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Abstract

We show exponential mixing of passive scalars advected by a solution to the stochastic
Navier–Stokes equations with finitely many (e.g. four) forced modes satisfying a hypoellipticity
condition. Our proof combines the asymptotic strong Feller framework of Hairer and Mattingly
with the mixing theory of Bedrossian, Blumenthal, and Punshon-Smith.

1. Introduction

Consider the incompressible two-dimensional stochastic Navier–Stokes equations on the torus,
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9ut “ ν∆ut ´ ut ¨ ∇ut `
ř

kPF ck∇K∆´1ekpxqdW k
t for t ą 0,

∇ ¨ ut “ 0,

u0 P H5
sol,0pT2;R2q,

(1.1)

where F Ď Z2zt0u is the finite collection of forced modes, tW k
t ukPF are independent standard

Brownian motions, ν ą 0, ck ‰ 0 for each k P F , tekukPZ2 is the real-valued Fourier basis defined
in (2.1), and H5

sol,0pT2;R2q denotes the divergence-free, mean-zero vector fields in H5pT2;R2q. We

let constants freely depend on F, ν,maxk |ck| ` |ck|´1. We also make the following assumption on
the forced modes, which exactly matches [HM06].

Assumption 1.1. We assume throughout that F “ ´F Ď Z2zt0u is finite, there exist k, j P F
such that |k| ‰ |j|, and the Z-linear span of F is equal to Z2.

Our main result is the exponential mixing of passive scalars advected by ut.

Theorem 1.2 (Exponential mixing of passive scalars). Let φ0 P L2pT2q with
ş

φ0 “ 0 and for
t ą 0, let φt solve the transport equation

9φt ` ut ¨ ∇φt “ 0, (1.2)

where ut solves (1.1) with degenerate forcing satisfying Assumption 1.1. Then for any p ą 0, there
exists Cppq ą 0 and a random variable Kpp, φ0, u0q ą 0 with the (uniform in φ0, u0) moment bound
EKp ď C, such that for all t ě 0,

}φt}H´1 ď Ke´C´1tp}u0}
1{p
H1 ` 1q}φ0}L2 almost surely. (1.3)
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We note that since }φt}L2 “ }φ0}L2 , an interpolation argument shows that H´1 plays no special
role; we could bound the H´ε norm for any ε ą 0 in the same way, provided the constants are
allowed to depend on ε.

We emphasize the presence of the L2 norm on the right-hand side of the mixing estimate (1.3).
Mixing estimates are often stated with an H1 norm on the right-hand side as, at least in the
deterministic setting, for any T , one can choose an “unmixed” initial data φ0 with }φ0}L2 ď C but
}φT }H´1 “ 1 by running the equation backward from time T . Thus, in the deterministic setting, an
estimate like (1.3) is impossible. In the random case we consider here, some unmixing is of course
still possible—in fact it must happen for some data—but the data that unmixes will be different
on each event. The estimate (1.3) shows that it is highly unlikely the same data gets “unmixed”
across many different events. This unmixing for some data means that it is essential that we allow
the random prefactor K to depend on the initial data φ0, in fact it proves that for every u0, p, we
have that almost surely,

sup
φ0PL2

0pT2q

Kpp, φ0, u0q “ 8.

The next result we state is then a universal mixing result, which gives a mixing rate with
random prefactor independent of initial data. By the discussion above, we need to take a positive
regularity norm, such as H1, on the right-hand side of the estimate. The universal mixing is a direct
consequence of Theorem 1.2, together with the abstract Proposition 2.12. We note that below, by
an interpolation argument made clear in the proof of Proposition 2.12, H1 plays no special role;
we could take the data be uniformly bounded in Hε for any ε ą 0 and get the same result with
constants depending on ε.

Corollary 1.3 (Universal H1 mixing). Let φt solve (1.2) as in Theorem 1.2 with initial data
φ0 P H1pT2q. Then for any p ą 0, there exists Cppq ą 0 and a random variable Kpp, u0q ą 0 with
EKp ď C such that we have the universal mixing estimate for all t ě 0,

sup
}φ0}H1ď1

›

›

›

›

φt ´ ´

ż

T2

φ0

›

›

›

›

H´1

ď Ke´C´1tp}u0}
1{p
H1 ` 1q almost surely. (1.4)

Following [BBPS21b], Theorem 1.2 implies that the statistics of the passive scalar obey a
cumulative version of Batchelor’s law [Bat59]. For a discussion of the cumulative Batchelor law
compared to the usual pointwise version, see [BBPS21b, Remark 1.9]. Batchelor’s law is usually
stated for a passive scalar with nonzero diffusivity κ and is only supposed to be valid on length scales
well above the diffusive scale at which the diffusivity becomes dominant. As such there is usually an
upper bound « κ´1{2 to the wavenumbers for which the Batchelor scaling should hold. In our case,
we take κ “ 0 and so the Batchelor scaling holds for all (sufficiently large) wavenumbers. Since
Batchelor’s law is about the effect of the advective term of the passive scalar equation, considering
only the zero diffusivity case simplifies the setting without changing the essential physical content.
As is made clear in [BBPS21b], in order to prove the cumulative Batchelor spectrum for nonzero
diffusivity requires showing uniform-in-diffusivity mixing for the passive scalar equation, as was
shown in the case of nondegenerate forcing in [BBPS21a].

In a forthcoming work, we will treat the problem of uniform-in-diffusivity mixing and hence the
positive diffusivity version of the cumulative Batchelor spectrum; see Subsection 2.11 for further
discussion. We additionally note that while [BBPS21b] gives the cumulative Batchelor spectrum
by discussing expectations with respect to the invariant measure, we give a statement about the
long time behavior of expectations with respect to the stochastic forcing. These statements are
essentially equivalent under a suitable ergodicity property, though the form we give allows us to
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avoid the somewhat technical discussion of ergodicity and invariant measures for the zero-diffusivity
passive scalar problem.

Due to the mixing of L2 initial data given by Theorem 1.2, we give a version of the Batchelor
spectrum with constants proportional to the L2 norm of the forcing g, which is in agreement with
physical predictions; see [BBPS21b, Section 1] and references therein for an overview.

Corollary 1.4 (Cumulative Batchelor spectrum). Let ΠďN : L2
0pT2q Ñ L2

0pT2q denote the orthog-
onal projection to Fourier modes of wavenumber ď N . Let g P L2

0pT2q and φt solve

9φt ` ut ¨ ∇φt “ g dBt, (1.5)

with φ0 P L2
0pT2q and Bt an R-valued standard Brownian motion independent of ut. Then there

exists C ą 0 and N0pgq ě 2 such that for any N ě N0,

C´1}g}L2 logN ď lim inf
tÑ8

E}ΠďNφt}
2
L2 ď lim sup

tÑ8

E}ΠďNφt}
2
L2 ď C}g}L2 logN.

We note that E}ΠďNφt}
2
L2 can be replaced with

`

E}ΠďNφt}
2p
L2

˘1{p
for p ě 1. The lower bound

for p ą 1 follows from the lower bound of Corollary 1.4 and Jensen’s inequality. The upper
bound follows from applying the BDG inequality and using the integral representation of φt, as
in [BBPS21b, Section 3.1]. Note also that the statement of Corollary 1.4 is independent of φ0.
This is because the mixing guaranteed by Theorem 1.2 ensures any contribution from the initial
data is eliminated in the large time asymptotic. Similarly the constants are independent of u0, as
the Laplacian in (1.1) erases the dependence of ut on the initial data in the large time asymptotic.
Lastly, see Subsection 2.10, in particular the discussion proceeding Proposition 2.14, for a discussion
of the lower bound N0 on the wavenumbers for which the cumulative Batchelor spectrum holds.

1.1 Background

The use of Gaussian forcing as a statistical model for turbulence has a long history, going back at
least 60 years [Edw64, Nov65, BT73, VKF79]. Of particular interest is when the forcing is isolated
to a fixed macroscopic injection scale, allowing the nonlinearity of the Navier–Stokes equation to
develop an inertial range of scales that are not directly forced. Mathematically, this corresponds to
a highly degenerate forcing, involving only a finite-dimensional spatially-smooth noise process. A
particularly natural case—such as when the forcing is statistically translation invariant—is where
finitely many Fourier modes are directly forced, as in (1.1). Taking the forcing white-in-time is com-
putationally the most convenient, though not altogether necessary, as discussed in Subsection 2.12.

While appealing as a physical model, degenerately forced stochastic Navier–Stokes brings with
it substantial mathematical challenges. A question as fundamental as the uniqueness of invariant
measures—which in finite dimensions is often reasonably straightforward—becomes exceptionally
complex in this infinite dimensional setting. Even if one allows infinitely many modes to be forced,
which is substantially less degenerate, uniqueness is decidedly non-obvious and was first shown
in [FM95]. Following this, uniqueness was shown in the “essentially elliptic” setting, where a
large but finite number (depending on the viscosity, ν) of modes are forced, contemporaneously
in the works [BKL01, EMS01, KS00]. Finally, in [HM06], uniqueness in the totally degenerate
case of a small finite number (independent of ν) of directly forced modes was proven. As a direct
consequence of this uniqueness, Hairer and Mattingly established from first principles a basic tenet
of physical turbulence theory—the ergodicity which equates time averages of observables with
statistical ensemble averages—for the degenerately forced stochastic model of turbulence. While
we will primarily work in the framework introduced by [HM06], we note the alternative framework
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of [KNS20], which is able to prove uniqueness of invariant measures for two-dimensional Navier–
Stokes subject to a wide variety of Gaussian and non-Gaussian degenerate forcings, including the
interesting case of bounded noise. The more subtle problem of 3D stochastic Navier–Stokes has
also seen progress; ergodicity and mixing of transition probabilities is proved in [DPD03, ADX12]
when all but finitely many modes are forced.

The proof of ergodicity opened the door to rigorous treatment of other statistical properties
of the stochastic fluid model. Of particular interest would be the inertial range statistics of the
fluid predicted by Kraichnan [Kra67], a two-dimensional analogue of K41 theory [Kol41a, Kol41b,
Kol41c]. This involves studying a vanishing viscosity limit—though one needs to add other frictional
damping for the equation to remain sensible, see [Kup11, Section 8] for a lucid discussion. On the
other hand, the machinery of [HM06] is built to study the fluid at some fixed positive viscosity.
As such, the questions that are most apt to study are those for which no vanishing viscosity limit
is needed. Perhaps the most accessible problem for which no vanishing viscosity limit is needed
is the dynamics of passive tracers advected by the fluid, rather than the dynamical properties of
the fluid itself. Passive tracers have long been a foundational part of turbulence theory—for a
comprehensive review from the physics perspective, see [FGV01].

Understanding the dynamics of passive tracers for any nontrivial model is still quite difficult. In
the deterministic setting, a simple time-periodic Lipschitz velocity field which exhibits exponential
mixing is constructed in recent work [ELM23]. In the random setting, there are several works (see
for example [Car85, BS88, DKK04]) addressing stochastic flows, where the velocity is given by a
linear combination of deterministic vector fields with independent white noise as coefficients. We
follow the same basic strategy laid out in these works, though our setting is complicated by the
fact that we must track the evolution of the velocity field, which is coupled to the trajectories of
various features of interest (for example, points advected by the flow and accompanying tangent
vectors). In [BBPS22a, BBPS22b, BBPS21a, BBPS21b], Bedrossian, Blumenthal, and Punshon-
Smith establish myriad dynamical statistical properties of passive tracers for several fluid models.
Most notably, they establish exponential mixing for passive scalars advected by stochastic Navier-
Stokes, where all but finitely many Fourier modes are independently forced.

Our contribution thus can be viewed as the merging of the ideas of [HM06] (as well as the
follow-up papers [HM11a] and [HMS11]) with those of [BBPS22a, BBPS22b, BBPS21a, BBPS21b]
in order to prove a basic statistical property of the dynamics of passive tracers advected by the
natural physical model of degenerately forced stochastic Navier–Stokes.

1.2 Sketch of the main contributions

The main challenge of this work is the lack of the strong Feller property for various relevant
Markov processes; that is, the transition probabilities are continuous only in a weak sense, not
in total variation. Bedrossian, Blumenthal, and Punshon-Smith observe that the strong Feller
assumption is critically required at two points in their work [BBPS22b, Remark 2.20]: (i) proving
continuity of a family of measures given by Furstenberg’s criterion, and (ii) deducing exponential
mixing for the two-point process from a positive Lyapunov exponent of the derivative cocycle.
Since we deal with finite-dimensional forcing, we do not expect the strong Feller property to hold.
We therefore address these problems directly and show that, in both cases, a smoothing estimate
similar to [HM06, Proposition 4.15] is sufficient.

In the case of (i), we construct a family of measures which is unconditionally continuous; as far
as we are aware, this is the first such constructed family of measures which is not merely continuous
under the assumption (assumed for sake of contradiction) that the top Lyapunov exponent is zero,
even in the setting of elliptic forcing. The family of measures constructed is however not identical
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to that considered in [BBPS22a]. While they consider the conditional measures of the stationary
measure for the projective process, the family we consider can be seen as the conditional measures of
the stationary measure for the projective backward process. See Subsection 2.5 for more discussion.
A key idea is to construct the measures iteratively, starting from a smooth family and using the
smoothing estimate, Proposition 2.8, to inductively propagate regularity through the iteration. An
iteration of this sort is essential when working in the asymptotic strong Feller setting, as compared
to the strong Feller setting of [BBPS22a] in which one can take a measurable object and immediately
deduce its continuity after pulling back under the dynamics.

To prove (ii), we show that our setting fits into the weak Feller framework of [HMS11]. The
primary obstacle is the construction of a Lyapunov function for the two-point process. The form of
our constructed Lyapunov function closely matches that of [BBPS22a], but we prove the drift con-
dition differently in order to avoid a technical problem related to unbounded semigroups observed
in [BBPS22b, Remark 2.19]. After approximating the two-point process by the projective process,
we use the positivity of the top Lyapunov exponent, in addition with exponential moment bounds
on the velocity field to upgrade the (additive) statement of a positive Lyapunov exponent to the
(multiplicative) statement of the drift condition.

Our version of the smoothing estimate required for (i) is unsurprising; our setting is identical to
that of [HM06] but with an additional coupled ODE on a compact manifold. On the other hand,
the smoothing estimate (Lemma 4.6) required for (ii) involves an ODE on a noncompact manifold
and relies on a sharp scaling near the boundary for the argument to close. In order to prove such
an estimate, we approximate the dynamics of two closely separated points with the dynamics of
a single point and a vector tangent to that point, which can be naturally seen as a first order
approximation. We show that this approximation is close in the appropriate sense, which involves
showing not just the dynamics are close but also their linearizations are close. We then use the
smoothing estimate for the tangent process and the closeness of the approximation to attain the
smoothing estimate for the two-point process. Since the tangent vector obeys linear dynamics,
the smoothing estimate automatically scales correctly. This correct scaling is then passed to the
two-point dynamics, attaining the desired sharp smoothing estimate. See Subsection 2.8 for further
discussion.

Since the addition of the coupled ODEs on manifolds to stochastic Navier–Stokes takes us out
of the framework of [HM11a], we need to redo much of the work therein to match our setting.
This is covered in Section 5. Along the way, we provide some simplifications to the proof of the
unit-time smoothing estimate, in particular showing that in the estimates such as Proposition 5.12
and Proposition 5.14, no space around the final time T is needed for the adjoint linearization J˚

t,T

to regularize the initial data. In [HM11a, Section 6], Hairer and Mattingly utilize regularizing
properties of J˚

t,T , allowing them to improve the result of [MP06] by removing the higher regularity
norm in their Malliavin matrix invertibility bound. In order to use this regularization, they must
work on time intervals rT {2, T ´ δs away from the final time, where δ “ εr for some well-chosen
r—see the discussion of [HM11a, Sections 1.4, 6.0, 6.4] for more detail. We avoid a similar argument
by using the spatial regularity of ωt for t ě T {2 and adjointness to move derivatives from J˚

t,T onto
ωt, see the proof of Proposition 5.12 and Proposition 5.14.

Finally, we show in Corollary 2.10 how the unit-time smoothing estimate together with the
super-Lyapunov1 function allow us to directly deduce the long-time smoothing estimate. This
simplifies the argument of [HM11a], allowing one to work on finite time horizons and iterate.

1See Corollary 2.5; if P : X Ñ PpXq is a Markov transition kernel on a space X, then a function f : X Ñ Rě1 is
said to be super-Lyapunov (cf. [HMS11, Proposition 5.5]) if the pullback is bounded by Pf ď Cfα for some C ą 0
and α P p0, 1q. We note that if f is super-Lyapunov then logpf ` 1q is a Lyapunov function by Jensen, so the
super-Lyapunov property can be seen as a version of the Lyapunov property with stronger stochastic integrability.
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2. Overview and notation

2.1 Setting and notation

We identify T2 with r´π, πs2 throughout. We fix a finite set F Ď Z2zt0u of forced modes, nonzero
coefficients tckukPF , independent standard Brownian motions tW k

t ukPF , and a viscosity ν ą 0.

Note. Throughout, all analytic constants C depend freely on ν, F and maxkPF |ck| ` |ck|´1. Any
other dependencies of the constants will be stated explicitly, e.g. “there exists a constant Cpp, η, αq ą

0 such that. . . ” means the constant C depends on p, η, α, ν, F and maxkPF |ck| ` |ck|´1.

We define a real-valued Fourier basis by

ekpxq :“

#

sinpk ¨ xq if k ą p0, 0q lexicographically,

cospk ¨ xq otherwise.
(2.1)

Definition 2.1. The base process refers to the Markov process tωtutě0 on H4pT2q which solves the
(vorticity-form) incompressible stochastic Navier–Stokes equation, that is,

9ωt “ ν∆ωt ´ p∇K∆´1qωt ¨ ∇ωt `
ÿ

kPF

ckekpxqdW k
t , (2.2)

with initial data given by ω0. For the general theory of such infinite-dimensional stochastic differ-
ential equations, see [DPZ14]. Throughout, we write ut :“ ∇K∆´1ωt to refer to the velocity field
induced by the vorticity ωt, and equivalently we may refer to tututě0 as the base process as well.

In the following definition, we write X1
locpMq to denote the set of C1

loc vector fields on a manifold
M .

Definition 2.2. Given a geodesically complete Riemannian manifold pM, gq and an associated
vector field map Θ: H5

sol,0pT2;R2q Ñ X1
locpMq—associating to any velocity field u a vector field

Θu on M—we define the associated Markov process tut, ptutě0 where ut is the base process and pt
solves

9pt “ Θutpptq, (2.3)

with initial condition given by p0 P M . We additionally require that for any u0 P H5
sol,0pT2;R2q,

the random ODE (2.3) almost surely admits a global-in-time solution for any p0 P M . There are
several special processes2 that we will focus on listed in Table 1.

We write Pt : H
5
sol,0pT2;R2q ˆ M Ñ PpH5

sol,0pT2;R2q ˆ Mq to denote the time t transition
kernel, where PpXq denotes the space of probability measures on X. We also let Pt act adjointly
on observables φ : H5

sol,0pT2;R2q ˆM Ñ X by pulling back:

Ptφpu0, p0q “

ż

φput, ptqPtpu0, p0; dut,dptq.

2We call the process on T2
ˆ S1 the projective process in order to emphasize the similarity with [BBPS22b],

although because we work on S1 it should naturally be named the “sphere process”. We note that one could simply
pass all the results through the natural projection S1

Ñ RP 1 and consider the “true” projective process on RP 1

throughout.
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Table 1: Several associated Markov processes of interest

process manifold vector field

one-point M1 :“ T2 Θ1
upxq :“ upxq

two-point M2 :“ pT2 ˆ T2qztpx, xq | x P T2u Θ2
upx, yq :“ pupxq, upyqq

tangent MT :“ T2 ˆ pR2 ´ t0uq ΘT
u px, τq :“ pupxq, τ ¨ ∇upxqq

projective MP :“ T2 ˆ S1 ΘP
u px, vq :“ pupxq, v ¨ ∇upxq ¨ vKvKq

Jacobian MJ :“ T2 ˆ SLp2,Rq ΘJ
upx,Aq :“ pupxq, A∇upxqq

2.2 A priori estimates and a super-Lyapunov function for stochastic Navier–Stokes

As we describe in Subsection 2.3, the main challenge of this work is to prove that the two-point
process, whose manifold component lives on M2, mixes exponentially. Since M2 is not compact,
there are substantial obstacles to proving mixing. Before confronting these issues, we need to build
tools that are sufficient to show the substantially simpler mixing of the one-point process. A key
ingredient to control the H5

sol,0pT2;R2q component of this process is a super-Lyapunov function of
ut. In order to construct the super-Lyapunov function, we need the following a priori estimates on
the vector field ut, which will also be used many times throughout. We defer their fairly standard
proofs to Subsection A.1.

Proposition 2.3. Suppose that ωt is a solution to (2.2). Then there exists C ą 0 such that for all
η ď C´1 and for all 0 ď s ď t,

E exp
´

η sup
sďrďt

´

}ωr}2L2 ` ν

ż r

s
}ωa}2H1 da

¯¯

ď CeCpt´sq exp
`

e´C´1sη}ω0}2L2

˘

. (2.4)

Additionally, there exists Cpnq ą 0 such that for all 0 ď η ď C´1 and 0 ď s ď t,

E exp
´

η sup
sďrďt

´

}ωr}2Hn `ν

ż r

s
}ωa}2Hn`1 da

¯
1

n`2
¯

ď CeCt exp
´

e´C´1sη}ω0}
2

n`2

Hn `Cη}ω0}2L2

¯

, (2.5)

and

E exp
´

η sup
sďrďt

´

}ωr}2Hn ` ν

ż r

s
}ωa}2Hn`1 da

¯
1

n`2
¯

ď CeCs´1
eCt exp

´

Cη}ω0}2L2

¯

. (2.6)

Definition 2.4 (Super-Lyapunov function for the base process). For ω P H4pT2q, we define

V pωq :“ σp}ω}2L2 ` α}ω}
1{3
H4q,

where α, σ ą 0 are some fixed small constants, chosen according to Proposition 2.3 so that Corol-
lary 2.5 holds for all η P p0, 2q.

In the following, we will abuse notation: when u P H5
sol,0pT2;R2q we write V puq to mean

V p∇K ¨ uq, since ω “ ∇K ¨ u is the vorticity associated to the velocity u. There is no ambiguity as
u is vector-valued and ω is scalar-valued.

Corollary 2.5 (Super-Lyapunov property). There exists δ P p0, 1q and a constant C ą 0 such that
for all η P p0, 2q and t ě 1,

E exppηV pωtqq ď C exppδηV pω0qq.
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Proof. Direct from Cauchy–Schwarz, (2.4), and (2.5), provided α, σ ą 0 are chosen sufficiently
small.

Corollary 2.6 (Exponential moments of Cα norms). There exists α ą 0 such that for all K, η, t ą 0
there exists CpK, η, tq ą 0 such that

E exp
´

K

ż t

0
}∇us}Cα ds

¯

ď C exp
`

ηV pω0q
˘

.

Proof. Direct from Cauchy–Schwarz, (2.4), (2.5), and Morrey’s inequality.

2.3 Reduction to mixing of the two-point process

With these preliminary estimates in hand, we are ready to prove Theorem 1.2, under the assumption
of mixing for the two-point process. This scheme of reducing scalar mixing to Markov mixing of
the two-point process is the general strategy of [DKK04], recently applied in [BBPS22b] to the
stochastic Navier–Stokes equations. The necessary Markov mixing result is that the transition
probabilities of the two-point process converge to a unique stationary measure at an exponential
rate. Proposition 2.7 then shows that this Markov mixing result implies mixing for the passive scalar
equation. At the end of Section 4, we will conclude Theorem 1.2 as a consequence of Proposition 2.7
as well as the mixing result Theorem 4.10.

Proposition 2.7 (Two-point mixing implies scalar mixing). Assume there are α P p0, 1q and t0 ě 1

and a distance function d : pH5
sol,0pT2;R2q ˆM2q

2
Ñ Rě0 with

dppu, x1, y1q, pu, x2, y2qq ě |px1, y1q ´ px2, y2q|, (2.7)

such that for any probability measure ν P PpH5
sol,0pT2;R2q ˆ M2q, we have the exponential mixing

rate
dpPnt0ν, µ

b ˆ Lebq ď αndpν, µb ˆ Lebq

for n P N, where dp¨, ¨q denotes the Wasserstein distance associated to d (see Definition 4.5) and
µb is the stationary measure of the base process, given by Corollary 2.11.

Assume also that for the super-Lyapunov function V , defined above in Definition 2.4, we have
for some C ą 0,

ż

dpδpu,x,yq, µ
b ˆ Lebq

2
dxdy ď C exppV puqq (2.8)

for every u P H5
sol,0pT2;R2q.

Let φ0 P L2pT2q with
ş

φ0 “ 0 and for t ą 0, let φt solve the transport equation

9φt ` ut ¨ ∇φt “ 0. (2.9)

Then there exists a random variable Kpφ0, u0, α, t0q ě 0 and constants Cpα, t0q, ppα, t0q ą 0 such
that for all t ě 0,

}φt}H´1 ď Kαt{p16t0qp}u0}
p
H1 ` 1q}φ0}2L2 (2.10)

where K has the (uniform in u0, φ0) moment bound

EK ď C.
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Proof. We bound the variance of Fourier coefficients of φnt0 by, for k P Z2zt0u,

E

«

ˆ
ż

φnt0pxqekpxqdx

˙2
ff

ď E
„
ż

φnt0pxqφnt0pyqekpxqekpyq dxdy

ȷ

ď

ż

φ0pxqφ0pyqPnt0rekp¨qekp¨qspx, yq dxdy

ď }φ0}2L2}Pnt0rekp¨qekp¨qs}L2

ď }φ0}2L2 Lipdpekp¨qekp¨qq

ˆ
ż

dpPnt0δpu0,x,yq, µ
b ˆ Lebq2 dxdy

˙1{2

ď C exp

ˆ

V pu0q

2

˙

}φ0}2L2 |k|αn,

where we use the fact that Lipdpekp¨qekp¨qq ď Lippekp¨qekp¨qq ď C|k| since d dominates Euclidean
distance. Summing over k, we obtain

E
“

}φnt0}2H´2

‰

“
ÿ

|k|ą0

|k|
´4E

«

ˆ
ż

φnt0pxqekpxqdx

˙2
ff

ď C exp

ˆ

V pu0q

2

˙

}φ0}2L2α
n
ÿ

|k|ą0

|k|
´3

ď C exp

ˆ

V pu0q

2

˙

}φ0}2L2α
n.

Since ∇¨u “ 0, we have }φnt0}L2 “ }φ0}L2 almost surely. Thus, we have from interpolation between
these two bounds,

E
“

}φnt0}2H´1

‰

ď C exp

ˆ

V pu0q

4

˙

}φ0}2L2α
n{2. (2.11)

Using (2.6) and (2.4), we note that if T P t0N is minimal such that T ě C log }u0}H1 , then we have

E exp

ˆ

V puT q

4

˙

ď C. (2.12)

Thus we can improve the dependence on u0 by waiting until time T to apply the scalar mixing
estimate. That is,

E
“

}φT`nt0}2H´1

‰

ď E
”

E
“

}φT`nt0}2H´1 | uT
‰

ı

ď E
”

C exp

ˆ

V puT q

4

˙

}φT }2L2α
n{2

ı

ď Cα´T {p2t0q}φ0}2L2α
pT`nt0q{p2t0q.

Using the definition of T and the trivial bound }φt}H´1 ď }φt}L2 “ }φ0}L2 for t ď T, we see that
for some Cpαq, ppαq ą 0 and all n P N

E}φnt0}2H´1 ď Cp}u0}
p
H1 ` 1q}φ0}2L2α

n{2. (2.13)

In order to get the uniform-in-time bound (2.10), we first get a bound for times in t0N. Let

M :“ max
nPN

}φnt0}2H´1α
´n{4}φ0}

´2
L2 ,
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so that for n P N,
}φnt0}2H´1 ď M}φ0}2L2α

n{4.

Then using (2.13),

EM ď
ÿ

n

α´n{4}φ0}
´2
L2E}φnt0}2H´1 ď Cp}u0}

p
H1 ` 1q

ÿ

n

αn{4 ď Cp}u0}
p
H1 ` 1q.

For times outside t0N, we bound how much }φt}H´1 can change on the unit time intervals. Using
the dual formulation of the norm on H´1 and the equation for φs, we see for t ď s,

}φs}H´1 ď }φt}H´1 exp

ˆ
ż s

t
}∇ur}L8 dr

˙

.

Thus for t ě T with tt{t0u “ n, we have

}φt}
2
H´1 ď }φnt0}2H´1α

´n{8 max
mPN,mt0ěT

αm{8 exp

˜

2

ż pm`1qt0

mt0

}∇ur}L8 dr

¸

ď K2}φ0}2L2α
t{p8t0q,

where

K :“ CM1{2 max
mPN,mt0ěT

αm{16 exp

˜

ż pm`1qt0

mt0

}∇ur}L8 dr

¸

.

We note that, again using (2.6) and (2.4), as well as Corollary 2.6 and the definition of T ,

E max
nPN,nt0ěT

αn{8 exp

˜

2

ż pn`1qt0

nt0

}∇ur}L8 dr

¸

ď

8
ÿ

n“T {t0

αn{8E exp

˜

2

ż pn`1qt0

nt0

}∇ur}L8 dr

¸

ď C
8
ÿ

n“T {t0

αn{8 ď C,

so by Cauchy-Schwarz and the moment bound on M , we have that

EK ď Cp}u0}
p{2
H1 ` 1q.

Redefining K, p and using the trivial bound for t ď T , we conclude (2.10).

2.4 Asymptotic strong Feller and smoothing

We have established that, to prove scalar mixing, it suffices to prove a mixing result for the two-
point process. Before considering the two-point process, we need to establish sufficient tools to prove
mixing for the one-point process, which has a compact manifold component. In this subsection,
we state Proposition 2.8 and Corollary 2.10, which give the central smoothing estimates for the
processes we consider. In particular, Corollary 2.10 is a sufficient condition for the asymptotic strong
Feller property introduced in [HM06]. Existence of a unique stationary probability measure for
the relevant processes is then essentially a direct corollary of the asymptotic strong Feller property.
Proposition 2.8 is a special case of Theorem 5.23, which is in turn a mild generalization of [HM06,
Proposition 4.15] to the setting of stochastic Navier–Stokes coupled to vector fields on manifolds.
We note that below we take norms of ∇φpu, pq P H5

sol,0pT2;R2q ˆ TM , denoted by }∇φpu, pq}H5 .

By this, we mean that we take the sum of the H5 norm in the H5
sol,0pT2;R2q component and the

norm induced by the Riemannian metric in the TM component.
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Proposition 2.8 (Unit-time smoothing). Consider either the base, one-point, two-point, tangent,
projective, or Jacobian process. Then for each η, γ P p0, 1q there is Cpp, η, γq ą 0, locally bounded
in p P M , such that for each Fréchet differentiable φ : H5

sol,0pT2;R2q ˆM Ñ R,

}∇P1φpu, pq}H5 ď exppηV puqq

ˆ

C

b

P1|φ|
2
pu, pq ` γ

b

P1}∇φ}2
H5pu, pq

˙

. (2.14)

We will discuss the proof of this proposition in Subsection 2.7. When M is compact, the
super-Lyapunov property allows us to translate the unit-time estimate of Proposition 2.8 into the
following long-time estimate.

Definition 2.9. For any normed space X and rV : H5
sol,0pT2;R2q Ñ R and φ : H5

sol,0pT2;R2q Ñ X,
we define the weighted supremum norm

}φ}
rV
:“ sup

uPH5
sol,0pT2;R2q

expp´rV puqq}φpuq}X . (2.15)

Corollary 2.10 (Long-time smoothing). Consider either the base, one-point, or projective process.
For every η, γ P p0, 1q there is Cpη, γq ą 0 such that for each Fréchet differentiable observable
φ : H5

sol,0pT2;R2q ˆM Ñ R and t ě 1,

}∇Ptφ}ηV ď C}φ}ηV ` γt}∇φ}ηV . (2.16)

Proof. Given η, γ P p0, 1q as in the statement, let rη :“ δη{2 (where δ is from Corollary 2.5) and
rγ :“ C´1γ, where C is the constant in Corollary 2.5. Apply Proposition 2.8 to obtain a constant
rC ą 0 satisfying (2.14) (with rη and rγ in place of η and γ) at every p P M , using the fact that M
is compact.

First, we use the super-Lyapunov property to obtain (2.16) for t “ 1 with rC in place of C.
Indeed, we bound

b

P1|φ|
2
pu, pq ď

b

P1}φ}2ηV expp2ηV qpu, pq ď C}φ}ηV exppp1 ´ δ{2qηV puqq

and similarly
b

P1}∇φ}
2
pu, pq ď C}∇φ}ηV exppp1 ´ δ{2qηV puqq.

Combining the previous two inequalities with (2.14) (and scaling rC by the constant from Corol-
lary 2.5) yields (2.16) for t “ 1.

To conclude, we iterate to obtain (2.16) for any t ě 1. Without loss of generality (initially
choosing γ smaller if necessary) it suffices to prove (2.16) for t P N. Inductively, we have

}∇Ptφ}ηV ď

´

rC ` γ rC ` γ2 rC ` ¨ ¨ ¨ ` γt´1
rC
¯

}φ}ηV ` γt}∇φ}ηV ,

so choosing C :“ rCp1 ´ γq
´1 satisfies (2.16).

Corollary 2.11. The base, one-point, and projective processes each have a unique invariant mea-
sures, denoted µb, µ1, and µP respectively. Furthermore, for each initial probability measure
ν P PpH5

sol,0pT2;R2q ˆMq, the averaged measures

t´1

ż t

0
Psν ds

converge weakly to the invariant measure as t Ñ 8.
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Proof. It suffices to consider the projective process. Corollary 2.10 shows that the process is
asymptotically strong Feller, and Lemma B.6 shows that the process is approximately controllable,
so [HM06, Corollary 3.17] proves that there is at most one invariant measure. Existence follows from
tightness of the sequence of averaged measures, a consequence of Corollary 2.5 and compactness of
M . Finally, any subsequence of the averaged measures converges (along another subsequence) to an
invariant measure, which is unique, therefore the original sequence of averaged measures converges
as well.

2.5 Repulsion from the diagonal: positivity of the top Lyapunov exponent

With the smoothing estimates established, we can now turn our attention to dealing with the dis-
tinct problems of proving mixing for the two-point process. As noted by [BS88, DKK04, BBPS22b],
the primary obstacle is that the two-point manifold M2 is not compact. Indeed, since both points
pxt, ytq P M2 follow integral curves of the same vector field, the diagonal tpx, xq | x P T2u is invari-
ant under the dynamics. For transition probabilities to mix, we must see that the dynamics near
the diagonal is repulsive: we hope that if |x0 ´ y0| « ε, then |xt ´ yt| « 1 with high probability
after time t « log ε´1.

A Lyapunov function is used to show that the dynamics near the noncompact parts of phase
space (in our case, the diagonal) is repulsive. The key input to the construction of the Lyapunov
function for the two-point process is the positivity of the top Lyapunov exponent of the random
dynamics ut induces on T2. That is because positivity of the top Lyapunov exponent is equivalent
to showing that infinitesimally close to the diagonal the dynamics are repulsive, an infinitesimal
version of our desired macroscopic repulsion.

Furstenberg’s criterion [Fur63] is a powerful tool in the theory of dynamical systems which
provides a nondegeneracy condition that rules out all Lyapunov exponents being zero. We use
Ledrappier’s [Led86] generalization of Furstenberg’s criterion, which shows that the top Lyapunov
exponent is positive unless every family ν : H5

sol,0pT2;R2q ˆ M1 Ñ PpS1q of probability measures
on the circle which is stationary (that is, invariant in expectation) under the projective dynamics
is almost surely invariant under the same.

To contradict the existence of such a family—and thus ensure positivity of the top Lyapunov
exponent—we use the fact that for fixed approximate endpoints pu0, x0q and puT , xT q, the set of
possible trajectories is sufficiently nondegenerate that the family pνu,xq cannot be deterministically
invariant. Because we are only able to approximately control the endpoints, it is crucial to obtain
some continuity of the map pu, xq ÞÑ νu,x.

Bedrossian, Blumenthal, and Punshon-Smith [BBPS22a] apply Furstenberg’s criterion to the
family pνu,xq, specified µ1-almost everywhere by µP pdu,dx,dvq “ νu,xpdvqµ1pdu,dxq. The station-
arity condition for this family formally reads

νu0,x0 “

ż

pA1q
´1
˚ νu1,x1

ÐÝµ Jpu0, x0, Id, du1,dx1,dA1q, (2.17)

where ÐÝµ J denotes the Markov kernel for the backward-in-time one-point process with At solving
9At “ ´At∇utpxtq.

Ignoring the pushforward by A´1
1 , the stationarity condition (2.17) seems to produce a smooth-

ing effect. In particular, if we knew that the backward process satisfied a smoothing estimate like
Proposition 2.8, then we could construct a locally Lipschitz family pνu,xq satisfying (2.17) as in
Section 3.

Unfortunately, positive viscosity for the forward process means that the equation for the back-
ward trajectories has a negative viscosity, so the transition probabilities appear to be highly sin-
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gular. On the other hand, if we are only interested in whether or not the Lyapunov exponents are
identically zero, observing the process forward or backward in time makes no difference.

To circumvent this difficulty, we construct a different family of measures pνu,xq satisfying (3.1),
which is a condition similar to (2.17) but with respect to the forward process. The joint measure
νu,xpdvqµ1pdu,dxq is stationary under the projective backward dynamics, and if the top Lyapunov
exponent is zero, then it is almost surely invariant, and we conclude with an argument similar to
that of [BBPS22a].

The much more convenient form of (3.1) compared to (2.17) allows for an iterative construction
of the family of measures pνu,xq. We then use Proposition 2.8 to propagate regularity through this
iterative construction, which allows us to show that the family of measures pνu,xq that we construct
to satisfy (3.1) is unconditionally continuous, that is we do not need to assume the top Lyapunov
exponent is zero to deduce continuity.

2.6 Lyapunov function for the two-point process and exponential mixing

To obtain exponential mixing for the two-point process, we use the weak Harris framework of Hairer,
Mattingly, and Scheutzow [HMS11]. The framework requires three main ingredients; the first two
are similar to those required by the usual Harris theorem (see e.g. [Har56, Num84, HM11b]) and
the third is unique to the weak setting.

First, we need to construct a Lyapunov function for the two-point process. This is a function
W : H5

sol,0pT2;R2q ˆ M2 Ñ Rě1 satisfying a drift condition P1W ď αW ` C for some α P p0, 1q.
This condition forces the trajectory put, xt, ytq to typically stay in a region where W put, xt, ytq is
small.

Second, we need to show that sublevel sets of W satisfy a small set condition. This condition
ensures that, for a fixed sublevel set S :“ tW ď Cu, the transition probabilities starting from any
two points z0, z

1
0 P S have some small overlap in a weak sense. Since the trajectories spend most of

their time in S, the small set condition gives two independent trajectories many chances to couple.
Third, we must construct a distance d on H5

sol,0pT2;R2q ˆM2 that is contracting, which means
that if dpz0, z

1
0q is already small (which we take to mean that z0, z

1
0 are already coupled), then the

induced Wasserstein distance on transition probabilities contracts, in the sense that

dpP1pz0, ¨q, P1pz1
0, ¨qq ď αdpz0, z

1
0q

for α P p0, 1q.
If our process were to satisfy a strong small set condition, which gives that transition probability

measures overlap in the stronger sense of total variation, then trajectories which have coupled would
be unable to uncouple and therefore the contraction ingredient would be unnecessary. However,
since we use a weak small set condition—taking trajectories that are merely close to each other
to be coupled—some quantitative information about how likely they are to uncouple, or to couple
more closely, is needed. This is what contraction supplies.

Of these three ingredients, the second is immediate from a controllability argument. The third
ingredient follows from a similar argument to [HMS11, Proposition 5.5] with the help of Lemma 4.6,
a version of Proposition 2.8 for the two-point process with a sharp scaling. The scaling in Lemma 4.6
allows us to close the argument with a Lyapunov function for the two-point process which is only
super-Lyapunov in the H5

sol,0pT2;R2q coordinate, rather than a full super-Lyapunov function as
in [HMS11], which may not exist for the two-point process.

Proving the first ingredient requires some innovation; in our weak Harris setting we are unable
to use the twisted semigroup methods of [BBPS22b] (see [BBPS22b, Remark 2.19]) and therefore
choose to work directly with the two-point chain. We use the positivity of the top Lyapunov
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exponent as well as a weak reverse-Jensen type inequality to obtain a function that satisfies the
drift condition at a bounded random time, and then argue that, after a small modification, this
function satisfies the original drift condition.

2.7 Discussion of the proof of the smoothing estimate

This discussion assumes substantial familiarity with [HM06, HM11a]. Our goal in this subsection
is to explain where new arguments are needed to prove the smoothing estimate Theorem 5.23,
which is for a stochastic PDE coupled to a nonlinear flow on a manifold, compared to the proofs of
the analogous smoothing estimates which do not cover manifold systems of [HM06, HM11a]. We
first note that Theorem 5.23 is only a unit time smoothing estimate, compared to the global-in-
time estimates of [HM06, HM11a], which makes the proof somewhat simpler. We note also that
Corollary 2.10 shows that the short time estimate implies a global-in-time estimate, at least in the
case that the manifold is compact.

The proof of a smoothing estimate like that of Theorem 5.23 proceeds in two parts. The first
is proving a non-degeneracy bound on the Malliavin matrix, given here as Theorem 5.8, which one
can compare with [HM11a, Theorem 6.7]. This is then used as the crucial ingredient to proving the
smooth estimate using an approximate Malliavin control argument, as is well explained in [HM06,
Section 4].

The idea of [HM11a, Section 6] is to show that with high probability,

xp,MT py ď ε}p}2H4 ùñ max
|k|ďR

sup
tPrT {2,T s

|xek, J
˚
t,T py| ď oεp1q}p}H4 , (2.18)

where MT is the Malliavin matrix, ek are the Fourier modes defined in (2.1), and J˚
t,T is the adjoint

of the linearization of process pωt, ptq, and “with high probability” means the outside of an event
whose probability vanishes super-polynomially fast in ε as ε Ñ 0. The above implication lets one
immediately conclude the nondegeneracy of the Malliavin matrix given in Theorem 5.8 in the case
that M “ t0u. When M is nontrivial, we also have to deal with directions in TM , not just in
H5

sol,0pT2;R2q. Following the same proof scheme as [HM11a, Section 6], Proposition 5.18 gives that
with high probability we have both (2.18) and

xp,MT py ď ε}p}2H4 ùñ max
|k|ďR

|xΘekppT q ´ ∇K∆´1ωT ¨ ∇ek ´ ∇K∆´1ek ¨ ∇ωT , py| ď oεp1q}p}H4 .

(2.19)
Assuming Θek uniformly span TM , we would be able to conclude directly analogously to [HM11a,
Section 6] provided that instead of the second implication above, we got the implication

xp,MT py ď ε}p}2H4 ùñ max
|k|ďR

|xΘekppT q, py| ď oεp1q}p}H4 .

Thus to conclude, we want to show,

xp,MT py ď ε}p}2H4 ùñ max
|k|ďR

|x∇K∆´1ωT ¨ ∇ek ` ∇K∆´1ek ¨ ∇ωT , py| ď oεp1q}p}H4 . (2.20)

Since ∇K∆´1ωT ¨ ∇ek ` ∇K∆´1ek ¨ ∇ωT P H4pT2q, this implication “should” be a consequence
of (2.18) with a perhaps much larger R. The issue is that generically ∇K∆´1ωT ¨∇ek `∇K∆´1ek ¨

∇ωT has nontrivial projections onto all Fourier modes, while no matter how larger R is chosen (2.18)
only gives that projections onto finitely many Fourier modes are small.

This obstacle is overcome in Proposition 5.21, which shows that if xp,MT py ď ε}p}2H4 , then with
high probability all Fourier modes are small, more particularly that }ΠH4p}H2 is small, where ΠH4
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is the projection onto the H4 component of p. This is done by simply using the implication (2.18)
for a well-chosen R and using that }ΠěRp}H2 ď R´2}p}H4 to control the high modes, where ΠěR

is the projection onto Fourier modes with wavenumber bigger than R. We thus get that with high
probability

xp,MT py ď ε}p}2H4 ùñ }ΠH4p}H2 “ oεp1q.

Unfortunately, this does not allow us to conclude (2.20) holds with high probability. This is because
we have to control the probability }ωT }H7 is larger than 1

oεp1q
. Since this is just some arbitrarily

slow rate, no matter how good our bounds on moments of ωT , we only get that the probability this
happens oεp1q. This then gives that (2.20) holds, but only with probability 1´oεp1q instead of with
high probability (in the sense defined above). This then allows us to conclude Theorem 5.8, but
with the dramatically worse stochastic integrability than [HM11a, Theorem 6.7], in that instead of
getting εq (for any q) on the right-hand side of the bound, we just get oεp1q.

The takeaway from the above is that we can show a non-degeneracy bound on the Malliavin ma-
trix in the case we consider here with coupled dynamics on a manifold that is analogous to [HM11a,
Theorem 6.7] and follows with a similar proof, except that we get dramatically worse stochastic
integrability in the bound as a consequence of needing to control infinitely many Fourier modes in
order to show the nondegeneracy in the manifold directions.

The question at this point is then how we can conclude the smoothing estimate Theorem 5.23
under these worse stochastic integrability conditions. The proof of Theorem 5.23 follows from the
approximate integration by parts computation (5.25) together with a bound on the cost of the
Malliavin control vβ—which is a bound on a Skorokhod integral—and the size of the error ρβ.
The bound on the cost of the Malliavin control vβ is exactly as in [HM06, Section 4.8]—the worse
stochastic integrability and the presence of the manifold coordinates do not meaningfully alter the
argument whatsoever. The difference is in the bounding of the error ρβ. The presence of the
manifold coordinates does not have any effect; it is the stochastic integrability that is the obstacle.

It turns out the stochastic integrability is not a substantial issue though, as a simple argument
reduces the error bound to controlling the size of the low modes of

βpM1{2 ` βq´1J0,1{2p

for β ą 0. But since }βpM1{2 ` βq´1} ď 1 deterministically and Theorem 5.8 gives that M ´1
1{2 is

nondegenerate on the low modes with some stochastic integrability, interpolating these two bounds
gives precisely the control of the error we need.

2.8 Approximating the two-point process by the tangent process

In this subsection we discuss Lemma 4.6, which gives a version of the smoothing estimate of
Proposition 2.8 for the two-point process but with sharper dependence on the manifold coordinate
x, y as they approach the diagonal. Since this process is on a non-compact manifold, getting good
constant dependence in the manifold coordinates is nontrivial. In particular what we show is a
smoothing estimates with constants totally uniform in x, y, but with respect to a metric on M2

that norms tangent vectors pvx, vyq P Tpx,yqM
2 by

|pvx, vyq| “ |vx ` vy| `
|vx ´ vy|

|x´ y|
. (2.21)

This corresponds to the fact that it is hard to move points x, y relatively to each other when they
are close, but it never gets more difficult to move their center of mass. The heuristic behind this
estimate is to imagine when x, y are very close together, then y ´ x should evolve like a tangent
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vector τ to x in the y ´ x direction. This suggests we can approximate the two-point process on
M2 by the tangent process on MT . Since we are trying to prove a derivative estimate, we need
this approximation not just in a C0 way but also in a C1 way: that is, we need to show that not
only are the processes close, but their linearizations are close as well. This is what is shown in
Subsection A.4.

With this closeness in hand, we can redo the proof of Theorem 5.23. The trick now is to use the
Malliavin control coming from the tangent process as a control for the two point process. We can
then use the smoothing estimate for the tangent process, which will have constants independent
of x, y, together with the closeness of the tangent process to the two-point process to give the
smoothing estimate on the two-point process of Lemma 4.6. The metric (2.21) appears naturally
when going back and forth between the two-point process and the tangent process.

2.9 Almost-sure mixers with uniform rates are universal mixers

We now consider corollaries and extensions of the main result, Theorem 1.2. First, we see how it
implies Corollary 1.3, which is a consequence of the following abstract proposition. The idea is to
apply the mixing given by Theorem 1.2, which gives a different random constant for each initial
data, to an orthonormal basis—in this case the Fourier modes. Decomposing arbitrary data using
this basis and using the triangle inequality, we get a mixing bound with a constant depending only
on the H3 norm. Interpolating the bound on the solution operator H3 Ñ H´1 with the fact that
the solution operator is an isometry L2 Ñ L2, we conclude.

Proposition 2.12. Let vt be an arbitrary random vector field taking values in H5
sol,0pT2;R2q. Let

Φt : L
2
0pT2q Ñ L2

0pT2q be the solution operator to the passive scalar equation

9φt ` vt ¨ ∇φt “ 0.

Let α ą 0 and suppose that for each Fourier mode ek, k P Z2zt0u, there is a random variable Kk

such that we have the mixing estimate

}Φtek}H´1 ď Kke
´αt.

Suppose also that for some p ě 1,M ą 0 and each k,

`

EKp
k

˘1{p
ď M.

Then there exists C ą 0 and a random variable K such that

sup
}φ}H1ď1,

ş

φ dx“0

}Φtφ}H´1 ď Ke´αt{3,

and
`

EK3p
˘1{3p

ď CM1{3.

Proof. Let φ P H3
0 arbitrary. Then

}Φtφ}H´1 ď
ÿ

kPZ2zt0u

|pφpkq|}Φtek}H´1

ď e´αt
ÿ

kPZ2zt0u

|k|3|pφpkq||k|´3Kk

ď e´αt}φ}H3

ÿ

kPZ2zt0u

|k|´3Kk.
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We then define
K :“

ÿ

kPZ2zt0u

|k|´3Kk

and note by the triangle inequality
`

EKp
˘1{p

ď CM.

We have then shown that

}Φt}H3
0ÑH´1 :“ sup

}φ}H3ď1,
ş

φdx“0

}Φtφ}H´1 ď Ke´αt.

Note though that since ut is divergence-free, we have that

}Φt}L2
0ÑL2

0
“ 1.

Then by interpolation of linear operators on Sobolev spaces [BL76], we have

}Φt}H1
0ÑH´1 ď }Φt}H1

0ÑH´1{3 ď }Φt}
1{3

H3
0ÑH´1}Φt}

2{3

L2
0ÑL2

0
ď K1{3e´αt{3.

Redefining K and using the definition of } ¨ }H1
0ÑH´1 , we conclude.

Proof of Corollary 1.3. Direct from Proposition 2.12 and Theorem 1.2 applied to each Fourier mode
separately.

2.10 Cumulative Batchelor spectrum

We prove Corollary 1.4 in two parts, following the general scheme of [BBPS21b], using mixing for
the upper bound and regularity of ut for the lower bound.

As noted below the statement of Corollary 1.4, the mixing given by Theorem 1.2 erases any
dependence on the initial data φ0 in the long time asymptotic considered. As such we without loss
of generality suppose that φ0 “ 0. As we will see in the proof, the dependence on the initial data
u0 P H1

0 pT2q to (1.1) will also vanish due to the decay of the equation induced by the Laplacian.
Let Φs,t be the solution operator—random through its dependence on purqsďrďt—to the equation

9φt ` ut ¨ ∇φt “ 0.

Then the solution to (1.5) with φ0 “ 0 is given by the stochastic integral

φt “

ż t

0
Φs,tg dBs,

so by the Itô isometry,

E}ΠďNφt}
2
L2 “

ż

E
´

ż t

0
ΠďNΦs,tg dBs

¯2
dx “

ż ż t

0
E
`

ΠďNΦs,tg
˘2

dsdx “

ż t

0
E}ΠďNΦs,tg}2L2 ds,

where we recall that ΠďN : L2
0pT2q Ñ L2

0pT2q denotes the orthogonal projection onto the Fourier
modes with wavenumber ď N . We will also denote by ΠąN : L2

0pT2q Ñ L2
0pT2q the orthogonal

projection onto the Fourier modes of wavenumber ą N , so that ΠďN ` ΠąN “ 1. Below we see
the upper bound holds for any N ě 2, uniform in g.
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Proposition 2.13 (Upper bound of Corollary 1.4). Let φt solve (1.5) with φ0 “ 0 and for ut
solving (1.1) with initial data u0 P H1

0 pT2q. Then there exists C ă 8 such that for all N ě 2,

lim sup
tÑ8

E}ΠďNφt}
2
L2 ď C}g}2L2 logN.

Proof. Note that by Theorem 1.2

E}ΠďNΦs,tg}2L2 ď N2E}Φs,tg}2H´1

ď CN2pE}us}H1 ` 1qe´C´1pt´sq}g}2L2

ď CN2pe´C´1s}u0}H1 ` 1qe´C´1pt´sq}g}2L2 .

We also have the trivial bound E}ΠďNΦs,tg}2L2 ď }g}2L2 . Then, for any α ą 0,

lim sup
tÑ8

E}ΠďNφt}
2
L2 “ lim sup

tÑ8

ż t

0
E}ΠďNΦs,tg}2L2 ds

ď C}g}2L2 lim sup
tÑ8

ż t

0
1 ^N2pe´C´1s}u0}

1{p
H1 ` 1qe´C´1pt´sq ds

ď C}g}2L2

´

lim sup
tÑ8

ż t´α

0
N2pe´C´1s}u0}

1{p
H1 ` 1qe´C´1pt´sq ds` α

¯

“ C}g}2L2

´

ż 8

α
N2e´C´1t ds` α

¯

ď C}g}2L2

`

N2e´C´1α ` α
˘

.

Then choosing α “ C logN , we conclude.

We now show the lower bound. Here is where we need N ě N0pgq, in particular we take N0pgq

to be the square of the wavenumber magnitude below which a majority of the Fourier mass of g
lives,

}Πď
?
N0
g}L2 ě

3

4
}g}L2 .

The square root could be replaced with a 1 ´ ε power while only affecting the constant. It is
clear that some lower bound on N is needed for the lower bound of Corollary 1.4 as we only know
g P L2pT2q, so arbitrarily much of the Fourier mass can live on arbitrarily high wavenumbers, and
so will not be seen in }ΠďNφt}

2
L2 for N sufficiently small. A simple computation shows that one

could take

N0 “

´

}g}H1

}g}L2

¯1`ε

for some ε ą 0. Since we do not assume g P H1, we rely on the (rateless) dominated convergence
theorem to give that some N0 exists with the property we need.

Proposition 2.14 (Lower bound of Corollary 1.4). Let φt solve (1.5) with φ0 “ 0 and for ut
solving (1.1) with initial data u0 P H1

0 pT2q. Then there exists C ă 8, N0pgq ě 2 such that for all
N ě N0,

lim inf
tÑ8

E}ΠďNφt}
2
L2 ď C}g}2L2 logN.

Proof. We let R ě 2 be such that

}ΠďRg}L2 ě
3

4
}g}L2 .
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We recall

E}ΠďNφt}
2
L2 “

ż t

0
E}ΠďNΦs,tg}2L2 ds.

Then we note that

}ΠďNΦs,tg}L2 ě }ΠďNΦs,tΠďRg}L2 ´ }ΠďNΦs,tΠąRg}L2

ě }ΠďNΦs,tΠďRg}L2 ´ }ΠąRg}L2

ě }ΠďNΦs,tΠďRg}L2 ´
1

4
}g}L2 .

Then we also have that

}ΠďNΦs,tΠďRg}2L2 “ }Φs,tΠďRg}2L2 ´ }ΠąNΦs,tΠďRg}2L2

ě }ΠďRg}2L2 ´N´2}Φs,tΠďRg}2H1

ě
9

16
}g}2L2 ´ }Φs,t}

2
H1ÑH1N

´2}ΠďRg}2H1

ě
9

16
}g}2L2 ´ }Φs,t}

2
H1ÑH1

R2

N2
}g}2L2 .

Thus combining the displays,

E}ΠďNΦs,tg}2L2 ě
1

2
E}ΠďNΦs,tΠďRg}2L2 ´

1

16
}g}2L2 ě

1

2
}g}2L2 ´

R2

N2
}g}2L2E}Φs,t}

2
H1ÑH1 .

Then by Grönwall’s inequality,

}Φs,t}H1ÑH1 ď exp
´

ż t

s
}∇ur}L8 dr

¯

,

and so by Proposition 2.3 and Morrey’s inequality, we have that

E}Φs,t}
2
H1ÑH1 ď eCpt´sq exp

`

e´C´1s}u0}2H1

˘

.

Thus

E}ΠďNΦs,tg}2L2 ě

´1

2
´
R2

N2
eCpt´sq exp

`

e´C´1s}u0}2H1

˘

¯

}g}L2 .

Thus for s ě C log }u0}2H1 and t ď s` C log
´

N
R

¯

, we have that

E}ΠďNΦs,tg}2L2 ě
1

4
}g}2L2 .

Thus

lim inf
tÑ8

E}ΠďNφt}
2
L2 ě lim inf

tÑ8

ż t

t´C logpN{Rq

E}ΠďNΦs,tg}2L2 ds ě C log
´N

R

¯

}g}2L2 .

Then for N ě N0 :“ R2, we conclude.
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2.11 Uniform-in-diffusivity mixing

Bedrossian, Blumenthal, and Punshon-Smith [BBPS21a] prove that the conclusion of Theorem 1.2
holds for the systems they consider even when the transport equation (1.2) is replaced with the
advection-diffusion equation

9φt ` ut ¨ ∇φt “ κ∆φt,

for κ ą 0, with constants independent of the diffusivity, κ.
The conclusion of Theorem 1.2 is a long-time statement, which would appear to be sensitive to

small perturbations of the equation (1.2). On the other hand, we deduce scalar mixing from mixing
for the two-point process, which is the unit-time statement that a certain distance on transition
probabilities is a contraction. It is therefore reasonable to expect such a statement to be robust to
small perturbations, and therefore we expect scalar mixing to hold uniformly in κ as well.

In a setting where the vector field, instead of solving (1.1), is chosen independently at random
from some family in each time interval rt, t ` 1s, Blumenthal, Coti Zelati and Gvalani [BZG23],
construct a strong Harris framework that proves scalar mixing. Iyer, Son and the first author [CIS24]
show that the framework is robust to small perturbations and therefore prove uniform-in-diffusivity
mixing.

We expect the weak Harris framework in this work to be robust in this way as well, and we
plan to investigate the question of uniform-in-diffusivity mixing in a future work.

2.12 Correlated-in-time forcings

In this work, we only consider forcings to stochastic Navier–Stokes which are white-in-time. This
is certainly the most convenient forcing to work with for the Malliavin calculus, as the extreme
temporal irregularity of white noise—as well as the still low regularity of its integral, Brownian
motion—create a sharp separation of time regularities of modes that are directly forced by Brownian
motion, forced at first order, forced at second order, etc. This is what allows for the application of
the Norris lemma [HM11a, Theorem 7.1], which we make heavy use of throughout Section 5.

A clever trick that allows for more regular-in-time forcings while still working with the tools of
Malliavin calculus is “OU tower” forcing. That is, we take stochastic Navier–Stokes ωt with forcing

9ωt “ ν∆ωt ´ p∇K∆´1qωt ¨ ∇ωt `
ÿ

kPF

ckekpxqvkt ,

where vkt are i.i.d. Ornstein–Uhlenbeck processes, that is they solve

9vkt “ ´vkt ` dW k
t .

Then vkt P C
1{2´

t and so ωt P C
1,1{2´

t . So we have constructed a version of stochastic Navier–Stokes
that is at least C1 in time. Further, one can convince oneself that the a priori estimates of this
equation compare favorably to (2.2), e.g. one could reprove Proposition 2.3 for this forcing. The
key is that since the white noise is still there, just buried one layer deep, we can still apply the
Malliavin calculus to this equation to prove smoothing estimates like those of Proposition 2.8. In
fact, if one only considers the “base process” and ignores any manifold components, one can verify
that the nondegeneracy condition [HM11a, Assumption C.2] applies to this equation. Since the
results of [HM11a] essentially allow one to take brackets as in the classical Hörmander theorem,
verifying Assumption C.2 for this system reduces to a straightforward Lie bracket computation.

We then do not foresee any essential difficulties in extending the rest of the arguments of this
work to the OU forcing. Further, by iterated the above construction—that is by allowing the first
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OU process vkt to be forced by another OU process in place of white noise, then allowing the second
OU process to also be forced by another OU process, and so on—one can make the forcing have
any desired finite temporal regularity. The sequence of OU processes that bury the white noise
under an arbitrary number of time integrals is what lends the “OU tower” its name. Thus, this
scheme suggests a construction for a Ck

t C
8
x version of stochastic Navier–Stokes which still has the

exponential mixing properties of Theorem 1.2 as well as the cumulative Batchelor spectrum given in
Corollary 1.4. The idea for this construction was taken from [BBPS22b, System 5], which treats the
same forcing but replaces stochastic Navier–Stokes with a Galerkin truncated version of the same.
The Galerkin truncation allows for the application of the classical, finite-dimensional Hörmander
theorem, in place of the infinite dimensional analogue developed in [HM11a].

3. Positivity of the top Lyapunov exponent

3.1 A continuous family of invariant measures

We first formulate a condition which implies that a Markov process has a positive top Lyapunov
exponent.

Proposition 3.1. Let P pz,dyq be a Markov kernel on a Radon space pZ,M, µq where µ is station-
ary under P , that is,

ż

P pz, dyq µpdzq “ µpdyq.

Let A be a cocycle on Z, identified with a measurable A : Z Ñ SLpd,Rq. We also write Az to denote
the induced map Az : S

d´1 Ñ Sd´1 given by Az : v ÞÑ Av
|Av|

.

Suppose ν : Z Ñ PpSd´1q is a measurable family of probability measures on the sphere Sd´1

satisfying the twisted pullback condition

νz “ Apzq´1
˚

ż

νyP pz, dyq, (3.1)

where A˚ν denotes the pushforward measure of ν under the map A.
Let λ` be the top Lyapunov exponent of the cocycle,

λ` :“ lim
nÑ8

1

n
E log }Apzn´1q ¨ ¨ ¨Apz1qApz0q},

where z0 is distributed according to µ and the remaining zj are distributed according to the trajectory
of the Markov process started from z0. If λ` “ 0, then the family is almost surely invariant:

Apz0q˚νz0 “ νz1 , P pz0, dz1qµpdz0q-almost surely.

Our goal is to reduce this result to [Led86, Proposition 2 and Theorem 3], Ledrappier’s powerful
generalization of Furstenberg’s criterion [Fur63]. We restate the result here for convenience.

Proposition 3.2 ([Led86]). Let pX,F , ρq be a measure space, T : X Ñ X and B : X Ñ SLpd,Rq

be measurable maps such that T˚ρ “ ρ. Define the extended dynamics pT : X ˆSd´1 Ñ X ˆSd´1 by

pT px, vq “ pTx,Bpxqvq,

abusing notation to let B P SLpd,Rq act Sd´1 Ñ Sd´1 as above. Let γ : X Ñ PpSd´1q be a
measurable family of measures on Sd´1 such that γxpdvqρpdxq is an invariant measure for pT ,
pT˚γxρ “ γxρ. Define

λ` :“ lim
nÑ8

1

n

ż

log }BpTn´1xq ¨ ¨ ¨Bpxq} ρpdxq.
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Then if λ` “ 0, we have
Bpxq˚γx “ γTx ρ-almost surely.

We now argue that Proposition 3.1 is a consequence of Proposition 3.2.

Proof. We assume the notation of Proposition 3.1 and assume λ` “ 0.
We need to construct X, ρ,B, T, γx as in Proposition 3.2. We let

X :“ ZZď0

and attach the usual product σ-algebra. We want X to represent the space of trajectories of the
Markov process given by P from times ´8 to 0. We do this by attaching a measure ρ to X
constructed by Kolmogorov’s extension theorem. To construct ρ, it suffices to consistently specify
marginal measures ρn on Zt´n,...,0u. We let ρn be given as the law of pz´n, z´n`1, . . . , z0q, where
z´n is distributed according to µ and z´n`j follows the trajectory of the Markov process given by
P started from z´n. More precisely,

ρnpdz´n, . . . ,dz0q “ µpdz´nqP pz´n,dz´n`1q ¨ ¨ ¨P pz´1,dz0q.

One can readily verify the ρn form a consistent family using that µ is a stationary measure of P .
Thus, ρ is uniquely defined by the Kolmogorov extension theorem.

We have constructed X, ρ; we now need to specify B, T, γx. We let

Bpxq “ Bp. . . , z´1, z0q :“ Apz´1q
´1.

Also, we define T to be the backward shift, that is

Tx “ T p. . . , z´1, z0q :“ p. . . , z´2, z´1q.

Lastly, we define
γx “ γ...,z´1,z0 :“ νz0 .

We need to check that T˚ρ “ ρ and pT˚γxρ “ γxρ. Before this computation, we first assume
these conditions are verified and see that the second conclusion of Proposition 3.1 follows.

Note that the top Lyapunov exponent in Proposition 3.2 is given as

λ` :“ lim
nÑ8

1

n

ż

log }BpTn´1xq ¨ ¨ ¨Bpxq} ρpdxq “ lim
nÑ8

1

n

ż

log }Apz´nq´1 ¨ ¨ ¨Apz1q´1} ρpdxq,

which by the definition of ρ and the stationarity of µ is the same as the definition of the top Lyapunov
exponent in Proposition 3.1. Therefore, we have λ` “ 0 and the assumptions of Proposition 3.2
are fulfilled, so we conclude that

Bpxq˚γx “ γTx ρ-almost surely.

Unpacking notation, this says that

Apz´1q´1
˚ νz0 “ γz´1 µpdz´1qP pz´1,dz0q-almost surely,

which, up to re-indexing, is exactly the conclusion of Proposition 3.1. It remains to check the two
stationarity conditions above.
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First, we observe that T˚ρ “ ρ follows from checking the result on finite dimensional marginal
laws and using the stationarity of µ. Next, we check pT˚γxρ “ γxρ; fix φ : X ˆ Sd´1 Ñ R bounded
and measurable. We get

ż

φpx, vq p pT˚γxρqpdx,dvq “

ż

φp. . . , z´2, z´1, Apz´1q´1vq νz0pdvqρpdxq

“

ż

φp. . . , z´2, z´1, vq Apz´1q´1
˚ νz0pdvqP pz´1, dz0qρp. . . ,dz´2, dz´1q

“

ż

φp. . . , z´2, z´1, vq νz´1pdvqρp. . . ,dz´2, dz´1q

“

ż

φpx, vq γxpdvqρpdxq,

where we use the twisted pullback condition (3.1) for the penultimate equality.

Proposition 3.3. There exists a locally Lipschitz family of probability measures

ν : H5
sol,0pT2;R2q ˆMJ Ñ PpS1q

such that

νu0,x0,A0 “ pA0q
´1
˚

ż

νu,x,A P1pu0, x0, Id, du,dx,dAq,

where we metrize PpS1q with the W´1,1 norm.

Proof. Let ν0z be the uniform probability measure on Sd´1 for each z “ pu, x,Aq P H5
sol,0pT2;R2q ˆ

MJ , and define

νn`1
pu,x,Aq

:“ A´1
˚

ż

νnz P1ppu, x, Idq,dzq.

We will first show that the family z ÞÑ νnz is locally Lipschitz in pu, x,Aq, uniformly in n. Then we
will apply the Arzela–Ascoli theorem to partial averages

σnz :“
1

n

n
ÿ

j“1

νjz ,

to give a subsequence nj along which σ
nj
z converges pointwise to a locally Lipschitz limiting family

of probability measures z ÞÑ νz. One can then verify that this limiting family satisfies

νpu,x,Aq :“ A´1
˚

ż

νz P1ppu, x, Idq,dzq, (3.2)

as desired.
We now prove inductively that for each pu, x,Aq,

}∇u,x,Aν
n
u,x,A}W´1,1 ď T pu, x,Aq :“ KeβV puq|A|3, (3.3)

for some constants K,β ą 0, where for ν : H5
sol,0pT2;R2q ˆ T2 ˆ SLp2;Rq Ñ PpS1q,

}∇u,x,Aν}W´1,1 “ sup
}φ}W1,8pS1q

ď1

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

∇u,x,A

ż

φpvqdνpvq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

,
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and for φ : H5
sol,0pT2;R2q ˆ T2 ˆ SLp2;Rq Ñ R,

|∇u,x,Aφ| “ sup
}v}H5`|y|`|B|ď1

|Dv,y,Bφ|,

where Dv,y,Bφ denotes the directional derivative of φ in the pv, y,Bq direction.
Assuming the bound (3.3), we fix a test function φ : S1 Ñ R with }φ}W 1,8 ď 1 and write

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

∇u,x,A

ż

φpvq νn`1
u0,x0,A0

pdvq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

“

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

∇u,x,A

ż

φpA0pvqq νnz pdvqP1ppu0, x0, Idq,dzq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ď C|A0|3 `

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

∇u,x

ż

φpA0pvqq νnz pdvqP1ppu0, x0, Idq, dzq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ď C|A0|3 ` eηV pu0q

ˆ

Cpη, γq
a

P1|ψ|2pu0, x0, Idq ` γ
b

P1|∇u,x,Aψ|2pu0, x0, Idq

˙

.

where ψpzq :“
ş

φpA´1
0 pvqq νnz pdvq and we used Proposition 2.8 in the last inequality. Using that

|∇φ| ď 1, we note
|∇u,x,Aψ|pzq ď C|A0|3}∇u,x,Aν

n
z }W´1,1 .

Using now that that |ψ| ď 1, the inductive hypothesis, and the previous display, we have for any
η, γ ą 0

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

∇u,x,A

ż

φpvq νn`1
u0,x0,A0

pdvq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ď |A0|3eηV pu0q

˜

Cpη, γq ` γ

d

ż

T pzq
2 dP1ppu0, x0, Idq, zq

¸

. (3.4)

Note that

Er|A1|ns ď E exp
´

n

ż 1

0
}∇ut}L8 dt

¯

ď Cpn, ζq exp
`

ζV pu0q
˘

, (3.5)

where we use Corollary 2.6 for the final inequality. Then
ż

T pzq
2 P1ppu0, x0, Idq,dzq “ K2 Ere2βV pu1q|A1|6s

ď K2 E
“

exp
`

4βV pu1q
˘‰1{2Er|A1|12s1{2

ď CpβqK2 exp
`

2δβV pu0q
˘

,

for some δ P p0, 1q, where we use Corollary 2.5 and (3.5) with ζ chosen sufficiently small.
Thus by (3.4), we have that

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

∇u,x,A

ż

φpvq νn`1
u0,x0,A0

pdvq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ď |A0|3eηV pu0q
`

Cpη, γq ` γCpβqK exp
`

δβV pu0q
˘˘

We are now in a position to choose η, β, γ, and K. We take β “ 1
4 , which ensures we could apply

Corollary 2.5 above. Then choose η ą 0 so that δβ ` η “ β. Then we choose γ so that γCpβq “ 1
2 .

Under these choices, we get that
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

∇u,x,A

ż

φpvq νn`1
u0,x0,A0

pdvq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ď

´

C `
K

2

¯

|A0|3eβV pu0q.

The induction then closes, choosing K “ 2C.
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Combining Proposition 3.1, Proposition 3.3, and the cocycle property of the Jacobian process,
we obtain:

Proposition 3.4. Consider the Jacobian process tput, xt, Atqutě0 with initial data pu0, x0q dis-
tributed according to the invariant measure of the one-point process and A0 “ Id. If the top Lya-
punov exponent

λ` :“ lim
tÑ8

t´1Erlog |At|s

is zero, then there is a continuous map ν : H5
sol,0pT2;R2q ˆ M1 Ñ W´1,1pSd´1q satisfying the

invariance formula
pAtq˚νut,xt “ νu0,x0 (3.6)

µ1-almost surely for t P N.

Proof. We apply Proposition 3.1 to the family of measures given by Proposition 3.3 on the space
Z :“ H5

sol,0pT2;R2q ˆMJ , with the “restarted” transition probabilities PZpu, x,Aq :“ P J
1 pu, x, Idq.

Since PZpu, x,Aq does not depend on A, it is clear that PZpµ1ˆδIdq is the unique stationary measure
for PZ . The cocycle on Z is the projection pu, x,Aq ÞÑ A. The hypotheses of Proposition 3.1 are
therefore satisfied and the result follows, noting that the constructed family of probability measures
satisfies A˚νu,x,A “ νu,x,Id , so we put νu,x :“ νu,x,Id .

3.2 Contradicting Furstenberg’s criterion

This section directly follows the arguments of [BBPS22a, Sections 4.3 and 7], using our Corollary 3.6
in place of the strong Feller assumption. We start by quoting a useful result.

Theorem 3.5 (Classification of invariant families, [BBPS22a, Theorem 4.7]). Let pu, xq ÞÑ νu,x be
the continuous family of probability measures satisfying the invariance formula 3.6 almost surely.
Then one of the following alternatives holds.

1. There is a continuously-varying inner product x¨, ¨yu,x on R2 with the property that for any
pu0, x0q P H5

sol,0pT2;R2qˆM1 and A0 :“ Id, the map At : pR2, x¨, ¨yu0,x0q Ñ pR2, x¨, ¨yut,xtq is an
isometry almost surely, where put, xt, Atq is distributed according to the transition probability
of the Jacobian process.

2. For some p P N, there are measurably-varying assignments from z0 P H5
sol,0pT2;R2q ˆ M1 to

one-dimensional linear subspaces Ei
z0 Ĺ R2, for each 1 ď i ď p, with the property that, if zt

is distributed according to the transition measure P J
t pz0q, then AtE

i
z0 “ E

πpiq
zt for some per-

mutation π. Furthermore, the collection pEi
zq is locally (on small neighborhoods) continuous

up to re-labelling.

We conclude with the main result of this section, that the top Lyapunov exponent of the
derivative cocycle is positive. Although we only need the following result in expectation (but for
every initial data), a µP -almost sure version of the conclusion follows by the ergodic theorem.

Theorem 3.6. There is λ` ą 0 such that, for every initial pu0, x0, v0q P H5
sol,0pT2;R2q ˆ MP and

A0 :“ Id,

λ` “ lim
tÑ8

t´1Erlog |At|s “ lim
tÑ8

t´1E
„
ż t

0
vs ¨ ∇uspxsqvs ds

ȷ

. (3.7)
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Proof. We first note that the second equality in (3.7) follows from the fact that

log |Atv0| “

ż t

0
vs ¨ ∇uspxsqvs ds

and Corollary 2.11 (which shows that the limit on the right-hand side exists and is independent of
v0). Indeed, we can rewrite the right-hand side of (3.7) as

lim
tÑ8

ż

H5
sol,0pT2;R2qˆMP

v ¨ ∇upxqv µPt pdu,dx,dvq,

where µPt denotes the averaged measure on the projective process up to time t starting from
δpu0,x0,v0q. By Corollary 2.11 and the fact that µPt pt}∇u}L8 ě Ru ˆ MP q ď C expp´Rq, the limit
exists and is equal to

ż

H5
sol,0pT2;R2qˆMP

v ¨ ∇upxqv µP pdu,dx,dvq,

which is visibly deterministic and independent of initial data.
Assume for contradiction that λ` “ 0. By Corollary 3.4, we obtain a continuous family

ν : H5
sol,0pT2;R2q ˆ M1 Ñ W´1,1pSd´1q of probability measures satisfying (3.6). We now obtain a

contradiction using an argument identical to that in [BBPS22a]. Their classification of invariant
fiber measure families and approximate control results apply verbatim (in fact, our setting makes
this argument slightly easier because only finitely many modes are forced, so there are no regularity
concerns).

To conclude, we apply Theorem 3.5 and reach a contradiction, using controllability properties
of both the projective and Jacobian process.

Indeed, if there is a continuously-varying inner product x¨, ¨yu,x, then the quantities

M :“ max
␣

xv, vyu,x | }u}H6 ď 1, x P T2, v P S1
(

and
m :“ min

␣

xv, vyu,x | }u}H6 ď 1, x P T2, v P S1
(

are positive and finite. Then Lemma B.7 shows that, for pu0, x0q :“ p0, 0q the event
!

}u1}H5
sol,0pT2;R2q ď 1 and |A1| ą Mm´1

)

has positive probability; in this event, for some (random) v P S1 we have xv, vyu0,x0 ă xA1v,A1vy

and therefore A1 is not an almost-sure isometry, contradicting Theorem 3.5.
On the other hand, assume that there is a continuously-varying collection pEi

u,xq1ďiďp of lines
which are almost surely invariant under the projective dynamics. By continuity and the fact that
p is finite, there is some rv P S1 and ε ą 0 such that, for all }u}H5

sol,0pT2;R2q, |x| ď ε we have

distprv,Ei
u,xq ě 2ε. Fix initial data pu0, x0q :“ p0, 0q and v0 P E0

u0,x0
. Lemma B.6 shows that we

have }u1}H5
sol,0pT2;R2q, |x1|, |v1 ´ rv| ď ε with positive probability, which implies that the collection of

lines is not almost surely invariant, since our choice of rv ensures v1 R Ei
u1,x1

for any 1 ď i ď p.

4. Exponential mixing for the two-point process

In this section we apply the weak Harris framework of Hairer, Mattingly, and Scheutzow [HMS11]
to prove that the two-point process mixes exponentially fast, with errors measured in a Wasserstein
sense.
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Our first step is to build a Lyapunov function W pu, x, yq for the two-point process, using the
super-Lyapunov function exppV puqq for the base process and the positivity of the top Lyapunov
exponent for the derivative cocycle from Theorem 3.6.

First, we show that a drift function with finitely many possible waiting times induces another
drift function with a single waiting time.

Lemma 4.1. Let z0, z1, . . . be a Markov process on a set Z with transition kernel Pt : Z Ñ PpZq

for t P N. Let V : Z Ñ Rě1, α P p0, 1q, C ą 0, and T P N be such that, for each z0 P Z, there is
some n P t1, . . . , T u such that ErV pznqs ď αnV pz0q ` C. Then the function

W :“ min
1ďnďT

α´nErPnV s

satisfies ErP1W s ď αW ` α´TC.

Proof. Let z0 P Z and let 1 ď n ď T be such that W pz0q “ α´nErPnV pz0qs. If n ą 1, then

ErP1W pz0qs ď E
”

P1

´

α´pn´1qErPn´1V s

¯

pz0q

ı

“ α´n`1ErPnV pz0qs

“ αW pz0q.

On the other hand, if n “ 1 then

ErP1W pz0qs “ E
„

P1

ˆ

min
1ďnďT

α´nErPnV s

˙

pz0q

ȷ

ď ErP1V pz0q ` α´TCs

“ αW pz0q ` α´TC.

Next, we prove a weak bound in the opposite direction of Jensen’s inequality.

Lemma 4.2. Let X be a real-valued random variable with Erexpp|X|qs ď C for some C ą 0 and
ErXs ě 1. Then there is some p0pCq ą 0 such that Erexpp´pXqs ă 1 ´

p
2 for all p P p0, p0q.

Proof. Write Erexpp´pXqs “ 1´pErXs`
ř8

n“2
p´pq

n

n! ErXns “ 1´pErXs`Opp2q, using the moment
bound on expp|X|q.

We are now ready to prove the existence of a Lyapunov function for the two-point process.

Proposition 4.3. For any β ą 0, there is a continuous function W : H5
sol,0pT2;R2q ˆ M2 Ñ Rě1,

with
W pu, x, yq ď C|x´ y|´β exppβV puqq, (4.1)

and constants α P p0, 1q and C ą 0 such that the drift condition

P1W pu, x, yq ď αW pu, x, yq ` C (4.2)

is satisfied.

Proof. Let fpu, x, yq :“ |x´ y|´1 exppV puqq.
Step 0. It suffices to find such a W which satisfies (4.2) outside a sublevel set f´1pr0, C 1sq. for

some constant C 1 ą 0. Indeed, using (4.1), choosing the constant in (4.2) sufficiently large shows
that (4.2) is trivially satisfied on f´1pr0, C 1sq.
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Step 1. First, we show that Erfpu1, x1, y1qs ď 1
2fpu0, x0, y0q whenever V pu0q ě CV , for some

sufficiently large CV ą 0. Indeed,

Erfpu1, x1, y1qs “ E
“

|x1 ´ y1|´1 exppV pu1qq
‰

ď |x0 ´ y0|´1E
„ˆ

ż 1

0
}∇ut}L8 dt

˙

exppV pu1qq

ȷ

ď C|x0 ´ y0|´1 exppδV pu0qq

ď
1

2
fpu0, x0, y0q,

where the penultimate inequality follows from Corollary 2.5, Corollary 2.6, and Cauchy–Schwarz
and the final inequality holds when we choose CV large enough so that exppp1 ´ δqV pu0qq ě

exppp1 ´ δqCV q ě 2C.
Step 2. Next, we find a uniform bound on the time to witness a positive Lyapunov exponent,

for initial velocity u0 bounded. Precisely, we show that for any δ ą 0, there is some T P N such
that, whenever V pu0q ď CV , there is some integer 1 ď n ď T such that

E
„

V pu0q ´ V punq `

ż n

0
vt ¨ ∇utpxtqvt dt

ȷ

ě δ, (4.3)

where x0 P T2 and v0 P S1. Theorem 3.6 shows that, for each pu0, x0, v0q P H5
sol,0pT2;R2q ˆ MP

and K ą 0, there is a time τ “ τpu0, x0, v0,Kq P N such that

E
„
ż τ

0
vt ¨ ∇utpxtqvt dt

ȷ

ě
τλ`

2
ě K,

where the expectation is taken over trajectories put, xt, vtq of the projective process. For any
pu0, x0, v0q P H5

sol,0pT2;R2q ˆMP with V pu0q ď CV and other pu1
0, x

1
0, v

1
0q with V pu1

0q ď CV , we can
estimate

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

E
„
ż τ

0
vt ¨ ∇utpxtqvt dt

ȷ

´ E
„
ż τ

0
v1
t ¨ ∇u1

tpx
1
tqv

1
t dt

ȷˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ď E
„
ż τ

0
|vt ´ v1

t|
`

|∇utpxtq| ` |∇u1
tpx

1
tq|
˘

` |∇utpxtq ´ ∇u1
tpx

1
tq|dt

ȷ

ď

ż τ

0
E
”

|vt ´ v1
t|
2
ı1{2

E
”

`

|∇utpxtq| ` |∇u1
tpx

1
tq|
˘2
ı1{2

` E
“

|∇utpxtq ´ ∇u1
tpx

1
tq|
‰

dt. (4.4)

Interpolating between the bounds from Proposition 2.3 and H1-stability of (1.1), we conclude that

E
„

exp

ˆ

C

ż t

0
}∇us ´ ∇u1

s}L8 ds

˙ȷ

Ñ 0

as }u0 ´u1
0}H1 Ñ 0, so the first term in (4.4) tends to zero as |v0 ´v1

0|` |x0 ´x1
0|`}u0 ´u1

0}H1 Ñ 0,
using the equation for vt and Grönwall’s inequality. For the second term, we write

ż τ

0
E
“

|∇utpxtq ´ ∇u1
tpx

1
tq|
‰

dt ď

ż τ

0
E
“

}∇u1
t}Cα |xt ´ x1

t|
α ` }∇ut ´ ∇u1

t}L8

‰

dt

and observe that the right-hand side similarly tends to zero as |x0 ´ x1
0| Ñ 0 and }u0 ´ u1

0}H1 Ñ 0,
using Corollary 2.6 to bound ut in C

α.
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We conclude that there is ε “ εpτ, u0, x0, v0q such that, if |x0 ´ x1
0|, |v0 ´ v1

0|, }u0 ´ u1
0}H1 ď ε,

then

E
„
ż τ

0
vt ¨ ∇utpxtqvt dt

ȷ

ě
τλ`

4
.

On the other hand, we have ErV pu0q ´ V puτ qs ě ´C for some constant C ą 0, not depending on

τ . Taking K large enough so that τλ`

8 ě K
4 ě C _ δ and using relative compactness of the sublevel

set S :“ tpu0, x0, v0q | V pu0q ď CV u in H1, we conclude that we can cover S with finitely many
H1-balls, each of which satisfies (4.3).

Step 3. We now approximate the two-point process by the projective process. Let u0 be such
that V pu0q ď CV and let x0 P T2 and v0 P S1. Let y0 “ x0 ` εv0, for some ε P p0, 1q. We observe:

log |yn ´ xn| ´ log |y0 ´ x0| “

ż n

0

pyt ´ xtq ¨ putpytq ´ utpxtqq

|yt ´ xt|2
dt

“:

ż n

0
vt ¨ ∇utpxtqvt dt`R,

where

Er|R|s ď E
„
ż n

0

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

vt ´
yt ´ xt

|yt ´ xt|

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

|utpytq ´ utpxtq|

|yt ´ xt|
`

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

vt ¨ ∇utpxtq ´
utpytq ´ utpxtq

|yt ´ xt|

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

dt

ȷ

ď

ż n

0
2E

„ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

vt ´
yt ´ xt

|yt ´ xt|

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

}∇ut}L8

ȷ

` Er}∇ut}Cα |yt ´ xt|
αsdt.

The second term above tends to zero, uniformly in u0, as ε Ñ 0. To bound the first term, we

write Rt
v :“

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
vt ´

yt´xt

|yt´xt|

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
and compute

Rt
v ď

ż t

0

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

Πvspvs ¨ ∇uspxsqq ´ Πpys´xsq

ˆ

uspysq ´ uspxsq

|ys ´ xs|

˙ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ds

ď

ż t

0
2Rs

v}∇us}L8 ` }∇us}Cα |ys ´ xs|α ds.

Using Grönwall’s inequality and Corollary 2.6 shows that (for example) we have ErpRt
vq

2
s Ñ 0 as

ε Ñ 0, so Er|R|s Ñ 0 as well.
We conclude that there is ε ą 0 sufficiently small such that, for every u0 with V pu0q ď CV and

x0, y0 P T2 with |x0 ´ y0| ď ε, we there is some 1 ď n ď T such that

E
„

log

ˆ

fpu0, x0, y0q

fpun, xn, ynq

˙ȷ

“ ErV pu0q ´ V punq ` log |yn ´ xn| ´ log |y0 ´ x0|s ě
δ

2
,

where δ ą 0 is the constant from Step 2.
Step 4. For each u0, x0, y0 with V pu0q ď CV and |x0 ´ y0| ď ε, we choose δ “ 2 and

apply Lemma 4.2 to the random variable X :“ log
´

fpu0,x0,y0q

fpun,xn,ynq

¯

to find ppn,CV q ą 0 such that

Erfpun, xn, ynq
p
s ď p1´

p
2qfpu0, x0, y0q

p. Taking the smallest p for any 1 ď n ď T , letting α :“ 1´
p
2 ,

and applying Lemma 4.1, we conclude that the function

W pu0, x0, y0q :“ min
1ďnďT

α´nErfpun, xn, ynq
p
s

is a Lyapunov function for the two-point process.
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With our Lyapunov functionW in hand, we introduce a distance onH5
sol,0pT2;R2q which extends

to a Wasserstein distance between probability measures on the same space.

Definition 4.4. For z1, z2 P H5
sol,0pT2;R2q ˆM2, let

dV pz1, z2q :“ inf

"
ż 1

0
}γ1ptq}H5,2 exppV pγptqq{2q dt : pγp0q, γp1qq “ pz1, z2q

*

,

where the infimum is taken over γ : r0, 1s Ñ H5
sol,0pT2;R2q ˆM2 Lipschitz.

Definition 4.5. If X is a measurable space and d : X ˆX Ñ Rě0 and µ1, µ2 P PpXq, we write

dpµ1, µ2q :“ inf
µPΓpµ1,µ2q

ż

dpx, yq dµpx, yq,

where Γpµ1, µ2q denotes the set of couplings of µ1 and µ2, that is, probability measures on X ˆX
which have marginals µ1 and µ2. We abuse notation and identify a point x P X with the measure
δx, so (for example) dpµ, xq means dpµ, δxq.

We will also need a smoothing estimate for the two-point process, which follows from Propo-
sition 2.8. It is important to note that the estimate respects the natural scaling of the two-point
process; see the definition of } ¨ }H5,2 below. In particular, the constant C appearing below is
independent of px, yq P M2. We defer the proof to Section 5.

Lemma 4.6. For each η, γ P p0, 1q, there is Cpη, γq ą 0 such that, for each Fréchet differentiable
observable φ : H5

sol,0pT2;R2q ˆM2 Ñ R and each pu, x, yq P H5
sol,0pT2;R2q ˆM2, we have

}∇P1φpu, x, yq}H5,2 ď exppηV puqq

´

C
a

P1|φ|2pu, x, yq ` γ
b

P1}∇φ}2
H5,2

pu, x, yq

¯

,

where

}v}H5,2 :“ }vu}H5 ` |vx ` vy| `
|vx ´ vy|

|x´ y|

for any v “ pvu, vx, vyq P H5
sol,0pT2;R2q ˆ R4.

Proposition 4.7 (A contractive distance). For any β ą 0, let

dβppu1, x1, y1q, pu2, x2, y2qq :“ 1 ^ β´1dV ppu1, x1, y1q, pu2, x2, y2qq.

There is a constant β0 ą 0 such that, for all β P p0, β0q, if dβppu1, x1, y1q, pu2, x2, y2qq ă 1, then

dβpP 2
1 pu1, x1, y1q, P 2

1 pu2, x2, y2qq ď
1

2
dβppu1, x1, y1q, pu2, x2, y2qq,

where P 2
t denotes the two-point transition kernel.

Proof. This is a straightforward consequence of Lemma 4.6; we follow the proof of Proposition 5.5
of [HMS11]. Note that, for two probability measures µ1, µ2 on the two-point process,

dβpµ1, µ2q “ sup
}φ}Lip

dβ
ď1

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ż

φdµ1 ´

ż

φdµ2

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

,

where

}φ}Lip
dβ

:“ sup
z1,z2PH5

sol,0pT2;R2qˆM2

|φpz2q ´ φpz1q|

dβpz1, z2q
_ }φ}L8 .
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Fix pu1, x1, y1q, pu2, x2, y2q P H5
sol,0pT2;R2q ˆ M2 with dβppu1, x1, y1q, pu2, x2, y2qq ă 1. Fix an

arbitrary Lipschitz γ : r0, 1s Ñ H5
sol,0pT2;R2q ˆ M2 with pγp0q, γp1qq “ ppu1, x1, y1q, pu2, x2, y2qq.

For each φ : H5
sol,0pT2;R2q ˆM2 Ñ r´1, 1s with }φ}Lip

dβ
ď 1, we use Lemma 4.6 and Corollary 2.5

to compute

|P1φpu1, x1, y1q ´ P1φpu2, x2, y2q|

ď

ż 1

0

ˇ

ˇγ1ptq ¨ ∇P1φpγptq, x1, y1q
ˇ

ˇ dt

ď

ż 1

0
}γ1ptq}H5,2

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
eηV pγptqq

´

Cζ

a

P1|φ|2pγptq, x1, y1q ` ζ
b

P1}∇φ}2
H5,2

pγptq, x1, y1q

¯ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
dt

ď

ż 1

0
}γ1ptq}H5,2

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
eηV pγptqq

´

Cζ ` ζβ´1C exppδV pγptqq{2q

¯ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
dt

ď

ż 1

0
}γ1ptq}H5,2

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

eηV pγptqq
´

C `
1

4
β´1 exppδV pγptqq{2q

¯

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

dt

for some constant δ ă 1, where we use the super-Lyapunov property, noting that }∇φ}H5,2pu, x, yq ď

exppV puq{2q by the assumption that }φ}Lip
dβ

ď 1 and we choose ζ ď 1
4C . Choosing η small enough

so that η ` δ{2 ď 1
2 and β small enough so that C ` 1

4β
´1 ď 1

2β
´1, we take a supremum over φ

and an infimum over γ to conclude.

Definition 4.8 (d-small sets). Given a distance d : pH5
sol,0pT2;R2q ˆM2q

2
Ñ r0, 1s, a subset S Ď

H5
sol,0pT2;R2q ˆM2 is called d-small if there are ε ą 0 and t P N such that dpPtpz1q, Ptpz2qq ď 1´ ε

for every z1, z2 P S.

Proposition 4.9 (Small sublevel sets of W ). For any K,β ą 0, the sublevel set

SK :“ tpu, x, yq P H5
sol,0pT2;R2q ˆM2 | W pu, x, yq ď Ku

is dβ-small. Here, W is the Lyapunov function for the two-point process defined in Proposition 4.3
and dβ is the distance-like function defined in Proposition 4.7.

Proof. First, by our construction, observe thatW pu0, x0, y0q ď K implies V puT q, |xT ´yT |´1 ď KV

with probability at least 1
2 for some constant KV ą 0. We therefore work in this event and assume

that we are given pu0, x0, y0q, pu1
0, x

1
0, y

1
0q P H5

sol,0pT2;R2q ˆM2 which satisfy

V pu0q, |x0 ´ y0|´1, V pu1
0q, |x1

0 ´ y1
0|´1 ď KV (4.5)

without loss of generality.
By Lemma B.8, we observe that there is ry P T2zt0u such that for every ε ą 0 there is a time

T ą 0 and δ ą 0 such that

Pr}uT }H5
sol,0pT2;R2q, |xT |, |yT ´ ry| ď εs ą δ,

and the same holds for initial data pu1
0, x

1
0, y

1
0q. Therefore, there is a coupling where

Pr}uT ´ u1
T }H5

sol,0pT2;R2q, |xT ´ x1
T |, |yT ´ y1

T | ď 2εs ą δ.

Choosing ε ą 0 sufficiently small relative to β (possibly making δ smaller) shows that

PrdβppuT , xT , yT q, pu1
T , x

1
T , y

1
T qq ă 1 ´ δs ą δ.

We conclude from the previous display that dβpPT pu0, x0, y0q, PT pu1
0, x

1
0, y

1
0qq ă 1´δ2 as desired.
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Theorem 4.10 (Exponential mixing for the two-point process). There are α P p0, 1q and β ą 0
and t0 ě 1 such that for any two probability measures µ, ν on the two-point process, we have the
contraction estimate dpPt0µ, Pt0νq ď αdpµ, νq, where

dppu1, x1, y1q, pu2, x2, y2qq :“
b

dβppu1, x1, y1q, pu2, x2, y2qqp1 `W pu1, x1, y1q `W pu2, x2, y2qq,

where dβ is the distance-like function in Proposition 4.7 and W is the Lyapunov function for the
two-point process from Proposition 4.3.

In particular, µb ˆLeb is the unique invariant measure of the two-point process, where µb is the
invariant measure for the base process and Leb is the Lebesgue measure on M2, and we have the
exponential mixing rate dpPnt0ν, µ

b ˆ Lebq ď αndpν, µb ˆ Lebq for all probability measures ν and
n P N.

We also note that inequalities (2.7) and (2.8) hold, and therefore our choice of d satisfies the
hypotheses of Proposition 2.7.

Proof. This is a direct application of [HMS11, Theorem 4.8]; Proposition 4.3, Proposition 4.7, and
Proposition 4.9 prove that the hypotheses of their result hold.

We now prove the bounds on d: inequality (2.7) follows immediately from the fact that
}pu, x, yq}H5,2 ě |px, yq|. For inequality (2.8), we note first that

dpδu,0,e1 , δu,x,yq ď C exppV puqq log |x´ y|´1.

Indeed, this follows from the fact that dppu, x, yq, pu, x1, y1qq ď C exppV puqq for any x1, y1 P T2

with |x´y|

|x1´y1|
ď 2. A similar argument (along with the fact that EµbrexppV puqqs ď C) shows that

dpµb ˆ δ0,e1 , µ
b ˆ Lebq ď C. Finally, the same exponential moment bound on V puq shows that

dpµb ˆ δ0,e1 , δu,0,e1q ď C exppV puqq. By the triangle inequality, we thus obtain

dpδu,x,y, µ
b ˆ Lebq ď C exppV puqq log |x´ y|´1.

Integrating over px, yq P M2 completes the proof.

Proof of Theorem 1.2. A direct consequence of Proposition 2.7 and Theorem 4.10, together with
interpolating for any p ą 1,

}φt}H´1 ď }φt}H´1{p ď }φt}
1{p
H´1}φt}

1´1{p
L2 “ }φt}

1{p
H´1}φ0}

1´1{p
L2 .

5. Malliavin calculus and a smoothing estimate

We recommend that the reader of this section be familiar with the hypoellipticity theory of [HM06,
HM11a] prior to reading this section. The goal of this section is to adapt the techniques of [HM11a]
to our specific setting. Throughout this section, we consider an arbitrary manifold M with vector
field map Θ as in Definition 2.2. We recall that Θ and ωt induces a coupled process pωt, ptq where
pt P M . A central idea introduced in [HM06] is to work differentially. As such, we will be primarily
concerned with the linearization of the pωt, ptq process.

Definition 5.1. We denote the derivative of the process pωt, ptq—viewed as a (random) function
of its previous value pωs, psq—by the (random) linear operator Js,t : H

n ˆTpsM Ñ Hn ˆTptM . We
note that Js,t solves an equation in t, that is

#

d
dtJs,t “ LtJs,t

Js,s “ id,
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where Lt :“ Lpωt, ptq : H
6pT2q ˆ TptM Ñ H4pT2q ˆ TptM is given by

Lt

ˆ

φ
q

˙

:“

ˆ

ν∆φt ´ ∇K∆´1φ ¨ ∇ωt ´ ∇K∆´1ωt ¨ ∇φ
qt ¨ ∇Θωtpptq ` Θφpptq

˙

.

We denote the second derivative of the same process pωt, ptq—again viewed a function of
pωs, psq—by the (random) bilinear form J2

s,t : pHn ˆ Tpsq b pHn ˆ Tpsq Ñ Hn ˆ Tpt . The pre-
cise value of n for which these are defined is determined by Assumption 5.4 below.

We now introduce an arbitrary order version of the super-Lyapunov function V given in Defini-
tion 2.4. We ultimately will only need to apply the result with n “ 4, in which case V n is essentially
the same as V , but we consider arbitrary order at no real increase in complexity and for a slight
increase in generality.

Definition 5.2. Let

V npωq :“ σn

´

}ω}2L2 ` }ω}
2

n`2

Hn

¯

,

where σn ą 0 is chosen so that we can apply Proposition 2.3 to

e2σnη}ω}2
L2 and e2σnη}ω}

2
n`2
Hn

for all η ď 1.

We note the following simple relation between the V n, saying the higher order versions control
the lower order ones.

Lemma 5.3. For any 1 ď k ď n, there exists Cpk, nq such that

V k ď CV n.

Proof. Expanding the definition,

V kpωq “ σk

´

}ω}2L2 ` }ω}
2

k`1

Hk

¯

ď C
´

}ω}2L2 ` }ω}

2pn´kq

npk`1q

L2 }ω}

2k
npk`1q

Hn

¯

ď C
´

}ω}2L2 ` }ω}
2

n`1

Hn

¯

ď CV npωq,

where we interpolate and use Young’s inequality.

We now give the essential bounds on the dynamics we need to prove our hypoellipticity result;
compare to [HM11a, Assumption D.1]. We note that below we use the notation }T }HnÑHk for the
operator norm of T : Hn ˆTM Ñ Hk ˆTM , with the TM component normed by the Riemannian
metric.

Assumption 5.4. There exists n P N such that for all T, q ą 0, η P p0, 1q there is Cpp0, η, q, T q ą 0,
locally bounded in p0 P M , such that

E sup
0ďtďT

sup
φPH4pT2q,}φ}ď1

}Θφpptq}q ď CeηV
npω0q (5.1)

E sup
0ďsďtďT

}Js,t}
q
HnÑHn ď CeηV

npω0q (5.2)

E}JT {2,3T {4}
q
L2ÑHn`1 ď CeηV

npω0q (5.3)

E sup
0ďsďtďT

}J2
s,t}

q
HnbHnÑHn ď CeηV

npω0q (5.4)

E sup
T {2ďtďT

}Lt}
q
Hn`2ÑHn ď CeηV

npω0q. (5.5)
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We also need a spanning condition on the vector fields. In particular, we would like that at
every point p P M , tΘekppq : |k| ď Ru spans TpM for some R. What we need is a bit stronger
though, since we want a uniform quantitative bound on the spanning: both tp1, 0q, p0, 1qu and
tp1, 0q, p1, 10´10qu span R2 but the former is much less degenerate than the latter. In the compact
case, a uniform bound with some constant follows directly from a qualitative bound and continuity.
We consider some noncompact manifolds as well (such as M2,MT ,MJ), for which we need the
following moment bound.

Assumption 5.5. There exists n P N and R ą 0 such that for all T, q ą 0, η P p0, 1q, there exists
Cpp0, η, q, T q ą 0, locally bounded in p0, such that

E

«

sup
vPTpT

M,}v}“1

´

max
|k|ďR

ˇ

ˇg
`

ΘekppT q, v
˘ˇ

ˇ

¯´q
ff

ď CeηV
npω0q.

For the case that M is compact, we get a much simpler bound, that

sup
vPTpT

M,}v}“1

´

max
|k|ďR

ˇ

ˇg
`

ΘekppT q, v
˘ˇ

ˇ

¯´1
ď C.

One should keep this bound in mind as the primary example. The moment bound above is just a
mild extension to the case where we do not have an a.s. bound.

The straightforward but lengthy computational proof of the following proposition giving that
the relevant processes satisfy our assumptions is deferred to the Subsections A.2 and A.3.

Proposition 5.6. The one-point, two-point, projective, tangent, and Jacobian processes each sat-
isfy Assumptions 5.4 and 5.5.

For the remainder of this section, we fix n and suppose that Assumptions 5.4 and 5.5 hold for
this n. We then use a bracket to denote the inner product with respect to Hn ˆ TpM , that is

A

ˆ

φ
p

˙

,

ˆ

r
q

˙

E

:“ gpr, qq ` xφ,ψyHn “ gpr, qq `

ż

T2

∇nφ : ∇nψ dx.

All adjoints are taken with respect to this inner product, so if A : HnˆTM Ñ HnˆTM, A˚ : Hnˆ

TM Ñ Hn ˆ TM , with
xq, Apy “ xA˚q, py,

where we will throughout use p to denote an element HnˆTM . We also use (unsubscripted) norms
to refer to the norm on this space,

}p} :“ }p}Hn “
a

xp, py.

5.1 Malliavin matrix nondegeneracy

The brief and clear motivation for considering the following objects is provided in [HM06, Section
4.2].

Definition 5.7. We define for 0 ď s ď t, the operator As,t : L
2prs, ts,RF q Ñ HnpT2q ˆ TptM

As,tv :“
ÿ

kPF

ż t

s
ckv

k
rJr,tek dr.

We define for 0 ď t the quadratic form HnpT2q ˆ TptM Ñ r0,8q given by

xp,Mtpy :“ xA˚
0,tp, A

˚
0,tpy “

ÿ

kPF

c2k

ż t

0
|xp, Jr,teky|2 dr “

ÿ

kPF

c2k

ż t

0
|xek, J

˚
r,tpy|2 dr.
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Our goal for this subsection is to prove Theorem 5.8 under Assumptions 5.4 and 5.5, which
essentially says that the Malliavin matrix is quantitatively nondegenerate on finite dimensional
subspaces. It is the essential ingredient to the proof of Proposition 5.24, which itself comprises half
of the proof of Theorem 5.23. Comparing Theorem 5.8 with [HMS11, Theorem 6.7], we note the
dramatically worse stochastic integrability, with an arbitrary rate gpεq in place of the rate εq for
any q ą 0. The proof below makes the origin of this difference clear; for a heuristic explanation,
see the discussion of Subsection 2.7.

Theorem 5.8. Let ΠR : HnpT2q ˆ TM Ñ HnpT2q ˆ TM be the orthogonal projection such that
ΠR|TM “ id, the identity map, and ΠR|Hn is the orthogonal projection onto the span of pekq|k|ďR.
Then for any T ą 0, any η, δ P p0, 1q, and any p0 P M there exists g : p0, 1q Ñ r0, 1s such that
limεÑ0 gpεq “ 0 locally uniformly in p0, and

P
´

inf
}p}“1

}ΠRp}ěδ

xp,MT py ă ε
¯

ď gpεqeηV
npω0q. (5.6)

This convention is inspired by the similar convention in [HMS11, Section 6].

Definition 5.9. We say a parameterized family of events Hεpω0, p0q Ď Ω is V n-controlled negligible
if for all q ą 0, η P p0, 1q, there exists Cpp0, q, ηq ą 0, locally bounded in p0, such that

PpHεpω0, p0qq ď CεqeηV
npω0q.

We say an implication parameterized by ε, ω0, p0

Pεpω0, p0q ùñ Qεpω0, p0q

holds modulo a V n-controlled negligible family of events if there exists a V n-controlled negligible
family of events also parameterized by ε, ω0, p0 outside of which the implication holds.

The next lemma follows directly from the Chebyshev inequality.

Lemma 5.10. Suppose some parameterized family of random variables Xε,ω0,p0 has the bound that
for all q ą 0, η P p0, 1q there exists Cpp0, q, ηq ą 0, locally bounded in p0, such that

E|X|q ď CeηV
npω0q.

Then for any γ ą 0, the family of events

t|X| ě ε´γu

is V n-controlled negligible.

We will essentially use the following interpolation lemma. The key idea behind the inductive
argument below is that we are given an object which is small, and we then show its derivative is
small using this lemma and the fact that the derivative is itself not too rough.

Lemma 5.11 ([HM11a, Lemma 6.14]). Let f : r0, T s Ñ R with f P C1,α. Then

}f 1}C0 ď
8

T
}f}C0 ` 8}f}

α
1`α

C0 }f 1}
1

1`α

Cα .
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We will also often use the standard fact about solution operator semigroups,

d

ds
J˚
s,T “ L˚

sJ
˚
s,T .

The following is the base step in an inductive argument analogous to [HMS11, Lemma 6.17].

Proposition 5.12. The implication

xp,MT py ď ε}p}2 ùñ max
kPF

sup
tPrT {2,T s

|xek, J
˚
t,T py| ď Cε1{8}p},

holds modulo a V n-controlled negligible family of events.

Proof. Suppose that xp,MT py ď ε}p}2. Then

max
kPF

ż T

0
|xek, J

˚
t,T py|2 dt ď C

ÿ

kPF

c2k

ż T

0
|xek, J

˚
t,T py|2 dt “ xp,MT py ď ε}p}2.

Fix k P F and let

fptq :“

ż t

T {2
xek, J

˚
s,T py ds,

so that }f}C0prT {2,T sq ď Cε1{2}p}. Then using Lemma 5.11,

sup
tPrT {2,T s

|xek, J
˚
s,T py| “ }f 1}C0prT {2,T sq ď C}f}C0prT {2,T sq ` C}f}

1{2
C0prT {2,T sq

}f2}
1{2
C0prT {2,T sq

ď Cε1{2}p} ` Cε1{4}p}1{2}f2}
1{2
C0prT {2,T sq

ď Cε1{8}p},

unless
}f2}C0prT {2,T sq ě ε´1{4}p}.

Thus, to conclude, it suffices to see that the events }f2}C0prT {2,T sq ě ε´1{4}p} are V n-controlled
negligible (with constants independent of p). To this end, we compute for t P rT {2, T s,

|f2ptq| “

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

d

dt
xek, J

˚
t,T py

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
“
ˇ

ˇxLtek, J
˚
t,T py

ˇ

ˇ ď }Ltek}}J˚
t,T p} ď

1

2

`

C}Lt}
2
Hn`2ÑHn ` }Jt,T }2HnÑHn

˘

}p}.

Thus }f2}C0prT {2,T sq ě ε´1{4}p} implies one of the p-independent events

sup
tPrT {2,T s

}Lt}Hn`2ÑHn ě C´1ε´1{8 or sup
tPrT {2,T s

}Jt,T }HnÑHn ě ε´1{8.

These are then both V n-controlled negligible by Assumption 5.4 and Lemma 5.10, allowing us to
conclude.

The following is a nonadapted version of Norris’ lemma [Nor86]. A preliminary version of such
a result appeared in [MP06], though we will use the much more user-friendly statement below. This
result is essential for the control of the Malliavin matrix, allowing us to separate out the effects of
the different Brownian motions.
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Theorem 5.13 ([HM11a, Theorem 7.1]). There exists a negligible family of events3, parameterized
by ε, outside of which for any set of processes A0

t , pA
k
t qkPF on the interval rT {2, T s, the implication

sup
tPrT {2,T s

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
A0

t `
ÿ

kPF

Ak
tW

k
t

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
ď ε and max

kPFYt0u
sup

tPrT {2,T s

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

d

dt
Ak

t

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
ď ε´1{9 ùñ max

kPFYt0u
sup

tPrT {2,T s

|At
k| ď ε1{3

holds.

Following the scheme of [HM11a, Section 6], we make the following definition:

vt :“ ωt ´
ÿ

kPF

ckW
k
t . (5.7)

The process vt then has finite variation in time. This allows us to separate out the contributions of
the Brownian motions and apply Theorem 5.13 in the following argument. The next proposition is
the inductive step of the main argument of this subsection.

Proposition 5.14. For any k P Z2zt0u and any γ ą 0, the implications

sup
tPrT {2,T s

|xek, J
˚
t,T py| ď εγ}p}

ùñ max
jPF

sup
tPrT {2,T s

|x∇K∆´1ej ¨ ∇ek ` ∇K∆´1ek ¨ ∇ej , J˚
t,T py| ď εγ{24}p}

sup
tPrT {2,T s

|xek, J
˚
t,T py| ď εγ}p}

ùñ sup
tPrT {2,T s

|xΘekpptq ` ∆ek ´ ∇K∆´1vt ¨ ∇ek ´ ∇K∆´1ek ¨ ∇vt, J˚
t,T py| ď εγ{24}p}

hold modulo a V n-controlled negligible family of events, where vt is as in (5.7).

Proof. Let
fptq :“ xek, J

˚
t,T py,

so by assumption
}f}C0prT {2,T sq ď εγ}p}. (5.8)

Then we compute

f 1ptq “ xLtek, J
˚
t,T py

“ xΘekpptq ` ∆ek ´ ∇K∆´1ωt ¨ ∇ek ´ ∇K∆´1ek ¨ ∇ωt, J
˚
t,T py

“ xΘekpptq ` ∆ek ´ ∇K∆´1vt ¨ ∇ek ´ ∇K∆´1ek ¨ ∇vt, J˚
t,T py

´
ÿ

jPF

cjW
j
t x∇K∆´1ej ¨ ∇ek ` ∇K∆´1ek ¨ ∇ej , J˚

t,T py,

where we use the definition of vt (5.7). Our goal is to apply Theorem 5.13 to f 1ptq in order to
conclude, so we need to begin verifying the assumptions of the theorem. Our first task is to bound
}f 1}C0prT {2,T sq. Using Lemma 5.11 and (5.8),

}f 1}C0prT {2,T sq ď C}f}C0prT {2,T sq ` C}f}
1
4

C0prT {2,T sq
}f 1}

3
4

C1{3prT {2,T sq
ď εγ{8}p}, (5.9)

3We say a family of events Hε is negligible if the family ĂHεpω0, p0q :“ Hε is V n-controlled negligible.
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unless
}f 1}C1{3prT {2,T sq ě C´1ε´γ{6}p},

which we now check is V n-controlled negligible. Then for T {2 ď t ď s ď T,

}f 1}C1{3prT {2,T sq

ď C
›

›

›

d

dt
xΘekpptq ` ∆ek ´ ∇K∆´1vt ¨ ∇ek ´ ∇K∆´1ek ¨ ∇vt, J˚

t,T py

›

›

›

C0prT {2,T sq
(5.10)

` C
ÿ

jPF

}W j
t }C1{3prT {2,T sq}x∇K∆´1ej ¨ ∇ek ` ∇K∆´1ek ¨ ∇ej , J˚

t,T py}C0prT {2,T sq (5.11)

` C
ÿ

jPF

}W j
t }C0prT {2,T sq

›

›

›

d

dt
x∇K∆´1ej ¨ ∇ek ` ∇K∆´1ek ¨ ∇ej , J˚

t,T py

›

›

›

C0prT {2,T sq
. (5.12)

We now control each term separately. For (5.10), it is controlled by

C
›

›

›
xΘωtpptq ¨ ∇Θekpptq ´ ∇K∆´1 d

dt
vt ¨ ∇ek ´ ∇K∆´1ek ¨ ∇ d

dt
vt, J

˚
t,T py

›

›

›

C0prT {2,T sq

` C
›

›xLt

`

Θekpptq ` ∆ek ´ ∇K∆´1vt ¨ ∇ek ´ ∇K∆´1ek ¨ ∇vt
˘

, J˚
t,T py

›

›

C0prT {2,T sq

ď C sup
tPrT {2,T s

}Θωtpptq} sup
tPrT {2,T s

}Jt,T }HnÑHn}p}

` C sup
tPrT {2,T s

›

›

›

d

dt
vt

›

›

›

Hn`1
sup

tPrT {2,T s

}Jt,T }HnÑHn}p}

` C sup
tPrT {2,T s

}Lt}Hn`2ÑHn

´

1 ` sup
tPrT {2,T s

}vt}Hn`3

¯

sup
tPrT {2,T s

}Jt,T }HnÑHn}p}

While (5.11) and (5.12) are bounded by

C
ÿ

jPF

}W j
t }C1{3prT {2,T sq sup

tPrT {2,T s

}Jt,T }HnÑHn}p}

` C
ÿ

jPF

}W j
t }C0prT {2,T sq

›

›xLt

`

∇K∆´1ej ¨ ∇ek ` ∇K∆´1ek ¨ ∇ej
˘

, J˚
t,T py

›

›

C0prT {2,T sq

ď C
ÿ

jPF

}W j
t }C1{3prT {2,T sq sup

tPrT {2,T s

}Jt,T }HnÑHn}p}

` C
ÿ

jPF

}W j
t }C0prT {2,T sq sup

tPrT {2,T s

}Lt}Hn`2ÑHn sup
tPrT {2,T s

}Jt,T }HnÑHn}p}.

Thus to see (5.9), it suffices to verify the following events are V n-controlled negligible:

sup
tPrT {2,T s

}Θωtpptq} ě C´1ε´γ{18, (5.13)

sup
tPrT {2,T s

}Jt,T }HnÑHn ě C´1ε´γ{18, (5.14)

sup
tPrT {2,T s

}Lt}Hn`2ÑHn ě C´1ε´γ{18, (5.15)

}W j
t }C1{3prT {2,T sq ` }W j

t }C0prT {2,T sq ě C´1ε´γ{18. (5.16)

sup
tPrT {2,T s

›

›

›

d

dt
vt

›

›

›

Hn`1
ě C´1ε´γ{18, (5.17)

sup
tPrT {2,T s

}vt}Hn`3 ě C´1ε´γ{18. (5.18)
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For (5.13), we have that

E sup
tPrT {2,T s

}Θωtpptq}q ď E sup
tPrT {2,T s

}ωt}
q
H4 sup

tPrT {2,T s

sup
}φ}H4“1

}Θφpptq}q

ď E sup
tPrT {2,T s

}ωt}
2q
H4 ` E sup

tPrT {2,T s

sup
}φ}H4“1

}Θφpptq}2q ď CeηV
npω0q,

where the last inequality is from Assumption 5.4 and (2.5). Thus, we can conclude (5.13) by
Lemma 5.10.

We note that (5.14) and (5.15) follow directly from Assumption 5.4 and Lemma 5.10. Also, (5.16)
follows from Chebyshev and standard Brownian motion moment estimates. Thus, we need only
show (5.17) and (5.18). For (5.17), for any t P rT {2, T s

›

›

›

d

dt
vt

›

›

›

Hn`1
ď }∆ωt}Hn`1 ` }∇K∆´1ωt ¨ ∇ωt}Hn`1

ď }ωt}Hn`3 ` C}ωt}
2
Wn`2,4

ď Cp1 ` }ωt}
2
Hn`3q.

Also for (5.18),

}vt}Hn`3 ď }ωt}Hn`3 ` C
ÿ

kPF

|W k
t |.

Thus since suptPrT {2,T s maxkPF |W k
t | ě C´1ε´γ{18 is negligible, we see that for (5.17) and (5.18), it

suffices to see that
sup

tPrT {2,T s

}ωt}Hn`3 ě C´1ε´γ{36

is V n-controlled negligible. This is then direct from Lemma 5.10 and Proposition 2.3.
We have thus established (5.9); we now need to verify the other assumption of Theorem 5.13.

We note though that directly from the above computations, we have that

sup
tPrT {2,T s

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

d

dt
xΘekpptq ` ∆ek ´ ∇K∆´1vt ¨ ∇ek ´ ∇K∆´1ek ¨ ∇vt, J˚

t,T py

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
ď ε´γ{72

and

sup
tPrT {2,T s

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

d

dt
x∇K∆´1ej ¨ ∇ek ` ∇K∆´1ek ¨ ∇ej , J˚

t,T py

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
ď ε´γ{72.

modulo a V n-controlled negligible family of events. Thus, by Theorem 5.13 applies to f 1ptq and we
conclude.

Bk,j :“ ∇K∆´1ej ¨ ∇ek ` ∇K∆´1ek ¨ ∇ej . (5.19)

The next proposition can be verified by direct computation, using from Assumption 1.1 that
F “ ´F .

Proposition 5.15. Let Bk,j be defined by (5.19). Suppose A Ď Z2zt0u such that A “ ´A. Then

span
´

tek : k P Au Y tBk,j : k P A, j P F u

¯

“ span
´

tek`j : k P A, j P F, |k| ‰ |j|, k ¨ jK ‰ 0u

¯

.

Definition 5.16. Define A0 :“ F and

Aj`1 “ Aj Y tk ` j : k P A, j P F, |k| ‰ |j|, k ¨ jK ‰ 0u.
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The following is a direct consequence of [HM06, Corollary 4.5], using Assumption 1.1.

Proposition 5.17.
8
ď

j“0

Aj “ Z2zt0u.

Inducting with Propositions 5.12 and Proposition 5.14 and then using Proposition 5.15 and
Proposition 5.17, we get the following.

Proposition 5.18. For any R ą 1, there exists γR ą 0 such that the implications

xp,MT py ď ε}p}2 ùñ max
|k|ďR

sup
tPrT {2,T s

|xek, J
˚
t,T py| ď εγR}p}

xp,MT py ď ε}p}2 ùñ max
|k|ďR

|xΘekppT q ` ∆ek ´ ∇K∆´1vT ¨ ∇ek ´ ∇K∆´1ek ¨ ∇vT , py| ď εγR}p}

hold modulo a V n controlled negligible family of events, where vT is as in (5.7).

If we did not have to consider the manifold directions, the first display of the above proposition
would be sufficient to conclude Theorem 5.8. We will need to use the second display to control
the manifold directions, as that is the only one in which we control overlaps of vectors which
have nontrivial components in TM . We would like to isolate the ΘekppT q part from the other
contributions of the vector in the second display. Roughly, we should expect that the other terms,
which all are in the HnpT2q direction, should be small as a consequence of the first display, which
says that overlaps with vectors in the Hn direction are small. The issue is that the first display
only controls finitely many Fourier modes at a time, while vT is generically supported on infinitely
many Fourier modes. It turns out that a soft argument together with the first display applied
with infinitely many R allow us to control the overlap of p with all Fourier modes, which we now
demonstrate.

Lemma 5.19. Let f : p0, 1q ˆ p0, 1q Ñ r0, 1s be monotone decreasing in the first variable and
increasing in the second variable, with the property that limyÑ0 fpx, yq “ 0 for every x P p0, 1q.
Then there is a continuous increasing function r : p0, 1q Ñ r0, 1s such that fprpyq, yq ď rpyq for all
y P p0, 1q and limyÑ0 rpyq “ 0.

Proof. Define y1 :“ 1 and, for integer n ě 2, choose yn ď 1
2yn´1 satisfying fpn´1, ynq ď n´1. Let

rpyq :“

#

1 if y ě y2

θn´1 ` p1 ´ θqpn` 1q
´1 if y “ θyn`1 ` p1 ´ θqyn`2 for n P N and θ P r0, 1s.

We observe that r is continuous, defined on all of p0, 1q because yn Ñ 0 as n Ñ 8, and rpyq Ñ 0
as y Ñ 0. For y of the form y “ θyn`1 ` p1 ´ θqyn`2, we compute

fprpyq, yq ď fppn` 1q
´1, yn`1q ď pn` 1q

´1
ď rpyq.

Definition 5.20. We denote by πHn : Hn ˆTM Ñ Hn the projection onto the Hn coordinate and
πTM : Hn ˆ TM Ñ TM the projection onto the TM coordinate.

In the proposition below, we control infinitely many Fourier modes of p at once. In particular,
we show that with high probability a Sobolev norm of the Hn component of p is not too large.
Note that the rate gpεq can be arbitrarily poor, so the following bound is soft in ε.
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Proposition 5.21. For any q ą 0, η P p0, 1q, p0 P M , there exists Cpp0, q, ηq ą 0, locally bounded
in p0, and some g : p0, 1q Ñ r0, 1s such that limεÑ0 gpεq “ 0 locally uniformly in p0 and

P
´

Dp P Hn ˆ TpTM, }p} “ 1 ^ xp,MT py ď ε^ }πHnp}Hn´2 ě gpεq
¯

ď CεqeηV
npω0q.

Proof. Fix q ą 0, η P p0, 1q. For k P Z2 ´ t0u, let

ppk :“ xek, py.

Then we have that

}πHnp}2Hn´2 “
ÿ

kPZ2zt0u

|k|´4|ppk|2 ď R´4 ` C max
|k|ďR

|ppk|2,

so

P
´

Dp, }p} “ 1 ^ xp,MT py ď ε^ }πHnp}Hn´2 ě gpεq
¯

ď P
´

Dp, }p} “ 1 ^ xp,MT py ď ε^ max
|k|ďCpgpεqq´1

|ppk| ě C´1gpεq
¯

. (5.20)

From Proposition 5.18, we have that for any R ą 1,

P
´

Dp, }p} “ 1 ^ xp,MT py ď ε^ max
|k|ďR

|ppk| ě εγR
¯

ď KRε
2qeηV

npω0q,

where γR is without loss of generality decreasing in R and KR increasing in R. Then let

fpδ, εq :“ εγδ´1 ,

which is decreasing in the first variable, increasing in the second, and has for any fixed δ P

p0, 1q, limεÑ0 fpδ, εq “ 0. Thus, we can apply Lemma 5.19, to get an increasing rpεq such that
limεÑ0 rpεq “ 0 and fprpεq, εq ď rpεq. Then taking gpεq so that C´1gpεq ě rpεq, we have

εγCpgpεqq´1 “ fpC´1gpεq, εq ď fprpεq, εq ď rpεq ď C´1gpεq,

and so

P
´

Dp, }p} “ 1 ^ xp,MT py ď ε^ max
|k|ďCpgpεqq´1

|ppk| ě C´1gpεq
¯

ď P
´

Dp, }p} “ 1 ^ xp,MT py ď ε^ max
|k|ďCpgpεqq´1

|ppk| ě εγCpgpεqq´1

¯

ď KCpgpεqq´1ε2qeηV
npω0q. (5.21)

Let hpεq an increasing function such that limεÑ0 hpεq “ 0 and such that

Khpεq´1 ď K1ε
´q (5.22)

and then let
gpεq “ Cmaxprpεq, hpεqq.

Then by (5.20), (5.21), and (5.22), we have that

P
´

Dp, }p} “ 1 ^ xp,MT py ď ε^ }πHnp}Hn´2 ě gpεq
¯

ď CεqeηV
npω0q,

as desired.
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Below we leverage the above proposition, which gives control on all Fourier modes of p, together
with the second display of Proposition 5.18 in order to control the overlaps of p with the TM
directions. We note that the qualitative rate of Proposition 5.21 only allows for a qualitative rate
and qualitative stochastic integrability below.

Proposition 5.22. For any η P p0, 1q and p0 P M , there exists g : p0, 1q Ñ r0, 1s such that
limεÑ0 gpεq “ 0 locally uniformly in p0 and such that

P
´

Dp P Hn ˆ TpTM, }p} “ 1 ^ xp,MT py ď ε^ }πTMp} ě gpεq
¯

ď gpεqeηV
npω0q.

Proof. Fix η P p0, 1q. Let R ą 1 be such that Assumption 5.5 applies. By Proposition 5.18, applied
with q “ 1, there exists γ ą 0 such that

P
´

Dp, }p} “ 1 ^ xp,MT py ď ε^ max
|k|ďR

|xΘekppT q ` ∆ek ´BpvT , ekq, py| ě εγ
¯

ď CεeηV
npω0q,

where Bpu, vq :“ ∇K∆´1u ¨ ∇v ` ∇K∆´1v ¨ ∇u denotes the symmetrized nonlinearity.
Thus for any gpεq ě 2εγ , we have that

P
´

Dp, }p} “ 1 ^ xp,MT py ď ε^ max
|k|ďR

|xΘekppT q, py| ě gpεq
¯

ď CεeηV
npω0q

` P
´

Dp, }p} “ 1 ^ xp,MT py ď ε^ max
|k|ďR

|x∆ek ´BpvT , ekq, py| ě gpεq
¯

ď CεeηV
npω0q ` P

´

Dp, }p} “ 1 ^ xp,MT py ď ε^ Cp1 ` }vT }Hn`3q}p}Hn´2 ě gpεq
¯

. (5.23)

Then

P
´

Dp, }p} “ 1 ^ xp,MT py ď ε^ Cp1 ` }vT }Hn`3q}p}Hn´2 ě gpεq
¯

ď P
´

Dp, }p} “ 1 ^ xp,MT py ď ε^ }p}Hn´2 ě gpεq1{2
¯

` P
´

Cp1 ` }vT }Hn`3q ě gpεq´1{2
¯

ď CεeηV
npω0q ` CgpεqeηV

npω0q ď CgpεqeηV
npω0q, (5.24)

where we choose gpεq1{2 as in Proposition 5.21 and for the other term we use Chebyshev and
Proposition 2.3. Thus combining (5.23) and (5.24), we have

P
´

Dp, }p} “ 1 ^ xp,MT py ď ε^ max
|k|ďR

|xΘekppT q, py| ě gpεq
¯

ď CgpεqeηV
npω0q.

Then, using Assumption 5.5, we compute

P
´

Dp, }p} “ 1 ^ xp,MT py ď ε^ }πTMp} ě gpεq1{2
¯

ď P
´

Dp, }p} “ 1 ^ xp,MT py ď ε^ max
|k|ďR

|xΘekppT q, py| ě gpεq
¯

`

´

Dp, }p} “ 1 ^ xp,MT py ď ε^ sup
vPTpT

M,}v}“1

`

max
|k|ďR

|xΘekppT q, vy
˘´1

ě gpεq´1{2
¯

ď CgpεqeηV
npω0q ď Cgpεq1{2eηV

npω0q,

thus we conclude, after redefining gpεq.
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The proof of Theorem 5.8 now follows straightforwardly.

Proof of Theorem 5.8. We note that

P
´

inf
}p}“1

}Πp}ěδ

xp,MT py ă ε
¯

ď P
´

Dp, }p} “ 1 ^ xp,MT py ď ε^ }πTMp} ě δ{2
¯

` P
´

Dp, }p} “ 1 ^ xp,MT py ď ε^ }πHnp}Hn´2 ě C´1δ
¯

ď P
´

Dp, }p} “ 1 ^ xp,MT py ď ε^ }πTMp} ě gpεq
¯

` P
´

Dp, }p} “ 1 ^ xp,MT py ď ε^ }πHnp}Hn´2 ě gpεq
¯

ď gpεqeηV
n
α pω0q ` CεpeηV

n
α pω0q

ď CgpεqeηV
n
α pω0q,

where the second inequality holds for ε small enough and for third inequality we use Proposition 5.21
and Proposition 5.22. Redefining gpεq we conclude (5.6).

5.2 A unit-time smoothing estimate

Our goal for this subsection is to prove the following smoothing estimate, under Assumptions 5.4
and 5.5. This argument follows very similarly to [HM06, Section 4.6], with the primary difference
beginning in the proof of Proposition 5.24, where we need to compensate for the worse stochastic
integrability we have in Theorem 5.8. The main input to this argument is the bound on the
Malliavin matrix given by Theorem 5.8.

Theorem 5.23. For all η ą 0, p0 P M,γ P p0, 1q, there exists Cpη, γ, p0q ą 0, bounded locally
uniformly in p0, such that for all Fréchet differentiable observables φ : HnpT2q ˆM Ñ R,

}∇P1φpω0, p0q}H5 ď eηV
npω0q

´

C
a

P1|φ|2pω0, p0q ` γ
b

P1}∇φ}2Hnpω0, p0q

¯

.

We note that Proposition 5.6 and Theorem 5.23 imply Proposition 2.8.
Let p P HnpT2q ˆ Tp0M with }p} “ 1 arbitrary. Recalling Definition 5.7 of A0,t, for any β ą 0,

for t P r0, 1{2s we define

vβt :“ A˚
0,1{2pM1{2 ` βq´1J0,1{2p.

We extend vβt by 0 on r1{2, 1s. Note then that for any β ą 0, vβt P L2pr0, 1s,RF q. We then define

ρβ :“ J0,1p ´A0,1v
β.

We then have the fundamental approximate integration by parts computation,

xp,∇P1φpω0, p0qy “ ExJ0,tp,∇φpωt, ptqy

“ ExA0,1v
β,∇φpωt, ptqy ` Exρβ,∇φpωt, ptqy

“ E
`

φpωt, ptqδpvβq
˘

` Exρβ,∇φpωt, ptqy

ď
`

Eδpvβq2
˘1{2a

P1|φ|2pω0, p0q `

´

E}ρβ}2Hn

¯1{2b

P1}∇φ}2Hnpω0, p0q, (5.25)

where δpvβq is the Skorokhod integral of vβ from 0 to 1. We then claim the following two proposi-
tions.
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Proposition 5.24. For all η, γ ą 0 there exists β0pη, p0, γq ą 0, locally lower bounded in p0, such
that for all 0 ă β ď β0,

E}ρβ}2Hn ď γeηV
npω0q.

Proposition 5.25. For all β ą 0, there exists Cpβ, η, p0q ą 0, locally bounded in p0, such that

Eδpvβq2 ď CeηV
npω0q.

We note that Theorem 5.23 is a direct consequence of (5.25), Proposition 5.24 and Proposi-
tion 5.25.

5.2.1. Size of error, proof of Proposition 5.24. For Proposition 5.24, we first need the following
estimate on the linearization Js,t.

Definition 5.26. For R P r1,8q, let ΠěR : HnpT2q ˆ TM Ñ HnpT2q be the orthogonal projection
onto the span of Fourier modes with wavenumber k such that |k| ě R.

Lemma 5.27. For all η, q, R ą 0 there exists Cpη, q, Rq ą 0 such that

E}ΠěRJ1{2,1}
q
HnÑHn ` E}J1{2,1ΠěR}

q
HnÑHn ď CR´qeηV

npω0q.

Proof. We note that

}ΠěRJ1{2,1}HnÑHn ď
1

R
}J1{2,1}L2ÑHn`1

so the bound on }ΠěRJ1{2,1}HnÑHn follows from (5.3) and (5.2).
For the other bound,

}J1{2,1ΠěR}HnÑHn ď }J3{4,1}L2ÑHn}J1{2,3{4ΠěR}L2ÑL2 ,

so by (5.3),

E}J1{2,1ΠěR}
q
HnÑHn ď CeηV

npω0q
´

E}J1{2,3{4ΠěR}
2q
L2ÑL2

¯1{2
,

we then conclude from [HM06, Lemma 4.17].4

We will need the following lemma to control the low modes.

Lemma 5.28. For all η, γ,R ą 0 there exists β0pη, p0, γ, Rq ą 0, locally lower bounded in p0, such
that for all 0 ă β ď β0,

E}βΠRpM1{2 ` βq´1J0,1{2p}4Hn ď γeηV
npω0q,

where we recall the definition of ΠR from Theorem 5.8.

Let us first see how this lemma allows us to conclude the bound on ρβ.

4The first thing to note is that since we first project onto the large Fourier modes and so kill any directions in the
tangent bundle of the manifold, the bound we need is exactly as is given in [HM06]. In [HM06], they do not give the
bound with that specific dependence on R, but it is clear from the proof they could and further we never use that
specific dependence on R, though it is simpler to just state it as is. Finally, we note that the bound on }J1{2,1ΠěR}

follows from a smoothing estimate for the adjoint equation, using that }J1{2,1ΠěR} “ }Π˚
ěRJ

˚
1{2,1} “ }ΠěRJ

˚
1{2,1}.

This argument is straightforward, but we omit it as we otherwise do not have to introduce the adjoint linearization
equations.
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Proof of Proposition 5.24. We first note that

ρβ “ J0,1p ´A0,1v
β

“ J1{2,1

`

J0,1{2 ´A0,1{2A
˚
0,1{2pM1{2 ` βq´1J0,1{2

˘

p

“ βJ1{2,1pM1{2 ` βq´1J0,1{2p,

where for the final equality we add and subtract β from A0,1{2A
˚
0,1{2 and use M1{2 “ A0,1{2A

˚
0,1{2.

We then compute that, for R ą 1,

}ρβ}Hn “ }βJ1{2,1pM1{2 ` βq´1J0,1{2p}Hn

ď }βJ1{2,1ΠěRpM1{2 ` βq´1J0,1{2p}Hn ` }βJ1{2,1ΠRpM1{2 ` βq´1J0,1{2p}Hn

ď }J1{2,1ΠěR}HnÑHn}J0,1{2}HnÑHn ` }J1{2,1}HnÑHn}βΠRpM1{2 ` βq´1J0,1{2p}Hn .

Then using Hölder’s inequality, Lemma 5.27 with R “ γ´1, Lemma 5.28, and the bound (5.2) of
Assumption 5.4, we see that for β ď β0pp0, γ, ηq, with β0 locally bounded below in p0,

E}ρβ}2Hn ď CγeηV
npω0q,

where C does not depend on γ. We then conclude after redefining γ.

It is in the below proof that we need to slightly deviate from [HM06, Section 4.6] due to our
worse stochastic integrability in Theorem 5.8. This is not a substantial problem, as we can use
the information given by Theorem 5.8 locally while using an Op1q polynomial moment bound to
control the probabilistic tail, as is made clear below.

Proof of Lemma 5.28. Fix R ą 1 and define

ψβ :“ βpM1{2 ` βq´1J0,1{2p,

so that we want to show
E}ΠRψ

β}4Hn ď γeηV
npω0q.

We note that for q ą 0
E}ψβ}

q
Hn ď E}J0,1{2}

q
HnÑHn ď CeηV

npω0q.

Let Aβ be the event
Aβ :“ t}ΠRψ

β}H5 ě γ1{4}ψβ}H5u.

Then

E}ΠRψ
β}4Hn ď C

´

E1Aβ}ΠRψ
β}4Hn ` E1pAβqC }ΠRψ

β}4Hn

¯

ď C
´

E1Aβ}ΠRψ
β}4Hn ` γE}ψβ}4Hn

¯

ď CE1Aβ}ΠRψ
β}4Hn ` CγeηV

npω0q.

Thus to conclude it suffices to show, for C ą 0 independent of γ, that

E1Aβ}ΠRψ
β}4Hn ď CγeηV

npω0q, (5.26)

and redefine γ to absorb the constant. Thus we now focus on showing (5.26). Our first bound is
that

P
`

1Aβ}ΠRψ
β}Hn ě λ

˘

ď P
`

}ψβ}Hn ě λ
˘

ď Cλ´8eηV
npω0q, (5.27)
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where we use the moment bound on }ψβ}Hn and the Chebyshev inequality. It is worth emphasizing
that the above bound did not use Theorem 5.8 and is uniform in β. We will be using this bound
to control the tail, when λ is large.

We then note that

xψβ,M1{2ψ
βy ď xψβ, pM1{2 ` βqψβy “ βxβpM1{2 ` βq´1J0,1{2p, J0,1{2py ď β}J0,1{2p}2Hn .

Thus we have that

P
`

β}J0,1{2p}2Hn ă ε1Aβ}ψβ}2Hn

˘

ď P
`

xψβ,M1{2ψ
βy ă ε1Aβ}ψβ}2Hn

˘

ď P
´

inf
}q}“1

}ΠRq}ěγ1{4

xq,M1{2qy ă ε
¯

ď gpεqeηV
npω0q,

where we use Theorem 5.8 for the last inequality and so g depends on η, γ, p0 and is such that
limεÑ0 gpεq “ 0 locally uniformly in p0. Thus, we have that

P
`

1Aβ}ΠRψ
β}Hn ą λ

˘

ď P
`

}J0,1{2p}Hn ě λ1{2β´1{4
˘

` P
`

β}J0,1{2p}2Hn ď λ´1β1{21Aβ}ψβ}2Hn

˘

ď
`

Cλ´8β4 ` gpλ´1β1{2q
˘

eηV
npω0q ď gpλ´1β1{2qeηV

npω0q, (5.28)

where for the second inequality we use the moment bounds on }J0,1{2}HnÑHn (5.2) and Chebyshev
and for the last inequality we take g perhaps larger. We will use this bound when λ is small.

Using then (5.27) and (5.28), we compute

E1Aβ}ΠRψ
β}4Hn “

ż 8

0
Pp1Aβ}ΠRψ

β}Hn ě λ1{4qdλ

ď γ ` eηV
npω0q

ż γ´1

γ
gpλ´1{4β1{2q dλ` CeηV

npω0q

ż 8

γ´1

λ´2 dλ

ď CγeηV
npω0q ` 2eηV

npω0qγ´1 sup
0ďrďγ´1{4β1{2

gprq.

Then for the remaining integral, we can take β ď β0pγ, η,R, p0q, with β0 locally lower bounded in
p0, so that sup0ďrďγ´1{4β1{2 gprq ď γ2, which then completes the bound

E1Aβ}ΠRψ
β}4Hn ď CγeηV

npω0q,

which is precisely (5.26). So by the above discussion, we conclude.

5.2.2. Cost of control, proof of Proposition 5.25. This argument is highly similar to [HM06, Section
4.6] and requires no new ideas. In order to prove Proposition 5.25, we first use the fundamental
L2-isometry of Skorokhod integral [HM06, Section 4.8] or [Nua06, Proposition 1.3.1],

Eδpvβq2 ď

ż 1{2

0
|vβt |2 dt`

ÿ

kPF

ż 1{2

0

ż 1{2

0
}Dk

sv
β
t }2 dsdt “ }vβ}2L2pr0,1{2sq `

ÿ

kPF

ż 1{2

0
}Dk

sv
β}L2pr0,1{2sq ds,

where Dk
s is the Malliavin derivative in the kth component of the noise at time s, that is for a

function of the noise XppW k
t qkPF q, we have

Dk
sXppW ℓ

t qℓPF q “ lim
εÑ0

XppW ℓ
t qℓPF ` εδℓ,k1těsq ´XppW ℓ

t qℓPF q

ε
,
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that is Dk
sX gives the differential effect of differentially shifting the noise W k

t to W k
t ` ε1těs.

We first note that

}vβ}L2pr0,1{2sq “ }A˚
0,1{2pM1{2 ` βq´1J0,1{2p}L2pr0,1{2sq ď }A˚

0,1{2}HnÑL2pr0,1{2sqβ
´1}J0,1{2}HnÑHn .

(5.29)
Note also that by the product rule, for each k P F

}Dk
sv

β}L2pr0,1{2sq

“ }Dk
s pA˚

0,1{2pM1{2 ` βq´1J0,1{2pq}L2pr0,1{2sq

ď }Dk
sA

˚
0,1{2}HnÑL2pr0,1{2sqβ

´1}J0,1{2}HnÑHn

` }A˚
0,1{2}HnÑL2pr0,1{2sqβ

´2}Dk
sA0,1{2}L2pr0,1{2sqÑHn}A˚

0,1{2}HnÑL2pr0,1{2sq}J0,1{2}HnÑHn

` }A˚
0,1{2}HnÑL2pr0,1{2sqβ

´2}A0,1{2}L2pr0,1{2sqÑHn}Dk
sA

˚
0,1{2}HnÑL2pr0,1{2sq}J0,1{2}HnÑHn

` }A˚
0,1{2}HnÑL2pr0,1{2sqβ

´1}Dk
sJ0,1{2}HnÑHn .

Thus Proposition 5.25 follows from (5.2) together with the following moment bounds, where
Cpq, p0, ηq ą 0 is locally bounded in p0,

E}A˚
0,1{2}

q
HnÑL2pr0,1{2sq

` }A0,1{2}
q
L2pr0,1{2sqÑHn ď CeηVnpω0q (5.30)

E sup
0ďsď1{2

}Dk
sA

˚
0,1{2}

q
HnÑL2pr0,1{2sq

` }Dk
sA0,1{2}

q
L2pr0,1{2sqÑHn ď CeηVnpω0q (5.31)

E sup
0ďs,rď1{2

}Dk
sJr,1{2}HnÑHn ď CeηVnpω0q. (5.32)

We recall the definition of A0,1{2,

A0,1{2v :“
ÿ

kPF

ż 1{2

0
ckv

k
rJr,1{2ek dr.

Then the bound (5.30) follows from (5.2), using }A˚
0,1{2}HnÑL2pr0,1{2sq “ }A0,1{2}L2pr0,1{2sqÑHn .

For (5.31), we note that similarly the bound for A˚
0,1{2 follows from the bound on A0,1{2. For

A0,1{2, we have from the definition that

pDk
sA0,1{2qv “

ÿ

ℓPF

ż 1{2

0
cℓDk

sJr,1{2eℓv
ℓ
r dr,

thus
sup

0ďsď1{2
}Dk

sA0,1{2}L2pr0,1{2sqÑHn ď C sup
0ďs,rď1{2

}Dk
sJr,1{2}HnÑHn .

Thus (5.31) follows from (5.32).
Then for (5.32), direct computation then gives that

Dk
sJr,1{2p “

#

J2
s,1{2pckek, Jr,spq s ě r

J2
r,1{2pckJs,rek, pq s ď r,

so that
}Dk

sJr,1{2}Hn ď C sup
0ďaď1{2

}J2
a,1{2}HnbHnÑHn sup

0ďaďbď1{2
}Ja,b}HnÑHn .

Thus (5.32) follows from (5.2) and (5.4). Thus, we conclude the proof of Proposition 5.25.
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5.2.3. Proof of Lemma 4.6. Finally, we prove the smoothing estimate given by Lemma 4.6 for the
two-point process with sharper dependence on x, y P T2 than provided by Theorem 5.23.

Definition 5.29. For px, yq P M2, we define the linear operator Bx,y on H4pT2q ˆ R2 ˆ R2 given
by

Bx,ypξ, p, qq “ pξ, p, |x´ y|q ` pq.

Bx,y should be thought of as a map H4pT2q ˆ Tpx,τqM
T Ñ H4pT2q ˆ Tpx,yqM

2. Note that

}Bx,ypξ, p, qq}H4,2 ď 2}pξ, p, qq}H4 ,

where we takeBx,ypξ, p, qq P H4pT2qˆTpx,yqM
2. Our goal is to approximate the two-point process by

the tangent process. We consider the tangent process pωt, xt, τtq taken with initial data pω0, x0, τ0q,
with

τ0 :“
y0 ´ x0

|y0 ´ x0|
.

For 0 ď s ď t, we let JT
s,t denote the linearization of the tangent process about pωt, xt, τtq.

We use Js,t to denote the linearization of the two-point process. We note the tangent process and
two-point process are naturally coupled (and hence so are the linearizations Js,t and J

T
s,t). We use

this natural coupling throughout.
The fundamental estimates we will use are the following, the computational proofs of which we

defer to Subsection A.4.

Lemma 5.30. For η, q ą 0, there exists Cpη, qq ą 0 such that

E sup
0ďsďtď1

}B´1
x0,y0Js,tBx0,y0 ´ JT

s,t}
q
H4ÑH4 ď C|x0 ´ y0|qeηV pω0q.

Lemma 5.31. For any η, q ą 0, there exists Cpη, qq ą 0 such that

E sup
0ďtď1

´

|yt ´ xt|

|y0 ´ x0|
`

|y0 ´ x0|

|yt ´ xt|

¯q
ď CeηV pω0q.

Proof of Lemma 4.6. Fix η, γ P p0, 1q, pω0, x0, y0q P H4pT2q ˆM2, φ : H4pT2q ˆM2 Ñ R. Through-
out this proof, we let K be a constant the changes line by line but is independent of γ while C
can depend on γ. We will prove Lemma 4.6 with Kγ in place of γ. By redefining γ, this directly
implies the stated version of the lemma. We fix some 0 ă r0pγ, ηq ď γ to be determined below.

If |x0 ´ y0| ě r0, then we simply use Proposition 2.8 with α :“ γr0 as well as Lemma 5.31 to
see that5

}∇Pφpω0, x0, y0q}H4,2 ď }∇Pφpω0, x0, y0q}H4

ď eηV pω0q{2

ˆ

C

b

P1|φ|
2
pω0, x0, y0q ` γr0

b

P1}∇φ}2
H4pω0, x0, y0q

˙

.

Then we note that

P1}∇φ}2H4pω0, x0, y0q ď |y0 ´ x0|´2P1
|y0 ´ x0|2

|yt ´ xt|2
}∇φ}2H4,2pω0, x0, y0q

ď Kr´2
0 eηV pω0q{2

´

P1}∇φ}4H4,2pω0, x0, y0q

¯1{2
,

5In the below two displays, the bounds on the norms may seem to go the wrong way, since } ¨ }H4 À } ¨ }H4,2. This
is because we are taking norms of derivatives ∇ψ for R-valued functions ψ. These derivatives naturally live in the
dual space, and so the order of the size of the norms is switched. This is a bit muddled by our conflation of the space
with its dual and the Fréchet derivative with the gradient.
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where we use Lemma 5.31 and Hölder’s inequality. Putting the displays together, we see

}∇Pφpω0, x0, y0q}H4,2 ď eηV pω0q

ˆ

C

b

P1|φ|
2
pω0, x0, y0q `Kγ

`

P1}∇φ}4H4,2pω0, x0, y0q
˘1{4

˙

.

Thus, we conclude in the case that |y0 ´x0| ě r0. For the remainder, we suppose |y0 ´x0| ă r0.
We fix pξ, p, qq P H4pT2q ˆ R4 such that }pξ, p, qq}H4,2 “ 1. We want to show that

|xpξ, p, qq,∇P1φpω0, x0, y0qy| ď eηV pω0q
´

C
a

P1|φ|2pω0, x0, y0q `Kγ
`

P1}∇φ}4H4,2pω0, x0, y0q
˘1{4

¯

.

Recalling the definition of JT
s,t as the linearization of the tangent process, we define

AT
s,tv :“

ÿ

kPF

ż t

s
ckv

k
rJ

T
r,tek dr and Mt :“ AT

0,tpA
T
0,tq

˚.

Then for β ą 0, define

vβt :“ pAT q˚
0,1{2pM T

1{2 ` βq´1JT
0,1B

´1
x0,y0pξ, p, qq.

Define also
ρβ :“ J0,1pξ, p, qq ´A0,1v

β,

where the (unsuperscripted) J0,1, A0,1 denote the operators with respect to the two-point process.
We note that (5.25) gives

|xpξ, p, qq,∇P1φpω0, x0, y0qy| ď
`

Eδpvβq2
˘1{2a

P1|φ|2pω0, x0, y0q

`

´

E}ρβ}
4{3
H4,2

¯3{4
`

P1}∇φ}4H4,2pω0, x0, y0q
˘1{4

. (5.33)

The control of the first term follows directly from (the proof of) Proposition 5.25, giving

`

Eδpvβq2
˘1{2a

P1|φ|2pω0, x0, y0q ď CeηV pω0q
a

P1|φ|2pω0, x0, y0q,

where the constant depends on β but is independent of x0, y0, since we use the tangent process
when constructing vβ and take τ0 to be unit sized, and so the constant is independent of τ0, using
the local uniformity of the constants in px0, τ0q and that we take |τ0| “ 1.

Thus to conclude, it suffices to show that there exists β0pη, γq ą 0 such that

´

E}ρβ0}
4{3
H4,2

¯3{4
ď KγeηV pω0q.

To this end, we note that

´

E}ρβ}
4{3
H4,2

¯3{4
ď

´

E
›

›J0,1pξ, p, qq ´Bx0,y0J
T
0,1B

´1
x0,y0pξ, p, qq

›

›

4{3

H4,2

¯3{4

`

´

E
›

›Bx0,y0J
T
0,1B

´1
x0,y0pξ, p, qq ´Bx0,y0A

T
0,1v

β
›

›

4{3

H4,2

¯3{4

`

´

E
›

›pBx0,y0A
T
0,1 ´A0,1qvβ

›

›

4{3

H4,2

¯3{4
,

ď KeηV pω0q{2
´

E
›

›B´1
x0,y0J0,1pξ, p, qq ´ JT

0,1B
´1
x0,y0pξ, p, qq

›

›

2

H4

¯1{2
(5.34)

`KeηV pω0q{2
´

E
›

›JT
0,1B

´1
x0,y0pξ, p, qq ´AT

0,1v
β
›

›

2

H4

¯1{2
(5.35)

`KeηV pω0q{2
´

E
›

›pAT
0,1 ´B´1

x0,y0A0,1qvβ
›

›

2

H4

¯1{2
, (5.36)
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where we used that } ¨ }H4,2 ď 2}B´1
x1,y1 ¨ }H4 and used Hölder and Lemma 5.31 to deal with the

factor of }B´1
x1,y1Bx0,y0} ď

|x0´y0|

|x1´y1|
.

We note then that by (the proof of) Proposition 5.24 for the tangent process, together with the
construction vβ, we have that there exists β0pη, γq ą 0 such for all 0 ă β ď β0,

E
›

›JT
0,1B

´1
x0,y0pξ, p, qq ´AT

0,1v
β
›

›

2

H4 ď γ2eηV pω0q. (5.37)

For (5.34), we note that

E
›

›B´1
x0,y0J0,1pξ, p, qq ´ JT

0,1B
´1
x0,y0pξ, p, qq

›

›

2

H4 ď 4E}B´1
x0,y0J0,1Bx0,y0 ´ JT

0,1}2H4ÑH4

ď K|x0 ´ y0|2eηV pω0q ď Kγ2eηV pω0q, (5.38)

where we use Lemma 5.30 for the second inequality and that |x0 ´ y0| ď r0 ď γ for the final
inequality.

For (5.36), we note that

E
›

›pAT
0,1 ´B´1

x0,y0A0,1qvβ
›

›

2

H4 ď K
ÿ

kPF

E
ż 1

0
|ck|2|pvβqkr |2}JT

r,1 ´B´1
x0,y0Jr,1Bx0,y0}2H4ÑH4 dr

ď KE}vβ}2L2pr0,1sq sup
0ďtď1

}JT
t,1 ´B´1

x0,y0Jt,1Bx0,y0}2H4ÑH4

ď Kβ´2|x0 ´ y0|2eηV pω0q ď Kβ´2r20e
ηV pω0q, (5.39)

where we use (5.29) to control }vβ}L2pr0,1sq, together with Hölder and Lemma 5.30 for the second in-
equality. We now let r0 :“ β0γ^γ, where β0 is as in (5.37). Then using (5.38) to bound (5.34), (5.37)
to bound (5.35), and (5.39) to bound (5.36), we see that

´

E}ρβ0}
4{3
H4,2

¯3{4
ď KγeηV pω0q,

which by the above discussion allows us to conclude.

A. A priori bounds

A.1 A priori bounds on stochastic Navier–Stokes

In this section, we prove the a priori bounds on stochastic Navier–Stokes given in Proposition 2.3.
We include these arguments for completeness and the reader’s convenience, making no claim of
novelty. These propositions in particular have substantial overlap with the bounds given in [HM06,
Proposition 4.10] as well as the bounds of [Mat02, Appendices A-D].

We first recall a standard exponential martingale estimate we will be using often.

Lemma A.1. Let Mt a continuous L2 martingale. Then for all 0 ď η ď A,

E exp
´

sup
tě0

ηMt ´ ηAxM,Myt

¯

ď 2EeηM0 .

We first show an easier version of (2.4).

Lemma A.2. There exists C ą 0 such that for all η ď C´1,

E exp
`

η}ωt}
2
L2

˘

ď C exp
`

ηe´C´1t}ω0}2L2

˘

.
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Proof. By Itô’s formula, we have

d

dt

´

eνt
ż

ω2
t dx

¯

“ νeνt
ż

ω2
t dx´2νeνt

ż

|∇ωt|
2 dx`2eνt

ÿ

kPF

´

ż

ckekωt dx
¯

dW k
t `eνt

ÿ

kPF

ż

c2ke
2
k dx.

Integrating in time, using Poincaré’s inequality, and dividing by eνt, we see that

}ωt}
2
L2 ´ e´νt}ω0}2L2 ď ´ν

ż t

0
e´νpt´sq}ωs}2L2 ds` 2

ż t

0
e´νpt´sq

ÿ

kPF

´

ż

ckekωs dx
¯

dW k
s ` C

ď ´e´2νtC´1xM,Myt ` e´νtMt ` C,

where

Mt :“ 2

ż t

0
eνs

ÿ

kPF

´

ż

ckekωs dx
¯

dW k
s ,

and we compute

e´2νtxM,Myt “ 4

ż t

0
e´2νpt´sq

ÿ

kPF

´

ż

ckekωs dx
¯2
ds ď C

ż t

0
e´νpt´sq}ωs}2L2ds.

Thus by Lemma A.1 and using that M0 “ 0, we get that for η ď C´1,

E exp
`

η}ωt}
2
L2 ´ e´νtη}ω0}2L2 ´ ηC

˘

ď 2.

Rearranging and using the bound on η, we get the result.

Proof of (2.4). By Itô’s formula,

}ωt}
2
L2 ` ν

ż t

s
}ωr}2H1 dr ´ pt´ sq}c}2 “ }ωs}2L2 ` 2

ÿ

kPF

ż t

s

´

ż

ckekωr dx
¯

dW k
r ´ ν

ż t

s
}ωr}2H1 dr

ď M s
t ´ C´1xM s,M syt,

where

M s
t :“ }ωs}2L2 ` 2

ÿ

kPF

ż t

s

´

ż

ckekωr dx
¯

dW k
r

and we compute

xM s,M syt ď C

ż t

s
}ωr}2L2 dr ď Cν

ż t

s
}ωr}2H1 dr.

Thus Lemma A.1 gives

E exp
´

η
´

sup
těs

}ωt}
2
L2 ` ν

ż t

s
}ωr}2H1 dr ´ Cpt´ sq

¯¯

ď 2E exp
`

η}ωs}2L2

˘

.

Using Lemma A.2 to bound the right-hand side and rearranging somewhat, we conclude.

We now consider controlling higher derivatives of ωt. Differentiating the equation for ωt (2.2),
we see

d

dt
∇nωt “ ν∆∇nωt´∆´1∇Kωt ¨∇∇nωt´

n´1
ÿ

j“0

ˆ

n

j

˙

∆´1∇K∇n´jωt ¨∇∇jωt`
ÿ

kPF

ck∇nekdW
k
t . (A.1)

Before continuing, we note the following bound.
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Lemma A.3. Let f P C8pT2q, then there exists Cpnq ą 0 such that

2
n´1
ÿ

j“0

ˆ

n

j

˙
ż

|∇nf ||∆´1∇K∇n´jf ||∇∇jf |dx ď
ν

2
}f}Hn`1 ` C}f}

2n`4
L2 .

Proof. Fix n and 1 ď k ď n, then by Hölder and Calderón-Zygmund estimates to cancel the inverse
Laplacian,

ż

|∇nf ||∆´1∇K∇n´k`1f ||∇∇k´1f | dx ď C}f}Wn,4}f}Wn´k,p}f}Wk,q ,

where

q “
2n´ k

4n
and p “

n` k

4n
,

so that
1

4
`

1

p
`

1

q
“ 1.

We then interpolate }f}Wn´k,p and }f}Wk,q between L2 and Wn,4 using Gagliardo-Nirenberg inter-
polation. That gives that

}f}Wn´k,p ď C}f}θWn,4}f}
1´θ
L2 and C}f}θ

1

Wn,4}f}
1´θ1

L2

where

θ “
k

n
and θ1 “

n´ k

n
.

One can readily verify that these parameter values satisfy the hypotheses of the Gagliardo-Nirenberg
interpolation inequality. Thus we see

ż

|∇nf ||∆´1∇K∇n´k`1f ||∇∇k´1f | dx ď C}f}2Wn,4}f}L2 .

To conclude, we interpolate }f}Wn,4 between L2 and Hn`1. One can readily check that this gives

}f}Wn,4 ď C}f}θHn`1}f}
1´θ
L2 with θ “

2n` 1

2n` 2
.

Thus

2
n´1
ÿ

j“0

ˆ

n

j

˙
ż

|∇nf ||∆´1∇K∇n´jf ||∇∇jf | dx ď C}f}2θHn`1}f}
3´2θ
L2

ď
1

2
}f}2Hn`1 ` C}f}

3´2θ
1´θ

L2 “
1

2
}f}2Hn`1 ` C}f}

2n`4
L2 ,

as claimed.

We now show an easier version of (2.5), analogous to Lemma A.2.

Lemma A.4. There exists Cpn, }c}, F, νq ą 0 such that for all 0 ď η ď C´1 and all t ě 0,

E exp
´

η}ωt}
2

n`2

Hn

¯

ď C exp
´

e´C´1tη}ω0}
2

n`2

Hn ` Cη}ω0}2L2

¯

.
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Proof. By Itô’s formula, (A.1), and Lemma A.3

d

dt

`

eνt}ωt}
2
Hn

˘

ď νeνt}ωt}
2
Hn ´

3

2
νeνt}ωt}

2
Hn`1 ` Ceνt}ωt}

2n`4
L2

` eνt
ÿ

kPF

ck

´

ż

∇nωt : ∇nek dx
¯

dW k
t ` Ceνt

ď ´
1

2
eνt}ωt}

2
Hn ` Ceνt}ωt}

2n`4
L2 ` eνt

ÿ

kPF

ck

´

ż

∇nωt : ∇nek dx
¯

dW k
t ` Ceνt.

Integrating and dividing by eνt, we get

}ωt}
2
Hn ´ e´νt}ω0}2Hn ´ C

ż t

0
e´νpt´sq}ωs}

2n`4
L2 ds´ C ď e´νtMt ´ C´1e´2νtxM,Myt,

where

Mt :“

ż t

0
eνs

ÿ

kPF

ck

´

ż

∇nωs : ∇nek dx
¯

dW k
s ,

and we see the quadratic variation term as in the proof of Lemma A.2. Then by Lemma A.1, we
see that for 0 ď η ď C´1,

E exp
´

η}ωt}
2
Hn ´ e´νtη}ω0}2Hn ´ Cη

ż t

0
e´νpt´sq}ωs}

2n`4
L2 ds

¯

ď 6.

Note that this immediately implies

E exp
´

η}ωt}
2
Hn ´ e´νtη}ω0}2Hn ´ Cη

ż t

0
e´νpt´sq}ωs}

2n`4
L2 ds

¯

`
ď 7, (A.2)

where x` :“ x_ 0. Our goal is now to use (2.4) to remove the term involving }ωs}L2 . To that end,
we compute

E exp
´

η}ωt}
2

n`2

Hn

¯

ď E exp
´´

ηn`2}ωt}
2
Hn ´ e´νtηn`2}ω0}2Hn ´ Cηn`2

ż t

0
e´νpt´sq}ωs}

2n`4
L2 ds

¯
1

n`2

`

¯

ˆ exp
´

e´C´1tη}ω0}
2

n`2

Hn ` Cη
´

ż t

0
e´νpt´sq}ωs}

2n`4
L2 ds

¯
1

n`2
¯

ď C

ˆ

E exp
´

2ηn`2}ωt}
2
Hn ´ 2e´νtηn`2}ω0}2Hn ´ Cηn`2

ż t

0
e´νpt´sq}ωs}

2n`4
L2 ds

¯

`

˙1{2

ˆ exp
´

e´C´1tη}ω0}
2

n`2

Hn

¯

ˆ

E exp
´

Cη
´

ż t

0
e´νpt´sq}ωs}

2n`4
L2 ds

¯
1

n`2
¯

˙1{2

ď C exp
´

e´C´1tη}ω0}
2

n`2

Hn

¯

ˆ

E exp
´

Cη
´

ż t

0
e´νpt´sq}ωs}

2n`4
L2 ds

¯
1

n`2
¯

˙1{2

, (A.3)

where we use (A.2). Our goal is now to control the last term using (2.4).

E exp
´

Cη
´

ż t

0
e´νpt´sq}ωs}

2n`4
L2 ds

¯
1

n`2
¯

ď E exp
´

Cη sup
0ďsďt

}ωs}2L2

¯

ď CeCt exp
`

Cη}ω0}2L2

˘

. (A.4)

Combining (A.3) and (A.4), we conclude.
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Proof of (2.5). By Itô’s formula, (A.1), and Lemma A.3

d

dt
}ωt}

2
Hn ď ´

3

2
ν}ωt}

2
Hn`1 ` C}ωt}

2n`4
L2 `

ÿ

kPF

ck

´

ż

∇nωt : ∇nek dx
¯

dW k
t ` C. (A.5)

Integrating, we see that

}ωt}
2
Hn ` ν

ż t

s
}ωr}2Hn`1 dr ´ C

ż t

s
}ωr}

2n`4
L2 dr ´ Cpt´ sq ´ }ωs}2Hn ď M s

t ´
1

C
xM s,M syt, (A.6)

where

M s
t :“

ż t

s

ÿ

kPF

ck

´

ż

∇nωr : ∇nek dx
¯

dW k
r .

Thus we have that

E exp
´

η sup
sďtďT

´

}ωt}
2
Hn ` ν

ż t

s
}ωr}2Hn`1 dr ´ C

ż t

s
}ωr}

2n`4
L2 dr

¯α

`

¯

ď E exp
´

η sup
sďtďT

´

}ωt}
2
Hn ` ν

ż t

s
}ωr}2Hn`1 dr ´ C

ż t

s
}ωr}

2n`4
L2 dr ´ }ωs}2Hn

¯α

`
` η}ωs}2αHn

¯

ď

ˆ

E exp
´

2η sup
sďtďT

´

}ωt}
2
Hn ` ν

ż t

s
}ωr}2Hn`1 dr ´ C

ż t

s
}ωr}

2n`4
L2 dr ´ }ωs}2Hn

¯α

`

¯

˙1{2

ˆ

ˆ

E exp
`

2η}ωs}2αHn

˘

˙1{2

ď CeCT exp
´

e´C´1sη}ω0}2αHn ` Cη}ω0}2L2

¯

,

where α :“ 1
n`2 and we use Lemma A.1, (A.6), and Lemma A.4 for the final line, taking η ď C´1.

Again, we want to remove the term involving }ω}L2 using (2.4). Arguing somewhat similarly to
the proof of Lemma A.4, we see

E exp
´

η sup
sďtďT

´

}ωt}
2
Hn ` ν

ż t

s
}ωr}2Hn`1 dr

¯α¯

ď

ˆ

E exp
´

2η sup
sďtďT

´

}ωt}
2
Hn ` ν

ż t

s
}ωr}2Hn`1 dr ´ C

ż t

s
}ωr}

2n`4
L2 dr

¯α

`

¯

˙1{2

ˆ

ˆ

E exp
´

Cη
´

ż T

s
}ωr}

2n`4
L2 dr

¯α¯
˙1{2

ď CeCT exp
´

e´C´1sη}ω0}2αHn ` Cη}ω0}2L2

¯

ˆ

E exp
´

Cη
´

ż T

s
}ωr}

2n`4
L2 dr

¯α¯
˙1{2

.

Thus to conclude it suffices to see that

E exp
´

Cη
´

ż T

s
}ωr}

2n`4
L2 dr

¯α¯

ď CeCT exp
`

Cη}ω0}2L2

˘

.
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To that end, we note

E exp
´

Cη
´

ż T

s
}ωr}

2n`4
L2 dr

¯α¯

ď E exp
´

Cη sup
sďrďT

}ωr}
4n`4
2n`4

L2

´

ż T

s
}ωr}2L2 dr

¯
2

2n`4
¯

ď E exp
´

Cη sup
sďrďT

}ωr}2L2 ` Cη

ż T

s
}ωr}2L2 dr

¯

ď E exp
´

Cη sup
sďrďT

´

}ωr}2L2 ` ν

ż r

s
}ωr}2H1 dr

¯¯

ď CeCT exp
`

Cη}ω0}2L2

˘

,

by (2.4). Thus, we have shown the claim and so conclude.

Lemma A.5. There exists Cpn, }c}, F, νq ą 0 such that for any 0 ď t ď 1 and any η ď C´1,

E exp
`

η}ωt}
2

n`3

Hn`1

˘

ď eCt´1
` C exp

´

Cη}ω0}
2

n`2

Hn ` Cη}ω0}2L2

¯

.

Proof. Fix t ď 1. We first note that for any K ą 0 and η ď C´1,

P
´

inf
0ďrďt

}ωr}Hn`1 ě K
¯

ď P
´1

t

ż t

0
}ωr}2Hn`1 dr ě K2

¯

ď P
´

η
´

ν

ż t

0
}ωr}2Hn`1 dr

¯
1

n`2
ě ηK

2
n`2 pνtq

1
n`2

¯

ď exp
`

´ηK
2

n`2 pνtq
1

n`2
˘

E exp
´

η
´

ν

ż t

0
}ωr}2Hn`1 dr

¯
1

n`2
¯

ď C exp
`

´ηK
2

n`2 pνtq
1

n`2
˘

exp
´

η}ω0}
2

n`2

Hn ` Cη}ω0}2L2

¯

,

where we use Chebyshev then (2.5).
Then we define the stopping time

τK{2 :“ inftt : }ωt}Hn`1 ď K{2u ^ t.

Then by the strong Markov property, for η ď C´1

Pp}ωt}Hn`1 ě Kq ď P
`

sup
sPr0,ts

}ωτK{2`s}Hn`1 ě K
˘

“ EPωτK{2

´

sup
sPr0,ts

}ωs}Hn`1 ě K
¯

ď E1 ^

ˆ

C exp
´

η}ωτK{2
}

2
n`3

Hn`1 ` Cη}ωτK{2
}2L2

¯

exp
`

´ηK
2

n`3
˘

˙

where Pv denotes the probability measure for the Markov process governing ωt started from the
initial condition ω0 “ v and we use Chebyshev and (2.5) for the final line. Continuing the compu-
tation, we see

Pp}ωt}Hn`1 ě Kq ď PpτK{2 “ tq ` CE exp
´

ηpK{2q
2

n`3 ` Cη}ωτK{2
}2L2

¯

exp
`

´ηK
2

n`3
˘

ď P
`

inf
0ďrďt

}ω}Hn`1 ě K{2
˘

` C exp
`

´C´1ηK
2

n`3
˘

E exp
´

Cη sup
tPr0,2ts

}ωt}
2
L2

¯

ď C exp
`

´ηC´1K
2

n`2 t
1

n`2
˘

exp
´

η}ω0}
2

n`2

Hn ` Cη}ω0}2L2

¯

` C exp
`

´C´1ηK
2

n`3
˘

exp
`

Cη}ω0}2L2

˘

.
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Thus

E exp
`

α}ωt}
2

n`3

Hn`1

˘

“

ż 8

0
P
´

}ωt}Hn`1 ě α´n`3
2

`

log λ
˘

n`3
2

¯

dλ

ď a`

ż 8

a
C exp

`

´ηC´1α´n`3
n`2

`

log λ
˘

n`3
n`2 t

1
n`2

˘

exp
´

η}ω0}
2

n`2

Hn ` Cη}ω0}2L2

¯

` C exp
`

´C´1ηα´1 log λ
˘

exp
`

Cη}ω0}2L2

˘

dλ

ď a` C exp
´

η}ω0}
2

n`2

Hn ` Cη}ω0}2L2

¯

ż 8

a
λ´plog λt{αq

1
n`2

dλ

` C exp
`

Cη}ω0}2L2

˘

provided a ě 1 and η ě Cα. Then, if we take

a :“ e2
n`2 α

t ,

the remaining integral is uniformly bounded, and so taking η “ Cα, we get for α ď C´1

E exp
`

α}ωt}
2

n`3

Hn`1

˘

ď eCαt´1
` C exp

´

Cα}ω0}
2

n`2

Hn ` Cα}ω0}2L2

¯

.

Relabeling parameters, we conclude.

Conditioning on times jt{n for j “ 0, . . . , n ´ 1 and iteratively using the Markov property,
Lemma A.5, and (2.4), we see

Lemma A.6. There exists Cpn, }c}, F, νq ą 0 such that for any 0 ď t ď 1 and any η ď C´1,

E exp
`

η}ωt}
2

n`2

Hn

˘

ď eCt´1
` C exp

´

Cη}ω0}2L2

¯

.

Using the Markov property and (2.5) conditioned on time s{2 ^ 1, Lemma A.6 implies (2.6).

A.2 A priori bounds on the linearization and second derivative of the coupled sys-
tems

Our goal in this section is to prove half of Proposition 5.6 which gives that the one-point, two-point,
tangent, projective, and the matrix processes satisfy Assumption 5.4. We note that it suffices to
verify the bounds for the total system pωt, xt, yt, τt, vt, Atq P H4pT2q ˆT2 ˆT2 ˆR2 ˆS1 ˆSLp2,Rq.
We emphasize though that this total system is not hypoelliptic, so when applying the hypoellipticity
theory, we consider only a subset of these coordinates.

The bounds for the two-point process follow very similarly to the bounds for the one-point
process, as yt can be bounded exactly symmetrically to xt. The bounds for the projective process
vt follow directly from the bounds on the tangent process τt, as vt “ τt

}τt}
. Thus, we actually

only consider the somewhat simpler system pωt, xt, τt, Atq, removing the second point yt and the
normalized tangent vector vt.

We fix some initial data pω0, x0, τ0, A0q, and times 0 ď s ď t ď T , as well as a (random) direction
pφs, ys, ps, Bsq P H4pT2q ˆR2 ˆR2 ˆTAs SLp2,Rq such that (surely) }pφs, ys, us, Bsq} “ 1. We take
the natural embedding SLp2,Rq Ď R2ˆ2, which induces the embedding TAs SLp2,Rq Ď R2ˆ2. We use
these embeddings when writing equations. We then let pφt, yt, pt, Btq be the directional derivative
of pωt, xt, τt, Atq—viewed as (random) functions of ωs, xs, τs, As—in the pφs, ys, ps, Bsq direction.6

6Note that this y is a different y from in the two-point process.
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We then let pψt, zt, qt, Ctq be the second directional derivative of the same function in the same
direction.

In the language of Definition 5.1, we have that

pφt, yt, pt, Btq “ Js,tpφs, ys, ps, Bsq

and
pψt, zt, qt, Ctq “ J2

s,tppφs, ys, qs, Bsq, pφs, ys, qs, Bsqq.

We note that to control the symmetric bilinear form J2
s,t, it suffices to control the diagonal. Direct

computation verifies that these quantities are well-defined and further they solve the equations

$

’

’

’

’

&

’

’

’

’

%

9φt “ ν∆φt ´ ∇K∆´1φt ¨ ∇ωt ´ ∇K∆´1ωt ¨ ∇φt

9yt “ yt ¨ ∇utpxtq ` ∇K∆´1φpxtq

9pt “ pt ¨ ∇utpxtq ` τt b yt : ∇2utpxtq ` τt ¨ ∇∇K∆´1φtpxtq
9Bt “ Bt∇utpxtq `Atyt ¨ ∇2utpxtq `At∇∇K∆´1φtpxtq,

(A.7)

where these equations have initial data given by pφs, ys, ps, Bsq. For the second derivative, we have

$

’

’

’

’

’

’

’

’

’

&

’

’

’

’

’

’

’

’

’

%

9ψt “ ν∆ψt ´ ∇K∆´1ψt ¨ ∇ωt ´ ∇K∆´1ωt ¨ ∇ψt ´ 2∇K∆´1φt ¨ ∇φt

9zt “ zt ¨ ∇utpxtq ` yt b yt : ∇2utpxtq ` 2yt ¨ ∇∇K∆´1φtpxtq ` ∇K∆´1ψtpxtq

9qt “ qt ¨ ∇utpxtq ` τt∇∇K∆´1ψtpxtq ` τt b zt : ∇2utpxtq ` τt b yt b yt : ∇3utpxtq

`2τt b yt : ∇2∇K∆´1φtpxtq ` 2pt b yt : ∇2utpxtq ` 2pt ¨ ∇∇K∆´1φtpxtq
9Ct “ Ct∇utpxtq `At∇∇K∆´1ψtpxtq `Atzt ¨ ∇2utpxtq `Atyt b yt : ∇3utpxtq

`2Bt∇∇K∆´1φtpxtq ` 2Atyt ¨ ∇2∇K∆´1φtpxtq ` 2Btyt ¨ ∇2utpxtq,

(A.8)

where these equations are given initial data 0.
We first need to bound φt in L

2.

Lemma A.7. There exists C ą 0 such that for t ě s,

}φt}L2 ď }φs}L2 exp
´

C

ż t

s
}ωr}

4{3
H1 dr

¯

.

Proof. We compute

d

dt

1

2
}φt}

2
L2 ď ´ν}φt}H1 ` C}ωt}H1}φt}W´1,4}φt}L4

ď ´ν}φt}H1 ` C}ωt}H1}φt}
3{2
L2 }φt}

1{2
H1 ď C}ωt}

4{3
H1}φt}

2
L2 ,

where we interpolate for the second inequality and use Young’s for the final inequality. Using
Grönwall, we conclude.

We need to bound }φt}H4 . Taking derivatives of the equation for φt, we see,

d

dt
∇nφt “ ν∆∇nφt ´

n
ÿ

j“0

ˆ

n

j

˙

`

∇n´j∇K∆´1ωt ¨ ∇∇jφt ` ∇K∆´1∇jφt ¨ ∇∇n´jωt

˘

. (A.9)

We will need the following control on the second term on the right-hand side.
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Lemma A.8. For n ě 1, there exists Cpnq ą 0 such that

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ż

∇nφt :
n
ÿ

j“0

ˆ

n

j

˙

`

∇n´j∇K∆´1ωt ¨ ∇∇jφt ` ∇K∆´1∇jφt ¨ ∇∇n´jωt

˘

dx
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ď
ν

2
}φt}

2
Hn`1 ` C}ωt}

2n`2
Hn }φt}

2
L2 . (A.10)

Proof. First we compute

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ż

∇nφt :
n
ÿ

j“0

ˆ

n

j

˙

`

∇n´j∇K∆´1ωt ¨ ∇∇jφt ` ∇K∆´1∇jφt ¨ ∇∇n´jωt

˘

dx
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ď

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ż

∇nφt : ∇K∆´1φt ¨ ∇∇nωt dx
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
`

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ż

∇nφt : ∇K∆´1ωt ¨ ∇∇nφt dx
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
` C}ωt}Hn}φt}

2
Wn,4

ď

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ż

∇n`1φt : ∇K∆´1φt∇nωt dx
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
`

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ż

∇nφt : ∇K∆´1ωt ¨ ∇∇nφt dx
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
` C}ωt}Hn}φt}

2
Wn,4

ď }φt}Hn`1}∇K∆´1φt}L8}ωt}Hn ` }φt}Hn}∇K∆´1ωt}L8}φt}Hn`1 ` C}ωt}Hn}φt}
2
Wn,4

ď }φt}Hn`1}φt}H1}ωt}Hn ` }φt}Hn}ωt}H1}φt}Hn`1 ` C}ωt}Hn}φt}
2
Wn,4 .

Then note

}φt}
2
Wn,4 ď }φt}

2
Hn`1{2 ď }φt}Hn}φt}Hn`1 ď }φt}

1
n`1

L2 }φt}
2n`1
n`1

Hn`1 .

Thus putting it together

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ż

∇nφt :
n
ÿ

j“0

ˆ

n

j

˙

`

∇n´j∇K∆´1ωt ¨ ∇∇jφt ` ∇K∆´1∇jφt ¨ ∇∇n´jωt

˘

dx
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ď C}ωt}Hn}φt}
1

n`1

L2 }φt}
2n`1
n`1

Hn`1 ď
ν

2
}φt}

2
Hn`1 ` C}ωt}

2n`2
Hn }φt}

2
L2 .

Lemma A.9. For all n P N, there exists Cpnq ą 0 such that

}φt}Hn `
ν

2

ż t

s
}φr}Hn`1 dr ď }φs}Hn ` Cpt´ sq sup

sďrďt

`

}ωr}
2n`2
Hn ` }φr}2L2

˘

. (A.11)

Proof. By (A.9) and (A.10), we have that

d

dt
}φt}

2
Hn `

ν

2
}φt}

2
Hn`1 ď C}ωt}

2n`2
Hn }φt}

2
L2 ď C}ωt}

4n`4
Hn ` C}φr}4L2

Integrating this bound on rs, ts, we conclude.

We now get control on At and τt.

Lemma A.10. There exists C ą 0 such that

|At| ď exp
´

C

ż t

s
}ωr}H5{4 dr

¯

|As|,

and

|τt| ď exp
´

C

ż t

s
}ωr}H5{4 dr

¯

|τs|.

58



Proof. Using the equation for At,

d

dt

1

2
|At|

2 ď |At|
2}∇u}L8 ď C|At|

2}ω}H5{4 ,

so we conclude by Grönwall. The computation for τ follows similarly.

We can now control the first derivatives yt, pt, Bt.

Lemma A.11. There exists C ą 0 such that

|yt| ď Cet´s exp
´

C

ż t

s
}ωr}H5{4 dr

¯

`

|ys| ` sup
sďrďt

}φr}H1

˘

, (A.12)

|pt| ď Cet´s exp
´

C

ż t

s
}ωr}H5{4 dr

¯

`

|ps| ` sup
sďrďt

}φr}
3{2
H2 ` }ωr}3H3 ` |yr|3

˘

(A.13)

|Bt| ď Cet´s exp
´

C

ż t

s
}ωr}H5{4 dr

¯

`

|Bs| ` sup
sďrďt

|Ar|3 ` |yr|3 ` }ωr}3H3 ` }φr}
3{2
H2

˘

. (A.14)

Proof. We first show (A.12). Using the equation for yt,

d

dt

1

2
|yt|

2 ď |yt|
2p}∇ut}L8 ` 1q ` }∇K∆´1φt}

2
L8 ď |yt|

2pC}ωt}H5{4 ` 1q ` C}φt}
2
H1 .

So we conclude by Grönwall.
For (A.13), using the equation for pt, we compute

d

dt

1

2
|pt|

2 ď |pt|
2}∇ut}L8 ` |yt||pt||τt|}∇2ut}L8 ` |pt||τt|}∇∇K∆´1φt}L8

ď |pt|
2pC}ωt}H5{4 ` 1q ` C|yt|

6 ` C}ωt}
6
H3 ` C}φt}

3
H2 ` C|τt|

6,

so we conclude by Grönwall.
For (A.14), using the equation for Bt, we compute

d

dt
|Bt|

2 ď |Bt|
2}∇u}L8 ` |Bt||At||yt|}∇2u}L8 ` |Bt||At|}∇2∆´1φt}L8

ď |Bt|
2
`

C}ωt}H5{4 ` 1
˘

` C|At|
6 ` C|yt|

6 ` C}ωt}H3 ` C}φt}
3
H2 ,

so we conclude by Grönwall.

Lemma A.12. There exists C ą 0 such that

}ψt}L2 ď Cpt´ sq exp
´

C

ż t

s
}ωr}

4{3
H1 dr

¯

sup
sďrďt

}φr}2H1 .

Proof. Using the equation for ψt, we compute as in Lemma A.7,

d

dt

1

2
}ψt}

2
L2 ď C}ωt}

4{3
H1}ψt}

2
L2 ` C}φt}

4
H1 ,

and so conclude by Grönwall, using that ψs “ 0.

Lemma A.13. For all n ě 1, there exists Cpnq ą 0 such that

}ψt}Hn ď Cpt´ sq
`

sup
sďrďt

}ωr}
4n`4
Hn ` }ψr}2L2 ` }φr}2Hn

˘
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Proof. Differentiating the equation for ψt, we see that

d

dt
∇nψt “ ν∆∇nψt ´

n
ÿ

j“0

ˆ

n

j

˙

`

∇n´j∇K∆´1ωt ¨ ∇∇jψt ` ∇K∆´1∇jψt ¨ ∇∇n´jωt

˘

´ 2
n
ÿ

j“0

ˆ

n

j

˙

∇K∆´1∇n´jφt ¨ ∇∇jφt.

For the final term, we note for n ě 1,

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
2

n
ÿ

j“0

ˆ

n

j

˙
ż

∇nψt : ∇K∆´1∇n´jφt ¨ ∇∇jφt dx
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ď C}ψt}Hn`1}∇K∆´1φt}L2}φt}Hn ` C
n´1
ÿ

j“0

}ψt}Wn,4}φt}Hj`1}φt}Wn´j´1,4

ď C}ψt}Hn`1}φt}
2
Hn .

Dealing with the other term as in Lemma A.9, we see

d

dt
}ψt}

2
Hn ď C}ωt}

4n`4
Hn ` }ψt}

4
L2 ` C}φt}

4
Hn .

Integrating this bound on rs, ts, we conclude.

Lemma A.14. There exists C ą 0 such that

|zt| ď Cet´s exp
´

C

ż t

s
}ωr}H5{4 dr

¯

`

sup
sďrďt

|yr|4 ` }ωr}2H3 ` }φr}
4{3
H2 ` }ψr}H1

˘

(A.15)

|qt| ď Cet´s exp
´

C

ż t

s
}ωr}H5{4 dr

¯

ˆ
`

sup
sďrďt

}ψr}2H2 ` |zr|3 ` |yr|6 ` }ωr}3H4 ` }φr}3H3 ` |pr|3 ` |τr|3 ` 1
˘

(A.16)

|Ct| ď Cet´s exp
´

C

ż t

s
}ωr}H5{4 dr

¯

ˆ
`

sup
sďrďt

}ψr}2H2 ` |Ar|3 ` |Br|3 ` |zr|3 ` |yr|6 ` }ωr}3H4 ` }φr}2H3 ` 1
˘

(A.17)

Proof. For (A.15), we compute using the equation for zt,

d

dt

1

2
|zt|

2 ď |zt|
2}∇u}L8 ` |zt||yt|

2}∇2u}L8 ` 2|zt||yt|}∇2∆´1φt}L8 ` |zt|}∇∆´1ψt}L8

ď |zt|
2
`

C}ω}H5{4 ` 1
˘

` C|yt|
8 ` C}ωt}

4
H3 ` C}φt}

8{3
H2 ` C}ψt}

2
H1 ,

so we conclude by Grönwall.
For (A.16), we compute using the equation for qt,

d

dt

1

2
|qt|

2 ď |qt|
2}∇u}L8 ` |qt||τt|}∇2∆´1ψt}L8 ` |qt||τt||zt|}∇2ut}L8 ` |qt||yt|

2|τt|}∇3u}L8

` 2|qt||yt||τt|}∇3∆´1φt}L8 ` 2|qt||pt||yt|}∇2ut}L8 ` 2|qt||pt|}∇2∆´1φt}L8

ď |qt|
2
`

C}ωt}H5{4 ` 1
˘

` C}ψt}
4
H2 ` |τt|

6 ` C|zt|
6 ` C|yt|

12 ` C}ωt}
6
H4

` C}φt}
6
H3 ` C|pt|

6 ` C,
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so we conclude by Grönwall.
Finally, for (A.17), we compute using the equation for Ct,

d

dt

1

2
|Ct|

2 ď |Ct|
2}∇u}L8 ` |Ct||At|}∇2∆´1ψt}L8 ` |Ct||At||zt|}∇2ut}L8 ` |Ct||At||yt|

2}∇3u}L8

` 2|Ct||Bt|}∇2∆´1φt}L8 ` 2|Ct||At||yt|}∇3∆´1φt}L8 ` 2|Ct||Bt||yt|}∇2u}L8

ď |Ct|
2
`

C}ωt}H5{4 ` 1
˘

` C}ψt}
4
H2 ` C|At|

6 ` C|Bt|
6 ` C|zt|

6

` C|yt|
12 ` C}ωt}

6
H4 ` C}φt}

4
H3 ` C,

so we conclude by Grönwall.

Our goal now is to conclude the bounds of all the bounds of Assumption 5.4 except (5.3),
which are directly implied by the following bounds, where Cpτ0, A0, q, η, tq ą 0 is locally bounded
in pτ0, A0q. In particular, (5.1) follows from (A.18):

E sup
0ďrďt

sup
}γ}H4“1

|∇K∆´1γpxrq|q ` |τt ¨ ∇∇K∆´1γpxtq|q

`|At∇∇K∆´1γpxtqq|q ď C exppηV 4pω0qq (A.18)

(5.2) follows from (A.20), (A.21), and (A.22):

E sup
0ďsďrďt

sup
}φs}L2“1

}φr}
q
L2 ď C exppηV 4pω0qq (A.19)

E sup
0ďsďrďt

sup
}φs}H4“1

}φr}
q
H4 ď C exppηV 4pω0qq (A.20)

E sup
0ďsďrďt

sup
}φs}H4`|ys|“1

|yr|q ď C exppηV 4pω0qq (A.21)

E sup
0ďsďrďt

sup
}φs}H4`|ys|`|ps|`|Bs|“1

|Br|q ` |pr|q ď C exppηV 4pω0qq (A.22)

(5.4) follows from (A.24), (A.25), and (A.26):

E sup
0ďsďrďt

sup
}φs}L2“1

}ψr}
q
L2 ď C exppηV 4pω0qq (A.23)

E sup
0ďsďrďt

sup
}φs}H4“1

}ψr}
q
H4 ď C exppηV 4pω0qq (A.24)

E sup
0ďsďrďt

sup
}φs}H4`|ys|“1

|zr|q ď C exppηV 4pω0qq (A.25)

E sup
0ďsďrďt

sup
}φs}H4`|ys|`|ps|`|Bs|“1

|Cr|q ` |qr|q ď C exppηV 4pω0qq (A.26)
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Finally, (5.5) follows from (A.27), (A.28), (A.29), and (A.30):

E sup
t{2ďrďt

sup
}γ}H6“1

}ν∆γ ´ ∇K∆´1γ ¨ ∇ωr ´ ∇K∆´1ωr ¨ ∇γ}H4 ď C exppηV 4pω0qq (A.27)

E sup
0ďrďt

sup
}γ}H4`|a|`|b|`|D|“1

|yt ¨ ∇utpxtq ` ∇K∆´1φpxtq|q ď C exppηV 4pω0qq (A.28)

E sup
0ďrďt

sup
}γ}H4`|a|`|b|“1

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
b ¨ ∇utpxtq ` `τt b a : ∇2utpxtq

`τt ¨ ∇∇K∆´1γpxtq
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

q
ď C exppηV 4pω0qq (A.29)

E sup
0ďrďt

sup
}γ}H4`|a|`|D|“1

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
D∇utpxtq `Ata ¨ ∇2utpxtq

`At∇∇K∆´1γpxtq
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

q
ď C exppηV 4pω0qq. (A.30)

Before we show these bounds, we note additionally

exp
´

C

ż t

s
}ωr}H5{4 dr

¯

ď exp
´

C

ż t

s
}ωr}

3{4
H1}ωr}

1{4
H2 dr

¯

ď exp
´

C
´

ż t

s
}ωr}2H1 dr

¯3{4
` C

´

ż t

s
}ωr}2H2

¯1{4¯

.

Thus by (2.4) and (2.5) with n “ 1,

E
´

exp
´

C

ż t

s
}ωr}H5{4 dr

¯¯q
ď C exppcηV 1pω0qq ď C exppηV 4pω0qq, (A.31)

where we use Lemma 5.3 for the final inequality.
We now sketch how to prove the bounds (A.18-A.30). For (A.18), we use Sobolev embeddings

together Lemma A.10 and (A.31). For (A.19), we use Lemma A.7 with (2.4). For (A.20), we
use Lemma A.9 together with (2.5)—both with n “ 4—together with (A.19). For (A.23), we use
Lemma A.12 with (2.4) and (A.20). For (A.24), we use Lemma A.13 with (2.5), (A.23), and (A.20).
For (A.21), we use (A.12), (A.31), and (A.20). For (A.25), we use (A.15) with (A.31), (A.21),
(2.5), (A.20), and (A.24). For (A.22), we use (A.13) and (A.14), together with (A.31), (A.20),
(2.5), (A.21), and Lemma A.10. For (A.26), we use (A.16) and (A.17), together with (A.31),
(A.24), (A.25), (A.21), (2.5), (A.22), and Lemma A.10. For (A.27), we use (2.6). For (A.28),
we use (2.5), (A.21), and (A.20). For (A.29), we use (2.5), Lemma A.10, and (A.31). Finally,
for (A.30), we use (2.5) and Lemma A.10.

Finally, in order to conclude, we show (5.3). We now suppose that pφtqT {2ďtďT is such that

9φt “ ν∆φt ´ ∇K∆´1φt ¨ ∇ωt ´ ∇K∆´1ωt ¨ ∇φt.

Given the bounds shown above, in order to conclude (5.3), it suffices to prove the following.

Lemma A.15. For all η, q, T ą 0, n P N there exists Cpη, q, T, nq ą 0 such that

E sup
}φT {2}L2ď1

}φ3T {4}
q
Hn`1 ď C exppηV npω0qq.

First, we prove the following.
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Lemma A.16. For all n ě 0, 0 ď s ď t ď T , there exists Cpn, t´ s, T q ą 0 such that

}φt}Hn`1 ď C}φs}Hn ` C sup
sďrďt

`

}ωr}
2n`4
Hn`1 ` }φr}2L2 ` 1

˘

.

Proof. By (A.11),

ν

2

ż t

s
}φr}Hn`1 dr ď }φs}Hn ` C sup

sďrďt

`

}ωr}
2n`2
Hn ` }φr}2L2

˘

.

Thus there exists t0 P rs, pt` sq{2s such that

}φt0}Hn`1 ď C}φs}Hn ` C sup
sďrďt

`

}ωr}
2n`2
Hn ` }φr}2L2

˘

.

Applying again (A.11) now for n` 1 and on rt0, ts, we see that

}φt}Hn`1 ď }φt0}Hn`1 ` C sup
t0ďrďt

`

}ωr}
2n`4
Hn`1 ` }φr}2L2

˘

.

Combining the two displays, we conclude.

Proof of Lemma A.15. The result is direct from iterating Lemma A.16 and using the bounds (A.19)
and (2.6) to control the remaining terms.

A.3 Nondegeneracy of the vector fields for the projective and matrix processes

Our goal for this subsection is to prove the second half of Proposition 5.6 that says that the one-
point, two-point, tangent, projective, and Jacobian processes satisfy Assumption 5.5. Together with
the arguments of Subsection A.2, this concludes the proof of Proposition 5.6. Assumption 5.5 for the
one-point process follows from Assumption 5.5 for any of the other four processes. Assumption 5.5
for the projective process also follows from Assumption 5.5 (alternatively the proof follows exactly
analogously). Thus, we only focus on the two-point, tangent, and Jacobian processes. Unlike in
Subsection A.2, these do have to be treated separately rather than as part of one larger process
as the pωt, xt, yt, τt, Atq process does not satisfy Assumption 5.5. Lemma A.17, Lemma A.18,
and Lemma A.21 together with the above discussion show Assumption 5.5 for the processes under
consideration and thus show the second half of Proposition 5.6. Combining this with Subsection A.2,
we conclude the proof of Proposition 5.6.

A.3.1. The two-point process.

Lemma A.17. There exists C,R ą 0 such that for all x1, y1 P T2 ˆ T2 and all a, b P R2 ˆ R2,

|a| ` |b| ď C|x1 ´ y1|´1 max
|k|ďR

|xΘ2
ek

px1, y1q, pa, bqy|.

Proof. Without loss of generality, we suppose that |x1
1 ´ y1

1| ě |x1
2 ´ y1

2|, |a| ď |b|, x1 “ 0.
Let S Ď H5pT2q be defined by

S :“ spant∇K∆´1ek : |k| ď Ru,

for some R ě 2 to be determined. We then suppose,

max
|k|ďR

|xΘ2
ek

px1, y1q, pa, bqy| ď 1,
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so that for any u P S,
|xΘ2

upx1, y1q, pa, bqy| ď C}u}H5 . (A.32)

To conclude, it suffices then to show
|b| ď C|y1|´1.

For |y1| ě 3π
4 , it is clear one can choose R sufficiently large so that

|b| ď Cmax
kďR

|xΘ2
ek

px1, y1q, pa, bqy| ď C|y1|´1max
kďR

|xΘ2
ek

px1, y1q, pa, bqy|,

so we only consider |y1| ď 3π
4 .

Note that

u1pxq :“ psinpx2q, 0q

u2pxq :“ p0, sinpx1qq

are such that u1, u2 P S. Thus using (A.32), we see

| sinpy1
2qb1| ` | sinpy1

1qb2| ď C.

Thus 3π
4 ě |y1

1| ě |y1|{2, so that
| sinpy1

1q| ě C´1|y1|,

giving that
|b2| ď C|y1|´1.

Then if |y1
2| ě |y1|{10, we also see symmetrically that

|b1| ď C|y1|´1.

On the other hand, if |y1
2| ď |y1|{10, defining

u3pxq :“ psinpx1 ` x2q,´ sinpx1 ` x2qq P S,

we get that
| sinpy1

1 ` y1
2qpb1 ´ b2q| ď C.

Then since we’ve already seen that |b2| ď C|y1|´1, we either have |b1| ď C|y1|´1 or

|b1| ď C| sinpy1
1 ` y1

2q|´1 ď C|y1|´1,

where we use that on the set tpy1, y2q : |y| ď 3π
4 , |y2| ď |y|{10u, we have that | sinpy1`y2q| ě C´1|y|.

Thus, we have seen that in either case |b1| ď C|y1|´1, allowing us to conclude for |y1| ď 3π
4 .

Putting the cases |y1| ě 3π
4 and |y1| ď 3π

4 , we conclude for all y1.

A.3.2. The tangent process.

Lemma A.18. There exists C ą 0 such that for all px1, τ 1q P T2 ˆ R2 and all y, p P R2 ˆ R2,

|py, pq| ď Cp1 ` |τ 1|´1qmax
|k|ď2

|xΘT
ek

px1, τ 1q, py, pqy|.
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Proof. We assume without loss of generality x1 “ 0. Let S Ď H5pT2q be defined by

S :“ spant∇K∆´1ek : |k| ď 2u

Suppose
max
|k|ď1

|xΘT
ek

px1, τ 1q, py, pqy| ď 1,

so that for any u P S,
xΘT

u px1, τ 1q, py, pqy| ď C}u}H5 . (A.33)

Note that

u1pxq :“ pcospx2q, 0q

u2pxq :“ p0, cospx1qq

u3pxq :“ p0, sinpx1qq

u4pxq :“ psinpx2q, 0q

u5pxq :“ psinpx1 ` x2q,´ sinpx1 ` x2qq

u6pxq :“ psinpx1 ´ x2q, sinpx1 ´ x2qq

are such that ui P S. Thus by (A.33), we have that

|y1| ` |y2| ` |τ 1
1||p2| ` |τ 1

2||p1| ` |pτ 1
1 ` τ 1

2qpp1 ´ p2q| ` |pτ 1
1 ´ τ 1

2qpp1 ` p2q| ď C.

In particular,
|y| ď C ď Cp|τ 1|´1 ` 1q.

Then without loss of generality |τ 1
1| ě |τ 1|{2, giving that

|p2| ď C|τ 1|´1 ď Cp|τ 1|´1 ` 1q.

Then either
|p1| ď 2|p2| ď Cp|τ 1|´1 ` 1q or |p1| ď 2|p1 ` p2| ^ 2|p1 ´ p2|.

But then we also have that either |τ 1
1 ` τ 1

2| ě |τ 1| or |τ 1
1 ´ τ 1

2| ě |τ 1| and so either

|p1 ´ p2| ď C|τ 1|´1 or |p1 ` p2| ď C|τ 1|´1.

Thus combining all the cases, we see that also

|p1| ď Cpτ 1|´1 ` 1q.

Combining all the bounds, we conclude.

A.3.3. The Jacobian process. We now consider the Jacobian process. We first want to reduce the
problem to understanding the behavior for A1 “ I. First, we use a linear algebra fact.

Lemma A.19. Let V a d-dimensional vector space with two inner-products g1, g2. Suppose that
g1, g2 induce norms with the bound

a

g1pv, vq ď Λ
a

g2pv, vq.

Let v1, . . . , vn P V a finite collection of vectors and suppose K ą 0 is such that for all v P V ,
a

g1pv, vq ď K max
1ďjďn

|g1pvj , vq|.

Then
a

g2pv, vq ď ΛK max
1ďjďn

|g2pvj , vq|.
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Proof. By standard theory of quadratic forms, there exists an invertible linear map A : V Ñ V such
that for all v, w P V ,

g2pv, wq “ g1pv,Awq.

Further we have that for any v P V with g1pv, vq “ 1,

g1pA´1v, vq ď
a

g1pA´1v,A´1vq ď Λ
a

g2pA´1v,A´1vq “ Λ
a

g1pA´1v, vq.

Thus dividing both sides by
a

g1pA´1v, vq and using the homogeneity, we see that for any v P V ,
a

g1pA´1v, vq ď Λ
a

g1pv, vq.

Then for any v P V,
a

g2pv, vq “
a

g2pA´1Av, vq

“
a

g1pA´1Av,Avq

ď Λ
a

g1pAv,Avq

ď ΛK max
1ďjďn

|g1pvj , Avq|

“ ΛK max
1ďjďn

|g2pvj , vq|.

Lemma A.20. Suppose that for some C,R ą 0 with R ě 1, we have for all x1 P T2 and py,Bq P

R2 ˆ TI SLp2,Rq that
|py,Bq| ď C max

|k|ďR

ˇ

ˇxΘJ
ek

px1, Iq, py,Bqy
ˇ

ˇ.

Then for all px1, A1q P T2 ˆ SLp2,Rq and py,Bq P R2 ˆ TA1 SLp2,Rq we have that

|py,Bq| ď C|A1| max
|k|ďR

ˇ

ˇxΘJ
ek

px1, A1q, py,Bqy
ˇ

ˇ.

Proof. We without loss of generality always take x1 “ 0.
Suppose C,R ą 0, R ě 1, are such that for all py,Bq P R2 ˆ TI SLp2,Rq,

|py,Bq| ď C max
|k|ďR

ˇ

ˇxΘJ
ek

p0, Iq, py,Bqy
ˇ

ˇ. (A.34)

Let A1 P SLp2,Rq and py,Bq P R2ˆTA1 SLp2,Rq. We then introduce an additional inner product
on R2 ˆ TA1 SLp2,Rq. Let

gℓppz, Cq, py,Bqq :“ z ¨ y ` xpA1q´1C, pA1q´1By “ z ¨ y ` TrpCT pA1q´TA´1Bq.

Then we note that py, pA1q´1Bq P TI SLp2,Rq, so
a

gℓppy,Bq, py,Bqq “ }py, pA1q´1Bq}

ď C max
|k|ďR

|xΘJ
ek

p0, Iq, py, pA1q´1Bqy|

“ C max
|k|ďR

|gℓpΘ
J
ek

p0, A1q, py,Bqq|.

Note also that

gℓppz,Mq, pz,Mqq “ |z|2 ` TrppA1q´T pA1q´1MMT q ď |z|2 ` C|A1|2|M |2 ď C|A1|2xpz,Mq, pz,Mqy.

Thus by Lemma A.19, we have that

|py,Bq| ď C|A1| max
|k|ďR

ˇ

ˇxΘJ
ek

p0, A1q, py,Bqy
ˇ

ˇ.
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Lemma A.21. Then for all px1, A1q P T2 ˆ SLp2,Rq and py,Bq P R2 ˆ TA1 SLp2,Rq we have that

|py,Bq| ď C|A1| max
|k|ďR

ˇ

ˇxΘJ
ek

px1, A1q, py,Bqy
ˇ

ˇ.

Proof. By Lemma A.20, it suffices to consider A1 “ I. We also without loss of generality take
x1 “ 0. We take py,Bq P R2 ˆ TI SLp2,Rq and R ě 1 to be fixed later. We suppose that

max
|k|ďR

ˇ

ˇxΘJ
ek

p0, Iq, py,Bqy
ˇ

ˇ ď 1.

To conclude, we need to show that
|y| ` |B| ď C.

Verifying |y| ď 2 ď C follows exactly as in Lemma A.17 and Lemma A.18, so we only consider
showing |B| ď C. Note that TrpBq “ 0 from B P TI SLp2,Rq, thus we can write

B “

ˆ

a b
c ´a

˙

.

Let S Ď H5pT2q be defined by

S :“ spant∇K∆´1ek : |k| ď Ru,

so that for u P S,
ˇ

ˇxΘJ
up0, Iq, py,Bqy

ˇ

ˇ ď C}u}H5 . (A.35)

Then note that

u1pxq :“ psinpx2q, 0q

u2pxq :“ p0, sinpx1qq

u3pxq :“ psinpx1 ` x2q,´ sinpx1 ` x2qq

are all such that uj P S. Thus from (A.35), we have that

|c| ` |b| ` |2a´ b` c| ď C,

which immediately implies that |B| ď C, allowing us to conclude.

A.4 Approximating the two-point process by the tangent process

The goal of this subsection is to prove Lemma 5.30. Rephrasing the lemma, we consider an arbitrary
pω0, x0, y0q P H4pT2q ˆM2. We then let

τ0 :“
y0 ´ x0

|y0 ´ x0|

and suppose ωt solves (2.2) and
$

’

&

’

%

9xt “ utpxtq,

9yt “ utpytq,

9τt “ τt ¨ ∇utpxtq,
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where ut and ωt are related in the usual way. Then we consider an arbitrary random time 0 ď s ď 1
and random pφs, ps, qsq P H4pT2q ˆ R4 such that

}φs} ` |ps| ` |qs| ď 1.

We then let as :“ ps ` qs|y0 ´ x0| and let pφt, pt, qt, atqtěs solve

$

’

’

’

’

&

’

’

’

’

%

9φt “ ν∆φt ´ ∇K∆´1φt ¨ ∇ωt ´ ∇K∆´1ωt ¨ ∇φt

9pt “ pt ¨ ∇utpxtq ` ∇K∆´1φtpxtq

9qt “ qt ¨ ∇utpxtq ` τt b pt : ∇2utpxtq ` τt ¨ ∇∇K∆´1φtpxtq

9at “ at ¨ ∇utpytq ` ∇K∆´1φtpytq.

We then let

rt :“
at ´ pt

|y0 ´ x0|
.

We note that then, in the language of Lemma 5.30 that

pφt, pt, qtq “ JT
s,tpφs, ps, qsq and pφt, pt, rtq “ B´1

x0,y0Js,tBx0,y0pφs, ps, qsq.

Thus to conclude Lemma 5.30, it suffices for any q, η ą 0, there exists Cpq, ηq such that

E sup
sďtď1

|qt ´ rt|
q ď C|y0 ´ x0|qeηV pω0q.

First, we need to control the difference between7

σt :“
yt ´ xt

|y0 ´ x0|

and τt.

Lemma A.22. For any η, q ą 0, there exists Cpη, qq ą 0 such that

E sup
0ďtď1

|τt ´ σt|
q ď C|y0 ´ x0|qeηV pω0q, (A.36)

and

E sup
0ďtď1

´

|yt ´ xt|

|y0 ´ x0|
`

|y0 ´ x0|

|yt ´ xt|

¯q
ď CeηV pω0q. (A.37)

Note that (A.37) implies Lemma 5.31.

Proof. We note that by construction σ0 “ τ0 and that σt solves

9σt “
1

|y0 ´ x0|

`

utpytq ´ utpxtq
˘

“ σt ¨ ∇utpxtq `
1

|y0 ´ x0|

`

utpytq ´ utpxtq ´ pyt ´ xtq ¨ ∇utpxtq
˘

.

Then using the first expression for 9σt and the Lipschitz bound on ut,

d

dt
|σt|

2 ď 2}∇ut}L8 |σt|
2,

7We note that yt ´ xt is only defined mod 2π. At time s, we take ys ´ xs P R2 to be the minimal length
representative of the equivalence class. For future times we take the unique lift of yt ´ xt to R2 that makes the path
t ÞÑ yt ´ xt continuous.
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so that

|σt| ď exp
´

ż t

0
}∇ur}L8dr

¯

ď exp
´

C

ż t

0
}ωr}H5{4dr

¯

.

Using (A.31) we conclude one half of (A.37). The other half of (A.37) follows from running the
ODE for σt backward in time and using the same Grönwall bound, which gives that

1 “ |σ0| ď |σt| exp
´

C

ż t

0
}ωr}H5{4dr

¯

,

which then again by (A.31) gives the second half of (A.37).
For (A.36), using the other expression for the 9σt, we see that

d

dt

1

2
|σt ´ τt|

2 “ |σt ´ τt|
2 ` pσt ´ τtq ¨

1

|y0 ´ x0|

`

utpytq ´ utpxtq ´ pyt ´ xtq ¨ ∇utpxtq
˘

ď |σt ´ τt|
2 ` |σt ´ τt||σt|

2|y0 ´ x0|}∇2ut}L8

ď 2|σt ´ τt|
2 `

1

2
|σt|

4|y0 ´ x0|2}∇2ut}
2
L8 ,

thus

|σt ´ τt| ď e4t|y0 ´ x0| sup
0ďrďt

|σr|2}∇2ur}L8 ď e4t|y0 ´ x0| exp
´

C

ż t

0
}ωr}H5{4dr

¯

sup
0ďrďt

}∇2ur}L8 .

Using then (A.31) and (2.5), we conclude (A.36).

Before proceeding, we write the equation for rt in a suggestive way.

9rt “ rt ¨ ∇utpytq ` τt b pt : ∇2utpxtq ` τt ¨ ∇∇K∆´1φtpxtq

` pσt ´ τtq b pt : ∇2utpxtq ` pσt ´ τtq ¨ ∇∇K∆´1φtpxtq

`
1

|y0 ´ x0|

´

pt ¨
`

∇utpytq ´ ∇utpxtq ´ pyt ´ xtq ¨ ∇2utpxtq
˘

¯

`
1

|y0 ´ x0|

´

∇K∆´1φtpytq ´ ∇K∆´1φtpxtq ´ pyt ´ xtq ¨ ∇∇K∆´1φt

¯

“: rt ¨ ∇utpytq ` τt b pt : ∇2utpxtq ` τt ¨ ∇∇K∆´1φtpxtq ` γt.

We note that

|γt| ď |σt´τt|
`

|pt|}∇2ut}L8 `}∇2∆´1φt}L8

˘

`|y0´x0||σt|
2
`

|pt|}∇3ut}L8 `}∇3∆´1φt}L8

˘

. (A.38)

Then by (2.5), (A.21), (A.20), (A.36), and (A.37), we see that for any q, η ą 0, there exists Cpq, ηq

such that
E sup

sďtď1
|γt|

q ď C|y0 ´ x0|qeηV pω0q.

We now use this to bound |rt|, noting that

d

dt

1

2
|rt|

2 ď |rt|
2p}∇u}L8 ` 1q ` C|τt|

2|pt|
2}∇2utpxtq}2L8 ` C|τt|

2}∇2∆´1φt}
2
L8 ` C|γt|

2,

so that, using that |rs| “ |qs| ď 1,

|rt| ď C exp
´

C

ż t

s
}ωr}H5{4 dr

¯

`

1 ` sup
sďrďt

`

|τr||pr|}∇2urpxtq}L8 ` |τr|}∇2∆´1φr}L8 ` |γr|
˘˘

,
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and so by (2.5), (A.31), (A.21), (A.38), and Lemma A.10, we conclude that for any q, η ą 0, there
exists Cpη, qq ą 0 such that

E sup
sďtď1

|rt|
q ď CeηV pω0q. (A.39)

We are finally ready to control the difference |qt ´ rt|. Computing directly using the equation
for qt and rt, we see

d

dt
|rt ´ qt|

2 “ 2prt ´ qtq ¨ ∇utpxtq ¨ prt ´ qtq ` 2prt ´ qtq ¨ γt ` 2rt ¨ p∇utpytq ´ ∇utpxtqq ¨ prt ´ qtq,

thus
d

dt
|rt ´ qt|

2 ď 2|rt ´ qt|
2p}∇u}L8 ` 1q ` C|γt|

2 ` C|y0 ´ x0|2|rt|
2|σt|

2}∇2ut}
2
L8 ,

so by Grönwall, using that rs “ qs,

|rt ´ qt| ď C exp
´

C

ż t

s
}ωr}H5{4 dr

¯

sup
sďrďt

`

|γt| ` |y0 ´ x0||rt||σt|}∇2ut}L8

˘

.

Using then (A.31), (A.38), (A.39), (A.37), and (2.5), we conclude that for any q, η ą 0, there exists
Cpq, ηq ą 0 such that

E sup
sďtď1

|rt ´ qt|
q ď C|y0 ´ x0|qeηV pω0q.

By the discussion above, this concludes the proof of Lemma 5.30.

B. Approximate controllability

The proofs in this section are elementary but involve lengthy direct computations, which are visually
clear. We refer to Figure B.1 and Figure B.2 for a visual explanation. Let M be a manifold
corresponding to one of the special processes in Table 1, viewed as an embedded manifold of RN

and equipped with corresponding Euclidean distance.

Definition B.1. Given E1, E2 Ď H5
sol,0pT2;R2q ˆM , we write ReachpE1, E2q to denote the state-

ment that for every ε ą 0, there is T ą 0 and δ ą 0 such that for every pu0, p0q P E1, we have

PrDpru, rpq P E2 s.t. }uT ´ ru}H5
sol,0pT2;R2q ` |pT ´ rp| ă εs ą δ. (B.1)

If pru, rpq P H5
sol,0pT2;R2q ˆM , we write Reachppu0, p0q, pru, rpqq to mean Reachptpu0, p0qu, tpru, rpquq.

Lemma B.2. ReachpE1, E2q is satisfied if, for every ε ą 0, there exists a time T ą 0 such that for
every pu0, p0q P E1 there is a Lipschitz control g : F ˆRě0 Ñ R with | 9gk| ď 1 such that the solution
pugt , p

g
t q to the controlled equation

$

’

&

’

%

9ugt “ ν∆ugt ´ ugt ¨ ∇ugt `
ř

kPF ck∇K∆´1ekpxq 9gkptq,

∇ ¨ ugt “ 0,

9pt “ Φupptq

satisfies }uT ´ ru}H5
sol,0pT2;R2q ` |pT ´ rp| ă ε for some pru, rpq P E2.

Furthermore, if K Ď M is compact and ReachpE1, tuuˆKq and Reachppu, yq, E2q for all y P K,
then ReachpE1, E2q holds. In particular, Reachp¨, ¨q is transitive on H5

sol,0pT2;R2q ˆM .
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Proof. Immediate from positivity of Wiener measure and stability of the equation.

Definition B.3. Given k P F and t P R, we define the diffeomorphism

fk,tpxq :“ x` t∇K∆´1ekpxq.

The next two lemmas follow from the fact that for each k0 P F , the vector field ∇K∆´1ek is
an exact solution to (2.2) on which the nonlinearity vanishes. They are immediately proved using
Lemma B.2 and a control which is the concatenation in time of controls of the form gkptq “ ψptqδk0,k
for an appropriate bump function ψ and where δ denotes the Kronecker delta.

Lemma B.4. If E1, E2 Ď MP , then Reachpt0uˆE1, t0uˆE2q is satisfied for the projective process
if for every ε ą 0 there is some T ą 0 such that for each px0, v0q P E1 there are finite sequences
t1, t2, . . . , tn with

ř

i |ti| ď T and k1, k2, . . . , kn P F such that

|pfkn,tn ˝ ¨ ¨ ¨ ˝ fk1,t1qpx0q ´ rx| ă ε

and
|v0 ¨ ∇pfkn,tn ˝ ¨ ¨ ¨ ˝ fk1,t1qpx0q ´ rv| ă ε

for some prx, rvq P E2, where we identify a vector in R2 with a point on S1 by projection.

Lemma B.5. If E1, E2 Ď M2, then Reachpt0u ˆ E1, t0u ˆ E2q holds for the two-point process if
for every ε ą 0 there is some T ą 0 such that for each px0, v0q P E1 there are finite sequences
t1, t2, . . . , tn with

ř

i |ti| ď T and k1, k2, . . . , kn P F such that

|pfkn,tn ˝ ¨ ¨ ¨ ˝ fk1,t1qpx0q ´ rx| ă ε

and
|pfkn,tn ˝ ¨ ¨ ¨ ˝ fk1,t1qpy0q ´ ry| ă ε

for some prx, ryq P E2.

B.1 The projective and Jacobian processes

Lemma B.6. For each rv P S1 and C ą 0, we have

Reachptpu, x, vq P H5
sol,0pT2;R2q ˆMP | V puq ď Cu, p0, 0, rvqq.

Proof. Fix k0, k1 P F linearly independent with k0, k1 ą p0, 0q lexicographically and assume without
loss of generality that ck0 , ck1 ą 0. Fix pu0, x0, v0q with V pu0q ď C. We will construct a control in
several steps which leads to p0, 0, rvq, noting that in each step the dependence on u0 is only through
the upper bound V puq ď C.

Step 0 (decay of u). We show Reachppu0, x0, v0q, t0u ˆ MP q holds. Indeed, the solution
u0t to the unforced equation tends to 0 exponentially fast, so taking g ” 0 suffices. Indeed, this
follows (for example) by noting that d

dt}ω
0
t }L2 ď ´ν}∇ω0

t }L2 (by testing the equation with ω0
t ),

and interpolating between this inequality the growth bound obtained by repeating the proof of
Proposition 2.3 with no forced modes (so the system is entirely deterministic).

For the remaining steps, we use Lemma B.4 and refer to Figure B.1
Step 1 (moving x to the workable region). We show that Reachpp0, x0, v0q, tp0, x, vq |

| sinpk0 ¨ xq| ě 1
2 ^ v P S1uq holds. We first note that either | sinpk1 ¨ x0q| ě 1

2 or | cospk1 ¨ x0q| ě 1
2 .

Then use the diffeomorphism f :“ fk1,T in the first case and f :“ f´k1,T in the second case, where
T is chosen to be the first time when | sinpk0 ¨ fpx0qq| ě 1

2 .
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•

(a) Step 1

•

(b) Step 2

•

(c) Step 3

•

(d) Step 4

Figure B.1: Controlling the projective process; the black arrow denotes the direction x moves under
the flow with profile drawn in blue. The red arrow is the coordinate v P S1, and the dotted red
arrow in Step 4 is rv.
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Step 2 (aligning x with 0 in the k1 direction). We show that if | sinpk0 ¨ x0q| ě 1
2 , then

Reach
`

p0, x0, v0q, tp0, x, vq | k1 ¨ x0 “ 0, v P S1u
˘

holds. Similarly to the previous step, we use the
diffeomorphism fk0,T and choose T to be the first time when the desired condition is met.

Step 3 (moving x to 0). We show that if k1 ¨ x0 “ 0, then Reachpp0, x0, v0q, tp0, 0qu ˆ S1q

holds. This follows as in the previous steps, using the diffeomorphism f´k1,T .
Step 4 (moving v to rv). We conclude that Reachpp0, 0, v0q, p0, 0, rvqq holds. Indeed, choose

T ą 0 large and define

vt :“

$

’

’

’

’

&

’

’

’

’

%

v0 ¨ ∇fk0,T pxq t P r0, T s,

vT ¨ ∇fk1,T pxq t P pT, 2T s,

v2T ¨ ∇fk0,´T pxq t P p2T, 3T s,

v3T ¨ ∇fk1,´T pxq t P p3T, 4T s,

where we again identify vectors in R2 with points in S1 by projection. Unwrapping the definition
of f , direct computation shows that vt winds around the circle at least once and therefore takes on
every value in S1.

Lemma B.7. Reachpp0, 0, Idq, tp0, 0, Aq P H5
sol,0pT2;R2q ˆMJ : |A| ą Muq holds.

Proof. Fix k0 P F with k0 ą p0, 0q lexicographically, so ek0pxq “ sinpk0 ¨ xq and in particular
ek0p0q “ 0. For δ ą 0, define g : F ˆ Rě0 Ñ R by gk0ptq :“ δt and gkptq :“ 0 for k ‰ k0. We
observe that the solution pugt , x

g
t , A

g
t q to the controlled equation satisfies }ut}H5

sol,0pT2;R2q ď oδp1q,

xt ” 0 uniformly in t and therefore a direct computation shows |Ag
t | Ñ 8 as t Ñ 8, so we choose

T sufficiently large and δ sufficiently small to conclude.

B.2 The two-point process

Lemma B.8. There is ry P T2 such that for any C ą 0,

Reachptpu, x, yq P H5
sol,0pT2;R2q ˆM2 : V puq, |x´ y|´1 ď Cu, p0, 0, ryqq

holds.

Proof. Fix k0, k1 P F linearly independent with k0, k1 ą p0, 0q lexicographically and assume without
loss of generality that ck0 , ck1 ą 0. Choose ry P T2 to be such that | sinpk0 ¨ ryq|, | sinpk1 ¨ ryq| ě 1

2 .
Step 1 (decay of u). We show that Reachppu0, x0, y0q, tp0, 0qu ˆT2q holds, and that the point

pry, rxq which witnesses this fact satisfies |ry ´ rx|´1 ď Cpεq exppV pu0qq|y0 ´ x0|´1. We use the same
control as in Steps 0, 1 and 2 in the proof of Lemma B.6, noting that in, Step 0, ut decays at an
exponential rate (and therefore |xT ´yT |´1 ď C exppV pu0qq after that step) and that the remaining
steps contract |x ´ y| by another constant factor, depending on ε. We note that this is the only
step which depends on u0, and it is clear that the dependence is only through V pu0q.

Step 2 (separation of x and y). We show that

Reach

ˆ

tp0, 0qu ˆ ty P T2 : |y| ě cu, tp0, 0qu ˆ

"

y P T2 : |y| ě
1

100maxp|k0|, |k1|q

*˙

holds for each c ě 0. This is immediate by iterating the pair of diffeomorphisms fk0,10, fk1,10.
Step 3 (moving y to the workable region). We show that Reachpp0, 0, y0q, tp0, 0qu ˆ Rq

holds whenever y0 ě 1
100maxkPF |k|

and, for each k P F ,

Rk :“

"

y P T2 : | sinpk ¨ yq| ě
1

100maxk1PF |k1|

*

,
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• •

(a) f´k2,¨

•

•

(b) fk3,.

•

•

(c) f´k2,¨

• •

(d) f´k3,¨

Figure B.2: Step 3 (moving y to the workable region) for the two-point process; we illustrate the
case where k2 “ p1, 0q, k3 “ p0, 1q and draw e˘k2 in blue and e˘k3 in red. Observe that the point x
which starts at the origin ends at the origin, and the point y which starts at pπ, 0q ends at pπ´δ, 0q

for some small constant δ ą 0.
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and
R :“

ď

k2,k3PF linearly independent

pRk2 XRk3q

If y0 P Rk2 for some k2 P F , then we can simply use the diffeomorphism fk2,T .
Otherwise, using the assumption that the integer linear span of F is Z2, there are some linearly

independent k2, k3 P F , with k2, k3 ą p0, 0q lexicographically, such that cospk2 ¨y0q ă ´1
2 . For some

δ1, δ2, δ3, δ4 ą 0, the controls f´k2,δ1 (until y P Rk3), fk3,δ2 (until y P Rk2), f´k2,´δ3 (until k3 ¨x “ 0)
and f´k3,´δ4 (until x “ 0). One can check (see Figure B.2) that after all the diffeomorphisms are
applied successively, we have y P Rk2 . We therefore conclude this step.

Step 4 (conclusion). We show that if sinpk2 ¨ y0q, sinpk3 ¨ y0q ‰ 0 for some k2, k3 P F , then
we have Reachpp0, 0, y0q, p0, 0, ryqq holds for y0 ‰ 0. This follows from using the diffeomorphisms
fk2,T and fk3,T 1 successively, first ensuring that k3 ¨ fk2,T py0q “ k3 ¨ ry, and then aligning in the k2
direction.
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