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ABSTRACT. We study Poisson equations and averaging for Stochastic Differential Equa-
tions (SDEs). Poisson equations are essential tools in both probability theory and partial
differential equations (PDEs). Their vast range of applications includes the study of the
asymptotic behaviour of solutions of parabolic PDEs, the treatment of multi-scale and
homogenization problems as well as the theoretical analysis of approximations of so-
lution of Stochastic Differential Equations (SDEs). The study of Poisson equations in
non-compact state space is notoriously difficult. Results exists, but only for the case when
the coefficients of the PDE are either bounded or satisfy linear growth assumptions (and
even the latter case has only recently been achieved). In this paper we treat Poisson
equations on non-compact state spaces for coefficients that can grow super-linearly. This
is one of the two building blocks towards the second (and main) result of the paper,
namely in this paper we succeed in obtaining a uniform in time (UiT) averaging result
(with a rate) for SDE models with super-linearly growing coefficients. This seems to
be the first UiT averaging result for slow-fast systems of SDEs (and indeed we are not
aware of any other UiT multiscale theorems in the PDE or ODE literature either). Key
to obtaining both our UiT averaging result and to enable dealing with the super-linear
growth of the coefficients (both of the slow-fast system and of the associated Poisson
equation) is conquering exponential decay in time of the space-derivatives of appropriate
Markov semigroups. We refer to semigroups which enjoy this property as being Strongly
Ezponentially Stable.
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1. INTRODUCTION

This paper is concerned with the problem of obtaining uniform in time averaging results
for fully coupled systems of Stochastic Differential Equations (SDEs). An important
preliminary step to obtain such results is the study of so called ‘Poisson equations with
a parameter’. The study of Poisson equations is also of independent interest as such
equations play a pivotal role both in PDE theory and in probability theory — to obtain
Functional Central Limit theorems [26,/41], in the study of large deviations [15,|36]45],
or in approximation theory, for example as a cornerstone in Stein’s method [2] — so we
comment on these two topics, averaging and Poisson equations, separately, starting from
the former.
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Averaging. Consider the following slow-fast system
dX;"Y = b(XPPY YY) dE + V20 (X7, YY) dW, (1)

€,x 1 €,x €,x 2 €T &
ay;, Y= 29<Xt7 ’y7Yt’ 7y)dt + \/ga<Xt7 ’y7Yt’ ,y) dB, (2)

with initial datum (X, Yy) = (z,y) € R™ x R%. Here 0 < € < 1 is a small parameter,
(XY Y,5"Y) takes values in R® x R% b: R" x RT — R"*, g : R* x R — R™" q: R" x
R% — R4 and, finally, W; and B, respectively, are n—dimensional and d—dimensional
standard Brownian motions, respectively, assumed to be independent of each other.

The intuitive description of the classical averaging paradigm proceeds as follows. First,
we consider the dynamics in (2)) with X" = z fixed, i.e. we consider the SDE

1 2

ave = Lt venya+ Lot vy db, v =y, (3)
€ Ve

Assuming that for every z the above evolution is ergodic, with invariant measure p*(dy),

under appropriate assumptions on the coefficents, when ¢ — 0 one has

Ef(Y;") — [ f(y)du(y),

R4

for every f € Cy(R?) (throughout Cy(R?) is the set of continuous and bounded real valued
functions on R?), details in Section . We emphasize that the invariant measure p* does
depend on the parameter x. Because Y;""" in equilibrates much faster than X; ™Y,
one expects that, as € — 0, the dynamics should be approximated, at least over finite
time horizons [0, T, by the so-called averaged dynamics, i.e. by the following R™-valued
SDE:

AXE = b(XT)dt + V26(X5)dW,, Xy =z, (4)

where
B@wz/b@ymM<> (5)

and ¢ is a square rootﬂ of the matrix X(z) := [p. (z, y)dp”(y) = [ga o (z,y)du*(y),
where o7 denotes the transpose of the matrlx 0.

Averaging (and, more generally, homogenization) results can be obtained in a number
of ways but, to the best of our knowledge, the existing techniques can be traced back to
a variation of either one of two main approaches, namely either a functional approach,
which is the one we adopt in this paper, or a more probabilistic one, as introduced by
Khas’minskii [25] in his seminal paper, see also [18,30]. We refer to the former as being a
functional approach because it hinges on obtaining preliminary results on so-called Poisson
equations with parameter, which we will come to later. Irrespective of the approach
taken, the convergence of the slow-fast system to the averaged dynamics (whether weak
or strong), has ever only been proved to take place over finite time horizons. That is,
broadly speaking, one typically establishes results of the type

[Ef (X)) —EF(XY)| < eC(t) (6)

1Clearly & is not univocally determined. This is compatible with the fact that the process associated
to a generator is not unique and with the fact that we will study weak-type convergence, see [41, Remark
11.2] on this point.
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for every f in a suitable class of functions, where C' = C(t) is a constant dependent on
time (and on f as well as 2 and y). [| Because of the use of Gronwall’s inequality (or
similar arguments), this constant is an increasing function of time ¢ [13].

Averaging methods are extremely effective in applications, see e.g. [8/17,21/,33.46], with
no claim to completeness of references; yet, a long-standing criticism of such techniques
is the following: while one can typically only prove that the averaged dynamics is a good
approximation of the original slow-fast system for finite-time windows (with estimates
that deteriorate in time), the averaged dynamics is often used in practice to make pre-
dictions about the long-time behaviour of the slow-fast system. There is however plenty
of numerical evidence that the slow-fast system does often converge to the averaged dy-
namics uniformly in time (i.e. that one should be able to prove that the constant C' in
@ is independent of time, see e.g. Section .

In this paper we make it possible to fill this theoretical gap and show that, under
appropriate assumptions on the coefficients of the SDEs, convergence (as € — 0) of the
slow-fast system to the limiting dynamics is actually uniform in time, thereby providing
the many works which implicitly use this fact with a firm theoretical basis.

This is novel to this paper and to its inspiring work [3]. The difference between the
present paper and [3] is in the nature of the system at hand, as in [3] the fast system is a
(relatively straightforward) finite state space jump process and the slow system is an SDE
with a specific structure, while here we treat general systems of SDEs (i.e. both the fast
and slow processes are SDEs). More precisely, besides the fact that our result is uniform
in time (UiT), this paper deals with slow-fast systems of SDEs which are fully coupled
(i.e. all the coefficients can depend on both X;*Y and Y;"""), evolve in non-compact
state space, and whose coefficients are allowed super-linear growth; in particular, the
drift coefficients of both the slow and the fast system are locally Lipschitz. Furthermore,
our convergence result comes with an explicit rate in e.

Results on multiscale methods typically deal with the case in which the slow-fast system
evolves in compact state space, see [18,120,127,|41] and references therein. The seminal
papers [38,139,40] (and, later, [43]) then paved the way for the non-compact setting,
and produced results for slow-fast evolutions of the type - in R" x R?, using the
functional analytic approach, as in this paper. However the results of [38,139,/40,43| refer
to the case in which the coefficients of (I))-(2) are bounded. The difficulty in going from
compact to non-compact state space and then to unbounded coefficients comes from the
fact that the associated Poisson equation inherits such features, i.e. one needs to study
a Poisson problem which is posed on non-compact state space and associated with a
differential operator with unbounded coefficients. This is a notoriously difficult problem,
see e.g. [41, Section 10.2 and 18.4]. We will come back to this when we comment on our
results on Poisson equations. For the time being we mention that one way of bypassing this
issue is to adopt the diffusion approximation approach instead of the functional analytic
one. This has been done recently in [29]. Adopting such an approach has allowed the
authors of [29] to produce averaging results for the system — when the coefficients are
locally Lipschitz (and indeed our assumptions on the coefficients are analogous to those

’In @ we are referring to weak convergence, but clearly the literature has plenty of pathwise or other
types of results. The mode of convergence is not what we are trying to emphasize here, we take weak
convergence only to fix ideas.
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in [29]), but the scheme of proof of [29] does not give an explicit convergence rate in € and
it does not allow to consider the fully coupled regime (in [29] the diffusion coefficient of
the slow variable, which we here denote by ¢, does not depend on the fast variable); on
the other hand in [29] all the coefficients are allowed to be time-dependent, a case which
we don’t treat here.

The literature on multiscale methods is extremely vast so in the above we have men-
tioned only the works which are most relevant to our discussion. Other related works
(without any claim to completeness of references) are [22}28}|47,|48|49], some of which do
cover the case of linearly growing coefficients. We also flag up the very recent [4], which
treats the case of SDEs which are non-linear in the sense of McKean.

From a technical standpoint, the idea that allows us to tackle both the problem of
obtaining a UiT averaging result and to study Poisson equations with non globally Lip-
schitz coefficients hinges on using exponentially fast decay (in time) of the derivatives
of appropriate Markov semigroups associated with the system — and with , ie.
what we will refer to as strong exponential stability. We will explain this further in the
last part of this introduction.

Poisson equations with parameter. The Poisson equations to be studied in con-
nection with the multiscale system — are of the form

(L7u)(z,y) = d(z,y) — $(x),  z,y € R, (7)
where ¢ is a regular enough, polynomially growing given function (precise assumptions
in Section , ¢ = [pa d(x,y)u" (dy) (where p” is the measure defined in below) and
L” is a differential operator in the y variable only, namely

(L) (2, y) = (9(x,y), Vyu(z,y)) + alz,y)a(z,y)" : Hess,u(z,y) . (8)

Observe that x € R™ appears in purely as a parameter and @ can be regarded as
a family of Poisson equations dependent on the parameter x € R™. In the above and
throughout, we use (-, -) to denote the Euclidean scalar product, V, and Hess, are used
to denote the gradient and Hessian operators respectively. In Section [6.1] we will explain
how this Poisson problem emerges in the context of averaging. For the time being it
suffices to say that the operator £* is the generator of the process Y;"¥ := Y;"™¥ which
solves the SDE

Ay, = g, Y{")dt + V2a(x, Y;"") dB, (9)

and is obtained from by setting € = 1; clearly, for each x fixed, the asymptotic
behaviour as t — oo of @ is the same as the asymptotic behaviour as ¢ — 0 of
and the invariant measure p®(dy) (of either processes) is precisely the only probability
measure such that

e tan) =o. (10)

for every f in the domain of £*. Under our assumptions (see Section [2)) such an invariant
measure exists and, since we will take £* to be elliptic, it is unique and it has a smooth
density (for every z € R™); with abuse of notation, we still denote the density by p*(y).
As we have already mentioned, the study of Poisson problems in non-compact spaces is
far from trivial and was first tackled in the seminal papers [38][39,40]. To be more precise,
when using Poisson equations to obtain averaging results, one needs to establish, in turn:
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well-posedness of the Poisson problem @ and a representation formula for the solution;
smoothness of the solution u(z,y) in both the x and y variable; and, finally, one needs to
quantify how the solution u(x,y) changes as the parameter x € R™ varies. Related to this
problem is the issue of studying how the invariant measure p®(dy) of the frozen process
varies as the parameter x varies. E] Let us comment on these points in turn, starting
from well-posedness of . The solution to @ is in general not unique, since constants
belong to the kernel of £*. However, once we restrict to the set of mean-zero functions,
i.e. to the set of functions f such that [ f(z,y)u”(dy) = 0, then the solution, if it exists,
is unique (see Section [3| and Section . Moreover, one can obtain a useful probabilistic
representation formula for such a solution in terms of the process ;Y. Indeed, when the
equation is posed on a bounded domain D C R? the solution can indeed be represented
as

u(z,y) = /OT]E[qb(ZB, Y] — ¢(x)dt, T:=inf{t >0:Y"" ¢ D}.

It is then reasonable to expect that when the equation is posed on R? one should have
ulay) = [ Bl Y] - bla) dt. (1)
0

The above representation formula has been proven in [38], under the assumption that the
coefficient ¢ is bounded and £* is uniformly elliptic. Recently, the authors of [6] have
both streamlined the proof of this representation formula and dropped the boundedness
assumption on g (as well as the ellipticity assumption on £%), however [6] does not address
the issue of the smoothness of the solution u(z,y). Regarding smoothness of the solution,
let us start with noting that, in view of the ellipticity in y of £* the smoothness of u(z, y) in
the variable y is straightforward. The difficulty is in obtaining smoothness in the = variable
as a priori there is no obvious reason why the solution should change continuously in z.
Nonetheless it has been shown in [39,, Section 2] and then more systematically in [43] that,
under some assumptions on the coefficients, smoothness in z is inherited from smoothness
in y; this is done by using so called ‘transfer formulas’, which allow one to express x-
derivatives in terms of y-derivatives, see [43] and Section 3. Moreover [38,39,40, 43|
obtain a formula for the derivatives in x of u(x,y), which quantifies the way in which the
solution changes as x changes. All such results, i.e. smoothness in z and formulas for the
x-derivatives of u, have been obtained so far under the assumptions that the coefficients
of £* are bounded e.g [38,139,140,43]. In [39] the author observed that it should be
possible to relax such an assumption and the second contribution of this paper consists
precisely in removing such an assumption and considering Poisson equations of type ([7)
with unbounded, locally-Lipschitz coefficients.

As we have already pointed out, the technical tool which allows us to obtain UiT
averaging results and to study Poisson equations with locally Lipschitz coefficients is
the validity of certain Derivative Estimates (DE) for Markov Semigroups. In particular,
denote by P the semigroup associated to the process @ (acting, for each x fixed, on
p € C(R?)) and by P; the semigroup associated with the process () (acting on f € C(R"))
- precise definitions in the next section. Central to our analysis will be estimates on

3For example, in [23] « is the inverse temperature of the system so tracing the dependence in x of p*
boils down to tracing the dependence on the inverse temperature.
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the time-behaviour of the space derivatives of such semigroups, which can be informally
written as follows{]

|02(Pef) (@) < M(x)e™, 9,(P7p)(y)| < M(,y)e™". (12)

In the above, for simplicity, we only wrote first order derivatives (and we used a rather
informal one-dimensional notation) but in reality we will need higher order derivatives.
We will come back on this later. If a Markov semigroup enjoys the above property (i.e.
the space derivatives of some order decay exponentially fast in time) then we say that
Strong Exponential Stability (SES) holds for that semigroup.ﬂ The name is justified by
the fact that, assuming the semigroup at hand admits an invariant measure, the above
estimates imply exponential convergence to such a measure (see Lemma and, for
more thorough considerations, [9/11]). The above estimates, which are related to those
studied in [11], are different from the ones usually appearing in the literature in two
respects: first, similarly to [9,/11], these are not smoothing-type estimates, see Note ;
second, and further to [9,/11,/14], the functions f and p for which they are obtained in
this paper need not be bounded and indeed they will be taken to grow polynomially. As
a consequence of the latter fact, the constants M (z) and M (x,y) grow polynomially as
well, and we trace carefully such a growth.

We specify that, in contexts different from averaging, there are important works in the
literature which deal with UiT results, e.g. |10}/13,|16}/19,135] to mention just a few, and
the first, second and fourth authors of this paper have been pushing a programme to
show how SES is key in proving uniform in time results, in a variety of settings, including
convergence of particle systems and numerical methods for SDEs, see e.g. [3,9]. An
intuitive explanation of why SES is the key concept is given in Note [3.4]

The paper is structured as follows. In Section [2| we introduce the necessary notation
and state our assumptions. In Section |3| we state our main results on Poisson equations
and then on averaging. We state all our main results in the non-fully-coupled regime
first, i.e. in the case in which a = a(x),0 = o(z) (the drift coefficients b and g are still
allowed to depend on both z and y) and then in the fully coupled regime (i.e. in the
case in which all the coefficients of the slow-fast system — depend on both x and y).
In Section (4] we gather results on ergodicity and SES of the semigroup FPf. Such results
will be needed to study the Poisson problem . In particular in Section {4 we produce
results on the ergodicity (specifically, exponentially fast decay to u®) of the semigroup
PF, with bounds on the rate of decay which are independent of x and we produce DE
of the form for y-derivatives up to order four of P7. The latter fact will be the key
instrument in tackling the issue of the smoothness in x of the solution of the Poisson
equation, when the coefficients of L* grow super-linearly. Section |5 contains the proof of
our main result on Poisson equations, Theorem [3.I] For readability, and because some
of these results are of independent interest, the proof is split in various statements. In
particular, Lemma |5.1]is a well-posedness result for the Poisson problem, and Proposition
is the key place where we use SES of P to prove smoothness in the parameter x of the

4Precise statements in Section

®In principle we should be more precise and say e.g. that SES of order k holds if the derivatives up to
order k decay exponentially fast; we refrain from doing so, since precise requirements will be spelled out
in theorems statements.
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solution of the Poisson equation. Several comments on Proposition [5.2] are contained in
Note (which also explains why we need four derivatives of the semigroup P}). Section
[6] and Section [7] are devoted to the proof of our UiT averaging result. More specifically, in
Section |§| we explain our strategy of proof, providing first some heuristics (Section ,
then a strategy of proof for the non-fully coupled case (Section (6.2])) and then explaining
how such a strategy can be extended to the fully coupled case (Section . The strategy
explained in Section [6] clarifies that the two main ingredients in our approach are SES of
the averaged semigroup P, and the study of Poisson equations, see Note . Accordingly,
in Section [7| we first obtain DEs for P, and then apply the results on Poisson equations
stated in previous sections to the Poisson problem at hand. It is important to notice that
the DEs for P, cannot be obtained in the same way as those for PF. Indeed, while P,
and P}’ are both Markov Semigroups, the coefficients of the SDE associated with P} are
known, those for the SDE (]) associated to P, are not, in the sense that if 4* is not known
explicitly then the coefficient b (similarly for &) is only defined via , which is a highly
non-linear expression in z, see Note [2.2] Section [§] contains some numerical experiments.
We complement our results with a number of examples, both throughout and in Section
B Note that when b is in gradient form, our results can be applied to Langevin-type
dynamics, which are ubiquitous in applications, see e.g. [41] and references therein, and
Section

Finally, with our scheme of proof passing from the non-fully coupled to the fully cou-
pled regime is actually simple and the real difficulty is to understand how to deal with
the non-fully coupled case first. The only difference is that in the non-fully coupled case
one needs to control four y derivatives of the ‘frozen semigroup’ P and two z-derivatives
of the averaged semigroup P;, in the fully coupled regime one needs the same number
of y derivatives of the frozen semigroup P;* and but two additional x-derivatives of the
‘averaged semigroup’ P,, i.e. the fully coupled case is just more ‘computationally inten-
sive’, but conceptually it does not require any new ideas. Hence in Section [3| we first state
all our results in the non-fully coupled case and then in the fully coupled one and the
whole paper refers to the non-fully coupled case, with the exception of Section and
Section [6.3] where the fully coupled regime is treated. Because in many cases of interest
in applications the diffusion coefficients are constant, see [8,23,46] and references therein
(hence falling in the non-fully coupled case) in the non-fully coupled regime we express
all our theorems in terms of directly verifiable conditions on the coefficients of —
(not just in terms of SES requirements). Similarly, the techniques of this paper can be
used, without requiring any new ideas, to study the homogenization regime and the case
in which W; and B; are not independent of each other. We don’t do it here to contain
the length of the paper. The extension that would require more care is the one to the
hypoelliptic case. All such questions will be covered in future work.
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2. NOTATION AND ASSUMPTIONS

From now on, unless otherwise stated, we only refer to the non-fully coupled regime,
i.e. we consider the following slow-fast system

AX;™Y = b(XPPY YY) dt + V20 (XP™Y) dW, (13)
Ay, "V = %g(Xf’x’y, Y, oY) dt + \/%&(Xf’x’y) dB; . (14)
The corresponding ‘frozen process’ of interest is then
dY;Y = g(x, Y,"Y)dt + V2a(z)dB,, YV =y, (15)
and the limiting, averaged process is
dX? = b(XP)dt + V20 (XF)dW,, X, =z, (16)

where b is defined as in . The fully coupled regime is treated separately in Section
and Section [6.3]

2.1. Notation and Assumptions. Let P; be the semigroup associated with the process
, ie.

(Pf)(@) =E[f(X)],  fe€CyR"), (17)
where E denotes expectation. It is well-known that under Assumptions [ATfA4] which we

will state below, such a semigroup is a classical solution to the PDE (see [7, Theorem
1.6.2])
(Pof)(z) = f(z),

where L is the second order differential operator formally acting on smooth functions as

(Lf)(x) := (b(x), Vuf(z)) + oo’ (x) : Hess, f(x). (19)
In the above and throughout M : N = Tr{MTN} = > Mi;N;j denotes the Frobenius
inner product between two matrices M = (M,;) and N = (NN;;), where Tr denotes the
trace. Moreover, coherently with , for any function v : R” x R? — R we let

0w) = [ i), (20)

We denote by Pf the semigroup associated with the slow-fast dynamics —, acting
on functions ¢ € Cy(R™ x R?), i.e.

(Piy)(, y) = E[p(X7™", V7)) (21)
The generator of this semigroup is the second order differential operator formally defined
to act on smooth functions as

(£0)(w9) = (L) (w9) + > (£0)(w,9) (22)

where
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We emphasise that Lg and L£* are differential operators in the x and y variables only,

respectively, and they correspond to the slow and fast part of the dynamics, respectively.
We let

N(z) = ool (), A(z) = aa’(z). (25)

We want to compare the dynamics X, with the dynamics X;*¥, but X;*? alone does
not generate a semigroup. Hence we consider the semigroup Py, which corresponds to
the system (Xf,Y) ), and restrict our attention to the case in which such a semigroup
acts on functions f: R” — R which depend on the variable x only. Note that while f
depends only on the variable z, the function (P f)(z,y) depends on both variables. In
other words, we restrict to considering initial value problems where the initial profile is a
function independent of y:

(Pof)(w,y) = f(x). (26)

We will use the following notation:

{atw;f)(x, y) = L(Psf)(z,y)

e We denote by P’ the ‘frozen semigroup’, i.e. the semigroup associated with the
process Y;"? (defined in (15)):

(PEAy) =E[f(Y"™)], [ e GRY). (27)
e For every fixed x € R, the invariant measure of Y;"¥ is denoted u® (by ergodicity

of Y;" see Section [4| such a measure does not depend on y). As customary, for
any function 1 : R? — R and any measure v on R? we write

v() = [ »(@v(dy).
R4
When we integrate against u®, by we have

p(W) = ().
We define the space L2(u®) as the space of functions h : R — R such that

. |h(y)|* 1 (dy) < oc.

e The partial derivative with respect to the i-th coordinate of x € R" is denoted
0, and for higher derivatives we write d,,,,. We will use the multi-index notation
0] = 0Jt...0)" where v = (71,...,7,) is an index of length n and 7; € NU {0}.
Similarly, we write dJ where v = (71,...,74), for partial derivatives in y (if we
differentiate with respect to y then it is understood that v is of length d). We also
let ||, = Zgzl v (whether the sum is up to n or d will be clear from context).

e For a multivariable function ¢ : R* x R — R™ and i € {1,...,n} we refer to the
i" coordinate as ¢;(z,y), and similarly for ¢ : R® x R? — R" x R? we refer to the

(4,7)™ element as ¢;;(x,y).

o C*(R") (CF(R™), respectively), will denote the set of continuous (continuous and
bounded, respectively) real valued functions on R™ with continuous (continuous
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and bounded, respectively) derivatives up to and including order k. For f €
CF(R™) we define the norm [fller as

1flles = > 107 flloos
0<|y]+<k

where [|[|o denotes the sup-norm. Analogously, the space C*(R™ x R?) is the
space of functions g : R"® x R? — R such that the derivatives 97 d,g exist and are
continuous for any 7 such that |y|, < k and 4 such that ||, < /.

e For any ¢ € C%*(R™ x R?) we define the following seminorm

9 o(x,y)
1 + ]Im>O|I|m + Hm’>0|y|m/ ’

|¢|k,m,m’ = Ssup sup (28)

1<|y|+<k zeR™ yecR?

where ~ varies over all multi-indices of length d and I is the indicator function.ﬂ
Note that |¢|gmm < oo if and only if all y-derivatives of ¢ up to order k are
polynomially bounded with exponent at most m in z and m’ in y, however the
function itself need not be bounded. The next norm we define does include deriva-
tives in « and the function itself: for & € N U {0} even, m,m’ € NU {0} and
¢ € CFZF(R™ x R?) let

o = S “up 970, 9(x,y)
k? b -
T o<oly et il <k zern yerd | 1+ Inso2|™ 4 Lnvsoly|™

e

7|

where v and 7 are indices of length n and d respectively. We say that ¢ € Poly,, ./

if o € C**(R™ x RY) and ||§||4mm < 00. We will often use the sets Poly,, and
Polyy,, so let us spell out what they contain. A function ¢ is in Poly,, if and
only if ¢ € C**(R" x R?) and all the derivatives 00 ¢ such that 2|y[, + |7], < 4
are bounded; ¢ € Poly,,, if and only if ¢ € C**(R" x R?) and all the derivatives
9797 ¢ such that 2|y], + [§|. < 4 are bounded in z and polynomially bounded in
y by ¢(1 + |y[™). Motivation for the choice of the norm ||||5mn can be found
in Note . For a multivariable function ¢: R® x R¢ — R™, ny > 0, we define
|1l ksmm 7= Maxi<i<ng ||Pillkmm s for every k,m,m’ > 0.

e For any 0 < v < 1, C*(RR?) is the set of four times differentiable functions whose
4% order derivatives are locally v-Hélder continuous.
We now list our main assumptions and then comment on them in Note [2.1]

Assumption A1l (Growth of coefficients). Recall ¥ and A defined by .
[C1] There exist mf,, m} > 0 such that b; € Poly, .y e for all 1 < i <mn.
[C2] X5 € Polyg g for all 1 <1i,j <n.
(C3] There exists 0 < v < 1 such that for each x € R, g;(x,-) € C*(R?), and there
exists my > 0 such that g; € Polyovm?gj forall1 <i<d.
[C4] Ayj € Polygq for all 1 <i,j <d.

6The reason we introduce the indicator function in the notation is so that, in the case m = 0, |@|.0.m’
is the constant such that |9) ¢(x, y)| < |B|k,m.o(1+ ly|™"), rather than the constant such that |0y d(z,y)| <

|l k,0,m (2 + [y[™).
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Assumption A2 (Uniform ellipticity). There exist constants A_, and A, such that

0< A< (A‘(é)g, é‘) <Ay, foreveryx € R" and £ € R*\ {0}. (29)
and
0< A< <%x|)§7é_|) <Ay, foreveryx € R" and & € R™\ {0}. (30)

Assumption A3 (Lyapunov condition for frozen process). For every integer k > 0, there
exist constants ry,, Cy, > 0 (independent of x € R™ and y € R?) such that

(9(z,y),y) + (k = Da(z) : a(z) < —rly* + Cy, (31)
for every x € R™ and y € R,

Assumption A4 (Lyapunov condition for slow process). There exist constants T, C>0
(independent of x € R",y € RY), such that

(b(w, y), ) + (4my — No(z): o(x) < —Flaf* +C
for every x € R™ and y € R,

Assumption A5 (Drift condition for the frozen process). There ezist k,(1,(2,(3 > 0
independent of x,y, & such that for any x € R,y € R4, ¢ € R? we have

n d d
2 Z 9 'ng<x7 y)figj + Z Cl(ayiang(ma y)? 5)2 + Z CZ(aynyj,ykg(wa y)7 5)2
i,j=1 ij=1 i,j,k=1
) (32)
+ Z C3(ayi7yj:ykvy£g(x7y)ag)z < _’i|£‘2'

i,k =1

If Assumption [A1][[C1]] [[C2] holds, then there exist some constants mq,...,mg > 0
such that the following holds

10)bi(z,y)| < C(1+ [z[™ + |y[™)  for all |y]. =4,
|0500bi(w, y)| < O (L4 [af™ +[y|™)  forall [y, = 2,|7]. =1,
|00bi(2, y)| < O (L4 [f™ +[y|™)  forall [7]. =2,
|0y0i(2, Y)| < [blameme (14 [2]™ 4 [y|™)  forall 1 < |yl <2,
|00%(2)| < Ky forall 1 <[5, <2,
for some C, Ky, > 0 and for alli,j = 1,...,d, = € R*,y € R? where in the above v, 7 are

indices of length d and n respectively. Furthermore, by Assumption [C3]l{C4]| there
exist constants mg, K4 > 0 such that for all 4,7 =1...d,

0 gi(w,y)| < Ky (L+]y|™)  forall 5|, =1,

where we set K, := maX1g|&|g2||829||0,0,m9~
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Assumption A6 (Drift condition for slow process). Let Assumptions to hold.
Assume that there exists ( > 0 independent of x,vy,& such that for any x € R™,y, & € R?
we have

- D K2n?
3 0ub w6 < - <n;°|b|2,m7,mgz>b<x> ™ ™ + o) + W) €f
ij=1 -

(33)
where k is given by ([32)), Dy := max{(GA-)"/2 1} (d+ \/Cl)\_d2> and

265, Cgime | Cmy | Cing O
Dy(x) = | (Kg+ Ka) ([ 14+ =" )| + K, | =7 4 —70 4 T8 T

/ / /
msg mg+mg ng ng TmQ

/
Timg

Cl
+ Tnoso0 (Kg + Ka+ K, mg) ||

In the above, for m >0, CI, and r!, are defined in Lemmal[{.1; C; =0 and r{ = 1.

Note 2.1. Let us comment on each of the above assumptions in turn.

(1) Assumption requires that all the coefficients are C**, the drift coefficients b
and ¢ have at most polynomial growth and the diffusion coefficients ¥ and A are
bounded.

(2) Assumption is a uniform ellipticity assumption and is used to ensure differ-
entiablility of the semigroups Pf, P* and, P;. More precisely, (29) gives differen-
tiability in y of Py f and P?f, while gives differentiability in = of P,f and
Pif.

(3) Assumption is relatively standard in the literature, see for example [43], and
(since it is enforced for every k) it ensures that all the moments of are uni-
formly bounded in ¢. In principle we require for Assumption to hold for every
k. However, since a is bounded (as A is bounded, by Assumption , if Assump-
tion holds with & = 1 then it holds for every integer £ > 1 (if it is true for
k =1 then we can take ry = ry, Cy = C; + (k. — 1)A;). When we also impose As-
sumption , we have that the process — has sufficient number of moments
uniformly bounded in ¢ (and €), see Lemma

(4) Assumption and Assumption combined, give existence and uniqueness of
the invariant measure p* of the semigroup PP (for each z fixed) and exponential
convergence to p” as well. Such ergodic properties of P are known, when z is
fixed. What we will additionally need is to control the way in which the rate of
exponential convergence depends on x, see comments after Proposition and
Section Ml

(5) Assumption [A1] Assumption and Assumption are sufficient to have path-

wise well-posedness of the SDEs ([13))-(14)), and ([15)), by [29, Theorem 3.1.1].|Z|

7 |29, Theorem 3.1.1] has two main assumptions, a local weak monotonicity condition, [29, Equation
(3.3)], and weak coercivity condition, [29, Equation (3.4)]. The former follows if all the coefficients
are locally Lipschitz which in turn follows if they are continuously differentiable, which is the case by
Assumption for b, g, 0,a. We show in Proposition that b is continuously differentable and therefore
local weak monotoncity holds for as well. The weak coercivity condition holds for the SDE by
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(6) Assumption [A5|is used to ensure SES (i.e. decay of the derivative) of the ‘frozen
semigroup’ P, that is to show that (12)), (or, more precisely, (54))) holds. There-
fore we can replace Assumption by assuming that the frozen semigroup is SES,
see Section [3] for more details. Similarly, Assumption [Af] is used to ensure the
decay of the derivative of the averaged semigroup P, and may be replaced by as-
suming that P, is SES. We emphasize that Assumption is an assumption on
the drift b which will be used to derive properties of the averaged coefficient b.

(7) If the second, third and fourth order derivatives of g are bounded then Assumption
reduces to finding ® > 0 such that

2(&, Vyg(z,y)§) < —R[E[. (34)
Indeed implies that Assumption holds for some x > 0 (by taking (i, G
and (3 sufficiently small).

(8) Let us give two examples in which Assumption takes a simpler form. Firstly,
if b is of the form b(z,y) = bi(z) + b2(y), then my, as defined before Assumption
, vanishes, implying that Dy(z) is constant. If, further, b, has bounded (in y)
first derivatives and hessian, then D, simplifies to

Dy(x) =3 (K, + Ky)

OJ
An example satisfying all of the above assumptions is given by the following system:
dX;"Y = (— (X,f’””’y)3 — X7V 4+ b (Y,O0Y))dt + V2dW, (35)
1 : 1
AYSH = 2= (V)" = Yo o go(Xi ™))t + —=v/2dB, (36)

where (X7, Y) € R® x R? and by, go € C°(R). Both the slow and fast component are
Langevin-type dynamics, we will make more remarks on the above system in Example
[3.1] Further examples are given in the next section and in Section [§]

Note 2.2. One difficulty in obtaining derivative estimates for the semigroup P, f given by
, is that the coefficients of the SDE depend on the invariant measure of equation
(15)), which is itself a function of z. Indeed, recall that the coefficient b is defined by
(5) and depends on = both through the function b itself and through the measure p®
so in general has a complicated dependence on . With an explicit expression for p*
(which might or might not be available, depending on the specific application at hand,
see e.g. [23,42]), and hence for b, one could verify an assumption of the type (or, in
the case of non-constant drift, use Theorem directly) to obtain the desired DEs. In
the absence of such an expression, we use a different approach, see Section [7.1] 0]

3. MAIN RESULTS

In this section we gather our main results. In particular, in Subsection [3.1] we gather
our results regarding the non fully coupled regime, in Subsection the results in the
fully coupled case.

Assumption and for the SDE — by Assumption Integrating Assumption with respect
to u”, such a condition also holds for the SDE .
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3.1. The non-fully coupled regime. We start by stating results on Poisson equations
and then our UiT averaging result for SDEs.

Poisson equations. We consider equations of the form where v : R” x R — R is
the unknown, while ¢ is a given function, assumed to be in the space Poly,, ,, for some
m,m’ > 0, and we recall that the operator £* is a second order differential operator of
the form . With this in mind, because x in the above appears only as a parameter,
it is sometimes useful to refer to a function ¢(z,y) as ¢*(y) and from now on we will use
these notations interchangeably; moreover, when we need to emphasise the dependence of
the solution u on ¢, we denote the solution to the Poisson equation (7)) as u(z,y) = ug(y).
As we have already said, such a solution is in general not unique, since constants belong
to the kernel of £*. However, we restrict to the set of mean-zero functions, i.e. to the
set of functions f such that p*(f) = 0, to ensure the solution, if it exists, is unique .
When we refer to the solution to @, we understand this to mean the mean-zero solution.
Moreover, in order for the Poisson problem to have a solution, it is necessary for the
RHS of to be a mean-zero function, as can be seen by integrating the LHS of with
respect to p®; this is satisfied in by the definition of ¢.

Theorem 3.1. Let g and A = aa” satisfy Assumption Assumption

Assumption@ and Assumption @ Let ¢ € Poly,, ,, , for some my,m, > 0. Then the

function ¢ is well-defined, the solution ug of the Poisson equation exists, it is unique
(in the class of mean-zero functions) and it is given by

%@%=—AMU¥W@%—&MNB- (37)

Moreover,
e There exists some C' > 0 (which may depend on m,,m, but is independent of the
choice of ¢ € Polymzvmy) such that the solution ug satisfies the following bound

ug ()] < Clldllom,m, 1+ |l +Jy[™)  for allz € R",y € R™. (38)

e Both the solution uy and the function ¢ are twice differentiable in x and there erists
C > 0 such that

026] < Cligll2m, m, (1+ |2[*), (39)
10010,0] < Cllllam, o, (1 + |]"™), (40)
(41)
(42)

|(02,u5) W) < Cllllzam, m, (1 + g™ + [, 41
|00, w5 ()| < CllDllamy m, (14 [y + [a] ), 42
n d ;. o
forallz e Ry € RY, 4,5 € {1,...,n}, where M = max{2mJ, mJ +m,}.

Proof. Note explains that ¢ is integrable with respect to ® and hence the function ¢
is well-defined. The proof of this theorem can be found in Section |5, In particular, well-
posedness of the Poisson problem is given in Lemma [5.1] The estimate follows
from Lemma and Lemma . For the proof of and (41]) see Proposition , and

O

for the proof of and see Proposition .

The above result is of independent interest, but also instrumental to solving the av-
eraging problem, see Note [6.1] Explanations on how SES of the semigroup P} helps to
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tackle the issue posed by the unboundedness of the drift coefficient of the operator L*
in the study of the smoothness in x of the solution Poisson problem can be found in
Note (5.3

Averaging for SDEs. Our main result on averaging for SDEs in the non fully
coupled regime — is the following.

Theorem 3.2. Consider the slow-fast system - and the semigroups {Pf}i>0 and
{P:}i>0 defined in and , respectively. Let Assumption to Assumption
hold. Then, for every f € CZ(R"), there exists a constant C' > 0, independent of time,
such that

D 9t 4 md m n
(P f) (@, y) = (Puf) ()] < €Clfllez(L+ [y ™m0 + |2]), Vo € R™, y € RY, (43)
b b
where MJ*° = max{2mJ, mJ + m, }.

In Example we show that system — satisfies all the assumptions of Theorem
3.2l The proof of Theorem [3.2] can be found in Section [6]

Theorem [3.2| contains sufficient conditions, phrased in terms of the coefficients of system
—, in order for the UiT averaging result to hold. This makes it ready to use - as
one needs only check conditions on the coefficients - but it does not help to highlight the
role of DEs and SES. We therefore rephrase it below in terms of SES properties of the
semigroups P; and P* (we will do a similar thing also for Theorem in the fully-coupled
case, see Theorem [3.5)).

Theorem 3.3. Consider the semigroup {P;} associated to ([I)-@) and the semigroup
{P:}>0 associated to . Let Assumptions to hold. Suppose, furthermore, that
for any m,,m, > 0 and k € {2,4} there exists a constant K > 0 such that for any

P € COF(R™ x RY) with [Ulkm,m, < o0 and for all x € R™ we have

|Ptxwx|k,mz,my < K‘wlkmm,mye*”t. (44)
and that there exist constants K,C > 0 such that for any 1 € C2(RY) we have
sup Ha’zyﬁtwuoo S RB_Ct. (45)
1<yl <2

Then holds.

Theorem [3.2] can be seen as a consequence of Theorem [3.3} indeed the structure of the
proof of Theorem (3.2 clearly shows that is implied by Assumptions[A1/to Assumption
plus and (45). The proof of Theorem then goes further and shows that
Assumptions to Assumption imply (see Proposition [4.5)) and that Assumptions
[AT]to[A6]imply (45])(see Proposition [7.2)). The DEs (44) and (45)) are central to the proof
for the following reason: using relatively standard tricks from semigroup theory, one can
express the difference between Pf and P; in terms of two main objects, namely the second
derivative of the semigroup P, and the second z-derivative of the solution of a Poisson
equation of the form ([7)) - see , Note and the calculations in Proposition .
Understanding both these objects requires the analysis of the second x derivatives of P
Indeed, because the coefficients of the generator of the averaged semigroup P; contain
the measure p*, one needs to study the second derivative of p* with respect to x - see
Proposition [p.5] In turn, p* is the limit as ¢ — oo of the semigroup P;, hence the
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appearance of the second x derivative of P;*. Moreover, because the solution of Poisson
equations of the form can be expressed through the semigroup PJ, see , it is
clear that also the study of the second x derivatives of the Poisson equation leads one
to consider second x derivatives of P?. As discussed in the introduction, the smoothness
in = of the semigroup P}’ is non-trivial and is gained through some “transfer formulas”
(see for example and Note [5.3]) which allow one to obtain smoothness in x from the
smoothness in y (which is instead straightforward). When using such transfer formulas
one z derivative comes at the price of two y derivatives, and this is the reason why we will
need four y-derivatives of PF. We note that, as opposed to previous literature, we write
these formulas in a way to highlight how they contain appropriate semigroup derivatives
and hence the role of such derivatives in our analysis.

Finally let us give and intuitive explanation on how SES of the semigroup P, i.e. ,
is instrumental to obtain an averaging result which is uniform in time in Note below.

Note 3.4 (SES for UiT averaging). To explain in a simplified setting why SES is key
to proving uniform in time convergence, let us consider two Markov semigroups, say 7;
and 7;. With standard manipulations, the difference between such semigroups can be
expressed in terms of the difference between their respective generators, say G and G, as
follows

Tip)) ~ (To)(e) = [ dsioT Toole) = [sTie@ - 0Tl

t t
S/dﬂ%AQ—wnﬁwé/dﬂ@—@ﬂﬂu
0 0

If G and G are differential operators then the latter difference involves derivatives of
the semigroup 7;. If such derivatives decay exponentially fast in time, then the difference
between such semigroups can be estimated by a constant (independent of time) rather than
with exponential growth, which is what would happen by using Gronwall-type arguments.
This line of reasoning, when applied to P; and Pf¢ rather than 7; and 7;, inspires our
approach - though the precise proof does not exactly follow the above calculation and
some further manipulations are required (to obtain the correct power of € on the RHS).
Details of our strategy of proof can be found in Section [6] U

Ezxample 3.1. Let us come back in more detail to the system —. First of all, both the
slow and the fast components of — are Langevin-type dynamics for the potential
V(z) = 2*/4+2?%/2, with bounded perturbation by (or go). This setup is rather important
in applications, see e.g. [41]. However we point out that because of our assumptions on
the drifts b and g (Assumptions and ), the case of Langevin dynamics in double
well potentials is not covered in this paper. In the numerics section, Section 8, we provide
evidence supporting the idea that a UiT result should be true even in that case, and we
reserve this for upcoming work.

Let us now come to show that Assumptions are verified for system —
and hence prove that the UiT result of Theorem holds for such a system. It is
immediate to see that Assumption holds with m? = S,mg = 0,mJ = 3 and that
Assumption holds with A\ = A, = 1. As observed in Note [2.1| in order to show
that Assumption holds it is sufficient to consider £k = 1. For k =1, holds with
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Cr = ool /2,71 = 1/2. Slmllarly, Assumption m holds with Cy = ||go||%, /2,71 = 1 2
Assumption [A5| holds with (; = = and k = 2. It remains to verify Assumption

Observe that m; = my = ms3 = m4 =mg =my; = mg = mg = 0, and ms; = 1. We also
have Dy = v/6 + 1, Dy = ||0290||oc and K4 = Kx = 0. Therefore, Assumption holds

provided
1
ax{[0,bolls | Duntioll o} < .
P (Vo 1) 0290

In conclusion, if holds, then we may apply Theorem to — so there exists
C' > 0, such that

|Pif(@,y) = Pef ()] < €Cllfllcp (L + [yl® + [2]"%), for every f € Cy(R").

(46)

O

3.2. The fully coupled regime. In this subsection and in Subsection only we con-
sider the fully coupled system — as opposed to —. The only difference between
these two systems is that in the former a = a(x,y),0 = o(z,y), i.e. the diffusion coef-
ficients a, o are allowed to depend on both variables, in the latter a = a(x),0 = o(z).
Therefore, here and in Subsection by P?, P, and Pf we mean the semigroups associ-
ated with the processes @D, and —, respectively. In particular, the generator £*
of P! is intended to be given by , as opposed to and when we say that Assump-
tions [A 1] to Assumption [A4|hold, we mean that they hold for a = a(z,y),0 = o(z,y) and
Assumption should be modified to: there exists 0 < v < 1 such that for each
e R", Ay(x,-) € C*(RY), and A;; € Polyg, for all 1 <i,5 < d.

Theorem 3.5. Let g and A = aa® satisfy Assumptz’on Assumption Assumption
and suppose holds. Let ¢ € Polymwmy for some m,,m, > 0. Then the solution
ug of the Poisson equation @ exists and is unique (in the class of mean-zero functions)
and the representation formula holds as well. Moreover,

e There exists some C > 0 (which may depend on m,, m,, but is independent of the
choice of ¢) such that the solution uf satisfies the following bound

|ug(y)] < Cll6llosn,m, (1 + || +y|™)  for allz € R",y € RY. (47)

e The function ¢ is well-defined, both the solution u, and the function ¢ are twice
differentiable in x and there exist C,mi,, m; > 0 such that

sup |029] < Cl10llm,m, (14 ], (48)
1<yl <2
Sup_ 976l < 0], m, (14 o] + [y]"). (19)
1<yl <2

for all x € R,y € R4,
Before stating the averaging result we require SES of the averaged SDE ({4]).

Assumption A7. Let {P;}i>o denote the semigroup associated to (), and assume that
Assumptions [A1 m-. A4 hold.  Assume there exist constants K,C' > 0 such that for any
Y € CHR™) we have

sup_ HmPﬂbHoo < Ke |9l caeny

I<yl«<



18 D. CRISAN®™_ P. DOBSON®, B. GODDARD®, M. OTTOBRE™®, I. SOUTTAR®

Theorem 3.6. Consider the semigroup {Pf} associated to (1)-(2) and the semigroup
{Pi}i0 associated to (). Let Assumption to Assumption hold, together with
and Assumption . Then for every f € C}(R™) there exist constants C, M, M, > 0
independent of f,t,x,y such that

[(PEP) (@, y) = (Pef)(@)| < eCllfllea(L+ ly[* + [2]*), Vo eR", y € R

A sketch of the proof of Theorem [3.6]is contained in Subsection [6.3] The main difference
between the assumptions of the above theorem and Theorem is that in the latter we
require a-derivative estimates of P, up to order 2 whereas for Theorem we require
a-derivatives of P, up to order 4. As explained after Theorem the two main objects in
the proof of Theorem are the second z-derivative of the semigroup P, and the second
x-derivative of the solution of a Poisson equation. In contrast, in the setting of Theorem
3.6| we need fourth order = derivatives of the semigroup P, but still only two z-derivatives
of the solution of a Poisson equation. In general to obtain derivative estimates of P, up
to order 4 of the form in Assumption requires the coefficients of the generator £ to be
x-differentiable up to order 4. Since these coefficients involve the measure p”, one needs
p1* to be 4 times z-differentiable. As i is the limit of P, one can show the x-regularity of
u” by first showing the z-regularity of P. The z-derivatives of P can be bounded using
the y-derivatives of PP by using the “transfer formulae” (see for example ) however
this would then require to hold instead for derivatives up to order 8. We avoid
needing y-derivatives up to order 8 by assuming that Assumption hold.( However in
order to obtain bounds on the second z-derivative of the solution to a Poisson equation
we still require bounds on y-derivatives of P* up to order 4.) With specific examples at
hand, checking that Assumption [A7] holds is not difficult, but it can be rather lengthy.
An example of a system that satisfies all the assumptions of Theorem is the following:

Example 3.2. Let d =n = 1 and consider the following system:

X
Ve T+ (X7
in (by( X
sm( O( t )+}/;€,$,y) dBt
12
X)LV () SO )
6 12 '

AW,

1
AX{™Y = (X" — YUY dt + \/5\/ L+ 7 sin(Y;™) —

dY; 7Y = [arctan(X"Y) — Yo" dt + V2 (1 +

Here by : R — R are smooth bounded functions with bounded derivatives of all orders.
With calculations analogous to those that we will do to obtain the derivative estimates
of the next section (which we don’t repeat here for this specific example) one can show
that the corresponding frozen semigroup is SES. Moreover we have that p* is normally
distributed with mean arctan(z) and variance 1 and hence the averaged equation is given
by

dX? = (—X7 — arctan(X?))dt + v/2dW,.

Since the drift is strictly monotone it is immediate to check that it satisfies conditions of
the form and hence the averaged semigroup is SES. O
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4. PRELIMINARY RESULTS ON THE FROZEN SEMIGROUP P}

Looking at the representation formula , it is clear that the ergodic properties of the
semigroup P’ are central to the study of the Poisson problem @ — trivially, if P does
not decay fast enough to ¢* then (37) makes no sense. With this motivation, Lemma
and Proposition address the ergodic properties of the semigroup F;*, in Proposition
we show SES for the same semigroup. Throughout the section we assume that the
operator £ is uniformly elliptic, i.e A satisfies Assumption and we don’t repeat this
fact in every statement.

Lemma 4.1. Let g and A satisfy Assumption [C3)[[C4)), and Assumption[Ad Let
Y, "V be the solution of the SDE (which does exist under our assumptions, see Note
. Then for any integer k > 1, x € R", y € R? we have

. . !
E [V < e dyl" + ¢ (50)
k

/
/ lyl*u* (dy) < —,’“, (51)
k

where C] = r“/c,é, rn=14/2, and for k > 2
T2

O,;:ﬂ (2@@—2))2’ ok

ka krk

We give a sketch of the proof of Lemma [£.1]in Appendix [A.T] and there expand on how
Assumption [A3]implies moment bounds by showmg that Assumption [A3]implies that the
function V (y) = |y|* is a Lyapunov function for the SDE.

Note 4.2. Lemma [4.1] implies that ¢ = ¢(z) (introduced in (20))) is well defined for any
Y € Poly,, ,,» and any m,m’ > 0, and moreover that ¢» € Poly,, ;. O

Proposition 4.3. Let P{ be given by (27). Let g and A satisfy Assumption[A] ([[C3)][C4)),
and|A5, Let ¢ € C(R™ x RY) with [|¢||o.m, m, < 0o for some m,,m, > 0, then there

exist constants ¢,C > 0 (independent of x € R",y € RY) such that the following holds.
(PE6") (y) = 17 (¢")] < Clidllom,m, e~ (Lt |z["=+]y[™)  for allz € R,y € R, s > 0.

(52)
As a consequence, there exists some C' > 0 such that
/ [(PF9") (y) — " (¢")] ds| < C|9llom, m, (1 + |2 + [y[™).
0
Proof. The proof can be found in Appendix [A.]] O

The above proposition would be standard if we were not tracing the dependence on the
parameter x in the main result. That is, using techniques from [34] (see, e.g [32, Theorem
2.5 ]) one could obtain

(PEe®) (y) — 1 (¢%)| < Cla)e .
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This is not sufficient for our purposes, since we need a control on the constants C, ¢ which
is uniform in the parameter x. Hence the need to adapt the strategy and track the de-
pendence on z in the proofs of [32, Theorem 2.5]. The bulk of the work lies in showing
that a minorisation condition holds uniformly in z, which substantially follows from As-
sumption (but is still not immediate, as Assumption gives us strict positivity of
the transition probabilities for each x € R™, but not directly that this strict positivity is
uniform in x, see Appendix .

We also note that the convergence result of the above proposition can also be obtained
using semigroup DE such as those in the conclusion of Proposition [4.5 see Note and
Lemma on this point.

Note 4.4. Lemma and Proposition still hold if the diffusion coefficient a is also a
function of y and indeed we do the proofs in this case. This is relevant in the proofs for
the fully coupled case. O

Proposition 4.5. Let {P}},>o denote the semigroup defined in . Suppose that As-
sumptwnsm l and E hold. Let ¢ € C*?(R™ x RY) such that |¢|2m m, < 00 for

some m,,m, > 0. en there exists a constant K > 0 independent of v € R" such that
| PEY™ 2, my, < K|1/Jm|2,mwmye_”t, for every x € R™,t > 0. (53)

Moreover, for any 1 € CO4R™ x R?) such that U], .m, < 00 for some m,,m, >0, we
have

| B [y m, < K\wﬂ&mz,mye_“t, for every x € R™t > 0. (54)

We recall that k is the constant appearing in Assumption [A5 and that the seminorm
||4m,.m, (defined in ([28)) contains all the y derivatives up to order 4 but no x derivatives
and does not contain the function itself.

Proof. The proof of this Proposition can be found in Appendix [A.T] O

In Section |5 we will require control of both the second and fourth order derivatives of
the semigroup FP;*. The bound implies a bound on the second order derivatives of
the semigroup; that is, it implies

|th¢x|2,mz,my < K|1/1z|47mz,my6_’it .

However the above cannot be applied to functions v that are only twice differentiable;

this fact motivates obtaining as well as .
Finally, note that if Assumption[A5holds with (s, (3 > 0 then it holds with (s = (3 = 0 as

well and moreover note that the derivative estimate can be proven under Assumption
with (o = (3 = 0. That is, if there exist x,{; > 0 independent of x,y, £ such that for
any r € R" y, £ € R?, we have

2 Z Dy, (7, Y)&&; + Z G1(D,,0y,9(x,9), €)% < —rl€]?, (55)

1,5=1 3,j=1

then holds. This is shown in the proof of Proposition .



POISSON EQUATIONS AND UNIFORM IN TIME AVERAGING 21

Note 4.6. The DE of Proposition4.5] are not smoothing-type estimates; indeed, smoothing
estimates for a given Markov Semigroup P; are, generally, of the form

1
|©Ptf<$)| < t_7||f||007 f € Cbat S (07 1)7$ € IRn7

where ® is some appropriate differential operator and v > 0 depends on ® (for example,
in 9 is the usual gradient; if the process is hypoelliptic v will depend on the number
of commutators needed to obtain the direction ©), see [1] and references therein for a
comprehensive review. Note that in the above f € ()} while in this paper the function
f will not be bounded but will be C? at least; smoothing estimates can be seen as
quantifying the “explosion” of heat-type semigroups as t — 0. Here we want a specific
(i.e. exponential) quantitative estimate for ¢ large. Note that by the semigroup property
the short and long-time estimates could be “glued” together, and this is routinely done
in the literature; we do not do it here as the smoothing effect is not the main concern of
the paper, what we are interested in is the long-time regime. [l

5. POISSON EQUATION WITH PARAMETER

In this section we study the Poisson problem . In particular, in Lemma we show
that the representation formula provides a classical solution to ([7)) (in the sense that
the function in is smooth in y) in L2(u*). f| In Proposition and in Proposition
we prove regularity properties in the parameter x of the solution and of the measure
I
Formula is by now standard in the case in which the operator £* has bounded
coefficients. To the best of our knowledge, when the coefficients of £* are unbounded,
such a representation formula has only been studied in [6]. The validity of formula (37)
below can heuristically be seen as follows: for ¢* € L*(u®) and for T > 0 fixed, let

() = — / ((P26™)(y) — B(x)) ds. (56)

By the fundamental theorem of calculus, and using the fact that £* is the generator of
P? we have

quaz,T o ux,T T+h 3

Lo = lim A = — {ah / Pr¢" — ¢(x)ds = ¢" — Pi¢®.  (57)
h—0 h h he0

Letting T — oo and using the convergence PE¢™ — é(x) as T — oo, yields Lfuy =

¢" — ¢(x), provided T — wuf in L*(u*) for some function uf € L*(u*), since L” is

closed. Lemma [5.1]is largely devoted to proving the latter convergence.

Finally, before stating Lemma below, we clarify that the lemma and its proof are a
simple adaptation of [6, Corollary 3.10], the main difference being that in Lemma , we
explicitly impose conditions on the coefficients of the operator £* which give the desired
result while [6, Corollary 3.10] is phrased in terms of requirements on the time-behaviour
of the semigroup Pr.

8This functional choice is quite natural as the semigroup P can be extended to a Cy-semigroup in
L?(u®) (for each z, because u® is an invariant measure), and it had already been made in [6].
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Lemma 5.1. Consider the Poisson equation (7)), and let PF be given by . Assume that
g and a satisfy Assumption , and . Then, for any m,,m, > 0 and
9% ll0,mpm, < 00, the function ug defined by (37)) is well defined, (i.e for each x € R™ the
Junction ug exists and ug = ufg(y) < oo for almost every y € R?), it is a classical solution
to (7), and uj € L2(u®) for each x. Furthermore this solution is infinitely differentiable
in the y variable.

Proof. The proof of Lemma can be found in Appendix . ﬂ OJ

We now study the properties of the solution ug. We use the expression %ﬁ to denote
T

the second order differential operator obtained by taking the partial derivative of the
coefficients of L* by z;, i.e

(%Z Ux) (1) = Oug(x,y) - Vyu" (y) + Os, (a(z)a(z)") : Hessyu(y),  (58)

where 9, (a(z)a(z)T) is meant element-wise.

Proposition 5.2. Let Pf be given by (27). Let g and A satisfy Assumption[A] ([C3)][C4)),

@ and @ Furthermore let ¢ € Poly,, ..~ for some m,,m, > 0. Then:

i) the functions © — (PF¢") (y), © — 0y, (PFo") (y), v — a;,yj (PFo") (y) are continu-
ous locally uniformly with respect to x and y. Indeed, there exist ¢,C > 0 such that for
every x € R, y € R? and 0 < h < 1, the following bounds hold for allt > 0 :

(PP 6™ (y) = (PF6") (9)] < hC@ll2m, m, e (1 + [y™ + |2™),  (59)

and
[0y I ) () = (03, PEO") ()] + By, PIT" 07" () = (O PTO7) ()]
< RO mm, € (L + [y + |aP),
where M := max{2mJ, mJ +m,}.

i) the functions x — (PF¢”) (y) and x — p*(¢") are continuously differentiable in x
and we have the following representation formulas for their derivatives:

(60)

t aﬁz
0., (P76 ) = (P00 )+ [ | PS5 e | has (61)
and - ore
(@) = @)+ [ (5 (o)) s, (62

for alli € {1,--- ,n}. Furthermore, for alli € {1,--- n}, there exist C,C" > 0 (which
are independent of x and y) such that and hold.

9The proof of the representation formula that we do in appendix follows the approach of [6]. An
alternative approach to obtain is to follow steps (a)-(d) in the proof of |38, Theorem 1] and try
and relax the assumption on the boundedness of the coefficients there. The step where removing the
boundedness of the coefficients causes the most difficulty is step (¢) which concerns proving continuity
of the solution. This can be done in our setting, since we assume greater regularity on ¢* and therefore
can construct a sequence u®7’, as defined in , and one can show that this sequence converges locally
uniformly as T' — oo to uy and is continuous. We don’t take this approach here as we will need anyway
our approach of using DE to remove boundedness of the coefficients when proving the smoothness in x
of higher derivatives of the solution (i.e. not just the representation formula).
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Note 5.3. We make a number of comments on Proposition [5.2

(1) Equation (61]) (and similarly below) is called a “transfer formula”, as it allows
to write z-derivatives of the semigroup P’¢” in terms of y-derivatives of the same
semigroup (with the advantage that the latter derivatives exist by ellipticity in y
of the generator £*). Indeed, the left hand side of contains an z-derivative
of PF¢*, while the right hand side contains (besides z-derivatives of ¢* and of the
coefficients g, a) two y-derivatives of the semigroup P?¢® (and no x-derivatives of
PF¢"), as the operator %f: is a second order differential operator in the variable y,
see . In other words, “one x-derivative comes at the cost of two y-derivatives”.
In Section [6] we will need bounds on the second z-derivative of Pj¢", hence the
need to control y-derivatives of the semigroup up to order four (see also (85)). This
motivates the definition of the seminorm ||-||4m, m,, which involves y-derivatives
up to order four, but only z derivatives up to order 2.

(2) The y-derivatives of P not only exist, but they can also be estimated, and indeed
in Proposition [4.5[ we obtained exponentially fast decay for such derivatives. Since
the estimates of Proposition can be integrated in time over (0, 00), combined
with the transfer formula, they can be employed to obtain formula for p®.

(3) The right hand side of can be written in terms of the density of the transition
probabilities of the process rather than in terms of the semigroup PF. This
is what is done in [39]. If our drift ¢ was bounded then we could use estimates
on the derivatives of the transition density, as is the approach of [39]. In the case
of locally Lipschitz coefficients, these estimates are hard to obtain. Hence, we use
Proposition [4.5)in order to bound the derivatives of the semigroup directly.

(4) An important ingredient in the proof of Proposition (and Proposition be-
low) is the convergence of the semigroup PF¢® as t — oco. This was obtained in
Proposition by using Lyapunov techniques, however an alternative strategy of
proof is to use the derivative estimates of Proposition [£.5] The latter strategy
is used in Lemma The main difference between Proposition and Lemma
is the class of functions for which they hold, as Proposition holds for ¢
with [[¢[lo,m,.m, < 0o whereas Lemma requires @[z, m, < 00; that is, the
latter requires control on higher derivatives of the function to which it is applied
(though not of the function itself). This would cause complications if we were
to use Lemma within the proof of Proposition (and Proposition , as
the functions to which the result needs to be applied in that context are quite
involved; this is the main reason why Proposition is needed in this paper.

Proof of Proposition[5.3. Because we need to prove continuity and differentiability, through-
out the proof we will consider increments he; where e; is the i element of the standard
basis of R” and h € R. To simplify notation we write the proof as if in one dimension.
The higher dimensional proof follows by replacing h with he;.
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Before outlining the steps of this proof, we first show some preliminary bounds which
will be used repeatedly. First, notice the following:

£I+h_£I - " d g x_‘_h’y _g x’y " "
T(Ps—’—hgb +h) <y)’ SZ J( })L J( )8yjps+h¢ +h(y)’
jfl
x—i—h Ajr(z oth iz (63)
+ Z Jk ( )aygykps +h¢ +h(y)‘
7,k=1

< C@l2amym e (1 + [y + |z|*™),

by and Assumption ([C3[{[C4]), where we use the fact that that the coefficients g
and A are differentiable with a bound on the derivative. Applying the semigroup to both
sides of , we get

Lac—‘rh [T s . .
(Pf_STPj*%”h) (y)‘ < Clolam,m,e “(1+E [|Y )My ] + [ ]e)

(64)

s Cll2mym, e (1 + |y[M + |z[>™=).

The LHS expression of will appear in the representation formula for the difference
quotient that we consider (see Step 1 below). If we differentiate the LHS of we get
the bounds

Lrth e o+h a+h —cs M) 2m,
0 (EE (prr ) ) ()] < Clolamm,e =L+ 9 + o) (65)

and

h
by and Assumption (IC3JNC4]). The final bound we need before outlining the

structure of this proof is

Lrth e o+h a+h —cs M 2m
Opp | ———— (PZ7"0") ) ()| < Cllagm,m,e” (L4 y[* +|2[*™)  (66)

d d
j=1 Jk=1 (67)

< Cllamy, e (1 + |y[M + |z[*me),

which follows from and Assumption ([C3JH[C4]).

Now we outline the strategy of proof, before addressing each step consecutively.
e Step 1: Define the difference quotient

A ) = [(PE677) () — (o) ()] (68)

(again, qt " should be qhel ) and obtain the representation formula

0 = () W+ [ [ [(EEE) o] [ o

The above expression will be instrumental for proving (i) as well as both . and
, which are obtained in Step 2 and Step 3 respectively.
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e Step 2: Let h — 0 in the above expression to obtain At least formally, it is
easy to see that letting A — 0 one obtains the desired result, so this step consists
of justifying using the Dominated Convergence Theorem (DCT) to take this limit.

e Step 3: Let ¢t — o0 in to obtain . Again, formally it is easy to see that
letting ¢ — oo one obtains , so this step primarily consists of justifying the
limit. The bound is then a consequence of , as we will show.

e Step 4: Integrate 0,, (PF¢") (y) — O, 1" (¢") with respect to ¢ using the represen-

tation formulas — to obtain .
Step 1: We differentiate in time to get

0" (y) = 1 (L7 PFT 677 () — (L7 P7o7) (9)]

- (5525 o] i+ [e (=) )

Loth — o o
(Y o] 0+ (64 0
We can now use the variation of constants formula to obtain (69). To prove (i), observe

that by we have
(PEHo™ ") (y) = (PF6") (y)

=h ((Pfq(’}’“) () + /0 t {Pfs K#) (Pt“%“h)H (y)d5> - ()

Then, by differentiating in y (which is allowed because of Assumption [A2), one gets
(ayiptm+h¢m+h) (y) - (6yiPtx¢w) (y)

= h( (0 Prar”) () + /0 t {ayipf_s [(—£$+hh_ 'Cw) (f’f*’lqb”h)H (y)ds>, ()

where we can take the derivative under the integral sign because of . If we differentiate
again we obtain

Dy PEF ") (y) = (Byuy, P O7) (y)
=h<(3yiy,,-1%$q6"¢x> (v) + /0 t {ayiyjpf_s [(#) (Pf*hgb”h)” (y)ds), (72)

where again the derivative and integral commute because of . To work on the first
addends of —, we observe that, since ¢ € Polymx’my (so that in particular that

¢ € C**(R™ x RY)). we have

() = TR gy,

for some £ € (x,x 4+ h). Hence we obtain the following bounds, for |h| < 1:

h,¢* —cs m m
687" ()] < Il m, (L + lyl™ + Jal™), (73)
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and
h,¢* h,¢* —cs m m
%QO " W) Oy (y )‘ < Cll@llam,m, e 1+ [y™ + |z[™). (74)
From and | , we obtain ( . Now, using (53)) (which we can use because of
D and . 71) and (72) we have, for |h| < 1

Px+h¢x+h) (y) ( sztx¢I) ( )l + ‘( YilYj Px+h¢x+h) (y) ( YilYj Px¢x) ( )’
< RO+ B[l amym, e (1 + [y + |2™=),
which implies .

Step 2: We now justify letting A — 0 in . We start from the first addend in ;
by definition

(o) = [ F0E0

Since ¢ is differentiable, the integrand on the RHS of the above can be trivially bounded
by

dtead]

(YY) — " (V)
h
where £ € (z,z + h) so that now using polynomial growth of 0,,¢, the bound allows
to apply the DCT to the first addend in , and conclude that such a term tends to
Pro,¢"(y) as h — 0.
We now move on to the second addend in ([69). For each x € R",y € R? and s > 0 we
have

S ‘aﬂﬁng& (Y;aay) )

: ﬁfﬂ—i—h — LT x+h 1 z+h oL” PEo”

t [ (et )] = S5 o)
by (i), the smoothness of ¢ and the coefficients of £*. Hence, if the DCT holds for the
integral(s) in , then we are done. Notice, indeed, that since P  is an integral itself,
we need to justify using the DCT to pass the limit A — 0 both under the time integral
and under the integral implied by the definition of P . The bound can be used for
such tasks. The RHS of is indeed integrable both in time and in space, the latter
because of Lemma [4.1]

Step 3: Now we let ¢ — oo. Letting ¢ — oo in the first term on the RHS of

is straightforward from (52)) of Proposition . As for the second addend, we write the

integral as
[ S ree| s = [ 1 | S P | s
0 O 0 O
Then, by of Proposition , which we are able to use because of , we have

tli)r{.lo]-s<t|:Ptsa Ps¢:|(y)_/Rdale¢() (dy)7

for every s fixed; hence, assuming we can use the DCT, we have

lim m{ pr 9L P%l“} ds — / / 0L prge (o (dy)ds.  (75)
0 Rd

t—00 (9 83:1
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To justify the use of the DCT in the above, we apply the semigroup to and use ([50))
to get

X aﬁx xXr LT —CS g m
Luce | PG PE0] ()] £ Clolan, (1 P 4 Jaf),

where the expression on the RHS is integrable in s. This justifies the limit . So far we
have proved that the RHS of tends to the RHS of as t — 0o. We now want to
do the same for the LHS and to this end we must show that we are allowed to exchange
the limit ¢ — oo with the derivative 9,,, which we will do by proving that the convergence
shown thus far is locally uniform. If we prove this, then follows again from Lemma

m. From and we have
0,, (PF6™) (y) — lim 0, (P167) (1)

= Rﬁxaxz¢x(y> - /]R;d axﬁx(y)ﬂx(dy)

v e |G pre| s [T [ S pror e tanas

x’L 3

! x x OL” T @

-~

=1

_ / ([ e rreramean) is

~
=1II

We now want to show that each of the addends in the above converge to zero locally
uniformly in x and y. The claim is trivial for the first term, since by Proposition (4.3}

(P2o") (y) — 1™ (9") < Cllollam,m, e (1 + |y|™ + |z]™=) (76)

If we show the following two bounds, the proof is concluded by integrating in t:
1] < Cl@lomy e (1 + [y[MF + z[*™) (77)
11| < Clolam, m,e” (1 + |z[*™). (78)

The bound follows from and Proposition . As for ([78)), using again @, we

have
< oLe N
< [ (][5 rror wetan ) s
t R4 €X;

< Wbl [ [0+ 05 4 P ) s
t R
so that follows from in Lemma From , and , we have
00, (PE6") (9) — i O, (PF6") ()] < Cllbllam,mye™ (1 + g™ + o) (79)

meaning that the convergence of the derivative is locally uniform, and so we can exchange
the limit and derivative. This concludes the proof of .
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Now we show . Using (1] , and we have

[ o] < | [ .ot } e (dy)ds

+/ /d C\¢\2,mmmye’cs(1 + |y|M5 + 2™ ) u® (dy) ds.
R
We use again to obtain
| / (g et dy)ds < [ e (1 oPme)ds < 1 fam (81)
Rd 0

Using and ( . 81| together concludes the proof of .
Step 4: Lastly, we show . First we write

am

o, [ e (- (o) <y>dt' _

This means that we have, using

0°° . (PE6%) () — O (17 (7))

o, [ pr @ - o) dt] Z / Or. (PF6%) (y) — 0o, (1 (67)dt

< CH¢H2,mx,my(1 + [y + |z,
and so the proof is done. O

Lemma 5.4. Let the assumptions of Proposz'tz'on hold. Then for every ¢ € C%?(R"™ x
RY) such that ||am, m, < oo for some m,,m, >0 we have

(P26") (9) = 1" (8)] < Clélasmam,e™** (1 [y + |2m), (82)
where M := max{2mJ, mJ +m,}. Combining and gives

ug(y)] < /OOO (PE6") (y) — 1 (¢")] ds'| < ClBlam, m, (14 [y|™ + [2[*™).  (83)

Proof. The proof can be found in Appendix [A.2] O

We now state the analogous result of Proposition [5.2] for higher derivatives. The proof
is analogous to the proof of Proposition [5.2], hence it is deferred to Appendix [A.2]

Proposition 5.5. Let the assumptions of Proposition hold and furthermore let ¢ €
Poly,, m, for some m,,m, > 0. Then:

i) for alli,j,k € {1,...,n}
104,00, (PF6") ()| + [0y 02 (BFS") )] < CllSllamy e (L4 g™ + [2™),  (84)

where M is as defined in Proposition . The functions x — 0,,0,, (PFf¢") (y) and

T 8y]yk8 (PF¢") (y) are continuous in x.
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ii) the functions z — (PF¢") (y) and x — p*(¢") are twice continuously differentiable
and we have the following representation formulas for their second derivatives:

afcifcj (Ptzﬁbz) (y) = (Hmarirj Qbm)(y)
K 02 L” oL oL
[ R[S P+ G0 (P )+ G0, (P2 ()] s

8331-3:]- 83:]- 8:162

(85)

and

o °(6%) = [ 00" ")

00 o2 L= o oL* o are » )
+ /O /R ) { axiijM (y) + o) 0u; P{ 9" (y) + P 0y, P2 (y):| 1 (dy)ds.
(86)

Furthermore, for all i € {1,--- ,n}, there exists C > 0 (which is independent of x and y)
such that the estimates and hold.

This reasoning and line of proof can be extended to any number of derivatives by an
induction step. For an illustration of this in the bounded coefficients context see |39,
Section 4.5].

6. AVERAGING: PROOF OF THEOREM AND OF THEOREM

This section contains the Proof of Theorem [3.2] In particular, in Section [6.1| we give a
heuristic argument which explains the approach we take; Section [6.2| contains the proof
itself.

6.1. Heuristics. The structure of the proof of Theorem is analogous to the one intro-
duced in [3, Section 4]. Let us start by recalling the heuristic argument which motivates
the approach taken in the proof. In particular, the heuristic argument below shows how
Poisson equations and their derivatives enter the picture.

To find an expression for the difference P¢f — P, f in which we are interested, we start
by formally expanding the semigroup Py in powers of e:

Pif=f+eff +.. (87)
From ([26)), we have
AP — L(Pif)=0.

Plugging the asymptotic expansion into the above, using the decomposition of the
generator and collecting terms with the same power of € gives us the following set of
equations

O(e"): L7f) =0, (88)
O(”) - Oufy — Lsfy = L} (89)

From the ergodicity of the process Y;"¥, defined by , (and associated to the generator
L* which, we recall, is a differential operator in the y variable only), equation implies
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that fP(z,y) is constant in y, [Jie. f2(z,y) = f2(x). Now we fix z and integrate
with respect to the invariant measure p®(dy) to get

/ 00 S ()" (dy) — / (L0, )i (dy) = / (% 11 (. g (dy).

The right hand side of the above vanishes because p* is an invariant measure of the process
Y;"¥, and hence p*(L” f) = 0 for all functions f in the domain of the generator £”. Using
the expressions for Lg and £ (namely, equations , and —), from the above

we obtain

0uf} (@) — (Lf)(w) = 0.
The above equation has a unique solution (see e.g. [31, Proposition 4.1.1]) which, by (1),
needs to coincide with the semigroup Py, i.e. ff = P,f. Substituting this expression into

the expansion and into gives
Pif—Pf =efl +... (90)
£rft=1[(L—Ls)Puf] (z). (91)

The difference on the LHS of is precisely the quantity which we want to study and
indicates that in order to understand the behaviour of such a quantity we need to

study f!. In turn, can be seen as a Poisson equation in the unknown f! of the type
studied in Section [5] Indeed, let

v(x,y) = (E_ — ﬁs) Pif(x)

n

where in the above the terms involving ¥ vanish when taking the difference L — Lg, since
the operators £ and Lg have the same diffusion coefficient (because of (25))). Then
becomes

Exftl(‘rvy) :Ut('ray)v .’IZERH, yERd' (93>

Recall that L£* is a differential operator in the y variable, with coefficients depending on
the parameter x. Since P, f(x) does not depend on y and p®(b) = b by definition, the right
hand side of is of the same form as the right hand side of @ and, by Assumption
and Proposition , it is of the growth required to apply Lemma (indeed
for some mg, my, > 0, ||b;02, Pef(2)]l0,mem, < 00 for every i) . Hence, from Lemma ,
there exists a solution to .

Finally, we emphasize that f; is not the unique solution to the Poisson equation and
the proof of Theorem does not rely on having a unique solution to such an equation.
However, due to such non-uniqueness, f; may not represent the entire order € term in the
expansion (87)).

Opor every fixed z, the semigroup P has a unique invariant measure; hence, by [12, Proposition 12.27
& Theorem 12.31], the set of stationary points of P (i.e. the set of functions f such that PFf(y) =
f(y) for almost every y) comprises only of constant functions. However if £7f = 0 then 0,PF f(y) =
PPL? f(y) = 0, that is, f is a stationary point of P}’ and hence it must be constant as a function of y.
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6.2. Proof of Theorem [3.2L

Proof of Theorem[3.3. Let f} be the function defined in (93). From Lemma [5.1] this
function is well defined and is a classical solution of the Poisson equation . Motivated
by the heuristics presented in Section [6.1] we define

ri(@,y) = (Pif)(x,y) = (Puf)(x) — €fi (z,y). (94)
Here we recall f is any function in CZ(R™). With this definition, we have
[(Pif) (2,y) = Puf ()] = |efi (2, y) + iz, y)l, (95)

so that we need to study the terms f} and r{. We first turn our attention to the latter.
By differentiating with respect to time we have the following:

Ors(z,y) = 0P (,y) — OU(P) () — €Dy ()
S f(e,y) — (Puf) () — D f ) (2, y)

Rearranging (94), we have (Pff)(z,y) = r§(z,y) + (Pf)(z) + ef}(x,y); using this fact,
the decomposition £ = 1L£* + Lg, and remembering that (P,f)(x) does not depend on
the variable y (so that £.P; = LsP;), we obtain

(9tr§(x, y) = SET’E(I, y) + £€75tf(‘r) + Egeftl (‘Ta y) - at,]stf<x> - 6afffz‘,l (‘T7 y)
- SET’E(JI, y) + /;Slﬁtf('r> + Egeftl (l’, y) - Zﬁtf<x> - Eatftl (l’, y)7

where for the penultimate addend we have used . ‘We can now use the fact that 1
satisfies the Poisson equation (03)), that is, (Ls — £)P,f = —L*f}, and again (22) to
conclude

8t7“§(x,y) = /ge?“;(l', y) T e (ESftl(xa y) - atftl(xay)) :

The variation of constants formula then gives

ri(z,y) = Pirs(z,y) + e / PE (Lo — 0ufY) (. y)ds. (96)

Substituting the above expression for the reminder r§(x,y) into (95]), we obtain

t
P(ary) — Puf ()] = |ef2 (e, y) + Pirs(a,y) +c / Pe(Lsf! — 0N (e w)ds|. (97)

Hence, to prove the statement it suffices to prove the following three estimates:

90,9 m
Pf_o(Ls — 0)£1] < Clflleze (1 + [y|™ 5 4 [z]*m2), (98)
@) < Cllfleze™ L+ [yl™ + ||™), (99)
Pirg(a, v)| < €Cllfllez (1 + [y|™ + |2™), (100)

where in the above and throughout we use C' to denote a positive constant that is depen-
dent on n and f, but is independent of x and y, and may change line by line, and w > 0.
To prove it suffices to show the following:

9:b 4 09 mb
[(Ls = 05) [ (2,9)] < Cllfllcze™* (1 + [y[M ™0 4 [a]=). (101)
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Indeed, once the above has been shown, we can apply the semigroup {Ps}:;>¢ to both
sides of the above and bound the right hand side using Lemma[6.2] to obtain

€ —ws g:b m mb —ws g:b md mp
o (Co I llea (1 + Iyl 4 %)) < Cem || fllca (1 + [yl + fo) %),

which implies the desired result. The proof of (101)) heavily relies on our results on Poisson
equations, i.e. on the results of Section , and it is deferred to Proposition see ((120]).

Similarly, the proof of (99) is deferred to Proposition , see (117) below. To obtain
(100) note that from (94) we have

ro(@,y) = f(z) — fz) —efy = —fo.

Now we use at t = 0 to conclude ([100)), and therefore the proof. U
Note 6.1. Using linearity of the Poisson equation we can write
fay) == w,(2,9)0:,Puf(x), (102)
i=1

where wuy, (z,y) is the solution to with the right hand side equal to b; (compatibly
with the notation set at the beginning of Section . With the above formula in mind, we
can explain how the results of Section [5|on Poisson equations will be used in the averaging
proof. The expression for f! in the above involves the product of solutions to the Poisson
Equation (93]) and derivatives of the semigroup P, with respect to z. Moreover, in order to
obtain e will need to apply Lg (defined in (23))) to f!; this in turn requires bounds
on the x derivative of uy, (x,y) and x-derivatives of the averaged semigroup which decay
fast enough in time (fast enough to be integrable over (0,00)). The derivative estimates
for the averaged semigroup are obtained in Section [7.1} From what we have said so far, it
might seem that, when applying Lg (which is a second order differential operator) to f!
one needs to deal with third order derivatives of P,. However this is not the case as in
one needs to consider the difference L5 — d; applied to f!. When taking this difference
the third order derivatives cancel, see proof of Proposition [7.3]

With regards to the z-derivatives of the Poisson equation (93), note that = appears
only as a parameter. Derivatives with respect to a parameter of a Poisson equation were
studied in Section 5 In Section [7.2] we use Proposition [5.2] and Proposition to get
the required bounds.

O

Lemma 6.2. Let Assumption hold and let V(z,y) = |z|*™ + |y|*; then, for all
k>0 and e <1, we have

} , a
(PIV)(@y) < e ™ 4 e Myl 4 5 4 o)
k

where the constants Cy, 1y, are defined in Lemmal[{.1], and
~ ~ b 2m? —1
4mbr mb 7 ’

with C, 7 being from Assumption .
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Proof. The proof can be found in Appendix [A.3] O

6.3. Proof of Theorem [3.6l

Proof of Theorem[3.6. This proof follows that of Theorem [3.2] so we point out the places
in which it differs, and sketch the rest. The Poisson equation that f} solves in this case is
slightly different. In particular, the right hand side of will contain two derivatives of
the averaged semigroup, instead of just one. This explains why Assumption [A7] contains
four derivatives, as opposed to the two required in the proof of Theorem [3.2] Indeed,
instead of (92)-(93), f} is the solution of L7 f} = v, with p(f}) = 0 where

v(w,y) = (£ — Ls) Puf(2)
= > (bu(a) ~ bula.9) 02, P Z = %4j(2,y)) Ouia, P (x).

Again, from Lemma [5.1] there exists a solution to (93) (we observe we can apply Lemma
b.1] to the fully coupled case as such a lemma only relies on Proposition [4.3] which holds
also in this setting as explained in Note . Using the linearity of the P01sson equation
we can write

=1 1,7=1

where we recall the notation uy, (x, y) as the solution to (93]) with the right hand side equal
to b;, and analogously for us,;(x,y). Following the proof of Theorem it is sufficient
to prove that f! satisfies the estimates —. Since is the most challenging to
prove we will give more details for this estimate. Observe that (99)) follows directly from
(49) with ¢ = b; or ¢ = %;; and Assumption . The bound follows from ((99)
setting ¢ = 0. Let us show that holds, which follows once we have that holds.
Differentiating with respect to t we get

Ouf} (x,y) Zub 2, y)0n LPf(x) = Y us, (,9)Ds0, LPf ().

ij=1
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Further, using and we can write
(£S - 88)][.51(1', y) =

- Z bz($a y)axiubj (':Ea y)axj,ﬁsf(x) - Z (bz(xa y) - Bz($)> ubj (27, y)amxjpsf(w)

n

ij—l i,j=1

— Z 54 (%) Oty (2, y) O, Ps f (1) — 2 Z (%) Ot (%, Y) Doy, Ps f ()
i,7,k=1 i,7,k=1

+ Z aaczb ub x y)asz f Z amZE]k )8zjxk755f($>
i,j=1 i,5,k=1
i,5,k=1 i,j,k=1

- Z Zij(x)azlzjuzkl(x y)aﬂ?kmzp f —2 Z azzuzkl(x y)aﬂt]mkmz,ﬁ f(l‘)
,7,k,l=1 ,7,k,l=1

- Z (Zij(x7 y) - i”(ﬂj)) Usy, ($’ y)axixjxkxlﬁSf(x)
i k,l=1
i,5,k=1 i,j,k=1

+ Z axixj ik’l(l‘)uzij (Ia y)awkl‘lp f + 2 Z axlzk:l )uzi]‘ (l’, y)acvjxkccl/]ssf(x)
i,4,k,[=1 i,7,k,l=1

+ Z Ek(x)uzij (LE, y>aévzl"gffk758f(x) - Z (Zij(zv y) - i:ij (37)) Uy, (%, y)axzngﬂk,ﬁsf(x)
i k=1 i k=1

We use Assumption , along with — (with ¢ = b; and ¢ = %;;) and Assumption
[AT] to get

[(Ls = 05) fs (2. y)] < Ce™ fllez (1 + 1™ + || ™).
Hence, as in the proof of Theorem , we obtain — , and conclude the proof. [

7. STRONG ERGODICITY OF THE AVERAGED SEMIGROUP AND APPLICATION OF
SECTION Bl TO AVERAGING

In this section we prove the remaining results needed to prove Theorem [3.2] In Section
we address the decay in time of the space derivative of the averaged semigroup P;.
In Section [7.2], we will use the results of Section [f] and Section [7.1] to prove bounds on
f1 (solution to the Poisson problem (93))) and its = derivatives. This is the section where
we most heavily make use of our results on Poisson equations within the proof of the
averaging result, Theorem The role of these results within the proof of Theorem
has been explained in Note [6.1]
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7.1. Derivative estimates for the Averaged Semigroup and Examples. We now
prove that the Assumption [A6] made on the coefficients implies the required derivative
estimates. In order to prove the derivative estimates we make use of [31, Theorem 7.1.5],
with an added mollification argument. Indeed, |31, Theorem 7.1.5] requires in particular
that the averaged drift b (see (f])) is in C?*”(R"™), meaning that the second derivative is
Hélder continuous. From our results, see Proposition [5.5, we only have that b is twice
continuously differentiable. Hence, to prove Theorem we follow a mollification argu-
ment (similar to that in |31, Theorem 6.1.9]) which relaxes [31, Theorem 7.1.5] (in our
setting) to twice continuously differentiable coefficients.

Theorem 7.1. Let Assumptions[A]] and[AQ hold. Assume that there exists a polynomial
R: R" — R and a constant Kyx, > 0 such that for all x € R"

107b(2)| < R(x) for all multi-indices v of length n such that |y|. = 2, (105)

and |01X(x)| < Ky for any v such that |y|. = 1,2. Moreover there exists a polynomial
R: R" = R and a constants L > 0 such that

Y Oubi(@)6&; < —R(x)I¢’, (106)
ij=1
N KQ 3
—Cy = sup | —R(x) + LR(z) + ) <. (107)
z€eR? 4)_
Then, there exist positive constants M,w > 0 such that for all f € CZ(R")
D NOPf (@)% < Me" Y (07 f (@)oo (108)
1<y}, <2 1<yl <2

Proof of Theorem[7.1. In order to use [31, Theorem 7.1.5], we need b € C*™ for some
v > 0. Since this is not necessarily true under our assumptions, we apply a classical
procedure and first smooth the coefficient b, apply [31, Theorem 7.1.5] to such regularised
coefficients and then obtain estimates independent of the regularization parameter. We
follow the smoothing procedure outlined in [31, Theorem 6.1.9]. To this end, for any § > 0
let ©0(z) = 6 "p(z/6), where ¢ € C*(R") is any non-negative even function compactly
supported in the ball centred at 0 with radius 1 and such that [, ¢(x)dz = 1. Denote
by b° the convolution between b and ¢, i.e.
b= (b ) (x) = / b(z)® (z — 7)dz.

We let £° be defined as £ (see (19))) with b replaced by &° for all i = 1,...,n. We will first
prove the estimate for the smoothed semigroup P?, corresponding to the operator
£?, and then argue that we can take § — 0. To prove the required derivative estimate, we
can use [31, Theorem 7.1.5] (where p = 2, k = 2 in their notation). It is important in order
to be able to take 0 — 0 that the constants in the hypotheses of |31, Theorem 7.1.5] should
be uniform in J. Let us first observe that the hypotheses of [31, Theorem 7.1.5] are given
by [31, Hypothesis 6.1.1 (i)-(iii), Hypothesis 7.1.3 (ii-2)]. For the readers convenience, we
gather the assumptions that involve b explicitly in Assumption , modified to match
our notation. Then we will explain how the remaining assumptions are satisfied (the
remaining ones are straightforward), before verifying Assumption in detail.
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Assumption A8. Here we collect [31, Hypothesis 6.1.1 (iii), Equation (6.1.2)] and [51,
Hypothesis 7.1.3 (ii-2)], noting that we can take the function k = r(x) in [31] to be

k(z) = A_.

(1) There exists a constant C' > 0 such that
Zb‘s < C(+|x?), for any v € R™. (109)

(2) 34,00 € C*H for some v € (0,1) and any i,j = 1,...,n and there exist m>, a
constant Ky, > 0 and a positive function r: R™ — R such that

sup [970; (2)] < r(x), (110)
Iyl«=2
and sup; <}, <2|07%i;(z)| < Kx for any x € R™ and i,j = 1,--- ,n. Moreover,
there exist a function (:R"™ = R such that
Z 0pb0(2)&:&; < U(x)|E)* for all € € R™, (111)
7,7=1

and a constant L > 0 such that

- Kin?
0> —Cy := sup (ﬁ(m) + Lr(z) + == ) : (112)
zeR” 4N
Finally, there exists a constant Ky € R such that
Z axh’xkzij(l‘)Mithk S K1 Z Mlzk (113)
i?jvhzk h,k‘:l

for any symmetric matric M = (M)}, -, and any x € R™.

Let us now explain why Assumption , and implies that we can apply [31, Theo-
rem 7.1.5]. Indeed, [31, Hypothesis 6.1.1 (i)] follows from Assumption[A2] [31, Hypothesis
6.1.1 (ii)] follows from (109)), with ¢ = |z|2. [31, Hypothesis 6.1.1 (iii)] follows since X is
bounded (Assumption @and . It is now left to show that Assumption holds
under the assumptions of Theorem [7.1]

We start with Assumption ([@). Notice that for any polynomial R(z) == c(1 + |z|™)
with constants ¢,m > 0, we have that (R * ©°)(z) < R(x) + c0™. Indeed, using the
fact that ¢° is compactly supported on the ball centred at 0 with radius  and that ¢°
integrates to 1, we can write

(R o) (z) = / (1 +la — 2 (@)
<c(1+ =™+ 5m)/ ¢5(f)df

n

(114)

< c(1+ |2|™) + co™.
By linearity of the convolution we can generalise this to polynomials with non-negative
coefficients to find (R * ¢°)(z) < R(z) + R(5 - e1), where e; is the first element of the
standard basis of R". Convolving both sides of (105]) and bounding the convolution of the
polynomial on the right hand side using the above, we obtain (110 with r(z) = ¢;(1 +
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|z|™) 4+ 164" ; similarly (106]) implies that (111]) holds with £(x) = —ca(1+|2|™2) 4+ 2642,
for all § < dp, with dy to be chosen later.
Also,
sup [07%(z)| < K,
1<]y].<2
immediately by Assumption [All Using (107) and (111 (as well as our definitions of
r(z),¢(x) above), we have that for all L < L,
—CQ S —Cl + [_16156711 + 0256712.
We pick dp = min{1, 2%} and L = min{L, 3=} to obtain
c, O Ch
—0y < D Tt
Cy —C1 + 1 + 5 1 < 0,

so that ((110)-(112) hold, independent of 4, for 6 < d§y. By Assumption (113) holds
uniformly in § because we are not smoothing the diffusion coefficient ¥, and hence As-

sumption holds with constants that are independent of §. Now we show that in
our setting, Assumption implies Assumption (). First, (112) implies that
l(x) < —Cy < 0; using this and (111)) with (z,§) = (zz, z) for z € [0, 1], we have

i Zb‘s s}ty < =Gl (115)

Integrating (115) over z € [0, 1], we have
Y W)z <Y B(0)z; — Cofaf?
j=1 j=1

< [63(0)[[| — Cola[?
< Cla| = Cofa?,
for some C' > 0 and all 0 < § < 1, where we use Assumption with the bound on a
convolved polynomial, as in (114]). This gives Assumption (.
Now, since the conditions do hold for each §, we obtain ((108]) for the semigroup corre-

sponding to the mollified coefficients. That is, there exist positive constants M, w, dy > 0
(independent of §) such that for all f € CZ(R") and § < dg

Yo NP ()l < Me™t Y 7 (107 f (@) e (116)

1<|y|<2 1<|y|<2

We observe that by Arzela-Ascoli, we can find a sequence & — 0 such that (P f)(x)
and its first two derivatives converge locally uniformly (in ¢ and ) to some Q. f(z) (and
its first two derivatives, respectively) satisfying

> 01Quf (@)%, < Me™ Y 07 f(2) oo,
1<hl<2 1<y <2

with the same positive constants M,w > 0 as . Indeed, we can apply Arzela-
Ascoli to the set {P}f(x), 05, PP f(x), Op,a, PP f (2 )}5 for all i,7 = 1,...n, noting that
this set is uniformly bounded (by (116} - and equicontinuous, (by Schauder estimates;
see [31, Theorem C.1.4]). It remains to show that Q.f = P;f. We leave the details
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to [31, Theorem 6.1.9], which uses that f_)‘s converges locally uniformly to b to show Q.f
solves the PDE , and hence Q.f = P.f. O

Under Assumptions the conditions of Theorem are satisfied. Hence we get
the following result.

Proposition 7.2. Let {P;}i>o denote the semigroup described by , and assume that
Assumptions hold. Then there exists constants K,C > 0 such that for any v €
CZ(RY) we have
sup (|03 Pip(2) )5 < Ke ™.
1<y <2

Proof. The proof of this result can be found in Appendix [A.4] O

Below, we gather another example for which our main result, Theorem [3.2] holds, and
in particular for which the semigroup derivative estimates concluded in Proposition
hold. We will use this example to illustrate the discussion in Note [2.2]

Example 7.1. Let us consider following the system

X = (= X[+ bo(Y,o")dt + V2 AW,

€,T 1 € €, 1
dy; " = E(—Yt + go(X{™))dt + ﬁ\@dBt

for some by, go € Cp°(R). Though we wish to emphasise the verification of Assumption
[A6]in this example, we first show that Assumptions hold. It is immediate to see
that Assumption holds with m? = 1,m? = 0, my =1 and that Assumption holds
with A_ = Ay = 1. As commented in Note|2.1|in order to show that Assumption|A3| holds
it is sufficient to consider k¥ = 1. For k = 1, holds with Cy = ||gol|2, /2,71 = 1/2.
Similarly, Assumption holds with Cy = ||gol|%,/2, 71 = 1/2. Assumption [A5|holds with
¢t =60 and kK = 2 for any 0 > 0. It remains to verify Assumption [AG. Observe that
my = mg = m3 =my =ms =mg=my; =mg=mg =0, Dy =2 (taking § = \_), and
Dy, = ||0290l|0o- Therefore, Assumption [A6| holds provided

1

102901l

It may not be immediately obvious that there should be such a relation between the
y-derivatives of the drift of the slow equation and the z-derivative of the drift of the fast
equation, so let us motivate it with a specific choice of by and go. As noted in Note [2.2]
it is in some cases possible to obtain an explicit expression for b, allowing one to verify a
condition of the type Assumption [AF] If we set go(z) = sin(z) and by(y) = —r cos(y), for
some r € R then the averaged equation for this setting becomes

max{||9ybollec; | Oyybolloc} <

dXP = - X7 — 7\/E cos(sin(X?T))dt + V2 dW;.
e

From the above, this system would satisfy Assumption |A6 when |r| < 1. For |r| < 2 the
averaged coefficient b(x) is monotonic. In particular it would satisfy a drift condition of the
form with ¢ replaced by b and taking x derivatives instead of y derivatives. Therefore
we do have derivative estimates of the form given by the conclusion of Proposition [7.2]
Hence we see, in both cases, that r is limited to a bounded set of values, but that our
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Assumption [AG]is more restrictive. For 1 < |r| < 2, our Assumption [A6does not hold, but
we can still obtain derivative estimates of the form given by the conclusion of Proposition
, since we have a usable expression for b. This partly motivates the discussion in Note

2.2 O

7.2. Application of Section [5| to Averaging. Here we use the results of Section |5 to
obtain bounds on f!, defined by (102)), which are required for the proof of Theorem |3.2,
We recall the notation of Section [3| and Section |5 where we refer to the solution of ([7]) as
uy for ¢ € Polymx’my.

Proposition 7.3. Let Assumptions hold. Then, for allt >0, x € R", y € RY, we

have
i (@ 9)] < Cll Flloz (I0lamt ms Y™ (1 + |y[™ + |2 ™) (117)
. —w g ml
> 00, £ @, 9)| < CllFllca (bl agm g e (1 + [y ™57 + |z]*m) (118)
=1
- 9,b 9 m
Z axixjftl(x>y) < CH.fHC’f(”b‘|4,mg,mg)e_m(1 + ’y‘My T ‘%’4 2)7 (119)
ij=1

where Mé”b 15 defined in Theorem . Furthermore,
—w g,b md mPb
[(Ls = 0 f; (w,y)| < Ce t|!f\|cz(|!bH4mb mt, + [ Zlla00) (L + [y + ') (120)

Proof of Proposition[7.3. By and ({42) with ¢ = b; we have for each i €
{1,...,n}

b b
Jus,| < Clbillomt g (1 + ly[™ + 2] (121)
ot (1 [y + |]272) (122)
P
Oy, | < oy (14 [y M55 4 []m). (123)

We use Proposition along with (121)-(123)) to conclude (117)-(119). Let us now con-
sider (120). We differentiate (102 with respect to time to get

Ouf} (,y) Zub 2, 9)0:0x, P f (x).

=1
Hence, by
Ouf (z,y) Zub (2,90, LP.f (). (124)

The term ug is bounded by (38)). So we turn our attention to 0y, LP, f():

(125)
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Further, using (19), (23), and (124)-(125) we can write

(L:S - as)fsl(‘ra y) =

- Z bi<x7y)amubj <x7y)axj7ssf(x) - Z (bz<x7y) - Bl(x)) Up, (Z‘, y)axzwjﬁSf(x)

',j—l i1
_ Z 545 (2) Oy, iy, (2, y) O P f () — 2 Z 45 (2) Dy iy, (@, Y) Do, P f ()
1,7,k=1 1,7,k=1
+ Z a:czb ub X y)axjp f Z 8IZE]’€ ubi (1:7 y)axjxk,]ssf(x%
3,7=1 i,5,k=1

and using Proposition [7.2] (39), (121), (122)), (123) and Assumption ([C1]i|C2])

—ws 9,b, 9 mb
|(Ls = 0)f (. y)| < Ce™*|Ifllez 1Bllamt s (1 + [Blla0,0) (L + [yl + |z]*)

O

8. NUMERICS AND EXAMPLES

In this section we provide numerical evidence for the validity of Theorem and
illustrate the applicability of the result. The three systems that we numerically solve in
this section have different drift terms for the fast equation. The first two differ in how
they are coupled, but both have monotonic drifts (corresponding to a convex potential),
and the third does not. The aim of this is to produce a set of numerical results that fit
the conditions of Theorem [3.2] as well as a set of numerical results that can motivate or
support future work, being outside the conditions of Theorem The second example
will illustrate that we believe the semigroup derivative estimates to be an important part
in obtaining a UiT bound. We begin with an example where g in (14]) is monotonic.

Ezample 8.1 (Convex). Consider the following coupled slow-fast system
dXi"Y = —[YoUY + XpPY de 4+ dW, (126)

1 2
AY,S™Y = —Z [YV,o™Y) dt + V2 dB;, (127)

€ Ve

and the corresponding averaged equation
AdX? = —X?dt + dB,, (128)

where Wy, By, Bt are all Brownian motions independent to each other.

We numerically solve both the coupled system (126H127]) and using the Euler-
Maruyama scheme (see, e.g, [24]), with a time step At < ¢, to ensure negligible discreti-
sation error in the time interval (the exact At will be given later). Halving the time step
resulted in no observable change of results. There are two approximations being made
here— one being the method of averaging, and one being discretising the equations to
produce numerical results. Since we are testing a result that is UiT, it is important that
the discretisation of the system that we use to solve it is itself UiT. For this, we refer the
reader to [10]. Using the results of [10], one can see that both the coupled system and the
averaged equation are approximated uniformly in time by the Euler-Maruyama scheme.
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In Figure [I| we show that the method of averaging produces a UiT approximation to the
system —. The left hand plot indicates that the difference between the second
moment of X7 and the second moment of X;*¥ is bounded uniformly in time. [[T] The left
hand plot is for one value of €, and is indeed not surprising on its own for a system in which
the second moment is bounded uniformly in time itself. The middle plot indicates the
preservation of the convergence in €. Here, for each value of ¢, maximum of the differences
in second moment over the time. We have, then, that one statistic of the approximation
induced by the method of averaging stays uniformly close in time to the coupled system
seen in Example 8.1 and that this closeness increases as e decreases. In theory, the f
from Theorem needed to produce the second moment (i.e the quadratic f(z) = 2?)
is unbounded, meaning that the results in this paper, strictly speaking, do not apply. In
practice, however, this does not particularly pose a problem, since we discretise. Indeed,
because we discretise, the domain sampled is finite meaning the function is bounded. In
the right hand side plot one can see that this does generalise to the distribution, giving
indication that for any bounded statistic f, the bound in Theorem would hold. We
conclude that these results are in agreement with the theory developed in this paper. [
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FIGURE 1. Left. Plot of |E[X;"|" —E|X}

t = 103, with ¢ = 0.4. Middle. The maximum difference (over time) in
second moment, plotted against €. Plotted alongside a line of slope 1 for
comparison, which is what we expect from Theorem [3.2] Right. The dis-
tributions of X7 for different e values. Plotted alongside the distribution
of X% (in yellow), which is independent of ¢. These plots were produced
using the behaviour of 10° particles all initialised at 0, with € = 10~ and
At = 10773 for values m € {0,0.4,0.8,1.2,1.4,1.6,1.8,2,2.2}. All realisa-
tions were run for N = 10° steps (hence run until 7" = 107""?) and were
initialised at XY = X¥ = Y = 0.

|2 , plotted up until time

Now we introduce an example without corresponding numerics, to illustrate why we
believe that the semigroup derivatives in Assumption [A7] are important in obtaining UiT
bounds for averaging.

HwWe choose the second moment as the comparison statistic because of the Gaussian nature of the
considered processes, and because the first moment is trivial.
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Example 8.2.
AXE™ = = [/ 4 X0 e+ W, (129)
1 2
d}/te,m,y R [Ytﬁ,%y + Xteumﬂy] dt + £ dBt (130)
€ Ve
which yields
dX? = dB, (131)

where W,, B, B, are all Brownian motions independent of each other.

It is easy to see that Assumptions hold. However, Assumption [A6] does not
hold, and moreover the averaged semigroup is not SES in the sense of Assumption[A7] In
fact our method of proof would still work if the bound of the averaged semigroup deriva-
tives was merely integrable in time over the positive real line, but again this would not
hold, since the averaged equation ({131 is a brownian motion. Hence, this is an exam-
ple in which both the ‘fast’ and ‘slow’ equation are well-behaved but the corresponding
averaged equation is not so, and this rules out the possibility of a UiT bound under
our mechanism of proof. Indeed, the authors of this paper believe that conditions on
the averaged semigroup derivatives (or conditions that imply conditions on the averaged
semigroup derivatives) are necessary to obtain UiT convergence since they appear in f},
see . This example would satisfy the conditions of prior, non uniform-in-time results
(see e.g [29, Theorem 3.1.1]). That is, Assumption[A€] (or Assumption[A7) is the ‘further’
condition that we need in order to obtain a UiT bound. U

Now we introduce an example of a system that does not satisfy the conditions under
which we have proven the UiT bound, with numerical experiments similar to those in

Example 8.1}
Ezample 8.3 (Double Well). Consider the following coupled slow-fast system

dXtE,a:,y _ [Yteﬂc,y + Xf’z’y] dt + dW, (132)

1 2
L o - oja Y2an (133

d}/te,l?,y — \/—

and the associated averaged equation
AdX? = —X?dt + dB,, (134)

where W, B;, B; are all Brownian motions independent to each other. Note that, while
the above system satisfies [AT]A4] it does not satisfy Assumption [A5]

We use Euler-Maruyama, as in the previous example, to solve this system numerically.
Again, we can verify that Y, satisfies the conditions in |10, Hypothesis 3.1]. This is not
immediate, but one can utilise Proposition to obtain the semigroup derivative decay.
The resulting plots can be seen in Figure [2, and they were produced in the same way as
Figure From the plots in Figure [2al one might conjecture that there can indeed be
a similar UiT bound that holds when ¢ in is non-convex. That is, Assumption
may be sufficient rather than necessary (though, as discussed in the previous example, the
authors expect that decay of the derivatives of the semigroup in some form is necessary).
We note to the reader that we numerically solved the system for a shorter and shorter
time frame (see the caption of Figure [2| for details) as e decreased to allow for the finer
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discretisation needed, but that all distributions were checked to be in or very close to
equilibrium at the point of stopping.

Though not directly relevant to the existence of a UiT bound, we include Figure
as an example of a transition in the qualitative behaviour of the method of averaging as
€ varies. It is simply a restriction to the middle e-regime of Figure [2a. From the right
hand side plot, we see that for large € the settled distribution of the averaged equation
and the fully coupled system are qualitatively distinct; that is, they are single-modal and
bi-modal respectively. On the left hand side plot, it is clear that this is also a quantitative
difference, though it does also portray a smooth transition as the convergence in € is
shallower in this large € regime than in the small regime. While the order of convergence
is 1 as € — 0 (as we have proved in Theorem , the order of convergence may be far
slower if € is too large. Hence, it is important when using the method of averaging to
ensure that € is small enough that there is not such a qualitative difference between the
behaviour of the averaged equation and the coupled system. O

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

D. Crisan has been partially supported by European Research Council (ERC) Synergy
grant STUOD - DLV-856408. P. Dobson was partially supported by the project “Zigzag-
ging through computational barriers” with project number 016.Vidi.189.043, which is
financed by the Dutch Research Council (NWO). M. Ottobre has been supported by
the Leverhulme grant RPG-2020-095. 1. Souttar was supported by a MAC-MIGS CDT
Scholarship under EPSRC grant EP/S023291/1.

APPENDIX A. PROOFS
A.1. Proofs of Section [4l

Proof of Lemmal[{.1 The proof of this result can be found in |30, Lemma 3.6]. We observe
that Assumption implies |30, Assumption Ay| for every k& > 2 which is the main
assumption of [30, Lemma 3.6]. We include the calculation here to give an explicit form

of the constants Cj, and 7). The result holds for £ = 1 by Jensen’s inequality and the case
k = 2. Indeed,

!
E (1Y) < (B [[¥27P)) " < 2l + |2
2

Now let us consider the case k > 2. Assumption [A3] implies that the function V(y) =
ly[¥ is a Lyapunov function for the process Y,"¥ (see [30, Lemma 3.6] for details) in the
sense that for all z € R",y € R?

LV (y) < —krily|* + Cikly|* (135)
< Ky poc, (2O ZDY T (136)
2 k?’k

To obtain the last inequality we have used Young’s inequality.
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produced using the behaviour of 10° particles, with ¢ = 10~ and At = 1073 for values
m € {1.,1.28,1.56,1.83,2.11,2.39,2.67,2.94,3.22,3.5}. All realisations were run for N = 10°
steps (hence run until 7 = 107™"3) and were initialised at X7 = X¢ = Y;*Y = 0. The
authors checked that the distributions had reached equilibrium for all values of e.
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(B) Left. The maximum difference in second moment, plotted against e. Plotted alongside
a line of slope 1 for comparison. The red-dashed lines indicate points at which the coupled
system is clearly bimodal (right) and clearly single-modal (left). Right. The distributions
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FIGURE 2
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Then, using the positivity of Markov semigroups, we have

k—2

d 1 2CL(E—2)\ =

E@WWHW@»=gmwmw»+WﬁvwwW”S2@(_%?—l> o
k

We can then integrate and obtain

k—2
. . ke ACK (2Ck(k—2)\ =
B (1Y) = RV(s) < i) + o (2

O

Proof of Proposition[{.3 Using [32, Theorem 2.5, which holds under our Assumptions
and [A3] we obtain for some C' = C(z),c = c¢(x). What we need within our scheme
of proof, is that C'(x) and ¢(x) are uniformly bounded above and below respectively. To
prove this fact, we will show that the conditions of [32, Theorem 2.5] hold uniformly
in z. In particular, in [32, Theorem 2.5], the authors require two conditions to hold: a
Minorisation condition, and a Lyapunov condition. For the readers convenience we gather
these two conditions and then write a modified Minorisation condition, which we will use
for our proof.

Assumption A9 (Minorisation condition). Let Y;"¥ be the process with semigroup
{P/}i=0 and transition probability denoted by P (y,A) = (Pf14) (y), where A € B(RY)
and B(R?) denotes the Borel sets of R%. For all fized compact sets U € B(R?), there exist
1, T > 0 independent of v € R™ such that

Pi(y, A) > nANANU) VYAcBRY,ycU.

where \ denotes the Lebesque measure on RY.

Assumption A10 (Lyapunov Condition). There is a function V : R? — [1,00), with
lim, o V(y) = 00, and real numbers a,d € (0,00), independent of x, such that

LV (y) < —aV(y) +d,
where L is the generator for the process outlined in .

Assumption is exactly [32, Assumption 2.4]. Assumption implies the conclusion
of [32, Lemma 2.3|, with v(A) = A(ANU). Now we write a modified Minorisation condition
that implies Assumption [A9]in our setting.

Assumption A11 (Minorisation condition I). Let Y;*¥ be the process with semigroup
{PF}is0 and density pf(y,y') such that P7(y, A) = [, pf(y,y')dy’. For all fired compact
sets U € B(RY), y € U and T > 0, there exists n(y) > 0 independent of x € R™ such that

inf inf p7.(y,y') > n(y).
x€eR™ y’eU

Indeed, if Assumption holds, then we have, for each A € B(R?), y € U and x € R"

Pr(y, A) Z/Ap%(y,y’)dz/Z/A Py, y)dy = n(y)AMANT).

nu

Since U is a compact subset of RY, n = inf, 7 7(y) > 0 and so we have that Assump-
tion implies Assumption [A9 Hence, if we show that both Assumption and
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Assumption hold uniformly in x € R”, then we are done. The Lyapunov condition
stated in Assumption is uniform in = and follows directly from Assumption [A3] with
V(y) = |y|* for any k > 0, see the proof of Lemma . The remaining problem is in
verifying Assumption

We prove that Assumption [ATI] holds uniformly in z by contradiction. Suppose that
there exists a compact set U € B(Rd), a point y € U, and a time T > 0 (which from
this point onwards we fix) such that inf,cgn inf, g p%(y,y’ ) = 0. That is, there exists a
sequence (z,,)9°,; such that

inf p7*(y,y') =0, asn — oo. (137)
Yy rel

We will arrive at a contradiction by first considering a process whose coefficients are
the limit of a subsequence of the coefficients corresponding to the sequence of processes
(Y;"¥)>° |5 in particular we will show that the limiting process still satisfies uniform
ellipticity and so has strictly positive density. This strict positivity will contrast the limit
of the densities necessarily being not strictly positive, and we will argue that these two
densities must agree; hence a contradiction.

We first consider the sequence of drift coefficients (g™ (2))%,, as functions of z € R%
This sequence is pointwise bounded due to Assumption m -, and equicontinuous
when restricted to compact sets by local lipschitzianity. Hence, by Arzela-Ascoli (see
e.g [44]) we have a subsequence of drifts (g“(2))22; which converges locally uniformly
to a function g*(z). Similarly, we take a further subsequence to obtain local uniform
convergence of the sequence of diffusion coefficients (a*"x(z))%2; to some a*(z). Note that
a*(z) still satisfies Assumption . Now, we consider the R%valued process defined by

AV = g"(Y)dt + v 2a* (V) dW,

with corresponding generator

(L*h)(y) = 9" (y) - Vyh(y) + a*(y)a*(y)" : Hess,h(y).

By the ellipticity of a*(2), the density p4(y, z) associated with the process V;Y at time
t =T is strictly positive everywhere; that is

pr(y,z) >0, forall z € R, (138)

Now, we consider the sequence of the continuous densities (py* (y, 2))32, (densities of
the process Yf”’“y) as functions of z € R? This sequence is uniformly bounded and
equicontinuous when restricted to compact sets (uniform boundedness follows from [5,
Theorem 7.3.3] equicontinuity follows from the fact that the derivative is uniformly locally
bounded using [5, Theorem 6.4.5], where we use that the density is uniformly bounded,
which itself is from [5, Theorem 7.3.3]). Hence, we take a subsequence that converges
locally uniformly to some density pr(y, z). By (137)), and since U is compact, we have
inf, e py(y,y’) = 0; this infimum is attained at some yo € U, i.e pr(y,y0) = 0. By
this and (138)), we have a contradiction (and thus the proof is complete) if we can show
pr(y,) = pr(y, ) To do thls we consider the semigroup associated with the density

Pr(y. 9). e Prf(y) = Juu F@)br(y,§)dy. For f € CZ(R?) we have
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P f () — P ()] = \ | e = eype ) s

(Pi_s (97" = 97) 0, P f) (y)|ds (139)

ds.

PT s Az]n - A:]) ayz'yjp:nf) (y)

i,7=1

From [31}, Theorem 6.1.7] (or also from our own results), we have that [|0y, P f|loo, [|0ysy, P flloe <
oo. Indeed, since the hypotheses of [31, Theorem 6.1.7] hold for us uniformly in z € R"
(for details of this verification, see the proof of Theorem above), we have

104, Py flloo 4+ 110y:, P flloo < C,
for some C' > 0 independent of n. Then, by ({139)

Pof(y) — P f \<CZ/ (Pi_. gt — 02) | (v
+(JZ/ (Pr_| Az — A

i,7=1

) (y)ds.

By Assumption [AT][C3][C4]] and Lemma [4.1] we can use the DCT to take the limit inside
both the time integral and the integral implied by the semigroup. This yields

Prf(y) — P f(y)] — 0

as n — co. Then Pif(y) = Prf(y) (for every f € C? and, by density, for every f € C3),
and so in particular 0 < ph(y,v0) = pr(y,v) = 0. This is a contradiction. Thus,
Assumption holds uniformly in .

Hence, both Assumption and Assumption hold independent of z, and this
entails that all constants in the proof of |32, Theorem 2.5] are independent of z, and we
have the result as required. O

Proof of Proposition[{.5 We first prove , before we explain how to adapt the proof
to obtain (53)). Fix 1) € Poly,, ., and set ff (y) = PFY*(y). Define the function

Z’ayzft ?+m Z|8ylaygft |+ 72 Z 1Oy 7 2+ 73 Z |0y e S .

1,j=1 i,5,k=1 1,5,k 0=1

Here v, 72,73 are positive constants which will be chosen later in the proof. If we show
that

then by Gronwall’s inequality we have

P I(fS) < e FT(f7). (141)
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By Lemma we have

/

BE(U A []™ + Jy[™) <14 [af™ + [y™

my

Since T'(fo) < (d+ nd® +y2d® +v3d*) | |am, m, (1 4 [2[™ + [y[™v) and using the posi-
tivity of Markov semigroups we have

Crn
PIT(fo) < lam,.m, (d +71d® + yod® + y3d*) (1 + [2[™= + |y[™ + - y) :

my

Therefore taking s =t in ((141)) we have

Cr
D) < [Wlamym, (d+ Y1d* + Yod® + yzdt)e (1 + 2| + |y + " y) :

my

Thus holds for K > 0. It remains to prove (140), note that (140) follows (see |11,
Proposition 3.4] for details) provided there exists x > 0 with

(0 — L7YD(fT) < —wD(7). (142)
We prove that holds by expanding each term in I' and using Young’s inequality,
ellipticity and Assumption . Since the left hand side of involves the generator £
applied to ['(f}) we expect derivatives up to order 6 of f to appear. However the 6-th
order derivatives cancel and we see that the 5-th order derivatives appear with a minus
sign and hence can be bounded above by zero.
Let us first consider the first order derivative terms

Mm

(0 = L7)(10,, £ 7)) = 200y, (L7 f7))(0y, £7) — 2(£70,, £7) 9y, fF) ), VyOy fi)*.

(143)

J=1

Here a’(x) denotes the j-th column of a(z). Observe that since the diffusion coefficient a
is independent of y we can write

Oy Lf = L70y, ] = (Oy,9(x), Vy [T). (144)
Substituting (144) into (143]) we have

(0 = £5)(0, J71%) = 2(0,,9(2), Vy JE) 0, 1) = Y (0’ (2), V7,0, 1)

J=1
Summing over ¢ we have
d

Z(at - Ex)(‘ayiftxm = 2(8 9(@), yft ZZ ),V ayzft) :

=1 i=1 j=1

Next consider the second order derivatives

U

(at - ﬁx)(myiayjfﬂQ) = 2(8yiayj‘cxff)(ayiayjff) - 2(‘6368%8 ft ayz Z vyayiayjftm)z

k=1
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Using that £* is given by we have

Oy 0y, L7 = L70y,0y, i = (0,0y,9(x), Vy [) + (0,9(x), V 0y, [7) + (9y,9(2), 0y, Vy [F).-

(145)
Here 0,,V, is meant component wise, i.e. 9,,V, f{ is a vector whose j-th entry is 9,,0,, f{.
Note that
d
Z(ﬁng(a?), ayivyff)(ayiayjff) = (vyayiftx)T(Vyg(m))(Vyayiff)-
j=1

Then using Young’s inequality and the ellipticity assumption, Assumption [A2] we have
for any 1y > 0 which will be chosen later

d

Z(at - £m)<|ayzayjftx| ) <

3,j=1

'M:“

v0(0y,0y,9(2), Vy f7)* + v51(0,,0,, 1)

1

.

N

(Vy0y. [ ) ( (@)(vyayiftz) — A

1

M:“
™M=
<

Q.v

S

h

%

Similarly for the third order derivatives,

d d d d
Z (at - Em)<|ayi,yj:ykftx‘2) = Z 2([ayi»yj7yk7 ]ft ) YiYs> ykft Z Z a 7vya ivijykftx)2
ij,k=1 ij,k=1 ij,k=1 £=1
d
=2 Z ((ayi,yj,ykg(x)a V1) 4 3(0y;9(x), VO, fi7) + 3(9y,9(x), Vaijykftx)) (O f1)
J,k=1
d

Z a 7vyayv:7yj:ykftr>2'

Using Young’s inequality and ellipticity we have for any 14,5 > 0 to be chosen later

d
Z (@ = L7)(10y,.5, 0. F71%)
ivj k=
d
Z By, s 0 9(T), V4 (!
d

d
Z 100y an ST (Vyg(@)) (V0,0 ) = A= D> (VyOyyan ).

i,5,k=1

+ 3”2_1)<8yi:ijykftm)2 + 3V2(ayi7ng(‘r)7 vaykftgﬁ)2
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Similarly,

d

d
Y O =LYy ) = D 2By e L) By e 1)
i,Gk =1 irg k=1
d

- Z (ap’ vyaymyj,ymyzftx)z

W4k, p=1

d
=2 Z (O e 9(2), V) 4 40y 0. 9(2), V Oy, [77) + 6(y, 4,9(2), VOy, 4, [}
ij k=1
d
+49,,9(x), Vaijyk,yefiﬂ Oy e fi) — Z (a”, Vyayi,yj,y/c,ysz,gc)2
4,7,k £,p=1

Using Young’s inequality and ellipticity once more we have

d
> 0= L0y, e ST
ig,k =1
d

< Z (V3(6yi,yj,yk,yzg<$> VP A+ (i 4+ 6”51)(ay¢,yj,yk,yeff)2

i,k =1
+ 4V4<ay¢,yjyyk9(x) : Vayeftm)2 + 6V5<ay¢,ng(x) ) Vayk,yeftxf)

d

d
+ 8 Z (0y.9(x) - VOy, e [ ) Oy e 1) — A Z (vyayi,yj,ykvyzftx)Q

ivjvkvgzl i7j7k7£:1
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Combining these terms we have

(0 = £0(f7) < 2V f7) Vg (@) (Vo f7) = A= Y (Y40, fi)?

d
+ Z ’ylVO(ayiang(x% Vyftx)Q + Vly(;l(ayiayjftx>2

4,j=1

d d
+4> (V0 5 (Vyg(@) (V0 f7) = A= Y n(Vy0,,0,, 1)
i=1 ij=1
d
+ Z 72V1(ayi,yj,ykg($)> vftz>2 + 72(Vfl + 3”271)(8%,%7%]?)2 + 372V2(8yi7ng(x)7 vaykftgﬁ)2

i k=1

d
+ Z 726<vyaijykftx)T(vyg<x>>(Vaijykft — Y2A- Z Dy,.;, ykft

jk*l i,5,k=1

+ Z (731/3 oo anewed () VI (vt + vyt +605) 0y e fi)?
.5,k =1
+ 4’/473(8% Yi ykg(x)v vayeftx)2 + 6’73V5(ayi,ng<x)7 vayk,yeflfx)2>
d

+8 Z V3(0y:9(2), V Oy, o [17) Oy i 1) — V3A- Z (vyayi,yj,yk,yzftx)?

bk t=1 .k 0=1
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Rearranging and bounding the fifth order derivative terms by zero we have

(O = LOT(fF) < 2(Vyff )Tvyg (Vo ff) + Z Y1v0(0 (@), Vyff )?
7,0=1
d d
+ Z 72V1(ayi,yj:ykg( ) Vft Z V3Vs ayz Y5 Yk yeg( ) Vftx>2
ijk—l 2,9,k 0=1
— A\ Z (V0 f7)* + Zm (0, 0y, 17) +4Z% (Vy0y )T (Vy9(2)) (V0 f7)
7,7=1
+3 Z Y22(0y, y,9(), Vo, f7)? Z 41730y, ,0.9(@), Vo, fi)?
3,5,k=1 2,7,k 0=1
d d
— NA- Z '71(vyayiay]ftgc)2 + Z Yo (vt + 3”2_1)(ayi,ijykftz)2
i,j=1 i4,k=1
d
+ Z 726(vy8yj,ykff)T(vyg($))( Y; i)+ Z 67305(0y;, y; 9 g9(x), vayk,yeftw)Q
j,k=1 1,5,k ,0=1

— 2 Z Oyoyyn St ) + 73(’/3_1 + 4’/4_]L + 6”51)(8yi,yj,yk,ysz)2
’L_]k 1

+8 Z 15V, e f) T (Vy9(2)) (V0 1.0 7).

2,5,k 0=1

By making the choice

Vo = Cl/%, V= C2/72,V3 = C3/73

71(1 . Y2
5 vy = 273(2, 5 = 273C

C1/\ Yo = ,YM_ V3 = 72)\_
’ Gl oY Gl 8 G 129G

Vg — —
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we obtain
(0 = LOL(ST) < 2(Vyff )Tvyg (Vyff) + ZCl ),V ft)
2,7=1
d d
+ Z CQ(ayi,yj,ykg(x)vvff)Q + Z §3(ayi7yj,yk,yzg(37)vvftx>2
i,j,k=1 i,k =1
d
+ 4 (V0 1) (Vyg(2)) (V4 0y, f7)
i=1
J J (146)
+ Z 271C1(ayi7ng(x)avaykftx)Q+ Z 262710y ;..9(@), vayeftx)Q
i,j, k=1 i,j,k, =1
d d
+ Z 726(Vyayj,ykftx)T(vyg(37))(vayj,ykftx) + Z 3’72(1( vy 9 (x)vvayk,yzftx>2
jk—l ik, 0=1

+8 Z (V3B )T (V4 9(2)) (VD 40 17).

,5,k,4=1

Now by applying we have

d d
(O — LOT(fF) < =KIV I =26 VY0, f71P =36 Y 72IV, 0y, 4 i

i=1 Gok=1

d
— 4K Z ’YSIVyayj,yk,yeftx‘Q

i7j’k:’£:1

< —rT(ff).

Therefore (140]) holds.
Let us now explain how to prove . We set 79 = 73 = 0 in the above argument,
which leads to ((146) becoming

(0 = LOT(SfF) < 2(Vy ff )Tvyg (Vyff) + Z G0 Vi f¢ )

i,5=1

d
+4 Z " (Vyayiff)T(vyg(x))(vyayiff)
i=1

d
+ Z 271C1<8yi,ng(x)7vaykfép)Q'

i k=1
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Therefore, applying (55), for any m,, m, > 0 and ¢ € C%*(R™ x R?) with [t)]3_ m, < 00
and for all x € R",y € R? we have

d d
Z|8yiptx¢m(y)‘2 + Z |ay¢ayjptx¢w(y)|2
i=1

ij=1

/
7n?’?’L

a,
< max{(GA) V2 1 (44 VO ) [ m e (1 T Jaf™ + gl + ) ,

and so holds.

A.2. Proofs of Section [5| Before we prove Lemma [5.1] we give two preliminary lemmas.
The lemma below is a specific case of [37, Note 3.1].

Lemma A.1. Let ([T, 00),\) be the truncated real line (for some T € R) equipped with
the Lebesgue measure, (RY, 1) be Euclidean space equipped with some measure i and f
[0,00) x RY — R a positive function. Suppose

F(y) = /TOO f(s,y)ds < oo p-a.e

and
/ (/00 f(s,y)ds) du(y) < oo for some m > 1.
T
Then
[ ([ stsas) ani < ( L7 ([ et ) ds
Proof. We refer the reader to |37, Note 3.1]. O

In Lemma we will prove that under certain conditions the solution to the Poisson
equation, , is given by . The following is a slight generalisation of |6, Corollary
3.10], but less general than Proposition 3.21 from the same paper.

Lemma A.2. Let ¢ : R" x RY — R be such that for each v € R™ y s ¢ (y) € L* (). If

/ | PSp — &HLQ(M)CZS < 00,
0

then the function u defined in is a classical solution to the Poisson equation @

Proof. Fix x € R™. As argued in [6, Section 3], it is sufficient to show that for u®7 defined
by we have u®T — u® as T — oo in L?(u®), as this implies that u® is a solution of
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L7u*(y) = ¢° — (). Using Lemma ,

e [/ (/TOO@?&)(Z/) - &(x)dS)Q dm(yJ |
< /Too (/|P;¢x(y>_d)(w)’Qdﬂx(y))éds

Taking T' — oo concludes the proof. Smoothness follows by ellipticity. Indeed, by consid-
ering the PDE Lu® = ¢® — ¢(x) restricted to a ball, one can use standard results to obtain
smoothness. This is done in [38, Theorem 1], where we make the observation that since
we are restricting to a ball, our coefficients satisfy their conditions. Assume, conversely,

that £L*u® = ¢® — ¢(z) with [u®du® = 0. Then

t t t t
Pru® —u® = / OsPPu®ds = / LEPIu®ds = / PYLYu ds = / P¢" — ¢(x)ds.
0 0

0 0
From Proposition , we have that lim; o Pfu® = [ u*dp” = 0 then we have

o0
ut = —/ (Pre¢® — ¢(x)) ds,
0
so that the solution is unique in the class L?(u®) when restricted to mean-zero functions.

O

An alternative proof to Lemma can be obtained by using the methods in [6], in
particular by combining [6, Section 5.5], [6, Remark 5.7] and [6, Proposition 3.21].

Proof of Lemma[5.1]. Tt is sufficient to show that the conditions of Lemma hold. To
see this, we use to write

1
2

10z = s = [ [ 1Pz ) = boPutan| " as

2

< [T ceriapne s lpmntan] as
0
Then we use from Lemma
/ | P2¢"™ — " || r2(uyds < C(1+ |x!m2)/ e~ “ds < oo.
0 0

Hence Lemma [A.2] holds and we conclude.
]

Proof of Lemma[5.4. This is a method of proof seen in the literature elsewhere (see e.g
[14]) so we only sketch it. We write

| (PF9") (y) — (PFo7) (y)IZ/ 0y (P ") (y)du:/ (L°P7¢") (y)du.
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Now we use Assumption ([C3Ji[C4]) and Proposition [4.5| to have

[(PE6) () = (PE67) (] < Clolamm, [ (14 10178) (Lt el +1ol™) e du

t
+ Clotamm, [ (4Ll + ™)

< Clblamym, (14 [y™ ™ 4 [y + |z[*=) (e — e),

Taking t — oo on both sides concludes (82)). Here we use Assumptionto apply Lemma
so that (PF¢") (y) — p*(¢*). Integrating over s yields (83]). O

Proof of Proposition[5.5 This proof will follow a similar outline to the proof of Proposi-
tion , and in the same way we will consider increments he; where e; is the j element of
the standard basis of R”. We begin by showing and some preliminary bounds, before
outlining the steps to proving the continuity and the second z-derivative representations

and . We use to write

ore
0y, (0 P& (y)) = 0, PF0,,67(y / 9, [ e P;st] (ds.  (148)

Similarly,

0y, Oy, (02, P 9" (y)) = 0y, 0y, P 000" (y P oz, PIo" | (y)ds. (149)
Addressing the first terms of (148)) and - we have that, from Proposition since
’axlgb 2,mz,my S H¢H4,mz,mya

‘8yj‘Ptmall'i¢z(y)| + ‘ayjyth””@zigf)m( )‘ < C”¢||4m m, e_Ct(l + y™ + |z|™=). (150)

Addressing the integral terms in and - we have using Proposition (we
bound J,, %‘; Pfo® and 0y, a o by taking the limit of (65]) and (66 as h — O) again,

that
! P oL” T T
‘/ayj[tsa Ps¢:|(y)d8
0
t
S/ C‘¢|4’mz7myefc(tfs)efcs(1+ ‘y’max{ng,ngrmy}_’_‘x’2mz)d8 (151)
0
< Ol amym, e (L+ [y + |2[™).
as well as
' pP* a£$ T 1T —ct M 2m
i Oy | P o, Pio*| (y)ds| < Clolam,m,te” (1 + [y[™ + [z]7"). (152)

Now we put (150), (151) and (152) together with (148) and (149) to write
10y, (02, PFS™ ()] + |9y (0 PES" @))] < CLA+ )|l am, m, e (1 + [y™ + [,

which implies the required inequality (84). Now we show that 8, (0,, PF¢"(y)) and
0y, 0y, (02, P9 (y)) are continuous in x. In order to see this, notice that we can extend
the result (7) from Proposmonto all 9 € C*(R" x RY) with [¢)]g m, m, < 00 by taking a
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w—)O

as k — oo. Indeed, using the DCT (justified by the uniform bound obtained from Propo—
sition concludes that we can extend (i) from Proposition 5.2} Next, use this along
with the DCT (justified by the uniform bounds ((151]) and (152))) to obtam that (148)) and
(149) are continuous in x as required. This concludes the proof of (i). We move on to
proving some preliminary bounds that will be useful for proving (7i). First, similarly to

©7.
2L

Or;x;

sequence ¢y € Polymmmy that converges pointwise to ¢ and such that |¢) — ¢y,

|2m STy

d
ngbm ‘ Z ‘am m]gk r,y ayszJD x(y>‘ + Z ‘aﬂﬂz%A(‘r kl YrYi s¢m( )|
Rzl (153)

< Clolamyam, e (L4 [y* + |a™).
We also have, by direct calculation and

(9£ d d
‘ S0 P 0" (y )‘ = [00.9i(2,9)0y, 00, PLS" ()| + D |02, A(2) 150y, 00, PL S (y)]
Ty j=1 7,k=1

< Ol @llm,m, e (L + [y || ).

(154)
Finally, with and (154)) we have
oL oL . oL v
S Pr ) + G0, PO ) + G 0PIy >'
oL L |oer L |oer (155)
< X T X LT X [T

< Clgllam, m,e” (1 + IyIM vy |56|4m””)-

Now we outline the strategy of proof for (i), making the note similarly to at the start of
the proof of Proposition that here and throughout h is in fact he;.

e Step 1: Define the difference quotient

q{b B (y) = Oa; (Ptz+h¢x+h) (yh> — 0p, (PFO") (y) (156)

and obtain the representation formula

o t oLt . 1 /oLsth oL®
—h,¢ x =h,¢” T h,o - T T
) = e+ [ r S+ (B -5 o)

; (u) 0, (Pr+hge+h) <y>] ds.

(157)

h

e Step 2: Let h — 0 in (I57)) to obtain (85)), and prove the continuity of the LHS of
(85)-
e Step 3: Let t — o0 in to obtain . The bound is then a consequence

of (5.

e Step 4: Integrate &W (PF¢") (y) — Oy, 14* (%) with respect to ¢ using the repre-
sentation formulas (85 . to obtain (42)).
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Step 1: We differentiate ((156)) in time using the formulas from Proposition to get

a 4l¢z — l oL+ Pa:—f—h T+h £x+ha Px—f—h z+h
oL” T | x T |
i (Gorrory+ o o) )
8£m+h P15x+h¢x+h o Ptx¢m 1 aEerh oLe P
- O ( h )<y)+z(8xz 8:@) r o)

+ (#) axl (Ptx+h¢x+h> (y>

h

which, using (156]) and recalling the definition of qr ‘z)x(y) from (68), gives us

o oL=h . 1 /oLt oL®
0a ) = 25—+ (% - G ) o)

+ (u) On, (PF6") (y) + L73 (y).

h

Using variation of constants we get ({157]).
Step 2: We let h — 0 in a very similar way to the proof of Proposition
Lim g (y)
h—
t 02L” oL” oLr
= (P80 ¢° e 9, (PT" S0, (PE6%) (y)] d
(Fro.a o)+ [ PG5 Prort) + G, (Pret) )+ G0 (Pro) ()] ds

to conclude . Indeed, to take h — 0 we get pointwise convergence under the integral by

the smoothness of our coefficients, and the continuity in = of 9, PY¢*(y), 0y, PL 0" (y), 0y, 0r, Py

Tj~ s

and 0,y 0., PY¢"(y), and then use the DCT.

We use ) with to prove continuity in x of 0y, (Pf¢%) (y). Indeed, this is the
uniform bound needed to apply the DCT along with the smoothness of our coefficients as
well as the continuity in x of 9y, P (), Oy,y, PY 0" (y), 0,02, PY " (y) and 0y, Or, P " (y).
Hence, we have continuity.

Step 3: To let t — oo in , we must justify the use of the DCT as we had to in
the proof of Proposition . Letting t — oo in the first term of is straightforward
from Proposition [4.3] With respect to the second addend, it is very similar to the same
limit for the second addend of in the proof of Proposition . This time, we use
to justify the use of the DCT to pass the limit inside the time integral. Therefore,
we have proved that the RHS of tends to the RHS of as t — oco. As in Step 3
in the proof of Proposition [5.2, we now wish to do the same for the LHS which involves

“(y)
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exchanging the limit £ — oo with the derivative 0,,,,. We have
gg@WAHWﬂ@»—@WU¥WMw

/‘AJ?QZ?W@ aﬁafﬂ%) %ﬁ@ﬂfﬂﬂu%mw

03:Z~:1:j 8 Tt s
¢ 0?2 L” 8£$ oL
/O t—s |:81E12L‘j s ¢ (y> axj 830] s ( ) + 81’2 axz s ( ):| S

t 2 rx T T
+A(w—mg{aﬁpwra£apﬁr8£apfﬂd

Ox;x; Ox; 7% Ox; " °
=7
o 0*L* 85”3 oL*
+Z‘”<m” SOt Gy Ot O T O )S
::II

We now show that each of the addends in the above converge to zero locally uniformly
in z and y. As for this stage of the proof Proposition [5.2] the claim is trivial for the first
term, since by Proposition

(P 00,0,0") (4) = 1" (O, ") < Clld Ny m, e (L + [yl™ +|2[™=)  (158)

If we show the following bounds, the proof is concluded by integrating in ¢:
1< Ol llagm, m, e (L [y M55 4 | 7), (159)
111 < Clldlam, m, e (1 + [a]*™), (160)

Now we proceed with proving . With we write
t
1] < /0 Cll@llam,m, e (1 + (1" = PE) (™) (y) + |2 =) ds.
Now we use Proposition [4.3] to write
11 [ Ol m, (0 57+ ol ™)
< CJl¢llamym, (14 [y + [z|*m).

and so ([159)) is shown. Now we show ({160]). By (155)) and subsequently from Lemma
4.1 we have

|II’ S H¢H47mwmy\/ /d |:Oe_CS(1 + |y|M5+mZ + ’$‘4mz):| u:(}(dy)ds
t R

< ||¢||47mzvmy/ 06—68(1 4 |33|4m’“')d8
t
S C”¢H4,mz’myeict<1 _|_ ’x|4mz)’
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so that (160]) is shown. Hence, with (158) (159) and (160)), and subsequently Proposition
(4.3 we have

Ore, (PF6") () — lim Oy, (PF67) (0)]

< Ol6llssmmye (1 + g™ + [2]™)
OBl my e (L [y M55 4 2]
< Ol mye™ (1 + M5+ + |af )

for some constants C,c. Hence, the convergence is locally uniform and we have that

limy o0 Or,e; (PEO) ( ): 12, 117 (¢7). Hence holds. Now we show (81). Using
of Lemma u . , and the assumption that ¢ € Poly,,, ., we have

By, 17(6%)] < ) / Or., & ()1 (dy)

/ / 0?L" oL” oLr
Rd | OT;L

PEo™(y) + ——0u, PI0"(y) + =02, P70 (y) | 1 (dy)ds
< Cllollam,m, (1 + [z[™)

a Zj" s a Tit s
ol [ [ et L e s
Now we use . ) from Lemma again to obtain

/ / Ce(1 + [y M5+ 1 [ ) (dy)ds < / Ce(1 + || ds
0 R4 0
< C(1+ |z|'™)

(161)

so that we have shown

m]/cb “(dy)

which proves . Since the convergence as t — oo is locally uniform, we also have
continuity of Og,.; 1" (¢").

Step 4: We proceed in a similar vein to the proof of Proposition 5.2l We note that the
expression we wish to control is

0, [ B - () dt\ _

This means that we have, using (161)),

Ouy [ B [1(67) — 05017 dt'

< Cllollam,m, (1 +[2|""=),

n

2.

4,7=0

<3 / By, 17(8) — Oy, (PEGF) (9)

2,7=0
< CllBllamym, (1 + y[MFm5 4 |z,

and so the proof is complete. O
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A.3. Proofs of Section [6l

Proof of Lemmal[6.9 Let Vi(x) = ].7:\‘{’”3 and V(y) = |y|* for some k > 0. Using Assump-
tion , and , there exist 7, C’, 7, C}. > 0 such that
Ci

(L)) < V(@) + 0, (85)) < () +

By the same argument as in the proof of Lemma this gives
7’ T
Hence, taking V(z,y) = Vi(x) + Va(y), using with € < 1 we can conclude (103). O
A.4. Proofs of Section [Tl

Proof of Proposition|[7.3. Observe that Proposition follows from Theorem [7.1] pro-
vided the conditions of Theorem hold. Therefore, it is sufficient to verify —.
First, we will find a polynomial ]:Z(x) that satisfies . Then we will find the polynomial
R(z) that satisfies (105). Finally, we will verify that these polynomials satisfy (107).

We write the LHS of , using with ¢ = b;, as

> 0B 066 = (Z axibﬂy)@@) e ([T (5 (e ) as) s

PVi(z,y) < e "Vi(z) + PVa(y) < e ='Va(y) + (162)

ij=1 ij=1 ij=1
T
(163)
Now we bound I from ([163)). We have that
<> A s (PI07) ) ds| 1€l1S;] (164)

1,j=1

and

< (oL (< -

/0 /f< o (be?))ds < / u (Z\axigk@,y)aykpfbﬁw\+Z|axiA<m>maykylP:bi<y>|> ds
k=1 k=1

Using Assumption and (|147) from Proposition (with ¢ = b, since = b; €
CY?(R" x R?) with |bjl2,mb mp < 00 by Assumption [C1]) we write

d
Z |8’M9k<xa ?/)aykpfb;}(y”

k=1
C/
< Doe ™™ blamrms Ey (1 -+ [y]™) (1 ™ ™ —7"8)
ms
o (165)
S Doeil{t’b‘zmmmg[(g 1+ |x‘m7 + |y’m8 + T/ms
ms

Cl
+MM+MWMW+MWW+%%W4

Timg
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and similarly

c,
> 1 A P2 < Do (1l b+ ) e
k=1 ms

Using ((165)), (166)) and Proposition ,
207
(K, + K4) (1+ : 8)

* oL* Dy
PrbY) | ds| < —|bl2msm
/(; ,U <ax ( )> ‘ P ‘ ’27 7,ms8 T

/ / / !
707718-1-77%9 T'mg 7nms ng

O/
+ (Kg + K4+ K, T}“@) |

mg

so that, using ((164)),

D 207
11 006 2 e | 5, ) (142572 )

mg

C/ C/ C/ C/
+Kg< /m8+m9 /m9 + /mS /mg) (167>
Tmermg ng rmg rmg
C/
+ (Kg+KA+Kg ,m*’) |lz|™7 |
ng
By (33), (T63) and (I67), (106) holds with
~ Kin?
Rl) = = (601 + ol + ™+ o) + 2. (168)

The cases where at least one of m7, mg, and mg are equal to 0 follows with the same R(x)
from the subsequent simplified version of (167)), where we recall that we define % = 0.
0
Now we move onto showing (105]). From (86|, we have that
a Ti~ s

2 rx
o0°L )ds
II s

< |\ (O, 0x, b5 Poi | +

< o)+ [ (|55

We consider the first addend of the right hand side of the above, using the bounds on b
outlined in Assumption [AGl and Lemma

oL”
PZ‘ X
4]0,

+ ﬂ) < C(1+|z|™s). (169)

me

\m%&mﬁﬂsnmwﬁmmmm(rwﬂm

Here C is a generic constant which may change line by line and is independent of x €
R”, 3y € R? but may depend on norms of the coefficients. Considering the first term of II,
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similarly to the term I,

[e’e) aQﬁ:c
/0 : (‘3%% ok

Now, we consider the second term of II. Making the observation that 8‘;_ is a second
order differential operator in the y variable, we need a bound on the terms 9,,0,, PFby and
Oy,y 0w, PFOE. For these term, we recall the formulae (148 - -, setting ¢>””( ) = bk(:z: Y).
Notice ﬁrst that by Assumptlon AN [CT]} [0s,bk|2msme < oo for all i € {1,...,d}, and
hence applying the semigroup derivative estimates to this term is immediate. For the

next, we wish to apply to %ﬁj Prby. To this end, we write the following bound
oL* oL
}

G Oy g PV
< G (Lt [y g™ [y o)
< G (1 fal ™) (1 e o [yl
meaning we can use Proposition [4.5 with ¢ = ‘%fc PZb? to obtain
oL oL )

Oy, P PIbp|, |0y P —— P by,
< e (1 [a™) (1 4+ 7™ 4[]+ )

Yi+ t—s a YjYk " t—s a
By differentiating (61)) twice, using Proposition [4.5 with ¢ = 0,,,,bf for the first addend
and integrating (171]) for the second, we have

max{|0y, 0, PbE|

) ds < C(1+|z|™) (170)

max{ |0 Pby

Y

max{

(171)

L PRBE|Y < K™ (14 [y|™ + [2[™)
+ Cse™ (L [ ™) (L4 [y ™7+ 4 [y |2+ m)

Yjyt

so, using Lemma [4.1]

o0 oL* -
/0 T ('8 0., P by,

Now we can use (169),(L70) and (172) to write
Oz, bi ()] < C(1L+ [2]™ + [ + |2]™)
so that ((105)) holds, with

> ds < C(1 4+ |z|™ + |z|™). (172)

R(z) = C(1+ |z|™ + |z|™ + |z|™). (173)
We conclude ((107) with L = ¢/ C' by using (168), (173]) and Assumption O
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