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Abstract

In [7], Caravenna, Sun and Zygouras gave general criteria for the partition functions of
binary valued spin systems with a relevant random field perturbation to have non-trivial
continuum and weak disorder limits. In this work, we show how these criteria can be
extended to non-binary valued spin systems.
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1 Introduction

We consider here equilibrium statistical mechanics models defined on a lattice, which interact
with a random environment (disorder) in the form of a random external field. If we consider the
random field as a perturbation of the underlying model without disorder, then such disorder
perturbation is called a relevant perturbation if the presence of disorder, regardless of its
strength, changes the large scale qualitative behaviour of the model. The disorder perturbation
is called irrelevant if there is qualitative change of large scale behaviour only when the disorder
is strong enough. Disorder relevance vs irrelevance often depends on the dimension of the
underlying model. At the critical dimension, whether disorder is relevant or irrelevant is much
more subtle and is often referred to as marginal relevance or irrelevance. We refer the reader
to [9] for more background.

In [7], it was observed that for binary-valued spin systems experiencing a (non-marginal)
relevant random field perturbation, it should be possible to tune the disorder strength to zero
at a suitable rate as the lattice spacing tends to zero, such that one obtains a continuum model
with non-trivial dependence on disorder. In [7], the authors formulated general convergence
criteria for the partition functions of the disordered model to have non-trivial continuum
limits, which opened the door to defining the continuum disordered model. Examples that
fall into this framework include the directed polymer model (DPM) in dimension 1 + 1 [2, 1]
which provided inspiration for [7], the disordered pinning model [7, 6], the long-range DPM in
dimension 1+1 [7], and the random field perturbation of the critical 2-dim Ising model [7, 3].

One limitation of [7] is that the results were formulated for spin systems with binary valued
spins, which played essential role in the proof. Our purpose here is to extend [7] and formulate
convergence criteria for random field perturbations of non-binary valued spin systems, such
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that their partition functions admit non-trivial continuum limits. One model with non-binary
spins is the Blume-Capel model (see [4, 10] and the rereferences therein), although verifying
our convergence criteria would require fine control of the model at criticality that is currently
out of reach.

We also note here the parallel between disordered systems and the theory of singular
stochastic partial differential equations (SPDEs) [11], where the driving noise plays the role
of disorder perturbation of the underlying PDE, and the notions of sub-criticality, criticality,
and super-criticality for singular SPDEs correspond respectively to the notions of disorder
relevance, marginal relevance/irrelevance, and disorder irrelevance for disordered systems.
The directed polymer model lies at the intersection of both worlds, and the interplay between
the two different perspectives was instrumental in recent progress in defining the solution of
the stochastic heat equation in the critical/marginal dimension d = 2 [8].

1.1 Setup

We will follow the same setup as in [7]. First we introduce the underlying spin system. For
d ≥ 1, we consider an open and simply connected domain Ω ⊆ R

d, and we define its lattice
approximation by Ωδ := Ω∩ (δZ)d for δ > 0. A spin σx ∈ R is assigned to each x ∈ Ωδ, and let
Pref
Ωδ

(with expectation Eref
Ωδ

) be a probability measure on the spin configuration σ = (σx)x∈Ωδ
.

Typically, Pref
Ωδ

will be chosen to be the law of an equilibrium spin system at the critical point
of a continuous phase transition, such that the spin field σ admits a non-trivial continuum limit
as δ ↓ 0. Sometimes we will drop the sub and superscripts in Pref

Ωδ
to simplify the notation.

For x ∈ Ω, we will denote by xδ the point in Ωδ = Ω ∩ (δZ)d that is closest to x (fix any
convention to break the tie if such xδ is not unique).

Next, we introduce the random field (disorder), which is given by a family of i.i.d. random
variables ω := (ωx)x∈Ωδ

with E[ωx] = 0 and E[ω2
x] = 1. Probability and expectation for ω will

be denoted by P and E. We assume that ω has finite log moment generating function

φ(λ) := logE[eλωx ] for all |λ| < λ0 for some λ0 > 0. (1.1)

Note that under suitable scaling, the i.i.d. field (ωx)x∈(δZ)d converges in the continuum limit to

a white noise W on R
d, which is a Gaussian process W = (W (f))f∈L2(Rd) with E[W (f)] = 0

and Cov(W (f),W (g)) =
∫
Rd f(x)g(x)dx.

Given the random field (disorder) ω and disorder strength λ > 0, we can then define the
random field perturbation of Pref

Ωδ
through the following ω-dependent Gibbs measure

Pω
Ωδ;λ

(dσ) :=
e
∑

x∈Ωδ
λωxσx

Zω
Ωδ;λ

Pref
Ωδ
(dσ), (1.2)

where the normalizing constant, called the partition function, is defined by

Zω
Ωδ ;λ

:= Eref
Ωδ

[
e
∑

x∈Ωδ
λωxσx

]
. (1.3)

The question we want to address is whether there is a suitable choice of λ = λδ ↓ 0, sometimes
called intermediate disorder scaling, such that under suitable centering and scaling, Zω

Ωδ;λδ

admits non-trivial distributional limits. This is usually the first step in showing that the
random Gibbs measure Pω

Ωδ;λ
also has a non-trivial disordered continuum limit, where the

disorder in the continuum limit is given by the white noiseW . For binary-valued spin systems,
this question was addressed in [7] where general convergence criteria were formulated. The
goal of this paper is to consider the case where the spins σx are not binary-valued, although
we still assume boundedness to avoid additional technical complications.

(A0) There exists K > 0 such that Pref
Ωδ
(σx ∈ [−K,K]) = 1 for all x ∈ Ωδ and δ > 0.
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To motivate our main result, we first recall how the convergence of Zω
Ωδ;λδ

in law was
established in [7, Section 8] for spin systems with σx ∈ {±1}. The starting point is the
expansion

Zω
Ωδ;λδ

= Eref
Ωδ

[
e
∑

x∈Ωδ
λδωxσx

]
= Eref

Ωδ

[ ∏

x∈Ωδ

eλδωxσx

]

= Eref
Ωδ

[ ∏

x∈Ωδ

(cosh λδωx + σx sinhλδωx)
]

(1.4)

= exp
{ ∑

x∈Ωδ

log coshλδωx

}
Eref
Ωδ

[ ∏

x∈Ωδ

(1 + σx tanhλδωx)
]
,

where we linearised eλδωxσx in (1.4) since σx is binary valued. Note that
∑

x∈Ωδ
log cosh λδωx

is a sum of i.i.d. random variables with

E

[ ∑

x∈Ωδ

log coshλδωx

]
= |Ωδ|

(λ2δ
2

+O(λ4δ)
)

and Var
( ∑

x∈Ωδ

log coshλδωx

)
≤ C|Ωδ|λ

4
δ .

As long as |Ωδ|λ
4
δ = O(δ−dλ4δ) → 0 as δ ↓ 0, i.e., λδ = o(δd/4), then

e−
λ2
δ
2
|Ωδ| exp

{ ∑

x∈Ωδ

log cosh λδωx

}
→ 1 in probability, (1.5)

and hence we can normalize Zω
Ωδ;λδ

and then focus on the distributional limit of

Z̃ω
Ωδ;λδ

:= Eref
Ωδ

[ ∏

x∈Ωδ

(1 + σx tanhλδωx)
]
= 1 +

∞∑

k=1

∑

I⊂Ωδ,|I|=k

Eref
Ωδ
[σI ]

∏

x∈I

ξδ(x), (1.6)

where σI :=
∏

x∈I σx, and ξδ(x) := tanhλδωx is a family of i.i.d. random variables with

E[ξδ(x)] = O(λ3δ) and Var(ξδ(x)) = λ2δ +O(λ4δ) by Taylor expansion. (1.7)

The expansion in (1.6) is called a polynomial chaos expansion in the family of random variables
ξδ. Pretending that the mean of ξδ(x) is zero (because it is negiligible as λδ → 0), it is an
L2-orthogonal expansion and can be regarded as the discrete analogue of the Wiener-Itô chaos
expansion w.r.t. a white noiseW . In particular, if we match mean and variance (up to leading
order) and make the approximation

ξδ(x) ≈ λδδ
−d/2

∫

Λδ(x)
W (dy),

where Λδ(x) denotes the cube of side length δ centered at x ∈ Ωδ. Then we have

Z̃ω
Ωδ;λδ

≈ 1 +

∞∑

k=1

1

k!

∫
· · ·

∫

Ωk

λkδδ
−dk/2Eref

Ωδ
[σxδ

1
· · · σxδ

k
]W (dx1) · · ·W (dxk), (1.8)

where xδi the point in Ωδ closest to xi ∈ Ω, and the factor 1/k! arises because Ωk consists of
k! sectors that give identical contributions by exchangeability. Suppose the spin field σ with
law Pref

Ωδ
satisfies the assumption

(A1) There exists γ > 0 such that for any k ∈ N, the rescaled k-spin correlation function

ψδ(x1, . . . , xk) := 1{xδ
i 6=xδ

j ∀ i 6=j} δ
−kγ Eref

Ωδ
[σxδ

1
. . . σxδ

k
], (x1, . . . , xk) ∈ Ωk, (1.9)
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converges in L2(Ωk) to some limit ψ0 : Ω
k → R. More precisely,

lim
δ↓0

‖ψδ − ψ0‖
2
L2(Ωk) = 0. (1.10)

Note that this assumption ensures that Pref
Ωδ

is the law of a spin system at the critical point
of a continuous phase transition, which admits a non-trivial continuum limit as δ ↓ 0.

If (A1) is satisfied, then by [7, Theorem 2.3], we can choose λδ := λ̂δ
d
2
−γ in (1.8) to obtain

that

Z̃ω
Ωδ;λδ

dist
−→ 1 +

∞∑

k=1

λ̂k

k!

∫
· · ·

∫

Ωk

ψ0(x1, . . . , xk) dW (x1) · · · dW (xk), (1.11)

provided this series is convergent in L2, and there is uniformity (in δ) in the convergence of
the series

∑
k in (1.8) so that the series can be truncated at a large but fixed value of k =M

as δ ↓ 0. This leads to the second assumption
(A2) For any λ̂ > 0,

lim
M→∞

lim sup
δ↓0

∞∑

k=M+1

λ̂2k

k!
‖ψδ‖

2
L2(Ωk) = 0. (1.12)

Remark 1.1 With λδ := λ̂δ
d
2
−γ , the condition λδ = o(δd/4) that ensures (1.5) becomes

γ < d/4. When Pref
Ωδ

is the law of the critical 2-dim Ising model, assumptions (A1) and (A2)
were verified in [7] with γ = 1/8 < d/4 = 1/2.

1.2 Main result

When the spins σx are not binary valued, the linearization step (1.4) can no longer be applied.
Furthermore, it is not clear whether it is even possible to normalise the partition function as
in (1.5) that could lead to a polynomial chaos expansion as in (1.6). Therefore we will consider
instead the modified partition function

Ẑω
Ωδ;λ

:= Eref
Ωδ

[
e
∑

x∈Ωδ

(
λωxσx−φ(λσx)

)]
, (1.13)

which automatically satisfies E[Ẑω
Ωδ;λ

] = 1. When ωx are i.i.d. standard Gaussian, such a nor-

malization corresponds to replacing eλωxσx by the Wick exponential : eλωxσx : = eλωxσx−λ2σ2
x/2.

Although this changes the underlying Gibbs measure Pω
Ωδ,λ

defined in (1.2) because
∑

x φ(λσx)
depends on the spin configuration σ, there is intrinsic interest in such a Gibbs measure as seen
in the case of the two-dimensional Parabolic Anderson Model (PAM) [15]. We will discuss
this in more detail in Remark 1.4.

To show that Ẑω
Ωδ;λ

defined in (1.13) has a non-trivial continuum limit, our basic strategy

is to perform Taylor expansion. In contrast to (1.6), we will no longer have an L2-orthogonal
expansion due to the presence of higher powers of λωxσx. But the leading order terms are
expected to be comparable to the expansion in (1.6). Therefore most of the work goes into
controlling the higher order terms in the expansion and show they are negligible as δ ↓ 0.
This requires one more assumption to control the k-spin correlations when some of the k spins
coincide:

(A3) For k ≥ 1, let xδ1, . . . , x
δ
k be distinct points in Ωδ. Let r1, . . . , rk ∈ N and denote

(ri)2 := ri (mod 2) ∈ {0, 1}. Then there exists a universal constant C ≥ 1 such that

∣∣∣Eref
Ωδ

[ k∏

i=1

σri
xδ
i

]∣∣∣ ≤ C
∑k

i=1(ri−(ri)2)
∣∣∣Eref

Ωδ

[ k∏

i=1

σ
(ri)2
xδ
i

]∣∣∣. (1.14)
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In light of the scaling property in assumption (A1), we believe assumption (A3) can be
weakened further by allowing a diverging constant C = C(δ), possibly as a negative power of
δ. But we will not pursue it here.

Remark 1.2 For the Ising model with σx ∈ {±1}, (1.14) holds trivially with C = 1. In
general, when spins fuse, we expect there to be a pairing effect that allows one to replace σrz
by σ

(r)2
z for r ∈ N. For a centred Gaussian field (σxδ)xδ∈Ωδ

with a covariance Cov(σxδ , σyδ )

that decays polynomially in |xδ − yδ|/δ, this can be verified using Wick’s theorem. A similar
result has been established for the critical site percolation on the planar triangular lattice, see
[5, Theorem 1.1], even though Wick’s theorem does not apply in this setting.

We are now ready to state our main result.

Theorem 1.3 Assume that the reference spin measure Pref
Ωδ

satisfies assumptions (A0)-(A3)

for some K, γ > 0 and ψ0, with γ < d/4. Then with λ = λδ := λ̂δ
d
2
−γ, the normalized partition

function Ẑω
Ωδ;λδ

defined in (1.13) converges in distribution to a non-trivial limit

ZW
Ω,λ̂

= 1 +

∞∑

k=1

λ̂k
∫

· · ·

∫

Ωk

ψ0(x1, . . . , xk) dW (x1) . . . dW (xk), (1.15)

where W is a white noise on R
d and the series converges in L2.

Remark 1.4 (PAM) The Wick ordering of the exponential in (1.13) has appeared in the
study of SPDEs such as the Parabolic Anderson Model (PAM)

∂

∂t
u(t, x) =

1

2
∆u(t, x) + (u ·W )(t, x), t ≥ 0, x ∈ R

d, (1.16)

where W is a white noise on R
d. The equation is singular in d ≥ 2 due to the product u ·W .

Before the theory of regularity structures [11], this difficulty is often bypassed by replacing
the singular product u ·W by the Wick product u ⋄W (see [14, 12, 13, 15]),

∂

∂t
û(t, x) =

1

2
∆û(t, x) + (û ⋄W )(t, x), t ≥ 0, x ∈ R

d. (1.17)

By discretising time and space, we obtain approximations of u and û which admit the Feynman-
Kac representations

uδ(t, x) := E
[
e
∑

z∈δZd
λδωzL(tδ ,z)

]
,

ûδ(t, x) := E
[
e
∑

z∈δZd(λδωzL(tδ ,z)−φ(λδL(t
δ ,z)))

]
,

where E[·] denotes expectation for a random walk on δZd with local time L(tδ, ·) at time
tδ := tδ−2, and (ωz)z∈δZd are i.i.d. standard normals that discretise the white noise W . We

note that uδ and ûδ are instances of Zω
Ωδ;λ

in (1.3) and Ẑω
Ωδ;λ

in (1.13), with spin values

σz = L(tδ, z) for z ∈ δZd. Although ûδ and its associated Gibbs measure (polymer measure)
P̂ω
δ;λδ

on the underlying random walk is less physical than uδ and its associated polymer
measure Pω

δ;λδ
, it was recently pointed out in [15, Example 59] that in the planar case d = 2,

one can recover the continuum limit of Pω
δ;λδ

from that of P̂ω
δ;λδ

via a change of measure because

under the measure P̂ω
δ;λδ

, the weight factor e
∑

z∈δZd
φ(λδL(t

δ ,z)) has a well-defined limit. This
suggests that Theorem 1.3 could also be the first step towards identifying the continuum limit
of Zω

Ωδ;λ
and its associated Gibbs measure Pω

Ωδ;λ
.
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Remark 1.5 (Unbounded Spins) We can formulate alternative convergence criteria in
Theorem 1.3 without the assumption (A0) that the spins σx are uniformly bounded. The
assumption |σx| ≤ K is only used in the proof of Theorem 1.3 to ensure that λδK is sufficiently

small as δ ↓ 0. Since λδ = λ̂δ
d
2
−γ , it is enough that |σx| ≤ Kδ with Kδ ≪ δγ−

d
2 . Therefore we

can approximate Ẑω
Ωδ;λ

in (1.13) by

Z̃ω
Ωδ;λ

:= Eref
Ωδ

[
e
∑

x∈Ωδ

(
λωxσx−φ(λσx)

) ∏

x∈Ωδ

1{|σx|≤Kδ}

]
. (1.18)

The L1-norm of the error of this approximation can be bounded by

E[Ẑω
Ωδ;λ

− Z̃ω
Ωδ ;λ

] = Pref
Ωδ
(|σx| > Kδ for some x ∈ Ωδ). (1.19)

Therefore the assumption (A0) can be replaced by the assumption (A0’): For some choice of

Kδ ≪ δγ−
d
2 , the r.h.s. of (1.19) tends to 0 as δ ↓ 0. For the same choice of Kδ, we can replace

Pref
Ωδ

by the conditional law

P̃ref
Ωδ
(·) = Pref

Ωδ
( · | ∀x ∈ Ωδ, |σx| ≤ Kδ)

and rewrite

Z̃ω
Ωδ;λ

= Pref
Ωδ

(
|σx| ≤ Kδ ∀x ∈ Ωδ

)
· Ẽref

Ωδ

[
e
∑

x∈Ωδ

(
λωxσx−φ(λσx)

)]
.

Assumptions (A1)-(A3) should then also be modified accordingly with Eref
Ωδ
[·] therein replaced

by Ẽref
Ωδ
[·].

2 Proof of Theorem 1.3

In this section, we prove the main result of the paper. Recall from (1.13) the normalised
partition function

Ẑω
Ωδ;λ

:= Eref
Ωδ

[
e
∑

x∈Ωδ

(
λωxσx−φ(λσx)

)]
, where λ = λδ = λ̂δ

d
2
−γ .

For x ∈ Ωδ, let ηx = ηx(σ, ω) := eλωxσx−φ(λσx) − 1− λωxσx. The starting point of our analysis
is the expansion

Ẑω
Ωδ;λ

= Eref
Ωδ

[ ∏

x∈Ωδ

(1 + λωxσx + ηx)
]

= 1 +

|Ωδ|∑

k=1

∑

{x1,...,xk}⊂Ωδ
xi 6=xj for i6=j

Eref
Ωδ

[ k∏

i=1

(λωxi
σxi

+ ηxi
)
]

= 1 +

M∑

k=1

∑

{x1,...,xk}⊂Ωδ
xi 6=xj for i6=j

Eref
Ωδ

[ k∏

i=1

(λωxi
σxi

+ ηxi
)
]
+RM,δ, (2.1)

where we have truncated the sum at index k =M ∈ N, and RM,δ denotes the remainder. We
will show in Section 2.1 that this truncated sum converges to the series in (1.15) truncated at
k =M , i.e.,

M∑

k=1

∑

{x1,...,xk}⊂Ωδ
xi 6=xj for i6=j

Eref
Ωδ

[ k∏

i=1

(λωxi
σxi

+ ηxi
)
]
=⇒
δ↓0

M∑

k=1

λ̂k
∫

· · ·

∫

Ωk

ψ0(x1, . . . , xk) dW (x1) . . . dW (xk),

(2.2)
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and we will show in Section 2.2 that

lim
M→∞

lim sup
δ↓0

E[R2
M,δ] = 0. (2.3)

Since assumptions (A1)-(A2) imply that the series in (1.15) is convergent in L2, the conclu-
sion of Theorem 1.3 follow immediately from (2.2) and (2.3).

2.1 Convergence of the truncated sum

In this subsection, we verify (2.2). In the truncated sum in (2.1), for each 1 ≤ k ≤M , we can
further decompose the k-th term into

∑

{x1,...,xk}⊂Ωδ
xi 6=xj for i6=j

Eref
Ωδ

[ k∏

i=1

(λωxi
σxi

+ ηxi
)
]
=

∑

{x1,...,xk}⊂Ωδ
xi 6=xj for i6=j

λkEref
Ωδ
[σx1 . . . σxk

]

k∏

i=1

ωxi

+
∑

{x1,...,xk}⊂Ωδ
xi 6=xj for i6=j

∑

(I,J)⊢{x1,...,xk}

I 6=∅

Eref
Ωδ

[∏

u∈I

ηu
∏

v∈J

λωvσv

]

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Ek,δ

,
(2.4)

where (I, J) ⊢ {x1, . . . , xk} denotes a partition with I ∪ J = {x1, . . . , xk} and I ∩ J = ∅.
The first term in (2.4) is in fact the dominant term. Indeed, if we sum it over 1 ≤ k ≤M ,

then by the choice of λ = λ̂δ
d
2
−γ and the definition of ψδ in (1.9), we have

M∑

k=1

∑

{x1,...,xk}⊂Ωδ
xi 6=xj for i6=j

λkEref
Ωδ
[σx1 . . . σxk

]
k∏

i=1

ωxi
=

M∑

k=1

λ̂k
∑

{x1,...,xk}⊂Ωδ
xi 6=xj for i6=j

ψδ(x1, . . . , xk)
k∏

i=1

(δ
d
2ωxi

)

=⇒
δ↓0

M∑

k=1

λ̂k
∫

· · ·

∫

Ωk

ψ0(x1, . . . , xk) dW (x1) . . . dW (xk),

where the convergence follows from assumption (A1) and [7, Theorem 2.3].
Therefore to prove (2.2), it only remains to show that for each k ∈ N, the second term in

(2.4) satisfies

Ek,δ :=
∑

{x1,...,xk}⊂Ωδ
xi 6=xj for i6=j

∑

(I,J)⊢{x1,...,xk}

I 6=∅

Eref
Ωδ

[∏

u∈I

ηu
∏

v∈J

λσvωv

]
−−→
δ↓0

0 in probability. (2.5)

To prove this, we first observe that for two different sets {x1, . . . , xk} 6= {x̃1, . . . , x̃k}, the
corresponding summands in (2.5) are L2-orthogonal to each other.

Lemma 2.1 Let I, J, Ĩ, J̃ ⊂ Ωδ satisfy I ∩ J = ∅, Ĩ ∩ J̃ = ∅, and I ∪ J 6= Ĩ ∪ J̃ . Then,

E


Eref

Ωδ

[
∏

u∈I

ηu
∏

v∈J

λσvωv

]
Eref
Ωδ

[
∏

u∈Ĩ

ηu
∏

v∈J̃

λσvωv

]
 = 0.

Proof. We can rewrite the expectation as

Eref,⊗2
Ωδ


E



∏

u∈I

ηu(σ, ω)
∏

v∈J

λσvωv

∏

ũ∈Ĩ

ηũ(σ
′, ω)

∏

ṽ∈J̃

λσ′ṽωṽ




 , (2.6)
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where Eref,⊗2
Ωδ

denotes the expectation with respect to σ and σ′, two independent spin config-

urations with law Pref
Ωδ
. Recall that conditional on σ and σ′,

ηx(σ, ω) = eλωxσx−φ(λσx) − 1− λωxσx

and ηx(σ
′, ω) depend only on ωx and hence are independent of (ωy, ηy(σ, ω), ηy(σ

′, ω)) for
y 6= x. The assumption I ∪ J 6= Ĩ ∪ J̃ implies that there is some site x ∈ I ∪ J ∪ Ĩ ∪ J̃ which
appears exactly once in the product in (2.6). By the independence of (ωy, ηy(σ, ω), ηy(σ

′, ω))
for different y ∈ Ωδ and the fact that E[ηy(σ, ω)] = E[ηy(σ

′, ω)] = E[ωy] = 0, it follows easily
that the expectation in (2.6) equals 0.

Applying Lemma 2.1, to prove (2.5), it then suffices to show that

E[E2
k,δ] =

∑

{x1,...,xk}⊂Ωδ
xi 6=xj for i6=j

E







∑

(I,J)⊢{x1,...,xk}

I 6=∅

Eref
Ωδ

[∏

u∈I

ηu
∏

v∈J

λσvωv

]



2
 −−→

δ↓0
0. (2.7)

Note that the sum over (I, J) ⊢ {x1, . . . , xk}, I 6= ∅, contains 2k−1 terms. Using (
∑n

i=1 ai)
2 ≤

n
∑n

i=1 a
2
i , we can bound

E[E2
k,δ] ≤ 2k

∑

{x1,...,xk}⊂Ωδ
xi 6=xj for i6=j

∑

(I,J)⊢{x1,...,xk}

I 6=∅

E

[
Eref
Ωδ

[∏

u∈I

ηu
∏

v∈J

λσvωv

]2
]

= 2k
k∑

ι=1

∑

I,J⊂Ωδ,I∩J=∅

|I|=ι,|J|=k−ι

E

[
Eref
Ωδ

[∏

u∈I

ηu
∏

v∈J

λσvωv

]2
]

= 2k
k∑

ι=1

∑

I,J⊂Ωδ,I∩J=∅

|I|=ι,|J|=k−ι

Eref,⊗2
Ωδ

[
∏

u∈I

E[ηu(σ, ω)ηu(σ
′, ω)]

∏

v∈J

λ2σvσ
′
v

]
, (2.8)

where σ′ is an independent copy of σ with law Pref
Ωδ
. Therefore to prove (2.7), it suffices to

show that for each 1 ≤ ι ≤ k,

∑

I,J⊂Ωδ,I∩J=∅

|I|=ι,|J|=k−ι

Eref,⊗2
Ωδ

[
∏

u∈I

E[ηu(σ, ω)ηu(σ
′, ω)]

∏

v∈J

λ2σvσ
′
v

]
−−→
δ↓0

0. (2.9)

To see heuristically why (2.9) holds, recall from the discussion leading to (1.11) that

λ = λδ = λ̂δ
d
2
−γ is chosen such that if each spin σu is matched with a factor of λ and u

is summed over Ωδ, then the spin correlations Eref
Ωδ
[σxδ

1
. . . σxδ

k
] would be properly normalised

and we will have convergence as in (1.11). However, if some of the spins among σxδ
i
coincide,

then by assumption (A3), assigning one factor of λ to each spin gives more powers of λ
than needed to normalize Eref

Ωδ
[σxδ

1
. . . σxδ

k
]. This is exactly what happens when we expand

E[ηu(σ, ω)ηu(σ
′, ω)] in powers of λ, σu and σ′u. We will perform this expansion next, which is

a bit involved.
Recall that ηx(σ, ω) = eλωxσx−φ(λσx) − 1− λωxσx and φ(a) = logE[eaωx ]. Therefore

E[ηu(σ, ω)ηu(σ
′, ω)] = E[(eλωuσu−φ(λσu) − 1− λωuσu)(e

λωuσ′
u−φ(λσ′

u) − 1− λωuσ
′
u)]

= eφ(λ(σu+σ′
u))−φ(λσu)−φ(λσ′

u) − 1 + λ2σuσ
′
u

− λσuE[ωue
λωuσ′

u−φ(λσ′
u)]− λσ′uE[ωue

λωuσu−φ(λσu)]. (2.10)

8



Since φ(a) is assumed to be finite for all |a| < a0 for some a0 > 0 and φ(0) = 0, φ must be
analytic on the ball |z| < z0 for some z0 > 0 and has power series expansion

φ(z) =
∞∑

m=1

κm
m!

zm, (2.11)

where κm = dmφ(z)
dzm

∣∣∣
z=0

is them-th cumulant of ωx with κ1 = E[ωx] = 0 and κ2 = Var(ω2
x) = 1.

Since |σu| ≤ K by assumption (A0), for λ = λδ sufficiently small, we can rewrite the last
term in (2.10) (similarly for the second last term) as

λσ′uE[ωue
λωuσu−φ(λσu)] = λσ′u

dφ(z)

dz

∣∣∣
z=λσu

= λ2σuσ
′
u +

∞∑

m=3

κmλ
m

(m− 1)!
(σu)

m−1σ′u. (2.12)

Substituting into (2.10) then yields

E[ηu(σ, ω)ηu(σ
′, ω)] = eφ(λ(σu+σ′

u))−φ(λσu)−φ(λσ′
u) − 1− λ2σuσ

′
u

−
∞∑

m=3

κmλ
m

(m− 1)!
(σ′u)

m−1σu −
∞∑

m=3

κmλ
m

(m− 1)!
(σu)

m−1σ′u. (2.13)

Using (2.11) and the binomial expansion yields

φ(λ(σu + σ′u))− φ(λσu)− φ(λσ′u) =

∞∑

m=2

κm
m!

λm
m−1∑

l=1

(
m

l

)
(σu)

m−l(σ′u)
l. (2.14)

Again by Taylor expansion, for λ = λδ sufficiently small, we have

eφ(λ(σu+σ′
u))−φ(λσu)−φ(λσ′

u) − 1

=
∞∑

m=2

κm
m!

λm
m−1∑

l=1

(
m

l

)
(σu)

m−l(σ′u)
l +

∞∑

j=2

1

j!

[
∞∑

m=2

κm
m!

λm
m−1∑

l=1

(
m

l

)
(σu)

m−l(σ′u)
l

]j
.

(2.15)

Since κ2 = 1, we can decompose the first term in (2.15) by separating the contributions from
m = 2, m = 3 and l ∈ {1,m− 1}, versus m ≥ 4 and l ∈ {2, . . . ,m− 2} to rewrite it as

λ2σuσ
′
u +

∞∑

m=3

κmλ
m

(m− 1)!

(
(σu)

m−1σ′u + σu(σ
′
u)

m−1
)
+

∞∑

m=4

κmλ
m

m!

m−2∑

l=2

(
m

l

)
(σu)

m−l(σ′u)
l.

Substituting into (2.15) and then (2.13) gives

E[ηu(σ, ω)ηu(σ
′, ω)] =

∞∑

m=4

κmλ
m

m!

m−2∑

l=2

(
m

l

)
(σu)

m−l(σ′u)
l

+

∞∑

j=2

1

j!

[
∞∑

m=2

κmλ
m

m!

m−1∑

l=1

(
m

l

)
(σu)

m−l(σ′u)
l

]j
.

(2.16)

Next we will expand the second term in the r.h.s. of (2.16) and perform resummation to write

E[ηu(σ, ω)ηu(σ
′, ω)] =

∞∑

m=4

m−2∑

l=2

λmam,l(σu)
m−l(σ′u)

l, (2.17)

9



where am,l are constants to be determined later. To justify the resummation, we need to show

absolute summability. For this, we first need to bound |κm|
m! . Since the power series for φ in

(2.11) has a positive radius of convergence, there exists a finite constant C > 0 such that

|κm|

m!
≤ Cm for any m ≥ 2. (2.18)

Combined with the assumption (A0) that |σu| ≤ K for some finite K, we can bound

∞∑

m=2

m−1∑

l=1

∣∣∣∣
κmλ

m

m!

(
m

l

)
(σu)

m−l(σ′u)
l

∣∣∣∣ ≤
∞∑

m=2

CmλmKm
m−1∑

l=1

(
m

l

)
≤

∞∑

m=2

(2λKC)m,

which is convergent when λ = λδ = λ̂δ
d
2
−γ is small enough. This implies that the r.h.s. of

(2.16) is absolutely convergent, and we can rearrange terms into a power series in λ as in
(2.17). To identify the constants am,l, for j ≥ 2, we expand

∞∑

j=2

1

j!

[
∞∑

m=2

κmλ
m

m!

m−1∑

l=1

(
m

l

)
(σu)

m−l(σ′u)
l

]j

=
∞∑

j=2

1

j!

∑

m1,··· ,mj≥2

∑

1≤li≤mi−1,
i=1,··· ,j

j∏

i=1

(
κmi

λmi

mi!

(
mi

li

)
(σu)

(mi−li)(σ′u)
li

)

=:
∞∑

j=2

1

j!

∞∑

m=2j

m−j∑

l=j

cj,m,lλ
m(σu)

m−l(σ′u)
l

=:
∞∑

m=4

λm
m−2∑

l=2

dm,l(σu)
m−l(σ′u)

l, (2.19)

where for j ≥ 2, m ≥ 2j, and j ≤ l ≤ m− j,

cj,m,l :=
∑

m1,··· ,mj≥2
m1+···+mj=m

∑

1≤li≤mi−1,
i=1,··· ,j

l1+···+lj=l

j∏

i=1

κmi

mi!

(
mi

li

)
, (2.20)

and

dm,l =





l∑
j=2

1
j!cj,m,l, if 2 ≤ l ≤ ⌊m2 ⌋,

dm,m−l, if ⌊m2 ⌋ < l ≤ m− 2.

Combined with (2.16), it follows that (2.17) holds with

am,l :=
κm
m!

(
m

l

)
+ dm,l = am,m−l. (2.21)

This concludes the expansion of E[ηu(σ, ω)ηu(σ
′, ω)] stated in (2.17).

Substituting (2.17) into (2.9), our goal is to show

∑

I,J⊂Ωδ,I∩J=∅

|I|=ι,|J|=k−ι

Eref,⊗2
Ωδ

[
∏

u∈I

(
∞∑

m=4

m−2∑

l=2

λmam,l(σu)
m−l(σ′u)

l

)
∏

v∈J

λ2σvσ
′
v

]
−−→
δ↓0

0. (2.22)
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To control the convergence of the series, first recall from (2.18) that |κm|
m! ≤ Cm. Therefore by

(2.21), for 2 ≤ l ≤ ⌊m2 ⌋, we have

|am,l| = |am,m−l| ≤ Cm

(
m

l

)
+

l∑

j=2

1

j!
|cj,m,l|. (2.23)

Recalling the definition of cj,m,l from (2.20), we have

|cj,m,l| ≤ Cm
∑

m1,··· ,mj≥2
m1+···+mj=m

∑

1≤li≤mi−1,
i=1,··· ,j

j∏

i=1

(
mi

li

)
≤ Cm

∑

m1,··· ,mj≥2
m1+···+mj=m

j∏

i=1

2mi = (2C)m
(
m− j − 1

j − 1

)
,

where the last identity holds by elementary combinatorial considerations. Substituting this
into (2.23) then yields that, for 2 ≤ l ≤ ⌊ i

2⌋,

|am,l| = |am,m−l| ≤ Cm

(
m

l

)
+(2C)m

l∑

j=2

1

j!

(
m− j − 1

j − 1

)
≤ (2C)m+(2C)m

l∑

j=2

1

j!
2m−j−1 ≤ 2·(4C)m.

Therefore

m−2∑

l=2

|am,l| ≤ 2m · (4C)m ≤ (8C)m. (2.24)

Applying this bound and the assumption (A0) that |σu| ≤ K for any u ∈ Ωδ, the expectation
in (2.22) can be bounded from above by

Eref,⊗2
Ωδ

[
∏

u∈I

(
∞∑

m=4

m−2∑

l=2

∣∣∣λmam,l(σu)
m−l(σ′u)

l
∣∣∣
)
∏

v∈J

∣∣λ2σvσ′v
∣∣
]
≤

(
∞∑

m=4

(8CλK)m

)|I|

(λK)2|J |,

(2.25)

which is finite for λ = λδ := λ̂δ
d
2
−γ sufficiently small. It follows that the expectation in (2.22)

is absolutely convergent and can be expanded as

Eref,⊗2
Ωδ

[
∏

u∈I

(
∞∑

m=4

m−2∑

l=2

λmam,l(σu)
m−l(σ′u)

l

)
∏

v∈J

λ2σvσ
′
v

]

= Eref,⊗2
Ωδ




∑

m1,··· ,m|I|≥4

∑

2≤li≤mi−2,
i=1,··· ,|I|

|I|∏

i=1

(
λmiami,li(σui

)mi−li(σ′ui
)li
)∏

v∈J

λ2σvσ
′
v




=
∑

m1,··· ,m|I|≥4

∑

2≤li≤mi−2,
i=1,··· ,|I|

Eref,⊗2
Ωδ




|I|∏

i=1

(
λmiami,li(σui

)mi−li(σ′ui
)li
)∏

v∈J

λ2σvσ
′
v


 , (2.26)

where we have assumed that I = {u1, · · · , u|I|}. To show (2.22), it suffices to show

∑

I,J⊂Ωδ,I∩J=∅

|I|=ι,|J|=k−ι

∑

m1,··· ,m|I|≥4
2≤li≤mi−2,
i=1,··· ,|I|

∣∣∣∣∣∣
Eref,⊗2
Ωδ

[ |I|∏

i=1

(
λmiami,li(σui

)mi−li(σ′ui
)li
)∏

v∈J

λ2σvσ
′
v

]∣∣∣∣∣∣
−−→
δ↓0

0. (2.27)
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The absolute value in the left hand side of (2.27) can be bounded by

λ2|J |




|I|∏

i=1

λmi |ami,li |



∣∣∣∣∣∣
Eref
Ωδ




|I|∏

i=1

(σui
)mi−li

∏

v∈J

σv



∣∣∣∣∣∣

∣∣∣∣∣∣
Eref
Ωδ




|I|∏

i=1

(σ′ui
)li
∏

v∈J

σ′v



∣∣∣∣∣∣
. (2.28)

Using assumption (A3), where (r)2 := r (mod 2), there is a universal constant C ≥ 1 such
that

∣∣∣∣∣∣
Eref
Ωδ

[
|I|∏

i=1

(σui
)mi−li

∏

v∈J

σv

]∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤ C

|I|∑

i=1
[mi−li−(mi−li)2]

∣∣∣∣∣∣
Eref
Ωδ

[
|I|∏

i=1

σ(mi−li)2
ui

∏

v∈J

σv

]∣∣∣∣∣∣

and
∣∣∣∣∣∣
Eref
Ωδ

[ |I|∏

i=1

(σ′ui
)li
∏

v∈J

σ′v

]∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤ C

|I|∑

i=1
[li−(li)2]

∣∣∣∣∣∣
Eref
Ωδ

[ |I|∏

i=1

(σ′ui
)(li)2

∏

v∈J

σ′v

]∣∣∣∣∣∣
.

Let
I1 = {ui ∈ I : (mi − li)2 = 1, 1 ≤ i ≤ |I|},

I ′1 = {ui ∈ I : (li)2 = 1, 1 ≤ i ≤ |I|}.
(2.29)

Then we can write
∣∣∣∣∣∣
Eref
Ωδ




|I|∏

i=1

(σui
)mi−li

∏

v∈J

σv



∣∣∣∣∣∣

∣∣∣∣∣∣
Eref
Ωδ




|I|∏

i=1

(σ′ui
)li
∏

v∈J

σ′v



∣∣∣∣∣∣

≤ c|I|C

|I|∑

i=1
mi

∣∣∣∣∣∣
Eref
Ωδ

[ ∏

u∈I1

σu
∏

v∈J

σv

]
∣∣∣∣∣∣

∣∣∣∣∣∣
Eref
Ωδ

[ ∏

u∈I′1

σ′u
∏

v∈J

σ′v

]
∣∣∣∣∣∣

≤ c|I|C

|I|∑

i=1
mi


Eref

Ωδ

[ ∏

u∈I1

σu
∏

v∈J

σv

]2
+ Eref

Ωδ

[ ∏

u∈I′1

σ′u
∏

v∈J

σ′v

]2

 , (2.30)

where c|I| = C
−

|I|∑

i=1
[(mi−li)2+(li)2]

≤ 1. Inserting this bound into (2.28), the absolute value in
the left hand side of (2.27) is bounded from above by

c|I|λ
2|J |




|I|∏

i=1

(λC)mi |ami,li |




Eref

Ωδ

[ ∏

u∈I1

σu
∏

v∈J

σv

]2
+ Eref

Ωδ

[ ∏

u∈I′1

σ′u
∏

v∈J

σ′v

]2

 .

Substitute this bound into (2.27). By the symmetry between (σ,mi − li, I1) and (σ′, li, I
′
1),

the two terms in the sum above give equal contribution, and hence it suffices to show that

∑

I,J⊂Ωδ,I∩J=∅
|I|=ι,|J |=k−ι

I1⊂I

∑

m1,··· ,m|I|≥4
2≤li≤mi−2,
i=1,··· ,|I|

λ2|J |

( |I|∏

i=1

(λC)mi |ami,li |

)
Eref
Ωδ


∏

u∈I1

σu
∏

v∈J

σv



2

−−→
δ↓0

0. (2.31)

We can further decompose the sum above according to ι1 := |I1|. Denote I2 := I\I1, ι2 := |I2|
and ι3 = |J |. Then it suffices to show that for any ι1, ι2, ι3 ≥ 0 with ι := ι1 + ι2 ≥ 1 and
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ι1 + ι2 + ι3 = k,

∑

I1,I2,J⊂Ωδ

I1∩I2=∅,I∩J=∅
|I1|=ι1,|I2|=ι2,|J |=ι3

λ2|J |




∑

m1,··· ,m|I|≥4
2≤li≤mi−2,
i=1,··· ,|I|

(
|I|∏

i=1

(λC)mi |ami,li |

)



Eref
Ωδ



∏

u∈I1

σu
∏

v∈J

σv



2

−−→
δ↓0

0. (2.32)

Using (2.24), the above sum over mi and li can be bounded by

∑

m1,··· ,m|I|≥4
2≤li≤mi−2,
i=1,··· ,|I|

( |I|∏

i=1

(λC)mi |ami,li |

)
=

|I|∏

i=1

( ∞∑

mi=4

(λC)mi

mi−2∑

li=2

|ami,li |
)

≤

|I|∏

i=1

( ∞∑

mi=4

(8λCC)mi

)
≤ (Ĉλ)4|I|,

(2.33)

where Ĉ = 16CC and the bound holds for λ = λδ = λ̂δ
d
2
−γ ≤ Ĉ−1. The l.h.s. of (2.32) can

then be bounded by

Ĉ4|I|(λ)4|I|+2|J |
∑

I1,I2,J⊂Ωδ

I1∩I2=∅,I∩J=∅
|I1|=ι1,|I2|=ι2,|J |=ι3

Eref
Ωδ


∏

u∈I1

σu
∏

v∈J

σv



2

≤ Ĉ4|I|(λ̂δ
d
2
−γ)4|I|+2|J |(|Ω|δ−d)|I2|

(
k − |I2|

|I1|

)
δ(2γ−d)(k−ι2)

∑

G⊂Ωδ,|G|=k−ι2

δd|G|

(
δ−γ|G|Eref

Ωδ

[ ∏

u∈G

σu

])2

≤ C̃ι1+ι2+ι3δd(ι1+ι2)−2γ(ι1+2ι2)
∑

G⊂Ωδ,|G|=ι1+ι3

δd|G|

(
δ−γ|G|Eref

Ωδ

[ ∏

u∈G

σu

])2

= C̃ι1+ι2+ι3δd(ι1+ι2)−2γ(ι1+2ι2)
‖ψδ‖

2
L2(Ωι1+ι3)

(ι1 + ι3)!
, (2.34)

where C̃ does not depend on δ, ι1, ι2 or ι3, and ‖ψδ‖
2
L2(Ωι1+ι3)

→ ‖ψ0‖
2
L2(Ωι1+ι3)

as δ ↓ 0 by

assumption (A1). Therefore (2.32) holds if

d(ι1 + ι2)− 2γ(ι1 + 2ι2) > 0 ⇐⇒ γ <
d

2
·
ι1 + ι2
ι1 + 2ι2

,

which holds for all ι1, ι2 ≥ 0 with ι1 + ι2 ≥ 1 if and only if γ < d/4. This is part of the
assumption in Theorem 1.3 and hence the proof of (2.7) and (2.5) is complete.

2.2 Control of the remainder

In this section, we conclude the proof of Theorem 1.3 by proving (2.3), that is, the remainder

RM,δ =

∞∑

k=M+1

∑

{x1,...,xk}⊂Ωδ
xi 6=xj for i6=j

Eref
Ωδ

[ k∏

i=1

(λωxi
σxi

+ ηxi
)
]

=

∞∑

k=M+1

∑

{x1,...,xk}⊂Ωδ
xi 6=xj for i6=j

∑

I⊂{x1,...,xk}

J={x1,...,xk}\I

Eref
Ωδ

[∏

u∈I

ηu
∏

v∈J

λσvωv

]
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satisfies limM→∞ lim supδ↓0 E[R
2
M,δ] = 0.

By the same calculations in (2.7) and (2.8), we can apply Lemma 2.1 and the inequality
(
∑n

i=1 ai)
2 ≤ n

∑n
i=1 a

2
i to obtain

E[R2
M,δ] ≤

∞∑

k=M+1

∑

{x1,...,xk}⊂Ωδ
xi 6=xj for i6=j

2k
∑

I⊂{x1,...,xk}
J={x1,...,xk}\I

Eref,⊗2
Ωδ

[
∏

u∈I

E[ηu(σ, ω)ηu(σ
′, ω)]

∏

v∈J

λ2σvσ
′
v

]
, (2.35)

where σ′ is the independent copy of σ. We decompose the r.h.s of (2.35) into two parts
corresponding respectively to I = ∅, which gives the dominant contribution, and I 6= ∅:

S
(0)
M,δ :=

∞∑

k=M+1

2kλ2k
∑

{x1,...,xk}⊂Ωδ
xi 6=xj for i6=j

Eref
Ωδ
[σx1 . . . σxk

]2,

S
(1)
M,δ :=

∞∑

k=M+1

2k
∑

{x1,...,xk}⊂Ωδ
xi 6=xj for i6=j

∑

I⊂{x1,...,xk}

|I|≥1

Eref,⊗2
Ωδ

[
∏

u∈I

E[ηu(σ, ω)ηu(σ
′, ω)]

∏

v∈J

λ2σvσ
′
v

]
. (2.36)

It follows directly from assumption (A2) that limM→∞ lim supδ↓0 S
(0)
M,δ = 0.

To prove (2.3), it only remains to show that

lim
M→∞

lim sup
δ↓0

S
(1)
M,δ = 0. (2.37)

In fact, we will show that lim supδ↓0 S
(1)
M,δ = 0. Our strategy is similar to the proof of (2.9),

except now we need to control the sum over k ≥M + 1.
Recall from (2.17) the expansion

E[ηu(σ, ω)ηu(σ
′, ω)] =

∞∑

m=4

m−2∑

l=2

λmam,l(σu)
m−l(σ′u)

l.

Substituting this into (2.36) gives

S
(1)
M,δ =

∞∑

k=M+1

2k
∑

{x1,...,xk}⊂Ωδ
xi 6=xj for i6=j

∑

I⊂{x1,...,xk}

|I|≥1

Eref,⊗2
Ωδ

[
∏

u∈I

( ∞∑

m=4

m−2∑

l=2

λmam,l(σu)
m−l(σ′u)

l
)∏

v∈J

λ2σvσ
′
v

]
.

Let us first consider the contributions from a fixed k ≥M + 1. Denote I = {u1, · · · , u|I|} 6= ∅
and J = {x1, . . . , xk}\I. By the same calculations as those leading to (2.34), we have the

14



bound

∑

{x1,...,xk}⊂Ωδ
xi 6=xj for i6=j

∑

I⊂{x1,...,xk}

|I|≥1

∣∣∣∣∣E
ref,⊗2
Ωδ

[
∏

u∈I

(
∞∑

m=4

m−2∑

l=2

λmam,l(σu)
m−l(σ′u)

l

)
∏

v∈J

λ2σvσ
′
v

]∣∣∣∣∣

≤
∑

ι1,ι2,ι3≥0
ι1+ι2≥1

ι1+ι2+ι3=k

∑

I1,I2,J⊂Ωδ

I1∩I2=∅,I∩J=∅
|I1|=ι1,|I2|=ι2,|J |=ι3

λ2|J |

( |I|∏

i=1

(λC)mi |ami,li |

)
Eref
Ωδ


∏

u∈I1

σu
∏

v∈J

σv



2

≤
∑

ι1,ι2,ι3≥0
ι1+ι2≥1

ι1+ι2+ι3=k

∑

I1,I2,J⊂Ωδ

I1∩I2=∅,I∩J=∅
|I1|=ι1,|I2|=ι2,|J |=ι3

λ2|J |(Ĉλ)4|I|Eref
Ωδ


∏

u∈I1

σu
∏

v∈J

σv



2

≤
∑

ι1,ι2,ι3≥0
ι1+ι2≥1

ι1+ι2+ι3=k

C̃ι1+ι2+ι3δd(ι1+ι2)−2γ(ι1+2ι2)
‖ψδ‖

2
L2(Ωι1+ι3)

(ι1 + ι3)!
. (2.38)

Summing this bound over k ≥M + 1 then gives

|S
(1)
M,δ| ≤

∞∑

k=M+1

2k
∑

ι1,ι2,ι3≥0
ι1+ι2≥1

ι1+ι2+ι3=k

C̃ι1+ι2+ι3δd(ι1+ι2)−2γ(ι1+2ι2)
‖ψδ‖

2
L2(Ωι1+ι3 )

(ι1 + ι3)!

≤
∑

ι1,ι3≥0

C̃ι1+ι3

(ι1 + ι3)!
‖ψδ‖

2
L2(Ωι1+ι3)

∑

ι2≥M+1−ι1−ι3
ι1+ι2≥1

(C̃δd−4γ)ι2δ(d−2γ)ι1

≤ 2C̃δd−4γ
∞∑

m=0

(2C̃)m

m!
‖ψδ‖

2
L2(Ωm),

where the sum is uniformly bounded as δ ↓ 0 by assumptions (A1) and (A2). Since we
assume γ < d/4, (2.37) follows immediately. This concludes the proof of (2.3).
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