arXiv:2307.07472v2 [math.PR] 17 Aug 2023

Spectral gap for projective processes of linear SPDEs

September 6, 2023

Martin Hairer^{1,2} and Tommaso Rosati^3

1 EPFL, Switzerland, Email: martin.hairer@epfl.ch 2 Imperial College London, UK, Email: m.hairer@imperial.ac.uk 3 University of Warwick, UK, Email: t.rosati@warwick.ac.uk

Abstract This work studies the angular component πt = ut/‖ut‖ associated to the solution u of a vector-valued linear hyperviscous SPDE on a d–dimensional torus

du^α = −ν^α(−Δ)^au^α dt + (u · dW )^α , α ∈ {1, . . . , m}

for u : T^d → R^m, a ⩾ 1 and a sufficiently smooth and non-degenerate noise W . We provide conditions for existence, as well as uniqueness and spectral gaps (if a > d/2) of invariant measures for π in the projective space. Our proof relies on the introduction of a novel Lyapunov functional for πt, based on the study of dynamics of the “energy median”: the energy level M at which projections of u onto frequencies with energies less or more than M have about equal L^2 norm. This technique is applied to obtain – in an infinite-dimensional setting without order preservation – lower bounds on top Lyapunov exponents of the equation, and their uniqueness via Furstenberg–Khasminskii formulas.

Keywords: Linear SPDEs, Lyapunov exponents, projective processes, Furstenberg–Khasminskii. MSC classification: 60H15

Contents

1 Introduction 2

2 Preliminaries and main results 5 2.1 Formula for the top Lyapunov exponent . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 2.2 The Lyapunov functional and the energy median . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8 2.3 Main results . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10

3 The skeleton Lyapunov functional and dissipation estimates 16 3.1 Dissipation estimates . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17 3.2 Construction of the skeleton median . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21

4 Proof of the main result 23 4.1 Proof of the discretised theorem . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 26 4.2 Regularity to median estimates . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 32 4.3 Exit time bounds . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 35

5 High-frequency stochastic instability 36

6 High-frequency regularity 45 6.1 Exponential moments . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 45 6.2 Higher order polynomial regularity estimates . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 56

7 Uniqueness of the invariant measure 61

8 Basic properties of the angular component 68

1 Introduction

We consider, for fixed d, m ∈ N, a parameter a ⩾ 1 and ν^α > 0 for all α ∈ {1, . . . , m}, the solution u = (u^α)^m_{α=1} : [0, ∞) × T^d → R^m (T^d being the d-dimensional torus) to the vector-valued linear stochastic PDE

du^α = −ν^α(−Δ)^au^α dt+(u· dW )^α , u^α(0, x) = u^α_0 (x) , ∀α ∈ {1, . . . , m} , (1.1)

for (t, x) ∈ [0, ∞) × T^d and u_0 ∈ L^2_⋆ = L^2 \ {0}. The noise W is chosen white in time, translation invariant and sufficiently smooth in space for classical solution theories to apply. In this setting, the multiplicative ergodic theorem guarantees that for every u_0 ∈ L^2 the Lyapunov exponent

λ(u_0) = lim_{t→∞} 1 t log ‖u_t‖ ∈ R ∪ {±∞} exists, is deterministic, and under mild assumptions on the noise satisfies λ(u_0) < ∞. The converse bound, namely λ(u_0) > −∞, is however unknown in general. The aim of the present work is to prove that under relatively weak non-degeneracy conditions there exists a uniform lower bound on λ(u_0) over all initial conditions u_0:

inf_{u0 ∈L2⋆} λ(u_0) > −∞ . (1.2)

In addition, under stronger assumptions we show that the Lyapunov exponent does not depend at all on the initial condition: λ(u_0) = λ(v_0), for all u_0, v_0 ∈ L^2_⋆. In this case we prove Furstenberg–Khasminskii type formulas for the exponent.

Both results build on the study of the angular component π_t = u_t/‖u_t‖ of the solution to (1.1), which is at the heart of the present work. While in finite dimensions the link between properties of the Lyapunov exponent and ergodic properties of the process π_t has been extensively used (see for example the monograph [Has80]), in infinite dimensions such an approach has remained mostly inaccessible. The main difficulty is that the process π_t no longer takes values in a compact state space, so the proof of existence of invariant measures requires special care. To the best of our knowledge, the only infinite-dimensional case that has been treated to some extent is the order-preserving one [AC98, Chu02], namely when the dynamic of the linear equation preserves both cones of positive and negative functions. The most prominent example in this setting is (1.1) with a = 1 and m = 1, which is linked via the Cole– Hopf transform to both the KPZ and Burgers’ equation. Here, under the assumption π_0 ⩾ 0, geometric ergodicity of π_t – in fact, even a pathwise contraction and a one force one solution principle – can be established, building on suitable generalizations of the Krein–Rutman theorem, see for example the seminal work by Sinai [Sin91] and many later works and the references therein [Bor16, DGR21, Ros22]. Yet, even in the case a = 1 and m = 1, no proof of (1.2), which allows for arbitrary initial data, seems to be available, although a simpler proof than ours appears very plausible. Indeed for sufficiently non-degenerate noise one would expect the dynamic of u to eventually be trapped in either the cone of positive or that of negative functions, even if the initial condition has no definite sign, which then reduces to the known case.

Therefore, although in the regime a > 1 the local solution theory of (1.1) is simplified by the additional smoothing,this is an interesting regime from our perspective since no order preservation property is satisfied and our study of π_t cannot rely on previous methods. Even more interesting is the case a = 1 but m ⩾ 2 which is relevant in the study of fluid dynamics. The difficulty we are faced with is not just technical: it is easy to see that our results simply do not hold in the deterministic case W = 0, since the Laplacian does not have a bounded spectrum, contradicting (1.2). Indeed, a sufficiently non-degenerate noise is required, in opposition to the mentioned order preserving case, with positive or negative initial data, where the noise is not necessary and if W = 0 the result reduces to the Krein–Rutman theorem.

The linchpin on which our argument hinges is a novel Lyapunov functional for the process π_t, which can be obtained under rather mild regularity and non-degeneracy assumptions on the noise W . Its definition is based on the analysis of the dynamics of energy levels of the angular process π_t. The main issue that has to be overcome is that in the deterministic dynamic (W = 0) every eigenfunction of the Laplacian is a fixed point for the deterministic angular dynamic, so that π_t can get stuck in high-frequency states and, for large times, converges to the eigenfunction associated to its smallest non-zero Fourier mode. On the other hand, every eigenfunction but the one associated to the top eigenvalue is a saddle point, the unstable directions being given by all eigenfunctions with strictly smaller wave number. One therefore expects that, provided the noise is sufficiently non-degenerate, the process is unlikely to get trapped by these critical points and bounds such as (1.2) become more plausible.

Our approach to making this heuristic rigorous is to measure the high-frequency state in which the process π_t finds itself through the “energy median” M(π_t), a level at which roughly half of its L^2 energy lies in frequencies both above and below M(π_t). We use the energy median to distinguish between large scales, where we have to deal with dynamical phenomena such as the one just explained, and small scales, where we expect to be able to exploit the strong dissipativity of the equation.

Eventually, the construction of the Lyapunov functional builds on small scale (or high-frequency) hyperviscous regularity estimates, together with a drift towards low frequencies for the energy median. The proof of the latter result requires to distinguish two cases. On the one hand a diluted case, in which the energy is spread out, also in frequencies distant from the level M(π_t): here the negative drift is simply a consequence of dissipation. On the other hand a concentrated case, in which most of the energy is to be found around frequency M(π_t): this is where the deterministic analysis alone cannot be sufficient and we solve a control problem to prove that a non-degenerate noise rapidly pushes the system out of high-frequency concentrated states.

Having constructed the Lyapunov functional, the proof of the uniform lower bound on the Lyapunov exponent follows by a bootstrap argument which delivers sufficiently good regularity estimates for π. Furthermore, uniqueness of the invariant measures follows from Harris’ theorem, when viewing π as a projective process, that is identifying π and −π. Here the proof requires some regularity for the law of π_t near the constant eigenfunction π ≡ 1/ √ m (the constant is chosen to have unit L^2 norm), which imposes among others the much stronger requirement a > d/2 to make use of the Bismut– Elworthy–Li formula: see Remark 2.12 for a further discussion of this point.

To conclude this introduction, let us discuss the relevance of our results. The study of ergodicity for projective processes is fundamental to obtain a precise control on top Lyapunov exponents of SPDEs, from properties such as finiteness, uniqueness,

Furstenberg–Khasminskii formulas and continuous dependence on the parameters of the equation [Ros21], to central limit theorems for the sample Lyapunov exponent [DGK21], to precise estimates on the stability or instability of nonlinear equations. Especially the study of nonlinear SPDEs close to an invariant manifold still presents many open challenges. In the order preserving case, a recent work [KKMS20] considers the stability or instability of a nonlinear equation similar to (1.1) with a = 1 close to the fixed point u ≡ 0. The authors show that if the noise is either very weak or very strong, then the equation is locally unstable (respectively stable). Beyond the order preserving case, very little is known, see for example [BB21] for quartic (a = 2) equations in a small noise regime, where the argument of the authors relies on a transformation that reduces the problem to the study of an order preserving system. Similarly relevant is the recent work [GT22] (related to a classical result [CF98] for finite-dimensional systems): here the particular structure of the Allen–Cahn equation can be used to prove the negativity of the Lyapunov exponent, although so far there is not proof of a lower bound to the exponent.

In the finite dimensional case, much more precise tools are available. Building on spectral gaps for projective processes one can implicitly construct Lyapunov functionals for nonlinear problems close to unstable invariant manifolds [Hai09]: this allows to establish and quantify the stability or instability of an invariant manifolds in terms of the sign of the top Lyapunov exponent, as should be expected. If extended to infinite dimensions, these tools can in principle be used to address open problems, such as the non-uniqueness of invariant measures for the Navier–Stokes equations under degenerate forcing, as opposed to uniqueness when the noise satisfies minimal non-degeneracy conditions [HM06], see for example [CZH21] for a result with the same underlying motivation, but in the case of a 3D Lorenz system.

A series of nice results which are related in both motivation and flavour to this article was recently obtained by Bedrossian, Blumenthal, and Punshon-Smith. They obtained two types of results for the stochastically forced Navier–Stokes equations. On one hand, they study in [BBPS22c, BBPS22b, BBPS22a] the behaviour of passive tracers advected by the corresponding random velocity field. They show that as long as the forcing is sufficiently non-degenerate for the strong Feller property to hold, these exhibit “Lagrangian chaos”, namely tracers started nearby separate exponentially fast. On the other hand, they show in [BPS21] that its finite-dimensional Galerkin truncations exhibit “Eulerian chaos”, namely that the top Lyapunov exponent for the linearised (with respect to initial data) equation is strictly positive at high enough Reynolds number. Extending the latter result to infinite dimensions presents many fundamental challenges. Even establishing the continuity of the Lyapunov exponent with respect to the size of the finite-dimensional approximation, or a lower bound in the spirit of (1.2) remain open problems. Once more, this is not out of purely technical reasons since in the deterministic Navier–Stokes system, results concerning enhanced dissipation show that arbitrarily large exponential, or even super-exponential decay is possible [BMV16, BCZ17].

In conclusion, this article introduces a new approach to study Lyapunov exponents and projective processes for SPDEs beyond the order preserving case. The long-term goal of these methods is to tackle some of the problems described above.

Acknowledgments This article was written in vast majority while TR was employed at Imperial College, London. Support from the Royal Society through MH’s research professorship, grant

RP\R1\191065, is gratefully acknowledged. TR is very grateful to Alex Blumenthal and Sam Punshon-Smith for many inspiring discussions.

Notations We write N = {0, 1, 2, 3 . . .}, N^+ = N\{0}, and T^d = R^d/Z^d for the d-dimensional Torus. We denote by ‖ · ‖ the L^2(T^d; C^n) norm ‖φ‖^2 = ∫ T^d |φ| 2(x) dx, when n is clear from context and we write L^2_⋆(T^d; C^n) = L^2(T^d; C^n) \ {0}. For x ∈ C^n we write |x| for its Euclidean norm. We also write for φ, ψ ∈ L^2(T^d; C^n): ⟨φ, ψ⟩ = n∑ α=1 ∫ T^d φ^α(x)ψ^α(x) dx . We will control high frequency regularity, for L ∈ N and γ ⩾ 0, via the (semi-)norms

‖φ‖^2_Hγ_{(T} d_{;R}n_) = n∑ α=1 ∑ k∈Z^d (1 + |k|)^2|φ̂^α(k)|^2 ,

‖φ‖^2_Hγ_L = n∑ α=1 ∑ |k|>L_α (1 + |k| − L_α)^{2γ} |φ̂^α(k)|^2 , L_α = (ν^α)^{− 12a} L ,

where (ν^α)_α are viscosity coefficients. Further, to simplify the notation we write ‖φ‖_H^γ_L = ‖φ‖_{γ,L} , ‖φ‖_H 1_{2L} = ‖φ‖_L . For any set X and functions f, g : X → R we write f ≲ g if there exists a constant c > 0 such that f(x) ⩽ cg(x) for all x ∈ X . The (lack of) dependence of c on additional parameters will hopefully either be clear from context or explicitly specified. For a complex number z ∈ C, we write Re(z), Im(z), for its real and imaginary parts. We write ζ_k for the eigenvalue of (−Δ)^a associated to mode k ∈ Z^d, and Δ_M for the one-dimensional gaps:

ζ_k = |k|^{2a} , Δ_L = ζ_{L+1} − ζ_L , ∀k ∈ Z^d , L ∈ N .

Throughout the article we will consider the solution (u_t)_{t⩾0} to a stochastic PDE on a probability space (Ω, F, P) and we write (F_t)_{t⩾0} for the right-continuous filtration generated by the Wiener process driving u. We use the following notation for conditional expectations, given any stopping time t_0

E_{t0} [φ] = E[φ|F_{t0} ] , P_{t0} (A) = P(A|F_{t0} ) .

2 Preliminaries and main results

We start with some general considerations, which hold for a wide class of matrixvalued noises dW . First, for any (t, x) ∈ [0, ∞) × T^d we write in coordinates W_t(x) = (W^α_{β,t}(x))^m_{α,β=1} ∈ (R^m)^{⊗2}. Hence in (1.1) we find the matrix multiplication

(u · dW_t)^α = ∑ β u^β dW^α_{β,t} . (2.1)

Now, for the sake of this introductory section, let us consider a generic spatially homogeneous noise W . By this, we mean that d⟨W^α_β (x), W^{α′}_β′ (y)⟩_t = Λ^{α,α′}_{β,β}′ (x − y) dt , ∀x, y ∈ T^d , for a tensor-valued function Λ: R → (R^m)^{⊗4}. In Fourier coordinates, such a noise can be written as dW^α_{β,t} = ∑ k∈Z^d e_k dB^{α,β}_{k,t} , with e_k(x) = exp (ιk · x) for x ∈ T^d and with {B^{α,β}_{k,t} : k ∈ Z^d , α, β ∈ {1, . . . , m} , t ⩾ 0} a collection of rescaled complex Brownian motions with quadratic covariation of the form d⟨B^{α,β}_k , B^{α′ ,β′}_k′ ⟩_t = Γ^{α,α′}_{β,β}′_{,k}δ_{k,−k}′ dt , B^{α,β}_{−k,t} = B^{α,β}_{k,t} , (2.2) such that Λ^{α,α′}_{β,β}′ (x) = ∑ k∈Z Γ^{α,α′}_{β,β}′_{,k}e_k(x) . (2.3) For the time being, we will refrain from stating more precise assumptions on the noise coefficients Γ appearing above: the assumptions will be provided in the upcoming section. Instead we proceed with some heuristic arguments, assuming that the noise is sufficiently smooth for (1.1) to be well posed. Throughout this work we will decompose the solution as u_t = r_tπ_t, with

r_t = ‖u_t‖ , π_t = u_t ‖u_t‖ . (2.4)

We will refer to the first as the radial and to the second as the angular component of the solution u_t.

The natural state space for the angular component is the infinite-dimensional sphere

S = {φ ∈ L^2(T^d; R^m) : ‖φ‖_L2_{(T} d_{;R}m_) = 1} ,

but on this space the process may in principle have multiple invariant measures. For example, in the case a = 1, one has at least two invariant measures since the equation preserves the cones of positive and negative functions. If a ⩾ 1 and the noise is sufficiently non-degenerate, then it follows from our results that there are at most two invariant measures, since any invariant measure must contain either e_0 or −e_0 in its support and the angular component is strong Feller at these points, see the proof of Theorem 2.13. In general, we cannot expect less than two invariant measures, since in the case a = 1, m = 1, the angular component π_t preserves the cones of positive and negative functions. On the other hand, if a > 1, since the cones of positive and negative functions are no longer preserved, one might expect exactly one invariant measure for the process π_t, but this falls beyond the scope of this work.

Motivated by the case a = 1, m = 1, the natural space to check for uniqueness of the invariant measure is therefore the infinite dimensional projective space P, which can be viewed as the Hilbert manifold obtained by quotienting the sphere with the antipodal map. We define

Ap: S → S , Ap(φ) = −φ , P = S/Ap ,

and we denote by [φ] ∈ P the equivalence class of φ ∈ S in the projective space:

[ · ] : S → P , [φ] = [−φ] .

We observe that due to the linearity of (1.1), the process ([π_t])_{t⩾0} is a Markov process on P which we call the projective process associated to u. Before we move on to state our main results, let us perform some formal calculations for r_t and π_t, which establish the link between them and the Lyapunov exponent λ(u_0).

2.1 Formula for the top Lyapunov exponent Control over the projective process opens the road to a detailed analysis of Lyapunov exponents. In this section we cover but one aspect in which control over the projective dynamic is helpful, by formally establishing Furstenberg–Khasminskii type formulas for the Lyapunov exponent. We start by observing that we can formally write an SPDE for π_t. For this purpose it is useful to rewrite the equation for u_t in Stratonovich form: du = Lu dt − 1 2 u · Tr(Λ) + u · ∘ dW_t , (2.5)

where we have defined

(Lu)^α = −ν^α(−Δ)^au^α , Tr(Λ) ∈ (R^m)^{⊗2} , Tr(Λ)^α_β = m∑ γ=1 Λ^{γ,α}_{β,γ} (0) ,

and u · Tr(Λ) = ∑ β u^β Tr(Λ)^α_β . Regarding the radial process, setting Q_L(u, u) = ⟨ u, Lu − 1 2 u · Tr(Λ) ⟩ , a simple application of the chain rule yields dr = rQ_L(π, π) dt + r⟨π, π · ∘ dW ⟩ . (2.6) This in turn leads to an expression for the projective dynamic:

dπ = ( Lπ − 1 2 π · Tr(Λ) − Q_L(π, π)π ) dt + π · ∘ dW − ⟨π, π · ∘ dW ⟩π . (2.7) We observe that if m = 1, then the equation for π does not depend on Λ (other than through the noise), as should be expected since Tr(Λ) is scalar in this case.

These calculations allow us to derive a heuristic formula for the top Lyapunov exponent. If we write the equation for log(r_t) in Itô form d log(r) = Q_L(π, π) dt + ⟨π, π · ∘ dW ⟩ = ⟨π, Lπ⟩ + 1 2 C(π, Λ) dt + ⟨π, π · dW ⟩ , (2.8) where the Itô–Stratonovich corrector can be obtained via (2.7) and is given by C(π, Λ) = ⟨π, π · Tr^u(Λ)⟩ − 2⟨π^{⊗2}, Λπ^{⊗2}⟩ . Here we have defined

Tr^u(Λ)^α_β = m∑ γ=1 Λ^{γ,γ}_{α,β}(0) , ⟨π^{⊗2}, Λπ^{⊗2}⟩ = ∑ α,β,γ,η ∫ (T^d )^2

π^α(x)π^γ (x)Λ^{α,β}_{γ,η} (x − y)π^β (y)π^η(y) dx dy . (2.9)

For the sake of clarity, let us observe that if m = 1 and if the noise is space-independent, that is Λ(x) ≡ Λ(0), then the corrector reduces to C(π, Λ) = −Λ^2 ∈ (−∞, 0). In other words, the corrector we obtain is an infinite-dimensional and vector-valued generalisation of the corrector between Itô and Stratonovich versions of geometric Brownian motion, the first one with Lyapunov exponent −1/2, the second one with Lyapunov exponent zero.

Indeed, we see that in the limit t → ∞, if we consider^1_t log r_t, the martingale term disappears, being roughly of order √ t. Assuming that [π_t] is uniquely ergodic, and since the drift above is quadratic in π and therefore depends only on the projective class of π, this calculation suggests the identity

λ = E_∞ [ ⟨π, Lπ⟩ + 1 2 C(π, Λ) ] ∈ R ∪ {−∞} , (2.10) where E_∞ stands for expectation under the stationary law of [π_t]. One of the aims of this article is to rigorously derive (2.10), by obtaining suitable conditions for the existence of a unique invariant measure for the projective process. Another aim is to prove that λ > −∞ by obtaining suitable regularity estimates.

2.2 The Lyapunov functional and the energy median The fundamental tool to achieve our objective is to introduce a Lyapunov functional for the projective process. Its construction rests on a large- and small- scale separation, which is achieved by separating frequencies according to whether they lie above or below the energy median, which we will shortly define. In the vector-valued setting, if the viscosity coefficients ν^α are not identical, we must adjust low or high frequency projections so as to match the dissipation rate. Namely, for given L > 0 we project on modes that dissipate at, above, or below level ζ_L = −L^{2a}. Since at frequency k and in the entry α the dissipation rate is given by ν^α|k|^{2a}, the threshold for the projection for the α-th entry will be |k| = L (ν^α)^12a def= L_α .

In other words, rather than projecting on frequencies less than a given frequency level, we project on eigenspaces with eigenvalues less than a fixed threshold.

Definition 2.1 For every L ∈ N and φ ∈ L^2(T^d; R^m) we define respectively the lowand high-frequency projections, written in components for α ∈ {1, . . . , m}

Π^<_L φ^α = ∑ |k|⩽L_α ⟨φ^α, e_k⟩e_k , Π^>_L φ^α = ∑ |k|>(L+1)_α ⟨φ^α, e_k⟩e_k ,

as well as the central frequency projection

Π∘_Lφ^α = ∑ L_α<|k|⩽(L+1)_α ⟨φ^α, e_k⟩e_k .

In addition we consider

Π^⩽_L = Π^<_L + Π∘_L = Π^<_{L+1} , Π^⩾_L = Π∘_L + Π^>_L = Π^>_{L−1} .

Finally, we define the energy median M : L^2(T^d; R^m) → N by M(u) = inf{M ∈ N , M ⩾ 1 : ‖Π^⩾_M u‖ ⩽ ‖Π^<_M u‖} . Remark 2.2 In one dimension, there is no eigenvalue in the interval (L, L + 1). In this case, at least if all ν^α are identical, some of the upcoming technical steps do simplify significantly, while in higher dimensions we must treat separately modes in between two separated shells (in the picture below, for d = 2 and L = 5, the modes that fall in the gray area). When we consider separated shells we can make use of gaps between eigenvalues of L, which is of great advantage. This motivates the distinction (superfluous in one dimension) in Section 3.1 between w^> and w^⩾ .

The second ingredient in the construction of the Lyapunov functional is a control on high frequency regularity. For this reason we introduce for L ∈ N the shifted Sobolev spaces H^γ_L (these are Banach spaces only if considered as subsets of the functions φ ∈ L^2 such that Π^>_L φ = φ) defined by the seminorm

‖φ‖^2_Hγ_L = m∑ α=1 ∑ |k|>L_α+1 (1 + |k| − L_α)^{2γ} |φ̂^α(k)|^2 , (2.11)

and to simplify the notation we write ‖φ‖_{γ,L} = ‖φ‖_H^γ_L , ‖φ‖_L = ‖φ‖ 1_{2 ,L} . Remark 2.3 The choice of the regularity parameter equal to 1/2 simplifies certain computations since it is “linear” in L:

‖φ‖^21_{2 ,L} = ‖Π^>_L φ‖^2_H 1_2 − m∑ α=1 L_α‖Π^>_L φ^α‖^2 .

In particular, in this setting we observe that we can bound for any k_0 ∈ N

‖π_t‖^2_H 1_2 ⩽ 2ν^{− 12a}_{min} (M(π_t) + k_0) + 1 + ‖π_t‖^2_{M(πt )+k0} ,

with ν_{min} = min_α ν^α.

Now, a natural first candidate for a Lyapunov functional to t → π_t could be the map

S ∋ π → exp (‖π‖^2_Hγ ) , (2.12)

for some γ > 0. This is a reasonable choice for a Lyapunov functional, but our analysis is not sufficient to prove that it does indeed satisfy the Lyapunov property. As we will see, a crucial point of our argument is to control the evolution of level sets of the energy of π_t, such as the energy median, which we will use as thresholds to distinguish between large and small scales. Therefore we will replace our first guess for the Lyapunov functional by

G: S → [0, ∞] , G(π) = exp ( κ_0M(π) + ‖π‖^2_{M(π)+k0} ) , (2.13)

for two parameters κ_0 > 0, k_0 ∈ N to be fixed later on. For fixed κ_0, k_0, there exists constants c_1(κ_0, k_0) < c_2(κ_0, k_0) such that for every π ∈ S:

c_1‖π‖^2_{H1/2} ⩽ κ_0M(π) + ‖π‖^2_{M(π)+k0} ⩽ c_2‖π‖^2_{H1/2} .

In particular, if we could prove a super-Lyapunov property for the functional G, namely that

E[G(π_t)] ⩽ c exp ( ce^{−λt}κ_0M(π_0) + ce^{−λt}‖π_0‖^2_{M(π0)+k0} ) , for some c, λ > 0, then we would be able to deduce that also the map in (2.12) satisfies the Lyapunov property. Unfortunately, proving such super-Lyapunov property lies beyond our capacities and we restrict to proving the Lyapunov property only. The main issue lies in the analysis of the median process M(π_t): for the high-frequency regularity ‖π_t‖_{M(πt )+k0} , which behaves very much in analogy to the Sobolev norm of a typical parabolic SPDE, we can prove a bound very crudely of the type E[exp ( ‖π_t‖^2_{M(πt )+k0} ) ] ⩽ c exp ( ce^{−λk0t}‖π_0‖^2_{M(π0 )+k0} ) . For the median however we can only prove a bound along the lines of E[exp(κ_0M(π_t))] ⩽ c(e^{−λκ0t} exp(κ_0M(π_0)) + 1). Namely, we show that M is upper bounded, at least for large values, by a diffusion with a constant drift towards low frequencies. It is this upper bound – which we believe to be sub-optimal but whose improvement would require a much deeper analysis of energy level dynamics – which leads to the restriction mentioned above. This discussion also explains the presence of the parameters κ_0, k_0, which are used to increase to our convenience the contraction constants e^{−λκ0t} and e^{−λk0 t}. Before we move on, let us remark that sometimes we will call G the full Lyapunov functional, in opposition to a skeleton functional F which we construct in Section 3 and which is at the heart of our technical analysis. Now we are ready to state the main achievements of this paper.

2.3 Main results Our main results neatly divide in two distinct theorems, with respectively weaker and stronger non-degeneracy assumptions on the noise: one concerning the existence of invariant measures and lower bounds for the Lyapunov exponent(s), and one regarding the uniqueness of invariant measures and Furstenberg–Khasminskii formulas for the Lyapunov exponent. We start with the first result.

2.3.1 Existence of invariant measures

Our proof of existence of invariant measures amounts to proving that G in (2.13) is a Lyapunov functional for π_t. This is not true for any noise, but requires a certain non-degeneracy. The sufficient property we identify for the desired Lyapunov property to hold guarantees that the noise counteracts concentration in high-frequency states: if a substantial amount of the energy of π_t finds itself in a frequency shell at level M, so that say ‖(Π∘_{M−2} + Π∘_{M−1})π_t‖ ⩾ β_0 for some β_0 > 0 with no control on how much energy lies in lower frequencies, then the noise must nevertheless shift some energy to lower frequencies arbitrarily quickly, provided that M is sufficiently large. The fact that we consider two shells (M − 2 and M − 1) is out of purely technical reasons, for later convenience. In this case, we say that W induces high-frequency stochastic instability.

Definition 2.4 The noise W appearing in (1.1) is said to induce high-frequency stochastic instability if for every t > 0 and ε ∈ (0, 1) there exists a K(t, ε) ∈ N such that for all M ⩾ K and all u_0 ∈ L^2_⋆, if

‖Π^⩾_M u_0‖ ⩽ 2‖Π^<_M u_0‖ , ‖(Π∘_{M−1} + Π∘_{M−2})u_0‖ ⩾ 1 4 ‖Π^<_{M−2}u_0‖ , (2.14)

then P ( ‖(Π∘_{M−1} + Π∘_{M−2})u_t‖ < 1 4 ‖Π^<_{M−2}u_t‖ for some t ∈ [0, t] ) ⩾ 1 − ε . The exact value of the constants 2 and 1/4 is irrelevant but chosen in harmony with later thresholds. The assumption (2.14) on the initial data is stating that M is related to the energy median of u_0 (it bounds another energy level set) and that the energy of π_0 = u_0/‖u_0‖ is concentrating in a shell of level M. The claim is then that the noise shifts energy to lower frequencies – no matter how small ‖Π^<_{M−2}u_0‖ might be. It is easy to see that if there is no noise (W = 0) the condition is not satisfied, which is why this is a non-degeneracy assumption on the noise. Our main result can then be formulated in terms of this stochastic instability. Here we make use of the Fourier coefficients appearing in (2.2).

Theorem 2.5 Assume that a ⩾ 1, ν^α > 0 for all α ∈ {1, . . . , m}, that the noise W appearing in (1.1) induces a high-frequency stochastic instability, and that the noise coefficients Γ in (2.2) satisfy for every α, α^′, β, β^′ ∈ {1, . . . , m} ∃γ_0 > d 2 +1 , C > 0 such that |Γ^{α,α′}_{β,β}′_{,k}| ⩽ C(1+|k|)^{−2γ0} , ∀k ∈ Z^d . (2.15)

Then the following hold

1. For every u_0 ∈ L^2_⋆(T^d; R^m), almost surely the solution u_t to (1.1) satisfies u_t ≠ 0 for all t ⩾ 0. The angular component π_t = u_t/‖u_t‖ is hence defined for any π_0 ∈ S, almost surely, for all t ⩾ 0, and it is a Markov process.

2. For any c ∈ (0, 1) there exist κ_0, k_0, J, t_⋆ > 0 such that for G as in (2.13) and all π_0 ∈ S E_t [G(π_{t+t⋆} )] ⩽ c · G(π_t) + J .

Before we move on, let us comment on the assumptions of this theorem.

Remark 2.6 The assumption a ⩾ 1 is slightly unnatural: the natural threshold for our analysis would be a = 1/2, since it is at this point that gaps Δ_L of the (1D) Laplacian are no longer increasing in L. In our analysis, the restriction a ⩾ 1 appears in the proof of Proposition 6.6 when treating systems with different viscosity coefficients (ν^α)^m_{α=1} (if all ν^α were identical, we would be able to treat all a > 1/2).

The requirement γ_0 > d/2 + 1 appearing in (2.15) is instead a mild and mostly technical regularity assumption. It is needed for example to obtain the energy estimates in Proposition 6.1.

The proof of the Lyapunov property is the content of Section 4, the existence and Markov property of the angular component is the content of Section 8, see Lemma 8.2. We observe that (see Remark 2.3) for some constants c_1, c_2 > 0 the functional G satisfies

G(π) ⩾ c_1 exp (c_2‖π‖^2_{H1/2} ) ,

which suffices to see that the next result implies tightness of the process π_t in S.

Of course, the notion of high-frequency stochastic instability is not very practical, so it is desirable to have some easy-to-check conditions implying it. As it turns out, there is a bonanza of fairly mild non-degeneracy conditions that can be imposed on the noise coefficients Γ to enforce this stochastic instability. One possible condition which is very weak yet easy to state is the following.

Assumption 2.7 Assume that the noise coefficients Γ^{α,α′}_{β,β}′_{,k} satisfy (2.15) and are diagonal: Γ^{α,α′}_{β,β}′_{,k} = Γ^α_{β,k}δ_{α,α}′ δ_{β,β}′ , for some {Γ^α_{β,k}}_{α,β,k} ⊆ [0, ∞) (with a slight abuse of the letter Γ). Further, assume that for every β ∈ {1, . . . , m} there exists an α(β) ∈ {1, . . . , m} such that the viscosity coefficients satisfy ν^β ⩾ ν^α and the noise coefficients satisfy that there exists a finite set A and a K_0 ∈ N such that

A ⊆ supp(Γ^α_β ) = {k : Γ^α_{β,k} > 0} ,

and for which 1_A ∗ 1_{B(M)} ⩾ 1_{B(M+b)} , ∀M ⩾ K_0 , (2.16)

where B(M) = {k ∈ Z^d : |k| ⩽ M} and b = 3ν^{−1/2a}_{min} .

Here, in the large scale non-degeneracy assumption we have written 1_A for the characteristic function of a subset A ⊆ Z^d and we used the discrete convolution (f ∗ g)(k) = ∑ l∈Z^d f(k − l)g(l). Before we proceed, let us conclude with some remarks on the

setting above.

Remark 2.8 We observe that there are many possible choices for the coefficients Γ^α_{β,k} for which (2.16) is satisfied.

1. For example, by Lemma 5.2, if ν^α and Γ^α_{β,k} are such that for any β ∈ {1, . . . , m} there exists an α(β) with ν^β ⩾ ν^α and Γ^α_{β,k} > 0 , ∀k ∈ Z^d : |k| ⩽ η(d, ν) , where η(d, ν) is an arbitrary constant such that η(d, ν) > 3ν^{−1/2a}_{min} √ d is satisfied, then (2.16) is satisfied.

2. The condition 1_A ∗1_{B(M)} ⩾ 1_{B(M+b)} could be relaxed to 1_A ∗1_{B(M)} ⩾ 1_{B(M+ε)}, for arbitrary ε > 0 by considering shells of smaller width throughout the work: we work with shells of width one only to lighten the burden of notation. For the very same reason, we also expect that the factor 3ν^{−1/2a}_{min} √ d appearing in the previous point can be replaced by 1 in any dimension.

As already anticipated, this is sufficient to deduce high-frequency stochastic instability for the noise W .

Proposition 2.9 Under Assumption 2.7 the noise W induces high-frequency stochastic instability, in the sense of Definition 2.4.

The proof of this proposition can be found in Section 5. One can observe that at least heuristically, in view of (2.10) the functional G alone is not sufficient to obtain the bound λ(u_0) > −∞, as this result requires an a priori estimate on E[‖π_t‖^2_Ha ] (as opposed to the H^{1/2} bound provided by G), which we obtain separately by a bootstrap argument.

Corollary 2.10 Under the same assumptions as in Theorem 2.5, there exist s_⋆ and C > 0 such that uniformly over all π_0 ∈ S

sup_{t⩾s⋆} E [ ‖π_t‖^2_Ha ] < CG(π_0) ,

Hence, in particular inf_{u0 ∈L}2_⋆ λ(u_0) > −∞.

Proof. The uniform estimate on the H^a norm follows from Proposition 6.6. As for the last claim, let us prove a uniform lower bound over u_0 ∈ H^{1/2} \ {0}, which is sufficient since for every u_0 ∈ L^2_⋆ we have that u_t ∈ H^{1/2} for any t > 0. By (2.8) we find that P-almost surely

λ(u_0) = lim_{t→∞} 1 t ( ∫_t s_⋆ ⟨π_s, Lπ_s⟩ + 1 2 C(π_s, Λ) ds + ∫_t s_⋆ ⟨π_s, π_s · dW_s⟩ ) . We observe that the quadratic variation of the last term is given by ∫_t s_⋆ ⟨π^{⊗2}_s , Λπ^{⊗2}_s ⟩ ds , as defined in (2.9). Further we can estimate, using the assumption of Theorem 2.5 |Λ^{α,α′}_{β,β}′ (x)| = | | | | ∑ k Γ^{α,α′}_{β,β}′_{,k}e_k(x − y) | | | | ⩽ ∑ k |Γ^{α,α′}_{β,β}′_{,k}| ≲ ∑ k (1 + |k|)^{−d−2} < ∞ , meaning that ‖Λ‖_∞ ≲ 1. Therefore, the quadratic variation is bounded by ∫_t s_⋆ ⟨π^{⊗2}_s , Λπ^{⊗2}_s ⟩ ds ⩽ ‖Λ‖_∞t , since π_s ∈ S, so that from the law of the iterated logarithm we find that P-almost surely lim_{t→∞} 1 t ∫_t s_⋆ ⟨π_s, π_s · dW_s⟩ = 0 . Hence the Lyapunov exponent is bounded by

λ(u_0) = lim_{t→∞} 1 t ∫_t s_⋆ ⟨π_s, Lπ_s⟩ + 1 2 C(π_s, Γ) ds ⩾ E ( lim sup t→∞ 1 t ∫_t s_⋆ ⟨π_s, Lπ_s⟩ ds ) − ‖Tr^u(Λ)‖ − ‖Λ‖_∞ , (2.17) since the left-hand side is deterministic – take the expected value of the first line and replace the limit by a limsup.

Since ⟨π_s, Lπ_s⟩ is a negative random variable, Fatou’s lemma yields E [ lim sup t→∞ 1 t ∫_t s_⋆ ⟨π_s, Lπ_s⟩ ds ] = −E [ lim inf t→∞ 1 t ∫_t s_⋆ −⟨π_s, Lπ_s⟩ ds ]

⩾ − lim inf_{t→∞} 1 t ∫_t s_⋆ −E[Q_L(π_s, π_s)] ds ⩾ − ( max_α ν^α ) lim inf t→∞ 1 t ∫_t s_⋆ E [ ‖π_s‖^2_Ha ] ds . The first statement of our result furthermore guarantees that for every n ∈ N^+ we have the upper bound

lim inf t→∞ 1 t ∫_t ns_⋆ E‖π_s‖^2_Ha ds ⩽ CEG(π_{(n−1)s⋆} ) ⩽ C ( c^{n−1}G(π_0) + J( n−2∑ i=0 c^i) ) , where we used the uniform bound on E‖π_s‖^2_Ha and the contraction property for G from Theorem 2.5. Passing to the limit n → ∞ we deduce that

lim inf t→∞ 1 t ∫_t ns_⋆ E‖π_s‖^2_Ha ds ⩽ CJ 1 1 − c , yielding the desired uniform bound.

2.3.2 Uniqueness of invariant measures

We can next exploit our control on π_t to derive unique ergodicity for the projective process [π_t]: here we require some strong non-degeneracy assumptions on the noise, and a condition on the hyperviscosity parameter and the dimension.

Assumption 2.11 The parameter a in (1.1) satisfies a ∈ [1, ∞) ∩ (d/2, ∞) and the noise coefficients Γ^{α,α′}_{β,β}′_{,k} satisfy (2.15) and are diagonal: Γ^{α,α′}_{β,β}′_{,k} = Γ^α_{β,k}1_{{α=α}′_}1_{{β=β}′_} , for some {Γ^α_{β,k}}_{α,β,k} ⊆ [0, ∞). Furthermore, there exist constants 0 < c < C < ∞ and γ_0 > d/2 + 1 such that for all α, β ∈ {1, . . . , m}:

c(1 + |k|)^{−2γ0} ⩽ Γ^α_{β,k} ⩽ C(1 + |k|)^{−2γ0} , ∀k ∈ Z^d . (2.18)

Remark 2.12 The condition above, and in particular the requirement a > d/2, is very restrictive and we believe it is far from optimal. It is used to guarantee that the Jacobian of the solution u_t takes values in the image of the noise operator, which allows to establish the strong Feller property via the Bismut–Elworthy–Li formula and a localisation argument. This could be avoided by using different approaches, such as asymptotic strong Feller [HM06] or asymptotic couplings [Hai02], but extending our approach to make use of such techniques lies beyond the scope of this paper. Similarly, the matching lower and upper bounds in (2.18) are imposed to us by our strategy of proof.

Under Assumption 2.11, which implies Assumption 2.7, we are able to derive a spectral gap for [π_t] as stated in Theorem 2.13 below. This implies uniqueness of the Lyapunov exponent over all initial conditions, along with a Furstenberg–Khasminskii type formula [Fur63, Has80] for it and continuous dependence on the parameters of the model: in our setting, we chose for simplicity only the parameter a appearing as a power in the Laplacian, although one could as well choose the noise strength coefficients Γ.

In the statement of the following theorem we denote by P_t([π_0], ·) the law of [π_t] started in [π_0] (the functional G(·) does not depend on the choice of representative for [π_0]). Moreover, for a measurable space (X , F), we denote with ‖ · ‖_{TV,X} the total variation norm of a signed measure μ over X (scaled by a factor 1/2 for later convenience) by ‖μ‖_{TV,X} = 1 2 |μ|(X ) . (2.19)

Theorem 2.13 Under Assumption 2.11 there exists a unique invariant measure μ_∞ for ([π_t])_{t⩾0} on P. In addition, there exist C, γ > 0 such that for G as in Theorem 2.5 and any π_0 ∈ S ∩ H^{1/2}:

‖P_t([π_0], ·) − μ_∞‖_{TV,P} ⩽ Ce^{−γt}G([π_0]) .

In addition

1. For any initial condition u_0 ∈ L^2_⋆(T^d; R^m), P-almost surely lim_{t→∞} 1 t log ‖u_t‖ = λ , with λ ∈ R given by (2.10).

2. If we consider a → λ(a) as a function of the parameter a ⩾ 1 appearing in (1.1), then the map λ is continuous on the interval (d/2, ∞) ∩ [1, ∞).

Proof. The proof of the spectral gap is the content of Section 7, and together with Theorem 2.5 and Corollary 2.10 it immediately implies (2.10). As for the last statement, it follows from the observation that all the estimates of this work hold locally uniformly over a ∈ [1, ∞). In particular, for any compact interval [η, ϑ] = I ⊆ (d/2, ∞)∩[1, ∞), provided that |η − ϑ| < 1/2, and for any n ∈ N, we find by Proposition 6.6 the uniform bound sup_{a∈I} E_{μa} [‖π‖^n_Hϑ ] < ∞ , (2.20)

where μ_a denotes the invariant measure for the process t → π_t for a given parameter a > d/2. A first consequence of the uniform bound (2.20) is that the measures μ_a are continuous in a with respect to weak convergence as probability measures on S. Indeed (2.20) implies that any sequence of measures {μ_{ak} }_{k∈N} for {a_k}_k ⊆ I with a_k → a ∈ I is tight and, writing P^a_t for the Markov semigroup with given parameter a, it is not hard to verify via Lemma 8.3 that the map (a, μ) → P^a_t μ is jointly continuous for any fixed t > 0. This implies that any weak limit point must be invariant under the evolution of π_t associated to the limiting value of a, and therefore equal μ_a. Finally, weak continuity of μ_a together with (2.20) and the Furstenberg–Khasminskii formula (2.10) imply that a → λ(a) is continuous.

3 The skeleton Lyapunov functional and dissipation estimates

One of the issues that appear when dealing directly with the energy median (M(π_t))_{t⩾0} is that we have no control on the frequency of its jump times. In fact, we expect M(π_t) to jump very rapidly to low frequencies, provided it starts from a sufficiently high frequency level. Such jumps are in principle “good” for us (since they imply that energy is not shifting to high frequencies), but every time the energy median jumps to lower frequencies, the high-frequency regularity also jumps, but upwards, so that it is unclear whether the Lyapunov functional is decreasing. In addition, the energy median can be very irregular in time since, due to the noise, it can easily accumulate infinitely many jumps in a finite time interval while rapidly oscillating between two neighbouring frequency levels.

To avoid all these issues, our strategy is to introduce a piecewise constant process (M_t)_{t⩾0}, which we call the skeleton median process, which behaves similarly to M(π_t), but is such that the time intervals between successive jumps are of order one. For this, we will construct a suitable sequence of stopping times 0 = T_0 < T_1 < . . . with intervals of length of order one, meaning that T_{i+1} − T_i has uniform bounds on both positive and negative moments. The skeleton energy median is then a process that remains constant on every interval [T_i, T_{i+1}) and updates its value only at the stopping times T_i. For the sake of the present discussion, one can for instance think of the stopping times as being deterministic times T_i ∼ η · i , for some η > 0 and of the skeleton energy median to be defined as the true median at times T_i: M_t ∼ M(π_{Ti} ) , ∀t ∈ [T_i, T_{i+1}) . Unfortunately, there are several reasons why this simple construction does not quite work for our analysis. First, our study of the median relies on bounds on the dynamic of the relative energy processes which are addressed in Proposition 3.2. These bounds do not hold over deterministic time intervals, but only up to certain stopping times. Second, the energy median may exhibit large negative jumps over fixed time intervals, which is not desirable for the reason mentioned above, so we enforce the deterministic bound M_{Ti+1} −M_{Ti} ⩾ −1, as well as the bound M_{Ti} ⩾ M(π_{Ti} ) for all i ∈ N. Overall, although the stopping times T_i will not be deterministic, we will have a deterministic upper bound on the increment T_{i+1} − T_i as well as a bound on all inverse moments of such increments.

We refer to Lemma 3.5 below for a list of desirable properties satisfied by the skeleton median process. Similarly, since the exact definitions of both the stopping times T_i and of the skeleton process are quite intricate, they are deferred to Section 3.2, after we have introduced all the required tools.

Now we introduce another feature of our analysis, namely that we distinguish between “concentrated” and “diluted” states of the process u_t. Given a frequency level L ∈ N and a function u ∈ L^2, we introduce the marker m(L, u) ∈ {C, D} given by m(L, u) = { C ( Concentrated ) if ‖(Π∘_L + Π∘_{L−1})u‖ ⩾^1_4 ‖Π^<_{L−1}u‖ , D ( Diluted ) if ‖(Π∘_L + Π∘_{L−1})u‖ <^1_4 ‖Π^<_{L−1}u‖ .

(3.1)

The value^1_4 is as usual arbitrary and can be replaced with any value in (0, 1). In our setting, assuming that the skeleton median process is given, we are interested in whether the system is concentrated or diluted about level M_t − 1. Therefore, we set

m_t = m(M_t − 1, u_t) ∈ {C, D} . (3.2)

We introduce this marker because we exploit different mechanisms depending on whether the system is in a diluted (m_t = D) or a concentrated (m_t = C) state. In both cases, for any i ∈ N, provided that M_{Ti} is sufficiently large, the quantity ‖Π^>_{MTi} u_t‖/‖Π^<_{MTi} u_t‖ is very likely to decrease (if it is finite) for t ∈ [T_i, T_{i+1}) as a consequence of the dissipative nature of our equation. This is the content of Proposition 3.2, which shows that the evolution of this ratio is bounded from above by an Ornstein–Uhlenbeck process on certain time intervals. At time T_{i+1}, once the small scale energy captured by ‖Π^>_{MTi} u_t‖ is likely to have dissipated, we update the value of M_{Ti} to the new median, which we now expect to be strictly smaller than the original one. But if the energy is concentrated in a shell of width two about level M_{Ti} − 1, namely if (Π∘_{MTi −1} + Π∘_{MTi −2})π_t contains a significant fraction of energy – in the most extreme case without any energy in lower modes – then the deterministic dynamic predicts that the energy will just further concentrate at level M_{Ti} and dissipation alone is not sufficient to guarantee that M_{Ti+1} < M_{Ti} . Instead it is the effect of the nondegenerate noise – which pushes energy to modes surrounding M_{Ti} in a time of order one – combined with dissipation which guarantees that the median actually drifts to lower levels.

Eventually, we will compare the dynamics of M_t for large values of M_t to a random walk with drift towards lower frequencies. Hence we have to control how far the process jumps to high frequencies in the unlikely event that this occurs. Here, once more, we make use of the dissipation, by obtaining suitable regularity estimates for

w_t = Π^>_{Mt} u_t ‖Π^<_{Mt} u_t‖ = Π^>_{Mt} π_t ‖Π^<_{Mt} π_t‖ . (3.3)

We use this approach to study, for κ_0, κ > 0, k_0 ∈ N, the functional

F(κ, π_t) = exp ( κ_0M_t + κ‖w_t‖^2_{Mt +k0} ) , (3.4)

which is now a functional of the enhanced process

π_t = (M_t, π_t) ∈ N × S ,

and should be interpreted as a skeleton version of the functional G defined in (2.13). While the parameters κ_0 and k_0 will be fixed later on, κ will be allowed to vary. Note that F cannot be expressed as a functional of π_t alone since the process M_t depends on the past: one of the key technical results of this work is then Theorem 4.1, which shows that F satisfies a Lyapunov-type property.

In the next section we introduce one the main building blocks of our analysis: a dissipation estimate relating the relative energy ‖Π^>_{MTi} u_t‖/‖Π^<_{MTi} u_t‖ to an Ornstein– Uhlenbeck process on suitable time intervals.

3.1 Dissipation estimates Let us start by considering any stopping time t_0 ⩾ 0 and an F_{t0} –adapted random variable L ∈ N. To state our dissipation estimates we need two additional ingredients. First the dissipation is captured by the gap between different eigenvalues, which satisfies

Δ_L = ζ_{L+1} − ζ_L ∈ (0, ∞), lim_{L→∞} Δ_L = ∞ , Δ_L ∼ L^{2a−1} .

Then, for any u_0 ∈ L^2_⋆(T^d; R^m) and u_t the solution to (1.1) we define the following functions for all t ⩾ t_0, assuming ‖Π^<_L u_{t0} ‖ > 0 almost surely: w(L; t, x) = Π^>_L u_t(x) ‖Π^<_L u_t‖ , w^⩾(L; t, x) = Π^⩾_Lu_t(x) ‖Π^<_L u_t‖ . (3.5)

Note that nothing prevents the denominator from vanishing in finite time. For this reason, we will only ever track these functions up to suitable stopping times which avoids this. In particular, we define for any β > 0:

τ^< (L, t_0) = inf{t ⩾ t_0 : ‖w(L; t, ·)‖ ⩽ 1/2} ∧ (t_0 + 1) , σ^⩾_β (L, t_0) = inf{t ⩾ t_0 : ‖w^⩾(L; t, ·)‖ ⩾ β} ∧ (t_0 + 1) .

(3.6)

Stopping after a time interval of length at most one will later allow us to enforce a deterministic upper bound on T_{i+1} − T_i. Further, the value 1/2 is of course again somewhat arbitrary, and we use the letter σ rather than τ for the second stopping time since τ^⩾ will be reserved for the particular threshold β = 2 later on. As for the variable L, we will use these definitions mostly with L ∈ {M_{t0} , M_{t0} − 2}, where M_t is the skeleton median process constructed in Section 3.2. Finally, it will be convenient to rewrite (1.1) in Fourier coordinates.

Remark 3.1 Let u_t be the solution to (1.1) with u_0 ∈ L^2_⋆(T^d; R^m). Then for any k ∈ Z^d the process û^k_t = ⟨u_t, e_k⟩ satisfies

dû^k_t = −νζ_kû^k_t dt + ∑ l∈Z^d û^{k−l}_t · dB^l_t . Recall that u is vector-valued, so here we have defined ν = (ν^α)^m_{α=1} and for φ ∈ R^m we define the component-wise product

νφ = (ν^αφ^α)^m_{α=1} ∈ R^m .

The quadratic covariation matrix between û^k_t and û^l_t is given by

d⟨û^k, û^l⟩_t = ∑ m∈Z^d û^{k−m}_t ⊗ û^{l+m}_t · Γ_m dt^{def}= C_{k,l}(u_t) dt .

Here the resulting covariance is a matrix (C^{α,β}_{k,l} )_{α,β} ∈ (R^m)^{⊗2}, defined by C^{α,β}_{k,l} (u) = d⟨û^{α,k}, û^{β,l}⟩ = ∑ m ∑ γ,η û^{γ,k−m}û^{η,k+m}Γ^{α,β}_{γ,η,m} , where we can interpret the inner sum as a dot product between the tensor û^{k−m} ⊗ û^{l+m} and the 4-tensor (Γ^{α,β}_{γ,η,m})_{α,β,γ,η}, with m fixed. Now, if we define Γ_m = max_{α,β,γ,η} |Γ^{α,β}_{γ,η,m}| , then the covariation C_{k,l}(u) can be estimated by the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality, for every α, β: |C^{α,β}_{k,l} (u)| ⩽ ∑ m Γ_m|û^{k+m}||û^{k−m}| ⩽ ‖u‖_ℓ2_k ‖u‖_ℓ2_l , (3.7) with ‖u‖^2_ℓ2_k = ∑ m∈Z^d Γ_{k+m}|û^m|^2 .

Now we are ready to state our dissipation estimates.

Proposition 3.2 Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.5, consider any stopping time t_0 and any F_{t0} -adapted random variable L with values in N. Then fix u_0 ∈ L^2_⋆(T^d; R^m), let u_t be the solution to (1.1) and assume that almost surely ‖Π^<_L u_{t0} ‖ > 0. Further, let w and w^⩾ be as in (3.5) and 0 < E < β two non-negative constants. Then there exists a (deterministic) increasing function β → R(β) ∈ (0, ∞) such that the following holds if ‖w^⩾(L; t_0, ·)‖ ⩽ E, uniformly over all u_0:

1. For all t ∈ [t_0, σ^⩾_β (L, t_0)] we can bound

d‖w(L; t, ·)‖^2 ⩽ −2ν_{min}Δ_L‖w(L; t, ·)‖^2 dt + R(β) dt + dM_t , (3.8)

where ν_{min} = min_α ν^α > 0 and M_t is a continuous, square integrable martingale on [t_0, σ^⩾_β (L, t_0)] with M_{t0} = 0 and quadratic variation bounded by d⟨M⟩_t ⩽ R(β) dt. 2. Similarly, for all t ∈ [t_0, σ^⩾_β (L, t_0)] we can bound:

d‖w^⩾ (L; t, ·)‖^2 ⩽ R(β) dt + dN_t ,

where N_t is a continuous, square integrable martingale on [t_0, σ^⩾_β (L, t_0)] with N_{t0} = 0 and quadratic variation bounded by d⟨N ⟩_t ⩽ R(β) dt.

Proof. By the strong Markov property of the solution u we may assume that t_0 = 0. To show the first point, we use Itô’s formula to find d ‖Π^>_L u_t‖^2 ‖Π^<_L u_t‖^2 = 2 [ 1 ‖Π^<_L u_t‖^2 ⟨Π^>_L u_t, Lu_t⟩ − ‖Π^>_L u_t‖^2 ‖Π^<_L u_t‖^4 ⟨Π^<_L u_t, Lu_t⟩ ] dt + dM_t + 1 2 ∑ k,l∈Z^d ∂_ûk_ûl ( A_t B_t ) : d⟨û^k, û^l⟩_t . (3.9)

Here the last line contains the quadratic covariation term and we have defined

A_t = ‖Π^>_L u_t‖^2 , B_t = ‖Π^<_L u_t‖^2 ,

so that ∂_ûk_ûl (_{At} B_t ) is the matrix, over the indices α, β ∈ {1, . . . , m} ( ∂_ûk_ûl ( A_t B_t ))α,β = ∂_ûα,k_ûβ,l ( A_t B_t )

and for two matrices G, F ∈ (R^m)^{⊗2} we have F : G = ∑ α,β F^{α,β} G^{α,β} . Then, via Remark 3.1, we can estimate the quadratic variation term by ∑ k,l∈Z^d ∂_ûα,k_ûβ,l ( A_t B_t ) d⟨û^k, û^l⟩^{α,β}_t

≲ ∑ |k|>(L+1)_α |C^{α,β}_{k,−k}(u_t)| B_t 1_{{α=β}} + ∑ |l|⩽L_α A_t B^2_t |C^{α,β}_{l,−l}(u_t)|1_{{α=β}}

+ ∑ |k|⩽L_α,|l|⩽L_β A_t B^3_t |û^l_t||û^k_t ||C^{α,β}_{k,l} (u_t)| + ∑ |k|>(L+1)_α,|l|⩽L_β |û^k_t ||û^l_t| B^2_t |C^{α,β}_{k,l} (u_t)| .

Next we use the bound in (3.7). We observe that by (2.15), since ∑ m Γ_m < ∞, we find that ∑ k∈Z^d ‖u‖ 2 ℓ^2_k ≲ ‖u‖ 2 and therefore ∑ l |C^{α,β}_{l,−l}(u)| ≲ ‖u‖^2 , ∑ l,k |û^k||û^l||C^{α,β}_{k,l} (u)| ≲ ( ∑ l |û^l|‖u‖_ℓ2_l )_2 ≲ ‖u‖^4 .

Then we can estimate the terms above as follows for t ∈ [t_0, σ^⩾_β (t_0)]: ∑ k,l∈Z^d ∂_ûk_ûl (A_t B_t ) : d⟨û^k, û^l⟩_t ≲ ‖u_t‖^2 B_t + ‖u_t‖^4 B^2_t + ‖u_t‖^6 B^3_t

≲_β 1 .

Regarding the first term in (3.9), we observe that 1 ‖Π^<_L u_t‖^2 ⟨Π^>_L u_t, Lu_t⟩ − ‖Π^>_L u_t‖^2 ‖Π^<_L u_t‖^4 ⟨Π^<_L u_t, Lu_t⟩ ⩽ −(ζ_{L+1} − ζ_L) A_t B_t . Here we have used the particular definition of the projection in Definition 2.1 to deal with distinct viscosity coefficients. Indeed, note that for every α ∈ {1, . . . , m} we have that

⟨Π^>_L u^α, L^αu^α⟩ = −ν^α⟨Π^>_L u^α, (−Δ)^au^α⟩ ⩽ −ν^α|(L + 1)_α|^{2a}‖Π^>u^α‖^2 = −(L + 1)^{2a}‖Π^>u_t‖^2 ,

as desired, and similarly for the low frequency projection. This concludes the proof of (3.8). As for the quadratic variation, the martingale term is given by

dM_t = 2 [ 1 ‖Π^<_L u_t‖^2 ⟨Π^>_L u_t, u_t · dW_t⟩ − ‖Π^>_L u_t‖^2 ‖Π^<_L u_t‖^4 ⟨Π^<_L u_t, u_t · dW_t⟩ ] . The first bracket (and verbatim for the second one) can be rewritten as follows

⟨Π^>_L u_t, u_t dW_t⟩ = ∑ α,β ∑ |k|>(L+1)_α û^{α,k}_t ∑ l û^{β,k−l} t dB^{α,β}_{l,t} , which has quadratic variation ∑ α,β,γ,η ∑ l ( ∑ |k|>(L+1)_α û^{α,k}_t û^{β,k−l}_t ) · ( ∑ |k|>(L+1)_γ û^{γ,k}_t û^{η,k−l}_t ) Γ^{α,γ}_{β,η,l} , which can be bounded by ∑ α,β ∑ l Γ_l | | | ∑ |k|>(L+1)_α û^{α,k}_t û^{β,k−l}_t | | |^2 ≲ ‖ut‖^4 . Hence with the same notation as above we obtain d dt ⟨M⟩_t ≲ ‖u_t‖^2 B^2_t + ‖u_t‖^8 B^4_t

≲_β 1 , which proves the required bound. To obtain the estimate for w^⩾ , we can follow verbatim the previous calculations. The only difference lies in the treatment of the term 1 ‖Π^<_L u_t‖^2 ⟨Π^⩾_Lu_t, Lu_t⟩ − ‖Π^⩾_Lu_t‖^2 ‖Π^<_L u_t‖^4 ⟨Π^<_L u_t, Lu_t⟩ ⩽ −(ζ_L − ζ_L) A_t B_t = 0 ,

which delivers the desired result.

3.2 Construction of the skeleton median We are now ready to define the stopping times {T_i}_{i∈N} and the skeleton median process (M_t)_{t⩾0}. The first step in the definition of the stopping times is to make sure that they do not kick in too quickly. We therefore start by introducing a padding time of length about δ, where δ ∈ (0, 1) is a fixed parameter (the padding is the red region in the figure below).

T_iPadding Dilution

Dissipation

V_{i+1}S_{i+1}T_{i+1}

After the padding time, we wait for the noise to shift the system into a diluted state, at time S_{i+1} – note that the system may well be diluted to start with. Once the system is diluted, we wait for dissipation to kick in and reduce the value of the median. Of course we may be in bad luck and see an unexpected event somewhere along the line: if this is the case we stop prematurely: for this reason V_{i+1} is for example a stopping time, and not the deterministic T_i + δ. This discussion motivates the definition of the following stopping times as well as of the skeleton median process. Recall here the stopping times defined in (3.6), the marker defined in (3.2), and let us also introduce the first dilution time σ^D(t_0) = inf{t ⩾ t_0 : m_t = D} . (3.10) Definition 3.3 Let δ ∈ (0, 1) be fixed and set, for any π_0 ∈ S

T_0 = 0 , M_0 = M(π_0) .

Then for any i ∈ N, assuming that T_i and (M_t)_{t⩽Ti} are given, and writing M_i = M_{Ti} for short, define the following.

1. The next padding time:

V_{i+1} = (T_i + δ) ∧ σ^⩾_{5/4}(M_i, T_i) .

2. The next dilution time:

S_{i+1} = σ^D(V_{i+1}) ∧ σ^⩾_{3/2}(M_i, V_{i+1}) .

3. The next dissipation time:

T_{i+1} = τ^<(M_i − 2, S_{i+1}) ∧ σ^⩾_2 (M_i − 2, S_{i+1}) .

4. The skeleton median process up to time T_{i+1}:

M_t = M_i , ∀t ∈ [T_i, T_{i+1}) ,

M_{Ti+1} = M_{i+1} = { M_i − 1 if M(π_{Ti+1} ) < M_i , M(π_{Ti+1} ) else.

Finally, for any stopping time t_0 we write T (t_0) for the first time after t_0 in which the skeleton median jumps:

T (t_0) = min{T_i : T_i > t_0} . (3.11)

Remark 3.4 This definition may appear slightly circular since σ^D used in point 2 requires knowledge of M_t for t > T_i which is only defined in point 4. To alleviate this, one could simply replace m_t with m(M_{t0} − 1, u_t) in (3.10) which leads to the same construction.

As we have described before, the stopping times σ^⩾_β should kick in rarely (at least in the regime of interest to us, namely when the Lyapunov function is large) and are present to guarantee that the system stays under control. We can therefore identify an event A_i, in which all the stopping times kick in, which are more likely to do so (at least if M is sufficiently large). Its complement B_i = A^c_i covers instead the case in which one of the σ^⩾_β kicks in, and happens with small probability:

A_i = {V_{i+1} = T_i + δ} ∩ {m_{Si+1} = D} ∩ {T_{i+1} = τ^<(M_i − 2, S_{i+1})} , B_i = A^c_i .

Now we would like to establish some basic properties of the skeleton median. For example, the values 5/4, 3/2 and 2 are chosen increasingly so that the stopping times kick in one strictly after the other. This is not always the case, since σ_2(M_i −2, S_{i+1}) ⩽ σ_{3/2}(M_i, V_{i+1}) is guaranteed only if m_{Si+1} = D (recall that m_t = m(M_t − 1, u_t) is defined in (3.2)), and even this bound requires a short computation, see below. Another fundamental property is that on the event A_i we have M_{Ti+1} = M_{Ti} − 1.

Further, the skeleton median process is defined to be constant on each interval [T_i, T_{i+1}), as already anticipated. Yet, in opposition to the heuristic definition we have previously given, at time T_{i+1} we do not update its value to match M(π_{Ti+1} ), unless M(π_{Ti+1} ) ⩾ M_{Ti} . This choice is taken because of a rather technical issue. If M(u_{Ti} ) ≫ 1, then we expect the true median to jump very quickly to lower frequencies, meaning that M(π_{Ti+1} ) ≪ M(π_{Ti} ). But if the median drops quickly, it is cumbersome to control high-frequency regularity: as M decreases, the value of ‖π_t‖_M increases in such a way that the first effect could be canceled by the latter and may not see any decrease in our Lyapunov functional. With our definition we artificially rule out such large drops in M_t. Our skeleton process still satisfies M_{Ti} ⩾ M(π_{Ti} ) for all i ∈ N, but the inequality may be strict and there is no upper bound on the gap M_i − M(π_{Ti} ). We collect these and other considerations in the following lemma.

Lemma 3.5 The skeleton median process (M_t)_{t⩾0} and the stopping times defined in Definition 3.3 satisfy the following properties:

1. For all t ⩾ 0, it holds that ‖Π^⩾_{Mt} π_t‖ ⩽ 2‖Π^<_{Mt} π_t‖ , 1 ⩽ √ 5‖Π^<_{Mt} π_t‖ . (3.12)

2. There exists a (deterministic) constant E ∈ (0, 2) such that

‖w^⩾ (M_i − 2; S_{i+1}, ·)‖ ⩽ E , if m_{Si+1} = D .

3. For all i ∈ N we can lower bound M_i ⩾ M(π_{Ti} ).

4. The jumps of the skeleton median are such that for all i ∈ N one has M_{i+1} ⩾ M_i − 1, and furthermore M_{i+1} = M_i − 1 on A_i.

5. For all i ∈ N we have T_{i+1} − T_i ⩽ 3.

Proof. The first bound in (3.12) follows from the definitions of σ^⩾_β and of τ^> and the second bound follows from the first since ‖Π^⩾_{Mt} π_t‖^2 + ‖Π^<_{Mt} π_t‖^2 = 1. The second point holds since ‖Π^⩾_{Mi−2}u_{Si+1} ‖ ‖Π^<_{Mi−2}u_{Si+1} ‖ ⩽ √ ‖(Π∘_{Mi−1} + Π∘_{Mi −2})u_{Si+1} ‖^2 ‖Π^<_{Mi −2}u_{Si+1} ‖^2 + ‖Π^⩾_{Mi} u_{Si+1} ‖^2 ‖Π^<_{Mi −2}u_{Si+1} ‖^2 ⩽ √( 1 4 )_2 + ‖Π^<_{Mi} u_{Si+1} ‖^2 ‖Π^<_{Mi−2}u_{Si+1} ‖^2 · ‖Π^⩾_{Mi} u_{Si+1} ‖^2 ‖Π^<_{Mi} u_{Si+1} ‖^2 ⩽ ( 1 4 )_2 + ( 1 + ( 1 4 )_2) ( 3 2 )_2 < 2 , where we used that since m_{Si+1} = D we have the bound ‖(Π∘_{Mi−2} + Π∘_{Mi −1})u_{Si+1} ‖ ⩽ 1 4 ‖Π^<_{Mi−2}u_{Si+1} ‖, together with the fact that S_{i+1} ⩽ σ^⩾_{3/2}(M_i, T_i).

The third point follows immediately from Definition 3.3. As for the fourth point, we see that on A_i necessarily either T_{i+1} = τ^<(M_i − 2, S_{i+1}). Therefore we find from the definition of τ^< that ‖Π^⩾_{Mi−1}u_{Ti+1} ‖ ⩽ 1 2 ‖Π^<_{Mi−2}u_{Ti+1} ‖ ⩽ 1 2 ‖Π^<_{Mi −1}u_{Ti+1} ‖ , so that indeed M(u_{Ti+1} ) ⩽ M_i − 1. The last point follows by observing that the stopping times τ^⩾ and σ^⩾_β kick in after a time interval of length at most one.

Finally, to improve the readability of later calculations, we introduce the following shorthand notations for the stopping times that have appeared so far and an additional arbitrary stopping time t_0:

τ^⩾ (t_0) = σ^⩾_2 (M_{t0} − 2, t_0) , τ^<(t_0) = τ^< (M_{t0} − 2, t_0) , σ^⩾_β (t_0) = σ^⩾_β (M_{t0} , t_0) , σ^⩾(t_0) = σ^⩾_{3/2}(M_{t0} , t_0) .

(3.13)

4 Proof of the main result

The proof of Theorem 2.5, follows from an analogue of the same theorem for the stopped process. To state this result, recall that the definition of M_t depends on the padding parameter δ ∈ (0, 1). Furthermore the Lyapunov functional F defined in (3.4) depends on the parameters κ_0 > 0, k_0 ∈ N and on the free variable κ > 0. For convenience we recall here its definition, and that of the Lyapunov functional G:

F(κ, π) = exp ( κ_0M + κ‖w(π)‖^2_{M+k0} ) , π = (M, π) ∈ N × S , G(π) = exp ( κ_0M(π) + ‖π‖^2_{M(π)+k0} ) . Here we use the definition w(π) = Π^>_M π/‖Π^<_M π‖ as in (3.3). Finally, the Lyapunov property of F will hold outside of a compact set of the state space of π_t. We use the following convention for any K ∈ R_+ ‖π‖ < K ⇔ M < K and ‖w‖_{M+k0} < K .

Theorem 4.1 Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.5, for any u_0 ∈ L^2_⋆ (or alternatively π_0 ∈ S) let M_t be the skeleton median (with parameter δ ∈ (0, 1)) from Definition 3.3 with associated stopping times {T_i}_{i∈N} and π_t = (M_t, w_t), with w_t as in (3.3). Then, for any b ⩾ 1 and c ∈ (0, 1) there exist δ ∈ (0, 1), k_0 ∈ N^+, K ∈ R_+, J > 0, κ_0 > 0 and increasing maps

J, h: [1/2, ∞) → [1, ∞) , with h(1/2) = 1 ,

such that:

1. For all κ ⩾ 1/2 E_{Ti} [ F^b(κ, π_{Ti+1} ) ] ⩽ c · h(κ) · F^b(κ/2, π_{Ti} )1_{{‖πTi ‖⩾K}} +J(κ)1_{{‖πTi ‖<K}} . (4.1)

2. There exists a C > 1 and κ_1 > 0 such that uniformly over and i ∈ N, if κ ⩾ κ_1 E_{Ti} [ sup T_i⩽s<T_{i+1} G^b(π_s) ] ⩽ C · F^b(κ, π_{Ti} ) . (4.2)

3. If κ ⩽ 1/2, then G(π_0) ⩾ F(κ, π_0) for all π_0 ∈ S and π_0 = (M(π_0), π_0).

In this result, the last two claims establish the relationship between the skeleton Lyapunov functional and the full Lyapunov functional. We highlight in particular that the lower bound in the last point can hold only at time t = 0, since at later times the skeleton median process t → M_t may be much larger than the actual energy median M(π_t). The crucial statement in the theorem is the first one, which establishes a version of the Lyapunov property.

The statement captures two effects: on one hand taking expectations will reduce the value of the parameter κ in F: this is almost a super-Lyapunov property, although there is no gain in the prefactor of the skeleton median. On the other hand, when κ is equal to 1/2, then we recover the classical Lyapunov property since h(1/2) = 1. We will need these properties, because we will first of all apply the uniform bound (4.2), which holds for some κ_1 potentially larger than 1/2. Then we apply (4.1) several times, to decrease the value of κ from κ_1 to 1/2. At this point, (4.1) will guarantee the Lyapunov property. Before we turn to the proof of this discretised result, we show that it is sufficient to obtain Theorem 2.5.

Proof of Theorem 2.5. Since the Markov process (π_t)_{t⩾0} is time homogeneous it suffices to show the desired property for t = 0. For any c ∈ (0, 1) consider δ, k_0, K, J and κ_0 fixed as in Theorem 4.1. Then if we define A_j = [T_j , T_{j+1}) we have by Cauchy–Schwarz

E[G(π_{t⋆} )] = E [ ∑ j∈N G(π_{t⋆} )1_{Aj} (t_⋆) ] ⩽ ∑ j∈N E [ G^2(π_{t⋆} )1_{Aj} (t_⋆)

] 1_2 √ p_{t⋆} (j) , (4.3)

where we have defined

p_{t⋆} (j) = P(t_⋆ ∈ A_j ) , ∀j ∈ N . (4.4)

Let us now fix κ_1 = 8κ_0 + 1 and choose j_0 ∈ N such that κ_1/2^{j0} ⩽ 1/2. Then we estimate uniformly over j ⩾ j_0, using the uniform bound of Theorem 4.1 with κ = κ_1 E [ G^2(π_{t⋆} )1_{Aj} (t_⋆) ] ⩽ CE [ F^2(κ_1, π_{Tj} ) ]

⩽ CE [ c^{j0} h^{j0} (κ_1)F^2(1/2, π_{Tj−j0} ) + J(κ_1) j_0−1∑

ℓ=0 h^ℓ(κ_1)c^ℓ ] , by applying (4.1) for a total of j_0 times. Now we can use the fact that h(1/2) = 1 to further bound via (4.1): E [ G^2(π_{t⋆} )1_{Aj} (t_⋆) ] ⩽ Ch^{j0} (κ_1)c^j F^2(1/2, π_0) +

J(κ_1)Ch^{j0} (κ_1) 1 − c

. (4.5)

Note that so far we did not use any property of t_⋆. Now we will choose t_⋆ sufficiently large, so that the factor c^j can compensate the constant Ch^{j0} (κ_1). In particular, by Lemma 4.2 for any j_1 > j_0 we can choose t_⋆ > 0 such that p_{t⋆} (j) = 0 for all j ⩽ j_1. We therefore obtain the bound

E[G(π_{t⋆} )] ⩽ ∑ j>j_1 √ p_{t⋆} (j) ( (Cc^j h^{j0} (κ_1))^{12} F(1/2, π_0) + √ J(κ_1)Ch^{j0} (κ_1) 1 − c )

⩽ c^{j12} √ Ch^{j0} (κ_1) 1 − √ c F(1/2, π_0) + C(t_⋆) √ J(κ_1)Ch^{j0} (κ_1)(1 − c)^{−1} ,

where an application of Lemma 4.2 guarantees that for some C(t_⋆) > 0 ∑ j>j_1 √ p_{t⋆} (j) ⩽ C(t_⋆) .

Now for any c ∈ (0, 1) we can choose j_1 > j_0 such that

c^{j12} √ Ch^{j0} (κ_1) 1 − √ c ⩽ c . Therefore, for any c ∈ (0, 1) we have found a t_⋆ > 0 and a J^′(t_⋆) > 0 such that

E[G(π_{t⋆} )] ⩽ cF(1/2, π_0) + J^′ ⩽ cG(π_0) + J^′ ,

where we used that F(1/2, π_0) ⩽ G(π_0) by the last property of Theorem 4.1. This completes the proof.

Lemma 4.2 Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.5, for t_⋆ > 0 and j ∈ N, let p_{t⋆} (j) be as in (4.4). Then one has

1. For every compact set K ⊆ [0, ∞) there exist constants c(K), C(K) > 0 such that p_{t⋆} (j) ⩽ C(K)e^{−c(K)j} , ∀j ∈ N , t_⋆ ∈ K . 2. We have p_{t⋆} (j) = 0 for all t_⋆ ⩾ 3(j + 1).

Proof. The second claim follows immediately from the fact that T_{i+1} − T_i ⩽ 3, as observed in Lemma 3.5, so we focus on the first claim. By definition we have that

T_{i+1} − T_i ⩾ V_{i+1} − T_i = δ ∧ (σ^⩾_{5/4}(T_{i+1}) − T_i) ,

where we recall the notation from (3.13). Moreover, by construction, since M_{Ti} ⩾ M(π_{Ti} ) by Lemma 3.5, we have at time T_i that ‖w^⩾(M_{Ti} ; T_i, ·)‖ ⩽ 1, so that the event

C_E (T_i) takes place with E = 1. In particular, it follows that by the second bound of Lemma 4.7, there exists an ε > 0 such that

P_{Ti} (T_{i+1} − T_i > ε) ⩾ 1/2 , ∀i ∈ N . (4.6)

Neither the value of ε nor the value 1/2 will play any particular role in the following, but we do need that the bound is uniform over i. We write p_{t⋆} (j) ⩽ P(T_j ⩽ t_⋆) and obtain an upper bound on the latter. To do so, we divide the first j stopping times into batches of size N_⋆ = ⌊t_⋆/ε⌋ + 1. Suppose that j ⩾ N_⋆(ℓ + 1) for some ℓ ∈ N. Then it holds that H_ℓ^{def}= {T_{i+1} − T_i > ε , ∀i ∈ [N_⋆ℓ, N_⋆(ℓ + 1)]} ⊆ {T_j > t_⋆} , since we would have T_j ⩾ εN_⋆ > t_⋆ . Now, the event H_ℓ happens with positive probability that is uniform over j but depends on the value of t_⋆: P_{TN⋆ℓ} (H_ℓ) ⩾ 2^{−N⋆} . In particular, if we define

ℓ_j = max{ℓ ∈ N : N_⋆(ℓ + 1) ⩽ j} ,

then we obtain the following bound:

P(T_j ⩽ t_⋆) ⩽ P(∩_{ℓ⩽ℓj} H^c_ℓ ) ⩽ (1 − 2^{−N⋆} )^{ℓj} .

Since there exists a constant c(t_⋆) such that ℓ_j ⩾ c(t_⋆)j for all j ∈ N the claim is proven: it is clear that all estimates hold locally uniformly over t_⋆.

4.1 Proof of the discretised theorem The proof of Theorem 4.1 will build on distinguishing between the “good” event A_i (because by Lemma 3.5 we have the certainty that M_{i+1} = M_i − 1) and the “bad” event B_i (because it might be that M_{i+1} ⩾ M_i). Since i will be fixed throughout the proof, we will from now on refrain from writing it as a index for these events.

To further clarify the structure of the proof,let us highlight three results, appearing in later sections, which play a fundamental role in the present proof. These are Lemma 4.6, Lemma 5.1 and Proposition 6.1. Lemma 4.6 is a technical result which estimates the jump of the norm ‖w_t‖^2_{Mt+k0} at time t = T_{i+1}: note that at this time both the skeleton median M_t and the process w_t jump.

Lemma 5.1 is used when proving that the “bad” event happens with small probability. It is fundamental in our analysis, since it allows to treat the case in which the projective dynamic reaches a concentrated state, so that the event m_{Si+1} = C has small probability. The lemma guarantees that even on such occasion the skeleton median has an arbitrarily high probability of diluting – a consequence of the high-frequency instability assumed in Theorem 2.5.

Finally, Proposition 6.1 yields high-frequency regularity estimates: these estimates split into three groups, depending on how quickly the next stopping time kicks in. The one in (6.1) relates to stopping times with a deterministic lower bound (conditional on some event): this will be used to treat the event V_{i+1} = T_i + δ ⩽ σ^⩾_{5/4}(M_i, T_i). The uniform estimate in (6.3) relates instead to stopping times that can kick in very quickly, so that dissipation may not have time to improve the regularity of the initial datum: therefore the estimates involves in the upper bound the regularity of the process w_t at the starting time. The estimate (6.2) relates instead to stopping times that kick in when we observe upwards jumps of the median. These stopping times take a macroscopic time to kick in, so that dissipation has in the meantime smoothed out the initial datum: therefore, the eventual estimates are uniform over the initial datum.

Finally, let us introduce (and in part recall) the following shorthand notation:

M_i = M_{Ti} , ΔM_i = M_{i+1} − M_i , m_i = m_{Si+1} . (4.7)

Note that even though t → M_t remains constant over all of [T_i, T_{i+1}), this is not the case for m_t since u_t still evolves.

Proof of Theorem 4.1. We prove the result for b = 1, since other values of b can be treated identically. Our analysis is divided into 5 steps: one for A, two for the event B ∩ {‖π_{Ti} ‖ ⩾ K}, one for the event {‖π_{Ti} ‖ < K}, and a final step where we address the uniform in time bounds on G appearing in points 2 and 3 of Theorem 4.1.

Recall that we have four parameters at our disposal: κ_0, k_0 from the definition of F, K which defines the size of the “center set” outside of which we hope to see contraction of the Lyapunov functional, and δ from the definition of the padding stopping time V_{i+1}.

Let now c > 1 be the constant appearing in Lemma 4.6 and H and H̄ the functions appearing in (4.13) and (4.19) below. We then first choose κ_0 large enough and then ε small enough so that

H(1/2)e^{−κ0+c/2} ⩽ c , εH̄(2cκ_0 + c) ⩽ c^2 . (4.8)

We then use the fact that it is possible to choose δ ∈ (0, 1) small enough so that, almost surely, P_{Ti} (B^V ) ⩽ ε , B^V = {V_{i+1} < T_i + δ} . (4.9)

This follows because B^V coincides with the event {σ^⩾_{5/4}(T_i) < T_i + δ}, which has small probability via Lemma 4.7 since at time T_i we have ‖w^⩾ (M_i; T_i, ·)‖ ⩽ 1 < 5/4 by the third point of Lemma 3.5. Note also that B = B^V ∪ B^S with

B^S = {σ^D(V_{i+1}) > σ^⩾ (V_{i+1})} ∪ {τ^<(S_{i+1}) > τ^⩾ (S_{i+1})} .

Similarly to above, a combination of Lemma 4.8 and Lemma 5.1 guarantees that for K large enough P_{Vi+1} (B^S)1_{{Mi⩾K}} ⩽ ε1_{{Mi⩾K}} . (4.10)

Indeed, the probability of the event {τ^<(S_{i+1}) > τ^⩾ (S_{i+1})} is arbitrarily small via Lemma 4.8 and the bound in the second point of Lemma 3.5, conditional on the event {σ^D(V_{i+1}) ⩽ σ^⩾ (V_{i+1})}. On the other hand, the probability of the event {σ^D(V_{i+1}) > σ^⩾ (V_{i+1})} is small by Lemma 5.1, both provided that K is sufficiently large.

Combining both (4.10) and (4.9) we conclude that, for ε > 0 satisfying (4.8), there are an upper bound on δ and a lower bound on K (depending on c, κ_0 and ε which at this stage are already fixed) which guarantee that P_{Ti} (B)1_{{Mi⩾K}} ⩽ ε1_{{Mi⩾K}} . (4.11)

Step 1: A. In this step we obtain an estimate on E_{Ti} [F(κ, π_{Ti+1} )1_A]. By construction, the skeleton median decreases on the event A: ΔM_i = −1 by Lemma 3.5. Therefore by the second bound in Lemma 4.6 E_{Ti} [ F(κ, π_{Ti+1} )1_A ] ⩽ e^{−κ0+cκ}E_{Ti} [ e^{cκ‖wTi+1−‖2Mi +k0} 1_A ] e^{κ0Mi} . Observe that the quantity under the expectation on the right-hand side depends only on the left limit of w at time T_{i+1}. Now, the aim of this step will be to show that there exists an increasing function κ → H(κ) > 1 such that E_{Ti} [ e^{cκ‖wTi+1− ‖2M}i^{+k0} 1_A ] ⩽ H(κ)e^{4ce−2δk0 κ‖wTi ‖2M}i^{+k0} . (4.12) To obtain this bound we first condition on time V_{i+1} and use the estimate (6.3) from Proposition 6.1:

E_{Vi+1} [ e^{cκ‖wTi+1− ‖2M}i^{+k0} 1_A ] ⩽ E_{Vi+1} [ e^{cκ‖wTi+1−‖2M}i^{+k0} ] 1_AV ⩽ Ĉ(cκ)e^{2cκ‖wVi+1−‖2Mi +k0} 1_AV , where we have set A^V = {V_{i+1} = T_i + δ}. We then take the expectation at time T_i and use (6.1) to deduce the desired bound (4.12) with H(κ) = Ĉ(cκ)C(2cκ) . (4.13) We then choose k_0 sufficiently large as a function of δ such that

4ce^{−2δk0} ⩽ 1/2 . (4.14)

Let us observe that (4.14) is the only point where we require the parameter k_0. With this choice of parameters and recalling that κ_0 was chosen in such a way that (4.8) holds, we conclude from (4.12) that provided that h is chosen in such a way that h(κ) ⩾ e^{cκ−c/2}H(κ)/H(1/2) , (4.15) one has the bound E_{Ti} [ F(κ, π_{Ti+1} )1_A ] ⩽ c · h(κ) · e^{κ0Mi+ κ2 ‖wTi ‖2M}i^{+k0} ⩽ c · h(κ) · F(κ/2, π_{Ti} ) , (4.16)

which is an estimate of the required order. In addition, the map h(κ) defined above satisfies the requirements of the theorem.

Step 2: B ∩ {M_i ⩾ K}^{def}= B_K. Once again, let us start by estimating the conditional expectation at time V_{i+1}. We observe that although B is a “bad” event, we have no guarantee that ΔM_i ⩾ 0. Hence we combine both estimates of Lemma 4.6 (the first one with L = 1, in order to keep the estimate uniform over k_0), to find that for some constant c > 1

E_{Vi+1} [ F(κ, π_{Ti+1} )1_{BK} ] e^{−κ0Mi} ⩽ E_{Vi+1} [ exp ( c(κ_0 + κ) ( ‖w_{Ti+1 −}‖^2_{Mi+1} + 1 ) ) 1_{BK} ] , where we have in addition used that ‖w‖_{Mi+k0} ⩽ ‖w‖_{Mi+1}. Now, we know from (4.9) and (4.10) that P_{Ti} (B_K) ⩽ ε. Therefore, via Cauchy–Schwarz and the mentioned bounds we obtain that E_{Ti} [ F(κ, π_{Ti+1} )1_{BK} ] ⩽ √ εE_{Ti} [ e^{2c(κ0+κ)‖wTi+1−‖2M}i^{+1} 1_B ] 1_2 e^{c(κ0+κ)}e^{κ0Mi} . (4.17) We now note that B ⊂ E ∪ Ē where

E = {σ^⩾_{5/4}(T_i) < S_{i+1}} , Ē = {m_{Si+1} = D} ∩ {τ^<(S_{i+1}) > τ^⩾(S_{i+1})} .

Given two random variables a and b, write (a)_E (b) for the random variable equal to a on E and b otherwise. It then follows immediately from Definition 3.3 that, if we set β = (5/4)_E (2), L = (M_i)_E (M_i − 2), as well as t_0 = (T_i)_E (S_{i+1}), then the stopping time1 t_1 = σ^⩾_β (L, t_0) satisfies t_1 ⩽ T_{i+1} on B so that, for any κ̄ > 0, (6.3) yields

E_{t1} [ e^{κ̄‖wTi+1−‖2M}i^{+1} 1_B ] ⩽ Ĉ(κ̄)e^{2κ̄‖wt1 ‖2M}i^{+1} 1_{{t1⩽Ti+1 }} . (4.18)

We can then apply E_{t0} to both sides: observe that t_0 is not a stopping time, but for any two stopping times τ, σ we define the expectation E_{τE σ} [X] = E_τ [X1_E ] + E_σ [X1_E c ], which still satisfies the “tower property” E_{Ti} = E_{Ti} E_{t0} . In particular, one has the identity E_{Ti} X = E_{Ti} E_{t1} X = E_{Ti} E_{t0} E_{t1} X ,

so that, by (4.18), one has E_{Ti} [ e^{κ̄‖wTi+1−‖2Mi+1} 1_B ] ⩽ Ĉ(κ̄)E_{Ti} E_{t0} [ e^{2κ̄‖wt1 ‖2Mi +1} 1_{{t1⩽Ti+1}} ] . Hence, after applying E_{t0} we can use the bound (6.2) since, by the second step of Lemma 3.5 (and E as appearing there) and the fact that M_i ≥ M(u_{Ti} ), we have ‖w^⩾(L; t_0, ·)‖ ⩽ (1)_E (E) < (5/4)_E(2). We conclude that there exists an increasing function H̄ such that E_{Ti} [ e^{κ̄‖wTi+1−‖2M}i^{+1} 1_B ] ⩽ e^{−κ̄}H̄(κ̄) . (4.19)

Inserting this back into (4.17), we see that E_{Ti} [ F(κ, π_{Ti+1} )1_{BK} ] ⩽ √ εH̄(2c(κ_0 + κ))F(0, π_{Ti} ) .

Since we assumed that δ is chosen sufficiently small so that (4.8) holds, we conclude that, provided that we choose h large enough so that

h(κ)^2 ⩾ H̄(2c(κ_0 + κ))/H̄(2cκ_0 + c) , (4.20)

we have the bound E_{Ti} [ F(κ, π_{Ti+1} )1_{BK} ] ⩽ c · h(κ) · F(0, π_{Ti} ) ⩽ c · h(κ) · F(κ/2, π_{Ti} ) . (4.21)

Step 3: B ∩ {‖w_{Ti} ‖_{Mi+k0} ⩾ K}^{def}= ~B_K. Here we follow a slightly different estimate than in the previous step, since we are not allowed to use (4.10), as M_i is not necessarily large. Therefore we are not able to obtain a small factor ε because of an event that

1Although t_0 isn’t a stopping time, one verifies that t_1 is.

happens with small probability. Instead, we will gain a small factor, provided that K is sufficiently large. We start once more by applying Lemma 4.6 (using both bounds, the first one with L = 1) and the fact that ‖w‖_{Mi+k0} ⩽ ‖w‖_{Mi+1}, so that on the event B we have: F(κ, π_{Ti+1} )e^{−κ0Mi} ⩽ exp ( c(κ_0 + κ)(‖w_{Ti+1−}‖^2_{Mi +1} + 1) ) . Therefore, by (4.19), we obtain the bound E_{Ti} [ F(κ, π_{Ti+1} )1_{~BK} ] e^{−κ0Mi} ⩽ e^{c(κ0+κ)}E_{Ti} [ e^{c(κ0+κ)‖wTi+1−‖2Mi+1} 1_{~BK} ] ⩽ H̄(c(κ_0 + κ))1_{{‖wTi ‖Mi +k0 ⩾K}} . Since κ ⩾ 1/2, we can conclude that E_{Ti} [ F(κ, π_{Ti+1} )1_{~BK} ] ⩽ H̄(c(κ_0 + κ))e^{− 14 K2} F(κ/2, π_{Ti} )1_{{‖wTi ‖Mi +k0 ⩾K}} ⩽ c · h(κ) · F(κ, π_{Ti} ) , (4.22)

provided that h(κ) ⩾ H̄(c(κ_0 + κ))/H̄(c(κ_0 + 1/2)) , (4.23)

and by choosing a K(ε, κ_0, c) > 0 such that in addition to (4.10) also the following holds:

H̄(c(κ_0 + 1/2))e^{− 1}4^{K2} ⩽ c < 1 .

As in the previous steps, we have therefore obtained a bound of the required order.

Step 4: The case ‖π_{Ti} ‖ < K. Also this estimate follows along the lines of the previous steps: indeed the proof is even simpler since we are not interested in obtaining the contraction constant c. We start as usual by applying Lemma 4.6: E_{Ti} [ F(κ, π_{Ti+1} ) ] e^{−κ0Mi} 1_{{‖πTi ‖<K}} ⩽ e^{c(κ0+κ)}E_{Ti} [ exp ( c(κ_0 + κ)‖w_{Ti+1−}‖^2_{Mi+1} )] 1_{{‖πTi ‖<K}} . Now, via the uniform estimate (6.3) in Proposition 6.1 we obtain E_{Ti} [ exp ( c(κ_0 + κ)‖w_{Ti+1−}‖^2_{Mi+1} )] ⩽ Ĉ(c(κ_0 + κ))e^{2c(κ0+κ)‖wTi−‖2M}i^{+1} , which yields as desired that for some J(κ_0, κ, K) ∈ (0, ∞) E_{Ti} [ F(κ, π_{Ti+1} ) ] 1_{{‖πTi ‖<K}} ⩽ J(κ)1_{{‖πTi ‖<K}} , (4.24) as required. This concludes the proof of the contraction estimate (4.1), since we can combine (4.16), (4.21), (4.22) and (4.24) to obtain E_{Ti} [ F(κ, π_{Ti+1} ) ] ⩽ 4c · h(κ)F(κ/2, π_{Ti} )1_{{‖πTi ‖⩾K}} + J(κ)1_{{‖πTi ‖<K}} , for any h satisfying (4.15), (4.20) and (4.23), and such that h(1/2) = 1. This is the desired bound, since c ∈ (0, 1) can be chosen arbitrarily small.

Step 5: Uniform estimates. It now remains to obtain (4.2) and the bound at time t = 0. The uniform estimate (4.2) follows along similar lines as the estimates above, using the uniform bound (6.3) from Proposition 6.1. Our first objective is therefore to obtain some deterministic estimates which reduce the problem to an exponential bound of the kind treated in Proposition 6.1. For s ∈ [T_i, T_{i+1}) we have that G(π_s) = F(κ, π_{Ti} )B(κ, π_{Ti} , π_s) , where

B(κ, π_{Ti} , π_s) = exp ( κ_0(M(π_s) − M_i) + ‖π_s‖^2_{M(πs)+k0} − κ‖w_{Ti} ‖^2_{Mi +k0} ) . Now since π_s ∈ S we can use Lemma 4.3 to bound

‖π_s‖^2_{M(πs)+k0} ⩽ ‖Π^>_{Mi +k0} π_s‖^2_{Mi+k0} + 4(ν^{− 12a}_{min} + 1)^2(M(π_s) − M_i)_− ⩽ ‖Π^<_{Mi} π_s‖^2‖w_s‖^2_{Mi+k0} + 4(ν^{− 12a}_{min} + 1)^2(M(π_s) − M_i)_− ⩽ ‖w_s‖^2_{Mi+k0} + 4(ν^{− 12a}_{min} + 1)^2(M(π_s) − M_i)_− .

In particular, we can use this bound to estimate, with c_1 = 4(ν^{− 12a}_{min} + 1)^2:

B(κ, π_{Ti} , π_s) ⩽ exp ( κ_0(M(π_s) − M_i)_+ − (κ_0 − c_1)(M(π_s) − M_i)_− + ‖w_s‖^2_{Mi+k0} − κ‖w_{Ti} ‖^2_{Mi+k0} ) . Further, via Lemma 4.4 and once more via Lemma 4.3: (M(π_s) − M_i)_+ ⩽ (M(Π^>_{Mi} π_s) − M_i)_+ ⩽ 4ν^{12a}_{max}‖π_s‖^2_{Mi} ⩽ c_2 ( ‖π_s‖^2_{Mi+k0} + k_0 ) ⩽ c_2 ( ‖w_s‖^2_{Mi+k0} + k_0 ) . Hence overall, since we can assume that κ_0 ⩾ c_1, we obtain that

B(κ, π_{Ti} , π_s) ⩽ e^{κ0k0 c2} exp ( c_2‖w_s‖^2_{Mi+k0} − κ‖w_{Ti} ‖^2_{Mi+k0} ) . This estimate allows us to conclude, since we can apply (6.3) from Proposition 6.1 three times to obtain that for for κ ⩾ κ_1 = 2^3c_2 and A_i = [T_i, T_{i+1}) one has E_{Ti} [ sup_{s∈Ai} C(κ, π_{Ti} , π_s) ] ⩽ C(κ_0, k_0, δ) , which proves the desired bound.

To conclude, we turn to the estimate at time t = 0. Here we use that M_0 = M(π_0) to find that F(κ, π_0) = G(π_0)D(κ, π_0) , with D(κ, π_0) = exp ( κ‖w_0‖^2_{M(π0 )+k0} − ‖π_0‖^2_{M(π0 )+k0} ) . By the definition of M(π_0) we know that 2^{−1} ⩽ ‖Π^<_{M(π0 )}π_0‖^2, from which we deduce ‖π_0‖^2_{M(π0)+k0} = ‖Π^<_{M(π0 )}π_0‖^2‖w_0‖^2_{M(π0 )+k0} ⩾ 2^{−1}‖w_0‖^2_{M(π0)+k0} , implying that D(κ, π_0) ⩽ 1 if κ ⩽ 1/2 as required.

4.2 Regularity to median estimates In this subsection we state elementary lemmas that relate jumps of the energy median to high frequency regularity and vice versa.

Lemma 4.3 Consider two values L^+, L^− ∈ N and write ΔL = L^+ − L^−. Then for any φ ∈ S and γ ⩾ 1/2 ‖φ‖^2_{γ,L}+ ⩽ { ‖φ‖^2_{γ,L−} if ΔL ⩾ 0 , 2^{2γ} (ν^{− γa}_{min} + 1)(ΔL)_− + 2^{2γ−1}‖φ‖^2_{γ,L−} if ΔL < 0 , with (ΔL)_− the negative part of ΔL.

The restriction γ ⩾ 1/2 is not necessary: for γ < 1/2 the parameters of the estimate change only slightly, but such an estimate is not required.

Proof. Let us start with the case ΔL ⩾ 0. From the definition of the norms we have for any φ ∈ S ‖φ‖^2_{γ,L}+ − ‖φ‖^2_{γ,L}− = m∑ α=1 ∑ |k|>L^+_α (|k| − L^+_α + 1)^{2γ}|φ̂^α_k |^2 − ∑ |k|>L^−_α (|k| − L^−_α + 1)^{2γ}|φ̂^α_k |^2 ⩽ 0 .

On the other hand if ΔL < 0, since ‖φ‖ = 1 ‖φ‖^2_L+ − 2^{2γ−1}‖φ‖^2_L− = m∑ α=1 ∑ |k|>L^+_α (|k| − L^+_α + 1)^{2γ} |φ̂^α_k |^2 − 2^{2γ−1} ∑ |k|>L^−_α (|k| − L^−_α + 1)^{2γ} |φ̂^α_k |^2

⩽ 2^{2γ−1}ν^{− γa}_{min} (ΔL)^{2γ}_− + 2^{2γ−1} m∑ α=1 ∑ L^+_α <|k|⩽L^−_α (|k| − L^+_α + 1)^{2γ} |φ̂^α_k |^2

⩽ 2^{2γ} [ν^{− γa}_{min} (ΔL)_− + 1] ⩽ 2^{2γ} (ν^{− γa}_{min} + 1)(ΔL)_− , where we used that (ΔL)_− ⩾ 1 together with

(a − L^+_α )^{2γ} = (a − L^−_α + (ΔL_α)_−)^{2γ} ⩽ 2^{2γ−1} [ (a − L^−_α )^{2γ} + (ΔL_α)^{2γ}_− ] , for all a ⩾ L^−. This concludes the proof.

An analogous estimate provides a bound on the size of the energy median through high frequency regularity.

Lemma 4.4 Consider any L ∈ N. Then for every φ ∈ S satisfying ‖Π^>_L φ‖ > 0 the following estimate holds: (M(Π^>_L φ) − L)^{12} ⩽ 2ν^{14a}_{max}‖φ‖_L .

Proof. Let us write M = M(Π^>_L φ) for short and note that M > L, so that M − 1 ⩾ L, since we are working with integers. Therefore, from the definition of the energy median ‖φ‖_L ⩾ (_m∑ α=1 ∑ |k|>M_α −1 (|k| − L_α + 1)|φ̂^α_k |^2

) 1_2

⩾ (_m∑ α=1 (M_α − L_α)‖Π^>_{M−1}φ^α‖^2

) 1_2 ⩾ 1 2ν^{14a}_{max}

(M − L)^{12} .

Hence, the result is proven.

The next result considers the jump of the process w_t = Π^>_{Mt} u_t/‖Π^<_{Mt} u_t‖ at the jump times T_i: it is a slight adaptation of Lemma 4.3.

Lemma 4.5 Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.5 and with the stopping times and skeleton median from Definition 3.3 the following holds. For every i ∈ N and ΔM_i = M_{i+1} − M_i = M_{Ti+1} − M_{Ti} we have the following estimates for any k_0 ∈ N and γ ⩾ 1/2 ‖w_{Ti+1} ‖^2_{γ,Mi+1+k0} ⩽ { ‖w_{Ti+1 −}‖^2_{γ,Mi+k0} if ΔM_i ⩾ 0 , 5 · 2^{2γ} [ ν^{−γ/a}_{min} + 1 + 2^{−1}‖w_{Ti+1−}‖^2_{γ,Mi+k0} ] if ΔM_i < 0 .

Proof. Let us start with the first estimate, in the case ΔM_i ⩾ 0. In this case we find that ‖π_{Ti+1} ‖_{γ,Mi+1+k0} ⩽ ‖π_{Ti+1} ‖_{γ,Mi+k0} , as well as ‖Π^<_{Mi} π_{Ti+1} ‖ ⩽ ‖Π^<_{Mi+1} π_{Ti+1} ‖. Hence, in particular, we conclude that ‖w_{Ti+1} ‖_{γ,Mi+1+k0} = ‖π_{Ti+1} ‖_{γ,Mi+1+k0} ‖Π^<_{Mi+1} π_{Ti+1} ‖ ⩽ ‖π_{Ti+1} ‖_{γ,Mi+k0} ‖Π^<_{Mi} π_{Ti+1} ‖ = ‖w_{Ti+1−}‖_{γ,Mi+k0} . On the other hand, in the case ΔM_i < 0, which by Definition 3.3 of the skeleton median process (M_t)_{t⩾0} implies that the jump is exactly of size one, i.e. ΔM_i = −1, we find by Lemma 4.3 and (3.12) ‖w_{Ti+1} ‖^2_{γ,Mi+1+k0} = ‖π_{Ti+1} ‖^2_{γ,Mi+1+k0} ‖Π^<_{Mi+1} π_{Ti+1} ‖^2

⩽ 2^{2γ} (ν^{− γa}_{min} + 1) |ΔM_i| ‖Π^<_{Mi+1} π_{Ti+1} ‖^2

+ 2^{2γ−1} ‖π_{Ti+1} ‖^2_{γ,Mi+k0} ‖Π^<_{Mi+1} π_{Ti+1} ‖^2

⩽ 2^{2γ} (ν^{− γa}_{min} + 1) · 5 + 2^{2γ−1} ‖π_{Ti+1} ‖^2_{γ,Mi+k0} ‖Π^<_{Mi+1} π_{Ti+1} ‖^2 . We can also estimate via (3.12) ‖Π^<_{Mi} π_{Ti+1} ‖^2 ‖Π^<_{Mi+1} π_{Ti+1} ‖^2 ⩽ 5 , so that overall

‖w_{Ti+1} ‖^2_{γ,Mi+1+k0} ⩽ 2^{2γ} (ν^{− γa}_{min} + 1) · 5 + 2^{2γ−1} · 5 ‖π_{Ti+1} ‖^2_{γ,Mi+k0} ‖Π^<_{Mi} π_{Ti+1} ‖^2 , which completes the proof of the lemma.

Now, a combination of the previous estimates delivers the following lemma.

Lemma 4.6 Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.5 and with the stopping times and skeleton median from Definition 3.3, there exists a constant c > 1 such that, uniformly over all L, i ∈ N and κ, κ_0 > 0:

1. If ΔM_i ⩾ 0, then: F(κ,π_{Ti+1} )e^{−κ0Mi} ⩽ exp ( cκ_0 ( ‖w_{Ti+1 −}‖^2_{Mi+L} + L ) + κ‖w_{Ti+1−}‖^2_{Mi+k0} ) . 2. If ΔM_i < 0, then: F(κ, π_{Ti+1} )e^{−κ0Mi} ⩽ exp ( −κ_0 + cκ(‖w_{Ti+1−}‖^2_{Mi+k0} + 1) ) . Proof. We start by showing that the following estimate holds uniformly over L, i ∈ N: ΔM_i ⩽ c‖w_{Ti+1−}‖^2_{Mi+L} + cL . (4.25) This bound is only non-trivial when ΔM_i > 0 so we assume that this is the case. Recall that w_{Ti+1−} = Π^>_{Mi} π_{Ti+1} /‖Π^<_{Mi} π_{Ti+1} ‖ and that, because of the presence of the projection Π^>_{Mi} , we have by definition that M_{i+1} ⩽ M(w_{Ti+1 −}). Hence applying first Lemma 4.4 (with L = M_i and φ = π_{Ti+1} ) and then Lemma 4.3 we obtain

ΔM_i = (√ ΔM_i )_2

⩽ c(ν_{max})‖π_{Ti+1} ‖^2_{Mi} ⩽ c(ν_{max})‖w_{Ti+1−}‖^2_{Mi} ⩽ c(ν_{max}) ( ‖w_{Ti+1−}‖^2_{Mi+L} + (‖w_{Ti+1−}‖^2_{Mi} − ‖w_{Ti+1 −}‖^2_{Mi+L}) ) ⩽ c(ν_{max}, ν_{min}) ( ‖w_{Ti+1 −}‖^2_{Mi+L} + L‖w_{Ti+1−}‖^2 ) ⩽ c(ν_{max}, ν_{min}) ( ‖w_{Ti+1 −}‖^2_{Mi+L} + L ) , (4.26)

where in the last line we have made use of the bound (3.12) in Lemma 3.5 since ‖w_{Ti+1−}‖ = lim_{t↑Ti+1} ‖Π^>_{Mt} π_t‖ ‖Π^<_{Mt} π_t‖ ⩽ 2 , thus proving (4.25). Note that the values of the constants c in (4.26) change from line to line.

At this point, the two desired estimates follow from Lemma 4.5. If ΔM_i ⩾ 0, then we have ‖w_{Ti+1} ‖^2_{Mi+1+k0} ≤ ‖w_{Ti+1 −}‖^2_{Mi+k0} , so that (4.25) implies as desired F(κ, π_{Ti+1} )e^{−κ0Mi} ⩽ exp ( κ_0c‖w_{Ti+1 −}‖^2_{Mi+L} + κ_0cL + κ‖w_{Ti+1−}‖^2_{Mi+k0} ) . If instead ΔM_i < 0 then ΔM_i = −1 by definition and, by Lemma 4.5, we have

‖w_{Ti+1} ‖^2_{Mi+1+k0} ⩽ c(ν_{min})(1 + ‖w_{Ti+1−}‖^2_{Mi+k0} ) ,

which yields the desired bound.

4.3 Exit time bounds In this subsection we collect estimates on certain exit times. Given any stopping time t_0 and any F_{t0} -adapted random variables E ∈ (0, ∞) and L ∈ N, let us define the following event:

D_E (L; t_0) = {‖w^⩾(L; t_0, ·)‖ ⩽ E} . (4.27)

Our first result is a negative exponential moment bound on σ^⩾_β (L, t_0) − t_0: recall the definition in (3.6).

Lemma 4.7 Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.5, fix any κ, E, β > 0 such that E ∈ (0, β) and let t_0 be any stopping time. Then there exist a deterministic function (ζ, κ, β, δ) → C(ζ, κ, β, δ) ∈ (0, ∞) such that uniformly over all parameters

E_{t0} [ exp ( κ(σ^⩾_β (L, t_0) − t_0)^{−ζ} ) 1_{DE (L;t0)} ] < C(ζ, κ, β, E)1_{DE (L;t0)} . Let us highlight that the estimate is not uniform over E ↑ β and as a matter of fact fails at E ⩾ β. Proof. This result follows from Proposition 3.2, as a consequence of Doob’s submartingale inequality. Indeed, consider R and N as in Proposition 3.2, so that we can define for all t ∈ [t_0, σ^⩾_β (L, t_0)]

x_t = E + R(β) · (t − t_0) + N_t .

For simplicity, we will consider N defined for all t ⩾ t_0 by setting N_t = N_{t∧σ}⩾_{β (L,t0 )}. By comparison, we then have that σ^⩾_β (L, t_0) ⩾ σ^⩾_β (L, t_0), where the latter is defined by

σ^⩾_β (L, t_0) = inf{t ⩾ t_0 : x_t ⩾ β} .

Now fix any t_⋆(β, β − E) > 0 satisfying R t_⋆ ⩽^1_2 (β − E). Then for s ∈ [0, t_⋆] we find

σ^⩾_β (L, t_0) ⩽ t_0 + s ⇒ sup_{r∈[0,s]} N_{t0+r} ⩾ 1 2 (β − E)^{def}= μ ,

so that overall for s ∈ [0, t_⋆]

P_{t0} (σ^⩾_β (L, t_0) ⩽ s)1_{DE (L;t0)} ⩽ P_{t0} ( sup r∈[0,s] N_{t0 +r} ⩾ μ ) 1_{DE (L;t0 )} .

We can now apply Doob’s submartingale inequality, since by Proposition 3.2 the quadratic variation of N satisfies d⟨N ⟩_t ⩽ R dt for all t ∈ [t_0, σ^⩾_β (L; t_0)], to obtain for any λ > 0

P_{t0} ( sup r∈[0,s] N_{t0 +r} ⩾ μ ) 1_{DE (L;t0)} = P_{t0} ( sup r∈[0,s] exp(λN_{t0 +r}) ⩾ e^{λμ} ) 1_{DE (L;t0)} ⩽ exp ( −λμ + λ^2sR 2 ) 1_{DE (L;t0)} ,

so that choosing λ =^μ_{Rs} delivers eventually, for s ∈ [0, t_⋆], the bound

P_{t0} ( sup r∈[0,s] N_{t0 +r} ⩾ μ ) 1_{DE (L;t0)} ⩽ exp ( − μ^2 2R s^{−1} ) 1_{DE (L;t0)} ,

from which the required moment bound follows.

Also the next result follows along classical lines from Proposition 3.2. It guarantees a drift of the median to low frequencies, in that the probability of the relative energy process about the median becoming small is much higher than that of increasing, provided the energy median is sufficiently large. For this purpose, for any K > 0, E ∈ (0, 2), define D^K_E (t_0) = D_E (M_{t0} − 2; t_0) ∩ {M_{t0} > K}. Recall also the stopping times defined in (3.13).

Lemma 4.8 Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.5, fix any E ∈ (0, 2) and let t_0 be any stopping time. Then for every ε ∈ (0, 1) there exists a K(ε, E) such that

P_{t0} (τ^< (t_0) < τ^⩾ (t_0)) ⩾ 1 − ε ,

on the event D^K_E (t_0).

Proof. Let M and R be as in Proposition 3.2, and define for t ⩾ t_0 (by setting M_t = M_{t∧τ} ⩾_{(t0)} to define the martingale also for times larger than τ^⩾ ):

x_t = E + R(t − t_0) + M_t .

Then the stopping time τ^⩾(t_0) given by

τ^⩾(t_0) = inf {t ⩾ t_0 : x_t ⩾ 2} ,

satisfies by Doob’s submartingale inequality that for some constant C(ζ, E):

E_{t0} [ exp ( (τ^⩾(t_0) − t_0)^{−ζ} )] 1_DK_{E (t0 )} ⩽ C(ζ, E) .

Therefore, via the previous Lemma 4.7, for any ε ∈ (0, 1) we can find a δ(ε, E) ∈ (0, 1) such that on the event D^K_E (t_0)

P_{t0} ( τ^⩾(t_0) ⩽ t_0 + δ ) ⩽ ε . Now, on the event {τ^⩾(t_0) > t_0 + δ, τ^⩾(t_0) > t_0 + δ} we find by Proposition 3.2 that if τ^< (t_0) > t_0 + δ, then

‖w(M_{t0} − 2; t_0 + δ, ·)‖^2 ⩽ −ν_{min}δΔ_{Mt0 −2} + x_δ ⩽ −ν_{min}δΔ_{Mt0 −2} + 2 ⩽ 1 4 , where the last inequality holds provided K is chosen sufficiently large depending on δ, and thus on ε and E. This proves that

P_{t0} (τ^⩾(t_0) > t_0 + δ, τ^⩾(t_0) > t_0 + δ, τ^<(t_0) > t_0 + δ) = 0

on D^K_E (t_0), so that

P_{t0} (τ^<(t_0) < τ^⩾(t_0))1_DK_{E (t0 )} ⩾ (1 − ε)1_DK_{E (t0 )} ,

as required.

5 High-frequency stochastic instability

The main aim of this section is the proof of Proposition 2.9. It furthermore collects some estimates relevant to the study of the energy median dynamics in the concentrated setting. It is a fundamental tool of our analysis, as we make use of the non-degeneracy of the noise to obtain the instability of high-frequency states.

Proof of Proposition 2.9. Let us start by considering the solution u to (1.1) with initial condition u_0 such that ‖u_0‖ = 1, up to normalising it. By (2.14), showing highfrequency stochastic instability requires us to consider initial data u_0 satisfying

‖(Π∘_{M−1} + Π∘_{M−2})u_0‖ ⩾ 1 4 ‖Π^<_{M−2}u_0‖ , ‖Π^⩾_M u_0‖ ⩽ 2‖Π^<_M u_0‖ .

It follows in particular that

‖(Π∘_{M−1} + Π∘_{M−2})u_0‖^2 ⩾ 1 16 ‖Π^<_{M−2}u_0‖^2 ,

‖(Π∘_{M−1} + Π∘_{M−2})u_0‖^2 ⩾ 1 2^4 · (1 + 2^4)

‖Π^⩾_M u_0‖^2 ,

which implies, since ‖u_0‖ = 1, that there exists β_0 ∈ {1, . . . , m} such that

‖(Π∘_{M−1} + Π∘_{M−2})u^{β0}_0 ‖ ⩾ η_0 , η_0 = 1 √ m √ 1 + 2^5 + 2^8

. (5.1)

It follows from Assumption 2.7and in particular (2.16) that there exists α_0 ∈ {1, . . . , m} with ν^{β0} ⩾ ν^{α0} and a constant c > 0 such that ∑ |k|⩽(M−3)_{α0} ∑ l∈Z^d Γ^{α0}_{β0,l}|φ̂^{β0,k+l}|^2 ⩾ c‖(Π∘_{M−1} + Π∘_{M−2})φ^{β0} ‖^2 . (5.2)

Indeed, since ν^{β0} ⩾ ν^{α0} we have that L_{β0} ⩽ L_{α0} for all L ∈ N. Therefore, to deduce (5.2) it suffices to show that there exists a constant c > 0 such that ∑ |k|⩽(M−3)_{β0} ∑ l∈Z^d Γ^{α0}_{β0,l}|φ̂^{β0 ,k+l}|^2 ⩾ c ∑ |k|⩽M_{β0} |φ̂^{β0,k}|^2 ,

which is the case with c = min_{l∈A} Γ^{α0}_{β0,l} > 0, where A is the set in Assumption 2.7, since for every |k| ⩽ M_{β0} there exists an l ∈ A such that |k − l| ⩽ (M − 3)_{β0} : note that B(M_{β0} ) ⊆ B((M − 3)_{β0} + 3ν^{−1/2a}_{min} ), so that indeed the claim follows from the assumption.

Given these preliminaries, we now write the solution u to (1.1) in its mild formulation in Fourier coordinates. Following the conventions of Remark 3.1, this yields

û^k_t = e^{−νζk t}û^k_0 + ∫_t 0 e^{−νζk (t−s)} ∑ l∈Z^d û^{k−l}_s · dB^l_s .

Now consider the time horizon t^{M,(1)}_⋆ and the threshold η:

t^{M,(1)}_⋆ = 1 2Δ_{M−3} , η < η_0 , where η is arbitrary (as long as it satisfies the constraint with a strict inequality). Then we introduce the following stopping times:

τ_{low} = inf { t ∈ [0, t^{M,(1)}_⋆ ) : e^{ζM t}‖(Π∘_{M−1} + Π∘_{M−2})u^{β0}_t ‖ ⩽ η } , with the usual convention that inf ∅ = +∞. This definition may appear a bit odd, so let us explain it. Our aim will be to prove that for short times, or at least until the system has diluted, we have a lower bound on the energy in a shell of width two about level M − 1 for the coordinate β_0, which is enough to shift the energy to level M − 3.

As we will see, we eventually show that the system has a (very small) chance of diluting only after a time of order

t^{M,(2)}_⋆ = log (λΔ_{M−3}) 2Δ_{M−3} ≫ t^{M,(1)}_⋆ . The parameter λ > 0 can be arbitrarily large and is required to close the estimates below. The eventual time scale t^{M,(2)}_⋆ hides two different effects. One is a shift of energy, and another is an increase due to the different rates of dissipation. Indeed, we will provide a lower bound on the amount of energy that is shifted of the following order (omitting noise terms, which are the technically the most challenging): e^{2ζM −2 t}‖Π^<_{M−3}u_t‖^2 ≳ e^{2ΔM −2t} ∫_t 0 e^{−2ΔM −2s}‖(Π∘_{M−1} + Π∘_{M−2})u^{β0}_s ‖^2 ds .

The main contribution of the integral comes from the time interval [0, t^{M,(1)}_⋆ ] and is of order 1/Δ_{M−2}. This then becomes of order λ by time t^{M,(2)}_⋆ , when multiplied with the factor e^{ΔM t}, which accounts for the different rates of dissipation. Hence t^{M,(1)}_⋆ is the time-scale up to which we require a lower bound on the energy in (Π∘_{M−1} + Π∘_{M−2})u^{β0}_s . At the same time, we cannot expect a lower bound of this kind for larger times scales, because modes in a shell of width two about level M −1 start dissipating at substantially different rates after that time, hence the definition of τ_{low}. Next we consider the following stopping time to control central and high frequencies

τ_{up} = inf{t ⩾ 0 : e^{ζM −2t}‖Π^⩾_{M−2}u_t‖ ⩾ 2} .

Similarly, we introduce a stopping time for the low frequency component, which kicks in roughly when the system has diluted: σ = inf{t ⩾ 0 : e^{ζM −2t}‖Π^<_{M−2}u_t‖ ⩾ 8} . Finally, define

τ = σ ∧ τ_{up} ∧ τ_{low} , v_t = { u_t if t ⩽ τ , e^{−ζM −2(t−τ )}u_τ if t > τ . With this definition we have that for all t ⩾ 0 ‖v_t‖ ⩽ √ 2^6 + 2^2e^{−ζM −2t} , ∀t ⩾ 0 , (5.3)

as well as

‖(Π∘_{M−1} + Π∘_{M−2})v^{β0}_t ‖ ⩾ η^′e^{−ζM −2t} , ∀t ∈ [0, t^{M,(1)}_⋆ ] , (5.4)

for some η^′ < η, were we used that exp((ζ_M − ζ_{M−2})t^{M,(1)}_⋆ ) ⩽ c, for some constant c > 0 independent of M. Consider then for any α ∈ {1, . . . , m} and k ∈ Z^d the real-valued process ẑ^{α,k}_t defined to be the principal (positive) square root of |ẑ^{α,k}_t |^2, which in turn solves the following equation:

d|ẑ^{α,k}_t |^2 = −2ν_αζ_k |ẑ^{α,k}_t |^2 dt + m∑ β=1 ∑ l∈Z^d Γ^α_{β,l}|v̂^{β,k+l}_t |^2 dt

+2 · 1_{[0,τ ]}(t) · Re ( ∑ l∈Z^d v̂^{α,k}_t ( v̂^{−k−l} t · dB^l_t )_α) , (5.5)

for all k ∈ Z^d and α ∈ {1, . . . , m}. To see that |ẑ^{α,k}_t |^2 ⩾ 0 for all times it suffices to observe that by Itô’s formula applied to the α-th component of u_t we have that |ẑ^{α,k}_t |^2 = |û^{α,k}_t |^2 , ∀α ∈ {1, . . . , m} , k ∈ Z^d , t ⩽ τ . Now, our aim is to prove by contradiction that τ < t^{M,(2)}_⋆ with a probability bounded from below uniformly over the initial data and with an explicit dependence on M (which we will then work to improve by iterating the argument). To do so, we start by obtaining a lower bound on the probability that ‖Π^<_{M−2}z_tM,(2)_⋆ ‖ is suitably large (in particular, it suffices to show that ‖Π^<_{M−3}z_tM,(2)_⋆ ‖ is large).

Summing (5.5) over all k with |k| ⩽ (M − 3)_α and all α ∈ {1, . . . , m} and using the bound (5.2) leads to

d‖Π^<_{M−3}z_t‖^2 ⩾ −2ζ_{M−3}‖Π^<_{M−3}z_t‖^2 dt + c‖(Π∘_{M−1} + Π∘_{M−2})v^{β0}_t ‖^2 dt

+1_{[0,τ ]}(t) m∑ α=1 ∑ |k|⩽(M−3)_α 2Re ( ∑ l∈Z^d v̂^{α,k}_t ( v̂^{−k−l} t · dB^l_t )_α ) .

Therefore, we obtain the following lower bound:

‖Π^<_{M−3}z_t‖^2 ⩾ c ∫_t 0 e^{−2ζM −3(t−s)}‖(Π∘_{M−1} + Π∘_{M−2})v^{β0}_s ‖^2 ds + e^{−2ζM −3 t}M_t = e^{−2ζM −2t}X_t + e^{−2ζM −2t}Y_t , where X_t = e^{2ΔM −3t}c ∫_t 0 e^{2ζM −3s}‖(Π∘_{M−1} + Π∘_{M−2})v^{β0}_s ‖^2 ds ,

Y_t = e^{2ΔM −3t}M_t , and where M_t is the martingale

M_t = 2Re ( ∫_{t∧τ} 0 e^{2ζM −3 s} m∑ α=1 ∑ |k|⩽(M−3)_α ∑ l∈Z^d v̂^{α,k}_s ( v̂^{−k−l} s · dB^l_s )_α ) .

At this point we would like to prove that by time t^{M,(2)}_⋆ the drift X_t has become very large, while the martingale term is not relevant. For this purpose, we require an upper bound on Y_t and a lower bound on X_t. For the martingale M_t we have the following estimate on the quadratic variation: ⟨M⟩_t ⩽ m∑ α,β=1 ∑ l∈Z^d Γ^α_{β,l} ∫_t 0 | | |e^{2ζM −3s} ∑ |k|⩽(M−3)_α v̂^{α,k}_s v̂^{β,−k−l} s | | |^2 ds

≲_Γ ∫_t 0 e^{−4ΔM −3s} ds ≲_Γ 1 − e^{−4ΔM −3t} Δ_{M−3} , (5.6)

where we used both the decay assumption on Γ in (2.15) and the upper bound on v from (5.3). In particular, from the Burkholder–Davis–Gundy inequality, for any p ⩾ 1 there exists a constant C(p, Γ) such that E|Y_t|^{2p} ⩽ C(p, Γ) ( e^{4ΔM −3t} Δ_{M−3} )_p . On the other hand for the drift term we have that for t ⩾ t^{M,(1)}_⋆ , and by (5.4), the following lower bound holds:

X_t ≳_η′_{,Γ} e^{2ΔM −3t} ∫_tM,(1)_⋆ 0 e^{−ΔM −3s} ds ≳_η′_{,Γ} e^{2ΔM −3t} Δ_{M−3} . (5.7)

Now define X = X_tM,(2)_⋆ , Y = Y_tM,(2)_⋆ , so that by our lower bound on the drift (5.7) and our upper bound on the martingale term (5.6), there exist constants c > 0 and C_{p,λ} > 0 (for any p ⩾ 1, and where λ is the parameter in the definition of t^{M,(2)}_⋆ ) such that

cλ ⩽ X , E[|Y |^{2p}] ⩽ C_{p,λ}(Δ_{M−3})^p . (5.8)

At this point, our aim is to obtain a quantitative lower bound on the probability that X + Y is strictly positive. Note that at first it is not clear at all that such a lower bound should hold, since albeit Y has mean zero, its fluctuations are much larger than the lower bound on X. Despite this fact, we obtain that – at least with some small probability – the sum X + Y stays positive. Indeed, by (5.7) we have that P(X + Y ⩽ 8) ⩽ P(Y ⩽ 8 − cλ) . The number 8 is chosen in connection to the definition of σ, and our aim is to prove that the probability above is bounded away from one. Now, let us fix λ > 0 such that 8 − cλ = −1, so that our aim becomes to find an upper bound on the probability φ = P(Y ⩽ −1). Since Y has mean zero we have

0 = E[Y ] ⩽ −φ + E[Y 1_{{Y >−1}}] ,

from which we deduce that φ ⩽ E[Y 1_{{Y >−1}}]. At this point we use Hölder’s inequality to bound

E[Y 1_{{Y >−1}}] ⩽ E[Y^{2p}]^{12p} (1 − φ)^{1q} , 1 q + 1 2p = 1 , q ∈ (1, 2] .

Here the requirement q ∈ (1, 2] is needed to guarantee p ⩾ 1, so that (5.8) applies. Indeed, from here, by using the second bound in (5.8), we deduce that for some constant c_q > 0 and any q ∈ (1, 2]: ( √ Δ_{M−3})^q(1 − φ) ⩾ c_q φ^q .

Writing φ = 1 − ε for ε ∈ (0, 1), we then have ( √ Δ_{M−3})^q ε ⩾ c_q (1 − ε)^q ⩾ c_q(1 − qε) , which in turn implies the lower bound ε ⩾ c_q c_q q + ( √ Δ_{M−3})^q ≈_q 1 Δ^{q2}_{M−3} , ∀q ∈ (1, 2] . Now we can choose q arbitrarily close to 1 and hence q/2 arbitrarily close to 1/2. For instance, by fixing appropriate q we find that

P(X + Y > 8) ⩾ Δ^{− 34}_{M−3} ,

for any M ⩾ K, provided we choose K sufficiently large.

Observe that on the event X + Y ⩾ 8 we must have τ ⩽ t^{M,(2)}_⋆ , since σ would kick in by time t^{M,(2)}_⋆ at the latest, so that

P(τ ⩽ t^{M,(2)}_⋆ ) ⩾ Δ^{− 34}_{M−3} . (5.9)

We are left with two tasks. First, we show that, conditional on this event we have, with high probability, that indeed σ < τ_{up}∧τ_{low}, meaning that we have overall a (small) bound from below probability on the probability of dilution in the time interval [0, t^{M,(2)}_⋆ ]. Second, we iterate our argument to go from a small probability to a probability of order one by considering longer time-scales.

We start with the first task, namely by proving that there exists a constant c > 0 for which P(σ < τ_{low} ∧ τ_{up} ∧ t^{M,(2)}_⋆ ) ⩾ cΔ^{− 34}_{M−3} . (5.10) This requires some estimates on the high and central frequencies of the process t → z_t.

Estimate for Π^⩾_{M−1}z_t. By summing (5.5) over |k| > (M − 2)_α and over α ∈ {1, . . . , m}, we obtain for all t ⩾ 0

e^{2ζM −2t}‖Π^⩾_{M−2}z_t‖^2 ⩽ ‖Π^⩾_{M−2}z_0‖^2 + C(Γ) ∫_t 0 e^{2ζM −2s}‖v_s‖^2 ds + N_t , again by the decay assumption (2.15) on the coefficients Γ^α_{β,l} and where N is the martingale given by

N_t = 2Re (_m∑ α=1 ∑ l∈Z^d ∑ (M−2)_α <|k| ∫_{t∧τ} 0 e^{2ζM −2s}v̂^{α,k}_s ( v̂^{−k−l} s · dB^l_s )_α ) . Now, using once more the upper bound (5.3) and the decay of the coefficients Γ, the continuous martingale t → N_t has quadratic variation bounded by m∑ α,β=1 ∑ l∈Z^d Γ^α_{β,l} ∫_t 0 | | | ∑ (M−2)_α <|k| e^{2ζM −2s}v̂^{α,k}_s v̂^{β,−k−l}_s | | |^2 ds ≲Γ t .

Therefore, by Doob’s submartingale inequality, we obtain that for any p ∈ [1, ∞] P ( sup 0⩽s⩽t^{M,(2)}_⋆ N_s ⩾ C ) ≲ E|N_tM,(2)_⋆ |^p C^p ≲ (t^{M,(2)}_⋆ )^{p2} ⩽ 1 Δ_{M−3} , where the last inequality follows for example by choosing p = 4, and provided that K is sufficiently large. We therefore conclude that P ( τ_{up} < σ ∧ τ_{low} ∧ t^{M,(2)}_⋆ ) ⩽ 1 Δ_{M−3} . (5.11)

This is a sufficient upper bound for our purposes, since the probability Δ^{−1}_{M−3} is much smaller than Δ^{−3/4}_{M−3}, which is the lower bound on our tentative “success” event. The next step is to establish a similar upper bound for the stopping time τ_{low}.

Estimate for (Π∘_{M−1} + Π∘_{M−2})z^{β0}_t . Similarly to above, we would now like to prove a lower bound on (Π∘_{M−1} + Π∘_{M−2})z^{β0}_t up to time t^{M,(1)}_⋆ , with a very high probability. By summing (5.5) for α = β_0 over (M − 2)_{β0} < |k| ⩽ M_{β0} we find that ∑ (M−2)_{β0} <|k|⩽M_{β0} e^{2ζM t}|ẑ^{β0,k}_t |^2 ⩾ ‖(Π∘_{M−1} + Π∘_{M−2})z^{β0}_0 ‖^2 + O_t ,

with

O_t = 2Re ( ∑ l∈Z^d ∑ (M−2)_{β0} <|k|⩽M_{β0} ∫_{t∧τ} 0 e^{2ζM s}v̂^{β0,k}_s ( v̂^{−k−l} s · dB^l_s )_{β0} ) .

Now, as before, we compute the quadratic variation of O, up to time t^{M,(1)}_⋆ : ⟨O⟩_tM,(1)_⋆ ≲ m∑ β=1 ∑ l∈Z^d Γ^{β0}_{β,l} ∫_tM,(1)_⋆ 0 | | ∑ (M−2)_{β0} <|k|⩽M_{β0} e^{2ζM s}v̂^{β0,k}_s v̂^{β,−k−l}_s | |^2 ds

≲ ∑ β,l Γ^{β0}_{β,l} ∫_tM,(1)_⋆ 0 e^{4(ζM −ζM −2)s} ( ∑ (M−2)_{β0} <|k|⩽M_{β0} e^{2ζM −2s}|v̂^{β0 ,k}_s v̂^{β,−k−l}_s | )_2 ds ≲_Γ t^{M,(1)}_⋆ ,

where we used that for s ⩽ t^{M,(1)}_⋆ we have e^{4(ζM −ζM −2 )s} ⩽ c, for some constant c > 0 independent of M, the bound (5.3), and the decay assumptions on Γ. Following the same steps as above, we therefore find that, provided K is sufficiently large:

P(τ_{low} < τ_{up} ∧ σ ∧ t^{M,(2)}_⋆ ) ⩽ 1 Δ_{M−3} . (5.12)

Hence, combining (5.11) and (5.12) with (5.9), we obtain (5.10), since Δ^{−1}_{M−3} ≪ Δ^{− 34}_{M−3}.

Iteration. The lower bound (5.10) guarantees that we can dilute, but only with a very small probability, by time t^{M,(2)}_⋆ . The last step in the proof is to perform a large number of attempts (more than Δ^{3/4}_{M−3}, in order to compensate the small probability of success) so that with a high probability, we observe at least one success. We therefore define the final time horizon

t^{M,(3)}_⋆ = log (λΔ_{M−3}) 2Δ^{1−r}_{M−3} = Δ^r_{M−3} · t^{M,(2)}_⋆ ,

for an arbitrary parameter r ∈ (3/4, 1). Before we can conclude let us observe that the previous calculations prove also, up to changing the value of the proportionality constant, that there exists a c > 0 such that for any stopping time t_0

P_{t0} (σ^D(M, t_0) ⩽ t_0 + t^{M,(2)}_⋆ )1_{BK,t0} > cΔ^{− 34}_{M−3}1_{BK,t0} , (5.13) where B_{K,t0} is the event

B_{K,t0} = { ‖(Π∘_{M−1} + Π∘_{M−2})u_{t0} ‖ ⩾ 1 4 ‖Π^<_{M−2}u_{t0} ‖ , M ⩾ K , ‖w^⩾(M; t_0, ·)‖ ⩽ 3 } . The event B_{K,t0} is almost equivalent to the assumption on the initial condition appearing in Definition 2.4 for high-frequency stochastic instability (up to a time shift). The only difference is that at time t_1 we only assume ‖Π^⩾u_{t1} ‖ ⩽ 3‖Π^<_M u_{t1} ‖, rather than the same inequality with the constant 2. Therefore (5.13) follows identically to (5.10), up to choosing a slightly smaller value for η_0 in (5.1).

In addition, a slight adaptation of the second estimate of Lemma 4.7 (the only difference being that we do not assume that M is the skeleton median) and the same calculations that led to (5.12), we find that the event ‖w(M; t_0, ·)‖ > 3 has small probability, with respect to our benchmark probability Δ^{−3/4}_{M−3}, at least if t_0 ⩽ t^{M,(3)}_⋆ : P ( sup 0⩽t⩽t^{M,(3)}_⋆ ‖w^⩾(M; t, ·)‖ > 3 ) ⩽ 1 Δ_{M−3} , (5.14)

provided K is sufficiently large: as above, the upper bound Δ^{−1}_{M−3} could be replaced by arbitrary larger inverse power, up to choosing sufficiently large K. For later reference, let us denote ~σ = inf{t ⩾ 0 : ‖w^⩾(M; t, ·)‖ > 3} . Now we are ready to iterate our bound to obtain the desired result. Let us fix

L_M = ⌊Δ^r_{M−3}⌋ − 1 ,

as well as the following sequence of events for ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , L_M }:

B_ℓ = { ‖(Π∘_{M−1} + Π∘_{M−2})u_t‖ ⩾ 1 4 ‖Π^<_{M−2}u_t‖ , ∀t ∈ [ℓt^{M,(2)}_⋆ , (ℓ + 1)t^{M,(2)}_⋆ ] }

∩ {M ⩾ K , ~σ ⩾ ℓ · t^{M,(2)}_⋆ } , H_ℓ = ℓ⋂ j=1 B_j .

Then we have P(σ^D ⩾ L_M t^{M,(2)}_⋆ ) ⩽ P(H_{LM} ) + P(~σ ⩽ t^{M,(3)}_⋆ ) ⩽ P(H_{LM} ) + Δ^{−1}_{M−3} , by (5.14). In particular, for our purposes it suffices to find an upper bound to P(H_{LM} ). Here we find that for any ℓ ∈ N^+:

P(H_ℓ) = E [ 1_{Hℓ−1} P_{(ℓ−1)t}M,(2)_⋆ (B_ℓ) ]

= E [ 1_{Hℓ−1} P_{(ℓ−1)t}M,(2)_⋆ (B_{K,ℓt}M,(2)_⋆ ) ] + P(~σ ⩽ t^{M,(3)}_⋆ ) ⩽ E [ 1_{Hℓ−1} ] (1 − cΔ^{− 34}_{M−3}) + Δ^{−1}_{M−3}

⩽ P(H_{ℓ−1})(1 − cΔ^{− 34}_{M−3}) + Δ^{−1}_{M−3} , where we used both (5.14) and (5.13). Now we can iterate this bound to obtain overall for some c, C > 0:

P(H_{LM} ) ⩽ (1 − cΔ^{− 34}_{M−3})^{LM} + Δ^{−1}_{M−3} L_M −1∑

ℓ=0 (1 − cΔ^{− 34}_{M−3})^ℓ

⩽ (1 − cΔ^{− 34}_{M−3})^{LM} + CΔ^{−1}_{M−3}Δ^r_{M−3} .

This last bound is now sufficient to conclude the proof, since for every ε ∈ (0, 1) there exists a K(ε) such that

(1 − cΔ^{− 34}_{M−3})^{LM} + CΔ^{−1}_{M−3}Δ^r_{M−3} ⩽ ε , ∀M ⩾ K(ε) ,

where we have used that in the definition of L_M the parameter r satisfies r ∈ (3/4, 1). Then choose K(t, ε) sufficiently large such that t ⩾ t^{K,(3)}_⋆ , and such that all previous calculations hold true. We have proven that

P(σ^D ⩽ t) ⩾ 1 − ε , ∀M ⩾ K(t, ε) .

This concludes the proof.

The next result is a simple corollary of the definition of high frequency instability, together with the moment bounds in Lemma 4.7. Recall the notation in (3.13). Lemma 5.1 Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.5, and in particular if W induces a high-frequency stochastic instability, then the following holds. For any i ∈ N, let V_{i+1} be the stopping time defined in Definition 3.3. For any ε ∈ (0, 1) there exists a K(ε) > 0 such that

P_{Vi+1} ( σ^D(V_{i+1}) < σ^⩾(V_{i+1}) ) ⩾ 1 − ε , on the event {M_{Ti} ⩾ K}.

Proof. To further lighten the notation we assume that V_{i+1} = 0 and write σ^D and σ^⩾ instead of σ^D(V_{i+1}) and σ^⩾ (V_{i+1}) respectively. Next, let δ ∈ (0, 1) be a parameter. We can lower bound

P(σ^D < σ^⩾) ⩾ P(σ^D < δ < σ^⩾) ⩾ 1 − P(σ^D ⩾ δ) − P(σ^⩾ ⩽ δ) .

Now, by Lemma 4.7, choose δ(ε) ∈ (0, 1) sufficiently small, so that P(σ^⩾ ⩽ δ) ⩽ ε . This is possible because by definition of V_{i+1} we have that ‖w^⩾(M_i; V_{i+1}, ·)‖ ⩽ 5/4 < 3/2 (see Definition 3.3). As for the first probability, we use the Definition 2.4 regarding high frequency stochastic instability. By choosing K(δ, ε) > 0 sufficiently large and M ⩾ K(δ, ε), we find that P(σ^D ⩾ δ) ⩽ ε, so that the result follows.

We conclude this section with a lemma which provides a simple criterion to establish the non-degeneracy property in Assumption 2.7. See also Remark 2.8.

Lemma 5.2 For every d, β ∈ N and ε > 0 there exists an L_0(β, ε) such that for every k ∈ Z^d with |k| ⩾ L_0 there exists an ℓ(k) ∈ Z^d such that |ℓ| ⩽ β , |k + ℓ| ⩽ |k| − β √ d + ε . Proof. We can assume without loss of generality that k = (k_i)^d_{i=1} satisfies k_i ⩾ 0 for all i ∈ {1, . . . , d}. Next fix an i_0 ∈ {1, . . . , d} such that k_{i0} ⩾^{|k|√}_d and fix ℓ = −βe_{i0} = (0, . . . , 0, −β, 0, . . . , 0) ∈ Z^d , so that the value −β appears in the i_0-th position. Then we can compute that

|k + ℓ|^2 = |k|^2 − 2k_{i0} β + β^2 .

Now assume that β > 0. Then by concavity of the square root we obtain that |k + ℓ| ⩽ |k| − 2k_{i0} β − β^2 2|k| ⩽ |k| − β √ d + β^2 L_0 . Therefore the result follows by choosing L_0 sufficiently large.

6 High-frequency regularity

The final step towards the construction of the Lyapunov functional is to establish high frequency regularity estimates. We start with a bound on exponential moments of ‖w_t‖_{γ,Mt} for γ ⩽ 1/2. Later we proceed to polynomial moments of the same quantity, but allowing higher values of γ.

6.1 Exponential moments The purpose of the next result is to obtain suitable regularity estimates, up to certain stopping times. For the statement of the proposition recall here the definition of the stopping times in (3.6), as well as of the event D_E (Q; t_0) from (4.27), and of the first jump time T (t_0) of the skeleton median in (3.11).

Proposition 6.1 Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.5, let t_0 be any stopping time. Further, fix parameters a ⩾ 1, κ > 0, and γ ∈ (0, 1/2] (with a appearing in (1.1)). Finally, set L = M_{t0} + k_0 for any k_0 ∈ N^+. Then the following estimates hold uniformly over k_0 ∈ N^+, γ ∈ (0, 1/2] and locally uniformly over a ⩾ 1.

1. Uniformly over δ ∈ (0, 1), there exists a deterministic increasing function κ → C(κ) such that:

E_{t0} [ e^{κ‖w(t0+δ−,·)‖2γ,L} 1_{{t0+δ⩽T (t0 )}} ] ⩽ C(κ)e^{2κe−2δk0 ‖w(t0,·)‖2γ,L} . (6.1) 2. For any constants 0 < E < β and any F_{t0} -adapted random variable Q ∈ N, assuming that σ^⩾_β (Q, t_0) ⩽ T (t_0) on D_E (Q; t_0), there exists a deterministic function (κ, β, δ) → C(κ, β, δ) increasing in κ such that:

E_{t0} [ e^{κ‖w(σ⩾β (Q,t0)−,·)‖2γ,L} 1_{DE (Q;t0)} ] ⩽ C (κ, β, E) 1_{DE (Q;t0 )} . (6.2)

3. For any stopping time t_1 with t_0 ⩽ t_1 ⩽ T (t_0), the bound

E_{t0} [ sup t∈[t_0 ,t_1) e^{κ‖w(t,·)‖2γ,L} ] ⩽ Ĉ(κ)e^{2κ‖w(t0,·)‖2γ,L} , (6.3) holds almost surely, for some increasing deterministic function κ → Ĉ(κ).

We observe that in the bounds we consider left limits w(t_1−, ·) because by assumption t_1 ⩽ T (t_0). It may therefore be that t_1 is the first time after t_0 at which the skeleton median jumps and there is a discontinuity in w: indeed, in many instances in which we use the estimates above this will be the case and we will have t_1 = T (t_0). The discontinuity will then be treated separately. Moreover, let us observe as in Lemma 4.7 that the estimate in (6.2) breaks down as E ↑ β. The proofs of all these estimates follow along similar lines, the main difference being the treatment of the initial condition.

Proof. Let us start with some general considerations. First, in all cases we are considering the evolution of w on some time interval [t_0, t_1), where t_1 is another stopping time. To lighten the notation, we will consider throughout the proof t_0 = 0 and write M = M_{t0} and L = M_{t0} + k_0. Then, by Lemma 3.5 we have that ‖w(t, x)‖ ⩽ 2 for all t ⩾ 0, and in addition since t_1 ⩽ T (t_0) we have for all t ∈ [0, t_1) that M_t = M and, via Itô’s formula, w satisfies the following equation:

dw_t = [ Lw_t + ψ(M, u_t)w_t + Q(u_t) ] dt + σ(u_t, dW_t) , ∀t ∈ [0, t_1) , (6.4)

where (Lφ)^α = −ν^α(−Δ)^aφ^α and ψ(M, u_t) ∈ R is given by ψ(M, u_t) = − 1 ‖Π^<_M u_t‖^2

⟨Π^<_M u_t, Lu_t⟩ . (6.5)

In particular, by our definition of projection in Definition 2.1, it holds that 0 ⩽ ψ(M, u_t) ⩽ ζ_M . Moreover the martingale term σ is given by

σ(u_t, dW_t) = Π^>_M ( u_t · dW_t ‖Π^<_M u_t‖ ) − Π^>_M u_t ‖Π^<_M u_t‖^3

⟨Π^<_M u_t, u_t · dW_t⟩ (6.6)

and the vector-valued quadratic variation term Q is given by

Q^α(u_t)(x) = 3 2 Π^>_M u^α_t m∑ γ,η=1 ∑ |k|⩽M_γ ,|l|⩽M_η û^{γ,k}_t û^{η,l}_t ‖Π^<_M u_t‖^5 C^{γ,η}_{k,l} (u_t)

− 1 2 Π^>_M u^α_t m∑ γ,η=1 ∑ |k|⩽M_γ ,|l|⩽M_η 1 ‖Π^<_M u_t‖^3 1_{{k+l=0}1{γ=η}} C^{γ,η}_{k,l} (u_t)

− 1 2 m∑ β=1 ∑ |k|>(M+1)_α ,|l|⩽M_β û^{β,l}_t e_k(x) ‖Π^<_M u_t‖^3 C^{α,β}_{k,l} (u_t) ,

(6.7)

where C_{k,l}(u) is the covariation defined in Remark 3.1.

We can rewrite the term in the last line in spatial coordinates, so that it becomes simpler to estimate: − m∑ β=1 ∑ |k|>(M+1)_α ,|l|⩽M_β û^{β,l}_t e_k(x) ‖Π^<_M u_t‖^3

C^{α,β}_{k,l} (u_t) = −Π^>_M [F^α(u_t)] (x) , (6.8) with

F^α(u)(x) = m∑ β,θ,η=1 u^β (x) ‖Π^<_M u‖^3 ∫ T^d Π^<_M u^η(y)u^θ(y)Λ^{α,η}_{β,θ} (x − y) dy . Here Λ is the spatial correlation function introduced in (2.3), and in particular by our regularity assumption (2.15) on the noise, we have that ‖Λ‖_∞ < ∞.

Next we will write w_{t1} as a mild solution to (6.4). Namely, for 0 ⩽ s < t < ∞ and L = M + k_0 we introduce the time-inhomogeneous semigroup as follows (written in coordinates for α ∈ {1, . . . , m}): S^L_{s,t} φ^α = e^{(t−s)Lα +∫ ts ψαr dr}Π^>_L φ^α . (6.9) Observe that although we do no state this explicitly in the definition, the semigroup depends on M and u through ψ. Hence, for t ∈ [0, t_1)

Π^>_L w_t = S^L_{0,t}w_0 + ∫_t 0 S^L_{s,t} Q(u_s) ds + ∫_t 0 S^L_{s,t} σ(u_s, dW_s) . (6.10)

Note also that we project on frequencies higher than L because eventually we are interested in the norm ‖w_t‖_{γ,L}. For later reference let us write, for t ∈ [0, t_1)

y_t = ∫_t 0 S^L_{s,t} Q(u_s) ds, z_t = ∫_t 0 S^L_{s,t} σ(u_s, dW_s) . (6.11)

Regarding the last term z_t, we observe that for any L ∈ N, the semigroup S^L_{s,t} is not adapted to the filtration F_s at time s, because of the presence of ψ_t = ψ(M, u_t). But the stochastic integral can be still defined by rewriting exp ( ∫ t s ψ_r dr ) = exp ( ∫ t 0 ψ_r dr ) exp ( − ∫_s 0 ψ_r dr ) , so that the part that is not adapted can be taken out of the stochastic integral. Yet, for this very reason, proving a useful bound on the stochastic convolution is a bit cumbersome and we will use energy estimates for z_t instead. In any case, as we already observed, the crucial observation for our proof is that

0 ⩽ ψ_t ⩽ ζ_M , (6.12)

so that we are in the setting of Lemma 6.4. This concludes our preliminary observations. Next we will concentrate on finding separate bounds for the three terms S^L_{0,t}w_0, y_t and z_t for t ∈ [0, t_1). To lighten the notation we will omit writing explicitly the dependence of constants on the parameters appearing in the statement of the proposition.

Bound on the initial condition. We start with the first term, concerning the initial condition, where via the two estimates in Lemma 6.4, since a > 1/2 and in view of the bound (6.12), for some deterministic C(γ) > 0, both of the following two bounds hold: ‖S^L_{0,t}w_0‖_{γ,L} ⩽ { C(γ)t^{− γ2a} , e^{−tk0} ‖w_0‖_{γ,L} , ∀t ∈ [0, t_1) , (6.13)

where the first estimate follows from

‖S^L_{0,t}w_0‖_{γ,L} ≲_γ t^{− γ2a} ‖w_0‖ ≲_γ t^{− γ2a} , since ‖w_0‖ ⩽ 2.

Bound for y. For the convolution term y_t we start with a bound on the quadratic variation Q(u_t) from (6.7). We find that for all t ∈ [0, t_1) and α ∈ {1, . . . , m}, by the estimate in Remark 3.1 and (6.8):

‖Q^α(u_t)‖ ≲ ‖Π^>_M u^α_t ‖ (∑ k |û^k_t |‖u_t‖_ℓ2_k )_2

‖Π^<_M u_t‖^5 + ∑ k ‖u_t‖^2_{ℓ2k} ‖Π^<_M u_t‖^3 + ‖ ‖Π^>_M [F^α(u_t)] ‖ ‖

≲ ‖Π^>_M u_t‖‖u_t‖^2 ‖Π^<_M u_t‖^3

‖Π^<_M u_t‖^2 ‖Π^<_M u_t‖^2 + ‖Π^>_M u_t‖‖u_t‖^2 ‖Π^<_M u_t‖^3 + ‖u_t‖^3 ‖Π^<_M u_t‖^3 ‖Λ‖_∞ ≲ 1 . Here we used that by assumption t_1 ⩽ T (t_0) so that M = M_t for all t ∈ [0, t_1) and therefore by Lemma 3.5 we have ‖u_t‖ ⩽ √ 5‖Π^<_M u_t‖ for all t ∈ [0, t_1). We therefore conclude that for some deterministic constant C ∈ (0, ∞)

‖Q(u_t)‖ ⩽ C , ∀t ∈ [0, t_1) . (6.14)

In view of this bound, we now use Lemma 6.4 with δ = γ to estimate the term t → y_t as follows. Here we recall that by assumption we have t_1 ⩽ 3, since T (t_0) − t_0 ⩽ 3 by Lemma 3.5, so that we can estimate ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫_t 0 S^L_{s,t}Q(u_s) ds ‖ ‖ ‖ γ,L ⩽ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫_t 0 S^L_{s,t}Q(u_s) ds ‖ ‖ ‖ γ,L ≲ ∫_t 0 (t − s)^{− γ2a} ds ≲ 1 ,

uniformly over t ∈ [0, t_1), where we applied (6.14) and used that γ < 2a. Hence we find a deterministic constant C(γ) > 0 such that sup 0⩽t<t_1 ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫_t 0 S^M_{s,t}Q(u_s) ds ‖ ‖ ‖ γ,L ⩽ C(γ) . (6.15)

This concludes our bound on the convolution term y. The stochastic convolution term t → z_t requires special care, so we defer its study to the separate Lemma 6.2. In particular, the named lemma shows that for every κ and γ as in our assumption there exists a C(κ, γ) ∈ (0, ∞) such that E [ sup 0⩽t<t_1 e^{κ‖zt‖2γ,L} ] ⩽ C(κ, γ) . (6.16) We have now all tools at our disposal to deduce the desired bounds.

Proof of (6.1). The only difference that appears throughout the proofs of the bounds lies in the treatment of the initial condition. In all cases we have that e^{κ‖wt1−‖2γ,L} ⩽ exp ( 2κ‖S^L_{0,t1−}w_0‖^2_{γ,L} + 4κ‖y_{t1−}‖^2_{γ,L} + 4κ‖z_{t1−}‖^2_{γ,L} ) , as (a + b)^2 ⩽ 2a^2 + 2b^2. Therefore, by (6.15), we can further bound for t_1 = t_0 + δ on the event {t_0 + δ < T (t_0)}: E [ e^{κ‖wt1 −‖2γ,L} 1_{{t0+δ⩽T (t0 )}} ] ⩽ C(κ, γ)E [ exp ( 2κ‖S^L_{0,t1−}w_0‖^2_{γ,L} + 4κ‖z_{t1−}‖^2_{γ,L} )] .

Now, to obtain (6.1) we apply the second estimate in (6.13) as well as (6.16) to bound E [ e^{κ‖wt1−‖2γ,L} ] ≲ e^{2κe−2δk0 ‖w0 ‖2γ,L} , as required.

Proof of (6.2). In this estimate, the point is that the stopping time t_1 = σ^⩾_β (Q; t_0) take a time of order one to kick in, which suffices to regularise the initial condition. As above, we start from the estimate E [ e^{κ‖wt1−‖2γ,L} ] ⩽ C(κ, γ)E [ exp ( 2κ‖S^L_{0,t1−}w_0‖^2_{γ,L} + 4κ‖z_{t1−}‖^2_{γ,L} )] . This time, we apply the first estimate in (6.13) and Cauchy–Schwarz to obtain E [ e^{κ‖wt1−‖2γ,L} ] ⩽ C(κ, γ)E [ e^{4κC(γ)t−} γ a 1 ] 1_2 E [ e^{8κ‖zt1−‖2γ,L} ] 1_2 . Now, since γ/a < 1, and since E < β we can apply Lemma 4.7 together with (6.16). We then obtain that as desired E [ e^{κ‖w(σ⩾β (Q,t0 )−,·)‖2γ,L} ] 1_{DE (Q;t0 )} ⩽ C1_{DE (Q;t0 )} ,

with the proportionality constant depending on all the parameters of the problem.

Proof of the uniform bound (6.3). We find, as above, that E [ sup 0⩽t<t_1 e^{κ‖wt‖2γ,L} ] ⩽ E [ sup 0⩽t<t_1 e^{2κ‖SL0,tw0‖2γ,L+4κ‖yt‖2γ,L+4κ‖zt‖2γ,L} ]

⩽ C(κ, γ)e^{2κ‖w0‖2γ,L} E [ sup 0⩽t<t_1 e^{4κ‖zt‖2γ,L} ]

≲ e^{2κ‖w0‖2γ,L} , by (6.16) and the second bound on (6.13), as desired. This concludes the proof of the proposition.

In the following result we obtain exponential moments of the stochastic convolution term that was relevant in the preceding proof.

Lemma 6.2 In the same setting as that of Proposition 6.1, for any stopping time t_0 and any other stopping time t_1 such that t_0 ⩽ t_1 ⩽ T (t_0), let z_t be the solution to:

dz_t = [Lz_t + ψ_tz_t] dt + σ(u_t, dW_t), z_{t0} = 0 , t ∈ [t_0, t_1) ,

where ψ_t is defined in (6.5), and σ in (6.6). Then for any γ ∈ (0, 1/2] and a ⩾ 1 we can bound

E_{t0} [ sup s∈[t_0 ,t_1)

exp (ε^{−1}‖z_s‖^2_{γ,Mt0 +k0} ) ] < C(ε, γ, a) , for any ε > 0, and where the constant C(ε) > 0 additionally depends on all the parameters in the statement of Proposition 6.1.

Proof. As in the previous proof we fix t_0 = 0, M = M_{t0} and M_{t0} + k_0 = L. Our aim is to obtain an energy estimate for ‖z_t‖^2_{γ,L}. Therefore we compute

d‖z_t‖^2_{γ,L} = 2⟨Λ^{2γ}_L z_t, Lz_t + ψ_tz_t⟩ dt + Q(u_t) dt + dM_t , (6.17)

where Λ^{2γ}_L is the Fourier multiplier, which in coordinates for α ∈ {1, . . . , m} is defined by ^ Λ^{2γ}_L z^α(k) = (1 + |k| − L_α)^{2γ}ẑ^{α,k}1_{{|k|>(L+1)α}} , Q is a quadratic variation term which we compute below, and M is a local martingale defined by dM_t = ⟨Λ^{2γ}_L z_t, σ(u_t, dW_t)⟩ , with σ as in (6.6). In particular, in Fourier coordinates F(σ^α(u_t, dW_t))(k) = 1_{{|k|>(M+1)α }} ∑ l∈Z^d (_m∑ β=1 û^{β,k−l} ‖Π^<_M u_t‖ dB^{α,β}_{l,t}

− û^{α,k} ‖Π^<_M u_t‖^3 ∑ h∈Z^d m∑ γ,η=1 û^{γ,h}_t û^{η,h−l} dB^{γ,η}_{l,s} ) .

As for the quadratic variation term Q, we can compute it as follows:

Q(u_t) = m∑ α=1 ∑ |k|>(L+1)_α (1 + |k| − L_α)^{2γ} ∑ l∈Z^d ( ∑ β,β^′ Γ^{α,α}_{β,β}′_{,l} û^{β,k−l} t û^{β′,−k+l} t ‖Π^<_M u_t‖^2

− 2Re (_m∑ β,γ,η=1 Γ^{α,γ}_{β,η,l} û^{β,k−l} t û^{α,−k}_t ‖Π^<_M u_t‖^4 ∑ h∈Z^d û^{γ,h}_t û^{η,h−l}_t )

+ |û^{α,k}_t |^2 ‖Π^<_M u_t‖^6 m∑ γ,γ^′,η,η^′ =1 Γ^{γ,γ′}_{η,η}′_{,l} ( ∑ h∈Z^d û^{γ,h}_t û^{η,h−l}_t )( ∑ h∈Z^d û^{γ′,h}_t û^{η′,h−l} )) .

(6.18)

In particular, via Remark 3.1, we can bound Q by

Q(u_t) ≲_Γ m∑ α=1 ∑ |k|>(L+1)_α (1 + |k| − L_α)^{2γ} ( |û^{α,k}_t |^2 ‖Π^<_M u_t‖^2 ‖u_t‖^4 ‖Π^<_M u_t‖^4 + ∑ l∈Z^d ( Γ_l |û^{k−l}_t |^2 ‖Π^<_M u_t‖^2

+ Γ_l |û^{α,k}_t ||û^{k−l}_t | ‖Π^<_M u_t‖^2 ‖u_t‖^2 ‖Π^<_M u_t‖^2 )) , where the first line contains a bound on the last term appearing in (6.18). Then by using the estimate ‖u_t‖ ≲ ‖Π^<_M u_t‖, via Lemma 3.5, since M = M_t, we can further estimate Q(u_t) ≲ m∑ α=1 ∑ |k|>(L+1)_α (1 + |k| − L_α)^{2γ} ( |û^{α,k}_t |^2 ‖Π^<_M u_t‖^2 + ∑ l∈Z^d Γ_l |û^{k−l}_t |^2 ‖Π^<_M u_t‖^2 )

≲ ‖w_t‖^2_{γ,L} + m∑ α=1 ∑ |k|>(L+1)_α (1 + |k| − L_α)^{2γ} ∑ l∈Z^d Γ_l |û^{k−l}_t |^2 ‖Π^<_M u_t‖^2 . Here the last term is the most tedious one to control, since we have on the one hand to pass the quantity (1 + |k| − L_α)^{2γ} inside the norm ‖ · ‖_ℓ2_k and on the other hand because inside the sum we do not have the α-th component of the solution, which means that we must replace L_α with L_β for arbitrary β ∈ {1, . . . , m}. To be precise, we bound the sum as follows: m∑ α=1 ∑ |k|>(L+1)_α (1 + |k| − L_α)^{2γ} ∑ l∈Z^d Γ_l |û^{k−l}_t |^2 ‖Π^<_M u_t‖^2

⩽ν^{γ/a}_{max} ν^{−γ/a}_{min} m∑ α,β=1 ∑ |k|>(L+1)_β (1 + |k| − L_β )^{2γ} ∑ l∈Z^d Γ_l |û^{β,k−l} t |^2 ‖Π^<_M u_t‖^2 + m∑ α,β=1 ∑ (L+1)_β ⩾|k|>(L+1)_α (1 + ΔL^{β,α}_+ )^{2γ} ∑ l∈Z^d Γ_l |û^{β,k−l} t |^2 ‖Π^<_M u_t‖^2

, (6.19)

where ΔL^{β,α}_+ = {L_β − L_α} ∨ 0.

To treat the first term above, let us introduce for k ∈ Z^d the weight ϱ^L_k defined as follows:

ϱ^L_k = { 1, if |k| ⩽ L , (1 + |k| − L)^{2γ}, if |k| > L . (6.20)

We omit writing the dependence of ϱ on γ, since this parameter is fixed throughout the proof. Similarly, define ϱ_k = (1 + |k|)^{2γ} . Then by Lemma 6.3 there exists a c(γ) > 0 such that ϱ^L_k ⩽ c(γ)ϱ^L_{k+l}ϱ_l, ∀k, l ∈ Z^d . In particular, by the decay assumptions on Γ together with the fact that γ < 1, we find ∑ |k|>(L+1)_β (1 + |k| − L_β )^{2γ} ∑ l∈Z^d Γ_l |û^{β,k−l} t |^2 ‖Π^<_M u_t‖^2 ≲ ∑ l∈Z^d Γ_lϱ_l ∑ k∈Z^d ϱ^{Lβ}_{l+k}|û^{β,k+l}_t |^2 ≲_Γ ‖Π^⩽_Lu_t‖^2 + ‖u_t‖^2_{γ,L} .

As for the second term in (6.19), we have ∑ (L+1)_β ⩾|k|>(L+1)_α (1 + ΔL^{β,α}_+ )^{2γ} ∑ l∈Z^d Γ_l |û^{β,k−l} t |^2 ‖Π^<_M u_t‖^2 ≲_{Γ,ν} L^{2γ} ‖u_t‖^2 ‖Π^<_M u_t‖^2 .

Therefore, overall and once more via Lemma 3.5, we deduce that for all t ∈ [0, t_1) Q(u_t) ≲ L^{2γ} ‖u_t‖^2 ‖Π^<u_t‖^2 + ‖u_t‖^2_{γ,L} ‖Π^<u_t‖^2

≲ L^{2γ} + ‖w_t‖^2_{γ,L} . (6.21)

Now we in turn estimate for t ∈ [0, t_1) ‖w_t‖_{γ,L} ⩽ ‖S^L_{0,t}w_0‖_{γ,L} + ‖y_t‖_{γ,L} + ‖z_t‖_{γ,L} . Hence, substituting (6.21) into (6.17) and using that ψ_t ⩽ ζ_M we obtain for some C(γ) > 0 and c_1(ν), c_2(ν) > 0 and uniformly over t ∈ [0, t_1) d‖z_t‖^2_{γ,L} ⩽ − ( c_1(ν)‖z_t‖^2_{γ+a,L} + c_2(ν)M^{2a−1}k_0‖z_t‖_{γ,L} ) dt + C ( L^{2γ} + ‖z_t‖^2_{γ,L} + ‖S^L_{0,t}w_0‖^2_{γ,L} + ‖y_t‖^2_{γ,L} ) dt + dM_t , where we have employed the two different estimates below for the quadratic form ⟨Λ^{2γ}_L z_t, (L + ψ_t)z_t⟩ appearing in (6.17). On the one hand, we have

⟨Λ^{2γ}_L z_t, (L + ψ_t)z_t⟩ = 2 m∑ α=1 ∑ |k|>(L+1)_α (1 + |k| − L_α)^{2γ} ( −ν^α|k|^{2a} + ψ_t ) |ẑ^{α,k}_t |^2

⩽ − m∑ α=1 ∑ |k|>(L+1)_α (1 + |k| − L_α)^{2γ} ( ν^α|k|^{2a} − ζ_M ) |ẑ^{α,k}_t |^2

⩽ −ν_{min} m∑ α=1 ∑ |k|>(L+1)_α (1 + |k| − L_α)^{2γ} (1 + |k| − L_α)^{2a}|ẑ^{α,k}_t |^2

⩽ −ν_{min}‖z_t‖^2_Hγ+a_L .

Here we have used that ẑ^{α,k} = 0 for |k| ⩽ L_α + 1, and that since k_0 ∈ N^+ we have L ⩾ M + 1 together with the inequality x^{2a} − y^{2a} ⩾ (x − y)^{2a} for all x ⩾ y ⩾ 0.

On the other hand, we can estimate the quadratic form by using convexity of the map x → x^{2a}, since a ⩾ 1/2:

⟨Λ^{2γ}_L z_t, (L + ψ_t)z_t⟩ = m∑ α=1 ∑ |k|>(L+1)_α (1 + |k| − L_α)^{2γ} ( −ν^α|k|^{2a} + ψ_t ) |ẑ^{α,k}_t |^2

⩽ − m∑ α=1 ∑ |k|>(L+1)_α (1 + |k| − L_α)^{2γ} ( ν^α|k|^{2a} − ζ_M ) |ẑ^{α,k}_t |^2

⩽ −c_2(ν) m∑ α=1 ∑ |k|>(L+1)_α (1 + |k| − L_α)^{2γ} M^{2a−1}k_0|ẑ^{α,k}_t |^2

⩽ −c_2(ν)M^{2a−1}k_0‖z_t‖^2_{γ,L} .

At this point we use interpolation with μ =^γ_{γ+a} and then Young’s inequality for products for any ε ∈ (0, 1) to estimate for some c > 0 ‖z_t‖_{γ,L} ⩽ c‖z_t‖^{1−μ}‖z_t‖^μ_{γ+a,L} ⩽ c(1 − μ)ε^{− 11−μ} ‖z_t‖ + cμε^{1μ} ‖z_t‖_{γ+a,L} ⩽ c(1 − μ)ε^{− 11−μ} (‖w_t‖ + ‖S^L_{0,t}w_0‖ + ‖y_t‖) + cμε^{1μ} ‖z_t‖_{γ+a,L} ⩽ c(1 − μ)ε^{− 11−μ} C + cμε^{1μ} ‖z_t‖_{γ+a,L} , (6.22) where the bound on ‖S_{0,t}w_0‖ and ‖y_t‖ is provided in the relative steps of the proof of Proposition 6.1 above. Thus, finally, via (6.15) and the above estimate, by choosing ε ∈ (0, 1) such that cμε^{1μ} ⩽ c_1(ν)/2, we obtain for some C > 0, whose value changes from line to line: d‖z_t‖^2_{γ,L} ⩽ − ( c_1(ν) 2 ‖z_t‖^2_{γ+a,L} + c_2(ν)M^{2a−1}k_0‖z_t‖^2_{γ,L} ) dt + C(L^{2γ} + ‖S^L_{0,t}w_0‖^2_{γ,L}) dt + dM_t ⩽ − ( c_1(ν) 2 ‖z_t‖^2_{γ+a,L} + c_2(ν)M^{2a−1}k_0‖z_t‖^2_{γ,L} ) dt + C(L^{2γ} + t^{− γa} ) dt + dM_t . (6.23)

The final ingredient in our study is a bound on the quadratic variation of the martingale M. Note that in Fourier coordinates

dM_t = ∑ l∈Z^d m∑ α=1 ∑ |k|>(L+1)_α ϱ^{Lα}_k ẑ^{α,k}_t ( û^{k−l}_t · dB^l_t )_α ‖Π^<_M u_t‖

− ∑ l∈Z^d ⟨Λ^{2γL} z^t, u^t⟩ ‖Π^<_M u_t‖^3 m∑ α=1 ∑ |k|⩽M_α û^{α,k}_t ( û^{k−l}_t · dB^l_t )_α .

We then bound the quadratic variation of M as follows, using as usual that t_1 ⩽ T (t_0) together with Lemma 3.5

d⟨M⟩_t ≲ ∑ l∈Z^d Γ_l | | | | | m∑ α=1 ∑ |k|>(L+1)_α ϱ^{Lα}_k |ẑ^{α,k}| ‖Π^<_M u_t‖ |û^{k−l}_t | | | | | | 2

+ ∑ l∈Z^d Γ_l | | | | | |⟨Λ^{2γ}_L z_t, u_t⟩| ‖Π^<_M u_t‖^3 m∑ α=1 ∑ |k|⩽M_α |û^{α,k}_t ||û^{k−l}_t | | | | | | 2

≲ ∑ l∈Z^d Γ_l ( ‖z_t‖^2_{γ,L} ‖u_t‖^2 ‖Π^<_M u_t‖^2 + ‖z_t‖^2_{γ,L} ‖u_t‖^6 ‖Π^<_M u_t‖^6 ) dt ≲‖z_t‖^2_{γ,L} dt . (6.24)

Now we make use of the fact that γ < 1 ⩽ a, so that we can use interpolation to estimate the norm ‖z_t‖^2_{γ,L} by ‖z_t‖^2_{γ+a,L}, with the gain of a small factor. In particular, by Young’s inequality and interpolation as in (6.22), we obtain that for any ε ∈ (0, 1) there exists a C(ε) ∈ (0, ∞) such that for all t ∈ [0, t_1) d⟨M⟩_t ⩽ { ε‖z_t‖^2_{γ+a,L} + C(ε) } dt . (6.25)

Now from (6.23) and since by assumption L^{2γ} ⩽ M + k_0 as γ ⩽ 1/2, we find that ‖z_t‖^2_{γ,L} ⩽ ∫_t 0 e^{−c2(ν)M 2a−1 k0 (t−s)}C(M + k_0 + s^{− γa} ) ds + Z_t ,

where the process Z_t satisfies Z_0 = 0 and

dZ_t = − ( c_1(ν) 2 ‖z_t‖^2_{γ+a,L} + c_2(ν)M^{2a−1}k_0Z_t ) dt + dM_t ⩽ − c_1(ν) 2 ‖z_t‖^2_{γ+a,L} dt + dM_t .

In particular, since 2a − 1 ⩾ 1 for a ⩾ 1, and since by assumption t_1 ⩽ 3 (which follows from Lemma 3.5, because T (t_0) − t_0 ⩽ 3 for any stopping time t_0), there exists a (deterministic) constant C > 0 such that ∫_t 0 e^{−c2(ν)M 2a−1 k0 (t−s)}(M + k_0 + s^{− γa} ) ds ⩽ C , ∀M, k_0 ∈ N^+ .

Therefore we obtain that uniformly over M and k_0 we have, for any μ > 0 E [ sup t∈[0,t_1) e^{μ‖zt ‖2γ,L} ] ≲_μ E [ sup t∈[0,t_1) e^{μZt} ] .

Now for Z_t we find that if we set F_μ(x) = e^{μx}, then

dF_μ(Z_t) ⩽F_μ(Z_t) ( −μ c_1(ν) 2 ‖z_t‖^2_{γ+a,L} + 1 2 μ^2(ε‖z_t‖^2_{γ+a,L} + C(ε)) ) dt + ∂_xF_μ(Z_t) dM_t ⩽ − F_μ(Z_t)μ c_1(ν) 4 ‖z_t‖^2_{γ+a,L} + ∂_xF_μ(Z_t) dM_t ,

where we have used (6.25) to obtain the first inequality, and to obtain the second inequality we have assumed that μ satisfies μ ⩽ c_1(ν)ε^{−1} 2 . (6.26)

In particular, we conclude that for μ satisfying (6.26) sup 0⩽t⩽1 E [ e^{μZt∧t1} + ∫_3 0 F_μ(Z_{s∧t1} )‖z_{s∧t1} ‖^2_{γ+a,L} ds ] < ∞ . To pass the supremum inside the expectation we can further bound, by using the already mentioned bound t_1 ⩽ 3, which follows from our assumptions: E [ sup 0⩽t⩽t_1 F_μ(Z_t) ] ⩽ E [ sup 0⩽t⩽3 F_μ(Z_{t∧t1} ) ]

≲ E [∫_3 0 |∂_xF_μ(Z_{s∧t1} )|^2 d⟨M_{·∧t1} ⟩_s ]

≲ E [∫_3 0 F_{2μ}(Z_{s∧t1} )‖z_{s∧t1} ‖^2_{γ+a,L} ds ] < ∞ , once more by applying (6.25) and by the previous step, provided that μ ⩽ c_1(ν)ε^{−1}/4. Since ε ∈ (0, 1) can be chosen small at will, this proves the result.

Lemma 6.3 For any γ > 0 and any L ∈ N consider (ϱ^L_k )_{k∈Z}d as in (6.20), and ϱ_k = (1 + |k|)^{2γ} for k ∈ Z^d. Then there exists a c(γ) > 0 such that uniformly over L ϱ^L_k ⩽ c(γ)ϱ^L_{k+l}ϱ_l, ∀k, l ∈ Z^d . Proof. We distinguish three elementary cases. If |k + l| ⩾ |k|, then the result is trivial. Otherwise we can either have L < |k + l| < |k| or |k + l| ⩽ L and |k + l| < |k|. In the first case we find by the triangle inequality and for some c(γ) > 0 ϱ^L_k ⩽ (|k + l| + |l| − L)^{2γ} ⩽ c(γ)(|k + l| − L)^{2γ} (|l| + 1)^{2γ} = c(γ)ϱ^L_{k+l}ϱ_l , where in the last equality we used the assumption |k + l| > L. Instead, in the second case, |k + l| ⩽ L we have |l| ⩾ |k| − L ⇒ ϱ^L_k ⩽ ϱ_l , so that the claim follows.

Lemma 6.4 Fix any L^{(1)}, L^{(2)} ∈ N such that L^{(1)} ⩾ L^{(2)} and ψ : [0, ∞) → R^m such that |ψ^α_s | ⩽ ζ_L(2) for all s ⩾ 0 and α ∈ {1, . . . , m}, and define the time-inhomogeneous semigroup for φ ∈ L^2(T^d; R^m) (written in components for α ∈ {1, . . . , m}): S^{L(1)}_{s,t} φ^α = e^{(t−s)Lα +∫ ts ψαr dr} Π^>_L(1) φ^α , 0 ⩽ s < t < ∞ , where L^α = −ν^α(−Δ)^a, for a ⩾ 1/2 and (ν^α)^m_{α=1} > 0. Then for any γ ∈ R and δ ∈ [0, ∞) there exists a constant C(γ, δ) such that for all 0 ⩽ s < t < ∞ ‖S^{L(1)}_{s,t} φ‖_{γ+δ,L}(1) ⩽ C(ν_{min}, γ, δ)(t − s)^{− δ2a} ‖Π^>_L(1) φ‖_{γ,L}(1) , ‖S^{L(1)}_{s,t} φ‖_{γ,L}(1) ⩽ e^{−|t−s|(L(1)−L(2))}‖Π^>_L(1) φ‖_{γ,L}(1) . Remark 6.5 The first bound of the lemma is not optimal, since it should actually improve as L^{(1)} − L^{(2)} increases (in analogy to the second one). We state this weaker version only because we do not require the improved bound. Proof. Let us start with the first bound. We find |FS^{L(1)}_{s,t} φ^α|(k) = e^{−(t−s)να |k|2a−∫ ts ψαr dr}|φ̂(k)|1_{{|k|>(L}(1)_{+1)α }} . Since ψ^α_r ⩽ ζ_L(2) we have (t − s)ν^α|k|^{2a} + ∫_t s ψ^α_r dr ⩾ (t − s)(ν^α|k|^{2a} − |L^{(2)}|^{2a}) , so that from the inequality x^{2a} − y^{2a} ⩾ (x − y)^{2a}, for x ⩾ y ⩾ 0, we conclude that |FS^{L(1)}_{s,t} φ^α|(k) ⩽ e^{−(t−s)να (|k|−L(2)α )2a} |φ̂(k)| ⩽ ((t − s)^{12a} (|k| − L^{(2)}_α ))^{−δ}((t − s)^{12a} (|k| − L^{(2)}_α ))^δ e^{−(t−s)να (|k|−L(2)α )2a} |φ̂(k)| .

Then, using the bound (t^{12a} x)^δ e^{−ναtx2a} ⩽ C(ν_{min}) for some C(ν_{min}) > 0 we obtain that uniformly over t, L^{(1)}, L^{(2)} and |k| > (L^{(1)} + 1)_α ‖S^{L(1)}_{s,t} φ‖^2_{γ+δ,L}(1) = m∑ α=1 ∑ |k|>(L^{(1)}+1)_α

(|k| − L^{(1)}_α )^{2(γ+δ)}|FS^{L(1)}_{s,t} φ^α|^2(k) ≲_{νmin} (t − s)^{− δa} ‖φ‖^2_{γ,L}(1) , where we used that L^{(1)} ⩾ L^{(2)}. This proves the first bound. As for the second one, we simply have for all α ∈ {1, . . . , m} ‖S^{L(1)}_{s,t} φ^α‖^2_{γ,L}(1) ⩽ e^{−2(t−s)να (L(1)α −L(2)α )2a} ∑ |k|>(L^{(1)}+1)_α

(|k| − L^{(1)}_α )^{2γ} |φ̂(k)|^2 ⩽ e^{−2(t−s)(L(1) −L(2))2a} ‖φ‖_{γ,L}(1) , which immediately proves the estimate since a ⩾ 1/2.

6.2 Higher order polynomial regularity estimates The aim of this section is to provide a proof of the higher order regularity estimate appearing in Corollary 2.10.

In particular, we will need a polynomial bound on the H^a norm, as opposed to the estimate on the H^{1/2} provided by the Lyapunov functional G and in the preceding Proposition 6.1. But the latter two provide estimates on exponential moments of ‖π‖_γ , and as we will see this result can be improved if we restrict to proving polynomial moments of π_t in higher regularity spaces.

Proposition 6.6 Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.5, for any a ⩾ 1, γ ∈ (0, a+1/2) and n ∈ N there exist s_⋆, C(γ, n) ∈ (0, ∞) such that for all π_0 ∈ S sup_{t⩾s⋆} E‖π_t‖^n_Hγ ⩽ C(γ, n)G(π_0) , where G is the Lyapunov functional in (2.13).

Proof. Let us fix t_⋆ as in Theorem 2.5. Then for any s_⋆ ⩾ 0 we can rewrite sup_{t⩾s⋆} E‖π_t‖^n_Hγ = sup_{m∈N} sup t∈[mt_⋆,(m+1)t_⋆ ] E‖π_{s⋆+t}‖^n_Hγ . Now, if we prove that uniformly over all m ∈ N the following bound holds sup t∈[mt_⋆,(m+1)t_⋆] E_{mt⋆} ‖π_{s⋆+t}‖^n_Hγ ⩽ C(γ, n)G(π_{mt⋆} ) , (6.27) then by Theorem 2.5 we conclude that as desired sup_{t⩾s⋆} E‖π_t‖^n_Hγ ⩽ C(γ, n) sup_{m∈N} EG(π_{mt⋆} ) ⩽ C(γ, n) < ∞ . Hence we are left with verifying (6.27), and since π_t is a time-homogeneous Markov process we can reduce the problem to verifying the claim for m = 0: sup t∈[0,t_⋆] E‖π_{s⋆+t}‖^n_Hγ ⩽ C(γ, n)G(π_0) . (6.28)

To obtain this bound, let us recall the definition of the stopping times {T_i}_{i∈N} and the skeleton energy median process (M_t)_{t⩾0} as in Section 3.2. Then we estimate for A_i = [T_i, T_{i+1}) by the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality E‖π_{s⋆+t}‖^n_Hγ = ∞∑ i=0 E [1_{Ai} (s_⋆ + t)‖π_{s⋆+t}‖^n_Hγ ]

⩽ ∞∑ i=1 √ p_{s⋆+t}(i) · E [ sup T_i⩽s<T_{i+1} ‖π_s‖^{2n}_Hγ ] 1_2 , with p_{s⋆+t}(i) = P(s_⋆ + t ∈ [T_i, T_{i+1})) for i ∈ N, and where we assumed that the sum can start from i = 1 since by Lemma 3.5, T_1 ⩽ 3 and we can choose s_⋆ > 3. Now for t ∈ [T_i, T_{i+1}) we find that

‖π_t‖^2_Hγ ⩽ M^{2γ}_{Ti} + ∑ |k|>M_{Ti} (1 + |k|)^{2γ} |π̂_t(k)|^2

≲ M^{2γ}_{Ti} + ‖π_t‖^2_{γ,MTi} ≲ M^{2γ}_{Ti} + ‖w_t‖^2_{γ,MTi} , (6.29)

where in the last line w_t is as in (3.3) and we made use of the estimate (3.12). Hence, if we would prove that E [ M^{nγ}_{Ti} + sup_{t∈Ai} ‖w_t‖^n_{γ,MTi} ] ⩽ C(γ, n)G(π_0) , (6.30)

then we could conclude that sup t∈[0,t_⋆] E‖π_{s⋆+t}‖^n_Hγ ⩽ C(γ, n)G(π_0) ( sup t∈[0,t_⋆] ∞∑ i=1 √ p_{s⋆+t}(i) )

⩽ C(γ, n)C(t_⋆, s_⋆)G(π_0) . by Lemma 4.2, which implies (6.28), up to choosing a larger C.

To conclude, we observe that (6.30) follows from Lemma 6.7below and Theorem 4.1. Indeed the latter theorem implies immediately that uniformly over i ∈ N

E[M^{γn}_{Ti} ] ≲_{γ,n} E[F(1/2, π_{Ti} )] ≲ F(1/2, π_0) = G(π_0) .

Furthermore, applying first the second and then the first estimate of Lemma 6.7 guarantees that for any i ∈ N^+ E [ sup_{t∈Ai} ‖w_t‖^n_{γ,MTi} ] = E [ E_{Ti} [ sup_{t∈Ai} ‖w_t‖^n_{γ,MTi} ]]

⩽ CE [ F(1/2, π_{Ti} ) + ‖w_{Ti} ‖^n_{γ,MTi} ] ⩽ C^2E [ F(1/2, π_{Ti−1} ) ] ⩽ C(γ, n)F(1/2, π_0) = C(γ, n)G(π_0) ,

where in the last lines we used again Theorem 4.1 (up to choosing a larger C).

In the next lemma we provide the key technical estimate of this section. Lemma 6.7 In the setting of Proposition 6.6, for any a ⩾ 1, γ ∈ (0, a + 1/2), n ∈ N there exists a C(γ, n) > 1 such that uniformly over i ∈ N and with A_i = [T_i, T_{i+1}) E_{Ti} [ ‖w_{Ti+1} ‖^n_{γ,MTi} ] ⩽ CF(1/2, π_{Ti} ) , E_{Ti} [ sup_{t∈Ai} ‖w_t‖^n_{γ,MTi} ] ⩽ C(F(1/2, π_{Ti} ) + ‖w_{Ti} ‖^n_{γ,MTi} ) . Proof. The result is true for γ ⩽ 1/2 by Theorem 4.1, so we consider only the case γ > 1/2. The proof of both estimates follows along similar lines. As for the first estimate, we observe first that by Lemma 4.5, since γ > 1/2, for some C(ν, γ) > 0 ‖w_{Ti+1} ‖^2_{γ,MTi} ⩽ C(ν, γ)(1 + ‖w_{Ti+1−}‖^2_{γ,MTi−1} ) . Now, for t ∈ [T_i, T_{i+1}) we follow the same decomposition that we have used in (6.10), in the proof of Proposition 6.1, namely for all t ∈ [T_i, T_{i+1}): w_t = S^{MTi}_{Ti,t} w_{Ti} + y_t + z_t , where S^{MTi}_{Ti ,·} is the semigroup defined in (6.9) and the terms y_t and z_t are defined in (6.11), so that ‖w_{Ti+1−}‖_{γ,MTi} ⩽ ‖S^{MTi}_{Ti,Ti+1} w_{Ti} ‖_{γ,MTi} + ‖y_{Ti+1} ‖_{γ,MTi} + ‖z_{Ti+1} ‖_{γ,MTi} . In particular, both the claimed estimates now follow if we prove the following bounds for some deterministic constant C > 0: E_{Ti} [ ‖S^{MTi}_{Ti,Ti+1} w_{Ti} ‖^n_{γ,MTi} ] ⩽ C , (6.31a) E_{Ti} [ sup_{t∈Ai} ‖S^{MTi}_{Ti,t} w_{Ti} ‖^n_{γ,MTi} ] ⩽ C‖w_{Ti} ‖^n_{γ,MTi} , (6.31b) E_{Ti} [ sup_{t∈Ai} ‖y_t‖^n_{γ,MTi} ] ⩽ C , (6.31c) E_{Ti} [ sup_{t∈Ai} ‖z_t‖^n_{γ,MTi} ] ⩽ CF(1/2, π_{Ti} ) . (6.31d)

The proofs of these bounds follow roughly the same arguments as in the proof of Proposition 6.1, up to the stochastic convolution term z_t, which requires a separate treatment. The rest of the proof is devoted to obtaining (6.31), treating term by term.

Step 1. Bound on the initial condition and on y_t. As for (6.31a), we estimate by Lemma 6.4 ‖S^{MTi−1} T_{i−1},T_i wTi−1 ‖γ,MT_{i−1} ≲ (Ti − Ti−1) −^γ_{2a} ‖w T_{i−1} ‖ ≲ (Ti − Ti−1) −^γ_{2a} , (6.32)

so that the estimate follows from Lemma 4.7. Similarly also (6.31b).

Instead, for the bound (6.31c) on the term y_t, we follow verbatim the estimate (6.15), which holds for any γ ∈ (0, 2a), to obtain for some deterministic C(γ) ∈ (0, ∞) sup T_{i−1} ⩽t⩽T_i ‖y_t‖_{γ,MTi−1} ⩽ C(γ) . Step 3. Bound on z_t. Here we must follow a different estimate than in the proof of Proposition 6.1 and in particular Lemma 6.2, although we will use, through a bootstrap argument, the results in the quoted proposition and lemma. Recall that we have, with ψ as in (6.5) and σ as in (6.6):

dz_t = [Lz_t + ψ_tz_t] dt + σ(u_t, dW_t) , z_{Ti−1} = 0 , ∀t ∈ [T_{i−1}, T_i) .

To further simplify the notation let us assume as usual that T_{i−1} = 0 and write T_1 = T and M_{Ti−1} = M. We represent z_t in its mild form

z_t = ∫_t 0 e^{(t−s)L}ψ_sz_s ds + ∫_t 0 e^{(t−s)L}σ(u_s, dW_s) . Then, since ψ_t ⩽ ζ_M we find that for some c(a) > 0 sup 0⩽t⩽T ‖z_t‖_Hγ ⩽ sup_{0⩽t⩽T} ‖z_t‖_Hγ sup_{0⩽t⩽T} ∫_t 0 e^{−(t−s)(M+1)2a} ζ_M ds + sup_{0⩽t⩽T} ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫_t 0 e^{(t−s)L}σ(u_s, dW_s) ‖ ‖ ‖ H^γ

⩽ M^{2a} (M + 1)^{2a} sup 0⩽t⩽T ‖z_t‖_Hγ + sup_{0⩽t⩽T} ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫_t 0 e^{(t−s)L}σ(u_s, dW_s) ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_{Hγ} ⩽ ( 1 − c(a) M ) sup 0⩽t⩽T ‖z_t‖_Hγ + sup_{0⩽t⩽T} ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫_t 0 e^{(t−s)L}σ(u_s, dW_s) ‖ ‖ ‖_{Hγ} , (6.33)

where we used that

M^{2a} = (M + 1)^{2a} − ((M + 1)^{2a} − M^{2a}) ⩽ (M + 1)^{2a} − inf_{ξ∈[M,M+1]} 2aξ^{2a−1}

⩽ (M + 1)^{2a} − 2aM^{2a−1} ⩽ (M + 1)^{2a} − 2^{−2a+2}a(M + 1)^{2a−1} ,

since M + 1 ⩽ 2M. Hence from (6.33) we overall estimate sup 0⩽t⩽T ‖z_t‖^n_Hγ ≲_a M^n sup_{0⩽t⩽T} ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫_t 0 e^{(t−s)L}σ(u_s, dW_s) ‖ ‖ ‖^n H^γ ≲_a M^{2n} + sup_{0⩽t⩽T} ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫_t 0 e^{(t−s)L}σ(u_s, dW_s) ‖ ‖ ‖ 2n H^γ . (6.34)

Now our efforts will concentrate on estimating the latter stochastic integral. We observe that contrary to our original term z_t, the semigroup e^{−tL} is deterministic, so that the convolution becomes simpler to bound with classical tools.

To this purpose, let us introduce parameters γ, α, β > 0 such that

γ + β = γ , β < 2 · α · a , γ ∈ (0, 1/2) , α ∈ (0, 1/2) . (6.35)

This choice is possible since γ ∈ (0, a + 1/2). Our aim will be to obtain an estimate on the stochastic convolution in (6.34) that depends on ‖z_t‖_Hγ (so that we have improved the regularity from γ to γ + β) and then use Proposition 6.1 to control the H^γ norm, since γ ∈ (0, 1/2). To estimate uniformly in time the stochastic integral we use the so-called “factorisation method”, in which one rewrites the convolution as follows for any α ∈ (0, 1) and an appropriate normalisation constant c_α > 0: ∫_t 0 e^{(t−s)L}σ(u_s, dW_s) = c_αF_t , where F_t is given by

F_t = ∫_t 0 (t − s)^{α−1}e^{(t−s)L} (∫_s 0 (s − r)^{−α}e^{(s−r)L}σ(u_r, dW_r) ) ds . Then via Lemma 6.4 we bound for t ⩾ 0 and G_s = ∫_s 0 (s − r)^{−α}e^{(s−r)L}σ(u_{r∧T} , dW_r) (note that since we have stopped u at time T , the process G_s is defined for all s ⩾ 0): ‖F_t‖_Hγ+β ≲ ∫_t 0 (t − s)^{α−1− β2a} ‖G_s‖_Hγ ds . Since β/2a < α by (6.35), there exists a p(α, β) ∈ (1, ∞) such that for p^′ the conjugate exponent satisfying 1/p + 1/p^′ = 1, we have ∫_t 0 (t − s)^{α−1− β2a} ‖G_s‖_Hγ ds ⩽ t^q ‖G‖_Lp′_{([0,t];H}γ_) , where p is chosen sufficiently close to 1 such that q = 1 p [ p ( α − 1 − β 2a ) + 1 ] = α − 1 − β 2a + 1 p > 0 . Therefore, we can bound sup 0⩽t⩽T ‖F_t‖_Hγ+β ≲ T^q‖G‖_Lp′_{([0,T ];H}γ_) . Then, since T ⩽ 3 (see Lemma 3.5) and assuming without loss of generality that n ⩾ p^′ we use Jensen’s inequality to obtain E [ sup 0⩽t⩽T ‖F_t‖^n_Hγ+β ] ≲ sup_{0⩽t⩽3} E [‖G_t‖^n_Hγ ] .

Now for the last term we use the vector-valued BDG inequality (see for example [MR16, Theorem 1.1]) to obtain E [ ‖G^t‖^n_Hγ ] ≲ E [ ⟨G^t⟩^{n2}_t ] . (6.36)

Here G^t_s is the martingale

G^t_s = ∫_s 0 (t − r)^{−α}e^{(s−r)L}σ(u_{r∧T} , dW_r) , ∀s ∈ [0, t] , and ⟨G⟩_t indicates the scalar quadratic variation computed with respect to the Hilbert space H^γ , namely the unique continuous increasing process s → A^t_s, for s ∈ [0, t] such that ‖G^t_s‖^2_{Hγ} − A^t_s/2 is a martingale on [0, t]. In our setting, the quadratic variation is given by d⟨G^t⟩_s = 2(t − s)^{−2α}Q(u_{s∧T} ) dt , where Q is defined in (6.18), only in the present case with L = 0 and γ replaced by γ. In particular, following the calculation that leads to (6.21) (the only difference being that since L = 0 the terms Δ^{α,β} L are not present), we obtain that

d⟨G^t⟩_s ≲ (t − s)^{−2α}(1 + ‖w_s‖^2_Hγ ) .

Therefore, by (6.36) and since α ∈ (0, 1/2) by assumption we can conclude that E [ ‖G^t‖^n_Hγ ] ≲ ( M^{nγ} + E [ sup 0⩽s⩽T ‖w_s‖^n_{γ,M} ]) · (∫_t 0 (t − s)^{−2α} ds )^n_2

≲_α M^{nγ} + E [ sup 0⩽s⩽T ‖w_s‖^n_{γ,M} ] . Now we use the uniform bound (6.3) from Proposition 6.1 to conclude that sup 0⩽t⩽3 E [ ‖G^t‖^n_Hγ ] ≲_n F(1/2, π_{Ti} ) ,

from which all the desired estimates follow.

7 Uniqueness of the invariant measure

Our aim is to apply Harris’ theorem to the Markov process ([π_t])_{t⩾0}. Throughout this section we work under Assumption 2.11. We denote with (P_t)_{t⩾0} the transition probabilities of [π_t] on P:

P_t([π], A) = P([π_t] ∈ A | [π_0] = [π]) , ∀A ⊆ P, [π] ∈ P .

Harris’ theorem applies if the Markov process possesses a Lyapunov functional, which is the case by Theorem 2.5, and if level sets of the Lyapunov functional satisfy a “smallness” property, which we now recall.

Definition 7.1 For any t > 0 we say that a set A ⊆ P is small for P_t if there exists δ ∈ (0, 1) such that ‖P_t([π], ·) − P_t([ν], ·)‖_{TV,P} ⩽ 1 − δ , ∀ [π], [ν] ∈ A . Recall, that in (2.19) we have defined the total variation distance between two positive measures by ‖μ − ν‖_{TV,X} =^1_2 sup_{A∈F} |μ(A) − ν(A)|, so there with an additional 1/2 normalisation factor in contrast to the “usual” definition. For convenience, we also state Harris’ theorem below, adjusted to our setting. See for example [HM11].

Theorem 7.2 (Harris) Consider the Lyapunov functional G as in Theorem 2.5. If there exists t_⋆ > 0 such that for every R > 0 the set

V_R = {[π] ∈ P : G([π]) ⩽ R}

is small for P_{t⋆} , then there exists a unique invariant measure μ_∞ for the Markov process [π_t], and it satisfies for some C, γ > 0 ‖P_t([π], ·) − μ_∞‖_{TV,P} ⩽ CG([π])e^{−γt} , ∀ [π] ∈ P , t ⩾ 0 . Hence, the rest of this section is devoted to establishing the smallness property of level sets of the Lyapunov functional, from which the spectral gap in Theorem 2.13 promptly follows. This is a standard consequence of the strong Feller property (Lemma 7.4) and controllability (Lemma 7.5).

Proposition 7.3 In the setting of Theorem 2.13, and in particular under Assumption 2.11, there exists a t_⋆ > 0 such that for every R > 0, V_R is small for P_{t⋆} .

Proof. The first step is to establish the smallness property locally around [π] ≡ [1]. Here we write 1 for the unit function T^d ∋ x → (1, . . . , 1) ∈ R^m . For this reason we define B_ε = {u ∈ H^{γ0} : ‖u − 1‖_Hγ0 < ε} , the ball of radius ε ∈ (0, 1) about 1 in the H^{γ0} topology, for γ_0 > d/2 as in Assumption 2.11, so that in particular by Sobolev embedding H^{γ0} ⊆ C(T^d): this will be essential for the invertibility of the multiplication operator further on. Since we are interested in the projective dynamic we also define

B^{proj}_ε = {[π] : π ∈ B_ε} ⊆ P . (7.1)

By Lemma 7.4 below, for any δ ∈ (0, 1) there exists ε ∈ (0, 1) such that ‖P_1([π], ·) − P_1([ν], ·)‖_{TV,P} < 1 − δ , ∀ [π], [ν] ∈ B^{proj}_ε .

Next, by Lemma 7.5 we find an s_⋆ > 0 such that for any R > 0 there exists δ^′ for which P_{s⋆} ([π], B^{proj}_ε ) ⩾ δ^′ , ∀ [π] ∈ V_R .

It follows immediately that for any [π], [ν] ∈ V_R,

‖P_{s⋆+1}([π], ·) − P_{s⋆+1}([ν], ·)‖_{TV,P} ≤ δ^′(1 − δ) + 1 − δ^′ = 1 − δδ^′ , thus concluding the proof.

The next lemma establishes the small set property locally around the point π ≡ 1: the result follows by proving the strong Feller property for the solution to a new SPDE, which coincides with the linear SPDE (1.1) for u_0 close to u ≡ 1. Lemma 7.4 In the setting of Theorem 2.13, and in particular under Assumption 2.11, for any δ ∈ (0, 1) and t > 0 there exists ε ∈ (0, 1) such that ‖P_t([π], ·) − P_t([ν], ·)‖_{TV,P} < 1 − δ , ∀ [π], [ν] ∈ B^{proj}_ε , (7.2) with B^{proj}_ε (depending on γ_0 as in Assumption 2.11) defined in (7.1). In the upcoming proof, for a map f : X → Y between two Banach spaces X, Y , we define its Fréchet derivative Df(x) ∈ L(X, Y ) as the bounded linear map X → Y such that lim ‖h‖_X →0 ‖f(x + h) − f(x) − Df(x)h‖_Y ‖h‖_X = 0 , ∀x ∈ X , provided that it exists. We say that a functional f as above is of class C^m, for m ∈ N, if it is m times Fréchet differentiable (the derivatives being not necessarily uniformly bounded), and that it is smooth if it lies in C^m for all m ∈ N.

Proof. Let us start by reducing the problem to the study of the strong Feller property of (1.1). Since [π_t] is a functional of π_t, which in turn is a functional of u_t, if we denote with Q_t(u, ·) the law of the solution u_t to (1.1) with initial condition u_0 = u ∈ L^2, then for π, ν ∈ S ‖P_t([π], ·) − P_t([ν], ·)‖_{TV,P} ⩽ ‖Q_t(π, ·) − Q_t(ν, ·)‖_{TV,L}2 , so that it suffices to check (7.2) for Q_t, uniformly over B_ε = {u ∈ H^{γ0} : ‖u−1‖_Hγ0 < ε}, again with γ_0 as in Assumption 2.11. We localise our argument around B_ε by constructing a dynamic that coincides with that of u_t only on B_ε. Since we are working under Assumption 2.11, we can represent u_t as the solution to du^α_t = −ν^α(−Δ)^au^α_t dt + (G(u_t) · dξ)^α , ∀α ∈ {1, . . . , m} , where (G(u) · dξ)^α = ∑_m β=1 G^{α,β} (u) dξ^{α,β}, and where ξ is a space-time white noise, that is a homogeneous Gaussian field with, formally, the covariance structure E[ξ^{α,β}(x)ξ^{α′ ,β′} (y)] = 1_{α=α}′ 1_{β=β}′ δ(x − y) , and G^{α,β} (u): L^2(T^d; R) → L^2(T^d; R) is given in Fourier coordinates by F[G^{α,β}(u)φ](k) = ∑ l û^β(k − l)Θ^{α,β}_l φ̂(l) ,

where we have defined Θ^{α,β}_l = (Γ^{α,β}_l )^{12} . In other words, G^{α,β} (u) = M_uβ ∘K^{α,β}_Θ , where M_u : L^2 → L^2 is the multiplication operator in physical coordinates M_uβ φ = u^βφ and K^{α,β}_Θ : L^2 → L^2 is the multiplication operator in Fourier coordinates F[K^{α,β}_Θ φ](k) = Θ^{α,β}_k φ̂(k). We note that for u ∈ H^{γ0} (T^d; R^m) fixed we have G^{α,β} (u) ∈ L(L^2(T^d; R)), where L(X) is the space of bounded linear operators from a Banach space X into itself, since we have ‖G^{α,β}(u)φ‖ ⩽ ‖u‖_∞‖K^{α,β}_Θ φ‖ ≲ ‖u‖_Hγ0 ‖K^{α,β}_Θ φ‖ ≲_Γ ‖u‖_Hγ0 ‖φ‖ , (7.3) by Sobolev embedding, since H^{γ0} (T^d; R^m) ⊆ C(T^d; R^m), and by Assumption 2.11 on the noise coefficients (here we have merely used that the coefficients are bounded).

Step 1: Localisation. We now construct an operator-valued map

G^{α,β} : H^{γ0} (T^d; R^m) → L(L^2(T^d; R)) ,

such that for any u ∈ H^{γ0} (T^d; R^m), the linear operator G^{α,β} (u) is globally invertible and satisfies the following properties for some C ∈ (0, ∞): G^{α,β} (u) = G^{α,β} (u) , if u ∈ B_{ε1} , ‖[G^{α,α}(u)]^{−1}‖_{L(H}γ_{0 (T} d_{;R);L}2_{(T} d_{;R))} ⩽ C , ∀u ∈ H^{γ0} .

(7.4)

In addition, the parameter ε_1 ∈ (0, 1) must be chosen small enough – as it turns out, a sufficient choice is given by ε_1 = C^{−1}_s /4 , (7.5) where C_s is the constant in the continuous embedding H^{γ0} (T^d; R^m) ⊆ C(T^d; R^m), so that ‖φ‖_∞ ⩽ C_s‖φ‖_Hγ0 . We can construct a G^{α,β} with the desired properties as follows. We choose a smooth functional ϱ: H^{γ0} → [0, 1], such that ϱ(u) = { 1 if u ∈ B_{ε1} , 0 if u ∈ B^c_{2ε1} .

Such a choice of ϱ is always possible, for example because H^{γ0} is a Hilbert space and one can define ϱ(u) = ~ϱ(‖u − 1‖^2_Hγ_0 ) for a suitable smooth and compactly supported function ~ϱ : R → [0, 1]. Then we define G^{α,β} by G^{α,β} (u) = ϱ(u) · (M_uβ ∘ K^{α,β}_Θ ) + (1 − ϱ(u)) · K^{α,β}_Θ , where the dot indicates multiplication with a scalar. If we introduce the map

g: H^{γ0} (T^d; R^m) → H^{γ0} (T^d; R^m) , g(u) = ϱ(u)u + (1 − ϱ(u))1 ,

then we can rewrite G^{α,β} as G^{α,β} (u) = M_{g(u)}β ∘ K^{α,β}_Θ . In particular, the Fréchet derivative with respect to u of G^{α,β} can be computed as follows, for h ∈ H^{γ0} :

DG^{α,β}(u) = M_{(Dg(u)h)}β ∘ K^{α,β}_Θ ∈ L(L^2(T^d; R)) . (7.6)

Here the derivative of g is given by Dg(u)h = (Dϱ(u)h)u + ϱ(u)h − (Dϱ(u)h)1 ∈ H^{γ0} , so that for some C > 0 ‖g(u)‖_Hγ0 ⩽ 1 , ‖Dg(u)h‖_Hγ0 ⩽ C‖h‖_Hγ0 . (7.7) The fact that DG^{α,β} (u) ∈ L(L^2(T^d; R)) follows from (7.7) and the same calculation as in (7.3).

Hence, with this definition, G^{α,β} satisfies the first property in (7.4). Let us check that is satisfies also the second one. For the inverse we have

G^{α,α}(u)^{−1} = M_{[g(u)}α_]−1 ∘ K^{α,α}_{Θ−1} ,

where we have defined for any α, β ∈ {1, . . . , m}

[g(u)^β]^{−1}(x) = 1/[g(u)^β(x)] , F[K^{α,β}_{Θ−1} φ](k) = (Θ^{α,β}_k )^{−1}φ̂(k) .

The latter operator is defined in view of the lower bound on the correlation coefficients in Assumption 2.11. In particular, we can follow the same calculations as in (7.3) to obtain that G^{α,α}(u)^{−1} ∈ L(H^{γ0} (T^d; R), L^2(T^d; R)). More precisely, we can bound: ‖G^{α,α}(u)^{−1}φ‖_L2 ≲ ‖g^{−1}(u)‖_∞‖K^{α,α}_{Θ−1} φ‖ ≲_Γ ‖φ‖_Hγ0 , since ‖g(u)−1‖_∞ ⩽ C_s‖g(u)−1‖_Hγ0 ⩽ 1/2, by Sobolev embedding and by our choice of ε_1 in (7.5), and where in the last step we used the lower bound on the noise coefficients in Assumption 2.11. Hence overall the nonlinearity G that we have constructed does indeed satisfy (7.4) (the first requirement of (7.4)is satisfied by construction).

Now the proof of the strong Feller property follows closely the proof of [DPZ96, Theorem 7.1.1]. In particular, we observe that Hypothesis 7.1.(iv) regarding the Hilbert– Schmidt norm of the semigroup s → e^{−s(−Δ)a} in the quoted book corresponds to our assumption a > d/2 (with the Hilbert space H being L^2(T^d; R^m)).

Step 2: Properties of the localised dynamic. Let us consider the solution u to the nonlinear and nonlocal equation

du^α_t = −ν^α(−Δ)^au^α_t dt + ( G(u_t) · dξ )_α , u_0 ∈ H^{γ0} , α ∈ {1, . . . , m} . (7.8) Here, as usual, we have defined (G(u) · dξ)^α = ∑_m β=1 G^{α,β}(u) dξ^{α,β} . Our objective is to obtain some a priori bounds on the solution: in particular we would like to guarantee that with high probability, at least for small times, the solution remains close to 1, if it is started in its neighbourhood. Such estimates are classical, therefore we do not enter into details. Instead, since (7.8) is not dissimilar from (1.1), we refer to the proof of Lemma 8.1 to obtain that, since we are assuming crucially a > d/2 (so that we can choose γ = γ_0 in Lemma 8.1) there exist C, ζ^′ > 0 such that: ( E [ sup 0⩽s⩽t ‖u_s − 1‖^2_Hγ_0

]) 1_2 ⩽ ‖u_0 − 1‖_Hγ0 + Ct^{ζ′} , One consequence of this bound is that if we define τ to be the stopping time

τ = inf{t ⩾ 0 : u_t ∉ B_{ε1} } , then for any δ ∈ (0, 1), we find a (deterministic) t ∈ (0, 1) such that

sup{P_{u0} (τ < s) : u_0 ∈ B_{ε1 /2} , s ⩽ t} ⩽ δ/2 .

Now, for any u_0 = u_0 ∈ B_{ε1 /2} we have u_t = u_t up to the stopping time τ. Therefore, uniformly over s ⩽ t and u, v ∈ B_ε, with ε ∈ (0, ε_1/2), we find that ‖Q_s(u, ·) − Q_s(v, ·)‖_{TV,L}2 ⩽ ‖Q_s(u, ·) − Q_s(v, ·)‖_{TV,L}2 + δ/2 . In particular, the lemma is now proven if we show that for any s ∈ (0, t) there exists ε ∈ (0, 1/4) such that sup u,v∈B_ε ‖Q_s(u, ·) − Q_s(v, ·)‖_{TV,L}2 ⩽ 1 − 3δ 2 . (7.9)

Step 3: The Bismut–Elworthy–Li formula. Finally, we set out to prove (7.9), which follows if we can establish the strong Feller property of u_t. Here we follow a classical approach via the Bismut–Elworthy–Li formula, see for example [DPZ96, Lemma 7.1.3], which reads D_uQ_t(u, ψ)h = E_u [ ψ(u_t) 1 t m∑ α=1 ∫_t 0 ∫ T^d [ [G^{α,α}(u_s)]^{−1}(D_uu^α_s h) ] (x) · dξ^{α,α}(x, s) ] . Here we have written E_u for the expectation under the law of u_t started in u_0 = u. Furthermore, D_uu^α denotes the Fréchet derivative of the α-th component of the solution u_t with respect to its initial condition. In particular, this formula allows us to bound |D_uQ_t(u, ψ)h|^2 ≲ ‖ψ‖^2_∞t^{−2} m∑ α=1 E_u [∫_t 0 ∫ T^d

|[G^{α,α}(u_s)]^{−1}(D_uu^α_s h)|^2(x) ds dx ]

≲ ‖ψ‖^2_∞t^{−2} ∫_t 0 E_u‖(D_uu_sh)‖^2_Hγ_{0 (T} d_{;R}m_) ds , (7.10)

where in the last line we have used the second property of G in (7.4).

Hence to conclude we have to find a bound on the H^{γ0} (T^d; R^m) norm of the differential of the flow to (7.8). If we set r^α_t = D_uu^α_t h we find that

dr^α_t = −ν^α(−Δ)^ar^α_t dt + ( DG(u_t)r_t · dξ )_α , r^α_0 = h^α ∈ H^{γ0} (T^d; R) ,

where we have written as usual ( DG(u_t)r_t · dξ )_α = ∑_m β=1 (DG^{α,β} (u_t)r_t) dξ^{α,β} . The equation for r can in turn can be rewritten via (7.6) as

dr^α_t = −ν^α(−Δ)^ar^α_t dt + m∑ β=1 M_{(Dg(ut)h)}β ∘ K^{α,β}_Θ dξ^{α,β} . Now, for simplicity let us define for u_0, h ∈ H^{γ0} fixed v_t = Dg(u_t)h. Then, if we rewrite the equation for r_t in its mild formulation, we can follow the same calculations as in Lemma 8.1 to obtain for some ζ^′ > 0 and γ_1 < γ_0

E‖r_t‖^2_Hγ_0 ≲ ‖r_0‖^2_Hγ_0 + t^ζ sup_{0⩽s⩽t} E‖v_s‖^2_Hγ_1 ≲ ‖h‖^2_Hγ_0 (1 + t^{ζ′} ) , where in the last step we have used (7.7) to bound v_s. We are now ready to conclude our argument. From (7.10) we deduce that sup ‖h‖_Hγ_0 ⩽1 |D_uQ_t(u, ψ)h| ≲ ‖ψ‖^2_∞t^{−1}(1 + t^{ζ′} ) , so that for some C > 0 and uniformly over u, v ∈ B_ε |Q_t(u, A) − Q_t(v, A)| ⩽ Ct^{−1}(1 + t^{ζ′} )‖u − v‖_Hγ0 ⩽ Ct^{−1}(1 + t^{ζ′} )ε , from which we deduce the claim.

The second ingredient used to establish the small set property is a form of controllability. Lemma 7.5 In the setting of Theorem 2.13, and in particular under Assumption 2.11, for any ε ∈ (0, 1), R > 0 there exist s_⋆ > 0 and δ^′ ∈ (0, 1) such that P_{s⋆} ([π], B^{proj}_ε ) ⩾ δ^′ , ∀ [π] ∈ V_R .

Proof. The result follows from the support theorem for (1.1) by solving a control problem. To this aim, for any s_⋆ > 0 (we will fix this parameter later on), we denote by CM ⊆ L^2(T^d; (R^m)^{⊗2}) the Cameron–Martin space associated to the noise Ẇ on the time interval [0, s_⋆] (for convenience, we omit the dependence on s_⋆ in the notation), characterised by the norm ‖h‖^2_{CM} = ∫_{s⋆} 0 m∑ α,β=1 ∑ k∈Z^d (Γ^{α,β}_k )^{−1}|ĥ^{α,β}_s (k)|^2 ds .

Then for h ∈ CM, we denote by Φ^h_t π the flow of the following deterministic, controlled equation, for any initial datum u ∈ L^2:

∂_tΦ^h_t u = LΦ^h_t u + hΦ^h_t u, Φ^h_0 u = u , ∀t ∈ [0, s_⋆] .

Now the support theorem, see for example [BMSS95, Theorem 2.1] (the setting of this work is slightly more complex than ours, since the noise is space-time white, but the key technical result [BMSS95, Proposition 2.2] adapts to our setting), guarantees that supp(Q_{s⋆} (u, ·)) = {Φ^h_{s⋆} u : h ∈ CM}^H γ0 , ∀u ∈ H^{γ0} (T^d; R^m) .

Here we indicate with Q_s(u, ·) the law in H^{γ0} of the solution u_s to (1.1) started in u. Recall that the support of a positive measure μ on a metric space (X , d) is given by supp(μ) = {x ∈ X : μ(B) > 0 for all open sets B such that x ∈ B} .

Now we observe that if we prove that for B^{sym}_ε = B_ε ∪ (−B_ε) we have B^{sym}_{ε/2} ∩ supp(Q_{s⋆} (π, ·)) ≠ 0 , ∀ π ∈ V_R , (7.11) then also B^{proj}_{ε/2} ∈ supp(P_{s⋆} ([π], ·)) for all π ∈ S ∩ V_R. In particular, if we show that (7.11) is true, then our result holds in view of Lemma 8.3, which guarantees the lower bound of the probability to be uniform over π ∈ V_R (since V_R is compact in S and B^{sym}ε is open in H^{γ0} , so that P_t([π], B^{proj}_ε ) is lower-semicontinuous in [π] by the Portmanteau theorem). Therefore, our aim is now to prove (7.11), and in particular it suffices to show that there exists an s_⋆(R) > 0 such that for each π ∈ V_R we can find a control h satisfying Φ^h_{s⋆} (π)/‖Φ^h_{s⋆} (π)‖ ∈ B^{sym}_{ε/2} , ∀π ∈ V_R . (7.12)

One possible construction of such h is as follows. We start by observing that from the definition of V_R we have M = M(π) ⩽ ⌊κ^{−1}_0 log R⌋ = n_R ∈ N , with κ_0 as in Theorem 2.5. In particular, there exists an α_0 ∈ {1, . . . , m} such that ‖Π^<_{M(π)}π^α‖ ⩾ η, for some deterministic η > 0. Our argument then proceeds in two steps. The main point will be to prove that there exists a time s^{(1)}_⋆ > 0 such that, for appropriate control h, at time s^{(1)}_⋆ we have ‖Π^<_1 π^{α0}_{s(1)⋆} ‖ ⩾ ε‖Π^⩾_1 π^{α0}_{s(1)⋆} ‖. That is, at least the α_0-th component is concentrated in the 0-th frequency level. We then use this result to prove that by a time s^{(2)}_⋆ > s^{(1)}_⋆ and for an appropriate choice of h we have ‖Π^<_1 π_s(2)_⋆ ‖ ⩾ ε‖Π^⩾_1 π_s(2)_⋆ ‖, so that all components are now close to the unit, at least in L^2 norm.

We start by constructing the control h on the first time step [0, s^{(1)}_⋆ ). Let us fix a time horizon t_⋆ ∈ (0, 1) to be fixed later on. Then consider h^{α0,α0} (t, x) = P_tΠ^<_M π^{α0} (x) , h^{α,β}(t, x) = 0 , ∀(α, β) ≠ (α_0, α_0) , t ∈ [0, t_⋆) ,

where P_t is the semigroup P_t = e^{−να0 (−Δ)at}. Note that such h lies in the Cameron– Martin space CM by Assumption 2.11. Further, there exists a constant C(R) > 0 such that sup 0⩽s⩽1 { ‖Φ^h_s π‖ + ‖h_s‖_∞ } ⩽ C(R) . Then we can compute ∫ T^d

Φ^h_t π(x) dx = ∫ T^d π(x) dx + ∫_t 0 ∫ T^d h_s(x) [ P_sπ + ∫_s 0 P_{s−r} (h_ru_r) dr ] (x) dx ds . We can estimate the last term as follows: ∫_{t⋆} 0 ∫ T^d h_s(x) [ P_sπ + ∫_s 0 P_{s−r}(h_ru_r) dr ] (x) dx ds ⩾ ∫_{t⋆} 0 ‖P_sΠ^<_M π‖^2 ds − ∫_{t⋆} 0 ‖h_s‖_∞ ∫_s 0 ‖h_r‖_∞‖u_r‖ dr ds ⩾ e^{−2ζM t⋆} t_⋆η − t^2_⋆ 2 C^3 ⩾ c_0(η, δ, R) > 0

for some constant c_0(η, δ, R), provided that δ is chosen sufficiently small. Now assume that | |∫_{T d} π(x) dx | | < c_0/2 (otherwise set, instead of the present choice of h, the trivial h = 0 on [0, t_⋆)). In this way we have | | | ∫ T^d Φ^h_{t⋆} π(x) dx | | | ⩾ c^0/2 . Now by setting h = 0 on [t_⋆, s^{(1)}_⋆ ), so that by choosing s^{(1)}_⋆ sufficiently large we obtain the desired ‖Π^<_1 (Φ^h_{s(1)⋆} π)^{α0} ‖ ⩾ ε‖Π^⩾_1 (Φ^h_{s(1)⋆} π)^{α0} ‖. Therefore we find that at time s^{(1)}_⋆ (up to choosing a larger s^{(1)}_⋆ )

π_s(1)_⋆ =

Φ^h_{s(1)⋆} π ‖Φ^h_{s(1)⋆} π‖ satisfies ‖π_s(1)_⋆ − κ‖ ⩽ ε/2, where κ ∈ L^2(T^d; R^m) is the constant vector κ = (κ_α)^m_{α=1} and by our previous discussion there exists a deterministic κ such that |κ^{α0} | ⩾ κ > 0.

Finally, by choosing any s^{(2)}_⋆ > s^{(1)}_⋆ , and since κ is nonzero, we can construct a time-independent control h on [s^{(1)}_⋆ , s^{(2)}_⋆ ) for the ODE

∂_ty^α = m∑ β=1 y^βh^{α,β} , y^α_s(1)_⋆ = κ^α ,

such that y^α_{s(2)⋆} = y^{α0}_{s(1)⋆} for all α ∈ {1, . . . , m}. Up to choosing ε sufficiently small, this guarantees that under such choice of control min { ‖Φ^h_s(1)_⋆ π/‖Φ^h_s(1)_⋆ π‖ − 1‖ , ‖Φ^h_s(1)_⋆ π/‖Φ^h_s(1)_⋆ π‖ + 1‖ } ⩽ ε . Finally, by Schauder estimates for a sufficiently large time s_⋆ > s^{(2)}_⋆ and h = 0 on [s^{(2)}_⋆ , s_⋆], we find π_{s⋆} ∈ B^{sym}_ε as desired.

8 Basic properties of the angular component

The first result of this section establishes well-posedness and continuity with respect to the initial data for (1.1).

Lemma 8.1 Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.5, for any u_0 ∈ L^2(T^d; R^m) there exists a unique mild solution to (1.1) for all t ⩾ 0. Furthermore, for every

γ ∈ [0, a + γ_0 − d/2) ,

and p ⩾ 2, T > 0 there exists a C(T, γ, p) such that

E [ sup 0⩽s⩽T ‖u_s‖^p_Hγ ] 1_p ⩽ C(T, γ, p)‖u_0‖_Hγ . Proof (sketch of). This result is entirely classical, so we refrain from proving it completely. We only provide a short description of how the condition γ < a + γ_0 − d/2 appears. We can represent the solution u_t in mild form as

u_t = e^{tL}u_0 + ∫_t 0 e^{(t−s)L}u_s · dW_s , where e^{tL}φ^α = exp(−ν^α(−Δ)^at)φ^α for every α ∈ {1, . . . , m}. Then the crucial point of the proof is to estimate the stochastic convolution appearing above. Here we use the so-called “factorisation method” (see also the proof of Lemma 6.7). Namely, if for some ζ ∈ (0, 1) we define (assuming for the moment that the integral is defined, which will be justified below)

Z_s = ∫_s 0 (s − r)^{−ζ} e^{(s−r)L}u_r · dW_r , then we find that for some constant c_ζ ∈ (0, 1) ∫_s 0 e^{(s−r)L}u_r · dW_r = c_ζ ∫_s 0 (s − r)^{ζ−1}e^{(s−r)L}Z_r dr .

Therefore, by Hölder’s inequality and Lemma 6.4 we find that sup 0⩽s⩽t ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫_s 0 e^{(s−r)L}u_r · dW_r ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_{Hγ} ≲ sup_{0⩽s⩽t} ∫_s 0 (s − r)^{ζ−1−(γ−γ1 )/2a}‖Z_r‖_Hγ1 dr

≲ sup_{0⩽s⩽t} (∫_s 0 (s − r)^{(ζ−1−(γ−γ1)/2a)p} dr ) 1_p · (∫_s 0 ‖Z_r‖^q_Hγ_1 dr ) 1_q , where γ_1 < γ and p, q ∈ [1, ∞] are conjugate, so that 1/p + 1/q = 1. Now, to close our argument we must choose appropriate parameters γ_1, ζ and p. First, we fix any arbitrary γ_1 ∈ (0, γ) such that

γ − a < γ_1 < γ_0 − d/2 , (8.1)

which is possible in view of our assumption γ < a + γ_0 − d/2. Next we fix ζ ∈ (0, 1/2) such that ζ − (γ − γ_1)/2a > 0. This choice is now possible in view of the upper bound in (8.1). Finally, we choose p ∈ (1, ∞) sufficiently close to 1 such that

ζ^′ − 1^{def}= (ζ − 1 − (γ_0 − γ_1)/2a)p > −1 ,

which is now possible in view of all our choices above. With these choices taken, we can now conclude that E [ sup 0⩽s⩽t ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫_s 0 e^{(s−r)L}u_r · dW_r ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 2

H^{γ0} ] ≲ t^{2ζ′} E [(∫_t 0 ‖Z_s‖^q_Hγ_1 ds

)^2_q ] . The result therefore follows if we can prove that for any t > 0 and any q ∈ (2, ∞) sup 0⩽s⩽t E‖Z_s‖^q_Hγ_1 < ∞ . Since Z_s is a stochastic integral, by BDG this reduces to bounding its quadratic variation, as E‖Z_s‖^q_Hγ_1 ≲ E⟨Z^s⟩^{q2}_s , where ⟨·⟩ denotes the scalar quadratic variation of an H^{γ1} - valued martingale (see also the analogous argument leading to (6.36)), and for 0 ⩽ r ⩽ s we write Z^s_r = ∫_r 0 (s−h)^{−ζ} e^{(s−h)L}u_h · dW_h. In our setting, we can bound the quadratic variation as follows for any t > 0 and following the notation of Remark 3.1: ⟨Z^t⟩_t ⩽ ∑ k,l∈Z^d (1 + |k|)^{2γ1} ∫_t 0 (t − s)^{−2ζ} e^{−2νmin(t−s)|k|2a} |û^{k−l}_s |^2Γ_l ds

≲ ∫_t 0 (t − s)^{−2ζ} ∑ k∈Z^d (1 + |k|)^{2γ1} ∑ l∈Z^d Γ^2_l |û^{k−l}_s |^2 ds .

Now we use that by assumption Γ_l ≲ (1 + |k|)^{−2γ0} together with Lemma 6.3, so that

⟨Z^t⟩_t ≲_Γ t^{1−2ζ} sup_{0⩽s⩽t} ∑ k,l∈Z^d (1 + |l|)^{2(γ1−γ0 )}(1 + |k − l|)^{2γ1} |û^{k−l}_s |^2

≲_Γ t^{1−2ζ} sup_{0⩽s⩽t} ‖u_s‖^2_Hγ_1 ,

where by (8.1) we have that 2(γ_0 − γ_1) > d. From here on the study of well-posedness of the equation follows classical lines.

The next result guarantees that the angular component is defined for all positive times. This result is not completely obvious: as a matter of fact we make use of the full strength of the results in the previous sections (including the higher order regularity estimates in Proposition 6.6). We do however believe that this is overkill and that one could get such a result as a consequence of a pathwise form of backwards uniqueness. Unfortunately we were unable to find such a result in the existing literature, although [BR16] covers the case a = 1 and m = 1.

Lemma 8.2 Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.5, for all u_0 ∈ L^2_⋆(T^d; R^m), the solution t → u_t to (1.1) almost surely satisfies u_t ≠ 0 for all t ⩾ 0. In addition, for every ε ∈ (0, 1), t ⩾ 0 and R ⩾ 1 there exists a δ(ε, R, t) ∈ (0, 1) such that sup u_0 ∈S^a_R P ( sup 0⩽s⩽t ‖u_s‖ ⩽ δ ) ⩽ ε , (8.2)

with S^a_R = S ∩ {φ ∈ H^a : ‖φ‖_Ha ⩽ R} . Finally, the process t → π_t = u_t/‖u_t‖ is a Markov process.

Proof. We restrict to proving the claim in (8.2). The fact that for u_0 ∈ L^2_⋆, almost surely u_t ≠ 0 for all t ⩾ 0, follows along similar lines: the only difference is that when considering the skeleton median (M_t)_{t⩾0} and the related stopping times we must stop at the potential hitting time τ_0 = inf{t ⩾ 0 : ‖u_t‖ = 0}, or else the process defined in the previous sections might not be defined.

As for (8.2), consider an initial condition u_0 ∈ S^a_R. Our aim will be to use (2.6) via an upper bound on the following quantity (see the proof of Corollary 2.10 for a somewhat similar argument): E [ sup 0⩽s⩽t ‖π_s‖^2_Ha ] , where t → π_t = u_t/‖u_t‖ is the angular component associated to u. To obtain an estimate on the quantity above we follow roughly the proof of Proposition 6.6. Indeed, for any i ∈ N consider the probability p_t(i) = P(t ∈ [T_i, T_{i+1})). Then we can bound

E [ sup 0⩽s⩽t ‖π_s‖^2_Ha ] ⩽ ∑ i∈N √ p_t(i) ( E [ sup 0⩽s⩽T_{i+1} ‖π_s‖^4_Ha

]) 1_2 . Now, for every i ∈ N we have, similarly to (6.29) in the proof of Proposition 6.6 E_{Ti} [ sup T_i ⩽s<T_{i+1} ‖π_s‖^4_Ha ] ≲ M^{4a}_{Ti} + E_{Ti} [ sup T_i⩽s<T_{i+1} ‖w_s‖^4_{a,MTi} ]

≲ F(1/2, π_{Ti} ) + ‖w_{Ti} ‖^4_{a,MTi} , where the last bound follows from Lemma 6.7. Therefore, following verbatim the proof of Proposition 6.6 we obtain that for every i ∈ N\{0} and some constant C(a) (uniform over u_0 and i) E [ sup T_i⩽s<T_{i+1} ‖π_s‖^4_Ha ] ⩽ C(a)G(π_0) , E [ sup 0⩽s<T_1 ‖π_s‖^4_Ha ] ⩽ C(a)‖π_0‖^4_Ha .

Now, if we bound E [ sup 0⩽s⩽T_{i+1} ‖π_s‖^4_Ha ] ⩽ i∑ j=0 E [ sup T_j ⩽s⩽T_{j+1} ‖π_s‖^4_Ha ] , then collecting all our estimates we can then conclude via Lemma 4.2 that E [ sup 0⩽s⩽t ‖π_s‖^2_Ha ] ≲ e^{c‖u0‖2Ha} ∑ i √ p_t(i) · i ≲_t e^{c‖u0‖2Ha} . (8.3)

Now to conclude we will make use of (2.6), which allows us to represent

‖u_t‖ = ‖u_0‖ exp (∫_t 0 ⟨π_s, Lπ_s⟩ ds + ∫_t 0 ⟨π_s, π_s · ∘ dW_s⟩ ) . The results follows then immediately from (8.3), since the stochastic integral has bounded Itô–Stratonovich corrector and the Itô integral has bounded quadratic variation: see for example the proof of Corollary 2.10.

The fact that π_t is a Markov process follows for example from the representation in (2.7), since by our argument above Q_L(π_t, π_t) is finite for all t > 0.

The next result guarantees the Feller property of the semigroup associated to the angular component.

Lemma 8.3 In the setting of Theorem 2.5, fix γ ∈ [a, a+γ_0−d/2). For any π ∈ S∩H^γ , let P^γ_t (π, ·) be the law in H^γ of the angular component π_t of (1.1) started in π_0 = π. Then the map π → P^γ_t (π, ·) is continuous from S ∩ H^γ to the space of probability measures on S ∩ H^γ equipped with the topology of weak convergence.

Proof. It is sufficient to show that if π^n → π in H^γ , then for every t > 0 one has π^n_t → π_t in probability in H^γ . We know that u^n_t → u_t in probability in H^γ by Lemma 8.1 (in fact, we have convergence in L^p(Ω) for any p ⩾ 2), and the uniform bound in Lemma 8.2 implies that in addition u^n_t /‖u^n_t ‖ → u_t/‖u_t‖ in probability, as required.

References

[AC98] L. Arnold and I. Chueshov. Order-preserving random dynamical systems: equilibria, attractors, applications. Dynam. Stability Systems 13, no. 3, (1998), 265–280. doi:10.1080/02681119808806264.

[BB21] L. A. Bianchi and D. Blömker. The impact of white noise on a supercritical bifurcation in the Swift-Hohenberg equation. Phys. D 415, (2021), Paper No. 132742, 8. doi:10.1016/j.physd.2020.132742.

[BBPS22a] J. Bedrossian, A. Blumenthal, and S. Punshon-Smith. The Batchelor spectrum of passive scalar turbulence in stochastic fluid mechanics at fixed Reynolds number. Comm. Pure Appl. Math. 75, no. 6, (2022), 1237–1291.

[BBPS22b] J. Bedrossian, A. Blumenthal, and S. Punshon-Smith. Lagrangian chaos and scalar advection in stochastic fluid mechanics. J. Eur. Math. Soc. (JEMS) 24, no. 6, (2022), 1893–1990. doi:10.4171/jems/1140.

Basic properties of the angular component 72

[BBPS22c] J. Bedrossian, A. Blumenthal, and S. Punshon-Smith. A regularity method for lower bounds on the Lyapunov exponent for stochastic differential equations. Invent. Math. 227, no. 2, (2022), 429–516. doi:10.1007/s00222-021-01069-7.

[BCZ17] J. Bedrossian and M. Coti Zelati. Enhanced dissipation, hypoellipticity, and anomalous small noise inviscid limits in shear flows. Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal. 224, no. 3, (2017), 1161–1204. doi:10.1007/s00205-017-1099-y.

[BMSS95] V. Bally, A. Millet, and M. Sanz-Solé. Approximation and support theorem in Hölder norm for parabolic stochastic partial differential equations. Ann. Probab. 23, no. 1, (1995), 178–222.

[BMV16] J. Bedrossian, N. Masmoudi, and V. Vicol. Enhanced dissipation and inviscid damping in the inviscid limit of the Navier-Stokes equations near the two dimensional Couette flow. Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal. 219, no. 3, (2016), 1087–1159. doi:10.1007/s00205-015-0917-3.

[Bor16] A. Boritchev. Multidimensional potential Burgers turbulence. Comm. Math. Phys. 342, no. 2, (2016), 441–489. doi:10.1007/s00220-015-2521-7.

[BPS21] J. Bedrossian and S. Punshon-Smith. Chaos in stochastic 2d Galerkin-Navier- Stokes. arXiv preprint (2021). arXiv:2106.13748.

[BR16] V. Barbu and M. Röckner. Backward uniqueness of stochastic parabolic like equations driven by Gaussian multiplicative noise. Stochastic Process. Appl. 126, no. 7, (2016), 2163–2179. doi:10.1016/j.spa.2016.01.007.

[CF98] H. Crauel and F. Flandoli. Additive noise destroys a pitchfork bifurcation. Journal of Dynamics and Differential Equations 10, (1998), 259–274.

[Chu02] I. Chueshov. Monotone random systems theory and applications, vol. 1779 of Lecture Notes in Mathematics. Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 2002, viii+234. doi:10.1007/b83277.

[CZH21] M. Coti Zelati and M. Hairer. A noise-induced transition in the Lorenz system. Comm. Math. Phys. 383, no. 3, (2021), 2243–2274. doi:10.1007/s00220-021-04000-6.

[DGK21] A. Dunlap, Y. Gu, and T. Komorowski. Fluctuations of the KPZ equation on a large torus. arXiv preprint (2021). To appear in Commun. Pure Appl. Math. arXiv:2111.03650.

[DGR21] A. Dunlap, C. Graham, and L. Ryzhik. Stationary solutions to the stochastic Burgers equation on the line. Comm. Math. Phys. 382, no. 2, (2021), 875–949. doi:10.1007/s00220-021-04025-x.

[DPZ96] G. Da Prato and J. Zabczyk. Ergodicity for infinite-dimensional systems, vol. 229 of London Mathematical Society Lecture Note Series. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1996, xii+339. doi:10.1017/CBO9780511662829.

[Fur63] H. Furstenberg. Noncommuting random products. Trans. Amer. Math. Soc. 108, (1963), 377–428. doi:10.2307/1993589.

[GT22] B. Gess and P. Tsatsoulis. Lyapunov exponents and synchronisation by noise for systems of SPDEs, 2022. arXiv:2207.09820.

[Hai02] M. Hairer. Exponential mixing properties of stochastic PDEs through asymptotic coupling. Probab. Theory Related Fields 124, no. 3, (2002), 345–380. doi:10.1007/s004400200216.

[Hai09] M. Hairer. How hot can a heat bath get? Comm. Math. Phys. 292, no. 1, (2009), 131–177. doi:10.1007/s00220-009-0857-6.

[Has80] R. Z. Has’minskiĭ. Stochastic stability of differential equations, vol. 7 of Monographs and Textbooks on Mechanics of Solids and Fluids, Mechanics and Analysis.

Basic properties of the angular component 73

Sijthoff & Noordhoff, Alphen aan den Rijn-Germantown, Md., 1980, xvi+344. Translated from the Russian by D. Louvish.

[HM06] M. Hairer and J. C. Mattingly. Ergodicity of the 2D Navier-Stokes equations with degenerate stochastic forcing. Ann. of Math. (2) 164, no. 3, (2006), 993–1032. doi:10.4007/annals.2006.164.993.

[HM11] M. Hairer and J. C. Mattingly. Yet another look at Harris’ ergodic theorem for Markov chains. In Seminar on Stochastic Analysis, Random Fields and Applications VI, vol. 63 of Progr. Probab., 109–117. Birkhäuser/Springer Basel AG, Basel, 2011. doi:10.1007/978-3-0348-0021-1\_7.

[KKMS20] D. Khoshnevisan, K. Kim, C. Mueller, and S.-Y. Shiu. Phase analysis for a family of stochastic reaction-diffusion equations. arXiv preprint (2020). arXiv:2012.12512.

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

[Ros21] T. Rosati. Lyapunov exponents in a slow environment. arXiv preprint (2021). arXiv:2109.14698.

[Ros22] T. Rosati. Synchronization for KPZ. Stoch. Dyn. 22, no. 4, (2022), Paper No. 2250010, 46. doi:10.1142/S0219493722500101.

[Sin91] Y. G. Sinaĭ. Two results concerning asymptotic behavior of solutions of the Burgers equation with force. J. Statist. Phys. 64, no. 1-2, (1991), 1–12. doi:10.1007/BF01057866.