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Abstract

We demonstrate that Lagrangian flow for the 2D Boussinesq equations under degenerate noise
exhibit chaotic behavior characterized by the strict positivity of the top Lyapunov exponent, where
the degenerate noise acts only on a few Fourier modes of the temperature equation. To achieve
this, we overcome difficulties arising from the degeneracy of noise and its intricate interaction with
the nonlinear terms. This is accomplished by introducing a solution-dependent manifold spanning
condition to establish probabilistic spectral bound on a cone for the Malliavin matrix associated
with the extended system. Additionally, the approximate controllability of the extended system is
realized by constructing smooth controls based on shear and cellular flows.
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1 Introduction

In this paper, we study the stochastic flow of diffeomorphisms x; : T2 — T2, t > 0, defined by the
random ODE p
= w(xe), Xo=z. (1.1)
Here, the random velocity field u; : T? — T2 at time ¢ > 0 evolves according to the following stochastic
Boussinesq equations

du+ (u-Vu)dt = (—Vp+ v1Au+ gh)dt,

df + (u- VO)dt = v, AOdt + opdW, (1.2)

V-u=0,

where p denotes the (density-normalized) pressure and 6 denotes the temperature of the viscous in-
compressible fluid. And the parameters v, 5 > 0 are respectively the kinematic viscosity and thermal
diffusivity of the fluid and g = (0, g)T with g #£ 0 is the product of the gravitational constant and the
thermal expansion coefficient. The spatial variable x = (z1, 2) belongs to a two-dimensional torus T2.
That is, we impose periodic boundary conditions in space. We consider a degenerate stochastic forcing
oedW , which acts only on a few Fourier modes and exclusively through the temperature equation.

We prove that the dynamical system defined via (1.1) possesses a strictly positive top Lyapunov
exponent. More precisely, we establish:

Theorem 1.1. With white noise acting only on the two largest standard modes of the temperature
equation,
opdW = arcost1dW + agsina dW? + agcostdW?’ + a4sinx2dW4,
there exists a deterministic constant Ay > 0 for the system (1.1), depending on the Boussinesq equations
(1.2) such that the following limit holds:

1
lim ~log|D.x;| = Ay for p' x P —a.e.(ug,p,z,w), (1.3)
t—oo ¢



where Dyx; refers to the Jacobian matriz of x; : T?> — T? taken at x. Here, we refer to (ug, 0, x¢) as
the Lagrangian process associated with (uy,0;), and let u' denote its corresponding unique stationary
measure. The phenomenon where Lagrangian flow x; exhibits chaotic characteristics due to exponential

sensitivity to initial data (i.e., Ay > 0) is sometimes referred to as Lagrangian chaos.

Remark 1.2. In fact, we can present the following stronger result, which helps support findings
on the mizing of passive scalars (c.f. [1,35]):

1
lim = log|Dyxiv| = Ay > 0 for P x P —a.e. (ug, by, z,v, w), (1.4)
t—oo ¢
where uP denotes the unique stationary measure for projective process (c.f. Definition 1.5).

1.1 Background and motivations

In the early 20th century, Rayleigh [2] proposed the use of the governing equations formulated by
Boussinesq [3] to investigate buoyancy-driven thermal convection mechanisms, with the goal of ex-
plaining the experimental observations made by Bénard [4]. These equations describe convective
phenomena within a fluid layer confined between two parallel plates, where the temperature 6 is main-
tained at a fixed value 6; at the top and 6, at the bottom, with 6; < 6, (i.e., heated from below).
Today, this classical Boussinesq equations serve as a fundamental framework across diverse physi-
cal domains, including climate and weather systems, plate tectonics, and stellar internal dynamics
(see [5-9] and references therein). The specific form of the Boussinesq equations considered in this
work, namely (1.2) supplemented with periodic boundary conditions, is sometimes termed the ‘homo-
geneous Rayleigh—Bénard’ system in the physics literature. To circumvent the potential emergence
of unbounded solutions within this periodic setting [10], we examine system (1.2) under isothermal
conditions.

We now briefly outline the motivation for introducing this type of degenerate stochastic forcing
in (1.2). Firstly, as early as the 19th century, J.V. Boussinesq conjectured that turbulence could
not be fully characterized by deterministic methods alone, advocating for a stochastic framework
[11]. Secondly, numerous researchers have proposed that the Navier-Stokes equations subjected to
degenerate white noise forcing can serve as a substitute model for the idealized ‘general’ stirring at
large scales assumed in fundamental turbulence theories, and this setting is common in the turbulence
literature (cf. [12-14] and references therein).

Unlike research on well-posedness, ergodicity and large deviations etc. for the stochastic Boussinesq
equations (cf. [15-25] and references therein), the dynamical properties of its solutions—particularly
chaotic behavior offering key insights into turbulence [31]—remain poorly understood, with rigorous
mathematical results notably absent.

The study of chaotic dynamics in dynamical systems has been a major focus for decades. Chaos
is generally characterized by sensitive dependence on initial conditions, signified by a positive top
Lyapunov exponent. In random dynamical systems, noise often induces an averaging effect that
facilitates chaos analysis compared to purely deterministic settings [27,28]. Current research on
chaos in stochastic fluid models—including chaos in the velocity field (Eulerian chaos) and chaos in



particle trajectories (Lagrangian chaos)—concentrates primarily on the Navier—Stokes equations. For
Fulerian chaos, the problem for the full 2D stochastic Navier—Stokes system remains unresolved; only
its Galerkin approximation has been rigorously proven to exhibit chaotic behavior [29].

The physics literature extensively investigates both Eulerian and Lagrangian chaos and their inter-
connections [30-34], which also underscores the importance of studying Lagrangian chaos. However,
rigorous mathematical results in this area remain scarce. Bedrossian et al. [35] provided the first rig-
orous proof of Lagrangian chaos for time-continuous velocity fields generated by physical fluid models
(e.g., Stokes or Navier-Stokes), where the Navier-Stokes system was driven by a white-in-time noise
that is non-degenerate at high Fourier modes. More precisely, the noise is assumed to be of the form
QWy(z) = > keZ\0 qrer(z) e WE, where {ex Yk rez\o forms a basis for the Hilbert space of square
integrable, mean-zero, divergence-free vector fields on T2, and {qx} is a sequence of real numbers such
that c|lk|™® < |qk| < Clk|= for |k| > L with some constants ¢, C, L > 0 and a > 5. Crucially, this
type of noise ensures the Lagrangian process’s strong Feller property, which is essential to their proof:
(a) Existence of A\;. The strong Feller property enables proving ergodicity of the Lagrangian process,
ensuring the existence of the exponent A;. Combined with the volume-preserving nature, this further
yields A > 0. (b) Positivity of A;. By Furstenberg’s criterion [36-38], A = 0 implies the almost
sure existence of a measurable deterministic invariant structure under the dynamics of the triplet
(ut, ¢, Ar) (c.f. (2.2)). For finite-dimensional systems, if one demonstrates sufficient nondegeneracy
in the distribution of Ay, this excludes such structures and proves that A, > 0. However, this strategy
fails for the infinite-dimensional 2D Navier—Stokes system. Under the strong Feller assumption, [35]
derived a refined Furstenberg criterion limiting possible invariant structures to two continuous types.
Approximate controllability arguments subsequently excluded their existence.

Building upon this foundation, Cooperman and Rowan [39] refined the results of [35] by intro-
ducing a novel and ingenious method to construct continuous invariant family of projective measures.
This approach circumvents the need for the strong Feller property and instead relies on smoothness
estimates of the transition functions for the triplet matrix process. For the 2D Navier-Stokes system
driven by highly degenerate white noise, these estimates were rigorously verified using Malliavin cal-
culus techniques from [40], and thus Cooperman and Rowan established the existence of Lagrangian
chaos. Recently, using the framework of [39], Nersesyan et al. [42] derived an analogous Furstenberg’s
criterion for the 2D Navier-Stokes system driven by highly degenerate, bounded, non-Gaussian noise
and similarly proved the existence of Lagrangian chaos. Moreover, based on the Furstenberg’s criterion
established in [35], Agresti [46] similarly established Lagrangian chaos for the 3D stochastic primitive
equations with nondegenerate noise.

This paper focuses on proving Lagrangian chaos for the 2D Boussinesq equations driven by highly
degenerate white noise. To the best of our knowledge, no prior rigorous results exist concerning chaos
in the Boussinesq equations.

1.2 Mathematical setting and notations

Let T2 = [0, 271]2 denote the period box. At numerous points throughout this paper, consideration
will also be given to the equivalent vorticity formulation of equation (1.2). Namely, if we denote



w = VL. u=0dus — doui, then by a standard calculation we obtain

(1.5)

dw + (u- Vw — v1Aw)dt = g0, 6dt,
0 + (u- V8 — 1, AG)dt = odW.

To close the system (1.5), we calculate u from w by Biot-Savart law, that is u = K * w, where K is
the Biot-Savart kernel, so that V+-u=w and V-u = 0.
We next introduce a functional setting for the system (1.5), which represents a standard procedure.

Define
H:= {U = (w,0)7 € L2(’]I'2)2 : / wdx :/ Odx = O}
T2 T2

to be the Hilbert space of square integrable, mean-zero, divergence-free vector fields on (T?)?2, equipped
with the norm

)\11/1V2
IUl% = flw@+WM% (1.6)

where A\; = 1 (we omit A; below) is the principal eigenvalue of —A on H. Observe that this norm is
equivalent to the standard norm on the space L2(']I‘2)2. The associated inner product on H is denoted
by (-,-) ;- Note furthermore that the zero mean property in the definition of H is maintained by the
flow (1.5). The higher order Sobolev spaces are denoted

H® = {U = (w,0)T € Ws’2(T2)2 : / wdr = / Odx = 0} for any s > 0.
T2 T2

where W*2(T?) is classical Sobolev space, which is equivalently denoted by H®. And H? is equipped
with the norm
2 vivs 2 2
WW&Z;ﬂMMw+WMm (1.7)
Additionally, in many parts of the manuscript, we also utilize the orthogonal basis in the H*
space, along with its finite-dimensional subspaces and their corresponding projection operators. Fix
the trigonometric basis:
(O,COS(j ) x))Tv m =0 (COS(j : 33), O)Tv m = 0,

o= " and Pit =

1.8
’ (0,sin(j - 2))T, m=1, (sin(j - 2),0)7, m=1, (18)

where j € Z? and = € T?. Here, J;.”er/ and 1/1;7”’”/ mean that o;ner/( mod 2) ond w;nerl( mod 2)
respectively, a convention that will be frequently employed in Section 4 and Subsection 5.2. And, we
also denote
72 :={j=(ji1,j2) €Z*:j1 >0o0r j1 =0, jo >0}.
Next, we reformulate system (1.5) into a functional form by introducing the following abstract
operators associated with each term in the equations. For U := (w, ) and U := (@, ), let A : D(A) =

H"2 ¢ H™ — H" be the linear, symmetric, positive definite operator defined by

AU := (-1 Aw, —1nA0)T



for any U € H"2_ Note that A is the infinitesimal generator of a semigroup e~ : H"™ — H"2. For
the nonlinear inertial term define B : "1 x A"+ — A by

~ A
BU,T) = ((K sw) - V@, (K *w) - ve) :
for U, U € H™. It is well known that

| K % w

as < Cllwll ge-1,

and since H"*2 < H" we indeed have that B(U, U ) € H". Finally, for the buoyancy term define
G: H" — H" by
GU := (g0,9, O)T,

for U € H™ 1.

Next we focus on the stochastic forcing terms appearing in (1.5). We introduce a finite set Z C Z2
which represents the forced directions in Fourier space (In fact, Z = {(1,0), (0,1)}). The driving
noise process W := (W7™);cz 01 is a d := 2 - | Z|-dimensional Brownian motion defined relative to
a filtered probability space (€2, F,{Ft}i>0,P). Denoting by {e}'}jcz,m=0,1 the standard basis of R2Z|
and considering a sequence of non-zero constants {oz;”}je 2Z,m=0,1, we define a linear map oy : R2IZI —
H* such that

0'96‘77'” = Og}na';n fOI' anyj S Z, m e {07 1}7

where 07" are the basis elements defined in (1.8). Denote the Hilbert-Schmidt norm of oy by

looll® := llogoall = D (o)™

JEZ
me{0,1}
We consider a stochastic forcing of the form
ogdW = Z ajol dwim, (1.9)
JEZ
me{0,1}

The index 0 of oy indicates that oy attains nontrivial values only in the second component, i.e., only
the 6 component is directly forced.

Note. Throughout, we fix the physical constants vy, v2 > 0 (k := min{v1, 2} < 2), g # 0 and non-zero
m

J )jezm:o,l'
implicitly depend on v1,v5 > 0,9 # 0, and o] # 0. All other parameter dependencies are indicated

noise coefficients (« Below analytic constants C' etc. may change line by line and they

” means the constant C depends on

explicitly, e.g. “there exists a constant C(p) > 0 such that ...
p,vi,V2,9 and a;n
With these preliminaries in hand, the equations (1.5) may be written as an abstract stochastic

evolution equation on H™:

AU, + (AU, + B(Uy, Uy)) dt = GUy dt + o9dW, Uy = U, (1.10)



where U € H". We say that U, is a solution of (1.10) if it is Fj-adapted,
Uy € C([0,00); H") N LE ([0, 00); H™FY)  as.,

and U satisfies (1.10) in the mild sense, that is,
t t
Uy = e MUy — / e~ A=) (B(Us, Us) — GU;) ds + / e A5 gy AW, (1.11)
0 0

Observe that B,G : H"t1 — H " and since e ' maps H" to H "+2 this formulation is consistent.
We now introduce a simplified formulation of the equation (1.10), which will be frequently employed
in subsequent developments, particularly for Hérmander-type Lie bracket computations. Setting

FU):=—-AU - B(U,U) + GU, (1.12)
then equation (1.10) can be writen as
AU, = F(U) dt + opdW, Uy =U.

The following proposition delineates the well-posedness and ergodicity properties pertaining to the
process (Uy) that we utilize in this manuscript.

Proposition 1.3. [25, Proposition 2.2] Fiz v1,vo > 0,9 # 0, and a filtered probability space
(Q, F,{Fit}t>0,P), the following holds for any T > 0:

(a) For all functions U € H" and with probability 1, there exists a unique mild solution U, €
C([O,T];f[”) with Uyg = U. As a function of the noise sample w € 2, the solution Uy is
measurable, Fy-adapted, and belongs to LP(Q; C([0,TY; fI”)) for all p > 1. Lastly, (Uy) itself is
a Feller Markov process on H™.

(b) The Markov process Uy admits a unique Borel stationary measure i in H".

Next, we introduce the definitions of the base process and the Markov process of interest consid-
ered in this manuscript. Here, the Markov property of these processes is ensured by verifying the
independent increments hypothesis (H1) in Subsection 2.1.1.

Definition 1.4. The base process refers to the Markov process {U}i>0 on H™ which solves the
(vorticity-form) incompressible stochastic Boussinesq equation (1.10) with initial data given by Uy. As
previously mentioned, we write v; == V+A"lw; to refer to the velocity field induced by the vorticity

wt, and equivalently we may refer to {(us, 0¢) }+>0 as the base process as well.

Definition 1.5. Given a geodesically complete Riemannian manifold (3,g) and an associated
vector field map © : H""H(T?%R?) — XL (X) (where XL (X) denotes the set of Cl . vector fields on
Y )-associating to any velocity field u; a vector field Oy, on Y-we define the associated Markov process

{us, 0, pt}e>0 where (uy, 6;) is the base process and p: solves

Pt = Ou,(Pt), (1.13)



with initial condition given by po € Y. There are several special processes™ that we will focus on listed
in Table 1.

Table 1: Several associated Markov processes of interest

Process Form Manifold Vector Field

Lagrangian (g, ¢, x¢) »l.=T1?2 OL(z) :=u(w)

Tangent (ug, 0, x4, 7)) BT :=T? x (R2\ {0}) ©L(2,7):= (u(z),7-Vu(x))
Projective  (uy, 0, x4, 1) 2P :=T? x §1 OF (z,v) := (u(z), v-Vu(z) - vivt)
Jacobian (ug, O, x4, As) L7 :=T? x SLy(R) 0l(z,A) = (u(x), AVu(z))

Remark 1.6. Note that when n = 4, the flow pt is a well-defined diffeomorphism since the velocity
field uy belongs to H?(T?) (so it is at least C? by Sobolev embedding). This gives rise to an Fi-adapted,
Feller Markov process (ug, 0;, p) on H(T?) x H?(T?) x ¥ defined by (1.13). Therefore, we only need
n =4.

It is noteworthy, however, that while well-posedness and the Markov property require only n = 4, the
subsequent establishment of the asymptotic gradient estimates for the Markov semigroup (c.f. Theorem
4.6)—which is crucial for proving the ergodicity of the Lagrangian process—necessitates the initial data
to belong to fIﬁ(TQ), i.e., n = 6. Apart from this specific step, all other aspects of the analysis are
developed and considered exclusively for n = 4.

Remark 1.7. It is imperative to emphasize that the Lagrangian flow for the incompressible stochas-
tic fluid equations is conservative. This fundamental fact underpins all subsequent investigations into
Lagrangian chaos. While the proof is straightforward, we provide it below to ensure the mathematical
rigor of this paper.

The Jacobian matriz A; satisfies A = Duy(x¢)As, furthermore, its determinant satisfies
det(At) = det(At) 'tT(At_lAt) = det(At) . t?"(At_l . Dut(xt) . At) = det(At) . t'r(Dut) =0.

The last inequality employs the incompressibility condition V-u = 0, from which we obtain det(A;) = 1,
implying that the Lagrangian flow is conservative.

1.3 Outline of the proof and contributions

Below is a fairly detailed exposition of the proof of Theorem 1.1, the main result of this paper. This
exposition also highlights several contributions of the present manuscript. The proof of Theorem 1.1
is primarily inspired by [35,38,39], and proceeds in three steps:

Stepl: Verification of framework for random dynamical systems and assumptions. Clas-
sical well-posedness theory and regularity estimates (see e.g. [17,21,43,44]) establish that the base,

*We note that one could simply pass all the results through the natural projection S* — RP! and consider the ‘true’
projective process on RP* throughout.



Lagrangian, projective, tangent and Jacobian processes are all Markovian, arise as continuous random
dynamical systems in the framework of Section 2.1.1, and the derivative cocycle associated with the
Lagrangian flow admits an integrability condition (2.1). Unlike the Navier-Stokes equations, estab-
lishing regularity estimates for the Boussinesq equation requires distinct weighted treatments for the
vorticity and temperature equations.

Step2: Ergodicity of the Lagrangian process and projective process. We now focus on the
ergodicity of processes (uy, 0, x¢) and (uy, 0y, x¢,v¢) (c.f. Corollary 3.10). The existence of station-
ary measures follows from the compactness of manifolds X!, ¥ and the super-Lyapunov property
(3.5), via the Krylov-Bogolyubov theorem. For uniqueness, the degenerate nature of noise (1.9) leads
us to employ the asymptotically strong Feller framework established by Martin Hairer etc. [40, 41].
Therefore, it suffices to prove that the extended system satisfies the time asymptotic gradient estimate
and weak irreducibility required (c.f. Corollary 3.8 and Proposition 3.9, respectively) by the frame-
work above. By manifold compactness, the former reduces to establishing a unit-time asymptotic
gradient estimate on the Markov semigroup (compared to [25], this yields substantial simplification—
particularly in constructing the control process vtﬁ , see (4.12))—crucially contingent on obtaining a
nondegenerate bound on a cone for the associated Malliavin matrix Mg (c.f. Theorem 4.12). The
latter follows directly from an approximate controllability argument.

It should be emphasized that, unlike previous studies on the long-time behavior of the 2D stochastic
Boussinesq equations (e.g. [19,23,25] etc.), we need to additionally consider x; and v; induced by the
base process (uy, 6;). Crucially, equation (1.13) contains no explicit noise term—that is, no direct noise
source—yet randomness propagates from the temperature 6; (directly noise-driven) to the velocity field
u,, and subsequently to the vector field p; on manifold 3, see equations (1.2) and (1.13). Consequently,
our case exhibits stronger degeneracy and requires further accounts for the geometric specifics on
manifold TX.

The ergodicity of the Lagrangian process, combined with integrability conditions, guarantees the

existence of Lyapunov exponents through the multiplicative ergodic theorem (c.f. Theorem 2.4).
Specifically, for p'-almost every (ug,6,Xq), the limit tlggo %log|Dxxt| = Ay exists. Furthermore,
the ergodicity of the projective process combined with the random multiplicative ergodic theorem
(c.f. [45, Theorem III.1.2]) yields a stronger result that holds u”-almost surely. Here, u' and u”
denote the unique stationary measures for the Lagrangian process and the projective process, respec-
tively.
Step3: Furstenberg’s criterion and approximate controllability. Next, we establish the posi-
tivity of the top Lyapunov exponent A\y. As noted earlier, this is typically proven via the Furstenberg’s
criterion. This criterion indicates that for conservative systems, an alternative scenario to the pos-
itivity of the top Lyapunov exponent is the existence of an almost surely invariant structure under
the dynamics of the quadruplet (uy, 6;,x;, A¢). Therefore, we require two conditions: (i) The family
of invariant projective measures possesses suitable continuity; (ii) The system exhibits approximate
controllability. The former enables the application and refinement of the Furstenberg’s criterion, re-
stricting possible invariant structures to two continuous types, while the latter precludes the existence
of these two types to ensure the positivity of the top Lyapunov exponent.



Regarding condition (i), continuity can be achieved through two distinct approaches: (a) Smooth-
ing estimates of transition semigroups of the extended system (e.g., strong Feller property [35,46],
asymptotic strong Feller property [39], Holder-type smoothing estimates [42]) for the Lagrangian and
projective processes; (b) Weak continuity via compactness of the phase space and uniform mixing in
total variation distance [47,48].

Analysis in Step 2 reveals that for the Boussinesq equations, the Lagrangian process (ug, 0y, X¢)
and projective process (uy, 8¢, X, v;) satisfy merely the asymptotic strong Feller property and mix ex-
clusively in the weaker dual-Lipschitz metric. We therefore adopt the framework of [39] to establish
continuity of the family of invariant projective measures (c.f. Proposition 2.9), thereby deriving an
analogous Furstenberg’s criterion (c.f. Theorem 2.10). Thus, only condition (ii) requires verification.
We verify the approximate controllability condition (c.f. Definition 2.12) by constructing smooth con-
trols, which completes the proof of Theorem 1.1. Notably, compared with the literature considering
only the process (uy, 6;, %) [25] or the Navier-Stokes equations [39,42], the verification of controlla-
bility here becomes more subtle and intricate due to heightened degeneracy and increased equation
complexity.

It is evident that the principal challenges in this work lie in establishing the probabilistic spectral
bound on a cone for Malliavin matrix associated with the extended system and verifying its approx-
imate controllability condition. We now outline these difficulties and our corresponding resolution
strategies.

(1) Substantial modifications to the computations in [25, Sections 5-6] are required to adapt them
to the extended system, with analysis conducted from both the H "-component and T>-component
perspectives. We first state that for any p € H" x Tp, ¥ and on the set Q* with P((Q*)°) <
C exp(nV"2(Up))oc(1) one has,

max sup  [(J{rp, o) < oe(1)]lpll,
U\SN,me{o,l}te[T/2,T]’< b o)l Wl (1.14)

m N (Ur), )] < oc(1)]lp],
Jjemax T 5 (Ur) e < oc(1)]lpl

(Mrp,p) < ellp]* =

where V" *2(Uy) is the n + 2-order version of the super Lyapunov function as in Definition 3.5, Mr is
the Malliavin matrix, J;7 is the adjoint of the linearization of process (U, pt), and J ﬁfm(UT) is defined
as in (4.46). Using (1.14), we prove that with high probability the Sobolev norm of the H"-component
of p does not grow excessively, thereby controlling its overlap in the H" direction. However, unlike
the Navier-Stokes equations (c.f. [39]), it is crucial to note that the estimates (1.14) generated by
Hoérmander-type Lie brackets now explicitly depend on the stochastic process Ur. Consequently, we
must carefully balance the control of the energy of Ur with ensuring the validity of Proposition 4.22.

Then, we also wish to establish an analogous implication relationship for T3-component. However,
we can only obtain the following expression on the set Q*:

(Mrp,p) < ellp|]?

emmax NPT, 27 O] = (07w (Pr) + Oy (o)) p)| < o1l

10



where U := U — oW, Y"(U) == [F(U),0]f"] and Z"(U) = [F(U),Y"(U)], [,] and [, ], denote
the Lie bracket operations with respect to U and z respectively, as explicitly defined in (4.8). Using
the overlap of p in the H™ direction and Assumption 4.3 (i.e. ‘solution-dependent manifold spanning
condition’)-© 7 (Ur) + @[U%ij(UT)]x uniformly spans T3, we can further control the overlap of p
in the T direction. Consequently, it suffices to verify Assumption 4.3. We note that, unlike in
reference [39] where only O, (with ej being the real-valued Fourier basis) needed to be considered,
the vector fields associated with the tangent bundle T3 here exhibit significantly higher complexity
and strongly depend on the stochastic process Ur satisfying equation (1.10). Therefore, the spanning
property holds only almost everywhere. Furthermore, this necessitates a more delicate treatment in
selecting appropriate vector fields when verifying the spanning condition, while carefully balancing
the selection of N and the control of the bound on Ur.

(2) To construct the required smooth controls under the constraints of degenerate noise and the
system’s inherent complexity, we develop specialized flows to guide the system’s evolution, adapting
and extending the ‘shear flow” and ‘cellular flow’ methods from [35, Section 7] to the Boussinesq system.
The resulting smooth control directly affects only the temperature equation, yet achieves controllabil-
ity of the velocity equation through the coupling mechanism. Due to the equation structure, these con-
trols inevitably possess spatial dependence—specifically, they take the formof 3, - 2.1e{0,1} 02 (m)h% (z,t).
This constitutes a fundamental distinction from the spatially homogeneous Qh(t)-type controls em-
ployed in prior works [39,42,46]. When establishing the approximation properties essential for verifying
approximate controllability, this spatial dependence introduces significant additional complexity (see
Proposition 6.2).

Finally, to facilitate focused application of the developed techniques to Lagrangian chaos studies
in stochastic incompressible fluid models—such as stochastic incompressible magnetohydrodynamics
(MHD) equations driven by degenerate noise—we formalize generalizable structural properties while

concretizing some existing conditions.

o The base, Lagrangian, projective, tangent and Jacobian processes are all almost surely globally
well-posed and Markovian, arising as continuous random dynamical systems. Moreover, the
derivative cocycle associated with the Lagrangian process admits an integrability condition.

(et (2.1)).

e The Lagrangian and projective processes are asymptotic strong Feller and weak irreducible. For
the former specifically, this requires: the essential bounds on the dynamics of the extended
system, a ‘generalized Hérmander condition’ and a ‘solution-dependent manifold spanning con-

dition’ (c.f. Section 4 for more details).

e The projective and Jacobian processes exhibit approximate control condition. Specifically for
fluid models with Euler-type nonlinearity (e.g. Navier-Stokes equations, primitive equations
and Boussinesq equations etc.), approximate controllability is achieved by constructing smooth
controls via shear and cellular flows.

The manuscript is organized as follows: In Section 2, we review fundamental concepts in random

dynamical systems theory, establishes the key Furstenberg’s criterion, and reduces the proof of the

11



main theorem to establishing the ergodicity of the Lagrangian and projective processes and verifying
the approximate controllability of the extended system. Section 3 provides necessary a priori moment
estimates for the equations and simplifies the proof of ergodicity for the Lagrangian and projective
processes to verifying weak irreducibility and establishing the unit-time asymptotic gradient estimate.
In Section 4, we reduce the unit-time asymptotic gradient estimate to establishing the probabilistic
spectral bound on a cone for the Malliavin matrix via a control problem, demonstrating that these
bounds hold under Assumptions 4.2-4.3. In Section 5, we verify that the extended system satisfies
Assumptions 4.2-4.3. Section 6 verifies the nonlinear approximate controllability of the extended
system associated with the Boussinesq system (1.2) and thereby proves the weak irreducibility of the
Lagrangian and projective processes. The Appendix supplies proofs for the a priori moment estimates
required in Section 3 and selected results used in the paper.

2 Fundamental mathematical framework and main results

In this section, we primarily introduce the random dynamical systems (RDS) framework, which is the
principal abstract framework underpinning our research. Here, we focus specifically on RDS equipped
with the independent increments hypothesis and linear cocycles satisfying an integrability condition.
We also present the Multiplicative Ergodic Theorem and Furstenberg’s criterion within this framework.
Detailed proofs for many specific results can be found in the references [35,49-51].

2.1 The RDS framework and the Multiplicative Ergodic Theorem

As previously stated, the proof of Theorem 1.1 requires establishing two key properties:
(A) that the limit defining the Lyapunov exponent Ay exists and is constant almost surely,
(B) that this exponent satisfies Ay > 0.

We first employ tools from random dynamical systems theory to prove (A). To this end, this sec-
tion briefly reviews foundational concepts and results in RDS relevant to our work. Specifically, we
verify that the base, Lagrangian, projective, and tangent processes are all continuous random dynam-
ical systems, and that they satisfy the required independent increments hypothesis and integrability

condition.

2.1.1 Basic setup for random dynamics system

Let (Q,F,P) be a probability space and let (6') be a measure-preserving semiflow on €, i.e., 6 :
[0,00) X Q — Q, (t,w) — 0'w is a measurable mapping satisfying

(i) 0w = w for all w € Q,
(ii) 6% 00 = 6'FS for all s,t > 0, and

(iii) Po (§")~! =P for all t > 0.

12



Suppose that €2 is a Borel subset of a Polish space, and F is the set of Borel subsets of 2. Let (Z, d)
be a separable, complete metric space. A random dynamical system or RDS on Z is an assignment to
each w € Q of a mapping Ty, : [0,00) X Z — Z satisfying the following basic properties:

(i) (Measurability) The mapping 7 : [0,00) X Q x Z — Z, (t,w,2) — T}z, is measurable with
respect to Bor([0,00)) ® F @ Bor(Z) and Bor(Z).

(ii) (Cocycle property) For all w € Q, we have 70 = Idy (the identity mapping on Z), and for
s,t >0, we have T35t = Tf oTp5.

(iii) (Continuity) For all elements w € €, the mapping 7y, : [0,00) X Z — Z belongs to Cy, ([0, 00) x
Z, 7).

Here, for metric spaces V, W, space Cy3(V, W) is the the space of continuous maps E : V. — W
such that for every bounded set O C V, both the restriction E|p is uniformly continuous and the
image F(O) is a bounded subset of W hold.

Definition 2.1. We refer to T satisfying (i)-(%ii) above as a continuous RDS on Z.

In addition to (i)-(iii) above, we will almost always assume that the RDS T satisfies the usual
independent increments assumption.
(H1) For all s,t > 0, we have that 77, is independent of 7;; . That is, the o-subalgebra o(Tg) C F
generated by the C(Z, Z)-valued random variable w ~ T is independent of the o-subalgebra
o(T4:,,) generated by w — T .

Remark 2.2. Based on the well-posedness results and ergodicity results in [25], and following the
approach elaborated in [35, Section A.1], we obtain the corresponding mapping U : [0, 00) x Q X HY >
H*, (t,w,U) — UL (U) for the base process (Uy;) is a continuous random dynamical systems satisfying
the independent increment assumption, the corresponding mapping B : [0,00) x Q X H* x T? —
H* x T2 for the Lagrangian process (Uy,x¢) also is a continuous random dynamical systems satisfying
the independent increment assumption, with analogous results holding for projective process, tangent

process and jacobian process.

We write P, : H* x & — P(H* x £) to denote the time ¢ transition kernel, where P(X) denotes
the space of probability measures on X. We also let P; act adjointly on observables ¢ : HixY > X
by pulling back:

Pyp(Uo, o) = /‘P(Utapt)Pt(UOapO§dUtadpt)'

2.1.2 Linear cocycles over RDS and the Multiplicative Ergodic Theorem

In this section, we formalize the concept of linear cocycles over random dynamical systems and rigor-
ously state the multiplicative ergodic theorem (Theorem 2.4), which provides the foundational frame-
work for establishing the proof of property (A).
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Definition 2.3. Let T be a continuous RDS as in Section 2.1.1, referred to below as the base
RDS, and let (t) be its associated skew product. A d-dimensional linear cocycle A over the base RDS
T is a mapping A : Q — Cy(]0,00) X Z, Mgxq(R)) with the following properties:

i) The evaluation mapping 2 x [0,00) x Z — Mixq(R) sending (w,t,z) — Al _ is F® Bor([0,00))®
W,z

Bor(Z)-measurable.

(ii) The mapping A satisfies the cocycle property: for any z € Z,w € Q we have A?u,z = Idpa, the
d x d identity matriz, and for s,t > 0 we have

s+t __ gs t
Aw,z - © Aw,z'

Tt (w,z)

The following is a version of the multiplicative ergodic theorem (MET) in [51].

Theorem 2.4. Let T be a continuous RDS as in Section 2.1.1 satisfying independent increments
assumption. Let u € P(Z) be an ergodic stationary measure for T, and let A be a linear cocycle over
T satisfying the following integrability condition:

[ (s g 14l ) o), B [ [ sup o (A1) ) < 1)

0<t<1 0<t<1

where log™ (z) := max{0,log(x)} for x > 0 and E is the expectation with respect to P. Then there are
re{l,...,d} deterministic real numbers

Ap < oo <\
and for P x p-a.e. (w,z), a flag of subspaces

{0} = Foi1 € Fp(w,2) € -+~ C Fy(w, 2) C F) :=RY

such that 1
A = lim ~log |AL Lv|, v € Fi(w,2)\ Fiy1(w, 2).
t—oo t ’
Moreover, for any i € {1,...,r}, the mapping (w,z) — F;(w,z) is measurable and dim F;(w, z) is

constant for P x p-a.e. (w,z).

In particular, A; in the above theorem is precisely the top Lyapunov exponent of interest. By
Kingman’s subadditive ergodic theorem (see [54]), A; equals A} defined by the limit in (1.3), and

Ay 1= Zmi)\i = tlggo % log {det (Afuz)‘ .
i=1

Hence, Ay, = 0 if det (Afmz) = 1. In particular, for the Lagrangian flow considered in this paper, we
have Ay, = 0.

14



Remark 2.5. The cocycle A, , = DT}, z € Z, t > 0, is often referred to as the derivative
cocycle for T. Building on the theoretical framework established above, in this paper we investigate

the linear cocycle

A:[0,00) x Q x H* x T? = May2(R)
defined by
Afu,U,x = DIXZ},U'

For the Boussinesq equations, moment estimates analogous to those established in [35, 50, 52] can
be similarly established. Consequently, the derivative cocycle associated with the Lagrangian process
satisfies the integrability condition (2.1). Furthermore, the independent increments condition for the
projective RDS asscoiated to the cocycle A is equivalent to condition (H1) for the (Uy,xy, Ay) process.

Remark 2.6. If the Lagrangian process admits an unique stationary measure u*, then given that
the integrability condition holds, it follows from the MET that the top Lyapunov exponent of this linear
cocycle exists and is P x p' almost surely constant. T Therefore, to verify property (A), it suffices
to prove that the Lagrangian process admits a unique stationary measure, which will be established in

Corollary 3.10.
2.2 Positivity of the top Lyapunov exponent
Now, we focus in this subsection on verifying property (B) using Furstenberg’s criterion, achieved by
ruling out invariant structures for the projective measure that possess certain continuity.
2.2.1 Furstenberg’s criterion with families of unconditionally continuous measures
We begin by presenting a standard version of the Furstenberg’s criterion, directly adapted from [37]:
Theorem 2.7. If \; = \,, then for each z € Z there is a Borel measure v, on P! such that
(i) the assignment z — v, is measurable, and

(7i) for eacht € [0,00) and (P x p)-almost all (w, z) € Q x Z (perhaps depending on t), we have that
(AL )ovs = vy (22)

Although the classical Furstenberg criterion implies that the positivity of the top Lyapunov ex-
ponent would follow by simply ruling out any family of projective measures {v.}.csuppp satisfying
the invariant structure (2.2), the mere measurability of such a family is insufficient to exclude these
invariant structures. [47, Section 4] and [48, Proposition 2.10] circumvent this by imposing a stronger

assumption-namely, that the stationary measure p is mixing under the total variation norm-which

fIndeed, for a random dynamical system 7 satisfying the independent increments assumption (H1), if x is the
stationary measure of the transition semigroup P;, then P x p is an invariant measure of the skew product 7+ associated
with 7. Furthermore, if the semigroup admits a unique invariant measure u, then P x y is an ergodic invariant measure
of the random dynamical system 7T .
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enables the selection of a weakly continuous family of measures {v,}. However, these results do not
extend to Lagrangian trajectories governed by the Boussinesq system, where degenerate noise induces
mixing only under the weaker dual-Lipschitz metric. To address this limitation, we employ a refined
version of the Furstenberg’s criterion proposed in [39, Proposition 3.4].

Proposition 2.8. [39, Proposition 3.1] Let P(z,dy) be a Markov kernel on a Radon space
(Z, M, ) where p is stationary under P, that is,

| Plesdy uldz) = ().

Let A be a cocycle on Z, identified with a measurable A : Z — SLa(R). We also write A, to denote

the induced map A, : St — S given by A, : v — ‘jgzgy

Suppose v : Z — P(S') is a measurable family of probability measures on the sphere S' satisfying

the twisted pullback condition
v = (A, [ v, Ple.dy),

where A.v denotes the pushforward measure of v under the map A.
Let Ay be the top Lyapunov exponent of the cocycle, then

. 1
Ay = nh_}rgo ﬁElog [ A(zn—1) - - - A(21)A(20) |

where zg is distributed according to p and the remaining z; are distributed according to the trajectory

of the Markov process started from zg. If Ay = 0, then the family is almost surely invariant:
A(20)4V2 = Vayy P(20,d21)p(d20) — a.s..

Analogous to [39, Proposition 3.3] by using the priori estimates (3.4)-(3.6) for the Boussinesq
equations and the unit-time asymptotic gradient estimate for the Lagrangian and tangent processes

(c.f. Proposition 3.7), we derive a family of unconditionally continuous projective measures.

Proposition 2.9. There exists a locally Lipschitz family of probability measures
v:H*x 37 - P(sh
such that

Vo wone = (Ag)7! / Vs P1(U, o, I, U, dx, dA), (2.3)

where we metrize P(SY) with the W11 norm.
Then combining with the cocycle property of the Jacobian process, we obtain:

Theorem 2.10 (Furstenberg’s criterion). Consider the Jacobian process {(Us,x¢, At) >0 with
initial data (Uy,xo) distributed according to the stationary measure of the Lagrangian process and
Ag = 1. If the top Lyapunov exponent

-— 3 -1
A= Jim ¢ flog 4]
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is zero, then there is a continuous map v : H*x ¥ — W=LL(SY) satisfying the invariance formula
(At)+Vu, %, = Vug.xo (2.4)

pt-almost surely for t € N, where u' is the unique stationary measure for the Lagrangian process.

2.2.2 Contradicting Furstenberg’s criterion

This section directly follows the arguments of [53, Sections 4.3 and 7], and using our Theorem 2.10 in
place of the strong Feller assumption. We begin by citing a highly useful result that establishes two
types of continuity structures for the linear cocycle A preserving the family of invariant measures v
in Proposition 2.9. This refined result allows for the exclusion of invariant structures directly via the
approximate controllability condition (c.f. Definition 2.12), thereby yielding the positivity of the top
Lyapunov exponent.

Theorem 2.11. (Classification of invariant measure families, [35, Theorem 4.7]) Let (U, X) — vy,
be the continuous family of probability measures satisfying the invariance formula (2.4) almost surely.

Then one of the following alternatives holds.

(a) There is a continuously-varying inner product {(-,-)y, on R? with the property that for any
(Uo,x0) € H* x T? and Ag := Iz, the map Ay : (R (-, Voyng) — (R2, (Vv n,) G5 an isome-
try almost surely, where (U, %y, At) is distributed according to the transition probability of the

Jacobian process.

(b) For somep € N, there are measurably-varying assignments from zg € HAXT? to one-dimensional
linear subspaces Eio C R?, for each 1 < i < p, with the property that, if z is distributed according

=

to the transition measure P/ (), then AtEiO = E;rt(i) for some permutation w. Furthermore, the

collection (E') is locally (on small neighborhoods) continuous up to re-labelling.

We now state the main result of this section, Theorem 2.13, and complete the proof of the paper’s
central conclusion: the top Lyapunov exponent associated with the Lagrangian flow x; is positive.

Definition 2.12. We say that the cocycle A satisfies the approximate controllability condition (C)
if there exist z, 2" € supp u such that 2’ belongs to the support of the measure Py, (z,-) for some ty > 0,
and we have each of the following for all t > 0.

(a) For anyx € T? ¢, M > 0,
P ((Uy, x4, At) € B:(2') x B-(x") x {A € SLa(R) : |A] > M}|(Uo, %0, Ao) = (2,%,1d)) > 0.
(b) For any (x,v) € T? x S*, open set V.C S', and e > 0,

P ((Ut,xt,vt) € B:(2) x Bo(x') x V|(Uy, %0, v0) = (z,x,v)) > 0.
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Theorem 2.13. Let u be an ergodic stationary measures for which the approximate controllability
condition (C) holds. Then there exists Ay > 0 such that, for every initial (Uy, z,vg) € H* x 3P and
AO = Id,

t
Ay = lim t7 'R [log|A¢|] = lim t'E [/ vs - Vug(xs)vs ds| .
t—o00 t—o00 0
Proof. The proof follows an analogous approach to that of [39, Theorem 3.6]. O

Proof of Theorem 1.1. In Section 6, we complete the verification of approximate controllability con-
dition (C'), which, combined with Theorem 2.13, immediately yields Theorem 1.1. O

Proof of Remark 1.2. By utilizing the existence of a unique stationary measure for the projective
process (Corollary 3.10) and the random multiplicative Ergodic Theorem ( [45, Theorem III1.1.2]), we
can complete the proof. O

3 Priori moment estimates and ergodicity

In this section, we present the a priori moment estimates and the super-Lyapunov function for the
stochastic Boussinesq equations, which are frequently employed throughout the manuscript. Detailed
proofs of these results are deferred to Appendix A. Furthermore, this section establishes ergodicity
results for the Markov processes of interest (c.f. Table 1), thereby ensuring the validity of property
(A).

3.1 Priori moment estimates and super-Lyapunov function for stochastic Boussi-
nesq equations

Proposition 3.1. Suppose that U, is a solution to (1.10), k := min{vi,va}. Then there exists
C > 0 such that for alln < C™' and 0 < s < t,

K s o-1s
E exp (77 sup <\UTH§{ + — a 12611 da)) < 0?9 exp <e ¢ nHUOH%J : (3.1)

s<r<

Additionally, there exists C(n) > 0 such that for all 0 <n < C71 and 0 < s < t,

E 2 2 <C Ct —C~ U n+2 CollU. 2
exp | 1 sup | ([0 + ||U [} da < Ceexp (e nl|Tol| 57 + Cnl|Uo]1%
(3.2)
and
n+2 —
E exp (n iupt<\U I + / UalF041 da ) ) < e Crexp (Clltal3) . (33)
s<r<

Definition 3.2 (Super-Lyapunov function for the base process). For U € H*, we define

V()= (I1U1% +ollUly), (3.4)
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where §,0 > 0 are some fixed small constants, chosen according to Proposition 3.1 so that Corollary
3.3 holds for alln € (0,2).

Following the proof in [39, Corollaries 2.5-2.6], we can similarly establish two useful corollaries
toward the proof of Proposition 2.9.

Corollary 3.3 (Super-Lyapunov property). There exists § € (0,1) and a constant C > 0 such
that for alln € (0,2) and t > 1,

Eexp(nV(U)) < Cexp(BnV (Uy)). (3.5)

Corollary 3.4 (Exponential moments of C* norms). There exists a > 0 such that for all K,n,t > 0
there exists C(K,n,t) > 0 such that

Eem<é1£vamauw)scumpwva%». (36)

We now present an arbitrary-order version V" of the super Lyapunov function V. Noted that V"
remains essentially identical to V', and considering arbitrary orders does not significantly increase the
complexity while slightly enhancing the generality of the framework.

Definition 3.5. Let

2
n o 2 n
VrO) = o (W01 + 10152

where 1, > 0 is chosen so that we can apply Proposition 3.1 to

2
2 n+2
GO o enllUI

for alln < 2.

Remark 3.6. Note that the higher-order version of V,, controls its lower-order counterparts in the
sense that for any 1 < k <, there exists C(k,n) such that V¥ < CV™.

3.2 Ergodicity of the Markov processes

We have established that to prove (A), namely the existence of the top Lyapunov exponent A, it is
necessary to demonstrate the existence and uniqueness of stationary measures for the base process,
Lagrangian process, and projective process. Furthermore, to use Furstenberg’s criterion (Theorem
2.10), the asymptotic gradient estimate for the semigroup over unit-time (Proposition 3.7) is also
necessary.

In this subsection, we state Proposition 3.7 and Corollary 3.8, which provide key regularity esti-
mates for the processes under study. In particular, Corollary 3.8 serves as a sufficient condition for
the asymptotic strong Feller property introduced in [40], from which the uniqueness of the stationary
probability measure for the corresponding process follows directly. Proposition 3.7 is a special case of
Theorem 4.6, which generalizes [25, Proposition 2.6] to the setting of stochastic Boussinesq equations
coupled with vector fields on manifolds. We note that below we take norms of Vo(U, p) € HAXTY, de-
noted by ||V (U, p)|| g4- By this, we mean that we take the sum of the H* norm in the H* component
and the norm induced by the Riemannian metric in the 7Y component.
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Proposition 3.7 (unit-time asymptotic gradient estimate). Consider either the base, Lagrangian,
tangent, projective, or Jacobian process. Then for each n,vy € (0,1) there is C(p,n,vy) > 0, locally
bounded in p € X, such that for each Fréchet differentiable ¢ : HYx Y — R,

IVPLo(U,p)l| s < exp(nVO(U) (Cv/PUIRP(T. ) + 71/ LIV

We will discuss the proof of this proposition in next subsection and complete the proof in Section 4.

2 ,(Up)). (3.7)

Moreover, when ¥ is compact, the super-Lyapunov property enables us to directly derive the following
time asymptotic gradient estimate from the unit-time asymptotic gradient estimate in Proposition 3.7,
following a proof strategy analogous to [39, Lemma 2.10].

Corollary 3.8 (time asymptotic gradient estimate). Consider either the base, Lagrangian, or
projective process. For every n,~v € (0,1) there is C(n,v) > 0 such that for each Fréchet differentiable
observable ¢ : H*xY S Randt>1,

HVPHPHUV < CH(PHnV + fytHVgoan, (3.8)
where ||@llyv = sup exp(—nV°(u))|p(u, p)|.
ucH4

To adapt to the asymptotic strong Feller framework in [40, Corollary 3.17], it is also necessary to
prove the following weak irreducibility properties, proved in Section 6 below.

Proposition 3.9 (weak irreducibility). For Systems (1.2) and (1.13), we have the following:

(1) The support of any stationary measure for the Lagrangian process (ug,0,%;) on H?(T?) x
H5(T?) x T2 must contain the set {0} x {0} x T2.

(2) The support of any stationary measure for the projective process (uy, 0, %¢,v;) on H®(T?) x
H5(T?) x T? x S* must contain {0} x {0} x T? x S*.

Corollary 3.8 establishes that the Markov semigroup is asymptotic strong Feller. Combining this
with the weak irreducibility from Proposition 3.9, we conclude through [40, Corollary 3.17] that
there can exist at most one stationary measure. The existence follows from the tightness of the
sequence of averaged measures, which is guaranteed by Corollary 3.3 and the compactness of X1,
P, Subsequently, any subsequence of averaged measures (along a further subsequence) converges to
the unique stationary measure, and therefore the original sequence of averaged measures must also
converge. This establishes the following ergodicity result:

Corollary 3.10. The base, Lagrangian, and projective processes each have a unique stationary
measure, denoted p, p', and pt respectively. Furthermore, for each initial probability measure v €
P(H?(T?) x H5(T?) x X), the averaged measures

t
t=1 / P,vds
0

converge weakly to the stationary measure as t — oo.
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4 Malliavin calculus and probabilistic spectral bound

The objective of this section is to adapt the techniques from [25,40,41] to our specific setting. Here, we
consider an arbitrary manifold 3 and its associated vector field mapping O, as described in Definition
1.5. Recall that © and u; induce a extended process (wy, 0y, pt), where p; € X. A central idea in
the methodology of [25,40,41] lies in the differential treatment of such processes. Consequently, our
primary focus will be on the linearization of the process (ws, 0¢, pt)-

Definition 4.1. We denote the derivative of the process (wy, 0, p1) —viewed as a (random) function
of its previous value (ws, 05, ps)—by the (random) linear operator Jy,: H™ x Tp, X — H" x T, 8. We
note that Js; solves an equation in t, that is

d
T TIst = LiJs ¢
\.75,5 = 1d7

where Ly := L(wg, 04, pt): H® x Ty, X — H* x Tp,, X is given by

L, v\ _ (A~ B¢, Ut) — B(Ut, t) + Gy
q . qt v@Ut (pt) + @Tﬁt(pt) '

where A, B(U,U) and G are as defined in Section 1.2, v = (¥, 4?), and the specific form of Ly is
given as follows:

Pl v AP} — VEATIYL - Vwy — VEAT Wy - V! + g0pip?
Ly wQ = 1/2A1/)t2 — VJ‘A_lwtl -Vl — VLA_lwt . V'(ﬂ?
q Gt - VOu, (Pt) + Oy (pt)

In the remainder of this paper, for notational simplicity, we shall occasionally identify © 1 (pt)(Ou, (Pt))
with Oy, (Pt)(Ov, (pt)) without explicitly emphasizing that the vector fields on the manifold are induced
by the velocity field.

We denote the second derivative of the same process (wi, 0y, pt)—again viewed as a function of

(ws, s, ps)—by the (random) bilinear form
T2 (H" x Tp,2) @ (H" x Tp, %) — H" x Tp, 3.

The precise value of n for which these are defined is determined by Assumption 4.2 below. In fact,
setting n = 4 suffices.

We now give the essential bounds on the dynamics we need to prove our hypoellipticity result,
compare to [25, Lemma A.3]. We note that below we use the notation ||| 4._, 5 for the operator
norm of T: H" x TS — H* x T3, with the TY component normed by the Riemannian metric.

21



Assumption 4.2 (essential bounds on the dynamics ). There exists n € N such that for all
T,q>0,n€(0,1), there is C(po,n,q,T) > 0, locally bounded in pg € 2, such that

E sup sup [[©y(p:)|? < CE[[¢] gne™ " (0) (4.1)
0<t<T yefrm
E sup [ Tsill?, o, < CeV" 00 (4.2)
0<s<t<T —H
El| 1231/l s < CenV" (o) (4.3)
2 119 V™ (Uo)
Eosiggg 1Tt s i < C (44)
VU,
ET/ZEiTHLtH%WMm < Cen () (4.5)

It is important to note that the gradient estimates for the Markov semigroup we aim to prove
involve not only the base process but also the vector fields on the manifold. Therefore, to obtain
the probabilistic spectral bound on a cone for the Malliavin matrix, we must additionally impose a
spanning condition on the vector fields over the tangent bundle T'3.. Specifically, at every point p € X,
there should exist some N > 0 such that

{GZ}”(U)(I)) + @[U,ij(ﬁ)]z(p) il < Nym e {0, 1}}
spans Tp%. Here, U:=U—oyW,

YMU) = [F(U),0]"] = voljPo]" + B(U,07") + (=1)"gjry]"*, (4.6)

and
ZiU) - = [F(U),Y"(U)]
= B(F(U),0f") +v3li[*o]" + (=1)™ (11 + v2)gin i ¢ + A(B(U, o7"))

+ ()9 B+ U) = B(U, —veljoy + (~1)" gy

+ B(U,B(U,07")) — GB(U,0}"), (4.7)
where F(U) := —AU — B(U,U) + GU is the drift of equation (1.10). And [X,Y] is the Lie bracket of
two vector fields X, Y, defined for each U € H* by

(X((U),Y(U)]=VYU)X(U)-VXU)Y(U). (4.8)

When not taking the directional derivative with respect to U, we distinguish the Lie brackets by adding
subscripts, such as [X, Y], := VY (2) X (z) — VX (2)Y (z). During the proof of Proposition 4.28 later
in the text, we observe that the spanning covering alone is insufficient—it additionally requires this

spanning property to satisfy uniform quantitative moment bounds.

Assumption 4.3 (solution-dependent manifold spanning condition). There ezists n € N and
N > 0 such that for all T,q > 0,n € (0,1), there exists C(po,n,q,T) > 0, locally bounded in pgy, such
that

—q
E sup ‘g(@z;m(ﬁ) (pT) + @[Ut,nm(ﬁ)}z(pT),'U) ‘) S Cenv (UO)

<' max
vETRS,|lv)|=1 \lF|<N,me{0,1}
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Here, we recall that § denotes the Riemannian metric on the manifold ¥ as defined in Definition 1.5.
For the case that X is compact, we get a much simpler bound, that

E sup < C.

-1
max J @Zm T + 0 U,y (T , U )
vETpY,[lv[|=1 <j<N,m€{0,1})g( 7 )(pT) [Ue,Y™( )]z(p:r) )‘

Remark 4.4. It is important to note that, unlike in [39] where only ©,, needs to be considered (with
e being the real-valued Fourier basis), the vector fields associated with TS here are strongly dependent
on the stochastic process U satisfying equation (1.10). Hence, the spanning property holds only almost

everywhere, and additional difficulties arise when subsequently verifying the required assumptions.

The following proposition verifies that the relevant processes satisfy the two assumptions stated
above. Its detailed proof, which requires lengthy and involved computations, will be deferred to
Subsections 5.1 and 5.2.

Proposition 4.5. The Lagrangian, projective, tangent, and Jacobian processes for Systems (1.2)
and (1.13) each satisfy Assumptions 4.2 and 4.3.

For the remainder of this section, we fix n and suppose that Assumptions 4.2 and 4.3 hold for this
n. We then use a bracket to denote the inner product with respect to H" x TpX, that is

[(2).(2))msam+
p q

All adjoints are taken with respect to this inner product, so if J : H" x TY — H" x T, then
J*: H" x TS — H™ x TY, with
<q7 Jp> = <J*q7 ]J> )
where we will throughout use p to denote an element of H™ x TY. We also use (unsubscripted) norms
to refer to the norm on this space:

fn = VP, p).

[pll == [y

4.1 Unit-time asymptotic gradient estimate for the Markov semigroup

In this section, we utilize the integration-by-parts formula from Malliavin calculus to transform the
estimation problem concerning the gradient operator VP in expression (3.7) into a control-theoretic
framework. This transformation prompted us to undertake a deeper investigation of the Malliavin
covariance matrix M-—a crucial object linking the existence of an ideal control to the Lie bracket
properties of Holder continuous vector fields (defined on the space H ™) intrinsically associated with
equation (1.10).

Building on Proposition 4.5, Theorem 4.12 establishes the probabilistic spectral bound on a cone for
the Malliavin covariance matrix M, with its proof deferred to Subsection 4.2. Crucially, although
Theorem 4.12 superficially resembles corresponding results in [25, 39, 40, 55-57], its proof exhibits
substantial differences. These arise from the distinctive nonlinear structure inherent in equation (1.2)
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and its coupling of vector fields over the manifold ¥ (c.f. equations (1.13)), constituting a primary
mathematical innovation of this work.

Within this subsection, we demonstrate how these spectral bounds integrate with the control
system constructed around M7 to complete the proof of Theorem 4.6. We note that Proposition 3.7 is
a special case of Theorem 4.6. Using the compactness of ¥, this result further establishes that the base,
Lagrangian, and projective processes all satisfy the asymptotic strong Feller property. Consequently,
Proposition 2.9 follows, guaranteeing the existence of a family of unconditionally continuous projective
measures satisfying (2.3).

Theorem 4.6. For alln > 0, pg € X, v € (0,1), there exists C(n,7v,po) > 0, bounded locally
uniformly in po, such that for all Fréchet differentiable observables ¢ : H'x ¥ — R,

n+2
IV Pio(Uo, po)ll o < ™00 (C/PIpPTo, po) + 74/ PV |2, (To,po) ) . (49)
Motivated by the properties of Malliavin derivative , we consider the following objects.
Definition 4.7. For 0 < s < t, we define the operator As : L? ([s,t],R2‘Z|) — H" x Tp. 2
t .
A v = Z / oG vl I o dr
jezme{0,1}"°

Having completed these preparatory steps, we proceed to calculations related to the gradient
operator VP . By using the Malliavin chain rule and integration by parts formulas , we deduce that
for any ¢ > 0 and any admissible (Skorokhod-integrable) test process v € L? ([s, t], R2Z1),

VPip(Uo,po) - p =E(Veo(Us, pt) - (Ao,1v + Jo1p — Ao,1v))

1
_E (sowt, p) [ v dW) L E(Ve(Uhpe) - (Joup — Ao1))
0
1

< (260)?) " VAP0, p0) + (Bloly ) \/PIVEI, Wopo),  (120)

for any p € H" x Tp, X, where 6(v) = folv - dW denotes the Skorokhod integral of v and p :=
Jo,1p — Ap1v denotes the error. As such, (4.9) has been translated to the following control problem:
for each y,7 > 0 and each element p € H™ x Ty, ¥ with ||p|| = 1, find a (locally Skorokhod integrable)
v=uv(p) € L*( L2 ([0, 00), R¥IZ1)) such that

loc

sup Ellp(p,v)|%,, < vexp(nV"*(U))

lIpll=1
1
/ v-dW
0

where C' = C(vy,n) is independent of ¢.

and
2

sup E < Cexp(nV"**(Up)),

[[pll=1

In infinite-dimensional systems, due to the highly degenerate nature of the noise, the invertibility
of the Malliavin covariance matrix is challenging to establish and generally fails to hold. Following the
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methodology developed in [25, Section 3|, [57, Section 5| etc., we address this issue by implementing
Tikhonov regularization on the Malliavin matrix. This approach enables the construction of a control
process v and its corresponding adjoint process p, ensuring their compliance with the aforementioned
control requirements.

To make this more precise we first define several random operators. For any s < ¢, let AJ, :
H" x Ty, X — L?([s,1];R*Z]) be the adjoint of A, defined in Definition 4.7. We then define the
Malliavin matrix

My = Agg Ayt H X Tp, M — H™ x Ty, M,

and for ¢t > 0, define the quadratic form H" x Tp, X — [0, 00) given by

t
(0, Mp) = (A5, Asp) =Y W?VA\@“%WTHQW

jeZ,me{0,1}

= 2 (QT)2/0 (o, T )| b (4.11)

j€EZ,me{0,1}

Since M ; is positive definite but generally non-invertible, we regularize it by addition of a multiple
of identity. It is noteworthy that compared to the control process v defined in [25], our framework
here only requires consideration of semigroup gradient estimates over finite time intervals. This allows
for the construction of a significantly simplified control v, which in turn substantially streamlines the
proof procedure while preserving rigor. Let p € H" x Tp,¥ with ||p|| = 1, then for any 8 > 0 and
t €10,1/2], we set

v = Ap1/2 (M) + BI)_I Jo,1/2b- (4.12)

We extend vf by 0 on [1/2,1]. Note then that for any g > 0, vtﬂ € L*([0,1],R%12]), and set pf :=
Joip — Ao,lvﬁ . We then claim the following two propositions-refinements to the two aforementioned

control problem formulations.

Proposition 4.8. For all n,v > 0 there exists Bo(n, Po,7y) > 0, locally lower bounded in pg, such
that for all 0 < 8 < By,
8|2 (nV"2(Uo))
EJlp]13, < ye@V "),

Proposition 4.9. For all § > 0, there exists C(5,n,po) > 0, locally bounded in py, such that
Eé(v)? < CenV" (o),

Building upon the preceding analysis, we note that Theorem 4.6 follows directly from Propositions
4.8 and 4.9. The proof of Proposition 4.9 closely follows the arguments in [40, Section 4.6] and [39,
Section 5.2.2], which can be similarly established using Hypothesis 4.2, the L?-isometry of Skorokhod
integration and Malliavin derivatives. It therefore remains only to prove Proposition 4.8. We shall
establish this estimate by separately addressing the low-mode and high-mode components, beginning
with the high-mode analysis.
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Lemma 4.10. For all n,q, N > 0 there exists C(n,q, N) > 0 such that

. —qnV" (Vo)
e SCONTYe ,

E{|TnTs2al[fn s pn + B [ Trj2a 2w

—Hn

where II>py : H" x TS — H" be the orthogonal projection onto the span of Fourier modes with
wavenumber j such that [j| > N.

Proof. Analogous to [39, Lemma 5.27], this lemma can be proved. Its foundation stems fundamentally

from the compactness of the solution operator associated with the operator A. O

The following lemma is instrumental in controlling the low-mode part, the proof of which hinges
on the spectral bounds of the Malliavin covariance matrix established in Section 4.2, i.e., Theorem
4.12.

Lemma 4.11. For all n,v,N > 0 there exists Bo(n, po,,N) > 0, locally lower bounded in py,
such that for all 0 < 8 < fy,

2 HﬁHN(Ml/Q + 51)_1j071/2p“2n < %‘/’(’7‘/TL+Q(U0))7

where Iy : H" x TY — H" x TY. be the orthogonal projection such that x|y = id (the identity
map), and n|g, is the orthogonal projection onto the span of (V") ji<Nme{0,1}-

Proof. In the proof of this lemma, it should also be noted that the stochastic integrability here is worse.
We locally utilize the probabilistic spectral bound on a cone for the Malliavin matrix (c.f. Theorem
4.12) while simultaneously employing the O(1) polynomial moment bounds to control the probability
tail. With the help of Assumption 4.2, the proof proceeds closely following that of [39, Lemma 5.28
]. O

Proof of Proposition 4.8. We first note that
PP = Toap — Ao 10”
= J1/21 <j0,1/2 — Ao 12401 o(Mij2 + 5)_1~70,1/2) p
= BT1j21(Mayja + BI) ™ To 1 2b.
Then compute that, for N > 1,
10° |l g = [|BT1j2.10 (Mo + BI) " To 1720 g
< |BT1 21 Mo n (Mo + B To1 /20| g + 189121 1IN (M2 + BI) ™ To 1720

< [T o n | g, o 190,072l o o [1BM g2+ BD M| g gy
+ Hs71/2,1Hgn_,Hn HﬂHN(Ml/z + 5—7)71‘70,1/213“];71 .

Hn

It is observed that, following the proof in [25, Lemma A.6], we obtain for 0 < s < ¢ that
|(Msz + 51)71}|Hn_>gn <p
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Then combining this with Holder’s inequality, Lemma 4.10 where setting N = v~ !, Lemma 4.11 and
the bound (4.2) of Assumption 4.2, we obtain that for 8 < By(po,~,n), with By locally bounded below
in po,

2

L <t

where C' does not depend on v. We then conclude after redefining ~.

4.2 Probabilistic spectral bounds for the Malliavin matrix

The objective of this subsection is to prove Theorem 4.12 under Hypotheses 4.2 and 4.3. This theorem
establishes probabilistic spectral bounds for the Malliavin matrix M, demonstrating its quantitative
non-degeneracy over finite-dimensional subspaces. This conclusion is pivotal for proving Proposition
4.9. In Section 4.1, the gradient estimate (4.9) was established via Proposition 4.9. Compared to [39,
Theorem 5.8] and [25, Theorem 4.1], the stochastic integrability in Theorem 4.12 is significantly
weaker, where the arbitrary rate f(e) is expressed in terms of r(¢) and g(¢). The subsequent proof
will explicitly clarify the origin of this discrepancy.

Theorem 4.12. Recall that the definition of lly in Lemma 4.11. Then for any N > 1, T > 0,
n,a € (0,1), and pg € X, there exists a positive constant €* := €*(T, a,n, N, po) > 0 such that for any
0<e<e”,

inf , M <el < fe e("vn+2(U°)),
<||p||:1,nma||za<ID TP) > < /e

where f = f(T,a,n,N,po) is a nonnegative decreasing function such that lim._,o f(¢) = 0 locally
uniformly in pog.

We first introduce some notational conventions that will be frequently used in the sequel, along with
several lemmas (Lemmas 4.13, 4.15) and theorem (Theorem 4.17) that will be frequently employed in
the subsequent analysis. For any a < b, 8 € R and « € (0, 1], define the semi-norms

Uty — Uyl s
Ull ~a, pay = sup —————
1Ollce appny = S92
tl,tQG[a,b]

If a=T/2and b =T, we will write || - || 1o 55 instead of | - ||Ca([T/2 7,5 and denote

IUllcogs == sup  [|Utll gs-
te(T/2,T]
Similar notations will be employed for the Hélder spaces C%([a,b]), C1%([a,b]), etc. . Recalling the
notation of Lie bracket, we have

X(U),Y(0)] := VY ([O)X(U) - VX(U)Y (D),

for all suitably regular XY : H" — H™ and U, U € H". Below we often consider U = U — oW
which satisfies the shifted equation (cf. (1.10)):

80 = F(U) = F(U + 0gW), T(0) = Up. (4.13)
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Note that, in contrast to U, U is C1 in time for any o < 1/2. Additionally, we will invoke the
following standard result within the framework of evolution operator theory,

d
=Tl =~LiTr. (4.14)

We next present two auxiliary lemmas which summarize the process of constructing [F, E]-type
brackets through time differentiation, along with the introduction of new vector fields on the manifold
3.

Lemma 4.13. Suppose E : H" x Tp, X — H" x Tp. 2, q — E(q) is Fréchet differentiable and
decomposes as E(q) = EY(U) + E%(pt), p e H" x Ty, %, U solves (1.10), U is defined by (4.13) and
p: is defined by (1.13). Then for any p > 1 and any n € (0, 1), we have that

E sup ‘8t<~7;TPaE1(U)+E%(Pt)>‘p
te(T/2,T)

1/2
2p /
an)

(4.15)

< Cllp|l” exp(nV" (Up)) <E swp|[F W), B'@)] - © 5 (1) + [0 (P1), E2 (D))
te[T/2,T]

where C' = C(n,p, T, po), locally bounded in py € X. Moreover, for any « € (0,1],

E ([|04ze. B ©) + EZ@)|?..)
< Clp|P exp(nV™(U))

1/2
2p /
fn

o )1/2] , (4.16)

CoHn

(E sup H [F(U), El (U)] - @El(U) (pt) + [th (pt)7 E%(pt)]m
te|T/2,T]

+ (E |F@), B\ @) = €405 (01) + (€1 (B). EZ (B

with C = C(n,p, T, po), locally bounded in py € X.

Remark 4.14. Notice that if, for the E%(pt) in Lemma /.13, there exists an Fg such that
E%(pt) = Op,(pt), then we have

E sup |8t<n7tTTpaE1(U)+@Fﬁ(pt)>‘p
te[T/2,T)

[F(U), BXU)] ~ O g1y (Pe) + G[U“F ] (pt)

vl.

< Cllp|[” exp(nV" (Vo)) (E sup
te[T/2,T]

op \ 1/2
> . (4.17)

Hn
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where C'= C(n,p,T,po), locally bounded in py € X. And, for any « € (0, 1],

& (0510, @) + O, (o)1,
< Ol IP expnv ™ (U1)

E sup
te[T/2,T]

¥ (E @), B @) - 000 + O, 1 ()

[F(0). B (O)] = Opa(0e) + Oy, 1 (p1)

ap \ 1/2
fn

% 1/2
, (4.18)
CoHn

with C = C(n,p, T, po), locally bounded in py € X.

Proof. Since J'rp solves (4.14) and U satisfies (4.13), we have

(T, E'(U) + EZ(py))
= (0:Tirp, E'(U) + EZ- (Pe)) + (Tirb, VE'(U) - 0:U + VE& - Opt)
(T, Li (BN U) + EX(pr))) + (Tirp, VENU) - ;U + VEZ - 0;py)
— (T, ABMT) + VBU)E'(T) - GENT) — O 11 () — VO (py) - E-(py)
+ (T, VE'(U) - 0,U + VEg - Ou,(pr))
= —(Tir0, Op ) (Pr)) — (Trp, VE(U)E HO)) + (Terb, VE'U) - F(U))
— (TP VOU,(P) - Ef:(pr)) + (Tirb, VES - Ou, (pr))
— (Trrb, [F(U), BY(D)] + 00 (br)s 2 (0] — O (p1)- (4.19)

Now, (4.15) immediately follows from Hoélder’s inequality, (4.2) and duality. To prove (4.16), we use
that for any « € (0,1), s,s’ € R, and any suitably regular A, B, one has

' (A1), B(1)) = (A(s), B(s)) ‘

|s — ¢

I{A, B)||ce := sup

t#s
s,te[T/2,T)

= sup ‘
t#s
s,te[T/2,T)

< Al oo gra I Bll o + 1Al g grn 1Bl oo grn- (4.20)

(A@t) = A(s), B(t)) + (A(s), B(t) — B(s)) ‘

|s =t

Combining (4.20) with (4.19), and using Hélder’s inequality,

E (Jloddirn, EONL)

1/2
SC(E( . ||$pr\li?n>> (& (10,2 @) + 00,60 2011k ~ 050, @I ) )

te[T/2,T]

1/2
vo (e (17w, )" (E( sup ||[F(U>,E1<U>]+[@prt),E?](pt)]x—@Ew)(pt)rifn) )

te[T/2,T)
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Now it suffices to estimate E(|]$*Tq]]é}’aHn) Noted that p* := J;"7q solves

dsp* = Ap* + (VB(U(s)))*p* — (VG) * p*, p*(t) = q.
Since [[Ap* || zn < lp*[| 4> and

I(VBU)) p* = (VGWU)) P gn

< s ((BW)0 )]+ [(VO0)s".0))

= i <1(|<p*,B(U, N+ (0", B(6, U))| + |(p*, VG(U)o)))

<lpllgn-r sup (2Tl g-nss 0l g-nsr + |9l 6]l g-nir)

19l g—n<1

< Clp a0 gr-nsa +1) < Cllp" g (10U g +1)-
Then, combining (A.17) and (4.2), we deduce

E sup (|07l < Cexp(nV™2(Up))llp|lP.
te[T/2,T]

This completes the proof of the lemma. O

Lemma 4.15. [25, Lemma 6.2] Fiz T > 0, o € (0,1] and an index set . Consider a collection
of random functions f, taking values in CY*([T/2,T]) and indexed by ¢ € L. Define, for each € > 0,

Ao = U A?,.. where A?, = sup |fo(t)| <€ and sup |0.fs(t)] > 20+ b (4.21)
$eT 7 ’ te[T/2,T] te[T/2,T]

Then, there is g = eo(, T') such that for each e € (0, €)

2
P(Ae,a) < CeE (sup ||f¢||C/1£v¥a([T/2,T])> . (4.22)
oeT
Remark 4.16. Observe that

Ay=[13 suwp [fs(>e or sup |8fs(t)] < €0 b
’ sez \tE[T/2T] te[T/2,T)
Thus, on A¢,,

sup |fg(t)] <e = sup |0.f4(t)] < €70+ (4.23)
te|T/2,T] te(T/2,T)

for every ¢ € T.

The following is a nonadapted version of Norris’s lemma [58]. This result is essential for controlling
Malliavin matrices and enables us to distinguish the influences of different Brownian motions. Given
any multi-index « := (a1, ..., aq) € N recall the standard notation W& := W' ... Wi,
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Theorem 4.17. [57, Theorem 6.4] Fiz M, T > 0. Consider the collection Pyr of Mth degree of
‘Wiener polynomials’ of the form
F=Ag+ Y AW
la|l<M

where for each multi-index o, with |a| < M, Ay : Q x [0,T] — R is an arbitrary stochastic process.
Then, for all € € (0,1) and 8 > 0, there exists a measurable set Q¢ rr5 with

]P)(QE,M,B) < CE,
such that on Q¢ v and for every F' € By

either sup sup |Aq(t)] <€,

8 || <M t€[0,T]

S FOI<E = or qup sup Lallizdatol 5 o)
’ la|<M  s#t
5,6€[0,T]

We plan to establish the probabilistic spectral bound for the Malliavin matrix by considering its
H"-component and T'S-component separately. To this end, we need to obtain Lie bracket vector
fields satisfying the generalized Hérmander condition (see [25, Definition 1.2]). Following an inductive
argument similar to those in [25,40,41], we derive the corresponding implications on the H"-component
and the TYX-component. Below is the base case of the inductive argument.

Proposition 4.18. For every 0 < € < €(T') and every n € (0,1) there exist a set Q. x and
C =C(n,T,po) > 0 that is locally bounded in pg € 3, such that

P(Q¢y) < Cexp(nV"(Up))e
and on the set Q¢ x

(Mrp,p) <ellpl> = sup [(Fizp, of")| < €5lp],
te[T/2,T]

for each j € Z, m € {0,1}, and every p € H" % TorX.

Proof. For any p € H" x T, X with ||p|| = 1, recall that (4.11), then define

t T
folt):= ) (a§”)2/0<0§”,JTfTP>2dTS > (a;.“)Q/O (o, Trp)dr = (Mrp, p).

JjEZ JEZ
me{0,1} me{0,1}
Note that
8tfp(t> = Z (a}n)2<o_;n, .,7::1*]3)2,
JEZ
me{0,1}
Dulp(t) =2 Y (Vo] Tirp) (o] 0uTire) =2 Y ()0}, Tirk) (Lo}, Trirb).-
jeZ JEZ
me{0,1} me{0,1}
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Let Q.5 := A, where A, is as in (4.21) with Z := {p € H" x Tp, X : ||¢]| = 1}, i.e.,

e,

A1 = U { sup |fp(t)] <e and sup |O:fyp(t)] > ei},
pez (telT/2,T] te[T/2,T)

Then by Lemma 4.15 with o = 1, one has
P(Qx) <Ce > (af)'E| sup (o} Tipb) (Lo, Tiip)
jez te[T/2,T]
me{0,1} l[pll=1
Note that
* ¥ 1
[(Leof", Tir)| < I Leof I Tiwll < 5 (CHLt!@;HMm + HJT,THQAM}A,”) o[-

Then by Assumption 4.2, we obtain

P(Q¢s) < Cexp(nV™(Uo))e

for any € < ¢9 = (1), where C' = C(n, T, po) that is locally bounded in pg € ¥. Finally, on 2 x, we
have, cf. (4.23), that

(Mrp,p) <elpll* = sup |o]|(Trp, o) < 5lp],
te[T/2,T)

)

for each j € Z, m € {0,1} and any p € H" x T,,%. Noted that o' # 0, then the assertion of the
lemma follows for € < ¢y(T). O

Our objective is not only to span the velocity and temperature fields, as in [25, Sections 5-6], but
also to obtain information about the manifold T3. The following propositions constitute the inductive

step of this subsection’s main argument. Next, we turn to implications of the form o — [0, F] =Y.

Proposition 4.19. Fiz any j € Z%. For each 0 < € < eo(T) and n € (0,1), there exist a set Qe ;y
and a constant C = C(n, T, po) > 0 that is locally bounded in py € ¥ such that

P2 jy) < CliI* exp(nV™ (Up))e,
and such that on the set Q. jy, for each m € {0,1}, it holds that

sup (T, o) < ellpl = sup  [(Tirp, YU < Y fpll. (4.24)
te(T/2,T] te[T/2,T]

Proof. By expanding U = U + oW, and by exploiting the fact that
B(U,U) =0, ifU = (0,6),

we observe that

YMU) = Y. (4.25)



Then for fixed m € {0,1} and any p € T := {p € H" x Ty, X : ||p|| = 1}, define f,(t) := (Tirp o))
and using (4.19) and (4.19), we derive that

O fo(t) = (Tirp, [F(U),05"] = Ogm(pe)) = (Tirp, Y[ (U) — Om (pr)) = (Tirp, Y™ (U) — Ogm (py)).

Observe that the vector fields on the manifold are induced by the velocity field, and since the noise
under consideration acts exclusively on the temperature equation, it follows that essentially

Ocfo(t) = (Tirp, Y™ (U))-

Let Qejy = A¢; with a = 1. Once again, with (4.23), we see that (4.24) holds on ¢ ;y. On the
other hand, by (4.22), (4.17), (4.25) and (4.7), we have

c * m TN |2
P(§ jy) < CeE (sup sup _[0(Tyrp, Y™ (U)))| )
e te[T/2,T)

1/2
< Ceexp (JV7(U0)) (E sup |Z?<U>—@yjmw)<pt>||4ﬂn) .

te[T/2,T)
Noted that
sup [ Z(U)|l g« < Cli*° 1+ sup [U[%,,5), (4.26)
te[T/2,T) te[T/2,T)
and
sup Y/ (U)ll . <ClIPT*(+ sup  (U[%.00), (4.27)
te|T/2,T] te[T/2,T]

which follows from (4.6) and (4.7) by counting derivatives and applying the Holder and Poincaré
inequalities. Thus by (A.17) and Assumption 4.2, we have

1/2
P(0%, ) < COelj|" exp (2V(U) ) (E (1 + sup !!U\\%(a)) < Celjl' exp(nV" (U7))
te[T/2,T]
for any € < €*(T"), where C' = C(n, T, po) that is locally bounded in pg € X. O
We next establish implications corresponding the chain of brackets Y — Z — [Z, o].

Proposition 4.20. Fiz j € Z%. For each 0 < € < €(T), and n € (0,1) there exist a set Q. j and
C =C(n,T,po) that is locally bounded in py € X such that

P(Q ;) < O exp(nV ™2 (Un))e, (4.28)

and on the set Qe j, for each m € {0,1}, it holds that

sup (T, Z2(0) = Oy )| < V5ol

* m [T/2,T)
sup (T, Y7 (U))] < ellp]l = { '€
te[T/2,T] ’ sup sup (T, [Z7(U), )| < /50|p]|.
keZ,1e{0,1} te[T/2,T)
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Proof. For fixed m € {0,1} and p € H" x Tp, ¥ let f,,() = (Trph, YU)) = (T, Y(O))
(cf.(4.25)) so that 9 fy(t) = (Ti'7b, [F(U)anm(U)] Oy (@) (Pr)) = <k7t,Tp7Z]Tn( ) =Oymw)(pr)) (see
(4.19), (4.7)). Let Ql = A¢ 1/4((1 = 1/4), where A, is as in (4.21) over with Z := {p € H" x Tp, % :
llp|l = 1}. Then, on Q - one has, in view of (4.23),

sup  [(Tyrp, Y (U)] < ellpll = sup  [(Fizp, Z]'(U) = Oymeun ()| < €/ llpll.  (4.29)
te[T/2,T) te[T/2,T)

By Lemma 4.15 with @ = 1/4 and (4.18), (A.17)-(A.18), and
mY["(U) = (=1)"gjimyj

where mU := w denotes the first vorticity component of U, the precise definition can be found in
Lemma 5.8, we have

P((Qe,)) < CeE (Sup ||3tf||801/4>
pel

1/2
< Ceexp <gvn+2(Uo)) (E sup [|Z}"(U) — Oymw) (pt)] ?ﬂ)

te[T/2,T]

1/2
+ (EHij(U) - @ij(U)(pt)Hleilmgn) ]

< Celjf* exp (JVH(Uh)) sup

1/2
<E(1+ Sup HU‘H’nJrQ))
te

1/2
E U 16 rn 1+ sup U n
(H ||Cl/4H +2( te[ /27 ]H ||H +2)

< Celj|* exp(nV"™2(U)),

where C = C(n,T,pg) that is locally bounded in py € X, and we used the bilinearity of Z with
estimates like those leading to (4.26). Next, by expanding U = U + oW we find

ZPMU) = Z70) = Y al[Z]U), o )W (4.30)
keZ
le{0,1}
Immediately available,
Z7U) = Oymary(Pr) = Z]M(T) = Opmy(Pe) — Y ahlZ]"(U), o ]WH. (4.31)
J Yy (u)\Pe J Y (U)\Pt kL4 Ok
€0}
Given that
(27 ).07 ] =0 (FU™ S BEIT o) + ()T RBEE o)), (432)
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all of the second order terms in (4.30) of the form [[Z(U), o], ot JWHWF¥ are zero and [Z7(U), ol] =
127 (U), o} . )
To estimate each of the terms in (4.31), base on the Theorem 4.17, for s € {0,1}, p € H" x T, X,
we introduce
Cs} '

By Theorem 4.17, let M = 1, then there exists a set Q2 such that P((Q7)¢) < Ce, and on QF we have

Cu(0) = _max. (T, 27 0) — Oy (00|, okl |[( w1270,

either Co(p) < €/30,

. T Qo < (/10
sup ‘(Jt,TP,ZJ (U) — Oy, (U)(Pt))‘ se = or Ci(p) > €1/,

te[T/2,T]

(4.33)

Recalling that Z = {p € H" x Tp,. X : ||p|| = 1}, let

Q2= ({Cip) < e/} nQf.
pel

By (4.29), on the set Q; := Qi’j N QEJ» we obtain the desired conclusion for each € < ¢y(7"). Thus it
remains to estimate Qg ' By the Markov inequality we have

(¢ ;) < P(()) +P((R%,)9) +P <su§ Ci(p) > 61/90)
pe

pel

< Cj1%* exp(nV"™ 2 (Up))e + CeR (sup(Cl (p))90> ) (4.34)

First, we note that by utilizing (4.17) and combining it with Assumption 4.2, (A.17), and (4.26)-(4.27),

we obtain
1/2
< CGXP(L7 V n(LO)) E sup H [1 (b)a Zj (L )] + 8ZM(U)(Pt) - ®[U Y, (0] (Pt)‘ IASO
2 te[T/2,T] i i)z Hn

El(Tirp, 2" (U) — Gygl(ﬁ)(pt»H%?l([T/z,T];R)

N ) 1/2
< Coxp(FV™ (U] (E(1 + [U]35))
< Cexp(nV"(Up)) |, (4.35)

where C' = C(n, T, po) that is locally bounded in pg € ¥. Then, due to (4.32) and similar applications
of (4.17) and (A.17), the estimate

B0, 127U I 20118y < € exp(nV™ (To))]31%0

follows. Combining with (4.34)-(4.35), we obtain (4.28). This completes the proof of the proposition.
U
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The last fundamental theorem of iteration corresponds to the brackets of the form Y — Z — [Z,Y].
For fixed j € Zi, define Z; as the union of j with the set of points in Zi adjacent to j, that is,

Z;:={k€Z2% :k=j+m for some m € {0} U Z}.

Proposition 4.21. Fiz j € Z2. For each0 < € < o(T)|j| =2 and n € (0,1) there exist C = C(n,T)
and a measurable set Q¢ ; with

P((€20)°) < CLIM exp(5V ™ 2(Ug))e, (4.36)
such that on the set Q. ; it holds that, for every p € H™ % Tor 2,

sup  [(Jirp, Yi"(U))| < elpll
i€Z; te|T/2,T]

me{0,1}
> sup (T [Z7U), VO < € /300 p],
keZ te[T/2,T)
— ¢ m,ie{0,1} (4.37)
m . . < ¢1/1800 )
te[sng’T])@Tp[ (@), 2] = (8 201 (P1) + Oy, (B ) )| < /15 o]

Proof. We recalled that for k € Z, m’ € {0,1},

[ (U), Y] (U)], Y™ (U)]

ZU), Y (U))

[1Z](U), F(U)), o) = 12]"(U), o} ], F(U)].

Therefore, it suffices to find a set Q ; satisfying (4.36) such that on Q. ;,

sup  [(Trp, Y"(U))| < e (4.38)
i€Z; te[T/2,T]
me{0,1}
implies
> sup ((Fie. ([Z7U), of], FU)))| < €2, (4.39)
rez tE[T/2,T)
m,le{0,1}
and
sup  |[(Tyrb, [[2](U), F(U)), o4])| < /1500, (4.40)
kez tE[T/2,T]

m,le{0,1}
We begin by proving the (4.39). Noting that j &+ k € Z;, then we obtain
[(Tirp, (12U, o, F(U)))]

-t [ e G e

2
< Cljl (1(Tzerp, Y O + (T, YL O))
< Cljlelpl. (4.41)
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Then (4.39) follows for any e < (C|j|)~2.
Now we only need to prove that (4.40) can be derived from (4.38) on a suitable set. First, note
that by Proposition 4.20, there exists a measurable set Qi ; such that

P((QF,)°) < Cl5*" 0 exp(nV"™ 2 (Up))e,

and on the set Q! . for ecah m € {0,1} and each p € Z = {p € H" x T, : ||p| = 1}

67]’

sup_ (Firp, YO S ellpl = sup |(Figw, Z70) = Oy (00))| < s (4.42)
te[T/2,T) te[T/2,T] J

Setting fo(t) == (T;'rp, Z7"(U) — @ij(ﬁ)(pt)), then
Outy(t) = (Tiirp, [F(U), Z7 @) = (€ g ary (o) + Ol ymry, (P)) ) -

Let Q2 := ASis01/4
me{0,1},andp el

with @ = 1/4 as in Lemma 4.15. Thus on ngj = Q;j N szj we have for each

sup  [(Tyirp, V" (U))| < e
te[T/2,T]

= sup_|(Frp, [F(U), Z7(0)] = (O 1 (01) + Oy ym@y, (01)) )| < £/5%. (4.43)
te[T/2,T] J J

Similarly as in the proof of Proposition 4.20, employing the same estimates we can obtain

P((Q2,)) < CeE { sup gy (DG gy | < Celil** % exp(nV "2 (Un)).
v (r/2:1)

Subsequently, we aim to establish a result for Z"(U ) similar to (4.43), to facilitate the subsequent
noise separation, yielding the form (7;'7p, [[Z]*(U), F(U)], at]), for which we use the expansion (4.30).
Proceeding analogously to equation (4.41), we can obtain

sup  (Trps [[Z71(0), a1, FO)D[WH (@) < Cljlellpll sup  [WH()]. (4.44)
te[T/2,T] te[T/2,T]

Noted that E|[W*!||L« < oo, then by Markov inequality one has P((Qﬁ"k’l)c) < Ce'/?) where Qé,k,l =
{supse(r/2,11 [WkL(t)| < e71/2}. Combining equations (4.30), (4.43), and (4.44), we know that on the
set ng = Qij N QL. for any € < eo(T)|j|~2 it holds that

€’

sup  |(Jirp, Y™ (U))] < e
i€Z; te[T/2,T)
me{0,1}
= Z sup ’<~71€TTP7 (Z]"(U), F(U)] - <@Z,R(U)(pt) + e[Ut,YT"(U)]I(pt))>’ < /600,
mefo,1} tET/2.T] j ;
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Proceeding analogously to the proof of Proposition 4.20, to separate the noise component, we expand
[Z7(U), F(U)] with respect to U = U + oW and obtain

(Z7(U), FU) = |Z](0) = Y ailZ]"(O), )W, F(U) = 3 ah[F(O), o W™
keZ keZ

le{0,1} le{0,1}

=[Z"0), FO) - > ahl[z(O), FO)), o]k,
kez
le{0,1}

In this sequence, the last equality is identical to that in equation (4.30), where all higher-order terms
vanish. It follows immediately that

127U, FU)] = (€ ) (P1) + Oy, (P1))

= (127@), FO)] = (O (Pe) + Oy, (P0) ) = D akllZ] (), PO, ol WH.
keZ
le{0,1}

Then again we use Theorem 4.17 to establish

sup  [(Tirp, [Z](U), F(U)])] < €/ p|
te[T/2,T)

> sup [Tk, [[Z(0), FO)],ap])] < e/15%p],
keZ te[T/2,T)
e lE{O,l}

2 (T, [F@), 2] = (8 1) (Pe) + Oy, (Pr)) )| < 15
on a set Q¢ where Q¢ satisfies
P ((Q9)°) < CIj[4559 exp(nV™ (U))e. (4.45)
Let Q; == ng N Qf,j, and note that
[Z}(U), FU)],04] = [[Z]"(U), F(U)], 0.
Thus, we complete the proof of the proposition. O

Subsequently, by inductively iterating the base steps above (Propositions 4.18-4.21), we arrive at
the following key proposition, which is crucial for establishing the probabilistic spectral bound of the
Malliavin matrix.

Proposition 4.22. For any N > 2, there exist yy > 0 and €1 = (N, T) > 0 such that for every
e€(0,e1), n€(0,1) and p € H" x Ty, %, there exists a set QF 5 with

P((QF x)°) < CN9exp(nV"2(Up))e™™,
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where ¢ > 1,C = C(n,T,po) > 0, locally bounded in pg, such that on the set Q:’N one has

(Mrp,p) < ellpl® = sup [(J[rp, 07")| < €N]lpl],

max
l7I<N,mef{0,1} te[/2,1)
< 2 m N (U < €N
(Mrp.p) < clplP’ = | _max @]+ I (Ur).p)] < ol

and

(Mrp,p) < €|lp|?

omax (F @), 27 O] = (€ 7y (pr) + Oy (@, 1)) 2)| < ¥l

where nym(U) = QnJjm(U), and

”(_1)mM0m+1 F(—) LB, if ju 0,
e ! gn J
T (U) = 1+ 5 7% - HY (U o »
()= 92 (_ j“l’el( ) - j+€1761( )) if 1 =0, m=0, (4.46)
14 5% 0,1 1.0 o
g2l (FHjierer U) + Hjtey o, (V) ifj1=0, m=1,

here e1 := (1,0), U — H]mkm/(U) is affine and it is concentrated entirely in the 0 component.

Remark 4.23. Indeed, we can provide an explicit form for e1(N,T) (see [25, Proposition 4.4]),

namely )
e1(N,T) := min {1, (Cg)>ql } ,

where q1 > 1. Moreover, the explicit form of yn is given by Yn = ¢ , where 0 < gz < 1.

Proof of Proposition 4.22. By utilizing Propositions 4.18-4.21 and Assumption 4.2, we complete the
proof of the proposition by following the iterative inductive scheme outlined in [25, Section 6.3]. [

. . . N .o
The following lemma provides the moment estimates for J j7m(U ) required in the subsequent Propo-
sition 4.26.

Lemma 4.24. For every integers N, N with N > N > 0, and every integer ¢ > s > 1 and

U e H0'+1
o+3

W(l + Ul gosr) (7] < N, m €{0,1}), (4.47)

where C = C(s) is independent of N, N and U.

- N
IN (D) pe < C—=
H ],m( )HH — N

Proof. Since the Nth eigenvalue Ay ~ N, cf. [17], one has by the generalized Poincaré inequality that

~ 1 1 ~
175 (D) s < CwnJ',m(U)Hﬁo < CWHJJYm(U)Hgo‘ (4.48)

N
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Noting that J; ,, is affine in U, we obtain
1T @)l o < CA+ U o), (4.49)

where C = C(N, s). The exact dependence of the right hand side on N can be inferred from the fact
that each derivative of J; ,,(U) can produce at most one factor of |j| < N. O

In fact, if we ignore the manifold direction, the first two implication steps alone would suffice to
prove Theorem 4.12. It is important to note that only the final implication step involves the manifold
direction. Our objective is to isolate the manifold component arising from this implication, thereby
controlling the overlap of vectors with nontrivial components in the tangent space 1.

Note that the first two implications control only finitely many Fourier modes in each iteration,
whereas U is typically supported on infinitely many Fourier modes. Furthermore, unlike in [39], the
vector fields generated by Lie brackets are {¢}'} and {¢]" + Jjj-ffm(UT)}, which now depend on the
stochastic process Up. In the proof, we employ a soft argument, using the first two implications for
infinitely many N to control the overlap of p with all Fourier modes. This is achieved by constructing
h(e) and N(e) to control HUT||%4. However, particular care must now be taken to ensure that the
constructed N (e) is well-defined within the context of Proposition 4.22 and to avoid circular reasoning.
This requirement also results in worse integrability compared to the situation in [39].

Definition 4.25. We denote by 7y, : H" x TS — H" the projection onto the H™ coordinate and
Tre: H" x TS — TS the projection onto the TS coordinate.

In the proposition below, we simultaneously control infinitely many Fourier modes of the H"
component of p, proving that with high probability its corresponding Sobolev norm does not become
too large. Furthermore, we note that the rate r(e) can be made arbitrarily slow. Consequently, the
resulting bounds exhibit weak dependence on e.

Proposition 4.26. Forany N < N, T >0,n € (0,1), and pg € X, there exists C(T,n, N, pg) > 0,
locally bounded in pg, and a positive constant €* := €*(T,n, N, po), such that for any 0 < e < €*,

P (3 € " X Ty, S, Il = 1A (Map,p) < € A 7l s = 9(e)) < Cr(e) exp(V™2(T)),

where g : (0,1) — [0,1] satisfies lime_0 g(e) = 0 locally uniformly in po, and r(€) is a nonnegative
decreasing function vanishing as ¢ — 0, also locally uniformly in po.

Proof. Fix n € (0,1), for any N < N, define

(Qna )b mgad) == > (7, 6(U)) ol
I;EBN,N(U)

where By (U) := {o7", 7" + Jij(U) :m € {0,1}, € Z2, |j| < N} and me(U) = QxJim(U). By

the first two implications of Proposition 4.22, we have, on the set QE I

(Mrp,p) < e = (Qn g (Ur)T g, Tgnp) < €8
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with
P((Q:N)C) < ONYexp(nV"™2(Up))e's. (4.50)

Simultaneously, we observe that

HﬂgnPH%nﬁ
SN+ (Qu g ()b, k) = D 2 (<¢T»7Tmp>m—2<*]f,vm7Wﬁv»PMH + \<Jf,vma7fmp>gn—z|2)
2,
= N+ (Qy g (U)m g, p) — Q-
Noted that @ > —%HﬂﬁnHNpH%an - > Hme(UT)H%an. Thus, on the set 2 - one has
71 <N,me{0,1} ’

1 ~
§||7fgnpllfqn_2 SN+ DY IO
jI<Nmef0,1}
N16
< N4 8 4 07(1 + Uz 11%4),

where the last line employs Lemma 4.24 with s = n, ¢ = n + 1. Note that Ur, being a solution to
the equation (1.10), is unlikely to admit bounds controlled by a deterministic constant. Thus, we
modify the set Q: 5 by intersecting it with a set 2 N that quantifies bounds on Ur via a function
h, which becomes unbounded as ¢ — 0. It is important to note that caution is warranted during the
construction of h and N to avoid circular reasoning. For each e € (0,1/e), let

- CNh(e)
h(e) = log(log(log(e™1))), N(e):= 4.51
(€ 5= loglloglog(c 1)), N(e) = | =50y (451)
where [z] denotes the smallest integer larger or equal to z. Then
N16
——h(e) < h(e) V2 - N4 (4.52)
N(e)

Observe that, there exists €* > 0 such that € < €;(/N(€)) whenever € < €*, where €; is defined as in

the Remark 4.23. Indeed, one can begin by supposing ¢* < 1/e and observe that

(e

N
T —h N (e N €
limsup e <C~( )> < lim sup eh(e)3qiw ’ — lim sup € exp (3qu( )log(h(e))>
e—=0t N(€) e—0t e—0+

< lim sup e exp (eXp(h(f)g))
e—0+

= lim sup exp(— exp(exp(h))) exp (exp(hg)) = 0.

h—o00

Thus for any € < €*, Q: N(o (see Proposition 4.22) is well defined. Then we set

(¢) (

Q. = Qe,U,h N Q:,N(e)’
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where Qe,U,h = {1 + HUT

126[4 < h(e)}. Then by (4.50), (A.17) and the Markov inequality, we have

(%) < P y) +PUQ 5))) < C <h<1>

=: 7(e) exp(nV" 2 (Up)) (4.53)

n <N<e>>qem>) exp(nV ()

whenever € < €*. since h(e) — oo as € — 0T, the later quantity r(e) decays to zero as € — 07. Indeed,
we have that

limsup N (e)9€75 = lim sup N(e)qe‘pﬁ < lim sup h(e)?’qee"p(_h(e)g)

e—0t e—0t e—0t
< exp <lim sup (3qlogh(e) + exp(—h(e)®) log e))
e—07t
= exp <lim sup (3qlog(h) — exp(—h?) exp(exp(h)))> = 0. (4.54)
h—o0

Finally, choosing g(e) > 2 (671\7 + h(e)_1/2) with lim.,0g(e) = 0 locally uniformly in pg, the
proposition follows. O

Remark 4.27. In fact, from the above proof we can give an explicit expression for r, namely
r(e)=C (ﬁ + (N(e))qu(e)).

Next, we use the above proposition-which controls all Fourier modes of the H "-component of
p-together with the final implication from Proposition 4.22 and the Assumption 4.3 to control the
overlaps of p with the T'3 directions. It is also noteworthy that the decay rate f(€) can similarly be
made arbitrarily slow. In fact, f(e) can be made slower than r(€), exhibiting even weaker dependence
on €.

Proposition 4.28. For anye € (0,1), T >0, n € (0,1), and po € X, there exists C(T,n, N, pg) >
0, locally bounded in po, and a positive constant € := €*(T,n, N,pg), such that for any 0 < € < €*,

P<3P € H" x Ty, 8, |lpll = 1A (Mrp,p) <€A |lmrspl| > 9(6)> < f(e) exp(nV"*?(Uo)),

where g : (0,1) — [0, 1] satisfies lime_,0 g(€) = 0 locally uniformly in po, and f(€) is a nonnegative
decreasing function vanishing as € — 0, also locally uniformly in pg.

Proof. Fix n € (0,1). Let N > 2 be such that Assumption 4.3 applies. By Proposition 5.18, there
exists v5 > 0 such that

P (ap, IBll = 1A (Mo, p) < & A

max
lil<Nmef{0,1}
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where (:)UT (PT) == O m Tr) (p7) + O, v Tp)] (pr) denotes the new direction on the tangent bundle
J g *
manifold 7. Thus for any g(e) > 2¢"~, we have that

P (ap, ol = 1A (Mrpp) <A max  |(@py(pr).p)] > g<e>>

ljl<N,me{0,1}

< Qe ) 4 p <313, Il = 1A (Mzp,p) <eA {[F(Ur), Z]"(Ur)], p)| = 9(6)/2>

max
[7|<N,me{0,1}

= CemenV" W) 4 p <313, [pll = 1A (Mzp,p) <en 2([F(Ur), Z}*(Ur)],p)| = 9(6))

max
|7|<N,me{0,1}

- pynt2(y, — m
< CerwenV" ) 1 p <3p, Il = 1A Mrpp) < en2  max (EUT), 27O galpllgn- = g(e)) :

< Cawe ) L P (3p, g = 1A (Marp,p) < e ACO+ [Tl ol > 9(6)) (4.55)
For the second item in the last row, we have

P (3o, o]l = 1A (Mrp,p) < A CO+ [Trll)lpll o2 > 9(e))

<P (3p, [Ipll = 1A (Mrp,p) < €A 8l s = 9(0)*2) + P (CO+ [Trlle) > gle)1?)

<P (3, ol = LA (Mrp,p) < €A mgabllgns 2 9(02) + P (COL+ [Trlils) > 9(6)712)

< Cr(e)e™ " W0) 4 Cg(e)enV" " (Uo)

= O(r(e) + g(e)e" ™) = O f ()™ (), (4.56)

where we choose g(5)3/ 2 as in Proposition 4.26 and for the other term we use Chebyshev and Propo-

sition 3.1. Thus combining (4.55) and (4.56), we have

P(ap, Ipll =1A (Mzp,p) <eA  max  |(Op,(pr),p)] 29(6)> < Cf(e)e’V" o),
|71<N,me{0,1}

Then, using Assumption 4.3, we compute
P(30 € B x Ty, Il =1, (Mrp.9) < 6 Imastl > 0"

<P|(3 =1 < O >
<P (3. Il = 1A Mrpp) Sen (B (or). )] 2 o(0))

+ P | Ip, =1A{Mpp,p) <eA su ( max
bl Mrp.p) vetps \[fI<Nme(o,1)
lvfl=1

-1
|<(:)UT(pT),v>|> > g(e)"1/2

< Of(e)en" W0,
thus we conclude, after redefining g(e) and f(e). O

The proof of Theorem 4.12 now follows immediately from Propositions 4.26 and 4.28.
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Proof of Theorem 4.12. We note that

P( in <MTp,p><e)s1P<ap, 18] = 1A (Map,p) < €A [eepl] > a/2)
”pH:LpeSa,N

+P (3p, ol = 1A Mzp,p) <eAmgubllgan > C  a)
<P(3p, [[pll = 1A Mzp,p) < eAllmrsp| > g(e))

+P (Jp, ol =1A Mgp,p) < eAlmgapll gus > g(e))
< Cf(e)e™" W) 4 Op(e)e™V " (o)

< Cf(e)e’V" o),

where the second inequality holds for € small enough and for the third inequality we use Proposition
4.26 and Proposition 4.28. By redefining f(e) we complete the proof. O

5 Proof of Proposition 4.5

In this section, we complete the proof of Proposition 4.5 by verifying that the Lagrangian, projec-
tive, tangent, and Jacobi processes satisfy Assumptions 4.2 and 4.3. This proposition is frequently
used throughout Section 4 to establish the probabilistic spectral bound on a cone for the Malliavin
covariance matrix. The detailed proofs will be provided in Subsections 5.1 and 5.2.

5.1 Linearization and second derivative of the extended system

In this subsection, we primarily focus on establishing estimates for the linearization and second
derivatives of the extended system. This is mainly to verify Assumption 4.2. We note that it suf-
fices to provide bounds for the linearization and second derivatives of the total extended system
(Up, xy, 1,0, Ay) € H* x T2 x R? x S1 x SLa(R), since this ensures that the Lagrangian processes,
projection processes, tangent processes, and matrix processes satisfy Assumption 4.2. It should be
emphasized that this overall system is not hypoelliptic. Consequently, when applying hypoelliptic
theory, we only consider a subset of these coordinates.

Indeed, it suffices to consider the simplified system (Uy, ¢, 7¢, A¢), without explicit consideration of
the normalized tangent vector. This follows because estimates for the projective process are directly
controlled by the tangent process (c.f. [39]).

Although our conclusion closely resembles that in [39], the proof differs from [39] due to the
presence of the buoyancy term gf. Specifically, in our proof, we must apply different weighting
schemes to the velocity equation and the temperature equation, and also require appropriate use of
inequality estimates during the analysis.

Fix initial data (Uy, xo, 70, Ap) and time interval 0 < s < ¢t < T. Given a unit random direction
vector (1,92 ys, (s, Bs) € H*(T?) x H*(T?) x R? x R? x T4, SLa(R) with [|(}, %2, ys, (s, Bs)|| =
1. Using the canonical embedding SLy(R) <+ R2*2-which induces the tangent space embedding
Ta,SLa(R) — R?*2_-we construct the equations. Define the directional derivative (OU;, dxy, Oy, 0A;)
of (Uy, s, 7, Ay) along (Y}, 2 ys, s, Bs), treating the system states as random functions of initial
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parameters (Us, T, 7s, As). And let (¢, ¢7, 2, &, Cy) denotes the second directional derivative of the
same function in the same direction. Here, we only need to control the diagonal part. Then, we have
that

(V1 02 yes G Be) = Tsn (WL, 02, ys, G, Bs) (5.1)

and

(6107, 21,6, Cr) = T3y (65, 6%, Ys: &s, B) (05, 63, s €, Bo)) (5.2)
Naturally, for linearization of the extended system, direct computation yields that
Of =AY — VEATY - Ve — VEA  w, - VO] + 90107
V7 = 1oAY — VEATIY? VO, — VAT, - Vy?
Gt = Yt - Vg (z) + VEAT ) (2r) (5.3)
G =G Vur(a) + 7 @ ye : V() + 11 - VLAY ()
B; = BiVuy () + Ay - Vius(z) + A VVEATI) (2y),

where the initial data for these equations are given by (i}, %2, ys, (s, Bs). For the second derivative,

we also have

Pl = i APF — VEATIGL - Vi, — VEAT 1w, - Vol — 2VEATpL - Vil + g0y 62

0 = nAp? — VEATIG? .V, — VA" Wy - Vo2 — VEA-I2 . Vipl — VEA ! - V)

G =2 - V(@) + ye @ ye : V2uy(ag) + 2y - VVEATI (1) + VEATL} ()

& =& - Vue(z) + TVVEATIGH @0) + 7 @ 20 0 V() + 7 @ 4 @ e 2 Voug(ay) (5.4)
121 @ yy - VEVEAT ) (@) 4+ 26 @ v = V() + 2pe - VVEATIY (2)

Cy = CyVuy(wy) + AVVEATIG () + Agze - V2us(we) + Ay @ g Viug()
+2B,VVE AT P (24) + 24y, - VEVEATIYL (34) 4 2Byyy - V3uy(xy),

\
where these equations are given initial data 0.

Recalling (5.1) and (5.2), to obtain bounds for the linearization and second derivative of the original
nonlinear system, we need to estimate the bounds of vy and ¢; in H 4_spaces. Before estimating the
former, we first require bounds for v in H -spaces.

Lemma 5.1. There exists C' > 0 such that fort > s,

t
el < sl exp (o / HUrllfg{fd7“> |

Proof. Employing the weighted estimation approach adopted for the temperature and vorticity equa-
tions in Appendix A, we can analogously derive

d1 1
2510l < =Sl pgarsey + Collwellin 68 -l s + Cl8ell s 167 -l
1
< =5 1tll pgarsay + ClT g el .l
1 3/2 1/2
< =3 el pgarsay + ClT g el 1 el
4/3
< Y Nl

45



where || - || p(41/2) is defined as in (A.2). Then, applying the Gronwal inequality yields the conclusion.
O
Now, we consider bounds for 1; in H 4_spaces. Taking derivatives of the equation for (v}, %?), one
has
d n . . . .
7v%t =1 AV =Y <”> (V”‘jVLA‘lwt LVl + VEATIVIL vvn—ﬂwt) + g0, V™2
J
7=0
and
dn 2 nzn” n—jwl A—1 G2 LA—1wj..2 n—j
VI = AV =Y . (v VAl - VVIg2 4+ VEATIVIY2 . vV et).
j=0
Correspondingly, to bound the second terms on the right-hand side of both equations above, we

establish the following lemma.

Lemma 5.2. Forn > 1, there exists C(n) > 0 such that
/th : ( ) (v" IVEAT W - VI + VATV v Jwt)d

Hwt IIHn+1 + Cllwe |52 1w 1172 (5.5)
and
/ KA <”> (V”_jVLA_lwt CVVI2 + VEATIVI2 vv"—19t> dz
. J
7=0
< *Ilwt Frns1 + Cllwdll 7521971125 (5.6)

Proof. The proof of equation (5.5) can be found in Lemma A.8 of [39]. To establish (5.6), however,
we require certain modifications to the proof of [39, Lemma A.8|. Firstly, we have that

/ vy (’;) (V"I VAT - TR+ VEATIVIYE . VY, ) d

J=0

< / VU2 VEATIY? . YV 0,dx

- ‘ / VU2 VEAT W - YV 2 da

+ Cllwell 197 [fyna + Cllwllwna 97 o 16l lna

< / Vit s VEAT IV wyda

+ ‘ / VW VEAT W - V™2 da

+ Cllwellzzn 97 15yn.a + Cllwellwnallf |z 19l wn.a

<P VAT R o |0 e+ 107 1 VAT wll oo 197 s
+ Cllwell o 197 [fyna + Cllwtllwna |97 [0 1Gelln.a

< N s (7 1 N0el e + 11907 e o | (197 | ma
+ Cllwellzzn 975y n.a + Cliwellwnallf |z 1 Gellwna.
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Then note

2n+1

197 s < 10E 1 msase < 17 Lzzn 1967 | s < H%HZT [ sy

Thus putting it together

/v"wt : < ) (v" IVEAT - VVI2 + VEATIVIg2 . TV ]9t>d

< |lv7 HHn+1||1!}t HH1||915||H" HF e llwe g ll7 | g

n+1 1 2n41
+ CIIUtIIHn||¢t IIZz+1 [ III}TL +ClE N U 5T O i
2n+ 2n+1
< CHUtH i IlUtH;ZLHwt 72 Rl gt
2n-+2
IIth Fgner + Cllwel 72 171172
O
We immediately obtain the following lemma.
Lemma 5.3. For all n € N, there exists C(n) > 0 such that
2 ko[ 2n+2 2
n
ol + 5 [l guesdr < Wl o + Ot = ) sup (171257 1) (57)
S SSTS

Consequently, for the original nonlinear system, synthesizing with the a priori estimates from
Proposition 3.1, we obtain

E sup Tet < Ce nV"™(Uo)
ogsgthH il e

holds for base process.
Then, as done in [39, Appendix A.2], we can get control on A;, 7, and the first derivatives y;, (;, B.

Lemma 5.4. There exists C > 0 such that

t

4] < exp (o / ||wr||H5/4dr) A4,
t

7] < exp (o / ||wr||H5/4dr) 7,

t
ul < Cet=>exp (€ [ llgonar) (el + sup 10k )
t
il < Ceexp (€ [l ar) (161 + sup (W3 + o + ) ).

s<r<t

t
5 < e~ exp (€ [ lallgornar) (1804 sup (14 + 1P + ol + 1215) )

s<r<t

Next, we consider estimating the second-order derivative of the extended system. Similarly, we
first bound ¢; := (¢}, ¢?) in the space H.
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Lemma 5.5. There exists C > 0 such that
el < C(t — s)exp ( / AT dr> sup (1%
s<r<t

Proof. Using the equation for ¢, we compute as in Lemma 5.1,

MHW < 101172y + okl 163 s 04 1 + Coll bl call ity s
+ CHQtHHlH¢t2HW714H¢t2HL4 + Ol 63Nl w03 a1+ C&Z ol sl
W 2oty + Ol It I35 10t 7 + 1 e et 26t 17 o 11
6 NGRS NGFI T + 102 e N2 NG NGRS + e e st a2 7 N2
< CIUN LNl + Clet 13 10t 132 + Crllgt 132
+ CIZ 13 121132 + Coll 67172 + CIZ I3 It 1172 + Callo 172
< CIUHILE + Dol + Clleel s
and so conclude by Gronwall inequality, using that ¢s = 0. 0

Lemma 5.6. For all n > 1, there exists C(n) > 0 such that

6ell g < C(E = 5) ( sup |[Ur 1+ llgr 1 + ||1/Jr||2An) :

Proof. The proof proceeds similarly to that of Lemmas 5.2 and 5.3. O

Lemma 5.7. [39, Lemma A.14] There exists C > 0 such that

t
— 4/3
el < €t~ exp (€ [ luollgsnar ) x ((sup ol + o+ 6152 + el
S ST

t
& < Cet=* exp (c / \wr\Hmdr)

Y ( sup (60 + 2o+ lrl® + o lge + s + G + 7 + 1)
s<r<t
t
il < Gt exp (c / |wr|H5/4dr)
S
Y ( sup 16nl% + A0 1B+ 2 + 10 l® + s+ [l + 1)
s<r<t
Thus, we also can get control on the second derivatives z, &, C; by Lemma 5.5-5.7. Finally, by

utilizing these bounds and Proposition 3.1, and following the proof in [39, Appendix A.2], we can
verify that the Lagrangian, projective, tangent, and Jacobian processes all satisfy Assumption 4.2.
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5.2 Span on manifolds for the projective and Jacobian processes

In this subsection, we primarily focus on verifying Assumption 4.3 and integrating this with the results
from the preceding subsection to complete the proof of Proposition 4.5. The proof strategy presented
here largely follows the approach in [39, Appendix A.3]. However, whereas the setting in [39] only
required consideration of the simple operators ©,, a key difference in our manuscript is that the
newly introduced vector fields on the manifold exhibit significantly higher complexity and depend on
the stochastic vector field Ur. This necessitates a more refined treatment when verifying the spanning
condition and selecting suitable vector fields, requiring careful balancing of two critical aspects: (1)
choosing an appropriate N > 0 by using properties of the trigonometric basis, and (2) selecting an
appropriate n € (0,1) for estimates, taking into account the bounds on Urp.

The following lemma establishes the nondegeneracy of the two-point process (w6, x:,y:) (an
additional result), while the non-degeneracy for the Lagrangian process readily follows as a direct

consequence.

Lemma 5.8 (Nondegeneracy for two-point process). There exist constants C, N > 0 such that for

all (z,y) € T2 x T2 and all (a,b) € R? x R?,
al +1b1 < Clo =3l B[ | _max 1085 @i @, @) (@)
Proof. Without loss of generality, we suppose that |1 — y1| > |z2 — y2l|, |a|] < |b|, z = 0. First, we
present the specific form of the velocity field under consideration. Let 7 : H" - H "(T?) denote
the projection onto the vorticity coordinate and ms : H" — H™(T?) denote the projection onto
the temperature coordinate, i.e., for any U; € H momUy = wy, moUy = 6;. To facilitate subsequent
presentation, we first provide the explicit mathematical form of the vector field components pertaining
to U as in (4.13), along with their governing equations. Let w; := mU; and 0y := mU; = 6, — G9W,
where
ggW = Z ab gl (x)Whi(t) == Z ol moak (x)WHRL(t).
keZ,le{0,1} keZ,le{0,1}

Then they satisfy

dw + (u- Vw — viAw)dt = gd,0dt, @y = wo, (5.8)
df + (u-V0—1vAf)dt =0, 90 = 6. )
Thus, we obtain that w; = @; + g9:(59W). Recalling the form of Z" (Ur) in (4.7), we have
mZ"(Ur) = (=1)™[(v1 + v2)gir| 07 + gt (K # 97 - V@, + (K @) - gt VI,
where QZ;"H = 7711/1;-”“. The corresponding velocity field is then given by
— ~ I ~ g7~
VAT M ZP(Ur) = = + ) giij o) — 91 (g Vi -0+ (S0 P . (5.9)

We now consider the vector field associated with [UT,YJW(UT)];E. Recalling the form of Y™ given
in (4.6), the definition of the Lie bracket yields the corresponding vector field representation for
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[Ur, Y]m(UT)]w as follows:

~ .L ~
G up — Vur 'gjlﬁj?w?’ (5.10)

.L . T
(—1)mgj1j |j|g

where upr and Vurp also satisfy

k -
ur =ur+4g Z klmaiafg(:v)Wk’l,
keZ,le{0,1}

l kL'kT | ~l+1 k,l
Vur =Vur+g Z (—1) +1k1 ’k‘z ak6k+ (a:)W ",

keZz,1e{0,1}

Combining (5.9) and (5.10), we derive the vector field V" associated with Z7"(Ur) + [Ur, Y/"(Ur)ls-

jJ‘ ‘jT Tm+1 jJ‘ " 1
TE P (ur 4+ ar) = g1 (Vur + Var) =597 — (v + va)giij—¢f.  (5.11)

517
Let Vy C H?(T?) be defined by

Vit = (=1)"g5n

Vy = span{ V" : |j| < N,m € {0,1}}
for some N > 2 to be determined. Here, we assume that
N 2 2
B[ _max 15(0%.5,)(0,0) + 67, Lug,, 0.0). (0 b)]] <1

l7|<N,me{0,1}

such that for arbitrary @ € Vy, it satisfies

E([3(03(0,9). (a,))|] < CElalsore)- (5.12)

To conclude, it suffices then to show
bl < Cly[~.
Then, we prove this for different cases of y. For |y| > 27, it is clear one can choose N sufficiently

)
large so that

ol < CE| 3(0}(2.9). (a.0))|] < Cly'E| 3(O} (2. ), (a,)|] < Clyl™!

max max
|7|<N1,me{0,1} [7|<N1,me{0,1}

by (A.17). Thus, we now restrict consideration to the case |y| < 2T. Setting j = (1,0), m = 1, and
by using (5.12), we obtain

9E|V20}(y) (br+b2) sin(y1) +b cos(yn)vh (y) + (i +v2)bz sin(yr) —azvh (0)| < CEV] g)llascray, (5:13)
where v = (U%, ’U%) := up + up. Here we review the specific form of (A.17) as follows:

E( sup [UI,.) < Cexp(nlToll3).
te[T/2,T]
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Based on this, suitable n;(a,b) can be found such that for any n € (0,71 (a, b)), the following holds:
basin(yy)| < el (14 [y)) < C.
Thus %TW > || > % implies | sin(y1)| > C~!|y|, which when combined with (5.13) immediately yields
|ba| < Cly| ™.

If |yo| > /1 — (%)|y|, where R; is a constant to be determined later. We set j = (Ry, R1), m =1,
then we also have that

gE‘(v% + v2) cos(Ryyy 4+ Ryys)(by — by) — ];1 sin(Ryy1 + Rlyg)((VQU% — Vivk)by + (Vovd — Vlv%)bg)
+ 2R (1 + o) sin(Ruyn + Raye) (b1 — ba) + (v} + v}) (01 — a)| < C.
Similarly, there exists a suitable na(a, b, R;) such that for any n € (0,7m2(a, b, R1)), the following holds:

|sin(Riy1 + Riy2) (b1 — bo)| < C. (5.14)
Then there must exist Ry such that

| cos(Riy1) sin(Ryy2)b1| < C.
Noted that |Ryy1| < 22, then |cos(Riy1)| > cos(3Z) > 0. Thus
|sin(Riy2)b1| < C.

By analogous extension, we obtain that

|b1] < Cly| ="

We now examine the final case where |y2| < /1 — (%)]y\, in which we similarly establish (5.14).

Then since we've already seen that |be| < C|y|~!, we either have |b;| < C|y|~! or
[ba] < CJsin(Rayy + Ruye)| ™ < ClRuy| ™" < Cly| ™,

where we use that on the set {y Flyl <3 Jye| < \/@M}, we have that | sin(Ryy; + Riy2)| ™! >
C~YRyy| for some C > 0. Finally, setting N = max{Ny, R1} and n* := min{n;(a,b),n2(a, b, R1)}, for
every n € (0,7*) the following holds:

bl < Cly|~".

This establishes the proof of the lemma. O

Lemma 5.9 (Nondegeneracy for tangent process). There exist constants C' > 0 such that for all
(z,7) € T2 x R? and all (y,¢) € R? x R?,
-1 AT
(¥, QI < C(L+ |7 TE mgzrggg{o’l}}Q(GZ?@T)HUTW@T)]QC(:v,T),(yvc))ﬂ-
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Proof. By exploiting translation invariance, we may assume without loss of generality that x = 0. Let
Vo C H?(T?) be defined by
Vo i=span{V]" : |j| <2.m € {0,1}}

Assume that

AT
E{msﬁe}{{o,l}‘g(@z o @m0 )| <1

such that for any @ € Vs, we have that
E[[3(07(0,7), (4.Q))]] < CEJall s ). (5.15)

Fix j = (1,—1),m = 0, and by using (5.15), we obtain

[l

(050

Ve, 1)(077)7(%0)” :E[‘V(Ol,fl)(o) y+7- Vvlfl C”
2

= QE[‘(W +1o)(y1 +y2) + (11 + 712) (G — CZ)(U%“(O) + v7(0))
— 1 V1(V1 4+ Vo)or(0) - 7 — (Vo (Vi + Va)ur(0) - 7‘”
< CEIV{, —yllas(r2)-

Combining with (A.17), we see that there exists 71(7,{) > 0 such that for any n € (0,7:1(7,()), it
holds that
yl<C<C(r™ +1).
We now turn to term (. Setting j = (1,1) and m = 1, analogous computation yields
E[|3(6%;, | (0.:7).:0)|] = ~5B[| = (vh(0) + w3 (0) (w1 + ) + (G + ) (V2 = Va)or(0) - 7

+ (v1 + v2)(m2 = 71)) + - Tk (0) + 030))]
<c.

Therefore, similarly, there exists 12(¢) > 0 such that for any n € (0,72(¢)), the following holds,
G+ Gl <ClrT < C(r 7t +1). (5.16)

Then, setting j = (1, —1) and m = 1, subsequent computation yields

E[[3(6%, | (0.7).(,0)[] = SE[|h0) + v:(0) (51 + 1) + (61 + Q) + ) (V1 + V2) (0} (0) + 03:(0))

+ (¢1 — ¢2) <(T1 +12) (1 +1v2) + (V1 + Vo) (7 ”T<O)>> H

Thus, we have

G =Gl <Ol <Ot + 1), (5.17)
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Synthesizing (5.16) and (5.17), we derive that
Gl < C(Ir[H +1) and |G| < C(I7[H +1).

Therefore, incorporating the estimates from all preceding cases, there exists n* := min{n;, 72} such
that for any n € (0,7*), it holds that

(g, )l < C(Ir[7 + 1),
Combining these bounds, we have now completed the proof. ]

We now address the nondegeneracy of the Jacobi process. We now proceed to discuss the nonde-
generacy of the Jacobian process. Based on the following observation, it suffices to consider the case
where A =1 for the Jacobian process:

Lemma 5.10. Suppose that for some C, N > 0 with N > 1, we have for all x € T? and (y, B) €
R? x TiSL(2,R) that

~ J
|(y7 B)| < CE |: \j\g]\rfggé({o,l} ‘g(@Z;n(UT)Jr[UT’}/}"l(UT)]I(x7 I)7 (y¢ B)) H ’

Then for all (z,A) € T? x SL(2,R) and (y, B) € R? x TASL(2,R) we have that

Al
I B)l < C|A‘E[lj|sz\rrfln?§{o,1} ‘g(@ZJ”(UT)HUTijm(UT)]z(:”’ 4). (v, B)) H '

Proof. The above lemma may be proved analogously following the approach in [39, Appendix A.3.3].
O

We now complete the proof of nondegeneracy for the Jacobian process by combining the afore-
mentioned lemma with a judicious selection of vector fields.

Lemma 5.11 (Nondegeneracy for Jacobian process). For all (z, A) € T? x SLy(R) and (y, B) €
R? x TASL2(R) , we have

A
[(y, B)| < CJA|E [ |j|§]\rffln?é{{0,l} ‘g(GZ}"(UT)-&-[UT,ij(UT)]x (z,4), (v, B)) H :

Proof. 1t suffices to establish the case A = 1. Without loss of generality, we similarly assume x = 0.
To establish the desired conclusion, it suffices to prove that

ly| + |B| < C.

Employing methods closely parallel to those in Lemmas 5.8 and 5.9, we deduce the existence of N and
n such that for every n € (0,71), the relation |y| < C holds. We therefore restrict our attention to
estimating the B. Observing that B € T7SLa(R), we thus have Tr(B) = 0, and B takes the following

form:



Let Vv C H?(T?) be defined by
Vy = span{V;" : |j| < N.m € {0, 1}},

where N is the parameter selected during the aforementioned estimation of y. Suppose that

~ J
et 00O @y, (A 0B <1

such that for any @ € Vy, we have that

~ J ~
E[UK;{%{OJ}‘g(@a(w,A),(y, B))H < CE|il| g5 (12)- (5.18)

Proceeding, we estimate various bounds for matrix B by selecting appropriate vector fields. Setting
j = (1,0) and m = 1, we compute that

|

§(07y  (0.1). (5, B))|| = ||V 0)(0) -y + Te(VV0, )T - B)|
=gE Uygvr}(O) + V902 (0) + (11 4 v2)c — aVv2(0) u
< CE|V o)l a5 (r2)-

Similarly, application of (A.17) yields the existence of n2(< 71) such that for any n € (0,72),
le| < C.

Next, we assign j = (1,0), m = 0 and j = (1,1), m = 1 respectively, and we obtain that

|

9(93211’0)(0;1), (v, B)) \] = QEH — Vour(0)y1 — (Vo (0) + v1 + 12)ys
+ a(V2203(0) — V2101(0) — b¥2201(0) + c(vh(0) — Varv(0)) |
<C, (5.19)

and

E[|3(67y | (0.1). (v, B))|] = g [|(0}(0) + v}(0)) (w1 — 2) + (1 + w2) (e — 20~ )
+ (e = B)(T10$(0) + V2u}(0))|
<C. (5.20)
Combining this with |¢| < C, we immediately see that there exists n*(< 72) such that for any n €
(0,m*), both |a —b| < C and |c — 2a — b| < C hold. Thus for any n € (0,1*), we have that

le| +|a— bl 4+ |¢c — 2a — b] < C.

Using the above bound, we immediately obtain |B| < C. Thereby completing the proof of the

lemma. O
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6 Approximate controllability of nonlinear Lagrangian flow

In this section, we primarily establish the approximate controllability condition (C'), which facilitates
the exclusion of two types of almost surely continuous invariant structures. This constitutes part
of the proof of Theorem 2.13. Furthermore, by combining the approximate controllability condition
with the dissipativity of the Boussinesq equation, we complete the proof of weak irreducibility,namely
Proposition 3.9.

The proof of part (b) of condition (C) is divided into two stages. First, we achieve controllability by
identifying a suitable smooth control that steers the solution of the controlled system from the initial
state to the target state within time 7'(> 0). Subsequently, we characterize the closeness between
the solution of the controlled system (6.3)-(6.4) and that of the original system (6.1)-(6.2) at time T,
thereby establishing the approximation property. Combining these two components proves part (b)
of condition (C'). Similar arguments are then provided for part (a).

As noted in the Introduction, for the Boussinesq system under study, the stochastic forcing acts
directly only on the temperature equation and subsequently influences the velocity equation via the
buoyancy term gf. Consequently, the smooth controls we construct act directly solely on the temper-
ature equation while indirectly achieving controllability of the velocity equation. This differs funda-
mentally from the Qh(t)-type control constructed in [39], as our smooth control necessarily exhibits
spatial dependence (i.e., takes the form Zkeé,le{o,l} ol (z)hl (z,t)). This z-dependence will introduce
additional complications when establishing the approximation property (c.f. Proposition 6.2).

Recall that our motivation for constructing such smooth controls stems from the analysis of the
nonlinear term in the Navier-Stokes equations presented in [35]. The underlying idea is to construct
them based on shear flows and cellular flows, which nullify the nonlinear term. Despite the Boussinesq
equations being coupled with a temperature equation compared to the Navier-Stokes equations, they
retain the same form of nonlinear term. Consequently, we can likewise employ similar shear flows and
cellular flows to construct smooth controls. Furthermore, it is evident that for a class of dissipative
equations possessing an Euler-type nonlinearity, shear flows and cellular flows can be used to facilitate
the achievement of approximate controllability.

To be precise, the aim of this section is to verify the approximate controllability of the following
extended nonlinear system:

du+ (VIA ™ u- Vu — vy Au)dt = gV T A19,04dL,

t
df + (u- VO — 1 A)dt = V' A" gpdWV,
(t) = u(x(t)), (6.1)
o(t) =v-Vu(z(t)) - v o’
A(t) = A()Vu(a(t)),
supplemented with the initial condition
u(O) = up, 9(0) = 90, A(O) = IdRQ (6 2)
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Here, we give the corresponding control system for the equations (6.1)-(6.2) as follows:
du + (VTA W . vu! — y Au)dt = gV T A10,0Mdt,
do™ + (u" - VO — v AGM)dt = VT A oghdt,
() = w2 (1), (63
() =" Vul (1) - (") )
Al(t) = AMt)Vu (2" (1)),
supplemented with the initial condition

u”(0) = ug, 6"(0) = 6y, A"(0) = Idge, (6.4)

where oph = Zkeéle{o 1} ol (x)hk(z,t) € C°(Ry;L?) is a smooth control, Z is symmetric and
(1,0), (0,1), (0,2), (1,1), (=1,1) € Z, as will be verified in Proposition 6.1.

Verification of (b) for approximate controllability. The proof is divided into three steps.

Step 1 (decay of (u,6)). The dissipative nature of the Boussinesq equation implies that when
ogh = 0, the solution U? decays exponentially to zero in H*. Indeed, observe that % UMy <
—5102| p(at/zy- Then, interpolating between this inequality and the growth bound established by
repeatedly applying Proposition 3.1, one obtains the desired conclusion that it decays to zero.

Step 2 (controllability). Moving zp to ' and vy to v' by Proposition 6.1. Thus, there exists a
smooth control ogh(z,t) such that (u}f, 9?,1“’11,1;?) =(0,0,2',0").

Step 3 (approximate). By virtue of the stability, we can derive that u; and u?, f, and 6’? are
approximated in the L°°([0, 1]; H%(T?))-norm, z; and 2, v; and v} are approximated in the R?-norm.
Thereby verifying the approximate controllability condition (b) by Proposition 6.2. O

Similarly, we can verify that the approximate controllability condition (a) holds by Proposition

6.3. The precise formulations and proofs of Propositions 6.1-6.3 are presented next.

Proposition 6.1 (Controllability of nonlinear Lagrangian flow). For any initial data (0,0, 29, vo, Idg2)
€ H>(T?) x H?(T?) x T? x St x SLy(R), and any target (z',v") € T? x S1, there exists and a smooth
control ogh®(z,t) € C*([0,1]; L?) such that

(u?,@?,x’f,vh) =(0,0,2',7").

Furthermore, ogh®(x,t) can be chosen to depend smoothly on x, ', v, v' and supported only in
frequencies |k|s < 2.

Proof. We begin by considering the displacement of particle positions. Observing that the particle
position € T? is two-dimensional, we address its horizontal and vertical components separately.
Now, we begin by proving that the horizontal component of x can be moved to the target state. Let
xo = (ag,by), 2’ = (a1,b1). For t € (0,1/4), suppose the velocity field is given by the shear flow

w!(y) = fiya(t) (“’S(”O‘ ”0)) ,
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where f1,, € C°(0,1/4) and fo fi/a(t)dt = a1 — ag. Then u}(y) satisfies the following properties:
(a) ug =144 =0, 6 =0/, =0,
(b) the solution z}* of

satisfies x1/4 (a1,bo),

(c) Qh(t ) = 5 (f1,() + vifiya(t))zsin(@e — bo),

g1/
(d) (u”(t,z),0"(t,2)) is a solution of the Boussinesq system (1.2) with control ogh!(t,z) given explic-
itly by

Ughl(t, r) = ; [(f{'/4(t)+ulf{/4(t))x1 sin(:nz—bo)—l—(f{M(t)+u1f1/4(t))(% sin(2z9—2bg)+1222 sin(:vg—bo))] .

It follows immediately that ogh'(t,z) € C*°([0,1/4]; L?) and is supported only on frequencies |k|o < 2.
To verify that control oph' does not affect the matrix flow A;, we note that the vector field u” (¢, z)
defined above satisfies

Vul(t, z) = Fuat) (8 —sin(ﬂgz - bo)) ’

then we obtain that
Al = vul(t, 2"(t)) = 0,
which yields that A} = Idgz, t € [0,1/4].
Next, while holding fixed both the horizontal component of particle positions and the matrix flow,

we displace the vertical component via shear flow. Similarly, for ¢ € (1/4,1/2), suppose the velocity
field is given by the shear flow

hy oy 0
W' () = fia(t) <(y ) a1)> ,

where f),, € C2°(1/4,1/2) and fll/f fi/2(t)dt = by — by. Then ul(y) satisfies the following properties:
(a) wyy =12 =0, 0,4 =05 =0,
(b) the solution z? of

i (t) = u"(t, 2" (1)),
z"(1/4) = (a1, bo)

satisfies Ty = (a1,b1),

(c) O"(t,z) = g(fl/g( ) +vifi2(t)) cos(z1 — a1),
(d) (u"(t,z),0"(t,2)) is a solution of the Boussinesq system (1.2) with control ogh?(t,z) given explic-
itly by

ogh*(t, ) = ;[(f{'/z(t) +vifijo(t) cos(x1 — ar) — (fi o (t) + vifija(t))ve cos(zr — a1)].
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It follows immediately that oph?(t,z) € C°°([1/4,1/2]; L?) and is supported only on the frequencies
|k|loo < 1. By the same approach, we can verify that control oph? does not affect the matrix flow
A, t€1]1/4,1/2].

Subsequently, we extend the aforementioned control scheme to address the projective vector field
while preserving particle positions invariant. The methodology remains analogous, with the key dis-
tinction that we now employ a cellular flow to construct the velocity field. Assuming we have previously
displaced vy to a new position, let the updated value be denoted as ’U{L/Z. For t € (1/2,1), suppose the
velocity field is given by the cellular flow

uh(y) = fi(t) (‘.Sm(” B b”) ,

sin(y1 — a1)

where f1 € C2°(1/2,1) and f11/2 fi(t)dt = Z (v, 01/2) Then u?(y) satisfies the following properties:

(a) ujp =11 =0, 0/ =0, =0,

(b) the solution v} of
. T, T
() = ot - Vul(2(1) - (V") (")
v(1/2) = U?/Q

satisfies v} = v/,

(c) 0"(t,x) = é(f (t) + 1 f1(t)) (= 21 cos(wg — by) + sin(z1 — a1)),

(d) (u"(t,z),0"(t,z)) is a solution of the Boussinesq system (1.2) with control oph®(t,z) given explic-
itly by

ogh’(t,x) = ;[( T (t) + v f1(t))(—z1 cos(wy — by) + sin(z1 — aq))

+ A1) (f1() + Vlfl(t))(cos(xl —b1) — cos(xy — ay) + 1 sin(zy — al)) sin(xg — by)
+ va(f1(t) + v fi(t))(— sin(z1 — a1) + 1 cos(za — by))].

It follows immediately that oph®(t, 2) € C*([1/2, 1]; L?) and is supported only on frequencies |k < 2.
It can be ascertained at this stage that the matrix flow remains unchanged. This completes the proof
of the proposition. ]

Proposition 6.2 (Stability). For all t > 0 and € > 0, there exists & > 0 such that for all
(z,v), («/,v') € T? x S* and all u € Bo(0),

P((uy, 6, x¢) € B=(0) x B:(0) x B=(2') | (u(0),6(0),(0)) = (uo, b0, o)) > 0,
P((ut,et,xt,vt) € B-(0) x B(0) x Be(2") x B:(v") ‘ (u(0),0(0),2(0),v(0)) = (uo,Go,xo,vo)) > 0.

Proof. Note that Proposition 6.1 has already established that the solution of the control equation can
steer the initial state (xq, vg) to the target state (a’,v’). Therefore, we need only consider the stability
of the system with respect to external forces. Here, ogh®(z1,t) denotes the smooth control found in
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Proposition 6.1 corresponding to the desired endpoints z, 2/, given explicitly by:
ogh” (z1,t) = [(f1)4(t) + v1f14(8)) cosbo + va(fi/4(t) + v1fija(t)) cosbo] - 21 sin s
— [(fa(®) + 1 f1 4 (@) sinbo + va(f14(t) + v1fr/a(t)) sinbo] - z1 cos 2
+ %(f{m(t) + v1f1/4(t)) cos(2bo) - sin(2z2) — %(f{/4(t) + v1.f1/4(t)) sin(2bo) - cos(2z2)
+ [(f2(t) +v1fi o) cosar — va(fi j(t) + v1f1/2(t)) cos ai] - cos 2y
+[(fY)2(t) +v1fl o) sinar — va(fy j(t) + vifrye(t)) sinai] - sin .

Note that ogh®(x1,t) can in fact be expressed as the following:

bty = S @+ S ol @hf (e,

jeZ-{(0,1)},me{0,1} me{0,1}
where hJ"(t) may be constantly zero o7"(x) is defined as in (1.8). Furthermore, we denote
ogh®(x1,t) = h%m)(t)a:l sinzg + h(()o’l)(t)m cos T + h%og) (t) sin(2z2)
+ h{y ) (t) cos(22) + h{)y g (t) cos 1 + Ay ) (t) sin .
Now, the first step is to prove that for all &, there holds
P(HUt - UthHLoo([O’l];gAL) S 5) >0, (6.5)

where U} is the solution to the control equation (6.1)-(6.2) after applying the vorticity transformation.
Then from the mild form

t t
U, — Ul = / e~ =IA[(B(U) - B(Uy)) — (GU! - GU)]ds + Ty — / e” =9 AG0hT (21, 5)ds,
0 0
(6.6)

where I'; := fot e~ Al=5) 5, dW,. Note that this stochastic convolution I’y is only supported on |kloo <1,
while the smooth control is only supported on |k|s < 2. For all € > 0, we have that

¢
P( sup HI’t / —(t=s)A ogh®(x1,s)ds H

< 5) > 0. (6.7)
tG 0, 1

Lo=([0,1];H4)
Indeed, observe that
Iy = /Ot e*(t*S)A(al COS T dVVS1 4+ a9 sinzy dWs2 + a3 cos T dWS?’ 4 qq sin z9 dWS4),
then, one has
A =Ty — /Ot e_(t_s)Aoghx(xl, s)ds
= /Ot e =940 cos i (AW — hl(s)ds) + agsinzy (AW? — h2(s)ds)
+ (ag cos xodW?3 — h3(3)a:1 cos xgds) + (a4 sin zodW* — h4(3)x1 sin JZQdS)

— sin(2y2)h° (s)ds — cos(2y2)vh®(s)ds,
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where

W (s) = = H(U2(8) + 111 p() = 12 o) + 1 faga()),
W@w—“”%um<wwﬁm@»—mmm@+mﬁm@»
h(s) = S”lbo<<fa/4< )+ 1 f] () + a1 ja(s) + 11 fra(s)),
h(s) = COSb°<<fa/4< )+ f] () + a1 ja(s) + 11 fra(s)),
(s) = o (f14(5) + 71 fo/a(3)) cosl2h),
BO(s) 1= 1(ﬁM(%+mhm@D$M%w-

Note that h? € C°°([0,1]; L?) and = € T2. It then follows from the Girsanov theorem, the smoothing
properties of the heat semigroup, and the regularity of the stochastic convolution that there exists a
probability measure Q such that for any p > 1,

E°[ sup [[Ad7,] < C(p).
te[0,1]
By employing Markov’s inequality and the positivity of the Wiener measure, we obtain equation
(6.7). Next, by employing the generalized Gagliardo-Nirenberg inequality, parabolic regularity, and
combined with equation (6.6), we obtain that (6.5).
Next, considering the approximation between particle positions x; and z}, projection flow v; and

v, we take trajectories of sample w for which (6.5) holds. We then obtain

%(37? — ) = ul(a]) —w(z) = (ul(z) —uf(zy) + (uf(ze) — wlzy)),
and
S uf —v) = o Vub(el) - o) @) v V) - (o) (@)
= (- Val(a]) - (o) W) = oVl - o) (o))

+ (- V) (o) ) = v V() - (o) (@0)7)
+ (ve - V(@) - (v) " () " — v - Vug(e) - (vg) T (ve) 7).

Finally, proceeding similarly to [35, Lemma 7.3], we apply the stability properties of U; to establish
the conclusion. This completes the proof. O

Proposition 6.3 (Approximate controllability of matrix flow). For all M > 0 and € > 0,

P((ul,ﬂl,xl,Al) € B.(0) x Bo(0) x {A € SL4(R) : |A| > M} | (uo, 60, 0, Ao) = (O,O,O,IdRz)) > 0.
(6.8)
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Proof. The control and approximation procedures are analogous to those in Propositions 6.1-6.2. Here
we adopt the corresponding cellular flow as the velocity field,

(i)}

where f4 € C2°(0,1) and fol fa(s)ds = log M. The proof is concluded by analogous selection of the
smooth control combined with stability arguments. O

We now succinctly outline the proofs of weak irreducibility for the base, Lagrangian, and projective
processes.

Proof of Proposition 3.9. By utilizing the dissipativity of the Boussinesq equation described in Step 1
of verifying condition (b) for approximate controllability (C'), along with the approximate controllabil-
ity itself, we may complete the proof of this proposition following the classical irreducibility argument
in [35, Section 7). O

A Moment bounds on stochastic Boussinesq equations

In this section, we establish the a priori estimates stated in Proposition 3.1 for the stochastic Boussi-
nesq system and present several moment estimates previously established in [25]. For completeness
and for the reader’s convenience, we provide detailed arguments here, though we do not emphasize
their originality. In contrast to the stochastic Navier-Stokes equations and other nonlinear stochastic
partial differential equations with dissipative (parabolic) structures, the process of performing en-
ergy estimates for the Boussinesq equations requires compensating for the buoyancy term ¢d.0. We
handle the temperature and momentum equations with different weighting strategies. As above the
dependence on physical parameter in constants is suppressed in what follows. Denote

2
9>
Then, cf. (1.6) and (1.7),
1015 = #lwlzz + 1072, UG = > VwllZz + [VO]7.. (A1)

Also recall that our domain is T? = R?/(277Z?), and therefore the Poincaré inequality takes the form
Ul g < Ul 1. We first recall a standard exponential martingale estimate we will be using often.

Lemma A.1. Let M; a continuous L?>-martingale. Then for all 0 <n < A,

Eexp (sup nM; — nA{M, M)t) < 2R,
>0

Firstly, we show an easier version of (3.1).
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Lemma A.2. There exists C > 0 such that for alln < C™1,
Eexp (nUil% ) < Cexp (ne™¢ |Tall% )
Proof of (3.1). For any f € H' denote

11D 12y = 2|V fill 72 + pllV fal - (A2)

By Itd’s formula, the process Uy = (wy, ;) satisfies:

t t
lorllZe — flws]1Zo = 204 / | Zdr + 2 / (9040, 0, dr, (A.3)

t t
166120 — [16:]120 = —20 / 102 0dr + 2 / (00, 0) AW, + ||og|2(¢ — s). (A4)

Now we weight differently the equations, multiplying (A.3) by s and adding to (A.4) we obtain

t t t
2 2 _ 2 2.,
1012, — 02, = 2/8 HUTHD(A%)errQ%/S <98$9,wr>d7“+2/8 (00, 0)dW, + [[o][2(t — 5).
Since by the Poincaré inequality

25¢g/(0,0, w)| < visl|wl|7z + v2|| V0|72 < vis|| Vowl|72 + v2|| VO] 72
= HU||2D(A1/2)7

IO < U ar2), (00,0) < loollllU]l -

)7

Then for any 1 > 0, we have

LN 2 2 2 ! ne [t 2
U + o [ Uelgdr —n(t = s)llogll” < nl|Usllg +2n [ (00,0)dW; — = [ |[Up|l 5. dr
H 2 S H S 2 S

< My — C™YM®, M),

where

t
M = U3 + 21 / (09, 6)dW,

and we compute
! 2 nk [* 2
ey < c [ ar < e [ g, o

Thus Lemma A.1 gives

K t
Bexp (n( s 01 + 5 [ 101 ar = Clo = 9)) ) < 2mexp (40112

Using Lemma A.2 to bound the right-hand side and rearranging somewhat, we conclude. O
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We now consider controlling higher derivatives of (wy,6;). Differentiating the equation (1.5) for

(wy, O;), we see

n—1
d . .
3 Ve = vAV W, — ATV YV W =Y (;‘)Alvlvnﬂwt VYV w4 g0, V"0, (A.5)
j=0
d n—1 n 4 4
V'O =vAV"Y — ATV YV - (]) ATV YV + VopdW. (AL6)
7=0

Before continuing, we note the following bound from [39, Lemma A.3]. It is noteworthy that we
have rectified a typographical error present in [39] in this context.

Lemma A.3. Let f € COO(TQ), then there exists C(n) > 0 such that
n—1 n | | 1
22, (J) IV 1AV 999 do < Gl e + CFIZH
=0

We now proceed to establish an easier version of (3.2), analogous to Lemma A.2. To facilitate this,
we first introduce an auxiliary result pivotal to the subsequent analysis.

Lemma A.4. [59, Lemmab.1] Let U be a real-valued semimartingale
dU(t,w) = F(t,w)dt + G(t,w)dB(t,w),

where B is a standard Brownian motion. Assume that there exist a process Z and positive constants
b1, b, bg, with by > b, such that

F(t,w) <b — b Z(t,w), U(t,w) < Z(t,w), G(t,w)* <bzZ(t,w) a.s.

Then, the bound

—bat/4 t
exp | U(t) + 71)26 / Z(s)ds | < —b2 exp(2b1/bs) exp (U(O)e*(bg/Z)t>
4 0 by — b3

holds for any t > 0.

The easier version of (3.2) as follows.
Lemma A.5. There exists C(n) > 0 such that for all 0 <n < C~! and all t > 0,
e -C~1t e 2
Eexp (U177 ) < Cexp =0 il 2 + Clt 2, )
Proof. For any f € H" denote

11 nasr2) 2= 59 uln + I faln.
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By It6’s formula and (A.5)-(A.6), we have

n—1
detH%In = — 21/1Hwt||?{n+1dt -2 Z (;L) /V”wt . A_leV”_jwt . ijwtdwdt
7=0

+ 2g/V"wt : 8,,3V"9tdxdt, (A?)

and

n—1
d[|0 |3 = — 20210 Fpniadt —2) (?) /vnet L ATV, - YV G, dadt

j=0
+2 ) aof < / V", : v"a;.“dx> AWH™ 4 ||og||*dt. (A.8)
jEZ
me{0,1}

Multiplying (A.7) by s and adding to (A.8) we obtain
d (nHUtqun) = (—2”Ut||§7nm1/2) - 29%/V"wt : 0, V"0 + \o—g|y2> dt

n—1

= (7;) 0 / Vit ATV, VWb dedt
7=0
n—1 n ' '

-2) <;) / V™", : ATV wy - YV Oy dadt
7=0

+2 ) af ( / V"0, : V”a;ﬁdx> dwim, (A.9)
JjEZ
me{0,1}

By the Poincaré inequality,

29%|<vnwt78xvn0t>‘ < ”UH%n(AlM)’

IO < WU Dn a2y, (V"0 V"07) < llogll|U]] gn- (A.10)
Note that
/IV"%HA1VLV"jthVij7sldw < Ollwllwnallwllyn—rn lllyr.
and
/IV"9tHA1VLV"jthVVj9t\dw < Clbllwnallwllwn-rpl0llra,
where
q:2n4;kandp:n4tbk, (A.11)
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such that

1 1
I — A.12
1oy (A.12)
Then
n—1 n 4 '
‘2 Z ( .)n%/vnwt ATV, - VYV wpdadt
=0 J
n—1
+22< )/vne ATV, - VI G dadt
7=0
< ClUnallUllgpn—sp 1U 57,05
where p and ¢ satisfy equations (A.11)-(A.12), and
Wt .= {U = (w,@)T S VVS’q(’JIQ)2 : / wdx = Odx = 0} for any s,q > 0.
T2 T2
Subsequently, following the proof methodology of [39, Lemma A.3], we derive:
! n . .
2 Z ( ,)n%/vnwt ATV, - YV wpdadt
J
n—1 n ‘ ‘
+2) < > / V"0, : ATV Ty - YV Gidadt
— \J
(A.13)

K
< 51U g + CullUI5*

Then, combining equations (A.9)-(A.10), we obtain:

K
A () < (5 = DIGIE, 3,

and V; := 77HUtH2 that V < Z, and

+ Cull U3 + oo >dt+2n<V"09,V”0)dW.

Thus, We have for Z; := nHUtH2 (A1/2)
o k(2 — K
0 (5= DI, 13, + GV + ol ) < nCull O + aloal? - *2 2 2,
2 2 2
4n2}<vnag,vne>\ < 4n2llowl PTGy < 4nllooll® - 2| Utll 34ty

Combining Lemma A.2, (1.9), and Lemma A.4, we conclude that for any n < '§|(|2 )(/-s < 2), the

following holds:

2 — K K
E exp <17||Ut|]§{n + ue o )t/ Zs ds>
8 0

k(2 ) dn (Cull U2 + [0]?) sy
Eex ex ( e 1 U n)
k(2= K) = Snfloq]? p( "2 ) a\ I%l
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Note that kZs = n||Us||%,, (a1/2) 2 77/§||Us\|§gn+1, then we get
Bexp (01Ul + 1" e 5 [0, as)
5(2 = k) 4 (Cell U2 + o 12) e,
S @ —r) —Snllog2 P K2 —r) exp (ne” U0l )
Note that this immediately implies
Eexp (0|, — = U, — Calluilg ) < c (A.14)

where x4 := 2V 0. Our goal is now to use (3.1) to remove the term involving ||Uy|| ;. To that end, we
compute

Bexp (o157
1
K(2—k) nt2
gEexp((n"“HUtim—e 4 tn"“qun%n—On””HUtH??”)f)
2/\
H
K(2—k) 1/2
SR, — OO )

><eXp< O ||t ||n+2> (exp (Cmiil,))

xexp( ety 2 + OnllU

< C (Bexp (202U, — 26~

< cexp (e gltal 2 ) (Eexp (Culvily)) " (A15)

where we use (A.14). Subsequently utilizing (3.1), we obtain
Eexp (Cnll Uil ) < Ce exp(CrllUoll3). (A.16)
Combining (A.15) and (A.16), we conclude. O

Proof of (3.2). By It6’s formula, (A.5)-(A.6), (A.13) and then Integrating, we see that
K ! ! n S 1 S S
00+ 5 [ N0 By dr = C [ U2 dr = €= 9) = Uil < M7 = (M 20,

where .
M= / (V"0,, V" ag)dWV,.
Analogously, we establish the conclusion. O

The (3.3) can be proven by employing (3.1) and (3.2) with techniques analogous to those in [39].
Finally, we present several moment estimates previously established in [25, Lemma.A.1], which are
frequently employed throughout the manuscript.
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Lemma A.6. There exists n* > 0 such that:
(i) For any s >0, p > 2, and n € (0,n*] there exists C = C(n,s,T,p) such that

E(Sw W@WJscmMW%%) (A.17)
tE[T/Q,T]

(ii) For anyp > 2, s >0,n>0, and T > 0 there is C = C(s,T,p,n) such that

E (1012, ey ) < € xp(nllUol)- (A18)
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