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Abstract

This work studies the instability of stochastic scalar reaction diffusion equations, driven by

a multiplicative noise that is white in time and smooth in space, near to zero, which is assumed

to be a fixed point for the equation. We prove that if the Lyapunov exponent at zero is positive,

then the flow of non-zero solutions admits uniform bounds on small negative moments. The proof

builds on ideas from stochastic homogenisation. We require suitable corrector estimates for the

solution to a Poisson problem involving an infinite-dimensional projective process, together with

a linearisation step that hinges on quantitative parametrix-like arguments. Overall, we are able

to construct an appropriate Lyapunov functional for the nonlinear dynamics and address some

problems left open in the literature.
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1 Introduction

This work studies long-time properties of solutions to stochastic scalar reaction-diffusion equations

of the form

du = Δu dt + f (u) dt + �(u) dWt , u(0, x) = u0(x) ⩾ 0 , ∀x ∈ T
d , t ⩾ 0 . (1.1)

Here T
d is the d−dimensional torus and the solution u∶ [0,∞) × T

d → R a scalar. Moreover, f

and � are C1 non-linearities such that f (0) = �(0) = 0, and W a noise that is white in time and

sufficiently smooth in space, see Assumption 2.1, so that the constant function u ≡ 0 is a solution to

the equation. Our objective is the study of (1.1) in the case in which u ≡ 0 is a linearly unstable fixed

point, meaning that the Lyapunov exponent � = limt→∞ t
−1 log ‖vt‖L1 associated to the linearised

equation

dv = Δv dt + f ′(0)v dt + �′(0)v dWt , v(0, x) = v0(x) > 0 ,

satisfies � > 0. In this case, solutions to (1.1) should not come close to zero. Indeed, our main result,

Theorem 2.4, states that under the assumption � > 0 we can find �, �, C1, C2 > 0 such that uniformly

over all initial conditions u0 ⩾ 0 and all times t ⩾ 0

E

[(
min
x∈Td

u(t, x)
)−�]

< C1e
−�t

(
min
x∈Td

u(0, x)
)−�

+ C2 . (1.2)

In other words, we prove that V (u) =
(
minx∈Td u(x)

)−�
is a Lyapunov functional for (1.1), for

sufficiently small values of the parameter � > 0. We call this a quantitative estimate, as it guarantees

for instance that ℙ(min ut ⩽ ") decays at least polynomially and uniformly in time as " ↓ 0.

Our result is intuitively clear, since a positive Lyapunov exponent should guarantee the existence

of a repelling region about zero, in the sense that a solution to (1.1) that lies in that region will even-

tually escape it (although this has so far been left without proof in the case of stochastic PDEs).

However, the time that is required for escaping this region can in principle be arbitrarily long, poten-

tially leading to invariant measures of (1.1), if these exist, that are heavy-tailed close to zero. This

reflects the fact that the empirical, finite-time Lyapunov exponent may be negative for long times even

if the limit Lyapunov exponent is positive. The latter is a classical problem in the study of dynamical

systems, for example recently addressed in the context of the stochastic Allen–Cahn equation [5].

From this perspective, our contribution is to prove that the opposite is true, and our result can be

rephrased as providing upper bounds on the exit time from such repelling region. This perspective

also explains our proof idea: our approach to obtain (1.2) builds on tools from stochastic homogeni-

sation that are similar to those used to study fluctuations of the finite-time Lyapunov exponent about

the true Lyapunov exponent [10, 15].

To understand better the relevance of our work, it is useful to fix as an example an equation of

Allen–Cahn type:

du = Δu dt +
�

2
(u3 − u) dt +

�

2
(1 − u2) dWt , (1.3)

where � ∈ R and � ⩾ 0 are parameters. In this case if we choose initial data with values in [−1, 1],

then solutions exist for all times and we can study their ergodic behaviour (note that our main result

holds in a more general setting, and allows for solutions to potentially blow up in finite time).

In absence of noise (� = 0) for � < 0 the fixed points u ≡ ±1 are stable and the equation

is a standard model in the study of metastability. In presence of noise (� > 0), the only invariant
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probability measures of the equation are interpolations of Dirac measures at u ≡ ±1. The dynamical

picture changes at a specific value �⋆(�) ⩾ 0, were the fixed points ±1 switch from being linearly

stable to being unstable. This happens precisely at �⋆(�) = −�(�), where �(�) is the (non-positive,

because the noise is in Itô form) Lyapunov exponent associated to dv = Δv + �v dW . For example

�⋆(�) = �2∕2 if W is a space-independent Brownian motion, since the linear equation reduces to

geometric Brownian motion for space-independent initial data. For results on metastability for the

stochastic Allen-Cahn equation in the small noise regime we refer to [2].

Our result proves that this change at the level of the linearised equation corresponds to the creation

of a new non-trivial invariant measure, for which we can obtain appropriate tail estimates. Unique-

ness of such non-trivial invariant measure is a well-understood consequence of order preservation,

as long as the noise is sufficiently non-degenerate [7].

The strength of our result lies in the fact that we are able to tackle the entire unstable regime

� > 0 (equivalently, in the example above � > �⋆(�)) and control the mentioned negative moments.

In particular, this should be compared to the only known result in this direction, which is a recent

work by Khoshnevisan, Kim, Mueller and Shiu [19] concerning a class of equations similar to (1.3) in

the case of one-dimensional space-time white noise. Here the authors could prove existence of non-

trivial invariant measures in the asymptotic regime � ≫ �⋆(�) without our tail estimates. Covering

the whole unstable regime was left as an open problem [19, Section 2.4].

Our approach to prove (1.2) passes through the analysis of so-called Furstenberg–Khasminskii

formulas for the Lyapunov exponent, and estimates on the distance between the sample Lyapunov ex-

ponent and the limit Lyapunov exponent by means of corrector estimates that are typical in stochastic

homogenisation. At its heart, this approach builds on the study of spectral gaps and ergodic properties

for the “projective process” �t = vt∕‖vt‖L1 associated to the linearised equation.

In the present order-preserving case (Equation (1.1) is scalar and satisfies a maximum principle),

such spectral gaps on the projective space are well understood: see [23, 15, 21] and the references

therein. This work relies on such understanding to implicitly construct a Lyapunov functional for the

nonlinear system through the analysis of a corrector, which is obtained by solving a Poisson problem

involving the generator of �t: see Section 3.

Here our main contribution lies in proving a uniform bound on the corrector and in particular on

its Fréchet derivative. To bound the Fréchet derivative it seems fruitful to follow an approach that

uses Hilbert’s metric on the projective space, cf. Lemma 3.5. In particular, this bound seems different

from previous estimates on the corrector obtained by Gu and Komorowski [15, 10], see the detailed

discussion in Remark 3.4.

The final step in our proof is a linearisation argument that allows to relate (1.1) to its linearisation

at u ≡ 0. Here we use a solution-dependent exponential transformation to reduce the problem to

that of a PDE with random coefficients. Then we conclude with a suitable cut-off argument: as in

the previous step, this step too relies heavily on the order-preservation of the system. In particular,

to deal with situations in which the initial condition is small but very irregular, we must employ

parametrix-like bounds that allow for potential singularities at the starting time, and we rely on the

quantitative heat kernel estimates established by Perkowski and Van Zuijlen [20]. See the discussion

at the beginning of Section 4.3.

Literature

The analysis of instabilities in reaction-diffusion equations such as (1.3) is relevant in many clas-

sical models for population dynamics and is related to questions of metastability, coexistence and

persistence [11, 22, 18]. In particular, we highlight that it is a challenging open problem to extend
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the instability or coexistence results of Hening and Nguyen [18] for systems of SDEs, to systems of

stochastic reaction-diffusion equations. This would require for example an analysis of the projective

process in the spirit of Hairer and Rosati [17], and it seems challenging to obtain suitable corrector

estimates in such setting.

From the perspective of random dynamical systems, we highlight a recent work by Blessing,

Blumenthal and Engel concerning the quantitative study of finite-time Lyapunov exponents [5] and

noise-induced synchronisation for the stochastic Allen-Cahn equation similar to (1.3). Even if in the

log run synchronisation by noise occurs [12], it was proven that on finite time scales, the Lyapunov

exponents are positive with positive probability depending on the value of the parameter � ∈ R.

These results on finite-time Lyapunov exponents were extended beyond the order-preserving case by

Blessing and Blömker in [3].

As mentioned, one of the main future challenges for our work is to overcome the use of order

preservation. Here, the interest lies not only in systems of reaction diffusion equations [13, 18], but in

particular in models from fluid dynamics. For example, it is an open problem to prove non-uniqueness

of invariant measures for the stochastic Navier–Stokes equations with degenerate noise. Instead, the

finite-dimensional case is better understood. In the setting of the three-dimensional Lorentz ’69 model

(a toy model for stochastic Navier–Stokes), Coti Zelati and Hairer [8] have proven the mentioned

non-uniqueness. In particular, the authors employ a similar construction of a Lyapunov functional

through a corrector (see also the references therein). Similar methods were employed also in the

study of mixing, for example by Blumenthal, Coti Zelati and Gvalani [4], by Gess and Yaroslavtsev

[14], and by Bedrossian, Blumenthal and Punshon-Smith [1] with the objective of obtaining quanti-

tative estimates on Lagrangian chaos (a finite-dimensional system driven by an infinite-dimensional

vector field). One of the purposes of this work is to provide a first extension of such tools to infinite

dimensions.

Finally, we highlight the link with the study of the KPZ and Burgers’ equation, which would

correspond to choosing f = 0 and �(u) = u in dimension d = 1 with W space-time white noise.

For example, Dunlap, Gu and Komorowski have used a similar approach to ours, to obtain Gaussian

fluctuations of the sample Lyapunov exponent around the true Lyapunov exponent, linking it to the

1 ∶ 2 ∶ 3 KPZ fixed point scaling on large volumes [15, 10]. The study of other kinds of fluctuations,

such as LDPs, remains open. Even our result seems challenging to extend to irregular noise and this

analysis is left for some future work. Indeed, in the case of space-time white noise, most of the

estimates for the corrector in Section 3.1 would break down and it is unclear how to replace them

(see also Remark 3.4). Furthermore, our analysis of the nonlinear equation builds on lower bounds

for fundamental solutions of SPDEs (see Section 6 and [20]), which cease to be integrable when the

noise is too irregular.

Structure of the paper

This work is divided as follows. In Section 2 we introduce the precise setting of our paper and state-

ment of the main result, Theorem 2.4. The proof of this theorem builds on an analogous statement

in the case of linear equations: this is the content of Section 3, and in particular Theorem 3.1, which

requires a stochastic homogenisation argument and suitable corrector estimates. Finally, the proof

of Theorem 2.4 requires a linearisation argument that is provided in Section 4. The last sections, 5

and 6, contain technical aspects of our analysis: spectral gap estimates for a “projective process” and

lower bounds to fundamental solutions of stochastic PDEs, respectively.
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Notation

Let N = {0, 1, 2,…}, N+ = N ⧵ {0} and Z = N ∪ −N. We denote with T
d the d-dimensional

torus T
d = R

d∕Zd , for d ∈ N+. For any k ∈ N, d ∈ N+ we write Ck(Td) for the space of k

times differentiable functions '∶ T
d → R (the derivatives being continuous). We write ‖'‖∞ =

supx∈Td |'(x)| for the uniform norm of a function in ' ∈ C(Td). Next we write P for the projective

space associated to the cone of strictly positive functions:

P =

{
' ∈ C(Td; (0,∞)) such that ∫

Td

'(x) dx = 1

}
.

For any set  and two functions',  ∶  → R we write ' ≲  if there exists a constant C > 0 such

that '(x) ⩽ C (x) for all x ∈  . We additionally use the symbol ≲# to highlight the fact that the

constant C depends on some parameter #, if this is the case. Throughout the article, we will work

with the right-continuous filtration (t)t∈R, generated by (a two-sided version of) the noise driving

the solution (ut)t⩾0 to an SPDE. We write

E�[X] = E[X|�] ,
for the conditional expectation induced by any stopping time � , where X ∈ L1(ℙ) is an arbitrary

random variable.

2 Setting and main result

We start by introducing the precise assumptions under which we study Equation (1.1). Since we

will consider only positive solutions to the equation, it suffices for the nonlinearities to be defined on

[0,∞). In particular, let us write C1([0,∞);R) for the space of functions '∶ [0,∞) → R that are

differentiable on [0,∞) (considering at zero the right derivative), with continuous derivative.

Assumption 2.1

1. (Nonlinearity) Consider f, � ∈ C1([0,∞);R) such that f (0) = �(0) = 0 and �′(0) = 1.

2. (Noise) Let W be a two-sided Gaussian random field with correlation

E[ dW (t, x) dW (s, y)] = �(t − s)�(x, y) , ∀t, s ∈ R , x, y ∈ T
d ,

for a spatial correlation kernel � ∈ C1(Td × T
d ).

The requirement �′(0) = 1 is just a matter of convenience: we can always absorb a multiplicative

factor into the correlation kernel �. Furthermore, the assumption � ∈ 1 is not necessary, and could

in principle be replaced by � ∈ " for any " > 0, see also Remark 6.2.
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Under Assumption 2.1, Equation (1.1) admits local mild solutions for any positive initial condi-

tion u0 ⩾ 0, u0 ∈ L∞. By local mild solution we mean that there exists a potential blow-up time

�f in(u0) ∈ (0,∞] and a process u ∈ C([0, �f in(u0));L
∞(Td ; [0,∞))) such that

ut = Ptu0 + ∫
t

0

Pt−s[f (us)] ds + ∫
t

0

Pt−s[�(us)] dWs , ∀t < �f in(u0) .

Here (Pt)t⩾0 is the heat semigroup and the integral against dW should be understood in the sense of

Walsh [25].

Remark 2.2 In particular, we observe the following:

• For any u0 ⩾ 0 the solution ut ⩾ 0 stays positive for all t < �f in. Therefore, the nonlinearities
f, � need not be defined for u < 0.

• The blow-up time �f in is necessary, since we do not impose any growth conditions on f, �. In
particular we fix �f in to be maximal, meaning that

‖ut‖∞ → ∞ , as t ↑ �f in .

• In view of this, we define for later convenience

ut = ∞ , ∀t ⩾ �f in ,

and we will use the usual convention 1∕∞ = 0.

Since we are interested in the behaviour of (1.1) near the fixed point u = 0, a particular role in our

analysis is played by the linearised equation

dv = Δv dt + 
 v dt + v dWt , v(0, ⋅) = u0(⋅) ⩾ 0 , 
 = f ′(0) . (2.1)

Recall here that by Assumption 2.1, �′(0) = 1. Later it will be convenient to work with the flow Φ

on C(Td ; [0,∞)) associated to (2.1):

dΦs,t[w] = ΔΦs,t[w] dt + 
Φs,t[w] dt + Φs,t[w] dWt ,

Φs,s[w] = w ⩾ 0 ,
(2.2)

for 0 ⩽ s ⩽ t < ∞, so that then vt = Φ0,t[v0]. This linearised equation admits an almost-sure

Lyapunov exponent, which will determine the dynamical properties that we will study.

Lemma 2.3 Under Assumption 2.1, there exists a � ∈ R and a set Ω̃ ⊆ Ω of full ℙ-measure such
that for every initial condition v0 ∈ C(Td; [0,∞)), with v0 ≠ 0, the solution v to (2.1) with initial
condition v0 satisfies

� = lim
t→∞

1

t
log(‖vt(!)‖L1) , ∀! ∈ Ω̃ .

Proof. The existence of the Lyapunov exponent for any fixed initial condition is a consequence of

the multiplicative ergodic theorem. The only noteworthy aspect is that the Lyapunov exponent and

the null-set outside of which convergence holds do not depend on the initial condition. This is a

consequence of a formula for the Lyapunov exponent, see Lemma 3.2, and of the existence of a flow

of solutions to (2.1), see for example Section 6.
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In this setting the main result of this article is the following theorem. It provides a quantitative

estimate (in terms of negative moments of the solution) of the instability of (1.1) at u ≡ 0 when the

Lyapunov exponent is positive. Recall that we allow our solution to blow up in finite time, and we

define ut = ∞ for t ⩾ �f in, in which case (minx u(t, x))
−� = 0 if t ⩾ �f in.

Theorem 2.4 Under Assumption 2.1, if the Lyapunov exponent � from Lemma 2.3 satisfies � > 0,
then there exist finite constants �, �, C1, C2 > 0 (depending on �) such that for any u0 ∈ C(Td ; [0,∞))

and all t ⩾ 0:

E

[(
min
x∈Td

u(t, x)
)−�]

< C1e
−�t

(
min
x∈Td

u(0, x)
)−�

+ C2 .

The starting point for the proof of Theorem 2.4 is to prove the theorem in the linear case f (u) =


u, �(u) = u and then introduce a linearisation argument to treat the nonlinearities. Accordingly, we

start with the analysis of the linear case, where the construction of the Lyapunov functional requires

the introduction of a suitable corrector. The proof of Theorem 2.4 can then be found in Section 4.1

in the simpler “partially linear” case �(u) = u. This case involves less technicalities and should serve

as a warm-up for the first reader. Instead, for the fully nonlinear case we refer to Section 4.3.

3 The Lyapunov functional for the linearised problem

This section is devoted to understanding Theorem 2.4 in the linear case �(u) = u, f (u) = 
u. The

aim of the following section will be to prove the upcoming theorem. Note that unlike Theorem 2.4,

we only consider the L1 norm and not the minimum of the function. Improving the estimate to

obtain that negative polynomials of the minimum are also a Lyapunov functional is the content of

Proposition 4.4, and the consequence of parabolic regularity estimates. The proof of the next result

requires the use of a suitable stochastic homogenisation argument.

Theorem 3.1 Under the assumption of Theorem 2.4, there exist C, �0, � > 0 such that for any stop-
ping time � < ∞ and t > 0 and � -adaptedw ∈ C(Td)

E�

[(

∫
Td

Φ�,�+t[w](x) dx

)−�] 1

�

⩽ Ce−�t ∫
Td

w(x) dx ,

for all � ∈ (0, �0), and where Φ is the flow in (2.2).

The proof of this result is provided at the end of this section. It relies on the construction of a

Lyapunov functional of the form

V (w) ∼

(

∫
Td

w(x) dx

)−�

,

which we obtain in Section 3.1 below. Here the symbol ∼ indicates that V contains a (bounded) cor-

rector that is constructed implicitly through the solution of a Poisson problem involving the generator

of the projective dynamic of Φ.
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3.1 The radial Lyapunov functional

Since the proof of Theorem 3.1 for arbitrary � follows from the case � = 0 by the strong Markov

property, we shall fix the latter setting for the remainder of this section and write Φt[w] = Φ0,t[w]

(and similarly for all other processes). For the present discussion it will be convenient to split the

solution Φ to (2.2) into its radial and angular component.

rt[w] = ∫
Td

Φt[w](x) dx , �t[w](x) = Φt[w](x)∕rt[w] .

When clear from context, we will drop the dependence on the initial conditionw. Then, let us define

the first order approximation of our Lyapunov functional:

V (0)(r) = r−� .

We would like to prove that a suitably corrected version of V (0) is a Lyapunov functional for the

solution Φ to (2.2). By Itô’s formula, since t↦ rt is a semimartingale, we find:

d log(rt) =
drt

rt
−

d⟨r⟩t
2r2t

.

Furthermore, rt has quadratic variation

⟨r⟩t = ∫
t

0 ∫
Td×Td

Φt(x)Φt(y)�(x, y) dx dy ,

where �(x, y) is the spatial correlation of the noise, as defined in Assumption 2.1. Hence, overall we

obtain that for some continuous martingale t↦Mt:

d log(rt) = 
 dt −
1

2

(

∫
Td×Td

�t(x)�t(y)�(x, y) dx dy

)
dt + dMt . (3.1)

Now, by Corollary 5.2, the projective process (�t)t⩾0 converges almost surely exponentially fast (in

the projective space with Hilbert’s metric, as t → ∞) to an invariant solution �∞t . From the ergodic

theorem we then obtain the following result.

Lemma 3.2 Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.4 we find that

� = 
 −
1

2
E

[(

∫
Td×Td

�∞(x)�∞(y)�(x, y) dx dy

)]
. (3.2)

Proof. This follows from (3.1), if we prove that

lim
t→∞

1

t ∫
t

0 ∫
Td×Td

�s(x)�s(y)�(x, y) dx dy ds = E

[(

∫
Td×Td

�∞(x)�∞(y)�(x, y) dx dy

)]
.(3.3)

Indeed, we have that almost surely the martingale t ↦ Mt from (3.1) satisfies limt→∞ t
−1Mt = 0,

since we can control its quadratic variation. In fact, note that we have the identity

Mt = ∫
t

0 ∫
Td

�s(x)W ( ds, dx) ,
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which has quadratic variation bounded as follows (since ∫Td �(x) dx = 1):

⟨M⟩t = ∫
t

0 ∫(Td )2 �s(x)�s(y)�(x, y) dx dy ds ⩽ ‖�‖∞t ,

so that the desired result follows. As for the proof of (3.3), we use the ergodic theorem and the

synchronisation result in Corollary 5.2. Consider (�∞t )t⩾0 the invariant projective processes from

Corollary 5.2, then we find

1

t

|||||∫
t

0 ∫
Td

(�s(x)�s(y) − �
∞
s (x)�∞s (y))�(x, y) dx dy

|||||
⩽

2‖�‖∞
t ∫

t

0

‖�s − �∞s ‖L1 ds

⩽
2‖�‖∞
t ∫

t

0

exp
(
dP(�

∞
s , �s)

)
− 1 ds ,

where we have used the bound in Lemma 5.3 in the last line. Therefore, since almost surely for all

s sufficiently large, dP(�s, �
∞
s ) ⩽ e−�s∕2 by the second statement of Corollary 5.2 (where � > 0 is a

deterministic constant), and since

lim
t→∞

1

t ∫
t

0

e−�s∕2 ds = 0 ,

it suffices to show that

lim
t→∞

1

t ∫
t

0 ∫
Td×Td

�∞s (x)�∞s (y)�(x, y) dx dy ds = E

[(

∫
Td×Td

�∞(x)�∞(y)�(x, y) dx dy

)]
.

Since (�∞t )t⩾0 is invariant, this now follows from the ergodic theorem (note that �∞s
d
= �∞ for all

s ⩾ 0). This completes the proof of the lemma.

At this point we can proceed with constructing a Lyapunov functional through a suitable correction

of V (0). To this aim, let us apply the Itô formula to V (0), so that we obtain

dV (0)(rt) = −�V (0)(rt)
drt

rt
+
�(� + 1)

2
V (0)(rt)

d⟨r⟩t
r2t

= −�V (0)(rt)
 dt +
�(� + 1)

2
V (0)(rt)Q(�t) dt + dM

(0)
t ,

with

Q(�t) = ∫
Td×Td

�t(x)�t(y)�(x, y) dx dy .

We can rewrite the previous expression as follows:

dV (0)(rt) = −��V (0)(rt) dt −
�

2
V (0)(rt)F (�t) dt +

�2

2
V (0)(rt)Q(�t) dt + dM

(0)
t , (3.4)

where we have defined

F (�) = 
 − � −
1

2 ∫
Td×Td

�(x)�(y)�(x, y) dx dy . (3.5)
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Since the “error” term F is centered, in the sense that it has mean zero with respect to the invariant

measure of (�t)t⩾0 we do not expect it to contribute over long times. To remove this term from our

analysis, we can correct the functional V (0) as follows, by defining

V (r) = V (0)(r)(1 + �G(�)) , G = F , (3.6)

where  is the generator of the projective process (�t)t⩾0, and we refer to Section 5 below for the

construction and analysis of such G.

To see that we stand to gain something from this perturbation, we proceed by applying the Itô

formula to V . We obtain

dV (rt) = (1 + �G(�t)) dV
(0)(rt) + �V

(0)(rt) dG(�t) +
�

2
d⟨V (0)(r), G(�)⟩t . (3.7)

Here we have presumed thatG(�t) is a semi-martingale, which is indeed the case, as for a continuous

martingale t ↦MG
t we find via Lemma 3.6

dG(�t) = G(�t) dt + dMG
t = F (�t) dt + dMG

t . (3.8)

In particular, we can deduce the identity

d⟨V (0)(r), G(�)⟩t = d⟨M (0),MG⟩t .

To compute this covariation we must first find a convenient representation for the two martingales

involved. While M (0) is easy to compute, the following expression forMG can be derived for exam-

ple from the SPDE representation of the projective process (�t)t⩾0 given in (5.2), assuming that G is

Fréchet differentiable (see Lemma 3.6):

dM
(0)
t = −�V (0)(rt)∫

Td

�t(x)W ( dt, dx) ,

dMG
t = ⟨DG(�t), �t dW − ⟨�t dW , 1⟩�t⟩ . (3.9)

Note that G is a functionalG∶ P → R, and since P is affine, at every point � ∈ P, the tangent space

of P at � is given by the same space

T� =

{
' ∈ C(Td) such that ∫

Td

'(x) dx = 0

}
.

In particular, if G is smooth, then its Fréchet derivative is defined in any direction belonging to T� ,

and therefore (3.9) is well-defined (once we integrate in time), since �t dW − ⟨�t dW , 1⟩�t has zero

space average. As for the quadratic covariation, we now have that

d⟨V (0)(r), G(�)⟩t = −�V (0)(rt) d[⟨ dW , �t⟩, ⟨ dW�t, DG(�t) − ⟨�t, DG(�t)⟩⟩]

= −�V (0)(rt)∫
Td×Td

�t(x)�(x, y)�t(y)
{
DG(�t)(y) − ⟨�t, DG(�t)⟩

}
dx dy

= −�V (0)(rt)⟨DG(�t), �t ⋅ � ∗ �t − ⟨�t ⋅ � ∗ �t, 1⟩�t⟩ ,

where � ∗ � = ∫
Td
�(x, y)�(y) dy. In particular, we observe that the direction

 (�) = � ⋅ � ∗ � − ⟨� ⋅ � ∗ �, 1⟩�

10



lies in T� . Now, by Lemma 3.5 below, we find that

|⟨DG(�), (�)⟩| ⩽ 2‖G‖Lip(dP)‖ (�)∕�‖∞ (3.10)

⩽ 2‖G‖Lip(dP)‖� ∗ � − ⟨� ⋅ � ∗ �, 1⟩‖∞
⩽ 2‖G‖Lip(dP)‖�‖∞(‖�‖L1 + ‖�‖2

L1 )

⩽ 4‖G‖Lip(dP)‖�‖∞ .

Note that in virtue of the bound of Lemma 3.5 the upper bound does not depend on �. This is not

trivial and is the consequence of a cancellation in the term  (�)∕�, as well as of the assumption

� ∈ L∞. Overall we have thus obtained

d⟨V (0)(r), G(�)⟩t ⩽ �V (0)(rt)4‖G‖Lip(dP)‖�‖∞ . (3.11)

All together, we have therefore proven the following result.

Lemma 3.3 Let V be defined as in (3.6), with G the corrector constructed in Lemma 5.7. Then the
following differential inequality holds true:

dV (rt) ⩽ (1 + �G(�t)) dV
(0)(rt) + �V

(0)(rt) dG(�t) + 2�2‖G‖Lip(dP)‖�‖∞V
(0)(rt) dt .

Remark 3.4 In order to obtain Lemma 3.3, and therefore prove Theorem 3.1, we have used the uni-
form bound (3.10) on the Fréchet derivative ofG, which is a consequence of the upcoming Lemma 3.5.
This seems substantially different from the bound obtained in [15, Corollary 5.11], which estimates
‖DG(�)‖∞ ≲ 1+‖�‖∞ , and in our setting would lead to the estimate |⟨DG(�), (�)⟩| ≲ 1+‖�‖∞ ,
which seems to be too weak to close our argument. It is not clear to us how to obtain a similar estimate
without building on Hilbert’s projective metric.

With the upper bound of the previous lemma, we are ready to prove Theorem 3.1.

Proof of Theorem 3.1. proof follows by applying Lemma 3.3, together with (3.4) and (3.8): in the

latter case, the existence of the martingale MG is guaranteed by Lemma 3.3. Altogether, we obtain

dV (rt) ⩽

{
−��V (rt) +

�2

2
V (rt)Q(�t) + 4�2V (0)(rt)‖G‖Lip(dP)‖�‖∞

}
dt

+ (1 + �G(�t)) dM
(0)
t + V (0)(rt) dM

G
t

⩽

{
−��V (rt) +

�2

2
V (rt)‖�‖∞ + 4�2V (0)(rt)‖G‖Lip(dP)‖�‖∞

}
dt

+ (1 + �G(�t)) dM
(0)
t + V (0)(rt) dM

G
t .

Now we observe that the last drift term depends on V (0) and not on V . At this point, we use that G

is bounded, which is proven in Proposition 5.8 below, so that for � such that 2�‖G‖∞ ⩽ 1 we have

(1 + �G) ⩾ 1∕2 (here ‖G‖∞ = sup�∈P |G(�)|) and hence for such �:

dV (rt) ⩽

{
−�� +

�2

2
‖�‖∞ + 8�2‖G‖Lip(dP)‖�‖∞

}
V (rt) dt

+ (1 + �G(�t)) dM
(0)
t + �V (0)(rt) dM

G
t .
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Finally, for � such that

� ⩽ �0 ≝ min

{
�

2

{‖�‖∞
2

+ 8‖G‖Lip(dP)‖�‖∞
}−1

,
1

2‖G‖∞

}
, (3.12)

we obtain that

dV (rt) ⩽ −
��

2
V (rt) dt + dt ,

where t is the local martingale

dt = (1 + �G(�t)) dM
(0)
t + �V (0)(rt) dM

G
t .

Now we can deduce that e
��

2
t
V (rt) is a non-negative local super-martingale. By Fatou’s lemma, given

an arbitrary localising sequence {�n}n∈N we find

E

[
e
��

2
t
V (rt)

]
= E

[
lim
n→∞

e
��

2
t∧�nV (rt∧�n)

]
⩽ lim
n→∞

E

[
e
��

2
t∧�nV (rt∧�n)

]
⩽ V (r0) , (3.13)

so that the Lyapunov property is proven. In particular, Theorem 3.1 is proven, with

� =
�

2
and C = (1 − �0‖G‖∞)−1(1 + �0‖G‖∞) ⩽ 3 ,

where to obtain the last inequality we used that

(1 + �‖G‖∞)V (r) ⩽ V (0)(r) ⩽ (1 − �‖G‖∞)−1V (r) ,

by our definition of �0, to replace V by V (0) in (3.13).

The rest of this section is devoted to proving the differential inequality in Lemma 3.3.

3.2 Fréchet estimates on the corrector

We start by proving an estimate on the Fréchet derivative of functionals on P that are Lipschitz

continuous with respect to Hilbert’s metric dP, which is defined in (5.1). We write Lip(dP) for the

space of Lipschitz continuous functionals on P, cf. (5.5).

Lemma 3.5 For any functionalG ∈ Lip(dP), and any � ∈ P and  ∈ T� it holds that:

lim sup
�↓0

�−1|G(� + � ) −G(�)| ⩽ 2‖G‖Lip(dP)‖∕�‖∞ .

Proof. For any � > 0, if � <
(
minx∈Td �(x)

)
∕‖‖∞ we have that � + � ∈ P. Therefore, for

such � we have by definition

|G(� + � ) −G(�)| ⩽ ‖G‖Lip(dP)dP(� + � , �) .

Now, from the definition of Hilbert’s distance

dP(� + � , �) = max log

(
� + �

�

)
− min log

(
� + �

�

)
.

Hence as � ↓ 0 we obtain

lim
�↓0

�−1dP(� + � , �) = max

�

−min

�

⩽ 2‖∕�‖∞ ,

which is the desired result.
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Next we recall a result which guarantees that (G(�t))t⩾0 is a semi-martingale. The proof of this result

is analogous to [15, Corollary 5.20], but we provide an easy self-contained proof below for the sake

of completeness.

Lemma 3.6 The functional G∶ P → R constructed in Lemma 5.7 is Fréchet differentiable and
satisfies

dG(�t) = F (�t) dt + ⟨DG(�t), �t dW − ⟨�t dW , 1⟩�t⟩ .

Proof. To establish this result it suffices to prove that G is Fréchet differentiable. To prove that G is

differentiable we use the representation

G(�) = ∫
∞

0

E[F (Φ
pr
t �)] dt , Φ

pr
t � =

Φt�

‖Φt�‖L1

,

with Φ the flow defined in (2.2). Now, one can differentiate Φ
pr
t with respect to the initial datum to

obtain

⟨DΦ
pr
t (�), �⟩ =

Φt�

‖Φt�‖L1

−
Φt�

‖Φt�‖2L1

⟨Φt�, 1⟩

=
(
Φ

pr
t � − Φ

pr
t �

) ‖Φt�‖L1

‖Φt�‖L1

,

where the last identity holds assuming without loss of generality that � > 0 (up to separating � =

�+ + 1 − (�− + 1) where �± are respectively the positive and negative parts of �, and using linearity

of the derivative). Therefore, combining the synchronisation in Corollary 5.2 and the spectral gap

estimate in Lemma 5.5, one obtains that the following integral is convergent, and is the Fréchet

derivative of G:

⟨DG(�), �⟩ = −∫
∞

0 ∫(Td )2 �(x, y)E
[
⟨DΦ

pr
t (�), �⟩(x)Φ

pr
t (�)(y)

]
dx dy dt .

We can bound the term inside the integral by

‖�‖∞E
[
‖Φpr

t (�)‖L1‖⟨DΦ
pr
t (�), �⟩‖L1

]
⩽ ‖�‖∞E

[
‖⟨DΦ

pr
t (�), �⟩‖L1

]
.

As for the last term, we can bound through the previous computation

‖⟨DΦ
pr
t (�), �⟩‖L1 = ‖Φpr

t � − Φ
pr
t �‖L1

‖Φt�‖L1

‖Φt�‖L1

.

Since � > 0 there exists a c(�, �) such that � ⩽ c�. Hence, we can always bound Φt� ⩽ cΦt� for all

t ⩾ 0. In particular, we deduce that

E
[
‖⟨DΦ

pr
t (�), �⟩‖L1

]
≲ E

[
‖Φpr

t � − Φ
pr
t �‖L1

]
, ∀t ⩾ 0 .

Now we can use (5.3) to obtain that for some � > 0

E
[
‖Φpr

t � − Φ
pr
t �‖L1

]
⩽ E

[
exp

(
dP(�, �)

⌊t⌋∏

i=1

�
(
Φ

pr

i−1,i

))
− 1

]
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≲ E

[
edP(�,�)dP(�, �)

⌊t⌋∏

i=1

�
(
Φ

pr

i−1,i

)]

≲ edP(�,�)dP(�, �)E
[
�
(
Φ

pr

0,1

)]⌊t⌋
≲ edP(�,�)dP(�, �)e

−�t ,

where we have used the inequality etx − 1 ⩽ extx for t ∈ [0, 1]. Furthermore, we have written ΦPr
s,t

for the flow of the projective dynamic and �(A) for the contraction constant with respect to Hilbert’s

distance of a linear operator acting on projective space, see Theorem 5.1. This proves the desired

result.

4 Proof of the main result: the linearisation step

In this section we complete the proof of Theorem 2.4, bringing together all the elements of our

analysis. In particular, the focus of this section lies in the linearisation step, meaning that we reduce

the analysis of (1.1) to that of the linearised equation (2.1), which was already analysed in Section 3.

We split the proof of Theorem 2.4 into two cases: first we treat a “partially linear” case, in which

we assume �(u) = u. This case is less technical, and allows us to introduce the strategy of the

proof through a suitable linearisation. We then treat the general nonlinear case, which requires a

few additional technical tweaks, in terms of suitable stopping times and cut-offs, to obtain the final

result. In particular, in the fully nonlinear case, we must deal with potential blow-up appearing in

the linearisation, due to the possible irregularity of the initial condition. Where possible, we avoid

repetitions.

Our approach to link the analysis of (2.1) with that of the nonlinear equation (1.1) is to construct

a process t ↦ wt with the property that

wt ≲ ut , ∀t ⩾ 0 ,

which we build by following the flow Φ associated to (2.1), defined in (2.2), up to certain stopping

times. More precisely, we will define suitable stopping times

0 = �0 < �1 < ⋯ < �n <… , �n ↑ ∞ ,

such that wt ≃ Φ�i,t
[w�i ] for all t ∈ [�i, �i+1). The definition of the stopping times and how we

changew at these stopping times will be described in the next sections. Since the construction of the

stopping times is simpler in the partially linear case �(u) = u, we start in that setting.

4.1 The partially linear case

If � is linear, that is �(u) = u, then we can construct a process (wt)t⩾0 with the properties described

above by using a comparison principle. Indeed, because f ∈ C1 and f (0) = 0, there exists a "0 such

that

f (u) ⩾
(
f ′(0) −

�

2

)
u , ∀u ∈ [0, "0] . (4.1)

We will consider "0 fixed henceforth. Since we are interested only in the behaviour of (1.1) near

u ≡ 0, we introduce a cut-off process t ↦ wt, which is comparable to the linearisation (2.2) and

bounds the solution t↦ ut from below:

0 ⩽ wt ⩽ ut , and ‖wt‖∞ ⩽ "0 , ∀t ⩾ 0 .
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The process wt will be discontinuous (in time), at certain stopping times, after which it will follow

a dampened versions of the flow in (2.2). Here, to deal with the non-linearity we allow ourselves a

small “wiggling room” by defining

Ξs,t = e
−
�

2
(t−s)

Φs,t , (4.2)

so that Ξ is again the flow of a linear SPDE of the type (2.2), only with 
 = f ′(0) − �∕2. This will

not be an issue, because Ξ has Lyapunov exponent �∕2, which is still positive. To be precise, let us

introduce the cut-off operator

 '(x) = min{'(x), "} , ∀' ∈ C(Td ; [0,∞)) and for " < "0 . (4.3)

Note that  depends on the parameter " ∈ (0, "0), but we will omit such dependence to keep the

notation clean. We will highlight when this dependence is important.

Definition 4.1 (Piecewise linearised process) For any t > 0 and " ∈ (0, "0) (with "0 as in (4.1)) let
us define, for Ξ the flow associated to (2.2) and any w ∈ C(Td; [0,∞))

�(s, w) = inf{t > s ∶ ‖Ξs,t[w]‖∞ ⩾ "0} ∧ (s + t) .

Next we define iteratively for all i ∈ N:

�0 = 0 , �i+1 = �(�i,  w�i ) , wt = Ξ�i,t[ w�i ] , ∀t ∈ [�i, �i+1) .

In particular, by comparison, the process wt that we have constructed satisfies the following:

‖wt‖∞ ⩽ "0 , wt ⩽ ut , ∀t ⩾ 0 .

We are now ready to prove Theorem 2.4 in the case �(u) = u, building on results which are stated in

the upcoming sections.

Proof of Theorem 2.4 in the linear case �(u) = u . The proof of Theorem 2.4 follows if we can prove

that there exist �, �, C1, C2 > 0 such that:

E

[(
min
x∈Td

w(t, x)

)−�]
⩽ C1e

−�t

(
min
x∈Td

w(0, x)

)−�

+ C2 , ∀t ⩾ 0 , (4.4)

where wt is defined as in Definition 4.1 with w0 =  u0. To see that this implies Theorem 2.4, we

use that by construction wt ⩽ ut, so that as a consequence of the previous estimate

E

[(
min
x∈Td

u(t, x)

)−�]
⩽ C1e

−�t

(
min
x∈Td

w(0, x)

)−�

+ C2 ,

and in addition that at time t = 0 we can bound minx∈Td u0(x) ≲" minx∈Td w0(x). Now, to obtain

(4.4) we use the sequence of stopping times {�i}i∈N as in Definition 4.1. Our aim is to establish

the Lyapunov property for the process at the stopping times �i, and then build on this to obtain the

Lyapunov property for the process at deterministic times. This is achieved by applying Lemma 4.14.

Here the key point is that to obtain the Lyapunov property we must balance the contraction constant
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c̃ ∈ (0, 1) appearing in the discretised problem with certain error terms. More precisely, as a con-

sequence of Proposition 4.2 and Proposition 4.3 we obtain that for some c̃ ∈ (0, 1), C̃2, C̃3 ∈ (0,∞)

and � > 0 (up to replacing the � in Proposition 4.2 with 2�):

E�i

[(
min
x∈Td

w(�i+1, x)

)−2�
]
⩽ c̃

(
min
x∈Td

w(�i, x)

)−2�

+ C̃2 ,

E�i

[
sup

�i⩽s<�i+1

(
min
x∈Td

w(s, x)

)−2�
]
⩽ C̃3

(
min
x∈Td

w(�i, x)

)−2�

.

Then we are in the setting of Lemma 4.14, and (4.4) follows if we can prove the following estimates

for some t⋆ > 0:

∑

i∈N

ℙ(t⋆ ∈ [�i, �i+1))
1

2 < ∞ , (4.5)

∑

i∈N

C̃3c̃
iℙ(t⋆ ∈ [�i, �i+1))

1

2 < 1 , (4.6)

since this would imply that for some c ∈ (0, 1) and C > 0

E

[(
min
x∈Td

w(t⋆, x)

)−�]
⩽ c

(
min
x∈Td

w(0, x)

)−�

+ C ,

which in turn implies (4.4).

Let us first concentrate on proving the second estimate (4.6). To achieve this, we must choose

appropriately the parameters t, � and ". As for the constant C̃3 we use that by Proposition 4.3 we

obtain an upper bound on C̃3 that is uniform in ", and � ∈ (0, �0) for some �0 > 0. Namely, we have

that (independently of " > 0)

C3(", t) ⩽ e�t ,

for some constant � > 0. In addition, if we choose " appropriately, we obtain an upper bound on c̃

that is uniform over �. Namely, by Proposition 4.2, up to choosing a potentially smaller �0 > 0, we

find that for any t > 1 there exists an "(t) ∈ (0, "0) such that

c̃(t, �, "(t)) ⩽ C̃1(�0)e
−��t ,

for some � > 0 independent of all other parameters. Therefore, choose t > 1 sufficiently large and

"(t) > 0 sufficiently small for the above estimates to hold. Then, if t⋆ = (n+ 1)t, for some n ∈ N to

be fixed later one, we find that by construction ℙ(t⋆ ⩽ �n) = 0 and hence

∑

i∈N

C̃3c̃
iℙ(t⋆ ∈ [�i, �i+1))

1

2 ⩽
∑

i⩾n

C̃3c̃
i

⩽ C̃3c̃(t, �, "(t))
n 1

1 − c̃(t, �, "(t))

⩽ Ce�t−n��t ,

for some constant C > 0. It follows that if n is chosen sufficiently large, then Ce�t−n��t < 1 as

desired.
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At this point all the parameters of the problem have been fixed and we are left with checking (4.5).

This is a consequence of Lemma 6.6 based on the uniform estimate on the linear flow Ξ obtained in

Lemma 6.5, together with the same arguments as in the proof of [17, Lemma 5.2]. Indeed, Lemma 6.6

guarantees that the stopping times do not kick in too quickly, so that eventually

ℙ(t⋆ ∈ [�i, �i+1)) ⩽ ce−c̃i ,

for some constants c, c̃ which depend on all the parameters of the problem. This concludes the proof

of the result.

4.2 The discrete Lyapunov property in the partially linear case

In this subsection we collect a number of supporting statements that are required for the proof of

Theorem 2.4 in the partially linear case �(u) = u. We start with a discrete Lyapunov property of the

process (wt)t⩾0, evaluated at the stopping times {�i}i∈N from Definition 4.1.

Proposition 4.2 In the setting of Theorem 2.4, there exist �, �0 > 0 such that the following holds. For
any t > 1 there exists an "(t) ∈ (0, "0) and a constant C̃1(�0) (independent of ") and C̃2(t, ", �0) > 0

such that for all i ∈ N and � ∈ (0, �0)

E�i

[(
min
x∈Td

w(�i+1, x)

)−�]
⩽ C̃1(�0)e

−��t

(
min
x∈Td

w(�i, x)

)−�

+ C̃2(t, ", �0) .

Proof. Recall that w is cádlág, with possible jumps at the stopping times �i. Therefore, we start by

bounding the jump at time �i+1, where

w(�i+1, x) =  w(�i+1−, x) .
Therefore

(
min
x∈Td

w(�i+1, x)

)−�

⩽

(
min

x∶ w(�i+1 ,x)⩽"
w(�i+1, x)

)−�

+ "−�

⩽

(
min
x∈Td

w(�i+1−, x)

)−�

+ "−� .

In particular, we have obtained the bound:

E�i

[(
min
x∈Td

w(�i+1, x)

)−�]
⩽ E�i

[(
min
x∈Td

w(�i+1−, x)

)−�]
+ "−� . (4.7)

Now we will prove the result by obtaining a suitable upper bound to the right hand-side of (4.7). To

do so, we distinguish between the events

�i+1 = �i + t , and �i+1 < �i + t .

The event �i+1 = �i + t. Here we prove that there exists a � > 0 such that

E�i

[(
min
x∈Td

w(�i+1−, x)

)−�

1{�i+1=�i+t}

]
⩽ C̃1(�0)e

−�t

(
min
x∈Td

w(�i, x)

)−�

. (4.8)
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Indeed, since

E�i

[(
min
x∈Td

w(�i+1−, x)

)−�

1{�i+1=�i+t}

]
⩽ E�i

[(
min
x∈Td

Ξ�i,�i+t[w(�i, ⋅)](x)

)−�]
,

we can apply Proposition 4.4 (which is the analogue of Theorem 2.4 for linear equations). Note that

the proposition is stated for Φ, but applies analogously to the flow Ξ defined in (4.2), since the latter

still has a positive Lyapunov exponent. Further observe that we can apply Proposition 4.4 provided

we choose t > 1, to obtain

E�i

[(
min
x∈Td

w(�i+1−, x)

)−�

1{�i+1=�i+t}

]
⩽ C(�0)e

−�(
)t

(

∫
Td

w(�i, x) dx

)−�

⩽ C(�0)e
−�(
)t

(
min
x∈Td

w(�i, x)

)−�

,

where the constant C(�0) appearing on the right-hand side is independent of ". Hence, (4.8) holds

with C̃1(�0) = C(�0).

The event �i+1 < �i + t. Here we use Cauchy–Schwarz to bound

E�i

[(
min
x∈Td

w(�i+1−, x)

)−�

1{�i+1<�i+t}

]

⩽ E�i

[(
min
x∈Td

w(�i+1−, x)

)−2�

1{�i+1<�i+t}

] 1

2

ℙ�i
(�i+1 < �i + t)

1

2 .

Then we will prove the following two facts. First, we will show that we can choose "(t) ∈ (0, "0)

sufficiently small such that

ℙ�i
(�i+1 < �i + t) ⩽ e−2�t . (4.9)

Second, we show that there exists a constant C > 0 such that

E�i

[(
min
x∈Td

w(�i+1−, x)

)−2�

1{�i+1<�i+t}

] 1

2

⩽ C

(
min
x∈Td

w(�i, x)

)−�

. (4.10)

As for (4.10), it suffices to show that for any � > 0

E�i

[(
min
x∈Td

Ξ�i,�i+1[w](x)

)−�

1{�i+1<�i+t}

]
⩽ C(�) , ∀w ∶ min

x∈Td
w(x) ⩾ 1 . (4.11)

Since Ξ is the flow to a linear equation, we can represent it through an integral kernel:

Ξs,t[w] = ∫
Td

Ks,t(x, y)w(y) dy .

Then if minx∈Td w(x) ⩾ 1 we can write

min
x∈Td

Ξ�i,�i+t[w](x) = min
x∈Td ∫Td K�i,�i+t(x, y)w(y) dy

⩾ min
x∈Td ∫Td K�i,�i+t(x, y) dy = cK (�i, �i + t) > 0 ,
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where we have defined

cK (s, t) = min
x∈Td ∫Td Ks,t(x, y) dy .

Then by Lemma 6.3 (once more, the lemma is stated for Φ but holds analogously for Ξ) we know

that for �0 sufficiently small and all � ⩽ �0

E�i

[
sup
0⩽t⩽1

cK (�i, �i + t)
−2�

]
< C(�) .

Therefore it makes sense to further decompose the current case �i+1 < �i + t into the two different

cases �i+1 < �i+1 and �i+1 ∈ [�i+1, �i+t). In the first case we find for anywwithminx∈Td w(x) ⩾ 1

E�i

[(
min
x∈Td

Ξ�i,�i+1[w](x) dx

)−2�

1{�i+1<�i+1}

]
⩽ E�i

[
sup
0⩽t⩽1

cK (�i, �i + t)
−2�

]
⩽ C(�) .

To conclude the proof of (4.11) we have now reduced ourselves to finding an upper bound for anyw

with minx∈Td w(x) ⩾ 1:

E�i

[(
min
x∈Td

Ξ�i,�i+1[w](x) dx

)−2�

1[�i+1,�i+t)(�i+1)

]
.

In this case we can use the second statement of Proposition 4.4, to obtain for some constantC(�0) > 0

(which is uniform over t and "):

E�i

[(
min
x∈Td

Ξ�i,�i+1[w](x) dx

)−2�

1[�i+1,�i+t)(�i+1)

]
⩽ C(�0)

(

∫
Td

w(x) dx

)−�

⩽ C(�0) ,

since minx∈Td w(x) ⩾ 1. Therefore, the proof is complete if we show that (4.9) holds true. This in

turn is a simple consequence of the upper bound from Lemma 6.5 (with ‖w‖∞ ⩽ "), by choosing

"(t) sufficiently small.

The next ingredient in the proof of Theorem 2.4 is the following uniform estimate.

Proposition 4.3 There exists an �0 > 0 such that the following bounds are uniform over all � ∈

(0, �0), all t > 0 and all i ∈ N, for some constants C, c > 0:

E�i

[
sup

�i⩽t<�i+1

(
min
x∈Td

w(t, x)

)−�
]
⩽ ect

(
min
x∈Td

w(�i, x)

)−�

.

Proof. Without loss of generality, we may assume that �i = 0. Then observe that for any 0 ⩽ s ⩽ t

min
x∈Td

Ξ0,t[w](x) ⩾

(
min
x∈Td ∫Td Ks,t(x, y) dy

)(
min
x∈Td

Ξ0,s[w](x)

)
= cK (s, t)

(
min
x∈Td

Ξ0,s[w](x)

)
,

for all w ⩾ 0, and where Ks,t is the integral kernel associated to the flow Ξs,t in (4.2) and

cK (s, t) = min
x∈Td ∫Td Ks,t(x, y) dy .
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Iterating this bound ⌊t⌋ + 1 times we obtain that if in addition minx∈Td w(x) ⩾ 1 (which we can

assume without loss of generality):

sup
0⩽t⩽t

(
min
x∈Td

w(t, x)

)−�

⩽

⌊t⌋∏

i=0

sup
0⩽t⩽1

cK (i, i + t)
−� ,

where we used that since cK (i, i) = 1 each of the terms in the product is greater than 1. Furthermore,

any two cK (i, i + s), cK (j, j + s) are independent for i ≠ j and s ∈ [0, 1]. Therefore we obtain

E

[
sup

0⩽t⩽�1

(
min
x∈Td

w(t, x)

)−�
]
⩽

⌊t⌋∏

i=1

E

[
sup
0⩽t⩽1

cK (i, i + t)
−�

]
⩽ ec⌊t⌋ ,

by Lemma 6.3, for some c > 0, provided that � ⩽ �0 for some suitably small �0 > 0. This proves the

result (recall that we we have assumed minx∈Td w(x) ⩾ 1).

Recalling that the flow Ξ solve (2.2) with 
 = f ′(0) we obtain the following result for the linear flow

Ξ.

Proposition 4.4 Let Ξ be the flow defined in (4.2). Under the assumption of Theorem 2.4 there exist
deterministic constants �0(
), �(
) > 0 such that for all � ∈ (0, �0), any stopping time � , and any
� -adaptedw ∈ C(Td) we have for some C(�0) > 0

E�

[(
min
x∈Td

Ξ�,�+t[w](x)

)−�] 1

�

⩽ C(�0)e
−�t ∫

Td

w(x) dx , ∀t > 1 .

Proof. This result follows from Theorem 3.1. Indeed, we have that for any �, t > 0

E�

[(
min
x∈Td

Ξ�,�+t[w](x)

)−�]

≲ E�

[(

∫ Ξ�,�+t[w](x) dx

)−2�
] 1

2

E�

[(
min
x∈Td

��,�+t[w](x)

)−2�
] 1

2

, (4.12)

where for s ⩽ t the projective flow �s,t is defined as

�s,t[w](x) = Ξs,t[w](x)

(

∫
Td

Ξs,t[w](x) dx

)−1

.

Now, if Ks,t is the kernel associated to Ξs,t, so that Ξs,t[w](x) = ∫Td Ks,t(x, y)w(y) dy. Then

min
x∈Td

�s,t[w](x) ⩾

(
min
x,y∈Td

Ks,t(x, y)

)(

∫
Td

w(y) dy

)(

∫
Td

Ξs,t[w](x) dx

)−1

.

In addition

(

∫
Td

Ξs,t[w](x) dx

)−1

⩾

(
max
x,y∈Td

Ks,t(x, y)

)−1(

∫
Td

w(y) dy

)−1

,
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so that we obtain

min
x∈Td

�s,t[w](x) ⩾

(
min
x,y∈Td

Ks,t(x, y)

)(
max
x,y∈Td

Ks,t(x, y)

)−1

.

Note that this lower bound is uniform over the initial condition. Therefore, using that t > 1 and with

t0 ∈ (0, 1) as in Lemma 6.3 we find that with � = � + t − t0

E�

[(
min
x∈Td

��,�+t[w](x)

)−2�
]
= E�

[(
min
x∈Td

��,�+t0 [��,�[w]](x)

)−2�
]

⩽ E�

[(
min
x,y∈Td

K�,�+t0 (x, y)

)2� (
max
x,y∈Td

K�,�+t0 (x, y)

)−2�
]

⩽ C(�0) .

Instead, for the first term in (4.12) we have via Theorem 3.1 that (provided �0(
) and �(
) are chosen

appropriately small):

E�

[(

∫
Td

Ξ�,�+t[w](x) dx

)−2�
]
⩽ Ce−2��t

(

∫
Td

w(x) dx

)−2�

.

As usual, we remark that Theorem 3.1 applies to the flow Φ, but also to the flow Ξ, since the latter

still admits a positive Lyapunov exponent. This completes the proof of the desired result.

4.3 The fully nonlinear case

The crucial difference between the linear � case and the fully nonlinear case, is that we can not use

a maximum principle to compare the solution to the linearised process to the original equation - at

least not in the simple way we did previously. Instead we must consider a slightly more involved

linearisation argument, which requires the introduction of several auxiliary stopping times. Overall

though, the strategy remains unchanged.

We start by considering Ψ be the nonlinear flow associated to (1.1), so that (t, x) ↦ Ψs,t[u](x) is

the solution to (1.1) with initial condition u ∈ C(Td; [0,∞)) at time s ⩾ 0. Then, let us introduce

the following stopping times, where "1, � ∈ (0, 1), % ∈ (0, 1∕2) and M > 1 are parameters that we

will fix later on:

�(s, u) = inf{t > s ∶ ‖Ψs,t[u]‖∞ ⩾ "1} ,

�X(s, u) = inf
{
t ⩾ s ∶ ‖Xs,t[u] − Ys,t‖∞ + (t − s)%‖∇(Xs,t[u] − Ys,t)‖∞ ⩾ �

}
,

�Y (s, u) = inf
{
t ⩾ s ∶ ‖Ys,t‖1 ⩾M

}
.

(4.13)

Here the processes Xs,⋅[u] and Ys,⋅ are respectively the solutions to

dXs,t[u] = ΔXs,t[u] dt +
f (Ψs,t[u])

Ψs,t[u]
dt +

�(Ψs,t[u])

Ψs,t[u]
dWt , Xs,s = 0 ,

dYs,t = ΔYs,t dt + f
′(0) dt + dWt , Ys,s = 0 .

(4.14)

Recall that by Assumption 2.1, �′(0) = 1. Furthermore, let us observe that we have introduced a

parameter %, which describes a potential blow-up of the differenceXs,y[u]−Ys,t at time t = s. This is
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a technical necessity which is the consequence of the fact that we do not assume that u is smooth, but

only ask that it is bounded in L∞. Therefore, we require some degree of regularisation from the heat

semigroup to obtain smoothness ofX[u], see Lemma 4.9. The parameter % can be chosen arbitrarily

small.

Finally, let � tot(s, u) be the smallest of all the stopping times in (4.13), up to a deterministic

threshold s + t, where t > 0 is an additional parameter that will be fixed later on:

� tot(s, u) = �(s, u) ∧ �X(s, u) ∧ �Y (s, u) ∧ (s + t) . (4.15)

The motivation for this definition is that we can rewrite the flows associated to the nonlinear equation

(1.1) and to the linearised equation (2.2) as follows:

Ψs,t[u] = eXs,t[u]Ψs,t[u] , Φs,t[w] = eYs,tΦs,t[w] , (4.16)

where Ψ solves the following equation with �tr(x) = �(x, x), with � the correlation function in

Assumption 2.1:

()t − Δ)Ψs,t[u] = 2∇Ψs,t[u] ⋅ ∇Xs,t[u] + Ψs,t[u]|∇Xs,t[u]|2 −
1

2
�tr
�(Ψs,t[u])

2

Ψ2
s,t[u]

Ψs,t[u] ,

Ψs,s[u] = u ,

(4.17)

and similarly Φ solves the equation:

()t − Δ)Φs,t = 2∇Φs,t ⋅ ∇Ys,t + Φs,t|∇Ys,t|2 −
1

2
�trΦs,t , Φs,s[u] = u . (4.18)

Here the terms involving �tr arise from the quadratic variation terms in Itô’s formula, see the deriva-

tion of (6.3). In the present setting, we can lower bound the evolution of the non-linear equation

through that of the linear flow Φ, as follows.

Lemma 4.5 There exists a (deterministic) constantC > 1, and for every t > 1 there exists a constant
"1(t) ∈ (0, 1), such that for all parameters � ∈ (0, 1),M > 1 satisfying

�eCtM
2
⩽ 1 , "1 ∈ (0, "1(t)) , (4.19)

the following holds. For all 0 ⩽ s < ∞ and u ∈ C(Td; [0,∞)):

Ψs,t[u] ⩾
1

2
Φs,t[u] , ∀s ⩽ t < � tot(s, u) .

Proof. We start by observing that since ‖Xs,t[u] − Ys,t‖∞ ⩽ � for t < � tot(s, u), we immediately

deduce that exp(Xs,t[u]) ⩾ exp(Ys,t − �). Therefore, in view of (4.16), if we show that Ψs,t[u] ⩾
3

4
Φs,t[u] for s ⩽ t ⩽ � tot(s, u), we deduce the desired result, provided that e−�3∕4 > 1∕2. To prove

this estimate, we rewrite Ψ[u] through the fundamental solution ΓΨ to (4.17) and similarly Φ[u]

through the fundamental solution ΓΦ to (4.18). Namely, for any y ∈ T
d let ΓΨ solve

()t − Δ)ΓΨs,t = 2∇ΓΨs,t ⋅ ∇Xs,t[u] + ΓΨs,t|∇Xs,t[u]|2 −
1

2
�tr
�(Ψs,t[u])

2

Ψ2
s,t[u]

ΓΨs,t ,

ΓΨ
s,s
(x, y) = �y(x) ,

(4.20)
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so that Ψs,t[u] = ∫
Td

ΓΨs,t(x, y)u(y) dy. Note that this notation can be slightly misleading, because ΓΨ

depends itself on u and on Ψ[u]. On the other hand, we now use the fact that when u is close to the

origin, then the dynamics of ΓΨ are close to those of ΓΦ, where ΓΦ solves for any y ∈ T
d

()t − Δ)ΓΦs,t = 2∇ΓΦs,t ⋅ ∇Ys,t + ΓΦs,t|∇Ys,t|
2 −

1

2
�trΓ

Φ
s,t ,

ΓΦs,s(x, y) = �y(x) .
(4.21)

Indeed, we will prove that there exists a constant c > 0 such that

ΓΨs,t(x, y) ⩾ cΓΦs,t(x, y) , ∀x, y ∈ T
d , s ⩽ t < � tot(s, u) .

To obtain this bound, first of all, we consider the multiplicative terms in (4.20), and then the drift

terms. Since � ∈ C1 with �′(0) = 1 we have that for t ⩽ � tot(s, u) and any "′ ∈ (0, 1)

‖|∇Xs,t[u]|2 − |∇Ys,t|2‖∞ ⩽ �(t − s)−%(2M + �(t − s)−%) ,

‖‖‖‖‖‖
1 −

�2(Ψs,t[u])

Ψ2
s,t[u]

‖‖‖‖‖‖∞
⩽ "′ ,

where the last inequality follows from the continuous differentiability of �, provided that "1 = "1("
′)

is chosen sufficiently small, depending on "′. Since

()t − Δ)ΓΨs,t = 2∇ΓΨs,t ⋅ ∇Xs,t[u] + ΓΨs,t|∇Ys,t|
2 + ΓΨs,t

[
|∇Xs,t[u]|2 − |∇Ys,t|2

]

−
1

2
�tr

(
�(Ψs,t[u])

2

Ψ2
s,t[u]

− 1

)
ΓΨs,t −

1

2
�trΓ

Ψ
s,t,

we have by comparison that

ΓΨs,t ⩾ exp
(
−(t− s)1−2%�2M − (t − s)1−%2�M − (t − s)(‖�tr‖∞"′∕2)

)
Γ̃Ψs,t

⩾ exp(−3t1−%�M − t‖�‖∞"′∕2)Γ̃Ψs,t ,

where Γ̃Ψ is the solution to

()t − Δ)Γ̃Ψs,t = 2∇Γ̃Ψs,t ⋅ ∇Xs,t[u] + Γ̃Ψs,t|∇Ys,t|
2 −

1

2
�tr Γ̃

Ψ
s,t , Γ̃Ψs,s(x, y)= �y(x) . (4.22)

Note that Lemma 6.4 provides upper and lower bounds on the fundamental solution of the equation

()t−Δ)Γs,t = 2∇Γs,t ⋅∇Ys,t, where Y solves the linear SPDE (6.2). These bounds can easily extended

to the fundamental solutions ΓΦ respectively ΓΨ arising above. Now, if we could replace in (4.22)

the drift ∇Xs,t[u] with ∇Ys,t we would have obtained the fundamental solution ΓΦ associated to Φ.

Comparing the fundamental solution Γ̃Ψ and ΓΦ is slightly more involved than the treatment of the

multiplicative term. Namely, we must apply the parametrix method to obtain the required lower

bound.

Parametrix applied to Γ̃Ψ. Let us write  for the time- and space-inhomogeneous operator

 = )t − Δ − 2(∇Ys,t) ⋅ ∇ − |Ys,t|2 + �tr∕2 .

ThenΓΦ is a solution toΓΦ = 0, while Γ̃Ψ is a solution toΓ̃Ψ = b⋅∇Γ̃Ψ, where bs,t = 2(∇Xs,t[u]−

∇Ys,t) satisfies that ‖bs,t‖∞ ⩽ 2�(t−s)−%. This is exactly the setting of the parametrix method, which
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aims to treat Γ̃Ψ as a perturbation (in � or for short times) of the equation for ΓΦ. For example, in

first approximation, Γ̃Ψ can be represented as follows (from now on let us fix s = 0 without loss of

generality and write ΓΦt = ΓΦ
0,t

and similarly for all other kernels):

Γ̃Ψt ≃ Γ
(1)
t = ΓΦt + (ΓΦ ⋆ b ⋅ ∇ΓΦ)t , ΓΦ ⋆ '(t, x) = ∫

t

0

ΓΦr,t(x, y)'(r, y) dr dy .

Now, Γ(1) = b ⋅ ∇Γ(1) − b ⋅ ∇(ΓΦ ⋆ b ⋅ ∇ΓΦ), so that formally Γ̃Ψ = Γ(1) +(�2). We can proceed

with this expansion at will, and eventually, formally, represent

Γ̃Ψs,t(x, y) = ΓΦ
s,t
(x, y) +

∞∑

k=1

(ΓΦ ⋆ Ξ(k)
y
)t(x) , (4.23)

where

Ξ(1)
y (s, z) = b(s, z) ⋅ ∇zΓ

Φ
0,s
(z, y) ,

Ξ(k)
y (s, z) = b(s, z) ⋅ ∇z(Γ

Φ ⋆ Ξ(k−1)
y )(s, z) , ∀k ⩾ 2 .

To prove that (4.23) is not only a formal identity, we must show that the series converges. Here

we use the heat kernel estimates in Lemma 6.4 which rely themselves on the parametrix method:

our aim is to obtain a good bound for the ratio |Ξ(k)
y (s, z)|∕|ΓΦ

0,s
(z, y)|. Since ‖∇Ys,t‖∞ ⩽ M for

s ⩽ t ⩽ � tot(s, u) ⩽ s + t, we find by the second estimate in Lemma 6.4 applied to ΓΦ for some

C, c > 0 that are allowed to depend on ‖�‖∞:

|Ξ(k)
y (s, z)| ⩽ C‖bs‖∞etCM

2

∫
s

0 ∫
Td

(s − r)
− 1

2 p(c(s − r), z − v)|Ξ(k−1)
y (r, v)| dv dr .

If we apply this estimate to k = 1, with the convention Ξ
(0)
y (s, z) = �y(z)�0(s), we obtain, since

‖bs‖∞ ⩽ 2�s−%, that

|Ξ(1)
y (s, z)| ⩽ C2�e2tCM

2
s
−%−

1

2 p(cs, z − y)

⩽ 2C2c−1�e3tCM
2
s
−

1

2
−%

ΓΦ
0,s
(z, y) ,

where the last line follows from the first bound in Lemma 6.4. Iterating this bound, we obtain that,

up to modifying the value of the constant C > 0

|Ξ(k)
y (s, z)| ⩽ (C�eCtM

2
)k

√
k!

sk(1∕2−%)−1ΓΦ
0,s
(z, y) .

For the derivation of this upper bound, we refer to the proof of Lemma 4.8, where an analogous

calculation is performed. Hence the identity (4.23) holds true and it immediately follows that if

�eCtM
2
⩽ 1 is sufficiently small (which we can rephrase as choosing the constant C > 1 sufficiently

large), then we obtain Γ̃Ψ
0,t

⩾
4

5
ΓΦ
0,t

for all t ⩽ � tot(0, u). Hence for such choice of parameters we have

proven that

ΓΨ
0,t

⩾
4

5
exp

(
−3t1−%�M − t‖�‖∞"′∕2

)
ΓΦ
0,t

⩾
3

4
ΓΦ
0,t
.

were the last inequality follows provided that we can choose � sufficiently small depending on M ,

and "′ ∈ (0, 1) sufficiently small as well (leading to our choice of "1). The result is proven.
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Now, similarly to the case �(u) = u, we have proven that while none of the above stopping times kick

in, we can control the process Ψs,t[u] through its linearisation at zero. As soon as one of the stopping

times kick in, we start over. This motivates the following definition, compare with Definition 4.1.

Definition 4.6 For any s ⩾ 0 and t > 1 fix any parameters M > 1, �, "1 ∈ (0, 1) satisfying (4.19)

and any " ∈ (0, "1). Then let us define

� tot(s, u) = �(s, u) ∧ �X(s, u) ∧ �Y (s, u) ∧ (s + t) .

Furthermore, set iteratively for all i ∈ N:

�0 = 0 , �i+1 = � tot
(
�i,  u�i−

)
, u

t
= Ψ�i,t

[ u
�i
] , ∀t ∈ [�i, �i+1) .

As before, recall (4.3), the cut-off operator  is given by

 '(x) = min{'(x), "} , ∀' ∈ C(Td ; [0,∞)) and for " < "1 .

In particular, by comparison, the process u
t

that we have constructed satisfies the following:

‖u
t
‖∞ ⩽ "1 , u

t
⩽ ut , ∀t ⩾ 0 .

Finally define

w0 = u
0
, wt = Φ�i,t

[u
�i
] , ∀t ∈ [�i, �i+1) .

Then, since we have assumed the parameters to satisfy (4.19), from Lemma (4.5) we obtain that
ut ⩾ u

t
⩾

1

2
wt for all 0 ⩽ t ⩽ � tot(0, u) ⩽ t.

Let us observe that the exact value of the parameters will be chosen through Corollary 4.10 and

Proposition 4.11. In particular, Proposition 4.11 will determine the value of t > 1, and Corollary 4.10

fixes all other parameters in such a way that a number of rest terms and error estimates are suitably

small. We are now ready to prove Theorem 2.4 in full generality, building on results which are stated

and proven in the upcoming sections.

Proof of Theorem 2.4. First of all, it suffices to consider the process (u
t
)t⩾0 constructed in Defini-

tion 4.6 and show that, similarly to (4.4) there exist �, �, C1, C2 > 0 such that

E

[(
min
x∈Td

u(t, x)

)−�]
⩽ C1e

−�t

(
min
x∈Td

u(0, x)

)−�

+ C2 , ∀t ⩾ 0 . (4.24)

Namely, by Proposition 4.11 and Lemma 4.13 we infer that for any t,M > 1 sufficiently large,

� ∈ (0, 1) sufficiently small satisfying (4.19) and "1 = "1(�) as in Lemma 4.5, there exist constants

c ∈ (0, 1), C2 > 0 such that

E�i

[(
min
x∈Td

u(�i+1, x)

)−�]
⩽ c

(
min
x∈Td

u(�i, x)

)−�

+ C2 .

Furthermore there exists a constant C3 > 0 such that for all i ∈ N we have

E�i

[
sup

�i⩽t<�i+1

(
min
x∈Td

u(t, x)

)−�
]
⩽ C3

(
min
x∈Td

u(�i, x)

)−�

.
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Now let us apply Lemma 4.14. Then, as in the proof of the linear case �(u) = u, our result follows if

we can show that for some t⋆ > 0:

∑

i∈N

ℙ(t⋆ ∈ [�i, �i+1))
1

2 < ∞ , (4.25)

∑

i∈N

C3c
iℙ(t⋆ ∈ [�i, �i+1))

1

2 < 1 , (4.26)

for the stopping times {�i}i∈ℕ introduced in Definition 4.6. To this aim we must choose appropriately

the time horizon t as well as the parameters M, � and "1, " appearing in the construction of the

stopping times (4.37).

First of all, let us choose � = �0, were the latter is as in Proposition 4.11. Next, let us fix a time

horizon t > 1 such that

C1(�)e
−��t ⩽ 1∕2 ,

where C1(�) is again as in Proposition 4.11. Finally, fix M(t), �(t,M), "1(t,M, �), "(t,M, �, "1)

in function of t once more as provided in Proposition 4.11. Note that the choice of parameters is

the same as in Corollary 4.10, so in particular (4.19) is verified, and we are indeed in the setting of

Definition 4.6. Before proceeding, we observe that by Proposition 4.11, the constant c > 0 appearing

in (4.26) is bounded from above byC1(�)e
−��t. In particular, by our choice of t, we have that c ⩽ 1∕2.

Now we are ready to verify (4.26). To this aim we note that by Lemma 4.13 we obtain a constant

C3 > 0 which is bounded by C3 ⩽ e�t for some constant � > 0, uniformly in all the parameters

fixed above. Next, let us fix t⋆ = (n + 1)t, for some n ∈ N to be fixed below. Then we have by the

construction of the stopping times in Definition (4.6) that ℙ(t⋆ ⩽ �n) = 0 and hence

∑

i∈N

C3c
iℙ(t⋆ ∈ [�i, �i+1))

1

2 ⩽
∑

i⩾n

C3c
i ⩽ C32

−n+1 ⩽ Ke�t−nb ,

for some constant K, b > 0. Now we choose n sufficiently large, depending on �, �, t, such that

Ke�t−nb < 1 as required in (4.26).

To conclude the proof, we only have to check (4.25). This is a consequence of the estimate

ℙ�i
(�i+1 < �i + t) ⩽ e−t ,

which in turn is a consequence of Corollary 4.10 (again, recall that we have fixed all parameters but t

as prescribed in that corollary). With the previous bound the summability of the series follows along

the same arguments of the proof of [17, Lemma 5.2]. The proof is complete.

4.4 The discrete Lyapunov property in the fully nonlinear case

In this subsection, we collect a number of supporting result that are required in the proof of Theo-

rem 2.4 in the fully non-linear case. Some of the proofs of these statements follow along the same

lines of the proofs in Section 4.2. When this is the case, we avoid repeating similar arguments.

We start by proving an upper bound for the nonlinear flow Ψ[u] for u ∈ C(Td ; [0,∞)), up to

the stopping time � tot(s, u) appearing in Definition 4.6. This bound is similar to the one derived in

Lemma 6.5 for the linear flow Φ.
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Lemma 4.7 For every t,M > 1, there exists a deterministic constant C(M, t) > 0 such that uni-
formly over every u ∈ C(Td; [0,∞)) the following estimate holds:

sup
s⩽t⩽(s+t)∧�X (s,u)∧�Y (s,u)

‖Ψs,t[u]‖∞ ⩽ C(M, t)‖u‖∞ .

Proof. Using the definition of �X(s, u) and the decomposition Ψ = eXΨ from (4.16), we obtain the

following estimate

‖Ψs,t[u]‖∞ ⩽ e‖Xs,t[u]‖∞‖Ψs,t[u]‖∞ ⩽ e�+‖Ys,t‖∞‖Ψs,t[u]‖∞ ⩽ e�+M‖Ψs,t[u]‖∞ , (4.27)

for all s ⩽ t ⩽ (s + t) ∧ �X(s, u) ∧ �Y (s, u). To simplify the notation, let us write � for the stopping

time

� = (s + t) ∧ �X(s, u) ∧ �Y (s, u) .

In order to derive an upper bound for Ψ we compare the fundamental solution ΓΨ of (4.20) with the

fundamental solution ΓY of

()t − Δ)ΓYs,t = 2∇ΓYs,t ⋅ ∇Ys,t + ΓYs,t|∇Ys,t|
2,

Γs,s(x, y) = �y(x) .

Observing that

()t − Δ)ΓΨs,t =2∇Γ
Ψ
s,t ⋅ ∇Xs,t[u] + ΓΨs,t|∇Ys,t|

2 + ΓΨs,t[|∇Xs,t[u]|2 − |∇Ys,t|2]

−
1

2
�tr

�(Ψs,t[u])
2

Ψ2
s,t[u]

ΓΨs,t ,

we have by Lemma 6.4 for s ⩽ t ⩽ �, dropping the trace term because it is negative and since

|∇Xs,t|2 − |∇Y |2 ⩽ �(t − s)−%(M + �(t − s)−%) for s ⩽ t ⩽ �, that

ΓΨs,t(x, y) ⩽ exp(2M�(t − s)1−2%)Γ̃s,t(x, y),

where Γ̃ is the fundamental solution of

()t − Δ)Γ̃s,t = 2∇Γ̃s,t ⋅ ∇Xs,t[u] + Γ̃s,t|∇Ys,t|2.

By the parametrix method, similarly to Lemma 4.5, one can compare the two fundamental solutions

Γ̃ and ΓY and show that there exists a constant C(t,M) > 0 such that Γ̃s,t(x, y) ⩽ CΓYs,t(x, y) for

all x, y ∈ T
d and s ⩽ t ≤ � . More precisely, one considers the operator  = )t − Δ − 2(∇Ys,t) ⋅

∇ − |∇Ys,t|2 and obtains that Γ is a solution to ΓY = 0, while Γ̃ is a solution to Γ̃ = b ⋅ ∇Γ̃ for

b = 2(∇Xs,t[u] − ∇Ys,t) which is the setting of the parametrix method described in Lemma 4.5. For

s ⩽ t ⩽ �

ΓYs,t(x, y) ⩽ C(t,M)Γs,t(x, y) , ∀x, y ∈ T
d ,

where Γ is the fundamental solution of (6.6) and the inequality holds up to potentially increasing the

value of the constant C(M, t). Moreover, by (6.5) we can bound Γ through the kernel K associated

to the linear flow Φ as follows

Γs,t(x, y) ⩽ Ks,t(x, y)e
‖Ys,t‖∞+

‖ktr‖∞
2

(t−s)
, ∀x, y ∈ T

d .
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Therefore, we have for s ⩽ t ⩽ � that overall, again up to increasing the value of C(t,M):

ΓΨ
s,t
(x, y) ⩽ C(t,M)Ks,t(x, y) .

For u ∈ C(Td; [0,∞))we recall thatΨs,t[u] = ∫
Td

ΓΨs,t(x, y)u(y) dy andΦs,t[u] = ∫
Td
Ks,t(x, y)u(y) dy.

Since ΓΨs,t(x, y) > 0 ∀x, y ∈ T
d , the previous estimate further leads to

‖Ψs,t[u]‖∞ ⩽ C(t,M)‖Φs,t[u]‖∞.

Next, from (4.27) we deduce that for s ⩽ t ⩽ � we have for u ∈ C(Td; [0,∞)) that

‖Ψs,t[u]‖∞ ⩽ C(t,M)‖Φs,t[u]‖∞,

and now we can use Lemma 6.5 to bound ‖Φs,t[u]‖∞ for u ∈ C(Td ; [0,∞)) through

sup
s⩽t⩽�

‖Φs,t[u]‖∞ ⩽ exp
(
‖Ys,⋅‖∞ + t‖∇Ys,⋅‖2∞

)
‖u‖∞.

In conclusion, up to once more increasing the value of the constant C > 0, we have proven that

uniformly over u ∈ C(Td; [0,∞)) we can bound

sup
s⩽t⩽�

‖Ψs,t[u]‖∞ ≤ C(t,M)‖u‖∞.

Hence the result is proven.

The next set of results guarantee that the stopping times introduced in (4.13) and used in Definition 4.6

do not kick in too quickly. We start by proving that with high probability the stopping time �Y (s, u)

does not kick in before t . This immediately follows choosingM > 1 large enough.

Lemma 4.8 For any t > 1 there exists an M(t) > 1 such that

ℙ(�Y (s, u) < s + t) ⩽
1

2
e−t.

Proof. The statement follows by choosingM > 1 sufficiently large by Markov’s inequality, in view

of the fact that E
[
‖Y ‖2

L∞([0,t];1(Td ))

]
< ∞ as established in Lemma 6.1.

An analogous statement holds for the stopping time �X(s, u) provided that the parameters "1, � ∈

(0, 1) are chosen appropriately.

Lemma 4.9 Fix any % ∈ (0, 1∕4) and consider the stopping times defined in (4.13) (with �X depend-
ing on the parameter %). For any t,M > 1 and � ∈ (0, 1), there exists an "1(t,M, �) ∈ (0, 1) such
that for all u ∈ C(Td; (0,∞))

ℙ
(
�X(s, u) < (s + t) ∧ �(s, u) ∧ �Y (s, u)

)
⩽

1

2
e−t.

Proof. We derive an estimate for the difference betweenX and Y . As usual, we assume without loss

of generality that s = 0. By Duhamel’s formula we find that for 
 = f ′(0)

Yt = 
t + ∫
t

0

Pt−s dWs ,
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and similarly for X[u]:

Xt[u] = ∫
t

0

Pt−s
f (Ψ0,s[u])

Ψ0,s[u]
ds + ∫

t

0

Pt−s
�(Ψ0,s[u])

Ψ0,s[u]
dWs.

Therefore

Xt[u] − Yt = ∫
t

0

Pt−s

(
f (Ψ0,s[u])

Ψ0,s[u]
− 


)
ds + ∫

t

0

Pt−s

(
�(Ψ0,s[u])

Ψ0,s[u]
− 1

)
dWs. (4.28)

Now, since both f and � are 1 and f ′(0) = 
, �′(0) = 1, for any "′ ∈ (0, 1) there exists an

"1("
′) ∈ (0, 1) such that if u > 0 and ‖u‖∞ ⩽ "1, then

‖‖‖‖

 −

f (u)

u

‖‖‖‖∞
⩽ "′ and

‖‖‖‖
1 −

�(u)

u

‖‖‖‖∞
⩽ "′ .

Therefore, we can estimate the first term in (4.28) deterministically via Schauder estimates:

‖‖‖‖‖∫
t

0

Pt−s

(
f (Ψ0,s[u])

Ψ0,s[u]
− 


)
ds
‖‖‖‖‖1

≲ ∫
t

0

√
t − s"′ ds ≲

√
t "′ ⩽

�

2
,

where the last inequality follows provided that "′ ⩽ C�t
−

1

2 . As for the second term in (4.28), to

simplify the notation let us write

�s =
�(Ψ0,s∧�(0,u)[u])

Ψ0,s∧�(0,u)[u]
− 1 ,

so that ‖�s‖∞ ⩽ "′ for all s ⩾ 0. Then it suffices to prove that for an appropriate choice of "′

ℙ

(
sup
0⩽t⩽t

‖‖‖‖‖∫
t

0

Pt−s�s dWs

‖‖‖‖‖1

⩾ �∕2

)
⩽

1

2
e−t .

Now, to treat the stochastic convolution appearing in this bound, we use the classical “factorisation

method”, see for example [9]. Namely, for any � ∈ (0, 1) we can rewrite, for some constant c� > 0

∫
t

0

Pt−s�s dWs = c� ∫
t

0

(t − s)�−1Pt−s

(

∫
s

0

(s − r)−�Ps−r�r dWr

)
ds .

Since bounding the L∞ norm of the convolution is simpler, we restrict to estimating its gradient, in

order to obtain a bound in 1. In particular, for any � ∈ (0, 2�) and p ⩾ 1, and for W �,p the frac-

tional Sobolev space with regularity parameter � and integrability parameter p, we have by Schauder

estimates, for any i ∈ {1,… , d}:

‖‖‖‖‖
)xi ∫

t

0

Pt−s�s dWs

‖‖‖‖‖W �,p

≲ ∫
t

0

(t − s)
�−

�

2
−1 ‖‖‖‖

)xi ∫
s

0

(s − r)−�Ps−r�r dWr

‖‖‖‖Lp
ds .

In particular, upon taking expectations and using the BDG inequality for the last stochastic convolu-

tion integral, we can estimate

E

‖‖‖‖‖
)xi ∫

t

0

Pt−s�s dWs

‖‖‖‖‖W �,p

≲ ∫
t

0

(t − s)
�−

�

2
−1
E
‖‖‖‖
)xi ∫

s

0

(s − r)−�Ps−r�r dWr

‖‖‖‖Lp
ds
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≲ ∫
t

0

(t − s)
�−

�

2
−1

(
E
‖‖‖‖
)xi ∫

s

0

(s − r)−�Ps−r�r dWr

‖‖‖‖

p

Lp

) 1

p

ds

≲ ∫
t

0

(t − s)
�−

�

2
−1

(
E
‖‖‖‖
)xi ∫

s

0

(s − r)−�Ps−r�r dWr

‖‖‖‖

2

L2

) 1

2

ds .

Now, for the last quantity, we estimate for any x ∈ T
d , with pt(x) the periodic heat kernel:

E
||||
)xi ∫

s

0

(s − r)−�Ps−r�r dWr(x)
||||

2

= ∫
s

0 ∫(Td )2(s − r)
−2�)xips−r(x − y1))xips−r(x − y2)E[�(r, y1)�(r, y2)]�(y1, y2) dy1 dy2 dr .

Now note that if we would naively use the uniform bound ‖�‖∞ ⩽ "′ and ‖�‖∞ < ∞, we would

have to bound the heat kernels inL1, so that ‖ps−r‖L1 ⩽ (s−r)
−

1

2 and since we have two heat kernels

we would end up with a bound that is not integrable.

To circumvent this issue we use once integration by parts. In particular let us assume that the

following bound holds true:

‖)xi�(s, x)‖∞ ⩽ C(M, t, %)s
−

1

2 "′ . (4.29)

We leave the verification of this bound to the next step of the present proof. Using this estimate and

once integration by parts, we obtain that (for some multiplicative constants depend on M, t and %)

E
||||
)xi ∫

s

0

(s − r)−�Ps−r�r dWr(x)
||||

2

≲ ("′)2 ∫
s

0 ∫(Td )2(s − r)
−2�|)xips−r(x − y1)||ps−r(x − y2)|r

−
1

2 dy1 dy2 dr

≲ ("′)2 ∫
s

0

(s − r)−2�(s − r)
−

1

2 r
−

1

2 dr

≲ ("′)2s−2� ,

provided that � ∈ (0, 1∕4). We have proven that for any p ⩾ 1 and 0 < �∕2 < � < 1∕4 we can

estimate

sup
0⩽s⩽t

E

[‖‖‖‖‖
t−�)xi ∫

t

0

Pt−s�s dWs

‖‖‖‖‖W �,p

]
≲ "′ .

Through a standard Kolmogorov-type argument our previous calculations can be adapted to further

show

E

[
sup
0⩽s⩽t

‖‖‖‖‖
t−�)xi ∫

t

0

Pt−s�s dWs

‖‖‖‖‖L∞

]
≲ "′ , (4.30)

since we can choose p ⩾ 1 sufficiently large such that W �,p ⊆ L∞ by Sobolev embeddings. Now

(4.30) is sufficient to prove our result trough Markov’s inequality by choosing"′ and therefore"(t,M, �)

sufficiently small. The next step left in our proof is therefore to verify (4.29).
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Bound on the derivative of �. We find

)xi�s =

(
�′(Ψ0,s∧�(0,u)[u]) −

�(Ψ0,s∧�(0,u)[u])

Ψ0,s∧�(0,u)[u]

)
)xiΨ0,s∧�(0,u)[u]

Ψ0,s∧�(0,u)[u]
.

Now, the first term in the product is small (of order "′), while we expect the second term to be of

order one. In particular, we can write

)xiΨs

Ψs

= )xiXs +
)xiΨ

Ψ
,

where we used the definition of Ψ from (4.16). Hence from the definition of the stopping time � tot:

‖‖‖‖‖

)xiΨs

Ψs

‖‖‖‖‖∞
⩽ �s−% +M + ‖)xiΨs∕Ψs‖∞ , ∀s < � tot(0, u) .

Now to bound the last term we use once more the parametrix method. Indeed, we can represent

Ψs[u](x) = ∫
Td

ΓΨ
0,s
(x, y) u(y) dy ,

where ΓΨ is the fundamental solution appearing already in (4.20). Note that Ψ is not the flow to

a linear equation: the integral representation holds only because ΓΨ depends itself on the initial

condition u (we omit this to lighten the notation, and because the estimates we obtain on ΓΨ do not

depend on u). For clarity, we recall here the equation satisfied by ΓΨ:

()t − Δ)ΓΨ
s,t

= 2∇ΓΨ
s,t

⋅ ∇Xs,t[u] + ΓΨ
s,t
|∇Xs,t[u]|2 −

1

2
�tr
�(Ψs,t[u])

2

Ψ2
s,t[u]

ΓΨ
s,t
.

Now we will prove that for some constants C, c > 0 that depend on M, t and %, we find that for all

t < � tot(0, u):

)xiΓ
Ψ
0,t
(x, y) ⩽ Ct

− 1

2 pct(x − y) ,

ΓΨ
0,t
(x, y) ⩾ C−1pct(x − y) .

(4.31)

In this way, up to choosing a larger C(M, t, %) > 0, we have proven that

‖)xiΨs∕Ψs‖∞ ⩽ C(M, t, %)s
−

1

2 .

As a consequence, since % < 1∕2, we can overall bound

‖)xi�(s, x)‖∞ ⩽ C(M, t, %)s
−

1

2

‖‖‖‖‖
�′(Ψ0,s∧�(0,u)[u]) −

�(Ψ0,s∧�(0,u)[u])

Ψ0,s∧�(0,u)[u]

‖‖‖‖‖∞
⩽ C(M, t, %)s

−
1

2 "′ ,

where the last inequality follows provided that we choose "1("
′) sufficiently small. Hence we have

proven (4.29).
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The parametrix method for ΓΨ. In the final step of this proof, we verify (4.31). Following some-

what the arguments in the proof of Lemma 4.5, we will show that

ΓΨ
0,t
(x, y) = pt(x − y) +

∞∑

k=1

p ⋆ Ξ(k)
y (t, x) ,

where pt(x) is the periodic heat kernel, and

Ξ(1)
y (s, z) = b(s, z) ⋅ ∇zps(z − y) + d(s, z)ps(z − y) ,

Ξ(k)
y (s, z) = b(s, z) ⋅ ∇z(p ⋆ Ξ(k−1)

y )(s, z) + d(s, z)p ⋆ Ξ(k)
y (s, z) , ∀k ⩾ 2 .

where b = 2∇X and d = |∇Xs,t[u]|2−
1

2
�tr

�(Ψs,t[u])
2

Ψ2
s,t[u]

. The coefficients b, d satisfy the a-priori bounds

‖bs‖∞ ⩽ 2(�s−% +M) , ‖ds‖∞ ⩽ ‖�‖∞ +M2 + �s−%(2M + �s−%) , ∀0 ⩽ s < � tot(0, u) .

Since we are not keeping track of the parameter M, t > 1 we can simplify these bounds and find a

constant C(M, t) > 1 (from now on we will omit the dependence onM, t in the constants) such that

‖bs‖∞ ⩽ Cs−% , ‖ds‖∞ ⩽ Cs−2% , ∀0 ⩽ s < � tot(0, u) .

Now we find that for any k ⩾ 1 (with Ξ
(0)
y = �0(s)�y(z) in the case k = 1) we obtain for some C > 0

|Ξ(k)
y (s, z)| ⩽Cs−%

||||∫
s

0 ∫
Td

)zips−r(z − v)Ξ
(k−1)
y (r, v) dv dr

||||

+ Cs−2% ∫
s

0 ∫
Td

ps−r(z − v)|Ξ(k−1)
y |(r, v) dv dr .

(4.32)

Applying this estimate to k = 1 (with Ξ
(0)
y = �0(s)�y(z)) we deduce that for some C > 1

|Ξ(1)
y |(s, z) ⩽ Cs

−
1

2
−%
ps(z − y) ,

where we have used that % < 1∕2. Integrating against the heat-kernel we obtain the following bound:

|p ⋆ Ξ(1)
y |(s, z) ⩽

(
C ∫

s

0

r
−

1

2
−%

dr

)
ps(z − y) ⩽ C(1∕2 − %)s

1

2
−%
ps(z − y) ,

and similarly for the derivative (allowing the value of the constantC > 0 to change from line to line):

|)zip ⋆ Ξ(1)
y |(s, z) ⩽ C ∫

s

0

(s − r)
−

1

2 r
−

1

2
−%

drps(z − y) ⩽ Cs−%ps(z − y) .

Now we claim that we can iterate this bound for every k ⩾ 0 to find that for some C > 1 (uniformly

over k)

|Ξ(k)
y |(s, z) ⩽ Ck√

k!
sk(1∕2−%)−1 ps(z − y) . (4.33)
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This claim can be verified by induction: indeed the case k = 1 has already been checked. Assume

therefore that the bound holds true for k − 1 and let us prove it for k. Via (4.32) we can bound for

some constant C ′ > 1 whose value may change from line to line and for � = 1∕2 − %:

|Ξ(k)
y
|(s, z) ⩽ C ′

(
s−% ∫

s

0

(s − r)
−

1

2 r(k−1)�−1 dr + s−2% ∫
s

0

r(k−1)�−1 dr

)
Ck−1√
(k − 1)!

ps(z − y) .

Now the integrals in the parenthesis are estimated by

s
1

2
−%
s(k−1)�−1 ∫

1

0

(1 − r)
−

1

2 r(k−1)�−1 dr + s1−2%s(k−1)�−1 ∫
1

0

r(k−1)�−1 dr

⩽ C ′sk�−1
(
B(1∕2, (k− 1)�) +

1

(k − 1)�

)

⩽ C ′sk�−1k
−

1

2 ,

where in the last step we used the asymptotic B(1∕2, k) ≲ k
−

1

2 , cf. [20, Lemma 3.9]. Therefore the

estimate is proven, provided that C is chosen sufficiently large, with respect to C ′.

Now, from (4.33) we can deduce that for some C ′ > 1

|p ⋆ Ξ(k)
y |(s, z) ⩽ C ′ C

k

√
k!
sk(1∕2−%) ps(z − y) ,

|)zip ⋆ Ξ
(k)
t |(s, z) ⩽ C ′ C

k

√
k!
sk(1∕2−%)−1∕2 ps(z − y) . (4.34)

Since
∑
k t
k∕
√
k! ≲ et

2
, we find that (4.33) is proven (in the sense that the series is absolutely con-

vergent). As a consequence, we deduce that (4.31) is verified (the upper bound follows immediately

from (4.34), while the lower bound follows through same steps that lead to the analogous bound in

[20, Theorem 1.1]) and this completes overall the proof of the lemma.

Now we deduce from all the previous lemmata that the stopping times �i satisfy �i+1 = �i + t with

high probability. This is the content of the following corollary.

Corollary 4.10 For any t > 1 there exists an M(t) > 1, a �(t,M) ∈ (0, 1), a "1(t,M, �) and a
"(t,M, �, "1) such that the stopping times {�i}i∈N from Definition 4.6 satisfy

ℙ�i
(�i+1 < �i + t) ⩽ e−t .

Furthermore, the parametersM, �, "1 satisfy (4.19).

Proof. This is a consequence of Lemma 4.7, Lemma 4.8 and Lemma 4.9. Indeed, since �i+1 =

� tot(�i, u�i
), we find

ℙ�i
(�i+1 < �i + t) ⩽ℙ�i (�

X < � ∧ �Y ∧ (�i + t)) + ℙ�i
(�Y < � ∧ �X ∧ (�i + t))

+ ℙ�i
(� < �X ∧ �Y ∧ (�i + t))

⩽e−t ,
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by applying the three quoted lemmata with �X = �X(�i, u�i
) and similarly for �Y and � . In particular,

Lemma 4.7 is used to identify a value "(t,M, �, "1) such that ℙ�i (� < �X ∧ �Y ∧ (�i + t)) = 0.

The fact that the parameters can be chosen to satisfy (4.19) follows from the fact that we can choose

first M(t) in Lemma 4.9, and then �(t,M) in Lemma 4.9. Since we can choose � small at will,

we can choose it so small that the first bound in (4.19) is satisfied. Then for such choice of �, we

choose "1(t,M, �) ∈ (0, 1) such that Lemma 4.8 holds true and we can in addition impose that the

second bound in (4.19) is verified. Finally, we choose "(t,M, �, "1) through Lemma 4.7. The result

is proven.

As in the linear case �(u) = u treated in Proposition 4.2, we have the following uniform negative

moment bound on u. Here we recall that by the construction specified in Definition 4.6 we have that

ut ⩾ u
t
⩾

1

2
wt for all 0 ⩽ t ⩽ � tot(0, u) ≤ t.

Proposition 4.11 Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.4, there exist �, �0 > 0 and a constantC1(�0)

such that the following holds. For any t > 1 there exists a choice of M(t) > 1, �(t,M) ∈ (0, 1),
"1(t,M, �) ∈ (0, 1) and "(t,M, �, "1) < "1 such that for a constant C2(t,M, �, "1, ") > 0

E�i

[(
min
x∈Td

u(�i+1, x)

)−�]
⩽ C1(�0)e

−��t

(
min
x∈Td

u(�i, x)

)−�

+ C2(t, ", �0) ,

for all i ∈ N and � ∈ (0, �0).

Remark 4.12 At this point, the only parameter that is left free to choose is the time horizon t. To
complete the proof of Theorem 2.4, we will choose t such that C1(�0)e

−��0t < 1.

Proof. As in Proposition 4.2 we start by bounding the jump at time �i+1. The main difference is that

here we work with the nonlinear flow Ψ associated to (1.1) and use the stopping times introduced in

Definition 4.6. In any case, we have by definition

u(�i+1, x) =  u(�i+1−, x).
Therefore

(
min
x∈Td

u(�i+1, x)

)−�

⩽

(
min

x∶ u(�i+1,x)⩽"
u(�i+1, x)

)−�

+ "−�

⩽

(
min
x∈Td

u(�i+1−, x)

)−�

+ "−� ,

leading to

E�i

[(
min
x∈Td

u(�i+1, x)

)−�]
⩽ E�i

[(
min
x∈Td

u(�i+1−, x)

)−�]
+ "−� . (4.35)

Now it suffices to bound the right hand-side of (4.35). Again, as in the proof of Proposition 4.2, we

distinguish between the events

�i+1 = �i + t , and �i+1 < �i + t .

In the first case, we use the Lyapunov property for the linear flow in Theorem 3.1. Instead, the second

event has small probability by Corollary 4.10, so that it will not contribute much. In particular, we

now fix M, �, "1, " such that Corollary 4.10 holds true.
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The event �i+1 = �i+t. We observe that for any t > 1, sinceM, �, "1 satisfy (4.19), by Lemma 4.5,

we have Φ�i,�i+t
[u] ⩽ 2Ψ�i,�i+t

[u]. Therefore, we obtain

E�i

[(
min
x∈Td

u(�i+1−, x)

)−�

1{�i+1=�i+t}

]
⩽ E�i

[(
min
x∈Td

Ψ�i,�i+t
[u(�i, ⋅)](x)

)−�]

⩽ 2�E�i

[(
min
x∈Td

Φ�i,�i+t
[u(�i, ⋅)](x)

)−�]
.

Here we can use Proposition 4.4 for the linear flow Φ in order to obtain

E�i

[(
min
x∈Td

u(�i+1−, x)

)−�

1{�i+1=�i+t}

]
⩽ 2�C(�0)e

−��(
)t

(

∫
Td

u(�i, x) dx

)−�

⩽ 2�C(�0)e
−��(
)t

(
min
x∈Td

u(�i, x)

)−�

,

with 
 = f ′(0).

The event �i+1 < �i + t. Here, as in the proof of Proposition 4.2, we use Cauchy–Schwarz to

bound

E�i

[(
min
x∈Td

u(�i+1−, x)

)−�

1{�i+1<�i+t}

]

⩽ E�i

[(
min
x∈Td

u(�i+1−, x)

)−2�

1{�i+1<�i+t}

] 1

2

ℙ�i
(�i+1 < �i + t)

1

2 .

(4.36)

Now by Corollary 4.10 and in view of our choice of parameters, we have the estimate

ℙ�i
(�i+1 < �i + t) ⩽ e−2�0t , (4.37)

provided that �0 ⩽ 1∕2. Next, in order to deal with the first term in (4.36), we show that there exists

a constant C > 0 such that

E�i

[(
min
x∈Td

u(�i+1−, x)

)−2�

1{�i+1<�i+t}

] 1

2

⩽ C

(
min
x∈Td

u(�i, x)

)−�

.

For this it is sufficient to show that for any � > 0

E�i

[(
min
x∈Td

Ψ�i,�i+1
[u](x)

)−�

1{�i+1<�i+t}

]

⩽ C(�)E�i

[(
min
x∈Td

Φ�i,�i+1
[u](x)

)−�

1{�i+1<�i+t}

]
⩽ C(�) ,

for all u such that minx∈Td u(x) ⩾ 1. The first bound is a consequence of Lemma 4.5. The last bound

was shown in Proposition 4.2 and this completes the proof.

The next step is to establish an analogous statement to Proposition 4.3. This immediately follows

using that Ψs,t[u] ⩾
1

2
Φs,t[u] for all s ⩽ t ⩽ � tot(s, u) ⩽ s + t.
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Lemma 4.13 There exist constants �0, c > 0 such that for all � ∈ (0, �0) and t > 1, and for any
M > 1 and �, "1 ∈ (0, 1) satisfying (4.19), and for all i ∈ N we have

E�i

[
sup

�i⩽t<�i+1

(
min
x∈Td

u(t, x)

)−�
]
⩽ ect

(
min
x∈Td

u(�i, x)

)−�

.

Proof. Without loss of generality, let us assume that �i = 0. Then, through Lemma 4.5, we find that

min
x∈Td

Ψ0,t[u](x) ⩾
1

2
min
x∈Td

Φ0,t[u](x) .

Hence we obtain

E�i

[
sup

�i⩽t<�i+1

(
min
x∈Td

u(t, x)

)−�
]
⩽ 2�E�i

[
sup

�i⩽t<�i+1

(
Φ0,t[u](x)

)−�
]
.

Now the upper bound on the right hand-side follows analogously to Proposition 4.3 (note that 2� is

bounded uniformly over � ⩽ �0).

4.5 Discretisations of Lyapunov functionals

The following result provide an general procedure to construct Lyapunov functionals from certain

discretised counterparts.

Lemma 4.14 Let (Xt)t⩾0 be a continuous-time Markov process with values in a Polish state space
 . Assume that {�i}i∈N is a sequence of stopping times with

�0 = 0 , �i ⩽ �i+1 , lim
i→∞

�i = ∞ , ℙ − almost surely,

and define Yi = X�i
and set Ai,t = {t ∈ [�i, �i+1)}. Further, let F ∶  → [0,∞] be a functional, and

assume that the following are satisfied for some constants c̃ ∈ (0, 1) and C̃2, C̃3 > 0:

E�i
[F (Yi+1)] ⩽ c̃F (Yi) + C̃2 ,

E�i

[
sup

�i⩽s⩽�i+1

F (Xs)

]
⩽ C̃3F (Yi) .

Then

E

[√
F (Xt)

]
⩽ c

√
F (X0) + C ,

where

c = C̃3

∑

i∈N

ℙ(Ai,t)
1

2 c̃i , C = C̃2C̃3
1

1 − c̃

(
∑

i∈N

ℙ(Ai,t)
1

2

)
.

Note that in principle we allow for c, C = ∞, and in particular we do not claim that c ∈ (0, 1).
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Proof. We write Ai,t = {t ∈ [�i, �i+1)}, so that by Cauchy–Schwarz

E

[√
F (Xt)

]
=
∑

i∈N

E

[
1Ai,t

√
F (Xt)

]
⩽
∑

i∈N

ℙ(Ai,t)
1

2E

[
1Ai,tF (Xt)

] 1

2
.

Now we can estimate

E

[
1Ai,tF (Xt)

]
⩽ C̃3E

[
F (Yi)

]
⩽ C̃2C̃3

i−1∑

j=0

c̃j + C̃3c̃
iF (X0) .

Plugging this into the previous estimate we have found that

E

[√
F (Xt)

]
⩽ F

1

2 (X0)

(
C̃3

∑

i∈N

ℙ(Ai,t)
1

2 c̃i

)
+ C̃3C̃2

1

1 − c̃

(
∑

i∈N

ℙ(Ai,t)
1

2

)
,

which implies the desired result.

5 Projective dynamics and corrector estimates

In this section we study the projective process (�t)t⩾0, where �t = Φ0,t[w]∕‖Φ0,t[w]‖L1 , where Φ is

the flow in (2.2) and �0 = w∕‖w‖L1 an arbitrary initial condition. This process takes values in the

projective space

P =

{
' ∈ C(Td; (0,∞)) , such that ∫

Td

'(x) dx = 1

}
,

which is a complete metric space when endowed with Hilbert’s projective metric

dP(',  ) = log max
x∈Td

(
'(x)

 (x)

)
− log min

x∈Td

(
'(x)

 (x)

)
. (5.1)

The fact that (P, dP) is complete follows for example from the inequalities

‖ log' − log ‖∞ ⩽ dP(',  ) ⩽ 2‖ log' − log ‖∞ .

We start by observing that (�t)t⩾0 is a Markov process. This is a consequence of the linearity of

Equation 2.2. A hands-on way to see the Markov property is by observing that � is itself the solu-

tion to an SPDE (which due to a non-local term is hard to solve in general). To obtain the SPDE

representation for �t we can proceed through Itô’s formula, to obtain:

)t�t(x) = Δ�t +Q(Ẇ , �t)�t +
ut

r3t

d⟨r⟩t −
1

r2t

d⟨u(x), r⟩t

= Δ�t(x) +Q(Ẇ , �t)(x)�t(x) + �t(x)∫
Td×Td

�t(y)�t(z)�(y, z) dy dz

− �t(x)∫
Td

�t(y)�(x, y) dy .
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where Q(Ẇ , �t)(x) ∶= Ẇ (t, x) − ∫
Td
�t(y)Ẇ (t, y) dy. Denoting with

� ∗ �t(x) = ∫
Td

�t(y)�(x, y) dx ,

we can rewrite the equation above as

)t�t(x) = Δ�t(x) +Q(Ẇ , �t)(x)�t(x) −Q(� ∗ �t, �t)(x)�t(x) , (5.2)

so that the Markov property promptly follows.

Now, our aim in this section is to build on the ergodic properties of (�t)t⩾0 to construct the

corrector G appearing in (3.6). To this aim, let us write

t↦ t , t↦ ∗
t ,

for respectively the Markov semigroup associated to the process�t and its dual. Namely,t ∶ Mb(P) ↦

Mb(P) acts on measurable and bounded functionals on P and ∗
t ∶ (P) → (P) acts on positive

measures over P. Next, let  denote the generator of �t, when viewed as a Markov process on P. Be-

fore we proceed to the technical aspects of our analysis of (�t)t⩾0 as a Markov process, let us provide

a road-map of the results that we would like to obtain. Our first aim is to solve the following Poisson

equation, and study properties of its solution:

G(�) = 
 − � −
1

2 ∫
Td×Td

�(x)�(y)�(x, y) dx dy = F (�) , �∞(G) = 0 ,

where�∞ is the unique invariant law of �t on P, whose existence we will be proven in Subsection 5.1.

This equation is solvable since 
 and � are connected by (3.2), which means that �∞(F ) = 0 by

construction. Therefore, provided that we can prove a spectral gap for t, which is the content of

Subsection 5.2, we will be able to define

G(�) = ∫
∞

0

tF (�) dt ,
which is equivalent to

⟨G, �⟩ = ∫
∞

0

⟨F ,∗
t �⟩ dt = ∫

∞

0

⟨F , (∗
t � − �∞)⟩ dt . (5.3)

Then our final goal will be to provide some estimates onG. In particular, that it is uniformly bounded,

meaning that sup�∈PG(�) <∞.

To obtain these results we first study the dynamics of (�t)t⩾0 as a random dynamical system.

A version of the Krein–Rutman theorem will allow us to deduce that (�t)t⩾0 has a unique invariant

measure, and that sample paths tend to synchronise along this invariant solution. In a second section

we the analyse the spectral gap of t with respect to a cut-off Wasserstein distance in the spirit of

[16], and we show that this is sufficient to deduce all the required bounds on G: this will be the

content of Subsection 5.3.

5.1 Synchronisation for the projective process

The aim of this subsection is to review some classical results concerning the metric space (P, dP) and

its relation to Lyapunov exponents via the Krein–Rutman theorem, which we state here in the form
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of Birkhoff’s contraction principle for strictly positive maps. Here and in the following, from a linear

operatorA on C(Td; [0,∞)) such that A' = 0 ⟺ ' = 0, we construct a (nonlinear) operator Apr

on the projective space, defined by

Apr' =
'

‖'‖L1

. (5.4)

For a proof of the next result see [6, Section 6].

Theorem 5.1 (Birkhoff’s contraction principle) LetA be a bounded linear operator onC(Td; [0,∞)),
i.e. A ∈ (C(Td; [0,∞))), such that A is defined by

A(')(x) = ∫
Td

K(x, y)'(y) dy , ∀x ∈ T
d ,

with K ∈ C(Td × T
d ) and K(x, y) > 0 ∀x, y ∈ T

d . Then there exists a constant �(A) ∈ [0, 1) such
that

dP(A
pr',Apr ) ⩽ �(A) dP(',  ) .

As a corollary of this result, we obtain that the projective flow of the linear equation (2.2) admits a

unique invariant solution in P, to which all positive solutions synchronise with exponential speed.

Corollary 5.2 Under Assumption 2.1, there exists a random, adapted initial condition �∞
0

∈ P such
that the following hold:

1. (Stationarity) The projective process is stationary started in �∞
0

, namely Φpr
t �

∞
0

d
= �∞

0
.

2. (Synchronisation) There exists a deterministic � > 0 such that for any adapted initial condition
�0 ∈ P the flow Φpr�0 syncrhonises to the invariant solution:

lim sup
t→∞

1

t
log

(
dP(Φ

pr
t �

∞
0
,Φ

pr
t �0)

)
⩽ −� .

The proof of this result is an application of Theorem 5.1, and can be found for example in [21,

Theorem 4.3]. Finally, for later use, it will be convenient to also recall the following bound of theL1

distance in terms of Hilbert’s metric (see for example [6, Theorem 4.1]).

Lemma 5.3 Let �, � ∈ P. Then we can bound

‖� − �‖L1 ⩽ exp(dP(�, �)) − 1 .

Proof. We have that

∫
Td

|�(x) − �(x)| dx ⩽ max

{(
max
x∈Td

�(x)

�(x)
− 1

)
,−

(
min
x∈Td

�(x)

�(x)
− 1

)}

∫
Td

�(x) dx

⩽ max
x∈Td

�(x)

�(x)
− min
x∈Td

�(x)

�(x)
⩽ exp(dP(�, �)) − 1 .
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5.2 Contraction semigroup in Wasserstein distance

In this section we extend the pathwise convergence established in Corollary 5.2 to a spectral gap in

a suitable Wasserstein distance. As before, let t be the semigroup associated to the Markov process

�t (that is a linear operator onMb(P)) and ∗
t its dual, acting on positive finite measures(P). Now,

for a generic metric space ( , d) we write Lip(d) for the space of globally Lipschitz functions

Lip(d) =

{
'∶  → R ∶ ‖'‖Lip(d) = sup

x,y∈
|'(x) − '(y)|

d(x, y)
< ∞

}
. (5.5)

Then we can extend Hilbert’s distance to the Kantorovich–Rubinstein (or Wasserstein with p = 1)

distance on the space of measures (P) by setting

dP(�1, �2) = sup
'∈Lip1(dP)

|�1(') − �2(')| = inf
�∈(�1,�2)∫P×P dP(�1, �2)�( d�1, d�2) ,

where the last identity follows by duality and Lip1(dP) = {' ∈ Lip(dP) ∶ ‖'‖Lip(dP) ⩽ 1}. In this

setting we can readily obtain a spectral gap for ∗
t .

Lemma 5.4 There exists a � > 0 such that

dP(∗
t �1,∗

t �2) ⩽ e−�tdP(�1, �2) .

Proof. If we denote with Φ
pr
t �0 = �t the projective solution map to (2.2), as defined in (5.4), then

we can estimate:

dP(∗
t �1,∗

t �2) ⩽ ∫
P×P

E
[
dP

(
Φ

pr
t �1,Φ

pr
t �2

)
|0

]
�( d�1, d�2) ,

for any � ∈ (�1, �2). Now by Birkhoff’s contraction principle, Theorem 5.1, we have that

dP(Φ
pr
t �1,Φ

pr
t �2) ⩽ �(Φ

pr
t ) ⋅ dP(�1, �2),

with a contraction constant �(Φ
pr
t ) which is independent of the initial condition because the noise

is white in time, and such that �(Φ
pr
t ) < 1 almost surely. Since �(AB) ⩽ �(A)�(B) and since the

increments of the operator Φpr are independent we find a � > 0 such that

E[�(Φ
pr
t )] ⩽ e−�t , ∀t > 0 .

Hence we can promptly deduce the required bound.

In particular, we obtain that by Lemma 5.4 the invariant measure �∞ which exists by Corollary 5.2,

satisfies:

dP(∗
t �, �∞) ⩽ e−�tdP(�, �∞) .

While this bound is sufficient to construct the corrector G through the identity (5.3), it is not yet

enough to obtain a uniform bound on G. The reason for this is that F (the right hand-side in (5.3)) is

not globally Lipschitz with respect to the metricdP. We therefore prove a spectral gap also in a slightly

different cut-off metric, or better, a distance-like function in the terminology of [16]. Therefore, for

any R > 0 (we will fix R in the lemma below), let us define the distance

dR ∶ P × P → [0, R] , dR(⋅, ⋅) ≝ dP(⋅, ⋅) ∧ R . (5.6)

Then we can go one step further and obtain that t is a contraction also under dR. As the proof

shows, a slightly more refined argument can show that the contraction property holds for any R > 0,

but this lies beyond our needs.
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Lemma 5.5 There exists an R > 0 such that dR as defined in (5.6) satisfies for some � ′ > 0

dR(∗
t �1,∗

t �2) ⩽ e−�
′tdR(�1, �2) .

Proof. The proof follows analogously to that of Lemma 5.4. In particular, it suffices to show that for

some � ∈ (0, 1) we have dR(∗
1
��1 ,∗

1
��2) ⩽ �dR(�1, �2) for all �1, �2 ∈ P (where on the left we

have the Wasserstein distance, and on the right the cut-off distance on P).

To prove that the above bound holds, let K(x, y) be the integral kernel associated to Φ1. That is

K is the solution to (2.2) with initial conditionw(x) = �y(x), evaluated at time t = 1. Then fixR > 0

such that the event

AR =
{

min
x,y∈Td

K(x, y) > exp−(R∕16), max
x,y∈Td

K(x, y) < exp (R∕16)
}

happens with some positive probability

" = ℙ(AR) > 0 .

Note that arguing through the support theorem leads to conclude that P (AR) > 0 for all R > 0.

But to avoid unnecessary long arguments, we skip this and simply observe that the above probability

must be positive for some R > 0 since ℙ(infx,yK(x, y) > 0 , ‖K‖∞ < ∞) = 1.

Then we can bound, for any �1, �2 ∈ P and � > 0 as in Lemma 5.4:

dR(∗
1
��1 ,∗

1
��2 ) ⩽ EdR(Φ

pr

1
�1,Φ

pr

1
�2)

⩽

{
e−�dP(�1, �2) if dP(�1, �2) ⩽ R ,

E

[
dR(Φ

pr

1
�1,Φ

pr

1
�2)

]
if dP(�1, �2) ⩾ R .

Now on the event AR we have, uniformly over �1:

Φ
pr

1
�1(x) = ∫

Td
K(x, y)�1(y) dy

/
∫
Td×Td

K(x, y)�1(y) dx dy ∈
[
exp−R∕8, expR∕8

]
,

so that we can bound

dP(Φ
pr
t �1, 1)1AR ⩽

R

4
.

In particular

E

[
dR(Φ

pr

1
�1,Φ

pr

1
�2)

]
⩽ E

[
(dP(Φ

pr

1
�1, 1) + dP(Φ

pr

1
�2, 1))1AR +R1Ac

R

]

⩽ "
R

2
+ (1 − ")R = �R ,

with � =
"

2
+ (1 − ") ∈ (0, 1). We have found that

dR(∗
1
��1 ,∗

1
��2 ) ⩽ �dR(�1, �2) , � = max{�, exp(−�)} ∈ (0, 1) ,

which is sufficient to complete the proof of the lemma.
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5.3 Bounds on the corrector

Now we are ready to rigorously introduce the correctorG, formally defined through the identity (5.3)

and analyse its properties. The starting point of our analysis is the following regularity estimate on

the functional F defined in (3.5).

Lemma 5.6 Consider the functional F ∶ P → R as defined in (3.5). Then the following estimate
hold:

|F (�) − F (�)| ⩽ ‖�‖∞
{
exp(dP(�, �)) − 1

}
, ∀�, � ∈ P ,

|F (�)| ⩽ |� − 
| + 1

2
‖�‖∞ , ∀� ∈ P .

As a consequence, we obtain that for any R > 0 there exists a constant C(R) > 0 such that with dR
the distance defined in (5.6), and the Lipschitz norm as in (5.5):

‖F‖Lip(dR) ⩽ C(R) < ∞ .

Proof. The two bounds on F follow from Lemma 5.3, together with the definition of F . As for the

Lipschitz regularity of F with respect to dR, this follows, since from the first bound there exists a

constant C(R) > 0 such that

sup
�,�∈P ∶ d(�,�)⩽R

|F (�) − F (�)|
dP(�, �)

⩽ C1(R) < ∞ .

Instead, if dP(�, �) ⩾ R, we have that |F (�) − F (�)| ⩽ ‖�‖∞. We obtain the result with C(R) =

max{C1(R), ‖�‖∞}.

This result simply shows that F is bounded and Lipschitz with respect to the metric dP. From

Lemma 5.5, we know that for R > 0 sufficiently large, the semigroup t is a contraction in the

Wasserstein distance associated to dR. As a consequence, the integral in (5.3) is well defined since

for such R and � ′ > 0 as in Lemma 5.5, we find

∫
∞

0

|⟨F , (∗
t
� − �∞)⟩| dt ⩽ ‖F‖Lip(dR) ∫

∞

0

dR(∗
t
�, �∞) dt ⩽

‖F‖Lip(dR)
� ′

dR(�, �∞) . (5.7)

As a consequenceG as in (5.3) not only is well-defined, but it is also Lipschitz in the dR-metric.

Lemma 5.7 Consider the linear functional G ∈ ∗(P) given by (5.3) (the integral being defined
in view of (5.7)). Then if we define G(�) = ⟨G, ��⟩ for all � ∈ P, we find G ∈ LipdR(P;ℝ), for
R, � ′ > 0 as in Lemma 5.5 with

‖G‖LipdR (P;R) ⩽ (� ′)−1‖F‖LipdR (P;R) < ∞ .

Proof. From the definition of G we obtain that

|G(�1) − G(�2)| ⩽ ∫
∞

0

|⟨F ,∗
t ��1 − ∗

t ��2⟩| dt

⩽ ‖F‖Lip(dR) ∫
∞

0

dR(∗
t ��1 ,∗

t ��2 ) dt⩽
‖F‖Lip(dR)dR(�1, �2)

� ′
,

so that the result follows by Lemma 5.6.
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The previous result allows us to deduce thatG is bounded: this is the content of the next proposition.

Proposition 5.8 Consider G as in (5.3). Then

sup
�∈P

|G(�)| < ∞ .

Proof. Observe that from the definition of the distance dR, we have

sup
�,�∈P

|'(�) − '(�)| ⩽ R‖'‖Lip(dR) , ∀' ∈ Lip(dR) .

Then the proof follows from Lemma 5.7, if we can show that there exists a point �0 ∈ P such that

G(�0) = 0. This is the case because E�∞[G] = 0 (with �∞ the invariant law of t ↦ �t) and since G

is continuous and the domain P is connected by paths.

6 Lower bounds for stochastic flows

In this section we recall basic results concerning the well-posedness of the linear equation (2.2) and

obtain some lower bounds on the fundamental solution of the same equation.

Recall that our starting point is a linear equation of the following form (without loss of generality

we consider the flow from time zero Φt = Φ0,t, since the full flow can be studied with the same

tools):

)tΦ = ΔΦ + 
Φ+ ΦdW , Φ(0, ⋅) = w(⋅) ∈ C(Td; [0,∞))

with W satisfying Assumption 2.1 and 
 ∈ R (in the case of (2.2) we have used 
 = f ′(0), but this

is irrelevant to our current discussion). One way to construct solutions to this equation is through the

transformation

Φt = e−YtΦt , (6.1)

where following (4.14), Y is the solution to the linear equation with additive noise

dY = ΔY dt + 
 dt + dWt , Y (0, ⋅) = 0 . (6.2)

We observe that the process Y has an explicit representation in terms of the heat semigroup (Pt)t⩾0:

Yt = 
t+ ∫
t

0

Pt−s dWs ,

and furthermore, since Y is Gaussian, we can control moments of Y in the following way.

Lemma 6.1 Let Y ∶ [0,∞) × T
d → R be the solution to (6.2). Then for every T > 0 there exist

�T , CT > 0 such that

E

[
exp

(
�T sup

0⩽s⩽T

‖Ys‖21

)]
⩽ CT < ∞ .

Proof. Let us write pt(x) for the periodic heat kernel, meaning that pt(x) =
∑
z∈Zd (2�t)

−
d

2 e−|x−zj|
2∕2t

and Pt' = ∫Td pt(x − y)'(y) dy. Then we find that for any i, j ∈ {1,… , d}:

E[)xiY (t, x))yjY (t, y)] = ∫
t

0 ∫
Td

pt−s(x − z1)pt−s(y − z2))z1,i)z1,j�(z1, z2) dz1 dz2 ds
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≲ ∫
t

0

(t − s)
−

1

2 ‖�‖1 ds ≲
√
t‖�‖1 ,

where we have used once integration by parts. Since � ∈ C1(Td × T
d) we immediately deduce that

E

[
‖Y ‖2

L2([0,T ];1(Td ))

]
< ∞ .

Through a standard argument using the factorisation method (see for example [9, Theorem 1.1]), one

can similarly deduce that the bound holds uniformly in time:

E

[
‖Y ‖p

L∞([0,T ];1(Td ))

]
< ∞ ,

for any p ⩾ 1. Finally, the exponential moment bound holds by Fernique’s theorem, [24, Theorem

4.3].

Remark 6.2 To be precise, the previous theorem holds under the weaker assumption � ∈ " for an
arbitrary " ∈ (0, 1). Since we are not interested in this generalisation we work under the stronger
assumption � ∈ 1.

Next, we use (6.1) to rewrite (2.2) as an equation with random coefficients (as opposed to having a

noise that is white in time). Namely, we compute that Φ satisfies the following identities:

dΦ = −Φe−Y ((ΔY + 
) dt + dW ) + e−Y ((Δ + 
)Φ dt + ΦdW ) −
1

2
Φe−Y �tr dt

where the trace �tr(x) = �(x, x) appears from the quadratic variation terms in Itô’s formula, which

amount to
1

2

{
e−YΦd⟨Y ⟩ − 2e−Y d⟨Y ,Φ⟩

}
= −

1

2
�trΦdt .

This further simplifies to the following PDE (we drop the differential formulation, because the noise

terms have canceled):

)tΦ = ΔΦ + 2e−Y∇Y ⋅ ∇Φ− e−Y |∇Y |2Φ −
1

2
e−Y �trΦ

= ΔΦ + 2∇Y ⋅ ∇Φ + 2e−Y |∇Y |2Φ − e−Y |∇Y |2Φ −
1

2
e−Y �trΦ

= ΔΦ + 2∇Y ⋅ ∇Φ + e−Y |∇Y |2Φ −
1

2
e−Y �trΦ ,

so that overall we have obtained the PDE with random coefficients:

)tΦ = ΔΦ + 2∇Y ⋅ ∇Φ + |∇Y |2Φ −
1

2
�trΦ . (6.3)

Now, in view of Lemma 6.1, we see that Equation (6.3) and therefore also (6.1) admits, almost surely,

a path-wise solution for all times and initial conditions. Furthermore, we can analogously construct

the flow Φ in (2.2), and represent it through an integral kernel

Φs,t[w](x) = ∫
Td

Ks,t(x, y)w(y) dy . (6.4)

Now, we use the representation through (6.1) to obtain lower bounds on the kernelKs,t associated to

the flow Φs,t in (6.4).
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Lemma 6.3 For every T > 0 there exists an �(T ) > 0 such that the following holds for all � ∈

[0, �(T )] and for Φ the flow associated to (2.2) and K the kernel in (6.4) associated to the flow.
There exists a deterministic constant C(T ) > 0 such that for any stopping time � and with

cK (s, t) = min
x∈Td ∫Td Ks,t(x, y) dy ,

it holds that:

E�

[
sup

0⩽t⩽T

cK (�, � + t)
−�

]
⩽ C(T ) .

Furthermore, it holds that

E�

[(
min
x,y

K�,�+T (x, y)

)−�

+

(
max
x,y

K�,�+T (x, y)

)�]
⩽ C(T ) .

Proof. Without loss of generality, by the strong Markov property of u, let us assume � = 0. We

observe that by (6.3), the process Φ defined in (6.1) is a super-solution to

)tΦ ⩾ ΔΦ+ 2∇Y ⋅ ∇Φ−
�tr

2
Φ .

Therefore, the kernel K0,t(x, y) is lower bounded by

K0,t(x, y) ⩾ e
−‖Yt‖∞−

‖�tr‖∞
2

t
Γ0,t(x, y) ,

(6.5)

where Yt is the solution to (6.2) with initial condition Y0 = 0 and Γ is the fundamental solution

associated to

)tΓ = ΔΓ + 2∇Y ⋅ ∇Γ , Γ0,0(⋅, y) = �y(⋅) . (6.6)

Now we can lower bound the fundamental solution Γ through the quantitative heat kernel estimates

in [20, Theorem 1.1], which we conveniently recall below, in Lemma 6.4. In particular, recalling that

Φt = e−Y0,tΦt, we deduce

∫
Td

K0,t(x, y) dy ⩾ e
−‖Yt‖∞−

‖�tr‖∞
2

t ∫
Td

Γ0,t(x, y) dy (6.7)

⩾ c exp

(
−‖Yt‖∞ −

‖�tr‖∞
2

t − C t‖∇Y ‖2
L∞([0,t]×Td )

)
,

with the constants c, C > 0 as in Lemma 6.4. In view of this inequality, the claimed result is a

consequence of Lemma 6.1. Indeed, we can estimate the first norm ‖Yt‖∞ by Young’s inequality to

obtain

E

[
sup

0⩽t⩽T

c(0, t)−�
]
≲ e

‖�tr‖∞
2

T
E

[
exp

(
�(CT + 1)‖Y ‖2

L∞([0,T ];1(Td ))

)]
≲T 1

where the last bound follows from Lemma 6.1, provided that � ⩽ �T (CT + 1)−1.

The proof of the second claim follows analogously by using both the upper and the lower bound

in Lemma 6.4, together with the fact that the periodic heat kernel p(t, x) satisfies for some constant

c(t) > 0 that p(t, x) ⩾ c(t) for all x ∈ T
d .
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To conclude this section, we recall the quantitative heat kernel estimate presented in [20, Theorem

1.1]. We observe that the following statement corresponds to the case � = 0 in the cited result.

Although the authors assume in the statement � > 0, the same result and proof holds with � = 0, by

replacing the � norm with the L∞ norm.

Lemma 6.4 Let Γ be the fundamental solution to (6.6). Then there exist (deterministic) constants
c, C > 0 such that for every s ⩾ 0 and all i ∈ {1,… , d} and � ∈ {0, 1}

Γs,t(x, y) ⩾ c p(c(t − s), x − y) exp
(
−C (t − s)‖∇Ys,⋅‖2L∞([s,t]×Td )

)
,

|)�xiΓs,t(x, y)| ⩽ C (t
−
�

2 ∨ 1)p(c(t− s), x − y) exp
(
C (t − s)‖∇Ys,⋅‖2L∞([s,t]×Td )

)
,

where p is the fundamental solution to the periodic heat equation.

Next, we can obtain the following upper bound on the solution map Φ. This result will be the ele-

mentary consequence of a maximum principle.

Lemma 6.5 For any 0 ⩽ s ⩽ T and for every w ∈ C(Td; [0,∞)) we can bound

sup
s⩽t⩽T

‖Φs,t[w]‖∞ ⩽ exp
(
‖Ys,⋅‖L∞([s,T ]×Td) + (T − s)‖∇Ys,⋅‖2L∞([s,T ]×Td)

)
‖w‖∞ ,

where t↦ Ys,t is the solution to (6.2) with initial condition Ys = 0.

Proof. From the definition of Φ, we find that ‖Φs,t[w]‖∞ ⩽ e‖Ys,t‖∞‖Φs,t[w]‖∞. As for Φ, we can

use a maximum principle applied to (6.3) to obtain for any w ∈ L∞:

‖Φs,t[w]‖∞ ⩽ exp

(
(t − s) sup

s⩽r⩽t
‖∇Ys,r‖2∞

)
‖w‖∞ .

This concludes the proof.

As a consequence of this result, we can obtain upper bounds on certain exit times.

Lemma 6.6 Fix any two parameters 0 ⩽ � < � < ∞. For any stopping time �, let w be and
�-measurable initial condition in C(Td; [0,∞)) such that ‖w‖∞ ⩽ �. Then, if we define

�� (�,w) = inf{t ⩾ � ∶ ‖Φ�,t[w]‖∞ ⩾ �} ,

it holds that for any � > 0 there exists a deterministic constant C(�, �, �) > 0 (but independent of
w) such that

E�

[(
��(�,w) − �

)−�]
⩽ C(�, �, �) .

Proof. Let us write for short �� = �� (�,w) and assume that � = 0 by the strong Markov property of

Φs,tw. It suffices to control, for t ∈ (0, 1) the probability ℙ(�� ⩽ t). Here we can use Lemma 6.5 to

find

ℙ(�� < t) ⩽ ℙ

(
sup
0⩽s⩽t

‖Y0,s‖∞ + t sup
0⩽s⩽t

‖∇Y0,s‖2∞ ⩾ log (�∕�)

)
.
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Now, let us introduce the parabolic Hölder–Lipschitz space 1
par,t of functions on [0, t] × T

d via the

norm

‖'‖1
par ,t

= sup
0⩽s<r⩽t

‖'r − 's‖∞√
|r − s|

+ sup
0⩽s⩽t

‖∇'s‖∞ .

Then, the above probability can be upper bounded by

ℙ

(√
t‖Y0,⋅‖1

par ,t
+
(√

t‖Y0,⋅‖1
par ,t

)2

⩾ log (�∕�)

)
≲�,�,� t

� , (6.8)

where the last inequality follows from Markov’s inequality, for any � > 0, since E

[
‖Y0,⋅‖

2�

1
par ,1

]
< ∞:

this fact follows analogously to Lemma 6.1, by considering in addition the time-regularity of the

solution. The moment estimate is then an immediate consequence of (6.8).
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