δ = e−

2αγ
γ−α . Consequently

E[eµQXt (S)] ⩾ E[eµQXt (S)1{supS |Xt| ⩽ 1}] ⩾ exp(δµe
αγ
2
t)P(sup

S
|Xt| ⩽ 1).

From Proposition 6.9, there exists C, c > 0 such that P(supS |Xt| ⩽ 1) ⩾ c exp(−Ce2t).
Above all, it holds for all t, µ ⩾ 0 that

E[eµQh(S)] ⩾ c exp(δµe
αγ
2
t − Ce2t).

Choose t such that µ = 2δ−1Ce(2−
αγ
2
)t. Then lnE[eµQh(S)] ≳ µ

4
4−αγ and the lower bound of

P(Qh(S) > x) is deduced by Lemma 5.1.

6. Appendix

6.1. Kahane type inequalities. The monotonicity of GMC in the sense of Kahane [11]
does not hold for balanced ratios. Fortunately, weaker comparison principles remain avail-
able, allowing us to control finite order moments of the products of GMC.

We first recall some basic GMC calculations. A function F : (0,∞)n → R is said to have
polynomial growth, if there exists C,N > 0 such that for all x1, . . . , xn > 0

|F (x1, . . . , xn)| ⩽ C
n∑

i=1

(|xi|N + |xi|−N).

Lemma 6.1. Let (µi)i ⩽ n be Radon measures on a compact set K ⊂ Rd. Let A(x) and B(x)
be two independent continuous Gaussian fields on K with values in Rn. For t ∈ [0, 1] and
1 ⩽ i ⩽ n, set Ci(t, x) =

√
1− tAi(x) +

√
tBi(x). Define

Wi(t, x) = eCi(t,x)− 1
2
E[Ci(t,x)

2] , Mi(t) =

∫
K

Wi(t, x) µi(dx).

Let F : (0,∞)n → R be a smooth function whose derivatives up to order two have polynomial
growth. Then d

dt
E[F (M1(t), . . . ,Mn(t))] is given by

1

2

n∑
i,j=1

E
[
∂i∂jF (M1(t), . . . ,Mn(t))

∫∫
K×K

gij(x, y)Wi(t, x)Wj(t, y) µi(dx)µj(dy)
]

where gij(x, y) = E[Bi(x)Bj(y)]− E[Ai(x)Aj(y)].

Proof. All the convergence issues in the computation below are standard results of domi-
nated convergence and Borell-TIS inequality 6.6. We leave the readers to check the details.
Using Leibniz rule we have

E[F (M1(t), . . . ,Mn(t))]
′ =

n∑
i=1

E[Mi(t)
′∂iF (M1(t), . . . ,Mn(t))].
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For s ∈ [0, 1], we have by Girsanov transform

(6.1) E[Mi(s)∂iF (M1(t), . . . ,Mn(t))] =

∫
K

E[∂iF (M i,s,x
1 (t), . . . ,M i,s,x

n (t))] µi(dx)

where

M i,s,x
j (t) =

∫
K

eE[Ci(s,x)Cj(t,y)]Wj(t, y) µj(dy).

Notice that ∂s|s=tE[Ci(s, x)Cj(t, y)] = gij(x, y)/2. Then

∂s|s=tM
i,s,x
j (t) =

1

2

∫
K

gij(x, y)e
E[Ci(t,x)Cj(t,y)]Wj(t, y) µj(dy).

Differentiate both sides of (6.1) with respect to s at s = t, and sum the result over i. Then
E[F (M1(t), . . . ,Mn(t))]

′ becomes

1

2

n∑
i,j=1

∫∫
gij(x, y)E

[
∂i∂jF (M i,t,x

1 (t), . . . ,M i,t,x
n (t))eE[Ci(t,x)Cj(t,y)]Wj(t, y)

]
µi(dx)µj(dy).

Applying Girsanov transform

E
[
∂i∂jF (M i,t,x

1 (t), . . . ,M i,t,x
n (t))eE[Ci(t,x)Cj(t,y)]Wj(t, y)

]
= E

[
∂i∂jF (M i,t,x

1 (t), . . . ,M i,t,x
n (t))Wi(t, x)Wj(t, y)

]
,

we obtain the desired result. □

As a special case we have the following corollary.

Corollary 6.2. Let (pj)j ⩽ n and (γj)j ⩽ n be real parameters, and let (µj)j ⩽ n be Radon
measures on a compact set K ⊂ Rd. Suppose that X and Y are two independent continuous
Gaussian fields on K. Define for t ∈ [0, 1]

Φ(t) =
n∏

j=1

(∫
K

eγjZ(t,x)−
γ2j
2
E[Z(t,x)2] µj(dx)

)pj

where Z(t, x) =
√
1− tX(x) +

√
tY (x). Then

d

dt
E[Φ(t)] =

1

2
E
[
Φ(t)

∫∫
K×K

(
E[Y (x)Y (y)]− E[X(x)X(y)]

)
×

( n∑
j=1

γ2
j pj(pj − 1) µi,t(dx)µi,t(dy) + 2

∑
i<j

γiγjpipj µi,t(dx)µj,t(dy)
)]

where µi,t(dx) ∝ eγiZ(t,x)− γ2i
2
E[Z(t,x)2] µi(dx) are random probability measures on K.

Proof. Set A(x) = (γ1X(x), . . . , γnX(x)) and B(x) = (γ1Y (x), . . . , γnY (x)). The result
follows by applying the above lemma to F (x1, . . . , xn) = xp1

1 · · · xpn
n . □

Now we give the statement and the proof of two Kahane-type inequalities.
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Proposition 6.3. Let (pj)j ⩽ n and (γj)j ⩽ n be real parameters. For any A > 0, there exists
a constant C such that the following holds: Let X and Y be two continuous Gaussian fields
on a compact set K ⊂ Rd satisfying

|E[X(x)X(y)]− E[Y (x)Y (y)]| ⩽ A, ∀x, y ∈ K.

Then for any Radon measures (µj)j ⩽ m

E

[
n∏

j=1

(∫
K

eγjX(x)−
γ2j
2
E[X(x)2] dµj

)pj

]
⩽ CE

[
n∏

j=1

(∫
K

eγjY (x)−
γ2j
2
E[Y (x)2] dµj

)pj

]
.

Proof. Use the notation in Corollary 6.2. Define

C = A
n∑

j=1

|γ2
j pj(pj − 1)|+ 2A

∑
i<j

|γiγjpipj|.

Then |E[Φ(t)]′| ⩽ CE[Φ(t)] for all t ∈ (0, 1). Consequently E[Φ(0)] ⩽ eCE[Φ(1)] which gives
the desired inequality. □

Proposition 6.4. Let α, γ be distinct positive numbers. Let λ, ν be two Radon measures on
a compact set K ⊂ Rd. Define for a continuous Gaussian field X on K

QX =
(
∫
K
eαX(x)−α2

2
E[X(x)2] dλ)

γ
γ−α

(
∫
K
eγX(x)− γ2

2
E[X(x)2] dν)

α
γ−α

.

Suppose that X and Y are two continuous Gaussian fields on K, such that

E[Y (x)Y (y)]− E[X(x)X(y)]

is positive definite. Then for all non-decreasing convex function F : (0,∞) → R, we have

E[F (QX)] ⩽ E[F (QY )].

Proof. Since E[Y (x)Y (y)]−E[X(x)X(y)] is positive definite, we can couple X, Y such that
Y − X is independent of X. By Jensen’s inequality we have E[F (QY )|X] ⩾ F (E[QY |X]).
If we can prove E[QY |X] ⩾ QX , then the result follows from the monotonicity of F .
By the independence of Y −X and X, after absorbing X into λ and ν, it suffices to show

E[Q0] ⩽ E[QY−X ]. Let Zt =
√
t(Y −X). From Corollary 6.2 there exists random probability

measures λt, νt such that

d

dt
E[QZt ] =

αγ

2(α− γ)2
E
[
QZt

∫∫
g(x, y)(αλt(dx)− γνt(dx))(αλt(dy)− γνt(dy))

]
.

Here g(x, y) is the covariance kernel of Y −X. By the positive-definiteness of g(x, y), E[QZt ]
is non-decreasing in t, which implies E[Q0] ⩽ E[QY−X ]. □

6.2. Perturbation of covariance kernels.

Proposition 6.5. For any f ∈ C∞
c (Rd×Rd) compactly supported, there exists a C1 Gauss-

ian field Z on Rd, such that E[Z(x)Z(y)] + f(x, y) is a covariance kernel.
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Proof. The following calculations are borrowed from Lemma 4.6 in [10]. For ϕ ∈ L1(Rd)

denote the Fourier transform ϕ̂(ξ) =
∫
Rd e

−2πixξϕ(x) dx and the Sobolev norm for s ∈ R

∥ϕ∥2Hs =

∫
Rd

(1 + |ξ|2)s|ϕ̂(ξ)|2 dξ.

Let R(x) be a positive definite function on Rd such that R̂(ξ) = (1+|ξ|2)− d
2
−2. By Plancherel

formula, it holds for ϕ ∈ C∞
c (Rd) that∫∫

R2d

R(x− y)ϕ(x)ϕ(y) dxdy =

∫
Rd

R̂(ξ)|ϕ̂(ξ)|2 dξ = ∥ϕ∥2H−d/2−2 .

Since f̂ is rapidly decreasing, Cauchy-Schwartz inequality implies that∣∣∣∣∫∫
R2d

f(x, y)ϕ(x)ϕ(y) dxdy

∣∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣∫∫
R2d

f̂(ξ, η)ϕ̂(ξ)ϕ̂(η) dξdη

∣∣∣∣ ⩽ A∥ϕ∥2H−d/2−2

for some constant A determined by f . Since R(x) is C3 by definition, there exists a C1 Gauss-
ian field Z such that E[Z(x)Z(y)] = (A+1)R(x−y) (see Section 1.4.2 in [1] for a discussion
of regularity properties of Gaussian fields). Since E[Z(x)Z(y)]+f(x, y) is nonnegative when
integrated against ϕ(x)ϕ(y)dxdy, it is by definition positive definite. □

6.3. Maximum of Gaussian process. We record here two inequalities about the max-
imum of a Gaussian process. The readers can consult [1] for a detailed treatment. In the
following, (f(t))t∈T is a separable centered Gaussian process on a topological space T (for
instance, a continuous Gaussian field on a compact subset of Rd).

Proposition 6.6 (Borell-TIS inequality). Suppose that (f(t))t∈T is almost surely bounded.
Then E[supt∈T f(t)] is finite and for all u ⩾ 0 and σ2

T = supt∈T E[f(t)
2],

P(sup
t∈T

f(t)− E[sup
t∈T

f(t)] > u) ⩽ exp(−u2/2σ2
T ).

Proposition 6.7 (Dudley’s theorem). Let d be the pseudometric on T defined by

d(t, s) =
√
E[(f(t)− f(s))2].

Suppose that T is d-compact and let N(ϵ) be the smallest number of d-balls of radius ϵ needed
to cover T . Then there exists a universal constant K such that

E
[
sup
t∈T

f(t)
]
⩽ K

∫ ∞

0

√
lnN(ϵ) dϵ.

6.4. Estimates for the star-scale invariant fields. We show two propositions that are
used in the proof of tail estimates.

Proposition 6.8. Let (Xt(x))t ⩾ 0,x∈Rd be the white noise decomposition in Section 2 and
let S = [0, 1]d. For each ϵ > 0, there exists some C > 0 such that

E[(e−s sup
x∈S

|∇Xs(x)|)m] ⩽ Cm(esm + e
1
2
m lnm), ∀s ⩾ 0,m ⩾ ϵ.
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Proof. Denote sup = supx∈S. Then

sup |∇Xs| ⩽
d∑

i=1

sup |∂jXs| ⩽
d∑

i=1

(sup ∂jXs)+ +
d∑

i=1

(− sup ∂jXs)+.

Note that (−Xs(x))x∈Rd
law
= (Xs(x))x∈Rd and the law of Xs is rotationally invariant. Let

fs(x) = e−s∂1Xs(x). It suffices to find some constant C such that

(6.2) E[(sup fs(x))
m
+ ] ⩽ Cm(esm + e

1
2
m lnm), ∀s ⩾ 0,m ⩾ ϵ.

Let h(x) = −∂2
1ρ(x). By definition, the covariance kernel of fs is given by

E[fs(x)fs(y)] =

∫ s

0

h(eu(x− y))e2(u−s) du.

Let ds and Ns(ϵ) denote respectively the Dudley metric and the associated covering number
of S induced by fs (see Proposition 6.7). Since h is positive definite, there exists A > 0 such
that h(0)− h(x) ⩽ A2|x|2 for all x ∈ Rd. For x, y ∈ Rd we have

ds(x, y)
2 = 2

∫ s

0

(h(0)−h(eu(x− y)))e2(u−s) du

⩽ 2

∫ s

0

A2e4u−2s|x− y|2 du ⩽ A2e2s|x− y|2.

Hence, each Euclidean ball of radius A−1e−sϵ is contained in a ds-ball of radius ϵ. Conse-
quently Ns(ϵ) ⩽ ⌈Aesϵ−1⌉d where ⌈x⌉ is the least integer greater than or equal to x. Dudley’s
theorem 6.7 implies that

E[sup fs(x)] ⩽ K

∫ ∞

0

√
d ln⌈Aesϵ−1⌉ dϵ = K ′es

for some constant K ′. Moreover, since supE[fs(x)
2] ⩽ h(0)/2 and Borell-TIS inequality 6.6,

we have for some ϵ > 0

P(sup fs(x)− E[sup fs(x)] ⩾ u) ⩽ e−ϵu2

, ∀u ⩾ 0, s ⩾ 0.

Denote Y = sup fs(x). We have for m ⩾ 2 and some C1 > 0

E[Y m
+ ] =

∫ ∞

0

mum−1P(Y ⩾ u) du

=

∫ E[Y ]

0

mum−1P(Y ⩾ u) du+

∫ ∞

0

m(u+ E[Y ])m−1P(Y ⩾ u+ E[Y ]) du

⩽
∫ E[Y ]

0

mum−1 du+

∫ ∞

0

m(u+ E[Y ])m−1e−ϵu2

du

⩽ E[Y ]m +

∫ ∞

0

m2m−1(um−1 + E[Y ]m−1)e−ϵu2

du

⩽ Cm
1 (esm +

∫ ∞

0

um−1e−ϵu2

du).
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By a change of variable u =
√
m− 1 t, there is some C2 > 0 such that∫ ∞

0

um−1e−ϵu2

du = (m− 1)
m
2

∫ ∞

0

(te−ϵt2)m−1 dt ⩽ Cm
2 m

m
2 .

Above all, the following holds for some C3 > 0:

E[(sup fs(x))
m
+ ] ⩽ Cm

3 (esm + e
1
2
m lnm), ∀s ⩾ 0,m ⩾ 2.

For ϵ ⩽ m < 2 we use Hölder’s inequality to deduce

E[(sup fs(x))
m
+ ] ⩽ E[(sup fs(x))

2
+]

m
2 ⩽ Cm

3 (esm + e
m
2
ln 2) ⩽ Cm(esm + e

1
2
m lnm)

where C =
√

2/ϵ C3. Hence, (6.2) holds with C. □

The proposition below can be seen as a variant of the small ball probability estimates.
The argument is adapted from [15].

Proposition 6.9. Let (Xt(x))t ⩾ 0,x∈Rd be the white noise decomposition in Section 2 and
let S = [0, 1]d. There exists C, c > 0 such that

P(sup
x∈S

|Xt(x)| ⩽ 1) ⩾ c exp(−Cedt), ∀t ⩾ 0.

Proof. Denote the Dudley metric by dt(x, y) =
√
E[|Xt(x)−Xt(y)|2]. There exists A > 0

such that ρ(0)− ρ(x) ⩽ A2|x|2 for all x ∈ Rd. Therefore, for x, y ∈ Rd we have

dt(x, y)
2 = 2

∫ t

0

ρ(0)− ρ(eu(x− y)) du ⩽ 2

∫ t

0

A2e2u|x− y|2 du ⩽ A2e2t|x− y|2.

For any n ⩾ 1, there exists a finite covering of S by dt-balls of radius 2
−2n. Let Tn be the

set of the centers. Since dt(x, y) ⩽ Aet|x− y|, we can choose Tn such that |Tn| ⩽ A1e
dt22dn

for some universal constant A1 > 0. Define a map pn : S → Tn such that dt(x, pn(x)) ⩽ 2−2n

for all x ∈ S. Assume T0 = {0} and p0(x) = 0. Define for n ⩾ 1

Yn = {Xt(x)−Xt(pn−1(x)) : x ∈ Tn}.
Note that E[Y 2] ⩽ A22

−4n for all Y ∈ Yn and some universal constant A2. For each x ∈ Tn,
Xt(x) can be written as

Xt(x) = Xt(0) +
n∑

k=1

Yk

where Yk ∈ Yk for k = 1, . . . , n. Since
⋃

n ⩾ 1 Tn is dense in S and Xt is continuous, we have

{|Xt(0)| ⩽ 2−1}
⋂ ⋂

n ⩾ 1

{|Y | ⩽ 2−n−1, ∀Y ∈ Yn} ⊂ {sup
x∈S

|Xt(x)| ⩽ 1}.

By Gaussian correlation inequality [14], we obtain

P(sup
x∈S

|Xt(x)| ⩽ 1) ⩾ P(|Xt(0)| ⩽ 2−1)
∏
n ⩾ 1

∏
Y ∈Yn

P(|Y | ⩽ 2−n−1)

⩾ P(|Xt(0)| ⩽ 2−1)
∏
n ⩾ 1

P(|N | ⩽ A
−1/2
2 2n−1)A1edt22dn
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where N is a standard Gaussian variable. Using the elementary inequality 1 − x ⩾ e−2x

when x ∈ [0, 1/2], the product M =
∏

n ⩾ 1P(|N | ⩽ A
−1/2
2 2n−1)A122dn is nonzero if the series∑

n ⩾ 1

22dnP(|N | > A
−1/2
2 2n−1)

converges. This can be shown via the inequality P (|N | > u) ⩽ e−u2/2 for u ⩾ 1. Let
C = − lnM ∈ (0,∞). Since E[Xt(0)

2] = t, we have

P(sup
x∈S

|Xt(x)| ⩽ 1) ⩾ P(|N | ⩽ (2
√
t)−1) exp(−Cedt).

This gives the desired lower bound. □
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