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Abstract

The hypercontractivity is proved for the Markov semigroup associated with a class
of stochastic Hamiltonian systems on Hilbert spaces. Consequently, the Markov semi-
group converges exponentially to the invariant probability measure in entropy and is
compact for large time. These strengthen the hypocoercivity results derived in the
literature. Since the log-Sobolev inequality is invalid, we introduce a new argument
to prove the hypercontractivity using coupling and dimension-free Harnack inequality.
The main results are illustrated by concrete examples of the kinetic Fokker-Planck
equation and highly degenerate diffusion processes.
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1 Introduction

To motivate the present study, we first recall the famous hypocoercivity result of C. Villani
[14]. Consider the following degenerate SDE (stochastic differential equation) for (X, Y;) on
R x R%:

1) {dXt — Y, dt,

dY, = {VV(X,) - Y;}dt + VZdW,,
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where V € C*(R?) such that
pu(dz, dy) == ev(x)_%|y‘2dxdy

is a probability measure on R? xR, and W} is the d-dimensional Brownian motion. This type
degenerate SDE is known as “Stochastic Hamiltonian System (Abbrev. SHS)” in probability
theory (see [22]), and the distribution density of the solution solves the kinetic Fokker-Planck
equation (see [14]). Let P, be the Markov semigroup for the solution of (L.IJ). According to
[14, Theorem 35], if there exists a constant C' > 0 such that

V2V < C(1+|VV))
and the following Poincaré inequality holds for p;(dx) := p(dx x R?):
() <Cu(IVIP), feCRY), m(f) =0,
then for some constants ¢, A > 0 one has
(1.2) P(IVPSP + (Pif)?) < ce™u(|V P+ f2), feCyR*),u(f) =0,t=0.

See [6l, [7, 8, [10] and references within for L*-exponential convergence of the same type
degenerate diffusion semigroups. The methodology used in these papers relies heavily on
the explicit formulation of the invariant probability measure p. In this paper, we investigate
the hypercontractivity, a stronger property than the L2-exponential convergence, for more
general degenerate diffusion processes with inexplicit invariant probability measures.

The model we investigate here is the following SHS on H := H; x Hsy, where H; and H,
are two separable Hilbert spaces:

13) {dXt — (AX, + BY) dt,

dY; = Z(X,, Yy)dt + odW;,
where
e A is a densely defined (possibly unbounded) linear operator on Hy;
e B is a bounded linear operator from Hy to Hy;
e 7/ is a densely defined map from H to Hy;

e 0 is a linear operator on Hy;

W, is the cylindrical Brownian motion on Hs, i.e.
Wt = Z Béez
i>1

for independent one-dimensional Brownian motions {B;};>; and orthonormal basis
{6i}i21 Of Hg.



See [IT], 20, 2] for results on the existence and uniqueness of (mild) solutions, as well
as Harnack inequality and gradient estimate of the associated Markov semigroup P,. We
intend to find out explicit conditions ensuring the existence and uniqueness of the invariant
probability measure p (whose formulation is in general unknown) and, furthermore, the
hypercontractivity of P;.

According to Nelson [I2], P, is called hypercontractive if it has an invariant probability
measure j such that

||Pt||L2(u)—>L4(u) = Sup{HPtfHL‘l(u) . /J,(fz) < 1} = 1 for some t > 0.

By the semigroup property and the interpolation theorem, the norm || - [|z2(,—r4¢,) can
be replaced by || - ||Lr(u)—re(w for any (p,q) € (1,00) with ¢ > p. As applications of the
hypercontractivity, we will prove the compactness of P; for large ¢t > 0 and the exponential
convergence in entropy.

Due to L. Gross (see e.g. [9]), the hypercontractivity of P, follows from the log-Sobolev
inequality

p(f*log f*) — p(f*)log u(f*) < CE(f. f), [ € 2(8)

for some constant C' > 0, where (&, 2(&)) is the associated energy form. Because of this
result, the log-Sobolev inequality has been intensively investigated for forty years. However,
since the energy form & associated with (L3]) satisfies

E(f. )= ulo"V,fI*) =0

for f € C}(H) with f(z,y) depending only on z, the log-Sobolev inequality is invalid. So,
to prove the hypercontractivity we need to develop a new argument.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we introduce a gen-
eral result on the hypercontractivity using coupling and dimension-free Harnack inequality
initiated from [I5]. This result is then applied in Sections 3 and 4 to finite- and infinite-
dimensional SHS respectively. Finally, concrete examples are presented in Section 5 to
illustrate our main results.

2 Hypercontractivity using Harnack inequality

In this section, we introduce a general result on the hypercontractivity using Harnack in-
equality. The basic idea of the study goes back to [I5] for elliptic diffusion semigroups on
manifolds, see also [2] for a recent study of functional SDEs.

For a probability space (E, %, i), let P, be a Markov semigroup on %,(E) such that u
is P-invariant, i.e. u(P.f) = p(f) for f € L'(p) and ¢ > 0. Recall that a process (X3, Y;) on
E x F is called a coupling of the Markov process with semigroup F;, if

(P.f)(Xo) = E(f(X,)|Xo), (PS)(Yo) = E(f(Y)|Yo), f€ B(E),t>0.

Theorem 2.1. Assume that the following three conditions hold for some measurable func-
tions p: E x E — (0,00) and ¢ : [0,00) — (0,00) with lim;_, ¢(t) = 0:
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(i) There exists two constants to, co > 0 such that
(P f(€)) < (P f2(m)e™ &, f € By(E). &, € B

(17) For any (Xo,Yy) € E x E, there exists a coupling (X;,Y:) associated to P, such that

p(X,, ;) < 6()p(Xo,Yo), t>0;

(iii) There exists € > 0 such that (p x p1)(e”") < oo.

Then p is the unique invariant probability measure and Py is hypercontractive. Consequently,
P, is compact in L*(u) for large t > 0, and there exist constants ¢, \ > 0 such that

u((Pf)log Pif) < ce Mu(flog f), t>0,f>0,u(f)=1;
1Bf = ()2 < eI = p(F)llzs | € LP(n),t > 0.
To prove this result, we introduce two propositions on the hypercontractivity and ap-

plications for bounded linear operators. The first is generalized from [16] where symmetric
Markov operators are considered.

(2.1)

Proposition 2.2. Let P be a bounded linear operator on L*(p) such that P1 =1 and u is
P-invariant, i.e. jy(Pf) = pu(f) for f € L*(). If ([Pl 120,11y < 25 then

(1) 1P = pllzzqey == sup{IPf = pu(fll 2 = p(f?) <1} < 15
(2) 1P z2(w)—r2(u) = 1 for large enough n € N.

Proof. (1) Let 0(P) := || P||72(, - p1( < 2- For any f € L?(p) with u(f?) =1 and pu(f) =0,
we intend to prove

W(PF?) < inf /82 4+ 6(P) — 35'

2.2
( ) c€(0,1) 1—¢

Without loss of generality, we assume p((Pf)?) > 0, otherwise it suffices to replace f by —f.
For any ¢ € (0,1), let g. = \/e + /1 —&f. Then p(g?) = 1. Since P1 =1, u(Pf) = p(f) =
0, u((Pf)?) = 0,p(g2) = 1 and p((Pf)*) = p((Pf)*)*, we have

3(P) > u((Pg.)")

=+ (1 =)’ ul(Pf)") +6e(1 = )u((P)?) +4e2 VT = ep(Pf) + 4VE(1 — )2 u((PS)?)

> (1= €)’u((Pf)*)? +6e(1 = e)u((Pf)?) +£*.

This implies ([2:2)). According to the calculations in [16, pages 2632-2633], §(P) < 2 and

2) imply
1P = g2, < inf V82 +0(P) — 3¢ <1
Hllze = 260, 1—¢ '



(2) For f € L2(p) with u(f2) =1, let f = f — u(f). We have u(P™f) = 0,m > 1. Let
0 := HP - /~L||L2(u)- Then

p((P™F)?) < 0*mu(f?), m>1,
so that
u((P" LYY = u(£) + 4u(F)((P™F)?) + 6u(f)2u((P™ )2) + p(P™1 )Y
< )+ AP 2 1o () ((P™F)?)?
+ 6u( )2 (P F)2) + Pl 1o o (P™F)2)?
< ()t + AP g 1500 1) 1(F2)?
+ 607D ()2 () + HP||i2(p)—>L4(u)94mU(f2)2'

Since 6 € (0,1) due to (1), ||P||r2(uy—r3(n) < | PllL2u—ri(n) < 00, and
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20u(F)|n(f2)2 < u(f)*u(f?) + u(f*)?,

this implies that for large enough m > 1,

p((P7U)Y) < w4 2600 f?) + p(f2)? = n(f?)? = 1.
Therefore, ||P"||r2(s—r4(n < 1 holds for large enough n > 1. O

Next, we present a result on exponential convergence implied by the hypercontractivity,
which is well known in the literature of symmetric Markov semigroups.

Proposition 2.3. Let P be a posivity-preserving linear operator on L'(p) such that p is
P-invariant and || P||Le(u)—ram < 1 holds for some constants ¢ > p > 1. Then

(23) u((PH1ogPf) < L=V p100 p) 1> 0,u(0) =1
plg—1)
Consequently,
2 (p - 1)9 2 2 _
(2.4) u((Pf)?) < T 1)u(f ), [ €L¥u),ulf)=0.
Proof. Let f € L*(p) with u(f) = 0. By applying 23) to f, := 111:(’}), multiplying with

s72 and letting s — 0, we prove (Z4)). So, it suffices to prove (23)). For any € € (0,p — 1),
let

po Poloe g pla-le
(I+e)p-1) (p—1-¢)g+ep
Then
1 1—r 1 1—r
1+€:7‘+ p 1+6(5):T+ q



Since ||P|[1y = 1 and || P||ze(w—ramy < 1, Riesz-Thorin’s interpolation theorem implies
HP||L1+E(H)—>L1+6(€)(H) <1 SO, for any f S %;—(E) with /J,(f) = 1,

/ (PfT2) " Cdu <1, e € (0,p-1).
E

Since the equality holds for € = 0, this implies

d 1
s /E(Pfug)l—l—&(s)dlu <0,

which is equivalent to (23). O

Proof of Theorem[21. (a) According to [19, Proposition 3.1], (i) implies that p is the unique
invariant probability measure of P;,, and P,, has a density with respect to pu. So, by [22
Theorem 2.3], if ||P||r2(u)—r4(s) < 00 then P4y is compact in L?(y). Therefore, according
to Propositions and 2.3] it remains to prove ||Pt||i2(u) Lrag <2 for large enough t > 0.

(b) Let f € % (E) with p(f*) < 1. By (i) and (i) we have

(Priso £(€))? S E(Py f(X1))? < E| (P, f2(Y;))e0r XX’
< (P i f2 (1))t 0ED* >0 (¢.n) € E x E.
Equivalently,
(Pysif (€))2e= 0@ 0lem® < p, 1 £2(), t>0,(€,n) € ExE.

Integrating with respect to u(dn) gives

(Pm+tf(€))2/ ot %€M 1 (dn) < /EPto+tf2(77)u(dn) —u(fH <1, t>0,6€kE.

E
Thus,

1
([ expl—cod(t)2p(€, )2 u(dn))*’

Then by Jensen’s inequality, for ¢ > 0

(Pt f(€))" < n(f?) <1,t>0,¢ € E.

4 M(df)
Lo JLPeas@uae) < [ (s oot (¢ p(€, nn(dn)?

< /E ( /E eCW“)Q”@’"Fu(dn))2u(d£) < /E . QP01 (dE ) pu(dn).

Since limy_, o, ¢(t) = 0, it follows from (i77) that

(2.5)

lim e?e0d ) *u(dé)p(dn) = 1.
=0 JpyE
Combining this with (ZH) we prove || 2|3, < 2 for large enough ¢ > 0. O



3 Hypercontractivity for finite-dimensional SHS

In this section, we consider the equation (L3]) with H = R™* for some m,d > 1. Let
| - || denote the operator norm. To verify conditions (7)-(i7¢) in Theorem 2.1, we make the
following assumptions.

(A1) o is invertible and Rank[B, AB,--- , A" 'B] = m.
(A2) Z : R™4 — R? is Lipschitz continuous.

(A3) There exist constants r,6 > 0 and rq € (—||B||~!, || B]|~!) such that

(r*(x — )+ r10B(y — 7). Alz — ) + Bly — 7))
+ <Z(:c,y) - Z(jvy)vy - g—FT’/’(]B*(LL’ o j)>
<—H(lz—zP+ly—9P), (2,9).(z,7) R

The rank condition in (A1) is known as Kalman’s condition, when o is invertible it is
equivalent to the Hormander condition. We will prove the Harnack inequality in condition
(i) using (A1) and (A2), and verify conditions (i) and (i) by Assumption (A3).

Theorem 3.1. Assume (Al), (A2) and (A3). Let P, be the Markov semigroup associated
with (L3). Then

(1) P, has a unique invariant probability measure pu and ,u(ee"‘z) < 00 for some e > 0;
(2) P, is hypercontractive, i.e. ||Py||2—4 = 1 for large t > 0;

(3) B is compact in L*(u) for large t > 0, and there exist constants ¢, > 0 such that

T holds.

In a similar spirit of (I.2]), under a generalized curvature condition [3] proved the following
entropy-information inequality for some constants ¢, A > 0:

p((Pf)log Pof + (Pf)|V log Pf?) < ce ™ pu(flog £+ fIVlog f), f20.u(f) =1, >0.

This does not imply the entropy inequality in (ZT]).

According to Theorem 2.1] and Proposition 2.3] Theorem [B.1] follows from the following
three lemmas which correspond to conditions (7)-(i7) respectively. The first lemma provides
the desired Harnack inequality. Although the Harnack inequality has been investigated
in [I1], 20] for SHS, the resulting results are not enough for our purpose: the inequality
established in [II] (see Corollary 4.2 therein) contains a worse exponential term, while the
assumption (H) in [20] does not hold if Z is not second order differentiable. So, we present
below a new version of Harnack inequality for SHS using coupling by change of measures.
See [I8] Chapter 1] for more results on the coupling by change measures and applications.



Lemma 3.2. Assume (Al) and (A2). For any ty > 0, there exists a constant ¢y > 0 such
that

(P f)2(€) < (P f2(m))e™ ™" f € B(R™?), €,y € R™T.

Proof. Let (X;,Y;) solve the equation (L3) with (Xo, Yy) = n € R™* and let (X, Y;) solve
the following equation with (X, Yp) = ¢ € R+

— Y - )_/ *
dy, = {Z(Xt,Yt) 4200 d (t(to — t)Brello=04 b)}dt+adm,

to dt

(3.1)

where b € R™ is to be determined such that (X;,,Y;,) = (X4, Vi, ). It is easy to see that

G — Xy = A(Xt X))+ B(Y, - Y,),
di(}/; YD_ (YE)_YE] dt{t O—t)B*e(to —t)A* b}

Then
(3.2) Yi— Y= (1~ ¥o) — tta — OB,
and
X, — X, =Xy — Xo) + /t A B(Y, — Y,)ds
0
(3.3) — (X, — Xo) + (/0 Ap—s o - ds) B(Yy —Y)

t
- </ s(tg — s)eA(t_s)BB*e(to_s)A*ds) b.
0
We now take

to _ _
(34) b= Q;f{e“f‘(Xo — Xo) + ( / tOt—SeA“O—S)ds) B(Y, — Yo>},
0 0

where, according to [13, §3], the rank condition in (Al) ensures the invertibility of the
m X m-matrix

to
Q1o ::/ s(ty — s)etto=9) pprello=94" s,
0

see (1) in the proof of [20, Theorem 4.2] for details. Then [B.2)-[.4) imply (Xi,, Y:,) =

(Xtov Y;fo )
In order to establish the Harnack inequality using Girsanov’s theorem, let

| . d
U= Z2(X,Y,) — Z(X,, V) + t_(YO —Yo) + a{t(to — )BTt e [0,1).
0



Since Z is Lipschitz continuous, (32)), (83) and (34) imply
(3.5) [el* < e1(IXo — Xol* + Yo — Yol*) = cal€ = nl?, t €0, %]

for some constant ¢; > 0. Moreover, according to the definition of ¢, ([B1]) can be reformu-

lated as B _ _
dY, = Z(X,,Y,)dt + odW,,

where .
Wt =W, + 0'_1/ Yeds, te [O,to]
0
Let
to 1 to
(36) R = exp |:— / <O'_11pt, th> - 5/ |O'_17\pt|2dt:| .
0 0

By B3) and Girsanov’s theorem, W, is a d-dimensional Brownian motion under the prob-
ability measure dQ := RdP. Therefore, by the weak uniqueness of the equation (C3) and
using (Xy,, Yy,) = (X4, Vi), We obtain

(Ptof(g))2 - (E[Rf(Xtm ﬁo)])z - (E[Rf(Xtm Y;o)])z
< (BR)ES(X,, Vi) = (P () ER?.

Noting that (B3) and (B6) imply ER? < el for some constant ¢, > 0, we finish the
proof. O

Lemma 3.3. If (A3) holds, then there exist two constants ¢, A > 0 such that for any two
solutions (X3, Y;) and (X, Y;) of (L3),

X, = R+ ¥y — Tif2 < (X0 — Kof? + Yo — Yof2), t>0.
Proof. Obviously, X; — X, solves the ODE

(3.7) %(Xt—jft) = A(X, - X)) + B(Y; - ),
| 4(Y, — Vi) = (Z(X., V) - Z(X, o)),

Since ro € (—||B||7%, || B||™"), for any r > 0 there exists a constant C' > 1 such that
1 . .
5(\Xt — X+ Y =Y
r2 o i ~ i
(38) < @y i= TIX = K+ Y= Vil + ol — K B(Y: - T2)

SC(X =X PP+ Y, =Y, t=>o0.
Combining this with (8.7) and (A3), we obtain

~ ~ 0
do, < —0(|1 X, — Xt|2 + Y, — Y2|2) < —E(I)tdt-
Therefore, ®;, < ®ye=%¢. This together with (3.8)) implies the desired estimate. O
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Lemma 3.4. If (A3) holds, then P, has an invariant probability measure p such that
w(efl7) < 0o for some constant € > 0.

Proof. Let (X;,Y;) solve (IL3) with (X, Yy) = 0 € R™. By a standard tightness argument,
it suffices to prove

(39) Sup Ee€(|Xt‘2+D/t‘2) < 00
t>0

for some constant € > 0. Since ry € (—||B||™", [|B||™"), for any r > 0 there exists a constant
C > 1 such that

1 r? 1
(12 + Vi) < W= X2 + SV o+ (X, BY))

< C(X)+ 1Y), t>0.

Ql

(3.10)

Moreover, (A3) with (Z,y) = 0 implies
(r’x +rroBy, Av + By) + (Z(2,y) — Z(0,0),y + rroB*z) < —0(|z|* + |y[*), (z,y) € R™
Then there exist constants ¢q, ¢y > 0 such that

(r*z + rroBy, Az + By) + (Z(2,y),y + rroB*z)
<12(0,0)| - ly +rB*z| = 0(|z|* + [y[*) < 1 — calla]* + [y*), (x,y) € R™F

Thus, by (L3), It6’s formula and (3.10), we may find out two constants cs, ¢, > 0 such that

AW, < (3 — (| Xe* +|Y]?))dt + (Y + rB* X, 0dW;)
< (Cg — C4\I’t>dt -+ <Y;5 + TB*Xt, O'th>.

By It6’s formula, for any € > 0 there exists a local martingale M; such that
B cw e . x 2
de®™t < ge t<03—c4\11t+§|0 (Y, +rB*Xy)| )dt+th.

Noting that (BI0) implies |o*(Y; + rB*X;)|* < ¢;¥; for some constant c5 > 0, by taking
£ = ¢ we obtain

1
de?Vt < gVt <03 — 504%) dt +dM, < (cg — V) dt + dM,

for some constant cg > 1. Since e*¥° = 1, it follows that
Ee¥t < ¢4, t>0.

Because of (3.10), this implies ([3.9) for small ¢ > 0. O
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4 Hypercontractivity for infinite-dimensional SHS

When H, is infinite-dimensional and o is not Hilbert-Schmidt, oW, is ill defined on Hs, so
that the usual strong solution of (L3) does not make sense. Alternatively, we consider the
mild solution. To this end, we reformulate (L3]) on H := H; x Hy as follows:

' dY, = {Z(X,.,Y;) — LyY;}dt + odW,,

where A : Hy — H;, B : Hy — H; and o : Hy — H are bounded linear operators; (L;, Z(L;))
is a positive definite self-adjoint operator on H;,7 = 1,2; and Z : H — H, is measurable.
This equation reduces to (3] if we regard A — L; as one operator and combine Z(x,y) with
—Loy. The unbounded operator L, plays a crucial role in the study of mild solutions (see
[5]), while L; is the counterpart of Ly for the first component process X, and the bounded
operator A stands for a perturbation of Ly, see (B3) below.

Let (-,-),|-| and || - || denote, respectively, the inner product, the norm and the operator
norm on a Hilbert space. Moreover, for a linear operator (L, Z(L)) on a Hilbert space, and
for A € R, we write L > X if (f, Lf) > \|f|? holds for all f € 2(L).

To prove the hypercontractivity using Theorem 2.1l we will need the following assump-
tions.

(B1) o is invertible, Ly has discrete spectrum with eigenbasis {e;};>1 and corresponding

eigenvalues 0 < Ay < Ay < - -+ including multiplicities satisfy > .-, /\i < 00.
(B2) There exist two constants K, K5 > 0 such that

|Z($,y) - Z<j7y)| < K1|$—i" +K2‘y_g‘7 (xvy)v(jvg) € H.

(B3) Ly — A >\ — ¢ for some constant § > 0, BLy = L1 B, AL; = LA, and for any t > 0

t
Q: = / A BB*e* ds
0
is an invertible operator on Hj.

It is well known that (B1) and (B2) imply the existence and uniqueness of mild solutions
for (1)), see [5]. Let P, be the associated Markov semigroup.

Theorem 4.1. Assume (B1), (B2) and (B3). If

1
(4.2) Ao N = 5(5+ Ko+ /(Kz — 0)? +4K1||BH),

then all assertions in Theorem B.1] hold.
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As shown in the proof of Theorem Bl we need to verify conditions ()-(¢#i) in Theorem
21l Let (X3,Y:) be a mild solution to (£I]). We have

Xt — e—(L1—A+6)tXO + f(f e—(L1—A+6)(t—s)(5X8 + BY;)CIS,
Y, = e By 4 fjen O Z(X, Y )ds + &

t
& ::/ e B2t=9gdW,, t>0.
0

Due to (B1), for any T' > 0, the process
t
M= / e 2T=9gdW,, t€[0,T)
0

is a square integrable martingale on H with quadratic variation process

t 0 1
()= [ 1o ol < ol 3 5 = a0 < o0, ¢ 0.T)
i=1 """
where || - ||gs is the Hilbert-Schmidt norm. This implies
(4.4) E ['MtT|2]<C T>0,te0,T]
: e
Xp 2 + ao — Y ) Y

for some constant C' > 0. Indeed, since
d|M] P =2(M] dM]y + (M), t €[0T,

by Itd’s formula, for any r» > 0 we have

rIMI)? +1 rIME)? +1 2r
d A ) G : MT am]!
{eXp[<MT>t+1” eXP[<MT>t+J<MT>t+1( e dM:)

MT2 1 MT2 1— MT _ —22MT2
— exp [T‘ ;‘ i ]{T‘ las T<T ) z M| }d(MT>t7 t € 10,77
(MT); +1 (MT)e+1)
Since (M"); < ag, when r € (0, 575-] the process exp [?%%'j:ﬂ for ¢ € [0, 7] is a supmartin-
gale. In particular, by taking r = 3 +1ao we prove (4.4]).
Since & = MT for any T > 0, (&4 implies

(4.5) sup E exp [ i ] <C

' >0 2+apl ™

We are now ready to prove the following four lemmas which imply Theorem M. according
to Theorem 2.1

12



Lemma 4.2. Assume (B1), (B2) and (B3). For any ty > 0, there exists a constant co > 0
such that

(P /)*(6) < (P f2m)e™ ™™, | € 2y(H), € € H := Hy x H.
Proof. Let (Xy,Y;) solve {@LI]) with (Xo,Yp) = 7, and let (X;,Y;) solve the following equation
for (Xo,Yy) =¢&:
{dXt = (AX; + BY, — L X,)dt,

dy, = { Z(X, Vi) = LYy + e 21 (Y = Yo) + e P21 4 (t(to — t) Brelo=047p) }dt + odW;,

where b € H; will be determined latter such that (X, Y;,) = (X4, Y3, ). We have

d(X; — X;) = {AX, — Xy) + B(Y; = Y3) — Li(X, — X,) }dt,
d(Y; - Y,) = —{Lz(Yt Vi) + e (Yo — o) + e P g (H(to — t) Brelo O b)}dt-

Then

— t _t =, *
(4.6) Y, -Y, = Ot—e—ht(y0 —Yy) — t(ty — t)e L2t B4t € [0, 1),
0

and, since BL2 = LlB, ALl = LlA,

t
_ _ to — _
X, — X; =eW I X) — X)) + / Ot—3e<A—L1><t—s> Be t25(Yy — Yp)ds
0 0

/s to — s)e (A=L1)(t=s) po=L2s pxeA™(to=5)}) (|
0

t — _
e ( Xy — Xo) / tot—seA@—s)B(YO — ¥y)ds
0 0

/ s(to —s)eA(t_s)BB*eA*(tO_s)bds}.

0

According to (B3), the operator
~ to
Qs = / s(tg — s)etto=9) BBreA (t=9) (s
0
is invertible on Hj. So, letting

~ _ to ¢
b:Q;}l{eAto(XO_XO)_i_/ tot—SeAto SB(YE)—YE))d }
0 0

we conclude from ([A6) and (1) that (X;,,Ys,) = (X, i, ). Moreover, there exists a constant
1 > 0 such that

(4.8) | Xy — X + [V = V| < Ci(|Xo — Xo| + [Yo — Yo|), t€[0,t].
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Since A, B are bounded, o is reversible, and Z is Lipschitz continuous, this implies that the
process

_ 1 _ .
Wy = o—‘l{Z(Xt, V) - Z(X,,Y,) + t—e‘LQt(Yb —Yy) + e_LQt%(t(to — t)Brelo=d4 )b}
0

satisfies B B
1| < Co(|Xo — Xol? + [Yo — Yol?), t € [0,

for some constant Cy > 0. By the Girsanove theorem,

t
m::m+/ Yds, te [0, ]
0

is a cylindrical Brownian motion on Hy under the probability measure dQ := R dP, where

R :=exp |i_ A 0<w37dWs> - %/(;0 |¢s|2d8:| :

Rewrite the equation for (X;,Y;) as
dXt = (AXt + B)_/t - LlXt)dt,
dY; = {Z(X,,Y,) — LY, }dt + od WV,
By the weak uniqueness of the mild solutions to (&) and (X;,,Y;,) = (X4, Y3, ), we obtain

(Ptof(g))2 - (EQf(Xtoa )_/;0))2 = (E[Rf(Xtm Y;o)])2 S (Ptofz)(n)ER2 S (Ptof2)(n)600\5—77\2
for some constant ¢y > 0. U

Lemma 4.3. Assume (B1l), (B2) and (B3). Let (X3,Y;) solve [@3) for Xo = Yo = 0. If
A1 > X, then there exists a constant € > 0 such that sup;s Bes (Xl + M%) < 0,

Proof. By (B2), there exists a constant ¢ > 0 such that
Z (2, y)| < e+ Kilz| + Kalyl, =,y €H.
Combining this with ([A3]), and noting that (B1) and (B3) imply L; — A+ > A\ and

Ly > )\q, we obtain

t
< [N 8] Yo
(4.9) y
V) g/ M) (0 4 K |X.| + KalY|)ds + [&].
0

By (B2) and (B3), we have

1
2||Bl|

a: (6—K2+\/(K2—5)2+4K1HB||) € (0, 00).

14



Obviously, the definitions of @ and X\ in (£2) imply
(410) >\/Oé:Oé(5+K1, OéHBH—'—KQI)\/

So,
(ad + K1)s + (o|| Bl| + K2)t = N(as+1t), s,t>0.

Combining this with ([€3]), we obtain
t
alXy| + Y| g/ e_’\l(t_s){c+ (ad + K1)|X,| + (]| B| +K2)|y;|}ds+ &l
0
t
< X/ e M=) (o X| + [Vi[)ds + [&] + Ai
0 1

By Gronwall’s inequality, this implies

t

c , A(t—s c
APl + %I < Jel+ £ 40 [ e (] + £ )as
(4.11) A ‘ A

t
<|&l+ e+ X/ e M=9gds, t>0
0

for some constant ¢; > 0 and X := A\; — X > 0.
Finally, applying Jensen’s inequality to the probability measure v(ds) := e **=*)ds on
(—o0, t], we obtain

t 2 t 2
o [+ (¥ [ legas) | = | (¥ [ tua@ledtas) ]

< [ en [ rugler]ua

—00

t
<o+ 02/ e M%) exp [c2a|§s\2}ds, t,e>0
0

for some constant ¢o > 0. Combining this with (45) and (Z.II]), we finish the proof. O

Lemma 4.4. Assume (B1), (B2) and (B3). If \y > X, then P, has a unique invariant
probability measure p, and ,u(eEHQ) < 00 holds for some constant € > 0.

Proof. According to [I9] Proposition 3.1], the Harnack inequality in Lemma 2l implies that
P, has at most one invariant probability measure. So, it suffices to prove the existence of
with p(efl”) < oo for some constant & > 0.

Let (Xt Yy)iso solve ([{I) for Xy = Yy = 0. For every ¢t > 0, let u; be the distribution
of (Xy,Y}:), which is a probability measure on H. By the Markov property, if p; converges
weakly to a probability measure p as t — oo, then p is an invariant probability measure
of P, and, by Lemma and Fatou’s lemma, p(ef”) < oo holds for some constant & > 0.
Therefore, it remains to prove the weak convergence of p; as t — oo.
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Consider the L!'-Wasserstein distance

Wi, 1n) = inf / |- |dm
ﬂe(g(l/l,l/z) HxH
for two probability measures v, and v, on H x H, where €' (11, 15) is the set of all couplings
of these two measures. If y; is a W-Cauchy family as ¢t — oo, i.e.

(412) lim W(/Ltl, ,utz) = O,

t1,t2—00

then it converges weakly as ¢t — oo, see e.g. [4, Theorem 5.4 and Theorem 5.6].
To prove (AI2), for any to > t; > 0, let (X;,Y;)i>0 solve ([I) for Xy = Yy = 0, and let
(X¢, Yi)i>t,—1, solve the following equation with Xy, 4, =Y, 4, = 0:

(41 {df(t — (AX, + BY, — L, X,)dt,

dY, = {Z(X,,Y}) — LY, }dt + odW,, >ty —t.

Then the distribution of (Xj,,Y},) is j, while that of (X,,,Y;,) is s, . By the definition of
W, we have

(414> W(:utwlth) < E(‘XtQ - th‘ + ‘Y;fQ - Y/;f2|>

On the other hand, (£1]), (@I3)), (B2) and (B3) imply that for any ¢ >t — 1,

t
X, — X;| < e MUt )4 / e M8 X, — X,| + ||B]| - Y, — Yi|)ds,
to—1t1
t

N R N / e MU (K| X, — X, + KoY, — Yi[)ds.

to—t1

Then by (£10), for t > t5 — t;

alX, — X+ |Y; — Vi
t
<M X 1)+ [ eIl Kol ¢ 1Y~ T

ta—t1

(4.15)

By Gronwall’s inequality, we obtain

~ _ t ,
a|Xt2 - Xt2| + |Y;fz - Y;fz| < (O‘|Xt1| + |Y;1|)e_>\1t1 (1 + )\// e>‘ (tQ—S)dS)
t

2—t1

< 2(al Xy |+ |V, [Je~ P00,

Since sup;sq E(|X;| + [Yi]) < oo due to Lemma .3} this together with (£.14) implies (4.12).
The proof is therefore finished. O
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Lemma 4.5. Assume (B1), (B2) and (B3). If Ay > X, then there exists a constant C' > 0
such that for any mild solutions (X;,Y;) and (X,Y;) of the equation (1),

X — Xy + Y, = Yi| < C(1 X0 — Xo| + Yo — Yo|)e =2 ¢ > 0.
Proof. Similarly to the proof of ([I5]), we have
al X; — Xi| + |V, - Vi

t
<e M(alXg— Xl + Vo =Yol) £ N [ e M9 (o X, — X,|+ |V, — Yi)ds, > 0.
=~ ( ‘ 0 0‘ | 0 0|) S s s S ) =
0

By Gronwall’s inequality,
al Xy — Xy + [V, = V| < e (o] Xo — Xo| + Yo — Vo), t>0.

This completes the proof. O

5 Some Examples

In this section, we present three examples to illustrate Theorems B.1] and .1}, where the first
includes the kinetic Fokker-Planck equation discussed in [14] for V (z) = —%|:E|2 + VW with
small || V2 W ||, the second is highly degenerate in the sense that m can be much larger than
d, and the last is an infinite-dimensional model.

Example 5.1. Let d = m and o be invertible, A =0,B = I, and Z(z,y) = VW (z)—z—y
for some W € C?(RY). If || V?W||o < 1 is small enough such that

. V2|12
5.1 1> f 0
(5:1) roe(0,1) {27~0(1 T IVEW ) (1 + I+ drg)

then all assertions in Theorem Bl hold. In particular, (51I) holds if [V | < 3.

+ 1+ VTFaR) |,

Proof. 1t is trivial that (Al) and (A2) hold. To verify (A3), let » > 0 and ry € (0,1) =
0,|B||7Y). By A=0,B = I and the formulation of Z, we have

—rrole — Z* — ly — g[*.
Take

(5.2) r=-(1+V1+4r)

N —
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such that 72 — 1 — rry = 0, we obtain

<’l“2(l’ - j) + TTOB(y - ﬂ),A(ZL’ - j) + B(y - g)) + <Z(l’,y) - Z(j>g)>y —y+ T’TOB*(IE - j))
VW5

< = (rmo = VW |laorro = 7) |z = 22 = (1= 71 - T

)Iy—ﬂIQ, 7> 0.
Therefore, (A3) holds for some constants rg € (0,1) and 6 > 0 if

IIVW||§O>’

1> inf inf (rro +
4y

ro€(0,1) v€(0,rro—||V2W ||scrT0)

which is equivalent to (5.1J) due to (5.2). It remains to prove (EI) for ||[VZW | < 1. Since
(E) is trivial for ||[V2W || = 0, we assume that |[V2W || € (0,1]. In this case we simply
take ro = ||V*W ||« such that
vV Wil + (14 VI )
2r0(1 — [|[V2W || o) (1 + /1 + 41g) 2

< ||V2W||oo<% + %(1 +3)) < %(1 + %ﬁ) <1

Example 5.2. Let o be invertible, m = kd for some natural number £ > 2, and

ByZ(O,---,O,y)Ede, yERd>
Z(l’,y) = b(y) — Tk, Yy € Rdax = (1'1,1’2,"' >$k) 6de>

Alxy, 29, -+, 23) = (Y9 — 21, YT3 — Ty, - -+ , YT — Tp—1,0), x1,---, 25 € R,
where v # 0 is a constant, and b : R? — R? satisfies
(5:3)  [b(y) = b(@H)| < Kly —gl, (bly) =b@),y —y) < -Bly—y>, y,5€R’
for some constants K, 5 > 0. If

2p

4 IA—
(5.4) O<h<ihg s

then assertions in Theorem [B.1] hold.

Proof. 1t is easy to see that when 7 # 0, the rank condition in (A1) holds. Since b is Lipchitz
continuous and o is invertible, by Theorem [B1] it suffices to verify (A3). We simply take
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r = 1. For any ry € (0,1) = (0,]|B||™"), we have

(r*(x = 2) + 0By — §), Alx — ) + Bly — §)) + (Z(x,y) = Z(2,9),y — § +rroB*(x — 7))
k—1

= roly =9+ 3 {2 = T = Tawa) = o - 7P
i=1

+ <b(y) - b(]j),y —y—+ TO(Ik - j/lc)> — 7"0|$k — i’k|2
< —(8=r0)ly — gI> = rolex — T + ro K|y — | - o — T

2
<=2 —hm—aif = (r— 0 = S )l = @l = (= o —aro)ly =5, a>0.
=1

So, (A3) holds for some 6 > 0 provided |y| < 1 and

K2
sup (ro — M — TO) > 0.

r0€(0,1A122),a>0

Letting 79 11 A Hia, we conclude that (A3) holds provided |y| < 1 and

B K2\ |y
1A )(1——>>—.
Sali%( 1+« 4o 2

By taking a = £ K? we see that this inequality follows from (E.4). O

Finally, we present an example for Theorem E.1] in the spirit of Example 5.2 that Hy is
a subspace of Hj.

Example 5.3. Let {u;};>1 be an orthonormal basis on Hj, and let Hy = span{us; : ¢ > 1}.
Take B = Iy, and
Lyug; = Nugi, Liugi—y = Nugi—1, @ 2> 1,

where 0 < \; T oo with 2221 )\Z-_l < 00. Moreover, let Ly = Ly, and

o0

Ax =)\ Z<I,U2i>uzi—1, r e H

i=1
for some constant v € R. Finally, let Z satisfy
Z(x,y) = Z(2,9)| < adilz — 2|+ By — 9|

for some constants «, 5 > 0. Then all assertions in Theorem B hold provided
(5.5) \/1+72+4ﬁ+\/(25—1—\/1+”yz)2+80z<7,
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Proof. 1t is easy to see that BLy, = LB, ALy = L1 A. According to Theorem 1], it suffices
to prove

(a) For some ¢ > 0 such that L; — A > A\; — 0 and the condition ([@.2]) hold.

(b) For any ty > 0, @, is invertible on Hj.

Proof of (a) We have
((Ly — A)x,x) = (Lomz, mx) — (Az, x)
> N> (wum)” =Y (@ ) (, ui)

i>1 i>1
2()\1—6)Z:quZ 462171@,12, x e H.
i>1 i>1

Taking

5_1+\/1+72>\
= —%—X\

such that % = — A\;, we have L; — A > )\ — § as required, and the condition (&3] is
equivalent to (H2]).

Proof of (b) We may simply assume yA\; = 1, so that

o0

Ar = Z<LE, u2i_1>u2i, T € Hl.

i=1

Since A? = (A*)? = 0 and BB* is the orthogonal projection onto Hy, for any x € H; we
have

e“BB*e’ 'z = (I + sA)BB*{x + sA*x}
Z T, ugi) + 5(x, uzi1)) {ug; + sugi—1}.
i=1
Then
(Qua,z) = i / Y (s + 250, 1), i) + 2z, uzp 1)} s

t2

_tOZ{ T, u2i)? + to(w, uzi1)(x, ug) + §0<5Eau2z’—1>2}

1 1
>tOZ{ 1 —r)(x, ugy)* + (g—g)z%(x,uzi_l)?}, r > 0.

Taking r € (0,1) but close enough to 1, we conclude that (Qy,z,z) > c|z|? holds for some
constant ¢ > 0 and all x € H;. Therefore, @), is invertible. O
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