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THE INVISCID LIMIT FOR LONG TIME STATISTICS OF THE

ONE-DIMENSIONAL STOCHASTIC GINZBURG-LANDAU EQUATION

HUNG D. NGUYEN1

Abstract. We consider the long time statistics of a one-dimensional stochastic Ginzburg-Landau
equation with cubic nonlinearity while being subjected to random perturbations via an additive
Gaussian noise. Under the assumption that sufficiently many directions of the phase space are
stochastically forced, we find that the dynamics is attractive toward the unique invariant probability
measure with a polynomial rate that is independent of the vanishing viscosity. This relies on a
coupling technique exploiting a Foias-Prodi argument specifically tailored to the system. Then, in
the inviscid regime, we show that the sequence of invariant measures converges toward the invariant
measure of the stochastic Schrödinger equation in a suitable Wasserstein distance. Together with
the uniform polynomial mixing, we obtain the validity of the inviscid limit for the solutions on the
infinite time horizon with a log log rate.

1. Introduction

For each γ ∈ (0, 1), we consider the following stochastic system in the unknown variable uγ(t) =
uγ(x, t) : [0, 1] × [0,∞) → C

∂tu
γ(t) = (γ + i)△uγ(t) + i|uγ(t)|2uγ(t)− αuγ(t) +Q∂tW (t), (1.1)

uγ(x, t) = 0, x ∈ {0, 1}, t > 0,

uγ(x, 0) = u0(x), x ∈ [0, 1].

System (1.1) is the complex Ginzburg-Landau (CGL) equation, arising in the modeling of traveling
waves in dissipative dynamics. On the right-hand side of (1.1), γ ∈ (0, 1) represents the viscosity,
α > 0 denotes the damping constant, QdW (t) is a Gaussian process which is white in time and
whose spatial correlation is characterized by the symmetric bounded operator Q that satisfies
certain conditions. Historically, equation (1.1) was developed in the seminal work of [29] describing
superconductivity. Since then, it has found many applications in various areas of physics, e.g.,
chemical reaction [39, 47], hydrodynamic instability theory [9, 51, 52, 54, 61], and waves on deep
water [21].

In the absence of viscosity, that is when setting γ = 0, equation (1.1) is formally reduced to the
following focusing nonlinear Schrödinger (NLS) equation

∂tu(t) = i△u(t) + i|u(t)|2u(t)− αu(t) +Q∂tW (t), (1.2)

u(x, t) = 0, x ∈ {0, 1}, t > 0,

u(x, 0) = u0(x), x ∈ [0, 1].

Not only equation (1.2) be derived in similar phenomena as in the case of the CGL equation, it
is also employed to study nonlinear optics [2, 4], the propagation of laser beams [24], and the
propagation of solitons [1, 53]. Under suitable assumptions on the noise structure, the large time
behaviors of (1.1) and (1.2) are well-known. More specifically, for fixed γ > 0, equation (1.1)
possesses unique ergodicity [33, 58] and that the equilibrium relaxation rate is exponentially fast.
On the other hand, equation (1.2) was established to be only polynomially attractive toward the
unique invariant probability measure, owing to the lack of strong dissipation [20]. It is therefore
a matter of interest to compare the statistically steady states of (1.1) and those of (1.2) in the
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inviscid limit, i.e., as γ → 0. Notably, when the random force is proportional to the square root of
the viscosity, there is a literature in this direction on the following equation

∂tu
γ(t) = (γ + i)△uγ(t)± i|uγ(t)|2uγ(t)− αuγ(t) +

√
γQ∂tW (t). (1.3)

It has been shown that the stationary solutions of (1.3) converge toward those of the deterministic
NLS equation

∂tu(t) = i△u(t)± i|u(t)|2u(t)− αu(t). (1.4)

See for examples the work of [45, 46, 60, 66]. However, much less is known about the approximation
of (1.1) by (1.2) in the vanishing viscosity, and particularly whether the mixing rates and invariant
measures of (1.1) resemble those of (1.2). In light of recent works dealing with similar issues for
singular parameter limits [31, 32, 56], our main goal of the article is two-fold. Firstly, we seek
to identify a general set of conditions on the random forcing so as to establish ergodic properties
for (1.1) via a spectral gap that is uniform with respect to the viscosity constant γ. Secondly,
we demonstrate that the statistically steady states of (1.1) can be related to (1.2), allowing for
verifying the validity of the inviscid limit for the solutions of (1.1) on the infinite time horizon. In
what follows, we provide an overview of our main theorems and refer the reader to Section 2 for a
more rigorous description.

1.1. Summary of main results. Our first result giving the uniform ergodicity of (1.1) is sum-
marized as follows:

Theorem 1.1. Under general conditions on the noise structure QdW (t), equation (1.1) admits

a unique invariant probability measure νγ. Furthermore, for all q ≥ 2, initial data u01, u
0
2 with

sufficient spatial regularity, and suitable Lipschitz bounded function f , the following holds

∣∣Ef
(
uγ(t;u01)

)
− Ef

(
uγ(t;u02)

)∣∣ ≤ C

(1 + t)q
, t ≥ 0, (1.5)

for some positive constant C independent of t and γ.

We refer the reader to Theorem 2.3 for a precise statement of Theorem 1.1. As mentioned above,
we remark that the problem of large time behaviors for (1.1) is not new as it was previously shown
to possess geometric ergodicity in L2(0, 1) [33, 58]. The novelty of Theorem 1.1 is the polynomial
mixing rate that does not depend on the parameter γ provided that one starts the dynamics from
initial data with higher spatial regularity.

Turning to equation (1.2), we recall from [20] that (1.2) also admits a unique invariant probability
measure ν0. Our second main result below asserts that as γ → 0, νγ is well approximated by ν0

with respect to suitable Wasserstein distances.

Theorem 1.2. Under the same hypothesis of Theoremm 1.1, there exist suitable Wasserstein dis-

tances W such that the following holds for all q ≥ 2

W
(
νγ , ν0

)
= O

((
log | log γ|

)−q
)
, γ → 0. (1.6)

The rigorous statement of the above result is presented in Theorem 2.4. We remark that the
distance W appearing in Theorem 1.2 is neither the usual total variation nor a weighted variation.
While they are typically the case for finite dimensional systems [50], solutions starting from distinct
initial data in infinite dimensional dynamics tend to be singular with each other [34, 35, 36, 37], re-
quiring a modification of the measuring Wasserstein metric. See Section 2.3 for a precise description
of W.

Finally, as a consequence of Theorem 1.1 and Theorem 1.2, we obtain the validity of the inviscid
limit on the infinite time horizon.
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Theorem 1.3. Let uγ(t;u0) and u(t;u0) respectively be the solutions of (1.1) and (1.2) with the

same initial data u0. Then, for all q ≥ 2, u0 with sufficient spatial regularity, and suitable observable

f , the following holds

sup
t≥0

∣∣Ef
(
uγ(t;u0)

)
− Ef

(
u(t;u0)

)∣∣ ≤ C

(log | log γ|)q , γ → 0, (1.7)

for some positive constant C independent t and γ.

We refer the reader to Theorem 2.5 for a rigorous statement of the estimate (1.7).

1.2. Previous related literature. Before diving into the methodology employed for proving the
main theorems, we briefly review the literature on asymptotic behaviors of the CGL and the NLS
equations. Concerning deterministic settings, that is when Q ≡ 0, the inviscid limit on finite time
windows was investigated as early as in the work of [65]. It was also studied in a variety of related
systems [5, 8, 38, 48, 64] justifying the approximation of the CGL equation by the NLS equation.
With regard to the impact of stochastic forcing, as mentioned above, the stationary solutions of
(1.3) are known to weakly converge to those of (1.4) [45]. The argument relies on a tightness
property, which in turn is deduced from the uniformity of suitable energy estimates with respect
to γ. In a subsequent work [60], these processes are shown to satisfy certain smoothness properties
in the sense that their moments in Lp and H1

0 are absolutely continuous with respect to Lebesgue
measures. Analogous results for more generalized settings of (1.3)-(1.4) were established in [46]
making use of the same strategy from [45]. More recently, in [66], the inviscid limit of (1.3) was
explored for the space-time white noise with Gibbs measure initial data.

Concerning the large time asymptotic of (1.1), ergodicity was studied in [7] with the hypothesis
that noise is invertible. While the existence of an invariant measure was obtained via the construc-
tion of stationary solutions, the uniqueness was a consequence of an irreducibility together with
the strong Feller property. On the other hand, in the case of degenerate additive noise, (1.1) was
demonstrated to possess geometric ergodicity in [33] via the method of asymptotic coupling, which
had previously been employed in [10, 23, 41, 42, 43, 44, 49, 59]. In the same spirit of [33] with
sufficiently rich random perturbations, exponential mixing was established for the CGL equation in
[58] under a variety of assumptions on the nonlinearity structures. It is important to point out that
in [33, 58], the exponential convergent rate is valid thanks to the advantage of strong dissipation,
i.e., when γ > 0. In particular, this allows for leveraging the exponential Martingale inequality as
well as deriving a path-wise Foias-Prodi estimate, showing that when the low frequencies of the
solutions agree, the high frequencies must be close too. In contrast, the work of [20] studied the
NLS equation (1.2) and proved that it only admitted a polynomial rate of any order, owing to the
unavailability of critical ingredients that are otherwise present in the CGL equation. It is worth-
while to mention that for (1.2), the damping constant α > 0 is necessary so as to ensure at least the
existence of statistically steady states. It turns out that α’s positivity is also crucial to establish a
mixing rate. More specifically, it was exploited in the approach of [20] together with the coupling
argument developed in [58] to produce a Foias-Prodi estimate in expectation for (1.2). In turn,
this is sufficient to dominate the nonlinearity to the extend that one can still extract a polynomial
rate. We remark that in comparison with the more popular geometric ergodicity in the literature
of SPDEs, it is more difficult to handle sub-exponential situations due to the disadvantage of weak
dissipation. This is found to be the case for a conservation laws with multiplicative noise [22], and
for a stochastic wave equation with nonlinear damping [57].

1.3. Methodology of the proofs. Turning back to Theorem 1.1, as γ is close to zero, the dissi-
pation nature is essentially inactive and does not help deducing a mixing property. To circumvent
the problem, we shift our analysis to focusing on the constant α as employed in the framework of
[20] dealing with the same issue for the NLS equation (1.2). More specifically, the first ingredient
of the proof of (1.6) is the existence of a Lyapunov function, cf. Lemma 3.3, proving the returning
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time to the origin is exponentially fast. This can be constructed by appealing to the damping
effect α > 0 while performing a priori estimates. We note that the Lyapunov condition is quite
popular and can be found in many works for SPDEs [11, 12]. In literature, the second ingredient is
typically an asymptotic strong Feller property [35, 36] showing a large time smoothing behavior of
the dynamics, resulting in a contraction property for the associated Markov semigroup. This relies
on delicate bounds on the derivatives of the solutions with respect to both the initial conditions
and the noise directions. Unfortunately, in case of equation (1.1), this approach is not applicable
owing to the complication from estimating the cubic nonlinearity in higher regularity. To overcome
the issue, we resort to the coupling technique developed in [20, 49, 58] by carefully facilitating the
Foias-Prodi structure of (1.1), cf. Lemma 3.5. In particular, we demonstrate that starting from
distinct initial data, the solutions can be coupled in a way that a certain number of low modes
agree with each other whereas the total energy can be effectively controlled. It is important to
point out that the chosen number of low frequencies is dictated by the number of directions of the
phase space that are directly excited by the stochastic forcing. On the one hand, this coupling
behavior can be shown to occur for a long time with very high probability, cf. Proposition 4.3.
On the other hand, the likelihood that they decouple immediately is established to be low with a
power law order, cf. Proposition 4.4, which ultimately produces the polynomial mixing rate. We
note that the restriction on the one dimensional setting stems from the fact that the stochastic
Foias-Prodi estimate is actually not available in higher dimensions. As an analytic trade-off, we
are able to leverage several Sobolev inequalities pertaining to dimension one, cf. Remark 3.7, and
successfully derive the coupling argument to ultimately obtain the powerful polynomial mixing.
We refer the reader to Section 2.2 for the rigorous statement of the estimate (1.5), and to Section
4 where its proof is supplied.

The second main result of the paper, as captured in Theorem 1.2, concerns the approximation of
the invariant measure νγ by ν0 in the vanishing viscosity regime. This result can be regarded as an
analogue of the convergence of stationary solutions in the settings of (1.3)-(1.4) [45, 66]. We remark
that in literature, there are situations where the stationary solutions can be explicitly computed.
More surprisingly, they turn out to coincide with that of the targeting equation, resulting in limit
(1.6) becoming a trivial identity. To name a few examples, we refer the reader to the work of [13] on
a gradient system and to [55] on a generalized Langevin equation. In general, such a phenomenon
is rare and particularly is not expected for (1.1)-(1.2). Nevertheless, motivated by recent works in
[15, 18, 25, 26, 27, 28] studying different asymptotic behaviors of statistically steady states, the
argument for (1.6) can be reduced to proving the convergence of uγ(t) toward u(t) on any finite
time window. In other words, it holds that

W
(
νγ , ν0

)
. E‖uγ(t)− u(t)‖L2(0,1) +W

(
Law(u(t)), ν0

)
,

where uγ(0) = u(0) ∼ νγ and Law(X) denotes the distribution of the random variable X. We
note that by invoking uniform energy estimates, the first term on the above right hand side can
be controlled by ect| log γ|−1, cf. Proposition 5.1, whereas in accordance with the mixing property
of equation (1.2), the second term has the order of (1 + t)−q, cf. Theorem A.2 and Lemma A.3.
Combining the two estimates allows for deducing the limit (1.6) by optimizing the powers on t. The
precise statement of Theorem 1.2 is given in Section 2.3, whose detailed argument will be carried
out in Section 5.1.

Lastly, making use of the results from (1.5) and (1.6), we obtain, via Theorem 1.3, the global in
time validity of the solutions of (1.2) as an approximation for those of (1.1) in the inviscid regime.
Indeed, we invoke the fact that W can be related to suitable observables by virtue of the dual
Kantorovich formula [63] and proceed in a similar fashion as in the proof of (1.6), namely,

∣∣Ef
(
uγ(t;u0)

)
− Ef

(
u(t;u0)

)∣∣
. E‖uγ(t)− u(t)‖L2(0,1) +W

(
Law(uγ(t)), νγ

)
+W

(
Law(u(t)), ν0

)
.
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While the first and the last terms are bounded as mentioned in the previous paragraph, the second
term is a consequence of (1.5), cf. Lemma 5.6. Altogether, one can once again optimize the powers
on time t so as to produce (1.7). We note that although limit (1.7) might give the impression of
a Lipschitz condition on test functions, it can actually be applied to a large class of observables,
including functions with polynomial growth. We refer the reader to Remark 2.6 for a further
discussion of this point. Finally, for the sake of simplicity, we restrict our attention to the focusing
settings, but expect that analogous results should also hold for the defocusing case, i.e., when the
term i|u|2u in (1.1)-(1.2) is replaced by −i|u|2u . In Section 2.3, we provide the rigorous statement
of (1.7) through Theorem 2.5 whereas its detailed proof will be supplied in Section 5.2.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: in Section 2, we introduce all the functional
settings as well as the main assumptions on the noise structures. We also formulate our results in
this section, including Theorem 2.3 on the uniform polynomial mixing for the CGL equation (1.1),
and the main results concerning the inviscid limit stated in Theorem 2.4 established for invariant
measures and Theorem 2.5 for the infinite time horizon. In Section 3, we perform a priori moment
bounds on the solutions of (1.1) that will be employed to prove the main results. We then discuss
the asymptotic coupling and prove the polynomial ergodicity in Section 4. In Section 5, we provide
the detailed proofs of the inviscid limits making use of the previous sections. In Appendix A, we
briefly review several auxiliary estimates on the NLS equation (1.2) that were employed to prove
the inviscid results. In Appendix B, we collect an irreducibility condition for a linear version of the
NLS equation (1.2), that was invoked to deduce the mixing property presented in Section 4.

2. Assumptions and main results

2.1. Functional settings and assumptions. Considering the bounded interval [0, 1], we denote
by L2(0, 1), H1

0 (0, 1) and H2(0, 1) the usual Sobolev spaces of real-valued functions on (0, 1). Let
A denote the negative Dirichlet Laplacian operator −△ in L2(0, 1) endowed with the Dirichlet
boundary condition and the domain Dom(A) = H1

0 (0, 1) ∩ H2(0, 1). For now on, we will fix an
orthonormal basis {ek}k≥1 in L2(0, 1) that diagonalizes A, i.e.,

Aek = αkek, k ≥ 1, (2.1)

where

ek =
√
2 sin(kπx), x ∈ [0, 1], and αk = (kπ)2, k ≥ 1. (2.2)

Next, we denote by H the complexified Sobolev space of L2(0, 1). More specifically, for u =
u1 + iu2, v = v1 + iv2, ui, vi ∈ L2(0, 1), i = 1, 2, let 〈u, v〉H denote the inner product given by

〈u, v〉H =

∫ 1

0
(u1 + iu2)(v1 + iv2)dx,

and the norm is defined as

‖u‖2H = 〈u, u〉H = ‖u1‖2L2(0,1) + ‖u2‖2L2(0,1).

More generally, for each r ∈ R, we denote by Hr the complex domain of Ar/2 together with the
inner product defined as

〈u, v〉Hr =
∑

k≥1

αr
k〈u, ek〉H〈v, ek〉H .

Particularly, the corresponding norm is given by

‖u‖2Hr = 〈u, u〉Hr =
∑

k≥1

αr
k|〈u, ek〉H |2.
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In addition to Hr, we will work with the complex Lp spaces, p ≥ 1 namely

Lp =
{
u : [0, 1] → C

∣∣‖u‖Lp :=

∫ 1

0
|u|pdx < ∞

}
.

Next, for each integer N ≥ 1, we let PN be the projection of u ∈ H on span{e1, . . . , eN}, i.e.,

PNu =

N∑

k=1

〈u, ek〉Hek.

The complement of PN is denoted as QN = I − PN , i.e.,

QNu =

∞∑

k≥N+1

〈u, ek〉Hek.

We may now recast the Ginzburg-Landau equation (1.1) as

duγ(t) = −(γ + i)Auγ(t)dt+ i|uγ(t)|2uγ(t)dt− αuγ(t)dt+QdW (t), uγ(0) = u0 ∈ H. (2.3)

Regarding the noise term in (2.3), we assume that W (t) is a cylindrical Wiener process on H, whose
decomposition is given by

W (t) =
∑

k≥1

ek
(
B1

k(t) + iB2
k(t)

)
,

where {(B1
k , B

2
k)}k≥1 is a sequence of i.i.d two-dimensional Brownian motions, each defined on the

same stochastic basis S = (Ω,F , {Ft}) [40]. Concerning the operator Q, we impose the following
assumption [7, 20, 33, 58]

Assumption 2.1. Q : H → H satisfies

Qek = λkek, k = 1, 2, . . . , N, and Qek = 0, k ≥ N + 1. (2.4)

for some integer N ≥ 1 and positive constants λk, k = 1, . . . , N . Furthermore, there exists a

positive constant CQ independent of N such that

Tr(A
3
2QQ∗) =

N∑

k=1

α
3
2

k λ
2
k < CQ, (2.5)

where {αk}k≥1 is the sequence of eigenvalues of A as in (2.1)-(2.2).

In the above, we recall the definition Tr(g) =
∑

k≥1〈gek, ek〉H for g ∈ L(H).

Remark 2.2. 1. We remark that condition (2.4) states that noise is directly excited only in the
first N directions of the phase space, resulting in Q being invertible on span{e1, . . . , eN}. As shown
below in Section 4, cf. Proposition 4.4, N will be chosen to be sufficiently large so as to ensure the
validity of the Foias-Prodi estimate. On the other hand, condition (2.5) requires that the noise’s
regularity be at least H3 regardless of the size of N . It will be exploited to establish an irreducible
condition for (2.3) as well as energy estimates that do not depend on N . In turn, all of these
properties will be employed to conclude the uniformity of the polynomial mixing rate with respect
to the inviscid parameter γ.

2. We also remark that in this work, we opt for the choice of Q being diagonalized by the same
basis {ek}k≥1, so as to simplify computations [20, 33]. Analogous results should hold for more
general additive noise structures as long as Q is invertible on span{e1, . . . , eN} and that condition
(2.5) is satisfied.
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Under Assumption 2.1, the existence and uniqueness of mild solutions in H of (2.3) can be
derived using the Galerkin approximation by exploiting the Lyapunov structures in Section 3. The
argument is classical and can be found in many previous works for SPDE, e.g., [3, 30]. See also
[6, 7].

As a consequence of the well-posedness, for each γ > 0, we can thus introduce the Markov
transition probabilities of the solutions uγ(t;u0) by

P γ
t (u0, A) := P(uγ(t;u0) ∈ A),

which are well-defined for t ≥ 0, initial states u0 ∈ H and Borel sets A ⊂ H. Letting BB(H) denote
the set of bounded Borel measurable functions ϕ : H → R, the associated Markov semigroup
P γ
t : Bb(H) → Bb(H) is defined and denoted by

P γ
t ϕ(u0) = E

[
ϕ
(
uγ(t;u0

)]
, ϕ ∈ Bb(H).

Let Pr(H) be the space of probability measures in H. For each ν ∈ Pr(H), we denote by P γ
t ν the

measure given by

P γ
t ν(A) =

∫

H
P γ
t (u0, A)ν(du0).

Recall that a probability measure ν ∈ Pr(H) is said to be invariant for P γ
t if

P γ
t ν = ν.

Alternatively, this is equivalent to∫

H
ϕ(u)P γ

t ν(du) =

∫

H
ϕ(u)ν(du), ϕ ∈ Bb(H).

2.2. Uniform polynomial mixing. We now turn to the topic of uniform mixing rate for (2.3).
Following the framework of [11, 12, 35, 37], we recall that a function d : Hk → [0,∞) is called
distance-like if it is symmetric, lower semi-continuous, and d(u, v) = 0 if and only if u = v; see [37,
Definition 4.3]. Let Wd denote the corresponding coupling distance or Wasserstein-type distance
in Pr(Hk) associated with d, given by

Wd(ν1, ν2) := inf E d(X,Y ), (2.6)

where the infimum is taken over all pairs of random variables (X,Y ) such that X ∼ ν1 and Y ∼ ν2.
When d is a distance in Hk, by the dual Kantorovich Theorem, Wd is equivalent defined as [63,
Theorem 5.10]

Wd(ν1, ν2) = sup
[f ]Lip,d≤1

∣∣∣
∫

H
f(u)ν1(du)−

∫

H
f(u)ν2(du)

∣∣∣, (2.7)

where

[f ]Lip,d = sup
u 6=v

|f(u)− f(v)|
d(u, v)

. (2.8)

On the other hand, if d is only distance-like, then the following one-sided inequality holds

Wd(ν1, ν2) ≥ sup
[f ]Lip,d≤1

∣∣∣
∫

H
f(U)ν1(dU)−

∫

H
f(U)ν2(dU)

∣∣∣. (2.9)

We refer the reader to [32, Proposition A.3] for a further discussion of this point.
In our settings, we will particularly pay attention to the following two distances in H: the former

is the discrete metric, i.e., d(u, v) = 1 when u 6= v and d(u, v) = 0 otherwise. The corresponding
Wd is the usual total variation distance, denoted by WTV. The latter is the distance dk, k = 0, 1,
given by

dk(u, v) := ‖u− v‖Hk ∧ 1, u, v ∈ Hk. (2.10)
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Particularly, the corresponding Wd1 (with k = 1) will be used to measure the convergent rate of
(2.3) toward equilibrium.

In order to tackle the inviscid regime γ → 0, it is essential to establish suitable a priori bounds
on the solution uγ(t). To this end, we recall the Gagliardo-Nirenberg inequality

‖u‖4L4 ≤ 1

4
‖u‖2H1 +

1

2
κ‖u‖6H , u ∈ H1, (2.11)

holds for some positive constant κ. We introduce the function Ψ : H1 → R defined as

Ψ(u) = ‖u‖2H1 − 1

2
‖u‖4L4 + κ‖u‖6H . (2.12)

It is well-known that Ψ is the conserved Hamiltonian for the focusing NLS equation in the absence
of noise and damping, i.e., Q ≡ 0 and α = 0 [20, 62]. The auxiliary results concerning Ψ and the
NLS equation are collected in Appendix A and will be employed to study the approximation of
(2.3) by the NLS equation. Next, let Φ be the functional given by

Φ(u) = Ψ(u) + κ‖u‖18H = ‖u‖2H1 −
1

2
‖u‖4L4 + κ‖u‖6H + κ‖u‖18H . (2.13)

In view of (2.11), we note that Φ satisfies the lower bound

Φ(u) ≥ 3

4
‖u‖2H1 +

1

2
‖u‖4L4 +

1

2
κ‖u‖6H + κ‖u‖18H , (2.14)

and that

Ψ3 ≥ Φ ≥ Ψ.

The former will be useful to establish energy estimates for (2.3) in Section 3 whereas the latter will
be invoked to investigate the inviscid limit γ → 0 in Section 5.

Letting N be the constant as in Assumption 2.1, we recall from [58] that for fixed γ > 0 and
for all N sufficiently large possibly depending on γ, it can be shown that P γ

t admits a unique
invariant probability measure νγ and that P γ

t is exponentially attractive toward νγ with respect to
the Wasserstein distance Wd0 [58, Theorem 2.1].

We now state our first main result, concerning the unique ergodicity of P γ
t as well as the poly-

nomial mixing rate independent of the parameter γ.

Theorem 2.3. 1. Let N be the parameter as in Assumption 2.1. Then, there exists a positive

integer N1 sufficiently large independent of γ such that for N ≥ N1, P
γ
t admits a unique invariant

probability measure νγ in H.

2. Furthermore, let u1, u2 ∈ H1 be given and ϕ : H1 → R be such that ‖ϕ‖Lip,d1 < ∞ where d1
is as in (2.10) and ‖ϕ‖Lip,d1 is defined in (2.8). Then, the following holds for all q ≥ 2

∣∣Eϕ
(
uγ(t;u1)

)
− Eϕ

(
uγ(t;u2)

)∣∣ ≤ Cq(1 + t)−q‖ϕ‖Lip,d1
(
1 + Φ(u1) + Φ(u2)

)
, t ≥ 0, (2.15)

for some positive constant Cq independent of u1, u2, t, γ and ϕ. In the above, Φ is defined in (2.13).

It is important to point out that the limit (2.15) does not hold for any initial data in H, owing
to the fact that the estimates in Section 4 requires sufficient regularity on the solutions whose
moment bounds are uniform with respect to γ. In contrast, while the exponential mixing result in
[58] can be applied to any u1, u2 ∈ H, it imposes a correlation between N and γ. In particular,
[58, Theorem 2.1] implicitly implies that N → ∞ as γ → 0. See also Remark 3.7 below.

The proof of Theorem 2.3 makes use of the coupling framework in [20, 49, 58] tailored to the
Ginzburg-Landau equation (2.3). The technique relies on three crucial ingredients: a stochastic
version of the classical Foias-Prodi argument allowing for coupling the solution trajectories, the high
probability of coupling inside a ball and the small probability of decoupling. Together with suitable
moment bounds, we are able to deduce the uniformity of a polynomial rate for every γ ∈ (0, 1).
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All of this will be carried out in Section 4. In turn, the result of Theorem 2.3 will be exploited to
study the inviscid regime, which we describe next.

2.3. Inviscid limit γ → 0. Having established the uniform mixing rate for (2.3), we turn to the
main topic of the paper concerning the limit γ → 0. We first recast the Schrödinger equation (1.2)
as

du(t) = −iAu(t)dt+ i|u(t)|2u(t)dt− αu(t)dt+QdW (t), u(0) = u0 ∈ H1. (2.16)

Similar to (2.3), under Assumption 2.1, it is not difficult to derive the well-posedness of (2.16).
Indeed, the local solutions of (2.16) in H1 follows from the fact that the semigroup S(t) = e−iAt−αt

is contracting in H1 [20]. Then, the argument can be extended to deduce the global well-posedness
by appealing to suitable a priori estimates supplied in Lemma A.1. As a result, the corresponding
Markov semigroup P 0

t is well-defined as in the case of P γ
t . In the work of [20], it can be shown that

P 0
t admits a unique invariant probability measure ν0 in Pr(H1), and that the convergent rate is

polynomial of any order, owing to the lack of strong dissipation. For the convenience of the reader,
the precise statement is presented in Theorem A.2, whose proof can be found in [20].

Our next goal is to rigorously describe in what sense we are comparing νγ obtained from Theorem
2.3 with ν0. To this end, following the framework of [31, 32, 35, 36, 37, 56], we introduce the
following distance-like function

dξ0(u1, u2) =

√
d0(u1, u2)

(
1 + eξ‖u1‖2H + eξ‖u2‖2H

)
, u1, u2 ∈ H. (2.17)

As mentioned in the introduction, there are singular limit regimes where the limiting measure is
shown to agree with those of the approximating dynamics [13, 55]. This remarkable observation
stems from the fact that those measures can be explicitly computed. Such an approach is not
available in our settings and in many other situations [15, 16, 18, 25, 26, 27, 28, 56]. Nevertheless,
our second main result of the paper states that νγ resembles ν0 in the regime of vanishing viscosity.

Theorem 2.4. Under the same hypothesis of Theorem 2.3, let νγ and ν0 be the unique invariant

probability measures of (2.3) and (2.16), respectively. Then, for all q ≥ 2 and ξ ∈ (0, 1) sufficiently

small, it holds that

W
dξ0
(νγ , ν0) ≤ Cq,ξ

(log | log γ|)q , as γ → 0. (2.18)

In the above, dξ0 is the distance-like function defined in (2.17), W
dξ
0

is the corresponding Wasserstein

distance defined in (2.6), and Cq,ξ is a positive constant independent of γ.

The proof of Theorem 2.4 relies on two crucial ingredients: the approximation of (2.3) by (2.16)
on any finite time window, cf. Proposition 5.1, and the polynomial mixing rate of (2.16) toward ν0,
cf. Theorem A.2. In particular, the former estimate draws upon the framework typically found in
the settings of dispersive equations, e.g., the wave equation [13, 14, 16, 17, 18]. Then, we combine
with the fact that νγ satisfies uniform exponential moment bounds independent of γ to ultimately
deduce the convergence (2.18). All of this will be clearer in Section 5, where the proof of Theorem
2.4 is supplied.

Finally, as a consequence of Theorem 2.3 and Theorem 2.4, we obtain the following result.

Theorem 2.5. Under the same hypothesis of Theorem 2.3, let {uγ0}γ∈(0,1) be a sequence of deter-

ministic initial conditions such that

sup
γ∈(0,1)

‖uγ0‖H1 < R.
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Then, for all R > 0, q ≥ 2, ξ ∈ (0, 1) sufficiently small, and ϕ : H1 → R such that ‖ϕ‖
Lip,dξ0

< ∞
where dξ0 is as in (2.17) and ‖ϕ‖

Lip,dξ0
is defined in (2.8), the following holds

sup
t≥0

∣∣Eϕ
(
uγ(t;uγ0 )

)
− Eϕ

(
u(t;uγ0)

)∣∣ ≤ CR,q,ξ

‖ϕ‖
Lip,dξ0

(log | log γ|)q , as γ → 0, (2.19)

for some positive constant CR,q,ξ independent of ϕ, u1, u2 and γ.

In order to prove Theorem 2.5, we will draw upon the framework of [32] tailored to our settings
by employing the uniform polynomial rate in Theorem 2.3 and the convergence of νγ toward ν0

in Theorem 2.4. We note that our argument is slightly different from those in [31, 32, 56], which
typically require a generalized triangle inequality for W

dξ0
. In our setting, instead of dealing directly

with dξ0, we prove an analogue of (2.19) for the distance d0. Then, we will upgrade to dξ0 making use
of the fact that both uγ(t) and u(t) satisfy appropriate exponential moment bounds independent
of time t and γ. The detailed proof of Theorem 2.5 will be carried out in Section 5.

Remark 2.6. In view of [32, Theorem A.9], a sufficient condition for ϕ to satisfy ‖ϕ‖
Lip,dξ0

< ∞ is

that

sup
u∈H

max{|ϕ(u)|, ‖Dϕ(u)‖H }√
1 + eξ‖u‖

2
H

< ∞.

In particular, it is not difficult to check that the class of polynomial functions satisfies the above
condition.

3. A priori moment estimates

Throughout the rest of the paper, c and C denote generic positive constants that may change
from line to line. The main parameters that they depend on will appear between parenthesis, e.g.,
c(T, q) is a function of T and q.

In this section, we consider the solutions uγ of (2.3) and establish several useful energy estimates
that will be employed to prove the main results. We start with the bounds in H norm in Lemma
3.1 below. In particular, Lemma 3.1, part 1, will be invoked to obtain higher regularity in Lemma
3.3 whereas the result of Lemma 3.1, part 2, appears in the proof of Lemma 5.2 giving the uniform
exponential moment of νγ .

Lemma 3.1. 1. Let u0 ∈ L2(Ω;H) be given and uγ(t) be the solution of (2.3). Then, for all n ≥ 1,
it holds that

E
[
‖uγ(t)‖2nH

]
+ αn

∫ t

0
E
[
‖uγ(r)‖2nH

]
dr ≤ E

[
‖u0‖2nH

]
+ 2n

(n− 1

α

)n−1
|Tr(QQ∗)|nt, t ≥ 0, (3.1)

and that

E
[
‖uγ(t)‖2nH

]
≤ e−αnt

E
[
‖u0‖2nH

]
+ 2n

(n− 1)n−1

nαn
|Tr(QQ∗)|n, t ≥ 0. (3.2)

2. For all ξ > 0 sufficiently small independent of γ, the following holds

E
[
eξ‖u

γ(t)‖2H
]
≤ e−cξtE

[
eξ‖u0‖2H

]
+Cξ, t ≥ 0, (3.3)

for some positive constants cξ and Cξ independent of t, γ and u0.

Remark 3.2. In light of Assumption 2.1, cf. (2.5), it is important to note that

sup
N≥1

Tr(QQ∗) = sup
N≥1

N∑

k=1

λ2
k < CQ,

which is independent of the size of N .
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Proof of Lemma 3.1. For notation convenience, throughout the proofs in this section, we will drop
the superscript γ in uγ .

We first compute the derivatives of ‖u‖2H as follows.
〈
D
(
‖u‖2H

)
, v
〉
H

= 〈u, v〉H + 〈u, v〉H ,
〈
D2

(
‖u‖2H

)
(z), v

〉
H

= 〈z, v〉H + 〈z, v〉H .

Applying Itô’s formula to ‖u‖2H gives

d‖u(t)‖2H = −2γ‖A1/2u(t)‖2Hdt− 2α‖u(t)‖2Hdt+ 2Tr(QQ∗)dt+ dM0(t), (3.4)

where

dM0(t) = 〈u(t), QdW (t)〉H + 〈u(t), QdW (t)〉H , (3.5)

whose quadratic variation is given by

d〈M0〉(t) = 4‖Qu(t)‖2Hdt. (3.6)

Next, for n ≥ 2, it holds that

d‖u(t)‖2nH = n‖u(t)‖2n−2
H

(
− 2γ‖A1/2u(t)‖2Hdt− 2α‖u(t)‖2Hdt+ 2Tr(QQ∗)dt+ dM0(t)

)

+ n(2n− 2)‖u(t)‖2n−4
H ‖Qu(t)‖2H . (3.7)

1. Turning back to (3.1) and (3.2), we employ Young inequality to estimate

2‖u(t)‖2n−2
H Tr(QQ∗) + (2n− 2)‖u(t)‖2n−4

H ‖Qu(t)‖2H
≤ 2‖u(t)‖2n−2

H Tr(QQ∗) + (2n− 2)‖u(t)‖2n−4
H · ‖Q‖2L(H)‖u(t)‖2H

≤ 2n‖u(t)‖2n−2
H Tr(QQ∗)

≤ α‖u‖2nH + 2n
(n− 1

α

)n−1
|Tr(QQ∗)|n.

From (3.7), we deduce the bound

d‖u(t)‖2nH ≤ −αn‖u(t)‖2nH dt+ 2n
(n− 1

α

)n−1
|Tr(QQ∗)|ndt+ n‖u(t)‖2n−2

H dM0(t). (3.8)

Taking expectation on both sides yields

d

dt
E‖u(t)‖2nH ≤ −αnE‖u(t)‖2nH + 2n

(n− 1

α

)n−1
|Tr(QQ∗)|n.

On the one hand, integrating the above estimate with respect to time t produces (3.1). On the
other hand, from Gronwall’s inequality, we establish (3.2), thereby finishing the proof.

2. With regard to (3.3), let ξ > 0 be given and be chosen later. From (3.4), we readily have

dξ‖u(t)‖2H ≤ −2αξ‖u(t)‖2Hdt+ 2ξTr(QQ∗)dt+ dξM0(t). (3.9)

Note also that the quadratic process 〈M0〉(t) given by (3.6) satisfies the bound

d〈M0〉(t) ≤ 4‖Q‖2L(H)‖u(t)‖2Hdt ≤ 4Tr(QQ∗)‖u(t)‖2Hdt.

It follows that

deξ‖u(t)‖
2
H =≤ ξeξ‖u(t)‖

2
H
(
d‖u(t)‖2H ++

1

2
ξd〈M0〉(t)

)

≤ ξeξ‖u(t)‖
2
H
(
− 2α‖u(t)‖2Hdt+ 2Tr(QQ∗)dt+ dM0(t) + 2ξTr(QQ∗)‖u(t)‖2Hdt

)
.

Picking ξ sufficiently small, e.g.,

ξ <
α

2Tr(QQ∗)
,

11



produces the bound in expectation

d

dt
Eeξ‖u(t)‖

2
H ≤ ξE

[
eξ‖u(t)‖

2
H (−α‖u(t)‖2H + 2Tr(QQ∗))

]
.

We employ the elementary inequality

eξx(−αx+ 2Tr(QQ∗)) ≤ −ceξx + C, x ≥ 0,

to infer the existence of positive constants c = c(ξ) and C = C(ξ) independent of γ such that

d

dt
Eeξ‖u(t)‖

2
H ≤ −cEeξ‖u(t)‖

2
H + C, t ≥ 0.

In turn, this implies estimate (3.3) by virtue of Gronwall’s inequality. The proof is thus complete.
�

Next, in Lemma 3.3 stated and proven below, we establish moment bounds in H1. The result of
Lemma 3.3, part 1, will be particularly employed to obtain the uniform polynomial rate in Section
4 whereas part 2 will be useful in proving the convergence of uγ(t) toward u(t) in Proposition 5.1.

Lemma 3.3. 1. Let u0 ∈ L2(Ω;H1) be given and uγ(t) be the solution of (2.3) with initial condition

u0. Then, for all n ≥ 1, it holds that

E
[
Φ(uγ(t))n

]
+

1

2
αn

∫ t

0
E
[
Φ(uγ(r))n

]
dr ≤ E

[
Φ(u0)

n
]
+ C1,nt, t ≥ 0, (3.10)

and that

E
[
Φ(uγ(t))n

]
≤ e−

1
2
αnt

E
[
Φ(u0)

n
]
+

2

αn
C1,n, t ≥ 0, (3.11)

for some positive constant C1,n independent of u0, t, γ and N .

2. For all T > 0, the following holds

E
[
sup
[0,T ]

Φ(uγ(t))n
]
≤ E

[
Φ(u0)

n
]
+ E

[
Φ(u0)

2n
]
+ C1,nT. (3.12)

Proof. Recalling Φ from (2.13), we first consider ‖u‖4L4 and compute the derivatives as follows:

〈
D
(
‖u‖4L4

)
, v
〉
H

= 2〈|u|2u, v〉H + 2〈|u|2u, v〉H ,
〈
D2

(
‖u‖4L4

)
(z), v

〉
H

= 4〈|u|2, zv + zv〉H + 2〈u2, zv〉H + 2〈u2, zv〉H .

We apply Itô’s formula to ‖u‖4L4 and obtain

d‖u(t)‖4L4 = −8γ
∥∥Re

(
u(t)∇u(t)

)∥∥2
H
dt− 4γ〈|u(t)|2, |∇u(t)|2

〉
H
dt+ 2Re

(
〈|u(t)|2u(t), iAu(t)〉H

)
dt

− 4α‖u(t)‖4L4dt+ 8
N∑

k=1

λ2
k〈|u(t)|2, e2k〉Hdt

+ 2
〈
|u(t)|2u(t), QdW (t)

〉
H
+ 2

〈
|u(t)|2u(t), QdW (t)

〉
H
. (3.13)

Next, regarding ‖u‖2H1 , we have

d‖u(t)‖2H1 = −2γ‖u(t)‖2H2dt− 2α‖u(t)‖2H1dt+Re
(
〈|u(t)|2u(t), iAu(t)〉H

)
dt

+Tr(AQQ∗)dt+
〈
u(t), QdW (t)

〉
H1 +

〈
u(t), QdW (t)

〉
H1 . (3.14)
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Combining two above identities produces

d‖u(t)‖2H1 − 1

2
d‖u(t)‖4L4

= −2γ‖u(t)‖2H2dt+ 4γ
∥∥Re

(
u(t)∇u(t)

)∥∥2
H
dt+ 2γ〈|u(t)|2, |∇u(t)|2

〉
H
dt

− 2α‖u(t)‖2H1dt+ 2α‖u(t)‖4L4dt+Tr(AQQ∗)dt

− 4

N∑

k=1

λ2
k〈|u(t)|2, e2k〉Hdt+ dM1,1(t),

where

dM1,1(t) =
〈
u(t), QdW (t)

〉
H1 +

〈
u(t), QdW (t)

〉
H1

−
〈
|u(t)|2u(t), QdW (t)

〉
H
−

〈
|u(t)|2u(t), QdW (t)

〉
H
.

To estimate the terms involving ∇u(t) on the above right-hand side, we note that γ > 0 is taken to

be sufficiently small. Also, using H3/4 ⊂ L∞ (in dimension d = 1) and interpolation inequalities,
we have the following chain of estimates

〈|u|2, |∇u|2〉H ≤ ‖∇u‖2L∞‖u‖2H ≤ c‖∇u‖2
H3/4‖u‖2H ≤ c‖u‖7/4

H2 ‖u‖9/4H .

It follows that

4γ
∥∥Re

(
u∇u

)∥∥2
H
+ 2γ〈|u|2, |∇u|2

〉
H

≤ 6γ〈|u|2, |∇u|2
〉
H

≤ c γ
8
7 ‖u‖2H2 + κα‖u‖18H .

In the above, the positive constant c = c(κ, α) is independent of γ. Hence, by taking γ sufficiently
small, we obtain the bound

d‖u(t)‖2H1 −
1

2
d‖u(t)‖4L4

≤ κα‖u(t)‖18H − 2α‖u(t)‖2H1dt+ 2α‖u(t)‖4L4dt+Tr(AQQ∗)dt+ dM1,1(t), (3.15)

Turning back to Φ defined in (2.13), from (3.8) (with 2n = 6 and 2n = 18) and (3.15), we set
Φ(t) := Φ(u(t)) and deduce that

dΦ(t) ≤ −2α‖u(t)‖2H1dt+ 2α‖u(t)‖4L4dt− 3ακ‖u(t)‖6Hdt− 8ακ‖u(t)‖18H dt

+Tr(AQQ∗)dt+ 25
|Tr(QQ∗)|3

α2
dt+ 233

|Tr(QQ∗)|9
α8

dt

+ dM1,1(t) + 3κ‖u(t)‖4HdM0(t) + 9κ‖u(t)‖16H dM0(t).

In view of (2.11), it holds that

2α‖u‖4L4 ≤ 1

2
α‖u‖2H1 + ακ‖u‖6H .

We combine the above two estimates to obtain

dΦ(t) ≤ −αΦ(u(t))dt+ C1,1dt+ dM1(t), (3.16)

where

C1,1 = Tr(AQQ∗) + 25
|Tr(QQ∗)|3

α2
+ 233

|Tr(QQ∗)|9
α8

,

and the semi Martingale process M1(t) is defined as

dM1(t) =
〈
Au(t)− |u(t)|2u(t) +

(
3κ‖u(t)‖4H + 9κ‖u(t)‖16H

)
u(t), QdW (t)

〉
H

+
〈
Au(t)− |u(t)|2u(t) +

(
3κ‖u(t)‖4H + 9κ‖u(t)‖16H

)
u(t), QdW (t)

〉
H
, (3.17)
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whose quadratic variation is given by

d〈M1〉(t) = 4

N∑

k=1

∣∣〈Au(t)− |u(t)|2u(t) +
(
3κ‖u(t)‖4H + 9κ‖u(t)‖16H

)
u(t), Qek

〉∣∣2dt. (3.18)

In particular, we have the bound

4

N∑

k=1

∣∣〈Au− |u|2u+
(
3κ‖u‖4H + 9κ‖u‖16H

)
u,Qek

〉∣∣2

≤ 12Tr(AQQ∗)‖u‖2H1 + 12Tr(QQ∗)
[
‖u‖6L6 +

(
3κ‖u‖4H + 9κ‖u‖16H

)2‖u‖2H
]

≤ 12Tr(AQQ∗)‖u‖2H1 + 12Tr(QQ∗)
[
‖u‖6L6 + 18κ2‖u‖10H + 162κ2‖u‖34H

]
.

With regard to ‖u‖6L6 on the above right-hand side, for each ε > 0, we invoke Gagliardo-Nirenberg
interpolation to see that the following holds

‖u‖6L6 ≤ c‖u‖2H1‖u‖4H ,

whence

d〈M1〉(t) ≤ 12Tr(AQQ∗)‖u(t)‖2H1dt+ 12Tr(QQ∗)
[
c‖u(t)‖2H1‖u(t)‖4H

+ 18κ2‖u(t)‖10H + 162κ2‖u(t)‖34H
]
.

In light of (2.14), since Tr(QQ∗) < C∞ and ‖u‖2H1 ≤ 4
3Φ(u), we deduce further that

d〈M1〉(t) ≤ 16Tr(AQQ∗)Φ(t)dt+ C
[
‖u(t)‖2H1‖u(t)‖4H + ‖u(t)‖10H + ‖u(t)‖34H

]

≤ Φ(t)2dt+ Cdt. (3.19)

Next, for each n ≥ 2, by Itô’s formula, we compute

dΦ(t)n = nΦ(t)n−1dH(t) +
1

2
n(n− 1)Φ(t)n−2d〈M1〉(t).

From (3.16) and (3.19), we obtain

dΦ(t)n ≤ −nαΦ(t)ndt+ n(8n − 7)Tr(AQQ∗)Φ(t)n−1dt+ nΦ(t)n−1dM1(t)

+ cΦ(t)n−1dt+ cΦ(t)n−2
(
‖u(t)‖2H1‖u(t)‖4H + ‖u(t)‖10H + ‖u(t)‖34H

)
dt.

Observe that by virtue of Young’s inequality,

n(8n− 7)Tr(AQQ∗)Φ(t)n−1

≤ 1

4
nαΦ(t)n + (8n− 7)n

( n

4(n − 1)

)n−1
· |Tr(AQQ∗)|n

αn−1
.

Likewise,

cΦ(t)n−1 + cΦ(t)n−2
(
‖u(t)‖2H1‖u(t)‖4H + ‖u(t)‖10H + ‖u(t)‖34H

)

≤ 1

4
nαΦ(t)n + Cdt.

Altogether, we arrive at the bound

dΦ(t)n ≤ −1

2
nαΦ(t)ndt+ (8n − 7)n

( n

4(n− 1)

)n−1
· |Tr(AQQ∗)|n

αn−1
dt

+ Cdt+ nΦ(t)n−1dM1(t). (3.20)

14



In the above right-hand side, we emphasize that the positive constant C = C(n, α) > 0 is indepen-
dent of γ, u and Q.

1. Turning back to (3.10) and (3.11), we note that (3.20) implies the bound in expectation

d

dt
EΦ(t)n ≤ −1

2
nαEΦ(t)ndt+ (8n − 7)n

( n

4(n− 1)

)n−1
· |Tr(AQQ∗)|n

αn−1
+ C, t ≥ 0.

On the one hand, we integrate the above estimate on both sides with respect to time t and imme-
diately obtain (3.10). On the other hand, by virtue of Gronwall’s inequality, we establish (3.11),
as claimed.

2. With regard to the sup norm estimate (3.12), we note that (3.20) implies the almost surely
bound

sup
[0,T ]

Φ(t)n ≤ Φ(0)n + (8n − 7)n
( n

4(n− 1)

)n−1
· |Tr(AQQ∗)|n

αn−1
T + C T

+ sup
t∈[0,T ]

∫ t

0
nΦ(r)n−1dM1(r). (3.21)

Concerning the semi Martingale on the above right-hand side, we invoke (3.19) while making use
of Burkholder’s inequality to infer

E sup
t∈[0,T ]

∣∣∣
∫ t

0
nΦ(r)n−1dM1(r)

∣∣∣

≤ n
∣∣∣E

∫ T

0
Φ(r)2n−1 · 16Tr(AQQ∗)dr

+ CE

∫ T

0
Φ(r)2n−2

[
‖u(r)‖2H1‖u(r)‖4H + ‖u(r)‖10H + ‖u(r)‖34H

]
dr

∣∣∣
1/2

≤ 1

2
n+ nE

∫ T

0
Φ(r)2n−1 · 8Tr(AQQ∗)dr

+ CE

∫ T

0
Φ(r)2n−2

[
‖u(r)‖2H1‖u(r)‖4H + ‖u(r)‖10H + ‖u(r)‖34H

]
dr.

where C = C(n, α,Tr(QQ∗)) is a positive constant independent of T, γ and u0. We employ Young’s
inequality to see that

CE

∫ T

0
Φ(r)2n−2

[
‖u(r)‖2H1‖u(r)‖4H + ‖u(r)‖10H + ‖u(r)‖34H

]
dr

≤ 1

4
αnE

∫ T

0
Φ(r)2ndr + CT,

and that

nE

∫ T

0
Φ(r)2n−1 · 8Tr(AQQ∗)dr

≤ 1

4
αnE

∫ T

0
Φ(r)2ndr + 4

(2n− 1

n

)2n−1 |Tr(AQQ∗)|2n
α2n−1

T.

As a consequence, we deduce

E sup
t∈[0,T ]

∣∣∣
∫ t

0
nΦ(r)n−1dM1(r)

∣∣∣

≤ 1

2
αnE

∫ T

0
Φ(r)2ndr + 4

(2n− 1

n

)2n−1 |Tr(AQQ∗)|2n
α2n−1

T + CT,
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for some positive constant C = C(n, α,Tr(QQ∗)) is a positive constant independent of T, γ and u0.
In view of (3.10), we further obtain

E sup
t∈[0,T ]

∣∣∣
∫ t

0
nΦ(r)n−1dM1(r)

∣∣∣

≤ E
[
Φ(0)2n

]
+

[
(16n − 7)2n

( 2n

4(2n − 1)

)2n−1
+ 4

(2n− 1

n

)2n−1] |Tr(AQQ∗)|2n
α2n−1

T + CT.

This together with (3.21) implies the bound

E
[
sup
[0,T ]

Φ(t)n
]
≤ E

[
Φ(0)n

]
+ E

[
Φ(0)2n

]
+ CT

+ (8n− 7)n
( n

4(n − 1)

)n−1
· |Tr(AQQ∗)|n

αn−1
T

+
[
(16n − 7)2n

( 2n

4(2n − 1)

)2n−1
+ 4

(2n − 1

n

)2n−1] |Tr(AQQ∗)|2n
α2n−1

T,

which is the desired estimate (3.12). The proof is thus finished. �

Having established moment bounds in H and H1, we turn to controlling the energy growth
in probability, which is crucial in proving uniform ergodicity in Section 4. For this purpose, we
introduce the following functional for n ≥ 1

En(t;u0) = Φ(uγ(t;u0))
n +

1

2
nα

∫ t

0
Φ(uγ(s;u0))

nds, (3.22)

where we recall Φ defined in (2.13). In Lemma 3.4 below, we provide two tail probabilities on
En. The former appears in the proof of Lemma 4.6 whereas the latter is an ingredient for proving
Proposition 4.4.

Lemma 3.4. For all n ≥ 1, p ≥ 1 and ρ ≥ 0, the followings hold

P

(
sup

t∈[0,T ]

(
En(t;u0)− Cnt

)
≥ Φ(u0)

n + ρ
√
T
)
≤ Kn,p

E[Φ(u0)
np] + 1

ρp
, (3.23)

P

(
sup

t∈[T,∞)

(
En(t;u0)− Cnt

)
≥ Φ(u0)

n + ρ
)
≤ Kn,p

T p + 1

T (ρ+ T )2p−1

(
EΦ(u0)

2np + 1
)
, (3.24)

for some positive constants Cn,Kn,p independent of u0, T, ρ and γ. In the above, En(t;u0) is defined
in (3.22).

Proof. With regard to (3.23), from (3.20), there exists Cn independent of γ, T and u0 such that

En(t;u0)− Cnt ≤ Φ(u0)
n +

∫ t

0
nΦ(s)n−1dM1(s),

where M1(t) is the semi Martingale process given by (3.17). It follows that for all ρ > 0, Markov’s
inequality implies

P

(
sup

t∈[0,T ]

(
En(t;u0)− Cnt

)
≥ Φ(u0)

n + ρ
√
T
)

≤ P

(
sup

t∈[0,T ]

∣∣∣
∫ t

0
nΦ(s)n−1dM1(s)

∣∣∣ ≥ ρ
√
T
)
≤ 1

ρ2pT p
E

[
sup

t∈[0,T ]

∣∣∣
∫ t

0
nΦ(s)n−1dM1(s)

∣∣∣
2p
]
.
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Furthermore, Burkholder’s inequality together with estimate (3.19) produces the bound

E

[
sup

t∈[0,T ]

∣∣∣
∫ t

0
nΦ(s)n−1dM1(s)

∣∣∣
2p
]
≤ cE

[∣∣∣
∫ T

0
Φ(s)2n−2d〈M1〉(s)

∣∣∣
p]

≤ cE
[∣∣∣
∫ T

0

(
Φ(s)2n + 1

)
ds

∣∣∣
p]
.

We invoke Holder’s inequality while making use of (3.11) to infer

E

[∣∣∣
∫ T

0

(
Φ(s)2n + 1

)
ds

∣∣∣
p]

≤ c T p−1
E

∫ T

0

(
Φ(s)2np + 1

)
ds ≤ c T p

(
EΦ(u0)

2np + 1
)
,

whence

E

[
sup

t∈[0,T ]

∣∣∣
∫ t

0
nΦ(s)n−1dM1(s)

∣∣∣
2p
]
≤ c T p

(
EΦ(u0)

2np + 1
)
.

Altogether, we obtain

P

(
sup

t∈[0,T ]

(
En(t;u0)− Cnt

)
≥ Φ(u0)

n + ρ
√
T
)
≤ c

ρ2pT p
· T p

(
EΦ(u0)

2np + 1
)
,

which establishes (3.23), as claimed.
Turning to (3.24), for each k = 1, 2, . . . , observe that

P

(
sup

t∈[kT,(k+1)T ]

(
En(t;u0)− Cnt

)
≥ Φ(u0)

n + ρ
)

= P

(
sup

t∈[kT,(k+1)T ]

(
En(t;u0)− Cn(t− kT )

)
≥ Φ(u0)

n + ρ+ kT
)

≤ P

(
sup

t∈[kT,(k+1)T ]
Φ(kT )n − Φ(u0)

n +
∣∣∣
∫ t

kT
nΦ(s)n−1dM1(s)

∣∣∣ ≥ ρ+ kT
)

≤ 1

(ρ+ kT )2p
E

[
Φ(kT )2np +Φ(u0)

2np + sup
t∈[kT,(k+1)T ]

∣∣∣
∫ kT+t

kT
nΦ(s)n−1dM1(s)

∣∣∣
2p
]
.

Similar to the proof of (3.23), we employ Holder’s inequality and (3.11) to infer

E

[
sup

t∈[kT,(k+1)T ]

∣∣∣
∫ kT+t

kT
nΦ(s)n−1dM1(s)

∣∣∣
2p
]

≤ cE
[∣∣∣
∫ (k+1)T

kT
(Φ(s)2n + 1)ds

∣∣∣
p]

≤ c T p
(
EΦ(u0)

2np + 1
)
,

implying

P

(
sup

t∈[kT,(k+1)T ]

(
En(t;u0)− Cnt

)
≥ Φ(u0)

n + ρ
)
≤ c

(ρ+ kT )2p
(T p + 1)

(
EΦ(u0)

2np + 1
)
.

As a consequence,

P

(
sup

t∈[T,∞]

(
En(t;u0)− Cnt

)
≥ Φ(u0)

n + ρ
)

≤ c (T p + 1)
(
EΦ(u0)

2np + 1
)∑

k≥1

1

(ρ+ kT )2p
≤ c

T p + 1

T (ρ+ T )2p−1

(
EΦ(u0)

2np + 1
)
.

The proof is thus complete. �
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Finally, we turn to the stochastic Foias-Prodi estimate, stating that if the low modes are close,
then so are the high modes. In order to precisely state the result, we introduce the function

J(u1, u2) = ‖u1 − u2‖2H1 − Re
{
〈u1u2, (u1 − u2)

2〉H
}
+ κ2

(
Φ(u1) + Φ(u2)

)
‖u1 − u2‖2H . (3.25)

By Sobolev embedding H1 ⊂ L∞, we may pick κ2 sufficiently large such that

1

2
κ2

(
Φ(u1) + Φ(u2)

)
‖u1 − u2‖2H ≥

∣∣Re
{
〈u1u2, (u1 − u2)

2〉H
}∣∣.

In other words,

J(u1, u2) ≥ ‖u1 − u2‖2H1 +
1

2
κ2

(
Φ(u1) + Φ(u2)

)
‖u1 − u2‖2H . (3.26)

Lemma 3.5. For all N ≥ 1, let u01, u
0
2 ∈ L2(Ω;H1) be such that PNu01 = PNu02 where PN is the

projection on span{e1, . . . , eN} and let τ be the stopping time defined as

τN = inf{t ≥ 0 : PNuγ(t;u01) 6= PNuγ(t;u02)}. (3.27)

Then, for all t ≥ 0, the following holds

E

[
exp

{
α(t ∧ τN )− c∗

α
1/8
N

∫ t∧τN

0

[
Φ(u1(s))

2 +Φ(u2(s))
2 + 1

]
ds

}
J(t ∧ τN )

]
≤ E[J(u01, u

0
2)], (3.28)

for some positive constant c∗ independent of u01, u
0
2, t, N and γ. In the above, J is given by (3.25)

and αN is the eigenvalue of A as in (2.1).

Remark 3.6. In the case of fixed γ > 0, in view of [58, Proposition], we note that one can also
deduce the following path-wise estimate

‖uγ(t ∧ τN ;u01)− uγ(t ∧ τN ;u02)‖H

≤ ‖u01 − u02‖H exp
{
− 1

2
γµN+1(t ∧ τN ) + c

[
F (t ∧ τN ;u01) + F (t ∧ τN ;u02)

]}
,

where

F (t;u0i ) = ‖uγ(t;u0i )‖2H + γ

∫ t

0
‖uγ(s;u0i )‖2Hds, i = 1, 2.

In particular, it is clear that as γ → 0, N must arbitrarily large accordingly, allowing for a dissipative
effect strong enough to dominate the F terms.

Here, in the vanishing viscosity regime, we are only able to derive an estimate in expectation,
owing to the lack of dissipation as γ → 0. Nevertheless, the result of Lemma 3.5 is sufficient to carry
out the coupling argument presented in Section 4 so as to establish ergodicity. Lemma 3.5 can also
be considered as an analogue of [20, Proposition 2.1] adapted to the setting of the Ginzburg-Landau
equation.

Proof of Lemma 3.5. For notation convenience, we denote

u1(t) = uγ(t;u01), and u2 = uγ(t;u02).

Letting v = u1 − u2, observe that v satisfies the equation

d

dt
v = −γAv − iAv − αv + i

[
|u1|2u1 − |u2|2u2

]
.

We note that the last term on the above right hand side can be recast as

|u1|2u1 − |u2|2u2 = (|u1|2 + |u2|2)v + u1u2v.

A routine calculation produces

d

dt
‖v‖2H = −2γ‖v‖2H1 − 2α‖v‖2H1 + 2Re

{
i〈u1u2, (v)2〉H

)}
,
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Using Holder’s inequality and H1 ⊂ H3/4 ⊂ L∞, we have
∣∣Re

{
i〈u1u2, (v)2〉H

)}∣∣ ≤ ‖u1‖H‖u2‖H‖v‖2
H3/4 ≤ c

(
Φ(u1) + Φ(u2)

)
‖v‖2

H3/4 . (3.29)

Under the condition that PNu1 = PNu2, it holds that

‖v‖H3/4 = ‖QNv‖H3/4 ≤ 1

α
1/8
N

‖v‖H1 ,

whence
∣∣Re

{
i〈u1u2, (v)2〉H

)}∣∣ ≤ c

α
1/4
N

(
Φ(u1) + Φ(u2)

)
‖v‖2H1 .

It follows that

d

dt
‖v‖2H = −2γ‖v‖2H1 − 2α‖v‖2H1 +

c

α
1/4
N

(
Φ(u1) + Φ(u2)

)
‖v‖2H1 . (3.30)

Next, we turn to ‖v‖2H1 and compute

d

dt
‖v‖2H1 = −2γ‖Av‖2H − 2α‖v‖2H1 + 2Re

{
i
(
G1 + 〈u1u2, (∇v)2〉H

)}
,

where

G1 = 〈u1∇u1, v∇v〉H + 〈u1∇u1, v∇v〉H + 〈u2∇u2, v∇v〉H
+ 〈u2∇u2, v∇v〉H + 〈u2∇u1, v∇v〉H + 〈u1∇u2, v∇v〉H .

Similarly to the argument for (3.30), we have

〈u1∇u1, v∇v〉H ≤ ‖u1‖L∞‖v‖L∞‖U1‖H1‖v‖H1 ≤ c‖v‖H1‖v‖H3/4‖u1‖2H1

≤ c‖v‖H1‖v‖H3/4

(
Φ(u1) + Φ(u2)

)
.

We note that the same argument can also be carried out for other terms on the right-hand side of
G1 equation. Hence, G1 can be estimated as

|G1| ≤ c‖v‖H1‖v‖H3/4

(
Φ(u1) + Φ(u2)

)
≤ c

α
1/8
N

‖v‖2H1

(
Φ(u1) + Φ(u2)

)
. (3.31)

where in the last estimate, we once again employed the fact that PNu1 = PNu2. It follows that

d

dt
‖v‖2H1 ≤ −2γ‖Av‖2H − 2α‖v‖2H1 +

c

α
1/8
N

‖v‖2H1

(
Φ(u1) + Φ(u2)

)

+ 2Re
{
i〈u1u2, (∇v)2〉H

}
. (3.32)

In the above, we emphasize that c is a positive constant independent of γ,N and t.
Next, from (3.25), we consider the term 〈u1u2, (v)2〉H and compute

d〈u1u2, (v)2〉H
= 〈u2(v)2,−γAu1 − iAu1 − αu1 + i|u1|2u1〉Hdt+ 〈u2(v)2, QdW 〉H

+ 〈u1(v)2,−γAu2 − iAu2 − αu2 + i|u2|2u2〉Hdt+ 〈u1(v)2, QdW 〉H
+ 2〈u1u2v,−γAv + iAv − αv − i

[
(|u1|2 + |u2|2)v + u1u2v

]
〉Hdt

=: G2dt+ 〈(u1 + u2)(v)
2, QdW 〉H − 2γ〈u1u2, (∇v)2〉Hdt+ 2i〈u1u2, (∇v)2〉Hdt.

Similar to (3.31), we employ H1 ⊂ H3/4 ⊂ L∞ to infer

|G2| ≤
c

α
1/8
N

‖v‖2H1

(
Φ(u1) + Φ(u2)

)
.
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Also, since γ ∈ (0, 1) is assumed to be sufficiently small, we have

∣∣2γ〈u1u2, (∇v)2〉H
∣∣ ≤ γ

(
‖u1‖2H1 + ‖u2‖2H1

)
‖v‖2H1 ≤ c

α
1/8
N

‖v‖2H1

(
Φ(u1) + Φ(u2)

)
.

It follows that

− dRe
{
〈u1u2, (v)2〉H

}

≤ c

α
1/8
N

‖v‖2H1

(
Φ(u1) + Φ(u2)

)
dt− 2Re

{
i〈u1u2, (∇v)2〉H

}
dt. (3.33)

With regard to the last term involving Φ on the right-hand side of (3.25), on the one hand, we
employ (3.16) to infer

‖v‖2Hd
(
Φ(u1) + Φ(u2)

)
≤ −α

(
Φ(u1) + Φ(u2)

)
‖v‖2Hdt+ C‖v‖2Hdt

+ ‖v‖2H
[
dM1(t;u

0
1) + dM1(t;u

0
1)
]
,

whereM1(t;u
0
i ) is the semi Martingale process M1 as in (3.17) with the initial condition u0i , i = 1, 2.

On the other hand, from (3.30), we readily have

(
Φ(u1) + Φ(u2)

) d
dt

‖v‖2H ≤ −2α
(
Φ(u1) + Φ(u2)

)
‖v‖2H +

c

α
1/4
N

(
Φ(u1)

2 +Φ(u2)
2
)
‖v‖2H1 .

Altogether, we obtain

d
[(
Φ(u1) + Φ(u2)

)
‖v‖2H

]

≤ −3α
(
Φ(u1) + Φ(u2)

)
‖v‖2Hdt+

c

α
1/4
N

[
Φ(u1)

2 +Φ(u2)
2 + 1

]
‖v‖2H1dt

+ ‖v‖2H
[
dM1(t;u

0
1) + dM1(t;u

0
1)
]
. (3.34)

Turning back to J as in (3.25), we collect (3.32), (3.33) and (3.34) to deduce the bound

dJ ≤ −2α‖v‖2H1dt− 3ακ2
(
Φ(u1) + Φ(u2)

)
‖v‖2Hdt+

c

α
1/8
N

[
Φ(u1)

2 +Φ(u2)
2 + 1

]
‖v‖2H1dt

+ ‖v‖2H
[
dM1(t;u

0
1) + dM1(t;u

0
1)
]
.

It follows that for all 0 ≤ t ≤ τ

d
[
exp

{
αt− c

α
1/8
N

∫ t

0

[
Φ(u1(s))

2 +Φ(u2(s))
2 + 1

]
ds

}
J(t)

]

≤ exp
{
αt− c

α
1/8
N

∫ t

0

[
Φ(u1(s))

2 +Φ(u2(s))
2 + 1

]
ds

}
‖v(t)‖2H

[
dM1(t;u

0
1) + dM1(t;u

0
1)
]
,

whence

E

[
exp

{
ατ − c

α
1/8
N

∫ τ

0

[
Φ(u1(s))

2 +Φ(u2(s))
2 + 1

]
ds

}
J(τ)

]
≤ E[J(0)].

This establishes (3.28), thereby finishing the proof. �

Remark 3.7. The dimensional restriction of the Foias-Prodi estimate (3.28) follows from the bound

(3.29) where we invoke Sobolev embedding H1/2+ ⊂ L∞, which is only available in dimension one,
but not in higher dimensions. See also the proof of [20, Proposition 2.1].
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4. Uniform polynomial mixing of (2.3)

4.1. Proof of Theorem 2.3. In this section, we establish the uniform polynomial convergent rate
of P γ

t toward νγ . Before discussing the proof of Theorem 2.3, it is illuminating to recapitulate the
framework of [20, 58] on the coupling argument, which is the key tool for proving ergodicity. For
this purpose, we set

Xγ
N (t) = Xγ

N (t;u0) = PNuγ(t;u0), Y γ
N (t) = Y γ

N (t;u0) = QNuγ(t;u0) = (I − PN )uγ(t;u0), (4.1)

where we recall PNu is the projection of u on span{e1, . . . , eN}. Observe that

dXγ
N (t) =

(
− γA− iA− α

)
Xγ

N (t)dt+QdW (t)

+ iPN

[∣∣Xγ
N (t) + Y γ

N (t)
∣∣2(Xγ

N (t) + Y γ
N (t)

)]
dt, (4.2)

and that

dY γ
N (t) =

(
− γA− iA− α

)
Y γ
N (t)dt

+ iQN

[∣∣Xγ
N (t) + Y γ

N (t)
∣∣2(Xγ

N (t) + Y γ
N (t)

)]
dt, (4.3)

with the initial conditions Xγ
N (0) = PNu0 and Y γ

N (0) = QNu0. Next, we introduce the following
discrete random variables:

Definition 4.1. [20] 1. For every u01, u
0
2 ∈ L2(Ω;H1), N ≥ 1, β > 0, T > 0 and k ∈ N, define

ℓβ(k) = min{l ∈ {0, . . . , k} : Pl,k holds},
where min ∅ = ∞ and

Pl,k =

{
Xγ

N (t;u01) = Xγ
N (t;u02), ∀t ∈ [lT, kT ],

E4(t, ui) ≤ β4 + C4(t− lT ), ∀t ∈ [lT, kT ], i = 1, 2.

In the above, Φ is as in (2.13), E4 is given by (3.22) and C4 is the constant from Lemma 3.4 with

n = 4.
2. The pair

(
uγ(t;u01), u

γ(t;u02)
)
is said to be coupled on [lT, kT ] if ℓβ(k) = l.

As mentioned in Section 2.2, the motivation for ℓβ stems from the Foias-Prodi typed estimates
producing an effective control on the solutions’ energy provided that a sufficiently large number of
low modes of the solutions are close [20, 58, 62]. For the convenience of the reader, we summarize
the idea of the coupling technique in [20, Theorem 2.9] and [58, Theorem 1.8]. The argument
essentially consists three steps as follows.

Step 1 : Starting from two initial conditions u01, u
0
2, we let τ be the first time the solutions enter

a ball of radius R, i.e.,

τ = inf{k ≥ 0 : Φ
(
uγ(kT ;u01) + Φ

(
uγ(kT ;u02) ≤ R

)
}.

In view of the Lyapunov estimate presented in Lemma 3.3, it can be shown that

Eeξτ < c
(
1 + EΦ(u01) + EΦ(u02)

)
,

for some positive constant c independent of γ, T and the initial conditions. See for example [58,
Section 1.4]. In particular, as a consequence, τ is a.s. finite.

Step 2 : Once inside the ball, we show that the probability the two solutions will couple is always
bounded from below independent of γ, cf. Proposition 4.3. The proof of which relies on two
auxiliary results collected in Lemma 4.5 and Lemma 4.6.

Step 3 : Once the solutions are coupled, on the one hand, the probability that they are close with
respect to d1 distance is high and is independent of γ. This is established in Lemma 4.2 exploiting
the Foias-Prodi estimate collected in Lemma 3.5. On the other hand, for all β > 0 sufficiently small
and T sufficiently large, the probability of decoupling is small with a power law order, which is also
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independent of γ. The precise statement is discussed in detailed in Proposition 4.4. Altogether, we
are able to deduce the mixing rate (2.15) uniformly with respect to γ.

See [20, Theorem 2.9] and [58, Theorem 1.8] for a more detailed explanation of the above steps.
We now provide the auxiliary results whose proofs are deferred to the end of this section. We start
by stating Lemma 4.2 giving the high probability that two coupled solutions are close.

Lemma 4.2. There exists N1 = N1(α) sufficiently large independent of γ such that for all N ≥ N1,

β > 0, q > 0, t ≥ 0, and 0 ≤ l ≤ k,

P
({

d1
(
uγ(t;u01), u

γ(t;u02)
)
≥ c0(t− lT )−q

}
∩
{
ℓβ(k) ≤ l

})
≤ c0(t− lT )−q, t ∈ [lT, kT ], (4.4)

holds for some positive constant c0 = c0(β,N) independent of γ and t. In the above, d1 is the

distance as in (2.10).

Next, we state Proposition 4.3, establishing a lower bound for the probability of coupling once
the solutions enter a ball.

Proposition 4.3. Let ℓβ be the random variable as in Definition 4.1. Then, for all N ≥ 1, R > 0
and β > 0, there exists a positive constant T1 = T1(N,R, β) independent of γ such that for all

T ≥ T1

P
(
ℓβ(k + 1) = k + 1|ℓβ(k) = ∞,Φ(uγ(kT ;u1)) + Φ(uγ(kT ;u2)) ≤ R

)
≥ ε1,

for some positive constant ε1 = ε1(N,R, β, T ) independent of γ. In the above, Φ is the functioned

defined in (2.13).

Finally, we state the auxiliary result in Proposition 4.4 ensuring a low probability of decoupling.

Proposition 4.4. Let N1 = N1(α) be the constant as in Lemma 4.2. Then, for all q ≥ 2 and

N ≥ N1, there exist positive constants β1 = β1(q,N) sufficiently small and T2 = T2(q) sufficiently

large both independent of γ such that the following holds

P
(
ℓβ(k + 1) 6= l|ℓβ(k) = l

)
≤ 1

2
[1 + (k − l)T ]−q, (4.5)

for all β ∈ (0, β1), 0 ≤ l ≤ k and T ≥ T2.

Assuming the above results, let us conclude Theorem 2.3, whose argument is the same as that
of [20, Theorem 2.9]. See also the proof of [58, Theorem 1.8].

Proof of Theorem 2.3. Let N1 be the integer constant as in Lemma 4.2 and R > 0, q ≥ 2 be
arbitrary. Then, there exist β = β(q,N1) sufficiently small and T = T (N1, R, β, q) sufficiently large
such that Proposition 4.3 and Proposition 4.4 hold.

Now, we proceed to prove Theorem 2.3 by verifying the assumptions of [20, Theorem 2.9].
First of all, Lemma 4.2 establishes [20, Condition (2.12)]. Next, the results in Proposition 4.3
and Proposition 4.4 respectively provides the essential bounds in [20, Condition (2.14)] and [20,
Condition (2.13)]. Finally, Lemma 3.3, part 1. supplies the Lyapunov functions required in [20,
Condition (2.15)]. Altogether, by virtue of [20, Theorem 2.9], we deduce that there exists a unique
invariant probability measure νγ such that νγ(H1) = 1. In particular, the desired convergent rate
(2.15) holds regardless of γ.

Furthermore, if ν ∈ Pr(H) is another invariant probability measure, then by the Krylov-
Bogoliubov procedure and the estimates in Lemma 3.1, we note that ν must be supported in
H1. It follows that ν must be the same as νγ , hence the uniqueness of νγ in H.

�
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4.2. Proof of the auxiliary results. We turn to the proof of the auxiliary results. First, we
provide the proof of Lemma 4.2 while making use of the Foias-Prodi estimate in Lemma 3.5.

Proof of Lemma 4.2. Without loss of generalization, we may assume l = 0. Let c0 be given and
be chosen later. Recalling function J defined in (3.25) and the stopping time τN from Lemma 3.5,
observe that for t ∈ [0, kT ],

{
d1
(
u1(t), u2(t)

)
≥ c0 t

−q
}
∩
{
ℓβ(k) = 0

}

=
{
d1
(
u1(t), u2(t)

)
≥ c0 t

−q
}
∩
{
ℓβ(k) = 0

}
∩ {t < τN}

⊂
{
‖u1(t)− u2(t)‖2H1 ≥ c20 t

−2q
}
∩
{
ℓβ(k) = 0

}
∩ {t < τN}

=
{
‖u1(t ∧ τN )− u2(t ∧ τN )‖2H1 ≥ c20 t

−2q
}
∩
{
ℓβ(k) = 0

}
∩ {t < τN}

⊂
{
J(t ∧ τN ) ≥ c20 t

−2q exp
{
αt− c∗

α
1/8
N

∫ t

0
Φ(u1(s))

4 +Φ(u2(s))
4 + 1ds

}}
∩
{
ℓβ(k) = 0

}
.

In the above, c∗ is the constant from Lemma 3.5. Given {ℓβ(k) = 0}, it holds that
∫ t

0
Φ(u1(s))

4 +Φ(u2(s))
4 + 1ds ≤ 2β4 + (2C4 + 1)t,

whence

− c∗

α
1/8
N

∫ t

0
Φ(u1(s))

4 +Φ(u2(s))
4 + 1ds ≥ − c∗

α
1/8
N

[
2β4 + (2C4 + 1)t

]
.

Since c∗ does not depend on αN , β and C4, we may take N1 = N1(α) sufficiently large independent
of γ, β such that for all N ≥ N1

exp
{
αt− c∗

α
1/8
N

∫ t

0
Φ(u1(s))

4 +Φ(u2(s))
4 + 1ds

}
≥ 1

2
αt− 2c∗

β4

α
1/8
N

. (4.6)

It follows that

{
d1
(
u1(t), u2(t)

)
≥ c0 t

−q
}
∩
{
ℓβ(k) = 0

}
⊂

{
J(t ∧ τN ) ≥ c20 t

−2q exp
{1

2
αt− 2c∗

β4

α
1/8
N

}}
.

From Lemma 3.5, cf. (3.28), we invoke Markov inequality to obtain

P
({

d1
(
u1(t), u2(t)

)
≥ c0 t

−q
}
∩
{
ℓβ(k) = 0

})

≤ E
[
J(0)|ℓβ(k) = 0

] t2q
c20

exp
{
− 1

2
αt+ 2c∗

β4

α
1/8
N

}
.

Note that

E
[
J(0)|ℓβ(k) = 0

]
≤ c̃(β + β2), and t2qe−

1
2
αt ≤ c̃t−q, t ≥ 0.

Picking c0 such that

c30 = c̃2(β + β2) exp
{
2c∗

β4

α
1/8
N

}
,

produces

P
({

d1
(
u1(t), u2(t)

)
≥ c0 t

−q
}
∩
{
ℓβ(k) = 0

})
≤ c0t

−q.

The proof is thus finished. �
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Next, we turn to Proposition 4.3. As mentioned in Section 4.1, the argument relies on two
ingredients: the former is an irreducibility condition, cf. Lemma 4.5, allowing for driving the
solutions to any arbitrarily small ball whereas the latter, cf. Lemma 4.6, is a lower bound on the
probability of coupling inside the small ball. In particular, the proof of Lemma 4.5 will employ
Lemma B.1 while Lemma 4.6 will invoke the result of Lemma 3.4, part 1.

Lemma 4.5. For all R, r > 0, there exists T∗ = T∗(R, r) > 0 independent of γ such that for all

t ≥ T∗ and u1, u2 satisfying Φ(u1) + Φ(u2) ≤ R, the following holds

P
(
Φ(uγ(t;u1)) + Φ(uγ(t;u2)) ≤ r

)
≥ ε∗, (4.7)

for some positive constant ε∗ = ε∗(t, R, r) independent of u1, u2 and γ.

Proof. Letting η(t) be the process satisfying (B.1), we denote vγ = uγ − η. From (2.3) and (B.1),
we observe that vγ obeys the equation

d

dt
vγ = −γA(vγ + η)− iAvγ − αvγ + i|vγ + η|2(vγ + η),

= −γAvγ − iAvγ − αvγ + i|vγ |2vγ − γAη + i
[
|vγ + η|2(vγ + η)− |vγ |2vγ

]
,

with the initial condition vγ(0) = uγ(0).
Considering Φ(vγ) where Φ is given by (2.13), we employ an argument similar to the proof of

(3.16) and obtain

d

dt
Φ(vγ) ≤ −2γ‖Avγ‖2H − αΦ(vγ) +

〈
DΦ(vγ),−γAη + i

[
|vγ + η|2(vγ + η)− |vγ |2vγ

]〉
H
,

where
〈
DΦ(vγ),−γAη + i

[
|vγ + η|2(vγ + η)− |vγ |2vγ

]〉
H

= −2γRe(〈Avγ , Aη̄〉H) + 2Re
(〈
i
[
|vγ + η|2(vγ + η)− |vγ |2vγ

]
, Avγ

〉
H

)

− 2γRe
(
〈|vγ |2vγ , Aη〉H

)
+ 2Re

(〈
i
[
|vγ + η|2(vγ + η)− |vγ |2vγ

]
, |vγ |2vγ

〉
H

)

− 6κγ‖vγ‖4HRe
(
〈vγ , Aη〉H

)
+ 6κ‖vγ‖4HRe

(〈
i
[
|vγ + η|2(vγ + η)− |vγ |2vγ

]
, vγ

〉
H

)

− 18κγ‖vγ‖16HRe
(
〈vγ , Aη〉H

)
+ 18κ‖vγ‖16HRe

(〈
i
[
|vγ + η|2(vγ + η)− |vγ |2vγ

]
, vγ

〉
H

)

= I1 + · · ·+ I8.

We now proceed to estimate Ik, k = 1, . . . , 8 on the above right-hand side. Concerning I1, we
employ Holder inequality to see that

I1 = −2γRe(〈Avγ , Aη̄〉H) ≤ γ‖Avγ‖2H + γ‖Aη‖2H .

Similarly, recalling γ < 1 and using H1 ⊂ L∞ imply

I3 + I5 + I7

= −2γRe
(
〈|vγ |2vγ , Aη〉H

)
− 6κγ‖vγ‖4HRe

(
〈vγ , Aη〉H

)
− 18κγ‖vγ‖16HRe

(
〈vγ , Aη〉H

)

≤ c
(
‖vγ‖3H1 + ‖vγ‖5H + ‖vγ‖17H

)
‖Aη‖H

≤ c
(
1 + Φ(vγ)2

)
‖Aη‖H .

In the above, c > 0 is a constant independent of γ. Next, we employ the inequality

||u+ z|2(u+ z)− |u|2u| ≤ |z|(|u|2 + |z|2), u, z ∈ C, (4.8)
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to infer

I4 = 2Re
(〈
i
[
|vγ + η|2(vγ + η)− |vγ |2vγ

]
, |vγ |2vγ

〉
H

)

≤ 2〈|η|(|vγ |2 + |η|2), |vγ |3〉H
≤ c‖η‖L∞

(
‖vγ‖5L∞ + ‖η‖4L∞ + ‖vγ‖6L∞

)

≤ c
(
1 + Φ(vγ)3 + ‖Aη‖4H

)
‖Aη‖H .

Likewise,

I6 + I8 ≤ c
(
1 + Φ(vγ)4 + ‖Aη‖8H

)
‖Aη‖H .

Regarding I2, we compute
〈[
|vγ + η|2(vγ + η)− |vγ |2vγ

]
, Avγ

〉
H

=
〈
∇
(
|vγ |2η + 2|vγ |2η + 2vγ |η|2 + vγη2 + |η|2η

)
,∇vγ

〉
H

≤ c
(
‖vγ‖3H1‖η‖H1 + ‖vγ‖2H1‖η‖2H1 + ‖vγ‖H1‖η‖3H1

)

≤ c
(
‖vγ‖4H1 + ‖η‖4H1 + 1

)
‖η‖H1

≤ c
(
1 + Φ(vγ)2 + ‖Aη‖4H

)
‖Aη‖H .

Altogether, we deduce

d

dt
Φ(vγ) ≤ −αΦ(vγ) + c

(
1 + Φ(vγ)4 + ‖Aη‖8H

)
‖Aη‖H ,

whence

Φ
(
vγ(t)

)
≤ e−αtΦ

(
vγ(0)

)
+ c

∫ t

0
e−α(t−s)

(
1 + Φ

(
vγ(s)

)4
+ ‖Aη(s)‖8H

)
‖Aη(s)‖Hds

≤ e−αtΦ
(
uγ(0)

)
+ c sup

s∈[0,t]

[(
1 + Φ

(
vγ(s)

)4
+ ‖Aη(s)‖8H

)
‖Aη(s)‖H

]
. (4.9)

Recalling uγ = vγ + η, we note that

Φ(uγ) ≤ c
(
Φ(vγ) + Φ(η)

)
≤ c

(
Φ(vγ) + ‖Aη‖18H

)
.

This together with (4.9) produces

Φ
(
uγ(t)

)
≤ c e−αtΦ

(
uγ(0)

)
+ c sup

s∈[0,t]

[(
1 + Φ

(
uγ(s)

)4
+ ‖Aη(s)‖72H

)
‖Aη(s)‖H

]
. (4.10)

Turning back to (4.7), let u1 and u2 be given such that Φ(u1) + Φ(u2) ≤ R. From (4.10), we
readily have

Φ
(
uγ(t;u1)

)
+Φ

(
uγ(t;u2)

)
≤ c e−αt

[
Φ(u1) + Φ(u2)

]

+ c sup
s∈[0,t]

[(
1 +

[
Φ
(
uγ(s;u1)

)
+Φ

(
uγ(s;u2)

]4
+ ‖Aη(s)‖72H

)
‖Aη(s)‖H

]
. (4.11)

Denote by τ the stopping time defined as

τ = inf{t ≥ 0 : Φ
(
uγ(t;u1)

)
+Φ

(
uγ(t;u1)

)
> 3cR},

where c ≥ 1 is the same constant as in (4.11). For each t ≥ 1, conditioning on the event

B =
{

sup
s∈[0,t]

‖Aη(s)‖H ≤ Rr

2(2 + (3cR)4)(1 +R+ r + c)2

}
,
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we claim that τ ≥ t. Indeed, suppose by means of contradiction, τ < t. From (4.11), we have

Φ
(
uγ(τ ;u1)

)
+Φ

(
uγ(τ ;u2)

)

≤ ce−ατR+ c sup
s∈[0,τ ]

[(
1 +

[
Φ
(
uγ(s;u1)

)
+Φ

(
uγ(s;u2)

]4
+ ‖Aη(s)‖72H

)
‖Aη(s)‖H

]

≤ cR + c(2 + (3cR)4) · Rr

2(2 + (3cR)4)(1 +R+ r + c)2
< 2cR.

This contradicts the fact that Φ
(
uγ(τ ;u1)

)
+Φ

(
uγ(τ ;u2)

)
≥ 3cR. Thus, τ ≥ t, as claimed.

Now, we pick

T∗ =
1

α
log

(2(cR + r)

r

)
> 0.

For all t ≥ T∗, conditioning on event B again, it holds that

Φ
(
uγ(t;u1)

)
+Φ

(
uγ(t;u2)

)

≤ ce−αT∗R+ c sup
s∈[0,τ ]

[(
1 +

[
Φ
(
uγ(s;u1)

)
+Φ

(
uγ(s;u2)

]4
+ ‖Aη(s)‖72H

)
‖Aη(s)‖H

]

≤ cR

2(cR + r)
· r + c(2 + (3cR)4) · Rr

2(2 + (3cR)4)(1 +R+ r + c)2
< r.

In view of Lemma B.1, we infer a positive constant ε = ε(t, T, r) independent of γ such that

P
(
Φ(uγ(t;u1)) + Φ(uγ(t;u2)) ≤ r

)

≥ P
(
Φ(uγ(t;u1)) + Φ(uγ(t;u2)) ≤ r

∣∣B
)
P(B) ≥ P(B) ≥ ε.

This establishes (4.7), thereby finishing the proof.
�

Lemma 4.6. For all β > 0 and N > 0, there exist positive constants

t1 = t1(β,N) and r1 = r1(β,N),

that are both sufficiently small independent of γ such that the following holds

P
(
Xγ

N (t1;u1) = Xγ
N (t1;u2),Φ

(
uγ(t1;u1)

)
+Φ

(
uγ(t1;u2)

)
≤ β

)
≥ 1

2
, (4.12)

for all u1, u2 satisfying Φ(u1) + Φ(u2) ≤ r1. In the above, Xγ
N is the process defined in (4.1)-(4.2).

Proof. Let t1, r1 and ρ be given and be chosen later, we aim to prove that there exists a coupling
of

(
uγ(·;u1), uγ(·;u2),W ) such that (4.12) holds. We introduce the process û defined as

û(t) = uγ(t;u1) +
t1 − t

t1
PN (u2 − u1), 0 ≤ t ≤ t1.

Setting X̂N = PN û and ŶN = QN û, observe that

X̂(0) = PN û(0) = PNu2 = Xγ
N (0;u2), and X̂(t1) = PN û(t1) = Xγ

N (t1;u1).

Also, recalling E4 defined in (3.22) and the constant C4 from Lemma 3.4 (with n = 4), let τ1, τ2 be
stopping times given by

τi = min{t ≥ 0 : E4(t;ui)− C4t ≥ Φ(ui)
4 + ρ

√
t1}, i = 1, 2.
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Then, we have the following chain of implications

P

({
Xγ

N (t1;u1) = Xγ
N (t1;u2)

}
∩
{
E4(t1;u1)− C4t1 ≤ Φ(u1)

4 + ρ
√
t1
}

∩
{
E4(t1;u2)− C4t1 ≤ Φ(u2)

4 + ρ
√
t1
})

≥ P

({
∀t ∈ [0, t1], X̂N (t) = Xγ

N (t;u2)
}
∩
{

sup
t∈[0,t1]

(
E4(t;u1)− C4t

)
≤ Φ(u1)

4 + ρ
√
t1
}

∩
{

sup
t∈[0,t1]

(
E4(t;u2)− C4t

)
≤ Φ(u2)

4 + ρ
√
t1
})

= P

({
∀t ∈ [0, t1], X̂N (t) = Xγ

N (t;u2)
}
∩
{
τ1 ∧ τ2 ≥ t1

})

= P

({
∀t ∈ [0, t1 ∧ τ1 ∧ τ2], X̂N (t) = Xγ

N (t;u2)
}
∩
{
τ1 ∧ τ2 ≥ t1

})
,

implying

P

({
Xγ

N (t1;u1) = Xγ
N (t1;u2)

}
∩
{
E4(t1;u1)− C4t1 ≤ Φ(u1)

4 + ρ
√
t1
}

∩
{
E4(t1;u2)− C4t1 ≤ Φ(u2)

4 + ρ
√
t1
})

≥ 1− P

(
∃t ∈ [0, t1 ∧ τ1 ∧ τ2], X̂N (t) 6= Xγ

N (t;u2)
)
− P(τ1 ≤ t1)− P(τ2 ≤ t1). (4.13)

In view of Lemma 3.4, cf. (3.23) with n = 4 and p = 1, it holds that

P(τ1 ≤ t1) + P(τ2 ≤ t1)

= P

(
sup

t∈[0,t1]

(
E4(t1;u1)− C4t1

)
≥ Φ(u1)

4 + ρ
√
t1

)

+ P

(
sup

t∈[0,t1]

(
E4(t1;u2)− C4t1

)
≥ Φ(u2)

4 + ρ
√
t1

)

≤ K4,1
E[Φ(u1)

4 +Φ(u2)
4] + 2

ρ
,

where K4,1 is the constant on the right-hand side of (3.23). Conditioning on the event {Φ(u1) +
Φ(u2) ≤ r1}, we pick

ρ1 := 8K1(r
4
1 + 1),

so as to deduce

P(τ1 ≤ t1) + P(τ2 ≤ t1) ≤
1

4
.

This together with (4.13) produces

P

({
Xγ

N (t1;u1) = Xγ
N (t1;u2)

}
∩
{
E4(t1;u1)− C4t1 ≤ Φ(u1)

4 + ρ
√
t1
}

∩
{
E4(t1;u2)− C4t1 ≤ Φ(u2)

4 + ρ
√
t1
})

≥ 1

2
− P

(
∃t ∈ [0, t1 ∧ τ1 ∧ τ2], X̂N (t) 6= Xγ

N (t;u2)
)
. (4.14)

Next, we claim that

P

(
∃t ∈ [0, t1 ∧ τ1 ∧ τ2], X̂N (t) 6= Xγ

N (t;u2)
)
≤ 1

4
.
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To this end, since

dû(t) = −γuγ(t;u1)dt− iAuγ(t;u1)dt− αuγ(t;u1)dt

+ i|uγ(t;u1)|2uγ(t;u1)dt+QdW (t)− 1

t1
PN (u2 − u1)dt,

X̂N satisfies the equation

dX̂N (t) =
(
− γA− iA− α

)
X̂N (t)dt+ iPN

[∣∣X̂N (t) + Y γ
N (t;u2)

∣∣2(X̂N (t) + Y γ
N (t;u2)

)]
dt

+QdW (t) + F1(u1, u2, t)dt,

where

F1(t;u1, u2) :=
(
− γA− iA− α

) t1 − t

t1
PN (u2 − u1)−

1

t1
PN (u2 − u1)

+ iPN

[
|uγ(t;u1)|2uγ(t;u1)−

∣∣X̂N (t) + Y γ
N (t;u2)

∣∣2(X̂N (t) + Y γ
N (t;u2)

)]
.

Letting Ŵ be the process given by

dŴ = dW +Q−1F1dt,

the equation for X̂N can be recast as

dX̂N (t) =
(
− γA− iA− α

)
X̂N (t)dt+ iPN

[∣∣X̂N (t) + Y γ
N (t;u2)

∣∣2(X̂N (t) + Y γ
N (t;u2)

)]
dt

+QdŴ(t).

We note that the law induced by
(
Xγ

N (·;u2),W
)
on [0, t1 ∧ τ1 ∧ τ2] is equivalent to that induced by(

X̂N (·), Ŵ
)
. Indeed, thanks to the condition that Q is invertible on span{e1, . . . , eN} by virtue of

Assumption 2.1, it holds that

‖Q−1F1(u1, u2, s)‖2H ≤ C(N)
[
‖u2 − u1‖2H +

1

t21
‖u2 − u1‖2H

]

+ C(N)
∥∥|uγ(t;u1)|2uγ(t;u1)−

∣∣X̂N (t) + Y γ
N (t;u2)

∣∣2(X̂N (t) + Y γ
N (t;u2)

)∥∥2
H
,

for some positive constant C(N) that may be arbitrarily large as N tends to infinity. Concerning
the last term on the above right-hand side, we invoke (4.8) while taking into account of the fact
that

uγ(t;u1) = X̂N (t)− t1 − t

t1
PN (u2 − u1) + Y γ

N (t;u1),

to infer for 0 ≤ t ≤ t1∥∥|uγ(t;u1)|2uγ(t;u1)−
∣∣X̂N (t) + Y γ

N (t;u2)
∣∣2(X̂N (t) + Y γ

N (t;u2)
)∥∥2

H

≤ c
∥∥(|PN (u2 − u1)|+ |Y γ

N (t;u1)|+ |Y γ
N (t;u2)|

)

×
(
|uγ(t;u1)|2 + |PN (u2 − u1)|2 + |Y γ

N (t;u1)|2 + |Y γ
N (t;u2)|2

)∥∥2
H

≤ c
[
Φ(u1)

4 +Φ(u2)
4 +Φ

(
uγ(t;u1)

)4
+Φ

(
uγ(t;u2)

)4]
.

As a consequence, conditioning on the event {Φ(u1) + Φ(u2) ≤ r1}
∫ t1∧τ1∧τ2

0
‖Q−1F1(u1, u2, s)‖2Hds

≤ C(N)
[(

t1 +
1

t1
+ 1

)(
Φ(u1)

4 +Φ(u2)
4
)
+ C4t1 + ρ

√
t1

]

≤ C(N)
[(

t1 +
1

t1
+ 1

)
r41 + C4t1 + ρ

√
t1

]
, (4.15)
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where we emphasize again that the positive constant C(N) may be arbitrarily large depending only
on N . In particular, this implies

E exp
{
a

∫ t1∧τ1∧τ2

0
‖Q−1F1(u1, u2, s)‖2Hds

}
< ∞, a > 0,

which verifies Novikov’s condition (with a = 1/2), thereby establishing the equivalence in law. As a
consequence, employing Pinsker’s inequality together with [12, Theorem A.2] we have the following
bound

WTV

(
Law

(
W[0,t1∧τ1∧τ2]

)
,Law

(
Ŵ[0,t1∧τ1∧τ2]

))

≤
√

1

2
DKL

(
Law

(
W[0,t1∧τ1∧τ2]

)∥∥Law
(
Ŵ[0,t1∧τ1∧τ2]

))

≤ 1

2

√
E

∫ t∧τ1∧τ2

0
‖Q−1F1(u1, u2, s)‖2Hds.

From (4.15), we obtain

WTV

(
Law

(
W[0,t1∧τ1∧τ2]

)
,Law

(
Ŵ[0,t1∧τ1∧τ2]

))

≤ C(N)

√(
t1 +

1

t1
+ 1

)
r41 + C4t1 + ρ

√
t1.

Also, by the uniqueness of the weak solutions,

{
∃t ∈ [0, t1 ∧ τ1 ∧ τ2], X̂N (t) 6= Xγ

N (t;u2)
}
⊂

{
W[0,t1∧τ1∧τ2] 6= Ŵ[0,t1∧τ1∧τ2]

}
.

In turn, this implies

WTV

(
Law

(
X̂N

)
,Law

(
Xγ

N ( · ;u2)
))

≤ WTV

(
Law

(
W[0,t1∧τ1∧τ2]

)
,Law

(
Ŵ[0,t1∧τ1∧τ2]

))

≤ C(N)

√(
t1 +

1

t1
+ 1

)
r41 + C4t1 + ρ

√
t1.

We note that up to this point, we have not explicitly chosen a coupling of
(
uγ(·;u1), uγ(·;u2),W )

so as to satisfy (4.12). To this end, we recall that since the discrete metric 1{u 6= v} is convex,
the infimum in definition (2.6) for WTV is achieved [63]. In light of [20, Proposition 2.8] (see also

[49, lemma 2.7]), there exists a coupling (W ′, Ŵ ′) of (W, Ŵ) such that (Xγ
N ( · ;u2,W ′), X̂ ′

N ) is an

optimal coupling for (Xγ
N ( · ;u2,W ), X̂N ). In other words,

P

(
∃t ∈ [0, t1 ∧ τ1 ∧ τ2], X̂

′
N (t) 6= Xγ

N (t;u2,W
′)
)

= WTV

(
Law

(
X̂N

)
,Law

(
Xγ

N ( · ;u2)
))

≤ C(N)

√(
t1 +

1

t1
+ 1

)
r41 + C4t1 + ρ

√
t1.
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Since
(
uγ(·;u1), uγ(·;u2),W ′) is a coupling of

(
uγ(·;u1), uγ(·;u2),W ), from (4.14), we deduce

P

({
Xγ

N (t1;u1) = Xγ
N (t1;u2)

}
∩
{
E4(t1;u1)− C4t1 ≤ Φ(u1)

4 + ρ
√
t1
}

∩
{
E4(t1;u2)− C4t1 ≤ Φ(u2)

4 + ρ
√
t1
})

= P

({
Xγ

N (t1;u1,W
′) = Xγ

N (t1;u2,W
′)
}
∩
{
E4(t1;u1,W

′)− C4t1 ≤ Φ(u1)
4 + ρ

√
t1
}

∩
{
E4(t1;u2,W

′)− C4t1 ≤ Φ(u2)
4 + ρ

√
t1
})

≥ 1

2
− P

(
∃t ∈ [0, t1 ∧ τ1 ∧ τ2], X̂

′
N (t) 6= Xγ

N (t;u2,W
′)
)
,

whence

P

({
Xγ

N (t1;u1) = Xγ
N (t1;u2)

}
∩
{
E4(t1;u1)− C4t1 ≤ Φ(u1)

4 + ρ
√
t1
}

∩
{
E4(t1;u2)− C4t1 ≤ Φ(u2)

4 + ρ
√
t1
})

≥ 1− C(N)

√(
t1 +

1

t1
+ 1

)
r41 + C4t1 + ρ

√
t1.

For simplicity, we pick t1 = r1 = r1(N, r) sufficiently small such that

C(N)

√(
t1 +

1

t1
+ 1

)
r41 + C4t1 + ρ

√
t1 ≤

1

4
,

and that

C4t1 + r41 + ρ
√
t1 <

(β
2

)4
.

Recalling from (3.22) that E4 ≥ Φ4, we arrive at the bound

P
(
Xγ

N (t1;u1) = Xγ
N (t1;u2),Φ

(
uγ(t1;u1)

)
+Φ

(
uγ(t1;u2)

)
≤ β

)

≥ P

({
Xγ

N (t1;u1) = Xγ
N (t1;u2)

}
∩
{
E4(t1;u1)− C4t1 ≤ Φ(u1)

4 + ρ
√
t1
}

∩
{
E4(t1;u2)−C4t1 ≤ Φ(u2)

4 + ρ
√
t1
})

≥ 1

2
.

This produces (4.12), thereby finishing the proof.
�

Having established the auxiliary results from Lemma 4.5 and Lemma 4.6, we now provide the
proof of Proposition 4.3.

Proof of Proposition 4.3. Let N ≥ 1, R > 0, and β > 0 be given. By the Markov property, it
suffices to establish the existence of T1 = T1(N,R, β) independent of γ such that for all T ≥ T1

P
(
Xγ

N (T ;u1) = Xγ
N (T ;u2),Φ(u

γ(T ;u1)) + Φ(uγ(T ;u1)) ≤ β
∣∣Φ(u1) + Φ(u2) ≤ R

)
≥ ε1,

holds for some positive ε1 = ε1(N,R, β, T ) independent of γ.
To see this, let t1 = t1(N,β) and r1 = r1(N,β) be the constants as in Lemma 4.6. In view of

Lemma 4.5, there exists a positive time T∗ = T∗(R, r1) such that for all t ≥ T∗,

P
(
Φ(uγ(t;u1)) + Φ(uγ(t;u2)) ≤ r1

∣∣Φ(u1) + Φ(u2) ≤ R
)
≥ ε∗,
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where the positive constant ε∗ = ε∗(t, R, r1) is independent of u1, u2 and γ. Now, for T ≥ T∗ + t1,
we employ Lemma 4.5 and Lemma 4.6 to infer that

P
(
Xγ

N (T ;u1) = Xγ
N (T ;u2),Φ(u

γ(T ;u1)) + Φ(uγ(T ;u1)) ≤ β
∣∣Φ(u1) + Φ(u2) ≤ R

)

≥ P

({
Xγ

N

(
t1;u

γ(T − t1;u1)
)
= Xγ

N

(
t1;u

γ(T − t1;u2)
)}

∩
{
Φ
(
t1;u

γ(T − t1;u1)
)
+Φ

(
t1;u

γ(T − t1;u2)
)
≤ β

}
∣∣Φ

(
uγ(T − t1;u1)

)
+Φ

(
uγ(T − t1;u2)

)
≤ r1,Φ(u1) + Φ(u2) ≤ R

)

× P
(
Φ(uγ(T − t1;u1)) + Φ(uγ(T − t1;u2)) ≤ r1

∣∣Φ(u1) + Φ(u2) ≤ R
)

≥ 1

2
ε∗ =: ε1.

This produces (4.12), as claimed.
�

Finally, we provide the proof of Proposition 4.4, which together with the above auxiliary results
ultimately concludes Theorem 2.3. In particular, the argument will rely on the estimates on tail
probabilities from Lemma 3.4, part 2.

Proof of Proposition 4.4. By the Markov property, we may assume that l = 0. Similar to the
proof of Proposition 4.3, we aim to construct a coupling of

(
uγ( · ;u1), uγ( · ;u2),W

)
such that (4.5)

holds. To achieve this effect, letting ρ2 > 0 be given and be chosen alter, we introduce the following
stopping times

τ̃i = inf
{
t ≥ 0 : E4(kT + t;ui) ≥ β4 + C4(kT + t)

}
, i = 1, 2.

and

τ3 = inf
{
t ≥ 0 :

∫ kT+t∧τ̃1∧τ̃2

kT

[
1 + Φ(u1(s))

4 +Φ(u1(s))
4
]
‖u1(s)− u2(s)‖2H1ds > ρ2e

− 1
4
αkT

}
.

With the above stopping times, for N ≥ N1, from Definition 4.1 of ℓβ, observe that

{
ℓβ(k + 1) 6= 0

}

⊂
{
∃t ∈ [0, T ] : Xγ

N (kT + t;u1) 6= Xγ
N (kT + t;u2)

}
∪ {τ̃1 < T} ∪ {τ̃2 < T}

=
{
∃t ∈ [0, T ∧ τ̃1 ∧ τ̃2] : X

γ
N (kT + t;u1) 6= Xγ

N (kT + t;u2)
}
∪ {τ̃1 < T} ∪ {τ̃2 < T}.

In particular,

{
∃t ∈ [0, T ∧ τ̃1 ∧ τ̃2] : X

γ
N (kT + t;u1) 6= Xγ

N (kT + t;u2)
}

=
({

∃t ∈ [0, T ∧ τ̃1 ∧ τ̃2] : X
γ
N (kT + t;u1) 6= Xγ

N (kT + t;u2)
}
∩ {τ3 > T ∧ τ̃1 ∧ τ̃2}

)

∪
({

∃t ∈ [0, T ∧ τ̃1 ∧ τ̃2] : X
γ
N (kT + t;u1) 6= Xγ

N (kT + t;u2)
}
∩ {τ3 ≤ T ∧ τ̃1 ∧ τ̃2}

)

⊂
{
∃t ∈ [0, T ∧ τ̃1 ∧ τ̃2 ∧ τ3] : X

γ
N (kT + t;u1) 6= Xγ

N (kT + t;u2)
}

∪
({

∀t ∈ [0, T ∧ τ̃1 ∧ τ̃2 ∧ τ3] : X
γ
N (kT + t;u1) = Xγ

N (kT + t;u2)
}
∩ {τ3 ≤ T ∧ τ̃1 ∧ τ̃2}

)
.
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Recalling the stopping time τN as in Lemma 3.5, we note that
{
∀t ∈ [0, T ∧ τ̃1 ∧ τ̃2 ∧ τ3] : X

γ
N (kT + t;u1) = Xγ

N (kT + t;u2)
}

∩ {τ3 ≤ T ∧ τ̃1 ∧ τ̃2} ∩ {ℓβ(k) = 0}
⊂

{
∀t ∈ [0, (kT + T ∧ τ̃1 ∧ τ̃2 ∧ τ3) ∧ τN ], E4(t;ui) ≤ β4 +C4t, i = 1, 2

}

∩
{∫ (kT+T∧τ̃1∧τ̃2∧τ3)∧τN

kT

[
1 + Φ(u1(s))

4 +Φ(u1(s))
4
]
‖u1(s)− u2(s)‖2H1ds ≥ ρ2e

− 1
4
αkT

}

⊂
{[

1 + 2β4 + 2C4(k + 1)T
] ∫ (kT+T∧τ̃1∧τ̃2∧τ3)∧τN

kT
‖u1(s)− u2(s)‖2H1ds ≥ ρ2e

− 1
4
αkT

}
.

Furthermore, for all t ∈ [kT, (kT + T ∧ τ̃1 ∧ τ̃2 ∧ τ3) ∧ τN ], in view of (4.6), we have
∫ (k+1)T

kT
exp

{
α(t ∧ τN )− c∗

α
1/8
N

∫ t∧τN

0
Φ(u1(s))

4 +Φ(u2(s))
4 + 1ds

}
J(t ∧ τN )dt

≥
∫ (kT+T∧τ̃1∧τ̃2∧τ3)∧τN

kT
exp

{
αt− 2c∗

β4

α
1/8
N

}
‖u1(t)− u2(t)‖2H1dt

≥ ρ2 exp
{1

4
αkT − 2c∗

β4

α
1/8
N

}
.

We deduce from the above implications that
{
ℓβ(k + 1) 6= 0, ℓβ(k) = 0|ℓβ(0) = 0

}

⊂ {τ̃1 < T |ℓβ(0) = 0} ∪ {τ̃2 < T |ℓβ(0) = 0}
∪
{
∃t ∈ [0, T ∧ τ̃1 ∧ τ̃2 ∧ τ3] : X

γ
N (kT + t;u1) 6= Xγ

N (kT + t;u2),

Xγ
N (kT ;u1) = Xγ

N (kT ;u2)|ℓβ(0) = 0
}

∪
{∫ (k+1)T

kT
exp

{
α(t ∧ τN )− c∗

α
1/8
N

∫ t∧τN

0
Φ(u1(s))

4 +Φ(u2(s))
4 + 1ds

}
J(t ∧ τN )dt

≥ ρ2 exp
{1

4
αkT − 2c∗

β4

α
1/8
N

}∣∣∣ℓβ(0) = 0
}
. (4.16)

With regard to τ̃i, i = 1, 2, we have

P(τ̃i < T |ℓβ(0) = 0) = P

(
sup

t∈[kT,(k+1)T ]
E4(kT + t;ui)− C4(kT + t) ≥ β4|ℓβ(0) = 0

)

≤ P

(
sup

t∈[kT,(k+1)T ]
E4(kT + t;ui)− C4(kT + t) ≥ Φ(uγ(lT ;ui))

4|ℓβ(0) = 0
)

≤ P

(
sup

t∈[kT,∞)
E4(kT + t;ui)− C4(kT + t) ≥ Φ(uγ(lT ;ui))

4|ℓβ(0) = 0
)
.

It follows from Lemma 3.4, cf. (3.24) with ρ = 0, that

P(τ̃i < T |ℓβ(0) = 0) ≤ K4,q
(kT )q + 1

(kT )2q
E
[
Φ(uγ(lT ;ui))

8q + 1|ℓβ(0) = 0
]

≤ K4,qβ
8q (kT )

q + 1

(kT )2q
, i = 1, 2. (4.17)

Concerning the third conditional event on the right-hand side of (4.16), we will employ an
argument similar to the proof of Lemma 4.6 to deduce an upper bound in probability. To see this,
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note that the equation (4.2) for Xγ
N can be recast as

dXγ
N (t;u1) =

(
− γA− iA− α

)
Xγ

N (t;u1)dt+QdW2(t)

+ iPN

[∣∣Xγ
N (t;u1) + Y γ

N (t;u2)
∣∣2(Xγ

N (t;u1) + Y γ
N (t;u2)

)]
dt,

where

dW̃ (t) = dW (t) + F2(t)dt,

and

F2(t) = iPN

[∣∣Xγ
N (t;u1) + Y γ

N (t;u1)
∣∣2(Xγ

N (t;u1) + Y γ
N (t;u1)

)

−
∣∣Xγ

N (t;u1) + Y γ
N (t;u2)

∣∣2(Xγ
N (t;u1) + Y γ

N (t;u2)
)]
.

Observe that

‖F (t)‖2H ≤
(
1 + Φ(u1(t))

4 +Φ(u2(t))
4
)
‖u1(t)− u2(t)‖2H1 ,

whence

E exp
{1

2

∫ kT+T∧τ̃1∧τ̃2∧τ3

kT
‖Q−1F (s)‖2Hds

}
≤ exp

{1

2
‖Q−1‖2L(H)ρ2e

− 1
4
αkT

}
.

This verifies Novikov’s condition, and thus establishes the equivalence in law between (Xγ
N ( · ;u1), W̃ )

and (Xγ
N ( · ;u2,W ) on [kT, kT +T ∧ τ̃1∧ τ̃2∧ τ3]. Now, by the uniqueness of weak solutions, it holds

that

P

(
∃t ∈ [0, T ∧ τ̃1 ∧ τ̃2 ∧ τ3] : X

γ
N (kT + t;u1) 6= Xγ

N (kT + t;u2),

Xγ
N (kT ;u1) = Xγ

N (kT ;u2)|ℓβ(0) = 0
)

≤ P

(
W |[kT,kT+T∧τ̃1∧τ̃2∧τ3] 6= W2|[kT,kT+T∧τ̃1∧τ̃2∧τ3]

∣∣ℓβ(0) = 0
)
.

We note that up to this point, we have not chosen a coupling of
(
uγ(·;u1), uγ(·;u2),W ) so as to

establish (4.5). Instead of doing so directly, we will pick an optimal coupling on [kT, kT + T ∧ τ̃1 ∧
τ̃2 ∧ τ3] for

(
(W |ℓβ(0) = 0), (W̃ |ℓβ(0) = 0)

)
. In turn, similar to the proof of Lemma 4.6, this allows

for employing Pinsker inequality and [12, Theorem A.2] to deduce

P

(
W[kT,kT+T∧τ̃1∧τ̃2∧τ3] 6= W̃[kT,kT+T∧τ̃1∧τ̃2∧τ3]

∣∣ℓβ(0) = 0
)

= WTV

(
Law

(
W[kT,kT+T∧τ̃1∧τ̃2∧τ3]|ℓβ(0) = 0

)
,Law

(
W̃[kT,kT+T∧τ̃1∧τ̃2∧τ3]|ℓβ(0) = 0

))

≤
√

1

2
DKL

(
Law

(
W[kT,kT+T∧τ̃1∧τ̃2∧τ3]|ℓβ(0) = 0

)
,Law

(
W̃[kT,kT+T∧τ̃1∧τ̃2∧τ3]|ℓβ(0) = 0

))

≤ 1

2

√
E

[ ∫ kT+T∧τ̃1∧τ̃2∧τ3

kT
‖Q−1F (s)‖2Hds

∣∣∣ℓβ(0) = 0
]

≤ 1

2

√
‖Q−1‖2L(H)ρ2e

− 1
4
αkT

≤ C(N)
√
ρ2e

− 1
8
αkT .

As a consequence, we obtain

P

(
∃t ∈ [0, T ∧ τ̃1 ∧ τ̃2 ∧ τ3] : X

γ
N (kT + t;u1) 6= Xγ

N (kT + t;u2),

Xγ
N (kT ;u1) = Xγ

N (kT ;u2)|ℓβ(0) = 0
)
≤ C(N)

√
ρ2e

− 1
8
αkT . (4.18)
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Turning to the last event on the right-hand side of (4.16), we invoke Lemma 3.5 to infer

P

(∫ (k+1)T

kT
exp

{
α(t ∧ τN )− c∗

α
1/8
N

∫ t∧τN

0
Φ(u1(s))

4 +Φ(u2(s))
4 + 1ds

}
J(t ∧ τN )dt

≥ ρ2 exp
{1

4
αkT − 2c∗

β4

α
1/8
N

}∣∣∣ℓβ(0) = 0
)

≤ E[J(0)|ℓβ(0) = 0]
1

ρ2
exp

{
− 1

4
αkT + 2c∗

β4

α
1/8
N

}

≤ c̃(β + β2)
1

ρ2
exp

{
− 1

4
αkT + 2c∗

β4

α
1/8
N

}
.

Taking into account of (4.16), (4.17) and (4.18), the above estimate implies the bound

P
(
ℓβ(k + 1) 6= 0, ℓβ(k) = 0|ℓβ(0) = 0

)

≤ 2K4,qβ
8q (kT )

q + 1

(kT )2q
+

[
C(N)

√
ρ2 +

c̃

ρ2
(β + β2)e2c∗β

4/α
1/8
N

]
e−

1
8
αkT .

For the sake of simplicity, we pick ρ2 =
√
β and note that for all T sufficiently large

(kT )q + 1

(kT )2q
≤ 1

(1 + kT )q−1
, e−

1
8
αkT ≤ 1

(1 + kT )q−1
.

As a consequence, we may choose β1 = β1(α,N, q) sufficiently small such that for all β ∈ (0, β1),
k = 0, 1, 2, . . .

P
(
ℓβ(k + 1) 6= 0, ℓβ(k) = 0|ℓβ(0) = 0

)
≤ C(N)β1/4(1 + kT )−q ≤ 1

4
(1 + kT )−q. (4.19)

Turning back to (4.5), we invoke (4.19) to infer

P
(
ℓβ(k) 6= 0|ℓβ(0) = 0

)
≤

k−1∑

j=0

P
(
ℓβ(j + 1) 6= 0, ℓβ(j) = 0|ℓβ(0) = 0

)

≤ 1

4
+

1

4

∞∑

k=1

1

(1 + kT )q
≤ 1

4
+

C(q)

T q
.

So, we may infer the existence of T2 = T2(q) sufficiently large such that for all T ≥ T2

P
(
ℓβ(k) 6= 0|ℓβ(0) = 0

)
≤ 1

2
.

As a consequence, we combine the above estimate with (4.19) to arrive at the bound

P
(
ℓβ(k + 1) 6= 0|ℓβ(k) = 0

)
= P

(
ℓβ(k + 1) 6= 0|ℓβ(k) = 0, ℓβ(0) = 0

)

=
P
(
ℓβ(k + 1) 6= 0, ℓβ(k) = 0|ℓβ(0) = 0

)

P
(
ℓβ(k) = 0|ℓβ(0) = 0

)

≤ 1

2
(1 + kT )−q.

This produces (4.5), thereby finishing the proof.
�

5. Inviscid limit as γ → 0

In this section, we establish the validity of the inviscid limit γ → 0 for the invariant probability
measures as well as for the infinite time horizon.
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5.1. Proof of Theorem 2.4. Concerning the convergence of νγ toward ν0, we will draw upon
the framework of [13, 14, 15, 56] dealing with similar issue for stochastic wave equations. For the
convenience of the reader, we briefly review the argument, which essentially consists of two main
steps. We first establish a convergence of uγ(t) toward u(t) on any finite time window. This is
presented in Proposition 5.1. Then, we combine with the fact that ν0 satisfies a polynomial mixing
rate, cf. Theorem A.2, to conclude Theorem 2.4.

We start by considering the solutions uγ(t) and u(t) and establish the inviscid limit on finite
time windows. We state the result now, but defer its proof to the end of this subsection.

Proposition 5.1. For all u0 ∈ L2(Ω;H1), let uγ(t) and u(t) respectively be the solutions of (2.3)
and (2.16) with initial condition u0. Then, the following holds for all n ≥ 1

E

[
sup

t∈[0,T ]
‖uγ(t)− u(t)‖H

]
≤ C

| log γ|n8
(
E[Φ(u0)

2n] + T + 1
)
e2Tr(AQQ∗)T , T > 0, (5.1)

for some positive constant C = C(n) independent of γ, T,Q and u0.

Next, we provide the uniform moment bound on νγ in the following auxiliary result, whose proof
is also defered to the end of this subsection.

Lemma 5.2. Under the same hyposthesis of Theorem 2.3, let νγ be the unique invariant probability

measure of (2.3). Then, the followings hold

sup
γ∈[0,1]

∫

H
eξ‖u‖

2
Hνγ(du) < ∞ and sup

γ∈[0,1]

∫

H
Φ(u)nνγ(du) < ∞. (5.2)

for all ξ > 0 sufficiently small and n ≥ 1.

Assuming that Proposition 5.1 and Lemma 5.2 hold, let us conclude Theorem 2.4. In turn, the
result of Theorem 2.4 will be combined with Theorem 2.3 to establish Theorem 2.5 in Section 5.2.

Proof of Theorem 2.4. Firstly, we prove the following analogue of (2.18) with respect to Wd0

Wd0(ν
γ , ν0) ≤ C

(log | log γ|)q , as γ → 0. (5.3)

To see this, we invoke the triangle inequality and obtain

Wd0

(
νγ , ν0

)
≤ Wd0

(
νγ , P 0

t ν
γ
)
+Wd0

(
P 0
t ν

γ , ν0
)

= Wd0

(
P γ
t ν

γ , P 0
t ν

γ
)
+Wd0

(
P 0
t ν

γ , P 0
t ν

0
)
, (5.4)

where the last implication follows from the invariance property.
With regard to the second term on the right-hand side of (5.4), we note that

d0(u1, u2) = ‖u1 − u2‖H ∧ 1 ≤ ‖u1 − u2‖H ∧ 1 = d1(u1, u2),

implying Wd0 ≤ Wd1 by virtue of definition (2.6). In turn, Lemma A.3 can be employed to deduce

Wd0

(
P 0
t ν

γ , P 0
t ν

0
)
≤ Wd1

(
P 0
t ν

γ , P 0
t ν

0
)

≤ C

(1 + t)q

(
1 +

∫

H1

Ψ(u)νγ(du) +

∫

H1

Ψ(u)ν0(du)
)

≤ C

(1 + t)q

(
1 +

∫

H1

Φ(u)νγ(du) +

∫

H1

Ψ(u)ν0(du)
)
.

where we recall Ψ and Φ are defined in (2.12) and (2.13), respectively. Taking into account of
Lemma 5.2 and Lemma A.4, we obtain the bound

Wd0

(
P 0
t ν

γ , P 0
t ν

0
)
≤ C

(1 + t)q
, (5.5)
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for some positive constant C independent of γ and t.
Concerning the first term on the right-hand side of (5.4), we employ definition (2.6) again to see

that

Wd0

(
P γ
t ν

γ , P 0
t ν

γ
)
≤ E

[
‖uγ(t)− u(t)‖H ∧ 1

]
,

where uγ(0) = u(0) ∼ νγ . In view of Proposition 5.1, we infer

Wd0f

(
P γ
t ν

γ , P 0
t ν

γ
)
≤ E

[
‖uγ(t)− u(t)‖H

]

≤ C

| log γ|n8
(∫

H1

Φ(u)2nνγ(du) + t+ 1
)
eCt

≤ eCt

| log γ|n8
, (5.6)

where the last implication follows from (5.2). In the above, we emphasize that C = C(n) is
independent of γ and t.

Now, from (5.4) together with (5.5) and (5.6), we arrive at the bound

Wd0

(
νγ , ν0

)
≤ C

(1 + t)q
+

eCt

| log γ|n8
.

Picking t satisfying

t =
1

C
log | log γ|, γ ∈ (0, 1/4),

implies

Wd0

(
νγ , ν0

)
≤ C

(1 + log | log γ|)q +
1

| log γ|n8 −1
.

Since q and n are arbitrarily chosen, sending γ to 0 produces (5.3), as claimed.
Turning back to (2.18), for any bivariate random variable (X,Y ) such that X ∼ νγ and Y ∼ ν0,

we invoke Holder inequality to see that

E

[√
d0(X,Y )

(
1 + eξ‖X‖2H + eξ‖Y ‖2H

)]

≤
√

Ed0(X,Y )
(
1 + Eeξ‖X‖2H + Eeξ‖Y ‖2H

)

=

√
Ed0(X,Y )

(
1 +

∫

H
eξ‖u‖

2
Hνγ(du) +

∫

H
eξ‖u‖

2
Hν0(du)

)
.

Since (X,Y ) is arbitrary, from (2.6), we obtain

W
dξ0
(νγ , ν0) ≤

√
Wd0(ν

γ , ν0)
(
1 +

∫

H
eξ‖X‖2Hνγ(du) +

∫

H
eξ‖u‖

2
Hν0(du)

)

≤ C

(log | log γ|)q
(
1 +

∫

H
eξ‖u‖

2
Hνγ(du) +

∫

H
eξ‖X‖2Hν0(du)

)
. (5.7)

Furthermore, taking into account of Lemma 5.2 and Lemma A.4, we arrive at (2.18), i.e.,

W
dξ0
(νγ , ν0) ≤ C

(log | log γ|)q .

This completes the proof.
�
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We now turn to the proof of the auxiliary results. In order to prove Proposition 5.1, we will not
compare uγ(t) and u(t) directly, due to the difficulty induced by the cubic nonlinearity. Instead,
we tackle the issue by modifying (2.3) and (2.16) as follows: for R > 0, we introduce a smooth
cut-off function ϕR : [0,∞) → [0, 1] defined as

ϕR(x) =





1, 0 ≤ x ≤ R,

decreasing, R ≤ x ≤ R+ 1,

0, R+ 1 ≤ x.

(5.8)

Given ϕR above, consider the following truncating version of (2.3)

duγR(t) = −(γ + i)AuγR(t)dt+ i|uγR(t)|2u
γ
R(t)ϕR(|uγR(t)|2)dt− αuγR(t)dt+QdW (t), (5.9)

as well as of (2.16)

duR(t) = −iAuR(t)dt+ i|uR(t)|2uR(t)ϕR(|uR(t)|2)dt− αuR(t)dt+QdW (t). (5.10)

Observe that (5.9) and (5.10) are both Lipschitz systems, which allows for proving that uγR can
be approximated by uR on [0, T ]. Then, we will remove the Lipschitz restriction by exploiting the
uniform moment bounds in Lemma 3.3 and Lemma A.1.

In Lemma 5.3, stated and proven next, we provide a uniform moment bound on uγR. In turn,
this will be invoked to establish the convergence of uγR toward uR.

Lemma 5.3. For all R > 0 and u0 ∈ L2(Ω;H1), let uγR(t) be the solution of (5.9) with initial

condition u0. Then, the following holds

sup
γ∈(0,1)

γE

∫ T

0
‖uγR(t)‖2H1dt ≤

(
E‖u0‖2H1 + 1

)
e[CR4+2Tr(AQQ∗)]T , T > 0, (5.11)

for some positive constant C independent of γ,R, T,Q and u0.

Proof. From (5.9), we apply Itô’s formula to uγR and obtain

d‖uγR(t)‖2H1 = −2γ‖AuγR(t)‖2Hdt− 2α‖uγR(t)‖2H1dt+ 2Tr(AQQ∗)dt

+ 〈uγR(t), QdW (t)〉H1 + 〈uγR(t), QdW (t)〉H1

+ 〈∇uγR(t), i∇
(
|uγR(t)|2u

γ
R(t)ϕR(|uγR(t)|2)

)
〉Hdt

+ 〈∇uγR(t),−i∇
(
|uγR(t)|2u

γ
R(t)ϕR(|uγR(t)|2)

)
〉Hdt. (5.12)

With regard to the last two terms on the above right-hand side, we note that

i〈∇u,∇
(
|u|2uϕR(|u|2)

)
〉H

= 2〈|∇u|2, |u|2ϕR(|u|2)〉H + 〈(∇u)2, u2ϕR(|u|2)〉H
+ 〈|∇u|2, |u|4ϕ′

R(|u|2)〉H + 〈(∇u)2, u2|u|2ϕ′
R(|u|2)〉H

≤ CR4‖u‖2H1 .

Likewise,

−i〈∇u,∇
(
|u|2uϕR(|u|2)

)
〉H ≤ CR4‖u‖2H1 .

It follows from (5.12) that

E‖uγR(t)‖2H1 ≤ E‖u0‖2H1 + 2Tr(AQQ∗)t+ CR4

∫ t

0
E‖uγR(s)‖2H1ds,

whence

E‖uγR(t)‖2H1 ≤
(
E‖u0‖2H1 + 2Tr(AQQ∗)t

)
eCR4t ≤

(
E‖u0‖2H1 + 1

)
e[CR4+2Tr(AQQ∗)]t.
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Taking (5.12) into account once again produces

γ

∫ t

0
E‖AuγR(s)‖2Hds ≤

(
E‖u0‖2H1 + 1

)
e[CR4+2Tr(AQQ∗)]t,

for some positive constant independent of γ,R, t,Q and u0, thereby establishing (5.11) as claimed.
�

Having obtained the moment bound (5.11), we now show that uγR converges toward uR on [0, T ]
in H. This is summarized in the following result.

Lemma 5.4. For all R > 0 and u0 ∈ L2(Ω;H1), let uγR(t) and uR(t) respectively be the solutions

of (5.9) and (5.10) with initial condition u0. Then, the following holds

E

[
sup

t∈[0,T ]
‖uγR(t)− uR(t)‖2H

]
≤ γ

(
E‖u0‖2H1 + 1

)
e[CR4+Tr(AQQ∗)]T , (5.13)

for some positive constant C independent of γ,R, T,Q and u0.

Proof. Setting v = uγR−uR, we subtract (5.10) from (5.9) and observe that v satisfies the following
equation

d

dt
v(t) = −γAuγR(t)− iAv(t)− αv(t)

+ i
(
|uγR(t)|2u

γ
R(t)ϕR(|uγR(t)|2)− |uR(t)|2uR(t)ϕR(|uR(t)|2)

)
,

with initial condition v(0) = 0. Recalling ϕR as in (5.8), we have
∣∣∣i
〈
|uγR(t)|2u

γ
R(t)ϕR(|uγR(t)|2)− |uR(t)|2uR(t)ϕR(|uR(t)|2), v(t)

〉
H

∣∣∣
≤ CR4‖v(t)‖2H ,

whence

d

dt
‖v(t)‖2H ≤ −γ〈AuγR(t), v(t)〉H − α‖v(t)‖2H + CR4‖v(t)‖2H .

We invoke Cauchy-Schwarz inequality to further estimate

d

dt
‖v(t)‖2H ≤ γ2‖AuγR(t)‖2H +CR4‖v(t)‖2H .

In turn, this implies the bound

sup
s∈[0,T ]

‖v(s)‖2H ≤ γ2
∫ T

0
‖AuγR(t)‖2Hdt+ CR4

∫ T

0
sup
s∈[0,t]

‖v(s)‖2Hdt.

In view of Lemma 5.3, we deduce while making use of Gronwall’s inequality

E sup
s∈[0,T ]

‖v(s)‖2H ≤ γ2
∫ T

0
‖AuγR(t)‖2HdteCR4T

≤ γ
(
E‖u0‖2H1 + 1

)
e[CR4+2Tr(AQQ∗)]T .

We emphasize that the positive constant C is independent of γ,R, T,Q and u0. This produces
(5.13), thereby finishing the proof. �

We now provide the proof of Proposition 5.1 by combining Lemma 5.4 together with Lemma 3.3
and Lemma A.1.
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Proof of Proposition 5.1. To remove the Lipschitz truncation as in Lemma 5.4, we shall employ an
argument similarly to those in [15, Section 6.2] and [56, Proposition 5.1] tailored to our settings.

Since the initial condition u0 takes values in L2(Ω;H1), from Lemma 3.3, we note that uγ(t) and
u(t) both belong to H1. As a consequence, they are elements in L∞, thanks to Sobolev embedding
in dimension d = 1. So, for R > 0, we introduce the stopping times τγR and τR given by

τγR = inf{t ≥ 0 : ‖uγ(t)‖2L∞ > R},
and

τR = inf{t ≥ 0 : ‖u(t)‖2L∞ > R}.
With the above stopping times, we have

E

[
sup

t∈[0,T ]
‖uγ(t)− u(t)‖H

]

= E

[
1{τγR ∧ τR > T} sup

t∈[0,T ]
‖uγ(t)− u(t)‖H

]
+ E

[
1{τγR ∧ τR ≤ T} sup

t∈[0,T ]
‖uγ(t)− u(t)‖H

]

= Iγ1,R(T ) + Iγ2,R(T ). (5.14)

Observe for 0 ≤ t ≤ τγR, u
γ(t) = uγR(t) where u

γ
R(t) is the solution of the truncating system (5.9).

Likewise, for 0 ≤ t ≤ τR, u(t) = uR(t) which solves (5.10). Taking into account of these facts, we
recast Iγ1,R as

Iγ1,R(T ) = E

[
1{τγR ∧ τR > T} sup

t∈[0,T ]
‖uγR(t)− uR(t)‖H

]

≤ E

[
sup

t∈[0,T ]
‖uγR(t)− uR(t)‖H

]

≤ √
γ ·

√(
E‖u0‖2H1 + 1

)
· e[CR4+Tr(AQQ∗)]T , (5.15)

where the last implication follows from Lemma 5.4.
Concerning Iγ2,R, we invoke Holder’s inequality to infer

Iγ2,R(t) ≤
(
2E

[
sup

t∈[0,T ]
‖uγ(t)‖2H

]
+ 2E

[
sup

t∈[0,T ]
‖u(t)‖2H

])1/2(
P
(
τγR ≤ T

)
+ P

(
τR ≤ T

))1/2
.

For n ≥ 1, using Markov’s inequality and H1 ⊂ L∞, we further estimate

P
(
τγR ≤ T

)
= P

(
sup

t∈[0,T ]
‖uγ(t)‖2L∞ ≥ R

)
≤ 1

Rn
E

[
sup

t∈[0,T ]
‖uγ(t)‖2nL∞

]

≤ C

Rn
E

[
sup

t∈[0,T ]
‖uγ(t)‖2nH1

]
.

Recalling Φ defined in (2.13), in view of (2.14) and (3.12), we obtain

P
(
τγR ≤ T

)
≤ C

Rn

(
E[Φ(u0)

n] + E[Φ(u0)
2n] + T

)
≤ C

Rn

(
E[Φ(u0)

2n] + T + 1
)
.

Likewise, from (A.1), we have

P
(
τR ≤ T

)
≤ C

Rn

(
E[Φ(u0)

2n] + T + 1
)
.

Making use of (3.12) and (A.1) again implies

Iγ2,R(t) ≤
C

R
n
2

(
E[Φ(u0)

2n] + T + 1
)
. (5.16)
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Turning back to (5.14), we combine (5.15) and (5.16) to deduce

E

[
sup

t∈[0,T ]
‖uγ(t)− u(t)‖H

]

≤ √
γ ·

√(
E‖u0‖2H1 + 1

)
· e[CR4+2Tr(AQQ∗)]T +

C

R
n
2

(
E[Φ(u0)

2n] + T + 1
)
. (5.17)

We emphasize that the positive constant C on the above right-hand side is independent of γ,R, T,Q
and u0. For ε ∈ (0, 1/2), we pick R > 0 satisfying

R4 =
− log

(
γ

1
2
−ε

)

CT
.

Plugging into (5.17) yields

E

[
sup

t∈[0,T ]
‖uγ(t)− u(t)‖H

]

≤ γε
√(

E‖u0‖2H1 + 1
)
· e2Tr(AQQ∗)T + C

( T

| log γ|
)n

8
(
E[Φ(u0)

2n] + T + 1
)

≤ C

| log γ|n8
(
E[Φ(u0)

2n] + T + 1
)
e2Tr(AQQ∗)T , γ → 0.

Since n is arbitrarily large, this produces (5.1), thereby completing the proof.
�

Finally, we supply the proof of Lemma 5.2, which together with Proposition 5.1 was employed
to conclude Theorem 2.4.

Proof of Lemma 5.2. To avoid repetition, we provide the proof for the former exponential moment
bound in (5.2). The latter polynomial bound inH1 can be established using an analogous argument.

Consider the set BR ⊂ H defined as

BR = {u ∈ H1 : ‖u‖2H ≤ R}.

Since νγ(H) = 1, for ε ∈ (0, 1), there exists R = R(ε, γ) > 0 such that

νγ(Bc
R) < ε.

Next, given m > 0, we set ϕm(u) = eξ‖u‖
2
H ∧m. On the one hand, by the invariance of νγ , since

ϕm is bounded,
∫

H1

P γ
t ϕm(u)νγ(du) =

∫

H1

ϕm(u)νγ(du).

On the other hand, given the choice of BR, we have
∫

H1

P γ
t ϕm(u)νγ(du) =

{∫

BR

+

∫

Bc
R

}
P γ
t ϕm(u)νγ(du)

≤
∫

BR

P γ
t ϕm(u)νγ(du) +mε.

With regard to the first term on the above right-hand side, for all ξ sufficiently small, we invoke
(3.3) to see that for u ∈ BR

P γ
t ϕm(u) = E

[
eξ‖u

γ(t)‖2H ∧m
]
≤ e−cξteξ‖u‖

2
H + Cξ ≤ e−cξteξR

2

+ Cξ,
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where cξ and Cξ are the constants as in (3.3). It follows that
∫

H1

P γ
t ϕm(u)νγ(du) ≤

∫

BR

P γ
t ϕm(u)νγ(du) +mε

≤ e−cξteξR
2

+ Cξ +mε.

We may take ε small and then take t large enough, e.g., ε < m−1 and t > ξR2/cξ , to deduce further
that ∫

H1

ϕm(u)νγ(du) ≤ Cξ + 2.

Since the above right-hand side is independent of γ and m, by sending m to infinity, we establish
(5.2) by virtue of the Monotone Convergence Theorem. The proof is thus finished.

�

5.2. Proof of Theorem 2.5. In this subsection, we will draw upon the framework of [31, 32, 56]
tailored to our settings, so as to establish the validity of the inviscid regime γ → 0 on the infinite
time horizon. More specifically, the proof of Theorem 2.5 relies on the following intermediate result
giving the convergence with respect to Wasserstein distances.

Proposition 5.5. Under the same hypothesis of Theorem 2.3, let {uγ0}γ∈(0,1) be a sequence of

deterministic initial conditions such that

sup
γ∈(0,1)

‖uγ0‖H1 < R.

Then, for all R > 0, q ≥ 1 and ξ sufficiently small, the following holds

sup
t≥0

W
dξ0

(
P γ
t δuγ

0
, P 0

t δuγ
0

)
≤ C

(log | log γ|)q , as γ → 0, (5.18)

for some positive constant C = C(R, ξ, q) independent of γ.

For the sake of clarity, the proof of Proposition 5.5 will be deferred to the end of this subsection.
Assuming Proposition 5.5, we are now in a position to conclude Theorem 2.5, whose argument is
relatively short making use of observation (2.9).

Proof of Theorem 2.5. Let ϕ : H1 → R satisfy ‖ϕ‖
Lip,dξ0

< ∞. Since dξ0 is only a distance-like

function, in view of (2.9), it holds that

W
dξ
0

(
P γ
t δuγ

0
, P 0

t δuγ
0

)
≥ 1

‖ϕ‖
Lip,dξ0

∣∣∣
∫

H
ϕ(u)P γ

t δuγ
0
(du)−

∫

H
ϕ(u)P 0

t δuγ
0
(du)

∣∣∣

=
1

‖ϕ‖
Lip,dξ0

∣∣∣Eϕ
(
uγ(t;uγ0)

)
− Eϕ

(
u(t;uγ0 )

)∣∣∣.

In light of Proposition 5.5, we immediately obtain

sup
t≥0

∣∣∣Eϕ
(
uγ(t;uγ0)

)
− Eϕ

(
u(t;uγ0)

)∣∣∣ ≤ ‖ϕ‖
Lip,dξ

0

sup
t≥0

W
dξ
0

(
P γ
t δuγ

0
, P 0

t δuγ
0

)

≤ ‖ϕ‖
Lip,dξ0

C(q,R, ξ)

(log | log γ|)q .

This establishes (2.19), thereby finishing the proof.
�

Turning back to Proposition 5.5, we will employ the following auxiliary result, which is considered
as an analogue of Theorem 2.3 in terms of Wasserstein distances.
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Lemma 5.6. For all q ≥ 1, and probability measures µ1, µ2 ∈ Pr(H1), it holds that

Wd1

(
P γ
t µ1, P

γ
t µ2

)
≤ C(1 + t)−q

(
1 +

∫

H
Φ(u)µ1(du) +

∫

H
Φ(u)µ2(du)

)
, t ≥ 0, (5.19)

where C = C(q) is a positive constant independent of µ1, µ2 and t.

Proof. Since Wd0 is convex, cf. [63, Theorem 4.8], it holds that

Wd1

(
P γ
t µ1, P

γ
t µ2

)
≤

∫

H×H
Wd1

(
P γ
t (u1, ·), P γ

t (u2, ·)
)
π(du1,du2),

where for a slight abuse of notation, we denote π to be a generic coupling of (µ1, µ2). From the
estimate (2.15), we have

sup
‖ϕ‖Lip,d1

≤1

∣∣Eϕ
(
u(t;u1)

)
− Eϕ

(
u(t;u2)

)∣∣ ≤ C(1 + t)−q
(
1 + Φ(u1) + Φ(u2)

)
, t ≥ 0.

In light of the dual Kantorovich identity (2.7), we deduce that

Wd1

(
P γ
t (u1, ·), P γ

t (u2, ·)
)
≤ C(1 + t)−q

(
1 + Φ(u1) + Φ(u2)

)
,

whence

Wd1

(
P 0
t µ1, P

0
t µ2

)
≤ C(1 + t)−q

∫

H×H

(
1 + Φ(u1) + Φ(u2)

)
π(du1,du2)

= C(1 + t)−q
(
1 +

∫

H
Φ(u)µ1(du) +

∫

H
Φ(u)µ2(du)

)
.

In the above, the last implication follows from the fact that π is coupling for (µ1, µ2). This produces
(5.19), as claimed.

�

Finally, we provide the proof of Proposition 5.5.

Proof of Proposition 5.5. Firstly, we proceed to establish an analogue of (5.18) for Wd0 . Then, we
will upgrade to W

dξ0
by exploiting the exponential moment bounds in Lemma 3.1 and Lemma A.1.

Let T be given and be chosen later. Since uγ0 ∈ H1, from definition (2.6) and Proposition 5.1,
for all t ∈ [0, T ] and n ≥ 1, we have

sup
t∈[0,T ]

Wd0

(
P γ
t δuγ

0
, P 0

t δuγ
0

)
≤ E

[
sup

t∈[0,T ]
‖uγ(t;uγ0)− u(t;uγ0)‖H

]

≤ C

| log γ|n8
(
Φ(uγ0)

2n + T + 1
)
e2Tr(AQQ∗)T . (5.20)

Now, for t ≥ T , by triangle inequality, it holds that

Wd0

(
P γ
t δuγ

0
, P 0

t δuγ
0

)
≤ Wd0

(
P γ
t δuγ

0
, νγ

)
+Wd0

(
νγ , ν0

)
+Wd0

(
ν0, P 0

t δuγ
0

)
. (5.21)

On the one hand, from Theorem 2.4, we readily have for all q ≥ 1

Wd0

(
νγ , ν0

)
≤ C

(log | log γ|)q ,
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holds for some positive constant C = C(q) independent of γ. On the other hand, we employ
invariance property together with Lemma 5.6 and Lemma A.3 to obtain for all q ≥ 1

Wd0

(
P γ
t δuγ

0
, νγ

)
+Wd0

(
ν0, P 0

t δuγ
0

)

≤ Wd1

(
P γ
t δuγ

0
, P γ

t ν
γ
)
+Wd1

(
P 0
t ν

0, P 0
t δuγ

0

)

≤ C(1 + t)−q
(
1 + Φ(uγ0) +

∫

H
Φ(u)νγ(du) +

∫

H
Ψ(u)ν0(du)

)

≤ C(1 + t)−q
(
1 + Φ(uγ0)

)
.

In the last implication above, we invoked the uniform moment bound on νγ and ν0 from Lemma
5.2 and Lemma A.4, respectively. It follows that for all q1, q2 ≥ 1 and t ≥ T

Wd0

(
P γ
t δuγ

0
, P 0

t δuγ
0

)
≤ C

(log | log γ|)q1 + C(1 + T )−q2
(
1 + Φ(uγ0)

)
.

This together with (5.20) implies

sup
t≥0

Wd0

(
P γ
t δuγ

0
, P 0

t δuγ
0

)
≤ C

| log γ|n8
(
Φ(uγ0)

2n + T + 1
)
e2Tr(AQQ∗)T

+
C

(log | log γ|)q1 + C(1 + T )−q2
(
1 + Φ(uγ0)

)
.

We emphasize once again that the above constant C does not depend on γ, T and uγ0 . Recall that
supγ∈(0,1) ‖uγ0‖H1 < R, for all γ sufficiently small, we pick

T =
n log | log γ|
32Tr(AQQ∗)

,

and obtain

sup
t≥0

Wd0

(
P γ
t δuγ

0
, P 0

t δuγ
0

)

≤ C

| log γ| n
16

(
log | log γ|+ 1

)
+

C

(log | log γ|)q1 +
C

(log | log γ|)q2 .

Sending γ to 0 implies the bound for all q ≥ 1

sup
t≥0

Wd0

(
P γ
t δuγ

0
, P 0

t δuγ
0

)
≤ C

(log | log γ|)q , (5.22)

for some positive constant C = C(R, q) independent of γ.
Turning back to (5.18), similar to the proof of (5.7), we have that

W
dξ0

(
P γ
t δuγ

0
, P 0

t δuγ
0

)

≤
√

Wd0

(
P γ
t δuγ

0
, P 0

t δuγ
0

)(
1 +

∫

H
eξ‖u‖

2
HP γ

t δuγ
0
(du) +

∫

H
eξ‖u‖

2
HP 0

t δuγ
0
(du)

)

=

√
Wd0

(
P γ
t δuγ

0
, P 0

t δuγ
0

)(
1 + Eeξ‖u

γ(t;uγ
0
)‖2H + Eeξ‖u(t;u

γ
0
)‖2H

)
.

From Lemma 3.1 and Lemma A.1, we see that

Eeξ‖u
γ(t;uγ

0 )‖
2
H + Eeξ‖u(t;u

γ
0 )‖

2
H ≤ C

(
1 + eξ‖u

γ
0‖

2
H
)
≤ C(ξ,R).
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Combining with (5.22), we obtain

W
dξ0

(
P γ
t δuγ

0
, P 0

t δuγ
0

)
≤

√
Wd0

(
P γ
t δuγ

0
, P 0

t δuγ
0

)(
1 + Eeξ‖u

γ(t;uγ
0 )‖

2
H + Eeξ‖u(t;u

γ
0 )‖

2
H

)

≤ C(q,R)

(log | log γ|)q · C(ξ,R).

In turn, this establishes (5.18). The proof is thus complete. �
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Appendix A. Estimates on the Schrödinger equation (2.16)

In this section, we collect useful estimates on the system (2.16) that were employed to prove
the main results. We start with the polynomial bounds in H1 and exponential moment bounds in
H subject to random initial conditions. The former was employed in the proof of Proposition 5.1
whereas the latter appeared in the proof of Proposition 5.5. The proof of Lemma A.1 is similar to
those of Lemma 3.1 and Lemma 3.3, and thus is omitted.

Lemma A.1. Let u0 ∈ L2(Ω;H1) be given and u(t) be the solution of (2.16) with initial condition

u0.
1. For all n ≥ 1 and T > 0, the following holds

E
[
sup
[0,T ]

Ψ(u(t))n
]
≤ E

[
Ψ(u0)

n
]
+ E

[
Ψ(u0)

2n
]
+ C2,nT, (A.1)

for some positive constant C2,n independent of T and u0. In the above, Ψ is the function defined

in (2.12).
2. For all ξ > 0 sufficiently small, the following holds

E
[
eξ‖u(t)‖

2
H
]
≤ e−cξtE

[
eξ‖u0‖2H

]
+ Cξ, t ≥ 0, (A.2)

for some positive constants cξ and Cξ independent of t and u0.

Next, we recall the following ergodicity result from [20] giving the polynomial mixing rate of
(2.16). Theorem A.2 was directly invoked in the proof of Theorem 2.4.

Theorem A.2. [20, Theorem 2.9] Let u1, u2 ∈ H1 be given and ϕ : H1 → R be such that ‖ϕ‖Lip,d1 <
∞ where d1 and ‖ϕ‖Lip,d1 are defined in (2.10) and (2.8), respectively. Then, the following holds

for all q ≥ 1
∣∣Eϕ

(
u(t;u1)

)
− Eϕ

(
u(t;u2)

)∣∣ ≤ C(1 + t)−q‖ϕ‖Lip,d1
(
1 + Ψ(u1) + Ψ(u2)

)
, t ≥ 0, (A.3)

for some positive constant C = C(q) independent of u1, u2, t and ϕ. In the above, Ψ is the function

defined in (2.12).

As a corollary, we obtain the following mixing result in terms of probability measures in Pr(H1).
We opt for neglecting the proof of Lemma A.3 and refer the reader to Lemma 5.6 for a detailed
argument.

Lemma A.3. For all q ≥ 1, and probability measures µ1, µ2 ∈ Pr(H1), it holds that

Wd1

(
P 0
t µ1, P

0
t µ2

)
≤ C(1 + t)−q

(
1 +

∫

H1

Ψ(u)µ1(du) +

∫

H1

Ψ(u)µ2(du)
)
, t ≥ 0, (A.4)

where C = C(q) is a positive constant independent of µ1, µ2 and t.
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Lastly, we consider the invariant measure ν0 and establish two moment bounds on ν0. By
exploiting the estimates in Lemma A.1, the proof of Lemma A.4 below is similar to that of Lemma
5.2 and is thus omitted.

Lemma A.4. Let ν0 be the unique invariant probability measure of (2.16). Then, for all ξ > 0
sufficiently small and n ≥ 1, the followings hold

∫

H
eξ‖u‖

2
Hν0(du) < ∞ and sup

γ∈[0,1]

∫

H
Ψ(u)nν0(du) < ∞. (A.5)

Appendix B. Auxiliary irreducibility conditions

In this section, we consider the process η(t) solving the following equation

dη(t) = −iAη(t)dt− αη(t)dt+QdW (t), η(0) = 0. (B.1)

Observe that (B.1) is essentially the linear part of (2.16) without the cubic potential. In Lemma
B.1, we discuss an irreducibility condition that was invoked to establish Lemma 4.5.

Lemma B.1. Let N be the constant as in Assumption 2.1 and η be the solution of the linear

equation (B.1). Then, for all r > 0 and T > 1,

P

(
sup

t∈[0,T ]
‖η(t)‖H2 ≤ r) > ε, (B.2)

for some positive constant ε = ε(r, T ) independent of the choice of N .

Proof. We note that η is explicitly given by

η(t) =

∫ t

0
e−α(t−r)

∑

k≥1

sin(αk(t− r))λkdB
1
k(r)ek +

∫ t

0
e−α(t−r)

∑

k≥1

cos(αk(t− r))λkdB
2
k(r)ek.

Concerning the terms involving sine functions, for 0 ≤ s ≤ t, we employ Itô’s Isometry to compute

E

∥∥∥
∫ t

0
e−α(t−r) sin(αk(t− r))λkdB

1
k(r)ek −

∫ s

0
e−α(s−r) sin(αk(s− r))λkdB

1
k(r)ek

∥∥∥
2

H2

= E

∥∥∥
∫ t

s
e−α(t−r) sin(αk(t− r))λkdB

1
k(r)ek

∥∥∥
2

H2

+ E

∥∥∥
∫ s

0

[
e−α(t−r) sin(αk(t− r))− e−α(s−r) sin(αk(s− r))

]
λkdB

1
k(r)ek

∥∥∥
2

H2

= α2
kλ

2
k

∫ t

s
e−2α(t−r)| sin(αk(t− r))|2dr

+ α2
kλ

2
k

∫ s

0

[
e−α(t−r) sin(αk(t− r))− e−α(s−r) sin(αk(s − r))

]2
dr.

Together with the analogous computation for cosine functions, it follows that

E‖〈η(t)− η(s), ek〉Hek‖2H2

= α2
kλ

2
k

[ ∫ t

s

∣∣e−(α+iαk)(t−r)
∣∣2dr +

∫ s

0

∣∣e−(α+iαk)(t−r) − e−(α+iαk)(s−r)
∣∣2dr

]

= α2
kλ

2
k

[ ∫ t

s
e−2α(t−r)dr +

∣∣e−(α+iαk)t − e−(α+iαk)s
∣∣2
∫ s

0
e2αrdr

]

=
α2
kλ

2
k

2α

[
1− e−2α(t−s) +

∣∣1− e−(α+iαk)(t−s)
∣∣2(1− e−2αs

)]
.
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Using the elementary inequality |1− e−(a+ib)x| ≤ (a+ b)x for a, b, x ≥ 0, we deduce further that

E‖〈η(t) − η(s), ek〉Hek‖2H2

≤ α2
kλ

2
k

2α

[
2α(t− s) + 4(α + αk)(t− s)

]
≤

(
3 +

2

α

)
α3
kλ

2
k(t− s),

whence

E‖η(t)− η(s)‖2H2 ≤
(
3 +

2

α

)
Tr(A3QQ∗)(t− s).

In light of [19, Lemma 6.2] applying to the Gaussian process η(t), for r ∈ (0, 1) and T > 1,

P

(
‖η(t)‖2H2 ≤

(
3 +

2

α

)
Tr(A3QQ∗)r

)
≥ e−cT/r,

holds for some positive constant c independent of T, r and Tr(A3QQ∗). Recalling Assumption 2.1,
cf. condition (2.5), we deduce

P

(
‖η(t)‖2H2 ≤

(
3 +

2

α

)
CQr

)
≥ e−cT/r,

which does not depend on the size of N . In turn, this produces (B.2), as claimed.
�
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[26] J. Földes, N. Glatt-Holtz, G. Richards, and E. Thomann. Ergodic and mixing properties of the Boussinesq

equations with a degenerate random forcing. J. Funct. Anal., 269(8):2427–2504, 2015.
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