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ENHANCED DISSIPATION VIA THE MALLIAVIN CALCULUS

DAVID VILLRINGER

Abstract. In this work we investigate the phenomenon of enhanced dissipation using tech-
niques from the Malliavin Calculus. In particular, we construct a concise, elementary argument,
that allows us to recover the well-known enhanced dissipation timescale for shear flows, first
obtained in [BCZ17], as well as the precise hypoelliptic regularisation in Fourier space.
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1. Introduction and main results

On the two-dimensional periodic torus T
2, we consider passive scalars advected by a shear

flow and satisfying the hypoelliptic drift-diffusion equation
{

∂tf + u(y)∂xf = 1
2ν∂2

yf,

f(0) = f0,
(1.1)

where u = u(y) : T → R is a fixed, smooth function, ν ∈ (0, 1] is a diffusivity parameter, and
f0 : T2 → R is an L2(T2)-initial datum such that

∫

T

f0(x, y) dx = 0, ∀y ∈ T, (1.2)

which is a property preserved by the equation.
Throughout the article, we will assume that u has a finite number of critical points, of

maximal order n0 (i.e., for any y ∈ T, there exists n ≤ n0 so that u(n+1)(y) 6= 0). The above
equation (1.1) has received a great deal of attention in recent years. In particular, much has
been said about the particular interplay between the transport term and the diffusivity, which
in principle should allow for faster convergence to equilibrium than the natural dissipative rate
proportional to ν – a phenomenon known as enhanced dissipation. Indeed, in [CKRZ08] the
authors derived a spectral criterion for when solutions to a given abstract PDE in a Hilbert
space experience enhanced dissipation. (This provides one way of seeing where the condition
(1.2) comes from). More recently, in [BCZ17] the authors studied the equation (1.1), and were
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2 D. VILLRINGER

able to show, using techniques from hypocoercivity, that there holds the enhanced dissipation

estimate

‖Sν(t)Pk‖L2→L2 ≤ Ce
−ǫ

ν

n0+1
n0+3 |k|

2
n0+3 t

(1+| log(ν)|+| log(|k|)|)2 (1.3)

where Sν(t) denotes the semigroup generated by (1.1), and Pk denotes the projection onto
the kth Fourier mode in x. The logarithmic factor was subsequently removed in [ABN22],
employing methods from hypoellipticity, and in [CZG23], via pseudospectral estimates inspired
by [Wei21].

The present article is is most spiritually in line with [ABN22]. Indeed, the development of
the Malliavin calculus was in large part motivated by the desire to formulate an elementary
probabilistic proof of Hörmander’s theorem [H0̈9], which avoids having to work with pseudodif-
ferential operators. Inspired by this, we show that employing only basic tools from Stochastic
Analysis, the Malliavin Calculus provides a tool for proving the Semigroup estimate (1.3) in a
concise way. Indeed, we will be able to recover the following result:

Theorem 1.1 ([BCZ17, ABN22, CZG23]). Let Pk denote the projection onto the kth fourier

mode in x, and let Sν denote the Semigroup generated by (1.1). Then, there exist constants

C, c, ν̃ > 0 independent of f0, so that for any ν|k|−1 ≤ ν̃ it holds

‖Sν(t)Pk‖L2→L2 ≤ Ce−c|k|
2

n0+3 ν

n0+1
n0+3 t, (1.4)

for any t ≥ 0.

Remark 1.1. Although from our viewpoint the principle interest of this estimate is its relation-
ship to enhanced dissipation, we note that it also provides estimates on the degree of hypoelliptic
regularisation that the equation enjoys. Indeed, as noted already in [BCZ17], standard para-
bolic regularisation in y together with (1.4) shows that the solution to (1.1) lives in the Gevrey
space

G
n0+3

2 :=
⋃

λ>0

{f ∈ L2 : eλ|∇|
2

n0+3
f ∈ L2}

for any positive t.

The proof of Theorem 1.1 will follow by applying the Malliavin integration by parts formula
to functions of the stochastic characteristics associated to (1.1), given by

dXt =

(

u(X2
t )

0

)

dt +

(

0√
ν dBt

)

(1.5)

where Bt is a standard Brownian motion. The exact construction will be detailed in the next
section. In particular, due to the simplicity of this process, we will be able to perform explicit
computations on quantites related to the Malliavin matrix, allowing us to extract the optimal
dissipation timescales.

1.1. Malliavin Calculus Preliminaries. We begin by recalling a couple of elementary facts
and constructions from the Malliavin calculus. A more thorough introduction can be found in
[Nua06] (see also the excellent set of notes [Hai21]). Set H = L2(R+), and let (Ω, F ,P) be a
probability space. An isonormal Gaussian process W is an isometry W : H → L2(Ω,P), i.e. a
map satisfying

E(W (h)W (g)) = 〈h, g〉H , ∀h, g ∈ H. (1.6)

In particular, an isonormal Gaussian process defines a standard Brownian motion by setting

Bt = W (1[0,t]). (1.7)

The Malliavin derivative is then an unbounded, closed operator D : L2(Ω,P) → L2(Ω,P, H)
where we denote its domain by D

1,2 := D(D), which acts on functions of the form G =
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F (W (h1), . . . W (hn)), where F is smooth and has at most polynomial growth at infinity, by

DG =
n
∑

i=1

∂iF (W (h1), . . . W (hn))hi. (1.8)

More generally, we can define the Malliavin derivative as an operator from L2(Ω,P, K) →
L2(Ω,P, H ⊗K), where K is some Hilbert space, in which case we denote its domain by D

1,2(K).
We denote the adjoint of the Malliavin derivative by δ, which is known as the Skorokhod integral.
An important fact about the Skorokhod integral is that for any h ∈ D

1,2(H), there holds

E(δh)2 = E

∫ ∞

0
h2

s ds + E

∫ ∞

0

∫ ∞

0
DshtDths ds dt. (1.9)

Given a Malliavin differentiable random variable X ∈ R
d, we can associate the Malliavin matrix

M, which is a symmetric, positive semi-definite matrix with components given by

Mi,j = 〈DXi, DXj〉. (1.10)

In particular, under the additional assumption that the Malliavin matrix is almost surely in-
vertible and has inverse moments of all orders, we obtain the following “integration by parts”
formula: Let X ∈ D

1,2. If G : Rd → R is a smooth function, there holds

E(∂iG(X)) = E(G(X)δ(Yi)), (1.11)

with Yi = (DX)∗M−1ei, where ei is the ith euclidean basis vector.

1.2. Main ideas of the proof. As noted above, one can associate the following “stochastic
characteristics” to our PDE (1.1).

X1
t (x, y) = x +

∫ t

0
u
(

y +
√

νBs

)

ds, X2
t (x, y) = y +

√
νBt. (1.12)

Indeed, denoting the vector Xt = (X1
t , X2

t ) with notation as above, an application of Ito’s
formula shows that the solution to (1.1) is then given by f(t, x, y) = Ef0(X−1

t (x, y)). Elementary
calculations show that the Malliavin derivative is given by

DrXt =







√
ν

∫ t

r
u′(y +

√
νBs) ds

√
ν1r≤t,






(1.13)

and therefore, the Malliavin matrix is just

M = ν











∫ t

0

(∫ t

r
u′ (y +

√
νBs

)

ds

)2

dr

∫ t

0

∫ t

r
u′ (y +

√
νBs

)

ds dr

∫ t

0

∫ t

r
u′ (y +

√
νBs

)

ds dr t











. (1.14)

The point will be then to apply the Malliavin integration by parts formula (1.11) to a well
chosen function, which in turn entails estimaing the behaviour of M−1. At this point it may be
tempting to simply go through the proof of Hörmander’s theorem and keep track of the powers
of t, ν appearing. However, this approach is doomed to fail for a couple of reasons. Firstly, since
the standard proof of Hörmander’s theorem relies on an application of Norris’ lemma, which
does not come with sharp estimates on the exponents its produces, this would make recovering
the correct scaling quite challenging. More fundamentally, estimating inverse moments of the
operator norm of the Malliavin matrix cannot possibly yield the decay rate we are after, since
it will in particular be dominated by the component of the matrix corresponding to a “nudge”
in the y-direction. Since any function solely depending on y cannot experience dissipation on
any time scale faster than that of the heat equation, this ensures that estimating the inverse
moments of the Malliavin matrix would at best leave us with a decay rate proportional to e−νt.
We therefore need to tailor our arguments to ensure we only capture the variations in the x

direction. Fortunately, since we assume in (1.2) that f0 has zero mean in x, we note that it may



4 D. VILLRINGER

be written as f0 = ∂xF0, for some function F0. Therefore, applying the expression (1.11), we
see that

E(f0(Xt)) = E(∂xF0(Xt)) = E(F0(Xt)δ(Yt(y))), (1.15)

where δ denotes the Skorokhod integral, and

Yt(y) = (DXt)
∗M−1

(

1
0

)

, (1.16)

which encodes the fact that we only care about variations in the x-direction. In particular,
calculating Y explicitly yields

Yr,t(y) =

∫ t

r
u′(y +

√
νBs) ds − 1

t

∫ t

0

∫ t

m
u′(y +

√
νBs) ds dm

√
ν

∫ t

0

(∫ t

r
u′(y +

√
νBs) ds − 1

t

∫ t

0

∫ t

m
u′(y +

√
νBs) ds dm

)2

dr

. (1.17)

Pretending for a second that Y was adapted to the filtration generated by (Bt)t≥0, the Ito
isometry shows that

E(δYt(y))2 ≤ E











1

ν

∫ t

0

(
∫ t

r
u′(y +

√
νBs) ds − 1

t

∫ t

0

∫ t

m
u′(y +

√
νBs) ds dm

)2

dr











. (1.18)

It therefore is clear that we need to estimate the inverse moments of the following quantity,
where we make a slight abuse of notation and denote it by det(M) (it actually differs from the
Malliavin determinant by a factor of ν):

det(Mt)(y) :=

∫ t

0

(∫ t

r
u′(y +

√
νBs) ds − 1

t

∫ t

0

∫ t

m
u′(y +

√
νBs) ds dm

)2

dr, (1.19)

We will occasionally suppress the dependence on y, whenever there is no ambiguity. At this
point, we will be able to argue in much the same way as in the proof of Hörmander’s theorem.
In particular, since our situation is much simpler than the general case of Hörmander, it will be
possible to proceed entirely without employing Norris’ lemma. Instead, we will simply localise
around critical points in an appropriate way, and employ Taylor approximation arguments,
together with elementary Brownian scaling.

2. Proof of the Main Result

We now show how Theorem 1.1 may be deduced, once one has obtained good bounds on the
behaviour of det(M). This way, all that will be left to do is to obtain said bounds, which will
be the subject of section 2.2. To ease in notation, we will from now on write ‖ · ‖L∞

t
to mean

‖ · ‖L∞(0,t), and similarly for Hölder norms. In the cases where spatial norms are used, we will
make this explicit. Furthermore, any constants appearing are assumed positive, unless stated
otherwise.

2.1. Proof of Theorem 1.1. The main ingredient of the proof will be the following set of
inequalities, which will be the result of a series of lemmas, whose proofs are left for later:

Lemma 2.1. Let the maximal order of critical points of u be n0. Then, for any p ≥ 1 there

exists a constant C(p) > 0 independent of ν, t ∈ [0, ν−1] so that there holds

sup
y∈T

E(det(Mt)(y)−p) ≤ C(p)t−p(n0+3)ν−n0p, (2.1)

sup
y∈T

E

((

t‖u′′(y +
√

νBs)‖L∞
t

det(Mt)(y)

)p)

≤ C(p)t−p
n0+5

2 ν−p
n0+1

2 . (2.2)

We now provide a proof of Theorem 1.1, assuming that Lemma 2.1 is proved: Firstly, we
note that we have the following bound on the Skorokhod integral of Y :
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Lemma 2.2. For Y given by (1.17), there exists a positive constant C depending only on u, so

that for any t ≤ ν−1, ν > 0 it holds

sup
y∈T

E(δYt(y))2 ≤ C

tn0+3νn0+1
. (2.3)

Proof. As discussed in (1.18), the first term in (1.9) is simply

E

∫ t

0

1

ν(det(Mt)(y))2

(∫ t

r
u′(y +

√
νBs) ds − 1

t

∫ t

0

∫ t

m
u′(y +

√
νBs) ds dm

)2

dr (2.4)

which we recognise as

E

(

1

ν det(Mt)(y)

)

≤ Cν−1−n0t−n0−3 (2.5)

by Lemma 2.1. Therefore, it only remains to deal with the term involving the Malliavin deriva-
tives. Let us compute

DzYr =
1

det(Mt)(y)

(∫ t

z∨r
u′′(y +

√
νBs) ds − 1

t

∫ t

0

∫ t

m∨z
u′′(y +

√
νBs) ds dm

)

− g(r)

det(Mt)(y)2

(
∫ t

0

[

g(r)

∫ t

z∨r
u′′(y +

√
νBs) ds − 1

t

∫ t

0

∫ t

m∨z
u′′(y +

√
νBs) ds dm

]

dr

)

(2.6)

where

g(r) =

∫ t

r
u′(y +

√
νBs) ds − 1

t

∫ t

0

∫ t

m
u′(y +

√
νBs) ds dm. (2.7)

Hence, using the fact that
∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ t

z∨r
u′′(y +

√
νBs) ds − 1

t

∫ t

0

∫ t

m∨z
u′′(y +

√
νBs) ds dm

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ t‖u′′(y +
√

νBs)‖L∞
t

, (2.8)

we may upper bound the Malliavin derivative

|DzYr| ≤ C
t‖u′′(y +

√
νBs)‖L∞

t

det(Mt)(y)
+

t‖u′′(y +
√

νBs)‖L∞
t

|g(r)|
det(Mt)(y)2

∫ t

0
|g(m)| dm, (2.9)

where C is some numerical constant independent of u, ν, t. Hence, we may estimate
∫ t

0

∫ t

0
DrYzDzYr dr dz ≤ C

t2(t‖u′′(y +
√

νBs)‖L∞
t

)2

det(Mt)(y)2

+
(t‖u′′(y +

√
νBs)‖L∞

t
)2

det(Mt)(y)3

∫ t

0

∫ t

0

(∫ t

0
|g(m)| dm

)

|g(r)| dr dz

+
(t‖u′′(y +

√
νBs)‖L∞

t
)2

det(Mt)(y)4

∫ t

0

∫ t

0

∫ t

0
|g(r)||g(z)|

(∫ t

0
|g(m)| dm

)2

dr dz. (2.10)

Note further that by Cauchy-Schwarz, (
∫ t

0 |g(m)| dm)2 ≤ t det(Mt)(y). Therefore, we bound
this by

∫ t

0

∫ t

0
DrYzDzYr dr dz ≤ C

t2(t‖u′′(y +
√

νBs)‖L∞
t

)2

det(Mt(y))2
. (2.11)

Hence, taking expectation, Lemma 2.1 yields an upper bound

E

(∫ t

0

∫ t

0
DrYzDzYr dr dz

)

≤ C(u)t2ν−(n0+1)t−(n0+5) = C(u)ν−(n0+1)t−(n0+3). (2.12)

Therefore, overall we have

E(δ(Y )2) ≤ C(u)t−(n0+3)ν−(n0+1), (2.13)

as desired. �

With this in hand, we can now easily provide a proof of the main result:
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Proof of Theorem 1.1. Recall that Sν(t)f0(x, y) = Ef0(X−1
t (x, y)). Let now g = g(x, y) ∈

L2(T2) be any function. Changing variables we have
∫

T

PkSν(t)f0(y)g(x, y) dy dx = E

∫

T2
g(x, y)eikx

∫

T

e−ikzf0(X−1
t (z, y)) dz dx dy

= E

∫

T

∫

T2
e−ikX1

t (z,y)g(x, X2
t (z, y))f0(z, y)eikx dz dy dx. (2.14)

Note now that e−ikzg(x, y) = i∂z
1
k
e−ikzg(x, y). Hence, by the Malliavin integration by parts

formula, it holds

E(e−ikX1
t (z,y)g(x, X2

t (z, y))) = i
1

k
E(e−ikX1

t (z,y)g(x, X2
t (z, y))δ(Y (y))), (2.15)

where Y is given in (1.17). Applying Cauchy-Schwarz, we thus have
∫

T2
|E(e−ikX1

t (z,y)g(x, X2
t (z, y)))|2 dz dy

≤ 1

k2
sup
y∈T

E(δ(Yt(y))2)

∫

T2
|e−ikX1

t (z,y)g(x, X2
t (z, y)))|2 dz dy. (2.16)

Changing variables again, and applying Lemma 2.2, we therefore deduce
∫

T

PkSν(t)f0(y)g(y) dy ≤ C(u)‖f0‖L2(T2)‖g‖L2(T)(k
−2t−(n0+3)ν−(n0+1))

1
2 , (2.17)

for any t ≤ ν−1. Therefore, by duality it holds

‖PkSν(t)f0‖L2(T) ≤ C(u)‖f0‖L2(T2)(k
−2t−(n0+3)ν−(n0+1))

1
2 . (2.18)

Finally, we want to take t = (4C(u)2ν−(n0+1)k−2)
1

n0+3 , at which point the L2 norm will have
been reduced by a half. But note that our inequality only holds for t ≤ ν−1. Therefore, we get
the claimed decay rate, as soon as

(4C(u)2ν−(n0+1)k−2)
1

n0+3 ≤ ν−1 (2.19)

which occurs when
ν

|k| ≤ 1

2C(u)
(2.20)

This concludes the proof �

2.2. Proof of the bounds on the Malliavin determinant. All that remains is to provide
a proof of the bounds on the inverse moments of det(Mt)(y) in Lemma 2.1. As in the proof of
Hörmander theorem, the idea will be to estimate the probability of {det(Mt) ≤ ǫ}. However,
we want our estimates to have some uniformity in ν, t. We will therefore introduce the following
notation, which is a slightly modified version of the one in [Hai21, HM11]: We say a family
of events Aζ

ǫ indexed by parameters ζ, ǫ is “almost false”, if for any p there exists a constant Cp

independent of ζ so that P(Aζ
ǫ ) ≤ Cpǫp for all ζ, and for all ǫ sufficiently small, independent of

ζ. Furthermore, we write Aζ
ǫ ⇒ǫ Bζ

ǫ (read, A “almost implies” B), to mean Aζ
ǫ \ Bζ

ǫ is almost
false. Furthermore, given families of random variables Zζ

ǫ , W ζ
ǫ , we write Z ≤ǫ W to mean that

the event {Zζ
ǫ > W ζ

ǫ } is almost false. In the subsequent sections, the paramater ζ will typically
consist of ν ∈ (0, 1], t ∈ (0, ν−1], as well as possibly some other free parameters which are
independent of ǫ.

With these preliminaries out of the way, we state the following lemma which will be fun-
damental to our discussion: (Note the presence of the additional parameter v, which will be
essential later)
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Lemma 2.3. Let v, γ, β > 0 be arbitrary constants, where v may be random. For any α < 1
2 ,

there exist positive constants C, q depending only on γ, β, α so that

∫ t

0

(∫ t

r
u′(y +

√
νBs) ds − 1

t

∫ t

0

∫ t

m
u′(y +

√
νBs) ds dm

)2

dr ≤ ǫvtγνβ

⇒ǫ ‖u′(y +
√

νBs)‖L∞
t

≤ Cǫq max
{

v
1
2 t

γ−3
2 ν

β
2 , (vαtα(γ−3)ναβh(y, ν, t)3ν

3
2 t

3
2 )

1
3+2α ,

(v
α
2 t

α(γ−3)+1
2 ν

αβ+1
2 h(y, ν, t))

1
1+α

}

. (2.21)

where we have set

h(y, ν, t) = sup
s,z∈[0,t],τ∈[0,1]

|u′′(y +
√

ν(τBs + (1 − τ)Bz))|.

We will postpone the proof of this to end of the section. With this lemma under our belt,
we now prove the following, which effectively states that the assumption that det(M) is small
already implies that our process is localised around one of the critical points of u′. In particular,
this will allow us to Taylor expand around these critical points, and hence to replace ‖u′(y +√

κBs)‖L∞
t

by a suitable power of ‖y +
√

κBs‖L∞
t

.

Lemma 2.4. Fix any number η sufficiently small, and let ṽ be any deterministic positive num-

ber. Denote by A the set of zeros of u′(y), and let ω > 0 be any positive real number. Then, it

holds that for ǫ small enough depending only on ω, u, ṽ, η, and for any t ≤ ν−1, we have

∫ t

0

(∫ t

r
u′(y +

√
νBs) ds − 1

t

∫ t

0

∫ t

m
u′(y +

√
νBs) ds dm

)2

dr ≤ ǫṽtω+3νω

⇒ǫ sup
s≤t

dist(y +
√

νBs, A) ≤ η.

In particular, suppose that u has a critical point of order n at y0. Fix η(y0) > 0 sufficiently

small, so that for |z − y0| ≤ η(y0), there holds

c1|z − y0|n ≤ |u′(z)| ≤ c2|z − y0|n, c3|z − y0|n−1 ≤ |u′′(z)| ≤ c4|z − y0|n−1. (2.22)

Then, if |y − y0| < η, we have the almost implication

∫ t

0

(∫ t

r
u′(y +

√
νBs) ds − 1

t

∫ t

0

∫ t

m
u′(y +

√
νBs) ds dm

)2

dr ≤ ǫṽtω+3νω

⇒ǫ h(y, ν, t) ≤ c(u)‖y − y0 +
√

νBs‖n−1
L∞

t
.

Proof. Set y0 = 0 for convenience. Note that on the event η < sups≤t dist(y+
√

νBs, A), we have

that ‖u′(y +
√

νBt)‖L∞
t

≥ σ for σ = infdist(x,A)≥η |u′(x)| > 0. Therefore we simply need to check
the three possible cases from Lemma 2.3. Using the trivial bound h(y, ν, t) ≤ ‖u′′‖L∞(T), we see

that in any of the cases from Lemma 2.3, we have the almost inequality (assuming t ≤ ν−1)

σ ≤ǫ D(C, ‖u′′‖L∞(T))ṽ
ω
2 ǫqt

ω
2 ν

ω
2 ≤ D(C, ‖u′′‖L∞(T))ṽ

ω
2 ǫq, (2.23)

where D is some constant depending only on C and ‖u′′‖L∞(T). Then, for all ǫ < (1
2 ṽ

ω
2 σD)

1
q ,

this bound cannot hold, completing the proof of the first claim. To prove the second part, we
simply note that we have

h(y, ν, t) ≤ǫ c4 sup
s,z∈[0,t],τ∈[0,1]

|y − y0 +
√

ν(τBz + (1 − τ)Bs)|n−1 ≤ c4‖y − y0 +
√

νBs‖n−1
L∞

t
, (2.24)

where the last inequality follows by convexity. �

We now have all the tools to prove Lemma 2.1. We begin by considering the first bound:
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Lemma 2.5. Let the maximal order of critical points of u be n0. Then, for any p ≥ 1, there

exists a constant K̃(u, p) > 0 independent of ν, t ≤ ν−1 so that

sup
y∈T

E(det(M(y))−p) ≤ K̃(u, p)t−p(n0+3)ν−n0p. (2.25)

Proof. By standard arguments, it suffices to show that det(Mt) < ǫtn0+3νn0 ⇒ǫ ∅. In view of
Lemma 2.4, letting η be so that the bounds (2.22) hold for all the critical points, we see that if
dist(y, A) > η, then indeed det(Mt) < ǫtn0+3νn0 ⇒ǫ ∅. Hence, pick some y0 ∈ A, say that the
critical point at y0 is of order n. For convenience sake, assume y0 = 0. By Lemma 2.4, we see
that in particular we have h(y, ν, t) ≤ǫ c(u)‖y +

√
νBs‖n−1

L∞ . Similarly, we have

‖y +
√

νBs‖n
L∞

t
≤ǫ c1‖u′(y +

√
νBs)‖L∞

t
. (2.26)

Let us examine the upper bounds in Lemma 2.3 again. In particular, the second bound becomes

‖y +
√

νBs‖
n−

3(n−1)
3+2α

L∞
t

≤ǫ C̃(u, n)ǫq(tαn+ 3
2 ναn+ 3

2 )
1

3+2α , (2.27)

and rearranging yields

‖y +
√

νBs‖L∞
t

≤ǫ C̃(u, n, α)ǫlt
1
2 ν

1
2 , (2.28)

for some l > 0. Similarly, the third bound also reduces to this, and the first one also does
trivially. Therefore, we just need to show

‖y +
√

νBs‖L∞
t

≤ C̃(u, n, α)ǫlt
1
2 ν

1
2 ⇒ǫ ∅. (2.29)

We now split into two cases. Firstly, assume that |y| ≤ 1
2‖√

νBs‖L∞
t

. Then by the triangle
inequality, we have

1

2
‖√

νBs‖L∞
t

≤ ‖y +
√

νBs‖L∞
t

≤ǫ C̃(u, n, α)ǫlt
1
2 ν

1
2 . (2.30)

Next assume that |y| ≥ 1
2‖√

νBs‖L∞
t

. Then, we have that

‖√
νBs‖L∞

t
≤ 2|y| ≤ 2‖y +

√
νBs‖L∞

t
≤ǫ 2C̃(u, n, α)ǫlt

1
2 ν

1
2 . (2.31)

Hence, in either case we have

‖√
νBs‖L∞

t
≤ǫ 2C̃(u, n, α)ǫlt

1
2 ν

1
2 . (2.32)

Using Brownian scaling, this can easily be seen to be almost false. Therefore, there exists some
ǫ0(y0) depending only on u, α, so that for any p > 0, there exists some Cp(y0) depending only
on u, p, so that for any y ∈ Bη(y0), there holds

P(det(Mt)(y) ≤ ǫtn+3νn) ≤ Cp(y0)ǫp, (2.33)

Furthermore, one can find analogous ǫ0(yi), Cp(yi) for the other critical points of u, as well
as trivially in the case where dist(y, A) ≥ η. Hence, for any p ≥ 1, there exists a constant
K(u, p), so that for any y in Bη(yi), where yi is a critical point of order m say, it holds

E(det(Mt)(y)−p) ≤ K(u, p)t−p(m+3)ν−pm, (and for dist(y, A) ≥ η it holds with m = n0). There-
fore, using furthermore that t ≤ ν−1, we may in fact conclude that

sup
y

E(det(Mt)(y)−p) ≤ K̃(u, p)t−p(n0+3)ν−pn0 (2.34)

completing the proof. �

With this in hand, the second bound from Lemma 2.1 follows similarly.

Lemma 2.6. Let v = t‖u′′(y +
√

νBs)‖L∞
t

, with y close to a critical point of order n. Then

there holds

det(Mt) ≤ ǫvt
n+5

2 ν
n+1

2 ⇒ǫ ∅. (2.35)
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In particular, it holds that for any p ≥ 1, there exists C(p) > 0 so that for t ≤ ν−1

E((
t‖u′′(y +

√
νBs)‖L∞

t

det(Mt)
)p) ≤ Cpt−p

n0+5

2 ν−p
n0+1

2 . (2.36)

Proof. Noting that v ≤ tṽ, where ṽ = ‖u′′‖L∞(T), we can apply Lemma 2.4, since the upper

bound is now of the form ǫqṽtω+3νω, with ω = n+1
2 . Next, we argue as in Lemma 2.5, and observe

that applying Lemma 2.3 with v = t‖u′′(y +
√

κBs)‖L∞
t

, together with the facts that close to

a critical point, ‖u′(y +
√

νBs)‖L∞
t

≥ c1‖y +
√

νBs‖n
L∞

t
, and similarly ‖u′′(y +

√
νBs)‖L∞

t
≤

c4‖y +
√

νBs‖n−1
L∞

t
, we get once again

‖y +
√

νBs‖L∞
t

≤ǫ C̃(u, n, α)ǫqt
1
2 ν

1
2 (2.37)

so we may conclude in exactly the same way as in Lemma 2.5. �

All that remains now is to provide a proof of Lemma 2.3. To do so, we recall first the following
well-known interpolation lemma (see e.g. [HM11])

Lemma 2.7. Let f : [0, t] → R be C1,α, for some α ∈ (0, 1]. Then it holds

‖∂tf‖L∞
t

≤ 4‖f‖L∞
t

max{t−1, ‖f‖− 1
1+α

L∞
t

‖∂tf‖
1

1+α

Cα
t

} (2.38)

where ‖∂tf‖Cα
t

denotes the best α-Hölder constant of ∂tf .

With this in hand, we can then provide the proof of Lemma 2.3

Proof of Lemma 2.3. Let f(z) =
∫ z

0 (
∫ t

r u′(y +
√

νBs) ds− 1
t

∫ t
0

∫ t
m u′(y +

√
νBs) ds dm)2 dr. This

is an increasing function in z, and so

‖f‖L∞
t

= f(t) (2.39)

Therefore, consider the event
‖f‖L∞

t
≤ ǫtγνβv (2.40)

In the following, we will apply Lemma 2.7 repeatedly. As we are interested in ensuring that ǫ

can be chosen small independently of t, ν, we will techincally always need to split up into the

cases t−1 ≤ ‖f‖− 1
1+α

L∞
t

‖∂tf‖
1

1+α

Cα
t

and the converse (this is why the three different upper bounds

appear in the statement of the result). As this would be slightly arduous at times, and the

situation where t−1 ≤ ‖f‖− 1
1+α

L∞
t

‖∂tf‖
1

1+α

Cα
t

will tend to be the more interesting one, we omit the

other cases. However, they follow in exactly the same way.
Firstly, by Lemma 2.7 we see that (2.40) implies

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

(∫ t

r
u′(y +

√
νBs) ds − 1

t

∫ t

0

∫ t

m
u′(y +

√
νBs) ds dm

)2
∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

L∞
t

≤ 4
√

2ǫ
1
2 v

1
2 t

γ
2 ν

β
2

∥

∥

∥

∥

(
∫ t

r
u′(y +

√
νBs) ds − 1

t

∫ t

0

∫ t

m
u′(y +

√
νBs) ds dm

)∥

∥

∥

∥

1
2

L∞
t

×
∥

∥u′(y +
√

νBs)
∥

∥

1
2
L∞

t
. (2.41)

where we have used the relation

‖h2‖Lipt
≤ 2‖h‖L∞

t
‖h‖Lipt

. (2.42)

where Lipt denotes the best Lipschitz constant on [0, t]. Rearranging, we see that
∥

∥

∥

∥

(∫ t

r
u′(y +

√
νBs) ds − 1

t

∫ t

0

∫ t

m
u′(y +

√
νBs ds) dm

)∥

∥

∥

∥

L∞
t

≤ (32)
1
3 ǫ

1
3 v

1
3 t

γ
3 ν

β
3 ‖u′(y +

√
νBs)‖

1
3
L∞

t
.
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Applying Lemma 2.7 again, this time to

r 7→
∫ t

r
u′(y +

√
νBs) ds − 1

t

∫ t

0

∫ t

m
u′(y +

√
νBs) ds dm (2.43)

we see that this implies for any α ∈ (0, 1
2)

‖u′(y +
√

νBs)‖L∞
t

≤ 4((32)
1
3 ǫ

1
3 v

1
3 t

γ
3 ν

β
3 ‖u′(y +

√
νBs)‖

1
3
L∞

t
)

α
1+α (‖u′(y +

√
νBs‖Cα

t
)

1
1+α . (2.44)

Now, note that using the usual Brownian scaling, it holds that ‖√
νBs‖Cα

t
≤ǫ ǫ−δν

1
2 t

1
2

−α. There-
fore, we have

‖u′(y +
√

νBs)‖Cα
t

≤ h(y, ν, t)‖√
νBs‖Cα

t
≤ǫ ǫ−δh(y, ν, t)ν

1
2 t

1
2

−α, (2.45)

so that
‖u′(y +

√
νBs)‖L∞

t
≤ǫ (32

α
3 ǫα−3δvαtα(γ−3)ναβh(y, ν, t)3ν

3
2 t

3
2 )

1
3+2α (2.46)

completing the proof of the first case. The other cases follow similarly. �

Acknowledgements

The author thanks Michele Coti Zelati and Martin Hairer for helpful comments and inspiring
discussions. The research of DV was funded by the Imperial College President’s PhD Scholar-
ships.

References

[ABN22] Dallas Albritton, Rajendra Beekie, and Matthew Novack. Enhanced dissipation and Hörmander’s
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(2), 168(2):643–674, 2008.

[CZG23] Michele Coti Zelati and Thierry Gallay. Enhanced dissipation and Taylor dispersion in higher-
dimensional parallel shear flows. J. Lond. Math. Soc. (2), 108(4):1358–1392, 2023.
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