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THE SMALL-MASS LIMIT AND WHITE-NOISE LIMIT OF AN INFINITE
DIMENSIONAL GENERALIZED LANGEVIN EQUATION

HUNG D. NGUYEN!

ABSTRACT. We study asymptotic properties of the Generalized Langevin Equation (GLE) in the
presence of a wide class of external potential wells with a power-law decay memory kernel. When
the memory can be expressed as a sum of exponentials, a class of Markovian systems in infinite-
dimensional spaces is used to represent the GLE. The solutions are shown to converge in probability
in the small-mass limit and the white-noise limit to appropriate systems under minimal assumptions,
of which no global Lipschitz condition is required on the potentials. With further assumptions about
space regularity and potentials, we obtain L' convergence in the white-noise limit.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The Generalized Langevin Equation is a Stochastic Integro-Differential Equation that is com-
monly used to model the velocity {v(t)};>0 of a microparticle in a thermally fluctuating viscoelastic
fluid [31, 25, 18]. It can be written in the following form

i(t) = v(t),
mo(t) = —yo(t) — & (x(t)) — /_ K(t — s)o(s) ds + F(£) + /27 W (L),

where m > 0 is the particle mass, v > 0 is the viscous drag coefficient, ® is a potential well and
K (t) is a phenomenological memory kernel that summarizes the delayed drag effects by the fluid on
the particle. The noise has two components: F'(t) is a mean-zero, stationary Gaussian process with
autocovariance E [F'(t)F'(s)] = K (|t —s|), and W (¢) is a standard two-sided Brownian motion. The
appearance of K (t) in the autocovariance of F'(t) is a manifestation of the Fluctuation-Dissipation
relationship, originally stated in [27], see also [36] for a more systematic review.

When there are no external forces, the GLE has the form

(t) = v(t),
mo(t) = —yo(t) — /_ K(t —s)v(s)ds + F(t) + /2y W (1),

it was shown in [32] that with extra assumptions, when K is integrable, the Mean-Squared Dis-
placement (MSD) E z(t)? satisfies Ex(t)? ~ t as t — oo; otherwise, if K (t) ~t~%, a € (0,1), then
Ex(t)? ~ t% as t — 0o. The former asymptotic behavior of the MSD is called diffusive whereas the
latter is called subdiffusive. Here the notation f(t) ~ g(t) as t — oo means

f(®)

ﬁ%ce(o,oo), as t— o0.

It has been observed that when K(t) is written as a sum of exponential functions, by adding
auxiliary terms, the non-Markovian GLE (1.1) can be mapped onto a multi-dimensional Markovian
system [33, 38, 28, 29]. If K(¢) has the form of a finite sum of exponentials, the resulting finite-
dimensional SDE was studied extensively in e.g. [34, 36]. One can show that these systems admit

(1.1)

(1.2)
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a unique invariant structure with geometric ergodicity. Moreover, the marginal density of the pair
(x,v) is independent of K (t). It is also worthwhile to note that, in the case of the linear GLE (1.2),
these memory kernels K (t) produce diffusive MSD since they are integrable [32]. In order to include
memory kernels that have a power-law decay, one has to consider an infinite sum of exponentials
resulting in a corresponding infinite-dimensional system.

From now on, we shall adopt the notations from [12]. Let «, 5 > 0 be given, and define constants
Ck,)\k, k= 1,2,..., by

1 1

= TTram A\ = —. (1.3)

Cl k’ﬁ

We introduce the memory kernel K (t) given by

K(t) = cre ™" (1.4)
k>1
It is shown that (see Example 3.3 of [1]) with this choice of constants ¢, and A, K(t) obeys a
power-law decay, namely
K(t)~t™® as t— oo, (1.5)
where « is as in (1.3). The constant /3 is an auxiliary parameter that is only assumed to be positive.
When « > 1, as mentioned above in the linear GLE (1.2), K(¢) is in the diffusive regime, whereas
for a € (0,1), K belongs to the subdiffusive regime. There is however no claim regarding to the
case @ = 1. For such reason, it is called the critical regime. With K(t) defined as in (1.4), the
GLE (1.1) is expressed as the following infinite-dimensional system [12]

dx(t) = v(t) dt,
made(t) = (- 7o(t) — ¥/ (@(0)) = Y VRar(t)) de -+ /3 (e, o)

k>1
dz(t) = (= Mpze(t) + Vapo(t)) dt + /20 AW (8), k> 1,

where W}, are independent, standard Brownian motions. In [12], the well-posedness and the exis-
tence of invariant structures of (1.6) were studied for all &« > 0. Employing a recent advance tool
called asymptotic coupling [16, 13], it can be shown that (1.6) admits a unique invariant distribution
in the diffusive regime, (o > 1). However, ergodicity when « € (0, 1] remains an open question.

The goal of this note is to give an analysis of the behavior of (1.6) in two different limits.

First, we are interested in the asymptotic behavior of (1.6) concerning the small-mass limit,
namely taking m to zero on the LHS of the second line in (1.6). Due to the random perturbations,
the velocity v(t) is fluctuating fast whereas the displacement z(t) is still moving slow. We hence
would like to find a process u(t) such that on any compact interval [0, T,

lim sup |z(r) —u(r)] =0,
r<t

ml0 o<

where the limit holds in an appropriate sense. Such statement is called Smoluchowski-Kramer
approximation [10]. There is a literature of analyzing asymptotic behaviors for fast-slow processes
when taking zero-mass limit. Earliest results in this direction seem to be the works of [26, 37].
For more recent studies in finite dimensional systems, we refer to [10] in which the convergence in
probability is established with constant drag and multiplicative noise. Under stronger assumptions
and using appropriate time rescaling, weak convergence is proved in [35] where the friction is also
state-dependent. When the potential is assumed to be Lipschitz, one can obtain better results
in LP, following the works of [19, 30]. Without such assumption, convergence in probability is
established in [17] provided appropriate Lyapunov controls. In addition, limiting systems are
observed numerically in [20, 21]. Similar analysis in infinite dimensional settings for semi linear
wave equations are studied in a series of paper [4, 5, 6, 7]. The systems therein are shown to converge
to a heat equation under different assumptions about non linear drifts. Motivated by [17, 19], in



this note, we establish the convergence in probability for (1.6), cf. Theorem 2.4. The technique
that we employ is inspired by those in [17].

Then, we study the white-noise limit of (1.6), namely as the random force F'(¢) in (1.1) converges
to a white noise process. Under different conditions on the potential and space regularity, we aim to
find a pair of processes (u(t), p(t)) that can be approximated by the (z(t), v(t))-component in (1.6).
While there is a rich history on the small-mass limit, the white-noise limit seems to receive less
attention. Nevertheless, there have been many works on the asymptotics of deterministic systems
with memories. To name a few in this direction, we refer the reader to [8, 11, 15]. With regards
to the white-noise limit of our system, we establish the convergence in different modes for a wide
class of potentials, that are not necessarily Lipschitz or bounded. While the proof of Theorem 2.5
concerning probability convergence shares the same arguments with that of Theorem 2.4, the result
in Theorem 2.8 concerning strong topology requires more work, where we have to estimate a
universal bound on the solutions of (1.6) using appropriate Lyapunov structures, cf. Proposition 4.1.
To the best of our knowledge, these results seem to be new in infinite-dimensional stochastic
differential equations with memory. Particularly, they (cf. Theorem 2.5 and Theorem 2.8) generalize
analogous results for finite-dimensional settings in [34], where K (t) has a form of finite sum of
exponentials.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. We introduce notations and summarize our main
results in Section 2. The small-mass limit is addressed rigorously in Section 3. We obtain a formula
for the limiting system as a form of a Smoluchowski-Kramers equation. Finally, Section 4 studies
the white-noise limit.

2. SUMMARY OF RESULTS

Throughout this work, we will assume that the potential ® satisfies the following growth condition
[12].

Assumption 2.1. ® € C*°(R) and there exists a constant ¢ > 0 such that for all z € R
o(®(x) + 1) > 22
By adding a positive constant if necessary, we also assume that ® is non-negative.

A typical class of potentials ® that satisfies Assumption 2.1 is the class of polynomials of even
degree whose leading coefficient is positive. Functions that grow faster than polynomials are also
included, e.g. e’

We now define a phase space for the infinite-dimensional process

X(t) - (‘T(t)7 U(t)v 21 (t)v ZQ(t)v .. )
Following [12], let H_, s € R denote the Hilbert space given by
H_s = {X = (2,0, 2) = (z,v, 21, 20,...) : | X[y = 22+ 02 + Zk_%z,% < oo}. (2.1)
E>1
endowed with the usual inner product (-,-)_s,
(X, X)_s=aT+00+ k2%, (2.2)
E>1
With regards to kernel parameters «, 8 cf. (1.3), (1.4) and the phase space regularity parameter

s, we assume that they satisfy the following condition.

Assumption 2.2. Let o, >0 be as in (1.3) and s € R as in (2.1). We assume that they satisfy
either the asymptotically diffusive condition

1
D) a>1,p> 1cmd1<2s<(a—1)ﬁ;
a_




or the asymptotically subdiffusive condition
1

(SD) 0<a<1,8>—and1<2s<af;
o

or the critical regime condition
(C)a=1,>1and 1< 2s < f;

Under Assumption 2.1 and Assumption 2.2, the well-posedness of (1.6) was studied rigorously
n [12].

2.1. Small-mass Limit. In regards to the small-mass limit (m — 0), we introduce the following
limiting system whose derivation will be explained later at the end of this subsection

~du(t) = (— o' (u(t)) — (Z ) Z erfu(t )dt + /2y dWo(t)
k>1 (2.3)
dfs(t) = (= Mefr(t) — Mpv/exu(t))dt + \/ﬁdwk ), k=1,2...

The new phase space for the solution U(t) = (u(t), f1(t), fa(t),...) of (2.3) is denoted by H_,,
s € R,
Hoy = {U = (u frfor ) UIE =2+ Y K72} < oo}, (24)
k>1

endowed with the usual inner product. We can regard H_ as a subspace of H_, whose v—component
is equal to zero. Recalling ¢, in (1 3), it is straightforward to see that if (z,v,21,29...) € H_g4 then

(2,21 — \Je1m, 20 — \/C2x,...) € H_s.

From now on, we shall fix a stochastic basis S = (Q,F,P,{F;}+>0, W) satisfying the usual
conditions [24]. Here W is the cylindrical Wiener process defined on an auxiliary Wiener space W
with the usual decomposition

W (t) = ey Wo(t) + e Wi(t) + ...,

where {e}", e}V, ...} is the canonical basis of W, and {W}(t)}x>0 are independent one-dimensional
Brownian Motions [9]. The well-posedness of (2.3) is guaranteed by the following result.

Proposition 2.3. Suppose that ® satisfies Assumption 2.1 and the constants «, 3,s satisfy As-
sumption 2.2. Then for all initial conditions Uy € H_s, there exists a unique pathwise so-
lution U(-,Up) : Q x [0,00) — H_s of (2.3) in the following sense: U(-,Uy) is Fi-adapted,
U(-,Up) € C([0,00), H_s) almost surely and that if U(-,Uy) is another solution then for every
T >0,

P {w e [0,T],U(t, Uy) = U, UO)} -
Moreover, for every Uy € H_g and T > 0, there exists a constant C(T,Up) > 0 such that
E sup [[U@)]F, < C(T,Up). (2.5)
0<t<T -
The proof of Proposition 2.3 is quite standard, similar to that of Proposition 6 in [12] and will
be briefly explained in Section 3. We now state the main result concerning the small-mass limit.

Theorem 2.4. Suppose that © satisfies Assumption 2.1 and the constants «, 5, s satisfy Assump-
tion 2.2. Let X, (t) = (zm(t), vm (1), 21,m(t), ... ) solve (1.6) with initial conditions

(1 (0), v, (0), 21,m(0), 22,m(0) ... ) = (z,v, 21, 22,...) € H_g,
and U(t) = (u(t), f1(t),...) solve (2.3) with initial conditions
(u(0), £1(0), f2(0)...) = (z,21 — \/e17, 20 — ez, ...) € H_s.



Then, for every T, € > 0, it holds that

IP’{ sup |z, (t) — u(t)| > 5} — 0, m—0.
0<t<T

It is worthwhile to note that the small-mass limit in Theorem 2.4 holds for all regimes (« > 0)
as stated in Assumption 2.2. We will see later that for the white-noise limit, the result is limited to
the diffusive regime, namely « > 1, see Theorem 2.5 below. We finish this subsection by a heuristic
argument explaining how we derive the limiting system (2.3) and its initial conditions as stated in
Theorem 2.4. Following [17], to determine the limiting system, one may formally set m = 0 on the
RHS of the second equation in (1.6) and substitute v(¢) by dz(t) from the first equation to obtain

yde(t) = [ B'(a() - 3 vars(b)]dt + v/ 23dWo(t

k>1

The equation on zx(t) in (1.6) still depends on v(t), but this can be circumvented by using Duhamel’s
formula,

t t
2p(t) = e M2 (0) + \/@/ e M)y (1) dr + \/2)\k/ e M) AW (r).
0 0

By an integration by parts, we can transform the integral term involving v(r) to

+ t
/ e My dr = x(t) — e Mt (0) — Ak/ e M () dr.
0 0

Plugging back into the formula for zj(t), we find

24lt) = (0) = Vaa(0) + vare(t) = e | ety
+ 2\, / R gL (7).

We now set f(t) := 2,(t) — /cra(t) and u(t) := x(t) and thus arrive at (2.3) with the new shifted
initial conditions as in Theorem 2.4.

2.2. White-noise Limit. Next, we present our results on the asymptotical behavior of the (x(t), v(t))-
component of (1.6) in the dlﬁu81ve regime by an appropriate scaling on the memory kernel K(t)
n (1.4). For € > 0, we introduce K,(t) given by

1 t Ck _ 2k
K = — — = —_— € It‘ .
0= () =30 oo
k>1
With K. defined above, the corresponding system (1.6) becomes
dz(t) = ve(t) dt,

mduv(t) = (— Ye(t) — Z \/7zk (1)) dt 4+ /2y AWy (t)

k=1 (2.7)

dzpe(t) = (- %zk75(t) + \/gvﬁ(t)) dt + \/ﬁde( 1), k>1



Inspired by [34], we consider the following system
du(t) = p(t) dt,

mp(t) = (- (v + 3 5 )p(t) — @' (u(t))) dt
k>1

- Z,/ii:dwk(t) + /Ty dWo(b).

k>1

The well-posedness of (2.8) will be addressed briefly in Section 4. We then assert that (z¢(t), ve(t))
converges to the solution (u(t),p(t)) of (2.8) in the following sense.

(2.8)

Theorem 2.5. Suppose that © satisfies Assumption 2.1 and the constants «, 3, s satisfy Condition
(D) of Assumption 2.2. Let X (t) = (x(t),ve(t), z1,¢(t),...) be the solution of (2.7) with initial
conditions

(c(0),ve(0), 21,6(0), 22,¢(0),...) = (z,v, 21, 22,...) € H_s,

and (u(t),p(t)) be the solution of (2.8) with initial conditions (u(0),p(0)) = (x,v). Then, for every
T,£>0,
IP’{ sup |ze(t) — u(t)| + |ve(t) — p(t)| > 5} -0, €—0.
0<t<T
The reader may wonder why the convergence result of Theorem 2.5 is restricted to the diffusive
regime, namely a > 1 according to Condition (D) of Assumption 2.2. Heuristically, since the
memory kernel K (t) decays like ™% as t — oo, we see that

1 t
K (t) = —K(—) ~ e 0.
€ €
By shrinking € further to zero, if a > 1, K(t) does not behave “badly” at infinity. In fact, it is not
difficult to show that as € | 0, K. converges to the Dirac function dy centered at the origin, in the

sense of tempered distribution, namely, for every ¢ € S, the Schwartz space on R, it holds that

/R K (Dp(t)dt — K] 11 2)0(0).

which implies that the random force F'(t) in (1.1) converges to a white noise process in the sense of
random distribution, cf. [22], hence the so called “white-noise limit”. We will see later in the proof
of Proposition 4.1 that the condition a > 1 is crucial for our analysis in order to obtain bounds on
the solutions.

Finally, if ® and parameters «, [ satisfy stronger assumptions, then we are able to obtain better

convergence than the result in Theorem 2.5. To be precise, we assume the following condition on
.

Assumption 2.6. There exist constants n, ¢ > 0 such that for every x, y € R,
O (z)y < c(®(x) + |y|™ +1).

The assumption above is again a requirement about the growth of ® that guarantees a universal
bound independent of € on the solution (z¢(t),v.(t)) of (2.7), cf. Proposition 4.1. We remark
that a function ® satisfying Assumption 2.6 need not satisfy Assumption 2.1, taking ® a constant
for example. It is also worthwhile to note that the class of polynomials of even degree satisfies
Assumption 2.6. However, functions growing exponentially fast, e.g. ex2, do not.

With regards to space regularities, we assume the following condition about parameters «, [3.

Assumption 2.7. Let o, 3 > 0 be as in (1.3). We assume that they satisfy
a>2 and (a—2)>1.



We then have the following important result.

Theorem 2.8. Suppose that ® satisfies Assumption 2.1 and Assumption 2.6 and that the constants

a, B, s satisfy Condition (D) of Assumption 2.2 and Assumption 2.7. Let Xc(t) = (xc(t), ve(t), 21,¢(t), . ..

be the solution of (2.7) with initial conditions

(c(0),ve(0), 21,6(0), 22,¢(0),...) = (z,v, 21, 22,...) € H_s,
and (u(t),p(t)) be the solution of (2.8) with initial conditions (u(0),p(0)) = (x,v). Then, for every
T>0,1<gqg<2, i holds that

E| sup [wc(t) = u(®l? + [v(t) = p(®)|?] =0, € 0.
0<t<T

Theorem 2.8 strengthens a previous result from [34], where the potential ®' is assumed to be
bounded. The proofs of Theorem 2.5 and Theorem 2.8 will be carried out in Section 4.

3. ZERO-MASS LIMIT

Throughout the rest of the paper, C, ¢ denote generic positive constants. The important param-
eters that they depend on will be indicated in parenthesis, e.g. ¢(T,q) depends on parameters T
and q.

In this section, for notation simplicity, we shall omit the subscript m in

X (t) = (@ (1), vm (1), 21m (1), .. .).

We begin by addressing the well-posedness of (2.3) whose proof follows a standard Lyapunov-
type argument that was also used to establish the well-posedness of (1.6) in [12]. The technique is
classical and has been employed previously in literature [2, 14, 23]. We shall omit specific details
and briefly summarize the main steps.

Sketch of the proof of Proposition 2.3. For R > 0, let 6% € C(R, [0, 1]) satisfy

1 if|lz| <R
0 (z) = - 3.1
(@) {0 it 2] > R+ 1. (3:1)

We consider the “cutoff” equation corresponding to (2.3)
~du(t) = (_ & (u(t))0R (u(t)) — (Z ck)u(t) -3 @f;ﬁ))dt +/2ZydW(t), -
k>1 k>1 3.2
dfi(t) = (= Mefult) = Mev/cpu(t))dt + /20 dWi(t), k=1,2...

We observe that in (3.2), the drift term is globally Lipschitz and the noise is additive. Thus, by
using a standard Banach fixed point argument, the corresponding global (in time) solution U%
exists and is unique. Next, define the stopping time

TR = inf{t >0: U@y > R} .

Note that, for all times ¢ < 7r, U solves (2.3). Consequently, the solution (2.3) exists and is
unique up until the time of explosion 1o, = limp_, TR, Which is possibly finite on a set of positive
probability. We finally introduce the Lyapunov function

v(©) = 2 (000 + (T ) +3 St (53)

k>1

)



It is clear that W(U) dominates ||U]|2, . Applying Ito’s formula to ¥(U), one can derive a global
H-—

bound on the solutions U(t) that is independent of R, namely, there exists a constant C(Up, T')
such that

E| sup HU(t/\TR)HgLJ < C(T., V).
0<t<T

Sending R to infinity, it follows from Fatou’s Lemma that

E| swp [U(tATIE | < C(Uo,T).
0<t<T

implying P{T < 7o} = 1 for any T' > 0. Taking T to infinity, we see that P {7, = oo} = 1, thereby
obtaining the global solution of (2.3). O

Although the construction of the global solution U(t) of (2.3) via the local solutions UF(t)
of (3.2) is quite standard, the proof of Theorem 2.4 will make use of a non trivial observation on
these local solutions. The arguments that we are going to employ are inspired from the work of [17].
Before diving into detail, we briefly explain the main idea, which is a two-fold: first, we show that
the result holds for ®" being Lipschitz. In particular, we obtain the convergence in sup norm for
the local solutions, namely for all R, T' > 0, we have

E[ sup |:17 —uR(t)” =0, m—0,
0<t<T

where 2(t) is in the following cut-off system for (1.6)
dx(t) = v(t) dt,

mdo(t) = (—yo(t) — @ (2(£)0%(@(t) — 3 verzi(t)) di + /2y dWp (1) (3.4)

k>1

dz(t) = (—Agzi(t) + /cpv(t)) dt + /20, AW (1) k> 1.

Then, by taking R necessarily large, we obtam the desired result.
We now proceed by showing that the result holds true in a simpler setting where @’ is globally
Lipschitz. The proof is adapted from that of Theorem 1 of [19].

Proposition 3.1. Suppose that that ®' is globally Lipschitz and that the constants «, 3,5 satisfy
Assumption 2.2. Let X(t) = (x(t),v(t),z1(t),...) solve (1.6) with initial conditions

(2(0),v(0),21(0),...) = (x,v,21,...) € H_s,
and U(t) = (u(t), f1(t),...) solve (2.3) with initial conditions
(U(O),fl(O),fQ(O)):(ﬂj‘,Zl \/_:E 252—\/_$ )GH—S
Then, for every T,q > 0, it holds that

E sup |z(t) — u(t)|q —0, m—0.
0<t<T

Proof. Using Duhamel’s formula, zj(¢) from (1.6) can be solved explicitly as

t t
2p(t) = e M2 (0) + \/@/ e M)y (1) dr + \/2)\k/ e M) qW (1), (3.5)
0 0

which is equivalent to
(1) = e (24(0) — Vexz(0) + Vera(t) — \/_Ak/ MO () dr
SV [ e ),
0



where we have used an integration by parts on the term fg e Mk(t=r)
Substituting into the second equation of (1.6), we arrive at

mdv(t) + ~y dz(t)

- <_ ¥'(2(t)) — 3 Ve ™ (z4(0) — Vearz(0) = (3 ex)a(t)

v(r)dr in the first equality.

k>1 k>1

(3.6)
CEA r)dr — 2¢cK A T g () ) dt
X aon [l > Vi [ )
+ \/_'VdWO(t)
Likewise, we obtain the following equation from (2.3)
7 du(t)
= (- @) - ()t~ 3 vae ¥ (a1(0) - V(o)
k>1 k>1

(3.7)

+ch>\k/ A=)y, dr—ZM/ ”dW())d

k>1
+/27dWy(t)
Subtracting (3.7) from (3.6) and setting Z(t) = x(t) — u(t), we find that
mdv(t) + ~ dz(t)

_ <_ (@' ((t)) — (ch)x )+ > e / Ak“—")f(r)ch»)dt

k>1 k>1

< c(l + ch> sup |z(r)|dt,
E>1 0<r<t
where ¢ > 0 is a Lipschitz constant for ®'. Recalling ¢; from (1.3), we apply Gronwall’s inequality
to estimate for all T, ¢ > 0
E sup [Z()|? < mIE sup |v(t) —v|? e,
0<t<T 0<t<T

The result now follows immediately from Proposition 3.2 below. O

Proposition 3.2. Under the same Hypothesis of Theorem 2.4, suppose further that ®'(z) is globally
Lipschitz. Let X (t) = (z(t),v(t), z1(t),...) solve (1.6) with initial conditions (z(0),v(0),21(0),...) =
(z,v,21,...) € H_g. Then, for every T >0, ¢ > 1, it holds that
mIE sup |v(t)|]? — 0, m — 0.
0<t<T
In order to prove Proposition 3.2, we need the following important lemma whose proof is based
on Lemma 3.19, [3] and Lemma 2, [19]. It will be also useful later in Section 4.

Lemma 3.3. Given k, n >0, let f(t) \/2/-if =) qW (r) where W (t) is a standard Brownian
Motion. Then, for all T > 0, ¢ > 1, there exists a constant C(T,q) > 0 such that

E sup f()% < 2 O(T,q). (3.8)

0<t<T na—t

Remark 3.4. The estimate in (3.8) is sharper than the usual exponential martingale estimate. In
finite-dimensional settings, it is sufficient to bound the LHS of (3.8) by C(T,q,n, k), cf. [3, 19, 30].
In our setting, we have to keep track explicitly in term of n and k, hence the RHS of (3.8).



The proof of Lemma 3.3 is similar to that of Lemma 2, [19]. We include it here for the sake of
completeness.

Proof of Lemma 3.3. In view of Lemma 3.19, [3], we have the following estimate for A > 0,

p{ sup f(t)?> A} < nt .
0<t<T fO\/ nA/k 67«2/2 f()r e_p/gdé dr

We proceed to find a lower bound for the above denominator. To this end, we first claim that for
r >0,

r —r2/4
/ e_éz/2d€ > re
0 2

Indeed, on one hand, if » > 1, then

2 T 2 2 1 2 2 1 €T2/4
e’ /4/ e—é /2d£ > e’ /4/ e—é /2d£ > e’ /4/ 6_1/2d£ > 5
0 0 0

>

N3

On the other hand, if 0 < r < 1, then

r r 2 2
67"2/4/ 6—52/2d62/ 1_£_d€:r(1_r_) >

N3

With this observation, we find
/\/W /2 /T 200 dr > /\/m eﬂ/zL’Mdr _ nAan _ g s 1A agse
0 0 ~Jo 2 T 4k ’
where in the last implication, we have used the following inequality for every r > 0,
e’ —1>re?
Putting everything together, we obtain
nr  _ 4AxT o NA/8k

P 2> Al < —
{ o s0r2 4} < gl =

It follows that for ¢ > 2,

E sup f(t)zq:/oo qu_llP’{ sup f(t)? zA}dA
0

0<t<T 0<t<T

< = qu—lﬁe—nA/SﬁdA
=, 2

= C(T, q)/{/ AT72e7mA/BR A
0

which completes the proof. ]
With Lemma 3.3 in hand, we are ready to give the proof of Proposition 3.2.

Proof of Proposition 3.2. We only have to prove the result for ¢ > 0 sufficiently large, say ¢ > ¢;.
As if it holds for ¢;, then for every ¢ < ¢q1, by Holder’s inequality, we have

E[m? sup |u(t)]7] < (E[mql sup ‘U(t)’m])q/ql —0, as m— 0.
0<t<T 0<t<T
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We begin by noting that v(¢) from (1.6) is written as

t t
mu(t) = me”m'v(0) - / e IV (a(r))dr — Y /e / e 2 (r)dr
0 0

k>1

t
+\/27/ e~ m AW (r).
0

Substituting zx(t) from (3.5), we have

_

t t
mu(t) = me”mv(0) — / e~ m IS ((r))dr — Z \/@/ e~ m (e M 2 (0)dr
0 0

E>1
t T
—ch/ e_%(t_r)/ e =0y (0)de dr
s o 0
t r
—Z\/2ck)\k/ e_;z(t_r)/ e_’\k(r_g)de(ﬁ) dr
i>1 0 0

t
+\/27/ e~ m AW (r).
0

For every ¢ sufficiently large, we invoke the assumption that ® is Lipschitz to estimate
m%E sup v(t)*
0<t<T

< ¢(gq,v) [m2q [1 +E sup z(t)* + | Z \/azk‘zq
0<t<T i1

oo [T
+c(T)| ch‘ q/ E sup v(r)%dt

>1 0 0<r<t

t
+ (2021/2_1/2‘1)‘1*)2‘1/‘1* ZE sup /ZCi/qu/ e—Ak(t—r)de(T)
0

E>1 k>1 Ost=T

t
+E sup ‘\/ﬂ/ e—%(t—r)dWO(T)‘zq}
0

0<t<T

"]

where in the third line, we have used Holder’s inequality with qi* + 2—1q = 1. Also, note that from
the first equation of (1.6), it holds that

T
E sup z(t)* < ¢(q) <:E2q+/ E sup v(r)zth),
0<t<T 0 0<r<t
and that by Lemma 3.3, we have
t 2

ZE sup \/2011!(1)‘%/ e_)‘k(t_r)de(r)‘ ! < (T, q)ch)\k,

k>1 0stsT 0 k>1
and

t 2q
E sup ‘\/27/ e_%(t_r)dWO(r)‘ < (T, q)ymi~L.
0<t<T 0

Furthermore, recalling ¢;, from (1.3), we see that for ¢ > 0 sufficiently large

(1/2-1/2q)q _ 1
ch - Z L(+aB)(1/2—1/2q)qx < 0,
k>1 k>1

11



thanks to the fact that ¢x > 1 and a8 > 1, where the latter follows from the conditions about «, 3
in Assumption 2.2. Also, recalling A from (1.3) and the norm ||-||—s from (2.1), it is straightforward
to verify that the sums » , ~; \/Ck2k: Y _p>q Ck> and Y~ e\, are absolutely convergent. Putting
everything together, we find B B

T
m%E sup v(t)%? < ¢(T,q, X(0)) [m2q +m? 4+ m?* [ B sup v(r)2th],
0<t<T 0 0<r<t
where ¢(T, ¢, X(0)) > 0 is independent with m. Gronwall’s inequality now implies

m%E sup v(t)? < (T, q, X(0))(m*? +mi™1) =0, m—0.
0<t<T

The proof is thus complete. ]

We now turn our attention to Theorem 2.4. The proof is a slightly modification from that of
Theorem 2.4 of [17]. The key observation is that instead of controlling the exiting time of the
process z(t) as m — 0, we are able to control u(t) since u(t) is independent of m.

Proof of Theorem 2./. For R, m > 0, define the following stopping times
R — 3 > R =] >
o =mf{lu(t) = R}, and oy, = inf{lz(t)] 2 R}, (3.9)

and recall

R _: S R_. .
=t U Il , > BY, and rl = inf{IX (1), > R}

By the definitions of the norms in H_g, cf. (2.4), we see that 7% < ¢f a.s. From the proof of
Proposition 2.3, it is straight forward to verify that for all T" > 0,
P{c" <T} <P{r"<T} -0, R— oo
For R, T, m, £ > 0, we have
]P’{ sup |z(t) —u(t)| > §} < ]P’{ sup |z(t) —u(t)] > &0 Aol > T}
0<t<T 0<t<T
+P{UR/\U£E <T}.
To control the first term on the above RHS, we note that for 0 < ¢ < o® A ol u(t) = uf(t) and
x(t) = 2(t) a.s. We thus obtain the bound

]P’{ sup |z(t) —u(t)] > & ot Aol > T} < ]P’{ sup |zf(t) — ult(t)| > §} —0, m—=0,
0<t<T 0<t<T

where the last convergence in probability follows immediately from Proposition 3.1. We are left to
estimate P {of A ol < T}. To this end, we have that

IP’{UR Aol < T} < IP’{ sup |zf(t) —uft(t)| < €0 Al < T}
0<t<T

+ ]P’{ sup |zf(t) — uli(t)| > §}
0<t<T

< ]P’{ sup |zf(t) —uli(t)] < &0l <T < O’R} —HP’{UR <T}
0<t<T

+ ]P’{ sup |zf(t) — uf(t)| > 5}.
0<t<T

12



Note that for R > 1 and & € (0, 1), a chain of event implications is derived as follows.

{ sup |zf(t) —ulfi(t)| < €&,0F <T < O'R}
0<t<T

= { sup |zf(t) —u(t)] <€, sup |zf(t)| > R, 0f < T < UR}
0<t<T 0<t<T

C { sup |u(t)] > R— 1,0 <T < O’R}
0<t<T

C{o"t <1},
which implies that

]P’{ sup |2f(t) —ulfi(t)| < &0l < T < O'R} <P{c'<T}.
0<t<T

Finally, putting everything together, for R > 1 > ¢ > 0, T, m > 0, we obtain the estimate
P{ sup Ja(t) —ul(t)] > ¢}
0<t<T
< 2]?{ sup |of(t) —uli(t)| > 5} +P{o" < T} +P{c" < T}
0<t<T

< 2]P’{ sup |zf(t) — ult(t)| > §} +P{rF < T} +P{rR<T}.
0<t<T

By taking R sufficiently large and then shrinking m further to zero, we obtain the result, thus
completing the proof. O
4. WHITE-NOISE LIMIT
For notation simplicity, in this section, we shall omit the subscript € in

Xe(t) = (xe(t),ve(t), z1,e(t), ... ).

With regards to the well-posedness of (2.8), recalling ¢, A\; from (1.3), we see that the noise
term is well-defined thanks to Condition (D) of Assumption 2.2, namely

T /26k 2 Cl 1

The solution (u(t),p(t)) of (2.8) then is constructed using similar arguments as in the proof of
Proposition 2.3 in Section 3 via stopping times 7%, R > 0, given by

R = %Eto"{u(t)z +p(t)? > R?}, (4.2)

and the local solutions
dult(t) = p™(t) dt,

p
mdpR(t) = (= (v + 5" L) pR(t) — &' (uB ()0 (P (1)) dt
P = (-0 A(u"(t) "

26k
+) 4 /)\—dek(t) + /27 dWo(t),
k>1

where 6% is the cut-off function defined in (3.1). Furthermore, we have the following bound: for
every T > 0 and (ug, po) € R?, it holds that

E| sup u(t)? —i—p(t)z} < C(T, up, po)- (4.4)
0<t<T

13



This estimate will be useful later in the proof of Theorem 2.8. The solution X,(¢) is constructed
using the stopping time 7% given by

P~ X (Ol > R (45)

and the local solutions of the cut-off system obtained from (2.7)

D) - 30\ Lok

k21 (4.6)

dz(t) = v (1) dt,

mdv®(t)

I
~
2

<

o)
=
2
riU

+ /27 dWo(t)

d=A(t) = (— %Z,}j(t) + \/%UR(t)) dt + @de(t), k> 1.

We now turn to the proof of Theorem 2.5. Similar to the proof of Theorem 2.4, it will make use of
the local solutions (uft(t), pf*(t)) from (4.3) and (z(t), v(t)) from (4.6). As mentioned previously
in Section 3, the idea essentially consists of two major steps: first, fixing R > 0, we show that
the corresponding local solution (xt(t),vf(t)) in (4.6) converges to (uf*(t),p%(t)) in (4.3). Then,
taking R sufficiently large, we obtain the convergence in probability of the original solutions by
using appropriate bounds on stopping times when (u(t), p(t)) exits the ball of radius R centered at
origin. We begin by the following important result giving a uniform bound on the pair (z(t), v(t)).

Proposition 4.1. Suppose that «, B, s satisfy Condition (D) of Assumption 2.2. We assume
further that either

(a) ®" is globally Lipschitz,
or

(b) ® is not Lipschitz, but ® satisfies Assumptions 2.1 and Assumption 2.6, and o, 8 satisfy
Assumption 2.7.
Let X(t) solve (2.7) with initial conditions (x(0),v(0),21(0),...) € H_s. Then, for every T > 0,
there exists a finite constant C(T, X (0)) such that

sgpIE[OiltlfTa;(t)2 + v(t)z} < CO(T, X(0)).

Proof. We begin by applying Duhamel’s formula on zj(t) from (2.7) to see that

zp(t) =e "« Zk \/a/ e \/m/ AW (). (4.7)

Substituting zj by the formula above in the second equation from (2.7) in integral form, we obtain
t
mu(t) = mo(0) + /— o(r) — & (@(r))dr + /2 / AWo(r

_;\/&/ E o (0)dr —ZC’“// 0)dedr 48)

k>1

_Z\/W// (r@de(E)d

k>1

14



It is important to note that using integration by parts, the last noise term above can be written as

e

E-O W (0)dr

26k 2k (f— 26k
=4/~ "d —/~— | dWi( (4.
Ak / Wilr Ak / (r). (49)
Suppose that Condition (a) holds, i.e., ®' is Lipschitz. In view of (4.8) and (4.9), we have the
following estimate for every ¢ > 1 and 0 <t < T,

(0 < ) | 100 + /0 sup o)+ a0+ (3 - e E o))

0<r<t

k>1
2 T
—i—c(T)(Z C—k) ! sup v(£)*dr
Ak 0 0<e<r
k>1

2
+ sup \/ dWo Z\/ )\Ck/ dWy(r

0<t<T =1 k

—sqx* 2‘1/‘1* ZCkaS t _)\Tk(t_T) 2q:|
() Z\F/ awir)]"].

where in the last line, we have used Holder’s inequality with 2—1q + qi* = 1. Note that for every = > 0,
we have 1 — e~® < /x. Using this inequality, we estimate

\/ECL Ak C
Do o) <Y ’fm

k>1 k>1

< chk Zk 2., )1/2‘

k>1

(4.10)

Recalling ¢, Ag from (1.3) and the norm || - || _, from (2.1), thanks to Condition (D) of Assump-
tion 2.2, we see that the above RHS is finite and so is the sum > k>1Ck/ M- In addition, using
Burkholder—DaVis—Gundy’s inequality, we have B

2cy
E su \/2 dW /dW
ogth ofr Z V e R

k>1

o (T g (4.11)
< c(q)E<2y/ dr + Z =k dr) =c¢(T,q) < ©
0 = Mk Jo
Finally, we invoke Lemma 3.3 again to find
2¢y. k2s
5w 5 [
€d— 1qu‘25q
<)) —i— (4.12)
1>1 Ak
1
q—1
= (T, q)e ;;1 feq+(qa—2q+1)B—2sq "
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Note that for « > 1, s > 1/2 and 8 > 0 satisfying Condition (D) of Assumption 2.2, there exist
constants ¢ > 1 and 0 < ¢* < 2 such that

1 1
g+ (qe—2q+1)8—2s¢>1, sqgx>1, and —+ — =1
2q  gx

Consequently, the sums 37, k—lat(ga—20+1)6-2sq] 5pd > k>1 K7°7 are both finite. Combining
everything together, we infer

T
E(OsupTa;(t)zq +v(t)%) < (T, q,X(0)) [1 + / E( sup z(r)* + v(7‘)2q)dt}.
<t< 0 0<r<t

Choosing such ¢, we finally obtain the following estimate using Gronwall’s inequality

E(Oi?szn(t)zq + v(t)Qq) < ¢(T,q,X(0)), (4.13)

which proves the result for Condition (a) since ¢ > 1.
Now suppose that Condition (b) holds. To simplify notation, we set

t
gi(t) :== / e_%(t_r)v(r)dr, and  wg(¢ \/_/ = AW (r).
0
Following (4.8) and (4.9), the equation on v(t) is written as

Ck Ck _>‘k Ck
/ wk = ~yu(t) — Z \ / —e e tzk ?gk(t)>dt
k>1 E>1 k>1

+ \/ﬂde Z A\~ ZCk de

k>1

We apply Ito’s formula to (v(t Ek>1 \/7wk /2 + ®(x(t))/m to see that
al (vt~ - > \/E:]Zwk(t)) 2+ D(a(t))/m]
_ (U(t) - %@1 ;—Zwk(t)) ( — Lo(t) - kzzl \/%e—l’%%(()) - ; %gk(t))dt
+ (vle) - %k 1)) (L awor) - > NESTAT)
o' (z c c
+( (m(t)) kZZI \/;’Zwk(t) + L4 kZZI —Z)dt
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We proceed to estimate the above RHS. Firstly, we invoke estimate (4.10) to find

/Ot (v(r) - % kz>1 \//C\i:wk(r)> < - ]; \/%e_%”zom‘

< sup Jofr) - %Z \/ji’;wk(r)\ > (1 e ¥

0<r<t

CL ckk:
< sup vr——z —wp(r Z —2s 2)
O<r<t =1 Ak k>1 >1
1 Cl Ckk
< = sup vr——z wk —I-ZZ Zk 282
2 o<rst k>1 k>1 k>1

Similarly, we have

g(r) = /0 T EO ()t < sup Jo(0)]

0<e<r k

which implies that

/t ——Z ckw - —k (r))dr
; " k(7 Ok

k>1 k>1
Ck Ck 2
(% Ak)/o s o0+ s (32 Swet0)

With regard to the martingale term, we invoke Burkholder-Davis-Gundy’s inequality to estimate

r Ck 2¢y,
Ban || (05 E s Zv Tl

se[<%+;£sik>/ (-5 2o w

k>1

Lastly, we employ Assumption 2.6 to infer

c /
/\kwk r<c <I>3:r wk +1d7‘.
k>1 k k>1

Putting everything together, we arive at the following inequality

T
E sup v(t)? + ®(z(t)) < ¢(T) [1 —i—/o E sup v(r)? + ®(x(r)) dt

0<i<T 0<r<t
Ck 2 Ck n
+E sup < —wkr> +E sup < —wkr> }
0<t<T ;;1 Ak (r) 0<t<T Z Ak (r)

The result now follows immediately from Gronwall’s inequality if we can show that the last two
terms on the above RHS is finite and independent of €. To this end, we claim that for every T > 0
and g > 2, there exists a finite constant C' (T, q) > 0 such that

£ sup (; \//C\iiwk(r)>2q < ¢(T, q). (4.14)
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Recalling wy,(t) == V2 [y e — )dWy,(r), similar to (4.12), we employ Holder’s inequality and
Lemma 3.3 to see that

c 2q
E sup ( )\—kwk(r)>
0<t<T Vi VA

(Zk qlq*) 2q/qx ZE ‘ /ckk2‘ﬂwk . ‘2q
k>1 k>1 0<t<T

L\ 24/ ax
o(T:q <Zk e > e« IZ kat+(qa— 2q+1)ﬁ 2q1q°

k>1

where 2 7 + -~ =1 and ¢q; > 0 is a constant satisfying

qigx >1 and q+ (g —2¢+ 1) —2¢q1q > 1.

Solving the above inequalities for ¢, we find

I+(@=2)8 p 1
T\ AF 1 —
2 tog T Ty
which is always possible thanks to the second part of Condition (b), namely, (o« —2)3 > 1. The
proof is thus complete. ]

Remark 4.2. (a) The trick of using integration by part in (4.9) was previously employed in [19, 34].
(b) The condition o > 1 of the diffusive regime was employed throughout the proof of Proposi-
tion 4.1, e.g. estimates (4.10), (4.11) and (4.12).

Proposition 4.3. Under the same Hypothesis of Theorem 2.5, assume further that ®'(x) is globally
Lipschitz. Let X (t) = (z¢(t),ve(t), z1,(t),...) be the solution of (2.7) with initial conditions

(2(0),v¢(0),21,£(0), 22.6(0),...) = (x,v, 21, 22,...) € H_g,

and (u(t),p(t)) be the solution of (2.8) with initial conditions (u(0),p(0)) = (x,v). Then, for every
T>0,

E| sup |z(t) — u(75)|2 + sup |u(t) —p(t)|2 —0, e—0.
0<t<T 0<t<T

The proof of Proposition 4.3 is based on that of Theorem 2.6 in [34], adapted to our infinite-
dimensional setting.

Proof. Setting Z(t) := z(t) — u(t), v(t) = v(t) — p(t), we see that from(2.7), (2.8), (Z(t),v(t))
satisfies the following system

Z(t) = /Otﬁ(r) dr,
mis(t) — /0 t(— )+ (3 ;-’;)pm @) - Y[ Ean)a

k>1 k>1

/ 26k de

with the initial conditions (Z(0),7(0)) = (0,0). Regrading z;(t) terms, we integrate with respect
to time the third equation in (2.7) to find that

\//\?(Zk(t) —2,(0)) — /C\—: /Ot’U(T)dT - \/E::/Ot dWi(r) = _\/%/ot lr)

18
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With these observations, the system of integral equations on (Z(t),7(t)) becomes
t
(1) = / 5(r) dr,
0
— / /
m(t) = / ( ( +3 Ak) o' (2(r)) — @ (u(r))]) dr (4.15)

k>1

+\/Z \F (2k(t) — 2,(0)).

k>1

In the above system, we have implicitly re-arranged infinitely many terms, resulting in the cancella-
tion of noise terms. Recalling ¢, Ag from (1.3) and the norm ||-||3_, from (2.1), this re-arrangement
is possible following from (4.1) and the estimate

Z\ﬁ ) — 24(0 ZC’“/W (r)ldr + Y +—= /Z\/—m )|dr

k>1 k>1 k>1
+y C’f| / AWi(r))|
k>1
< 00, a.s.

thanks to condition (D) of Assumption 2.2. We invoke the assumption that ®’ is globally Lipschitz
and Gronwall’s inequality to deduce from (4.15)

N
E sup [7(t)] + [5(t)] < C(T)VEE sup | > X (z(t) — 2x(0))].
0<t<T o<e<7 | =] Mk
The result now follows immediately from Proposition 4.4 below. O

Proposition 4.4. Under the same Hypothesis of Proposition /.3, suppose that X (t) = (x(t),v(t), z1(t),...)
solves (2.7) with initial conditions (z(0),v(0),21(0),...) € H_s. Then,

VeE sup‘zfzk —zk(O))‘—>0 e — 0.

0<t<T

k>1
Proof. From (4.7), we see that
3L () - 20) < 30 G DI+ 2 [y
k>1 k>1 k>1
& - " (4.16)
+;\/;‘/ VAW (r )‘

We aim to show that each series on the above RHS converges to zero in expectation as € | 0. We
note that the convergence to zero of the last series follows immediately from (4.12). For the other
two terms, we shall make use of the following inequality: for ¢ > 0, there exists ¢(q) > 0 such that
for every x > 0, it holds that

1—e " <e(q)at. (4.17)
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For a positive ¢1 < % (to be chosen later), we estimate the first sum on the RHS of (4.16) as follows.
1/2

€CL , _ Mk . c
5 sup Y (1) 0) < T )0 0)
51 0SIST Ak A

(T, L]1)61/2_q1 ( Z c§k22; ) ks ( Z k=252 ) s
=1 A

where we have used (4.17) on the first line and Holder’s inequality on the second line, respectively.
Recalling (1.3), we have

Ckk25 - 1
Z )\2—2q1 o Z k14 (a+2q1—2)8—2s
k>1 "k k>1

In view of Condition (D) of Assumption 2.2, there always exists a constant ¢; € (0,1/2) such that
(2¢1 — 1)+ (v — 1) — 2s > 0, which implies that the above RHS is finite. Similarly, we have

AL
Z sup /\— ) lv(r) |dr<z sup /\— e_Tkt) sup |u(t)]
(o1 0St<T Ak j=1 0<t<T 0<t<T
_ c
< (T, qo)é* ‘122 5, Sup [v(t)]
k>1 ko 0sisT
1
— 1—g2
= (T q2)e kz>1 L1+(a—2+q2)8 oiltlgT [o(®)]-

We invoke Condition (D) from Assumption 2.2 again to see that there exists a positive g2 € (0,1)
such that o — 2+ g2 > 0. Choosing such ¢» implies that the series on the above RHS is convergent.
We thus obtain the estimate

toy
EY sup £ / e () dr < o(T,q2)e " PE sup [o(t)] < o(T, g2)e ™,
h>1 OSEST Ak 0<t<T

where the last implication follows from Proposition 4.1. Putting everything together, we obtain
the result. O

Since we will make use of exiting times, with a slightly abuse of notation, it is convenient to
recall from (3.9) for R > 0

R — > B >
inf{ju(t)] = R}, and ol =inf{|z(t)] = K.}
With Proposition 4.3 in hand, we give the proof of Theorem 2.5.

Proof of Theorem 2.5. The arguments are almost the same as those in the proof of Theorem 2.4 and
hence omitted. The only difference here is the appearance of the term |v(t) — p(t)|. Nevertheless,
we note that for 0 <t < ot A O'ER,

(u(t),p(t)) = (w(t),p"()) and  (z(t),v(t)) = (=" (t),0™ (1)),
and thus the proof of Theorem 2.4 is applicable. O

We finally turn our attention to Theorem 2.8. The proof is relatively short and will make use of
Condition (b) in Proposition 4.1.

Proof of Theorem 2.8. For given R > 0, let o', of be defined as in (3.9). As mentioned above, for
0<t<clA 0’5,

(u(t),p(t)) = (u(t),p"()) and  (2(t),0(t)) = (27(2), 0" (1))
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We then have a chain of implications

E[ sup |z(t) —u(t)|? + |v(t) — p(t)|q]
0<t<T

- [(OiltlET lz(t) — w(t)|? + |v(t) — p(t)|‘1) 1{0RAU§<T}}

+E[( oSup, [2(t) —ul®)l” +Jo(t) - P Ugrnonsy |

<E[( sup_la(t) ~ u®)] + o(t) = pOI") Lpgnorary]

+E| sup [o(t) — w07 + 0" (1) - ()7,
0<t<T

On one hand, in view of Proposition 4.3, since 1 < ¢ < 2, it holds that
E[ sup |zf(t) — uf'(t)| + [vB(t) — pR(t)]} -0, e—0.
0<t<T
On the other hand, we invoke Holder’s inequality with % + qi* =1 to estimate

E [(021% |z (t) — u(t)|? + [o(t) — p(t)|q> 1{0RA05<T}]

q/2 1/gx
< c(E[ sup z(t)* + v(t)ﬂ + E[ sup u(t)? —I-p(t)z}) <IP’ {UR Aol < T}) .
0<t<T 0<t<T
Notice that by Markov’s inequality, we have
P{o® Aol <T} <P{c® < T} +P{cl <T}
< IP’{ sup |u(t)] > R} +]P’{ sup |z(t)| > R}
0<t<T 0<t<T

- E[supg<i<r |u(t)]?] + E[supg<icr z(t)?]

The result now follows immediately from (4.4) and Proposition 4.1 by first taking R sufficiently
large and then shrinking e further to zero. The proof is thus complete. O

5. DISCUSSION

We have established rigorous results on the asymptotical analysis of an infinite-dimensional GLE
when the memory kernel K (¢) has a power-law decay, i.e. K(t) ~t~® as t — oco. With regards
to the small-mass limit, we are able to obtain the convergence in probability of the GLE for every
exponent constant o > 0. However, in the white-noise limit, a similar convergence was established
only when a > 1. The method that we employed was not able to extend the result when « € (0, 1],
which is interestingly also the barrier for the unique ergodicity of (1.6) [12]. As mentioned earlier in
Remark 4.2, our technique in the white-nosie limit requires that the memory be integrable (o > 1)
for the analysis of the solutions as well as the asymptotical behaviors. It therefore remains an open
question whether the solution’s energy is still bounded uniformly and there exists a limiting system.

Finally, another question for future works is whether one can take both limits in sequence, which
means that the small-mass variable m is written as an order of €, the white-noise variable. It is not
clear that the theorems presented in this work combined together are able to produce an explicit
answer. We note that a similar study in finite-dimensional setting was carried out in [30]. Yet, we
have not been able to see if the same method can be applied to our infinite system. We believe
handling this case will require a more substantial work.
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