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Abstract. We study the long-time mixing behavior of the stochastic nonlinear Schrödinger equa-
tion in Rd, d ≤ 3. It is well known that, under a sufficiently strong damping force, the system
admits unique ergodicity, although the rate of convergence toward equilibrium has remained un-
known. In this work, we address the mixing property in the regime of large damping and establish
that solutions are attracted toward the unique invariant probability measure at polynomial rates of
arbitrary order. Our approach is based on a coupling strategy with pathwise Strichartz estimates.

1. Introduction

In this paper, we study the mixing behavior of the nonlinear Schrödinger equation,

idu(t) +△u(t)dt+ α|u(t)|2σu(t)dt+ λu(t)dt = QdW (t), (1.1)

where u : [0,∞) × Rd → C, d ≤ 3. On the left-hand side of (1.1), λ > 0 denotes the damping
constant, measuring the strength of the damping force, σ > 0 represents the nonlinear effect,
α ∈ {−1, 1} where α = 1 and α = −1 respectively correspond to the focusing and defocusing
equations, QW (t) is a white-in-time, color-in-space Wiener process defined on some Hilbert space
U and whose spatial covariance operator is given by the mapping Q : U → L2(Rd).

It is well-known that the Schrödinger equation posed on one-dimensional compact intervals with
cubic nonlinearity possesses a unique invariant probability measure, which is polynomially attractive
[18, 38]. While there are several existence and unique ergodic results for equation (1.1) in Rd

[8, 9, 21, 23, 30], to the best of the authors’ knowledge, the issue of mixing rate of (1.1) in Rd is
still poorly understood. Our goal is to make progress in this direction with the aim of bridging
the gap between bounded domains and the whole space. More specifically, the main result of the
paper establishes an algebraic convergence rate of (1.1) toward equilibrium, provided a sufficiently
strong damping effect. This is summarized below through Theorem 1.1, whose rigorous statement
can be found in Theorem 2.5 and Theorem 2.8.

Theorem 1.1. In dimension d ≤ 3, let u(t;u0) be the solution of (1.1) with initial condition u0.
1. Under appropriate assumptions on σ and QW , for all λ large enough, there exists a unique

invariant probability measure for (1.1).
2. Suppose σ satisfies further restriction. Then, the following holds for all suitable observables

f : C → R and initial conditions u10 and u20∣∣Ef(u(t;u10))− Ef
(
u(t;u20)

)∣∣ ≤ C

(1 + t)q
, t ≥ 0, q > 0. (1.2)

In the above, C is a positive constant independent of t.

Historically, the well-posedness of (1.1) in the presence of external stochastic forcing has been
investigated through a vast literature. Research in this direction appeared as early as in the work
of [15] and was later explored in [16] to account for both additive and multiplicative noise. Since
then, there has been an extensive study on the existence and uniqueness of the solutions of (1.1)
under different assumptions on the regularity of the randomness, the nonlinearity as well as the
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domains’ structures [1, 2, 3, 4, 7, 10, 14, 17, 19, 23, 27, 40]. Despite the rich history on the well-
posedness theory, the statistically steady states of (1.1) and the convergence rate of (1.1) seem to
receive less attention. To mention a few examples, the existence of invariant probability measures
was established in [29] for the defocusing case (α = −1). The results therein was later extended
in [21] to treat the focusing scenario. We note that due to the setting of Rd which precludes
access to compactness in a natural way, the work of [21] has to employ a generalized version of the
Krylov-Bogoliubov procedure, so as to overcome the lack of Sobolev embedding. This is also found
to be the main challenge in the related two-dimensional stochastic Euler equation [6]. While the
conditions for the existence of steady states in [21] are compatible with those for the well-posedness
in [16], the unique ergodicity of (1.1) requires a strong damping effect as well as restrictions on the
parameter σ and the spatial dimension d ≤ 3 [8]. Notably, it was previously shown in [8] that there
is only one invariant measure ν provided that λ is sufficiently large and that{

0 < σ < ∞, d = 1, 2,

0 < σ ≤ 1+
√
17

4 , d = 3.

Here, the upper bound (1 +
√
17)/4 in dimension d = 3 is a technicality resulting from a series of

delicate interpolations between Sobolev embeddings and the classical Strichartz inequalities. One
of the contributions of the present article is the extension of this threshold. More specifically, we
are able to improve the pathwise control on the nonlinearity established in [8] by facilitating the
damping effect and dispersive estimates on the Schrödinger semigroup, cf. Lemma A.1. In turn,
this allows us to conclude the uniqueness of ν when

λ ≫ 1, and

{
0 < σ < ∞, d = 1, 2,

0 < σ < 3
2 , d = 3.

We refer the reader to Theorem 2.5 for the precise statement and to Section 4.1 for its proof. See
also related work for the stochastic Schrödinger equation posed in manifolds [9] or in the presence
of multiplicative noise [7].

With regard to the problem of mixing rate, we remark that in the literature of SPDEs, geometric
ergodicity is significantly more popular compared to the situation of sub-exponential rate. In par-
ticular, there are many dispersive dynamics whose invariant measures are exponentially attractive,
e.g., the KdV equations with large damping [26], the Ginzburg-Landau equations [34, 39], as well
as the wave equations [12, 32, 36]. The common feature of these settings and other parabolic sys-
tems is that they possess a strong dissipative structure thanks to the appearance of the Laplacian
operator or the damping. See also related systems with a localized noise structure [13, 31]. In
contrast, sub-exponential rates are more difficult to handle, owing to a weak mechanism for bal-
ancing energy. To mention several examples, we refer the reader to the Schrödinger equations in
bounded domains [18, 38], the Ginzburg-Landau equations perturbed by special noise at random
times [33], the Navier-Stokes in R2 [35], the Kuramoto-Sivashinsky equations [25], the wave equa-
tions [24, 37] and a stochastic conservation law [20]. In literature, a Foias-Prodi typed estimate is
typically employed to tackle the issue of mixing rates. Roughly speaking, starting from two initial
conditions, this argument provides a means to control the high modes (in Fourier frequencies) of
the two solutions in short distance from each other, assuming the low modes are synchronized.
Particularly, the technique has proven to play a fundamental role in [18, 22, 26, 38, 39] in the
settings of bounded domains, allowing for the convenience of working with the discrete spectrum
of the Laplacian, which are otherwise unavailable in Rd scenario. More recently, this challenge was
addressed in [34, 35] where a novel generalized Foias-Prodi agument is developed to circumvent the
lack of compactness properties. See also related work of [24, 25].

Turning back to (1.1), we note that since the results from [34, 35] rely on the local nature of the
nonlinearity of the concerning dynamics, it is not clear how to adapt the technique therein to (1.1).
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Nevertheless, in the large damping regime, we resort to the coupling framework of [18, 38, 39] and
successfully overcome the issue of the whole space by harnessing the Lyapunov functions and the
Strichartz inequalities. More specifically, motivated by [8, 26], the proof of Theorem 1.1 is based
on the following path-wise estimate

∥u1(t)− u2(t)∥2L2(Rd) ≤ C exp
{
t
(
− λ+

1

t

∫ t

0
∥u1(s)∥2σL∞(Rd) + ∥u2(s)∥2σL∞(Rd)ds

)}
. (1.3)

In the above, u1 and u2 are two solutions’ trajectories corresponding to two distinct initial condi-
tions. Regarding the right-hand side of (1.3), we can leverage Sobolev embeddings together with
Strichartz estimates to the extent that the time-average of the L∞ norm can be approximated by
suitable moments of the invariant measures. In turn, one may pick λ sufficiently large so as to
deduce the unique ergodicity, albeit without a mixing rate [8]. See Section 4.1 for a more detailed
discussion of this point. To navigate the mixing difficulty, it is crucial to ensure that one can
keep track of the growth of the L∞ norm over time. In our work, we tackle the problem using a
two-fold strategy as follows: firstly, we exploit the damping effect from λ > 0 to strengthen the
Strichartz-typed inequalities established in [8], cf. Lemma A.4 and Remark A.5, which provides us
a control on the L∞ norm via Lyapunov functions and the noise trajectories, cf. Lemma 3.4. We
remark that in order to obtain such bound, we have to further restrict the range of σ, namely,{

0 < σ, d = 1, 2,
1
6 < σ < 3

2 , d = 3.

Then, under the assumption λ is large enough, we facilitate the coupling technique from [38] while
making use of the auxiliary Strichartz estimates to ultimately deduce an ergodic rate, cf. Theorem
2.8. In particular, this amounts to showing that the likeliness two solutions enter a ball and stay in
close proximity is high, whereas the probability they become decoupled leaving the ball is small. We
remark that in literature, geometric ergodicity usually relies on exponential moment bounds on the
solutions [34, 39], which can be obtained via the exponential Martingale inequality. However, such
a result is currently not available in the settings of (1.1), for which one can only derive polynomial
moment bounds, hence the algebraic convergence rate (1.2). It is also worthwhile to mention that
unlike related dynamics [18, 34, 38, 39] that typically invoke the Girsanov Theorem to ensure the
validity of changing measures, our coupling strategy is able to circumnavigate the issue thanks to
the large damping nature. This significantly simplifies the mixing argument while still achieving
the same coupling effect. We refer the reader to Theorem 2.8 for a precise statement of Theorem
1.1, part 2, and to Section 4 where we present the proof of Theorem 2.8.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we introduce the functional settings
and the assumptions needed for the analysis. We also state our main results through Theorem 2.5
and Theorem 2.8 concerning respectively the unique ergodicity and polynomial mixing of (1.1).
In Section 3, we collect useful energy estimates on the solutions of (1.1), including their moment
bounds as well as irreducibility conditions. In Section 4, we discuss the pathwise argument and
the coupling strategy while making use of the estimates from Section 3 to establish Theorem 2.5
and Theorem 2.8. The paper concludes with Appendices A and B. Particularly, we derive specific
Strichartz inequalities in Appendix A whereas we supply several auxiliary results in Appendix B,
both of which are employed to prove the main theorems.

2. Assumptions and main results

2.1. The functional settings. For p ≥ 1, let Lp := Lp(Rd;C) denote the usual Lebesgue space
of complex-valued functions on Rd. In particular, when p = 2, we denote by H = L2 the Hilbert
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space endowed with the inner product

⟨u, v⟩H = Re

∫
Rd

u(x)v̄(x)dx,

and the norm ∥u∥2H = ⟨u, u⟩H . Moreover, for s ∈ R, let Hs := Hs(Rd;C) be the Sobolev space
with the norm

∥u∥2Hs =

∫
Rd

(1 + |ξ|2)s|Fu(ξ)|2dξ,

where Fu denotes the Fourier transform of u. In general, for p ∈ [1,∞], we define Hs,p with the
norm

∥u∥Hs,p =
∥∥F−1

[
(1 + |ξ|2)

s
2 Fu

]∥∥
Lp .

We recall the following Sobolev embeddings that will be useful throughout the analysis

Hs,p ⊂ L
pd

d−sp , 1 ≤ p < ∞, 0 < s < d/p,

Hs,p ⊂ L∞, p > 1, s > d/p,

and Hs,p ⊂ Hs1,p1 , s− d

p
= s1 −

d

p1
, 1 < p ≤ p1 < ∞, s, s1 ∈ R.

See [11, Section 1.4], [5, Theorem 6.5.1] and [41]. In particular, the last embedding will play a
crucial role in the Strichartz estimates collected in Lemma A.4.

With regard to the noise structure QdW (t), following [8, 9], let U be a real Hilbert space with
an orthonormal basis {ej}j≥1. Then, W is a cylindrical Wiener process defined on U with the
representation

W (t) =
∑
k≥1

ekBk(t),

where {Bk}k≥1 is a sequence of i.i.d. standard Brownian motions defined on the same stochastic
basis {Ω,F ,Ft,P} satisfying the usual conditions [28]. Concerning the covariance operator Q, we
will make the following assumption.

Assumption 2.1. The map Q : U → H1 is a Hilbert-Schmidt operator, i.e.,

∥Q∥2LHS(U,H1) =
∑
k≥1

∥Qek∥2H1 < ∞. (2.1)

Turning to the nonlinearity of (1.1), we denote

Fα(u) = −iα|u|2σu.

Following [8, 16], we will impose different conditions on the parameter σ, depending on the values
of α and dimension d.

Assumption 2.2. 1. When α = 1 (focusing), σ satisfies

0 < σ <
2

d
, d ≤ 3.

2. When α = −1 (defocusing), σ satisfies{
0 < σ, d = 1, 2,

0 < σ < 2, d = 3.
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Having introduced assumptions on the noise and the nonlinearity, in what follows, we briefly
review the well-posedness of (1.1). Let S(t) = e−it△, t ∈ R denote the semigroup associated with
the equation

i
d

dt
u−△u = 0.

It is a classical result that equation (1.1) admits a unique global mild solution for all initial condi-
tions u0 ∈ H1. Specifically, the well-posedness of (1.1) is summarized in the following proposition.

Proposition 2.3. [16, Theorem 3.4] Under Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2, for every initial condition
u0 ∈ H1, there exists a unique global solution u(t) = u(t;u0) given by the mild formula

u(t) = e−λtS(t)u0 +

∫ t

0
e−λ(t−s)S(t− s)Fα(u(s))ds+

∫ t

0
e−λ(t−s)S(t− s)QdW (s), t ≥ 0.

Furthermore, the solution u(t;u0) is continuous in H1 with respect to u0, for all fixed t ≥ 0, i.e.,

E∥u(t;un0 )− u(t;u0)∥H1 → 0,

whenever ∥un0 − u0∥H1 → 0 as n → ∞.

We refer the reader to [16, Section 3] for a further discussion of the above well-posedness state-
ment. See also [8, Theorem 2.5].

2.2. Unique ergodicity. As a consequence of Proposition 2.3, we may define the Markov transi-
tion probabilities corresponding to the process u(t;u0) satisfying (1.1) given by

Pt(u0, A) := P(u(t;u0) ∈ A),

for each t ≥ 0, u0 ∈ H1, and Borel sets A ⊆ H1. We let Bb(H
1) denote the set of bounded Borel

measurable functions defined on H1. The Markov semigroup associated to (1.1) is the operator
Pt : Bb(H

1) → Bb(H
1) defined by

Ptf(u0) = E[f(u(t;u0))], f ∈ Bb(H
1).

Recall that a probability measure ν ∈ Pr(H1) is said to be invariant for the semigroup Pt if for
every f ∈ Bb(H

1) ∫
H1

f(u0)(Pt)
∗ν(du0) =

∫
H1

f(u0)ν(du0),

where (Pµ
t )

∗ν denotes the measure obtained from ν by the action of Pµ
t , i.e.,∫

H1

f(u)(Pt)
∗ν(du) =

∫
H1

Ptf(u)ν(du).

We record the following existence result of an invariant probability measure of Pt and refer the
reader to [21, Theorem 3.4] for its proof.

Proposition 2.4. [21, Theorem 3.4] Under Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2, Pt admits at least one in-
variant probability measure ν.

We note that the conditions for the existence of ν is compatible with those for the well-posedness
results from Proposition 2.3. We now state the first main result of the paper below through Theorem
2.5 establishing the uniqueness of ν under slightly stronger assumptions on σ.

Theorem 2.5. Suppose that
1. in dimension d = 1, 2, Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 hold;
2. in dimension d = 3, Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 and the following extra condition hold

0 < σ <
3

2
. (2.2)
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Then, for all λ sufficiently large, ν is unique.

The proof of Theorem 2.5 follows closely the approach of [8, 26] dealing with the same issue in
dispersive dynamics with large damping. In particular, the argument for the uniqueness of ν relies
on pathwise estimates on the difference between two solutions starting from two distinct initial
conditions. We demonstrate that their distance can be approximated by the regularity of invariant
measures, which have uniform moment bounds independent of λ. In turn, taking λ sufficiently
large allows us to conclude that two solutions must eventually synchronize, thereby establishing
the uniqueness of ν. All of this will be explained in detail in Section 4.1 where we provide the proof
of Theorem 2.5.

Remark 2.6. We remark that while the result of Theorem 2.5 in dimension d = 1, 2 is already
established in [8], it extends the work of [8] in dimension d = 3. More specifically, the unique
ergodicity of [8, Theorem 5.1] requires that

0 < σ ≤ 1 +
√
17

4
, d = 3,

whereas in Theorem 2.5, σ ∈ (0, 3/2). Although this condition does not include every σ ∈ (0, 2)
when α = −1, cf. Assumption 2.2, it is optimal in the sense that it is also required in Lemma A.6
concerning the existence of some p ≥ 1 such that

∥Fα(u)∥H1,p ≲ ∥u∥1+2σ
H1 , u ∈ H1.

which is one of the main ingredients used to establish Theorem 2.5 in Section 4.1.

2.3. Polynomial mixing. We now turn to the second main topic of the paper on the mixing
property of (1.1). In order to measure the convergence rate, we will work with suitable distances
and Lyapunov estimates in H1. Specifically, let d1 : H1 ×H1 → [0, 1] denote the distance on H1

defined as

d1(u, v) = ∥u− v∥H ∧ 1, u, v ∈ H1. (2.3)

A function f : H1 → C is called Lipschitz with respect to d1 if

[f ]Lip,d1 := sup
u̸=v

|f(u)− f(v)|
d1(u, v)

< ∞.

Turning to Lyapunov functions, it is well-known that

φα(u) = ∥∇u∥2H − α

1 + σ
∥u∥2+2σ

L2+2σ

is invariant for the deterministic equation

d

dt
u+ i△u+ iFα(u) = 0,

in the sense that
d

dt
φα(u) = 0.

Since φα is not sign-definite, we will have to interpolate between L2, L2+2σ and H1 to guarantee the
positivity of φα. To this end, we recall that given σd < 2(σ+1), the following Gagliardo-Nirenberg
inequality holds

∥u∥L2+2σ ≤ C∥u∥
1− σd

2+2σ

H ∥∇u∥
σd

2+2σ

H .

In view of Assumptions 2.2, the above inequality is valid for the focusing case (α = 1) when
d = 1, 2, 3. Moreover, if σd < 2, using Young’s inequality, we can bound L2+2σ norm as follows:

100∥u∥2+2σ
L2+2σ ≤ C∥u∥2(1+σ)−σd

H ∥∇u∥σdH ≤ 1

2
∥∇u∥2H +

1

2
κ∥u∥

2+ 4σ
2−σd

H . (2.4)
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So, we introduce the functional Φα : H1 → R defined as

Φα(u) =

∥∇u∥2H + 1
1+σ∥u∥

2+2σ
L2+2σ + ∥u∥2H , α = −1,

∥∇u∥2H − 1
1+σ∥u∥

2+2σ
L2+2σ + κ∥u∥2σd

H , α = 1, σd = 1 + 2σ
2−σd .

(2.5)

In particular, in the focusing case α = 1, the choice of Φα satisfies the estimates

cΦ
(
∥∇u∥2H + ∥u∥2+2σ

L2+2σ + ∥u∥2σd
H

)
≤ Φα(u) ≤ CΦ

(
∥∇u∥2H + ∥u∥2σd

H

)
. (2.6)

Concerning the noise, we require that QW possess higher regularity compared with the condition
imposed in Assumption 2.1.

Assumption 2.7. The map Q : U → H3 is a Hilbert-Schmidt operator, i.e.,

∥Q∥2LHS(U,H3) =
∑
k≥1

∥Qek∥2H3 < ∞. (2.7)

We note that condition (2.7) is equivalent to∑
k≥1

∥Qek∥2H +
∑
k≥1

∥∇△Qek∥2H < ∞.

In particular, this means that the noise term QW (t) has H3 sample path. It is important to point
out that unique ergodicity of (1.1) only requires Q be a Hilbert-Schmidt operator in H1 as stated
in Theorem 2.5. Nevertheless, in order to extract the convergence rate, we will have to assume
that the noise has higher regularity than H1. More specifically, Assumption 2.7 is needed later for
the proof of the irreducibility stated in Lemma 3.5, which will be employed to establish the mixing
result.

We now state the main result of the paper through Theorem 2.8 below establishing the algebraic
convergence rate of Pt toward equilibrium.

Theorem 2.8. Suppose that
1. in dimension d = 1, 2, Assumptions 2.2 and 2.7 hold;
2. in dimension d = 3, Assumptions 2.2 and 2.7 and the following extra condition hold

1

6
< σ <

3

2
. (2.8)

Then, for all λ > 0 sufficiently large, q > 0, u10, u
2
0 ∈ H1, and functions f that are Lipschitz with

respect to distance d1 defined in (2.3), the following holds∣∣Ef(u(t;u10))− Ef(u(t;u20))
∣∣ ≤ Cq

(1 + t)q
[
1 + Φα(u

1
0) + Φα(u

2
0)
]
, t ≥ 0, (2.9)

for some positive constant Cq independent of t, u10 and u20. In the above, Φα is the function defined
in (2.5).

Remark 2.9. 1. We note that while condition σ > 0, d = 1, 2, is optimal for the mixing property
(2.9), the restriction σ ∈ (1/6, 3/2) when d = 3 is perhaps far from optimality. In particular, the
mixing rate issue for σ ∈ (0, 1/6] when d = 3, α ∈ {−1, 1} remains an open problem.

2. We also would like to mention that Theorem 2.8 does not include the linear instance σ = 0.
This is thanks to the fact that when σ = 0, the convergence rate is simply exponentially fast
regardless of the value of λ > 0. Indeed, this can be verified by a routine calculation

d

dt
∥u(t;u10)− u(t;u20)∥2H + 2λ∥u(t;u10)− u(t;u20)∥2H = 0,

which implies that

E∥u(t;u10)− u(t;u20)∥2H = e−2λt∥u10 − u20∥2H , t ≥ 0.

7



The proof of Theorem 2.8 makes use of the coupling framework developed in [18, 39] tailored
to our settings of unbounded domains. The strategy consists of three crucial ingredients: the high
probability the solutions become coupled in a ball, the likeliness they stay in close proximity of one
another, and lastly, the small probability of decoupling. Notably, the arguments of [18, 39, 38] rely
on a stochastic Foias-Prodi estimate controlling the high frequencies by the low modes, so as to
achieve the coupling effect. Since we are dealing with unbounded domains, which is not convenient
dealing with Fourier decompositions, the main difference of our approach from these works is the
Strichartz estimates, allowing for controlling the distance between two solutions. All of this will be
explained in detail in Section 4.2 where the proof of Theorem 2.8 is supplied.

3. Moment estimates

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

In this section, we collect useful estimates on the solutions of (1.1) that will be employed later
in Section 4 to establish the main theorems. We start with two results below in Lemma 3.1 and
Lemma 3.2 respectively giving moment bounds in H and H1 norms.

Lemma 3.1. Under Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2, for all u0 ∈ L2(Ω;H1) and n ≥ 1, the following
holds:

E∥u(t)∥2nH ≤ e−nλtE∥u0∥2nH + C0,n

∥Q∥2nLHS(U ;H)

λn
, t ≥ 0, (3.1)

for some positive constants C0,n independent of u0, t, λ and Q.

Proof. Firstly, we apply Itô’s formula to ∥u∥2H and obtain

d∥u∥2H = −2λ∥u∥2Hdt+
∑
k≥1

∥Qek∥2Hdt+ 2Re
(
⟨u,QdW ⟩H

)
.

Likewise, for n > 1, we have

d∥u∥2nH = n∥u∥2(n−1)d∥u∥2H +
1

2
n(n− 1)∥u∥2(n−2)

H ⟨d∥u∥2H , d∥u∥2H⟩

= −2nλ∥u∥2nH dt+ n∥u∥2(n−1)
H ∥Q∥2LHS(U ;H)dt+ 2n∥u∥2(n−1)

H Re
(
⟨u,QdW ⟩H

)
+ 2n(n− 1)∥u∥2(n−2)

H

∑
k≥1

∣∣Re(⟨u,Qek⟩H
)∣∣2dt. (3.2)

Using Holder’s and Young’s inequalities, we infer∑
k≥1

∣∣Re(⟨u,Qek⟩H
)∣∣2 ≤ ∥u∥2H

∑
k≥1

∥Qek∥2H = ∥u∥2H∥Q∥2LHS(U ;H),

and that

n∥u∥2(n−1)
H ∥Q∥2LHS(U,H) + 2n(n− 1)∥u∥2(n−2)

H

∑
k≥1

∣∣Re(⟨u,Qek⟩H
)∣∣2

≤ 1

100
nλ∥u∥2nH + c

∥Q∥2nLHS(U ;H)

λn−1
.

In the last estimate, c = c(n) is a positive constant independent of λ. It follows from (3.2) that

d∥u∥2nH ≤ −nλ∥u∥2nH dt+ c
∥Q∥2nLHS(U ;H)

λn−1
dt+ 2n∥u∥2(n−1)

H Re
(
⟨u,QdW ⟩H

)
. (3.3)

8



As a consequence, we take expectation on both sides of (3.3) and obtain

d

dt
E∥u(t)∥2nH ≤ −nλE∥u(t)∥2nH + c

∥Q∥2nLHS(U ;H)

λn−1
.

This produces (3.1), as claimed.
□

Lemma 3.2. Under Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2, for all u0 ∈ L2(Ω;H1) and n ≥ 1, there exist
positive constants c1,n and C1,n independent of u0, t, λ and Q such that the followings hold:

1. Defocusing case α = −1:

EΦ−1(u(t))
n ≤ e−c1,nλtEΦ−1(u0)

n +
C1,n

λn
∥Q∥2nLHS(U ;H1) +

C1,n

λn(1+σ)
∥Q∥2n(1+σ)

LHS(U ;H1)
, t ≥ 0, (3.4)

where Φ−1 is the functional defined in (2.5) with α = −1.
2. Focusing case α = 1:

EΦ1(u(t))
n ≤ e−c1,nλtEΦ1(u0)

n +
C1,n

λn
∥Q∥2nLHS(U ;H1) +

C1,n

λn(1+σ)
∥Q∥2n(1+σ)

LHS(U ;H1)

+
C1,n

λnσd
∥Q∥2nσd

LHS(U ;H), t ≥ 0. (3.5)

In the above, Φ1 and σd are defined in (2.5) with α = 1.

Proof. We first consider the defocusing case α = −1, as it is relatively simpler than the focusing
case.

By Itô’s formula, we have

dΦ−1(u) = −2λ
[
∥∇u∥2H + ∥u∥2+2σ

L2+2σ + ∥u∥2H
]
dt+

∑
k≥1

∥∇Qek∥2Hdt+
∑
k≥1

∥Qek∥2Hdt+ dM−1

+
∑
k≥1

⟨|u|2σ, |Qek|2⟩Hdt+ 2σ
∑
k≥1

〈
|u|2σ−2,

∣∣Re(uQek
)∣∣2〉

H
dt, (3.6)

where the semi Martingale process M−1 (corresponding to α = −1) is given by

dM−1 = 2Re
(
⟨∇u,∇QdW ⟩H

)
dt+ 2Re

(
⟨|u|2σu,QdW ⟩H

)
dt+ 2Re

(
⟨u,QdW ⟩H

)
dt. (3.7)

Using Holder’s and Young’s inequalities and the embedding H1 ⊂ L2+2σ, we estimate∑
k≥1

⟨|u|2σ, |Qek|2⟩H + 2σ
∑
k≥1

〈
|u|2σ−2,

∣∣Re(uQek
)∣∣2〉

H

≤ (1 + 2σ)
∑
k≥1

⟨|u|2σ, |Qek|2⟩H

≤ (1 + 2σ)∥u∥2σL2+2σ

∑
k≥1

∥Qek∥2L2+2σ .

≤ c∥u∥2σL2+2σ∥Q∥2LHS(U ;H1),

whence by Young’s inequality∑
k≥1

⟨|u|2σ, |Qek|2⟩H + 2σ
∑
k≥1

〈
|u|2σ−2,

∣∣Re(uQek
)∣∣2〉

H

≤ 1

100
λ∥u∥2+2σ

L2+2σ +
c

λσ
∥Q∥2+2σ

LHS(U ;H1)
. (3.8)
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In the above, c is a positive constant independent of λ, u and Q. It follows that

dΦ−1(u) ≤ −2λ∥∇u∥2Hdt− λ∥u∥2+2σ
L2+2σdt− 2λ∥u∥2Hdt+ ∥Q∥2LHS(U ;H1)dt

+
c

λσ
∥Q∥2+2σ

LHS(U ;H1)
dt+ dM−1

≤ −λΦ−1(u)dt+ ∥Q∥2LHS(U ;H1)dt+
c

λσ
∥Q∥2+2σ

LHS(U ;H1)
dt+ dM−1. (3.9)

Next, for every n > 1, we compute

dΦ−1(u)
n = nΦ−1(u)

n−1dΦ−1(u) +
1

2
n(n− 1)Φ−1(u)

n−2⟨dΦ−1(u), dΦ−1(u)⟩

= nΦ−1(u)
n−1dΦ(u) +

1

2
n(n− 1)Φ−1(u)

n−2d⟨M−1⟩,

where ⟨M−1⟩(t) is the quaratic variation process associated with M−1(t) defined in (3.7). In par-
ticular, we have

d⟨M−1⟩ = 4
∑
k≥1

∣∣Re(⟨∇u,∇Qek⟩H + ⟨|u|2σu,Qek⟩H + ⟨u,Qek⟩H
)∣∣2dt

≤ 8
∑
k≥1

(
∥∇u∥2H∥∇Qek∥2H + ∥u∥4σ+2

L2+2σ∥Qek∥2L2+2σ + ∥u∥2H∥Qek∥2H
)
dt

≤ c
(
∥∇u∥2H + ∥u∥4σ+2

L2+2σ + ∥u∥2H
)
∥Q∥2LHS(U ;H1)dt.

From expression (2.5) in the defocusing case α = −1, we infer

d⟨M−1⟩ ≤ c
(
Φ−1(u) + Φ−1(u)

2− 1
1+σ

)
∥Q∥2LHS(U ;H1)dt. (3.10)

This together with (3.9) produces the estimate

dΦ−1(u)
n ≤ nΦ−1(u)

n−1
(
− λΦ−1(u)dt+ ∥Q∥2LHS(U ;H1)dt+

c

λσ
∥Q∥2+2σ

LHS(U ;H1)
dt+ dM−1

)
+ c n(n− 1)

(
Φ−1(u)

n−1 +Φ−1(u)
n− 1

1+σ
)
∥Q∥2LHS(U ;H1)dt.

We repeatedly employ Young’s inequality to infer[
n+ c n(n− 1)

]
Φ−1(u)

n−1∥Q∥2LHS(U ;H1) + cnΦ−1(u)
n−1 · 1

λσ
∥Q∥2+2σ

LHS(U ;H1)

+ c n(n− 1)Φ−1(u)
n− 1

1+σ ∥Q∥2LHS(U ;H1)

≤ 1

100
λΦ−1(u)

n +
c

λn−1
∥Q∥2nLHS(U ;H1) +

c

λnσ+n−1
∥Q∥2n(1+σ)

LHS(U ;H1)
.

It follows that

dΦ−1(u)
n ≤ −1

2
nλΦ−1(u)

ndt+ nΦ−1(u)
ndM−1(t) +

c

λn−1
∥Q∥2nLHS(U ;H1)dt

+
c

λnσ+n−1
∥Q∥2n(1+σ)

LHS(U ;H1)
dt. (3.11)

We take expectation on both sides to deduce the bound

d

dt
EΦ−1(u(t))

n ≤ −1

2
nλEΦ−1(u)

n +
c

λn−1
∥Q∥2nLHS(U ;H1) +

c

λnσ+n−1
∥Q∥2n(1+σ)

LHS(U ;H1)
,

whence

EΦ−1(u(t))
n ≤ e−

1
2
nλtEΦ−1(u0)

n +
c

λn
∥Q∥2nLHS(U ;H1) +

c

λn(1+σ)
∥Q∥2n(1+σ)

LHS(U ;H1)
.

This produces (3.4) for the defocusing case α = −1.
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Turning to the focusing case α = 1, similar to (3.6), it holds that

dΦ1(u) = −2λ
[
∥∇u∥2H − ∥u∥2+2σ

L2+2σ + κσd∥u∥2σd
H

]
dt+

∑
k≥1

∥∇Qek∥2Hdt

+
∑
k≥1

⟨|u|2σ, |Qek|2⟩Hdt+ 2σ
∑
k≥1

〈
|u|2σ−2,

∣∣Re(uQek
)∣∣2〉

H
dt

+ 2σd(σd − 1)κ∥u∥2(σd−2)
H

∑
k≥1

∣∣Re(⟨u,Qek⟩H
)∣∣2dt

+ κσd∥u∥
2(σd−1)
H ∥Q∥2LHS(U ;H)dt+ dM1.

where the semi Martingale M1 (corresponding to α = 1) is given by

dM1 = 2Re
(
⟨∇u,∇QdW ⟩H

)
dt+ 2Re

(
⟨|u|2σu,QdW ⟩H

)
dt

+ 2σdκ∥u∥
2(σd−1)
H Re

(
⟨u,QdW ⟩H

)
dt. (3.12)

We combine the estimate from (3.3) (with n = σd) and (3.8) to deduce the bound

dΦ1(u) ≤ −2λ∥∇u∥2Hdt+ 2
1

100
λ∥u∥2+2σ

L2+2σdt+ ∥Q∥2LHS(U ;H1)dt+
C

λσ
∥Q∥2+2σ

LHS(U ;H1)
dt

− σdλκ∥u∥2σd
H dt+ C

∥Q∥2σd

LHS(U ;H)

λσd−1
dt+ dM1,

In view of (2.4) and (2.6), we infer

−2λ∥∇u∥2Hdt+ 2
1

100
λ∥u∥2+2σ

L2+2σdt− σdλκ∥u∥2σd
H ≤ −c λΦ1(u),

whence

dΦ1(u) ≤ −cλΦ1(u)dt+ ∥Q∥2LHS(U ;H1)dt+
C

λσ
∥Q∥2+2σ

LHS(U ;H1)
dt+ C

∥Q∥2σd

LHS(U ;H)

λσd−1
dt+ dM1. (3.13)

Next, considering n > 1, we have

dΦ1(u)
n = nΦ1(u)

n−1dΦ1(u) +
1

2
n(n− 1)Φ1(u)

n−2d⟨M1⟩. (3.14)

Concerning the first term on the above right-hand side, in view of (3.13), the following holds

nΦ1(u)
n−1dΦ1(u) ≤ −cnλΦ1(u)

ndt+ nΦ1(u)
n−1dM1

+ nΦ1(u)
n−1

(
∥Q∥2LHS(U ;H1) +

C

λσ
∥Q∥2+2σ

LHS(U ;H1)
+ C

∥Q∥2σd

LHS(U ;H)

λσd−1

)
dt.

We employ Young’s inequality again to infer

nΦ1(u)
n−1

(
∥Q∥2LHS(U ;H1) +

C

λσ
∥Q∥2+2σ

LHS(U ;H1)
+ C

∥Q∥2σd

LHS(U ;H)

λσd−1

)
≤ cn

100
λΦ1(u)

n + C
∥Q∥2nLHS(U ;H1)

λn−1
+ C

∥Q∥2(1+σ)n
LHS(U ;H1)

λ(1+σ)n−1
+ C

∥Q∥2nσd

LHS(U ;H)

λnσd−1
.

With regard to the second term on the right-hand side of (3.14), we note that the quaratic variation
process ⟨M1⟩ is given by

d⟨M1⟩ = 4
∑
k≥1

∣∣Re(⟨∇u,∇Qek⟩H + ⟨|u|2σu,Qek⟩H + σdκ∥u∥
2(σd−1)
H ⟨u,Qek⟩H

)∣∣2dt.
11



Similar to estimate (3.10), we have∣∣Re(⟨∇u,∇Qek⟩H + ⟨|u|2σu,Qek⟩H + σdκ∥u∥
2(σd−1)
H ⟨u,Qek⟩H

)∣∣2
≤ c

(
∥∇u∥2H + ∥u∥4σ+2

L2+2σ

)
∥Q∥2LHS(U ;H1) + ∥u∥4σd−2

H ∥Q∥2LHS(U ;H).

We invoke (2.6) once again to deduce

d⟨M1⟩ ≤ c
(
Φ1(u) + Φ1(u)

2− 1
1+σ

)
∥Q∥2LHS(U ;H1)dt+ cΦ1(u)

2− 1
σd ∥Q∥2LHS(U ;H)dt. (3.15)

It follows that
1

2
n(n− 1)Φ1(u)

n−2d⟨M1⟩

≤ c
(
Φ1(u)

n−1 +Φ1(u)
n− 1

1+σ
)
∥Q∥2LHS(U ;H1)dt+ cΦ1(u)

n− 1
σd ∥Q∥2LHS(U ;H)dt

≤ c

100
λΦ1(u)

ndt+ C
∥Q∥2nLHS(U ;H1)

λn−1
dt+ C

∥Q∥2n(1+σ)
LHS(U ;H1)

λn(1+σ)−1
dt+ C

∥Q∥2nσd

LHS(U ;H)

λnσd−1
dt.

Altogether, from (3.14), we obtain the bound

dΦ1(u)
n ≤ −c1,nλΦ1(u)

ndt+ nΦ1(u)
n−1dM1 + C

∥Q∥2nLHS(U ;H1)

λn−1
dt

+ C
∥Q∥2n(1+σ)

LHS(U ;H1)

λn(1+σ)−1
dt+ C

∥Q∥2nσd

LHS(U ;H)

λnσd−1
dt. (3.16)

In particular, we also deduce the following estimate in expectation

d

dt
EΦ1(u(t))

n ≤ −c1,nλEΦ1(u(t))
n + C

∥Q∥2nLHS(U ;H1)

λn−1
+ C

∥Q∥2n(1+σ)
LHS(U ;H1)

λn(1+σ)−1
+ C

∥Q∥2nσd

LHS(U ;H)

λnσd−1
.

In turn, Gronwall’s inequality implies estimate (3.5), as claimed. The proof is thus finished.
□

As a consequence of Lemma 3.2, we establish Lemma 3.3 concerning an estimate on the growth
rate of the solutions over time. Notably, the result of Lemma 3.3 will be invoked in the proofs of
Lemma 4.5 and Lemma 4.6, both of which are employed to establish Theorem 2.8.

Lemma 3.3. Under Assumptions 2.2 and 2.7, let u0 ∈ L2(Ω;H1) and u(t) be the solution of (1.1)
with initial condition u0. Then, for all n ≥ 1, q > 2 and ρ > 0, the followings hold for some positive
constants Kn, K1,n,q and K2,n,q independent of u0, T , σ, ρ and λ:

P
(

sup
t∈[0,T ]

[
Φα(u(t))

n + λ

∫ t

0

(
c1,nΦα(u(s))

n + n∥Γ(s)∥2nH + n∥△Γ(s)∥2nH
)
ds

−KnQ1,α,nt
]
≥ Φα(u0)

n + ρ
√
T
)

≤ K1,n,q

ρq
(
EΦα(u0)

nq +Qq
2,α,n

)
, T > 0; (3.17)

and

P
(
sup
t≥T

[
Φα(u(t))

n + λ

∫ t

0

(
c1,nΦα(u(s))

n + n∥Γ(s)∥2nH + n∥△Γ(s)∥2nH
)
ds

−Kn

(
Q1,α,n + 1

)
t
]
≥ Φα(u0)

n + ρ
)

≤ K2,n,q

(T + ρ)q/2−1

(
EΦα(u0)

nq +Qq
2,α,n + 1

)
, T > 1. (3.18)
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In the above, Φα is the functional defined in (2.5), Γ is the stochastic convolution (B.1), and Q1,α,n

and Q2,α,n are given by

Q1,α,n =


∥Q∥2nLHS(U ;H2)

λn−1
+

∥Q∥2n(1+σ)
LHS(U ;H1)

λn(1+σ)−1
, α = −1,

∥Q∥2nLHS(U ;H2)

λn−1
+

∥Q∥2n(1+σ)
LHS(U ;H1)

λn(1+σ)−1
+

∥Q∥2nσd

LHS(U ;H)

λnσd−1
, α = 1.

(3.19)

and

Q2,α,n =



∥Q∥2nLHS(U ;H2)

λn−1/2
+

∥Q∥2nLHS(U ;H1)

λn
+

∥Q∥2n(1+σ)
LHS(U ;H1)

λn(1+σ)

+∥Q∥2nLHS(U ;H1) + ∥Q∥2n(1+σ)
LHS(U ;H1)

, α = −1,

∥Q∥2nLHS(U ;H2)

λn−1/2
+

∥Q∥2nLHS(U ;H1)

λn
+

∥Q∥2n(1+σ)
LHS(U ;H1)

λn(1+σ)
+

∥Q∥2nσd

LHS(U ;H)

λnσd

+∥Q∥2nLHS(U ;H1) + ∥Q∥2n(1+σ)
LHS(U ;H1)

+ ∥Q∥2nσd

LHS(U ;H), α = 1.

(3.20)

Proof. With regard to (3.17), we first collect the estimates from (B.5) and (B.6) to see that

λn

∫ t

0

(
∥Γ(s)∥2nH + n∥△Γ(s)∥2nH

)
ds ≤ c

∥Q∥2nLHS(U ;H2)

λn−1
t+

∫ t

0
2n∥Γ(s)∥2(n−1)

H Re
(
⟨Γ(s), QdW (s)⟩H

)
+ 2n

∫ t

0
∥△Γ(s)∥2(n−1)

H Re
(
⟨△Γ(s),△QdW (s)⟩H

)
.

This together with (3.11) and (3.16) produces

Φα(u(t))
n+λ

∫ t

0

(
c1,nΦα(u(s))

n + n∥Γ(s)∥2nH + n∥△Γ(s)∥2nH
)
ds

≤ Φα(u0)
n +KnQ1,α,nt+Mα,n(t). (3.21)

In the above, c1,n is as in (3.11) and (3.16), Kn is a positive constant independent of t, u0, λ,Q1,α,n,
and the semi Martingale process Mα,n is given by

dMα,n = nΦα(u)
n−1dMα + 2n∥Γ∥2(n−1)

H Re
(
⟨Γ, QdW ⟩H

)
+ 2n∥△Γ∥2(n−1)

H Re
(
⟨△Γ,△QdW ⟩H

)
. (3.22)

where we recall that Mα is defined in either (3.7) or (3.12), corresponding to either α = −1 or
α = 1, respectively. In particular, given ρ, q, T > 0, we have

{
sup

t∈[0,T ]

[
Φα(u(t))

n+λ

∫ t

0

(
c1,nΦα(u(s))

n + n∥Γ(s)∥2nH + n∥△Γ(s)∥2nH
)
ds−K0Qα,nt

]
≥ Φα(u0)

n + ρ
√
T
}
⊂

{
sup

t∈[0,T ]
Mα,n(t) ≥ ρ

√
T
}
.
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As a consequence of Markov’s and Burkholder’s inequalities, we deduce the following bound in
probability

P
(

sup
t∈[0,T ]

[
Φα(u(t))

n + λ

∫ t

0

(
c1,nΦα(u(s))

n + n∥Γ(s)∥2nH + n∥△Γ(s)∥2nH
)
ds−K0Qα,nt

]
≥ Φ(u0)

n + ρ
√
T
)

≤ 1

ρqT q/2
E
[

sup
t∈[0,T ]

|Mα,n(t)|q
]
≤ 1

ρqT q/2
E|⟨Mα,n⟩(T )|q/2. (3.23)

It therefore remains to estimate the quadratic variation process on the above right-hand side. To
this end, from (3.22), we observe that

d⟨Mα,n⟩ ≤ cΦα(u)
2(n−1)d⟨Mα⟩+ c∥Γ∥4n−2

H ∥Q∥2LHS(U ;H)dt+ c∥△Γ∥4n−2
H ∥Q∥2LHS(U ;H2)dt,

whence

E|⟨Mα,n⟩(T )|q/2 ≤ cE
∣∣∣ ∫ T

0
Φα(u(t))

2(n−1)d⟨Mα(t)⟩
∣∣∣q/2 + cE

∣∣∣ ∫ T

0
∥Γ(t)∥4n−2

H dt
∣∣∣q/2∥Q∥qLHS(U ;H)

+ cE
∣∣∣ ∫ T

0
∥△Γ(t)∥4n−2

H dt
∣∣∣q/2∥Q∥q

LHS(U ;H2)
. (3.24)

Regarding the terms involving Γ on the above right-hand side, in view of (B.2) and (B.3), we
employ Holder’s inequality to infer

E
∣∣∣ ∫ T

0
∥Γ(t)∥4n−2

H dt
∣∣∣q/2∥Q∥qLHS(U ;H) + E

∣∣∣ ∫ T

0
∥△Γ(t)∥4n−2

H dt
∣∣∣q/2∥Q∥q

LHS(U ;H2)

≤ T q/2−1
(
E
∫ T

0
∥Γ(t)∥(2n−1)q

H dt∥Q∥qLHS(U ;H) + E
∫ T

0
∥△Γ(t)∥(2n−1)q

H dt∥Q∥q
LHS(U ;H2)

)
≤ c T q/2 ·

∥Q∥2nq
LHS(U ;H2)

λ(2n−1)q/2
.

Turning to the term involving ⟨Mα⟩, there are two cases to be considered depending on α. On the
one hand, when α = −1, we recall from (3.10) that

d⟨M−1⟩ ≤ c
(
Φ−1(u) + Φ−1(u)

2− 1
1+σ

)
∥Q∥2LHS(U ;H1)dt,

whence

E
∣∣∣ ∫ T

0
Φ−1(u(t))

2(n−1)d⟨M−1(t)⟩
∣∣∣q/2

≤ c T q/2−1E
∫ T

0

[
Φ−1(u(t))

2n−1 +Φ−1(u(t))
2n− 1

1+σ
]q/2

dt · ∥Q∥q
LHS(U ;H1)

≤ c T q/2−1E
∫ T

0

[
Φ−1(u(t))

nq + ∥Q∥2qn
LHS(U ;H1)

+ ∥Q∥2qn(1+σ)
LHS(U ;H1)

]
dt.

This together with (3.4) produces

E
∣∣∣ ∫ T

0
Φ−1(u(t))

2(n−1)d⟨M−1(t)⟩
∣∣∣q/2

≤ c T q/2
[
EΦ−1(u0)

nq +
∥Q∥2nq

LHS(U ;H1)

λnq
+

∥Q∥2nq(1+σ)
LHS(U ;H1)

λnq(1+σ)
+ ∥Q∥2qn

LHS(U ;H1)
+ ∥Q∥2qn(1+σ)

LHS(U ;H1)

]
.
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On the other hand, when α = 1, we recall from (3.15) that

d⟨M1⟩ ≤ c
(
Φ1(u) + Φ1(u)

2− 1
1+σ

)
∥Q∥2LHS(U ;H1)dt+ cΦ1(u)

2− 1
σd ∥Q∥2LHS(U ;H)dt.

It follows that

E
∣∣∣ ∫ T

0
Φ1(u(t))

2(n−1)d⟨M1(t)⟩
∣∣∣q/2

≤ c T q/2−1E
∫ T

0

[
Φ1(u(t))

2n−1 +Φ−1(u(t))
2n− 1

1+σ
]q/2

dt · ∥Q∥q
LHS(U ;H1)

+ c T q/2−1E
∫ T

0
[Φ1(u(t))

(2n− 1
σd

) q
2dt · ∥Q∥qLHS(U ;H),

whence

E
∣∣∣ ∫ T

0
Φ1(u(t))

2(n−1)d⟨M1(t)⟩
∣∣∣q/2

≤ c T q/2−1E
∫ T

0

[
Φ1(u(t))

nq + ∥Q∥2qn
LHS(U ;H1)

+ ∥Q∥2qn(1+σ)
LHS(U ;H1)

+ ∥Q∥2qnσd

LHS(U ;H)

]
dt.

In view of (3.5), we immediately obtain

E
∣∣∣ ∫ T

0
Φ1(u(t))

2(n−1)d⟨M1(t)⟩
∣∣∣q/2

≤ c T q/2
[
EΦ1(u0)

nq +
∥Q∥2nq

LHS(U ;H1)

λnq
+

∥Q∥2nq(1+σ)
LHS(U ;H1)

λnq(1+σ)
+

∥Q∥2nqσd

LHS(U ;H)

λnqσd

+ ∥Q∥2qn
LHS(U ;H1)

+ ∥Q∥2qn(1+σ)
LHS(U ;H1)

+ ∥Q∥2qnσd

LHS(U ;H)

]
.

Now, we collect the above estimates with (3.24) to deduce the bound

E|⟨Mα,n⟩(T )|q/2 ≤ c T q/2
(
EΦα(u0)

nq +Qq
2,α,n

)
, (3.25)

where Q2,α,n is the constant defined in (3.20). In turn, this together with (3.23) implies that

P
(

sup
t∈[0,T ]

[
Φα(u(t))

n + λ

∫ t

0

(
c1,nΦα(u(s))

n + n∥Γ(s)∥2nH + n∥△Γ(s)∥2nH
)
ds−K0Qα,nt

]
≥ Φ(u0)

n + ρ
√
T
)

≤ 1

ρqT q/2
E|⟨Mα,n⟩(T )|q/2 ≤

c

ρq
(
EΦα(u0)

nq +Qq
2,α,n

)
.

We emphasize that the constant c on the above right-hand side only depends on α, n and q. This
establishes (3.17), as claimed.

Turning to (3.18), from (3.21), we note that

Φα(u(t))
n+λ

∫ t

0

(
c1,nΦα(u(s))

n + n∥Γ(s)∥2nH + n∥△Γ(s)∥2nH
)
ds−Kn

(
Q1,α,n + 1

)
t

≤ Φα(u0)
n +Mα,n(t)−Knt.
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So, for each m ≥ 0, we have

P
(

sup
t∈[T+m,T+m+1]

[
Φα(u(t))

n + λ

∫ t

0

(
c1,nΦα(u(s))

n + n∥Γ(s)∥2nH + n∥△Γ(s)∥2nH
)
ds

−Kn

(
Q1,α,n + 1

)
t
]
≥ Φ(u0)

n + ρ
)

≤ P
(

sup
t∈[T+m,T+m+1]

[
Mα,n(t)−Knt

]
≥ ρ

)
≤ P

(
sup

t∈[T+m,T+m+1]
Mα,n(t) ≥ ρ+Kn(T +m)

)
.

We invoke Markov’s and Burkholder’s inequality again to infer

P
(

sup
t∈[T+m,T+m+1]

Mα,n(t) ≥ ρ+Kn(T +m)
)

≤ 1

(ρ+Kn(T +m))q
E
[

sup
t∈[T+m,T+m+1]

|Mα,n(t)|q
]

≤ 1

(ρ+Kn(T +m))q
E
[
|⟨Mα,n⟩(T +m+ 1)|q/2

]
.

In light of (3.25), we obtain

P
(

sup
t∈[T+m,T+m+1]

Mα,n(t) ≥ ρ+Kn(T +m)
)

≤ c
(T +m+ 1)q/2

(ρ+Kn(T +m))q
(
EΦα(u0)

nq +Qq
2,α,n

)
,

whence

P
(

sup
t∈[T+m,T+m+1]

[
Φα(u(t))

n + λ

∫ t

0

(
c1,nΦα(u(s))

n + n∥Γ(s)∥2nH + n∥△Γ(s)∥2nH
)
ds

−Kn

(
Q1,α,n + 1

)
t
]
≥ Φ(u0)

n + ρ
)

≤ c
(T +m+ 1)q/2

(ρ+Kn(T +m))q
(
EΦα(u0)

nq +Qq
2,α,n

)
.

In the above, we emphasize that the positive constant c is independent of ρ, T +m,u0 and Q2,α,n.
As a consequence, we deduce the estimate on [T,∞)

P
(
sup
t≥T

[
Φα(u(t))

n + λ

∫ t

0

(
c1,nΦα(u(s))

n + n∥Γ(s)∥2nH + n∥△Γ(s)∥2nH
)
ds

−Kn

(
Q1,α,n + 1

)
t
]
≥ Φ(u0)

n + ρ
)

≤ c
(
EΦα(u0)

nq +Qq
2,α,n

)
·
∑
m≥0

(T +m+ 1)q/2

(ρ+Kn(T +m))q
.

To control the infinite sum on the above right-hand side, it is important to recall that T ≥ 1, q > 2
and that Kn does not depend on ρ and T . Thus, we have∑

m≥0

(T +m+ 1)q/2

(ρ+Kn(T +m))q
≤ c

∑
m≥0

1

(ρ+ T +m)q/2
≤ c

(ρ+ T )q/2−1
,

16



implying

P
(
sup
t≥T

[
Φα(u(t))

n + λ

∫ t

0

(
c1,nΦα(u(s))

n + n∥Γ(s)∥2nH + n∥△Γ(s)∥2nH
)
ds

−Kn

(
Q1,α,n + 1

)
t
]
≥ Φ(u0)

n + ρ
)

≤ c
(
EΦα(u0)

nq +Qq
2,α,n

)
· 1

(ρ+ T )q/2−1
.

This produces (3.18), thereby finishing the proof.
□

In Lemma 3.4, stated and proven next, we assert a pathwise estimates on the solution of (1.1)
in L∞ norm via the Lyapunov function Φα and the noise by exploiting Strichartz’s inequalities
derived in Lemma A.4. The result of Lemma 3.4 will be used directly to establish both Theorem
2.5 and Theorem 2.8 later in Section 4.

Lemma 3.4. Given u0 ∈ L2(Ω;H1), let u(t) be the solution of (1.1) with initial condition u0.
Suppose that

1. in dimension d = 1, 2, Assumptions 2.2 and 2.7 hold;
2. in dimension d = 3, Assumptions 2.2 and 2.7 and condition (2.8) hold.
Then, there exist positive constants Cσ and nσ independent of λ, t and u0 such that the following

holds ∫ t

0
∥u(s)∥2σL∞ds ≤ Cσ

∫ t

0

[
c1,nσΦα(u(s))

nσ + nσ∥Γ(s)∥nσ
H + nσ∥△Γ(s)∥nσ

H

]
ds

+ Cσ(∥u0∥2σH1 + 1 + t), t ≥ 0. (3.26)

In the above, c1,n is the constant from Lemma 3.2, and Γ(s) is the stochastic convolution solving
(B.1).

Proof. We note that in dimension d = 1, estimate (3.26) clearly holds for suitable constants Cσ

and nσ, thanks to the fact that H1(R) ⊂ L∞(R) and that Φα given by (2.5) dominates H1 norm.
Considering the case d = 2, 3, from (1.1), we can recast u(t) = u(t;u0) in the mild formulation as
follow.

u(t) = e−λtS(t)u0 +

∫ t

0
e−λ(t−s)S(t− s)Fα(u(s))ds+ Γ(t). (3.27)

So, ∫ t

0
∥u(s)∥2σL∞ds ≤ C

∫ t

0

∥∥e−λsS(s)u0
∥∥2σ
L∞ +

∥∥∥∫ s

0
S(s− ℓ)Fα(u(ℓ))dℓ

∥∥∥2σ
L∞

+ ∥Γ(s)∥2σL∞ds.

In light of Lemma A.4 together with the embedding L∞ ⊂ H2 (d ≤ 3), we readily obtain∫ t

0
∥u(s)∥2σL∞ds ≤ C∥u0∥2σH1 + CT + C

∫ t

0
∥u(s)∥qσ

H1ds+ C

∫ t

0
∥Γ(s)∥2σH + ∥△Γ(s)∥2σH ds,

where qσ > 2 is the constant from Lemma A.4. Furthermore, since Φα(u) defined in (2.5) dominates
H1 norm, we may infer a positive constant nσ sufficiently large such that∫ t

0
∥u(s)∥2σL∞ds ≤ C(∥u0∥2σH1 + 1 + t) + C

∫ t

0
c1,nσΦα(u(s))

nσ + nσ∥Γ(s)∥nσ
H + nσ∥△Γ(s)∥nσ

H ds,

for some positive constant C independent of λ, t and u0. This produces (3.26), as claimed. □
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Lastly, we state the following irreducibility condition through Lemma 3.5, asserting that the
probability that the solutions eventually return to the origin is uniform with respect to any initial
data in a bounded ball. The proof of Lemma 3.5 is similar to those of [18, Estimate (4.13)] and [38,
Lemma 4.5] tailored to the setting of unbounded domains. We note that the result of Lemma 3.5
appears later in the proof of Lemma 4.5, which is one of the ingredients for the mixing rate (2.9).

Lemma 3.5. Suppose that
1. in dimension d = 1, 2, Assumptions 2.2 and 2.7 hold;
2. in dimension d = 3, Assumptions 2.2 and 2.7 and condition (2.8) hold.
Then, for all R, r > 0, there exists T∗ = T∗(R, r) > 1 such that for all t ≥ T∗ and u10, u

2
0 satisfying

Φα(u
1
0) + Φα(u

2
0) ≤ R, the following holds

P
(
Φα

(
u(t;u10)

)
+Φα

(
u(t;u20)

)
≤ r

)
≥ ε∗, (3.28)

for some positive constant ε∗ = ε∗(t, R, r) independent of u20 and u20.

Proof. Letting Γ be the stochastic convolution solving (B.1), we set v = u − Γ. From (1.1) and
(B.1), observe that v satisfies the equation

d

dt
v + i△v + λv + iα|v + Γ|2σ(v + Γ) = 0, (3.29)

with the initial data v(0) = u(0). Recalling Φα from (2.5), we aim to produce an estimate on Φα(v)
in terms of Γ. We start with computing d

dt∥∇v∥2H while making use of integration by parts.

d

dt
∥∇v∥2H

= −2λ∥∇v∥2H − αi
〈
∇
[
|v + Γ|2σ

]
(v + Γ),∇v

〉
H
− αi

〈
|v + Γ|2σ∇(v + Γ),∇v

〉
H

+ αi
〈
∇
[
|v + Γ|2σ

]
(v̄ + Γ̄),∇v̄

〉
H
+ αi

〈
|v + Γ|2σ∇(v̄ + Γ̄),∇v̄

〉
H

= −2λ∥∇v∥2H − 2α(σ + 1)Re
(
i
〈
|v + Γ|2σ∇Γ,∇v

〉
H

)
− 2ασRe

(
i
〈
|v + Γ|2σ−2(v + Γ)2∇Γ̄,∇v

〉
H

)
− 2ασRe

(
i
〈
|v + Γ|2σ−2(v + Γ)2, (∇v)2

〉
H

)
.

We employ Holder’s inequality to infer

−α(σ + 1)2Re
(
i
〈
|v + Γ|2σ∇Γ,∇v

〉
H

)
− ασ2Re

(
i
〈
|v + Γ|2σ−2(v + Γ)2∇Γ̄,∇v

〉
H

)
≤ (4σ + 2)∥∇Γ∥L∞∥∇v∥H∥v + Γ∥2σL4σ .

To further bound the above right-hand side, we employ Sobolev embedding H2 ⊂ L∞ and H1 ⊂ Lp

(p ≤ ∞, d = 1, or p < ∞, d = 2 or p ≤ 6, d = 3) to deduce

∥∇Γ∥L∞∥∇v∥H∥v + Γ∥2σL4σ ≤ c∥Γ∥H3∥v∥1+2σ
H1 + c∥Γ∥1+2σ

H3 ∥v∥H1 .

It follows that

d

dt
∥∇v∥2H ≤ −2λ∥∇v∥2H + c∥Γ∥H3∥v∥1+2σ

H1 + c∥Γ∥1+2σ
H3 ∥v∥H1

− 2ασRe
(
i
〈
|v + Γ|2σ−2(v + Γ)2, (∇v)2

〉
H

)
. (3.30)

Next, considering ∥v∥2+2σ
L2+2σ , we have

d

dt

( −α

1 + σ
∥v∥2+2σ

L2+2σ

)
= 2αλ∥v∥2+2σ

L2+2σ − 2αRe
(
i
〈
|v|2σv,△v

〉
H

)
+ 2Re

(
i
〈
|v|2σ|v + Γ|2σ(v + Γ), v

〉
H

)
.
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On the one hand, we employ integration by parts on the term involving △v and obtain

−2αRe
(
i
〈
|v|2σv,△v

〉
H

)
= 2ασRe

(
i
〈
|v|2σ−2(v)2, (∇v)2

〉
H

)
.

On the other hand, we note that

2Re
(
i
〈
|v|2σ|v + Γ|2σ(v + Γ), v

〉
H

)
= 2Re

(
i
〈
|v|2σ|v + Γ|2σΓ, v

〉
H

)
≤ c

〈
|v|2σ(|v|2σ + |Γ|2σ)|Γ|, |v|

〉
H

≤ c
(
∥v∥1+4σ

L1+4σ∥Γ∥L∞ + ∥v∥1+2σ
L1+2σ∥Γ∥1+2σ

L∞
)
.

We invoke Sobolev embedding once again to deduce

2Re
(
i
〈
|v|2σ|v + Γ|2σ(v + Γ), v

〉
H

)
≤ c

(
∥v∥1+4σ

H1 ∥Γ∥H3 + ∥v∥1+2σ
H1 ∥Γ∥1+2σ

H3

)
.

It follows that

d

dt

( −α

1 + σ
∥v∥2+2σ

L2+2σ

)
≤ 2αλ∥v∥2+2σ

L2+2σ + 2ασRe
(
i
〈
|v|2σ−2(v)2, (∇v)2

〉
H

)
+ c

(
∥v∥1+4σ

H1 ∥Γ∥H3 + ∥v∥1+2σ
H1 ∥Γ∥1+2σ

H3 + ∥Γ∥H3∥v∥1+2σ
H1 + ∥Γ∥1+2σ

H3 ∥v∥H1

)
. (3.31)

From (3.30) and (3.31), we obtain

d

dt

(
∥∇v∥2H +

−α

1 + σ
∥v∥2+2σ

L2+2σ

)
≤ −2λ

(
∥∇v∥2H1 − α∥v∥2+2σ

L2+2σ

)
+ c

(
∥v∥1+2σ

H1 ∥Γ∥1+2σ
H3 + ∥v∥1+4σ

H1 ∥Γ∥H3 + ∥Γ∥H3∥v∥1+2σ
H1 + ∥Γ∥1+2σ

H3 ∥v∥H1

)
+ 2ασRe

(
i
〈
|v|2σ−2(v)2 − |v + Γ|2σ−2(v + Γ)2, (∇v)2

〉
H

)
.

Regarding the last term on the above right-hand side, in view of Lemma B.2, on the one hand,
when σ ∈ (0, 1/2], inequality (B.7) implies

2ασRe
(
i
〈
|v|2σ−2(v)2 − |v + Γ|2σ−2(v + Γ)2, (∇v)2

〉
H

)
≤ c ⟨|Γ|2σ, |∇v|2⟩H ≤ c∥Γ∥2σL∞∥∇v∥2H ≤ c∥Γ∥2σH3∥∇v∥2H .

On the other hand, when σ > 1/2, we invoke (B.8) to infer

2ασRe
(
i
〈
|v|2σ−2(v)2 − |v + Γ|2σ−2(v + Γ)2, (∇v)2

〉
H

)
≤ c

〈
|Γ|(|v + Γ|2σ−1 + |v|2σ−1), |∇v|2

〉
H

≤ c
(
∥Γ∥2σH3 + ∥Γ∥H3∥v∥2σ−1

L∞
)
∥∇v∥2H

≤ c
(
∥Γ∥2σH3∥∇v∥2H + ∥Γ∥H3∥v∥2σL∞ + ∥Γ∥H3∥∇v∥4σH

)
.

In the last implication above, we invoked Holder’s inequality. It follows from both cases that we
may infer a positive constant c such that

2ασRe
(
i
〈
|v|2σ−2(v)2 − |v + Γ|2σ−2(v + Γ)2, (∇v)2

〉
H

)
≤ c

(
∥Γ∥2σH3∥∇v∥2H + ∥Γ∥H3∥v∥2σL∞ + ∥Γ∥H3∥∇v∥4σH

)
,
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whence

d

dt

(
∥∇v∥2H +

−α

1 + σ
∥v∥2+2σ

L2+2σ

)
≤ −2λ

(
∥∇v∥2H1 − α∥v∥2+2σ

L2+2σ

)
+ c∥Γ∥H3∥v∥2σL∞ + c

(
∥Γ∥2σH3∥v∥2H1 + ∥Γ∥H3∥v∥4σH1

)
+ c

(
∥Γ∥1+2σ

H3 ∥v∥1+2σ
H1 + ∥Γ∥H3∥v∥1+4σ

H1 + ∥Γ∥H3∥v∥1+2σ
H1 + ∥Γ∥1+2σ

H3 ∥v∥H1

)
. (3.32)

Next, with regard to ∥v∥H , from expression (2.5), we first consider the case defocusing case when
α = −1.

d

dt
∥v∥2H = −2λ∥v∥2H − 2αRe

(
i
〈
|v + Γ|2σΓ, v

〉
H

)
≤ −2λ∥v∥2H + c

(
∥v∥1+2σ

L1+2σ∥Γ∥L∞ + ∥Γ∥1+2σ
L∞ ∥v∥L1

)
≤ −2λ∥v∥2H + c

(
∥v∥1+2σ

H1 ∥Γ∥H3 + ∥Γ∥1+2σ
H3 ∥v∥H1

)
.

Similarly, when α = 1, recalling σd = 1+2σ/(2−σd) defined in (2.5), we employ the above estimate
to see that

d

dt
κ∥v∥2σd

H = σdκ∥v∥
2(σd−1)
H

d

dt
∥v∥2H

≤ −2σdλκ∥v∥2σd
H + c∥v∥2(σd−1)

H

(
∥v∥1+2σ

H1 ∥Γ∥H3 + ∥Γ∥1+2σ
H3 ∥v∥H1

)
Together with (3.32), the following holds

d

dt
Φα(v) ≤ −cλΦα(v) + C∥Γ∥H3∥v∥2σL∞

+ C
(
∥Γ∥1+2σ

H3 + ∥Γ∥1+4σ
H3 + ∥Γ∥2σH3 + ∥Γ∥H3

)(
Φα(v)

n + 1
)
,

for some positive constants c, C and n independent of λ, v and Γ. In turn, Gronwall’s inequality
implies that

Φα(v(t)) ≤ e−cλtΦ(u0) + C sup
s∈[0,t]

∥Γ(s)∥H3

∫ t

0
∥v(s)∥2σL∞ds

+ C t sup
s∈[0,t]

[
∥Γ(s)∥1+2σ

H3 + ∥Γ(s)∥1+4σ
H3 + ∥Γ(s)∥2σH3 + ∥Γ(s)∥H3

]
× sup

s∈[0,t]

[
Φα(v(s))

n + 1
]
. (3.33)

At this point, there are two cases to be considered depending on the dimension d.
Case 1: d = 1. In this case, thanks to the embedding H1(R) ⊂ L∞(R), we immediately obtain

sup
s∈[0,t]

∥Γ(s)∥H3

∫ t

0
∥v(s)∥2σL∞ds ≤ C t sup

s∈[0,t]
∥Γ(s)∥H3 sup

s∈[0,t]

[
Φα(v(s))

n + 1
]
,

whence

Φα(v(t)) ≤ e−cλtΦ(u0) + C t sup
s∈[0,t]

[
∥Γ(s)∥1+2σ

H3 + ∥Γ(s)∥1+4σ
H3 + ∥Γ(s)∥2σH3 + ∥Γ(s)∥H3

]
× sup

s∈[0,t]

[
Φα(v(s))

n + 1
]
.

Case 2: d = 2, 3. In this case, we aim to control the term involving ∥v∥L∞ on the right-hand
side of (3.33) by exploiting the Strichartz-typed estimates established in Lemma A.4. To this end,
from (3.29), we note that v can be recast as follow.

v(s) = e−λsS(s)u0 +

∫ s

0
e−λ(s−ℓ)S(s− ℓ)Fα(v(ℓ) + Γ(ℓ))dℓ,
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whence ∫ t

0
∥v(s)∥2σL∞ds

≤ c

∫ t

0
∥e−λsS(s)u0∥2σL∞ds+ c

∫ t

0

∥∥∥∫ s

0
S(s− ℓ)Fα(v(ℓ) + Γ(ℓ))dℓ

∥∥∥2σ
L∞

ds.

In view of (A.4), we readily have∫ t

0
∥e−λsS(s)u0∥2σL∞ds ≤ c∥u0∥2σH1 ,

whereas (A.6) implies ∫ t

0

∥∥∥∫ s

0
S(s− ℓ)Fα(v(ℓ) + Γ(ℓ))dℓ

∥∥∥2σ
L∞

ds

≤ c
(
t+

∫ t

0
∥v(s)∥qσ

H1 + ∥Γ(s)∥qσ
H1ds

)
.

In the above, qσ is the constant from Lemma A.4. Since Φα dominates H1-norm, we may pick n
larger (if necessary) to infer∫ t

0
∥v(s)∥2σL∞ds ≤ c t sup

s∈[0,t]

[
Φα(v)

n + ∥Γ(s)∥n + 1
]
.

It follows from (3.33) that

Φα(v(t)) ≤ e−cλtΦ(u0) + C∥u0∥2σH1 sup
s∈[0,t]

∥Γ(s)∥H3

+ C t sup
s∈[0,t]

[
∥Γ(s)∥1+2σ

H3 + ∥Γ(s)∥1+4σ
H3 + ∥Γ(s)∥2σH3 + ∥Γ(s)∥H3

]
× sup

s∈[0,t]

[
Φα(v)

n + ∥Γ(s)∥nH3 + 1
]
.

Altogether, from both cases, we obtain the following bound

Φα

(
u(t;u10)

)
+Φα

(
u(t;u20)

)
≤ Ce−cλt

[
Φα(u

1
0) + Φα(u

2
0)
]
+ C

[(
Φα(u

1
0)

n +Φα(u
2
0)
)n

+ 1
]
sup
s∈[0,t]

∥Γ(s)∥H3

+ C t sup
s∈[0,t]

[
∥Γ(s)∥1+2σ

H3 + ∥Γ(s)∥1+4σ
H3 + ∥Γ(s)∥2σH3 + ∥Γ(s)∥H3

]
× sup

s∈[0,t]

[(
Φα

(
u(t;u10)

)
+Φα

(
u(t;u20)

))n
+ ∥Γ(s)∥nH3 + 1

]
. (3.34)

In the above, we emphasize that the positive constants C and c are independent of u10, u
2
0, t and λ.

Turning back to (3.28), we shall follow closely the arguments of [18, (4.13)] and [38, Lemma 4.5]
adapting to our settings so as to produce the desired irreducible property. To see this, let τ be the
stopping time defined as

τ = inf{t ≥ 0 :
(
Φα

(
u(t;u10)

)
+Φα

(
u(t;u20)

))n ≥ 3CR},

where C is the same constant as in (3.34). Also, for each t ≥ 1, consider the event

B =
{

sup
s∈[0,t]

[
∥Γ(s)∥1+2σ

H3 + ∥Γ(s)∥1+4σ
H3 + ∥Γ(s)∥2σH3 + ∥Γ(s)∥H3 + ∥Γ∥nH3

]
≤ R

t2(Rn + 3CR+R+ 1)

}
.
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We claim that conditioned on B, τ ≥ t a.s. Indeed, suppose by contradiction, τ ≤ t. From (3.34),
since Φα(u

1
0) + Φα(u

2
0) ≤ R, observe that

Φα

(
u(τ ;u10)

)
+Φα

(
u(τ ;u20)

)
≤ Ce−cτR+ C(Rn + 1) · R

t2(Rn + 3CR+R+ 1)

+ C τ · R

t2(Rn + 3CR+R+ 1)

[
3CR+

R

t2(Rn + 3CR+R+ 1)
+ 1

]
< 3CR,

which contradicts the definition of τ . It follows that τ ≥ t. Now, let T ∗ be given by

T ∗ = max
{3CR

cr
,
3CR

r
, 1
}
. (3.35)

For all t ≥ T ∗, conditioning on B again yields

Φα

(
u(τ ;u10)

)
+Φα

(
u(τ ;u20)

)
≤ Ce−ctR+ C(Rn + 1) · R

t2(Rn + 3CR+R+ 1)

+ C
R

t(Rn + 3CR+R+ 1)

[
3CR+

R

t2(Rn + 3CR+R+ 1)
+ 1

]
≤ CR

(
e−ct +

2

t

)
We invoke the elementary inequality ea ≥ a to further deduce

Φα

(
u(τ ;u10)

)
+Φα

(
u(τ ;u20)

)
≤ r.

In view of Assumption 2.7, the law of Γ is full in C([0, t];H3), implying

P
(
Φα

(
u(τ ;u10)

)
+Φα

(
u(τ ;u20)

)
≤ r

)
≥ P(B) > 0.

This produces (3.28), thereby finishing the proof. □

4. Unique ergodicity and Polynomial Mixing

In this section, we establish Theorem 2.5 concerning the uniqueness of the invariant probability
measure and Theorem 2.8 giving the algebraic convergence rate toward equilibrium for the solutions
of (1.1). Particularly, in Section 4.1, we provide the proof of Theorem 2.5 whereas in Section 4.2,
we review the coupling argument developed in [18, 39] and supply the proof of Theorem 2.8. In
Section 4.3, we prove the auxiliary results employed to conclude Theorem 2.8 while making use of
the moment estimates collected in Section 3.

4.1. Proof of Theorem 2.5. Following the approach of [8, 26], the unique ergodicity argument
consists of two main steps. First of all, we derive moment bounds on the regularity of ν with
respect to L∞ norm. This is summarized in Lemma 4.1 below. Then, we employ Birkhoff’s
Ergodic Theorem to assert that the distance between two solutions starting from two distinct
initial conditions can be approximated by regularity of ν independently of λ. Altogether, we may
take λ sufficiently large to conclude that the two solutions must converge to one another, yielding
the uniqueness of ν.

We start the procedure by stating and proving Lemma 4.1, giving an estimate on the support of
an invariant probability measure ν.
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Lemma 4.1. Under the same hypotheis of Theorem 2.5, let ν be an invariant probability measure
of Pt. Then, the following holds ∫

H
∥u∥2σL∞ν(du) < C, (4.1)

for some positive constant C independent of ν and λ.

Proof. We note that estimate (4.1) was previously proven in [8, Proposition 4.1] except for the case

1 +
√
17

4
≤ σ <

3

2
, α = −1, d = 3.

To this end, we employ an argument similar to the proof of Lemma 3.4 as follows.∫ T

0
∥u(t)∥2σL∞dt ≤ C

∫ T

0
∥e−λtS(t)u0∥2σL∞ +

∥∥∥∫ t

0
e−λ(t−s)S(t− s)Fα(u(s))ds

∥∥∥2σ
L∞

dt

+ C

∫ T

0
∥Γ(t)∥2σL∞dt.

In the above, Γ is the stochastic convolution solving (B.1) and C = C(σ) > 0 is a positive constant
independent of λ, T and u0. On the one hand, in light of Lemma 3.2, we readily have

E
∫ T

0
∥e−λtS(t)u0∥2σL∞ +

∥∥∥∫ t

0
e−λ(t−s)S(t− s)Fα(u(s))ds

∥∥∥2σ
L∞

dt

≤ C
(
∥u0∥2σH1 + T +

∫ T

0
E∥u(t)∥qσ

H1ds
)

≤ C(∥u0∥qH1 + 1 + T ),

where in the last implication, we have employed Lemma 3.2 for some positive constant q large
enough. On the other hand, from (B.4), we get

E
∫ T

0
∥Γ(t)∥2σL∞dt ≤ CT.

Altogether, we deduce the bound

E
∫ T

0
∥u(t)∥2σL∞dt ≤ C(∥u0∥qH1 + 1 + T ), (4.2)

for some positive constant C independent of λ. In turn, we can employ an argument similar to the
proof of [8, Proposition 4.1] to establish (4.1). More specifically, for R > 0, consider the function

gR(u) = ∥u∥2σL∞ ∧R, u ∈ H.

By the invariance of ν, we have the following chain of implications∫
H
gR(u0)ν(du0) =

∫ 1

0

∫
H
gR(u0)ν(du0)ds =

∫
H

∫ 1

0
PsgR(u0)ds ν(du0)

≤
∫
H

∫ 1

0
E∥u(s;u0)∥2σL∞ds ν(du0)

≤ C

∫
H
∥u0∥qH1ν(du0) + C.

We note that under Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2, it is already established in [8, Inequality (4.1)] that∫
H
∥u0∥nH1ν(du0) < ∞, n > 0.
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It follows that picking n sufficiently large such that n > q yields the bound∫
H
∥u0∥2σL∞ν(du0) =

∫
H
gR(u0)ν(du0) ≤ C

∫
H
∥u0∥nH1ν(du0) + C < C,

for some positive constant C independent of R. In turn, we may take R to infinity to obtain (4.1),
by virtue of the Dominated Convergence Theorem. The proof is thus finished. □

Remark 4.2. We note that in the proof of Lemma 4.1, we cannot employ Lemma 3.4 to produce
estimate (4.2). In fact, Lemma 3.4 requires noise satisfy Assumption 2.7 (H3-regularity) whereas
in Lemma 4.1, we only impose Assumption 2.1 (H1-regularity).

Having obtained a moment bound that is independent of λ, we now conclude Theorem 2.5 while
making use of the regularity of ν from Lemma 4.1. Since the argument is relatively short, we
include it here for the sake of completeness. See also the proof of [8, Theorem 5.1].

Proof of Theorem 2.5. Let ν1 and ν2 be two invariant probability measures. By the ergodic decom-
position, we may assume that they are both ergodic. Given an arbitrary bounded and Lipschitz
function f : H → R, we aim to prove that∫

H
f(u)ν1(du) =

∫
H
f(u)ν2(du).

Indeed, let ui0, i = 1, 2 be arbitrary elements in the support of νi. By Birkhoff’s ergodic Theorem,
we have a.s.

1

t

∫ t

0
f(u(s;ui0))ds →

∫
H
f(u)νi(du), t → ∞.

Since f is Lipschitz, we infer∣∣∣ ∫
H
f(u)ν1(du)−

∫
H
f(u)ν2(du)

∣∣∣ ≤ lim inf
t→∞

C

t

∫ t

0
∥u(s;u10)− u(s;u20)∥Hdt,

for some positive constant C = C(f) independent of t, u10 and u20. It therefore suffices to establish
that for all λ sufficiently large, a.s.

∥u(t;u10)− u(t;u20)∥H → 0, t → ∞.

To this end, for notational simplicity, we set ui = u(t;ui0), i = 1, 2 and consider the difference
w = u1 − u2. From (1.1), observe that w satisfies the equation

d

dt
w + i△w + iα

(
|u1|2σu1 − |u2|2σu2

)
+ λw = 0,

with the initial condition w(0) = u10 − u20. A routine calculation in H produces the estimate

d

dt
∥w∥2H ≤ −2λ∥w∥2H +

∣∣⟨|u1|2σu1 − |u2|2σu2, w⟩H
∣∣.

Using the elementary inequality∣∣|z1|2σz1 − |z2|2σz2
∣∣ ≤ C(σ)|z1 − z2|(|z1|2σ + |z2|2σ),

we obtain

d

dt
∥w∥2H ≤ −2λ∥w∥2H + C

(
∥u1∥2σL∞ + ∥u2∥2σL∞

)
∥w∥2H ,

whence

∥w(t)∥2H ≤ ∥u10 − u20∥2H exp
{
− 2λt+ C

∫ t

0

(
∥u1(s)∥2σL∞ + ∥u2(s)∥2σL∞

)
ds

}
. (4.3)
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In the above, we emphasize that the constant C = C(σ) is independent of λ, t, and ui0, i = 1, 2. In
light of Lemma 4.1, we have a.s.

t → ∞,

∫ t

0
∥ui(s)∥2σL∞ds →

∫
H
∥u∥2σL∞νi(du) < C1, (4.4)

where C1 does not depend on λ and νi, i = 1, 2. Therefore, we may take λ sufficiently large to
obtain the a.s. bound

∥w(t)∥2H ≤ ∥u10 − u20∥2H exp
{
t
(
− 2λ+ 2C · C1

)}
→ 0, t → ∞.

The proof is thus finished. □

4.2. Proof of Theorem 2.8. Turning to Theorem 2.8 on the mixing rate of Pt toward ν, the
argument is drawn upon the framework of [18, 38, 39] tailored to the settings of Rd. First of all,
we introduce the notion of coupling two solutions through Definition 4.3 below.

Definition 4.3. 1. For every u10, u
2
0 ∈ L2(Ω;H1), θ > 0, β > 0, T > 0, n > 0 and k ∈ N, define

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

Pl,k =

{
Φα(u(lT ;u

1
0)) + Φα(u(lT ;u

2
0)) ≤ β,

En(t, u
i
0) ≤ θ + βn +Kn(Q1,α,n + 1)(t− lT ), ∀t ∈ [lT, kT ], i = 1, 2.

In the above, Φα is defined in (2.5), E(t;u0) is given by

En(t;u0) = Φα(u(t;u0))
n + λ

∫ t

0

(
c1,nΦα(u(s;u0))

n + n∥Γ(s)∥2nH + n∥△Γ(s)∥2nH
)
ds, (4.5)

and Kn and Q1,α,n are the constants from Lemma 3.3.
2. The pair

(
u(t;u10), u

γ(t;u20)
)
is said to be coupled in [lT, kT ] if ℓθ,β(k) = l.

In order to help explain the strategy of our coupling argument as well as the motivation behind
the random variable ℓθ,β , let us briefly discuss the main shortcoming in the proof of Theorem 2.5.
Indeed, it is important to point out that the argument presented in Section 4.1 relies on the ergodic
behavior (4.4). While this limit is sufficient to deduce the unique ergodicity, it does not provide a
quantitative estimate on the convergence speed, so as to deduce a mixing rate. To overcome the
issue, we observe that by using Strichartz estimates, cf. Lemma 3.4, the L∞ norm in (4.4) can be
subsumed by the Lyapunov functional Φα and the stochastic convolution Γ(·). The expression En(·)
appearing in Definition 4.3 therefore plays the role of a control on the growth rate over time of the
solutions’ trajectories. Heuristically, the random variable ℓθ,β is used to keep track of the coupling
behaviors of the two solutions starting from an initial time lT until they become decoupled.

Now, we proceed to establish the algebraic rate in (2.9), by exploiting the structure of ℓθ,β.
Following the framework of [18], it is not difficult to see that for every θ > 0, β > 0, the random
variable ℓθ,β as in Definition 4.3 satisfies

ℓθ,β(k + 1) = l implies ℓθ,β(k) = l, l ≤ k,

ℓθ,β(k) ∈ {0, 1, . . . , k} ∪ {∞},
ℓθ,β(k) depends only on u( · ;u10) and u( · ;u20),
ℓθ,β(k) = k implies Ψ(u(kT ;u10)) + Ψ(u(kT ;u20)) ≤ β.

In particular, this verifies [18, (2.11)].
Next, the three main ingredients for Theorem 2.8 are stated below through Lemmas 4.4, 4.5 and

4.6, whose proofs are deferred to Section 4.3.
We start with Lemma 4.4 proving that once the solutions are coupled, i.e., they enter a ball

and subsequently have moderate growth rates, they have to stay close to one another with respect
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to the distance d1 defined in (2.3). Notably, the proof of Lemma 4.4 will employ the Strichartz
estimate derived in Lemma 3.4.

Lemma 4.4. Under the same hypothesis of Theorem 2.8, let ℓθ,β be the random variable as in
Definition 4.3. Then, there exists λ = λ(Q) sufficiently large such that for all θ, β, q, T > 0,
0 ≤ l ≤ k, and t ∈ [lT, kT ], the following holds

P
({∥∥u(t;u10)− u(t;u20)

∥∥
H
∧ 1 ≥ c0(t− lT )−q

}
∩
{
ℓθ,β(k) ≤ l

})
≤ c0(t− lT )−q, (4.6)

for some positive constant c0 = c0(θ, β, λ, q) independent t, T , l, k, u
1
0, and u20.

The second auxiliary result for the proof of Theorem 2.8 is given below through Lemma 4.5,
establishing a positive probability of coupling while the two solutions are being decoupled. We
remark that although Lemma 4.5 does not directly employ Lemma 3.4, its argument uses the
irreducibility property from Lemma 3.5, which is established by invoking Lemma 3.4.

Lemma 4.5. Under the same hypothesis of Theorem 2.8, let R, θ, β and λ > 0 be arbitrarily given.
Then, there exists a positive constant T1 = T1(R, β) > 1 such that the following holds

P
(
ℓθ,β(k + 1) = k + 1

∣∣ℓθ,β(k) = ∞,Φα(u(kT1;u
1
0)) + Φα(u(kT1;u

2
0)) ≤ R

)
≥ ε1, (4.7)

for some positive constant ε1 = ε1(T1, β) and for all k = 0, 1, 2, . . .

Lastly, we formulate a small probability of two solutions decoupling over time, through Lemma
4.6 below, whose argument employs the probabilistic estimates in Lemma 3.3.

Lemma 4.6. Under the same hypothesis of Theorem 2.8, let T1 be the time constant as in Lemma
4.5. Then, for all θ = θ(T1, β) sufficiently large and q ≥ 4, the following holds

P
(
ℓθ,β(k + 1) ̸= l|ℓθ,β(k) = l

)
≤ 1

2
[1 + (k − l)T1]

−q, 0 ≤ l ≤ k. (4.8)

Remark 4.7. 1. Following the proof of [18, Theorem 2.9], it is important to point out that the
algebraic inequality of Lemma 4.6 ultimately yields the polynomial mixing rate appearing in (2.9).

2. As presented in Section 4.3, on the one hand, the condition that the parameter λ is sufficiently
greater than noise intensity is only needed in Lemma 4.4. On the other hand, the proofs of Lemmas
4.5 and 4.6 rely on the moment estimates in Lemma 3.3 and the irreducibility condition in Lemma
3.5, both of which do not require large damping.

Assuming the above results, let us now conclude the proof of Theorem 2.8 by verifying the
hypothesis of [18, Theorem 2.9]. Indeed, the results in Lemma 4.4, Lemma 4.6 and Lemma 4.5
respectively establish the conditions [18, (2.12)-(2.13)-(2.14)]. In addition, the moment bounds of
Lemma 3.2 supply the required Lyapunov functional in [18, (2.15)]. All of these in turn allow for
producing the polynomial mixing rate (2.9), by virtue of [18, Theorem 2.9]. See also [38, Theorem
2.3] and [39, Theorem 1.8].

4.3. Proofs of auxiliary results. In this subsection, we establish the auxiliary coupling results,
which were employed to conclude Theorem 2.8 in Section 4.2. We start with the proof of Lemma
4.4, which relies on Strichartz estimates formulated in Lemma 3.4.

Proof of Lemma 4.4. Setting w = u1 − u2, recall from (4.3) that

∥w(t)∥2H ≤ ∥u10 − u20∥2H exp
{
− 2λt+ C

∫ t

0

(
∥u1(s)∥2σL∞ + ∥u2(s)∥2σL∞

)
ds

}
.

In view of Lemma 3.4, cf. (3.26), we infer the existence of positive constants Cσ and nσ such that

∥w(t)∥2H ≤ ∥u10 − u20∥2H exp
{
− 2λt+ Cσ(∥u10∥2σH1 + ∥u20∥2σH1 + 2 + 2t)

}
× exp

{
Cσ

∫ t

0

[
c1,nσ

(
Φα(u1(s))

nσ +Φα(u2(s))
nσ
)
+ 2nσ∥Γ(s)∥nσ

H + 2nσ∥△Γ(s)∥nσ
H

]
ds

}
. (4.9)
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Turning back to (4.6), without loss of generality, we may assume l = 0. Note that{
∥u1(t)− u2(t)∥H ∧ 1 ≥ c0t

−q
}
∩
{
ℓθ,β(k) = 0

}
=

{
∥w(t)∥2H ≥ c20t

−2q
}
∩
{
ℓθ,β(k) = 0

}
.

It follows from Markov’s inequality that

P
({

∥u1(t)− u2(t)∥H ∧ 1 ≥ c0t
−q

}
∩
{
ℓθ,β(k) = 0

})
≤ t2q

c20
E[∥w(t)∥2H |ℓθ,β(k) = 0].

To further bound the above right-hand side, from Definition 4.3, given that
{
ℓθ,β(k) = 0

}
has

occurred, we get

Φα(u
1
0) + Φα(u

2
0) ≤ β,

and that for t ∈ [0, kT ],

Cσ

∫ t

0

[
c1,nσ

(
Φα(u1(s))

nσ +Φα(u2(s))
nσ
)
+ 2nσ∥Γ(s)∥nσ

H + 2nσ∥△Γ(s)∥nσ
H

]
ds

≤ 2Cσ

λ

(
θ + βnσ +Knσ(Q1,α,nσ + 1)t

)
.

Also, the choice of Φα in (2.5) implies that

∥u10 − u20∥2H ≤ c(Φα(u
1
0) + Φα(u

2
0) + [Φα(u

1
0) + Φα(u

2
0)]

mσ),

where mσ > 0 is a positive constant. In particular, conditioned on
{
ℓθ,β(k) = 0

}
, it is clear that

∥u10 − u20∥2H ≤ c(β + βmσ).

Likewise,

∥u10∥2σH1 + ∥u20∥2σH1 ≤ cβσ.

Altogether with (4.9), we infer the existence of positive constants c and C such that

E[∥w(t)∥2H |ℓθ,β(k) = 0]

≤ c(β + βmσ) exp
{
− 2λt+ C(βσ + 1 + t) +

C

λ

(
θ + βnσ +Knσ(Q1,α,nσ + 1)t

)}
= c(β + βmσ) exp

{
C(βσ + 1) +

C

λ
(θ + βnσ)

}
exp

{
− 2λt+ Ct+

C

λ
Knσ(Q1,α,nσ + 1)t

}
.

In the above, while c and C possibly depend on σ, we emphasize that they are both independent
of λ, θ, β and t. Recalling the constants Knσ and Q1,α,nσ from Lemma 3.3, we see that by taking
λ = λ(Q) sufficiently large regardless of θ and β, the following holds

E[∥w(t)∥2H |ℓθ,β(k) = 0]

≤ c(β + βmσ) exp
{
C(βσ + 1) +

C

λ
(θ + βnσ)

}
exp{−λt},

whence

P
({∥∥u1(t)− u2(t)

∥∥
H
∧ 1 ≥ c0t

−q
}
∩
{
ℓθ,β(k) = 0

})
≤ t2q

c20
c(β + βmσ) exp

{
C(βσ + 1) +

C

λ
(θ + βnσ)

}
exp{−λt}

≤ 1

c20t
q
c(β + βmσ) exp

{
C(βσ + 1) +

C

λ
(θ + βnσ)

}
.
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At this point, we simply pick c0 satisfying

c30 = c(β + βmσ) exp
{
C(βσ + 1) +

C

λ
(θ + βnσ)

}
,

to produce the bound

P
({∥∥u1(t)− u2(t)

∥∥
H
∧ 1 ≥ c0t

−q
}
∩
{
ℓθ,β(k) = 0

})
≤ c0

tq
.

This establishes (4.6), thus finishing the proof.
□

Next, we turn our attention to Lemma 4.5 and employ the irreducibility condition (3.28) to
establish this result.

Proof of Lemma 4.5. First of all, we claim that for all β > 0, the following holds

P
(
Φα(u(t1;u

1
0)) + Φα(u(t1;u

2
0)) ≤ β

)
≥ 1

2
, (4.10)

for some positive constants t1 = t1(β) and r1 = r1(β), and for all u10 and u20 satisfying

Φα(u
1
0) + Φα(u

1
0) ≤ r1.

Indeed, let t1 and r1 be given and be chosen later. Recalling function En as in (4.5), for ρ1 > 0,
we introduce the stopping times τi, i = 1, 2, defined as

τi = inf
{
t ≥ 0 : En(t;u

i
0)−Kn(Q1,α,n + 1)t ≥ Φα(u

i
0)

n + ρ1
√
t1
}
.

In the above, Kn and Q1,α,n are the constants appearing in Lemma 3.3, cf. (3.17). Given that

Φα(u
1
0) + Φα(u

2
0) ≤ r1,

we observe that for all t1, r1 and ρ1 satisfying

2Kn(Q1,α,n + 1)t1 + 2ρ1
√
t1 + rn1 <

1

2n−1
βn, (4.11)

the following holds

∩i=1,2

{
En(t1;u

i
0)−Kn(Q1,α,n + 1)t1 ≤ Φα(u

i
0)

n + ρ1
√
t1
}

⊆
{
Φα(t;u

1
0)

n +Φα(t;u
2
0)

n ≤ 1
2n−1β

n
}

⊆
{
Φα(t;u

1
0) + Φα(t;u

2
0) ≤ β

}
.

As a consequence, we deduce the inclusion

{τ1 ∧ τ2 ≥ t1} ⊆
{
Φα(t;u

1
0) + Φα(t;u

2
0) ≤ β

}
,

whence

P
(
Φ(t;u10) + Φα(t;u

2
0) ≤ β

)
≥ 1− P(τ1 ≤ t1)− P(τ2 ≤ t1).

In view of Lemma 3.3, cf. (3.17), for all q > 2, we see that

P(τi ≤ t1) = P
(

sup
t∈[0,t1]

En(t;u
i
0)−Kn(Q1,α,n + 1)t ≥ Φα(u

i
0)

n + ρ1
√
t1

)
≤ P

(
sup

t∈[0,t1]
En(t;u

i
0)−KnQ1,α,nt ≥ Φα(u

i
0)

n + ρ1
√
t1

)
≤ K1,n,q

ρq
(
EΦα(u

i
0)

nq +Qq
2,α,n

)
.

It follows that

P
(
Φ(t;u10) + Φα(t;u

2
0) ≤ β

)
≥ 1− K1,n,q

ρq1

(
rnq1 + 2Qq

2,α,n

)
.
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In order to establish (4.10), we pick ρ1 satisfying

ρq1 = 2K1,n,q

(
rnq1 + 2Qq

2,α,n

)
.

In addition, we simply choose t1 = r2n1 and take r1 sufficiently small to guarantee the validity of
(4.11). In turn, this allows one to conclude (4.10) as claimed.

Turning back to (4.7), recalling Definition 4.3 and Markov property, we observe that it suffices
to establish the existence of a positive constants T1 and ε1 such that

P
(
Φα(u(T1;u

1
0)) + Φα(u(T1;u

2
0)) ≤ β

∣∣Φα(u
1
0) + Φα(u

2
0) ≤ R,Φα(u

1
0) + Φα(u

2
0) > β

)
≥ ε1.

Let t1 and r1 be the constants from estimate (4.10). Thanks to the irreducibility property from
Lemma 3.5, we may infer T∗ = T∗(R, r1) and ε∗ = ε∗(R, r1) such that

P
(
Φα(u(T∗;u

1
0)) + Φα(u(T∗;u

2
0)) ≤ r1

∣∣β < Φα(u
1
0) + Φα(u

2
0) ≤ R

)
≥ ε∗.

In view of estimate (4.10), we set T1 = T∗ + t1 and observe that

P
(
Φα(u(T1;u

1
0)) + Φα(u(T1;u

2
0)) ≤ β

∣∣β < Φα(u
1
0) + Φα(u

2
0) ≤ R

)
= P

(
Φα(u(T1;u

1
0)) + Φα(u(T1;u

2
0)) ≤ β

∣∣Φα(u(T∗;u
1
0)) + Φα(u(T∗;u

2
0)) ≤ r1

)
× P

(
Φα(u(T∗;u

1
0)) + Φα(u(T∗;u

2
0)) ≤ r1

∣∣β < Φα(u
1
0) + Φα(u

2
0) ≤ R

)
≥ 1

2
ε∗ =: ε1.

The proof is thus finished.
□

Lastly, we provide the proof of Lemma 4.6, which together with Lemma 4.4 and 4.5 ultimately
concludes Theorem 2.8.

Proof of Lemma 4.6. Without loss of generality, we may assume l = 0 thanks to Markov property.
From Definition 4.3, observe that

P
(
ℓθ,β(k + 1) ̸= 0|ℓθ,β(k) = 0

)
= P

(
ℓθ,β(k + 1) ̸= 0|ℓθ,β(k) = 0, ℓθ,β(0) = 0

)
=

P
(
ℓθ,β(k + 1) ̸= 0, ℓθ,β(k) = 0|ℓθ,β(0) = 0

)
P
(
ℓθ,β(k) = 0|ℓθ,β(0) = 0

) . (4.12)

In order to produce inequality (4.8), it suffices to derive an estimate on the numerator on the
right-hand side of (4.12) while controlling the denominator away from below by zero. Regarding
the former, we introduce the stopping times τ̂i, i = 1, 2,

τ̂i = inf
{
t ≥ kT1 : En(t;u

i
0)−Kn(Q1,α,n + 1)t ≥ θ + βn

}
.

Observe that {
ℓθ,β(k + 1) ̸= 0, ℓθ,β(k) = 0|ℓθ,β(0) = 0

}
⊆

⋃
i=1,2

{τ̂i ≤ T1|ℓθ,β(0) = 0}. (4.13)

Also, note that {ℓθ,β(0) = 0} = {Φα(u
1
0) + Φα(u

2
0) ≤ β}, by virtue of Definition 4.3. It follows that

P
(
τ̂i ≤ T1|ℓθ,β(0) = 0

)
= P

(
sup

t∈[kT1,(k+1)T1]
En(t;u

i
0)−Kn(Q1,α,n + 1)t ≥ θ + βn|ℓθ,β(0) = 0

)
≤ P

(
sup

t∈[kT1,(k+1)T1]
En(t;u

i
0)−Kn(Q1,α,n + 1)t ≥ θ +Φα(u(t;u

i
0))

n|ℓθ,β(0) = 0
)
.
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At this point, there are two cases to be considered depending on the value of k. On the one hand,
when k = 0, in light of Lemma 3.3, cf. (3.17) with ρ = θ/

√
T1, we obtain

P
(
τ̂i ≤ T1|ℓθ,β(0) = 0

)
≤ P

(
sup

t∈[0,T1]
En(t;u

i
0)−KnQ1,α,nt ≥ θ +Φα(u(t;u

i
0))

n|ℓθ,β(0) = 0
)

≤ K1,α,nT
q/2
1

θq
(
E
[
Φα(u

i
0)

nq|ℓθ,β(0) = 0
]
+Qq

2,α,n

)
≤ K1,α,nT

q/2
1

θq
(
βnq +Qq

2,α,n

)
.

It follows that for all θ = θ(T1, β,Q2,α,n) large enough,

P
(
τ̂i ≤ T1|ℓθ,β(0) = 0

)
≤ 1

8
.

On the other hand, when k ≥ 1, we invoke (3.18) to deduce

P
(
τ̂i ≤ T1|ℓθ,β(0) = 0

)
≤ P

(
sup

t∈[kT1,∞)
En(t;u

i
0)−Kn(Q1,α,n + 1)t ≥ θ +Φα(u(t;u

i
0))

n|ℓθ,β(0) = 0
)

≤ K2,α,n

(kT1 + θ)q/2−1

(
E
[
Φα(u

i
0)

nq|ℓθ,β(0) = 0
]
+Qq

2,α,n + 1
)

≤ K2,α,n

(kT1 + θ)q/2−1

(
βnq +Qq

2,α,n + 1
)
.

By taking θ further to infinity larger independent of k, we also infer

P
(
τ̂i ≤ T1|ℓθ,β(0) = 0

)
≤ 1

8(1 + kT1)q/2−2
.

From both cases, we arrive at the bound

P
(
τ̂i ≤ T1|ℓθ,β(0) = 0

)
≤ 1

8(1 + kT1)q/2−2
, k = 0, 1, 2, . . .

Since the above estimate holds for arbitrary q > 2, in light of expression (4.13), we get for all q > 4,

P
(
ℓθ,β(k + 1) ̸= 0, ℓθ,β(k) = 0|ℓθ,β(0) = 0

)
≤ 1

4(1 + kT1)q+1
, k = 0, 1, 2, . . . (4.14)

With regard to the denominator on the right-hand side of (4.12), we claim that

P
(
ℓθ,β(k) = 0|ℓθ,β(0) = 0

)
≥ 1

2
, k ≥ 0. (4.15)

The case k = 0 is trivial as the left-hand side probability is immediately one. Considering k ≥ 1,
we adopt a complement strategy as follows:

{
ℓθ,β(k) ̸= 0|ℓθ,β(0) = 0

}
⊆

k−1⋃
i=0

{
ℓθ,β(i+ 1) ̸= 0, ℓθ,β(i) = 0|ℓθ,β(0) = 0

}
.
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In turn, estimate (4.14) implies that

P
(
ℓθ,β(k) ̸= 0|ℓθ,β(0) = 0

)
≤

k−1∑
i=0

1

4(1 + kT1)q
≤ 1

4
+

∞∑
i=1

1

4(1 + kT1)q+1

≤ 1

4
+

∫ ∞

0

1

(1 + yT1)q+1
dy

=
1

4
+

1

qT1
.

Since q ≥ 4 and T1 ≥ T∗ ≥ 1, cf. (3.35), we obtain

P
(
ℓθ,β(k) ̸= 0|ℓθ,β(0) = 0

)
≤ 1

2
,

which implies (4.15), as claimed.
Finally, we combine (4.14) and (4.15) together with expression (4.12) to produce the bound

P
(
ℓθ,β(k + 1) ̸= 0|ℓθ,β(k) = 0

)
≤ 1

2(1 + kT1)q
, k = 0, 1, 2, . . .

The proof is thus finished.
□

Remark 4.8. We note that the proofs of Lemmas 4.5 and 4.6 do not involve Girsanov Theorem
that plays a central role in the coupling arguments of [18, 25, 34, 35, 38, 39]. This is because
in these works, different Foias-Prodi estimates are used to control the growth rate of the high
modes assuming that the two solutions’ low modes agree over time. Simultaneously, the Girsanov
Theorem is employed to guarantee that one can tune the coupling argument so as to ensure the low
modes staying the same. In our context, since we rely on the large damping condition, we are able
to bypass the changing of measures, thereby significantly simplifying the proof while successfully
achieving a similar coupling effect.

Appendix A. Strichartz Estimates

In this section, we collect useful pathwise estimates on the Schrödinger semigroup S(t) that we
have employed to establish the main results in the previous section. We start with Lemmas A.1
and A.3 giving deterministic Strichartz inequalities, whose proofs can be found in [11].

Lemma A.1. [11, Corollary 2.2.6] If t ̸= 0, the for all s ∈ R, p ∈ [2,∞],

∥S(t)u∥Hs,p ≤ 1

(4π|t|)d(
1
2
− 1

p
)
∥u∥Hs,p′ , (A.1)

where p′ denotes the Holder conjugate of p, i.e., 1
p + 1

p′ = 1.

Definition A.2. [11, Definition 2.3.1] A pair (γ, r) is called admissible if

2

γ
+

d

r
=

d

2
, and (γ, r) ̸= (2,∞),

and 
2 ≤ r ≤ ∞, d = 1,

2 ≤ r < ∞, d = 2,

2 ≤ r ≤ 2d
d−2 , d ≥ 3.
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Lemma A.3. [11, Theorem 2.3.3] Let (p, r) be an admissible pair as in Definition A.2. Then, the
following properties hold:

1. For every φ ∈ L2(Rd), the function t 7→ S(t) = e−it△φ belongs to Lp(R;Lr(Rd))∩C(R;L2(Rd)).
Furthermore, there exists a positive constant C such that

∥S(·)φ∥Lp(R;Lr(Rd)) ≤ C∥φ∥L2(Rd). (A.2)

2. Let I be an interval in R such that 0 ∈ J = Ī. If (γ, ρ) is an admissible pair and

f ∈ Lγ′
(I;Lρ′(Rd)), then the function t 7→ Gf (t) =

∫ t
0 S(t − s)f(s)ds belongs to Lp(I;Lr(Rd)) ∩

C(J ;L2(Rd)). Furthermore, there exists a positive constant C independent of I and f such that

∥Gf∥Lp(I;Lr(Rd)) ≤ C∥f∥Lγ′ (I;Lρ′ (Rd)). (A.3)

Next, we state and prove Lemma A.4 providing useful pathwise estimates on the semigroup
S(t) on any time interval [0, T ]. We note that the results of Lemma A.4 appeared in the proofs of
Lemma 3.4 and the irreducibility condition in Lemma 3.5. Altogether, they are invoked to establish
Theorem 2.8 in Section 4.

Lemma A.4. Denote F (u) = |u|2σu. In dimension d = 2, 3, for all u0 ∈ H1, u(·) ∈ L2((0, T );H1),
T > 0, λ ≥ 1, there exists a positive constant C = C(σ) independent of u0, u, T and λ such that
the followings hold:

1. For all σ > 0, ∫ T

0

∥∥e−λtS(t)u0
∥∥2σ
L∞dt ≤ C∥u0∥2σH1 . (A.4)

2. Suppose that {
σ > 0, d = 2,

σ ∈ (1/6, 3/2), d = 3.
(A.5)

There exists a positive constant qσ > 2 such that∫ T

0

∥∥∥∫ t

0
e−λ(t−s)S(t− s)F (u(s))ds

∥∥∥2σ
L∞

dt ≤ C
(
T +

∫ T

0
∥u(s)∥qσ

H1ds
)
. (A.6)

Remark A.5. Following closely the proof of [8, Proposition 3.1], one can also obtain the bound∫ T

0

∥∥∥∫ t

0
S(t− s)F (u(s))ds

∥∥∥2σ
L∞

dt ≤ C
(
T 1+ε +

∫ T

0
∥u(s)∥qσ

H1ds
)
, (A.7)

for some positive constant ε > 0. However, as presented in Section 4.2, the proof of the mixing rate
requires a linear growth in time on the L∞ norm of the semigroup S(t) acting on F . This turns
out to be possible by exploiting the nature of the damping effect, hence the result of (A.6).

In order to prove Lemma A.4, it is crucial to produce suitable bounds on the nonlinearity
F (u) = |u|2σu. For this purpose, we assert a relation between ∥|u|2σu∥H1,p and ∥u∥H1 below in
Lemma A.6, whose proof is a slightly rework of that of [8, Lemma C.1]

Lemma A.6. 1. In dimension d = 2, for all σ > 0 and p satisfying

p ∈ [1, 2) and p ≥ 2

2σ + 1
,

the following holds

∥F (u)∥H1,p(R2) ≤ C∥u∥2σ+1
H1(R2)

, u ∈ H1(R2), (A.8)

for some positive constant C independent of u.
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2. In dimension d = 3, for all σ ∈ (0, 32 ] and p satisfying

p ∈ [1, 2) and
2

2σ + 1
≤ p ≤ 6

2σ + 3
,

it holds that

∥F (u)∥
H

1, 6
2σ+3 (R3)

≤ C∥u∥2σ+1
H1(R3)

, u ∈ H1(R3). (A.9)

Proof. 1. Considering dimension d = 2, by a routine computation, we have

∇F (u) = (σ + 1)|u|2σ∇u+ σ|u|2σ−2u2∇ū,

whence

|∇F (u)| ≤ (1 + 2σ)|u|2σ|∇u|.

We invoke Holder inequality to deduce that for p ∈ [1, 2)

∥F (u)∥H1,p ≤ C(∥F (u)∥Lp + ∥∇F (u)∥Lp) ≤ C
(
∥u∥1+2σ

Lp(1+2σ) + ∥u∥2σ
L

4σp
2−p

∥∇u∥L2

)
.

Recall that in dimension d = 2, H1 ⊂ Lq for all q ≥ 2. It follows that

∥u∥1+2σ
Lp(1+2σ) + ∥u∥2σ

L
4σp
2−p

∥∇u∥L2 ≤ C∥u∥1+2σ
H1 ,

provided that

p(1 + 2σ) ≥ 2 and
4σp

2− p
≥ 2.

Note that the above condition are equivalent to

p ≥ 2

1 + 2σ
.

Altogether, we establish (A.8), as claimed.
2. Turning to dimension d = 3, recall the embedding H1 ⊂ Lq, q ∈ [2, 6]. As a consequence, the

following holds

∥u∥1+2σ
Lp(1+2σ) + ∥u∥2σ

L
4σp
2−p

∥∇u∥L2 ≤ C∥u∥1+2σ
H1 ,

provided that

2 ≤ p(1 + 2σ) ≤ 6, and 2 ≤ 4σp

2− p
≤ 6.

The above inequalities are equivalent to

2

2σ + 1
≤ p ≤ 6

2σ + 1
and

2

2σ + 1
≤ p ≤ 6

2σ + 3
.

Since the latter estimate implies the former, we deduce that

2

2σ + 1
≤ p ≤ 6

2σ + 3
.

Note that the existence of such a p ∈ [1, 2) verifying the above condition is only possible for all
σ ∈ (0, 32 ]. In turn, this produces (A.9), thereby finishing the proof. □

Now, we combine the auxiliary results from Lemmas A.3 and A.6 to conclude Lemma A.4.
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Proof of Lemma A.4. 1. We start with dimension d = 2 and consider an arbitrary admissible pair
(γ, r) satisfying γ ∈ (2σ,∞). In particular, Definition A.2 implies r > 2. Recalling the Sobolev
embedding H1,q ⊂ L∞ for all q > 2, we employ Holder’s inequality and (A.2) to estimate the
left-hand side of (A.4) as follows.∫ T

0
∥e−λtS(t)u0∥2σL∞dt ≤ C

∫ T

0
e−2σλt∥S(t)u0∥2σH1,rdt

≤ C
(∫ T

0
e
−2σ γ

γ−2σ
λt
dt
) γ−2σ

γ
(∫ T

0
∥S(t)u0∥γH1,r

) 2σ
γ

≤ C
(γ − 2σ

2σγλ

) γ−2σ
γ ∥u0∥2σH1

≤ C∥u0∥2σH1 .

Since C is positive constant independent of T > 0 and λ ≥ 1, we obtain (A.4) in dimension d = 2.
Turning to dimension d = 3, we recall the embedding H1,q ⊂ L∞ for all q > 3. Let (γ, r) be an

admissible pair such that r > 3 and γ > 2σ. It is important to note that in view of Definition A.2,
r > 3 is equivalent to γ < 4. Thanks to the assumption σ ∈ (0, 2), it follows that such a pair (γ, r)
is always guaranteed to exist. We then may employ the same argument as in the case of d = 2
while making use of Holder’s inequality and (A.2) to produce the bound∫ T

0
∥e−λtS(t)u0∥2σL∞dt ≤ C∥u0∥2σH1 .

This conclude (A.4) in dimension d = 3, thereby completing part 1 of Lemma A.4.
2. With regard to (A.6), for notational convenience, we denote

G(t) =

∫ t

0
e−λ(t−s)S(t− s)F (u(s))ds.

There are two cases to be considered depending on the dimension d.
Case 1: d = 2. Let (γ, r) be a given admissible pair and be chosen later. We claim that one can

tune (γ, r) appropriately so as to produce a constant qσ > 0 satisfying (A.6). To see this, we recall
the Sobolev embedding H1,r ⊂ L∞ for all r > d = 2. Then, we invoke Lemma A.1 (with p = r > 2)
to estimate G(t) as follows.

∥G(t)∥L∞ =
∥∥∥∫ t

0
e−λ(t−s)S(t− s)F (u(s))ds

∥∥∥
L∞

≤
∫ t

0
e−λ(t−s)∥S(t− s)F (u(s))∥L∞ds

≤ C

∫ t

0
e−λ(t−s)∥S(t− s)F (u(s))∥H1,rds

≤ C

∫ t

0
e−λ(t−s) 1

|t− s|
2
γ

∥F (u(s))∥H1,r′ds,

whence,

∥G(t)∥2σL∞ ≤ C
(∫ t

0
e−λ(t−s) 1

|t− s|
2
γ

∥F (u(s))∥H1,r′ds
)2σ

.

At this point, there are two sub cases depending on the values of σ.
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Case 1a: 2σ ≤ 1. In this case, we employ Young’s and Holder’s inequalities to infer(∫ t

0
e−λ(t−s) 1

|t− s|
2
γ

∥F (u(s))∥H1,r′ds
)2σ

≤ C + C

∫ t

0
e−λ(t−s) 1

|t− s|
2
γ

∥F (u(s))∥H1,r′ds

≤ C + C

∫ t

0
e−λ(t−s) 1

|t− s|
4
γ

ds+ C

∫ t

0
e−λ(t−s)∥F (u(s))∥2

H1,r′ds.

On the one hand, note that if γ > 4, we have the estimate (recalling λ ≥ 1)∫ t

0
e−λ(t−s) 1

|t− s|
4
γ

ds ≤
∫ ∞

0
e−λs 1

|s|
4
γ

ds ≤ 1

λ
+

1

1− 4
γ

≤ 1 +
1

1− 4
γ

.

On the other hand, if r′ ∈ [1, 2) satisfying r′ ≥ 2/(1 + 2σ), we may invoke (A.8) to infer∫ t

0
e−λ(t−s)∥F (u(s))∥2

H1,r′ds ≤
∫ t

0
e−λ(t−s)∥u(s)∥2(1+2σ)

H1 ds.

It follows that

∥G(t)∥2σL∞ ≤ C
(∫ t

0
e−λ(t−s) 1

|t− s|
2
γ

∥F (u(s))∥H1,r′ds
)2σ

≤ C
(
1 +

1

1− 4
γ

)
+ C

∫ t

0
e−λ(t−s)∥u(s)∥2(1+2σ)

H1 ds,

provided the following conditions are met

γ > 4, r > 2,
1

γ
+

1

r
=

1

2
, r′ ∈ [1, 2), r′ ≥ 2

2σ + 1
.

Since 2σ ∈ (0, 1], observe that the choice

r′ =
1

2

( 2

2σ + 1
+ 2

)
=

2σ + 2

2σ + 1
, r = 2σ + 2, γ = 4 +

2

σ

verify these conditions.
Case 1b: 2σ > 1. In this case, we employ Holder’s inequality to infer(∫ t

0
e−λ(t−s) 1

|t− s|
2
γ

∥F (u(s))∥H1,r′ds
)2σ

=
(∫ t

0
e−

1
2
λ(t−s) 1

|t− s|
2
γ

· e−
1
2
λ(t−s)∥F (u(s))∥H1,r′ds

)2σ

≤
(∫ t

0
e−

σ
2σ−1

λ(t−s) 1

|t− s|
4σ

γ(2σ−1)

ds
)2σ−1

∫ t

0
e−σλ(t−s)∥F (u(s))∥2σ

H1,r′ds.

Similar to Case 1a, on the one hand, if 4σ
γ(2σ−1) < 1,(∫ t

0
e−

σ
2σ−1

λ(t−s) 1

|t− s|
4σ

γ(2σ−1)

ds
)2σ−1

≤
(2σ − 1

σλ
+

γ(2σ − 1)

4σ

)2σ−1
.

On the other hand, from (A.8), if r′ ∈ [1, 2) such that r′ ≥ 2
2σ+1 ,∫ t

0
e−σλ(t−s)∥F (u(s))∥2σ

H1,r′ds ≤
∫ t

0
e−σλ(t−s)∥u(s)∥2σ(1+2σ)

H1 ds.
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It follows that

∥G(t)∥2σL∞ ≤ C
(∫ t

0
e−λ(t−s) 1

|t− s|
2
γ

∥F (u(s))∥H1,r′ds
)2σ

≤ C
(2σ − 1

σ
+

γ(2σ − 1)

4σ

)2σ−1
∫ t

0
e−σλ(t−s)∥u(s)∥2σ(1+2σ)

H1 ds,

provided the following conditions are met

γ >
4σ

2σ − 1
, r > 2,

1

γ
+

1

r
=

1

2
, r′ ∈ [1, 2), r′ ≥ 2

2σ + 1
.

Since 2σ > 1, observe that the above holds for the instance

γ =
4σ + 1

2σ − 1
, r =

2(4σ + 1)

3
, r′ =

2(4σ + 1)

8σ − 1
.

Now, we combine two cases to infer a positive constant q1 = q1(σ) > 0 and q2 = q2(σ) > 2 such
that

∥G(t)∥2σL∞ ≤ C + C

∫ t

0
e−q1λ(t−s)∥u(s)∥q2

H1ds.

As a consequence, it holds that∫ T

0
∥G(t)∥2σL∞dt ≤ CT + C

∫ T

0

∫ t

0
e−q1λ(t−s)∥u(s)∥q2

H1dsdt

= CT +
C

q1λ

∫ T

0
∥u(s)∥q2

H1ds

≤ CT + C

∫ T

0
∥u(s)∥q2

H1ds.

In the above, we emphasize that the constant C does not depend on either T or λ. This produces
estimate (A.6) in dimension d = 2, and thus completes Case 1.

Case 2: d = 3. In this case, recall that Hθ,q ⊂ L∞ for all θq > 3. Similarly to the previous
situation, there are three sub cases to be considered depending on the values of σ ∈ (1/6, 3/2).

Case 2a: 1
3 ≤ σ ≤ 1. Firstly, we employ Holder’s inequality and H1,6 ⊂ L∞ to infer∫ T

0
∥G(t)∥2σL∞dt ≤ T 1−σ

(∫ T

0
∥G(t)∥2H1,6dt

)σ
.

Since (2, 6) is already an admissible pair, we employ (A.3) with (γ, r) = (2, 6) to obtain the bound(∫ T

0
∥G(t)∥2H1,6dt

)σ
≤

(∫ T

0

∥∥∥∫ t

0
S(t− s)F (u(s))ds

∥∥∥2
H1,6

dt
)σ

≤ C
(∫ T

0
∥F (u(t))∥2

H1, 65
dt
)σ

.

In view of Lemma A.6, c.f., estimate (A.9), it holds that

∥F (u(t))∥2
H1, 65

≤ C∥u(t)∥2(1+2σ)
H1 ,

provided that

2

2σ + 1
≤ 6

5
≤ 6

2σ + 3
.

Note that the above condition is equivalent to 1/3 ≤ σ ≤ 1. It follows that∫ T

0
∥G(t)∥2σL∞dt ≤ CT 1−σ

(∫ T

0
∥u(t)∥2(1+2σ)

H1 dt
)σ

≤ CT + C

∫ T

0
∥u(t)∥2(1+2σ)

H1 dt.

In the last implication above, we employed Young’s inequality thanks to the fact that σ ≤ 1. This
produces (A.6) for Case 2a, 1/3 ≤ σ ≤ 1.
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Case 2b: 1 < σ < 3/2. Let θ ∈ (0, 1) be given and be chosen later. Given (γ, ρ) an admissible
pair satisfying θr > 3 and (γ, r) ̸= (2, 6), we invoke Lemma A.1 again to infer

∥G(t)∥L∞ ≤ C

∫ t

0
e−λ(t−s)∥S(t− s)F (u(s))∥Hθ,rds

≤ C

∫ t

0
e−λ(t−s) 1

|t− s|
2
γ

∥F (u(s))∥Hθ,r′ds.

To further estimate the above right-hand side, we recall the Sobolev embedding

1

p
− 1

r′
=

1− θ

3
, H1,p ⊂ Hθ,r′ .

This together with (A.9) implies that

∥F (u(s))∥Hθ,r′ ≤ C∥F (u(s))∥H1,p ≤ C∥u∥1+2σ
H1 ,

for p ∈ [1, 2) satisfying

2

2σ + 1
≤ p ≤ 6

2σ + 3
.

As a consequence, we obtain

∥G(t)∥L∞ ≤ C

∫ t

0
e−λ(t−s) 1

|t− s|
2
γ

∥u(s)∥1+2σ
H1 ds. (A.10)

We now proceed to tune the parameters θ, r′ and p so as to verify (A.10). To this end, for simplicity,
we pick

p =
6

2σ + 3
,

which satisfies p ∈ [1, 6/5) thanks to the assumption σ ∈ (1, 3/2). Also,

1

r′
=

1

p
− 1− θ

3
=

2σ + 3

6
− 1− θ

3
.

Note that the requirement 3/θ < r < 6 is equivalent to

3− θ

3
<

1

r′
<

5

6
.

In other words,

3− θ

3
<

2σ + 3

6
− 1− θ

3
<

5

6
,

which is simplified to

1

2

(3
2
− σ

)
< θ − 1

2
<

3

2
− σ.

Since σ ∈ (1, 3/2), we may choose

θ =
1

2
+

3

4

(3
2
− σ

)
∈ (0, 1),

and set r′, r and γ accordingly through the relations

1

r′
=

2σ + 3

6
− 1− θ

3
,

1

r
+

1

r′
= 1, and

2

γ
+

3

r
=

3

2
.
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In turn, this allows us to establish the validity of (A.10). Next, since γ > 2, let ε = ε(γ) > 0 be
sufficiently small such that

2

γ
(1 + ε) < 1 and 2σε < 1.

We employ Holder inequality to further deduce that

C
(∫ t

0
e−λ(t−s) 1

|t− s|
2
γ

∥u(s)∥1+2σ
H1 ds

)2σ

≤ C
(∫ t

0
e−

1
2
(1+ε)λ(t−s) 1

|t− s|
2
γ
(1+ε)

ds
) 2σ

1+ε
(∫ t

0
e−

1+ε
2ε

λ(t−s)∥u(s)∥
1+ε
ε

(1+2σ)

H1 ds
) 2σε

1+ε

≤ C
( 2

(1 + ε)λ
+

1

1− 2
γ (1 + ε)

) 2σ
1+ε

(∫ t

0
e−

1+ε
2ε

λ(t−s)∥u(s)∥
1+ε
ε

(1+2σ)

H1 ds
) 2σε

1+ε
.

This together with (A.10) implies the bound∫ T

0
∥G(t)∥2σL∞dt ≤ C

∫ T

0

(∫ t

0
e−

1+ε
2ε

λ(t−s)∥u(s)∥
1+ε
ε

(1+2σ)

H1 ds
) 2σε

1+ε
dt

≤ CT + C

∫ T

0

∫ t

0
e−

1+ε
2ε

λ(t−s)∥u(s)∥
1+ε
ε

(1+2σ)

H1 dsdt

= CT + C
2ε

(1 + ε)λ

∫ T

0
∥u(t)∥

1+ε
ε

(1+2σ)

H1 dt.

In the above, we emphasize that C is a positive constant independent of λ and T . We therefore
establish (A.6) in Case 2b, 1 < σ < 3/2.

Case 2c: 1/6 < σ < 1/3. We employ an argument similarly to Case 2b and observe that (A.10)
holds provided that

p ∈ [1, 2),
2

2σ + 1
≤ p ≤ 6

2σ + 3
,

3− θ

3
<

1

r′
=

1

p
− 1− θ

3
<

5

6
.

Since σ ∈ (1/6, 1/3), we firstly pick

p =
2

2σ + 1
∈
(6
5
, 2
)
. (A.11)

So, it is required that

3− θ

3
<

2σ + 1

2
− 1− θ

3
<

5

6
,

which is equivalent to

2

3
(1− θ) < σ − 1

6
, and σ +

θ

3
<

2

3
.

Note that the latter condition is immediately satisfied since θ ∈ (0, 1) and σ < 1/3 while the former
is only valid provided σ > 1/6. So, for simplicity, we pick θ given by

1− θ = σ − 1

6
,

and choose r′, r and γ in accordance with

1

r′
=

2σ + 3

6
− 1− θ

3
,

1

r
+

1

r′
= 1, and

2

γ
+

3

r
=

3

2
.
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This allows us to establish (A.10). Then, we proceed in a similar fashion as in Case 2b to ultimately
deduce ∫ T

0
∥G(t)∥2σL∞dt ≤ CT + C

2ε

(1 + ε)λ

∫ T

0
∥u(t)∥

1+ε
ε

(1+2σ)

H1 dt,

for suitable positive constants ε = ε(σ) and C = C(σ) independent of T > 0 and λ > 1.
Altogether, we conclude the desired estimate (A.6) for some constant qσ > 2. The proof is thus

finished.
□

Appendix B. Auxiliary Results

Let Γ(t) denote the stochastic convolution solving the equation

dΓ(t) + i△Γ(t)dt+ λΓ(t)dt = QdW (t), Γ(0) = 0. (B.1)

Lemma B.1. Let Γ(t) be the stochastic convolution solving (B.1). Then, the followings hold for
all n ≥ 1:

E
∫ t

0
∥Γ(s)∥2nH ds ≤ c

∥Q∥2nLHS(U ;H)

λn
t, (B.2)

E
∫ t

0
∥△Γ(s)∥2nH ds ≤ c

∥Q∥2nLHS(U ;H2)

λn
t, (B.3)

where c is a positive constant independent of t and Q. Furthermore,

E
∫ t

0
∥Γ(s)∥2σL∞ds ≤ c∥Q∥2σLHS(U ;H1)t, (B.4)

where σ is as in Assumption 2.2.

Proof. Firstly, from (B.1), we apply Itô’s formula to ∥Γ(t)∥2H and obtain the identity

d∥Γ∥2H + 2λ∥Γ∥2Hdt = 2Re
(
⟨Γ, QdW ⟩H

)
+ ∥Q∥2LHS(U ;H)dt.

Similarly, for n > 1, we have

d∥Γ∥2nH + 2nλ∥Γ∥nHdt = n∥Γ∥2(n−1)∥Q∥2LHS(U ;H)dt+ 2n∥Γ∥2(n−1)
H Re

(
⟨Γ, QdW ⟩H

)
+ 2n(n− 1)∥Γ∥2(n−2)

H

∑
k≥1

∣∣Re(⟨Γ, Qek⟩H
)∣∣2dt.

Using a similar argument to (3.3), we infer the estimate

d∥Γ∥2nH ≤ −nλ∥Γ∥2nH dt+ c
∥Q∥2nLHS(U ;H)

λn−1
dt+ 2n∥Γ∥2(n−1)

H Re
(
⟨Γ, QdW ⟩H

)
. (B.5)

In turn, this produces (B.2) by taking expectation on both sides of the above inequality.
Likewise, the following holds

d∥△Γ∥2nH ≤ −nλ∥△Γ∥2nH dt+ c
∥Q∥2nLHS(U ;H2)

λn−1
dt+ 2n∥△Γ∥2(n−1)

H Re
(
⟨△Γ,△QdW ⟩H

)
. (B.6)

By taking expectation, we obtain

E∥△Γ(t)∥2nH + nλ

∫ t

0
E∥△Γ(s)∥2nH ds ≤ c

∥Q∥2nLHS(U ;H2)

λn
t,

which implies (B.3), as claimed.
Finally, the argument of (B.4) can be found in the proof of [8, Proposition 3.1], which employs

the stochastic Strichartz estimate of [27, Proposition 2].
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□

Lastly, we collect a useful inequality in C through Lemma B.2. Particularly, we invoked Lemma
B.2 to establish the irreducibility condition in Lemma 3.5.

Lemma B.2. Let z, x ∈ C and σ ≥ 0. Then, there exists a positive constant c(σ) independent of
x and z such that the followings hold

1. σ ∈ [0, 1/2]:

|z|2σ−2z2 − |x|2σ−2x2 ≤ c(σ)|z − x|2σ. (B.7)

2. σ > 1/2:

|z|2σ−2z2 − |x|2σ−2x2 ≤ c(σ)|z − x|(|x|2σ−1 + |z|2σ−1). (B.8)

Proof. Inequalities (B.7)-(B.8) are trivial if at least x or z is zero. Considering x ̸= 0 and z ̸= 0,
let θz and θx respectively be the angles in C corresponding to z and x, that is, z = |z|eiθz and
x = |x|eiθx . With regard to the case σ ∈ [0, 1/2], observe that∣∣|z|2σ−2z2 − |x|2σ−2x2

∣∣2 = ∣∣|z|2σei2θz − |x|2σei2θx
∣∣∣2

= |z|4σ + |x|4σ − 2|x|2σ|z|2σ cos
(
2(θz − θx)

)
=

(
|z|2σ + |x|2σ

)2 − 4|x|2σ|z|2σ cos2(θz − θx)

Similarly, we have

|z − x|4σ =
∣∣|z|eiθz − |x|eiθx

∣∣4σ =
(
|z|2 + |x|2 − 2|x| |z| cos(θz − θx)

)2σ
.

To establish (B.7), it suffices to prove that(
|z|2σ + |x|2σ

)2 − 4|x|2σ|z|2σ cos2(θz − θx) ≤ 23−2σ
(
|z|2 + |x|2 − 2|x| |z| cos(θz − θx)

)2σ
,

which is equivalent to

(|z|2σ + |x|2σ)2

(|z|2 + |x|2)2σ
− 22−2σ

( 2|x||z|
|z|2 + |x|2

)2σ
cos2(θz − θx)

≤ 23−2σ
(
1− 2|x||z|

|z|2 + |x|2
cos(θz − θx)

)2σ
. (B.9)

To see this, we note that since 0 ≤ σ ≤ 1/2 < 1, the following holds for all a ∈ [0, 1]

aσ + (1− a)σ ≤ 21−σ,

whence

(|z|2σ + |x|2σ)2

(|z|2 + |x|2)2σ
=

(( |z|2

|z|2 + |x|2
)σ

+
( |x|2

|z|2 + |x|2
)σ)2

≤ 22−2σ.

It follows that (B.9) is reduced to

1 ≤
( 2|x||z|
|z|2 + |x|2

)2σ
cos2(θz − θx) + 2

(
1− 2|x||z|

|z|2 + |x|2
cos(θz − θx)

)2σ
.

To this end, we invoke the hypothesis that σ ≤ 1/2 to infer( 2|x||z|
|z|2 + |x|2

)2σ
cos2(θz − θx) + 2

(
1− 2|x||z|

|z|2 + |x|2
cos(θz − θx)

)2σ

≥
( 2|x||z|
|z|2 + |x|2

)2
cos2(θz − θx) + 2

(
1− 2|x||z|

|z|2 + |x|2
cos(θz − θx)

)
=

( 2|x||z|
|z|2 + |x|2

cos(θz − θx)− 1
)2

+ 1 ≥ 1.
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This establishes (B.9), thereby producing (B.7) in the case σ ∈ [0, 1/2].
Turning to the case σ > 1/2, we recast the left-hand side of (B.8) as follow

|z|2σ−2z2 − |x|2σ−2x2

= |z|2σ−1
( z2

|z|
− x2

|x|

)
+ |z|2σ x

2

|x|

( 1

|z|
− 1

|x|

)
+
(
|z|2σ − |x|2σ

) x2

|x|2
= I1 + I2 + I3.

Concerning I1, we invoke the previous case σ ≤ 1/2 to infer

I1 = |z|2σ−1
(
|z| z

2

|z|2
− |x| x

2

|x|2
)
≤ c |z|2σ−1|z − x|.

Regarding I2, an application of the triangle inequality gives

I2 = |z|2σ x
2

|x|
|x| − |z|
|x| |z|

≤ |z|2σ−1|z − x|.

Lastly, to estimate I3, since 2σ > 1, we employ the mean value theorem and obtain

I3 =
(
|z|2σ − |x|2σ

) x2

|x|2
≤ c |z − x|(|x|2σ−1 + |z|2σ−1).

Altogether, we deduce

|z|2σ−2z2 − |x|2σ−2x2 ≤ c |z − x|(|x|2σ−1 + |z|2σ−1).

This produces inequality (B.8) for the case σ > 1/2. The proof is thus finished.
□
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