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Abstract

We study the convergence rate to equilibrium for a family of Markov semigroups {Pf }c~o gener-
ated by a class of hypoelliptic stochastic differential equations on R¢, including Galerkin truncations of
the incompressible Navier-Stokes equations, Lorenz-96, and the shell model SABRA. In the regime of
vanishing, balanced noise and dissipation, we obtain a sharp (in terms of scaling) quantitative estimate
on the exponential convergence in terms of the small parameter €. By scaling, this regime implies cor-
responding optimal results both for fixed dissipation and large noise limits or fixed noise and vanishing
dissipation limits. As part of the proof, and of independent interest, we obtain uniform-in-e¢ upper and
lower bounds on the density of the stationary measure. Upper bounds are obtained by a hypoelliptic
Moser iteration, the lower bounds by a de Giorgi-type iteration (both uniform in €). The spectral gap es-
timate on the semigroup is obtained by a weak Poincaré inequality argument combined with quantitative
hypoelliptic regularization of the time-dependent problem.
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1 Introduction

In this paper, we obtain optimal (in terms of scaling in €) quantitative estimates on the exponential conver-
gence to equilibrium for a class of hypoelliptic PDEs on R? of the form

O = Ly =€ Z(Zj . V)2 + Az -V +Tr(A) | pe +€*Bx -V + N -V (1.1)
j=1

for parameters 0 < ¢ < 1 and o > 0. Here, {Z; }§:1 is a collection of vector fields on R? assumed to be
constant in z, A € M?*? (the vector space of d x d matrices with real entries) is a positive definite matrix
that plays the role of dissipation, B € M%*? is skew-symmetric (possibly zero), and N : R? — R?is a
smooth, nonlinear drift such that N(z) := N(x,x,...,x) for a multlinear function N(z1,x2,...,x,) of
p > 2 arguments. We assume moreover that N (z) is divergence free and obeys the energy conservation
property

N(z)-z=0 VzeR< (1.2)

The skew-symmetry of B implies that Bz satisfies (1.2) and V - Bz = Tr(B) = 0, so that the term ¢* Bx
plays the role of a linear (and lower order when o > 0) conservative drift. Complete statements of all our
main assumptions are given at the beginning of Section 1.1.

The equation (1.1) is the forward Kolmogorov equation for the diffusion process on R?

s
du§ = —eAx§dt — *Bufdt — N(z5)dt + Y V2eZ;dw,?, (1.3)
j=1
. T
where {Wt(] )} are independent one-dimensional Wiener processes on a common filtered probability
j=1

space. Under our assumptions on the vector fields in (1.1), for any initial condition x5 = = € R the SDE
(1.3) admits a unique, global solution (xf):>o (see Lemma A.1 for a precise statement) that defines a Markov
process with generator

Le=e) (2 V)~ Az-V " Br-V-N-V. (4
j=1

The form of (1.3) is fairly general and captures a number of fundamental dynamical systems driven by a
white-in-time forcing, such as Lorenz-96 [50] and Galerkin truncations of the Navier-Stokes or the complex
Ginzburg-Landau equations (see [53] and Section 1.2 below). Notice that we have chosen the scaling for
which one can hope to prove bounds on the equilibrium density that do not depend on e (often called
Sfluctuation-dissipation scaling). Due to the homogeneity of N, by rescaling time and zj, treating this
scaling also implies corresponding statements for both the large forcing and the small dissipation cases.

By hypoelliptic, we mean that while {Z j}§:1 may not span R?, we assume that the set of vector fields
{eAx + €*Bx + N, Zy, ..., Z,} satisfies the classical parabolic Hérmander condition (see discussions in



e.g. [31] and the references therein). In the remainder of the paper we identity vector fields on R? and
first-order differential operators, and for an open set Q C R? we write 7'(£2) for the collection of all smooth
vector fields defined on Q. For X, Y € T'(2) we denote by [X,Y] € T(Q) the vector field

[X,Y]=XY - YX.

Definition 1.1 (Locally uniform parabolic Hormander). For an open set 2 C R< and {Xo0,X1,...,Xx} C
T(Q),let Vo ={Xy,..., X} and

V=V U{[X;,Y]:0<j<kY eV,4} Vn>1 (1.5)

We say that the family { X, ..., X} satisfies the parabolic Hormander condition on €2 if US° V}, spans
RY at every point = € Q. We say that {Xo, ..., X} satisfies the uniform parabolic Hérmander condition
on Q with constants (No, Co) € N x (0, 00) if for every = € € there exists a set {Y;}%_, C Vi, such that

]det(Yl(ac),Yg(x),...,Yd(x))]_l < (). (1.6)

In many settings, especially time-independent ones, it is natural to allow X in the definition of V|, above.
In this case, if U;2 jV;, spans R at every point 2 € Q, then {Xo, ..., X3} is said to satisfy Hormander’s
condition on 2. The notion of uniformity extends in the obvious way.

Physically, Definition 1.1 describes how the randomness injected into the system by the stochastic forc-
ing spreads to all degrees of freedom through the action of the drift term. If {e Ax + e*Bx+ N, Z1,...,Z,}
satisfies the parabolic Hormander condition on R? then the semigroup (Pf)* generated by L¥ is instantly
smoothing, despite the fact that L} is not elliptic. Moreover, it is well-known that in this case there is a
unique probability measure y. solving L’ . = 0, and that for all ¢ > 0, . is absolutely continuous with
respect to Lebesgue measure with a smooth density f. (see Lemma A.2). This measure is also the unique
stationary measure for the Markov semigroup P; generated by (1.3). Denote the transition probabilities for
a Markov process x; on a Polish space X’ as Py(z, A) = P{x; € Alzg =z} for all A € B(X) (the set
of Borel sets) and 2 € R?. Recall that the Markov semigroup P; is defined to act on bounded measurable
functions f : X — R by

P(e)i= | f)Piady), 1.7

and a measure p € M(X) (the space of Borel probability measures on X)) is called stationary (or invariant)
for P, if for every A € B(X’) one has

Piu(A) = y Pi(x, A)p(dr) = p(A). (1.8)

Finally, it is known that Ve > 0 the semigroup P; converges exponentially on suitable weighted spaces. In
particular, let V : X — [0, c0) be continuous and for measurable functions f : X — R define

_ |f ()]
I £1lv =S T ) (1.9)

Then, it is known that if V € C?(R?) satisfies
LV < -0V + A

for some constants A, § > 0, i.e., V satisfies a drift condition, then there exists C,, . > 0 (both depending
on ¢) such that for all measurable f : R? — R with || f||y; < oo there holds

P f = pe(Dlly < Cee™ | f = pe(Hlly (1.10)



where we have written y.(f) = [ fdu.. Even for infinite-dimensional analogs of (1.3) (for e.g. com-
plex Ginzburg-Landau in T¢, Navier-Stokes in T2, or hyper-viscous Navier-Stokes in T?), the existence
and uniqueness of a stationary measure p. (see e.g. [22,32,33,43-45]) with smooth finite-dimensional
projections [32, 54] is known for € > 0, as are exponential convergence results similar to (1.10) (see e.g.
[25,26,34,43] and the references therein).

In general, it is a very important question to understand the limit e — 0, both to characterize properties
of pe and to quantify C,,~, as functions of €. In the case of e.g. the (infinite dimensional) 3D stochas-
tic Navier-Stokes equations, characterizing . as € — 0 is equivalent to understanding many properties of
turbulence in the statistically stationary regime, whereas quantifying . amounts to estimating the conver-
gence rate to statistical equilibrium with respect to the fluid viscosity in the inviscid limit, also a question
of fundamental importance to the theory of turbulence (see discussions in [46]). In spite of its importance,
little is known about quantifying ., C,. In finite dimensions, it is not difficult to deduce (see Theorem 1.7
below) that v, < ¢, but lower bounds are much harder to come by. In infinite dimensions, the methods of
e.g. [34] yield a lower bound on -, that is exponentially bad in ¢, even if one takes non-degenerate stochastic
forcing. The situation in finite dimensions is not significantly better, as standard proofs of convergence to
equilibrium for (1.3) similarly yield a spectral gap that is not even polynomial in ¢. See Remark 5 below
for further discussion on the differences between finite and infinite dimensions, especially in the context of
fluid mechanics.

A key reason that previously proven lower bounds on 7, (in either finite or infinite dimensions) are
far from optimal is a lack of quantitative irreducibility results. It is well-known that unique ergodicity
and the convergence rate to equilibrium for a Markov semigroup is in part determined by its irreducibility
properties [35,55, 56], in particular the extent to which the support of transition probabilities arising from
distinct points either overlap (see e.g. [Assumption 2, [35]]) or become arbitrarily close to each other (see
e.g. [30] and [Assumption 6, [34]]). The former is common for finite-dimensional diffusions, while in
degenerate, infinite-dimensional settings one often must resort to the latter. In most of the previous works,
the irreducibility is obtained by taking advantage of rare events in the forcing. Previous works such as
e.g. [19,34], use that for any initial condition, there is a small probability that the energy input from the
noise is low enough that the dissipation causes the process to drift back to any neighborhood of the origin.
Along with some regularity of transition probabilities and a suitable Lyapunov structure, this is a strong
enough irreducibility statement to prove exponential convergence statements such as (1.10). However, rare
excursions to the origin are clearly not the actual mechanism for irreducibility in high-dimensional, chaotic
systems, and as such the estimates on the mixing time one obtains from such an analysis are sub-optimal
[46]. More sophisticated approaches to irreducibility rely on Hérmander’s condition and optimal control
theory (see e.g. [2,24] and the references therein). However, these arguments similarly rely on rare events
where the diffusion completely dominates the drift and hence still do not yield any type of uniform-in-e
irreducibility for the transition probabilities of (1.3), nor do they capture true mechanisms behind mixing in
the fluctuation dissipation limit.

While improving estimates on -, in infinite dimensions seems to be an extremely challenging problem
and currently out of reach, in this paper we rectify the above issue in finite dimensions and obtain the optimal
estimates v, ~ ¢ and C, independent of €. As a necessary step, we also obtain a uniform-in-¢, pointwise
Gaussian upper bound on f, (the density of the stationary measure) and moreover obtain a uniform-in-e,
pointwise lower bound on every compact set.

1.1 Main results and discussion

In the statements of our results below, and throughout the remainder of the entire paper, we write a < b to
mean that a < Cb for a constant C' depending possibly on A, B, N, {Z; };7:1, and the dimension d, but not
on e. Any € dependence in estimates or constants we define will always be made explicit. Also, throughout
the entire paper we write By for the open ball of radius R centered at the origin.



1.1.1 Statement of main assumptions

We now state precisely our main assumptions. They consist of the dissipative and conservative structures of
A, B, and N, a uniform-in-€ nondegeneracy condition, and strict (but qualitative) positivity of the stationary
density f. for every ¢ > 0.

Assumption 1. The matrix A € M9 is positive definite, B € M is skew-symmetric, and N (x) :=
N(z,...,x) for a smooth, multilinear function of p > 2 arguments satisfying the conservation properties
V- N(z)=0and (1.2).

Assumption 2. For every R > 0 there exists M € N and C' > 0 (depending possibly on R) so that for
every €1, €y € [0, 1] the collection of vector fields

{N + e1Ax + eoBx, 74, ..., ZT»}
satisfies the uniform parabolic Hérmander condition on Br with constants (M, C').

Assumption 3. For every € > 0 the smooth density f. of the unique stationary measure [i for Pj is strictly
positive.

We discuss specific examples that satisfy Assumptions 1-3 in Section 1.2. For now, we remark that the
uniform-in-¢ spanning condition of Assumption 2 is quite natural for (1.3). Indeed, one usually verifies the
parabolic Hormander condition by showing that the collection

(Zy,.. ., ZYULY .Y = [...[N. Z,), Zs,),.. ). Z

i1

]’Zip]v << r}

satisfies Hormander’s condition on R%; see for example [19]. Since p > 1, in this situation the linear drift
terms €1 Ax and e; Bx do not change the bracket structure and so Assumption 2 is satisfied. Regarding
Assumption 3, strict positivity of the stationary density is typically proven by combining a suitable hypoel-
lipticity assumption (in our setting implied by Assumptions 1 and 2) with exact controllability (see e.g.
[24,37] and the references therein).

Remark 1. Beyond stating our main results in Sections 1.1.2 and 1.1.3 below, throughout the entire paper
we will always assume that Assumptions 1 and 2 both hold unless remarked otherwise. On the other hand,
Assumption 3 is only needed in select locations, and so we will always indicate explicitly when it is required.

1.1.2 Uniform-in-¢ hypoelliptic estimates

In this section we state quantitative hypoelliptic estimates, in particular uniform-in-e¢ pointwise bounds on
the equilibrium density f., and a long-time L? — L regularization estimate for P§. We are motivated to
obtain such bounds mostly to use as lemmas in the proof that 7. ~ e. However, they are of independent
interest, as estimates on hypoelliptic equations that are uniform in a small parameter are a delicate matter.

Theorem 1.2 (Uniform-in-€ estimates on f.). Under Assumptions 1 and 2 there exists A\_ > 0 so that the
smooth density f. of the unique stationary measure i for (1.3) satisfies the pointwise estimate

up fola) 3 e A=l (1.11)
e€(0,1

If in addition Assumption 3 is satisfied, then we also have the lower bound

inf inf f(x) 2R 1. (1.12)
e€(0,1) [z|<R



Remark 2. Without Assumption 3, our proof of (1.12) shows that for every R > 0 there exists €,(R) €
(0, 1) such that
inf inf f.(x) Z2g 1.
oty ol fe() <

Remark 3. A consequence of the proof of Theorem 1.2 is that we have uniform-in-e control on || fc|| s for
some s sufficiently small (independent of €). We do not know how to obtain uniform-in-e bounds in higher
regularity, nor do we even necessarily expect such bounds to be true. In particular, we do not have continuity
in any sense that is uniform as e — 0.

Lemma 1.3 (Quantitative L7, — L°° regularization). Write ||f||7, = [za|f(x)|*u(dx) for a measure
m

TS M(Rd) and measurable function f. Under Assumptions 1-3, for every bounded and measurable
observable f : R? — R and R > 1 there holds, uniformly in € € (0, 1),

IPe-1 fllzoe ) SrlIFllzz, (1.13)

There have been many methods put forward for obtaining L120C — Ly, type bounds and pointwise

estimates of hypoelliptic equations or their time-evolution counterparts.! To our knowledge, there has not
been any work that is quantitative in a small parameter such as € here; instead, much of the work is focused
on reducing regularity requirements on the coefficients. One general set of methods is focused on obtaining
pointwise upper and lower bounds on fundamental solutions, often using an explicit local approximation
combined with optimal control arguments; see e.g. [1,3,13,15,42,47,48,60,61] and the references therein.
Such upper and lower bounds then provide a relatively straightforward path towards adapting many classical
parabolic and elliptic methods. There are also the related works [65, 66], which prove Holder regularity for
a class of degenerate parabolic equations with measurable coefficients. Another set of methods, at least
specifically in the context of kinetic theory, have recently been proposed which focus on adapting de Giorgi-
Nash-Moser methods, with the key starting point being a local gain of integrability available from velocity
averaging lemmas [11]; see e.g. [27,57] and the earlier preprints [28,40]. Recently on kinetic Fokker-Planck
there is also [4], which is closer in spirit to the original work of Hérmander [39], and isolates the natural
functional framework in which the variational treatment of elliptic equations extends to kinetic Fokker-
Planck.

Obtaining uniform-in-e estimates is a somewhat different problem than lowering regularity requirements
on coefficients. In fact, it is quantifying a priori estimates in the original work of Hérmander [39] combined
with the adaptation of certain ideas from [27] for extending de Giorgi-Nash-Moser theory to hypoelliptic
settings that form the basis for our proof of Theorem 1.2 and Lemma 1.3. We obtain both upper bounds
(1.11) and (1.13) with hypoelliptic Moser iterations. With proper use of the structural assumptions V - N =
N -z = 0, for both results, the main difficulty is obtaining a local gain of integrability that does not
depend on e. For this we derive suitable uniform Hérmander inequalities (see Section 2 for discussion). The
parabolic version (Lemma 3.3) is the more delicate of the two, and while the proof does not require deep
modifications to Hérmander’s original methods, to our knowledge nothing quite analogous can be found
in the literature. An additional challenge for (1.11) as compared to previous works such as [27, 28, 40], is
that to close the iteration scheme we must deduce a uniform-in-e¢ bound on || fc|| 2, which requires using a
Hormander inequality that is quantitative also in the diameter of the set (Lemma 3.2) and moment bounds
coming from the drift condition that z - N = 0 allows to deduce.

The main difficulty in obtaining the lower bound (1.12) is to adapt a compactness-rigidity argument from
[28,40] used to prove an isoperimetic inequality for subsolutions of a kinetic Fokker-Planck to our setting.
In particular, we show that subsolutions to (1.1) obeying some additional conditions satisfy a uniform-in-e
isoperimetric inequality (see Lemma 2.5). This is then combined with a quantitative hypoelliptic L? — L™

!sometimes called “ultraparabolic” in the literature, however, we find this name misleading and so we do not use it.



estimate for solutions to L f = 0 (Lemma 2.2) and classical ideas from the de Giorgi elliptic theory [63].
It remains an interesting question to obtain quantitative Holder regularity in the small parameter limits for
PDEs with the form of (1.1). This remains out of reach with our current techniques and a direction of future
interest, since our present methods rely crucially on N(z) - = 0 and are not invariant under translations.

1.1.3 Quantitative geometric ergodicity and consequences

In this section we give precise statements of our results on the geometric ergodicity of (1.3) and some
immediate consequences when combined with the results from Section 1.1.2. First, we need to define an
appropriate notion of a uniform drift condition.

Definition 1.4. We say that a nonnegative function V' & 02(Rd) is a uniform Lyapunov function for
{Pf }ee(0,1) if there exists #,b > 0 so that for all e € (0,1) and § € [0, 1] there holds

e0AV + LV < —erV + eb. (1.14)

We include the term eAV on the left-hand side since at times it will be convenient to work with the
regularized operator e0 A+ L. Tt is easy to check that V' (z) = ¢’ is a uniform Lyapunov function provided
that ~y is chosen sufficiently small. Along with the notations from Section 1 we then have the following.

Theorem 1.5 (Quantitative geometric ergodicity). Let V' be a uniform Lyapunov function for {PE}EE(OJ).
Under Assumptions 1-3 there exists K,6 > 0 that do not depend on € such that for all e € (0,1), t > 0, and
measurable f : R — R satisfying || f||y; < oo there holds

IPsf = pe(£)llv < Ke | f — pe(f)llv- (1.15)

Remark 4. As P; : Cy — Cy (where Cy denotes the closure of C§° under the norm max, f(z)/(1 +
V(x)) < o0) defines a Cp-semigroup for all V' which are uniform Lyapunov functions, Theorem 1.5 implies
that f = 1 is an isolated, dominant of eigenvalue of P; and provides a quantitative estimate on the spectral

gap separating it from the rest of the spectrum (in particular o(P;) C {1} U {z eC:|z| < e_ﬁ‘”} for all

§’" < §). Using standard semigroup theory (e.g. [Theorem 3.6, [20]]) a corresponding estimate holds also on
the generator L, i.e. 0(L¢) C {0} U{z € C:Rez < —ed}.

By duality, Theorem 1.5 also implies a corresponding statement on the convergence of the law of xf
as a measure on R? to y in a weighted total variation space. For a Polish space X, a continuous function
V:X —[0,00), and p, v € M(X) we write

v —v|rvy = sup /f(w)(u(dx) —v(dx)). (1.16)

lFllv<1

Corollary 1.6. Under the assumptions and notations of Theorem 1.5, there exists K,d > 0 that do not
depend on € such that for all € € (0,1), t > 0, and measures . € M(R?) satisfying [V (x)u(dz) < oo
there holds

(P 1= pellrvy < Kem Ml — pellrvy - (1.17)

Many techniques exist for studying exponential convergence to equilibrium of a Markov process. Per-
haps the most well-known and flexible methods are Harris type theorems, which combine drift towards a
“small set” and a type of local irreducibility there to yield an explicitly computable rate of convergence in
weighted total variation or Wasserstein distances; see e.g. [30, 35,56]. Related criterion for subgeometric
rates of convergence have also been studied [12,17,18]. For examples of works using a Harris theorem
framework in the setting of (1.3) we refer to [19] and [34] mentioned above. In finite-dimensional situa-
tions, an entirely different class of techniques exist that use the Kolmogorov equation (i.e., PDE approaches)



and functional inequalities involving the equilibrium density; see e.g. [5, 8, 64] and the references therein.
Most directly, for elliptic generators with the form L = A + X -V, a Poincaré inequality in Li (e being the
stationary measure) implies exponential convergence to equilibrium in the same space (for related results
and discussion see e.g. [8]). This is a consequence of the a priori estimate

d
EHPtf—M(f)H%g = —2\|V(7th—#(f))”%g- (1.18)

Poincaré inequalities also play a crucial role in degenerate settings; see for example [Theorem 35, [64]],
which shows that exponential convergence to equilibrium for the kinetic Fokker-Planck equation with a C?
confining potential V : R¢ — R (satisfying a natural upper bound) is implied by an L? Poincaré inequality
for e~V (*)dz:. Methods for proving convergence to equilibrium based on weaker functional inequalities are
also known. For example, weak Poincaré inequalities, which trace back to [49] and were extended to a more
general form in [62] (see also [29, 38] for applications in degenerate settings). The key feature of weak
Poincaré inequalities is that they allow for a small loss of a norm stronger than Li on the right-hand side,
the most common example being

1f = 1Dz < BO)NV Lz + 5l flloo, (1.19)

where || f||co := sup,epa | f(2)| and the inequality is required to hold for every s > 0 and some nonincreas-
ing function /3 : (0, 00) — [1,00) that possibly blows up as s — 0 (see [Theorem 1.4, [8]] for a related but
more general inequality). As such, they are much more forgiving to prove than standard Poincaré inequali-
ties, but when applied in (1.18) only result in a subgeometric rate of convergence and from a stronger norm
to a weaker norm.

The only uniform-in-e¢ information on f. that we currently have are the pointwise bounds stated in
Theorem 1.2, which are far from enough to imply a Poincaré inequality (see e.g. [7, 8, 64] for common
conditions on a measure that yield a Poincaré inequality). Moreover, as discussed in Section 1, uniform-
in-¢ irreducibility statements are not forthcoming from standard methods. As such, it is not clear what the
starting point for a proof of (1.15) should be. Our idea is to extend to the hypoelliptic setting the interesting
fact that any measure p(dz) = Ce V@ dg for V : R? — R that is merely locally bounded satisfies an
(elliptic) weak Poincaré inequality. This is done in Lemmas 5.2 and 5.3, where we prove a hypoelliptic
version of (1.19) that implies the decay estimate

IPEf = me(f)llrz, < w(e)f — pe(f)Le= (1.20)

for some function ¢ : [0,00) — [0,00) with lim;_,?(t) = 0 and every bounded, Borel measurable
function f : R? — R. One of our main insights is that the hypoelliptic regularization of Lemma 1.3, when
combined with a uniform Lyapunov function V and the local equivalence of || - || rz,_ and || - |72 given by
Theorem 1.2, allows to upgrade (1.20) to exponential decay in ||-||y-. This is done by using (1.12) and (1.13)
to show that for every R > 1 there is a T'(R) > 0 such that

1
1Peipf = te(H)lleesry < 51 = pe(f)llzee, (1.21)

which is then applied as the “small set" condition in a standard Harris theorem; see Section 2.3 for details
of the argument. To our knowledge, this particular scheme for obtaining exponential convergence by com-
bining a weak Poincaré inequality with a local regularization estimate and drift condition has not appeared
in the literature. We believe that this approach is of general interest and could be useful in other related
problems.

The fact that Theorem 1.5 is optimal with respect to the scaling of ., C. is described in the following.



Theorem 1.7 (Optimal ¢ — 0 scaling of Theorem 1.5). Let v be small enough so that V = ™ isa uniform
Lyapunov function and suppose that Assumptions 1-3 are satisfied. For every s < 1 and K,§ > 0 there
exists a measurable function f : RY — R satisfying || f|lv < oo and an ¢y > 0 so that for all € € (0, )
there exists t.(€) such that

1PEf = ne(H)llv > Ke
Similarly, if 6 > 0 and { K¢} .c(o,1) are such that

IPEf = pe(llv < Kee™If = pe(f)llv
for every t > 0 and measurable f : R — f with ||f||y < oo, then liminf,_,o K. > 0.

f=pe(H)llv

Remark 5. Note that fixing dimension and sending ¢ — 0 will yield very different results from sending
€ — 0 in infinite dimensional problems, due to the possible development of turbulence. Unlike in the finite
dimensional case, due to anomalous dissipation, different balances of dissipation vs forcing are possible and
what one can see in each scaling depends on whether one has a direct cascade and/or inverse cascade of
conserved quantities (see [58] for a discussion on inverse and direct cascades).

It is clear that any results will be deeply tied to the topology, for example, for Batchelor-regime passive
scalar turbulence, in fluctuation dissipation scaling as in (1.3), e — dp in H® for s < 1 and pue — 0 for
H? for s > 1 (losing all mass to infinity); one requires a different scaling to capture non-trivial dynamics
[9,10]. In the hypoelliptic setting at least, there is no known, reasonable reference measure with respect
to which one can study the stationary density, and even in the case of non-degenerate forcing, it is unclear
what estimates could be expected for systems such as (1.3) and the methods for proving any such estimates
are essentially non-existent at the current time. As far as . is concerned, it is not clear what could be
expected, for example, the presence of anomalous dissipation could conceivably result in . being larger
than is possible in finite dimensions.

1.2 Examples

A wide variety of systems fall under the general form (1.3) that satisfy Assumptions 1-3. Working in
vorticity form, Galerkin truncations (of arbitrary dimension) of the 2D Navier-Stokes equations in a periodic
box can be written in the form (1.3) with Assumption 1. Minimal conditions on the forcing to obtain
Assumption 2 were obtained in [19, 33]. The verification of Assumption 3 follows from the geometric
control theory discussions in [24, 37]. In [50], Lorenz put forward the following model (now known as
Lorenz-96) for n real-valued oscillators uy, ..., u, in a periodic ensemble u; x, = u; (after rescaling to
match (1.3))

Ot = (U1 — Um—2)Um—1 — €U + V2eqmd W™, (1.22)

where {Wt(m)} are independent Brownian motions and {g,, } are fixed parameters. This model has been

studied as a prototypical chaotic, high dimensional system (see e.g. [41,51,53]). It is not hard to check
the structural Assumption 1, and moreover, it is not hard to check that the uniform parabolic Héormander
condition, Assumption 2, is satisfied provided that q1, g2 # 0. See discussions in [24, 37] for verification
of Assumption 3, as like 2D Navier-Stokes, Lorenz-96 satisfies the structural assumptions sufficient to use
geometric control arguments despite the even nonlinearity. The SABRA shell model was introduced in [52]
to mimic many of the properties of turbulence; truncated to finite dimensional « € C”, which we will regard
as evolving on R27, the model becomes (with the obvious convention that uy, = 0 if & Z{1,..,J})

) _ o 0—1
Optlyy, = 2™ <um+1um+2 - §Um—1um+l + 4 um—2um—1> (1.23)
— €22My, + \/equmdW, ™ 1 iy/epd W™D, (1.24)



for real parameters g, pn,, and a fixed parameter 6 € (0,2) \ {1} (for § € (0,1) the model is meant
to capture some properties of the energy/enstrophy cascades in 2D Navier-Stokes and for § € (1,2), the
energy/helicity cascade in 3D Navier-Stokes). See [16] for more discussion on this model. Assumption 1 is
straightforward as for Lorenz-96. Writing in real variables © = a + ib we see that

) 6—1
<(az+1bz+2 = beviags2) + 5 (ar1berr = be—raer) + —— (be—2ae—1 + az—2bz—1)> Da
(«
Despite the appearance, it is actually straightforward to verify Assumption 2 for this model under the con-
dition that g1, g2, p1, p2 are all non-zero. The local coupling allows for a relatively easy proof by induction,

supposing first that the Lie algebra contains {aa > O, }7:1 and then using this to deduce that it also contains
the directions {9, ., 0, .
ay_o factors, as one sees when computing the brackets of the form [0

Am—19
Assumption 3 follows from discussions in [24,37].

2  Outline

In this section we discuss the main steps in the proofs of Theorems 1.2 and 1.5. Recall the convention from
Remark 1.

o) 0—1
app1ao42 + bop1bero) + 5 (ap—rapp1 + be—1besr) + (ag—2ap1 — be—zbe—1)> O, -

2 4

J
Zo= — Z 2t
/=1
J
+) 2
/=1

}. The argument is essentially dictated by the terms containing the by_o or
7). As in the case of Lorenz-96,

2.1 Time-stationary problem: upper bounds
Our goal in this section is to sketch the proof of the uniform-in-¢ local upper bound

Sup) I felloo(Br) SR 1. 2.1)

ec(0,1

From there, the Gaussian upper bound (1.11) follows from a comparison principle argument; see Section
4.4 for details.

The natural starting point for a proof of (2.1) is to determine the uniform-in-€ a priori estimates that are
available for solutions to the problem

L:fe = 07
fe>0, (2.2)
[fe=1

From a probabilistic point-of-view, the most immediate estimate is a moment bound following from the
fact that V' (z) = ¢ is a uniform Lyapunov function (see Definition 1.4) whenever v < 1. Integrating
0 = VL f. and using that [ f. = 1 yields, in the notation of (1.14),

/ewfe <l

K

On the other hand, from the perspective of elliptic PDEs, the natural a priori bound is the energy estimate that
holds for sufficiently regular, nonnegative subsolutions obtained by pairing L} f > 0 with f and integrating
by parts. Let 2~ denote the natural energy norm defined by

£l = e + D 12 f e

j=1
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The contributions from N and B to the energy estimate both vanish due to V- Bx =V - N = 0, and so we
obtain
Lif 20 = [[fll2 S ]2 (2.3)

Since the collection {Z; };7:1 does not alone satisfy Hormander’s condition, (2.3) should be supplemented
with some type of uniform estimate on the drift vector field

Zpe = €Ax + €*Bx + N. (2.4)

This bound is far more subtle than (2.3) and comes in the form of an estimate in the norm dual to Z". In
particular, define the norm

Iflze = sup / of.

eIl 2 <1

Then, using L} f. = 0 and (2.3), we see that

I8
1 Z0,c fell 2 = sup 6/90 S 22+ Te(A) | fe Sellfellz S el fellre (2.5)
peCe, el 2 <1 j=1

We summarize the a priori bounds discussed above in the following lemma.

Lemma 2.1 (Uniform-in-¢ a priori estimates). Let f > 0 be a sufficiently smooth and well localized solution
to LY f > 0. Then, f satisfies the energy estimate

1f1l2 S (1l 22 (2.6)

If in addition L f = 0, then there exists v < 1 (independent of €) such that

2
/ew SNl 2.7)
1Zo,efllas S N Fllp2- (2.8)
All of the implicit constants above do not depend on .

Remark 6. Notice that Lemma 2.1 does not contain a uniform-in-¢ a priori estimate on || f||;>. When L} is
elliptic; i.e., there exists ¢ > 0 such that

SNz € = clg)* e eRY, 2.9)

j=1

then (2.6) implies an a priori L? bound. Indeed, by the Gagliardo-Nirenberg inequality and [ fe = 1 there
exists 6 € (0,1) such that

—0 0 0 0 0
Ifellze S NSl NV Fellze = IV Fell7e S Nfell S NFell7z,

which immediately yields

sup || fellz2 S 1. (2.10)
e€(0,1)

However, in the hypoelliptic case, a more complicated argument is required to deduce (2.10) (see Sec-
tion 2.1.2).

11



2.1.1 Hormander’s inequality and Moser iteration

The proof of (2.1) is based on combining a local gain of integrability with a uniform-in-e bound on the L?
norm. In this section we discuss the gain of integrability estimate, and in Section 2.1.2 below we describe
how to obtain uniform-in-e¢ L? control (see Remark 6 above).

Lemma 2.2. Let § € (0,1) and suppose that f € C°(R?) satisfies f > 0 and
(e6A+L¥)f >0. 2.11)
Then, for any R > 1, uniformly in €,6 € (0, 1) there holds

1 fllzoe(Br) SBfllL2(Bag)-

Remark 7. The purpose of regularizing L} with edA is to make formal computations easier to justify. This
does not cause any difficulties in extracting information about f,, since if f. s denotes the unique solution to
the problem

(e0A +LY)fes =0,
fes >0, (2.12)
ffe,é = 17

then lims_, fe 5 = fe in H{gc for each fixed € > 0 and k£ € N (see Lemma A.4).

The first step in the proof of Lemma 2.2 is to derive localized versions of (2.6) and (2.8) that preserve
the uniformity in e. Fix 0 < 71 < rg and let x € C§°(B,,) be a radially symmetric cutoff with y(z) =1
for all || < 7. The localized estimates take the form

1+ N
Il (222 ) Wlieim 226 20 @.13)
Tro — T
1+r N
12000 5 (7752 ) Wl L2 =0, 2.14)
ro — 71

An important point is that we are forced to use a radially symmetric localization to preserve the structures
that made our estimates uniform in e. Indeed, the energy structure assumed on the conservative drifts B and
N is that they leave spherical shells invariant, so only for radially symmetric x do we have [x, Bx - V| =
[x,N-V]=0.

In the elliptic setting (i.e. (2.9)), Lemma 2.2 follows from (2.13) and the classical Moser iteration method
(see e.g. [23]). Recall that the main idea is that, in the elliptic case, the left-hand side of (2.13) controls
IV (x )Lz, so by Sobolev embedding, o > 1 such that

1+7r
1 fllz2e(s,,) < ( : > 11| z2(B.,)- (2.15)

="

By the convexity of z + 2” for f > 1, if f is a nonnegative subsolution, then f? is a subsolution to
essentially the same equation (see (4.22)). The integrability gain (2.15) is then iterated with f — f&",
n € N along a sequence of decreasing radii, ultimately yielding an L°° bound.

However, the iteration just described does not directly apply in the hypoelliptic setting because ||x f|| 2~
does not control ||x f|| 1. Instead, one requires a Sobolev inequality that uses both (2.13) and (2.14); i.e.,
defining

1A, = Al + W Zoef 2 (2.16)

one wishes to prove the following.

12



Lemma 2.3 (Hormander inequality for H ﬁyp). There exists s > 0 such that for all R > 1 and f € C§°(BRr)
there holds, uniformly in € € (0, 1),

1 les S B2 g, 2.17)

The idea that (2.16) is the natural norm for extending elliptic regularization to hypoelliptic operators with
the general form of L} dates back to Héormander’s seminal paper on hypoellipticity [39] (see also discussions
in [4]). For R = 1, Lemma 2.3 follows from a careful reading of [39] with the goal of quantifying [(3.4),
[39]]. What we will actually need is a version of Lemma 2.3 that is uniform also in § € (0, 1) and adapted
to the a priori estimates provided by the regularized operator edA + L¥. The R dependence is deduced
using a rescaling argument and the homogeneity of the drift term. For a precise statement and proof sketch
of the Hormander inequality that allows us to obtain the needed generalization of Lemma 2.3, we refer to
Lemmas 3.1 and 3.2 in Section 3.2.

Remark 8. The recent paper [4] is the first to use the notation Hﬁ , wherein the authors develop a well-

posedness theory in the complete space associated with a norm analogous to || - || Al for the kinetic Fokker-
yp

Planck equation that mimics the classical H! variational theory for elliptic PDEs. Here, we mostly only

need to be concerned with a priori estimates, but the terminologies remain quite natural nonetheless.

Using (2.13), (2.14), and Lemma 2.3, the proof of Lemma 2.2 is similar to the classical Moser iteration
scheme. A difficulty that prevents one from directly applying the iteration method as described after (2.15)
is that (2.14) does not hold for subsolutions. To remedy this, we adapt an argument from [27]. Namely, since
the ultimate goal is only to upgrade integrability (and not regularity), we instead estimate the exact solution
to a closely related PDE, and then use a weak elliptic maximum principle; see Section 4.2 for details.

2.1.2  Uniform in € bound on || f.|| in hypoelliptic case

As discussed in Remark 6, Lemma 2.1 does not directly imply the required uniform-in-e estimate on || fc|| .2
to obtain (2.1) from Lemma 2.2. The estimate from Remark 6 would generalize to the hypoelliptic setting if
we had a uniform estimate on any H* seminorm in terms of L2. However, this is not immediately possible
(even formally) with Lemma 2.3 since the constant in (2.17) scales like R'~*. The natural thing we do here
is to interpolate against the moment bound (2.7). First, we write

fe = st + Z XRfE
R=27:§>0

for radially symmetric x, xg with Y € C§°(Bi1) and xgr € C§°(Bz2r \ Bpy2). Next, we will use (2.17)
on each annulus and interpolate (using the Gagliardo-Nirenberg inequality) against L', employing (2.7) to
absorb the loss that occurs when applying Lemma 2.3. By (2.13) and (2.14) there holds

Ixrfelm, S 1felle, (2.18)

so from (2.17) and the Gagliardo-Nirenberg inequality, 30 € (0, 1) such that
> Ixafdie SUfdl: Y. Rlxafdz’

R=27:5>0 R=27:5>0

20
SIfge {1+ > R oxar
R=27:5>0

2
< I£1% (1 s [ fe> < A%

We can estimate || fe||z2 in a similar fashion. These computations form the basis of the following lemma,
which we prove in detail in Section 4.1.

Ll
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Lemma 2.4. With the notation of (2.12), there holds

sup [ feslli S 1
€,6€(0,1)

Asa consequence,

sup || fellg S sup [ fellze S 1. (2.19)
€€(0,1) P ee(0,1)

2.2 Time-stationary problem: lower bounds

In this section we discuss the key ideas that go into proving the lower bound (1.12). The first observation
is that (2.1) and (2.7) together imply that there exist constants ¢y, co > 0 such that for every R = 1 there
holds, uniformly in € € (0,1),

{x € Br: fe/c1 > 1} > ca. (2.20)

In other words, f. stays uniformly bounded away from zero on a set of positive measure. A classical idea in
the Holder regularity theory for second-order elliptic equations with rough coefficients is that weak solutions
“cannot oscillate too much” in the sense that if —1 < u < 1 solves Lu = 0 on Bs for a suitable elliptic
operator L, then [{x € By : u(x) < 0} > 0 implies that v must remain uniformly bounded away from 1
everywhere on the smaller set By ; see for example the review [63] (in particular, Proposition 9) and the
references therein. For nonnegative solutions and L? elliptic, (2.20) would then imply the estimate

xleI}BfR fe(®) ZRecrien 1 (2.21)
We have indicated that the implicit constant a priori depends on ¢, although we will see below that this is
not the case.
Our strategy is to extend the argument that yields (2.21) from (2.20) (with a constant independent of €) to
the hypoelliptic setting. We begin by recalling a clever trick from de Giorgi’s approach to Holder regularity
for elliptic PDEs with rough coefficients (see e.g. [63]). For 6 € (0, 1) consider the rescaled functions

wp = (1=074(f/er)) (2.22)
+
structured so that
\{wGBR:wk:O}] > ca, (2.23)
{r € Br:wy > 10} > / lwpi1]?, (2.24)
Br

and observe that a uniform lower bound on f, follows provided that lim infj_, o, ||wg|| L2(Bp) = 0 uniformly
ine € (0,1). Indeed, L¥wy, > 0 by the convexity of z — z, and hence Lemma 2.2 (suppose for the sake
of discussion that it is true for f € H' and § = 0) gives

inf  fo(z) > c10 (1 - ||wk\|Loo(BR/2)) > 6% (1 — C(R)|lwillz2(5,)) Wk €N.
IEGBR/Q

The proof that ||wy]||;2 eventually gets small uses an iteration argument hinging on an isoperimetric
inequality, which in the elliptic case controls the amount of possible oscillation of nonnegative subsolutions
L!f > 0in terms of the natural H' energy norm. The essential point is that if ||wg 1 H%Q(BR) > k(R) >0,
then due to (2.24) there holds

HreBr:wp>1-0} >k & [{x € Br:wr =0} >cy, (2.25)
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and so since the collection {{0 < wy, < 1 —6}}7°, is pairwise disjoint, ||wy, ||z2 > ~ must fail for some
large enough k. = k. (k, c1,c2, R) provided that (2.25) and L*wj, > 0 together imply

Hr € BR:0<wp <1—0} Zkcicor 1 (2.26)

see the proof of Lemma 4.3 for more explanation. It is important to note that proving (1.12) requires the
constant in (2.26) to be independent of .

In the elliptic setting, (2.26) is provided by (2.13) and the classical De Giorgi isoperimetric inequality
(see e.g. [Lemma 10, [63]]), which explicitly quantifies a lower bound for [{x € Br : 0 < wy < 1—60}|in
terms of [|wy || g1 (p,,) and the quantities in (2.25). This approach does not apply in the hypoelliptic setting
because Lwy, > 0 is not sufficient to provide a uniform-in-e bound on |[wi || z1(p,,) (see also discussions
in [27]). Nevertheless, for each fixed & > 1 we are able to prove an isoperimetric inequality that holds
uniformly in 0 < € < 1. It is stated as follows (recall the notation from (2.12)).

Lemma 2.5 (An intermediate value lemma). Fix R > 1 and oy, ao > 0. There exists g > 0, u > 0, and
0 € (0,1/2) such that if e < €y, 6 € (0,1), and w € C°°(Bag) with 0 < w < 1 satisfies

1 * 1 2 - 2
0 < 06Aw + —Ljw < 7 1+ 6|Vfs]?+ Zl \Z; f 5] (2.27)
j:

on Bag, then the inequalities
{w=0}NBgr|>a

and
Hw>1—-0}NBr| > as

together imply
H0<w<1-6}NBg|>p.

The proof of Lemma 2.5 follows a compactness-rigidity argument motivated by [Lemma 14, [27]]. The
desired compactness is deduced with a uniform Hérmander inequality. However, we cannot directly apply
Lemma 2.3 to obtain ||w|/gs < 1 because the upper bound in (2.27) is too weak to provide a uniform
estimate on || Zy cw|| 2-+. Instead, for radially symmetric x € C§°(Bag) with x(z) = 1 for |z| < R and a
test function ¢ € C{°, the natural e-independent estimate is (supposing § = 0 for simplicity)

[ o0t S il Tl + Valelioe (14 120 ) S VElleli + loll).

where in the second inequality we used (2.19) to control || fc|| HL and 0 < w < 1 to control [[w[z2(p,,)-
Since w is a priori bounded, this estimate suggests that we obtain the needed compactness with a Hormander
inequality that includes L°° in the norm pair. We derive such an inequality in Lemma 3.1 by making some
small modifications to the original arguments in [39].

The rigidity step is resolved by passing to the limit and deriving a contradiction with the supposed
counter-example obtained at = ¢ = p = 0 satisfying the e-independent estimates provided by (2.27). This
only requires one to know that there cannot exist a non-constant characteristic function £ satisfying (in the
sense of distributions) NV - V¢ = 0 and Z; - V{ = 0 for j = 1,...,r. While this can be achieved directly
from Hormander’s theorem, we have the following stronger rigidity statement, which plays a key role in the
proof of our hypoelliptic weak Poincaré inequality (see Lemmas 5.2 and 5.3).
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Lemma 2.6 (Rigidity lemma). Let @ C R be an open, connected set. Suppose that {X }?:0 C T(9)
satisfies Hormander’s condition on Q). Let f € L?OC(Rd) be a distributional solution to

Xof =0.
If X;f =0foreach j=1,...,k, then f is constant on ().

loc

Xof = 0, and so by Hérmander’s theorem [Theorem 1.1, [39]] it follows that f € C'°°(Q2). Thus, it suffices
to prove the result for smooth functions satisfying X; f = 0 for j = 0, 1,. ..,k in the classical sense on ).
Let B(x,r) denote the ball of radius 7 centered at  with the usual Euclidean metric, and for ¢ € R, let

Proof. The assumptions of the lemma imply that f € L2 (Q) is a distributional solution to Z?:l XJZ [+

Se={x € Q:3r>0suchthat f =con B(z,r)}.

We will prove that there is some ¢ so that S, is open, nonempty, and relatively closed in €2. The fact that
S is open for each c follows by its definition. To prove that 3¢ such that S, is both relatively closed and
nonempty, it suffices to show that for every x € Q 3r, > 0 so that f is constant on B(z,r,). Fix g € Q
and let & C () be an open ball containing xq. Define the U/-reachable set at x( to be the points x1 € U such
that there exist bounded, measurable functions {c; : [0,1] — R};?:O and a curve 7y : [0,1] — U such that

7(0) = 2o, (1) = x1, and
k

V) =D ¢i()X;(v(t) ae te0,1]. (2.28)

j=0
A well-known fact in the theory of local controllability is that the {/-reachable set at x( is an open neighbor-
hood of x( as soon as { X j };‘?:0 satisfies Hormander’s condition on U/; see e.g. [Theorem 2.2, [36]]. Since
f is constant along any curve +y satisfying (2.28) we conclude that it must be constant on some open ball
containing x(, completing the proof. O

We have already sketched the main ideas in using a uniform-in-e intermediate value lemma to obtain a
local lower bound, though due to the complexity of Lemma 2.5 there are some additional details to fill in.
This is done in Section 4.3, wherein we prove the following.

Lemma 2.7. Suppose that Lemma 2.5 holds. Then, for all R > 1 there exists €,(R) > 0 such that

inf inf fo(z) 2R 1. 2.29
by T 2 o

If Assumption 3 is satisfied, then (1.12) also holds.

To obtain (1.12) from (2.29), we use that since ¢, in Lemma 2.7 depends only on R it suffices to show

inf inf fo(x) 2R 1. (2.30)
e€lex,1) |z|<R

Such a bound follows in a straightforward way provided that Assumption 3 is satisfied (see Lemma A.S5).
2.3 Time-dependent problem

In this section we prove Theorem 1.5, with the needed intermediate results stated as lemmas to be proven in
Section 5.

We quantify the spectral gap for P; using a Harris theorem that follows easily from the techniques in
[35]. For a Polish space X and any bounded, Borel measurable function f : X — R we write

[flloc = sup [ f(2)]. 2.31)
zeX

Recall also the notations || - ||y and || - ||y, defined in (1.9) and (1.16), respectively. The Harris theorem
then reads as follows.
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Lemma 2.8 (Harris). Let P be a Markov semigroup on a Polish space X. Suppose that there exists a
continuous function V : X — [0, 00) such that:

e There exists b > 1 such that for all z € X there holds

PV (z) < ZV(x)+b. (2.32)

e There exists 1) € (0,2) such thatif z,y € X satisfy V(x)+V (y) < 10band f : X — R is a bounded,
Borel measurable function with || f||co < 1, then

Pflx) =Pfy)l <2—n. (2.33)

Then, there exists ¢ € (0, 1) satisfying ¢ > nand K > 1 depending only on b such that for any two measures
v € M(X) with [, V(x)u(dx) + [, V(z)v(dz) < oo and any n € N there holds

1(P*)" (= v)lrvy < K(1—¢)" |l —v7Tvy.

As a consequence, P can admit only one stationary measure, and if |1 is the unique stationary measure
there exists K > 1 depending only on b so that for any n € N and measurable function f : RY — R with
| f Il < oo there holds

IP"f = poo(F)llv < K(1 = ¢)"[If = poo(£)llv-

Let V be a uniform Lyapunov function for Pf (see Definition 1.4). By Lemma 2.8, to prove (1.15) for
discrete times ¢ = nt, it is enough to show that there exists C'y > 0 so that if ¢, = C.e ! then (2.32) and
(2.33) hold with P = P;_and constants b, 1) that do not depend on e. For the drift condition, directly from
(A.4) we have

PV (z) = e "V (z) + % = e "V (2) + b, (2.34)

and so P;_satisfies (2.32) uniformly in € for C sufficiently large. As alluded to in Section 1, establishing
(2.33) is much more difficult. First, notice that by duality and the fact that V' and b do not depend on e, it
would suffice to show that for every R > 1 there exists n(R) € (0,2) such that whenever |z|, |y| < R and
C. is sufficiently large depending only on R there holds

I(PE) 0z = (PL)"Syllrv < 2 = 1. (2.35)

If C could be chosen depending on ¢, then using the dissipative structure of (1.3), the regularizing proper-
ties of (Pf)*, and the fact that there is a nonzero probability that the driving Wiener process remains small
over [0, t,], one can prove that (2.35) is satisfied for some 7 > 0 that depends badly on e. What makes Theo-
rem 1.5 and its proof novel is that we are forced to show that  and C', can actually be chosen independently
of €. To this end we will prove that

lim sup IPie—1 f — pe(f)llze(Br) = 0. (2.36)
E=00 e (0,1), 1 flloo <1

Our proof of (2.36) is based on a two step procedure that makes crucial use of Theorem 1.2. First, we
show that P} satisfies the quantitative Lis — L “parabolic” regularization estimate stated in Lemma 1.3.
For fixed ¢, similar regularization estimates can be obtained by several known methods, hence the main
challenge in proving Lemma 1.3 is obtaining uniformity in € € (0,1). As mentioned earlier, this requires
us to derive a slightly subtle space-time Hormander inequality better adapted to a parabolic framework
(Lemma 3.3). With such an inequality in hand, one can apply a suitably adapted Moser iteration. However,
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the Moser iteration controls the L>°(Bg) norm in terms of the time integral of the L?(Byr) norm. In order
to estimate this in terms of the initial condition, we crucially apply the uniform lower bounds in Theorem
1.2 and the monotonicity of Pf with respect to Lie; see Section 5.2 for details.

Given Lemma 1.3, the proof of (2.36) reduces to showing that

lim  sup  [[Pof — pe(f)llrz, = 0. (2.37)
1200 e (0,1), 1 flloo <1 e

In other words, we need to prove that Py satisfies a || - [|[oc — || - || rz_ decay estimate with timescale et

on functions which are mean zero with respect to 1. This task is much more tractable than proving, say, an
Lﬁe — Lié exponential decay estimate for P; (which would require a Poincaré inequality for p.; see e.g.
[8]), and is provided by the following lemma.

Lemma 2.9. Under Assumption 3, there exists a function ) : [0,00) — (0, 00) with limy_, . ¥ (t) = 0 such
that for every bounded, Borel measurable function f : R® — R and € € (0, 1) there holds

1Pef = ()2, < v f = pe(f)l[ie- (2.38)

From essentially the ODE computation in [Theorem 2.1, [62]], we can prove Lemma 2.9 provided we
can show that P; satisfies a type of uniform-in-¢, hypoelliptic weak Poincaré inequality. This is accom-
plished in Lemmas 5.2 and 5.3 using a compactness-rigidity argument that relies on Lemma 2.6.

We now prove Theorem 1.5 assuming Lemmas 1.3 and 2.9.

Proof of Theorem 1.5. We first prove the result for discrete times. That is, we show that there exists
K,0,C, > 0 that do not depend on € so that if ¢, = C,e~! then for every n € N, ¢ € (0,1), and
measurable f : R? — R with || f||y; < oo there holds

1Pre. f = me(Hllv < Ke* | f = ne()llv- (2.39)

From Lemma 2.8 and the discussion proceeding it we just need to prove (2.36). Fix R > 1. By Lemma 1.3
and the monotonicity of Pf with respect to Lis we have, for any ¢ > 2,

sup IPre1 f — te(f)llLoe(Br) SR sup PG 1 f = me(f)llzz, -
66(071)7||f||<>0§1 66(071)7||f||00S1 2

Hence, applying Lemma 2.9 we obtain

limsup — sup (P 1 f = pe(f)llL(mp) Slimsup  sup  OE/2)[|f = pe(f)l Lo

t=00 e€(0,1),[[flleo <1 t—=00  e€(0,1),|flle <1

< limsup /¢(t/2) = 0,
t—00

as desired.
It only remains to upgrade (2.39) to continuous time. Let ¢ > 0 and choose n € N so that ¢t € [nt,, (n +
1)t.). Using the semigroup property, there exists s € [0, ¢,) so that

1PEf = ne(Nllv = 1Pe(Pre, f = ne(fDllv < Ke "™ [PEllvovlf — pe(Hllv.

Whenever n > 1 one has dnet, > €(d/2)t, and so (1.15) follows provided

sup  [|Psllvoyv Se. 1 (2.40)
0<s<Che1
This is proven at the beginning of Section 5; see Lemma 5.1. O
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3 Uniform Hormander inequalities

In this section we state and sketch proofs of various uniform Hérmander type inequalities. Throughout the
entire section, @ C R? denotes an open, bounded set and K C €2 is compact. The proof techniques in this
section are not used elsewhere in the paper, and the reader interested only in statements of the Hormander
inequalities to be used can safely skip to Section 3.2.

3.1 Notation and basic facts

We begin with some notation and basic facts that will be needed in the proof sketches to follow.
We use the notation in [39] for the L2-based Holder regularity of a function u along a vector field
X € T(Q). Forany 0 < tp < 1 and s € (0, 1] we write

ul'¢ , = sup [t|°[le u—ull2, ueCF(K). 3.1)

tI<to

This is well defined since X maps C§°(K) into C$°(Q) provided that |¢| is sufficiently small depending
only on K, €, and the derivatives of X. We also define an isotropic s-norm by

M?inWﬂM+m—mwm u e C3°(K). (3.2)
h|<to

In Section 3.3 we will need to consider differential operators of the form e¢d; + X for ¢ > 0 and functions
that depend on time. In this situation, we write

[uleh, x5 = Sup = lle™ a4 ey ) = uls)lpe,  we C5((a,b) x K). (3.3)
T|<to

The seminorm | - |0 is related to the usual homogeneous Sobolev spaces by the equivalence

Ju(- —y) —u(-)|lrr
lyl®

~

lullsy Asps

, (3.4)
Lr(R4;|y|—ddy)

which holds for any s € (0,1) and (p,7) € [1,00]?; see e.g. [Theorem 2.36, [6]]. Here, stm’ denotes
the usual homogeneous Besov space. We refer to [6] for definitions and basic results. A straightforward
consequence of (3.4) and Hu||B§ < ||uHBg L~ |||y« is that for any s € (0,1) and s" > s there holds

[l S llullas So—s Clto,s) (lullzz + ul) . we CFO(K), 3.5

where C' is nonincreasing in |¢o|.
As usual, define ad X (V') := [X, Y] for X, Y € T(€2). Then, for {(X;,s;)}7_y € T(2) x (0,1] and a
multi-index I = (i1, ...,1), 0 < i; < r we write

X[ = adXZkadXZ . adXz-inl,

1 Ko 1
m:;s—ij, m(I):m.

3.2 Time-independent Hormander inequalities

(3.6)

We begin by defining the regularized Hérmander norm pairs natural for studying the operator e6A + L.
For {X;}7_; CT(Q2), an open set Q' C Q, and § € [0, 1] we define

gl 250 = lgllz2@y + D 1Xsgll 2@y + Vol Vall e,
= (3.7)

9/l 2y = sup / ©g;
PeCG (V) llell a5 @y <1/
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190l 27 0y == N9l 25 0) + 9]l Lo (2r),

Il - ey = sup | eo

LPECSO(Q,),H@”%;&(Q,)SI

(3.8)

Typically, the functions g we consider have compact support in  and ' = €. In this case, we do not
indicate any domain in the notation. Also, by an abuse of notation, throughout the paper we will write (2,
A5, (X, ), etc., regardless of whether the vector fields involved are a general collection {X i };f:l C
T(€2) or the specific vector fields {Z; }§=1 C T(R%) from (1.1) since the meaning will always be clear from
context.

The following lemma is a generalized and quantitative version of Theorem 2.3. It holds uniformly in
the regularization parameter ¢ and is indifferent to whether or not L™ is included in the Hormander norm.
The proof we give is a straightforward adaptation of the techniques from [39]. Recall the terminology from
Definition 1.1.

Lemma 3.1 (Quantitative Hormander inequality). Let Q C R? be an open, bounded set, K C § be compact,
and X be either X5 or Xs. Suppose that {Xj}Yi—o © T() satisfies the uniform Hormander condition
on Q with constants (Ny, C) € N x (0,00). There exists s(Ny) > 0 and a constant C' such that for all
u € C§°(K) and é € |0, 1] there holds

[ull s < C (Jull 7 + [ Xoul[ 5+) -

The constant C' depends on {X;}";_, only through r, No, Co, and an upper bound on 3% _ || X;|c (q) for
some k(Ny) > 0 sufficiently large.

Proof sketch. Recall the definition of the norm 2" from Section 2.1.1. For d1,d2 € [0, 1], and functions
g € C§°(Q2) we define the Hormander norm pair

955, 5, = Nl + 81912 + Bllllims Nz o= s feq G9)
" el @) lel g, 5, <1

Our goal is to show that uniformly in d;, d2 € [0, 1] there holds
ullzs < C (llullzs, 5, + 1 Xoull2y ) uwe GG (K), (3.10)
1,92 1,09

where s and C' are as in the statement of the lemma. In the remainder of this proof, C' > 0 denotes any such
constant and u denotes an arbitrary function in C§°(K).
Lets; =1forj=1,...,r,and so = 1/2. Let 0, s’ > 0 satisfy

-1 .
Ny ' So<s< X?él\}'lzvo s(1), (3.1

where X7 and Vy, are as in (3.6) and Definition 1.1, respectively. Then, let 7 be the set of multi-indices
with om(I) < 1 that contain both zero and nonzero indices, and for ¢ > 0 to be taken sufficiently small
define
M(u) = llull 2+ [ulx, sy + lulb. (3.12)
Ieg

Observe that M (u) is nothing more than the quantity M (u) defined in the equation preceding [(5.6), [39]]
but with the dual norm removed. It is clear from a reading of [39] that [Lemma 5.2, [39]] and [(5.16), [39]]
both hold with M (u) replaced M (u).
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Let S; denote the regularizer defined in the paragraph directly after the statement of [Theorem 5.1, [39]],
and set v » = (e7X0.8;)* (e™X0 Syu — Syu) for 0 < 7 < t2. To prove (3.10), we follow the proof of [(3.4),
[39]] exactly, except we replace the estimate of the second term in [(5.15), [39]] with

‘ /Q (Xou)v

Bounding ||vt - || 2~ using [(5.16), [39]] with M replaced by M, and then proceeding as in the computations
after [(5.6), [39]] results in the following modified version of [(3.4), [39]]:

< | Xoullay | lverllzs, 5, S IXoullSs |+ lver % + 0 IVverllZe + 03 ]|vr,r || Zoe-
> 1,92

uly + llullze < llull2 + [ Xoull 2y, +01 sup [[Vogrlpe +82 sup Jogzllz=. (3.13)
’ 0<|r|<t? 0<|r|<t?
The estimate is uniform in §;, do and holds for ¢ sufficiently small. Moreover, a careful reading of [39]
shows that in addition to depending of course on K and §2, both the implicit constant and the smallness
requirement on ¢ in (3.13) depend only on , Cp, No, and an upper bound on > "_ || X[k (o) for some
k(No) > 0. Applying (3.5), we thus obtain that for o < s < s’ there holds

[ullms < CJullz + [ Xoullzy , +61 sup [[Voyrllpz +62 sup  [vgzr|[re). (3.14)

1oz 0<|7|<t2 0<|7|<t2
It remains to bound the latter two terms of (3.14) in terms of ||ul|2; , . Let Ty = Sy, e!Xo, S¥, or
(e!X0)*, From the definition of .S; (it is a finite product of operators that smooth along the vector fields X7,

1 € 7J) it is straightforward to check that if V; and V5 are open sets with V; CC Vo CC £, then for ¢
sufficiently small depending only on 7, No, V1, Vo, and 3% [| X[l (q), for any g € C5°(V4) there holds

Tig € Cg°(Va), (3.15)
IVTigllze < Cllgllmn, (3.16)
1TgllL < CligllLe-- (3.17)
Combining this with (3.14) and recalling the definition of v; - completes the proof. O

For 25, 25" as in (3.7) with X replaced by Z; and g € C§° (RY), let
gl , = lallzs + 1 Z0.call 2 (3.18)

which is nothing more than the natural d-regularization of the Hﬁyp norm defined in (2.16). Our main
application of Lemma 3.1 is a Hormander inequality for Hﬁyp s that is uniform in both 6 € [0, 1] and
e € (0,1). It is one of the key ingredients in the proofs of Lemmas 2.2 and 2.4 carried out in Section 4.

Lemma 3.2 (Hormander inequality for Hﬁyp 5) Let R > 1. There exists s > 0 such that for any g €
C§°(Br) there holds, uniformly in e € (0,1) and 6 € [0, 1],

lgllzs < B llgll

hyp,do ’
Proof. Let g(z) = g(Rx) so that § € C5°(B1). Define
Zo =N+ eR P Az 4+ ¢*R™PH Bz,

where p is the homogeneity degree of N. By Assumption 2, {Zy, Z1, ..., Z, } satisfies Hormander’s condi-
tion on By with constants (N, Cp) € N x (0, 00) that do not depend on ¢, and so by Lemma 3.1 there exists
s(NNp) > 0 such that

g1l ers S Mlgll 25 + 120l 25+ (3.19)
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The implicit constant in (3.19) depends on r, Ny, and Cj, but not on € or 6. Now, if ¢ € C§° with
loll2; < 1, then by rescaling we have

/B 020 < ||o (5)|,. B 120l 2 < R4 Zo g
1 L§

Combining with ||g]| 2, < R=%2%1||g|| »; we obtain

2 SR gl

1.
hyp,d

191125 + 1 Zog

Since ||g|| s = R=%%%%||g|| g+ it follows then from (3.19) that
R™|gllgre S R gl
hyp,d&
as desired. O

Remark 9. Since Lemma 3.1 does not use the parabolic Hormander condition, Lemma 3.2 holds just as well
when the uniform spanning condition in Theorem 1.2 is replaced with the analogous statement requiring only
Hormander’s condition.

3.3 Hormander inequality for spaces involving time

In this section, we discuss a parabolic Hérmander inequality that is natural for proving uniform-in-¢ L? —
L regularization estimates for the semigroup generated by e ' L..

We begin with some notation. For an open, bounded set  C R¢, an open set Q' C €, {X; };zl CT7(9),
to € R, and ¢ > 0 we define the Hormander norm pair

to+t 1/2
/ lg(7) ?@?T(Q’)d7—> : (3.20)
t

0

9l 2 ((to,t0 +0); 27 (7)) = (

191122 (0, t0+0);.27+()) = sup / ©g. (3.21)
PECE ((t0,to+) XX, 10l L2 (1, tg+1); 27 (7)) ST/ RXQY

The notation for the dual norm is motivated by the fact that it is possible to show (L?.2)* = L?.2"* though
we will not require this fact?>. We use all of the same notations when (2", 2*) is replaced with a different
Hoérmander norm pair.

In the above setting and notations, the parabolic Hormander inequality is as follows.

Lemma 3.3 (Uniform parabolic Hormander inequality). Let X C Q be compact and suppose that { X ; };7:0 -
T(Q) satisfies the uniform parabolic Hormander condition on Q with constants (Ny, Cy) € N x (0, c0).

Fixty € R, t € [1,10], and 0 < n < 1/4. There exists s(Nyg) > 0 and a constant C' such that for all

u € C§((to +n,to +t —n) x K) there holds, uniformly in ¢ > 0 and § € [0, 1],

to+t
2 2 2
/t [u(7, ) s gaydr < C (HUHLQ((to,to-i-t);Qﬁs) + [|(ed: + XO)“||L2((to,to+t);3f;)) :
0

The constant C' is uniformly bounded with respect to n varying over compact time intervals away from the
origin, and depends on { X;};_ only through r, No, Co, and an upper bound on 37" _ || X; || cx (o) for some
k = k(Ny) sufficiently large.

2As 2 is a Hilbert space, the Radon-Nikodym theorem extends to Bochner integrals of the form L?(0,T; 2°), which allows
to show that every continuous linear functional on L?(0,7'; Z") can be represented in the form A(f) = fOT (f,9) g « 9= dt for
g€ L*0,T; 2).
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The remainder of this section is devoted to the proof of Lemma 3.3. We will assume throughout that
t =1,t) = 0, and n = 1/4 since the general case is no different. Moreover, by the same arguments
from the proof of Lemma 3.1 it suffices to consider the case when § = 0. We will also suppress the
superscript notation in (3.1)—(3.3), with the understanding that the increment is always taken sufficiently
small depending only on K and finitely many derivatives of {X; };7:0. Lastly, unless otherwise stated, all
implicit constants in this section satisfy the same properties as C' from the lemma statement.

The proof of Lemma 3.3 is again based very closely on [39]. However, the generalization is a little more
subtle than in Lemma 3.1 because to make use of the parabolic Hormander condition we need to give the
time direction a distinguished role, something not done in [39]. The first step is to generalize [Theorem 4.3,
[39]], which says that a function u : R? — R with some regularity along the vector fields {X j }5:0 must
have some regularity in all directions. Recall from Definition 1.1 and Section 3.1 the definitions of V; and
the seminorms | - |x s, | - |eg,+x,s for X € T'(2) and s € (0, 1].

Lemma3.4. Let {(X;,s5)}_o CT(Q)x[1/2,1] and v Z Ny L. For |7| sufficiently small and any X1 € V;
with j Sn, 1 there holds, uniformly in € € (0, 1),

1 1 T
7+m(I)
e ) =t e S Pl + 7 [ | X O, 0 | i G2
j=1

for every u € Cg°((1/4,3/4) x K). As a consequence, when {X;}7_, C T(S2) satisfies the parabolic
Hormander condition on ) with constants (Ny, Cy) there exists s(Ngy) > 0 so that uniformly in € € (0, 1)
there holds

1 1 r 1
[ R [ a3 [ il e wE C(1/4.3/4)K). (23)
j=1

Proof sketch. Let I be amulti-index and N € N be such that N > |I|, where as usual we write |I| to denote
the length of I. There exists a finite product decomposition (see [(4.13), [39]] and the discussion leading up
to it)

e X = <HeiijXf) e Xy ...eTm(Il)XIlev, (3.24)
where each multi-index [;, 1 < j < ¢ satisfies || < |I;| < N, and
Hyo(z) = v(g(z,7)), ve 5 (K)
for a smooth mapping g : K x (—tg,ty) — €2 satisfying

sup |g(z,7) — 2| = O(I7[Y), |7 <to

zeK
for t( sufficiently small. The decomposition (3.24) is obtained by iteratively using that from the Cambell-
Baker-Hausdorff formula one has

2
— — T
TXe TYeTXeTY — e (X, Y]+...

e . XY €eT(Q) (3.25)

in the sense of formal power series, where + . .. denotes a series of iterated commutators of length at least
three formed with 7X and 7Y see e.g. [pg. 162, [39]]. Since [0y, X] = [0;,Y] = 0 for X,Y € T(Q)
viewed as constant in time vector fields on R%t1, it is clear that (3.25) remains true with Y in the left-hand
side replaced by €d, + Y for any € > 0. It follows that, when lifted to an operator on functions of spacetime,
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(3.24) holds with every occurrence of X on the right-hand side replaced by €d; + X. In particular, the
error H; in the Taylor expansion acts only on the spatial variables:

H{u(t,z) =u(t,g(z, 7)), weC5((1/4,3/4) x K).
By choosing N < Ny such that N+ > 1, it follows then from [(4.11), [39]] and [Lemma 4.2, [39]] that for
any X; € V; with j Sy, 1and u € C§°((1/4,3/4) x K) there holds

1 T 1
m(I)
/O lem™ Xt ) — u(t, ) 2adt S 1720l x, + 72 S /0 ut) &, ot
i=1

4 1 1
m(I;)
+ 3 e T Gt ) = ult, ) |Fadt + |72 ()Pt
=170 0 !

where each [;, 1 < j < /satisfies |I| < |I;] < N. Using (3.26), the proof of (3.22) follows from the
induction argument in [Lemma 4.6, [39]].

Now we turn to (3.23). Applying (3.22) and the arguments that lead to [(4.14), [39]] yields that for o
and s’ as in (3.11) there holds

(3.26)

0<|h|x1

1 T 1 1
sup [B-% /O e, +h) =t )22t S 2o+ S /0 u(t)%, ., dt-+ /O u(®)[2dt. (3:27)
j=1
Let now o < s < s’. By (3.4) and Fubini’s theorem we have the bound
! 2 ! 2 2s’ ! 2 ! 2
| e~ [t des s 7 [t ) = e ) et [ o) e
0 0 22 0<|h|<1 0 0

Since s > o, for every § > 0 there exists Cy such that
u@lo S [0l 55 S el g, < u@llge + Callut)z2.

The previous two estimates together with (3.27) yield (3.23) with |u(t)|s replaced by ||u(t)|| . The proof
is then complete since |u(t)|s < ||u(t)| ms- O

With Lemma 3.4 at our disposal, the proof of Lemma 3.3 is a straightforward generalization of [section
5, [39]]. Throughout the entire proof we write L?%2 and L?2°* to mean the norms taken on the time
interval (0, 1). Also, for convenience we define X = €0; + X.

Proof sketch of Lemma 3.3. For o > 0, {s;}’_, and J all as in the proof of Lemma 3.1, let

Jj=0

1
- 7m0
M) =l + 3 s i1 / o Srue) ) e+ [ R G2)
0

IE j < 7' <<1
Note that M (u) is not equivalent to fol | M (u(t))|?dt because in the second term the supremum over the
increment is outside of the time integral. Using Lemma 3.4, it follows from the arguments between [(5.6),

[39]] and [(5.11), [39]] that to complete the proof of Lemma 3.3 it suffices to show that for 7 > 0 sufficiently
small there holds

1
/0 e X0 S u(t) — Sru(t)[2adt S N () + 72| Xocull}a . (3.29)
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where S denotes the same regularizer introduced in the proof of Lemma 3.1.
To prove (3.29) we proceed as in [39] and define

1 1/2
f(s) = ( / (|50 S u(t) — STu(t)H%gdt) 0< |s| <72
0

with the goal of showing that f(7) < |7|\/M(u) + |7|[| X0l 122+ Since S, does not regularize in the
time variable we clearly have [S;, X¢ ] = [S-, Xo], and so differentiating f? with respect to s gives

——fs) = <eSX°’€ [Xo, Sy]u, e5%0c S u — Sru) + (Xocu, (es%X0e S Y (esK0e S oy — Sru)),  (3.30)

where (-, -) denotes the L?-inner product over (0, 1) x (2. To estimate the right-hand side of the expression
above we need the following lemma, which is a variation of [Lemma 5.2, [39]].

Lemma 3.5. Let V be an open set with V. CC Q. For T > 0 sufficiently small and every v € C§°((0,1)x V')
there holds

1
/ |7V S () 2adt < 72N (0) (3.31)
0
1
> /0 7D X Sro(t)|[32dt < 72M (v) (3.32)
Ieg
™ 1 B
3 /0 79 X, SoJo() |2adt < 7N (v). (333)
7=0

A remark on the proof is in order because the second term in M is weaker than

1
> [t et

leg

and so the lemma does not follow simply by integrating the estimates in [Lemma 5.2, [39]].

Proof sketch of Lemma 3.5. The left-hand side of (3.31) is bounded using the latter term in the definition of
M. The estimate follows in the same manner as [(5.12), [39]] because in this term the supremum over the
increment is inside the time integral.

Now we turn to (3.32). Let ¢x denote the regularizer defined in [section 5, [39]]. By Minkowski’s
inequality, Jensen’s inequality, and the equation preceding [(5.1), [39]] there holds

1 1 1
m sTm(I)
IO Kot < [ e X000 ool (9)Psar

Employing also Fubini’s theorem we then get
1
1O X 00
2 ! 2/m(I)|, /() |2 1/m(I)) -1\ —2 ! (|s|t/ ™D ym D) x; 2
<7 [ sl " () { (Is] 7)) lle o(t) = v(t)|[z2dt | ds
-1 0

~ 1 ~
< 7 (v) / (52D (5)2ds < 72N (v).
~1

Hence, (3.32) holds with the summation replaced by a fixed I € J and S; replaced by the individual
regularizer ¢, m(n) yx,. The induction trick in the proof of [Lemma 5.2, [39]] then works to upgrade to (3.32).
Adapting the methods from [Lemma 5.2, [39]] to obtain (3.33) is done similarly. O
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Using (3.33) in (3.30) we have

F)f'(5) S 77 M) f(s) + | Xocull 2 e + [1(€350 )" (€770 Spu — Spu) |72 -

From the elementary ODE computation proceeding [(5.15), [39]], it follows that to complete the proof
of (3.29) it suffices to show that the latter term above can be controlled by M (u). To this end, for v €
C§°((0,1) x Q) we define

N = Oy + Y [ IO X+ [ 70 o0,
Ieg

Applying Lemma 3.5 and the arguments that lead to [(5.17), [39]] and [(5.18), [39]] gives that for any open
set V.CC Qand v € C§°((0,1) x V), as long as 7 is sufficiently small there holds

N(Sv)
N-(e"¥10)

Because [0y, Xo] = 0 and e**? is bounded with respect to L?.2" we have

M (v), (3.34)
N(v), 0<|s|]<r™D)  TeJ. (3.35)

AR

H(QSXO'EST)*@SXO’ESTU@) — Sru(t ))HLQQ” N N ((e onST)*eonSTu) + NT((QSXOST)*STU)-

Now, (3.34) and (3.35) along with the form of S, imply that (e5*°S,)* is bounded with respect to N..
Hence, we have

H(QSXO'EST)*(QSXO'ESTu(t) - S.ru(t))H%Q% S N'r(esxos'ru) + NT(STU) S M(“)?
which completes the proof. U

4 Uniform estimates on the stationary measure

4.1 Uniform L? estimate for f.

The purpose of this section is to prove Lemma 2.4.
Recall from Section 2 that in order to more easily justify formal calculations, we introduce the following
regularization: V4§, ¢ > 0, define f. 5 > 0 with [ f. 5 = 1 to be the unique solution to the problem

1
0Afe s+ EL:fE,(s =0. 4.1)

In Appendix A, we sketch the proof that this problem is well-posed and that f. 5 € L? V6§ > 0. Note also
that f s satisfies the moment bound (2.7) uniformly in €,0 € (0, 1) (see (A.10)) and from classical elliptic
theory [23] there holds VR > 0,

er,éHHk(BR) SR,k,&,e L. 4.2)

Now, we are interested in obtaining estimates uniform in both € and J, and then passing to the limit 6 — 0.
Define x(z) € C§°(B;) radially symmetric such that y = 1 for |x| < 1/2. Define x(z) = x(z/2) —
X(w) which is now a C§°(Bz \ By /2) function. Further, define xg = x(z/R) and note that

1=yx+ Z XR- (4.3)
R=2:5>0
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Proof of Lemma 2.4. We proceed by proving that

sup || fesll2 S 1. 4.4)
€,0€(0,1)

This implies the second inequality in (2.19) by passing 6 — 0 and using lower-semicontinuity along with
the uniqueness of f. for each ¢ > 0 (see Lemma A.2 and the remark following it). The first inequality in
(2.19) then follows from Lemma 2.1.

Step 1: estimates on Y f. 5: Multiplying (4.1) by X and using the energy property N(z)-z = Bx-z =0
together with the radial symmetry of Y, we obtain

T

(EéA + L:) Xfe,é = [65A7 )Z]fe,cg + EZ[ZE, X]fe,é + G[AJI : V, X]fe,é- (45)
j=1

Pairing with X fc s gives the a priori estimate
r
SIIV(fea)llie + DI Zi(fepllTe Sl fesllT2 (4.6)
j=1

Similarly, we pair with a test function v € C§°(RY) satisfying ||v|| 2; < 1 and obtain, using (4.6),

‘/UZO,eXfe,chx 5 55”V(Xf6,5)”L2 "VU"LQ + EZ HZj(Xfe,cS)HH HZjUHLz 4.7)
j=1
+ €6 || fesllpe V0l 2 + €D [1Z50ll 2 [ feoll 2 (4.8)
j=1
+ €[l fesll 2 V][ 2 (4.9)
S ellfeslze (4.10)

Combining with (4.6) we then have, uniformly in 9, €,
IXFeollgn S lfesllpe- (4.11)
hyp,d
Thus, by Lemma 3.2 and Sobolev embedding, 30 € (0, 1) (depending on dimension but not €) such that
- - 1-6 |- 9 - 1-0 |- 0 0
IFesllpe S X Feslli X feollis S NXfesllpn X Fesllmy S I fesllrs - (4.12)

Step 2: estimates on Xy f. 5: For any R > 1, by applying the same arguments as in the case of ¥ and
using || V/xr|lL=~ < R77 to control the commutator error terms, we similarly obtain

Ixrfesllmy S fellz - (4.13)
Therefore, again by Lemma 3.2 and Sobolev embedding, 36 € (0, 1) such that

—0 0
Ixrfesll 2 S RIXRLes| b2 || fosll - (4.14)
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Step 3: L? estimates: By (4.3), Young’s inequality, (4.12), and (4.14), we have

| fesllpe <R feslle + D lxaifesll 2 (4.15)
27:5>0
S sl + 1 fesllzo Y 2 llxas fesll [ (4.16)
Jj=0
iy 25
Sfesl® [ 14277+ 270 xos fesllin 4.17)
J=0 Jj=0
2
Slfesllle {1+ 22 ||V x2ite]| (4.18)
27:5>0
Applying (A.10) with V' as in (2.7) then implies
1 feollze S [1Fesllze (4.19)
The desired result follows from 6 < 1 and || fe 5]/ 2 < 0. O
Remark 10. An important consequence of the proof above which we require later is that
sup || fesllmr S 1. (4.20)
€,6€(0,1) Hiyp.s

4.2 Hypoelliptic Moser iteration

Next we apply a Moser iteration to obtain the local L>° estimate in Lemma 2.2.

Proof of Lemma 2.2. Let f € C*(R?) satisfy f > 0 and (eSA + L) f > 0. By replacing f with f + ¢ and
then sending ¢ — 0 we may assume without loss of generality that f > 0. Fix R > 1 and for each k > 0

define Ry, = R(1 4 27%). With s as given in Lemma 3.2, let & > 1 be such that H* <+ L?® and define
wg = f " We prove that 3C' > 0 (depending only on R and dimension) such that for £ > 0,

l[will e, , ) < CF llwellpzgsy, ) - 4.21)
By the convexity of z — 27,
: 1
0wy, + Y Z2wy, + = Zo,cwp, + oFTrAwy > 0. (4.22)
€
i=1

Let x, € C3°(Bg,) be a radially-symmetric, smooth cutoff function satisfying x(z) = 1 for || < Ry
and |DP x| < R™1218F for every multi-index 8 with |3| < 2. Denoting v, = xj,wy, and using (4.22) we
obtain

d 1
SAv + Y Zivp + = Zo v + o"TrAv, — C > 0, (4.23)
i=1 ‘
where
C = [0A, xelwr + Y _[Z3, xelwk + [Az - V, xi]wy. (4.24)
j=1
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Pairing with v, = xxw; we obtain the a priori estimate
r
SIVeklZ: + 3 1Z50kl2e S oF floklZs + 2% el By - (4.25)
j=1

Let g be the unique solution to the Dirichlet problem

r 2 1 k —
{ OAG+ 3751 Z79+ ¢ Zoeg + " TrAv, = C =0 4.26)

g|5BZR+1 = 0.

By the weak elliptic maximum principle we have v, < g and, in particular, for all L”, we have ||vg||;, <
l|9]|;.»- Moreover, we have the a priori estimate

T
2 2 k 2 k 2
S\IVallzz + > 1Zigll7z + llgll7z Sk o™ |lorll72 +2* lwilZ2(By, ) - (4.27)
i=1

Multiplying by a radially-symmetric, smooth cutoff x € C§°(Bygy1/2) With x(z) = 1 for [x| < 2R and
applying the arguments we used in the proof of Lemma 2.4 we obtain

ol Sr o™ (ogllze + 2% el s, ) (428)
and so by Lemma 3.2 we have
k k
lwillzze (pr, . ) < vkl 2e < 1IXGl 220 SR @™ |[vrllL2 + 2 el 2, ) - (4.29)

This completes the proof of the iteration (4.21).
The bound (4.21) implies that for some C' > 0 (depending only on R and dimension) there holds

—k
||f||L2a’“+1(BRkH) < Che ||f||L2“k(BRk)’ (4.30)
which by iteration gives

koo
HfHLZQkH(BR < CXj=0ia™’ HfHL2(B2R) 4.31)

k+1)

for every k£ > 0. Using that o > 1, we pass to the limit £ — oo and obtain the desired result. U
As above, we use the regularization by ¢ and pass to the limit to deduce the final estimate on f.

Proof of (2.1). Combining Lemmas 2.2 and 2.4 we have, for every R > 1,

sup | fesllzor) S sup | fesllz2map) S 1- (4.32)
€,6€(0,1) €,0€(0,1)
Sending & — 0, the bound (2.1) follows from lower semicontinuity and the uniqueness of f.. U
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4.3 Intermediate value lemma and proof of Lemma 2.7

Proof of Lemma 2.5. As discussed in Section 2.2, we follow a compactness-rigidity scheme as in [27], ob-
taining the necessary compactness by Hormander inequalities and the necessary rigidity from Lemma 2.6.

If the lemma fails, then there exists a sequence {(dy,,€,)}22; € (0,1) x (0,1) with lim,, ¢, = 0 and
{wn}52, € C°(Bypg) satisfying the following properties:

e 0 <w, <1

o [{w,=0}NBgr|>wm

o {wn 21— 7}NBr|l>a

e {0<w,<1-2}nBy <1

and moreover

0 < SnenAwy + L wn < en [ 1+ 60 Vie, 6, + > 1 Zifensal® | - (4.33)
j=1

By the uniform estimate ||w,, ||z~ < 1 and the Banach-Alaoglu theorem, Jw € L such that
Wy, =5 W

in L°° up to extracting a subsequence (not relabled).
Now we obtain the needed compactness. Let y € C§°(Bap) be radially symmetric with 0 < x < 1 and
X(x) = 1 for |z| < R. From the lower bound in (4.33) and the arguments that led to (4.25), we have

5l ¥ (xwn) 122 + 3112 (cwn) |22 < /B wal*dz < |Bagl. (4.34)
j=1 2R

where the constant is independent of 7 using 0 < w,, < 1. Moreover, pairing (4.33) with x¢ for ¢ € C§°
yields

JETCSEE ZuZeouLzuZ Oz + Bl Vllia IV Oaumllzs 439
+lunlzasyn) (Iollie +8u190le + 3" 1250z | 430
Jj=1
2
el (14 ey ) (437)

Combining with (4.34) and (4.20) it follows that
T
[ Zocucund| S ol + lelzn + 3 1Zielin + VBTl @3%)

In the notations % and %* from (3.8), the bounds (4.34) and (4.38) together imply

Ixwall s, + Ixwall S 1 (439)
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uniformly in n. Applying Lemma 3.1 we conclude that for some s > 0,

sup [yl S 1.
n>1

Therefore, by compact embedding (up to extracting another subsequence) w,, — w strongly in LP(Bp)
for some p > 2. In particular, w,, — w in measure. Moreover, using (4.20), passing n — oo in the sense of
distributions in (4.33) we obtain that w € L2(B r) is a distributional solution to

N -Vw=0
on Bp. Convergence in measure and lower semicontinuity moreover provide

e 0<w<1

{w=0}NBg| 2o

{w =1} 1 Bl = a

]{O<w< 1}ﬂBR‘ =0.
Now, by the Banach-Alaoglu theorem, lower semicontinuity, and (4.34) we have
Zjw e L*(Bg), 1<j<r. (4.40)

Since w is a characteristic function on B and H' functions cannot have jump discontinuities, (4.40) implies
that Zjw = 0 for j = 1,...,r. By Assumption 2, the collection {N, Zi,..., Z,} satisfies Hormander’s
condition on R?. Thus, Lemma 2.6 and the second bullet imply that w» = 0 on Bg. However, this contradicts
the third bullet, and so no such w can exist. This completes the proof of Lemma 2.5. O

We will need a regularized version of the function z — z, that smooths out the kink at the origin in
such a way so that the signed term that appears when passing solutions through the resulting convex function
does not blow up too fast.

Lemma 4.1. Forall e > 0 ¢, : R — R that satisfies the following properties:
o ¢ is smooth with || ¢ || o) < /4
o ¢ >0
o ¢ () = x when x > e'/*

o p(z) =0 whenx < —e'/4

e ¢.(2) is nondecreasing with ||¢.|| L~ < 1 and ¢c(x) > 0 for x> —e'/*

Proof. Define a symmetric, smooth function ¢ € C§°([—e'/4, e1/4]) with p(x) > 0 for |z| < /4, [ ¢ =1,
and ||| < e /4. Define ¢, to be the mollification

(1/4
Pe(®) = / L, PW@ +y)dy. 4.41)
Note:
0 T < —el/4
el/t et/ 1/4 1/4
Oe(x)=qz [ oy)dy+ [ ye(y)dy —e /< p < €A (4.42)
T T > el/4,
The properties asserted above follow directly. O
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Proof of Lemma 2.7. A byproduct of proving Lemmas 2.2 and 2.4 is that

sup  sup ||fesllromr) SkR1, R>0. (4.43)
€€(0,1) 5€(0,1)

Combining this with f fe,s = 1 and (A.10), we see that there exist constants ¢, ¢z, g > 0 independent of
€, 0 such that
{fes > c1} N BR,| > ca. (4.44)

Let f, 5 = fes/c1. Forany 6 € (0,1) we define the sequence of functions
4 4\* - ) 5

Wy =1 <5> fess  wiy = (W), (4.45)

where ¢, is the function guaranteed by Lemma 4.1. When € and § are clear from context, we suppress them

from the notation and simply write wy, g. A direct consequence of the construction and (4.44) is that for any
0 e (1/2),6€(0,1),e € (0,1/16), and k, ¢ € N there holds

H{wr,o = 0} N Br,| > ca, (4.46)
{wrs1,0 >0} CH{wpp > 1 -0}, (4.47)
{0<wk,9<1—9}0{0<ZU4,9<1—9}:®, k #£ L. (4.48)

Moreover, we have the following lemma, which says that for € and 6 fixed, the sequence {wy, o} satisfies the
inequalities in Lemma 2.5 as long as k is not too large.

Lemma 4.2. Let 0, € (0,1), k. € N, and R > 0. There exists €.(k, 0., R) so that whenever ¢ € (0, €.),
0€(0,1), and k € {1,...,k.} the following is satisfied pointwise for |x| < 2R:

1 * 1 2 - 2
0 < dAwy, + —Lewne. < NG L+ 0|V fesl” + 2:1 |Zj fes|” | - (4.49)
j:

Proof. A direct computation reveals that

1, v 4\ . U
dAwy g, + Engk,G* = ¢ (Wgp,) <E> 8|V fes® + JZ:; | Z; fe.s]?

k
+ Tr(A) ¢, (wy.0,) <9i> fes + Tr(A)wy g, .

The lower bound in (4.49) is then immediate for any k£ € N due to ¢, ¢. > 0. As for the upper bound, by
(4.43), 0 < wpp, <1, ||¢" |z < e V4 and ||¢.|| L < 1, there exists a constant C'(R) such that for any
k < k. we have

1 4 2k r
OAwyp, + —Liwgp. < C(R)e /4 <9—> L+ 6V fesl® + D 12 fesl?
* j:l

Choosing

yields (4.49). O



The main application of Lemma 2.5 is the following.

Lemma 4.3. Let R > Ry, & > 0, and § € (0,1). There exists 0, € (0,1/2), e, € (0,1/16), and K € N,
all depending only on k and R, so that whenever € € (0, €,) there exists k, € N with k, < K such that

/ W 0,]% < K. (4.50)
Bpr

Proof. Let ey > 0, 0, € (0,1/2), and px > 0 denote the parameters guaranteed by applying Lemma 2.5 at
radius R with &y = ¢9 and oy = k. This fixes 6, from the lemma statement. Note that since ¢ is universal,
€0, 04, and p depend only on x and R.

Let K be the first natural number that exceeds 1 + 2| Br|/u and observe that K depends only on R and
k. By Lemma 4.2 there exists €(K, 6., R) < 1/16 such that (4.49) holds whenever ¢ € (0,€) and k < K.
Let €, = min(e, €). To complete the proof, it suffices to show that for every € € (0, €.) there exists k, < K

such that
Br

If this is not the case, then there exists € € (0, €,) such that

€0
/ |wk,6*
Bpr
for all £ < K. In the remainder of this proof we write wy, g, = wz’éi. Since 0 < wy, 9, < 1, it follows from
(4.47) and (4.51) that for every k < K — 1 we have

2>k (4.51)

2> k. (4.52)

{wpp, > 1— 6.} N Bl > / ks Lo,

Br

Combining with (4.46) and (4.49), we see that for every k < K — 1, the function wy, ¢, satisfies the hypothe-
ses of Lemma 2.5 at radius R with a1 = ¢3 and as = k. Since € < €y, we obtain that for every k < K — 1
there holds

{0 <wip, <1—06,}NBg|>p, (4.53)

which along with (4.48) implies that |Br| > (K — 1)u > 2|Bgr

, a contradiction. O

We are now ready to complete the proof of Lemma 2.7. For R > Ry and k(R) to be chosen sufficiently
small we app Lemma 4.3 to obtain ¢, 6,, and K, all depending only on R, so that whenever ¢ € (0, €,)
there exists k, < K such that

Js

From the lower bound in Lemma 4.2 (which w,i’%* satisfies for any €, € (0,1) and k& € N) it follows by
Lemma 2.2 that there exists a constant C'(R) such that

2
< k. (4.54)

Wy, 6,

[lwg, 0, r2(Bp) < C(R)Vk. (4.55)

Let x be small enough so that C'(R)\/k < 1/2. Since ¢, is monotone increasing with ¢(1/2) = 1/2 this
implies that supy,|< g/ We, k. () < 1/2. Directly from (4.45) we get that

L>(Bpr/2) < C(R)Hwk*,@*

K
. . . C1 9*
f f f > — (= >r 1. 4.56
EEI(IOI,E*) 561&),1) \x\lgnR/2 fes(@) 2 2 ( 4 ) ~H (4.56)
The bound (2.29) then follows from Lemma A.4. If Assumption 3 is satisfied, then Lemma A.5 and (2.29)
together yield (1.12), which completes the proof. U
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Under Assumption 3, the arguments of this section yield

inf ; >51 4.57
e,ae(ol,]la),|x|g3f’5($) 2R (4.57)

for every R > 0. Indeed, this follows immediately from (4.56) and Lemma A.5.

4.4 Global bounds from local ones

The purpose of this section is to upgrade (2.1) to the Gaussian upper bound (1.11). By Lemma A .4 it suffices
to prove the following.

Lemma 4.4. There exists X > 0 so that

sup  fes(z) S e_’\‘x‘2/2. (4.58)
€,0€(0,1)

Proof. Let Gy(z) = exp(=A|z|* /2) for A > 0. Note that Bz - VG, = N - VG = 0 because G is

radially symmetric. Hence, denoting Z; = (Z J(»l), s Z ](-T)), we have

(LE+ed0)Gr(z) = | 2125 22 =AY (Z2)? + Tr(A) — M -z | G (2)
Jj=1 k.,j (4.59)

+ (AZ 2|2 — d)\) €3G ().

Since A is positive definite, there exists Ag > 0 sufficiently small and Ry > 1 sufficiently large, both
depending only on A, {Z;}7_,, and d, so that (L + €6A)G ), (x) < 0 whenever |z| > Ro. With Ry fixed,
we have from Lemmas 2.2 and 2.4 that there exists a constant Cy(A, {Z; }§:17 d) such that

sup || fesllLoe(Bop,) < Co- (4.60)
€,0€(0,1)

We then define the upper barrier function
G (z) = 202G, (z). 4.61)
To prove the lemma it suffices to show for all z € R? there holds

sup  fes(z) S G (). (4.62)
€,6€(0,1)

Let 7, denote the standard mollification at scale 7 > 0 and define

90 =T (Lai<ros 1 fes) - (4.63)

Since f, s is smooth, it follows from (4.57), (4.60), and the definition of G that there exists 7y so that

1
ife,é(‘r) < 9770(3:) V|3§‘| < Ro, (464)

Gno () < min <G+(:L'), gfg,g(m)> vz e RY (4.65)

Due to (4.64) and (A.10) we can assume that Ry is large enough so that
1
/ Gno = T (4.66)
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Let P; * denote the Markov semigroup generated by L. + eJA. For details on the construction and
properties of P; % we refer to Appendix A. Let y be the measure on R? with density ( i gno)_l Jno and let
Gt : R? — R denote the density of (P, ’5)*(,u). Then, g; := ([ g,)g¢ is a global smooth solution to the

problem
Orgr = L YAN
gt gt T €0AGt, 4.67)
90(x) = gyo ().
Define
t, = inf{t > 0 : there exists z such that g;(z) = G*(z)}

with the convention that ¢, = oo if g;(x) < GT(z) for every z € R? and ¢t > 0. By the convergence
. - . é
limsup [|g; — fesllrr < limsup [[(PE°)* 1 — pesllrv =0
t—o00 t—o0

for any €, > 0 and (4.66) there exists a sequence {tj}7°, such that

i, (0) = ( [ aw ) Fos0) 2 el

for almost every = € R?. Thus, since fe,5 is smooth, to prove (4.62) it is enough to show that ¢, = oo.
As in the proof of Lemma A.3, it is not hard to verify that V& > 0, 37’ > 0 such that for all 7' < oo and
0 >0,

2
sup [|e” " gl gr Sron 1,
te[0,7

where ' < ~ (with y as in Lemma 2.1) does not depend on ¢ or . Moreover, this implies similar estimates
on dyg; with v/ replaced with 7//2, and so g; takes values continuously in such spaces. Hence, if Ay < +/
and t, < oo there exists a “first crossing time” ¢, > 0; i.e., (t,x4) is such that g;, (z4) = GT(x,) and
gi(z) < G*(x) forall t < t, and x € R% Suppose for the sake of contradiction that t, < oo. We have two
cases.

Case 1: |z.| < Rp: By (4.65) and the fact (Pf’é)* preserves positivity, we have g;(x) < (3/2) fe s for
all £ > 0. Combining with (4.60) we obtain

sup  gi(x) <

3CH
£>0,|z|<Ro 2

Since G (x) > 2C( whenever |z| < 2R, we conclude that |z.| < R is impossible.

Case 2: |z.| > Ry: Since g € C}C2((0,00) x RY), it follows from (4.65) and a classical barrier
function argument that (L} + e5A)G™ (x,) > 0. This is a contradiction because we chose \g and Ry so that
(L¥ + edA)G T (x) < 0 whenever |x| > Ry. O
5 Geometric ergodicity

In this section we prove (2.40), Lemmas 1.3 and 2.9, and the optimality result Theorem 1.7.
We begin with (2.40), which is a consequence of the following lemma.

Lemma 5.1. Let V : R? — R be a uniform Lyapunov function for P§ with constants r and b. Then, for
every measurable function f : R — R with || f||y < oo there holds

sup [P fllv Swp [1fllv-
t>0

35



Proof. Recall from (2.34) that
PV (x) Sep 1+ V().

Hence,

P fl(z) 1+ PiV(x)
P — e < .
IP; fllv jélﬂgd“rv(x) < ||f||VxS;1[é)d T+ V() o ILfllv

51 L[> — L decay for P;
In this section we prove Lemma 2.9. A key ingredient is the following hypoelliptic weak Poincaré type

inequality. Recall the notations defined in (3.20) and (3.21).

Lemma 5.2. Let R > 0. For every § > 0 there exists a constant Cy such that for all € € [0,1], ty > 0, and
f e C>®((to,to + 1) X Bry1) there holds

T

1f = Fllza(tos1/at0+3/0%Bm) < Sl ((tortor1yxBrs) + Cs D 125 Fllr2(tto to1)% Bryo)
=1

+ Csll(Or + Zo,e) fll 2((t0,t0+1), 2°* (Bro1))»

B t()+3/4
— 2By /
to+1/4 BR

where

is the average value of f on (ty + 1/4,tg + 3/4) X Bp.

Proof of Lemma 5.2. 1t suffices to prove the inequality for ¢y = 0. Suppose for the sake of contradiction
that the result is false. Then, there exists 6 > 0 and a sequence {(fy,€,)}52; € C*°((0,1) x Br41) x [0, 1]
such that

1 £n = Fallz2qas/mx s = 61 fallzoe@yxBren) + 1 D 1 Zi Fallz2(01)x Brs)
j=

+ /(0 + Zo,e,) fullL2((0,1);27 (Bror))

(5.1

for every n € N. Let -
_ fn - fn
| frn = fullL2(1/4,3/4)x Br)

gn =

Dividing (5.1) by || fr, — anL2((1/4,3/4)XBR) and using that

2
[gnllze <

<7 ullco
an_fn”L2((l/473/4)><BR) L>((0,1)XBr+1)

we obtain

6 T
1> Slgnllee(0,)xBryy) + 7 D N Zignll 20,y x Bryy) + 200 + Zo.e,)gnll 20,0y (Brary)- (5:2)
j=1
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Let x € C§°((0,1) x Bp+1) be a smooth cutoff function with 0 < xy < land x = 1 on (1/8,7/8) x
Bpy1/2). From (5.2) it follows readily that

T
Xl 22(0,)x B i) + D 125 (xgn) 22¢0,1)% B ya) + 10 + Zo.c) (x| 220,127 (Brs )y S 0
j=1
(5.3)

By Assumption 2, {0; + Zy.,,, Z1, . . . Z, } satisfies the uniform Hérmander condition on (0, 1) x Br1 with
constants that do not depend on ¢,, (depending on R however). Thus, Lemma 3.1 implies that there exists
5 > 0 such that

Sup [IX9nl gs (mxre) < 5.

neN
By compact embedding there exists goo € L?((1/8,7/8) x Bryy /2) such that (up to a subsequence that we
do not relabel) g, — goo strongly in L2((1/8,7/8) x Bp1/2). Moreover,

3/4
/ Joo =0, (5.4)
1/4 JBgr
r 7/8
> / |Z;g00|* = 0, (5.5)
j=171/8 YBrii/2
3/4
/ goo|® = 1. (5.6)
1/4 JBgr

By extracting a subsequence can ensure that €, — e € [0, 1]. Since any function ¢ € C§°((1/8,7/8) x
Bpy1/2) can be extended by zero to a function ¢ € C§°((0,1) x Bpry1) with [l¢[|2 < oo, we must
have (0; + Zo.,)9oo = 0 in the sense of distributions on (1/8,7/8) x Br,1/5 by (5.2). Thus, due to
Lemma 2.6 we have that g is constant on (1/8,7/8) X Bg1 /2, which contradicts the combination of (5.4)
and (5.6). O

We use Lemma 5.2 along with Theorem 1.2 to prove the following decay estimate, which is the main
step in the proof of Lemma 2.9.

Lemma 5.3. Suppose that Assumption 3 holds. Then, there exists a nonincreasing function (3 : (0,00) —
[1,00) so that for every s > 0 and bounded, measurable f : R? — R there holds, uniformly in to > 1 and
e€ (0,1),

to+3/4 r to+1
[P nnPanar <) 3 [ [ 12l sl = Dl 6
j=1"to

o+1/4

Proof. For simplicity we omit the € dependence in the notation.

If s > 1/2 then the claimed inequality is trivial. Fix s < 1/2 and let g(t) = P.f — p(f). By the
moment bound (2.7), there exists R(s) sufficiently large so that ;1(B%) < s/2 uniformly in €. Using that P;
propagates L°° bounds we have then

to+3/4 ) to+3/4 ) s )
/ / lg()2dudt < / / o0t + 31— () 3 (5.8)
to+1/4 to+1/4 Jl|z|<R

The goal now is to bound the first term on the right-hand side of (5.8). Let

1R (C) = #(C N Bg)

d
w(Br) o ¢ PED
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and

to+3/4
gr = 2/ /Q(t)dMRdt-
t0—|—1/4

By adding and subtracting gr we have

to+3/4 to+3/4
/ 9(t) 2dpdt = u(Br) / / l9(t)Pdurdt
to+1/4 J|z|<R to+1/4 Jlz|<R

t0+3/4 9
< 2u(Bg) / /Ig(t) — gr*durdt + 1n(Bg)|gr|?.
t()+1/4

Now, for each ¢ > 0 we have [ g(t)dp = 0, and so

2
to+3/4 CAN 2
1(Bg) 2 s 2
nl? = [ atoauar) < ( 1 = e < S = i
BR to+1/4 Jiz|>R 1(Br) ==y r
where in the last inequality we used that
2 2
(MY (22} et
1(Br) 3/4) ~ 9
Combining our estimates thus far and using that Var,h < E,(h — ¢)? for any v € M(R%), ¢ € R, and
h € L? we obtain

»-bl%

to+3/4 to+3/4 , < )
[ o Pauae <2y [0 Flo0) ~gul? dunde + 515~ Ol 69

to+1/4 to+1/4
where we have introduced
to+3/4
gr = i / t)dxdt.
|Bg| R| to-+1/4 m<R

Using (1.11), there exists a constant ¢ > 0 that does not depend on € such that

to+3/4 to+3/4
w(BR) / / gR\ dpgrdt < c / gR\ dxdt.
to+1/4 \x\<R to+1/4 \x\<R

By Lemma 5.2 applied with 6 = 4/s/(8¢) and the fact that
T
&gg + Z(]’eg = EZ Z;(Ptf),
j=1
there exist constants Cs; and C, such that

to+3/4 to+1 s
[ 1 o0 ol i <., Z / /| 2P f Pt + +211f — ()

to+1/4 z|<R+1
2

) to+1
+e“C; sup / / (Ptf)dwdt
goecw((to,to—i—l)><BR+1),||@||L2(t07t0+1;%)g P |m|<R+1

to+1 9 S 2
/ [ 1zPPdade+ 5 - w(Dl
to |z|<R+1
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From (1.12) and the fact that R depends only s we have

to+1 tot1
C! Z/ /<R ) |Z; Ptf| dadt < CNZ/ / |Zj73tf|2d,udt,
z|<R+

z|<R+1

which along with the estimates proceeding (5.9) yields

t()+3/4 " to+1 ) 3s )
[ laoPdar < ct Z / [ VPSPt 08 =Dl 610
to+1/4 |:(:|<R |z|<R+1
Combining (5.10) and (5.8) completes the proof. O

Proof of Lemma 2.9. Let f : RY — R be bounded and Borel measurable. Computing with 0;(Pf f) =
L('Pf f) we obtain the identity

1d -
33 [ 1Pid = )P =~ [ 12,751 P 5.1
j=1

Integrating over 7 € (t,t + 1) for t > 1 and using Lemma 5.3 gives, for any s > 0,

. . 2¢ t+3/4 .
IPEaf = pe(FIFs —IPEf—ne(HlZz, < ——/ / 1P f=pe( )72, dr+ = f () 3
fe fe B(s) t4+1/4 ( )
(5.12)
Let E(t) = | P f — pe(f)||32 . By (5.11), the energy E(t) is nonincreasing, and so the previous estimate
He
implies
BE(t+1)< (1 n L>_1E(t) + (1 + L>_1 26 (e V1 (5.13)
= U B B/ Bl e TR |
Iterating overt = 1,2,...,n — 1 yields
P (1e55) P02 e Y (14 55) e
=50 3(s) Dl 2\ T 5 |
¢ —(n—1) ) )
<(1455) = w2505 Dl (5.15)
This implies that there exists a universal constant 6 > 0 such that for all € € (0, 1) there holds
E(n) < e PN f = el + 21 f = eIl N3n>2, (5.16)
Let ¢ : [0,00) — (0, 1] be defined by
P(t) = inf{s > 0: e /() < 5. (5.17)

It is clear that ¢ is non-increasing with lim; . ¥(t) = 0, and moreover by (5.16) we have proven that
E(n) < 3¢ (ne)llf — pe(f)liee, N3n>2.
Because E/(t) is nonincreasing it follows that
1PEf = pe(Pizz, <30S — el HlIFe < 3vb(et = DI = pe(HlTe, t=2.
Since ||P7f — pe(f)llrz, < IIf — pe(f)llLo for any ¢ > 0, the proof of (2.38) is complete by setting

3 t <2,
vt = {3w(t —1) t>2.
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5.2 L? — L™ regularization for P,

In this section we prove Lemma 1.3, which proceeds by a parabolic version of the arguments in Section 4.2.

Proof of Lemma 1.3. Since Pj is strong Feller (see Lemma A.2), it follows from the semigroup property
and the monotonicity (5.11) that it suffices to prove the result for continuous f. As above, it is convenient to
regularize the problem with A and pass to the limit. Let 755  denote the Markov semigroup generated by
SA + ¢ 'L, and as before write Lie s for its unique invariant measure. For & > 0, define Ry, = R(1 + 2k )
and {y, = % —27%=3 Let a € (1,4) be such that with s given as in Lemma 3.3 there holds

gl zzar2e S Ngllpeorz + gl L2 s » (5.18)
and for £ > 0 define wy, = (75156 0 f )O‘k. We will show that 3C' > 0 such that for every k£ > 0 there holds
k
HwkHL%“L%O‘((tk+1,2—tk+1)><BRk+l) <C Hwk||L§L§((tk,2_tk)xBRk)- (5.19)

Let x, € C§°((tg,2 — tx) x Bg, ) be a time-dependent, radially-symmetric in space, smooth cutoff
function satisfying xx(t,z) = 1 for |z| < Rp4q and 2 — ¢4 > t > ti1. Moreover, we may choose
Xk 50 that [0y x| < 2F and |Dgx| < R™12I8% for every multi-index with |3| < 2. Let vy, = yzwy. By
splitting f = max(f,0) — max(—f,0) and regularizing with a small constant we may assume without loss
of generality that f > 0. From the convexity and smoothness of z — z° away from the origin, for all & > 0
we then have

Osvg < 6Avg + Z vak - 1Zo,evk + Sk (5.20)
=1 ¢
where
Sk = Xk OsJwi + [, 0A + Y 77 — Ax - V]uwy,. (5.21)
=1

Let g be a solution to the Dirichlet problem

Dsg = 0Ag+ 3751 Z3g — 170,69+ Sk (t,z) € (0,2) X Bapy1
glt=0 =0 (5.22)
9ljz|=2r+1 = 0.

By the weak parabolic maximum principle, there holds v < g. Pairing (5.22) with g and using Gronwall’s
lemma we obtain

k
1911 ser2 + 1191122, < 2° lwkll 222 (4,2-10) % Br, )- (5.23)

Introducing a radially-symmetric in space cutoff x € C§°((1/16,31/16) x Bap, /) with x(¢,z) = 1 for
(t,z) € (1/8,15/8) x 2R and using (5.22) again we then deduce

Ix9llL2.2; + [[(€0 + Zo,e) (x9) 227 S 22kHwkHLng((th—tk)xBRk)' (5.24)

Therefore, by Assumption 2 and the parabolic Hormander inequality, Lemma 3.3, we obtain the bound

HXQHLgoLg + HXQHL%H; SR 2%Hwk”LfL%((th—tk)xBRk)' (5.25)
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By v, < g, recalling (5.18), and the definition of xy, there is a constant C' > 0 such that

k
HwkHLgf‘c (tk+172_tk+l)XBRk+1) < ||,Uk'||L%7°; < c ||wkHL%M (tk:72_tk)><BRk)’ (526)

which completes the proof of (5.19).
By definition, (5.19) implies

< CZJ oJo =

((te41,2=thg1) X Bry )

[Pe2s

. 5.27
L3 L3 (§.:L23(B2r)) ©20
Passing to the limit and using Z?io ja~7 < oo along with the definitions of t, Ry, yields (passing to the
limit also in § — 0)

Py Sk ||Pes . (5.28)
H s Lt (4747LOO(BR)) (% grL%(BQR))
Finally by the uniform lower bound (1.12) followed by the monotonicity (5.11) we have
2
P P ds < ( ‘PE ds < |If11%. - 5.29
[ [P < [|Per|f,, sz [ S 6
Combining (5.28) and (5.29) completes the proof of Lemma 1.3. ]

5.3 Optimality of Theorem 1.5

In this section we prove Theorem 1.7. The idea is essentially that if one starts the process (z§);>0 at the
origin, then the expected value of the energy E|x§|? must take at least time ¢ > ¢! to reach equilibrium.
For the basic properties of (z§);>0, see Lemma A.1.

Proof of Theorem 1.7. We will only prove the statement about the case s < 1, since the other is treated
in the same way. Suppose that the claim is false. Then, there exists s < 1 and K,d > 0 so that for all
measurable functions f : R? — R with || f||y; < oo there is a sequence {e,, }°%; with lim,, ,, = 0 such that
for all t > 0 and n € N there holds

1P f = pen (F)lv < Ke | f — e, (f)]v- (5.30)

We will derive a contradiction by considering f : R? — R defined by f(x) = 22, which clearly satisfies

1fllv < oc.
By It&’s formula we have

1 1 t :
5E|gc§|2 = 5E|gcg|2 — 6/0 E(AxS - 2%)ds + et§ 1Z;]2. (5.31)
j=1

In statistical steady state this reduces to
fren (f) = / (Az - z)pe(d) Z 1257, (5.32)
Rd

Next, applying (5.31) with zf, = 0 gives

(P £)(0) S ent. (5.33)
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Combining the previous two equations we see that there are constants ¢, > 0 sufficiently small so that

(P )O0) = pe, ()l 20, Ve N. (5.34)

Hence, by (5.30) and the upper bound in (5.32) we have

(PEF)O) = e (N e
: <P f = (Dl S e (535)

<
= 1+ V(0) =17

n
2

where the implicit constant does not depend on n. Since s < 1, sending n — oo yields the desired
contradiction. U

A Qualitative properties and basic well-posedness theorems

In this section we give the basic well-posedness and regularity results that justify the computations in the
paper. We also discuss the qualitative results for € 2 1 that we need.

. - d
We begin with well-posedness of (1.3). In what follows, {Wt(j ) }T v {Wt(k) }k , e independent one-
‘7: =

dimensional Wiener processes on a complete probability space (2, F, P), W, = (Wt(l), ey Wt(d)), and F;
denotes the o-algebra generated by {WS(] ), WS :1 <5 <r0<s<t}and the P-null sets of F. Also, we
write W, = (W, owD o w D w9,

Lemma A.1. Suppose that Assumption 1 holds (Assumption 2 is not needed). Let Xy € L*(Q;P) be a
random variable independent of the o-algebra generated by U;>oF;, and let .7-"tX © denote the o-algebra
generated by F; and Xg. For e € (0,1) and ¢ € [0, 1], consider the SDE

Al
X5 = Xo. (D

{de"S = —eAX[dt — e BX{ dt — N(X{°)dt +v/2¢ Sy Z;dWD) + \/2ebdWr,
There exists a unique (up to indistinguishability), globally defined ]-'I;XO -adapted process (X ’5)1520 with
continuous sample paths solving the integral form of (A.1) P-a.s. and such that fOT E|X,|?dt < oo for

€,0
everyT > 0. Let X,

'x denote the unique solution with Xo = x € RY. If 2, — x in R? then XZ’;: converges

1o X; ’g P-a.s. uniformly on compact time intervals. Moreover, the solution is continuous with respect to

the Wiener trajectory in the sense that there exists a set ' C Q with full measure so that for every fixed
0 < T < ooandwi,ws € S one has that

sup | X7 (wi) — Xpp(wa)| = 0 as  sup [Wi(wi) — Wi(wa)| — 0. (A2)
0<t<T 0<t<T

Similarly, if {0, }°2 is a sequence with 6,, — 0 then

lim sup | X0 (w) — X{,(w)| =0 P-as. (A.3)
n—)OOOStST ’ )

Lastly, if V' is any uniform Lyapunov function (see Definition 1.4) with ,b > 0 as in (1.14), then uniformly
inec (0,1),6 € [0,1], and x € R? there holds

EV(X ) < L e~V (). (A.4)
’ K
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Proof. Since the noise is additive and the drift is smooth, uniqueness follows from the usual ODE argument
using Gronwall’s lemma. Due to the energy conservation property N(x) - x = 0, global existence can be
proven with an approximation scheme that relies on standard energy estimates and a routine stopping time
argument. The details needed to carry out the procedure can all be found in [59] and [section 3, [21]].

To prove the moment bound (A.4) we begin by applying Itd’s formula to obtain

t
eﬁftV(X;;;j) =V(z) + / "LV (X$0) + eSAV (XED) + enV (XE9))ds (A.5)
0

—l—\/—ZZ/ (xe8yzHaw +x/§2/ (X0)awFds.  (A.6)

=1 k=1

Let 7, (w) = inf{s € [0, ] : |X§ji| = n}. Applying (1.14) to estimate (A.5) and then localizing with 7,, (so
that the stochastic integral becomes a martingale) we obtain, uniformly in n € N,

EV(X5 ) < V(z)Ee "™ 4 s, (A7)
3] lli
Sending n — oo the desired result follows from Fatou’s lemma and the fact that 7,, 7 ¢ P-a.s.
Now we turn to continuity with respect to the Wiener trajectory. For notational convenience we define
Zo(z) = —eAx — €*Bx — N(x). Fix T > 0 and z € R%. For j = 1,2 let F} : [0, 7] — R< be continuous
and suppose that x; : [0,7] — is a continuous solution to the integral equation

t
zj(s) ==z +/ Zo(xj(s))ds + Fj(t), j=1,2.
0
Since we consider additive noise, it is enough to show that

lim sup sup |z1(t) — zo(t)] = 0. (A.8)
8'=0 py ||y — <8 0<t<T

FQHC( 0,T];R4)
Since x1 is continuous, there exists C' > |x| 41 so that supg< ;<7 |21(t)] < C. For € > 0 fixed and F to be
chosen close to F1, let T be the maximal time so that |z1(t) — xz2(t)| < € for all ¢ € [0, T,]. By continuity
we have T}, > 0, and moreover by a simple Gronwall argument there holds

Sllp <CT ”Fl FQ”C’([O,T};Rd)' (A9)

0<t<
Hence, as long as || F} — F5 |’0([07T};Rd) is small in terms of 7', C, and €/, it follows from a bootstrap argument
that T, = T'. This yields (A.8). Both (A.3) and continuity with respect to the initial condition follow from a
similar argument. This completes the proof. O

Recall that for a Polish space X we write M(X') for the space of Borel probability measures on X.
Also, we denote the space of bounded, Borel measurable function f : X — R by B(X). In the setting
of Lemma A.1 the unique, global solution X; , is a Markov process with respect to the filtration /;, and
(x,w) = Xiz(w) is measurable for fixed ¢ > 0. This allows one to define the transition probabilities
PO, A) = P(le”;cs € A) and the associated Markov semigroup P{° : By(R%) — By(R?) by P f(2) =
Ef (Xf”g ). The next lemma is about the regularizing properties of P; % and the uniqueness of its invariant
measure.
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Lemma A.2. Suppose that Assumptions 1 and 2 both hold. Then, the Markov semigroup Py 0 By(RY) —
By(R?) is smoothing in the sense that if f € By(RY), then Pf 0 f is smooth in space for each t > 0.
Similarly, (P; ’6)* w has a smooth density with respect to Lebesgue measure for any | € M(]Rd) andt > 0.
Moreover, Py ° admits a unique invariant measure [ic 5 and it has a smooth density f. s satisfying

sup /V(x)fggdx <1 (A.10)
€€(0,1),0€[0,1]

for any uniform Lyapunov function V.

Proof. For i € M(R?), the measure p; = (Pf ’5)* v 1s a distributional solution to Kolmogorov forward
equation
(815 — edA — L:),ut =0. (All)

Since {€Ax + ¢*Bx + N, Z1,...,Z,} satisfies the parabolic Hérmander condition, it is easy to see that
O — (e0A + LY) satisfies Hsrmander’s condition on R%*!. Hence, the fact that yi; has a smooth density with
respect to Lebesgue measure for ¢ > 0 is a direct consequence of Hormander’s theorem [39]. Similarly, it
is classical consequence of Itd’s formula that if f € C(R?), then Pj 0 f is a distributional solution to the
backward equation

(8, — €A — LOP°f = 0. (A.12)

Using that XZ’;S has a smooth density with respect to Lebesgue measure for fixed x, one can show with a
standard approximation argument that (A.12) holds when f is just bounded and measurable. The regularity
of Py O ffor f € By (R%) then follows again by Hérmander’s theorem.

Existence of an invariant measure follows from the moment bound (A.4) and the Krylov-Boguliubov
theorem (see e.g. [Theorem 3.1.1, [14]]). Since Py 9 s strong Feller, to prove uniqueness it suffices to
show that any invariant measure contains the origin in its support. This is a standard consequence of the
dissipative structure of (A.1), the continuity with respect to the Wiener trajectory proven in Lemma A.1, and
the fact that P(supg<;<7 |Wi| < €) > 0 for any €/, 7 > 0. Lastly, the moment bound (A.10) is proven in
the usual way by apl;ro_xirnating V with min(V,n) for n € N, iteratively applying (A.4), and then sending
n — 00. U

Remark 11. As a consequence of the uniqueness described in Lemma A.2, for any € € (0,1) and ¢ € [0, 1]
the only probability measure y solving
(L +edA)u=0

in the sense of distributions is fi s.

An important qualitative result used in the proof of Theorem 1.2 is that the density of ji. 5 is in L?. Since
this is a distinctively PDE type estimate, it requires an argument beyond the classical probabilistic ones used
above. The goal is essentially to make rigorous the computation in Remark 6.

Lemma A.3. In the setting and assumptions of Lemma A.2, the smooth density f. s of i s is in L? whenever
0> 0.

Proof. Fix €¢,0 > 0. Let Xt(;? denote the unique, global solution with initial condition z € R? to the SDE

(A.1) with B and N multiplied by a radially symmetric cutoff x,, € C5°(Bay) with x(z) = 1 for |z| < n.

Let P* denote the semigroup generated by (Xt(n))tzo. Note that both (Pt(n))* and (P} )+ are well-posed
on L' and preserve positivity by the well-posedness of the underlying stochastic flows.

Let p € C§°(B1) be a probability density function with p(dz) = p(x)dz, (Pf’é)*,u = p(z)dx, and
(P = pﬁ") (z)dz. Forall § > 0and n < oo, the Kolmogorov equation for p;"” is a compact perturbation
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of a Fokker-Plank operator, and is thus well-posed on L? spaces with inverse Gaussian weights, in particular,

for ~ sufficiently small, we have that elal” pel?= elal” pin) € L? and that the norm can be estimated
above independently of n. Using standard energy estimates, for all 6 > 0, n < oo one can further show
finite-time propagation of the following norms (using the standard multi-index notation, a € N9),

-1 2
lolly, = > He<1+|a|> W2l pa,
| <k

)

L2

again with an n-independent upper bound. Passing to the limit in n — oo (using uniqueness for p;) we see

that pgn) — pg (up to extraction of a subsequence) strongly in H* for any k < oco. This allows us to justify
energy estimates on the equation for p;, namely,

po(z) = () v € R |
In particular, we have
d
EHPtHiz +[IVoell72 So loel7e- (A.14)

Applying the Gagliardo-Nirenberg inequality and | p; = 1 we can then show with an estimate analogous to
the one in Remark 6 that

t t
[ Ipdlmds e+ [ [9pulRads S5 . (A15)
0 0

For n > 1 we define the probability density function

1 n
PnKB = — / psds.
nJo

By (A.15), the sequence {p, kB }5; is uniformly bounded in H 1 and so passing to a subsequence (which
we do not relabel) we obtain a limit po, € H' with lim,,_,~ PnKB = Poc Weakly in H I and strongly in L?
on compact subsets. We may also assume that p, kg — pPoo pointwise a.e., so p, > 0 a.e. Moreover, due
to (A.4) there holds sup,~ [ el pt(z)dx < oo for v > 0 small enough, which when combined with the
strong L120C convergence p, kg — Poo implies that [ po, = 1. Similar to the proof of the Krylov-Bogoliubov
theorem we can show that po, solves (L} + €dA)p = 0 in the sense of distributions. By the uniqueness

described in Lemma A.2 we conclude that f. 5 = poo € H !, which completes the proof. O

Next, we have a lemma regarding the elliptic regularization, which justifies our approximation arguments
with f 5.

Lemma A4. Foralle >0,k >0, and R > 0,

sup || fesll i) Sher 1- (A.16)
5€[0,1]

)

For each fixed € > 0 there holds, for all k > 0 and R > 0,
%I_I}%)er,é_feHHk(BR) = 0. (A.17)

Proof. Let s € (0,1) be given as in Lemma 3.1. Let £ < sJ for J € N fixed and define a decreasing
sequence of radially-symmetric, smooth cutoff functions x; which satisfy x;(z) = 1for [z| < R+ J —j
and x;(z) = 0 for |z| > R+ J — j + 1. Define (V)” as the Fourier multiplier

@ = (1+1eP) " o)
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Let vg = xo/fe,s and vj = <V>8j Xjfes- Then,

edAv; + Liv; + (V)™ [x;, e 0A + € Z Z8fos + (V) [xj, Az - V]fes +C; =0, (A.18)
k=1

where we denote

Cj =[V)V Zoe - VIXjfes- (A.19)
Note that
T
ed |[Vosllrz + € Y 11Zkvsl72 Sk vl 3s + Lzl (V) w1017 + I fesll7z + '/vjcjd:c . (A20)
k=1
To bound the term involving C}, we first rewrite it on the Fourier side to obtain
[wcute] 5 [ [105@0107 - 10 IXZoute -l Foatilands,— a2m

where ¥ € C§°(R?) is a smooth cutoff with y(x) = 1 for all [z| < R + J + 2. By splitting the integral
between the regions | —n| > |n[/2, £ —n| < |n|/2 and using the mean value theorem in the latter piece to
deduce | (€)™ — ()™ | < (¢ = n) ()™ ~" we can show

‘/’UjdeI’

Pairing (A.18) with test functions similarly gives

S ill e (151l 2 + 1 fesll 2) - (A.22)

120,03l 5 S 10jll L2 + el 2 + Ljzall (V)7 vyl 2 (A.23)
Therefore, by Lemma 3.1, we have, independent of 9,

lvjllas S Mlvsllzz + L1l (V) vj-allzz + [ fesllze S Ifesllrz + Lizallvj-allms. (A24)

Iterating gives (A.16). From there, to deduce (A.17) we first use compact embedding to extract a subse-
quence {fcs,}neq with §, — 0 and a limit f.o € C* with lim,, o fes5, = feoin Hl’gc for every k.
Clearly, fco > 0 and L f. o = 0. Moreover by (A.10) we have f feo = 1. Hence, f.o = fc by uniqueness,
which completes the proof. O

We conclude with a qualitative lower bound for f s that holds for e 2 1.

Lemma A.5. Suppose that Assumption 3 holds. Then, for any R > 1 and €, € (0, 1) there exists C(e., R) >
0 such that

inf inf > C. A.25

cclen ] 6€[0,1] \;\nngE";(x) - (A.25)

Proof. First, note that f 5 is strictly positive for all € € (0,1), 6 € [0,1]. Indeed, f. > 0 by assumption,

and the fact that f.5 > 0 when 6 > 0 follows from the classical elliptic Harnack inequality. Now, if

the claim is false, then using (A.16) and the argument used to prove (A.17) we can obtain (€g, dg, xg) €

[ex,1] x [0,1] x Bpg such that f., s,(z0) = 0, which contradicts f, s, > 0. O
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