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HOLDER TYPE ESTIMATES FOR GAUSSIAN MULTIPLICATIVE
CHAOS

YULAI HUANG

ABSTRACT. We investigate the right tail behavior of a certain class of GMC ratios, rem-
iniscent of Holder’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 © C R¢ with covariance
kernel

E[h(z)h(y)] = —Infz —y| + g(z, y),
where ¢ is continuous on §2 x 2. For a parameter v > 0, the Gaussian multiplicative chaos
(GMC) associated to h is a random measure on {2, formally denoted as

M, y(dz) = @ FERE? gy

Since h is only a random distribution, the measure M, ; should be defined as a limit of
M., . where (he)eso 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 M, ; is non-degenerate if and only if
7% < 2d. When h, is the convolution of h with some mollifier, Robert and Vargas showed
the convergence in law of M, ;. , 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 M, ,(£2) 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 € is the unit disk and h
is a zero-boundary Gaussian free field on €2, then there exist constants C, ¢ > 0 such that

P(M,x(Q) < ) < Ce=2” vz e (0,1).

In particular, it implies the existence of negative moments of all orders for M, ,(€2). This

estimate is optimal for generic GMC measures. Indeed, if h = A’ + N where N is a standard
1
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Gaussian variable independent of &', then M, ,(€2) can be decomposed as

72
3 () = exp™7F M, (Q)

and the “macroscopic” term €’V dominates the small tail behavior of M, ().

Using techniques in Liouville conformal field theory, Remy obtained an exact formula
for the density of the total mass Y, 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(Y, <z) < Cexp(—cz™7), Vz e (0,1).

M

This further implies the existence of exponential moments for Y{l. 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 M, ,(2) under the assumption that the spatial average of h vanishes. More
precisely, let m;,(Q) = Q|7 [, h(x) dz, then the following holds for ¢ sufficiently large [13]:

P(e "™ DM, ,(Q) < s) < 2exp(—c|log s| ¢4, Vs > 0.

In particular, e”mh(Q)]W%h(Q)_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 |logs| term in the estimate and established a corresponding
lower bound on the torus [2]. This suggests that the exponent 4/9? 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 /2 and . We consider in this paper an analogue of this problem. For o, v < V2d
distinct and for any Borel set S C €2, define the balanced ratio of GMC associated to h by

M, p(S)7=
Qu(s) = MerlO) 2
My p(S)7==
The goal of this paper is to study the behavior of P(Q(S) > z) as x — 0.
Note that if h = A’ + N for some Gaussian variable N independent of h, the quotient
Qn(S)/Qn(S) does not contain any macroscopic term of the form V. This explains the

terminology balanced. Moreover, for any function f on .S, Holder’s inequality gives

(1.1)

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

Conventions and notations. We denote by a A b and a V b the minimum and maximum of
a and b, respectively. We also write 2, = 2V 0 and In, x = (Inz) vV 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]? be a unit square. Consider a Gaussian field
h defined on a neighborhood 2 C R? of S with covariance kernel

K(Iay) = —1n|x—y| +g(x7y)a

where ¢ is smooth on €2 x €). The main result of this paper is the following upper bound for
the right tail of @ (5).

Theorem 1.1. For any distinct a,y € (0,2) and 0 < § < O%, there exists some constants
C,c > 0 such that

P(Qnr(S) > x) < C’exp(—cx%_a), Va > 0.

At a formal level, the exponent 4/a~y 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

¥

InP(Man(S) 2 M, 4(S) <2) < —2 760 as z—0.
As av — 0 we have Ma,h(S)é — ™ (%) Then, the above estimate becomes

4
InP(e SN ,(S) < 2) < —2 =Y as 10,

whose exponent matches the small deviation result mentioned earlier. Moreover, from the

elementary inequality 6z + (1 — 0)y > 2%y, we deduce

—a'Qn(8) < (v = a) (M4 (S) = Mo n(S)).
As a — 7, the right hand side tends to the so-called derivative martingale M. ;(S)". Then

InP(M,,(S) < —z) < lim InP(Qx(S) > azx) < —2 7 as oo

a—y~

This matches the conjectured left tail behavior In P(M] ,(S) < —x) < —2¥ 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 @Q(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 o,y € (0,2) and 6 > 0, there exists C,c > 0 such that

P(Qn(S) > ) > cexp(—Czat?), Va > 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 p: R? — R be a positive definite function, which
is radial, smooth, supported in the unit ball and p(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 K°(x,y) = [~ p(e"(x —y)) du is called a star-scale
wnwvariant kernel. The associated Gaussian field X is called a star-scale invariant field.

The star-scale invariant field X admits a white noise decomposition (X;(x)) > 0.zer2, that
is a smooth Gaussian field on [0, 00) x R? with covariance kernel

MXM¢&@H=A Cpe (e — ) du

It is straightforward to see that X; — X is independent of X, for ¢ > s, and that the law of
X, is invariant under translation. The lemma below explains the name star-scale invariant.

Lemma 2.2. The function go(z,y) = K°(x,y) +In|z — y| extends to a smooth function on
R? x R?. In addition, we have the following properties:

(i) There exists A > 0 such that
IE[X:(2)X:(y)] —t Alny |z —y[ | < A, Vt>0,Vo,y e R
(ii) For anyt > s, we have an equality in law

(Xe(#) = X)) ezt = (Xoms(€°7) acr
(iii) For anyt > s and |x —y| = e *, Xy (z) — Xs(x) and Xi(y) — Xs(y) are independent.
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Proof. We only show the smoothness of gy. The rest of the properties are left to the readers.
Since p is smooth and radial, there exists a smooth function f on R such that p(z) = f(|x]?).
Then f(0) =1 and supp f C (—o0, 1]. By a change of variable ¢ = 2|z — y|* we obtain

go(z,y) = / ) -1 dt.

ey 2t

Since the integrand is smooth in ¢ and the mapping (z,y) — |z — y|? is smooth on R? x R¢,
go extends smoothly on the diagonal. O

For the rest of the paper, fix a star-scale invariant field X and a white noise decomposition
(Xi(2))s > 0.0era- We adopt the notation

G%t = M’%XH G(S) = M'Y7Xt_Xs‘

’77t

Denote also G, = M, x and G(f) =M, x_x,.

2.2. Cascade relation. Let S = [0,1]? be a d-dimensional cube and «,v € (0,v/2d). We
give here a heuristic justification of the expected tail behavior:

InP(Qx(S) >z) < —x% as T — 0.

First, observe that Q)x is subadditive on Borel sets, i.e. Qx(B U B') < Qx(B) + Qx(B’)
for B and B’ disjoint. In fact, it is a consequence of Holder’s inequality

(2.1) Ga(B) + Ga(B') < (G4(B) + G4(B')7 (Qx(B) + Qx(B") 7 -

Fix an even integer e®. Divide S evenly into e® small cubes {S,...,S.qa} of side length
e~ %. Notice that

R T Xt(x 7ﬁt R T Xs(x 7ﬁs (s) _ Xs(x fﬁs s

M, x(S;) = lim 5 X =T qy = lim 5 X G (dw) = /S =7 G (da).
Let ¢;(x) = e~*x + a; be the affine map such that ¢;(S) = S;. Define a Gaussian field X®
on S by X = (X — X,) o ¢;. Using the subadditivity of Qx and the change of variable
x; = ¢;(x), we obtain

eds

eds . s) e

g U € G (dr) e

Qx(5) < ) Qx(5) =e=?® : z
A5 2 () ;U&e%(m G (da)) 7

eds

(2.2)

v

= FDs 3 (f5 2% @@ M o (da))Te
(fs eV Xs(¢i(z)) M%Xm(dx))ﬁ

i=1

To simplify the discussion we make three assumptions.
Assumption 1. X,|s. = X (z;) with x; the barycenter of S;.
Assumption 2. X® has the same law as X|s.

Assumption 3. X© are mutually independent for i =1,...,e%.
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These assumptions correspond to Lemma 2.2 (i)(ii)(iii) respectively. In fact, the covariance
kernel of X on each cube S; satisfies |E[X(2)X;(y)] —s| < A for some universal constant A
in (i). Hence, we can assume that X is constant on each cube S; and Assumption 1 follows.
Assumption 2 is a directly consequence of (ii). By (iii), X¥ and X are independent if S;
and S; are disjoint, which leads to Assumption 3.

Under Assumption 1, e7Xs(i(#) and e*Xs(¢:(#) on the right hand side of (2.2) cancel thanks
to the choice of exponents. Then, (2.2) becomes a stochastic dominance

Qx(S) < eZ N " Qyi(S)
=1

where @) (S) are mutually independent and have the same law as Qx(.5), 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 @ x(S) has exponential moments. Then Cramér’s large
deviation theorem implies for 6 > E[Qx(s)]

eds

ImP(Qx(S) > e2°0) < mP(e® ) " Qx,(S) > 0) < —e .
=1

This gives us an expected tail estimate InP(Qx(S) > z) < —xar 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 X and that associated to X(x;). For balanced ratios, this
amounts to replacing X;|g, by

Xs(xz) + sup ’Xs<x) - Xs(xz)’
TES;
However, such a replacement introduces a macroscopic factor exp(sup,cg, |Xs(2) — X,(z3)|)
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]¢ is a unit cube and 0 < o < v < v/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(z)h(y)] = —In|z —y| + g(z,y),
where g is continuous. Then for any 0 < o < v < V/2d,
E[Qr(S)"] < oo, Vn>=0.

We provide below an alternative formulation of the theorem, which will be useful in the
next section. Recall that G, is the GMC associated to the white noise decomposition
(X¢(2))s > 0.xera defined in Section 2.
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Proposition 3.2. For any 0 < o < v < V2d, we have

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
L5, a’ o 7 4
Cpg) = 507p" = (5 +d+aygp+ (5 +d)g+ 5 q.

Lemma 3.3. Fiz R > 0. For any Borel set B C {x € R?: |z| < R} and s < t, we have
E [Ga»t(e_sB)p} =~ C(PD)sTR [Ga,tS(By)]
where P < P’ is used to denote C~' < P/P" < C for some constant C' determined by R, p, q.

Proof. We can write
Gade By _ ([ -ope™ %" G)(dn))’
G.i(e~sB)1 - (fion 1 Xo— s G(j,)f(dx))q :
By Lemma 2.2 (i), there exists A > 0 determined by R, such that
|IE[Xs(x)Xs(y)] —s| <A, Vs>=0Vz,y€ce ’B.

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

[Ga,t(BSB)p] = E[(fesB x5 G((j}t(dx))p} — plap—19)%s+3(r2q—a’p)sp [G—S’%(e_SB)p].
Crale™ B (Joep ™7 G (da))s (e B)e

Since X; — X has the same law of X, ,(e®-), we have by a change of variable

(8)( —s
E [Ga,t(e B)p] _ e(qu)dsE [Ga,t—s<B)p:| )
Gl(er By Gro<(B)
Combining above two lines we arrive at the scaling exponent ((p, q). 0

3.2. Proof of Proposition 3.2. Set ¢ = % + % For n € N fixed, C(p,%) attains its
minimum at p = n + € and the minimum value is given by

a d 1l a d,
Cn—(’Y—a)(g—;)n—é(EJra) :

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

Ga S n+e
(3.1) supE[%} < 00

t20 L Gyu(5) "

Then Proposition 3.2 follows from Hélder’s inequality and the fact that sup, . ( E[G
finite (Proposition 3.6 in [17]).

Since € < Z—’;l, the initial step n = 0 is implied by classical GMC theory. Suppose that

(3.1) holds for n — 1 where n > 1. Let e® be an even integer. Divide S into e® small cubes

—€

oz,t] iS
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of equal side length e~*. We can partition the small cubes into 2¢ groups S, ..., Sya, such
that each group has N = 27%% cubes, and any two cubes in the same group are separated
by a distance of at least e*. 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 2¢ groups based on the designated
dyadic number.

We have for a > 2 and z,y > 0

1
(z+y)*—a* —y* = ay/ (z+ty)* " — (ty)*~ ' de

a—lmy/ / (ro +ty)* % drdt

ala — Day(z +y)*
ala —1)2°7 2 (zy® ! + ya®h).

N //\

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

N
(Zml) Zx +CNasz H 17 vxla"me}O-
=1

i#]

For a group §; = {51, ..., Sy} of small cubes, we also use §; to denote the disjoint union of
its elements. Since n + € > 2, we have

Gat(S)" < ZGM D"t Ot O Gaa(Si)Gan(S;) 1
i=1 1#]

Consequently,

n+ei|

Got(S)m al
E[Gw@ ] Z [va’)

i=1

+ONn+EZ]E[ it S)Gat(sj)”—lﬁaw(syﬂ.
i#]

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

E[Gat(s )”*5} :E[Ga,t(e‘sswe} < AnegnsE[Ga,t—s(S)“e]

Ghu(Si)™ Gou(esS)™ Gris(S)™

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

0, where the underlying Radon measures are GS% and Ggsz This results in the inequality

no

"]

for some constant B, ; determined by n and s. Since S; and \S; are separated by a distance
of at least e™*, the restrictions of X; — X, on S; and on S are independent. Note also that

E[Gat(S5)Gai(S;)" " 17G, 4(S) ™5 ] < Ba BIGY)(S)GEN(S,)" 1 <G L) (S) ™

a,
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G(s1)s<5) > G’(ysl)f(sz) \ G(WSZ(SJ) Hence,

g

no

E[Gat(S5)Gai(S;)" G, 4(S) ™)
< B EIGEN(S)GY)(S) 7] BIGY)

v,t a,t

(n—1)a

(S)" <GSy ]
n 67— s —_« n—1-4e _(n—DHa
= B, e dlnte=55) E[Ga,t—S(S)G%t—S(S) 7] E[Ga,t—é‘(S) - G”/,t—S(S) v ]

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

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

nte n+e
E[M] < 27 A, et [M] + Ans.
G%t<S) ¥ ~,t S<S> v

E[Gai(s))n—’—e} d(n+o) ZE[ at Sl n+e:|

(S)~
n-+e
< 2d(n+571)An€(§n+d)sE [Ga,ts(s) _ :| + 2d(n+e)An ..
Gri-s(S) ’
Since 0 < o < v < V2d, we have (, +d < 0. Let s be large enough such that
gdlnte=1) g elntd)s 1

Then
Gam(S)nJre
[Canl®)
Gym(S) ™
For any ¢ > 0 there exists m € sN such that [t — m| < s. We have for z,y € S
IE[X:(2)Xe(y)] — E[Xn(2) Xn(y)]] < [t —m|+O(1) < s+ O(1).
Using Proposition 6.3 we obtain

E[M]<5E[M]<é .

Goi(S) Gam(5) 7 Grym(5) 7
for some C independent of ¢. Therefore (3.1) holds for n, which concludes the proof.

sup E
méesN

sup | [—Gavm(S)”“}

méesN

3.3. Proof of Theorem 3.1. Define h (z) = ¢ fRd ) dy for some compactly
supported smooth function ¢ with fRd o(x dx = 1. Since g is contlnuous we can show that
E[he(z)he(y)]+In(|x —y| V€) is uniformly bounded inz,yeSandee (0, €o) for some small
€o- By Lemma 2.2 (i), we can find A > 0 such that

[E[X(2)Xi(y)] = E[he—t () he—(y)]| < A, Vaz,y €5, t > —Ine.
By Proposition 6.3, there exists some C' > 0 depending on A such that for all ¢ > 0,
Meay _, (S)” N n
E ,h;()] < CE[ Gat(5) ]

no

M%heft (S) K

no .

G (S)™
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Then Proposition 3.2 implies that the left hand side is uniformly bounded in ¢. Since
Mo, ,(S) and M., _,(S) converge almost surely to M, n(S) and M, ,(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 X, rather than the star-scale invariant field X itself.

We enlarge the class of balanced ratios studied. Assume that S = [0,1]? and «a,~y €
(0,v/2d) are distinct. For a C" function f: S — R and a Borel set B C S, define a tilted
version of the balanced ratio associated to X; by

(Jp €@ Mox, ()=
(f @ M, x,(dx))7=

Using Hélder’s inequality as in (2.1), we can show that Ly, is a subadditive function on
Borel sets.

With these notations, we can rewrite (2.2) as Lo (S) < elZ~9* ZZ . LXSO¢ (S) where
L® is defined by (4.1) with X, replaced by X@ (see Sectlon 2 for the definition of X and
¢;). A major issue with the heuristic is that Assumption 1 does not hold exactly, so the
equality L_(X)SO%OO(S ) = L() o (S) obtained from it is merely tentative. Nevertheless, we can

bound the positive moments of L 74(9) in terms of f, as stated in the following lemma.

(4.1) Lsy(B) =

Lemma 4.1. For each n € N there exists C,, > 0 such that
sup E[L74(8)"] < Ca(1 +sup [V /(z )| F™), Ve Cs).

Proof. Let e® be the smallest even integer larger than sup,.g |V f(z)|. Divide S into small
cubes {S},...,S.a} of equal side length e=*. Then |f(z) — f(y)| < Vd for z,y € S;. Using
the subadditivity of L, we have

eds eds
Lyi(S) < ZLf,t(Sz’) < ZB%SUI}”ES" )= y)|Lo ) <O ZLOt
where C; = exp (O;'“[) From Lemma 3.3, the scaling exponent of Lg:(S)" is given by

C(ﬁ—”, 71—0‘) = (Cw d)n, i.e. there exists some constant Cs such that
Yo’ y—a 2

E[Lo(S;)"] < Coels =™ E[Lg,_(S)"], t € [s,00).
Then, we have for all ¢ € [s, 00)
E[Ls:(S)"] < CTe™ E[Los(S1)"] < C1Cae 2 *"E[Loy—s(S)"] < Cie2 "™
where Cy = CTCysup, 5 g E[Lo+(5)"] is bounded from Proposition 3.2. Since E[L4(S)"] is

monotone in ¢ by Proposition 6.4, we have sup, - o E[Lf:(S5)"] < Cse2 ", Therefore, the
lemma is concluded by e® < sup,.g |V f(x)| + 2. O

In fact, we can establish a rigorous version of cascade relation (4.9) for L,(.S) and obtain
stronger moment bounds by induction. More precisely, we have the following theorem.
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Theorem 4.2. Let o,y € (0,v2d) be dz’stmct and S = [0,1]%. Suppose that there exist
p,q € (0,1) such that p—q > ¢ and p > then we can find A > 0 such that the following

20
holds for any n € N
(4.2) sup E[L;(9)"] < A™(e™™" sup IV f(z)] 7™+ ey Ve cYs).
t>0 TES

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

Jng = sup E[L;,(S)"](e™ ™" sup |V f| 2" + eprinn)—t
fect
Then J,,; is finite by Lemma 4.1 and we need to show J,,; < A".

Fix an even integer e® and let ¢ € [s, 00). Divide S into e® small cubes of side length e
As in the proof of Proposition 3.2, we partition these small cubes into 2¢ groups Si, . . . , S
such that any two cubes in the same group is separated by a distance of at least e*. Set N =
S| = 2%, Suppose S; = {Si,..., Sy}, then by subadditivity L;,(S;) < Z;VZI L;(S;).
It follows from multinomial theorem that

(4.3) E[Lﬁt(Sl)n] < Z (nl n nN)E[Lf,t(Sl)"l - Lfyt(SN)”N]

nit-+ny=n

—S

where ny,...,ny run over nonnegative integers that sum to n and

n n!
ny---Ny nl'nN'
is the multinomial coeflicient.

We seek to control each summand By, ny = (" )JE[Ly(S1)™ -+ L+(Sy)™]. Let

ni-ny
¢i(z) = e *x + a; be the affine map such that ¢;(S) = S; and define X = (X, — X,) o ¢;.
Then a calculation similar to (2.2) gives

Y _d)s 1 (4

where Lgf)(S) is defined by (4.1) with X, replaced by X@ i.e

LSP(S) _ (fS e/ () Ma,X(i) (dx))?
([ge@ M, o (dr))i==

From Lemma 2.2, L?)(S) are mutually independent for ¢ € {1,..., N} and have the same
law as Ly, 4(S). In addition, X@ is independent of X,. Therefore

(44)  E[Ly(S)" - Lya(Sn)™ |, —e*‘d”"HELE}m oo (51 X

It follows from the definition of .J, ; that

(4.5) E[L(], 0, (S)" |1 X0] < (™M MM(f, 5) F ™ 4 ™) T,
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where M(f, s) is a random variable defined by
M(f,s) = e”*sup [V (f + X,)(z)].

zeS

Combining (4.4) and (4.5) and using e™®2™=™ < m! < ™™ for m € N, we obtain

N N
(46) Bnl,.‘.,nN < enlnn—&—ne(%—d)snE[H (G(q_l)nilnniM<f, 8)%% + 6(p—l)m- lnni)] H Jni,t—s‘
i=1 i=1
In the following, we use C' to denote universal constants depending only on «,,p,q,d,
whose values may change from line to line. Expanding the product inside the expectation
n (4.6), we obtain 2% terms and each term is of the form

(4.7) M(f,s)Z™ H ela=Dninn; H o(p—Dnilnn;
i€l el
where (I,1') is a partition of {1,2,..., N} and ) .., n; = m. We now bound (4.7) over all

possible choices of (n;); < v and (I,I’). Denote m’ = n — m. Using the convexity of xIlnx
and the assumption that pV g < 1, (4.7) is smaller or equal to

M(f, 5)2mexp{(q— 1)mln|7| +(p—1)m’ 1nm}

and the equality holds iff n; is constant for ¢ varying in I and in I’. Note that |I|+ |I'| = N
The above expression attains its maximum when

(1 —gmN : (1 —p)m'N
(1 =g)m+ (1 —p)m” C(I=gm+(1-pm
Note that C~'n < (1 — ¢)m + (1 — p)m’ < Cn. Therefore, (4.7) is bounded by

C"M(f. )%™ exp { (g = Dm + (p = Hm') In - |

Finally, as a function in m, the above expression attains its maximum at m = 0 or m = n.

(4.7) is bounded by
C«n( (p—)nln & )\/ (e(q—l)nln (f; ) ) < Cm( (p—)nln & _|_€(q l)nlnNM<f7 )%n)
= ("¢ dsn— nlnn(epnlnN + eqnlnNM(f S) n)

There are 2V terms in the expansion. Let e* = 2[In n} where [z] is the least integer greater
than or equal to . Then N = 27%% < Cn for all n > 1. Hence,

N
H (e(q—l)ni lnniM<f, S)%nz‘ + e(P—l)ni 1Hni> < 2Ncn€dsn—nlnn(€pnln% + eqnln%M(f, S)%n)
=1

< ' dsn— nlnn(epnln + eqnln (f7 5)%”’)

Then (4.6) is simplified to be

B

N1y MN

< Cne%sn(epnln% + eqnln%E[M(f} 8)%n]) HJm,t—s.
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By subadditivity, L;,(S)" < (322, Ly(S))" < 2 3% L;,(S))". Combining (4.3) and the
above inequality, we obtain

N
(48)  E[Lg(9)") < CreTm (@ F 4 e FEM(L5) 7)) > [ s

ni+-+ny=ni=1

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

B[M(f,5)%"] < C"(B[(e™* sup [VX.|) 7] + (e *sup [V ) ")
< O™(e T 4 (et sup [V f])E™).
Hence (4.8) becomes

E[Lf,t(s>n] < Cme%sn (epnlnnfpnds + e(qu%)nlnnfqnds + et Inn—(qd+%)sn sup |Vf|%n)

N
<Y e
ni+--+ny=n i=1
Dividing both sides by e?"" sup |V f| 2™ + e?*™" and optimizing in f € C'(S), we obtain
the following cascade relation for Ly ,:

N
(49) Jn,t < Cne%sn(e—pdsn + e(q—P-i-CiTA’)nlnn—qun + e—(qd—i—%)sn) Z Ht]ni,tfs'

ni+-+ny=n i=1

Since p > 57,p — ¢ > %', ¢ > 0 and s = o(Inn), there exists ¢ > 0 such that

N
Jn,t < Cne—esn Z H Jni,t—s'

ni+--tny=n i=1

n+N-—1

N1 ) terms in the

From induction hypothesis we have J,, ;—s < A™ for m < n. There are (

summation above. Since ("Xﬁ;l) < C™, we have

Jny < C"e (N sy + CTA™) < CMe (s + A™).

Since s — 00 as n — 0o, we can find ng such that C"e=" < 1/2 for all n > ng. In this way
we obtain a recursive relation

1
I < §<Jn,t—s + A"), VYt € [s,00).
Since J, 0 < 1 by (1.1) and J, is non-decreasing in ¢ by Proposition 6.4, we have J,,; < A™
for all ¢. Hence, (4.2) holds for n and the theorem follows from induction. O

Corollary 4.3. Let a,v € (0,v2d) be distinct and ay < 4. For any p € (¢ V 53,1) and
any & > 1, there is some C' > 0 such that

sup E[e"274(5)] < C exp(Cp’ sup [V f(2)] 50 + Cut), W > 0.
t>0 €S
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Proof. Tt is a direct consequence of Theorem 4.2 and the following elementary inequality

1
/;“ pnlnn < CrpeC'puI—P7 vlu >0
n=0

where p € (0,1) and C,, is a constant. Suppose that the left hand side is smaller than 2 for
i € [0, i.). By a change of variable ¢ — At, we have for A > 0

0 0 1

Hence, for n > 0 and n = e?~P1"P we have 2" L p f tPre~t dt. Then

Iu_epnlnn < / Z “_nntpne—t dt = / eymtp_t dt.
n! 0o = n! 0
By a change of variable ¢t — ,uﬁt, we have

L I =
/ eMHtP—t 4 — ui=r / et TP (P =t) 44 < eCpn' P
0 0

for some C, > 2 if > p.. This concludes the proof. O

n=0

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]?. 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
InE[e"?] < ,ul o= InPQ>2) S —b
and . ) -
pi=1i <InEletf < pt = InP(Q >2) > —zit»,
Proof. By Chebyshev’s inequality, there exists C' > 0 such that for p sufficiently large,
InP(Q > z) < InE[er? ] Cuﬁ — ,ux
Let p = (20) 7 27 . Then we have In P(Q>z)< —C(20) vav for @ sufficiently large.
For the second implication, apply Paley-Zygmund inequality to e*? and 6 € (0,1):
(1 — 0)*E[er?)?

P(e? > 0E[e'9]) > Ejc2]

Since In E[e#?] > ,ul , there exists ¢ > 0 such that for p sufficiently large
P(c"? > 0E[e"?)) < P(Q > cuTa).

Hence )

InP(Q > cut™i) > 2In(1 — 6) + 2In E[e"?] — InE[e*9] > —puT7,
which implies the lower bound for InP(Q > z). O
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5.1. Proof of Theorem 1.1. By Lemma 2.2 and the hypothesis on K, K° — K is smooth
on a neighborhood of S x S. Then by Proposition 6.5 in the appendix, there is a C' Gaussian
field Z defined on S, such that

E[Z(2)Z(y)] + K’ (x,y) — K(z,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 A\(dz) = M, ,(dz), v(dx) = M, ,(dx)
and compare the field Y with the trivial field 0. Then for g > 0 we have

E[eth(S)] < E[eHQh+Y(s)] — E[euQX+Z(S)]_

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

a2 2 X
QRx,+2(5) = (fs e 5 Bz )] My x, (dz)) ==

< ALz4(5)

e

72 o
(fs eVZ(@) -5 E[Z(z)?] M, x, (d:zc)) T—a

for some constant A. In two dimensions the condition ay < 4 in Corollary 4.3 is automati-
cally satisfied. Then for any ¢ <p<land1<d < O% we have

E[er?x+29)| 2] < C exp(Cp sup [V Z(2)| 50 + Cp™7), Vi, u > 0.
zeS

Denote M = sup, ¢ |VZ(z)|. From Borell-TIS inequality (see Proposition 6.6 in the appen-
dix), we can find C, ¢ > 0 such that P(M > u) < Ce™’ for all u > 0. For ¢ = Fo <2,

Elexp(uM?)] — 1 = q,u/ ul e P(M > u) du
0
< C’qu/ u? ' exp(pu! — cu?) du
0

= Cquﬁ / Pt exp(pﬂ%q()\q —cA\?)) dA.
0

On the last line we applied a change of variable u = ,u%—q/\. We see from Laplace’s method
that In Elexp(uM?)] < p2=a. Hence, there is C; > 0 such that

]E[eHQXt+Z(S):| <G eXp(Cluﬁ + C’Luﬁ), Vi, > 0.

In particular, e#@x:+2(5) is uniformly integrable in ¢. Since Qx, 4 z(S) converges almost surely
to Qx+2(S), we have

E[er@x+2(9] = lim E[erx+209)] < ¢y eXp(C’lu4—47(fw5 + Cluﬁ).

t—o00

Above all, In E[e*@(5)] < ,u4*4§v5 + uﬁ forany 1 <p<land1 <4< a%. Then Lemma
1
5.1 implies In P(Qx(S) > x) S o~ # for all p > <X, 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[er@x()] < E[e#@r(9)] holds for all 1 > 0. Moreover,
Proposition 6.4 implies that E[e#@x:(9)] is non-decreasing in ¢. By Corollary 4.3, e#@x:(5) ig
uniformly integrable in ¢. Hence

E[e“QXt (S)] < lim E[euQx,.(S)] — E[euQx(S)].

r—00
On the event {supg|X;| < 1}, we have Qx,(S) > dezt where 6 = e =3 Consequently
E[er?x: )] > Bler@x &1 0 ix, < 1] = exp(dpe P (sup | X;| < 1).
S
From Proposition 6.9, there exists C,c > 0 such that P(supg|X;| < 1) > cexp(—Ce*).
Above all, it holds for all ¢, u > 0 that
E[e" )] > cexp(due?! — Ce?).
Choose t such that p = 26~'Ce®~ %)t Then In E[e#@r(5)] > uﬁ and the lower bound of
P(Qn(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': (0,00)" — R is said to have
polynomial growth, if there exists C, N > 0 such that for all x1,...,x, >0

Py, wa)| <O (|l + |2 7).
=1

Lemma 6.1. Let (1;); < » be Radon measures on a compact set K C RY. Let A(x) and B(z)
be two independent continuous Gaussian fields on K with values in R™. For t € [0,1] and

1 <i < n, set Cy(t,x) =+/1—tA(x) +VtBi(x). Define
Wi(t, z) = 6Ci(t,x)—%E[C«;(t,x)2] . My(t) :/ Wilt, ) p(dz).
K

Let F': (0,00)" = R be a smooth function whose derivatives up to order two have polynomial
growth. Then SE[F(M(t),..., M,(t))] is given by

- Z [aaF My (t),. n(t))//K Kgij(x,y)Wi(t,x)Wj(ty) pi(dz) py(dy)

where gij<5'7> y) = E[Bi(z) B;(y)] — E[Ai(x)A;(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(M(t),..., }:E YO, F(My(t),. .., My(t))].
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For s € [0, 1], we have by Girsanov transform

(6.1) E[M;(s)0;F(M(t), ..., M,(t))] = /K E[0,F (M} (t), ..., ME*(t))] ui(dz)
where
M;”(t) — / eE[Ci(S:QC)Cj(tvy)]M/j(t’ y) 115(dy).

Notice that 0,|s—E[C;i(s, x)C}(t,y)] = gij(x,y)/2. Then

1

1 / 915 (2, y) FICEDC DI (1) 1 (dy),
K

85‘8=tM;7S7x (t) = 9

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

! Z / / 01y, YYE[DD, F(MI (1), ..., M= (8)) PSS (1 )] () (dy).

ij=1
Applying Girsanov transform
E[0i0;F (M (1), ..., My (1)) P0Gl 1, )]
= B[00, F(M{™ (1), M (1) Wi(t, )W, (t.9)].
we obtain the desired result. 0J

As a special case we have the following corollary.

Corollary 6.2. Let (pj)j<n and (7j)j <n be real parameters, and let (i;);<n be Radon
measures on a compact set K C R%. Suppose that X and Y are two independent continuous
Gaussian fields on K. Define fort € [0, 1]

n 2

: .
-TI </ 1 Z(ta)— G BlZ(t2)?) ,uj(dx)> ’
7j=1

where Z(t,r) = /1 —tX(x) + VtY (x). Then

FEl0) = 5E[a [LMUE )Y (1) - E[X(2)X ()

< ( Z 2pi(py = 1) prialda)pie(dy) +2 3 Yipips pio(de)peso(dy))|

1<J

where pi;;(dz) oc e Z1:2)— /A E[Z(t2)?]

Proof. Set A(z) = (mX(z),...,7X(x)) and B(z) = (mY(x),...,7Y(z)). The result
follows by applying the above lemma to F(z1,...,x,) = af" - zP. O

wi(dzx) are random probability measures on K.

Now we give the statement and the proof of two Kahane-type inequalities.
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Proposition 6.3. Let (p;); < and (7;); < 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 C R? satisfying

E[X ()X (y)] - E ()Y )] < 4, Vay € K.

Then for any Radon measures (jt;); < m

n

H(/e%‘X() T BX (e 21 dp )
K

Jj=1

Proof. Use the notation in Corollary 6.2. Define

n

E|T] (/ Y (@)~ LY ()] duj>”j] .

Jj=1

E

C=AY ipilp; — DI +24  [vvipips.
j=1

1<J

Then |E[®(t)]'| < CE[®(t)] for all ¢ € (0,1). Consequently E[®(0)] < e“E[®(1)] which gives
the desired inequality. O

Proposition 6.4. Let o, be distinct positive numbers. Let \,v be two Radon measures on
a compact set K C R%. Define for a continuous Gaussian field X on K

fK )~ % E[X (z) }d)\)7 a

([, evX(xriE[X Pl )

Qx =

Suppose that X and Y are two continuous Gaussian fields on K, such that
E[Y (2)Y (y)] — E[X (2) X (y)]
is positive definite. Then for all non-decreasing convex function F: (0,00) — R, we have
E[F(Qx)] < E[F(Qy)].

Proof. Since E[Y (2)Y (y)] — E[X (z) 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 A and v, it suffices to show
E[Qy] < E[Qy_x]. Let Z; = vt(Y — X). From Corollary 6.2 there exists random probability
measures A;, ; such that

EIQ2) = 5" B[ [ [ gt en(dn) - (o) (@dddy) - wi(dy)].

2(a =)
Here g(x,y) is the covariance kernel of Y — X . By the positive-definiteness of g(z,y), E[Qz,]
is non-decreasing in ¢, which implies E[Qq] < E[Qy _x]. O

6.2. Perturbation of covariance kernels.

Proposition 6.5. For any f € C®(R? x RY) compactly supported, there exists a C' Gauss-
ian field Z on R?, such that B[Z(2)Z(y)] + f(z,y) is a covariance kernel.



HOLDER TYPE ESTIMATES FOR GAUSSIAN MULTIPLICATIVE CHAOS 19

Proof. The following calculations are borrowed from Lemma 4.6 in [10]. For ¢ € L'(R?)
denote the Fourier transform gb fR ~Imiet(x) dz and the Sobolev norm for s € R

lolf = [ 1+ IEPYIBOPR de

Let R(z) be a positive definite function on R? such that R(£) = (1+]¢|?)~2 2. By Plancherel
formula, it holds for ¢ € C°(R?) that

/ /R R(e = y)0(2)0(y) dudy = /R RO e = 61 an

Since fis rapidly decreasing, Cauchy-Schwartz inequality implies that

~

[, s oot | = | [ Fendein aean| < Aol

for some constant A determined by f. Since R(z) is C* by definition, there exists a C* Gauss-
ian field Z such that E[Z(2)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(z)Z(y)|+ f(x,y) is nonnegative when
integrated against ¢(z)¢(y)dzdy, it is by definition positive definite. O

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)):er is a separable centered Gaussian process on a topological space T' (for
instance, a continuous Gaussian field on a compact subset of RY).

Proposition 6.6 (Borell-TIS inequality). Suppose that (f(t))ier is almost surely bounded.
Then E[sup,ep f(t)] is finite and for all w > 0 and 0% = sup,c E[f(¢)?],

P(sup f(t) — E[sup f(t)] > u) < exp(—u®/207,).
teT teT
Proposition 6.7 (Dudley’s theorem). Let d be the pseudometric on T' defined by

= VE[(f(t) - f(5)).

Suppose that T is d-compact and let N(€) be the smallest number of d-balls of radius € needed
to cover T'. Then there exists a universal constant K such that

[Supf K/ v In N(e) de.

teT

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 (Xi(x)); > zere be the white noise decomposition in Section 2 and
let S =[0,1]¢. For each ¢ > 0, there exists some C > 0 such that

E[(e*sup |V X (x))™] < C™ (™ + e%mlnm), Vs > 0,m >e.

z€eS
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Proof. Denote sup = sup,cg. Then

d d d
sup |[VX| < Zsup 10;X,| < Z(sup 0;Xs)+ + Z(— sup 0; Xs) +
i=1 i=1 i=1

law

Note that (—X(2)),ere = (Xs(2))yere and the law of X is rotationally invariant. Let
fs(x) = e 0, X(x). It suffices to find some constant C' such that

(6.2) E[(sup fs(x))}] < C™(e sm—}—e?ml“m), Vs> 0,m >
Let h(x) = —9?p(x). By definition, the covariance kernel of f; is given by

Blf.(x) fu(y)] = / e (@ — )62 du,

Let ds and N,(e) 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(z) < A?|z|? for all z € R?. For z,y € R? we have

dy(z,y)* = 2/ (h(0)=h(e"(z — y)))e2“ du
0
< 2/ A264u_28|1‘ y|2 du A2 2S|CL’ y|2
0
Hence, each Euclidean ball of radius A~'e~%¢ is contained in a d,-ball of radius e. Conse-

quently N,(e) < [Ae®e 114 where [z] is the least integer greater than or equal to 2. Dudley’s
theorem 6.7 implies that

E[sup f(x K/ VdIn[Aese1] de = K'e®

for some constant K’. Moreover, since sup E[f,(x)?] < h(0)/2 and Borell-TIS inequality 6.6,
we have for some € > 0

2

P(sup fs(z) — E[sup fs(z)] > u) <e ™™, Vu>0,s>0.
Denote Y = sup fs(x). We have for m > 2 and some C; > 0

E[YT"] = /0 mu™ 'P(Y > u) du
E[Y] 9
= / mu™ 'P(Y > u) du + / m(u+ EY)™ 'P(Y > u+ E[Y]) du
0 0
E[Y] 0o
< / ™ du + m(u+ E[Y])™ e~ du
0

/ m2m l(um 1 [ ]m—l)e—eu2 du

< O (e’™ —i—/ u" e du).
0
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By a change of variable u = v/m — 1 ¢, there is some C; > 0 such that
/ Wl qu = (m — 1)7;/ (te= Y"1 At < CP'm®.
0 0

Above all, the following holds for some C3 > 0:
E[(sup fo(x))7] < C§'(e™ +e2™™™), Vs > 0,m > 2,
For e < m < 2 we use Holder’s inequality to deduce
E[(sup fo(«))7] < Bl(sup fi(2))2]% < O (™ + 3 12) < C™(e™ 4 e2m )
where C' = y/2/e Cs. Hence, (6.2) holds with C. O

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 (Xy(x)); > orere be the white noise decomposition in Section 2 and
let S =1[0,1]%. There exists C,c > 0 such that

P(sup [X¢(z)] < 1) > cexp(—Ce™), 'Vt >0.
zeS

Proof. Denote the Dudley metric by di(z,y) = /E[|X;(z) — X,(y)|?]. There exists A > 0
such that p(0) — p(z) < A?%|x|? for all z € R%. Therefore, for z,y € R? we have

t t
a9 =2 [ p(0) = plet(a =) du<2 [ A2ea = yff du < A% fa — g7
0 0

For any n > 1, there exists a finite covering of S by d,;-balls of radius 272". Let T}, be the
set of the centers. Since dy(x,y) < Ae'|x — y|, we can choose T, such that ]T | < Ajedtodn
for some universal constant A; > 0. Define a map p,,: S — T), such that d;(z, p,(z)) < 272"
for all z € S. Assume Ty = {0} and po(x) = 0. Define for n > 1

Vo ={Xi(2) — Xi(pn-1(2)) : z € T, }.
Note that E[Y?] < A;27%" for all Y € ), and some universal constant A,. For each z € T),,

X;(z) can be written as
Xi(x) = X,(0) + ) Vi
k=1

where Y, € Y for k =1,...,n. Since U 51 T, is dense in S and X; is continuous, we have
X0 <2y {lyI<2 !, wedlc {SuplXt( )| <1}
n>1

By Gaussian correlation inequality [14] we obtain

P(iggwt(x)l\ D) >P(x0)] <2 ] J] payI<2™?

n>1Y€eY,

P(IX(0)] <27) [T PON| < 4y P2ty ez

n>1
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where N is a standard Gaussian variable. Using the elementary inequality 1 — z > e™2*

when z € [0,1/2], the product M =[], ., P(|N| < Ay Pon=1)M2 ™ ig yonzero if the series

Z 22anP(’N| > A2*1/22n71)

n>1

converges. This can be shown via the inequality P(|N| > u) < e /2 for u > 1. Let
C=—InM € (0,00). Since E[X;(0)?] = ¢, we have

P(sup [ X,()| < 1) > PN < (2D ™) exp(~Ce").

This gives the desired lower bound. U
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