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STOCHASTIC ESTIMATES FOR THE THIN-FILM EQUATION
WITH THERMAL NOISE

RISHABH S. GVALANI AND MARKUS TEMPELMAYR

ABSTRACT. We construct and derive uniform stochastic estimates on the renor-
malised model for a class of fourth-order conservative quasilinear singular SPDEs
in arbitrary dimension d > 1 and in the full subcritical regime of noise regularity.
The prototype of the class of equations we study is the so-called thin-film equation
with thermal noise, also commonly referred to in the literature as the stochastic
thin-film equation. We derive an explicit expression for the form of the counterterm
as a function of the film mobility which is in surprising agreement with the form
conjectured in [GGKO22, Remark 9.1].

CONTENTS
1. Introduction 1
1.1.  Outline of the paper 4
2. Set up and main result 5
2.1.  Ansatz for the counterterm )
2.2.  The centered model 9
2.3. Main result 16
2.4. Analysis of the counterterm 18
3. Proof of Theorem 2.12 21
3.1. Strategy of the proof 21
3.2. Inductive structure of the proof 29
3.3. BPHZ-choice of the renormalisation constant 35
3.4. Annealed Schauder theory 40
3.5. Reconstruction 47
3.6.  Algebraic arguments 50
3.7. Three-point arguments 52
3.8. Averaging 54
4. Proof of Theorem 2.16 55
Appendix A. Proof of qualitative smoothness 63
Appendix B. Proof of analyticity 67
References 71

1. Introduction

We would like to study the following class of quasilinear singular stochastic partial
differential equations (SPDEs) posed on R!*9

(1.1) Lu=V - (a(u)VAu) + V - (b(u)f),
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where L is given by the following fourth-order parabolic operator
d
Li=8o+A% A=) 02,
i=1

with the gradient V and divergence V- also defined with respect to x; for i = 1,...,d,
and where a, b are prescribed scalar-valued nonlinearities and ¢ is some R%-valued rough,

random forcing. We denote by z = (xg,...,24) a typical element of R!*? with z
denoting the time-like coordinate and x; for i = 1,. .., d the space-like coordinates. One
can check that L satisfies some natural scaling invariance with respect to the scaling
s=(4,1,...,1) € N+ je. given some Schwartz function f, we have for any € > 0
(1.2) (Lf*) (@) = ML) (@),

where |L| = 4 is the order of the operator L,

(1.3) = (Zo,...,2Tq) = (e°°x0,...,e%xq),

and f€(z) := f(&). One should think of £ as being some ensemble of tempered distri-
butions with a prescribed law. We are specifically interested in the case in which the
solution v of

(1.4) Lv=V-¢,

is almost surely C* with « € (0,1). This implies, by standard Schauder theory, that
¢ should at least be in the negative Holder space C*~3. Note that we measure Holder
regularity with respect to the appropriately s-scaled Carnot—Carathéodory metric on
R!*4 associated to the operator L, see (2.4). We also impose that the ensemble ¢
satisfies the following scaling invariance in law

(1.5) E(a) = *7E(@) ~ E(a),

where ~ denotes equality in law. The equation (1.1) is singular in the sense that given
some u € C* with @ < 3/2 the products a(u)VAu and b(u){ cannot be defined in
a canonical manner; to avoid case distinctions we will restrict ourselves to the more
singular case o < 1. What gives us some hope is the fact that (1.1) is locally subcritical
for a > 0. To be more precise, consider u°(z) = e~ *u(Z). Then, using (1.2) and (1.5),
we formally compute

(1.6) (Lu®)(x) = 547°‘(Lu)(:i") =V - (a(e“uv®)VAUS)(z) + V - (b(so‘ug)é)(x) .

From the above rough calculation, we can see that, if a vanishes and b is order one for
small u, then as e — 0, u®, the fine-scale version of u, solves the the linear equation (1.4).
There has been a flurry of research activity in recent years in the study of subcritical
singular SPDEs starting with the seminal works of Hairer [Hail3, Hail4], who devel-
oped the theory of regularity structures to treat such equations and Gubinelli, Imkeller,
and Perkowski [GIP15] who studied these equations using the approach of paracon-
trolled calculus. Focusing on regularity structures, by now there exists a more or less
automated machinery to deal with any semilinear and subcritical singular SPDE with
its different aspects contained in the works by Hairer [Hail4], Bruned, Hairer, and
Zambotti [BHZ19], Bruned, Chandra, Chevyrev, and Hairer [BCCH21], and Chandra
and Hairer [CH16]. The contents of this paper are focused on obtaining uniform esti-
mates for the so-called model which is covered in the semilinear case, using a Feynman-
diagrammatic approach, by [CH16] and, using the spectral gap inequality and Malliavin
calculus, by Hairer and Steele [HS23]. We also mention the work by Kunick and Tsat-
soulis [KT22] which, to our knowledge, is the first paper to use a spectral gap-based
approach to derive these stochastic estimates in the tree-based setting, albeit in the
very specific case of the dynamical (3-model.
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In the direction of quasilinear singular SPDEs, the first results go back to Otto and
Weber [OW19b, OW19a] who used a rough paths-based approach to treat certain quasi-
linear singular SPDEs but not in the full subcritical regime. We also mention the
works by Bailleul, Debussche, and Hofmanova [BDH19], Furlan and Gubinelli [FG19],
Gerencser and Hairer [GH19], and Gerencser [Ger20]. All of these works share the
drawback of not being able to treat the full subcritical regime of regularity and often (as
in [BDH19, GH19, Ger20]) rely on transforming the quaslinear SPDE to a semilinear
one and using the, by now well-developed, semilinear theory. We refer the reader to the
recent work by Bailleul, Hoshino and Kusuoka [BHK22] who study the solution theory
for quasilinear SPDEs by working in a non-translation invariant setting. This has the
drawback that the stochastic estimates are not known to be true in the full subcritical
regime. Furthermore, they can only recover the correct translation-invariant form of the
counterterm in a strict subset of the full subcritical regime.

The first works to treat a quasilinear SPDE, namely the equation

(1.7) Oy + a(u)aiu =£,

in the full subcritical regime a € (0, 1) and without transforming the SPDE are contained
in the four papers by Otto, Sauer, Smith, and Weber [OSSW21], the second author
together with Linares and Otto [LOT23] and Linares, Otto, and Tsatsoulis [LOTT21],
respectively, and by the second author [Tem23]. The first of them derives a priori
estimates for (1.7) in the full subcritical regime. The second one constructs the necessary
algebraic objects, specifically the so-called structure group, and connects them to the
ones introduced in [BHZ19] (see also the recent work of Bruned and Linares [BL23] for
the analogous connection of the renormalisation group). The third one derives uniform
stochastic estimates on the associated model, using Malliavin calculus-based tools and
the spectral gap inequality, and the last one studies convergence and universality of the
renormalised model.

In all four of these works, the authors work with a regularity structure indexed by
multiindices unlike the tree-based one used in [Hail4, BHZ19, BCCH21, CH16, HS23].
This is also the setting we will adopt in this paper and the results of our paper can
be thought of as generalising those of [LOTT21] to a much larger class of singular
SPDESs, demonstrating the robustness of the method. We point the reader to the lecture
notes [LO22, OST23] for an introduction to various aspects of the multiindex-based
approach to regularity structures.

We now briefly discuss the main example of equation that we cover in the general class

of equations of the form (1.1). Consider the so-called thin-film equation with thermal
.1 .

noise, i.e.

(TFE) dou = —V - (M(u)VAu) + V - (M3 (u)€),

where M is some sufficiently nice function of u and & is some rough, random forcing,
typically space-time white noise. This equation governs the evolution of the height u
of a thin, viscous film driven by capillarity, limited by viscosity, and forced by thermal
fluctuations. It can be formally derived either in an ad-hoc manner by applying a
fluctuation-dissipation ansatz to the deterministic thin-film equation (see [GGKO22,
DMSO05]) or from first principles by considering an appropriate rescaling of the equations
of fluctuating hydrodynamics (see [GMRO06]). Here the function M is referred to as the
mobility of the film and is typically chosen to be a power law, i.e. M(u) = u™, m > 1
or more precisely M(u) = u3 + X\3~™u™, with the most physically interesting cases
corresponding to 0 < m < 3. The choice A = 0 corresponds to imposing the no-slip
boundary condition at the liquid-solid interface, while the choice A > 0 and 0 < m < 3
corresponds to the Navier-slip boundary condition at the interface (see, for example,

1Also known in the literature as the stochastic thin-film equation.



4 R. S. GVALANI AND M. TEMPELMAYR

the discussion in [GO02]). One can check that (TFE) can be cast into the form of (1.1)
choosing a(u) = 1 — M(u) and b(u) = M2 (u).

We note that thin-film equations of the form (TFE) have received some attention in the
mathematical literature but only outside the singular regime, i.e. with the noise £ regular
enough so that all products on the right hand side of (TFE) can be defined in a canonical
manner. For d = 1, the first construction of non-negative martingale solutions to (TFE)
in the regular regime with It6 noise and in the presence of an interface potential was
given by Fischer and Griin in [FG18]. Gess and Gnann [GG20] constructed non-negative
martingale solutions for (TFE) with regular Stratonovich noise, quadratic mobility (m =
2), and no interface potential. The question of existence for regular Stratonovich noise
and m = 3 was settled in [DGGG21] by Dareiotis, Gess, Gnann, and Griin. We refer
the reader to [MG22, Sau2l] for constructions in higher dimensions with regular noise,
to [GK22, DGGS23] for the study of solutions with compactly supported initial data,
and to [GMR06, DOGKP19, GGKO22] for the study of numerical discretisations of this
equation. To our knowledge, this work is the first to rigorously study the (TFE) in the
physically interesting singular regime.

Remark 1.1. We note that we can just as easily consider a more general form of non-
linearity, for example, by assuming a and b to be matrix-valued. As will become clear
in the later sections, the main arguments for the model estimates are insensitive to the
exact form of the right hand side of (1.1). What would be affected would be the exact
form of the counterterm which is sensitive to the symmetries of the equation (see the
discussion in Section 2.1). Thus, for the sake of both brevity and notational convenience,
we work with scalar-valued nonlinearities.

Another rather straightforward generalisation is to replace our choice of L with an
arbitrary parabolic operator. Choosing L as

LZ:aofA,

and replacing accordingly the nonlinear term a(u)VAu by a(u)Vu allows us to consider
stochastic porous medium type equations of the form

(PME) (G0 — A)u =V - (a(u)Vu + b(u)f) .

In particular, this covers the so-called Dean—-Kawasaki equation in its full subcritical
regime by setting a = 0 and b(u) = u? to obtain

(DKE) (8o — A)u=V-(u2§).

In this case, all the proofs carry over mutatis mutandis. Of course, even though our
model estimates are agnostic to the precise choice of multiplicative nonlinearity, it is
likely that the corresponding solution theory will not hold true unless we regularise the
nonlinearity appropriately.

We could also drop the divergence on the right hand side of (1.1) and replace a(u)Vu
by a(u)Aw which would allow us to treat the quasilinear multiplicative stochastic heat
equation

(qSHE) (0o — A)u = a(u)Au + b(u)é

or, by choosing a = 0, the so-called generalised parabolic Anderson model (gPAM).
Again, the form of the estimates does not change but the form of the counterterm does.
In the later sections of the paper, we will remark, whenever possible, on the modifications
in our arguments necessary to treat these other equations.

1.1. Outline of the paper. As already hinted at in the introduction, in this paper we
focus on deriving uniform stochastic estimates on the model of equations of the form (1.1)
in the framework of multiindex-based regularity structures as introduced in [OSSW21]
and studied in [LOT23, LOTT21]. In Section 2, we introduce numerous objects needed
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to define the model associated to (1.1), starting by imposing a form for the counterterm
based only on symmetries of the equation in Section 2.1. Once we have introduced
the model, which can be realised as an infinite hierarchy of linear PDEs (see (2.18)),
we present the main results of the paper in Theorem 2.12 which contains the uniform
estimates on the model. As a consequence of our model estimates, we also obtain as
a corollary (using the results of [Tem23]) in Corollary 2.13, convergence of the model
as the mollification parameter goes to 0 and uniqueness of the limiting model. In Sec-
tion 2.4, we carefully study the counterterm associated to (1.1) and provide diverging
lower bounds on the renormalisation constants in Theorem 2.16. As a consequence, we
show in Section 2.4.1 that, under appropriate conditions, the form of the counterterm
agrees with the one conjectured in [GGKO22, Remark 9.1].

Section 3 is dedicated to the proof of the main result. We start by providing a bird’s eye
view of the structure of the proof in Section 3.1 by introducing the numerous intermedi-
ate objects we need to derive the estimates on the model. Since the model is represented
by an infinite hierarchy of linear PDEs, we need to derive our estimates inductively. To
this end, in Section 3.2, we introduce the ordering with respect to which we perform
induction, while in Section 3.3 we explain how we choose our renormalisation constants
in a manner which is consistent with this ordering. Section 3.4 is dedicated to the
proofs of the various integration arguments which involve inverting the linear operator
L, while Section 3.5 provides proofs of the reconstruction arguments needed to make
sense of the, a priori, singular products. We conclude with Sections 3.6 to 3.8 where we
provide the algebraic, three-point, and averaging arguments needed for the proof.

In Section 4 we provide a proof of the form of the counterterm stated in Theorem 2.16.
Appendices A and B contain auxiliary results which are essential for the main result,
but are mainly technical and distract for the main ideas of the proof.

Acknowledgements. The authors would like to thank Lucas Broux, Benjamin Gess,
Florian Kunick, and Felix Otto for many useful discussions during the course of this
work.

2. Set up and main result

2.1. Ansatz for the counterterm. Since equation (1.1) is expected to be in need of
a renormalisation, we a priori postulate a counterterm on the level of the equation. To
this end, we proceed as in [LOTT21]: we start from a general form of the counterterm,
and successively reduce the number of degrees of freedom by imposing suitable and
natural postulates on the solution. The difficulty lies then in showing that what remains
after such a reduction is rich enough to allow us to obtain uniform (in a mollification
parameter) stochastic estimates.

We will adhere to the following guiding principles: firstly, we aim for a deterministic
counterterm that only depends on the law of the noise.? Secondly, since equation (1.1)
is local and in conservative form, it is desirable to obtain a counterterm that is a local
function of the solution v and conservative. As we expect a solution u to have Holder
regularity o € (0,1), the counterterm can be a function of the solution v and the space-
time point z, and a polynomial in its derivatives. Moreover, a meaningful counterterm
should be of lower order.® In particular we do not allow for derivatives dy. The most
general counterterm of this form is the following

Ve (D halu, o) @(VFu) @),
B

keN

2Otherwise7 we could simply subtract the noise term b(u)§.
3Otherwise, we could subtract the problematic term a(u)VAu.
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where § is a multiindex over k € N restricted to
> kB(k) <|L|-1=3,
keN

hg is a (14 Y, kB(k))-tensor applied to a (3, kB3(k))-tensor, and V¥ denotes the k-
tensor (9, -+ -9 u)f, ;. In our setting the application of an m-tensor H to an
n-tensor U with m > n, results in an (m — n)-tensor given by

d
( Z Hil,...,imUil,...,in)

i1,ein=1

d
Tnglyeeosbm=1

To restrict the counterterm to fewer degrees of freedom, we will now take symmetries
of the law of the noise into account. As L is a constant coefficient operator, a solution
u of (1.1) satisfies for all v € R+9

E~E(+o) = u~u(+o),

where we recall that ~ denotes equality in law. For a solution of the renormalised
equation to preserve this property, we would need to restrict to functions hg with no
explicit space-time dependence. We now turn to reflection invariance. Observe that for
the spatial reflection Rz := (20, —21,..., —4), any solution u of (1.1) has the property

¢~ —¢(R) = u~u(R).

For a solution of the renormalised equation to preserve this property, we need to restrict
the counterterm to multiindices 8 such that

> kB(k) s odd.
kEN
Putting these two properties together, this leads to the reduced form of the counterterm

V- (h(u)Vu)

for a matrix-valued function h. Another invariance of solutions u of (1.1) is the fol-
lowing generalisation of the previous spatial reflection: consider space-like orthogonal
transformations of R1*4 of the form Oz := (xg,O(z1,...,x4)) for an orthogonal matrix
O € R¥4. Since a and b are scalar-valued, any solution u of (1.1) has the property

E~O0TE0) = u~u(0).
This is preserved on the level of the renormalised equation, provided h = OThO. Since O
is an arbitrary orthogonal matrix, h has to be scalar-valued which we therefore assume.
The last and most crucial postulate connects the counterterm with the nonlinearities of
the equation. To do so, we no longer fix a pair of nonlinearities a, b, but consider all

nonlinearities simultaneously. This point of view allows for the following invariance of
equation (1.1): for any shift v € R,

(2.1) (u,a,b) satisfies (1.1) = (u—wv,a(-+v),b(- +v)) satisfies (1.1).
By looking at all nonlinearities at once, the counterterm inherits a functional dependence

on a,b, i.e. hla,b](u). Preserving the above invariance on the level of the renormalised
equation is guaranteed by postulating the following shift covariance: for any shift v € R,

hla,b)(u) = hla(- + v),b(- + v)](u — v).

This is equivalent to the fact that the counterterm h coincides with a functional ¢ of the
nonlinearities a, b only, i.e.

(2.2) hla,bl(u) = cla(- + u), b(- + u)].

Informally speaking, this expresses the idea that the form of the counterterm should
not depend on the choice of origin in u-space. Finally, since the deterministic dynamics
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of (TFE) are locally well-posed, it is natural to ask that the equation has no counterterm
if we set b = 0. Given the shift covariance (2.2), this is tantamount to setting c[a, 0] = 0.

Remark 2.1 (Form of the counterterm for other equations). For the quasilinear stochastic
heat equation (qSHE) in 1 + d dimensions, we have L = (Jp — A), |L| = 2 and s =
(2,1,...,1). The restriction that the counterterm should be deterministic, local in w,
and of lower order, leads to the following form

S b, 2) R)(VFu) 200,
B keN
where hg is a ), kB(k)-tensor and f3 is restricted to >, kB(k) < |L| = 2. To exploit
the reflection invariance of the noise, we observe that u ~ u(R-) provided & ~ &(R-).
Preserving this restricts to ), k8(k) being even, hence together with stationarity the
counterterm reduces to exactly h(u).
Similarly, for the stochastic porous medium equation (PME) in 1 + d dimensions, we
have L = (0y — A), |[L] =2, and s = (2,1,...,1). The restriction that the counterterm
should be deterministic, local in u, conservative, and of lower order leads to the following

general form,
V- (3 bl 2) @(TH) P,
B kEN

where we must have

> kB(k) < L] —1=1,

keN
Imposing the same symmetries as for (TFE), leads us to the conclusion that the coun-
terterm must be 0.

The above discussion motivates the following assumption on the ensemble &.

Assumption 2.2 (Part I). The law E of the tempered distribution £ satisfies

(i) €(-) ~&(-+v) for all v € R,
(ii) &(-) ~ OTE(O) for any space-like orthogonal transformation

Oz = (x0,0(x1,...,24)),
for some orthogonal O € R¥x4,

Remark 2.3. Combining (i) and (ii) with O = —id of Assumption 2.2 we obtain £ ~ —¢,
in particular E¢ = 0.

Note that if an ensemble £ satisfies Assumption 2.2, then & x p still satisfies the assump-
tion, provided p = p(O-).

We can summarise the renormalisation problem as follows. We consider a mollified noise
& = £ x 1), for a suitably? rescaled mollifier v satisfying Assumption 2.2, and we aim
to find a scalar-valued function h (depending on 7 and the choice of the mollifier )
satisfying (2.2) such that the solution manifold of the renormalised equation

(2.3) Lu=V"-(a(u)VAu) + V- (b(w)é;) — V- (h(u)Vu)

stays under (quantitative) control as the mollification parameter 7 tends to 0. We will
make more precise what we mean by controlling the solution manifold in Section 2.3,
see in particular Theorem 2.12.

To obtain this quantitative control on the solution manifold we will need an appropriate
mixing assumption on the noise ensemble, which takes the form of a spectral gap (SG)
inequality. We follow the discussion in [LOTT21, Section 2.1] and recall the main

4we will choose a specific ¥ in (3.1)
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objects involved, for a more in-depth discussion we refer the reader to the aforementioned
reference. We measure distances with the parabolic Carnot—Carathéodory distance

1
54

)

d
(2.4) |z —yls := Z |z — yq
i=0

where 5 € N'*¢ is the scaling associated to the operator L. Equipped with this notion
of distance, the effective dimension D of R!*% is given by

d
(2.5) D= 25
=0

and we may define (parabolic) Holder spaces with respect to this distance in the usual
manner. Additionally, we can define anisotropic versions of Sobolev norms || - || ;. for
s € R, with the help of the space-time elliptic operator LL*, as follows

(2.6) Gl g : = (/RM dx ](LL*)2SLG(90)‘2)%

Here, G is allowed to be vector-valued (or even matrix-valued, cf. (2.8)). Furthermore,
we define cylindrical functionals

Flg] = F(§ Q)5 (€ CN)

for some f € C*®(RY;R") and R¢-valued Schwartz functions (i, ...,(y, where (--)
denotes the pairing between a tempered distribution and a Schwartz function. For such
cylindrical functionals we may define

OF al
(2.7) 8—5[5] =30 f (&) (N G
i1
as a map from Rt to R"*¢ and for suitable 6¢ : R1*4 — R4

OF OF
R™ 3 §F(6&) := (—[¢],68) := de — 1) .
(56) = (Gglelas) = [ ar Solele) sela)
As will become clear in the later sections, we will only consider n € {1,d}. Having in-
troduced this notion of derivative, we are in a position to formulate our final assumption
on the ensemble .

Assumption 2.2 (Part II). The law E of the tempered distribution ¢ satisfies
(ili) for o € (max{0,2 — £},1)\ Q and s := a — 3+ D/2 the spectral gap inequality

oF ||?
. — 2< I
(2.8) E|F — EF| _EH 5

Y
Hfs

for all integrable cylindrical functionals F. In addition, we assume that the
operator (2.7), which is defined on cylindrical functions, is closable with respect
to the topologies of E2|- |2 and Ez]| - ||2,__.

Assuming that the constant in (2.8) is equal to 1 is no restriction by a suitable rescaling
of space-time. Note that if an ensemble & satisfies (2.8) with constant 1, then £ x p
satisfies (2.8) with constant ||p||z:.

Remark 2.4. The spectral gap inequality (2.8) implies the corresponding p-version E|F —
EF|P <, E| %—? |. . for any p > 2, which we will frequently use in form of

p

oF

1 1
(2.9) E» |F|p <p [EF|+E» o€

Hfs
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Indeed, the p-version follows formally by applying (2.8) to F?/? and using the chain rule;
for a rigorous proof see e.g. [IORT23, Proposition 5.1]. Furthermore, the closability of

(2.7) extends to the topologies of IE%| - [P and Ev 1

Remark 2.5. Let &(y) := & x ¢(y) with ¢; defined in (3.1). Then & is a cylindrical
functional with derivative ¥ (y —-), which is centered by Remark 2.3, and an application
of (2.9) yields

(2.10) Ev & ()P <p 1ell e < (VE)*73

Hence, the Kolmogorov’s continuity theorem tells us that indeed & has a modification
which has Holder continuous realisations for any exponent less than o — 3. Thus, this
motivates our choice of s = a — 3+ D/2 in the spectral gap inequality (2.8).

Remark 2.6. The only assumptions which are essential for our proof are Assumption 2.2
(1) and (iii). Assumption 2.2 (ii) is made mainly for the sake of convenience to reduce
the complexity of the counterterm. A careful inspection of our proof shows that the
more complex setting can also be treated in this framework. Let us briefly comment on
the restriction of « in Assumption 2.2 (iii): « > 0 is dictated by subcriticality and used
several times in the proof, & > 3/2 — D/4 is necessary for reconstruction, see (3.14), and
a € Q is related to the failure of Schauder theory for integer exponents, see Lemma 3.11
and Remark 3.12, while o < 1 is assumed just for convenience to simplify the norms we
work with and avoid case distinctions.

Remark 2.7 (Spectral gap assumption for other equations). For the stochastic porous
medium equation (PME) and the Dean—Kawasaki equation (DKE), we would choose
s =a—1+4 D/2 in the spectral gap assumption (2.8). By a similar argument to the one
in Remark 2.5, the resulting Holder regularity of the noise would be arbitrarily close to
but less than « — 1. Similarly, for the quasilinear stochastic heat equation (qSHE), we
would choose s = o — 2+ D/2 and obtain noise of Holder regularity arbitrarily close to
but less than o — 2. In the former case, a would be restricted to a € (0,1) \ Q, while
in the latter it would be restricted to « € (max{0,1 — %}, 1)\ @Q; in both cases we have
D=2+d°

2.2. The centered model. In this section, we are after a parameterisation of the whole
solution manifold. This is tantamount to defining the so-called centered model in the
language of regularity structures. Again, we will closely follow the strategy of [LOTT21,
Section 2.2] and start with a discussion of the linear equation. If a and b are constant,
we obtain from (2.2) that the corresponding counterterm h is constant. As we shall
see in Lemma 3.11, for fixed 2 € R'*? and under a suitable growth condition there
is a unique solution v of the linear equation (1.4) satisfying v(xz) = 0. Therefore, a
canonical parameterisation for solutions u of (2.3) for a = 0, b = 1 is given by u = v+p,
where p satisfies Lp = 0. Such p are analytic, and following [LOTT21], we extend this
parameterisation to all analytic functions p by asking that Lp = 0 to hold true modulo
analytic functions. We postulate that this parameterisation persists for analytic a and b
that are sufficiently close to 0 and 1, respectively. Since the constant part of the solution
can be recovered by shifting a and b, see (2.1), we observe that even analytic p with
p(0) = 0 provide a sufficiently rich parameterisation. A natural choice for coordinates
on this space is therefore given by

1 9"p

n! Oxn

Pnlp] = (0), neN*\ {0},

5As in Remark 2.6, the restriction a > 0 is for subcriticality, & < 1 to avoid case distinctions, and
a & Q due to the failure of Schauder theory; the analogous consideration that leads to (3.14) yields
2a > 1— D/2 for the former case (which is weaker than o > 0 due to D = 2+d > 3), and 2a > 2—D/2
for the latter case (which is more stringent than a > 0in D =2+4+d =2+1).
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which together with

1 d*a 1 d%
(211) ak[a] = E W(()) and b[[b] = E W(0)7 k,g S NO,

is expected to provide a complete parameterisation of the above mentioned solution
manifold. From now on we shall always assume k,¢/ € Ny and n € Né+d and we will

usually refrain from writing the corresponding set. Additionally, we will write n # 0 for
1+d
n € N7\ {0}.

To approach the centered model I, the previous discussion suggests, at least on a
formal level, to make the ansatz

u(y) — u(z)

=S )™ T L2 )™ T (2 Z20) ™,

4 n#0

where we sum over multiindices 8 : No UNo U (N§ %\ {0}) — No.

Notation. We remark here that we shall denote by k£ an element of the first copy of
Ny corresponding to the nonlinearity a, and by £ an element of the second copy of Ny
corresponding to the nonlinearity b.

Recall that for a =0 and b = 1 we have u — u(z) = v+ p. Choosing p = 0 and denoting
the unit vectors® in directions k, £, n by ey, f¢, gn, respectively, we deduce II, fo = .
Keeping a = 0 and b = 1, but letting p vary, we learn for multiindices 8 satisfying
B(k) =0=p(¢) for k € Ny and ¢ € N, that

(2.12a) (- —2)™if B = gn,
(2.12b) Hap = v if B = fo,
0 otherwise.

By using the monomials

k 14 n
B Hag( )Hbf( ) H pﬁ( ),
k ‘ n#0
the above power series ansatz can be more compactly written as
(2.13) u(y) —u(z) = Tp(y) 2°[a(- + u(x)),b(- + u(z)), p(- + ) — p(x)].
B

This allows to work with the space of formal power series R[[(ax)x, (be)e, (Pn)n=0]], and
define II, = 34 ,52°. Also ¢ from (2.2) as a functional of a,b can be identified with
a power series ¢ = g csz?. From the equation (2.3), one can then (formally!) derive
the following hierarchy of PDEs for the coefficients II,g3:

(2.14a) Ll =V - ;5 up to analytic functions, where

(2.14b) I, = (ZakHQVAHZ +3 bt — Y %H;”VHJE(D(O))’”c) .

k ¢ meNo A
To see this, we first note that, with the shorthand notation o’ := a(- + u(z)), b’ =
b(- +u(z)) and p’ := p(- + ) — p(x), the above ansatz (2.13) can be rewritten as u(y) —
u(z) = M,[a’, b, p'](y). Then, clearly the left hand side of (2.3) equals LI, [a’, V', p'].
For the first term on the right hand side of (2.3), we note that a(u) = a'(u — u(z)) =

be.g. ey : No UNo U(NJT4\ {0}) — Ny satisfies ey (k') = 6’,;/ for k' in the first copy of No, ex(¢') =0
for ¢/ in the second copy of Ny, and e (n’) =0 for n’ € N(1)+d \ {0}
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o/ (I [a’, b, p']), which by (2.11), yields a(u) = (3, axIl¥)[a’, ¥, p]. Hence, this term
can be written as

(v . Z akHI;VAHm)[G/; blap/] .
k

For the second term on the right hand side of (2.3), we proceed in a similar manner to
obtain that it equals

(V- bIIie)a’, v, p'].
Y/

For the last term on the right hand side of (2.3), we have to work a little bit harder.
Using (2.2), we know that the counterterm is of the form cla(- 4+ u), b(- +u)]. To express
this as a functional of a and b we first consider the infinitesimal generator D(®) of u-shift
on (a,b)-space, defined as follows

d
D(O) = — . . .
(D@)a,b] = | clal+v),b(+0)]
Iterating this definition, we obtain
dm
(DO)"e)ia,b) = =] ela(-+ ), + )],

and hence by Taylor’s theorem
cla(- +v),b(- + )] = (Y2 o™ (DO)"c)la, .
meENy
Since hla,bl(u) = cla(- + uw),b(- + u)] = c[a'(- + Wy[a’, ¥, p']), V(- + W, [a’, b, p'])], we
obtain
Pla,bl(w) = (D2 HIEDO@)e) [V, v
mENg
which finally tells us that the last term on the right hand side of (2.3) equals

(V . Z %H?VHz(D(O))mC) [a/, b/,p/].
meENy
Since a, b, p were arbitrary, this concludes the argument for (2.14a).
We remark for later use that D(® is a derivation, and by (2.11) it satisfies D(®ay =

(k+1)aps1 and Dby = (£ +1)byy1. Moreover, it satisfies D(®p, = 0, on R[ag, by, px]
it therefore has to coincide with the derivation

(2.15) D® =>"(k+1)agt10s, + Y _ (£ +1)bey10b,.
k 14

Note that its matrix components (D(O))g, defined by

DO — Z(D(U))g zﬁ,
B
are given by
—erte —fet
(2.16) (DY) =3 "(k+ 1)y (R)ay o+ 3 (0 + Dry(0)a)
k ¢
and that the sums over k,f are finite for fixed 8. Furthermore, for fixed § there
are only finitely many 7 with (D(O))g # 0, hence (2.15) extends from R[ag, by, pn] to
R[[ak, be, pn]]- For later use, we mention the following consequence of (2.16)

v N )
(217) (DO #0 = Zi kB(k) + fz CB(0) = 1+ 32 ky(k) + X2, 0v(0),
B(n) = ~(n) for all n # 0.
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Remark 2.8. Let us point out that for fixed 8 the sums over k, £, m in (2.14b) are finite
sums and are thus well-defined. Although (2.14) looks like a nonlinear equation, it is,
in fact, an infinite hierarchy of linear equations,

Lll,g =V - H;ﬂ up to analytic functions,

(2.18) T, =) > Mop, - Mg, VATLyg,
k ex+pBit-+Brt1=08

+ Z Z Hmﬁl T HCEﬂ[&T

L fot+Prt-+Be=8

- Z # Z Hep, - - 1lap,, V1leg,, ((D(O))mc)ﬁm+2'
m Bi++Bmt2=08

As follows from Lemma 3.7 (i), this is indeed a hierarchy. To illustrate the complexity
of this hierarchy, we enumerate a few examples’ of the equations solved by components
II,5:
Lilyz, =V - &7,
Ly p, = V- (Wapoés = Vigoep, ),
Llypitg, = V- ((—2) = V(- —2)",),
Llze,v2fy = V- (o VAL g, — Vg et g),s
Llses+fotgn = V- (Mo VA( = 2)" + (- = 2)"VAILg, — V(= 2)"cer41,),
v (
v (

: HﬂﬁflJrgngT - V( - Z)HCQfl - VHIf1+gncf1);
: 2( - z)nHIfogT - V( - m)ncf0+f2
- HJ?va(' - m)n (D(O)c)fz - ( - x)nvnwfo (D(O)C)fz)a
—— ——
=2cy, =2cy,
LHzez+2fo+gn =V (H?cfgvA( - ‘T)n + 2(' - ‘T)nwaUVAHzfo - v( - m)ncez-‘ero
- HJ?va(' - m)n (D(O)C)62+fo - ( - m)nvnwfo (D(O)C)ez-‘rfu)’
—— ——
=2¢Cei+fo =2Cey 1o
Ll e, +2f0+ga =V * (Hme1+2fUVA(' )"+ (- — x)nVAernL?fo
+ aei+ fo+gn VAwao + waoVAHI61+fo+gn

LHCE?flJrgn =
LHIf0+f2+gn =

— V(- —2)"c2e,42f0 — Vaer+ fotgnCer+fo
— Mg, V(- = 2)* (D9¢)ae, 4 5, — (- = )" VI g, (DV)oe, 1 5,)
Llzers fotfitgn = V- (Hafor s VAC = 2)™ + (- = 2)"VAILfo 4 4,
+ 1, VA £ 490 + Hapi4ga VAL po + Haey + fo+-9a&r
= V(= a)"ertforfi = VapitgaCertfo = Vllaer 4 fotgnCh
— Mg, V(- =)™ (D©¢)e,1f, — (- = @) VILjy (DO0)e,yy, ).
=Ceq+f1 TCe1+ 10 =Ceq+f1FCey+fo

From Remark 2.8, we can already notice that for some multiindices 5 we have Il,3 =
0, for example 8 € {0,2fp,...}. This motivates the following definition. We call a

we list those components that are relevant for a > 1/2, see (4.1)
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multiindex populated, if and only if

L+ kB(k)+ D _£8(6)=> B+ Y Bm) and
k 14 14

n#0

2.19
( ) (6 is purely polynomial, i.e. § = g, for some n # 0, or ZB(E) > 0).

We can motivate the above condition through the following scaling argument. Con-
sider (TFE) with some smooth ensemble £ and define uy = Au for some A > 0. Then, it is
easy to check that uy solves the same equation as u but with nonlinearities ay = a(A™!+)
and by = Ab(A™!.) and parameterisation py = Ap. Thus, using the formal power series
expansion (2.13) for the solution, we have

Au(y) — U(z)) = UA(?J) — ux(@)
*anﬁ (- +ux(2)), ba(- + ua(@)), pA(- + 2) — pa(2)]

_ Z —EkB(k) z(e 1)B(z)+2 ﬂ(n)nzﬂ(y)zﬁ[a(- + u(2)),b(- + u(z)), p(- + z) — p(z)] .

The ﬁrst part of the population condition (2.19) follows from equating the powers of A
of the above expression and (2.13) multiplied by A. For the second part of (2.19), we
impose that 1,5 is a multilinear map of the noise of rank at least 1, unless 3 is purely
polynomial. Let uy denote the solution obtained by choosing the noise A¢ for some
A > 0. Clearly, this is the same as considering the solution obtained by choosing the
nonlinearity by = Ab. Using the power series expansion of the solution, we have

S alAg 10051 = 3 le 02l .o ZAZ"” €)(y)2°a, b.p].
B

From the above expression, clearly > B) > 0 for all 6 not purely polynomial since,
otherwise, the associated Il is not multilinear with rank at least 1.

Analogous, we will restrict ¢ € R[[ag, b¢]] a priori by the following population condition
(2.20) cg#0 = > kB()+ Y _(BEO) =D B(t) and » B() >0
k ¢ ¢ ¢

We will see in Section 3.3 that c-components violating this condition will not play any
role in renormalisation. One can also motivate this population constraint using the same
scaling argument as for II,5. If we insist that, even in the presence of the counterterm,
uy as defined earlier is a solution (with ay, by, py), then we must have

Blax. ba)(us) = hla, bl(u)
The first part of condition (2.20) then follows by using the power series expansion for

the counterterm and enforcing the above identity. For the second part of (2.20), we
consider the c[a,by] for by = Ab with A > 0. Then, using the power series expansion of

¢, we have
)
cla,by] = ZC,(;Z a,by] = Z)\ cpz’[a,b].

Since by assumption c[a, 0] = 0, each component of the above power series for which
¢g # 0 must converge to 0 as A — 0. Thus, we must have > 8(¢) > 0
‘

We therefore postulate
Mg #0 = [ populated,
and consider II, as taking values in

T* := {7 € R[[ak, bs, pu]] |75 # 0 => B populated}.
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For later use, we introduce the polynomial part T* of T* by
T* := {7 € R[ax, by, pn]] ‘7‘(‘5 #0 = 3 purely polynomial}.
This induces the decomposition of T* into
T =T'aT"

Analogous to II,, we want to consider II; as a T* valued map, where we note the
following: For m, 7’ € T*, one can check that ), byr! is again in T*, and the same
holds true for 3" 777’ (D®)™c due to the population constraint (2.20) of ¢ and the
mapping properties (2.17) of D(®). Moreover, due to the presence of the factors b, and
¢, these products belong in fact to T*. As opposed to that, >, apmh7’ is in general not®
an element of T*. However, in case it is an element of T*, then due to the presence of
the factor aj it is automatically contained in T*. We therefore introduce the projection
P from Rl[ag, by, pn]] to T* in the definition of I, to obtain the T* valued map

(2.21) I, = Py aplVAIL + Y belle, — S L1 vIL, (D©)me,
k 0

mENg

which is consistent with (2.14b).

Remark 2.9. Via the hierarchy (2.14a) we can associate I3 to trees, as is usually done
in the theory of regularity structures [Haild]. Neglecting the counterterm, 3(k) equals
the number of nodes without decoration and with k + 1 outgoing edges, k of them with
L~ 1-decoration and one of them with L~'VA-decoration, 3(f) equals the number of
nodes with a noise decoration and with ¢ outgoing edges with L~!-decoration, and 3(n)
equals the number of nodes with an n-th monomial decoration and without children.
Hence the total number of nodes is given by >, B(k) +>_, B(£) + >, o B(n), while the
number of edges is given by >, (k + 1)B(k) +>_,€8(£) + 3_,, .0 08(n). The population
condition 1+ 37, kB(k) +>2,£8(€) = 32, B(€) + > 40 B(n) is then equivalent to saying
that the number of edges differs from the number of nodes by 1, i.e. 5 corresponds to
a tree, and II;g equals the linear combination of all trees with this given configuration.
For more details and proofs we refer the reader to [LOT23, Section 7].

We turn to the homogeneity |f| of a multiindex 8 which we define as follows

(2.22) 18] := a(1+[B]) + |Blp,
where
d
(2.23) [8]:= > _kB(k)+ > _£B(0) = > Bm), [Bl,:==>_[n[A(n), n|:=> sn,
k £ n#0 n#0 =0

The appearance of the homogeneity is best seen from the following formal scaling ar-
gument. Recall from (1.6) that if u is a solution to (1.1), then u® is a solution to (1.1)
provided a, b and & are replaced by a := a(e®-), b= b(e*) and ¢ given by (1.5). Notice
that this persists for the renormalised equation, provided h is replaced by h := e2h(e™.).

= “p(#)
with 4 given in (1.3). From this we obtain e “ula, b, p,£](§) = u®(y) = ula, b, D, &](y).
Using £°2°[a, b, p] = €1f1z%[a, b, p] in (2.13), we read off

Wasl€](9) = e Masé)(y) -

On the parameterisation p, we now impose the same scaling as on u, i.e. p(x) :

8consider e.g. Pny;Pny, € T, then a1pn,pn, € T*



STOCHASTIC ESTIMATES FOR THE THIN-FILM EQUATION 15

Notation. We denote the set of all homogeneities by

A= {8 ’ﬂ populated}.

As a subset of aNg + Ny this set is bounded from below and locally finite. Furthermore,
by a ¢ Q from Assumption 2.2 (iii), we have

(2.24) |8le ANNy = [ is purely polynomial.

Remark 2.10. Note that by (2.19) and (2.23) we have for populated multiindices 1+[5] =
> ¢ B(£) > 0, in particular [5] > 0. This is exactly the population condition in [LOTT21,
(2.23)].

Remark 2.11 (Hierarchy, population and homogeneity for other equations). For the
quasilinear heat equation (qSHE), (2.12) still holds true, where v of (2.12b) now satisfies
(8o — A)v = £. Similarly, one can obtain the hierarchy

(8 — AT, =TI, = PZ apIIFATL, + Z beIlle, — Z LI (DO)me,
k ¥4

m

The population condition (2.19) is the same, however (2.20) changes to c¢g = 0 unless
[ is populated. The reason is that there is no additional term VII, multiplying ¢ on
the right hand side of the hierarchy of equations. Also the homogeneity given by (2.22)
stays the same. For the generalised porous medium equation (PME), (2.12) stays the
same with v from (2.12b) satisfying (1.4), and the hierarchy is given by

(@ — A, =V -1, = V- (P aplIiVIL + > bIILe,).
k ¢
The population condition (2.19) as well as the homogeneity (2.22) persist.

Before stating the main theorem, we introduce the recentering maps I';, . Since the
following is not equation dependent at all, we just collect the main properties needed
from [LOTT21, Section 2.2.6]. In Section 3.1.6 we construct a group G* that contains
these maps I';, . Let us also mention that it is possible to find a space T and a group G,
such that (A, T, G) is a regularity structure in the sense of [Hail4, Definition 2.1], such
that T* is the algebraic dual of T, and such that I'; is dual to some I'y; € G. A detailed
discussion of this can be found in [LOT23, Section 5.3] and [LOTT21, Section 2.6].

We aim for linear maps I';, € End(T*) that recenter the model in the sense of
(2.25) I, = %11, + I (y),

and satisfy

(2.26) r;,=r.r;, and I}, =id

Moreover, we impose triangularity with respect to the homogeneity
(2.27) My —id)s #0 = |7/ <8,

and for purely polynomial multiindices
. _ (Irr‘l) (y—x)*™™ if v = gy, for some 0 # m < n,
(2.28) (Tay)gn = { 0 otherwise,

where m < n has to be understood componentwise.
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2.3. Main result. The main result Theorem 2.12 establishes the existence of II, and
I';, that satisfy, along with all the postulates from above, suitable stochastic estimates
which are uniform in the mollification parameter 7. For convenience, we choose to
mollify by & := £ x ¢, with the semigroup 1, defined in (3.1), however no substantial
changes occur when choosing a different kernel p, as long as p satisfies p = p(O-) with
O given in Assumption 2.2.

Analogous to [OSSW21], we expect that this provides exactly the right construction to
feed into an a priori estimate and develop a solution theory for (1.1), which we aim to
address in future work.

Theorem 2.12. Under Assumption 2.2 (i)-(iii) the following holds for every T > 0 and
&r =&, with ¢, defined in (3.1).

There exists a deterministic ¢ € R[[ag, by]] satisfying (2.20) and

(2.29) cg#0 = |B| <2+« and [f]is even,

such that for every populated 8 and for every x € Rt there exists a random I3 €
CH(R'™*?) such that almost surely

(2.30) L3 =V -1I_; unless § is purely polynomial,
with I, defined in (2.21), and which is given by (2.12a) for § purely polynomial.

Moreover, for every x,y € R'*? there exists a random Iy, € End(T*) such that almost
surely we have (2.25), (2.26), (2.27) and (2.28).

Finally, we have for all p < oo

(231) E7 [MLp(y)P S |z —yls,
1 _

(232) E» |(Fzy)g|p 5 |:L' - y|‘56| |’Y\,

where here and in the sequel, < means < C' with a constant C only depending on «, (3,
p and” ||[¢|| 11, but being independent of x,y and T > 0.

As a consequence of the results and techniques in [Tem23] (see in particular [Tem23,
Remark 1.6]), the estimates of Theorem 2.12 imply the following result.

Corollary 2.13 (Uniqueness, convergence, and invariance). We have the following:

1. Ezistence and uniqueness: Given a noise & which satisfies Assumption 2.2, there
exists a unique model (IL,T'*) for (TFE) in the sense of [Tem23, Definition 1.1].

2. Convergence and universality: Given a sequence of noises &, which satisfy As-
sumption 2.2 uniformly in n and that converge in law (resp. in LP, almost
surely) to &, the corresponding models (IL,,T'%) converge component-wise in law
(resp. in LP, almost surely) to (II,T*), the unique limiting model associated to
£.

3. Invariance: Given a noise & which satisfies Assumption 2.2, the corresponding
model satisfies almost surely the following natural invariances for all populated

B:
a. I [€(-+ n)|(y) = Meyn[€](y + D),
b. Myp[—&(R))(y) = (=1) PP ILRa5[¢] (Ry),
c. Wop[—€](y) = (-1) = POMLe[E)(y),
d. eplé)(y) = e 1P MLi6[€)(5) and (T, [E)} = e 1AL, (€D, for all e >

0, where 2,9 and & are defined in (1.3) and (1.5), respectively.

The notion of convergence for Item 2 of Corollary 2.13 is described more precisely
in [Tem23, Theorem 1.4].

gw is introduced in Section 3.4
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Remark 2.14 (Qualitative smoothness). We stress once more that the estimates (2.31)
of I, and (2.32) of T';, in Theorem 2.12 are uniform in the mollification scale 7 > 0 from
(2.3), and even carry over to the limiting model, cf. Corollary 2.13. As long as 7 > 0, we
have additional qualitative smoothness properties that degenerate as 7 — 0, but which
are useful to prove Theorem 2.12. More precisely, the counterterm ¢ is bounded by*°

(2.33) sl S (/7)1P17e2,
which matches the lower bound obtained in Theorem 2.16 in the caseof d =1, a € (%, 1)

and for a special choice of mollifier. In line with this, we have boundedness of up to
fourth-order derivatives of 11,

(2.34) E7 0" s ()" S (VD)1 (V7 + o — y[o) P17 forall 1 < |n| < 4.
Furthermore, we have the following annealed and weighted C*“-estimate on I,
(235)  E|0"MLs(y) — O"Lp(2)P

ST TPIYT+ |2 —yls + o — 2]5)1P17y — 2|¢ for all |n| < 4,
and the analogous annealed and weighted C'*“-estimate on 11,
1 oner— ar—
(2.36) E# |07, 5(y) — 011, 5(2)[”
SV TPRIYT + |2 —yls + |7 — 2]s)1P17¥y — 2@ for all [n] < 1.

The former yields by an application of Kolmogorov’s continuity theorem the in Theo-
rem 2.12 claimed regularity 11,5 € C*(R'*?) almost surely.

The proof of Remark 2.14 is a generalisation of the one of [LOTT21, Remark 2.3]; for
completeness we provide the proof in Appendix A.

Remark 2.15 (Analyticity in ag). The constants c¢g from Theorem 2.12 give via (2.2)
and (2.11) back the counterterm h,

ka (k) £ )
n(ute)) = Y es (T 1 pwtue) ™ (T oy Srtwten) ™
B k>0 £>0

where due to (2.29) the sum is restricted to multiindices || < 2 4+ a. Despite this
restriction, some care has to be taken in this expression: for fixed §, the products [], -,
and [[,-, are effectively finite and thus well defined, since § vanishes for all but finitely
many k, £; however the sum over 3 is infinite due to the degeneracy of [-] (and hence |-|)
and the degeneracy of the population constraint (2.20) in eg. By a simple resummation,
we observe

; 1 d*a B(k) 1.d% B()

mu@) = 3 P cpeale@) (1] Ggree) ™ (I gaete)
B:8(k=0)=0 k>0 k>1 £>0

where 3 is again restricted to | B| < 2+« and the sum over 3 is thus finite. It is therefore

left to argue why the sum over k is convergent, which we do in the following.

Instead of deriving the model I, from the renormalised equation (2.3), we consider
(80 + (1 = ap)A%)u =V - ((a(u) — ag) VAU + b(u)é; — h(u)Vu)

with ag = a(0). In the power series ansatz (2.13), this amounts to restricting to multi-

indices ( satisfying B(kz = 0) = 0, and the coefficients II ) inherit a dependence on ag
through

(2.37) (Do + (1 — ag) AN, ; =V - ﬂ;B ,

10the presence of /- is due to the scaling of the specific choice of mollifier 1~
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where ﬁ;g is defined as in (2.14b) with the difference that the sum over k starts from

k =1 and D© is replaced by D@ := a,8,, + o1 (k+1)ag410a, +2 oo (0+1)bry 10, -
Hence for all the “-objects the coordinate functional ag is replaced by an additional
parameter ag € R through the differential operator in (2.37). We now show that this
dependence of 1:[z 4 (and éB) on ag is analytic as long as ag < 1. For this, it is convenient
to allow for complex ag € C and show differentiability in the parameter ag in the half
plane Re(ap) < 1. Furthermore, we introduce yet another model II: it is defined in
complete analogy with the model II (thus containing an ag component), with the only
difference that IT and I~ are related by the same differential operator as are II and ﬂ’,
ie.

(2.38) (80 + (1 - ao)AQ)ﬁmg =V- ﬁ;ﬁ

The reason to introduce this further model is, that on the one hand we clearly have

(2.39) (a0 =0) =1,, &lag=0)=c¢,

and on the other hand, as we shall argue below, it relates to the model II by

(2.40a) b ) N
(2.40b) E&;OWB = T3t lieo for 7= I,

for all k € Ny , where here and in the following we understand (2.40b) with respect to
the norm

(2.41) sup |o —yls EF |15 ().
YyF£T

Hence, the *-objects are indeed analytic in ag by (2.40), and the combination of (2.40)
and (2.39) shows that the above mentioned sum over £ > 0 is indeed convergent, and
moreover )

D st au(@) = é;(a(u(x))).

k>0
The proof of (2.40) is again a generalisation of the one of [LOTT21, Remark 2.7]; for
completeness we provide the proof in Appendix B.

2.4. Analysis of the counterterm. In this section, we will perform a more careful
analysis of the counterterm needed to renormalise the thin-film equation (TFE). For
the sake of simplicity, we focus on the case d =1 and « € (%, 1). As we shall see later
in this section, the leading order structure of the counterterm remains the same in any
dimension d > 1 and for any « € (0,1). Additionally, we work with the alternative
model II described in Remark 2.15 such that our multiindices have no eg component
but I1, s is an analytic function of ag. As mentioned above, the corresponding hierarchy
of linear PDEs can then be written as in (2.37) as

Ly =V -1 4,
where the operator L := (9 + (1 — ag)A?) depends on ag. To avoid unnecessarily heavy
notation, we suppress the ~ on II for the remainder of this section and define mg := 1—ay.
We will show in this section that the counterterms in (TFE) behave like (/7)2*~2 to
leading order, when the noise £ is regularised to &, by mollifying with some smooth ¢
(to be chosen in Theorem 2.16) at length scale /7 > 0.

Note that by stationarity Assumption 2.2 (i), the law E of the tempered distribution &
is spatially homogeneous, i.e. there exists a tempered distribution C' such that for any
Schwartz functions f, g

E[(&, )& )] =(C* f,g).
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In particular,

E[é'r(z)ff(y)] = F(:C - y) = <C(:C —y+ ) *Pr, 507> s
where F' is a Schwartz function which is even in space. We now state the main result

of this section in which we will provide diverging lower bounds on the renormalisation
constants of certain multiindices.

Theorem 2.16. Let Assumption 2.2 be satisfied with o € (3,1)\ Q, and let d = 1.
Then, we have

(2mky )t Am3(2mky)®
2.42 = -2 F
(2.42) certporhn /R dk (2ko )2 + m2(2mky )8 \ (2ko)? + m2(2ky )® FE(k),

ky . A
2.4 = —2 2 F
(2.43) o /]R2 dk (2mko)? + m3(2mky )3 ( méko + mo(2mk) ) I FEW),
and
m0(27rl<:1)12

2.44 = — F
(244) crssan, = =3 [ e ),

where we denote the operation of taking the Fourier transform by F. All other renor-
malisation constants are zero. Assume furthermore that

1

.7:0(/{:) = 1

((27ko)? + m2 (2, )8) =

Then, if pr = 9z, we have
Cer+fo+f1 = Caylmgz(\s/;)QaiQ )
where Cy 1 15 a constant independent of T and my, such that
(2

(2.45) lim C, 1 = #@3) .

ald 972
Similarly, we have that

— _% 8 2a0—2
C2f; = La,2My (ﬁ) )

where Cy 2 15 a constant independent of T and my, such that

(2
(246) lim Ca,2 = _#%) ’
als 3672
and
_ —§ 8/=\20-2
c261+2f[) - a,BmO (ﬁ)
where Cy 3 15 a constant independent of T and my, such that
50(2
(2.47) lim Cy 3 = —# .
al 672

Alternatively, if
(2.48) |]:(P'r(k/’)|2 — e—T(ka1)8—T"(27rk0)2

for somen > 1, then

3

_2a+3
Certfor = Canmg * (V7)**2 40 ((\s/;)?a—2+(n—1>(3+2a>) 7
where, again, Cy 1 15 a constant independent of T and myg, such that

(2.49) lim Cpq = 0.

i
als
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Similarly, we have that

o = Cazmy © (V77240 (mo(y/7)2m 20D )

where Cy 2 15 a constant independent of T and myo, such that
T (2
(2.50) lim Cy 2 = —M ,
ai% 27

and
2047

Coert2fy = a,3m0_ 1 (%)2&—2 +0 (mo(\s/;)2a—2+(”7—1)(11+2a)) ,

where Cq 3 is a constant independent of T and mg, such that

3r(2)
2.51 lim Cy 3 = ———82
(2.51) alfélc,s o

We relegate the proof of the above theorem to Section 4.

Remark 2.17. In the specific case in which the ensemble £ is Gaussian, the choice of C' in
the above theorem amounts to specifying the corresponding Cameron—Martin space as
H~* for s = a —1/2, where H® are the L-dependent anisotropic Sobolev spaces defined
in (2.6).

Remark 2.18. The choice of mollifier made in (2.48) may seem odd at first sight but it
is quite natural considering the effect we are trying to capture. Setting n = 1 would
correspond to natural anisotropic parabolic scaling between space and time which would
mean that the mollifier treats space and time on equal footing when acting on a given
distribution. However if n > 1, as we have chosen in (2.48), the mollifier smooths out
more in space than in time. Thus, this choice of mollifier mimics a spatial discretisation
of the SPDE (1.1). We will see that it will play a role in the next subsection.

2.4.1. Structure of the counterterm. In this subsection, we will discuss the form of the
counterterm that arises from the choice of renormalisation constants we have obtained
in Theorem 2.16. We know from the discussion in Remark 2.15 that the function h(-)
can be expressed as

h(u()) = cey1 for o (alu(@)) a’ (u(@))b(u(@)b (u(@)) + cap, (a(u(x))) (V' (u(@)))*
+ Cae, 425, (a(u(2))) (' (u(@)))* (bu(x)))?
where we have applied Theorem 2.16. For the specific case of the the thin-film equation,
we have a(u) = 1 — M (u) and b(u) = M= (u) which leads us to
1 1
B = = 5ot (@) (W) + gear, (a(w)
+ Caey+2, (a(w)) M (u) (M (u))?.
For the choice of mollifier with |3, (k)[2 = e=72mk)°=7"(27ko)* in (2.48) and 1 > 1 (see
the discussion in Remark 2.18), we know from Theorem 2.16 that

(M (u))*
M (u)

) = (7P E2 ()~ (0 ()2
(972 S a2 SR

2a+

+ (Y/7)22 2 C 3 (M (w) 557 M (u) (M (u))?
+0 (%20‘*2+(77*1)(3+20‘)) (M/(u>>2

o (%Qa—2+(n_1)(11+2a)) (M (u))*(M'(u))?.
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Thus, to leading order, the counterterm is of the form

Ca,Q Ca,l

(97 (S5 0o = S ) 0011w

2a+3
4

(M/(u))Qamu) .

Even though we cannot derive uniform estimates on the model as in Theorem 2.12 for

the case a = % (see Remark 3.12), we can formally write down the leading order form

of the counterterm in this case as

7F(2) 8/ =\ —1 (M/(U))Q
*Tﬁ(\/;) Os (Wamu),

which in the case M (u) = u™,m > 0 reduces up to an order one constant to
(2.52) — (Y1) 710 (u™20u) .

We note that the above term shows up with a “good” sign in the renormalised SPDE,
i.e. it shows up as (/7) 10, (u™20,u) on the right hand side of the equation. This
implies that it has a smoothing effect (at least for strictly positive u) which blows up as
the regularisation parameter 7 goes to 0. For the case m = 2, as can be seen from the
expression in (2.52), the term takes an even simpler linear form and the counterterm
can be formally thought of as oo x 92u.

Surprisingly, the above term agrees exactly with the form of a correction term that
shows up in the discretisation discussed in [GGKO22]. In [GGKO22], the authors derive
a spatial discretisation for the SPDE (1.1) for a = 1, based on its formal gradient flow
structure, which leaves invariant a discrete version of the thermodynamically correct
invariant measure, the so-called conservative Brownian excursion. Representing the
discretisation as an SDE leads to a correction term whose formal limit as N (the number
of lattice points) tends to oo is exactly of the form (2.52), at least for power mobilities
M (u) = u™. We refer the reader to [GGKO22, Remark 9.1] where the origin of this
correction term and its formal limit are discussed in more detail.

The fact that the form of the counterterm seems to agree with the form of the correction
term in [GGKO22] lends credence to the hypothesis that the discretisation has the
counterterm “built in”. Indeed, numerical experiments suggest that the discretisation
in [GGKO22] converges to a nontrivial limit as N — oo (see, in particular, [GGKO22,
Section 11.4]).

3. Proof of Theorem 2.12

3.1. Strategy of the proof. In this section, we give an overview of the proof of The-
orem 2.12 and discuss the main steps involved, which are integration, reconstruction,
algebraic-, and three-point arguments. We refer the reader to Section 3.2 for the precise
logical order in which we go through these steps in the inductive proof.

3.1.1. Integration and semigroup convolution. We start with a discussion on the esti-
mate (2.31) on II,3. This will be a consequence of the corresponding estimate on s
via a Schauder-type argument, see Corollary 3.13 (Integration I), which we refer to as
integration argument in the sequel. Since we expect 5 to be a tempered distribution
in the absence of any mollification of the noise, we test against a test function in order
to be able to obtain a stable estimate as the mollification is removed. It is convenient
to express this weak estimate by testing against a semigroup 1;; more precisely, we
choose 9, to be the Green’s function associated to the symmetric and uniformly elliptic
operator LL* = —92 + A%, i.e. ¢/; is the unique solution of

(31) atl/Jt + LL*Q/Jt = 0,
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such that ¥;—g = dz—¢. It is straightforward to check that 1, is a Schwartz function and
satisfies the following natural scaling invariance

B 1 To Ld
(3:2) vele) = (%)171/’1 ((ﬂ) (%)Sd) ’

where 5 € N'*4 is the scaling associated to L and D is the effective dimension, see (2.5).
As 91— is a Schwartz function, the following bound holds for all € R

[ 10minty = D1+ o~ yle+ly = 21" S 1+ o~ gl
which by the scaling invariance of ¢, from (3.2) implies the moment bound

(3-3) /dz 0%y — ) (VE+ |z —yls + |y = 215)" S (VO + |2 —yls).

One can also check that 1, satisfies the following semigroup property

(3.4) Y ks = Yrys,

for all s,¢ > 0. Finally, given a tempered distribution f, we define
Je=1ex f.

With this notation in hand, the estimate on H;ﬁ we aim for is

(3.5) E5 [, ()" S (VO (Vi o — ylo) 7.

Note that the appearance of /- in (3.5) is dictated by the scaling (3.2).

3.1.2. Reconstruction. Estimating II_; before II,4 is at the core of an inductive argu-
ment, as this allows to use estimates on I g for “smaller”!! than f to estimate 5
via the hierarchy (2.18). In case of | 5| > 3, this is indeed a rather straightforward task,
and is carried out in Lemma 3.16 (Reconstruction I).

3.1.3. Malliavin derivative and dualisation. The situation is much more complex in the
case of || < 3. Tt is here that we will leverage an improvement at the level of the
Malliavin derivative as we shall explain now. For these multiindices, we apply the p-
version of the spectral gap inequality (2.9) to F' = H;ﬂt(y), which results in

aH;Bt (y)
o€
Although H;Bt(y) is not a cylindrical function, it can be approximated by such objects

and so the application of (2.9) is justified; for a precise version of this approximation
argument we refer to [LOTT21, Section 7].

1 _ 1 p
E?[IL 4, (y)[" < [EIL 5, (y)| + E?

H-s

To estimate the first term on the right hand side, we will fix the counterterm ¢ by the
so-called BPHZ-choice of renormalisation. We give a detailed account of the choice of ¢
and how to use it to estimate EII 4, (y) by the right hand side of (3.5) in Section 3.3,
see in particular (3.55).

To estimate the Malliavin derivative, we actually establish the stronger
L ’

(3.6) E7 |81, 5,(y)|* S (VO (VE+ |z —yls) "I

for all 1 < ¢’ < g <2, where we have introduced the notation

1
s 2

@ = (/RM dz Ei|(LL*) 7™ 5§(z)\q)

Hin a sense to be made precise in Section 3.2
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Note that by ¢ < 2 we can appeal to Minkowski’s inequality to see
1
_ L q
w < Ea||6¢]%. ,
which together with [ESIL 5, (y)| < Ev |5H;Bt(y)|q, shows that (3.6) is by duality indeed
a strengthening of

aH;ﬁt(y)
23
with p > 2 being the Holder-conjugate exponent of ¢ < 2. The reason for introducing
1 < ¢ is that we will appeal to Holder’s inequality within the proof of (3.6), where
one factor will involve a Malliavin derivative ¢, and the other factor(s) are controlled in
probabilistic LP-norms for p < oco. Thus, the implicit constants in estimates like (3.6)
on Malliavin derivatives depend in addition to «, 3, p, and ||¢| 11, alsoon 1 < ¢’ < g.

E» LS (VAT |z —yls)ee,

H-—s

Remark 3.1 (Qualitative smoothness IT). Analogous to Remark 2.14 we have qualita-
tive smoothness of the Malliavin derivative of I, and II. More precisely, we have
boundedness of up to fourth-order derivatives of 11,

Er[070Lap(y)P S (¥7)*I(Y/7 + |2 — yls) =@ for all 1 < |n| <4,
the following annealed and weighted C*“-estimate on 11,
E#[0"0T,p(y) — 0"0TLp(2)]"
S D)+ o =yl + |2 — 2)1P17 0y — z[¢w  for all [n| <4,
and the analogous annealed and weighted C''**-estimate on §1I,
E7[0"011, 5(y) — 90115 (2)]"
ST+ = yls + | = 200)11 7y = 2[¢@  for all In| < 1.

By an application of Kolmogorov’s continuity theorem, this justifies pointwise evalua-
tion of derivatives of 0Il, and JII;. The proof of these estimates follows the one of
Remark 2.14, which we therefore omit.

3.1.4. Improved modeledness. We now outline the proof of (3.6). Note that when we
pass from ¢ to the direction 6§ we obtain a gain in regularity from a—3to s = a—3+D/2,
cf. Remark 2.5. One may ask if a similar gain in regularity can be expected at the level
of 0I5 for arbitrary |8 < 3. This, however, is unreasonable as II;5 (and hence II )
is multilinear in the noise £. What is reasonable, is a gain in modeledness of 51’[;5 of
order D/2 around a secondary base point z, after it has been appropriately recentered
by some dI'%,. In fact, we will only track a gain of regularity of order x < D/2, and
claim that there exists a dI'}, € End(T*) such that

(3.7) E | (811, — 611, (=) — dI",I1.) (y)|
Sy — 25y — 2ls + 2 — 21) P (wa () + wa(2))
and the analogous estimate for 611,
(38)  EV|(OI, —dl5 T 50 ()]
S (VO3 (Ve + Iy — 2l) (Ve + ly = 2ls + o = 210) 1717 (wa (y) +wa(2)) -

We choose to work with L°°-based norms, as they behave well under multiplication,
whereas the gain of regularity we observe at the level of §¢ is on L2-based norms. The
price to pay is to include the weights

(3.9) wy(2) == |z — 2|7 "0 + w(z),
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where
1
2

we) = ([ dyly— =B L) 7 b))

Importantly, w(z) behaves well under (square) averaging,

(310 ([ 82 bty =2 w7) " < min (o). (4 a)

which is a consequence of the moment bound
[ de iy = Dl = 21,7 S (Vo= gla)
R1+d

and relies on k£ < D/2. Furthermore, as a consequence of (3.10) and the bound of
negative moments we have

(3.11) ([0 bty =2)1u2E) " < min slo), (00).

These weights could be avoided by working with Besov norms, e.g. as done in [HS23]
and [BOTT23].

By averaging in the secondary base point and using (3.11), we show in Lemma 3.26 that
(3.8) implies (3.6). This involves estimates on dI'%,, which we shall establish along the
way, along with estimates on I';, and 0I';,, that are also used in several other places.
A discussion of I'*, §I'*, and dI'™* will follow in Sections 3.1.6 and 3.1.7. Before that, we

shall explain how we derive the estimates (3.7) and (3.8).

3.1.5. Integration and Reconstruction for increments. As earlier for II, and II;, we will
first establish (3.8) and obtain (3.7) from a Schauder-type argument based on

(3.12) L(0I1, — 011, (2) — dI'; I1,)3 = V - (011, —dI'; 117 )5,
see Lemma 3.15 (Integration III).

Estimating increments of dII before increments of ¢II, allows again for an inductive
argument, where the hierarchy (2.18) used in the case || > 3 is now replaced by the
identity

(3.13) QT —dI T17)(2) = QY apTTk(2) VA(SIL, — dI'; 11 (2)
k
+ QD bl (2)06-(2) .
l

Here, Q denotes the projection of a powerseries Zg 7TBZ’6 to Zlﬁ\<3 71',325, meaning that
in (3.13) we are only interested in S-components with |5] < 3. On the one hand, the
right hand side of (3.13) involves only 8’ components of II, and §II, — dI'% I, for 5
“smaller” than 8. On the other hand, the improved vanishing (3.7) at the secondary base
point z and the improved regularity of ¢ allow for a reconstruction argument, which
requires o + (k + o — 3) > 0. This is carried out in Lemma 3.17 (Reconstruction II),
establishing (3.8).

At this point, we mention two further (artificial) restrictions on . To avoid case distinc-
tions, it is convenient to not recenter to unnecessarily high order, and we will therefore
assume x + « < 3. Similarly, to simplify some of the estimates later on, it is convenient
to also assume k 4 2« < min A N (3, 00). Altogether, this imposes

(3.14a)
(3.14Db)

D
7—}—2&,

3<K+20&<{ .
min A N (3, 00).
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By the restriction o > % - % in Assumption 2.2 (iii), it is possible to choose k satisfying
(3.14a), while since A is locally finite it is also possible to choose k satisfying at the
same time (the artificial) (3.14b). Since 3 < 3+ « € A, (3.14b) implies k + a < 3.

3.1.6. The structure group. We turn to a discussion of I';,. To simplify some of the
proofs, it will be convenient to strengthen I';, € End(T*) as stated in Theorem 2.12 to
Iy, € Alg(R[[ag, be, pn]]) N End(T*). By this we mean that I';, is a well-defined linear
map from Rl[ag, b, pn]] to itself, compatible with its algebra structure in the sense that
for m, " € R[[ak, be, pn]]
* AN * *
Fzy(ﬂ.ﬂ. ) - (Fzyﬂ-) (Fzyﬂ- )’
and it preserves T* C R[[ax, be, pn]] in the sense that
T T

This deviates slightly from [LOTT21, Section 2.5] where I';, is only defined'? on the
smaller T*. The reason for defining it on the larger R[[aj, bs, pn]] is, that this allows to
apply I';, to ¢ which, due to the constraint (2.20), is not an element of T*.

As in [LOTT21, Section 2.5] we start from a purely algebraic map {7(™}, — T'** given
by

(3.15) =>4 Z @) () plan) )
j=>0  mq,..

where D(©) is given by (2.15) and D(“) for n # 0 is the derivation on R][aj, bs, pn]]
defined by

(3.16) D™ =g, .

For later use we note that

(3.17) (D™)] = y(n)5} % for n # 0,
hence

B(k) = v(k) for all k,
(3.18) (D)} £0 = { () =(¢) for all £,
B(n') = ~(n') — 6% for all n’ # 0.

Despite the two infinite sums in (3.15), the following lemma shows that I'* is well-defined
for a suitable choice of {7(™},,.

Lemma 3.2. Let {7(™}, C T* satisfying
(3.19) TV £0 = |8>n]
Then (3.15) defines I'* € Alg(R[[ak, be, pn]]) N End(T*).

Proof. We start by arguing that the matrix coefficients

(n1) (n;) (n1) | (nj)\Y
(320 S YT Ao ey

j20mny,...n; B1+-+B41=

are well-defined for all 8,v. From (2.17), (3.18) and (3.19) we see that if a summand is
non-vanishing, then

(3:21) bl =Bj] =4 Il = Iﬁg+1|p+2|nz and |8 > o for i =1,....j.

124t least, it is not mentioned that it actually is well-defined on the larger R[[ag, be, pn]]
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This implies [v] + Y], < [8j11] =5 + |Bj41lp + 21—y |8il, and since By + -+ Bj11 =
and | - | — « is additive

(3.22) O+l < [Bja] =5+ 1Bisalp + 18] = 1Bl + jev.

As B is fixed, we obtain for a S-dependent constant C' that [y]+ |y|, < C'—j(1—a). By
0 <[]+ |p, which follows from the definition (2.23), and by 1 — a > 0, we conclude

that j is bounded. Hence the sum over j > 0 in (3.20) is finite, and by |n;| < |5;| also
the sum over ny,...,n; is finite. Thus the coefficient (F*)g is well-defined.

To guarantee that these coefficients {(I'*) 3} 5, define a linear map from R{[ay, by, pn]] to
itself, we have to show that for fixed 8 there are only finitely many v with (F*)g #0. In
case (I'") ) # 0, we learn from (3.22) that [y] + ||, is bounded. This forces v to assign
only finitely many values to k # 0, £ # 0, n # 0, and to vanish for all but finitely many k,
¢, n # 0. Tt remains to argue that also v(k = 0) and (¢ = 0) can take only finitely many
values. This follows from (D) ... D®))y 2 0, which by (2.16) and (3.18) implies
Y(k=0) < Bjp1(k =0)+j < B(k = 0)+jand (£ = 0) < Bj41 (€ = 0)+j < B(£ = 0)+7.
The proof of multiplicativity of I'* follows from the derivation property of D™ and does
not rely on the domain of I'* at all. We therefore refer to [LO22, Lemma 3.12 (v)] for a
proof.

We finally show that I'* preserves T*. For this we shall argue that if v is populated and

(F*)g # 0, then f is populated. For purely polynomial v = g, we observe that (3.15)
immediately yields

(3.23) [Py = pn + 7,

hence (F*)%" = 5%“ + Wén). Since 7™ € T*, this is only non-vanishing for populated
B. We turn to multiindices v that are populated and not purely polynomial. Recall
from (2.17) and (3.18) that (D) ... DMWY 5 0 implies Y5,v(f) = 3, Bj41(0).
Since by assumption >, v(¢) > 0, we obtain ), 8(¢) > >, Bj+1(¢) > 0. Similarly,
since 7 is populated, we obtain from the first item of (3.21) that [8;41] = Y] +Jj =
Syl =145 =23,8j+1() = 1+ j. Hence (I'*) ) # 0 yields

(8] = [Bu] 4+ [Bj1] = Z(ﬂl(@ +ot Bia(0) — 1= Zﬂ(f) -1
¢

¢
where we used that f1,...,8; in (3.20) are populated. O

From the proof of Lemma 3.2 we obtain in addition
(3.24) r:, T cT,
which we shall use in the sequel.

Remark 3.3. We note that I'* defined here coincides'® with the one constructed in
[OST23, Lemma 3], since both maps are multiplicative and coincide on the coordinates
ag, by, pn. Therefore, G* := {I'* as in Lemma 3.2} is a group (with respect to composi-
tion) and there exists a group G, called the structure group, such that G* is the pointwise
dual of G, cf. [OST23, Lemma 4].

In Section 3.2.2 (item (4) of the case |3] > 3) we shall argue that there is a choice

of {wé’;)}n such that the associated I';, (see (3.15)) satisfies (2.25), (2.26), (2.27), and
(2.28). To estimate I';,. we will mainly appeal to the exponential formula (3.15), see
Lemma 3.18 (Algebraic argument I). This makes use of estimates on ﬂé‘;) that we obtain
in Lemma 3.22 (Three-point argument I), based on (2.25) involving two base points and

13up to the fact that there are no by components in [OST23]
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one active point. To estimate 6I'; , which is the directional derivative of I';, in the

direction §¢, we proceed similarly, see Lemma 3.19 (Algebraic argument IT). It is based

on estimates on 5#&‘;), which is the directional derivative of ﬂé‘;) in the direction 0&, that
we establish in Lemma 3.23 (Three-point argument II).

3.1.7. Ansatz for dI'*. We now discuss dI';, and start by motivating an ansatz. By
a < 1, we infer from (3.14) that x + o > 2, and hence (3.7) implies on a purely
qualitative level

E |(8TL, — 6TL, (=) — dT3.TL)s(y)|* = olly — 2[2).

Since O"II,3 and 9™6Il,3 are continuous functions for |n| < 2, see Remark 2.14 and
Remark 3.1, this amounts to

(3.25) 0™ (011, — 011, (z) —dI'; I1,)5(2) =0 for |n| <2.
Note that for n = 0 this is automatically satisfied by
(3.26) I, (z) =0,

which is a consequence of the estimate (2.31) since |-| > « > 0. A first ansatz to obtain
(3.25) for |n| = 1,2 as well could be dI'}, = I";,. However, 6Tk, is not rich enough:
to achieve second order vanishing around z we expect to need to recenter 6II, — §11,(z)
by (- — 2)* for [n| = 1,2. By (2.12), this is only possible if (0T';,)3" does not vanish
for In|] = 1,2. As we will see in Lemma 3.7, 6Tk, is triangular with respect to the
homogeneity | - |, meaning that (6T';.)% # 0 implies |gn| < [B|. Hence dT';, only allows
for the appropriate recentering for multiindices |5] > 2. To achieve the recentering for
multiindices |8| < 2 as well, we have to relax the population condition and give up the
triangularity of dI'%, with respect to the homogeneity, cf. (3.38). We therefore make the
ansatz'*

(3.27) dry, = Y dr2'r;.D™Q,
In|<2
where
(328)  dnl® := QII,(2) € QT* and dr(™ € QT* for |n| = 1,2 to be chosen.

Recall, that @) denotes the projection of a powerseries ZB ﬁgzﬁ to Z\B|<3 ﬂgzﬁ. The rea-
son for including @ in the definition of dI'* will become clear in the proof of Lemma 3.15.
Using the population constraint (3.28), one can check that

(3.29) dr: T c T+,
the proof of which follows the same lines as the one of Lemma 3.2.

We will argue in Section 3.2.2 (item (10) of the case |8| < 3) that (3.25) indeed deter-

mines dr(® for [n| = 1,2. The estimate on dI'%, is based on (3.27), see Lemma 3.21

(Algebraic argument IV), which is based on estimates on dr'™ that we establish in
Lemma 3.25 (Three-point argument IV). In addition to the plain estimate on dI',,
when obtaining the improved vanishing (3.8) of increments of 6II~ we will make use
of an estimate on the increment dI';, — dI';,I';, . This estimate on the increment is

obtained in Lemma 3.20 (Algebraic argument IIT), based on the corresponding estimate
on dm(;;) —drl — dF;ngz) obtained in Lemma 3.24 (Three-point argument IIT).

We next argue that the ansatz (3.27) allows for the crucial identity (3.13) to hold true.

Lemma 3.4. Let AT}, be given by (3.27) with dn® satisfying (3.28), and such that
(3.25) holds true. Then, (3.13) holds true.

Mpote the structural similarity to 6T%, = >n (Sm(cg)F;ZD(“)
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Proof. By (3.26) we read off from (2.14b) that

IT7 (2) = agVAIL,(2) + boé-(z) — VI (z)c.
Since |eg + B| = | 5], cf. (2.22), we have Q(agVAIL,) = agVAQIIL,, and by the derivation
property of D™ and mutliplicativity of I’y this yields

dI'y,(agVAIL,) = (dT',a0) VAT QII, + (I's,a0) VAAL IT, .

Furthermore, from the estimate (2.31) of II we learn
Eﬂvnwx@ws/lmmwuwmanw@fywixgaWA,

where we have used the moment bound (3.3) in the last inequality, which implies in
particular VII,5(z) = 0 a.s. for |3] > 1. Together with the fact that cg is only non
vanishing for |3| < 2 + «, see (2.29), we obtain Q(VII,(z)c) = VII,(z)c and hence

A, (VI (2)e) = (AT, VIL (2))15 ¢ + (1, VIL(2))dD e
Plugging into the exponential formula (3.15) the definition (2.15) of D(®) and the choice
Y = I, (z), see (3.39), we see
I‘;Zak/ = Z (kzk,)ﬂﬁj(z)aﬂk/ and F;Zbgl = Z (“f’)Hﬁ (Z)bg_M/ .
k>0 €20

Using this, we can read off from the ansatz (3.27) of dI'* and the chain rule for the
Malliavin derivative

dl}.a0 =Y ard(Ili(z)) and dI%,bo =Y bed(IT5(2))
k>0 >0

Furthermore, since ¢ € R[ag, b¢]], see Theorem 2.12, the same arguments yield
[ie=Y HI7(z)(D@)"c and dljc=» 5o (2)(DO)" e

Altogether we obtain
dr I Zaké (1% (2)) VAL, Q +Zaknk )VAAD? 1, (2)

+Zwmh wwmmwumZ#www%%
4

m

~ (M. VIL(2) Y 0 (17 (2) (D)™

m

On the other hand, applying the Malliavin derivative to (2.14b) we get
ST = Zaké (ITF)VAIL, +Zakn VAGIL,

+§)w &+Zwmm

—Z%(S ™) VII D<°> c— Y LIV (D) e
Thus
QoI — dI; T1; )(2 QZ%Mﬁ ))VA(IL, — T, QI1)(2)

+QZaka )VA(STI, — dT% 11, )(2)
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+Q Y bl ()86, (2)
y4
— QY (I (2)) VL, — T5,IL) (2)(D) e
-« i LI (2)V(OI1, — dT%, 1) (2)(D©) ™,

We shall argue that the first, fourth, and last right hand side term vanish. For the first
term we use that Q(agmy -+ mry1) = Q(ag(Q7) - - - (Qmg41)), which follows from

ex+0i+ -+ Bkr1=8 = |G+ +1Bk+1] =Bl

*

and non-negativity of the homogeneity |- |, and that QI':,Q = QTI'% ,, which follows from
the triangularity (2.27) of I'%, with respect to the homogeneity. Thus, by (2.25) the
first right hand side term vanishes. The fourth right hand side term vanishes by (2.25)
as well. The last right hand side term vanishes by (3.25), which finishes the proof of
(3.13). O

3.2. Inductive structure of the proof. The whole argument outlined above is carried
out inductively. A natural choice for the ordering needed for induction is the length of
a multiindex 8. We consider instead the following weighted length

(3.30) Bl<:=>_Bk)+>_BE)+A>_ |n|B(n)
k ¢

n#0

with 0 < A < 1/2. For ease of notation, we introduce

v=B = < <IBl

TSP = y<Pory=4
Remark 3.5. The weight A is necessary for dI'* to be triangular with respect to this
length, see (3.38). More generally, if the sum in the definition (3.27) of dI'* is restricted

to |n| < C, then the upcoming Lemma 3.7 remains true, provided X is restricted by
0 <A <1/C and 2 is replaced by C in the last item of (3.38).

Remark 3.6. The weight |n| allows for the following finiteness property, which makes <
suitable for an inductive argument: For all 3

(3.31) #{~ populated | v < 8} < oc.

Indeed, if |y[< is bounded, then the term ), ., [n[y(n) forces v to assign only finitely
many values to n # 0, and to vanish for all but finitely many n # 0. In particular, there
are finitely many purely polynomial . If + is populated and not purely polynomial,
then by (2.19)

D kA1) + Y+ D0 = =14 vk +2) () + Y v(n).
k ¢ k ¢ n#0
The right hand side of this expression is bounded by assumption, forcing v also to assign

only finitely many values to k, ¢, and to vanish for all but finitely many k, ¢.

Together with (3.31), the following lemma provides all triangular dependencies that
allow for an inductive proof.

Lemma 3.7 (Triangularity).
(i) I 5 given by (2.18) does not depend on Ilyz unless B’ < B. Furthermore, if

.5 depends on cgr, then we must have 8 + gni < B, for all 1 < i < d, or
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B' 4 gni = B, for some 1 < i < d, where!® n' is the unit vector in the i-th
direction.
(i) For T'* defined in (3.15) and all v (not necessarily populated),

(3.32) (T*)} does not depend on WE;) unless 8/ < B,
(3.33) if 27(6) >0, then (I'™)} does not depend on ﬂ'g,‘) unless ' < B.
¢
Moreover,
(3.34) (i)} £0 = <8 and |1 <8,
(3.35) (T3 #0 = =B and |y <8l
(i1i) For dT'* defined in (3.27) and v populated,
(3.36) (dl"*)?fp'p' does not depend on dﬂ'g,l),l";, unless 8 < .
Moreover,
(3.37) D) 7PP £0 = |8 > 20,
(3.38) dr*)y#0 = =<8 and |y|<[Bl+2~a.

We provide the proof of Lemma 3.7 at the end of this section. In the following two
subsections we outline the logical order of the induction.

3.2.1. Purely polynomial multiindices. Before we come to the induction proper, we con-
struct and estimate all purely polynomial components of all objects involved in the proof
of Theorem 2.12. For such 8 = gn, the estimate (2.31) of I, is satisfied trivially, since
Mg, is according to (2.12a) defined by (- — z)®. Because II;, = 0 by (2.21), the
estimate (3.5) of IT;; is also true.

Similarly, the estimate (2.32) of (I';, )7 also holds: By (3.24) we know that (I';, )7
is only non-vanishing if v = gn, for some m # 0, in which case it is, according to
(2.28), defined by (2)(y — x)»~™, with the implicit understanding that (2) = 0 if the
componentwise m < n is violated. The estimate (3.91) of wg(c%)n follows analogously,

since the exponential formula (3.15) yields (I';,)9™ = (pm + WQ(CI;)

the previous argument leads us to define ﬂg(cl;g)n = (2)(y — 2)*™ for'® m < n. Note

that this choice is consistent with the population constraint (3.19).
The estimates (3.64), (3.6), (3.87), and (3.92) on 611,y , 011, , (0T,)7 , and 6779(;7;19)“,

Tgn) Gn>
respectively, hold true, since all these objects vanish as they are deterministic by the
previous arguments.

From the mapping property (3.29) of dT"}

~, and so does dﬂég;)n since dr™ is an element of T* by (3.27). Thus, the estimates

(3.90) and (3.97) on (dI'%,)7. and dr{Zy, also hold true trivially.
Finally, the estimates (3.7), (3.8), (3.88), and (3.93) on increments of Tl , 611 , dT'; ,

and dﬂ'g)n) are trivially satisfied, as we have just argued that all these objects vanish.

)gn» Which because of

we know that (dI'; )] vanishes for populated

3.2.2. Induction proper. We turn to the proper induction, where we treat populated and
not purely polynomial multiindices 8. From (2.19) and the definition (3.30) of | - |<, we
see that = g, with |n| = 1 can serve as the base case.

In the induction step, we fix a populated and not purely polynomial S and assume for
all < (3 that the estimates (2.31), (3.5), (2.32), and (3.91) on Ig, 15, I'},, and

15Mind the difference of notation between subscripts ni,...,n; used for enumeration and super-
scripts n® denoting the unit vectors of N(1)+d.
16by m < n we understand m # n and componentwise m < n
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75, the estimates (3.64), (3.6), (3.87), and (3.92) on dllg, 6115, dI%, and om5, the

estimates (3.90) and (3.97) on dI';, and dﬂ'g,l), and the estimates (3.7), (3.8), (3.88), and

(3.93) on increments of 6Ilg, oM, dI';,, and dﬂé‘fn) hold true, with the understanding
that all these objects have been constructed. Furthermore, we assume that cg: has been
constructed for all 8+ gy < 8. The aim is to construct and estimate the corresponding
p-components, except for ¢ where we construct the ¢g_g ; component. In the induction,
we distinguish the case |8| < 3 from || > 3, and start by explaining the simpler case
|6 > 3. Note that by (2.24) the case |5] = 3 has been dealt with in the previous

subsection on purely polynomial multiindices.

(1) By the triangular property (3.33), we construct and estimate (I'*); for v not
purely polynomial in Lemma 3.18 (Algebraic argument I).

(2) By the triangular property of Lemma 3.7 (i), we define II; by (2.18), where we
set cg_g_, = 0. Furthermore, we estimate IT; in Lemma 3.16 (Reconstruction I).

(3) Based on a Liouville principle, we construct and estimate IIz in Corollary 3.13
(Integration I).

(4) We construct and estimate 7™ which by (3.23) yields together with Item (1)
the construction of and estimates on (F*)g for all populated ~. The only equa-

tion dependent ingredient in the construction of 7™ is a Liouville principle,
which we provide in Lemma 3.11; we therefore refer for the construction to
[LOTT21, Section 5.3]. We only note for later that the choice

(3.39) s = s (y)
has to be made, and that the construction respects (3.19) and yields that the
B-components of (2.25) and (2.26) hold. Recall that also (2.27) and (2.28) hold,
the former by Lemma 3.7 and the latter by (3.24) and the choice we made for
purely polynomial multiindices in the previous subsection. The estimate on 7
is provided in Lemma 3.22 (Three-point argument I).

In the case || < 3 we proceed as follows.

(1) By the triangular properties (3.33) and (3.36), we construct and estimate

(a) (F*)gip'p' in Lemma 3.18 (Algebraic argument I),

(b) (5F*)g¢p'p' in Lemma 3.19 (Algebraic argument II),

(c) (dI™* — dl"*l"*)gip'p' in Lemma 3.20 (Algebraic argument IIT),

(d) (dF*)g#"p' in Lemma 3.21 (Algebraic argument IV).

(2) By the triangular property of Lemma 3.7 (i), we define I by (2.18), where
we define cg_, , according to the BPHZ-choice (3.49). If 8 — g, is not a
multiindex then there is no c-component to choose, but (3.49) is still satisfied
by the symmetry properties of Proposition 3.8 (for more details see Section 3.3).
We show in Proposition 3.9 that this choice allows to estimate EHE.

(3) Based on (3.13), we estimate (6II- — dI'™*II7)g in Lemma 3.17 (Reconstruc-
tion II).

(4) Equipped with the estimates of Item (1d) and Item (3), we estimate 6II; in
Lemma 3.26 (Averaging).

(5) As explained in Section 3.1.3, we estimate II; by an application of the spectral
gap inequality, based on the estimates of Items (2) and (4).

(6) Exactly as in Item (3) of the case |3] > 3, we construct and estimate Il in
Corollary 3.13 (Integration I).
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(7) Exactly as in Item (4) of the case [3] > 3 we construct
mate in Lemma 3.22 (Three-point argument I). As before, this finishes together
with Item (1a) the construction and estimate on (I'*)} for all populated .
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FIGURE 1. Visualization of the main steps of the inductive structure
of the proof for multiindices |3] < 3.

This finishes the construction and estimates on the S-components of all objects stated
in Theorem 2.12. However, for later induction steps we have to construct and estimate
a few more objects which we have made use of.

(8)
(9)

(10)

Analogous to Ilg, we estimate its Malliavin derivative dIlg in Corollary 3.14
(Integration IT) based on a Liouville principle.

Analogous to Fén), we estimate its Malliavin derivative 671';;‘) in Lemma 3.23
(Three-point argument II). Applying ¢ to (3.23), we see that this provides to-
gether with Item (1b) the estimate on (0T"*)} for all populated .

We construct dﬂ'én) for |n| = 1,2 as follows: By D™p, = 1 (see (3.16)) and
I'*,1 =1 (see (3.15)), we obtain from the ansatz (3.27) that dI'%_pn = dr'® for
In| = 1,2. Furthermore, (2.12a) implies ;6™((1 — P)IL.)(z) = pn, hence (3.25)
yields for n| = 1,2

By the triangular structure (3.38), this serves as an inductive definition of dz™
provided we are given 6llg, (dF*)ZfP'p', and M. By d[™p, = dn™, this
serves, together with Item (1d), as a construction of (dF*)g for all populated .
Once more based on a Liouville principle, we estimate (6II — I — dI'™*II)4 in
Lemma 3.15 (Integration III).

We estimate (dr®™ — dnx(® — dI*7(®™)); in Lemma 3.24 (Three-point argu-
ment IIT), which by (3.23) and dI'} ,pn = dr'® provides together with Ttem (1c)
the estimate on (dI'™* — dI™*I'™*)}; for all populated .
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(13) Finally we estimate dﬂén) in Lemma 3.25 (Three-point argument IV), which by

dl% pn = dr'® provides, together with Item (1d), the estimate on (dI'™*)} for
all populated ~.

Proof of Lemma 3.7. We start with the proof of (i). For the first two sums in (2.18) it
is enough to establish

ek+Bi+-+Bk1=8 = B1,...,Bk11 <8,
fe+Bi+--+Be=p = PB1,...,8 =P

Since | - |< is additive and non negative, this is an immediate consequence of |ex|< =
|fel< = 1. The last sum in (2.18) is a linear combination of terms of the form

Hmﬁl e 'Hmﬁmvnmﬁm+1 Z((D(O))m>gm+20’v
vy

for m > 0 and 81 + -+ + Bmt2 = B, which completes the proof of the first part of (i).
We now move on to the proof of the second part of (i). Note that (2.17) implies that
for all 5/,+'

(3.40) (D(O))g/ #0 = [fl<=WI«

By iteration, the same property carries over to ((D(O))m)gl,.

We know now that the expression for II s given in (2.18) consists only of II, 5 such that
B < B. We assume by induction that the result of (i) holds true for all such IT, 5. Thus,
we necessarily have that the first two terms on the right hand side of (2.18) depend only
on cg such that 8 + g,, < B. Thus, for the proof of this proposition, we only have
to consider the last sum on the right hand side of (2.18) which consists of terms of the
form

(341) Hzﬁl T Hmﬁmvnmﬁm+1 Z((D(O))m>gm+20’y )
vy

such that 81 4+ -+ + B2 = f and m > 0. As in the proof of Lemma 3.7, we observe
that

(DOY™E #£0 = |8']< = |-
It follows that if IT_; contains cgr, then there must be a term of the form (3.41) such
that |Bm42|/< = |8'|< and B1 + - - - + Bm+1 + Bm+2 = B. Consider first the case in which
B has no polynomial component. Then, by the additivity of the ordering (3.30), we have
1Brl< 4+ |Bmral< + 181 = IBl<-

Since none of 51, ..., Bm+1 can contain a polynomial component and m > 0, we must
have that |8|< > |8'|< + 1. Furthermore, since A € (0,1/2), it follows that 8’ 4+ gni < 3,
for all 1 <37 <d.
Consider now the case in which |5[, > 2. Again, we have

1Bil< + -+ + Bmsl< +181< = |Bl< -

We already know that 8’ has no polynomial component. It follows that
1Bil< + -+ [Bma1l< = AlBlp = 2.

It thus follows that
1Bl< > 18'|< +2X > |B' + gns

<+,

for all 1 <37 <d.

We are now left to treat the final case, |3|, = 1. We first treat the case in which
B1,s ..., Bm+1 are not all purely polynomial. In this case, we must have

1Bil<+ -+ |Bmtil< =1+ A,
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It follows that ' + gni < Bforall 1 <i <d. If By,...,Bmi1 are purely polynomial,
since |B|, = 1, we must have m = 0 and f1 = gy for some 1 < ¢ < d. Thus,
Bmtz = B2 = B — gni- Furthermore, since m = 0, we must have 8, = ' and so
B' 4+ gni = B. This completes the proof of (i).

We turn to (ii). Recall from (3.20) that (')} is a linear combination of terms of the
form

(3.42) () 0 (plan) . pg)yy

5 ﬂ-ﬂ] Bj+1?

where j > 0, ny,...,n; € NJT4 By + -+~ 4+ 841 = B and |B;] > |ny| fori =1,...,j
Clearly, B1,...,8; < B, which establishes (3.32). For (3.33) it is enough to argue that
Bj+1 # 0. By assumption we have > _,v(¢) > 0, and by (2.17) and (3.18) we learn that
if (3.42) is not vanishing then ), v(¢) = ", Bj+1(¢), hence 341 # 0. We turn to (3.34)
and note that also (I’ —id)} is a linear combination of terms of the form (3.42), with
the difference to above that here j is restricted to j > 1. We observe that (3.18) implies
for n # 0 and for all 3’,~'

(3.43) D) #0 = |8<=}|<~Anl
Together with (3.40) we obtain

(D DM A0 = [Biral< = < = Alma] + -+ ).
Hence if (3.42) is non—vamshlng, then

|5|-< = |51|—< +F |6j|—< + |’7|-< —)\(|n1| +ee |nj|)-

From (2.22) and 1 > a\ we obtain |8;|< > A|Bi|, which together with |3;] > |n;| yields
|Bil< > Aln;|, and hence |B]< > |y|<. For the second item of (3.34) we first note that
by (2.17) and (3.18) we have for all n

(3.44) (D)), #0 = |8|=]|+a—nl.
Hence, similarly as above we obtain that if (3.42) is non-vanishing, then
(3.45) 1Bl =181 + -+ 18| + |7 = (Ima] + - + [my]).

By |8i| > |n;| for i =1,...,5 and j > 1 we obtain |3| > ||, which finishes the proof of
(3.34). (3.35) is an immediate consequence of (3.34).

We come to (iii) and note that by (3.27), (dI'*)}; is a linear combination of terms of the
form .
dﬂ.ﬂl Z D(l‘l) ﬁ”

where |n| < 2 and 51 + B2 = 5. Smce only populated 1 are relevant we have 51 # 0,
in particular |1|< > 0 and thus 82 < 8. If B3 were 0, then ' = 0 by the already
established (3.34). However, (D®™)] # 0 implies v = gn by (2.17) and (3.18), which
contradicts the assumption ), v(¢) > 0. Hence 2 # 0 and therefore 8; < 3, which
finishes the proof of (3.36). For (3.38), we appeal to (3.34), (3.40) and (3.43) to obtain

|Bl< = 1B1]< + B2l < = [B1l< + [v|< — Aln].
By (3.28), f1 is populated and not purely polynomial, which implies |31|< > 1. Together
with |n| < 2 we obtain ||« > |y|< + 1 — 2X > |y|<. Similarly, by (3.34) and (3.44) we
obtain
(3.46) Bl = |B1] + [B2] — = |B1| + |y| — In].
Since |f81| > « and |n| < 2, this finishes the proof of (3.38).

We finally provide the argument for (3.37). In view of (3.46) it remains to argue that
|v]—|n| > «. If n = 0, this is clear. If n # 0, note that (D(n)) # 0 implies y(n) > 1 by
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(3.17), hence in particular ||, > [n|. As v is populated, we have |y| = a >, v(€) + |7|p,
which implies the desired |y| > « + |n| since v is not purely polynomial and hence

() =1 0

3.3. BPHZ-choice of the renormalisation constant. In this section, we will explain
how we will choose the renormalisation constants cg. Note that in Section 2.1 we have
already considerably reduced the structure of the counterterm. We thus need to argue
that at the level of I, 5 a number of terms should require no renormalisation due to
exactly the same symmetries we have used to derive a reduced form of the counterterm.
This leads us the to the following proposition.

Proposition 3.8. Assume that Assumption 2.2 is satisfied. Then, for all z,y, h € R'*9,
the following properties hold true

(1) Hw[ (- + W](y) = Uoinplél(y + ),
(- +M)y) = z-‘,—hﬂ[ (y +h),
(

23l€(+h)
(2) Hzﬁ[ E(R)(y) = (—1)Plrlgapl¢] (Ry),
I5[=€(R)(y) = (1)l [€)(Ry), and
(3) Was[~€](y) = (=1)= "L 5[€](y ),
15 [=€(y) = (= )”Z‘W)Hm €] (y)-

Furthermore, let 3’ be such that 3'(n) =0 for all n # 0 and denote by 3* = B’ + gn: for
1 <i < d wheren' is the unit vector of Né""d in the i-th direction. Then for j =1,...,d

(4) iy Oyl [OTE(0)](y) = Mo [€](Oy),
S 0411, [0TE(0))(y) = 0TI, 4, [€)(Oy).

Proof. We will provide a formal proof of these identities by using the power series
expansion for the solution. This proof can easily be made fully rigorous by using an
induction argument on the hierarchy of equations given by (2.14a). However, for the
sake of brevity and clarity of the exposition, we will avoid doing this here.

For the symmetry in Item 1, we note, as before, that if the tuple [u,a,b,p,£] is a
solution of (2.3), then so is [u(- + h),a,b,p(- + k), (- + h)]. Tt follows from the power
series expansion (2.13) and comparing coefficients of u(- + h) and u that we must have
IL5[E(- + h)](y) = Maynplé](y + h) for all z,y,h € R4 The equality at the level of
I 5 follows by simply using (2.18).

Similarly, for Item 2, we note that if the tuple [u, a, b, p,£] is a solution of (2.3) then so
is [u(R-), a,b,p(R-), —&(R-)]. Using the expansion (2.13), we have

u(Ry) — u(Rx)
= Z o [~E(R))(y)2°[a(- + u(Ra)), b(- + u(Rx)), p(R - +Rz) — p(Ra)]

—Z 1)2 =1 80T 5[ (R )] ()2 [a(- + u(Rx)), b(- + u(Rx)), p(- + Re) — p(Ra)]

_Z )P, 5[—€(R)] (y)2° [a(- + u(Rx)), b(- + u(Rx)), p(- + Rx) — p(Rx)]

where |n|>; = Zd 1 ;. The symmetry then follows by comparing coefficients. We now
apply (2.18) to compute

Sl -E(R) ()
= 3 (—1) S P T s, [E1(RY) - - Tias, [€)(RY) (VATLRog, ., [€) (Ry)
k

ek+ﬁ1+"'+ﬁk+1:ﬁ
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+ Z (_1)1-"—25:1 lﬂilpHRlﬂl [6] T HRI,@@ [5]&7’
fe+ﬁ1+-€-+ﬂe:ﬁ
- Y L) b g [€(Ry) - Hres,, [E/(RY) (VRag,,.., [€]) (RY)

B1+"'+TgnL+2:B m
< (D@)me)

ﬁm+2
= (=) PkII, LE(Ry)

where we have used Assumption 2.2 and the fact that ¢ depends only on the law of €.
This completes the proof of Item 2.

We now move on to Item 3 by noting that if [u, a,b,p, ] is a solution of (2.3), then so
is [u, a, —b, p, —€]. Once again, appealing to the expansion (2.13), we have

2) =Y Tap[-€®)2°[al- +u(2)), =b( + u(@)), p(- + ) —p(x)]
8
= > (~1)=POL €] (y)2" [a(- + u(@)), b(- + u(@)),p(- +2) = p(x)].
B

Comparing coefficients with the original power series, Item 3 follows at the the level of
I1;. The proof for H;ﬁ follows in an identical manner to that of Item 2 by using (2.18).
Finally, for Item 4 we note that if [u,a, b, p, ] is a solution of (2.3), then so is
[u(O),a,b,p(0-),0T¢(0-)]. Note that of 5 is of the form described in the statement
of the proposition, then

2 la(- +u(0)), b(- + u(0-)),p(O - +0z) — p(Ox)
= Z@sz] la(- +u(0-)),b(- +u(0-)), p(- + Ox) — p(Ox)] .

Comparing coefficients as before, we obtain
d
(3.47) Z 5 [0TE(0)](y) = Houp [€](Oy) .-

Before we move on to I, 5, we note that an essentially similar argument to the one above
can be used to show that, if § has no polynomial component, then

(3.48) 5[0 €(0)](y) = Hoss[€](Oy) .-

For TI_5,, we consider the three terms on the right hand side of (2.18) separately. if
we attempt to compute ) . OUH;ﬁi [OT¢(0-)](y), the first term on the right hand side
of (2.18) is of the following form

d
Z a5, [07€(0))(y) - Map, [0TE(0)] (1) (VAILug, ., [0TE(O))(y)

where one of f1,..., Bxs1 is of the form 3 + gy, for some 3 with no polynomial com-
ponent, with all the other multiindices having no polynomial component. In the case
that one of By, ..., Bk (say f1) is of the form 5+ gni, we can apply (3.47) and (3.48) to
obtain

d
Z OinIﬂl [OTE(O)](Q) T HmBk [OTg(O')](y)(VAH$Bk+1 [O_TE(O)])(Q)

i=1

=ougig,, [€1(0Y) - Toas, [€)(Oy) (0T V ATlosp, ., [€])(Oy) -
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Similarly, if Sr41 = B + gni, We can apply similar arguments to obtain

d
Z Oijnlﬂl [OTE(O)](Q) T HmBk [OTg(O')](y)(VAH$Bk+1 [O_TE(O)])(Q)

— Mo, [€1(09) T, [(09) (OTV AT, 5., [E)(O0).

Applying similar arguments to the other two terms on the right hand side of (2.18) and
using the fact that ¢ only depends on the law of £ (and Assumption 2.2), we obtain

d
> 04Tl [0TE(0)](y) = 0TI, 4,[€)(Oy)
i=1
thus completing the proof. ([

We are now finally in a position to choose the constants cg. We want to choose the
constants such that for all |8] < 3, the following large scale average vanishes,

(3.49) Jim B[, (2)] = 0.

Using the result of Proposition 3.8 tells us that E[II 5, ()] is independent of z and is
non-zero only if

1+ 8|, and 1+Zﬂ(€) are even.
¢

This tells us that we only need to concern ourselves with 8 = 8’ + g for 1 < i < d
where 8 has no polynomial component and ), 8'(¢) is odd, thus (2.29) is satisfied.

Using the triangularity established in Lemma 3.7, we can choose the constants cg in
a manner that is self-consistent with respect to the ordering | - |< defined in (3.30).
As described in Section 3.2, we will perform induction on the ordering < assuming
that, for a given IT, 5 we have constructed and estimated Il for / < B and cp for
B+ gni < 8 (for all i = 1,...,d). Then, for such a I, 5 which depends on some cg,
by Lemma 3.7 (i), either 8’ + gni < B for all 1 < ¢ < d in which case ¢g has already

been chosen or 3 + gn: = B. In the latter case, we note that we can rewrite Hogiy,

from (2.18) componentwise as follows

(3.50) oy, =15, —com’,

where 1:[;5, +g,, Just represents the remaining terms on the right hand side of (2.18). It

follows from Lemma 3.7 (i) that IT_ only depends on ¢z for B+ gni < B+ gni, for

B’ +9g,i
all 1 < j < d, which have all been chosen already. We then make the following choice
(3.51) ¢y = lim B[l ().
Note that due to Item 4 from Proposition 3.8, we have that
(3.52) EllL g, ()] =0,
for i # j and
(3.53) E[ﬁ;ﬁurgnjt(x)]j = E[ﬁ;ﬂurgnit(‘r)]i )

for all 1 <i,j <d. For fixed 1 <1i < j <d, (3.52) follows by choosing
Omn  form e {1,....d}\ {i,j},
(O)mn = 95 for m =i,
—0;n  form =j,
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while (3.53) follows by choosing

Omn  form e {1,...,d}\ {4,5},
(O)mn = djn  for m =1,

0in  for m =j.
Thus, the choice (3.51) is consistent and ensures that the BPHZ renormalisation condi-
tion (3.49) is satisfied for all multiindices.
The choice of renormalisation we have made in (3.49) by controlling this large scale
average of II_ s in fact lets us control EH;Bt(y) as we shall establish in the following
proposition.

Proposition 3.9. Assume |3| <3 and that (3.5)_5 and (2. 32) hold true for all v not
purely polynomial. Then,

(3.54) / Tt

;Enzﬁt( )‘ S (\S/T)a*g(\s/f_k |z _y|s)\ﬁlfa_

T
Furthermore, by (3.49),
(3.55) EIL 5, ()| S (V03 (Vi + [ — yls) 117
Proof. We note that

d__ d _
TEa) = 5B [ s vy = 2115, ()

= /R L, 42 (L )y = 2B )s(2),

where we have used the definition of 1; along with the fact that the remainder that
shows up in (3.74) is a random polynomial of degree lesser than or equal to |3 — 3. We
now simply apply Proposition 3.8 along with the translation invariance in law of the
ensemble £ from Assumption 2.2 to rewrite the above expression as

356)  GE) = [ de (L)l = )BT —T)s(e).

From the triangularity of I'* established in Lemma 3.7 (see (3.34)), we know that ((I'%, —
id)II )g depends on II_;, only for 8" < B. Additionally, from (2.21), we know that
II; € T* from which it follows that (I, — id)II;,)s contains only terms of the form
(Tx, — 1d)B for 5’ not purely polynomlal.

We now choose s = £ in (3.56). Note that, applying the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, we
have the following estlmate

E[(T], —id)5 oy, (2)] | S Jo — 21PI)I71=3 < (V)3 (Vi + o — 215) P,

where we have used the fact that |5'| > « and |5] — |8’| > 0 by the triangularity (3.34)
of T'*. Integrating in z and applying the moment bound (3.3), we have

d
dt
Integrating in ¢ from T to co, we obtain by || < 3 the bound

[t [0 S TP T 4o = e,
T

which completes the proof of (3.54). We now have using (3.49)

B g7 ()] S/Toodt };Eﬂwt( ) < (YT)81-3.

—EBIL 5, (y )’ < (V)N + o — gyl
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Using the above bound and I'*, we have
BT 5, ()] < [EIL 5, ()] + [E((T%, —id)L,)s(y)] S (VO3 + [E((T;, — id),)s(y)].

For the last right hand side term, we use the triangularity of I';, — id as before to
estimate the resulting terms with 3’ < 3 as follows

E[(T%, —id)5 T, ()] | S e — gl 77101718 < (V)22 (Vi + e — ylo) P,

where we have used the fact that |5'| < || (from (3.34)) and |8’| > «. Putting it
together with the previous estimate, we obtain (3.55). (I

Remark 3.10 (Alternative choice of II7). The careful reader may have noticed that the
renormalisation constant cg that we choose for the multiindices 8 + gni, 1 < i < d
vanishes after the application of the divergence operator. Since we are ultimately inter-
ested in estimates on 11,5, which follow by integration from a corresponding estimate on
V-1 5, this may lead one to the conclusion that the constant is not necessary. However,
this is not the case: counterterms chosen within the induction at some point will play
an important role for some “bigger” multiindices that come up later in the induction.
As an example, consider the multiindex 2f1 + g(o,2) where

- 2
V- H12fl+g(g,2) =V (H1f1+9(0,2)§7' - V( - z)lchl - VHifﬂr!](o,z) Cfl)

=V- (Hmf1+g(o,z)§‘r) —Cf

where we have used that ¢y, = 0 by Proposition 3.8. From this expression, the diverging
lower bound on cay, (in d = 1) from Theorem 2.16, and the estimate (3.5) (which in
turn implies an estimate on its divergence), it is clear that caf, cannot be chosen to be
0.
Alternatively, we could have made a different, but equally valid, choice for II;, say f[; ,
by including the divergence operator V- in its definition. This would amount to solving
the hierarchy of linear PDEs given by

Ll =1 4.
We note that in this setting we would have to perform the BPHZ renormalisation in a
different way. Repeating the arguments of, it is easy to check that for all g such that
¢p is populated, we would make the choice

y 1. s
=35 lim E[Hzﬁ-l-gznit(x)]

for some (and indeed all) 1 < i < d. Here, II; is defined in the natural manner as
before.!” Note that, a priori, this gives us a different choice of the constants {¢s}p
corresponding to a different functional form of the counterterm h(u(-)). However, if
our construction of the models is consistent, &, h should coincide with each other. We
already know from Corollary 2.13 that the two models (T, T') and (II,T") (defined in the
sense of [Tem23, Definition 1.1]) agree with each other. By induction, we can then show
that the families of constants {¢g}s and {cg}g are the same. Indeed, let us assume that,
for any given §, we know that cgr = ¢ for all 5/ < 5. Then, if we look at the model
equation for the multiindex 3+ goni, for any 1 < i < d, for both I, and II, and subtract
them, we have }
0=V- f[xﬁJrgzni — ﬁrﬁ+g2ni + Qani — Qégni .

We already know from Lemma 3.7 (i) that V - ﬁrﬁﬂzzﬂi depends on cgr for 5 + gni <
B+ goni (B + gni = B+ goni is clearly not possible) for all 1 < j < d from which it

follows that 8’ < 3. The same holds true for flzﬂJrani since it has the same dependence

1"Note that B + 2g,: is not populated
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on {cglpas V- ﬁmﬁﬂzzﬂi- It follows then that cg = ¢g. The base case can be checked in
a similarly straightforward manner.

3.4. Annealed Schauder theory.

3.4.1. Integration of the model. In this subsection, we discuss the basic integration ar-
gument needed for our estimates, i.e. we discuss how to solve (1.4).

Lemma 3.11 (Annealed Schauder estimate). Let d > 1, v >0, n € [y,00) \ Z, p < o0,
and x € R4 be given. Assume that f € (S'(R*9))®? is a random vector-valued
tempered distribution which satisfies

(3.57) E5|fi(y)lP < (Vo (Vi + e — o),

for allt >0 and y € R'*. Then, there exists a unique random function u satisfying
1

(3.58) sup 7E7 [u(y)[P < oo

yERL+d |z — yls
and, in the sense of distributions,
(3.59) Lu=V-f.
Furthermore, the constant in the bound (3.58) depends only on vy, n, and d.

Proof. We first notice that we can formally represent the fundamental solution associ-

ated to L as -
/ dt (L*y)
0

where L* is the adjoint of L. We thus propose the following solution formula for
(3.60) w= / dt (id — TO)(L*V - fi),
0

where the operator T7 projects an arbitrary smooth function onto its Taylor polynomial
centered at x of order < 7. We will argue that u, defined in this manner, makes sense,
satisfies (3.58), and is a distributional solution of (3.59). We will see that subtracting
the Taylor polynomial is necessary in order for the expression (3.60) to make sense.

Given the bound (3.57) on the right hand side f, we can obtain the following estimate

(3.61) EF (0" ()P S (Vo= (Ve [ = yla) "7
To see this, we use the semigroup property (3.4), along with the bound (3.57)

BHOM )P 5 [ 41076y~ 2)[EPIf, (P
S WA [zl - )| (Voo — 2l

Applying the moment bound (3.3) gives us (3.61). Given (3.61), we can now esti-
mate (3.60) by splitting it into a far-field and near-field component. Before we do this,
we note that the Taylor remainder (id — T?)(L*V - fi)(y) can be expressed as a linear
combination of terms of the form (y —z)*0"L*V - f;(z) for |n| > n where z is some point
between y and x. Using an essentially identical argument to (3.61), we can estimate
such a term by

o =yl (VO e =yl
Thus, for v/t > |z — yls, i.e. the far-field component, we have

o0

E%’/ a6 =THEV- PP S [ drle =yl S e,

z—y|8 lz—yl8
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where we have used > v and |n| > 7. For ¥/t < |z —yls, i.e. the near-field component,
we argue as follows

Er|(id — TH(LV - f)@)|" <EF|(LV- )W) + Y | —yMEF [0™(L7V - f) ()|

[n|<n
SV Be -yl + D o -yl (Vs inl
[n|<n

where in the last step we have used (3.61). Since 1 is not an integer, the sum in the
above expression can be limited to |n| < 1 and so all powers of ¢ in the above expression
are greater than —1 giving us the desired integrability near ¢ = 0. We thus have

1

lz—yl3
B [ =TV - )" S el
0

completing the proof of (3.58). The fact that u is a solution follows from applying the
operator L to (3.60) with cut-off at s and 7" and then passing to the limit. The limit
converges in the topology defined by the norm in (3.58). Note that

T
L/ dt([d =TV - fi) =1 =TI HV - fo = (1 =TZ V- fr.

Now (3.61) implies that, as s — 0, T?~4V - f, converges to 0 almost surely. Using (3.61)
again, we find that (1 — T7=4)V - fr converges to 0 almost surely as T — oo. Thus, u
is necessarily a solution.

Finally, we present a Liouville-type argument for uniqueness. Let v be the difference of
two distributional solutions of (3.59) satisfying (3.58). Then,

(3.62) Lv=0.
We now use the kernel bound (3.3) along with (3.58) to see that
(3.63) lim E# [0™0,|P =0,

t—o0

as long as |n| > 7. Using (3.62), we also have
8t8“vt = —Q“LL*vt =0.
It follows by integrating in time and using (3.63)
o"v =0,

for all |n| > 7. It follows that v is a polynomial of degree |m| < n and, in fact, |m| <7
since 1 ¢ Z. But the estimate (3.58) tells us that v must in fact be identically zero, thus
completing the proof. O

Remark 3.12 (Failure of integration for integer 7). The careful reader may have noticed
that we excluded n € Z from the statement of Lemma 3.11. This is due to the fact that
Schauder theory, and by extension an annealed estimate of the form (3.58), fails to hold
true for integer exponents. To understand this one can look at the Poisson equation

Au=f

for f € CO°(R%),d > 2 and ask if v € C?(R?). This is in general not true. As a
counterexample for d = 2, consider u(z) = ¢(z)(z3 — 22) log(—log(|z|?)) where ¢ is
a smooth bump function which is 1 for |z| < 1 and 0 for |z| > 2. One can check
(see [FRRO22, Section 2.2]) that u has a bounded and continuous Laplacian but an
unbounded Hessian. The same counterexample can be used to show that the Calderén—
Zygmund estimate fails for p = co.

We will now apply Lemma 3.11 to two specific cases, estimating I,z given an estimate
on II'; and estimating 611,45 given an estimate on 6II 5.
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Corollary 3.13 (Integration I: II” to II). Assume that (3.5)5 holds. Then, (2.31)4
holds, 1i.e.

Eﬁ I q < 1Bl
Mep()* Sz —yls

Corollary 3.14 (Integration II: 611~ to 6Il). Assume that (3.6)5 holds. Then, (3.64),4
holds, 1i.e.

1 ’
(3.64) Ev [01L,5(y)7 < o -yl .

The proofs of the above two corollaries follow immediately from applying Lemma 3.11
with f chosen to be II_; and 711_1(51'1;5, respectively.

3.4.2. Integration of the rough path increment. We now present a weighted version of
the integration argument in Lemma 3.11 that will help us pass from the increment
(0TI, — dT%_ 117 ) to (011, — 611, (2) — dI'%, I1,). The crucial ingredient for this integra-
tion argument is the following representation formula which establishes the relationship
between the two increments:

(3:65) (OIL, — 011, (2) UL TL)s = [ di(id = T2)(L'V - (O — dULIL o).
0

We will provide the proof of this identity in Lemma 3.15, which is the main result of
this section.

Lemma 3.15 (Integration III: (611, — dT'%, 11, ) to (011, — 010, (z) — AT, I1,)). Let
18] < 3 and assume that (3.5) 4, (3.6)4, and (3.8)5 hold true. Furthermore, assume
that, for all v mot purely polynomial, we have the bound (3.90)%. Then, (3'65)B and
(3.7) hold true.

Proof. We will assume for the time being that (3.65) 5 holds true. The strategy of proof
is to show that the right hand side of (3.65) is estimated by the right hand side of (3.7).
We split our argument into three ranges: a near-field range ¥/t < |y — z|s, a far-field
range v/t > max(|y — 2|, |z — z|s), and an intermediate range |y — z|s < Vt < |2 — 2]s.
We start with the near-field range. Applying essentially the same argument as in the
proof of Lemma 3.11 along with the negative moment bound (3.3) we have the bound
E7 |0(ST0; — I3, 117 ) g ()|
(3.66) S (VDT 4 Iy — =l (V4 Ly — 2la + [ — 21071 (9) + e (2)).

We use (3.66) to derive two intermediate estimates, one by restricting to y = z and the
other by restricting to the near-field range:

B [0™ (311 — A3, 117 )u(2)[7 < (VO 73R+ fo — 21,) =0, (2),
E¥ |9" (011, — dU;. 117 ) ge(y)|”
S (V) 0ly — 203 (ly — 2ls + o = 21)171 7 (wa(y) +wa(2)) i VE< [y — 2s.

We use this to estimate the Taylor polynomial and the original term as follows:
Ev |T2L*V - (811, — dI%, 10 ) (3)|”
(3.67) Sy — APV (V= 2]0) 0w, (2)

n|<2

E¥ [L*V - (8115 — dI%, 117 ) ()|
SNV — 215y — 2ls + 2 — 2) P (wa (y) + we(2)) L HEVES |y — 25
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8
Integrating foly_zl“ dt and using the fact that @ — 2 + k > 0, which itself follows

from (3.14) and « < 1, on the first integral, and « > 0 on the second, we obtain

’

q
1

ly—z3
B / At T2L*V - (011, — dT%, 10 ) 3e(y)
0

Sly =218y = 2ls + |z — 210) 1w (2),

/
q
1

ly—z|8
R / At L*V - (811 — dU, 1015 ) e (y)
0

Sy — 21275 (ly — 2ls + |z — 21) P17 (wa (y) + wa(2)),

which takes care of the near-field contribution.

We now deal with the far-field contribution /¢ > max{|y — 2|, |z — z|s}, by splitting
it into the one coming from dI'}, II7 and the one from 6II. For the first one, we use
the fact that II; € T* (see (2.21)) and the strict triangularity of dI', with respect to
< (see (3.38)) along with (3.90) and (3.5) for II_; to establish

B [(d0. 115 )5 (0)|”
(3.68) S Z |z — Z|g+|ﬂ‘_wa(z)(%)”‘*3(% + |y — Z|5)\'y|—a7

[v|€AN(=00,3)N[a,k+|A]]

which, using a similar argument as before, we can transform into
1 - ’
Ed 8n(dF;Z Hz )gt(y)‘q
(3.60) < 3 (Fpr1=3-tnljy — 5Pl (o) ity — 2], < VA

~

[v|€AN(—00,3)N[ar, i+ B]]

We now represent Taylor’s remainder in a manner compatible with the natural scaling
5 associated to the operator L

@a-1210) = [ as U5 ),

h(s) = f(s®™yo + (1 — s*)zp,...,8 " yqg + (1 — $°?)z4) .
Applying this to f = L*V - (dT'%, 117 ) g and using (3.69), we obtain

’

L 3 * * —
<t ! Z Z ly — 2P (LRIl — 5By ()

[n[=3  [y[€AN(—o0,3)N[a,k+|B]]

no+--4+nqg<3
(3.70)
if [y — z|s < Vt.

o0

Integrating over fmax{\yfz\§,|xfz|§} dt and noting that |y| — |n| <3 — 3 = 0, we obtain

’

q

Ev / dt (id — T2)L*V - (dT'%_ 113 ) ge(y)
max{|y—z|%,|z—z[8}

s > > ly— 22 (Jy — 2o+ |z — 2]o) 112l — 2518171y, ()
[n|>3 [v|€AN(=00,3)N[a, k4]

no+-+nqg<3

Sly =2l (ly = 2ls + | = 20) 1w, (2) by |n| 23>k +a.
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For the second part of the far-field contribution, we can use (3.6) to obtain
q/
(3.71) BV |01, )| S (Y005 + e — yl) P,

which, by Taylor’s theorem and |z — y|s + | — 2|s S |y — 2]s + |© — 2|5, implies

’

q
Ev |(id — T2)L*V - 5H;ﬂt(y)‘
(3.72) St Z ly — 2| (D + |y — 2]s + @ — 2]6) P10,
[n|>3
no+--+ng<3

o0

Integrating over fmax{\y—z\§,|z—z|§} dt and using || — |n| < 3 — 3 = 0 we obtain

’

q

B / dt (id — T2)L*V - 6115, (y)
max{|y—z|8,|z—2|8}
5 Z |y—z||5n|(|y_2|5“F|:L'_Z|5)a_‘n‘(|y_z|5+|x_z|5)|ﬂ‘_aw
In|>3
no+-+nqg<3

Sly =215y = zls + |z — 215) P17 wa (2),

where in the last step we have simply used the definition of w;(z) (see (3.9)) and the
fact that |n| > k + . We now treat the intermediate range. To this end, we start by
applying the semigroup property to (3.66) to obtain

1 ’
E |07 (11, — dI';, T1 ) e ()|

< [ oyt~ )BT 07 GIL; — AL 1L ) ()

’

5/dy’lw%(yfy’)l(\g/f)“’g"“‘(\g/ﬂIy’*ZIE)“(%+ |y = 2ls + [ — zs) P17

X (wz(y') + we(2))
SV (e 4 o — 2]0) 7w, (2) iy — 2] < V2
where in the last step we have applied the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality and (3.11). Ap-

plying Taylor’s theorem, we have

(id — T2)L*V - (3115 — D%, T17) e (y)|°
St 3D DTl — o (2, iy — 2l < VE< J2 - 2l

[n|=3
no+-+na<3

N
Ed

_ .8
Finally, integrating over fllyl_;llgﬁ dt as expected, we obtain

’

lo—z|2 1
/ dt (id = T2)L*V - (011 — dT% T)a(y)| S ly — 252 — 2| w, (2) .
ly—z|8

1

E<

We are now left to argue that the representation in (3.65) is justified. Note that by
using (2.30) and taking the Malliavin derivative, (3.12) holds true, i.e

(3.73) L(0Il, — 611, (z) —dI', IL)g = V- (61, —dI 107 )g .

Furthermore, we know from (3.25) that (61, — 0II,(z) — dI's, I1,)s(y) vanishes super-
quadratically in |y — z|s, and by (3.64), (2.31) and the fact that dT'™* has the projection
Q built-in it grows sub-cubically in y at infinity. Provided the right hand side of (3.65)
also satisfies equation (3.73), vanishes super-quadratically at z and grows sub-cubically,
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it then follows that (3.65) holds true by using exactly the same Liouville-type argument
as in the proof of Lemma 3.11.

To see that the time integral on the right hand side of (3.65) is a solution of (3.73), we
cut off the time integral as follows and apply the operator L to note that

T
L/ dt (id — T2)(L*V - (011, — dI%, 11, i)
=V (Ol —dI7 I )gs — V- (0L — I I )ar.

Using (3.68) and (3.71), the second term goes to 0 as T — oo, while the first term
converges to the required object as s — 0.

For the vanishing behaviour at z, we note that above we have estimated the right hand
side of (3.65) by the right hand side of (3.7). Along with the observation that s+« > 2
(from (3.14) and « € (0,1)), this implies that the right hand side of (3.65) vanishes
super-quadratically in |y — z|s.

For the growth at infinity, we split the t-integral of (3.65) into three regimes: ¢ €
[0,1],[1, ]y — 28], [|ly — 2|8, 00). For 0 <t < 1, we estimate the parts involving id and T2
separately. For the part involving id, we can directly apply (3.71) and (3.68), to obtain

’

q

1
Ev / dt L*V - (611, — dT; 117 ) e (y)
0

<[ a t-1(<%>a<%+ & — yle) 1
+ > o — 25 M, (2) (VO (Ve + Iy — zla>'”>

[vl€AN(—00,3)N[a,k+[B]]

S (1+|z—y|5>|ﬁ\faw+ Z |:c—z|:+w|_|7‘wz(z)(1+|yfz|5)|'”7°‘,
IvI€AN(—00,3)N[a,k+[B]

which grows sub-cubic in |y|s as desired since both |8], |y| < 3. For the Taylor polyno-
mial, we use the bound (3.67) to arrive at

’

1 q
Ei / dt TiL*V (0, —dU; 00 ) ge(y)
0

< / Lt 37y — AP o — 2]0) P w, (2)

In<2

<Yy -2 e — 2] w2,

n|<2

which again is sub-cubic in |y|s. For the second regime, 1 <t < |y — 2|8, we estimate
the id part with exactly the same estimates as before to obtain

/

. ly—z|8 !
R / dt L*V - (811 — dT%_11C )e(y)
1

ly—=2I5
S R T (RO TR
+ S e Pl Ry - 21 )

[v|€AN(=00,3)N[ar, i+ B]]

SA+]y— 20y = 2ls + |z — yls) P
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+ > & — 2|T I, () (1 [y — 2(2) ]y — 217,
[v|eAN(—00,3)N[a,k+|B]]

which grows again sub-cubically in |y|s since |B],|y] < 3. We estimate the Taylor
polynomial T2, separately as follows: for the term involving oIl 5, we use (3.71) to
arrive at

’

q

ly—zI3
Ev /1 dt T2L*V - 610, (y)

ly—=I%
< [ o S A e e
1

[n|<2

ly—=I3
S [0 Taet 3y Al e ol
! nj<2
S Z ly — 2+ Jy — 2 e — 2P 4y — 2l - 2P,
In<2

which grows sub-cubically in |y|s by |8] < 3, while for the term involving dI'%, , we
proceed with (3.90) and (3.5) to obtain

’

q

. ly—z|%
T / dt T2L*V - (T2, 105 ) se(y)
1

ly—2l3
f we 2 el () 3y A (D
1

[v|€AN(—00,3)N[a,k+|B]] In|<2

< Z Z |£C—Z|§+|m7h|wz(z)(1+|y—z|p|7|n|).

[vl€AN(—00,3)N[ev, k4| B]] In| <2

Again by |y| < 3 this grows sub-cubically in |y|s. We now treat the final regime |y—z|5 <
t < oo. For the term involving 61T, we simply apply (3.72) to estimate it as follows

’

00 q
Ev / dt (id — T2)L*V - 011, 5, (y)
Jy—=13
S[ a2l
=212 In|>3

not+ng<3

Sly— 28+ o — 2%y — 22

For the the term involving dT"™*, we use (3.70) to obtain

’

q

/ T (- TV - (A0 T ()

y—=z[§

1
Ed

(o]
5/ et > Sy PRl 5Py ()
lv==I3 n[>3  |yleAn(—co.3)nfa,k+Bl]
no+-+na<3

< Z |y7z||57‘|:cfz|:+w|_|7‘wz(z). 0
[vI€AN(—00,3)N[a,k+[B]
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3.5. Reconstruction. It will be crucial for reconstruction to control the dependence of
II; on its base point, we therefore start with the following observation. As a consequence

of (2.25), I';,, recenters also the negative part I, of the model,
(3.74) M =T3,I0, + Py ap(l;, (id — P)IL, + (9 VA(TS, (id — P)IT, + 7(3) .
k

In particular, by (2.12a) one can read off that (II; — I';, TI,")s is a space-time poly-

nomial of degree < |3| — 3. The proof of (3.74) is analogous to the one of [LOTT21,
Proposition 5.2] (in particular, (3.74), is a consequence of (2.25)_4).

Lemma 3.16 (Reconstruction I). Assume B8] > 3, that (2.31) 4, (3.91)_ 45 and (3.5)_4

hold, and that (2.32)2 holds for all v populated and not purely polynomial. Then (3.5),
holds.

Proof. The estimate (3.5) follows by general reconstruction [LO22, Lemma 4.8] from
“vanishing at the base point”,

}i_r}(l)IEF|H;ﬂt(z)|p =0 provided |B] > 3,
and “continuity in the base point”,
(3.75) EF|(I, = 10;) s ()P S (VO3 (V2 + |z — )=

For the former, we note that by (annealed) continuity (2.36) of I, it is enough to show
that II () = 0. By Lemma 3.7 (i), we observe that on the right hand side of (2.18)
only Il,g with 8" < 3 come up. We can therefore appeal to (2.31)_g, which implies
I, 5 (z) = 0, to see

I, (2) = VATl gy (2) + 606 (2) = Y Vg, (2)cs,.
B1+B2=P
Note that (2.31)_ 4 implies by the semigroup property and the moment bound (3.3)

70" (2) | S (V)12

By |8 —eo| = |B] > 3 and the (annealed) continuity (2.35), we have VAIL, g_,(z) = 0.
Similarly, we have > 25 \ 5 _ 5 VIL;5, (z)cg, = 0: by (2.29) we have |5:1] = |B|—|B2|+a >
3—2—a+a =1 and therefore VIIzp, (x) = 0. By |fo| = o < 3 < |B]| we also have
5£“ = 0, which concludes the argument for I ;(z) = 0.

We turn to the continuity in the base point (3.75), which relies crucially on (3.74). Since
(3.74) is identical to [LOTT21, (2.63)], except that the second derivative 07 of [LOTT21,
(2.63)] is replaced by the third derivative VA here, the proof of (3.75) is identical to
the one of [LOTT21, (4.9)], except that the exponent —2 has to be replaced by —3. O

Lemma 3.17 (Reconstruction II). Assume that (2.31) 4, (2.32) 4, (3.5) 45 and (3.7)_;

hold, and that (3.88&[3 holds for all v populated and not purely polynomial. Then (S.S)ﬁ
holds.

Proof. We define
F,. = (OI; —dl*,I17) — (Z arIlt (z) VAL, — T3 IL) + bng;(z)égT),
k )
and we shall establish
(376) Eylezﬂt(y”q/
SV 3Vt + |y — 2le) (VE+ [y — 2ls + |z — 2])/7* (wa (y) + wa(2)),
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which together with

(377 E7[(Yarllh(2) VAGTL, — dULIL) + Y bl ()66, , (4)|*
k L

S (VO3 (Vi ly = 21s) (Vi + ly = zls + o — 20s)171 7w (y) + wa(2))

yields the desired (3.8). We start with the proof of (3.76). As in the proof of Lemma 3.16,
as a consequence of general reconstruction [LO22, Lemma 4.8] we obtain from “vanishing
at the base point”

1 /
imE7 7 —

and “continuity in the base point”
(379) Ev |(Fzy - Fzz)Bt(y)|q

S W (Vi |y — 20) (Ve + Jy = 2ls + o = 2[6)1772 (wa (y) + we(2))
the following stronger version of (3.76),

BY |Fyzpi(y)|”

,S (\S/E)a_g(% + |y - Z|5)H+a(\8/Z + |y - Z|5 + |-T - le)lm_Qa(wm(y) + ’LUI(Z))

Here, we have used that k4 2a—3 > 0, which follows from (3.14), and we have used that
|B] > 2c unless the left hand side of (3.79) vanishes, for which we give the argument
term by term in (3.80) — (3.83) below. For (3.78) we note that (3.13) amounts to

Fp.5(2) =0,

which implies (3.78), provided we have (annealed) continuity of F,,5(y) in the active
variable y. This continuity is a consequence of Remark 2.14 and Remark 3.1.
We turn to (3.79), and bound its left hand side by the triangle inequality by

(3.80) E7 (D%, 1T, — dT, T ) (y)]

(3.:81) + 3 ET | (a1 (y) VAL L — d3TL ) () .|
k

(3.82) + 3B |(an (T (y) — TT5(2)) VAL, — dT%.I1.)i(w)) |
k

(3.83) + 3 B[ (be(ITE () — IT5(2)) (06 ) ()7

¢
For (3.80), we note that the presence of @ in dI'%, allows by (3.74) to rewrite

dr: I, — dre IL; = (AU, — dUE, 08 )T

Ty Ty Tzt 2y

Hence the left hand side of (3.80) is by Holder’s inequality, (3.88);7@'"' and (3.5)_

estimated by

opaa 0o =2l Ty = 2la e = 210) P17 (wa () + wa () (VDI
[v|EAN[a,k+2a)

which is bounded by the right hand side of (3.79). Since VA(dI;,IT, — dI'; I1,) =

VA(dTl;, —dI; T%, I, by (2.25), (3.81) is by Holder’s inequality, (3.88)27P P, (2.31) 44

zzt zy =B
and the moment bound (3.3) estimated by

Bil+-+|8
Z Z |‘T - y||5 ! - 1|3k+1|22&
k ep+pi++Bri1=H

xSy =By = 2l o — 2]e) P 20 () + wa (2)(VE)T1,
[v|EAN[a, k+2a)
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which is again bounded by the right hand side of (3.79). To estimate (3.82), we note
that the same argumentation as for [LOTT21, (4.81)] shows that (2.31) 5 and (2.32) g4

imply
1 (o7 —Za(x
(384) D OEr|(alIi(y) — arlLi(2)) 5" S Iy — 212 (ly — 2ls + |o — 29172
k
Also here, the left hand side vanishes unless |5| > 2a: the k = 0 term vanishes, and

for k > 1 the left hand side vanishes unless § contains e; which implies |5] > 2a.
Furthermore, the same argumentation as for [LOTT21, (4.82)] shows that (3.7) ; implies

EV |VA(SIL, — dT%, 1L ) g ()|
SV B3V + Jy — 21) (Ve + |y — 216 + [ — 2[6)P17 (wa () + wa (2)).

Hence (3.82) is by Holder’s inequality, (2.31)_g, (2.32) 45 and (3.7) 4 estimated by

Z ly —zlg(ly — 2|s + | — Z|5)|ﬂ1|—2a
Bl"t‘ﬂg:ﬂ

x (VO3 (Ve Iy — 21s) (Ve + ly — 2ls + o = 21)1 %217 (wa (y) + wa(2)),

which is once more bounded by the right hand side of (3.79). We turn to (3.83), and
note that the same argumentation as for (3.84) shows that (2.31) 4 and (2.32) 5 imply

(385) D EF|(bedli(y) = beATE(2)) o|" Sy — 2[5 1y — 2o + @ — 2[s) 7172,
4

as above with the understanding that the left hand side vanishes unless |8] > 2a.
Furthermore, by the semigroup property

Sl = [ dsly—oI"(LL) Ay = 2)ly = 2| LY 6E(R),

which by the triangle inequality and Cauchy—Schwarz yields

1
2

Eilis < ([ asly— oI - ) o).
Since ¢’ < ¢, this implies by the scaling (3.2) of
E7 |(06-)e(w)|” < (V) " w(y).
Thus (3.83) is by Holder’s inequality, (2.31)_4 and (2.32)_ 4 estimated by
ly — 215 (ly — z|s + |z — 2[) 112 (V0)* > w(y),
which is bounded by the right hand side of (3.79).

It remains to establish (3.77). We bound its left hand side by the triangle inequality by

’

(beIT4 (2)) 4 (06 e ()|

Z Ev | (akH];(z)VAGSHz - dF;sz)t(Q))g}QI + ZEﬁ
- ¢

As above, we argue that this is by (2.31)_4 and (3.7)_4 estimated by the right hand
side of (3.77). O



50 R. S. GVALANI AND M. TEMPELMAYR

3.6. Algebraic arguments.

Lemma 3.18 (Algebraic argument I). Assume that (3.91)_ 4 holds. Then (2.32)}; holds
for all v populated and not purely polynomial. Furthermore,

(3.86) Er |(F;yD(n))g|p <o - y||5ﬁ\*\'vlfa+|n|
holds for all v populated and for all n.
Proof. Recall from (3.20) that (I';, )} is a linear combination of terms of the form

) (nJ)( (ﬂl)...D(ﬂj))’Y

Taeybr zy,(i’ Bj+1?
where j >0, ny,...,n; € NJ™ and 8y +-- -4 8,41 = B. Since by assumption Yool >
0, (3.33) yields B1,...,8; < B, hence Holder’s inequality and (3'91)-<B imply that the

stochastic norm E%| - [P of the above expression is estimated by

|z — yl\sﬂl\*\ﬂll - yl\sﬂj|*|ny‘|.

By (3.45), the sum of the exponents equals |5] — |y|. We turn to the proof of (3.86).
If 7 is purely polynomial, then either the left hand side of (3.86) vanishes, or n # 0
and v = gn. In the latter case, (F;yD(“)) (r* )ﬂ = (5,6, which trivially satisfies
(3.86) since |8 = 0| = a and |y = gn| = |n|. If v is not purely polynomial, then
> 7(€) > 0. Tt follows from (2.17) and (3.18) that (I';, D™)% =3, (F;y)g (D)7,
is a sum over multiindices ' restricted to >, 5’ (¢) > 0. We can therefore appeal to the
already established (2.32)g (notice that above we only used ) ,~v(¢) > 0, not that

is populated) to estimate the IE%| - [P-norm of every summand by |z — y||5ﬁ\*\ﬂ'|_ From
(3.44) we obtain |3’| = |y| + a — |n|, which establishes (3.86). O

Lemma 3.19 (Algebraic argument II). Assume that (3.91) 4 and (3.92) 4 hold. Then
for all v populated and not purely polynomial

3.87 E¥ (5T V|7 < |z — /P
Proof. Applying 6 to (3.15) yields by the chain rule
5F;y:2 oo Z 57T(“1 I .. (n])D(nl) . D®@;)
i>1

Clearly, (3.33) transfers from I'* to (5F*, hence the same argumentation as in Lemma 3.18
applies. O

Lemma 3.20 (Algebraic argument III). Assume that (3.91) 4, (3.93) 5 and (3.97)_4
hold, and that (2.32)’;[3 holds for all v populated and not purely polynomial. Then for
all v populated and not purely polynomial

(3.88) Ev |(dT%, — dT%,T5,)3

xTzT 2Y
2 _
Sy — 215727y — 206 + |2 — 2]) P12 (i (y) + wa(2))

with the understanding that x + 2a — |y| > 0 and |B| > 2« unless the left hand side
vanishes.

Proof. Due to the presence of the projection @ in the definition (3.27) of dT'™* together
with the triangularity (3.33) of I'* with respect to |-|, the left hand side of (3.88) vanishes
unless |y| < 3, which by (3.14) implies || < k + 2a. Furthermore, by (3.24) and (3.37)
we observe that |3] > 2« unless the left hand side of (3.88) vanishes.
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We turn to the proper estimate (3.88), for which we momentarily denote by df;y the
obtject defined in (3.27) without the projection @Q, i.e.

dry, = > dalwrs, DM

[n|<2
Then
where in the first equality we used QI';,Q = QI';,, which follows from (3.34), and in

the second equality we used dI';,Q = df;yQ. We start by estimating

((dF% — dT)T,Q)% = (3 dnirs DM (d - Q)T%,Q) )

nj<2
_ () (e pmyF
=2 2 > dmI (MLDME L) s
[n1<2 |6123 B1 +62=8

By assumption v is populated and not purely polynomial, which carries over to B8’ by
(3.24). By (3.36) and (3.38), which also hold for dT"* since we did not at all make use of
the projection @ in the proof, we have 31, 82, 8’ < 8. Therefore we appeal to (3'97)-<B’

(2.32)1,6 and (3.86)16 to estimate the E$| .17 norm of every summand by

|z — Z|§+‘Bl‘_‘n‘wz(z)|x _ Z||5[32|—|[3'|—04+|n||y B Z|\55/\—W|_

Since 8’ is populated and not purely polynomial, the condition |3’| > 3 strengthens to
|8'] > 3, and from (3.14b) we obtain |3’| > x4+ 2«a. Hence the above expession is further
estimated by

ly = 212727y = 2la + o — o) I, (2),
which is estimated by the right hand side of (3.88) since 81 + 2 = § implies |B1|+ |B=2] —
a =|B| by (2.22).

We turn to the estimate on (df;y—dfizl":y)@. The same argumentation as in [LOTT21,
(4.43)] reveals

(dl7, —d3.T5)Q = D (dnfy) — dn — T alp)r;, D™,
In|<2
where we rewrite the right hand side as
3 (@nl®) —drl® —drsarr DPQ + Y (A, — dl)a®) s, DQ.
In|<2 [n|<2
The (-) ;-component of this first term equals
(3.89) oY (@l —dnl —dToal)) s (T, D™)), 1y <.
In|<2 B1+p2=0

As in the proof of (3.36) we argue that 82 # 0 and thus 8; < 8. Clearly, we also have
B2 < B by 81+ B2 = 8. Since y is by assumption populated, we can therefore appeal
to Holder’s inequality, (3.93)_; and (3.86)’;,6 to estimate the E<71’| - |9"-norm of every
summand of (3.89) by

k+a—|n|

ly — =l (Jy = 2ls + |z = 2[) 17 (wa (y) + wa(2)|w — gD
Let us mention that only v with (F;yD(n))gz # 0 come up, which by (2.16) and (3.17)
satisfy |y| > |n| + «. This expression is therefore further bounded by
= 2l 2y = 2l [ = 20) PR g () - w (2)),
which coincides with the right hand side of (3.88).
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It remains to estimate

(> (T, —dry)=&)r;, D™Q)]

<2
=Y (@l —dr)a®) (T, D)L
In|<2 B14+B2=4

=3 Y Y > Al Dt A (0, D) 1 s

n|<2 B1+B2+B3=F|8'|>3 |m|<2

We shall argue now that (31, 32, 83,8 < 5. Since 8 is populated, we have 3; # 0 and
therefore B3, 83 < B. Since 7y is by assumption not purely polynomial, we also have
B3 # 0 and therefore $; < 3. From (3.38) we know ' < 1 + f2 = 8 — B3 < 8. We can

therefore appeal to (3.97) (3.86)5/’7 and (3.91)_ 5 to estimate every summand by

<p’

||ﬂ1 —|m|+x ||[5’2 18'|— O4+|1‘n|| Z||5ﬂ/|—|n||x7y||5ﬂ3\—\vl—a+|n|.

|z - Wy (2)] —

By || > 3 we obtain |5'|+« > 3 and therefore (3.14b) yields |'| > k+ «, and the same
argument as for (3.89) yields |y| > |n| + a. The above expression is therefore further
estimated by

ly — 2572070y — 2|, + |z — 2,) P11 H1B2IHBs I —day, oy
which is bounded by the right hand side of (3.88) since 51 + 2+ 83 =S and |- | — v is
additive. g

Lemma 3.21 (Algebraic argument IV). Assume that (3.64)_5 and (3.97) 5 hold, and

that (2. 32) holds for all v populated and not purely polynomial. Then for all v populated
and not purely polynomial

(3.90) Ev (0537 S Jo — 257y, (2).

The proof of Lemma 3.21 follows the same lines as the one in [LOTT21, Proposition 4.16],
which we therefore skip.

3.7. Three-point arguments.

Lemma 3.22 (Three-point argument I). Assume that (2.31)4, holds, and that (2.32)
holds for all v populated and not purely polynomial. Then

(3.91) B yul” S o =yl

The proof of Lemma 3.22 follows the same lines as in [LOTT21, Proposition 4.4], and
relies on the three-point identity

S a® (e — )" = 1(2) ~ 1, (2) - (T}, — id)PIL(2),

which is a consequence of (2.25), (2.12a), (3.23) and (3.39).

Lemma 3.23 (Three-point argument II). Assume that (2.31)_ 4 and (3.64),4 hold, and
that (2.32)% and (3.87)% hold for all v populated and not purely polynomial. Then

(3.92) E7|57Tg(c’;)ﬁ|q <o - mlﬁﬁ\*\n\u—]

The proof of Lemma 3.23 is identical to the one of [LOTT21, Proposition 4.10], and
relies on

D0z )" = 011 (2) — I2, Pally () - 013, P 2),

which is seen to be true by applying § to the three-point identity above.
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Lemma 3.24 (Three-point argument III). Assume that (2.31) 5 and (3.7)5 hold, and
that (3.88);; holds for all v populated and not purely polynomial. Then for |n| < 2

L n n * n !
(393) Es |(dﬂ-;y) - dﬂ-éz) - dl—‘mzﬂ-gy))ﬁw
Sy =257y — 2o + o — 2101 (wa(y) + wa (2))

Proof. For n = 0, the statement is a consequence of (3.28), (3.39) and (3.7). For n # 0,
we first prove the formula

(3.94) > (drl®) —drl) — AT w)(- — y)™ = (011, — 610, (2) — I}, T1)

xz"zy
<2 — (011, — 611, (y) — dT';, 11,
— (dr}, —dT;,T7,) P,

Indeed, (3.28) and (2.25) yield
(0T — M0, (2) — dT; I1,) — (811, — 011, (y) — dI';, I0,) — (dT';, —dT; T2, ) PII,
= dnfl) —dn(? —dI}.IL(y) + (AT, —dl5.T%,)(1 - P)IL,
which by (3.39) and (2.12a) equals
drl®) —dr(® —dr; a9 + (T, —dT5T5) > pal- — )™

xzz"zy xrz— zY
n#0
From (3.27), (2.15) and (3.16) we read off
(3.95) drz, D eaC =y = 3, dr( -y,

n#0 n#0,|n|<2
and using in addition (3.23) we see
drLr, Y pal = 9)" = U5 Y (a4 7))~ 9)"
n#0 n#0

= Y (@l +arpal))(—y)"
n#0,|n|<2

which establishes (3.94). The E<71’| -7 -norm of the S-component of the right hand side
of (3.94) is by (3.7)4, (3.88)g¢p'p' and (2.31) 4 estimated by

|- —zla (] —2ls o = 2l) 1 (we () + wal(2))

=yl —yls + 2= yl) T (wa () + waly))

-y = 2122y = 2l + o = 210) 71 (wa () + wa(2))] - —yldT
Restricting the active variable to | - —y|s < |y — z|s, this is further estimated by

ly — 2157y — 2ls + |2 = 21)1717 (s () + wa(y) + wa(2)),
and we obtain

(396) E?ll Z (dﬂ-(ﬂ) — dﬂ-(l'l) _ dl"* ﬂ_(l’l))( _ y)n’q’

Ty Tz zz'zy

<2

S |y - Z|§+a(|y - Z|5 + |-T - le)wl_a(wz(') + wm(y) + ’LUZ(Z)) :
We now evaluate at y + Am for 0 # |m| < 2 and average over A < |y — z|s/|m| in order
to recover (3.93)4 for 0 # [n| < 2. Indeed, for the left hand side of (3.96) we appeal to
the obvious f)\<\y7z\r A ~ |y — z|s. For the right hand side of (3.96), by definition (3.9)
of w,, it suffices to appeal to f/\<|y—ZI ly +dm — x|7"% < |y — 2| 7", O
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Lemma 3.25 (Three-point argument IV). Assume that (2.31)_4, (3.64)5 and (3.7)4
hold, and that (3.90)2 holds for all v populated and not purely polynomial. Then for
| <2
(3.97) E¥ [dr{3s 17 S fo = gk, (y).
Proof. For n = 0, the statement is a consequence of (3.28) and (3.64). For n # 0 we
observe that by (3.95)

> dnlt)(z—y)™ = 0l (2) — 6114 (y) — (11, — 611, (y) — AT, IT, ) (2) — AT, PTL, (2).
n#0,|n|<2
By assumption we can therefore estimate

e n n 7
Es ’ Z dﬂiy)ﬂ( Y)

n#0,|n|<2

<z —z|m|w—|— |z — y|\ﬂ|

+ly = 257y — 2]s + |2 — yls) P (we (y) + wa(2))

+ > |z — y SV, () |y — 2|07,

[vI€AN(a,|Bl+2—al

Restricting z to |y — z|s < |x — y|s, the right hand side is further estimated by

o =yl (w2 () 4+ wa(2)),
and as in the proof of Lemma 3.24 we obtain (3.97). O

3.8. Averaging.

Lemma 3.26 (Averaging). Assume that (3.8), (3.6) 4, (3.5) 4, (2.32);, (3.87); and
(3.90)2 hold, all for v mot purely polynomial. Then (3.6) 4 holds.

Proof. We first establish (3.6)5 for x = y. For that, we use the semigroup property (3.4)
and the triangle inequality to get

E7 [0T154,(z)|" < dy |v: (z — y)| EV (611, — dT%,IL) 5e (y)|7
R1+d 2 2

[ gl — ) BP0, ) )

The first right hand side term is by (3.8); estimated by

[0 s @ = ) (S AT o = ) ),

which by (3.11) and the moment bound (3.3) is bounded by the desired (/£)!#=3w. For
the second right hand side term we appeal to (3.90)2#""', the triangularity (3.38) of
dI'* with respect to <, and (3.5) 5> which by Hélder’s inequality imply an estimate by

/Rud dy W%(ﬂc =yl Z | y|n+\ﬂ| 17l (y)(\%)hl—3_

[vl€eAN[a, |B]+2—a]

Again by (3.11) and the moment bound (3.3) this is estimated as desired by (/%)/%I=3w
To get rid of the restriction = y we apply the Malliavin derivative to (3.74), where we
note that due to |3| < 3 the correction is not present, which yields

0T, 5, (y) = (OT5, I, +T75,6T1) 4 (y) -

Yy

Applying IE?1’| - |9 and Holder’s inequality, we use on the first right hand side term
(3.87)2#""' and (3.5)_ 4 which is sufficient by the triangularity (3.35), and we use on
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the second right hand side term (2.32);7@'1" and the just established (3.6)_, for z =y
which is sufficient by the triangularity (3.34), to obtain

BVl )" S Y2 (o=l e (V)70 oyl )
IvleAn[a,| 5]

S (V)3 (Vi + o —yl) Pl w O

4. Proof of Theorem 2.16

Proof of Theorem 2.16. We remind the reader that we are working with the model 11
from Remark 2.15, but we have dropped the hat for notational convenience. Further-
more, we work with L = (9p— (1—ag)A?) which depends on ag and we define mg = 1—aq.
Given Proposition 3.8 and the BPHZ choice of renormalisation made in (3.49), we have
the following result that gives us a natural restriction on when the constants cg can be
chosen to be zero.

Lemma 4.1. Let Assumption 2.2 be satisfied with o € (%, \Q, and letd = 1. Then, for

all v € RY9 and |B| < 3 such that B ¢ {er+fo+fi+90,1),2/1+90,1), 2e1+2fo+90,1) }»
we have

lim E[II75,(2)] =0,

t—o0

where I~ is as defined in (3.50).

Proof. Since the value of E[~7 .(x)] depends only on the law of £, the symmetries
of Proposition 3.8 tell us that E[TI_;, ()] # 0 only if [3]+|8], and 1+ [B] are even. This

restriction, together with the fact that o € (1,1) and |8] < 3 tell us that E[IT, 5:(@)] # 0
only if

(4.1) B e {er+ fo+ fi, fo+ f2,2f1,2e1 + 2fo,e2 +2fo} + g(0,1) -

Note now that by Remark 2.8, and since ¢, = 0 as a consequence of fi not being present
in the above set, we have

Hi(f0+f2+9(o 1))( ) 2(y1 _‘Tl) ﬂCfo( )g‘r( )

By Proposition 3.8 (1) and Assumption 2.2 we can choose = 0 without loss of generality
and compute using the integral representation (3.60)

E [H()_(f0+f2+g(0 1))t (0)} =2E /]R2 dy wt (y)yIHOfo (y)€7' (y)

28 [ [ dvdstuin (4 - THL 0. )] &)
/ / / dy dz ds e (y) (L0 (y — )16 ()6 (9)
R2 JR2 JO

/ / / dy = dsvr (y)(L*0100,) ()16 ()6 ()
R2 JR2 JO

2/ dydzds i (y)(L*01¢s)(y — 2)yi F(y — 2)

0

I
=

%\%\

2

S—

[ vz asnm@ - amre -2

2

_/R2 /]RZ/O dy dzds b (y)(L*01bs) (—2)y1 Fy — 2)
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where in the last equality we have used the fact that fRZ dyvi(y)ya = 0. For the
remaining term, we proceed as follows

/RZ /]R /OOO dy dz ds oy (y) (L*0190s) (—2)y1 F (y — 2)
- /R /Ooo dzds ()1t * F)(2)(L701905)(2)

5/ /dsdkth(k%+k?)lklIIFF(k)IIfws(k)I|f¢t(k)|
0 R2
gt/ /dsdk|k|§6|]-‘F(k)|ef\k\§(t+s>
0 R2
(4.2) :t/ Ak |k[B|FF (k)|e 1Kot < (§/2)75 7=25% 0.
]RQ

Note that we have used the fact that |k|8 < (k2 + k%) < |k[S, that FF is a Schwartz
function, and the explicit form of the Fourler transform of ;.

Finally, we treat the term H;(62+2f0+g(0 ) using again Remark 2.8 and c¢, 4+, = 0 as
follows 7

‘EH_ 0(e2+2fo+g(o, 1))t(0)‘

=2

5 [ dywt@)ylnofo<y><afnofo><y>\
RZ

IN

2 [ ot )] +3[E [ drtnin@mo,)w)
(Y2

/ / / dy dsq ds2 ¥ (y)y101 / / dz1 dzg s, (Y — 21)Vs, (¥ — 22) F (21 — 22)
RZ RZ RZ
— ( 2a 2

+ /]RZ/ / dy dsy dsg 9 (y)y101 /]RZ /]RZ dzy dzg s, (21)Vs, (22) F (21 — 22)
= (V)22 20,

where we have used the fact that o < 1. O

A

+

The results of Lemma 4.1 tell us that in d =1 and for a € (%, 1) there are three multi-
indices in need of renormalisation, and we start with considering ﬁ =e1+ fot+ fi+ g(o 1).

Choosing « = 0 without loss of generality due to Proposition 3.8, IT (€1+f0+fl+g(o ) €
be expressed as
- 3 3
H 0(e1+fo+fi+g(0,1)) (y) = ylal HO(fo+f1) (y) + 81 (Hofo HO(f1 +9(0,1)))(y)
(1) (ii)
—301 (alHO(erg(o,l))alHOfo)(y) + H0(61+f0+9(0,1)) (y)g‘l' (y) .
(iii) (iv)

We now convolve with ¢, and evaluate at 0, take the expectation, and treat the four
terms on the right hand side of the above expression separately. For (i) and (ii), we can
simply apply the bounds from Theorem 2.12 (note that |fo + fi| = 2¢, |fo| = @ and
|f1 + 9(0,1)] = @+ 1) to obtain

[E(0), (0)] + [E(i), (0)] S (VD)**=* "= 0,
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where we used o < 1. We now treat the term (iv). We know from (4.1) that ce, 45, = 0.

Thus, using Remark 2.8 and the solution formula along with the fact that |e; + fo +
9(0,1)| = a+ 1 < 2 we have that

E(iv)t(O)
—E / dy Y (1) (v) / dsy (id — TA) L, (10T gy, (9)
R2 0
=B [ ayuet) [ @a=1h) [ a:@ow)w -2

/ /]R dsy dv 0L L™ s, (2 = v)&7 (v)
= L. /R? /R?/ / dy dz dvdsy dss ¥ (y) (L*013s, ) (y — 2)210F L* s, (2 — v) F (y —v)

+/RQ /R /R/ / dy dz dvdsy dsg 9y (y)(L* 011, ) (2)210F L* s, (2 — ) F (y —v)
/R2 /R /R/ / dy dz dv dsy ds2 ¥ (y)y1 (0T L* s, ) (2) 2101 L* s, (2 — 0) F(y —v)
_/]R/O /O dzdsy dsg (L*O11bs,)(2)21(0f L tbsy) * F(2)

(iv)a

oo poo . | ) - )
Jr/R?/o /0 dy dsy dsg ¢y (y) (L 01s, (1)1) * (01 L*sy) * F) (y)

_ /R /ooo /OOO dy sy dsy g2 (y) (L7074, (1) % (D1 L™s3) % F) (1),

(iv)e

where in the last equality we have used that F' and ¢ are even. We now deal with (iv)}
and (iv).. Assuming mg = 1 without loss of generality, for (iv)y, we have

91 = | /R /ooo /000 dydsi dsa ¥u(y) (L 01, (1) * (L") % F) (9)|
_ }/OOO /Ooo /]R dsy sy dk Fuby (k)i 2k )P (=2miko + (27k1 ) M) Fab, ()
X FE(R)F (0 (1) (0)
- ‘/000 /OOO /RQ dsy dsy dk Fupy (k)i(2mky ) (—2miko + (2mk)*)2 Fbs, (k)
X fF(k:)%aklfwsl (k)’
S/O /O /R dsy dso dk [Fpy (k)KS (kG + kY) Fabs, (k) Oy Fibs, (k) FF (k)|

0 0 R2

where in the last inequality we have used the explicit form of Fv. Integrating in s; and
so and using that for fixed 7 > 0, F' is a Schwartz function and thus bounded, we obtain

|(V)s] S / dk| e e KB FR (k)| < / dk| i e HEt < (V) 0.

Slk%Q(kg + k%)e*((27Tk0)2+(2ﬂ'k1)S)(t+51+52)fF(k)‘
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The term (iv). can be treated in a similar manner as follows
/R T s dsa ) (2980, (00) ¢ GEL )+ F))
S /R dkt|k[ZeHt < (V)7 0.
We leave (iv), aside for the time being and move on to the term (iii) which we deal

with as follows: By the integral representation (3.60) (note that |f1 +g(o,1)| = 1+« and
|fo| = @) and using that 1 is even we have

E(iii), (0) = 3E[/RQ dy 0194 (y) /OOO ds1 L*07(67)s, (y)

(iv)e] =

</ " (L0 () — LO(116:) 0)]

= S/R2 /}R2 /]R2 /OOO /Ooodydzdwdsl dso D1 (y) (L 05, ) (y — 2)

x (L 08y — @) = (L0, )(—2) a1 F (= — @)
Using that 7,/) and F' are even, we obtain

E(iii), (

= /]R2/]R2/]R2/ / dy dzda dsy dsg y1019:(y)(L* 5121/151)(2)(L*5121/JSZ)($)F(Z — )
- 3/11@/0 /0 dy ds1 dsg 919 (y) ((L*071bs, ) * (L 0705, ()1) % F) (y)
—_3 /R 2 / - / N dz dsy dsg (L* 0%, ) (2)(L*0%s, * F)(2)

(iii)a

— 3/R2/ / dy dsy dsa 01 (y )((L*611p51) x (L* 0%, (-)1) *F)(y),

(iii)p

where in the last equality we have used the fact that fRZ dyy1019¥(y) = —1. We treat
the term (iii)p in a similar manner to (iv) (again assuming mgy = 1) as follows

|(iii)b|§/ dk — |k| — e Mt < ()1 200,
5

We are now left to deal with the terms (iii), and (iv),. We integrate by parts and after
some tedious computations obtain

I N / " dzdsy dsy (L7465, )(2) (0, * F)(2)

oo oo ) .
+/]R2/0 /0 dzdsy dsg 21 (L s, ) (2) (L*07s, x F)(2)

2mky )

— 9 / dk (2 12
g2 (27ko)? + mg(2mky)®

(27T]€1 ) 12

4 [ dk
" / "0 ((@rko)? + m3(2mkr)F)?
which completes the proof of (2.42). We now choose C and ¢, to be as in the statement
of the theorem. After rescaling, this leaves us with

FF(k)

FE(k),

Ce1+fot+f1 = hm EHO(elJrfoJrflJrg(o 1))t(0)
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1 4 48 2
= 57/ dk M Fo=1 ( 3 i 8 _2) e~ (kotki)r
01(277-)2 Rz (k2 + KM T5 \ kg + AT

2(1 2 4 8
RQ

i @ e G B

=:Cq,1

59

The equality (2.45) follows from exactly computing the integral.
We now treat the other choice of mollifier. After rescaling appropriately we are left with

Ce1+fot+f1 = hm EH (61+f0+f1+9(0 1))t (0)

R2 (

mg * (2m)? kg + kg)1+ kg + ki

T kg \B R

=:Cq,1

8 2—2 k4 4k8 .
+%/de;§( ( : _g)e—k%(e—kﬁmzr L),

e o o O A

The first term is as desired, with (2.49) following by exactly computing the integral for
o= % The remainder we control as follows
my * (2m)?

8 20—2 4 8
(\/7_-) / dk k — ;le = — 2) €_k§ (e—kgmng71 _ 1)
R2 (k2 + k8)1+ a- kg + k3
S i

2a+3
B e
1 —k
sV [ i Mo
1 R2 k 1
0

2 2 n—1
—komgT _ 1‘

mg
200—2 —kZm2rn—t
S iy T Y e
myt ko't

We now move on to I1_

) 2(2f1+90.1)) and note that again we have, by Remark 2.8 and by
Cpp =Y,

E H(;(2f1+g(0,1))t(0):| = E/}Rz Ay e (Y)o( £, +900.1)) (W)ér (y)

= E/}RQ /°° dy ds(y) [(id — THL*O(()16:)s(v)] & ()
=)
E/

:/RZ /R/O dy dz ds v (y) (L7 011b) (y — 2)21 Fy — 2)

/0 " dyde ds i (y) (L") (y — 2)2165 ()6 (9)

2 2

| avasasnwa)-2ng (6 0)

=

2

=

%\%\%\

| dvdsas v @) a6 e )

B /]R2 /]R2 /0°° dy dzds ¥ (y)(L*01s)(—2) 21 F(y — 2)
RS
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- /Rz /RZ /OOO dy dz ds e (y)y1 (L 07 ) (—2) 21 F(y — 2)

(vii)
We leave (v) as it is and now treat the terms (vi) and (vii) individually, explictly
bounding them as we did in (4.2). For (vi), we have, after applying Plancherel’s identity,

L[ avasutiuenzon « miw)

5// dk ds eIkt
R2 JO

S [ anase SEER@ (i oMol (Rl -+ e ).
R2 JO

(Vi) =

Ok (k1 (—ko + k?)eflkﬁ)}qF(l‘?)‘

where we have arrived at the above expression by using the explicit form of the Fourier
transform of z; and brutally estimating the terms that show up. Integrating in s and
using that I’ is a Schwartz function, we see that the above term can be bounded as
follows

1 o0
I(vi)ls/ dk:We—lklfts(\%)_l .
5

For (vii), we proceed similarly to obtain

/. / dyds i (y y1<<<->1L*a%ws>*F><y>\

5/ / dk ds ‘akle—lklsta,ﬁ (kf(—ko—i—k‘f)e_‘k‘?)]:F(k)’
RZ

|(vil)| =

S [ dhdsIFR@Ie e (Rl 4 ) 7Rl 4 ) €
R2 J0O

Integrating in s and using that FF' is a Schwartz function, we bound the above quantity
as follows

|(vil)] 5/ dk |k|§te‘|k|§t < (V) oo

We are thus left only with (v) which we treat in the following manner

/RZ/ dzds (L*015)(2)z1 F (%),

where we have used the fact that f]R? dyy19:(y) = 0. Applying Plancherel’s identity and
using the explicit form of the Fourier transform of z;, we obtain

- /}R 2 / dkds(—i27rk:0+mo(27rk1)4)(i27rk1)e*((%ko)Q*mg(%kl)s)si@kl}'F(kz)

k1 . 4
/]R2 dk (27Tl€0>2 + m3(27rk1)8 ( i2mhko + mo( 7Tk‘1) ) akl]: (k) ’

which implies (2.43). Again, we now choose C' and ¢, to be as in the statement of the
theorem and rescale as we did before to obtain the following

Cafy = hm EIT 2(

z(2f14+9(0,1))
_ (\/_)2(1 21 Ak ki ( 8k} 5> S
mi ™) Jre (K4 RIS ARG K]

=:Ca,2
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Again, the equality (2.46) then follows from explicitly computing the integral. We now
repeat the calculation but with the alternative choice of the mollifier

Cafy = tlggo EH;(Qfl-i_g(o’l))

8 2a—2 1 k4 8k8
— (\/7_-2)&71 / dk 1 — ( 5 1 5 — 5) e—k§
mgt 7 Je (kYN ARG K

=:Cq,2

8 200—2 4 8 50 p_1
+ (‘ff) / dk i — ( 28’“1 < —5) e~k (emmakeT" T 1),
mg T (2m)2 TRz (K§ KD kg + Ry

The first term is as desired, with (2.50) following by exactly computing the integral. We
control the second term as follows

(\8/7_-)2&_2 dk kil Sk? -5 —k§ —mgkg‘rn71 -1
a1 D) ] € (6 )
Rz (k2 + K5 \ kg + AT

2o—1
8/—\2a—2 —m2k2n—t
Sty P
R

my * (2m)?
~ 2a—1

4

e S mo(YR)P e
4

my ko

We move on to treat H;(2e1+2fo+g(g,1))’ where we note that by Remark 2.8 and ¢¢, 47, = 0

as a consequence of e; + fy not being an element of the set in (4.1), we have
E [Ha(261+2f0+9(o,1))t(0):|

= E/ dy ¥e (y)y1 (0o ey +2£0)) (¥)
RZ

+E /R L dyde(y) (Ho<el+fo+gm,1>>(y)(ai”nofo>(y> +og, () (97 Toe, + fmm,l)))(y)) .

For the first term on the right hand side, we simply apply the bounds from Theorem 2.12
and the scaling of ¢, (see (3.2)), where we note that |e; +2fy| = 2a and « < 1, to obtain

E/ v wt(y)yl(aﬁno(ewzfo))(y)‘ S (V220
RZ

We deal with the second term by using the solution formula (3.60) as follows

E /]1{2 dy ¥(y) (H0(61+fo+g(o,1))(y)(afnofo)(y) + 1oy, (y) (afno(ﬁ +f0+g(0,1)))(y))
~E [ dy )0} (Togooert ) ()
—3E /]R2 dy ¥ (y) (31H0f031Ho(e1+fo+g<o,1>>) (y)
—E [ dy )0 (Mog, Doers ) @)

R2
+3E [ o) [ LB, <60

R2 0

([ s LB (10TT00) () = L0, + ((08Tag) )

0

— I[«:/R2 dy 1y (y) 07 (Hofoﬂo(e1+fo+g(o,1))) (y)

+3// / / dydsld52d53811/)t(y)///dzd:cdv:cl
r2Jo Jo Jo r2 JR2 JR2
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X 1/_)51 (y - Z) (1/_)52 (y - 1') - 1/;52 (756))1/353 (1' - ’U)F(Z - ’U) )

where ¢y = 92L*1, and ¢ = 8*L*1),. The first term on the right hand side goes to 0
as t — oo by o < 1 by applying the bounds from Theorem 2.12 (note that |fo| = @ and

ler + fo + g(o,1H] = @ +1). We now deal with the second term which we can rewrite as
follows

3// / / dydsld52d5381wt(y)///dzdxdvxl
R2 RrR2 JR2 JR2

X wsl wsz - ) 1/’&2( ))%3( - Z - 'U

fB// / / dy dsy dsa dss 1 (y ///dzdzdv:cl
R2 r2 JR2 JR2

X 1/)51 1/}52 )7/153( - )F(Z — ’U

—3// / / dy dsy dsa dss 0144 (y ///dzdxdvxl
R2 R2 JR2 JR2

X ws1 1/162 wss( - )F(’Z - U

—3// / / dy dsy dsa dss 01 (y ///dzdacdv (x1 —y1+y1)
R2 Rz JR2 JR2

x’l/)sl 1/}52 1/153( - ) (Z*’U

73// / / dy dsy dsa dss A1 (y ///dzd:cdvzl
R2 r2 JR2 JR2

X ws1 1/162 wss( - )F(’Z - U

_342/ / / dy dsy dsy dss y1919 (y )/]Rz dv (hs, * F) (v) (1552 w) (v)

(viii)

sa [ [T dvdsndsadsads )i v - ) (Or6) x5 F) ().

(ix)
where for the term (viii) we have used the fact that the term involving (x; — y1) is
independent of y and that [p. dy d19:(y) = 0. We bound the term (ix) as follows

|(ix)| = ‘3/}R /OOO/OOO/OOO/RZ dy ds; dsy dss dz (819 * s, )(2) (((.)11/352) % s *F) ()
S/RZ /000 /OOO /Ooodkdsl dss dss €_|k|§t|k1|7(|k0|+|k1|4)3

X (sala| + [k Jo e Croates) | F (k)|
< / e~ kISt - (\57_) )
S o Sty =0,
r2 |kl
where we have again used the explicit forms of the Fourier transforms of ¢ and x; along

with the fact that F' is a Schwartz function. We are thus left to treat the term (viii),
which we do as follows

v111 = S/RZ/ / / dy ds; dsa dss 91511/115( )/2 dv (1551 * F) (U) (QZSZ * 1/353) (U)
/R2 dk (@) +m0(27rk:1) 2 5 (12mko + mo(2mk1)*) (271 )* FF (k)

mo 27Tk1)
-3 dk FFE(k),
/]R? 27Tk0 +m0(27rk1) ) ( )
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which completes the proof of (2.44). As before, choosing C and ¢, to be as in the
statement of the theorem and rescaling we obtain
C2e,42f0 = }H&E [H(;(261+2f0+g(0,1))t(0)}
20—2 12
= (\27_7)79 _32/ dkk—w —k—kG
2 (27m)% Jrz (K2 4 k$)2F

=:Cq,3

m

with (2.47) following by exactly computing the integral. For the alternative choice of
mollifier, we have

C2e1+2fg = hm E [ 0(2e1+2fo+90, 1>)t(0)}

_ (\/;)20‘ 2 -3 / dk k%Q 7k§
Rz

B TP e
=:Ca,3
202 12
3(\8/?)2 2a—1 / dk 2 ksl — 6_k§ (e_mgkng71 - 1)7
(27r)2moJFT B2 (kg + k)

where the value of Cy 3 given in (2.51) follows from computing the integral explicitly.
The error term can be controlled as follows

3(\8/;)2(172 k12 kS —m2KZrn?
—2“%71 ) dk We (6 0™o — 1)
(27)%m, R (kg + k1)
2a0—2 —m2k2r 1
P [ T i,
my * /R

APPENDIX A. Proof of qualitative smoothness

Proof of Remark 2.14. The estimates (2.33) — (2.36) are clear for purely polynomial
mutltiindices. The remaining multiindices we treat by induction with respect to <. The
base case amounts to (2.36)4_, , which is contained in Step 1 below. The induction
step we split over the following four steps. We show in Step 1 that (2.33)_ Bg.: for
alli=1,...,d & (2.34) 45 & (2.35)_ 45 imply (2.36)5. In Step 2 we prove that (2.36),
implies (2.35)5. Step 3 establishes that (2.35); implies (2.34)4, and finally in Step 4
we obtain that (2'33)<ﬁ*9ni for all i = 1,...,d & (2.34) 4 imply (2'33)5*9111' for all
i=1,...,d

Step 1. We show (2'33)<3*9ni & (2.34) 5 & (2.35) 45 together with (2.31)_4 imply
(2.36)ﬁ. We only give the proof for n = 0, the proof for |n| = 1 is analogous by using

Leibniz rule. To obtain (2.36), we estimate the individual components of II, separately,
and start with > a,I[I*VAII,. We rewrite the S-component of its increment as

Yo > (alI() —anlli(2) , VAIL, ()

k>0 B1+B2=p

+3° 3 (@lTE(2))s, (VAL (y) — VATL(2)) .,

k>0 B1+B2=0

where we note that 31,82 < 8. Thus we can estimate the E%| - [P-norm of the first line

as in (3.84) with (2.31)_; and (2.35) 4, and with (2.34) 4 by

Yo Iy el —yls + o — 212D T 4 |- yl) e

B1+B2=pB
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which since |- | — « is additive is estimated by the right hand side of (2.36). Similarly,
the E%| - [P-norm of the second line is with (2.31)_; and (2.35) 4 estimated by

>l el 2l — 2,
B1+P2=p
which is as before estimated by the right hand side of (2.36).

We turn to Y, beII%&,, and rewrite the S-component of its increment as

> (beITi(y) — bellf(2)) yér () + Y (bel15(2))5(6x (y) — &7 (2))-

>0 >0

The IE%| - [P-norm of the first sum is as in (3.85) with (2.31) 4 and (2.35)_4, and with
(2.10) estimated by

[y = 218 1z = yls + |z — 2[) 17172 (/)2
which is estimated by the right hand side of (2.36). For the second sum we first note
that
E?[6-(y) — & ()P £ (¥7)°ly - =I5,
which follows from the mean-value theorem and (2.10). Together with (2.31)_ 5 we

therefore obtain a bound of the IE%| - |P-norm of the second sum by

o — 27Dy - 212
which is once more estimated by the right hand side of (2.36).

We turn to Y-, L7 VIL,(D®)™¢, and rewrite the S-component of its increment as

oo (W) - TMP(2)) 5, Vi, (1)((D©) e

m>0 B1+P2+B83=0
+y > [7(R)e (VL(y) = VIL(2) 5, (D@)7¢)s,.
m2>0 B1+B2+p3=p5
We note that only c¢,-components with v < 8 — g, can appear due to Lemma 3.7 (i),

and by (2.17) in this case |y| = |83] — ma. We thus estimate the E%| - [P-norm of the
first line as in (3.84) (with 3 replaced by 81 +em) with (2.31)_ 5 and (2.35) _ 5, and with

(2.34) 5 and (2.33) by a linear combination of terms of the form

<B—9,i

Yoy =2z —yls + w = 2l) eI YT (YT |z yls) e

B1+B2+B3=p
x(%)|ﬁ3|7ma7a72.

By |51 + em| = |B1]| + ma, and since |B3| — ma = |y| > 0, this is further bounded by

(A1) Sl D+ eyl + o — 2lo) BBl
B1+PB2+B3=p
which by additivity of | - | — « is estimated by the right hand side of (2.36). For the

IE%| - |P-norm of the second line we proceed similarly, and use (2.31) (2.35)5 and

<p
(2.33)45_, , to obtain an estimate by a linear combination of terms of the form
Do e TR T IT = yla e 2]a) 1y - 2l
B1+B2+B3=p

% (\S/F)\Bg\—ma—a—Q’
which as before is estimated by (A.1) and therefore by the right hand side of (2.36).
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Step 2. We show (2.36) 5 together with (2.31); & (2.32)5 & (3.5) 5 imply (2.35)4. For
the rest of Step 2 we fix n with |n| < 4. First, we claim that (2.35) follows from
(A-2) E#[0™0 s (y)|P S (V)N (VE+ 7+ —yls)P=(V)*~"™ for all m # 0.
Indeed, rewriting 0™ I1,5(y) — O"Il,5(2) as

(annzﬂ(y) - annxﬁt(y)) + (annmﬁt(y) - 8nHmﬁt(z)) + (annzﬂt(z) - annxﬁ(z))v

we can estimate the E%| - |P-norm of the first and the third terms by using (3.1) and
(A.2) by

t t
| as BHLL Ml S [ ds (07) S + 7 o= 1) (05
0 0

By o > 0 this expression is integrable at 0 and with the choice ¥/t = |y — z|s thus

estimated by the right hand side of (2.35). For the IE%| - [P-norm of the second term we
obtain by the mean-value theorem (mind the anisotropy) and (A.2) an estimate by

(D)4 7+ o=yl + o — 277 (VD y = 2l + (VD) y — =),
which again by the choice v/t = |y — z|s is estimated by the right hand side of (2.35).

We further claim that it is enough to establish (A.2) along the diagonal y = x in form
of

(A3)  Er[0m0PMLg(w)P < (VD) I(Vi+ yn)Pme (o= for all m # 0.
Indeed, using the recentering (2.25), the estimate (2.32), of I';, and (A.3) we obtain
E7 om0t La(w)? S Y0 eyl TN e (e
IvleAN[a,|B]]
which is estimated by the right hand side of (A.2).

Before we prove (A.3), we note that it is enough to establish (A.3) in the regime ¢ < 7.
Indeed, we obtain from (2.31),, the semigroup property (3.4) and the moment bound
(3.3) the estimate

(A4) E?|0™0 L, p:(z) [P < (1)181-Inl=Iml
which for ¢ > 7 is stronger than (A.3).

We now turn to the proof of (A.3) for ¢ < 7, where we distinguish the two cases
|8] <1+ |n|and |3] > 1+ |n|. For the latter, we appeal again to (A.4) and use that
Bl —a—|n| >8] —1—|n| >0 to see

E7 (00" o (2)[7 S (V27 (/7)1 el
which is estimated by the right hand side of (A.3). For the former case, we appeal to

the integral representation (3.60) where we note that due to the presence of ™9™ the
Taylor polynomial drops out, hence

3 9™ 0P TL g1 ()] < / ds BF [0mOPL*Y - 11, (2)]P
t

We split the integral from ¢ to 7 and from 7 to co. For the latter, we appeal to the
semigroup property (3.4), the estimate (3.5)4 of Il 5 and the moment bound (3.3) to
obtain - -

/ ds B3 |00 L™V - 11, ()P < / ds (/s)!B1=8=Inl=lml
Since |8] — |n|— |m| < |8]— |n| — 1 < 0, the integral is convergent at s = co and bounded

b
Y (\8/;)%,‘“‘,‘@ < (%)f\n\(%_,_ {z/;)lﬁ\fa(\ez/;)af\m\.
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Since a — |m| < 0 and ¢ < 7, this is estimated by the right hand side of (A.3). For the
integral from t to 7 we make the convolution with 5 explicit

oMLV 11, (x) = /dy OO L*hs(z — y)(V - I s(y) — V- H;ﬂ(x)) )

where we could smuggle in the term V - II_;(x) since the integral over derivatives of 1)
vanishes. We thus obtain from (2.36) 5 and the moment bound (3.3)

[ s B aman LS (a1 5 [ ds (95 PR e ) ()

t
which can be estimated by

(%)—4(\8/; + %)Iﬂ\—a((%)a—lnl—lml+4 + (\s/;)a—lnl—lm|+4) )
Since |n| < 4 and t < 7 we have (¥/7)~* < (¥/7)~?I(/1)”1=4, hence the above expres-
sion is estimated by
(Vi )P () (e tmt g () ini=imi),
which since o — |m| < 0 and ¢ < 7 is estimated by the right hand side of (A.3).

Step 3. We show (2.35)4 together with (2.31) 5 & (2.32)5 imply (2.34);. We fix n
with 1 < |n| < 4 and rewrite

O"TL5(y) = O™ pr(y) + / dz by (y — 2)(0PTLap(y) — OPTLs(2)) -

Since n # 0 and the integral over derivatives of ¥ vanish, the first right hand side term
equals

/dz Y- (y — 2)(Hap(2) — Map(y)) ;

its E» |-|P-norm is by the recentering (2.25), the estimate (2.32) 5 on I'; and the estimate
(2.31)45 on II; estimated by

> [z 0ty =2l -y -,

[vleAN[a,|B]]
which by the moment bound (3.3) is estimated by the right hand side of (2.34). For the
second right hand side term we appeal to (2.35) 4 to bound its IE%| - [P-norm by

/dz e (y = ) (VD) TUIT + | = yls + |2 — 216) P17y — 23,
which by the moment bound (3.3) is again bounded by the right hand side of (2.34).

Step 4. We show (2'33)<ﬂ*9ni & (2.34)_ 5 together with (2.31) 4 & (2.32)g¢p'p' &
(3.5) 45 imply (2.33)5_, .. By (2.29) we can restrict to multiindices 8 with 3] < 3.
Since for such multiindices EII_; (z) — 0 as s — oo by the BPHZ-choice (3.49), we
have
Cogyitt' = / dy Pu(w — y)E(4(y) + g, m") + / ds O,EIL 5, (),

t
where the choice t = 7 will turn out to be convenient. The first term on the right
hand side can be estimated by the same arguments as we estimated I 5(y) — I 5(2)
in Step 1, where now we are in the simpler setting of not dealing with increments, and
were (2.33) 5, ., (2.34),5 and (2.31)_, are sufficient due to Lemma 3.7 (i). More
precisely, the first right hand side term can be estimated by

/dywt<z—y><%>*3<%+ e —yl),
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which by the moment bound (3.3) and the choice ¢ = 7 is bounded by (&/7)#=3. To
estimate the second right hand side term we appeal to (3.1) and the semigroup property
(3.4) and rewrite

/t ds 8SEH;IBS(:E) = —/t ds /dy LL*%g/(x — y)EH;ﬂS/Q(y).

By (I';,11;)s = 1,5, which is a consequence of (3.74) and |3] < 3, and since EIl, 5,/2(y)

zy
does not depend on y and integrals over derivatives of 1 vanish, we have furthermore

/t ds O;EIL 5 (z) = —/t ds /dy LL*Ygys(x —y)E((T;, — id)H;s/Q(y))ﬁ.

Using Holder’s inequality together with (2.32)2#"1" and (3.5) 5, which is sufficient by

the triangularity (3.34) of I';, — id, this expression is estimated by

[as [airrope-nl X eyl TmR s [ ds s
! [v1€An(a,181) ‘

where we have used the moment bound (3.3) in the last inequality. Since |5] —3 < 0,

this integral is convergent at s = oo, and is bounded by (\S/E)W I=3_ Again by the choice

t = 7 we obtain altogether

|05*9n¢| 5 (%)\me :

Relabelling § = 8 — gn: yields ezl S (/)B4 9mi | which by |8+ gni| = |8+ 1 -« yields
the desired (2.33). O

APPENDIX B. Proof of analyticity

Proof of (2.40). First note that Theorem 2.12 still holds true in the *-setting as well as
in the ~-setting, and the estimates (2.31) and (2.32) on 1I 3,1, and (I‘;y)g, (T5,)5 as
well as the estimates (2.33) and (2.34) on ¢4, ¢g and O"1I 4, O™1L,5 hold locally uniformly

in ag. This is an immediate consequence of the fact that the “heat” kernel 1[) associated
to (0o + (1 — ag)A%) (0o + (1 — ag)A?)* = —92 + |1 — ag|?>A* satisfies

Belao,z) = 1 (w0, == =)
t\0, = P\ Lo, PR )
V11 = aol V11— aol
where 1) is the “heat” kernel associated to (9p + A?)(9y + A2%)* from (3.1). Hence the
moment bound (3.3) holds also for 1), locally uniformly for Re(ag) < 1.

The analyticity expressed by (2.40) is clear for purely polynomial B, and we proceed
by induction with respect to < in the remaining multiindices. We show in Step 1
that (2.40a) 5 & (2.40b)_ 5 imply (2.40a);_, , and in Step 2 that (2.40a)_5 , &
(2.40b)_ 5 imply (2.40b) 5. The base case amounts to establishing (2.40b);_ , which is
covered by Step 2 as we argue now. The proof of (2.40Db) 5 in Step 2 makes only use
of (B.5), which is true for 3 = fy as can be seen from the componentwise form (2.18)
of IT™: for k = 0 we have fIJ?O =& = 1:[]70; for k > 1 we have afOﬁJTU =0, as well as
H;ﬁfwo - zB+(k—1)eo 0.
Step 1. We show (2.40a)

VAII
<B—gn & (2-40b>.<,(§ imply (2-403)3_gn. By (2.20) we r{lay
assume 5 = 3’ + g, where 8’ has no polynomial components. Fur such 3, we define H;B
by

I, = IEI_A Car 1.

(Bl) z,@ IB 7CB—gn
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By Leibniz rule and using the notation ok = %850, we obtain

akH;[§ =3 > g, - 0" 11,5, 0"+ VAL, .,
k21 €k+ﬁ1+'“+ﬂk+1f3
fitAhg 1=k
+ Z Z éﬁlﬂmﬁl T éhﬂﬂﬂﬁe&'
620 f4-B14-+B,=P
Rat o=k
“ D Mg 0L, O VL, (D)),
m21 Bi++Bmi2=p
/i1+"'+/im+2:f€
— Z éﬁ”VﬂmBl éﬁq 6[32 .
Br+Ba=P
Bl#gnA
k1+hko=k
Note that (2.40b) implies éfcanﬁzﬁ = 0"1,5 4., for 1 < [n[ < 4 with respect to the
norm A
sup(VD) 1 (V7 + [z — yla) =PV EB P 5, ()
Y,
which follows from the locally uniform (in ag) (2.32). Together with the triangularity

properties Lemma 3.7 and Lemma 3.7 (i), we obtain from (2.40a) 5 & (2.40b) 4
ARE
0 Hz,é
= Z Z 1:[9651-1-&160 T ﬁﬂCBk-l‘ﬁkeovAﬁlﬂkJrl-i-ﬁkJrleo
k2lep+Brt 4Bt =5
fi4 Al 1=k
+ Z Z 1:[9551-1-&160 U ﬁﬂﬂBr‘rﬁeeogT
620 4814 +8,=P
kit +he=k
_ _ _ A . )
- Z # Z Hlﬂri-/ﬁeo T Hlﬂm-i'/imeo VH15m+1+ﬁm+1eoa +2((D(0))mc)ﬂm+2

m21 ﬂ1+"'+ﬂm+2:?
Ri4Fhmio=k
- Z VHI,@1+/3160652+§260 )
B1+B2=P
ﬁl#gn R
k1+ho=k

with respect to

(B-2) sup(VE) == (Vi + [a — ylo) "I RS (y)1P.
st *

This establishes

A];_ Z - -
(B.3) 0 HmB = HM”ceo
with respect to (B.2) and with the understanding that the second right hand side term
vanishes for k = 0, provided we show that for all £ >0 and m >0

(B.4) O(DD)")p,.10 = (D) 0)p,, 10 hc0 »

which we shall establish now by induction in m and for 3,2 replaced by an arbitrary
B < B — gn with S(k = 0) = 0. This captures B,42, since by m > 1 and |- |5 > A
we have |Bmi2|< = |Bl< = [B1l< — -+ = [Bms1l< < |Bl< = 2X < |B — gnl|<. The base

VAHJE B+(k—1)eo + EB—gn-i-fceon
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case m = 0 follows from (2.40a) 5 .
follows. On the one hand, we have

For the induction step m ~» m + 1 we argue as

(DO He)

= ot Z(ﬁ(o))g((ﬁ(o))mé)7
Y

= 03 (a0} T+ D (ke Dy ()] T4 3 (1) (O8] ) (D) me)
v E>1 £>0

= (h+ 1)z§f*+1((1§<°>)ma) .
+Z (Z k/’—f— 1 5’7 eptert1 +Z £+ 1 ([)5g*fz+fl+1)éﬁ((ﬁ(o))mé)’y’

Y k>1 £>0

which by the induction hypothesis (note that 3 —e; < 8 < B — gn and by (3.40)
[7l< = |Bl< < |8 — gn|<) yields

O (D) e)s
= (/’: + 1)((D(0)> )ﬁ+(ﬁ+1)eo e1
37 (D + Dy S+ D03y ) (0O, -

y k>1 >0

On the other hand,
(DOY™8) 51 heq

_Z (DO} 100 (D@)72)

=5 (Z (4 DT+ S0+ D O ) (D)),

v k>0 €20
= (A +1)((D®) C)ﬁ+(ﬁ+1)€0*el

+Y (Z (k+ 1)y(k)o5 ot P 4y (0 + 1)y 5g+{g+ff+l) (D@)yme)

v k>1 >0

where we used in the last equality that 8 doesn’t contain ey components, i.e. S(k =
0) = 0. Since the last sum over v vanishes if v does not contain at least feg, and for
k> 1 and £ > 0 we have (y + feg)(k) = (k) and (v + feo)(£) = v(£), we obtain by
resummation

((D(O))m-‘rl )[Hﬁeo
0
= (fé + 1)((D( )) )5+(ﬁ+1)eo e1

+Z (Z (k + 1)y (k )5; extent1 +Z(£+1)7(6)6g_f€+ﬁ+1)((D(O))mé)'erﬁeo’

ol k>1 >0
which finishes the argument for (B.4) and hence (B.3).

In the following, we pass from (B.3) to (2.40a);_, . Recall from (3.49) that ¢;_ is

only non-vanishing, if |3] < 3. We therefore restrict to such multiindices 3. By the
locally uniform (in ag) estimate (3.5) of H together with || < 3 and the definition

(B.1) of H g e know that é; n = hmtHOO EH;Bt(:c), locally uniformly in ag. Since

the analytlclty (B.3) of IEI;B with respect to (B.2) implies analyticity of Eﬁ;ﬁt(x), this
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yields analyticity of ¢; . Hence we have by (B.3)

Al a — — _
d%¢;_, n= lim (IEHI B-H%eot(x) —EVAIL 51 i—1)e0 (@) + céfgn“ceon).

t—o00

Since | - | is degenerate in e and |3| < 3, we obtain from the estimates (3.5) of II; and
(2.31) of II, that lim_,o, EIT~ = 0 and limg o EVAIL, B+(1%—1)e0t(x) =0,

which implies (2.40a); .

x B+keo t( )

Step 2. We show (2.40a)_5 & (2.40b)_j; imply (2.40b),. By definition of ﬁ;ﬁ and
the just established (B.3), we have

Al — i - -

oM, = MM, ey, ) =TI, . — VAT

zf zB+keg zB+(k—1)eo + %_gn%eon

which by (2'4()&)379,, yields

k - = - 1 ~ ~
(B.5) O, =T, = VAL g, ).,

with respect to (B 2) and again with the understanding that the second right hand side
term vanishes if k& = 0. We now perform an integration argument to pass from (B.5)

0 (2.40b)z. We do so by induction in k> 0, and start with the base case k = 0. We
deﬁne

R =T (ah) — T (ao),
R, =11, 5(ah) — 11, 5(a).
Then by the equations (2.37) and (2.38) for IT and II, we obtain
(B0+(1=a0)A*)R, 5 = VI (ap) — (1-ap) A*TL 5 (ag) +(1—ao) AIL, 5 (ap) — V-IT_ (ao).
Using I:I;B = f[;B from (B.5), we obtain
(8 + (1 — ag)A*)R, 5 = V- (B 5+ (g - ao) VAT 5(ay)).
Since R_ 4 1nher1ts from H and H the vanishing and growth conditions, we obtain an

integral representatlon of R 5in terms of R 5t (ap — aO)VAHw(aO) analogous to the

proof of Lemma 3.11. By the exact same argumentatlon as in the proof of Lemma 3.11,
we therefore obtain

1R, pll2.a1) SR 5llB.2) + lag — ao |11, (ap) [l 2.41)-

As the right hand side of this expression vanishes for aj — ag, we obtain as desired
ng(ao) = HzB(aO)'

In the induction step O, ... ,/2: ~ k41 we proceed similarly. We define

+1
R;B = H;é(ao) - Z(ao —ao)’&’11 B(a0)7
7=0
A ]; C A LA & —
R, =1I,5(a0) — ) (ag—ao)’ 0’11, 5(ao) — (ap — aO)kHHzBJr(ch)eg (ap).
=0

Then by the equations (2. 37) nd (2.38) for IT and II, and by the induction hypothesis

L of = Hwﬂe for 7 =0,. ]AC we obtain

(@0 + (1 —ag)A*)R, 5 =V -1I_ 5(ap) — (1— ap) AT, 5 (ap) + (1 — ao) AT 5(af)
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k+1
— — ap)?
Z al' VI, (ao).
Using (B.5) to rewrite I1~ witico éjAf[;B +7VA1:IZ[§+(J,_1)EO, and using OITCG more the
induction hypothesis in form of 8j’1HI[§ =15, (j_1)e for j —1=0,...,k, we obtain

M@

. (ap — ao)jéjﬁmé(ao)).

(9 + (1 a0)A)R, 5 = V- R + (a — a9) A2 ([T, 5 af
§=0
By definition of R, L this yields

(30 + (1 — ao)AQ)RzB =V- (R_A + (CL6 — ao)VA (RzB + (a{) — ao)k-‘rlﬁmBJr(chrl)eo (ao)))

Again, since R of inherits growth and vanishing conditions from H and H , the same
argumentation as in the proof of Lemma 3.11 yields

1B, sl < I,
For |af, — ao] sufﬁc1ently small, the right hand side term |ag — ao|l|R,l/(2.41) can be
absorbed in the left hand side, establishing that ||R_;

3’%“1:1%@(&0) = I:IZI(;H,;H)% (ap), which finishes the induction step and therefore the
proof of (2.40b),. O

B.2) + lag — aol | R, 4l 2.41) + ag — aoF+2 ITL, 34 (s 1)e0 (@0) | 2.01)

(|lay — aolF+1). Hence
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